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The Greek philosopher Heraclitus used the phrase two sides of the 
same coin to express the concept of two opposing things or ideas 
being linked to each other.1 During World War II, there were two 
versions of the publication Nordmanns-Forbundet (the Norse Fed-
eration) and the Janus metaphor is appropriate for describing the 
journal’s existence during those years. Founded in 1907, Nord-
manns-Forbundet was an organization dedicated to creating closer 
cultural and social ties between Norway and its emigrated popu-
lation, especially in the United States. Headquartered in Oslo, it 
had published a monthly journal that featured articles on Norwe-
gians in the homeland and abroad. After Nazi Germany’s invasion 
and occupation of Norway in 1940, the puppet government took 
over Norway’s media, and Nordmanns-Forbundet met this fate in 
September 1941. To counter this reality, the leadership of Nord-
manns-Forbundet relocated to the United States, and a competing 
version of the monthly journal was published there from December 
1941 until June 1945.2 
   A study of the two competing journals reveals the distinctive 
visions each had for Norway. The Nasjonal Samling (NS) version 
projected an image of Norway as a partner in a Greater Germanic 
confederation, one that would serve as the protector of Western 
Civilization against the evils of Russian Bolshevism. Its national 
identity for Norway would be of the national romantic variety with 
a strong emphasis on the glory of Norway’s past during the Viking 
Age and early medieval period. It also located the idealized true 
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Norwegian character as residing with the peasantry, and the NS 
journal urged Norway to embrace the rugged values associated with 
the nation’s pristine mountains and wooded environments. 
   In contrast, the American or free version of the journal strove 
to defy this völkisch identity3 in favor of one that valued Norway’s 
love of democracy, freedom, and a proclivity for a progressive so-
ciety. Its symbols were Norway’s democratic King Haakon VII, the 
Constitution, and May 17, and the Storting, the symbol of Nor-
way’s deep commitment to democracy and freedom. The American 
version likewise depicted Norway as an active, fighting ally along-
side the fellow democracies of the United States and Britain in their 
struggle to rid the world of the barbarism known as the Third Reich. 
   This paper analyzes three areas for comparison, namely how 
each publication treated the war, the symbols employed, and the 
long-term objectives of each journal. The study of these three areas 
best illustrates the contrasting visions of the two journals and, in 
addition, reveals the ideological clash between the two sides. This 
clashing of values, moreover, presents a case study of how the two 
sides approached the war, especially the effort to win over Norwe-
gians around the world to each side. Before that analysis, the back-
ground on Nordmanns-Forbundet and the war will be examined. 
 
Nordmanns-Forbundet and the German Occupation 
Established in 1907, Nordmanns-Forbundet was part of a larger 
European movement that Norwegian historian Ruth Hemstad has 
identified as cultural diplomacy, by which the emigrated population 
of Norway served as vehicles in promoting the national interests 
of the homeland abroad. Other nations that engaged in this process 
included Germany, France, Italy, Denmark, Sweden, and Finland.4 
The organization used its publication by the same name to foster 
closer ties with emigrated Norwegians around the world, including 
the large and important Norwegian population within the United 
States. As exemplified by its 1932 publication, Et større Norge (a 
greater Norway), Nordmanns-Forbundet aimed to create “a Greater 
Norway” that would bolster Norway’s standing culturally and 
economically.5 
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   The German invasion of Norway created a shakeup in the 
leadership of Nordmanns-Forbundet. The federation’s president, 
Carl J. Hambro was also president of Norway’s Storting (parlia-
ment) and along with the royal family and the Norwegian govern-
ment evacuated to Britain. In his stead, Didrik Arup Seip, president 
of the University of Oslo, assumed the presidency of Nordmanns-
Forbundet. The office of Vice President was also open after the 
death in early April of the Reverend N. B. Thvedt and Betzy Kjels-
berg served as acting vice president. Initially, the Administrasjon-
rådet (the Administrative Council), which was sanctioned by the 
German forces, acted as a Norwegian authority of the German-oc-
cupied territory of Norway. It was abolished, however, in Septem-
ber 1940 by Reichskommisar Josef Terboven who decreed that 
Nasjonal Samling (NS, Norway’s national socialist party) would 
be the sole legitimate political party in Norway. According to his-
torian Odd S. Lovoll, who has authored the history of Nordmanns-
Forbundet, this action marked the beginning of the Nazification of 
Norwegian society.6 It should be noted, though, that Quisling had 
initiated this process as early as April 9, 1940, in conjunction with 
his coup on state radio. 
   For the first seventeen months of the occupation, Nordmanns-
Forbundet retained its independent board. Led by Seip, the board 
instructed the journal to steer clear of material that would be con-
sidered inflammatory or controversial to the Nazis.7 The day-to-
day operations remained in the capable hands of Secretary Arne 
Kildal and Editor Ludvig Saxe. 
   Nasjonal Samling had larger plans for Nordmanns-Forbundet 
and made early attempts to enlist the federation in its efforts to con-
tact Norwegians abroad, especially seamen. Cloaked in the respect-
ability of the federation, the NS messages would not be perceived 
as political propaganda. Lovoll observes that this NS attempt to 
reach thousands of Norwegians around the world served the Nazi 
“dream of some kind of Norwegian-German supernationalism.”  
On December 9, 1940, the Board of N-F met to hear a presentation 
by a representative from NS. The representative tried to enlist the 
federation in its supernational cause, but it was “firmly and bravely 
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rejected.” A few months later, during the summer of 1941, the NS 
made a second attempt to gain cooperation, when it asked the fed-
eration to assist in arranging the Normannafolket (the Normanner 
people, a reference to Norwegians during Old Norse times) ex-
hibition in Oslo. At its meeting of July 15, 1941, the Board unani-
mously voted neither to take part nor allow the name Nordmanns- 
Forbundet to be used. Lovoll contends that it was the federation’s 
firm stand in these two instances that led to NS taking over the 
 operation, a fate that likewise befell other voluntary organizations 
in Norway that protested Nazification.8 
   As noted by historian Ole Kristian Grimnes, efforts to control 
Norwegian organizations and activity expanded after the German 
invasion of the Soviet Union in June, 1941. Although a kernel of 
the political and security apparatus had been present since the April 
days of 1940, the role of the SS (Schutzstaffel, or Protective 
Squads) increased greatly during 1941. The key instrument in the 
Nazification of Norwegian society was Sikkerhetstjenesten (Sicher-
heitsdienst, abbreviated SD), which was a political overwatch 
agency that charted and controlled the expression of opinion in 
Norwegian society. Grimnes notes that the SD was under German 
central control via the Hovedkontoret for rikssikkerhet (Reichs-
sicherheitshauptamt, abbreviated RHSA, or the Reich’s Main Se-
curity Department), and hence the Norwegian SD answered to the 
chief of the RHSA, Reinhard Heydrich.9 
   On September 11, 1941, Norwegian radio reported that govern-
ment authorities had removed Nordmanns-Forbundet’s board and 
functionaries from office. At a hastily convened meeting the next 
day, a German officer and Finn Støren, the NS representative and 
formerly Norway’s consul to Panama showed up. Støren announced 
that the Board was dismissed. Upon hearing the news, Editor Saxe 
and Secretary Kildal resigned immediately. Støren became the com-
missary leader, the position which replaced that of president of the 
federation; a Nazi Board was installed, and the Nazi Norwegian 
state official Ingolf Hoel was temporarily employed as editor. 
