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THE 18TH-CENTURY TRADITIONS OF REPRESENTATION INA NEW AGE OF

REVOLUTION

History Politics in the Swedish and Finnish Parlianents, 1917-1919

What happened to shared historical experiencekerdiscursive processes of
constitutional reform in Sweden and Finland? Thiscée examines the use of 18th-
century history in early 20th-century politics. Bling on a long-term survey of
Swedish and Finnish estate and parliamentary dehatanalyses the political
implications of differing national historiographi@s the two successor states of the
18th-century Swedish realm, focusing on how théeabhpast and collective (and
often selective) memories of the Age of AbsolutisenAge of Liberty and the
Gustavian Age were used by parliamentarians in titut®nal argumentation. The
analysis demonstrates how the Finnish polity cargthto be profoundly influenced
by these 18th-century constitutions even afteRigsian Revolution, while Sweden
took the post-French Revolution constitution of94.86 its point of departure. In
both countries, interpretations of the long 18thtcey were ideologically motivated
in an age of the parliamentarization of governmemd the democratization of the
representative system. This leads us to a disausdithe history-political
significance of the common and differing understagsl of representative

government in the two interconnected countries.

Keywords: constitutional history, representative governmpatjiament, history politics,

Sweden, Finland, 18th century, 20th century



The contradictory legacies of the 18th-century cortgutions

The Swedish constitution, which had included eleimenrepresentation since medieval
times, experienced major transformations in thg [b8th century, moving from an
absolutist to an estate-dominated system around, Ifi@nce to an increasingly absolutist
system after 1772 and finally towards an emergomgsttutional monarchy from 1809
onwards. In 1809, as a consequence of the Napacl&dais, the long tradition of
representative government was divided into two ¢inas, the Swedish and the Finnish,
which automatically led to differentiation in whaduld be called history polititsi.e. the

academic and/or ideological use of interpretatminthie past in political arguments.

This article examines the significance of the canrh8th-century constitutional
heritage in the dynamic discursive processes oétdational reform in early 20th-century
Sweden and Finland, a formative period for modemtigamentary democracy in both
countries. The continuous connection between thed&h and Finnish legal traditions,
political semantics and political cultures afte028- and the status of the Finnish state as a
descendant of early modern Sweden — have recesdly emphasized by several Swedish
and Finnish historiarsBut how was this connection viewed in a periodaistitutional
ferment which has previously mainly been studieghdljtical historians focusing on events
or legal historians interested in constitution&tiadatives rather than on the use of history-

political arguments in the context of these entedglarliamentary debatés?

In constitutional and parliamentary history, rathited attention has been paid
internationally to 18th-century Sweden, which ie fhge of Liberty (1719-1772) turned into
a nominal monarchy ruled by the four estates (tbbkilNy, the Clergy, the Burghers and,

importantly, the Peasantry) not unlike the BritiBlutch and Polish ‘free’ representative



governments. The DieRf{ksdag had not only a legislative and supervisory ralé dso
possessed some executive powers as well. A systaotountability of the councillors of
the realm to the Diet has sometimes been seen earlgrform of parliamentaristhFinland,

as part of Sweden, was fully integrated into tejgresentative system.

In Swedish historiography, the role played bydktates as forerunners of ‘popular
sovereignty’ and ‘representative democracy’ in lmost revolutionary sense has been
emphasized.Finnish historiography has been rather more castio its conclusions about
the democratic nature of the Age of Libetty a wider European context, a breakthrough of
representative democracy in a post-revolutionangasdy 1770 would seem unlikely.
Comparative studies suggest that Swedish conceptibtihe political system remained
rather typical ofincien régiméfree states”. The Swedish system of the Age of Liberty
constituted an ‘autocracy of the estafe'st,republican monarchy’ or an aristocratic repabli
but not a representative democrddyevertheless, together with the Gustavian moneathi
order it left a significant legacy for the successtates. Discursive appeals to the people by
all major political groups by 1770 had providedagive source for discourse on political
liberty. Even the Gustavian, increasingly absotlutrsonarchy appealed to the people to
legitimate its position, playing the Nobles and linger estates against one anotfefhe
practices of representation and the legitimatiomoharchical power with such references to
its popular basis helped to create the notionudiquely free Swedish or Finnish peasant

aware of his political rights"

The early modern Swedish polity was divided bgiinational events at a moment
when a reactionary discourse on the consequendhs éfench Revolution was dominant.
The loss of Finland caused the overthrow of the@atic Gustav IV Adolph in Sweden. In
the new constitution of 1809, the role of the Swhdbiet increased but in terms of

executive power, the spirit of the duality of gaveent remained strorfg.In Finland, the



Gustavian polity was merely reformulated to seheerteeds of the new ruler. Tsar
Alexander | used a diet to legitimate the transfgrower, promising ‘the representatives of
the people’ to retain the old constitution, witlwhich a strong monarchy was combined
with the legitimating function of the estat€sThe Finnish version of constitutional
monarchy, still regulated by the imperial prerogatibegan to develop only after Alexander

Il summoned the Diet of 1863.

Swedish and Finnish political cultures alreadyeddd in some respects in 1809: while
popular participation in the political process watued in both countries, references to the
original sovereignty of the people were more ouktgpaat the Diet in Stockholm than at the
Diet in Borgd in Finland? In Finland, where the preservation of the Swetkighl system
and representative government were used to defespda@al status within the multicultural
Russian Empire, any change was rejected. A bicdrparBament was introduced in Sweden
in 1865, but the admiration of the German (evers$ian which did not include universal
male suffrage like the Reich) monarchical modeth®ySwedish right postponed the
introduction of universal suffrage until 1918. Imknd, universal suffrage and a unicameral
parliament were introduced in 1906 in connectiothwai revolution in Russia, but no full
democracy or parliamentarism was obtained. Pariganism would be introduced in both

countries in 1917, later than in Norway and Denmark

In what follows, the uses of history politics iw&dish and Finnish parliamentary
debates on constitutional reform in 1917-1919 er&ofd of revolution, parliamentarization
and democratization — will be analysed. An analg$isoncurrent constitutional debates
from two politically, judicially, culturally and figuistically interconnected countries with
interwoven histories reveals shared trajectorigsoitical cultures but also divergences
arising from different national contexts and ideital motivations=> This analysis focuses

on Swedish debates about extending the suffrapeah and parliamentary elections and



Finnish debates on the proper constitution fomaependent country, both located in the

period between March 1917 and June 19109.

