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Abstract 
Of the countries that have endeavoured to join the European Union (EU) since its inception in 

1957, Norway and the United Kingdom are both anomalous due to their ambivalent approaches 

to the processes of European integration. Scholars have consistently emphasised the interrelat-

edness between the two, and the extent of British influence on Norway on European integration 

in the post-war period. This study aims to determine how, or if, the British government influ-

enced the Norwegian discourse on European integration. Building on primary source material 

and existing literature on the British-Norwegian relationship, it asks: Why did Norway and the 

UK follow different paths on the European question in 1972?  

 The ebb and flow of London’s presence in the Norwegian debate is a continuous theme 

throughout this thesis. The results of the study establish that London’s influence on the Nor-

wegian discourse diminished greatly in the 1960s. By the early 1970s, the British government’s 

influence on Oslo’s approach to European integration was more or less non-existent. Analysis 

of the parliamentary debate on 6-8 June 1972 demonstrates that London’s influence on the 

Norwegian discourse on Europe was not as significant as first assumed. Additionally, the study 

of the debate uncovers inherent disagreements among Norwegian parliamentarians in respect 

to what form the country’s association with the European Communities should take. Further 

analysis of secondary literature reveals that the Norwegian electorate’s decision to remain out-

side of an enlarged ‘Europe’ in 1972 was not influenced by London in any substantial way. 

Rather, the Norwegian people’s rejection of EC membership was a result of wider develop-

ments in Norway in the early 1970s, such as growing economic confidence and foreign policy 

assertion.  
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1. Introduction 
On 25 September 1972, 53.5 percent of the Norwegian electorate rejected membership to the 

European Communities (EC). Years of deliberation and debate preceded the referendum, and 

the contentious question of Norwegian EC membership overturned political loyalties and 

caused the downfall of two governments. The political significance of the referendum, as well 

as the level of engagement it inspired, made the 1972 referendum an extraordinary episode in 

Norwegian history.1 Gro Harlem Brundtland would later argue that “the 1972 debate left us 

with a trauma which still has not been overcome”.2 

Over a ten-year period, the British government prompted Norway to apply for EC mem-

bership three times: in 1962, 1967 and 1970.3 Based on this, a scholarly narrative has devel-

oped, suggesting that there was a clear tendency for Norway to look towards the United King-

dom on the question of EC membership until the early 1970s.4 This thesis seeks to understand 

the connection between Norway and the UK in the period leading up to the 1972 referendum. 

Only ten years before the referendum, most Norwegian politicians maintained that it was ‘un-

thinkable’ to remain outside the EC if the UK joined.5 Despite this, Norway and the UK went 

in different directions in 1972. This development suggests that the Norwegian government’s 

policy on European integration changed a great deal in the years leading up to the referendum. 

From implicitly following the British lead when applying in 1970, to deciding to put the ques-

tion of membership to a popular referendum in 1972 – knowing that the no-side had a substan-

tial lead in the polls. As a result of the government’s position on the European question, Nor-

way was the only applicant out of four – Norway, the UK, Denmark, and Ireland – to not enter 

the EC in 1973.  

If Norway was as influenced by the UK on European integration as scholars suggest, 

why did they pursue a different path than the UK in 1972? Answering this question is the 

motive for this thesis, which will explore the British-Norwegian relationship on the issue of 

European integration, with a particular focus on the 1972 referendum in Norway. Whilst it may 

have been the UK that influenced the Norwegian government to apply for membership of the 

EC, it is doubtful whether the Norwegian electorate’s rejection of membership in 1972 was a 

result of British influence. This thesis will examine secondary literature on the subject as well 

 
1 Nils Petter Gleditsch and Ottar Hellevik, Kampen om EF (Oslo: Pax, 1977), p. 9. 
2 As cited by Martin Sæter, ‘Norway and the European Union: Domestic Debate Versus External Reality’, in 
The European Union and the Nordic Countries, ed. by Lee Miles, (London: Routledge, 1996), p. 138. 
3 Hilary Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1979), pp. 45-61. 
4 Many scholars have indicated this, see e.g. Kristin M. Haugevik, ‘Ledestjernen som forsvant: Storbritannia i 
norsk utenrikspolitikk’, Nytt norsk tidsskrift, 32.4 (2015), p. 343. 
5 Ibid. p. 346. 



 2 

as parliamentary debates in order to determine how, or if, the British government influenced 

the Norwegian discourse on European integration. This thesis will argue that although the Nor-

wegian government’s change in European policy was to some extent due to external factors, 

such as the British economic decline, internal considerations such as economic self-interests, 

the importance of favourable natural resource policies, and ideas of sovereignty and belonging 

had the greatest influence on Norway’s changed trajectory.  

 

1.1 Historiography 

It was Tor Bjørklund’s book Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF that gave me the idea to explore 

the connection between Norway and the UK on the question of European integration. He argues 

that Norway and the UK have ‘intertwined chronologies’ when it comes to Europe: 
 

It is the British who have held the power on the will to act on EU issues by both handing in 

applications for membership and getting their applications rejected. This chronology – created 

by external events outside of Norwegian control – was one of the pillars in the exposition of 

campaigns against the EEC.6 

 
I want to challenge the hypothesis Bjørklund puts forward, by arguing that the British only 

influenced the Norwegian government’s approach to European integration until the early 

1970s. I propose that the 1972 rejection of membership signified a broader change in the Brit-

ish-Norwegian relationship, with British influence on Norway declining more generally – not 

just on the question of European integration. In the following section I will outline the scholarly 

debate and demonstrate why I believe this thesis can make a valuable contribution. 

Norway’s history of European integration (or lack thereof) has attracted scholarly at-

tention since the issue was put on the agenda in the 1950s and 1960s. It is well worth noting 

that the scholarly debate about Norway’s relationship with the EU is less extensive than that 

of the UK’s complicated relationship with the EU. The scholarly field regarding British Euro-

scepticism and the UK’s role as a so-called ‘awkward partner’ in the EU is remarkably 

 
6 My translation of «Den norske EF-kampanjen ble utløst av Storbritannia. Det er britene som har skrudd av og 
på aksjonsvirksomheten ved å levere søknader om medlemskap i EF og få avslag på søknader. Denne kronologien 
– skapt av utenforliggende hendelser hinsides norsk kontroll – skal bli en av bærebjelkene i framstillingen av 
aksjonene mot EF». Tor Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972 (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 
1982), p. 15. 
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comprehensive, especially in the wake of the Brexit referendum in 2016.7 Whilst the debate on 

Norway’s relationship with Europe is not as extensive as its British counterpart, it is still widely 

explored. A notable mention is political scientist Clive Archer, who has written extensively 

about the Scandinavian countries’ role in the EU. According to Archer, Norway was “swept 

along with the British flotilla towards European integration in the 1960s”.8 Although Archer 

emphasises the UK’s role as a benchmark in Norwegian policy on European integration, he 

also maintains that economic growth in the 1960s meant that Norway was no longer as depend-

ent on the UK in its political decision-making process.9 There has been an upsurge of interest 

in the British-Norwegian relationship recently with the publication of new books on the issue, 

such as Det glemte partnerskapet by Øivind Bratberg and Kristin M. Haugevik. Overall, much 

of the academic work on Norway’s role in Europe is part of a more general history of Norwe-

gian foreign policy, such as in Rolf Tamnes’ Oljealder. 

It is interesting to note that most of the literature on the 1972 referendum is written by 

those directly involved in the Norwegian People’s Movement against EC membership. Exam-

ples of this include Folket sa nei by Dag Seierstad and Kampen om EF by Nils Gleditsch and 

Ottar Hellevik.10 Gleditsch and Hellevik address this issue in their book by arguing that their 

vested interest in the issue at hand could have provided insight and motivation that a neutral 

observer would not have had.11 Whether one agrees with this assessment or not, it is striking 

that of the scholarly work done on the referendum, only a fragment of the literature is written 

by people not involved in the campaigns. One such scholar is Hilary Allen, whose book Nor-

way and Europe in the 1970s is unique in its scope and attention to detail and will be a key 

source in this thesis. In her analysis of Norway’s relations with the EEC, she argues that the 

UK influenced Norway’s foreign policy on European integration in the post-war period but 

that this influenced had declined a great deal by the early 1970s.12  

 
7 By this, I mean that the Brexit debate put the issue of British integration in Europe on the agenda again, and 
there was an influx of new literature. The historiographical debate on the UK’s role in Europe will not be the main 
focus of the thesis, but for an insight into the debate see Andrew Gamble, ‘Better Off Out? Britain and Europe’, 
The Political Quarterly, 83.3 (2012) pp. 468-477, David Gowland and Arthur Turner, Reluctant Europeans: Brit-
ain and European Integration 1945-1998 (London: Routledge, 2014), Chris Gifford The Making of Eurosceptic 
Britain: Identity and Economy in a Post-Imperial State (London: Routledge, 2017) or John Erik Fossum and Hans 
Petter Graver, Squaring the Circle on Brexit: Could the Norway Model Work? (Bristol: Bristol University Press, 
2018). 
8 Clive Archer, Norway Outside the European Union: Norway and European Integration from 1994 to 2004 
(London: Routledge, 2004), p. 62. 
9 Ibid. pp. 43-8. 
10 Gleditsch and Hellevik, Kampen om EF and Dag Seierstad, Folket sa nei: norsk EU-motstand frå 1961 til i dag 
(Oslo: Samlaget, 2014). For literary works by scholars supportive of Norwegian EU membership, see Paal J. 
Frisvold, Mot Europa: Fortellingen om et nølende Norge (Oslo: Origami Dokumentar, 2014). 
11 Gleditsch and Hellevik, Kampen om EF, p. 11. 
12 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 164. 
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A range of scholars uphold Allen’s idea that the UK has played a key role in Norway’s 

post-war foreign policy history. One such scholar is Norwegian political scientist Kristin M. 

Haugevik, who emphasises that the UK was portrayed as a ledestjerne (lodestar) in Norwegian 

foreign policy in the 1950s and 1960s. Haugevik’s use of this metaphor is interesting, as a 

‘lodestar’ is traditionally a term used to describe something that serves as an inspiration or 

model. This suggests a one-sided bilateral relationship between the two countries, where the 

British government served as a guide on foreign policy issues for Norwegian politicians. 

Haugevik goes on to argue that the British influence had declined a great deal by the 1970s, 

and is much less prevalent today – particularly in the media and in Norwegian foreign policy 

strategy.13 This view is also upheld by Geir Almlid, who, in his analysis of the 1970-1972 

negotiations, argues that the British decision to apply in 1970 was fundamental to the Borten 

government’s decision-making process.14 Overall, there seems to be a shared narrative amongst 

scholars that the Norwegian government followed the UK on the question of EC membership 

until the early 1970s. Whilst there has been much focus on the negotiations and the referendum 

specifically, the question of why the Norwegian government veered a different path than that 

chosen by the UK has attracted less attention.15  

A study of the 1972 Norwegian rejection of membership, with the UK as a point of 

reference, can thus be a valuable addition to existing research. It brings together two scholarly 

fields: British-Norwegian relations, and that of Norway’s relationship with the EU. These two 

fields have traditionally been studied separately, and few scholars have attempted to explore 

the correlation between the two. In my view, a study of the intertwined chronologies of Nor-

wegian and British European integration in the 1960s and 1970s can shed new light on existing 

scholarly debates. The British-Norwegian relationship might have been redefined since 1972, 

but the two countries are still closely linked when it comes to European integration. This was 

exemplified in the Brexit debate, where the ‘Norway model’ was frequently mentioned as an 

option for the UK.16 According to Almlid, we might see a return of the close cooperation be-

tween Norway and the UK as it had been prior to 1973, when the two countries collaborated 

 
13 Haugevik, ‘Ledestjernen som forsvant: Storbritannia i norsk utenrikspolitikk’, pp. 345-8. 
14 Geir Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill: Borten- og Bratteli-regjeringenes forhandlinger om EF-medlemskap i 
1970–72’, Historisk Tidsskrift, 92.2 (2013), p. 237. 
15 The work that has been done on British-Norwegian trajectories in the early 1970’s can mainly be found in 
master and doctoral theses, e.g. Benjamin Leruth, ‘Differentiated Integration in the European Union: A Compar-
ative Study of Party and Government Preferences in Finland, Sweden and Norway’ (Unpublished doctoral thesis, 
University of Edinburgh, 2014) or Øystein Hagland, ‘Storbritannias syn på de norske EF-forhandlingene, 1970–
1972’ (Unpublished master’s thesis, University of Oslo, 2008). 
16 Chris Morris, ‘Brexit: What is the Norway model?’, BBC News, 30 October 2018, https://www.bbc.com-
/news/uk-46024649, accessed 19 February 2020.  
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closely on the periphery of Europe.17 Clearly, the interconnectedness between Norway and the 

UK on the issue of Europe is as relevant today as it was in the 1970’s. Ultimately, the relevance 

of my thesis lies in its exploration of a relatively uncharted affiliation between two countries 

on the subject matter of European integration. 

 

1.2 Theoretical Considerations 

One of the main theoretical foundations of this thesis is Anthony Smith’s theory of national 

identity, which is a person’s sense of belonging to one state or nation.18 Smith, a historical 

sociologist, goes on to argue that national identity is a collective phenomenon, which posits 

that people’s feeling of belonging to a nation can be enhanced by a sense of shared memories 

and continuity, as well as the collective belief in a common destiny.19 Smith’s ideas of national 

consciousness and belonging will play a key role in my research. I hope to demonstrate that 

the process of European integration in the post-war period led to a reconstruction of what it 

meant to be Norwegian and European, and that this redefinition had a significant impact on  

why the Norwegian people voted to follow a different path than the British in 1972.  

From the moment economic and political European integration became a reality with 

the signing of the Treaty of Rome in 1951, there were concerns across Europe about the future 

of the nation-state as a result of centralised political power in Brussels.20 This was certainly the 

case in Norway as an institutionalised ‘Europe’ became a reality, and the population grew in-

creasingly divided about their ‘Europeaness’ and their role within Europe. Although the ques-

tion of membership in a political institution can easily be perceived as a solely political issue, 

Christine Ingebritsen and Susan Larson propose that the framework of the debate concerning 

Norway’s European integration “had as much to do with deciding who they are as where they 

belonged”.21 Countries’ national identities evolve and develop in relation to others, and in Nor-

way, the possibility of European integration in the post-war years incited debates about what it 

meant to be Norwegian and European at the same time.22 These two concepts are closely inter-

twined, and it was precisely the redefinition of Europe and ‘Europeanness’ that made Norwe-

gians question their national identity. Before institutionalisation began, ‘Europe’ mainly 

 
17 Geir Almlid, ‘Vil brexit føre Norge tilbake til britene?’, Adresseavisen, 14 March 2019, https://www.ad-
ressa.no/meninger/kronikker/2019/03/14/Vil-brexit-f%C3%B8re-Norge-tilbake-til-britene-18649619.ece, acces-
sed 21 February 2020. 
18 Anthony D. Smith, National Identity (Reno: University of Nevada Press, 1991), pp. 8-15.  
19 Ibid. p. 58. 
20 Gamze Tanil, Why is Norway Outside the European Union? Norwegian National Identity and the Question of 
European Integration, (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2012), p. 18. 
21 Ibid. p. 215. 
22 Christine Ingebritsen and Susan Larson, ‘Interest and Identity: Finland, Norway and the European Union’, 
Cooperation and Conflict, 32.3 (1997), pp. 215-9. 
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referred to a limited geographical unit and a cultural entity. When ideas of a political and eco-

nomic community came to fruition in the 1950s, however, ‘Europe’ came to mean different 

things to different people. Now, countries could be a part of the European geographical unit 

but not the new institutionalised European community. It is based on this I want to argue that 

the conceptualisation of Europe throughout the processes of European integration also 

prompted a reconstruction of ideas of identity and belonging in Norway. Ultimately, the EC 

membership debate in the 1960s and 1970s saw the interplay of identity politics with geopolit-

ical, economic and strategic concerns in the Norwegian society.  

The idea of national identity and a nation’s sense of self ties into a wider debate among 

cultural historians concerning nationalism. The work of Benedict Anderson has been at the 

core of this historiographical field, and his concept of ‘imagined communities’ provides a the-

oretical foundation for this thesis. Anderson argues that nations are imagined political commu-

nities, in which those who perceive themselves as part of the nation experience a “deep, hori-

zontal comradeship”.23 Such comradeships are imagined, not because they are not real, but 

because “members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members, 

meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their commun-

ion".24 Although such ideas of belonging and collectivity might be imagined, they can hold 

great power and can be a significant driver for social change.25 This thesis will support 

Ingebritsen and Larson’s argument that the EC membership debate in Norway can be under-

stood as a process of reconstructing such an imagined community.26 This is based on the sup-

position that the political debate made Norwegians define and redefine the boundaries of their 

community, and revealed tensions in the constructed national identity. The two theoretical 

frameworks I have outlined thus far, national identity and imagined communities, will work as 

frames of reference in my thesis, and through my analysis I will show how both played a role 

in the divergence of Norwegian and British trajectories in 1972. 

 

1.3 Methodology 

This thesis will attempt to determine why Norway followed a different path than the UK in 

1972. In answering this question, I will address notions and views held in existing literature by 

connecting them to ideas of identity and belonging as disclosed in the parliamentary debates. 

By the end I will outline my findings and place them into a broader context. I hope to 

 
23 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: 
Verso, 1991), pp. 6-7. 
24 Ibid. p. 6.  
25 Ibid. pp. 141-54. 
26 Ingebritsen and Larson, ‘Interest and Identity: Finland, Norway and the European Union’, p. 210. 
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demonstrate that the Norwegian people were, unlike the government, not convinced that fol-

lowing the UK was a legitimate reason to join the European Communities. Because the thesis 

is limited in scope, it will not account for the history of the EU, nor how the way the EU 

functions as an institution has changed over the years since its creation. Rather, the focus shall 

be on the decision-making process in the Norwegian political sphere leading up to the referen-

dum in 1972, and British influences on this process.  

Before moving on, I want to clarify terminology. What we now refer to as the EU was 

referred to as the European Communities (EC) at the time of the 1972 referendum.27 I will 

therefore use EC when referring to all three European Communities (EEC, ECSC, Euratom), 

and EEC when referring to the European Economic Community, arguably the most important 

of the three. Many of my sources will refer to the ‘Common Market’, which in the context of 

this thesis refers to an EC policy which later became institutionalised. It will be of key im-

portance to figure out when, by whom, and in which context the terms are used as they all carry 

different connotations.  

