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When on October 27, 1981 a Soviet Whiskey-Class sub-
marine made a surprise appearance at Torumskar, 16 miles
within one of the two most important Swedish naval base
areas, well into Swedish internal waters, it captured inter-
national attention. The incident did undoubted damage to
the reputation of the Soviet Union, and this damage was
compounded when it was revealed that the submarine was
carrying nuclear weapons. At a time when Moscow was
waging a ferocious propaganda campaign against an in-
creased U.S. nuclear presence in Europe, its own nuclear
activities were brought into focus. Moreover, the victim was
Sweden, a country whose neutralist status was envied by
many in the West European peace movement.

For those who assumed that the Soviet Union was a
perfectly decent neighbor unless unjustly provoked, the af-
fair came as a shock. The “Whiskey-on-the-Rocks” incident
might have been dismissed as an unfortunate aberration:
perhaps some technical malfunction may have led it astray.
It was soon revealed, however, to be part of a regular pat-
tern of Soviet incursion into Swedish waters. More serious-
ly, these incursions continued —indeed were stepped up—
after this incident, and this continued violation of Swedish
sovereignty was backed up by blatant lies, some of which
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were told at the highest level. The more Sweden protested,
the more it was told it was inflicting damage on Soviet-
Swedish relations. The more the Swedish navy sought to
find and force to the surface the offending submarines, the
more it risked accusations of provoking a major crisis.

While all this reflected badly on the Soviet Union, it
posed considerable difficulties for Sweden. The Social Dem-
ocratic government, which returned to office in October
1982, was acutely embarrassed by the continuing evidence
of Soviet violations of its internal waters, for they were in a
sense a violation of its most noble aspirations: that so long
as Sweden strictly followed the principle of neutrality itself,
the major powers would in turn respect Swedish neutrality
with comparable rigour.

Milton Leitenberg provides in these pages a description
that is at times almost painful —of a government caught
between how things really were and how it wanted them to
be. In practice it could not bring itself to follow through the
logic of its declared policies because it feared the conse-
quences of a confrontation with the Soviet Union. Leiten-
berg raises some disturbing questions with regard to the
actual rules of engagement as compared to the more robust
political statements under which the Swedish navy was al-
lowed to seek out the intruders.

Why the Soviet Union chose to embarrass Sweden in
this way remains something of a mystery. Straightforward
political intimidation does not appear to be the primary
motive, although it appears to be important in Moscow not
to give way in disputes such as this however untenable its
position in principle. After sifting through the various theo-
ries, Leitenberg suggests that the basic inspiration was op-
erational. The Soviet Union views the Baltic as virtually a
home sea and is anxious to secure control in war. In seeking
to control all coastal areas it would be prepared to ensure
that Sweden could not interfere in any way with its military
effort. The submarine intrusions reflect the planning for
this contingency. The timing may have been affected by a

shift in operational doctrine and possibly concern over the
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rlr;élg:ry implications of the upheavals in Poland in the early
This account of the regular penetration s i
tgrnal waters by Soviet submarilll)es stands otcl)if ii“;:?;l: IJVZ 11;'
F1r§t, there is the meticulous and full presentation of t?,he;
available evidence. This is a characteristic of Leitenberg’s
work a.nd ensures that even those who do not accept lgfis
analysis will find this to be a valuable work of referen(I:)e
. Second,.there is a healthy intolerance of self—decept:ion
Lejltenbez‘-g is scathing when it comes to attempts to dis:
miss the intrusions as figments of the Swedish navy’s imag-
1r.1at10n. The evidence—such as tracks of midget submi-
rines .close to the most sensitive naval facilities—is too
damning. T.hese were not “budget submarines,” contrived
threats designed to help the Swedish military’s case for
more resources, but a real reflection of Soviet policy.
Le1tepberg’s record is such that no one can disrr;iss him
as an an.t1-Sov1et propagandist. One of the benefits of a free
§oc1ety is that academics and other commentators can be
irresponsible in the best sense of the word by bringing to
the ?,urface unpalatable truths and drawing awkward con-
clusions. The great value of this book is that it leaves us not
only better informed but also less comfortable.

Lawrence Freedman
Professor

Department of War Studies
King’s College London
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Introduction

Even a neutral has a right to take account of facts.
Even a neutral cannot be asked to close his mind or to

close his conscience.
— Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 1939

Between 1980 and 1986 a continuous series of opera-
tions were carried out by foreign submarines deep in Swed-
ish internal waters, often in restricted security zones adja-
cent to Sweden’s major naval bases and in the vicinity of
the nation’s capital. On feur occasions the submarines were
officially identified as belonging to the USSR and, by
strong implication, Soviet responsibility was attributed to
the incidents that took place in 1980, 1981, and 1982. It is
assumed that the Soviet navy was responsible for the sub-
marine incursions in all but one or two of the other inci-
dents as well. These incursions have continued despite pub-
lic notes of protest from the Swedish government to the
USSR, as well as private messages of protest from .the
Swedish prime minister. These submarine operations ap-
pear to be unique events in the post-World War 11 period:
Sweden is a neutral state and not a member of any military
alliance.!




2 Soviet Submarine Operations in Swedish Waters
(i

This study deals with the issues of defense prepared-
ness, threat perception, and political responses. It exam-
ines how a country dealt with —or did not deal with—prob-
lems that it may not have antlclpated and may. have had no
particular reason to anticipate, when its own preconcep-
tions and the norms of international behavior were clearly
contradicted by reality. It is a study that goes to the heart
of two words that Swedish political leaders have made the
touchstone of their national security policy of armed neu-
trality: capability and will. :

Sweden records annual rates of incursions across its
borders and territorial waters in three categories: surface
vessels, aircraft, and submarines. Violations in the two non-
submarine classes are considered far less serious because
they cannot be covert, and the nation responsible can usual-
ly be easily and quickly identified and the intruder warned
off. The air incursions in particular tend to be brief, often
measured in seconds. The submarine violations, however
must be considered deliberate.

The pattern of submarine incursions from 1980 onward
has been of a markedly different quality than those that
took place before that time in the character of the opera-
tions, their intensity (total number and frequency), and the
political context in which they have taken place. The politi-
cal context is a direct consequence of the character of the
operations and the fact that they did not stop. An impor-
tant portion of the description of these events therefore also
necessarily includes the responses of the Swedish govern-
ment, both during and between the submarine incursions,

in addition to the description of the submarine operations-

themselves. Before looking at the post-1980 events, we, will
review the importance of the Baltic area and then look at
the incidence of roughly similar events in other countries,
particularly Sweden’s Scandinavian neighbor: Norway, a
member of NATO, and at the “background rate” of subma-
rine violations recorded by Sweden.

X * X
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4 Soviet Submarine Operations in S\\'edish Waters ; 0

'The Baltic is an area that receives little attention in
Western defense considerations. The southern tip of Swe-
den lies directly across the Baltic from the border between
Poland and the German Democratic Republic (GDR)-a
fact that is seldom recognized. The “East-West” —or North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)/Warsaw Treaty Or-
ganization (WTO)—border is farther to the west. Before
World War II, the USSR occupied fewer than 75 miles of
the Baltic coast. It now incorporates well over half the dis-
tance from the Finnish border to West Germany, and its
allies, Poland and the GDR, occupy the remainder. In other
words, the USSR controls the entire southern coast of the
Baltic from the Gulf of Finland to West Germany. Finland
and Sweden share the northern Baltic shorelines. Sweden is
the only immediate neighbor of the USSR bordering on the
Baltic Sea that was not invaded by the USSR during World
War I1. . _

After World War II, the political alignments of the
Scandinavian states and of the Central European countries
bordering the Baltic to the south developed as follows:

¢ Norway, Denmark, Iceland, and West Germany have
been members of NATO since 1949.

¢ Sweden has maintained a policy of neutrality.

¢ Finland’s relations with the USSR have been gov-
erned by their 1948 Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and
Mutual Assistance (FCMA).? '

One routinely finds the phrase “the Nordic balance”
used in the course of security policy discussions in the Nor-
dic countries. This term does not refer to a military balance
in its more traditional sense of a particular reckoning of
~ military forces. Rather it is an ambiguous phrase indicating
the varving political alignments of the participating na-
tions moving geographically from west to east: Norway and
Denmark in NATO, Sweden neutral, and Finland more
closely associated with the USSR via the FCMA treaty.

~

{ntroduction H

The phrase is also used to denote the desirability of main-
taining the status quo regarding both the political relation-
ships and the specific military capabilities of the participat-
ing Nordic countries, whatever they happen to be at the
moment. The limited Soviet political control of Finnish for-
eign and security policy is balanced by limited Danish and
Norwegian participation in NATO: no allied bases, forces,
or nuclear weapons on Danish or Norwegian territory in
peacetime. A strongly armed Sweden that neither side
wishes to see fall into the camp of the other side is situated
in the middle. In more recent years, the phrase Nordic bal-
ance has increasingly been replaced by “Nordic stability,”
because the interest of the states in the region is to reduce
images of power and counterpower, pressure and coun-
terpressure, which could entail continuous dynamic
changes. ‘

The Baltic is a shallow sea of low salt content contain-
ing several large islands: Bornholm (Denmark), Oland and
Gotland (Sweden), Osel and Dago (USSR), Riigen (GDR),
and Aland (Finland). There are two large systems of archi-
pelago islands, Finland- A land and the Stockholm archipel-
ago, and three large projections of the sea, the Gulfs of
Bothnia, Finland, and Riga. One narrow passage between
Sweden and Denmark — the Sound - and two within Danish
territorial waters — the Great and Little Belts — separate the
Baltic from the North Sea. The White Sea canal, which lies
within the USSR, connects the Baltic with the White Sea,
but is closed by ice some 200 days of the year.

Since World War 11, Soviet L.aw of the Sea experts have
categorized seas in three groups: internal seas, closed seas,
and open seas. Historically, the USSR has considered the
Baltic a “closed sea,” as it does the Black Sea, and it contin-
ues to attempt to maintain this interpretation. The USSR
uses this term to mean that the sea should be open to the
merchant ships of all states, but that it should be closed
both in peace and war to the military vessels of all states
not bordering on the Baltic.’ This would permit the navies
of Finland, the USSR, Poland, the GDR, the Federal Re-



N

6 Soviet Submarine Operations in Swedish Waters

public of Germany (FRG), Denmark, and Sweden to operate
in the Baltic —as they currently all do—but no pthers. Swe-
den has always opposed this position and has maintaired
the right of the military vessels of all states to enter the
Baltic. This is the situation that now exists. Ships of the
U.S. and British navies, for example, routinely enter the
Baltic.

On his trip to Finland, June 7-14, 1957, Soviet General
Secretary Nikita Khrushchev promoted the idea of the
“neutralization of the Baltic,” and one week later the idea

~was picked up in a joint statement of Poland and the GDR.

The USSR, in relation to this concept, began referring to
the Baltic as a “Sea of Peace” in the late 1950s. As early as
January 1945, a Soviet foreign ministry official had in-
formed the representative of the Danish resistance move-
ment in Moscow that the USSR “did not want to tolerate
any competition in the Baltic in the future* Following the
failure of the Soviet Union to prevent Norway and Denmark
from joining NATO, one can see a progression of Soviet
proposals, first for the “neutralization of the Baltic” and
then for a Nordic Nuclear-Free Zone. , .
In the immediate postwar years and through the mid-
1950s the Baltic Fleet was the largest of the four fleets
maintained by the Soviet navy. Once the USSR began to
rebuild its naval forces in the 1950s and 1960s and to devel-
op a truly oceangoing navy, however, it began to move its
major naval assets from the Baltic to the Kola Peninsula,
and the Baltic Fleet rapidly diminished in relative numbers
and in importance. The Northern Fleet, based, on the Kola
Peninsula, and the Pacific Fleet became the most important
of the Soviet fleets. In the last 15 years the Soviet Baltic
Fleet has not increased significantly in strength, with one
exception. In 1976, at the height of détente and one year
after the 1975 Helsinki Accords, the USSR transferred six
older Golf-class ballistic missile subma-
rines (SSB s) from service with the Northern Fleet and
permanently deployed them with the Baltic Fleet. One of
these submarines is kept on patrol in the Baltic at all times.

Introduction 7

The USSR maintains more than half of its naval shipyard
capacity for construction and repair in the Baltic, and new
Soviet vessels often have their fitting-out trials in the Bal-
tic. The USSR also carries out its major landing exercises
in the Baltic. Both of these practices induce a substantial
degree of concomitant Western and Swedish surveillance.

The traditional strategic notion regarding the Baltic
has been that the Soviet Baltic Fleet would attempt to exit
into the Atlantic in time of war and that Denmark and the
narrow straits would be crucial in preventing this. More
recently, a contrary interpretation is gaining increasing ac-
ceptance: the mission of the Soviet Baltic Fleet is not to
exit the Baltic but to remain there to keep the NATO navies
out and to assure the ability of the USSR to control the
Baltic for Soviet military purposes without any external
interference.

Phrased most generally, Swedish foreign policy toward
the USSR was formulated in the early postwar years by
Foreign Minister Osten Undén, and its essential character
was to be on as good terms with the USSR as possible and
not gratuitously to irritate its more powerful neighbor. The
only outstanding diplomatic issue between Sweden and the
USSR —aside from the subject of this study —has been the
delineation of the disputed maritime boundary in the Baltic
between the Soviet coast and the Swedish mid-Baltic island
of Gotland. Negotiations regarding this issue have been in
progress since 1969.



The Overall Incidence of Vidlatiohs:

1970-1986 R

Sweden has published records of foreign submarine vio-
lations of its internal and territorial waters since 1962. It
classifies these events into three groups: (a) violation, in.

cluding probable violations; (b) possible violation; and§(c{

other incidents. The same three groupings are used for
classifying air incursions. For sea surface incursions, “other
incidents” is replaced by “transit without prior notification.
Using these designations, Swedish defense authorities have
released the figures shown in table 1.'

The submarine violations — as distinguished from mari-
time incursions on the surface and those in the air—are
considered particularly significant for Swedish national se-
curity considerations because they must be assumed to be
purposeful in the great majority of cases. Sweden also
maintains data on those incidents that are caused by ships
or aircraft of NATO member states and those by WTO
members, particularly in the air and sea-surface categories.
These disaggregations have only been released more recent-
ly, for example in the reports for the years 1984 and 1985.
Air incursions are known to be made much more often by
aircraft of various NATO member states than they are by
WTO aircraft. The air incursions for which NATO is respon-
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TABLE 1
Incidence of Violations in Internal and
Territorial Waters (1970-1986)

T :

Sea Surfuce

Submarine: Without
(Categories  Violations  Prior Notice Air:
ab,c) (Category a) (Category ¢} (Category a)
1970 - 9 - 12
1971 - 3 — 19
1972 - 2 - 23
1973 - 7 - 19
1974 - 8 - 15
1975 15 9 4 20
1976 10 11 11 21
1977 12 19 13 28
1978 - 5 b 5 25
1979 7 7 31 77
1980 11 13 44 50
1981 12 12 28 49
1982 52 30 42 28
1983 (a) 25 5 25 29
(c) “around 60"
1984 (a) “around 20" 2 30 24
{c) “around 50"

1985 (a) “around 15" 3 38 26

1986 (c) over 15

1. Category (a) includes violations and probable violations, category (b)
is possible violation, and category (c) is “other incidents.”

2. Dashes indicate that the information is not available or was not pub-
licly provided.

3. 1n 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986, the submarine totals omitted category
tb) as well as category (c). which they had always included in the past. |
have therefore indicated what those values were, as provided by other
sources such as Roger Magnergard. "Commander in Chief's Numbers for
1983: 25 Certain Violations of Sweden's Border,” Svenska Dagbladet.
June 28, 1984; Lars Christiansson, “Commander in Chief's Submarine
Report: New Violations Interpreted Carefully, Svenska Dagbladet, Janu-
ary 31, 1983. Beginning in 1983, the accounting criteria for sea surface
violations also appear to have been changed.
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sible take place for the greatest part off the coast of south-
ern Sweden (the province of Skane) and just south of Oslo,
Norway. Only on the rarest of occasions are the air incur-
sions considered serious by Swedish authorities, and sever-
al more serious incidents in 1984 and 1985 were caused by
Soviet aircraft. ‘ K

In releasing another time-series of data in 1983 solely
on submarine incursions, the report of the Swedi;\sh Subma-
rine Defense Commission (SDC) omitted category (c), “other

incidents,” which produced slightly lower numbers.* (See ta-

bles 2 to 4.) For example, for the six years 1975 through
1980, the @omission’s tally results:in 40 events versus 60 in
the Defense staff account. More important, however, the
Defense staff accountings for 1983 and 1984 suddenly
omitted category (b) as well as category (c), which made an
enormous difference: in two years alone, around 45 events
versus some 110. An equally significant difference would
have been noted in 1982 if the most certain category of
events had been the only one counted.

It became clear in the course of this study, however,
that the relation of these statistics to the number of subma-
rine incursions that may have actually occurred is un-
known. This was admitted in a Swedish parliamentary De-
fense Committee report released in May 1985:

The circumstance that underwater incursions can be
concealed and are only occasionally detected is the
main reason why it is not possible to present exact
statistics on these activities.” (author’s italics)

As early as April 1980, a Swedish naval officer had written
that

Our oversight of the underwater territorial sea is so
poor that it must be considered a pure coincidence if we
detect a foreign submarine there.*

The Overall Incideuce of Violations: 1970- 1986 11

TABLE 2
' Annual Submarine Violations, 1962-1982

Violations fincluding ~ Possible
probable violations)  violations Total

1962 1 —
1963 3 -
1964 - 2
1965 | - -
1966 4
1967 —~
1968 1
1969

1970 -
1971 1
1972 2
1973 -
1974 3
1975 . 3
1976 1

2

1

N

1977
1978
1979

1980 3
1981 4
1982 18

N O S WD A NN N
S QW MO -JW I H LT OWooen

[ab]
B —

Total 53 90 143

Source: Report of the Submarine Defense Conmumnis-
sion, 1983.

A report prepared by the conservative Moderate Party two
years later stated that

only a very small proportion of the violations that oc-
cur are reported, and only a small fraction of those can
in turn be verified, for example by an assured hy-
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TABLE 3
Distribution of Submarine Violations over |
Military Districts, 1962-1982 : : |

Distribution By Military District

Upper Lower
Norr-  Norr Got-
Incidents Number land land  East South i(West land

4

Violations ‘

(including v "
probable
violations) 53 2 6. 23 8 1 7
Possible i ‘
violations 90 - 16 39 10 14 11

Total 143 2 22 62 18 21 18

Source: Report of the Submarine Defense Commission, 1983.

TABLE 4
Submarine Violations of Internal Waters and
Territorial Sea, 1962-1982

Internal Territorial

Incidents Number Waters - Sea
Violations

(including probable violations) 53 29 24
Possible violations 90 45 45
Total 143 74 69

Source: Report of the Submarine Defense Commission, 1983.
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drophone contact from an ASW [antisubmarine war-

fare) equipped helicopter or ship . .. A large portion of

the violations that have been assuredly established,

and which led to the use of warning inunitions or depth

charges, have been detected by naval units or ASW

helicopters that were out on routine patrol. In many

cases helicopters have found submarines by pure coin-

cidence during maneuvers.”’
This pattern continued as late as 1984 and 1985 when
Swedish forces “stumbled over foreign submarines during
maneuvers.” In November 1985 the second most senior offi-
cer in the Swedish navy stated that “the chances of detect-
ing a foreign submarine in our waters today are very low —
less than one percent.” In addition, the shifting of category
definitions as well as the use of ambiguous phrasing in the
most recent annual reports passed virtually without public
notice.

Border violation statistics of the type that were publi-
cized up to 1983 are no longer publicly available. The
difficulties of exactly classifying different indications
has been given as the primary reason for this change.
The system of quarterly reports on violations has
shown certain deficiencies in the past year. The phras-
ing has displayed a hackneyed emptiness particularly
as regards the underwater submarine violations.”

Chronology

Directly Related

Major Violations Political Events

1. Uté-Huvudskar, September
18-October 9, 1980
2. U-137 stranding, » Swedish protest note to the
Karlskrona. October 198] USSR rejected by USSR.
Nonsoctalist government
fcontinued)
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Chronology (continued)

Major Violations

{

Directly Related
Political Euents

3. Harsfjiarden area, Musko
Naval Base, October-No-
vember 1982.

4. Sundsvall (and Hardanger-
fjord, Norway), May 1983.

o

. Tore, etc., July 1983.

6. Karlskrona, August-Sep-
tember 1983.

7. Divers at mine chain;

North Stockholm archipela-

go, September 1983.

postpones all ministerial
level exchanges with the
USSR. '
Submarine Defense Commis-

'sion empaneled, November

1982.

Commission report released
and protest note to the
USSR, April 26,,1983.
USSR rejects Swedish
protest May 1983 Personal

message from Swédlsh Prime

Minister Palme to Soviet - '
leadership, May 1983. The
Palme government decides to
maintain halt on ministerial
level exchanges with the
USSR.

Partial disclosure of Prime
Minister’s message, Decem-
ber 1983,

Swedish government decides
prior to Soviet Foreign
Minister Gromyko's visit to
the Stockholm Conference on
Security and Confidence
Building

Measures and to meet with
Palme to renew high-level
diplomatic exchanges with
the USSR, January 1984.

feontinued)
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Chronology (continued)

Major Violations

Directly Helated
Political Events

8. Karlskrona Naval Base.
February-March 1984.

9. Major Soviet aircraft
violation over Gotland,
August 1984,

10. Continued submarine
violations in 1984 and
1985, particularly in
October 1985 near Stock-
holm following the Swedish
national elections.

Soviet aircraft violation
over Gotland again, June
1985.

USSR Foreign Minister
Gromyko at opening of
Stockholm Conference and
meets with Prime Minister
Palme, mid-January 1984,
Sweden informs the USSR
during the Karlskrona ASW
operations that ministerial
level exchanges will take
place.

Disclosure of actual nature of
Palme-Gromyko discussions.
April 6-7, 1984,

Sweden protests aircraft
violation after the event is
publicly leaked. USSR
rejects protest. Protest
repeated; rejection repeated.
Euphemistic government
statement following elections,
and Prime Minister Palme’s
trip to Moscow set for April
1986. Swedish naval officers
protest the government’s
ASW policy.




Analogous Events in
Other Countries

More or less routine Sowet submarine opérations take
place close to French and Britishjballistic mlssileglases as
well as particular NATO naval bases such as La Spezia
(Italy), or up to the withdrawal of U.S. ballistic missile sub-
marines in 1979, Rota (Spain), and the Azores &tea. In thése
instances, Soviet submarines typically stay in international
waters, and their function is well understood. These opera-
tions are not discussed in this paper. o

Japan : o

On August 25, 1983, Japanese sources reported that tracks
had been found on the sea bottom in the Tsugaru Strait
between Honshu and Hokkaido and that naval divers were
seeking a midget submarine suspected of having made
them.' It was a rare instance in which this kind of activity
had been publicly reported in Japan, despite the fact that
similar submarine operations had been taking place for
some time and were known to the Japanese government
and even to members of the press.? Tracks of bottom-crawl-
ing vehicles, similar to those found in Sweden’s Harsfjdrden
in 1982, were described as being so dense in some areas that
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the sea bottom “looked like a barnyard that had been criss-
crossed by tractors.” In August 1985, Japanese govern-
ment authorities released a diagram of an 180-meter-long
stretch of bottom-markings left by a tracked midget sub-
marine after investigations in the Tsugaru and Soya (or La
Pérouse) Straits (and apparently in the Korea Strait as well)
and reported that “Soviet special forces had operated in
Japanese waters.” In the fall of 1984, it was reported that
Swedish defense authorities had compared the bottom
tracks found in Swedish waters with those found in Japan.®

Italy

On February 24, 1982, a nuclear powered submarine, as-
sumed to be a Soviet Victor-class nuclear powered attack
submarine (SSN), intruded into Italian territorial waters
southeast of Taranto. The submarine was chased for 18
hours by [talian aircraft, helicopters, and naval vessels. The
Italian Foreign Ministry issued a protest, which did not
name the USSR as the intruder, but announced that the
Soviet ambassador had been called to the ministry and
broadly hinted that the summons was in relation to the
submarine incident.’

Denmark/Greenland

On July 13, 1983, a submarine surfaced about 25 meters
from the boat of a local official in Disko Bay on Greenland'’s
west coast. The location, Egedesminde, is far inside
Greenland’s internal waters—not a place that a submarine
would reach by navigational error. An editorial in the princi-
pal Danish daily newspaper explicitly referred to‘the sub-
marine as “a Soviet submarine.”” The incident occurred just
as a Nordic peace festival was taking place in Denmark.

