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1
Since the 1950s, the European Union (EU) has become Europe’s largest market and most important political
actor. It has not only steadily deepened its scope of integration but also has widened its membership from the
original six to fifteen states in 1995, with a queue of applicants that could double the Union’s size in the not-too39

distant future.\fn{The first chapter of this book has been enriched with the contents of chapter two, “Political Constraints”, in the form of
footnotes. The large number of unsupported quotations within the body of the text are the result of eliminating their citations; but those who
wish to explore these may refer to her extensive apparatus, which is conveniently gathered together at the end of chapters one and eight.
Footnotes of an explanatory nature, however, have been preserved:H}

Yet the demand for membership has varied over time and across countries: the original six “committed
Europeans” who have been able and willing founding members of the European Communities (EC; the European
Community, the European Coal and Steel Community, and the European Atomic Energy Agency); the able but not
willing “reluctant Europeans”;' and the “eager Europeans” who willingly applied for membership as soon as they
felt remotely able to join. In this book, I deal with the second category.
Many former and current members of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) are found among the
reluctant Europeans. Countries such as the United Kingdom, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland would
have fulfilled the eligibility criteria from the outset, but for a long time they aimed at a lower level of integration
than full EC membership.\fn{The Treaty on European Union states in Articles 6(1) and 49 that any European state respecting the
principles of liberty, democracy, and respect for human rights, fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law may apply to become a member of
the Union} I seek to explain why Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland have been so reluctant. After briefly summarizing

five decades of EC-EFTA relations, I review some theoretical approaches and then set out the framework of analysis.
*
The creation of the European Communities in the 1950s divided Western Europe into the Six (Belgium, France,
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands) and the “non-Six”. The attempt to overcome this division by
creating a comprehensive European free trade area within the framework of the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC) failed. As a result, the United Kingdom and its supporters (Austria, Denmark,
Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and Switzerland) in 1960 founded the European Free Trade Association (EFTA).
Whereas the EC-6 favored a supranational customs union with the long-term objective of a political union, the
ambitions of the EFTA-7 amounted to nothing more than a classical free trade area in industrial goods with purely
intergovernmental decision-making.
After only one year of EFTA’s existence, however, the United Kingdom applied for EC membership, followed by
Denmark, Norway, and Ireland. The rest of the EFTA countries sought closer economic association with the
Communities in order to avoid trade distortions. Such aspirations failed in 1963 with the veto of British membership
by French president Charles de Gaulle. In 1967, the four countries applied for the second time, with the same result.
After de Gaulle’s resignation two years later, the European Communities finally opened themselves toward the EFTA
countries and revived the dormant applications. In 1973, Great Britain, Denmark, and Ireland joined, but Norway did
not ratify the accession treaty after a negative referendum. At the same time, bilateral free trade agreements (FTAs)
entered into force between the enlarged European Communities and the remaining EFTA countries, including Finland,
which had been associated with EFTA since 1961, and Iceland, which became a member in 1970. Greece joined the
EC in 1981 and Portugal and Spain in 1986.
*
The EC-EFTA free trade agreements proved to be real success stories, and in 1984, the last tariffs and almost all
quantitative restrictions on trade in industrial goods were removed. In an attempt to keep up with the “deepening” of
integration in the European Communities, the “Luxembourg process,” a pragmatic sector-by-sector approach for
cooperation, was launched in 1984. In light of the dynamics toward the completion of the EC’s internal market initiated
by the 1985 White Paper, the Luxembourg process soon proved to be too cumbersome. In 1989, the idea was
introduced to switch from a sectoral to a global approach toward cooperation. The outcome was the EC-EFTA
agreement on the European Economic Area (EEA), which entered into force in 1994 and basically extended the
internal market to the EFTA countries.
In spite of the EEA negotiations, however, Austria applied for EC membership in 1989, when the end of the Cold
War was near. Within three years, Sweden, Finland, Switzerland, and Norway had joined the applicants’ queue.
Surprisingly, they submitted their membership bid at a time when the European Community (the Community) was
moving toward a political union requiring increasing sacrifices of sovereignty, even though they were offered
participation in the internal market through the EEA. Switzerland failed to ratify the EEA agreement in 1992 and
decided to suspend its application for EC membership. Soon after the Maastricht Treaty entered into force in November
1993, the enlargement negotiations with the remaining applicants were successfully concluded. Austria, Finland, and
Sweden joined the EU in 1995, but Norway once again failed to accede because of a negative referendum.\fn{ Among the
distinct features of the Nordic model are the comprehensiveness of social policy, the high degree of institutionalization of the social entitlement
principle, and the solidaristic and universalist nature of social legislation. The labor movements have unionized around 80 percent of all wageearners, and the Nordic states have generally been committed to full employment, a centralized system of wage bargaining, policies aiming at an
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egalitarian distribution of income, and access to comprehensive social benefits. These characteristics depended, on the one hand, on the historical
compromise between trade unions and employers and, on the other hand, on the social democrats’ alliance with the farmers, which allowed them to
exchange agricultural subsidies for political support. | The plans of the Swedish model originate in the Great Depression of the 1930s, and they
were gradually put into effect after World War II by the social democratic governments. Until the late 1980s, the Swedish folkhemmet has actively
been maintained by the Social Democratic Party with the support of the non-socialist parties. In fact, the “Social Democrats have captured the idea
of the nation—they have successfully interpreted the national identity as one of an ever-reforming welfare state, a national social community
always striving to make itself more of a community.” Even though it is primarily a postwar achievement, the institution of the welfare state, which
fits into the specific Swedish concept of common rights, has acquired qualities of a national myth. Moreover, the Social Democratic Party and the
Swedish model have become so entangled that “the crisis of social democracy would be a crisis of national identity as well.” | All Scandinavian
countries present a rather homogeneous religious structure dominated by the Lutheran state church. The fundamentalist Lutheran tradition in their
hinterlands was less politicized in Sweden and Denmark than in Norway. The same is true for the issue of public control over alcohol consumption.
The only notable division tending to supplement the political left-right split has been “the urban-rural axis, owing to: (a) the geographical size of the
country; (b) its sparse population; (c) its uniquely rapid transition from agrarian to modern industrial society … and (d) its large landed agrarian
class.” This urban-rural cleavage has, however, been much less pronounced in Sweden than in Norway. The Swedish peasantry never suffered the
yoke of feudalism but was traditionally entitled to free ownership of land and forest, and the allemansrätt [everyman’s right] guarantees everybody
free access to nature irrespective of ownership. Hence, no lasting cleavages have remained in Swedish society, and “the gospels of evangelism,
nationalism, ethnicism and regional matters have had little impact on 20th century Swedish politics.”}

As the cases of Great Britain, Denmark, and Sweden show, reluctant integration policies do not easily disappear with
EU membership. On the contrary, skepticism toward closer integration is likely to become even more salient in the
future as efforts to further deepen integration encroach upon more sensitive areas and enlargements increase the EU’s
diversity. There is thus a compelling need to understand reluctant integration policies.\fn{ During the worldwide depression in
the 1930s, the social democrats in Norway succeeded in forming a political alliance with the Agrarian Party to support their program for job creation,
welfare reforms, and agricultural subsidies. In 1935, the Norwegian Confederation of Trade Unions (LO-Norway) and the Norwegian Employers’
Federation (NAF) signed the “Basic Agreement” [Hevedavtale], which covered many pay and labor agreements. Since then, they have jointly
determined wages and incomes. Ten years later, all political parties agreed on a common program for welfare policy (the Folketrygd program).
Norway lacked the internationalized, large-scale corporate structure of Sweden, which may help explain why the conservatives accepted state
economic leadership. Norwegian business faced difficulties in mobilizing the necessary capital for industrialization, and the country was
characterized by extensive state ownership of industry and banks. In the “Golden Age” of the 1950s-1960s, Norway’s welfare model was the one
with the strongest element of economic planning, state control of money markets, and strong efforts at regional policies. Norwegian identity became
closely tied to the establishment of the welfare state. | Marked and persistent societal differences have been documented throughout the history of
Norwegian politics; a geographical cleavage between the eastern center and the southwestern and northern peripheries; cultural conflicts over
linguistic policy, alcohol policy, and the control of the church; and economic conflicts, such as the struggle of the working class against owners and
employers. Norway, like Sweden, does not have ethnic minorities except for a small group of Sami (about 45,000 people). However, there are two
major Norwegian languages, the rural language nynorsk (or landsmal) and the standard bokmal (or riksmal) spoken in the cities. Out of
dissatisfaction with the Danish standard for written Norwegian and as an element of nation building, nynorsk was created out of several oral dialects
in the 1850s. Even though bokmal dominates today, both languages are still spoken and taught at school. In addition, an orthodox lay movement
dating back to the eighteenth century established itself within the Lutheran state church. This pietistic fundamentalism has been strong in the west and
south of the country. In the same areas, a popular movement against the consumption of alcohol emerged. It won a referendum campaign for rural
prohibition in 1919, but prohibition was repealed in 1926. Ever since, the teetotalers’ movement has acted as a pressure group to maintain the strict
public monopoly on the sale of wine and spirits. | Norwegian society has thus been influenced by three countercultures based on religion, language,
and abstinence, and has accordingly split up into the secularized central and urban regions where none of the counterculture were strong, the western
periphery where all of them prevailed, and some mixed regions. In other words, western Norway has been marked by strong Lutheran orthodoxy,
teetotalism, and the usage of nynorsk, whereas the rest of the country, in particular the center around Oslo, has been rather secularized and uses
bokmal as a written language. Norwegian nationalism provides a good example of how nations may be “invented” with the creation of their own
language, the transfer of certain aspects of peasant or fisherman culture into the urban context, and the selection of national symbols and customs. |
The center-periphery conflict represents the combined effect of the traditional linguistic, religious, and urban-rural cleavages. The political coalitions
with regard to Norway’s membership in the European Communities have usually formed along this conflict line. The societal cleavages reinforce
each other, whereas the party lines are crosscut. This potential for politicization is especially visible in the results of opinion polls, elections, and
referenda and, together with the “Norwegian model,” produces latent domestic constraints on integration}

*
Economic theory leads us to expect that small and highly industrialized states are more likely to integrate than
larger or less advanced countries. Regional integration allows small countries to obtain advantages similar to
those large countries have through the opportunity to specialize in accord with comparative advantages, the ability
to exploit economies of scale, and the stimulating effects of increased competition.
First, trade diversion generally threatens to reduce the welfare of nonmembers. From an EFTA point of view, not
participating in the reduction of intra-EC barriers would have meant that Community members substitute EC goods
for EFTA goods, thus deteriorating EFTA’s terms of trade. The sales of EFTA-based firms in EC markets would be
displaced without any offsetting increase in exports. Moreover, the likelihood that a preferential trading agreement
increases the welfare of its members rises as more trade is concentrated in the region. Countries close to the
Community have strong economic incentives to join, especially if the EC is their main customer—as has
increasingly been the case with the EFTA countries. The formation of a customs union would be particularly
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advisable for small countries that cannot individually affect the terms of trade.
Second, customs unions permit better exploitation of economies of scale that cannot be reaped in small domestic
markets. Low unit-cost production is especially important for highly industrialized, specialized, and export-oriented
market economies such as those of the EFTA states. Staying outside the EC meant that the EFTA countries’ location
of production would become less attractive and might require a depreciation of their national currencies, which would
further worsen the terms of trade. For the latecomers, the larger the market they join, the better, since it implies a
greater potential scope for division of labor and scale economies. At the same time, watching the community grow
from the outside is becoming more and more costly in terms of forgone economic benefits, increasing discrimination,
and a growing body of EC legislation that requires adaptation without influence.
Third, the benefits of increased competition are greater for countries with similar production, such as the intraindustry trade in manufactures typical for Western Europe. An increase in competition reduces monopoly distortions
and increases efficiency and consumers’ choice, which is expected to benefit small economies in particular. EC
membership would also help avoid the problem of investment diversion, that is, EFTA firms investing in the
Community rather than the association in order to improve access to the internal market.
*
The acquis académique on integration policy theory and enlargement theory is extremely scarce. None of the
existing approaches is readily available to explain the long-standing aloofness of the “reluctant Europeans,” their search
for limited integration, or their hesitant policies once members of the Union.\fn{ Some speculations have been formulated about
the roots of “Europhobia,” yet without an attempt at operationalization} The classical theories focus primarily on the deepening of
integration and not on the conduct of integration policy. The neo-functionalist perspective vaguely suggests that
successful integration will elicit a reaction from adversely affected outsiders, in particular from interest groups that fear
the danger of discrimination and isolation, compelling them to closer ties. This “externalization” may finally lead to a
“geographical spillover” in terms of an enlargement of the European Union.
To explain integration preferences, a domestic perspective needs to be added. Simon Bulmer claims that different
economic structures, domestic institutions, and political traditions produce different integration policies. In fact,
pluralist theories suggest that the preferences of interest groups and the dynamics of party systems should matter most;
elite theories locate the sources of integration policies in the nature and beliefs of the national decision-makers; and
institutional theories focus on decision-making structures to explain national preferences. In contrast to these
“rationalist” approaches, constructivism claims that identities shape preferences.\fn{Pollack argues in a recent review article that
realist, liberal, and institutionalist approaches are converging around a dominant rationalist research program, whereas constructivism has become the
primary rival, but less developed, approach to the study of European integration} Both schools of thought are—to some extent—right.

