
Scandinavia 
Faces EU 

debates and decisions 
on membership 

1961-1994 

Cynthia Kite 

*0 

& 

* 

O ' \ 





Scandinavia Faces EU 
debates and decisions on membership 1961-1994 

AKADEMISK AVHANDLING 

Som med vederbörligt tillstånd av rektorsämbetet vid Umeå universitet 
för vinnande av filosofie doktorsexamen framlägges till offentlig 

granskning vid statsvetenskapliga institutionen 
Hörsal E, Humanisthuset 

Fredagen den 20 december 1996, kl 13.15 

av 
Cynthia Kite 

M.A. 



Scandinavia Faces EU: debates and decisions on membership 1961-1994. Cynthia Kite, 
Department of Political Science, University ofUmeå, S-901 87 Umeå, Sweden. 

ISBN 91-7191-255-X 
ISSN 0349-0831, Research Report 1996:2 
Distribution: Department of Political Science, University ofUmeå, S-901 87 Umeå, Sweden. 

Abstract 

This study begins with the observation th at three similar states - Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden - have had different EC/EU policies, and that one of the foreign policy literature's 
most interesting approaches, domestic structures analysis, does not shed light on this 
variation. The goal of the study is to develop an understanding of the different policies by 
analyzing the question of EC/EU membership using an approach in which issue area, 
defined in terms of both substance and impact, is linked to policy process and policy 
choice. 

Substantive issue area is studied by analyzing parliamentary debates in the three 
countries. An issue area typology with four substantive categories - economic, political/ 
policy, international/security, and other — is used to classify arguments made in the 
debates. The analysis shows that the question was an economic and political issue in 
Denmark, Norway and Sweden in the 1990s. It was a security issue in Sweden in the 1960s 
and 1970s. It is argued that this variation helps explain variation in EC/EU policy. In 
particular, the findings support the argument that the importance of the substantive 
definition of the EC/EU question is related to the coalitional possibili ties it creates. The 
size of the coalition has, in turn, an impact on policy process and outcome. When the 
coalitions are large, the process moves mor e quickly, and parliaments and political parties 
tend to be consulted or informed rather than active participants. 

The question of EC/EU membership is also analyzed using an impact typology in 
which questions are classif ied as generating one of three types of conflict: none, managed 
and unmanaged. The EC/EU membership question is classified on the basis of public 
opinion data and conflict or agreement within political parties. The analysis shows that 
there were three cases in which the E C/EU question created managed conflict: Denmark 
and Sweden in the 1960s and Sweden in the 1970s. In other cases, conflict was unmanaged. 
In an analysis of the importance of variation with regard to type of conflict, it is argued that 
the data support the hypothesis that the existence of unmanaged conflict is related to 
decisions to call referenda to decide the membership question. In the face of unmanaged 
conflict political elites were encouraged to give authority for decision making over to 
voters. This was, in turn, linked to the emergence of ad hoc organizations dedicated to 
influencing public opinion for or against membership. 

This study suggests that the issue areas approach can offe r important contributions to 
the analysis of foreign polic y. A challenge for future research is to analyze how issu e areas 
and domestic structure interact to generate policy process and outcome. Central questions 
should include the relative importance of the two and analyses of the conditions under 
which one or the other is likely to dominate. 

Key words: Scandinavia, foreign policy, EC/ EU, domestic structure approach, issue area, 
policy process. 
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Chapter 1: 
Studying EC/EU decisions: the search for issue areas 

Introduction 

The goal of this dissertation is to shed light on two puzzles. One is empirical in 
nature. The other arises out of the literature on foreign policy. In this chapter I 
present both puzzles. I also discuss how I go about studying them and explain the 
organization of the study. 

The empirical puzzle: similar states, different policies 

It is widely agreed that Denmark, Norway, and Sweden have much in common 
(Sundelius 1982). They share the characteristics of "Nordic democracy" (Haskel 
1976, Petersson 1994). These include thoroughly organized (in the sense of "interest 
organizations") societies and a history of corporatist relations of interest 
intermediation (Katzenstein 1985).1 They have a similar type of welfare state, one 
based on universality and a view of welfare benefits as a right rather than something 
related to charity (Esping-Andersen 1990). Denmark, Norway and Sweden also 
share a common set of rules and procedures of parliamentary democracy (Bergman 
1995) and party systems that encourage the formation of minority governments 

1 Katzenstein identifies two types of democratic corporatism: socialist and liberal. Social corporatism is 
characterized by a politically weak, decentralized, nationally-oriented business community and a strong, 
centralized labor movement. Liberal corp oratist states are t he opposite: strong, centralized, internationally-
oriented business and weak, decentralized labor. Katzenstein classifies Denmark and Norway as socialist, and 
Sweden as a mix of the two. Sweden's "borderline" status reflects the fact that business is international and 
centralized and labor is strong and centrally organized. Despite this variation, Katzenstein classifies them all as 
sharing a domestic structure de fined by "an ideology of social partnership, a c entralized and concentrated 
system of economic interest groups, and an uninterrupted process of bargaining among all of the major 
political actors...." (Katzenstein 1985:80). It has been argued in recent years that corporatism is on the decline 
throughout Europe, not least in Sweden (Lewin 1994, Micheletti 1991). This position has been disputed, 
however, and some researchers argue that empirical analysis suggests that the argument that corportatist 
relations have been seriously undermined is overstated (see Hoefer 1996). 
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(Strom 1990). Finally, they share a similar "Nordic culture" (Haskel 1976) which, 
comparatively speaking, includes a strong commitment to equality manifest in part 
through broad support for high taxes to support generous social spending. 

Denmark, Norway and Sweden are in important respects also similar in terms of 
their positions in the international system. They share a geographic region and, in an 
international comparison, they are of roughly similar size. Because they live in the 
shadow of a major power, their local neighborhood has been, and continues to be, 
of considerable strategic importance to the system's biggest powers. This is no less 
true today than it was during the cold war. In fact it may even be more true in light 
of the fact that Russia is a more "northern European" state than was the USSR. All 
three have developed market economies which are heavily dependent on 
international trade. As measured by the value of exports and imports as a percent of 
GNP, Norway has been the most dependent on foreign trade since the 1960s. 2  

Danish dependence was somewhat higher than Sweden's up to the early 1970s, but 
the two have been about equally dependent since then. While Norwegian and 
Danish dependence has been more or less constant, Sweden's has increased over 
time from about 50 percent in the 1960s to about 65 percent by the late 1980s. For 
all three states, the value of exports and imports has been greater than 50 percent of 
GNP for more than two decades. Yet, because of their relatively small size, they 
have very little economic weight with which to influence the conditions under which 
international exchange takes place. 

Despite these and other similarities, the states have taken different paths with 
regard to an issue of great importance: their relationships with the European 
Community/ European Union (EC/EU).3 While it is true that all th ree states have 
long since accepted informal integration (Matlary 1993), they have not been equally 
willing to accept formal integration by becoming members. Denmark did so first, in 
1972; Sweden came next after a delay of 23 years. Norway continues to refuse. 
Hence the empirical puzzle: why have such similar states opted for different policies 

2 The value of Norwegian exports and imports has been between 80 and 90 percent from the 1960s to 
the 1990s. For Denmark, the figure has varied f rom about 60 to 70 percent. The value of Swedish exports 
and imports as a percent of GNP was just under 50 percent from the early 1960s to 1970. It rose in the 1970s 
to about 60 percent of GNP and varied between 60 and 70 percent during the 1980s. Data comes from Efla 
Trade, various years. 

3 A problem that I have encountered while writing this dissertation is what to call the European 
Community. In the early 1960s the organization was the European Economic Community (EEC). In the early 
1970s it changed its name to the European Community (EC). After the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty it 
became the European Union (EU). When I speak about the organization at a particular point in time then I 
refer to it by the name it had at that time. I u se the name EC/EU when I refer to the organization more 
generally. 
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with regard to the EC/EU?4 

A straightforward explanation for the differences in EC/EU policy is that they 
are due to differences in their security policies (Saeter 1993). By itself, however, this 
is not a fully satisfactory explanation. Denmark and Norway have had the same 
security policy - NATO membership - but different relations with the EC/EU. 
This has been true for more than twenty years. Between 1973 and 1995, it was 
Norway and Sweden that had the same relationship to the EC/EU despite their 
different security policies. Today it is NATO-member Denmark and alliance-free 
Sweden that are EU members. 

Another common explanation for policy variation is economic dependence. That 
is, joining is associated with greater economic dependence than non-joining. Table 
1.1 (left columns for each state) provides data on the Scandinavian states' overall 
dependence on EC/EU markets. In the early 1960s the states were about equally 
dependent on EC export markets. Ten years later, the two states most dependent on 
EC export markets (i.e. Norway and Sweden) did not join, while the least dependent 
one (Denmark) did — a fact clearly at odds with an economic dependence argument. 
This anomaly partly disappears if one examines export dependence on an enlarged 
EC, one that includes the UK and the other two Scandinavian states (Table 1.1, right 
columns for each state). By this measure, the least dependent state in the early 1970s, 
Sweden, did not join. Confusing the picture, however, is the fact that the other non-
joiner, Norway, was the most dependent on such a widened EC market. Thus, while 
the Swedish case seems to support a simple economic dependence argument, 
Denmark and Norway cast doubt on it. Finally, data from 1993 show that in the 
1990s, it was the state least dependent on EU export markets which joined — i.e. 
Sweden rather than Norway. Data on imports reinforces the point. Over the whole 
period, the three countries' dependence on imports from the EC has been about the 
same. Their membership choices have not been. 

4 Denmark, Norway and Sweden are part of a larger group of states - the Nordic democracies. This 
group also includes Finland and Iceland. I exc luded the latter for practical r easons, in particular limited tim e 
and language barriers. T he three Scandinavian languages are similar en ough that understanding one of them 
makes it possible to read the other two. The same is not true of Finnish and Icelandic. 
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Table 1.1 Trade with the EC 

Exports (as a percent of all exports) 
Year Denmark Norway Sweden 

EC Enlarged EC EC Enlarged EC EC Enlarged EC 
1959 32 70 26 62 31 63 
1963 29 69 27 65 32 64 
1970 23 66 30 71 28 60 
1985 43 69 47 
1992 54 66 56 
1993 54 67 53 

Imports (as a percent of all imports) 
Year Denmark Norway Sweden 

EC Enlarged EC EC Enlarged EC EC Enlarged EC 
1959 37 64 35 69 41 62 
1963 36 65 30 70 39 63 
1970 33 67 25 64 34 61 
1985 48 49 56 
1992 53 49 55 
1993 54 49 55 

Note: Enlarged EC refers to the original six plus the UK and the state's two Scandinavian trade partners. 
Source: EFTA Trade, various years; Statistisk Årbog 1994 , Danmarks Statistik. 

With regard to Norway, it might be argued that the country's real export 
dependence on the EC/EU has been much less significant than Denmark's and 
Sweden's since the 1970s. This is because oil, which now accounts for about 60% of 
Norwegian exports to the EU ÇEfia Trade in 1993), is a commodity in high demand 
and limited supply and therefore relatively easy to sell in world markets. However, it 
is still true that more than 50% of Norway's non-fuel exports go to the EC/EU.5 

Moreover, nothing in the trade figures themselves explains why Danish exporters to 
the EC/EU were more successful in pushing their interests than were exporters in 
Norway and in Sweden before the 1990s or in what way oil might have had an 
impact on policy choice.6 

This last point — about the influence of exporters — points out a fundamental 
problem with explanations of EC/EU policy choice which are based on 
"contextual" factors like trade patterns or security policy. While such explanations 
provide important insight into the interests that some actors might have in joining or 
not joining the EC/EU, they do not determine policy in the sense of removing all 
possibility for choice. Such explanations tend to emphasize the interests of a 
particular group (i.e. ex porters to the EC/EU), and to overlook or downplay the 
interests of others. Nothing makes this more obvious than the fact that the EC/EU 
membership question has repeatedly generated considerable political conflict in the 

5 Even when dependence is measured in terms of non-fuel exports to the EC/EU as a percent of total 
world exports (i.e. including oil), Norway's export dependence on the EC/EU is slighdy over 25%. 
Denmark's dependence when it joined in the early 1970s was about the same. 

6 It does suggest, on the other hand, that it is possible that the nature of Norwegian trade dependence 
might have given Norway more "freedom of choice" than other states had. The question that remains to be 
answered, of course, is what explains why Norway choose not to join rather than to join? 
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Scandinavian states since the 1960s. In all cases the policy choice has created 
perceived "winners" and "losers". 

Contextual factor approaches fail to explain why Danish policy in 1973 and 
Swedish policy in 1994 was in keeping with the interests of a group of exporters, or 
how EC/EU exporters lost the policy battle in Sweden in the 1970s and Norway in 
the 1970s and 1990s. These approaches say something important about the interests 
of the "winners", but they do not reveal much about how they overcame the 
resistance of the "losers". In short, they tend to overlook politics, or more 
specifically the process of choice, and can therefore never be fully satisfactory 
explanations.7 Given this shortcoming, it is necessary to ask what political factors 
might be useful in generating a better understanding? An obvious place to look for 
guidance is the theoretical literature on foreign policy. This literature seeks to 
generalize about the relative importance of various factors in explaining states' 
choices in matters relating to their relationships with external actors. 

The theoretical puzzle: 

Theories of foreign policy are often grouped into three general types of approaches 
depending on the level of analysis they emphasize: system, society or state (Ikenberry 
1988, Skidmore & Hudson 1993). The well-known "levels of analysis problem" 
(Singer 1961) is deciding which level is most likely to generate convincing 
explanations of foreign policy. Is foreign policy primarily a function of the 
constraints and opportunities created by the international system? Are these system 
level factors less important than the interests, power and actions of private groups or 
developments and trends in the domestic arena: i.e. societal level factors? Or is 
foreign policy best explained in terms of the institutional structure of the state, 
bureaucratic struggles or the characteristics and interests of the public officials who 
participate in making the decisions? 

Essential features of system, society and state centered foreign policy theories are 
summarized in Table 1.2. In system centered approaches, it is the unitary territorial 
state which is the important actor. It's "behavior" (i.e. foreign policy) is explained in 
terms of the constraints and opportunities presented by the international system. 
Those who act in the name of the state are characterized as goal oriented but less 
important than the system: their actions are constrained (or enabled) by international 
factors. Foreign policy is a rational response to opportunities and constraints 
presented by the international system. This being so, it is reasonable to concentrate 

7 By process of choice I mean an account of which actors were involved in the decision making process, 
the nature of their involvement (e.g. articulation and aggregation of interests), and the impact that they had on 
the final outcome. The literature on foreign policy tends to emphasize several types of policy processes: 
pluralist or society centered, state centered or systemic. These will be developed in greater detail below. 
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on the system rather than the actors. To explain foreign policy is to show how it is a 
rational response to salient features of the international environment. There are 
various types of system level theory, including structural realism which emphasizes 
the impact of anarchy and the distribution of power as explanatory factors (Waltz 
1979), and liberalism, which emphasizes economic interdependence, international 
law and regimes (Keohane 1984). 

Table 1.2 Summary of system, society and state centered approaches of foreign policy 

Variables: 

Actors 

Interests 

Interactions 

Empirical 
indicators 
that support 
the model 

Empirical 
indicators 
that weaken 
the model 

System 

Unitary territorial 
state 

The "national 
interest" as defined 
by the structure of 
the international 
system — balance of 
power & survival & 
improving or 
maintaining the 
state's position in the 
system 

Government elites 
with their 
counterparts in other 
states and 
international system 

Insignificant struggle 
between government 
actors and 
insignificant group 
activity; little effective 
(i.e. influential) 
disagreement about 
policy choice 

Real policy 
disagreement within 
government about 
appropriate course to 
take 

Society 

The private sector, 
interest groups & 
coalitions of groups 
and political parties 
(legislature) 

Interests of groups 
involved 

Groups with 
government, each 
other (to build 
coalitions), with 
public opinion 

Interest group 
mobilization to put 
forth a view, to 
persuade government 
to act in one way 
rather than another 

Passive interest 
groups, little action or 
action in response to 
government request 

State 

Government officials, 
especially very top 
political elite: 
executive «Sc his/her 
ministers 
(bureaucracy) 

The "national 
interest" as defined 
by the government 

Government elites 
with each other, they 
dominate interactions 
with interest groups 

Struggle in 
government circles 
about what course to 
take; little interaction 
with interest groups 
or interest group 
action that is initiated 
by govt, rather than 
the group 

Little political 
discussion within 
government, 
significant pressure 
from interest groups, 
no interest separate 
from those 
articulated by private 
actors 
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The strength of system level analysis is its parsimony and its power to explain 
why states in the international system behave similarly (i.e. conduct the same foreign 
policies) despite differences in attributes like size, wealth, level of economic 
development or political system (Waltz 1979). Thus, for example, international 
anarchy and the sense of insecurity arising from it is used to explain the formation of 
alliances (Waltz 1979, Walt 1987). According to this line of argument, regardless of 
how different from one another states might be, the common insecurity they 
experience as a result of the organization of the international system pushes them 
into forming "balancing" alliances, i.e. alliances designed to counter the power of 
another (opposing) group.8 Many explanations of the occurrence of war also 
emphasize systemic factors, especially the distribution of power and the way in 
which it inhibits or encourages the use of military force (Crawford 1992).9 Systemic 
theory has also been applied to analyses of foreign economic policies. Hegemonic 
stability theory, for example, seeks to explain liberal trade relations in terms of the 
distribution of global economic power, while neoliberal institutionalism links them 
to international regimes (Keohane 1989). Lake (1984) has argued that states' trade 
policies, both liberal and protectionist, are a function of their positions in the 
international system, while Rosecrance (1986) has sought to link the emergence of a 
new kind of state, the trading state, to the growth of interdependence caused by 
technology, transportation, communication and a decline in the efficacy (and 
legitimacy) of military force as an instrument of policy. Finally, efforts have also 
been made to explain the policies of third world states, especially their efforts to 
promote a new international economic order, on the basis of their position in the 
international system of power rather than their domestic characteristics (Krasner 
1985). 

Society centered approaches to foreign policy often explain policy choice (or 

8 The logic is that joining such alliances protects the weak by inhibiting aggression by the more powerful. 
This benefit repeatedly leads to the emergence of alliances across both time and space, regardless of changes 
in domestic level variables. 

9 A long standing debate about war, for example, is the one between those who argue that war is more 
likely in a multipolar system versus those who link it to bipolarity. The former argue that bipolar systems are 
less likely to lead to great power war because they create unambiguous power and interest contexts in which 
deterrence is most likely to work and risky behavior least likely to occur. The latter argue that the flexibility of 
alliances in a multipolar system helps make states more cautious and war less likely. This is reinforced by the 
fact that in a multipolar system states must give limited attention to any one power thus reducing the 
likelihood that animosity sufficient to lead to war will build up. 
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outcome) as a function of the interests and power of private groups or coalitions.10 

Policy is a reflection of the struggle between groups seeking to influence the 
legislature to adopt policies that support their own private interests. Linking foreign 
policy to electoral politics — i.e. the competition among parties to win legislative and 
executive power — is also a society level approach.11 A society level explanation for 
defense spending, for example, might emphasize such factors as party politics and 
the military-industrial complex (Kurth 1971). Outcomes are the result of political 
parties' efforts to attract voters and/or the ability of groups to organize and gain 
prominence in the policy process.12 The state (in this context those who hold 
positions of authority in the government and legislature) is characterized either as a 
disinterested referee that "supplies" policies on the basis of "demand" or as a 
collection of actors whose actions are "substantially constrained by societal forces" 
(Krasner 1984:229).13 In both cases the result is that state officials do not play 
autonomous or decisive intervening roles in the policy process. 

Society level approaches to foreign policy are widely used in analyses of trade 
policy. A large body of literature explains tariff levels and non-tariff barriers, past 
and present, on the basis of domestic interest groups and electoral considerations. 
Examples include Jeff Frieden's (1988) explanation of U.S. foreign economic policy 

10 Many of these studies adopt a pluralist approach. Older pluralist studies emphasized a broad range of 
interest groups, practically all having some political power. The classic statements of the pluralist perspective 
are Truman 1951 and Dahl 1965. Neopluralists view the policy process as biased in favor of some interests -
particularly business interests — that have significantly more power than other interests as well as 

organizational advantages due to the logic of collective action. See Lindblom 1977 and Manley 1983. 
Schattsneider (1975) should perhaps be labeled an early neopluralist on the grounds that he called attention to 
the bias of pluralism in a study first released in 1960. As he so eloquendy pointed out, "the flaw in the 
pluralist heaven is that the heavenly chorus sings with a strong upper-class accent" (Schattsneider 1975:34). 

11 This is so because it links foreign policy — via electoral promises or decisions taken on the basis of 
evaluations of their impact on future elections — to demands/interests of voters in general. 

12 Schattsneider (1975) distinguishes between pressure politics and party politi cs He notes that organizations 
involved in the former are "small-scale", while party-political organizations are "large-scale". There are 
important differences between their goals and political behavior. I call attention to these differences in 
Chapter 3. At this point it is only necessary to note that the foreign policy literature treats them both as 
society-level phenomenon. 

13 Such characterizations of the policy process tend to be based on the assumption that political leaders 
are mainly motivated by a desire to retain their political positions. In a system of representative democracy, 
they therefore promote policies that satisfy the demands of organized vocal interest groups and shy away 
from policies that powerful societal groups oppose (see Skidmore & Hudson 1993). 
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between the two world wars14 and John Mark Hansen's (1990) analysis of U.S. tariff 
policy changes between 1829 and 1949.15 Another is Helen Milner's (1988) 
argument, based on an empirical analysis of the U.S. and France during the 1970s, 
that non-protectionist (i.e. liberal) trade policies as well as "strategic trade" policies 
can also be explained on the basis of private groups' interests and actions.16 

Finally, state centered approaches emphasize the importance of public officials 
and/or state institutions in explaining foreign policy. The central argument is that 
policy is not best understood as a reflection of the interests, actions and power of 
domestic groups nor of the demands or opportunities presented by the international 
system. Rather, the state is assumed to exert a decisive independent or intervening 
impact on policy and therefore must be a central part of the analysis. In the 1970s 
state centered approaches emerged as a reaction against the rational actor model 
which, at that time, was widely found in the literature on foreign policy. Inspired by 
Allison's efforts to show the limits of this model through an analysis of the Cuban 
missile crisis, subsequent foreign policy studies sought to explain decisions on the 
basis of bureaucratic-organizational factors (Halperin 1974, Vertzberger 1984). 
Other work in the same spirit has emphasized the way in which the psychological or 
cognitive characteristics of the central decision makers — rather than international 
conditions - determine foreign policy choice. 

As Skidmore and Hudson point out (1993), these analyses tend to ignore private 
actors, emphasizing instead how foreign policy decisions can be explained via an 
analysis of the interests, emotional needs, beliefs, powers, and/or actions of those 
with positions of political authority. Such studies assume that the relevant decision 
making group — the foreign policy elite — is very small. They emphasize the relevance 
of the personal characteristics of members of the foreign policy elite, its views of the 
constraints and opportunities of the international system and/or the dynamics of the 
members' interactions with each other for understanding foreign policy choice. They 
do not place much emphasis on this elite's interaction with domestic elites or groups 

14 Frieden's explanation is that it was due to the entrenchment of competing domestic groups in the 
different departments and branches of government. Groups in favor of an internationally oriented policy of 
commercial liberalization and monetary and financial cooperation managed to "capture" the Federal Reserve 
System and the State Department, while those favoring a protectionist trade policy managed to dominate the 
Congress and die Department of Commerce. The result was contradictory policies: "The same 
administration encouraged foreign lending and trade protection against the goods of the borrowers, worked 
for international monetary cooperation and sought to sabotage it, struggled to reinforce European 
reconstruction and impeded it at crucial junctures" (Frieden 1988:68). 

15 Hansen argues that tariff policy (in particular tariff levels ) is tax policy and can be studied as such. His 
empirical analysis su ggests that between 1829 and 1940 U.S. tariff changes were driven either by fiscal need 
(especially budget deficits) or by party po litics, with parties prone to change the tariff in ways that benefited 
the groups comprising their core voters. 

16 Specifically, Milner shows that the growth of internationally dependent industries created a powerful 
constituency for open trade. A s a result, in contrast to earlier historical p eriods, even in times of economic 
downturn (like the 1970's), private groups pressure governments to maintain liberal trade policy. 
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or their domestic political interests. In this sense they can clearly be classified as 
"state centered". 

In the 1980s the label "state centered" also came to be applied to studies that seek 
to refute pluralist approaches to foreign policy analysis by emphasizing the way in 
which the state "matters" in the making of foreign policy. While the first generation 
of state centered approaches engaged in a dialogue with system-oriented researchers, 
this second generation has been more interested in refuting the claims of society-
oriented ones. Katzenstein's concept of domestic structure (Katzenstein 1978a&b) 
and Krasner's analysis of the power of national interest (1978) played a significant 
role in the emergence of this body of literature. It is known as the domestic structure 
or domestic institutions approach. 

Katzenstein and Krasner argued that the power of the state (i.e. cent ral decision 
makers) to formulate and implement foreign economic policy is a function of its 
centralization. More specifically, the institutional structures of the state influence the 
degree to which state actors17 can pursue their interests in the face of either domestic 
or international opposition and constraints (Zysman 1983, Ikenberry 1986, 
International Organisation 1988, Mastanduno et al. 1989, Allison 1971, Barnett & Levy 
1991). Decentralized and therefore "weak" states (like the U.S.) tend to adopt 
"society-serving" policy. Central government figures are least likely to "matter" in 
the policy process in such states because they are most easily overwhelmed by 
private actors. In strong states (like Japan and France), however, centrally placed 
elites are better able to exert their own will on the policy process and therefore more 
likely to adopt policies that promote "national interests". In short, while trade policy 
in some countries might be a reflection of the interests and power of private actors, 
in others it reflects the national interest as defined by policy makers. Some states — 
defined as the centrally located decision makers — matter quite a lot (i.e. states with 
strong domestic structures). 

What this brief review shows is that an examination of the foreign policy 
literature reveals what can be called an embarrassment of riches. There are an 

17 States have been conceptualized as both actors and institutional structures (Skocpol 1985). The two 
are, in practice, closely linked to one another in the sense that the latter is seen as setting the context 
(especially the power relations) in which the former pursues its interests. On the institutional approach see 
Katzenstein 1978a&b and Katznelson & Prewitt 1979. On the state-as-actor approach see Krasner 1978. In 
significant ways the distinction between institutions and actors mirrors Allison's distinction between 
"organizational" and "bureaucratic" models of foreign policy making (see Allison 1971). 

The importance assigned to state actors by state centered approaches to foreign policy are assumed to 
arise from their p ositions in the political structure. Their interests are gen erally seen as reflecting a broad 
societal utility function, in the sense that they are expected to benefit society as a whole, though not 
necessarily every individual or every individual equally. Insulation from domestic interest groups or the 
availability of policy instruments are sources of strength for state actors insofar as they enable them to pursue 
national interests as state officials define them without being thwarted by individuals and interest groups 
pursuing their own "narrow" interests. Other sources of strength state actors might have include the power 
to build new governmental institutions, l egitimacy, the ability to encourage the emergence of new interest 
groups or new coalitions of interest (Krasner 1978, Ikenberry et al. 1988). 
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overwhelming number of factors that might be relevant for explaining foreign 
policy, most of which are linked to competing answers to two questions. Who makes 
foreign policy? And what interests does foreign policy serve? Fortunately, the task of 
choosing an approach is made easier by the fact that some general agreement is 
developing about which approaches are the more promising. One important element 
in this is a broad recognition that, by themselves, systemic theories are not suitable 
theories of foreign policy (Waltz 1979, Putnam 1988, Barnett 1990, Christensen & 
Snyder 1990, Barnett & Levy 1991, Skidmore & Hudson 1993). 

Even the foremost proponent of structural realism, Kenneth Waltz, agrees that 
system level theorizing is not a substitute for non-systemic theories about foreign 
policy (Waltz 1979 and 1986). His argument is that system theories are useful for 
explaining why, despite huge differences among them, states behave in similar ways 
(e.g. occasionally going to war, joining counterbalancing alliances). Their strength lies 
mainly in explaining characteristics of the international system as a whole: open 
trading regimes, war-proneness, recurring alliances. Yet, these systemic 
characteristics are fully compatible with considerable variation in states' foreign 
policies: protectionist and liberal trade policies, decisions to use force and decisions 
not to do so, decisions to join alliances and decisions to adopt a policy of 
nonalignment. When one is interested in explaining variation, it is usually necessary 
to bring in non-systemic level factors.18 

I would argue that systemic theories can only be sufficient explanations of foreign 
policy if international factors are so powerful that they leave state actors with no real 
options with regard to policy. It is only in such cases that the policy making process 
connecting systemic factors to policy choice is really uninteresting. Or, to adopt an 
older language, only then can the politics behind the choice perhaps be 
"blackboxed". It can be because, in such cases, policy choice would not be preceded 
by a policy debate and political struggle among state and/or private actors, but by 
more or less immediate consensus. However, there is no reason to assume that this 
is, in fact, what lies behind foreign policies that appear to "obey" systemically 
determined constraints and opportunities. A convincing argument can been made 
that even when the "system" seems to determine foreign policy choice, an 
examination of the domestic politics of choice is necessary to determine whether or 
not the decision really was a result of a non-controversial interpretation of and 
adaptation to international reality. That is, even if a state "adapts" to the system, 
"adaptation" may often turn out to be possible only after a group of state decision 
makers (or even non-state actors) has reached agreement about policy choice and 

18 Logically speaking, from the point of view of systemic theory, the only time it is not necessary to do so 
is when variation ca n be attributed to the way in which system level factors impact differently on different 
states. For an example of an empirical analysis that takes this approach see Lake 1984. 
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after they have successfully built coalitions in support of their preference.19 This 
process is what Skidmore and Hudson (1993:5) neatly refer to as the "domestic 
politics of foreign policies". The argument being made here is the same as that made 
above with regard to contextual factors as causes of foreign policy. Constraints and 
opportunides arising from the international system may create more or less powerful 
incentives for particular actors to behave in particular ways, but they almost always 
leave actors with some room for choice. This being so, it is necessary to look 
elsewhere for an understanding of the link between system and foreign policy 
choice. 

Having ruled out system level approaches as inadequate for a full understanding 
of most specific foreign policy decisions (including the ones of interest here), the 
question that still looms large is which non-system factors - society or state - are 
decisive determinants of foreign policy? Is policy made — directly or indirectly - by 
and for "private" actors? Or is foreign policy made by state officials acting in the 
name of some kind of "national" interest? Here consensus seems to be growing in 
favor of a particular kind of state-level approach: domestic structures. 

The growing interest in domestic structures for understanding foreign policy is 
part of the more general return to the study of "institutions" in political science.20 

Numerous studies in recent years have argued that the key to influencing policy is 
access to those officials formally responsible for decision making (e.g. Garrett & 
Lange 1995, Risse-Kappen 1991 and 1994, Evangelista 1989 and 1995). The thrust 
of the domestic structures approach is that policy choice reflects the institutional 
characteristics of the state because these regulate access to such officials. Rather than 
a black box between contextual factors and interests on the one hand, and outcomes 
on the other, this approach analyzes the impact of variation in state institutions. 

While the first applications of this to the study of foreign policy were limited to 
economic policies, researchers have explicitly broadened their empirical focus in 
order to explore the approach's generalizability to all foreign policy, Attention has 
shifted away from trade and monetary policy to security policy and responses to 
Soviet policy in the 1980s (Risse-Kappen 1994). Encouraging empirical results have 
added to the approach's popularity. 

In addition to evidence that it is empirically useful, the domestic structures 
approach to foreign policy has other important strengths. One is that it makes sense 
of the fact that empirical foreign policy analyses sometimes provide support for 

If one is interested in the systemic forces that encourage "adaptation" (or its counterpart 

"resistance"), an analysis of foreign policy decisions might deliberately limit its focus to the system level. That 
is, in some studies there can be theoretical reasons for abstracting away from domestic level variation. 

20 The strength of the shift is reflected in the introduction of a recent article on economic policy 

responses to globalization. Its authors note, without supporting citations, "few would dispute that — at a given 
point in time - institutional conditions have a significant bearing on political processes" (Garrett & Lange 
1995:628). 
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society level approaches and sometimes for state level ones. In states with strong 
structures, non-state actors have difficulty getting access to relevant decision makers. 
This is especially true when social actors are relatively weakly organized. The closed, 
centralized and hierarchical nature of the political system means that those formally 
outside it have difficulty bringing their interests, preferences and ideas to the 
attention of decision makers. In such a setting it is unlikely that they will have much 
impact on policy. On the other hand, the more open the political system is, the 
easier it is for societal groups to insert themselves into the process. The implication 
is clear: the impact of societal factors as opposed to state level factors in the policy 
process and on policy choice should vary cross-nationally depending on states' 
domestic political structures. The fact that the empirical record is mixed as regards 
the importance of these factors provides indirect support for the approach. 

Another important strength of the domestic structures approach is that it tends to 
undermine the "either/or" approach to theorizing evident in much of the foreign 
policy literature. It does not lead to the conclusion that society or state factors are 
important for explaining foreign policy, but to the conclusion that what is important 
depends. Actors at either level, as well as transnational ones, might be relevant to 
policy making. Whether they are or not is also very much related to their 
institutionally-determined strength or weakness in the policy process. Domestic 
structures create a context which advantages some actors and disadvantages others. 
This influences actors' behavior and the likelihood that they will be able to influence 
the direction of policy. It is important to note that domestic structures are not 
presumed to cause foreign policy in any direct way. Rather, they impact on the 
possibilities actors have to recognize and pursue their interests. This suggests an 
additional strength of the domestic structures approach — its acknowledgment of 
both structure and actor as important for understanding policy. 

Given that the domestic structures approach has these considerable strengths and 
a growing empirical "track record" of success, it seems obvious that the place to 
look for explanations for the different policy choices in Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden is in institutional variation. And now the theoretical puzzle appears: an 
approach emphasizing institutional differences does not seem like a promising way 
to analyze variation in three states whose institutions are very similar. That is, with 
regard to the three Scandinavian states and EC/EU membership, there seems to be 
policy variation without institutional variation. How is variation within similar 
structures to be explained? 

One possible answer is to stress differences in interests. It might be argued, for 
example, that the different policy choices are simply a matter of variation in the 
interests of relevant actors in the three states. The domestic structure common to 
the Scandinavian states gave similar access to groups of actors who, by virtue of 
their different interests, opted for different policies. A straightforward analysis of 
interests would then seem to clear up both puzzles. Again, however, the problem 
with this solution is that it blackboxes the policy processes behind the EC/EU 
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membership decisions in the Scandinavian states. For better explanation, these 
processes — and not simply interests — must be linked to such outcomes as the 
victory of the anti-membership side in Norway to and the up-to-the-last minute 
uncertainty (Berg 1994) about the Swedish decision in 1994. Thus, it seems clear that 
an analysis of the EC/EU policy choices must focus on the interaction between 
domestic policy process and interests rather than simply interests. The question is, 
what approach other than domestic structures, calls attention to domestic process? 

Puzzling over puzzles: how to complement domestic structures? 

One way to respond to the theoretical puzzle is to ignore it. That is, assume that the 
existence of policy variation implies that institutional variation exists but has been 
overlooked by researchers who have pitched their analyses at too general a level. In 
this spirit, Martin Heisler (1990:17) argues that: 

we cope with complex realities ... by simplifying, generalizing and using stereotypes. 
That is how most people approach the Nordic region.... Specialists see the region 
very differently. Descending from a global or even European vantage point brings a 
remarkable variety between — and within — the countries. 

The reasonable remedy is then to conduct a detailed analysis aimed at revealing 
institutional differences and linking them to the policy variation. 

It is obviously true that Denmark, Norway and Sweden are different from one 
another in a variety of ways. Yet from the point of view of domestic structures 
analysis, the three must be considered more similar than different.21 They are unlike 
the US, with its system of checks and balances, weak parties and pluralist-style 
interest intermediation. They are also unlike France and Japan, with their centralized 
systems of power and, in the French case, rather weak societal level organizations 
(Katzenstein 1978b, Risse-Kappen 1991). They are good examples of states with 
both parliamentary systems conducive to minority governments that survive by 
creating informal alliances and comparatively still strong, albeit changing, corporatist 
relations between public officials and well-organized social groups. To assume that 
these broad characteristics are less important than smaller ones not immediately 

21 Petersson's discussion of the Nordic states (1994) includes a review of differences between them. 
Berglund and Lindström1 s (1978) study from the 1970s also points out differences as well as similarities. More 
recendy, Lane et al. (1993) have argued that t he familiar view of the Scandianvian states as similar t o one 
another and different from other states by virtue of the existence of multi-party "stability" is outdated. They 
support their argument with data on the volatility of voters, the rise of new parties, and the declining 
importance of traditional political cleavages for party identification. In arguing that the Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden can be seen as similar, I am not denying that they are also different from one another in certain 
respects. My point is that looking at them in terms of the concept of domestic structure as developed in the 
literature, these three states are of the same type. 
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identifiable goes against the general thrust of the domestic structures literature. For 
this reason I have decided to take a different approach, that is, to adopt a different 
theoretical perspective for analyzing the three states. In doing so I hope to be able to 
complement the domestic structures approach rather than replace it. More 
specifically, I do not aspire to show that structural variation does not matter, but to 
contribute theoretically to an understanding of variation when institutional 
structures are largely the same. My point of departure is both an acceptance of 
theoretical arguments and empirical evidence that support the view that variation in 
domestic structure can be linked to variation in policy process and, through it, policy 
outcome, and a conviction that, having said this, the question of variation in process 
and outcome within similar domestic structures remains important and must be 
answered with reference to some other theoretical approach. 

The theoretical approach I adopt has been part of the foreign policy literature 
quite some time: the issue area approach. This perspective is similar to a domestic 
structures approach in that it draws attention to variation in the importance of 
different actors in the making of foreign policy. The fundamental difference is that 
this approach links variation to the issue under consideration rather than to 
institutions.22 I will review the literature on issue areas in greater detail in Chapter 3. 
In this section I limit myself to explaining my decision to adopt it. 

One important reason is that, like the domestic structures approach, it offers an 
explanation for the fact that empirical analyses have shown that the importance of 
various actors and interests (including "national" and "narrow" interests) for 
explaining foreign policy varies from case to case. An important difference between 
the two, however, is that the issue areas approach assumes that variation is as likely 
within countries — and therefore within the same domestic structure — as across 
them. What is critical for explaining variation is not something country (or d omestic 
structure) specific but something about how the polity que stion is def ined. The issue 
areas approach provides a clue as to why there might be policy variation even when 
domestic structures are identical: different issues give rise to variation with regard to 
which actors become involved in decision making and therefore which interests are 
involved in policy choice. 

Another important reason for adopting an issue areas approach is that one of its 
strengths is its focus on actors. It links the issue under consideration to a set of 
expectations about who is likely to be interested in influencing policies and how they 
can be expected to relate — cooperatively or conflictually — to other interested 

22 Some institutional approaches to the study of foreign policy link issues and institutions. That is, they 
argue that within every domestic structure there are iss ue-specific institutions that produce variation in policy 
process and outcome within the overall national political structure. As I will argue in Chapter 3, this approach 
tends to be based on a substa ntive definition of issues rather than an impact definition. The empirical analysis 
conducted here will employ both kinds of issue area approaches. I will argue (s ee Chapter 5 and Chapter 7) 
that t he results point more in favor of a non-institutional understanding of issue areas than an institutional 
one. 
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actors.23 For this reason, it is entirely possible that an issue areas approach can be 
shown to be a complement to domestic structures analysis. This is true because, as 
noted above, institutions are not said to cause policy so much as influence its 
formation by regulating who gets to participate and how they can exercise influence. 
They define a space for the actors. Yet the domestic structures approach tends to be 
theoretically weak with regard to this side of the equation. It does not address the 
question: what, other than characteristics of domestic structure, explains the role of 
various actors in the policy process? This means that it tends not to treat, in any 
theoretically systematic way, the question of who can be expected to care about 
policy choice and therefore can be expected to try to influence it. 

A third reason follows directly from the second. As noted above, one of the 
advantages of the domestic structures approach is that it undermines an "either/or" 
view of system-state-society explanations of foreign policy. Yet some studies 
employing a domestic structures approach suggest that a new either/or may be 
developing. Issue area and domestic structure approaches are characterized as 
competing explanations (see Evangelista 1989, Risse-Kappen 1991). Thus, if the 
domestic structures approach is valid, then this supposedly discredit issue area 
approaches. The authors of these studies interpret their empirical analyses as 
showing the superiority of domestic structures. However, these analyses are 
suggestive rather than definitive. Additional research is needed in order to provide 
more information relevant to evaluating the usefulness of issue areas. Furthermore, 
importantly, however, research that suggests how the two approaches can be seen as 
complementing each other due to different strengths and weaknesses would make a 
contribution to the foreign policy literature. Given the issue area approach's focus 
on actors, it may be able to help provide additional theoretical insights about actor 
behavior in contexts defined by domestic structures. 

Before turning to a discussion of my ambitions and the organization of the study, 
it is necessary to ask whether I have tossed aside one theoretical puzzle only to pick 
up another. After all, the issue areas approach argues that policy variation is linked 
to variation in the question under consideration. My empirical focus would appear to 
be on the same issue in three states over a considerable period of time. In other 
words, in the case of Denmark, Norway and Sweden's relations with the EC/EU, 
not only are the domestic structures the same, one could perhaps argue that the issue 
is the same as well. 

In response I would argue that, in fact, the EC/EU relationship question is not 
necessarily the same issue in all places and times. Whether it is or not depends, first, 
on the way in which the concept of issue area is defined. Once an issue typology has 

23 Of particular importance is the fact that this makes it possible to bring party politics - i.e. political 
parties, party lea ders, and voters — into foreign policy analyses in a non-ad hoc way. This is worth noting 
because these actors — more than more narrowly defined "interest groups"— ten d to be missing in foreign 
policy analyses (Karlsson 1995). 
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been developed, it is an empirical matter as to whether two questions are the same 
kind of issue. For example, even a cursory reading of case study analyses of the three 
Scandinavian states suggests, in fact, that the EC/EU membership question in 
Norway is often described as a conflict about the meaning of "Norwegianness" 
(Matlary 1993). By contrast, the EC/EU debate in Sweden is often characterized as a 
debate about neutrality (Viklund 1989b). Such comments suggest that examining the 
nature of the EC/EU question in the three states from the perspective of an issue 
area typology might reveal interesting similarities and differences. These might prove 
to be relevant to the empirical puzzle as well as to the theoretical one of explaining 
variation when domestic structures are largely the same. 

The issue area literature has, in general, given limited attention to the matter of 
empirically classifying questions. That is, most work simply states more or less 
unproblematically that an issue was one type or another. My position is that an issue 
areas analysis must emphasize the importance of systematic empirical investigation 
for the purpose of classifying issues. An assumption must be that it is not at all 
obvious that complicated questions like EC/EU membership are the same issues 
across time and space. As explained further in Chapter 3,1 will define issues in two 
ways: in terms of substance and in terms of the nature of the conflict created by 
expectations of the impact (or consequences) of different policy choices. The 
method I use to identify what the EC/EU question is about in substantive terms is 
an analysis of parliamentary debates.24 This makes it possible to identify what kind 
of considerations were important in evaluating the country's relationship to the 
EC/EU. It also reveals how different considerations were related to one another 
and led to different policy preferences. To identify issue defined in terms of the kind 
of political conflict it creates, I examine public opinion data for the three cases, as 
well as data on unity and disunity in political parties. Revealing my hand a bit in 
advance, the empirical analysis of the debates and public opinion shows that there 
has been variation in the way the EC/EU question has been defined in the three 
countries (see Chapter 5) as well as in conflict patterns (see Chapter 6). This turns 
out to be a source of variation in EC/EU policy as well. 

Ambitions of the study 

This study is an effort to contribute to the development of knowledge about the 
empirical and theoretical puzzles presented in this chapter. I do not claim that I will 

24 As explained further in Chapter 5,1 read debates in order to identify the substance of the arguments 
that speakers use to defend a particular policy position. In evaluating the debates I pay attention to the way in 
which arguments are expressed and related to each other to help me determine, where possible, what 
arguments seem to be most important. While I do not use the number of times any particular speaker 
mentioned a specific argument as evidence of its importance, I do evaluate the extent to which there is 
consensus that particular arguments are important on the basis of how many speakers discussed them. 
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"solve" them. The empirical analysis can only be suggestive. With regard to the 
empirical puzzle, the study offers a comparative analysis of the politics behind the 
three states' choices at several different periods in time. This can be contrasted with 
case studies which emphasize explaining a particular outcome without reference to 
how it is similar to and different from others. Rather than explain each of the cases 
in isolation from one another, I look at all of them from the perspective of a single 
approach. Specifically, I ask how using an issue areas framework to study the policy 
process that preceded policy choice can contribute, simultaneously, to our 
understanding of the three states choices as well as to foreign policy theory building. 
This method of studying the three states means that I do not consider many other 
factors that may have had an impact on policy choice. For this reason I do not seek 
to provide a definitive empirical analysis of the EC/EU policies of the Scandinavian 
states. My goal is much more modest: to provide a systematic comparative empirical 
analysis of the politics of the EC/EU issue in the Scandinavian states over a number 
of years from the perspective of a well-defined issue area typology. 

With regard to the theoretical puzzle, this study offers empirical evidence relevant 
to the general debate about explaining foreign policy and the more specific debate 
about the relative importance of domestic structures and issue area.25 One ambition 
is to provide support for the argument that structures and issues are not the 
dichotomy they are sometimes made out to be. Without denying that structures are 
important, I argue that how actors understand foreign policy questions and their 
evaluations of policy options are critical for how questions are treated and resolved. 
Because the empirical analysis presented here focuses on policy choice while holding 
domestic structure largely constant, I cannot say anything specific about the relative 
importance of domestic structures as opposed to issue areas, nor about the way in 
which structures and issues interact. Such questions must be left to future research. 
However, I will discuss the matter somewhat speculatively in Chapter 7. 

25 In literature on international relations and foreign policy the most well known contemporary 
distinction between schools of thought is the one between liberals and realists. To further clarify my position, 
I v iew this study as liberal rather than realist. Realist theories of international relations are most compatible 
with foreign policy analyses which focus on the central role of top governmental elites in articulating and 
pursuing the national interest defined as seeking to ensure the survival of the state in anarchy. The realist 
emphasis on the international system as the source of foreign policy and its relative lack of attention to 
domestic factors is very different from the assumptions of the approach adopted here. While not denying that 
the context created by developments in the international system is important for understanding some 
elements of foreign policy (see Chapter 2), the issue areas approach denies that the system "determines" 

policy choice and it rejects the idea that domestic factors play a fundamentally different role in "foreign" as 
opposed to "domestic" policy. The approach is liberal in the sense that it rejects the characterization of the 
state as a unitary rational actor in constant pursuit of power and security, and emphasizes the importance of 
non-military security interests and domestic society for understanding foreign policy choice. 
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Organization of the study 

In the next chapter I present the main details of Danish, Norwegian and Swedish 
decisions with regard to their formal relationships to the EC/EU. My purpose is to 
make clear what has been similar and different in the three states' relationships with 
the EC/EU over time and what I want to explain. In other words, chapter two is a 
discussion of the dependent variable. I also discuss the external shocks — British 
decisions to apply for membership, the Single European Act, the end of the cold 
war — that pushed the EC/EU question onto the active political agenda in Denmark, 
Norway and Sweden. Finally, I review why (despite these common shocks from the 
system) a further analysis emphasizing non-systemic factors is necessary in order to 
understand the states' policy responses. In Chapter 3 I provide a more detailed 
discussion of the history and development of the issue areas approach to foreign 
policy. I conclude with a framework for examining the empirical cases. Chapters 4-6 
are empirical analyses. Chapter 4 is important for understanding the general cold war 
security policy context in the three states. I study the question of how these states 
picked different security policies in the early post-war period, with emphasis on the 
arguments behind the policies chosen. Chapters 5 and 6 are explorations of specific 
aspects of the process behind policy choice from the perspective of two issue area 
typologies. The empirical findings are then analyzed to determine whether they shed 
light on variations and similarities discussed in Chapter 2. In chapter 5 I examine 
how the question of EC/EU membership was defined by at different times in the 
different states. I do this by examining parliamentary debates in each state. In 
Chapter 6 I look at how political parties and voters split over the question of what 
relationship the country ought to have to the EC/EU. To do this I examine 
developments within political parties and between parties and their voters. In both 
of these chapters I compare and contrast the empirical findings with theoretical 
expectations. Chapter 7 pulls the findings together and draws conclusions about 
both the empirical and theoretical puzzles. I conclude Chapter 7 by addressing 
outstanding theoretical issues and discussing future research. 
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Chapter 2 
Making relationships with the EC/EU 

Introduction 

In this chapter I briefly describe how Denmark, Norway and Sweden have handled 
the question of their relationship to the EC/EU over the years. What was the 
official response when the issue emerged? What relationship was sought and when 
and how was this decision made? What relationship did the countries finally get and 
how? What similarities and differences can be identified? As will be shown below, 
there are interesting variations among the states. This sets the stage for the 
subsequent examination of how well various factors emphasized in the theoretical 
foreign policy literature explain the empirical record. The chapter includes a 
discussion of external events, which time and again have led Scandinavian actors to 
bring the EC/EU question onto the national political agenda. These events are 
important for understanding the emergence of the EC/EU question, but they 
cannot explain the countries' subsequent handling of it. For that task - which I 
tackle in subsequent chapters — it is necessary to go further and look into factors 
found within the different domestic contexts. 

Important decisions 

In the spring of 1961 the British government let it be known that it was going to 
apply for membership in the EEC. The Danish government quickly signaled its 
intention to follow the British lead. In a speech in Copenhagen on May 1, Foreign 
Minister Krag said Denmark would apply for membership at the same time as 
Britain did. He repeated these comments a week later (on May 9) at a NATO 
Council meeting, thus making official the Danish government policy to follow 
Britain into the EEC. When Britain formally announced on July 31, 1961 that it 
would be seeking membership, the government quickly called the Folketing to 
special session. The Folketing overwhelmingly approved a proposal that Denmark 
apply for membership given three conditions: Britain became a member, the 
interests of other EFTA states were protected, and Nordic relations continued to be 
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maintained and further developed. Only the left-wing Socialist People's Party (with 
6% of the seats in the Folketing) opposed the decision.1 Denmark's application was 
submitted on August 12, the same day Britain applied. After de Gaulle vetoed 
British membership in January 1963 the Danish government announced, despite an 
offer from the French government to continue negotiations with Denmark, that it 
was not interested in isolated membership. 

Developments were much slower in Norway. On May 18, 1961 Trade Minister 
Arne Skaug told Storting representatives that the government had made no decision 
about what Norway should do if Britain and Denmark were to apply for EEC 
membership. In October the government sent a report to the Storting discussing the 
Norway's options and the positions of various industry groups and labor. It made no 
recommendation about what Norway should do. Speaking to the Storting on 
October 19 — two months after Britain and Denmark had applied - Foreign Minister 
Halvard Lange said that the government had not decided what kind of relationship 
Norway ought to pursue, only that some kind of cooperation with the EEC was 
necessary and that a decision needed to be made soon. The government finally 
recommended that the Storting approve a membership application in March 1962. 
After a debate lasting several days, the Storting did so on April 28, 1962 by a vote of 
113 to 37. The opposition was a mixed group of Center Party representatives, two 
Socialist People's Party members and a number of representatives from Labor, the 
Liberals and the Christian People's Party. The government formally applied four 
days later, on May 2, 1962. As in the Danish case, Norway did not pursue 
negotiations after the British application was rejected. 

Sweden did not apply for membership in 1961. In a speech on August 22, 1961 — 
the famous "Me t all tal" - Prime Minister Erlander formally announced that the 
government had ruled out membership. The setting for Erlander's speech was a 
meeting of the Union of Metal Workers. Two months later (October 25) the 
Government announced in the Riksdag that it had decided to seek a treaty of 
association with the EEC. The government's decision was supported by its own 
party — the Social Democrats — and the Center Party. The other non-socialist 
opposition parties, the Liberals and Conservatives, favored an application for 
membership with a neutrality reservation and were thus strongly critical of the 
government. No vote was taken. The government submitted its application for 
association to the EEC on December 15. After de Gaulle's veto the effort to get a 
formal agreement with the EEC was dropped. 

Britain renewed its application in May 1967. This time de Gaulle acted more 
quickly, announcing at a press conference on November 27 that he opposed 
Britain's joining the EC. It was only after de Gualle's retirement in 1969 that the 

1 For those not familiar with the traditional Scandinavian party s ystem, it has five parties: Com munist 
Left, Social Democrats/Labor, Agrarian/Center, Liberal and Conservative (Berglund & Lindström 1978). For 
a further elaboration see Chapter 5. 
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deadlock between Britain and France was broken. At the suggestion of French 
President Pompidou, the leaders of the EC member states met at the Hague in 
December 1969. The purpose of the Summit was to reach agreement on important 
outstanding issues and thus revive the organization (Urwin 1991). The six agreed to 
open membership negotiations with all interested states. In addition they decided on 
a permanent financing scheme for the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and 
approved an expansion of the European Parliament's (EP) budgetary authority. Two 
other important decisions were also taken at the Hague. First, the six g overnment 
leaders agreed in principle to the creation of an economic and monetary union by 
1980 and appointed the Prime Minister of Luxembourg, Pierre Werner, to prepare a 
report suggesting a timetable for implementation. Second, they appointed Belgian 
Diplomat Etienne Davignon to head a committee to study how the EC might 
develop closer political cooperation. 

When the opportunity to negotiate reopened as a result of the Hague Summit, the 
EC was in possession of dormant applications from Denmark, Norway and Sweden. 
These applications were from 1967 and served as a foundation for renewed activity. 
The Folketing gave the Danish government a mandate to negotiate membership on 
May 11, 1967. As in 1961 it was contingent on British entry and with the expectation 
that the other Nordic states would negotiate acceptable agreements with the EC. It 
was supported by all representatives except those from Socialist People's Party. A 
similar decision by the Norwegian Storting in July 1967 authorized the Norwegian 
government to negotiate membership. The government had recommended that the 
Storting approve negotiations as the best way to "clarify the basis for Norway's 
relations with the EEC" (Allen 1979:53). The Swedish application of July 26, 1967 
requested negotiations without specifying what kind of relationship the country 
wanted. The Riksdag was not consulted in advance, but opposition party leaders 
were informed of the government's decision in a Foreign Affairs Advisory 
Committee meeting on July 7.2 

The Danish Government (via a statement by the Minister for the Economy and 
Market Relations Nyboe Andersen) informed the Folketing on February 5,1970 that 
Danish policy with regard to the EC was unchanged insofar as it continued to be 
based on the 1967 decision. Danish negotiations formally began on June 30. Several 
months later, on November 11, 1970, in response to a question from all parties to 
the Minister of Economics and Market Relations, Minister P. Nyboe Andersen 
reviewed developments in the Folketing. After a debate in which the government 
was criticized by the Socialist People's Party representative Morten Lange, the 
Folketing voted to reconfirm its decision of May 11, 1967. The 13 negative votes 

2 Trade Minister Lange informed the Riksdag on May 29 that the government had not taken a position 
on negotiations with the EC and would not do so before the end of the legislative session. He revealed that 
the government would likely submit an application for negotiations during the summer and that the 
government would review its decision with members of the Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee (.Nordisk 
Kontakt 1967:629-630). 
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were cast by the representatives of the Socialist People's Party. The Social 
Democratic Party decided to call for a binding referendum on the issue in May 1971. 
After the Radical Liberal Party came out in support of the idea, the other non-
socialist parties (the Liberals and Conservatives) signaled their willingness to do so as 
well. Foreign Minister Ivar Norgaard reported to the Folketing on the results of the 
negotiations on December 15, 1971. He recommended that the Folketing authorize 
the government to sign the Treaty of Accession. After a long debate the following 
day, the Folketing did so by a vote of 141 to 32. In addition to the Socialist People's 
Party, opposition came from eleven Social Democrats and four Radical Liberals. A 
final Folketing vote was taken on September 8, 1972. It formally approved a 
government proposal to ratify the Treaty of Accession and join the EC. The vote 
was 141 to 34. In a binding referendum on October 2, voters approved the 
Folketing decision 63% to 37%. Turn-out was 90%. Denmark officially became a 
member of the EC on January 1,1973. 

At the time of the Hague Summit the ruling government in Norway was a four 
party coalition composed of Center, the Liberals, the Conservatives and the 
Christian People's Party. Norway's first long debate about its relationship to the EC 
took place in early February 1970. Prime Minister Borten (C) reported that the 
official government policy was to act on the basis of the 1967 decision and negotiate 
with the EC about membership. The government sent a report to the Storting in 
early June outlining the government's position and requesting that it vote to 
reconfirm the 1967 decision. It did so after a 17 hour debate on June 26. The vote 
was 132 to 17. The opposition included seven Social Democrats, seven Center Party 
representatives and three members of the Christian People's Party. 

The coalition government fell on March 2, 1971 largely over disagreements about 
EC policy (Allen 1979). The incident that sparked its fall was Prime Minister 
Borton's decision to show a confidential report about Norway's EC negotiations 
written by Norway's Ambassador in Brussels to the head of the People's Movement 
Against the EC, and his failure to admit having done so when its contents were 
revealed in a newspaper article in Dagbladet. In reality, however, the coalition had 
been under pressure as a result of the EC membership question since its re-
emergence after the Hague Summit. The Prime Minister's own party — Center — was 
opposed to EC membership; the Conservative Party enthusiastically supported of 
membership, and the other two coalition parties (Christian People's Party and the 
Liberal Party) were split on the question. When the other government parties called 
for Borton's resignation in light of his leaking the report and silence about having 
done so, Center announced that it would leave the coalition if Borton was forced 
out. Efforts to reach an agreement to allow the coalition to continue failed when the 
other parties rejected Center's demand that a condition of its remaining in 
government was that the other parties acknowledge its right to formally oppose 
membership (Allen 1979). 

A new Labor Government took office on March 10. About 10 weeks later, on 
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May 25,1971, it sent another report on the EC to the Storting. In it the Government 
expressed its commitment to the membership negotiations and said that completing 
them was the only way to find out if Norway could get membership on terms that 
would protect the country's vital interests. On June 17, 1971 the Storting voted 113 
to 37 to support the government's recommendation. Again the opposition came 
from a variety of political parties, including all the members of the Center Party and 
representatives from Labor, the Liberals and the Christian People's Party who chose 
to go against the official policy of their own parties. 

Negotiations formally opened at the end of June 1970. The first meeting between 
Norway and the EC took place in September 1970. Substantive negotiations did not 
began in earnest until June 1971 (after the problem of finding mutually acceptable 
terms of entry for Britain had largely been resolved and it became clear that Britain's 
membership negotiations could be successfully concluded). Negotiations went on 
until mid-January 1972. An agreement on agriculture was signed in December. It 
took several more weeks to reach agreement on fisheries. The Norwegian 
Government's acceptance on January 15, 1972 of an EC offer with regard to a 
fisheries protocol brought the negotiations to a close. The Government signed the 
Treaty of Accession on January 22. 

In a report in early March, the Norwegian Government recommended to the 
Storting that it express support for membership on the basis of the terms negotiated 
(Nordisk Kontakt 1972:307). In response to this the Storting's Foreign Policy 
Committee issued its own report on the question of membership on May 26, 1972. 
The Committee unanimously agreed to advise the Storting not to make any 
recommendation on the substance of the issue - that is, not to vote about whether 
or not to approve the Treaty of Accession. After a 30 hour debate on June 8, the 
Storting took the advice of the Committee and tabled the government report 
without voting on the substance. It did so on the grounds that a decision had to wait 
until after the referendum had been held. By a vote of 53.5 percent to 46.5 percent 
the voters rejected membership on September 25. The Labor government resigned 
and a new one led by Prime Minister Lars Korvald of the Christian People's Party 
came to power on October 12. The government was a minority coalition composed 
of the Christian People's Party, the Center Party and some individual members of 
the Liberal Party (Berglund & Lindström 1978).3 It immediately requested 
negotiations with the EC aimed at producing a free trade agreement that could come 
into force by April 1, 1973. The agreement was completed and initialed by the two 
sides on April 16 and unanimously approved by the Storting on May 24, 1973. It 
came into force on July 1. 

A few weeks after the Hague Summit the Swedish Ambassador to the EC, Sven 
Backlund, advised the government to maintain the 1967 strategy. That is, Sweden 

3 The coalition controlled only 34 (23 percent) of the Storting's 150 seats (Berglund & Lindström 1978). 
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should not apply for membership right away. Given uncertainty about whether the 
negotiations with Britain and the other candidates would be successful and the 
ongoing NORDEK negotiations it was reasonable to wait (Viklund 1977).4 He 
suggested that the government inform Brussels that Sweden was interested in 
negotiating parallel with the other Nordic states on economic matters and preferred 
to leave open the question of what form of relationship Sweden should have until 
substantive issues had been resolved. The government adopted the suggestion and 
during March and April Prime Minister Palme visited Bonn, Paris and London to 
explain Sweden's position and seek support for it. The government explained its 
position to the Riksdag during the foreign policy debate on April 29. No vote was 
taken, but the government's policy was widely supported in the debate that followed. 
Critical comments were limited to Conservative Party speakers, who argued that the 
government ought to apply for membership with a neutrality reservation, and 
Communist Party representatives who opposed any form of close connection with 
the EC. 

The Government informed opposition leaders of its decision to rule out 
membership at a meeting of the Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee on March 18, 
1971. The decision was publicly revealed later that day by Prime Minister Palme in a 
speech to the Social Democratic Party's Stockholm District (Stockholms 
Arbetarkommun). During a debate about EC policy in the Riksdag on March 31, the 
Government said that its policy was to negotiate the closest possible relationship 
with the EC and emphasized that its ambitions were much greater than those of the 
other non-applicants. Meanwhile, at the EC Council meeting in Luxembourg on July 
27, 1971 the Foreign Ministers decided that all non-applicants would be offered 
industrial free trade agreements and perhaps additional agreements covering some 
agricultural products (Viklund 1977). The Swedish Government responded by 
preparing a memo outlining Sweden's goals in the negotiations (Viklund 1977). The 
memo was discussed in the Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee on September 4 
and delivered to the EC on September 6. In the statement Sweden requested an 
agreement much broader than a free trade agreement, including a toll union, policy 
coordination, and some kind of participation in the EC decision making process. 
Sweden formally accepted the EC offer to negotiate a limited free trade agreement 
on December 4, 1971. In June 1972 the Swedish negotiator Sverker Åström 
officially took back the Swedish proposal for more wide-ranging negotiations 
(Viklund 1977). The free trade agreement was signed on July 22, 1972. The treaty 

4 After the failure of the 1967 EC negotiations the Danish Government concluded that it would be many 
years before the EC would admit Britain. In February 1968 it suggested that in the interim the Nordic states 
negotiate a Nordic customs union (for brief accounts see Allen 1979 and Urwin 1991). It was to include 
Denmark, Norway, Sweden and Finland. Negotiations were concluded in early 1970 and the governments 
agreed to submit the treaty to their parliaments for ratification by April. However, Finland's President Urho 
Kekkonen announced in March that Finland would not sign the treaty. He linked the move to concerns that 
due to the imminent reopening of negotiations between the Scandinavian states and the EC, NORDEK had 
become closely tied to the EC. Neutral Finland could therefore not join NORDEK. 
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was approved by the Riksdag on December 12, 1972. Only the 15 Communist Party 
representatives voted against. The treaty came into effect on January 1,1973. 

Norwegian and Swedish free trade agreements (FTAs) settled the question of 
these states' relationships with the EC for more than a decade.5 Once the 
agreements were fully implemented in 1984, EFTA and EC ministers meeting in 
Luxembourg declared their willingness to intensify their cooperation with the goal to 
establish a "dynamic European economic space" (Viklund 1989a:33). Interest in 
deepening relations with the EC was given new urgency by the dynamism displayed 
by the Community from the mid 1980s (Dinan 1994). After a number of years of 
"sclerosis", the EC leaders resolved a number of serious problems at the 
Fountainebleau Summit in June 1984. This cleared the way for the adoption of the 
White Paper on Completing the Internal Market at the Milan Summit in 1985 and 
the Single European Act (SEA) in 1986. 

The White Paper was authored by EC Commissioner Lord Cockfield in response 
to a request from Commission President Jacques Delors that he prepare a plan for 
full integration of the member states' economies. Building on a considerable amount 
of work already produced, Cockfield drew up a list of 300 directives which the 
Community would have to adopt in order to achieve genuine integration. More 
importantly, he proposed a timetable for doing so which would lead to the removal 
of all legal barriers to the flow of goods, services, people and capital by 1992. In 
addition to approving the plan and its timetable at the Milan Summit, the EC 
Council also agreed to convene an intergovernmental conference (IGC) to amend 
the Treaty of Rome. The SEA was the result of the IGC. It extended the use of 
weighted voting in the Council to most internal market matters and increased the 
power of the European Parliament (EP). In addition, it discussed several areas in 
which further Community action was necessary — including environmental 
legislation, regional policy to promote greater equality in the EC, economic and 
monetary cooperation and social policy.6 Thus, in the space of two years - from the 
1985 Milan Summit to July 1987 when the SEA formally came into force — the EC 
managed to negotiate, adopt and ratify agreements on two issues long recognized as 

5 For practical reasons — particularly time constraints - I have chosen not to study Danish EC/EU 
relations since membership. More specifically, I do not examine the domestic debates about and decision on 
either the Single European Act (1984) or the Treaty on European Union (TEU or the Maastricht Treaty). In 
both cases the question of Danish ratification of the treaties was subject to a referendum. As is well known, 
the TEU was rejected (50.7 percent to 49.3 percent) in the first referendum. The Danish Government then 
negotiated special exceptions for Denmark — in particular with regard to participation in a future European 
economic and monetary union and common foreign and defense policy — and called a new referendum. 
Danish voters approved the new agreement by a w ide margin - 56.8 to 43.2 percent. For a discussion of 
Denmark and the Single European Act see Holbraad 1991; with regard to the TEU see Worre 1993 and 
Dinan 1994. 

6 Several important internal market decisions were excluded from the new voting rules, including the 
rights and interests of employers and taxes. The EP gained the right to veto new members and treaties with 
third parties. It also got a bigger role in the legislative process. 
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necessary priorities if the EC were to revitalize itself: further liberalization and 
decision making reforms. 

The first response from non-member states to the revitalization of the EC was a 
joint effort to upgrade the EFTA-EC process initiated by the 1984 Luxembourg 
meeting.7 At the EFTA ministers meeting in Tammerfors in 1988 it was agreed that 
a new method for developing cooperation was needed (Utrikesdepartementet 1990). 
Commission President Delors responded in a speech to the EP in January 1989 with 
a proposal that the two organizations create a more structured cooperation based on 
joint decision making and institutions. At a meeting in Brussels on December 19, 
1989, foreign ministers from EFTA and the EC agreed to negotiate a 
comprehensive agreement to remove barriers to the movement of people, capital, 
goods and services between them, thus creating a single market - the European 
Economic Area (EEA) — covering 18 states. The EEA agreement was to create 
institutions for decision making and set out principles for cooperation on such 
matters as environmental standards, education and research, consumer protection 
and social welfare. The goal was to complete the agreement quickly so that it could 
come into effect on January 1, 1993. Formal negotiations between EFTA and the 
EC began on June 20, 1990. The Swedish government's mandate to negotiate was 
based on Riksdag decisions taken May 4,1988 and June 6,1989. 

The efforts to create a forum in which a new EC-EFTA relationship could be 
negotiated took place during the period in which the cold war division of Europe 
came to an end. Gorbachev's perestroika, glasnost and demokrati^atsiya at home and new 
political thinking with regard to foreign policy set the stage for the revolutions of 1989 
(Hyde-Price 1991). The revolutions brought Solidarity to power in Poland, 
liberalized Hungary (via the passage of a laws guaranteeing freedom of assembly and 
decisions by the Communist Party to support transition to a multi-party political 
system and to abandon democratic centralism), toppled the Berlin Wall, brought 
Vaclav Havel to power in Czechoslovakia, and led to the fall (and subsequent 
execution) of Ceau§escu in Rumania (Ash 1990, Dunbabin 1994). Perhaps the best 
symbol that the cold war era had ended was the reunification of Germany on 
October 3,1990. 

The impending reunification of Germany gave added impetus to the EC's plans 
for a new IGC originally intended to hammer out Treaty revisions linked to the 
creation of the European Monetary Union (EMU) (Dinan 1994).8 The EC Council 

7 A result of the Luxembourg meeting was the creation of working groups charged with examining 
particular questions and proposing common action which would serve to increase - both broaden and deepen 
- cooperation between the members of the two organizations (Utrikesdepartementet 1989). 

8 The EU Council established a committee to study the question of creating EMU at the Hanover 
Summit in June 1988. The committee, headed by President Delors, released the Delors Report in April 1989. 
At the Madrid Summit in June, the leaders of the EC member states approved the report's 3-phase plan as 
well as the convening of a new IGC to discuss necessary Treaty changes (Dinan 1994). 
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decided at the Dublin Summit in June 1990 to convene two parallel IGCs in 
December 1990. One would deal with the EMU issue, the other with political union. 
Negotiations in the IGCs went on throughout 1991 and culminated in the Treaty on 
European Union (TEU), formally signed by the leaders of the EC member states in 
Maastricht in February 1992. 

Barely four months after EEA negotiations opened in June 1990, Prime Minister 
Ingvar Carlsson announced that the government wanted the Riksdag to take a new 
decision stating that Sweden's goal was to become a member of the EC. The 
Government then made the request formal in an official letter (skrivelse) to the 
Riksdag on November 5. On December 12 the Riksdag, by a vote of 308-41 decided 
that Sweden should seek membership in the EC while maintaining neutrality policy. 
After a number of meetings during the spring of 1991, the Government and 
opposition party leaders (excluding leaders from the Left Party and the 
environmentalist party, the Greens) agreed that neutrality would not be threatened 
by EC membership. They accepted a draft statement to that effect at a meeting on 
May 1 and discussed it in the Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee on June 7. Prime 
Minister Carlsson made the statement public in a speech in the Riksdag on June 14. 
He said that Sweden would apply for membership on July 1 and that there would be 
no conditions attached to the application. No debate or vote was held after the 
speech. Formal negotiations opened February 1, 1993. Sweden's opening statement 
was drafted by the government and discussed with the opposition at the Foreign 
Affairs Advisory Committee on January 28. Negotiations were completed and a 
Treaty of Accession signed on March 1, 1994. After a majority (52.2%) voted in 
favor of membership in an advisory referendum on November 13, 1994, the 
Riksdag approved the treaty on December 15, 1994 without a vote. Sweden became 
a member two weeks later on January 1, 1995. 

