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Peaceful resolution of conflicts is little mentioned as a rule 
when history is written. It is the big revolutions, wars and 
post-war settlements that receives most mentioned in history 
books.
1905 the union between Norway and Sweden was dissolved by 
peaceful means by negotiation. It was one of many examples 
where war can be avoided when conflict between countries 
arises. The fierce negotiation to dissolve the union which had 
stood since 1814 took place in Karlstad between 31 August and 
23 September in 1905. During these negotiations the 
possibility of war was in the air. Fortunately a resolution 
acceptable to both sides was achieved. Norway gained 
independence and Sweden won a friendly-minded neighbour.
The conflict between Norway and Sweden in the 1900s was the 
result of the union of the countries after the Napoleonic wars 
in 1814. The union was called a frail construction with few 
common institutions. It was primarily the Swedish king, also 
chosen to be king of Norway, who held the union together.
Sweden was of no doubt the strongest partner, much by virtue of 
strength the king personified the union and to a great degree 
controlled the union’s foreign policy. It was the area of 
foreign policy which became the strongest disputed point during 
the years of the 'union. Norway was in a state of growth with 
national self-consciousness. The two members of the union had 
foreign policies in many ways similar, however, Norway was more 
orientated to the countries by the sea in the West, while 
Sweden had traditionnally more connections with the European 
continent. The hardest thing for Norway to accept was that the 
union's foreign policy was more or less identical with the 
Swedish foreign policy, particularly as the Norwegian merchant 
navy was undergoing vast expansion. It became necessary with 
Norwegian representation in the countries with which it traded. 
This was lacking in many places. It must not be forgotten that 
Norway had economic advantages from the fact that the Foreign 
Service was primarily taken care of by Sweden. Norway wished 
equal representation at the beginning of the union on all 
matters concerning union affairs. These wishes gradually 
became demands. Norway first wanted the Foreign Minister to be 
Norwegian or Swedish. Norway also wished proportional 
representation in the Ministerial Cabinet, which dealt with 
foreign matters. This was agreed. It was more difficult to 
get agreement that the Foreign Minister could be Norwegian, 
i.e. should not be determined.
It was the issue of the Foreign Office which dominated the 
1880s and the beginning of the 1890s. Just before the middle 
of the 1890s the issue of consulate service dominated. This 
finally was to lead to the dissolution of the union. 
Norwegians had become aware that the issue of foreign diplomacy 
and Foreign Office had become a power struggle. In 1892 a 
military solution was not prepared for. During that year 
Norway demanded their own consulate service and Stortinget 
allocated funds to prepare this the same year. The decision 
was repeated the following year and from the 1st of January 
1895 the consulate service with Sweden was cancelled.
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The conflict at this time was in a critical phase. The 
Norwegian measures were met by Swedish demands to revise the 
Swedish constitution containing guidelines for the union. In 
1895 the Mellomriksloven (containing rules for trade between 
Norway and Sweden) was dissolved by Sweden. Sweden prepared 
for war. The Riksdagen prepared a complete and quick revision 
of the union. The main aim of the Swedish measures was to 
force forward Norwegian willingness to negotiate. On the 7th 
of June 1895 Stortinget agreed to declare their willingness to 
negotiate with Sweden on both consulate and Foreign Office 
affairs. The basis for the negotiations should be - in Nor
wegian eyes - independence and equal status. A committee was 
appointed to revise the union. They reported their findings in 
1898. They did not succeed in achieving a full agreement.
Between 1895 and 1905 Norway prepared for war building up 
several fortifications along the Southern Norwegian/Swedish 
border. Both field artillery and navy were refitted and 
strenghtened. Alfred Lagerheim, the liberal Foreign Minister, 
in 1902 set up a committee to examine the possibility of 
separation of the consulate service for the two countries 
within a common Foreign Ministry. The result of the 
committee's work was that a separate consulate service could be 
set up under certain circumstances. It remained to clarify the 
share of responsibility between the Norwegian consuls and the 
foreign minister/legations. The sharing of responsibility was 
to be overcome by identical laws, which could only be changed 
by the mutual agreements of the two countries. The Swedish 
proposal to identical laws was in contrast to the Norwegian 
proposal that gave the Foreign Minister and diplomats a 
controlling and sometimes superior function, e.g. over the 
consuls. It was Norwegian public opinion that the Swedish 
proposal was a demonstration of power. This contributed to 
Norwegian political unity in the union conflict.
During the .first months of 1905 Norway carved out an agreement 
on how to proceed with the consulate question: Norway had to 
take the matter into their own hands. On the 11th March 
Christian ‘Michelsen formed a coalition government and stated in 
his opening speech "Norway would carry through Norwegian 
constitutional right to its own Norwegian consulate service and 
claim Norwegian sovereignty as a free and independent country". 
The decisions about the Norwegian Consulate Service was made at 
the Odelstinget the 18th May unanimously and at Lagtinget the 
23rd of May. In March the Crown Prince, after a discussion 
with Michelsen, was aware that Sweden ought to propose the 
dissolution of the union. The initiative, according to the 
Crown Prince, should come from Riksdagen, because the Royal 
power was committed to maintaining the union. Crown Prince 
Gustaf received several communications to undersign the Nor
wegian resolution for their own Consulate Service. It had been 
made clear to the Crown Prince that the Norwegian government 
would deliver their resignation if the resolution was not 
sanctioned. At this Norway would be without government and it 
would be impossible to find candidates to a new Norwegian 
government. What would happen? Anarchy? Revolution? The 
royal power was at stake, and when sanction was refused, the 
Norwegian ministers in Stockholm left Sweden after having 
refused to countersign.