Walter Mattli maintains that a country applies for EU membership after one or more years of growth rates below
the average of the member states.\fn{In fact, he only considers the growth rates of the original EC-6} Obviously, a government
may use integration to improve economic performance in view of its goal of reelection. Based on opinion polls,
however, Christopher Anderson and Karl Kaltenthaler found that GDP growth has, unlike unemployment and
inflation, no significant effects on public support for a country’s EU membership. In my view, export dependence and
market access provide better indicators of economic incentives to join than performance gaps. Indeed, Mattli’s
hypothesis does not explain the integration policies of Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and other EFTA countries that
have either applied when their performance was above EU average, have failed to apply in spite of persistently low
growth vis-à-vis the Union, or did apply but did not join after a negative referendum. Moreover, as Mattli concedes,
the argument does not apply to the candidate countries that were significantly poorer than the least wealthy member
States but enjoyed higher growth rates (e.g., Portugal and Central and Eastern European countries).\fn{ In contrast to
Sweden and Norway, the welfare state has never posed a problem for Switzerland’s integration policy because its social system lies within the
tradition of continental welfare regimes. The country has, however, faced other specific obstacles toward joining the European Community, in
particular direct democracy, federalism, and neutrality. | Swiss federalism and direct democracy have old historical roots and were
institutionalized in the Federal Constitution of 1848. Many Swiss have worried that EC membership would reduce the cantons’ legal freedom of
action, limit their influence on federal legislation, and lead to a transfer of power from the cantons to the federal level. More important than the
threat to federalism seem the constraints on direct democracy in the domains of EC competences. The two main features of direct democracy are
the referendum and the initiative. Every bill approved by the Swiss parliament is open to a national referendum if within ninety days a petition is
made against it bearing the signature of at least 50,000 citizens. Referenda on constitutional modifications and on certain international treaties,
such as membership in the European Union (EU), are compulsory and need a double majority of voters and cantons. An initiative of 100,000
signatures can demand that the Federal Constitution be amended or partially revised. These popular rights encourage government and parliament
to anticipate possible opposition and lead them to consult parties and interest organizations at an early stage of the decision-making process. In
the case of EU membership, the range of possible initiatives and referenda would be restricted since Community law precedes national law. | In
comparison to Scandinavian countries, Swiss society is rather heterogeneous. With German-, French-, Italian-, and Romansh-speaking groups,
Switzerland displays high ethno-linguistic fragmentation. The predominant language is German (or Schwyzerdütch), spoken by roughly two-
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thirds of the population. About one-fifth speak French in western Switzerland, and Italian is restricted to the southern part and is spoken by about
10 percent of the population. Romansh is spoken by barely 1 percent in the mountainous southeast. | The urban-rural conflict still has a latent
mobilizing capacity in both the French- and the German-speaking areas but to a greater extent in the latter, where it is reinforced by historical
populist, antiestablishment feelings. Many referenda have been characterized by a gap between the liberal cities and the more conservative
countryside. In addition, the border cantons have traditionally been more open toward their neighboring countries than the inner core of
Switzerland. However, the country lacks a true center, and federalism is likely to have pacified any urban-rural conflict. Hence, “the centreperiphery cleavage is assumed to be relatively unsalient in the Swiss federal system.” The religious antagonism between Protestants and
Catholics was pacified early on through the integration of both sides into national politics. It has had practically no influence on integration policy
| Unlike Norway’s societal divisions, Switzerland’s linguistic, religious, and regional cleavages are to a large extent crosscutting. Not all Swiss
Germans are Catholic, conservative, and rural, and not all French-speaking Swiss are Protestant, liberal, and urban. An analysis of the results of
national referenda over a period of more than 100 years revealed that language was a more important factor than religion, education, age, or party
membership. The ethno-linguistic cleavage is clearly the dominant political cleavage in Swiss society, in particular with regard to external
relations. In general, the francophone Swiss (Romands) tend to have a more cosmopolitan and integration-friendly outlook, whereas the Germanspeaking majority is more oriented toward traditional values and is less socially egalitarian than their French- or Italian-speaking compatriots}

Regarding the Nordic countries, Christine Ingebritsen argues that the transformation of the international security
system in 1989 made the changes in integration policy possible and that the variation with regard to EU membership
can be explained by the leading economic sectors and their respective political influence.\fn{Ingebritsen defines the leading
sector as “the largest single contributor to national revenue” while presenting each country’s principal exports. At least, however, her argument
requires consideration of the leading export sectors with regard to the EU market. Yet even those export shares do not necessarily determine the
winners and losers from accession, as long as the level of trade barriers is ignored. For example, why should the Norwegian petroleum industry
lobby in favor of EU membership if it already enjoys free access to the internal market? } More precisely, Sweden and Finland joined

the European Union because manufacturing and forestry are export-dependent; Denmark remains because its
agriculture and manufacturing benefit from EU subsidies and open markets; and Norway and Iceland stay out because
fishing is threatened by EU policies and because Norway’s oil revenues make non-membership economically feasible.
Hence, “the divergent paths to Europe conformed to the specificities of sectoral politics, not to the structure of the state,
to membership in international institutions, or to class divisions within the society.”\fn{ Ingebritsen, The Nordic States and
European Unity, p. 115}
I can only partly agree with this argument. The results of the referenda in Switzerland in 1992 and in Sweden in
1994 were negative and uncertain, respectively, despite heavily pro-integration leading sectors and political elites. In
Norway, the interests tied to the most important industry, oil and gas, were inconsequential in the membership issue,
whereas marginal sectors such as fishing and farming mattered. Even if one concedes that the petroleum sector did not
actively lobby the government on the membership issue but rather provided the revenues that allowed the state to dole
out subsidies to agriculture and fisheries, which in turn enabled them to campaign against membership, the question
remains why in 1972 those two sectors contributed to a "no" vote without the existence of oil-generated subsidies.
Opposition may not only arise from economic sectoral interests exercising pressure through political
representation but can also originate in political institutions, societal cleavages, or historical constraints.\fn{Sweden
has not experienced any relevant periods of foreign rule or occupation. On the contrary, it had itself governed foreign lands in the past. In
the seventeenth century, under King Gustav Adolph, Sweden conquered territories in the Baltic, Poland, and Prussia and played an
important role in the Thirty Years’ War. Moreover, the Swedish kingdom won the three provinces in the southern part of its peninsula from
Denmark. Swedish great power politics ended with a defeat in the Great Northern War against the combined forces of Denmark, Poland,
and Russia. In the Treaty of Nystad in 1721, Sweden lost most of its provinces on the other side of the Baltic Sea. During the Napoleonic
wars, Sweden was forced to cede Finland to Russia in 1809, and it lost its last possessions in northern Germany. Nevertheless, Sweden in
1812 allied with Russia against Napoleon. After a successful invasion of Denmark, an ally of the French emperor, the Danish king had to
cede Norway to Sweden in 1814. | Since then, Sweden has enjoyed peace as a “result of caution and opportunism of Sweden’s leaders
combined with a healthy dose of good fortune, rather than any vision in policy.” In 1848, Sweden and Norway provided the Danish king
with troops against his rebellious subjects in Holstein. In 1864, however, the Swedish government refused to follow its king, who had
promised support to Denmark when it tried to incorporate Schleswig. Constitutional reforms and the rapid growth of the liberals and social
democrats increased domestic pressure against military adventures. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the left successfully
promoted a benign acceptance of Norwegian independence and a general foreign policy of neutrality. | In 1912 and in 1938, Sweden,
Norway, and Denmark jointly declared their commitment to neutrality. The Swedish government rejected Finland’s appeal for intervention,
both in its struggle for independence in 1917 and against the Soviet attack in the Winter War of 1939-1940 despite a strong public opinion
in favor of assistance. After the German invasion of Denmark and Norway in 1940, the Swedish government ignored the popular
movement in support of Norway and tried to adhere to strict neutrality. In order to stay out of the war, however, Sweden permitted the
German military to sail through its territorial waters and to fly within its airspace, and Swedish industry supplied Germany with key war
materials. Even though Sweden had earlier refused the transit of French and British troops, it allowed German troops to cross Sweden
toward northern Norway as well as from Norway to Finland. | In contrast to the permanent neutrality of other Western European countries,
Sweden’s neutrality has not been based upon an international treaty. The Swedish policy of “nonalignment in peace aiming at neutrality in
war” is self-proclaimed and self-maintained. International law does not prescribe a neutral state’s behavior in peacetime, but a permanently
neutral state may pursue a certain policy to enhance its trustworthiness. In the postwar period, Sweden has made a significant effort to
maintain its military capability, and it has actively tried to protect the image of a country taking an independent stand on the issues dividing
the great powers. Its international ambitions have embraced strong support for the United Nations, international law, disarmament, foreign
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aid, and the global environment. The commitment to a just and equitable world order has in many ways reflected salient features of the
Swedish political system, such as the national consensus formation or the sacrosanct welfare system, and the moral superiority of this world
view was often defended with missionary enthusiasm. Neutrality offered a “third-way identity” between East and West. In the official
reasoning on neutrality and EC membership during the Cold War, one argument was particularly decisive: the maintenance of an
independent foreign policy. Even though after the Cold War neutrality has lost much of its long-standing salience, “the strong ties between
the policy of neutrality and Swedish national identity may explain why, in the debate on Sweden’s future security arrangement, the idea of
Sweden as a neutral power in world affairs still occupies an important position.” }