Continuities in Swedish constitutional history afte the Russian March Revolution

Many leading Swedish and Finnish parliamentaridribelate 1910s had a background in
academic fields such as history, political sciezcd law, which contributed to the practice
of making connections between the constitutionat pad the present — although these were
often initiated by their political opponents rathiean by the scholars themselves. Many
politically active historians had recently contried to public debates on 18th-century
constitutions. Two political scientists, Prof. Pamtahlbeck and Dr Fredrik Lagerroth, had
interpreted the Swedish tradition of ‘parliamergari from opposite, ideologically coloured,

points of view.

The conservative Fahlbeck opposed universal fid6feand supported the constitution
of 1809, in which the monarchy and the First Chanhla¢anced the potential radicalism of
the Second Chamber, thus healing the aberratiotiedige of Liberty and the Gustavian
Age. This native version of ‘limited democracy’ atdalistic ‘parliamentarism’ based on a
division of power was preferable to the ‘oligarchianhistorical’ and ‘un-Swedish’ British,

Norwegian and Danish versiotts.

The leftist (in an early 20th-century sense, idolg both Liberals and Socialists)
Fredrik Lagerroth, by contrast, characterized tiséohy of the Swedish constitution since
the Viking Age as a struggle between autocracycamgtitutionalism. Torgny the
Lawspeaker (Lagman) had already been an ideal Stvgdirliamentarian in the 11th
century'’ Sweden'’s constitution had since the 17th certtesn based on ‘popular

representation’ and had seen ‘a modern parliamentgime’ developing towards ‘popular



sovereignty’ and ‘democracy’ in the Age of LibetfyThis ‘highly developed

parliamentarism of the Swedish people’ had beetraesd by Gustav IIf?

In current research, parliamentarism is seen asi¢p@eveloped gradually through a
transnational discursive process which startetiénl8th centur{’ Lagerroth’s tendency to
view the Age of Liberty in excessively modern tenwes rejected by many academics as
subjectivé® or ‘unhistorical’ already in the 19165But after Lagerroth received a
professorship in 1929, his works created an hisgpaphical tradition that interpreted the

Swedish regime as the most advanced political @iltu18th-century Europ@.

Many politically active, often conservative, hiséms ignored Lagerroth’s account, but
it nevertheless contributed to an ideologicallyididgd constitutional debate in both Sweden
and Finland. Harald Hjarne and Sam Clason considéescorrupt party power of the Age
of Liberty to be a demonstration of the fatal capsmces of parliamentarism as advocated
by contemporary Social Democrats and Liberals. @lasade an attempt to rehabilitate
Gustav IV Adolph?* Liberals — including Nils Edén, Professor of Histat the Uppsala
University and chairman of the Constitutional Cornted, who would head a Liberal-Social
Democratic parliamentary government in October 19 %&re not enthusiastic about
Lagerroth’s narrative either. Even if Edén defenpgadiamentarism as reconcilable with the
Swedish tradition, he regarded the ruling diethef mid-18th-century kind as
counterproductive; but he also criticised the Guiataconstitution for rejecting the native

tradition, which had recognized the rights of teeple®

Several Social Democrats, both moderate and radjieally popularized Lagerroth’s
teleological liberal history as an ideological neise supporting their alternative
interpretations of the national past which viewedial democracy as essentially Swedish

since times immemoriaf When the Riksdag, after the outbreak of the RnsRivolution,



was debating the long-postponed reform that woaltehreplaced unequal suffrage based on
forty classes of voters with universal suffragduding women, Hjalmar Branting, the
chairman of the Social Democrats, who due to ldscohnections to Russian radicals was
inspired by the revolutiofY, pointed out connections between medieval Germassemblies
and democracy as practised in the 1910s. Evidemndd be found on the walls of the
Second Chamber, which was decorated with frescosegoby Axel Térneman in 1913
documenting the representative and democraticgi&iveden. They depicted Torgny the
Lawspeaker’s speech to King Olof Skdtkonung tm@in Uppsala around 1000 and
Engelbrekt Engelbrektsson leading a peasant redotth had led to the recognition of the
political rights of the Peasant Estate in 1435asdabout an ancient Swedish tradition of
parliamentary government were thus imparted thrdbghhistorical paintings typical of
national romanticism. Evidence could also be founcbntemporary historiography, which
interpreted théings as the beginning of Nordic popular self-governnmeerd 15th-century
meetings as the start of representative governfidiite same figures from the past had
been used by the Right to oppose universal suffaageparliamentarism and by the Liberals
to glorify the Riksdag, and Branting himself hagb®ne of the initiators of the paintings.
Branting’s point in March 1917 was that in Swedgne ‘original parliamentary power had
always been in the hands of the people themsedvekthat the relationship between the will
of the people and the Riksdag should be reinfobgeaidopting the instrument of

referendunt®

The leftists went further in drawing parallelsweén the distant past and the troubles
of 1917. lvar Vennerstrom complained how the labaupeople were still forbidden to
demonstrate ‘in this country, which has been revasethe place of the origin of liberty on
earth’. He contrasted this with Torgny the Lawsggak'good old times’, when a

representative of the people spoke about libertygauler, advising him on how to govern



the country*! Carl Lindhagen, the Mayor of Stockholm and chairothe radical socialist
Zimmerwald International, who had hosted Lenin 8t@ckholm meeting earlier in 1917,
viewed the current constitution as one for thetrigtly, not for all Swedish peopféand
contrasted it with ‘the democratic inheritanceltd Swedish constitution’ as represented by
the left®® This leftist view of Sweden as a democracy of amicorigin gave the concept both
a socialist and a nationalist content. Even if ttweye unlikely to persuade the right, such

arguments verged on a bourgeois interpretatiohefational past

Liberal reformists argued for the immediate exi@m®f the rights of the people in
accordance with Swedish traditions of represergagiwernment. According to Nils Edén,
the Swedes could not stay within the confines efhtive popular freedom’ in an era of
democratization as they had ‘since times immemaoeain one of the freest peoples in