An unspoken agreement among Norwegian political elites not to reopen the 
question of EC membership was formally broken in the early fall of 1988 when the 
Conservative Party passed a working program for 1989-93 which stated the party's 
support for EC membership as the best way to protect Norwegian interests and its 
intention to promote its achievement. The EC policy adopted by the non-socialist 
three party coalition government formed after the 1989 Storting elections was to 
support for a widened free trade agreement but not a toll union. Differences over 
EC policy led to the resignation of the Government on October 29, 1990 (Nordisk 
Kontakt (15-16) 1990:64-66). The Center Party's decision to support a Labor 
government paved the way for Gro Harlem Brundtland to form a minority Labor 
government the following day. The Government's EC policy was to work for the 
successful negotiation and ratification of the EEA agreement and to put off a 
decision about membership until after the Labor Party took a position on the issue 
at its national meeting in November 1992. 

The Labor Party conducted an internal debate about the question of EC 
membership between the fall of 1991 and April 1992. A majority of those who 
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participated in the analyses and discussions decided that Norway ought to apply. 
Brundtland announced on April 4, 1992 that she thought it was in Norway's best 
interest to request membership negotiations with the EC. At the national meeting on 
November 8, delegates supported applying by a vote of 182 to 106. The Prime 
Minister then called on the Storting to vote in favor of applying for membership. It 
did so on November 19 by a vote of 104 to 55. All representatives from the Center 
and Socialist Left voted against, as did 12 Labor Party representatives and most of 
the representatives from the Christian People's Party. The Norwegian Government 
formally submitted its application a few week later on November 25, 1994. It was 
brief, only four lines long with no reservations or conditions. However, a list of 
demands with regard to fisheries, agriculture, oil and regional policy was turned over 
to Commission President Jacques Delors on the same day (Nordisk Kontakt (11) 
1992:86-88). 

Negotiations between the EU and Norway formally began in Luxembourg on 
April 5, 1993. Norway's opening statement was read by Trade Minister Bj0rn Tore 
Godal and included an explanation of the economic problems membership would 
cause and a review of the demands previously set out. Negotiations were concluded 
March 16, 1994. Speaking to the Storting the following day Prime Minister 
Brundtland recommended accepting the Treaty of Accession on the grounds that 
the country had gotten good solutions to all major problems and that security 
considerations spoke in favor of membership. Trade Minister Grete Knudsen 
discussed the Treaty in the Storting in April. She argued that the terms were 
favorable and that the government's position was that Norway's interests would be 
best served if it joined the EU. The Storting debated EU membership in connection 
with the Trade Minister's speech and again on September 29-30. An advisory 
referendum was held November 28. A majority rejected membership by a vote of 
52.2 percent to 47.8 percent. The Government then withdrew its request that the 
Storting ratify the Treaty of Accession. Norway's relationship with the EU continues 
to be based on the EEA agreement approved by the Storting on October 16, 1992 
by a vote of 130 to 35. 

Comparisons & contrasts 

The most frequently discussed difference between Danish, Norwegian and Swedish 
EC/EU policy is, of course, the relationships that the countries applied for and what 
they finally accepted. With regard to the former, Denmark and Norway sought 
membership each time — in the early 1960s and 1970s on the condition that Britain 
joined. Sweden pursued association first, then a close relationship of unspecified 
form and finally, from late 1990, membership. Denmark accepted membership in 
1972. Norway and Sweden opted for free trade agreements. Sweden accepted 
membership in 1993, while Norway settled for membership in the EEA. 
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There are, however, a number of other differences in the three Scandinavian 
states' EC/EU policies. One of these is the speed with which the governments 
responded to international developments. Denmark acted quickly in both 1961 and 
1970. The Swedish government acted fairly quickly with regard to ruling out 
membership in 1961, but was slower on to announce and formally apply for 
association. It was slow to rule out membership in 1971 and even slower in formally 
abandoning efforts to get a broader agreement than the industrial free trade 
agreement offered by the EC. Norway responded slowly to Britain's 1961 
application. It responded quickly in 1970. Judging the speed of responses in the 
most recent period is a bit more difficult, at least with regard to Sweden. If one 
evaluates the speed with which Sweden officially requested EC membership from 
the coming into force of the Single European Act (July 1987), then its reaction was 
quite slow. On the other hand, it acted quite fast after German reunification on 
October 3, 1990. In comparison to Sweden, Norway reacted very slowly in the 
1990s. The decision to apply came almost two years after the Swedish Riksdag's 
decision. 

Differences can also be detected with regard to the involvement of parliaments in 
the decisions about what form of relationship to pursue. The most involved was the 
Norwegian Storting during all periods. In both Denmark and Norway governments' 
applied for membership on the basis of mandates from their parliaments. This was 
true in all periods. Yet the parliaments' levels of involvement were nonetheless 
different. In Denmark in 1961, the Folketing was consulted after the government 
had formally announced its intention to seek membership. The Folketing's decision 
to support the government's policy came after a statement by the Foreign Minister 
and was not based on a recommendation from a standing Folketing Committee. 
After about 5 hours of debate the Folketing created an ad hoc committee which, 
after deliberating about an hour, recommended that the representatives approve an 
application for membership on the condition that Britain applied. It was this 
recommendation that the Folketing voted in favor of. 

By contrast, the Norwegian Storting was brought into the process before the 
government had taken a position and standing committees were also active. The 
Storting Committee on EFTA met during the summer of 1961 to study the question 
of Norway's relations with the EEC. It reported to the government about its work 
and preliminary judgments in both June and July and turned over a final report to 
the trade minister in September. The Committee's work was an important source of 
information for the Government's own evaluation of the EEC issue (Nordisk Konfakt 
1961:633-635). The government's own report to the Storting about Norway's 
relations to the EEC was submitted on October 13 and included no 
recommendation about what Norway ought to do, beyond the statement that some 
kind of cooperation was necessary for both economic and political reasons 
(St.meld.nr.15 1961-62). The question was turned over to the Storting's Foreign 
Affairs Committee. It published its report in late March, shortly after the 
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government's March 16 report to the Storting, in which the Government came out 
in support of membership negotiations. The Committee report included a majority 
proposal and two minority ones. The former called on the government to apply for 
membership. The non-socialist minority proposal got the support of Center Party 
members and Kjell Bondevik (Christian People's Party). It called for an application 
for association. The socialist proposal called on the government to limit its 
ambitions to a free trade agreement. It was these proposals that the Storting voted 
on after 40 hours of debate on April 28, 1962. 

The involvement of the Danish and Norwegian Parliaments in the decision to 
pursue membership are much more similar in the 1970 period. This is because the 
governments initially to ok their mandates from decisions made in 1967.9 A couple 
of differences can be noted, however. One is that the Norwegian Storting 
reconfirmed the government mandate on June 26, a few days before negotiations 
formally opened. Its treatment of the issue was based on a government report 
recommending reconfirmation and a report from the Foreign and Constitutional 
Affairs Committee. The Folketing did not reconfirm the 1967 mandate until several 
months later, on November 11, after a debate following a review of developments 
by P. Nyboe Andersen, Minister for the Economy and Market Relations. 

During the 1960s and 1970s the Swedish Riksdag was largely uninvolved in 
decisions regarding Sweden's relations with the EC. While there were several 
parliamentary debates about the EC during these years, the Riksdag never voted on 
the question of what kind of relationship the country should pursue. The first 
Riksdag vote on the EC issue was the decision to approve the free trade agreement 
in 1972. The decision to rule out membership in 1961 was announced by the Prime 
Minister in a speech to a trade union gathering rather than in the Riksdag. A few 
days prior to the announcement the Government discussed the question, without 
reaching agreement, with the opposition leaders in the Foreign Affairs Advisory 
Committee (Karlsson 1995). It was only subsequently discussed publicly in the 
Riksdag. The Government's decision to apply for association was officially 
announced in the Riksdag on October 25. In the debate that followed a majority 
composed of Center and the Social Democratic Party spoke in favor of the 
government's policy. The Conservatives and Liberals were critical, but the Liberals 
in particular signaled their intention not to fight about the issue by referring to it as a 
political fact which had to be accepted. 

Events largely repeated themselves in the early 1970s. The Government 

9 The Danish decision of 1967 was taken on May 11. The basis for the Folketing debate and vote was a 
review of developments by the Minister for Trade and Market Relations Tyge Dahlgaard on May 10 and a 
government report about the consequences of membership. The Storting decision came on July 13 after three 
days of debate. In contrast to the Danish case, however, the basis for the debate was the Foreign and 
Constitutional Affairs Committee's report. The report was a response to a government report reviewing 
developments and recommending that the Storting approve a m embership application (St.meld.nr.86 1966-
67). The majority on the Committee was in favor of approving the government recommendation. 
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announced after the Hague Summit that it would pursue negotiations on the basis of 
the 1967 application, and Prime Minister Palme discussed Sweden's interests in 
meetings with governments in Bonn, Paris and London in the early spring. The 
Government discussed its position and the Prime Minister's trip in the Riksdag at 
the end of April. Its decision not to rule out membership got broad support. The 
government's announcement (on March 18, 1971) that it had ruled out membership 
came in a speech to a local party organization. The opposition was informed a few 
hours in advance at a meeting of the Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee. It was 
debated, but not put to a vote, in the Riksdag about two weeks later. 

The Riksdag was more involved in the decision to seek membership in 1990. The 
Government announced its interest in applying before speaking to the Riksdag, but 
in doing so it stated that it sought a mandate from the Riksdag to apply for 
membership. The Foreign Affairs Committee recommended approving the 
government's request in a report about relations with the EC released in late 
November. The Riksdag did so by an overwhelming majority. The Norwegian 
decision in 1992 was, as in previous years, approved after a formal report from the 
government and a supportive report from the Foreign Affairs Committee. 

One feature of the Norwegian case during the 1990s that stands out is the role of 
the Labor Party. Upon taking power after the fall of the three-party coalition 
government at the end of October 1990, Gro Harlem Brundtland made it clear that 
the government's EC priority was negotiation and ratification of an EEA agreement. 
At the Labor Party National Congress about a week later Brundtland told delegates 
that the question of EC membership would be decided at the 1992 Congress, and 
reiterated that until then the priority was the EEA. During the 18 months that 
followed, the Prime Minister refused to announce publicly any position on the 
membership question. She defended her action on the grounds that it was necessary 
to wait until the party's internal analysis was concluded and repeatedly stated that the 
Government would take no formal action until after the 1992 party congress. She 
stuck to this timetable, announcing her support for membership in April 1992 after a 
majority of the party's study groups decided in favor of an application, and 
submitting to the Storting a request for a mandate to apply only after the majority at 
the party Congress had voted in favor of applying. 

It also appears that Labor Party slowed down the process of applying for 
membership in 1961 too. It was generally assumed during the summer and fall of 
1961 that Norway would make a decision before the end of the year. On December 
1, however, a Social Democratic member of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
proposed that the Committee put off taking a position until the Government 
submitted another report on the matter. The decision was justified on the grounds 
that more time was needed to consider the question of membership. In addition, 
local Social Democratic party fora were to discuss the issue during the winter. The 
Committee voted in favor of the proposal, rejecting in the process a Conservative 
proposal that a decision be taken by December 15 and one from Kjell Bondevik 
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(Christian People's Party) that the Storting take a position by the end of January. 
A comparison of this with the Danish 1961 case and Sweden in the 1990s is 

instructive. In the former case, the Danish Social Democratic government's quick 
decision to follow the British into the EEC was criticized on the grounds that it had 
been done without sufficient analysis of the issue and without sufficient attention to 
the interests of industry and labor (Miljan 1977). In the Swedish case, the Social 
Democratic Government was criticized for unexpectedly announcing it favored EC 
membership without first consulting with the party. Only a few weeks before the 
announcement Foreign Minister Sten Andersson had told the Riksdag that it was 
premature to raise the question of membership. Prime Minister Ingvar Carlsson had 
done the same in an article published in the largest national daily newspaper, Dagens 
Nyheter, in the spring (Dagens Nyheter May 25, 1990). Only a month before the 
Government's announcement, from September 15-21, the Social Democratic Party's 
National Congress met. It only briefly considered the country's relationship with the 
EC (Elmbrant 1993). The question of applying for membership was not discussed. 
Rather the party leadership discussed the importance of participating in European 
cooperation and noted that Swedish membership could not be permanently ruled 
out. What would be decisive for future actions was security policy developments and 
EC decisions about security and defense policy cooperation. Despite the 
opportunity the Government had at the Congress to request a mandate to apply for 
membership under certain circumstances, neither Prime Minister Carlsson or any of 
the other government ministers did so. 

Another difference between Norway on the one hand and Sweden and Denmark 
on the other is that disagreements over EC policy led to the fall of coalition 
governments. In both the 1970s and 1990s the EC/EU issue reemerged at a time 
when the non-socialists held government power. In both cases the Governments left 
office as a result of the Center Party's unwillingness to agree to an EC/EU policy 
that was acceptable to the other coalition members. Moreover, in both cases Center 
blocked the formation of another non-socialist government by supporting a shift of 
government power to a minority Labor government. Neither the Danish non-
socialist minority government in power from 1968 to 1971 nor the Swedish one that 
ruled from 1991 to 1994 fell over EC/EU policy. 

All three countries held referenda once membership negotiations were completed 
and treaties were signed. In Denmark, there was no decision to hold a referendum 
during 1961. By contrast, in early May 1971 the Social Democratic Party came out in 
support of a binding referendum to be held after the Folketing voted on the Treaty 
of Accession. The decision was adopted by the Folketing about two weeks later 
(May 18). The Norwegian referenda in 1972 and 1994 were advisory and were not 
preceded by a Storting vote about accepting or rejecting membership. The 
referendum idea was raised very early in Norway. It was discussed during the party 
leader debate held just before the September 1961 Storting elections (and several 
months before the decision to apply for membership had been made). During the 
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debate the idea was supported by the Liberals and by Conservative Party Leader 
John Lyng, but criticized by Social Democrats. Nonetheless, when the Foreign and 
Constitutional Affairs Committee released its report on the EEC in March 1962 it 
recommended that an advisory referendum be held after negotiations were 
concluded. When the issue of membership was raised again in the 1970s and 1990s 
it was broadly understood that there would be a referendum. For example, in its first 
government report to the Storting about the EC issue in June 1970 the Government 
wrote that it would put the question to a referendum after negotiations if the 
Storting were in favor of doing so. 

Once the voters had rejected membership in a referendum, it was generally held 
that Norway could not join the EC without getting voter approval in a future 
referendum. Thus, there was no need to discuss whether or not to hold a 
referendum in the 1990s. What was debated, repeatedly from 1991 on, was whether 
the referendum would be binding on Storting representatives (Ruin 1996). This too 
is something that had no counterpart in the Danish and Swedish cases. In the 
Danish case this is because the referendum was legally bi nding. Both the Swedish 
and Norwegian were advisory. Only in Norway, however, was there any serious 
debate among the political elite about whether to abide by the wishes of the majority 
as expressed in the referendum. It began after opponents from both Center and 
Labor suggested in late 1991 that they would not be bound by the results if it were a 
small majority in favor. This was widely criticized by proponents who argued that as 
they were willing to support the referendum regardless of the outcome, and that the 
opposition ought to do the same. Many opponents did not do so, despite threats 
from some proponents to change the constitution in order to force compliance. 
When the Government announced in the spring of 1994 that the referendum would 
be held after both the Finnish and Swedish referenda, many opponents, including 
the Center Party, renewed their position that they would not vote for membership 
on the basis of a small yes-majority in the referendum (Nordisk Kontakt (4) 1994:68-
69). 

External developments as foreign policy context 

As the preceding discussion has suggested, events beyond the borders of the three 
Scandinavian states have been important catalysts for bringing the EC/EU question 
onto the political agenda. This explains why the question has arisen at the same time 
in each of the states over a 30 year period. Britain's decision to abandon EFTA in 
favor of the EEC confronted all members of EFTA with the possibility that the 
organization's economic and political importance would be greatly weakened. An 
unsurprising consequence of this was a re-evaluation of policy options in light of 
changed circumstances. The re-vitalization of the EC from the mid-1980s had the 
same effect. Completing the internal market and expanding and strengthening 
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Cooperation in other areas was expected to make the EC more economically 
dynamic and politically successful. Given this, outsiders had reason to reconsider the 
relative advantages of their existing relations with the EC as opposed to other ones — 
including membership. The end of the cold war and its implications for future 
European developments were also important factors in their re- evaluations. 

Yet the discussion in this chapter has shown that there are differences with regard 
to how the question of EC/EU membership unfolded in Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden. These differences include both the speed of events and the decisions about 
what kind of relationships to pursue and to accept. The external developments, the 
"system factors", cannot provide satisfactory explanations for Danish, Norwegian 
and Swedish policy vis-à-vis the EC/EU. They do not explain variation in response 
at the national level. The question is, within the context of developments in Britain 
and the EC/EU, what accounts for the variations in response identified in this 
chapter? Providing a good answer to this question requires examining national level 
factors. 

Conclusion 

In the next chapter I discuss the foreign policy literature on issue areas. I show that 
it identifies factors at the domestic level that might account for the variation 
described in this chapter. Subsequent chapters will review the states' positions within 
Europe's cold war military-security system (Chapter 4) and examine the usefulness 
of these issue-area factors (Chapters 5 and 6). In the final chapter (Chapter 7), I 
review the findings and suggest avenues for future research. 
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Chapter 3 
An issue areas framework 

Introduction 

In this chapter I discuss how the concept of issue area has been used in the foreign policy 
literature. I call at tention to the fact that there is no generally accepted agreement about 
the specifics of the issue areas approach. Following this I compare and contrast the issue 
areas approach to the domestic structures perspective and discuss the limitations of recent 
work which suggests that the latter is superior. In particular I argue that while research 
indicates that domestic structures matter, they do not convincingly show that issue areas 
do not. In light of this, I offer a model in which the two approaches are construed as 
complementary. A central idea underlying the model is that the impact and content of the 
issue under consideration might explain why various actors have an interest in getting 
involved in the policy process,1 while domestic structures set a context which influences 
their ability to do so. I conclude the chapter with a discussion of how this model guides 
the empirical analysis presented in subsequent chapters. Of particular importance is that 
by focusing on states with similar domestic structures I can closely examine the issue area 
element of the model. 

Issue area: impact vs. substantive definitions 

The concept of issue area has been part of the foreign policy literature since the 1960s. 
There are two broad ways in which the concept has been defined. One is based on 
consequences - in particular, expectations about the impacts of policy. I will refer to such 
definitions as impact definitions. A well-known example of this approach is Lowi's effort to 
explain policy process and outcome on the basis of the nature of the question under 
consideration. Lowi originally identified three types of policy issues on the basis of their 
impacts: distributive, regulatory and redistributive (Lowi 1964). Distributive policies create 
only winners. They are policies in which groups, firms, cities, or other entities are given 

1 By policy process I mean the process of choice as described in Chapter 1. It refers to the actors involved in 
decision making, the nature of their involvement and their impact on the final outcome. 
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public work projects or other tangible benefits. Regulatory and redistributive policies, on 
the other hand, create both winners and losers. The winners and losers in regulatory 
policies are groups of limited size, while in the case of redistributive policies, the winners 
and losers are social classes. In a subsequent article (Lowi 1967a), Lowi identified another 
issue area: crises and questions involving no short run domestic resources. 2 This category 
was explicitly designed to apply to a subset of foreign policy questions. In a crisis, decision 
makers are suddenly faced with a threatening development to which they must respond 
quickly. When no domestic group or individual considers itself a winner or loser with 
regard to a policy question, then the question is an issue involving no domestic political 
resources. 

Lowi characterizes distributive policies as ones that can be broken down into a virtually 
infinite number of discrete "units" that can be parceled out to different groups. He calls 
them "patronage in the fullest meaning of the word" (Lowi 1964:690). All interested 
parties are given some benefit, while the total cost is paid by taxpayers at large, who do 
not perceive themselves as losers. Regulatory policies are rules that specify how particular 
individuals are to act. Lowi notes that they impact on identifiable groups in society -
drivers, advertisers, lawyers — rather than individuals or society as a whole. Regulations 
might limit or expand a group's freedom of action or create new costs for it. For example, 
a r egulation could order a group to take action that it (presumably) would not otherwise 
take, or it could allow a group to act in ways it previously could not (but wanted to). 
Regulations create winners and losers because they indulge some (who favor the 
regulation) at the expense of others (those who pay the cost or who must change their 
behavior). 

Redistributive policies also create winners and losers, but they impact on social classes 
rather than groups. Governments use redistributive policies as a means of transferring 
resources - particularly market resources — between haves and have nots, labor and 
owners, rich and poor. Thus, they are not rules that set out legal and illegal behavior, but 
laws which identify who is entitled to benefits and who is to pay for them. The effect of 
redistributive policies is to take economic resources from one class and give them to 
another. Such policies make everyone either a beneficiary (winner) or a contributor (loser) 
and therefore involve the whole society organized into a small number (often two) of 
large, mutually exclusive categories. 

Lowi argued that these different issues call forth (i.e. lead to) different policy processes. 
Distributive issues lead to logrolling. Regulatory issues lead to pluralism. Redistributive 
policies lead to elitist processes. Crises and questions involving no domestic resources are 

2 Lowi has also identified a category which he labels "constituent" (Lowi 1967b and 1972). These are "functions" 
that have to do with "the structure, the composition and the operation of the regime" (Lowi 1967b:239). He calls 
these constituent functions "non policy functions". That is, he makes a d istinction between actions undertaken by 
actors - in particular political parties - to maintain or constitute the political system and policy questions about what 
the regime should do (i.e. its outputs). Lowi seems to change positions in a subsequent article (L owi 1972), in which 
he refers to "constituent policy" and gives examples such as reapportionment and agency creation. Because of 
confusion about the meaning of constituent issues and the fact that Lowi does not discuss them in the same detail as 
his other categories, I will not consider them further. 
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handled by a small foreign policy elite. Logrolling involves the construction of a large 
group of winners based on parceling out some benefit to individuals or companies or 
other small units. It takes place out of the public eye in executive agencies or legislative 
committees. Such processes do not involve a conflict between winners and losers, because 
there are no obvious losers. The pluralist processes created by regulatory issues involve 
the formation of temporary coalitions of groups. These coalitions line up on different 
sides of an issue and use whatever resources they have to persuade executives and 
legislatures to adopt their position rather than their opponent's. This process is visible. 

The elitist policy process typical o f redistributive policies involves the heads of peak 
organizations. These elites bargain among themselves for the purpose of reaching 
agreement on a policy that promotes the interests of the members of their organization. 
These bargains are adopted largely unchanged by political institutions formally responsible 
for setting policy. Only a very small group of centrally placed government officials 
participate in the elite process characteristic of crises and questions involving no domestic 
resources. They make policy in a way that involves "hardly any politics at all" (Lowi 
1967a:300). The members of this elite do not confront one another and bargain in order 
to reach policy agreement, but engage in "discussion preceding consensus" (Lowi 
1967a:300).3 

Despite the fact that Lowi's original article about issue areas was published in World 
Politics and took the form of a review of a book about trade policy, Lowi claimed that his 
framework (which at this time included only distributive, redistributive and regulatory 
policies) was not applicable to foreign policy except "those aspects of foreign and military 
policy that have direct domestic implications" (Lowi 1964:681). This is equivalent to 
saying that foreign policy is like domestic policy whenever it has direct societal impacts, 
and that with regard to this group of "domestic" foreign policies, the scheme applies. 
With the addition of the fourth type of policy — crisis and no domestic political resources 
- Lowi argued that the scheme was applicable to all types of foreign (as well as domestic) 
policy: those which, like domestic politics, have acknowledged societal impacts and those 
which do not (Lowi 1967a). He also argued that few foreign policy decisions fall into this 
latter category and suggested that redistributive foreign policies were also uncommon 
(Lowi 1967a:325). 

A number of researchers interested in foreign policy have followed Lowi's example of 
classifying issues in terms of expectations about the distribution of benefits and/or costs 
of various policy options (Zimmerman 1973, Underdal 1979, Wilson 1973).4 While there 
are certain differences in these authors approaches, this does not mitigate the basic 
similarity in their work. Underlying all of them is the notion that the distributional 
consequences of foreign policy issues determine the foreign policy process which, in turn, 

3 In a further development of Lowi's typology, Zimmerman (1973) argued that this process should be 
understandable on the basis of social psychological theories of group behavior. 

4 James Q. Wilson was not specifically interested in foreign policy, but discussed Lowi's scheme in his book 
'Political Organizations. His alternative issue area typology is discussed below. 
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has implications for the content of foreign policy decisions - i.e. for policy choice. To 
illustrate the differences and similarities among these classification schemes, Table 3.1 
presents a summary the specifics of the issue area typologies proposed by Lowi (1964, 
1967a, 1972), Zimmerman (1973), Underdal (1979) and Wilson (1973).5 For each author, 
the Table lists the issues he identifies and the processes he links them to. 

5 Mancur Olson's work on collective action (Olson 1965) is the source of Joanne Gowa's ideas about how to 
classify issues. Gowa (1988) argues that issues should be classified on the basis of the "publicness" of the value/good 
to be allocated. A public good is non-exclusive and non-rival: If it is provided for one person it is provided for all, 
and one person's consumption does not reduce that which is left for others. It is difficult for groups, especially large 
ones, to act in pursuit of public goods because, for any individual, the cost of his own contribution to the provision 
of the good is likely to be less than the increase in benefit he will enjoy if the good is provided. In addition, in large 
groups, individuals' made decisions independently of others. Overcoming these problems requires selective 
incentives, coercion or small subgroups whose members would benefit much more than others from the provision of 
the good. In contrast to this, groups are much more capable of acting for the purpose of securing private goods — 
ones that c an be withheld from non-contributors. In short, holding group size constant, the publicness of a good 
determines the extent to which winners and losers will be capable of acting to promote their interests in the political 
process. Though Gowa's scheme has similarities with the other consequence-based typologies discussed here, it is not 
a developed typology expressed in terms of expected impact because she does not explicitly consider the distribution 
of costs associated with the provision of goods. 
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Lowi 
Distributive: 
only winners, dis
aggregation to lowest 
nescessary unit 
(individual, company, 
city, etc.) 

Stable coalitions based 
on aggregation, non
interference; 
Logrolling 

Table 3.1: Comparison 
Zimmerman 
Distributive: 
tangible goods & 
symmetric all relevant 
actors indulged 

Logrolling processes, 
Stability 

of issue area typologies 
Underdal 
Group salient 
Low agreement: 
Intra-group conflict 

Sector agencies & orgs.; 
Conflict can activate 
numeric channel; 
Policy reflects sector 
interests 
High agreement 
Sector agencies & orgs, 
monopolize; Policy 
reflects sector interests 

Wilson 
Concentrated benefits 
& distributed costs: 

Voluntary associations 
in symbiotic 
relationship with sector 
agency 

Regulatory: 
winners and losers 
in medium-sized 
("sector" ) 
categories 

Unstable coalitions 
based on shared (policy 
specific) interests; 
Pluralist; 
Bargaining 

Redistributive: 
winners and losers 
in wide categories 

Stable opposing 
coalitions, each based 
on shared interests; 
Institutionalized; 
Elitist, conflictual 
relations among peack 
association elites 
(Lowi's judgment: not 
applicable to foreign 
policy) 

Crisis/no cost: 
short response time or 
no winners 
and losers 

Foreign policy elite; 
Discussion & consensus 

Regulatory: 
tangible goods & 
asymmetric impacts 

Pluralist processes, 
Instability 

Redistributive: 
tangible & intangible 
goods & asymmetric 
impacts 

"Class warfare" , 
"generational 
confrontation", or 
"other highly conflictual 
politics" 

Interaction & 
Protection: 
tangible & intangible 
goods & symmetric 
impact 

Foreign policy elite; 
Discussion & 
consensus; Rational 
models & social 
psychological theories 

Groups salience 
Low agreement: 

Sector agencies & orgs, 
prominent; 
Conflict can activate 
numeric channel 
Policy reflects "weighed 
aggregate" of 
competing interests 
High agreement: 
Sector agencies & orgs, 
monopolize; Policy 
reflects sector interests) 

National salience 
low agreement: 
affects state as a unit, 
disagreement over 
policy 

Highly conflictual 
politics; 
Numerical channel 
dominates; 
Policy reflects domestic 
party politics 

National salience 
high agreement: 
affects state as a unit; 
agreement over policy 

"Aggregating 
institutions" dominate 
- foreign ministry, 
executive; 
"National support" or 
silence; 
Policy reflects national 
interest 

Concentrated benefits 
& costs: 

Continuing organized 
conflict; 
Policies represent 
negotiated bargains and 
political balance of 
power 

Distributed benefits 
& concentrated costs: 

Mobilization politics -
numeric -vs narrow 
organization 
representing the 
"threatened" 

Distributed benefits 
& costs: 

Numeric channel 
process - parties, public 
opinion, voters; 
Anti-cost groups 
possible 

Note: The arrows can be read as "give rise to" or "lead to" 
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Zimmerman (1973), unlike Lowi, explicitly offered his issue areas approach as a way to 
study foreign policy.6 Though Zimmerman's terminology and the rationale behind his 
categories is somewhat different from Lowi's, his typology is inspired by it and is largely 
same with regard to both the type of issues and predicted processes.7 Zimmerman 
describes four types of issues based on the answers to two questions. Are the impacts of a 
decision symmetrical — i.e. do they effect most citizens the same way? A re the political 
goods to be allocated exclusively tangible or are there intangible values involved (e.g. 
status, power)? Zimmerman characterizes distributive issues as ones involving tangible 
goods and symmetric impacts, while regulatory issues involve tangible goods and 
asymmetric impacts. Issues which involve the asymmetric distribution of goods that are 
both tangible and intangible are redistributive. Finally, interaction/protection issues are 
characterized by symmetric impact and involve tangible and intangible political goods. 
Zimmerman's discussion of policy process is brief and follows Lowi's except with regard 
to redistributive policies. While he notes at one point that such policies produce a 
conflictual elitist process rather than a consensus elitist one, he also seems to suggest that 
the process might not be confined to elites — that what is most characteristic of it is simply 
"highly conflictual politics" such as class warfare or generational confrontation 
(Zimmerman 1973:1209). 

Underdal's typology (Underdal 1979) is based on expectations about who expects to be 
affected by a decision (what he calls scope or salience) as well as the amount of agreement 
or disagreement there is about a policy. When virtually everyone expects to be affected 
(national salience) but in different ways (low agreement), "issues become subjects of more 
or less 'savage' domestic dispute involving political parties, ad hoc organizations and 
public opinion in general" (Underdal 1979:5). When virtually everyone expects to be 
affected similarly (national salience/high agreement) then the foreign ministry and perhaps 
the head of state handles the issue with litde input from other actors. Sector-level agencies 
and organizations will dominate the process when a decision is expected to impact on a 
number of groups but not the population in general. When there is conflict among these 
groups, political parties, parliament and public opinion may also get involved in the 
process, but interest groups and the relevant governmental agencies will be prominent. If 
all groups are in agreement over the desirable policy, parties, parliament and the public are 
unlikely to play an important role. Similarily, if only one group sees itself as affected by a 
decision, it, and the relevant government agency(ies) will dominate the process, 
particularly if the group is united behind a particular policy preference. 

Finally, Wilson (1973) defines issues on the basis of whether they produce benefits and 

6 Zimmerman (1973) argues that Lo wi's insights are similar to those put forward by Arnold Wolfers in an essay 
about the conditions under which foreign policy could be explained without paying attention to domestic politics. 

7 Zimmerman does not discuss the constituent issue category. 
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losses which are distributed or concentrated.8 Variation in this distribution gives rise to 
different political processes because it induces variation in organizational activity. When 
the benefits and costs of a policy are spread over large groups, group activity does not 
occur. Rather, this type of policy is promoted by political parties in order to win elections. 
Concentrated benefits and costs lead to interest group conflict pitting the representatives 
of potential winners against those of potential losers. It is the character (e.g. id eology, 
power structure) of the relevant decision making body (regulatory agency, congressional 
committee, etc.) which determines whether the interests served are those of the winners or 
losers. Concentrated benefits and distributed costs lead to interest group actions in favor 
of the policy and encourages the formation of symbiotic relationships between such 
groups and the administrative institutions. Concentrated costs and distributed benefits 
encourage representatives of those who will bear the costs to act against such policies. 
Those in favor of such policies can fight back by mobilizing new coalitions of interests 
("new, usually temporary, political constituency") and appealing to public sentiment in 
ways that "make the goal being sought appear incontrovertibly good and the 
groups...opposed... utterly self-serving" (Wilson 1973:335). 

As this discussion makes clear, impact definitions of issue emphasize the distributional 
consequences of policy choice and explicitly link the notion of issue area to political 
process. The policy processes that issues give rise to differ from one another insofar as 
they involve different kinds of actors, different decision making arenas and different 
assumptions about the interests that policy choice will r eflect. The logic is actor-focused 
and rationalistic. It is based on the notion that when private actors perceive that their 
interests are likely to be affected — positively or negatively — they will seek to influence the 
direction of policy in order to prevent loss or ensure gain. 

Rokkan's insights about the existence of a two-tiered system of decision making 
channels (Rokkan 1966) can be used to capture some essential distinctions among these 
processes. In a discussion of decision making in Norway Rokkan argued that policy was 
sometimes produced in an organizational channel and sometimes in the numerical-

8 While agreeing with Lowi's basic argument (policy type influences process), he criticized Lowi for creating a 
typology of hard-to-define issues and for making predictions that are n ot necessarily correct. In particular, he argued 
that Lowi's argument was flawed insofar as regulatory policies are sometimes created via a non-pluralist (i.e. elitist) 
process, while redistributive ones are sometimes the result of pluralist (i.e. int erest group) politics. Wilson sought to 
offer a more usable issue area typology. Gustavsson (1980) argues that t he schemes proposed by Lowi and Wilson 
actually capture two different elements of policy: structural and marginal. L owi identifies the structural properties o f 
policies, while Wilson calls attention to how the marginal costs and benefits flowing from political decisions are 
distributed regardless of structural properties. P utting the two approaches together produces a 16-category typology 
of policy situations which can be used to study policies. Gustavsson does not systematically d iscuss the similarities 
and differences in terms of policy process with regard to the 16 categories, but the thrust of the argument is that the 
greater the marginal effects of a policy, the more likely the process is to develop as Lowi suggests. Thus, his 
argument is particularly important for calling attention to the fact that Lowi's scheme — and others like it — is unlikely 
to be especially useful if the policy question to be studied is relatively unimportant in the sense that th e costs and 
benefits at stake are relatively small. 

43 



democratic one.9 To these can be added a third, the government-bureaucratic channel. 
Policy issues can then be characterized as activating one of three types of decision making 
"channels" depending on the distribution of impact they have on society.10 

The organizational channel refers to the complex of interest groups and peak 
associations which, as representatives of the interests of identifiable economic and social 
groups, seek to influence government policy from the "inside". There are different kinds 
of insider status. One is based on groups' participation in institutionalized corporatist 
arrangements. Groups with this status tend to be ones that represent broad interests — like 
labor or farmers — and which have no rivals who claim to speak for the same interests 
(though see Keeler (1981) on France). Other kinds of insider status are those associated 
with porkbarrel politics and agency capture (Wilson 1973: 333-335). The numerical-
democratic channel is the domain of legislatures, political parties, mass media and public 
opinion. It is this channel that grassroots efforts seek to activate in order to overcome the 
non-numerical power resources of organized minorities (i.e. the other two channels). It is 
also in this channel which competing groups, in a context of weak political parties, seek to 
build support for their positions (see Lowi 1964, Wilson 1973). In general impact 
typologies predict the activation of the numerical channel whenever questions affect large 
groups of people and threaten to create both winners and losers. The government-
bureaucratic channel is composed of such actors as the head of state (where relevant), the 
cabinet and the (executive) agencies of the state. Questions that create little or no 
disagreement (as well as foreign policy crises), tend to be resolved here. In short, impact-
defined issue areas typologies are based on the assumption that all of these channels exist 
in all states and are activated by different issues. 

The second way to define issue areas is on the basis of the substance of the matter under 
consideration — that is, in terms of what policy questions are nominally about. An example 
of this type of classification is Brecher's typology (Brecher et al. 1969), in which all foreign 
policy questions are classified as being one of four issue types: military-security, political-
diplomatic, economic-developmental and cultural-status. Rosenau also took this approach 
to issues in his famous "Pre-theories" article (Rosenau 1966). He argued that questions 
could be categorized as one of four types depending on the tangibility of means and ends 
they embodied: territorial, status, non-human resources, human resources. 

The concept of issue area defined substantively also underlies the deeply-rooted 
distinction between the high politics of national security policy and the supposedly low 
politics of most other foreign policy matters, including trade policy (Cooper 1972-73, 

9 Rokkan labeled one of his channels the corporatist-organizational channel. The word "corporatist" has become 
associated with a subset of democratic states whose decision making process is characterized by continuous 
bargaining among elites representing various social groups by virtue of their positions within peak organizations. This 
discription applies quite well to the Scandinavian countries, as opposed to - for example - the US, Japan, France, the 
UK. To keep it clear that my argument about issue areas is not only linked to corporatist systems like the 
Scandinavian ones — but a lso relevant to "statist" and "pluralist" countries, I speak more generally of an organised 
interest channel rather than a "corporatist-organizational" one. 

10 The first two channels are "society centered" models of foreign policy, while the latter is "state centered". 
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Keohane & Nye 1977). Keohane and Nye (1977) note that realist theories of international 
relations support such a distinction, whereas interdependence theory supports a more 
disaggregated approach that identifies many more types of foreign policy issues, for 
example monetary issues and oceans issues. Krasner distinguishes between commercial 
and monetary issues (1978a) and between issues having to do with "core goals of foreign 
policy" as opposed to foreign economic policy (1978b:70-71). Mastanduno (1988) makes a 
similar distinction between military security issues and foreign economic policy. 

While the theoretical importance of impact-definitions is clear (i.e. different patterns of 
impact are said to produce different political processes which in turn have consequences 
for policy content), it has often been less obvious why substantively-defined issue areas 
ought to be theoretically important. Rosenau (1966) defends his typology on the grounds 
that there should be important differences with regard to actors' motives and actions 
depending on whether the means for achieving policy goals and the output itself are 
tangible or intangible. Brecher et al. (1969) provides no explanation as to why issue area 
ought to matter. Krasner (1978a, 1978b) implies that it has to do with variation in 
domestic sub-structures. That is, within any country there are important differences 
between domestic political sub-structures which lead to differences in policy process and 
outcome. Keohane and Nye (1977) seem to suggest that differences in substantively 
defined issues are linked both to variation in state structures and different incentives 
actors have to get involved. Cooper's famous article about trade policy and high politics 
takes a similar approach, though it is mostly implicit in his argument (Cooper 1972-73) 
Other researchers argue that the differences in security as opposed to foreign economic 
policy are due to expected impact. Foreign economic policy creates, especially on the 
producer/labor side, clearly identifiable winners and losers who are well-placed to 
influence the policy process (Ikenberry 1988, Frieden 1988). In contrast, the argument 
goes, security policy tends to generate little action from societal actors because it has 
undifferentiated impacts on society. If this is true, however, substantive definitions 
actually rest on prior assumptions about impact and hence can be reduced to the impact 
foundations and thus united with impact definitions. In this spirit, Gowa (1988) argues 
that substantive classifications are only meaningful if they produce categories in which all 
questions have the same collective-action incentives. 

Carlsnaes (1981) has offered an inventory of hypotheses as to why the broad 
substantive category foreign polig might be subject to a different - and less "democratic" 
policy process — than all other policies. While this work does not include an empirical 
analysis, his discussion is important because it shows that there are, in fact, theoretical 
reasons why substantively defined issue areas might be linked to distinct policy processes. 
These include hypotheses linked to sub-structures — in particular the bureaucratic 
peculiarities of foreign policy which discourage non-elite participation in the policy 
process (e.g. the insulated position of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs), as well as ones 
based on cost/benefit calculations on the part of both centrally-placed elites (in 
government and political parties) and interest groups. For example, Carlsnaes argues that 
the perception of elites as constrained by international factors beyond their control may 
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lead domestic actors to refrain from getting involved in the policy process. 

Issue areas and domestic structures 

As this brief review of the literature reveals, while the concept of issue area has been 
around a long time, there is no agreement about how to best define it or why it ought to 
be important in the study of foreign policy. In 1980, a review of the use of issue areas 
concluded: 

...foreign policy analysts have much in common with their domestic public policy 
counterparts who, despite a far more voluminous issue area literature, also lack much in the 
way of empirical findings. In both areas a principal stumbling block appears to be the 
failure to develop adequate indicators and measures of the concept issue area which are 
both theoretically meaningful and can be applied by different researchers studying different 
policies (Potter 1980:407). 

Ikenberry's discussion of the importance of issue areas a number of years later also 
suggests that little progress has been made (1988:236). Ikenberry notes that characteristics 
of issue areas might be important for understanding foreign policy making and identifies 
three specific ways in which they might lead to variation in process and/or policy content. 
First, issues might determine the location of decision making within the domestic political 
system. This can be called the domestic sub-structures argument. Alternatively, they might 
determine actors' incentives to get involved. This is the impact argument about the 
importance of issue areas. Finally, Ikenberry notes that issues might be important if they 
influence the extent to which groups can determine what interests they have at stake. 
What can be said in response to Ikenberry's list is that, while he argues in favor of the 
importance of the concept, his comments suggest that more than 30 years after Lowi and 
Rosenau first put forth their ideas on issue areas, there has not been much progress on the 
question of why issues are important or what exactly the source of their impact on foreign 
policy is. 

One reasonable response to this lack of progress is to argue that issue areas is not a 
particularly useful concept. This is the conclusion drawn from some studies in the 
domestic structures tradition (Evangelista 1989, Risse-Kappen 1991). Domestic structures 
analysis emphasizes the importance of the centralization of power characteristic of the 
state and the state's ability to impose policy in the face of opposition from private actors 
for understanding political processes and policy choice (see, for example, Krasner 
1978a&b, Katzenstein 1978, Ikenberry 1988, Risse-Kappen 1991). Organized interest 
processes, particularly insider corporatism - in which the policy process is characterized 
by bargaining and compromise — would be typical of centralized states with organized 
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societies.11 Numeric-democratic processes would be characteristic of weak states. Where 
political parties are weak, this would particularly take the form of, lobbying processes in 
which competing interest groups seek to pressure legislators to support their positions. 
Bureaucratic-governmental processes would be typical of strong states. It is this linking of 
decision structure and policy process that leads some researchers to conclude that this 
approach is not compatible with an issue areas perspective. They treat the two as 
competing explanations and offer empirical analyses from which they seek to determine 
which is superior. 

Evangelista (1989) takes this approach. He is critical of domestic structures analyses 
that have failed to acknowledge the incompatibility of issue and structure approaches and 
to clearly distinguish themselves from the, at bottom, issue area idea that domestic sub
structures explain processes and policy choice. To test the strength of the two competing 
approaches he conducts an empirical analysis of a single issue in two different structural 
contexts. Evangelista looks at weapons' innovation in two countries whose political 
structures are different from each other: the US and USSR between 1945 and 1965. He 
discovers that the processes in the two states were different. He notes that this violates the 
issue areas prediction that issue determines process, and is in line with domestic structures 
expectations. He goes on to argue that the processes in the two states differ in ways t hat 
appear to reflect structural differences. In particular, the "fragmentation and 
decentralization of authority" characteristic of the US was conducive to a "bottom up" 
process (Evangelista 1989:155). The Soviet state, with its "strong, centralized hierarchy" 
was conducive to a "top down" process (Evangelista 1989:155). Thus, he concludes that 
the findings support the claim that the domestic structures approach is superior to an 
issue areas analysis. 

Another study that draws the same conclusion is Risse-Kappen's comparison of 
responses to Soviet policies during the 1980s. He looks at four democratic states which 
have different domestic structures: the US, France, Germany and Japan. He argues that 
while policy largely followed public opinion in two cases (US and West Germany), it did 
not do so in Japan or France. Since this is the pattern one would predict on the basis of 
the countries' domestic structures and violates assumptions that the same issue leads to 
similar processes (since it suggests that public opinion was part of the process in two 
countries but not in all four), Risse-Kappen concludes that the analysis supports the 
domestic structures approach and speaks against issue areas. 

These studies contribute interesting information relevant to the issue area — domestic 
structures debate, but cannot be seen as having resolved it. Of particular importance is 
that they are based on analyses that fail to address two central questions alluded to 

11 Organized societies refers to those characterized by the existence of strong private organizations which 
articulate and promote various interests. Societal organizations may be large ones representing broadly defined 
groups (workers, consumers). If society is heterogeneous, groups are likely to represent narrower interests. 
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above.12 This first is whether questions that are nominally the same are in fact the same 
kind of issue in all contexts. This is both a matter of how issue areas are defined and an 
empirical question. The second is why, if structures determine process and policy choice, 
it is possible to observe that process varies within the same domestic structure. In some 
sense it is possible to explain this as a matter of focus. If one seeks to understand the 
overall character of policy making and policy choice in a variety of countries, it may be 
enough to emphasize overall characteristics such as domestic structure. On the other 
hand, if that which is of interest is variation within one domestic structure or in states with 
similar structures then such broad characteristics are of limited usefulness. This is the 
argument made by Ikenberry, et al. (1988) with regard to US foreign economic policy, and 
Ikenberry (1988) suggests that issue areas thinking might provide insight into variation at 
this level. 

Without rejecting this argument about empirical focus and appropriate theory, it should 
also be recognized that if, as Ikenberry (1988:236) expresses it, "differences in the 
properties of policy itself give rise to differences in the organization of politics" , then it is 
possible that these "properties" might sometimes be more important for understanding 
policy than are structures. This is not to say that one or the other — issues or structures — 
are always dominant, but that their importance may well be contingent on how they are 
combined. In my view, this suggests that the two approaches should be viewed as 
complementary. The domestic structures approach highlights the importance of domestic 
institutional characteristics, broadly defined, for creating and limiting access to the political 
process. One kind of issue area thinking — sub-structures — calls attention to the fact that 
political sub-structures might sometimes be more important for understanding policy than 
overall domestic structure. Another suggests that incentives to participate in the policy 
process (for those actors not required to act by virtue of their positions in the government 

12 Evangelista's work is limited in several respects. He applies a policy process model developed on the basis of 
analyses of policy making in representative democracies to a semi-totalitarian state. It may be that these structures are 
so different that it overwhelms any issue area similarity there mi ght otherwise be. When, as is the case in the USSR, 
independent groups have little possibility of openly organizing in order to pursue their interests, no legal right to do 
so and no legitimacy, it is perhaps to be expected that an issue areas approach is inappropriate. A reasonable 
conclusion is that the issue area approach is not especially helpful in a comparison of a representative democracy and 
a semi-totalitarian state. This does not, however, rule out the possibility that it is a revealing approach in a 
comparison of states with more similar, yet still distinctive domestic structures. 

Another problem with Evangelista's analysis is that he offers no typology of issues. He picks a specific 
substantive question and treats it as an issue. He does not say why the issue should lead to a particular policy process, 
only assumes it should on the grounds that the issue areas ap proach makes that claim. In fact, most issue areas 
literature that defines issues substantively does not link issues to process (Potter 1980). Moreover, as discussed 
above, substantively defined approaches, in contrast to impact-defined ones, are unclear about the theoretical 
importance of issues. If Evangelista had looked for issue defined in terms of impact or if he had confirmed via 
empirical analysis these substantive questions are in fact the same issue in these two settings, the results might have 
been different. 

Finally, Evangelista's article i s also limited because it does not test one of the important implications of the issue 
areas approach: within the same state policy processes vary depending on the issue. He cannot address this question 
because he looks at only one issue in each state. 

Risse-Kappen examines four representative democracies. The states are similar enough that issue areas logic 
ought to apply. On the other hand, he also fails to discuss the one-vs-many structures argument and looks at an issue 
that is nominally the same in all four states without reflecting on whether this way of defining an issue is appropriate. 
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institutions) can vary greatly from one question to another, thus giving rise to different 
political processes which, in turn, have consequences for policy choice. The validity of the 
claims of the decisions structures approach does not necessarily rule out the importance 
of the insights of the issue area perspective and vice versa. 

It should be noted, however, that a sub-structure argument would seem to be a more 
serious challenge to an overall domestic structures approach than is an issue area 
incentive-to-act argument. This is because the sub-structure approach disaggregates 
structure by characterizing issues as subordinate to more narrowly defined structures 
within the overall domestic structure. If true, this suggests that the overall logic of the 
decision structures approach is sound (i.e. its institutional emphasis), but that the utility of 
a broad definition of structure is limited. An impact-based link offers an additional logic -
i.e. it suggests that a combination of access as provided by structure, and actor incentives 
to get involved as created by issue area, can help explain process and policy outcome. 
Thus, it would seem easier to combine it with an independent role for domestic 
structures.13 

Studying issue areas 

Figure 3.1 presents a diagram in which the two approaches are presented as 
complementary. For purposes of comparison, it also includes a chart showing the two 
approaches as competing. For example, the top row of the chart shows that the domestic 
structures approach argues that elitist, state controlled policy processes are linked to 
strong states. This is in contrast to the claims of the issue areas perspective, which links 
elitist processes to the fact that the question under consideration is, for example, a foreign 
policy crisis or an uncontroversial issue of national relevance or a matter national security. 
Similarly, if the approaches are competing explanations, societal (bottom up) policy 
processes are linked by domestic structure supporters to weak states, while issue area 
supporters argue that they are a result of the fact that the question under consideration is 
(for example) a regulatory issue or a foreign economic policy matter. 

13 In Chapter 7 I discuss whether the empirical analysis provides evidence that adding issue areas to structures 
via a sub-structure approach seems more justified than the actor-logic/context approach. 
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Figure 3.1 Domestic structures and issue areas approaches to explaining foreign policy 

AS COMPETING MODELS: 
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Issue area (e.g.) 
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National security 
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Foreign economic policy 
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The complementary model in Figure 3.1 characterizes both decision structures and 
issue areas as having implications for the policy process. The model calls attention to both 
definitions of issue area widely mentioned in the literature (substantive and impact) and 
links them to policy outcome via the process by which policy is made. In the coming 
chapters I will study the empirical and theoretical puzzles presented in Chapter 1 by 
focusing on the issue area-policy process link in the complementary model. The model 
implies that when state structures are similar, variation in the cases should be 
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understandable in terms of variation in issues. If the model can be used to shed light on 
the empirical policy record discussed in Chapter 2 then it provides part of the answer to 
the puzzle of why, in the case of EC/EU membership in the Scandinavian states, there is 
policy variation without domestic structure variation. The model thus provides help in 
understanding why three similar states display variation with regard to both characteristics 
of the policy process and policy choice. It also suggests why domestic structures — despite 
its prominence in the literature — seem unable to provide insight into the empirical cases 
of interest here. The answer is that the approach is incomplete without attention to 
insights from issue areas literature. 

By choosing to apply this model to the Scandinavian countries I "control" — so to 
speak - for domestic structures. This allows me to focus on the lower, issue areas, part of 
the complementary model. The model can be understood in terms of a hypothesis: 
variation in issues has implications for the policy process which are linked to policy 
choice. I will use the Scandianvian states' decisions about EC/EU membership to test the 
usefulness of the hypothesis. In order to conduct the empirical analysis it is necessary to 
operationalize the concept of issue area. It might be argued that the theoretical weakness 
of the substantive definitions suggests that an impact definition should be chosen. Yet 
Carlsnaes (1981), as noted above, has shown that there are ways in which substantive 
variation might be linked to actor calculations of the benefits of seeking to influence 
policy choice. Moreover, ignoring a substantive definition would make it more difficult to 
study the validity of the sub-structures argument. For these reasons, I incorporate both 
approaches. That is, I study the question of the countries' relationships to the EC/EU in 
terms of two issue area typologies: one based on a substantive definition and one based on 
an impact definition. Rather than discuss the details of these typologies here, I will discuss 
them in the relevant empirical chapters. Chapter 5 examines the cases from the point of 
view of substantively-defined issues, while Chapter 6 is an analysis of the cases from an 
impact-perspective. The findings are analyzed in Chapter 7 for the purpose of evaluating 
the usefulness of issue areas in general and substantive as opposed to impact definitions 
more specifically. 

A note on methodology 

An empirical analysis to study the usefulness of the models presented in Figure 3.1 is 
complicated by the fact that "large n" studies are not particularly useful for analyses of 
links between how issues are defined and policy processes and outcome (Potter 1980). 
This is because relevant variables are hard to quantify and relationships are often difficult 
to unravel. These relationships are more likely to be uncovered (or rejected) using a 
methodology that is suitable for examining details often lost in large, quantitative analyses. 
Single case studies enable the researcher to study detail, but they are often ill-suited to the 
task of developing theory. In such circumstances the focused comparative case study 
method is often particularly useful (George 1979, Potter 1980). This method involves 
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working with a small number of cases selected especially for the purpose of developing or 
testing a theory (King et al. 1994). Of particular importance is systematic data collection 
across the cases. That is, as in quantitative analysis, it is necessary to specify the variables 
of interest and to gather data using the same procedure for all cases. Doing so increases 
the replicability of the study and makes it more likely that the data collected on each case 
is comparable. 

The focused, comparative case study method produces the most useful results when it 
is applied to cases that vary only with regard to theoretically interesting variables. The 
cases should be as similar to one another as possible in all other respects. That is, one 
should seek to develop a "most similar systems" research design (Przeworski & Teune 
1970). This criterion makes Danish, Norwegian and Swedish EC/EU policies particularly 
good cases to use to examine the model presented in Figure 3.1. As noted in Chapter 1, 
the three states are similar in terms of overall domestic structure, position in the 
international system and economic dependence on trade in general and on EC/EU 
markets in particular. In contrast, as Chapter 2 showed, they vary with regard to both their 
relationships with the EC/EU and a number of characteristics of the decision making 
process. Both the domestic structures literature and the issue areas literature provide 
possible explanations for such variation. However, one of these — decision structures — 
seems inappropriate due to lack of variation in decision structures across the three states. 
This leaves the issue areas approach as a possible explanation. The empirical analysis in 
coming chapters seeks to answer the question of whether differences in issue areas can 
account for the pattern of variation with regard to policy process and content. 

Before turning to this, however, it is necessary to place the foreign policy choices with 
regard to the EC/EU in the context of the three states' post-war security arrangements. 
To do so I will go back to the immediate post-war period. It was during this time that 
Denmark, Norway and Sweden made important security choices that have since affected 
the way they evaluate their relations with the EC/EU. I do not attempt an in-depth 
explanation of these choices. Rather, the purpose is simply to present the countries' 
security policy choices. As I argued in Chapter 1, this placement does not explain their 
policy choices vis-à-vis the EC/EU, but it is one part of the context of their choices. It 
should be noted that because of the limited purpose of the chapter, the analysis is not 
pitched at the same level of detail as subsequent ones. For example, I use the convenient 
shorthand of discussing the states as actors more often in Chapter 4 than in Chapters 5 
and 6, both of which contain more disaggregated analyses of particular domestic actors. 
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Chapter 4 
Origins of cold-war security policies: 

critical decisions 1945-49 

Introduction 

In this chapter I will di scuss the post-WWII security policies of Sweden, Norway 
and Denmark. I focus on the decisions taken in the early years of the cold war that 
defined their policies for more than four decades. Of particular interest are centrally-
placed elites' decisions about what/who posed the most likely threats to national 
security; and the political, economic and military measures adopted to counter 
them.1 My purpose is to lay a foundation for understanding why establishing a 
formal relationship with the EC/EU might be linked to arguments about the 
country's security policy in some cases but not in others. 

From 1947 to 1989 the Cold War set the international context in which the 
Nordic states discussed and adopted their security policies. The most basic security 
policy decisions were taken by the states in the late 1940s in light of the 
development of the East-West split. In the immediate post-war years — up to 1947 -
all three states pursued some sort of neutrality policy, that is, a policy aimed at 
avoiding becoming aligned with political or military alliances (Lundestad 1980). They 
were reluctant to recognize the development of a permanent superpower 
antagonism.2 Their goals in maintaining a neutral stance were to avoid becoming 
entangled in controversies and conflicts between the US and USSR and to 
emphasize the value of the UN as a forum for discussion and conflict resolution 
based on great power cooperation. 

1 Posen (1985) refers to this as a country's "grand strategy". 

2 Tensions existed even during the war. Disagreements over when to open the 2nd front in Europe, US 
refusal to share atomic weapons' technology with the USSR, the close relationship between the US and 
Britain, and repeated disagreement over the fate of Eastern Europe (not least Poland) all served to make the 
USSR and the US suspicious of each others' motives and intentions. After the war ended, the two countries' 
different views about what kind of European order would best ensure peace and the promotion of their other 
interests - as well as unilateral action each took to create these orders - exacerbated existing tensions (Pollard 
1985). 
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It was in response to the events of 1947 and early 1948 that the Nordic states' 
policies began to diverge.3 Sweden, Norway and Denmark began to reevaluate their 
security policy options in light of developments. They had two goals in mind: to 
prevent attacks on their countries by outside powers and to avoid being drawn into a 
war between other powers. Three policy options were considered: neutrality, a 
Scandinavian defense pact and membership in a Western military alliance. In 
Sweden, membership in a Western alliance was never really viewed as a serious 
option by more than a very small number of individuals. Support for a Scandinavian 
defense union was greatest in Denmark; however, their ability to seriously pursue it 
was limited by conflict between Norway and Sweden over the character of such an 
alliance.4 It was in fact Norway's decisions - that it would not remain neutral and 
that it could not accept a neutral Scandinavian alliance - that led the states to part 
ways with regard to security policy. 

In the discussion below I examine the three states' choices of post-war security 
policies. I emphasize the options that they considered and the decisions they made. 
In discussing these choices I am less concerned with explaining how one of the 
options "triumphed" (i.e. explaining why the policy was adopted), than with 
explaining the content of the policy: the picture of security threats and measures to 
counter them that were embodied in it.5 This is because it is the latter which is 
relevant to understanding the foreign policy contexts in which the question of 
EC/EU membership was discussed. 

Sweden 

In contrast to the experience of virtually all other European states, Sweden's security 
policy, one of armed neutrality, was not discredited by WWII. Rather, what was 
discredited was the policy of disarmament conducted between 1920 to 1935 (Huldt 
1990). A coalition of Social Democrats and center non-socialist parties had voted to 
cut military spending in order to save money. Cuts were justified on the grounds that 
the geostrategic situation was favorable (both great Baltic powers, Russia and 

3 A series of incidents occurred which unambiguously suggested that permanent conflict between the US 
and USSR was unavoidable. These included the US adoption of the Truman Doctrine (March 1947), Soviet 
reactions to the Marshall Plan (June 1947), the establishment of Cominform (September 1947), the 
breakdown of talks a bout the future of Germany at the London Council of Foreign Ministers (December 
1947), the coup in Czechoslovakia (March 1948), the Brussels Pact and the opening of talks about the 
creation of NATO (March 1948), and the Berlin blockade (June 1948). 

4 In Denmark, there was widespread support for a Scandinavian pact within the Social Democratic and 
Social Liberal Parties, and even some support for it, with an Atlantic alliance tie, in the Liberal and 
Conservative Parties. 

5 For a th eoretical and empirical analysis of the factors that de termine a state's security policy see Posen 
1985. 
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Germany, had been defeated in WWI), and that Sweden could rely on the new 
League of Nations and its collective security arrangements for protection. 

The decision to join the League had not been uncontroversial. A significant 
minority in the Riksdag (114 of 352) voted against membership because they saw it 
as an unacceptable shift away from the country's long tradition of neutrality (Möller 
1990). They feared it would draw Sweden into European great power politics, thus 
reducing the possibility that the country could remain neutral if war broke out. In 
joining the League the Swedish Government sought to emphasize its continued 
commitment to neutrality in case of war by refusing to pledge that it would 
automatically apply military sanctions when the League established that a particular 
state(s) was guilty of disrupting the peace or breaking other treaty provisions. The 
Government announced that it would take a position on each case as it presented 
itself. The Government did pledge to apply all e conomic sanctions, however, thus 
signaling to the international community the distinction Sweden drew between 
cooperating in military and non-military actions. 

Growing evidence of the League's shortcomings led to a policy shift in Sweden 
(Möller 1990). In light of the failure of the League's sanctions against Italy, the 
resignation of Japan and Germany, Hitler's reoccupation of the Rhine and the 
cancellation of Locarno Treaty, it became obvious that the organization had neither 
the authority nor capability to control major powers, punish aggressors or maintain 
the peace. In response, Swedish Foreign Minister Westman announced on July 1, 
1936 that Sweden would no longer be bound by article 16 of the League Treaty, 
which dealt with the application of sanctions. Sweden also reversed the defense 
spending cuts of the 1920's and early 1930's and began rearming. Its main foreign 
policy goal was to avoid all situations that might bring it into conflict with any 
European great power. This, along with an ability to defend itself if attacked was 
seen as the best way to increase Sweden's chances of staying out of war if one broke 
out.6 

Sweden's policy of armed neutrality — and perhaps some luck and a willingness to 
Éfbend" neutrality when necessary — kept Sweden out of WWII. The country avoided 
the military destruction experienced by most of the rest of Europe and emerged 
from the war with a sense of confidence in its security policy. The question that 
policy makers had to grapple with was whether it was suitable for the post-war 
geostrategic circumstances in Northern Europe (Andrén & Möller 1990). The USSR, 
by far the strongest power in Europe, had moved "closer" to Sweden through its 
annexation of parts of Finland, the Baltic states and its occupation of parts of 
Germany. The USSR's interests in the region were unclear. Moscow announced that 
it had interests in the high north, but did not indicate what they were (Tamnes 

6 This is the explanation for Swedish reluctance to respond positively to Finnish requests for military 
cooperation in the interest of strengthening Scandinavian neutrality. Sweden agreed to undertake a joint 
Finnish-Swedish program of remilitarization on Åland if the USSR approved. When Moscow made its 
displeasure known, Sweden refused to go ahead with the plan. 
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1991). There were no other powers capable of providing a balance to Soviet power. 
The US position up to 1947 was that it would not join any European alliances: not 
with Britain against the USSR, nor with the USSR against Britain. This meant that 
even if Sweden had been inclined to try to balance local Soviet power by concluding 
an agreement (formal or informal) with another power, it was not clear what options 
were available. 

Swedish security policy statements during 1945 and 1946 showed, in fact, no 
interest in any sort of balancing-type alliance policy.7 The positions argued by two of 
the main participants in the security policy debates both eschewed any sort of bloc 
politics. Where they differed was in their understanding of the relationship between 
neutrality and United Nations membership. Outgoing Foreign Minister Christian 
Gunther rejected Swedish association with any bloc or alliance that might develop 
and stressed that Sweden's policy of armed neutrality was an appropriate one for the 
post-war era (Möller 1990). He characterized it as an "inoffensive" policy in all 
directions. At the same time, he insisted that the country had to maintain its military 
strength in order to make aggressors aware that attacking Sweden would be 
extremely costly. Gunther favored UN membership, arguing that it would not 
entangle Sweden in bloc politics nor signal a willingness to abandon non-alliance 
policy or its commitment to remain neutral in war. 

Östen Undén, who became Sweden's foreign minister in late 1945, had a more 
legalistic view of neutrality (Andrén & Möller 1990, Möller 1990). He argued that if 
Sweden signed a treaty pledging to apply obligatory sanctions, it was making a 
commitment which was incompatible with neutrality. As a UN member, Sweden 
would be committed to fighting in wars sanctioned by the great powers working in 
cooperated with each another. Undén called this a policy of solidarity rather than 
neutrality. He strongly supported Swedish membership in the UN, therefore he 
argued that Sweden ought to abandon its old neutrality policy. 

Despite the rhetorical differences, Gunther's and Undén's thinking was very 
similar (Andrén & Möller 1990). This was clearly revealed when Foreign Minister 
Undén spoke to the Riksdag on October 22,1945 about Swedish membership in the 
UN. He said that Sweden would join and that this meant it would put aside 
neutrality policy to the degree that UN obligations required. He justified this shift on 
the grounds that since the post war situation was different from pre-war conditions, 
Swedish policy had to be different too. He argued that the most significant change 
was that the powers primarily responsible for creating the peace had agreed to 
cooperate in the construction of an international security organization. Since such an 
organization was the best way to avoid future war, Sweden ought to join and accept 
the duties of membership. 

Yet Undén went on to argue that Sweden was not abandoning its policy of 
avoiding entanglement with great power blocs. He stated that Sweden would not 

7 For a discussion of "balancing behavior" as a security policy strategy see Walt 1987. 
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allow itself to be forced into taking sides if "blocs" developed in the UN. Undén 
pointed out that the rules governing UN activity required cooperation among the 
permanent members of the Security Council, i.e. the great powers. If they split into 
blocs the organization could not act, therefore, under the terms of the treaty Sweden 
could not be forced to take part in any policy not supported by all great powers. 
Thus, for Undén, UN membership meant giving up Swedish neutrality, but not 
Sweden's policy of avoiding bloc politics. 

As relations between the US and the USSR became more antagonistic, the 
Swedish Government responded by publicly stating on numerous occasions that if a 
great power split developed Sweden would not take sides. Undén said in August 
1947 that Sweden would maintain its foreign policy independence in order to ensure 
that it would be able take its own stand on international developments as they 
emerged (Molin 1990). He said that Sweden would not tie its hands in advance by 
joining blocs or alliances which classified certain states as permanent friends and 
others as permanent enemies. Sweden's goal was friendship with all states regardless 
of their form of government. When it became clear in early 1948 that defense 
alliances were developing in Europe, and that some in Sweden were in favor of 
Sweden's joining an alliance, Undén reiterated Sweden's rejection of bloc politics in a 
speech in the Riksdag in February.8 He pledged that Sweden would support the UN 
as far as it was possible to do so. It would fulfill its obligations in accordance with 
the UN Charter's rules and to the extent that great power cooperation enabled the 
UN to perform its stated functions. However, he also said that Sweden maintained 
its right to declare itself neutral if the UN broke down as a result of great power 
conflict. He argued that the country was committed to the idea that peaceful, normal 
relations were possible with all states. It followed from this that the Government 
and Swedish citizens were strongly opposed taking sides in great power disputes. 

Despite the government's unequivocal public stance throughout 1947 and 1948 
that it would emphasize neutrality if blocs emerged, some elites questioned the 
wisdom of neutrality policy (Molin 1990).9 These doubts surfaced in part as a result 
of the obvious contradiction between the fact that while Swedish ideology, culture, 
economy, political system and historical ties put it squarely in the <cWestern" bloc, 
the Government claimed that it would remain neutral if this group united in a 
defensive alliance to protect itself against a hostile and threatening East. There was 
also considerable fear that a new war could suddenly break out and that Sweden 
would not be able to avoid being drawn in this time. 

8 His comments came after the French had demanded a security alliance in exchange for approving 
German reunification and reconstruction and after Bevin, speaking in the House of Commons, made it 
known that Britain, France and other West European states were negotiating a d efense alliance and that an 
Atlantic alliance was a possibility. Herbert Tingsten, writing in Dagens Nyheter, had supported the 
abandonment of neutrality policy in favor of joining an Atlantic Alliance. 

9 Unless another source is identified, the following discussion of elites' doubts about Sweden's security 
policy is based on Molin 1990. 
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Out of the public eye some Swedish military leaders and diplomats expressed 
their lack of support and even opposition to neutrality policy if blocs developed. In 
late 1948, for example, Bengt Nordenskjöld, head of the Swedish airforce, told US 
Ambassador Matthews that there were doubts about neutrality within the airforce, 
army and marines (Molin 1990). He reported that many people thought that Sweden 
needed to join t he West for security reasons. Nordenskjöld reportedly told Herbert 
Tingsten that he intended to push this view with Undén and Defense Minister 
Vougt. By late 1948 the Commander in Chief of the Swedish military, Helge Jung, 
also favored joining a Western alliance. Swedish diplomats in London and 
Washington told their British and American counterparts that they were not in favor 
of a strict neutrality policy given the formation of defense blocs. Some prominent 
members of the Conservative and Liberal Parties also became skeptical about the 
wisdom of neutrality policy in light of the growing East-West split. 

The issue of whether Sweden should consider joining an alliance was forced into 
public view by Herbert Tingsten's articles in Dagens Njheter, Sweden's largest daily 
newspaper. On January 25, 1948, three days after British Foreign Minister Bevin 
proposed a West European defense union in a speech in the House of Commons, 
Tingsten wrote an article calling on Sweden to join in the construction of an Atlantic 
pact (Molin 1990). He argued that only by doing so could Sweden's interests and 
security be protected. Tingsten said that Sweden needed a guarantee of aid from the 
US in case of a Soviet attack and that preparations for using such aid had to be made 
in advance. For these reasons, Swedish participation in an Adantic pact was 
absolutely necessary. Conservative Party Leader Jarl Hjalmars son and Liberal Party 
Leader Bertil Ohlin began publicly criticizing Undén and the government's policy, as 
did their parties' Riksdag's groups (Möller 1990). By spring 1948 there was growing 
concern among the Conservative Party's Riksdag members that the whole Nordic 
region was threatened by the USSR (Molin 1990). Some argued that this meant that 
Sweden had to remain firmly committed to neutrality policy. Others, including 
Hjalmarsson and Nordenskjöld, argued that it meant that Sweden had to come out 
in favor of Bevin's plan to build a defense alliance. There were also some in the 
Liberal Party who favored joining a defense alliance, though they did not take public 
stances as extreme as Tingsten's. They argued instead that Sweden ought to maintain 
its non-alliance position, but apply it differently. They wanted Sweden to adopt a 
more clearly Western orientation. In taking such a position they were announcing 
their lack of confidence in the traditional neutrality argument, which was that the 
country's security would be best served by adopting a strictly neutral attitude toward 
antagonistic blocs. 

Undén strongly rejected all arguments in favor of joining, even informally, one of 
the developing blocs. Given the growing rift between the US and USSR, moving 
close to one of the superpowers would be tantamount to declaring that Sweden was 
an enemy of the other. The country would immediately become an object in 
superpower calculations and competition. It would be assumed by both the US and 
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USSR that Sweden's response in any future conflict would be to support the 
superpower it favored in peacetime. Sweden would be treated as a friend of one and 
an enemy of the other from the moment that the country indicated it was taking 
sides. In such a situation Sweden would never be respected as a neutral in future 
conflicts or war. It would inevitably be drawn in. 

A policy option the Swedish Government considered more seriously was a 
Scandinavian defense pact. It formally proposed the creation of one in response to 
the events of early 1948. The Government was worried that Norway was going to 
join the Western alliance and that this would decrease the likelihood that Swedish 
neutrality would be respected (Blidberg 1987, Åström 1990). If Norway joined it was 
assumed that Denmark would follow. Both would be forced to accept foreign 
military bases in their territories, and these - given their proximity to the USSR — 
would be among the first Soviet targets in the event of a future war. Sweden would 
be right in the Soviet flight path. Given the importance of the targets in Norway and 
Denmark and the importance of destroying them quickly, it was highly likely that 
Swedish neutrality would be violated by a Soviet military eager to reach them. Thus, 
from the point of view of the Swedish government, Norway's decision to join the 
Western alliance would drag the whole Nordic region into the East-West conflict. It 
was to prevent this from happening, that Undén (after mentioning the idea to the 
Danish Ambassador in Stockholm and getting approval from the Government) 
traveled to Norway to propose a Scandinavian pact as an alternative to an alliance 
with the US (Lundestad 1980, Tamnes 1991). 