In a different practice, which also produced disturbing
political consequences for Denmark, the USSR carried out
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large-scale landing exercises on the flat and sandy Mecklen-
burg coast of the GDR in June and September 1980, not far
from the similarly flat and sandy Danish coast.* These land-
sea maneuvers were previously held in the Gulf of Finland,
and they have gradually moved westward, closer to the
Danish and West German borders.’ They have also had an
important ilitary consequence: tactical warmng time for
Denmark has been reduced from three to four hours to 15
minutes. In 1978, Danish authorities also reported that So-
viet aircraft violated Danish air space about once a month."

Norway :

The largest number of events aside from Sweden itself-
although of a more varied character —have ta%{,‘en place in
Norway, Sweden’s neighbor. In regard to overall numbers,
Norwegian authorities have released two sets of figures for
submarine incursions. The first of these reported 226 “ob
servatlons of submarines” between 1969 and 1982." These

‘observations” include a null class, however: those subse
quently classified as certainly negatlve or no submarme
which accounted for 104 of the 226 observations. {In add1
tion, 29 of the total of 226 were from a smgle event in
Sognefjord in 1972.) The remaining 122 in the 13-year peri-
od are divided into three categories: “definite. submarine,
probable (or likely) submarine, and possible submarine.”

The numbers given for these are “a handful”—quoted else-

where as 4 to 5— of definite submarines, 10 to 20 probable
submarines, and the remainder, possible. At the same time,
the description of the repeated sonar contacts obtained by
two Norwegian surface vessels and an Orion aircraft in the
submarine hunt in Andsfjord off Andéy Island on June 30,
1983, which was classified as “possible submarine, grade
4” —the highest likelihood category in the possible subma-
rine grouping —suggests that a large portion of the possi-
bles —and therefore even more likely all of the probables—
should be assumed to have been definite identifications.' If
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this suggestion is correct, it would bring the total up to
perhaps 40 in the period from 1969 to the present. The
second set of data was published in the Norwegian govern-
ment’s report of the 1983 Hardangerfjord events discussed
below. In this compllatlon 175 observations are reported
for the period 1969 to May 1983, with 75 in the “no subma-
rine” class. The remaining 100 observations are reported as
3 definite submarines, 12 probable, and 85 possible.”” The
comments above regarding what seems a more likely redis-
tribution among these categories would apply to the second
set of figures as well.

Norwegian naval authorities indicate that “in the most
recent years” the number of observations (which must in-
clude the null class) have averaged about 20 per year. The
Norwegian statistics reportedly show large annual varia-
tions with a noticeable rise since 1979. Oddly enough, the
largest concentration of definite and probable observations
is reported as having taken place in the earlier half of the
period, with peaks in 1972 and in 1975. This timing is ex-
plained by a sharpemng in the rules of Norwegian naval
response to suspected submarine violations, which went in-
to effect in January 1976. The geographical distribution of
the observations falls primarily into four areas: Har-
dangerfjord, just southeast of Bergen; Sognefjord; the Tys-
fjord-Ofotfjord-Vestfjord group, near Narvik; and partly al-
so the fjords in the Finnmark areas.

The most well-known submarine incursions in Norwe-
gian waters took place in Sognefjord in November 1972 and
in Hardangerfjord from April 27 to May 6, 1983. The 1983
Hardanger events began exactly 24 hours after the Swedish
SDC released its public report in Stockholm, and, as the
operation continued, it overlapped with a major submarine
operation that was taking place in Sweden. Norway has
never officially identified the state to which the submarines
belong, claiming that motor sound recordings were absent.
Norwegian naval officers have implied unofficially at vari-
ous times, however, that they could only be Warsaw Pact
vessels, which in practice means the USSR or Poland. Early
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in 1986, the Norwegian commander in chief was somewhat
more explicit:

We have evidence to say that this is a tactic and tech- |
nique used by the Warsaw Pact without my comment-
ing on its magnitude. We have after all seen the Soviet
Union consciously violate territorial waters here in the
Scandinavian area.'*

The Hardangerfjord submarine was allegedly a diesel-pow-
ered vessel and, from a reported 30-minute visual identifica-
tion, was suspected of being a Whisky-clas;si submarine.
Within a single 24-hour period. in the submarine hunt, 24
Terne ASW rockets and several depth charges were used,
including two dropped from an Orion aircraft. Soon after
these ASW operations, a Norwegian military officer was
quoted as publicly stating that the Norwegian navy ‘could
have destroyed Soviet submarines that . . . enter[ed] territo-
rial waters this spring, but chose not to do sg,for political
reasons.” Government directions to the Norwegian, navy
had been only to force the submarine to the suhface: “Itis a
tough decision. . . . It is still peacetime, and you can't really
destroy a submarine. . .. it is not an attack on Norwegian
soil”* The Norwegian submarine commission report that
reviewed the Hardangerfjord case criticized the command
of the submarine hunt, however, and, as in the Swedish
submarine commission report, the quality of the ASW
equipment that was available on board the Norwegian
ships. By coincidence, some 10 ships of NATQ’s Standing
Naval Force Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT) were only a few
miles away in Bergen harbor all during this submarine hunt
and could easily have supplied: helicopter as well as other
additional ASW support. Nevertheless, Norwegian authori-
ties decided that only national forces should be used. It was
additionally decided not to exclude civilian shipping from
the area, although doing so would have facilitated the
search for a submarine.

Submarine sightings and searches in the area of Har-
dangerfjord have been reported in November 1970, May
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1974, August 1977, November 1980, January and April
1983, and another in Sognefjord in March 1976." There
were three or four additional submarine sightings early in
1983 within Norwegian territorial waters followed by the
one already referred to near Andéy Island in June 30, 1983.
This was presumably the same Soviet Foxtrot-class subma-
rine that only a few days previously had appeared on the
surface together with two Soviet electronic intelligence
(Elint) vessels directly alongside a Norwegian vessel mak-
ing seismic: observations in international waters near
Tromso. Anothe} event took place on February 20-23, 1984
in Tysfjord. Dépth charges were used, but the event was
nevertheless only classified as a “probable” submarine. The
most recent event reported took place in Sognefjord in
May-June 1985 and involved three Norwegian Orion air-
craft and several surface ships in the ASW operations. The
Norwegian government has never claimed to have found
bottom tracks or referred to midget submarine oeerations
in its waters.”” g Tt wert o half-doaen ol

Norwegian authorities state that there have been only
eight incursions by Soviet aircraft over Norwegian territory
since 1976." This number is low in contrast to Sweden,
where there may be nearly that many per year by Soviet
aircraft (seven in 1984, three in 1985). There is one other
series of extremely unusual —virtually bizarre—incursions
by Soviet ships, and in this case they were unquestionably
Soviet ships, into Norwegian territorial waters. They were
civilian surface vessels.

In the brief period between June 18 and August 13,
1978, no fewer than 16 violations of Norwegian territorial
waters by Soviet surface vessels took place —and 12 of them
in the 30 days between June 27 and July 28. Nearly all were
in a relatively restricted portion of the northernmost Nor-
wegian coast from the North Cape eastward to the Soviet
border.'* This was a substantially higher rate of such events
than the normal background rate.” No submarines or other
Soviet military vessels were involved. All the ships were
civilian: tugboats, lumber carriers, freighters, research ves-
sels, and one East German ship. All came within Norwe-
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gian territorial waters; many cut engines and anchored as
well. Those who were questioned uniformly supplied dubi-
ous explanations: bad weather when the weather was good,
ill seamen, engine trouble; but the ships then steamed off as
Norwegian naval vessels approached. None of the Soviet
ships made any attempt to conceal themselves—it was in
fact the season of the midnight sun and detection was more
or less unavoidable, particularly because many of the Sovi-
et vessels seem to have remained at anchor until ap-
proached. The official Soviet explanation offered was total-
ly unconvincing that in most of the cases the ships had
simply been in “innocent passage.’

A Norwegian researcher who posed questlons about
these events to senior foreign-policy researchers in Moscow
was treated to laughter by way of reply, and denials “that
the USSR would do anything so stupid”. A Soviet apology
was made for one of the 16 incidents.

The official Norwegian government response was as in-
explicable as were the Soviet explanations. Early in July. as
the events began, official Norwegian statements clearly
presented the incursions as provocative and purposeful.
But suddenly all the incidents were officially attributed to
coincidence and normal boat traffic — though they had not
occurred with that frequency and in that area previously.
The extreme implausibility of the Norwegian governments
explanation was further made embarrassingly plain when
the incidents ended as suddenly as they had begun. Sugges-
tions as to the possible purpose of the submarine incursions
in Norwegian internal waters-—presumably Soviet — will be
discussed later, together with those in Swedish waters, but
whatever the purpose of the incursions by Soviet surface
vessels, it is important to point out that they took place in
mid-1978, before the serious deterioration of the supposed
U.S.-USSR/East-West détente period. The next such pub-
licly reported incident took place in November 1982, when a
Soviet icebreaker was discovered in a Norwegian military area
near the island of Fuglo north of Tromso. The Norwegian
Foreign Ministry filed a formal protest with the USSR.*
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Finland

In June 1982, a Finnish coast guard vessel dropped warn-
ing charges on a submerged submarine in Finnish internal
waters in the Aland archipelago.”? Finnish officials make
much of their claim that they handle this problem in a dif-
ferent way from that of Sweden. Finland does not disclose
whether violations have taken place, and if they have, the
Finnish naval or government response is not announced. It
is therefore not possible to say whether violations of Finn-
ish waters by submarines are taking place or not and, if
they are, what their frequency is. Finnish authorities also
claim that they have “better knowledge of what takes place
under the surface of their waters than Sweden does thanks
to an ingenious system of fixed hydrophones and magnetic
detection facilities."®

The few public statements that are available from Finn-
ish authorities are contradictory and ambiguous: In mid-
1983 senior Finnish defense officials claimed that “no viola-
tions of Finnish territorial waters have been demonstrated,”
despite the record of the June 1982 event. Several days
later, Finnish Foreign Minister Paavo Vayrynen admitted
that Finland had been visited by a foreign submarine in the
summer of 1982.% The very next day it was reported that
Finnish coastal defense authorities were making observa-
tions in the Gulf of Finland, but would not indicate where
these were, or whether the object being observed was in the
air, on the sea surface, or underwater.” In 1985, Finnish
officials anonymously indicated that “only a few not partic-
ularly serious (submarinej violations had been noticed in
Finnish waters in recent years."

The questions that are immediately posed are what the
Finnish criteria are for such an event being “noticed” and
within which government authority does that “notice” take
place.
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Events in Sweden
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"Two major alterations in Sweden’s naval-fotce structtre
and in its coastal-defense capabllltles in the 1970s un-
doubtedly played a substantial role in a combination of
ways in the events that were to follow. They reduced Swe-
den’s capability to detect submarine incursions, and they
reduced Sweden'’s capability to deal with intruding subma-
rines once they were present and detected in internal and
territorial waters. ,

The major developments were the scrapping of three
existing fixed hydrophone systems for the detection of in-
truding submarines and the demobilization of frigates and
destroyers in the Swedish navy, which had or should have
had the mission and equipment for ASW, without their re-
placement by new ships.

It is important to note that the prlmary mission of
these vessels had not been anti submarine warfare within
internal waters and inside the archipelago. Nevertheless,
they were the only available Swedish naval ships with the
most closely appropriate equipment and would have been
used for the purpose had the circumstances presented
themselves.

In the early 1970s, allegedly on economic grounds, Swe-
den’s coastal defense forces dismantled three bottom-
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Fvents in Sweden

mounted hydrophone systems that had been in use for
some 15 years:

1. an “active hydrophone” or short-range sonar system
that was used particularly in the vicinity of impor-
tant naval security areas—just the locations in
which many of the post-1980 submarine incursions
took place;

2. a passive hydrophone system, of somewhat longer
range, also located in Swedish naval security areas;

3. variable-depth hydrophone buoys that were also
used for the collection of a catalogue of motor and
propeller recordings of foreign submarines, an activ-
ity that reportedly had been started in the early
1970s by the Swedish defense agencies.'

Such recordings can provide a signature not only of sub-
marine classes, but also of individual submarines. They can
also distinguish the number of cylinders in a submarine
diesel engine, as well as the number of propellers (one or
two) that the submarine may have. For example, a crucial
distinguishing characteristic of a Soviet Whisky-class sub-
marineisthat it contains a double screw and two propellers.

In 1972, the Swedish Parliament decided as part of its
forthcoming five-year defense program that Sweden would
no longer have surface vessels designated solely for anti-
submarine warfare: these would be “strongly reduced or en-
tirely abstained from.* This conscious and nearly unani-
mous decision meant that Sweden became the only coastal
state in Europe to decide to do without ASW vessels. The
Parliament decided that “the protection of commercial ship-
ping should take place with other than military means™
Sweden's neutrality policy and general foreign policy were
to be the means of protecting its maritime transport. Swe-
den would instead put all its defense resources into building
a capability to deter a land invasion. There had been a con-
tinuous reduction of capital ships in the Swedish navy since
the end of World War II. (See tables 5 and 6.) The 1985
report of the commander in chief describing the changes
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TABLE 5
Swedish Naval Forces, 1967-1987

0
1967 1987

Surface attack vessels 57 ?;4
Submarines 24 12
Mine clearing flotillas * 14 8

Coastal artillery battalions 40 29

Source: Ministry of Defense (Sweden), Com-
mander in Chief 85, Perspective Plan, Part 1]
October 1, 1985, p. 34.

between 1967 and 1987 indicates a reduction of naval forces
of nearly 50 percent.

Personnel in the Swedish navy’s peacetime orgamzatlon
dropped from 9,000 in 1965 to 7,900 in 1972, and to 7,000 in
1982, a reduction of 22 percent. Another 10 percent were
still to be reduced after 1982. In the begmnmg of the 1970s
there were still 14 ships —8 destroyers and 6 frigates —that

TABLE 6 j
Development of the Wartime Organization,

Swedish Naval Forces

Type of vessel 1955 1966 1977 1985 1989 1995
Battleships 2 - - 4 - =
Cruisers 3 1 - - - -
Destroyers/Frigates 25 17 8 = - -
Torpedo/Missile/Patrol boats 400 34 34 34 34 34
Submarines 21 2y 17 1@ 12 12
Minesweeping units 16 14 14 11 8 8

Coastal artillery battalions 43 41 34 30 30 30

Source: Erik Lidén, “Battle Within the Military About the Future of the
Armed Forces.” Svenska Dagbladet, July 23, 1985.
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were equipped with ASW sonar. The government’s defense
decisions of 1968 and 1972 determined that these would be
successively demobilized as they reached retirement age: all
but one or two had been decommissioned by 1980.

At the time of the first major submarine event in 1980,
which initiated the new pattern of events, only the destroy-
er Halland, which was normally assigned the role of com-
mand of torpedo boat attack vessels, was still able to par-
ticipate. Nevertheless, it too was taken out of service in
1982. The navy’s minesweepers and patrol boats were alleg-
edly outfitted with only the most simple sonars and were
neither intended nor suited for ASW. The entire ASW mis-
sion was delegated to seven heavy helicopters, which also
performed other functions and whose numbers were not
expected to increase through 1983-1984. A Swedish naval
author has also listed two other secondary circumstances
that he felt contributed to deficiencies in detecting intrud-
ing submarines: the reduction of the year-round population
in the large archipelagos off the east-central Baltic coast of
Sweden because of changes in structural employment pat-
terns and the replacement of lighthouses.

It is reasonable to assume, as a result of all of these
developments in the 1970s, that one effect was that fewer
submarines were observed in Swedish territorial waters
than may actually have been there. There may also have
been another effect: these cumulative changes may have
increased the willingness —marginally, or to a greater de-
gree —of the USSR to carry out the submarine incursions.
One is impressed not primarily with the difficulty of in-
shore ASW in the Baltic —although it is difficult, and it was
the Swedish navy’s continuous plaint in the early 1980s—
but that the navy had little or no ASW.

Swedish defense authorities have recorded Elint signa-
tures from foreign submarines in international waters in the
Baltic.’ They were also able to identify to some degree the
land-based communications facilities that were utilized by
Warsaw Pact submarines while in the Baltic, which has
aided in identifying the class and national ownership of
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particular submarines. Only on the rarest of occasions have
Swedish or Norwegian naval authorities ever made any pub-
lic mention of communication intercepts or of engine-acous-
tic signature recordings. Either or both of these would help
to resolve the question of the national allegiance of intrud-
ing submarines. Both Norway and Sweden are probably
fully capable of making both of these types af recordings
and possess identifying signature catalogues with which to
match them. Norway would presumably have access'to
NATO-developed signature collections. A crucial aspect of
the post-1982 developments in particular is the Swedish
government’s claim that it is unable to specify the nationali-
ty of the foreign submarines.

In June 1984, for the first time, the Swedish command
er in chief released information regarding the interception
of communications with the stranded Soviet Whisky-class
submarine in the area of Karlskrona in October 1981. It was
not until mid-1983 that either Swedish communications in-
telligence (Comint) or Elint capabilities were so much as
mentioned in the Swedish media. Even then they were men-
tioned in no more than one or two newpapers, never in tele-
vision reporting, and never in conjunction with an individu-
al incident. At the time of the 1972 Sognefjord event in
Norway, when the submarine involved was also suspected
of being a Whisky-class vessel, the nationality of the sub-
marine was considered an open question, at least in public
discussion. Although participation of Polish Whisky-class
submarines over the years in these incursions cannot be
absolutely ruled out on the basis of existing public evi-
dence, the degree to which the operations have been subse-
quently carried out, as well as the involvement of midget
submarines, would suggest that Polish involvement is ex-
tremely unlikely and that these have been operations car-
ried out by Soviet submarines alone.

Sweden maintains a 12-nautical-mile terrltonal bounda-
ry. The Swedish phrase “inre vatten” (inner or internal wa-
ters) is the area from the coastline to a line connecting the
outer rocks and skerries, or base points. The 12-nautical-
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mile boundary is then reckoned from that line. For some
time it was thought that the first submarine incursions in
inner Swedish coastal waters did not take place until the
late 1970s. Such events, however, were in fact on public
record previously, though infrequently.

According to Swedish naval authorities, all of the inter-
actions between Swedish naval vessels and unidentified
submarines inside Swedish waters prior to 1980 had fol-
lowed a common pattern. When visual or sonar contact was
made with a submarine, warning munitions were used. Un-
der international law, the submarine was to react immedi-
ately by shifting course so as to leave Swedish territorial
waters. If this did not take place, munitions were to be used
to force the submarines to leave. This sequence was to be
repeated after each contact with the intruding submarine;
that is, if contact with the submarine was lost and then
regained, warning munitions were again to be used first
even if the submarine had not changed course to take it out
of Swedish waters. If munitions were used in peacetime for
“effective fire,” their purpose was to force the submarine to
the surface, not to damage it seriously. In 1970 a Swedish
naval source supplied a description of the effects of a full
strength depth charge as light damage to submarine if det-
onated within 25 meters from “a modern submarine” and
damage to submarine serious enough to sink it if detonated
within 10 meters from the submarine.*

In 1980 this estimate was modified to detonation within
15 meters to produce light damage and within 5 meters to
sink the submarine.” Because the margin between the two
is extremely small and uncertainty about the submarine’'s
location due to environmental impact on ASW search and
location sensors can be as large —and there was no desire to
sink a submarine — depth charges, when used, were dropped
at sufficient distance from any presumed submarine to pre-
clude the danger of damaging the submarine. The desire to
avoid producing major damage also led to the Swedish em-
phasisin the early 1980s on the development of an “incident
weapon” for use in peacetime.
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As early as 1969, the commander of Sweden'’s coastal
naval forces had recommended that the “Ordinance Con-
taining Instructions for the Swedish Armed Forces in
Times of Peace and in a State of Neutrality” (IKFN) regula-
tions, which define the rules of engagement with intruding
submarines for Swedish military forces in peacetime. be
changed so that upon contact with a submarine within
Swedish territorial waters operations should directly at-
tempt to force the submarine to the surface. The recommen-
dations were, however, not accepted. As will be seen, the
IKFN regulations were modified in 1982 to include that
recommendation for application in 1983, but only within
internal waters. The new sequence can be described as fol-
lows: first warning shots; then use of depth charges “at a
certain distance” from the submarine; then, in a third stage,
depth charges with the purpose of forcing the submarine to
come to the surface. It is clear, however, that depth charges
have never been close enough to a submarine to damage it —
no submarine has ever felt the necessity of surfacing under
an attack—and in practice it is not known whether and
when there has been any difference in the requirement of “a
certain distance” in the second or third stages. The use of
lower strength munitions of various sizes has also been fre-
quent. It is difficult to ascertain exactly what practices
have been followed because the available evidence indicates
that practice has varied in different incidents both before
and after the change in regulations in 1982-1983.

Incidents Prior to 1980
1962

Three Swedish destroyers, led by the Halland, waiting for a
target in an antiaircraft exercise near the island of Faro,
north of Gotland, all registered a submarine periscope on
radar, submarine propeller sound on hydrophone, and dop-
pler response on active sonar. The submarine was attacked
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with depth charges and with antisubmarine rockets from
each of the destroyers, “several hundred meters from the
submarine,” and was followed to the territorial boundary
where the destroyers broke off the chase. The press and
even some quarters of the navy were nevertheless skeptical
of the report,*

1966

A submarine was sighted in Gullmarsfjord on the west
coast. Navy staff officers were at first skeptical: navigation
in the area is difficult, some of the reports come from
relatively shallow areas, and “it is unlikely that many sub-
marines would violate Swedish waters simultaneously.”
Nevertheless, two small minesweepers dropped warning
munitions, and then by using two 50 kilogram (kg) plumbs,
made “mechanical contact” with an object at 15 meters
depth in 30 meters of water. A coastal minesweeper
dropped depth charges, and subsequent analysis provided
convincing evidence of submarines, with the suspicion that
some of the vessels were smaller than the size of a custom-
ary submarine. The press again expressed skepticism at the
reports.

1969

A naval officer reported in September 1969 that “Once
again a submarine has with the greatest likelihood ap-
peared deep in Swedish territorial waters, and additionally
within a prohibited security area™ There was no indication
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1979 submarine violations averaged around 7 to 8 per year
according to the SDC report, and 11 to 13 peér year‘frorn
1975-1979 according to the Defense figures. Every one of
these events was met with skepticism in some quarters.
There has never been a public statement regarding whether
sonar signatures from ship, shore, or helicopter-borne sen-
sors were recorded on film or tape in any of these events and
have been permanently preserved. Those events that were
reported in the press during these years gave rise to the
expression “budget submarines,” which not only meant dis-
belief that they were real submarines, but implied that false
reports were being contrived by the military services to
obtain increased budgetary allotments.

1980: A New Pattern

The first indication of a new pattern of events took place
in an incident off the southeast coast of Sweden on March
12, 1980. A submarine was detected far inside territorial
waters in the Blekinge archipelago at the entrance to
Karlskrona, one of Sweden’s two major naval bases. The
submarine was sighted by a minesweeper when the destroy-
er Halland was again relatively close by. The submarine
dove after warning munitions were dropped, but water con-
ditions were excellent (isothermal) for sonar, and the sonar
registered both propeller sound and doppler effect. The sub-
marine steered south, away from the coast, to the territorial
boundary line. It stopped there and began to use its own
active sonar to locate the Swedish vessel and then turned
north to travel back into Swedish waters once again. A full
strength depth charge was now dropped, but again as warn-
ing —that is, sufficiently distant from the submarine so as
to avoid damage. The commander of the Karlskrona naval
base specifically ordered the Halland's captain not to use
“effective fire” There was no public reaction by military or
government authorities or press attention.

The incident that followed six months later was the
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first that received extensive public attention and is usually
described as beginnning the new pattern of interaction be-
tween the mtrudmg submarines and Swedish ships. On
September 18 1980 an unidentified submarine was discov-
ered in the vicinity of the islands of Uté and Huvudskar in
the southern Stockholm archipelago, quite close to Swe-
den’s main naval base at Musko in Harsfjarden. These were
the locations that were to figure again so prominently in the
events of the fall of 1982. According to Swedish naval
sources, a portion of the submarine's conning tower with
raised mast and antennae was observed by a naval tugboat,
and if the submarine had not been “observed by the naked
eye, it would not have been detected.”® A submarine hunt
then began, again led by the Halland, which lasted from
September 18 to 30 and demonstrated many of the charac-
teristics of the kinds of mteractlons that followed for the
next five years.

* Instead of turning out to international waters, the
submarine stays within Swedish internal waters, possibly
even coming closer to the coast and makes no effort to
“escape,” that is, to leave.

* It then, in essence, exercises ASW operations with
Swedish naval forces for an extended period of days or
weeks. In this case, it stayed for two weeks. Visual and
hydrophone contacts were reported until September 30, and
at times the “submarine could be followed for a relatively
long period.™"

* Simultaneously, one or more foreign submarines are
initially in the same general area within Swedish territorial
waters or additional submarines may either come into the
area while the ASW operations are under way or approach
just to the edge of Swedish territorial waters in the vicinity.
In the 1980 case a second submarine was detected close to
the first during the ASW operations.