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On the Norwegian side the plans were clear. The denial of the 
sanctions came as no surprise. The manpower on the coast 
fortifications remained in position but no other defense 
measures were taken. As for the Swedish, king Oscar, 
contributedto reduce tension, instructed the Commander General 
that there should be no mobilization against Norway. The 
Swedish social democrat leader, Hjalmar Branting, spoke out 
that Norwegians and Swedes ought to live separately in peace as 
brothers.
On the 7th of June 1905 the Norwegian Stortinget declared the 
union dissolved. The proposal was a uanimous decision and the 
union in reality was broken. King Oscar ordered Riksdagen to 
negotiate with Stortinget on how the dissolution should take 
place. In Riksdagen’s first chamber there was an excited 
atmosphere, while in the second chamber it was more quiet. The 
King’s proposal was positively received abroad. A committee 
was established in the Riksdagen, which would consider the 
government’s proposal on negotiations with Norway. This 
proposal was supported by the committe on condition that the 
dissolution should be considered by a newly elected Storting or 
that it should be subject to referendum. The committee 
suggested demilitarization of the areas around the 
Norwegian/Swedish border. The Swedish government resigned as a 
consequence of the Riksdagen's decision, and a coalition 
government under the conservative Christian Lundebergwas set 
up. The Swedish claimed that the agreement on the 7th of June 
was unlawful and the union would only be dissolved when the 
Swedish Riksdagen annulled the Riksakten. The Swedish point of 
view was that the union was a mutual contract and could only be 
dissolved by joint agreement. The Norwegian opinion was that 
in 1814 it entered into a personal union with Sweden and this 
would cease to exist when the King ceased to govern in Norway 
as a consequence of the 7th of June-agreement. Sweden now made 
conditions for further participation in a twofold sense. If 
Norway agreed to the Swedish condition (after proposal from the 
Riksdagen’s committee), the Swedes would cancel the 
constitution. If this was not agreed, the union would 
continue. Norway gave in and agreed to ask Sweden to cancel 
the constitution and to start negotiations with Sweden on 
different matters in connection with the union’s cancellation. 
The decision to trade with Sweden was seen as a Norwegian 
withdrawal. Christian Michelsen had one more go. He wished 
not only independence, but also the power to keep it. If 
Sweden chose to maintain the union by power, this would lead to 
a war, which probably Norway would lose together with 
independence.
The negotiations about conditions for dissolving the union were 
between 31 August and 23 September behind closed doors. Each 
nation met with 4 delegates with the Prime Minister and Foreign 
Minister in the middle. The relationship betwen the countries 
was very tense during the negotiations. Sweden had 50 000 men 
under arms and had its navy on the alert. Norway, on the day 
before the negotiations started, ordered the mobilization of 
4 batallions in the Eastern part of the country. During the 
negotiations Norway had 22 500 men under arms and its navy on 
alert. The super-powers were not interested in any military 
conflict in the North, but were careful with any interventions 
in the negotiations.
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There was also strong forces mobilized in Norway and Sweden to 
avoid war. The important thing for Norwegians was not to lose 
sight of the goal for separation. Sweden wanted to finish the 
matter with dignity. it would be difficult for Sweden to 
justify the use of power over Norway to uphold the union. 
Sweden wanted primarily to get rid of the newly erected border
fortifications and others inside the demilitarized zone the 
Swedish had proposed. Only the historic parts of Fredriksten 
fortifications would be uneffected. Norwegians could not agree 
to this, partly because of public opinion. They tried 
therefore to avoid the demolision of Kongsvinger and 
Fredriksten fortifications and have them remain as symbols in 
the people's mind. Again, in consideration of public opinion, 
Norway suggested that the proposed zone be neutral and they 
ought to be assured against attack. Norway also suggested that 
there be an arbitration treaty between the two countries. When 
Norway said it would not accept the demolition of the two above 
fortifications, Sweden suggested a break in the negotiations. 
This was to last for one week.
The pause in the negotiations was useful, from the Norwegian 
point of view to -see the military value of their 
fortifications. According to the General Commander they were 
not of any decisive significance to the defense of Norway. 
Christian Michelsen's point of view was that the demolition of 
the fortifications could take place if the proposal for the 
neutral zone and arbitration treaty was agreed.
The negotiators agreed on the 23. September that Kongsvinger 
and Fredriksten were to be saved. The neutral zone was to be 
established and any fortifications in it, should be demolished. 
Fredriksten fortification was to be saved, but weaponry 
withdrawn. Kongsvinger was outside the zone, but it was agreed 
that no further developments should be carried out within a 
radius of 10 kilometers. Discussion took place concerning the 
reindeer pasture rights and transport of Swedish goods through 
Norway. If any conflict arose between the two countries, which 
touched upon their independence, integrity or vital interests, 
it ought to be put to the International Court in the Hague. 
This agreement would be for 10 years.