In the first discussion between Swedish Foreign Minister Undén and Norwegian 
Minister Lange (May 3, 1948), Lange made it clear that, while he was willing to 
consider a Scandinavian Pact, Norway was not interested in a neutral one 
(Lundestad 1980, Molin 1990). Sweden's position was the opposite — only a neutral 
pact was of interest. A week later Norwegian Prime Minister Einar Gerhardsen 
seemed to signal a shift in policy. He agreed to explore the possibility of building a 
neutral union when the matter was discussed during a meeting of Social Democrats 
in Stockholm. Yet when Gerhardsen presented the idea to his Government in Oslo 
it was rejected. Several months passed before the Nordic Foreign Ministers finally 
agreed in early September on a mandate for a committee to study the creation of a 
defense pact. On condition that it be kept secret, Norway agreed to study the 
possibility of creating a neutral pact and to avoid talks with other states until the 
Nordic ones were concluded. 

During the whole period when the Scandinavian pact was under active 
consideration, Undén emphasized that only a neutral pact was acceptable to Sweden. 
Undén explained the idea of the pact to the Social Democratic Party (SAP) Congress 
in Stockholm in May 1948 (Dau 1969). He emphasized that it would have no ties to 
the WEU or to any Atlantic pact and that Swedish foreign policy was and would 
continue to be based on independence and aimed at defending the state against 
attack. Throughout the pact negotiations there were never any indications from the 
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Swedish side that neutrality was negotiable (Blidberg 1987). Within the Government 
and SAP Riksdag group there was no support for abandoning neutrality. In 
November, Defense Minister Vougt and Foreign Minister Undén reviewed the 
progress of the negotiations in meetings with the party's Riksdag group (Blidberg 
1987). The discussion made clear that many members had serious doubts about the 
idea. Some participants were strongly critical of it. The discussion also served as a 
reminder that support for Sweden's traditional neutrality policy was substantial. A 
similar session on January 20, 1949 confirmed this (Blidberg 1987). Despite 
reservations, however, the Riksdag group expressed support for government policy 
in light of the fact that the Foreign Minister repeatedly assured them that neutrality — 
as defined by Sweden — would be the foundation for any agreement. 

Discussions about a Scandinavian defense union came to an end on January 30, 
1949 when the three states finally acknowledged that the Norwegian and Swedish 
positions were too far apart to be reconciled. Despite Herbert Tingsten's public 
campaign and doubters within the Conservative and Liberal Parties and the military 
and foreign service elite, a solid Riksdag majority favored neutrality policy. The 
Government, particularly Erlander and Undén, was also strongly committed to 
neutrality and public opinion was overwhelmingly pro-neutrality. Norway's demand 
that the Scandinavian pact forge some kind of link with the Atlantic alliance was 
contrary to this position. Any link, regardless of how informal, was viewed in 
Sweden as a threat to the credibility of Swedish neutrality. Any link was therefore 
unacceptable. In light of this stalemate, the Government told the Riksdag on 
February 9,1949 that the states had failed to agree on the creation of a pact (Andrén 
& Möller 1990). Undén said that the Government had sought agreement that would 
have kept the three independent from other powers while strengthening their power 
to respond to an attack. This, he said, would have increased their chances of staying 
out of great power conflicts and kept them from becoming objects of great power 
calculations and competition. Undén said further that the Government had been 
ready to negotiate a binding agreement in which an attack on one was considered an 
attack on all, but only on the condition that the three pledged non-alliance vis-à-vis 
other states. This was something Norway had been unwilling to do. 

The speech in the Riksdag also served as an announcement that Sweden would 
pursue traditional neutrality policy. At this time — early 1949 — Sweden had one of 
the stronger militaries in Europe (Andrén & Möller 1990). In addition, neutrality 
policy had succeeded before. Sweden had not been dragged into WWI or WWII. 
This was evidence in support of the view that Sweden's geographic position (unlike 
that of other states) was of secondary importance to great powers. This being so, if 
Sweden made it absolutely clear that it would (and could) defend its neutrality in any 
future conflict, it had a reasonable chance of avoiding being drawn into war if one 
broke out. 

Throughout the 1950s the Government (always headed by a Social Democrat and 
with Undén as Foreign Minister) sought to clarify the meaning of neutrality in 
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speeches in the Riksdag and other fora (Andrén & Möller 1990). The Government 
stressed that the fundamental element of the policy was that Sweden would not bind 
itself to any bloc. Maintaining the policy's credibility was a central concern. The 
Government argued that a vital element of credibility was presenting a united face to 
the world — that is, showing observers that the country was united in its 
commitment to remain neutral. The Government also emphasized that neutrality 
was not only the best way to keep Sweden out of war, but was the best way to 
pursue the country's peacetime interests. By refusing to announce some states as 
permanent friends and others as enemies, Sweden could avoid being drawn into 
tensions and conflicts and could retain independence to take policy positions as 
questions arose. Another theme in Government speeches about neutrality was that it 
was a description of security policy. The country was not ideologically neutral, nor 
under international law was it required to behave as it if were. The Government 
argued that the ideological conflict between capitalism and communism might be 
muted by evidence that there are other socio-economic models, not least the 
democratic welfare state model Sweden practiced (the "Swedish model"). 

There were some disagreements about Swedish neutrality policy during the 1950s 
(Andrén & Möller 1990). Spokesmen for the Conservative and Liberal Parties 
occasionally argued about the Government's implementation of neutrality. 
Conservative Leader Jarl Hjalmarsson argued, for example, that Sweden could 
reduce the risks inherent in neutrality policy by engaging in technical cooperation 
with other states. This would make it easier to get help if neutrality failed and 
Sweden were attacked. Hjalmarsson mentioned in particular cooperation with 
Norway and Denmark. The Government rejected it as weakening neutrality by 
creating an indirect link to NATO. 

In 1951-52 some spokesmen for the Conservative and Liberal parties argued that 
Swedish neutrality policy ought to be more flexible (Andrén & Möller 1990). They 
suggested that the advantage of a policy of non-alliance was that it allowed Sweden 
to adjust its foreign policy according to circumstances. The government's inflexibility 
prevented Sweden from taking advantage of this. Foreign Minister Undén 
responded to such arguments for the Government. He argued that alliance freedom 
was not aimed at flexibility but at neutrality. He explained that he favored the term 
neutrality precisely because it called attention to Sweden's intention not to pick sides 
in international conflict rather than to retain flexibility in order to be able to chose 
different sides at different times. 

There were never any public statements from party elites in favor of abandoning 
neutrality. No political party campaigned on such a platform and there was no public 
support for doing so. Those in favor of a more "Western friendly" foreign policy 
were motivated as much or more by ideological sentiments as by military ones. The 
Social Democrats preferred to emphasize the way in which Sweden was unique. It 
was dedicated to democracy and civil and political freedoms; while at the same time 
it sought to control capitalism and construct a broad welfare state so that all citizens 
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could enjoy economic and social freedoms. 

Norway 

It was Norway that considered seriously all three security policy options (neutrality, a 
Scandinavian defense pact and an Atlantic pact) between 1945 and 1949. Norway 
also tried to avoid leaning East or West immediately after the war and to establish a 
"neutral" position between the superpowers. This policy, which the Norwegians 
called bridge-building, marked a temporary decline in the ideas supported by the 
London-based Norwegian Government in exile in the early war years. It had 
advocated the maintenance of a close Atlantic alliance after the war (Tamnes 1991). 
The exile government's policy shift was in part a response to the great powers' 
rejection of the idea (Tamnes 1991). It was a victory for the post-war foreign policy 
favored by the Norwegian resistance. 

The London Government's foreign policy position was explained in a series of 
public statements made between 1940 and 1942 (Udgaard 1973). It was based on the 
idea that strategically, economically and culturally, Norway was similar to other 
North Atlantic powers - especially Great Britain, the US and Canada. Norway's post 
war foreign policy should therefore aim at forging strong ties with these states. The 
assumptions and implications of the policy were spelled out in a document entitled 
Main Prinäples of Norwegian Foreign Po licy written by Trygve Lie and approved by the 
London Government in 1942. It advocated a significant shift in Norwegian foreign 
policy, which since independence in 1905 had stressed Norway's neutrality with 
regard to the affairs of others (Udgaard 1973). While emphasizing the importance of 
forging strong post-war ties to the Atlantic powers, the statement was silent with 
regard to the question of relations with the USSR. 

The wartime resistance in Norway objected to the position put forward in the 
Main Prinäples document (Udgaard 1973). It responded with its own written 
statement in June 1942. The statement was written by Halvard Lange, and 
emphasized that Norway's post-war foreign policy must also be based on developing 
good relations with the USSR. It opposed Norwegian membership in a post-war 
Atlantic alliance composed entirely of big powers. Only if other small states — 
including Sweden, the Netherlands and Belgium — joined would the resistance 
support Norwegian participation. The statement also took the position that Norway 
ought to avoid actions that might antagonize Sweden and called on the London 
Government to refrain from committing Norway in advance to any post-war treaty 
obligations. 

Despite their differences, no open conflict developed between the London 
Government and the resistance with regard to the question of post-war foreign 
policy (Udgaard 1973). One reason for this was that the London Government feared 
that quarreling with the resistance it would weaken its own standing in Norway. It 
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was also because the different views were mostly a difference in emphasis. Because 
it lived in Britain and cooperated directly with the Atlantic powers, the London 
Government was constantly reminded of the compatibility between these states and 
Norway, as well as their importance for Norwegian security. The resistance tended 
to retain the traditional Norwegian distrust of great powers and it was easier for 
them to remember the link between Norwegian security and the actions of Norway's 
closest neighbors (Sweden, Finland and the USSR). 

Another important reason why serious conflict over post-war security policy did 
not emerge was that developments during the war forced the London Government 
to realize that it had to take the USSR's interests into consideration and seek ways to 
accommodate them (Udgaard 1973). Until 1943 the Norwegian Government 
assumed, on the basis of agreements between the US and Great Britain, that the 
Atlantic powers would liberate Norway. In the latter half of 1943 the Government 
began to worry about what would happen if Finland and the USSR agreed to a truce. 
It was assumed that the USSR would demand the secession of Finnish territory in 
the north in exchange for peace and that this would result in the creation of a 
common Soviet-Norwegian border. The Soviet Army would then be in a position to 
move into Norway to push out the Germans and occupy region. The Norwegian 
Government was anxious to avoid this and tried to get firmer commitments from 
the US and Britain that they would liberate and occupy Norway. In response to its 
inquiries Norway was assured that the Scottish Command was responsible for 
Norway. The Government subsequendy learned that the Scottish plans were limited 
to the occupation of Southern Norway after a German surrender. When Norwegian 
efforts to get the British and US to commit more resources to an early occupation of 
Northern Norway failed, the Government concluded that the USSR was most likely 
to take over in the far North. They therefore proposed to Moscow that 1,000 
Norwegians join the Soviet forces in the north and fight along with them after 
Finland left the war. The idea was to ensure that Norwegian troops would be 
present if Soviet ones entered Norway. Trygve Lie also asked the USSR in April 
1944 to approve the agreement on jurisdictional matters during Norwegian 
liberation previously signed by Norway, the US and Britain. The agreement (from 
1943) gave Norway the authority to make administrative and judicial appointments 
and to command Norwegian military units. Neither in the closing stages of the war 
or immediately afterwards did the British increase its military commitment to 
Norway in order to send a message or to offset Soviet presence (Tamnes 1991). 

Additional evidence that the Norwegian Government would have to deal with the 
USSR and that the Atlantic allies might not help Norway came from developments 
involving the Svalbard and Bear Islands. The USSR asked Norway for concessions 
with regard to the islands (Dau 1969). Under the terms of a 1920 treaty, they 
belonged to Norway, and the country was legally b ound to keep the area neutral. 
Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov proposed changing the status of the islands during 
Lie's visit to Moscow in November 1944. He argued that the USSR needed outlets 
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to the sea and asked that Bear Island be turned over (i.e. ceded ) to the USSR. He 
also proposed that Svalbard be jointly adm inistered by Norway and the USSR for 
the purpose of remilitarizing it and exploiting coal deposits. Molotov's demands 
made it clear that the USSR had strategic interests in Norwegian territory. The 
British refusal to pressure the USSR to withdraw the request, and evidence that the 
US was not willing to get into a conflict with the Soviets over the islands served as a 
reminder to Norway that it could not necessarily count on the Atlantic powers to 
protect its interests (Lundestad 1980). As late as 1947 the Norwegian government 
feared that the US might agree to let the USSR have what it wanted with regard to 
Svalbard in exchange for Soviet acceptance of US presence on Iceland and 
Greenland (Lundestad 1980, Tamnesl991). 

The war experience also convinced Norwegian elites that Norwegian territory was 
of strategic significance to great powers (Haskel 1976, Udgaard 1973). This was a 
dramatic change from the view, widespread before the war, that Norway was so 
remote that it was strategically uninteresting. The German attack made it clear that 
even if a belligerent state had no expansionist aims with regard to Norwegian 
territory, it might attack for tactical reasons. It might take over the territory for the 
purpose of denying it to an enemy, for example, or in order to take advantage of air 
and naval bases operated from Norwegian coasts. 

Given that Norwegian territory was strategically important, many Norwegian 
elites also believed that neutrality would not be sufficient to protect the country 
(Haskel 1976). The strategic importance of the area meant that, in a conflict, all sides 
would be anxious to hold it in order to deny it to others. Even if Norway declared 
itself neutral, belligerents would be tempted to stage preemptive attacks in order to 
hold the area. In case of war, Norway's situation would always be precarious and any 
possible hint of leaning to one side would create overwhelming pressure on the 
other to attack. 

But there were also disagreements about the implications of the wartime 
experiences. Most significantly, there was disagreement about their implications for 
Norway's future security policy (Udgaard 1973). A small group argued that it was 
Norway's implementation of neutrality that had been the problem, rather than 
neutrality policy itself. The error was that neutrality had not been supported by 
strong defensive capabilities. If it had been, they argued, the German attack could 
have been stopped or even avoided. They recommended that Norway's post-war 
security policy be neutrality backed up by significant military spending. Under this 
condition, neutrality could be viable, as it had proven to be in Sweden. 

The opposite argument was made by a group composed of some members of the 
Labor Party, pacifists and some associated with religious political groups. They 
tended to dismiss the importance of the fact that Norway had been occupied. They 
emphasized that Norwegian society had survived war, occupation and Nazi 
indoctrination efforts. They argued that Norway's success was due to the country's 
strengths, all of which were non-military. These included economic development, 
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social welfare, culture and spiritual unity. These strengths rather than military power 
were what the country ought emphasize and develop. It was this that would assure 
Norway's survival. They argued that no matter how much Norway spent on its 
military, it would never be able to resist an assault by a great power. Efforts to do so 
were therefore a waste of time and resources. 

Most of the political elite held a third view which emphasized the pursuit of 
security through foreign policy (Udgaard 1973). This group argued that given 
Norway's exposed strategic position, the best way to ensure that Norway stayed out 
of war was to ensure that one did not break out. Since Norway was only of strategic 
military interest when great powers were fighting with each other, as long as there 
was peace, there was no threat to Norwegian territory. Thus, Norway's wisest policy 
was to do what it could to see that great power conflict did not arise. Avoid taking 
action that increases tension; promote collective security arrangements based on 
great power cooperation, and avoid actions that seem to give advantages to one or 
the other great power. 

The foreign policy consensus that existed in Norway between 1945 and early 
1947 was based on this latter view. The policy made it possible to paper over 
disagreements. It did not, for example, go against the analysis and recommendations 
the Resistance put forward in a foreign policy statement in 1945. The statement 
emphasized the possible emergence of lasting East-West tension, predicted post war 
economic and social problems in the US and Britain and quick recovery in the 
USSR. It rejected membership in an Atlantic alliance in favor of an independent 
foreign policy. This was justified on various grounds including the importance of 
preserving Norwegian autonomy, developing non-antagonistic relations with the 
USSR, developing cooperative relations with Sweden and Denmark, and the need to 
maintain independence from Britain and the US in order to prevent these 
"super-capitalists" from undermining Norwegian efforts to carry out radical 
economic reform. 

Trygve Lie explained the London Government's position in a speech on June 19, 
1945 (Udgaard 1973). It had a different tone than the resistance statement, not least 
because it avoided criticizing the US and Britain. Nonetheless, it also concluded that 
Norway ought to avoid closely associating with East or West. Lie argued that 
Norway's old neutrality policy was no longer a wise one in light of the fact that the 
war had revealed the country's strategic importance. Norway could not base its 
security policy on the expectation that a declaration of neutrality would be respected 
in a future war. The only prudent assumption was that it would not be respected. 
Given this, the country's military problem was that it needed to defend a very long 
coast and could not do it alone. The country's own military power (army, navy, 
airforce) was not strong enough. Lie's conclusion was that Norway had to pursue 
security though active cooperation with other states. He argued that the most 
effective framework for doing so was a global organization based on cooperation 
among the Atlantic powers and the USSR. Such a framework would reduce the 
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possibility that Norway would be dragged into other states' conflicts. Lie also argued 
that Norway had to refrain from taking any action that might cause problems 
between the superpowers because superpower tensions would create difficulties for 
Norway.10 

The resistance and government positions had several common themes. One was a 
commitment to developing good relations with all states. Both also cautioned against 
any actions that might create or worsen tension between the superpowers. Finally, 
both favored working within the collective security system of the UN, which, if it 
worked as planned, would be based on great power cooperation. 

Foreign policy was not an issue in the first post war election in October 1945 
(Udgaard 1973). Nor was it a source of conflict during the early post-war years. The 
Labor Party won a majority of seats (76 of 150) in the 1945 election and formed a 
government headed by Einar Gerhardsen. Trygve Lie was Foreign Minister until he 
was elected UN Secretary General in 1946. Halvard Lange replaced Lie as Foreign 
Minister. Foreign policy consensus was possible in the immediate post-war period 
because Norway was not forced to take any position that would have required 
choosing sides in the growing East-West split. The 1945-47 foreign policy consensus 
did not include any agreement as to how close Norwegian-Atlantic relations should 
be. Important sections of the Labor party were opposed to any actions to develop 
Norway's Atlantic relations that were not matched by corresponding efforts to 
develop relations with the USSR (Udgaard 1973). 

Foreign policy consensus was also maintained because the Labour Government 
kept it off of the active political agenda as much as possible (Udgaard 1973). The 
Government's own party was split over foreign policy. The Labor Party's Storting 
group included representatives with isolationist foreign policy views at odds with the 
government's policy of active international cooperation. The group reflected 
traditional social democratic foreign policy thinking. This tradition had weakened in 
the 1930s in the face of a growing commitment to internationalism defined as closer 
cooperation within the League of Nations framework and collective security. The 
isolationist group had not disappeared from the party, however, and the 
Government found itself disagreeing with some of its own Storting members over 
defense spending in 1945 and the length of military service in 1946. In both cases 
the Government was forced to compromise and settle for less than it wanted. 

Thus, for internal party reasons the Government had an interest in avoiding 
public debate about basic foreign policy principles. During 1945-1947 the 
Government released information about foreign policy matters only rarely and 
seldom made public statements about foreign policy in the Storting (Udgaard 1973). 
It requested closed meetings of the Storting in order to discuss foreign policy, a 

10 In December 1945 Norway's Ambassador to the US characterized Norwegian foreign policy as 
consisting of three elements: "1. Pro UK-US to the greatest extent she dares. 2. Pro Soviet to the extent she 
must. 3. Pro UN to the greatest extent she can" (quoted in Tamnes 1991:37). 
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practice which prohibited Storting members from discussing publicly the nature and 
extent of policy disagreements. The Government justified its secrecy on the grounds 
that national unity was needed in times of uncertainty and great power tension. 

Norway foreign policy during the consensus years was characterized as "bridge-
building". It exploited areas of agreement among the different groups. The policy 
was based on certain assumptions about the nature of US-Soviet relations (Udgaard 
1973). First, it was assumed that neither superpower had genuinely expansionist 
ambitions. Since they were huge land powers they experienced no economic or 
geographic pressure to expand. Moreover, domestic political factors did not create 
pressure for expansion (i.e. there were no domestic "expansionist" interest groups). 
It was also assumed that the existing post-war tension was due to lingering 
disagreements from the war. It was temporary and caused by the two superpowers' 
efforts to demarcate and guard post-war positions. These efforts were essentially 
defensive in nature. As the uncertainty of the immediate post war period declined 
the tensions would recede. The overall conclusion was that there was no genuine 
conflict of interest between the two; therefore, conflict or war could only arise as a 
consequence of misunderstanding or misperception. It was important to reduce the 
chances that such misunderstandings could develop, especially in regions where both 
states had interests and which did not — due to history or past agreements — clearly 
belong to one or the other's sphere of influence. Norway was located in such a 
region. 

The bridge-building policy implied both negative and positive actions (Udgaard 
1973). There were things Norway ought to avoid doing, and things that ought to be 
actively pursue. Among the things to be avoided were binding military agreements 
with any group of states as well as all actions that seemed to favor one superpower 
over the other. These prescriptions were entirely consistent with Norway's 
traditional neutrality. The positive actions embodied in the bridge-building policy 
were to diversify the country's foreign policy ties, in particular to strengthen 
economic and cultural ties eastward, and to support measures to develop and 
strengthen global cooperation within the UN framework. Many argued that bridge-
building also implied that Norway ought to develop its defense capabilities as a 
demonstration of the country's determination not to allow itself to be bullied or 
manipulated. 

Norway implemented bridge-building in a way that stressed the negative 
recommendations (Udgaard 1973). The result was that between 1945 and 1947 
Norwegian foreign policy looked much like its old neutrality policy despite claims 
that neutrality was outdated and could not serve Norwegian policy interests. The 
lack of positive action can be explained in part by policy disagreements during 1946 
and a desire to maintain consensus. The government's desire to strengthen 
Norwegian defense was hindered by opposition within the Labor Party. Public 
opinion polls revealed that 24% of Norwegians were opposed to virtually all defense 
expenditures on the grounds that the country could never defend itself against a 
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great power (Udgaard 1973). Among Labor supporters, 60% favored increased 
defense spending, while 31% opposed it (Udgaard 1973). There was opposition to 
defense spending even among Labor Party Storting representatives. The group's 
importance is revealed by the fact that they forced the government to reduce it 
spending proposals in both 1945 and 1946 (Udgaard 1973). 

Norwegians also disagreed about the relative power of the USSR and US in 
Europe and about who had contributed most the defeat of Germany — the US, the 
USSR or Britain (Udgaard 1973). The disagreements were much deeper in the Labor 
party than in others. For the Labor Government any definitive foreign policy action 
risked causing substantial intra-party conflict. Both among government ministers 
and the party's parliamentary group, there were those who favored cooperation with 
Sweden over some western arrangement (Lundestad 1980). Until 1947, the 
Government argued that there was no reason to take decisive action given the 
existing international uncertainty. This wait-and-see argument helps explain why 
bridge-building was mostly passive in its implementation. 

By mid-1947 the consensus on bridge-building and the possibility of avoiding 
policy decisions had begun to weaken (Udgaard 1973). The first signs that the 
consensus was cracking were articles in the Norwegian press that questioned bridge-
building's assumptions, particularly the one that there was no essential conflict of 
interest between the US and USSR. Once this assumption was called into question 
the matter of whether Norway should take sides naturally emerged. As long as 
Norway could plausibly argue that there was no great power split, it could plausibly 
claim that there were no sides to take. If there were sides, however, the question of 
whether to join one was unavoidable. It might even be argued that the answer was 
implicit in the "war lessons", the most widely accepted of which was that Norway 
could not avoid being dragged into future conflicts because its territory was too 
valuable. This — when combined with another widely accepted "truth" — that 
Norway could not possibly defend itself against a great power, seemed to suggest 
that Norway had no choice but to find powerful allies. 

Another sign of declining foreign policy consensus was the emergence of open 
conflict between Haakon Lie and foreign Minister Halvard Lange at a Labor rally in 
August 1947 (Udgaard 1973). Lie argued that Norwegian support for cooperation 
among the Western powers was the only way to counter unilateral Soviet actions 
against Norwegian interests. Lange rejected Lie's argument. Disagreement within the 
Government was exacerbated when several opponents of Norwegian membership in 
an Atlantic alliance (Hils Honsvald, Olav Oksvik and Olav Meisdalshagen) were 
brought into the Government in late 1947 (Udgaard 1973). Their arguments against 
such a policy were similar to those made by some Swedish Social Democrats. Social 
democratic ideology was different from both Western (US) capitalism and Eastern 
(Soviet) communism. Social democrats should therefore not associate themselves 
with either one. If anything, they should cooperate with each other and take a 
position between US and USSR in order to highlight their uniqueness. Not only 
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would this illustrate their independence, it might also mute the US-Soviet conflict by 
revealing the existence of a third alternative. This group saw its policy 
recommendation as an extension of bridge-building: forge cooperative relations with 
like-minded Social Democrats and conduct an independent foreign policy based on 
taking no sides in the conflict between the US and USSR (Udgaard 1973). 

The breakdown of foreign policy consensus became public during the Storting 
foreign policy debate of January 20, 1948 (Udgaard 1973). It was the first publicly-
held foreign policy debate since the war. Leaders of and spokesmen for the 
Conservative and Center Parties used the opportunity to attack the Government and 
bridge-building. They claimed that government policy prevented Norway from 
taking a stand on moral issues of democracy and freedom and left the country 
without a sensible security policy. Socialist Left Party Leader Emil Lovlien rejected 
these arguments and called on Norway to stick with bridge-building and to devote 
more efforts to strengthening the UN. Foreign Minister Lange defended 
government policy and rejected opposition demands that Norway choose sides. He 
argued that choice was not necessary unless war or serious conflict was inevitable. 
Since it was not, Norway ought to focus on domestic issues and pursue cooperative 
policies within the UN framework. 

But the issue of choosing sides would not go away and became increasingly 
unavoidable in late January 1948 when British Prime Minister Bevin suggested that 
the Western European states build a defense union. Those in Norway opposed to 
bridge-building could now credibly claim that Norway had other policy options and 
needed to make a decision. The Labor Government and the Labor Party as a whole 
was divided and disunity was visible in the Labor press (Udgaard 1973). 
Arbeiderbladet, Norway's biggest Labor daily, came out strongly in support of joining 
the alliance. The rest of the Labor press was much less enthusiastic. 

The Government did not immediately respond to Bevin's suggestion (Udgaard 
1973). Prime Minister Gerhardsen favored the Bevin proposal as a social democratic 
alternative to a US-led alliance. He thought that European Social Democrats could 
maintain some distance from the conflict between the US and USSR if they 
cooperated among themselves. Minister Olav Oksvik disagreed with Gerhardsen. He 
argued against Norwegian participation in a cabinet discussion in late January. He 
supported his position on the grounds that 3/4ths of the Labor Party Storting group 
was opposed to joining a Western alliance and expressed support for a Nordic 
arrangement instead (Udgaard 1973). 

Haakon Lie favored Norway's joining a Western European alliance and drafted a 
resolution in favor of the idea (Udgaard 1973). Prime Minister Gerhardsen approved 
it and presented to the executive board of the Oslo Labor Party on February 3. The 
resolution, which was approved by the board (Lundestad 1980), urged the 
Government to come out in favor of the British suggestion and it characterized it as 
a "third force" alliance dedicated to democracy and economic planning. On 
February 7 Foreign Minister Lange publicly supported this view of the Bevin plan 
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and argued that if such an alliance could be constructed it could help bridge the 
East-West gap. A few days later, in response to the Swedish Government's rejection 
of the Bevin plan as incompatible with neutrality, Lange stated that Sweden's 
position applied only to Sweden, and that if the big powers proved incapable of 
cooperating with one another then Norway would be forced to consider all possible 
policy options. He characterized Bevin's proposal as an effort to stabilize conditions 
in Europe by establishing some kind of balance of power. Lange stopped short of 
expressing a definite interest in joining (Lundestad 1980). He pointed out that 
Norway had not been mentioned as a possible member and took the position that 
there was no need to make a decision right away. About the same time, however 
(February 17), Defense Minister Hauge met with American naval and air attaches to 
discuss the possibility of US aid if Norway were attacked (Lundestad 1980, Tamnes 
1991). 

The government's rather passive stance changed as a result of the Communist 
takeover in Czechoslovakia, the Soviet note to Finland in late February 1948 and 
subsequent rumours from Moscow, Warsaw and Helsinki that Norway would soon 
receive a similar note (Skodvin 1971).11 These developments were seen in Norway as 
clear evidence of the country's own vulnerability (Tamnes 1991). Foreign Minister 
Lange spoke with the British and American Ambassadors in Oslo about the 
possibility of receiving aid if Norway were attacked (Lundestad 1980, Tamnes 1991). 
When they responded by asking about Norway's interest in participating in a 
Western alliance, however, Lange's response was noncommittal (Wahlbäck 1973). 
Increasing concerns about Soviet intentions led the Storting to approve a 50% 
increase in defense spending in a special session held on March 12 (Dau 1969). 

The perception of an increased Soviet threat against Norway also contributed to 
the strengthening of the view in Washington that European military security could 
not be achieved without broad Atlantic military cooperation (Lundestad 1980). 
Foreign Minister Lange met with Bevin in Paris on March 15 and again raised the 
issue of Norway's exposed position and the need for aid in case of an attack. Bevin 
told Lange that the best way to ensure that someone would aid Norway in case of an 
attack was to develop a closer relationship with the US (Haskel 1976). He told Lange 
in the strictest confidence that plans were under way to link the US to the Brussels 
Pact via an Atlantic alliance. Bevin made it clear that the European organization was 
not a substitute for American presence in Europe, that Britain was not interested in 
creating a third force. He urged Lange to think about bringing Norway into an 
Atlantic alliance. 

At this point, in late March 1948, the construction of a Scandinavian security 
arrangement had not been officially proposed. On the other hand, the idea of doing 

11 The Soviet note pointed out that Finland had not yet negotiated a frie ndship and cooperation treaty 
with the USSR as other neighboring states had done and called on the Finns to send a delegation to Moscow 
to do so. 
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so was widespread and had been discussed in the press. It is therefore reasonable to 
conclude that by early spring 1948 Norway's three security policy options had more 
or less concretely manifest themselves. The bridge-building option became a more 
traditional neutrality option. Furthermore, given Bevin's clear statement that there 
would be no third force in Western Europe, neutrality would either be isolated or 
connected to the second option — a Scandinavian union. The third option was 
participation in an Atlantic alliance. 

Sweden officially proposed the construction of a neutral Scandinavian defense 
pact in Oslo on May 3, 1948. Under the plan the three states (Sweden, Norway and 
Denmark) would declare themselves neutral and pledge to defend each other's 
neutrality. An attack on one would be considered an attack on all three and would be 
met by a joint response. As noted above, Sweden's motive in offering the pact was 
to prevent Norway from joining the Atlantic bloc. Sweden offered to use her 
military power to defend Norway and Denmark if they agreed to reject membership 
in the Atlantic alliance and to commit themselves to increased defense spending in 
order to strengthen the group's military power. 

In the context of 1948, Sweden's offer to extend its military power to the defense 
of Norwegian territory was a significant pledge. Sweden had one of the stronger 
militaries in Europe and it was stationed right next to Norway and therefore 
available for quick deployment. Yet despite this there was a widespread fear in 
Norway that Swedish military power was insufficient to met the threat against 
Norway. Swedish neutrality and defense policy were based on the assumption that 
the country's geostrategic position was not of decisive importance in a war. Given 
the history of WWII this was not unreasonable. Swedish policies were justified on 
the grounds that Sweden could deter an attack by making the cost of attacking very 
high in relation to the territory's strategic unimportance. That is, given the 
assumption that the gains to be had from attacking Sweden were low, the country 
could field a military strong enough to make the cost of trying greater than any 
conceivable benefit of succeeding. 

For Norway, the assumption that its territory was strategically insignificant lost all 
credibility after the German invasion. The value of holding Norwegian territory was 
considered very great. Thus, even if the cost of attacking Norway was high, a great 
power might still believe that it was worth doing so. A widespread view in Norway — 
particularly in elite circles — was that the only way to make the costs of attacking 
Norway greater than the benefits was to convince a potential aggressor that an attack 
on Norway would immediately lead to a broader war (Haskel 1976). This and only 
this could prevent an isolated attack. If a general war broke out, Norway had no 
hope of being spared; therefore, it ought to be able to count on the greatest possible 
level of assistance. This meant it ought to sign agreements in which powerful states 
pledged assistance. 

In light of this assessment of Norway's vulnerability, it is not surprising that 
Lange rejected Undén's suggestion that the Scandinavian states study the possibility 
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of creating a neutral defense alliance (Blidberg 1987). Norway was particularly 
interested in a two-level arrangement (Tamnes 1991). The first level would be a close 
Scandinavian defense arrangement that ensured that Swedish military power would 
be used to defend Norway if it was attacked by the USSR. The second level would 
to be a looser arrangement with other Western powers (the US and Britain in 
particular), in which they pledged to come to the aid of the three Scandinavian states 
if they became victims of an isolated attack. In October 1948, a British proposal that 
Norway and Denmark both join an Atlantic alliance and forge a Scandinavian 
military pact with Sweden was rejected by Foreign Minister Lange after talks with 
Prime Minister Gerhardsen and Defense Minister Hauge (Lundestad 1980). In 
presenting the idea British officials suggested that the Atlantic powers could agree to 
help Sweden if she were attacked. The Norwegian response was heavily influenced 
by concerns that accepting it would lead to domestic political problems and 
encourage Sweden to believe that they could get assistance from other states without 
pledging to assist others in return (Lundestad 1980). 

Undén rejected the Norwegian suggestion to explore the general question of an 
alliance without mentioning neutrality on the grounds that it could threaten the 
credibility of Swedish neutrality. He reiterated that Sweden's purpose in offering 
Norway a defense pact was to strengthen the credibility of neutrality policy. He also 
told Lange that any hint that the Government was considering changing the 
country's neutrality policy would create serious problems for the Social Democratic 
Party because its elite and rank-and-file were strongly united behind neutrality. 
Undén told Lange that the issue of a Scandinavian pact had been met with 
significant skepticism (if not outright opposition) by the party, and by the 
Government. 

Because of the different interests of Norway and Sweden, it took many months 
(from May to September 1948) to agree on the matter of what kind of defense union 
to officially consider (Blidberg 1987). Even then, however, the resolution was not a 
sign that progress had been made in bridging the gap between the Norwegian and 
Swedish positions. Norway finally agreed to go along with the Swedish suggestion to 
explore a neutral pact on condition that this not be made public (Lundestad 1980). 

The discussions about the pact among top government ministers took place in 
December 1948 and January 1949. During this period the three agreed not discuss 
defense cooperation with any other states. An informal meeting of the three prime 
ministers' was held in Uddevalla, Sweden in December (Blidberg 1987). By the time 
they met the Atlantic pact negotiations were nearing completion and it was known 
that Denmark and Norway would soon be asked if they wanted to be invited to 
participate. The Committee studying the possibility of a Scandinavian alliance had 
almost finished its work, and its general findings and conclusions were also known. 
It would report that the deterrent capability of an alliance would be greater than the 
separate capabilities of the three, but not necessarily sufficient to prevent an isolated 
attack. It would also conclude that all three states needed to import military 
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hardware on favorable terms. Finally, the Committee would report that if one or 
more of the three were attacked, they would need assistance quickly. Without 
advance preparation it would take up to seven months to acquire and effectively use 
outside aid. In the Committee's view this was an unacceptably long delay. 

In their discussions in Uddevalla the three agreed that Denmark and Norway 
would investigate the cost of rearming (Haskel 1976). They would pay particular 
attention to what they could import from Sweden and what would have to come 
from other sources. In addition, they would explore the possibility of using Marshall 
aid to pay for Swedish exports, and seek UN approval for the regional security 
arrangement. As part of a UN approval they would try to get a guarantee from the 
member states to provide the munitions required to make the arrangement viable. 

The Committee's conclusions reinforced the dominant Norwegian view that any 
Scandinavian agreement had to be linked to a broader group of Western states 
(Haskel 1976). The need for outside supplies and effective help meant that without 
at least tacit Western approval and commitments the pact would not be enough to 
deter an possible isolated attack. From a Norwegian point of view, if the goal was 
deterrence then a commitment from outside powers had to be seen as desirable. 
This was because it would raise the cost of attacking, thus increasing the likelihood 
of deterrence. Both Norwegian Foreign Minister Lange and Defense Minister Hauge 
stated publicly that Norwegian security problems could not be solved without tying 
them to broader Western agreements. The statements reflected growing concern in 
Norway that if it did not forge a direct link to the Atlantic alliance it could not 
expect to get aid from the US (Udgaard 1969). The US encouraged this view as a 
way of discouraging a neutral Scandinavian alliance (Tamnes 1991). The US 
position, in private talks, public announcements by the State Department and 
legislative action (i.e. through the passage of laws like the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Program), was that it favored mutual, not unilateral, security guarantees, and to 
assistance to allies before all others.12 Norway feared that if explicit arrangements 
were not made, the US would not provide assistance and would not commit itself to 
aid the Scandinavian states if they were attacked. In late December 1947, Norway's 
Ambassador to the US, Wilholm Morgenstierne, contacted the director of the Office 
of European Affairs at the State Department to find out about the details of the 
draft agreement on an Atlantic pact (Lindstad 1980). He did so at the request of the 
Norwegian Foreign Ministry, which wanted as much information as possible before 
the final negotiations on a Scandinavian defense pact began. 

Norwegian security concerns were exacerbated by the general situation Norway 
found itself in early 1949 (Andrén & Möller 1990). The USSR had publicly attacked 
the idea of a Scandinavian defense alliance. In a series of diplomatic notes to the 
Norwegian Government, it accused Norway of taking aggressive action against the 
USSR. Norway was virtually without military power and desperate for public 

12 See Lundestad 1980, especially Chapter 8, for a lengthy discussion of American views. 
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assurances from others that they would come to the country's aid in case of an 
attack. It wanted promises of assistance to be large enough and credible enough to 
act as a deterrent. 

At a meeting in Karlstad in early January, Danish Foreign Minister Rasmussen 
suggested creating a pact with some attachment to the Adantic alliance (Blidberg 
1987). Sweden refused. Norwegian Minister Lange then suggested that they 
compromise on an "informal" link based on a US pronouncement that it would 
view an attack on Scandinavia as a cause of war, and that it would therefore come to 
the aid of the victims. Sweden rejected this suggestion as well. Norway, for its part, 
rejected the Swedish position that a Scandinavian pact have no ties, formal or 
informal, with other powers. The group decided that it could ask the US and Britain 
about their "interest" in a Scandinavian union, i.e. their willingness to support it by 
providing military supplies on favorable terms. However, there was disagreement 
about whether this should be done before or after the creation of a pact (Lundestad 
1980). The group agreed to meet in Copenhagen on January 22 for further talks. 

In reality, there was no clear way of bridging the gap between Norway and 
Sweden. Norway considered it absolutely necessary to get assurances, at least 
informally, of support from the US and Great Britain in advance (Dau 1969). 
Sweden rejected any such action as a violation of its neutrality policy. On January 14, 
the US embassies in the three Scandinavian states received a cable from Acting US 
Secretary of State Lo vett in which it was stated that the US was not opposed to a 
Scandinavian pact if it left members free to join an Atlantic alliance. If the states 
rejected formal ties to such an alliance then the US would not provide them with 
military supplies (Lundestad 1980). Sweden's view was that the US would support 
the pact, regardless of its pronouncements to the contrary. The Swedish 
Government interpreted US actions as tactical moves designed to pressure Norway 
and Denmark into abandoning the Scandinavian agreement rather than as serious 
indications of what US policy would be after a defense pact was actually in existence. 
Norway was unwilling to accept this interpretation. No progress was made in talks in 
Copenhagen or in Oslo a week later (Haskel 1976, Blidberg 1987). Consequently, at 
the close of the Oslo meeting the three released a statement announcing that they 
were unable to agree on a defense pact (Blidberg 1987). 

Immediately after the Oslo meeting, in early February 1949, Foreign Minister 
Lange traveled to Washington and London to discuss the Scandinavian option and 
the Atlantic pact (Lundestad 1980). Concerns that signing a Scandinavian pact 
without explicit ties to the Atlantic alliance would make Norway ineligible for US 
military aid was a central reason for the government's preference for the alliance 
(Lundestad 1980). During his stay in Washington Lange sought assurances that this 
interpretation was correct and that the US would not change its position, either on 
this or about asking Norway and Denmark to join as full members (Lundestad 
1980). Having rejected the Scandinavian pact offered by Sweden, the government, 
had, in effect, already decided in favor of NATO membership. It believed that the 
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Scandinavian pact was better than a policy of unilateral neutrality. Having rejected 
the former on the grounds that it did not provide sufficient deterrence or defensive 
capability, it was not likely that it would chose neutrality, which it evaluated as even 
less acceptable with regard to deterrence and defense. The only option left was 
NATO membership. Some evidence suggests that Norwegian actions in Washington 
during Lange's trip were in part aimed at ensuring that the US would not suddenly 
take a softer line on Norwegian and Danish membership. The government worried 
that if this happened it would create serious domestic political problems for the 
government in light of the fact that there was significant opposition to NATO 
membership, not least within the Labor Party (Lundestad 1980, Blidberg 1987). 

It was decided that the government would seek its party's support for joining 
NATO at the National Party Conference in the middle of February (Blidberg 1987). 
Since the Conference was the Party's highest decision making body, its decision was 
binding on the Party's Storting group. The opposition weakened in the weeks 
leading up to the meeting (Eriksen 1972). The results of voting in local meetings on 
the question of how delegates to the Conference ought to vote signaled that active 
party members were shifting away from neutrality in favor of NATO. Several 
regional groups came out in favor of membership (including Oslo, Akerhus, 
Hordaland, and Nordmore). One reason for this development was the public 
statements of pro-NATO members of the Party's Executive Council. They 
repeatedly emphasized that there was no possibility of a Scandinavian pact (Eriksen 
1972). Norway's options were "isolated" neutrality — which had failed to protect 
Norway during WWII — and membership in the Atlantic alliance. Another reason 
why alliance membership became more attractive in the weeks before the 
Conference was that all m ajor party figures, including long-time alliance opponent 
Halvdan Koht, came out in favor of membership.13 The government's suggestion 
that a rejection of NATO would be interpreted as a vote of no confidence in the 
Government also led many in the Labor Party to abandon their opposition to 
membership. 

The actions of the anti-NATO group in the party also worked in against their 
own position (Eriksen 1972). They agreed that they were against NATO. Yet they 
could not agree on an alternative security policy. Some favored a Scandinavian pact 
linked to the west, others thought a link was desirable but unnecessary. In the end 
they offered a Conference resolution that called on delegates to reject NATO 
membership but left open the question of what policy Norway ought to adopt. 
Speaking at the Conference, the opposition's main spokesman (Olav Oksvik) 
devoted more effort to explaining why he personally could not vote for the 
resolution in favor of membership, than to a general argument about why 
membership ought to be rejected (Eriksen 1972). He discussed what it was like to be 

13 Among others, Gerhardsen, Nordahl, Bratteli, Haakon Lie, Lange and Hauge all spoke publicly in 
favor of NATO membership. 
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part of the minority in a way that implied that he did not expect to get the party to 
support his position. The final Conference vote was an overwhelming display of 
support for membership: 329 in favor of joining, 35 against. The vote in the Storting 
group two weeks later was much more evenly divided. The representatives voted 36 
to 23 in favor of supporting membership. 

The Storing approved membership in a secret meeting on March 3, 1949 
(Lundestad 1980). The final Norwegian decision was taken in the Storting on March 
29 (Eriksen 1972). By a wide margin the representatives approved membership, 
thereby bringing Norway into the Atlantic alliance. The non-socialist parties 
supported membership. The Socialist Left Party opposed. Two Labor Party 
representatives went against the Conference decision and voted against membership. 

Denmark 

Danish security policy between the two world wars was reliance on the collective 
security of the League of Nations (Einhorn 1975). The country stepped away from 
its traditional neutrality policy (which had helped it avoid being dragged into WWI) 
in favor of collective security within the framework of the League of Nations. 
Through the 1920s Denmark avoided large cuts in defense spending (Einhorn 
1975). The Social Democratic and Radical Liberal Parties were in favor of reducing 
defense budgets and argued that defense spending was a waste of money. Denmark 
could never build a military force capable of resisting a great power with aggressive 
ambitions. These arguments were rejected by Conservatives and Liberals. Their 
position was that any military capability has deterrence value and the stronger the 
military the greater the deterrence. Since Denmark was governed by a Liberal 
government up to 1929, the military budget reflected the latter arguments. 

In 1929 the Conservative Party brought down the Liberal Government by 
refusing to support its budget proposal on the grounds that it underfunded defense 
(Einhorn 1975). While not voting against the Government, they joined the Radical 
Liberals in abstaining. In the election that followed, the Social Democrats and 
Radical Liberals won enough votes to form a coalition government. They ruled 
Denmark until Germany invaded in 1940. Between 1930 and 1935 the Government 
cut defense spending in keeping with its thinking about its irrelevance to Danish 
security. In 1936 the Government announced that since the League was unable to 
protect small states and control aggressors, Denmark would not longer adhere to 
Article 16 of the Charter (dealing with the imposing of sanctions). It shifted back to 
a more traditional neutrality policy based on non-participation in international 
affairs. The Government did not embark on a rearmament program, so when 
Denmark was invaded in 1940 it had no way to resist (Einhorn 1975). 

The mood in Denmark at the close of WWII was one of both fear and 
uncertainty (Dau 1969). Danes were fearful of the USSR because they did not know 
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much about the country and because they distrusted domestic Communists. 
Denmark also had concerns about the West (Dau 1969). They were not convinced 
that the Western powers were seriously committed to active collective security 
arrangements. Danes worried that the US and Britain would return to passive 
international profiles. 

There was also great uncertainty about the overall geostrategic position of 
Denmark at the end of the war (Dau 1969). It was obvious that the USSR was the 
only strong Baltic Sea power. What was less clear was the strength of the USSR 
relative to other states that might have an interest in the region, in particular Britain 
and the US, and the extent to which their interests coincided or were incompatible. 
Control of the waterways flowing past Denmark was of obviously of interest to 
Baltic and North Atlantic powers, because whoever controlled it could regulate who 
entered and exited the Baltic. Denmark did not know whether the USSR would seek 
complete control or how the US and Britain would respond if it did. It seemed clear, 
however, that if a conflict emerged between the USSR and the Atlantic allies then 
the region around Denmark would become an object of competition. 

In the face of such uncertainty Danish political parties agreed on a general foreign 
policy line similar to Sweden's and Norway's (Dau 1969). The policy stressed the 
importance of great power cooperation within the structure of the United Nations 
on the grounds that only such a cooperative structure could guarantee small state 
security. Denmark joined the UN and pledged to fulfill its responsibilities as a 
member. In the Folketing debate about UN membership there was considerable 
unity among the parties (Dau 1969). All of them emphasized the importance of the 
UN for Danish security. 

Denmark also sought to avoid the appearance of choosing to ally itself with either 
the US or USSR (Amstrup 1978). In public pronouncements between 1945 and 
1947, Danish political elites emphasized the importance of avoiding bloc politics. As 
in Norway, they rejected neutrality policy as practiced before the war (Dau 1969). 
Rather than isolate the country in an effort to stay out of great power conflicts, 
Denmark would conduct an active neutrality policy based on enthusiastic 
participation in international politics. Speaking for the Liberal party, Erik Eriksen 
stressed that neutrality was now a policy of staying away from bloc politics while 
actively promoting international cooperation. Social Democratic statements stressed 
that Danish actions in the war had earned it a place in post-war cooperative 
structures, and that Denmark must take up its place. Even the Radical Liberals — the 
party most committed to disarmament and neutrality — accepted that Denmark was 
no longer neutral in the old sense of the word. They called for a policy of rejecting 
membership in military organizations while working actively to prevent and reduce 
international tension. Thus, like its Scandinavian neighbors, Denmark sketched out a 
policy based on opposition to associating with an emerging bloc and active 
participation in efforts to promote international cooperation. Social Democratic 
Party Leader Hans Hedtoft argued that given the country's close relations with the 
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West, its stated foreign policy required it to develop closer relations with Moscow. 
This view was broadly supported by other parties. 

The Danish emphasis on active neutrality became more pronounced as the split 
between East and West deepened in 1946 and 1947. In a series of newspaper articles 
in the spring of 1946 spokesmen from different parties voiced their support for 
active neutrality (Dau 1969). Liberal spokesman Per Federspeil argued that Denmark 
had to make it clear that the East-West split was irrelevant to Denmark, and that 
Denmark would work within the framework of the UN as long as it was possible to 
do so. He came out in favor of strengthening ties to other Nordic states. 
Conservative Christmas Moller, writing in response to Federspeil's article, reported 
that the Conservative Party shared Federspeil's views. Social Democrat Hartvig 
Frisch contributed with an article arguing that neutrality was the only possible 
foreign policy for countries like Denmark which were small and located on 
geostrategically important territory. He expressed concern about suggestions to 
negotiate a Nordic alliance on the grounds that the USSR was opposed to it. Even 
the Communists' foreign policy position was in keeping with other parties. Speaking 
for the Communist Party lb Norlund called on Denmark to develop its ties with 
both the East and West. He argued that this would show that Denmark was 
maintaining an independent position in international affairs, which would in turn 
make it possible for Denmark to be a "bridge-builder" between blocs. 

Denmark's desire to stay out of great power conflict explains its handling of the 
Greenland Bases Agreement question between 1945 and 1948 (Dau 1969). The 1941 
Agreement between the US and Denmark gave the US permission to establish 
military bases on Greenland. The Agreement was to remain in effect until threats to 
the North American continent ceased to exist. Under article 10, changes in or 
suspension of the Agreement were to be negotiated between the two states meeting 
in conferences specially convened for that purpose. After the opening of such a 
conference, however, either state could unilaterally announce that it would cease to 
honor the agreement. Such a statement would make the agreement null and void as 
of one year from the date of the announcement. 

The Government submitted the Bases Agreement to the Folketing for approval 
in May 1945 (Dau 1969). It was approved without dissent. In late October 1946 the 
status of the Agreement came up during a foreign policy debate in the Folketing 
(Amstrup 1978). Responding to a question, Foreign Minister Gustav Rasmussen said 
that Greenland had been discussed by the Government, and there was general 
agreement that conditions were such that negotiations between the US and 
Denmark under Article 10 could take place. Socialist People's Party member 
Mogens Fog argued that to continue to allow the US to maintain bases on 
Greenland could threaten Danish security and that it was incompatible with the 
country's official policy of steering clear of bloc politics. The issue did not raise 
much debate because all parties agreed with Fog's general assessment (Dau 1969). 

In 1947 the Soviet press began a campaign attacking US presence on Greenland. 
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The Danish press linked the issue to Soviet pressures on Norway over Svalbard and 
argued that Denmark should ask the US to evacuate Greenland. In May, Prime 
Minister Knud Kristensen, responding to a question from the Folketing Socialist 
People's Party Group, told the Folketing that the Government intended to negotiate 
a termination of the Greenland Agreement (Amstrup 1978). He reported that the 
Danish Ambassador to Washington had already been contacted about the matter. 
On May 27 the Ambassador sent a note to the US State Department officially 
requesting talks on the matter as soon as possible. 

US State Department spokesman Michael McDermott announced publicly in 
September 1947 that negotiations with Denmark were under way. He stated that in 
the view of the US government, threats to North American security had not 
disappeared; therefore, Greenland was still important for the defense of the Western 
hemisphere. The Danish Government responded in a public statement by Foreign 
Minister Gustav Rasmussen. The Foreign Minister said that Denmark wanted to 
dissolve the agreement. In talks with President Truman and Secretary Marshall in 
Washington in October, Rasmussen repeated that the Danish Government wanted 
full American withdrawal from Greenland. During the fall 1947 election campaign 
all political parties called for the termination of the Agreement. 

Throughout 1948 neither the Government nor the parties changed their official 
positions. Speaking to the Folketing in March and again in November the Foreign 
Minister said that the Government was pursuing complete termination of the Treaty 
— which was the only action compatible with Denmark's non-bloc foreign policy. In 
response to a question during a radio interview in early February (shortly after 
Bevin's speech to the House of Commons about a Western European alliance), 
Prime Minister Hedtoft reiterated that Denmark had no intention of placing itself in 
either an East or West bloc. 

Yet the events of early 1948 (especially the coup in Czechoslovakia, Soviet 
pressure on Finland and rumors that the Soviets planned to pressure Norway) led 
Danish elites to reconsider the viability of active neutrality policy (Dau 1969). About 
this time the Danish government decided to put off the question of an American 
withdrawal from Greenland (Amstrup 1978). Like the Norwegians, Danes viewed 
Czechoslovakia's post-war policy as similar to theirs: a small country's attempt to 
construct balanced relations between East and West, relations that avoided leaning 
in one direction or the other (Dau 1969). The events in Czechoslovakia seemed to 
suggest that the USSR was unwilling to allow small states to adopt such policies 
(Dau 1969). 

For Denmark, the immediate result of these developments was that the consensus 
on foreign policy began to break down. During a foreign policy debate on March 10 
the Foreign Minister emphasized that Denmark would live up to its UN 
responsibilities and would do what it could to ensure that Denmark was not dragged 
into any future war (Dau 1969). At the same time, he admitted that the UN was not 
capable of protecting Danish security and suggested that Denmark might need to 
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consider developing ties to other Nordic or West European states. Members of the 
Conservative and Liberal Parties expressed skepticism about neutrality policy as a 
substitute for security guarantees from the UN. The Radical Liberals argued that 
Denmark's actions had be guided by a commitment to avoid contributing to 
European tensions. They also spoke in favor of maintaining a limited domestic 
defense capability and actively participating in international organizations. 

Denmark's policy options at this point seemed to be to join the West European 
defense arrangement that Bevin was organizing, push the idea of a Nordic defense 
arrangement (which had been discussed before and during WWII), or continue to 
pursue active neutrality. Prime Minister Hedtoft favored a Nordic defense 
arrangement (Dau 1969, Einhorn 1975, Petersen 1978, Blidberg 1987). With the 
exception of the Socialist People's Party, all Danish parties expressed some level of 
support for the idea of Nordic defense cooperation (Dau 1969). Nonetheless the 
Danish Government did not think that Denmark could take a leading role in a 
campaign to create a Nordic alliance (Petersen 1978). In early 1948 Denmark had 
little to offer such an alliance. Norwegian and Swedish newspaper articles about the 
possibilities of creating a Nordic security pact had described Denmark as impossible 
to defend due to its geographic features. In addition, the country had virtually no 
defense organization. A Defense Committee established by the Folketing in 1946 to 
consider Danish defense needs was still arguing about what its recommendations 
should be. There were considerable disagreements among political parties about 
appropriate levels of defense spending (Dau 1969). The Radical Liberals wanted very 
little defense spending, the Conservatives wanted a large military budget and the 
other parties were somewhere in between. 

Fortunately for the Danes, as noted above, Swedish Foreign Minister Undén 
came to the conclusion that a Scandinavian pact was in Sweden's interest. In early 
May, he informed the Danish ambassador in Stockholm that Sweden would formally 
propose that the three states investigate the possibility of a Nordic defense pact. The 
Danish Folketing, hoping to make Denmark a more appealing ally, quickly voted to 
create a home guard force (Dau 1969). Social Democratic Party Leader Poul Hansen 
made the link between the Folketing action and a Nordic alliance explicit by arguing 
during the debate that it was necessary to act right away in order to show the world, 
and the Nordic states in particular, that Denmark was willing and able to protect 
itself in case of war. 

For those who favored a Scandinavian alliance over a Western one, the fact that 
the Scandinavian states had similar' foreign policy preferences that distinguished 
them from other European states and the US was important (Petersen 1978). The 
argument was summarized for a broad audience in an editorial in the Social 
Democratic newspaper Social Demokraten. It stressed that all three Scandinavian states 
wanted to avoid bloc politics while maintaining some capacity to defend themselves 
and deter aggressors. All three were all committed to developing good relations with 
the USSR and Eastern Europe despite their close ideological and cultural ties to the 
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West. All three favored active foreign policies aimed at bridging the gap between 
East and West. Finally, all three wanted to remain independent in order to play 
active roles as mediators in the context of international organizations. 

Pursuing the Nordic defense option was not entirely uncontroversial in Denmark 
(Einhorn 1975). Because of Soviet opposition to a Nordic cooperation scheme, the 
Socialist People's Party came out against it. In addition, as it became clear that the 
US would forge some kind of Atlantic alliance with Western European states, those 
who felt particularly close to the West became interested in Denmark's joining this 
group. These "leaners" were a majority in the Conservative and Agrarian Liberal 
Parties. There were also "leaners" in the Social Democratic Party, though their 
strength was unclear (Blidberg 1987). The most outspoken Social Democrat leaner 
was Frode Jacobsen, one of the co-sponsors of the document Denmark's Choice 
(Blidberg 1987). This publication was distributed to every household in Denmark in 
January 1949. It called on Denmark to join the Atlantic alliance. 

The Conservative and Liberal Parties were in favor of pursuing discussions about 
the formation of a Scandinavian defense union when the issue arose in early 1948 
(Dau 1969). However, when the formation of an Atlantic alliance began to look like 
a real possibility, they began criticizing the Government for refusing to take a 
position on Danish participation (Petersen 1978). Instead of abandoning the idea of 
a Nordic arrangement, they argued that a credible Scandinavian defense union 
would need ties to the West. The Radical Liberal Party was quick to criticize such 
arguments. Its view was the same as that of the Swedish Social Democratic Party: a 
Scandinavian alliance should be an independent, neutral bloc with no ties to the East 
or West (Dau 1969). They rejected claims that taking sides in the East-West conflict 
would make Denmark more secure. 

Despite criticism that it was behaving passively, the Danish Government refused 
to express a preference in favor of either the Norwegian or Swedish view of a 
Scandinavian defense union (Dau 1969). The Prime Minister told the Folketing in 
November 1948 that Denmark's role was one of mediator between the other two, 
and therefore it could not take sides (Blidberg 1987). He characterized Denmark's 
task as making Scandinavian cooperation possible by helping Norway and Sweden 
find a way to overcome their differences. The Prime Minister and Foreign Minister 
also refused to respond to questions about rumors that Denmark would be invited 
to join an Atlantic pact. In October, Conservative Party leader Ole Björn Kraft 
criticized the government for being cool to the idea of an Atlantic pact and said that 
his party favored some sort of Danish participation in a Western cooperative effort. 
Kraft argued that this would prevent Denmark's isolation and reduce the likelihood 
that Denmark would be subject to external pressure. As early as December 1948 the 
head of the Liberal Party, Knud Kristiensen, expressed his hope Denmark would 
join the Atlantic alliance even if other Nordic states decided not to do so. 

The inability of Norway and Sweden to compromise ended Denmark's chances 
of joining a Scandinavian alliance. Prime Minister Hedtoft asked the Swedish Prime 
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Minister about the possibility of negotiating a Danish-Swedish pact, but was told 
that Sweden was not interested (Blidberg 1987). Reporting the breakdown of 
negotiations to the Folketing on February 9, 1949 Foreign Minister Rasmussen did 
not entirely rule out the idea, but said that existing circumstances made it impossible 
to conclude an agreement (Dau 1969, Einhorn 1975). He stated that given 
developments, Denmark could not rule it out participation in an Atlantic pact 
despite the fact that the government preferred a Scandinavian one. The Conservative 
Party responded by calling for Denmark to join the Atlantic alliance. Their 
spokesman argued that given Denmark's geostrategic position it was impossible that 
the country would be able to stay out of a future war. There was therefore no point 
in trying to conduct any sort of neutrality policy. Since Denmark was clearly not 
strong enough to defend herself against a great power attack, the only possible 
course of action was to join the Adantic pact. The Liberal Party spokesmen agreed 
with the Conservatives, while the Radical Liberals argued against membership. 

The Social Democratic Party did not take an official position on Atlantic pact 
membership during the February Folketing debate. At a meeting of the Party's 
Executive Committee on February 27 the Prime Minister spoke for an hour, after 
which there was a three hour debate on the issue (Dau 1969). The group then voted 
to approve a statement acknowledging that the Nordic defense union negotiations 
were stalled and that the UN could not reasonably be seen as capable of providing 
security guarantees. The group also accepted the argument that neutrality was not a 
credible policy for Denmark, and that it was therefore necessary to investigate the 
possibility of cooperating with other democratic states. The Government and Social 
Democratic Folketing group were authori2ed to study the issue and make an 
appropriate decision (Einhorn 1975). The decision reflected the widespread view 
that given the reality of the East-West split and the proven nonviability of Danish 
neutrality, Denmark had no other option but to join the Atlantic alliance (Einhorn 
1975). Though most Social Democrats preferred a Nordic arrangement or a 
European "third force" other states had rejected them so they were not possible. 

On March 2, 1949 Prime Minister Hedtoft informed the American Ambassador 
in Copenhagen that the Danish Government would recommend membership in 
NATO (Lundestad 1980). Foreign Minister Rasmussen traveled to the US in early 
March to discuss the Atlantic pact. After asking about US views of a Scandinavian 
pact, he became convinced that the US had no sympathy for any such arrangement. 
When the Folketing took up the issue of Atlantic pact membership on March 22, 
Rasmussen argued that Denmark should join (Einhorn 1975). He noted that there 
were no other options except for an isolationist policy, and that there was no reason 
to believe that any state would be willing to help Denmark if it found itself being 
threatened by other states after it had rejected NATO membership (Dau 1969). He 
told the Folketing that there was some justification for the view that if Denmark 
chose isolation then it might be subject to pressure or threats against which it would 
be defenseless. Rasmussen also defended NATO membership on the grounds that 
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since its purpose was entirely defensive it posed no threat to any non-member state. 
Finally, he noted that the US was committing itself to come to the aid of any 
member who was attacked, an unprecedented policy decision for the US and one 
that greatly increased the alliance's deterrence value. 

The Radical Liberals and the Justice Party rejected Foreign Minister Rasmussen's 
arguments and voted against the government proposal (Einhorn 1975). They argued 
that it was impossible to defend Denmark. No matter who its allies were, Denmark 
would never be able to repel an attack by a larger power. The only reasonable action 
was therefore to declare neutrality and to emphasize non-military policies designed 
to make Danish society strong enough to survive a future attack and occupation. 
They proposed putting the question of NATO membership to referendum, but were 
defeated when the issue was put to a vote. The Folketing voted on Danish 
membership in NATO on March 24. Membership was approved 119 to 23 with one 
abstention (Einhorn 1975). The Radical Liberals, the Socialist People's Party and 
Justice Party voted against. Social Democratic, Conservative and Liberal support for 
membership was sufficient to create an overwhelming majority in favor. 

Conclusion 

This review of the security policy choices of the Scandinavian states between 1945 
and 1949 shows that all three initially favored a policy of avoiding a permanent 
alliance with any bloc that might develop. Though 1946 all three states emphasized 
their desire to maintain good relations with all states and to actively participate in the 
construction of post-war international cooperation through membership in the UN 
and other organizations. As long as the existence of permanent East-West 
antagonism could be denied, this policy was unproblematic. By 1947, however, all 
three were forced to decide whether a policy of non-association made sense in light 
of the emergence of the Cold War. The other possible options were a Scandinavian 
alliance and the NATO alliance. Norway and Denmark evaluated the three options 
differently than did Sweden. What was critical was each state's view of the likelihood 
that a neutrality declaration would be respected if another war were to break out. 
Given their experiences from WWII, Norway and Denmark decided that their 
neutrality would not be respected, while Sweden decided that its could be if its 
neutrality declaration were accompanied by actions that made it credible. 

The Norwegian decision to reject the idea of a neutral Scandinavian pact hinged 
on its assessment of the deterrent value of such an arrangement in comparison with 
an Atlantic pact. Given the relative power of these two alliances vis-à-vis the USSR, 
it is easy to understand why Norway made the choice it did. Norway's rejection of 
the Scandinavian option left Denmark with only two choices: neutrality, which most 
of its leaders had no confidence in, and the NATO alliance. Given these limited 
options, a decision was not difficult to make. Thus, Norway and Denmark placed 
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themselves in the Western bloc. They based their security policy on the NATO 
alliance, whose fundamental element was a pledge that an attack on one member 
would be seen as an attack on all and would lead to a joint military response. 

Sweden's policy choice was different. The country officially rejected security ties. 
Its policy was to maintain military power capable of making an attack on Sweden too 
costly to contemplate. The policy's credibility was explicitly linked to Sweden's 
pledge that it would not take sides in any future war. But just as the claim that 
Sweden would defend itself could only be credible if the country actually developed 
and maintained a significant military capacity; the credibility of the claim that it 
would be neutral in a future war required Sweden to avoid policies that called into 
question the country's genuine commitment to steering a course between th e blocs. 
The danger was that Sweden would gradually, unintentionally associate itself so 
closely with one or the other bloc via non-military cooperative relations, that its 
claims to be neutral would cease to be credible to one or both superpowers. 

The history presented here provides the origins of the general security policy 
context in which the EC debates were raised in the three Scandinavian states. I now 
turn to the parliamentary debates about EC membership in Sweden, Norway and 
Denmark. The question to be addressed are the way in which the question was 
defined in the three states. 
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Chapter 5 
Defining the EC/EU question: issue area as substance 

Introduction 

In this chapter I discuss how the question of EC/EU membership has been defined 
in Sweden, Norway and Denmark; in particular whether (and by whom) it has been 
seen as an international/security matter, an economic issue and/or an issue of 
politics/policy. In general, some questions may be easily and uncontroversially 
classified as one kind of issue or another. Often, however, the classification of a 
question is controversial. This is because it largely determines the kinds of 
arguments deemed relevant to evaluating the available policy options. It may also 
determine which committees, bureaucracies or other institutions and organizations 
that have a right or responsibility to participate in policy making. In short, the 
classification of a question often generates considerable controversy because actors 
may seek to control the way in which it is defined in order to influence how it is 
subsequently handled (Schattschneider 1975). 

An obvious implication of this is that something an observer (e.g. an analyst) sees 
as one question, might well be different questions to "insiders" (e.g. voters, 
government officials, party elites) in different contexts. It follows from this that the 
matter of how actors classify questions in terms of what they are about is an 
interesting empirical issue. As will be shown below, an empirical analysis of the 
question of EC/EU membership in Denmark, Norway and Sweden reveals that 
there are both similarities and differences in the way it has been understood or 
defined. It has been both an economic and political issue in all t hree Scandinavian 
states. By this I mean that various actors have based their positions on membership 
on a combination of economic and political considerations. In the case of Sweden, 
the question of the country's relationship to the EC/EU was for a long time also 
defined as a security issue. 

This chapter is organized as follows. In the next section explain my substantive 
issue are typology and the method that I use to determine how the EC/EU 
membership question has been defined in the three states. I then briefly present the 
Scandinavian party systems and the parties represented in the debates. Following 
that I analyze the discussion in each of the three countries. I then analyze the 
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findings on the basis of the model presented in Chapter 3. The purpose of the 
analysis is to evaluate whether variation in the definition of issue can help account 
for the variation in policy process and choice discussed in Chapter 2. I conclude 
with a brief summary of the findings. 

Operationalizing substantive issue 

In order to determine how the EC/EU question has been defined in the three states 
I conduct a content analysis of a number of parliamentary debates (see Table 5.1). 
Content analysis is generally defined as a procedure used to make inferences on the 
basis of a text or document (Weber 1990, Holsti 1969). I use it here to draw 
inferences about what the EC/EU question was about in substantive terms. 
Arguments in support of a particular relationship to the EC/EU (e.g. membership 
or association) are classified on the basis of a typology that has four categories: 
economic, political/policy, international/security and other.1 Economic arguments 
are those which refer to the consequences of a policy choice for the national 
economy, some sector of the economy or the economic consequences for a 
particular group. Political/policy arguments are those that link the EC/EU question 
to decision making authority, including state sovereignty in the abstract and decision 
making authority with regard to a particular policy (e.g. regional or social policy). 
International/security arguments refer to arguments about EC/EU membership or 
non-membership based on evaluations of the EC/EU's impact on relations among 
states. This category includes general arguments such as the EU promotes 
(undermines) world peace as well as more specific ones which directly link the 
country's security with its relations to the EC/EU. Finally, the category "other" 
refers to arguments that are not economic, political/policy or international/ security. 
If many important substantive arguments fall into this category, then it serves as a 
sign that the classification scheme is inappropriate. The analysis reveals that this is 
not the case. 

Two goals have guided the construction of the substantive issue typology. The 
first is to keep the number of categories small for the sake of parsimony. The second 
is to create exhaustive and exclusive categories. This rather simple classification 
scheme is well suited to my theoretical purposes. In seeking to identify how the 
EC/EU question has been defined in different countries over time I am interested 
in general categories, and the overall nature of the debate. I am not interested in 
mapping the variety of specific arguments raised in connection with the question. 
The decision to distinguish between economic and international/security arguments 
is based on the fact that these two categories are widely identified as leading to 

1 By arguments I mean speaker's reaso ns for taking a particular posi tion. In other words, an argument 
refers to the explanation(s) given by a speaker in support of a particular position. 
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distinct policy processes in both foreign policy literature and more general 
international relations literature. If the EC/EU question is an economic issue in 
some settings and an international/security one in others, then it ought to be subject 
to different policy processes. The third category, political/policy, arises out of a 
basic understanding of the EC/EU debate in the Nordic states. From the very 
beginning of the cold war period Denmark, Norway and Sweden have preferred 
international cooperation of the EFTA-type over the EC/EU model precisely 
because the latter threatens domestic political authority (Zürcher 1958, Bergqvist 
1970, Miljan 1977, Matlary 1993) . Given this, there is ample reason to suspect that 
this definition of the EC/EU question will figure prominently in the debates. 2 

I use arguments made by speakers in support of various policy recommendations 
to draw conclusions as to what the question was about (i.e. whether it was an 
economic, political/policy or international/security issue). This approach to 
identifying the substantive content of the EC/EU question follows the logic of 
research in both psychology and political science which argues that questions do not 
fall "naturally" into categories, but that they are framed (Quattrone & Tversky 1988, 
Tversky & Kahneman 1981, Breuning 1994). A simple example is the question of 
what the speed limit on highways ought to be. For some the question is primarily a 
safety issue. For others it is an environmental or economic issue. It is the process of 
framing that determines what the issue is understood to be about. For this reason it 
is impossible to determine a priori what substantive category any particular question 
belongs to. It also explains why a question which appears on the surface to be the 
same one in several different contexts might actually be a different question in 
different times and places. 

The advantages of relying on parliamentary documents are that they are available 
for all th ree states and all th ree time periods and they are limited in number. This 
provides me with a comparable body of material that is easily accessible, covers all 
the cases and is of manageable size.3 Relying on published and unpublished accounts 
of how political elites and others defined the issue would have created problems in 
terms of all four criteria: comparability, accessibility, coverage and manageability. 
Relying on newspaper coverage would have created problems especially with regard 
to manageability, because there was extensive coverage in both national and local 
papers over long periods of time. 