Europe’®®

Mauritz Hellberg complained that the excessivdigdient Swedes were still
striving for civil liberty despite the customaryeeence to Sweden as ‘the place of the origin

of freedom on earth®®

Conservative academics were provoked when Erikgtadrna, an internationally
oriented Social Democraf,accused Karl Hildebrant, a docent in 16th-cenhisyory, and
Harald Hjarne, a former Professor of History at Badp University, of perverting history to
legitimate the current constitutional situation. $iggested that such histori¥hsere
ignoring the rights of the peopfean favour of capital and thereby running the rsla
revolution?° A reform, in contrast, would correspond with whwts since old times been a
good Swedish traditiorf* Hildebrandt responded by insisting that Swedessaly
possessed a constitution that ‘has been much neonectatic than those in most other
European countries, and within this constitutidnaie it has been possible [...] to take the

development further in an increasingly democraiieation’.*?
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A rather more popular conservative argument lamlthe traditional concept of the
common people and more particularly the peasaathy¢gern) as an alternative to the
potentially revolutionary concept of the peogdiaKe?). Erik Raf of the Peasant and
Bourgeois Party, a major land-owner, emphasizedhiterical importance of ‘the common
people’ in comparison with ‘the Swedish peopleaifocial Democratic sense: ‘the Swedish
common people has liberated Sweden a number o$tiwileereas the Swedish people in
inverted commas has never done anything correspgndithe great deeds of the Swedish
common people*® The common people had always passed laws in Swaddruniversal
suffrage was hence not need&dll the major participants in the debate thus usistbry-

political arguments to either advocate or opposadfiorm.

Was the Age of Liberty being restored in Finland in1917?

In Finland, the shared constitutional tradition ywasticized with much more dramatic
consequences. Views as to where the supreme pbaeidsbe located after the fall of the
imperial throne in March 1917 were divided. The tg@ois parties, concerned about the first
socialist parliamentary majority in world histomiécted in 1916), wished to retain the
political initiative in the hands of the governmenhereas the Social Democrats, because of
their majority, favoured parliamentary sovereigmtyen though many socialists did not
regard parliament as the forum through which tlusial society would be created; working

in parliament was only a temporary phase to sulilierbourgeois order which that

institution supported® Encouraged by the Russian Bolsheviks and backeddny native
centrists, the Social Democrats aimed at transigisovereignty to parliament with the

Power Act of July 1917.



11

For many Finnish conservatives, such a reformdstoothe rejection of the
constitutional tradition and the reintroductiontieé pernicious Age of Liberty. Kaarle
Rantakari, an agitator of the Finnish Party withaxial Democrat background, emphasized
that the Finns had for nearly a thousand yearsiredaoyal to a constitutional ordér
based on the duality of the monarchy and a reptases assembly. Artturi Virkkunen, an
associate professor of Finnish, Russian and Ndiidtory and a Schools Board inspector,
insisted on the maintenance of this heritdgehe conservative doubts were supported by
the interpretations of 18th-century constituticgusght at schools: in the party strife of the
Age of Liberty, ‘the people's own trustees thudheir country down’, whereas the
restoration of royal power by the ‘brilliant’ Gust#l had saved the realm from
destructior®® Rantakari argued that the Power Act would restbeestate of our country
when it was connected with Sweden during the slked¢#ge of Liberty, that is, the tyranny

t* or ‘parliamentary absolutism® That age had demonstrated how difficult it

of parliamen
was for parliament to function satisfactorily witlistrong executive power. In 1768, the
pseudo-monarch (Adolph Frederick) had ceased tparate with the estates, which had
made manifest the impossibility of placing the exa® power in the hands of parliament.

The estates had been forced to ask the king tonesis duties! and Rantakari foresaw

that this would happen again.

Social Democrat members regarded it as unhelpfapply examples derived from
‘the struggles of the ancient Swedish Hat and Gapgs’ to the entirely different situation
of 1917° Frans Rantanen saw such historical parallelsfestiag the prevalent ‘fear of the
assumption of power by democracy'. Instead, emplpwa Marxist vocabulary, he suggested
that the mid-18th-century crisis had been causethéynability of the estates, or ‘classes’,
to reconcile their ‘class interests’ and that tbargeois circles had then, too, propagated

‘bloody class hatred®® The experience of the rule of the estates provigedvidence
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against the creation of ‘the parliamentary democrmache democracy of the Social
Democratic labourers’ (these being the same thimlgich were based on much wider
popular elements than tl@cien régimesstates. Indeed, the system he envisioned might not

need to concern the bourgeoisie af4ll.

The Power Act was passed on 18 July by a majoriparliament. However, the
Russian provisional government never promulgatedatv, parliamentary sovereignty was
not yet established and the Social Democrats thest majority in a new election in
September. Some of them began to turn from parhang to revolutionary reform,

encouraged by the Russian Bolsheviks.

The Gustavian constitution in an independent repubt

As the newly elected parliament began to debatend@nization of the supreme power in
the aftermath of the Russian Bolshevik Revolutioearly November 1917, the bourgeois
majority took the Gustavian constitution as thé-eeident point of departure. Even if
regarded as outdated, its loose formulations had b#ectively used to defend Finnish
autonomy under the Russians, and it now continadx tinterpreted flexibly to legitimate
decisions that the majority considered necessatyctnmstances in which separation from
Russia seemed inevitable. Interpretations of tbegmrapplications of the constitution were
highly divergent among the bourgeois parties as weine wanted to observe it literally,

others would have allowed the parliamentary majddtact as they saw be’st.

The strictest observance of the original paragrags demanded by the traditionally
constitutionalist Swedish Party. According to Efastlander, a professor of law, the
constitution obliged ‘the Estates of the Realmr-t institution representing the people —

to safeguard and defend the liberty of the coubyrglecting a separate new body to execute
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the supreme power. It would be ‘against the spiriiur constitution’ if parliament reserved
any of that power for itsef® R.A. Wrede, a former professor of civil and Ronem as well
as the former chairman of the Department of Justicke Senate, rejected any extension of
parliamentary powers: parliament should maintauh possibly develop the Swedish law but
not violate it®” Also for Kydsti Haataja (Finnish Party), a lawysreducation, the

constitution prescribed the maintenance of a sépatpreme power.

Onni Talas of the Young Finns, an associate psofesf administrative law,
interpreted Article 38 differently: it was up torpament to decide whether it would assume
the executive power itself or award it to some ssjgsbody’’ Gustaf Arokallio, a Liberal
clergyman, insisted not unlike the left in Swedeat the principle that all power originated
in the people was ‘the deepest foundation of thedsst-Finnish constitutional order’.
While history had seen attempts to bypass thicypie, it had ‘finally always been
recognized’. A major precedent was to be foundhendecision of the Swedish Diet to
legislate a new constitution in 1809 independeotlthe Crown. Hence, strengthening the
role of parliament seemed to be a further exprassiahe old principle of popular
sovereignty’® However, some Young Finns such as Antti Mikkol&wayer, disagreed
about the desirability of parliamentarization besmaaf the experiences of the Age of
Liberty: a governing parliament was the worst polgspolitical arrangement and would

endanger the liberties of individuals and the peasl a whol&'

The Agrarians — most openly followers of the 18#mtury Fennoman movement
which had advanced the status of the Finnish laggaad the common people in relation to
Swedishness and upper classes — were critical af thiby regarded as the selective legalism
of the conservative lawyers. Artur Wuorimaa sawnrttees attempting to retain their
bureaucratic power with appeals to a constitutiat had already been bypassed by

parliament when it had transferred power in spting new government in accordance with
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the Swedish precedent of 18F%Agrarian radicalism was legitimated by their leade
Santeri Alkio, who suggested that after a long d@nce of foreign principles it was finally

time to introduce Finnish onés.