¢ The captain of the Halland reported that “command-
ers of the ships engaging in the ASW operations were or-
dered to be careful even at the stage of using warning muni-
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tions, and not to use ‘effective fire’ in any manner without
specific orders™ and that “The Commander-in-Chief for-
bade the engaged units from following the IKFN regula-
tions and to use effective fire only on his personal order™
In earlier years the purpose of the ASW operatlons was to
turn the submarine out into international waters. In later
years it was to force the submarine to the surface, but not
to do so by intentionally attempting to damage it. Not be-
fore September 28, 10 days after the operations began and
after repeated evasive maneuvers by the still present sub-
marines, was effective fire used, “as near as the weapons’
precision allowed without aiming for a hit."

e Sizable Swedish forces are sent in, both ships and
helicopters. Munitions expenditure may seem sizable, but
is not intended to damage or sink the submarine. In this
case, after the use of warning munitions, four depth
charges and an ASW rocket were used for purposes of warn-
ing and four more for effective weapons use. A destroy-
er, torpedo boats, submarines, minesweepers, several other
naval vessels, and helicopters all took part in the ASW
operations.

e The intruding submarine or submarines eventually
leave, undamaged. , !

One additional important point should be made about
the Uto/Huvudskar event. The Defense staff report for
1980 states that during the ASW operations “At one in-
stance in this period observations were made which mean
that the submarine’s class but not its nationality could be
determined.”” This means that the submarine was identi-
fied as a Whisky-class vessel, as these are operated by both
the USSR and Poland. A subsequent editorial in the Swed-
ish naval journal specifically referred to it as a “W subma-
rine” (i.e., Whisky-class), and in November 1986, the chief of
the Defense staff made this official. A press report in 1981,
however, quoted Swedish naval personnel who explictly and
repeatedly referred to the vessel as a “Soviet submarine”

The government at this time, as it had been since 1977,
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was a coalition of three non-social-democratic parties.
Shortly after the March 1980 event the head of the Swedish
navy commented that

The understanding that should exist — and which previ-
ously did exist in this country —that one must pay at-
tention to facts and the capabilities of a presumptive
attacker, and not to hopes, must return. The under-
standing that we now have to live with is that the pre-
ceding period of détente is over and that the risks are
evident that it is the opposite—increasing tension—
that we have to live with."

After the October 1980 events, the minister of defense
wrote that Sweden's lack of ASW resources was not —or
should not be—news: it was the result of a process dating
back at least 12 years. He also said that Sweden “must have
sufficient resources to carry out its responsibilities in the
case that it succeeds in remaining neutral at the time of a
crisis in its area.” It was also necessary “to raise [Sweden’s]
capability to deal with a surprise attack, a threat that be-
comes increasingly significant for [Swedish] defense
planning."’

1981

A defense policy report by a Swedish parliamentary com-
mittee published in February 1981 stated:

A military defence of such strength and composition as
to convince a would-be aggressor that it is not in his
interests to utilize Swedish territory, is a precondition
for the preservation of respect for Swedish neutrality in
the event of war in our immediate vicinity. We must
also be capable of intercepting and repulsing violations
of Swedish territory and protecting such traffic as we
are under an obligation to permit in accordance with
the laws of neutralitv.

Respect for the integrity of Swedish territory must
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. .
be firmly founded and maintained in peacetime by the
ability of our military defence to detect and mterccpt \
violations. i ‘

i i ! i
B
The report added a single sentence regardmg submarme

incursions: L
‘ o i

The ability to detect and ward off foreign submarines is
important: for this reason our existing he]lcopter units'
should be kept in service and further measures should
be studied. Protection to shipping should be provided
by units primarily assigned to other tasks and through
minelaying.' .

Submarine violations were virtually continuous in
1981, however: ‘ J

* January 1981: submarine observed south of Sand-
hammaren, east coast of Skane. '

* February 1981: Navy detects a submarine at Uto
again, in the same area as the September 1980 events.

* March 1981: submarine observed on surface in the
Goteborg archipelago.

» May 1981: warning munitions are used against a sub-
marine near the Havringe lighthouse, Sédermanland.

* May 1981: another submarine detected near Gustaf
Dahléns lighthouse in the same area.

* May 13, 1981: submarine detected outside Ronneby
on the east coast of Blekinge, by, among other methods, an
ASW helicopter lowering its dipping sonar directly onto the
submarine with sufficient strength to damage the sonar.'

e June 1981: submarine detected near Uto again. Heli-
copter’s dipping sonar in this case reportedly gets snagged
in the submarine.

* October 1981: submarine observed outside Sten-
shuvud in Skane.*

In the last week of October 1981, Soviet President
Leonid Brezhnev was due to visit Bonn. In anticipation, the
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West German weekly magazine Der Spiegel published an
interview with Brezhnev on October 26, 1981, which carried
the following quotation:

The road :to peace is not through confrontation
but ., . through practical steps that help bring peoples
closer together, help normalize the international atmos-
phere and remove such obstacles as mutual distrust.
prejudice and fear.”

On the very next day, just before 10 p.m. on the evening
of October 27, an older Soviet diesel-powered, Whisky-class
submarine, number 137, ran aground at Torumskaér, 16 nau-
tical miles within one of the two most important Swedish
naval base areas in the country, outside Karlskrona in
southern Sweden. Attempts made all evening by the sub-
marine to extricate itself failed. In the course of these at-
tempts it had put divers over the side in an attempt to find
its way free. The submarine was discovered the next morn-
ing by a Swedish fisherman, and when reported to the near-
by naval base, Swedish military officers could scarcely be-
lieve the report. They arrived on the scene around 11 a.m.,
more than 12 hours after the stranding took place. The
submarine carried no marking or identification. To have
reached the place it stranded, it had to navigate in an area
of outlying skerries, islands, and grounds, some of which it
successfully passed. The submarine had grounded not only
far within Swedish internal waters, but also within a re-
stricted security area, and within that, in an area that may
have been mined.

Upon being questioned several days later, the Soviet
submarine captain claimed that the submarine had been
carrying out maneuvers at a depth of 45 meters in the vicin-
ity of Bornholm (Denmark) on the previous days, and that
he thought he was some 130 km south of the Swedish coast
(just north of the Polish coast) at the time he ran aground.*
A navigation error of that magnitude, even with a simple
compass, is inconceivable. Without navigation aids, and
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left to random chance, the submarine would have been'more
likely to run aground on variots outlying Swedish islands
rather.than being able to pass through the narrow channels
that it did. The submarine commander also claimed that he
had been running on the surface for two ‘Hours before
groundlng This would, however, have enabled the subma-
rine to be detected by Swedish coastal radars! which were
on at the time, and no such detection took plaée. Visibility
was 6 to 11 km at the time the submarine ran aground. If
the submarine had been on the surface, it would have easily
seen a 31-meter-high unmanned lighthouse that it had
passed as well as the land only 150 meters away to &ither
side of it at the terminal stages of its trip. The Swedish
naval officers carrying out the interrogation fbund most of
the Soviet explanations preposterous, and if the description
of the exchange that appeared in a book published by two
Swedish journalists in 1984 reflects what was said, it can
best be described as comic theater.* !

In explaining the failure in navigation to Wthh the sub-
marine commander attributed the groundmg, he claimed
that all of the following had gone wrong simultaneously:

* the radio navigation equipment was out of order;

* the depth gauge was out of order;

e the gyrocompass had broken down, after a check only
an hour before the grounding;

* the magnetic compass and radar on board the subma-
rine had not been used;

* major errors had been made in using the Decca navi-
gation system;

e optical observations had been incorrect. The Soviet
captain pointedly noted that they had seen the lighthouse
light —it was too difficult to deny, particularly in view of the
claim that the submarine had been running on the surface -
but that (despite its sweeping pattern) it had been mistaken
for a fishing boat'’s light.

Moreover, when the portions of the Swedish Defense
staff report on the grounding that were made public were
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released on December 18, it was stated that the submarine
was most likely to have been in the vicinity of the Swedish
coast — perhaps within the restricted security area—since
October 24, three days prior to its grounding. It was also
determined some time later that the U-137 was taking part
in a larger operation of the kind more clearly demonstrated
in 1982. The Defense staff report also stated that bet ween
October 19 and 23, secret Swedish torpedo tests had been
carried out in the vicinity of the Karlskrona base, as well as
one on the evening of October 27, of which there had been
public notice. Senior Defense spokesmen indicated that
Swedish torpedo tests frequently suffer from “surveillance”
by uninvited “observers” On October 28, Swedish coastal
naval forces were also scheduled to carry out an exercise in
closing the Baltic straits.

The first public mention in the USSR of the stranding
incident was not made until the event had been entirely
resolved and the submarine was on its way home. The offi-
cial Soviet statement claimed that the submarine was “on.
an ordinary training cruise in the Baltic” and that virtually
all navigation aids had failed simultaneously. The following
is the full Soviet communiqué: -

On the night of October 27-28, a Soviet diesel subma-
rine No. 137 on an ordinary training cruise in the Bal-
tic, strayed off course in poor visibility, as a result of
the malfunction of navigation instruments and because
of resulting errors in determining its location. The sub-
marine ran aground near the South-Eastern extremity
of Sweden.

The submarine was refloated by Swedish rescue
vessels and after talks with the Swedish authorities.
the two sides agreed to consider the incident closed.

The submarine sailed from Swedish territorial wa-
ters to her home port.*

" The submarine was not only within Swedish internal
rather than territorial waters, but it was also specifically
within one of the two most highly restricted Swedish naval
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areas, requiring competent navigation to get there, rather
than the absence of any. None of this was likely,to have been
random accident, except for the final groundmg .

Faced with a persistent campaign that continued
through 1984 and 1985 by several Swedish publicists with
access to the major media who argued that the Soviet sub-
marine had indeed grounded by accident, the. Swedish De-
fense staff released further evidence.” It was djsclosed that
the Swedish naval authorities had noted in their investiga-
tion on board the submarine that the logbook entries for
the gyrocompass course headings in the last 20 minutes of
the submarine’s voyage had been altered.” The;submarine’s
radio navigation device also seemed to be in perfectly ade-
quate operating order. The submarine apparently also, con-
tained an inertial navigation system. The heavy diesel en-
gine noise that some local residents reported hearing, early
in the evening of the stranding was caused by a Swedish
torpedo recovery tug and navy helicopters that had been
taking part in the torpedo tests and was not the submarine
running on the surface. Finally, intercepted radio communi-
cations from the Soviet Kashin-class destroyer 446, which
was standing by just outside 'Swedish territorial waters,
with Vice Admiral Alexej Kalinin of the Soviet Baltic Fleet
on board, ordered the submarme captain to offer the expla-
nation of navigational error.?

Two days after the strandmg, on October 29, a second
submarine was detected 10 km inside Swedish territorial
waters in the same general vicinity of the approaches to
Karlskrona. Elements of the Soviet Baltic Fleet also gath-
ered just outside the territorial border line: by October 28,
two destroyers, a submarine salvage vessel, a geodetic ship,
two tugboats, and two Elint vessels; and by November 4, an
additional destroyer, two missile corvettes, a frigate, and an
oiler. The USSR apparently at first expected that the sub-
marine would simply be released by Sweden as the USSR
requested. Soviet authorities had also asked to be able to
remove the submarine from its ground themselves and for
their embassy personnel in Stockholm to have access to the
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submarine. When Sweden denied these requests and indi-
cated that it had procedures of its own in mind, the Soviet
Foreign Ministry protested strongly to the Swedish ambas-
sador in Moscow. The Swedish government put four de-
mands tg the USSR. These were

that the USSR apologize for the intrusion,
that the USSR pay for the salvage costs,
that the submarine be salvaged by Swedish vessels,

* that the submarine commander and other of its offi-
cers be questioned—on a Swedish vessel or on Swedish
soil.

The USSR accepted the first three conditions, but re-
sisted the fourth until November 2, by which time the sub-
marine had been grounded for six days. The Soviet officers
were questioned outside the security zone, and Swedish of-
ficers were permitted to examine the navigation equipment
and the logbook on board the submarine. It developed that
a senior Soviet naval officer, a submarine squadron com-
mander in the Baltic fleet, Commander Josef Avsukjevitj,
was also on board the submarine. A Soviet deputy foreign
minister —with 10 Soviet admirals lined up silently behind
him — called in the Swedish ambassador in Moscow and de-
manded that Sweden release the submarine. Sweden was
blowing up a small incident in a way that could harm So-
viet-Swedish relations. Sweden had overstepped the bound-
aries of good neighborly relations by the manner in which it
was interrogating the Soviet officers. Sweden would be re-
sponsible for the consequences if such behavior were
repeated. The Soviet ambassador in Stockholm also com-
plained that the Soviet officers were being treated in a scan-
dalous manner by being questioned. When Swedish officers
expressed their amazement at the nature of some of the
replies during the questioning, the Soviet officers reported-
ly protested that the remarks contravened proper naval be-
havior. On another occasion they also objected to pho-
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tographs being taken of the submarine as a‘violation of
their integrity.” b '

Among the other extraordinary aspects of the ground-
ing of the U-137, perhaps the most surprising of all was the
announcement that the Swedlsh government believed that
the submarine carried nuclear weapons. SWFdlSh ane
Minister Thorbjoérn Filldin announced at a press confer-
ence on November 5, the evening before the Sov1et subma-
rine was to leave Swedish waters, that the government be-
lieved the submarine “is in all probability. armed with
nuclear warheads.”™ As the submarine lay aground, its bow
section was somewhat elevated and the Swedish Defense
Research Institute (FOA), an agency of the Swedish Minis-
try of Defense, began a series-of radiation measurements
from outside the hull. These were begun from'a small boat
on the evening of October 29 and then contihued for two
more days with more sophisticated equipment from inside
the hull of a Swedish coast guard vessel that'was tethered
alongside the bow of the submarine. Using gamma ray
spectroscopy, it was determined that about 10 kg (22
pounds) of Uranium 238 (U- 238) was detectable just m51de
the torpedo tube section.”

The Swedish government then

informed the Soviet Government that in all probability.
nuclear weapons were present on board the submarine.
In order to be able to establish the presence of nuclear.
warheads with absolute certainty, further measure-
ments and investigations of the torpedoes themselves
were necessary. In view of this, we made a pressing
request to the Soviet Government that Swedish ex-
perts should be given access to the submarine so that
they could establish whether there were nuclear weap-
ons on board.*

The USSR's reply was significant in that it did not deny
that there were nuclear weapons on board:
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The Soviet submarine 137 carries, as do all other naval
vessels at sea, the necessary weapons and ammunition.
However; ithis has nothing to do with the circum-
stances surrounding the unintentional intrusion by the
submarine into Sweden’s territorial waters.”

The Swedish government pointedly noted, both to the
Soviet ambassador in Stockholm and in public,

The Soviet reply means, as far as we can see, that Mos-
cow does not deny the presence of nuclear weapons on
board. It also implies, although it does not actually say
so, that the Soviet Government refuses to allow Swed-
ish experts to carry out an inspection.*

The second point of the Swedish assessment appears
gratuitous, but no inspection of the torpedoes was at-
tempted. Swedish Foreign Minister Ola Ullsten also noted
that “it is also most remarkable that a submarine which is
in such a deficient technical state is at the same time
equipped with nuclear weapons.”

The Swedish protest note stated:

The investigation made by the supreme commander
shows that there is no question of faulty navigation
being the main reason for the intrusion into Swedish
territory. On the basis of the investigation the Swedish
Government draws the conclusion that the Soviet sub-
marine intentionally violated Swedish territory for the
purpose of carrying on illegal activities. The Swedish
Government is compelled to note with dismay and in-
dignation that the grounded submarine in the
Karlskrona Archipelago probably has one or more nu-
clear warheads on board. . ..

On account of the extreme importance of the mat-
ter., the Swedish Government has immediately de-
manded that the Soviet Government present a clarifi-
cation as to whether or not nuclear weapons are
present on board the submarine. The Soviet Govern-
ment has ignored the request of the Swedish Govern-
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ment for clarification on this point. The Swedish Gov-
ernment must interpret this as implying that the’
Seviet Government has been unable to deny the pres- -
ence of nuclear weapons on board the submarine.

The Swedish Government must make a'sharp pro-!
test to the Government of the Soviet Union against the
violation of Swedish territory and of a Swedish military ..

_prohibited area intentionally committed by the Soviet
submarine 137. . o o

The Swedish Government finds this ﬂagrant v1ola
tion of Swedish territory all the more remarkable and
serious since in all probability the submarme has car-
ried nuclear weapons into Swedish territory. "The Swed-
ish Government demands that the Soviet Union pre-
vent any repetition of thls flagrant violation ‘of
Sweden'’s territorial integrity and of the fundamental
principles of international law.* '

In his public remarks, Prime Minister Filldin added that,
Finally, we demand in our note of protest to'the Soviet
Government that it prevent ‘any repetition of: these vio-
lations of Swedish territorial integrity and of the fun-
damental principles of international law. .,

The prime minister also noted that it was “the most remark-

able and serious violation of Sweden’s territorial integrity

since the second World War”

The submarine was released the next day. Upon its re-
lease, the USSR rejected the Swedish protest note, com-
plaining that the Swedish government statement was “de-
void of any legal and factual grounds,” that it had not
displayed a “correct attitude” or made an “objective apprais-
al” and had violated

the generally recognised principle of international law
under which a warship enjoys complete immunity from
the jurisdiction of any state other than the one under
whose flag she is sailing.

Even if a foreign warship fails to observe a coastal
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state’s rules on passage through its territorial waters,
the only’ thmg the coastal state may do is demand that
she leave its waters.

At the end of the Swedish statement, the demand
is made that “a repetition of this gross violation be
prevented.” In this particular case it sounds like a de-
mand that the very possibility of accidents occurring
at sea be excluded. This demand is simply not compati-
ble with.common sense.

The Government of the Soviet Union firmly rejects
the protest contained in the statement by the Swedish
Government as being groundless in both law and fact.

The Soviet Government has always sincerely
strived, and continues to strive, to develop all-round
relations with Sweden in the spirit of mutual respect,
good-neighbourliness and co-operation.

It would like to hope that the Government of Swe-
den, for its part, will adhere to the same course in rela-

tions between the two neighbouring countries.”
1

Perhaps the most remarkable portion of the Soviet re-
ply was the gratuitous and purposeful insistence that a
repetition of gross violations—transmuted into “the very
possibility of accidents at sea”—could not be prevented.
Such a demand “is simply not compatible with common
sense.” Given the particular occasion of the statement and
the generally oblique language of diplomatic notes on cru-
cial points, it seems clear that the Soviet Union was provid-
ing advance notice that whatever the nature of the subma-
rine program it had no intention of stopping it.

On the same day that the USSR published its rejection
note, the Soviet news agency Tass also released a story
claiming that Sweden was spying on the USSR, and the
Soviet embassy in Washington gave 10 selected journalists
a forged “secret agreement” between the United States and
Sweden under which the United States allegedly had access
to the Swedish naval base at Karlskrona.” The Soviet rejec-
tion note did not once mention nuclear weapons. The ac-
companying Tass dispatch, however, claimed that it was
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“NATO specialists” who had alleged the detection of the
U-238, that all of the allegations were “inventions . . . evi-
dently intended for ignoramuses.” The Tass report added
that the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) spread
the rumors because it wanted to harm détente and that the
NATO experts alleged the detection of radiation to discredit
the idea of a Nordic Nuclear-Free Zone and.to facilitate
the deployment of new U.S. missiles in Europe. Another
Soviet official interviewed in Oslo claimed that the radia-
tion the Swedes measured must have come from their
wristwatches.™ " -

Some weeks later, Soviet officials interviewed by Swe-
den’s major daily newspaper blamed the entire affair on

1

Swedish forces that want to undermine the relations : :

between the USSR and Sweden. But the Soviet side is' .
open for a dialogue. We are not closing any dooars for a
renewed development of relations between jqur two.
countries. But it cannot be one-sided: both sides are
necessary in order to develop relationships.*

Some weeks after the stranding of the Soviet subma-
rine, Foreign Minister Ullsten again explained that the
1972 defense decision was responsible for the fact that Swe-
den had few ships suitable for ASW. Those were clearly not
the capabilities that were missing in this case, however.
Rather, there seemed to be no functioning sensor systems
in peacetime. Nevertheless, government actions to increase
either ship or sensor capabilities were few during the two
electoral mandate periods during which nonsocialist gov-
ernments held office, from 1976 to 1982. The appropriation
for two new ships to replace the demobilized destroyers was
obtained. The government’s 1982 defense decision involved
a slight increase in military expenditure based on a revision
of a complicated compensation formula for wage and price
increases. Defense expenditure as a percent of gross nation-
al product (GNP) dropped, however, from 3.1 to 2.8 percent
from 1976 to 1982. Despite this, the Social Democratic Par-
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ty congress in 1981 decided to seek direct reductions in
total defense expenditure, including civil defense and eco-
nomic defense stockpiling, and particularly in the military
expenditure allocation —reportedly for the first time since
the end of World War 11. When the Social Democrats re-
turned to office in October 1982, they did reduce military
expenditure by approximately $50 million, a reduction of
about 1.5 percent, with the approval of one of the nonso-
cialist parties and no strong opposition from the others,
despite the major 1982 events that had by then intervened.

After the stranding of the U-137, Swedish naval sources
commented that foreign submarine incursions “appeared to
be the rule rather than the exception” and offered the first
suggestions as to possible motives:

* The Defense staff felt certain that the U-137 had,
among other missions, been observing the Swedish torpedo
tests. ,

¢ Following the major events that took place at the end
of 1982, it was noticed that Swedish mine chains had been
tampered with in several locations, presumably by foreign
divers. The submarine’s objective might also therefore have
been to inspect the disposition of mine chains in the area of
Karlskrona.*

e More general suggestions were “activities of an intel-
ligence character, and direct preparations for an eventual
attack against Sweden . . . [or] preparations to utilize Swed-
ish territory in a war in which Sweden was neutral . ..
or] possibilities of utilizing Swedish territorial waters
as launching areas for [submarine-launched] nuclear
missiles."!

1982

The events that took place in 1982 constitute a connected
series of four important parts that continued into 1983:
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The events themselves, particularly the publlcly re-
ported major events, in October 1982;

2. The report on the events, prepared by a Swedish
government commission and released in April' 1983;

3. The Swedish government’s public protest and notes
to the USSR and the government'’s private messages for the
same purpose, April 1983;

4. The Soviet response: the events in Sundsvall Tore,
etc., in May 1983. !

The Soviet response to the'outcome of the U-137, Octo-
ber 1981 stranding was both prompt and definitive: The
number of detected submarine intrusions jumped to be-
tween 40 and 50 in 1982, from an annual average of around
10 in the previous half dozen years. There wete four major
“operations”—as they came to be categorized in official
Swedish terminology — of intruding submarines during the
year. Only one of these, which took place in ths fall of 1982,
received major public attention, however. The location and
nature of the others, as well as whether tHere were any
Swedish military or government responses to them, re-
ceived only brief mention in the public press, or none at all.
One of the larger operations was apparently at Kvarken in
June 1982 and a second at Landsort in August 1982. The
government was nonsocialist until October 1982, The sub-
marines were noted as follows:*

* June 1982: submarine observed near Sandhamn in
the Stockholm archipelago;

* June 1982: submarine detected in the north Kvarken
area. ASW over several days produced repeated definite
contacts; ‘

* June 1982: helicopter detects submarine near Vaddo
in the Stockholm archipelago and uses depth charges;

¢ July 1982: submarine observed north of Vadde;

* August 1982: repeated submarine contacts near
Landsort in the Stockholm archipelago, major Swedish
ASW operations.

Events in Sweden 49

The description that follows of the events in September
and October 1982 is based upon Swedish government
sources that only became available in April and June 1983.
The information was for the most part not available at the
time of the events themselves, and important portions of it
were not includéd in the subsequent report of the govern-
ment commission.” The activities began in the last week in
September. They coincided with a change in the govern-
ment adrhinistration as a result of recent elections. For the
first eight days of the operations, the incumbent nonso-
cialist administration was still in office, after which the
incoming Social Democratic administration under Prime
Minister Olof Palme took office. Active Swedish ASW oper-
ations lasted until around October 20, and the operations
were discontinuéd on November 1. Two submarines and two
midget submarines had been operating in the area of Harsf-
jarden, deep inside Swedish internal waters and in immedi-
ate proximity to Sweden’s major naval base, Musko. It was
assumed that one submarine served as the mother vessel
for each midget submarine. A midget submarine entered
Stockholm harbor proper in the last week of September
in what is presumed to be a part of the same operation.
In addition, a submarine entered Oxelésund harbor on
October 2.

