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regarded  as
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Sweden came later to Scandin

most important section, is elected
by means of universal suffrage.
Sweden has the most varied
the most complicated constitutional
history of the three Scandinavian
kingdoms. = Already during the
fifteenth century it became usual
for a Parliament (Riksdag) to be

in order to take important

sions together with the king; a
ain division of power was
apparent. Gradually there emerged

particularly
d

ntury has the Riksdag—througt
Ireform bills carried in /1909 an
1918—become Treally democraticall
repfesehtati_ve, ‘and the 1 arliamen-

tary principle was only jacqeptéq by
‘general opinion, also by the king, |

fter the end of the First World}
‘War. In 1914 it was still possible |
for the king to declare himself as
differing from the Government on |
| an important question, thus forcing
| the Cabinet’s resignation.
during that war the king had an
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males can succeed to the ili]rbiiz—z
although Sweden had .a famous
queen, Christina, as early as the |
seventeenth century ; in Denmark: a
~broposal has just ‘been made that
{emales also should be able 4o reign,
A Swedish rule that the right of

succession is lost through marriage |

1 Woman not of royal blo, )
had the result that no fewegdﬂ?:: ]
four princes out of five (belonging to |
the younger generation) have ée‘ased
to belong: to the royal house, &
The introduction of parliamentary
dc_mocracy has not been confirmed
through constitutional changes, but
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Denmark absolute ‘monarchy
| was the predominant form of
government until 1849, when a

Riksdag with limited powers was

established, clected by the ;riche'
DIo . ; % 3
lation. Gradually the power of the
Riksdag increased. But from 1875
to 1894 it was

possible for a | :

| Government appointed by the king ©

in  the Riksdag ."foﬁr estates— |
nol.)ility,,clergy, burghers (from the
towns), and peasants. During the

period when Sweden was a great |

European Power following the |
Thirty Years War there was for a |
time an absolute monarchy (1680- |
1718). After the defeat of Charles
‘XII and the downfall of the Swedish
Empire the trend went in the
opposite direction., From 1720 to |
1772 Sweden alone in Europe had
a fully developed parliamentary
system ; the king had only one vote
in the council, and members of the
Government, apart from the king,
were appointed by the Riksdag.
Parliament, however, consisted as f
before of the four cstates and, ||
generally speaking, the nobles were
the dominating group. In 1772 and =
1789 there were revolutions, led by
‘the king, leading to a new ecra
of absolute monarchy, to be suc
cecded in 1809 by a system which
divided power between king and
“Parliament. )
| The actual power of the king was
| gradually reduced during the nine-
teenth century, and the Riksdag
| became more but still not wholly
| democratic. In 1866 the four estates

| start.
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mbers of the two Houses
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of univer :
was for many centuries
d with Denmark, until forced
to a union with Sweden in 1814, |

- although with a Constitution of her

own. After long disputes between
‘the Swedish-Norwegian king—he
regarded himself in the first place
as King of Sweden—and the
Norwegian Parliament (Stortinget)
the union was dissolved in 1905 as
“a consequence of Norwegian action.
A referendum was held to decide
the form of government. The result
was an overwhelming majority for
a monarchy. A Danish prince was
elected king, and he accepted the
parliamentary system from the
Norway already had uni-
versal suffrage. Norway, thereforc,
has combined monarchy, parlia-




only through recognised practice.

Contrary to the British custom the
monarch acts as chairman of the
official meetings of the Government ;

formally he takes the decisions, |

while the Ministers act as advisers.
Obviously these meetings—with
decisions registered by minute—
are, in practice, purely formal. In

Sweden a Cabinet meeting usually |
takes only about an hour, during |

which hundreds of questions are
decided.  The real discussions
between Ministers, and the negotia-
tions between King and Ministers
which may sometimes take place,
are carried out outside the
formal meetings prescribed by the
Constitution.

There used to be in the Scan- |

dinavian countries active and fairly
widespread republican movements.
The Social Democrats, whose
influence as a political party dates
. from about the turn of the century,
demanded, in principle, a republic,
and they received support from
' some liberal or radical groups.
| But the republican movement was
mostly directed against a monarch

with independent powers—for |
cxample, a monarch who was often |

an asset of the conservatives. It
therefore lost intensity and weight
as the parliamentary system
gained. To-day no political party
in Scandinavia conducts repub-

lican propaganda. In the Social |
Democratic (Labour) party. which |

is the biggest party in all three
countries and has held office for
Jong periods, it is sometimes said
that republicanism in principle is
the correct systems; but, the argu-
ment runs, under present conditions
there is no rcason to pursue the
matter. The monarchy as an insti-
tution has undoubtedly gained
cnormously in strength and respect
through the'victgjry of parliamen-
tary democracy. 5

From this follow tendencies or
consequences which cannot. be
ignored. The parliamentary system
means that the monarch loses power
but gains popularity. A king who
acts independently creatcs opposi-
tion and ill will among groups—
large or small—which do not like
his actions. A king who is scen as
a symbol of unity and as a legal
bond between successive Cabinets
will irritate nobody except people
who want to exaggerate. His
position makes him and the whole
royal family a centre for that kind
of interest and appreciation which
expresses itself in idyllic descrip-
tions of home life, pleasant pictures,
and gossip. To the press the royal
house is one of the greatest attrac-
tions and this reflects itself in
increased circulation figures when
there are royal weddings, funerals;
and so on. If the king has any
ability to mix with people he will
create -a personal loyalty which
comes naturally from the socially
inferior through the goodwill he
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da for a neutral king,
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cracy, could lead to propaganda for a
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influenced many people, no

those who were politically indiffer-

" ent or politically little interested. |
The fact that the Danish King took |
up an attitude which opposed the
Germans who occupied the country |
became well known; he gained
praise as a representative of the will
of the people but he also influenced
the people’s attitude. The same is
true of the King of Norway, who
left Norway after the German
attack and with his Government in
London became a fortress of the |
resistance movement. In Sweden, |
which remained outside the war,
there was a similar trend ; much was
talked and written about the old
King as guarantor of the common
sense of Sweden’s peace policy.

remarkable cxample.
Russian-Finnish ~war
of 1939-40. The Swedish Govern-
ment announced that Sweden could
not send armed forces to ‘help

| Tinland; later, the King came for-

ward as a supporter of the Cabinct
and publicly stated that he entirely
shared the opinion of his Ministers.
Broadly speaking, however—and
id,—the Scandin-

~ rules of parliamentary democracy
which were first formulated in
England. When Governments have
changed the king has endeavoured
1 sors Cabinets which
have been parliamentarily as strong
as possible ; only in a few excep-
\tional cases has the situation been so

leanings may have been of some
importance. Once the Government
s formed the king may in some

ases have acted as an adviser. To
what extent the social prestige of
the king, and the popularity he
gains through intense publicity,
| give him opportunity to influence,

ral informally, Ministers and  civil
i ’ servants it is difficult to say. The

| absence of detailed biographies and
memoirs written by people with
actual experience is one reason
why, in the case of Scandinavia, a
firm opinion cannot be given.