The Social Democrats were critical of any appiaabf 18th-century Swedish
constitutions’ Bitterness over the repudiation of their Power veide them question the
legality of the entire procedure. Jussi Kujalagkeducated socialist agitator, saw the
policies of the right as being directed againstrdad power of the people and based on the
denial of a democratic trajectory in Swedish-Fihrfisstory. Kujala argued that there had
been an element of democracy in the Swedish reaémsence the 12th century. King
Christopher’s Law of 1442 had contained democggments, but in the early modern
period, the Noble and the Clerical estates hadbeiely removed all democracy. The rule
of the estates in the Age of Liberty had been rallof democracy applicable to those
circumstances, though not such democracy as we yedemocracy today> Democracy
had ancient roots, but the Nobility had turned tfatalass of exploiters’, claiming to
represent the people but actually exercising glasger, in other words ‘democracy in a
bourgeois sens&® The bourgeoisie had also made appeals to the pufitiee people in a
dishonest way to exploit other groups in connectutth the Swedish change of regime after
the abdication of Gustav IV Adolgf Kujala, an illegitimate son of a former senator of
justice and a maidservant, had grown up in an giihvere of class hatred and now

challenged the professors of law with an altermaklarxist narrative.

Some Social Democrats regarded the Swedish wadis originally democratic but
undermined by the bourgeoisie in order to advaheg tlass interests; it was therefore no
longer applicable or worthy of respect. Yrj6 Siradgorimary school teacher, who would
later regret the failure to launch an armed revofuin autumn 1917, attacked the

bourgeoisie for their defence of centralized gowental power as created by Gustavian



15

coups and reinforced by Russian empetdEdvard Hanninen-Walpas suggested that the
bourgeois appealed to the old constitution in otdeteny changes brought about by the
revolution and to retain a monarchy to limit parientary power&’ Otto Wille Kuusinen (a
would-be Soviet leader) rejected all former Swedighstitutions: in a revolutionary age no

constitution was irrevocabl8.

In the programme of the government of P.E. Svimbdf which would issue the
Declaration of Independence on 6 December 191 hdhegeois parties agreed on
formulating a new democratic constitution extendmagliamentary powers beyond those
awarded by the Gustavian constitutidmBy the time of its publication, accusations betwee
the right and the left about who was being morasib@ous in contacts with external powers
were becoming widespread. Oswald Kairamo (FinnesttyfP suggested that Finnish
socialists had rejected ‘the law of the country #ralinherited practices of the people’,
giving up parliamentary means of reform in favofiBolshevist revolutionary fervouf.
Minister of Justice Onni Talas and K.J. Stahlbargrofessor of administrative law, spoke
for historical continuity in the formulation of apublican constitutioi® whereas the
socialist opposition accused the government ohahility to cooperate with the Russian
Bolshevik government. The parliamentary processfaiéged to solve the problems of the
country, including the constitutional question, dne country was to experience a political

division of the worst kind, a civil war.

In this war, the White army, backed by Germandesrsaw itself as fighting for the
established political order threatened by the Redr@s, supported by the Bolshevik troops
of the Russian army. The Swedish right sympathizitld the White army, but the Swedish
Liberal-Social Democratic government was unwilltogntervene. The right wished to see
Finland remain a state in which Swedish law antucelprevailed, a part of Scandinavia and

Western civilizatior* In their rhetoric, ‘the Finnish people have stoaa stand at this
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moment, closer to us than any other peofl@he Finns were connected with Sweden by
the common tradition of peasant involvement intjsi’® However, Sweden maintained its
neutrality and only indirectly supported the Whit€ee Swedish Social Democrat leaders
emphasized their more moderate approach to pantitamem, which distinguished them

from Finnish socialist extremis/.

A Gustavian polity in the aftermath of the Civil War

The White army captured Helsinki in April 1918, shing the Red rebellion and expelling
most socialist MPs from parliament. When the boaigggovernment brought a proposal for
a new monarchical constitution to this Rump Paréatrin June 1918, Prime Minister Juho
Kusti Paasikivi (Finnish Party) presented it asntening the ancient monarchical

constitution but decreasing the royal prerogativéaiour of parliament and the peopfe.

The Swedish-speaking right remained uncompromiadwpcates of the Gustavian
tradition. R.A. Wrede insisted that Finland possdss monarchical constitution as
formulated by the Form of Government of 1772 areAbt of Union and Security of 1789.
A people who had lived under a monarchy for 700yeauld not reject monarchy and
establish a republic, more particularly so as Fidlbelonged to the Germanic cultural world
and the constitutional rules of ‘Germanic cultusedieties’ hence applied: ‘Whatever
culture exists in Finland is in practice completefyGermanic origin, mostly Swedisf’
Referring to the Swedish constitutional lawyer,|&atel Reuterskidld, a conservative
opponent of parliamentarism and democracy, Wregeeal that the fundamental principles
of Sweden being a kingdom and having a Riksdag wecbangeable and remained directly
applicable to Finlan&® According to Emil Schybergson, the safest opti@s to cherish the

monarchical constitution in an updated form unkEstand wanted to go back to constantly
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changing constitution¥. Such a dedication to the Gustavian tradition waserthan pure
conservatism; it arose from concerns about thedutfithe Swedish-speaking minority in a
parliamentary democracy with Finnish-speaking aotemtially socialist majorities. The
monarchy would be an antidote retaining social oatel protecting the rights of the

minority.