In order to make sense of how ideas of identity and belonging were articulated in the 

political sphere in Norway, I will make use of parliamentary debates. My initial plan was to 

examine parliamentary debates from 1970 to 1972, but this would have amounted to several 

thousand pages of transcripts. Therefore, I made the decision to analyse a smaller sample of 

primary material in line with the scope of this thesis. In my search for a fitting sample, I was 

inspired by Norwegian political scientist Iver Neumann, who has suggested that the 30-hour 

parliamentary debate on 6-8 June 1972 was crucial to the wider debate on EC membership in 

Norway in the early 1970’s. Granted, some might argue that I risk missing developments that 

took place in the preceding and following debates by limiting my research scope to this partic-

ular debate. In response to this Neumann argues, rightly in my view, that this one particular 

debate plays a key role in the wider societal debate on the benefits and drawbacks of EC mem-

bership, as it was “widely covered, commented on and used as a point of reference by the 

Norwegian media”. 28 Whilst the June debate is merely a sample of the extensive discussion on 

European integration that took place over an entire decade, I believe it provides a valuable and 

representative insight into the wide range of ideas of identity and belonging held by Norwegian 

politicians in this time period.  

 
27 The EC was a result of the 1967 Merger Treaty, which unified the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), 
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) and the European Economic Community (EEC). The EC was not replaced 
by the European Union (EU) until 1992, with the signing of the Maastricht Treaty. 
28 Iver B. Neumann, ‘This Little Piggy Stayed at Home: Why Norway is not a Member of the EU’, in European 
Integration and National Identity: The Challenge of the Nordic States, ed. by Lene Hansen and Ole Wæver (Lon-
don: Routledge, 2002), p. 111. 
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The use of discourse analysis has been widespread in the field of history since the lin-

guistic turn, and I will utilise a form of this method in the analysis of the parliamentary debates 

on 6-8 June 1972. My understanding is that it is a tool used to trace how particular discursive 

devices found in primary sources function to create our understanding of events and people. 

My strategy is to identify two main clusters of arguments, economy and sovereignty, used by 

members of parliaments (MPs) who made the case for staying outside of the EC during the 

debate on 6-8 June. The aim of this strategy is to gain a better understanding of why British 

foreign policy no longer had as much of an influence on Norwegian politicians’ decision-mak-

ing process. It was eventually a people’s vote that determined Norway’s trajectory in terms of 

European integration, and parliament did not have the deciding power on the question of EC 

membership. Nonetheless, the debates conducted in parliament give us a compelling insight 

into how particular discursive devices penetrated the overall EC membership debate. By deter-

mining which clusters of arguments were most commonly used, we might get a better under-

standing of why the Norwegian people chose to not follow the UK into an enlarged EC in 1972. 

 

1.4 Outline 

This thesis is comprised of three chapters, in which the first section takes a chronological ap-

proach based on secondary literature, followed by an analysis of the parliamentary debate in 

the final section. The second chapter of the thesis will account for Norway’s and the UK’s 

history vis-à-vis European integration and enlargement, from the post-war period and through-

out the 1960s. This time period is crucial, as it uncovers how ‘Europe’ was redefined as a 

geographical unit and cultural entity in the 1950s and 1960s and provides the backdrop to the 

1972 debate. The third chapter looks at the time leading up to the referendum with a particular 

view to the negotiations between the Norwegian government(s) and the EC. It examines how 

Norway’s approach to accession negotiations differed from the three other applicants, as a re-

sult of both domestic party politics and burgeoning grassroots resistance against European in-

tegration. Finally, by analysing the discourse in the lengthy parliamentary debate on 6-8 June 

1972, the fourth chapter will explore why Norwegian politicians could no longer merely follow 

the British lead on the issue of EC membership.  
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2. Norway, the United Kingdom and the Question of Europe 
Norway and the UK have both played a unique role in the EU’s history. Norway remains the 

only country to turn down the opportunity of membership, whilst the UK is the only to leave 

the EU by invocating Article 50 of the Treaty on European Union. According to Jan Erik 

Grindheim, both countries have approached the process of European integration in similar 

ways. One reason for this, Grindheim argues, is that both countries belong to the geopolitical 

periphery in Europe. Furthermore, there is widespread scepticism towards continental Europe 

among politicians, the press and the general population in both Norway and the UK.29 In the 

following section, I will focus on why both countries have had historically ambivalent relation-

ships to Europe and the European processes of integration. 

 In attempts to account for Norway’s approach to European integration, scholars have 

looked towards the country’s complex history as a sovereign nation. Norway’s subordination 

to Danish and Swedish rule, the development of Norwegian neutrality in world affairs and the 

German occupation during the Second World War are all components of Norwegian history 

utilised by scholars to explain why the Norwegian electorate voted against membership of the 

EC/EU in 1972 and 1994. Whilst the following chapter will explore this in more detail, the first 

thing that needs to be said about Norwegian scepticism towards European integration is that it 

cuts across traditional political lines.30 Whereas Norway’s two largest parties, Arbeiderpartiet 

and Høyre, have remained largely supportive of EU membership throughout the 20th century, 

most other political parties and the Norwegian population have been markedly more scepti-

cal.31 For many Norwegians the idea of a closer partnership between Norway and centralised 

European institutions is associated with losing the national sovereignty that was first secured 

in 1905 and then again in 1945.32 The factors outlined here, scepticism among the population 

and large parts of the political parties, have resulted in an ambivalent approach to European 

cooperation in Norway ever since the beginning of economic and political European integra-

tion in the 1950s. 

Similarly, the UK has also had a historically ambivalent approach to the processes of 

European integration. Much like in Norway, and in many other European countries, the British 

 
29 Jan Erik Grindheim, ‘Den besværlige unionen: Norge, Storbritannia og EU’, in Det glemte 
partnerskapet: Norge og Storbritannia i et nytt århundre, ed. by Øivind Bratberg and Kristin M. Haugevik (Oslo: 
Akademika, 2012), p. 80. 
30 Kjell A. Eliassen and Nick Sitter, ‘Ever Closer Cooperation? The Limits of the ‘Norwegian Method’ of Euro-
pean Integration’ Scandinavian Political Studies, 26.2 (2003), p. 128. 
31Arbeiderpartiet and Høyre remained supportive in the public debate throughout the 20th century. Today, Høyre 
still fully supports joining the EU. Arbeiderpartiet, however, is still pro-EU but does not publicly support full EU 
membership. Eliassen and Sitter, ‘Ever Closer Cooperation?’, p. 128. 
32 Sæter, ‘Norway and the European Union: Domestic Debate Versus External Reality’, pp. 137-8. 
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people have a view of their own history which separates them from the people and the territo-

ries on the European continent. In the British case, Grindheim contends that British national 

identity – their sense of self – goes further than the geographic. There is a constructed distance 

between the British and European people, which has reinforced the idea of an inherent British 

‘differentness’.33 Menno Spiering refers to this constructed distance as a discourse distinction, 

wherein ‘UK’ and ‘Europe’ are presented as two opposing concepts in British discourse, with 

a perceived cultural disparity between them. This distinctness, suggesting that there is an in-

herent difference between being British and being European, is according to Spiering so com-

monly used that it is easily missed. This deep-rooted linguistic set-up indicates that there “is a 

disconnect that goes much deeper than mere frictions between a member state and an institu-

tion”.34 Admittedly, the whole concept of British identity politics is both problematic and un-

stable. If we follow historian Linda Colley’s position, the British national identity was created 

in the eighteenth century.35 Since then, however, the process of devolution in the UK has set 

in motion a process of deconstruction, whereby British ‘identity’ and ‘history’ mean widely 

different things to different people. For that reason, the British-European divide discussed in 

this thesis might actually be an English-European dichotomy.   

As a result of discourse distinction in the UK, scholars have argued that British Euro-

scepticism – a label used to describe all views more-or-less critical of European integration – 

goes deeper than in Norway. There are a range of different reasons for this – many of which 

can be traced back to the UK’s history as a global imperial power. When talks of a European 

union began in the first half of the nineteenth century, the British government made it clear that 

the British empire and the Anglo-American relationship took priority over a Franco-German 

European project.36 Although the UK eventually joined the EC in 1973 after a period of eco-

nomic decline, the country was quickly dubbed an ‘awkward partner’ in Brussels due to its 

 
33 Grindheim, ‘Den besværlige unionen: Norge, Storbritannia og EU’, p. 85. 
34 Menno Spiering, A Cultural History of British Euroscepticism (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), p. 3. 
35 This was established in her book Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837 (London: Pimlico, 2003). 
36 One might also argue that the British government was hesitant to support an initiative for integration because 
it was born out of a Franco-German alliance. The UK has a particularly distrustful relationship with France, 
marked by centuries of conflict. In the introduction of her book Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837, Linda 
Colley argues that the succession of wars between the UK and France in the 17th and 18th century was fundamental 
in the process of forging the British national identity. The Franco-British relationship was somewhat mended 
following the alliance in the First and Second World Wars, but the UK was also wary of working with West 
Germany so soon after the war. Overall, the three countries have a complex triangular relationship that certainly 
had an impact on British reluctance to support European integration in the post-war period. See Karine Varley, 
‘Brexit: France and UK have long and troubled history – but pragmatism offers a bright future’, The Conversation, 
17 September 2019, https://theconversation.com/brexit-france-and-uk-have-long-and-troubled-history-but-prag-
matism-offers-a-bright-future-123495, accessed 11 May 2020. For further reading on the Anglo-French relation-
ship, see chapter ten in Gowland and Turner, Reluctant Europeans: Britain and European Integration 1945-1998. 
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aloof attitude to European integration.37 Whilst the causes of British scepticism towards inte-

gration of continental Europe have arguably changed over the years, the Brexit referendum in 

2016 demonstrated that Euroscepticism is still inherent in the UK – and particularly in England. 

Today, Euroscepticism in the UK is not only a phenomenon found among the population, in 

pressure groups and in political parties, but is also commonplace in the British press.38 Accord-

ing to Andrew Gamble, this is a result of the fact that “the British never overcame their ambiv-

alence about Europe”.39 

 

2.1 Norwegian Foreign Policy in the Post-War Period 

For a long time, Norway was not a sovereign country and therefore had no distinct political 

voice. Dominated by Danish rulers for 400 years and then by Sweden for a another 90 years, 

Norway regained its full independence in 1905, at which point the government could finally 

start to construct an independent foreign policy.40 Although the government swiftly established 

neutrality to be the principal determinant of Norway’s security policy, the country’s geograph-

ical position meant that Norway was dependant on some form of external security protection. 

The UK’s preeminent role in international trade and shipping, as well as its historical ties and 

proximity to Norway, made it an obvious candidate. Formal political and diplomatic connec-

tions were established the same year that the Swedish union was dissolved, and the Norwegian 

government knew it could rely on help from the British if they were attacked, despite its offi-

cially neutral position. When Germany’s invasion and occupation in 1940 forced Norway to 

abandon its neutral position, the strategic importance of the UK to Norway was indisputable. 

To the Norwegian government, the Second World War affirmed that international cooperation 

was necessary to ensure the country’s security in the future.41 

 In 1951, Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and West Germany es-

tablished the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), through which coal and steel re-

sources were regulated under a centralised authority. These six countries were the founding 

members of the EU as we know it today and are therefore often referred to as the ‘Inner Six’. 

The ECSC was not only the first supranational international organisation; it was also the 

 
37 Gamble, ‘Better Off Out? Britain and Europe’, p. 473. 
38 Grindheim, ‘Den besværlige unionen: Norge, Storbritannia og EU’, p. 90. 
39 Gamble, ‘Better Off Out? Britain and Europe’, p. 473. 
40 Tanil, Why is Norway Outside the European Union?, p. 14. 
41 Kristin M. Haugevik, ‘Fra storpolitisk allianse til lavmælt vennskap: Norge og Storbritannia i utenrikspolitik-
ken’, in Det glemte partnerskapet: Norge og Storbritannia i et nytt århundre, ed. by Øivind Bratberg and Kristin 
M. Haugevik (Oslo: Akademika, 2012), pp. 63-7. 
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organisation that initiated integration of the European continent.42 Because of the supranational 

nature of the ECSC, and the fact that Norway had no coal or steel production worth speaking 

of, joining the organisation did not make sense to the Norwegian government. They would 

rather participate in endeavours of international cooperation that did not entail any limitations 

on national sovereignty.43 

In the years following the end of Second World War, Norway’s security and foreign 

policy was a consolidation of a few different priorities. Undoubtedly, a key priority was to 

maintain a close relationship with Nordic neighbours. There had been talks of establishing a 

Scandinavian defence union based on neutrality throughout the 1940s, but this was rejected by 

the Norwegian government.44 Seemingly, defence was the one policy area on which the Nordic 

countries could not agree on – a result of the countries’ different priorities. Sweden was non-

aligned, and wanted to continue to be so, and the Finish government wanted to maintain its 

peculiar relationship with the USSR. Norway, Denmark and Iceland, however, were in favour 

of an Atlantic alliance and American financial support for post-war reconstruction. A Nordic 

defence pact was therefore not likely to happen. It is well worth noting that the Nordic coun-

tries’ disagreement on defence policy did not prevent economic and political cooperation, ex-

emplified by the establishment of the inter-parliamentary Nordic Council in 1952.45  

As far as Norway’s foreign policy is concerned, international cooperation became a key 

priority after the Second World War. Norway joined a range of international organisations and 

initiatives set up to champion international cooperation, such as the United Nations. Norway 

also joined the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), the predecessor to 

the OECD which was set up to administer the Marshall Plan funds. Additionally, Norway was 

one of the founding members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949. 

Scholars of Norwegian foreign policy history describes the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty 

as a parting of the ways in terms of Norwegian security and foreign policy, given that Norway 

renounced a neutral Scandinavian defence policy in favour of an Atlantic alliance. Washington 

was now the guarantor of Norwegian territorial security.46  

Aligning with NATO was also a way for the Norwegian government to strengthen its 

security ties with the UK and to maintain a close bilateral relationship with the British 

 
42 Sieglinde Gstöhl, Reluctant Europeans: Norway, Sweden and Switzerland in the Process of Integration (Lon-
don: Lynne Rienner, 2002), pp. 45-7. 
43 Ibid. p. 51. 
44 Ibid. p. 53. 
45 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 37-8. 
46 Haugevik, ‘Fra storpolitisk allianse til lavmælt vennskap’, p. 67. 
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government, which was a key priority for the Norwegian foreign ministry.47 There were many 

reasons as for why the UK was so important to Norway’s security and foreign policy in the 

1950s and 1960s. The recent wartime British-Norwegian alliance meant that strong personal 

and political bonds had developed between the governments, politicians and royal families in 

the two countries.48 Although the Americans could offer Norway economic and military secu-

rity, Norway did not have the same historical and political connection to Washington as to 

London.49 There was also a strong economic argument for a close British-Norwegian relation-

ship, given that the UK was the single most important market for Norwegian exports with a 

share of twenty percent, followed by Sweden and Denmark with a market share of sixteen 

percent.50 In the early days of European integration in the 1950s, the role of the UK as a point 

of reference was consolidated and looking towards the British for guidance became the default 

position of Norwegian foreign policy.51 Both countries’ political elites entertained similar vi-

sions of Western European cooperation. British and Norwegian politicians alike held negative 

views of a federal approach to European integration and supranational agreements, and were 

both concerned with losing full national sovereignty. In Norway, the term ‘union’ carried par-

ticularly negative historical connotations given that the country had been subjected to centuries 

of foreign rule. The UKs history as an autonomous global power also meant that the term ‘un-

ion’ evoked concerns about any limitations on the country’s national sovereignty.52 As much 

as Norway and the UK had similar foreign policy interests and a shared history, the relationship 

between the two was unmistakably a one-sided affair. In the words of Haugevik, “the partner-

ship with the UK meant everything to Norway, whilst Norway to the UK was just one of many 

allies.”53 

When the EEC was established in 1957, Norway kept in line with the UK and remained 

on the outside. The most important reason for doing so was financial – Norway’s biggest export 

markets were still outside of the EEC.54 The question of joining the European Communities 

therefore remained on the periphery of political discourse as the Norwegian government 

 
47 Haugevik, ‘Fra storpolitisk allianse til lavmælt vennskap’, p. 67. 
48 Gleditsch and Hellevik, Kampen om EF, p. 21. 
49 Norway, of course, also had historical ties to the American continent. An example of this is Norwegian emigra-
tion to the Midwest in the United States. Nevertheless, scholars highlight the special nature of the British-Norwe-
gian relationship, perhaps because of the recent memory of the Second World War in which Norway and the UK 
cooperated closely. 
50 Data from 1958. Gstöhl, Reluctant Europeans, pp. 59-60. 
51 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 41. 
52 Ibid. p. 42.  
53 My translation of “Partnerskapet med Storbritannia betød alt for Norge, mens Norge for Storbritannia bare var 
en av mange allierte». Haugevik, ‘Fra storpolitisk allianse til lavmælt vennskap’, p. 66. 
54 27 percent of Norwegian exports went to the EEC, but the UK, Sweden and Denmark (all outside of the EEC 
at this point) collectively made up a greater part of the market share for Norway’s exports in 1958 with a share of 
38 percent. Gstöhl, Reluctant Europeans, pp. 59-60. 
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focused on rebuilding the economy. In 1960, Norway along with the other Scandinavian coun-

tries joined the UK-led European Free Trade Association (EFTA). Membership of this seven-

member association was relatively uncontroversial in Norway, as it entailed economic ad-

vantages and customs-free access to markets, but did not to raise concerns about supranation-

alism, sovereignty and an “ever closer union”.55 Despite this, some Norwegians had already 

started expressing doubts about the rigidity of the government’s approach to European coop-

eration.56  

Beyond the hard-boiled economic matters Norway’s first attempts to engage with Eu-

ropean integration in the 1950s and 1960s raised important questions of belonging and identity 

in Norway. In the immediate post-war period, before any attempt at integration in Europe, 

‘Europe’ had appeared as a clearly circumscribed geographical unit and somewhat distinct cul-

tural entity, despite its controversies. Yet as integration began in the 1950s with the creation of 

the ECSC in 1951 and the EEC in 1957, ‘Europe’ came to mean different things to different 

audiences. This multidimensionality intensified in the 1960s when the three communities 

merged into a single, politically and economically institutionalised ‘Europe’ which claimed the 

name for its members. The larger the European Communities became, the clearer the differen-

tiation between member states and non-member states became. Whilst the differentiation might 

have become clearer, the integration of ‘Europe’ also raised substantial questions of identity 

and belonging across the continent. Now, non-member states of the EC could be part of the 

geographical unit of Europe, but at the same time stand outside of the institutionalised ‘Eu-

rope’. Policymakers in Norway were thus undoubtedly in a difficult position when faced with 

the proposal of Norwegian EC membership. Would following the UK into an institutionalised 

‘Europe’ imply that citizens of Norway were hereafter more European than they were Norwe-

gian? Or would staying outside of an institutionalised ‘Europe’ imply a de-Europeanisation of 

Norway? The simultaneous redefinition of ‘Europe’ as a geographical unit and cultural entity 

and Norwegian/ness as a concept prompted massive challenges both in the Norwegian political 

arena and to the Norwegian population alike. 