Identification of the intruding submarine’s nationality
was made on the basis of optical observations of submarine
mast configurations, by acoustical and Elint recordings,
and by examination of the keel impression left by a subma-
rine resting on the mud bottom outside of Harsfjarden near
Mailsten. All these identifications independently implicated
Warsaw Pact submarines, in most cases Whisky-class sub-
marines. Acoustic recordings indicated two propellers and
in addition provided a frequency analysis of the engine
sounds, which more closely identify the submarine.* A
measurement of the width of the keel impression left in the
mud bottom by one of the submarines reportedly matched
within centimeters the width of the keel of the U-137, which
the Swedish Defense Ministry had measured while it was
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stranded in Gasfjarden in October 1981. Whisky-class sub-
marines have a reinforced keel as well as a double propeller.
Communications intercepts also identified Warsaw Pact
submarines. Finally Elint recordings, which were made of
emitting submarine radars, can in some cases determine
not only vessel class, but also the individual vessel. At the
time of the events, the USSR operated 45 conventionally
powered submarines in the Baltic, of which the majority
were Whisky-class vessels, while Poland had o‘nly four oper-
ational Whisky-class submarines.

The midget submarines were apparently of two differ-
ent types, one of which was a double-tracked vehicle capa-
ble of crawling on the sea floor as well as moving by conven-
tional submarine propeller propulsion. The report issued by
the SDC contained photographs of the tracks left by the
vehicle. As early in 1973, Pravda published a photograph of
a Soviet double-tracked underwater vehicle that had been
operating in the waters near the Azores — accondmg to Sovi-
et sources, searching for “the lost continent of Atlantis”—in
a region with substantial U.S. subsurface ASW equipment.
The USSR has been developing underwater véhicles since
the mid-1960s and has additionally purchased some from
Western suppliers, such as Canadian manufacturers. In
1985 the British military Recognition Journal published
illustrations of 12 different Soviet submersibles, some of
which may have civilian uses, with the clear implication
that there may be additional military submersibles not in-
cluded in the illustrations.*

There is some possibility that in 1983 and 1984 the
USSR used a third kind of midget submarine in addition to
the two that were used in the October 1982 operatlons and
the Swedish military claims to have a “definite understand-
ing” of the midget submarines that have operated in inter-
nal Swedish waters, which they have not made public.* Bot-
tom tracks produced by submersibles were found in
additional areas in 1983 to 1985 where they had not been
before. It also now seemed likely that the submarines de-
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tected and chased by the Swedish navy in 1980 and 1981
were “mother submarines,” forced to await the return of
their midget submarines from deeper penetration missions.
This served to explain their tactic of not leaving Swedish
internal and territorial waters when detected and warned,
but remaining and going even deeper into the archipelago.
The behavior of the submarines could now be explained, not
as deliberately “provocative” or flaunting, but determined
by the function they were performing: they could not leave
until they had recovered their midget submarines. At times
they exposed themselves as diversionary tactics to enable a
recovery to take place in another nearby area. (In 1985 the
Soviet naval journal Morskoi Sbornik [Naval Anthology]
rather surprisingly published two articles entitled “Expend-
iture for Diversionary Attack Forces Against Ships ‘in
Bases” and “Trends in Development Abroad of Small Un-
derwater Attack Submersibles.*?)

On July 17, 1982, as a consequence of the 1981 events—
the Swedish government had published a new IKFN ordi-
nance, which replaced the one of January 1967. As pub-
lished it was not to go into operation until July 1, 1983. The
government (juickly gave permission for its application,
however, as the October events began.

The defence authorities for the first time applied prin-
ciples which meant that a submarine entering internal
waters should be forced to the surface. The purpose of
the anti-submarine operation, and of the use of armed
force, was thus to force the intruders to the surface for
identification and further measures. . . . these rules of
engagement for anti-submarine operations had not pre-
viously been applied. . . .©

The new regulation stated that

a foreign submarine which is found to be submerged
within Swedish internal waters shall be forced to the
surface. It shall then be commanded to heave to. be
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identified, and then taken to an anchorage for further
action. If necessary, force of arms may be resorted to.

A foreign submarine which is found to be sub-
merged within the territorial sea shall be turned away ’
from the territory. If necessary, force of armis may be
resorted to.

Should special circumstances so require, the Su-
preme Commander may order recourse to force of arms
without prior warning against a foreign submarine
which is found to be submerged within Swedish
territory.™ i N

Previously the submarine, no matter where it was located,
was only to be turned away. Even in the new regulation the
distinction regarding location was crucial. '

In the first place, an important distinction is made
between Swedish internal waters, i.e., all waters inside
the so-called “base lines” {the lines connecting the out-
ermost rocks and skerries), on the one hand, and, on the
other, Sweden's territorial sea, the area between these
base lines and the territorial limits which Sweden ex-
tended on 1 July, 1979, from dtol2 nautical miles.

There is a difference between these parts.of Swed-
ish territory in international law, in that inner waters
are equated with Swedish land territory in the sense
that as a coastal state Sweden there enjoys unrestrict-
ed sovereignty, while in the territorial sea the warships
of a foreign power are entitled to “innocent passage” in
accordance with certain specific rules (including prior
notification, and a requirement that anv submarines
pass through on the surface and flying their national
ensign).”

The severity of appllcatlon of the IKFN regulations
evolved with time, and there remained variation in the actu-
al operational practices during individual events. At first
one depth charge was used, off target. Then four, still off
target. Finally four more were used, allegedly more or less
on target. Specific permission of the commander in chief

L
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was still required to detonate mines, and in actual practice
this meant that the decision was deferred to the prime min-
ister. This remained the case in the spring of 1984, when
both the prime minister and the defense minister were out
of the country during important portions of a month-long
ASW operation. It is also clear that there were definite
cases in which orders were given to withhold the use of
munitions in the case of mines, and such instances are ex-
plicitly discussed in the SDC report. Forty-seven depth
charges and five mines were used in the Harsfjarden ASW
operations, spanning a period of nearly a month. Swedish
authorities have never again raised the question of whether
the Soviet submarines in this or any of the other incidents
subsequent to the October 1981 U-137 stranding might al-
so be armed with nuclear weapons.

As early.as October 21, 1982, the Swedish government
decided to establish an investigative commission, the SDC,
and it was to report its findings in April 1983. The commis-
sion’s chairman had been defense minister in an earlier So-
cial Democratic government, and the commission’s report
was made public. The commission found that

' |
Harsfjarden is the most serious violation of Swedish
territory to date that has given rise to a Swedish anti-
submarine operation.

This operation was thus the largest effort em-
ployed in any incident by Swedish defence forces dur-
ing the post-war period. both as regards time-scale and
personnel, and the scale of the material resources
used. . . . '

Swedish ' territory is now being violated by con-
ventional submarines carrying minisubmarines, which
are then released to penetrate deep into our
archipelagos. . . .

But the most essential aspect was and continues to
be the general observation that submarine violations of
Swedish territory have shown a tendency in recent
years to increase. It has been possible in particular to
note that the intruder submarines have begun to be-
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have in a more openly provocative manner, partly by
refusing to allow themselves to be turned back, instead
undertaking diversionary and evasive manoeuvres in
response to attempts on the part of the Swedish Navy
to turn them away.”

The commission also found “that the violations at Harsfjar-
den, and other violations during 1980-1982, were by subma-
rines belonging to the Warsaw Pact.” (Author's emphasis.)

This finding implicated the USSR in arather large num-
ber of incidents in addition to Harsfjarden and the U-137
stranding. The Swedish government's protest note, fol-
lowing the publication of the commission's report, was
made directly to the Soviet Union and not to Poland or “the
Warsaw Pact” The commission not only evaluated the
Harsfjarden incident. but also looked into the other report-
ed incursions during 1982 and found a pattern that includ-
ed at least four “waves” of submarines entering different
parts of Swedish territorial waters at evidently coordinated
times.

The commission also concluded that the submarine in-
cursions continued in late 1982 and early 1983. A
month after the dramatic intrusion into Harsfjarden, a
new intrusion by the same kind of midget submarine
was confirmed in the same general area, Other observa-
tions led to the conclusion that there had been at least
two additional intrusions into (the) Stockholm archipel-
ago, as well as at least three violations of Swedish terri-
torial waters in the vicinity of the Karlskrona base area
in southern Sweden. A series of indications in the
southern part of Stockholm Archipelago in mid-April
would seem to suggest that another major operation
was undertaken at that time."”

The November 1982 events—barely a month after
Harsfjdrden - took place in the nearby north Mysingen ar-
ea, and new bottom crawler tracks were found of the same
type that had been found inside Harsfjarden.* Karlskrona
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was the area in which the U-137 had stranded in 1981 and in
which the major events of 1984 would take place. The midg-
et submarines ¢perated repeatedly in the same areas, near
the two major Swedish naval bases and major civilian port
facilities and often used the same channels for their
operations. |

The submarine commission’s report described —as did
numerous other Swedish statements, before and after, par-
ticularly from military sources —the difficulties of sonar de-
tection in the irregular, shallow archipelago, with varying
salinity and fresh water combinations and echoes caused by
irregular bottom contours. These are conditions that admit-
tedly provide complicating problems for ASW detection
sensors that are not faced in the same degree of severity in
the open ocean areas of more uniform water temperature
and salinity. The Norwegian government report on the Har-
dangerfjord events similarly described the difficulties of so-
nar operation in very deep bays. In the Swedish case, how-
ever, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that a major part
of the problem was the nearly total lack of appropriate
equipment rather than deficits in its optimal functioning.

At the time of the Harsfjarden events, Sweden's ASW
capabilities appear to have been as follows:*

* The destroyer Halland, apparently the last ship fitted
with a variable depth sonar, entered Musko naval base for
ceremonies ending its active service on the very day that
the Harsfjarden events began. Despite the equipment that
it carried, its previous experience in ASW operations, and
its immediate availability in the area, it remained tied up at
dockside and was not used in the ASW operations for ad-
ministrative reasons.

* Two new coastal corvettes were being built at the
time for delivery to the navy in 1985-1986 and four more
were subsequently ordered, the first of which could be deliv-
ered by 1989. All of these were to be equipped with variable
depth sonars.
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Some Basic Elements of Submarine Detéction

In using active sonar, a searching vessel or helicopter-
suspended device emits sound waves that produce an echo
on striking a submarine. A series of such echoes provides the
submarine's course, speed, and depth, as well as its bearing
from the transmitter. Range is, however, limited, and the
hunted submarine will detect the searching sound and can
use tactical or electronic countermeasures, as well as active
decoys. A submarine moving in a radial direction from the
sound transmitter (that is, in an arc) produces d shift in the
frequency of the echoes. This frequency shift, known as the
doppler effect, is not produced by a stationary object, echoes
from bottom surface contours, or a submarine with its axis
in line with the transmitter. This is one of the reasons that it
is always desirable to have two ASW helicopters operating
close together. A helicopter's active sonor can nevertheless
detect a stationary submarine by frequency modulation of
its emitted sound signal. This capability is again increased
by using two helicopters simultaneously.

Another class of active sonar is high frequepcy, or side-
scan, sonars. They have a shorter range, but are less affected

by varying water conditions such as exist in the Baltic archi-

pelagos. They are specifically designed to detect immobile
objects on the sea floor and would therefore detect a station-
ary submarine. A stationary submarine can be clearly de-
tected at a range of 2 to 3 km by the kind of high frequency
sonar carried by civilian maritime hazard survey ships. West
Germany, for example, operates such a civilian survey vessel
in the Baltic. In addition to their military versions, side-scan
sonars are commercially available and have beén routinely
used by marine archaeologists since the late 1960s.

Passive sonar, basically a hydrophone (a device inithe
water that can detect sound), has a much longer range and
does not disclose the presence of the hunting ship. It is more
difficult, however, to obtain an accurate indication of the
submarine’s range, depth, and bearing using a passive sonar.
Passive sonars can also be mounted on the sea floor in

chains connected to ground stations or mounted on buoys
that can telemeter their data to ships or aircraft. They are
also used for recording submarine or other ship engine
sound signatures. Finally, if a submarine uses its own active
sonars, standard intercept equipment can provide measure-
ment of the bearing, pulse length, and frequency of the hos-

tile sonars. This provides information that can also be used -

to identify the submarine’s nationality, in addition to its
immediate tactical use.

In summary, methods of detecting submarines based on
sound detection in water are divided into active and passive
sonar. The specific devices can exist in many forms: attached
to ship or submarine hulls, towed behind ships {variable
depth sonar, and arrays), lowered into the water from a heli-
copter (dipping sonar), fixed to the sea floor or bays, or at-
tached to buoys and suspended in the water to any depth
desired. Nonacoustic methods are also used, of which there
are primarily three: magnetic anomaly detectors (MAD)—
making use of the submarine’s metallic construction —infra-
red, and laser detectors for penetration of relatively shallow
waters (of approximately 30 meters).

The following references provide the interested reader with
some basic sources on the functioning of sonar and other
ASW systems:

* Robert A. Frosch, “Underwater Sound,” International
Science and Technology 1, no. 9 (September 1962): 40-46.

* G. R. Lindsey, “The Submarine Environment,” Surviuv-
al 6. no. 2 (March-April 1964): 69-76.

* Ralph Hightower, “Underwater Weapons and Ord-
nance” in F. B. Pollard and J. H. Arnold Jr., Aerospace
Ordnance Handbook (Prentice Hall: Englewood, N.J.,
1966), 395-421.

* “Undersea Weapon Systems: Special Report,” Space/
Aeronautics 33, no. 1 (January 1960): 21-109.

* Frank Leary, “Search for Subs,” Space/Aeronautics 44,
no. 4 {September 1965): 58-68.
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* Capt. Thomas B. McGrath, A Perspective on Antisub-

- marine Warfare, R-19 (Washington, D.C.: Data Publi-
cations, [undated]), 132 pages.

* Capt. Robert H. Smith,' “ASW ~ The Crucnal Chal-
lenge,” United States Naval Institute Proceedings 98,
no. 5 (May 1972); 127-141.

* Richard L. Garwin, “Antisubmarine Warfare and Na-
tional Security," Scientific American 227, no. 1 (July
1972): 14-25.

* and in Swedish, Marin Nytt {(Navy News), no. 6 (1981):
7-15, and “ASW With Helicopters” Marin Nytt no. 6
{1980): 5-9.

A compendium of military ASW systems in standard use in
the mid-1970s is available in The Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), Tactical and Strategic,
Antisubmarine Warfare (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press,
1974), 53-148,

* The first of a new class of six minesweepers was also
to be delivered to the navy in 1984. These were all to be
equipped with a high frequency mine-searching sonar,
which was not previously carried by Swedish minesweepers
and which can effectively detect stationary submarines at a
range of 1.5 km. The only Swedish ship equipped with a
side-scan sonar was the hydrographic vessel, Belos, which
reportedly used the sonar to find the bottom tracks after
the Harsfjirden events. At times during the Harsfjiarden
ASW operations, the submarines were reported as station-
ary, which would have optimized the use of the side-scan
sonar, Side-scan sonar was commercially available, however,
and could have been quickly fitted to virtually every Swed-
ish ship afloat —in fact, to any outboard vessel 20-25 feet in
length

* There were no sonar arrays or signal processing facili-
ties, and centralized peacetime naval command centers did
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not seem to have any direct input from submarine detection
Sensors.

* Swedish capability for frequency analysis is some-
times described as having existed since the 1970s and so
excellent that an individual ship motor signature can be
compared to computer-stored records to determine class,
ship, and number. At other times, as in 1986, it is described
as so abysmally poor as to make it impossible to distin-
guish Soviet from Danish twin-screwed submarines.

¢ The FOA had reportedly tested a helicopter-mounted
laser bathometer (depth gauge) for submarine detection in
relatively shallow waters since 1981. There is no record of
its performance in actual ASW operations.

* The entire burden of ASW detection and tracking for
all of Sweden rested on seven helicopters. Their ASW mis-
sion had been anticipated to be convoy escort to Gotland,
and their sonar performed most satisfactorily against a
moving target in the open sea.

¢ Bottom-mounted MAD. which register the passing of
a submarine, existed. These should be particularly effective
in narrow, shallow passages, compensating for problems
with inshore sonar. How many were manned in peacetime is
unclear. There is no public knowledge of the degree to which
they may be prone to producing spurious signals. Detection
sensors fitted to mine systems were also allegedly opti-
mized for surface ships rather than submarines.

¢ There was no airborne MAD. In 1981, the Swedish
Coast Guard contributed a single twin-engined Cessna air-
craft with an infrared detection pod that could be used in
reconnaissance for snorkeling subimarines. It was used on
an experimental basis, particularly from July to December
1983. Then, after further trials, it was decided late in 1985
to purchase two more for the Coast Guard (primarily to
search for oil spills) as well as a used aircraft for the navv.

¢ [t is not clear at what point the Swedish navy first
understood that it was chasing midget submarines — appar-
ently during the Harsfjirden event, if not before. In 1984,
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the navy purchased a small Yugoslav underwater vehicle to
use in testing and found it extremely difficult to detect.

In conclusion, gross deficits in Swedish ASW capabili-
ties were manifest. Nevertheless, as Carl Bildt, the Swedish
Moderate Party's defense specialist, has pointed out,

the Norwegian Navy with its frigates, German-built
submarines, U.S.-supplied P-3 Orions and access to So-
sus data has so far not been more successful than its
self-reliant, neutral Swedish counterpart ini handling
this new and very complicated threat.* '

It is here that the other half of the puzzle —the inten-
tions of the ASW operation and the effect of operational
orders on performance —enters the picture. Norwegian
statements that sinking a submarine was avoided have
‘been noted. During the Harsfjarden events, Sweden used
mines as an antisubmarine weapon for the first time in
peacetime, and the submarine commission’s report noted
that the use of mines in particular “pose[d] in acute form the
balancing act between efforts to force intruder submarines
to the surface and the risk of unintentional sinking.” The
commission’s report explicitly stated that mines were not
detonated directly on indication of a submarine passing
over MAD chains even when the indications were directly
observed by service personnel.

The purpose of detonating the mines, however, as in
the case of other weapons use, was to force up pass-
ing submarines to the surface, so that those respon-
sible deliberately refrained from automatically deto-
nating mines, and attempted instead a flexible, more
sophisticated technique of delayed detonation after
indication.” )

Given the combination of the submarine’s speed and the
requirement that a charge explode within 5 to 10 meters
from a submarine in order to produce serious damage, only
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12 to 15 seconds delay allows the submarine to pass out of
range of damage. The “flexible, more sophisticated tech-
nique” provided that delay. In May 1983, at the time of the
Sundsvall ASW: operations, it was reported that in the pre-
vious fall, during the Harsfjirden events, mine station
chiefs were ordered “to wait some seconds in order to give
the submarine a better chance to clear itself.” Nevertheless,
orders were reportedly still being given in May 1983 to
withhold mine detonation on direct indication of a target.”

The commission felt compelled to deny charges that the
intruding submarines were let go, but was nevertheless
forced to explain that the effective result was the escape of
the submarines. The commission noted that there were “cer-
tain bans on the use of fire in force during the Harsfjarden
operation.”

The Commission has found that the idea that Sweden

- deliberately let the submarine go stems in general from
the question‘of the “order to withhold fire" i.e., specula-
tion that the submarine escaped in conjunction with or
as a consequence of the order to withhold fire issued
from time to time by the Defence Command. In addi-
tion to speculation that an order to withhold fire, rela-
tive primarily to the mines. was issued for the express
purpose of permitting submarines to slip out, sugges-
tions have been made that submarines were given an
opportunity to get away in conjunction with orders to
withhold fire, which admittedly were not issued to this
end, but nonetheless had this effect.”

The commission also made a point that caution was still a
prime consideration and that restraint had been observed:

the restraint that was natural and necessary, taking
into account the fact that the incident, in spite of all.
took place in peacetime. . . . and observing also the lim-
itation of armed force consequent upon the objective of
forcing the intruder submarine up the surface . .. .the
Central Defence Command interven(ed] directly in the
operational command. in order to assure that live weap-
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ons were used with a restrictiveness corresponding to -
the objective in hand, and with a satisfactory,degree of -
safety.™ v

It is not clear if this caution differed at all during;the
portions of the operation that took place under the nonso-
cialist and socialist governments. The 1mport|ant questlon
for the years to come was whether the policy changed

The commission’s report also did not shy away from
making explicit the great degree of confusion that devel
oped in the chain of command during the operations. It did,
however, reject the rumors, resulting from the operations’
failure, alleging that the submarines were deliberately al-

lowed to escape.” |

1983 2

[
The report of the SDC was released on April 26, 1983. The
Swedish government simultaneously delivered a strong pro-
test note to the USSR along with a copy of the report.
Prime Minister Palme made an additional public statement
and various remarks at press conferences. The Swedish am-

bassador in Moscow was called home. The note to the
USSR stated:

It is apparent from the report that after a very careful
study of all the available information, the Commission
has made the judgement that Soviet submarines have
violated Swedish territory both in Harsfjirden Bay
and in certain other areas.

The Swedish Government has no information that
contradicts the Commission’s conclusion in this re-
spect. It concludes that the submarines involved were
Soviet submarines.

On this account, the Swedish Government conveys
to the Government of the Soviet Union a strong protest
against the gross violations of Swedish territorial in-
tegrity of which the Soviet navy has been guilty. These
violations constitute a grave breach of the rules of in-
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ternational law, the upholding of which is an obligation
and a common interest of all states. The violations
must be interpreted as elements in deliberate and un-
lawful attempts to explore Sweden’s sea territory. This
activity must be strongly condemned.

The Swédish Government requests the Govern-
ment of the Soviet Union to give such instructions to
the Soviet navy that the violations of Swedish territory
cease.®

Palme also said,

It is our responsibility and our determined intention
with all the resources we have at our disposal to main-
tain Sweden’s territorial integrity. ... [the sharpened
IKFN regulations] . . . are to clarify that Sweden is pre-
pared in every way to prevent a repetition of the viola-
tions that have taken place against our territory.”

The prime minister used the phrase “with all the means
at our disposal” on several occasions in regard to the man-
ner in which future ASW operations would be carried out,
while simultaneously pointing out that “we have previously
demonstrated a degree of leniency in our reactions. But this
is the last straw. Whoever plans to violate Swedish territo-
ry will have to consider that Sweden will now sink subma-
rines”® His remarks to an English-language interviewer
were even stronger:

“We represent a united nation in our sharp protest,” he
said at a news conference. “It is crucial to the credibili-
ty of our neutrality to show that we can defénd our own
territory. Violators in the future can count on the Swed-
ish government to order the military to sink the intrud-
er at once.”

Later, in a brief interview, he said the Swedish na-
vy's rules of engagement had been changed to permit
senior commanders to open fire at once on vessels
violating territorial waters. Orders to sink the vessels
would come promptly from Stockholm, he promised. if
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the vessels remained. . . . What is critical is “that they
stop these grave breaches of international lalw so that
we don't have to waste time chasing their submarines
around the archipelago.™ |

In televised interviews with the Swedish press, Palme
was much more careful on that point, refusing to commit
himself as to whether orders to sink a submarine would be
given and repeating only that such an eventuality might
take place if the submarine intrnusions persisted. He repeat-
edly emphasized “the risk” that it was impossible to rule out
a sinking occurring unintentionally during the ASW qgpera-
tions and that the intruding submarines cqnstantly ran
that risk. The new IKFN regulations themselves definitely
did not provide orders “to sink” a submarine. It is clear that
that was explicitly avoided during the Harsfjdrden events,
and the emphasis in all the subsequent events remained on

“forcing the submarine to the surface.”