 According to Lovoll, the era of Nazi rule in Norway meant “a dead 
hand was placed over Nordmanns-For bundet.”10 
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   Information about the target audiences for each publication 
would provide a good indication of the purpose of the journal. Al-
though subscriber information was not available in the Nordmanns-
Forbundet archives—possibly the information was lost or in the 
case of occupied Norway likely destroyed—there are clues as to 
the intended audience of each journal. For example, in a letter dated 
February 7, 1942, the general secretary of the NS version contacted 
Judicial President (rettspresident) Michael Hansson of Lille-
hammer. In the letter, the author refers to a letter received from 
Hansson in which the jurist had declined a lifelong membership in 
Nordmanns-Forbundet, citing various reasons for not doing so. The 
author acknowledged that the new leadership of the journal 
possibly had not been members of Nordmanns-Forbundet, but 
those that had realized the great importance of the journal. The 
author then gives a little dig to Hansen noting that these “old” 
members in the association were not offended at the time he (Hans-
son) had joined. The author then provided a strong sales pitch to 
the jurist: 

 
The new men are in agreement that our countrymen abroad 
must obtain the true information about the spirit which today 
grows strongly in our fatherland among the genuine Norwe-
gians who in spite of everything are saving us in this time. And 
we find inspiration not in today’s world, but by looking back in 
our history. 
   It was out of this vision that I implored them to close ranks 
around that which is Norwegian, concerning everything that 
characterizes us as a race and a people. And, I also did that today 
precisely in recognition of your earlier contributions for the as-
sociation, not in contradiction, to what you believe.11 

 
From this letter, it becomes apparent that the NS-controlled Nord-
manns-Forbundet wanted to win over influential persons in Nor-
way. Its larger goal was to use the journal to reach Norwegians 
living abroad, especially by convincing them of the “new spirit” 
that was renewing the greatness of Norway. 
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   As for the audience of the American version of Nordmanns-For-
bundet, it is possible to infer its target audience in a similar fashion. 
In a letter dated July 28, 1945, the office manager for the newly freed 
Nordmanns-Forbundet in Oslo addressed Aksel H. Holter of Ash-
land, Wisconsin. The author conveyed how those still working for 
the NS-controlled Nordmanns-Forbundet in Oslo had learned via il-
legal channels of the free version of the organization in the United 
States. They also mentioned how the American version of the journal 
had been sent to new members in the non-occupied lands (this would 
have included the United States, Canada, Britain, etc.) and this pro-
cess had netted many new members. Near the end of the letter, the 
author reveals his reason for contacting Mr. Holter: the organization 
had lost contact with many of its older members in the United States 
and hoped that Mr. Holter would be able to provide them with as 
many as possible of the old addresses of these older members so that 
the organization could reestablish contact with them.12  
   This information suggests that as part of its strategy the Ameri-
can version of Nordmanns-Forbundet had sought out new members 
in the non-occupied countries (with good success) and that the old 
members were not necessarily the intended target. A likely reason 
is that the American leadership of Nordmanns-Forbundet believed 
it could count on the support of its old members but wanted to reach 
new members and thus gain access to a larger audience to whom it 
could promote Norway’s wartime cause. 
   As a wartime asset, the control of Nordmanns-Forbundet was 
of high importance. The Nazi-directed takeover of Nordmanns-
Forbundet in Oslo set off alarm bells within Norway’s exile gov-
ernment in London. On January 12, 1942, Jens Bull, an official 
working for the exile government sent a memo to Norway’s For-
eign Affairs Department (Det kongelige Utenriksdepartement) and 
a copy of the newspaper Aftenposten from December 16, 1941. The 
Aftenposten article was titled “Norwegians in foreign nations must 
obtain information on the valuable work which is happening at 
home” and it was an interview with Finn Støren. In the article, 
Støren stressed the importance for Nordmanns-Forbundet to make 
contact with the emigrated Norwegians, “especially the great conti-
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nent of our countrymen in the United States” and to win them over 
though he lamented the difficulty in reaching them. In his memo, 
Bull noted how after the German occupation editor Ludvig Saxe, 
longtime editor of the journal prior to the Nazi takeover, had tried 
to steer an apolitical course for the journal and not make it inof-
fensive to the occupiers. Bull warned, however, that with the jour-
nal now being controlled by Nasjonal Samling it would assume a 
much more political [and obviously] pro-Nazi character. He also 
noted that its new editor was the “bureau head” [Ingolf] Hoel.13 
   Thus, the most important target audience for both versions of 
Nordmanns-Forbundet was the large body of Norwegian Ameri-
cans. For the Norwegian government in exile, it was of paramount 
importance to get their message to the Norwegian-American audi-
ence and convince them that liberating Norway—including the as-
sistance of the United States—was in the best interests of Norway 
and Norwegian America. 
   Norway’s leaders in the United States wanted to promote a 
strategy, aimed at the American media, in which Norway offered a 
test case of how Nazism operated and how it could be resisted. In 
an untitled letter from February 7, 1941, Carl J. Hambro writes in 
English to an unspecified recipient in London. In the letter Hambro 
states the following: 

 
However, it would be of the utmost importance for the Ameri-
can press to be informed of what is going on in Norway. In the 
first place, because Norway is a country where the German 
Nazis—supported by a small group of traitors—are trying to 
Nazify the whole country. To follow developments in Norway 
is consequently a means of getting a deep insight into the nature 
and methods of Nazism. The vast majority of the Norwegian 
people are making an heroic passive resistance against this Naz-
ification, and out of this daily struggle between the German con-
querors on the one hand and the Norwegian people on the other 
hand come many incidents of dramatic interest.14 

 
Hambro goes on to say that among the German-occupied countries, 
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Norway was in the most favorable position for getting news of in-
ternal developments to the outside world owing to Norway’s long 
common border with Sweden where Norwegian press represen-
tatives could continue their work.15 Norway’s close proximity to 
Britain was likely also a factor in promoting the nation as the best 
candidate. 

 
Treatment of the War 
From its inaugural issue, the American-produced version of Nord-
manns-Forbundet (N-F) made World War II its primary focus. This 
journal had its headquarters in Princeton, New Jersey, and it was 
published by Holt Publishing of Grand Forks, North Dakota. 