 

2.2 Taken by Surprise: Norway’s First Application in the 1960s 

At the time of Norway’s first application to the EEC in 1962, Arbeiderpartiet dominated the 

Norwegian political arena and Einar Gerhardsen was Prime Minister for the third time in the 

post-war period. In the first half of the twentieth century, Arbeiderpartiet had managed to 

 
55 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, p. 236. 
56 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 44. 
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create a party that appealed to small farmers and industrial workers in the cities alike. Arbei-

derpartiet’s success hinged on the fact that it had “given the primary producer organisations 

their powerful position”, whilst at the same time “had set as its objective the modernisation and 

industrialisation of the economy”.57 Archer contends that the Second World War had helped 

the party, as it had galvanised Arbeiderpartiet’s political leadership and eliminated divisive 

elements in the Norwegian society. Archer goes on to argue the labour movement had been at 

the heart of Norwegian nationhood in the post-war period, with “its tentacles reaching into the 

country’s societal groups”.58 By the early 1960s, Arbeiderpartiet’s political hegemony was 

weakening for the first time in the post-war period. The party’s strength had always been its 

broad geographical and social reach, but this quickly became its weakness when international 

issues arose – particularly with the question of European intergration.59 How would Arbei-

derpartiet manage to unite its voters on the issue of Norwegian membership in the EEC, when 

its voters held widely different views on the issue?  

In August 1961, after just a year of EFTA membership, the UK submitted its applica-

tion for EEC membership, with Denmark and Ireland following soon after.60 The news of the 

British application came as a shock to Norwegian policymakers who had assumed that Euro-

pean cooperation was not yet on the horizon for their British allies. The fact that London did 

not care to inform the Norwegian foreign ministry of their decision to apply is, if anything, a 

notable example of the one-sided nature of the British-Norwegian relationship and suggests 

that the rapport between the two countries was not as reciprocal as Oslo would like. Prior to 

the British move, the question of EEC membership had been a non-issue in Norway. According 

to Paal Frisvold, the political sphere in Norway was completely unprepared for a debate on the 

question of EEC membership. He has questioned why the Foreign Ministry and government 

settled with the EFTA solution, whilst failing to investigate if this was a permanent solution to 

the ‘European issue’ for British policymakers.61 After all, the advantageousness of Norway’s 

EFTA membership was conditional on the UK remaining outside of the EEC in order to lead 

the association.  

 
57 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 34. 
58 Here, ‘elimination of divisive elements’ refers to how divisive language and class struggles were marginalised 
during the war. When the war ended, Arbeiderpartiet saw the need for economic reconstruction and in the process 
overcame the urban/rural and centre/periphery divides in the Norwegian society. Archer, Norway Outside the 
European Union, pp. 42-5. 
59 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 34. 
60 Clive Archer and Ingrid Sogner, Norway, European Integration and Atlantic Security (London: Sage Publica-
tions, 1998), p. 25. 
61 Frisvold, Mot Europa: Fortellingen om et nølende Norge, p. 60. 
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The surprise move also begs the question why the British suddenly were supportive of 

Western European political and economic cooperation, when they had previously shown no 

interest in partaking? First of all, this change in policy came as a result of developments un-

dermining the UK’s role as a world power.62 Additionally, the UK might have been more open 

to economic cooperation with Europe due to the stagnation in exports to the Commonwealth. 

Whilst the British economy was in decline, Western European countries had experienced eco-

nomic growth as a result of closer economic cooperation through the EEC. Lastly, the British 

were no longer the most important ally of the United States. In fact, the Kennedy administration 

was encouraging the UK to join the EEC.63 As a result, the UK had more reasons to join the 

EEC than to stay on the outside by the early 1960s. 

 The British application meant that Norwegian policymakers had to seriously consider 

joining the EEC for the first time since economic and political European integration became a 

reality. To many politicians, remaining outside once the UK joined was the least favourable 

option. There were good reasons for this. If the UK were to join the EEC, EFTA would likely 

dissolve or diminish in importance. There would also be significant economic consequences if 

the UK – Norway’s biggest export market – moved behind the EEC tariff wall.64 That is why 

Norwegian policymakers eventually saw no other option but to join along with the UK. Ger-

hardsen’s government submitted the Norwegian application in April 1962, seven months after 

the three other applicants. The application process became prolonged due to long consultative 

rounds in Arbeiderpartiet and because parliament had to approve an amendment in the consti-

tution that allowed the waiving of sovereignty.65  

In the formal application for membership submitted by Foreign Minister Halvard Lange 

to the Council of the EEC in April, the Norwegian government made membership conditional 

 
62 With the creation of the EEC in the 1950s, the British government had shown signs of hubris, believing that 
they would at once be in a leading position in the EEC once admitted. By the 1960s, British economic decline – 
and the consequent economic growth of EEC member states – implied that this would not be the case. Another 
key development was the beginning of decolonisation, which meant that the UK’s international influence rapidly 
declined. Furthermore, the UK’s role as a world power was undermined by foreign policy crises such as the Suez 
Crisis in 1956. For more information on the UK in the early stages of European integration, see Gowland and 
Turner, Reluctant Europeans: Britain and European Integration 1945-1998 and chapter six in Andrew Gamble, 
Between Europe and America: The Future of British Politics (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003). 
63 One might interpret this as an example of how the ‘special relationship’ between the US and the UK was no 
longer as special as it once had been and as the British would like. Interestingly, there are some parallels in how 
both the UK and Norway harbored delusions about the closeness of their relations with the US and the UK, 
respectively. Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 17. 
64 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, p. 236. 
65 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, pp. 17-8. 
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on special provisions owing to Norway’s “geographical situation and economic structure”.66 

Furthermore, the application stressed that “the Norwegian Government hopes (...) that by a 

display of mutual understanding, it will prove possible to find satisfactory solutions to these 

problems in the course of the negotiations”.67 This signified that, should the application be 

accepted in Brussels, negotiations would be centred around Norway’s demands for special pro-

visions in the EEC. When French President Charles de Gaulle vetoed the British application in 

January 1963, however, Norway’s negotiations also came to an end. Politicians in Norway 

seemed to accept – and even welcome – this outcome, as the French veto averted the potential 

turmoil a public debate on the issue of EEC membership could incite.68 Despite the non-event, 

MPs used parliamentary debates to challenge the role of British decisions as a blueprint for 

Norwegian foreign policy, and emphasised that Norway and the UK did not necessarily have 

comparable interests in the face of European integration. The UK’s loyalty to its EFTA partners 

was also challenged. Emil Løvlien, an MP for Norges Kommunistiske Parti (Communist Party 

of Norway), emphasised that the UK, as a major power, could at any time “go their own way 

without consulting the other members”.69 

Norwegian politicians were not the only ones challenging the UK’s role as a prototype 

for Norway’s policy on European integration. In the autumn of 1961, when Norwegian EEC 

membership became an acute possibility following the British application, apprehension was 

widespread in the Norwegian population. Opponents started to organise, and by the time the 

government submitted the formal application a range of organisations had surfaced in every 

corner of Norway. These groupings varied greatly in size, influence and the kinds of arguments 

they used to make their case against joining. The first organisation was formed at the beginning 

of 1962 and named itself the ‘Movement against Membership in the Common Market – the 

143’.70 Neumann has argued that this was the first “major institutionalisation of the nationalist 

position” in the Norwegian debate on European integration.71  

 
66 Here, Lange likely referred to Norway’s natural resource producers. Because of Norway’s weather conditions, 
the geography of the country and the smaller scale of the primary producers, Norwegian farmers and fishermen 
would need special exemptions in order to compete with larger and more productive producers in Europe if Nor-
way were to join the EEC. 
67 Bulletin of the European Economic Community, Norway’s application for membership to the EEC, 30 April 
1962 (Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities) https://www.cvce.eu-
/en/obj/norway_s_application_for_membership_to_the_eec_oslo_30_april_1962-en-8a1ef152-25ca-4108-9eb2-
be4599f39287.html, accessed 2 May 2020. 
68 Archer and Sogner, Norway, European Integration and Atlantic Security p. 28. 
69 As cited in Haugevik, ‘Ledestjernen som forsvant: Storbritannia i norsk utenrikspolitikk’, p. 346. 
70 My translation of ‘Aksjon mot Fellesmarkedet – de 143’.  
71 Neumann, ‘This Little Piggy Stayed at Home’, p. 109. Cf. Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-
1972. 
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The group was made up of artists and academics, of which most were affiliated with 

the left-wing of Arbeiderpartiet. It was Norway’s resistance against German occupation during 

the Second World War that inspired the name of the group, which referred to a letter sent to 

the occupying powers in 1941 signed by 43 organisations. The name itself called upon feeling 

of Norwegian patriotic tradition and independence, and the movement’s main argument was 

that Norway was essentially giving up its sovereignty by joining the EEC.72 The group’s peti-

tions rarely made references to ‘nation’ or ‘state’, but the nationalist argument found manifes-

tation in the group’s concept of ‘the people’. ‘The 143’ frequently mentioned that the acting 

Parliament did not have the “mandate of the people to give up Norway's sovereignty and na-

tional independence”, contending that the people should decide the future of Norwegian EEC 

membership rather than politicians.73 

In addition to ‘The 143’, there were many smaller movements – many of which fought 

to protect Norway’s natural resources. Such organisations often disputed EEC membership on 

the grounds that it would have a negative impact on Norway’s economy, particularly on fish-

eries and agriculture. One of these was Bergensutvalget, which emphasised the need to retain 

Norwegian resources for the Norwegian people. The group’s slogan was ‘No to the sale of 

Norway’.74 Another organisation was Opplysningsutvalget, a group that originated in Sen-

terpartiet and in agricultural interest groups. It was not necessarily the idea of EEC member-

ship that antagonised Opplysningsutvalget. They were generally positively inclined towards 

closer European cooperation, but wanted assurances that the Norwegian government could 

protect the industries that were most vulnerable to European competition, such as the agricul-

tural industry.75 Shared among all these movements was the fact that none relied solely on 

economic or national arguments against EEC membership. European integration was a com-

plex process that would affect all areas of Norwegian society, and those opposed to this process 

therefore had to utilise multidimensional arguments in order to make their case. Nevertheless, 

there was no united front against EEC membership in 1961 to 1963, and the active movements 

against Norwegian EEC membership could be divided into right-wing and left-wing groupings. 

A united front would not materialise until Norway’s third application in 1970, when the Euro-

sceptic movements in Norway came together to form the People’s Movement against the EC.76 

 
72 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, pp. 21-3. 
73 From the appeal, reproduced in full in Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, pp. 381-5. 
74 My translation of ‘Nei til salg av Norge’, which referred to Bergensutvalget’s resistance to the sale of Norwe-
gian natural resources. The same slogan had also been used in the fight for concessions laws (konsesjonslovene) 
after 1905, which prevented foreign companies from buying and controlling hydropower and other natural re-
sources. Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 71. 
75 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 64. 
76 Ibid. p. 9. 
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There was one dimension of resistance to European integration in 1962 that would con-

tinue to be relevant throughout the 1960s, all the way until Norway’s second referendum in 

1994, namely the geographical aspect of Norwegian resistance to European integration. Nor-

way is a country of great distances, and the separation of the population in the far-off regions 

from the central government in Oslo has long been a source of tension. Scholars of Norway’s 

historical relations with Europe have linked this geographical dimension of Norwegian re-

sistance to European integration to Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) theory of the centre-periphery 

cleavage. This model was created to describe the division between the urban elites in the cities 

and the workers in the regional peripheries.77 Despite the fact that the peripheries were at the 

heart of Norway’s nation-building process in the eighteenth century, the people living in Nor-

way’s remote regions struggled to gain influence on government policy in the nineteenth cen-

tury. To illustrate the peripheries powerful role in Norway’s fight for sovereignty, Marianne 

Skinner points to the Norwegian independence movement in 1905. She argues that the periph-

ery was the driving force in the drive for independence, and that it was their readiness to defend 

national self-determination that ensured the success of the movement.78  

Skinner, along with a range of other scholars, contends that the periphery’s struggle 

against centralisation came to the forefront again when Norwegian participation in European 

cooperation became a possibility in the early 1960s.79 For the people living in Norway’s more 

remote regions, there would be a further decline in their perceived say on political matters if 

parts of the political decision-making process were to take place in Brussels rather than in Oslo. 

Ultimately, the Norwegian periphery was reluctant to entrust decision-making power to the 

EEC in 1962. Those living in Norway’s outlying regions had already felt the effects of central-

isation and urbanisation and were eager to stop any further acceleration of this process.80 A 

striking example of this occurred in 1962, when the anti-EC newspaper Orientering published 

a brochure titled “It concerns our freedom!”. Bjørklund has argued that the re-emergence of 

the centre-periphery cleavage in the early 1960s represented something new in the post-war 

period. “Up until this point, foreign policy had existed separately from the party-political 

 
77 For a full rundown of the political cleavage theory, see Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan, ‘Cleavage 
Structures, Party Systems, and Voter Alignments: An Introduction’, in Party Systems and Voter Alignments: 
Cross-National Perspectives, ed. by Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan (New York: Free Press, 1967), vol. 
7, pp. 1-64. 
78 Marianne Sundlisæter Skinner, ‘Norwegian Euroscepticism: Values, Identity or Interest’, Journal of Common 
Market Studies, 50.3 (2012), pp. 425-7. 
79 See ibid. p. 427 and Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 162. 
80 It is important to acknowledge that people in the peripheral regions did not single-handedly have the numbers 
to decide the vote in 1972. The peripheral regions – both farmers/fishermen/natural resource producers and rural 
conservatives – found support among Norway’s political and cultural elite in Oslo and other urban regions. The 
anti-European majority was therefore a collation of different forces – of which the people in the peripheral regions 
played an important role. See Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 163. 
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struggle. The opponents were particularly alarmed: It was Norway's future as a sovereign state 

that was at stake”.81 

 

2.3 The Second Application and the Primacy of Domestic Politics 

By 1967, the political situation had changed drastically both in Norway and in Brussels. The 

three executive European organisations had merged into the European Communities following 

the signing of the Merger Treaty in 1965. Under the leadership of de Gaulle, France’s inter-

governmental approach to European integration had slowed down the pace of economic inte-

gration and political cooperation – indicating that the merged EC might pursue a less suprana-

tional approach to European integration. Consequently, the EC might have seemed less omi-

nous to sceptical Norwegian politicians in 1967 than it did in 1962.82 In Norway, Arbeiderpar-

tiet’s post-war political hegemony had come to an end when Senterpartiet’s Per Borten estab-

lished a four-party coalition government. Although there was an overall majority for EC mem-

bership in the government, three out of four parties in the coalition experienced significant 

internal division on the issue. On the one hand was Høyre: the largest party in the coalition and 

the only uniformly pro-European party, with a large voter base in cities and urban areas. 

Venstre and Kristelig Folkeparti made up the middle ground of the coalition. The EC member-

ship issue divided both parties, which were composed of both sceptics and supporters. On the 

other hand was Borten’s own party, Senterpartiet, which was the only unambiguously anti-EC 

party in the government.83 The party’s ideological position is reflected in its former name, 

Bondepartiet (Farmer’s Party). Given that Senterpartiet’s traditional role has been to represent 

Norway’s farmers and their interest groups, who have consistently opposed EEC/EC/EU mem-

bership due to its effects on agricultural policies, it is no surprise that the party lobbied against 

applying in 1967 too. This was in line with what Hilary Allen describes as Senterpartiet’s 

“nationalistic, protectionist outlook, and its consistent opposition to new forms of international 

cooperation”.84 Clearly, Borten was in a difficult situation by 1967, with a divided government 

and strong anti-EC sentiments within his own party. 

 After only 18 months in office, the coalition had to take a stance on the issue of Euro-

pean integration. The UK reopened negotiations with the EC in May 1967, after announcing 

its intention to do so six months earlier. Ireland and Denmark followed suit only a day after, 

which called into question whether Norway should also resubmit their application along with 

 
81 My translations of «Det gjelder vår frihet!» and «Særlig EF-motstanderne ble alarmert: Det var Norges framtid 
som suveren stat som stod på spill». Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 18. 
82 Archer and Sogner, Norway, European Integration and Atlantic Security, p. 29. 
83 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, p. 237. 
84 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 48-9. 
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the other three applicants. Borten’s government eventually decided to recommend reopening 

the negotiations, citing the British application as their main reason for doing so.85 The govern-

ment recommendation was conditional on British membership, as well as on satisfactory pro-

tection of Norwegian agricultural industry and fisheries. Although the government’s recom-

mendation was met with significant opposition from Borten’s own party, it found parliamen-

tary support. In July, two months after the other applicants, the Norwegian parliament approved 

the new EC application with 136 to 13 in favour.86 This raises the question why Borten disre-

garded resistance within his own party, and how he was able to unite four coalition partners 

that had widely different views on Norway’s future within Europe.  

 Firstly, one might argue that Borten circumvented anti-EU views within his party be-

cause the application to the EC was necessary to the government’s survival. There were fifteen 

ministers making up the government, six of which were Høyre representatives and strong ad-

vocates for membership.87 Høyre also controlled the foreign ministry, led by John Lyng, and 

continuously pressed for Norway to follow the UK into the EC.88 The Høyre ministers seemed 

unwilling to budge on their European policy, and so the coalition would only survive if the 

three centre parties abandoned their position. The issue of EC membership had the potential to 

break up one of the first non-Arbeiderparti majority governments in the post-war period after 

only a short while in office, a scenario Borten wanted to avoid at all costs.89 He therefore had 

little choice but to pursue a recommendation of membership, in spite of the resistance he faced 

from his own ministers and party.  

 Secondly, the fact that de Gaulle was likely to veto the British application anyway 

might have made it easier for anti-EC parties to support Norway’s application. Venstre repre-

sentatives in government and parliament quickly abandoned their opposition to membership in 

order to ensure the survival of the coalition. However, it took longer for Senterpartiet and 

Kristelig Folkeparti to overcome internal divisions on the issue. The main reason the two par-

ties eventually supported a government recommendation for reopening the negotiations was 

that EC membership was conditional on British entry. It was a well-known fact that the British 

application took precedence in the decision-making process in Brussels, and ministers from 

Senterpartiet and Kristelig Folkeparti knew that de Gaulle was highly likely to veto the British 

 
85 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, p. 237. 
86 The minority consisted of four Centre Party, three Christian Democrat, four Labour Party and two Socialist 
People’s Party members. Archer and Sogner, Norway, European Integration and Atlantic Security, p. 29. 
87 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, p. 238. 
88 For an analysis of how and why the foreign ministry was so supportive of membership, see Almlid, ‘Splittelse 
og dobbeltspill’, pp. 238-40. 
89 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, p. 238. 
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application again.90 Therefore, Eurosceptics in both government and parliament were willing 

to go out on a limb on the European question because they knew the end result would be a 

French veto regardless of a Norwegian application (or the lack of one). 

