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1 INTRODUCTION

‘Te Nordic family tree has deep roots – and those roots are
stronger than the pandemic’.1
Te coronavirus disease, known as Covid-19, has struck the globe hard
economically, politically, socially and in terms of human life. Multilateral cooperation and solidarity have been questioned even though the
difcult times would call for more collaboration. States have put there
own national interests frst instead of fnding solutions together with
other states. Te various arrangements of regional cooperation around
the globe form no exception, albeit they are often built upon a common
history, geography or traits, or a set of shared problems.2 Te same applies
to Nordic cooperation in the fght against the pandemic.
Tis report explores how Nordic cooperation was afected by the travel
restrictions adopted to curb the Covid-19 pandemic during the frst two
waves of the pandemic (between 1 January 2020 and 31 March 2021).
Although the main focus is on institutional cooperation and how the
Nordic countries interact therein, it is also understood broadly to include
intra-Nordic relations. Te study focuses on Denmark, Finland, Norway
and Sweden, excluding insular Iceland. Te report seeks to contribute
mainly to practical discussions regarding the current state of Nordic
cooperation, while recognising that these fndings may also have relevance for more theoretically inclined research. Te aim is also to provide
policy makers with an analysis of the costs of measures that go against
1

Søreide & Sanner 2021.

2

Amaya & De Lombaerde 2021.
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fundamental elements of Nordic cooperation, as well as to ofer food for
thought for those who work with Nordic issues. Te research case studies
of Tornedalen (FI/SE), Svinesund (NO/SE) and Öresund (DK/SE) in particular seek to achieve these objectives as they provide a deep dive into
the realities of border areas during the pandemic.
Te research will focus on two areas: political costs that may afect
the deepening of Nordic integration, and issues pertaining to labour, the
economy and society in cross-border regions. Te report explores, inter
alia, one set of questions that map national responses to the pandemic, including what travel restrictions were implemented in the Nordic
countries in response to the pandemic. Another category of research
questions pertains to Nordic cooperation and how it was afected by the
travel restrictions, both in the short and long term. Tese issues will also
be addressed from the perspective of cross-border regions, not only because their problems with the travel restrictions have been so visible, but
because they represent the embodiment of the Nordic ‘de-bordering project’. Finally, the report encompasses research questions on how Nordic
cooperation can move forward following the pandemic crisis.
Te research report has six parts, with the frst two chapters setting
the scene for the study of Nordic cooperation and the Covid-19 travel
restrictions in general. Te introductory chapter discusses the research
framework and methods and Nordic cooperation at an analytical level,
as well as the pandemic as a challenge at an institutional, political and
local level. It also presents the various strategies the four countries in this
study have adopted to fght the pandemic. Te second chapter presents
the travel restrictions by country, after which the functioning of Nordic
cooperation during the pandemic crisis is explored in the third chapter.
Te fourth and main chapter analyses the consequences of the travel restrictions upon Nordic cooperation. Tis is done, frst, by looking at their
local societal impact in three cross-border regions, and second, by examining their potential long-term implications for political cooperation.
Te report concludes with a discussion on the main fndings of the study
as well as their implications for the future, and the fnal remarks connect
this discussion to the analytical starting point of the study.

1.1 RESEARCH METHODS AND LIMITATIONS
Te report draws on recent literature on Nordic cooperation in general,
as well as on emerging data relating to the Nordics and travel restrictions,

14
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including data produced by Nordic institutions themselves.3 Research on
the impact of border closure upon other areas of regional cooperation was
also utilised, as well as similar studies that examine the Nordic countries’
pandemic strategies and their efect upon regional cooperation.4 National
data from each country was employed to chart the adoption of restrictions
and their perceived efect upon Nordic cooperation, including legislative
acts, parliamentary debates, speeches by relevant governmental ministers
(e.g. Prime Minister, Minister for Foreign Afairs, Minister of the Interior, Minister for Nordic Cooperation), ofcial policy papers and relevant
newspaper articles. Virtual debates, seminars and conferences pertaining
to the topic were also used. Te case studies on cross-border regions also
beneft from and build upon a previous study concerning the impacts of
the pandemic in the Tornedalen and Svinesund border regions presented in a research report titled ‘Closed borders and divided communities:
status report and lessons from Covid-19 in cross-border areas’ published
by Nordregio.5 Tis study, conducted in the autumn of 2020, includes
an extensive number of interviews, meetings with cross-border committees and a webinar to which border experts from across and beyond
the Nordic Region were invited to discuss the preliminary fndings and
policy implications.
Te current research relies to a large extent on semi-structured interviews with altogether 39 interviews conducted for the purposes of this
study. All interviews were anonymised by mutual agreement in order to
allow frank discussion. Sixteen of the interviews were held with relevant
government ofcials and stakeholders in Denmark, Finland, Norway,
Sweden and Nordic institutions.6 Tese interviews involve relevant authorities in each country who work with Nordic institutional cooperation
or are responsible for borders, ranging from Ministries of Foreign Afairs to
Ministries of Interior. It is worth noting that the responsibility for Nordic
cooperation may be situated in diferent ministries, depending on the
country in question. Based on background discussions with the project
reference group, and with experts on Nordic cooperation and mobility,
a joint interview guide was prepared for the research group to guide the
interviews with interlocutors from various backgrounds. Te interviews,
as well as the analysis thereof, were conducted by the authors responsible
for each country, after which the fndings were discussed together by the
whole research group.
3

Nordic Co-operation 2020a; Giacometti & Wøien Meier 2021.

4

Connor 2020; Bolt 2021; Etzold 2021.

5

Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.

6

For a list of all the individual interviews, see Bibliography.
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Te research on cross-border regions included 16 individual and group
interviews with a total of 23 interviewees. Seven interviews with eight
persons were held in the Tornedal area, four interviews with six persons in
Svinesund, and fve interviews with nine persons in Öresund. Key stakeholders representing a variety of actors including border organisations,
labour market actors, municipalities and businesses were interviewed.
Te selection of interviews helped ensure a diverse sample of perspectives
from across the three case study areas. Te interviewees were identifed
based on prior knowledge of actors in the area and the snowball method.
Te interviews were semi-structured, lasted between 45 minutes and
one hour and were recorded. For the Öresund interviews, both authors
from Nordregio were present. Te material was subsequently roughly
transcribed, analysed and compared. Tis empirical material was also
compared to the fndings of the Freedom of Movement Council’s Nordic
survey on border restrictions undertaken in 2020.7
A few caveats are warranted, however, concerning the research, its
scope and its material. First, it is important to recognise that this research represents a snapshot both in time and of existing views on the
research topic. Te temporal limitation of the project to the frst and second waves of the pandemic may afect the fndings and the way they will
be construed later. Tus, for example, the research cannot fully consider
whether the policies of the Nordic countries have changed remarkably
during the pandemic as a whole. It is also important to note that while
the pandemic is in recession at the time of writing, the fnal outcome is
uncertain. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, the limited number
of interviewees in each country and among the Nordic institutions paints
a picture of the state of afairs that is partially dependent on the selection
and availability of interviewees. Te research and the conclusions that can
be drawn are limited: while giving indications about Nordic cooperation,
they still represent an understanding of the situation within a particular
time frame and among specifc interviewees. To mitigate this somewhat,
the researchers have sought to complement the discussion with external
materials. Another limitation is geographical. Te study focuses on Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden because these four countries share
common borders and therefore have also witnessed the most signifcant
efects of the travel restrictions imposed. For the study of cross-border
regions, this means that three areas are explored: the Öresund Region (DK/
SE), Svinesund (NO/SE) and Tornedalen (FI/SE). Te selected case study
areas provided a diverse sample of the Nordic countries having borders
with other Nordic countries.
7

16

Nordic Co-operation 2020a.
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It must also be conceded that separating the precise consequences of
travel restrictions per se from those arising from other pandemic measures is difcult (see chapter 4.1.5. below). Tis problem is connected to
the usefulness of fgures and statistical data in this study, because the
applicability of these statistics is limited for a number of reasons: there are
no reliable statistics on border crossings, the number of frontier workers
or the number of businesses and social relations that depend on free mobility. Te approaches and measures taken in response to the pandemic
also difered across countries, in addition to which the severity of impacts
vary signifcantly depending on the economic structure and pre-pandemic
performance of diferent areas, as well as their degree of socio-economic
integration. Terefore, it is difcult to make clear-cut inferences about
the cause of the changes registered in statistical records, such as GDP,
bankruptcies, employment and border crossings.
To conclude with a conceptual note, the term ‘Nordic Region’ will be
used exceptionally in this report to denote the four Nordic states studied
here unless it is clear from the context that the concept is used in its ordinary meaning, that is, including all fve states. For reasons of linguistic
variation, ‘interviewee’, ‘respondent’ and ‘informant’ will be used synonymously in the report.

1.2. NORDIC COOPERATION
Te Nordic countries and the way they interact continue to attract both
theoretical and practical interest.8 One prominent lens through which
Nordic cooperation has been analysed interdisciplinarily over the years is
‘Nordic exceptionalism’ – a term that has been used to describe a number
of policy issues, phenomena and developments within the Nordic Region. Originally, the concept was coined by penologists studying Nordic
penal systems, but the term has quickly spread to analyses of the Nordic
countries and a range of other topics: development policies,9 the European Union, environmental policies, welfare nationalism and social trust,
among other things. According to Christopher S. Browning, Nordic exceptionalism indicates ‘standing for an “exception” to standard practices
in international and economic afairs’.10 Te idea of distinctiveness serves
Nordic identity construction, but also as a model for other societies.11
8

See e.g. special issues on Nordic cooperation in Politics & Governance vol. 8(4) (2020), Global Afairs vol. 4
(2018) and Internasjonal politikk vol. 76(4) (2018).

9

Elgström & Delputte 2015.

10

Browning 2007.

11

Ibid., 44.
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Te idea of exceptionalism may also be argued to permeate the sphere
of freedom of movement and open borders as free movement and a common labour market have been central hallmarks of the Nordic project,
and a sector in which the Nordic Region was a predecessor12. Te creation
of the passport union in 1954, which allows Nordic citizens to travel and
reside in the Nordic countries without passports, has been described as
‘one of the most visible results of postwar Nordic cooperation’.13 It is also
one of the most appreciated aspects of Nordic cooperation among the
region’s citizens,14 and a reference point and model for other countries
to build upon. For example, creating similar structures in the Visegrad
4 countries or Scotland has been contemplated.15 Te Nordic passport
union also demanded state-of-the-art solutions in order to be maintained within Schengen, the EU’s corresponding area,16 with Norway
and Iceland as non-EU members being forced to abandon fxed border
controls vis-à-vis the Schengen countries. Tinking about borders and
Nordic cooperation as a signpost of exceptionalism may also be based on
the argument that Nordic foreign policy is internationalistic in nature
because of values arguably prevalent to Nordic policy, namely solidarity,
inclusiveness and universality.17
Yet, Nordic exceptionalism was not immediately visible in managing
the pandemic in 2020 and 2021. Despite the similarity of the Nordic countries, there was no joint Nordic approach to managing Covid-19,18 and
neither were the high ambitions of integration refected in the strategies
adopted. Value-based, joint Nordic action was missing, and national security solutions gained primacy, similarly to what was happening around
the globe. At the outset and during the crisis, Nordic political cooperation
displayed few signs of ‘sharing a common political, economic and administrative model’ so often attributed to the region.19 As stated by Secretary
General of the Nordic Council of Ministers Paula Lehtomäki: Nordic institutional cooperation is simply not seen as a tool to manage every-day
issues.20 In contrast to the Nordics, the Baltic States managed to create a
‘Baltic Bubble’, within which travel restrictions were mutually removed,
12

Bonnén et al. 2021.

13

Tervonen 2015, 131–132.

14

Hoybråten in Riksdagens framtidsutskotts publikation 7/2018, Nordens nya relevans, p. 39.

15

See e.g. Grietl et al. 2018; HM Government 2014.

16

Gros-Tchorbadjiyska 2010.

17

Strang 2020a.

18

Time & Veggeland 2020, 53.

19

Stie & Trondal 2020, 1.

20

Presentation by Secretary General of the Nordic Council of Ministers Paula Lehtomäki at the webinar
‘Nordiska scenarier – kickof’, Magma, 7 April 2021.
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displaying what has been called ‘the new rise of Baltic cooperation’.21
Estonia and Latvia also exempted residents of the twin cities Valga and
Valka from quarantine requirements.22
Te relevance of Nordic institutional cooperation has not been questioned only with respect to the Covid-19 pandemic, but more broadly.23
Te dynamic cooperation of the 1950s, 60s and 70s, entailing the legal
harmonisation of numerous felds of cooperation, has reverted to the
background with the ‘Europeanisation’ of Nordic cooperation. No major
international conventions have been concluded in the last decade(s), and
despite the existence of external challenges and threats to the Nordic
Region, the countries seem to opt for softer means of cooperation, i.e.
exchange of information and cooperation through soft law instruments.24
In fact, since 1995 when Finland and Sweden joined the European Union,
no major Nordic conventions have been agreed upon.25 Te waning political importance of Nordic cooperation has neither been compensated by
extensively reforming Nordic institutions nor by extending institutional
cooperation to new policy issues. Tis conclusion fnds support in a review of the Stoltenberg Report conducted by the Nordic foreign policy
institutes in 2019, which held: ‘Nordic cooperation seems to be most
successful when it can draw on the strengths of informal cooperation and
can utilize the dense cooperation between administrations of the various
countries, rather than seeking to establish specifc Nordic units or new
institutions’.26 Johan Strang has even gone so far as to claim that Nordic
cooperation has become more of a trademark than actual cooperation
between governments, administrations and populations.27
Tobias Etzold has characterised Nordic cooperation as ‘diferentiated integration’ rather than a common political order.28 Cooperation is
mainly driven in feasible policy issues, such as the environment, climate
and social afairs.29 Tis fnding is also supported by a study on Nordic
cooperation in foreign and security policy in which Kristin Haugevik and
Ole Jacob Sending have argued that ‘overarching foreign policy coordination is likely to remain ad hoc and on a case-by-case basis’, at least in
21

Raik 2020; Beirens, Fratzke & Kainz 2020.

22

Veebel 2020.

23

Niemivuo & Viikari 2019.

24

Ibid.

25

Ibid, 121.

26

Haugevik & Sverdrup 2019, 21.

27

Nyman 2021.

28

Etzold 2020.

29

Ibid.
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the international domain.30 Nordic security and defence cooperation, a
feld in which substantial progress has been made during the last decade
and arguably ‘a central aspect of Nordic cooperation’,31 also testifes to
diferentiated integration with cooperation developing with varying pace
and depth.

1.3. THE PANDEMIC AS A MULTI-LEVEL STRESS TEST
In January 2020, when the frst reports of a deadly virus spreading from
Wuhan, China, reached the Nordic countries situated far from the pandemic epicentre, few expected this crisis to turn into a stress test for Nordic cooperation. Despite the fact that the development of the infectious
disease into a pandemic took a few weeks, the governments of the four
Nordic countries studied here – Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden – resorted to national measures to guarantee national security and
health. Teir strategies diverged: Denmark, Finland and Norway chose to
impose travel restrictions with the aim to hinder the spread of the virus,
whereas Sweden kept its borders open and did not embark upon the path
of societal lockdown similarly to the other Nordics, or most European
countries for that matter.
Te lack of a regional approach to the pandemic is not exceptional, however. Global mobility was reduced markedly during 2020, and
parallels can be drawn to the European Union member states that have
introduced internal border controls despite free movement being one of
the pillars of the Union.32 Neither is the pressure upon free movement in
the Nordic Region unprecedented. Already before the oft-cited cases of
introducing border controls during the so-called refugee crisis in 2015,
and those imposed by Denmark in order to hold of criminals in 2019,
exceptions had taken place with regard to Finnish roma immigration in
the 1950s and the so-called ‘Danish Passport Afairs’ in 2011.33 Tis has led
Miika Tervonen to argue that tension prevails in the Nordic ‘de-bordering’ project between the national desire to maintain control over borders
versus the processes seeking to guarantee free movement.34 In a sense,
borders can be seen as ‘processes that cannot be fnalized’.35 In 2016, in
30

Haugevik & Sending 2020, 117.

31

Bengtsson 2020, 107.

32

Heinikoski 2020.

33

Tervonen 2015, 135–139.

34

Ibid., 142.

35

Scott 2012, 84.
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the aftermath of the so-called refugee crisis, the Ministers for Nordic
Cooperation also stressed the necessity of resorting to exceptional means
in order to maintain public order and security – despite the existence of
a border-free Nordic Region.36
Te adoption of travel restrictions sends a signal that potentially questions the seriousness of Nordic integration, even though the vast majority
of countries adopted travel restrictions as a response to the pandemic.37
Arguably, ‘the image of a unitary, happy and cooperative region’ has
been threatened,38 with some even posing the question of whether border
controls are the beginning of the end.39 Restricting freedom of movement
between the Nordic countries also conficts with the stated long-term
political aim for Nordic cooperation as expressed by the Nordic Council
of Ministers and the Nordic prime ministers in August 2019. Te Nordic
Council of Ministers’ Vision 2030 seeks to make the Nordic Region ‘the
most sustainable and integrated in the world’.40 Concerning the so-called
Haga cooperation on rescue and civil preparedness, which takes place
outside the Nordic Council of Ministers, it is also held that the Nordic
states are ‘strongest when they stand together’.41
At the heart of the issue of free movement in the time of the pandemic
is trust – as is the case with any kind of disturbance to normal free movement.42 Tis arguably requires the ability to rely on neighbouring countries’ testing practices, data reporting and sensibility regarding a broader
pandemic strategy.43 But trust among the Nordic countries has usually
been seen to extend far beyond that. Te level of Nordic trust has been
described as ‘unique’, and it usually characterises the relations between
authorities and citizens.44 Trust is, however, a multifaceted concept,
which can symbolise not only relations at diferent levels, but also belief
in more abstract or comprehensive phenomena. For the sake of this study,
another relevant dimension besides trust between people on the one hand,
and trust between authorities and citizens on the other, is trust in open
borders as part of the Nordic project. Arguably, every time border closures
are used, ‘the instinct to return to national borders at times of crisis may
36

Nordic Co-operation 2016.

37

Connor 2020.

38

Sefton 2020; Bolt 2021, 23.

39

Jóhannsdóttir 2017.

40

Nordic Council of Ministers 2020 (emphasis added).

41

Haga declaration 2009.

42

Beirens, Fratzke & Kainz 2020.

43

Ibid.

44

Nordic Co-operation 2017.
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only grow stronger’.45 Eventually, the foundation for free movement will
be eroded. One development that could witness to this trajectory is the
proliferation of dual citizenships in the Nordic countries.46
But the pandemic has not only tested the political will to engage in
Nordic cooperation and the functioning of the institutions pursuing the
Nordic agenda. Te political relations between the Nordic countries have
reportedly also been strained by the pandemic and the distinct national
strategies regarding the pandemic. Te Swedish Foreign Minister warned
early on that the handling of the pandemic will leave deep scars,47 and
several commentators remark that Nordic friendship and solidarity have
been put to test.48 Te ‘gold’ of the Nordic Region, that is trust, has become
debated.49 Among individual Nordic countries, the relations between
Denmark and Sweden on the one hand,50 and Norway and Sweden on the
other,51 have been considered to have been specifcally afected.
Te pandemic has also stirred relations locally with unprecedented
consequences for Nordic mobility and the daily lives of citizens throughout
the four Nordic countries. Tens of thousands of people commute across
their borders on a daily basis, and many more cross these borders on a
regular basis for business, social gatherings, shopping and recreation.
Tis connectivity is well exemplifed by the Öresund bridge connecting
Sweden and Denmark, which displayed a huge decrease in border crossing
in the spring of 2020, caused by the national lockdown in Denmark. For
example, trafc statistics on motor vehicles show that in April 2019, there
were 613,280 crossings on the Öresund bridge, compared to 190,821 in
April 2020.52 Commuters have also faced many uncertainties regarding,
inter alia, taxation and social security, in addition to which discriminatory
behaviour has been identifed. Many cases of so-called ‘corona bullying’
were reported to have occurred in social media and in real life too, experienced by Swedish individuals working abroad. For example, Swedes have
been forced to wear yellow vests at some workplaces in Norway for the
sake of being identifable, and eat their breakfast in separate rooms from
the others.53 Danish cars have been stoned in Scania,54 possibly due to the
45

Ibid.

46

Strang 2020c.

47

Dagens Nyheter 2021a.

48

See e.g. Hansson & Stefánsdóttir 2021; Sefton 2020.

49

Nordic Council of Ministers 2017; See also Hansson & Stefánsdóttir 2021.

50

Hansson & Stefánsdóttir 2021, 38.

51

See e.g. Section 3.3. below.

52

Öresundsbron in Swedish and Øresundsbroen in Danish.

53

Preisler 2021.

54

Carlsson 2021.
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way their country managed the pandemic. Te borders between Sweden
and Finland, which have reportedly remained open for centuries, have
witnessed fences and border patrols, triggering claims of a new ‘Berlin
Wall’.55 Sweden also closed its border to Denmark two days before Christmas 2020, leaving the people of the Danish island of Bornholm unable to
transit to mainland Denmark, a measure which has initiated discussion
about a direct ferry line from Copenhagen to Bornholm.56

1.4. FOUR COUNTRIES, FOUR STRATEGIES
As the frst wave of Covid-19 hit the Nordic countries in March 2020,
the four Nordic countries adopted measures in response to the pandemic, most of them seeking to limit the spread of the virus through strict
measures domestically and with regard to their borders. Tus, Denmark,
Finland and Norway adopted similar strategies with slight national variations, whereas Sweden deviated from the others.
Denmark was one of the frst countries in Europe to react, with a
lockdown from 14 March, including the closure of all its national borders57
and the introduction of stringent social distancing measures, such as a
directive to work from home and a limit on the number of people allowed
in social gatherings (10 people). In mid-April, Denmark relaxed the social
distancing measures and allowed social gatherings of 50 people. In late
October, the maximum number of people allowed to gather was again
reduced to 10, and face masks became mandated in all public places. In response to the second wave of infections, Denmark implemented a national
lockdown from 25 December to 17 January 2021. Denmark partially reopened on 1 March 2021, while some travel restrictions remained in place.
By March 2021, Denmark’s death toll was close to 2,400, which was
considerably lower than Sweden’s approximately 13,000. Te political
justifcation for and the general public’s acceptance of the travel restrictions in Denmark are to a large extent based on this discrepancy.58 Denmark’s GDP decreased an overall 2.1 per cent in 2020 according to the
fgures from Statistics Denmark.59 Economic aid packages and frequent
and free testing have been important elements in keeping the economy
afoat. Due to such measures, the Danish public and political parties in
opposition have generally supported the government policies, including
55

See Section 1.4. ‘Four Countries, Four Strategies’ below on Finland.

56

Parliament of Sweden 2020f.

57

Klatt 2020.

58

Gordon et al. 2021.

59

Danmarks statistik.

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 23

travel restrictions. Criticism has mostly been directed at measures isolating the elderly, children and youth, whereas travel restrictions have
mainly been criticised by those directly afected: commuters, Danes with
summer cottages in Sweden and people travelling regularly to and from
Bornholm through Sweden. Te criticism of inadequate or slow bi- and
multilateral coordination of social security, unemployment benefts, tax
and other rules afecting commuters has increased during the period,
leading to a growing lack of trust in Nordic cooperation in this segment.
In Finland, the Covid-19 pandemic started to spread in mid-March at a
time when the World Health Organization (WHO) had already declared the
spread of the coronavirus a pandemic. Since the spreading of the coronavirus in Finland and throughout the crisis, fghting the Covid-19 pandemic
has been a governmental priority. Accordingly, the government as a whole
has discussed and decided upon strategies and measures since the start
of the pandemic. A broad range of measures have been taken, including
strict travel measures, internal restrictions on freedom of movement, the
closing down of schools, social distancing, recommendations for wearing
personal protective equipment such as face masks, teleworking and limiting social gatherings. In the summer of 2020, witnessing a signifcant
decrease in Covid-19 cases, Finland adopted a so-called hybrid strategy, whereby attention was paid to ‘test-trace-isolate-treat processes,
targeted regional measures and vaccinations’.60 Stricter measures have,
however, been reintroduced when new diferent pandemic waves have
hit the country.
Te general governmental approach has been described as ‘more communicative than regulatory’61 as it relied on a combination of mandatory
and voluntary measures ranging from the application of emergency laws
to the adoption of recommendations. Saving lives has been the primary
priority of the government in addition to ensuring the continued capacity
of the health care system. Te Finnish approach seems to have worked
relatively well. International commentators have described the Finnish
approach as a success story,62 and this appears to hold true in so far as one
looks at mortality rates. At the end of March 2021, ‘Finland was the least
afected country in Europe by confrmed Covid-19 deaths per 100,000, and
the third least afected in terms of Covid-19 deaths per 100,000’ globally.63
Yet, the handling of the coronavirus crisis also came with a price.
Cross-border regions, such as Tornedalen and the Åland Islands, situated
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between Finland and Sweden, have sufered the consequences of the
Finnish strategy with strict measures on travel. Families have struggled to
meet, unemployment rates have risen, commuting has decreased markedly and the cross-border identity has sufered a blow. For example, the
raising of fences on the border between Finland and Sweden, which has
not happened for decades, or even centuries, caused distress and hostility towards authorities in the cross-border area of Tornedalen.64 It even
triggered claims of a new Berlin Wall65 and divided the community into
‘us’ and ‘them’.66
In Norway, the frst Norwegian Covid-19 case was recorded on 26
February 2020. In the ensuing days and weeks, the number of cases rose
rapidly. Two weeks later, on 12 March 2020, the Norwegian government
announced what Prime Minister Erna Solberg termed ‘the strictest and
most intrusive measures Norway’s population has experienced in peace
time’ in response to the pandemic.67 Among the measures introduced
were the closing of all kindergartens, schools and educational institutions;
bans on cultural events and organised sports activities; and the closing
of all bars and pubs. Health personnel working with patient care were
prohibited from travelling abroad.68 Te stated and unequivocal frst
priority for the Solberg government was to ‘secure the life and health
of the country’s population’.69 Over the next days, the government also
introduced control measures at all internal borders. Te MFA issued global
travel advice against all travel abroad.
Te travel restrictions and control measures had immediate efects on
intra-Nordic mobility. While Norwegian government ofcials acknowledged that the new policies would have negative economic and societal
consequences, the key focus was on limiting the number of deaths resulting from the pandemic. Tis concern trumped all others. At the outset of
the crisis, the government’s stated response strategy was to ‘brake’ the
pandemic wave. However, by the end of March 2020, this strategy had
been replaced by one of ‘suppression’, with the operative aim of pushing the reproduction (‘R’) number below 1. Te suppression strategy
demanded tougher restrictions than the ‘braking’ strategy,70 but polls
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suggested that the Norwegian population supported the government’s
chosen strategy.71
In early April, the government announced that the pandemic was
under control, and that it would gradually start lifting restrictions and
reopening Norwegian society. Tis included a gradual reopening of the
borders by frst permitting more work-related travel and then leisure
travel in the Nordic area frst and the EEA/Schengen area afterwards.72 In
early November 2020, the Norwegian government stated that the second
wave of the pandemic was underway. Tis resulted in updated travel
advice and new control measures at the border.
While Norwegian media reported throughout the pandemic on challenges to intra-Nordic mobility and bilateral friction especially due to
the closing of the Swedish border, Norwegian ofcials for the most part
downplayed the difculties in Nordic cooperation. Te recurring message
was that (a) travel restrictions and control measures at the border are undesirable, but necessary to save lives; (b) they are temporary; (c) Nordic
dialogue and cooperation have overall been good during the pandemic;
(d) matters will return to normal once the pandemic is under control;
and (e) a more coordinated Nordic response to this type of crisis is neither
realistic nor is it a political or bureaucratic aim.
Sweden took a diferent approach to tackling the spread of the coronavirus than the other Nordic countries. Instead of imposing lockdowns
and hard restrictions, the Swedish strategy focused on limiting but not
completely extinguishing the virus in order to keep the hospital spots at
a manageable level. In comparison to other countries, Swedish society
remained largely open, with elementary schools, shops and restaurants
keeping open although required to adapt to spacing regulations and capacity limits.73 Te strategy received a lot of attention not only in the
Nordics but also globally as it difered from the main line of lockdowns
and instead relied on individual responsibility and authority recommendations to alter social behaviour.74 Te strategy prioritised defning risk
groups, keeping the virus out of the elderly homes and keeping elementary
schools open.75 Herd immunity was not an outspoken priority but a sort of
by-product of this liberal strategy, which was argued to be a better longterm solution as the virus was expected to be around in society for years.76
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As of March 2020, recommendations from the Public Health Agency of
Sweden (Folkhälsomyndigheten, FHM) on how people should alter their
social behaviour in a way that would limit the spread of the virus were
updated almost daily. In the beginning, the recommendations mainly
focused on physical distancing from people outside one’s household,
washing hands regularly and carefully, and working from home if possible. Te government underlined that if these recommendations, and
physical distancing in particular, were not practised, tougher measures
would be introduced.77 On 19 March, the public was also urged by FHM
not to travel within Sweden unless necessary as Covid-19 cases started
to rise especially in the Stockholm region.78 Te restriction was lifted on
13 June 2020 because of the limited spread of the virus.
Te central factor for choosing a more liberal strategy was not to protect the economy, but rather that the emphasis on personal responsibility
was believed to be the most appropriate approach for Swedish culture
and society with high trust in government.79 State epidemiologist Anders
Tegnell underlined on multiple occasions that Sweden’s approach was not
that diferent from those of other countries as it shared the main feature
of trying to keep people apart with the tools available.80 Later, Tegnell has
stated that ‘if we were to encounter the same disease with the knowledge
we have today, we would probably have to implement a strategy about
halfway between what Sweden did and what the rest of the world did.’81
In addition to the government’s and FHM’s ambition to keep society
as open as possible whilst limiting the spread of the virus, Sweden’s constitution was argued to prohibit a lockdown because a lockdown would
restrict the freedom of movement within Sweden and across its borders
guaranteed for all citizens.82 Te Public Order Act does, however, explicitly allow the government to restrict freedom of assembly and freedom to
demonstrate in case of an epidemic, which is why Sweden could impose
limits to public gatherings.83 Te Communicable Diseases Act also allows
for restricting the free movement of certain individuals or restricting
access to local areas, but not for a nationwide lockdown.84 Te Swedish
government cannot, however, declare a state of emergency as seen in
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many other countries to centralise authority and allow for more radical
measures unless Sweden is in a state of war.85
In order to make more restrictive measures available should the situation worsen in Sweden, the government proposed a temporary pandemic
law at the beginning of 2021, which came into efect on 10 January after
the Riksdag approved the proposition.86 Te temporary law allowed the
government to ban access to public places and apply binding restrictions
in areas such as gyms and shopping malls, which previously only followed recommendations, if deemed necessary to limit the spread of the
coronavirus.87
Another characteristic of the Swedish approach was the low visibility of the prime minister and other ministers. Te cabinet ministers
announced early on that they would follow the expert advice of FHM.
Te daily press briefngs were thus held to a large extent with representatives from FHM, the Civil Contingencies Agency (Myndigheten för
samhällsskydd och beredskap, MSB) and the National Board of Health and
Welfare (Socialstyrelsen) rather than cabinet ministers. In particular, state
epidemiologist Anders Tegnell became a central fgure in explaining and
defending Sweden’s strategy both nationally and internationally. However, these agencies’ expertise on pandemics is not the only explanation to
why cabinet ministers were not as visible as in other countries. Just as the
constitution prohibits limits to freedom of movement, it also guarantees
the independence of public agencies’ decisions and recommendations
from ministerial interference.88 Te government is not bound to follow
these recommendations, but usually does so by tradition.89
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2 ADOPTED TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS
BETWEEN MARCH 2020 AND MARCH
2021

