SWEDISH NEUTRALITY
AND
THE COLD WAR,
1945 - 1949.

Gerard Aalders



SWEDISHNEUTRALITY AND THE COLD WAR,
1945-1949,

Gerard Aalders
Amsterdam 1989



SWEDISHNEUTRALITY ANDTHE COLD
WAR, 1945-1940.

Een politicologisch-historische studie

Een wetenschappelijke proeve op het gebied van de Beleidswetenschappen.

Proefschrift

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor aan de Katholieke
Universiteit van Nijmegen, volgens besluit van het college van
decanen in het openbaar te verdedigen op
maandag 2 october 1989
des namiddags te 1.30 uur

door

Gerhardus Hendrik Aalders
geboren op 14 maart 1946 te Hellendoorn.



Promotor Prof. Dr. Gbran Therborn
Universiteit van Gotenburg, Zweden



SWEDISII NEUTRALITY AND THE COLD WAR, 1945 - 1949.

Acknowledgements

Introduction 1
a. Neutrality and Swedish neutrality 2
b. Neutrality and World War Il 7
¢. The Cold War 11
d. The period 1945-1949 13
e. Problems to be discussed 15
1. The United Nations Membership 17
1.1 The League of Nations Debate 17
1.2 The UN debate 19
2. Between East and West. The credit- and tradeagreement with

Russia 25

2.1 History and background 25
2.2 The terms of the Ryssavtalet 28
2.3 Swedish political and press debates on the Ryssavtalet 29
2.4 The industry and Ryssavtalet 34
2.5 The American protest note 40
2.6 The failure of the credit 43
3. Marshall aid. Not only for the dollars. 45
3.1 Backgrounds and history 45
3.2 Swedish neutrality and Marshall Aid 48
3.3 Scandinavia and Marshall Aid 56
4. The Growing tensions of 1948: the prelude to Undén’s SDU 58

proposal.
4.1 The situation in Europe and the Bevin speech 58
4.2 Reactions in Sweden 62
4.3 Danish and Norwegian reactions 64
4.4 Soviet reactions 66
4.5 Chechoslovakia and Finland 67
4.6 Rumours 71
4,7 "The communist danger” 73
5. The Scandinavian Defence Union. 77
5.1 A thought with a tradition 77
5.2 A short survey of Norwegian and Danish neutrality 78
5.3 The "drifting away" of Norway 80
5.4 May 3 1948. Sweden proposes a SDU 83
5.5 The SDU negotiation. May 1948 - January 1949 87
6. The Scandinavian Defence Union. Some factors and views. 103

6.1 The strategic importance of Scandinavia 103



.2 Anglo-American Pressure

.3 Coordination

.4 Reactions on the SDU

.5 The Soviet factor

.6 The Finnish factor

. Between Oslo and Washington,

.1 Lange pleads....SDU
.2 Swedish-Danish discussions on a Defence Union
.3 English and American reactions on the failure
.4 The failure. The view of Sweden, Denmark and Norway
The American Embargo policy and Swedish neutrality.
.1 History and motives of the Embargo policy
.2 The OEEC and CoCom
.3 Embargo policy and neutrality in practice
.4 Embargo policy and Ryssavtalet
. Conclusions & Epilogue
Abbreviations
Notes
Sources
Bibliography

Samenvatting ""De Zweedse neutraliteit en de Koude Oorlog,
1945-1949"

Index

Curriculum

112
128
131
140
143
147
147
151
154
156
164
164
165
167
178
181
187
188
238
239

253

258
268



Acknowledgements.

In the course of this dissertation, I have acquired debts to many persons,
institutions and archives which I wish to acknowledge, though the respon-
sibility for the contents belongs only to me.

The Swedish Institute in Stockholm provided me with a grant that enabled me
to live in Sweden where most of the research was done. I am grateful to the
Blomkvist family and Ebba Lindberg who provided me with a second home. 1
thank Prof. Jar! Torbacke of Stockholm’s University for his kind advice and
support during my stay in the Swedish capital, Dr. Thorsten Nybom of
Uppsala’s University who read a draft version of the manuscript. Prof.
Wilhelm Carlgren who gave me admission to the archives of the Utrikesdepar-
tementet in Stockholm. Without his consent and encouragement this disserta-
tion could not have been written in the present form. I am also obliged to
Erik Wilhelm Norrman, Chief of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs Archives in
Oslo. I am absolutely notr obliged to the Danish Ministry for Foreign Affairs:
After a long journey to Copenhagen it appeared that the granted “"admission”
to the Ministry’s Archives was restricted to some newspaper clippings and a
few totally irrelevant documents.