2 This category is also interesting for theoretical reasons. While foreign economic policy issues are often 
assumed to generate conflict and security policies assumed to create little or none, the literature has little t o 
say about political/policy issues. In the abstract it is difficult to say whether on should expect such matters to 
create conflict or encourage national unity. Information about this might well be relevant to debates about the 
durability of sovereignty by uncovering coalitions that might be expected to defend or undermine it. 

3 On the importance of systematic data collection see King, Keohane & Verba 1994. 
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Table 5.1 
The discussion in Chapter 5 is based on an analysis of parliamentary debates listed below. 

Question to Foreign Minister 
Question to Prime Minister 
Question to Foreign Minister 
Question to Prime Minister & 

Foreign Minister 
Question to Economy & 

Market Minister 

Denmark: 
Date: 
March 23,1961 
June 8-9,1961 
August 3-4,1961 

May 11, 1967 

Source: 
Folke tingets forhandlingen.2431-2582 
Folketingets forhandlingerA?)15-4638 
Folketingets forhandlingerAGl 2>-4822 

Folketingets förhandlingen4070-4224 

November 11,1970 Folketingets förhandlingen1036-1199 

Norway: 
Date: 
May 18,1961 Trade Ministers Report on 

Market Problems 
Debate on Report from Foreign April 25,1962 

& Constitutional Affairs 
Committee 

Foreign Minister's Review of 
Foreign Policy & Debate 
on Foreign Minister's 
Statement 

Debate on Government Policy 
Statement re: membership 
in the EC 

October 27,1970 
Nov. 23,1970 

Nov. 19,1992 

Source: 
Stortingstidende:3043-3428 

Stortingstidende:261 A-Ò011 

Stortingstidende:?>52-?)60 
Stortingstidende:986-1116 

Stortingstidende:1275-1370 
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Using parliamentary debates makes it possible to measure, albeit quite roughly, 
the amount of agreement or disagreement there was about whether the EC/EU 
membership question was primarily an issue of international/security, economics or 
a political/policy issue. I can use the number of speakers who argue their positions 
on the basis of a particular kind of argument as an indicator of amount of 
agreement. For example, if all speakers mention economic considerations, I crudely 
categorize this as widespread agreement that the question is an economic issue. On 
the other hand, if no speaker mentions them, then there is widespread agreement 
that the question is not an economic issue. Finally, if some speakers mention 
economic considerations but others do not, then there is disagreement about 
whether the question should be defined mainly in economic terms. I use such 
quantitative information to defend my characterization of the EC/EU question as 
largely an issue of, for example, politics/policy or economics.4 

I also discuss how arguments are made. This allows me to call attention to aspects 
of the debates that would be missed in a study based on quantitative data alone.5 For 
example, arguments in support of a particular policy option can be "not negative" as 
well as positive. The former defend an option on the grounds that it will not have 
negative impacts rather than because it will produce benefits. These kinds of 
arguments are usually refutations of an opposing view. Positive arguments are ones 
that support a speaker's position on the grounds that it will lead to particular 
benefits. Speakers tend to stress these kinds of arguments in explaining their policy 
positions. This does not necessarily mean that they devote more time to such 
arguments (though they often do), but that their not negative arguments alone do 
not direcdy address the question of why a policy option is desirable. Rather, it is the 
positive arguments that perform this role. 

As a test of reliability I have compared my results with studies conducted by 
Heradstveit (1972) and Vefald (1972). They have conducted quantitative content 
analyses of Storting debates about the EC in which they seek to determine the 
importance of different arguments on the basis of how often they are mentioned. I 
have reanalyzed their work in terms of my typology. The analysis is presented in the 
Appendix. I classify the arguments identified by Heradstveit and Vefald into my 
categories and discuss what these results suggest for the characterization of the 
EC/EU issue in Norway. I then compare this with findings based on my own 
reading and analysis of other Storting debates about the country's relationship to the 

4 Measuring the number of times an argument or symbol or word appears in a document is a common 
way of quantifying content analysis (Holsti 1969). I have not done this because I am more interested in 
whether all speakers are making similar substantive arguments than how often any particular speaker 
mentions a specific argument. 

5 The question of whether content analysis should be quantitative or qualitative is an old one. Holsti 
(1969) argues that both can reveal important insights and recommends using both. "It is by moving back and 
forth between these approaches that the investigator is most likely to gain insight into the meaning of his 
data" (Holsti 1969:11). 
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EC/EU. The results of this comparison are mentioned where appropriate in the 
discussion of the Norwegian case. In general their findings confirm the importance 
of economic, political/policy and international/security arguments in the EC 
membership debates. Political/policy arguments were particularly important for 
both opponents and proponents of membership. One difference was that while 
opponents used such arguments as a fundamental reason for rejecting membership, 
the proponents' political/policy arguments were often more of an rejection of 
opponents' arguments than positive arguments in support of membership. 
Economic arguments were more important for proponents of membership, 
particularly in the 1970s. The quantitative analyses reveals that international/security 
arguments were particularly important for proponents of membership in 1962, but 
were much less prominent in subsequent debates.6 

The decision to rely on parliamentary debates to analyze the definition of the 
EC/EU membership question in terms of substantive issue area, is based on certain 
assumptions. First, I assume that statements made during discussions and debates 
are a reliable indicator of what speakers and/or their parties think about 
membership. I do not assume that participants' "real" thinking is masked by tactical 
public speaking.7 Second, I assume that the arguments made by members of 
parliament reflect the significant ones made by all actors, i.e. that the content of 
parliamentary debate is a fair representation of the broader societal debate about the 
country's relationship to the EC/EU. By that I mean that the arguments about the 
EC/EU question within the society at large are the same as those articulated in the 

6 It is possible that the greater specificity of categories accounts for this result. The single most important 
pro-membership argument in 1962 was that the EEC provided a forum for international cooperation. This 
category of argument was much less important in the 1970s. Arguments about international cooperation in 
the 1962 debate were not broken down further on the basis of explanations as to why cooperation was 
necessary. In subsequent debates arguments about international cooperation are linked to economic 
considerations: the need for large markets and economic development needs. I classify these as economic 
arguments, which elevates the importance of economic arguments and reduces the significance of 
international/security ones. 

7 In this chapter I only refer to secondary literature when it is necessary for the purpose of increasing 
understanding, in particular to explain the larger context in which the debates took place. In the next chapter I 
use it to analyze whether political parties were in agreement about the EC/EU question. In addition to 
shedding light on this question, the literature also provides support for the view that the parliamentary 
debates presented in this chapter are valid indicators of the way the question was defined by the parties. It 
also supports the view that parliamentary discussion was not largely tactical positioning. 
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parliament.8 It does not, however, mean that I assume symmetry. Arguments of a 
particular kind might be heard more or less frequently outside the parliament than 
inside it; but the parliamentary debate should reflect the range of relevant arguments. 

Scandinavian political parties 

Before turning to the three cases, it is necessary to say something about the 
composition of the countries' parliaments during the periods of interest. Sweden, 
Norway and Denmark are often described as having five-party systems (Petersson 
1994). These parties, from right to left, are Conservative, Liberal, Agrarian/ Center, 
Social Democratic and Communist. In some periods, however, countries have one 
or more additional parties. Sweden and Norway have Christian, protest and 
environmental parties. Denmark has two liberal parties, a Christian party, a protest 
party and an environmental party. Table 5.2 presents an overview of the countries' 
parties during all three periods of interest. It relies heavily on the data presented by 
Petersson (1994). Throughout this and subsequent chapters I use the names 
presented in Table 5.2 to identify Danish, Norwegian and Swedish parties. 

8 Public opinion data from Norway in the 1970s and 1990s and Sweden in the 1990s provides support 
for the assumption that the parliamentary debates are valid indicators of the broader societal debate and that 
the three broad categories political/policy, economy and international/security capture the most important 
elements of the way the question was defined. When asked about the most important benefit of EC 
membership, proponents of membership in Norway in 1972 emphasized political and economic arguments 
(Ringdal 1995). Over 80% of those asked mentioned one or the other. About 10% mentioned 
international/security arguments. Over 60% of opponents of membership emphasized supranationalism, 
while about 10% mentioned the economy. About 20% of the arguments of the opponents were defined as 
"district" arguments, which have to do with the consequences for regional policy and primary industries. 
Given the way I classify arguments, even these would have been political or economic depending on whether 
they emphasized loss of political power or economic consequences. Looking at data from 1994, proponents 
of membership named either political, economic or international/security as the most important advantages 
of membership more than 85% of the time. With regard to opponents, over 40% named the importance of 
protecting Norwegian political authority. O ther important arguments were economic and district arguments 
(which again would in my scheme be economic or political). 

Turning to Sweden, the EU membership question in the 1990s has been characterized as dealing with 
three broad issues: the economy, defense and security and democracy, influence and independence 
(Håkansson 1996). This conclusion was made on the basis of an analysis of campaign literature and televised 
debates between opponents and proponents of membership, as well as voter surveys which asked what the 
important reasons for supporting and rejecting membership were. The most important argument for both 
proponents and opponents was the economic consequences. Democracy was important for opponents, as 
was loss of control over boarders. The ability to influence the EU was important for proponents, as w ere 
arguments about peace. 
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Table 5.2 Political parties represented in parliaments 
Sweden, Norway and Denmark 1960-94 

Type of Party: 
Sweden Norway Denmark 

Communists/ 
Left Socialists 

Left Party Socialist Left Party Social People's Party; 
Left Socialists 1968 

Social Democrats Social Democratic 
Party 

Labor Party Social Democratic Party 

Centrist/Farmers Center Party Center Party Liberal Party 

Liberals Liberal Party Liberal Party Radical Liberal Party 

Christian Christian Democratic 
Party 1991 

Christian People's 
Party 

Christian People's Party 
1973 

Conservative Conservative Party Conservative Party Conservative Party 

Protest New Democracy 
Party 1991 

Progressive Party Progress Party 1973 

Environmentalist Ecology Party the 
Greens 1988 

Sources-. Olof Petersson, The Govern ment and 'Politics of the Nordic Countries, (Stockholm: Publica) 1994. Sten 
Berglund & Ulf Lindström, The Scandinavian Party System(s), (Lund: Studentlitteratur) 1978. 

Note: Dates are included for parties who first came into parliament sometime after 1960. Parties that have 
never won seats in parliament (e.g. environmental parties in Norway and Denmark) are not included in the 
chart. 

Defining the EC/EU question in Denmark 

Of the three Scandinavian states, it was Denmark that was the most dissatisfied with 
EFTA membership in the early 1960s (Miljan 1977). The reasons were economic. It 
did not cover trade in agriculture, in which Denmark had a comparative advantage. 
At the same time, the EEC was busy developing an agriculture policy (the Common 
Agriculture Policy or CAP) which seemed likely to discriminate against outsiders and 
encourage self-sufficiency. Over time this was expected to erode demand for Danish 
products. The Danish dilemma was that its two main export markets, Britain and 
West Germany, were in different organizations. Britain accounted for about 26 
percent of all Danish exports, and 41 percent of agriculture exports (Petersen & 
Elklit 1973). West Germany took 20 percent and 31 percent respectively (Petersen & 
Elklit 1973). 

In the 1950s, Denmark opted to follow Britain in rejecting EEC membership for 
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both economic and non-economic reasons (Petersen & Elklit 1973). Not only was 
Britain its biggest single export market, a 1958 government report on the 
consequences of EEC membership had estimated that 39 percent of Danish 
industry would face "serious risks", including decreases in production, if forced to 
compete with EEC industries on an equal footing (Miljan 1977). The Liberal Party, 
which represented agriculture, called for EEC membership. The other parties used 
the economic arguments in the report to support their preference for rejecting 
membership and for joining EFTA. This choice was also compatible with the wide
spread belief that Denmark was culturally and politically closer to Britain and the 
Nordic states rather than to Germany and France (Petersen & Elklit 1973; Miljan 
1977). One manifestation of this closeness was a preference for intergovernmental, 
pragmatic international cooperation like EFTA over federalist schemes like the 
EEC, a preference Denmark repeatedly revealed in position taking in the Council of 
Europe throughout the 1950s (Zürcher 1958). Another argument used to defend 
EFTA membership was the government's insistence that it was only a temporary 
solution. Building an organization for non-EEC states would make them a more 
powerful negotiating partner vis-à-vis the EEC. EFTA could open negotiations with 
the EEC aimed at creating a broad free trade agreement covering both industry and 
agriculture. This would unite its two major markets in an intergovernmental 
arrangement compatible with the country's preferences with regard to forms of 
international cooperation (Petersen & Elklit 1973). The Government argued that 
this was the only development that could really serve Danish interests. 

Given this background, it is not surprising that when Britain decided to apply for 
EEC membership in 1961, the question of what Denmark should do was largely 
discussed in terms of the economic consequences of following Britain or staying 
with EFTA. This is not to say that other, non-economic considerations were not 
raised with regard to the question of Denmark's relationship with the EEC. The 
question also generated discussion about national autonomy and Danish culture. 
Nonetheless, an examination of the Folketing discussion of the issue in 1961 makes 
it clear that the overwhelming majority took a position in favor of EEC membership 
on the basis of economic considerations. Having done so, they tended to argue 
either that the loss of national autonomy involved was limited and justifiable given 
the benefits of membership, and/or that EEC membership would give Denmark the 
right to participate in the formation of community policies. Some also sought to 
dismiss arguments related to culture by arguing that there was no reason to believe 
that the future of Danish culture would be decided by the country's decision about 
the EEC and/or that Danish culture was in fact European culture. 

In March and June 1961 the issue of Denmark's relationship to the EC came up 
during the government's foreign policy briefings to the Folketing. The first took 
place before the British government had formally announced it was reconsidering its 
relationship with the EEC, the second after the public announcement that an 
application for membership would be submitted. In his speech to the Folketing on 
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March 23 Foreign Minister Krag discussed developments in EFTA, including a 
proposal from some members to speed up industrial toll reductions. He said that the 
Government had taken the position that this was only acceptable if EFTA 
simultaneously made progress on agricultural trade questions. He also noted that 
work on a common agriculture policy was progressing in the EEC and that the 
members had already agreed to certain principles which were likely to increase self-
sufficiency. 

Six Folketing members discussed the EC issue in their responses to the Foreign 
Minster's comments. All of them except Radical Liberal Aage Fogh discussed 
economic issues, four of them exclusively so. Fogh's brief comment was a defense 
of the government against charges that it was ignoring the EEC. He said that the 
government's policy was what it had always been: a joint EFTA effort to get an 
agreement with the EEC that would serve Danish interests better than the existing 
situation did. Speaking for the Liberal Party (which was in favor of Danish EEC 
membership regardless of British policy), Per Federspiel and Anders Andersen 
argued that Denmark's economic prosperity was threatened because the country had 
not forged closer ties with the EEC. He rejected the idea that bilateral agreements 
with EFTA states and Germany (which Denmark had already negotiated) could 
solve the problems faced by Danish agriculture. Conservative Party speaker Poul 
Moller also voiced fears that Denmark's agriculture interests were threatened and 
saw closer des as the solution. The dissenting voice among the six came from 
Socialist People's Party Leader Aksel Larsen. He agreed indirectly with the others 
that the EEC presented a threat to Danish agriculture — noting that the country had 
to protect itself against competition from state-supported agriculture, including that 
found in states in the EEC. However, he argued that seeking closer ties to the EEC 
was no solution. Given its stated goal of creating a political union, such ties were 
both economically and politically dangerous. 

In the Folketing discussion on June 9, economic considerations were equally 
prominent. Prime Minister Kampmann reported that all available information 
indicated that Britain would apply for membership and that the Government had 
decided to do the same. He described the decision as one designed to fulfill 
Denmark's long-standing goal to join an organization which included its two biggest 
export markets and as many other states as possible. Speaking after him, Foreign 
Minister Krag was very clear that the issue was one of simple economics: given 
Denmark's export pattern the country had to following Britain's lead and apply for 
EEC membership. The Folketing debate covered a number of other foreign policy 
matters, but six participants concentrated on the EEC question. All of them took 
positions on the Government's decision to follow Britain and justified them in terms 
of economic considerations. Though their comments differed in certain respects, 
speakers from the Social Democratic, Liberal, Conservative and Radical Liberal 
Parties echoed the Ministers' arguments that Denmark could not afford to reject 
membership in an organization that included Britain and Germany. Most of them 
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also noted that the EEC also had non-economic implications. 
However, judging from the way in which they argued, these non-economic 

matters were secondary considerations. Social Democratic spokesmen Per 
Haekkerup, echoing the Foreign Minister, argued that British membership in the 
EEC would not only make it economically more desirable for Denmark to join, but 
also less politically and culturally objectionable. Such comments, understandable 
only in the context of earlier objections to EEC membership on the grounds of how 
different its Catholic, authoritarian culture was from Denmark's, were not used as 
primary arguments in favor of membership. They were, rather, efforts to respond to 
charges that by doing what was economically necessary Denmark would link its 
future to an organization whose ways of thinking and acting were radically different 
from Denmark's. These were not, in themselves, reasons to join, but rather reasons 
why joining (for economic reasons) was acceptable. 

Somewhat more vaguely, Radical Liberal spokesman Hilmar Baunsgaard also 
noted that joining the EEC would have non-economic consequences. He did not 
argue that these would be less important if Britain joined and turned the EEC into 
something more compatible with Danish traditions. He merely noted that there were 
political and cultural considerations. It can be said that these were less important 
that the economic ones for two reasons. First, he discussed the economic 
consequences of membership as favorable and supported the Government's 
decision to follow Britain. The second reason is that, while it is clear that he viewed 
the political and cultural implications to be at least potentially negative, he did not 
use them as reasons to reject membership nor did he suggest that a réévaluation of 
Danish membership in terms of political and cultural implications might be 
necessary. 

The most developed non-economic argument in favor of joining came from 
Conservative Party spokesman Poul Moller. He spent little time discussing the 
economic reasons for membership. He expressed his agreement with the 
Government's evaluation of the economic benefits of membership, then went on to 
argue that membership would bring political benefits. He noted that future EEC 
decisions would have important impacts on Denmark and that it was therefore in 
Denmark's interest to participate in the decision making process. Since this was only 
possible if Denmark joined, it was clear that the country ought to do so. Moller 
argued in general that in a world of unequal states small ones could only protect 
their interests via the construction of organizations with clearly specified decision 
making procedures. The alternative to institutionalism was power politics, something 
which gave small states little opportunity to exercise influence and protect their 
interests. Moller thus offered a positive evaluation of EEC membership on the basis 
of political considerations. He also argued that fears about Danish culture being 
harmed by membership were misplaced because real threats to culture came from 
industrialization, the technological revolution and the centralization of state power. 
As these affected all Western European states, it might be possible to use 
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Cooperation in the EEC to fight against them. 
Socialist People's Party Leader Aksel Larsen was the dissenting voice. He 

dissented in two respects. First, he opposed Danish membership in the EEC. 
Second, his evaluation of the EEC showed that for the Socialist People's Party, the 
issue was less a matter of economics (though one could raise doubts about the 
supposed economic benefits of membership) than one of politics. He accused the 
Government (the Social Democrats and Radical Liberals) and big opposition parties 
(the Liberals and Conservatives) of making decisions about EEC membership purely 
on the basis of economic considerations. He argued that the most important 
considerations were political and from this point of view Denmark had to reject 
membership. The EEC made no secret of the fact that it was a political union. It was 
controlled by big states, particularly Germany. Small states effectively signed away 
their independence and sovereignty when they joined the EEC. He accused 
supporters of membership of being willing to give away Danish national sovereignty 
in exchange for markets for pork. For him and his party, the political consequences 
of membership weighed more heavily than the economic ones. 

Two months after this debate, in August 1961 the British government officially 
announced that it would apply for EEC membership right away. The Danish 
Government quickly called a special session of the Folketing to get its approval to 
apply at the same time the British did. The session was held on August 3 and 4. It 
began with a speech by Foreign Minister Krag which was followed by speakers from 
all major parties. The conclusions that can be drawn from reading the discussion are 
similar to those made above. Supporters of membership evaluated the question 
largely in terms of economic considerations, though most of them devoted more 
time to discussing the non-economic consequences of membership than they had in 
the March and June Folketing debates. EEC skeptics evaluated the question largely 
on the basis of political considerations rather than economic ones. 

The Foreign Minister's opening statement revealed the degree to which the 
question of EEC membership was understood, at least in some circles, as a rather 
straightforward matter of economic considerations. He argued that economic 
realities were such that Denmark had to apply for membership along with Britain. 
An EEC enlarged to include Britain would account for between 80-100 percent of 
the country's most important agricultural exports. This, combined with the fact that 
the EEC was developing a protectionist agricultural policy, meant that non-
membership would be a "catastrophe" for Danish agriculture. Minister Krag argued 
that this would be detrimental to the whole Danish economy because the loss of 
foreign exchange and agriculture earnings would lead to lower investment in 
industry and rising unemployment. The solution to the problem was to seek 
membership. That would not only give Danish agriculture equal treatment in the 
EEC markets, it would enable Denmark to participate in the formulation of EEC 
policy. Though he did not emphasize the point, Krag noted that EEC decisions 
would strongly affect Denmark whether or not the country participated in making 
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them. In doing so he sought to link membership to political benefits as well as 
economic ones. This was important in light of the fact that some voices in organized 
labor were arguing that association, which they characterized as a purely economic 
arrangement, would satisfy Danish interests, thereby making membership 
unnecessary. 

The Foreign Minister discussed political considerations as well. In particular he 
raised the question of the impact of EEC membership on Danish sovereignty. These 
comments were not so much stated in positive terms as in not negative ones. Rather 
than arguing in favor of EEC membership for specifically political reasons, he 
down-played the significance of the political implications of membership, in 
particular the EEC's power vis-à-vis member states. He argued that all international 
cooperation required giving up freedom of action for the purpose of pursuing 
common goals. He acknowledged that the Treaty of Rome was different from other 
treaties that Denmark had signed, but argued that the difference was not especially 
great in practice. In its operation the EEC worked according to the "French" view 
of states as the superior authority. Decisions were virtually always made on the basis 
of unanimity and the powerful organs were the ones that were controlled by national 
governments rather than EEC bureaucrats. 

Most other supporters of membership presented arguments similar in structure to 
those of the Foreign Minister, including speakers from the Social Democratic, 
Liberal and Radical Liberal Parties. They acknowledged that the economic argument 
in favor of following Britain could hardly be refuted and that the political price was 
acceptable. Per Haekkerup, speaking for the Social Democratic Party, rejected the 
argument that membership meant harmful social harmonization that would lower 
Danish standards. He also rejected the idea that the EEC's commitment to the free 
movement of labor would increase unemployment and force wages down. He noted 
that the EEC's goal was exactly the opposite: to force states with low social 
standards to adopt stricter ones. He also said that the free movement of labor in the 
US had created neither high unemployment nor equalized wages throughout the 
country. These comments, like the Foreign Minister's comments on the political 
aspects of membership, were not positive reasons for joining, but arguments as to 
why joining was acceptable. 

Liberal Party representatives Per Federspiel and Axel Kristensen and 
Conservative Party members Moller and Kraft all made positive political arguments 
in favor of membership. They emphasized the futility of trying to protect Danish 
sovereignty and freedom of action by refusing to participate in organizations whose 
decisions would have significant impacts on Denmark. Radical Liberal spokesman 
Hilmar Baunsgaard made a different argument. He emphasized that from a political 
and cultural point of view Danish membership was only possible if Britain joined. 
Otherwise, he implied, Denmark would find itself in the company of states with 
values very different from its own. As an example he mentioned that equality and 
women's rights were not the norm in Catholic states. 
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The dissenting voices in the debate came from Socialist People's Party Leader 
Aksel Larsen and from Hans Rasmussen, vice-chairman of the Social Democratic 
Party and head of the country's second largest trade union (Miljan 1977). Both 
emphasized the political implications of membership, though they also refuted 
claims that it was economically necessary for Denmark to join. Larsen repeated 
arguments he made in previous debates that the EEC was a centralized political 
power which would eventually strip the members states of all political authority. 
Within the EEC, decision making organs would be controlled by the biggest states. 
Joining the EEC was therefore tantamount to giving up Danish independence to a 
group of autocratic, Catholic states. He also argued that there was no economic 
reason to do so. Denmark did not need to be a member to get access to EEC 
markets. As proof of this he called attention to the fact that Danish exports to the 
six had not declined after the creation of the EEC. In fact, they increased. As for 
agriculture interests, he argued that whether or not Denmark joined the EEC the 
common agriculture policy would serve the interests of the bigger members — which 
in all cases were different from Denmark's. Larsen argued that it was obvious that 
industry would suffer as a result of membership. It would face higher costs due to 
EEC tolls on raw materials and machine imports. This would not only undermine its 
ability to compete within the EEC, it would also weaken Denmark in non-EEC 
markets, which accounted for 70 percent of Danish industrial exports. 

Hans Rasmussen also questioned the claims that the economic benefits of 
membership would be shared by the whole population. He argued that organized 
labor did not think membership would benefit workers. It was more likely to create 
growing unemployment because it would lead to rising industrial costs and lower 
competitiveness. Membership would also increase agriculture prices. Rasmussen 
noted that these developments might be considered desirable by some sectors of the 
economy, but they were obviously not good for labor. 

Rasmussen's evaluation of the question of EEC membership was also rooted in 
what he saw as its political implications. He agreed with Aksel Larsen that 
membership would erode Danish sovereignty. It would rob Denmark of the political 
authority it needed to maintain full employment and to establish and maintain high 
social standards. However, despite the similarity in their arguments, Rasmussen's 
policy recommendation was not the same as that of the Socialists. While Larsen 
argued that it was dangerous to seek closer cooperation with the EEC, Rasmussen 
called for association on the grounds that it would give Denmark access to EEC 
markets without forcing the country to abandon sovereignty. He called association 
organized labor's preferred solution. 

In the Folketing debates all speakers from all parties defined the question of EEC 
membership as an economic and/or political issue. Their evaluations as to what 
Denmark ought to do rested on their judgments as to the economic and political 
consequences of membership as opposed to non-membership. For membership 
supporters, the economic arguments seem to have been decisive. This is revealed 
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not least by their tendency to argue that the political consequences were either 
relatively insignificant or less dramatic than some people claimed. The exception was 
Conservative party speakers. They argued in favor of membership both for 
economic reasons and on the grounds that it would have positive political 
consequences. Political arguments - in particular loss of sovereignty - were decisive 
for opponents of membership. They argued that these costs were so great that the 
hypothetical economic benefits of membership (about which they tended to be 
skeptical), did not justify applying for membership. 

The question of what Denmark's relationship to the EEC should be if Britain 
joined was not defined in terms of international/security considerations. In 
discussions of the EEC issue in the Folketing between March 1961 and when 
negotiations broke down in 1963, such arguments were rarely raised. When they did 
come up, they were mentioned only in a general way, and they were not central 
arguments in support of membership or non-membership. Foreign Minister Krag's 
remarks about security and the EEC in August 1961 are typical in this regard. He 
characterized European cooperation as first and foremost a method to prevent 
future war in Europe and in this sense important for Danish security. Yet this was 
less an argument in favor of Denmark's joining than an effort to describe efforts to 
forge closer European cooperation in broadly appealing terms. Other speakers 
occasionally made similar remarks. They were never particularly lengthy arguments. 
Moreover, they were not stated in ways that suggested that they were the main 
reasons why speakers favored Danish membership, or even that Denmark had to 
join the EEC to benefit from this positive security development. It can therefore be 
concluded that the question of EEC membership in Denmark in the early 1960s was 
not, for either proponents or opponents of membership, an issue largely about 
Denmark's international/security interests. 

The Folketing discussed the EEC membership issue at some length in May 1967 
after the British reapplied for membership, and again in November 1970 after de 
Gaulle's resignation and the Hague Summit opened the way for British membership 
negotiations to begin. In neither case was the question of EC membership discussed 
much in terms of international/security considerations.9 The economic and political 
consequences of various connections to the EC dominated discussions. Given 
Denmark's continued dissatisfaction with the economic split in West Europe, it is 
hardly surprising that the question of how to respond to a British application for 

9 The 1967 debate, which was followed by a vote in favor of membership negotiations, was longer and 
included more speakers that t he one that preceded voting in 1970. Moreover, the 1970 debate took place 
after the Government had already begun membership discussions with the EC. The Government's action vis-
à-vis the EC before the November debate was taken on the basis of the 1967 decision. For these reasons the 
1967 and 1970 debates are analyzed here. In 1967, 16 members of the Folketing participated in the debate. 
During the 1970 debate, the four main parties (Socia l Democratic, Conservative, Liberal and Social Liberal 
Parties) limited their participation to one speaker each. The debate was followed by a vote in which the 
Folketing reaffirmed its 1967 decision that the Government should apply for membership along with Britain. 
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membership was still very much debated in terms of economic considerations. The 
Danish economic problem was largely the same. EFTA membership did not provide 
it with access to agriculture markets, while non-membership in the EC threatened 
agricultural exports because of the protectionist nature of the CAP. Throughout the 
1960s, EFTA members had repeatedly resisted Danish efforts to liberalize 
agricultural trade despite the fact that broadening EFTA to include trade in 
agriculture was one of the organization's stated goals (Folketingets Forhandlinger 
February 2, 1969). Any development that put Britain and Germany in the same 
economic organization and covered agricultural products as well as industrial goods 
was certain to be of interest to Denmark. Nonetheless, the Danish economy had 
changed during the 1960s and as a result, the economic arguments in 1967 and 1970 
were somewhat less categorical. Another difference between the Folketing 
discussions in 1961 and those in 1967 and 1970 is that political considerations 
became more prominent in arguments made by supporters of membership. 

Addressing the Folketing on May 10, 1967, Prime Minister (and Foreign Minister) 
Krag told the Folketing that Denmark had little choice but to follow the British lead 
and apply for EC membership. In support of this position he said that neither 
EFTA or a Nordic economic arrangement was sufficient to satisfy Danish economic 
interests. There was no support among big powers for creating a North Atlantic 
Free Trade Area — an idea that some were suggesting as an alternative to EC 
membership. Trade Minister Tyge Dahlgaard echoed the Prime Minister, noting that 
if Britain and Norway joined the EC then the importance of EC markets would far 
outweigh non-EC ones. In the November 1970 market debate, Minister Nyboe 
Andersen delivered much the same economic justification of EC membership. 

In the 1967 debate six of the 12 speakers who supported the government's 
proposal to apply for EC membership did so in part with reference to economic 
considerations.10 In 1970, two of the four speakers who supported the government 
dealt at length with the economic aspects of EC membership. In 1967, Social 
Democratic spokesman Per Haekkerup agreed that Denmark could not stay out of 
an EEC that included Britain. The other Social Democratic speaker, Frode 
Jakobsen, was much more reserved with regard to economic considerations. He 
argued that Denmark would not become poor if it rejected membership, though it 
might experience marginally slower rates of growth. Conservative Party speakers 
Poul Moller and Jorgen Jensen claimed that the country could not survive 
economically if it did not follow Britain, and that it therefore had little choice. 
Liberal Party spokesman Per Federspiel's comments about the economic impacts of 
membership were expressed in a way that suggested that it was obvious what 
Denmark's decision had to be. He did not even argue the economic pros and cons 

10 I am excluding the comments by the members from Greenland and the Faeroes Islands. While they 
said they would support the government, the main message of their comments was that the special interests 
of these areas had to be protected. 

100 



of membership, but simply stated that the agriculture sector was ready to enter the 
EC, and that protected industries would need some time to adjust. Another Liberal 
Party speaker accused opponents of membership of refusing to consider the 
economic consequences of remaining outside. 

In the 1970 debate, only the Conservative Party spokesman Haunstrup 
Clemmensen spoke in dramatic terms about the economic necessity of Denmark's 
joining the EC. He said it would be a "catastrophe" if Denmark did not join a 
widened EC. Liberal Party spokesman Per Federspiel conceded that membership 
was less uniformly positive for industry than agriculture, but argued that in general 
the benefits of equal treatment, access to capital and participation in technical 
cooperation outweighed the costs. 

In 1967 debate both the spokesman for the Radical Liberal Party and Social 
Democrat Ivar Norgaard expressed a willingness to support the government's policy 
of seeking membership despite their skepticism with regard to both the economic 
benefits of membership and the political consequences. Radical Liberal spokesman 
Hilmar Baunsgaard devoted his entire speech to a discussion of the potential 
drawbacks of EC membership. With regard to economic considerations he 
suggested that Denmark's economy might be better served by continued 
membership in EFTA than by EC membership. He emphasized that industry was 
likely to experience problems as a result of membership, both because of higher tolls 
on imports needed in the production process and because its most important export 
markets were in the Nordic states, especially Sweden. As for the agriculture sector, 
while he acknowledged that it might suffer some loss of EC markets if Denmark did 
not join, he argued that the impact would be quite limited and that membership 
would also create certain disadvantages for agriculture. His overall conclusion was 
that Danish society as a whole would pay for the agriculture sector's benefits from 
EC membership. There would probably be no immediate benefit for Denmark as a 
whole. 

Baunsgaard did not balance his skepticism about the economic aspects of the 
question with positive comments about political or other benefits. He noted that no 
systematic analysis of the political consequences of membership had been done. It 
was therefore impossible to evaluate the economic price of staying out for political 
reasons. In saying so and by criticizing the Government and others for emphasizing 
only economic considerations, he clearly indicated that he judged the political 
consequences of membership to be negative. None of his comments suggest that he 
thought membership would bring about positive political consequences. In fact, he 
made it clear that the Radical Liberals were willing to support negotiations but were 
taking no position on membership until the terms were known and could be 
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evaluated.11 

Social Democrat Ivar Norgaard made similar comments during the 1970 debate. 
He acknowledged that his party had long supported the view that Denmark had to 
follow Britain into the EC. He noted, however, that agriculture exports were not as 
important as they had been in the early 1960s and that the biggest markets for 
Denmark's increasingly important industrial exports were Sweden and Norway. With 
regard to the political consequences of membership he expressed doubt about the 
Werner plan on the grounds that it would require Denmark to give up authority over 
tax policy, among other things. He concluded that while Party had decided to 
support membership negotiations, it would not take a position on membership until 
after they were completed and the terms could be evaluated. Of particular 
importance was winning concessions from the EC with regard to tolls on raw 
materials because Danish industry's comparative advantage was partially dependent 
on the cheap import of such items for use in the production process. 

An interesting aspect of the 1967 and 1970 debates is an increase in the frequency 
with which those in favor of membership spoke about the political aspects of the 
membership question. In many cases the character of these comments is quite 
different from that of the 1961 comments. In the early 1960s, political arguments 
used to justify a pro-membership position were most often expressed as non-
negative reasons. For example, speakers would argue that membership would not 
prevent Denmark from maintaining high social standards or that British 
membership would change the EC into an organization more politically acceptable 
to Danes. By contrast, in 1967 speakers from the Social Democratic, Conservative 
and Liberal Parties all argued in favor of membership for a positive political reason: 
membership would give Denmark influence over decisions that would have 
important impacts on the country's future. For the most part these were not 
substitutes for economic arguments in favor of membership, but complements to 
them. Thus, in 1967 and 1970 speakers from the Liberal and Conservative Parties 
argued that in addition to economic benefits, Denmark would benefit politically 
because the country would gain influence in the EC decision making process. 

Social Democrat Frode Jakobsen's speech in the 1967 debate is an interesting 
contrast to this pattern of emphasizing a combination of economic and political 
benefits. He dismissed the idea that the economic impacts of membership were 
decisive for the Danish economy, arguing instead that the more important 
consideration was the political consequences of joining the EC or staying out. On 
this point he was unambiguous in his insistence that EC membership was necessary 

11 In 1970, Radical Liberal spokesman Niels Helveg Petersen limited his remarks abo ut the economic 
consequences of membership to expressing concern about how to prevent an increase in land prices if 
Denmark joined the EC. His comments focused mainly on the possibility that membership would harm 
relations among the Nordic states, particularly if the Werner plan were adopted and implemented. He stated 
that the Party would make a decision about membership after negotiations were completed and on the basis 
of how they would impact on cooperation with Finland and Sweden (assuming Norway joined the EC). 
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because Denmark's fate would depend on decisions taken by the organization. He 
argued that given the impossibility of escaping fate, the best response was for 
Denmark to join the EC so that the country would be able to participate in shaping 
EC developments. 

The opponents of membership in the 1967 and 1970 debates were all members of 
parties to the left of the Social Democrats. In explaining their positions they 
emphasized the political aspects of EC membership. Four members of the Socialist 
People's Party participated in the 1967 debate. All four spoke out against the EC. 
Three of them emphasized that EC membership would destroy Danish sovereignty 
and prevent the country from adopting socialist policies to regulate the economy, 
control business and improve social standards. Aksel Larsen characterized the EC 
as a tight union with supranational institutions. Since the organization was 
unalterably opposed to socialism, joining it would make Danish socialist 
development impossible. Larsen also argued that the EC was an organization whose 
members had histories, trade policies and economies very different from Denmark's. 
This made it unlikely that it would adopt policies that satisfied Danish interests. Kai 
Moltke and Poul Dam made similar comments. Of the four Socialist People's Party 
speakers, only Aksel Larsen discussed the economic consequences of membership. 
He argued that the EC's protectionist policies would increase Danish industry's 
production costs and wipe out agriculture's competitive advantage based on low 
price production. Overall inflation would rise as a result of increased food and land 
prices. His conclusion was that there was no guarantee that it was in Denmark's 
economic interest to join. The decisive question was therefore the political 
consequences, and these were unambiguously negative. 

Those opposed to membership in 1970 made similar arguments. They argued that 
the EC was not good for the Danish economy, though it might be good for some 
monopoly capitalists. More importantly, however, they argued that membership 
would mean an almost total loss of Danish political power because of the 
supranationalist character of the EC. Denmark would lose its status as an 
independent country. Because the EC was run by the representatives of capitalists, 
Danish EC membership would make it impossible to implement socialist policies in 
Denmark. 

The debates from 1967 and 1970 support the argument that the EC question was 
not defined as an international/security issue in Denmark. Except in passing and in 
indirect terms, no speaker discussed membership or opposition to it in terms of 
Danish security. Some speakers, most notably those from the Radical Liberal Party, 
went so far as to state that they were opposed to making a link between security 
policy and EC membership. Others stressed that security policy would remain a 
NATO function and was therefore irrelevant to discussions of EC membership. 
Otherwise there were only a few scattered remarks about the extent to which EC 
cooperation was good for European security. These comments did not suggest that 
it was necessary for Denmark to join in order to reap these security benefits. 

103 



As in the early 1960s, the question of EC membership was defined as an 
economic and political issue. The economics of the question had to do with who 
would benefit and lose and how much. What was different in the 1967 and 1970 
debates was the extent to which supporters of membership had begun to express the 
economic consequences of membership in a more balanced way - arguing that there 
would be overall economic benefits but that there would also be problems that 
would require attention. The political arguments with regard to membership were 
about how much power Denmark had and how much it would have to give up to 
join the EC. In general, disagreement was between those who considered Denmark 
to have limited real power in contrast to formal sovereignty and those who viewed 
the Danish state as being able to act sovereignly. Those taking the former view 
tended to argue that membership would increase Danish influence in the making of 
EC policies, policies that would undoubtedly have important consequences for 
Denmark and Danes. The other group argued that giving up power was undesirable, 
especially because the EC was not politically or culturally similar to Denmark and 
could therefore not be expected to adopt the kinds of policies Danes preferred. 

Defining the EC/EU question in Norway 

In contrast to the situation in Denmark, between 1957 and 1961 no party or interest 
organization in Norway preferred EEC membership to staying out or, after 1959, to 
joining EFTA. When the British announced its intention to seek EEC membership, 
the interests of Norway's modern industrial sectors clashed with those of agriculture 
and fishing. Agriculture, heavily protected and producing exclusively for domestic 
consumption, was uninterested in EEC markets and opposed to joining any 
international organization, including the EEC, which required giving up Norwegian 
authority over the agriculture sector (Allen 1979). Much of the fishing industry 
produced for export, so fishermen were interested in toll-free access to EEC 
markets. However, they were unwilling accept the abandonment of existing 
Norwegian laws which limited access to coastal fishing areas to Norwegians. From 
the beginning they were wary of EEC membership out of fear that it would require 
giving up just such discriminatory legislation (Allen 1979). 

The question of whether Norway ought to join the EEC was further complicated 
by the fact that it arose before it was clear that membership was legal under the 
Norwegian constitution. The general question of what kind of international 
cooperation was compatible with national sovereignty arose in the post war period 
as a result of protracted debates about what forms of European cooperation were 
desirable and necessary for the promotion of peace and reconstruction. In order to 
avoid future constitutional controversies, the Danish Folketing passed a 
constitutional amendment (article 20) in 1953 stipulating the conditions under which 
power vested in Danish political institutions could be transferred to international 
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authorities. About the same time, four Storting members proposed a similar 
constitutional amendment, paragraph 93, to the Norwegian constitution (Ramberg 
1972). The issue was controversial, however, and the Storting put off debating it 
until 1956. In the vote following the debate the proposal was unanimously defeated 
(Ramberg 1972). 

The Foreign Affairs Committee reconsidered the proposal in 1960, first 
recommending that the Storting adopt paragraph 93, then, a few months later, 
calling on the Storting to reject it. The policy shift was prompted by non-socialist 
objections to both the scope of the proposal (the position of the Center Party in 
particular), and its voting rule (the objection of the Christian Democratic Party), 
which stipulated that authority could be transferred if 2/3 of Storting members 
supported such a proposal. As a result, when the British officially announced in 
1961 that they would seek membership in the EEC, the constitutional issues related 
to membership in international organizations had not been sorted out. The Storting 
finally passed paragraph 93 as an amendment to the Constitution in March 1962 
(Ramberg 1972, Allen 1979). This made it legal to transfer authority given under the 
Constitution to Norwegian political institutions, from these domestic bodies to 
international organizations. Its adoption did not, however, settle the specific 
question of whether any particular transfer of power was constitutional. The 
amendment restricted such transfers of authority to "functionally limited" areas. 
With regard to the question of EEC membership, some opponents argued that 
paragraph 93 was not applicable because it would lead to an unlimited transfer of 
authority. 

This background helps explain the character of the Norwegian debate about the 
EEC issue. Analysis of the Storting debates from May 1961 and April 196212 reveals 
the importance of economic and political arguments.13 

Trade Minister Skaug reviewed the EEC's goals and development plans in a 
report to the Storting in May 1961. He made no policy recommendation, saying only 
that Norway would have to make a decision about how to respond if Britain 
abandoned its efforts to forge a European-wide free trade area. He mentioned two 
policy options: membership and association. In the discussion that followed the 
Minister's statement virtually all speakers agreed that it was premature to come out 
in favor of one or the other option, and therefore limited their comments to a 
discussion of the basis upon which a decision ought to be made. Socialist Left Party 

12 The 1962 debate lasted 4 days and covers 337 pages in the Stortings o fficial record of debates. After 
the first two days of debate, speakers (with a few exceptions) were given only 10 minutes. During the last day 
speakers were limited to 5 and then 2 minutes. I have examined the first two days of the debate. This covers 
29 speeches (of which three were given by government ministers) plus comments and replies. While this 
represents only about 25 percent of the total number of speakers (130), it includes 54 percent of the debate as 
measured in terms of pages in the official written record of the debate. 

13 The quantitative analyses conducted by Heradstveit (1972) and Vefald (1972) supports this 
interpretation. For a discussion of it see the Appendix. 
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member Lovlien was the exception, arguing in favor of rejecting both membership 
and association. There was considerable agreement among the speakers that the 
decision should depend upon the economic and political consequences of the 
different options. There was disagreement as to what these consequences were likely 
to be. 

With regard to the potential economic impacts of EEC membership, whether a 
speaker was negative or positive was largely a function of which part of the economy 
he emphasized. Agriculture and the coastal fishing industries were expected to be 
harmed by EEC membership unless they were given permanent special treatment.14 

Not surprisingly, those who discussed the economic consequences of membership 
for these industries characterized it as potentially very costly in economic terms. 
Eight (of fourteen) speakers who mentioned the economic aspects of membership 
emphasized negative consequences. Seven of those emphasized the problems of 
Norwegian agriculture and coastal fishing in particular.15 

Among the eight there was also widespread concern voiced about the impact of 
foreign capital and equal right of establishment on the Norwegian economy. 
Sometimes such concerns were tied directly to agriculture and/or the fishing 
industry. Some speakers mentioned them more generally, with the most sweepingly 
negative economic evaluations coming from Socialist Left Party member Lovlien 
and Labor Party member Johannes Olsen. Both of them argued that membership 
would led to foreign control over the Norwegian economy, and that that would have 
negative consequences for all aspects of economic life, not just for agriculture and 
fishing. Lovlien argued that capitalists from bigger EEC states would take over the 
economy and that the EEC's common labor market would force down Norwegian 
wages. He also argued that big markets and free trade were not as important as some 
argued that they were, and that, in any case, it was necessary to look with suspicion 
on the EEC with its high toll barriers against outsiders. Johannes Olsen argued that 
EEC institutions would gain control over Norwegian economic life. This was 
particularly threatening for Norway because of its tradition of economic planning, 
something which had been especially influential in the creation of the agriculture, 
fishing and shipping industries. If Norwegian institutions lost their political 

14 As noted above, in the case of agriculture, under a system of free competition and common pricing 
and subsidies Norwegian farmers would not be able to compete with other EEC producers. The problem for 
the coastal fishing industry was the EEC's non-discrimination principle. Norwegian law prohibited foreigners 
from fishing within 12 miles of the Norwegian coast. While fishermen were interested in gaining toll-free 
access to the EEC markets, they were unwilling to give up their exclusive rights to the fishing stocks in the 
coastal regions to get it. 

15 As will be discussed below, it is not always easy to classify arguments about these sectors as economic 
or political. This is because the negative economic consequences of membership were linked to the fact that it 
would require giving up Norwegian agriculture and coastal fishing policies. I have classified the arguments as 
economic. This means that I may underestimate the political objections to membership linked to specific 
economic consequences. On the other hand, this risk is reduced by the fact that most opponents of 
membership also mentioned political arguments as well. 
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authority, these sectors were likely to suffer serious losses which would, in turn, 
harm the whole Norwegian economy. Olsen also noted that membership would give 
foreigners the same rights in Norway as Norwegians, and implied, without 
elaborating, that this could be expected to have a negative economic impact. 

Four speakers discussed the economic consequences of membership in a way that 
suggested that membership would be beneficial for the economy. They emphasized 
the fact that Norway was a trading nation and discussed the importance of open 
trade relations to the overall prosperity and development of the Norwegian 
economy. They argued that non-membership would be economically costly. Labor 
Party member Finn Moe linked the economic benefits of membership to 
participation in the EEC's large, rapidly developing market. Conservative Alv Kjos 
argued that a comparison of developments in EFTA and the EEC made it clear that 
the EEC encouraged a better use of economic resources and therefore produced 
significant production and trade benefits. Erling Wikborg of the Christian 
Democratic Party argued that modern technology was driving the creation of bigger 
markets and that if Norway resisted this trend then it would led to unacceptable 
declines in living standards. Less dramatically, Conservative Party member Erling 
Petersen said that while Norway would survive without membership, people ought 
be clear that there would be an economic price to pay. 

Views were also divided with regard to speakers' evaluations of the likely political 
consequences of membership. Those who argued that the political consequences 
would be positive (5 of 12 who discussed the political aspects) did so mainly on the 
grounds that Norway would gain influence in the EEC decision making process. 
Those who argued that the political consequences would be negative emphasized the 
supranational character of the EEC and the extent to which membership would 
mean a transfer of decision making authority to an international organization with 
values and policies quite different from Norway's. Socialist Left Party member 
Lovlien argued that membership would mean a broad, general transfer of political 
authority from Norway to the EEC. Labor representative Johannes Olsen 
emphasized political authority over economic life in particular. More narrowly, 
Liberal Party member Helge Seip worried about the transfer of authority over trade 
policy, while Center Party member Hans Borgen mentioned veterinary regulations. 

The Government did not officially announce its support for membership 
negotiations or request Storting approval to apply for membership until the spring 
1962, eight months after Britain and Denmark had applied (Allen 1979). The 
Storting debate about the issue took place over several days, from April 25 to the 
28th, and was based on a report from the Committee for Foreign and Constitutional 
Affairs. It included a majority opinion in favor of membership and two minority 
opinions. The "larger minority" called for association. The smaller one, composed of 
the Socialist Left Party's two Storting representatives, supported the negotiation of a 
trade agreement. 

The Storting debate of the report on April 25 and 26 was similar to the Danish 
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Folketing discussion that preceded its vote to approve membership negotiations in 
the sense that speakers argued for or against membership on the basis of economic 
and political considerations. In other respects, however, the two debates were quite 
different. The Norwegian debate was not held in an extraordinary session and took 
place only after the relevant Storting Committee had studied the issue and prepared 
a report. In addition, while the Folketing decision to approve the Danish application 
for membership in 1961 was preceded by a debate in which eleven members spoke, 
130 members participated in the Storting debate preceding the April 1962 vote 
(Heradstveit 1972). In general it is more difficult in the Norwegian case to say 
whether economic or political considerations were more important for the 
opponents of membership because the two were so closely linked in arguments 
against it. Another difference is that the Norwegian debate reveals that several 
parties, including Labor, the Liberals and the Christian People's Party were split on 
the issue (Heradstveit 1972). 

Of the 16 speakers who supported membership, 11 linked their position to the 
economic aspects of the question.16 Most of them stated their positions in positive 
terms. They stressed that membership would be economically beneficial. Unlike the 
Danish debate, in which economic arguments tended to be discussed in terms of 
more immediate market access, Norwegian proponents of membership tended to 
link the economic benefits of membership to more general considerations such as 
the long term benefits of a big, dynamic market and a well developed global division 
of labor. 

Three speakers who supported membership discussed the economic impacts in 
not negative terms. That is, they argued that membership was acceptable because it 
would not harm the economy or particular economic sectors. These statements were 
clearly responses to charges from opponents of membership who argued that 
Norway could not join the EEC for economic reasons. Of the ten opponents of 
membership, nine emphasized the serious economic costs that membership would 
bring about. Not surprisingly, most of them mentioned fishing and agriculture in 
particular. They linked economic losses to the incompatibility of the Norwegian 
political order (i.e. its rules, regulations and subsidies) that supported these sectors 
and the political order embodied in the Treaty of Rome (free market capitalism). 

Opponents of membership thus drew a logical link between the economic and 
political aspects of EEC membership. Seven of them argued that membership meant 
giving up decision making authority. They argued that the development of the 
Norwegian economy was based on planning and political decision making. If 
Norway lost its political decision making authority to an organization whose 
principles (and therefore decisions) were very different from Norway's, it would 

16 Three government ministers also called for membership during the first two days of debate. They all 
made economic arguments in favor of membership, and two of them (the Prime Minister and the Foreign 
Minister) also made positive political arguments in favor of joining. 
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destroy the economy. According to opponents of membership, the free play of 
market forces that the Treaty of Rome characterized as the driving force for 
economic development and prosperity were a threat to the viability of major 
Norwegian industries. 

The overall logic of the opponents' argument is best understood as integrated. 
The Rome Treaty espoused economic principles at odds with those upon which the 
Norwegian economy was based. The Treaty also created supranational institutions to 
pass policies reflecting these principles. Joining the EEC would therefore mean that 
Norway would be forced to give up decision making authority over numerous policy 
areas and to adopt policies based on Treaty principles. These policies would ruin the 
Norwegian economy, but Norway would be powerless to do anything. The policies 
would be forced on Norway by non-Norwegians firmly committed to them and in 
control of the EEC decision making apparatus. 

Not surprisingly, proponents of membership argued that joining would not mean 
a significant transfer of political decision making authority from Norway to the 
EEC. Some argued that the EEC did not really operate very differendy from other 
international organizations that Norway had already joined. They argued that 
membership would not greatly limit Norway's ability to adopt policies quite different 
from those adopted by other member states. More positively, they argued in favor of 
membership on the grounds that it would increase Norway's influence over 
important developments by giving it a role in the EEC decision making process. 
Conservative Party member Edvard Hambro, Labor Party member Olaf Watnebryn 
and Einar Hareide of the Christian People's Party all argued that membership would 
actually protect sovereignty and independence by giving Norway a role in the EEC 
decision making process. According to them, the alternative was formal sovereignty, 
an abstract principle that denied Norway the opportunity to participate in important 
policy making in Europe. 

Turning to the question of the role of international/security considerations with 
regard to EEC membership, it is necessary to draw a distinction between general 
comments about the EEC's impacts on international relations and the question of 
whether membership or non-membership was linked to Norwegian security policy 
in particular. Ten of the 26 members who spoke during the first two days of the 
EEC debate discussed the EEC's impact on or role in international relations. Two 
opponents of membership argued - clearly in response to comments from 
proponents — that the EEC was an example of bloc building and as such could not 
be called a force for peace. In a similar vein, Socialist Finn Gustavsen argued that 
the EEC was trying to become a superpower and was therefore a threat to 
international security. In response to Gustavsen, Prime Minister Gerhardsen argued 
that international tension was not a product of the EEC which, to the contrary, was 
beneficial to the maintenance of peace in Western European. Labor representative 
Jakob Petterson supported Gerhardsen, pointing out that one of the EEC's main 
goals was to eliminate the possibility of war in Western Europe. 
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Foreign Minister Lange and Conservative Alv Kj0S linked Norway's relationship 
with the EEC more directly to Norwegian security. Lange said that EEC 
membership would not raise any problems with regard to Norwegian security policy 
and Kjos noted that non-membership would harm Norwegian security policy 
because it would weaken its ties with its military allies and pull Norway towards the 
East. He also argued that it would isolate Norway from NATO members by keeping 
it out of important decision making fora in which all other European NATO 
members took part. The only comment specifically about security policy from an 
opponent of membership came from Center Party Leader Per Borton who argued 
that membership would harm Norway's security by making the country less self-
sufficient. 

Overall, it can be concluded that the Storting debates of May 1961 and April 1962 
show that (as in Denmark) the EEC question was very much a matter of the impact 
of membership on the Norwegian economy and political authority. In general it was 
not defined by either proponents or opponents as largely an international/security 
issue.17 No one argued that Norwegian security in particular would be directly 
enhanced or undermined by Norway's relations with the EEC. On the other hand, 
many speakers classified the EEC as either a good or bad influence on global or 
European relations, and therefore good or bad from the point of view of 
international tension and/or cooperation. 

An examination of the Storting's 1970 fall foreign policy debate in November 
1970 (together with Vefald's (1972) qualitative analysis of the June debate), provides 
evidence that eight years after the 1962 debate the EC membership question was still 
defined largely in political and economic terms.18 The debate took place after the EC 
had released the Werner and Davignon reports on economic and monetary union 
and foreign policy cooperation and about one month after the EEC's adoption a 
common fisheries policy based on the principle of non-discriminatory access to 
members' fishing waters (Allen 1979). Given that Norway's domestic fisheries 
policies was based on discriminatory access - foreigners were prohibited from 
fishing within 12 miles of the Norwegian coast - the EC policy was seen as a direct 
threat to both the country's coastal fishing industry and all communities whose 
economic life was based on it. The policy was adopted without Norwegian input 
despite the fact that Norway had already applied for membership and had expressed 
clear interest in the fisheries policy question. It is hardly surprising that its adoption 
was seen by many as an illustration of the fact that EC member states had little 
respect for Norway's interests — even vital ones. Nor is it surprising that the fate of 

17 These conclusions are supported Heradstveit's quantitative analysis of the whole debate. See 
Appendix. 

18 The following discussion is limited to those speakers who discussed the EC. As it was a general foreign 
policy debate many did not. I have not conducted a qualitative analysis of the June 1970 debate. I reanalyzed 
the quantitative analysis d one by Vefald (1972) and determined that it supports the argument that the EC 
question was dominated by economic and political arguments. See Appendix. 
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Norway's fishing industry was mentioned repeatedly in the debate. Overall the 
debate suggested that the question of EC membership hinged, to a very great degree, 
on whether Norway could get exemptions from both the EC fisheries policy and the 
CAP. 

Of the 37 speakers who discussed the EC during the foreign policy debate, 31 
took up the economic aspects of membership. Sixteen discussed political/policy 
aspects of membership. Eight mentioned international/security considerations. With 
regard to the economic arguments, ten speakers made neutral comments. That is, 
they did not evaluate the impacts of membership or non-membership on the 
Norwegian economy in terms of its potential benefits or costs. Most typically these 
speakers acknowledged that there was broad agreement that agriculture and fishing 
had to be protected. If negotiations produced a treaty that did not do so then EC 
membership was impossible. This similarity aside, a distinction can be made between 
those who, having made such a comment, went on to speak favorably about the EC 
and those who were more critical or wary. Four of the ten made no other comments 
about the EC. Another two voiced additional concerns or reservations linked to 
political authority considerations. The remaining four argued that Norway would 
benefit from membership. The most positive of these was Labor Party 
representative Knut Frydenlund. He argued that sovereignty could not be protected 
by rejecting EC membership and that in the face of declining US commitment to the 
security of Europe, Western European cooperation needed to be strengthened. 

Of the remaining 21 economic arguments, 11 emphasized the benefits of EC 
membership. Two were stated in negative terms, that EC membership would not be 
harmful. The others argued that membership would be beneficial. Six emphasized 
industry and exports. One argued specifically that given the importance of exporting 
for the fishing industry membership was also in its interest. The other two pro-
economic arguments emphasized that the agriculture and fishing industries needed 
EC membership insofar as they would be harmed if the rest of the Norwegian 
economy suffered as a result of non-membership. Unsurprisingly, the negative 
economic arguments were for the most part (eight of ten) linked to the special 
characteristics of Norwegian fishing and agriculture. 

The political authority arguments made in 1970 are familiar from the early 1960s. 
Nine were statements linking membership to greater real influence in decision 
making processes. Those opposed to membership argued that joining the EC would 
mean giving up Norwegian decision making authority and autonomy. 
International/security arguments were raised by six speakers. All supported 
Norway's membership application. Liberal Helge Seip and Labor representative 
Knut Frydenlund argued that the cooperation proposed in the Davignon Report did 
not involve any form of cooperation different from that which Norway already 
engaged in in other international organizations. Conservative Party speakers Kåre 
Willoch and Lars Platou and Labor Party representative Martha Johannessen linked 
West European cooperation to the goal of promoting peace in Europe. Only one of 
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the international/security statements was directly linked to Norwegian security 
policy in particular. This comment came from Labor representative Knut 
Frydenlund and stressed the fact that the US would not be as interested in 
guaranteeing European security in coming years as it had been in the past. Given 
this, Europeans would be required to bear more responsibility for its own security. 

Turning to the most recent period, after the failed effort to join the EC in the 
1972, it was 20 years before the Storting again formally addressed the question.19 

The Storting debated the question of applying for membership on November 19, 
1992. The debate was followed by a vote which was won by proponents of 
membership 104 to 55. All 11 Center Party members and all 17 Socialist Left 
members voted against, as did 15 Labor Party members and 12 of 14 representatives 
of the Christian People's Party. An examination of the debate shows that once again 
the question of Norway's relations to the EU was argued on the basis of economic 
and political considerations. Fifteen of 28 speakers in favor of membership (as well 
as government ministers) argued that it would improve Norway's ability to make 
political decisions critical to the country's future. Nine of sixteen speakers opposed 
to membership emphasized the loss of political authority Norway would suffer as a 
result of EU membership. 

Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland, speaking to the Storting about Norway 
and the EU, emphasized that the EU's rules and future decisions would have 
important consequences for the country regardless of whether or not it was a 
member. She argued that refusing membership would limit Norway's freedom of 
action rather than increase it. She called on the Storting to accept the fact that the 
best way to promote Norwegian interests in an interdependent world was to 
participate in all decision making fora in which important international initiatives 
were taken and decisions made. This obviously included the EU. 

The Prime Minister's argument about the importance of participation was echoed 
by speakers from the Labor, Conservative and Progressive Parties. Labor 
representative Kjell Borgen argued that Norway's future was linked to Europe's, 
which would in important ways be determined by the EU. Membership would give 
Norway the opportunity to exercise influence and promote policies compatible with 
Norwegian interests and values. He stressed that EU member states placed high 
value on the organization because it gave them a forum in which European 
problems like unemployment, environmental destruction, poverty, and warfare 
could be more effectively addressed. 

Conservative Party spokesman Kaci Kulman Five argued that protecting 
Norwegian interests required getting as much influence as possible. Joining the EU 
was a way to enhance the country's influence. Arguing directly against those opposed 
to membership, she claimed that rejecting the EU would not protect democracy. 

19 The Storting took up the matter of Norway's relationship to the EC in June 1988. No one called for 
membership, though Conservative Kaci Kullmann Five predicted that the question would arise after 1992. 
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Rather, it would mean giving up the opportunity to participate in the making of 
decisions that would affect the country. She dismissed arguments that the opponents 
of membership were fighting to protect Norwegian freedom of decision making on 
the grounds that small states have little real freedom in conditions of 
interdependence. Finally, Progressive Party member Fridtjof Gundersen, echoing 
the other pro-membership speakers, argued that membership would increase 
Norwegian sovereignty and freedom of action by enabling Norway to participate in 
decision making. He also argued that when Norway - as an EU member — was 
represented by the EU Commission in international economic organizations, it 
would give Norway a greater voice than it had as a small state speaking on its own. 

Fifteen Labor Party representatives took part in the debate. Twelve spoke in 
favor of membership. Of particular importance to this group was the political 
authority aspect of membership. They argued that membership would give Norway 
a chance to influence developments in Europe and to regain political control over 
forces that could not be tamed by national action. They emphasized that failing to 
join would not shield Norway from EU decisions. It would create a situation in 
which Norway would be forced to adjust to policies that it had had no part in 
developing. Labor representatives argued that the EU ought to be seen as a new 
instrument for achieving traditional leftist and Norwegian goals. As such the EU was 
indispensable insofar as these were becoming unattainable with old (national) 
instruments in the face of the emergence of transnational forces outside the control 
of national authorities. Conservative and Progressive Party speakers made similar 
arguments. 

In contrast, speakers from the Socialist Left, Center and Christian People's Parties 
argued that membership would mean a loss of Norwegian political authority. Eric 
Solheim, Leader of the Socialist Left Party, argued that membership would transfer 
power from Norway to Brussels, thereby undermining Norway's democratic 
tradition. He mentioned in particular that membership meant the loss of authority 
over economic policy, which would be turned over to a central bank beyond the 
control of elected representatives. Christian People's Party representative Kåre 
Gjonnes also argued that membership would involve transferring decision making 
authority to the EU. He mentioned a number of policy areas where Norway would 
lose authority including security, agriculture, fisheries, trade, tax and economic 
policy. Center Party Leader Anne Enger Lahnstein argued that the EU was 
developing into a union whose ultimate goal was the creation of a new state. It was 
committed to establishing a common defense, bank and currency. It maintained 
policies with regard to fisheries and agriculture, trade, and transport. It sought the 
elimination of borders and the implementation of majority decision making over 
more and more policy areas. Lahnstein argued that EU membership was 
incompatible with Center's commitment to democratic rule and Norwegian freedom 
of action. All three speakers (Solheim, Gjonnes and Lahnstein) agreed that 
international cooperation was necessary but argued that intergovernmental 
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organizations based on cooperation among independent states were sufficient for 
promoting common interests. 

In general, opponents of membership from the Christian People's Party argued 
against it on the grounds that it would mean adopting common policies on a wide 
range of issues, from foreign and security policy to alcohol policy. They also 
mentioned CAP, fisheries, trade and tax policy. In contrast, speakers from the 
Socialist Left and Center Parties tended to frame the issue of authority in terms of 
their ideological commitment to democracy rather than to control over particular 
policy areas. Four speakers from the Socialist Left Party argued that EC membership 
threatened Norway's tradition of popular rule because it meant transferring power to 
Brussels and because the EU was committed to creating an independent central 
bank with authority to set economic policy for the whole community. 

Speakers from the Center Party characterized the EU as developing into a new 
state. It was committed to establishing a common defense policy, a central bank and 
its own currency. These were classic symbols of statehood. They argued that the 
system of governing in the EU was based on a concentration of power and lobbying 
which only the wealthy could afford. They characterized the EU decision making 
process as closed and EU leaders as uninterested in making decisions that reflected 
the views and attitudes of the population. Finally, they argued that regardless of what 
EU elites said, they had no commitment to the principle of subsidiarity supposedly 
intended protect and extend local decision making authority. 

The economic aspects of membership were also discussed broadly during the 
debate. As was true in previous debates, many speakers mentioned agriculture and 
fisheries, at least in passing.20 Pro-membership speakers from all parties took the 
position that the EU was willing to negotiate a treaty of accession that would 
safeguard agriculture. A number of them supported this claim with statements from 
EU officials which, they argued, provided evidence that EU negotiators were 
prepared to find a way to accommodate the special agriculture conditions common 
to the Nordic region. Others argued that the EU would be forced to accommodate 
Norway if it negotiated at the same time as Finland and Sweden because all three 
states had similar problems. This common front gave their claims for special 
treatment increased legitimacy because they could be shown to be more than narrow 
interests. 

With regard to the fishing industry, proponents of membership sometimes argued 
that membership would benefit the industry by giving it completely free access to its 
biggest market. They pointed out that this would make it impossible for the EU to 
discriminate against Norway through the use of anti-dumping measures. Given this 
certainty, membership would create incentives for investment, thus encouraging the 
development of processing industries which would benefit peripheral fishing 

20 A government report on the EU had made it clear that agriculture w ould suffer both unemployment 
and revenue losses if Norway were forced to adopt the CAP. 
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communities. Finally, pro-membership speakers also suggested that the government 
would be successful in its efforts to convince the EU that foreigners had to be kept 
out of Norwegian territorial waters. 

Proponents of membership mentioned the general economic advantages of 
joining less frequently than the often negatively formulated arguments that 
membership was good policy because it would not hurt agriculture and fishing. This 
tended to make their economic arguments seem less central to their position taking 
than political/policy and, in some cases, international/security arguments. This is 
particularly true for Conservative speakers. Except for not negative comments about 
fisheries, they did not rest the case for membership on economic arguments. There 
were, however, many scattered statements that Norwegian industry needed EU 
membership in order to guarantee that it would receive equal treatment in the vital 
EU market. Government ministers and Progressive Party representatives also argued 
that the close cooperation on economic and monetary policy that would come about 
as a result of membership was a prerequisite for successful action to combat 
unemployment. The Prime Minister likened EU cooperation in this regard to the 
Bretton Woods system which had provided a stable international framework within 
which states built welfare societies and achieved full employment. Progressive Party 
representatives argued that when states had their own economic and monetary 
policies they got varying levels of inflation, speculation and currency instability — all 
of which were harmful to business, which thrived in conditions of predictability and 
stability. 

Not surprisingly, opponents of membership argued that joining the EU would 
hurt the economy. Labor Party speakers argued that common currency and 
monetary policy would lead to higher unemployment in Norway because EU 
member states were willing to sacrifice employment to achieve low inflation and 
balanced budgets. They also argued that membership would force Norway to make 
significant cuts in social spending, which would lead to greater economic inequality. 
Socialist Left speakers emphasized that the implementation of the single market in 
the EU had led to a loss of jobs and would have the same impact in Norway. Both 
Socialist Left and Center Party speakers argued that membership would harm the 
economy by undermining Norwegian industry. It was not only weaker than EU 
industry, but also disadvantaged due to its distance from major markets. Finally, all 
those opposed to membership refuted the claim that the EU was willing to work out 
agreements that would protect Norwegian agriculture and fishing. 

International/security aspects of Norway's EU policy were important 
considerations for some of the speakers in the 1992 debate. Such concerns 
dominated speeches by Conservative Party Leader Kaci Kullmann Five and her 
predecessor, Jan Syse. More than anything else, they build their case for membership 
with reference to Norwegian security needs. They argued that security matters had 
expanded to include ethnic conflicts, economic cleavages, fragile democracies and 
domestic instability in Russia. They emphasized that security could no longer be 
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promoted exclusively though the use of military policy and NATO membership and 
that EU membership was a complement to Norway's security policy. They argued 
that the EU approach to security was to turn enemies into friends, a method that 
had proven successful and needed to be extended by widening the EU to include as 
many states as possible. 

The two also argued that membership was important because NATO's future was 
unclear, in particular because it was possible that NATO would lose its central 
position in the European security order. If it did and Norway failed to join the 
successors to NATO — the EU and WEU — the result would be isolation. The most 
problematic consequence of this, they argued, was that it would leave Norway to 
face Russia on its own. This was a security situation which Norwegian policy had 
always sought to avoid. Norway had opted for NATO membership during the cold 
war to ensure that Norwegian-Russian relations were multilateral in character. In the 
post cold war period, whatever happened with NATO, new security problems 
outside of NATO's area of competence threatened to become Norwegian-Russian 
security problems. To avoid having these them turn into bilateral ones between a 
superpower and a small peripheral state, Norway had to join the EU. Doing so 
would make the EU the proper forum for dealing with any Norwegian-Russian 
problems that might arise. 

Progressive Party speaker Fridtjof Gundersen also discussed the importance of 
EU membership for Norwegian security. He noted that Europe was too weak to 
take international action if not led by the US. With the US reducing its presence in 
Europe, this was a dangerous situation that had to be corrected. Gundersen argued 
that small states in particular had no hope of single-handedly repelling an aggressor 
and therefore had to press for the creation of strong European institutions capable 
of taking decisive foreign and security policy. 

Some opponents of membership also mentioned security, though more in an 
effort to refute proponents claims than in support of their own position. They 
rejected the argument that Norway would increase its security if it joined the EU. 
Christian People's Party Leader Kjell Bondevik argued that Norwegian security 
depended on strong transatlantic ties, particularly NATO and the US commitment 
to the Northern flank. Those who favored a European defense policy as a substitute 
for NATO, or as a way to reduce the US role in Europe, were actually promoting 
developments that would weaken Norwegian security. Bondevik emphasized that 
Norway's security had nothing to do with its EU policy. The latter would be best 
served by a US commitment to Europe via NATO and by the development of the 
NACC and the strengthening of the CSCE. Bondevik's conclusion, not surprisingly, 
was that security considerations did not speak in favor of Norwegian membership. 
Center Party representatives said relatively little about security, but the comments 
they did make suggested that they evaluated Norway's security needs in ways similar 
to Bondevik. However they also echoed comments made by Socialist Left 
representatives that EU efforts to develop common foreign and security policies and 
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a common defense were threatening developments from an international point of 
view because they amounted to the creation of a new power bloc. The European 
bloc might well engage in unacceptable actions outside Europe in the name of 
protecting its "sphere of influence", thereby dragging Norway into situations of 
international tension and conflict. 

