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Editor’s note 

Jari Ojala 

 

This issue of the Scandinavian Economic History Review introduces new members to our 

editorial team: Paul Sharp from the University of Southern Denmark and Elina Kuorelahti 

from the University of Helsinki. Paul will complement our editorial team with his knowledge 

on matters Danish, but especially with his expertise on long-term economic growth and 

econometric modelling. Elina Kuorelahti, in turn, will work as our book review editor. With 

her wide language capabilities, SEHR will in the future be able to offer reviews on books 

published in all the Nordic languages. 

As new editors are starting, old ones are stepping down: both Alfred Reckendrees and Espen 

Storli chose to retire from our editorial team. I am deeply grateful to Alfred, who worked as 

an editor and editor-in-chief since 2011. In his first editorial, Alfred together with Jacob 

Weisdorf, endeavoured to internationalize the journal (Reckendrees & Weisdorf 2011) by 

introducing authors and topics covering issues beyond Scandinavia. During his term of 

editorship this was indeed achieved. Moreover, together with Jacob Weisdorf, he invited the 

international advisory board and associate editors to give insights and develop the journal 

further. He was also the driving force when launching the on-line submission system to 

SEHR six years ago. Thus, Alfred Reckendrees has offered major contributions towards 

further developing and modernizing the journal, which is witnessed by its inclusion in the 

Web of Science index last year. I am equally grateful to Espen for his long and gratuitous 

work as our book review editor. The book review section is, indeed, an essential part of the 

SEHR, but would not have been so without Espen’s commitment. On behalf of the whole 

editorial team: thank you, Alfred and Espen! 

It is also time to thank our reviewers: scholars who devote their time and expertise to 

improving the contents of the articles. Without the work of these volunteers, the running of a 

journal would be impossible. The complete list of peer reviewers in 2015 and 2016 is 

included as an appendix to this editorial. 

*** 

As stated in a number of previous editorials, the editors hope that the Scandinavian Economic 

History Review can offer a forum for debates and discussions. (Reckendrees, 2017; Ojala & 

Reckendrees, 2016). The article by Deirdre Nansen McCloskey (2016) on the origins of the 



“Great Enrichment” has indeed raised debate. In this issue, McCloskey replies to Barry R. 

Weingast (2016) and Erik Ringmar participates in this debate by showing that both McCloskey 

and Weingast are right: McCloskey when emphasizing the role of “ideas” and Weingast when 

stressing the role of “institutions” for the Great Enrichment. Ringmar, however, duly notes that 

perhaps institutions as such should be defined more broadly which, in turn, might help us to 

better understand the role of institutions in economic development. We thank all the authors 

for such thought-provoking discussion. At this point, though, we will close this particular 

debate. However, we hope that the authors have induced our readers to submit empirical studies 

to further elaborate the role played by ideas and institutions in economic growth. 

Besides the McCloskey–Weingast debate this issue of the Scandinavian Economic History 

Review features five research articles. Adnan Türegün offers an outsider’s view of economic 

policies in the Nordic countries after the Great Depression – focusing especially on the 

Swedish case. He aims to dispel myths about the responses that can be found in the literature. 

He concludes that what has previously perhaps been thought of as a peculiarly Swedish 

response is less so when compared with other Scandinavian countries. Erik Bengtsson and 

Jakob Molinder, in turn, study the effects of the 1920 eight-hour working day reform in 

Sweden, which was the largest wage push in Swedish history – as the labour force worked 

less for the same salary. According to them, these effects differed across sectors as home-

market industries were able to increase prices as a consequence of the wage increase, while 

export industries were less able to do so. Similarly, labour force in different industries 

benefitted differently: for those working with non-traded manufacturing and services the real 

wages increased significantly relative to those working with industries engaging in traded 

manufacturing industries. Moreover, the workers in the latter group were also more likely to 

lose their jobs. 

The article by Rodney Edvinsson and Therese Nordlund Edvinsson combines an historical 

narrative approach with econometric analysis to show that there was a distinct “housewife 

era” in Sweden from the 1930s to the 1970s. Paradoxically, according to their article, 

patriarchy was reinforced after the women’s right to work was strengthened in the late 1930s. 

The decline of agriculture and the greater share of married population led by the 1950s to the 

lowest point in Sweden in women’s paid working hours. During the following decades the 

institutional changes increased the labour force participation of married women. Roger 

Svensson in his article analyses medieval periodic re-coinage, in which old coins were 

frequently replaced with new ones – a practice that also generated tax revenue for rulers. He 



confirms the theory that re-coinage was a symptom of backwardness, limited monetisation 

and the fact that Sweden had three separate currency areas. As monetisation increased, 

periodic re-coinage became more difficult, leading to longer lasting coins and also to one 

single coinage area.  

Magnus Bohman provides an analysis of an agro-ecological crisis in early 19th-century 

Southern Sweden as  drifting sands harmed the agricultural production that was already 

challenged by the population increase. The actions taken to plant trees to prevent sand from 

drifting and the introduction of new crops indeed enabled the reclamation of land and 

increased production capacity. As shown by Bohman, however, changes in markets and 

institutions in the form of a reform in the enclosure also played an important role in the area 

that from the 1830s onwards produced more agricultural products than it consumed.  
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