During the negotiations there was tension, neither side being 
sure of the outcome as both sides had their own vital interests 
to negotiate. Sweden had accepted Norway's demands of 
independence and avoided any ultimatum. Norway had conceded 
the important fortification in the neutral zone. Sweden had 
achieved security for reindeerrights and the permission of 
transit to Norway. Sweden had lost Norway, but it could be 
asked whether Sweden had ever in any real sense had Norway and 
that it had had more trouble with the partner, than gain.

I
The dissolution of Norway from Sweden shows how conflicts can 
be resolved between countries. Both countries were ready to 
use weapons, but they were not required. It had been attempted 
for a long time to find a solution inside the union by Swedish 
compliance to the Norwegian demands. When the Norwegian 
demands went further than the Swedish were willing to accept, 
the conflict deepened seriously. Similar status in foreign 
policywas the same as separation. Sweden was aware of this.
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Separation of the Conculate Service would in turn lead to 
separation of diplomacy and in Foreign Ministry. The view of 
the rest of the world was that the union had great value. 
Despite the enormous disappointments with the 7th of June 
decision it was necessary that the king avoided war. The 
Swedish government voted on the king’s advise to go to 
negotiations. During these negotiations it was important not 
to give any ultimatums to Norway. The 7th of June decision was 
a calculated risk. The threshold for a military solution was 
rather high between the two neighbouring countries not least 
because of the strong ties established between the countries 
during the time of the union. The fact of preparedness for war 
obviously was an influencing factor in the peaceful resolution 
by negotiation.
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The Aland Conflict 1917 - 1921
The Aland conflict developed in the wake of Finland's autonomy 
in 1917. The cause of the conflict was due to people of Aland 
wishing to decide for themselves their own future and chose 
their own national belonging. This developed gradually to a 
two-sided conflict between Finland and Sweden. Finland were 
determined that Aland was a part of Finland. This view was 
supported by history. Finland maintained that the super-powers 
in Finland's point of view had recognized the Finnish autonomy 
without reservation. This would include Aland. Sweden also had 
claims to Aland. Sweden claimed her special ties to Aland on 
grounds of language and of culture, 96% of the population on 
Aland spoke Swedish.
The people of Aland posed a question if Finnish independence 
would lead to a dominance of Finnish culture on the islands. 
Domestic unrest in Finland spread to Aland causing worry, and 
this grew to a demand by the population to be reunited with 
Sweden. The people of Aland claimed the principle of national 
autonomy. This, after World War I, was one of the dominant 
principles for settlement of international relations.
Apart from being a question of a minority's national belonging, 
the Aland conflict also had an international side on the 
grounds of the international agreements which concerned the 
islands. (The Aland Servitude of 1856 and the Baltic treaty of 
1908.)
The Aland isles consist of 6554 islands in the Gulf of Bothnia 
between Sweden and Finland. The islands' strategic position 
has been valued by several nations through the ages. Aland's 
history bears witness to this. Historically Aland was inside 
the Swedish national area protected by the Swedish defence 
force. In the years 1157 to 1809 the islands were mainly under 
Swedish control. In 1714 Aland for the first time was occupied 
by Russia, and was changed to a military base for attack 
against the Swedish coast. Following the peace treaty at 
Nystad in 1721 Finland became under Swedish rule. Russia 
reoccupied the Aland isles during the Napoleonic wars with the 
help of Napoleon himself. After the peace treaty at 
Fredrikshavn between Sweden and Russia, Sweden had to give up 
the area on the other side of the Gulf of Bothnia to Russia. 
During the negotiations at Fredrikshavn Sweden tried to keep 
Aland as a Swedish area, but failed to do so. In the beginning 
of the 1800's Russia began to build an impressive fortification 
on Aland partly as part of the Russian expansion of that time, 
and partly in reply to the British and French naval power. The 
fortification was destroyed during the Crimean war. After 
peaceful settlement of the war Sweden tried to obtain Aland, 
but without sucess. Instead there was a special agreement or 
convention between France, Russia and Great Britain concerning 
Aland. It was decided that Aland should be demilitarized and 
not be fortified in the future.
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This so-called Aland Servitude of 1856 was added to the peace 
agreed after the Crimean war and is a part of European 
international law. In the beginning of the 20th century Russia 
showed in word and deed that it was not satisfied with the 
limitations put on Aland by the Aland Servitude. Rumours that 
Russia wanted to dissolve the Servitude had enormous effect on 
Swedish opinion. The Baltic treaty of 1908 lead to preliminary 
restoratio of status quo in the Baltic. Sweden had, however, 
proved that the Aland Servitude could be interpreted in 
different ways and it did not necessarily give the protection 
Sweden wished.
As a consequence of the activities during the first World War 
Russia again built fortifications on Aland and a garnison was 
stationed there. Information that the Aland isles were used as 
a base for English and Russian submarines started a heated 
debate in Sweden in the Easter of 1916. In 1917 Sweden 
received a communication from Germany proposing that Germany 
took over the isles for handing over to Sweden. This proposal 
was rejected by Sweden. And this time there was civil war 
developing in Finland. Civil war broke out seriously as the 
Bolshevieks were taken power in Russia. On the 6th of December 
1917 there followed a Finnish Independence declaration. The 
population of Aland disliked the Russian occupation during the 
first World War especially as the Russian troops were 
increasingly demoralised. Where should Aland look for help? 