Mattli and Ingebritsen are basically in line with liberal intergovernmentalism, outlined below, which claims that
economic interests sufficiently explain national integration preferences and that only where they are “weak, diffuse, or
indeterminate could national politicians indulge the temptation to consider geopolitical goals.”
I suggest that political factors of a domestic or geo-historical nature are relevant beyond those cases. They are not a
foil against which to argue but a variable that helps explain national preferences. Although rationalist approaches are
most useful in elucidating economic motives, they neglect the “hidden” impact of national identities on integration
policy.\fn{In fact, Ingebritsen elsewhere admits that “a thorough understanding of why the EU was more controversial in Norway than in
Finland requires an understanding of both national interest and identity.”} Hence, constructivist approaches, which claim that
constructions of nation and statehood shape interests and thus also policies, might offer valuable insights.\fn{ After the
establishment of Norway’s dynastic union with Denmark in 1380, it was gradually incorporated as a “colonial” territory under the Danish crown
and increasingly administered from the other country. The real “Danish period” began in 1536, when Norway’s national government disappeared
and the Catholic Church was replaced by the Lutheran state church. In the Treaty of Kiel of 1814, Sweden acquired Norway, yet without the
ancient Norse Atlantic possessions, which were retained by the Danish king (e.g., Iceland, the Faroe Islands, and Greenland). The Norwegians
would have preferred independence, but they could not resist Sweden’s military power. They succeeded, however, in adopting a constitution and
obtaining relatively favorable terms in the 1815 Act of Union (Riksakt) with Sweden. The Swedish king became king of Norway and conducted
its foreign policy, but Norway remained rather independent in domestic affairs. | Tensions began to arise in the 1860s over Swedish pressures for
a revision of the Riksakt and an integration of both countries’ defense forces. In 1895, the two countries were on the verge of war but decided to
pursue negotiations. These negotiations failed in 1905, and the Norwegian parliament unilaterally declared that the union with Sweden was
dissolved. The Swedish government presented Norway with several conditions for recognition of Norwegian independence, among them a
plebiscite, which was held shortly afterward. Separation was approved of almost by unanimity, and the terms of dissolution were laid down in a
convention. The Norwegians elected and crowned a Danish prince as their new king in 1916, the first king of Norway in over five hundred years.
| Norway managed to remain outside World War I, but it suffered great losses in its merchant marine. On the eve of World War II in 1938, the
Scandinavian countries revised and amended their joint neutrality rules. On 9 April 1940, however, German troops invaded Denmark and
Norway. Whereas Denmark capitulated almost immediately, the Norwegians preferred to fight. After the Allies left, the Norwegian army
surrendered, and the king and the government fled to England. The Germans established a Norwegian puppet government but did not succeed in
a large-scale Nazification. Instead, a resistance movement was organized, many Norwegian soldiers and police were trained abroad, and the
considerable Norwegian merchant fleet sided with the Allies. The liberation of Norway began in the fall of 1944 and officially ended with the
German capitulation. | Norway’s experience as the weaker part of several “unions” with other countries led to strong opposition to any form of
foreign interference in Norwegian affairs. Norwegian nationalism suffered from a “double lopsidedness—it was directed against Swedish
political dominance and against Danish cultural dominance,” and it was strengthened by the saga of Norway’s heroic resistance against German
occupation in World War II. This historical experience and the efforts at nation building have made Norwegians view integration in a rather
negative way. Fears of losing the traditional Norwegian way of life in another “union” figured prominently in the EC debates. The association of
national identity with a constant struggle for independence in connection with the cleavages in its society indicate that “historical circumstances
have given Norway a ‘double dose’ of counter-culture identification.” | After World War II, Norway resumed a foreign policy that had some of
the same traits as Sweden’s “third way,” focusing on development aid, disarmament, and environmental and other internationalist issues. German
occupation and the Soviet pressure on countries like Finland and Czechoslovakia taught Norway that neutrality was only second best to joining a
powerful military alliance. It rejected the Swedish proposal for a Scandinavian defense union and joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. |
In spite of clearly anchoring its security policy in the West, Norway’s commitment has remained cautious. It has not permitted the stationing of
foreign troops on Norwegian soil in peacetime or the deployment or storage of tactical nuclear weapons. Regarding his reluctance, Nils Ørvik
argues, “The deepest cause, which is also the most difficult to grasp, is the psychological heritage of 500 years of foreign rule.” As a NATO
member since 1949, Norway’s alignment policy has never constituted an obstacle to membership in the European communities. On the contrary,
the Norwegian governments would have liked to participate in the European Political Cooperation (EPOC), established in 1970, which was
replaced in 1993 by the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), including the gradual formulation of a common defense policy, but
participation was possible only for EC members}

In this vein, Martin Marcussen and colleagues examine the variation in the extent to which nation-state identities
have become European. They argue that new visions of European order need to resonate with preexisting collective
identities embedded in political institutions and cultures in order to constitute a legitimate political discourse and that
such new ideas can most easily be promoted by political elites during “critical junctures,” when old identities are
contested.
I agree that the importance of political impediments to integration, as perceived by the elites, decreases when the old
concepts are viewed as becoming irrelevant (e.g., neutrality policy after the Cold War) or having failed (e.g., the Nordic
welfare model in the 1990s). Such an approach is helpful in understanding the countries’ overall attitudes toward
integration, but it cannot explain the timing or contents of their policy decisions. If Europe does not resonate well with
British identity and if “statements show a remarkable continuity of British attitudes toward the EU and related identity
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constructions from the 1950s (and earlier) until the present time,” why did Britain join the European Communities in
1973?
Economic and political interests may not be dismissed as explanatory factors. One might also wonder why
Norwegian and Swiss elites, in contrast to the Swedes, have not succeeded in using the “critical juncture” of the end of
the Cold War to redefine national identity in a way that suited their perceived power interests (that is, in favor of EU
membership).\fn{In the thirteenth century, some Swiss German valleys had become well-established communities (Talgenossenschaften) of
largely free peasants under the leadership of powerful families whose most important civic activity was the administration of justice. The head of
the valley (Ammann) adjudicated in the name of the emperor, whose direct subjects the communities claimed to be. Several cantons had established
communal self-government in the form of the Landsgemeinden, the assemblies of free citizens. To resist competing claims after the death of King
Rudolf of Habsburg,\fn{D.1291} and to prevent conflicts among themselves, the valley communities of Uri, Schwyz, and Unterwalden formed a
(defensive) league. In their famous oath taken on the Rütli meadow in 1291, which came to symbolize the birth of the Swiss Confederation
(Eidgenossenschaft), they swore that “we shall accept no judge nor recognize him in any way if he exercise his office for any reward or for money
or if he is not one of our own and an inhabitant of the valleys.” | The confederation grew as the original cantons formed alliances with other areas.
The Swiss were famous for their military capabilities, which expressed themselves in expansion abroad, civil wars at home, and considerable
mercenary services. The legend of William Tell dates back to the late fifteenth century and is rooted in the Swiss indignation toward the increasing
demands of the landvogts. The hardy mountaineer who defied the Habsburgs and refused to bow down to anybody became a symbol of Swiss
liberty. | The Swiss patchwork of independent political units was overrun by the French in 1798, when revolutionary troops occupied the
confederation and established the “Helvetic Republic.” Even though this reform introduced some achievements of the French Revolution such as
equality before the law, the separation of powers, uniformity of weights and measures, and a single code of justice, the new centralized order lasted
only for five years before Napoleon gave the Swiss a new constitution. The so-called Act of Mediation of 1802 restored the rights of the cantons
under a loose confederation and elevated some previously subject or allied territories to cantons. In 1848, a federal state was established whose
constitution made foreign policy a federal prerogative. Nine years later, Switzerland attained its final territorial integrity with the acquisition of the
canton of Neuchâtel. | The desire for independence is deeply rooted in the collective memories of the Swiss. Switzerland has liberated itself from
foreign rulers and has resisted subjugation by the European great powers. A profound mistrust of “foreign judges” provokes the same negative
reactions in Switzerland as does the notion of a “union” in Norway. Switzerland’s internal cohesion has been strengthened by the mobilization
against a common enemy, starting with the Habsburg empire and continuing with Napoleon, Nazi Germany, and the communist threat during the
Cold War. The national myth of Switzerland being a special case (Sonderfall) in Europe was further bolstered by the period of peace since the
Napoleonic wars, an experience the Swiss share with the Swedes. | The roots of Swiss neutrality date back to the sixteenth century for four main
reasons. First, the Swiss cantons refused to give up their local autonomy for a common, centralized leadership, which would have been necessary to
continue their expansive foreign policies after their defeats in Italy at the beginning of the sixteenth century. Second, Swiss participation in the
religious wars would have destroyed the confederation, which was split in half between Catholics and Protestants. Third, the European balance of
power was a prerequisite for Swiss neutrality, and the latter became an important element for the maintenance of the balance. Fourth, without
neutrality, Switzerland most probably would have turned into the great powers’ theater of war because of its geopolitical position as a strategic
north-south connection. | Since Switzerland, unlike Sweden, is not a nation defined by a common language, religion, or culture, but a nation by will
(Willensnation), neutrality also fulfilled an internal function. Neutrality’s domestic “predecessor” was the practice of Stillesitzen (to sit still) that had
been used in different alliances between cantons since the late fourteenth century and obliged them not to intervene in the conflicts of other cantons.
Swiss neutrality was formally recognized by the European great powers at the peace congresses of Vienna and Paris in 1815. The Federal
Constitution of 1848 explicitly mentions neutrality as a means of foreign policy. Nevertheless, Switzerland, like Sweden, could give up its
neutrality unilaterally since it never accepted an international legal obligation to remain neutral. | During World War II, Switzerland was completely
surrounded by the Axis Powers. Swiss policy alternated between compliance with the new political reality in Europe and determined resistance.
The government accepted the transit of goods destined for the belligerents through its territory, but—unlike Sweden—not the transit of foreign
troops or weapons. It continued to trade with all belligerents and exported war materials to both sides, in particular to Germany. Moreover, the
Swiss government had to provide considerable financial credits to Germany and Italy. | According to the traditional Swiss conception, a
permanently neutral state must aim at a policy that avoids any obligations in peacetime that might, in the case of war, prevent it from following the
rules of neutrality law. Since world War II (and until recently), these so-called antecedent effects (Vorwirkungen) of neutrality have been interpreted
as comprising not only abstention from military alliances but also an economic policy that prevents the country from being drawn into an
international conflict. The decisive criterion has been whether a commitment entered into during peace could be canceled during war to regain the
independence necessary to sustain neutrality. With regard to EC membership, it has often been argued that the credibility of a policy of neutrality
might be affected by the loss of treaty-making power in a customs union, the obligation to participate in economic sanctions, or the fact that
basically all EC members belonged to the same military alliance. | The idea that neutrality prevented war has reinforced its significance for national
identity and contributed to Swiss skepticism about foreign influence. In contrast to Sweden and Norway, Switzerland has hesitated to join
international political institutions (e.g., the Council of Europe) and is still not a member of the United Nations}