Thirdly, Borten was able to unite the coalition because the government knew that re-

gardless of their recommendation, the issue was likely to be settled through a referendum. This 

was a result of events in the early 1960s, when Gerhardsen’s government had promised to put 

the question of EEC membership to a people’s vote should Brussels accept their application. 

Referenda are highly unusual in Norwegian history, but Gerhardsen deduced that the question 

of European integration was so controversial that it was best to settle it through a vote.91 Once 

the public grew accustomed to the idea, any subsequent government would find it practically 

impossible to renege on Gerhardsen’s promise. Policymakers in the 1960s recognised that a 

referendum was the best way to settle the issue of Norwegian entry into the EC whilst prevent-

ing internal party and coalition splits.92 

In short, Borten’s key priority in 1967 was to maintain his government’s majority in 

parliament and to ensure the survival of the coalition. The option to make a principled decision 

on the issue of European integration was open to Borten, but he chose not to take that road and 

consequently run the risk of disbanding the coalition only because he and his party had other 

priorities. This illustrates that despite the rhetoric about identity, sovereignty, and Norwegian-

ness that surrounded the issue of EC membership the 1960s, other issues mattered more to 

Norwegian policymakers. Borten was ultimately able to unite four coalition partners that held 

widely different views on Norway’s future within Europe because of the following determi-

nants. First of all, parliament supported a new application, as shown by the overwhelming ma-

jority that voted in favour of reopening the negotiations. In addition, appeasing Senterparti and 

Kristelig Folkeparti ministers was not an option for Borten, as it would effectively break up 

the coalition. Consequently, Borten’s judgement call was the best option at the time for him 

and his party considering the alternatives. Based on this, it is understandable that Borten was 

rumoured to have “drawn a sigh of relief” when de Gaulle vetoed the British application for a 

second time in 1967, putting all four applications on hold. The second French veto effectively 

took the decision out of Borten’s hands, eliminating the chance of the coalition collapsing.93 

 
90 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 53. 
91 Despite the fact that referenda are highly unusual, there are several examples of how referenda have been uti-
lised in Norway to settle complex political issues. Examples include the 1905 union dissolution and monarchy 
referendum and well as two referendums on prohibition in 1919 and 1926.  
92 Henry Valen, ‘Norway: ‘no’ to EEC’, Scandinavian Political Studies, 8.8 (1973), p. 214. 
93 Almlid, ‘Splittelse og dobbeltspill’, pp. 238-9. 
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Rather than adhering to the conventional scholarly interpretation of Norwegian foreign 

policy – that the Borten government’s 1967 recommendation of EC membership merely fol-

lowed the British lead on European matters – this thesis proposes that the government made 

the decision to follow the UK in view of domestic political considerations. By claiming that 

the Norwegian application was part of a wider strategy to coordinate British and Norwegian 

European integration, Borten was able to simultaneously maintain parliamentary majority and 

ensure the continuation of the coalition. In short, Borten’s decision was about party-political 

tactics rather than an expansive foreign policy strategy to follow the British lead. It is question-

able whether the 1967 recommendation indicated that those in government opposed to joining 

the EC had experienced a change of heart and were now committed to ensure Norway’s future 

within Europe. It seems more likely that anti-EC ministers in government would rather support 

the hypothetical idea of EC membership than break up the coalition. The language of the rec-

ommendation reflected the government’s lukewarm approach to European integration. In the 

text, EC membership was presented as “the best means of clarifying Norway’s relations with 

the EEC”.94 

Norway experienced a period of significant economic growth in the 1960s, with a 

steady rise in GDP. The growth of the shipping and hydro-electricity industry turned Norway 

into a thriving industrial economy with a comprehensive social welfare system.95 In Norway, 

as opposed to in the UK, there was a strong belief in the government’s ability to manage the 

economy. This belief was only strengthened in 1969 with the first substantial discovery of 

offshore oil and gas in the North Sea. British policymakers, on the other hand, had a much 

greater incentive to look towards a new economic framework such as the EEC by the end of 

the 1960s. Despite economic growth and a reduction in national debt, the UK economy was 

outperformed by all EEC countries as well as Japan and the US. Additionally, the government 

had failed to correct its trade deficit with a ‘Buy British’ campaign and was eventually forced 

to devalue the Pound in 1967. By the end of the decade, it was clear that the country’s current 

economic strategy was failing.96 As a result of the UK’s economic decline and its subsequent 

weakened international status, Norwegian policymakers no longer had as strong of an incentive 

to look towards London to guide their economic, security and foreign policy. 

 

 

 

 
94 As cited in Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 62. 
95 Archer, Norway Outside the European Union, p. 43. 
96 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 17-23. 
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2.4 Consolidation of the Anti-EC Movement 

Despite de Gaulle’s veto in 1967, the European issue remained unsolved in Norway. It was 

clear by the end of the decade that it was only a matter of time until the third round of applica-

tions would open. In order to best counteract this, a wide range of different people and organ-

isations came together in the late 1960s. An important part of this anti-EC alliance were the 

fishing and agricultural unions, interest groups and workers. At the time of the second applica-

tion, opposition from these industries had been somewhat muted due to the unlikelihood of the 

British application succeeding. However, as Norwegian membership became likelier, farmers 

and fishermen’s opposition to European integration consolidated. This was for the most part a 

consequence of events in Brussels that had served to further alienate these workers. For Nor-

way’s small farmers, the publication of the Mansholt report in 1969 was a decisive factor. The 

report recommended a rethinking of agricultural policy in Europe, which entailed cutbacks in 

the labour force and the decline of small farms. The report combined with the EECs Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP) hardened Norwegian farmers’ resistance against EEC membership. 

The EEC had also put forward proposals that alienated Norwegian fishermen. Although there 

was not yet a common fisheries policy, the EEC had put forward proposals to ensure non-

discrimination in European markets. The Community’s proposals put Norway’s coastal fisher-

men in a difficult position. They could not compete with Europe’s modernised fishing fleets 

but, at the same time, they depended on access to European export markets. Ultimately, Nor-

wegian farmers and fishermen had strong economic reasons to be sceptical of European inte-

gration and would only go along with membership if the government ensured that exemptions 

to EEC regulations would be secured in the negotiations.97 Given that Norway’s economy was 

much less dominated by the fishing and agricultural industries, it begs the question why the 

Norwegian government was so concerned with obtaining favourable conditions for its fisher-

men and farmers. Here, again, ‘identity’ played a role that was hard to measure yet proven 

significant: “agriculture and fisheries”, Archer explains, “held sway among voters and politi-

cians out of all proportion to their importance in the country’s economic life”.98 

Significantly, resistance to EC membership was no longer as dispersed as it had been 

at the time of Norway’s first application. Opposition had previously been limited to a small 

group consisting of leftists, academics, farmers, and fishermen. By 1970, scepticism to Euro-

pean integration was much more widespread and had developed into a consolidated, country-

wide movement. This was by and large a result of social and political developments in the 

 
97 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 56-7. 
98 Archer, Norway Outside the European Union, pp. 43-4. 
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1960s, which had been a period of social unrest, political upheaval and dissatisfaction with the 

economic and social culture of the Cold War.99 Historian Jeremi Suri describes such develop-

ments as ‘counterculture’, pushing for “rapid and personal reform within existing social and 

political structures”.100 This drive for change within political structures included established 

European institutions, and the 1960s ‘counterculture’ therefore had a great impact on the anti-

EC movement in Norway. The anti-EC movement was not only more widespread than it had 

been a few years earlier, it now also appealed to the younger generation. Norway’s youth, 

particularly those who were educated and politically active, were inspired by worldwide polit-

ical upheaval and joined the anti-EC alliance. Compared to the older generations that had been 

steering Norwegian foreign policy since the end of the war, young Norwegians perceived the 

process of European integration differently.101 The idea of European cooperation might have 

been a source of inspiration for young people in the years following the end of the Second 

World War, but it did not generate the same enthusiasm by 1970. For this new generation of 

voters, unsympathetic to sentimental affiliations and wartime alliances, keeping close to the 

British was not a sufficient argument for EC membership. London had consistently demon-

strated that Oslo’s concerns were low on their list of priorities. Much of Norway’s politically 

active youth therefore believed the Norwegian government should take an independent stance 

on European integration, rather than following the British lead unquestioningly.102 

 Opposition to European integration was not strictly a generational issue, or an issue that 

galvanised the fishing and agricultural industry. It was an urban and academic phenomenon 

too. By the end of the 1960s, the anti-European farmers, fishermen and academics that had 

initially opposed membership to the EC were joined by a range of new allies in their resistance 

to European integration. For instance, strains of populism within Senterpartiet and Venstre 

meant that many of their members grew sceptical of membership. Doubts about membership 

became a sort of ideological bridge between parts of the Norwegian population which had 

previously held widely differing views on politics. Suddenly farmers, fishermen, large parts of 

the academic community, anti-capitalists, right-wing nationalists, young people, and middle-

party supporters had a common ground. These groups agreed that there were strong economic 

 
99 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 57-8. 
100 Jeremi Suri, ‘The Rise and Fall of an International Counterculture, 1960-1975’, The American Historical Re-
view, 114.1 (2009), p. 48 
101 The younger generation saw the EC as “an organisation concerned with prosaic economic matters, part of the 
industrialised world with all its problems, and run by professional politicians and civil servants”. They also held 
widely different views on international politics than Norway’s older generations. Notably, they also opposed an 
American-led Western world and criticised Norway’s membership in NATO. Allen, Norway and Europe in the 
1970s, p. 59. 
102 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 57-60. 
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and political reasons to stay outside of the European Community. In addition, they all held 

ideas about what sort of future they envisioned for their society, even though they might not 

coincide.103 The anti-EC alliance articulated fears that bureaucratic and economic centralisa-

tion in Brussels could come to threaten what they perceived as their traditional way of life.104 

On the grounds that the EC was expected to stimulate more economic growth, industrialisation, 

and centralisation than ever before by 1970, the arguments against joining became more per-

suasive and gained wider social relevance in Norway.105 Political resistance against EC mem-

bership therefore grew exponentially following Norway’s second application attempt. In Au-

gust 1970, the People’s Movement against the EC was founded – an organisation that would 

play a central role in the debate in the following years. 

 Ironically, whilst domestic opposition against Norwegian membership was more united 

by the beginning of the 1970s, the chances of Norwegian and British accession negotiations in 

Brussels to succeed were also increasing. A decisive reason for this was de Gaulle’s resignation 

in the spring of 1969. De Gaulle had been critical of British EC membership for much of the 

1960s, as he believed the UK would give priority to the Anglo-American relationship rather 

than commit fully to European cooperation. Therefore, with his departure from the Élysée, the 

chances of a renewed British application being accepted, and consequently also the Norwegian 

one, improved greatly. Additionally, the French government agreed to enlargement negotia-

tions at the 1969 Hague Summit, which meant that European integration and cooperation was 

back on the Communities’ agenda.106 These factors opened the doors for British, Irish, Norwe-

gian and Danish membership. As a result, Archer has argued, “Norway was swept along with 

the British flotilla towards European integration in the 1960s”.107 This may well have been the 

case, but as Robin Allers observes, there was not really a viable foreign policy alternative to 

EC membership by the end of the 1960s. As long as the UK pushed for European integration, 

there was no incentive for them to support a revitalisation of the EFTA.108 There were talks of 

developing closer Nordic cooperation through a Nordic economic union (Nordek), but this was 

 
103 In the People’s Movement, these groups of people formed a sort of ad hoc single-issue, cross-party and extra-
parliamentary coalition. Its members’ views did not align on other subjects, and as a result the success of the 
organisation was likely due to the focus on the single issue that united them. According to Allen, the People’s 
Movement regularly ignored or suppressed the issues that could divide them or that could be used by others to 
split them. See Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 166. 
104 Many Norwegians viewed centralisation as a threat because it could potentially lead to less local democracy 
and decisions about Norwegians way(s) of life (in terms of work, education, natural resources, economy, trade 
etc.) being taken in Brussels, rather than in Oslo or in Norway’s regional areas. Many perceived this as a threat to 
sovereignty and national identity, as decision-making power would devolve outside of the country.  
105 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, pp. 57-60. 
106 Ibid. pp. 55-63. 
107 Archer, Norway Outside the European Union, p. 62. 
108 Robin Allers, ‘Attacking the Sacred Cow: The Norwegian Challenge to the EC’s Acquis Communautaire in 
the Enlargement Negotiations of 1970-72’, Journal of European Integration History, 16.2 (2011), pp. 65-6. 
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put on hold when it became clear that EC membership was back on the table following the 

Hague Summit.109 By the beginning of the 1970s, it seemed like EC membership was within 

grasp for Norway. At the same time, Norwegian domestic opposition to such a move had 

reached a new level. 

 

 
109 The planned organisation was called Nordøk in Norway (Nordisk økonomi). Allers, ‘Attacking the Sacred 
Cow’, pp. 65-6. 
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3. Third Time’s the Charm? Negotiating Membership 
For Norway, this is a question of whether we should continue the foreign policy mainline we 

have followed after the Second World War. (...) Shall we now break this line and embark on a 

nationalist and isolationist line? 

Trygve Bratteli, 23 August 1972.110 

 

3.1 The Start of Negotiations  

In the spring of 1970, following the Hague Summit and the closure of the Nordek negotiations, 

the British and Norwegian governments were both preparing to resume negotiations in Brus-

sels. In order to enter renewed talks, the Norwegian government had to reaffirm the 1967 ap-

plication for membership. Again, Oslo made it clear that membership was conditional on se-

curing favourable terms for Norway’s agriculture and fisheries. The government presented its 

recommendation to parliament on 25 June 1970, which reaffirmed Norway’s third application 

to the EC with a 132 to 17 majority.111 Five days later, negotiations between the EC and Nor-

way, Denmark, Ireland, and the UK started. Compared to 1967, the situation was different. The 

renewal of Norway’s application happened at a time when the EEC had ambitious plans for its 

future, with proposals for an economic and monetary union in the pipeline. The EEC had made 

it clear to the four candidates that they were not to stand in the way of any further development 

of the Community’s political and economic policies. By entering negotiations, the four coun-

tries would have to accept the Treaty of Rome as well as the political goals and all subsequent 

decisions made by the EC. What the applicant countries were asked to accept and implement 

unconditionally – the cumulative body of the EC’s treaties, rules, legislation and law – is re-

ferred to as the acquis communautaire, and its full acceptance has become standard procedure 

upon accession to the EU.112  

In the Norwegian representative’s speech at the opening meeting of the negotiations on 

30 June, Foreign Minister Svenn Stray (H) made it clear that his government was unwilling to 

accept the acquis communautaire in its entirety. In particular, he emphasised that transitional 

exemptions from EC policies were insufficient. If Norway were to join the EC, the government 

would need assurances from the Inner Six that that permanent special provisions for its 

 
110 My translation of «For Norge er dette spørsmål om vi skal fortsette den utenrikspolitiske hovedlinje vi har 
fulgt etter den andre verdenskrigen. (...) Skal vi nå bryte denne linje og slå inn på en nasjonalistisk og isolasjonis-
tisk linje?» Excerpt from Trygve Bratteli’s speech in Gjøvik ahead of the referendum on 25 September 1972. 
Cited in Trygve Bratteli and Paul Engstad, Trygve Bratteli har ordet: utvalg av taler ved Paul Engstad (Oslo: 
Tiden, 1985), pp. 102-7. 
111 The opposition to reaffirming the 1967 application consisted of 7 MPs from Senterpartiet, 3 from Kristerlig 
Folkeparti and 7 from Arbeiderpartiet – four more than in the 1967 vote. Archer and Sogner, Norway, European 
Integration and Atlantic Security, p. 31. 
112 Allers, ‘Attacking the Sacred Cow’, p. 59. 
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agriculture and fishing industry would be conceded. Stray’s opening statement was not well 

received in Brussels. According to Allers, it was not so much the demand for permanent ex-

emptions that aggravated negotiators at the opening meeting. Rather, it was the Norwegian 

government’s perceived lack of political commitment to more expansive European coopera-

tion. A Dutch negotiator present at the meeting reportedly observed that “if the British had 

made such an opening speech, we would not even have opened the negotiations”.113  

In retrospect, scholars have also acknowledged the demanding nature of the Norwegian 

declaration. Despite this, Allen has emphasised that Stray’s speech did not articulate the same 

enthusiasm for European integration and EC enlargement as one might expect from a Høyre 

minister that had previously expressed his unequivocal support for Norwegian EC member-

ship. She suggests that there are two reasons for this. For one, among of the main objectives of 

the Norwegian government was to portray the country as a “special case requiring and deserv-

ing special terms”. The opening statement was a valuable chance for the government to reiter-

ate this argument to the Inner Six in Brussels. Additionally, Allen argues that Norway’s open-

ing statement was so assertive in order to accommodate internal disagreements within the gov-

ernment. The tough bargaining line in Norway’s statement was a way to appease the anti-mar-

keteers at home whilst simultaneously appearing to support the negotiations in Brussels.114  

Given that the political sphere in Norway was equally, if not more, divided on the issue 

of EC membership than it had been in 1967, this argument appears plausible. At the time of 

the third application, MPs from the coalition parties could essentially be split into three groups. 

First were the MPs who wanted to take Norway into an enlarged EC, mainly consisting of 

Høyre members, supported by a few MPs of Venstre and Kristelig Folkeparti. This group was 

eager to hold the coalition together. Then there was the group seeking to keep Norway outside 

of the EC, primarily made up of Senterpartiet MPs as well as members of Venstre and Kristelig 

Folkeparti. Most members of this group were steadfast in their belief that Norway would be 

better off outside an enlarged Europe but were at the same time eager to keep the coalition 

together. Lastly, there was a minority group in parliament that wanted to keep Norway out of 

the EC at any cost – even if it meant breaking up the government. Represented in this group 

were the small number of MPs from Senterpartiet and Kristelig Folkeparti who had voted 

against the government recommendation in 1967.115 Ultimately, Svenn Stray’s unenthusiastic 
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statement at the opening meeting in June 1970 managed to accommodate for the different views 

within the coalition parties, but did scarcely conceal their divisions.116 

Negotiations began in earnest in the summer of 1970, with the British application as 

the focal point in Brussels. Substantial negotiations concerning the Norwegian, Irish, and Dan-

ish applications were put on hold until the Inner Six reached an agreement with the British 

negotiators. Not only were the applications of the three smaller countries contingent on the 

success of the British application, but the Inner Six were eager to reach a deal with the UK first 

in order to set a precedent for further negotiations with the other candidates.117 Consequently, 

the first year of the Norwegian application process consisted mainly of internal discussions in 

Oslo pertaining to what line of negotiations the government were to pursue when negotiations 

began in earnest. At the first meeting between Norway and the EC in September, the Inner Six 

called for Norway’s full acceptance of the acquis as a prerequisite for the negotiations to begin.  