The Finnish Party was an equally fervent defedfiéhe monarchical Finnish-Swedish
constitutional tradition and tried to win the Agear republicans over to its side. According
to Wéaino Valkama, a primary school teacher, theohysof Finns under Swedish kings
demonstrated how the monarchy, long before thenitnme of democracy, had defended the
rights of the people and especially of the PeaSatdte against the higher orders: The
representatives of the Finnish people had addrebes@dcomplaints to the king and received
his protection, and the peasants had fought faor kiveg abroad and in the Clubs War
(1596-1597) to counter the abuses of the ndBlAstturi Virkkunen described how the
Swedish people had gained great fame fightingHfer king in the Thirty Years’ War and
how the Finns, too, had benefited from reforms thedeaching of literacy’ For Oswald
Kairamo, monarchical power was an immemorial doro@sstitution whereas

republicanism had been imported into the countrgdmyjalist agitator&?

The liberal Young Finns remained divided: manywed the monarchy as a stabilizing
institution but wished for a ‘democratic’ constitautal revision®> Professor E.N. Setélé
suggested that the Finns could very well live wiitkir old constitution for another century
by developing it in a more democratic directf8iThe republicans of the party, K.J.
Stahlberg among them, drew on a different histodaphy. Stahlberg, who was the chairman
of the Preparatory Constitutional Committee in 19&jected the monarchical constitution
of 1772 as outdated for any type of pofifyits regulations on the election of the king were

no longer applicable to an independent repuBlithis suggestion caused Ernst Estlander,
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another leading constitutional lawyer, to criticB&hlberg for questioning the very

foundation of Finnish opposition to Russian oppiEss’

The republican Agrarians based their oppositioa teonarchical constitution on a
more Fennoman interpretation of the national g@atteri Haapanen, the editorSdvon
Sanomatargued against what he saw as the defence aftaaratic constitution despite the
opposition of the peasants and the excluded SPeimiocrats’ Santeri Alkio considered
that the Swedish kings had treated the Finns asra wassal people. What was valuable in
Scandinavian political traditions was not the mehgrbut democracykéansanvaltawhich
‘has always throughout history been recognizeddan8inavian regimes and forms of
government’. Scandinavian countries had been ssftdgsst because ‘in these countries the
people have had more power than in any other Earopeuntry’®* Several farmers voiced
opinions that did not share the notion of Swedishsant liberty as an argument for
monarchy: According to Pekka Saarelainen, the Sshedlionarchy had oppressed the
people, democracy and Finnishness by bureaucrams) allowing ‘the torture,
maltreatment and heavy taxation of the peasantopptountry’. The Swedish monarchy
had sent its agents to crush with extreme viol¢heéfight for freedom’ of the Finnish
peasantry in the Clubs War. Such experiences hal th& Finnish commoners abhor
monarchy and call for a democratic republic, foickithey had also fought in the Civil

War?? Eero Hahl added that the Swedish kings had orégee peasants to pay taxes and to

raise soldiers, and had bypassed the Peasant Estaigortant affairs of stat&.

Such republican views among the farmers provokétiKaila (Finnish Party), a
professor of theology, to insist that only Rusdaneaucrats and socialists had previously
dared to condemn the constitution of 177Zhe bourgeois victors of the Civil War were
deeply divided over their interpretations of thetpander Swedish rule at the time of the

dispute over the constitution: the Swedish andiBmPRarties looked back at a glorious
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tradition on which they thought the Finnish mongrshould be built, while the Agrarians
rejected it as a tool for oppressing the commormpleeevhose rights should be recognized in

a new democratic republic.

The application of the constitution of 1772 in theslection of a King of Finland

By 8 August 1918, after failing to agree on a neanarchical constitution, the Rump
Parliament debated on the applicability of ArtiB& of the constitution of 1772 to the
election of a new royal family for Finland. K.JAa8tberg insisted again that the Swedish
constitution had lost much of its validity in 1888d that it should therefore finally be
repealed” Even within the Swedish Party, Otto Akesson fonodvidence of Finland
having been an independent kingdom: its constitutiad been legislated for another

monarchy and was invalid in the contemporary cirstamces®

R.A. Wrede, with the authority of a former rectdithe University of Helsinki, set out
to clarify this obfuscation: the constitution of7Z7was entirely valid — it was just as if ‘the
joint [realm of] Sweden-Finland’ had been in 18@parated into two independent states.
The constitution had provided the foundation farfish autonomy and independerite.
Ernst Estlander maintained that the constitutiaoh been confirmed by Alexander | without
reservation, which meant that the common monartbasstitution had remained in force in
Finland. Once the union with Russia had ceasedartdrnad become a sovereign state with

a complete monarchical constitutih.

The Agrarians rejected such interpretations asgeetious. Artur Wuorimaa saw no
legal grounds for embarking on the election ofragkiParliament had not applied the said
article in December 1917 when assuming supreme ipowehad referred to the precedent of

the Swedish coup of 1808 Santeri Alkio wondered how it was possible that th
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monarchists were attempting to re-establish anatettconstitution in an era that was one
of republics*®® According to Matti Paasivuori, the only attend®gcial Democrat, the
paragraph had been ‘dead for 110 years and hadaewresurrected’ as a result of a

violent coup by the right™*

Such views caused R.A. Wrede to lose his tempeisaggest that the republicans
were plotting against the established order just #ise Gustavian Er&22 J.K. Paasikivi, the
prime minister, insisted that the constitution @72 had been endorsed by the Russian
emperors in 1809 and in 1863 and had never beealegi® Lauri Ingman, the Leader of
the Finnish Party, drew attention to the fact thatrights of the Finns had been defended
against Russian oppression on the basis of thisfa¥iekla Hultin (Young Finns) claimed
that Article38 had been applied since the abdication of Nichjavhen the supreme power
in Finnish domestic affairs had been transferrefinmish institutions® In 1809, the
Swedish Riksdag had also assumed power on theddasis article. Such Swedish
precedents were directly applicable because dbtigecommon tradition of the two
countries: ever since the election of King HaakbNarway as King of Sweden in 1362,
Finland had been represented like any Swedishmegiud the Finns now had a unique
chance to hold such an election in an independefin’®® Hultin was echoing the accounts

of the unique political liberty of the Swedes aridns that were taught at schddf.