Constructivist approaches run the danger of providing post hoc explanations in the sense that if integration policy
has changed, national identity must have changed first. Given that “domestic politics, national myth and identity,
economic strength or weakness, geographical position and security constraints, shape perception of interests,” as
William Wallace argues, the interesting question is not whether identities precede the definition of interests or matter
more, but how they matter.\fn{For instance, Walsh found with regard to European monetary integration that national preferences were driven
by domestic politics (that is, political coalitions and domestic institutions) rather than idea diffusion } For instance, what difference do
identity-related domestic institutions, societal cleavages, historical experiences, or traditions make with regard to
integration policies? What are the distinct obstacles leaders face as they attempt to redefine the boundaries of community
from the nation to Europe?
To conclude, we lack an integration policy theory to be able to explain the individual countries’ varying
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willingness to integrate and to theorize the demand side of EU enlargement. Neither economic interests nor national
identity alone are sufficient to explain integration policies, but both material and ideational factors must be
considered. In the remainder of this chapter, I set out a new framework of analysis.
*
In order to explain the reluctance of the three EFTA countries, I choose as a dependent variable the level of
integration a policy aims at, measured by the scope of integration and the degree of institutionalization. With regard
to the scope of integration, non-members face different options ranging from sectoral integration (low scope: only
one or very few specific issue areas of an integration scheme are covered) to a global approach (medium scope: most
of the issue areas are covered) to full membership (high scope: all the issue areas of an integration scheme are
covered). The degree of institutionalization varies because there are either no institutions, an intergovernmental
setup (low degree: intergovernmental bodies with mainly unanimity voting), a quasi-supranational setup (medium
degree: supranational bodies and intergovernmental bodies with mainly unanimity voting), or a supranational setup
(high degree: supranational and intergovernmental bodies with a great extent of majority voting). The resulting index
of the dependent variable is constructed so that the larger the scope and the tighter the institutionalization, the higher
the level of integration the policy aims at.
To allow for interesting implications and as a means of validation, the level of integration aimed at is also assessed
in terms of operational sovereignty (or the legal freedom to act in certain issue areas) and voice opportunities (that is,
the state’s opportunities to participate in the collective decision-making processes of an integration scheme). The two
perspectives are kept separate for purely analytical reasons. The scope of integration touches mainly upon the concept
of operational sovereignty, and the degree of institutionalization is more closely linked to the issue of voice. The
specific mixture of sovereignty and voice of an integration option is part of the strategy to achieve goals such as
wealth, security, or control over domestic policies and can, for instance, be traced in elite statements.
Preferences are explained by the economic and political incentives (or “gains”) and impediments (or “costs”) to
integration, metaphorically understood as “net” positions. Governments consent to an international agreement only
if they gain more than they lose. Again, each variable is measured by different indicators whose values are
classified as either “low,” “medium,” or “high.” Incentives could, for instance, include the benefits accruing from
liberalization in different fields, the potential transfers from community funds, the aim of permanently reconciling
historical enemies, the need to stabilize young democracies or market economies, or the desire to gain more
prestige in Europe. Impediments may arise from the perceived threat to important economic sectors, political
institutions, or traditions. In Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland, the typical aggregate balance sheet has been
characterized by economic incentives and political impediments to integration. These two explanatory variables are
further specified along the lines of the importance of market access and the importance of political constraints.
*
Choosing the importance of access to the integrating foreign markets implies a focus on the export sectors of the
economy, which is justified because Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland are highly industrialized, export-oriented
economies that have traditionally sold most of their products to the Western European market. The importance of
market access is measured in terms of a country’s overall export dependence on that market and the corresponding
sensitivity of its main export sectors. Overall export dependence refers to a country’s exports to an integration scheme
as a share of total exports (export ratio) as well as to the importance of these exports in relation to gross domestic
product (GDP ratio).\fn{Throughout the time periods, the sources have revealed that elites most often compare their country’s export
dependence on a specific market to its stake in other markets, whereas the GDP ratio is less often referred to } Calculating the share of GDP
reveals the market’s relevance for the national income and discounts the effect of general economic expansion over
time.
The leading sectors’ export sensitivity assesses the potential of a sector being negatively affected by integrating
markets. I define “leading sectors”—based on the two-digit Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) system—
as those three sectors of an economy with the highest share of exports to an integration scheme of the total exports to that
scheme (sector share). In addition, the sectors’ exports to the integration area as a share of their total exports (sector
export ratio) are calculated. For a more accurate assessment, the sectors’ exports are complemented by the level of trade
barriers which they (would have) encountered as outsiders. Because of the usual problems of calculation, aggregation,
and comparability, the data on trade barriers are, of course, only rough estimates. In the EC-EFTA context, the tariffs
for industrial goods have gradually been abolished by the free trade agreements until 1984, whereas the non-tariff
barriers to trade (NTBs) became relevant thereafter, when the EC embarked upon the completion of the internal
market by 1993. With the steady elimination of barriers to trade, in particular through the EEA, additional economic
indicators (such as investment flows) might thus be of interest in the 1990s.
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To back up and validate the statistical data, statements of national elites are used.\fn{I adhere to Haas’s definition of
“elites” as “the leaders of all relevant political groups who habitually participate in the making of public decisions, whether as policy-makers in
government, as lobbyists or as spokesmen of organized labor, higher civil servants and active politicians.” } They provide additional
evidence on how the magnitude of export dependence was perceived at the time and on the expected economic effects
of different integration options.
*
The importance of political impediments to integration depends on whether the required loss of operational
sovereignty touches on a country’s “national identity.” According to William Bloom, national identity “describes that
condition in which a mass of people have made the same identification with national symbols … so that they may act
as one psychological group when there is a threat to, or the possibility of enhancement of, these symbols of national
identity. It is thus closely linked to ideas about sovereignty and statehood.
Actors internalize national identity and embed it in domestic institutions, political culture, and traditions. Hence,
national identities are relatively resistant to change. This comparative stability does not, however, exclude that the
importance attributed to certain aspects of national identity may change over time. National identity is “context bound”
in the sense that different components of it are invoked by different policy areas. To assess the importance of identityrelated constraints on integration, elites use implicit reference points (e.g., the international security environment) that
are equally subject to change. The potential impediments comprise domestic and geo-historical constraints on
integration.
A country’s domestic structure comprises a certain institutional pattern and fragmentation of society. Domestic
institutions are “the rules of the game in a society or, more formally, are the humanly devised constraints that shape
human interaction.” They are sensitive to integration, if elites, based on a broad national consensus (or “intersubjective, shared understandings of identity that have become consensual among social groups”), perceive them to be
both significant and threatened by integration. “Cleavages are the criteria which divide the members of a community or
sub-community into groups, and the relevant cleavages are those which divide members into groups with important
political differences at specific times and places.” Such societal divisions form part of national identity, if they belong
to a nation’s historical memories or mass public culture.
Although social stratification sets the structural conditions for cleavages, they become fully political through the
processes of politicization and are visible in opinion polls, elections, and referenda. In order to become politicized,
societal cleavages “have to develop, on the one hand, a collective identity, a sense of solidarity, and political
consciousness, and, on the other hand, an organizational infrastructure. Class-based cleavages, for instance, have in
the past typically been capitalized on by political parties, yet the integration issue often crosscuts the party spectrum.
In this study, I distinguish religious, ethno-linguistic, and regional cleavages. These societal cleavages are
relevant if, based on evidence from elite statements, they are considered important and if their divisions take
opposing positions on an integration issue. Such reinforcing cleavages ensure that those persons who are divided by
one cleavage are (at least to some extent) also divided by another, even if cleavages are not logically related to the
integration issue. By contrast, crosscutting cleavages entail cross-pressures that produce a moderating influence.
The historical experience of foreign rule, as perceived by the elites at a given time, and the “integration
compatibility” of foreign policy serve as indicators for geo-historical constraints. Traditions of external relations and
myths about the fight for independence may form part of national identity. Foreign rule may include former
colonization, “satellization,” or military occupation.
The foreign policy tradition is compatible if it is unaffected by the proposed integration scheme, if it is perceived to
be similar to the foreign policies of the member states, or if the further maintenance of a divergent national policy is not
considered important. Evidence of a national consensus on the importance of maintaining the foreign policy tradition
is, again, supplied by elites’ statements.
In sum, the political impediments are high if either the domestic or the geo-historical constraints are strong. They are
low if both the domestic and the geo-historical constraints are weak and medium if they show mixed constraints.
*
The next step is to specify the process that translates these explanatory variables, which conflate economic and
identity-related factors, into a country’s integration preferences. In this book, I follow the Weberian maxim that
material and ideational interests, rather than ideas, directly govern behavior, even though the worldviews created by
ideas often determine the tracks along which the dynamics of interests have pushed action.\fn{Collective ideas about national
identity are not mere “transmission belts” for material interests, but may have an exogenous impact on national preferences. In constructivist terms,
this is a rationalist claim. Constructivists claim that preferences change due to persuasion and socialization, that is, autonomous changes in ideas}

The analyses of material interests in market integration and ideational interests in protecting national identity
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complement each other. As Robert Keohane points out, “one can recognize that the social world has been socially constructed—by ideas and institutions—without denying the importance of state action, material forces, or rational
calculation” because the real issue is “how these ideas are mixed with material forces, and embedded in enduring
institutions, to produce the variations in outcomes that we observe.”\fn{ A group’s ideational interest may, of course, turn into its
material interest as well if it tries to gain income from it. By defending national identity drawing on rural culture, Norwegian farmers and
fishermen also keep out EC competition and preserve subsidies} Hence, an approach aiming to explain reluctant policies must

consider how ideational interests (or political impediments) may curb material interests (or economic incentives) with
regard to European integration.
In much of international relations literature, “cooperation is generally conceptualized as the product of a two-step
process: first, actors form their preferences; second, they interact until they reach an outcome.” Andrew Moravcsik
applies this concept to the study of European integration by means of liberal intergovernmentalism and adds an
institutional dimension. In the first stage, national preferences are shaped by the constraints and opportunities imposed
by economic interdependence. In the second stage, the outcome of intergovernmental negotiations is determined by
factors such as relative bargaining power. The third stage, the institutional delegation (or pooling) of sovereignty, is
explained by the governments’ search for more credible commitments. Hence, each stage requires its own theory: a
liberal theory for the national preference formation, an intergovemmentalist approach to the interstate bargaining
outcomes, and a regime-theoretical credibility explanation for the states’ choices to transfer sovereignty to
international institutions.
I focus exclusively on the first stage, analyzing the formation of national preferences.\fn{ Therefore, it does not really
matter whether preferences and identities are fixed prior to strategic interaction, as rationalists assume, or whether preferences and identities are
being formed in the process of interaction, as constructivists claim } I do not aspire to explain the final outcome of negotiations

but only the level of integration aimed at by the EFTA countries. A liberal approach to the formation of national
preferences may well take into account ideational factors such as collective ideas about national identity. For
analytical reasons, I distinguish two (simultaneous) aspects: the construction of national preferences as such, aiming
at full or limited integration, and the selection of a “strategy” pinpointing a certain mixture of national sovereignty
and international cooperation as the means to achieve the goals.
*
Peter Katzenstein shows that small European states, such as Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland, have adopted a dual
strategy of international liberalization and domestic compensation based on corporatist political structures. They have
combined centralized decision-making with a high degree of societal penetration channeled through associations.
Corporatist systems are particularly accessible to societal actors who wish to articulate their preferences, and the
reelection constraint ensures that the government takes them into account.\fn{Norway’s national identity has been marked by
its long struggle for independence, its geography, and its social structure, which construct manifold obstacles to supranational integration. Such
constraints may in particular emanate from the traditional center-periphery cleavage, the Norwegian version of the Nordic model and the
history of foreign rule. | Two deeply rooted features have dominated postwar Swedish political life: “in the first place, the creation of a
democratic, full-employment welfare state on the basis of a modernized, export-oriented industry and, secondly, the pursuit of a foreign policy
that kept the country out of international confrontations by avoiding all binding commitments to great-power politics.” “Neutrality and
folkhemmet [the people’s home] were thus the pillars of Sweden’s projection of itself into the world.” For a long time, supranational European
integration threatened the successful record of the Swedish (or Nordic) model as well as Sweden’s long-standing freedom from alliances
(alliansfrihet) since the Catholic, conservative, and capitalist European Community (EC) countries pursued very different welfare policies were
members of NATO. | The major components of Swiss identity are rather straightforward. It is marked by a nation-building history closely tied
to a fight for independence, similar to Norway’s, and a long, strong tradition of neutrality, similar to Sweden’s. In addition, the institutions of
federalism and direct democracy and an ethno-linguistic cleavage characterize Swiss politics. A great consensus seems to prevail that these
features belong to the historical identity of Switzerland}

Hence, I assume that national preferences reflect the views of dominant domestic coalitions as aggregated and
perceived by the government. This assumption holds true in particular for corporatist states since, as Thomas RisseKappen argues, “the stronger the organization of societal interest representation, and the greater the consensus
requirements in state-society relations, the less capable are national governments to pursue independent and
autonomous policies on the EU level. In democracies, conceptions of national interests and national identity
articulated by elites should be broadly similar to those of society as a whole. However, uncertainty and inadequate
information may distort the government’s ability to reliably assess the alternative courses of action (e.g., with regard
to society’s minimally acceptable terms of an agreement).
The influence of societal groups and state officials often follows from the properties of the issue areas concerned.
Different policy areas involve not only different policy instruments but also different distributional consequences and thus
different key actors. With regard to economic affairs, “the state is relatively passive and lacks autonomy from the major
producer groups.” Following endogenous tariff theory, it is assumed that coalitions are more likely to form according to
48