2.1. OVERVIEW
In mid-March 2020, the frst wave of Covid-19 had the governments of
the Nordic countries impose measures and restrictions to control the
spread of the virus. Denmark, Finland and Norway were all quick to set
restrictions on passenger trafc passing through their country borders.
Denmark closed its borders to all passenger trafc with the exception of
people commuting between Denmark and Sweden, while Finland only
permitted entry for those foreign people who work in the travel-to-work
areas by the Norwegian or Swedish borders. Norway closed its borders to
foreign nationals lacking a residence permit in Norway, except for those
who live or work in Norway. Norway, Denmark and Finland also set quarantine rules for entrants, which in Norway were mandatory for anyone
arriving from outside Sweden or Finland. In contrast to the other Nordic
countries, Sweden was quite late to impose travel restrictions. While the
Swedish Ministry of Foreign Afairs advised against international travel
since the outbreak of the pandemic, it was not until the end of 2020 that
the frst entry ban was implemented.
During the summer of 2020, the Nordic countries began to ease their
travel restrictions. In May, Finland allowed commuting and other essential travel in the Schengen area, and border controls were lifted for travel
between Finland and Norway in June. In June, Norway also allowed travel
to certain countries, including Denmark, Finland, the Færoe Islands and
Iceland, as well as certain regions in Sweden. Sweden removed its advice
against non-essential travel to Iceland in June, to Norway and Denmark
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in July and to Finland in September. Denmark reopened its borders for
Swedish nationals and residents in August.
However, in the autumn of 2020 and towards the end of the year,
measures had to be tightened again due to increasing infection rates. In
Finland, border control at the Norwegian border was restored in August.
In the same month, the Norwegian government issued advice against
non-essential travel to all countries, and in November, new control measures at the border were introduced. Denmark reintroduced occasional
random border checks in September and issued a quarantine requirement
for Scania in October. On 21 December, Sweden imposed its frst travel
ban regarding entry from Denmark and Great Britain due to reports of a
new virus mutation in Great Britain.
Te frst quarter of 2021 was characterised by tightening restrictions
in all the Nordic countries under scrutiny. Te Danish government tightened the rules for entry and exit between Denmark and Sweden and set
a requirement for border commuters to show a negative Covid-19 test.
Finland tightened entry restrictions from all Schengen countries, only
allowing essential travel. Norway banned Swedish and Finnish commuters from crossing the border altogether at the end of January until a
strict testing and control regime was introduced for this group a month
later. In March, a requirement was set for anyone undertaking unnecessary international travel to stay at a quarantine hotel upon returning to
Norway. Sweden banned entry from Norway in January and imposed a
requirement for a negative Covid-19 test for entrants in February. At the
end of our period of interest on 31 March, Sweden removed the requirement of a legitimate reason for entry from Norway and Denmark, while
the restrictions in the other Nordic countries still remained in place.
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1st quarter 2020
Denmark

Finland

all borders closed
to passenger
trafc, except for
commuters across
the Swedish border
and later certain
business travellers
and persons in
transit via Denmark
all border trafc
restricted
crossing borders
only permitted
for those foreign
workers who, based
on a permanent
employment
contract, work
in the intrinsic
travel-to-work area
on the border with
Sweden or Norway

Norway

2nd quarter 2020

a 14-day quarantine
required for persons
arriving from
countries other than
Finland or Sweden
all travel abroad
advised against,
border controls
introduced at
all Norwegian
internal borders

in April, only strictly
necessary commuting
across the Swedish
and Norwegian
borders permitted
in May, commuting
and other essential
travel permitted in
the Schengen area

3rd quarter 2020

4th quarter 2020

1st quarter 2021

free entry of Swedish
nationals and residents
reintroduced in August,
border control upheld

a quarantine
requirement for
Scania introduced

rules for entry and exit
between Denmark and
Sweden temporarily
tightened until 7 February

in September,
occasional random
border checks
reintroduced

border commuters
required to show a
negative Covid-19 test
taken within 72 hours

in August, border
control restored
at the FinlandNorway border,
trafc across the
Finland-Norway and
the Finland-Sweden
borders permitted
for residents of local
border communities

restrictions tightened for
entry from all Schengen
countries, including
border communities,
only essential travel for
work and other essential
travel permitted

in June, border
controls lifted for
travel between
Finland and Norway
and for travel
between Schengen
countries involving
pleasure craft

in September, border
control for trafc
between Finland
and Sweden and
between Finland and
Norway ends but is
soon reintroduced
for non-essential
travel, except for
recreational boat trafc

advice against
non-essential travel
lifted for certain
countries and regions,
including Denmark,
Finland, Færoe Islands
and Iceland as well
as the regions of
Blekinge, Kronoberg
and Scania in Sweden

advice against nonessential travel to all
countries reintroduced

entrants must present
a negative Covid-19
test, non-Norwegian
residents must
undertake quarantine
at a quarantine hotel

all non-essential
international travel
advised against

entry into Norway frst
banned for Swedish
and Finnish commuters
(some exceptions, incl.
health personnel), then
commuting allowed
under a strict testing
and control regime
in March, a requirement
set that anyone
undertaking unnecessary
travel abroad must stay at
a quarantine hotel when
returning to Norway

borders closed to
foreign nationals
who lack a residence
permit in Norway,
except for those
who live or work
in Norway
Sweden

obligatory testing
introduced on the Swedish
border at Svinesund

advice against
non-essential
travel to certain
countries, including
Iceland, removed

advice against
non-essential travel
to Denmark, Norway
and Finland removed

entry into Sweden
from Denmark (and
Great Britain) banned
in late December

in January, entry
into Sweden from
Norway banned
all entrants must present
a negative Covid-19 test
taken within 48 hours
in March, the requirement
for a legitimate reason
to travel to Sweden
from Norway and
Denmark removed
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2.2. TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS BY COUNTRY
Denmark. Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, the border between Denmark
and Sweden has been closed on two occasions, each with its own underlying causes: migration fows90 during 2015–16 and criminality91 in 2019.
On 14 March 2020, the Danish government decided to close all its
borders to passenger trafc, which included all air, ferry and train transport, except for the transportation of food and necessary goods such
as medicine. Denmark also placed defence personnel on the borders,
albeit the primary responsibility remained with the police. Te borders
to Sweden were closed as a temporary measure, which exempted border
commuters and later also certain business travellers and persons in transit
to another country as these were categorised as ‘worthy purposes’. Five
months later, on 14 August 2020, Denmark reintroduced free entry of
Swedish nationals and residents, without withdrawing the requirement
to pass through border control. Less than a month later, on 3 September,
Denmark returned to occasional random border checks at its borders.
Danish travel restrictions have varied according to the diferent developments of the pandemic. Denmark introduced travel restrictions to
Scania on 22 October 2020 due to increasing Covid-19 infection rates. According to the Governor of Scania, Anneli Hulthén, Denmark’s unilateral
decision on this matter has collided with the vision of a large and strong
Danish-Swedish Öresund region.92 It caused friction in the Danish-Swedish relationship, not least because Denmark opened its borders to Germany in September 2020, while remaining closed to Sweden. On the Swedish
side, this was viewed as ‘unreasonably discriminatory’ and as highly
afecting the relationship between Scania and Sealand.93 In addition, the
leader of the Danish party Venstre, Jakob Ellemann-Jensen, stated that
Germans were welcome, but Swedes were not due to considerations from
health professionals’ point of view.94 Tis statement caused dissatisfaction among Swedish politicians and the public, who were already dealing
with the stigma of Swedish commuters in the other Nordic countries. Te
Swedish choice to implement a strategy diferent from those of the other
Nordic countries has caused political friction, not only among politicians
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Sweden introduces temporary border control on 12 November 2015; Denmark on 4 January 2016, but only at
the Danish-German border.

91

Denmark introduces temporary border control to/from Sweden on 12 November 2019. Te temporary border
control towards Sweden was carried out as periodic controls targeted at road and train trafc over the
Öresund bridge and ferry trafc in the ports of Elsinore, Frederikshavn, Grenå and Rønne.
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but also at a societal level. At the same time, Sweden has criticised Denmark for its restrictive border policy towards Sweden, also insinuating
that Denmark has used health issues as an ‘excuse’ or been ‘hypocritical’
since Danes continued visiting Swedish shopping centers and bars in
Malmö, while Scanians were not allowed to visit Copenhagen.95
Finland. On 16 March 2020, the Government of Finland, together with
the President of the Republic, declared a national state of emergency due
to Covid-19 in accordance with the Emergency Powers Act.96 Te widespread outbreak of the infectious disease was seen to be comparable to
a major disaster owing to the rapid rise of ‘the number and incidence of
Covid-19 cases in Finland’.97 Te executive power thus efectively took
control of the country. Under its prerogatives, the government adopted
Covid-19-related travel measures for internal Schengen borders for the
frst time on 19 March 2020, when it urged people not to travel abroad and
instructed all persons crossing its borders to remain in a 14-day quarantine. While goods trafc and freight transport remained unchanged, at
frst there was broad confusion about whether the measures amounted to
a full border closure or not.98 According to government representatives,
this was not the case, however, as the decision secured the right of Finnish
citizens and permanent residents to always return to Finland or leave the
country.99 ‘Necessary cross-border travel for work’ between Finland and
Sweden, and Finland and Norway respectively was also guaranteed.100 In
practice, for a short initial period, Finland stopped people from leaving
the country, which afected those with family on the other side of the
border.101 According to one interviewee, the decision on travel restrictions was open to interpretation and did not defne ‘necessary work’ that
allowed border crossing, thus leaving Finnish border guards with a margin
of appreciation in deciding who could cross the border.102 Indeed, bodies
overseeing legality in Finland have later criticised both the government
and the Finnish Border Guard for ‘ambiguous drafting and misleading
communication on decisions that have the appearance of legally binding
regulations but in closer analysis have been recommendations’.103
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In April 2020, the travel restrictions were further tightened so that only
‘strictly necessary travel to work’ was allowed for those working along
the borders of Sweden and Norway. A certifcate issued by the employer
on the essentiality of the work was also needed to cross the border. Finns
working in Sweden and Norway in the areas along the Finnish border
were also ordered to stay in quarantine-like conditions when residing
in Finland.104
Another testimony to the strict Finnish approach to the pandemic
is the fact that Finland also restricted movement within the country.
On 28 March 2020, the government issued an internal lockdown that
concerned the capital region of Uusimaa, where Helsinki is situated.105
Only necessary movement to or from the region of Uusimaa was allowed,
with the army stopping all trafc at highways leading to or from Helsinki.
Efectively, this meant the isolation of circa 1.7 million inhabitants due to
the region being the epicentre of the pandemic. Tese restrictions were
lifted after three weeks, on 19 April 2020.106
After the establishment of the harsh March 2020 restrictions, three
crucial paradigm changes can be discerned in Finland’s policy on travel
restrictions during the period of observation in this study.107 Te frst
took place in the summer of 2020 when the number of Covid-19 cases
diminished and restrictions were loosened. For example, on 15 June,
internal border controls between Norway and Finland were lifted. At
the same time, the right to entry was extended to, inter alia, persons
in a dating relationship with a Finnish citizen or resident, as well as to
persons owning holiday homes or real estate in Finland.108 Te second
major change came in the autumn of the same year when the limit value
of Covid-19 incidence was altered. As of 19 September, the limit value
was 25 new Covid-19 cases per 100,000 inhabitants, meaning that entry
restrictions were in place for persons coming from countries exceeding
this incidence rate in the last 14 days.109 Te third big shift occurred in
January 2021 when strict measures were adopted anew, making entry
restrictions again dependent on essential travel for work.110 On other

104 Finnish Government 2020a.
105 Finnish Government 2020c.
106 Finnish Government 2020c.
107 Interview, 6 July 2021, online, Finland.
108 Finnish Border Guard 2020b.
109 Finnish Government 2020b.
110 Finnish Border Guard 2021.

36

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

occasions, less crucial measures were renewed, but these did not call for
decision-making by the whole government.111
While Finland’s overall policy on fghting Covid-19 can be considered
successful from the prism of mortality rates, the Finnish policy has been
criticised for failing to abide by the EU Commission recommendations as
well as the general principles of freedom of movement in the EU.112 In February 2021, the EU Commisson held in its letter to Finland that its travel
measures had simply gone too far and needed to be terminated.113 One
interviewee even points out that Finland pursued a nationalistic policy and
was considered a spoiler of Nordic cooperation.114 But Finland’s approach
to the borders has also been much afected by its sea border with Estonia
and its inability to prioritise some regions or countries over others.115
Norway. In the weeks leading up to the frst Norwegian societal lockdown in March 2020, the Norwegian MFA consecutively updated its travel
advice to countries afected by the emergent pandemic. Tese updates
were made frst to the Hubei province in China in late January 2020, and
then to Northern Italy and Tirol, Austria, in early March after a large number of the early Norwegian cases had been traced back to skiing resorts
in those areas. Te nationwide policies and measures introduced on 12
March 2020 also included a 14-day quarantine for individuals entering
Norway from countries ‘outside of the Nordic region’. Te day after, this
exception was adjusted so that it instead included all countries except
Sweden and Finland.116
On 14 March 2020, the MFA issued global travel advice against all travel abroad. Te same day, the government set up border controls at all
Norwegian internal borders – land, sea and air.117 Te Norwegian police,
assisted by the Norwegian Army and the Home Guard, were set to operate
the land border to Sweden for the frst time since 1905.118 Norwegian media reported that the new measures had created confusion and frustration
on the Swedish side of the border. Not only had they been introduced on
short notice, but Swedish municipalities and emergency authorities were
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uncertain as to how some of the restrictions were to be interpreted and
put into practice.119
On 15 March 2020, the Norwegian government announced that it
would ‘close the border to foreign nationals who lack a residence permit
in Norway’. Te decision was presented by the Minister of Justice and
Public Security in the Council of State before it was sent to the Storting
for approval.120 In its report, the Norwegian Coronavirus Commission
writes that it found ‘little documentation of the process leading up to the
decision to close the border’.121 According to one informant interviewed
for this study, the other Nordic countries were informed by the Minister
for Nordic Cooperation only after the decision had been made.122
Te Norwegian border remained closed through April and May 2020,
but the government made some adjustments to allow certain EEA citizens
working in Norway to enter the country. During the spring, the MFA’s
travel advice was adjusted according to weekly updated, colour-coded
maps delivered by the Norwegian Public Health Institute.123 Countries
were coded with one single colour, with the notable exception of Denmark, Finland and Sweden. Tese three countries were colour coded by
regions to allow for more diferentiation and fexibility in travel advice
and control measures within the Nordic Region.
During the spring of 2020, Norwegian media reported about growing
frustration among businesses, workers and private citizens on both sides
of the Norwegian-Swedish border in particular.124 On 15 June 2020, the
government lifted some of the restrictions on leisure travel between Norway and the other Nordic countries, but restrictions remained in place for
regions and areas with high infection rates. On 15 July 2020, restrictions
were lifted for individuals from some EEA/Schengen countries, depending
on local infection rates.125
In August 2020, following an upswing in infection rates, the Norwegian
MFA once again advised against all unnecessary travel, frst to selected
European countries and to certain regions in Sweden,126 and then, from

119 Aftenposten 2020a.
120 Norwegian Ministry of Justice & Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Afairs 2020.
121 Government.no 2021a.
122 Interview, 4 June 2021, Norway.
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7 August 2020, to all countries.127 Tis global travel advice remained in
place for the remainder of the period under scrutiny in this report.
On 5 November 2020, the Norwegian government announced that Norway was ‘at the beginning of the second wave of infection’ and reinserted
stricter national control measures.128 At the Norwegian border, two new
requirements were now introduced: frstly, all persons entering Norway
must present a negative Covid-19 test and, secondly, persons not residing
in Norway must undertake quarantine at a designated quarantine hotel.
Later in November 2020, an exception to the latter requirement was made
for Norwegian students studying in another Nordic country, even if they
were not registered as Norwegian residents. Some adjustments were also
made for commuters from Finland and Sweden.
On 25 January 2021, the Norwegian government introduced obligatory
testing on the Swedish border at Svinesund. Four days later, on 29 January
2021, Norway introduced its strictest entry rules since the beginning of the
pandemic.129 Tis decision also had direct consequences for intra-Nordic
mobility. With a few exceptions, including health personnel, Swedish
and Finnish workers commuting to Norway were prevented from going
to work. Te government estimated that around 3,000 individuals had
been afected by the new policies. One month later, on 26 February, the
Norwegian government announced that it had found a solution for this
particular group and would allow exemption from the entry restrictions.
Tese individuals could now again come to work in Norway, albeit under
a strict testing and control regime.130 By the end of March 2021, as a third
wave of the pandemic was declared to be underway, Norway further
tightened the regulations for testing and obligatory hotel quarantine upon
entering the country.
Sweden. At the end of January 2020, following reports of coronavirus
outbreaks in the Hubei province in China, the Swedish MFA issued its frst
advice against non-essential travel on account of the new virus. Tis frst
advice included only the Hubei province but was shortly accompanied
by advice against travel to China as a whole, Italy, South Korea and Tirol,
Austria. Te gradual extension of the list of countries culminated on 14
March 2020 when the Swedish MFA issued advice against all non-essential international travel. Tis was the frst time such advice covered the
entire world. Travellers were encouraged to be attentive to symptoms and

127 Norwegian Ministry of Health and Care Services 2020.
128 Prime Minister’s Ofce & Norwegian Ministry of Health and Care Services 2020b.
129 Prime Minister’s Ofce, Norwegian Ministry of Health and Care Services & Norwegian Ministry of Justice and
Public Security 2021.
130 Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public Security & Norwegian Ministry of Labour and Social Afairs 2021.
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practise general caution upon entry into Sweden, but not required to be
in quarantine unless symptomatic.131
A few days later, on 19 March, the government issued a 30-day ban on
all non-essential travel to the EU via Sweden132 following a recommendation from the European Council and Commission. Tis ban was continuously prolonged with some adjustments throughout the time frame
of this study. On 19 March, the FHM also advised against non-essential
trips within Sweden.133 Combined with the previous recommendations
for all Swedish residents without essential jobs to work from home and
avoid public transport, as well as the MFA advice against international
travel, these recommendations in practice encouraged self-quarantine.
Te advice against travel within Sweden was lifted on 13 June 2020, followed by the removal of the advice against travel to Iceland on 30 June,134
Denmark and Norway on 30 July,135 and fnally Finland on 21 September136
as these countries eased restrictions to travellers from Sweden.137 Regarding the lifted advice against travel to Denmark and Norway, Foreign
Minister Ann Linde explicitly stated that the decision was a step towards
the goal of a Nordic Region where people can move freely.138
Although exposed to border closures imposed by its neighbouring
countries from an early stage, Sweden did not implement restrictions
to travel from countries within the EU/EEA until almost a year after the
pandemic outbreak. On 22 December 2020, a temporary ban on entry
into Sweden from Denmark and the United Kingdom was imposed after
reports of a virus mutation in the UK. Te ban on entry from Denmark
was interpreted as necessary to avoid Christmas congestion in restaurants and shopping centres in the Scania County in southern Sweden.139
Two interviewees highlighted that this was not an easy decision and that
values other than strictly limiting the spread of the virus were taken into
consideration. Border trade and making exceptions for commuters were
two important factors considered by the Swedish government when imposing the ban. Danish citizens travelling to the Danish island Bornholm
131 Tese recommendations were in place for the time scope of this study, Q1 2020–Q1 2021.
132 Travellers from EES countries and Switzerland were exempted from the ban.
133 Public Health Agency of Sweden 2020b.
134 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020g.
135 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020h.
136 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020f.
137 Besides the Nordic countries, the advice against non-essential travel was lifted for Andorra, Austria, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Monaco, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Slovakia, Spain, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom and the Vatican City.
138 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020h.
139 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020b.
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via Sweden were exempted from the travel restriction only two days after
it was imposed.140
Te ban on entry into Sweden was also extended to include Norway
on 25 January 2021. As the Norwegian health authority feared a larger
outbreak of the mutated form of the coronavirus in the Oslo region, the
Swedish government decided to ban entry from Norway in order to prevent a potential fow of people over the border while Norway prepared
for stricter measures.141
Travellers exempted from the travel bans were as of 6 February 2021
required to additionally show a negative Covid-19 test upon arrival in
Sweden.142 Te ban on entry into Sweden from Norway and Denmark was
removed on 31 March 2021.143

140 Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden; Öresundsinstitutet 2021c; Government Offices of Sweden 2020b.
141 Government Ofces of Sweden 2021c.
142 Exceptions applied. For example, people under 18, Swedish residents and personnel in the transport sector
were exempted from the requirement of a negative Covid-19 test result. Swedish citizens were always
allowed entry even without a negative Covid-19 test although encouraged to get tested. Travellers from the
UK exempted from the travel ban had been required to show a negative test from 1 January. Government
Ofces of Sweden 2021b.
143 Government Ofces of Sweden 2021a.
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3

3 FUNCTIONING OF NORDIC
COOPERATION IN TIMES OF CRISIS

Te pandemic is not the frst crisis to hit the Nordic Region. Tere have
been previous emergency situations where the policies, practices and
solidarity of the Nordic countries have been put to the test, such as the
tsunami on Boxing Day in 2004, or the forest fres in Sweden in 2018.
Tese situations have shown how communication can be improved,144
and how other Nordic countries have ofered their assistance in solidarity. Te pandemic is exceptional, however, in terms of scope as it hit all
Nordic states almost at the same time. Arguably, the Nordic Region has
not witnessed such a test since the 1940s,145 nor such political and fnancial impacts on free movement and open borders. Because the pandemic
difers from earlier misfortunes that have struck the Nordic countries, it
is valuable to explore how cooperation functioned when the pandemic
started and was ongoing.