On the Finnish mainland there was hardly any to get. There was. 
a secret meeting of representatives of 9 of the 16 counties 
in Finstr0m to discuss the situation in 1917. This ended in a 
wish that it no longer wanted to take part in the Finnish 
destiny, but be reunited with Sweden. By the end of 1917 there 
was a referendum on Aland where 95% of the population voted for 
reunion with Sweden.
Despite the criticsism of the way the referendum was carried 
out, this and later referendums showed a true expression of 
Aland’s wish to be united with Sweden. The people of Aland 
hoped to get help from Sweden to get rid of the Russian troops. 
Swedish troops tried in the first months of 1918 to clear up 
the situation on Aland. The Swedish presence on Aland created 
a deep mistrust in Finland, who feared that Sweden exploited 
the situation to conquer Aland. The Swedish government had 
been among the first to recognize Finnish autonomy without 
reservation and express the wish of good relationship with the 
new neighbouring state. The Swedish ambition concerning Aland 
did first and foremost seem to have its background in the need 
for security. It was therefore not surprising that Sweden made 
Aland their case, nor was it a surprise that Finland reacted. 
In the spring of 1918 after a Finnish/Swedish exchange of notes 
with partially sharp overtones including the Finnish claim that 
Sweden had interfered with Finland's domestic affairs, followed 
in the middle of March an instance on Aland which caused new 
tension. The people of Aland came with the new demand: to be 
reunited with Sweden, and they evoked the right of national 
self-determination. Their wish for freedom should be 
recognized on the same lines as Finland's. If this was not 
possible to implement, the islanders expressed their wish that 
the question should be taken up at the Peace Conference after 
the war.
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The Finnish Government acted strongly to this appeal.

In April 1918, with the help of Germany, the Finnish civil war 
was ended and soon afterwards the weapons were silenced in the 
first World War. Sweden and Finland began to drift apart in 
the Aland question and the people of Aland put their trust in 
the approaching Peace Conference. Sweden did the same. 
Finland considered the Aland question as a matter for Finland 
to handle as it was solely a domestic matter.
Two days before the cease-fire the newly formed Aland 
parliament informed the allied governments of their wish that 
the isles future be taken up at the Peace Conference and that 
there should be a referendum on the basis of the principle of 
national self-determination. Finland had with their own 
domestic problems difficulties in handling the Aland question. 
They could not give in to the demand for a referendum without 
running the risk that the groups of isles would change 
nationality. Finland tried to meet the islanders halfway by 
giving them greater freedom in Finland. This had little effect 
on the people in Aland, who now looked towards Sweden. The 
super-powers had little interest in the matter at this time. 
There were other pressing problems to solve. Only when 
relationships between Sweden and Finland deteriorated in the 
summer of 1920 was there movement on the question. Public 
opinion in Sweden in the years 1918 - 1919 showing growing 
support Aland’s reunification with Sweden. Finnish resistance 
became equally compact. Neither Finland nor the super-powers 
could overlook the popular movement, which had developed in 
Aland for the unification with Sweden.

Neither the Finnish/Swedish note-exchange between November 1918 
and June 1919 or the private talks between November and 
December 1918 brought any movement in the Aland question. The 
Finns maintained that 'they could not accept a binding 
referendum on Aland and preferred that the question did not 
come up at the Peace Conference. From the Finnish point of 
.view it would be the same as submitting that Finland did not 
’have sovereignty over the Aland isles. A sovereingty that the 
isuper-powers had recognized. Sweden and Aland stood united in 
demanding that the principle of national self-determination was 
governing in the Aland question. The positions were now in 
deadlock and there was little room to maneuver on both sides in 
finding a bilateral solution to the question. Sweden therefore 
put the question to the Peace Conference. The Swedish delegates 
underlined that the Aland question was of an international 
nature and therefore should be settled at the conference. 
There was opposition from Britain and France to the question 
being taken up at this forum, first and foremost in 
consideration of Russia. The Russiam emigrant government, 
which the super-powers were about to recognize, was against the 
isles being transferred to Sweden and wished to have a say con
cerning an eventual new military-political deal about Aland.
In December 1919 the people of Aland in their communication 
to Sir Eric Drummond the general secretary of the League of 
Nations, regretted the rumours that the Aland question was to 
be transferred from the Peace Conference to the League of 
Nations that had recently been formed.
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The people of Aland claimed that neither free status nor 
autonomy would be a satisfactory position. T he Finns on their 
side, tried to relax the situation by passing a law of autonomy 
of Aland. This was accepted by the Finnish government on the 
30 April 1920. The law of autonomy had little effect on the 
Aland people, who continued in their efforts for reunion with 
Sweden. The Swedish government received a delegation from 
Aland in 1920 with assurances that they would not give up their 
attempts to get the people of Aland's right to 
self-determination recognized. An exchange of notes between 
Finland and Sweden followed in June 1920. In that month 
the conflict deteriorated seriously.