I do thank the staff of the several archives, libraries and institutions who
spent much of their time to help me. To a few I am especially indebted: Klaus
Misgeld at ARAB in Stockholm, Mats Dahlqvist of the Press Archive of
Uppsala University and Jan Lindroth of the Swedish National Archives (Rik-
sarkivet) in Stockholm. I thank Mrs. Karin Brunnberg, daughter to the late
Osten Undén, for her permission to use her father’s diaries. I am grateful for
the interviews with the late Tage Erlander and the late Sven Andersson.
Torsten Bengtson of the Centerpartiet for his kind help at the earliest stage
of my research. I also want to mention Prof. Gunnar Adler-Karlsson. Matts
Svensén of Sveriges Television who broadcast a program (19/03/1988) in
memory of the failure of the Scandinavian Defence Union, based on relevant
chapters of my dissertation. This acknowledgement would of course be very
incomplete without the names of Cees Wiebes and Jacques Zeelen.

Furthermore a word of praise must be added for all those people who
patiently endured the torment of my neutrality- and Cold War mania.

Thanks are due to J.S. Bach, Gustav Mahler, Ludwig van Beethoven and
Giovanni de Palestrina for their stimulating music.



I am also indebted to my sons Koen and Teun for having disturbed my work
no more times than they actually did. They had the right to do so and I am
grateful that they did not exercise it twice as much.

Finally, my deep appreciation to Marleen for being so tolerant during the
years that passed by in writing this study.

Amsterdam, March 1989,



FOR LOESKE






SWEDISH NEUTRALITY AND THE COLD WAR, 1945 - 1949.

Introduction.

Why did Sweden stay neutral at the height of the Cold War? Other countries,
with a comparable tradition of neutrality, abandoned their old foreign policy
because they felt they could secure their national independence only in a pact
with Western democracies. Sweden was culturally, politically and economically
as much a part of the West as those countries that gave up their neutral
status. At certain times there had been vague indications of a slow drifting
away from pure neutrality such as the membership of the United Nations, the
acceptance of Marshall Aid and last but not least the talks about a Scandina-
vian Defence Union.

With respect to pure neutrality there were some other questions which
aroused the curiosity of the observer: How had Sweden handled the American
demands to take part in the US embargo policy against the Soviet Union?

And had Finland played a role in the Swedish decisionmaking? Or the
Soviet Union? And how did the Credit and Trade Agreement with the Soviet
Union (1946) fit into the picture? Also the atomic bomb (USA:1945; Soviet
Union: 1949) had changed the nature of neutrality. A nation might escape
direct involvement in a war but is it also able to survive a nuclear war, even
if it is not waged within its own borders?

Asking questions is not answering them but the basic condition for finding
answers to questions, curiosity, was there. I have, of course, not the slightest
illusion that I, after years of research, have found the definitive answers.
They simply don’t exist. The historical facts do not change but our
interpretations certainly do.

At the congress The Cold War and the Northern Countries in Odense,
Denmark (1984), the Swedish contributor Wilhelm Agrell held a speech with
the significant title Sweden and the cold war. The structure of a neglected
field of research.!

Agrell complained that Swedish historians and political scientists seem to
have accepted 1945 as a kind of generally adopted limit for their research.
Remarkably enough there are several studies about the foreign policy of
Sweden in the 1960’s and 1970’s but about the previous two decades hardly
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anything can be found. Not even an actual global review of the pertinent
period is available, the last one dating from 1965.2 Studies dealing with the
subjects, taken up in the various chapters of this dissertation, are still very
limited. Moreover the few existing studies all have one thing in common: they
hardly make use of official Swedish sources and are mainly based on
Norwegian3, English and US literature as well as on archival material from
those countries. The main reason for that situation was due to the inacces-
sibility of the Swedish archives. Practically all requests for admission were
turned down by the Swedish government and researchers seem to have
accepted those refusals without much protcsts.4