3.1. BETWEEN UNITY AND DIVERSITY
While the Covid-19 pandemic has challenged Nordic cooperation, it has in
certain ways also brought the Nordic countries closer together and further
highlighted the importance of cooperation.146 Tis paradox of experiencing unity and diversity at the same time permeates Nordic cooperation in
pandemic times. Te narratives of and in the diferent Nordic countries
144 See e.g. Kivikuru & Nord 2009.
145 Interview 14 June 2021, online, Finland.
146 Blomqvist 2021.
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on the functioning of Nordic cooperation are varied. Nevertheless, the
representatives of Nordic institutions who were interviewed for this
study generally felt disappointed with the fact that Nordic cooperation
was not considered a tool for coping with the pandemic crisis.147 It was
pointed out that Nordic politicians have frst looked at their own respective borders, where they have primary responsibility, instead of thinking
about the Nordic dimension.148 As expressed by President of the Nordic
Council Bertel Haarder, ‘[w]hen there is a crisis, the Nordic countries put
themselves frst’.149 One reason for the lack of an all-Nordic approach to
the pandemic was seen to lie in the fact that there is no Nordic body or
institution that would have been able to consider the crisis from a Nordic
perspective or suggest joint Nordic solutions.150
Swedish interviewees interpreted the lack of a joint Nordic approach
diferently. From their point of view, the reason for there not being a
joint Nordic response to the crisis was that it happened too fast, and that
the diferences in governance paved the way for diferent responses. All
the Swedish respondents felt, however, that Nordic cooperation at the
political level has worked well during the pandemic. Similar views were
expressed by respondents in Denmark. According to the Danish central
government ofcials and ministers who were interviewed for this study,
the decisions on how to manage the crisis were made in collaboration
and in close dialogue with the diferent ministries in Denmark and their
counterparts in the Nordic countries.151 Close dialogue does not necessarily mean full consensus between all the Nordic countries because
they all have their individual contexts and considerations. Te obstacles
and problems have arisen from the diferent styles of crisis management
among the Nordic countries. Danish government ofcials highlighted
that when thinking about Nordic cooperation, it is important to keep the
questions of sovereignty and individual priorities in mind. Tis implies
that, despite the wish for Nordic cooperation and visions of a stronger
cooperation, each Nordic country has its own set of rules, population,
circumstances and perspectives that complicate matters when it comes
to streamlining the management of the Covid-19 pandemic with respect
to borders.
Although no uniform way of handling the pandemic crisis was found
among the Nordic countries, Finland and Norway in particular reported
147 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
148 Ibid.
149 Preisler 2021.
150 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden; Preisler 2021.
151 Interview, 2 June 2021, online, Denmark.
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that the Nordics have constituted a key reference group in pandemic
management. During a Finnish parliamentary debate, Minister for Nordic
Cooperation Tomas Blomqvist stressed the important role that the Nordic
countries play vis-à-vis Finland.152 According to Blomqvist, the Nordic
countries have constituted an ‘extremely close and important reference’
for Finland in pandemic times.153 Minister Blomqvist has further stated
that the Nordic countries remain Finland’s most important reference
group in foreign policy,154 and that ‘the pandemic has further highlighted
the importance of Nordic cooperation’.155 It was, however, noted by several Finnish interviewees that much of the Nordic cooperation regarding
the pandemic and the concomitant travel restrictions has taken place
bilaterally, not within institutional cooperation.156
For Norway too, the other Nordic countries have been key reference
points throughout the pandemic. Figures from and response strategies
in the other Nordic states have featured prominently in both political
and media debate, where they have been used to contextualise, compare,
justify or adjust Norwegian fgures and policy choices. For example, in the
opening phase of the pandemic, Norwegian media commended Iceland as
a pioneer in mass testing, while Finland was highlighted both for its early
decision to close down schools and its large national emergency stockpile
of medical supplies. Denmark has been an important reference point for
Norway when it comes to testing, border controls and the distribution of
vaccines.157 Te coverage of Swedish policies has been more critical, with
many media reports highlighting the diference between the Norwegian
and Swedish response strategies and death tolls.

3.2. INCREASED DIALOGUE WITH UNEVEN RESULTS
Despite the challenges that the pandemic has brought to Nordic cooperation, all the studied countries and the interviewed Nordic representatives
agreed that dialogue has improved during the pandemic. Danish interviewees claimed that there has been more dialogue than ever between
the Nordic governments, and Swedish government ofcials hoped that
the closer contacts established with their Nordic counterparts would
152 Blomqvist 2020.
153 Blomqvist 2021.
154 Blomqvist 2020.
155 Blomqvist 2021.
156 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
157 Aftenposten 2021.
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also be maintained after the pandemic by using digital meeting tools, for
example.158 Finnish politicians and civil servants also felt that Nordic
political cooperation has increased during the pandemic, which has also
triggered claims that ‘the new post-pandemic normal’ should include
‘even more Nordic cooperation and contacts.’159 Te parties have become
closer,160 the number of informal contacts has increased161 and digitalisation has allowed more meetings to take place.162 During the pandemic,
extra meetings have been held by numerous ministers or secretaries of
state, including those responsible for Nordic cooperation, health, internal
afairs, borders, development, defence, energy and labour.163 Te aims
of these meetings have mainly been to increase situational awareness of
the pandemic and discuss planned responses.164
While in general dialogue is considered to have worked well and in
‘good spirits’165 during the pandemic, there have been a few reports of
tension from the Swedish side,166 in addition to which all the Swedish
interviewees mentioned communication as an area of improvement in
Nordic cooperation. Poor information sharing and scattered data were
seen to have hampered efective crisis management. In Sweden, the pandemic was believed to have revealed cracks in the bilateral communication
between countries, with travel restrictions having been imposed too
quickly, sometimes without an advance notice. Indeed, as one respondent
from a Nordic institution argued, the communication between the countries appears to have varied from chaotic to well functioning.167 Some of
the Nordic countries have informed the afected other Nordic countries
about new restrictions beforehand, whereas others have not. Finnish
politicians reported that dialogue with Sweden has worked well,168 despite
claims to the opposite by their Swedish counterparts, who noted that the
lack of communication between Norway, Sweden and Finland caused
difculties, in addition to which critical statements about the Swedish

158 Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Sweden.
159 Blomqvist 2021.
160 Blomqvist 2020.
161 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
162 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
163 Blomqvist 2020.
164 Ministry for Foreign Afairs of Finland 2020, 3.
165 Blomqvist 2020.
166 See speeches by MPs Jouni Ovaska and Erkki Tuomioja in Parliament of Finland 2020.
167 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
168 See Tomas Blomqvist in Parliament of Finland 2020d.
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strategy put Nordic cooperation at risk.169 According to Swedish interviewees, communication regarding travel restrictions worked better with
Finland than with Denmark and Norway, but also improved over time
with the latter two. From the Finnish side, the possible lack of sufcient
inter-Nordic communication was explained with the complex national
decision-making procedures regarding Covid-19 measures, which have
involved several ministries and numerous civil servants.170
While dialogue between the Nordic countries has increased both biand multilaterally, as well as within Nordic institutions, this has not always led to concrete cooperative results. Still, there have been instances
of successful Nordic cooperation that all four countries highlighted in the
interviews – some of these being the result of informal cooperation. One
such instance was the repatriation of stranded travellers. In early March
2020, Nordic citizens were to receive consular assistance from other Nordic
countries in areas where their own state did not have consular representation. Te Nordic foreign ministries also coordinated eforts to help Nordic
citizens residing abroad return home by, among other measures, ‘flling
Nordic planes with Nordic passengers’ and permitting Nordic citizens to
pass through other Nordic countries on their way home.171 A Norwegian
White Paper on Nordic cooperation published in April 2021 summarised
that the Nordic cooperation in assisting Nordic citizens stranded abroad
had been particularly close and successful. In the most acute phase, the
White Paper observed, there were daily coordination meetings between
the Nordic foreign ministries to help Nordic citizens return home.172 One
Norwegian respondent interviewed for this study ascribed this success
to the trusting and close relationship between Nordic ministers, which
makes it easy to launch cooperation in practical, operative matters.173
It is noticeable, however, that the cooperation in repatriating stranded
citizens was not exclusively Nordic because it also involved Nordic-Baltic
cooperation (NB8) and cooperation within the EU/EEA.174
Another example of well-organised Nordic cooperation during the
pandemic was Sweden’s activeness in exempting Iceland and Norway
from the EU-wide export ban on certain medical protective equipment.175

169 Nordiska rådets svenska delegation 2021.
170 Interview, 6 July 2021, online, Finland.
171 Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Afairs 2020b; Søreide & Sanner 2021.
172 Norwegian Ministry of Finance 2021, 37 (author’s translation into English).
173 Interview, 5 May 2021, online, Norway.
174 See e.g. Bolt 2021, 11; European Commission.
175 Reuters 2020.
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Sweden also took on the role of vaccine coordinator for Norway and Iceland.176 Nordic institutional cooperation also succeeded in dealing with
some of the issues faced by stranded commuters in the Nordic countries.
Tese problems included impracticalities related to tax rules, social security and unemployment benefts as commuters were forced to work from
home or lost their jobs.177 Social security issues were solved relatively fast
by the respective ministers through a decision that the country where
the jobs had been based continued to be responsible for social security
despite the fact that teleworking changed the country where the work
was actually done.178 Tax issues remain unsettled, along with many other problems that have emerged for commuters during the pandemic179
– altogether around 100 diferent types of disruptions to cross-border
commuting have been listed.180

3.3. INTRA-NORDIC FRICTIONS
Te Nordic representatives and national respondents we interviewed
reported about frictions between the Nordic countries – both locally and
at the political level. Te severity and frequency of these frictions have
nevertheless varied. Overall, there seems to have been less friction among
the states that have pursued a similar pandemic strategy,181 whereas
Sweden with its diferent pandemic strategy was often featured in or
pointed out these frictions. A few representatives of Nordic institutions
explicated that Norway and Finland pursued nationalistic policies, whereas Denmark was more fexible and Sweden more internationalistic than
the other Nordic countries.182
On the part of Sweden, instances of discrimination against and isolation of Swedish commuters have raised concern and criticism. Swedish
Minister for Foreign Trade and Nordic Afairs Anna Hallberg has stressed
that the diferent treatment and isolation of Sweden exercised by the other
Nordic countries would signifcantly – although not irreparably – damage
future cooperation.183
176 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020e.
177 Interview, 2 June 2021, online, Denmark; Interview, 23 June 2021, online, Denmark.
178 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden; Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
179 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
180 Gränshinderrådet.
181 Interview 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
182 Ibid; Interview, 27 May 2021, Norden.
183 Bonnén et al. 2021.

50

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIAREPORT

Te Norwegian government has recognised that there has been some
intra-Nordic friction over the increased control measures at the Norwegian border, especially between Norway and Sweden. In July 2020, Norwegian media reported that Minister Hallberg was concerned about the
state of Nordic cooperation and Swedish-Norwegian relations. Hallberg
described it as dramatic that soldiers were now operating the Norwegian
border. She observed that the once invisible borders had become visible,
and that one had taken the stability of the Nordic Region for granted.184
In a written response to Hallberg’s assessment, Norway’s Minister
for Nordic Cooperation Jan Tore Sanner communicated that he was less
concerned, writing: ‘Norden as a region and Nordic cooperation will
come strengthened out of the crisis’.185 In late September 2020, Hallberg
visited Norway, meeting with Sanner as well as with Foreign Minister
Ine Eriksen Søreide and Minister of Trade and Industry Iselin Nybø. In
November, Norway’s ambassador to Sweden Christian Syse summarised
his country’s diferent perspective as follows:
Te Norwegian government does not share the view we
sometimes hear from the Swedish side that measures
taken during the coronavirus pandemic have had serious
consequences for Nordic cooperation. We in the Nordic
Region have so much in common, and so many economic,
cultural and other connections. But it is temporarily a
difcult time when Norwegians and Swedes (and other
‘Nordists’) cannot move freely across the borders to visit
family and friends, cabins and summer houses, buy
groceries and enjoy nature and culture.186
Te Norwegian White Paper on Nordic cooperation published in April 2021
also commented on the friction between Norway and Sweden over the
Norwegian control measures at the border and their practical implications
for businesses and ordinary citizens:
During the pandemic, in most cases one was able to quickly
fnd solutions and lift restrictions for employees who live
in one country but who work across the border in another.
However, the activities that were hit strongly were leisure
travel, ordinary visits and cross border shopping, especially
184 Aftenposten 2020b.
185 Ibid.
186 Syse 2020 (author’s translation into English).
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between Norway and Sweden – to some extent also between
Norway and Finland. At times, this resulted in criticism,
especially from the Swedish side, and from authorities,
business actors and private citizens. In 2020, Sweden did
not practice the same type of societal lockdown and entry
restrictions as the other Nordic countries.187
One Norwegian respondent interviewed for this study confrmed that
the travel restrictions had been particularly challenging for the Norwegian-Swedish relations. Te respondent explained that the Norwegian key
priority had been to stop the spreading of the virus, which necessitated
the closing of the border. While this had caused many challenges and diffculties, and had even resulted in unacceptable incidents of Swedes being
bullied at work, the solution was not to open the borders. Te respondent
noted the diference between the Norwegian and Swedish narratives about
Nordic cooperation during the pandemic. While the Norwegian narrative
was that Nordic cooperation would survive and recover in the end, the
Swedish narrative was more concerned with how the closing of the borders had left deep traces and negatively infuenced Nordic cooperation.188
Te Danish-Swedish relations were also put to the test during the
pandemic. In particular, an erroneous article reporting that Danish authorities had seized vaccination equipment on the way to Sweden triggered harsh Swedish criticism of Denmark. Te story was based on a
‘misunderstanding’, but according to President of the Nordic Council
Bertel Haarder, the case testifes to the fact that ‘confdence in Nordic
cooperation has eroded’.189

3.4. CROSS-BORDER MOBILITY
Another issue that divides opinions between the countries is cross-border mobility and the way it functioned during the frst two waves of the
pandemic. Norwegian government ministers have described Nordic cooperation on cross-border mobility as good during the pandemic. When
new travel restrictions and tighter border control measures have been
inserted, exceptions have usually been made for the Nordic countries, and
restrictions have been lifted sooner for all or some of the Nordic countries. Moreover, while other countries have been marked entirely as red/
187 Norwegian Ministry of Finance 2021.
188 Interview, 5 May 2021, online, Norway.
189 Bendtsen 2021, 1.
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yellow/green on the maps forming the basis of MFA travel advice, the
travel advice concerning Denmark, Finland and Sweden has been given
at a regional level.190
Respondents from the other Nordic countries did not share the overall
positive assessment by Norwegian politicians, however. Denmark emphasised that the handling of commuters during the pandemic conficts
with the cross-border mobility agenda and the goal of making the Nordic Region the most integrated region in the world. Likewise, Swedish
respondents mostly felt that cross-border regions were not involved in
the decision-making on travel restrictions more than other regions because decision-making follows a certain process. It was pointed out that
not only Sweden but all Nordic countries made their decisions on travel
restrictions in the capitals without a sufcient understanding of how life
functions in the border regions.191 Another interviewee expressed a similar
view that there was an initial lack of understanding of just how integrated
the border communities actually are, but stressed that Stockholm, and
especially Minister Anna Hallberg, were very receptive to critique and
made changes accordingly.192 However, there was also one respondent
who felt the opposite, namely that there was a close dialogue with representatives of the border regions, and that they were able to voice their
concerns and unexpected issues that might arise with the restrictions.193
Several Finnish interviewees also recognised that cross-border regions have been disappointed in the national decision-making procedure and adopted travel measures.194 Some interviewed civil servants
pointed out that the assessment of the impacts of travel restrictions upon
the cross-border regions was inadequate. What was also missing was a
direct channel between the relevant regions and national centralised
decision-making, in which exceptions to the general restrictions could
have been discussed and restrictions consequently fne-tuned.195 Within
Finland, the Åland Islands have pointed out repeatedly during the pandemic that dialogue with the central government in Finland has been
missing and that the relations have been far from optimal.196 One interviewed Finnish civil servant held that Åland’s position has been inferior
to the northern regions due to their status as land borders, while Åland
190 Government.no 2021a.
191 Interview, 9 June 2021, online, Sweden.
192 Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Sweden.
193 Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden.
194 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
195 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
196 Interview, 5 August 2021, online, Finland.
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shares a sea border with Sweden. Te Finnish authorities treated land
and sea borders diferently by denying those travelling by sea the status
of commuters.197
Te role played by the Freedom of Movement Council was appreciated
and stressed by both Finnish and Swedish interviewees. Te Freedom of
Movement Council was established in 2014 on the initiative of the Nordic
prime ministers to facilitate freedom of movement in the Nordic Region,
and it has played an important role in bringing attention to border-related issues during the pandemic. Te issues it has raised have been well
received by the governments and considered in policy. It has also successfully documented barriers to cross-border freedom of movement.198
Representatives of Nordic institutions have made the connection between border closures and the future of Nordic cooperation more explicit
and direct. President of the Nordic Council Bertel Haarder has stated:
Today, free movement is threatened, not only in distant
continents but also in Denmark, in Sweden, and throughout
the Nordic region where the typical solution to a crisis
that arises is to close oneself of, take care of one’s own
cooperation and invention of new barriers. But border
barriers and closed borders are not a sustainable solution
in today’s modern and closely connected world. Nordic
cooperation is based on the conviction that closed borders
are not good.199

3.5. NORDIC COOPERATION ON OTHER TOPICS
Te increased contacts between the Nordic countries have also had a spillover efect on issues beyond the pandemic as the everyday contacts between government ofcials and their Nordic counterparts have improved.
One Swedish interviewee said that they were in contact more often now
than before the pandemic even in relation to non-Covid-19-related issues,
which they viewed as positive and as something to continue after the
pandemic. Similar observations have been made by Norwegian politicians,
who highlight the informal aspects and the fact that Nordic cooperation
ministers and foreign ministers have met more often than they normally

197 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
198 Ibid.
199 Nielsen 2021.
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do – on digital platforms, but also in physical meetings when possible.
Te White Paper on Nordic cooperation issued in April 2021 observed:
After the coronavirus outbreak in March 2020, Nordic
foreign policy cooperation (N5) has been closer than ever
before. Under the Danish N5 presidency, the Nordic foreign
ministers have had frequent video conferences, altogether
ten. Tese have proven efective both for the discussion of
the foreign policy consequences of the pandemic and for
direct crisis management.200

200 Norwegian Ministry of Finance 2021, 37 (author’s translation into English).
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4 IMPACT OF TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS
UPON NORDIC COOPERATION

4.1. LOCAL SOCIETAL IMPACT: AN IN-DEPTH STUDY OF THREE
CROSS-BORDER REGIONS
4.1.1. Introduction
While the previous chapters have explored the political discourse at national and supranational (Nordic) levels, this chapter takes a deeper dive
into the situation that unfolded on the ground in the border regions of
Tornedalen, Öresund and Svinesund (Map 1).201 Tese areas ofer the perspectives of diferent types of border areas across diferent countries,
each with their own approach to the pandemic. Te areas include the
land border between Finland and Sweden, and to some extent Norway in
the very north; the central area across the Öresund strait (known as the
Sound in English) between Denmark and Sweden; and the area around
the busiest and southernmost land border between Norway and Sweden
across the Svinesund strait.
Te measures implemented from March 2020 until today to stop the
spread of the coronavirus have taken a toll on society at large. However,
the severe impacts observed in border areas have exposed the fragility
of communities and businesses located along national borders to global
crises. While free mobility and especially free markets have been actively
pursued by European nations and global politics for decades, the institutions in place to protect citizens’ rights and integrity have not followed
suit. Free mobility in the Nordic and Schengen areas has been a founding
principle of integration, but it is now threatened by the normalisation of
201 Te interviews of this section are listed only in the bibliography because of reasons of anonymity and
practical issues, such as some interview sessions having multiple informants.
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Map 1: Case study cross-border areas of Tornedalen, Öresund and Svinesund.
By Johanna Jokinen, Nordregio.

hard borders and inward-looking nation-based policy. Te case studies
reveal that citizens and businesses with ties across countries have been
at the mercy of top-down decisions made unilaterally by national governments, without coordinating actions to safeguard their interests and
integrity.
Te Nordic model is built on trust. Trust is the glue that keeps collaboration in place at every level – among family members, friends, business
partners and institutions both political and non-political. Fear is the
symptom or the result of distrust. Distrust of the neighbour, the institutions, the possibility of living a normal life across borders. Fear is what
occurs when we draw distinct lines between ‘us and them’. Te national approaches to the pandemic have been characterised by an ‘us and
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them’ logic, which tells much about the present state of trust in Nordic
collaboration.
Te case studies in this section explore the social and economic impacts of the measures implemented to cope with the pandemic, and their
implications for individuals, businesses, and communities in these areas.
4.1.2. Tornedalen (FI-SE)
Te Torne River basin or Tornedalen region comprises the border areas
between Norway, Sweden and Finland. Te Tornedalen border region gets
its name from the Torne River, which physically divides the land border
between Sweden and Finland. It begins near the Norwegian border and
fows southwards into the Gulf of Bothnia in the Baltic Sea. However,
the Torne River should not be seen as a natural barrier for ‘in the past,
the river was the road, not the border’.202 Historically, the river was the
transport route connecting settlements along the river, and its fsh was
an important resource. A common culture has therefore existed across
the borders in the Tornedalen region for a long time. Indeed, many locals still perceive themselves as ‘Tornedalean’. Te common language,
Meänkieli, has struggled to survive through the years but is still spoken
by many and has seen a revival in recent years. Today, to a large extent,
the local people live their lives across the borders. Most symbolic is the
twin-city of Haparanda-Tornio – a well-amalgamated city, divided only
by the national border.
Because of the high level of integration, the sudden re-emergence of
hard borders during the pandemic has been particularly difcult for people in the Tornedalen border region. In addition to dividing a population
with a shared identity, hard borders afected the local society, economy
and politics in very concrete ways. Te closely intertwined labour markets,
supply chains and social structures, as well as the agreements between
the local public administration for the delivery of cross-border public
services were ignored by national one-size-fts-all policy. From one day
to another, people woke up to the realisation that freedom of movement
could not be taken for granted. According to the Finnish Border Guard,
border crossings dropped by 91% nationwide in May 2020 compared to
the 2019 average.203 Eventually, the Finnish authorities made concessions to the border community, granting it a special status and allowing
residents to cross the borders more freely. However, this measure was
criticised for creating borders within the country and failing to represent

202 Interview in Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
203 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
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commuting patterns and the border community identity.204 It was also
inconsistent with further guidelines adopted by national authorities.
Interviewees pointed out that subsequent border restrictions announced
by the Finnish government did not provide any specifc guidelines for
border communities.
Key labour market issues
Te labour market in the Tornedalen region has experienced many challenges during the pandemic. However, impacts difer signifcantly between regions and municipalities depending on the country measures,
municipalities’ economic structures and their pre-pandemic performance.
Border restrictions, in particular, had a serious impact on the labour market across the three countries. Border crossings were virtually paralysed,
except for frontier workers travelling from Finland to Sweden, who had
to comply with testing and quarantine rules, however. Te impact of this
was highly imbalanced across the three countries. Tis was partly due to
the fact that Finland and Norway implemented harder border restrictions,
lockdowns and mandatory quarantine upon return from other countries,
which indirectly stopped people from travelling even when they could
have travelled. Instead, Sweden’s approach allowed individuals to judge
for themselves. Another reason for this imbalance was the Swedish border
municipalities’ higher dependency on labour from Finland than vice versa.
Te Swedish health care and other public sector services, and to some
extent also the mining and trade sectors, are particularly dependent on
Finnish workers. According to the public employment ofce in Lapland,
some 80% of commuters in the Tornedalen region are Finnish residents
crossing to Sweden and Norway. Of the crossings towards Finland, many
are made by Finnish-born Swedish residents. According to interviews
conducted for this study, many Finns are attracted to reside on the Swedish side because of lower housing costs. Indeed, more than 50% of Haparanda’s residents have a foreign background,205 meaning that they are
foreign born or have at least one parent coming from abroad. Moreover,
40.8% of them are foreign born, and 33.7% Finnish-born specifcally206.
Even though Sweden did not close its borders, the quarantine rules in
Finland made it very challenging for Finns to cross the border for work.
In many cases, commuters described that they had been in permanent
quarantine in Finland during the early months of the pandemic as they
needed to cross the border daily to get to work in Sweden. However, the
204 Wøien Meijer & Giacometti 2021.
205 Statistics Sweden A.
206 Statistics Sweden B.
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full efect on commuters is difcult to assess because there are no reliable
statistics on cross-border work patterns. According to the employment
service in Lapland, many companies operate across the borders, but their
employees are registered in one country only, which means that they are
not considered commuters in the statistical records. Tis is true for mining
frms which operate in mines in both Sweden and Finland. Additionally,
some workers are dependent on sporadic jobs or zero-hour contracts, and
therefore, without being able to prove that they have been employed in
the other country, they lose out on opportunities. In some cases, companies had to lay of their staf because of the border restrictions.207 In one
specifc case, a transport company moved permanently from Sweden to
Finland and hired new staf.208
Aside from the border restrictions, many other measures were applied to cope with the pandemic, and it is thus difcult to attribute the
negative impacts solely to the proximity to the border. Additionally, labour markets and economic sectors tend to expand far beyond municipal
boundaries. Terefore, zooming out to the regional level provides a useful
scale to assess the more general impacts on specifc sectors and compare
across municipalities.
Te situation in the Swedish county of Norrbotten, where the Swedish
part of Tornedalen is located, played out much better than initially predicted. Unemployment fgures increased slightly in Norrbotten during the
early months of the pandemic but remained signifcantly lower than in
other regions. Norrbotten had the lowest unemployment rate in Sweden
(6.8%) in August 2020.209 Many employers who signalled their intention
to lay of staf did not carry on as planned. Contrary to what was expected,
employment was maintained thanks to the compensatory measures implemented by the national government to protect workers and businesses,
but also because of the well-functioning supply chains. Norrbotten has
a strong and diversifed economy, which made it less vulnerable to this
crisis. Te chronic labour defcit in the region makes companies more
careful when laying of workers. Nevertheless, a number of jobs were
lost in the region, mostly in more vulnerable sectors, such as hospitality, construction and transport. After a peak in weeks 11–15 (2020), the
number of job seekers stabilised, despite normal seasonal fuctuations.210
By contrast, if we look at Lapland as a whole, the labour market was
signifcantly more afected. Te lockdown and travel restrictions afected
207 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
208 Ibid.
209 Ibid.
210 Swedish Public Emplyment Service (A).
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particularly the tourism industry, a key sector in Lapland. By the end of
April 2020, Lapland registered 11,130 job seekers, which represents a 22%
increase from the same month in 2019 (over 8,000 job seekers). Tourism
experienced quite good years in 2017–2019, which had led to increased
employment in the region. Te damage caused by the pandemic is severe,
with many jobs lost and many companies worried that seasonal workers who come from other regions may not come back if they fnd other
jobs elsewhere. Tese impacts, however, are not as much related to the
border restrictions afecting their neighbouring municipalities as they
are to the travel restrictions afecting tourists from other countries, and
particularly Asia.
Lapland sufers from structural unemployment, with fgures higher
than the national average in Finland. Many unemployed people do not
have the necessary skills for the jobs available and belong to an age group
which is unlikely to gain new skills. According to our interviews, of the
11,000 unemployed in the region, 40% are over 50 years old.
Te situation is more nuanced when zooming into the municipal level.
Unemployment levels in Norrbotten vary from 4% in Gällivare, which
represents the lowest level in Sweden, to 10.8% in Haparanda, which is
above the national average (8.2%).211 In Finnish Lapland, diferences in
unemployment rates are also signifcant, being 9.2% in Sodankylä and
18% in Muonio by March 2021.212 Nevertheless, these diferences cannot
be considered to be related to the municipalities’ proximity to or distance
from the national borders.
When looking at the recovery trend one year into the pandemic, diferences between the border municipalities show that the crisis has impacted
them diferently. For instance, one interviewee suggested that the decline
in unemployment in the Swedish towns of Pajala and Övertorneå213 is
probably linked to the high number of people reaching retirement age.
Moreover, low unemployment in Pajala is also related to the high labour
demand in the mining industry. At the same time, municipalities that
rely on tourism and trade have been clearly impacted by the border restrictions regardless of their proximity to the border. Tis is the case in
Arvidsjaur and Arjeplog, but also in the larger towns of Luleå and Piteå,
which typically receive an important number of Norwegian visitors, as
well as in Rovaniemi, which receives international visitors.