Henry Holt, the Lieutenant-Governor of North Dakota, was of 
Norwegian ancestry and the owner of the publishing firm. The 
cover of the December 1941, journal featured a Norwegian flyer 
giving a skyward salute as he stands at attention in front of his air-
plane. No longer would the tranquil landscapes of Norway grace 
the covers. Furthermore, the cover replaced the previous slogan, 
“Enige og tro” (united and faithful), which the Nasjonal Samling 
version continued to use, with a circular picture of King Haakon 
VII in military dress under which was printed his rallying cry for 
the country, “Alt for Norge” (All for Norway). Successive issues 
of the American-based journal would uphold this martial orienta-
tion, signifying the importance of Norway’s war effort and the 
goal of liberation. Military planes, naval ships, flyers, sailors, sol-
diers, and other photos of Norway’s fighting forces would be 
prominently displayed.16 
   Despite having its government in exile in England, Norway 
made a significant contribution to the Allied war effort, and the 
American version of Nordmanns-Forbundet devoted substantial 
coverage to Norwegian forces. The December 1941 issue featured 
the Royal Norwegian Air Force and its training center, Camp Little 
Norway, in Canada. Written by the camp’s commander, Major Ole 
Reistad, it described how Norway’s pilots were preparing to liber-
ate Norway.17 
   The pilots were among Norway’s greatest war assets, and Re-

DARON W. OLSON

164



istad predicted that their motivation and intelligence would make 
them highly successful. His prediction proved accurate for in 1943, 
Norsk Jægereskvadron (the Norwegian Attack Squadron) was the 
top-scoring squadron in the British Royal Air Force with over 160 
German planes shot down. In the June 1944 issue of the American 
version of N-F, a member of the squadron described their success-
ful dogfights against German Focke-Wolfs, a further testimony to 
the bravery of Norway’s forces.18 
   Norway’s other great asset was its merchant marine, which Re-
istad termed “Norway’s greatest factor in the war today.” The 1943 
anthology Tusen norske skip (A Thousand Norwegian Ships) stated 
that the war materials carried by Norway’s merchant marine were 
significant to the Allied war cause. A common idea of the time was 
that the Germans considered Norway’s merchant marine to be 
worth a million-man army to England. After the victory over Ger-
many, N-F in America concluded that the performance of the fleet 
was an overwhelmingly prideful chapter in Norway’s history.19 
   Not to be forgotten was Norway’s army. In a 1943 article, the 
American N-F announced the status of Norway’s “new army,” 
which was undergoing strenuous training with British forces in 
Scotland. Noting that the Norwegian infantryman was among the 
most educated of any foot soldier in the world, the Norwegians 
were anxious for the opportunity to use their battle skills against 
the Germans.20 
   The American version likewise depicted resistance to the Nazi 
regime in Norway. It noted how several editors of Norway’s news-
papers had gone to prison rather than submit to the occupiers’ de-
mands. The Norwegian Lutheran state church, led by Bishop Eivind 
Berggrav, had taken a revolutionary stand against interference by 
the Quislings. Norway’s teachers, university professors and stu-
dents, and athletes had strongly resisted the puppet government, and 
their actions earned acclaim from the American version of N-F for 
their defense of “Norway’s existence as a civilized people.”21 
   At the center of its occupation strategy, the Nazi-controlled 
state attempted to enlist Norway’s state Lutheran Church as another 
appendage of its rule. During 1941, the NS Ministry of Religion 
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and Education urged the church to adopt the following: 1) become 
detached from all non-spiritual affairs, 2) install Nazi doctrine in 
the church schools, 3) emplace Nazi sympathizers to the most im-
portant church offices, including the bishops, and 4) to discredit 
pastors who opposed the occupying powers and replace them with 
“loyal” pastors. In February, 1942, when Quisling became head of 
the government, he declared himself the Supreme Bishop of the 
church. He denounced Berggrav and replaced the Dean of Trond-
heim with a loyal supporter of the Nazi party. In response and in 
defense of civilization, seven anti-Nazi bishops resigned their of-
fices as church administrators, but they retained their roles as 
bishops in care of the clergy of their diocese. This action created a 
de facto “free church” as 93% of Norway’s clergy resigned their 
administrative function. Directed by Berggrav, this mass resigna-
tion occurred on Easter Sunday, April 5, 1942. Berggrav further ar-
gued that the constitutional relationship between the church and 
state made it clear that there was a right for Norway’s clergy to re-
fuse to obey a totalitarian state. The Norwegian Lutheran Church 
thus spearheaded the resistance to the occupiers from a position of 
moral conscientiousness.22 
   Although the American version of N-F seemed to ironically es-
pouse militarism and violence to a far greater extent than its NS 
counterpart, the phenomenon known as “virtue systems” explains 
the difference. According to Jonathan Leader Maynard, those who 
wrote within the pages of the American Nordmanns-Forbundet 
used its content to socialize “certain types of identity” and thereby 
get individuals to support “explicit and implicit codes of expected 
and valorized behavior associated with those identities.” He further 
maintains that the codes of behavior generated by this process 
“generate potent drives towards certain forms of action so as to ob-
tain positive moral self-identity.”23 The message of the American 
N-F was clear: Norwegians and their allies, including Norwegian 
Americans, would have to fight the bitter fight to liberate Norway, 
but Norwegian culture and society were worth the cost and justified 
in a moral sense. 
   Within the pages of Nasjonal Samling’s version of N-F, cover-
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age of the war was virtually nonexistent, or mentioned only in the 
general sense. The most open referral to the war came in a January 
1942 article by Finn Støren, the NS leader who had become the 
president of Nordmanns-Forbundet in Norway in September, 1941. 
He acknowledged that the events of the war in 1942 would deter-
mine the future of Norway. Readers of Nasjonal Samling’s version, 
however, would find little mention of the war during the remaining 
years of publication. Most references were brief and often buried 
in the back pages. In the May-June 1942 issue, a short note de-
scribed Minister President Quisling’s flight to the Eastern Front to 
visit with Norwegians serving in the Waffen SS. The September 
issue of the same year described Minister Rolf Fuglesang’s tour of 
the Eastern Front to review the Den norske Legion (The Norwegian 
Legion).24 
   Almost as rare in the NS version were references to Vidkun Quis-
ling. The earliest issues attempted to portray the puppet leader in a 
positive light. The March 1942 issue hailed the new regime in Nor-
way, quoting Quisling’s speech from February 1, 1942, when he as-
sumed the title of Minister President. Quisling proclaimed that his 
regime represented the latest step toward full national freedom and 
independence for Norway. The journal likewise painted a positive 
picture of Quisling’s visit with Adolf Hitler in Berlin on February 11 
of that year.25 But coverage of Quisling declined rapidly in successive 
issues, a clear indication of the fører’s massive unpopularity. 