However, for this dissertation, authorization has been granted to make use
of Swedish Foreign Office documents for the first time. Furthermore the
private archives of the then Prime Minister Tage Erlander and the then
Foreign Minister Osten Undén were opened up for me. The diaries of both
statesmen proved to be a rich source of information. Also the archives of all
the political parties were made available for my research. I have also been
able to do some interviews with contemporaries of which especially those with
Tage Erlander have been most illuminating. For a complete review of the
consulted archives and interviews is referred to "Sources". )

Newspapers and periodicals from the years in question have provided me
with information from contemporaries and furnished moreover much back-
ground material.

a. Neutrality and Swedish neutrality.5

There is, legally at least, little confusion about the rights and duties of
neutral states in wartime: They were laid down at the Hague Convention on
Land and Sea Warfare in 1907 and have never been fundamentally changed.6
We do not deal here with the question if those laws are nowadays out of
date.

Neutrals have the right to have their sovereignty and independence
respected by the belligerent nations and they have the duty to abstain from
participation in conflicts and to exercise impartiality, in treatment, towards
the parties of war. The basic rules of the international custommary law of
neutrality are, summarized, the following:

"(1) A neutral State must abstain from taking sides in the war and
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assisting either belligerent and, in matters of discretion, deal impartial-
ly with all belligerents.

(2) A neutral State must prevent its territory from being used as base
of hostile operations by any belligerent.

(3) A State not participating in a war is entitled 10 respect by the
belligerents of its rights as a neutral Power. It must, however,
acquiesce in restrictions which, under the laws of war and neutrality,
belligerents are entitled to impose on the relations between their
enemies and neutral nationals.

(4) A neutral State, as distinct from a neutralised State, may change its
status to one of belligerency. Otherwise the state of neutrality is co-
extensive with that of war.

(5) Any violation of the legal duties owned by belligerents and neutral
States to one another is a breach of international law and entails the
consequences of an international tort."’

But neutral states need not prevent their subjects from supplying war
materials to the belligerents. "Neutral States are responsible to belligerent
States only for their own acts and omissions.”8 Private companies and persons
may, at their own risk, associate themselves with the belligerents. State
owned companies have not that right. The consequences of that legislation are
quite considerable for societies where most companies are privately owned.
They are free to trade with the belligerents without violating their own
national laws, provided of course that the national law does not explicitly
forbid such associations. But the position of a trading neutral citizen with
regard to the laws of the distinct warfaring parties is quite a different one.
The Anglo Americans attached enemy character during the Second World War
as much to their own subjects in enemy territory or enemy-occupied territory
as to foreigners, no matter if they were neutral or enemy nationals.

So it could happen that private Swedish companies and persons were
brought to trial in the USA for having traded with Nazi-Germany whereas
they were not prosecuted in Sweden.?

There are, on the other hand, no rules of international law governing how
a neutral country must act in times of peace.

A lot of different terms are used to describe neutrality: no-alignment, non-
alignment, non-participation, policy of independence, neutralism, while a Dutch
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diplomat called it once, with regard to Sweden a "wait and see policy”. No
special preference for any of those term is used here.

The historian Bamnes!0 has pointed out that with the rise of the Cold War
a new situation came into existence and that neutrality therefore is no proper
term anymore: it would be preferable to speak of non-alignment which
manifests itself in two forms: negative and positive non-alignment. The former
term means anti alliance and non-commitment, the latter implies non-
alignment as well but gives the right to exercise and maintain relations with
other states, regardless of their position in the Cold War, The relations may
not entail entanglement, direct or indirect, in the Cold War associations of
those countries. Total non-alignment is in both forms impossible because there
is always an ideological, cultural and economical alignment. With regard to
Sweden, Barnes rightly remarks:
"Sweden aims at classical neutrality in war and does not pursue a
system of ‘permanent’ or ’total’ neutrality in times of peace. Sweden is
not a member of any alliance system and in this sense she follows one
of the strands contained within negative nonalignment, but Sweden is
certainly not uncommitted and identify
herself with one of the Great Powers if only in an economic and
cultural sense. Sweden is Westward-oriented and her economic system is
decidedly capitalistic but this has not deterred the Swedes from
conducting a decisively alliance free policy. Since Sweden is obviously
not a member of a Western bloc but is linked to one in so many other
fields, it has been mandatory for her foreign policy to be administered
in such a manner that her aim of classical neutrality in times of war
should appear credible. Credibility of the continuity of Sweden’s aims is
essential for maintaining its status as a sovereign unit withdrawn from
Great Power conflicts. Consequently, a cardinal point of Swedish policy
has been to remind the rival power blocs in her international environ-
ment that credibility of her policy needs to find its counterpart in the
credibility of the rival Power’s respect for Sweden’s peace-time foreign
policy posture."
Has Sweden a serious chance to stay neutral when it is, or is threatened to
be, cut off from oil, vital spare components for its defence system, indispen-
sible raw materials and technology for its industry? Most of it coming from
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the part of the world where its sympathy goes to: the West. Sweden tries to
keep the level of her stocks of strategic materials and foreign spare parts as
high as possible11 but running out of stocks is in a situation of war only a
matter a time. The question is what choice Sweden will make in the event
that she faces such a situation.