economic sectors instead of factors. Domestic producers organize by sectors on the basis of their calculations of the
(expected) costs and benefits resulting from different options of integration. When factors of production are specific to
certain sectors, which they usually are in the short and medium term, politics will not pit labor versus capital along class
lines but rather produce cleavages, such as those between exporting and import-competing sectors or multinational and
domestic firms. Import-competing firms tend to favor trade barriers, whereas export-dependent and multinational firms
endorse free trade (or at least a strategic trade policy), whether they are owned locally or by foreign investors.
Where adjustment to free trade is relatively costless (or, alternatively, where compensation is arranged for the losers),
distributional effects need not create opposition to integration. Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland have, with some
exceptions such as agriculture, traditionally been export-oriented free traders, and their corporatist systems make domestic
compensation more likely.
Finally, domestic organizations and collective-action costs may play a decisive role. Actors with a concentrated interest
are more likely to mobilize than those with a dispersed interest (such as consumers) or those with no direct access to the
policy-making process (such as foreign producers). Existing organizations are more likely to defend their interests since
the costs are much lower than for unorganized groups. The export industries in the EFTA countries have traditionally been
organized in industrial federations or chambers of commerce, and corporatism has granted them a prominent place in the
policy-making process. Thus they are likely to play an important role in the formulation of preferences regarding
European integration.
By contrast, in political cooperation, the costs and benefits for societal actors are more diffuse and uncertain, so that
the key actors remain the political elites. Moreover, they have the last word on integration policy, unless public
referenda are held. Even though in small corporatist states, political and economic elites are closely interwoven, in this
study I distinguish between political elites and economic associations, particularly the export-oriented sectors. The
focus on elites remains justified because I deal with preference formation (not integration outcomes) and because the
main role of public opinion in foreign policy is to influence the coalition-building processes among elite groups.
In international regional integration, decision-makers need to choose between maintaining operational sovereignty,
or legal freedom of action for specific national policies, and obtaining international opportunities to make their voice
heard by participating in the collective decision-making processes of international institutions. Normally, the two
ambitions cannot be realized at the same time. Growing interdependence questions the effectiveness of national
policies and promotes the convergence of national preferences. The opportunity costs of not integrating increase
compared to the costs of sacrificing some freedom of action. In Europe, the ability to achieve national policy goals in
the course of five decades of integration has come more and more to depend on the European Union’s policies.
Hence, “in a tradeoff curve between keeping … sovereignty on the one hand and gaining access to bodies where
decisions with a real impact are being taken on the other, more and more countries prefer to give up some part of their
sovereignty.”
*
For four decades since 1950, the reluctant countries have more or less consistently aimed at limited integration
instead of full membership in the European Communities. I argue that the following hypothesis explains this puzzle:
the lower the economic incentives and the higher the political impediments to integration are, the more reluctant a
country’s integration policy will be.\fn{All italics are part of the original text:H} In other words, when market access is less
important and the domestic and geo-historical constraints are stronger, the level of integration aimed at will be lower
in terms of the scope of integration and the degree of institutionalization. As a corollary of this hypothesis, I argue
that the lower the economic incentives and the higher the political impediments are, the more important will be the
maintenance of operational sovereignty relative to the acquisition of international voice opportunities. With regard
to the two key actors, it can be specified that when economic elites and in particular export-oriented sectors are more
favorable toward integration, the economic incentives will be higher. The political elites are, in addition, more
favorable toward integration when the political impediments are lower.
Since political elites, who care about the political aspects of integration, are the final decision-makers and since
small countries and countries with corporatist structures tend to pursue a cautious foreign policy that does not easily
sell cherished political institutions for economic gains, it can be presumed that high political impediments dominate
economic incentives for integration. Yet, strong economic benefits reinforce the search for alternatives to full
membership. Based on these considerations, the hypothesis is transposed into Table 1.1.
The method followed in this study is that of structured, focused comparison, which requires asking the same
questions of each case and collecting data on the same variables across units. In order to better assess the validity
of the findings, data from different sources are used, a technique known as “triangulation.” Michael Zurn
distinguishes three methods of assessing preferences independent of the behavior to be explained by these
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preferences: applying theories, using documents, and asking experts. In this study, I rely primarily on documents
such as government reports, parliamentary records, statistics, and other sources as well as secondary literature.
*
Mediterranean countries and those in Central and Eastern Europe so far have been “eager” rather than “reluctant”
Europeans. For a long time, they have faced economic and political obstacles to accession. They concluded
association agreements with the European Community and applied for membership as soon as they deemed they
fulfilled the conditions. They needed support for their young democracies and weak economies. It remains to be
seen what role their national identities will play in the future.
The “able but not willing” Europeans mainly comprise the countries that at some point in time were members
of the European Free Trade Association, with the exception of Portugal. Great Britain and Denmark became
members of the European Communities in 1973; Austria, Finland, and Sweden joined at the end of the Cold War;
Switzerland and Norway applied but did not join; and Iceland and Liechtenstein have so far never applied for EU
membership.
Both the United Kingdom and Denmark have become notorious for their reluctance as member states. Britain,
for instance, renegotiated its terms of membership in 1975, and they were sanctioned by a referendum.
Nevertheless, the question of British contributions to the Community budget overshadowed relations between the
UK and the other EC states from 1979 to 1984. In 1991, the United Kingdom was granted an opt-out from the
social chapter that was to be included in the Maastricht Treaty, until the Labour government finally signed up for
it in June 1997. Another opt-out concerned the third stage of monetary union, that is, the single currency. British
reluctance is rooted in the country’s historical legacy: “the continuity of institutions since the English Civil War;
former world-power status; the successful avoidance, as an island, of full-scale invasion; the position of having
‘stood alone’ in 1940 together with the prestige gained as a victor; the myth of parliamentary
sovereignty.”\fn{According to the doctrine of parliamentary sovereignty, Parliament has the right to make or unmake any law, and no
person or body has a right to override or set aside its legislation } With an insular outlook of remoteness from the European
continent, Britain has often taken more interest first in the empire and then the Commonwealth. The English
national myths center around the Magna Carta, common law, and 700-year-old parliamentary traditions. For a
long time, parliamentary sovereignty has been considered hardly compatible with the EC legal system and in
particular with the principle of supremacy of EC law over national law. However, as the only large EFTA state,
the United Kingdom in the 1960s increasingly faced political (and economic) incentives for accession that ruled
out the identity-related impediments. Prime Minister Harold Macmillan's statement of 1962 speaks for itself:
In the past, as a great maritime Empire, we might give way to insular feelings of superiority over foreign breeds and
suspicion of our neighbors across the Channel. … Are we now to isolate ourselves from Europe at a time when our own
strength is no longer self-sufficient and when the leading European countries are joining together to build a future of
peace and progress instead of wasting themselves in war? … By joining this vigorous and expanding community and
becoming one of its leading members, as I am convinced we would, this country would not only gain a new stature in
Europe, but also increase its standing and influence in the councils of the world. … In renouncing some of our own
sovereignty we would receive in return a share of the sovereignty renounced by other members.

Denmark, like Norway, suffered German occupation in World War II and thereafter decided to give up neutrality
and become an unenthusiastic member of NATO\fn{Denmark did not permit the stationing of foreign forces on its territory (except
for Greenland) in peacetime nor the deployment or storage of tactical nuclear weapons. In the European Union, it has made a reservation with
regard to defense cooperation and remained an observer in the Western European Union } while pursuing an internationalist foreign

policy along with its Scandinavian neighbors. It followed the policy lead of Great Britain in joining EFTA, in the
repeated applications for EC membership, and finally in accession. Yet in contrast to Britain’s political aspirations, the
Danish motivations were predominantly economic: “membership became, in popular parlance, a question of ‘pork
prices.’ Both Denmark and Ireland followed the United Kingdom into the Community because Britain was their
major market and agricultural products were their principal exports. Danish (and Irish) politicians had a long-standing
propensity to present the EC as advantageous from a strictly economic point of view, not as an emerging political
union. That is, the Danish ideas about the Community’s finalite politique were quite diffuse at the time of joining, and
the later “foot-dragging” posture, particularly since the mid-1980s, represented a mounting tension between European
and national identity that resulted in a preference for intergovernmental cooperation.\fn{In 1992 the Danes voted “no” on the
Maastricht Treaty on political union, and in 2001 the Irish rejected the Treaty of Nice, which dealt primarily with institutional reforms}
Agriculture has played a central role in the Danish national myths. The “traditional amorphous peasant feelings of
community and solidarity” were successfully transformed into modern times and influenced, for instance, the
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establishment of Denmark’s welfare state. The Danish welfare model has been less developed than in Sweden, Norway,
or Finland, corresponding to the relative strength of the social democrats and the labor unions.
In addition, two peculiarities of the Danish political system, the principle of “cooperative democracy” with close
parliamentary control of the government and the constitutional requirement of public referenda, often limit the
government’s bargaining space. In 1986, the ratification of the Single European Act needed a positive referendum
because the Danish Parliament had opposed it on the grounds that it might hamper Danish social and environmental
policies, included political cooperation, and gave more powers to the European Parliament, among other things.\fn{The
Danish Constitution envisages that a parliamentary minority may demand that a bill passed by the Folketing is first approved by a referendum
before becoming law. Its purpose is to force the majority into taking account of public opinion. Fifty-six percent of the voters said “yes” to the
Single European Act} In 1992, the Danish people opted against the Maastricht Treaty in spite of the fact that Parliament

had approved it. After obtaining special treatment on the issues of European citizenship, the single currency, defense
cooperation, and justice and home affairs, Danish voters ratified the Treaty in 1993.
The integration policies of Austria and Finland were, to a large extent, constrained by the Cold War and their
special relationships with the Soviet Union. In both countries, neutrality had been imposed by the East-West conflict,
and the collapse of the bipolar system four decades later finally created a “window of opportunity” for them to join the
EU. After World War II, Austria was occupied by French, British, U.S., and Soviet forces for ten years. In order to
achieve an agreement among the Allies, Austria offered not to join any military alliance or admit any foreign troops on
its territory. In 1955, the State Treaty, restoring Austria’s full sovereignty, and the Federal Constitutional Law on
Neutrality entered into force. Austrian national identity has been marked by the turbulent history of the country: the
proclamation of the Austrian empire in 1804, the option for an AusiroSlavism instead of an inclusion in the German
empire in 1848, the definite dissolution from the German Confederation in 1866, the First Republic in 1918, the 1938
National Socialist Anschluss,\fn{Territorial union between Austria and Germany:H} and the founding of the Second Republic
after World War II.
The Austrian nation has thus been built on a series of defeats and in confrontation with a pan-Germanic ideology. Felix
Kreissler depicts the country as rather “integration-friendly” in the sense that Austria has traditionally sought backing from
other states and thus faced no major identity-related obstacles to political integration. In fact, a certain lack of national selfconfidence and a feeling of uneasiness about possible isolation made European integration look like an answer to the
search for a new order. Unlike equally neutral Switzerland, the Austrian government had considered joining the European
Coal and Steel Community in 1956 and throughout the 1960s sought for closer association with the EC, which constituted
its major trading partner. Moreover, the compatibility between EU membership and the (weak) Austrian federalism has
never been as controversial as in Switzerland. According to Alfred Nydegger, “Without the neutrality obligation and the
Germany clause in the State Treaty, Austria would probably have become a full member of the EEC a long time ago.”
Since the beginning of the Middle Ages, Finland belonged to the Swedish crown. In 1809, Sweden had to cede
Finland to Russia, where it became an autonomous grand duchy under the tsar. In the turmoil of the Bolshevik
Revolution and a violent civil war, Finland finally won its independence in 1918. The Soviet attack on neutral Finland
in the winter of 1939 ended with the cession of some Finnish territory to the Soviet Union. However, in 1941 Finland
resumed hostilities in cooperation with Germany, until a peace agreement was reached in 1944. In the Treaty of
Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance of 1948, the Soviet Union acknowledged Finland’s desire to remain
outside the conflicts of the big powers.
Compared to Austria, Finland was far less involved economically with the EC and politically more constrained by
its special relationship with the Soviet Union, with which it had to conclude trade agreements. Until the end of the
Cold War, the issue of neutrality determined not only Finnish security policy but also its relations to European
integration efforts. The breakup of the Soviet Union caused a deep economic recession as a result of the plunge in
Soviet trade and generated new security concerns. The move from a strict policy of neutrality to EU membership at
the end of the Cold War was thus consistent, if it is understood as a strategy to reinforce Finnish security. Finland and
Austria had strong economic and political incentives to join the Union, and their relatively integration-friendly
policies as EU members since 1995 confirm that they are not “genuine” reluctant Europeans.
Because of their smallness and peculiar economic structures, Liechtenstein and Iceland have developed integration
strategies characterized by a priority for the preservation of their main sources of national income. Liechtenstein’s
economy rests on the two pillars of a financial services sector (including strict bank secrecy) and highly specialized
export industries, whereas the Icelandic economy is very dependent on fisheries. The EU’s Common Fisheries Policy
and the prospects of tax harmonization come close to economic impediments to EU membership. Iceland and
Liechtenstein are therefore not the same kind of “reluctant Europeans” as Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland. In
addition, Iceland’s long fight for independence, which it gained from Denmark at the end of World War II, and its
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remoteness have marked national identity. By contrast, the tiny principality of Liechtenstein, established in 1719, has
traditionally depended on a larger country or confederation. It has thus handled identity-generating features such as
direct democracy and neutrality much more pragmatically than the Swiss did. Because it entered into a customs and
currency union with Switzerland, Liechtenstein’s integration policy has been closely intertwined with Swiss policy, yet
it joined the European Economic Area in 1995 without Switzerland.
In this book, I chose to study the three EFTA countries of Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland, which provide an
interesting set of cases over a long period of time (1950-1995). All three had valid economic reasons to join in the
integration process, but they also faced different political, identity-related impediments to EC membership. This case
selection is based on variation in the explanatory variables but also considers policies aiming at different levels of
integration. It controls for small country size, traditional free trade policies, corporatist democracies, the level of
economic development, and open market economies, but it varies with regard to geo-political situations, historical
backgrounds, the periods of sovereign independence, security policies, foreign policy traditions, domestic structures,
and sectoral economic interests. To be more precise, not the countries themselves but their policy decisions constitute
the cases, with regard to the establishment of the European Coal and Steel Community in 1951, the negotiations on a
wider European Free Trade Area within the OEEC in 1957-1958, the founding of the European Economic Community
(and Euratom) in 1957 and the European Free Trade Association in 1960, the EC membership applications and
association requests in 1961-1962, the EC membership applications in 1967, the first enlargement of the European
Communities and the bilateral EC-EFTA free trade agreements in 1972-1973, the EC-EFTA “Luxembourg Process”
from 1984 to 1993, the EC-EFTA negotiations on a European Economic Area in 1989-1993, and the EC membership
applications of the early 1990s. Taken together, Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland yield thirty cases.
8
Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland are small, export-dependent countries that for a tong time have been able
but not willing to join the European Communities (EC). In response to the need for market access, they have
participated in European integration, but until the early 1990s they consis tently aimed at a lower level than
full membership in the European Communities. I set out to explain in this book why they have been so
reluctant to participate in supranational integration. I argued that economic interests alone do not sufficiently
explain integration preferences but rather coexist with, and are often dominated by, political constraints.
Improved access to export markets may lose its temptation when domestic institutions, societal cleavages,
foreign policy traditions, and experiences of foreign rule that touch on feelings of national identity come into
play.\fn{Since World War II, all three countries have enjoyed relatively stable domestic situations. Their corporatist systems and the long
dominance of the Social Democrats in Sweden, of Labor in Norway, and of the coalition governments in Switzerland have contributed to this
stability. Although Sweden and Norway constitute competitive democracies with a marked political left-right contest, Switzerland is a
consociational democracy with left-right coalition governments. With regard to sociopolitical institutions, Switzerland shows a unique
combination of federalism and direct democracy, whereas Sweden and Norway have maintained a particular Nordic model of the welfare state. In
contrast to the rather homogeneous Nordic societies, Switzerland stands out as fragmented by language (and religion). All three countries show
electoral differences between the cities and the countryside, but to varying degrees, Norwegian society has been characterized by a very strong
center-periphery cleavage, of which the religious and linguistic splits are a part. The Swiss regional split is weaker and crosscut by other
divisions, in particular the dominating ethno-linguistic cleavage. Sweden’s society lacks any relevant cleavages, except for the relatively weak
urban-rural divide. Although occupation in World War II was crucial for the choice between return to neutrality or NATO membership, a
“colonial” experience of foreign rule seems to have been more decisive for a country’s attitude toward supranational integration. For the young
nation-state Norway, a founding member of NATO, the “Euro-compatibility” of its foreign policy has not posed a problem. In Switzerland and
Norway, resistance to foreign rule has played a crucial role in nation building. The fact that both Sweden and Switzerland have succeeded in
staying out of World War II was likely to reinforce their belief in neutrality. In the postwar period, Swedish foreign policy has been particularly
contingent upon the East-West conflict and has had a distinct internationalist orientation. Switzerland, whose neutrality has historically fulfilled a
domestic cohesion function, has been more cautious, even though it is situated in the heart of the continent and the Scandinavian countries are
located on the periphery of Europe}