Stray, as the government’s representative in Brussels, acquiesced, but he insisted upon two 

reservations. The first demand was that the EC grant Norway permanent special provisions for 

agriculture. Next, he demanded that the Norwegian government was to participate in the for-

mulation of the EC’s fisheries policy. This cemented the view in Brussels that the Norwegian 

government’s attitude to agriculture and fisheries was characterised by the desire for permanent 

exceptions from EC regulations.118 The next section will chronicle why these two distinct pol-

icy issues were so significant to Norway’s negotiation strategy and will examine why the Nor-

wegian government was willing to confront the EC on agricultural and fishing policies that did 

not meet its requirements. 

 

3.2 Fishermen’s Friend: Maritime Membership Obstacles 

The EC’s fishing policy was set to become a challenge to negotiations with Norway early on. 

Norway had established a fisheries regime in 1961 that gave Norwegian fishermen exclusive 

fishing rights within a twelve-mile national limit. Oslo was apprehensive of the fact that joining 

the EEC could greatly impact Norway’s fishing industry and was eager to prevent a fishing 

policy that would undermine national policies. Therefore, when the EEC began preparatory 

 
116 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 96. 
117 It is important to note that the other applicants were equally important to Brussels, even though the UK was 
first in line in terms of negotiations. The UK was not necessarily the ‘big prize’ for the EC, particularly because 
the country was struggling financially and would not be a big contributor to European finances. But the accession 
of the UK was of great symbolic value to Brussels. Ireland, Norway and Denmark all had significant economic 
ties to the UK and could not risk any loss of trade if the UK joined the EEC whilst they remained outside. One 
could therefore argue that Brussels used the UK as a sort of ‘carrot’ in order to incentivise the three other appli-
cants into joining. For further reading, see for example Ian Bache et al., Politics in the European Union, 4th edn 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), p. 516. 
118 Allers, ‘Attacking the Sacred Cow’, p. 66. 
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discussions for a collective policy on fishing in 1962, Oslo requested to participate in the con-

sultations but received a negative response from Brussels.119 Most Western European countries 

signed the London Fisheries Convention in 1964, which recognised other signatories’ rights in 

the outer six miles of the twelve-mile national limit, but Norway was not one of the signatories 

and retained its twelve-mile limit.120 On the opening day of negotiations in June 1970, the EEC 

adopted a resolution on a fisheries scheme. This resolution established the basic principles of 

the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and the agreement would provide non-discriminatory ac-

cess to all member states’ waters. Norwegian, British and Danish diplomats had tried to influ-

ence the EC’s emerging fisheries policy for years. Negotiators were therefore demoralised 

when the CFP was agreed on without their input, the very same day as the negotiations 

opened.121 For Norway’s coastal fishermen the CFP was completely unacceptable. The Nor-

wegian fishing industry was less modern than in other European countries and relied heavily 

on government subsidies in order to make a profit. Furthermore, representatives from the fish-

ing industry argued that many EC member states had already emptied their own waters due to 

overfishing, and that the same would happen in Norway if the twelve-mile limit around the 

Norwegian coastline was scrapped.122 For Norwegian policymakers, particularly for those in 

favour of membership, the timing of the CFP resolution could not have been worse. Oslo had 

hoped to influence the fisheries policy once bilateral negotiations began, in order to reach a 

policy agreement that met the requirements of Norwegian fishermen. As a result of the CFP 

agreement, “the pro-market cause had been dealt a serious blow even before the negotiations 

had properly begun”.123 

 Why did the fisheries issue play such a significant role in Norway’s negotiations with 

the Inner Six? Mainly, the answer is that at the time of the negotiations, Norway’s fishing 

industry was one of the largest in the world. Whereas the Norwegian farming sector was irrel-

evant on an international basis, the catch yield of Norwegian fisheries was greater than that of 

the Inner Six combined.124 It should therefore be no surprise that the government was prepared 

to stand behind its fishing industry and to fight for the industry’s demand for a permanent 

twelve-mile national fishing limit. The government knew that obtaining a satisfactory fishing 

policy was essential in order to secure a majority in favour of EC membership. Moreover, the 

other candidates for membership were also important fish exporters, and Norway’s negotiators 
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in Brussels argued that admitting several countries with significant fishing sectors into the EC 

would necessitate a revaluation of the CFP anyway.125 In the first six months of the negotia-

tions, Norway’s delegates spent much time and effort urging the Inner Six to take Norwegian 

interests into account. But as the negotiations over the CFP progressed in Brussels, many Nor-

wegians came to believe that the Six could not, or would not, understand the political, cultural, 

and historical importance of Norway’s fishing industry.126 

In the autumn of 1970, after lengthy internal discussions, the Borten government con-

sidered two negotiating positions on fisheries. The first alternative was the protection strategy, 

which would focus on maintaining the twelve-mile national fishing limit exclusively for Nor-

wegian citizens. For the fishermen’s interest groups and most of the government, this was the 

preferred solution. The EEC, however, was unlikely to accept this, as it would require a per-

manent amendment to the CFP. The second alternative was the establishment strategy. This 

consisted of offering fishing rights in the twelve-mile exclusive zone but with a settlement 

condition requiring that those wanting to fish in Norwegian waters would have to settle in the 

coastal regions.127 Høyre was the primary advocate for this strategy and argued that the solution 

was more likely to find acceptance in Brussels.128  

A number of scholars acknowledge that the disagreements between Oslo and Brussels 

on the issue of fisheries made for the worst possible start of the negotiations.129 Domestically, 

the Inner Six’s unwillingness to grant concessions adequate to Norway’s – alleged or real – 

leading role in the international fishing industry only served to consolidate the national fishing 

industry’s opposition to joining the Common Market. The fisheries’ demands for a permanent 

retention of the national fishing limit only found support in Senterpartiet. Norwegian negotia-

tors in Brussels were particularly critical of the insistence upon retaining the fishing limit and 

emphasised that the Inner Six would never agree to such demands. Similar views could be 

observed among the other applicants, whose positions on the CFP were quite different from 

Norway’s. The CFP was acceptable to the Danish government, which only requested minor 

exemptions for the Faroe Islands and Greenland. Dublin and London’s positions were similar 

to Norway’s, but did not call for permanent exceptions. Instead, they wanted a modified version 

of the London Fisheries Convention (six plus six miles fishing limits) or a postponement of the 
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fisheries negotiations until after membership was granted.130 The three other applicants did not 

approve of Norway’s unyielding demands, and adopted more conciliatory approaches to the 

negotiations – a fact that Norwegian negotiators in Brussels tried to make clear to Oslo.131 

In Brussels, the response to Norway’s approach was also mainly negative. According 

to Allers, the Norwegian government’s approach to the negotiations on fisheries policy placed 

Norway “right next to Britain as the most difficult case in the upcoming negotiations”. A num-

ber of the Inner Six delegates interpreted Norway’s claims for permanent exemptions as a chal-

lenge to the acquis and the principles of the Community.132 The Community signalled that they 

were willing to find a compromise on the issue of the CFP but concluded that a pursual of a 

solution would have to wait until the finalisation of the negotiations with the UK.133 The fact 

that both the Inner Six and the other applicants disapproved of Oslo’s demands did not neces-

sarily mean that the demands were completely unreasonable. All six member states accepted 

that Norway’s situation was different from the other three applicants and agreed to 

acknowledge the country as a ‘special case’ in the enlargement process. Some were more sym-

pathetic than others, however. The West German Foreign Office argued that more flexibility 

was necessary in the negotiations with Oslo, due to the marginal size of Norwegian agriculture 

and the political importance of the negotiations succeeding. Nevertheless, Allers argues, “Ger-

man support for the applicants had a tendency to vanish once the unity among the Six and 

friendship with France in particular was in danger”. For example, the West German proposal 

to consider Norway’s right to participate in the formation of the CFP during their presidency 

of the Council of the EC was aborted when the French foreign minister Maurice Schumann 

refused.134 Consequently, one might argue that the Inner Six’ principled position in the nego-

tiations with Norway was not necessarily a direct response to Norway’s obstinate demands. 

Rather, it signalled that the Community – much like the Norwegian government – struggled 

with internal conflict. Perhaps if the Inner Six had seen eye to eye in their approach to enlarge-

ment negotiations and adopted a more conciliatory line, Oslo’s demands had not been per-

ceived as negatively as they did.  
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3.3 Farmer’s Market: Agriculture and EC Accession 

In contrast to the Norwegian government’s approach to the fisheries negotiations with the EEC, 

there was cross-party consensus that special provisions for agriculture were necessary if Nor-

wegian farmers were going to withstand competition from European farmers. The country’s 

farmers were particularly vulnerable to EEC competition, due to their small-scale approach, 

more challenging weather conditions, reliance on government subsidies, and low level of ex-

ports. A 1970 report found that adopting the EEC’s agricultural policies would entail a 58 

percent decrease in revenue for Norwegian farmers. Consequently, a key priority for Borten’s 

government in the negotiations was to ensure the safeguarding of farmers’ production levels 

and to retain the system of price subsidies and import controls.135 Stray made this clear in his 

opening statement when he stipulated the need for permanent special provisions for Norway’s 

agricultural industry. Much like his insistence that the Norwegian government were to partici-

pate in the formulation of the EEC’s fisheries policy, the Inner Six did not react well to Stray’s 

demand for a special scheme for Norway’s agricultural industry.136 

Agricultural policy has always been a challenging area of policy for EEC member states 

to agree on, which is why the Treaty of Rome in 1957 did not include a final integrated agri-

cultural policy. In 1962, after years of deliberations, the Inner Six finally reached an agreement 

and the EEC introduced the Common Agricultural Policy.137 The CAP was the subject of tu-

multuous debates and reform in the 1960s, including the ‘empty chair crisis’ of 1965.138 Ac-

cording to Allers, the Inner Six stood “more firmly than ever” behind the CAP by 1970. It was 

a core component of the acquis and Six were highly unlikely to grant exceptions in addition to 

those that had already been institutionalised in the CAP after years of negotiations. The Six 

feared instability within the Community and assumed that granting exceptions to Norway could 

set a precedent for the other candidates as well as future candidates for membership.139 Even 

though certain EEC members, France among them, were particularly reluctant to treat Norway 

as a special case in the negotiations, the Inner Six demonstrated willingness to meet some of 
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Norway’s agricultural demands.140 Three months after the negotiations began in September, 

they acknowledged that Norwegian farmers would suffer a significant loss of income if  ex-

posed to European competition. The Inner Six could not grant Norway permanent CAP excep-

tions, but promised to maintain the living standard of Norwegian producers by potentially in-

troducing price and transport subsidies.141 

Although the Inner Six demonstrated some willingness to reach a compromise on agri-

cultural policy, there was disagreement in Oslo concerning the strategy for the agricultural 

negotiations. Whilst there was unanimity among the political parties that special farming pro-

visions were necessary, the coalition parties could not agree on the extent of such provisions.142 

Two potential negotiation strategies crystallised. On the one hand was the ‘protection policy’ 

(avskjermingslinjen). The agricultural organisations put forward this strategy with the endorse-

ment of Senterpartiet and advocated for the full protection of Norway’s national agricultural 

industry. The strategy entailed no cutbacks on import controls and price subsidies and no 

change in the existing production levels, and would clearly be unacceptable to the Inner Six.143 

On the other hand was the more conciliatory ‘compensation policy’ (mellomlagslinjen), which 

involved monetary compensation for Norwegian farmers through subsidies in order to offset 

the income loss they would suffer as a result of membership. Whilst the government knew that 

this negotiation strategy would be well received in Brussels, it did not meet the demands of the 

agricultural organisations at home.144 

 

3.4 A New Government in 1971 

It was ultimately the EC membership debate that caused the government to collapse, after 

Dagbladet revealed that Borten had disclosed a confidential report on the negotiations with the 

Inner Six to Arne Haugestad – the then leader of the People’s Movement against the EC.145 On 

2 March 1971, Per Borten handed in his resignation as Prime Minister. Fifteen days later the 

government dissolved before it had the chance to present its recommendation on the 
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negotiations mandate concerning fisheries and agriculture to parliament. Although the govern-

ment never publicly presented their recommendation, Almlid argues that there were clear in-

dications that the government would have pursued a line of negotiation with the Inner Six 

aimed at providing strong protection for Norway’s farmers and fishermen.146 In her analysis of 

the Borten government, Allen contends that the only reason it had lasted for as long as it did 

was the delay in the beginning of Norway’s negotiations with Brussels, which in turn had been 

due to the Inner Six wanting to resolve any potential problems with the UK first.147 By the time 

of its resignation, the government had discussed the negotiation mandates for fisheries and 

agriculture for nearly a year with no solution. At the same time, the national press had put 

increasing pressure on the government to present a proposal to the EC. Even if the coalition 

had survived the press scandal in the spring of 1971, it is doubtful whether the government 

would have been able to see through the actual negotiations due to the intense political pressure 

it was under. 

The Borten cabinet’s collapse in March 1971 had a significant impact on the domestic 

political situation in Norway. When no longer in government, Senterpartiet immediately aban-

doned its tactical support of the negotiations and positioned itself as a party openly opposed to 

the prospect of Norway joining the EC, followed suit by Venstre and Kristelig Folkeparti.148 

After unsuccessful consultations to continue as a government without Borten’s leadership, the 

coalition was replaced by an Arbeiderparti minority government led by Trygve Bratteli. Com-

pared to its predecessor, Bratteli’s government was perceived as much more united on the issue 

of EC membership, an impression that was reinforced by the fact that Arbeiderpartiet’s lead-

ership had unanimously supported Norway’s entry to the EC throughout the 1960s, if on the 

condition that the UK joined too.149 Nonetheless, this did not mean that leading Norway into 

the Communities would be an easy task. Not all members and voters of Arbeiderpartiet were 

supportive of the party leadership’s position on the EC issue. In fact, there was a great deal of 

dissent at the grassroots level of the party. This was especially the case in the left wing of 

Arbeiderpartiet as well as among the younger voters and its youth organisation.150 To combat 

this, Bratteli decided to delay the government’s recommendation of membership until after the 

terms of Norway’s entry were known. This was meant as a measure to take the voters’ per-

spective into consideration from the government’s side, but it provided the People’s Movement 
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with a running start to their campaign.151 Another important fact is that Bratteli’s government 

were handed a tough line of negotiations that it was hard to move away from. In his study of 

the negotiations, Almlid contends that the previous government’s demands in Brussels had 

been so significant that many Norwegians had unrealistic expectations as to what could actually 

be achieved in Brussels.152 A final reason why the new government found itself in a difficult 

position was the fact that the Swedish government made the decision to not seek EC member-

ship, opting for a free trade agreement. Sweden’s decision to remain outside the EC meant that 

if Norway joined, one of its most important markets would move behind a tariff wall – an 

argument the People’s Movement quickly latched on to.153 

In April 1971, the first government discussions on the upcoming negotiations revealed 

a division in government on the issue of fisheries, particularly between Fisheries Minister Knut 

Hoem – labelled a ‘fishermen’s man’ by Almlid due to his background as leader of Norsk 

Råfisklag – and the other ministers. In an internal policy memo on fisheries, the government 

established that they would recommend the settlement solution to the Inner Six.154 The gov-

ernment presented its agricultural proposal in Brussels in June, which was largely based on the 

compensation scheme and monetary restitution for Norwegian farmers. Although many Nor-

wegian farmers deemed this proposal as inadequate, especially when compared to their de-

mands, the government knew that it was still more uncompromising than what the other appli-

cant countries had put forward. The Inner Six saw the proposal as a step in the right direction, 

taking it to signal that Oslo was willing to accept the core principles of the CAP.155 By this 

point the EC had nearly wrapped up its negotiations with the UK. The negotiating position of 

the Inner Six was greatly strengthened now that the UK was on board, meaning that Brussels 

was less willing to grant concessions to the other candidates. The British deal was yet to be 

ratified and according to the Financial Times there would be “an outcry from Britain fishermen 

if the Norwegians were to be given preferential treatment”.156  

Norway entered its final phase of negotiations in the autumn of 1971. Although the 

Inner Six had responded positively to Norway’s agricultural proposal in June, they outright 

rejected the government’s fisheries proposal when it was presented in October on the basis that 

it would lead to discrimination of foreign nationals in Norwegian waters.157 In order for the 

negotiations to move forward, the Norwegian delegation was asked to accept the EC’s 
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counteroffer which entailed a division of the Norwegian coastline, with exclusive fishing rights 

within a twelve-mile zone north of a certain point, and a strict application of CFP-rules in the 

south. The Bratteli government was stuck in a dilemma: making concessions to the EC would 

likely mean losing the referendum, whereas retaining the demand for a national fishing policy 

ran the risk of seeing the negotiations collapse. According to foreign office documents, the 

Norwegian government was under heavy pressure from the British negotiators in Brussels to 

accept the EC’s counteroffer like they, along with Ireland and Denmark, had done.158 The pres-

sure intensified by the end of November, when a private letter sent to Bratteli by British Prime 

Minister Edward Heath stipulated that the British leader had little sympathy for the Norwegian 

position. Although Heath stated that he believed it was of “the utmost importance” that Norway 

join the EC, he also warned Bratteli of the dire consequences the other appicants could face if 

Norway did not conclude its negotiations in a promptly manner. Unless the fisheries issue was 

solved, Heath argued, the entire timetable for entering the Communities would have to be 

amended. He urged Bratteli to immediately instruct his negotiators to withdraw the demands 

for permanent concessions. Heath ended the letter by stating that if Norway did not concede, 

the other applicants would, “with very much regret”, join regardless – leaving Norway be-

hind.159 Evidently, obtaining favourable conditions for its fishermen and farmers was so im-

portant to the Norwegian government that it was willing to jeopardise its close bilateral rela-

tionship with the UK – ironically the very reason the government had chosen to pursue mem-

bership of the EC in the first place. 

By December 1971, all the applicants aside from Norway had finalised their agreements 

with the EC and agreed to a ten-year transitional period. The Norwegian government chose to 

continue negotiations in the hope of attainting a legal guarantee for special conditions even 

beyond the transitional period. A final agreement on agriculture was finalised soon after, but 

the negotiations on fisheries continued into the new year.160 Certain members of the Inner Six, 

France in particular, believed that continued negotiations with Norway were futile as they had 

no plans to grant any permanent exceptions to the acquis. In a discussion about the Norwegian 

demands in January 1972, French President Georges Pompidou informed Bratteli that “I 
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honestly think you are going too far”.161 It seems Heath was right in warning Bratteli about the 

repercussions of prolonging negotiations. As a direct consequence of the delay in finalising the 

Norwegian agreement, Ireland and the UK warned the Inner Six that they would to re-evaluate 

their own agreements if Norway secured more favourable terms than they had done.162 

 

3.5 Almost There: The 1972 Accession Treaties 

After what Allen has described as “the most difficult days of the whole negotiations”, Norway 

and the EC finally reached an agreement on the fisheries issue on 15 January 1972. The agree-

ment divided the coast in two, whereby the CFP regulations would not apply north of Egersund. 