The Swedish policy of "non-participation in alliances in peacetime aiming at
neutrality in the event of war", as it is officially described, has neither a
theoretical nor an ideological base. The guiding principal is pragmatism,
dictated by national interest. That is of course nothing new: Already the
Athenian historian Thycidides (c.460-c.399 B.C) observed that fact in ancient
Greece and the first president of the United States, George Washington,
confirmed it two thousand years later when he said that "a small knowledge
of human nature will convince us, that, {..) interest is the governing principle
(..)." and it has been affirmed by Max Weber in our century when he wrote
that interests and not ideas dominate the actions of mankind. In his last
speech as Foreign Minister (1962) Undén echoed that opinion: Sweden’s
foreign policy was in the first and last resort dominated by her own
interests. Only they were decisive; its motives were laying - Undén borrowed
his words from Nietzsche - beyond Good and Bad (jenseits von Gut und Bése.)

All the political parties represented in the Riksdag, the Swedish Parliament,
support the policy of non participation in peacetime and neutrality in case of
war. Swedish neutrality however is not laid down in the Constitution as for
example is the case in Switzerland.

Another characteristic of Sweden’s neutrality policy is that it is, contrary
to Swiss neutrality, neither guaranteed nor confirmed by any international
agreement. Sweden has argued that if neutrality is incorporated in an
international agreement and guaranteed by the Great Powers it might create a
certain measure of dependence on those powers. The fact that its neutrality
is neither laid down in the Constitution nor in an international agreement
means, in theory, that the neutral policy can be amended by the government
whenever it wishes to do so. But practically such a change is not soon to be
expected because this policy has served the country well ever since 1814.12
Only once since the days of Napoleon did Sweden adhere itself to foreign
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powers: an alliance with France and England during the Crimean War (1854-
1856).

But Sweden was careful not to join the French-English armies on the bat-
tlefields in Russia. The Crimean War had a fortunate implication for the
Swedes: A British-France expedition destroyed the Russian fortifications on
Aland, "a pistol pointed at the heart of Sweden", and at the Peace Treaty of
Paris (1856) the Russians were forbidden to remilitarize the island of Aland.

Sweden escaped being dragged into the both World Wars of this century and
that historical experience has become the main force behind the continuation
of its policy of neutrality until today. Prime minister Per Albin Hansson got
an ovation for his war time foreign policy that, according to his party
members, had kept Sweden out of World War I1. 13

It is of course quite disputable that Sweden owes her staying out of those

World Wars to her policy of neutrality.
World War II has left far more and deeper traces in the Swedish neutrality
consciousness than the first World War, also because of the fact that the war
this time had come very close to its own borders. Finland became involved in
the war, Norway and Denmark were occupied.

During the war Sweden was governed by a Grand Coalition Government in
which all parliamentary parties, except the communist, were represented.
Christian GUnther was foreign minister. Giinther was a civil servant and a
diplomat. He was no politician and neither was he a member of a political
party.

The protection of the Swedish neutrality demands a strong defence and it is
precisely that defence that ties Sweden more and more to the West. The air
force, navy and army are for their high tech weapon systems, radar and
warning systems for a great part dependent on the West. But also Swedish
industry cannot exist without making use of Western technologies and raw
materials. This still growing dependence on the Western world may in the
long run reduce Swedish neutrality to not much more than a formal state-
ment.