   For the American version of N-F, Quisling proved an easy tar-
get, a symbol of the hated puppet regime. In an article from June 
1942, the Norwegian historian Jacob S. Worm-Müller denounced 
the journal’s takeover by the Nasjonal Samling regime. On the ar-
rest of Didrik Arup-Seip, the president of N-F, who was sub-
sequently imprisoned, he commented wryly that Quisling and 
Støren had realized that “no Norwegian was for sale.” As the end 
neared for Quisling, the American N-F noted in February 1945, 
that his position was more and more uncertain. The recent murder 
by the Norwegian Resistance of the leader of the Hird, Quisling’s 
personal guard, was a harbinger of the fate that awaited the hated 
fører for his reign of brutality.26 
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Symbols and Identity 
In the battle over Norway’s future control of the nation’s symbols 
was paramount. The Quisling government wanted to appropriate 
as many as possible of Norway’s cherished national symbols to 
lend legitimacy to its cause. A fascist, Quisling espoused a race-
conscious, corporatist view of society, and those symbols that em-
phasized militarism, masculine virility, and völkisch characteristics 
were the most attractive.27 
   The NS version of N-F devoted considerable attention to Vik-
ing-age symbolism. The most dramatic expression occurred about 
every three months when the publication would contain full-color 
inserts of images from Norway’s Viking Age and early medieval 
history, which often referred to scenes from victorious battles. 
These were reprints of tapestries created mostly by Harald Dams-
leth, and often contained short descriptions, noting how the Vikings 
had founded kingdoms and established cities. Viking-age heroes 
and heroines such as Gange-Rolf, Leif Eriksson, Gudrun, St. Olav 
and Harald Hardråde were featured during the 1942 issues. In sub-
sequent years, the inserts were devoted to Norway’s medieval 
kings, including Sigurd the Crusader, Sverre, and Håkon IV. More-
over, Quisling deliberately appropriated Viking-age symbols for 
his own use, such as naming his personal bodyguard the Hird, the 
traditional Norwegian Royal Guard for his own bodyguard, and the 
adoption of the Solkors, or Sun Cross, a prominent Viking-age fer-
tility symbol.28 
   Efforts by the Quisling regime to employ Viking and medieval 
symbolism were duly reported by the NS version. The regime at-
tempted to appropriate Norway’s celebration of St. Olav, its great 
king who died a martyr at the Battle of Stiklestad in 1030, by tying 
it to the celebration to Norway’s resurgence under Nasjonal Saml-
ing and by claiming a direct connection between the king and Quis-
ling. In 1942 the Norwegian Historical Documents Institute (Norsk 
Historisk Kjeldeskrift-Institutt) published a two-volume study of 
St. Olav, which had begun in 1917. The product of Norwegian his-
torian Dr. Oscar Albert Johnsen and Icelandic professor Dr. Jón 
Helgason, the NS version of Nordmanns-Forbundet published an 
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article about the book in its February 1942 issue. The article gave 
a fairly balanced account, yet it ended by stating “Now more than 
ever could ever appreciate how the sympathy becomes strong and 
the bonds steadfast between the various branches of the Norwegian 
and Nordic peoples.” 
   The Norwegian fascists viewed the prior depression era as one 
of decline and contended that the New Order would make Norway 
great again as she had been during the Viking Age and early medi-
eval era. The apogee of this attempt came at the 1944 celebration 
that featured the unveiling of a new monument to St. Olav at Stik-
lestad, sculpted by Wilhelm Rasmussen. The NS publication like-
wise printed several articles glorifying Norway’s Viking and 
medieval past, including the November 1943 issue in which Leif 
Eriksson, the great Norwegian-American hero, was portrayed as a 
symbol for the new era, i.e. a Nasjonal Samling hero.29 
   A glorification of Norway’s traditional peasant culture was 
another common motif in the NS version. A common theme was 
that Norway’s beautiful but rugged terrain had imbued its peasantry, 
the most racially pure Norwegians, with toughness and resolve. It 
paid attention to the importance of Norwegian folk music and bu-
nads, which had helped to preserve the best of Norwegian culture.30 
   A good example comes from an article by J. Falck-Andersen 
titled “The Discovery of the Hidden Norway” (Oppdagelsen av det 
skjulte Norge) in the July-August 1943 issue. Referring to the year 
1814, the author argues that Norway’s newly won freedom at that 
time owed much to the Norwegians who lived among the nation’s 
mountains and forests where a blue-eyed, somewhat naïve, patrio-
tism took hold. He urged a rediscovery of this hidden Norway 
which inspired the great romantic works of Norway by such men 
as violinist Ole Bull, composer Halfdan Kierulf, and Ludvig Lin-
deman who composed the folk melodies associated with the folk 
tales of Asbjørnsen and Moe. Falck-Andersen concludes his article 
by quoting Henrik Wergeland, the nineteenth-century cultural per-
sonality and poet of Norway: “Our hearts know, our eyes see, how 
good and beautiful Norway can stand as a motto for the new age, 
that which leads forth from the hidden Norway.”31 
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   These themes are consistent with Nasjonal Samling’s overall 
attempt to remake Norwegian society. For example, the party called 
for “a new spirit in the schools” that would reflect its ideology. De-
veloped by the Ministry for Church and Educational Affairs, led 
by NS minister Ragnar Skancke and chief inspector of schools, 
Jørgen Bakke, the new program clearly reflected the impact of the 
German model, which emphasized character-building of students 
over the acquisition of professional knowledge. Especially impor-
tant for the indoctrination of pupils and to emphasize the greatness 
of their nation of Norway, the new standards adapted Norwegian 
history to the national socialist model. History in Norwegian 
schools was expected to refer to the Viking Age, especially when 
legendary King Harald Fairhair united Norway into one realm. This 
program of education emphasized Quisling and Nasjonal Samling’s 
slogan “Norway is a realm—we shall become one people” and NS 
education would project into schooling patriotism, nationalism, the 
people’s community, a sense of belonging to the “Germanic race,” 
a will for combat, and the role of the “Führer principle.” 32 
   In a 1941 radio speech in May 1941, Skancke described how 
Norwegian schools had to guarantee that pupils could develop their 
biological aptitudes as fully as possible. Moreover, each child had 
to learn that every human being was part of a larger unity, or the 
people’s community. He stressed that schools had to create a 
“strong and healthy youth, in accordance with the doctrine of bio-
logical heritage and race.” The ultimate goal was to create an “ideal 
type of race.” Nicolas Karcher notes, however, that this statement 
was not specifically Norwegian or informative about achieving a 
corresponding education in practice. Instead, it was merely a rep-
etition of central National Socialist principles as they were pro-
moted in Germany.33 
   In more modern guise, the Nasjonal Samling version of Nord-
manns-Forbundet emphasized a return to the land as a way to 
renew the spirit of Norway and its people. In November 1941, the 
NS version presented an article on labor service for Norway, which 
envisioned a labor service modeled on the one in Nazi Germany, 
though it was also compared to the Civilian Conservation Corps 
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being utilized in the United States. The Arbeidstjeneste (Labor Ser-
vice) would feature a military-style organization. For men it pro-
claimed that they would sing and march from the camp where the 
split Norwegian flag waved. As they marched, they would swing 
their hoes and spades. At the end of the workday in summer, they 
would take brisk baths in nearby rivers or lakes. The evenings 
would consist of warm comradery on the base. From this work on 
the farms, Norway’s male youth would achieve an invigorating 
faith in the Norwegian people and their future. The solidarity of 
shared work would lead to an uplifting of Norway’s people.34 
   The presence of this sentiment in the NS version of Nordmanns-
Forbundet aligns with the principles of the National Youth Service 
of Nasjonal Samling (Nasjonal Samlings Ungdomsfylking), which 
since its inception in 1933 had widely corresponded to the Hitler 
Youth (Hitlerjugend), espousing the ideas of National Socialist edu-
cation. In addition to education and the National Youth Service, the 
Labor Service or Fatigue Duty (Arbeidstjeneste) was a third branch 
that promoted National Socialist principles. Its purpose was to shape 
Norwegians through outdoor work and thereby connect them, es-
pecially Norwegian youth, more closely to their nation, their people, 
and practical life rather than schooling based on theory.35 
   The attempt to impose a German Nazi-style Arbeidstjeneste 
was central to the struggle against the German occupation force. 
