SWEDEN AND
Neutrality or

‘ [The following account of the public
degoate on foreign policy in Sweden,
both preceding and resulting from the
North Atlantic security pact proposal,.
has been written by Professor Herbert
Tingsten at the  request of fthe

© “Manchester Guardian.” As editor-
in-chief of * Dagens Nyheter,"'a Liberal
newspaper with the biggest circulation
of any Swedish daily, Professor

Tingsten has consistently advocated
closer collaboration with Western
Europe and the United States.]

The debate on a possible reorienta-
ition of Sweden’s foreign policy,\’
which has been going on for a year
now, has produced three main lines
of thought. Sweden’s traditional
policy has been that the country
remain outside all alliances andi
any form_ of political or milit_ary:
co-operation with other countries:
~ ||this was the dominating opinior;
until one year ago. But in May,
1948, the Government proposed that
|| giscussions be held with Norway and|
|| Denmark concerning a Scandinavian
|| defence pact which would require
leach one of the three countries to
declare war if one of the members
|| of the pact were attacked.

| After a series of conferences

countries in January this year, at
Karlstad, Copenhagen, and Olso, thlS»l
second line broke down. The
principal difference of  opinion:
| was .between Norway and Sweden.
All three countries were agreed that‘
a Scandinavian defence pact would|
necessitate importing arms and ot'her‘
war material from the TUnited

7z

approached on the matter. But while
Norway wanted a clear-cut tie-up
with the Western Powers—not
necessarily through joining the

negotiations concerning some form|

fore turned down the Norwegian

G

while planning and organising th 5
reception of such help in case of war, |
preferably without the uncond.ltlonal‘
clause regarding mutual assistance
which it is assumed will be included

Senate’s Vandenberg Resolution has
played an important part in this
argument.
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By Herbert Tingsten

SCANDINAVIAN ALLIANCE

What are the causes and motives of
these divergent viewpoints?  First
of all, it should be emphasised that,
on the one hand, a Scandinavian
alliance can be interpreted as a sort
of expansion of Sweden’s neutrality
policy and, on the other, as a step
towards  co-operation with the
Western Powers. As it stands, there-

fore, such an alliance has been able f
to win support from all parties, with |-
the exception of the Communists.|:
One group hoped that the Swedish/|"

neutrality policy would overcome
Norway’s tendency towards co-opera-
tion with the West, while another
group hoped that Norway would
succeed in winning Sweden over to
the idea - of Western orientation.
Consequently, it is primarily the case
for unconditional neutrality on the
one hand and for co-operation with
the West on the other which requires
analysis. 7

Sweden’s neutral policy clearly has
a - special historical * background.
Sweden has not taken part in any
war for 130 years; it remained ouf-

side both world wars. The Jmain

argument for neutrality is the
possibility of being able to remain
outside a third war. It is reasoned
that if Sweden—or Scandinavia—
were to co-operate with the West it
would be drawn into a new world
conflict the day war was declared.
On the other hand, if Sweden were

States, which should, therefore, belnot a member of any block there

would be a chance of maintaining the
peace, at least for a little while.
Even a few weeks of respite might
mean that the risk of occupation

Atlantic Pact but at least through|would be considerably diminished.

It is further argued that agreements

£ di ili sistance from the with the Western Powers would
{ %ngggcg%zélegf&:SSwedish Govern- increase the tension between both
ment wanted to keep a Scandinavian blocks and might thereby helph.k})1
alliance outside all such blocks both precipitate the very war whic
formally and in reality, and there—[everyone is trying to avoid.

Tt is also claimed that if Sweden—

. After this failure to formor Scandinavia—were attacked by
gr%%;ia&ina‘éi;g alliance the isolatedRussia help from the Westeliin
neutrality line has once againPowers would be forthcoming regar b
become dominant in Swedish policy. !‘less of any agreements, because such

A third line, which has also beeq help would be in the Western Powers
in evidence throughout this debate own interests. Finland also plays an
would have Sweden combine &important part in this argument. If
Scandinavian alliance with Westerr %W(_aden we_ﬁ to gflv_e L;p lctesr&eigtmtlﬁg

ion. se who suppor|it is possible, if mnot ¢ 4
gﬁ;gpﬁ;inggievg }%l?lat Sweden shoul¢ Russia would occupy Finland or at
ask the Western Powers fo|least tighten up its hitherto fairly
guarantees of help in case of attac mild policy towards that country.

in the Atlantic Pact. The American
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But Sweden’s ‘adherence- to the

s
| policy of neutrality is not uncon-

ditional, for apart from the Com-
munists and a small group of extreme
Social Democrats it is clear to every-
|{one that under no circumstances
| would Sweden become involved in a
war _on the Russian side, since this
would be the same as assisting in the
downfall of Swedish freedom. Thus,
when the necessity’ for help from
| abroad in case of war is brought up,

it is help from the Western Powers
|| against a Russian attack which is
meant—though it is seldom stated in
| so_ many words.

The supporters of a Swedish
alliance with the Western Powers
use the well-known arguments heard
in the international debate on the
subject: democratic, humanitarian,
peace-loving nations must join forces
in order to defend themselves
against Russian aggression, This is
the way to maintain world peace.
The risk of war in Sweden would be
reduced considerably this way, while
the prospects of Sweden’s remaining
outside a major world war, should
one break out, would be practically
nil. Moreover, the danger of a
Russian  attack on Sweden or
Scandinavia as a whole would be
reduced if the Russians knew that
such an attack would lead to a world
war, with effective Western aid
promised to those attacked.