To prevent a declaration of independence in Aland leaders of 
the Aland independence movement were arrested on the 5th of 
June 1920. A few days later Finnish troops were stationed on 
Aland to the protest of Sweden. Finland insisted on the Aland 
question being an internal problem. Later a Swedish ambassador 
in Helsinki was recalled to give a report and normal good 
diplomatic relations were not restored until the resolution to 
the problem was found. A newly formed League of Nations were 
given the responsibility of finding a resolution to the 
inflamable Aland question. The League of Nations had been 
built upon the ideas of international corporation and 
international peace and security. This should be realized by 
different methods such as disarmament, procedures for 
peaceful resolutions of international conflicts and collective 
measures against countries in the breach of rules of the League 
treaty. Formerly it was Great Britain that had raised the 
Aland question in a letter dated 19th of June 1920. In July 
the parties, including Aland, were heard by the League of 
Nations. Finland, not yet a member of the League, participated 
in negotiation as part of the conflict. Finland did not agree 
with the British view that the Aland conflict was a threat to 
peace. According to the Finnish view, the question was an 
internal matter of legislation. The League of Nations had 
appointed a committee, a so-called legal commission, to look at 
the question. The commission's report was presented in 
September and gave a little to both sides. It was determined 
on one hand that the principle of national self-determination 
could not apply to part of a nation, in this case Aland, but to 
a nation itself. According to the commission it was up to each 
nation to refuse parts of their population the right to 
determinate their own political destiny by a referendum or in 
any other way. On the other hand the commission concluded that 
Finland could not be called a consolidated state at the time 
when the claims for independence on Aland started. This gave 
the people of Aland freedom to decide for themselves their own 
future. And so the commission came to the conclusion that the 
question was relevant to the League of Nations. The League in 
other words was declared competent to discuss the question and 
to recommend a resolution.
In spite of Finnish protests the League formed a committee that 
should see Aland from all sides and should give the League 
advice regarding a resolution of the conflict. Finland made it 
clear that it would not comply with a resolution from the 
League which stated that Finland would lose the sovereignty of 
Aland.
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The League replied that they would not put forward any proposal 
to resolution that both partners could not accept. It took 
time to put together the commission of inquiry. Finally it 
consisted of a Belgian, a Swiss and an American. The chairman 
of the commission, Beyens, from Belgium, stated after a visit 
to Aland, that he was not any longer in doubt that the islands 
belonged geographically to Finland. The commission of 
inquiry's report went before the League of Nations in April 
1920. This put the question in a different light than the 
legal commission's report. In the report it was definite that 
Finland had a undisputed sovereignty of the Aland islands. 
The conclusion in this and in other reports was in opposition 
to those of the legal commission.
The report determined that the Eastern part of Aland isles 
looked like a continuation of the Finnish mainland. This 
pointed to the difficulties of any later border between Aland 
and Finland. According to the report, if Aland belonged to any 
foreign state, the Finnish defense could be jeopardized. 
Sweden did not have any similar problems. According to the 
report it was protected by the open Aland sea. The report also 
pointed out the danger connected with giving self-determination 
to linguistic or religious minorities.
The report also gave political reasons for their conclusions. 
It said Finland would probably not agree to surrender of ¿he 
isles and also pointed to the services Finland had done other 
countries by repelling communism. According to the report, 
Finland without Aland, would be isolated in Scandinavia and in 
the future might go in an alliance against Sweden. The 
commission suggested that there should be stricter rules than 
those the Aland servitude contained. It recommended that there 
should be an agreement about the isles neutrality and 
non-fortification. This would assure Sweden and other 
interested parties that the isles were not a military threat. 
In June 1921 the Aland question was raised at the League of 
Nations council for final decision . Finland was now a member 
of the League of Nations and had promised to accept the 
decision. The leader of the Swedish social democrats, 
Branting, criticized the report in detail. He maintained that 
Sweden by supporting the Aland case, had only wished to support 
the rights of the island's population. Despite an obvious dis
appointment, Sweden agreed to the League of Nations' decision.
Finland was on the whole satisfied with the report of the 
commission of inquiry, but were reserved about the proposal 
that the Finnish government should give the islanders the right 
to direct appeal to the League of Nations in case of conflict 
between Finland and Aland. It was a compromise that 
Aland's government had the right to complain to the League of 
Nations, but this should be carried out through the Finnish 
government who at the same time would put their own view 
forward on the subject. Finland followed the commission's 
proposal about the expanded autonomy law for Aland, the 
so-called guarantee law. In this law neither the Aland 
government or counties were obliged to give support to schools 
which did not teach Swedish. The islanders received the right 
to redeem property that had been sold to outsiders.
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The guarantee-law was revised in the beginning of the 1950s, 
given a more modern formulation.
There were several advantages that the Aland question had been 
taken up by the League of Nations. The super-powers thereby 
avoided having to support a resolution which could put them in 
a poor light in Scandinavia. A collective solution made it 
possible to a stronger degree to save face. It also gave the 
super-powers the possibility to show together all thire know
ledge and experience. It was in many ways a good solution. 
Sweden’s need for security was considered. (Aland’s convention 
which would secure non-fortification and demilitarization). 
Aland's character would be secured by a new law of autonomy and 
Finland's continued sovereignty.
The resolution to the Aland conflict by the new League of 
Nations gave necessary prestige in the initial phase. With 
Hitler's Germany's blind play of power there was little the 
Lague could do. Also the UN had to decline elsewhere where 
there had been a strong display of power and national 
preferences (such the Middle East). The international 
organizations which had been formed to secure world peace, had 
shown and will continue to show that there is hope for peaceful 
resolution to conflict. According to Sir Eric Drummond, the 
secretary general of the League of Nations, it is the role of 
the international organizations to build a system which secures 
world peace for ever.