Despite the protests and boycott of the eledtipthe republicans and the evident fall
of the German army by the end of September, theancbist majority elected Friedrich
Karl, the brother-in-law of Kaiser Wilhelm, King &inland on 9 October 1918 When
parliament reconvened on 5 November 1918, Finlaabahpro-German regent, a German
king who had never visited the country and a Swedanstitution dating back to 1772, the

validity of which was far from generally recogniz€dAll this had to be rethought when the
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German monarchy fell on 9 November and the Wegtariimamentary democracies won the

Great War°

Historical arguments in connection with the breakthrough of democratic suffrage in

Sweden

In Sweden, too, the king and the right conceded#uessity of a suffrage reform only after
the fall of the German imperial throf€.In connected parliamentary debates, interpretstion
of the past were used both to persuade the righiveoup resistance or to re-enforce their
anti-reformist arguments. Two teleological intetpt®ns, reformist and conservative, of the

national past continued to coexist, just as indfidl

Liberal reformists emphasized the Swedish tragigibliberty. The internationally
oriented banker Knut Wallenberg (Independent) rené foreign minister, saw the proposed
reform as an integral part of the glorious natidriatory*? Raoul Hamilton (Liberal), the
Deputy Speaker of the Second Chamber, tried taipdesthe Conservatives and to vindicate
Liberal ideals by representing the reform as araade of ‘the immemorial, law-bound
liberty of the Swedish people’, endorsing a formiolain the constitution of 1772 but
combining it with the ‘liberty, equality and broteod’ of the French Revolutior®
Edward Alkman (Liberal) found a parallel in 1808yal autocracy had been abolished then,

and so in 1918 would the oligarchic power of a fétizens be terminated?

Majority Social Democrats, with their future-orted ideology and conviction that the
final breakthrough of reform was at hand, mostlgided historical arguments in this
context. Leftists such as Ivar Vennerstrom, insteadlled the progress of Swedish history
as a democratic and parliamentary teleologicalatiag leading to the proposed reform:

democracy had been increased in 1809, extende®bim dnd 1907, and would take a
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decisive step in 1918° According to Fabian M&nsson, the suffrage reforoule restore to
the common people (including the peasantry, marwhafm were sceptical) democracy that

they had enjoyed before the Thirty Years’ WAr.

Individual rightist members suggested that theyewethinking their approach to the
reform. Karl Johan Ekman (National Party) recogditteat ‘a culture of one thousand years,
a social order of a thousand years, is going tgrise in these day$'’ While political
power in the days of estate representation had lbbased on land ownership and since 1866
on property, it would from 1918 be more equallytritismited™'® Edvard Lithander (Right),
who had strong personal connections with both Brisd Germany and was an advocate of
the spirit of liberty of the old Goths within thesociationGoétiska Samfundgetieclared that
there had been a ‘freeborn class of common peap®veden ‘for thousands [sic] of years’
and that this tradition distinguished Sweden frauantries where revolutions had only
occurred in the late 1916¥ Interestingly, Lithander’s historical narrativechelements in
common with that of the far left: Lithander emplzasi continuity, while the leftists

lamented breaks in the progress of popular govemhme

Many conservative academics of the National Padwed the introduction of
universal suffrage as a major break with the Swepditical tradition. The ultra-
conservative Ernst Trygger — a professor of lawfanaher rector of Uppsala University —
saw the extension of democratization as endang#ragocial order formed by hundreds of
years of organic developmelif August Bellinder, who had examined constitutional
development in France and England in his doctassledtation (1872), insisted that Sweden,
with ‘her immemorial popular liberty’, had enjoydémocracy when German and French
peasants had still been bound to their mastéidarald Hjarne, a retired professor of
history, recognized the need to abolish the twcelogstates but doubted whether the Social

Democrats would be able to create a new estatess power to their liking. Instead, he
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foresaw a future with an unbalanced constitulf@riRrofessor Sam Clason, the state
archivist, wanted to keep the bicameral systemsadeguard in case the Swedish people
decided to go for the reform. Even this sympathafehe Gustavian Age saw the reform as
justified in the light of the long tradition of pofar participationt?®> which points to certain

rethinking of the national past.

Non-academic conservatives saw no reason for seening their stance. Lieutenant
General Herman Wrangel, while recognizing the fiansation of the tradition of
representation to democracy, urged Sweden to rigsamid liberty in the face of an
excessive yoke of equality? For the ultra-conservative land-owner and admiaist, Carl
von Mentzer, the reform stood for the replacemémh® glorious Swedish flag of Gustav
Adolph with the red flag?® Conservatives also sometimes claimed that thetitaiisn of
1809 was the invaluable property of the peoplectvipiarliament had no right to rejeét.
Conservative farmers complained that the commoplpewho had loyally sacrificed
themselves for the king in the past, were beingiigd?’ As in Finland, the tradition of

peasant involvement produced both reformist arditiomalist arguments.

This opposition did not prevent both chambers faassing the suffrage reform in
December 1918 and from approving it in anotherisasa June 1919. In the final debates,
Mauritz Hellberg (Liberal) drew attention to a deymment that had not been foreseen when
the constitution of 1809 was formulated. It hadyorally been intended to prevent a renewal
of the aberrations of the Age of Liberty, in whitte representative institution nominated
ministers, while now such a regulation was no longeeded as parliamentarism had been
achieved (in 1917) without touching the originainfiulation*?® This development was
questioned by Sam Clason who saw it as divergio the will of the formulators of the
constitution who had been wisely aware of the rigkappealing to the people after the

fashion of the Age of Libert}?° He regarded the constitution of 1809 as an adehnce
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version of the Gustavian constitution, which haolight such excesses to an end. As much

of it should be retained as possible. And indead;mof it would be retained until 1974.

Arguments based on the 18th-century constitutiatiatnatives began to lose their
credibility once universal suffrage had been intietl. During the ascendancy of the Social
Democrats, both academic and public discourse moedi to view the long native tradition
of representative government as a progress tovaseslish democracy in its 20th-century
sensé3® The evolution of Swedish representative governmestin some respects unique,
but the popularity of this narrative is also expél by the need to construct a positive
national identity and by the influential positiomieh Fredrik Lagerroth gained in Swedish
academia. The interpretations of the reformistdeftof the early 20th century gained ground
in the mainstream discourse in Sweden, but simpbfyeleologies were mostly avoided in
academic research, though some interpretatiornsedbveden of the Age of Liberty as being
ahead of its time did appe&r.Swedish scholarly interpretations of the 18th-agnt
representative system continue to differ from thosele by Finnish scholars, evidently
because of the different national historical exgrares against which the common
inheritance has been evaluated. The Finnish casédes an alternative, and equally valid,
historical narrative, but it, too, has been affddig nationalist and ideological uses of the

past.

The Gustavian heritage modified for a republic

In spring 1919, new elections were held in Finlandyhich the republicans gained an
overwhelming majority and the socialists returnegarliament. Even though the era of the
constitution of 1772 was drawing to a close, eleimehthe Swedish-Finnish tradition were

retained in the new republican constitution radifie July 1919, which would then constitute
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the foundation of the Finnish republic until 20a@ideyond=>? In debates on the
constitution, there were still numerous refereriogbe Age of Liberty and the Gustavian
Age, concerning questions such as safeguardingutieran fundamental values of the
political community*** the necessity for a strong head of state in theldnof Gustav Wasa,
the protection of private property as awarded bgt®ulll, parliamentarism leading to a
new Age of Liberty, a thousand-year-old traditidridemocracy’ in Sweden and Finland,

and the need to have parliamentary oversight céduaracy.