Furthermore, Brussels vowed to take Norway’s interests into account after the transition period 

ended in 1982. For Bratteli’s government, reaching a favourable agreement with the Inner Six 

was a matter of great domestic political importance. A convincing guarantee from the Six that 

Norwegian interests would be taken into account was essential to Bratteli not only to win the 

referendum, but to appease Arbeiderpartiet’s own members and voters.163 As it turned out, the 

final fisheries agreement did not achieve what Bratteli had hoped for. In fact, the agreement 

was so contentious that it was rejected by Norway’s national fisheries organisation and led to 

Hoem’s resignation only two days after the agreement was signed.164  

Elsewhere in Europe, the Norwegian fisheries agreement was also met with mixed, in 

fact contradictory reactions. According to Aftenposten, the Swedish Prime Minister Olof Palme 

described it as “more or less a Norwegian capitulation”165 whereas The Times described Nor-

wegians as “a stubborn and suspicious people, different from the members of the EC both 

geographically and culturally”.166 Certainly, Hoem’s resignation and the negative feedback on 

the Norwegian agreement was a triumph for those in Norway who were opposed to member-

ship – it illustrated that the Norwegian people should not accept the treaty with the EC. In the 

agreement between the EC and Norway, Allen observes, the government had been unable to 

“obtain terms which satisfied or silenced its critics”.167 

 At a ceremony in Brussels on 22 January 1972, all four applicants signed their respec-

tive Treaty of Accession. In his speech after signing, Bratteli reminded his audience that the 

final decision on Norwegian membership would still be taken by the people. Now that an agree-

ment with the EC was in place, the government abandoned the ‘wait and see’ strategy and 
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finally launched its ‘Yes to the EC’ campaign in March. But the government’s campaign was 

disadvantaged from its very beginning.168 Arbeiderpartiet launched its campaign eighteen 

months after the People’s Movement – providing the government with significantly less time 

to convince the Norwegian people of the benefits of joining the EC. The government’s cam-

paign therefore never gained the same momentum as their opponent’s. This was in large part 

due to its late start but was also a result of internal division within the pro-EC alliance which 

was in no part as united in its approach as the People’s Movement. Politically, Arbeiderpar-

tiet’s only ally was Høyre – now that the centre parties had all moved to an anti-EC position – 

and this would prove to be an ineffective alliance due to the lack of cross-part organisation.169 

Outside of parliament, the government’s position was primarily supported by industry organi-

sations, large businesses, and bureaucrats.170  

Undoubtedly, the government faced a significant challenge in their endeavour to over-

take the People’s Movement. Ever since Norwegian EC membership became a reality in 1961, 

an ‘anti-EC coalition’ had been broadening its reach. What started as a minor movement among 

leftists, farmers, and fishermen in the early 1960s had, by 1972, developed into a national mass 

organisation with widespread support among centre parties, the academic community, youth 

parties as well as large factions within parliament. The movement utilised a wide spectrum of 

arguments, ranging from national and economic independence and anti-capitalism to the pro-

tection of Norwegian traditions and identity.171  

The government’s only advantage was its ability to set the date for the referendum. The 

cabinet settled on 24 and 25 September, giving the government time to fully launch their cam-

paign and prepare for the plebiscite. An important factor in the Norwegian government’s deci-

sion-making process was the Danish referendum, set to the summer. Government officials 

hoped that a majority vote for Danish membership could persuade the Norwegian electorate to 

vote in favour of membership. After the date for the Norwegian referendum had been set, how-

ever, the Danish government postponed its referendum to October on the basis of the same 

argument as its Norwegian counterpart.172 The government and its ‘Yes to the EC’ message 

made headway in the polls as the referendum drew nearer and by August there was a real 

possibility of success, even though the People’s Movement was slightly ahead in the polls. In 

the final phase of the debate, Bratteli announced that the government would resign if the 
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referendum resulted in a rejection of their recommendation for membership. Furthermore, he 

made it clear that Arbeiderpartiet would not be responsible for negotiating a free trade agree-

ment if they lost the referendum – this would be the responsibility of the parties that had op-

posed membership.173 It was therefore evident that there would be a domestic political upheaval 

if the referendum resulted in a majority vote against Norwegian EC membership.  

 

3.6 Full Stop: The Referendum and its Implications 

On 25 September, 53.5 percent of Norwegian voters opted against membership compared to 

46.5 percent in favour, with a turnout of nearly 80 percent.174 The result of the referendum 

revealed clear divisions in Norwegian society, particularly with regards to the centre-periphery 

dimension of Norwegian resistance to European integration. Only Oslo and three adjacent 

counties (Akershus, Vestfold and Buskerud) voted in favour of membership. All other regions 

produced a majority against membership, with the percentage of no-votes increasing as the 

population density declined. The largest proportion of no-votes were in fishing and farming 

communities in the north, where as many as 71 percent voted against membership.175 Although 

less clear-cut, the referendum result was also characterised by a left-right societal divide as 

right-wing voters were considerably more likely to vote in favour of membership. Høyre was 

ultimately more united in their support for membership compared to Arbeiderpartiet.176 In her 

study of the voting patterns, Skinner has argued that Norway’s centre and left-wing parties 

have historically concerned themselves with policy relating to natural resources and regional 

considerations. Their voters are therefore more likely to oppose increased European integra-

tion.177  

The referendum also revealed an elite-grassroots divide in the Norwegian society, in 

the form of a perceived gap between ordinary people and the elite. The ‘elite’, in this context, 

was perceived as established institutions such as the press, parliament, and government. 

Gleditsch and Hellevik claim that a sizeable part of the Norwegian population believed that 

their interests were not represented politically. To underscore this, they call attention to how 

many of those opposed to membership turned to newspapers published by the People’s Move-

ment rather than conventional press in the run-up to the referendum, which might have created 

an echo-chamber effect.178 To a certain degree, people were right to assume that parliament did 
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not accurately reflect the views of the general population with reference to European integra-

tion. MPs were in fact much more likely to hold pro-European views than the electorate.179 

Therefore, one can appreciate how many might have viewed the 1972 referendum as a long-

awaited opportunity to make their voice heard on the European question.  

The aftermath of the referendum was characterised by the end of the Arbeiderparti 

government – an unsurprising outcome considering Bratteli’s announcement a month earlier. 

In October, a minority coalition consisting of the Venstre, Kristelig Folkeparti, and Senterpar-

tiet replaced Bratteli’s cabinet. Its main responsibility was to negotiate a free trade agreement 

with the EC that would replace the rejected Accession Treaty. Negotiations began in early 1973 

and the final agreement came into effect in July the same year. The free trade agreement be-

tween Norway and the EC was accepted by Norway’s natural resource producers, as it secured 

access to the large Western European market whilst not requiring Norway to adopt either the 

CFP or the CAP.180 The free trade arrangement would last until 1994, when Norway entered 

into a new trade agreement after joining the European Economic Area (EEA), granting the 

country access to the EU’s single market. Eliassen and Sitter have emphasised that the Norwe-

gian government’s strategy to grapple with the no-vote in 1972 (and eventually in 1994) has 

resulted in a form of ‘quasi-membership’ for Norway. Norway has still been “obliged to re-

spond to and accommodate European integration”, despite the fact that it is not an EU member 

state.181 Similarly, Benjamin Leruth has dubbed Norway’s dismissal of direct participation in 

the EU as ‘differentiated integration’.182  

Although the outcome of the 1972 referendum had obvious consequences domestically 

in Norway, it also had broader implications on the first round of European enlargement. On 1 

January 1973, Denmark, Ireland and the UK became EC members, making Norway the only 

applicant to not ratify the Accession Treaty. According to Allers, “the Norwegian non-ratifica-

tion left a stain on the first round of enlargement” from Brussels’ point of view.183 After all, 

the Inner Six had failed to reach agreeable terms of entry with an applicant after nearly two 

years of negotiations – a fact that did not reflect well on the EC’s public image. Within the now 

enlarged EC, the Norwegian non-membership was regarded in various degrees of disapproval. 

On the one hand, many Community representatives were likely relieved that a difficult appli-

cant that had openly refused to accept the EC’s acquis had opted against membership. After 

all, Norway would likely have continued to challenge the acquis from within the EC, especially 

 
179 Gleditsch and Hellevik, Kampen om EF, p. 96. 
180 Tamnes, Oljealder 1965-1995, pp. 179-82. 
181 Eliassen and Sitter, ‘Ever Closer Cooperation?’, p. 125. 
182 Leruth, ‘Differentiated Integration in the European Union’, pp. 1-2. 
183 Allers, ‘Attacking the Sacred Cow’, p. 80. 
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after the ten-year transitional period was up, upsetting the perceived status quo within the Com-

munities.184 Such observers would also have been displeased with the fact that the EC had been 

willing to grant concessions on its very core principles in the first place, and that even this had 

not been enough to convince Norway to join.185 Yet there were also those who were disap-

pointed in the lack of compromise and who felt that the ECs unconditional approach to inte-

gration was unrealistic. These voices were concerned that the Inner Six’s approach to EC en-

largement could alienate future applicants and that the decision made by the Norwegian people 

in 1972 reflected a general dissatisfaction with the methods used in the process of integration 

and enlargement.186 Despite Norway’s non-ratification, the enlargement process was seen as 

an overall success.  Considering the arduous negotiations that preceded the enlargement, three 

out of four was a satisfactory outcome. 

According to Haugevik, Norway and the UK’s widely different approach to the issue 

of European integration had a great impact on the bilateral relationship between the two coun-

tries. The outcome of the Norwegian referendum, once and for all, put an end to Norway’s and 

the UK’s shared role as an outsider to the EC, and signalled to the Norwegian government that 

the ‘British alternative’ was no longer a justifiable plan of action when making decisions on 

foreign policy issues.187 After the change of trajectory 1973, Norwegian foreign policy needed 

a reorientation. Ironically, this adjustment brought Norway closer to West Germany (and there-

fore the EC) despite not joining, whereas the UK would neither take the helm in Brussels nor 

be a lodestar for those outside. Political cooperation between Norway and the UK was more or 

less non-existent after 1973. Instead, West Germany and the United States, together with Nor-

way’s Nordic neighbours, assumed the previously British-held place as Norway’s most im-

portant trading partners and as political allies throughout the 1980s. Oslo continued to work 

closely with others who also remained outside of the EC through both the Nordic Council and 

EFTA. By the end of the Cold War, the UK would seldom be mentioned by scholars writing 

on Norwegian foreign policy.188 

 

 

 
184 Ironically, we know now that this role was taken by the UK, not Norway. 
185 Of the Inner Six representatives who were not too displeased to see Norway opt out of membership, many were 
likely French. Throughout the enlargement negotiations, the French representatives in Brussels tended to be more 
conservative and were unwilling to grant the applicant countries any exemptions to the acquis.  
186 As discussed earlier, German representatives repeatedly expressed a dissatisfaction with the French demands 
for an uncompromising approach to enlargement but were unwilling to challenge the status quo for fear of upset-
ting the carefully established stability within the Communities. Allers, ‘Attacking the Sacred Cow’, p. 80. 
187 Haugevik, ‘Ledestjernen som forsvant: Storbritannia i norsk utenrikspolitikk’, p. 343. 
188 Haugevik, ‘Fra storpolitisk allianse til lavmælt vennskap’, p. 70. 
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4. Calling London? The Parliamentary Debate on European Integration in 

June 1972 
 

4.1 Parliament and European Integration 

In the early 1960s, the third Gerhardsen cabinet had decided that the final decision on mem-

bership was to be made by the people rather than parliament. At first glance, therefore, one 

might think that the Norwegian parliament played a minor role in the debates about EC mem-

bership in the period from 1970 to 1972. However, Bjørklund has proposed that parliament 

was more influential in the debate than initially assumed by scholars.189 Parliament had the 

authority to decide the timing of the vote and the way the referendum was conducted as well 

as the phrasing of the proposal the electorate would vote on. Formally, too, parliament played 

a key role in the question of membership. Because the referendum was only advisory, not le-

gally binding, the final result of the referendum would have to be approved in parliament.190 

Bjørklund goes on to emphasise that MPs, as part of the upper echelons of Norway’s political 

parties, were a considerable influence on the national discourse on the European question de-

spite the fact that they had no direct decision-making power on the issue. MPs played key roles 

in both the ‘Yes to the EC’ campaign and the People’s Movement, with support from their 

party’s organisational apparatus. Additionally, MPs had considerable influence on the national 

debate because of their connections to their local constituencies, wide networks, and their ac-

cess to the media.191 This thesis, therefore, proposes that there was a clearly defined political 

debate in the early 1970s in which discursive foundations manifested, and that the parliamen-

tary debates make a compelling case for a study. 

 It is necessary to consider that, on the whole, the electorate was considerably more 

likely to hold anti-European views than parliamentarians. The views held by MPs were conse-

quently not a reflection of how the general population in Norway viewed EC membership.192 

While this was still the case in 1972, there is reason to believe that a change had occurred in 

the time period between the third application and the referendum. In early 1970, when it be-

came known that Norway would be applying for membership to the EC, no political party was 

uniformly against membership and Eurosceptic MPs were outnumbered in parliament. Only 

17 MPs voted against the government’s recommendation to join the Communities in June 1970. 

 
189 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 305. 
190 Historically, MPs in Norway have always accepted and adhered to results of referenda, even though they might 
disagree with the outcome. Therefore, no one expected that Stortinget would refrain from implementing the pop-
ular vote, even though MPs were not legally required to do so. 
191 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 305. 
192 Gleditsch and Hellevik, Kampen om EF, p. 96. 
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By September 1972, the number of MPs opposed to membership had risen to 45.193 This in-

crease was a significant development, given that 37 was the minimum number of MPs pre-

scribed by the constitution in order to block the decision to enter the EC. This limit of 37 was 

a result of the 1962 amendment to the constitution, which established that 75 percent of MPs 

would need to approve Norwegian membership to the EC.194 As a result of the increased num-

ber of Eurosceptic MPs between 1970 and 1972, there was no longer an open road to Brussels 

if the September referendum resulted in a stalemate or was inconclusive.195 

  It is these developments that made up the framework for the parliamentary debate on 

6-8 June 1972. The following chapter will examine the June debate in order to make sense of 

why following the British lead was no longer a priority for many of Norway’s MPs by 1972, 

and why the UK had moved out of the pacesetter position from Oslo’s perspective. The debate 

can shed light on the dispute at the heart of the EC debate: what did it mean to be Norwegian 

in an enlarged European Community and what were the implications if Norway were to enter? 

I will identify clusters of arguments utilised by MPs – primarily by those who were opposed to 

membership. After identifying the discursive elements, I will examine the frequency and inter-

connectedness of the arguments used. The main thing I hope to achieve in this chapter is to 

shed light on whether the UK played a role in the Norwegian discourse on European integra-

tion, and if so which – to what extent.  

 

4.2 How were Values, Beliefs, and Assumptions Communicated in the Discourse? 

It was Knut Frydenlund from Arbeiderpartiet who opened the debate on 6 June, in his capacity 

as the Deputy Chairman of the Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs. Supported by ten of 

the Committee’s twelve members196, he endorsed the government’s recommendation by argu-

ing that Norway would gain political, financial and socioeconomic advantages by joining an 

enlarged EC.197 Already in this opening statement, Frydenlund put forward an argument that 

 
193 Gleditsch and Hellevik, Kampen om EF, p. 25. 
194 There was no specific clause in the constitution dealing with EC accession, but §93 (approved in 1962) allowed 
parliament to delegate limited governmental power to international organisations with a ¾ majority. The provision 
remains unchanged, and reads as follows: «For at sikre den internationale Fred og Sikkerhed eller fremme inter-
national Retsorden og Samarbeide kan Storthinget med tre Fjerdedeles Flertal samtykke i, at en international 
Sammenslutning som Norge er tilsluttet eller slutter sig til, paa et saglig begrænset Omraade, skal kunne udøve 
Beføielser der efter denne Grundlov ellers tilligge Statens Myndigheder, dog ikke Beføielse til at forandre denne 
Grundlov. Naar Storthinget skal give sit Samtykke, bør, som ved Behandling af Grundlovsforslag, mindst to Tre-
diedele af dets Medlemmer være tilstede. Bestemmelserne i denne Paragraf gjælde ikke ved Deltagelse i en inter-
national Sammenslutning, hvis Beslutninger har alene rent folkeretslig Virkning for Norge.»  
195 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 305. 
196 The two committee members who did not endorse the government’s recommendation of EC membership were 
Lars Korvald (KrF) and Per Borten (SP). After reaffirming Norway’s third application in 1970, Borten was now 
a staunch anti-European. Korvald became Prime Minister only a few months after the June debate, and would go 
on to negotiate the free trade agreement with the EC. 
197 Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3177. 
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was continually used by pro-European MPs throughout the debate. He suggested that joining 

the enlarged Communities was the only way to continue the line of foreign and security policy 

that Norway had established after the Second World War, namely close cooperation with the 

UK and other Western European countries. According to Frydenlund, no one could possibly 

discount the fact that Norway had enjoyed clear benefits from this foreign and security policy. 

Norway’s post-war foreign policy has brought about greater security, more prosperity, and 

greater influence on international affairs. Frydenlund’s statement epitomized the view held by 

many of the MPs that followed: that Norway was better off following the security and foreign 

policy that was established in the post-war period. This is a line of policy that called for the 

continuation of the Atlantic alliance as well as close cooperation with London and other West-

ern European countries – therefore necessitating EC membership. A ‘no’ to EC membership 

could set Norway apart from its allies in London, Washington, and Western Europe. Fryden-

lund, of course, was aware that his opponents would not agree that there was a nexus require-

ment between EC membership and Norway’s traditional line of foreign policy. He addressed 

this in his statement, explaining that “what the majority of the committee is concerned about is 

that, based on Norway's strategic geographical location, it is crucial that uncertainty does not 

arise about Norway's foreign policy position”.198 

 Although Frydenlund highlighted in his opening statement that following the traditional 

and historical lines of security and foreign policy was the best and only option for Norway, the 

argument put forward by the very next speaker demonstrated that this was not a view shared 

by all. In the words of Venstre’s Hans Rossbach, “Frydenlund sought to portray Norwegian 

membership in the EC as a natural continuation of our foreign policy line. This, in my opinion, 

is an incorrect representation”. Rossbach argued that Norway’s post-war foreign and security 

policy mainly consisted of participating in international affairs on an independent basis and to 

only relinquish partial sovereignty in limited areas (for example in NATO). Therefore, entering 

the EC was to Rossbach – and other anti-European MPs – a break from the default position of 

Norwegian foreign policy.199 According to Rossbach, EC membership would involve a waiv-

ing of sovereignty on a wholly different level than what Norway had committed to earlier, 

through joining organisations such as NATO and EFTA. These first few statements by Fryden-

lund and Rossbach illustrate that MPs had markedly different views on what Norway’s 

 
198 My translation of «Det komitéflertallet er opptatt av, er at på bakgrunn av Norges strategiske beliggenhet er 
det av avgjørende betydning at det ikke oppstår usikkerhet om Norges utenrikspolitiske plassering.» Stortings-
forhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3180. 
199 My translation of «Representanten Frydenlund forsøkte å fremstille norsk medlemskap i EF som en naturlig 
fortsettelse av vår utenrikspolitiske linje. Dette er etter min oppfatning en uriktig fremstilling». Stortings-
forhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3182. 
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‘traditional’ policy position on international cooperation actually was. Whilst all MPs seem to 

acknowledge that some form of relationship with an enlarged Europe centralised in Brussels 

was necessary, there were disagreements pertaining to what form this relationship should take, 

and whether entering an enlarged EC represented continuity or break in Norwegian foreign 

policy. 