211 Swedish Public Employment Service (B).
212 Ely Centre Lapland.
213 -1.2% and -1.6% in April 2020–2021; Swedish Public Employment Service (B).
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Key economic issues
From a macro-economic perspective, Norrbotten has fared rather well
during the pandemic. Te Chamber of Commerce of Norrbotten carried
interviews with over 120 companies from across sectors to identify the
impacts of the pandemic. Tis survey showed that companies were very
afraid that supply chains would be disrupted. However, despite a few
bumps in the beginning, supply chains reacted well globally. According
to our interviews, ‘companies and suppliers found ways to overcome
the challenges’, and ‘the planned investments remain’, and therefore
the ‘attitude was rather positive after two to three months into the pandemic’. Nevertheless, the hospitality sector and companies across the
border were heavily afected. Haparanda, for instance, is highly reliant
on cross-border trade and consumer goods. A number of Haparanda’s
trade and retail companies operate in markets that cover the northern
regions of Finland, Norway and Sweden. Tese include not only grocery
and tobacco shops, but also large stores such as IKEA, which serves the
whole northern region across the three countries.
Te generally good performance of Norrbotten’s economy despite
the crisis can be attributed mainly to the strong industrial basis and the
positive outlook of the regional economy in the medium and long terms.
Huge investments surrounding the green economy are currently under
way. Te HYBRIT initiative and H2 Green Steel are two key examples,
which are competing to produce fossil-free steel. Tese and other major investments in large process and energy industries are boosting the
innovation system and generating a high number of jobs in the region.
Lapland represents quite a diferent scenario. It is an important tourist
destination in Finland, with a large number of visitors coming from abroad,
particularly Asia. Tourism has experienced an important expansion in
recent years, which made the crisis even more damaging, with hundreds
of tourism providers left in limbo month after month without knowing
when they could restart operations. Te high degree of uncertainty several
months into the pandemic meant that tourism providers had to cancel
their winter season ofers altogether, with a few weeks’ notice.
Moreover, Lapland struggles with high unemployment rates, with
many people categorised as ‘unemployable’ because of their lack of skills
and advanced age. However, the situation varies signifcantly across
municipalities and sectors. One informant described the situation in
Kemi-Tornio as ‘business as usual’ as ‘the economy of Kemi-Tornio is
mostly based on big industry – wood, paper & pulp, mining, steel and a
growing recycling industry’. Being less dependent on tourism, the area
has been less impacted by the crisis. In contrast, municipalities such as
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Rovaniemi and Kolari have been badly hit, with the impacts expected to
last several years.
Kemi-Tornio is, however, undergoing a period of uncertainty with
the Stora Enso factory closing, which may entail the loss of approximately 1,500 jobs, both directly and indirectly. At the same time, the Metsä
Group is building a new factory, a bioproduct mill, which represents a
huge investment for the region and will create many new jobs across
diferent professions.
Te pandemic has also catalysed a quick process of adaptation. E-commerce has increased dramatically, also for grocery shopping. Tis has
threatened jobs in retail but has also generated new jobs in customer
service, packing and delivery. Tourism providers have also adapted their
ofer to target local visitors, from both their regions and their countries,
in the absence of international tourism. In some cases, tourism has increased due to the higher number of domestic tourists who have chosen
to visit other regions in their country instead of travelling abroad. Yet,
initiatives to boost cross-border tourism have been halted by the pandemic. ‘Two countries, one destination’ is an initiative that is marketing
Haparanda-Tornio as one destination and helping companies that provide
complementary services to ofer joint packages – ‘like rafting and safari,
or bed and breakfast and agrotourism’. Making this possible, however,
requires a big efort in building relations and trust between actors. While
this initiative continues, no major steps forward were possible under
restricted borders and a general sense of uncertainty.
Key social issues
Te impact of the pandemic has been as visual as it has been symbolic.
A fence was erected in the middle of Victoria Square, which separates
Haparanda from Tornio, barricades were placed on major bridges along
the Torne River and heavily armed National Guards were deployed by
the Finnish government to take control of border transit.214 Being one of
the world’s most peaceful borders, these measures have shaken the local
population. Many argue that they were out of proportion. People cross
the border not only to proft from cheaper grocery shopping, as many
outsiders wrongly assume, but to carry out normal life activities in the
same way any resident crosses municipal borders within the metropolitan
areas of Stockholm or Helsinki. Numerous people have family members
living on both sides of the border, many attend school across the border,
many access services that exist on only one side of the border and many
own a country cottage on the other side from where they reside.
214 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
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Te hard borders have meant that families have been divided, students
have not been able to attend school and frontier workers have had to
experience extreme stress for having to constantly face border controls
with severe guards, testing and being pushed away by neighbours and
acquaintances for having been in contact with people on ‘the other side’.
Integration will be afected in rather concrete ways. Te uncertainty
generated around free mobility, combined with the difcult experiences
commuters and many families have been through, has discouraged people from fnding jobs or sending their kids to school across the border.
Even at the political level, local authorities are debating whether certain
cooperation agreements, such as the language school and the joint bus
station, should be lifted. ‘Mistrust is the keyword’ said one local. Yet
mistrust is not necessarily directed at public institutions as such, but
rather at decision-makers at the national level. Tere is a general feeling
that politicians at the national level do not have the knowledge or ability
to make the right decisions for border areas, distant to the capital region.
4.1.3. Svinesund (NO-SE)
One of the busiest border crossings in the Nordic Region is Svinesund between Norway and Sweden. Whether for social reasons to meet family and
friends, shopping or tourism, people have been living borderless lives for
decades, even centuries.215 With highly integrated lives, Swedes and Norwegians live side by side, whether in Norway or Sweden: ‘It is like we’re
living in one big municipality’, one informant stated. With the pandemic
and the sudden closure of borders, the appreciation of the unique situation
often found along borders was absent in policy-making. Although there
is a general consensus that the countries acted in a way that was right for
them, given their lack of knowledge and experience about global health
crises, the issues that have emerged point to the necessity to fnd ways
to handle crises across countries in the future.
Key labour market issues
Svinesund is a highly integrated labour market – if you lose your job on
one side of the border, you seek labour market opportunities across the
border, both through personal networks and through, for example, the
Swedish Employment Agency or the Norwegian equivalent, NAV. ‘It’s
been a politically driven development’, one informant stated. NAV has
always had a good working relationship with the Swedish Employment
Agency and EURES216 on the other side of the border, and the pandemic
215 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
216 European cooperation network of employment services.
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has brought them closer together. Due to their common labour market,
the threshold for getting in touch is low. Te absorption capacity across
the labour market is highly necessary for overcoming unemployment
issues on both sides of the border. ‘It is more natural for a person from
Halden to travel to work in Strömstad than to Oslo’, one informant reported. During the pandemic, there have been several meetings between
the business ofcers in the municipalities on either side of the border and
between the Swedish and Norwegian employment agencies.
Te pandemic has had a major impact on the labour market in the
Svinesund area, although perhaps most dramatically on the Swedish side
of the border. While the Norwegian municipalities prepared for a greater
wave of unemployment than what materialised, Swedish employees were
hit most severely. Unemployment and temporary layof rates have been
constantly changing with the waves of infection rates. What has become
particularly clear is the diference in regulations concerning temporary
layofs, for example, in Swedish and Norwegian law. For example, Swedish
frontier workers who were prevented from crossing the border to Norway
had to take holidays to get paid as they could not be laid of temporarily
or dismissed.217 According to the Norwegian Working Environment Act,
a company cannot dismiss their employees without a factual reason.218
As long as the company is not in fnancial difculties and has enough
work to go around, employees cannot be dismissed, temporarily laid of
or put on sick leave. People who resided in Sweden but were working
in essential sectors (e.g., health care) were allowed to cross the border.
Norwegian frontier workers were also able to travel to Sweden during
this period. However, both Swedish and Norwegian workers who crossed
to the neighbouring country had to spend their free time in quarantine.
According to an informant, this situation was particularly difcult for
one of the larger industry actors in Halden, Norway. Forty of the company’s employees working in key competence-based positions were
prevented from crossing the border. As these positions were critical for
the company’s operations, the whole company was thrown into a crisis
where 600 positions were suddenly at risk. Te local employment ofce
was tasked with mapping and flling the 40 available positions, which
proved very difcult due to the nature of and competence required for
these jobs. Moreover, it became an ethical issue for those assisting in the
search for new people; these were jobs already possessed by key staf from
Sweden: ‘We were to fnd employees for positions that were already taken
by others. . . but these are people with children who might lose their job.’
217 NRK 2021.
218 Lovdata 2021, § 15-7. Vern mot usaklig oppsigelse.
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Te situation was solved by bringing in retirees, but the issue shows how
competence gaps cannot be solved so easily, as one informant described:
‘We were meant to see the closed border as an opportunity, but it wasn’t
as easy as [the employment directorate] thought it would be. Particularly
when it comes to competences and skills that cannot be replaced.’
Although the situation was resolved, these cases show the complexity
and layers that cross-border working involves, as well as the realities of a
functional labour market stretching across national borders. Frustrations
have been particularly high in municipalities along the border as they feel
relatively comfortable with the status of infection risks when it comes to
border commuters: frontier workers coming from Sweden are frequently
tested. It should be noted, too, that Norwegian employees in Sweden
have been allowed to cross the border throughout the pandemic. At the
same time, Norwegians employed in Sweden have been required to fulfl
Norwegian quarantine rules upon their return to Norway at the end of
the working day. One informant explained: ‘It’s been tough. [Norwegian
commuters] have been in quarantine since March last year because they
run shops [on the other side of the border]. Tey are prevented from
being with their children or grandchildren, like picking them up from
kindergarten.’
Te situation has also afected diferent groups, young adults being one
of these. According to informants from the Swedish Employment Agency
in Fyrbodal, there were 115 registered unemployed young adults in 2020,
which equalled 5% of the unemployed in the labour market area. Te
informants reported that one year later, in March 2021, the percentage
had increased to 16.5%: ‘We worry about those without diplomas’ one
informant said, ‘Tere is a big challenge ahead.’ Skills and education are
becoming increasingly more important, and the employment agency
in Fyrbodal is seeing an increased pressure on education institutions.
Te level of education in the Strömstad area is generally low, but since
the start of the pandemic, eforts to map competence in Fyrbodal have
been important. Young people who normally travel across the border for
summer jobs on the Swedish side are also prevented from gaining work
experience and money for their studies. Te tourism industry is a significant employer, and young people working in the tourism industry have
an important role as innovators in the industry. Similar concerns are observed in the eastern part of Viken. According to the prognosis published
by NAV in eastern Viken, unemployment fgures went from 2.7% on 12
March 2020 to 11.3% by the end of March the same year. Unemployment
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has declined since March 2021, but the percentage of unemployed or partly
unemployed is still higher than pre-March 2020.219
Apart from the challenges experienced by the tourism industry in
Svinesund, one of the biggest issues currently is recruiting people within
the restaurant and food industries. As this sector was hit particularly hard
during the pandemic, many have taken the opportunity to widen their
skill set and seek work elsewhere. Tis places businesses dependent on
tourism in a difcult situation if the border should reopen for the peak
seasons. As one informant from a municipality in Svinesund stated: ‘We
are working with this on a daily basis, it all happened so fast. Many who
have been working in the sector, especially chefs, have long been saying
they wanted to leave the industry due to tough conditions, and now that
the opportunity arose, they grabbed it. Te hotel and restaurant union
can confrm this trend’.
Foreign-born people who are trying to enter the labour market have
also had a harder time during the pandemic. Although unemployment
rates are relatively low in Halden, the case still rings true on both sides
of the border; those who already had difculties in accessing the labour
market for a host of diferent reasons have been pushed further afeld:
‘Tere is a lot of concern connected to diferent groups. Everything has
worsened.’
Tere has also been a rise in the number of part-time workers in Norway. According to an informant: ‘Tere have never been so many parttime workers, and the majority of them are within retail. [Part-time
contracts] generate a lot of uncertainty. It is difcult to get permanent
contracts. People cannot get a loan with part-time contracts, and the
future is uncertain.’ When the national restrictions, including the requirements of working from home and social distancing, were put in
motion, NAV expected high levels of unemployment. Of particular concern
were the many Norwegian employees at the Nordby shopping centre in
Strömstad. However, the transition went better than expected. Personal
networks helped solve many issues, and people found part-time or temporary contracts in retail on the Norwegian side of the border. However,
the situation across the border prevailed, and the situation at Nordby,
for example, was precarious. As one informant described: ‘we had quite
frequent meetings with the Nordby shopping centre in May and June 2020.
It was only then it really hit me what the impacts of Norway’s border
restrictions meant. I was not at all prepared for how angry they were on
the other side of the border, and how much this means to them. It was
after all only a small group that was afected in Norway.’
219 NAV 2021.
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Key economic issues
Svinesund normally has a formidable economic turnover from border
shopping. In addition to the regular shopping areas in town centres, some
of the municipalities along the border have areas dedicated to and designed for a much larger customer base than what would be natural for
the respective municipality’s size. Grocery stores, shops and alcohol
retailers by the Norwegian border are scaled for 150,000 people – a large
Swedish city. Border shopping has been going strong for years, and as one
Swedish informant put it, ‘we thought we were unstoppable’. Although
most of our informants believed that businesses and trade will fnd opportunities regardless of the future, the pandemic has still uncovered
underlying issues that need attention, including worker mobility, trust
and taxation issues.220
According to Statistics Norway, the efect of the border restrictions
between Sweden and Norway can be seen in the increase in retail turnover, also when discounting the increased prices. Halden saw the greatest
increase in retail turnover at 48%, but Fredrikstad and Sarpsborg also
increased by 41%. Border shopping took a plunge from a turnover of
NOK 16 billion in 2019 to NOK 2 billion in 2020.221 Alcohol and tobacco
sales have been particularly high in Norway during this period due to
the border restrictions.
It is important to note that although there have been positive changes
for Norwegian retail following the border closures, it is not certain that
the situation will continue. Nevertheless, it provides an incentive to work
harder to carve out a niche for businesses on the Norwegian side of the
border. In the words of one informant: ‘We will continue to develop businesses. Tere are only two things that can prevent a “leakage” to Sweden:
the level of convenience, or if it is a lot better [than what you get in Sweden].’ What is interesting, the informant noted, is why Swedes do not go
to Norway in the same way: ‘Tere are a lot of good things in Halden too,
but it’s a whole diferent thing. We don’t have the shops [to make people
stay]. . . when the border opens, you will be travelling across just to buy
a packet of chewing gum.’ Tis exemplifes that people’s experiences
are not well understood at the national level. While proposals to change
sugar and alcohol taxes to compete with Swedish prices are debated in
the parliament, this is only one side of the story in these border areas.
One informant explained this further: ‘Cinemas, for example! You go to
Strömstad to go to the cinema. Tere are diferent flm screenings and
a diferent culture altogether. You’d rather eat pizza in Strömstad. It is
220 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
221 Statistics Norway 2021.
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a full-year thing. You go where you fnd the best opportunities on ofer,
and it is not just about prices on goods.’
Te impact of the border restrictions can also be witnessed in the
border crossing fgures. According to the Norwegian Public Roads Administration’s National Border Index, the changes in border crossings
from January 2021 through March 2021 were radically diferent compared to 2020.222 For all vehicles (‘light’ and ‘heavy’), the reduction of
border crossings was -73.5% (January), -82.2% (February) and -64.5%
(March).223 Tis can be seen to refect the border closing measures implemented at the beginning of the year and the gradual easing up of the
restrictions over the summer months. What is particularly interesting is
the diference between ‘light’ and ‘heavy’ vehicles (shorter or longer than
5.6 metres). It is clear from the Public Roads Administration’s statistics
that the reduction in border crossings afected light vehicles more strongly
than heavy vehicles.224 Tis can be explained with the diferent rules that
applied to the transport of goods over the border (highest, -19.0% in Jan
2021) versus private trips (highest, -91.0% in Feb 2021). Te main border
crossings are located in Svinesund, Ørje and Magnor.
Svinesund is a much-loved tourism destination for many Scandinavians. Te national parks of Hvaler and Koster, the archipelago, and the
sun and sea provide the backdrop for many holiday memories for both
Swedes and Norwegians. Tourism is an important industry. In recent
years, Swedish and Norwegian municipalities have been collaborating to
achieve ‘borderless tourism’. Although the impacts were not apparent
until the peak summer months, the Strömstad municipality estimated
a loss of approximately of SEK 30 million in parking and docking fees
alone.225 By contrast, the tourism industry in Halden fared quite well as
people enjoyed their ‘staycations’. Te winter months were tougher as
alcohol serving restrictions were enforced. All-season tourism has been
part of the municipality’s strategies, and the diferences in seasons have
been particularly clear during the pandemic. Predicting difculties in the
tourism industry, the municipalities were prompted to take action. Eforts
to limit the spread of the infection, such as ‘Strömstad’s safe for visitors’
(Besökssäkert Strömstad), were implemented in Strömstad, but they did
not improve the situation or change the Norwegian government’s stance
on border restrictions. Te measures were well received in the municipality, however. Te Halden municipality took similar steps and provided
222 Statens Vegvesen 2021.
223 Ibid.
224 Ibid.
225 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
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a compensation package early on (April 2020), including free parking
and free use of municipal grounds for restaurants for outdoor seating.226
Not all municipalities along the border sufered from the pandemic to
the same degree as Strömstad. While the pandemic did afect municipalities such as Tanum and Dals Ed, their unemployment fgures and level
of economic losses were somewhat less signifcant.227 Tis may be due
to their more diversifed economy, but perhaps also to their somewhat
lower dependency on Norwegian border crossers, which are issues noted
by Strömstad’s municipal ofcers. ‘Strömstad will change with time’,
one informant stated, ‘it will be a Strömstad with a diferent business
structure. Te tourism sector was too vulnerable.’ For example, in Dals
Ed, the investment in local businesses led to new café openings, and the
camping grounds were full of Swedes throughout the summer.228 Te
municipality has also engaged in active dialogue with the businesses and
industries in the area in order to make sure that their needs are met.229
According to municipal ofcers, the municipality’s role in contributing
to the building and construction sector through public procurement and
long-term plans has become more important than ever before. Although
there is a boom in the construction sector now, it may be a slow burn in
disguise as risk aversion and lower spending in the private sector might
impact the sector in the future. Tese concerns also emphasise the necessity to understand the broader efects of crises in general and prepare for
other global megatrends, including the so-called Industry 4.0, in which
automation and digitalisation take the front seat and might impact job
availability in the short term. Tis is particularly important in places like
Halden, where approximately 19% of the labour force works in process
industry companies. E-commerce is an area that requires more attention
and is perhaps the greatest threat to local trade in the Svinesund area.230
Key social issues
One issue that our informants noted as of particular importance, and that
caused bewilderment among them, was the lack of good explanations and
reasons for closing the border in fghting an enemy that knows no national
boundaries. Based on our interviews, it is clear that there has also been
a lack of appreciation and understanding between the countries of their
respective strategies. Te initial strict measures curbed people’s ability to
226 Ibid.
227 Ibid.
228 Ibid.
229 Ibid.
230 Ibid.
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travel within the country as well (e.g. to their second homes) in order not
to put excessive pressure on local health care services, which are sized to
accommodate permanent residents.231 Tere was also a quarantine period
for domestic travellers from the south to the north of Norway.232 On the
other side, Sweden’s initial strategy was to minimise the impact on people’s normal life, promote voluntarism and keep the economy afoat.233
Te ability of the Swedish government to impose strict measures on its
population is made difcult by the protection of people’s private lives
stipulated in the constitution. General recommendations for pursuing
individual responsibility were therefore the main approach.234
Te ripple efects following the border closures were also manifested
negatively in the social consciousness of people living along the border.235
According to our informants, the inability to travel across the border to
see family and friends has been one of the most taxing aspects of the
border restrictions following the pandemic outbreak. Social isolation and
increased levels of anxiety and stress, which have also been connected
to job uncertainty, are important aspects, demonstrating the social side
of the restrictions placed upon society. What has also emerged are much
sharper divisions between people. One of the informants pointed out
that the restrictions have divided people into those who have and earn
nothing, those who work from a home ofce and have purchasing power
and those who have no option but to physically travel to work. Moreover,
the restrictions have also led to a classifcation of human relations and
defnitions of ‘family’, whereby proof of partnership outside marriage has
been required for entry into Norway. As one informant stated, ‘it’s okay
to be apart from your partner for a shorter period. But not for a whole
year, which has been the case for unmarried couples.’
Although the border police are aware of the issues that unclear guidelines cause, the frequent changes in the regulations have made the task
of enforcing them steadily more difcult. According to an informant,
the ambiguity of guidelines can be exemplifed by looking at a single
Norwegian company with ten Swedish employees. Five of them crossed
the border without problems, three were not allowed to cross the border, and two had to argue their way across. Te diferences in responses,
unclear guidelines and ‘pulverisation’ of responsibility have generated
a lot of frustration among Swedish and Norwegian border commuters.
231 See e.g. Schnell & Skjulhaug 2020.
232 NRK 2020b.
233 Pashakhanlou 2021.
234 See e.g. Moodie 2021.
235 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
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Te uncertainty on the labour market is not only connected to border
restrictions in Norway, but also to the short time horizon for operationalising new regulations. ‘Suddenly there’s a new press conference with
expectations of starting new regulations the following day. None of them
have even considered that there are border areas with frontier workers,
who should be taken into account. Even when there have been smaller
changes, [frequent changes] result in people and especially companies
contacting [the municipality].’ Few things afect businesses more than
the difculty of fnding employees:
Tere is a lot to learn from this situation, but we haven’t
learnt anything yet. We need to get an overview of what
happened. Te border services have done a lot and have
raised the issues to the NCM [Nordic Council of Ministers],
but it’s still incredible that there are no exceptions for these
areas. Everyone understands the necessity of restrictions
to prevent higher infection rates. Employers have paid up
without questioning, but the regulations should have been
clear solutions that stood the test of time. Or at least longer
than three weeks. We have seen no attempts to create lasting
regulations. Predictability is very important.
4.1.4. Öresund (DK-SE)
Te Öresund border region, also known as Greater Copenhagen, gets
its name from the narrow strait separating Swedish Scania and the Copenhagen Capital Region in Denmark. Te area was made famous by the
series Te Bridge, but the functioning of the collaboration between the
countries during the Covid-19 pandemic is more questionable. While the
border restrictions did not ofcially prevent frontier workers from crossing the border during the pandemic, family and friends were restricted
from travelling across due to the Danish border restrictions. Families
and friends were thus separated in an area that functions as one mega
region – facilitated by the bridge, which opened in 2000 in an efort to
boost integration and mitigate cross-border obstacles. Yet, the bridge has
not automatically eased communication between the national authorities. In April 2020, the total number of crossings plummeted by more
than two-thirds compared to the same time in 2019.236 With no clear
indication of whether the border would be open or closed, from one day
to another, people living and working across the border felt uncertain
about their everyday lives.
236 Öresundsbron 2021.
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Rather than building bridges, the bridge has become a symbol of what
could have been instead of what is now in terms of real integration. Te
municipalities and regions have worked hard to merge the labour markets
and integrate aspects of cross-border working but have been powerless
in infuencing decisions made at the national level during the pandemic. Interregional collaboration has not been an issue during the pandemic,
but the regions’ infuence has been inhibited by the protective measures
implemented nationally. One informant reported that ‘there is a lot of
political willingness to work on closer integration on a regional level,
but not the national’, and added that the national authorities’ response
to the pandemic ‘brought about a very protective approach’. However,
the same informant believed that this is not what they need, ‘instead, we
need a regional approach.’
However, the pandemic is not the frst crisis leading to border controls. During the so-called refugee crisis in 2015, Sweden imposed stricter controls on the border to Denmark. Tis was followed by passport
controls with random checks by the Danish authorities after criminal
incidents in Copenhagen involving persons from southern Sweden. Tese
series of events changed perceptions of borderless societies, which are
something that the European community has been fghting to achieve
throughout its existence. ‘It suddenly became okay to talk about border
restrictions’, noted one interviewee. More worryingly, another informant
feared that these restrictions may become normalised. In their words:
‘when you start building physical obstacles, they will not easily go away.’
Although the reasons for restricting border crossings during the pandemic have been justifable, informants felt that the decision-making
had been done on myopic grounds: primarily based on the realities of
capital cities, ignoring the realities of border regions. With the nationally
oriented policies following the outbreak of the pandemic and the ripple
efects it has caused in its wake, many interviewees concurred on the
need to rethink and rewrite the agreements governing the collaboration
between the two countries. One informant revealed that ‘the Öresund
Agreement has never been challenged like this. We’ve seen a lot of issues
with it.’ Several informants believed that the old agreements and EU-wide
rules on tax collection and social security are ‘completely unft to meet
today’s requirements’ because the labour market has become increasingly
globalised and more people work remotely.
Key labour market issues
Te labour market in the regions that form part of Greater Copenhagen
(Halland and Scania in Sweden, and Zealand and the Capital Region in
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Denmark) has been afected by the pandemic. It is difcult to assess the
full extent of the damage because of the lack of sufcient data. Aside from
the absence of reliable statistics, narrowing down a cross-national labour
market to daily commuting renders it too simplistic. In addition to daily
commuters, the business ecosystems are largely intertwined, with many
people working and companies operating on both sides of the border and
even globally, for that matter. Te life sciences sector, for instance, relies
on specialised labour travelling from Scania to Copenhagen, but also on
the complex relations that exist between research centres and businesses
across the border and internationally. Moreover, being a large city, Copenhagen ofers important job opportunities to young people in Scania
entering the labour market. According to one interview, many Scanians
fnd their frst job in Copenhagen. Nevertheless, taking into consideration commuters only, there is a signifcant imbalance as 90% of frontier
workers live in Scania and commute to work in Denmark, while only the
remaining 10% travel the other way. In 2020, the number of Swedish citizens who work in the Capital Region (Region Huvudstaden) and Zealand
(DK) but who do not live in Denmark dropped by 4%.237 It is important
to remember that a combination of factors may have contributed to the
cross-border labour loss in addition to the border restrictions.
Troughout the pandemic, the border remained formally open to frontier workers. However, due to the lockdown implemented in Denmark
and recommendations to work from home in Sweden, many of them
stopped travelling to work. Tis group has sufered from the insecurities
related to the two Öresund Agreements that govern the right to social
security and taxation, and defne specifc rules about where to pay taxes
and register for social security according to the share of time spent in
each country. Based on the interviews, it is clear that the Agreement
needs to be revised. Moreover, a new Swedish law introduced in January
2021 states that employees hired by a foreign company without permanent
establishment in Sweden will be taxed in Sweden when they perform
work for a business in Sweden.238 Tis new taxation rule, combined with
the ‘home rule’ in the Öresund Agreement, has resulted in various approaches to the ‘work from home’ regimes for frontier workers, primarily those travelling from Sweden to Denmark. In the life science sector,
one interviewee perceived that productivity has remained high and that
‘things are done diferently but not necessarily worse.’ Yet, they ‘worry
about the social glue that has been a necessity for a network organisation.’