The application of the constitution of 1772 tocgileg a new king had discredited the
Gustavian constitution in the eyes of the repubkcand increased their readiness to break
with the Swedish past and to prosecute the morgtstfif Former monarchists might
emphasize the constitutionality of the measurééndircumstances of autumn 19%3.

Rafael Erich (National Coalition), a professor ofstitutional law, recognized that the
constitution of 1772 had in some respects becorntaated after the introduction of a
democratic parliament and rather emphasised theliSkvprecedent of 1809 with the estates

agreeing on a new constitution and electing a n#er as the modéf®

Even if the constitution of 1919 significantly edthed the Finnish polity, it was still
built on common historical experiences. For Emikthacka, a conservative from the
Swedish People’s Party, Swedish history demonsttadev strong leaders such as Gustav
Wasa and L.A. Mannerheim (whose surname was the sarthat of the current Finnish
regent) in 1809 had been able save the nation diisaster by turning a divided community
into an organic entity’’ Hastbacka’s analogy suggested a direct contitngitween Swedish
and Finnish national histories, defended early-moflems of government and noble
families and championed ‘the conception of oldigestegarding the rights and liberties of

the common peoplebflalmannafrihetenas guaranteed by Gustav Il in 1789.
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Several Swedish-speaking representatives contituadyue against extended
parliamentarism. Hjalmar Procopé saw 18th-centistohy as an argument against
excessive parliamentary power: ‘A despotism of miaegds’ would lead to the weakening
and dissolution of the political community justiaghe Age of Liberty, if not indeed to a
Polish Diet and the destruction of the polityAxel Palmgren, the leader of the employers'’
association, was in favour of maintaining the donsof power as formulated by Gustav Ill
to save the country from ‘the misgovernment ofgbecalled Age of Liberty**° In the
aftermath of the Civil War, the representativeshef Swedish People’s Party wished to
preserve the constitution of 1772 in order to sec¢he rights of the linguistic minority and
would not support a republican constitution withoahcessions over language policy.
Swedish-speaking civil servants had relied on trginuance of the Gustavian order,
assuming that the Finnish-speaking majority sh#rent respect for it. A republican
(socialist) coup giving all sovereignty to parliamén the spirit of the Power Act of 1917

the Civil War and even the republican constitutlgraposal of summer 1919 appeared to

them as a restoration of the detested Age of Lybert

Doubts about excessive republicanism and parliganiem also remained strong in the
National Coalition Party (the former Finnish Parfije professors in the party wished the
new constitution to be built on the basis of thétpof 1772 with a strong head of state
balancing parliamerif? Theodor Homén, a professor of physics, insistatilibth the reign
of Charles XlI and the rule of ‘parliament’ in tAge of Liberty had led to disasters from
which the Gustavian constitution had saved thewé# For Hugo Suolahti, a professor of
German philology and Vice-Rector of the UniversifyHelsinki, Swedish and Polish 18th-
century history demonstrated the consequencesnaeotrating ‘the governmental power of
parties’ in parliament** Even Rafael Erich, a leading constitutional lawgoke with

some nostalgia about the flexibility of the old $igh constitutions: the Swedish
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constitution of 1809 had allowed for different repentative institutions and the loosely
formulated constitution of 1772 had served Finmiglrests under Russian rule. It had even

been successfully combined with a democratic padia since 1906"

There were fewer arguments appealing to the deatioeoots of the Swedish tradition
in Finland than in Sweden; many Finns rather viethedpast in a Fennoman spirit. Vaino
Voionmaa, a Social Democrat professor of Norditdns suggested that democracy had
grown organically in Finland just as in other Nardountries — and even before the Swedish
conquest: ‘quietly together with the thousand-yadrdevelopment of this nation’. The
unicameral parliament of the people, too, was alre$ a thousand years of historical
evolution, which made it more legitimate than tioitical power of the higher class&S.
Voionmaa’s history book for elementary schools (@ed in 1916) had presented the
preservation of the ancient peasant liberty astigextin theiings as an essential
characteristic of Swedish and Finnish societiesontmaa even recognized the role of the
Diet and the political parties of the Age of Libem establishing the political influence of
the people and creating a continuous parliamentadjtion’*’ In parliament, Voionmaa
combined this historiographical approach with Marxheory, albeit nationalizing the
history of democracy in a way that left little rodar a socialist revolution as the way to
democracy. Hannes Ryotma, the compromise-seekingy @fiSuomen Sosialidemokraatti
reinterpreted the controversial Article 38 crediite imply the principle that ‘the
organization of the use of supreme executive pdetngs to the representative institution
of the people®*® Parliamentary democracy built on the constitutidresitage thereby found

an historical justification in Social Democraticdourse in Finland just as in Sweden.

Historical arguments for the further parliamergation of government were heard
among Liberals, too. When E.N. Setala (Nationalli@oa) opposed the practice of

allowing the minutes of the government to be inggebby the Constitutional Committee — a
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procedure that originated in the Age of Liberty avak included in the Swedish constitution
of 1809*° - Georg Schauman, a Swedish-speaking leftist hllzfisagreed, speaking in
favour of the parliamentary scrutiny of autocrdtizeaucracy>® For Schauman, the
constitution of the Age of Liberty, which he haddited in his doctoral dissertation, was part
of the invaluable heritage from Finland’s uniontw@8weden and should not be ‘partly
unfairly declared a heres}’* For Schauman, Anders Chydenius was ‘a forerunher o
modern democracy in Sweden and Finland’, althobghage as a whole did not constitute a

model that Finnish legislators should folldv.