Sweden got, after all, involved in the US embargo policy against the East
(see chapter 7). Where Sweden stands ideologically has never been a secret.
She has her roots in the culture and tradition of the West. The motives for
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her neutrality are no secret either and they are very similar to those of
other states: national interests. It has absolutely nothing to do with moral or
so called "higher principles”. If there is any moral guideline it is the kind
which was once described by the English philosopher Ken Booth as "the idea
of the lesser evil."

b. Neutrality and World War ml4

The overriding concern for Prime Minister Hansson and his foreign minister
was to keep Sweden out of the war. To reach that purpose, Hansson was, if
the circumstances demanded so, willing to bend in the wind. Per Albin, as the
social democratic cabinet leader generally was called in Sweden, knew that he
had the almost unanimous support of the public. He became the fatherfigure
who led the country through the dark years.

May 1940 was the most dangerous time for the Swedish independence when

English and French troops captured Narvik in Norway and threatened to
occupy the iron ore mines in Northern Sweden in order to prevent the export
of iron ore to Germany.
External factors, not its policy of neutrality, saved Sweden from direct
involvement in the war. Things would probably have run another course if
there had not been 4000 German soldiers in Northern Norway to prevent the
English and French to enter Swedish territory and if the defeat of the
Western Powers in May 1940 at the theawre of war in Europe, with that
giving the Germans a free hand in Europe, had not taken place. The Balance
of Power in Europe, although seriously upset, did not make it a military
necessity for the Nazi’s to occupy Sweden.

Sweden was much more important to Germany, because of its export of
critical raw materials to the Third Reich, than it was to the Western Allies
and the Soviet Union, the latter mainly being engaged in improving its
defensive positions and restoring for that reason former Russian territory.

The Allies were not really interested in Sweden, or Scandinavia on the
whole, in the post May 1940 period, because their main interests lay
elsewhere.

Swedish trade with the West declined dramatically after April 9, 1940 when
the Nazi’s launched their attack on Norway and Denmark. By autumn the
Skagerrak, seagate to the West, was closed by a German minefield from
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Denmark’s most Northern tip to Lindesnes in South Norway. That was about
the end of the Swedish trade with the West, only the so called "Gothenburg
traffic’, which was dependent on the permission from Germany and Great
Britain to pass the blockade, was left.15

The blockade became an excellent instrument for the Great Powers for
extracting concessions because some import materials as oil and certain
foodstuffs were absolutely vital for Sweden.

At the other side became ball bearings, which were vital for Hitler’s war
machinery, an important issue in the relations between Sweden and the Allies.

In the given situation there remained for Sweden in fact only one trading
partner: Germany. Coal and coke, indispensible for the steel industry, could
after the establishment of the Skagerrak blockade no longer be obtained from
the usual suppliers in Great Britain, Belgium and Holland. Sweden became
almost wholly dependent on Germany which on its turn needed, besides the
vital ball bearings, the Swedish iron ore, wood products, paper pulp and
paper.

Hitler had, in other words, important interests in Sweden, and wanted in
the first place to guarantee, and if possible, to increase the exports of
critical war materials from Sweden to the Reich.

The defeat of the Western Powers in 1940 and the relative weakness of
Stalin in the Baltic area allowed Germany to establish its hegemony in the
Baltic area. Because of those geographical factors and because of the
economic dependence on German imports did Sweden have not much choice
but follow the German demands and carry out a policy that was acceptable
for Berlin.

Hitler could have gained little by an occupation of Sweden which was
actually under his control and from the strategic point of view there was
little need for the Nazi’s to occupy the Swedish kingdom. Finland and Norway
were more important and Denmark had been annexed for the safeguarding of
the lines of communications to Norway. The Soviet Navy was locked up in
Leningrad because the Germans controlled the Baltic Sea.

Germany profited from both the Swedish economic production and the
transport system and an occupation of Sweden would probably have meant the
destruction of the two.

The question remains however if Sweden was not more lenient than was
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absolutely necessary, certainly after June 1941 when Hitler attacked the
Soviet Union and could not spare troops for actions against Sweden.

The press appeared to be a problem for the Government in so far as it
criticized the Nazi system and the Nazi conduct of war. Berlin demanded
Stockholm to intervene against a number of newspapers. Significant is that
censorship in the strict sense of the word was not necessary because self-
censorship made it superfluous. The State Information Board, directly under
control of the Foreign Office, was established in 1940 and "recommended” the
newspapers what they ought to write and what they better could leave out.
The Board "advised" about headlines and editorials which ought to be
objective. Papers were asked to abstain from irony, sarcasm or insinuations
with regard to the warfaring parties.