237 Öresundsinstitutet 2021b.
238 Parliament of Sweden 2020a.
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According to our informants, it is often more expensive to hire employees from across the border, and the diferent restrictions between
countries have led to unfair treatment of employees. For instance, Danish employers have encouraged Swedes to stay at home while letting
Danes use their ofce space more freely. Due to the new law regarding
the taxation of hired foreign staf introduced in January 2021239, the information services have had phone calls concerning Swedes forced to
travel to Denmark despite their worries about the virus and the formal
recommendation to stay at home, which has given rise to concerns about
potential double standard by the administration. Frontier workers have
been burdened with unclear guidelines and information issued by different authorities. ‘For everyone else in Sweden it is pretty clear what
you need to do, but in border areas you have to keep your eyes on both
countries’, one informant said. Te Freedom of Movement Council of the
Nordic Council of Ministers conducted a survey during the summer of
2020. Based on this survey, it is clear that the border obstacles hamper labour market absorption capacity, whereas well-functioning cross-border
mobility has been an important tool for complementing labour markets
and accessing skills.240
According to one informant, unemployment in Malmö increased from
the already challenging levels of around 14% to 16–17%. Tis informant
explains that the high unemployment rates are partly related to the high
share of young people and immigrants, who generally have more difculties in entering the labour market.
Skilled vs unskilled labour force
Access to skills and the absorption capacity of the labour market across
the border play an important role in the economic development of the
Greater Copenhagen area. As the impact of the pandemic on the hotels and restaurants in the area was also signifcant, unskilled workers
from the Scania region in Sweden were hit hard. Due to the great diversity of services and labour market opportunities in the Capital Region of
Copenhagen, the area absorbs unskilled workers from the other side of
the border who may not otherwise have found suitable occupations. Big
employers in the Amager area in the Capital Region in Denmark, home
to Kastrup International Airport, took a blow. As a result of the crisis,
the airport is digitalising its operations, which may threaten many jobs.
According to an informant, ‘some households have both people working at the airport, both unskilled’, which makes them ‘less fexible in
239 Ibid.
240 Nordic Co-operation 2020a.
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terms of transferring skills’. With digitalisation, the divide becomes even
clearer; as one informant explained, ‘unskilled workers are not digital
workers. . . being digital is the prerogative of those with higher education’. Coupled with the skyrocketing e-commerce sector, it threatens
the unskilled labour market opportunities in shops. At the same time,
the growing e-commerce sector has saved many jobs during the pandemic due to the increasing demand for transport services and logistics.
Informants working with labour market issues in the Greater Copenhagen area see opportunities in using the aftermath of the pandemic to re-educate and upskill people to be ready for the ‘green transition’. However, attracting enough people for jobs related to the green
transition and reskilling workers will not be enough to meet the labour
such a transition demands. One informant commented that it is ‘a big,
but unlikely idea’ that long-term unemployed people can be part of the
green transition. Limited access to skilled labour may afect the economic
development of the region, particularly in Scania. ‘If there are problems
fnding people with the right skills, companies will have problems scaling up, and will move elsewhere’, an informant ascertained. Nevertheless,
labour market experts are still optimistic. One informant believed that
Copenhagen will remain an important magnet for workers in western
Scania: ‘it is a capital, there are higher wages and more opportunities.’ Yet,
informants thought that countries need to show that they can respond to
future crises to restore people’s trust that they can work across borders
without much additional burden.
Key economic issues
Te panic-stricken atmosphere at the beginning of the pandemic has
slowly petered out, and informants for this study indicated that the integration of the labour market as well as the business sector is relatively
mature. As most commuters have had the possibility to travel across
the border to Denmark or work from home, the direct impact on productivity has been relatively low, although it is clear that specifc industries
have sufered disproportionately. Te hospitality sector in particular, on
both sides of the Öresund strait, has sufered from the absence of tourists
and business travellers. Yet, an important imbalance can be noted here,
which may be directly connected to the stricter restrictions for Swedes to
enter Denmark than vice versa. Te number of Danes staying overnight
in Scania dropped by 54% during 2020. By comparison, the percentage of
Swedes staying in the Danish capital dropped by 74% in the same period,
compared to the previous year.241

241 Öresundsinstitutet 2021a.
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Te statistics collected by the operator of the Öresund bridge also
show that there has been a more dramatic drop in border crossings by
car, camper van or motorcycle; vehicles driven by private individuals.
Te number of passengers using coaches has also changed dramatically
across the Öresund bridge, from 7,260 passengers in June 2019 to 942 in
June 2021.242 Tis drop may not be solely related to the border restrictions
but also to the lockdown and other recommendations to stop people from
travelling. As opposed to industries catering to tourists, general value and
supply chains have functioned well. Tis can be supported by statistics on
vehicle crossings. Looking at truck and van crossings, there was only a
slight drop in 2020 compared to 2019, in the months of April and May, and
even a slight increase in the month of June.243 In this light, it seems clear
that supply chains and the transport of goods have continued to operate
almost as normal. Instead, issues surrounding staf working conditions
and taxation have been most troublesome for companies.
From an industry perspective, measures to curb the infection rates
implemented overnight or without much warning have been the most disruptive. Based on our interviews with industry actors, they have primarily
afected the level of trust in national actors to maintain free mobility and
stability in the market. Te large life science industry stretching across
Scania and the capital area of Copenhagen has done well during the pandemic, and not only due to the nature of the crisis. One informant said that
‘most life science companies are moving on; big companies are doing well,
[whereas] smaller companies have been most afected.’ Increased collaboration and research have been essential to emerge relatively unscathed
from the crisis. Risk and trust go hand in hand. In the beginning, people
feared that supply chains would collapse and destabilise the market, yet
efective measures applied by companies to adapt to the new conditions
and private-public partnerships led to increased trust.
A representative from a life science cluster in the Greater Copenhagen
area highlighted collaborative projects as key enablers for cross-border
integration between companies. Tis also points to an issue that is often overlooked with respect to open borders, which is the added economic value of working in multinational companies and consortia. One
informant explained that ‘SMEs in Denmark may see opportunities to
thrive in Sweden and may end up on the Swedish stock market’, and
while this may be viewed as a loss for Denmark, he added that ‘this is not a
zero-sum game.’ On the contrary, he believed that it is a strength for the
business ecosystem. Tat specifc company may have closed without the
242 Öresundsbron.
243 Ibid.
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opportunities found in Sweden. Terefore, he concluded that ‘the more
open the region, the more opportunities companies have to grow and
thrive’ on both sides of the border. Seeing companies in isolation prevents
growth and innovation, which needs to be part of the conversation when
considering the purpose and extent of closed borders in future crises. Although collaborations may still happen digitally, informants were quick to
point out the importance of interpersonal relationships for collaborations
to develop. One interviewee highlighted that ‘when you work across
borders it is important to meet, to get the feel of it, [whereas] it is very
difcult to develop the same types of connections if you do not.’
Nevertheless, digitalisation has also strengthened the resilience of the
global market and the possibility to keep working productively despite
working from home. As one informant put it, ‘digitalisation [helps] –
although everything is closed physically, digitalisation keeps the world
open.’ Indeed, following the pandemic and the reliance on digital working,
none of the informants seemed to expect to return to the pre-Covid-19
‘normal’. Companies are adapting towards more fexible workspaces.
Key social issues
Te societal aspects of the crisis may be seen in light of the nationally
oriented policies implemented across the Nordic Region, which have
ignored the realities of people living in border areas. While policies have
focused on families and general societal wellbeing, they have been conceived from a national perspective, forgetting the personal ties existing
across countries and overlooking the integration objectives that Nordic
ministers themselves set out to achieve. A region’s wellbeing is measured
on the basis of its relative regional economic strength within the country,
and not across borders. However, by neglecting the role of open borders,
one is efectively not taking into account the complex interpersonal relationships that might underpin the economic fortitude of the area.
While many more Swedes head across the border for work than vice
versa, informants stated that Danes use the Scania region for cultural
reasons, and some 10,000 Danes own second homes in their neighbouring country. With the initial restrictions on border crossing for recreational reasons, Danish second homeowners argued for their admittance
based on property maintenance reasons, burglary prevention and their
right to travel to their privately owned properties. During the brief Swedish border closure, the residents of Bornholm were placed in a difcult
situation. Although the island of Bornholm is part of the Capital Region
in Denmark, the access to the rest of the country is mainly by ferries
via Sweden. As Sweden closed its borders, islanders hoping to celebrate
Christmas with family in mainland Denmark were prevented from leaving
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Bornholm. According to an informant, this has given rise to discussions
about investing in direct ferry lines with larger capacities than at present,
and whether to invest in larger-scale air travel opportunities.
Another group afected by the restrictions have been those with partners across the sound who are not married. As one informant reported: ‘People never spoke about these people before; there are 2,000 of
them.’ When these social complexities are combined with the distance
between Stockholm and Scania, for example, the attention given to them
may be further impacted. ‘Border regions are in peripheries – if you are
not sitting in it, you do not see it. [We need to] fnd ways to create the
sense of urgency [that capital cities would be treated with] to solve these
challenges’, one informant remarked.
Te diferent approaches to the pandemic adopted by the two countries
and the insecurities that emerged contributed to making cross-border
living somewhat more difcult. ‘Citizens cannot keep up with the frequent
changes. People are unsure what the restrictions are because none of the
countries give you any indications of whether you will be able to cross the
bridge or not, beforehand. Tis has been particularly difcult for people
with shared custody’, one interviewee described the situation. Sharing
information and updating the rules through sudden press conferences by
national agencies has brought difculties for the information services in
the area. One informant explained that the initial border restrictions with
passport controls on both sides of the border led to questions concerning
the level of freedom when living in a border area. In their words: ‘when
you close down things so fast, it creates a feeling of limits and destroys
trust. . . . Can you make it work in your life like that?’ Moreover, the informant stated that the longevity of and complications surrounding the
current cross-border regime, together with the number of papers and
evidence of employment required and the increased commuting time,
have had a negative psychological impact on frontier workers.
People living in the area understand the potential ups and downs that
come with living across borders. Although it was not smooth sailing prior
to the pandemic, it was generally accepted as a feature of such life, and
the border remained open as a constant feature of cross-border living.
Finding a common road ahead and acknowledging the shortcomings of
existing regimes will be key to securing the social and economic resilience
of the Öresund region in the future. One interviewee said that the recovery measures in ‘Scania need to extend to Copenhagen because the laws
and recommendations at the national level failed during the coronavirus
pandemic’. Te lack of collaboration is ‘a threat to Nordic integration’,
this person concluded.
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4.1.5. Comparative analysis
Tere are many similarities between the cases of Öresund, Svinesund and
Tornedalen. Te disruption of people’s lives in border areas has been challenging, frustrating and a wake-up call to the realities of those choosing a
borderless life. Several themes emerge from the cases in these four Nordic
countries, including trust, the impact of the measures and border closures,
regional economic structural changes, and changing social structures.
Despite being aware of the challenges that come with living across borders, people generally accepted them as a feature of their lives. Relations
have been put to the test, but now it is important to put diferences behind
and work to fnd new ways of collaboration in the future. ‘It is important
to also keep the conversation going after the pandemic to make sure that
this doesn’t happen again’, one informant stated and added that ‘it can be
difcult to change things when measures are applied at a national level.’
Trust as capital in cross-border areas
Trust is one of the major issues surfacing from the interviews conducted
in the case studies. In this context, however, it is important to unpack
what is meant by ‘trust’, and towards whom and what. With respect to
authorities, it is possible to distinguish between trust towards political
decision-makers in national and local governments versus trust towards
apolitical public institutions. Tere may also be diferences in trust towards the authorities of diferent countries, in other words, people may
trust their authorities, but not those of their neighbouring countries,
which was revealed in our interviews and in the Nordic survey.244 Supranational institutions represent yet another layer towards which people
can develop a sense of trust or distrust. Tese include the EU and Nordic
institutions, as well as global ones, such as the WHO. Additionally, interpersonal trust, or the lack thereof, exists among people. Trust is also the
founding principle on which people rely when trying to live a normal life
across and along national borders.
Te lack of consideration of the specifc realities of border communities
in national one-size-fts-all measures provoked enormous uncertainty
and distress. Te fear of the unknown exacerbated residents’ distrust of
national-level decision-making in relation to their local needs. Yet, what
started as political measures adopted by national authorities trickled
down into society, generating confrontation in social media between
sympathisers of the approaches of diferent countries. In some cases,
this confrontation transcended social media, with cars being vandalised

244 Nordic Co-operation 2021.
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or people being rejected when entering shops.245 However, while some
believe that time will heal these wounds, others think that society has
not been severely afected, but instead argue that a greater challenge will
be to restore trust towards national authorities. As one informant put it:
‘we trust institutions and the health care institutions, but we in the border
region do not like [the governments in] Helsinki and Stockholm telling
us how to live; we want to make our own decisions.’
People’s trust towards their national governments is, to a large extent,
shaped by their belief in the national authorities’ ability to solve local and
regional problems. As the pandemic played out, including the resurrection
of hard borders, power was centralised, thus giving it more infuence over
local matters.246 Tis sudden recentralisation of power, however, has not
resulted in improving people’s perceptions, but has rather generated criticism and strengthened the voices of those who argue that power should
be closer to those who understand the dynamics of border relations at the
local level. Tis was true for most of the informants interviewed for our
case studies. Border communities have felt misrepresented, also prior to
the pandemic. Te measures during the pandemic have reinforced this
experience by exposing the national authorities’ lack of understanding
of the specifc realities of border communities and economies. Te topdown approaches, particularly in Finland and Norway, can be perceived
as breaching the social contract. Te more people think their national
governments fail to make decisions that are relevant to them, the more
they lose trust in their ability to handle other types of issues. Many fear
their ability to live across borders has been afected.247 An important
remark, however, is that the lack of trust in national government does
not necessarily imply a loss of trust in institutions. Indeed, many interviewees confrmed that people continue to trust in health care and even
in local authorities.
Furthermore, in view of the functional labour and housing markets
stretching across borders, and further actions to encourage Nordic and
European integration, the imposition of hard borders has been perceived
as a betrayal of the Nordic and European project. Considering the fundamental principles of freedom of movement, and the active dismantling of
cross-border barriers championed by supranational institutions, people
have been living with an uncompromised freedom of movement since
the middle of the last century. When robbed of the chance to move freely

245 Giacometti & Wøien Meijer 2021.
246 Ibid.
247 Ibid.
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across borders, especially in areas where cross-border labour markets are
encouraged, people’s trust in authorities has been shaken.
Border committees and municipalities have actively pursued the removal of cross-border barriers to further integrate border areas. Border
communities are built on freedom of movement as a fundamental principle. Te resurrection of hard borders and strict border patrolling has
led to further frustration and perceptions that basic freedoms have been
violated. According to our informants, there are countless stories about
the ways the regulations have been practised at the border because the
interpretation of the rules has depended on the judgment of individual
border ofcers, leading to inconsistent practices. Tis has added to the
negative view people have of national governments as the responsible
authorities.
National measures vs border restrictions
It is important to diferentiate between the role of general national Covid-19-related restrictions, such as lockdowns, and their impact on people’s lives, and the impact of border restrictions. Both have afected people’s normal lives and business, but neither efect can be solely attributed
to one or the other in border areas. Both lockdowns and border restrictions have impeded people from visiting their relatives and accessing
shops and services. Additionally, diferent government aid programmes
may have beneftted businesses in diferent ways across national borders.
Although it is difcult to determine causality, the border restrictions
have particularly disrupted large sectors such as trade and the hospitality
and tourism industry. Tey have also challenged access to skills and the
labour market. Most dramatically, they have afected people whose lives
transcend national borders in terms of family, homes and jobs.
At the same time, making concessions to border areas has also brought
up issues and arguments built around the idea that such concessions
‘create borders within a country’. However, this undermines the complexity of border areas’ wider reach through markets, public services and
everyday life. Border areas are not only organic but also politically willed
constructions driven by the mutual benefts of working and living across
borders, as well as by the economic benefts of larger markets and labour
force pools. Terefore, the double efect of the national measures to curb
infection rates and the border restrictions is testing the overall regional
resilience. Te restrictions demonstrate regions’ strength in meeting
both internal and external challenges, and their ability to ‘bounce’ back
or forward in the aftermath of the pandemic.
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Regional economic structures
Te prevailing regional economic structures seem to determine the regional impact of border restrictions on a region’s industries and businesses. Areas with fewer sectors and industries seem to have been worse
of than areas with greater economic diversity. Tose areas in Öresund,
Svinesund and Tornedalen that are less dependent on people, businesses
or services from the other side of the border have fared better.
In contrast, areas where businesses specifcally target people crossing
the border have felt the impact more acutely. Tis is particularly clear
when looking at the tourism sector. All three border areas in this study
exhibit reliance on either tourism from the other side of the border or
seasonal tourism, drawing people from further afeld, while there are
huge imbalances in the directions of the fows of shoppers, tourists and
frontier workers. Local economies that mainly rely on tourism have been
signifcantly more afected than more diversifed ones. Tourism catered
to neighbouring regions is also related to border shopping and trade in
these areas, which has been particularly challenging during the pandemic.
On the other hand, some areas have done better than expected. Tis
bears witness to the resilience of both global supply chains and the global
economy, but also to the diversity and nature of the industries in areas
such as Norrbotten and Denmark’s Capital Region. Interestingly, the situation that was predicted to lead to long delays and disruptions in supply
chains did not materialise to the extent that was expected. Although
several companies in Norway have experienced delays in Swedish subcontractors’ work or deliveries, especially within the construction sector,
as well as in components coming from Asia, businesses have survived.
Global supply chains adjusted quickly. According to our informants, the
construction and building sector has done particularly well during the
pandemic, due to both home renovations and municipalities’ objective of
keeping the industry going through local projects in Norway, for example.
However, there is some concern for the sector’s long-term perspective
as regards the ability to stay afoat in the future. Informants stated that
economic uncertainty among clients may lead to a risk averse approach
in the future. When it comes to the process and manufacturing industries,
the situation has mostly continued unafected. Te optimism with which
investors have held on to their investments i.e. the current developments
in the steel industry in Norrbotten, or the recycling industry in Kemi-Tornio, is evidence of this. However, informants also noted that it takes time
to build relations and trust across borders, and the extent to which these
were afected is impossible to measure. In some cases, businesses have
lost opportunities to operate across borders. It may take time to rebuild
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trust that borders will remain open and that those opportunities to do
business without new barriers will continue to exist.
Structural unemployment and access to specifc competence and skills
have been a prevailing issue. Access to competence across borders plays a
key role in many larger industries, including the process and life science
industries in both Svinesund and Öresund, as well as in health care and
other public sector jobs in Tornedalen and Svinesund. It is also worth
noting that despite the current difculties, areas such as Öresund, which
includes Copenhagen, are likely to continue as normal without much
adjustment because people still search for jobs across borders. According
to our informants, metropolitan areas such as Copenhagen with diverse
labour markets play a positive role for the current, and future, economic
strength of areas like the Swedish region of Scania.
It is difcult to tell which of the labour market and economic impacts
on the cross-border regions are connected to the border restrictions
implemented along the Finnish-Swedish-Norwegian land border, or to
the entry restrictions from the other countries, and which to the other
measures, such as the lockdown, quarantine or testing requirements.
Tese are all interlinked. What is more, the structures of the local labour
markets and economies have signifcantly infuenced the degree to which
they have been afected.
Changing social institutions (and organisation of work)
Te border restrictions have also contributed to surfacing social issues. As
only ‘necessary’ travels across the border have been allowed for large parts
of the 18-month-long pandemic, visiting friends and extended family, or
even continuing a somewhat normal life, has been difcult. Tese difculties were also exacerbated by the diferent practices across countries
concerning quarantine rules. Tis has been the case for the majority of
those having to cross the borders as quarantines have been required for
employees working in certain jobs. Tis means that some people were in
a constant state of quarantine for several months so that they could keep
their jobs on the other side of the border. Tey were also not able to pick
up their children from school or kindergarten, or meet their friends or
family. Another interesting aspect of the border restrictions has been
the emphasis placed on formal relationships and the validity of personal
relations. Unmarried people have not been able to travel to see their partner. An old social institution such as marriage has been regarded as one
of the few solid proofs of real commitment. Tis brings about questions
connected to the way society evaluates and values institutionalised relationships versus personal relationships. It is also problematic in a society
that has evolved beyond institutionalised traditions.
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Te organisation of work has also been put to the test during the pandemic. Te trend towards more fexible working conditions, including
remote work, has accelerated, with no or few alternatives for employers.
What was considered a luxury for the few in the past has become mandatory for many during the pandemic. Tis seems to have created a division
between those who are able to work from home and those who cannot
due to the nature of their work. In border areas, the situation is more
complex because of the rules surrounding taxation and social security,
which are connected to the amount of time people spend working in one
country or another. Tese rules have conficted with the obligation or recommendation to work from home. In many cases, frontier workers have
been obliged to travel to work across the border to follow taxation rules
while at the same time being urged to work from home. Tese issues have
brought to light that labour rules, as well as tax and social security regimes, confict with the realities and needs of the changing labour markets,
particularly in cross-border areas. Moreover, the contradictions between
the rules and regulations of diferent countries have become particularly
obvious in this time of crisis. Tis, in turn, generates a debate about the
opportunities and demands for those individuals and businesses whose
employment or operations require physical presence.
Cross-border collaboration
Despite the negative aspects of the border closures, the municipalities
across the borders in all the cases have maintained and reinforced conversation as an important mechanism for knowledge sharing to address
common challenges and to ensure that good relations are maintained.248
Collaboration and dialogue have been essential during the pandemic in
helping fnd new collaborative constellations between diferent actors
within the municipalities, or between actors across the border. Te municipalities have had to fnd new ways of organising work to meet the information demand from all facets of society, and these have included new
crisis councils and lower thresholds for discussion across diferent social
actors in, for example, Norway. Te active involvement of diferent authorities and agencies has been key to reaching consensus and making the
right decisions. Similar collaborations can be found on the Swedish side of
the border, even though halfway through the pandemic, informants there
felt there could have been even more collaboration between actors.249 Te
collaboration between cross-border areas and key actors working with
border issues has been crucial in infuencing decision-making at national
248 Ibid.
249 Ibid.
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levels. Border organisations such as Öresunddirekt and the North Calotte
Council teamed up with the Freedom of Movement Council and Info Norden to identify some of the key border barriers emerging from the border
restrictions. Teir efort was pivotal in signalling the appropriate national
authorities what issues required immediate intervention.250
One of the main features needed for gaining a better understanding
of the (mutual) reliance of the regions on one another is to develop common statistical benchmarking. Currently, the collection and exchange
of micro level data is challenged by the confdentiality laws in Norway,
Denmark and Finland, which are compromised by Swedish transparency
laws. Te Scania region is currently testing the Danish-German commuter
statistical model, which gathers data along diferent parameters. If the
model is relatively accurate, it may positively contribute to increasing
the knowledge base around commuters in the area. However, mutual
reliance is clear. One informant said that the recovery of ‘Scania needs
to include Copenhagen – the laws and recommendations at the national
level failed during the coronavirus pandemic in the form of taxes, for example. [Te lack of collaboration has been] a threat to Nordic integration’.
Te same person added that ‘the Nordic cooperation ministers have a diffcult task – they are trying to fx something that is broken at the national
level, but there is a lack of discussion and negotiation, which afects border
regions.’ Terefore, they concluded that there needs to be dialogue ‘every
day until the countries start making strategies together.’ Tis suggests that
regions need to be taken into account beyond national borders.
Te Nordic Region had a good start following the introduction of the
passport union in 1954, but with global threats coming thick and fast, its
validity is determined by the level of trust the Nordic countries feel comfortable placing in each other. Te Nordic countries need to fnd ways to
facilitate a greater range of problem-solving approaches and strengthen
their joint institutions. Recognising and appreciating diferences between
the countries are key to taking the Nordic Region into the future, and to
weathering potential challenges ahead. As one informant put it:
If we are not collaborating between ourselves here in
the Nordic Region, who is going to listen to us? . . . If we
cannot unite around values, trust development, openmindedness and our welfare model – if we don’t spend the
time necessary on this in the Nordic Region, we won’t have
the strength to stand against dark clouds on the horizon.

250 Ibid.
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What is clear from the interviews is that Nordic leaders did not learn
enough from the refugee crisis in 2015, and a future pan-Nordic crisis
plan is necessary. One informant expressed that ‘we need a smart way
rather than a panicked way to approach crises. It has been more about
the domestic voters than smart solutions for the country as a whole.’ Tis
informant believed that the approaches adopted were not based on the
wellbeing of society as a whole, but somewhat driven by party politics.
Furthermore, our informants pointed to the necessity of learning from
this crisis and previous crises. Finding a common ground will be key to
securing the social and economic resilience of cross- border regions in
the future.

4.2. LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS FOR POLITICAL COOPERATION:
FOUR VIEWS
4.2.1. Denmark
Specifc examples demonstrating the (in)efectiveness of Nordic cooperation have generally concerned the commuters. Commuters faced signifcant obstacles and challenges due to the travel restrictions, which
motivated the Freedom of Movement Council to address this issue with
the Nordic heads of states, urging them to make a plan for future crisis
management. Te handling of the commuters is highlighted as a big setback regarding the border mobility agenda and the declared aim to work
towards making the Nordic Region the most integrated and sustainable
region in the world. Mistrust also infuses the visions of long-term political
cooperation. Te issues regarding the commuters have caused a breach
in trust, primarily between citizens and politicians, but also among some
politicians across the party political spectrum.
Te relationship between Denmark and Sweden is important since prior to the Covid-19 crisis, the two countries had made use of their neighbourly advantages, especially in the Öresund region. Te Copenhagen
airport is an important hub for all Nordic air transport; it practically serves
as a domestic airport for people living in southern Sweden, and as such
should not be considered a national airport only. Another example of
neighbourly advantage mentioned in our interviews is Lund University,
which attracts talent from all over the world, who often prefer to live in
the larger city of Copenhagen rather than in Lund, which is possible due
to the short distance, well-functioning public transport and the Öresund
bridge. Such mutually beneftting advantages have been challenged by
the travel restrictions.
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At a more general and analytical level, ‘smart borders’ are in the process of being developed around the world. Te borders between Canada
and the United States, Australia and New Zealand, and Norway and Sweden are usually the ones highlighted as having come furthest in utilising
new technologies to facilitate fast and secure movement of persons and
goods. Standards and best practices such as domestic and cross-border
coordinated border management as well as trusted trader and trusted
traveller programmes are generally promoted in eforts to reduce compliance requirements and make borders almost friction free. Customs
and other border control practices that keep borders open, such as release before clearance, deferred duty payments and clearance away from
the border, are increasingly seen as the best way to keep borders free of
trafc and speed up or remove the need for processing. Technologies
such as automatic number plate recognition, enhanced driving licences,
barcode scanning and the use of smartphone apps can additionally have
a signifcant impact by reducing paperwork and allowing pre- or on-arrival release, which can decrease or even eliminate the need to stop or
undergo checks.251
‘Smart borders’ have been criticised for enabling the fltering of ‘indispensables’ (goods, data, capital, key workers) from ‘dispensables’ or
‘unwanted’ human beings (irregular migrants and asylum seekers). Te
border closures and travel restrictions introduced during the Covid-19
pandemic have given rise to similar criticisms.252 In the Nordic Region,
critics have pinpointed that states have resorted to methodological nationalism, breaking with the principles of health cooperation on a global
scale. Far from mobilising appropriate health care resources and joint
responses, priority has been given to security mechanisms for controlling
human mobility.
4.2.2. Finland
Finnish and Nordic researchers have expressed concerns over the potential
long-term ramifcations that the adoption of national travel restrictions
may have for the future of Nordic cooperation.253 Yet Finnish politicians
and civil servants perceive the Covid-19 pandemic and the concomitant
travel restrictions as a parenthesis to a cooperation that is otherwise
successful. No permanent damage at the political level is expected,254
which is considered largely dependent on politics and the views of single
251 European Parliament 2017.
252 Delmas & Goeury 2020.
253 Nyman 2021.
254 Interview, 6 July 2021, online, Finland; Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland; Interview, 14 July 2021,
online, Finland.
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government ministers. However, this might seem at odds with the public
statements by politicians in Finland’s neighbouring countries. As noted
above in this study, Swedish Foreign Minister Linde expressed in June
2020 her concern over the efect of the travel restrictions upon Nordic
cooperation.255
On the part of the Finnish interviewees, the prevailing belief was that
the travel restrictions have not harmed the Nordic relations or trust at
the political level. Tis assessment has also been confrmed by the Minister for Nordic Cooperation, who held in August 2021: ‘We [the ministers for Nordic cooperation] have come to realise that trust between
our countries stays strong despite challenges.’256 However, one may ask
what the relevance of trust is if it does not materialise into solidarity.257
Silja Dögg Gunnarsdóttir, a former President of the Nordic Council, has
stated: ‘It is now that the friendship and trust we have built up must
show its worth’.258 For some Finnish interviewees, it seemed that trust
is to be understood as an outspoken respect for the sovereign views and
decisions of each Nordic country.259 Accordingly, it was felt that there
is no reason to believe that Nordic cooperation would be unable to pick
up from where it was left when the pandemic hit. One interviewee even
felt that the pandemic has reawakened politics in Nordic institutions.260
Be that as it may, there was broad agreement among the Finnish interviewees that travel restrictions are not a step in the right direction.
Te resort to travel restrictions was understandable to protect national
security and public health, but some of the interviewees were concerned
about the lowered threshold to close borders in the event of any disruptions or disturbances.261 Te trend of adopting travel measures has been
noted over the last years, especially at the border between Denmark and
Sweden, with respect to a variety of perceived threats, such as refugees
and migrants, as well as criminals. To a certain extent, the self-image
of the Nordics has sufered, and the border closures represent a loss of
face.262 We have perceived ourselves and our institutional cooperation as
unique, but now, with the incidents of border closure, we have come to
realise that the Nordics resort to ordinary measures as any other country
255 Dagens Nyheter 2021a; Hedlund 2021.
256 Blomqvist 2021.
257 Hansson & Stefánsdóttir 2021.
258 Nordic Co-operation 2020b.
259 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
260 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
261 Ibid.
262 Nyman 2021.
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or region. Te previous dynamicity and innovative approach to freedom
of movement have been lost.263
When it comes to the Vision 2030 of the Nordic prime ministers and its
goal of becoming the most integrated and sustainable region, politicians
maintain its relevance. Some of the civil servants we interviewed called
attention to the fact that despite this goal, no innovative Nordic solution
to the pandemic was adopted.264 It was nonetheless admitted that the
imposition of travel restrictions did not support the goals of the vision.265
4.2.3. Norway
While Martin Kolberg from the Labour Party stated in October 2020 that
the Nordic Region should have higher ambitions for joint crisis management,266 the Norwegian government has maintained that Nordic cooperation has worked well during the pandemic. Commenting on the state
of Nordic cooperation since the pandemic broke out, Norwegian ofcials
have used positive terms, highlighting the record number of meetings the
Nordics have had during the pandemic, especially on issues relating to
foreign afairs and health and the successful Nordic consular cooperation
in the early stage of the pandemic to help Nordic citizens return home.267
Te White Paper on Nordic cooperation observes that despite somewhat
diferent management strategies, the Nordic countries have consulted,
informed and helped each other during the pandemic. Te White Paper
emphasises the strong institutions and tradition of cooperation as valuable
in this context, as well as the high number of meetings and contacts, both
at the administrative and political level.268
As for whether a more institutionalised Nordic approach to crisis management would have been desirable, Norwegian government representatives and ofcials have held that the national level must be the point of
departure also when managing global crises such as the present one. As
Minister for Nordic Cooperation Jan Tore Sanner has observed:
We must learn from the crisis we have now been through,
look at what worked well and what we could have done
diferently – nationally, and also within the Nordic circle. I
have had several conversations about these questions with
263 Interview, 5 August 2021, online, Finland.
264 Ibid.
265 Ibid.
266 Stortinget 2020.
267 Søreide & Sanner 2021.
268 Norwegian Ministry of Finance 2021, 5.
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my Swedish colleague. We have had somewhat diferent
approaches, but I think that precisely the fact that we are
able to discuss these questions contributes to us being
stronger in the next round. We have also both bilaterally and
in the Nordic circle managed to solve concrete challenges
underway, but it is evident that we need to continue
working with this nationally, at the Nordic Council of
Ministers and in cooperation with the Nordic Council. We
need to learn from this crisis, but I believe it is important to
hold on to the position that a health crisis must be managed
and governed at the national level.269
One interviewee complemented this account, explaining that the Norwegian view is that the current institutional setups work well, and Nordic
institutions should not be given more tasks and authority in crisis management. While it is natural to review intra-Nordic communications and
coordination during the pandemic to see if there is improvement potential,
the interviewee pointed out that the next crisis will not be identical to the
present one. Terefore, learning must happen at a more general level.270
4.2.4. Sweden
From the Swedish perspective, the vision of the Nordics as the most integrated region in the world has been challenged during the pandemic, but
nonetheless remains in place at the political level. Te travel restrictions
displayed a lack in communication, but there was a general feeling among
Swedish policy ofcials that both they and their Nordic counterparts approached the diferent choices of strategy with a curiosity and intention
to understand rather than echoing the harsh tones reported from certain
workplaces and social media. Tere was also increased communication
between Nordic ministers on issues not necessarily related to the pandemic in order to maintain and foster close bilateral relations.271 In other
words, the political relationships were in many ways improved during
the pandemic, although the closed borders exposed faults in Nordic cooperation and put the political dialogue to the test.272
Another experience in Sweden is that Nordic cooperation has received
considerably more attention both on the political arena and in media than