The importance attached to political factors has indeed varied over time, as has the intensity of economic
interests. Variation has also been found in the elites' preferences regarding the mixture of operational
sovereignty and international voice opportunities entailed in different integration options.
The results of the case studies in Chapters 3 to 7 are condensed in two tables. Table 8.1 shows (in italics) the
levels of integration at which the three countries aimed over the past fifty years. Their scope of integration and
degree of institutionalization have ranged from low to high.
Table 8.2 summarizes the findings for the explanatory variables, that is, for the economic incentives for
Sweden (S), Norway (N), and Switzerland (CH) to participate in an integration scheme and the political
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impediments to full EC membership. In order to facilitate a comparison with the findings for the dependent
variable in Table 8.1, the level of integration as expected by the hypothesis is indicated in italics.
As a comparison of the two tables shows, the argument has to a very high degree been confirmed. The few
cases that have not been straightforward can be accounted for. For example, Swiss policy toward the European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) turned out to be slightly more active than expected due to the fact that the
indicators used in this study do not include import dependence. Switzerland was not interested in the ECSC as an
export market but as a secure supplier of coal and steel. Moreover, the policies toward the newly launched
European Economic Community taken as isolated cases, might have looked like no action rather than aiming at
limited integration. The founding of the EEC in 1958 overlapped with the initiative for a free trade area
encompassing the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), and the breakdown of the latter led
to the European Free Trade Association (EFTA). Switzerland, Sweden, and Norway were among the most eager
supporters of both a wide and a narrow free trade area in Western Europe. From this broader perspective, the
policies with regard to the three projects are well in line with the hypothesis.
A similar overlap of options occurred in the early 1990s regarding the three countries’ step from the European
Economic Area (EEA) to an application for full membership in the European Communities. The nature of the
European Economic Area generated new concerns besides export dependence. Once equal treatment in the internal
market was achieved through the EEA, other factors such as attracting investments, the security of market access, and
gaining full access to the EC’s decision-making process became more compelling. The reasoning on sovereignty and
voice clearly points in such a direction. The cases of the 1990s trace in an impressive way how the elites but not
necessarily the masses realized that in the era of globalization and in a highly integrated Europe, operational
sovereignty alone could not guarantee the accomplishment of national goals anymore.
My primary objective in the book has been to analyze each country’s path-dependent policy over time. The
hypothesis is geared to intra-country analyses rather than cross-country comparisons. Table 8.2 shows the development
of national integration policies over time.
For Sweden, the economic incentives to integrate with the European Communities have never been rated as weak.
From a medium strength in the 1950s and 1960s, they increased to a high level in the 1990s, whereas the importance
of the political impediments ran through all three stages of the scale. Depending, inter alia, on the EC’s development,
the constraints were considered strong in the 1950s, weaker in the 1960s, and significant again in the 1970s, before
they began to decline in the late 1980s as the external environment changed.
For Norway, the economic stimuli continuously intensified over time, but perceptions of the political obstacles
were marked by great variation. Norway applied for EC membership twice in the 1960s following the British lead and
again in 1992 in the wake of the Swedish and Finnish applications. The negative referenda in 1972 and 1994,
however, proved the elites’ viewpoints wrong.
For Switzerland, the economic incentives to integrate have also steadily increased over time. At the same time, the
political constraints remained strong until the early 1990s.
It seems that Norway and Switzerland had to cope with much stronger domestic constraints and more issues of
national identity than did Sweden. Swedish society does not have to deal with domestic cleavages or wounds left
by a history of foreign rule. External events such as the end of the East-West bloc confrontation and an increasingly
interdependent economy played a greater role. Once the Swedish model and foreign policy had lost their
exceptionalism, membership in the European Union (EU) no longer threatened any cherished national institutions
and traditions. Surprisingly, at least for the Scandinavian countries, the cases revealed more oscillation in the
importance attributed to political impediments than in the economic incentives to integrate. That is, a steady
increase in the material motives was not accompanied by a steady decrease in the weight of ideational factors.
Sufficient observations have been generated to substantiate the claim that the less important market access is and the
stronger the domestic and geo-historical constraints are, the lower the level of integration aimed at in terms of the scope
of integration and the degree of institutionalization. The three small EFTA countries have, in spite of good economic
reasons to integrate, for a long time been reluctant to join the European Union because they suffered high political
impediments to do so. Moreover, they tended to value the maintenance of operational sovereignty more than the
acquisition of international voice opportunities.
*
The varying willingness of states to further integrate is likely to become more salient as future enlargements
multiply the member states’ heterogeneity and integration deepens into more sensitive issue areas. Therefore, the
question arises, what could the Swiss and Norwegian governments or other candidate countries do to realize their
declared goal of EU membership?
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I think that an approach to mitigate reluctance should comprise both certain “materialist” policies and aspects
of “identity politics.” Norway and Switzerland should try to reduce resistance from protected, domestically
oriented sectors of their economies by implementing necessary reforms such as the liberalization measures
required in the framework of the World Trade Organization. For example, both of them need to adapt their
agricultural policies, and Norway needs to diversify its economy, which is heavily dependent on oil resources that
will not last forever.
To convince voters, the political elites must not only confront well-organized economic interest groups but
introduce new ideas into the national discourse. EU membership can only be sold to Norwegian and Swiss voters
as a reinforcement of national identity. The proponents must fight the perception that they are less Norwegian or
Swiss, and they have to demonstrate that European identity does not replace but complements and enriches
national identity. After all, Article 6(3) of the Treaty on European Union demands that “the Union shall respect the
national identities of its Member States.”
In 1992 the Swedish foreign minister pointed out that politicians must take the lead in explaining to their
citizens why “modern Europeans must be able to handle a triple identity—regional, national and European” and
must “show the public that these three identities are not only compatible but also desirable.” For example, the
government argued that the future of the Swedish welfare state was better guaranteed inside the European Union.
However, skepticism does not disappear with accession to the European Union, as the cases of Britain and
Denmark show. Membership is likely to exert a “socialization effect”—socialization being the process by which
actors internalize norms that influence how they perceive themselves and their interests—since “the experience of
integration and the presence of European institutions affect the ways state preferences and strategies are defined.”
Certain political domestic or geo-historical constraints that have grown over centuries are, however, hard to
“socialize away.”
Therefore, I doubt Christine Ingebritsen’s statement that “Sweden is as committed to pan-Europeanism as
Finland is.” The brief membership periods of Sweden and Finland have indeed revealed very different attitudes,
for instance, in relation to the single currency. The Swedish state may have joined the European Union, but the
Swedish society has not yet come to terms with membership.
Switzerland might consider institutional reforms that render federalism and direct democracy more compatible
with EU membership. As a result of the EEA negotiations, for example, the rights of the cantons to participate in
Swiss foreign policy were formalized in law and enshrined in Article 55 of the revised constitution in 1999. Fears
about restrictions on Swiss federalism and direct democracy might be further countered by reference to the emerging
“federalism” of the European Union (in terms of subsidiarity, regionalism, integration at different speeds, and plans
for a European constitution) and the EU's efforts to reduce its “democratic deficit.” The impact of societal cleavages
could be decreased by a reassessment of national myths and maybe revised history schoolbooks that show that
traditions survive only if they adapt. Swiss neutrality, for example, has been questioned by a recent debate about
Switzerland's role during World War II, which was triggered by the issue of dormant bank accounts of Holocaust
victims in Swiss banks and by new research after the opening of various archives (e.g., with regard to the Swiss
refugee policy). This public discussion has contributed to a change in the conception of Swiss history that may make
neutrality look less like an obstacle to integration. In 2000, the government declared that neutrality should be reduced
to its legal core and that the new leitmotiv was “security through cooperation.”
For Norwegians it seems important to demonstrate that EU membership does not threaten welfare policies and
support for peripheral regions or require any cultural leveling. In fact, nonparticipation might seriously affect important
monetary, energy, or security interests. In times of heightened interdependence, it is increasingly difficult to curb
foreign influence by simply staying aloof.
In the aftermath of their European referenda in the 1990s, the integration policies of Norway and Switzerland have
one-sidedly focused on self-determination (or operational sovereignty) at the neglect of co-determination (or voice).
Both countries have tried to become “shadow members” of the EU by implementing extensive unilateral adaptation to
the acquis communautaire and concluding bilateral agreements with the Union.
They are well advised to increase public awareness of the sovereignty-voice trade-off described in this study. In fact,
in its foreign policy report of 2000, the Swiss Federal Council asserted that staying outside the EU would run the risk of
increasing foreign determination, whereas accession would entail influence and hence “a gain of sovereignty.”
In the same year, a Norwegian report on European integration concluded that Norway was increasingly concerned
by processes and rules that were determined in EU forums in which it was not fully represented and that the
safeguarding of Norwegian interests would require that “Norway's voice be heard to the greatest extent possible.”
For the time being, the Swiss Federal Council pursues further bilateral negotiations with the European Union in
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order to supplement the sectoral agreements of 1999 in areas such as services, processed agricultural products, the
environment, education, the fight against fraud, taxation on interest, and cooperation on domestic security. Nonetheless,
the Federal Council is determined to revive Switzerland’s 1992 EU application in the coming years. In 1999. it issued
a report that compared the different policy options of continuing the status quo, concluding more bilateral agreements
with the EU, joining the EEA, and acceding to the EU. This report was intended to initiate a public debate so that the
government can decide whether domestic support exists for taking up accession negotiations with the EU.
In a special section, it answered a collection of questions posed by citizens. With regard to concerns about Swiss
identity, the government stated that “European identity does not develop at the cost of national, regional or local
identities” and that “joining the EU would allow Switzerland to bring its identity and specific cultural characteristics
to bear, where decisions affecting it are taken.”
Norway's integration report of December 2000 was also intended to invite the people to discuss European policy
and thus left the question of membership open. Given the deficiencies of the EEA, in particular with regard to the
second and third EU pillars (but also the monetary union and fisheries and energy policies), and given the fact that the
EEA will further lose in importance as a result of EU enlargements to the east, the Norwegian government might
launch another membership bid in a few years.
The most obvious help the European Union can offer reluctant Europeans is to allow for more flexibility in both
the deepening and widening processes. In accession negotiations, it should take politically sensitive issues into
account, as was to some extent done in the case of Norway’s second attempt to join in 1994. In light of the number
and heterogeneity of the applicant countries from Central, Eastern, and Southern Europe, the traditional method of
enlargement, which requires candidates to accept the acquis communau faire except for some transitional periods,
might have to be adapted.
Without flexible solutions, the choice is between a very long waiting period before full membership or early
membership with very long transitional periods. Any strategy of flexible or “incremental” enlargement might create
interesting precedents for Norway and Switzerland.
Finally, the EU should strive for a fair treatment of small states. Skepticism has again surfaced in the dispute over
bilateral “sanctions” against Austria after a right-wing party entered the government coalition in early 2000 (but not
in the case of Italy one year later), as well as in the quarrel over the distribution of seats and weighing of votes in the
intergovernmental conference in 2000.
In this study, I also hint at the increasing importance of certain principles that the Union has acknowledged in the
past few years, such as subsidiarity, the strengthening of the regions, transparency, openness, and flexibility. They allow
nation-states to keep certain competences that help them to reconcile the effects of integration and globalization with
identity-generating national traditions. The principle of flexibility has been institutionalized in the Amsterdam Treaty
and permits a group of member states to pursue closer cooperation within the first and third EU pillars, provided that a
number of conditions are met. These prerequisites are facilitated in the Treaty of Nice, which also introduces the
possibility of closer cooperation in the second pillar’s Common Foreign and Security Policy. Therefore, reluctant
member states are not necessarily obliged to participate in all new integration efforts, which might make membership
more attractive to Norway and Switzerland.
*
Besides its empirical implications, the book's contributions and limitations as well as the ground for future research
need to be considered.
*
In this book, some thirty policy decisions across three countries and five decades are assembled and coded in
order to elucidate the question why and under what conditions small, open economies—and thus the most like ly
candidates for EU membership—resist supranational integration. Through an analysis of material interests in
market integration and of ideational interests in protecting national identity, a solution to the puzzle is provided. In
the volume, the analytical focus shifts from integration theory to integration policy theory in a way that allows
readers to study both successes and failures of integration efforts. The book adds to the understanding of European
integration studies by extending the liberal approach to preference formation beyond commercial and geopolitical
interests. Unlike studies in liberal intergovernmentalism, ideational factors are taken seriously; and unlike those
with constructivist approaches, material interests that help shed light on the timing and contents of policy decisions
are not dismissed.
In a broader context of international relations theory, the framework of analysis points to a possible combination of
systemic, societal, and state-centered approaches by tracing integration policy to structural constraints and
opportunities, demands of domestic actors and national elites, and the state’s institutional structure. It brings thus
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international relations, which addresses politics across countries by treating them as fundamentally similar, and
comparative politics, which deals with politics within countries by neglecting the common context in which they
operate, closer to one another.
For a long time, international relations scholars “have paid too little attention to how a combination of domestic
and international processes shape preferences” and that, especially in integration policy, “the origins of national
preferences should be understood as an interaction of national interests and identity.” My approach to explaining the
formation of national preferences takes this criticism into account and considers domestic and international, economic
and political factors. With an interest-based approach that “factors in” identity, I situate this book in the contemporary
debate about interests and ideas in international relations.
Finally, the long-term study shows how national elites redefine their positions on how to deal with the classic
dilemma between sovereignty and interdependence. Internationalization erodes the effectiveness of national policies
and thus the ability to unilaterally accomplish policy objectives. As a result, preferences may shift from operational
sovereignty to international voice opportunities.
*
Besides contributions to the theoretical debates already mentioned, a number of shortcomings of the book have to be
acknowledged. My ambition was not to develop a theory that predicts the integration policy of a country. It is
questionable whether predictable theories can be constructed at all in social sciences. The aspiration was rather to create
a framework of analysis that allows understanding of a non-member’s policy toward a regional integration scheme like
the European Union. The hypothesis herein helps to describe and explain but provides only cautious forecasts.
Moreover, I focus not on policy outcomes but on the formation of national preferences, and more precisely on the
change in elites’ preferences. Hence, I am not primarily interested in why Sweden finally joined the European Union in
1995 but Norway and Switzerland have not yet done so. Instead of carrying out a real cross-country comparison, I
wished to scrutinize the national policy developments over time.
In the study, I rely primarily on descriptive methods of preference assessment, drawing on statistics and
documents. Using these sources of evidence remains an interpretative exercise that is encumbered with the usual
problems of obtaining accurate information about intentions and motivations. In order to improve reliability, I
tried to cross-check them from different, “triangular” sources, such as statements by officials of national
governments, parliaments, interest groups, parties, EFTA, the EC, and the interpretations of knowledgeable
observers, including academics and journalists.
My approach might be challenged for its macro-interpretation, which relies on the aggregate variables of
economic incentives and political impediments. Most indicators measure the variables’ concepts, the importance of
market access and of domestic and geo-historical constraints, only indirectly or partly. Obviously, other (or
additional) indicators could have been chosen, such as economic performance, import dependence, or public
resistance.
To a large extent, I neglect party politics in the sense that a change of government could cause a change of
integration policy. Such a focus on the micro-dynamics of domestic politics does not seem an appropriate tool for
explaining the broader question of the EFTA countries' long-term, persistent pattern of reluctance toward integration.
The approach taken here is more in line with the traditions of international relations and comparative politics than
with foreign policy analysis and its focus on decision-making processes. Party politics might be relevant for the
timing of a membership application, but political impediments, through their links to national identity, hardly
disappear with a change of government. This holds true even more in corporatist systems and for popular referenda.
Nonetheless, an inclusion of party politics would certainly add explanatory power.
Furthermore, referendum campaigns are vital for the mobilization of societal cleavages and, together with elections
and public opinion polls, for the revelation of elite-mass gaps on issues of integration policy. This mechanism calls for
further investigation, even though in this study I actually focus on the level of integration aimed at by the elites, not the
actual outcome such as the result of a referendum or of negotiations. Given reelection constraints and instruments of
direct democracy, elites must take public opinion into account. The model might well gain by including considerations
about, on the one hand, the role of elites in shaping public opinion and, on the other hand, about the impact of public
opinion on policy.
The discussion of economic elites might be further refined to take conflicting interests within sectors and
associations into account. For example, the concentration on export industries tends to disregard the interests of
domestically oriented sectors. This restriction is justified by the fact that the EFTA countries have traditionally been
free traders with strong export sectors and that the focus was on aggregate (net) economic incentives to integrate.
Yet the EFTA countries have to a certain degree maintained dual economies with protected agricultural sectors,
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cartels, and monopolies. Treating political elites as de facto single actors also leaves room for refinements. Even
though corporatist systems attempt to reconcile domestic conflicts, the opposition of agrarian or radical parties, for
instance, could be further investigated. Trans-national actors, such as nongovernmental organizations and transgovernmental coalitions, are less instrumental. They play a more important role in the deepening of EU integration
than in enlargement, and in corporatist countries transnational groups have, in general, fewer channels through which
they can access the political and social system.
Another limitation of the study is its concentration on the EFTA countries’ points of view. The approach is contextdependent in the sense that the cases concern the policies of Western European democracies with highly industrialized
market economies.
Last but not least, the study focuses on the “demand” side of integration and neglects the “supply” side question of
why an existing community would admit new members.\fn{Mattli claims that a union may accept new members in order to increase
its international bargaining power, to economize on investment transaction costs, or to offset negative externalities threatening the union’s security,
stability, or prosperity} These limitations leave ample space for future research and for the expansion of the approach to