In the fall of 1940 the so called "Information days" were established on
which the journalists were informed how they best could adapt their opinion
to the government’s points of view. Transgression of the rules was punished
with confiscation and denial of transport facilities. All those rather far going
measures served just one purpose: to keep Sweden out of the war.

In the period 1939 -1942 356 papers, magazines and books were confis-
cated16, 293 of those confiscations concerned articles against the Axispowers
(who accordingly profited most of that measure), 52 against the Allies while
the rest applied to "the others". During the initial years of the war there was
a clear tendency to apply the rules to the advantage of Germany. The com-
munist press was hardest hit by the so called transport prohibition which
denied access to transport facilities; four out of the six papers were com-
munist.

When Germany attacked the Soviet Union in June 1941, the leading papers
in the country appeared to be more anti Soviet Union than anti Nazi Germany
and that should last until the German defeat at Stalingrad in early 1943.
Since that turning point in the war the sympathy of the papers went
gradually into the direction of the allies, being the future victors of the
war.17

In Sweden the German "crusade against communism" enjoyed popularity in
circles of Nazi sympathizers and anti-Soviet citizens. Also king Gustav
expressed in private that he understood the German necessity of starting a

preventive war against the Soviet Union.18
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The government did not take measures against those utterances of approval
with regard to the fate of the Soviet Union although the press restrictions
did not only concern Germany but all the belligerent parties. On the contrary,
the Swedish government did something else: it gave in to the German request
in 1941 for transit of the so called "Engelbrecht” division.!? The Germans
made the demand on the same day that their troops invaded the Soviet Union
on June 22, 1941. Permission was asked for the wansport of a complete armed
division under the command of general Engelbrecht from Oslo to Finland
where the division was to fight against the Soviets.

Foreign minister GUnther is said to have promised Berlin another attitude
in case of a German attack on the Soviet Union but according to the
historian AIf Johansson that utterance must be seen in its context whereby
GUnther’s desire should have been to avoid a German ultimatum.20

It was not the only concession that Sweden made to the Germans. The
German army used in the period 1940 -1943 10 % of the total Swedish Railway
capacity, transporting over 650.000 soldiers. The German Navy, the Kriegsmar-
ine, was allowed to make use of the Swedish territorial waters and the "air
courier traffic" of the Luftwaffe, the German air force, flew unhindered over
Swedish territory until 1944.

On the other hand Allied bombers were in that very same year (1944) shot
down when they appeared over Swedish territory. The concessions to the
Germans before the turn of the war in 1943 exceeded far the concessions
which were done to the Allies after 1943. Neutrality or Realpolitik? Undoub-
tedly the latter.

The Nazi dominance in the Nordic area gave Germany an excellent
opportunity to extract concessions from Sweden which in addition was almost
entirely dependent on Germany. Accordingly the Allies were far less success-
ful in their dealings with Sweden. They wanted above all that Sweden limited
its exports of ball bearings and iron ore to Germany -being of vital impor-
tance to the Nazi war machine- but Sweden was only after fierce pressure
willing to give in to these demands.

Undén found a most ingenious answer to the question if Sweden during the
Second World War stuck to its policy of neutrality:
"Criticism concerned certain departures from neutrality to the ad-
vantage of Germany, not the policy of neutrality itself."21
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That is, of course, no answer to the question if there still can be talk of
neutrality if so many concessions, how understandable they may have been in
the given situation, were done as Sweden did during the last World War.

May wine still be called wine if water is added. Or does the definition
depend on the measure of water that is appended? Undén seems not to have
been bothered by such questions: One can criticize departures from neutrality
but not neutrality itself. Most important in the period 1940 - 1945 was that
Sweden had managed to stay out of the war, Staying out had been the
guiding principle for Per Albin and his government and it should also become
the guiding principle for Tage Erlander, Hansson’s successor and his foreign
minister Osten Undén.

It is obvious that Sweden was saved from acts of war on her territory in
the very first place because of political, geological and strategic circumstan-
ces quite beyond her control and that it had very little to do with her
declaration of neutrality. See what happened to Denmark, Norway and the
Benelux countries.