Prime Minister Palme also initiated a prlvate back
channel with Soviet officials, which was, however, not pub-
licly disclosed until December 1983, and then only partially
and very much against the government’s wishes, in circum-
stances that rapidly blossomed into a full- blown domestic
political scandal known as the Ferm affair. Full disclosure
of the back channel did not take place until May 1984. On
April 27, the day following the release of the submarine
commission’s report in Stockholm, the Swedish ambassa-
dor to the United Nations, Anders Ferm, acting as a per-
sonal messenger of the prime minister, met in New York
City with Michael Milstein, on May 2 with Georgi Arbatov,
and on May 3 with Milstein again. Milstein was a retired
Soviet lieutenant general who had been a senior officer in
the Soviet military's Chief Intelligence Directorate (GRU),
and Arbatov was director of the U.S.A. and Canada Insti-
tute of the USSR's Academy of Sciences, but more essen-
tially a Soviet government emissary. Both men had been
involved for the previous three years with the independent
Commission on Security and Disarmament Issues—known
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as the “Palme Commission”—of which Ferm had been the
executive secretary. The topic of their discussions were the
Soviet submarine violations. Ferm had a simple message
that the Swedish government wanted transmitted to
Moscow:

The Swedish government was concerned that its mes-
sage as,to how seriously it viewed the violations was
not reaching those who had political responsibility. We
want to be certain that some sufficiently senior politi-
cal leader receives our protest, and takes a decision
that the violations should cease, and sees to it that the
decision is carried out. Sweden wants to have a signal

that such a decision has been taken. ... Sweden wants
to have binding assurances in some form from the
USSR that they

1) respect Sweden'’s borders

2) respect Sweden'’s neutrality

3) will not consciously send submarines into Swedish
waters. (Author’s emphasis)™

Palme personally transmitted the same three points on
May 5 to the Soviet ambassador in Stockholm, Boris
Pankin.® Both Milstein and Arbatov promised to deliver
the message when they returned to Moscow within a day or
two, and Milstein reportedly stated that “This will have an
effect in Moscow, perhaps not immediately, but it will have
an effect” Milstein also “made it clear that the USSR would
not admit to any territorial violations even if the evidence
was indisputable” In subsequent months, Palme met with
Arbatov in the Hague on June 18-19, and Swedish Defense
Minister Anders Thunborg also met Arbatov in Switzer-
land around June 23. There is no public information regard-
ing the nature of these other meetings. Thunborg, without
giving details, has claimed in a public interview that he told
the Soviets with whom he was speaking that the USSR
should acknowledge its activities.*

On April 25, 1983, the day before the submarine com-
mission report was made public and only a few days before
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his May 2 meeting with Ambassador Ferm, Arbatov was in
Washington as the speaker at one of the Carnegie Endow-
ment's Face to Face seminars. In a rather stormy session
that dealt primarily with European security issues, Arba-
tov was asked a question about the Soviet submarine intru-
sions into Swedish internal waters. Without adr\pitting So-

viet responsibility or actually predicting the continuation

of the intrusions, Arbatov remarkpd that he did not know
exactly what had happened, that it could have been any
country’s submarine, that we all know that submarines bpﬁ
erate in other people’'s waters, and therefore he didn’t under-
stand what all the fuss was about. The countries concerned
had to accept that such activity would take place.*

The Swedish embassy in Washington corroborated Ar
batov’s remarks in three successive cables (May 11, May 13
and May 17) after questioning a sizable number of the serm

nar's participants. Nevertheless, the press spokesman’ of.
the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated’ that the

ministry’s understanding was that the press accounts were
inaccurate (which they were not in their essential point),
and Prime Minister Palme said that “We must base Swedish
neutrality policy on concrete events and official statements

and not on more or less unsubstantiated rumors from?
luncheons in Washington."™ Arbatov himself described the

reports as “a premediated provocation with the purpose of
damaging the relations between the USSR and Sweden.
What no one seems to have noticed was that Arbatov's
essential message was no more than a paraphrase of the
USSR'’s rejection of Sweden’s protest note followmg the
stranding of the U-137: the Soviet Union was not going to
provide assurance that a repetition would not take place.
Some months later, on July 20, 1983, a day after meet-

ing with Palme and two or three days before meeting with

Thunborg, Arbatov also appeared before an audience of dip-
lomats at Geneva's Diplomatic Club. On this occasion he
stated that “the stranding of the Whisky submarine off
Karlskrona was due to navigation failure, and that in the
case of the Harsfjarden events the Swedish government had
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explained to the USSR that it had not been possible to
identify the nationality of the submarines.” Because that
is clearly the exact opposite of what the Swedish govern-
ment’s protest note to the USSR says, one can either as-
sume that Arbatov presumed his audience to be so ill-
informed as not to notice the discrepancy in his remarks or
that he was suggesting that he was privately informed by
senior members of the Swedish government that Sweden's
public statements were false. In a 1986 Swedish television
interview Arbatov said that he had personally told Palme
that “you cannot consider us such idiots to do these things.
We keep 100 kilometers from Sweden’s borders.™"

The domestic political repercussions that followed the
disclosure of Ferm's contact with Soviet government repre-
sentatives can, for the most part, be credited to Prime Min-
ister Palme and can be described as the third of the “neu-
trality affairs” that took place in 1983 and 1984. (The first
of these, the so-called Bahr affair, was unrelated to the Sovi-
et submarine issue. It was disclosed that the West German
Social Democratic Party (SPD) politician, Egon Bahr, sug-
gested and wrote the draft of a recommendation in the
Palme Commission report for a tactical nuclear-free corri-
dor in the GDR and FRG, which the Swedish foreign min-
istry subsequently adopted as a Swedish government
proposal.)

The second “affair” was called the Bildt affair. On April
28-29, immediately after the public release of the SDC re-
port, Carl Bildt, a member of the commission, traveled to
Washington. In a program arranged through the Swedish
embassy, he met with various members of the U.S. defense
and intelligence community. Such trips are, in fact, routine
for members of Sweden’s foreign and defense ministries,
including those in Social Democratic administrations. An-
ders Thunborg made the same kind of consultative trip the
week before he assumed the office of defense minister in
Palme's government, and both Bildt and Thunborg made
another more or less similar trip together in April 1985.

Palme disclosed the trip on May 20, however, together
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with a sharp attack on Bildt, in a cabinet declaratlon He
charged that Bildt's meeting with U.S. defense officials * be
fore the.ink had dried on the Commission report, was ex
tremely dangerous for the credlblllty of Swedish neutrallty
policy. Bildt's behavior ran a great risk that Swedish securi-
ty policy would be linked to NATO.""* Palme would repeated-
ly return to the theme of the moderates as a danger to
Swedish neutrality policy in the coming months, but to add
to the irony of Palme's attacks, his emissary, Ferm, was
meeting with Milstein, the former GRU official, at the same
time Bildt was meeting with the Americans—though this
was not known at the time of Palme's remarks. On May 20,
Palme twice refused to reply to a question in the parliamen-
tary foreign policy commission as to whether the govern-
ment had made any private contacts with the Soviet gov-
ernment. Between May 20 and September 1983, Palme did
not inform the parliamentary committee of Ferm’s contacts
with Arbatov and Milstein. Instead, he criticized the re-
ports from the Swedish embassy in Washington regarding
Arbatov's Carnegie seminar remarks on the basis of a cable
from Ambassador Ferm, who told Palme that Arbatov had
not made the alleged comments.

When Ferm's meetings with Milstein and Arbatov were
made public in December 1983 through the leak of a portion’

of Ferm'’s letter reporting to Palme on his discussions with
the two Soviets, it led to the third and most serious “affair.”
The conservative newspaper Svenska Dagbladet charged
that Palme was delivering a double message to the USSR: a
strong line in public and a softer one in private, As best as
is known, at least from the public reports of Ferm's meet-
ings, this was not in fact the case, although Ferm had re-
portedly expressed skepticism to his colleagues about the
conclusions in the SDC's report regarding the identification
of the submarine’s nationality. Ferm’s letter had not been
registered in the government’s archives by Palme, nor had it
gone to the foreign ministry in the routine manner. Palme
was thus forced to register the letter in the archives and
defend his emissary in public. He did this by reading what
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he claimed to be the full contents of the letter on television.
When the letters complete text was finally leaked in May
1984, it developed that Palme had in fact omitted reading
about half of its contents. These included some remarks by
Milstein that might have been construed as mildly em-
barrassing to Sweden —that Sweden was a country of mar-
ginal importance for the USSR and that the USSR has
more important criteria on which to base its decisions.
More important, however, he had also omitted reading two
crucial portions: Milstein's comments that the conversa-
tions and Palme’s message would “have an effect in Mos-
cow, perhaps not immediately. ... and that “the USSR
would not admit to any territorial violations even if the
evidence were indisputable.”™

Ferm had ‘also written a cable back to Palme saying
“that he would be very disappointed if Arbatov had lied and
asked him to convey untruthful information to Olof
Palme.”® Arbatov's message was obviously the same one he
has claimed to have given Palme personally. The problem
that faced both Palme and Ferm is a simple human problem
that is easily understood: it was difficult for them to believe
that a man with whom they had worked for three years and
with whom they would be continuing to work would lie
directly to them, even in the service of his state. Besides
that difficulty, accepting Arbatov's prediction that the sub-
marine incursions would continue had devastating implica-
tions for Palme's hopes for his entire foreign policy pro-
gram. Palme responded by launching a vicious attack on
the Moderate Party, which he said was as important to
“ward off” as were the territorial violations by foreign sub-
marines. Palme consistently tried to turn any criticism of
his policies into a countercharge that his critics —the oppo-
sition party —endangered Swedish neutrality. He also was
acerbic about leaks in the foreign ministry and, allegedly,
the parliamentary Foreign Affairs Committee, which had
put some of this information before the public.

The Soviet response to the commission’s report. the
Swedish government's protest note, and Palme's private
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message with its three points was again definitive and, in
this case, immediate. Within a week another combined sub-
marine eperation —using full-sized submarines and midget
subinarines —was begun inside Sundsvall harbor, deep
within Sweden'’s internal waters. The submarine incursions
in Norway's Hardangerfjord also began within 24 hours of
the release of the commission's report. Even in the week
preceding the release of the report, around April 20, an
unidentified submarine had penetrated Swedish waters
south of Ronneby during another set of Swedish weapons
tests. The publicized submarine incursions in the spnng
and summer of 1983 were as follows:
|

* April 20: South of Ronneby

* April 24: Namndofjarden (near Musko naval base)

* May 1-10: Sundsvall; two submarines and one: or

more midget submarines: j ;

* May 9: South of Musko naval base

e July 17: Sundsvall

e July 29-August 2: Tore

* End August-September: Karlskrona; major ASW

operations lasting nearly a month v '

I

In several of these events ({Ronneby and Muskd), the
submarine’s conning tower was reportedly partly visible for
some time. Detection of both submarines and midget sub-
marines in various instances was provided by active and
passive hydrophones, magnetic-anomaly instrumentation,
and radar Elint.” ASW operations were carried out in three
of the events to attempt to force the submarine to the sur-
face: in Sundsvall, Tore, and Karlskrona. Depth charges
were used in all three events, as well as mines in the Sunds-
vall operations. In Sundsvall, a periscope could be followed
in one instance by military personnel, and in another case
acoustic signatures were recorded.”™ The submarine passed
through two mine fields without detonation taking place
upon indications. Although the new IKFN regulations were
again applied (before July 1, 1983) and weapons use in-
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volved two mines and several depth charges, other aspects
of the ASW operations were questionable. Within a day or
two after Swedish naval sources stated that no large sur-
face vessels would be permitted in or out of the harbor area
before the ASW operations were completed, a large Soviet
methanol tanker was permitted to enter on May 7 and to
leave on May 8, as were large Finnish Baltic ferries. (A
traditional means of submarine or midget submarine es-
cape is to hide under a large boat leaving a guarded area.)
The Karlskrona ASW operations received virtually no pub-
licity, in contrast to those in Sundsvall, but were apparently
nearly as extensive.

Later in 1983 more events were reported. New bottom
tracks were found in the Stockholm archipelago. Divers
were observed at a mine chain in the northern Stockholm
archipelago. (In 1985 it was disclosed that three mines had
been stolen from mine chains, in 1976, 1983 —at another
location —and in the fall of 1984.) A submarine was within
the exercise area during the Swedish east ccast maneuvers
on September 22-October 3, and there were additional inci-
dents in mid-September, outside Soderhamn and on Sep-
tember 17, outside Hudiksvall. Depth charges were used in
these last two events.

The total number of submarine intrusions in 1983 was
25 certain and 38 probable, much the same as in 1982. De-
spite this, the Swedish government stated that it could not
specify the nationality of any of these intruding subma-
rines or midget submarines.” In practical terms this
seemed embarrassingly close to a contradiction. If the gov-
ernment admitted that extensive violations were taking
place. but that the transgressing submarines could no long-
er be identified, whose were they supposed to be? Had a
different nation suddenly initiated the same kind of opera-
tional programs that the Swedish government had previ-
ously accused the USSR of carrying out? Was there any
reason to doubt the previous identifications? This essential-
ly untenable position was nevertheless maintained for the
next two years by the Swedish government. In early 1984
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government officials began to claim there were not even
“indications” — aside from the question of national identifi-
cation —during the most extensive episode’ of all, while
Swedish navy and defense spokesmen were publicly releas-
ing sonar recordings and routes taken by an intruding sub-
marine. When it came to the question of “evidence,” the
Swedish government appeared to believe that only a piece
of the submarine would do, while technical evidence such as
electronic or acoustical signatures or, more partlculdrly a
combination of such evidence, would not do. '

In 1983 submarines had been visible at times during
the intrusions, had penetrated Swedish security zones and
major naval base areas and had even done so during exer-
cises and maneuvers. Nevertheless, after the Swedish gov-
ernment’s official protest note to the USSR and Palme's
three-point message to the Soviet political leadership;, both
of which insisted that the USSR stop the submarine intru-
sions, the Swedish government could not bring itself to say
publicly that the USSR continued to do as it pleased in
Swedish territorial waters. Thé USSR had called Palme's
bluff within a matter of days about the possibility of actual-
ly sinking a submarine, and it continued to do so all year.

The USSR had also quickly replied to the Swedish gov-
ernment’s protest note in another way — with a note of rejec-
tion, but requesting the Swedish government not make the
note public, and the government had not even shown it to
the opposition parties. Then on May 6, in the middle of the
Sundsvall incursions, the USSR itself publicly released the
rejection. The reply stated that the Swedish note,

which is totally divorced from reality, is considered by
the Soviet Union as an unfriendly act.

According to precise and carefully verified informa-
tion from the relevant Soviet authorities. Soviet sub-
marines were not in Swedish territorial waters at the
time given in the note: nor did they come within 30 km.
of these waters. For this very reason they could not
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have carried out the activities described in the Swedish
government’s note. . . .

[t ought to be well known to the Swedish govern-
ment that the Soviet Union has always acted on the
basis of a strict adherence to the recognized rules of
international law regarding respect for the territorial
boundaries of other states.

The untenable claims made in its statement—
whether intended or not from the Swedish side-

. are directed at undermining good neighborly rela-
tions with the Soviet Union. . ..

Sweden has taken upon itself the ugly role of
spreading fabrications about the Soviet Union and has
become involved in a campaign designed to cast suspi-
cions on the USSR's peaceful foreign policy. Such being
the case, the baseless claims of the Swedish govern-
ment as well as statements by officials only supply
grist to the mills of those who have developed a mas-
sive public offensive against détente and are exploited
for the elaboration of a provocative propaganda cam-
paign which has nothing to do with strengthening the
cause of peace and which has as its purpose the artifi-
cial fostering of distrust among states. . . .

The government of the USSR constantly seeks to
develop good neighborly relations with Sweden in a
spirit'of mutual respect and understanding.*

Palme expressed himself as “extraordinarily dissatisfied
with the reply to our protest.” The Social Democratic gov-
ernment did not, however, publish the Soviet rejection note
in its annual compilation of government documents. On
June 3, an lzvestia article offered the Swedish government
advice that had multiple possible interpretations:

It is necessary to seriously pose the question: do the
participants in the practical joke have the slightest un-
derstanding of where the boundary between reality and
fantasy lies. . . . It is regrettable that responsible Swed-
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ish political circles haven't yet succeeded in under-
standing the submarine stories and on Trealistic
grounds draw the correct conclusions.*

The USSR also requested that the Swedish'government
punish those responsible for the submarine commission's
report and proposed a joint Soviet-Swedish commission to
rcview the evidence."” The Swedish government exp11c1tly
rejected the second suggestion, but as part of its reply
turned over to the USSR several tapes of technical evi-
dence. It claimed that these did not contain more informa-
tion than had been made public in the commlssmn s report.,
but it refused to release the tapes in Sweden, "thus raising
questions about their contents.™

Soviet Reaction

While surveying the sequence on the submarine incursions
into Swedish waters and the domestic political problerps
that they produced in Sweden, it is also useful to indicate
the Soviet portrayal of the events and the charges that were
made against the USSR. It helps the observer place in con-
text the subsequent interaction between the Soviet and
Swedish governments as well as the continuing intrusions as
they were taking place. For this reason, this matér_ial has been
placed here rather than in the discussion of Soviet policy in
chapter 4. In addition Soviet press commentary on both the
Harsfjarden events and the Swedish submarine commission
report is extremely interesting as a source of insight into the
relation between Soviet information policy and foreign policy
interests. Some examples of these comments for Soviet and
for foreign audiences are presented below.

* “In the early 1970s with a prompting from the CIA
Norway faked up a propaganda story alleging that uniden-
tified, that is Soviet, submarines regularly entered Norwe-
gian fjords. . .. It is highly significant that the hullaballo
about mythical Soviet submarines was raised whenever a

~1
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new defense budget was tabled for discussion.” The article
goes on to claim that a Swedish naval captain, Nils Bruse-
lius, wrote an article in Marin Nytt in which he claimed that
“the submarine in Harsfjarden belonged to one of the NATO
member countries The article says nothing of the sort.
The author in. fact claims that the intruding submarines
were Soviet and were letting themselves be observed on
purpose. The Soviet commentary ends with the sentence:
“Sweden figures prominently in the NATO plans of such (a
nuclear-missile) war.™*

* Another report claimed that the allegations of Soviet
submarines in Swedish waters was a myth, as well as part
of an unseemly anti-Soviet campaign, of which the Swedish
Submarine Commission was a part. [t repeated portions of
the Soviet note of rejection and added, “Who benefits from
the slanderous campaign about the Soviet submarines
launched in Sweden? Those who have long been trying to
disrupt the process of détente. [It is] another in an attempt
to smear the USSR’s peaceful foreign policy and undermine
its good relations with Sweden.”"

* “The Soviet government has definitively explained
that there are forces not only in Sweden, but outside its
borders, that lie behind the campaign of lies about Soviet
submarines” This article then offers a new disclosure,
which it says the Swedish media know about but will not
mention, and which is repeated in numerous of the other
stories—that. there is a pathway within Swedish territorial
waters for NATQO submarines and that any NATO subma-
rine found there is allowed to leave freely. This was also
contrived from Bruselius’ Marin Nytt article —which says
nothing of the sort.”” Another article quotes the Swedish
Dagens Industri and refers to “well informed Swedish and
foreign military sources” that asserted that “special noise-
catching devices” determined the submarine to be
NATO’s.*

* Another report argued that the accusations are en-
tirely absurd because the Swedes themselves provide de-
tailed coastal maps and submarines do not have to go to
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test the area. “The USSR has always operated on the princi-
ples of strict adherence to the generally accepted norms of
international law and respect for other nations’ borders.
The provocative propaganda campaign which in part is

based on manipulated and falsified material is presently led

by the Pentagon and certain NATO circles that use the
Swedish press as a mouthpiece.™

e “Back in the fall of last year it was stated publicly
and authoritatively on the Soviet side that no Soviet sub-
marines have been and could not be in the area of Stock-
holm skerries. One wonders about the purpose of repeating
over and over again inventions already disproved. One is

"inclined to conclude that the anti-Soviet campaign around
the mythical ‘violations' is designed to prejudice relations
between the two countries. Besides, and this leaps to the
eye, it aims at obtaining additional allocations on arma-
ments. Certain quarters both in Sweden and elsewhere are
interested in both.™ ,

e “Certain circles in Sweden as well as outside that
country do not stop their assiduous campaign around the
controversial report by the Swedish government’s commis-
sion, which tried to prove that Soviet submarines violated
Sweden'’s territorial waters but failed to produce any direct
evidence to corroborate the inventions for the sole reason
that none exists. . ..

“It is apparently believed in these circles that the spy
scare may divert people away from the urgent problem of
how to save Europe from the American plans to saturate it
with nuclear weapons and involve Western European coun-
tries into the dangerous arms race. . . .

“The commission's report itself is not far from this pro-
vocative campaign. It is no accident that sensible assess-
ment does occur in the Swedish press. It is noted, for in-
stance, that the report was inspired by right-wing militarist
circles which seek to disrupt the anti-war movement and
undermine Sweden'’s policy of non-participation in military
blocs. It is no secret that the United States is striving to
involve Sweden in one way or another into the military
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NATO bloc—the fact acknowledged by the Western Press.

“It is the undeniable truth that it is in the interests of
all countries to develop normal business relations, rather
than resort to propaganda based on dubious ‘data’ and fab-
rications used to corroborate the allegations that Sweden's
territorial waters teem with Soviet submarines.

“It should be clearly stated once again that the Soviet
Union firmly sticks to international commitments and ac-
cords and observes the principle of inviolability and respect
of borders. As to those who declare that they can determine
by dubious ‘imprints on the seabed’ that such ‘violations’
take place, it is quite obvious that they are guided by other
premeditated goals—those of complicating Soviet-Swed-
ish relations and aggravating the situation in Northern
Europe.™

1984 ‘

The political crux of the submarine intrusions and Swedish-
Soviet relations took place early in 1984. Sometime in the
summer of 1983, Prime Minister Palme and Swedish For-
eign Minister Lennart Bodstrém had both received mes-
sages from Soviet leader Juri Andropov, transmitted via
Finland's President Mauno Koivisto, to the effect that no
Soviet submarines had violated Swedish waters since the
U-137 grounding in 1981." The Soviet message repeated
the portions of the Soviet rejection note claiming that no
Soviet submarines had been in Harsfjarden and that all
Soviet submarines have a standing order not to come any
closer than 30 km to the Swedish maritime territorial bor-
der. The same message was again given to a senior Swedish
foreign ministry official on a visit to Moscow early in
March 1984 —in the middle of the next major series of viola-
tions.” In October 1983, Palme had stated that exchanges
with the USSR at the ministerial level could not be resumed
until it was clear that the USSR respected Sweden's neu-
trality and territorial integrity, that is, until it was clear
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that the submarine intrusions had stopped. In January,
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko was expected in Stock-
holm far the opening of the Stockholm Conference-the
Conference on Confidence and Security- Bu1ldmg and DlSdr
mament (CDE) in Europe. It had been announced j m ad-
vance that Gromyko would meet with Palme while he was
in Stockholm and that the Soviet submaripe intrusions
would be a subject for their discussions. By January 1984,
the Swedish government had also decided to resume minis-
terial visits after Gromyko's trip to Stockholm.*

After the meeting between Palme and Qromyko, ‘the
primme minister informed the Swedish press that

The Soviet Union's highest leadership has pr,o:mised to
respect Sweden’s neutrality and territorial,‘ihtegrity.

. Sweden has, through Andrej Gromyko, now ob-
tained notice from the Soviet Union’s highest leader-
ship that Swedish neutrality is respected and that it is
understood that submarme intrusions cannot be ‘ 
tolerated.™ ‘ ‘ ‘

o

Palme added that “Sweden would combat violations with all
strength. If submarines from foreign nations v1olate Swed
ish waters, Sweden will attack them. Sooner or. later we will
succeed in damaging or sinking a foreign submarme On
the following day, the Swedish foreign mlmster in the pre-
ceding nonsocialist government, Ola Ullsten, publlcly noted
that Gromyko had promised exactly the same thing when
they had met in New York shortly after the strandmg of the
Soviet submarine in October 1981.% This information, which
must have been on record in the foreign ministry, received no
comment from the government. Neither was it denied.

After also meeting with Gromyko during his January
visit and without directly discussing submarine intrusions,
Swedish Foreign Minister Bodstrom proclaimed that “there
was no doubt that the USSR respects Sweden’s neutrality.""
Three months later, after the longest of all the submarine
intrusion sequences, Bodstrom alleged that “the Soviet
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Union has no other interests in Northern Europe than
friendly relations with Sweden and the other Nordic coun-
tries;’ and that “the Swedish government places great
weight on the assurances that Foreign Minister Gromyko
made that the USSR has not violated Swedish territory
since the grounding in Gasfjarden in 1981 With this re-
mark Foreign Minister Bodstrom seemingly undercut his
own government's position, which identified the USSR as
responsible for the October 1982 events.

It developed, however, that Gromyko had said little or
nothing that was attributed to him in the press reports
published at the time of his meeting with Prime Minister
Palme, which were a direct result of Palme’s description of
the conversation. Palme has gratuitously formulated an al-
leged Soviet reply .to his three points. What little Gromyko
said on the subject closely paralleled portions of the Soviet
May 1983 note of rejection, which Palme had previously
said the Swedish government found unsatisfactory. During
their conversations, it was Palme —and not Gromyko—-who
noted that the Soviet government had said that it respected
Swedish neutrality and territorial integrity. Sweden wanted
to provide a concrete form to such expressions and on that
basis develop Swedish-Soviet relations. Sweden desired
good relations with the USSR, and the Swedish govern-
ment noted that the USSR had expressed a reciprocal
wish.® Gromyko reportedly replied by asking “what kind of
dragons the Swedes actually saw out in the Baltic.” Palme
pointed out that the Swedish reports on the submarine vio-
lations in the fall of 1983 had not attributed them to any
particular state. Gromyko's only other relevant comment
was that “the USSR had no cause to be active in Swedish
waters, and therefore the question should not be discussed
any further” There was apparently no specific mention by
either party of the Harsfjarden events or the Swedish pro-
test note. Instead, Gromyko criticized the Swedish govern-
ment for not having made sufficient efforts to improve rela-
tions with the USSR in the preceding months and for not
doing more to further the idea of a Nordic Nuclear-Free
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Zone. Palme subsequently claimed that the disclosures
from leaked foreign ministry summaries of the conversa-
tions provided “an incomplete picture” and might give “a
mistaken impression”.