Leaders of Norway’s resistance aimed to strengthen the Norwegian 
population’s resistance to the labor service and to defend Norwe-
gian national identity. It was crucial to get Norwegians to reject the 
racial aspects of the service and its attempt to militarize Norway. 
Sabotage was a favored tactic used to thwart Nazi aims of control-
ling Norway’s labor force.36 
   These ideas reflected an extreme interpretation of conservative 
nineteenth-century National Romantic ideas. One must mention 
that nineteenth-century national romanticism had greatly in-
fluenced Norway’s national identity, especially an emphasis on the 
nation’s Viking-age past and peasant culture.37 The völkisch ideol-
ogy of Nasjonal Samling made the appropriation of these romantic 
symbols self-evident. The Quisling regime encountered great dif-
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ficulty, however, when it attempted to appropriate the latter-day 
symbols of Norway’s national identity. 
   In response, the Nasjonal Samling version attempted to vindi-
cate the takeover of modern Norwegian symbols. The puppet re-
gime located its offices in the Storting (parliament) building. 
During its September 1942 public celebrations in Oslo, on the ninth 
anniversary of Nasjonal Samling, the festivities included events in 
the National Gallery, the University building, and the National The-
ater, and a parade down Karl Johans Gate, on which was located 
the Royal Palace and the Storting. The regime also attempted to 
erase annual celebrations of May 1 (Labor Day) and May 17, Nor-
way’s constitution day. Instead, the regime attempted to create sub-
stitute celebrations. In early 1945 for example, Wilhelm Rasmussen 
sculpted his Eidsvollsøylen (Eidsvoll Pillar), a monument in honor 
of Norway’s constitution, which was to be placed near the Storting, 
but was never realized.38 
   As noted by Anthony D. Smith, the process of reappropriating 
one’s culture through historical reappropriation is a common tactic 
of modern nationalists and Norway’s attempt to emphasize its Vik-
ing Age and peasant past is a notable example. For Germany, how-
ever, there was limited historical material for this process to 
succeed. Instead, Nazi Germany recovered its ancient ethno-history 
by appropriating Norway’s ancient past, which, as Smith observes, 
is the starting point for the process of vernacular nationalist mobi-
lization, or the creation of a national identity that would appeal to 
all levels of German society.39 This German appropriation, fur-
thermore, reflected a common tactic of nationalism, which Smith 
has also identified. He contends that nationalism often “inhabits” 
other ideologies and belief-systems and channels their ideals and 
policies to nationalist ends.40 
   In stark contrast, the American version of N-F emphasized 
latter-day symbolism to counter the tainted Nazi symbolism. Nor-
way’s love of freedom became a significant symbol, and the afore-
mentioned resistance by homeland Norwegians to the Nazi 
government served to drive the point home. The exiled author, Si-
grid Undset, wrote for N-F in March 1942 about the close affinities 
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between Norwegians and Americans, two peoples with an historic 
craving for freedom. Halvdan Koht, historian and Norway’s former 
Minister of Defense, echoed similar ideas in noting that Norwe-
gians who had emigrated to America found a natural home owing 
to their love of freedom.41 
   Norway’s latter-day identity was strongly tied to a respect for 
law and democratic government. As such, the American version 
pointed to Norway’s parliament and constitution as the founda-
tions of modern Norwegian society and its values. In a May 1942 
article, Johan Nygaardsvold, Norway’s Prime Minister in exile, 
observed that as a constitutional monarchy, Norway’s king and 
constitution were among its foremost symbols since they were 
the moral basis and foundation of the will of the people. At a 
speech given on the anniversary of the German occupation of 
Norway, Carl J. Hambro, the Secretary of the American N-F, 
identified “the moral power in our people,” whose society “was 
built upon the values of the oldest constitutional society in 
 Europe.” In a December 1944 article in N-F, Editor Torolv Kan-
dahl praised Hambro, president of the Storting, for his resolute 
opposition to the German invaders and his decision to fight the 
war in exile. The behavior of Hambro and other members of the 
Norwegian Storting demonstrated the strong constitutional bonds 
between the democracy that was and the one that would return 
once the war was over.42 
   By linking the civilizational values of Norway to the United 
States, Norway’s leaders engaged in what H. D. S. Greenway has 
identified as “kin-country” syndrome. Through this process, leaders 
of Norway and Norwegian America engaged in a process of “civili-
zational rallying” in which groups or states belonging to one civili-
zation that become involved in a war with people from a different 
civilization try to rally support from other members of their own 
civilization.43 The Allies, including Norway, frequently presented 
the war as a battle between civilization and the barbarism of 
Nazism. Presented in this fashion, the defenders of Norway could 
argue that Norway’s struggle was more than a traditional one based 
on the acquisition of territory or considerations of the balance of 
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power. It was instead a battle over the very nature of humanity, a 
battle with soulful consequences. 
   Moreover, the condition of being in exile allowed homeland Nor-
wegians to emphasize their cultural nationalism, especially the way 
it generated strong bonds between Norway and Norwegian Ameri-
cans. Laura Hilton stresses that displaced persons or persons in exile 
for whom the legitimacy of their national identity has been challenged 
(as per a foreign occupation), will often rewrite shared traditions, his-
tory, and culture to provide them with a sense of place and self, as 
well as providing a useful outlet for survival and fighting back against 
the enemies of their nation. Exiled people, like displaced people, ex-
ercise these actions to present a positive identity to receptor states.44 
Both homeland Norwegian and Norwegian-American defenders of 
Norway revised the self-image of the homeland to both fight back 
against Nazi Germany and to enhance Norway’s identity within the 
United States. Through the pages of the American version of Nord-
manns-Forbundet, exiled Norwegians and Norwegian Americans 
could learn about the altered identity of Norway and then disseminate 
its symbols and meanings to the larger American public. 