Overall, the November 1992 debate reveals that the EU membership question in 
the early 1990s remained very much an issue of political authority and economic 
considerations for both proponents of membership and opponents. The debate 
clearly reveals that the two continued to be intertwined, particulary for opponents. 
The negative economic consequences of membership were linked to EU policies 
with regard to agriculture and fishing in particular, and support for free market 
forces, low inflation and balanced budgets over employment in general. The 
question was defined as an international/security issue by prominent Conservatives 
and Progressive Party Leader Fridtjof Gundersen. On the other hand, 35 of the 44 
speakers who participated in the debate did not discuss the question in terms of 
international/security implications. 

Defining the EC/EU question in Sweden 

Riksdag debates from the 1960s, 1970s and late 1980s provide clear evidence that — 
in contrast to Denmark and Norway — the EC/EU membership question has been 
very much an international/security issue. It has been directly linked to Sweden's 
security policy — i.e. neutrality, or more precisely, alliance freedom in peace aimed at 
maintaining neutrality in time of war. There are no treaties specifying how a neutral 
state is to act in peacetime; no set of rules that proscribe the kind of foreign policy a 
neutral state should conduct (Dohlman 1989). For this reason analysis of foreign 
policy questions in Sweden often involve an explicit consideration of what impact 
various actions can be expected to have on the country's neutrality policy. The 
concept of credibility has been critically important in such evaluations (Åström 
1990). This is interpreted to mean that Sweden cannot take any action that might 
undermine its ability to remain neutral in the event of armed conflict, or that might 
lead potential enemies and allies to doubt that Sweden is firmly committed to 
neutrality.21 In general this has meant that Sweden must protect its independence, 
defined in terms of maintaining a strong defense and an economic structure capable 
of sustaining the country in the event of a blockade (Åström 1990). In this light it is 
hardly surprising that the question of the country's relationship to the EC/EU was 
seen as an international/security policy issue in Sweden. Riksdag discussions of the 

21 In practice credibility means that no state doubts Sweden's willingness and ability to resist threats and 
or attacks on its territory and that "none of the great powers [have] any r eason to believe or to hope that 
[Sweden] is secretly willing to help it in case of war" (Åström 1989:16). 
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EC/EU in 1961, the early 1970s and after 1988 (see Table 5.1 for a list of debates) 
strongly support the conclusion that membership was very much an issue of what 
was compatible with neutrality policy. 

The Riksdag's EEC debate in 1961 took place on October 25. Of the 45 
members from both chambers who spoke during the debate, 31 discussed the 
international/security implications of membership. The emphasis was on the EEC's 
impact on Swedish security policy in particular rather than general statements about 
the EEC and its impact on global tension and cooperation. An almost equal number 
(29) discussed economic aspects of Sweden's relationship to the EC. A much smaller 
number (twelve) discussed the political/politics aspects of the question. With regard 
to security aspects, parties' positions were in keeping with positions taken several 
months prior to the debate. The Government had announced on August 22, 1961 
that membership in the EEC was out of the question because of its incompatibility 
with neutrality policy. Liberal and Conservative Party leaders had responded by 
arguing that Sweden might be able to combine the two (membership and neutrality) 
by negotiating special protocols exempting Sweden from membership 
responsibilities that might be harmful to neutrality policy (Miljan 1977). On the last 
day of August, the Center Party had come out in favor of the government's position 
(Miljan 1977). 

In the October debate every speaker in both chambers echoed his/her party's 
position. Social Democratic, Socialist and Center Party representatives emphasized 
the incompatibility of neutrality policy and EEC membership. Liberals and 
Conservative Party representatives argued that the question of compatibility could 
only be settled in negotiations with the EEC. In one respect there was agreement. 
Nobody claimed that neutrality and membership were unproblematically compatible. 
That is, at a minimum all were in agreement that under some conditions 
membership was not compatible with neutrality policy. This being so, an evaluation 
of it from the point of view of neutrality was necessary. 

The debate opened with a statement by the Government (read by Trade Minster 
Lange in the second chamber and Prime Minister Erlander in the first). It argued 
that the question facing Sweden, given its economic dependence on European free 
trade, was what kind of agreements the country could make without compromising 
neutrality policy. The Government summarized the demands of neutrality policy in 
several points. The country had to retain the authority to conduct its own trade 
policy. It had to maintain a production capacity that would enable the country to 
survive a blockade. Sweden had to retain the authority and capacity to exercise 
freedom of action if war broke out. One implication of this was that Sweden could 
not turn over any significant amount of decision making authority to supranational 
organizations. Neutrality also required that Sweden retain the right to nullify treaty 
obligations by dissolving treaties. Lange and Erlander argued that EEC membership 
clashed with all of these demands. It would transfer trade policy decision making 
from Stockholm to Brussels. The economic consequences would likely be a 

118 



weakening of economic preparedness. It would tie Sweden to an organization 
committed to supranational decision making and to deepening and broadening 
cooperation to include foreign and defense policy. Finally, there were no provisions 
in the Treaty of Rome for withdrawing from the organization. The government's 
conclusion was that membership was clearly incompatible with neutrality. The 
country could have one or the other, but not both. Thus, for reasons of security 
membership had to be ruled out. 

All Social Democratic and Center Party representatives agreed with the 
government's evaluation of the situation. Speaking in the first chamber, Social 
Democrat Carl Albert Anderson noted that the Government's only error had been 
not stating earlier and more emphatically that membership and neutrality were 
incompatible. Several other Social Democrats, including Finance Minister Gunnar 
Sträng and LO Chief Arne Gei jer no ted that it was impossible to imagine that the 
two could be compatible given the stated political goals of the EEC . 

Center Party Leader Hedlund echoed the government's argument about the 
consequences of EEC membership, noting that it would mean the loss of trade 
policy autonomy, a reduction in economic self-sufficiency and the acceptance of 
ambitious political goals. Even applying for membership under these conditions 
would weaken neutrality policy because it would be a signal to the world that 
Sweden was willing to consider abandoning security policy under certain 
circumstances. He and other Center Party representatives noted that membership in 
the EEC had been unanimously rejected as incompatible with neutrality until the 
British announced that it would apply. Only then did the Liberal and Conservative 
Parties begin arguing that Sweden ought to seek membership. The British policy 
shift had not been caused by changes in the EEC's structure or goals, nor could its 
membership be expected to bring about such changes. The obvious implication was 
that Britain's policy switch changed nothing as far as Swedish security interests were 
concerned. Center Party representatives Nils G. Hansson and Johannes Antonsson 
both argued that even though it did not have any formal ties to NATO or any 
military competence, the EEC was an instrument of the Atlantic pact and thus 
intimately connected to NATO. It was not credible that expanding the EEC by 
admitting three new NATO members — Britain, Denmark and Norway — would 
change this. 

Center Party representatives also frequently mentioned the importance of 
Sweden's agriculture sector for credible neutrality policy. This provides an 
interesting comparison with Norway, where the fate of agriculture was also used to 
argue against EEC membership. The fate of agriculture in Norway was not linked to 
the issue of security, but to social and economic issues. In Sweden those Riksdag 
members who raised the issue of the impact of membership on agriculture linked it 
directly to security considerations. To undermine agriculture was to undermine 
neutrality because without significant self-sufficiency in the production of food, it 
would be impossible for Sweden to survive a blockade and very difficult not to 
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become vulnerable to demands from the state or states on which Sweden was 
dependent for food. 

Left Party representatives rejected not only membership but also an application 
for association. Unlike the Government and Social Democratic and Center Party 
representatives, they argued that neutrality was incompatible with any tie to the EEC 
on the grounds that the organization was the economic arm of an aggressive Atlantic 
alliance. They did not explain incompatibility in terms of the general goals and 
structure of the EEC.22 K. Gustav Johansson, for example, called an application for 
membership the first step down a path leading to the aggressive Atlantic pact. L. 
Gunnar Öhman (1st chamber) characterized the claim that membership was 
compatible with neutrality as "grotesque". 

Liberal and Conservative Party members rejected these arguments. They argued 
that it was unclear whether membership and neutrality were compatible. Speaking in 
the 2nd chamber directly after Trade Minister Lange, Liberal Leader Bertil Ohlin 
argued that the question of compatibility depended on what a country bound itself 
to when it signed the Treaty of Rome. He noted that the Treaty did not create any 
military obligations. It did limit trade policy freedom, which he admitted might be 
incompatible with neutrality policy. He argued that the reasonable response was to 
try to negotiate exceptions to problematic parts of the Treaty. The best approach 
vis-à-vis the EEC was to apply for membership with the stated goal of negotiating 
special protocols exempting Sweden from those parts of the Treaty that came into 
conflict with its security policy. If the negotiating process did not produce the 
desired exceptions, Sweden could then reject membership in favor of association. 
Conservative Party Leader Gunnar Heckscher made much the same argument, 
noting that all EEC member states had special protocols exempting them from 
specific Treaty provisions. He argued that most relevant for Sweden was West 
Germany's right to conduct its own trade policy in Eastern Europe. Heckscher 
argued that this was significant from a Swedish point of view, because only the 
common trade policy provision of the Treaty of Rome created problems for 
neutrality policy. If Sweden could be granted an exception from it, then membership 
and neutrality would be compatible. 

Both Ohlin and Heckscher sought to differentiate the EEC, created by the Treaty 
of Rome, from the Bonn Declaration, negotiated and signed by EEC member states 
outside of the institutional context of the EEC in 1961. In the Declaration the 
member states pledged to extend their political cooperation into the fields of foreign 
and defense policy. The Government and the Social Democratic, Center and Leftist 
Parties used this as evidence of the incompatibility of membership and neutrality. 
Ohlin and Heckscher argued the opposite. The Bonn Declaration made clear that 

22 Those Social Democratic and Center Party speakers who mentioned the link b etween the EEC and 
NATO did not characterize the latter as aggressive, thus distinguishing their arguments from the more fiery 
Leftist ones. 
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such efforts would be pursued in non-EEC fora via the creation of separate, 
intergovernmental institutions. These efforts were therefore irrelevant to the 
question of EEC membership. 

All Liberal and Conservative speakers who discussed the security implications of 
the EEC membership question agreed with their party leaders that whether or not 
neutrality and membership were compatible depended on the terms of an eventual 
treaty of accession. The question could only be answered by conducting 
membership negotiations in order to discover what was possible. Seven of the 16 
Conservative members who made speeches and five of the Liberals made similar 
statements. In addition, two Conservative speakers argued that agricultural 
preparedness and hence neutrality would be harmed if Sweden wound up on the 
wrong side of an EEC toll barrier. This argument, made by Carl Eskilsson in the 
first chamber and E. Einar Haeggblom in the second, was based on the fact that 
Sweden exported agriculture products. Eskils son and Hseggblom noted that if 
Sweden lost its export markets then producers would be forced to reduce their 
output which would mean a decline in productive capacity. 

The speakers' comments regarding the economics of the EEC question also 
varied according to political party. Liberal and Conservative Party members argued 
that winding up outside an EEC toll barrier would be a terrible blow to the 
economy. Nine of the 16 Conservative speakers discussed the negative economic 
consequences that could be expected; five of the seven Liberals did so. Some argued 
in general terms that it would undermine the competitiveness of export industries, 
reduce investment and encourage capital flight — all of which would led to higher 
levels of unemployment and a lower standard of living. Others emphasized the 
importance of equal treatment in EEC markets for all Swedish firms, even smaller 
ones and craft industries producing mainly for the domestic market. Liberal Party 
member R. Stig Stefansson, for example, argued that such enterprises could not 
benefit from a situation which harmed Sweden's export industries, because small 
industries needed the latter as export earners and buyers. They often sold their 
products to exporters, and this demand would decline if the exporters suffered as a 
result of discrimination in EEC markets. Similar arguments were made by 
Conservatives A. Tage Magnusson and Hans Nordgren. 

Social Democratic and Center Party representatives took a more skeptical view 
with regard to the economic consequences of rejecting EEC membership. Several of 
them argued that industry organization reports about the huge costs of being outside 
the EEC market had little to do with reality. All t hose who discussed the economic 
aspects of EEC membership from these two parties attacked the economic 
arguments made by members of the other two. None of them questioned the 
wisdom of free trade, but some directly attacked claims that trade barriers would 
pose a serious risk to Swedish export industries. Social Democratic Party member G. 
Tore Bengtsson argued that toll barriers did not determine competitiveness. He was 
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echoed by LO23 Chief (and social democrat) Arne Gei jer who noted that trade did 
not stop just because there were tolls. 

Other Social Democrats and Center Party representatives used a different kind of 
economic argument. They emphasized that close relations with the EEC would have 
drawbacks. While acknowledging that the overall benefits of close cooperation were 
greater than the costs of being left out, Social Democrat Hans Gustafsson stated that 
among the disadvantages of close cooperation were higher import costs and more 
difficulty in trade relations with non-EEC states. Both Hans Hagnell and Arne 
Geijer argued that any relationship that included free capital movement would harm 
the economy. Two Center Party representatives, Ferdinand Nilsson and Torsten 
Andersson, argued that even association was likely to hurt small and medium-sized 
firms. Lars Eliasson (C) argued that any agreement that led to increased foreign 
ownership could harm the economy. Torsten Bengtson (C) argued that the costs of a 
close relationship with the EEC included adjusting to new competitive conditions, 
capital movement, changes in agriculture policy and changes to accommodate the 
free right of establishment. 

Political authority arguments unrelated to neutrality policy were rather 
uncommon. However, Conservative Party members Gunnar Heckscher, Karin 
Wetterström, Knut Gerhard Ewerlöf and Gösta Jacobsson all argued that 
membership would increase Sweden's political influence by giving it the right to 
participate in EEC decision making. Leif Cassel argued that it was not neutrality, but 
the government's fear of losing the political authority necessary for implementing 
socialist policies that led it to reject membership. Leftist Party members K. Gustaf 
Johansson, Knut Erik Senander, and L. Gunnar Öhman argued that membership 
would mean the loss of Swedish political sovereignty. Less sweepingly, Arne Geijer 
(SD) expressed concern that Sweden would lose authority over economic, 
employment and labor policies, while Ferdinand Nilsson (C) argued that 
membership would mean a loss of decision making authority over tax and monetary 
policies. 

As this discussion makes clear, the 1961 debate reveals that the EEC question in 
Sweden was very much a security issue. Arguments classified as international/ 
security were not related to overall East-West tensions or other general issues of war 
and peace. They were directly related to Sweden's ability to maintain its security 
policy, that is, its chosen plan for deterring aggression against Sweden and defending 
the country if necessary. No speaker from any party denied the claim that the 
country's relationship with the EEC might create problems for neutrality policy. The 
disagreement had to do with whether there was a necessary incomp atibility between 
the two or only a possible one. Those who argued that the incompatibility was 
obvious tended to argue that the economic costs of choosing non-membership were 
limited and/or that membership would mean economic costs as well as benefits. 

23 LO stands for Landsorganisationen. It is the national umbrella organization of blue-collar trade unions. 
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Those who argued that the creation of a toll barrier between Sweden and an 
enlarged EEC would have serious negative consequences, argued that the country 
should not reject membership unless negotiations proved they were out of the 
question. Everyone agreed that the issue of membership had to be decided on the 
basis of security considerations, in particular on the basis of its compatibility with 
neutrality policy. What was disputed was the question of what was, or was not, 
compatible. 

An examination of Riksdag debates between early 1970 and late 1971 leads to the 
same conclusion. That is, it was generally agreed that the country's relationship to 
the EC might have implications for Sweden's security policy. In the mid-1960s some 
uncertainty developed about whether membership and neutrality were compatible. 
This was due to events surrounding the Luxembourg Agreement of 1966, which 
derailed the shift to supranational decision making by granting each state a right of 
veto over any matter it determined to be of vital interest (Viklund 1989a). As a result 
of the uncertainty, the Government submitted an "open letter" to the EC in 1967 
(when Britain reapplied for membership). In the letter, the Government requested 
negotiations without specifying whether Sweden sought membership, association or 
some other relationship (Viklund 1977). The purpose of the open letter was enable 
Sweden to explore, via negotiations, whether membership was a possibility. It thus 
reflected a policy shift towards the position argued by the Liberals and 
Conservatives in 1961 (Viklund 1977). 

In 1970, as a result of de Gaulle's resignation and agreements reached at the 
December 1969 Hague summit, the EC member states finally agreed to open 
membership negotiations with all interested states. The Government responded by 
reaffirming its open application, a position Prime Minister Olof Palme and Foreign 
Minister Torsten Nilsson formally explained in the Riksdag during the Foreign and 
Trade Policy debate on April 29, 1970. The government statement mentioned that 
the 1967 request for negotiations had not been withdrawn and that the government's 
view was that only after negotiations was it possible to say whether or not particular 
relationships (e.g. association, membership) were compatible with neutrality. The 
Government argued that much depended on developments with regard to EC plans 
for foreign policy cooperation and the creation of an economic and monetary union, 
both of which were under consideration. The Government was unambiguous in its 
commitment to subordinate the country's EC relationship to the demands of 
neutrality. 

Of the sixteen Riksdag representatives who mentioned the EC in the April 
foreign policy debate, fourteen discussed the security aspects of the question. Only 
Conservative Gösta Bohman called on the Government to withdraw the open 
application and replace it with a request for membership with a neutrality 
reservation. The two Left Party representatives, Lars Werner in the first chamber 
and C.H. Hermansson in the second, argued that neutrality was as incompatible with 
membership and other close EC relationships as it had ever been. In supporting the 
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government's policy, Social Democrat Bo Martinsson argued that if it did not harm 
neutrality policy, then there was every reason to seek an intimate relationship with 
the EC. Social Democrat Stig Alemyr expressed confidence that conditions for 
negotiations were good because of increasing respect for Sweden's neutrality policy. 
Center Party speakers were somewhat more cautious in their comments about the 
EC. Olle Eriksson (C) argued that it was difficult to see how membership or 
association could be made compatible with neutrality; while Johannes Antonsson 
emphasized that any form of connection to the EC presupposed that the 
organization gave up supranationalism and became less closely connected to NATO. 

Of the eight speakers who mentioned the economic aspects of Sweden's EC 
relationship, C.H. Hermansson of the Left Party argued that anything more than a 
trade agreement would be harmful to Sweden. Center Party representatives Olle 
Eriksson and Nils Åsling suggested that there might be economic problems due to 
the EC's liberal ideology, centralization and agriculture policy. All others suggested 
that a close relationship to the EC would be economically beneficial, though none 
suggested that such considerations ought to be decisive. 

Analysis of other Riksdag debates between October 1970 and March 1971 reveals 
that they were similar to the April one except that views about the compatibility of 
membership and neutrality began to slide apart. Nine speakers mentioned the EC 
question during the general political debate in October and each one discussed 
security implications. During January's general debate, fifteen speakers mentioned it, 
of whom ten discussed security implications. In October, Liberal Party leader 
Gunnar Helén and Conservative Party leader Yngve Holmberg argued that the best 
solution for Sweden would be membership with a neutrality reservation. Only if this 
were impossible should other relationships be considered. In the January debate 
Helén retreated a little, emphasizing again that the form of a future relationship had 
to be left open. Gösta Bohman, newly installed leader of the Conservative Party, 
reiterated that membership with a neutrality reservation ought to be possible. In 
contrast to this, Center Party Leader Hedlund expressed increasing skepticism about 
the possibility of membership in light of the Davignon report on foreign policy 
cooperation. In the October debate Prime Minister Palme refused to agree with 
Helén and Holmberg that membership was the preferred relationship, arguing 
instead that the country's "open application" meant that it did not have a preference 
for membership or any other form. In January he stated that he shared Hedlund's 
growing doubts about membership and expressed concern about the fact that 
Bohman was calling for membership despite the fact that developments suggested it 
was incompatible with neutrality policy after all. 

During both debates speakers from the Left Party continued to argue that 
membership was unthinkable to anyone who favored maintaining neutrality policy. 
This time some Social Democratic and Center representatives agreed with them. In 
October, Social Democrat Nancy Eriksson argued that it was hard to see how 
anyone who genuinely supported neutrality policy could speak in favor of 
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membership. Center Party representative Bengt Sjönell pointed out that many EC 
officials and political elites from EC member states had stated publicly that neutral 
states could not become members, because membership presupposed an acceptance 
of the EC's political goals, including union. During the January debate three other 
members of the Center Party argued that membership seemed less and less 
compatible with neutrality policy. Economic arguments were less prominent during 
the October discussion, while political authority objections to membership were 
raised by Left Party representatives Lars Werner and C.H. Hermansson, Center 
Party representative Nils-Eric Gustafsson and Social Democrat Nancy Eriksson. In 
January Helén, Bohman, Liberal Party representative Sven Wedén and Conservative 
Party representative Erik Krönmark discussed the negative economic consequences 
of Sweden's being cut off from the EC. Prime Minister Palme acknowledged the 
importance of EC markets to the Swedish economy, but stated firmly that neutrality 
considerations took precedence over them with regard to the question of what kind 
of relationship Sweden could negotiate with the EC. Olof Johansson (Center) agreed 
that Sweden could reap economic benefits from EC membership — in particular 
higher growth rates — but questioned whether or not these were goals that Sweden 
ought to be pursuing. In both general political debates in late 1970 and early 1971 
there was relatively limited discussion of the economic and political aspects of 
membership. The important issue was disagreement about the compatibility of 
neutrality and membership and (to a lesser extent) neutrality and association. 

Discussion of the EC issue during the foreign and trade policy debate on March 
31, 1971 was to a large extent a partisan argument about the compatibility of 
membership and neutrality. It was prompted by the Government's announcement 
on March 18 that it had concluded that the two were incompatible and that Sweden 
was therefore uninterested in membership. The decision was defended on the 
grounds that EC cooperation as envisioned in the Davignon Report on Political 
Cooperation and the Werner Report on Economic and Monetary Union would bind 
Sweden to cooperating with a group of states on foreign policy matters and would 
dramatically reduce its freedom of action. According to the Government, neither 
were compatible with neutrality. Social Democrats and Left and Center Party 
representatives agreed with the Government. Conservative Party Leader Gösta 
Bohman and two other Conservative Party members criticized the government's 
decision arguing that what was possible depended very much upon the EC's 
willingness to accept Sweden on terms that satisfied Sweden's special circumstances. 
They argued that the most reasonable policy would be to ask for membership with a 
neutrality reservation, and see whether not it was possible to achieve it in direct 
bilateral negotiations. Conservative G. Ivar Virgin argued that he did not agree that 
neutrality ruled out close international economic cooperation like the EC. If it did, 
however, it was hard to imagine that some other close connection to the EC — which 
the Government claimed to support - could be compatible with it. In contrast, 
Liberal leader Gunnar Helén was more resigned, accepting the fact that membership 

125 



had been ruled out and making suggestions for pursuing another kind of agreement 
with the EC. 

Turning to the more recent consideration of Sweden's relationship to the EC, an 
examination of several Riksdag discussions between the Spring 1987 foreign policy 
debate and the December 1990 decision to authorize the government to apply for 
membership shows that security considerations continued to be an important part of 
the discussions. What changed during this period was the majority's evaluation of 
compatibility. 

Before the fall of 1990 all parties agreed that membership was impossible. Behind 
this basic agreement there were differences about what was possible. Left Party 
representatives argued that Sweden's neutrality policy was already threatened by the 
government's commitment to deepening and broadening relations with the EC and 
the adoption of a harmonization strategy aimed at adopting laws and regulations 
similar to those of the EC. Speaking during the March 1987 foreign policy debate, 
Left Party Leader Lars Werner argued that Sweden's dependence on the EC had 
reached a level which threatened national independence and sovereignty, which were 
the very foundations of neutrality. During the fall debate Left representative Jörn 
Svensson warned that it was impossible for the country to fuse its economy with the 
EC (which he implied was what many seemed to be in favor of) without destroying 
Sweden's policy of staying out of alliances. Similar arguments were used by Left 
representatives in the May 1988 debate about Sweden's relationship to the EC. This 
debate was devoted to a discussion of the report from the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs about relations between Sweden and the EC (UU 1987/88:24). The report 
supported the government's December 1987 proposition on relations between the 
two and called for extensive permanent cooperation with the EC, including 
participation in the internal market, greater cooperation in research and 
development, efforts to strengthen social policy cooperation and "European 
citizenship". The ultimate goal of Swedish policy was described as gaining the same 
advantages for Swedish firms, institutions and citizens that EC member states' firms, 
institutions and citizens enjoyed. Left Party representative Oswald Söderqvist argued 
that such a goal had to be judged in light of its impact on the credibility of neutrality 
and suggested that it clearly weakened it. Echoing Söderqvist, Gudrun Schyman 
(Left) argued during a debate on relations with the EC a year later (also for the 
purpose of discussing and voting on a similar Foreign Affairs Committee report, UU 
1988/89:19) that the economic integration supported by other parties would make 
Sweden part of a military bloc, thus negating its neutrality policy. 

The other parties supported harmonization and negotiations with the EC aimed 
at bring Sweden into the single European market while protecting neutrality policy. 
Even here, however, there were noticeable differences. Conservative and Liberal 
Party representatives, while careful to stress their support for neutrality, tended to 
emphasize that it was compatible with significantly expanded Swedish-EC 
cooperation. That is, they emphasized the opportunities that existed. Conservative 
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Party Leader Carl Bildt argued during the fall 1987 foreign policy debate that what 
was possible with regard to EC relations was always dependent on unpredictable 
developments, thus Sweden should not state that certain policy options were 
permanently ruled out simply because they were not possible at some particular 
time. While not mentioning membership directly, he was clearly referring to it. Bildt 
argued that the only steps incompatible with neutrality were a weakening of 
Sweden's defensive capability, defense policy cooperation and binding foreign policy 
cooperation. In the same debate, Liberal Party Leader Bengt Westerberg emphasized 
that the only reason Sweden ruled out membership was because of neutrality. This 
did not rule out a relationship that would enable Swedish firms to get equal 
treatment within the EC's internal market. 

In the May 1988 debate Conservative Party spokesperson Margaretha af Ugglas 
repeated Bildt's 1987 comments. She stressed the fact that what was compatible and 
not compatible with neutrality was something that changed over time and argued 
that there was considerable room for the development of closer EC relations. 
Liberal Party representative Ingemar Eliasson agreed with af Ugglas on both points. 
In the 1989 debate, Conservative Party Leader Bildt and af Ugglas argued that when 
the EC indicated that it was ready to open membership negotiations for those who 
were interested, then Sweden would have to decide whether or not to apply for 
membership with a neutrality reservation, af Ugglas noted that many in the 
Conservative Party hoped that developments would enable Sweden to do so. A year 
later during the general political debate in early October 1990, Conservative Party 
speakers came out in favor of applying for membership, af Ugglas, speaking for the 
Conservative Party, stated that Sweden should apply for membership by early 1992. 
Expressing himself somewhat more carefully, Jan-Eric Wikström of the Liberal 
Party argued that if conditions in Europe continued to develop as they had, then 
membership would be compatible with neutrality policy. 

Between 1987 and 1988 the Social Democratic Government and Social 
Democratic representatives in the Riksdag tended to give more weight to the 
incompatibility of neutrality and membership than did members of the Conservative 
and Liberal Parties. In the fall 1987 debate, for example, Trade Minister Anita 
Gradin repeated the old argument that neutrality set limits on the extent to which 
Sweden could subordinate itself to supranational institutions. In contrast to the 
remarks of Margaretha af Ugglas (May 1988) that categorical statements about the 
future could not be made, Gradin stated that the Government saw no reason to 
reconsider the 1971 decision that membership and neutrality were incompatible. 
Social Democrat Sture Ericsson went further, attacking the Conservative Party for 
supporting membership at some future date, despite the fact that it was clear that 
neutrality required that the country stay out of political and military alliances. 

The Government began expressing a more contingent view of relations with the 
EC (a position reflected in the Foreign Affairs Committee report, which Social 
Democratic members supported) in the 1989 debate. Trade Minister Gradin noted 

127 



that membership could be considered when developments in Europe and in the EC 
with regard to military cooperation had unfolded sufficiently enough to make it 
possible to evaluate the compatibility issue. Foreign Minister Sten Anderson and 
party spokesman Lennart Pettersson repeated this position in the general political 
debate in October 1990. At the same time, the only other Social Democratic 
speaker, Evert Svensson, stated that he doubted membership could ever be 
compatible with neutrality. 

The Center Party Riksdag representatives expressed a greater degree of skepticism 
to closer EC relations than did Conservatives, Liberals and Social Democrats. In 
1987 Party Leader Olof Johansson argued in both the spring and fall d ebates that 
credible neutrality policy was in part a function of Sweden's ability to survive a 
relatively long blockade and required, among other things, making sure that 
technological developments and economic integration did not undermine Sweden's 
ability to maintain its total defense policy. He argued that credible neutrality required 
much more than simply not joining the EC, and that giving up self-sufficiency was 
one way to undermine it. In the June 1989 debate, Center Party spokesman Pär 
Granstedt reiterated Johansson's cautious position, even stating categorically that 
combining membership and credible neutrality was impossible and that, in the view 
of the Center Party, they would not become compatible in the future. In a clear 
break from the other three parties' spokesmen, who by this time were suggesting 
that developments in Europe (and in particular an end to the East-West cold war 
split) might make the two compatible, Granstedt emphasized during the October 
1990 general political debate that neutrality policy was not simply the country's cold 
war policy, but a reflection of Sweden's desire to be independent. Granstedt made it 
clear that from the point of view of his party, the end of the Cold War did not 
automatically create conditions conducive to Swedish EC membership. Center Party 
representative Per-Ola Eriksson was somewhat less categorical, arguing that if the 
EC chose to widen rather than deepen, and if an all-European security order was 
established, then membership and neutrality might be compatible. 

The decisive shift in the Riksdag's discussion about the security aspects of 
membership came in December 1990, when all parties except the Left and the 
Greens agreed that changes in the international system meant that membership and 
neutrality ought to be compatible (UU 1990/91:8). The Foreign Affairs Committee 
Report mentioned the end of the Cold War and the Paris meeting of the Conference 
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on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)24 as the decisive developments, i.e. 
the ones that made the formerly impossible (i.e. membership) possible. In addition, 
the Report stated that it was unlikely that the EC would agree to extend its 
cooperation to cover military issues or majority decision making to matters of 
security. Membership was therefore no longer a threat to neutrality policy. 

As reflected in the December 1990 debate, the Government and representatives 
from the Conservative and Liberal Parties were most unequivocally supportive of 
the new thinking. The Conservative Party's Margaretha af Ugglas noted without 
reservation that the end of the Cold War made Swedish membership compatible 
with neutrality policy. Party Leader Bildt went even further, saying that in the future 
Sweden would cooperate on foreign policy matters as a member of the EC. He 
argued that this would be advantageous to Sweden insofar as it would give the 
country a role in Europe and increase its opportunities to act. Liberal Party 
spokesmen Hadar Cars gave a long speech about the EC's role in uniting Europe. 
He did not directly mention neutrality policy. He noted only that the conclusions of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee meant that it was possible for Sweden to apply for 
membership. Liberal Party Leader Bengt Westerberg's comments on security 
considerations were limited to his observation that the Government no longer 
argued that an all-European security order eliminating the risk of war was a 
prerequisite to membership. Speaking for the Government, Trade Minister Gradin 
repeated the Foreign Affairs Committee conclusion that membership was possible 
because of changes in Europe. 

Social Democrat Stig Alemyr, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee, noted 
that Sweden's most knowledgeable neutrality experts had concluded that 
membership was possible. Sture Ericsson (SD) agreed with Alemyr, while Hans 
Göran Franck, also a Social Democrat, argued that there was great uncertainty about 
whether membership and neutrality were possible and that an all-European security 
order was a necessary prerequisite. The two Center Party speakers who discussed 
neutrality were also reserved about the compatibility of membership and neutrality, 
though willing to go along with negotiations. Both Pär Granstedt and Party Leader 
Olof Johansson noted that membership was contingent upon the EC's not 
developing binding foreign policy cooperation or security policy. If it did, then 
Sweden could not become a member. 

Despite the shift in evaluations about the compatibility of neutrality policy and 

24 The meeting was held between November 19 and 21. NATO and WTO members used the occasion 
to sign the Treaty on Convential Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), which imposes ceilings on non-nuclear 
weapons located between the Atlantic and the Urals. They also formally s igned a joint declaration in which 
they renounced the use of force and declared themselves "no longer adversaries". A ll 35 members of the 
CSCE signed the Charter of Paris for a New Europe which declared "the era of confrontation and division of 
Europe" was over. The Charter reaffirmed the Helsinki principles and set out guidelines for future 
negotiations on minorities, Confidence and Security Building measures and a ban on chemical weapons. It 
also created a secretariat in Prague, a Conflict Prevention Center in Vienna, and an Office for Free Elections 
in Warsaw. 
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membership in the EC, the question was still discussed as an international/security 
issue. The security implications of membership were an important part of the 
debates between 1987 and 1990. Having said this, however, it is important to note 
that the question of the country's relationship to the EC began to be discussed more 
broadly. The discussions before December 1990 were related to efforts to create a 
closer relationship without seeking membership. Thus, after arguing that such a 
policy was compatible with neutrality, proponents went on to argue why it was also 
desirable. In other words, discussions about the security aspects of Sweden's 
relationship to the EC were largely negative ones (comments about what Sweden 
could not do if it wanted to remain neutral) or not negative ones (that specific steps 
were not incompatible with neutrality). Such statements implied nothing about what 
kind of relationship, neutrality aside, was desirable. 

The security policy aspects of Sweden's EC relationship dominated speakers' 
comments about the EC during the foreign policy debate in March 1987. All six 
speakers discussed security. Two also made comments about the economic aspects 
of Sweden's relationship to the EC, in particular the need for Sweden to gain access 
to the single European market on equal terms with EC member states. During the 
November 1987 discussion the pattern was similar. All four speakers mentioned 
security. They went on to discuss other aspects of Sweden's EC relationship as well. 
Two discussed the political authority implications of a close relationship to the EC 
(Leftist Party member Jörn Svensson and Conservative Party Leader Carl Bildt). 
Liberal Party Leader Bengt Westerberg and Center leader Olof Johansson discussed 
economic aspects of Sweden's relationship with the EC. Trade Minister Anita 
Gradin discussed both economic and political aspects. 

The May 1988 discussion about creating a European Economic Area (EEA) 
clearly reveals the importance of considerations other than international/security 
ones. Nine of the fifteen speakers discussed security aspects. Nine discussed the 
economic aspects of a closer relationship to the EC, and four took up political 
authority issues. For those in favor of closer relations, the issue was largely an 
economic one. For opponents the issue was political; it would undermine Swedish 
independence and political authority. By the October 1990 debate a shift had 
occurred. Only half (four of eight) of the economic arguments presented during the 
debate were made in an effort to support a closer relationship with the EC. Five (of 
twelve) political arguments were made by supporters of membership (Conservative 
and Liberal representatives), or those who rejected membership but supported as 
close as possible relations short of membership (Social Democrats). Finally, in the 
December 1990 debate that preceded the vote in favor of applying for membership 
with a neutrality reservation, proponents and opponents clashed with each other on 
the economic, security and political/policy aspects of membership. This is hardly 
surprising in light of the fact that the réévaluation of the requirements of neutrality 
eliminated for most speakers, the barrier to membership previously created by 
security. This opened up the question, less often discussed prior to 1990, about 
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whether Sweden ought to join. Arguments in favor and against membership were 
then made in terms of economic and political arguments, with proponents arguing 
that the Swedish economy would benefit from membership and that Sweden would 
get a role in the increasingly important EC decision making process, and opponents 
arguing virtually the opposite. 

Summarizing the debates: similarities & differences 

This chapter has shown that economic and political considerations were important 
in all three states. International/security considerations were particularly important 
in Sweden. A summary of the debates in the three countries is provided below in 
Table 5.3. The table lists the most important arguments of those who supported 
membership and those who opposed it, as well as which parties (or parts of parties) 
took positive and negative positions. The latter is an indicator of the breadth of 
support for and opposition to membership. The table also includes an indicator of 
the parliamentary strength of the positive and negative coalitions in favor of opening 
membership negotiations. Where debates were followed by a vote, the size indicator 
is the number of representatives that voted in favor of membership negotiations. In 
the case of Sweden in the 1960s and 1970s, when no vote was taken, the indicator of 
size is the number of parliamentary seats held by the parties arguing the different 
positions. 
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Country/year 

Denmark 1960s 

Table 5.3: Summary of EC/EU debate & position taking* 

Coalition Arguments Position 

Norway 1960s 

Norway 1970s 

Norway 1990s 

SD, RL, Libs, Cons 

Denmark 1970s 

Socialists 

SD, RL, Libs, Cons 

Socialists 

Economic: 
agriculture, 
holistic evaluation 
Political: acceptable 
(SD, RL); positive 
(Libs, Cons) 

Political 

Economic & 
political (see above) 

Pro-membership 

Size 

Votes: 152 

Anti-membership 

Pro-membership 

Wait & see (SD, RL) Pro-negotiations 

Political 

SD, Cons, Libs, CPP Economic: not 
harmful, overall 
long-run benefits 
Political: influence, 
EEC like other IO s 

Anti-membership 

Pro-negotiations 

Votes: 11 

Votes: 119 

(see above) 

Votes: 13 

Votes: 113 

Socialist, Center, 
CPP, Labor 

Economic: 
agriculture, fishing, 
loss of control to 
foreigners 
Political: sovereignty 

Anti-membership Votes: 37 

SD, Cons, Libs, CPP Political & economic Pro-negotiations Votes: 113 

Political & economic Anti-membership Votes: 37 Center, Labor, 
CPP. Libs 

Cons, SD, Progressive Political: influence 
Economic: equal 

Pre-negotiations Votes: 104 

Center, Socialists, 
Labor, CPP 

treatment, not 
negative for 
agriculture & 
fishing 

Political: sovereignty Anti-membership 
Economic: fishing & 
agriculture 

Votes: 55 
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Table 5.3 cont. 

Sweden 1960s SD, Center, Left 
Libs, Cons 

Neutrality 
Economy 

Anti-membership Seats: 252 
Pro-negotiations Seats: 131 

Sweden 1970s SD, Center, Left 
Libs, Cons 

Neutrality 
Economy 

Anti-membership Seats: 251 
Pro-negotiations Seats: 99 

Sweden 1990s SD, Center, Libs, Economy: equal 
access 
Political influence 
Security: compatible 
with neutrality 
Political 

Pro-membership Votes: 308 
(Pro-nego tiations-
Center) 

Cons 

Left, Greens Anti-membership Votes: 41 

* With regard to the column labeled "size", data on Denmark refer to the vote on membership negotiations 
taken on August 4, 1961 and the vote to reaffirm support for negotiations taken on November 11, 1970. 
The Norwegian data come from votes on membership negotiations taken by the Storting in April 1962, June 
1971 and November 1992. The Swedish data for the 1960s and 1970s refer to seats in the Riksdag won in 
the elections of 1960 and 1970. The vote data comes from the Riksdag decision taken in December 1990. 

As Table 5.3 shows, the question of how to respond to the EC/EU was based 
largely on economic and political arguments in both Denmark and Norway. An 
importance difference between the two is the role of the primary sector: agriculture 
in Denmark and agriculture and fishing in Norway. The proponents of membership 
in Denmark emphasized the importance of membership for agriculture in particular 
and the economy as a whole. The latter argument was based on holistic evaluations 
that linked the fortunes of industry and workers to the success of agriculture on the 
grounds that agriculture's profits and foreign currency earnings were beneficial to 
the whole economy. The Socialist opposition argued against membership primarily 
in terms of political considerations. In response, the proponents of membership 
argued either that membership was acceptable from a political point of view or, 
more forcefully, that it was politically beneficial because it would give Denmark 
influence. Only the Socialists voted against applying for membership, though 
comments in the debate showed that there were grounds for opposition within some 
Social Democratic circles. 

The Danish debate in the 1970s was similar to the one in the early 1960s. Two 
shifts are nonetheless worth noting. First, because agriculture declined in importance 
relative to industry, the economic arguments were less compelling for some — in 
particular Radical Liberals and parts of Labor. Particularly important in this regard 
was the fact that one of Danish industry's major markets was Sweden. Second, 
perhaps because the economic arguments seemed less compelling, political 
arguments became more important. The result of this was that the Radical Liberals 
and Social Democrats supported negotiations but made a sharper distinction 
between this decision and support for membership. 

Turning to the Norwegian case, an obvious difference is that the primary sector 
was linked to opposition to membership. The economic viability of agriculture and 
coastal fishing in Norway was (and is) connected to political decisions. If 
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membership required Norway to abandon them, then the industries would not be 
able to survive. Thus, economic and political arguments were tightly linked in 
Norway. The data on coalitions for and against membership in Table 5.3 make it 
clear that opposition to membership was broader in Norway than in Denmark. It 
included the Socialists — who have been consistently opposed to EC/EU 
membership in all three states — as well as Center, parts of Labor and the Christians. 
It was not, in other words, only a "leftist" phenomenon. 

Because there was broad agreement in Norway that without special exemptions 
membership would harm the agriculture and fishing industries, those in favor of 
membership argued that Norway would be able to get exemptions and that the 
overall economic impact of membership would be beneficial. Economic arguments 
were thus always problematic for proponents of membership in Norway. Compared 
to their Danish counterparts, they tended to put somewhat greater emphasis on the 
argument that membership would give Norway political benefits — specifically, 
influence in EC/EU decision making. Especially in the 1960s this positive political 
argument in favor of membership was more common in Norway than in Denmark. 

In Sweden, the question of the country's relationship to the EC/EU was 
connected to security considerations. In addition, especially before the 1990s 
political arguments were mainly linked to security. The majority in Sweden was 
composed of parties of both the left and right in all three periods. The minority was 
a purely non-socialist group (Liberals and Conservatives) in the 1960s and 1970s, 
and a coalition of the Left and Greens in the 1990s. In Denmark, the minority was 
socialist and the majority mixed. Only in Norway were both opponents and 
proponents of membership negotiations composed of groups of socialist and non-
socialist parties. The Swedish majority rejected membership in the 1960s and 1970s 
on the grounds that it was incompatible with neutrality because of the link between 
the EC/EU and NATO, and because membership required transfers of power to 
the EC/EU institutions. Independence with regard to political authority was 
generally regarded as a requirement of credible neutrality. According to the majority, 
it was precisely this which the EC/EU - by virtue of its supranationalism, its 
commitment to foreign policy cooperation and its goal of creating a union — 
threatened. 

While economic arguments were not prominent in anti-membership statements in 
Sweden, they were mentioned. They were largely counter-arguments in which 
opponents of membership attacked the arguments of those in favor of negotiations. 
In particular opponents argued that the economic drawbacks, to the extent there 
were any, would be modest, not least because the government was seeking very close 
relations with the EC/EU in order to deal with the economic elements of the 
question. The character of such comments is similar to that of the pro-membership 
side in Denmark with regard to political considerations and in Norway with regard 
to economic ones. That is, they were not powerful arguments used to support their 
position, but rather counter-arguments reflecting a "things are not so bad" response 
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to the arguments of others. 
In the 1990s, the Swedish majority switched positions and came out in favor of 

membership. The arguments used to support membership were economic and 
political as well as a not negative argument about neutrality. The Social Democrats, 
Center, Liberals and Conservatives supported the position that Sweden had to join 
in order to ensure equal access to the EC/EU market and to get influence in 
decision making in the EC/EU. The not negative security argument was that due to 
changes in Europe and the end of the Cold War, membership was not incompatible 
with neutrality. The minority rejected all three arguments, but particularly 
emphasized the political. 

Turning to the parliamentary strength of the coalitions for and against 
membership negotiations, Table 5.3 shows that opposition in the Danish Folketing 
was quite small. Both in 1961 and 1971 more than 90% of those voting were in 
favor of membership negotiations. In addition, the pro-negotiation coalition was a 
broad one that included all parliamentary parties except the Socialists. Opposition 
was stronger in Norway. 75% voted in favor of negotiations in 1962 and in 1971. In 
the 1990s, only 65% of the Storting members supported negotiations. With regard to 
breadth, as noted above, both sides were composed of a combination of socialist 
and non-socialist parties. Thus, the anti-membership coalition in Norway was both 
larger and ideologically broader. 

The Swedish Riksdag did not formally vote on the government's EC policy prior 
to the 1972 decision to approve the free trade agreement. The parliamentary 
strength of the coalition in favor of the government's policy is therefore measured in 
terms of the number of seats held by the various parliamentary parties.25 As shown 
in Table 5.3, the parties making up the majority position against membership (Social 
Democrats, Center and the Left Party) held about 65 percent of the seats in the 
Riksdag in 1961 and about 72 percent in 1971. The anti-membership coalition was 
composed of both socialist and non-socialist parties and was therefore also broader 
than the coalition in favor of submitting a membership application. In the 1990s, the 
majority was in favor of membership. It was large — 88% of the votes cast favored 
membership negotiations — and it included all the established parties. 

Analysis: scrutinizing the model 

In Chapter 3 I proposed a model for understanding variation in Denmark, Norway 
and Sweden with regard to the question of the countries' relationships to the 
EC/EU. The model links variation to decision structures and issue areas. As I noted, 

25 This is an acceptable indicator only if parties are united, which they were in Sweden in the 1960s and 
1970s. If they are not, then it cannot be assumed that in voting on an i ssue as important as the country's 
relationship with the EC, all party members would follow their party's official position. 
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since decision structures are largely the same in these three states, my focus is on 
whether differences in policy process and policy choice can be linked to variation in 
issue area. The analysis of parliamentary debates presented in this chapter provides 
information about the definition of the EC/EU membership question in terms of 
substantive issue area. It shows that there was variation. The EC/EU issue in 
Denmark, Norway and Sweden in the 1990s has been defined as an economic and 
political issue. Before 1990, the question was a security issue in Sweden. Thus, the 
data provides an opportunity for examining whether and how this variation in issue 
area can be linked to variation in process and policy choice.26 

An important variation in the EC/EU policy process identified in Chapter 2 was 
the role of the parliaments in the decisions about whether or not to apply. In 
Denmark, Norway and Sweden in 1992 the government sought parliamentary 
approval to apply for membership. The issue was discussed at length in the 
parliaments — especially in Norway. The governments' mandates to conduct 
membership negotiations were based on parliamentary decisions in which majorities 
expressed support for a membership application (under certain conditions). In the 
Danish case, the Folketing majority expressed their support for the negotiations in 
formal voting a total of five times between August 1961 and December 1971. It then 
voted to approve the Treaty of Accession in September 1972 (Petersen & Elklit 
1973). Repeated voting in the Storting, in which a majority supported membership 
negotiations, was also the basis for the Norwegian governments' negotiating 
mandates in the 1960s, 1970s and 1990s. The Swedish Government also sought a 
formal parliamentary mandate before applying for membership in 1991. 

By contrast, in the 1960s and 1970s the Swedish government explained its 
decisions with regard to negotiations with the EC to the Riksdag. It did not ask the 
Riksdag to express support for government policy though voting. In 1961 the 
government announcement that it would not seek membership came in a speech the 
Prime Minister delivered at a trade union gathering. It informed the Riksdag that it 
would apply for association. The Riksdag debated the decision but did not vote on 
the matter. Instead the Government noted near the end of the debate that the 
majority supported its actions. The same procedure was used in the 1970s. The 
Government informed the Riksdag of its decisions — first to renew the open letter, 

26 On one level the question was the same. It had to do with the desirability of different relationships with 
an international organization which has been linked to a particular group of states - i.e. "the West". 
Knowledge about parties' positions with regard to NATO membership as opposed to neutrality or a 
Scandinavian defense pact (Chapter 4) gives some preliminary insight into their EC/EU membership 
positions. In Denmark, those parties most in favor of EC/EU were those most supportive of NATO 
membership. Parties more favorable to neutrality or a Scandinavian pact (Radical Liberals and some parts of 
Labor) accepted EC/EU membership but expressed political reservations. In Sweden, those parties critical to 
the government's interpretation of neutrality (though not neutrality p olicy per se), were those in favor of 
testing the idea of EC/EU membership by requesting negotiations with a neutrality reservation. The link 
between NATO support and support for EC/EU membership is not so clear in Norway. This is due to the 
positions of the middle parties - Center, the Christians and the Liberals - who supported NATO 
membership but rejected membership in the EC/EU. 
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and then to rule out negotiations and seek, within the limits set by neutrality, the 
closest possible relations. 

This pattern of variation is consistent with the variation in substantive issue area 
revealed by the empirical analysis. In cases where parliaments were involved in 
decision making the question was an economic/political issue. Where the parliament 
was only informed, the question was a security issue. As noted in Chapter 3, there is 
some ambiguity as to why there should be such a link between substantive issue area 
and policy process and outcome. Some researchers emphasize domestic sub-
substructures, while others emphasize the nature of policy impact. Both groups tend 
to rely on a distinction between security policy on the one hand, and foreign 
economic policy on the other. Their predictions are basically the same and both are 
consistent with the pattern of parliamentary involvement and non-involvement 
observed here.27 Thus, the finding that parliaments played different roles in EC/EU 
membership in those cases in which it was defined as an issue of security does not, 
in itself, shed much light on the specific question of why this link manifest itself in 
the EC/EU cases, or the more general question of why such a link should be 
expected. The question is whether there is additional empirical material in this 
chapter that can be brought to bear on sorting out both the specific question of the 
cases of interest here and the larger debate about why substantive issue area is 
important. 

Looking first at the Swedish case in the 1960s and 1970s, one important finding 
of relevance here is that the general agreement that the country's relationship to the 
EC/EU had to be evaluated in terms of security considerations did not lead to 
consensus about how Sweden ought to respond. There was disagreement between 
those in favor of applying with a neutrality reservation, and those in favor of 
formally rejecting membership as incompatible with neutrality under any 
circumstances. Moreover, there was no effort to keep this disagreement out of the 
public eye. As the data in this chapter has shown, it was openly revealed in 
parliamentary debate. It was also widely reported in newspapers and reflected in 
newspaper editorials (Bergqvist 1970, Karlsson 1995). Position taking reflected well-
known disagreements among political parties with regard to the conduct of 
neutrality policy (see Chapter 4). In other words, the fact that the EC question so 

27 Recall that a ccording to domestic structure arguments, the difference between security and foreign 
economic policy is that security policy is controlled by more centralized sub-structure. As a result, security 
policy is handled by a small group of government elites, while foreign economic policy tends to involves a 
broader group of public and private actors. In contrast to this, those who link substantive issue to process and 
outcome on the basis of assumptions about policy impacts argue that security issues create little or no 
conflict. That is, they do not produce winners and losers, only winners or losers. This is because security is a 
public good: all enjoy it simultaneously without resource scarcity problems, or nobody has it. Groups have 
little incentive to try to influence policy in matters dealing with public goods (Olson 1965); therefore, such 
questions tend to be resolved in a policy process in which government elites and the foreign policy 
bureaucracy dominate (i.e. in the government/bureaucratic channel). By contrast, foreign economic policies 
often create winners and losers and therefore often give rise to group politics designed to influence policy 
choice. 
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was clearly linked to security considerations explains, not the absence of conflict, but 
in fact the pattern of conflict that developed. It was because it was defined as a 
security policy issue that the question pitted the Left Party, Social Democrats and 
the Center Party against the Liberals and Conservatives. It reflected a well-
established distinction between the parties with regard to interpreting the application 
of neutrality policy (Andrén & Möller 1990). 

This disagreement over the requirements of neutrality policy and EC membership 
means that there is no support for the argument that the link between security policy 
and government-dominated policy processes is rooted in the fact that as a security 
policy issue, it did not create conflict. Therefore, to understand why the Swedish 
government played the dominant role requires going beyond the argument that there 
is a link between security issues and non-conflict. A different explanation which is 
consistent with the evidence presented in this chapter is that a government's ability 
to dominate the policy process in issues of security policy depends, quite simply, on 
whether or not it controls a broad parliamentary majority. 

In both the 1960s and 1970s the Swedish government's position on EC 
membership was supported by a majority in the Riksdag. In addition, in both cases 
the Government knew that it had majority support to rule out membership. The 
Government knew this in 1961 because party leaders had taken public positions on 
the question of the country's relationship to the EC, and because Prime Minister 
Erlander had discussed the question with members of the Foreign Affairs Advisory 
Committee on August 17, several days before the Government publicly ruled out 
membership (Bergqvist 1970, Karlsson 1995). Newspaper editorials in August 1961 
revealed the same pattern of support for the government's position. Social 
Democratic and Center newspapers were either non-committed or opposed to 
membership. Liberal and Conservative ones were either non-committed or in favor 
of applying for membership. Similarly, the Government also knew in early 1970 that 
all parties supported a renewal of the open application of 1967.28 When Foreign 
Minister Torsten Nilsson told the Riksdag in March 1969 that the government's 
position was that it could consider membership if it was compatible with neutrality, 
he received support from all parties except the Left. The Government knew prior to 
ruling out membership in March 1971 that it would be accepted by Social 
Democrats, Center and the Left. It was clear from comments during the January 
debate that the Center Party was, at best, skeptical about the idea of combining 
neutrality with membership. 

What this discussion suggests is that the Government's ability to take the lead 
with regard to the EC/EU membership issue can be understood in terms of the 
strength of its position vis-à-vis the opposition. It was not because it was a security 
issue per se, but because it was a security issue in which the majority in the Riksdag 
agreed with the government, that explains government dominance. The government 

28 It had been approved by all parties in a Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee meeting in 1967. 
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was permitted to dominate the issue because it was clear to the opposition that its 
position was the stronger one. Voting in the Riksdag would only have confirmed 
this. 

It might be argued that the real difference between the cases in which parliaments 
played a role and when they did not is simply that in the former the governments 
were seeking membership and in the latter they were not. That is, when 
government's seek membership, parliaments are involved, and when government's 
do not, then they are not. While this is an accurate description of the cases presented 
here, it does not mean that the strength of the government's position in the 
parliament was unimportant for understanding its dominance in the policy process. 
The argument that it was important is supported by looking more closely at cases in 
which parliaments were involved — in Denmark, Norway and Sweden in the 1990s. 
In addition, this comparison provides support for the view that it was this more 
general dominance — majority control in the parliament — that explains government 
dominance rather than the issue area — sub-structure argument that governments 
dominate security issues due to security's more centralized structure. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Norwegian Storting played a bigger role in the 
EC/EU question than the Folketing and Riksdag. The government seemed more in 
control of developments in Denmark and Sweden than in Norway. An examination 
of the strength of parliamentary opposition to government policy (see Table 5.3) 
suggests that this is consistent with variation in parliamentary importance. 
Parliamentary opposition in Denmark in the 1960s and through the first half of 1971 
was limited to the Socialist Party, which held just over ten seats up to the fall 1971 
election. Thus, in the votes about membership negotiations in 1961, 1970 and May 
1971, over 90 percent supported membership. The situation in Norway was 
different. In 1961 the government's pro-membership position was opposed by 25 
percent of the Storting. In 1971 the new Labor Government bowed to the demands 
of the Center Party and submitted a report on the country's relations with the EC, 
despite the fact that the old coalition government's report had been adopted 
overwhelmingly less than a year before. The Center Party's purpose in pressing for a 
new report was to give Center the chance to come out against membership (Allen 
1979). 25% of Storting members voted against membership negotiations. This 
opposition was composed of a united Center Party, the Socialists as well as 
representatives from the Liberals, Labor and the Christian People's Party. In 1992 
the opposition was even greater. Thirty-five percent of Storting members voted 
against membership negotiations. Those in support were a rather unusual coalition 
of Conservatives, most Labor party representatives and the Progressives. The two 
middle parties (Center and the Christians) as well as the Socialists and some Labor 
representatives voted against. In Sweden in 1992 a majority of close to 90 percent 
supported applying for membership. Opposition came from the Greens and the Left 
Party. Thus, where parliamentary opposition to membership was broader and bigger, 
parliament were more involved. 
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The Government in Norway reacted more slowly to developments than the other 
states did. Even after the British formally applied in 1961 and Sweden applied in 
1991, the Norwegian government held back. In 1961 the Government relied on the 
work of the Storting EFTA committee in its formation of an opinion vis-à-vis EEC 
membership. The Government reacted quickly in 1970. At the time, however, it was 
composed of a non-socialist coalition which included all non-left opposition to 
membership. Evidence suggests that tactical considerations led the Center Party to 
support an application for membership despite the fact that the party was opposed 
to joining (Allen 1979). As noted earlier, the government fell in early 1971 as a result 
of disagreement over EC policy. In 1992 the Labor Government waited until the 
question of EU membership had been thoroughly treated within its own party 
before asking the Storting to approve membership negotiations in November 1992. 
In general, in all periods the Storting debates on the EC/EU issue were considerably 
longer than those that took place in Sweden and Denmark. 

The conclusion supported by the empirical analysis conducted in this chapter is 
that governments play a dominate role — and parliaments play a less independent 
one — when they have the support of broad and large majorities. The difference 
between Denmark and Sweden on the one hand, and Norway on the other cannot 
be explained on the basis of the argument that the former are security issues — they 
were all economic/political ones. What the former have in common which 
distinguishes them from the Norway is broad support for their policies in the 
parliament. The link between this argument and issue areas defined in terms of 
substance is that the substantive issue has consequences for — i.e. impacts on — the 
coalition possibilities. In what follows I will elaborate on this idea with the help of 
counterfactual arguments. 

In the Swedish case, because the EC/EU question was accepted as having 
consequences for security policy in Sweden, parties were inclined to take positions 
that reflected existing understandings of what was compatible with neutrality policy. 
Up to the British announcement that they would apply for membership, there was 
widespread agreement that joining the EEC was incompatible with neutrality. This 
being so, any party seeking to argue that this was no longer the case would bear the 
burden of proof. In the cold-war context of 1961, given evidence that the US 
wanted Britain to join the EEC in order to further unite and strengthen Western 
Europe against the East, and in the face of clear Soviet hostility to the EEC, it was 
very difficult to argue that anything had changed to make the EEC more compatible 
with neutrality policy. It seemed easier to make such an argument in the late 1960s 
due to a loss of momentum towards supranationalism in the EEC and deténte 
(Branconier 1989). The former was most clearly symbolized in de Gaulle's vision of 
Europe as a union of countries and the Luxembourg agreement which gave all states 
a de facto veto over any issue that they judged to be a matter of vital interest. The 
latter was manifest in France's independent foreign policy as well as Chancellor Willy 
Brant's östpolitik. The EC's renewed commitment to supranationalism and foreign 
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policy cooperation beginning in 1970, most clearly revealed in the Council's 
approval of the Davignon and Werner reports, undermined this new opening and 
re-established an inhospitable environment for arguing the compatibility of 
neutrality and membership. 

The debate about security in Sweden meant that another aspect of the EC/EU 
question — the economic consequences of remaining outside if Britain, Denmark, 
and Norway joined — was less important for the formation of party positions than it 
would otherwise have been. Though it is impossible to "prove", there is little reason 
to assume that the government would have stuck to its opposition to membership 
negotiations in the face of policy shifts by the other Nordic governments had it not 
been for the neutrality question. Several facts support this interpretation. For 
example, Sweden's formal statement to the EEC in May 1962 about its goals in the 
coming negotiations can be interpreted as more positive toward participation in the 
EEC than Norway's opening statement to the Council, in which the Norwegian 
Foreign Minister stressed the problems of agriculture and fishing in particular. 
Swedish Trade Minister Gunnar Lange told the Council that Sweden was willing to 
harmonize its tariff policy with the EEC's and to discuss participation in a long list 
of other areas including agriculture policy, the free movement of labor, services and 
capital, competition and tax policy, and economic policy. Eight years later, Prime 
Minister Olof Palme, on a trip to major European capitals to discuss Swedish policy, 
left many with the impression that he wanted to bring Sweden into the EC (Viklund 
1977). He said in a newspaper interview in London in April 1970 that Sweden was 
willing to accept considerable political cooperation as long as it did not include 
defense and security policy and that Sweden could accept the economic obligations 
of membership (Viklund 1977). Palme was one of several in the government in 
favor of applying for membership with a neutrality reservation (Viklund 1977). 

Thus, if the economic considerations had been dominant in the 1960s and 1970s 
then it is possible that the Social Democrats, Liberals and Conservatives would have 
formed a coalition in favor. Swedish agriculture would likely have taken a position 
less positive than Denmark's but less opposed than Norway's. Presumably Center 
would have come out in support of an application but emphasized that agriculture, 
decentralization and the environment had to be protected. Thus, the parliamentary 
opposition would have been limited to the Left Party and probably some 
representatives from Labor opposed to membership on the grounds that it would 
harm Swedish welfare policy and the commitment to full employment (Bergqvist 
1969). In the 1970s, it is likely that there would have been opposition within Center 
as well, not necessarily from agriculture interests but from those elements in the 
party most committed to its "new issues" of decentralization and environmentalism. 
In short, the 1990s debate would have manifest itself earlier if not for security 
considerations that determined the nature of the conflict during the first two rounds. 

Consideration of coalitional possibilities and the definition of the EC/EU 
question in Denmark and Norway highlights the difficulty of the pro-membership 
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side in Norway as opposed to Denmark. The Danish position from the 1950s was 
that its interests could only be served by the creation of economic cooperation that 
included its two major markets, Britain and Germany. Denmark's decision to join 
EFTA was in keeping with the interests of industry and opposed by agriculture 
(Hansen 1969). A government report from 1958 predicted that EEC membership 
would create significant problems for about 40 percent of Danish industry. In 
addition, parts of industry based their competitiveness on toll-free imports of raw 
materials. EEC membership would eliminate this advantage by requiring Denmark 
to adopt EEC toll-levels. Industry was opposed to joining the EEC without Britain, 
but accepted membership negotiations once Britain switched sides. A 1961 report 
showed that industry was less vulnerable to membership than it had been in 1958, 
but industry's support in 1961 was still only moderately enthusiastic. Nonetheless, 
membership was supported by both industry and agriculture. By 1969 industrial 
development in Denmark had eliminated much of industry's earlier fears about 
membership and thus strengthened the industry-agriculture alliance in favor. 

In the case of Norway, membership has always split industry and agriculture. The 
former have supported it, while the latter have been firmly opposed. The fishing 
industry has mixed interests because while it is heavily dependent on EC/EU export 
markets, its economic interests would be undermined by any weakening of its 
exclusive right to fish in Norwegian coastal waters. As a result of the concerns of 
agriculture and fishing, any economic argument about the EC/EU in Norway had to 
be at least in part a defensive — or at least a contingent — one. Since the 1960s there 
has been widespread agreement that without permanent exceptions to EC/EU 
agriculture policy and (from 1970) the common fisheries policy, membership would 
cause great harm to these sectors of the Norwegian economy. Those who argued in 
favor of membership had to acknowledge these problems and take the position that 
a treaty of accession would give Norway the necessary economic exceptions to 
protect these industries. Given this, membership would be economically beneficial. 

These economic interests also give insight into difficulties with regard to treating 
the EC/EU as a political issue in the Norwegian context. As has been noted, the 
debates revealed that the economic and political arguments have been closely linked 
in Norway. This is hardly surprising given the fact that political decisions have 
helped create the economic interests of agriculture and fishing. Norwegian 
agriculture is opposed to membership because its viability depends on state support 
in the form of protectionist policies and subsidies (Ingebritsen 1995). The coastal 
fishing industry is also protected by Norwegian law which gives Norwegians 
exclusive rights to fish in territorial waters and allows producer organizations to 
control sales. Thus, fears about transfers of sovereignty from Oslo to Brussels were 
an integral part of the agriculture and fishing industries' opposition to membership. 
It made these industries suspicious of the form of organization that the EC/EU 
represented. This suspicious attitude was shared by parts of the Labor Party and 
trade unions. Labor and unions can be said to have had an attitude to the EC similar 
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to that of fisheries. On the one hand, it was in their interest that industry performed 
well and had favorable access to export markets. On the other, they rely on political 
authority to establish rules and welfare state policies favorable to workers. Not 
surprisingly, some people feared that the political implication of membership would 
mean the loss of the decision making authority upon which Norwegian economic 
planning and welfare state policy rests. For those workers in sectors of the economy 
largely protected from international competition — e.g. the public sector — it was 
more likely that the political concerns would dominate evaluations of membership. 

Looking briefly at the potential for coalitions based on political arguments in the 
Danish case, even here it is clear that Danish governments were not as constrained 
as their Norwegian counterparts. They shared with the Norwegian government (and 
the Swedish in the 1990s), the problem of the divided interests of workers. Some 
concerns about the political aspects of membership were also expressed by a 
minority in the Radical Liberal Party. However, agriculture, industry and most of 
Labor and the Radical Liberals accepted the argument that given the economic 
interests — as long as Britain and Norway joined and Sweden got a close economic 
relationship — the political drawbacks were tolerable and off-set somewhat by the 
fact that Denmark would gain influence in EC decision making. 

In light of the relative weakness of the pro-membership position in Norway, it is 
worth considering what possibilities could have been created if the question could 
have been defined in terms of international/security interests. As the debates 
revealed, such arguments were used by some proponents of membership. In general 
they were more common in Norwegian debates than Danish. The decision to bring 
Norway into NATO in the late 1940s - as noted in Chapter 4 - was controversial in 
the Labor party and opposed by the socialists. All non-socialist parties were in favor. 
Thus, had the EC/EU question been specifically l inked to Norway's position as a 
NATO member, it might have led to cracks in the anti-EC coalition, which was a 
combination of pro-NATO and anti-NATO groups. It is clear that the anti-EC 
coalition would therefore not have wanted to argue the issue in terms of security or 
even general foreign policy orientation (in which they were split between Atlanticists 
and neutrals). The reason why the pro-membership coalition did not raise the issue 
in the 1960s and 1970s seems to be linked to the inter-party conflicts that this would 
have created for Labor, and the fact that there was some concern that linking 
NATO and the EC risked stirring up additional opposition to NATO rather than 
additional support for the EC (0rvik 1975). In addition, in the 1970s the issue was 
problematic because the Labor Party began arguing in 1969 that detente had reduced 
tensions in Europe and had made Norway more secure than she had been since the 
Cold War began. To start arguing for EC membership on the grounds that Norway 
was insecure would have been a retreat from an established position and would have 
prompted a broad debate about what the situation actually was (0rvik 1975, Allen 
1979). The Labor Government and Conservatives actually did emphasize the 
security aspects of membership on numerous occasions in the 1990s, particularly in 
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1994 (Nordisk Kontakt (7-8) 1994:78-79). However, given the end-of-the-cold war 
context, it was perhaps less convincing that it might have been when the 
Norwegians shared a border with the USSR. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has reviewed the debates about the EC/EU membership issue in the 
three countries over three periods. The analysis showed that the question has been 
very much one of economic and political considerations in Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden in the 1990s. Before 1990, the question was a security issue in Sweden. An 
analysis of the findings supports the conclusion that the importance of substantive 
issue area arises from the fact that it creates and undermines various coalitional 
possibilities and that size of coalition is linked to variation in policy process — 
specifically the role of the parliament. That is, the definition of the issue in terms of 
substance has implications for actors' position taking - for their decisions about 
what policy option to support. The empirical data supports the argument that this is 
linked to policy process insofar as the weaker the coalition in support of government 
policy the more likely the parliament will be an independent actor. The evidence 
presented here suggests that the Norwegian pro-membership coalition was weaker 
than its Danish counterpart regardless of whether the issue was understood to be 
economic or political (or both). In the Swedish case, before 1990 the anti-
membership coalition was quite solid because it was based on security 
considerations. Without these, the anti-membership coalition would likely have 
resembled the Danish more than the Norwegian one (i.e. largely socialist but 
perhaps including anti-membership individuals from the Center Party). 

The analysis in this chapter was explicitly intended to provide information about 
issue area defined in substantive terms as opposed to issue area defined in terms of 
impact (i.e. the consequences of different policy options). What has been revealed, 
however, is that these two aspects are more distinct analytically than empirically. I 
will come back to this point in Chapter 7. The next chapter looks more directly at 
the conflict generated by the EC/EU membership issue by turning attention to 
public opinion and internal party agreement or disagreement with regard to the 
question of the country's relationship to the EC/EU. 
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Chapter 6 
Defining the EC/EU question: issue area as impact 

Introduction 

In the last chapter, parliamentary debates were used to analyze the way in which the 
EC/EU membership question was characterized in Denmark, Norway and Sweden. 
The analysis revealed that the question has been an economic and political issue in 
all states. In Sweden, it was primarily a security issue before 1990. An important 
conclusion was that substantive issue area mattered because it had implications for 
the formation of coalitions in support of particular policy options and this, in turn, 
had implications for the role of parliament in the policy process. 

As explained in Chapter 3, issue area can also be defined in terms of expected 
impact. This type of definition groups questions according to expectations about the 
distributional consequences of policy choice — i.e. whether it creates winners and 
losers. These expected consequences give rise to patterns of conflict which are 
assumed to influence the policy process and policy choice.1 The purpose of this 
chapter is to define an impact definition of issue area and use it to analyze the 
EC/EU membership question in the three Scandinavian states. 

The chapter is organized as follows. In the next section I explain the impact 
typology and the data I use to analyze the cases. Following that I discuss each 
country. I go on to compare and contrast the overall patterns of conflict in the three 

1 Conflict, as the word is used in this chapter, refers to disagreement about a p olicy question. That is, 
conflict refers to a situation in which, when faced with a political choice, groups have different preferences. In 
the case of a state's relationsh ip with the EC/EU, some might prefer membership, others a bilateral trade 
agreement, a third group something in between or no formal relationship at all. As it is defined here, conflict 
is not unusual in political life. Conflicts are reconciled, or perhaps suppressed, via the political process. 
Groups might be convinced to change sides - sometimes via persuasive argument, sometimes via concessions 
on other issues — or they might compromise or accept being overruled in one way or another (e.g. by 
parliamentary vote). 

The Scandinavian states have often been described as having "consensus" political cultures — ones in 
which actors seek to avoid conflicts by discussing and compromising in order to reach decisions which 
everyone can accept (Anton 1969, Elder et al. 1982, Petersson 1994). It is not my intention to refute this view 
(though some, for example Lane et al. 1993 and Petersson 1994, suggest that consensus may be declining). 
Rather, my goal is to examine the three states' responses to a question about which — as will be shown — there 
was significant disagreement. 
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countries in order to come to some conclusions about where the EC/EU question 
generated the least and most unmanageable conflict. Finally, I analyze the empirical 
data in order to determine whether issue area defined in terms of an impact typology 
can be used to understand variation in policy processes and outcomes. 

An impact typology 

The impact typology used here has three categories which capture different patterns 
of conflict that a policy question might generate.2 A "no conflict" situation refers to 
questions that are not expected to produce groups of winners or losers. They are 
genuine public goods or bads in the sense that everyone is a winner or loser (Olson, 
1965), or they are not expected to create any noticeable impact one way or another. 
In such cases groups have little incentive to try to influence the policy process in 
favor of different outcomes. A conflict situation, on the other hand, refers to 
questions that are expected to create both winners and losers. 3 There are two distinct 
patterns of conflict: managed conflict and unmanaged conflict. Managed conflict 
occurs when issues are expected to create losses or gains for virtually all members of 
a group. Policy questions that split established groups i.e. that create winners and 
losers within rather than among organized groups, are said to create unmanaged 
conflict.4 

2 It is an impact typology in the sense that evaluations about the consequences (i.e. impac t) of various 
policy choices give rise to disagreement or conflict over the question of which policy choice is best. 