Nevertheless the period 1939 - 1940 has had an enormous impact on the
neutrality thinking of the Swedes and after the war the idea of neutrality
became still deeper rooted in their minds. Sweden’s wartime behaviour should
also influence the relations with the USA, Great-Britain and the Soviet Union
in the post-war period.

The word "neutrality” was taboo during the talks about the Scandinavian
Defence Union in 1948 - 1949. It reminded the Danes and Norwegians too
much of the Swedish concept of neutrality, or rather her departures from it,
during the Second World War (see chapter 5). Already during the war did the

Soviet press sometimes refer to the "neutrality™ of Sweden.22

¢. The cold war.

When did the Cold War begin? Authors like D. Fleming and F. Schuman go
back to 1918 when, after the revolution, Western troops invaded Russia.2>
Others discern the genesis right after the destruction of Nazi Germany and
Japan in 1945 or in the years immediately thereafter when tensions between
East and West grew rapidly. In this dissertation the cold war is chronolo-
gically limited to the period 1945 - 1949 and regarded as a bipolar conflict
between East and West or rather between the capitalist USA and Western
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Europe, with extra weight to Great Britain, and the communist Soviet Union
and its allies.

In the international system which emerged after the disintegration of

Europe in 1945, the USA and the Soviet Union were the dominant powers
fighting for control and influence in the post war world; a struggle which,
with a term of the American columnist Walter Lippman, should become known
as "the cold war". The weapons of the cold war were, and still are, of a
political, economical, ideological and also military nature (arms race and
armament) but a direct military confrontation is avoided.
According to Terry Andersson?? it was not the USA but Great Britain that
until the second half of 1947 the primary adversary of the Soviet Union. This
is essentially wue for the Scandinavian situation. The Northern countries
belonged traditionally to the English sphere of influence.

In the forties, fifties and until the middle sixties did the Western historians,
the traditionalists as we call them now, depict the Soviet Union as the big
evildoer, the principal cause of the birth of the Cold War, while the US were
contributed a more or less passive role.25

From the second half of the 1960s onwards however, much of the blame of
the cold was attributed to the United States. This school, the revisionists,
laid much emphasis on economic motives behind US foreign policy, often
described as "Open door imperialism” which stands for a reckless hunt for
markets, investment opportunities and raw materials. The US foreign policy
since the beginning of this century was based on the principle of the "open
door” which aim it was to penetrate in the closed colonial markets of the big
imperialistic powers. Now, after World War II, with the old imperialistic
powers on the wane, the US had an excellent opportunity to make their open
door dream come true. Also the Soviet Union, with its closed economy, was,
according to the revisionists, now to be integrated in the new, open world
economy. Well known revisionists who put extreme weight on economic
motives are Kolko, David Horowitz, William Appleman Williams and Gar Al-
pcrovitz.26
The post revisionists which emerged in the 1970’s adopted a kind of middle
position between traditionalists and revisionists; they combine insights and

themes from both schools.27



13

d. the period 1945 - 1949.

The end of the war in 1945 did not bring a lasting period of rest to Europe
but meant instead an new era of disturbance and upheaval. The wartime Allies
soon transformed into enemies. It did not come as a complete surprise because
the contours of the schism could already be discerned at the conference at
Yalta?® (February 1945) where Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin discussed the
post war European order and "the right of all people too choose the form of
government under which they will live".

It would turn out otherwise. The factual presence of the Red and Allied
Ammies in respectively Eastern- and Western Europe appeared to be decisive
for Europe’s post war borders. "Whoever occupies a territory also imposes on
it its own social system as far as his army can rcach."29 Later, Stalin should
remark that that statement was not completely true: If the war time allies
had found a solution for the German question things would probably have run
another course.

The Potsdam Conference in July 1945 where the allied leaders gathered for
the last of the great World War II conferences, became, with regard to the
main issues, a failure because the main questions, i.e. the future of Germany,
Eastern Europe and the German Reparation Payments, remained unsettled.