   Perhaps the strongest latter-day symbols for the American ver-
sion of N-F were King Haakon VII and May 17. The king was a 
beloved, national hero for his refusal to acknowledge the Nazi gov-
ernment and his willingness to fight the war from abroad. In 1942, 
the year of King Haakon’s seventieth birthday, N-F in America 
heaped lavish praise on him, calling him the people’s king in “the 
most democratic land in the world.” In recognition of his fighting 
spirit that same year, the United States dedicated an anti-submarine 
vessel as his namesake on September 15. On the occasion, Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt gave his famous “Look to Norway” 
speech, in which he identified Norway as the exemplary nation that 
embodied the reasons the United States was fighting tyranny. King 
Haakon VII frequently graced the pages of the American version 
of N-F, and his inspirational words cemented his role as a symbol 
for a free Norway. In the January 1944 issue, for instance, he 
greeted all Norwegians for whom the war “is steadily being won,” 
and promised that “hope would soon return.”45 
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   The effort to repudiate the Nazi appropriation of Norwegian 
symbols such as the Viking and romanticized peasants, while sim-
ultaneously refashioning the cornerstones of Norway’s national 
identity closely resemble what Anthony D. Smith has termed ethno-
symbolist approach to nationalism. In particular, he notes that the 
process of nation-formation is not so much one of construction or 
deliberate invention, but of reinterpretation of pre-existing cultural 
motifs and of reconstruction of earlier ethnic ties and settlements.46 
Hence, Norway’s WWII identity-makers reinterpreted their na-
tional identity in terms of cultural motifs (love of democracy, the 
Constitution, the Storting, and the King) at the expense of Vikings 
and romanticized peasants because the former symbols excluded 
Germans and German or Germanic nationalism, while the latter 
symbols could not. In addition, Norwegian identity-makers also at-
tempted to remake the Vikings into stalwarts of liberty in a further 
effort to stave off Nazi appropriation. One example occurred in De-
cember 1941 when Norway’s envoy, Wilhelm Morgenstierne, gave 
a talk in Minneapolis to the local Nordmanns-Forbundet chapter. 
In his talk the envoy referred to Norway’s merchant marine as 
“modern Vikings” whose activities supported Norway’s free fight-
ing forces.47 
   The latter-day symbolic synthesis came together in the special 
May 1944 issue of the American N-F, the one hundredth and thir-
tieth anniversary of Norway’s constitution. The cover featured a 
flight of birds flying a “v” formation towards Norway, which sym-
bolized the “triple v” slogan of the home front, vi vil vinne (we will 
win), and King Haakon VII. Dedicated to Norway’s constitution 
day, the issue affirmed May 17 as a powerful symbol of Norway. In 
his tribute to “our constitutional day,” Carl J. Hambro explained that 
the Storting was the “living expression of the constitution, as its ac-
tive symbol,” and that May 17 represented the public spirit that 
made the nation great. In the same issue, Prime Minister Nygaards-
vold reflected that May 17 showed respect for the constitution that 
had “shaped our independence and freedom.” Minister W. Neuman 
of the diplomatic corps simply stated that “Norway is freedom,” 
while President Roosevelt hoped that the next celebration of May 
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17 would take place in a Norway again free and democratic. King 
Haakon VII contended that May 17 represented Norway’s cause to 
liberate itself from Germany’s attempt to impose a slave-state.48 

 
A Greater Germany versus a Greater Norway 
The Quisling regime had seized control of Nordmanns-Forbundet 
because it viewed it as a propaganda tool. At a practical level, it 
was hoped that the journal might influence Norwegians living 
abroad to return to Norway, especially once the war was over. In 
Quisling’s dreams of a future Nazi-Norway, he hoped that the na-
tion’s population would reach ten million by the year 2000 through 
an emphasis on larger families and return migration. An article 
from the February 1943 Nasjonal Samling version was especially 
blunt in its assessment that Norway needed to increase its number 
of births if it were to survive. In January 1942, it urged Norwegian 
women to return to working the land. The article was accompanied 
by a picture of happy, robust, farm girls weeding potatoes and smil-
ing in the glorious sunshine.49 Within the article, the NS version 
idealized the farm and the need for women to do agricultural work. 
Encouraging women to realize the character-building efforts that 
came with hard work: 

 
All Norwegian young women should get out and work with the 
earth. Most do not like it to begin with, but when they are 
stricken with stiffness and water blisters, and they become ac-
customed to the work, most are comfortable with it. They learn 
to respect the farmer and his work and see that his life is hard 
toil and exhausting year after year, and yet he is content with 
his existence. They discover that it must be something excep-
tional in God’s free nature. They learn to work for work’s sake, 
and then they place a much greater worth both on themselves 
and that which they work for.50 

 
Despite being at war with the United States, the NS version stead-
fastly promoted positive images of Norwegian America. It took 
every opportunity to congratulate Norwegian-American leaders on 
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their birthdays or to pay tribute to milestones reached by Norwe-
gian-American institutions such as newspapers, colleges, and 
churches.51 
   More importantly, though, was the need for the regime, includ-
ing N-F, to persuade Norwegians that the nation’s fortune was tied 
to the good fortune of Hitler’s Germany.  N-F in Oslo quoted 
speeches from Reichskommissar Josef Terboven and Quisling on 
February 1, 1942. Terboven predicted that the Norwegian people 
would be united and strengthened through National Socialism, be-
coming an “indispensable part of the Germanic fellowship.” The 
fører, meanwhile, stressed the need to build Norway on national 
socialist principles: Norway had become “one regime, it shall be-
come one folk.” Yet he maintained that Norway’s fate was tied to 
Germany, for “Germany’s victory is Norway’s victory.”52 
   According to scholar Nicola Karcher, when the “new order” 
was established on September 25, 1940, the Nazification of Nor-
way became the main task of Nasjonal Samling and the main goal 
was to transform Norway into a racially pure “people’s commu-
nity” that would be integrated as an equal partner in the “Greater 
Germanic Reich,” albeit under the leadership of Nazi Germany.53 
   This promotion of Norway’s role in “a Greater Germany” or 
“some kind of Norwegian-German supernationalism” was a com-
mon theme in the NS version of the journal.54 Writing in January 
1942, Støren observed that Nordmanns-Forbundet’s mission sup-
ported everything that characterized Norway as a race and a people, 
namely the desire to be united (based on national socialist prin-
ciples). In the October 1942 issue, Rolf Fuglesang claimed that the 
future relationship between Germany and Norway would allow 
Norway to receive its free and rightful position in the new Europe. 