3 It should be noted that in speaking of winners and losers I am referring to disagreement over policy 
options. Thus, those who win are those whose policy preference is adopted. 

4 It should be noted that I treat political parties as groups. (For analytical purposes I treat the g overnment 
- the prime minister and other ministers - as an actor separate from their political party(ies). T he former 
belong to the realm of "the state", wher eas political parties are "societal" level organizations.) Most of the 
literature on the role of interest groups in the foreign policy process tends to give rather limited a ttention to 
political parties. This is very likely due to the fact that this k ind of research is largely based on analyses of the 
U.S. political system in which political parties are com paratively weak. Karlsson (1995) makes the same point. 
He seeks to bring political parties into the analysis of foreign policy by examining the extent to which political 
parties, in responding to questions of foreign policy, take positions with an eye towards winning votes in 
coming elections, increasing their parliamentary p ower and/or promoting party unity. Bjereld and Demker 
(1995) have also recently studied the role of political parties i n foreign policy. Their work is an impressive 
empirical analysis of voters, party congresses, party election platforms, Riksdag debates and four case studies. 
It shows that not only are party polit ics relevant to understanding foreign policy, but that the power of "the 
national interest" to dampen party conflict over foreign policy questions has declined. In Western European 
parliamentary systems parties play a stronger role as channels of interest articulation. They also play an 
important role as alliance shapers insofar as they develop close links between interest groups, particularly 
economic ones, based on more or less explicit bargains ab out how various interests will be served. Thus, 
understanding whether political parties are split on a question is an important element in understanding how 
conflict unites or splits organized groups. In the case of political parties, the relevant group is supporters and 
members rather than just m embers. For a brief discussion of the centrality of strong, unitary political parties 
in Swedish politics (and similar com ments on the Norwegian case) see Laver & Schofield 1990 (especially 
page 241). 
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This typology differs from the impact definitions discussed in Chapter 3. They 
tend to disregard or de-emphasize the distribution of benefits and costs in the 
context of the existing organizational structure.5 It is widely acknowledged that 
organizations, including political parties, perform important functions in democratic 
political systems (Moe 1980). They are channels of information, influence, expertise 
and support. They are often involved in the formulation and administration of 
policy and they are important in the electoral process. The typology used here is 
based on the expectation that policy process ought to vary depending on how 
policies impact on an organised society rather than simply on a large number of 
individuals. 

Organizations are sources of power and the likelihood that a group with an 
interest can make its voice heard depends critically on whether or not it is organized 
(Bobrow, et al. 1980). Organized interests are more likely than non-organized to be 
aware of how policy choices might hurt or benefit them. They are also, other things 
being equal, in a better position to protect their interests than are the non-organized. 
Yet an organization's ability to perform externally directed functions is quite likely to 
be influenced by its degree of internal unity or disunity. 

When there is unmanaged conflict it may be difficult for organizations to take 
firm action. Doing so requires taking a position, an action that puts the organization 
at risk by alienating those members who prefer some other position. In this 
situation, organizations' decision making organs are forced to choose between taking 
a position on an issue and preserving group cohesion. In some cases they might 
decide not to take a position on an important issue in an effort to avoid internal 
problems. In addition, unmanaged conflict opens up a space for the emergence of 
new organizations. This might happen in situations in which some members of an 
organization are so dissatisfied with the organization's treatment of an issue which 
they think is important, that they are willing to support a different organization 
which will handle the issue in a way they prefer. By contrast, when the members of 
an organization are largely in agreement with each other about what policy option to 
support, then the organization is likely to be capable of acting decisively by adopting 
and promoting positions supported by those for whom they speak. 

I will use two kinds of data to analyze whether the EC/EU question created 
managed or unmanaged conflict. I first look at public opinion data for the three 
countries. The purpose is to determine whether there was disagreement about the 
EC/EU membership question and, if so, whether it appears to have been managed 
or unmanaged. To do this I look at data broken down by political parties and 
various socio-economic measures. The public opinion data come from a large 
number of surveys conducted in the three countries during the years that their 
relationships to the EC/EU was an important political question. 

Public opinion data gives indirect evidence about the existence of managed and 

5 Underdal (1979) is a partial exception to this. 
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unmanaged conflict. This is because it serves as an indicator of the extent to which 
those who are represented by or sympathize with various organizations preferred 
different policy options. A second kind of data relevant to classifying the cases in 
terms of the nature of conflict is more direct evidence, that is, information about 
whether a question caused disagreement within particular organized groups which 
generally play an important role in the policy process. Ideally, an organization-
focused study of all politically important organizations should be undertaken. In a 
Nordic context, this would include, at a minimum, data about parties and economic 
organizations on both sides of the labor market. Practical limitations, in particular 
the problem of collecting comparable data about many different organizations in 
three countries over several periods of time, rule out a detailed analysis of this kind. 
I therefore limit the analysis of organizations to political parties. Data about conflict 
within parties come from written sources including books, newspapers and 
magazines. Indicators of party unity and disunity with regard to the membership 
question include data from voting at congresses, the behavior of a party's members 
of parliament with regard to arguments in debates and voting, evidence that 
members organized in support of different policy options, and judgments about 
conflict found in secondary literature. 

An unintended consequence of the analysis c onducted in Chapter 5 was that it 
revealed that some political parties were split over the question of EC/EU 
membership. Given the importance of political parties in the political life of the 
Scandinavian states, it seems reasonable to assume that managed or unmanaged 
conflict with regard to political parties can serve as an acceptable indicator of the 
nature of conflict more generally. This is particularly true if data on parties is 
combined with public opinion data which makes it possible to say whether parties' 
sympathizers were split or not and whether they supported a position at odds with 
their parties' official position.6 Where possible, however, I will also note the pattern 
of conflict the issue generated for important non-party organizations. 

An additional benefit of emphasizing political parties is that, an examination of 
the EC/EU membership question in the political parties from the point of view of 
secondary literature can serve to check that the arguments raised in the 
parliamentary debates are also those that are identified in other sources as being the 
most important ones. If unity or disagreement about the country's relationship with 
the EC/EU seems to have been caused by arguments that did not appear in Chapter 
5, then it suggests that parliamentary debate is not a reliable indicator of what a 
question is about. Fortunately, this chapter confirms that economic, political and 
security/international arguments were the most important ones. 

6 Party sympathizers refers to those people who said that they sympathized with the party, pr eferred the 
party or would vote for the party if an election were held "tomorrow". 

148 



Public opinion in Denmark 

Danish public opinion data provides support for the view that up to 1970 there was 
broad support for the idea of EC/EU membership. After 1970 public opinion 
changed dramatically (see Tables 6.1 and 6.2).7 From 1961 to 1970 the percentage of 
respondents in favor of membership ranged from a low of 41% in 1962, to a high of 
60% in September 1968 (Table 6.1). On average, 52% of survey respondents 
favored membership. The percentage of respondents opposed to membership never 
went above 9%. Looking only at those in with an opinion (Table 6.2), there was 
overwhelming support for membership through 1970. On average, 87% supported 
membership. While it is true that there was a large number of undecided voters, 
public opinion data suggest that there was little manifest disagreement about the 
EC/EU membership question in Denmark in the 1960s.8 

Table 6.1 Danish EC opinion* 

Date 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 Feb. 
1967 Sept. 
1968 Sept. 
1970 Jan. 
1970 Oct. 
1971 April 
1971 June 
1971 Aug. 
1971 Sept. 
1971 Oct. 
1971 Nov. 
1971 Dec. 
1972 Jan. 
1972Feb. 
1972 March 
1972 April 
1972 May 
1972 June 
1972 Aug. 

For Against Undecided 
% % % 

53 9 38 
41 8 51 
49 7 44 
50 9 41 
51 4 45 
56 6 38 
53 5 42 
56 8 36 
60 7 33 
51 9 40 
54 15 31 
37 30 33 
35 27 38 
41 27 32 
43 30 27 
43 31 26 
39 27 34 
37 31 32 
38 35 27 
41 32 27 
39 31 30 
48 28 24 
41 30 29 
46 31 23 
41 35 24 

Questions: 1960s Are you for or against Denmark joining the EC? 
1970s Will you vote for or against Danish membership in the EC? 

* Source-. Danish Gallup 

7 Data on Danish public opinion come from Gallup Polls, Observa Polls, the 1971 election study an d 
special EC surveys. The earliest data comes from the Danish Gallup organization, which began asking Danes 
whether they were for or against membership in the European Community in 1961. Between 1961 and 1966 
polls were conducted annually. Beginning in 1967 Danes were polled more frequently about there EC views. 
The data were supplied by the Danish Data Service (DDS) via the Swedish Data Service (SDS). 

8 Voters who sympathized with the Radical Liberal and Social Democratic parties were more likely to be 
undecided than Conservatives and Liberals. 
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Table 6.2 Danish EC Opinion* 
OF THOSE WHO HAD AN OPINION: 

Date 
% 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 

For 
% 
85 
84 

Against 

1967 Feb. 
1967 Sept. 
1968 

1972 April 
1972 May 
1972June 
1972 Aug. 

1970 Jan. 
1970 Oct. 
1971 April 
1971 June 
1971 Aug. 
1971 Sept. 
1971 Oct. 
1971 Nov. 
1971 Dec. 
1972 Jan. 
1972 Feb. 
1972 March 
1972 April 

90 
85 
78 
55 
56 
60 
59 
58 
59 
54 
52 
56 
56 
63 
58 
60 
54 

85 
93 
90 
91 

88 

88 

15 
16 
12 
15 
7 

10 
9 

12 
10 
15 
22 
45 
44 
40 
41 
42 
41 
46 
48 
44 
44 
37 
42 
40 
46 

Questions: See Table 6.1 

* Source-. Danish Gallup 

Danish public opinion shifted after mid-1970 (see Tables 6.1 and 6.2). In October 
1970, 54% favored membership, while 15% were opposed. By April 1971 
opposition had jumped to 30% and hovered around that level until the referendum 
on October 2,1972. At the same time support for membership fell. It reached a low 
of 35% in June 1971 before recovering somewhat during the second half of the year. 
Between October 1970 and August 1972, an average of 42% of respondents 
supported membership. Twenty-eight percent were opposed and 30% undecided. 
Examining only those respondents who expressed an opinion about membership, an 
average of 81% of respondents supported membership in 1970, while only about 
57% supported it between April 1971 and September 1972. About 19% of those 
with an opinion were opposed to membership in 1970. This rose to an average of 
43% during 1971 and 1972. The data thus suggests that the membership question 
had become a source of conflict by early 1971. 

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 show public opinion data broken down by party preference, 
employment and union membership. Table 6.3 shows that between 1961 and 1966, 
broad support for membership could be found in all political parties except the 
Socialist People's Party. Of those who expressed an opinion about membership, 
more than 85% of all other parties1 sympathizers were favorable. 

150 



Table 6.3 Danish EC by Party* 
OF THOSE WHO EXPRESSED AN OPINION 

Party 1961-66 
(Ave.) 
For Against 
% % 

May 1971 

For Against 
% % 

Dec 1971 

For Against 
% % 

Sept 1972 

For Against 
% % 

1971-73 
(Ave.) 
Fa vorab. 

% 

Social 85 15 36 64 52 48 53 47 47 
Democrats 

Radical 86 13 63 37 75 25 76 24 71 
Liberal 

Cons. 93 7 70 30 79 21 76 24 75 

Liberal 96 4 83 17 91 9 96 4 90 

Socialist 58 42 12 88 17 86 11 89 13 
People's 

Questions: see Table 6.1 

Undecided: 1961-1966: SD=46%, RL=31, Cons=25, L=27, SP=26 
May 1971: SD=22%, RL=21, Cons=21, L=13, SP=13 
Dec. 1971: SD=28%, RL=30, Cons=20, L=19, SP=17 
Sept.1972: SD=8%, RL=9, Cons=9, L=3, SP=0 

* Sources-. 1961-66: Petersen & Elklit (1973) 
May 1971: Observa Poll May 1771 
Dec. 1971: Observa Poll Dec 1971 
Sept. 1972: Vilstrup EC Survey, Sept. 1972 

By contrast, data from spring 1971 shows that the question had split Social 
Democratic voters in particular. Sixty-four percent of those with a view were 
opposed to membership in May. In December and September 1972 about the same 
percent were opposed as in support of membership. Table 6.3 shows that 
opposition to membership also grew in the non-socialist parties. Nonetheless, those 
who supported EC membership greatly outnumbered those opposed to it. In the 
case of the Liberal Party, by the end of 1971 more than 90% were united in support 
of membership. With regard to the Conservatives and the Radical Liberals, 
supporters outnumbered opponents by about 3 to 1. The Socialist People's Party 
voters were united in opposition to membership. Averaging the three polls from 
1971 and September 1972 suggests that the only party that faced sustained, 
unmanaged conflict at the level of voters was the Social Democratic Party. 
Throughout 1971 and 1972 its voters were split in half with regard to the question 
of the country's relationship to the EC. 

Table 6.4 provides some addition evidence about the nature of the EC conflict 
during 1970 and 1971 on the basis of employment and union membership. In 
August 1970 there was strong support for EC membership in all employment 
groups and among union members (Table 6.4). 
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Table 6.4 Danish EC Opinion by Employment & Union Membership* 
OF THOSE EXPRESSED AN OPINION: 

Employment: 

Self-employed, 
agr. & fishing 

Self-employed, 
industry 

White collar 
employee 

Worker 

Union member 

August 1970 
For Against 
% % 

89 

88 

91 

78 

82 

11 

12 

22 

18 

May 1971 
For Against 
% % 

83 

63 

56 

33 

45 

17 

37 

44 

67 

55 

December 1971 
For Against 
% % 

87 

70 

60 

55 

44 

13 

30 

40 

45 

56 

AVERAGE IN 
FAVOR 

% 

85 

67 

58 

44 

45 

Question: see Table 6.1 
Sourcer. Observa Polls, 1970,1971 

By May 1971, reflecting the disagreement that developed after the middle of 
1970, opposition to membership had increased among all groups.9 Change was 
marginal among the self-employed in agriculture and fishing. They remained 
overwhelmingly pro-membership. Opposition increased most among workers. 
Respondents identifying themselves as workers shifted strongly negative by May 
1971 (with 67% stating opposition to membership), before shifting back somewhat 
by December. At the end of 1971, workers were about equally split into supporters 
and opponents of membership. White collar workers also shifted against 
membership. While the majority remained in favor, a large group of about 40% 
opposed it. The implication of these splits among workers and employees is that the 
trade union movement in particular faced unmanaged conflict. Data on opinion 
among union workers confirms this. It shows that about 45% favored membership, 
with 55% opposed.10 Support for membership among industrial employers and 
owners dropped in 1971, but by the end of the year opponents were outnumbered 
more than 2 to 1. The public opinion data therefore suggest that organizations 
representing these groups, as well as those representing the primary sector, were not 
faced with the kind of unmanaged conflict that developed among trade union 
members. 

9 It should be noted that the question being asked changed from whether or not the respondent favored 
membership to how he/she would vote in the referendum. 

10 The worker/employee splits are related to the pattern of conflict among Social Democratic Party 
sympathizers. This is because most voters in these categories have traditionally supported the Social 
Democrats (Berglund Sc Lindström 1978). 
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Danish political parties and the membership question 

I now turn to a discussion of agreement and disagreement generated by the question 
of EC/EU membership in Danish political parties during the early 1960s and 1970s. 
The situation is summarized in Table 6.5. The right hand columns under 1961-63 
and 1970-72 summarize the data presented in the last section about each party's 
voters. The left hand columns refer to the situation within each party. The left hand 
columns show that three parties were united behind a common position on 
membership during both periods. The Socialist People's Party was united in 
opposition to membership for reasons linked to its view of the free market economy 
and the need for socialist control of political authority to subordinate it. (Sorensen 
1978). The party characterized the EC/EU as hostile to socialism because it was 
founded on free market principles and controlled by representatives of monopoly 
capital. The EC/EU sought to consolidate capitalism in Europe and neocolonialism 
in the third world. The party argued that while some groups in Denmark might be 
strongly in favor of such a political agenda, it was obvious that socialists rejected it. 

Table 6.5 Denmark (voter data is of those w/opinion) 

Party 
1961-63 

w/in party voters 
1970-72 

w/in party voters 

Conservatives UNITED PRO UNITED PRO. Ave 
support 1961-66, 

93% 

UNITED PRO UNITED PRO. Ave. of 4 
surveys Aug. 70-Sept. 72, 
78% 

Liberals UNITED PRO UNITED PRO. Ave. 
support 1961-66, 
96% 

UNITED PRO UNITED PRO. Ave. of 4 
4 surveys Aug. 70-Sept. 72, 
90% 

Radical Liberals 

Social Dem. 

Socialist People's 

PRO, but some 
doubts. Not 
expressed in 
voting or 
aggressive 
position taking 

PRO, but some 
doubts. Not 
expressed in 
voting or 
aggressive 
position taking 

UNITED ANTI SPLIT. Ave. support 
1961-66, 58% pro 

UNITED PRO. Ave. 
support 1961-66, 
87% 

UNITED Pro. Ave. 
support 1961-66 
85% 

SPLIT. Party 
favorable to 
negotiations, no final 
recommendation 
after Treaty signed 

SPLIT. Opposition 
from labor unions, 
ideological 
opposition from left. 
Organized in Social 
Democrats against 
EC 

UNITED ANTI 

UNITED PRO. Ave. of 4 
surveys Aug. 70-Sept. 72, 
75% 

SPLIT. Ave. of 4 surveys 
Aug. 70-Sept. 72, 56% pro 

UNITED ANTI. Ave. of 4 
surveys Aug. 70- Sept. 72, 
78% anti 

The other parties for whom the EC/EU question generated no internal conflict 
were in favor of Danish membership. The Liberal Party, whose economic base was 
agriculture, was an early supporter of membership. Agriculture's interest with regard 
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to the EC/EU was unambiguous. It needed to join the EC/EU to avoid losing 
markets as a result of the Community's protectionist agricultural policy (Sorensen 
1978). As early as 1958 a government report confirmed that the future of Danish 
agricultural exports to the EEC would depend on whether the Community adopted 
liberal or protectionist policy (Miljan 1977). Within the EEC, developments 
suggested that the members would adopt a protectionist policy against outsiders. 
EFTA did not cover trade in agricultural goods, and members' promises to open up 
markets to Danish exports had come to nothing. The result was that Danish 
agriculture risked being shut out of the trade group that was committed to adopting 
a liberal policy among its members and a protectionist one against non-members, 
while the group to which it belonged maintained a protectionist policy among its 
members. For agriculture and its political representative, the Liberal party, EEC 
membership, even without Britain, was desirable. A protectionist EEC with Britain 
and Germany inside and Denmark outside would be a disaster. 

The Conservative Party was also united in its support of EC/EU membership 
throughout the period 1961 to 1972. It supported membership both for economic 
reasons and political ones (Sorensen 1978). The party's economic base, which 
included industry and business (which could be expected to gain free, unlimited 
entry to the EC markets), inclined it to favor the EC/EU. Unlike agriculture, 
however, membership was not expected to be an unqualified benefit to industry. 
The government estimated in 1958 that almost 40% of Danish industrial production 
would be threatened by competition from EEC industries, and therefore needed 
time to adjust (Miljan 1977). Though the predicted impact of membership was less 
dramatic in 1961, 20% of Danish industry was still judged to be vulnerable. In 
addition, EEC membership posed a threat to one of Danish industry's comparative 
advantages, low or zero tolls on imports of raw materials. These problems explain 
why Conservatives stressed the importance of negotiating sufficiendy long transition 
periods and why they argued that once Denmark was an EEC member it would get 
most of its raw materials (toll free of course) from within the Community's big 
common market (.Folketingetsforhandlinger October 3, 1961). 

Membership was also attractive to Conservatives for general foreign policy 
reasons. Joining the EC/EU was viewed as an "Atlantic oriented" foreign policy 
decision because it would link Denmark more closely to its security allies (Sorensen 
1978). Security policy was one of the Conservative Party's more important profile 
questions, thus the link between membership and Western solidarity strongly 
influenced their evaluation of the EC/EU question (Hansen 1969). Given the 
economic difficulties membership might create for some of its supporters, it is not 
surprising that Conservative Party speakers often raised the general foreign policy 
aspects of membership. 

The EC/EU membership question was problematic for the Radical Liberals. 
Within the party, there were disagreements about the best course of action both 
during 1961-63 and between 1970 and 1973 (Petersen & Elklit 1973:204). Having 
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been opposed to NATO membership throughout the 1950s, the party was clearly 
uninterested in the EC/EU for general foreign policy reasons (Hansen 1969). The 
party officially supported negotiations in both the 1960s and 1970s, but their 
support for membership was firmly and explicitly tied to British membership 
(Hansen 1969). They also hoped that Norway and perhaps even Sweden might join 
in some way. The Radical Liberals viewed both the EC/EU members states and the 
EC/EU itself as culturally alien to Denmark. Only if it were enlarged to include 
states similar to Denmark was membership possible. The party's economic base was 
composed of small farmers, owners of small businesses and, increasingly in the 
1960s, urban white collar workers. Small farmers saw Denmark's future as an 
agricultural exporter to be dependent on access to British markets. Thus, only if 
Britain joined was membership economically important. The other two groups did 
not feel strongly pulled towards the EC/EU for economic reasons (Hansen 1969). 

The Radical Liberal Party's internal problems with the issue increased in the 
1970s. While its official position supporting membership negotiations did not 
change, in December 1971 four members of its parliamentary group voted against 
the proposal that the government sign the Treaty of Accession (Petersen & Elklit 
1973). Nor did the party formally recommend voting in favor of the Treaty in the 
national referendum (Sorensen 1978). At its National Congress in May 1972 the 
party passed a resolution encouraging voters to participate in the referendum but 
leaving it up to each individual to decide for himself/herself how to vote (Nordisk 
Kontakt 1972:559). In the final Folketing vote on the Treaty of Accession on 
September 8, 1972, four Radical Liberals again voted against (Nordisk Kontakt 
1972:765). 

Both in the 1960s and 1970s, disagreement over the EC/EU issue was greater in 
the Social Democratic Party than in other parties. This was partially due to the 
economic interests of the party's supporters and partially for political-ideological 
reasons. Especially in the early 1960s, a large group in the trade union movement 
viewed the EEC question as a clash between the interests of workers and agriculture 
(Hansen 1969, Miljan 1977). According to this argument, membership was beneficial 
to farmers, who would benefit from higher food prices, and harmful to workers. 
Not only would they pay more for food, they would likely face higher levels of 
unemployment and quite possibly a reduction in social standards (Hansen 1969). 
Predictions of rising unemployment were based on arguments that many Danish 
firms would not be able to survive in the face of EEC competition and that labor 
migration would bring foreign workers to Denmark. Fears of lower social standards 
were linked to increased foreign ownership of Danish industry as well as eventual 
harmonization of member states' social policies (Hansen 1969). 

Important parts of the trade union movement were also unenthusiastic about 
EC/EU membership for political-ideological reasons (Hansen 1969). They argued 
that the EC/EU was based on a free market ideology and therefore not particularly 
friendly to working class interests or Danish cultural and political values. EC/EU 
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member states were seen in trade union circles as less democratic and more market 
oriented than Denmark. The mostly conservative member governments were 
therefore assumed to be unsympathetic to the ideas of Nordic Social Democracy 
and unlikely to support its efforts to tame capitalism in the interest of workers 
(Sorensen 1978). Many Social Democrats, particularly those on the party's left wing, 
also feared that EC/EU membership was a threat to the party's ability to control 
capitalism via legislation and worker participation schemes. 

At the same time, the leadership in both the unions and the Social Democratic 
Party were fully aware that the future of Danish industry — and hence industrial 
workers — depended on favorable access to export markets. It was also dependent 
on the success of agriculture, whose exports earned huge amounts of foreign 
currency that industrial expansion and prosperity depended on. It was these 
contradictory factors that explain the disagreement within the trade union 
movement and the Social Democratic Party over EC/EU policy (Miljan 1977, 
Hansen 1969). Throughout 1961 two unions representing 40% of unionized workers 
(Unskilled Laborers Union and Metal Workers Union) remained opposed to EEC 
membership even if Britain joined. The leadership of the trade unions' central 
organization, LO, and most of the member unions accepted the argument that if 
Britain joined, EEC membership was economically necessary. LO succeeded in 
getting its unions to support a statement of support for the government's EEC 
policy in 1962 (Hansen 1969). However, the statement included a long list of 
conditions that served as a sign of the union movement's significant skepticism 
towards the EEC. It did not represent an abandonment of the idea that membership 
was not likely to benefit workers. 

The trade unions, as spokesmen for workers, had an important role in the 
articulation of the interests of workers with regard to the EC/EU question. The 
Socialist People's Party played a similar role in the articulation of the acceptability of 
EC membership from the point of view of socialist ideology. The Social Democratic 
leadership argued that the economic interests of industry and workers demanded 
that Denmark follow the UK, and that the European left needed to join the EC/EU 
in order to use the organization to promote socialism and peace (Hansen 1969). 
Others in the party rejected membership, arguing along with the socialists that 
membership would undermine both the economic interests of the party's supporters 
and the political possibility of pursuing a social democratic agenda in Denmark. 

As in the case of the Radical Liberals, the conflict within the Social Democratic 
Party did not reveal itself in Folketing voting until December 1971, when 11 Social 
Democratic members voted against the proposal calling on the government sign the 
Treaty of Accession. The split was also clearly evident in the Folketing vote in 
September 1972, when 12 Party members voted against approving the treaty 
(Nordisk Kontakt 1972:765). The conflict in 1970-72 had the same root causes as the 
doubts expressed about membership in the 1960s. That is, it was rooted in 
arguments that EC membership would harm workers economically by leading to 
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higher prices and higher unemployment. In addition membership would cripple 
social democracy by taking away the political power that labor enjoyed in Denmark. 
For the Social Democratic opponents of membership, economic changes between 
1963 and 1970 did not make membership more compelling. On the one hand, the 
modernization of Danish industry made it less vulnerable to EC competition than it 
had been in the early 1960s. On the other, the largest market for Danish industrial 
exports in the late 1960s was Sweden, which accounted for an amount roughly equal 
to Denmark's industrial exports to the whole EC (Hansen 1969). Norway accounted 
for 11% of Danish industrial exports, making it the third largest market behind 
Sweden and Germany (Hansen 1969). This development in trade patterns was a 
source of support for those in the Social Democratic Party who favored Nordic 
cooperation over EC membership. 

Summarizing the Danish case 

The EC issue created little manifest conflict in the early 1960s. While the Social 
Democrats and the Radical Liberals experienced some internal party disagreement 
about the issue, their voters were solidly of one mind. Those with an opinion 
supported membership negotiations, which was the official position of their parties. 
The much smaller Socialist People's Party was internally united against membership, 
but data for the 1961-66 period show that a majority of their voters actually favored 
EC membership. During the early 1970s, the overall level of conflict (as measured in 
terms of public opinion data) created by the EC question was considerably greater 
than it had been in the 1960s. Public opinion data and information on the EC 
question in political parties revealed limited unmanaged conflict. For the Social 
Democratic Party, the issue created conflict both internally and among its voters. 
The Conservative and Liberal Parties were united in favor, as were their voters. The 
Socialist People's Party and its sympathizers were united against. The Radical Liberal 
Party experienced some internal disagreement over EC membership, but public 
opinion data shows that, on average, 75% of respondents who expressed a party 
preference for the Radical Liberals favored membership. Finally, trade union 
members were split on the question of membership. Farmers were united in favor of 
membership, while among employers and owners, those in favor of membership 
outnumbered opponents by almost three to one at the end of 1971. 

Public opinion in Norway 

Table 6.6 reveals that support for EC/EU membership has never been very strong 
in Norway. In 1962 respondents were about equally split among support for 
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membership, opposition and no opinion/undecided. In 1970, a somewhat larger 
number of respondents supported membership than opposed it. Support fell 
dramatically by February 1971. Only eighteen percent reported being positive to 
membership, while a full 41% opposed it. The same negative attitude is evident in 
data from 1989,1992 and 1993.11 

Table 6.6 Norwegian EC Opinion* 

Date Positive to membership Negative to membership No opinion/Don't know 
% % % 

1961 25 12 63 
1962 34 34 33 
1970 35 31 33 
1971 18 41 41 
1989 35 30 35 
1990 34 41 24 
1991 43 42 15 
1992 37.5 37.5 25 
1993 26 50 23 

Note: Data for 1962 is an average of opinion polls conducted in February, early and mid April and August. Data 
for 1970 is an average of opinion polls from April, September and October. Data from 1991 is an average 
of data from monthly opinion polls conducted between February and December, excluding July. Data 
from 1992 is an average of monthly polls from January to May. 

Questions: 
1961, Feb. 1962, early April 1962 
Mid April 1962, August 1962 

Should Norway join ("sluta sig til") the EEC? 
Do you agree that Norway should negotiate with the EC about full 
membership? 

April 1970 In general would you say that you are for or against Norwegian 
membership in the European Common Market? 

September 1970 In accordance with the Storting's decision. Norway has opened negotia
tions on full membership in the European Common Market. Do you 
agree that Norway should negotiate membership? 

October 1970 Norway's relationship to the Common Market is a timely issue since 
negotiations have begun. There are two real alternatives. We can choose 
full membership. We can choose a trade agreement, or so called 
association. Which of these do you think we should choose? 

February 1971 What alternative to do prefer with regard to Norway's negotiations with 
the Common Market? Continue negotiations aimed full membership, 
change negotiations and seek a different solution, or terminate 
negotiations? 4'Negative to membership" is the combination of change 
and end negotiations. 

April 1989 Do you think Norway should join the EC? Do you think Norway should 
not join, or are you undecided? 

1991-1992 Do you support or oppose Norwegian membership in the EC? 
1990 & 1993 With regard to Norwegian membership in the European Community, 

how would you vote if a referendum were held today? For membership 
or against? 

Sources. 
1961-1971: Tord Hoivik, Ottar Hellevik & Nils Petter Gleditsch, "Folkeopinionen og EEC", Samtiden 1971 , 
pp. 229-260 
April 1989: SIFO Opinion AB, "Fler för än emot medlemskap", Opinionerik. Trender, Nr. 3, April 1989, pp. 1-2 
1991-April 1992: "EF-motstanden oker kraftig", Nordisk Kontakt 5,1992, pp. 58-59 
May 1993: Ulf Lindström, Euro-Consent, Euro-Contract, or Euro-Coercion? Scandinavian Social Democracy, the 
European Impasse and the Abolition of Things 'Political (Oslo: Scandinavian University Press, 1993) 
1990,1993: fall Eurobarometers, NSD 

^ Data for 1970 and 1971 come from Gallup polls, while data on 1989-1992 come largely from 
Eurobarometer surveys. Both were provided by the Norwegian Data Service (NDS). 
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Looking only at those expressing an opinion (Table 6.7), it is clear that Norwegian 
voters have been quite evenly divided over the question of EC/EU membership. In 
1962, an average of 50% of those with an opinion were in favor of membership. 
From April 1970 to February 1971, an average of 47% were in favor, with 53% 
opposed. On average, the percentage of those in favor was about the same as those 
opposed between 1989 and 1992. 

Table 6.7 Norwegian EC Opinion* 
PERCENTAGE OF THOSE EXPRESSING A VIEW: 

Date Positive to membership Negative to membership 
% % 

1961 68 32 
1962 50.5 49.5 
1970 53 47 
1971 31 69 
1989 54 46 
1990 46 54 
1991 50.5 59.5 
1992 50 50 
1993 35 65 

Undecided: see T able 6.6 
Questions: see Table 6.6 

* Sources-. see Table 6.6 

Data about EC opinion broken down by party sympathy, employment and class 
provide information about the pattern of conflict. Table 6.8 shows that Labor Party 
voters have had unstable views on membership. Of those with an opinion, a 
significant majority (67%) favored membership in 1961. By August 1962, about as 
many Labor Party sympathizers opposed membership as supported it. In September 
1970 a small majority expressed support for membership, while in February 1971 
three of four Labor sympathizers opposed. The instability continued in the 1990s. In 
1989 and 1990 Labor voters were roughly split in half over the question of Norway's 
relationship to the EC. In 1992 supporters outnumbered opponents three to one. In 
1993, the two groups were again roughly the same size. 
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Table 6.8 Norwegian EC Opinion By Political Party, 1961-93* 
PERCENTAGE OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Date Socialist Labor Center libs CPP Cons Progressive 
Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. 
% % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

1961 67 33 61 39 69 31 78 22 80 20 
1962 Feb 61 39 43 57 41 59 46 54 77 21 
1962 Aug. 47 53 24 76 52 48 37 63 78 22 
1970 Sept. 2 71 54 46 45 55 62 38 40 63 84 21 
1971 Feb. 4 96 26 74 14 86 39 61 14 86 60 40 
1989 Dec. 15 80 49 51 5 95 17 83 79 21 83 17 
1990 21 79 45 55 3 97 50 50 13.5 86.5 84 14 71 29 
1992 13 87 73 27 3 97 3 97 91 9 66 34 
1993 10 90 51.5 48.5 1 99 32 68 13 87 78 22 52 48 

Undecided: Socialist Left: 1989=26%, 1990=23,1992=24,1993=12 
Labor: 1961=48%, 1962=31,26,1970=15,1971=28,1989=30,1990=25,1992=36,1993=30 
Center: 1961=44%, 1962=24, 21; 1970=5,1971=28,1989=5,1990=9,1992=10,1993=7 
liberals: 1961=49%, 1962=25, 25; 1970=5,1971=33,1990=9,1993=14 
CPP: 1961=73%, 1962=46, 37; 1970=37,1971=14,1989=19,1990=23,1992=28,1993=9.8 
Cons: 1961=36%, 1962=25, 27; 1970=11,1971=33,1989=19,1990=14,1992=20,1993=23 
Progressives: 1989=32%, 1990=30,1992=29,1993=29.5 

Questions: see Table 6.6 
* Sources-. see Table 6.6 

Party data shows that Liberal Party sympathizers have also been split on the 
question of membership. Like Labor voters, their views have been unstable. In 
August 1962 they were split into two almost equal groups of supporters and 
opponents. In 1970 about 60% were positive, while in 1971 about 60 percent were 
opposed. Data from 1993 shows that the party's sympathizers were mosdy negative, 
with opponents outnumbering proponents by more than 2 to 1. Data on supporters 
of the Christian People's Party show that they became united opponents of 
membership. There were almost as many supporters as opponents in February 1962. 
Since then, however, polling data show a shift towards opposition. In repeated 
surveys after 1970 almost 90% of Christian People's Party voters have rejected 
membership. Data for the Center Party shows the same pattern of early 
disagreement among party voters followed by consolidation behind opposition to 
membership. The Progressive Party's sympathizers reveal the opposite pattern. After 
1990 a split developed, so that by 1993 about as many opposed membership as 
supported it. With regard to Conservative Party voters, except for 1971, data show 
that proponents of membership have outnumbered opponents by more than three 
to one. Social People's Party voters have been united against membership. 

Opinion on the EC/EU membership question broken down by employment data 
are presented in Tables 6.9 and 6.10. Data for 1971 (Table 6.9) shows that there was 
solid opposition to membership in all employment categories and all sectors. More 
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than 80% of industry workers and independent farmers were opposed to 
membership. Among white collar workers, 70% were opposed to membership. 
Looking at sector of employment, between 75 and 85 percent of all respondents in 
all sectors expressed opposition to membership. The overall picture is one of broad 
agreement against membership. 

Table 6.9 Norwegian EC Opinion 
by Employment & Sector of Family's Main Income Earner, 1971* 

OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Employment/sector: Positive to membership Negative to membership 
% % 

Industry worker 
Feb 1971 20 80 
Aug 1971 16 84 

Employee/white collar 
Feb 1971 30 70 
Aug 1971 30 70 

Independent farmer 
Feb 1971 13 86 
Aug 1971 21 79 

Independent, non-farming 
Feb 1971 27 73 
Aug 1971 21 79 

Fishing, Agriculture, Forestry 
Feb 1971 15 85 
Aug 1971 21 79 

Industry, crafts 
Feb 1971 25 75 
Aug 1971 19 81 

Hotel, Restaurant, Tourism 
Feb 1971 34 66.5 
Aug 1971 29 71 

Telephone, Transport 
Feb 1971 24 76 
Aug 1971 20 80 

Service Industry 
Feb 1971 24 76 
Aug 1971 24 76 

Questions: Feb 1971 see Table 6.6. 
August 1971: In the referendum on Norwegian membership in the European Community, will 
you vote yes or no? 

* Source: Gallup polls for February and August, NSD 

Data for the 1990s reveals a different pattern (Table 6.10). There was a decline in 
support for membership in all employment categories between 1991 and 1993. 
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Workers and independent farmers tended to unite behind opposition to 
membership, but middle management, white collar workers and other independents 
remained split. Averaging the data for 1990, 1991 and 1993 suggests that 
independent farmers were the most united (with an average of 89% opposed), 
whereas white collar non management were the most split (45% in favor, 55% 
opposed). For middle management, an average of about 60% supported 
membership, while in the case of skilled workers, an average of about 60% opposed 
it. In the group of non skilled workers, average opposition to membership was 67%. 

Data on employment sector shows that those employed in both private industry 
and the private service sector were split over the question of the Norway's 
relationship to the EC throughout the early 1990s. While there was a shift towards a 
large majority opposed by 1993, over the period the two sectors were split about in 
two. Those employed in the public sector were more negative, particularly workers 
in state-owned industries in 1993. On average, about 60% of those employed in the 
public sector and state owned industry opposed membership. 

162 



Table 6.10 Norwegian EC Opinion by Employment & Sector, 1990-93* 
OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Employment/sector Would vote for memb. in ref. Would vote against memb. in ref 
% % 

Middle management 
1990 61 39 
1991 69 31 
1993 44 56 

White collar, non-management 
1990 46 54 
1991 56 44 
1993 32 68 

Skilled worker 
1990 41 59 
1991 47 53 
1993 29 71 

Non-skilled worker 
1990 25 75 
1991 50 50 
1993 22 78 

Independent farming 
1990 25 75 
1991 0 100 
1993 7 93 

Independent non-farming 
1990 56 43 
1991 84 16 
1993 54 46 

Public sector 
1990 32.5 67.5 
1991 49 51 
1993 32 68 

State owned industry 
1990 43 57 
1991 47 53 
1993 24 76 

Private industry 
1990 53 47 
1991 59 41 
1993 35 65 

Private service sector 
1990 54 46 
1991 63 37 
1993 42 5 

Undecided: Middle Management: 1990=20%, 1991=19,1993=18 
White collar, non-management: 1990=24%, 1991=23,1993=26 
Skilled worker: 1990=22%, 1991=29,1993=21 
Non-skilled worker: 1990=27%, 1991=29,1993=21 
Independent farming: 1990=6%, 1991=4,1993=13 (note that category has small "n") 
Independent non-farming: 1990=11%, 1991=12,1993=16 

Undecided: Public sector: 1990=24%, 1991=23,1993=23 
State owned industry: 1990=17%, 1991=15,1993=19 

Private industry: 1990=25.5%, 1991=23,1993=21 
Private service sector: 1990=27%, 1991=25,1993=28 

* Sources: Eurobarometer, fall 1990,1991,1993, NSD 
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Public opinion broken down by class reveals that the middle, lower middle and 
working classes were split in 1990 and 1991 (see Table 6.11). In 1993, in both the 
lower middle and working class the groups against membership was much larger 
than groups in favor. The middle class was more divided, though a clear majority 
opposed membership. 

Table 6.11 Norwegian EC Opinion by Class, 1990-1993* 
OF THOSE WITH AN OPINION 

(undecided in parentheses) 

Class Would vote for memb. in ref. Would vote against memb. in ref. 
% % 

Middle Class 
1990 (22%) 50 50 
1991 (20%) 58 42 
1993 (21%) 38 62 

Lower Middle Class 
1990 (26%) 38 61 
1991 (27%) 53 47 
1993 (34%) 25 75 

Working Class 
1990 (27%) 40 60 
1991 (25%) 47 53 
1993 (23%) 30 70 

Upper Class 
1990 (25%) 83 17 
1991 (14%) 83 17 
1993 (0%) 62.5 37.5 

Upper Middle Class 
1990 (22%) 62.5 37.5 
1991 (16%) 81 19 
1993 (18%) 50 50 

* Source-. Eurobarometer, fall 1990,1991,1993, NSD 

Overall, public opinion data suggest that the EC/EU question caused conflict in 
Norway, but that for some organizations it was largely manageable as long as the 
organization was not pro-membership. In the 1970s, both white collar and industry 
trade unions and farm organizations had members overwhelmingly opposed to 
membership. With the exception of farmers, these groups were more split in the 
1990s. Those working in the private sector were almost equally split between 
supporters and opponents of membership. With regard to political parties, Social 
Democratic and Liberal voters have remained split over the question of the 
country's relationship to the EC/EU since the 1960s. The Progressive Party 
experienced a split after 1990. Center and Christian People's Party voters had united 
against membership by 1971, while Conservative Party and Socialist voters have 
always been largely united on EC/EU policy. 
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Norwegian political parties and the membership question 

Data on agreement and disagreement about the EC/EU membership question in 
Norwegian political parties is summarized in Table 6.12. The left hand columns for 
each period summarize public opinion data about parties, voters. The right hand 
column summarize conflict within parties. The Table shows that in all periods 
Norwegian parties were either united both internally and with their voters, or they 
and their voters were split. The former is the case for the Conservatives, united in 
favor during all periods, and the Center and Socialist Left parties, both united 
against in all periods. The Christian People's Party was the only one which was split 
in one period and united in another. 
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Table 6.12 Norway (voter data is of those w/opinion) 

Parties 

Conservatives 

Christian Dem. 

Liberal Party-

Center Party 

Labor Party 

1961-1963 
w/in party Voters 

Socialist Left 

Progressive 

Data on voters: 

1970-1972 
w/in party Voters 

UNITED 
PRO 
EC had 
congenial 
econ. 
philosophy 
Econ. basis of 
party mostly 
in favor. EC 
policies 
including 
security, more 
compatible 
than Nordics 

SPLIT: Urban 
party membs. 
pro; rural S & 
W members 
opposed 

SPLIT 
Membs. from 
S & W pro; 
East libs, esp. 
in Oslo, an ti 

UNITED 
ANTI 

SPLIT: Left-
ideology antis 
& middle-
party antis vs. 
mainstream 
pragmatist 
architects of 
Norwegian 
post-war 
policies 

UNITED 
ANTI 

UNITED 
PRO above 
75% in favor 

SPLIT 54% 
pro 

SPLIT: 54% 
pro 

UNITED 
ANTI, 76% 
against by 
August 1962 

SPLIT: 58% 
pro 

Missing data 

UNITED 
PRO 

UNITED 
PRO, 75% 
in favor 

SPLIT: UNITED 
same lines ANTI, 
of 80% 
opposition opposed 

SPLIT: SPLIT 
same lines 57% anti, 
of 
opposition, 
East 
opposition 
supported by 
Youth org. 

UNITED UNITED 
ANTI ANTI, 

95% anti 

SPLIT: SPLIT: 
63% anti 

UNITED 
ANTI 

1989-1994 
w/in party Voters 

UNITED UNITED 
PRO PRO, 88% 

in favor 

UNITED UNITED 
ANTI ANTI, 98% 
Disagreem. opposed 
over EEA 

Missing data SPLIT, 59% 
neg. 

UNITED 
ANTI 

UNITED 
ANTI, 98% 
opposed 

SPLIT SPLIT: 
Esp. strong 57% pro 
anti in North. 
Leaders 
threats to 
vote against 
Labor in '93 
election -
angry about 
pro-EC bias 
of Stor. lists 

UNITED 
ANTI, 
93% against 

UNITED 
ANTI 

DOMIN 
PRO, some 
vocal anti 
voices 

UNITED 
ANTI, 85% 
anti 

SPLIT, 63% 
pro 

1960s data is an average of three polls from 1961 and 1962 
1970s data is an average of three polls from late 1970 and 1971 
1990s data is from an average of three polls from 1990,1992 and 1993 
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Looking at the united parties first, the Norwegian Conservative Party, like its Danish 
counterpart, supported EC/EU membership for economic, and political-ideological 
reasons (Allen 1979). As the political representative of industry and shipping, the 
party was inclined to look favorably on membership for economic reasons. In 
addition, it favored the EC/EU's market liberal philosophy. It was also inclined to 
support membership in order to bring Norway closer to its NATO allies. These 
reasons also made the Conservative Party cool to the idea of a Nordic cooperation 
scheme as an alternative to EC/EU membership.12 The reasons for the Conservative 
Party's support for membership were thus deeply rooted and its policy position was 
stable throughout the period from the 1960s to the 1990s. 

The Conservative Party's position was explained by the leader of the Party's 
Storting group, John Lyng, in the opening debate of the 1961-62 parliamentary 
session (Nordisk Kontakt 1961:690). When the Labor Party group decided to delay 
taking a position on membership until February 1962, Lyng proposed that the 
Foreign Policy Committee vote to take a decision by December 15. The proposal 
had no chance of passing, but served as a signal that Conservative Party policy was 
strongly pro-EEC. When the Storting finally voted in favor of authorizing the 
government to open membership negotiations with the EEC in April 1962, all of the 
Conservative Party's members voted in favor. 

A clear demonstration of the party's united stand on the issue comes from 
decisions taken during the early 1970s. At district meetings and the National 
Congress in the spring 1972, 98% of representatives voted to support membership 
(Gleditsch & Hellevik 1977). A survey of party members conducted in late 1971 and 
early 1972 revealed that 87% of all m embers supported membership (Gleditsch & 
Hellevik 1977). 

The Conservative Party helped bring the EC/EU issue back onto the political 
agenda in 1988 by adding a new EC policy to its election program. The program was 
officially adopted by the Party's National Committee in June 1989. The document 
stated that EC membership was the relationship most likely to protect Norwegian 
interests and took the position that the Storting ought to leave open the possibility 
of taking up the issue during its 1989-93 session (.Nordisk Kontakt (11-12) 1988:66). 
The Party's National Congress reiterated its pro-membership position in subsequent 
years. It also criticized the Brundtland government for refusing to take a position 
before late 1992 (Nordisk Kontakt (4) 1991:87). 

By some measures, the Norwegian Center Party was even more united in its 
EC/EU policy than were the Conservatives. The difference was that Center was 
opposed to membership. The economic interests it represented were already 
opposed to membership in the early 1960s. As the political voice of farmers, Center 

12 Within the Conservative Party there were many who objected to the vigorous pursuit of Nordic 
economic cooperation in the 1960s and 1970s because they feared that it would have negative consequences 
for Norway's entry into the EC (Allen 1979). 
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represented a homogeneous economic interest. The sector's survival was (and is) 
heavily dependent on price subsidies and import protection. Agriculture was (and is) 
unable to compete with EC/EU agriculture on equal terms (Ingebritsen 1995). It 
had no interest in export markets. Norwegian governments have long supported the 
protection of the country's agriculture sector in the interest of promoting regional 
settlement patterns and a measure of self-sufficiency (Allen 1979, Hanssen & 
Sandegren 1969). 

Agriculture also had a political interest in avoiding EC/EU membership. Farm 
cooperatives and their informal relationship to the Center Party make agriculture 
powerful in Norway (Ingebritsen 1995). The cooperatives control the purchase, 
processing and sale of agriculture products and are the farmers' voice in negotiations 
with government to set price and subsidy levels (Allen 1979). The cooperatives' ties 
to the Center Party ensure that the farmers have a voice in Oslo, much as trade 
union-Labor Party ties give organized labor a political voice. 

The Center Party has also traditionally received support from the fishing industry 
(Berglund & Lindström 1978). This group has at times been ambivalent on the 
question of EC/EU membership because of its interest in getting improved access 
to foreign markets. When there was ambiguity about whether they could get toll-free 
access to the EC/EU without giving up discriminatory legislation, fishermen and 
their organizations were ambivalent about membership (Hanssen & Sandegren 
1969). The principles of the EC/EU's Common Fisheries Policy, adopted without 
consultations with Norway in 1971, turned the fishermen decisively against 
membership. This united the economic interests of agriculture and the fishing 
industry, and along with them the Center Party's economic bases of support. 

The Center Party has also had other reasons for opposing EC/EU membership. 
Because farmers are stronger at local levels than in Oslo, the party has traditionally 
supported decentralization (Allen 1979). In the 1970s, the party began promoting 
decentralization in new ways in an effort to attract new voters (Allen 1979). Perhaps 
most importantly, decentralization was linked to democracy, to taking power away 
from distant elites and returning it to people in local communities. Decentralization 
was also linked to anti-urban, anti-industry (especially big polluting industry) 
attitudes that emerged in the late 1960s. Center's political-ideological opposition to 
the EC/EU in the 1990s was strongly on display in the 1993 election campaign. The 
Party ran on a platform of opposition to an "EC-like" society. This was shorthand 
for societies characterized by big business, centralization, market liberalism and a 
lack of commitment to the environment (Nordisk Kontakt (6-7) 1993:62). 

There is considerable data supporting the view that the Center Party was united 
with regard to the EC/EU issue. The party's Storting members voted as a group 
against applying for membership in April 1962. Opinion polls conducted in late 
1971 and early 1972 showed that 99% of the party's members were opposed to EC 
membership (Gleditsch & Hellevik 1977). At the local party Congresses in the spring 
of 1972, membership was rejected by 97% of representatives. At the 1972 National 
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Congress all representatives voted against (Gleditsch & Hellevik 1977). 
Once the issue emerged again in 1989, the Party quickly publicized its continued 

opposition to membership. At its National Congress in March, the party committed 
itself to working to bring about a bourgeois government after the fall election. At the 
same time, the Congress stated that it was opposed to EC membership and would 
not join a ny government whose goal was to pursue it. The Congress also adopted 
principles to guide the party's evaluation of any future European policy initiative. 
These included keeping decision making authority in Oslo and, in particular, 
protecting Norwegian authority over economic and tax policy, labor market policy, 
capital movements and the right of establishment. The party also stated its 
opposition to any EC policy that would weakened Norwegian control over its 
borders, make the country more dependent on imported food or reduce the 
country's commitments to regional policy and high environmental standards (Nordisk 
Kontakt (5) 1989:63-64). The party's 1991 Congress discussed the breakdown of the 
bourgeois government as a result of the Center's strong opposition to developments 
in EC policy. The new party leader, Anne Enger Lahnstein, stated firmly that Center 
would not join any government before the EC issue was resolved. It has been 
argued that the Congress atmosphere made it clear that the policy was not only 
overwhelmingly supported by the representatives, but that it brought the Party closer 
together by overshadowing other differences among them (Nordisk Kontakt (3) 
1991:72-73). The only disagreement the EC/EU question caused the party in the 
1990s had to do with how strongly the Party should state its anti-EC opinion, in 
particular whether to minimize it in order to join governments (Nordisk Kontakt (5) 
1989:64) and whether to demand that Norway withdraw from the EEA agreement 
(Nordisk Kontakt (12) 1992:77). On November 11, 1992 the party's Storting 
representatives voted as a bloc against applying for membership. 

The Norwegian Socialist Left Party was also firmly united against membership 
from the 1960s to the 1990s. The party was established in 1961 by a group of urban 
leftist-pacifists expelled from the Labor Party. It attracted the support of some leftist 
fishermen and workers from peripheral communities (Allen 1979). Like the Danish 
Socialist Party, the Norwegian party's reaction to and evaluation of the EC/EU was 
based on political-ideological opposition to an organization that they viewed as an 
instrument of capitalism and western imperialism. The party's anti-NATO policy 
also strongly inclined it to oppose not only EC/EU membership, but other formal 
links between Norway and the EC/EU as well. 

From 1988 the Socialist Left Party adopted less explicitly leftist arguments against 
EC/EU membership. Like the Norwegian Center Party, it argued that the EC/EU 
was opposed to many policies that had broad voter support, not only in Norway but 
in the other Nordic states as well. These included full employment, generous social 
and health care for everyone and strict environmental legislation (Nordisk Kontakt 
(9-10) 1988:63). In the 1993 Storting election, in addition to traditional socialist 
themes, the Party conducted a campaign based on opposition to big business, 
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market liberalism, centralization, and close links to the EC/EU - which the party 
characterized as in favor of all three (Nordisk Kontakt (7-8) 1993:62). 

Turning to split parties, both the Liberals and the Labor Party have experienced 
significant internal conflict as a result of the EC/EU issue. Despite the fact that the 
Liberal Party's National Executive came out in favor of applying for EEC 
membership in 1961, party members did not agree on how to respond to Britain's 
EEC application. The Liberal Party, unlike the Conservatives and Center, did not 
have an economic base of support that inclined it to be either in favor of 
membership or opposed. No occupational group in Norway voted overwhelmingly 
Liberal (Berglund & Lindström 1978). It drew limited support from all groups, 
though less from workers and farm owners and more from small business owners, 
white collar workers and professionals. It drew support from both rural areas and 
small and large urban areas (Allen 1979). In the early 1960s, most Liberal party 
members in rural areas and small towns were persuaded to support a membership 
application on the grounds that it was necessary to protect the economic interests of 
trade and shipping, to maintain close relations with Britain, and to reinforce Atlantic 
cooperation (Allen 1979). Urban liberals located mainly in Oslo opposed 
membership as a threat to the country's domestic and international independence 
(Allen 1979). The opponents were supported by the liberal newspaper Dagbladet, 
whose circulation made it the second biggest newspaper in Norway. 

The Liberal Party split worsened in the 1970s. The party's youth organization 
supported membership in 1962, but came out against it in the 1970s. Both it and the 
eastern urban wing were concerned about establishing a clear party profile to 
distinguish the Liberals from both the left and right (Allen 1979). Influenced by 
these elements, the committee investigating the EC issue took the position that an 
eventual decision about membership had to be based on evaluations of its likely 
consequences for preserving national political authority and promoting local 
democracy and equality. The rural wing of the Party, composed of fundamentalists, 
speakers of nynorsk and members and supporters of the temperance movement, 
joined the radicals in their rejection of EC membership. For them, EC membership 
represented a triumph of secularization (or in some cases Catholic) and urbanization 
over traditional rural life and Norwegian culture. Only Liberal voters in smaller 
urban areas were persuaded to support membership on the basis of pragmatic 
economic arguments and arguments linked to Norwegian membership in the 
Atlantic Community (Valen 1976, Allen 1979). 

Data from the 1970s clearly shows the level of conflict the EC issue created 
within the Liberal Party. In June 1971 the Storting debated a government report on 
the EC and Norwegian-EC relations. In the vote that followed, five Liberal 
members voted in favor of breaking off membership negotiations and opening 
negotiations on a free trade agreement (Allen 1979). At the local party meetings and 
the national party congress in 1972 the representatives voted against membership 
57% to 43% (Gleditsch & Hellevik 1977). Public opinion polls from late 1971 and 
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early 1972 showed that 59% of members who took a position were opposed to 
membership. The degree of conflict was so great that after the referendum, in 
November 1972, a confrontation between the supporters and opponents of 
membership led to the break-up of the party.13 

Labor Party conflicts over EC /EU policy have had both economic and political-
ideological causes (Valen 1976). As the political representative of urban industrial 
workers, Labor was inclined to support EC/EU membership in order to protect 
modern industries access to important foreign markets. Yet the party also got 
support from groups who had little direct economic interest in EC/EU 
membership, including workers in the public sector (Berglund & Lindström 1978). 
In addition, they were supported by groups who saw their economic interests as 
direcdy threatened by EC/EU membership, in particular farm workers and coastal 
fishermen (Berglund & Lindström 1978, Lindström 1993). 

The roots of Labor's specifically political-ideological opposition to the EC/EU 
was the same as that expressed by the Danish Social Democratic Party. The party's 
left wing in particular opposed the EC/EU as an organization committed to market 
liberalism and controlled by states with conservative governments hostile to social 
democratic values (Allen 1979). The EC/EU's supranationalism and its goal of 
harmonizing economic and social policy, in combination with the its conservativism 
was seen by this group as destroying any possibility the Norwegian Labor Party 
might have to pursue democratic socialism in Norway (Allen 1979). The political 
challenge the Socialist Left Party posed to the Labor Party provided a measure of 
support to those in the Labor Party who argued that membership was incompatible 
with socialist values. 

The level and visibility of the conflict within the Labor Party grew between the 
1960s and 1970s. In response to the anti-EEC sentiment displayed in various party 
gatherings in late 1961, Party Leader Gerhardsen delayed taking a firm position on 
membership, despite the fact that Foreign Minister Lange and Trade and Commerce 
Minister Arne Skaug came out strongly in favor (0rvik et al. 1975). Party Secretary 
Lie organized a campaign to inform local party organizations about the EEC and 
this succeeded in reducing anti-EEC sentiments somewhat. In early 1962 the Labor 
Government came out in favor of membership, though one minister publicly 
rejected it and called for association instead (Hanssen & Sandegren 1969). In April 
1962 the Labor Party's National Convention voted in favor of supporting the 
government's recommendation (Hanssen & Sandegren 1969). The decision was 
supported by a large majority of regional and local party groups. Nonetheless, there 
was clear opposition to the decision. Prominent, though not particularly powerful, 
members of the party accepted publicly visible roles in ad hoc opposition groups 

13 The pro-EC group left and formed the New People's Party. Neither it nor the Liberal Party succeeded 
in winning any Storting seats between 1972 and 1993, when the two reunited under the old name and came 
out against membership in an EU characterized by supranational authority and common foreign and security 
policy. 
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that sprang up against membership, including the 143 Committee (0rvik et al. 
1975).14 

In the 1970s, Labor's youth wing came out early against membership. Other party 
members also made it known that they opposed the party leadership's pro-EC 
policy. At the Party Conference in May 1971, the leadership weakened the party's 
pro-EC stand in order to avoid clashing with opponents (Allen 1979). The 
Conference adopted a resolution stating that a final decision on membership would 
be made after negotiations were completed and on the basis of an evaluation of 
membership in light of the party's overall principles (Allen 1979). The resolution 
also stated that the country's EC relationship could not be allowed to undermine 
Nordic cooperation or Labor's domestic goals, including democracy, equality and 
the preservation of rural communities (Allen 1979). 

The resolution and the fact that the leadership had accepted it in order to avoid 
confrontation strengthened the anti-EC groups (Allen 1979). After the Conference 
the youth organization began supporting anti-membership forces more openly. They 
did so despite the fact that the party's official position, confirmed in a 1969 Party 
Conference vote, was to support membership negotiations with the aim of joining 
the EC if Britain did and if the terms negotiated were acceptable (Allen 1979). The 
youth organization played an increasingly prominent role in the People's Movement 
Against the EC. In November it signed a joint statement on EC membership 
supported by youth organizations from all parties except the Conservatives. The 
statement was critical of membership and committed the group to undertake "joint, 
broad and popular resistance against Norwegian membership in the EEC" (0rvik et 
al. 1975:30). 

Other anti-EC labor groups also became active in the opposition movement. In 
December 1971 the Oslo Workers Society voted 139 to 64 to oppose membership. 
Speeches made in favor of membership by top party figures, including the Finance 
Minister and Chairman of the Storting's Foreign Relations Committee, did not 
persuade the group to reject the statement (0rvik et al. 1975). The Workers 
Information Committee (AIK) joined the People's Movement Against the EC and 
created local branches to fight against membership (0rvik, et al. 1975). AIK's 
members had been the most active anti-EEC Labor group in the early 1960s. The 
group was made up of older party members long associated with the party's left 
wing. Finally, at the end of January 1972 anti-EC Party members formed an 
organization against membership within the Party, the Labor Movement's 
Information Committee Against Norwegian Membership in the EEC (Allen 1979). 
The group's stated goal was to defeat the party's pro-EC policy by convincing Labor 
members and voters to reject the official party position (Allen 1979). Public opinion 
data from late 1971 and early 1972 shows that among party members with an 

14 The number 143 was intended to link the group to "the 43" (Björklund 1982a). This was a group of 43 
organizations that sent a letter of protest to the German occupation forces in 1941. 
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opinion, about as many rejected membership (52%) as supported it (48%). Among 
representatives at local party meetings and the 1972 National Conference, 
opposition to membership was lower, 29% and 24% respectively. 

The Labor Party continued to have problems with the EC/EU issue in the 1990s. 
Because she knew the issue could create serious internal problems, Labor Party 
Leader Gro Harlem Brundtland put off taking a position until 1992. As early as 1989 
the issue became an important discussion topic at the Party's National Conference 
(Nordisk Kontakt (5) 1989:62). Brundtland argued against engaging in a debate about 
membership on the grounds that it was not a timely issue. In 1990 the party 
announced that there would be no decision on EC membership until after 1992. In 
the meantime a thorough debate about the issue of Norwegian-EC relations would 
be conducted (Nordisk Kontakt (4)1990:76). Leading Labor figures were asked to 
keep their personal EC views to themselves until the party's EC debate was 
underway (Nordisk Kontakt (7-8) 1991:78-80). Labor Party opponents ignored the 
request. During the summer 1991, Storting member Inge Staldvik told the paper 
Arbeiderb ladet that efforts were being made to organize an anti-EC group in the party 
regardless of the wishes of top officials (.Nordisk Kontakt (7-8) 1991:80). Labor 
opponents held a conference in March 1992 to discuss whether to create an 
organization, but decided against creating a specifically Labor organization to 
oppose the EC (Nordisk Kontakt (3) 1992:78). 

Only a few months later, two prominent Labor opponents, Rune Gerhardsen and 
former minister Hallvard Bakke, reinforced the image of the Labor Party as seriously 
split. They directly criticized Party Leader Brundtland for claiming that the Danish 
referendum rejecting the Maastricht Treaty had no impact on the Norwegian Labor 
Party's actions (Nordisk Kontakt (6)1992:60). During the fall, Gerhardsen went on a 
speaking tour, in part to argue against the EU. He got strong support from the 
party's grassroots on the grounds that he represented their thinking on the issue 
better than the party elite (Nordisk Kontakt (10) 1992:87). 

The culmination of the party's internal debate about applying for membership 
was the local party meetings held during the spring 1992. They showed that the party 
was still split. Disagreement was partially geographic. Of the 14 regional meetings 
held in April, the four northernmost voted against applying, while the other ten 
voted in favor. Since these meetings selected representatives to the special National 
Conference in November to decide the party's EU position, it was not surprising 
that the National Conference voted 182-106 in favor of applying. Labor opponents 
responded by announcing that they would continue to campaign against the EU, and 
in October 1993 they finally formed their own organization, Social Democrats 
Against the EC, to encourage labor voters to reject the Party's official position 
(Nordisk Kontakt (11) 1993:76). Because of the degree of opposition within the 
Party, the question of membership was largely avoided in the 1993 Storting 
campaign (Jenssen 1995a). Party elites feared that being drawn into debate about the 
EU would cost the party votes, especially in the North (Nordisk Kontakt (7-8) 
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1993:62-63). At the Party's Conference in June 1994, representatives voted to 
support membership by a vote of 197 to 93 (Nordisk Kontakt (6) 1994:65).15 

Another party that has suffered from serious disagreement over EC/EU 
membership is the Christian People's Party. Like the Liberal Party (from which it 
was created in 1933), the Christians did not have an economic base of support that 
pushed the party in favor of or against membership. Though it has been reluctant to 
put itself on the left-right spectrum, it has a history of cooperating with bourgeois 
parties (Berglund & Lindström 1978). The party's EC/EU split in the 1960s and 
1970s was based on a combination of the urban wing's acceptance of the wisdom of 
membership for economic and general foreign policy reasons, and a lack of political 
or economic reasons for opposition (Allen 1979). The rural wing of the party 
rejected membership on the grounds that the EC promoted urbanization, 
centralization and secular values (Allen 1979). The view that most of the EC/EU 
states were either secularized or Catholic also encouraged lay-Protestant, rural 
Christian People's Party members to reject membership. This urban-rural split 
explains why the party's Storing group split their votes in April 1962 (Allen 1979). 
Of 15 representatives, only eight voted in favor of the government's proposal that 
Norway apply for EEC membership. A proposal that Norway try to negotiate 
association was supported by nine members of the Christian People's Party. 

Because of the internal conflict, the Christian People's Party sought to avoid the 
question in the 1970s (Allen 1979). Party spokesmen stressed that its support for 
negotiations was not the same as support for membership. Support for negotiations 
was explained on the grounds that they gave Norway the best chance to examine the 
possible consequences of membership. Party members also called for official studies 
about possible alternatives to membership (Allen 1979). As in 1962, the Party's 
Storting group split. In June 1971, four (of fourteen) Christians voted in favor of 
terminating membership negotiations and opening negotiations on a free trade 
agreement (Allen 1979). The 1972 Party Conference voted to reject membership 93 
to 64. 

Perhaps the most challenging problem for the Christian People's Party in the 
1970s was the split between leadership, active party members, the rank and file and 
voters. Despite the rather even split between supporters and opponents of 
membership in the Storting group (50%-50%) and at the National Conference (41% 
-59%), members were overwhelmingly opposed to it (Gleditsch & Hellevik 1977). 
Opinion polls conducted in late 1971 and early 1972 revealed that 81% of Christian 
People's Party members who had a position on membership were against it 

When the question of EC membership came up again in the late 1980s, 
disagreement still exited in the Christian People's Party. Party Leader Bondevik 
argued at the 1991 Party Congress that the EEA could be a sufficient solution for 

15 In the vote at the special LO Congress three months later, the majority v oted against membership. 
Delegates voted 156 to 149 against joining (.Nordisk Kontakt (9) 1994: 78-79). 
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Norway and that a membership debate was unnecessary (.Nordisk Kontakt (4) 
1991:91). The party majority was clearly opposed to membership, though some 
members, including former Party Leader Kåre Kristiansen, favored it (Nordisk 
Kontakt (4)1991:90). The pro-membership voices were not particularly influential in 
the party's position taking. The most significant disagreement was about how 
negative the Party ought to be. Former Storting group leader Harald Synnes, after 
arguing against the party's pro-EEA position throughout 1991, resigned from the 
party in protest during the spring 1992. In the fall, a former minister, Petter Koren, 
quit in protest against the way supporters of membership were being treated, not 
least that they were being eliminated from party lists for the 1993 election (Nordisk 
Kontakt (12) 1992:77 ). The result of party actions was that by 1993 the party was 
largely united in opposition to EU membership (Nordisk Kontakt (5) 1993:73). 

Finally, something should be said about the Norwegian Progressive Party. At the 
time the EC membership question emerged in the late 1980s, the Progressives held 
22 seats in the Storting. Over the period between 1990 and 1993 it became clear that 
the party was split on the EC/EU issue. More importantly, however, its position was 
unstable. The Progressive's early position, reflected in discussion and voting at the 
1990 National Congress, was strong support for membership (Nordisk Kontakt (6) 
1990:62). Despite this, the 1992 Congress revealed that the Party had both very 
strong supporters of membership and strong opponents. The former made up a 
large majority, however. When this majority voted in favor of supporting 
membership, some opponents resigned from the party (Nordisk Kontakt (4) 1992:74). 
At the 1993 Congress, party leader Hagen, previously a strong supporter of 
membership, called on the Party to adopt a resolution in favor of the EC but against 
EU membership. When it did, some pro-EU members resigned (Nordisk Kontakt (4) 
1993:68). The shift from strongly pro-EC to confusingly pro-EC and anti-EU did 
not appear to be linked to economic interests or political ideology. Rather, it was 
most likely due to the Party's declining popularity among voters in the run-up to the 
1993 election, and efforts to improve party fortunes by moving closer to the public, 
which was clearly anti-EC/EU. Public opinion data showed that by 1993 
Progressive Party sympathizers were evenly split on the question of whether Norway 
should join the EU. 

Summarizing the Norwegian case 

The Norwegian data suggest that the EC/EU issue caused unmanaged conflict for 
political parties in all periods. Unlike the Danish case, the issue split not only the 
Labor Party, but the Christian People's party and the Liberals. In the 1990s, it also 
caused problems for the Progressive Party. The Conservatives were united in favor 
of membership, while the Center Party and Socialists were united against. Thus, in 
Norway the issue split not only the socialist bloc (composed of the Socialists and 
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Social Democrats), but the bourgeois bloc as well. The bourgeois split led to the fall 
of two governments, in 1971 and 1990. Data from 1971 suggest that workers and 
employees in all sectors were largely united in opposition to membership, implying 
that union efforts to maintain a pro-membership position would have created 
considerable difficulty. Workers and employees were more split with regard to 
membership in the 1990s. 

Public opinion in Sweden 

Public opinion data for Sweden covers only the 1970s and 1990s.16 Publicly available 
surveys asking about the country's relationship to the EC were not conducted before 
1967. Data from 1968 and 1970 show that more than 40% of voters had formed no 
opinion about Swedish membership in the EC (Table 6.13). About 40% were 
positive to membership, while about 17% opposed trying to join. Thus, of those 
with an opinion in 1968 and 1970 (Table 6.14), an average of about twice as many 
respondents supported trying to apply as opposed to staying out. 

Tables 6.13 Swedish EC Opinion* 

Year Positive to membership Negative to membership Undecided 
% % % 

1968 41 14 45 
1970 38 20 41 
1987 24 28 48 
1988 32 36 34 
1989 42 25 27 
1990 63 15 21 
1991 46 20 34 
1992 May 40 39 21 

Nov. 35 43 22 
1993 31 45 24 

Questions: 
1968 & 1970 As you know, Sweden is not a member of the European Common Market, that is, the 

organization usually referred to as the EEC. Do you think that Sweden should try to join the 
EEC or do you think it would be better if we remained outside the EEC or are you undecided? 
Sweden is not a member of the European Community (EC). Do you think Sweden should try 
to join the EC or do you think it would be better if we remained outside or are you undecided? 
What is your view about the following proposal: Sweden should apply for membership in the 
European Community (EC), even if it means less political independence. 
What is your view about Swedish membership in die EC: mainly in favor of membership, 
undecided, mainly opposed to membership. 
Are you in favor or opposed to Swedish EC membership? 

1968 & 1970, Swedish Election Survey; 1987-1991 SOM Studies; 1992-1993 DN/Temo Polls. 
This data was provided by SSD (Swedish Social Science Data Service), Göteborg; DN/Temo 
Polls reported in Dagens Nyheter, May 30,1992; November 15,1992; April 30,1993. 

1987: 

1988-1990: 

1991: 

1992-1993: 

* Sources: 

16 Much of the data come from Swedish election surveys in 1968 and 1970 and annual surveys about 
society, opinion and mass media (SOM). The data was provided by the Swedish Data Service (SDS). 
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Table 6.14 Swedish Opinion on EC Membership* 
PERCENT OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Year Positive to membership Negative to membership 
% % 

1968 
1970 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 

75 
66 
46 
49 
58 
79 
70 
51 
45 
41 

25 
34 
54 
51 
46 
21 
30 
49 
55 
59 

1992 May 
Nov. 

1993 

Undecided/neither positive or negative: 1968: 45%, 1970: 41%, 1987: 48%, 1988: 34%, 1989: 27%, 1990: 
21%, 1991: 34%, 1992 May: 21%, 1992 November: 22%, 1993 May: 24% 

Questions: see Table 6.13 

Survey data since 1987 show a mixed record of support for seeking membership 
(Table 6.13). A low of 24% were positive in 1987. In 1990 a full 63% expressed 
support for applying. Data from subsequent years shows declining support, and by 
the Fall 1992 more respondents were opposed than in favor. Disagreement over 
whether Sweden should pursue membership is evident in Table 6.14, which shows 
that during the 1990s there were large groups of respondents who were positive to 
membership and large groups of respondents opposed to it. 