269 Stortinget 2020 (author’s translation into English).
270 Interview, 5 May 2021, online, Norway.
271 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020c; Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Sweden.
272 Interview, 14 June 2021, online, Sweden.
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before. During 2020, there were several parliamentary debates on Nordic
cooperation and the situation in the border regions.273
One direct efect brought along by the closing of borders and the exposure of the fragility of Nordic political cooperation during the pandemic was that Nordic relations became a recurring topic in the meetings
between the ministers for Nordic cooperation.274 For example, Swedish
Minister for Nordic cooperation Anna Hallberg initiated discussions with
the other Nordic cooperation ministers on clarifying responsibility in
border-related issues and the important role of the cooperation ministers in promoting the Nordic perspective within their respective national
governments.275
Te harmed trust in border regions is viewed as a major issue in moving forward towards the Vision 2030. Te enhanced borders have caused
doubts about the reliability of Nordic cooperation and spurred nationalist
surges. Politicians and policy ofcers consider this development to be
very serious. Tey worry that people will hesitate to take a job in another
Nordic country or invest in a business that relies on border communities
after their experiences of the pandemic and the uncertain conditions
related to, for example, compensation and sick pay, as well as the lack
of communication.276
However, the general public in Sweden wants to see increased Nordic
cooperation in the future, despite almost one in fve having been subject
to corona bullying during the pandemic.277 According to a study by the
Norden Association, almost 80% of the participants viewed expanded
cooperation between the Nordic countries as more important to Sweden’s international infuence than increased cooperation with the EU or
the United States.278
Sweden’s ambition has been to maintain an open dialogue regarding
the travel restrictions with all Nordic countries. When the MFA removed
the advice against travel to Denmark and Norway, the explicit aim was
to nurture the Nordic relationships and the vision of a Nordic Region
free from restrictions of movement.279 Tere was an ongoing dialogue
regarding borders throughout the pandemic, but it was complicated
by the fact that decisions on borders and travel were implemented very
273 See e.g. Parliament of Sweden 2020e; Parliament of Sweden 2019.
274 Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden.
275 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020a; Government Ofces of Sweden 2020c.
276 Interview, 14 June 2021, online, Sweden.
277 Föreningen Norden.
278 Föreningen Norden.
279 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020h.
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quickly.280 In most cases, border issues could be solved with exceptions
and amendments, but it is the Swedish view that many issues could have
been avoided through more communication. Tere was an improvement
in communication over time, accompanied by a gradually better understanding of each Nordic country’s decision-making culture.281
Overall, the political relations have not been negatively impacted by
the travel restrictions, apart from the lack of communication regarding
border issues at the beginning of the pandemic. Tere is a general understanding in Sweden that the Nordic countries have a common aspiration
of achieving a more integrated Nordic Region. Te pandemic has revealed
cracks in the relationships that may have been taken for granted. Sweden
views the breached trust between Nordic people and particularly among
border region residents as the main area to be addressed and cherished
if the vision of an integrated Nordic Region is to be realised.282

280 Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden; Larsson Hultin 2020.
281 Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden.
282 Government Ofces of Sweden 2020c; Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden; Interview, 9 June 2021, online,
Sweden; Interview, 14 June 2021, online, Sweden; Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Sweden.
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5

5 DISCUSSION AND THE WAY FORWARD

5.1. SUMMING-UP
Te country-based reports from Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden
indicate that it is possible to discern common perceptions and understandings of Nordic cooperation in times of the pandemic even though
the focus may vary between the countries. Te cross-border research
conducted by Nordregio also draws attention to specifc problems shared
by diferent regions. Tese collective fndings that rise above the opinions
of single countries or interviewees will be summarised in the following,
after which the fndings will be contextualised and complemented with
the views of representatives of Nordic institutions.
• Te Nordics have been a key reference point for one another in how
to deal with the pandemic, and some exceptions and fexibility pertaining to the other Nordic countries have been sought;
• Tere is a demand by governments for respect for sovereign solutions in handling a crisis like the Covid-19 pandemic;
• Te Nordic states have diferent backgrounds, administrations and
identities, as well as foreign policy tools, all of which afect how
they respond to crises;
• Te crisis has increased political dialogue, and more meetings, especially informal ones, have been held than in pre-pandemic times;
• Digitalisation has played a crucial role for the increased dialogue;
• Nordic cooperation has been successful when it comes to repatriating Nordic citizens from abroad during the frst wave of the
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pandemic, as well as handling social security issues, whereas it has
failed to solve taxation problems;
• Te Vision 2030 still enjoys support at the political level, but it has
become more difcult to attain the goals;
• Te imposition of travel restrictions has not damaged Nordic political relations in the long term; however, this position is not unanimously shared by all the countries or representatives of Nordic
institutions;
• Trust in Nordic cooperation and freedom of movement in
cross-border regions, but also elsewhere, has sufered, and longterm trust building will be needed;
• Te Freedom of Movement Council receives praise for its proactivity
and actions, as do the advice services in cross-border areas, which
are specially appreciated by local residents;
• Te economic costs of the pandemic measures have varied among
the cross-border regions, in addition to which the labour market
has sufered from the travel restrictions;
• Social institutions such as worklife and marriage have changed,
and this must be paid attention to when discussing free movement
within Nordic cooperation;
• Te pandemic crisis has been an eye-opener, and lessons must
be learnt from it when potentially developing Nordic crisis
preparedness.
Tere seems to be a general agreement in the explored countries that
a joint response to handling the pandemic would have been unrealistic.
Finnish and Norwegian interviewees pointed out that Nordic cooperation
is not about crisis management and that crises should primarily be managed at the national level. Swedish interviewees also stressed that no joint
Nordic response to the crisis could be conceived as the crisis evolved very
fast, in addition to which national variations in governance and its structures brought about national solutions – an interpretation also advanced
by Danish interviewees. Te emphasis on sovereign solutions is hardly a
surprise since sovereignty has always played an important role in Nordic
cooperation.283 What is more, it seems easier for the Nordic countries to
enforce solidarity when only one or a couple of them face challenges.284
Te statement by Secretary General of the Nordic Council of Ministers
Paula Lehtomäki also attests to this as she has held that if they wish, the

283 Etzold 2021.
284 Strang 2020c.
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Nordic countries can use the Nordic Council of Ministers as a platform for
heightened cooperation concerning the pandemic.285
It is widely admitted that there are historical, administrative and
constitutional diferences between the countries that afect cooperation.
While Finland was portrayed by several interviewees as displaying crisis
preparedness in the form of emergency supply stocks, for example, few
found this surprising considering Finland’s historical hardships, including fghting wars. Tis ‘crisis mentality’ was also understood by some to
have paved the way for the strict governmental measures that the Finnish
population has to a large extent followed uncritically.286 On the other
hand, Sweden’s approach of emphasising personal responsibility in its
pandemic measures may fnd justifcation in the long democratic history
of the country,287 its higher level of self-confdence288 or the high level of
trust in government agencies.289 Arguably, for Norway and Denmark, it
was easier to close schools and adopt travel restrictions quickly because
‘politicians are more directly in charge of administration’290 in these two
countries. For example, Denmark imposed strict travel restrictions although this was not recommended by the Danish Health Authority.
Despite handling the pandemic through distinct national strategies,
the Nordic countries have not navigated through the pandemic wearing
blinkers, but have looked at each other with regard to pandemic measures.
While Denmark has mostly used Sweden as a point of reference, the other
Nordic countries have used the Nordics as key reference points in more
broad terms. Notably, there have also been attempts at fnding fexible
solutions for the other Nordic countries or their concerns. For example,
Finland accommodated the concerns of Swedes over nurses in Tornedalen,
Sweden exempted people living on Bornholm from the border closure,
and Norway issued travel advice by regions instead of by country.
One of the decisively positive consequences of the pandemic mentioned by interviewees in all the four countries under study, as well as
by representatives of Nordic institutions, has been the increased political
dialogue, which was in large part due to the possibility of holding digital
meetings. Te pandemic seems to have pushed ofcials at various levels
and organisations to establish informal contacts in the Nordic Region
and across the Nordic countries. It was nonetheless pointed out by some
285 Nordiska ministerrådet 2021.
286 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
287 Ibid.
288 Strang 2020b.
289 Bolt 2021, 19.
290 Strang 2020b.
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that dialogue at the level of prime ministers was largely absent.291 Tere
are hopes that this new level of contacts would also be maintained in
the post-pandemic world even though the increased dialogue has not
correspondingly resulted in a rise of mutual solutions. While Nordic cooperation worked well in some issues, such as the repatriation of citizens
and the social security of stranded commuters, the taxation of involuntary
teleworkers represents an unsolved problem – despite repeated calls by
the Presidium of the Nordic Council to work together to overcome these
problems.292 While there was a sense of understanding for the fact that
travel restrictions were adopted to curb the Covid-19 pandemic, Nordic Council members in particular expressed frustration over the long
time it has taken to remedy the practical problems that have emerged.293
Nevertheless, dialogue made it possible to respect and most often also
understand the solutions adopted in the other Nordic countries.
Similar observations about increased dialogue and collaboration were
also made in the three cross-border region case studies. Closer contacts
and joint eforts have been crucial not only in making policies and informing cross-border residents, but also in eforts to infuence national
decision-making together with, for example, the Freedom of Movement
Council. Tis proactivity of the cross-border actors themselves towards
national decision-makers has been essential in solving some of the immediate hurdles caused by the travel restrictions.
However, the increasingly prevalent phenomenon of closing borders
was not seen as a good development by most Nordic countries, and some
held the view that the threshold for reaching the goals set by the Vision
2030 has risen.294 In fact, an infuential group of parliamentarians from
the Nordic countries has described the objective of being the world’s
most integrated region in 2030 as a utopia rather than a vision.295 Many
interviewees in this study also expressed disappointment in the lack of
creative solutions considering the ambitious political goals of Nordic
cooperation. It was not believed, however, that the pandemic has called
into question the political relevance of the Vision 2030, to which the
countries are still committed.
Connected to the vision of a further integration of the Nordic Region, is
the issue of trust and the many levels it permeates. While most countries
studied here felt that the long trust between the countries at the political
291 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
292 Preisler 2021; Nordic Co-operation 2020.
293 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
294 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
295 Bonnén et al. 2021.
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level has not been damaged, there were also voices to the opposite. Danish
interviewees were concerned that the mistrust generated by commuter-related issues may afect long-term political cooperation. At the same
time, some respondents from other countries also admitted that it is
important to be responsive to any ruptures at the political level that may
appear in due time.296 Some representatives of Nordic institutions who
participated in the study also expressed that political cooperation has
sufered a blow.297 Te handling of the pandemic has also stirred distrust of
national political authorities. Tis mistrust may not, however, be directed
towards public institutions as such, but instead towards decision-makers
at the national level as a result of the recentralisation of power that occurred during the pandemic. People in cross-border areas have felt that
politicians at the national level have not considered the specifc needs of
border areas distant from the capital regions,298 and it is clear that trust
among people in the cross-border regions between Finland, Sweden and
Norway has also sufered.
However, views diverge even with respect to the trust the cross-border regions and their populations hold towards Nordic cooperation and
freedom of movement in particular. Some interviewees pointed out that
any incidents, harassment or discrimination that have occurred during
the pandemic represent bilateral problems with a Nordic dimension, and
not outright Nordic problems.299 It is possible that the extent of distrust at
the local level will be clarifed as the Nordic Council of Ministers and the
Nordic Council are conducting a survey on how people feel about Nordic
cooperation.300 In any case, there is widespread agreement that Nordic
institutions should invest in long-term trust building regarding open
borders in the years to come. Tere were views expressing the need, at
the very least, for a joint statement by Nordic politicians that freedom of
movement will be respected, and that travel restrictions will not be arbitrarily resorted to. Infrastructure projects should be planned and realised
according to existing plans, and a potential ‘fagship’ project could be
implemented with investments from the Nordic institutions. One concrete
example mentioned was moving ahead with the so-called Öresundmetro connecting Malmö and Copenhagen301 – a proposal launched by the
respective mayors in 2018.
296 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
297 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
298 Interview, 9 June 2021, online, Sweden.
299 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
300 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
301 Interview, 27 May 2021, Denmark.
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While it is difcult to fully separate the efects of the travel restrictions from the broader societal measures taken to curb the pandemic in
the cross-border regions, the measures have undisputably had significant economic consequences for these societies – a fact also admitted
by national respondents in the various countries. While the economic
costs have varied depending on the regions’ economic structures, those
cross-border regions whose economy relies on people, such as tourism,
have fared worse than those areas with greater economic diversity. Accordingly, the economy in Lapland has sufered more than that in Denmark’s Capital Region and Norrbotten, for instance. Some industries, such
as process and manufacturing, have largely continued unafected by the
pandemic measures, while others have even thrived. Te construction
and building sector belongs to the latter group.
Te travel restrictions also had a signifcant efect upon the labour
market, while the efects were uneven across the cross-border regions,
depending on the national measures and pre-pandemic economic situation. Te responses to the pandemic generated unemployment and
hardships pertaining to entry requirements and quarantine rules. For
instance, many Finnish commuters working in Sweden were forced to live
in constant quarantine because of the strict Finnish entry rules, and this
also afected their family and private life. Structural unemployment and
access to skilled labour have been prevalent concerns in the cross-border
regions, with larger industries and the health care sector often lacking
skilled labour. Some companies have even moved their business away
from the border areas.
Leading a normal life in cross-border regions has also been challenging
because of the travel restrictions. Friends and families have been separated, shared custody of children has been difcult to arrange, and formal
social institutions, such as marriage, have often guided the application
of travel restrictions. Te formerly benefcial option of working from
home became practically mandatory even though many rules regarding
teleworking, including social security and taxation, remained undecided.
Te pandemic measures and travel restrictions thus served to highlight
the changing social realities and conditions of work.
In a broader, international perspective, it is noteworthy that opposite
conclusions have been drawn on what the pandemic and the way in which
it has been handled mean for Nordic cooperation. One Nordic respondent
emphasised the positive impact of the pandemic in that it has forced the
Nordic countries to broaden their perspective beyond the borders of the
Nordic Region – a prism that will be needed when dealing with future

104

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

challenges as well.302 New threats and challenges, such as pandemics,
migration, cyber attacks and climate change, do not know borders, which
is why a strong Nordic voice is needed internationally. Terefore, the
respondent believed that Nordic cooperation will be increasingly internationalised, even though this is not included in the formal institutional
cooperation. Along similar lines, the Presidium of the Nordic Council has
called for more Nordic cooperation in international organisations such
as the WHO and the EU.303 However, contrasting opinions have also been
expressed, arguing that the pandemic measures in the Nordic Region,
especially those concerning lives and livelihood in cross-border regions,
represent a betrayal of the Nordic project itself, as well as of European
integration at large.

5.2. SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE
Te above country positions that are mostly supportive of the national
approaches to the pandemic do not exclude the fact that things could
have been done better at the Nordic level and that politicians in the Nordic countries, as well as in the Nordic institutions, must learn from the
pandemic experiences. As pointed out by President of the Nordic Council
Bertel Haarder: ‘I don’t think we will see the same thing happen again.
We in the Nordics want to learn from this.’304 Indeed, there seems to be
broad agreement on the fact that the pandemic crisis must be analysed
and lessons learnt from the measures adopted and the way relations to
other Nordic countries were handled.
Te various, somewhat overlapping, measures that the Nordic Council
of Ministers has decided upon testify to the determination to learn from
the Covid-19 pandemic. For example, the Secretariat of the Nordic Council
of Ministers has been mandated to explore internally how the council’s
structures and organs have been utilised during the crisis. Former President of the Nordic Council Jan-Erik Enestam has also been commissioned
to deliver 10 to 15 concrete recommendations on how to strengthen future crisis cooperation.305 What is more, the Nordic Council of Ministers
has decided to fund a project exploring Nordic security of supply from a
comparative and future-oriented perspective.306 As yet, however, ‘grand
302 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
303 Nordic Co-operation 2020b.
304 Preisler 2021.
305 Nordiska ministerrådet 2021.
306 Te project is entitled ‘Nordic Security of Supply in an Age of Disruption’, and it is conducted by the Finnish
Institute of International Afairs. It runs from August 2021 to June 2022.
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declarations’ regarding future cooperation to ensure open borders have
been lacking.307
Overall, two strands of thinking seem to prevail regarding how to
proceed from the lessons learnt from the pandemic. One points in the
direction of improving those aspects of cooperation that already lie within
the scope of institutional cooperation; the other sees an opportunity to
move towards a more integrated approach, or even formalisation. First,
some countries pointed out that Nordic institutional cooperation is not
meant to be a crisis organisation and neither should it be developed in
that direction. In their view, the option of common decision-making in
a corresponding crisis does not exist as it would require amendments to
the Treaty of Helsinki and the de facto formation of a Nordic union.308 Te
majority of the political-level respondents in this study did not believe in
concluding new Nordic treaties because the political maneuvring room in
Nordic cooperation is considered to be very limited in comparison to the
one in the EU.309 Te Nordic level of ambition was held to be too low.310
It was also felt by some interviewees that Nordic cooperation no longer
attains to the aims of the Helsinki Treaty, that is, legal harmonisation.
Instead, Nordic cooperation has become similar to the OECD or the Council
of Europe, where diferent experiences are aired311 and where the Nordic
Council of Ministers has turned into a ‘report ordering automaton’.312
Tus, instead of trying to integrate joint crisis management into Nordic cooperation, the Nordic countries could seek to strengthen existing
cooperation both within the Nordic Council of Ministers and outside
of it. With regard to the former option, there seems to be room to do
more313 even though some governments appear hesitant to move in that
direction.314 As to particular areas for improvement, information sharing
between agencies and improved communication are seen as important
issues moving forward. For example, having agencies use the same data
would improve the communication and understanding regarding the
diferent measures taken in possible future crises. Tere are also hopes to
maintain the closer contacts established during the pandemic between
the policy ofcers of diferent Nordic countries by making use of digital
307 Sefton 2020.
308 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
309 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
310 Ibid.
311 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
312 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
313 Nordiska ministerrådet 2021.
314 Nilsson 2020.
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meeting tools. Regular ffteen-minute meetings and check-ins between
Nordic counterparts are seen as valuable to establish closer relationships
and easier communication.315 More information about what Nordic cooperation can and cannot do should also be shared as there seems to be
confusion about this in the general public.316
A concrete suggestion pertaining to the Nordic Council of Ministers
specifcally, and how to improve its responsiveness to crises, is the idea
of strengthening the less rigid forms of cooperation.317 Hence, the ability
to create ad hoc ministerial councils to deal with topical issues has been
set forth – an idea that has been expressed before.318 Tis would allow
governmental competencies to meet better as a ‘meeting of competencies’
does not always occur in the permanent ministerial councils. Diferent
issues are handled by diferent ministers and departments in diferent
Nordic countries, from which it follows that matters cannot be discussed
and proceeded with. Admittedly, such councils of ministers already exist,
such as MR-DIGITAL, which seeks to promote digitalisation in the Nordics.
Tey could, however, be even more fexible in nature than before by being
easy to set up and equally easy to close down. A more prominent use of
ad hoc councils of ministers would nonetheless mean that attention must
be paid to the participation of the Faroe Islands, Greenland and Åland.
Another precondition for increased ad hocism would be support for their
work by the Secretariat.
A second view was represented by those stakeholders who called for
moving towards joint decision-making when crises afecting free movement occur, or at least engaging in a fundamental discussion on whether
there should be common Nordic decision-making in matters pertaining
to travel restrictions. Such calls were raised in particular among the respondents representing the Nordic institutions, but also by those representing the cross-border regions and other afected areas. Te pandemic
crisis was seen as an eye-opener, whereby Nordic cooperation is at the
crossroads between heightened political relevance and a future doomed
to discussions and project commissioning.
The basic idea set forth in the proposals by these respondents revolves around the idea of creating a forum for discussing disturbances
that threaten free movement in the Nordic Region. Tis forum or body
would give recommendations from the prism of the Nordic dimension,
and its formation would have a symbolic value demonstrating that the
315 Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Sweden.
316 Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland.
317 Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland.
318 Etzold 2020.
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pandemic crisis was a serious lesson for Nordic cooperation. It was felt
that in times of crisis, Nordic cooperation needs somebody who ‘speaks
on behalf of the Nordic dimension’ – a feature that has been lacking in the
coronavirus pandemic. Te views of these respondents seem to coalesce
with those of the Presidium of the Nordic Council, which has suggested
the creation of a Nordic Contingency Commission.319 Tese suggestions
do not, however, seem to pay heed to earlier fndings regarding Nordic
cooperation, which have stated support for informal networks rather
than the creation of new units.320
Te suggestions for creating a forum often went hand in hand with
proposals to establish a procedure for how to deal with potential future
travel restrictions. One proposal included the development of a handbook
applicable to disturbances that potentially limit freedom of movement,
with a list of check points to be followed.321 Tis mechanism would include
an obligation to negotiate with the other Nordic countries before resorting to travel measures afecting freedom of movement in the Nordics.322
It would also identify those parts and groups of cross-border societies
that are highly vulnerable to restrictions on freedom of movement. Such
groups include workers, companies, freight and families.323 A prominent
advocate for creating a joint procedure has been Minister Hallberg from
Sweden, who has advanced a model for united action.324
At the optimistic end of the spectrum of intensifed Nordic cooperation
in crises, one respondent believed that the right way to proceed is the
formalisation of Nordic cooperation in times of crisis.325 In other words,
a new convention on crisis preparedness should be concluded between
the Nordic countries.326 Arguably, the time is ripe for such a decisive move
with the 50th anniversary of the Nordic Council of Ministers recently
celebrated and the Nordic Council turning 70 years in 2022, in addition
to which there have not been conventions concluded for a long time.

319 Nordic Co-operation 2020b.
320 Haugevik & Sverdrup 2019.
321 Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden.
322 Ibid.
323 Ibid.
324 Holmberg 2020.
325 Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden.
326 Ibid.
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6

6 FINAL REMARKS

Against the background of the analytical framework of Nordic exceptionalism, this study has found that the Nordic countries were not that
diferent from other countries in responding to the pandemic mainly
through national measures instead of regional or global ones. Te handling
of the Covid-19 pandemic has shown that exceptionalism has receded into
the background, paving the way for arguments stressing the diversity of
the Nordic countries and how diferentiated integration seems a more
accurate description of Nordic cooperation overall, and even more so in
pandemic times. Neither are the Nordics unique in trying to ponder the
lessons learnt (the EU, for example, is doing the same).
Nevertheless, one thing that seems to separate the Nordic countries
from other regions is the experienced perseverance of political trust
among the countries – the abstract glue that arguably binds the Nordic
countries together. Even though many Nordic citizens, especially those
living in cross-border regions, have lost faith in the Nordic de-bordering
project, the majority of the national politicians and government ofcials
partaking in this study felt confdent in the ability of the Nordic countries
to move forward towards the vision of becoming the most integrated
region in the world.
Still, this report begs the question of how prepared the Nordic countries actually are to jointly confront future global threats, many of which
seem to be borderless in nature. Future global threats and challenges such
as climate change, pandemics, migration and cyber security cannot be
solved nationally by re-bordering the Nordic Region. Te gloomy outlook
of multilateralism in an era of rising competition between great powers
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arguably gives regionalism preponderance, making various regional cooperation arrangements important foreign policy tools. Te pandemic
has shown that in times of crisis, the Nordic countries use each other as
a reference and, to a certain extent, try to implement fexible solutions
in relation to their Nordic neighbours. Tis may not be enough when the
next crisis hits. Tere might be need for robust means and mechanisms
going beyond the prevailing soft governance mechanisms and political
dialogue. Te question is: can the oldest regional cooperation reinvigorate its political dimension and create a system to be applied in the next
crisis that hits the region, or will it sink deeper into becoming a venue
for ventilating diferent experiences and interests, where borders are
not a bastion of the Nordic family but symbols of increased nationalism?