I conveyed to Gromyko, with all the desired éXactness
the Swedish government's clear attitude concernmg
the protection of our territorial integrity. 1'also said .
that we will react to encroachments on our- territory .
with full political and military force. There will be no
deviation from the Swedish policy of neutrality." ‘

i
il

i ; o
The foreign ministry’s press spokesman added’that the dis-
closure of classified materials ¢ould serlously damage Swe-
den’s diplomatic reliability.

The Swedish newspaper headlines at th¢ time of the
Palme-Gromyko meetings in January had sald what Palme
had wanted them to say —not what Gromyko had said, In
an October 1983 interview, Palme had already’ used phrases
similar to those that were attributed to Gromyko after their
January 1984 meeting: “The Sov1et Union has, promlsed to
show us respect . .. has made.clear that it mtends to re-
spect our neutrahty pollcy"”‘"The phrases were creative
transformations of portions of the two Soviet rejection
notes and must be considered gratuitous interpretations of
Soviet government policy. In the same interview, in other
phrases whose significance was totally overlooked at the
time, Palme also said that it could not be absolutely certain
that submarine violations continued after Harsfjarden —
more carefully qualified but essentially the same remarks
as those of Foreign Minister Bodstrom in February 1985,
which would bring on a political crisis.

On February 9, less than a month after the Palme-Gro-
myko meeting and the supposed assurances of Soviet re-
spect for Swedish territorial integrity, the longest and most
embarrassing of all the submarine incursion incidents be-
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gan. It lasted just over 30 days and took place directly in
Karlskrona harbor—Sweden's second largest naval base,
only several months after the previous ASW operation in
the harbor, in September 1983. The area is an enclosed ba-
sin of 5 by 15 km, and the entrance and exit passages can
more easily be closed. The initial indications came from
bottom-mounted magnetic anomaly detectors. Acoustic re-
cordings and radar as well as visual observations were the
additional observation sources.'"” Some newly acquired
equipment was used for the first time: buoy-mounted hy-
drophones and high frequency sonars. including one or
more mine sweepers equipped with high frequency sonars.
The latter had reportedly been under test since the middle
of 1983.

The intruding unit involved three submarines (two out-
side the basin barriers), midget submarines, and this time
also small, motorized diver vehicles and visible diver activi-
ty. Weapons expenditure was substantial: 1 mine and 22
depth charges (all on February 14), but also 28 substrength
warning munitions. Depth charges were still used “for the
purpose of warning,” which was no longer necessary in inter-
nal waters according to the new IKFN regulations. Orders
were presumably the same as thev had been before: force
the intruding units to the surface. Although practices could
in effect be the same, the emphasis was not on attacking
the vehicles directly. Not only did no “orders to sink the
vessels . . . come promptly from Stockholm,” it would also
appear that they may have been watered down still further:
“The primary aim for the submarine defense measures is to
increase the risk for an intruder so much that he doesn’t
find it profitable to continue. . .. We have demonstrated so
determined a will to put an end to the violations that they
should effect the intruder’s risk calculations.”* There was
no mention of “damage,” or “destroy.” The submarine outside
the encircled basin entrance was only to be warned off, al-
though it was also well within the area in which the new
IKFN regulations directed that submarines should be
forced to the surface. Some days into the ASW operations
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the restrictions regarding the area just outside the enclosed
hasin were reportedly withdrawn.

The government clearly tried to distance 1tself from the
ASW operations as much as possible. There was no com-
ment on the events from anyone in the government for more
than 20 days, and at the height of the incident the prime
minister went on a skiing holiday and the foreign and de-
fense ministers were both away from Stockholm. Unidenti-
fied members of Palme’s staff claimed that they were skep-
tical that there was evidence for anything at all being
present in the area. The navy replied by releasing a detailed
plot of one episode in which a submarine was followed for
some 30 minutes. During this time, it passed over a MAD
line on two occasions and was in effect warned away from
passing over an allegedly operating mine line by the use of a
helicopter dipping sonar. The submarine was not attacked
during that interval. y :

When directly asked on the twenty-eighth.day whether
the military had permission to attack the submarine, Palme
replied: “We have cleared that up now.” Exactly what. that
meant was never explained, though it would not appear to
be a clear “yes” In the same television interview, Palme
explained that during the Sundsvall ASW operations in
1983 it had taken only eight minutes for him tq receive and
reply to a message from the field via the commander in
chief and minister of defense and he thought “that wasn't
bad.” (In eight minutes, a submarine could movye three-quar-
ters to one and one-half miles, depending on its underwater
speed.) Although communications between the prime min-
ister’s office and the military command were visibly poor —
with Palme commenting about the evidence being inade-
quate and having been misunderstood by the military
command — he reportedly had not interfered in the Karls-
krona operations. The commander in chief said that “no
limiting restrictions existed” other than those concerning
the safety of one’s own personnel and the civilian communi-
ty." The head of the navy also claimed that none of the
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preceding five governments had ever placed any restric-
tions on him other than those in the IKFN regulations."”

Following the unsuccessful conclusion of the Karls-
krona ASW operations, Swedish military authorities made
a number of significant comments. The official reports of
the commander in chief were again critical of excessive con-
fusion and misjudgments. Vice Admiral Bengt Schuback,
who had led the operations in Karlskrona and who was to
become the new head of the navy on October 1, suggested
that some of the smaller intruding underwater vehicles had
been nonmagnetic. New technology made it possible for a
midget submarine to cross the entire Baltic without a
mother vessel. Because this came close to implying the na-
tional identity of the intruding vehicles, Schuback re-
marked that “I have a personal and very clear understand-
ing of where the vehicles and divers come from. [ cannot,
however, provide details for that in my official capacity.”"
He believed that it was impossible to protect the entire
Swedish coast, but that he hoped that at least the three or
four most important zones could be protected. He also
hoped that this could be done by stopping the subma-
rines farther out in territorial waters: the lesson of the
Karlskrona operations was that the ASW forces would have
to react more quickly. '

The chief of the Defense staff took up the same theme in
mid-1985: Swedish military forces would react more quickly
on any subsequent occasion."” Commercial boat traffic
would be stopped in the future during ASW operations at
Karlskrona and Musko and within one to two years perma-
nent barriers composed of hydrophones, other fixed sen-
sors, and mines would be available to prevent both subma-
rines and midget submarines from getting into the two base
areas.'” During the February-March Karlskrona ASW op-
erations, the Defense staff had said that no boats would
enter Karlskrona harbor until the operations were complet-
ed. Nevertheless, large civilian ships could leave and enter
the basin freely until February 20; although regulated after
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‘that, some large vessels were still permitted to enter and
leave the area. ‘

In the spring of 1984, the government considered
whether to introduce the issue of the submarine violations
of Swedish internal waters at the CDE."* It unquestlonably
would have been an appropriate subject, but nevertheless,
the issue was not raised in any direct or significant fashion.
Sweden’s under secretary of state limited himself to an obli-
que reference to territorial integrity and the problems of the
Baltic in a speech to the conference in June, 1984. More
remarkable still was a change in the phrasing used by the
government in referring to the submarine incursions. The
report on incidents that took place in the fall of 1983 was
released by the commander in chief late in December 1983.
It referred to three “clear cases” of submarine violations and
new bottom tracks that had been found. The defense minis-
ter used the same phrases in a statement that accompanied
the release. The prime minister and the foreign minister
made no comment. The government'’s foreign policy declara-
tion in parllament three months later, on March 21, 1984
referred only to “a number of observations in which’ the
responsible authorities could not rule out that there was a
question of purposeful penetrations of Swedish territory.’
The phrasing was similar to the convoluted phrasing Palme
had used in his October 3, 1983 interview."® Only a single
newspaper editorial and the conservative party's defense
specialist, Bildt, commented on the oblique and confusing
language or its implications.'"

Submarine incursions continued through the remamder
of 1984."* The language in the commander in chief's quar-
terly and annual reports also became more diffuse, and one
of the categories of submarine violations was omitted from
the reports. The Defense staff also claimed that it did not
want to report “where, when, or the precise number of the
violations that have occurred” so as not to give those re-
sponsible for the submarine violations knowledge of Swed-
ish detection capabilities."" A third set of bottom tracks
dating from the fall of 1984 were found in the spring of
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1985, but their discovery was not disclosed in subsequent
quarterly reports, although the head of the navy claimed
that the government had imposed no political restrictions
to the reporting of submarine violations."* If that is correct
then the military was itself responsible for the more restric-
tive policy.

Aircraft Violations

At the peak of public indignation at the submarine viola-
tions, Swedish Foreign Minister Bodstrom had urged that
Sweden make a more serious issue of aircraft violations and
publicize each of these events. (Bodstrom had also stated
that Sweden “would sink” intruding submarines.) The ma-
jority of the violations of Swedish territorial airspace are
routinely made by NATO aircraft. The Baltic is an area of
substantial aerial reconnaissance traffic: The United States
has flown P-3 Orion and SR-71 aircraft regularly; Great
Britain, Nimrod; West Germany, Breuget Atlantic; Sweden
itself, Caravelles; and the USSR, several types of maritime
reconnaissance aircraft. All of these remain in international
airspace in the great majority of cases. Ground-based air-
craft of Sweden or the USSR frequently take off to inspect
the reconnaissance aircraft flying past. At one point be-
tween the island of Gotland and the Swedish mainland,
there is only a narrow international airspace passage four
km wide. Six different nations use the Baltic airspace as an
exercise area, yet incursions are relatively rare, which indi-
cates that care is ordinarily taken. In the case of territorial
air violations in which the nationality of the intruding air-
craft is identified, the Swedish foreign ministry routinely
files a protest.

On August 9. 1984, a Suchoi SU-15 interceptor aircraft
participating in a Soviet air defense exercise in the Baltic
followed a Swedish civilian airliner into Swedish territory
over the island of Gotland for several minutes."” The Swed-
ish aircraft had passed through Polish airspace and was
flving over the dead center of the Baltic. The area in which
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this violation occurred was in full view of both Swedish and
Soviet ground-based radars. Swedish military autharities
could identify the specific aircraft that was involved. Soviet
pilots in this and other incidents described do not engage in
low altitude incursions under radar: they are under control
of their own ground-based radar at all times. Sweden had no
interceptor aircraft based on Gotland for some years. The
Swedish government did not, however, make the incident
public until it had been leaked to the press twq weeks later,
on August 25. After a month’s delay, Sweden released min-
ute-by-minute time and location maps of the two aircraft
over the Baltic."" The Soviet interceptor had spent four and
a half minutes inside Swedish airspace and did not turn
until it had flown over and along the coast of Gotland for
about a minute.

The most important aspect of the incident probablv
was the sequence of events concerning the official Swedish
protest. The Swedish protest was oral, but included a some-
what unconventional aide-mémoire by way of “a reminder.”
According to protocol, this is less than a protest note. The
USSR rejected the Swedish protest as groundless. When
Sweden resubmitted it, it was rejected a second time. The
Soviet oral rejections briefly stated that the competent So-
viet authorities could not confirm the Swedish allegation
and therefore rejected it. The Swedish foreign ministry in-
terpreted this as less of an absolute denial than the Soviet
rejection of the Harsfjarden submarine events had been,
but the difference does not seem to be significant. Swedish
diplomatic sources reportedly interpreted the phrasing in
the first Soviet rejection on September 4 as an indication
that the USSR might acknowledge the mfractlon if Sweden
released its evidence. Sweden did so on September 7, but
the Soviets rejected the second protest just the same. The
spokesman of the Soviet foreign ministry, Vladimir Lome-
jko, suggested that it would be more appropriate if Sweden
investigated all the known cases of NATO violations of
Swedish territory at sea and in the air. A month or so after
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the second Soviet rejection, Vadim Zagladin, deputy direc-
tor of the International Department of the Central Commit-
tee, showed a visiting Swedish journalist a map that pur-
ported to prove the Soviet statement regarding the location
of their aircraft."” The map was an obvious attempt at dis-
information and had not been shown to two Swedish gov-
ernment ministers who had visited the USSR only a few
days before and had raised the issue of the aircraft incur-
sion. They were instead assured by their counterparts and
by Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers
Gejdar Aliyev that the USSR fully respects Swedish neu-
trality and territorial integrity."™ Swedish Defense officials
explained that the Soviet aircraft's ability to penetrate
Swedish airspace was due to Swedish problems in maintain-
ing readiness. There was one other unusual violation in
1984, in which a Polish military aircraft violated Swedish
airspace south of Karlskrona on four occasions in immedi-
ate succession, each time after being warned off by Swedish
interceptor aircraft.

The remaining major air incursion took place on June
26, 1985. A Soviet TU-16 Badger medium bomber flew on a
direct course from Soviet territory toward Gotland. It was
over Swedish airspace for three and a half minutes. Swedish
interceptors were scrambled, at which point the Soviet air-
craft reversed its course. The Swedish aircraft did not reach
the bomber until it was again in international airspace, but
they photographed it. The Swedish foreign ministry made a
low-level, oral comment to the USSR on July 5, but did not
make the event public until it was again leaked to the press
on September 3.

In October 1984, the Foreign Ministry had announced
that a change in procedures on disclosure of information
would include the reporting of “serious individual incidents”
and the government response. The June 1985 bomber incur-
sion was, however, reportedly not classified as a serious
event by either the Defense or Foreign Ministries."" The
foreign ministry apparently anticipated a Soviet acknowl-
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edgement, because relations between the USSR and Swe-
den had by this time been normalized. On August 16, the
USSR, however, rejected the Swedish July comment. Swe-
den repeated the protest, now as a reminder (or “admoni-
tion, objection”), adding additional evidence, and on Sep-
tember 20 the USSR orally acknowledged the violation and
regretted that it had taken place.'

On none of these occasions would the Swedish govern-
ment even remotely have considered shooting down Soviet,
military aircraft intruding over Swedish borders in peace-
time despite the public statement by Soviet Chief of Staff
Nikolai Ogarkov in 1984 that this was the right of every
nation, even in the case of civilian aircraft. (In June 1952
the USSR had shot down two Swedish reconnaissance air-
craft in international waters in the Baltic. The events. took
place close to the Swedish island of Gotland and not near
Soviet territorial airspace. Nevertheless the USSR claimed
that the Swedish aircraft had violated Soviet airspace and
that “to defend the Soviet borders is a responsibility and a
necessity for the Soviet state)'”

Soviet Reaction )
Soviet commentary in 1984 on the submarine intrusions and
on Soviet-Swedish relations included several notable differ-
. ences and initiatives. Most of these occurred in March 1984
just as the month-long ASW operations in Karlskrona,
which had been the most extensive to date, came to an end.
On March 15, 1984, the Soviet Foreign Ministry sent a tele-
gram to Sweden in commemoration of the sixtieth anniver-
sary of USSR-Swedish diplomatic relations:

i

Unquestionable advances in the development of multi-
faceted cooperation between our countries has been
achieved in the preceding period. Today, in conditions
of a seriously deteriorating international situation, and
of the increased threat of war on the European conti-
nent, it would be particularly urgent to observe the

B
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continued development of relations on the basis of real-
ism, in a spirit of trust and mutual understanding.'

The expréssed hope for greater realism in Swedish attitudes
in the future seems a distinct repetition of the June 1983
Izvestia comment that Swedish authorities had not yet
drawn the appropriate realistic conclusions from the alleg-
edly nonexistent incidents. Soviet diplomacy has often
used the term realism to indicate a Western accommodation
to Soviet policy interests. For example, during the period of
détente, Soviet spokesmen repeatedly noted that certain
Western leaders were “realistic” enough to accommodate to
the fact of Soviet power.
On the same day Pravda commented:

Since the very establishment of Soviet-Swedish diplomat-
ic relations it has become obvious that the principled
policy of peace and peaceful coexistence, which is being
consistently implemented by the Soviet Union, is en-
thusiastically welcomed by the peace-loving Swedish
people.

A long section followed, praising Prime Minister Palme per-
sonally and the Swedish government's policies on a Nordic
Nuclear-Free Zone, a nuclear weapon-free corridor on the
European mainland, and noted that “the Swedish public at
large, and many Swedish officials, have invariably acted
from common sense. . . " The article then stated that NATO
and the United States

the foes of Soviet-Swedish good-neighborliness catch
at any pretext, however absurd and far fetched it may
be, such as the allegation about Soviet submarines de-
liberately penetrating Swedish territorial waters, in or-
der to cause hostility in Sweden with respect to the
USSR and to cast a shadow at the USSR's peace loving
policy."-’-‘
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The Soviet Union returned to the first of these thér‘nes
again in 1985 in publications intended for international
audiences.

Ever since diplomatic relations were established be-
tween the Soviet Union and Sweden in 1924, the Soviet
government has firmly and consistently explained that
it respects the Swedish policy of neutrality and is pre-
pared to develop interstate and other relations on the
basis of mutual advantage. Practical behavior from the
Soviet side has followed the same principles. . . .

The Soviet Union has on repeated occasions de-
clared that it wishes a comprehensive and multifaceted
cooperation with its neighbor Sweden, and shows in its
acts its respect for [Sweden's] traditional neutral policy.
Because of its natural wish to live in peace and harmo-
ny with its neighbors and other people, the Soviet |
Union strictly follows the basic principles of interna-
tional law—respect for each others’ soverelgnty, and
nonintervention in each other’s internal affairs.'*"

Again the report noted that after periods of chilled rela-
tions “good sense in the end always took over”

In the second Soviet initiative, the Soviet ambassador
in Stockholm spent the month of March in informal conver-
sations with members of the Swedish government, parlia-
ment, and opposition parties discussing the submarine vio-
lations. Prime Minister Palme noted once again that the
national identity of the submarines in Karlskrona could not
be determined. The Soviet ambassador invited the Speaker
of the Swedish Parliament to visit Moscow as the head of a
parliamentary delegation.'” According to Swedish constitu-
tional law, the Speaker of the Parliament is, the highest
representative of the Swedish state following the king. The
invitation therefore had greater implications than are im-
mediately apparent and indicated Soviet interest in accel-
erating the “normalization” of relations between the two
states —as the submarine operations continued.

[}
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The third Soviet initiative took place because of an op-
portunity provided by Sweden. Alexander Bovin, a former
Central Committee staff member and well-known political
columnist for Izvestia, had been invited to Sweden by the
foreign ministry in the hope that he might report home on
the tenor of Swedish feelings about the submarine intru-
sions. Instead he went on the attack, much in the manner of
Foreign Minister Gromyko two months previously. His
theme, first introduced in an /zvestia editorial in May 1983,
was a rhetorical question: “Who benefits by poor Swedish-
Soviet relations?” Obviously only the United States, NATO,
and “the enemies of peace.” Because it was unquestionably
Sweden that was making accusations — of which the USSR
was innocent —Sweden was responsible for the unsatisfac-
tory situation and for the deterioration of relations.

At the same time, Bovin's widely noted article in the
Swedish press in March 1984 contained a hint that there
were indeed Soviet submarine operations. He explained
that “the increase in the general international level of ten-
sion and among other things the intensification of NATO's
activities in North Europe and in the Baltic area naturally
force the Warsaw Pact to provide for its security. That in-
creases the likelihood of undesirable incidents.** He accom-
panied this with the admonition that “good relations be-
tween states require a mutual understanding not only on
the government level but also at other levels” and specifical-
ly urged the Swedish government to muzzle both its mili-
tary and the journalistic profession on the subject of sub-
marine incidents.

The Swedish press had published other such admoni-
tions by major Soviet spokesmen before and would do so
again in 1985. For example, the deputy editor of Izvestia
only a month earlier had charged that “neutral Sweden'’s
press was often more anti-Soviet than the press in NATO
countries.”'* In 1985 another invited Soviet columnist ex-
plained that “everv sound thinking Swedish journalist had
to agree that information had to be grounded in facts that
corresponded to reality” and that Swedish journalists as
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well as Soviet ones had a special responsibility to develop
good neighborly relations between the two countries.'”,
Following the Karlskrona ASW operations the Soviet
press again also published a number of commentaries of the
sort that had been published in 1983. Krasnaya Zvezda's
analysis of the “submarine hallucinations” was that

It is the desire of the Swedish right wing forces to see
alien submarines off the coast of the country that
stands behind “periscope disease.” These forces are in-
terested in arms buildup, close links with NATO, and in"
promoting mistrust in the USSR's foreign policy. They
want to spoil the traditional good-neighborly relations,
between the USSR and Sweden and for this purpose
they incite anti-Soviet submarine hallucinations. This
disease may have extremely bad consequencés. They
damage not only the neutrality of Sweden, but détente
and the strengthening of peace in Northern Europe.'*

An lzvestia article went on to repeat the theme that the
“battleship games” were timed by Swedish and Norwegian
navies at budget appropriation times so as to obtain great-
er allocations and ended with noting that the submarine
allegations were a symptom “of extreme fits of war jitters”
and always resolved themselves into a noisy anti-Soviet
campaign.”"™ A second article described

|
the brazen and malicious anti-Soviet campaign some

Swedish bourgeois newspapers have waged for a long
time. The opponents of Swedish-Soviet good-neighbor-
liness alleged that Soviet submarines were engaged in
unpermitted activities off the Swedish shores. . . .
Right wing elements used such allegations to pro-
mote anti-Sovietism apparently to trick the Swedish:
government into making ill-advised steps with regard
to the Soviet Union and to draw Stockholm into the
implementation of Washington's militaristic plans in
Northern Europe. Undoubtedlv another aim of the
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campaign was to comprornise the idea, popular in Scan-
dinavia, of a nuclear-free zone for Northern Europe.’”

The article ended with the suggestion that it was U.S.
midget submarines that were “on running trials of Sweden
and Norway." Several days later, Pravda ran the same
theme:

Defense experts in the West have admitted more than
once that the Baltic is swarming with submarines from
NATO and the United States. . . . It is no accident that
[Americans] who want Lo extract appalling sensations
out of the dirty stream of their own anti-Soviet inven-
tions, choose the fjords of the Scandinavian countries
as the place for their actions.'"

1985 o

The winter of 1984-1985 was cold, and ice conditions in the
Baltic and in the archipelagos were the second heaviest
since 1900. It was some time before conditions permitted
submarine operations relatively close inshore. The year
1985 began with political events. Important voices besides
those in the USSR said the submarine intrusions were a
mirage from beginning to end. Perhaps the most important
of these was Finland's President Mauno Koivisto, who was
skeptical of the evidence in the submarine commission’s
report on the Harsfjarden events." As late as December 20,
1984, Koivisto offered the opinion that the “submarine in-
termezzo has. .. for a long time been on the plane of sci-
ence-fiction novels.” He also transmitted the Soviet denials
of responsibility for the incidents to Sweden. The Soviets
told them

that if vou don't believe us, you might as well not be-
lieve us about anything else either. . . . That it is a mat-
ter of honor for us . . . that you can be entirely certain.
Tell them [the Swedes] that we aren't there and that we
don’t have any reason to be there.'"
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In his first major foreign policy address in Finland in his
three years in office —his New Year's speech té the Finnish
nation —only several days befdre the Soviet Eruise missile
accident took place in northern Finland, Koivisto proposed
a ban on all long-range cruise missiles. On; January 7,
Koivisto traveled to Stockholm to discuss these questions
with Prime Minister Palme."* Koivisto was briefed by the
Swedish defense minister, and afterward stated that he now
believed the SDC report.'* He was also, however, quoted in
a press conference with Finnish journalists as saying that
“the Swedish government now had the same understanding
[regarding the submarine events] that he always had,” which
would seem to indicate Koivisto was still skeptical.

Any “advance” in public understanding was quickly re-
versed by the last and most inflamed of all the “affairs” In a
dinner interview with six Swedish journalists' early in Feb-
ruary 1985, Foreign Minister Bodstrom stated that no sub-
marine violations had taken place after Harsfjarden in 1982
and the submarine commission had been unsute of its con-
clusion that the intruding submarines durirg the 1982
events were Soviet. The foreign minister also found the
Swedish reaction “hysterical” and stated that the Swedish
government “assumes that the USSR behaves rationally

. and could not see any rational explanation as to why the
USSR should violate Swedish territorial integrity* Bod-
strom had apparently expressed his doubts on' the subma-
rine commission’s conclusion as early as September 1983 to
the vice chairman of the Parliamentary Foreign Policy Com-
mittee. (Bodstrom had also previously been quoted as say-
ing that he thought that analyzing submarine violations in
the foreign ministry was as useful as analyzing dreams.)
Former Prime Minister Falldin demanded Bodstrém’s res-
ignation, and the nonsocialist parties called for a vote of no-
confidence in Parliament.”™ Palme, however, rigorously sup-
ported his foreign minister, and Bodstrém claimed that he
had only meant that there had been no identification of the
USSR as the intruder since 1982.