In February, 1945, the NS version of N-F reported that Quisling 
and his ministers had traveled to Germany to learn from Hitler 
about Norway’s place in the Germanic people’s future. The January 
1945 issue expressed concern that Norway’s promising future 
would be abruptly terminated before the end of 1945—that the Na-
tional Socialist revolution would be uncompleted owing to an Al-
lied victory.55 
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   The Greater Germany concept attracted numerous responses 
from the American N-F. In its first issue, Hambro attacked the con-
cept of a Norwegian-German super-nationalism as a ruse for having 
Norwegians serve a greater Germany. He compared the Nazi take-
over of Nordmanns-Forbundet as an attempt to smuggle a Nazi 
virus among Norwegians all over the world, especially by promis-
ing to restore to Norway its medieval possessions such as the Ork-
neys, the Shetlands, the Isle of Man, and northern Scotland. Sigrid 
Undset wrote mockingly in 1942 that the Germans’ desire to be 
part of the Nordic race, by appropriating Norway’s proud past, were 
suspect owing to the racial blending of peoples. More importantly, 
she added, the desire for freedom and democratic government were 
the true characteristics of the Nordic nations, something lacking in 
Germany.56 
   In place of the Greater Germany concept, the American version 
offered the Greater Norway concept, which called for close ties be-
tween a democratic and free Norway and its emigrated population 
living in other areas of the world. The American   N-F was careful 
to distinguish the difference. It published an interview with the Nor-
wegian Foreign Minister in exile, Trygve Lie, in April 1943. Lie 
emphasized that Norway had no territorial ambitions and was a 
steadfast member of the Allies. In an article from January 1942, 
Jacob Worm-Müller stressed that Nordmanns-Forbundet existed to 
promote greater cultural and economic ties between Norway and 
Norwegians living abroad. The cultivation of those close ties, es-
pecially between Norway and Norwegian Americans, proved crucial 
to Norway’s war effort. Einar Lund, the editor of Decorah-Posten, 
wrote in N-F in November 1942 about the connection. “Norway’s 
influence in the war,” he observed, brought “feelings of pride in the 
Norwegian heritage” and that Americans of Norwegian ancestry 
would take the lead in rebuilding “our fathers’ land.” In an article 
appearing in N-F after the war, the new Prime Minister of Norway, 
Einar Gerhardsen, gave thanks to America, especially Norwegian 
Americans, for their relief efforts. He noted that the struggle against 
common enemies had created strong bonds between the Norwegian 
people and the United States of America.57 
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   Two considerations arise from this formulation. The first in-
volved the need for Norwegian and Norwegian-American ident-
ity-makers (both part of the Greater Norway) to tie their national 
identity to a code of morality. In describing the essential differences 
between Norwegian greater nationalism and German greater na-
tionalism, the proponents of the Greater Norway linked Norway’s 
identity to the identity of the United States, especially its perceived 
commitment to liberal values. As noted by Catherine Frost, this es-
pousal of a liberal nationalism meant that there was “a trade-off re-
lationship with the qualities we associate with nationalism.”58 In 
other words, the American Nordmanns-Forbundet signaled that 
Norway’s national identity would abandon its territorial (national-
ist) ambitions in favor of a liberal international order that valued 
justice and the process of law. 
   The second issue is the very framework of the Greater Norway, 
which suggested that Norway’s orientation would be based on in-
ternationalism after the war, a position that would move away from 
traditional Nordic neutralism. This effort created a type of national 
identity that Marcus Nicolson termed cosmopolitan nationalism in 
his recent chapter of Scottish nationalism and the appeal of trans-
national European structures such as the European Union. He ar-
gues that modern Scottish national identity is outward-looking and 
reliant on the continued cooperation of other European nations.59 
In a similar vein, the Nazi occupation and subsequent resistance 
by Norway created a reappraisal of Norway’s national identity, and 
Norway’s identity-makers, as evidenced by the pages of the Ameri-
can version of Nordmanns-Forbundet, chose an identity that was 
outward-looking and favorably disposed to international cooper-
ation. 

 
Treatment of the Jews 
In April 1940 2,173 Jews lived in Norway, mostly in Oslo and 
Trondheim where they owned businesses or worked in the profes-
sions or crafts. Immigration rules for Jews in Norway, as elsewhere 
in Europe, were restrictive as well. In May 1940, one month after 
the start of the occupation, the first anti-Jewish measure was intro-
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duced when the radios owned by Jews were confiscated. Soon after, 
the occupying regime registered Jewish property and firms, and 
these were confiscated. In January 1942, the authorities required 
Jews to have a “J” stamped on their identification papers and arrests 
followed shortly thereafter. Beginning in October of that year, the 
authorities in Norway arrested Jewish men and they were sent to 
concentration camps, where they suffered murder, execution, or 
suicide. As a result, many Jews fled Norway and between these 
two actions the Jewish population of Norway severely declined. 
Among those trying to escape Norway, at least 900 Jewish refugees 
made their way across the border to Sweden.60 
   Neither the NS version nor the American version of N-F had much 
to say about the treatment of the Jews. In its back pages, the NS ver-
sion would post short notices, usually about the restrictions on the 
Jews in Norway or sometimes notices to report to a local NS authority. 
The American version hardly touched the subject. One exception was 
an article from February 1945 by the writer Johan Borgen, which 
raised issues about how Norwegians had traditionally treated the Jew-
ish population of Norway. Borgen was an intellectual with leftist 
political leanings who was imprisoned in the Grini detention camp 
near Oslo during the war for writing epistles in newspapers with 
hidden anti-German messages. After the war, he submitted articles 
for the Sosialistisk Folkeparti’s newspaper Orientering.61 
   Borgen pointed out that Norway was massively anti-Semitic. 
While he observed that Jews were generous, full of initiative, en-
ergetic, and displayed polite mannerisms, Norwegian sources (even 
prior to the Nazi occupation) seldom depicted them that way in 
everyday life. Borgen contended that these racist attitudes and the 
resulting murder of the Jews had created a dark stain over Norway’s 
history. He insisted that Norwegians must take responsibility for 
allowing antisemitism to reside in the souls of the people. The 
author admonished Norwegians in the future to work for social jus-
tice as the basis of a future Norway.62 
   Norwegian antisemitism prior to the war likely arose out of 
similar structural conditions to those happening in Central and 
Eastern Europe, albeit on a lesser scale. William Hagen’s com-
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parative work on antisemitism in Germany and Poland during the 
interwar period identifies the “embourgeoisement” of the Jewish 
middle classes at this time as they sought advantageous positions 
in the economy and professional life. Their success provoked a 
counterreaction on the part of the non-Jewish middle classes who 
were also striving for status and advancement. Those members of 
the non-Jewish professional classes in Germany and Poland, in-
cluding lawyers, physicians, teachers, engineers, and other highly-
trained technicians as well, seized upon antisemitism to improve 
their prospects of employment and mobility, regardless of whether 
they accepted Nazi policies of “Aryanization with equanimity or 
enthusiasm.”63 Borgen observed both types of behavior, which he 
termed familiar chauvinism (prejudice) and antisemitism, noting 
that they were not the same. But he noted that both types of behav-
ior are present in situations of ill-intentioned agitation towards the 
Jews. He also noted that such behavior manifested more commonly 
after the formation of the modern middle classes brought Jews and 
non-Jews into closer contact with each other,64 a seeming confir-
mation of Hagen’s analysis. 