112

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aalborg, B. (2021). “Ernas autoritet er
svekket etter sushifesten på Geilo.”
Vårt land, commentary, 19 March
2021. https://www.vl.no/meninger/
kommentar/2021/03/19/ernasautoritet-er-svekket/. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Aftenposten (2020a). “Forvirring hos
svenske beredskapsmyndigheter da
Norge delvis stengte ned grensen.”
26 March 2020. https://www.
aftenposten.no/norge/i/XgQqWo/
forvirring-hos-svenske-beredskapsmyndigheter-da-norge-delvis-stengte-n.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Aftenposten (2020b). “Svensk minister slår
alarm om krise i nordisk samarbeid.” 13
July 2020. https://www.aftenposten.
no/verden/i/8mengx/svensk-ministerslaar-alarm-om-krise-i-nordisk-samarbeid. Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Aftenposten (2021). ”Nå har Danmark
vaksinert langt fere enn Norge.” 18 June
2020. https://www.aftenposten.no/
norge/i/Kydq2E/naa-har-danmarkvaksinert-langt-fere-enn-norge.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Akimo, M. (2020). ”Ihmisiä harmittaa
ettei rajan takaa voi hakea nuuskaa
tai auton kesärenkaita kuten ennen.”
Keskipohjanmaa, 9 May 2020. https://
www.keskipohjanmaa.f/uutinen/594495. Accessed: 30 August 2021.
Amaya, A. B. & De Lombaerde, P. (2021).
“Regional Cooperation Is Essential to
Combatting Health Emergencies in
the Global South”. Global Health 17, 9
(2021).
Beirens, H., Fratzke, S. & Kainz, L. (2020).
“When Emergency Measures Become
the Norm: Post-Coronavirus Prospects
for the Schengen Zone.” Commentary, August 2020. https://www.
migrationpolicy.org/news/post-covidprospects-border-free-schengen-zone.
Accessed: 4 October 2021.

Bendtsen, J. V. (2021). ”Coronakrisen har
øget dansk-svensk mistillid: Der er
brug for et stort reparationsarbejde”.
Kristeligt Dagblad, 25 January 2021.
https://www.kristeligt-dagblad.
dk/udland/coronakrisen-presser-dansk-svensk-forhold. Accessed: 9
October 2021.
Bengtsson, R. (2020). ”Nordic Security and
Defence Cooperation: Diferentiated
Integration in Uncertain Times”. Politics
and Governance 8(4): 100-109.
Blomqvist, T. (2020). “Vastaus kirjalliseen
kysymykseen hallituksen strategiasta
rajojen avaamiseksi KKV 413/2020.”
[Answer to written question], 9 June
2020. https://www.eduskunta.
f/FI/vaski/Kysymys/Documents/
KKV_413+2020.pdf. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Blomqvist, T. (2021). Speech, 23 August
2021. https://um.f/speeches/-/
asset_publisher/up7ecZeXFRAS/
content/ministeri-thomas-blomqvistin-puhe-suurlahettilaskokouksessa-23-8-2021/35732. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Bolt, Neville (ed.) (2021). “How Did the
Nordic-Baltic Countries Handle the First
Wave of Covid-19?”. NATO STRATCOM
COE, July 2021, Riga.
Bonnén et al. (2021). ”Debat: Corona kan
styrke det nordiske samarbejde.”
Fyens, 24 February 2021. https://fyens.
dk/artikel/debat-corona-kan-styrke-det-nordiske-samarbejde. Accessed:
7 October 2021.
Browning, C. (2007). “Branding Nordicity.
Models, Identity and the Decline of
Exceptionalism.” Cooperation and
Confict 42(1): 27-51.

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 115

Carlsson, P. (2021). “Stenkastningen
uppmärksammas stort i Danmark”.
SVT Nyheter, 24 June 2021. https://
www.svt.se/nyheter/lokalt/skane/
stenkastningen-mot-danskar-uppepa-regeringsniva. Accessed: 9 October
2021.
Connor, P. (2020). “More than nine-in-ten
people worldwide live in countries with
travel restrictions amid Covid-19.”
Pew Research Center, 1 April 2020.
https://www.pewresearch.org/
fact-tank/2020/04/01/more-thannine-in-ten-people-worldwide-livein-countries-with-travel-restrictions-amid-covid-19/. Accessed: 30
November 2020.
Dagens Nyheter (2021a). ”Ann Linde om
Nordens gränser: Orolig för hur länge
såren fnns kvar.” 14 June 2021. https://
www.dn.se/nyheter/sverige/annlinde-om-nordens-granser-orolig-forhur-lange-saren-fnns-kvar/. Accessed:
7 October 2021.
Emergency Powers Act in Finland
29.12.2011/1552 (Valmiuslaki).
https://www.fnlex.f/f/laki/
ajantasa/2011/20111552. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Nyman, J. (2021). “Nordenforskare:
Stängda gränser kan få långsiktiga
konsekvenser.” Dagens Nyheter, 14
February 2021. https://www.dn.se/
varlden/nordenforskare-stangda-granser-kan-fa-langsiktiga-konsekvenser/. Accessed: 7 October 2021.
Danmarks Statistik. ”Mindre nedgang i
dansk økonomi i 2020.” https://www.
dst.dk/da/Statistik/nyt/NytHtml?cid=34676. Accessed: 7 October 2021.
Delmas, A. & Goeury, D. (2020). “Bordering
the world in response to emerging infectious disease: Te case of SARS-CoV-2”.
Border in Globalization Review, 2 (1):
12-20.
Elgström, O. & Delputte, S. (2015). “An End
to Nordic Excpetionalism? Europeanisation and Nordic Development Policies.”
European Politics and Society 17(1):
1-14.
Ely Centre for Lapland. Employment Bulletin: “Unemployed jobseekers’ percentage of the workforce by municipality”.
Search: March-2021. https://www.
temtyollisyyskatsaus.f/graph/tkat/tkat.
aspx?ely=13&lang=en#
Etzold, T. (2020). “Te Nordic Council of
Ministers: Aspirations for More Political
Relevance.” Politics and Governance
8(4): 11-20.

116

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

Etzold, T. (2021). “Nordic Cooperation
Troubled by Loss of Political Weight”.
International Centre for Defence and
Security, 28 May 2021. https://icds.
ee/en/nordic-cooperation-troubled-by-loss-of-political-weight/#_
edn18. Accessed: 19 October 2021.
European Commission. “Coronavirus:
European Solidarity in Action”. https://
ec.europa.eu/info/live-work-travel-eu/
coronavirus-response/coronavirus-european-solidarity-action_en. Accessed:
10 October 2021.
European Commission (2020). “COVID-19.
Towards A Phased and Coordinated
Approach for Restoring Freedom of
Movement and Lifting Internal Border
Controls.” European Commission.
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/
fles/communication_freemovement.
pdf. Accessed: 5 October 2021.
European Parliament (2017). “Smart Border
2-0: Avoiding a hard border on the
island of Ireland for Customs control
and the free movement of persons”.
Policy Department for Citizens Rights
and Constitutional Afairs, Directorate
General for Internal Policies of the
Union. PE 596.828.
Finnish Border Guard (2020a). “Border
trafc restrictions on border crossing
points in Southeast Finland as of 00:00
on 19 March 2020.” Press release,
19 March 2020. https://raja.f/en/-/
border-trafc-restrictions-on-bordercrossing-points-in-southeast-fnlandas-of-00-00-on-19-march-2020.
Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Finnish Border Guard (2020b). “Restrictions
to border trafc from 14 May to 14
June 2020.” Press release, 7 May 2020.
https://raja.f/en/-/restrictions-toborder-trafc-from-14-may-to-14june-2020. Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Finnish Border Guard (2021). “Restrictions
on entry into Finland to be tightened on
27 January.” Press release, 22 January
2021. Available at: https://raja.f/en/-/
restrictions-on-entry-into-fnland-tobe-tightened-on-27-january. Accessed:
6 October 2021.

Finnish Government (2020a). “Government
decided on tightening restrictions
on border trafc along the border
with Sweden and Norway and on
steps to secure medical care in
Åland.” Press release, 7 April 2020.
https://valtioneuvosto.f/-/10616/
hallitus-linjasi-rajaliikenteen-tiukennuksista-ruotsin-ja-norjan-vastaisella-rajalla-ahvenanmaan-sairaanhoito-turvataan?languageId=en_US.
Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Finnish Government (2020b). “Restrictions
on Entry into the Country to be
Amended due to COVID-19.” Press
release, 11 September 2020. https://
valtioneuvosto.f/en/-/1410869/
restrictions-on-entry-into-the-country-to-be-amended-due-to-covid-19.
Accessed 5 October 2021.
Finnish Government (2020c). “Restrictions
on Movement To and From Uusimaa
Enter into Force on 28 March 2020.”
Press release, 23 March 2020. https://
valtioneuvosto.f/en/-//10616/
liikkumisrajoitukset-uudellemaalle-voimaan-28-maaliskuuta-2020-klo-00-00. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Finnish Government (2021). “Finland
declares a state of emergency.” Press
release, 1 March 2021. https://valtioneuvosto.f/en/-/10616/fnland-declares-a-state-of-emergency. Accessed:
6 October 2021.
Föreningen Norden. “Pressmeddelande:
Ökat nordiskt krissamarbete i topp
på svenskarnas önskelista.” Press
release. https://norden.se/pressmeddelande-okat-nordiskt-krissamarbete-i-topp-pa-svenskarnas-onskelista/. Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Giacometti, A. & Wøien Meijer, M.
(2021). ”Closed borders and divided
communities: status report and lessons
from Covid-19 in cross-border areas.”
Nordregio Report 2021:6, Stockholm:
Nordregio.
Gordon, D. V., Grafton, R. Q., & Steinshamn,
S. I. (2021). ”Cross-country efects
and policy responses to COVID-19 in
2020: Te Nordic countries.” Economic
Analysis and Policy, 71: 198-210.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2015).
”Public agencies and how they are
governed.” https://www.government.
se/how-sweden-is-governed/publicagencies-and-how-they-are-governed.
Accessed: 12 July 2021.

Government Ofces of Sweden (2020a).
“Anna Hallberg tar initiativ till
diskussion för stärkt nordiskt samarbete
i gränshinderfrågor.” Press release, 6
August 2020. https://www.regeringen.
se/pressmeddelanden/2020/08/
anna-hallberg-tar-initiativ-till-diskussion-for-starkt-nordiskt-samarbete-i-granshinderfragor/. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2020b).
“Inreseförbud till Sverige från Storbritannien och Danmark.” Press release, 21
December 2020. https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2020/12/
inreseforbud-till-sverige-fran-storbritannien-och-danmark/. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2020c).
“Regeringens skrivelse 2020/21:90:
Nordiskt samarbete 2020.” https://
www.regeringen.se/495804/
contentassets/7a143875d25c44b683ebad23fa8214b4/regeringens-skrivelse-2020-21-90.pdf. Accessed: 7
October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2020d).
“Strategi med anledning av det nya
coronaviruset.“ Press release, 7 April
2020. https://www.regeringen.se/
regeringens-politik/regeringens-arbete-med-coronapandemin/strategi-med-anledning-av-det-nya-coronaviruset/. Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2020e).
“Sverige ingår avtal om vidareförsäljning
av covid-19-vaccin till Norge och
Island.“ Press release, 9 December 2020.
https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2020/12/sverige-ingaravtal-om-vidareforsaljning-av-covid19-vaccin-till-norge-och-island/.
Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2020f). “UD
häver avrådan från resor till Finland och
Slovakien.“ Press release, 21 September
2020. https://www.regeringen.
se/pressmeddelanden/2020/09/
ud-haver-avradan-fran-resor-till-fnland-och-slovakien/. Accessed: 6
October 2021.

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 117

Government Ofces of Sweden (2020g).
“UD förlänger avrådan till 31 augusti för
länder utanför EU, EES och Schengen,
samt häver avrådan för ett antal länder
inom EU, EES och Schengen från och
med den 30 juni.“ Press release, 17 June
2020. https://www.regeringen.se/
pressmeddelanden/2020/06/ud-avradan/?fbclid=IwAR3y4x1n-UmYVnwNrwxYldyepatxd6cgDGyy7XzdSuvlSaQWE6hMLKjujlE. Accessed: 6 October
2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2020h).
“Ändrad avrådan från icke nödvändiga
resor till ett antal länder i Europa.“
Press release, 29 July 2020. https://
www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2020/07/andrad-avradan-franicke-nodvandiga-resor-till-ett-antallander-i-europa/. Accessed: 6 October
2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2021a).
“Förlängning av generellt inreseförbud
med testkrav från alla länder och särskilda inreserestriktioner från Danmark
och Norge upphör.“ Press release, 24
March 2021. https://www.regeringen.
se/pressmeddelanden/2021/03/
forlangning-av-generellt-inreseforbud-med-testkrav-fran-alla-lander-och-sarskilda-inreserestriktioner-fran-danmark-och-norge-upphor/.
Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2021b).
“Krav på negativt covid-19-test för
inresa till Sverige.“ Press release, 3 February 2021. https://www.regeringen.
se/pressmeddelanden/2021/02/kravpa-negativt-covid-19-test-for-inresatill-sverige/. Accessed: 7 October 2021.
Government Ofces of Sweden (2021c).
“Temporary ban on entry from
Norway.“ Press release, 26 January
2021. https://www.government.
se/press-releases/2021/01/temporary-ban-on-entry-from-norway/.
Accessed: 7 October 2021.
Government.no (2021a). “NOU (2021:
6) Myndighetenes håndtering av
koronapandemien — Rapport fra
Koronakommisjonen.” https://www.
regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/nou2021-6/id2844388/?ch=4. Accessed: 17
November 2021.

118

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

Government.no (2021b). “Timeline: News
from Norwegian Ministries about the
Coronavirus disease Covid-19.” https://
www.regjeringen.no/no/tema/Koronasituasjonen/tidslinje-koronaviruset/
id2692402/. Accessed: 17 November
2021.
Grietl, A., Gombos, J., Hüse-Nuerges, E.,
Majerníková, D., Ocskay, G., Soós,
E. & Wojnar, K. (2018). “Analysis of
the Nordic Model.” Visegrad Fund.
https://www.euroreg.uw.edu.pl/dane/
web_euroreg_publications_fles/6933/
v4_nc_study_cesci_1.3.pdf. Accessed:
16 September 2021.
Gros-Tchorbadjiyska, A. (2010). “Te Europeanization of Visa Policy: A Transfer of
Sovereignty Shaped by Enlargement.”
Doctoral Tesis, Katholieke Universiteit
Leuven. https://core.ac.uk/download/
pdf/34471784.pdf Accessed: 4 October
2021.
Gränshinderrådet. “Gränshinderrådets
arbete med coronarelaterade störningar”. https://www.norden.org/sv/
information/granshinderradets-arbete-med-coronarelaterade-storningar.
Accessed: 10 October 2021.
Haga declaration (2009). ”Haga-deklarationen – Nordiskt ministermöte rörande
samhällsskydd och beredskap.” Swedish
Civil Contingencies Agency. https://
www.msb.se/siteassets/dokument/
om-msb/internationella-samarbeten/
haga-i-deklarationen.pdf. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Halden Arbeiderblad (2020). ”– Forståelig at
folk lurer på grensa.” 29 April 2020.
Hansson, P. & Stefánsdóttir, A.B. (2021).
“Nordic Solidarity and COVID-19.”
Small States and Territories 4(1):
29-44.
Haugevik, K. & Sending, O.J. (2020). “Te
Nordic Balance Revisited: Diferentiation
and the Foreign Policy Repertoires of the
Nordic States.” Politics and Governance
8(4): 110-119.
Haugevik, K. & Sverdrup, U. (eds) (2019).
“Ten Years On: Reassessing the Stoltenberg Report on Nordic Cooperation”.
Hedlund, S. (2021). “Opinion: Covid-19
deepens Nordic disharmony.” 11 June
2021. https://www.gisreportsonline.
com/opinion-covid-19-deepens-nordic-disharmony,politics,3536.html.
Accessed: 26 August 2021.
Heinikoski, S. (2020). “Covid-19 Bends the
Rules on Border Controls: Yet Another
Crisis Undermining the Schengen
Acquis?” FIIA Briefng Paper 284.

HM Government (2014). “Scotland Analysis:
Borders and Citizenship.” https://
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/fle/274477/scotland_analysis_borders_citizenship.pdf.
Accessed: 4 October 2021.
Holmberg, C. (2020). ”Hallberg vill öka
samarbetet i Norden”. Sveriges radio,
30 September 2020. https://sverigesradio.se/artikel/7564308. Accessed: 19
October 2021.
Hoybråten, D. (2018). ”På väg mot världens
mest integrerade region.” Riksdagens
framtidsutskotts publikation 7/2018,
Nordens nya relevans: 37-42.
Höppner, S. (2020). “Why is Finland Coping
So Well with the coronavirus crisis?”.
DW, 19 November 2020. https://www.
dw.com/en/coronavirus-fnland-sweden-role-model/a-55664117 Accessed:
30 August 2021.
Jóhannsdóttir, E.I. (2017). “A Border
Dilemma in A Nordic Context.” Master’s
Tesis, University of Iceland. https://
skemman.is/bitstream/1946/27088/1/
Meistararitger%C3%B0%2C%20
Eyru%CC%81n%20Inga%20
Jo%CC%81hannsdo%CC%81ttir.pdf.
Accessed: 4 October 2021.
Jonung, L. (2020). “Sweden’s constitution
decides its exceptional Covid-19 policy.”
VoxEU 18 June 2020. https://voxeu.
org/article/sweden-s-constitution-decides-its-exceptional-covid-19-policy.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Karhu, O., Kursi O-P. & Kukko-Liedes, P.
(2021). ”Suomen sisärajat aukesivat,
mutta ruuhkat on toistaiseksi vältetty
– Vantaan sotejohtaja Aronkyrö:
Virus ei leviä lentokentän kautta.”
YLE, 26 July 2021. https://yle.f/
uutiset/3-12034603. Accessed: 30
August 2021.
Kivikuru, U. & Nord, L. (eds) (2009). “After
the Tsunami: Crisis Communication in
Finland and in Sweden”. NORDICOM.
Klatt, M. (2020). “Te Danish–German
Border in Times of COVID-19.”
Borders in Globalization Review 2(1):
70-73. https://doi.org/10.18357/
bigr21202019867
Larsson Hultin, T. (2020). ”Ministern:
Beskeden kan komma ’en minut i tolv’.”
Svenska Dagbladet, 9 September 2020.
https://www.svd.se/okanda-ministerns-uppdrag-charma-norge.
Accessed: 22 September 2021.

Lovdata (2021). “Act relating to working
environment, working hours and
employment protection, etc. (Working
Environment Act).” https://lovdata.no/
dokument/NLE/lov/2005-06-17-62.
Accessed: 12 August 2021.
Ludvigsson, J.F. (2020b). “Te frst eight
months of Sweden’s COVID-19 strategy
and the key actions and actors that were
involved.” Acta Paediatrica 109(12):
2459– 2471. https://doi.org/10.1111/
apa.15582
Ministry for Foreign Afairs of Finland
(2020). “Vuosikertomus pohjoismaisesta
yhteistyöstä 2020.” https://um.f/
julkaisut-aiheittain/-/asset_publisher/pNPEiXNbcwol/content/
vuosikertomukset-pohjoismaisesta-yhteistyosta-2020. Accessed: 7
October 2021.
Moodie, J. (2021). “Sweden’s response to
Covid-19 and the limits of individualism.” https://www.coronatimes.net/
sweden-response-covid-19-limits-individualism/. Accessed: 8 July 2021.
Moss avis (2020). “Hun kan se bort på
arbeidsplassen, men får ikke gå dit.” 25
April 2020.
NAV (2021). ”Prognose for Øst-Viken: Lavere
ledighet de neste to årene.” 11 March
2021. https://www.nav.no/no/lokalt/
ost-viken/nyheter/prognose-for-ostviken-lavere-ledighet-de-neste-toarene. Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Nielsen, H. (2021). “Politikere ser ikke
lukkede grænser som en holdbar
løsning”. Bornholms Tidende, 27 April
2021, Section 1, p. 8
Niemivuo, M. & Viikari, L. (2019). “Nordic
Cooperation at a Crossroads.” Te
Yearbook of Polar Law Online
10(1): 103-131. https://doi.
org/10.1163/22116427_010010007
Nilsson, K. (2020). “Five Proposals for
Better Nordic Cooperation”. LinkedIn,
22 September 2020. https://www.
linkedin.com/pulse/fve-proposals-better-nordic-cooperation-kjell-nilsson/?trk=read_related_article-card_
title. Accessed: 19 October 2021.
Nordic Council of Ministers (2017).
“Trust – the Nordic Gold.” http://
norden.diva-portal.org/smash/get/
diva2:1095959/FULLTEXT02.pdf.
Accessed: 5 October 2021.

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 119

Nordic Council of Ministers (2020). “Te
Nordic Region – Towards Being the Most
Sustainable and Integrated Region in
the World. Action Plan for 2021-2024.”
https://norden.diva-portal.org/smash/
get/diva2:1508295/FULLTEXT01.pdf.
Accessed: 4 October 2021.
Nordic Co-operation (2016). ”Den fria
rörligheten i Norden skall värnas –
deklaration från MR-SAM mötet den 19
april 2016.” https://www.norden.org/
sv/declaration/den-fria-rorligheten-inorden-ska-varnas-deklaration-franmr-sam-motet-den-19-april. Accessed:
4 October 2021.
Nordic Co-operation (2017). ”Putting Nordic
Trust in the Spotlight”. https://www.
norden.org/en/news/putting-nordic-trust-spotlight. Accessed: 18
October 2021.
Nordic Co-operation (2020a). “Covid-19
skapar frustration och förvirring bland
boende i gränsregioner.” https://www.
norden.org/en/node/44946. Accessed:
19 October 2021.
Nordic Co-operation (2020b). ”Nordic
Council Letter to the Prime Ministers:
Work Together in Times of Crisis”.
https://www.norden.org/en/news/
nordic-council-letter-prime-ministers-work-together-times-crisis.
Accessed: 15 October 2021.
Nordic Co-operation (2021). “Gränsregioner drabbas – nio av tio upplever
ökad oro av coronarestriktioner.”
https://www.norden.org/sv/nyhet/
gransregioner-drabbas-nio-av-tio-upplever-okad-oro-av-coronarestriktioner. Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Nordiska ministerrådet (2021). “Kan
den nordiska samverkan i kristider
stärkas?”. https://www.norden.org/sv/
nyhet/kan-den-nordiska-samverkan-ikristider-starkas. Accessed: 14 October
2021.
Nordiska rådets svenska delegation
(2021). “Redogörelse till riksdagen
2020/21:NR1 – Nordiska rådets svenska
delegations berättelse om verksamheten
under 2020.” https://data.riksdagen.
se/fl/EE74578F-C6AF-4490-9155D29D2F6EE1F2. Accessed: 7 October
2021.

120

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

Norwegian Directorate of Health (2020).
“Helsedirektoratet har vedtatt
omfattende tiltak for å hindre spredning
av Covid-19.” 12 March 2020. https://
www.helsedirektoratet.no/nyheter/
helsedirektoratet-har-vedtatt-omfattende-tiltak-for-a-hindre-spredning-av-covid-19.
Norwegian Ministry of Finance (2021).
“Meld. St. 27. (2020 – 2021) Melding
til Stortinget. Nordisk samarbeid.” 9
April 2021. https://www.regjeringen.
no/contentassets/306b79e8f4ef4c58a2f2a32e033c25f5/no/pdfs/
stm202020210027000dddpdfs.pdf.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Afairs.
“Information for Norwegian citizens
about travel and the coronavirus.”
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/
topics/foreign-afairs/reiseinformasjon/
travel_coronavirus/id2691821/?expand=factbox2833805. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Afairs
(2020a). “Changes in the travel advice
for the Czech Republic, France, Monaco
and Switzerland.” Press release, 6
August 2020. https://www.regjeringen.
no/en/aktuelt/changes-in-the-traveladvice-for-the-czech-republic-francemonaco-and-switzerland/id2724098/.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Afairs
(2020b). ”Nordisk samarbeid for å hjelpe
nordiske statsborgere.” News story, 17
March 2020. https://www.regjeringen.
no/no/aktuelt/nordisk_samarbeid/
id2693812/. Accessed 17 November
2021.
Norwegian Ministry of Health and Care
Services (2020). “Bremser videre
gjenåpning.” News story, 7 August
2020. https://www.regjeringen.no/no/
aktuelt/bremser-videre-gjenapning/
id2724235/. Accessed: 17 November
2021.
Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public
Security (2020). “Temporary reintroduction of border controls at all
Norwegian internal borders.” Letter to
the General Secretariat of the Council
of the European Union. https://data.
consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/
ST-6850-2020-INIT/en/pdf. Accessed:
17 November 2021.

Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public
Security & Norwegian Ministry of
Foreign Afairs (2020). “Stricter border
controls being introduced – Norwegian
airports not closing.” Press release
26/20, 15 March 2020. https://
www.regjeringen.no/no/aktuelt/
innforer-strengere-grensekontroll/
id2693624/. Accessed: 17 November
2021.
Norwegian Ministry of Justice and Public
Security & Norwegian Ministry of
Labour and Social Afairs (2021).
“Solution for daily commuters from
Sweden and Finland with a strict testing
and control regime.” Press release
28/21, 26 February 2021. https://www.
regjeringen.no/en/aktuelt/solution-fordaily-commuters-from-sweden-andfnland-with-a-strict-testing-andcontrol-regime/id2836464/. Accessed
17 November 2021.
NRK (2020a). “Veljarane strøymer tilbake til
Solberg under koronakrisa.” 31 March
2020. https://www.nrk.no/norge/
veljarane-stroymer-tilbake-til-solberg-under-koronakrisa-1.14967094.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
NRK (2020b). “Nordnorske kommuner
setter søringer i karantene: – Vi må
begrense innenlandssmitten.” 17
March 2020. https://www.nrk.no/
nordland/nordnorske-kommunersetter-soringer-i-karantene-_-legevil-ha-innreiseforbud-til-nordnorge-1.14948373. Accessed: 8 July
2021.
NRK (2021). “Grensependlere tvinges til å
ta ut sommerferie i februar.” https://
www.nrk.no/osloogviken/grensependlere-tvinges-til-a-ta-ut-sommerferie-i-februar-1.15355207. Accessed: 8
July 2021.
Nyman, J. (2021). “Nordenforskare:
Stängda gränser kan få långsiktiga
konsekvenser.” Dagens Nyheter, 14
February 2021. https://www.dn.se/
varlden/nordenforskare-stangda-granser-kan-fa-langsiktiga-konsekvenser/. Accessed: 7 October 2021.
Olsen, M. (2020). “Ny svensk appel til
regeringen: Vi skal samarbejde,
hvis vi skal klare den økonomiske
coronakrise.” Politiken, 11 May 2020.
https://politiken.dk/oekonomi/
art7779224/Vi-skal-samarbejde-hvis-vi-skal-klare-den-%C3%B8konomiske-coronakrise. Accessed: 6
October 2021.