The organizations should also beside peaceful resolution of 
conflict build up tradition and practice that would prevent 
dangerous conflict in the future. By the resolution of the 
Aland conflict the League fulfilled both these aims.
Was the conflict really necessary? The question remains after 
study of the issue. It is difficult to understand that a war 
between Finland and Sweden over Aland was not so far away. 
Even if the atmosphere of war was not as near as compared with 
Norway and Sweden in 1905, it is my opinion the most important 
reason that there was no war was in the fact that the countries 
put friendship before war. Sweden needed Finland, a buffer to 
the East, and Finland needed Sweden, the Scandinavian 
connection. However, as in so many historic examples, the 
warmest friendship between countries, can quickly be changed 
into the hottest wars. The League's exixtence and interest in 
Aland could have been a decisive factor in the peaceful 
resolution.
Conflicts are in many ways necessary to air a point of view or 
feelings, also to make course corrections. Even if we eliminate 
wars, we will not eliminate international conflicts. It is 
important that we learn from conflicts and resolutions of 
conflicts. It ought be possible to discover conflicts early 
enough to prevent them to do unnecessary damage. The 
super-power's participation was of decisive importance for the 
settlement of Aland. It is perhaps the most important factor 
that the countries involved accepted and followed up the League 
of Nations decision.
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Greenland is the biggest island in the world. It covers 24 
degrees of latitude and 60 degrees of longitude, and covers an 
area of 2 175 600 kin of which only 341 700 kin is free of ice. 
The island is 50 times greater in size than Denmark, it is a 
polar region and has a harsh climate. The population of 
approx. 52 000 is concentrated mainly in certain places along 
the coast. It is rich in resources especially fish and 
minerals. In 1981 more than 70% of Greenland export earnings 
came from the sale of fish and fish products. Mining for zinc 
and silver is to be found at Marmorilik. There is much 
interest in research for oil and gas on Jameson Land.
Greenland's dispute with Norway and Denmark between 1921 and 
1933 can be said to have had its roots in Norse time.
Greenland was discovered by a Norwegian, Eirik Raude 982, he 
and his descendants formed Norwegian colonies. The 
re-discovery of Greenland in 1721 by Hans Egede also had a 
Norwegian starting point. Between the years 1380 and 1814 
Norway and Denmark were in a union and the activity on 
Greenland was characterised by centralisation and monopolies. 
In 1776 the Danish government had a monopoly on trade on Green
land. In 1781 Greenland was administratively divided into a 
northern and southern district, each headed by an inspector. 
Towards the end of the 18 century the whole of the west coast 
from Kap Farvel in the south to Upernavik in the north was 
colonised by Denmark. The first colony on the east coast was 
founded in 1894 in Angmagssalik. Before this, peace in Kiel 
had been achieved in 1814 and Denmark kept hold of Greenland 
and gave Norway to Sweden.
The decree in 1776 gave particularly negative effects to the 
Norwegian fishermen and whalers, their activity on Greenland 
was considerably reduced. There were to be more decrees, for 
example introduction of a 3 nautical mile fishing limit around 
Greenland to exclude other nations fishing inside the limit. 
Denmark based their Greenland policy (which also included 
stricter control over immigration to Greenland) or the 
indigenous population (i.e. the eskimoes) being protected from 
harm as a result from control from the outside world.
It was primarily on the west coast of Greenland that the Danish 
system was effectively enforced. On the east coast where Nor
wegians were whaling, the system had little or no effect. The 
Norwegian interests were tied to the fjord district in the 
middle of the coast. Norwegians were drawn to the west coast 
by the fishing and whaling. Denmark was also aware that Green
land was rich in resources and directed substantial sums of 
money into research and mapping these. There was an increase 
in the activity on Greenland (together with participation of 
other nations) from the end of the 1800's, which necessitated 
an explanation of East-Greenland's international status.
In the years 1915 - 1921 the Danish government applied to 
several countries to get recognition of their sovereignty over 
East-Greenland. The motive for these communications was 
discussed through, without any unambiguous explanation. 
Denmark claimed it was to get recognition for an already 
existing sovereingty.
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A lot points to the fact that the Danish motive was to get 
Danish sovereignty expressly recognised by arming at preventing 
other nations gaining other areas here. After a Danish com
munication in July 1919 about "Expansion of Denmarks political 
and economic interests in Greenland", the Danish ambassador in 
Norway got information from the Foreign Minister Ihlen, that 
"the Norwegian government would not make any difficulties in 
this case". In 1921 there followed an official Danish com
munication to the Norwegian government with a request for 
recognition of Danish sovereignty over all Greenland. It 
referred to other powers recognition of Danish sovereignty over 
Greenland such as France, Great Britain and the United States 
of America.
At this point in time Norway was willing to recognise Danish 
sovereignty over Greenland only with the reservation that 
Norway would not give up the right to fishing and whaling. The 
Danish-Norwegian talks at this time were interrupted by the 
Danish side. Denmark wished to leave it with Ihlens oral 
agreement in 1919. Denmark had not received recognition after 
the communication so they chose therefore to consider the 
Norwegian recognition given by Ihlen.
On the same day (10 May) as the Norwegian-Danish talks were 
interrupted the so-called withdrawal decree was proclaimed. 