enhance explanatory power.
*
Generalizations about the analytical framework can be made with regard to cases and variables, as well as with regard
to an extension from preference formation to bargaining, in order to explain not only the level of integration aimed at but
also the outcomes of integration policies.
First, an adjustment to the situation of “non-reluctant” candidates requires an additional operationalization of
important political incentives, such as the strengthening of democratic and market transitions, security interests, or
great power aspirations. In spite of many Central and Eastern European countries’ desire to “return to Europe” and
strong economic incentives to join the EU, a recent European Commission study confirms the weight of the
identity dimension in the current enlargements “because the applicant countries’ national iden tities have been
forged on the basis of (often) difficult, (sometimes) dramatic, historical experiences.”
Second, the perspective may be changed from the non-member’s point of view to the one of an integrationskeptical EU member state such as Great Britain and Denmark, or Sweden since 1995. In intra-EU politics,
supranational actors play a more important role, and, as a result of the long-term “socialization process,” member
states may partly form their preferences endogenously. Then again, Jeffrey Checkel claims that in corporatist
states (such as Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland), European norms are diffused primarily through societal
pressure and only secondarily through elite social learning.
Third, cases of integration outside Europe (e.g., the North American Free Trade Agreement, the Southern Cone
Common Market, and the Association of South-East Asian Nations) might be considered.
Fourth, the model could be extended to cover not just preference formation but also the stage of bargaining (as
well as the ratification and implementation of an integration agreement. In order to reveal why one specific
solution prevailed over another, the strategic interaction needs to be included, as liberal intergovernmentalism
suggests.
Modeling international negotiations is a formidable task because the process has little structure and involves
many variables. In the non-coercive, institutionalized context of negotiations among democratic governments, the
three most pivotal variables influencing governments’ strategic calculations seem to be the relative bargaining
power of the actors, the level of information or uncertainty, and the role of institutions.
To analyze the process, a two-level game approach could be used, in which, at the national level, “domestic
groups pursue their interests by pressuring the government to adopt favorable policies, and politicians seek power
by constructing coalitions among those groups;” and at the international level, “governments seek to maximize
their own ability to satisfy domestic pressures, while minimizing the adverse consequences of foreign
developments.”
*
In this volume, I set out to help develop integration policy theory in order to understand what shapes national
preferences with regard to European integration. An “intellectual deficit” seems to prevail regarding the widen ing
of integration schemes: “indeed, it is an oddity of the literature on the EU, and more generally on (west) European
integration, that so little effort has been made to theorize about the enlargement of the EU” and about the impact
of integration on non-members. I present the ever-closer relationship between the European Union and Sweden,
Norway, and Switzerland as a path-dependent process. The three countries would have fulfilled the eli gibility
criteria of Community/Union membership, but for a long time they aimed at limited integration in various forms.
They have generally been able but—in spite of (mounting) economic incentives—not willing to join a
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supranational community. The potential domestic and geo-historical constraints that caused this reluctance are
closely linked to ideas about sovereign statehood. The importance attributed to those elements of national identity
has varied over the five decades. Although economic elites, in particular export-oriented sectors, were more
favorable toward integration, when market access was important, political elites additionally required the political
impediments to be low.
Furthermore, it has been argued that the lower the economic incentives and the higher the political
impediments, the more valuable the maintenance of operational sovereignty relative to the acquisition of
international voice opportunities. The importance of sovereignty has, for instance, varied in relation to how
similar or how different the features of an integration scheme were perceived to be from national features. In the
1990s, the degree of liberalization and integration in Europe had reached a stage at which the effectiveness of
national policies that are not in line with EU policies were increasingly questioned and unilateral adaptation to the
acquis was considered necessary by nonmember states. Obtaining a voice in the more and more powerful
European Union has thus gained in importance at the expense of a sovereignty that has progressively been challenged by integration and globalization processes.
Still, economic considerations may well fade when domestic institutions and foreign policy legacies that touch
on feelings of national identity come into play. Conceptions of the national “self” featuring institutional, societal,
geopolitical, or historical elements that are hardly compatible with EU membership call for careful investigation.
Myths about national exceptionalism, heroic lights for independence and resistance, or certain features of the
political systems may produce awkward EU members. Future enlargement rounds will further increase the
Union’s heterogeneity and thus deeply affect not only its effectiveness but its very character. The varying
willingness of states to integrate is thus becoming a more and more salient policy issue that needs to be
understood.\fn{In the light of continued British uncertainty at the popular level about their participation in the EU—the most recent
available poll on the subject in September, 2013, shows a dead heat at 39% in favor, 39% against and 17% not sure, but with consistent
majorities against continued membership in 29 of the 32 instances in which the question was nationally proposed since January 3, 2013—it
is perhaps worthwhile to take note of the author’s analysis of the major constituents involved in the policymaking process in Norway,
Sweden and Switzerland, and I have reproduced it below from her statements in chapter one. At the present time, none of the major
political parties in the English Parliament have come out against participation in the EU, although the Conservative Prime Minister, Mr.
David Cameron, has promised a referendum on British membership if his party wins a majority at the next general election, scheduled for
some time in 2015 (such a referendum to be held no later than December 31, 2017.) He says that he intends to argue in favor of Britain
remaining in the European Union}