Parliament of Finland (2020). ”Täysistunnon
pöytäkirja PTK 169/2020 vp.” https://
www.eduskunta.f/FI/vaski/Poytakirja/
Sivut/PTK_169+2020.aspx. Accessed: 6
October 2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2004).
“Smittskyddslag (2004:168).“ https://
www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/
dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/
smittskyddsact-2004168_sfs-2004168. Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2019). ” Protokoll
2019/20:139 Måndagen den 15
juni.” https://data.riksdagen.se/
fl/C4B46E4D-12C2-4AA0-ABFF623C3E85D144. Accessed: 7 October
2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2020a). ”Beslut:
Inhyrd personal ska betala skatt i Sverige
(SkU5).” https://www.riksdagen.
se/sv/dokument-lagar/arende/
betankande/ekonomiskt-arbetsgivarbegrepp---forandrade_H801SkU5
Accessed: 12 August 2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2020b). “Beslut:
Tillfällig covid-19-lag ska möjliggöra fer
smittskyddsåtgärder (SoU23)“. https://
www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/
arende/betankande/en-tillfallig-covid19-lag_H801SoU23. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2020c). “Lag
(2020:526) om tillfälliga smittskyddsåtgärder på serveringsställen.“ https://
www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/
dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-2020526-om-tillfalliga-smittskyddsatgarder_sfs-2020-526.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2020d). “Prop.
2020/21:79. En tillfällig covid-19lag.“ https://data.riksdagen.se/
fl/133A22DB-1D5C-46CD-BC0B4CA72A5CDA0C. Accessed: 17
Novemvber 2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2020e) “Protokoll
2020/21:94 Tisdagen den 16 mars.“
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/
dokument-lagar/dokument/protokoll/
protokoll-20202194-tisdagen-den16-mars_H80994. Accessed: 6 October
2021.
Parliament of Sweden (2020f). “Skriftlig
fråga till Statsråd, 2020/21:2493
‘Den svenska gränsstängningen och
Bornholm’.“ https://data.riksdagen.
se/fl/0B7B3009-77DF-432B-AB34DD5069D1D692. Accessed: 4 October
2021.

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 121

Pashakhanlou, A. H. (2021). “Sweden’s
coronavirus strategy: Te Public Health
Agency and the sites of controversy.”
World Medical & Health Policy.
Paterlini, M. (2020). “‘Closing borders is
ridiculous’: the epidemiologist behind
Sweden’s controversial coronavirus
strategy.” Nature 580(7805): 574.
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-02001098-x
Petridou, E. (2020). “Politics and administration in times of crisis: Explaining
the Swedish response to the COVID-19
crisis.“ European Policy Analysis 6(2):
147– 158. https://doi.org/10.1002/
epa2.1095
Pierre, J. (2020). “Nudges against pandemics:
Sweden’s COVID-19 containment
strategy in perspective.“ Policy and
Society 39(3): 478-493.
Politiken (2020). “En ensidig grænseåbning
mod Tyskland vækker stærke følelser i
Sverige“. 16 May 2020.
Preisler, M. (2021). “Future Nordic Mobility
Depends on Crisis Cooperation.“ Nordic
Labour Journal, news article, 24 March
2021. http://www.nordiclabourjournal.
org/nyheter/news-2021/article.2021-03-24.4918624964 Accessed:
4 October 2021.
Prime Minister’s Ofce & Norwegian Ministry of Health and Care Services (2020a).
“Omfattende tiltak for å bekjempe
koronaviruset.“ Press release 38/20, 12
March 2020. https://www.regjeringen.
no/no/aktuelt/nye-tiltak/id2693327/.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Prime Minister’s Ofce & Norwegian
Ministry of Health and Care Services
(2020b). “Stay at home, have as little
social contact as possible.” Press release
154/20, 5 November 2020. https://
www.regjeringen.no/en/aktuelt/stayat-home-have-as-little-social-contactas-possible/id2783763/. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Prime Minister’s Ofce, Norwegian Ministry
of Health and Care Services & Norwegian
Ministry of Justice and Public Security
(2021). “Norway introduces its strictest
entry rules since March 2020.” Press
release 10/21, 27 January 2021. https://
www.regjeringen.no/en/aktuelt/
norway-introduces-its-strictest-entryrules-since-march-2020/id2830390/.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.

122

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

Public Health Agency of Sweden (2020a).
“HSLF-FS 2020:12 – Folkhälsomyndighetens föreskrifter och allmänna råd
om allas ansvar att förhindra smitta av
covid-19 m.m.” https://www.folkhalsomyndigheten.se/contentassets/0ac7c7d33c124428baa198728f813151/
hslf-fs-2020-12u.pdf. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Public Health Agency of Sweden (2020b).
“Tänk över om resan verkligen är nödvändig.” Press release, 19 March 2020.
https://www.folkhalsomyndigheten.se/
nyheter-och-press/nyhetsarkiv/2020/
mars/tank-over-om-resan-verkligenar-nodvandig/. Accessed: 17 November
2021.
Raik, K. (2020). “Te Coronavirus Crisis Has
Brought New Realism to Estonian-Finnish Relations.” Commentary, 25 June
2020. https://icds.ee/en/the-coronavirus-crisis-has-brought-new-realism-to-estonian-fnnish-relations/.
Accessed: 17 September 2021.
Rana blad (2020). “Heimevernet helt på
grensen.“ 24 April 2020.
Reuters (2020). “EU to limit export control
of virus protection gear to just masks.“
14 April 2020. https://www.reuters.
com/article/us-health-coronavirus-eu-exports-idUSKCN21W2TX.
Accessed: 6 October 2021.
Sarpsborg Arbeiderblad (2020).” - Jeg
føler at vi plutselig er i gamle Øst- og
Vest-Tyskland.” 6 May 2020.
Scheinin, M. (2021). “Finland: Soft Measures, Respect for the Rule of Law, and
Plenty of Good Luck. Overview of Legal
and Political Response and Adaptation
to COVID-19.“ Verfassungsblog, 23
February 2021. https://verfassungsblog.
de/fnland-soft-measures-respect-forthe-rule-of-law-and-plenty-of-goodluck/ Accessed: 10 August 2021.
Schengenvisainfo (2021). ”Finland Tells EU
Commission that Entry Restrictions Are
Necessary to Halt COVID-19 Spread.”
News article, 8 March 2021. https://
www.schengenvisainfo.com/news/
fnland-tells-eu-commission-thatentry-restrictions-are-necessary-tohalt-covid-19-spread/. Accessed: 5
October 2021.

Schnell, A.J. & Skjulhaug, M. (2020).
”Hyttedebatten handler om norsk
urbanitet.” 27 March 2020. Plan
tidskrift for samfunnsplanlegging, regional- og byutvikling.
https://plantidsskrift.no/debatt/
hyttedebatten-handler-om-norsk-urbanitet/?fbclid=IwAR1jVnQ-rjNJy0rL-UqVPytMDxfQuD7T11GZVXrwrqj0H9_5FYNaMBuEa_E. Accessed:
10 July 2021.
Scott, J.W. (2012). “European Politics
of Borders, Border Symbolism and
Cross-border Cooperation.” In A
Companion to Border Studies, edited by
Tomas M. Wilson & Hastings Donnan.
John Wiley & Sons., 2012.
Sefton, T. (2020). “Tensions in Nordic
Cooperation.” PRIO Blog, 11 November
2020. https://blogs.prio.org/2020/11/
tensions-in-nordic-cooperation/.
Accessed: 16 September 2021.
Sippola, J. (2021). ”’Kuin Berliinin muuri
olisi noussut kaupungin torille’ –
Pandemian aiheuttamat rajasulut iskivöt
rajusti Pohjoismaiden rajakaupunkeihin,
raportti kertoo.” HS, 16 March 2021.
https://www.hs.f/ulkomaat/art2000007863411.html. Accessed: 30
August 2021.
Solberg, E. (2020). ”Statsministerens
innledning på pressekonferanse om
nye tiltak mot koronasmitte.” Speech,
Oslo, 12 March 2020. https://www.
regjeringen.no/no/aktuelt/statsministerens-innledning-pa-pressekonferanse-om-nye-tiltak-mot-koronasmitte/id2693335/. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Statens Vegvesen (2021). ”Riksgrenseindeks.
2016 – juni 2021.” https://www.
vegvesen.no/fag/trafkk/trafkkdata/
indekser/riksgrenseindeks/. Accessed:
13 August 2021.
Statistics Norway (2021). ”Redusert
grensehandel ga økt handel i Norge
i koronaåret 2020.” https://www.
ssb.no/varehandel-og-tjenesteyting/
artikler-og-publikasjoner/redusertgrensehandel-ga-okt-handel-i-norgei-koronaaret-2020. Accessed: 8 July
2021.

Statistics Sweden (A). “Andel personer
med utländsk bakgrund, 2020 jämfört
med 2019.” https://www.scb.se/
hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/
befolkning/befolkningens-sammansattning/befolkningsstatistik/pong/
tabell-och-diagram/topplistor-kommuner/andel-personer-med-utlandsk-bakgrund/. Accessed: 11 August
2021.
Statistics Sweden (B). ”Utrikes födda efter
län, kommun, kön och födelseland 31
december 2020.” https://www.scb.se/
hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/
befolkning/befolkningens-sammansattning/befolkningsstatistik/pong/
tabell-och-diagram/helarsstatistik-kommun-lan-och-riket/utrikes-foddaefter-lan-kommun-och-fodelseland31-december/. Accessed: 22 September
2021.
Stie, A.E. & Trondal, J. (2020). “Introducing
the Study of Nordic Cooperation.”
Politics and Governance 8(4): 1-10.
Stortinget (2020). “Debatt om innstilling
fra utenriks- og forsvarskomiteen om
rapport fra Stortingets delegasjon til
Nordisk råd om virksomheten i 2019.”
22 October 2020. https://www.
stortinget.no/no/Saker-og-publikasjoner/Publikasjoner/Referater/
Stortinget/2020-2021/refs-202021-1022/?m=2. Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Strang, J. (2020a). ”Nordisk exceptionalism
och mänskliga rättigheter.” Mothugg, 20
February 2020, https://www.mothugg.
se/2012/02/20/nordisk-exceptionalism-och-manskliga-rattigheter/.
Accessed: 4 October 2021.
Strang, J. (2020b). “Why Do the Nordic
Countries React Diferently to the Covid19 Crisis?”. Nordics Info, 6 April 2020.
https://nordics.info/show/artikel/
the-nordic-countries-react-diferentlyto-the-covid-19-crisis/. Accessed: 14
October 2021.
Strang, J. (2020c). “Det nordiska samarbetet
står handfallet inför kriser som drabbar
hela regionen på en gång”. Hufvudstadsbladet, 26 June 2020, https://
www.hbl.f/artikel/det-nordiska-samarbetet-star-handfallet-infor-krisersom-drabbar-hela-regionen-pa-engang/. Accessed: 19 October 2021.

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 123

Swedish Ministry of Justice (2020). “Ordinance on a prohibition against holding
public gatherings and events.” https://
www.government.se/articles/2020/03/
ordinance-on-a-prohibition-againstholding-public-gatherings-andevents/. Accessed: 12 July 2021.
Swedish Public Employment Service
(Arbetsförmedlingen). “Job seekers in
Norrbotten - weekly comparison across
2019, 2020 and 2021 (up to week 20).”
Syse, C. (2020). Online statement, 13
November 2020. https://norsksvenskahandelskammaren.com/christian-syse-norges-ambassador-har-ordet/.
Accessed: 17 November 2021.
Søreide, I.E. & Sanner, J.T. (2021). “Nordic
Day: Cooperating across closed borders.” Speech, 23 March 2021. English
translation at https://www.regjeringen.
no/en/aktuelt/nordic_cooperation/
id2839862/ Accessed: 16 September
2021.
Tengvall-Unadike, U. (2021). “Finland’s
COVID-19 Policy Actions: Balancing
Between Legal Boundaries, Human
Rights and Controlling Viral Spread.”
Master’s Tesis, University of
Eastern Finland. https://erepo.uef.f/
bitstream/handle/123456789/25693/
urn_nbn_f_uef-20211039.pdf?sequence=-1&isAllowed=y Accessed: 30
August 2021.
Tervonen, M. “Te Nordic Passport Union
and Its Discontents. Unintended
Consequences of Free Movement.” In
Nordic Cooperation: A European Region
in Transition, edited by Johan Strang.
Routledge, London and New York, 2015.
Time, M.S. & Veggeland, F. (2020).
“Adapting to Global Health Challenge:
Managing Antimicrobial Resistance in
the Nordics.” Politics & Governance
8(4): 53-64.
Veebel, V. (2020). “Bubble Trouble: Estonia
and the coronavirus crisis.” European
Council on Foreign Relations, commentary, 19 November 2020. https://
ecfr.eu/article/bubble-trouble-estonia-and-the-coronavirus-crisis/.
Accessed: 4 October 2021.
VG (2020). “Nå vokter Forsvaret svenskegrensen.” 20 March 2020.
Wøien Meijer, M. & Giacometti, A. (2021).
”Nordic border communities in the
time of COVID-19.” Policy brief 2021:3.
Nordregio. https://doi.org/10.6027/
PB2021:3.2001-3876.

124

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

Öresundsbron. “Trafc statistics 2021. Summary of trafc statistics.” https://www.
oresundsbron.com/en/trafc-stats.
Accessed: 13 August 2021.
Öresundsinstitutet (2021a). ”FAKTA:
Turismen i Öresundsregionen.”
https://www.oresundsinstituttet.org/
fakta-turismen-i-oresundsregionen-2/.
Accessed: 13 August 2021.
Öresundsinstitutet (2021b). ”FAKTA:
Pendlingen över sundet.” https://www.
oresundsinstituttet.org/fakta-pendlingen-over-sundet/. Accessed: 17
November 2021.
Öresundsinstitutet (2021c). “Gränskontroller och reserestriktioner för att
minska smittspridningen under
coronapandemin – en tidslinje.” 2 July
2021. https://www.oresundsinstituttet.
org/fakta-granskontroller/#Granskontroller-och-reserestriktioner. Accessed:
7 October 2021.

INTERVIEW LIST
Tornedalen
Interview, 11 May 2021, online, Norway-Sweden-Finland
Interview, 18 May 2021, online, Finland
Interview, 27 May 2021, online, Finland-Sweden
Interview, 19 May 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 7 June 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 10 June 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Finland
Svinesund
Interview, 25 May 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 3 June 2021, online, Norway
Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Norway
Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Norway
Öresund
Interview, 28 May 2021, online,
Sweden-Denmark
Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 7 June 2021, online,
Sweden-Denmark
Interview, 8 June 2021, online,
Sweden-Denmark
Interview, 10 June 2021, online,
Sweden-Denmark
Denmark
Interview, 27 May 2021, Denmark
Interview, 2 June 2021, online, Denmark
Interview, 23 June 2021a, online, Denmark
Interview, 23 June 2021b, online, Denmark

Finland
Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Finland
Interview, 6 July 2021, online, Finland
Interview, 14 July 2021, online, Finland
Interview, 5 August 2021, online, Finland
Interview, 20 August 2021, online, Finland
Norway
Interview, 5 May 2021, online, Norway
Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Norway
Norden
Interview, 27 May 2021, Norden
Interview, 16 June 2021, online, Norden
Interview, 23 August 2021, online, Norden
Sweden
Interview, 4 June 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 9 June 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 14 June 2021, online, Sweden
Interview, 15 June 2021, online, Sweden

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2 0 21

I 125

CONTRIBUTORS

Katja Creutz is Acting Programme Director of the Global Security
research programme at the Finnish Institute of International Afairs.
She also leads the Nordic Network at the institute. Her main feld
of expertise is international law, with a special focus on issues of
responsibility, human rights and global governance. Dr Creutz
holds a Doctor of Laws degree from the University of Helsinki and a
Master of Political Science degree from Åbo Akademi University.
Sofe Berglund is Analyst in the Global Politics and Security Programme
at the Swedish Institute of International Afairs. Berglund has two
bachelor’s degrees in Political Science and in Peace and Confict
Studies from Lund University in Sweden. Her focus areas are climate
security politics and international cooperation.
Telli Betül Karacan is Research Assistant in the Global Security and
Worldviews unit at the Danish Institute for International Studies.
She earned her master’s degree in Political Science from the
University of Southern Denmark, where she has also worked as an
external lecturer.
Alberto Giacometti is Research Fellow at Nordregio, specialising
in regional development, governance and planning processes.
He holds a double master’s degree in European Spatial Planning
from Radboud University in the Netherlands and in Regional
Development from Blekinge Tekniska Högskola in Sweden.
Kristin Haugevik is Senior Research Fellow at the Norwegian Institute
of International Afairs (NUPI) and Head of the research group
Global Order and Diplomacy. Haugevik holds a PhD in Political
Science from the University of Oslo (2014). Her research at NUPI
revolves around interstate cooperation, friendship and diplomacy,
with a geographical focus on the European and transatlantic region
and the foreign policies of Britain and the Nordic states.
FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER 2021

I 127

Ninna Nyberg Sørensen is Senior Researcher and Head of the Migration
and Global Order unit at the Danish Institute for International
Studies. Her research focuses on the tensions between migration,
confict and development. She explores local and international
processes that lead to forced and voluntary migration, regulatory
measures and the efects of migration on local communities and
states in the global South.
Mari Wøien Meijer is Research Fellow at Nordregio, where she focuses
on topics related to the green transition, cross-border issues,
innovation, digitalisation and regional resilience. She holds an MA in
International Relations and an MSc with distinction in Management
of Bioeconomy, Innovation and Governance from the University of
Edinburgh.
Axa Lares is Research Assistant in the Nordic Network at the Finnish
Institute of International Afairs. She is currently completing her
master’s degree in Economics at the Aalto University School of
Business.

128

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIA REPORT

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED IN THE SERIES

Niklas Helwig (ed.)
Strategic autonomy and the transformation of
the EU: New agendas for security, diplomacy,
trade and technology, FIIA Report 67 (2021)
Bart Gaens, Ville Sinkkonen
Great-power competition and the rising
US-China rivalry: Towards a new normal?,
FIIA Report 66 (2020)
Teemu Tammikko, Tuomas Iso-Markku
Te EU’s external action on counterterrorism: Development, structures and
actions, FIIA Report 65 (2020)
Antto Vihma, Gunilla Reischl, Astrid Nonbo
Andersen, Sofie Berglund
Climate change and populism: Comparing the
populist parties’ climate policies in Denmark,
Finland and Sweden, FIIA Report 64 (2020)
Niklas Helwig, Juha Jokela, Clara Portela (eds.)
Sharpening EU sanctions policy: Challenges
and responses in a geopolitical era,
FIIA Report 63 (2020)
Ryhor Nizhnikau, Arkady Moshes (eds.)
Ukraine and its regions: Societal trends and
policy implications, FIIA Report 62 (2020)
Emma Hakala, Harri Mikkola, Juha Käpylä,
Matti Pesu & Mika Aaltola
Suomen huoltovarmuus ja Baltian
alue: Tiivistyvät yhteydet muuttuvassa
turvallisuusympäristössä, FIIA Report 61 (2019)
Leo Michel & Matti Pesu
Strategic deterrence redux: Nuclear weapons
and European security, FIIA Report 60 (2019)
Katja Creutz, Tuomas Iso-Markku, Kristi Raik
and Teija Tiilikainen
Te changing global order and its implications
for the EU, FIIA Report 59 (2019)
Arkady Moshes, András Rácz (eds.)
What has remained of the USSR: Exploring the
erosion of the post-Sovie space, FIIA Report
58 (2019)
Marcin Kaczmarski, Mark N. Katz and
Teija Tiilikainen
Te Sino-Russian and US-Russian
relationships: Current developments
and future trends, FIIA Report 57 (2018)

Kristi Raik, Mika Aaltola, Jyrki Kallio and
Katri Pynnöniemi
Te security strategies of the US, China,
Russia and the EU: Living in diferent worlds,
FIIA Report 56 (2018)
Harri Mikkola, Mika Aaltola, Mikael Wigell,
Tapio Juntunen ja Antto Vihma
Hybridivaikuttaminen ja demokratian
resilienssi: ulkoisen häirinnän mahdollisuudet
ja torjuntakyky liberaaleissa demokratioissa,
FIIA Report 55 (2018)
Mika Aaltola, Charly Salonius-Pasternak,
Juha Käpylä and Ville Sinkkonen (eds.)
Between change and continuity: Making sense
of America’s evolving global engagement,
FIIA Report 54 (2018)
Marco Siddi (ed.)
EU member states and Russia: national and
European debates in an evolving international
environment, FIIA Report 53 (2018)
Elina Sinkkonen (ed.)
Te North Korean Conundrum: International
responses and future challenges, FIIA Report
52 (2017)
Mika Aaltola and Bart Gaens (eds.)
Managing Unpredictability
Transatlantic relations in the Trump era,
FIIA Report 51 (2017)
Tuomas Iso-Markku, Juha Jokela, Kristi
Raik,Teija Tiilikainen, and Eeva Innola (eds.)
Te EU’s Choice
Perspectives on deepening and diferentiation,
FIIA Report 50 (2017)
Mika Aaltola, Christian Fjäder, Eeva Innola,
Juha Käpylä, Harri Mikkola
Huoltovarmuus muutoksessa: Kansallisen
varautumisen haasteet kansainvälisessä
toimintaympäristössä, FIIA Report 49 (2016)
Juha Pyykönen
Nordic Partners of NATO: How similar
are Finland and Sweden within NATO
cooperation? FIIA Report 48 (2016)
Kristi Raik & Sinikukka Saari (eds.)
Key Actors in the EU’s Eastern
Neighbourhood: Competing perspectives on
geostrategic tensions, FIIA Report 47 (2016)

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER021

I 129

Toivo Martikainen, Katri Pynnöniemi,
Sinikukka Saari & Ulkopoliittisen
instituutin työryhmä
Venäjän muuttuva rooli Suomen
lähialueilla: Valtioneuvoston selvitysja tutkimustoiminnan raportti
Mika Aaltola & Anna Kronlund (eds.)
After Rebalance: Visions for the future of US
foreign policy and global role beyond 2016,
FIIA Report 46 (2016)
Katri Pynnöniemi & András Rácz (eds.)
Fog of Falsehood: Russian Strategy of
Deception and the Confict in Ukraine,
FIIA Report 45 (2016)
Niklas Helwig (ed.)
Europe’s New Political Engine: Germany’s
role in the EU’s foreign and security policy,
FIIA Report 44 (2016)
András Rácz
Russia’s Hybrid War in Ukraine: Breaking the
Enemy’s Ability to Resist, FIIA Report 43 (2015)
Katri Pynnöniemi, James Mashiri
Venäjän sotilasdoktriinit vertailussa: Nykyinen
versio viritettiin kriisiajan taajuudelle,
FIIA Report 42 (2015)
Andrei Yeliseyeu
Keeping the door ajar: Local border trafc
regimes on the EU’s eastern borders,
FIIA Report 41 (2014)
Mika Aaltola, Juha Käpylä,Harri Mikkola,
Timo Behr
Towards the Geopolitics of Flows: Implications
for Finland, FIIA Report 40 (2014)
Juha Jokela, Markku Kotilainen,
Teija Tiilikainen, Vesa Vihriälä
EU:n suunta: Kuinka tiivis liitto? FIIA Report
39 (2014)
Juha Jokela (ed.)
Multi-speed Europe? Diferentiated
integration in the external relations of the
European Union, FIIA Report 38 (2013)
Sean Roberts
Russia as an international actor: Te view
from Europe and the US, FIIA Report 37 (2013)
Rosa Balfour, Kristi Raik
Equipping the European Union for the 21st
century: National diplomacies, the European
External Action Service and the making of EU
foreign policy, FIIA Report 36 (2013)
Katri Pynnöniemi (ed.)
Russian critical infrastructures: Vulnerabilities
and policies, FIIA Report 35 (2012)
Tanja Tamminen (ed.)
Strengthening the EU’s peace mediation
capacities: Leveraging for peace through new
ideas and thinking, FIIA Report 34 (2012)

130

I NOVEMBER 2021

FIIAREPORT

Harri Mikkola, Jukka Anteroinen, Ville
Lauttamäki (eds.)
Uhka vai mahdollisuus? Suomi ja Euroopan
puolustus- ja turvallisuusmarkkinoiden
muutos, FIIA Report 33 (2012)
Touko Piiparinen & Ville Brummer (eds.)
Global networks of mediation: Prospects
and avenues for Finland as a peacemaker,
FIIA Report 32 (2012)
Mia Pihlajamäki & Nina Tynkkynen (eds.)
Governing the blue-green Baltic
Sea: Societal challenges of marine
eutrophication prevention, FIIA Report
31 (2011)
Arkady Moshes & Matti Nojonen (eds.)
Russia-China relations: Current state,
alternative futures, and implications for the
West, FIIA Report 30 (2011)
Teija Tiilikainen & Kaisa Korhonen (eds.)
Norden – Making a Diference? Possibilities for
enhanced Nordic cooperation in international
afairs, FIIA Report 29 (2011)
Timo Behr (ed.)
Hard Choices: Te EU’s options in a changing
Middle East, FIIA Report 28 (2011)
Jyrki Kallio
Tradition in Chinese politics: Te Party-state’s
reinvention of the past and the critical
response from public intellectuals, FIIA
Report 27 (2011)
Steven Parham
Controlling borderlands? New perspectives on
state peripheries in southern Central Asia and
northern Afghanistan, FIIA Report 26 (2010)
Mari Luomi
Managing Blue Gold: New Perspectives on
Water Security in the Levantine Middle East,
FIIA Report 25 (2010)
Tapani Paavonen
A New World Economic Order: Overhauling
the Global Economic Governance as a Result of
the Financial Crisis, 2008–2009, FIIA Report
24 (2010)
Toby Archer, Timo Behr, Tuulia Nieminen (eds)
Why the EU fails – Learning from past
experiences to succeed better next time,
FIIA Report 23 (2010)
Louise Wiuff Moe
Addressing state fragility in Africa: A need
to challenge the established ‘wisdom’?
FIIA Report 22 (2010)
Tarja Cronberg
Nuclear-Free Security: Refocusing Nuclear
Disarmament and the Review of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty, FIIA Report 21 (2010)
Kristian Kurki (ed.)
Te Great Regression? Financial Crisis in an
Age of Global Interdependence, FIIA Report 20
(2009)

Anna Korppoo & Alex Luta (ed.)
Towards a new climate regime? Views
of China, India, Japan, Russia and the
United States on the road to Copenhagen,
FIIA Report 19 (2009)
Minna-Mari Salminen & Arkady Moshes
Practise what you preach – Te prospects
for visa freedom in Russia-EU relations,
FIIA Report 18 (2009)
Charly Salonius-Pasternak (ed.)
From Protecting Some to Securing many:
Nato’s Journey from a Military Alliance to
a Security Manager, FIIA report 17 (2007)
Toby Archer & Tihomir Popovic
Te Trans-Saharan Counter-Terrorism
Initiative: Te US War on Terrorism in
Northwest Africa, FIIA Report 16 (2007)

FIIA REPORT

NOVEMBER021

I 131

FIIA REPORT/

NOV EMB ER 2021

I 68

NORDIC COOPERATION AMID PANDEMIC
TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS

Since 2020, the Nordic countries have been confronted with the Covid-19 pandemic,
which has been a multi-level stress test for the region. Te strong basis of open borders
and free movement in Nordic cooperation has been questioned by national pandemic
measures, including wide travel restrictions. Te Nordic dimension to pandemic responses has largely been missing, the trust between the countries has arguably been
put to test and cross-border commuters have been subjected to diferential treatment.
Especially cross-border regions have sufered the consequences of travel restrictions,
causing disruptions to work and private life.
Te report draws attention to the preparedness of the Nordic Region to jointly confront global crises. It explores the diferent strategies and travel restrictions adopted
by four Nordic countries: Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden. It also studies how
Nordic cooperation functioned in a time of crisis. At the local level, it examines the
economic, labour market and social implications for three cross-border regions, that
is, Tornedalen, Svinesund and Öresund. Te report fnds that while there is room for
improvement in handling a crisis like the pandemic, there are diverging views on the
desirability to have all-Nordic approaches to situations afecting national security. Te
consequences are, however, serious for free movement and the aim to become the most
integrated region in the world. I
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