The government was able to defeat the no-confidence
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vote in Parliament, but Palme continued the debate into
March and April 1985 with his charges of political “rot”
among the opposition. A Dagens Nyheter editorial found
his line of argument “more than bizarre” and made it clear
that the prime minister was attempting to establish the
terms of debate by deciding which criticism would be per-
mitted." Palme warned that the foreign interpretation of
the Swedish security debate was “dangerous.” Unspecified
foreign states would expect a change in Swedish security
policy if a forthcoming election allowed the conservatives to
return to power as part of a nonsocialist government.'" This
harked back to a newspaper interview Palme had given in
December 1984 in which he stated that “some quarters in
Sweden undermine the conditions for neutrality policy by
disclosing their distrust of Soviet attitudes toward our
country”"' Nevertheless, when the Social Democratic Party
was reelected in September 1985, Palme named Sten Ander-
son to replace Foreign Minister Bodstrom. It is likely that
the replacement would have taken place earlier had it been
possible to avoid the implication that the nonsocialist par-
ties’ criticism regarding his competence had been correct.
By midsummer, indications of submarine activity in
1985 had accumulated and appeared in the commander in
chief's quarterly reports. Continuous reconnaissance in
both intérnal and territorial waters was reportedly now
maintained, as well as orders to all ship captains and heli-
copter pilots permitting the use of weapons on indications.
Actual ASW operations and indications were reported in

* Goteborg harbor on March 25-28;

e Karlshamn harbor, April 12-13, numerous mdlca
tions, weapons used;

* Gullmarsfjorden, June 26, indications registered by
technical instrumentation;

* reported diver activity at Galo, near Musko naval
base;

e Oregrund and Graso. July 8-11, submarine tower
sighted visually;
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e Karlskrona harbor area, August 20- 2'{# numerous
technical indications; four depth charges uqe(
against a suspected submarine and mldget subma-
rine;

* Goteborg harbor, August 20-23, submarme tower
sighted visually. No ablllty to mvestlgate becauqe
the availability of ASW forces was reportedly not
sufficient to carry out operations in more than one
area at the same time.

In October, the Defense staff published a brief report that
included the first photographs of a small portion of a pre-
sumptive midget submarine tower taken in June on the
west coast.'” Better photographs were reportedly not,
published.

Throughout this period the Swedish government main-
tained the position that it was impossible to identify the
nationality of the intruding submarines, and the opposition
nonsocialist parties repeated the same formula. On August
7, during the visit to Stockholm of Soviet Deputy Vice For-
eign Minister Victor Maltsev, Swedish-Soviet relatlons
were declared “normalized,’ and Palme announced that he
would travel to Moscow following the fall elections. The
Swedish government repeated its formulation that it “fas-
tened upon” Soviet statements of respect for Swedish neu-
trality and territorial integrity.'" There was a momentary
comic relief episode on the national identification question
when Commander in Chief-designate General Bengt Gus-
tafsson remarked in an interview that “I don’t understand
why the Soviet continues with its submarine violations, but
they obviously have unquenchable demands for security for
their own country"* The Defense staff immediately re-
leased a retraction, saying that “Since the incident in Harsf-
jarden in the fall of 1982, it has not been possible in any
case to specify a particular nation as responsible for the
indications of foreign underwater activities that have been
reported.”' General Gustafson compounded the snafu
when he then offered the clarification that the intruding
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power might be carrying out the submarine penetrations in
“a defensive cortext, to assure themselves that there isn't
any threat against them*

The fourth- -quarter Defense staff report of submarine
activities did not appear until January 1986 and was partic-
ularly striking against the background of the government'’s
policies in 1985, There were two larger submarine opera-
tions in the fall. The first began in September in the Stock-
holm archipelago and may have also involved activities
near Karlskrona. The second took place in the last week of
October and early November, far in the Stockholm archipel-
ago, in the Djuro-Kanholimsfjarden area, and at Oxdjupet,
just outside of Vaxholm. One to three submarines are esti-
mated to have been in the area, and the Defense staff report
refers to “particularly clear” reports and technically record-
ed indications of submarine activity."'” Water temperature
was cold and uniform and facilitated sonar sensitivity, and
the recordings were reportedly made at a permanently
manned site. It was possible to record a submarine’s active
sonar, and recordings were made of its motor sounds. Naval
sources indicated that Whisky submarines had been record-
ed on the newly acquired sonars, and press reports went so
far as to reveal that the recordings strongly indicated dou-
ble-propellered submarines.'* The Defense staff neverthe-
less maintained that the recording quality was not suffi-
cient to establish national identification.'*” No mention was
made of weapons use, though news reports indicated that
ASW operations had spanned 14 days.

The report argued that “even if the sounds that were
recorded together with other indications pointed towards
the Warsaw Pact with 100 percent certainty, that was still
not sufficient for a Swedish diplomatic action, since ident.i-
fication of the pact is not the same thing as knowing which
country within the pact had carried out the violation."*
When recordings indicated Whisky submarines, a determi-
nation between Soviet and Polish submarines had to be
made, and opinion was uniform on what that determination
meant in reality. The Defense staff was described as having
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C I B
an “operative” assessment that Soviet submarines were re-
sponsible for the continued incursions, and ‘the saipe ‘as-
sessment .was made by the Defense Ministry. The newly
appointed defense minister, however, commented only that
the government viewed the commander in chiefs report
“with great seriousness,” the same formulation his predeces-
sor had used. The major daily —and progovernment — news-
paper commented, “In other words, while the government
prepares for Olof Palme's visit to Moscow, it is satisfied to
assume Swedish waters will continue to be visited by for-
eign intruders even in the future™*

Just as the Bodstrom affair in the spring of 1985 was a
political consequence of the patently contradictory ele-
ments in the government'’s policies, a new round of compli-
cations developed in the fall of 1985. This time the political
turmoil was produced by the combination of a government
formulation and public statements of middle Lével naval of-
ficers involved in ASW operations in the field. National
elections had been held in September, and Palme’s Social
Democratic government had been returned to power. On
October 1 the government presented its policy statement at
the opening session of the new Parliament. The statement
that “we have created respect for our decisiveness to protect
our nation’s territorial integrity with all the means availa-
ble” was the only indirect reference to the issue of subma-
rine violations. The analogous government declaration in
1984 had stated “Our territory has suffered violation on
numerous occasions.”

On October 17, 1985 the commander in chief released
the third-quarter report, which referred to continued sub-
marine incursions on the west coast and in the Stockholm
archipelago and referred to five particular events. The gov-
ernment’s press spokesman claimed that Palme had not
known of the contents of the commander in chief’s report
before it was delivered on October 17."> The commander in
chief subsequently stated that he had personally informed
the government of all “serious” submarine violations since
1980."* Several days later, two Swedish naval officers com-
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mented on a NATO naval maneuver in the Baltic that in-
cluded the U.S. battleship Ohio and several accompanying
vessels, including the 7Ticonderoga, and attributed the
NATO naval demonstrations to Sweden’s inability to clear
its internal and territorial waters of foreign submarines.
The relationship may have been extremely indirect at best,
given the composition of the NATO exercise force, which
was not directed toward ASW, but one of the officers was
quoted as saying

We cannot protect our waters. NATO knows that. Now
they are indicating that they aren't going Lo sit with
their arms crossed if the USSR utilizes the Swedish
archipelago as a base area in a future crisis situation

. Where we don't control the situation foreign pow-
ers go in—and prepare for war. We cannot today stop
Soviet submarines. . . .

Either we become masters in our own house or we
accustom ourselves to being partly occupied —under
water."'"

The officer, a commander of a division of patrol boats in the
Karlskrona area, also referred to his contacts with subma-
rines and midget submarines in 1985, which always man-
aged to escape before weapons could be used against them.
Admiral Schuback. the head of the navy, reprimanded the
two officers. Nevertheless, in the following days, together
with Admiral Claes Tornberg, the second ranking naval of-
ficer who headed the coastal defense forces, Schuback took
several opportunities to state that submarine violations
were continuing and that naval resources were not suffi-
cient to defend more than one or two of the four Swedish
coastal areas in a time of crisis.”** By this time the major
incidents at the end of October and early November in the
Stockholm archipelago would have taken place.

Finally, on November 10, 12 naval field officers publicly
criticized the government for toning down the significance
and the continuation of the submarine violations and for
not being honest with the public."* They also stressed that
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the numbers of submarine incursions were higher in realify
than in the numbers presented by the Defense staff, which
Admiral Tornberg had also strikingly emphasized by his
reference to a 1 percent rate of detection. Palme'replied that
the remarks of the naval officers were “injudicious,’ "'inap
propriate,” and “not factual” The governments position was
that ASW was being given prlorlty that the commander in
chief and the head of the navy had been given all of the
resources and authority that they had requested, and that
the government had not restricted the information that the
Defense staff could release to the public.””” In addition, in
defending himself against the accusation that the govern-
ment had toned down the violations, Palme noted that “I
have taken up the violations in the United Nations for the
first time in the fall” Palme was referring to his speech to the
United Nations General Assembly on the occasion of the
UN'’s fortieth anniversary. The sentences in that speech that
alluded indirectly to the submarine violations read as follows:

The rule of law is of vital importance to peaceful inter-
national relations. In particular, this is strongly felt in
smaller countries. When the integrity and indepen-
dence of one small country is violated, it sends a vibra-
tion of anger and anxiety through the hearts and minds
of citizens in other small countries. For them, the rule
of law and the observance of our common commit-
ments under the Charter are seen as imperatives of a
future in peace and security.

My own country has experienced serious violations
of its territorial integrity. To us this has brought home
the seriousness of breaches of international law."*

One other aspect of the submarine violations developed
into a public controversy in 1985. As early as 1981 the head
of the Swedish army had published a brief admonition,
warning of the possibility of surprise attack, though his
conclusions at the time did not seem to have any relation to
the submarine incursions.' By 1985, however, the term
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“Spetsnaz,” referring to Soviet elite diversionary and sabo-
tage units, was commonly known. A brigade of these units
was allegedly associated with the Baltic Fleet and with
each of the 4 Soviet fleets and 16 Front commands." Such
units had been used in the Soviet attack on Manchuria in
August 1945 and are identified in the 1977 edition of the
Soviet Military Encyclopedia. They began to be referred to
in relation to the midget submarines.

In 1985 the Swedish army journal published two arti-
cles on foreign sabotage units and noted that Sweden had
to anticipate attack by such forces in advance of a major
full-scale invasion or a surprise attack. The articles never
once referred specifically to the Soviet Union or to Spets-
naz."! When Sweden’s conservative daily paper repeated
the same material and included other information identified
as derived from Swedish military intelligence reports, the
commander in chief requested that the government press
charges against the newspaper for compromising Swedish
security.'® At no point was it suggested that the informa-
tion made public:-was incorrect, and Swedish defense forces
began exercising “coup readiness against small sabotage
units” in both January and April 1986. The navy and air
force also began training special defensive units against
sabotage forces.'™ .

In mid-December 1985, Palme made a major foreign
policy address, the entire first third of which dealt with the
issue of the submarine violations. The following extracts
are from this portion of the address:

Swedish territory is to be protected against incursions
by all available means. Confidence in our will and ca-
pacity to protect our neutrality must be maintained.
Neither fears nor hopes should be created that Sweden
would abandon its neutrality policy as a result of
strong, external pressure. What I said on the 8th of
October, 1982. is an expression of the firmness and
continuity with which Swedish neutrality policy is
conducted. . . .
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The duties of the Swedish arined forces also in-
clude contributing to the protection of our territory in

peacetime. We are determined to repel by all available "

means, all those who violate our territory, our air space
or our waters. We stand adamantly by our territorial
integrity. We shall be masters in our own housé. This is

also an essential portion of the Swedish n’eutralityl

policy.
The past three years have tested the strqngth of

this policy. At the time of the change of government in
1982, the navy was carrying out an intensive search for

foreign submarines in Harsfjarden and adJacent wa-.

ters. In April 1983, the Submarine Defense Commis-
sion made public its judgement that it was Soviet sub-
marines that had violated Swedish territory. The same
day the government protested to the Soviet Union with
the sharpest diplomatic note possible.

Since that time, the Commander-in-Chief has re-

viewed observations and indications in his quarterly
reports and this has led to the conclusion that under-,
water activities have also been carried out by foreign

powers since 1982. The difference is that, despite all
our efforts, it has been impossible to identify the na-
tion or nations involved. Thus the prerequisites neces-
sary for diplomatic actions to be taken against a partic-
ular state have not existed. .

Already in October 1982, I made it clear —in a spe-
cial statement —that the Swedish government has the
opportunity to order the armed forces to sink a foreign
submarine operating in Swedish waters. [ sald that
anyone contemptating a violation of Swedish temtorv
ought to include in their calculations the fact that the
government will avail itself of this possibility. That
statement remains valid even today. . . .

We have created respect in our region for our deter-
mination to protect Swedish territory by all possible

means. . .. And 1 can assure you that we will continue
to take rigorous action against all violations of our ter-
ritory. . . . All are aware that we have new rules which

make it possible that these possibilities can be resorted
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to quickly and that the arined forces can sink a foreign
submarine operating in Swedish waters. . . .

And all are aware of the importance Swedish public
opinion attaches to the hunt for subinarines, and what
weight —in terms of diplomatic relations—is attached
to the non-violation of our territory. We have clear no-
tice that this message has now been received in other
countries. . . .

The serious violations by Soviet submarines in
1981 and 1982, along with the overflight of Gotland in
the summer of 1984, have created strains in our rela-
tions with the Soviet Union.

We never hesitated to protest firmly against the
Soviet incursions. We do not bend when it comes to
questions of our own sovereignty. And we are of the
opinion that it is best for all parties that our view-
points are set forward in a free exchange of opinions.
We shall have sufficient self-confidence to look the su-
perpowers directly in the eye. I pointed out that at the
Social Democratic Party’'s congress last year. . . .

In the spring, I will make an official visit to the
Soviet Union at the invitation of that country's govern-
ment. In Moscow | will say that we in Sweden wish to
have good relations with the USSR. I will stress that
these relations must be built on the basis of mutual
respect for the basic rules of international law and on
respect for our territorial integrity. And I am con-
vinced that such a visit is in accord with the desire of a
broad majority of the Swedish people for good and
friendly relations with all our neighbors. '

Palme’s remarks on the question of submarine viola-
tions were undoubtedly stronger and more extensive than
would have been made in the absence of the protests by
military officers a month before. Though Palme actually
read the operative paragraphs of the IKF'N regulations into
his speech, these “new rules” explicitly do rnot provide that
the armed forces “can sink a foreign submarine operating in
Swedish waters,” except inadvertently. They stipulate that
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the submarine should be “forced to the surface” Homing
torpedoes have never been used in the ASW operatlons and
an explicit government order was still necessary for the use
of mines.

Following the elections, Palme replaced‘a strong de-
fense minister and a “weak” forelgn minister. Only a week
after the above address he abstained from participating in a
security policy debate in the Parliament. In January the
government also replaced an experienced Socnal Democratic
politician who was considered strong and mdependent as
chairman of the Parliamentary Defense Committee in the
terminal stages of its work.'* Palme s remarks quoted, above
were his last on the subject. He was assassmated on the
evening of February 28, 1986, and his successor, ]Prlme Min-
ister Ingvar Carlsson, made the trip to Moscow on Apnl 14,
1986.'

Souvtet Press Reaction ]

Soviet press commentary in 1985 was somewhat more sub-
dued. When the Swedish Parliamentary Defense Commit-
tee released a report in May 1985 that included several pag-
es on the submarine violations, [zvestia camed a story
about

a new anti-submarine outburst—the stubborn wish of
Swedish military and right-wing circles to whip up a
hostile atmosphere against the USSR, in particular
through spreading the myth about the violation of
Swedish territorial waters by Soviet submarines. . . .
As far as the USSR is concerned, it has repeatedly
made official statements that Soviet ships have never
deliberately violated Sweden's territorial integrity. The
Soviet Union does not pursue any aims that could be
detrimental to Sweden’s political or defence interests.
Moreover, the USSR wishes to develop good relations
with its neighbour Sweden in the spirit of mutual re-
spect and understanding. The maintenance of such re-
lations also serves the interests of Sweden. '
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There was one new theme introduced into the Soviet press in
mid-1984 and continued through 1985 —the “vindictive pres-
sure” and intimidation that Sweden was being subjected
to by the United States so as to utilize Sweden for NATO
interests.

There is . . . an attempt at bringing pressure to bear on
neutral Sweden in a bid to inveigle her into the ambit of
the aggressive, reckless policy of the U.S. or, at least,
somehow moderate the Swedes anti-militarist ap-
proach to the key problems of modern times. . . .

Such efforts have no support from the general pub-
lic of the North European countries, which is increas-
ingly conscious that the Soviet Union, guiding itself as
it does by the principle of equality and equal security.
has never sought, nor is it seeking to change the power
balance to its own advantage, and that it is in earnest
in its desire to build its relations with its North-West-
ern neighbors on the bedrock of equal rights and mutu-
ally advantageous cooperation.'"

At the time of the new Swedish prime minister’'s visit to
Moscow in April 1986, Soviet press commentary returned
to the themes of “fabricated problems” contrived by Swed-
ish “right wing circles,” and the rhetorical question posed in
May 1983 in Izvestia, as to who benefits by the allegations
of Soviet border violations in the Swedish mass media.

1986

Two contrasting events dominated the submarine issue in
1986. The first was the visit of Prime Minister Ingvar
Carlsson to Moscow in April, during which he met with
both General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev and Soviet
Prime Minister Nikolai Ryzhkov. Soviet submarine viola-
tions were not on the agenda. On his return to Sweden,
Carlsson said that both his hosts had expressed “unquali-
fied respect for Sweden's neutrality policy”'™ The second
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event was the release on October 20 of the Defense staff’s
report on violations in the third quarter of 1986. Some 15
submarine incursions had allegedly taken place within
these months.'" The most senior member of the govern-
ment to comment was Foreign Minister Sten Andersson,
who lamely remarked that “someone or some do not show
respect for our borders”” Sweden’s two newly commis-
sioned coastal corvettes were nevertheless in: dock foria
month during the height of the summer, and it was reported
that the four heavy helicopters, which were the core ele-
ment in the government’s rapid reinforcement of Sweden'’s
ASW capabilities following the SDC's report in. April 1983,
would only become fully available for use in 1989. ‘

In October former Swedish Ambassador Sveérker
Astrom, who was a colleague of Olof Palme’s, referred to
the continuing violations as “Soviet.””* No more than two
weeks later (and the very day after the release of the De-
fense staff report), Finland’s President Koivisto.returned to
the position he held prior to visiting with Palme in April
1984. During a visit to Stockholm he reported that Sov1et
officials had assured the Finnish government. t‘hat it was
not their submarines that were violating Swedish waters
and that they had suggested “that it would be a good t}ung
if the Swedes used effective fire against the intruders,
as that would show that the Soviet Union was speakmg
truthfully.” "

At the end of the month, Pravda prmted an interview
with Prime Minister Carlsson 'in which he stated that
“Swedish-Soviet relations have recently developed in a posi-
tive direction. But it is worth pointing out that 1 consider a
real improvement in a number of areas as necessary. PhaL
must occur on the basis of respect for national soverelgnty
and the inviolability of borders.”™

In November the Defense staff reported that two addi-
tional submarine violations, one in 1980 and one in 1982,
had been absolutely identified as having been made by War-
saw Pact submarines.'” (In addition to the U-137 and the
Harsfjarden identifications which involved four vessels,
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this made four certain identifications.) The head of the
Swedish navy reported that Sweden’s ASW capabilities
still did not serve to deter against violation by foreign sub-
marines, and the former head of the Swedish navy's subma-
rine incidents analyses group published a scathing com-
mentary on the state of Swedish ASW capabilities and
government policies."™
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An Analysis of the Incursions

' s C

Three main subjects will be discussed in the analysis:
the Swedish government’s response to the submarine viola-

tions, the apparent attitudes of the USSR, and, the motlves
behind the Soviet submarine operations. ‘ .

t "y [

Sweden's Response

The Swedish governments that have been in office while
these violations have occurred have indicated that the credi-
bility of Sweden’s neutrality policy depended above all else
on the demonstration of both Sweden’s will and its ability
to protect the country’s terntorlal integrity. Everyone has
agreed that the submarine violations are a test of both that
will and capability. In the words of Prime MlmsT:ter Palme,
the submarine intrusion incidents went “to the heart of our
neutrality policy”” Without exception, Swedish spokesmen
civilian as well as military and irrespective of political affili-
ation, have emphasized after every event that the Swedish
attempts to force the submarines to the surface or to leave
Swedish waters emphatically demonstrated that will. It
would seem, however, that the conclusions that the USSR
has drawn after more than seven years of these operations
are more likely to be exactly the opposite.
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The dilemma facing the Swedish government involved
one of the most difficult choices for any nation’s national
secunty policy: the rejection of a strategic warningywhich
is politically uncomfortable, or opt for appeasement. Given
the unwillingness of nonsocialist and socialist governments
alike to sink a'submarine, the Swedish government found
itself at a loss to know what to do about the territorial
violations. Purchase of new equipment would have no im-
pact for perhaps four or five years and orders to force sub-
marines to the surface were clearly ineffective given the
resources available and the way in which they were applied.
One could even question the degree to which new equip-
ment would alter the picture as long as operational orders
remained the same. Despite his public threats on three oc-
casions between the spring of 1983 and December 1985
regarding the possibility of sinking a submarine, Palme was
firmly resolved not to do so. Many government officials
believed that the incidents would end after each major
event, and the longer they continued, the more the cessa-
tion was expected. Some expected the incursions to end
after the 1980 Uto/Huvudskir events, more after the U-137
stranding and the Swedish protest, still more after the
Harsfjarden episode, the SDC report and the Swedish pro-
test note, and Palme’s meeting with Gromyko, and the initi-
ation of the CDE. Palme apparently had hoped that they
would end after he took office. But in each case the events
continued.'

The degree of confusion shown by the Swedish govern-
ment is demonstrated by the fact that as late as May 1984
Palme said that Sweden did not know if its message had yet
reached the Soviet Politburo. In 1980 and 1981, the Swed-
ish government tended to believe that submarine opera-
tions were being carried out under the authorization of So-
viet military officials without the knowledge of the senior
Soviet political leadership. This notion became less tenable
as the operations continued even after repeated Swedish
government protests. By December 1985 Palme could say
that the Swedish message had been received, but he had

A s
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certainly not obtained the “signal” and the “binding assur-
ances,” which he had requested in May 1983 to indicate that
the incursions would stop.

The questions for Sweden were the followmg ones:,

* Were the submarine violations contmumg"
* If so, why couldn’t the Swedish navy force one to the
surface?
* If the submarine incursions were continuing, what
nation was responsible for them?
* If they were Soviet submarines, what should Swe-
den’s behavior be vis-a- vis the USSR? ,
It is clear that the submarine violations did contmue, de
spite the ambiguous phrasing used now and then by the
prime minister and the foreign minister and the goyern-
ment’s tendency to make believe that it were, not so. The
question of capabilities and operational performance has
several answers. In the 1970s, Swedish politicians counted
on U.S.-Soviet détente to permit the Swedish navy to phase
out its ASW mission while defense priorities emphasmed a
strong invasion defense, including air defense. The only
problem was an excessively narrow definition of “invasion
defense,” which did not seem to include ASW capabllltles.
Countering the ability of small elite units to come ashore
covertly and destroy ships, coastal defense guns, radars.
and command facilities is also a part of invasion defense.
perhaps even a quintessential part. |
As to performance during the actual ASW operatlonq
this can perhaps best be summed up in two comments, the
first made by a senior naval officer: “It isn’t enough that we
are half blind” —referring to the lack of sensors—“but we
also have one or two arms behind our back.? The second
assessed the times in which the navy was certain of its
contacts with a submarine in internal waters: “The right
weapon didn't exist. Or it wasn't at the right place. Or one
couldn't use it It is difficult for an outside observer to
determine to what degree naval performance has been inad-
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equate and to what degree the standing order to force a
submarine to the surface-ostensibly undamaged —is im-
possible.* The official reports of the two major ASW opera-
tions, Harsfjarden in October 1982 and Karlskrona in
March 1984, nevertheless criticize excessive problems in
command and operations. The conclusion may be that the
overall result has been a combination of three major con-
tributing elements: inadequate equipment and capabilities,
poor performance and snafus, and the political restriction
on a military response. These undoubtedly all played a part,
possibly interacting to different degrees during different-
events. ‘

It would have been impossible for the government to
maintain the remainder of its policies without the pretense
surrounding the question of identifying the nationality of
the intruding submarines. When Anders Thunborg left of-
fice as defense minister in September 1985, he made it clear
that the Defense Ministry had “a definite understanding”
as to which nation was responsible for the submarine incur-
sions. Senior military officers said the same, and a Dagens
Nyheter editorial in March 1986 indicated that there was
“considerable unity” that “the country was exposed to Sovi-
et submarine activities....” Nevertheless, the require-
ments of the government’s public posture required tortuous
explanations. The following comments by the newly ap-
pointed foreign minister in November 1985 are an example.