The Agrarians remained ready to re-evaluate #mtion and to introduce a
parliamentary republic. Juho Niukkanen suggestatttte aim of the defenders of the
Gustavian constitution was to prevent the stremgtigeof the power of the parliament and
the introduction of ministerial responsibility’ Pekka Saarelainen rejected suggestions that
the Finns would not respect a new constitutionpfrog out that the constitution of 1772 had
actually been a result of a coup within the Swedsbernment and was not, unlike the
proposed new constitution, based on the Finnisiplpanconception of justicE? Such a
view broke with the Gustavian tradition, questianits legitimacy and emphasizing the fact
that the sovereignty of the people would be redlinghe new polity. This came close to the
Social Democratic view that reactionary minorityngs based on early-modern
constitutions had become irreconcilable with theaade of political and economic

development®

The history-political dispute became particuldrgated when the articles of the
constitution regarding Swedish and Finnish as natitanguages were debated by Swedish-
and Finnish-speaking nationalists. The Swedish B&oparty was campaigning to establish
the status of Swedish as one of the two ‘natidiaaluages of Finland and for monolingual

Swedish institutions for Swedish-speaking areamesAgrarians responded with extreme
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Fennoman interpretations of Finnish history, sutiggsn the words of Antti Juutilainen

that ‘the unnatural dominance of the Swedes witlh®w or later be crushed, and the Finnish
elements of the population will be awarded thejhts’ °° Others considered that Finns and
Swedes had lived together for 700 years and hagrgto share the same political valuias.
Niilo Liakka argued that the Finns viewed Swedishilization with sympathy and found in
Scandinavia the ideological model that would hbknt to advance politically. Finland and
the Scandinavian countries were the only ones iciwthe peasantry had come to play a
major role in politics. The Swedish-speaking mitgrioo, had a role in maintaining this

link with Scandinavia provided that it understobd joint interests of the two language
groups™® The progressive Bruno Sarlin developed this lifought further, emphasizing
the historical role of Finns as the defenders efithlues of Western civilization — values
which had been adopted from Sweden and were cdhystareatened by Russta® Such a
view summarized much of the self-understandingiofaiRd, which would be politically
dominated by the White victors of the Civil Wartire years to come. The republican
teleological understanding of the national pastdyeto break with the monarchical tradition,
emerged victorious in the Finnish constitutionaliggle, but it, too, continued to associate

itself with the early-modern Swedish traditiong@bresentative government.

Conclusion

| have compared the political use of referenceSweden’s and Finland’s common historical
experience during the transition to democratic padiamentary government in the late
1910s. | have shown how the discourse on the rigftitse people in the Age of Liberty and
the Gustavian Era had constituted a common heritagdich the parliamentary and

academic elites of Sweden and Finland — who shaeety basic conceptions of the national
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past but disagreed on interpretations — continaegppeal in the early 20th century.
Understandings of the different 18th-century cdangtins became politicized among all

political groups in both parliaments.

Defences of the established order by conservatessors were challenged
especially by leftist lay interpreters of the plast also by some academically educated
socialists and liberals. Owing to the presencecatlamics and the essentially historical
motivation of all ideologies, the political uselatory was common — and also reasonably

informed.

When the constitution of the Age of Liberty wasmbdished by Gustav Il and his own
monarchical constitution then replaced in connectuth the Swedish ‘revolution’ of 1809,
what really mattered in Sweden was the constitubiob809, the loose formulations of
which opened the way for a gradual constitutioval@ion. The victory of the reformists in
1918, after a lengthy struggle, also entailed thowy of their teleological conception of
Swedish parliamentary history over conservativebttoabout parliamentarism. Fredrik
Lagerroth’s nationalistic interpretation of a thand years of popular government, which
culminated in what he called ‘the parliamentaridrthe Age of Liberty’, was adopted by the
left (and especially the far left) in both Swedel &inland. Socialists called for the
restoration of the alleged ancient democracy, wthetright seemed to be opposing just as
the nobility had traditionally done; their discoeirontained Marxist vocabulary referring to
the class struggle, but it was nationalistic rathan universalistic. Under the Social
Democrat hegemony, the leftist interpretation wquigdominate in Sweden. In Finland, the
situation was different. The diversification intaig/ politics in the late 1910s is one of the
reasons for the continuing differences in Swedrgh Einnish popular and academic

understandings of the common p=St.
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In Finland, a late 18th-century Gustavian constity which had secured the
autonomy of the country under Russian rule, renthindorce until 1919. The constitutional
debate focused on either maintaining much of tbasttution or rethinking the polity as a
whole — though both alternatives still referredhe joint Swedish-Finnish tradition. Two
ideologically motivated historical narratives, @maphasizing the common experiences of
Swedes and Finns and the other concentrating oexiberiences of a separate Finnish
nation, coexisted — and continued to coexist arftht@ political consequences in Finnish

language policy debates, for instante.

In both countries, the conservatives mostly re@aaims about historical progress
towards parliamentary sovereignty: while recogrgiraditions of popular representation,
they denounced what they saw as breaks with tdéitw. In Finland, both the Finnish and
the Swedish Parties loathed the Age of Libertyhetsto maintain as much of the
constitution of 1772 as possible and to that engetti to extremely legalistic, even
tendentious, interpretations. Some Finnish Libeatds had doubts about the extension of
parliamentarism (which differed from Liberals in &ien) and appealed to a monarchical
tradition that had existed since 1362, but theyevgeamerally ready to accept a democratic
reinterpretation of the constitution. The Finnisgrérians (more leftist than the Swedish
peasant parties), building on a Fennoman interjoetaf history that was critical of the
Swedish monarchy but associating themselves wélStledish (or rather Scandinavian)
tradition of popular government and democr&éspoke in favour of what they saw as the
restoration of the sovereignty of the people tlzat been violated by the Gustavian
constitution. Towards the end of 1917, the rejectball aspects of the Gustavian order
became loud among the Finnish far left, but thefedt in the Civil War meant that not all of

that tradition was rejected.
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Discourse-oriented constitutional history suggésts it is not only the Swedish
language but also interwoven constitutional andlléigscourses that unite Finland with
Sweden. The alternative (and far from counterfdrnaratives of Swedish and Finnish
constitutional traditions also demonstrate the warable potential of the political use of
history in parliamentary debates related to deoisiaking on constitutions. It is
indispensable to be aware of and to problematieénttuence of ideological factors and
contingent political interests on our interpretai®f the past. Without a basic knowledge of
the history of one’s country and an awarenesstefrative, politically motivated
interpretations of it, citizens become easier t@rfig politically motivated attempts to
present national history in ways that serve thdingant interests of some particular group.
In the absence of more diversified conceptionhefdast, politicians and citizens may also
be happy to motivate their political views by adpeato popular history or personal
experience or to adopt presentist views that bvéttkthe past®® Democratic societies need
a pluralistic teaching of history in order to incatle the needed historical awareness in their
citizens and politicians. Such an education doé¢serove the potential dfistory politics—
which will always exist — but it supports histoflganformed rather than purely ideological

uses of political arguments based on referenctgtpast.
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