Data broken down by political party is presented in Tables 6.15 and 6.16. Polls 
from 1968 and 1970 reveal that three parties had sympathizers who were strongly 
united behind one policy option. Left Party supporters were united against, while 
Conservative and Liberal voters were overwhelmingly in support of trying to join 
(Table 6.15a). There was greater disagreement among Social Democrats and Center 
Party voters. Even in these cases though, almost twice as many favored trying to 
join. 
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Table 6.15a Swedish EC Opinion by Political Party 1968 & 1970* 
OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Party Fall 1968 Fall 1970 Ave. 69 & 70 
Try to join Remain Try to join Remain Try to join Remain 
join w/ conds outside join w/conds outside join w/conds outside 

% % % % % % 
Left 0 100 0 100 0 100 
Social Dem 66 34 61 39 64 36 
Center 73 27 63 37 68 32 
Liberal 90 10 82 18 86 14 
Conservatives 92 8 86 14 89 11 

Question: see Table 6.13 
* Sourcer. 1968 & 1970 Swedish Election Survey 

Table 6.15b Swedish EC Opinion, Neutrality Condition, 1972* 
OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Party Agree Disagree 
% % 

Social Democratic 17 83 
Center 35 65 
Liberal 32 68 
Conservative 51 49 

Undecided/don't know: 1968 Left=14%, SD=51, Center=49, Liberal=47, Conservative=39 
1970 Left=21%, SD=45, Center=46, Liberal=46, Conservative=34 
1972 SD=23%, Center=23, Liberal=22, Conservative=10 

Question: Some people think Sweden must have full membership in the EC even if it means that we can't 
maintain our current neutrality policy in the future. Do you agree or not? 

* Source-. Veckans Affärer, April 6,1972:19-23 

A different picture emerged when people were asked whether or not they 
supported membership if it meant changing neutrality policy (Table 6.15b). In this 
case, the Social Democratic voters were united behind a position that rejected 
accepting membership at the price of changing neutrality policy. Conservative Party 
voters were about evenly divided. Liberal and Center Party voters supported 
neutrality over EC membership by about two to one. These data suggest that the 
overwhelming majority of those in favor of trying to get EC membership were 
unwilling to accept it if it threatened neutrality policy. In addition, the preference for 
neutrality policy over EC membership was reflected in opinions all parties' voters 
except the Conservatives. 

Public opinion data from the 1990s shows that three parties had voters who were 
largely united (Table 6.16). Conservative and Liberal voters were in favor of 
membership, while Left Party voters opposed it. A majority of Social Democratic 
voters were in favor of trying to join the EC in 1990 and 1991, while an equally large 
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group opposed membership in 1992 and 1993. A majority of Center Party voters 
were opposed to membership from 1991, despite the fact that the Party sat in a 
Government responsible for conducting negotiations. Christian Democratic voters 
shifted from largely positive in 1990 to strongly negative at the end of 1992. While 
they expressed more support for membership in 1993, a clear majority remained 
opposed (61%). Data on Green Party voters shows a similar pattern, but with larger 
majorities opposed after 1990. New Democracy voters were quite evenly split into 
opponents and supporters in surveys from 1992 and 1993. 

Table 6.16 Swedish EC Opinion by Political Party 1987-1993* 
OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

Party 1989 1990 1991 May 1992 Nov. 1992 1993 1990-1993 
Good Bad Good Bad For Agnst For Agnst For Agnst For Agnst AVERAGE 

For Agnst 
% % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Left 28 72 44 72 20 80 15 85 3 97 9 91 22 78 
Social Democrat 40 60 72 28 64 36 43 66 34 66 28 72 50 50 
Center 40 60 57 43 38 62 15 85 28 72 40 60 38 63 
Christian Demo 69 31 91 9 67 33 36 64 22 78 39 61 58 42 
Liberal 70 30 95 5 90 10 73 27 61 39 82 18 85 15 
Conservative 83 17 76 22 94 6 88 12 81 19 75 25 84 16 
Ecology 31 69 71 29 31 69 10 90 17 83 31 69 36 64 
New Demo na na na na 78 22 58 42 47 53 44 56 60 40 

Undecided/no opinion: 
1989: Left=14%, SD=31, Center=37, Liberal=27, Conservative=16, Christian Demo=20, mp=28 
1990: Left=17%, SD=30, Center=25, Liberal=13, Conservative=11, Christian Demo=29, Ecology=21 
1991: Left=37%, SD=44, Center=36, Liberal=21, Conservative^ 8, Christian Demo=37, Ecology=20, ND=32 
1992, May Left=15%, SD=26, Center=24, Liberal=20, Conservative^ 7, Christian Demo=28, Ecology=21, ND=10 
1992, Nov. Left=3%, SD=26, Center=15, Liberal=10, Conservative=22, Christian Demo=26, Ecology=12, ND=26 
1993: Left=4%, SD=26, Center=30, Iiberal=30, Conservative=21, Christian Demo=29, Ecology=23, ND=14 

Questions: see Table 6.13 
* Sourcer. see Table 6.13 

Data broken down by class and union membership (Table 6.17) reveals that LO 
members and workers in general have had unstable views about EC/EU 
membership. In 1970, LO members were about evenly divided between supporters 
of seeking membership and opponents. In 1990 supporters greatly outnumbered 
opponents. Data from 1991 and 1993 show that LO opinion shifted from 60% in 
favor of trying to join in 1991 to 70% opposed in 1993. Data on the opinions of 
people who classified themselves as workers or as part of the working class shows 
the same pattern. Members of TCO were strongly in favor of membership in 
surveys up to the mid-1990s. The 1993 data shows them split almost in two, as were 
white collar workers in 1994 (Table 6.17). Respondents working in the agriculture 
sector were also split on the question of membership in 1991 and 1994. This data 
about opinion broken down by employment is linked to the party data discussed 
above. LO members and workers tend to vote Social Democratic, while agricultural 
voters are most likely to choose the Center Party (Gilljam & Holmberg 1993). Thus, 
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the splits among workers and those in the agriculture sector are also reflected the 
splits among Social Democratic and Center voters. 

Table 6.17a Swedish EC Opinion by Union Membership and Class* 
OF THOSE EXPRESSING AN OPINION 

1968 1970 1990 1991 1993 
join and stay join and stay join and stay join and stay for against 

UNION cond. join out cond. join out cond. join out cond. join out memb. memb. 
% % % % % % % % % % 

LO Union 65 35 58 42 71 29 60 40 30 70 
TCO Union 81 19 79 21 83 17 78 22 49 53 
SACO/SSR 93 20 82 18 81 19 76 24 60 40 
Employer/ 80 20 80 20 na 

Owner 
Agriculture 75 25 64 36 na 
Non-union/ 76 24 65 35 na 

Unsure 

Undecided/don't know: 
1968:LO=48%, TCO=25, SACO/SSR=12, Owner/employer=32, Agr.=33, nonunion=50 
1970:LO=40%, TCP=27, SACO/SSR=15, Owner/employer=17, Agr.=26, nonunion=47 
1990:LO=26%, TCO=18, SACO/SSR=13 
1991:LO=42%, TCO=24, SACO/SSR=17 
1993:LO=16%, TCO=24, SACO=17 

Question: See Table 6.13 
* Sources-. For 1993 see Toivo Sjögren, "Små förändringar men stor osäkerhet i EG opinion" 

& Trender, June 1993, pp. 2-4. For other years see Table 6.13. 

CLASS 

Table 6.17b Swedish EC Opinion by Class/employment* 

1968 
join and 
cond. join o ut 
% 

stay 
out 
% 

1990 
join and stay 
cond. join out 
% % 

1991 
join and stay 
cond. join out 

% % 

for 
memb. 

% 

1994 
against 
memb. 

% 

Middle class 
Upper class 
Other 
Working class 
Agriculture 
White collar 
Upper white collar 
Owner 

83 
100 

81 
65 

17 
0 

19 
35 72 28 59 41 19 71 

64 36 47 53 44 56 
82 18 76 24 46 54 
88 12 85 15 77 23 
92 8 78 22 

Undecided/don't know: 
1968: Middle=25%, Upper=18, Working=47, Other=32 
1990: Working=47%, Agriculture=30, White collar=16, Upper white=ll, Owner=16 
1991: Working=47%, Agriculture=47, White collar=26, Upper white=13, Owner=24 
1994: Working=33%, Agriculture=30, White collar=26, Upper white=18 

Question: See Table 6.13 
* Sources-. For 1994 see Mikael Gilljam & Sören Holmberg (1995) Väljarnas val. (Stockholm: Norstedts juridik). 

For other years see Table 6.13. 
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Swedish political parties and the membership question 

Data on Swedish political parties is summarized in Table 6.18. Data summarizing 
voter opinion is found in the right hand columns under each period, while within 
party data is reported in the left hand columns. As the Table shows, the EC 
membership question caused little within party conflict in Sweden before the 1990s. 
The question did, however, lead to a sometimes intense debate about what 

Sweden's relationship to the EC/EU ought to be. At the center of the debate were 
questions of what was economically necessary and what was acceptable from the 
point of view of neutrality policy. There was little disagreement that Sweden would 
be best served if its industries had equal access to an EC/EU market that included 
Britain and Germany, Sweden's two biggest trading partners (Bergqvist 1969). An 
EC/EU composed of the six plus England, Denmark and Norway would 
encompass 2/3 of Sweden's export markets (Viklund 1977). There was some 
disagreement as to the magnitude of the economic consequences of less-than-equal 
treatment. There was also disagreement with regard to the question of what form of 
relationship was compatible with neutrality policy. Both in the 1960s and the 1970s 
the Conservative and Liberal Parties favored applying for membership with a 
neutrality reservation. The Social Democrats and Center Party opposed such an 
application. These positions created little internal disagreement in the parties.17 

17 There was a small group within the Social Democratic Party opposed to the association application the 
Government submitted to the EEC in December 1961 (Bergqvist 1971). This group, from the Party's left 
wing, saw association as much too similar to membership to be acceptable. 
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Table 6.18 Sweden (voter data is of those w/ opinion) 

Party 

Conservatives 

Liberal Party 

Center Party 

Christian 
Democrats 

Social 
Democrats 

Left Party 

New 
Democracy 

Ecology 

1961-1963 
w/in party 

UNITED. 
Memb w/ 
neutrality 
reserva
tion 

UNITED. 
Memb w/ 
neutrality 
reserva
tion 

UNITED. 
Associa
tion 

Voters 

missing data 

missing 
data 

missing 
data 

UNITED 
over no 
memb. 
Majority incl. 
leadership for 
association, 
left wing 
group pro 
FT A. 

UNITED. 
An ti any 
agreement 
except maybe 
limited FTA 

missing data 

missing data 

1970-1972 
w/in party 

UNITED. 
Negots to see if 
memb. & 
neutrality 
compatible 

UNITED. 
Negots to see if 
memb. & 
neutrality 
compatible 

1989-1994 
Voters w/in party 

UNITED after 
no memb. 
decision. 
Before, split: 
anti-EC 
sentiment in 
Youth, 
Women's org & 
Brotherhood. 
Likely to have 
been released if 
govt had 
pursued 
memb/not 
ruled it out. 

UNITED 
against 

UNITED PRO 
Ave. from 68 & 
Aug70 support 
join/join w 
condits 89% 

UNITED. Ave. 
from 68 & 
Aug70 support 
join/join w 
condits. 86% 

UNITED 
Big majority 
same opinion, 
Ave. from 68 & 
Aug70 support 
join/join w 
condits 68% 

Majority, 63%, 
favor join/join 
w condits. 

UNITED and. 
1968, Aug. 70 

UNITED. Seek 
membership 

UNITED. Seek 
membership 

SPLIT. Party 
support for 
negots. Anti-grp 
org inside party, 
regional 
dimension 

No serious 
conflict 

SPLIT. Party 
support for 
negots. Anti-grp 
org inside party. 

UNITED 
against 

UNITED 
against 

Voters 

UNITED. Ave. 
of 6 surveys 
1988-93, 87% 
pro 

UNITED. Ave. 
of 6 surveys, 
1988-93, 79% 
pro 

SPLIT. Ave. of 
6 surveys, 1988-
93, 40% pro 

SPLIT. Ave. of 
6 surveys, 1988-
93, 49% pro 

SPLIT. Ave. of 
6 surveys, 1988-
93, 46% pro. 

UNITED. Ave. 
of 6 surveys, 
1988-73, 77% 
ANTI 
(increased unity 
over time) 

SPLIT. Ave. of 
6 surveys, 1988-
93, 60% pro. ) 

SPLIT, but big 
and majority 
Ave. of 6 
surveys 1988-
93, 63% and 

In the 1960s and 1970s, the Conservative and Center parties' economic bases of 
support inclined them to lean in opposite directions with regard to the membership 
question. The Swedish Conservative Party, like its Danish and Norwegian 
counterparts, drew considerable support from trade and industry. Business groups 
expressed in dramatic terms the economic cost of winding up outside an expanded 
EC/EU (Andrén & Möller 1990). Agriculture, from which Center drew considerable 
support (Berglund & Lindström 1978, Gilljam & Holmberg 1993), was wary of close 
relations with the EC/EU if it meant an abandonment of Swedish agriculture policy. 
Because it stressed self-sufficiency and the equalization of worker and farmer 
incomes, Swedish agriculture policy was quite favorable to farm interests. Farmers 
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had little reason to favor the EC/EU for economic reasons (Bergqvist 1969). 
With regard to the Social Democratic Party, the economic interests of its 

supporters are familiar from the Danish and Norwegian cases. The prospects for 
industrial workers were obviously tied to industry's fortunes, and these were linked 
to access to major markets. On the other hand, Social Democratic political ideology 
linked the fortunes of workers to government action through which the fruits of 
productive activity could be controlled in a way advantageous to non-owners. Thus, 
like its sister parties in Denmark and Norway, there was in Social Democratic circles 
a tendency to be wary of membership in an organization that might hinder its efforts 
to control the economy via control of national political institutions. 

In both the 1960s and 1970s the Social Democratic Government emphasized that 
it was interested in negotiating an agreement that went much further than a standard 
trade treaty. Trade Minister Gunnar Lange, speaking for Sweden in 1962, told the 
EEC Council that the government was prepared to discuss the harmonization of 
trade, competition and tax policy as well as to negotiate terms for Sweden's 
participation in EEC agriculture and transport policies. He also stated that the 
government was willing to negotiate an agreement covering the free movement of 
persons, goods, services and capital between the EEC and Sweden (Viklund 1977). 
A similar statement was made in Brussels in 1970 by Trade Minister Kjell-Olof Feldt 
(Viklund 1977). On a trip to EC capitals in the spring of 1970, Prime Minister Palme 
himself left the impression that Sweden wanted EC membership. Until Sweden 
formally ruled out membership in 1971, Brussels thought of Sweden as the "fifth" 
membership candidate. 

The decisive factor for the Government and all the parties was the issue of 
neutrality. The question of whether membership in international organizations was 
compatible with neutrality policy was not new when the EEC issue forced its way 
onto the Swedish political agenda in 1961. It had been raised in the immediate post 
war period by the question of UN membership, the Marshall Plan and the Council 
of Europe. By 1961 there were certain precedents for making such decisions. Most 
importandy, compatibility was judged in terms of an organization's membership, 
scope and binding character. For example, the UN was acceptable because it was 
unlikely to draw Sweden into bloc politics (Andrén & Möller 1990). This was 
because both the superpowers were members and because the UN could not make 
binding decisions if the two did not agree with one another. Thus, UN membership 
was acceptable because of the UN's membership composition and its decision 
making process. Accepting Marshall Plan help (and thus joining the OEEC) was 
deemed compatible because it was formally open to all states, purely economic in 
character and intended to aid domestic reconstruction rather than to harm non-
participants (Andrén & Möller 1990). Finally, Swedish participation in the Council 
of Europe was defended on the grounds that the organization had no competence in 
military and security questions and because it was intergovernmental in form 
(Andrén and Möller 1990). 
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Based on these criteria, the EC was undeniably a problem for neutrality policy. Its 
membership was limited to those states in Europe willing to abide by the economic 
philosophy embodied in the Treaty of Rome (i.e. western Europe). In addition, all its 
members were members of NATO (except, after 1972, Ireland). Moreover, the EC 
had been linked, both by US and European leaders, to the western bloc and western 
strength against possible Soviet pressures. The organization's scope was broad, in 
principle excluding nothing. This became particularly important in 1970 with the 
release of the Davignon Report on foreign policy cooperation. Finally, the 
supranationalist character of the Community, in spirit if not always in practice, and 
the stated goal of political union was a threat to the freedom of action that the 
Swedish Government had always deemed critical to neutrality's credibility. 

Thus, the question of membership sparked another post-war round of left-right 
conflict about what was and was not compatible with neutrality policy.18 While no 
political figure publicly questioned neutrality policy itself when the issue of Swedish 
relations to the EC/EU was raised between 1961 and the 1990s, there was 
disagreement about what was kind of relationship was at least potentially possible.19 

The left, represented by the Social Democrats but also the Center Party (which has 
historically sided with the Social Democrats on interpretations of neutrality policy), 
argued in the 1960s and 1970s that certain principles had to be upheld if neutrality 
was to remain credible. These principles ruled out membership. The policy was 
explained by Prime Minister Tage Erlander in August 1961 in his speech to the 
Metal Workers Union. He argued that the credibility of neutrality policy rested on 
the country's avoiding ties that would make it unable to act neutrality in a conflict 
(Andrén & Möller 1990). The Treaty of Rome threatened this because it did not 
permit members to act independently in their trade relations with third parties. In 
addition, Erlander said that it was impossible for Sweden to join an organization that 
was widely seen as a non-military component of the NATO alliance. 

The Government formally announced the incompatibility of neutrality and 
membership in the EEC in its message to the Riksdag on October 25, 1961. 
Erlander informed the Riksdag that the Government would seek association instead 

18 For earlier ones see Andrén & Möller 1990. 

19 Bergqvist (1970) notes that in 1962 some of those who favored membership were also in favor of 
giving up neutrality. No political figure ever publicly supported such an idea. In a survey of industrial leaders 
in 1967, 27 of 54 said Sweden should give up neutrality if necessary to get EC membership (Hanssen 1985). A 
SIFO survey conducted in early 1972 showed that 21% of those questioned agreed with the statement that 
Sweden should join the EC even if it meant that in the future the country would not be able to maintain the 
same neutrality policy it had developed. Almost half of the Conservative Party supporters (46%) agreed with 
the statement ( Veckans Affärer April 6,1972:21). The decision to seek membership in the 1990s did not signal 
the abandonment of neutrality, but rather a judgment that the two had become compatible since the end of 
the Cold War. The Government's mandate from the Riksdag to seek membership made it conditional on the 
retention of neutrality. It is true, however, that there has been a so ftening on this point from some political 
quarters. It is argued by some on the right that, for now, neutrality policy is appropriate because there are no 
alternatives. This leaves open the question of whether the same will be true in a few years when, presumably, 
the EU will develop its own defense and security policy. 
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of membership. He stated that certain conditions had to be met in order for any 
close relationship between Sweden and the EEC to be possible. First, Sweden had to 
retain the freedom to make trade agreements with third parties. Second, Sweden had 
to be able to take whatever action it deemed necessary to ensure supplies of 
necessary goods, including food, in crisis situations. Finally, Sweden had to retain the 
right to act neutrally in a war and to break its treaty with the EEC in times of serious 
crisis or war. Erlander also said that there was, in general, a limit to how much 
authority Sweden could surrender to common institutions (Andrén & Möller 1970). 

It was similar reasoning that led Palme to rule out membership in 1971, after 
leaving the question formally open from 1967 to 1970. The decision not to rule out 
membership in 1967 was based on the view that the EC's character had changed 
between 1961 and 1966. In particular, supranationalist thinking lost its place in the 
wake of de Gaulle's opposition and the Luxembourg compromise. With the 
departure of de Gaulle, supranationalist ambitions re-emerged (not least as expressed 
in the Warner Report on economic and monetary cooperation), and EC members 
agreed to cooperate to reach binding foreign policy decisions. These developments 
led Palme and others to conclude that membership was still incompatible with 
neutrality. 

The right, represented by the Conservatives and the Liberal Party, had criticized 
the Social Democratic government's conduct with regard to neutrality policy since 
the 1950s. The Conservatives argued that the Social Democratic approach to 
neutrality was inflexible (Andrén & Möller 1990). Spokesmen for the Conservative 
Party, including Party Leader Hjalmarsson argued against the establishment of 
certain unbreakable rules to be followed in the name of protecting and promoting 
credible neutrality. They argued that neutrality's advantage was that it did not bind 
the country, and thus gave it the opportunity to adjust foreign policy to 
developments as they arose (Andrén & Möller 1990). In addition, both the 
Conservatives and the Liberals had a history of attacking the Social Democratic 
government for failing, supposedly in the name of neutrality, to clearly stand on the 
side of democracies and to make it clear that Sweden belonged culturally, in terms of 
its values and beliefs, to the West and not to the Soviet-type societies in Eastern 
Europe. 

Given this background, it is clear why the Conservatives and Liberals took a more 
favorable position with regard to EC/EU membership than did the Social 
Democrats and Center. It also explains why the question did not split the parties. 
The positions they took were in keeping with past foreign policy decisions, which 
were in turn linked to arguments that had long distinguished right from left. The 
right argued that what was possible with regard to EC/EU membership and 
neutrality was not clear, and that only negotiations could make it so. Sweden should 
apply for membership in order to find out, via the negotiation process, whether 
membership and neutrality could be made compatible. There were no other serious 
problems preventing membership. Ideologically and culturally Sweden belonged to 
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the group of Western democracies that included the EC/EU members. In terms of 
economic dependence, there was no question that Sweden should be part of a 
widened EC (Bergqvist 1970). 

The Government, supported by its own party and the Center Party, argued that 
negotiations to determine what was possible were not necessary because by the fall 
of 1961 and again in early 1971 it was clear that membership was incompatible with 
neutrality. This was because neutrality set certain clear restrictions on Swedish 
behavior, including how closely it could associate with an organization linked to one 
of the blocs and limits on the amount of supranational decision making authority 
Sweden could accept.20 With regard to cultural and identity factors, there were those 
in the Social Democratic and Center Parties who rejected the claim that Sweden was 
part of a group that included the EC states. They drew important distinctions 
between the Swedish model and other western countries' capitalist societies, between 
Protestant, democratic Nordic Europe and Catholic, southern Europe with its 
inequality and fragile democracy (Andrén and Möller 1990). Finally, while Sweden 
clearly had economic interests to protect, the Social Democrats and Center party 
spokesmen rejected the threatening pictures painted by industry. They argued that 
the EC had no interest in harming Sweden and would therefore negotiate a non-
membership agreement that would protect the country's vital interests.21 

It was only in 1990, when the Social Democratic government announced that it 
favored applying for EC membership, that serious within party conflicts developed. 
As in Denmark and Norway, the Social Democratic Party was split on the issue. The 
Center Party also split. The conflict within the Social Democratic Party was linked to 
the long standing view of the EC/EU as a conservative organization, one which 
would have supranational authority over Sweden (Jersild 1994). The consequence of 
this was clear. To join the EC/EU was to transfer authority from an arena in which 
the Social Democrats were politically strong to one in which they were weak. For 
women employed in the public sector, who tend to vote social democratic 
(Holmberg & Gilljam 1987), the EC/EU was often seen as particularly threatening. 
One reason for this was that membership would force the state to cut social 
spending, which threatened women as workers and beneficiaries more than it did 
men. The Social Democratic youth organization was opposed to membership, and 
the Brotherhood Movement (Christian Social Democrats) also had a significant 
number of members opposed to it (Dagens Nyheter July 25,1992). 

In response to internal party opposition, the Social Democratic Party leadership 
postponed taking a final position on membership until the special Party Congress in 

20 The unclear situation between 1967 and 1970 had changed by 1971, because the EC Council had 
committed itself to foreign policy cooperation and economic and monetary union. 

21 In his speech to the Metal Workers in 1961, Erlander argued that Sweden's economic strength gave it 
the opportunity to choose a non-member relationship with the EEC. Other states, especially economically 
troubled England, could not do so. 
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June 1994. Between 1991 and 1994 the Party position was that it supported 
membership if negotiations produced an acceptable treaty. It was clear, however, 
that the party leadership expected they would. At the 1994 Congress, 232 
representatives voted to recommend membership. 103 voted against. The head of 
the Social Democrats against the EC argued that the Congress vote was not 
representative of opinion among Social Democratic voters and that they would 
continue their campaign against membership. 

For the Center Party, EU membership was also seen by many members as 
threatening fundamental party values, including decentralization, local democracy, 
environmentalism and regional policy aimed at reducing economic disparities 
(Aftonbladet June 17, 1992). Suspicions that membership was not really compatible 
with neutrality policy — despite the fact that a nearly unanimous political elite 
opinion said it was — also contributed to EU opposition among Center Party 
members, especially a fter ratification of the Maastricht Treaty (.Dagens Nyhet er June 
17, 1992). Center's youth organization was opposed to membership, and opposition 
was significant among members of the Party's women's organization (Dagens Nyheter 
April 19, 1994). Local Party organizations in the north were more likely to be 
opposed then those in the south. 

The disagreement within the Center Party was clearly reflected in the Party's 
national assemblies. The decision taken at the 1992 Assembly was characterized as 
"neither a yes or a no" (Aftonbladet June 17, 1992). The representatives did not vote 
to terminate membership negotiations; in fact no such resolution was even 
introduced (Dagens Nyheter June 17, 1992). However, the Assembly made it clear that 
the Party's eventual decision to support or reject membership depended on the 
results of the negotiations. In particular they would be evaluated in terms of whether 
they met the Party's demands with regard to democracy, agriculture, the 
environment, Nordic cooperation and regional policy. 

In February 1993 the Party's Executive Committee decided that the decision 
about membership would be made at a special assembly called to consider only the 
EC/EU issue. As late as a few days before the assembly (held May 7-8, 1994), it was 
still unclear how the participants would vote (Dagens Nyheter May 6, 1994). When the 
vote was finally taken, the proponents of membership won 184 to 92. Opponents 
made clear, however, that they would continue to campaign against membership. 

The organizations for and against membership also clearly reveal that the Social 
Democrats and Center were split. The Parties got money from both the Yes-Fund 
and the No-Fund created by the Riksdag to help finance the referendum campaign. 
Among groups opposed to EU membership were the Social Democrats Against the 
EC/EU and Center No to the EC. On the other side was Green Europe — Center 
and Social Democrats for the EC. Network for Europe, officially unconnected to 
political parties, had large numbers of members from the Center and Social 
Democratic parties. Its goal was to promote membership and spread a pro-EC 
message different from the one articulated by Yes to Europe, which was run mainly 
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by those who supported or sympathized with the Conservative and Liberal Parties 
(Dagens Nyheter September 26,1993). 

For the Christian Democrats, the issue of EC membership created noticeable but 
not serious levels of internal conflict.22 For the party leadership, growing contacts 
with sister parties in Europe during the 1980s made the question of Swedish-EC 
relations a non-dramatic one. When the Berlin Wall fell, signaling the end of the 
Cold War, there was a tendency for the party elite to favor the development of 
closer ties between the EC and Sweden. The Executive Committee came out 
publicly in favor of doing so. As early as the Party's 1990 National Meeting the 
leadership's position was accepted by an overwhelming majority of representatives. 
The party's pro-EC policy was debated at every national meeting from 1991 to 1994. 
There was always at least one proposal that the Party change its position. 
Nonetheless, the leadership's view in favor of membership was always supported by 
large majorities, perhaps in part because to come out against the leadership in 1991-
1994 would have caused a government crisis. 

Unlike the situation in the Social Democratic and Center Parties, there was no 
clearly identifiable group within the Christian Democratic Party that was strongly 
against membership. The Party's economic basis of support did not provide an 
incentive to lean in one direction or the other. There were many uncertain members 
and some limited anti-EU activity, but the issue was not a central one for the party's 
rank and file members. Given this, party members were inclined to go along with the 
leadership recommendation. 

Summarizing the Swedish case 

Prior to 1990 the EC/EU issue created managed conflict in Sweden. The parties 
were united in their positions and with their voters. The lines of disagreement 
created by the issue were the familiar ones with regard to foreign policy questions — 
the Social Democrats and Center against the Liberal and Conservatives. All 
proclaimed their strict support for neutrality policy. For some of the political parties, 
the Social Democratic government's decision to call for membership in October 
1990 led to unmanaged conflict. The Conservative, Liberal and Left Parties did not 
suffer from internal disagreements on the issue. The parties' positions were 
supported by large majorities of their voters. The Social Democratic Party and the 
Center Party experienced internal disagreement and their sympathizers were split. 
The Christian Democratic Party suffered relatively little internal conflict, though 
there was some. On the other hand, the party's pro-membership position was at 
odds with the anti-EC position adopted by the majority of the party's sympathizers. 

22 The Party was founded in 1964 but did not get into the Riksdag until 1991, thus it is excluded from the 
discussions of 1961-63 and 1970-72. 
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Summarizing conflict in Sweden, Norway and Denmark 

The pattern of conflict with regard to political parties in each of the countries is 
summarized in Figures 6.1 to 6.3. Figure 6.1 shows that the EC/EU issue created 
managed conflict for all Swedish parties up to 1990.23 They were internally united 
behind a policy and their voters were united in support of the party position. 

Figure 6.1: Sweden: Party Splits on EC Issue 

With voters 
Split No split 

Center: 1990-94 
Split Social Democrats: 1990-94 

N ew Democracy: 1990-1994 

Within party 

Greens: 1990-94 Conservatives: both periods 
No split Christian Demo: 1990-94 Liberals: both periods 

Center: 1970-72 
Social Democrats: 1970-72 
Socialists: both periods 

In the 1990s the EC/EU question created unmanaged conflict for Center, the 
Social Democrats and New Democracy. There was internal party conflict and split 
voters. Two parties had no serious internal disagreement over EU policy but were 
faced with voters who had different views. The Christian Democratic voters were, 
on average, about evenly split. With regard to the Greens, the split among its voters 
was more modest. More than 60% of Green Party voters were opposed to 
membership. Moreover, the image of disagreement among them comes largely from 
the fact that there was overwhelming support — 71% — for membership in 1990. 
Averaging opposition to membership for 1989-93 excluding 1990 reveals that a full 
75% were united in opposition to membership. 

Because some parties faced unmanaged conflict and others did not, it is necessary 
to be explicit about what criterion is used to characterize the overall situation in 
Sweden in the 1990s. One indicator is how broad the managed/unmanaged groups 

23 Figure 6.1 does not cover the 1960s because no public opinion data is available. Ho wever, the issue 
created managed conflict as measured by agreement-disagreement within parties. 
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are. Another is their size. Broad can be measured, as it is in Chapter 5, in terms of 
whether groups represent one part of the political spectrum (i.e. socia list or non-
socialist). Size can be measured in terms of the percent of votes the split parties got 
in the most recent election. This means that size indicates roughly what percent of 
voters support parties which are split on the EC/EU membership question. By these 
measures Swedish unmanaged conflict in the 1990s was both broad — it included 
socialist and non-socialist parties — and large — split parties got 62% of votes in the 
1991 election. 

Turning to Norway, the EC/EU issue created unmanaged conflict every time it 
landed on the political agenda (see figure 6.2). The Labor Party was split in all three 
periods. Two middle parties were split in the 1960s and 1970s. With regard to the 
Christian People's Party, while the party's official position in the 1970s was to 
support membership negotiations, the Storting group was split and its voters were 
overwhelmingly opposed to membership. The party conference in 1972 voted to 
reject membership. The Christian People's Party shift from pro-EC to anti-EC 
largely united the party, both internally split and with its voters. Overall, parties 
representing a majority of voters (as measured by votes won in elections in 1961, 
1969 and 1989) were internally split and their voters were split in the 1960s and 
1970s. The figure for the 1960s was 66%. In the 1970s, parties representing 64% of 
voters were split. In the 1990s, split parties represented 47% of voters after the 1989 
election and 43% after the 1993 election. The Christian People's Party's shift from 
formally pro-negotiation to anti-membership accounts for part of the decline in split 
parties in 1990-1994. Another factor is that the Liberal Party, which received about 
3% of the vote is not included because it was not a parliamentary party in 1989. In 
1993 the increased popularity of the Center Party (up 10%) and the fall in support 
for the Conservatives (down 9%) accounts for most of the increase in the size of the 
the group of parties facing managed conflict. 
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Figure 6.2: NORWAY: Party Splits on EC issue 

With voters 
Split No split 

Christian People's:1961-63, 
1970-72 

Split Liberal Party: 1961-63,1970-72 
Labor Party: all periods 
Progressives 

Within party 

Conservatives: all periods 
No split Christian People's: 1990-94 

Center Party: all periods 
Socialist Left: all periods 

Looking at the breadth of the managed and unmanaged groups in Norway reveals 
a similar pattern over time. Unmanaged conflict was a problem for both socialist and 
non-socialist parties in the 1960s and 1970s. In the 1990s only Labor and a (after 
1993) much-weakened Progressive Party faced unmanaged conflict. The sense in 
which Norwegian conflict was unmanaged in the 1990s can be better understood at 
the level of governing coalition. Among the group of united parties, only the 
Conservatives that were united in favor of membership. Its normal coalition 
partners — Center and the Christian People's Party — were united against 
membership. In short, the EU membership question created unmanaged conflict in 
the 1990s because it split the Labor Party and the non-socialist bloc (though not its 
individual parties). 

Denmark in the 1961-63 period falls between Sweden before 1990 and Norway 
(Figure 6.3). While there was some internal disagreement in the Social Democratic 
Party and the Radical Liberal Party, it did not reveal itself in position taking in 
opposition to the parties' policies. In addition, the parties' official positions were 
overwhelmingly supported by their voters. The change in Denmark in 1970 was the 
emergence of a split among Social Democratic voters and manifest split within the 
Social Democratic and Radical Liberal parties. In the case of the Social Democratic 
Party, some members organized against the party's position and voted against it in 
the Folketing. The Radical Liberal Party took no final position on whether or not to 
support the Treaty of Accession. In the 1960s, Danish conflict was managed. In the 
1970s it was unmanaged. The unmanaged group represented about 50% of voters 
and included both socialist and non-socialist parties. 
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Figure 6.3: DENMARK: Party Splits on EC issue 

With voters 
Split No split 

Social Democrats: 1970-72 Radical Liberals: both periods 
Split Social Democrats: 1961-63 

Within party 

No split Socialist People's: 1961-63 Conservatives: both periods 
Liberals: both periods 

Analysis: the impact of conflict variation 

When an issue area is defined in terms of the nature of impact and conflict 
generated, the goal is to link this variation to variation in political processes and 
outcomes (policy content). Table 3.1 compared four such approaches: Lowi, 
Zimmerman, Underdal and Wilson. Before preceding to the typology used here it is 
of interest to consider the classification of the EC/EU question in terms of their 
typologies. This is easiest in the case of Underdal, whose typology is based on how 
encompassing the question is (i.e. who is affected by it) and the level of agreement as 
to how to respond. The EC/EU issue would be an issue of national salience in all 
cases. It created disagreement in all cases, but considerably more in Denmark in the 
1970s, Norway and Sweden since 1990 than in Denmark in the early 1960s and 
Sweden during the 1960s and 1970s. Underdal links national impact/low agreement 
issues with foreign policy processes which axe based on "the premises of domestic 
politics" (Underdal 1979:5). Organizations are less important than political parties, 
voters and parliaments. Thus, Underdal would expect the EC/EU question to be 
resolved in a numeric-democratic process when it creates disagreement. 24 The less 

24 Underdal does not specify what constitutes "low agreement". 
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the disagreement, the more likely the government and foreign ministry is to 
dominate policy. In the case of Zimmerman's typology, the question of membership 
would fall into the redistributive category. That is, it is a question involving the 
distribution of tangible and intangible goods. Recall that Zimmerman suggested that 
such issues would lead to a process involving competing elites and highly conflictual 
policies. 

It is difficult to classify the EC/EU membership question in terms of Lowi's and 
Wilson's typologies. The problem in the case of Lowi's is to determine whether it is 
best seen as a regulatory issue or a redistributive one. With regard to the former, 
winners and losers are groups, whereas in the case of redistributive they are social 
classes. Redistributive issues involve the transfer of resources, while regulatory issues 
involve passing laws giving groups permission to do something or, alternatively, 
prohibiting certain kinds of behavior. The EC/EU membership question raised both 
redistributive and regulatory concerns. Classifying it as one or the other requires 
determining which concerns were dominant. Given that this requires choosing 
between competing views of what was most important with regard to the 
membership question, any such choice is bound to be unsatisfactory. The same is 
true with regard to Wilson's typology, which is based on the distribution of benefits 
and costs. Given that there was considerable disagreement about just this point, it is 
difficult to decide how the question could be reasonably classified in these terms. 

The typology applied in this chapter does not require making such choices. Like 
Underdal's, it depends on data about the pattern of support for different policy 
options. The advantage of my typology is that it distinguishes different types of 
disagreement — what Underdal refers to as "low agreement". It recognizes two types 
— managed and unmanaged — thus opening up the possibility that these might be 
associated with different policy processes. As the empirical record shows, using this 
typology reveals both similarities and differences between the cases. Denmark in the 
1970s, Norway in all periods and Sweden in the 1990s were all cases of unmanaged 
conflict. In Sweden in the 1960s and 1970s conflict was managed. The same is true 
of Denmark in the 1960s - though the Social Democrats and Radical Liberals did 
have some internal disagreements. The question to be addressed in this section is 
whether this variation explains variation in policy process and choice. 25 

One important element in the EC/EU policy processes in the member states has 

2-> Trying to explain these results on the basis of an issue areas approach that emphasizes sub-structures 
— i.e. that variation i n issue area leads to different processes because they are handled by different domestic 
institutions — is problematic. Doing so is tantamount to saying that the nature of the conflict determines 
which national sub-structure has responsibility for it. In a for mal sense this cannot be true. I f the legislature 
has the authority to approve or reject treaties, it has it regardless of the nature of the conflict any particular 
treaty creates. In an informal sense, the question is more interesting. That is, despite the fact that formal 
decision making authority rests with a particular institution, the informal process of decision making may vary 
significandy depending on whether or not the question is controversial (i.e. creates social conflict). This is 
because the nature of the conflict impacts on who has an interest in influencing the formation of policy. It is 
this perspective on the policy process that impact definitions of issue area highlight. 
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to do with referenda. Given that the three states are representative democracies with 
little history of referenda, it is not surprising that there was no consideration of a 
referendum in Sweden in the 1960s and 1970s. What is more interesting is the 
decision to hold referenda in other cases.26 The Danish Constitution stipulates with 
regard to decisions about transfers of authority to international organizations that if 
a majority of less than 5/6 of the members of the Folketing votes in favor of 
transferring power, the question must be turned over to the voters to decide in a 
binding referendum. The Norwegian rule under paragraph 93 of the Constitution is 
that "limited" sovereignty may be transferred to international organizations if 
supported by a 3/4 majority in the Storting (with at least 2/3 of members voting). 
No referendum is required or is to be used in cases in which a majority of less than 
3/4 approves a transfer. Alternatively, Norway can transfer sovereignty to an 
international organization under the rules set out in paragraph 112 for changing the 
Constitution. These require that a change is formally proposed after a general 
election and that it is published in print. The final decision on the proposal is taken 
after the election and must win the support of at least 2/3 of Storting members. In 
the early 1990s, the Swedish Constitution stated that decisions on transferring 
sovereignty could be made following the constitutional amendment procedure or by 
a 5/6 majority in the Riksdag (with at least 3/4 of all members voting).27 The 
constitution also specifies procedures for a binding referendum in which a majority 
can reject a transfer of authority in a referendum held in connection with a Riksdag 
election.28 Amending the constitution requires two votes in favor (simple majority) 
by two Riksdags, with an election between the first and second vote. 

As this discussion makes clear, the constitutional rules in Norway and Sweden do 
not require that decisions like EC/EU membership must be settled in referenda. 
The question of membership might have been handled by the process used to 
change the constitution. In Norway in the 1960s and Sweden in the 1990s there was 
some early opposition to the idea of a referendum on the part of centrally-placed 
political elites. At the party leadership debate before the 1961 Storting election, 
Prime Minister Einar Gerhardsen (Labor) and the head of Labor's Storting group 
both expressed skepticism to the idea of holding a referendum (Gleditsch & 
Hellevik 1977). Swedish Prime Minister Ingvar Carlsson (SD) did the same in 1990. 
He argued that the issue of membership should be an election question, after which 

26 The following discussion of constitutional rules comes from Ruin (1996) and Blaustein & Flanz (1982). 

27 When the membership question was first discussed in the early 1960s there was no constitutional 
provision detailing the formal process by which sovereignty could be transferred. The paragraph spec ifying 
the process was added as part of the 1965 constitutional reform. It was changed in 1994. Sovereignty can now 
be transferred if 3/4 of Riksdag members vote in favor. 

28 A referendum can be called if 10% of the members of the Riksdag support a motion calling for one 
and if 1/3 of the members vote in favor of the motion. A referendum can only bind the Riksdag to a no. It 
cannot require the Riksdag to vote in favor of transferring power. 
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the Riksdag could make the final decision (Nordisk Kontakt (2) 1991:81). Despite the 
Danish Constitution's rule about the conditions under which a binding referendum 
is to be held, the Folketing decided in 1971 that there would be a binding 
referendum in all cases (i.e. reg ardless of the outcome of the Folketing vote) (Miljan 
1977). 

In all the countries, the press for a referendum seems to be linked to unmanaged 
conflict. In Denmark, it was former Social Democratic Foreign Minister Per 
Haekkerup who publicly proposed a referendum at a May 1 celebration in 1971 
(Petersen & Elklit 1973). The party's Executive Council and Folketing group met on 
May 3 and voted in favor of holding a referendum regardless of the Folketing vote 
(Nordisk Kontakt 1971:478). The Radical Liberals - the other Danish party 
experiencing problems due to the EC membership question — publicly supported the 
decision. The other parties were opposed, but subsequently accepted the idea. They 
did so for two reasons. First, they were in a coalition government with the Radical 
Liberals and wanted to avoid conflict within the coalition over the matter. Second, 
the Social Democrats and Radical Liberals were powerful enough to win a vote on a 
referendum in the Folketing even if the other parties voted against (Miljan 1977).29  

The Social Democrats' actions were prompted by concerns that given increasing 
opposition to membership among party members and supporters, if the fall 1971 
election focused heavily on the EC question then they might lose votes to the 
socialist parties (Petersen & Elklit 1973). If it was clear in advance that the decision 
about the EC would be made in a binding referendum regardless of the results of 
the fall e lection, there was some chance that the question could be avoided in the 
campaign — which would improve the Social Democrats' chances of returning to 
power. 

Similar thinking seems to have been behind the decision to hold a non-binding 
referendum in Sweden. While Prime Minister Carlsson agreed to a referendum as 
early as 1991, a debate about what kind of referendum to have dragged on until 
1994. In 1991 the Left Party, Conservatives and Greens expressed support for a 
binding referendum, while the Social Democrats expressed support for an advisory 
one (.Nordisk Kontakt (2) 1991:81). The Conservatives made this their formal position 
in a party proposal submitted to the Riksdag in January 1991 (Ruin 1996). While the 
Social Democrats seemed to be more receptive to the idea of a binding referendum 
in late 1991 (Nordisk Kontakt (1)1992:101-102), by October 1992 they were publicly 
opposed to Prime Minister Carl Bildt's position that there be a binding referendum 
in connection with the fall 1994 Riksdag election (Nordisk Kontakt (10)1992:97-98). 
The party's official position was that there should be an advisory referendum, the 
results of which should be accepted by the Riksdag in making the final decision 

29 The Danish Constitution from 1953 stipulates that a decision before the Folketing can be put to the 
people in a referendum if 1/3 of the members vote in favor of doing so (Petersson 1994). In May 1971 the 
Social Democrats and Radical liberals held just under 50% of the Folketing seats. 
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(Ruin 1996). Center and the Christian Democrats also expressed support for a non-
binding referendum, with Center calling for one as soon as possible after the 
completion of negotiations (Nordisk Kontakt (7-8):1993:80). 

The positions of the parties can be understood in terms of within party conflict. 
Under Swedish Constitutional law, if a binding referendum is invoked, it must be 
held in connection with a parliamentary election (Ruin 1996). All parties with 
internal conflict on the EU membership question and parties with split voters risked 
losing votes if the EU referendum were held in conjunction with an election. Those 
parties united on the issue could be expected to use it to profile themselves to 
improve their standing among the voters. As data in Tables 6.10 and 6.14 shows, it 
was the united parties who expressed some support for a binding referendum (Left, 
Greens and Conservatives), and those with internal conflict on the question that 
favored a non-binding one (Social Democrats, Center and Christians). A non-
binding referendum was not as threatening to split parties because it could be held 
after the 1994 election. This would make it easier for these parties to argue that the 
EU question ought not be an election issue. Since the people rather than the Riksdag 
would decide the membership question, the election should concentrate on other 
matters, ones which the government and parliament had authority over. 

The decision to hold an advisory referendum in Norway was made in connection 
with the decision to apply for membership in 1962. The Foreign and Constitutional 
Affairs Committee report issued in advance of the April 1962 EEC debate 
recommended holding a referendum after the negotiations were completed in order 
to allow citizens to express their views on the terms of membership. The report 
included two minority positions and a majority one. Thus, it is an indicator of the 
level of disagreement that existed with regard to the question of membership. A 
non-socialist minority called for negotiations on association, while the socialist 
minority called for a trade agreement. The majority supported membership 
negotiations on the grounds that such an approach was the best way to clarify the 
conditions under which the country could join. Since the decision to hold a 
referendum in Norway was part of a parliamentary committee report, it is less 
directly linked to any particular party than the other cases. The pattern of conflict in 
Norway in 1962 can be seen as an explanation for this. 

One element of this was the increasing disagreement within the Labor Party. The 
Social Democrats' shift from skepticism about a referendum to support coincided 
with growing problems within the party about the EEC issue. After the fall 1961 
election, the Labor Government indicated in a speech to the Storting that a decision 
about whether to apply for membership or association ought to be made quickly 
(Nordisk Kontakt 1961:754-755). In the Storting debate after the government's 
statement, the head of the Storting Finance Committee, Labor representative Trod 
Hegna, recommended that Norway reject membership. The Party's Executive Board 
came out in favor of membership negotiations, but clearly stated that this was not a 
decision to support membership and that if the negotiations did not go well then 
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Norway could request association. In early December the Foreign Affairs 
Committee voted to support a motion from Social Democratic member Olof 
Watnebryn that a decision about whether to apply for membership be put off until 
after the Government submitted an additional report on the question to the Storting. 
The report was scheduled to be released in February — after the EEC question had 
been discussed in party fora throughout Norway. The Labor representatives support 
for a referendum in the Foreign Affairs Committee report in the spring of 1962 is 
consistent with the evidence from Denmark and Sweden that unmanageable conflict 
gives parties an incentive to try to lift the EC/EU question out of the party by 
promising voters that they can express their views on the question by means other 
than voting in parliamentary elections for parties whose positions are similar to their 
own. 

Another relevant characteristic of conflict in the Norwegian case is the way it split 
the non-socialists, for whom a coalition agreement is the only possible way to hold 
government power. In all three periods, the Conservatives were the only united pro-
membership party in Norway. Their coalition partners were either split, as in the 
case of the Christian Democrats and Liberals, or united against, as was true for the 
Center Party. Given this, the only non-socialist party without an internal-party 
incentive to support a referendum was the Conservative Party. On the other hand, 
the only way to create any possibility of non-socialist cooperation when the EC/EU 
question was on the active political agenda required a compromise that enabled 
parties to hold different positions on what relationship the country should pursue. 
Thus, the Conservatives had a "portfolio" incentive to support a referendum.30 Both 
of these considerations are consistent with broad non-socialist support for a 
referendum. 

This discussion of unmanaged conflict and support for referenda to decide the 
EC/EU question implies something that goes beyond the thrust of the model 
presented in Chapter 3. The model suggests that issue area and domestic structure 
have independent effects on the policy process. In the case of domestic structures, 
the impact is that it influences the access that different actors have to those in 
positions of political authority. However, the empirical analysis presented in this 
chapter is consistent with the argument that issues of unmanaged conflict have an 
impact on access to political authority. In particular, the analysis supports the view 
that the unmanaged conflict created by the EC/EU question encouraged political 
elites to agree to a referendum — thus opening up the political process by 
abandoning representative democracy in favor of direct. In addition to split parties — 
whose elites had an incentive to accept a referendum in the interest of party unity — 
parties opposed to membership were also in favor of a referendum. These parties' 
incentive for seeking a referendum was linked to the question of membership itself. 

30 By this I mean that since they wanted to form a government with other non-socialist parties, they also 
had an incentive to support a referendum. 
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Given their relative weakness in their respective parliaments, opponents calculated 
that the chances of rejecting membership were greater if the decision were left to the 
public than if it were made by representatives. 

This is relevant to one of the interesting features of the most recent Norwegian 
case: the debate about whether a non-binding referendum should be respected 
regardless of outcome. Assuming that the decision on membership was made on the 
basis of the rules in paragraph 93 of the Constitution,31 as long as the opponents of 
membership held less than 1/4 of the seats in the Storting, a referendum was the 
only way to fight membership. By 1991, however, public opinion polls suggested 
that the 1993 election would create a Storting composed of more than the necessary 
number of opponents to bloc acceptance of a Treaty of Accession. Under these 
circumstances a referendum was problematic for opponents because it meant that 
their power to bloc membership in the Storting might be overruled by a small 
majority "yes" vote in a referendum. In light of this, opponents began arguing that a 
very small majority in favor of membership could not be considered binding on 
Storting members because much more than a small majority — i.e. 3/i — was required 
in the parliament (Nordisk Kontakt (5): 1992:58). In a Storting debate in May 1992 
Center Party Leader Anne Enger Lahnstein took the position that only if sixty 
percent of voters throughout the country supported membership in the referendum 
would opponents of membership feel bound to vote in favor of a Treaty of 
Accession. The Socialist People's Party decided that its Storting representatives 
would follow a yes-majority in the referendum only if a majority of counties as well 
as voters supported membership (.Nordisk Kontakt (9)1992:76-77). 

The results of the 1993 election and fear that the results of the Finnish and 
Swedish referenda would impact on the Norwegian one also influenced this debate. 
The anti-EU Center Party gained 21 seats in the 1993 election, while the pro-EU 
Conservatives lost nine. At the same time, public opinion data revealed that voters 
were more inclined to support membership if Finland and Sweden joined (.Nordisk 
Kontakt (10)1993:64-65; (2)1994:66). When the Government announced in April 
1994 that the Norwegian referendum would be held after the others, opponents of 
membership attacked the decision (.Nordisk Kontakt (4)1994:68-69). The Center 
Party's main newspaper, Nationen, reported that at least 48 Storting representatives 
had taken the position that they would not necessary be bound by the outcome of 
the referendum (Nordisk Kontakt (4)1994:69). In particular, a small majority in favor 
of membership would not obligate them to vote in favor (Jenssen 1995a). 

As this discussion has shown, the fact that the conflict was unmanaged can be 
linked to broad support for holding referenda despite a certain skepticism to doing 
so when the question of membership first arose. Given the fact that a decision to 

31 Anders Todal Jenssen (1995a: 16-17) notes that "In practice, the pro-EC side, including the 
government, committed itself to the procedure in paragraph 93 when it promised before the 1993 Storting 
election to hold a referendum on the EC question and thereafter refused to debate it in the campaign." 
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hold a referendum also changes the benefits of conducing a public campaign about 
the issue, this unmanaged conflict can also be linked to the emergence of grassroots 
movements against EC/EU membership. Evidence from the Norwegian case in the 
early 1960s supports this. An ad hoc group, the 143 Committee, was created in 1961 
and announced its existence publicly in January 1962 in a statement to the press 
(Björklund 1982a). The group was composed of elites from academic and cultural 
circles, all of whom had connections to the Labor Party. The group made no effort 
to broaden its base of support until after it became clear in the spring of 1962 that 
the question of membership would be put to a referendum.32 Its early goals were to 
radicalize the Labor Party, thereby turning the Government away from membership 
(Björklund 1982a). Once it was clear that there would be a referendum, the group 
sought to broaden its appeal to non-Labor voters by recruiting members from 
opponents to the left and right. They met with only limited success because Center 
and Christian opponents of membership rejected linking themselves with the 143 
Committee on the grounds that it was opposed to Norwegian foreign policy in 
general — especially NATO membership (Björklund 1982a). 

It should also be noted that even without the decision to hold a referendum, 
unmanaged conflict provided a foundation for the emergence of the ad hoc 143 
Group. This can be explained as a result of the fact that the pro-EEC Labor Party 
was seen as failing to represent the interests of members and sympathizers. In 
general, the greater the importance of a question, the more likely it is that this 
inability to represent will lead to political action by those who want an organization 
to push for the adoption of the policy option they favor. The emergence of large 
single-issue groups — especially on the "anti EC/EU" side — is consistent with this 
line of argument. In is also relevant to note that opponents of membership — the 
group that considered itself underrepresented by the political elite - were more likely 
to participate in the policy process via membership in organizations and 
demonstrations.33 

The nature of the conflict also provides insight into policy choices.34 In Sweden 
in the 1970s, there was no internal party conflict to be exploited in order to 
influence policy. Three parties were united behind the decision to reject 
membership. They controlled a majority of seats in the Riksdag. Public opinion 
supported their interpretation of the EC question. Moreover, had the pro-
application parties sought to profile themselves on the issue they would have 

32 When de Gaulle vetoed British membership in January 1963 the whole question of membership 
ground to a halt because Norway, like Denmark, was only interested in membership if Britain joined. There 
was therefore no referendum in Norway until 1972, after de Gaulle's retirement had made it possible for the 
EC to successfully negotiate a treaty of accession with the British government. 

33 On the Norwegian case, see Björklund 1982a and Jenssen & Valen 1995. 

34 The discussion here is limited to the 1970s and 1990s. Since de Gaulle decided the outcomes in the 
1960s, these years are of little interest here. 
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undermined the possibility of creating a non-socialist coalition after the 1973 
election. The Conservative Party's shift to the left and the new Swedish Constitution 
made such a coalition more likely i n the early 1970s than it had been during the 
whole post-war period (Hadenius 1990). This, coupled with broad public support 
for neutrality and the likelihood that opposing a Social Democratic government on 
the meaning of neutrality would backfire, led the Liberals and Conservatives to limit 
their opposition to government policy. 

With regard to Norway, the nature of the conflict reveals the broad political 
spectrum from which opposition to membership could be mobilized. Only the 
Conservative Party was largely immune to opposition campaigns. There were 
elements in all other parties who were receptive to anti-EC/EU messages. Given 
that support for the Conservatives in the 1969 Storting election was only about 20%, 
this meant that a huge majority of Norwegian voters might be potential targets. In 
the 1990s the situation was largely the same. The Conservatives were supported by 
22% of the electorate in 1989 and only 17% in 1993. In contrast to this, Danish 
opponents had a more limited group of voters to whom they could appeal, that is, 
the Social Democrats and Radical Liberals in the 1970s. While there were dissenting 
voices in the Radical Liberal Party, its pro-membership group was probably 
strengthened by the fact that its voters were largely in favor (see Table 6.1). 
Assuming, despite this, that voters in both parties might have been receptive to anti-
membership messages after 1971, this means that about 50% of the electorate might 
be reachable (Petersson 1994). This suggests that while Danish opponents had a 
significant number of potential targets among the electorate, the group was not as 
large as the Norwegian. The Swedish case falls between the Danish and Norwegian. 
Those parties united in favor of membership — Conservatives and Liberals — were 
supported by about 30% of the electorate in 1988 and 1991. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has examined the EC/EU question from the point of view of the 
nature of the conflict generated — i.e. issue area defined in terms of impact. Unlike 
the traditional impact definitions found in the literature, the one used here is based 
on the idea that it is not only the creation of winners and losers that matters, but the 
degree to which existing organizations are united or divided by a question that 
impacts on process and outcome. The empirical analysis supports the usefulness of 
this approach. By emphasizing manageable as opposed to unmanageable conflict, 
the typology used here has revealed variation. Sweden before the 1990s and 
Denmark in the 1960s were examples of managed conflict. The other cases were 
unmanaged. In the Norwegian case, as measured by the percent of voters who 
sympathized with split parties, unmanaged conflict in the 1990s was a problem 
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largely for the Social Democrats. The unmanageability for non-socialists was 
manifest at the coalition rather than within-party level. The latter meant that when 
the EC/EU question was on the active policy agenda, there was no possibility of 
creating a non-socialist government. This explains why coalition governments fell in 
both 1971 and 1991.35 

The conflict in Norway was also unique in another respect. All parties of the 
middle came out either against membership or were split. This made the task of the 
pro-membership Labor Party more difficult than that which Social Democrats in 
Denmark and Sweden faced. The only other supporters of membership in Norway 
were the Conservatives and Progressives (in the 1990s). In the spring of 1994 even 
the LO's National Congress voted against membership. The Labor Party was forced 
to argue its pro-EU position without the support of parties close to it on the political 
spectrum and without the support of the trade union movement. Data provided 
here are insufficient for drawing conclusions about the impact of this isolation. 
However, a plausible implication is that this forced the Labor Party to emphasize 
social democratic arguments not particularly appealing to wavering middle-party 
voters and strengthened the plausibility of arguments made by the Socialist People's 
Party. Both of these could have contributed to the referendum result. 

Another important finding, evident in both Chapter 5 and Chapter 6, is that the 
notion of impact mu st be understood in a broad sense. Traditional definitions of 
issue area tend to emphasize economic consequences of policy - whether groups or 
sectors of the economy will win or lose in a pocket-book sense. The EC/EU issue 
shows that this is only one explanation for why parties and voters take one position 
rather than another. Impact can also be positive or negative in a political authority 
sense or even an ideological sense. Especially in cases where the economic 
consequences were unclear, these other considerations seem to have loomed large. 
Examples include the Center Party in Sweden in the 1990s, the Liberals in Norway 
and Radical Liberals in Denmark (particularly party members), the Christians in both 
Norway and Sweden and Socialists in all three countries. 

Finally, the analysis in this chapter suggests that issue area may be more powerful 
than the model presented in Chapter 3 allows for. Unmanaged conflict in particular 
seems to be capable of putting strong pressure on domestic structures. In such cases 
it is not enough to say that issues are important because they create incentives for 
actors to try to influence policy. It would appear that unmanaged conflict can also 
determine what kind of decision making structure is applied to the resolution of a 
policy question. In the cases presented here, unmanaged conflict — along with the 
interests of opponents of membership — was linked to support for referenda which 

35 The EC-related problems within the non-socialist bloc disappeared rather quickly in the 1970s (Jenssen 
1995b). Whether this will prove true in the 1990s remains to be seen. 
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made a normally representative policy process a matter of direct democracy.36 At 
least in the case of Norway in the 1970s, the evidence suggests that as a 
consequence, the country stayed out of the EC rather than joined. This issue areas 
argument - that issue determines structure - is broadly in keeping with the original 
claims of issue areas literature in the Lowi tradition. It casts doubt on the domestic 
structures approach - or at least points out the limitations of taking structure as 
given in all situations. Instead it shows the benefits of an approach based on 
considering the nature of the conflict (e.g. issue areas). 

36 Björklund (1982b), in an article specifically devoted to the question of when referenda are he ld, has 
also found an empirical link between referenda and unmanaged conflict within political parties. 
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Chapter 7 
Bringing together puzzles, issues and things coalitional 

Introduction 

This study began with the observation that three quite similar states - Denmark, 
Norway and Sweden — have had different EC/EU policies, and that one of the 
foreign policy literature's most promising approaches, domestic structures analysis, 
does not shed light on this variation. My goal has been to develop an understanding 
of the sources of the different policies by analyzing the question of EC/EU 
membership using an approach in which issue area defined in terms of both 
substance and impact is linked to policy process and policy choice. Because the 
domestic structures in the Scandinavian states are similar, I examine in particular the 
extent to which variation in issue area can be used to understand variation in 
EC/EU policy process and outcome. In the first part of this chapter I summarize 
the study and its findings. In the second part I further consider the theoretical 
implications before turning to a discussion of future research. 

A look back 

In Chapter 1 I discussed the ways in which Denmark, Norway and Sweden are 
similar. I noted their internal similarities (e.g. cu lture, political system) and similar 
positions in the international system. I argued that two common explanations for 
variation in EC/EU policy, overall trade dependence and security policy, were 
insufficient. I then discussed the general foreign policy literature in an effort to 
identify factors that might be used to explain the variation. One leading school of 
thought argues in favor of a domestic structures approach to foreign policy. This 
approach explains foreign policy with reference to differences in states' domestic 
political structures. I argued that this approach was unpromising because the three 
states have similar domestic structures. I then discussed the advantages of adopting 
an issue areas approach. In contrast to the domestic structures approach, the issue 
area perspective is based on the claim that the process of foreign policy making as 
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well as policy choice is a function of the nature of the issue under consideration. I 
noted that an issue areas approach is appealing for several reasons, not least because 
it provides an explanation for the fact that the empirical literature on foreign policy 
reveals that process varies across both time (within the same state) and place (across 
states). I also note that, in principle, because it focuses on actors and potential actors 
in the policy process, it would be worthwhile to combine an issue area approach 
with a domestic structures approach in order to capture two analytically separate 
parts of all foreign policy decision-making settings: actors and their interests on the 
one hand, and the institutional setting on the other. 

In Chapter 2 I briefly reviewed the three states' EC/EU policies over the years. I 
paid particular attention to three periods when the issue was salient on the political 
agenda: the early 1960s, the early 1970s and the early 1990s. I argued that 
international events set the broader context within which the question of EC/EU 
relations emerged. However, these events cannot serve as explanations as to why the 
states reacted as they did nor why they reacted differently in terms of both process 
and policy choice. 

I reviewed the issue areas literature and presented an issue areas model in Chapter 
3. The concept of issue area has been part of the literature on foreign policy for 
more than 30 years, yet there is no broadly agreed definition of it. I noted that there 
are two general approaches to defining issue area: substantively (or content) and in 
terms of expected societal impact. Lowi's (1964) well-known impact-based typology 
speaks of distributive, regulatory, and redistributive policies. I compared Lowi's 
scheme with several other impact definitions and pointed out that all of them link 
type of issue to political process. That is, the kind of issue under consideration 
explains what national political channel dominates the policy process: the 
organizational, the numerical-democratic or the government-bureaucratic. Each of 
these channels displays a particular kind of policy process in which the importance 
of particular actors varies. In contrast to this, there is no agreement as to why 
substantive typologies (e.g. Rosenau 1966, Keohane and Nye 1977) are of theoretical 
(as opposed to descriptive) significance. I went on to explain how I use the issue 
areas concept. I presented a model which, in contrast to some of the recent 
literature, characterizes issue areas and domestic structures as complementary rather 
than competing explanations. 

Chapter 4 reviewed the three countries' basic security policy choices in the early 
post-war period. Since these choices are sometimes linked to subsequent decisions 
regarding EC/EU policy (especially in the Swedish case), I deemed it useful to 
discuss them. The analyses in chapters 5 and 6 suggest that the security policy 
choices discussed in this chapter mattered because they left Denmark and Norway 
free to evaluate the EC/EU membership question on the basis of non-security 
considerations, while they linked the evaluation of membership to security policy 
considerations in Sweden. 

Chapter 5 analyzed parliamentary debates in the three countries. I began by 
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defining an issue area typology with three substantive categories: economic, 
political/policy and international/security. Using this typology, I examined what 
kind of issue the EC/EU question was in the three states over time. I argued that 
the debates show that the question was an economic-political issue in Denmark and 
Norway as well as in Sweden in the 1990s. In the 1960s and 1970s it was a security 
issue in Sweden. Economic factors were particularly important in Denmark in the 
1960s. In Norway the economic and political were very much intertwined, especially 
for opponents of membership. 

Having classified the cases, I examined whether or not variation in issue area 
could help explain variation in EC/EU policy. I argued that the findings support the 
argument that importance of the substantive definition of the EC/EU question is 
related to the coalitional possibilities it creates. That is, the definition of the question 
explains why different groups line up together with regard to preferred policy 
choice. The size of the coalition has, in turn, an impact on process and outcome. 
The empirical data supports the argument that bigger pro-government coalitions 
give governments freer hands. The process moves more quickly and the parliament 
and political parties tend to be consulted or informed rather than pro-active 
participants. Support for this argument comes from a comparison and contrast of 
Denmark (especially in the 1960s) and Sweden in the 1960s and 1970s on the one 
hand, with Norway in all periods on the other. I also argue that the coalition 
possibilities revealed in the analysis call attention to the fact that the pro-
membership group in Norway had greater problems than the pro-membership 
coalition in Denmark in the 1960s and 1970s. In particular, regardless of whether it 
was defined as an economic or political question, middle parties and voters in 
Norway had reason to oppose EC/EU membership. Because they were pro-NATO, 
linking membership to Norwegian security interests might have influenced the 
middle parties and their voters to be more favorable to membership. In the 1960s 
and 1970s Labor Party elites were wary of making such a connection.1 In addition, 
elites in the middle parties took the position that because Norway's security policy 
was based on NATO membership, it was unrelated to whether Norway joined the 
EC/EU or not. Thus, the reluctance of Labor elites to push security arguments and 
the rejection of such arguments by parties of the middle help explain why the 
EC/EU question did not become widely defined as a security issue. 

Chapter 6 studied the question of EC/EU membership on the basis of an impact 
typology. I argued that questions can generate three main types of conflict: none, 
managed and unmanaged. The typology thus emphasizes the extent to which 
questions unite or split existing organizations. I then analyzed the EC/EU 
membership question by looking at public opinion data and conflict or agreement 

1 As discussed in Chapter 5, they did not want to encourage a renewed debate about Norwegian 
membership in NATO, nor did they want unfavorable attitudes about the EC to lead to decreased support 
for NATO. In the 1970s they also hesitated because the party position from 1969 was that détente in Europe 
had reduced threats to security. 
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within political parties. The analysis showed that there were three cases in which the 
EC/EU question created managed conflict: Denmark in the 1960s and Sweden in 
the 1960s and 1970s. With regard to political parties, Social Democrats had trouble 
supporting membership in all periods (with the partial exception of Denmark in the 
1960s). In Norway membership created problems for all the parties of the middle, 
while in Denmark it created difficulties for the Radical Liberals in the 1970s. In 
Sweden, support for membership also created a split in the Center Party and 
between the Christian Democrats and their voters. 

In an analysis of the importance of variation with regard to type of conflict, I 
argued that the data support the hypothesis that the existence of unmanaged conflict 
is related to decisions to call referenda to decide the membership question. Support 
for referenda came from parties that were split on the question as well as from 
opponents of membership. In the Swedish case, position-taking with regard to 
whether to hold a binding or advisory referendum was also linked to whether or not 
parties were split. Since parties opposed to membership were not usually a large 
enough group to force a referendum, the support of the split parties was decisive.2 

Thus, in the face of unmanaged conflict political elites gave authority for decision 
making over to voters. Unmanaged conflict and the giving over of the issue to 
voters is also linked to the emergence of ad hoc organizations dedicated to 
influencing public opinion for or against membership. 

In order to put the findings in a broader context, it is useful to look at the 
relationship between this study and other efforts to explain EC/EU policy in 
Denmark, Norway and Sweden. Most analyses are case studies — that is, they explain 
what happened in one of the three countries.3 Explanations of a state's EC/EU 
relations often fall into one of three categories (or in some cases are a combination 
of the three). One type of explanation is rooted in interests and ideology: the 
economic pull of an expanded and strengthened EC/EU as opposed to the 
domestic opposition rooted in economic, political and ideological factors.4 Another, 
especially relevant in the Norwegian case, emphasizes transitory political factors, 
including the skill with which proponents and opponents of membership sought to 

2 In Denmark, decisions to hold referenda must be supported by 1/3 of the members of the Folketing. 
In Sweden, decisions to hold binding referenda must be approved by 1/3 of the members of the Riksdag. 
Consultative referenda can be called if a majority o f those voting support such a motion. The Norwegian 
constitution does not set out a procedure under which referenda can be called. In practice, however, the 
Storting is understood to have the right to decide to hold one (Ruin 1996). This implies that a majority m ust 
be in favor of doing so. 

3 This is true even of books like the edited volume The Nordic Countries and the EC . (Tiilikainen a nd 
Petersen 1993). Ingebritsen (1993) is an exception. Her Scandinavia in Europe i s an explicitly comparative 
analysis of Denmark, Norway and Sweden. 

4 For the case of Denmark see Petersen & Elklit (1973), Hansen (1969) and Miljan (1977). For Norway 
see Allen (1979), Hellevik & Gleditsch (1973), Lindström (1993), Miljan (1977) and Valen (1973). On Sweden, 
see Lindström (1993), Miljan (1977), Stålvant (1973) and Viklund (1977). 
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build support for their views among the general population (0rvik et al. 1975). A 
third type of approach is to emphasize the referenda and explain policy choice on 
the basis of voting behavior.5 In addition, before 1990 Swedish EC policy was 
discussed in terms of the constraints of security policy and the EC's unwillingness to 
make special arrangements for Sweden. 

The issue areas approach to understanding the EC/EU question is not 
incompatible with these case studies. Its advantage does not lie in its ability to 
explain the details of any particular case, but its ability to highlight the way the 
EC/EU question was defined and the pattern of conflict it generated. Case studies 
which emphasize the domestic politics of the EC/EU question in different settings 
- the interests and actions of groups and organizations, public opinion, the process 
of decision making - provide evidence that can be used to analyze the usefulness of 
issue areas thinking. This is true not least because they can provide support for the 
argument that such factors are important for understanding foreign policy process 
and choice. 

At the same time, my issue areas approach is different from case studies in at least 
two important ways. First, it uses a general framework for analyzing specific 
decisions and therefore is, by design, a theoretical analysis. It construes the particular 
questions under examination — in this case EC/EU membership — as an example of 
a type of issue. What is of interest is not the uniqueness of the question but the 
characteristics of all questions of the same type and the similarities and differences 
between this type and other types. A successful issue areas analysis reveals 
something about all issues like the EC/EU issue rather than information specifically 
about the EC/EU question. The second difference follows from the first, which is 
that issue area approaches are less detailed analyses of particular questions than are 
case studies. This is not surprising given their different goals, but it is worth pointing 
out. Just as case studies are not a substitute for a theoretical issue areas approach, the 
latter is not a substitute for the former. 

It is appropriate to end this look back by recalling the answers that the analysis 
provides to the puzzles that motivated the research. The empirical findings are 
summarized in Table 7.1. Columns two and three list the results of the issue area 
analyses presented in chapters 5 and 6. With regard to issue area as content, the 
EC/EU question was an economic and political question in six cases, a security issue 
in two. With regard to conflict, it generated unmanaged conflict in five cases and 
managed conflict in three. Columns five through eight list variation in process and 
outcome. 