This meant that the whole of Greenland would incorporate the 
Danish colonies and stations and Denmark would rule over Green
land. A little later it was made known that Greenland's coast 
was closed to anybody who did not have the approval of the 
Danish Greenland monopoly for navigation. In the following 
note exchange between Norway and Denmark the conflict was 
stated clearly. Norway feared possible harmful effects to 
Norwegian trade on Greenland as a consequence of Danish 
expansion of sovereingty. Denmark was willing to compensate 
for eventual loss which followed the decree, but maintained 
that Norway had recognised Danish sovereignty by the Ihlen 
declaration.
In Norway there was a need to clarify their principal view on 
the status of East Greenland. The area was in practice a no- 
mansland i.e. an area which nobody owns or hold right to have. 
There became an awakening of Norwegian opinion, not least after 
the measure of 1921. In 1923/24 there materialised an official 
Norwegian view of East Greenland's status. East Greenland was 
a no-mansland, but ought to be Norwegian. In a report from the 
Norwegian Foreign Policy Committee on 3 July 1923 it is said 
that East Greenland and most of Nort-East Greenland so far had 
not been taken in effective possession by the Danish state. 
The Danish claim that the Ihlen's declaration had bound Norway 
should be rejected and the committee recommended a new 
negotiation on a free basis.
The negotiations took place until 1 Sep. 1923. The Norwegian 
point of view of Greenland was a no-mansland which ought to be 
Norwegian, Norway would not accept alternative Danish 
sovereignty. Norway was willing to go back to the idea of no- 
mansland if no countries need give up their principal wishes.
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The Danes negotiated that they held their claim to sovereingty 
but would promise security to Norwegian interests. It was no 
longer Norwegian policy to recognise Danish sovereignty despite 
the offer of security to Norwegian interests.
In January 1924 there was an agreement or convention concerning 
East Greenland called the East Greenland agreement. It 
contained rules for hunting and fishing and scientific 
research. This did not lead to any clarification of the 
important principal question - East Greenland status. A note 
exchange was maintained between the countries kept in sight of 
the principal of sovereignty.
Even if the agreement in 1924 did not succeed in expressing 
that the partners should keep away from dispute about soverign- 
ty during the time of the agreement which was supposed to be 20 
years. In practice it was known that it was impossible to let 
the sovereignty issue rest, especially in consideration of the 
fact that both lands had shown a steadily increasing interest 
in East Greenland. The purpose of the agreement was a make 
peace in the Greenland question. Until 1930 there was not a 
real peace, but only a truce.
There followed in the summer of 1930 disputes about police 
authority on East Greenland. A Norwegian scientist and two 
whaling men were given police authority over Norwegian citizens 
on East Greenland by the Norwegian government. Denmark 
protested both orally and in writing and referred to their 
understanding of the regions status. The Norwegian government 
showed in a later note that in their view East Greenland was a 
no-mansland and that they had full right to give Norwegians in 
the area police authority over Norwegian citizens. Denmark 
introduced a three-year plan for scientific research of central 
parts of East Greenland. The area for the Danish three-year 
plan was a popular whaling and fishing area for Norwegians who 
had taken possession of property and erected housing in con
nection with their activities.
The events in 1930 originated from a note exchange where both 
countries referred to their own standpoints. Norway pointed to 
the whalers and fishermen having full and effective disposal of 
their hunting areas. Norway wanted also an agreement that 
there should not be any form of sovereignty exercise on East 
Greenland, so long as the East Greenland agreement was in 
operation. This agreement was rejected by Denmark and tried to 
solve the arising disagreement by arbitration (established 
according to the Danish-Norwegian arbitration convention of 
1924) or by according to article 17 in United Nations policy on 
Peace Resolution of Internation Conflicts. The Norwegian 
government agreed that the conflict should be put before the 
International Court in the Hague, and that the two governments 
should negotiate how the question should be presented. Already 
the East Greenland Agreement contained an article that was 
dubious as to its interpretation. This concerned whether that 
any settlement by the International Court should be binding to 
both sides.
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Both Norway and Denmark were aware that the court in its 
decision of the sovereignty question to a great extent must 
take into account what the countries had done. In this Denmark 
was in the more favourable position. It was Denmark which 
claimed sovereignty, not Norway. What Denmark did could be 
interpreted as only wanting to express what was an existing 
situation.
Norway claimed that East Greenland was no-mansland but ought to 
be Norwegian. However, how should this happen? Would a court 
without reservation offer Norway sovereignty without more 
evidence than Norwegian hunting and fishery interests? These 
are the two perspectives that must be considered. On 10 July 
1931 Denmark received a message of the Norwegian occupation of 
the area between Carlsbergfjord in the south and Besselfjord in 
the north.
The next day the Norwegian government received a message that 
the Danish government had put the matter before the Permanent 
International Court in the Hague. This court was established 
in 1920 as a consequence of the agreement of the League of 
Nations treaty. It was dissolved and replaced by The Inter
national Court which became a part of the United Nations in 
1945. Both Denmark and Norway had finished with the League of 
Nations in 1920, but had in 1921 recognised The Permanent 
Court's authority. More or less all court disputes can appeal 
to this court including, for example disputes concerning the 
sovereignty of East Greenland.
While the Greenland matter took it's course in the court in the 
Hague, Norway initiated in the autumn of 1932, negotiations for 
settlement of the Greenland conflict. Denmark had been willing 
to have settlement negotiations only on one basis. Norwegian 
recognition of Danish sovereignty over all Greenland. Norway 
considered this settlement, but it was not accepted since it 
would mean that Norway must give up the demand to sovereignty 
over any part of Greenland. The matter continued to go it's 
way towards the court.