To the MPs opposed to membership, the argument put forward by Frydenlund and the 

majority of his Committee was not persuasive. It might have been a more adequate justification 

for applying to the EEC in 1963, when Norway was rebuilding the economy and the UK was 

still a global power. By the debate in June 1972, however, it is easier to understand why an 

increasing number of MPs did not support joining the EC simply because that was what the 

British government was doing. The fact that membership was rejected in the referendum only 

three months after the debate also suggests that a majority of the electorate no longer found the 

pro-European politicians’ argument about following the UK to be sufficient. The following 

section of this thesis will outline why this was the case.  

The anti-European discourse in the parliamentary debate on 6-8 June was characterised 

by two main clusters of arguments: economy and sovereignty. The cluster of economic argu-

ments fell into two sections. The first section of economic arguments was built on the suppo-

sition that financial growth as a result of EC membership was not a given, and was not neces-

sarily advantageous to all Norwegians. MPs who relied on this kind of discourse were often 

from parties in the centre-wing of the political spectrum200, and proposed that economic growth 

was ecologically harmful and would only benefit a small minority of Norway’s population. 

Statements made by Kristian Halse (V) illustrate how this kind of discourse was presented to 

parliament. Halse maintained that whilst membership might lead to economic growth, the ben-

efits of joining the EC should not be measured in economic terms alone.201 The government 

had been so concerned with the supposed financial benefits of joining that they, according to 

Halse, had failed to consider how any further centralisation of the Norwegian economy would 

impact the peripheral regions. He pointed out that in Northern Norway, the distance to the 

nearest city hall or county council is already substantial. What then, if Norway joins the EC 

and political decision-making processes were to take place in Brussels?202 Karl Aasland (SP) 

also relied on this type of reasoning. He criticised the Committee for reiterating the economic 

benefits of joining the EC, when Norway could in fact attain the same level of growth by en-

tering into a free trade agreement. How could the government dismiss such an agreement, when 

 
200 Venstre, Kristelig Folkeparti, and Senterpartiet. 
201 Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, pp. 3308-9. 
202 Ibid. 
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it had not been proven that staying outside of the EC would be an obstacle to economic growth, 

Aasland asked his fellow MPs.203 Ultimately, the first cluster of economic arguments used by 

anti-European MPs in the debate indicate that the potential for future economic growth was not 

enough to convince them that joining the EC along with the UK, Denmark and Ireland was the 

best course of action. 

The second type of economic discourse in the debate was about selvråderett (self-de-

termination), and the way in which European integration could interfere with the management 

of domestic natural resources. Such arguments often focused on the need to preserve Norway’s 

natural resources and national property for the Norwegian people. MPs who agreed with this 

sentiment often brought up the slogan ‘No to the sale of Norway’, and argued that Norway’s 

most important natural resources, such as energy, forest, fish and arable land, must be protected 

if Norway was going to join the EC. MPs who turned to this kind of discourse were concerned 

that the EC’s economic ambitions would overrule the interests of its member states. Halse, for 

example, emphasised that whilst he and other Venstre MPs supported international cooperation 

wholeheartedly, joining a community that encourages political and economic cooperation 

would necessitate a certain degree of subordination – undoubtedly accelerating centralisation. 

Maintaining relations with the UK and Western Europe, Halse argued, should not come at the 

expense of Norway’s peripheral and regional communities.204  

The economic reasoning of anti-European MPs makes for an interesting study, in the 

sense that economic self-interest was cloaked in the language of identity politics. Whilst MPs 

focused on the importance of protecting Norway’s natural resources from Brussels, they real-

istically had nothing to fear. After all, the Treaty of Rome and the acquis communautaire did 

not in any way socialise the property of its members. Why, then, were the MPs so concerned 

with the level of control over Norway’s natural resources, and the perceived degree to which 

it would diminish if Norway were to join the EC? The answer to this question relates to eco-

nomic self-interest. After all, European enlargement occurred precisely when the potential of 

the North Sea oil became apparent, and the oil riches would have made Norway an even 

stronger net contributor to the EC budget. Whereas pro-European MPs viewed the newly dis-

covered offshore oil as a key reason to join, so that Norway could participate in shaping a 

collective European oil and energy policy, opponents claimed that retaining national control 

over Norwegian resources was more important than ever. The concern about how EC member-

ship would affect national petroleum resources was expressed in the debate by Hallvard Eika 

 
203 Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3183. 
204 Ibid. p. 3308. 
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(V). He argued that by choosing between joining the EC as a full member or entering into a 

free trade agreement, the Norwegian people got the chance to decide who should be allowed 

to financially utilise Norway’s natural resources, be it forests, hydropower, oil or «our 

wonderful nature».205 The apprehension about Norway’s petroleum resources in relation to EC 

membership has also been addressed by scholars. Archer has pointed out that to a certain ex-

tent, people were right to be concerned about Brussels’ interest in Norwegian offshore oil (and 

other natural resources). Only days before the referendum, the energy director at the EC Com-

mission, Fernand Spaak, announced plans for a common energy policy. The scheme envisioned 

offshore oil and gas as a ‘Community resource’ and sparked outrage in Norway. On 22 Sep-

tember 1972, the headline of Dagbladet read ‘The EEC wants control of Norway’s oil’.206 

Although this headline confirms that oil was brought up alongside the question of European 

integration in the public debate, there are no primary sources that verify that there was a clear 

connection between oil discoveries and growing Euroscepticism in the Norwegian population. 

One reason for this, as suggested by Allen, is that most Norwegians did not recognise the eco-

nomic impact of North Sea oil until after the referendum.207 Therefore, whilst we know that 

off-shore oil played a key role in the reasoning of MPs in 1972, there is no way to conclusively 

establish whether the Norwegian electorate considered the recent discovery of oil and gas when 

voting against EC membership in the September referendum. 

On the surface, the discourse of anti-European MPs is about control of domestic re-

sources and protecting the economy of peripheral communities. Fundamentally, however, it 

was economic self-interest that was at the heart of the MPs’ reasoning. It seems somewhat 

disingenuous that the MPs who were opposed to EC membership accused supporters of only 

measuring the benefits in economic terms, when the anti-European MPs were equally, if not 

more, concerned about how membership would financially impact the country. Parliamentari-

ans on both sides of the debate spoke about EC membership in economic terms, and had eco-

nomic self-interests that made up the foundation of their discourse. The difference between the 

two was that anti-European MPs presented their economic reasoning in the language of identity 

politics. 

What makes reading through these transcripts so interesting is the fact that a debate 

about concrete pros and cons of joining an enlarged EC in Brussels developed into a delibera-

tion of Norwegian national identity. What is more remarkable is the extent to which the debate 

revolved around assumptions about how fundamentally different Norway was from Europe. 

 
205 Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, pp. 3353-4. 
206 Archer, Norway Outside the European Union, p. 47. 
207 Allen, Norway and Europe in the 1970s, p. 17. 
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This was likely a consequence of the redefinition of ‘Europe’ as both a geographical unit and 

cultural entity in the 1950s and 1960s, which had prompted Norwegians to re-evaluate their 

ideas of belonging. Interestingly, the parliamentary debate on 6-8 June seems to have become 

an arena where important questions about Norway’s identity vis-à-vis Europe could come to 

light. Based on these observations, the second main cluster of arguments that MPs put forth in 

the debate fall under the category of sovereignty.  

Most frequently, Eurosceptic MPs reasoned that European integration meant renounc-

ing a great deal of Norway’s national sovereignty to Brussels, and that membership was there-

fore unacceptable.208 The Inner Six might grant Norway exemptions from certain policies, MPs 

argued, but compliance with the acquis communautaire was non-negotiable. Ultimately, anti-

European MPs believed EC membership would lead to changes in Norwegian legislation, con-

sequently undermining the Norwegian people’s right to self-determination. Among the MPs 

voicing such concerns was Knut Myrstad (KrF), who reiterated that the integration of Norway 

into an institutionalised ‘Europe’ would necessitate a complete ‘remodelling’ of Norwegian 

legislation.209 This assertion was often put forward by anti-European MPs, who used the un-

dermining of sovereignty as their core reasoning as to why Norway should not seek member-

ship to the EC. In order to bolster this narrative, MPs frequently drew parallels between Nor-

wegian history and the process of entering the Communities. Senterpartiet’s Bjørn Unneberg, 

in a good illustration of this type of reasoning, invoked the unequal union with Sweden as a 

negative example when he reminded his audience that “both in 1814 and 1905, there were 

unionist parties which held that Norway would benefit from joining larger units. Back then, it 

was the right-wing and civil servants. Now, it is Norwegian Union of Industrialists, the Bank-

ing Union, civil servants and party functionaries”.210  

 
208 The terminology used by MPs varies. Many MPs refer to nasjonal (selv)råderett which would directly translate 
to national self-determination, while others use suverenitet which translates to sovereignty. Although the two 
terms are closely related, they are not the same discursively. Norwegian MPs’ use of ‘self-determination’ was 
likely a result of the local, national, and transnational movements for individual human rights in the 1960s and 
1970s, in which ‘self-determination’ became a sort of political catchphrase. Due to ‘self-determination’ as a term 
being rooted in anti-colonial discourse, this thesis will refer to sovereignty when discussing the nexus between 
European integration and the Norwegian government’s right to govern itself and its affairs. There exists a wide 
range of literate on ‘self-determination’ as a political catchphrase in the 1970s, see for example Bradley R. Simp-
son, ‘Self-Determination, Human Rights, and the end of Empire in the 1970s’, Humanity: An International Jour-
nal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, 4.2 (2013). 
209 My translation of «Går Norge inn som full medlem i EF, må dette opprydningsarbeidet i det norske lovverket 
ta til ut på hausten i år. Eg vil tru at det vil komme ymse reaksjonar når det blir kjent for folket kva lover det er 
som skal endrast for tilpasning til EF». Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3314.  
210 My translation of «Ser vi på vår historie, finner vi at det både i 1814 og 1905 fantes unionspartier som mente 
at Norge var best tjent med å slutte seg til større enheter. Den gang var det høyresiden i norsk politikk og embets-
verket. I dag er det Industriforbundet, Bankforeningen, embetsmenn og partifunksjonærer.» Stortings-
forhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3291. 
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Unneberg, a lawyer by training, repeatedly drew historical parallels between Danish 

and Swedish rule and Norwegian accession to the EC in order to argue that both encompassed 

a transfer of sovereignty to a foreign power. This was an attempt by MPs to portray the EC as 

an institution that was inherently at odds with Norway’s centuries-long struggle for independ-

ence and its history of nation-building. Unneberg was supported by one the few anti-European 

MPs from Arbeiderpartiet. Oddleif Fagerheim argued that “on this day, 7 June, it is both tempt-

ing and admissible to draw certain parallels to what happened in this hall 67 years ago. On both 

occasions, the subject matter concerned our country’s belonging to foreign powers”.211 As he 

read his statement, Fagerheim became more and more impassioned, and towards the end he 

declared that “the beautiful idea of a European Fatherland is, in the end, a beautiful thought 

that thrives best in the romantic part of de Gaulle’s brain”.212 

Neumann remarks that Eurosceptic MPs who equated joining the EC to being under 

foreign rule repeatedly brought up the phrasing of the Treaty of Rome in order to strengthen 

their argument. Specifically, the MPs emphasised that the goal of an enlarged EC, according 

to the Treaty, was “an ever closer union”. To Eurosceptic MPs, Neumann argues, this was 

definite proof that the goal of the integration process was a federation rather than a suprana-

tional community.213 This discourse, and the portrayal of the EC as an institution on its way to 

becoming a federation, was essentially a rhetoric adopted by MPs so that they could argue that 

joining the EC would return Norway to a situation they had spent so long trying to escape – 

namely being under foreign rule. In general, the rhetoric that the anti-European relied on in 

terms of sovereignty was highly inconsistent. European integration did not in any way involve 

an actual transfer of power to a foreign power. Rather, it called for a delegation of certain 

powers to a communal authority in which each member state was represented and enjoyed veto 

powers on practically all major decisions. Furthermore, drawing parallels between the Swedish 

union and European integration was illogical. Neumann is one of many scholars to have criti-

cised the comparison between European integration and Norway’s union with Sweden. The 

union was not a federation (nor was the EC), and the relationship between the two peoples in 

 
211 My translation of «Det er freistande og nærliggande på denne dagen, 7. juni, å dra visse liner til det som hende 
i denne salen for 67 år sia. Ikkje så å forstå at eg i eitt of alt meiner at ein utan vidare finn sammalikningsgrunnlag 
i sakssituasjonen 7. juni 1905 og i dag, men likevel, tenkjer ein seg om, er det vel ein viss sammanheng. I båe 
høve gjeld saka vårt lands tilhøve til andre land eller makter.» Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, 
p. 3310.  
212 My translation of “Den vakre tanken om eit fedrelanda sitt Europa til sjunande og sist er ein vakker tanke som 
treivst best i den romantiske delen av de Gaulles hjerne». Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 
3310. 
213 Neumann, ‘This Little Piggy Stayed at Home’, pp. 112-3. 
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the union was not in any way driven by political integration.214 The discourse of the anti-Eu-

ropean MPs was, unsurprisingly, also questioned by other parliamentarians during the debate. 

Helge Jacobsen, a minority EC-supporter in Venstre, made the following argument:  
 
Isn't the right of self-governance just as important for England, France, Germany, Holland and 

the other EC countries? Do the opponents of membership think that these nations have less 

understanding of national governance than we have in Norway? To some extent, EC agencies 

may take over tasks previously solved by the nation-state, but the sovereignty of the nation-

state is not, of course, changed.215 

 
Ultimately, anti-European MPs have been criticised by their fellow parliamentarians as well as 

a range of scholars for their discourse about sovereignty.216 The arguments used by the MPs 

were highly inconsistent, and the MPs often drew groundless parallels to past events (such as 

the union with Sweden), which were in no way analogous to European integration. The con-

clusion to which this analysis leads is that Eurosceptic MPs used simplistic history as their 

discursive foundation to avoid the rather more complicated legal terrain that would follow if 

they were to discuss constitutional law in the context of European integration.  

As part of the debate about Norway’s sovereignty, and the potential threat European 

integration posed to it, many of the arguments used by anti-European MPs were related to ideas 

about Norway’s national identity in contrast to Europe. As discussed earlier, this was more 

likely than not a consequence of the redefinition of ‘Europe’ as a geographical unit and cultural 

entity in the 1950s and 1960s. By the 1970s, the question of Norwegian membership to the EC 

was no longer simply a political issue, but something that touched upon societal ideas of be-

longing, community, and identity. Ingebritsen and Larson have proposed that “for the Norwe-

gians, the framing of the debate around joining the EU had as much to do with deciding who 

they are as to where they belonged”.217  

It was in this respect – belonging – that the discourse on the two sides of the debate 

deviated. Among those in parliament who were against joining the EC, it was objectionable to 

integrate Norway into an institutionalised ‘Europe’ given that Norway and Europe were 

 
214 Iver B. Neumann, ‘Hvorfor er ikke Norge med i Den europeiske union?’, Internasjonal politikk, 67.3 (2009), 
p. 416. 
215 My translation of «Er ikke styringsretten like viktig for England, Frankrike, Tyskland, Holland og de andre 
EF-land? Tror motstanderne av EF at disse nasjoner har mindre forståelse for nasjonal styringsrett enn vi har i 
Norge? (...) I noen grad vil vel EF-organ overta oppgaver som nasjonalstaten tidligere løste, men nasjonalstatens 
suverenitet blir selvsagt ikke dermed forandret». Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, pp. 3326-7. 
216 The parliamentary transcripts reveal that pro-European MPs were highly critical of their opponents’ discursive 
use of sovereignty. Neumann has also made this observation, arguing that anti-European MPs managed to present 
membership of the EC as the certain end to Norwegian sovereign statehood. See Neumann, ‘This Little Piggy 
Stayed at Home’, pp. 114-5. 
217 Ingebritsen and Larson, ‘Interest and Identity: Finland, Norway and the European Union’, p. 215. 
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fundamentally different. In the words of Neumann; “Europe is hierarchical, Norway is egali-

tarian. Europe is centralised, Norway is dispersed. Europe cares about the strong, Norway cares 

about the weak”. By emphasising the perceived dissimilarity between the Norway and ‘Eu-

rope’, Neumann argues that the anti-European MPs managed to turn the June debate into a 

question of identity politics.218 This was an aspect that the pro-European MPs resented, because 

it implied that they were somehow less ‘Norwegian’ than their counterparts. Bjørklund, too, 

argued that “the EC pros felt that they were marked off as the internal enemy”.219 Although the 

MPs who opposed membership all rallied behind the same cause, the kinds of arguments they 

used to advance their cause varied greatly. Some were more concerned with the economic pro-

spects of membership, whilst others appealed to protect Norway’s history, sovereignty and 

national identity. But what can the discourse tell us about the role the UK played in the Nor-

wegian debate on European integration?  

Indeed, there was rather little mention of the UK at all. This could indicate that the 

decisions made by London were simply not of the same importance to Norwegian parliamen-

tarians as they had been ten, or even five, years earlier. It is well worth noting that there is a 

clear distinction between the two sides of the debate. The MPs who were opposed to EC mem-

bership, mainly from Venstre, Senterpartiet, and Kristelig Folkeparti, showed little to no in-

terest in what British politicians were doing or saying. One MP from KrF even emphasised that 

he simply could not see why London’s decision to join the EC was of any importance to Nor-

wegian policymakers. The decision on Norwegian membership, he argued, should be made 

based on what was best for the Norwegian people, not based on what the British government 

was doing.220  

Looking at the Eurosceptic MPs’ statements in the debate, they do not seem too con-

cerned about upholding the perceived ‘traditional’ position of Norwegian foreign policy with 

its adjoining alliances with the UK, the US and Western Europe. A prominent example of an 

MP who expressed such views was Gunnar Garbo (V). Garbo had been a prominent EC-sup-

porter in the early 1960s but had gradually become convinced that Nordic cooperation (through 

e.g. Nordek) was a superior alternative to European integration. Garbo joined the People’s 

Movement in 1970 and became a central figure in the resistance against European integration. 