5 For the case of Denmark see Petersen & Elklit (1973) (and for the Danish Maastricht decision Siune, 
Svensson & Tonsgaard (1992 and 1994)). See Jenssen & Valen (1995) for Norway, and Gilljam & Holmberg 
(1996) for Sweden. 
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The empirical puzzle was that three similar states adopted different EC/EU policies. 
What is clear from Table 7.1 is that at a general level, variation in issue area does 
not, by itself, explain variation in response. That is, knowing that the EC/EU 
question was an economic-political issue is not sufficient to predict the speed of 
response or the role of the parliament or the final decision as to what relationship to 
accept. The same is true with regard to managed as opposed to unmanaged conflict. 
Thus, explaining variation in EC/EU policy in the three Scandinavian states requires 
knowing more than whether it generated managed or unmanaged conflict. This does 
not mean, however, that issue area is unimportant. As has been suggested 
throughout the empirical chapters, the importance of issue areas for understanding 
EC/EU policy stems from the way in which it calls attention to coalitional 
possibilities and unmanaged conflict. The issue areas analysis conducted here 
revealed that there were different coalitional possibilities in the three states and 
different kinds of societal conflict. The former calls at tention to the fact that there 
was most support for EC/EU membership in Denmark and least in Norway. The 
fact that Denmark joined in 1973 and that Norway has not joined is consistent with 
this. Unmanaged conflict was linked to decisions to hold referenda which served to 
give opponents of membership — who were underrepresented in governments and 
parliaments — a greater role in the policy process. 

The theoretical puzzle raised in Chapter 1 was what explains variation within 
similar structures? The answer suggested by the empirical analysis is that within 
similar structures, variation with regard to issue area is related to variation in the way 
a question is handled and in policy choice. 

The empirical analysis presented here differs from other issue area analyses. I 
deliberately sought to explore the advantages of defining issues in two ways: 
substantively and in terms of impact. The results of the analysis suggest that these 
are two sides of a coin. What turned out to be interesting in the case of substantively 
defined issues was the fact that they called attention to who lined up with whom 
behind the same policy option. At bottom this depends on evaluations of impact. 
Thus, it was not the substance of the issue, per se, but how that had implications for 
the evaluation of policy options that mattered. On the other hand, impact definitions 
are based explicitly on the consequences of policy choice. As the membership 
question makes clear, policies can have many kinds of impacts. Which ones are 
decisive for position taking and policy choice depends on how the issue is defined in 
a substantive sense. When there is disagreement on this point, access to the policy 
process becomes an important regulator of which definitions are capable of 
impacting on policy choice. Thus, to understand impact-based definitions it is 
necessary to understand substantive and vice-versa. Understanding coalition 
possibilities requires knowledge about both substance and impact. 
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Some implications of the empirical findings 

As I have argued, a domestic structures approach that ignores the question of issue 
areas misses something important. In particular, it might fail to appreciate that what 
appears to be the same question can actually be better understood as different issues. 
Future analysis based on the results presented here can start from the idea that issue 
areas help uncover the interest context in which policy questions are setded - both 
who expects to win and lose and whether the nature of conflict is managed or 
unmanaged. This ought to be combined with an institutional context defined by the 
domestic structures approach. The combination of both can be used to study 
variation in policy processes and outcomes. 

Understanding the EC/EU question is enhanced by going beyond defining it as 
an issue of foreign policy to consider it in a more nuanced way. From a substantive 
point of view, the economic, political and international/security nature of the 
question varied from one state to another and this helps explains coalitions that 
formed for and against. In Norway, for example, the economic and political 
evaluation of the issue explains why middle parties opposed membership despite 
their support for NATO. 

Looking at the EC/EU question in terms of the nature of conflict it generated 
revealed a link between the unmanageability of a conflict and process. In particular, 
unmanageable conflict over membership was related to decisions to hold referenda. 
Support for referenda came from both opponents of membership and political elites 
for whom the question created intra-party conflict. Membership opponents 
supported referenda because they saw it as their best chance to keep the country out 
of the EC/EU. The latter did so in order to protect their own parties, despite the 
fact that some (especially Social Democratic elites) favored membership. 

This finding is only visible if the issue areas typology is constructed on the basis 
of an organised view of society. It is not just "interests" that are influenced by policy, 
but organizations as well. Organizations are a source of strength for the interests 
that they articulate and represent. Intra-organizational conflict weakens 
organizations and is therefore something for leadership to try to avoid or deal with 
in a way that minimizes damage to the organization. Ad hoc organizations created to 
pursue a particular policy issue would seem to have an advantage over others in this 
regard. As long as they stick to their original goal, organizational unity is 
maintained.6 

The analysis presented here suggests that political parties have a more difficult 
task. As researchers have pointed out, they have a number of different goals 
(Sjöblom 1968, Strom 1990, Bergman 1995). When these goals clash, parties are 
forced to make decisions about which of them should get priority. The EC/EU case 

6 They may have problems if they are forced to take positions on other issues or once the original goal is 
either won or lost. 
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shows examples of intra-party unity and vote seeking getting priority over policy - as 
when a pro-membership elite agrees to hold a referendum in the interest of holding 
the party together and keeping troublesome issues out of elections. It also shows 
examples of a party giving up the perks of government in order to pursue policy and 
votes — as in the case of the Norwegian Center Party in both the 1960s and 1970s. 

This study thus suggests that the issue areas approach can offer important 
contributions to the analysis of foreign policy. For example, classifying questions in 
terms of the kind of conflict they generate provides information about when 
ordinary, formal institutional structures for resolving conflicts might be undermined 
by informal developments. The holding of a national referendum is a dramatic 
illustration. Less dramatically, the analysis suggests that unmanaged conflict might 
introduce unusual elements into a policy process in spite of the fact that institutional 
structural factors might tend to encourage the emergence and persistence of a 
characteristic type of policy process. This is possible because political elites 
responsible for policy making — especially political party elites — have multiple goals 
which are likely to clash when issues that create unmanaged conflict arise on the 
political agenda and cannot be pushed off. In such circumstances, actors that might 
otherwise play a rather limited or unimportant role in the policy process could 
become more important. This has important implications for future research. It does 
not lead to the conclusion that structures do not matter, but rather to the view that 
the power of domestic structures to exclude or include actors in the policy process — 
to confer and deny power — is contingent and should be understood as such. 

Finally, the empirical analysis suggests that the relationship between issue area, 
domestic structures and coalitions might vary. The findings in Chapter 6 suggest that 
issues might sometimes undermine established domestic structures and coalitions. 
On the other hand, domestic structures and established coalitions might also 
influence how a question is understood. I would argue that a challenge for future 
research is therefore not to determine which is prior or independent, but rather to 
understand the conditions under which one element is more important than the 
other and when they are of relatively equal weight, as well as to analyze how they 
influence each other. This leads me to the final part of this study: a discussion of 
some important theoretical issues and possibilities for future research that arise from 
the approach presented here. 

A look forward 

Analyses of foreign policy have often neglected what Skidmore and Hudson 
(1993:5) call the "meat and potatoes" of domestic political analyses. They are 
referring to the societal basis for political action — the sources of support for and 
opposition to policy choices. The empirical analysis presented here suggests that an 
understanding of policy at this level is as important for foreign policy as for 
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domestic. Approaching the EC/EU question from the point of view of issue areas 
has revealed that different ways of defining a question have implications for who is 
likely to support or oppose a particular action. It is because of this that issue area is 
important. It calls attention to coalitions behind policy choice. 

Analysis of coalitions in political science often focuses on the formal (and 
informal) governing coalitions in parliamentary democracies (Strom 1990, Laver & 
Schofield 1990). What I am talking about are policy coalitions. In a general sense it is 
assumed that a governing coalition is also in large part a stable policy coalition. It 
need not be, however, as the phenomenon of shifting coalitions in parliamentary 
systems makes clear. Coalition approaches have sometimes been used to explain 
foreign policy - especially economic policy (Fergusen 1984, Rogowski 1989). The 
implications of the findings in Chapters 5 and 6 are that the nature of the issue 
under consideration — both in terms of substance and impact — creates conditions 
for the formation of coalitions with regard to foreign policy questions. The coalition 
that can be expected to form depends on how the issue is defined. This explains why 
groups line up as they do. It also suggests that when a question is ambiguous, part of 
the policy process — i.e. that which the politically active seek to do — will be to define 
it in ways that encourage the formation of one coalition rather than another. 
Coalitions vary both in size (for example as was noted in Chapter 5), and with regard 
to whether they are composed of united organizations (managed) or parts of split 
organizations (unmanaged). This suggests that a model to be tested in further 
research is one which highlights the link between issue area and coalition. 

I now turn to a final discussion of a number of theoretically important matters for 
future research based on such a model. All have been direcdy or indirectly raised in 
the analysis of the three states' EC/EU policies. They are governments as interest 
creators, domestic sub-structures, decision making channels, and issue areas as a 
general approach to foreign policy. 

Governments as interest-creators 

The findings presented in the empirical chapters reveal the importance of state 
policy in creating interests. This is particularly clear with regard to Norwegian 
agriculture. Long-established policy has supported a particular kind of agriculture 
sector in Norway (Ingebritsen 1995). It is an expensive system both for consumers 
and tax-payers insofar as it enables an otherwise economically unviable sector to 
survive through a system of price supports and subsidies. The arguments used to 
justify the system serve to legitimate its cost. These arguments range from the need 
to ensure adequate supplies of milk to regional policy, settlement goals, and 
decentralization (Ingebritsen 1995). Thus, entrenched agricultural interests in 
keeping Norway out of the EC/EU is itself at least in part a political creation. The 
same is true with regard to coastal fishing in Norway and the overall anti-EC/EU 
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attitudes in geographically peripheral regions of the country (Lindström 1993). 
Opposition to EC/EU membership for reasons linked to the welfare state — i.e. that 
membership will undermine exiting programs and the jobs they create either by 
legislation or indirectly through restraints on spending and tax policy — might also 
be, in part, political creations. This suggests that dependence on the national 
government is likely to be linked to opposition to transfers of authority to other 
levels. The broader implication is that the greater the (positively evaluated) role of 
the state in society the greater number of potential sources of opposition — on 
political-economic grounds — to policies like EC/EU membership. This also helps 
explain ideological position taking, in particular the left-right character of some of 
the grassroots opposition to the EC/EU. Parties whose political ideology emphasize 
the importance of the state for pursuing fundamental social goals, are more likely to 
experience significant opposition to transfers of authority — including EC/EU 
membership. 

Domestic structures and the sub-structure question 

An analysis that recognizes the importance of issue areas can be fully compatible 
with a simultaneous appreciation of the importance of structure. The issue area 
component of the model directs attention to actors — including organizations — and to 
their interests. The structural component highlights the fact that in order to have an 
impact on policy the actors need to have access to those formally responsible for 
making decisions (Risse-Kappen 1994). Here I am calling attention to two important 
contextual elements: the context of interests and the context of structure. 

As pointed out in Chapter 1 Denmark, Norway and Sweden have the similar 
domestic structures - changing but still largely democratic corporatist. Differences 
between them with regard to the EC/EU question cannot therefore be linked to the 
domestic structural context defined at this level. The analysis presented in the 
previous chapters cannot say anything definite about how different domestic 
structures would impact on the treatment and resolution of similar issues. This 
requires an analysis that holds issue constant and varies domestic structure. On the 
other hand, it is possible that certain similarities can be tentatively linked to domestic 
structure and that future research can seek to confirm or reject the links. One such 
similarity is the wide-spread use of referenda to resolve the EC/EU membership 
question. As argued above and in Chapter 6, unmanaged conflict was linked to 
decisions to hold referenda — which was a way of turning responsibility for the 
question over to the numeric-democratic channel.7 An interesting question is 

7 More frequently this is done by making the question an election issue. Evidence presented in the 
empirical chapters suggests that this was rejected by parties w ho feared that they would lose voters if the 
election campaign was largely about the EC/EU. 
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whether domestic structure also helps explains this link. Democratic corporatist 
systems legitimate the participation of organizations - especially those of business 
and labor - in the policy process and tend to delegitimate the resolution of issues by 
fiat. Those with important interests at stake are to resolve the issue through a 
compromise acceptable to all groups negotiated by representatives of the various 
interests. When there is unmanaged conflict, however, existing groups cannot easily 
be represented in any bargaining process. Thus, it is possible that in such 
circumstances a referenda is seen as a way out of the dilemma. In addition, those 
who think their own position is more likely to win if the decision is taken by 
referendum can use the lack of representativeness of existing institutions as an 
argument in favor of holding one.8 

As mentioned in Chapter 3 (and discussed in Chapter 5), there is a disaggregated 
domestic structures approach found in some of the foreign policy literature. This 
sub-structures approach argues that within any domestic structure there are a 
number of different decision making structures. Variation in the way in which 
questions are resolved within the same broad domestic structure is explained with 
reference to one of the sub-structures. While this approach is sometimes used to 
justify a structural or institutional type of analysis (e.g. Krasner 1978a), I would argue 
that it actually throws attention back on the question of issue areas — because the 
issue helps determine what the relevant structural context is. Moreover, it makes the 
struggle to define the issue part of the policy process.9 

Thus, the sub-structures approach does not take away from the importance of 
examining the nature of the issue at stake. What it does raise questions about, 
however, is the relevant structural context. Is it the overall domestic structure (e.g. 
corporatist, pluralist, statist) or some substructure? For example, should analyses 
concentrate on a distinct "foreign policy" substructure whose rules and institutions 
are distinct from those used to resolve questions of domestic politics — presumably 
because they give the government greater authority and parliaments less (Goldmann 
1986). 

For several reasons I would argue that future analyses should begin by 
emphasizing overall domestic structure. First, issue area approaches which define 
issues in terms of impact implicitly reject the argument that the distinction between 
foreign and domestic policy is of central importance. In addition, as has been shown 

8 It is clear, of course, that r eferenda are rare events in the Scandinavian states (as they are almost 
everywhere else for that matter). The argument being sketched out here is not that un managed conflict in 
general leads to referenda. I am suggesting that when the EC/EU membership question causes unmanaged 
conflict in a domestic structure characterized by democratic corporatism, it may be that this influences how 
the issue is resolved. To examine the plausibility o f such an argument as well as the impact of domestic 
structure in general, future research should examine questions of unmanaged conflict in states with different 
structures. 

9 Ikenberry's (1988) argument that redefining oil deregulation from a question of domestic policy to one 
of foreign policy is a good illustration of this point. 
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in Chapter 5, issue area defined in terms of content also separates foreign policy 
questions into a variety of other content categories which they share with domestic 
policy questions. Second, it can be argued that there is no single foreign policy 
substructure (Faurby 1982). While it may be true that much of the day-to-day 
conduct of foreign policy involves diplomatic activity of a non-legal character which 
tends to act as a limit on parliamentary authority, this does not mean this is true for 
all foreign policy. For example, parliaments exercise authority over foreign aid policy 
via their budgetary powers. They pass trade policy bills and usually have the 
authority to approve or reject treaties. In the example of the Scandinavian states, 
Parliamentary Foreign Affairs Committees deal with government proposals or 
reports about a wide variety of issues from human rights to sanctions, disarmament 
and weapons exporting (see Bjereld & Demker 1995 on the case of Sweden). In 
addition, Denmark, Norway and Sweden all have Foreign Affairs Advisory 
Committees which the Government is required to consult (though not obey) with 
the leaders of the opposition parties on important foreign policy matters. Finally, 
parliaments have informal powers with regard to foreign policy. Members can 
always force the government to discuss foreign policy by putting questions to it. As 
the evidence presented here suggests, particularly when a government does not 
control a parliamentary majority, it must be sensitive to the interests of the majority 
on matters of foreign as well as domestic policy. 

A final problem with adopting a domestic sub-structures approach is that it 
makes it difficult to keep issue area and domestic structure distinct from one 
another. The very idea of sub-structure presumes that some issues are treated one 
way and others are treated another. This means that selecting the appropriate sub
structure cannot be done without reference to the question under consideration — 
whether explicitly or implicidy. In order to allow both concepts — issue area and 
domestic structure — to weigh equally in an analysis it is necessary to conceptualize 
domestic structure broadly. 

Revisiting the channels 

As discussed in Chapter 3, impact-based issue areas approaches anticipate that the 
importance of different political channels (the organizational, the numerical-
democratic and the governmental-bureaucratic) varies depending on the kind of 
conflict an issue generates. More specifically, when there is conflict between non-
encompassing interests (i.e. a rather limit number of people have an interest in the 
matter), the organizational channel dominates; while in cases of broad conflict the 
numerical-democratic is more important. The governmental channel is particularly 
important in cases where there is little or no conflict. The impact typology I used in 
Chapter 6 does not refute this but has a further implication with regard to the 
operation of the various political channels. In particular, when there is unmanaged 
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conflict about an important matter, both organizations (in the organizational 
channel) and political parties (in the numerical-political) are likely to have difficulty 
resolving issues.10 In such cases it is plausible to expect that issues are either not 
resolved or that resolution is strongly influenced by other actors - including voters 
and new and/or ad hoc single issue organizations. The latter is more likely the 
greater the stakes (since, other things being equal, it is costly to create organizations 
and political parties). 

Again using the example of the Scandinavian states, obviously the EC/EU 
question was, in all three countries, an issue of importance to virtually everyone. 
Thus, the importance of the numerical-democratic channel — parliaments, political 
parties, voters, public opinion and grassroots — ought to have overshadowed the 
others. Moreover, in those cases in which the conflict was unmanaged, political 
parties ought to have been less important than they usually are and voters and 
grassroots more important. While a very detailed study of this question was 
impossible to do within the scope of the project presented here, an impressionistic 
consideration of the evidence available suggests that this was largely the case. 

The EC issue in Denmark in the early 1960s was a case of managed conflict. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, the decision to apply along with Britain was taken quickly. 
The Folketing was consulted and parties expressed their views by voting to support 
an application. Though there were no votes taken in the Riksdag in Sweden in the 
1960s and 1970s — the other cases of managed conflict — the processes were quite 
similar: the government took a position and parties then expressed support or 
opposition in parliamentary debate (and sometimes by statements to the mass media 
- see Bergqvist 1970 and Karlsson 1995). Because the governments quickly took the 
initiative and were strongly supported in their parliaments, it is an overstatement to 
say that the numerical-democratic channel "dominated" the government. However, 
as pointed out in Chapter 5, the ability of the government to play the leading role is 
best understood as a function of the size of the coalition that supports its policy 
combined with the lack of unmanaged conflict within the government's own party. 
Thus, the government led in these cases because it had strong parliamentary support 
for its policy.11 In other words, the government could play a leading role because the 
numerical-democratic channel — in particular the parliament — allowed it to do so.12 

10 The word "important" is rather vague, but it is intended to signal that the argument is increasingly less 
relevant the smaller the stakes involved. This is a rather obvious point insofar as the less important the stakes, 
the less likely anyone is to struggle over an issue. Where the stakes are extremely low it is possible to 
characterize the issue as one which does not create conflict at all — either managed or unmanaged — but rather 
indifference. 

11 This is in contrast to its ability to dominate when an issue creates no domestic conflict. See Chapter 3. 

12 The need to make this point explicit arises out of the fact that "channel dominance" thinking is often -
though by no means always (see Rokkan 1966) - developed in analyses of the American political system with 
its separation of power between the legislature and executive. 
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In Norway, the EC/EU issue has always generated unmanaged conflict. In the 
early 1960s the Labor Government avoided taking a position for many months. The 
Storting's Foreign and Constitutional Affairs Committee postponed taking a position 
on membership in late 1961 at the suggestion of Labor Party representatives who 
wanted to give their party time to discuss the question internally (Allen 1979). In 
April 1961, demonstrations in Oslo and around the country took place in 
connection with the Storting debate about and vote on membership negotiations 
(Björklund 1982a). Two organizations — one socialist and one linked to agriculture -
were created to fight against EEC membership (Björklund 1982a). The political 
parties agreed early on - in the Storting Committee report on the question of 
membership negotiations - to hold a referendum on joining once a treaty had been 
negotiated. 

More generally, grassroots organizations against membership emerged in all cases 
in which the EC/EU issue created unmanaged conflict. Ad hoc groups to promote 
membership were also established. In addition, in cases of unmanaged conflict those 
political parties which split over whether or not to support membership tended to 
avoid the question during election campaigns, while those united behind a position — 
especially against — sought to turn elections into EC/EU debates. The debate in 
Sweden in the 1990s about whether to hold a binding or non-binding referendum is 
a good illustration of split parties seeking to keep elections and the EC/EU issue 
separate. 

Issue areas as an approach to foreign policy 

I now come to a final consideration of the broader implications of using an issue 
areas approach to study foreign policy in general. Two questions are of particular 
interest. The first is how the approach fits into the literature. The second is the 
position it implies with regard to important theoretical debates. In Chapter 1 I 
argued that literature on the sources of foreign policy can be grouped into three 
broad categories based on whether the important explanatory factors are said to be 
located in the international system, the state or the society. In one sense, the issue 
area approach's position on this debate is that things are not either/or. The important 
explanatory factors vary from case to case depending on the issue under 
consideration — e.g. sometimes system-level factors dominate and sometimes they 
don't. More importantly, however, an issue areas approach ultimately rests on 
societal level factors. This is true because a question is classified as one kind of issue 
or another with reference to society. Both when issues are defined in terms of what 
domestic actors understand them to be about and when they are linked to conflict, 
the nature of the question under consideration (i.e. its classification as an issue) 
arises primarily out of the national setting. It does not come from the international 
system in any direct way. Nor does it come exclusively from the state — defined as 
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actors in positions of decision making authority - though state actors certainly 
articulate one understanding of the question in terms of substance and impact. The 
classification of issues comes from the interplay of actors at the national level as they 
analyze and evaluate questions on the basis of what various policy choices would 
mean for their interests. In this sense, foreign policy decisions can always be traced 
back to societal level factors — even when they are relatively passive in a particular 
decision making process. 

Referring back to Chapter 3, impact-based definitions of foreign policy suggest 
that under certain conditions, the state — the bureaucratic-government channel — is 
likely to dominate policy making. When issues have no short-term domestic costs — 
and hence do not create winners and losers — or when they have the same impact on 
everyone, the issue areas typologies predict that the government and executive 
agencies will review options and choose one with no significant input from other 
actors. In contrast, when groups determine that their interests will be influenced — 
positively or negatively — they will involve themselves in the policy process. If rather 
limited interests are involved then the organized-interest channel will be activated. If 
very large categories of interests are involved (e.g. workers, families) — then political 
parties and electoral politics (i.e. the numerical-democratic channel) will be activated. 
What is important here is that in all three cases societal factors explain the presence 
or absence of different actors in the policy process. The situation might be summed 
up by saying, with regard to societal factors, that they are present even when they seem to be 
absent In other words, they are important for understanding the process of foreign 
policy making, even though they are not always obvious or do so in any direct way. 

In addition to rooting explanations of foreign policy in domestic politics, the issue 
areas approach also stakes out a position on another matter — the question of the 
uniqueness of foreign policy as opposed to domestic policy. From an issue areas 
perspective, the distinction between foreign policy defined as policy dealing with the 
relations between the state and other states, international organizations and other 
external organizations, and domestic policy is less interesting than differences 
between policies that differ in terms of impact or substance. The latter (i.e. impact 
and substance) explain the interests that actors have in influencing the process and 
the likely coalitional outcomes in favor of different policy options. Membership in 
an international organization and national agriculture policy are, respectively, foreign 
and domestic policy — yet they may be the same kind of issue in terms of the 
conflicts they generate. According to the issue areas approach, when they are, this 
similarity will be more relevant to an understanding of policy process and outcome 
than the fact that one is a foreign policy question and the other is a matter of 
domestic politics. 

Whether or not foreign policy questions are more likely to be one kind of an issue 
than are domestic policy questions is an empirical question. Lowi himself seemed to 
suggest in 1964 that foreign policies were usually something other than distributive, 
regulatory and redistributive. In 1967 he argued that foreign policies were usually 
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like domestic ones - though probably not redistributive. A more useful approach to 
sorting out this question would be to study a large number of foreign and domestic 
policy questions for the purpose of determining whether there is a link between 
certain kinds of issues (e.g. ones that create no conflict) and foreign as opposed to 
domestic policy questions.13 If such a difference can be revealed, it means that 
foreign and domestic policy differ from one another because they tend to generate 
different patterns of conflict rather than because one is concerned with "outside" 
actors or institutions as opposed to "inside" ones. 

Conclusion 

In this final chapter I have sought to bring together the elements presented in both 
the theoretical and empirical chapters. I have argued that the empirical analyses 
show that issue areas are important for understanding coalitional possibilities. I have 
also argued that there is no reason to assume that an issue areas approach is 
incompatible with an appreciation of the importance of institutional context as 
defined by the domestic structures approach. Because the analysis undertaken here 
has held domestic structures constant, it is not possible to say how structure works 
together with issue area to produce process and outcome. That is, the goal here was 
to investigate the impact of issue areas when domestic structures are similar. This 
means that the interaction of issue areas and domestic structures has not been the 
focus of attention. 

A challenge for future research is thus to analyze how the two — issue and 
structure — interact to generate policy process and outcome. Central questions 
should include the relative importance of the two and analyses of the conditions 
under which one or the other is likely to dominate. One path to explore is how the 
importance of a question influences the relative impact of issue area as opposed to 
domestic structure. A reasonable hypothesis is that the more important a question is 
judged to be — by political elites, voters and the media — the more likely that issue 
area will have an important influence on process and outcome. Another possibility 
suggested by the empirical work presented here is that in situations of unmanaged 
conflict, domestic structures might be less powerful than they otherwise are. The 
broad implication of this is that structural explanations might have good explanatory 
power over some periods of time - specifically, when most policy questions generate 
managed conflict - but rather limited usefulness when policy questions give rise to 
unmanaged conflict. 

13 Carlsnaes (1981) takes the position that it is likely that they are syst ematic differences in foreign and 
domestic policies with regard to how often they are one kind of issue as opposed to another. Hermansson 
(1993) takes a different approach. He classifies foreign policy together with constitutional policy and policy 
related to the creation of local governments {indelningspolitiken) as questions falling into a general category of 
questions that do not create political conflict based on allocation of monetary resources. 
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The analysis presented here has demonstrated that an issue area analysis that 
directs attention to the substantive nature of questions and the managed or 
unmanaged nature of conflict that they generate provides important insights into 
policy process and choice. Having done so, it also calls attention to the importance 
of going further in an effort to understand the interplay of issue area and domestic 
structure. 
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Appendix 

In the early 1970s a group of Norwegian researchers (0rvik 1972) conducted quantitative 
content analyses of three major EC debates: 1962,1967 and 1970. Heradstveit (1972) analyzed 
the 1962 debate. The 1967 and 1970 debates were analyzed by Vefald (1972). They developed 
an extensive list of arguments (see Table A.l) and measured their importance by counting how 
often they were mentioned in the course of the debates. I have grouped these arguments in 
terms of my categories . Table A.2 and A.3 shows the relative importance of economic, 
international/security, political/policy and other arguments in the three debates. 

The data from the 1962 debate reveals the importance of political arguments in the debate 
about EEC membership. Forty percent of the arguments made by proponents of membership 
were based o n the political aspects of membership or non-membership, while 54% of 
opponents' arguments dealt with political matters. For proponents, the most frequently 
mentioned political argument was a neg ative one, that membership did not mean a loss of 
Norwegian sovereignty. The second most frequent ly mentioned was also negative: the EEC 
will not become a political union. This argument was closely linked to arguments about 
sovereignty, since if the EEC became a union it would mean that supranational institutions 
would take over much of the political authority traditionally exercised by national governments 
(Heradstveit 1972). Overall, a full 75% of the proponents' political arguments were negative 
ones, statements that membership would not undermine political authority in general or force 
Norway to abandon its existing econo mic, regional and socia l policies. Such arguments, in 
themselves, do not explain why proponents wanted Norway to join the EEC. That is, they are 
not evaluations of the benefits of membership or the costs of non-membership. Thus, it is 
reasonable to conclude that proponent s' political arguments were used to refute arguments 
made by opponents of membership, rather than to articulate specific reasons for supporting 
EEC membership. 

In contrast, the political/policy arguments made by opponents were intended to explain 
how Norway would be harmed if it joined, and thus why the best policy was to reject 
membership. Fully 78% of the opponents' political arguments were claims about how Norway 
would be harmed by membership. The opponents' two most important arguments against 
membership were both political: that it would mean the loss of Norwegian sovereignty and 
that it would prohibit Norway from controlling capital movements and prohibiting foreigners 
from buying up Norwegian natural resources. 1 Overall, as shown in Table A.3, political 
arguments were mentioned by the op ponents of membership more than twice as often as 
economic arguments and more than three times as much as international/security arguments. 

The international/security arguments were important for proponents of membership in the 
1962 debate. In fact, their two most important arguments were international/security: that the 
EEC provided a forum for necessary international cooperation and that the EEC promoted 

1 It might be argued that the latter is an economic argument. I have classified it, and others similar to it, as 
political on the grounds that it deals less with the direct economic consequences of membership than with the 
matter of political control over the economy. 
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peace. The category was much less important for opponents of membership, and it is clear that 
their comments are, for the most part, simply rejections of comments made by proponents.2 

Heradstveit's explanation of these arguments does not go into any detail about them, though 
he classifies them as having to do with the nature of the EEC rather than with "Norway and 
Norwegian matters". An examination of the whole list of arguments leads to the conclusion 
that they were n ot linked to Norwegian security policy. Heradstveit notes that two of the 
proponents' arguments have to do with Norwegian foreign policy: the argument that Norway 
will be a more influential international actor if it joins the EEC, and that Norwegian mi litary 
preparedness will not be harmed by EEC membership. The latter argument, mentioned twice 
during the debate, was a response to claims from opponents of membership that joining the 
EEC would make the country more vulnerable to threat by making it less self-suff icient, 
particularly with regard to agriculture products. Given the existence of this category, it is 
unlikely that proponents' arguments classified as having to do with international cooperation 
or peace (in general or in Western Europe) were directly linked in speeches to Norwegian 
security policy. If they had been, it seems likely that Heradstveit would have classified them 
as such. An examination of the opponents' arguments leads to a similar conclusion. They did 
not make any specific sta tements about the impact of membership on Norwegian security 
either. 

It thus appears that the international/security category in the 1962 Norwegian debate, while 
important for the proponents, does not indicate that the issue was understood as a securit y 
policy matter in a narrow sense. This catego ry captures debate about whether the E EC, in 
general, was a good or bad development with regard to cooperation and peace, both of which 
all Storting members viewed as desirable. Those who argued that the EEC was a good 
development drew the conclusion t hat Norway ought to be associated with such good 
developments. Those who argued it was bad drew the opposite conclusion. Thus, the category 
has less to do with the impact of EEC membership on Norway in part icular, than with the 
question of whether, in general foreign policy terms, Norway should be associated with the 
EEC or not. 

Table A.3 shows that in 1962 economic arguments were not employed by either side as 
often as political arguments. Proponents mentioned them less frequendy than international/ 
security arguments as well. They were, nonetheless, important, especially for some politi cal 
parties. With regard to those opposed to membership, 10% of the arguments made by Center 
Party speakers and 12% of those made by speakers from the Christian People's Party had to 
do with the negative impacts of membership on the agriculture and forestry industries. 
Among the proponents, the Labor Party speakers discussed the positive impacts of 
membership on the national economy (9% of their arguments) almost as much as international 
cooperation (IOV2). For the Conservative proponents, slightly more than 9% of their 
arguments are refutations of opponents ' claims about the negative consequences membership 
would have on agriculture and forestry. 

Turning to the debate in 1967, Table A.3 shows that economic arguments became more 
important for the proponents of membership. International/security arguments accounted for 
only about 16% of proponents arguments, while about 35% of the arguments dealt with 

2 Thus, for opponents, this category is like the political category is for proponents. It does not represent 
arguments they would have raised themselves, but arguments made in light of what the other side was saying. 
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political/policy issues.3 The greater importance of economic issues (and reduced importance 
of international/security) may be partially due to a more detailed specification of the 
categories. As mentioned above, proponents of membership quite often justified their position 
on the basis of the importance of international cooperation. Heradstveit's categorization does 
not link this need for cooperation with any particular goal, and I classified as an 
international/security argument. In the 1967 analysis, Vefald has two categories of arguments 
that discuss the importance of international cooperation. Both are specifically linked to 
economic considerations (see Table A.2). One of them links international cooperation to the 
need for large markets; the other defines it as a "prerequisite" for economic development. 
These statements are classified as economic arguments and not as international/security ones. 
It could be that some of the statements Heradstveit clas sified as international cooperation 
would, if described in greater detail, also have been classified as economic. 

On the other hand, there is evidence th at economic arguments were, in fact, more 
important to the proponents of membership in 1967 than they had been in 1962. In particular, 
the argument that the national economy will benefit from EEC membership is the single most 
important one in 1967, accounting for 11% of the proponents' arguments (in contrast to 8% 
in 1962). These two economic arguments, the need fo r international cooperation and the 
impact on the national economy, account for 20% of proponents' arguments. Among the 
political parties, the argument that membership was beneficial for the national economy was 
particularly important to non-Labor Party speakers (Vefald 1972). 

Between 1962 and 1967 there was an interesting shift in the proponents' political/policy 
arguments as well. Whereas in 1962 the most important such argument was a refutation of the 
opponents' claim that membership would undermine Norwegian sovereignty, in 1967 the most 
important political argument was a positive one: that Norway will gain influence by joining the 
EEC. Labor Party proponents used this argument far more than any other (Vefald, 1972). 
Conservatives gave sligndy more attention to the national economy (11.3% vs. 13.2%). 
Proponents from the Liberal and Christian People's Parties gave much more attention to the 
national economy than to influence. Proponents put forth two other positive political 
arguments: that supranationalist organizations like the EEC were beneficial for small states and 
that membership would enable Norway to participate in the formulation of policies that were 
still under consideration. Together these arguments accounted for about 45% of the 
proponents' political arguments. Negative arguments driven by the need to deny arguments 
made by opponents accounted for roughly 47%. 

The changes in the o pponents' arguments in 1967 compared to 1962 are also shown in 
Table A.3. O ne interesting development was that political/policy arguments become less 
important and international/security ones more important. This is explained by the increased 
emphasis of opponents on the advantages of Nordic cooperation as an alternative to EEC 
membership or association. Fully 50% of opponents' arguments in the international/security 
category are devoted to claims that Nordic cooperation and a bilateral trade agreement with 
the EEC were better policy options for Norway than an intimate relationship with the EEC. 

3 The 1967 debate was analyzed in two different ways, one based on the speech as the unit of analysis, the 
other using the paragraph. As the 1962 debate was coded on the basis of the speech as the unit of analysis, all 
comparisons between 1962 and 1967 are based on the speech-based 1967 coding. However, the 1970 debate was 
coded on the basis of the paragraph, and thus comparisons between 1967 and 1970 refer to the paragraph-based 
1967 coding. 
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The rest of the arguments in this category were largely the same as those made in the 1962 
debate. They are not linked to arguments about Norwegian security policy in any direct way. 

Claims that EEC membership would mean the loss of Norwegian sovereignty remained 
the opponents' most important argument, though it represented only 872% of all arguments 
in 1967 compared with 11% in 1962. It was more important to Labor opponents of 
membership (14.3% of their arguments) than to speakers from the Center, Christian People's 
and Socialist Left Parties. Overall the importance of political/policy arguments declined 
considerably, from 54% to 34%. Arguments about the EEC's negative attitude to socialism, 
its commitment to free capital movement and right of establishment, membership's threat to 
Norwegian social policy and the EEC's commitment to develop into a political union were 
much less common in 1967 than in 1962. 

The economic argument that membership would harm agriculture and forestry remained 
particularly important for op ponents from the Christian People's and Center Parties. The 
argument that membership would harm the Norwegian fishing industry was also of some 
importance, though this is only clearly revealed in the analysis based on the paragraph as the 
unit of analysis (see Table A.3). An examination of all economic arguments made by 
opponents in 1967 reveals that four of them are stated in a way that makes it clear they are 
substantive arguments rather than merely refutations of proponents' claims. These arguments 
had to do with agriculture, industries producing for the domestic market and the overall gains 
and losses of membership. They accounted for about 45% of the opponents' economic 
arguments. Forty-three percent of their economic arguments are negatively formulated, 
suggesting that they were, for the most part, refutations of proponents' arguments and thus 
of secondary importance. 

Overall the main arguments for both sides in 1967 were a combination of economic and 
political. On the pro-membership side, the economic arguments were particularly important 
to non-socialist speakers, while the political arguments about Norwegian influence were 
emphasized by Labor Party speakers and, to a lesser extent the Conservatives (Vefald 1972). 
Labor opponents of membership also emphasized the political aspects of membership (Vefald 
1972). The Center and Christian People's Party speakers also devoted a considerable amount 
of time to the political aspects of membership, but they also emphasized the negative 
economic impacts that membership would have on agriculture and forestry (Vef ald 1972). 
Neither side gave any attention to the implications of EEC membership for Norwegian 
security policy . As in 1962, the international/security arguments were general in nature, 
seemingly designed t o paint the EEC as something desirable or non-desirable. Speakers 
described the EEC in terms of its impact on global tension or peace in Europe, but did not 
suggest Norway's decision about membership ought to be evaluated on the basis of security 
policy considerations. 

Finally, turning to the 1970 debate, Table A.3 shows that for proponents of membership 
economic arguments became somewhat less important and political/policy arguments slightly 
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more important.4 For opponents, political/policy arguments became even more important 
than they had been, while economic arguments became less important. Looking first at 
arguments emphasized by the proponents, Norwegian influen ce in the EEC was the sing le 
most important reason for supporting membership. It accounted for 14% of all proponents' 
arguments, and 38% of their political/policy arguments. Other important arguments in this 
category include those made against the opponents' claims that the EEC would become a 
political union and that membership would undermine Norwegian regional policy (each 
accounting for 8V2% of the political/policy arguments), and that EEC laws guaranteeing free 
right of establishment and free capital movement would harm Norwegian interests ( 6V2). 

Another quite important political argument the proponents made was that leading groups in 
the EEC were favorable to socialism. This argument was made exc lusively by Labor Party 
members of the Storting and was an effort to refute the argument put forward by other Labor 
speakers that the EEC was hostile to sociali sm. Together these five arguments account for 
65% of the proponents political/policy arguments in favor of membership.5 

Turning to proponents' economic arguments, three were of particular importance: that 
cooperation was important for economic development, that agriculture and forestry might gain 
from membership in the long run and that they would get special treatment in any case, and 
that membership was necessary for the continued prosperity of the national economy. 
Together these arguments accounted for 85% of the proponents' economic arguments. The 
argument about the need for cooperation and the Norwegian national economy were clearly 
positive arguments, substantive reasons why proponents supported EEC membership. With 
regard to agriculture and forestry, though the argument was couched in positive language, it 
is more reasonable to view this as a response to one of the opposition's main claims 
throughout the 1960s, i.e. that membership would harm Norwegian agriculture and forestry.6 

The proponents' international/security arguments account f or about 15% of their total 
arguments. O f these, the single most important argument (34% of all arguments in this 

4 Arguments classified as "other" also became more important. This is due in part to the fact that many 
speaking in favor of membership emphasized how thoroughly the issue had been debated and that membership 
was supported by the government and an overwhelming Storting majority. Another new argument in the 1970 
debate was linked to the discovery of oil in Norwegian territorial waters. These were classified as other because, 
as described by Vefald (1972), the proponents' claims about the oil reserves were that they would strengthen 
Norway's position in the membership negotiations and would be an asset once Norway was a member. It is 
possible this argument is of a political nature (that a Nor way with oil would somehow be more influential that 
a Norway without), but without additional information it seemed wiser to avoid a clas sification based on a 
guessing what speakers meant. If I had classified oil as a political argument it would only have reinforced the 
impression that political/policy arguments were more important for proponents of membership in 1970 than they 
had been in 1967. 

3 Another five arguments account for about 20%. Four of them are negative arguments, refutations of 
opponents' claims: membership will not hurt Norwegian socialism or social policy, the EEC's policy of free labor 
movement will not hurt Norway, and membership will not undermine sovereignty. The one positive argument 
was that Norway ought to join i n order to participate in the formulation of EEC policies currently u nder 
discussion. The full list of arguments can be found in Table A.2. 

6 Arguments about the negative consequences membership would have on the Norwegian agriculture and 
forestry sectors were prominent in the 1962 and 1967 debates. In both cases they were among the most important 
of the opponents' arguments. This changed dramatically in the 1970 debate. Only 2 of their 172 arguments had 
to do with agriculture and forestry. The reason for this shift, which Vefald also comments on (1972), is not 
immediately obvious. 
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category) was that EEC membership would not rule out a continuation and even a deepening 
of Nordic cooperation. The two other important arguments, in the sense that they appeared 
often in the debate, were that the EEC helped maintain peace in Europe and that the EEC 
was not a bloc directed against another state or states. Together these three accounted for 82% 
of proponents' international/security arguments. As in 1962 and 1967, proponents made no 
arguments linking Norway's decision on EEC membership to security policy considerations. 
Military preparedness is me ntioned twice, but given that this constitutes le ss that V2 of one 
percent of all arguments made, it cannot be considered to have been particularly important. 

The opponents of membership do not mention military preparedness at all. An examination 
of the international/security arguments they do make reveals that most of them had to do with 
alternatives to EEC membership (see Table A.3). About 60% of these arguments were calls 
for Norway to concentrate on developing Nordic relations and to limit relations with the EEC 
to a trade agreement. The only other important argument was that the EEC did not represent 
a positive form of international cooperation (31% of international/security arguments). 

The opponents' 1970 arguments reinforce the conclusion that for them the question of 
EEC membership was very much a matter of political authority. This does not mean, however, 
that the political authority arguments made in 1970 were the same as those made in previous 
years. In fact, Table A.1 reveals that the most important of the opponents' arguments in 1962 
and 1967, that EC membership would mean a loss of Norwegian sovereignty, was replaced 
in the 1970 debate with the argument that the EEC was hostile to socia lism; and therefore, 
membership would weaken the international labor movement. This argument accounted for 
1072% of all arguments made by opponents, whi le the argument about loss of sovereignty 
accounted for about 6%. It is hardly surprising that the argument about socialism was only 
mentioned by Labor Party opponents of EEC membership (Vefald 1972). The opponents' 
second most frequently mentioned argument against membership was also political: that the 
EEC was or was becoming a political union. It was mentioned much more often by Center 
Party opponents than those from the Labor Party (Vefald 1972). Both of these arguments were 
stated in ways that make clear that they were substantive arguments based on their evaluation 
of the EEC rather than responsive arguments to claims by proponents. This is, of course, an 
additional way to judge th e importance of the argument beyond simply counting how often 
it was made, and reinforces the conclusion that political arguments were of particular 
importance to opponents of membership. 

The decline in importance of arguments against membership on economic grounds was due 
to the decreased importance of arguments about agriculture and forestry and fishing. T hese 
economic arguments accounted for 12% of all arguments in 1967, but only about 5% of 
arguments in the 1970 debate. I t is possible that this change was due to changes in the party 
identification of the opposition between 1967 and 1970. Labor opponents were much more 
active in the 1970 debate than they had been in 1967 (Vefald 1972). Moreover, the Socialist 
Left Party was not represented in the Storting in 1970, which meant that they were n ot 
available t o argue against the EEC on distinctly socialist ideological grounds. In 1970, the 
Labor Party speakers devoted about 18% of their arguments to this objection, despite the fact 
that they had made no such arguments against membership in 1967 (Vefald 1972). Perhaps 
due to limited time, the Labor speakers reduced their comments about fishing, which had been 
of some importance both to them and the Socialists in the 1967 debate (Vefald 1972). Finally, 
both Center and Christian People's Party played a less active role in the 1970 debate (Vefald 
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1972) than they had in 1967, and it was opponents from these parties who had stressed the 
negative consequences of EEC membership for agriculture and forestry (Vefald 1972). 

In summary, then, it can be said that the quantitative analysis of the Storting EEC debates 
in 1962, 1967 and 1972 show that both proponents and opponents of membership argued 
their positions largely in terms of economic and political considerations. Opponents seemed 
more concerned with the political aspects of membership than with the economic. In all 
debates they gave less attention to all other aspects of the membership question. Proponents 
of membership were more concerned with the economic aspects than were opponents. This 
is revealed not least by the fact that their economic arguments were stated in positive terms, 
in terms of what Norway had to gain by membership, as well as by how often they referred 
to the economic aspects of the membership question. On the other hand, the Norwegian 
proponents were also keen to discuss the political aspects of membership. The quantitative 
analysis reveals that on ly if the 1967 debate is coded by parag raph do economic arguments 
stand out as more important than political ones. In addition, politica l arguments were not 
simply refutations of opponents1 arguments. Espec ially in 1967 and 1970 proponents of 
membership in the Norwegian debate argued at great length that their were important political 
benefits to be gained by membership: Norway would get influence. 
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Table A.1: Arguments in Norwegian membership debates 1962,1967,1970* 

Pro Arguments with reference to the EEC 

1962 
1. The EEC will have a positive impact on the East-West 

balance of power. 

2. The EEC is no negative bloc formation. 

3. EEC will prove beneficial to the developing countries. 

4. EEC will have a positive impact on German policy. 

5. EEC will further the cause of peace. 

6. EEC will not hamper cooperation between the Nordic 
countries. 

7. There is need for international cooperation, and the 
EEC will provide this. 

8. EEC will not become a political union. 

9. The political authorities of the EEC are (will be) 
democratic. 

10. The EEC countries have strong democratic traditions. 

1967 & 1970 
1. The EEC will have a positive impact on the East 

West balance of power. (1) 

2. Europe must form a unit which can approximately match 
the t wo superpowers. Thus the EEC is no negative b loc 
formation. (2) 

4. The EEC will put the European states in a better position 
to help the developing countries. The EEC will prove 
beneficial to these countries.(4) 

5. The EEC will have a positive impact on German policy. (5) 

6. Economic & political cooperation in Europe will ensure 
that no new world crises begin there. Thus the EEC will 
further the cause of peace.(6) 

7. Cooperation among the Nordic countries can be 
continued & deepened even within a larger EEC.(7) 

The Nordic countries have failed to establish a 
common market, and we should therefore increase our 
efforts to gain EEC membership. (8) 

3. Technological innovations have as an absolute 
prerequisite a large mark et, and this necessitates a closer 
cooperation of the European states.(3) 

8. In the complex world of today it is necessary to elaborate 
new ways of co-operation, and this is what the EEC does. 
This means a further elaboration of the chain of 
development we have seen in operation since WWII. This 
is a prerequisite for further economic development in 
Europe. The trade barriers in Europe must be 
overcome. (9) 

9. The EEC means economic and social cooperation in all its 
aspects, but is not (and will not become) a political union 
unless a new treaty is set up.(10) 

11. The political authorities of the EEC are (and will 
be) democratic. The Treaty of Rome provides the basis for 
strong influence by popularly elected bodies. These 
features will be strengthened when Britain and the 
Scandinavian countries join the EEC.(12) 

10. The present EEC countries have strong democratic 
traditions, and their legal apparatus has served as a model 
for ours.(11) 
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Table A.l. cont. 

1962 
11. The leading political groups of the EEC are positive 

towards socialism. 

12. The policy of the EEC as regards big business, 
monopolies and trusts is a sound one. 

1967 & 1970 
12. The leading political groups of the EEC are 

favorable towards socialism and the Treaty of Rome 
requires an econo my of planning to a high degree. The 
enlargement of the EEC is therefore a strengthening of the 
international labor movement. (13) 

13. The policy of the EEC as regards big business, 
monopolies and trusts is a sound one. Control of these 
forces has to be undertaken on an international level. (14) 

14. The Treaty of Rome requires a high degree of 
supranationality and this is especially a safeg uard for the 
smaller countries.(15) 

Pro Arguments with reference to Norway 

1962 
13. Norway will have a significant say in the EEC. 

1967 & 1970 
16. Norway will have a significant voice in an enlarge d EEC. 

Therefore we must line up positively in striving for 
European cooperation. We are also responsible for an 
active policy of European cooperation. (17) 

15. Norway should become a member of the EEC as soon as 
possible in order to participate in the further definition of 
community policies in the sectors where no definite policy 
has yet been established. (16) 

14. EEC membership will not weaken Norwegian 
military preparedness. 

17. EEC membership will not weaken Norwegian 
preparedness. In this regard it is in Europe's interest to 
promote, in all districts, an economic development and a 
regional distribution of population that can secure military 
preparedness.(18) 

15. EEC membership will not hamper Norwegian 
policies of regional development. 

18. Generally speaking, the Norwegian policies of regional 
development will not suffer from adherence to the EEC, 
as the Treaty of Rome consciously takes into account the 
geographical conditions of the country.(19) 

16. The free labor market of the EEC will not be 
detrimental to Norway. 

17. The free rights of business establishment and the 
free movement of capital will not run counter to 
Norwegian interests. 

19. The free labor market within the EEC will not be 
detrimental t o Norway. The free movement of labor 
promotes economic growth and it produces an equalization 
of the countries' wage levels. (20) 

20. The free rights of business establishment and the free 
movement of capital will not run counter to 
Norwegian interests. The present laws regulating the 
exploitation of natural resources can be retained 
unchanged. (21) 
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1962 
18. EEC membership will not be a hindrance to 

Norwegian socialism. 

19. EEC membership will not be detrimental to 
Norwegian social policy. 

20. Norwegian political institutions will not have 
to surrender much power and authority. 

21. There will be no loss of Norwegian sovereignty. 

22. The national economy of Norway will benefit 
from EEC membership. 

23. Norwegian industries, export & shipping stand to gain 
economically from EEC membership. 

24. Norwegian fisheries stand to gain economically from 
EEC membership. 

25. Norwegian agriculture & forestry stand to gain 
economically from EEC membership. 

26. EEC membership accords well with Norwegian 
public opinion. 

27. There is a legal basis for Norwegian EEC membership. 

28. EEC membership will not harm the religious life 
in Norway. 

29. EEC membership will not harm the cultural life 
in Norway. 

1967 & 1970 
23. EEC membership will not hinder Norwegian 

socialism. The possibilities for nationalization & certain 
state monopolies will remain unhampered. (25) 

25. EEC membership will not be detrimental to the 
Norwegian social policy.(27) 

26. Norwegian political institutions will not have to 
surrender much power & authority. Our code of law will 
not be seriously altered as a result of EEC membership. (28) 

27. There will be no loss of the actual sovereignty of Norway. 
By membership in other international organizations we 
have already undertaken similar responsibilities.(29) 

29. The soundness of the entire national economy of 
Norway requires EEC membership, especially since our 

economy is very outward-looking. This fact is further 
underlined by the decisions of our main EFTA partners to 
apply for membership in the EEC.(31) 

30. Norwegian industries, export and shipping stand to 
gain economically by EEC membership. Th e economic 
organizations and trade unions underline this very strongly 
in their recommendations.(32) 

32. Norwegian fisheries stand to gain economically by 
EEC membership. (34) 

33. Norwegian agriculture & forestry may in the long 
term stand t o gain economically by EEC membership. 
Special arrangements can be hoped for because o f our 
extreme geographical situation.(35) 

35. Norwegian EEC membership is well supported by 
public opinion. The "European idea" has matured in 
Norway. (37) 

38. The legal basis necessary for EEC membership exists.(40) 

36. EEC membership will not harm 
religious life in Norway.(38) 

37. EEC membership will not harm cultural life in 
Norway.(39) 

21. Hydroelectric power & natural recreation facilities will be 
an asset if Norway enters the EEC.(22) 

22. Allodial rights need not be changed as a result o f EEC 
membership.(24) 

240 



Table A.l cont. 

1962 1967 & 1970 
24. The EEC countries follow, by and large, as tight a credit 

policy as does Norway, and in most of these countries they 
have more far-reaching laws on credit than we have. (26). 

28. EEC membership will not hinder Norway from giving 
bilateral aid to the developing countries, and we will also be 
able to offer aid through the UN.(30) 

31. Industries producing for Norway's home market will not 
suffer from EEC membership.(33) 

34. The cooperation within EFTA has strengthened our 
industries and made them able to compete on an even 
larger market.(36) 

39. Our popularly elected bodies must and shall take 
responsibility for such an important decision; the Storting 
and the government cannot transfer the responsibility over 
to the voters.(41) 

40. The handling of the issue has been a thorough one.(42) 

41. The government & Storting committee are unanimous in 
their recommendation. 

The government is unanimous & the Storing committee 
almost so in their recommendation.(43) 

The oil deposits on the Norwegian continental shelf place 
Norway in a better bargaining position during the 
negotiations with the EEC, and will prove an asset within 
the EEC.(23) 

And Arguments w/ reference to the EEC 

1962 
1. EEC will have a negative impact on the East-West 

balance of power. 

2. EEC is a negative bloc formation. 

3. EEC will prove detrimental to the developing countries. 

4. EEC will have a negative impact on German policy. 

5. EEC will not further the cause of peace. 

1967 & 1970 
1. The EEC will have a negative impact on the East-

West balance of power. 

3. The EEC is a negative bloc formation. (3) 

5. The EEC will prove detrimental to the developing 
countries. The 3rd world consider the EEC a club of the 
rich. (5) 

6. The EEC will have a negative impact on German policy.(6) 

7. The EEC will not further the cause of peace. (7) 
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1962 
6. EEC will hamper cooperation between the Nordic, 

countries. 

1967 & 1970 
8. The EEC will hamper cooperation among the Nordic 

countries. (8) 

A democratic Nordic cooperation should be elaborated 
further instead of Nordic adherence t o the EEC. The 
efforts aiming at a Nordic Common Market have not failed 
for ever. (9) 

7. There is a need for international cooperation but 
the EEC will not further this. 

10. The EEC is not in accordance with the existing needs 
for international cooperation. (10) 

EEC will become a political union. 11. The EEC is (or will become) a political union. (11) 

The political authorities of the EEC are not 
(will not become) democratic. 

12. The political authorities of the EEC are not (and will 
not become) democratic. The Treaty of Rome sets up a 
rule by experts ignoring the popularly elected bodies.(12) 

10. The EEC countries have weak democratic traditions. 13. The EEC countries have week democratic traditions. We 
ought to be frightened by their history.(13) 

11. The leading political groups in the EEC are negative 
towards socialism. 

14. The leading political groups of the EEC are 
unfavorable toward socialism. Enlargement o f the E EC 
means a weakening of the international labor 
movement. (14) 

12. The policy of the EEC as regards big business, 
monopolies and trusts is not a sound one. 

15. The policy of the EEC as regards big business, 
monopolies and trusts is not a sound one. (15) 

The enlarged EEC will link the European states even more 
closely to the USA.(2) 

Technological development is not guaranteed by EEC 
membership and a large market is not a prerequisite.(4) 

And Arguments w/ reference to Norway 

1962 
13. Norway will not have a significant say in the EEC. 

1967 & 1970 
18. Norway's role i an enlarged EEC will be quite 

insignificant. (18) 

16. The small countries will not receive a significant voice in 
the EEC.(16) 

14. EEC membership will weaken Norwegian military 
preparedness. 

20. EEC membership will weaken Norwegian military 
preparedness.(20) 

15. EEC membership will hamper the Norwegian 
policies of regional development. 

21. The Treaty of Rome does not take into account the 
special problems Norway has as a country with an extreme 
geographical situation. Our policies of regional 
development will therefore be nullified within the 
EEC.(21) 
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1962 1967 & 1970 
16. The free labor market of the EEC will prove 22. The free labor market within the EEC will be 

detrimental to Norway. detrimental. (22) 

17. Free rights of business establishment and free 
movement of capital will run counter to Norwegian 
interests. 

23. The free rights of business establishment and the free 
movement of capital will run counter to Norwegian 
interests, and we will not be able to keep unchanged our 
laws regulating the exploitation of natural resources.(23) 

18. EEC membership will be a hindrance to Norwegian 
socialism. 

25. EEC membership will prove detrimental to 
Norwegian socialism. The possibilities for nationaliz ation 
and state monopolies will be strongly reduced. (26) 

19. EEC membership will be detrimental to Norwegian 
social policy. 

27. EEC membership will be detrimental to Norwegian 
social policy. (28) 

20. Norwegian political institutions will have to surrender 
much power and authority. 

28. Norwegian political institutions will have to surrender 
Our code of laws will be elaborated in Brussels.(29) 

21. There will be a loss of Norwegian sovereignty. 29. There will be a loss of Norwegian sovereignty. EEC 
membership means that we have to cede sovereignty to a 
new and substantial degree, a more far-reaching yielding of 
sovereignty than we have ever accepted.(30) 

22. The national economy of Norway will not benefit 
from EEC membership. 

30. The national economy of Norway will not benefit 
from EEC membership.(31) 

31. A possible economic gain by EEC membership will be 
quite marginal compared to the losses we will face in other 
sectors. (32) 

23. Norwegian industries, export and shipping will not 
gain economically by EEC membership. 

32. Norwegian industries, export and shipping will not 
gain economically by EEC membership. (33) 

33. The industries producing for Norway's home marke t will 
not be able to compete in a larger European market, with 
the sharper competition this means. (34) 

24. Norwegian fisheries will not gain economically by 
EEC membership. 

35. Norwegian fisheries will not gain economically by 
EEC membership.(35) 

25. Norwegian agriculture and forestry will not gain 
economically by EEC membership. 

36. Norwegian agriculture and forestry will suffer from 
EEC membership. Special arrangements of any significance 
cannot be expected.(36) 

26. EEC membership is negatively viewed by Norwegian 
public opinion. 

38. Norwegian public opinion is against EEC 
membership. (39) 

The pro speakers have often voiced serious reservations, a 
fact which indicates that there is n o unanimity behind a 
which for an application for EEC membership.(40) 
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1962 
27. There is no legal basis for Norwegian EEC membership. 

28. EEC membership will harm the religious life in Norway. 

29. EEC membership will harm the cultural life in Norway. 

1967 & 1970 
41. There is no legal basis for Norwegian EEC 

39. EEC membership will harm the religious life in 
Norway.(41) 

40. EEC membership will harm cultural life in Norway. (42) 

17. Norwegian EEC membership should not be considered a 
matter of urgency. We should look at the future 
development before making our decision.(17). 

19 As a small & fairly neutral country, the international 
influence of Norway will be greater if we remain outside 
the EEC. Our cooperation is not necessary for the 
reconciliation on the European continent. (19) 

24. Our hydroelectric power and our natural recreation 
facilities will come under special pressure within an 
enlarged EEC.(24) 

26. The credit regulations set up by the Treaty of Rome are too 
liberal. (27) 

34. Norway will be required to contribute much to the joindy 
financed projects of the EEC and to the EEC 
bureaucracy. (37) 

37. Norway and the other EFTA countries should merely try 
to get a trade agreement with the EEC. T he outcome of 
the Kennedy Round shows us the way to follow. (3 8) 

42. The Storting and government have no popular mandate to 
decide this issue today.(44) 

43. The handling of the issue has been & is inadequate.(45) 

The economic benefits from the oil deposits on the 
Norwegian continental shelf will better enable Norway to 
do without EEC membership. (25) 

* Numbers to the left of arguments in 1962 refer to the number the argument was given in the study. In the 1967/70 column, numbers 
to the left are the argument number in 1967, while those to the right refer to the 1970 study. 
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Table A.2 Classification of Arguments, pro* 

Type of Argument 1962 

ECONOMIC 22. National econ. 30 

1967 

29. National econ. 55 
99 

31. 

1972 

National econ. 44 

23. Industry, expt 
& shipping 17 

30. Industries, expt 
& shipping 13 

22 

32. Industries, expt 
& shipping 

24. Fisheries 18 32. Fisheries 11 
39 

34. Fisheries 18 

25. Agr & forestry 22 33. Agr & forestry 29 
63 

35. Agr &forestry 50 

3. Large market 
18 

3. Large market 

Coop & econ 
development 46 

84 

Coop & econ 
development 62 

21. Hydroel power 
& recreatn sites 

22. Hydroel power 
& recreatn sites 0 

31. Home market 
industries 

33. Home market 
industries 

34. Industry can 
compete 

36. Industry can 
compete 

POLITICAL 8. No political 
union 18 

9. No political 
union 

10. No political 
union 19 

11. EEC positive 
to socialism 16 

12. EEC positive 
to socialism 10 

30 

13. EEC positive 
to socialism 30 

12. EEC policy on 
monopols 
& trusts 

13. EEC policy on 
monopols 
& trusts 

14. EEC policy on 
monopols 
& trusts 

13. Norway's 
influence 14 

16. Norway's 
influence 54 

94 

17. Norway's 
influence 85 

15. Regional 
policy 12 

18. Regional 
policy 21 

48 

19. Regional 
policy 19 

16. Labor market 
policy 10 

19. Free labor 
market policy 7 

14 

20. Free labor 
market policy 8 

17. Est right; free 
K movement 16 

20. Est right; free 
K movement 11 

15 

21. Est right; free 
K movement 15 

18. Norwegian 
socialism 

23. Norwegian 
socialism 6 

11 

25. Norwegian 
socialism 
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Type of Argument 1962 

19. Social policy 

20. Norwegian 
political insts. 

Table A.2 cont. Classification of Arguments, pro 

1967 

SECURITY 

OTHER 

21. Sovereignty 

East-West 
balance 

2. EEC no bloc 
formation 

4. Impact on 
Germany 

5. Peace 

7. Nordic coop 

14. Military 
preparedness 

6. Intnl coop 

3. Benefit 
to LDC 

9. EEC states 
democratic 

10. EEC states 
strong demo 
traditions 

13 

6 

33 

34 

46 

25. Social policy 

26. Norwegian 
political insts. 

27. Sovereignty 

7 
14 

16 
19 

22. Allodial rights 1 
1 

24. Credit policy 

28. LDC aid policy 3 
3 

14. Supranational 

1. East-West 
balance 

2. EEC no bloc 
formation 

5. Impact on 
Germany 

6. Peace 

7. Nordic coop 

17. Military 
preparedness 

4. Benefit 
to LDC 

11. EEC states 
democratic 

10. EEC states 
strong demo 
traditions 

15. Participate in 
policymaking 16 

19 

10 
13 

24 
44 

39 
66 

17 
23 

11 

27. 

28. 

29. 

24. 

26. 

30. 

15. 

16. 

1972 

Social policy 

Norwegian 
political insts. 

Sovereignty 

Allodial rights 

Credit policy 

LDC aid policy 

Supranational 

Participate in 
policy making 

East-West 
balance 

EEC no bloc 
formation 

Impact on 
Germany 

6. Peace 

7. Nordic coop 

18. 

12. 

11. 

Military 
preparedness 

Benefit 
to LDC 

EEC states 
democratic 

EEC states 
strong demo 
traditions 

26. Public opinion 35. Public opinion 8 
9 

37. Public opinion 
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Table A.2 cont. Classification of Arguments, pro 

Type of Arguement 1962 

27. Legality of 
membership 

28. Religious life 

29. Cultural life 

1967 

38. Legality of 
membership 

36. Religious life 

37. Cultural life 

39. Resonsibility 
to decide 

40. Thorough 
treatment 

41. Support of 
govt & Storting 

13 

12 
16 

12 

1970 

40. Legality of 
membership 

38. Religious life 

39. Cultural life 

41. Responsibility 
to decide 

42. Thorough 
treatment 19 

43. Support of 
govt & Storting 21 

Failure of 
Nordic coop 7 

23. Oil Strength 13 

*Note: Numbers to the left indicate the argument number in the relevant study. Numbers to the right are the total number 
of times the argument was mentioned in the debate. In the 1967 case, the first number refers to the speech as the unit of 
analysis, the second to the paragraph. 
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Type of Argument 

ECONOMIC 

Table A.2 cont. Classification of Arguments, and* 

1962 

22. national econ 

1967 

30. nation econ 31. 

1972 

national econ 

23. industry, expt 
& shipping 12 

32. industry, expt 
& shipping 

33. Industry, expt 
& shipping 

24. Fisheries 9 

25. Agr & forestry 22 

35. Fishing 

36. Agr & forestry 

4 
15 

12 

35. 

36. 

Fishing 

Agr & forestry 

4. Tech develop 
not guaranteed, 
don't need 
large market 

Tech develop 
not guaranteed, 
don't need 
large market 

31. Margin gains 
& big losses 

32. Margin gains 
& big losses 

33. Home market 
industry 

34. Home market 
industry 

34. Membership 
fee 

37. Membership 
fee 1 

POLITICAL 8. Politcal union 15 11. Political union 5 
13 

25. 

11. 

Oil strength 2 

Political union 15 

11. EEC negative 
to socialism 14 

14. EC negative 
to socialism 

14. EC negative 
to socialism 18 

12. EEC policy 
on monopolies 
& trusts 

15. EEC policy 
on monopolies 
& trusts 

15. EEC policy 
on monopolies 
& trusts 

13. Norway's 
influence 10 

18. Norway's 
influence 

18. Norway's 
influence 

15. Regional policy 5 21. Regional policy 

6. Labor market 
policy 

22. Labor market 
policy 

4 
11 

21. 

22. 

Regional policy 6 

Labor market 
policy 

17. Est. right; free 
K movement 25 

23. Est. right; free 
K movement 

23. Est. right; free 
K movement 

18. Norwegian 
socialism 

25. Norwegian 
socialism 

26. Norwegian 
socialism 

19. Social policy 8 27. Socialpolicy 28. Social policy 
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Type of Argument 1962 

20. Norwegian 
political insts. 13 

Classification of Arguments, anti 

1967 

SECURITY 

OTHER 

21. Sovereignty 

1. East-West 
balance 

2. EEC bloc 
formation 

4. Impact on 
Germany 

5. Peace 

8. Nordic coop 

7. International 
cooperation 

14. Military 
preparedness 

30 

16 

3. Bad for LDCs 

9. EEC sts. not 
democratic 

10. EEC sts. 
weak democratic 
traditions 3 

28. Norwegian 
political inst. 

29. Sovereignty 

19. International 
influence 

26. EEC credit 
regulations 

16. Small states 
no EEC voice 

1. East-West 
balance 

3. EEC bloc 
formation 

6. Impact on 
Germany 

7. Peace 

8. Nordic coop 

10. International 
cooperation 

20. Military 
preparedness 

2. EEC too 
close to US 

37. Seek trade 
agreement 

9. Pursue Nordic 
option 

5. Bad for LDCs 

12. EEC sts. not 
democratic 

10 
17 

6 
10 

13. EEC sts. 
weak democratic 
traditions 0 

0 

29. 

1970 

Norwegian 
political insts. 

30. Sovereignty 

19. 

27. 

16. 

International 
influence 

EEC credit 
regulations 

Small states 
no EEC voice 

East-West 
balance 

EEC bloc 
formation 

Impact on 
Germany 

7. Peace 

8. Nordic coop 

10. 

20. 

International 
cooperation 

Military 
preparedness 

EEC too 
close to US 

38. 

12. 

10 

12 

Seek trade 
agreement 

9. Pursue Nordic 
option 

5. Bad for LDCs 

EEC sts. not 
democratic 

EEC sts. 
weak democratic 
traditions 0 
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Table A.2 cont. Classification of Arguments, anti 

Type of Argument 1962 

26. Public opinion 

27. Legality of 
membership 

28. Religious life 

29. Cultural life 

1967 

38. Public opinion 

41. Legality of 
membership 

39. Religious life 

40. Cultural life 

17. No urgency; 
wait 

24. Hydroel power 
& recreation 
sites 

42. No mandate 
to decide 

43. Lack of 
thorough 
treatment 

10 
15 

1970 

39. Public opinion 

43. Legality of 
membership 

41. Religious life 

42. Cultural life 

17. No urgency, 
wait 

24. Hydroel power 
& recreation 
sites 

44. No mandate 
to decide 

45. Lack of 
thorough 
treatment 

40. Pro speakers 
have doubts 

*Note: Numbers to the left indicate the argument number in the relevant study. Numbers to the right are the total number 
of times the argument was mentioned in the debate. In the 1967 case, the first number refers to the speech as the unit of 
analysis, the second to the paragraph. 
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Table A.3 Importance of Arguments* 

Year/ side # of 
different 
arguments 

# of % by category 
arguments 

1962 positive 29 387 Economy 2272 
Pol/Policy 40 
Int/Security 29 
Other 8V2 

Most important 
arguments 

Int coop 46/12% 
Peace 34/9 
Sov 33/8V2 

Nat Econ 30/8 

2nd most 
important 
arguments 

Agr & for 
E-Wbal 
Fishing 
No union 
Ind/ex/shp 
Socialism 

22/572 
19/572 
18/472 
1872 
17/4 
16/4 

1962, negative 29 257 Economy 
Pol/policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

20 
54 
14 
12 

Sov 
Est&K 
Agr&for 

30/1172 
25/972 
22/872 

Int. coop 
Pol union 
Socialism 
Pol insts 
Ind/ex/shp 

16/6 
15/6 
14/572 
13/5 
12/472 

1967, positive 
(speech as 
coding unit 

40 510 Economy 
Pol/Policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

34 
34 
167a 
1572 

Nat econ 
Influence 
Coop&dev 

55/11 
54/10 
46/9 

Peace 
Agr&for 
No bloc 
Reg pol 

39/772 
29/572 
24/472 
21/4 

1967, positive 
(paragraph 
as coding 
unit) 

40 865 Economy 
Pol/Policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

3872 
3472  
1572 
12 

Nat econ 
Influence 
Coop&dev 

99/1172 
94/1072 
84/972 

Peace 
Agr&for 
Reg pol 
No bloc 

66/772 
63/772 
48/572 
44/5 

1967, negative 
(speech as 
coding unit) 

35 120 Economy 
Pol/Policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

23 
35 
2172 
20 

Sov 
No urgy 
Agr&for 

10/872 
10/872 
8/672 

Pol insts 
Nordic 
Nat econ 
Influence 
Pol union 

7/572 
6/5 
5/4 
5/4 
5/4 

1967, negative 
(paragraph as 
coding unit) 

35 220 Economy 
Pol/Policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

25 
3472 
20 
2072 

Sov 
Fishing 
No urgy 
Pol union 

17/1772 
15/672 
15/672 
13/6 

Agr&for 
Reg pol 
Nordic 

12/572 
11/5 
10/472 

1970, positive 38 605 Economy 
Pol/Policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

3172 
37 
1472 
1772 

Influence 
Coop&dev 

85/14 
62/10 

Agr&for 
Nat econ 
Socialism 
Nordic 

50/872 
44/772 
30/5 
29/472 

1970, negative 32 172 Economy 
Pol/Policy 
Int/Security 
Other 

1372 
4872 
2272  
15 

Socialism 
Pol union 

18/1072 
15/872 

Int coop 
Trade agr 
Influence 
Sov 

12/7 
12/7 
672 
10/572 

*Note: In the last two columns - most important and second most important argument - the first number refers to the total 
number of arguments for the category. The second refers to the percentage of arguments that fell into the category. 
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