It was the Norwegian occupation of the 10 July 1931 which was 
the core of the Greenland problem. Denmark asked for judgement 
that the Norwegian occupation declaration of 10 July 1931 be 
regarded as illegal and invalid. Norway asked for judgement 
that Denmark did not have the sovereignty over "Eirik Raudes 
Land" and that Norway had gained sovereignty over this area.
According to Denmark, the Norwegian occupation was invalid 
because the occupied area happened to be under Danish 
sovereignty. Consequently it could not be occupied by any 
other power.
There were two main arguments put forward in support of the 
Danish claim

1. Denmark's sovereignty over Greenland had existed a long 
time as shown by the peaceful and continuous discharge of 
government over the island. This sovereignty, up to the 
dispute was not contested by any power.
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2. Norway had by treaty or any other method recognised 
Danish sovereignty over all Greenland and could not 
dispute it now.

As support for their first claim, Denmark referred to the 
treaty which they entered into with other countries from 1782 
and onwards. Denmark stated that these treaties gave support 
to the Danish claims that Denmark had sovereignty over all 
Greenland and not only over the colonised parts. The 
diplomatic communications in the years 1915 - 1921 were 
referred to asking other countries to recognise Denmark's 
position on Greenland.
The importance of Denmark’s presence on the east coast was also 
referred to , concerning scientific expeditions, whaling 
expeditions etc. and also to the different decrees in the 
1920s.
The claim that Norway had already recognised Danish sovereignty 
of the whole of Greenland was based on several points, in 
short: The Kieler Treaty, bilateral and multilateral treaties, 
the Ihlen declaration, the East Greenland Agreement. These 
points according to Denmark built an assumption that Denmark ■ 
had the sovereignty.
Norway insisted that Denmark did not have sovereignty over the 
area which was occupied 10 July and that this area was a 
no-mansland when the occupation took place. According to 
Norway the area outside the border be for Danish colonies, and 
that Danish sovereignty did not stretch over these limits.
Norway claimed further that the Danish communications from 1915 
- 1921 to other powers had the intention of persuading these 
countries to agree to an expansion of Danish sovereignty where 
it still did not have the sovereignty. Norway argued also that 
the Danish communication of 14 July 1919 to Norway on 
recognition of Danish sovereignty did not contain information 
that the Danish government had the intention of developing a 
monopoly system to apply to the whole of Greenland.
If Norway had known this at the time Denmark would have a 
rejection of the communication. In other words on the grounds 
of lack of information the Ihlen declaration could not be used 
against Norway.
Norway claimed that sovereignty in Arctic areas must be 
effectively practical to be validly achieved.
Judgement on the matter was passed 5 April 1933, concerning the 
legal status for certain parts of East Greenland. By twelve 
votes to two it was stated that

1. The occupation declaration by the Norwegian government 10 
July 1931 an any step taken in this connection is a 
breach of the existing state of law and consequently 
illegal and invalid.

2. The Norwegian government's claims against this judgement 
were rejected. .



7

The question of sovereignty is a complicated area in common 
law. Common law give no fast recipe on what gives a country 
sovereignty over an area. In the Greenland case we were 
dealing with an Arctic area. Was it enough to issue decrees 
and laws to gain sovereignty? Or was it necessary by official 
occupation and afterwards declaring occupation. Denmark 
received support from the court for their point of view which 
had shown purpose and will to be a practical sovereignty in the 
disputed area. Norway received no support for their claim that 
the Danish measures were not sufficient to prove sovereignty. 
It has been speculated that Denmark got support of the court 
for political reasons. The Norwegian claim was strongly 
opposed by certain other countries with extensive sovereignty
pretensions in other Arctic and especially Antarctic area. 
This is only speculation.
Would it have been wiser of Norway to recognise ‘Danish 
sovereignty over all Greenland without reservation in 1921? At 
that time there reigned a spirit of brotherhood in Scandinavia 
with frequent ministerial meetings. I resume from Norway's 
point of view that this was risky, seen in the light of Danish 
policy toward Greenland. The Norwegian national ambition grew 
in strength in the 1920's and to recognise Danish sovereignty 
over Greenland would be impossible to carry through 
politically.
A court decision is usually a brutal blow for the defeated. 
Would it have been better if the Greenland case had been 
settled by negotiation? A negotiated settlement usually 
contain some gain and some loss for both sides. Norway and 
Denmark chose to avoid the question which was the cause of the 
discord. They chose to talk about the practical question, such 
as under the negotiation about the East Greenland agreement. 
The settlement negotiations in the autumn of 1932 showed that 
there was little movement in the point of view the countries 
had taken already in 1924. In locked situations like this it 
seems reasonable that the case be taken to the court. As far 
as possible the verdict of the court is based on objective 
judgement. It is important perhaps that neither side can be 
blamed for the result. The biggest weakness with the judges 
verdict in the Greenland case was that the conflict's economic 
side received so little attention. This was in my view a very 
important side of the conflict. The judges verdict created 
peaceful relationship between Norway and Denmark. Whether it 
created peace among fishermen and whalers on East Greenland is 
a different question.