   Antisemitism had deep historical roots in Norway. For example, 
the 1814 Eidsvoll Constitution originally banned Jews and Jesuits 
from entering the country, though the ban on Jews was lifted in 
1851. In the late 1800s conservative religious groups promoted 
negative stereotypes of Jews. During the 1920s and 1930s conspi-
racy theories about the Russian Revolution spawned negative por-
trayals of Jews in Norway. Perhaps the culminating act was in 1929 
when the Norwegian Storting voted 88 to 21 in favor of a law that 
banned “schächting,” or the Jew’s ritual slaughter of animals. The 
debates surrounding the vote were harsh and anti-Semitic. A key el-
ement of Nasjonal Samling’s propaganda was the idea of a world-
wide Jewish conspiracy that would overthrow modern civilization.65 
   Although Norway’s Lutheran church spearheaded the resis-
tance movement against Nazi rule, it was largely silent in protesting 
the treatment of Norway’s Jews. The only public declaration was 
on November 10, 1942, when a letter of protest—signed by the en-
tire church leadership—was read out in all the churches of Norway. 
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The letter stated that the Jews were being punished for their bio-
logical origins, a denial of their human rights, and a contradiction 
of the Word of God. The letter urged Quisling to stop the persecu-
tion of the Jews and to “bring to an end the racial hatred which 
through the press is spreading in our land.” In 1941, Berggrav had 
also protested the condemnation of mixed marriages with Jews and 
that any attempt to assert the racial superiority of one race over 
another was contrary to the constitution of the church.66 
   Norway traditionally has not addressed its role in the Holo-
caust. Until the mid-1990s, the “National Consensus Syndrome” 
of Norway’s World War II narrative intoned a strict division be-
tween the King and the Homefront as symbols of resistance on one 
hand and Quisling and his Nazi party as symbols of treason on the 
other.67 That narrative received a strong jolt when a photo of Aker-
shus harbor in Oslo on November 26, 1942, appeared in Aften-
posten in January 1994. The photo had been discovered in an old 
desk at Aftenposten by journalist Liv Hegna and it was part of an 
article titled “The death-trip of the Jews with ‘Donau.’”  The photo 
captured the German ship Donau leaving the harbor at 2:55PM 
with more than 500 Norwegian Jews on board as several Norwe-
gian citizens watched.68 The photo and article triggered an exam-
ination of Norway’s true role in the Holocaust. 
   Over twenty years later, in 2018, Marte Michelet published her 
book Hva visste hjemmefronten? Holocaust in Norge: Varslene, 
unnvikelsene, hemmeligholdet. (What Did the Homefront Know? 
The Holocaust in Norway: Warnings, Evasions, and Secrets) 
The book created a firestorm of controversy in Norway as the 
author accused Norway’s resistance movement (the Homefront) of 
failing to act in time to save the deportation and ultimate murder 
of nearly half of Norway’s Jewish population despite advanced 
warning of the massive arrests. The book triggered a controversial 
debate in Norway about the degree of responsibility that Norway 
bore for the Holocaust and the degree to which Norwegian society 
was and continued to be anti-Semitic. Several of Norway’s his-
torians rushed to condemn the book. Øystein Sørensen and Kjetil 
Braut Simonsen, the editors of Historie og Moral (History and 
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Morality) noted that the Michelet book made moralistic judgments 
based on questionable sources. Three other historians—R. Berg-
gren, Bjarte Bruland, and Mats Tangestuen—pointed out that 
Michelet’s interpretation was based on misleading and selective 
sources.69 
   The more conventional interpretations, however, while not 
going as far as Michelet, do not exonerate Norway’s role in the 
Holocaust. Bjarte Bruland, for example, observes that while Ger-
man authorities favored the policy of rounding up Norway’s Jews, 
it was Norway’s leadership under Quisling—whose government 
ordered the arrests—and the implementation of the arrest by Nor-
way’s State Police officers, officers from the Oslo Police, and se-
lected members of the Hird and the Norwegian SS that initiated 
the first action in the deportation of Norway’s Jews. In effect, it 
was Norwegians, not Germans, who carried out the dirty work. De-
spite the chaotic way the arrests were carried out, the effort meant 
that 772 of Norway’s approximately 1,536 registered Jews were 
deported and only 34 survived, which brought the overall number 
of victims to 766—a murder rate of 49%. Only the Netherlands 
and Germany had a higher total. Bruland also notes how the Ger-
man authorities tended to hold back on aggressive policies, includ-
ing the publication of anti-Jewish decrees, closing Jewish shops, 
and painting anti-Jewish slogans because they were not well re-
ceived by Norway’s civilian population and, in fact, these actions 
increased sympathy for the Jews.70 And yet this sympathy should 
not be mistaken for solidarity. As stated by Ole Kristian Grimnes 
in his study of Norway and World War II, the Danes were willing 
to rescue Danish Jews because the Danes viewed an attack on the 
Danish Jews as an attack on themselves. Contrarily, he writes, the 
Jewish arrests “were not understood as an attack against Norwegian 
society, but a defined group within this society.”71 
   Against this historical backdrop, the historian must view the 
free or American version of Nordmanns-Forbundet as an example 
of the “National Consensus” interpretation of the war in which 
King Haakon, the Homefront, the government in exile, and Nor-
way’s military assets were the good guys and Quisling and his Nazi 
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party were the bad guys. While the American version portrayed 
Norway’s war effort in a favorable and highly effective manner, it 
should not blind us to the reality that Norwegians during the war 
were not totally innocent of responsibility for the Holocaust. With 
the exception of the Borgen article, the historical irony is that both 
versions of Nordmanns-Forbundet largely ignored the Jews, an 
irony with deadly consequences. 
 
Conclusion 
The ideological clash waged by the two versions of Nordmanns-
Forbundet revealed the extent to which Norway had become a 
modern, progressive, and democratic nation. Although nostalgia 
for the Viking Age and romanticized peasant culture had formed 
the initial Norwegian national self-image in the nineteenth century, 
they alone could not form the basis for a comprehensive national 
identity. The Nazi regime did have some success in its appeals to 
Norway’s romantic and mythical past, but for most Norwegians 
those symbols were not adequate. Mid-twentieth century Norwe-
gians might be proud of being descended from Vikings and peas-
ant-stock, but their national identity was just as strongly tied to 
their concept as a free, democratic, and modern people. For them, 
symbols such as their parliament, May 17, and King Haakon VII, 
albeit highly romanticized themselves, proved just as important, if 
not more so, than the Viking-Age and peasant symbols favored by 
Quisling and his regime. 
   The ideological constructs employed and developed by the 
American-based Nordmanns-Forbundet adumbrated the features 
of Norway’s postwar identity. The Nasjonal Samling-tainted sym-
bols of the Viking Age and the mythical peasant would be down-
played or ignored, while the symbols of liberation—the Storting, 
May 17, and King Haakon—would be the primary symbols of Nor-
way’s postwar identity. A strong anti-German sentiment would be 
a significant component as well.72 The misappropriation of the Vik-
ing heritage and symbolism would long leave a certain distaste for 
that part of Norway’s identity following World War II; thus, skew-
ing the nation’s self-image in the direction of the “modern, pro-
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gressive Norway” theme. Finally, the war solidified the relationship 
between Norway and it emigrated compatriots, especially those liv-
ing in America, and it validated the Greater Norway concept, which 
Nordmanns-Forbundet already had worked to promote for many 
years.73 Yet, as critics like Borgen remarked, Norway would need 
to work on crafting a more just society. 
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