Norway
Norway’s social corporatism is characterized by strong, centralized labor unions and politically weak and
relatively decentralized business communities with a national orientation. Executives are often in a bargaining
situation, both within the governmental apparatus and with organized interests in society. This process of
“integrated participation” can take many forms, such as interest groups’ participation in the networks of
governmental committees, commissions, councils, and boards that initiate, design, advise, decide upon,
implement, and administer governmental policies. As Kvavik points out,
“Few political systems are distinguished by as elaborate and active a network of interest groups as one finds
in Norway, and few polities have an interest group system as pervasive and highly formalized.”
The most important industrial associations are the Confederation of Norwegian Business and Industry (NHO),
created in 1989 by a merger of the Federation of Norwegian Industries (NI), the Federation of Norwegian
Craftsmen (Norges Handverkerforbund), and the NAF. Its members represent a turnover of goods and services
equivalent to half of Norway’s GDP. The Norwegian Trade Council (Norges Eksportrad) is a semiprivate
organization that promotes Norwegian exports and advises the Foreign Ministry in matters of trade policy. Other
important interest groups are the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association (Norges Rederiforbund) and Association of
Commerce and Services (Handels- og Servicenæingens Hovedorganisasjon), which was created in 1990 by the
merger of the Federation of Norwegian Retailers (Norges Handelsstands Forbund) and other organizations.
Norway is a rather unitary state, built up around the political center of Oslo, which enjoys economic
dominance. In the 1970s, reforms were carried out to introduce more decentralization for the regional and local
governments. Norway’s political parties have gradually emerged around the traditional social divisions. To a
lesser extent than Sweden, Norway is characterized by a left-right division. In general, the Labor Party and the
Conservative Party have been at opposite poles on issues within the advanced corporate urban economy, but they
tended to take the same side in territorial-cultural conflicts of center versus periphery, religious activism, or
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language. The latter issues differentiate the parties of the middle from those of the left and the right.
The Norwegian party system comprises both a socialist bloc, with the Labor Party (DNA) and the Socialist
People’s Party (SF), which in 1975 became the Socialist Left Party (SV); and a non-socialist bloc, with the
Conservative Party (Høyre) the agrarian Center Party (SP), the Christian Democratic Party (KRF), the Liberal Party
(Venstre), which split into two parties as a result of the 1972 referendum but reunited again in 1988, the Green Party
(Miljøpartiet De Grønne), established in 1989, as well as the populist, liberal Progress Party (FRP) created in 1973.
Since 1945, the Labor Party and the Conservatives have been the most important parties in terms of votes, members,
economic resources, and seats in the Norwegian parliament, the Storting. In the postwar era, the Labor Party has
usually constituted the government, except for short periods of bourgeois coalitions in 1963, 1965-1971, 1972-1973,
1981-1986, 1989-1990, 1997-2000, and since October 2001.
Sweden
One common characteristic of the political economies of Sweden, Norway, and Switzerland is their corporatist
structure, even though it comes in different variants. According to Peter Katzenstein, the three defining traits of
democratic corporatism are (1) an ideology of social partnership (rather than class conflict), (2) a relatively
centralized and concentrated system of interest groups, and (3) voluntary, informal coordination of conflicting
objectives through continuous bargaining among interest groups, state bureaucracies, and political parties. The liberal
corporatism of Switzerland is characterized by strong, internationally oriented business and weak labor movements and
the social corporatism of Norway by weak, nationally oriented business and strong labor unions. Sweden combines
elements from both patterns—Swedish business is quite centralized, powerful, and international, and the labor unions
are also strong and centralized.
The small countries’ democratic corporatism was born amid the economic crisis of the 1930s, fascism, and World
War II. It provided them with the capacity to successfully combine economic flexibility with political stability. In
Sweden, the truce between the business community and the labor movement, organized in the Swedish Confederation
of Trade Unions (LO-Sweden), resulted in the “Saltsjöbaden Agreement” of 1938. In exchange for labor peace,
openness to the world economy, and continued private control over property and capital markets, the Swedish
Employers’ Federation (SAF) acquiesced in a social democratic government, higher labor costs, a relatively expansive
fiscal policy, and growing welfare services. Hence, the development of a corporatist system was closely linked to the
institutionalization of the welfare state.
For more than fifty years, the corporatist relationships in Sweden seemed particularly close: unions, business, and
other interest organizations were represented on publicly mandated boards, agencies, and commissions, and the
organizations themselves provided important services to the public. Moreover, the level of participation in
representative organizations has been very high. As a result, these interest associations attained a quasi-legal status
and a right to speak for their segments of society in the policy process. One of the most important industrial
associations is the Federation of Swedish Industries (SI). It represents companies that account for approximately
three-quarters of Sweden’s industrial output and almost all of its visible exports. The Swedish Trade Council
(Exportradet) is an export-promoting authority that aims to help Swedish companies do business abroad. In addition,
the National Board of Trade (Kommerskollegium), as an independent governmental agency, advises the Swedish
government on trade policy.
The Scandinavian states are characterized by a unitary tradition with centralized political structures. Their political
landscapes have long been dominated by five parties and two political blocs: the Conservative, Liberal, and Agrarian (or
Center) Parties formed one cluster, and the Social Democratic (or Labor) and Communist Parties another. Only the
Agrarian Parties fit less neatly into the left-right continuum since they have mainly capitalized on the urban-rural cleavage.
The Swedish party system has traditionally comprised—from left to right—the Communist Party, which became the
Left Party (Vänsterpartiet); the Social Democratic Party (SAP); the Agrarian Party (Centerpartiet); the Liberal
Party (FP); and the Conservative Party (Moderata Samlingspartiet, formerly Högerpartiet). There are also some
small parties, such as the Christian Democratic Party (KD, formerly Kristdemokratiska Samhällspartiet), which
has had parliamentary representation since 1991; the Green Party (Miljöpartiet de Gröna), which first made it into
the Riksdag (the Swedish parliament) in 1988; and the populist Discontent Party (NYD), which entered the
Riksdag in 1991 (and disappeared from it again three years later).
Until 1988 the Riksdag (whose bicameral system was abandoned in 1971) was exclusively composed of the five
major parties. This stability was in particular due to the balance between the two party blocs of the socialists (SAP,
Vänsterpartiet) and the non-socialists (Conservative Party, Agrarian Party, FP) and a 4 percent hurdle in national
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elections (the minimum share of votes needed to gain seats in parliament). The social democrats, who hold close bonds
with the labor unions, had been in office without interruption for over forty years until 1976. The non-socialist parties
ruled only from 1976 to 1982 and 1991 to 1994. No other democracy has had such a dominant party as Sweden’s
Social Democratic Party.
Switzerland
As in Sweden and Norway, the economic and political crises of the mid-1930s led to a new national consensus
in Switzerland. In 1937, the Swiss Watchmakers’ and Metalworkers’ Union (SMUV), the largest trade union, and
the Swiss Federation of Commerce and Industry (SHIV; often referred to, according to its managing committee, as
Vorort), the largest employers’ association, concluded the “Peace Agreement” (Friedensabkommen). The
employers recognized the union as an equal partner on questions of labor market and social policy, and the union
replaced its unconditional right to strike with a system of mediation and arbitration. Since this first agreement,
social partnership has become standard practice in all industrial sectors.
Switzerland embodies the liberal version of democratic corporatism with politically strong, internationally
oriented, and centralized business communities and relatively decentralized and weak labor unions. The Swiss
economy is highly cartelized and has many professional organizations. Employers have been organized into two main
associations, the Vorort and the Federation of Swiss Employers’ Organizations (ZSAO). Other employers’
organizations are the Swiss Union of Small and Medium Enterprises (SOY) and the Swiss Farmers’ Union (SBV).
The Vorort focuses on economic policy, and the ZSAO deals mainly with matters of social policy. The Vorort
represents most professional associations and chambers of commerce and covers almost all exports. In 2000, it was
transformed into a new association under the name of Economie Suisse. It maintains close contacts with the Swiss
authorities and often assumes expert functions, in particular with regard to trade policy.
Swiss corporatism emerged as a result of the threat of war rather than out of the left’s own power. Only about onethird of the workforce has been unionized, and the labor unions are split into several different federations. The major
umbrella organization is the Swiss Confederation of Trade Unions (SGB), followed by the Swiss Federation of Salaried
Employees (VSA) and the Swiss Confederation of Christian Trade Unions (CNG). In spite of their weakness, Swiss
unions have been extensively co-opted into policy networks. Since 1947 the Federal Constitution has contained a
provision that promotes the direct consultation of “interested economic groups” in the legislative process. Compared to
Sweden and Norway, Switzerland’s industrial policy has been rather passive, its income policy almost nonexistent, and
wage bargaining highly decentralized. Moreover, the Swiss arrangements between the unions, business, and the state
administration have remained sector-specific.
In comparison to the unitary Scandinavian states, Switzerland’s political structure is best described as a
federalism imposed from below as a result of the voluntary historical association of the cantons. The Federal
Council is elected by a joint session of the two chambers (Nationalrat and Ständerat) of the Swiss parliament, the
Bundesversammlung. According to the principle of cabinet collegiality, all seven federal councilors are of equal
rank, and the presidency of the confederation rotates on an annual basis. There is thus no influential prime minister
and no government-versus-opposition pattern.
The Swiss party system is highly fragmented along religious, class, and territorial lines. The Constitution of 1848
was the result of a short civil war between the Protestant liberals and the Catholic conservatives.
Against the dominant urban commercial and industrial forces that organized in the Radical Democratic Party
(FDP), the defeated Catholics founded a conservative party that later became the Christian Democratic People’s
Party (CVP). Another part of the opposition was organized by the agrarian Swiss People’s Party (SVP) in the
Protestant cantons. The electoral potential of the Social Democratic Party (SPS) was restricted by the presence of the
Catholic CVP.
In the postwar period, these four main political parties have been represented in the Federal Council, according to
the different languages and regions and more or less proportionally to the parties’ electoral strength. This “magic
formula” comprises two radicals, two Christian democrats, two socialists, and one member from the Swiss People’s
Party.
The other, smaller parties, appearing at different points on the left-right continuum, have been represented in
parliament but not in the federal government.
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