They agreed however on the establishment of a Council of Foreign
Ministers where those problems should be discussed in the future. But not
settled, as soon became obvious. The mutual distrust had already grown too
much and the various Councils of Foreign Ministers failed. After the ending
of the London meeting, on December 15, 1947 the partition of Germany and
the division of Europe into two hostile blocs seemed unavoidable. Soviet
Foreign Minister Molotov pleaded for a "unified" Germany which meant that
the Soviets wanted to treat Germany as an economic unit so that they could
obtain reparation payments from the Eastern and Western zone. A unified
Germany meant at the same time the prevention of the birth of a strong, anti
communistic and Western oriented West Germany. The Soviets who had
suffered like no other nation from the Nazis insisted on substantial repara-
tions. Understandable enough, they wanted to castrate Germany economically
in order to prevent a military renascence in the future, while the British and
Americans preferred to revive the German industry for the sake of Europe’s
economical recovery. Besides, the West regarded an impoverished Germany too
easy a prey for communism.
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After the failure in London, the British Foreign Minister, Ernest Bevin,
considered it necessary to come to some sort of Western Defence system in
which also the USA had to be involved. Bevin launched his thoughts about
European cooperation in his well known speech in the British House of
Commons on January 22, 1948.30

Bevin’s proposals resulted in the Brussels Pact3!

which was signed on
March 17, by Britain, France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg. The
six countries agreed on a joint defence system: If a nation would be the
subject for an attack, the others would rush to the rescue. Germany was
named as the potential aggressor but there is no doubt that in fact the
Soviet Union was meant.

The Brussels Pact was eventually to result in the North Atlantic Treaty of
April 1949. The establishment of NATO in 1949 was the most important and
far reaching event of the Cold War in Europe that is covered by this
dissertation. The proposals for a Western pact (NATO) and the consequent
Swedish propositions for a Scandinavian Defence Union have for that reason
got much attention. It could hardly be expected that Stockholm should change
its course in the years to come after having rejected the membership of
NATO. Sweden had successfully passed its neutrality examination and stood
the NATO test. For that reason I have gone no further than the year of 1949
which in my opinion was the crucial year with respect to Swedish neutrality.
The war in Korea>? was with regard to neutrality less crucial than the
establishment of NATO because it was much less of an immediate threat for
Sweden’s independence.

Tensions had been growing constantly in the period 1945-1949 (see chapter 4).
Ex-wartime leader Churchill made his contribution with his Fulton Speech in
March 1946:
"From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain has
descended across the continent” and US president Truman launched on March
12, 1947 his so called Truman doctrine:
"It must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples
who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by
outside pressure."
In his "Iron Curtain" speech Churchill remarked as well that the Soviets
desired "the indefinite expansion of their power and doctrines." These words
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fell in Europe on a fertile soil. The communist coup in Hungary (1947) and
Czechoslovakia (1948) strengthened the uncomfortable European feelings of
insecurity.

Hardly anybody paid attention to the Russian motives and their demands for a
buffer zone between the Soviet Union and the West and their desire for an
unarmed, demilitarized Germany. Germany had, after all, crossed the Russian
borders two times within thirty years. They did not trust the West, no more
than the West trusted them. Marshall aid was to the Soviets nothing more
than an attempt to undermine their security and independence with economic
means: an attempt of the USA to break in into their closed economy. In the
same year that Marshall aid was announced the USA started its embargo
policy against the Soviet Union and its satellites. This "economic warfare"33
should also have its effects on Sweden that in 1946 had concluded a credit
and trade agreement with the Soviets.

In Scandinavia, The Finno-Russian pact and the rumours about an
impending Russian move against their territory was experienced as an extra
confirmation of the Soviet menace and their lust for expansion (see chapter
4). In those times of unrest, menace and pure distrust, whereas Norway and
Denmark abandoned their traditional neutrality, Sweden decided to continue
the way of "non participation in alliances aiming at neutrality in the event of
war". This dissertation will not deal with all the events that can be put under
the title of "cold war" in the period 1945-1949. I have chosen a thematic
approach. The Swedish neutrality attitude will be analyzed against the

34

backgrounds of the events® which are taken up to discussion in the various

chapters.

¢. Problems to be discussed.
In this dissertation I will try to find an answer to the question why Sweden
in the above pictured turbulent times stuck to its neutral course. Has there
been pressure from the Western world on the Swedes to abandon its
neutrality? Was there counter-pressure from the side of the Soviet Union?
And was consideration with Finland part of Swedish political decisionmaking
as so often is assumed?

The Swedish economy was (and still is) largely dependent on raw materials
and high technology (also military technology) from the West. Was that factor
of dependence not a direct threat to neutrality?
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In brief: Has the Swedish neutrality in those years of fiercely growing
tensions between East and West ever been at 