The view that help from the West
could be counted on in any case is
met with two different arguments,
In the first place. such help is not
certain, for the United States may
look upon Sweden as a country
whose worried policy of neutrality
has banished it from the cultural
community of the Western nations,
and this might lead to indifference
to Sweden’s fate, In the second
place—and this is more important—
assistance that has been organised in
advance is an entirely different thing
from last-minute assistance. If help
is ‘discussed and organised before-
_ \hand, it can become effective within

|a few days or weeks. Otherwise, as

\pointed out by the military experts,

it will take a much longer time,

And this difference might well mean

that there would be no help at all

forthcoming if arrangements had
not been made in good time, for the
simple reason that the donor might

consider such help ineffectual. A
|Scandinavian alliance having no ties

with the West is seen as an

unrealistic solution—Sweden cannot
contribute satisfactorily to Norway's
|defence, and still less to Denmark’s.
|Therefore, both these countries are
\in especially great need of assistance
from the Western Powers.

Fear that an orientation toward the
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SWEDEN AND THE WEST Continued from vage 4

~ |West would lead to increased Russian | land in the early nineteen-twenties |
ggressiveness in various respects is | to give up the Aaland Isl:ands state-
egards i 1 of thought as | ments in the Riksdag and in the press |
xaggerated. the impression that the whole |
wedish policy behind the demand,
s argued, there might be cause for although, as appeared later when the
orry. But the Russians know very League of Nations turned down
vell that such a policy is impossi Sweden’s demand, there were widely
2nd that Sweden, if forced to choose, divergent views on the matter, an
|20 14 always take the side of the|there was T positive public opinion
Western Powers. The fact that the ) on the question at all. :
| Russians continuously accuse the| There are several reasons for this
wedish Government of secret co- which
operation with the West and see in
- the Swedish pattern for a Scandina- >
|| vian i tual Western C G t  policy
| alliance is evidence enough of the relations abroad, and it is considered
impossibility of satisfying the Russian des;rable to keep problems of for’ell.hgp
leaders . except by unconditional policy out of party politics. is |
cquiccence to their wishes. As for would seem to be the case to-day. It
inland, it is considered that the |iS an open secret that the al}e_ged
ormation of a strong peace ront unity is to a great extent fictitious|
ould discourage Russian plans for and” that the real differences of
ts complete occupati On the opinion in leading political quarters|
ther hand, it would be absurd to are not made known to the general|
low Swedish foreign policy to be Parliamentary debates are;

; - ! arly misleading, because th
ﬁﬁfﬁg a}i)%e;\fsostcgv}lae 3;13%1052222“?; indisputable fact that Sweden need

. 5 and counts on help from the Western
h%gslndzt%fmtlhe S:r‘gettggsmn'various Powers in case of attack has, for|
O trong 5 = diplomatic reasons, not been openl
| lopinions in Sweden? . A glance at AAK

the ,Riksdag reports on the subject and clearly stated. In the o

: 5 CY | the critics, this subtlety may
ves the impression that there iS|pof only in misleading the R

lalmost complete agreement on thefsege p ;
Government’s neutral—or isolationist %’htmh 1115 %nresumably intended tod
policy. At the.latest debate on ut. LA confuse the Weste
February 9 only a few speakers, ‘slzvé%gso?regigﬁed:cg;s g
chiefly ~ members of the liberal| " Ti is impossible tg- give a cle
People’s party, spoke up for Western | picture of Swedish public o inio
|co-operation. In general the so-called | The official version, as in ,f.’imﬂa
debates have consisted simply of 2| cases before this, i t
e L i e cast efore this, 1s'that the countr;
Minister of his 'pgint of view ﬁgﬁs (q}nxtled bellalmdhthe tg"“’ef}?
.00 L 1EW, _a_u.p_possow at €
soloned b vague, bt doraiont| oty neitoer ol ot
i . e | the problem nor much concern
ol g;rytgrn ai:a&degs. th'il;he g preisinttoowitllz §xth it. However, a survey held las
the excep‘ciorg7 of a few liberal’ ne w(})x‘éeml‘?aegeSh%zggit? o a;ng)ngs th’?}sx
opinion: ]
E%}’e,r? gas,xs%};l%s “(%?gglx{ligl%l)leteg ’&;%gclél_ largest group wanted _co-operatio
bores Fiandels- och Sjpfarts Tidning,” Do e
| borg DS, e est. re i
and several other respected provincial | doubt that the Governmen’ée c%uicsi .'
pa(tljgirgés of Sweden’s policy point out, ey BUeben o
- e o o an orientation westward if it chose.
‘ v&?i“;tkav:gé Gaovem?rr%:rrxl‘ée rﬁn: ggg?i the thEéhaLl%,’ lstwsg:iq'ls]}lld ?{e pomtted out
] 7 1 £
lack of discussion in the debates are united 0;1 one decisiveeI;:?i(r:x!"c:.i sThzlng
dictated to a great extent by tactical | is no shadow of defeatism in their
fonederalont O many cemminy cumns, B o1k g B
i 1 'S 10k o )
the Riksdag, and to a less extent the | Russian demands ewhisc'}l;ongr’xcrgagﬁ ’
press., were jn_clined to conceal differ-| upon our national independence p
%:ces (o}:f opinion 1{9 the aii:vantage:bﬁ‘ of nust be repulsed. and that aggression
e overnment’s polCy. for | wiil be met with resistance fo the
example, when Sweden asked Fin- | bitted end.
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