When questioned about Norway’s future if membership was rejected in the referendum, Garbo 

proposed that “the natural starting point is the offer negotiated between the EC on the one hand 

and Sweden, Switzerland and Austria on the other. The three arrangements are almost 

 
218 Neumann, ‘This Little Piggy Stayed at Home’, p. 112. 
219 Bjørklund, Mot Strømmen: Kampen mot EF, 1961-1972, p. 188. 
220 Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3386. 
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equivalent to each other and will probably form the starting point for Norway if we choose that 

solution”.221 Garbo and other MPs were seemingly indifferent to the British-Norwegian rela-

tionship and instead focused on Sweden as a symbol of the path they believed Norway should 

pursue. Based on these observations, and the analysis of the clusters of arguments utilised by 

the no-side in the debate, anti-European MPs were most concerned with domestic considera-

tions, and believed Norway should align itself with its Nordic neighbours rather than London.  

 In contrast, pro-European MPs, particularly those from Arbeiderpartiet and Høyre, fre-

quently argued that Norway should continue on its post-war foreign policy trajectory and join 

the UK in an enlarged EC. Paul Svarstad (H), for instance, argued that “we would be in a 

strange position with the UK and Denmark on the inside of the EC and us on the outside”.222 

Similarly, Per Mellesmo (AP) argued that “if England and Denmark joins the EC, it would 

only be right, in my opinion, for Norway to join too as a full member”.223 Such views were 

also expressed by pro-European centre-party MPs. According to Kåre Kristiansen (KrF), “it 

would be perceived as a weakening of our connection to Western democracies if we did not 

follow NATOs EFTA countries, namely Denmark and the UK, into the EC, but remained out-

side with the neutral Sweden, Finland, Austria and Switzerland”.224 Pro-European MPs conse-

quently attached greater importance to maintaining security and foreign policy alliances with 

Norway’s British and American allies than the no-side did. Overall, the arguments mustered 

by Høyre and Arbeiderpartiet MPs in the debate implied that they were more concerned about 

the political effects of not joining the EC. Given that pro-European MPs looked beyond the 

domestic arena, they were ostensibly more concerned than the no-side about what consequence 

the referendum result would have on Norway’s standing in international affairs. The following 

statement by Thor Lund (AP) encapsulates this argument well:  
 

It has always been found that virtually everything that happens in the world, especially in the 

United States and Europe, has an impact on Norwegian conditions. A small country like Nor-

way will have greater influence within the EC than it would on the outside. A free trade 

 
221 My translation of «Det naturlige utgangspunkt er det tilbud som forhandles om mellom EF på den ene side og 
Sverige, Sveits og Østerrike hver for seg. Disse oppleggene er nesten likelydende og vil rimeligvis danne utgangs-
punkt også for Norge, dersom vi velger den løsningen». Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3264. 
222 My translation of «Vi ville kome i ei underleg stilling med England og Danmark innafor EF og Norge utafor». 
Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3332.  
223 My translation of «Blir England og Danmark med i fellesskapet, vil det etter mitt syn være riktig også for 
Norge å gå inn som fullverdig medlem». Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3353. 
224 My translation of «Hva vil ellers måtte mene om disse spørsmål - utad vil det bli oppfattet som en svekkelse 
av vår tilknytning til de vestlige demokratier dersom vi ikke følger NATO-landene i EFTA, nemlig Danmark og 
Storbritannia, inn i EF, men blir stående utenfor sammen med de nøytrale Sverige, Finland, Østerrike og Sveits.» 
Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3246. 
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agreement is not an ideal option – we will notice the effects of the decisions within the Com-

munity, but we will have no influence on the decisions.225 

 
The clusters of arguments uncovered in the June debate reflect inherent disagreements about 

what form Norway’s relationship with the EC should take. Furthermore, these argumentative 

patterns reveal that MPs were greatly conflicted about what kind of future they envisaged for 

Norway either within or vis-à-vis an institutionalised ‘Europe’.  

The discourse of pro-European MPs, on the one hand, was characterised by a focus on 

the economic advantages of EC membership as well as the importance of maintaining what 

MPs perceived to be the ‘traditional’ trajectory of Norway’s security and foreign policy. The 

pro-European MPs frequently reiterated the importance of following the British lead on issues 

of European integration, a fact that suggests that London played a more important role in the 

discourse on the yes-side of the debate. One could certainly argue that the reasoning of pro-

European MPs was overshadowed by an echo of the Second World War, given the importance 

they assigned to being on the side of France and the UK. As Arbeiderpartiet’s Thorbjørn Kul-

torp pointed out, “the countries that will make up the EC are the countries we can primarily 

compare ourselves to culturally, socially, economically, technologically and politically. It is 

these countries we have been working with throughout the rebuilding and development of our 

society after the last world war”.226 

On the other hand, the discourse of anti-European MPs concentrated on the domestic 

magnitude of the European question. These MPs relied heavily on historical reasoning in their 

resistance against EC membership, which, as previously established, functioned as a 

smokescreen to hide economic self-interest. At the time of the June debate, all signs pointed to 

great wealth accumulation in Norway as a result of offshore oil discoveries. Simultaneously, 

the post-war reconstruction boom in Western Europe, particularly in the UK, was coming to 

an end. One could therefore argue that many Norwegian parliamentarians saw no reason to 

enter an enlarged European Community, when there was a possibility that the EC budget could 

engulf much of Norway’s recent oil wealth. Given that the UK was one of the economically 

least successful states in Western Europe in the post-war period, Eurosceptic MPs would cer-

tainly not give priority to following the British lead when it came to matters of European 

 
225 My translation of «Det har alltid vist seg at praktisk talt alt som skjer ute i verden, da først og fremst i Europa 
og USA, har virkning for norske forhold. Et lite land som Norge vil ha større innflytelse innenfor EF enn om det 
blir stående utenfor. Å bli stående utenfor EF er noe de færreste går inn for, og om vi får en handelsavtale, vil vi 
merke virkningene av vedtakene innenfor Fellesskapet, men ikke ha noen innflytelse på vedtakene.» 
Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3315. 
226 My translation of «De land som vil utgjøre EF, er de land vi i første rekke kan sammenligne oss med kulturelt, 
sosial, økonomisk, teknologisk og politisk. (...) Det er disse land vi har samarbeidet med under hele oppbyggingen 
og utviklingen av vårt samfunn etter siste verdenskrig.» Stortingsforhandlinger 1971/72, Vol. 116 Nr. 7c, p. 3342. 
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integration. The line of reasoning taken by the anti-European MPs also implied that they were 

apprehensive about what consequences European integration would have on the everyday life 

of ‘ordinary’ Norwegian citizens. The MPs who were opposed to EC membership seemingly 

chose not to pay much attention to how the outcome of the referendum would impact Norway’s 

role in Europe and in the world. Instead, such MPs looked inward, questioning to what extent 

Norway’s integration into ‘Europe’ through either membership of the EC or a free trade agree-

ment would affect their perceived idea of what it meant to be Norwegian. The discourse of the 

no-side ostensibly struck a chord in the Norwegian population, given that they rejected mem-

bership a little over two months after the parliamentary debate on 6-8 June.  
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5. Concluding Remarks 
By examining the connection between Norwegian and British approaches to European integra-

tion in the period leading up to the 1972 referendum, this thesis has endeavoured to establish 

that London’s influence on the Norwegian discourse diminished greatly in the 1960s. Decisions 

made by the British government certainly influenced its counterpart in Oslo to apply for mem-

bership in 1963, and to some extent again in 1967 and 1970. But the conclusion which this 

analysis of secondary literature and parliamentary debates leads to is that the Norwegian elec-

torate’s decision to remain outside of an enlarged ‘Europe’ in 1972 was not influenced by 

London in any substantial way.  

One of the main goals of this thesis was to reassess the established scholarly narrative, 

suggesting that there was a clear tendency for Norway to look towards the UK on the question 

of European integration. Scholars have explored British-Norwegian relations and both coun-

tries’ relationships with the EU, but the interconnectedness between these two scholarly fields 

has often been overlooked. This thesis has therefore sought to address the historiographical 

oversight, by drawing together a wide range of scholarship carried out by both historians and 

political scientists. The central point has been to demonstrate that whilst scholars have been 

right to argue that Oslo generally looked towards London for guidance on matters of foreign 

policy in the second half of the twentieth century, they gave overplayed the significance of the 

British influence on Oslo’s approach to European integration in the early 1970s.  

The analysis of the contemporary parliamentary debates demonstrates that London’s 

role in the Norwegian debate on European integration varied greatly among parliamentarians. 

Among MPs who were supportive of entering an enlarged EC, the UK featured prominently in 

their reasoning. The discourse of such MPs, often from the two largest political parties, was 

clouded by an echo of the Second World War. It was characterised by the assumption that 

entering the enlarged EC was the only way to ensure the continuation of the line of foreign and 

security policy that had been established in the immediate post-war years – that is to say close 

cooperation with the US and Western Europe through participation in international organisa-

tions and institutions. According to pro-European MPs, the Norwegian electorate could jeop-

ardise the established foreign policy by saying ‘no’ to European integration. One can therefore 

draw the conclusion that acting in accordance with London was of great importance to these 

parliamentarians. In contrast, the UK does not immediately appear to play an important role in 

the argumentative patterns of anti-European MPs, whose reasoning show an apparent disregard 

for upholding what their opponents perceived to be the ‘traditional’ position of Norwegian 

foreign policy. Despite Eurosceptic MPs’ perceived interest in protecting the Norwegian 
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national identity, this thesis has argued that the primary reason for not following the British 

example was economic self-interest. Why should Norway, which had recently discovered a 

wealth of oil in the North Sea, join an institution focused on economic and political coopera-

tion, when the post-war reconstruction boom was coming to an end for most Western European 

countries? Especially at a time when one of the fellow candidates for membership, the UK, 

was nicknamed ‘the sick man of Europe’ as a result of high inflation, rising unemployment, 

and little economic growth.227 To summarise, the degree to which London featured in the Nor-

wegian debate on European integration varied considerably based on what side of the debate 

you were on. Whereas pro-European MPs often emphasised the importance of following the 

example of the UK, their Eurosceptic counterparts showed little to no interest in what British 

politicians were doing or saying, only raising the subject when challenging the role of the UK 

as a blueprint for Norwegian foreign policy. Overall, British influence on Norwegian political 

discourse on the European question was, for the most part, insignificant. 

This thesis has established that the British government’s influence on Oslo’s approach 

to European integration diminished greatly throughout the 1960s, and was nearly non-existent 

by the early 1970s. Although it is hard to identify a clear-cut turning point when Oslo emanci-

pated its European policy from London, there is reason to argue that 1969 was a pivotal year. 

The Hague Summit, de Gaulle’s resignation, the publication of the Mansholt report, the re-

election of Per Borten as Prime Minister in the parliamentary election and the first substantial 

discovery of North Sea oil were all events that helped set in motion the development of a more 

self-contained Norwegian foreign policy. Although Oslo’s European policy did not suddenly 

transform in 1969, the events of that year were certainly conducive in such a process of incre-

mental change. By 1972, Norway and the UK were on diverging paths on the issue of European 

integration, with the UK partaking in an enlarged Community whilst Norway opted for a free 

trade agreement. To explain this development, scholars have generally privileged the UK’s 

perspective, constructing British-Norwegian relations in terms of British weakness. There is 

some validity to this – Norway’s and the UK’s diverging paths on the issue of European inte-

gration could, within limits, be substantiated by British economic and political decline. This 

thesis wants to propose, however, that there is an argument for stressing Norwegian foreign 

policy assertion as a parallel development. In the years preceding the referendum, Norway 

experienced a period of significant economic growth, with a thriving industrial economy and 

the discovery of offshore oil by the early 1970s. This was in stark contrast to the 1950s, when 

Norway had been wholly reliant on American financial support to reconstruct its post-war 

 
227 Gowland and Turner, Reluctant Europeans: Britain and European Integration 1945-1998, p. 185. 
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economy. Whereas Norway’s foreign policy had once given priority to countries with whom 

close cooperation could yield economic advantages, namely the US and the UK, growing eco-

nomic confidence in the late 1960s and early 1970s meant that Norwegian policymakers could 

develop its foreign policy in a more independent manner. This turns the traditional British-

Norwegian narrative on its head: rather than a decrease of British influence over Norway, 

growing economic confidence generated Norwegian foreign policy assertion. By 1972, the 

Norwegian government no longer relied on the UK as their foreign policy blueprint, the con-

sequence of which was that London’s presence in Norwegian debate on the European question 

was markedly more insignificant than it had been only ten years earlier. 

Given that both the Norwegian and British governments put the European question to 

a people’s vote in 1972 and 1975, one would be inclined to think that the ‘European question’ 

was settled in the aftermath. This has not been the case. In the UK, participation in European 

affairs has been conditional on opt-outs and ‘red lines’ even after full membership was con-

firmed in a referendum in 1975, and British ambivalence about ‘Europe’ came to a head in the 

2016 vote to leave the EU. Although the issue of European integration was temporarily re-

moved from the political agenda in Norway after the 1972 referendum, it was reintroduced 

when three central EFTA members (Sweden, Austria, and Finland) applied for EU membership 

in the early 1990s. At this point, the EU had gone through a great deal of change. The Single 

European Act had been signed in 1986, the goal of which was to establish a single European 

market, and the EU had undergone further enlargement, now including Greece, Spain and Por-

tugal. Norway had also changed, and had, according to Archer, “come to resemble much of the 

rest of Western Europe in socio-economic terms, with one main difference. It was richer.”228 

Norway joined the EEA on 1 January 1994, and later that year, membership of the EU was, 

again, rejected by the Norwegian electorate in a referendum. Whilst the debate was easily as 

heated as it had been twenty years earlier, the fault lines of the 1994 vote did not necessarily 

echo those of 1972. By and large, the discourse the second time around was less about national 

identity, and more about whether full membership was the right form of association with the 

EU.229 

Since 1994, the Norwegian government has cooperated closely with the EU in almost 

every policy area230, and Norway’s affiliation with the EU is similar to that of member states. 

Today, therefore, Norway is tightly integrated into the Union, despite the fact that the country 

 
228 Archer, Norway Outside the European Union, p. 53. 
229 Ibid. pp. 61-4. 
230 Certain policy fields (fisheries, agriculture, trade, justice and home affairs, and foreign and security policy) are 
left out of the EEA agreement, and Norway is not a part of either the customs or monetary unions. For additional 
reading legislation, see chapter three in Fossum and Graver, Squaring the Circle on Brexit. 
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remains a non-member and has no decision-making powers. The fault lines of the 1972 refer-

endum are largely the same today, with some modifications. The issue of European integration 

still cuts across the left-right axis, and all parties, with the exception of Venstre, have main-

tained their position on the issue. The latest survey from November 2019 shows that a majority 

of Norwegians are opposed to joining the EU, and prefer the EEA solution.231 Norwegians who 

support the current arrangement with the EU have little to fear, as it is highly unlikely that the 

current situation will change in the near future. No government has raised the subject since 

1994, and all coalitions have incorporated a ‘suicide paragraph’232 that stipulates that Norway’s 

current arrangement with the EU must be maintained. Ultimately, the Norwegian method of 

European integration has de-politicised the European question. This is undoubtedly a deliberate 

move on the governments’ part. The EEA agreement, whilst not ideal, has allowed successive 

governments to forego the implications of another membership debate. 

 With the UK’s exit from the EU, currently set to occur after the transitional period ends 

on 31 December 2020, a return of the pre-1973 close cooperation between Norway and the UK 

outside of an institutionalised Europe is not implausible. In terms of the British-Norwegian 

relationship, there might be reason to suppose that the tables have turned since 1973. I want to 

bring this thesis to an end by putting forward a hypothesis – that British policymakers now 

look towards Norway for guidance on matters of European integration, rather than the other 

way around. A single, but striking, example of this is the ‘Norway model’, which has been 

consistently advocated by a cross-party group of British MPs as the most favourable option for 

the UK in its post-referendum relations with the EU. Rather than a ‘hard Brexit’, the ‘Norway 

model’ would entail the UK joining the EEA as an EFTA member state, with a separate cus-

toms union.233 In a twist of irony, senior Norwegian politicians either politely ignored British 

advances or snubbed them. Prime Minister Erna Solberg expressed concerns that the ‘Norway 

model’ was only a temporary solution to the Brexit process in the UK. Others were more pes-

simistic. Høyre MP Heidi Nordby Lunde argued that “it is not in my country’s interests to have 

the UK aboard, and I cannot see how possibly an EEA/EFTA agreement could be in the 

 
231 Espen Teigen, ‘Ny måling: – Oppsiktsvekkende sterk støtte’, Nettavisen, 27 November 2019, https://www.nett-
avisen.no/okonomi/ny-maling--oppsiktsvekkende-sterk-stotte/3423884995.html, accessed 5 June 2020. 
232 These ‘suicide paragraphs’ have been described as sections of government declarations or coalition agreements 
“which specify the government’s commitment to maintain the present arrangement with the EU through the EEA 
agreement. Each agreement posits that a political party that seeks to alter the status quo will violate the coalition 
agreement”. See Fossum and Graver, Squaring the Circle on Brexit, p. 91. 
233 This model has also been referred to as ‘Norway-plus’. There are a wide range of articles on the ‘Norway 
model’ as an option for the UK, see Morris, ‘Brexit: What is the Norway model?’ and Andrew Grice, ‘The other 
options: What is the Norway model and is it really a decent fit for the UK?’, The Independent, 9 December 2018, 
https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/norway-model-plus-plan-b-brexit-eu-referendum-commons-vote-
a8674956.html, accessed 2 June 2020. For additional reading, see Fossum and Graver, Squaring the Circle on 
Brexit. 
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interests of the UK”.234 From a Norwegian point of view, there is a certain degree of poetic 

justice to this, given that London did not care to consult Oslo when they submitted their first 

application back in 1961. Of course, the process of the British EU-exit is still underway, and it 

is still far too early to establish the extent of Norway’s influence on the UK’s post-Brexit tra-

jectory. Nevertheless, the parallels between Norwegian and British approaches to European 

integration, and the pertinence of the juxtaposition today compared to in the 1960s and 1970s, 

would make a very interesting case for future research.  

 

 
234 Patrick Wintour, ‘Norwegian politicians reject UK's Norway-plus Brexit plan’, The Guardian, 7 December 
2018, https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2018/dec/07/norwegian-politicians-reject-uks-norway-plus-brexit-
plan, accessed 2 June 2020. 
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