Q: If the Soviet Union indicates so clearly that it
wants to have good relations with Sweden, then it
certamly will not send any submarines into Swed-
ish waters'in the future?

A: No; that is the assumption I am working on.

Q: So the five definite submarine incursions that the
C-in-C identified in his most recent quarterly report
do not come from the Warsaw Pact?

A: One can't make such an assumption. The C-in-C
could not determine their nationality and as a re-
sult Sweden cannot react diplomatically.

One cannot carryv out a foreign policy that is
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based on suspicion. If one begins to construct one’s
foreign policy of distrust and speculations, then
that will be an extremely risky policy. The national-
ity of the submarines could not be determined and a
foreign policy must be based on facts.®

i

Sweden was hardly guilty of abstract distrust ahd random'

speculation, however. The inability to establish a subma-
rine’'s nationality operationally meant at the most the:in:
ability to decide whether the recording of a Whisky subma-
rine's motor was of a Soviet or Polish submarine. That
determination was not the opposite of “a fact.” The failure to
make a diplomatic response gave the appearance that noth-
ing had occurred. The suggestion in a 1984 report by the
Parliamentary Defense Committee and in a Jariuary 1986
submission by the new defense minister that submarine
violations after 1982 were “similar” to those forwhich the
USSR had been identified as responsible in Harsfjarden in
1982 was meaningful only to the initiated, particularly as
the comments were followed by paragraphs restating the
government’s inability to identify the intruders after 1982."
The significance of Palme’s suggestion in a December 1985
radio interview that the submarine incursions were “a part
of the modern acquisition of knowledge,” which the USSR
and the United States carried out near each other’s coasts
with the aid of submarines, was the implied recognition
that the submarines in Swedish internal waters were
Soviet.?

There was also the question of the wisdom of dissem-
bling. A Finnish commentator asked what the Swedish gov-
ernment would do even if the USSR openly admitted re-
sponsibility for the continuing incursions. “It is good that
they lie,” he stated. The situation would of course be equally
undesirable for the Finns if Sweden could prove Soviet re-
sponsibility.® One Finnish commentary referred to the
Swedish reaction as “slightly hysterical” In this view the
reality of Soviet behavior and of Soviet-Swedish relations
was not so much what actually took place, but what was
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said. Another Finnish commentary — from the editor of Fin-
land’s Swedish-language daily newspaper and a former
Finnish presidential candidate — was to the effect that the
Swedes should not get excited; if they got angry at the
USSR, it would only make problems for Finland. The
events are just “temporary,’ and the Swedes should just
relax and accept them." The most sophisticated inversion
of causality, in commentary both in Sweden and in Finland,
was that “the USSR doubts Swedish neutrality.” 4 This
argument explaining why the USSR was responsible for the
submarine incursions implied that it was Sweden's fault;
Sweden is suspect, it favors the West, it has brought the
situation on itself.i The Soviet submarine operations were
thereforé%efensive. Nevertheless, there was a strong desire
to claim that irrespective of whatever had (or had not) taken
place, the events had not changed anything. “The Nordic
situation was still the same? Another Finnish source
phrased this in a slightly modified way, suggesting that the
activities were “a Soviet way of getting Sweden to empha-
size its neutrality more frequently and clearly. The USSR
has a need to obtain affirming declarations of that kind
constantly. They want to hear repeatedly that Swedish neu-
trality has not altered** The logic that finds submarine
incursions of the type that took place as a means of provok-
ing a Swedish statement of neutrality is at the least
tortuous.

In the background there were also always a substantial
number of bizarre theories: the navigation of the U-137 was
either accidental —or alcoholic; NATO submarines were re-
sponsible; the bottom markings had been made by Swedish
submarines; a retired British admiral suggested that the
Swedes were suffering from “periscope sickness;” there were
no submarines at all. As late as October 1985, a major
editorial writer for Dagens Nyheter could write that “two
grandiose theories stand opposed in the submarine debate.
One is the Submarine Defense Commission’s. The other . . .
[that] The Swedish military has succeeded in deceiving an
entire nation.”"* In 1983, a former Danish Social Democratic
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minister wrote in the Danish Social Democratic party news-
paper, that “there aren’t any Soviet submarines in Swed-
ish waters and there never have been any; it is all
a pure mventlon to get more money for the mllltary
qervu,eq

The most difficult question was of course what policy
should Sweden follow in response to the submarine viola-
tions. Swedish policy clearly was unable to face realities
and their unpleasant, complicating implications. Late in
the fall of 1982, Defense Minister Thunborg addressed an

annual Swedish defense policy convocation. The title of his

speech was “Our Neutrality is Respected by the World
Around Us."" By that time the submarine commission had
been empanelled, and Thunborg knew that the statement
was most definitely not true, at least if his speech was
meant to refer to the USSR. In 1986 he still maintained
that “Our determined will to protect our territory has been

___met by respect in ou ion'fWe have already noted For-
eign Minister Bodstrém's remarks in April 1985, immedi-

ately after the Karlskrona events, to the effect that the

. Soviet Union’s only interests were good relations with Swe-

den. Bodstrom had also repeated Gromyko'’s claim that the
USSR had not violated Swedish territory sirice the 1981
submarine stranding, without noting the Swedish govern-
ment’s own official opinion to the contrary. Palme himself
attributed to Gromyko the statements that he had hoped
the Soviet foreign minister would make. I

This pattern was also reflected in the degree to which
the domestic political debate dealt with what was said rath-
er than what was done. The most important prbblem often
seemed to be obtaining consensus on what to say, rather
than on stopping the incursions themselves.'* Some months
before Prime Minister Palme’s anticipated visit to the
USSR, a Dagens Nyheter editorial noted that “the reluc-
tance shown in the radio interviews |by opposition spokes-
men] to draw conclusions about the implications of the sub-
marine incursions following Harsfjarden was certainly
striking — and surely wise."*

[t e ak He Ymmff'\m o he da\me,& ("0 Kme- a c&e@ﬂd‘?— u\c\e(cﬁv\&.\
fous Mol hefore st b whor flo submanwe were comuny Fow
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One can generalize about these responses to some de-
gree by pointing out that they are similar to important
elements of Sweden'’s approach to major international polit-
ical and arms control problems, which is to describe the
world as Sweden wants it to be rather than as it is: with
continued repetition, those whose behavior one wants to
change will inevitably be constrained —if not perhaps con-
vinced —to act accordingly. It is not so much “Speak Truth
to Power,” but “Speak Morality to Power” —the hope of uti-
lizing the potential leverage of morality and the norms of
international legal restrictions to obtain a change in the
behavior of some nation. There may be much to commend
the practice in certain contexts, but it can only produce an
immediate dissonance with reality.

In the case of the submarines, moreover, Sweden was on
its own territory and was not without power. The govern-
ment did not want to use that power in the one way that
would have put a more rapid end to the incursions — to dam-
age severely or to sink an intruding submarine. In one of
the extremely rare instances in which there was any public
explanation of the reasoning behind this decision, “a lead-
ing Social Democrat” explained that

Dozens of dead Soviet soldiers as a result of a Swedish
act of war in peacetime would be a nightmare. Sweden
would be forced to consultations and to respond to So-
viet demands for apologies. damages, and assurances
that attacks on ships suffering navigation failure and
accidents and with voung fathers on board would not
be repeated.™

If the government that owned the submarine were con-
cerned for the safetv of its naval personnel, it would be very
simple to keep the submarine in international waters. That
is its responsibility. These considerations are not the re-
sponsibility of the prime minister of a state determined to
maintain its territorial integrity “with all available means”
and determined to demonstrate that it “has both the will
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and the capability to carry out its declared policy also in the
case of war and in difficult situations.”” °

In one week of September 1983, submarine activity in
five different locations along the Swedish coast was report-
ed, and 20 to 40 incidents were estimated to have taken
place in the summer of 1983 alone.” Nevertheless, Swedish
military authorities and the government have maintained
that it has not been possible to identify the nationality of
any of the intruding submarines since the fall of 1982. This
claim ~ even if technically justified — along with the skepti-
cism expressed at times by senior Swedish political authori-
ties that there may have been no further intrusions after
1982 was presumably intended to serve as a diplomatic
device that would facilitate the end of the operations by the
USSR. Under this rationale, if the USSR were not identi-
fied openly as the source of the operations, it would be
easier for the Soviet leadership to terminate them. Perhaps
this would be so if there were any apparent rig"ed for diplo-
matic ingenuity to devise “a way out” to end the operations.
But there was no such need, and there was still no evidence
in 1986 that the USSR showed any interest in stopping the
incursions. ‘

There is a profound and basic political risk'in the policy
Sweden chose to follow. Making believe that one doés not
see things as they are can be extremely dangerous. A na-
tion's political health is not strengthened when the govern-
ment dissembles. Partial truths, if continuously indulged,
are more likely to lead to an inability to see things as they
are. This is far more dangerous political “rot” than the one
Palme found so distressing—criticism from his domestic
political opposition. At the same time, the pf’ime minister
showed little hesitation in greatly exaggerating his attacks
on the domestic political opposition. When the :nonsocialist
parties in Parliament moved a vote of no confidénce against
the foreign minister after his remarks in February 1985,
Palme termed them a threat to Sweden’s neutrality policy
and declared that a nonsocialist government “would consti-
tute a serious danger for Sweden'’s peace.” Palme was essen-
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tially successful in his efforts to transform criticism of his
policies into (aitic‘ism o+{ his opponenté{\‘fﬁe political risk of
his policies wadindicated in the parliamentary foreign poli-
cy debate in the spring of 1984 when Palme questioned the
privilege of an open foreign policy debate where the criti-
cism “is unjustified, and simultaneously deals with vital
security interests as basic elements of Swedish foreign poli-
cv.* In a TV interview the same year, Palme added that it
was not compatible with Swedish neutrality policy to scru-
tinize critically the purposes of the Soviet leadership if the
analyses supported the “devil's images” that are found in
the United States.

The unwillingness to face unpleasant realities was dem-
onstrated in lesser ways as well. For several years in the
early 1980s, a faction within the ruling Social Democratic
Party was prepared to accept the occasional joking sugges-
tion that all the activity in the archipelago was contrived
by the military services to obtain budget increases. Defense
Minister Thunborg had to argue before the 1984 party con-
gress that if Sweden no longer provided the military means
to prevent violations of its borders, its plan to remain neu-
tral in a future war would lose its credibility, and that “the
hawks wouldn't become more peaceful if one clipped the
wings of the doves.” Two reallocations and only a single
increase in military expenditure were decided on as a direct
consequence of the submarine incursion events over a peri-
od of three years:

* 150 million crowns were reallocated after the Uto/
Huvudskar incidents in 1980;

* 200 million crowns were reallocated after the U-137
stranding in 1981;

* 250 million crowns were supplied as additional ex-
penditure after the submarine commission report on
Harsfjarden in 1983.

These 600 million crowns—around $70 million in
1983-1984 exchange rates-—were, however, to be divided
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over five years (about $14 million per year) for the procure-
ment of ships, helicopters, sonar equipment, and for operat-
ing costs. In 1983 it was estimated that 1.2 billion crowns,
or just double the above sum, would be earmarked for these
purposes for the 10 years between 1982 and 1992.* Qf 950
million crowns in funds earmarked for ASW between 1980
and 1990, 450 million were reallocated within the navy and
300 million were reallocated from the other military ser-
vices.” Only the 250 million crowns, or roughly $30 million,
represented new expenditure. Though the new ASW sys-
tems that could be procured with these sums appeared im-
pressive against the background of the nearly total absence
that preceded them, (see table 6) the increment of approxi-
mately 1 percent was small in view of the five years of
submarine activity and a total Swedish defense expenditure
of 20 billion crowns {or $2.33 billion) in F'Y 1983-1984. Sub-
stantial increases in defense expenditures were expected in
1986, although the new defense minister expressed a prefer-
ence for emphasis to be put on aircraft and air defense
rather than on ASW.# ~

Western commentators have often questloned why the
Soviet Union should have taken the risks inherent in the
submarine incursion program. The political costs of disclo-
sure would be substantial: embarrassment in the interna-
tional political arena and a setback to proposals for a Nor-
dic Nuclear-Free Zone, which the USSR ostensibly desires.
If a submarine had actually been sunk or severely damaged
and forced to the surface deep inside a restricted Swedish
military zone, there would perhaps have been political costs
to the USSR. But the Swedish government avoided such
action, and there were few if any costs. ‘

It was particularly unlikely that there would be costly
repercussions of long duration in Sweden, where it mattered
the most. The reason for that, which has not been well
understood in the West, is precisely Sweden's neutrality
policy and, above all, its interpretation under the Social
Democratic government that held office at the time. (Social
Democratic governments have held office, alone or in coali-
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tion, for the entire post-World War 11 period except for 1976
to 1982.) What could the Swedish government do, aside
from making some small increments to its defense expendi-
tures? First, Sweden’s own neutrality policy forbade any
overt moves toward a closer orientation to NATO. In prac-
tice, this policy even made it difficult for the government to
explain quietly and simply that the USSR was being hostile
and was openly displaying itself as a potential enemy. even
though that may have been the meaning of the conclusions
of the Submarine Defense Commission. The difficulty was
also reflected in the somewhat perverse formulation of
some Swedish military analysts that explained the Soviet
activities as being no more than the “natural” accompani-
ment to planning at the Soviet General Staff level.

~Second, Sweden saw no desirable outcome in a spiraling
exacerbation of tension and hostility with the USSR. Expe-
rience indicated that the Soviet government would not draw
back, despite its responsibility for the problems. The result
of this calculus was that Sweden would be forced — to main-
tain the “balance” that had come to accompany Sweden’s
neutrality policy —to return to a “back-to-normal” policy
with the USSR six months after each major incident.

That is exactly what happened, and somewhat sooner.
The Swedish government was already involved in a concert-
ed back-to-normal effort while the major submarine incur-
sion was taking place in Karlskrona in March 1984. It for-
mally approved the exchange of ministerial level visits with
the USSR in that period. More often than not it was the
Swedish ministers who traveled to the USSR. Having sent
his message to the Soviet leadership with its three de-
mands, Palme could hardly announce that these had been
crudely rejected by the USSR, which continued its subma-
rine violations. And so. of course, he said nothing. The Sovi-
ets preempted the entire process, moreover, by attacking
Swedish neutrality as too pro-Western during 1982 and
1983; this was, of course, the gist of Gromyko's message in
January 1984.

The report of the submarine commission described the
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submarine incursions as being of a “military operational
character” The government—the prime minister, defense
minister, and foreign minister —all spoke, however, in nu-
merous public statements in more abstract terms of the
increased importance of the general Nordic/Scandinavian
area in the USSR-U.S. strategic nuclear competition and
sometimes more specifically and more accurately of the dis-
position of the Soviet Northern Fleet on the Kola Peninsu-
la. In an interview in Newsweek in October 1983, Prime
Minister Palme was asked why he thought the Soviets had
been making these incursions. He replied that 1t was “a sign
that the Baltic area has become strateglcally more impor-
tant in recent years. The buildup of the Kola Peninsula and
the buildup of NATO forces in the area have contnbuted to
this increased interest” Palme added that * it is certainly
not a preparation for war. It is a kind of espionage,’ a judg-
ment that contradicted the conclusions of the submarine
commission’s report. In April 1984, Sweden's foreign minis-
ter expressed a position even more generalized than
Palme’s: “The frozen relations between the superpowers had
caused the problems for Sweden by increasing international
tension.” Sweden and the submarine incursions were thus in
some way linked to this larger and more general problem.
This sort of explanation had two effects: it qualified the
apparent belligerence of the USSR and presented the Unit-
ed States as at least a partial contributor to the problem. It
also deflected the issue away from Sweden per se. Neither
the commission nor the government ever attempted to ex-
plain why Sweden in particular was getting this type of
military attention from the USSR and why in these precise
years. '

Early in 1985 there appeared a somewhat modified in-
terpretation of the course of the submarine incursions over
the years. The experience gained from the events during
1980-1985, particularly as regards various sensor record-
ings, led to a reappraisal of evidence that had been dis-
counted between 1970 and 1980 on the assumption that the
observations came from areas that were too shallow to per-
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mit submarine operations. These newer conclusions were
presuined to some degree by the SDC, but they were only
put forward publicly in 1985.* The revised sequence of the
history of intrusions by foreign submarines now appeared
to be as follows:

e Even in the 1950s and 1960s conventional-sized sub-
marines penetrated deep into Swedish internal wa-
ters, as well as into the territorial sea.

¢ Soviet submarines must have had substantial operat-
ing experience deep inside Swedish internal waters
long before they began the more provocative maneu-
vers of 1980 and later. They had to know their general
way about in the channels of the archipelago and the
harbor basin exits to feel confident of their ability to
escape in the face of concerted ASW operations
should these take place.

* Some time after the mid-1970s, operations using the
midget submarines began, at first intermittently, in a
technical and tactical testing phase.

* From around 1977-1978, the midget submarines
appeared in operational units in coordinated. large-
scale incursions.

The first of these operations was, however, apparently not
detected by Swedish naval units until the spring and fall of
1980.

There was one hypothetical consequente of this new
interpretation. Soviet officials may possibly have assumed
that the Swedish government knew of the earlier incursions
and preferred to keep silent about them. The Swedish effort
after 1980 to stop the incursions and direct public attention
to them at least in part would then have appeared as a
change - as if the USSR were now being deprived of some-
thing that had previously been permitted. The plausibility
of this speculation depends in part on the judgment of Sovi-
et submarine officers as to whether they had been detected
or not on earlier occasions. Swedish naval vessels had
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reacted at least in some cases when submarines were de-
tected in earlier years, and only Soviet officials knew how
many submarines had been missed. What is more signifi-
cant is that the earlier one presumes the submarine 6pera4
tions to have entered their second phase involving midget
submarines, the earlier in the “decade of détente” they
began. B B

Soviet Actions

'The Soviet Union carried out submarine activities in Swed-
ish waters during the tenure of at least four party secretar-
ies: Brezhnev, Andropov, Chernenko, and Gorbachev. Swe-
den and Norway appear to be the only location in Western
Europe in which the USSR carries out this sort of activity
on any extended scale. Atits peak, between 40 and 60 viola-
tions a year were recorded. an average of 1 per week. Be-
cause ice conditions in the archipelago restricted operations
for several months of the year, the frequency must have
been even higher at other times.

The evidence that the oldest class of Whisky subma-
rines carry nuclear torpedoes in the Baltic, in peace'time.
and even in such operations as these also raised important
questions about the Soviet's expectations about the nature
of warfare at sea and about their own intentions as to the
possible early initiation of tactical nuclear warfare at sea.
The activities began before 1980, that is, in the period be-
fore U.S.-USSR and East-West détente ran into serious dif-
ficulties. The submarine incursions were carried out with
impunity, particularly in internal waters. They also were
continued openly after official notes of protest from the
Swedish government. The USSR did not even hesitate to
carry out these operations in the country that was host to
the CDE while the conference was taking place. During
their operations the submarines even traveled partiallv ex-
posed for brief periods, either for tactical reasons or be-
cause forced to by navigational conditions.
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It would appear that the intrusions were substantially
increased after the stranding of the U-137 submarine and
the subsequent Swedish protest, as if to demonstrate to
Sweden that the Soviet Union would continue to act as it
pleased. The apparent increase may be in part a conse-
quence of Sweden’s greater alertness after 1981 and the
uncertainty regarding the actual frequency of the earlier
incursions. It is clear, nevertheless, that the operations suc-
cessively penetrated deeper inshore, because bottom tracks
were found where they had not previously been.

The Soviet government has not hesitated to lie to the
Swedish government, even when the Swedish government
knew with absolute certainty that the USSR was lying.
Soviet government representatives did this at the highest
political level: in meetings between Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko and Sweden’s Prime Minister Palme and in mes-
sages from General Secretary Andropov via Finnish Presi-
dent Koivisto. Submarine operations were carried out on
the day that the Swedish government's investigative com-
mittee released its report and two weeks after Ambassador
Ferm transmitted Prime Minister Palme's message that he
wanted a signal from the USSR that the operations would
end. In addition, the USSR termed the Swedish protest
note and the commission’s report “an unfriendly act.” The
Soviet government then watched Swedish officials main-
tain for four years that they could not identify the national-
ity of the intruding submarines. The one party that was not
fooled was the USSR.

" For a time, the operations raised important questions
about military-political decision making in the USSR and
the operational prerogatives of the Soviet military leader-
ship in peacetime. These questions concerned areas of re-
sponsibility, oversight, and approval that are difficult to
resolve externally. In the period between the stranding of
the U-137 submarine in Karlskrona in October 1981 and the
events at Harsfjarden in October 1982, there was substan-
tial discussion in Swedish government circles as to whether
the submarine operations were being carried out by the
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Soviet military without the knowledge of the senior Soviet
political leadership. This would seem unlikely. There are at
least three senior individuals in the USSR who can be pre-
sumed to know of all operations carried out by Soviet forces
that have any security or defense implications: 'the mlmste
of defense, the chief of the General Staff, and the Commu-
nist Party's general secretary. Each of these individuals
would be informed through subordinates on their staffs,
raising the number of informed individuals at the command
and oversight levels. Of these three, the defense minister
and, of course, the general secretary were both in the Polit-
buro. During the years in question, Marshal Dmitrij Us-
tinov was the minister of defense. He was considered a
member of the most senior Soviet political hierarchy, not a
representative of the military services. '

The Swedish submarine commission report released in
April 1983 following the Harsfjarden events took the posi-
tion that the submarine operations were carried out with
the knowledge of the Soviet political leadership. The Swed-
ish government nevertheless still distanced itself from this
judgment, and its protest note to the USSR requested that
the Soviet government order the Soviet navy to stop the
incursions. At a press conference at the time of the commis-
sion’s report, Palme was asked what position he held on the
question. He pointed out that the commission believed that
the Soviet political leadership was informed of and must
have approved the operations, but that there were experts
who disagreed; he did not want to express a definite opinion
on the subject. He did think, however, “that it is unlikely
that the political leadership could avoid having knowledge
about these things.” The only direct evidence on the ques-
tion appeared in the book published in early 1985 by Arka-
dy Shevchenko, a senior member of the Soviet foreign min-
istry who had detected to the United States in 1978. In
Breaking with Moscow, Shevchenko claims that the Polit-
buro approved plans for submarine operations in Norwe-
gian and Swedish waters at a meeting in 1970. Ironically,
Shevchenko also claims that the Politburo took this deci-

I
“
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sion just as or after Palme visited Moscow in 1970 during
his tenure as prime minister in an earlier Social Democratic
government and was given Soviet assurances that the
USSR wanted to broaden cooperation with Sweden.

Soviet public response to the events seemed to take
place on three levels, aside from the continuation of the
operations themselves. The first was the official diplomatic
rejection of the Swedish notes. The second was the public
press comment, some for publication within the USSR and
some for external publication, which included a multitude
of themes denymg all Soviet responsibility for the events.
Soviet press commentaries maintained that the Swedish
reports were fabrications and provocations, Swedish or Nor-
wegian fantasies, plants of NATO or of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense, or the result of a conspiracy of Swedish
right-wing and military quarters designed to obtain larger
expenditures for the Swedish military. The Swedish govern-
ment's official protest note after Harsfjarden was never re-
ported in the domestic Soviet press. It was impossible for
the USSR to be responsible, because no Soviet submarines
approach within 30 km of the Swedish coast; the U-137
stranding was a navigational error.

The third response was an intermediate level made up
of the comments by senior Soviet government spokesmen.
Such comments often repeated portions of the official Sovi-
et notes of rejection, but for the most part they abstained
from the ridicule and invective of the Soviet press commen-
taries. Instead, they all emphasized two themes. The first
stressed that the USSR desires good relations with Swe-
den: it is the fault of Sweden for impeding these relations by
all this talk about submarines. The second theme posed the
rhetorical question: “Who benefits by the cooling in our
[USSR-Swedish] relations? The Soviet Union stands for
peace and good neighborly relations based on mutual re-
spect.” The implied answer was NATO, the United States.
and the Pentagon—those who favor war and armaments.
Obviously, then, the Swedish complaints only produce un-
desirable effects and therefore should be stopped.” Sweden
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found itself manipulated into relplying to a fictitious level of
parlance in which guilt and responsibility are inverted.

As early as April 1981, exactly halfway between the
Uto-Huvudskér and Harsfjarden incidents, a. Soviet gpv-
ernment spokesman published an article in the Swedish
daily press under the title “Good Neighborly Relations;
Sweden-Soviet Union™ In September 1983, Vadim Zagla-
din attended a conference on “Common Security” in Swe-
den. He explained that the Swedish government had e-
clared on numerous occasions that it wanted to develop ties
with the USSR, but that the Swedish commander in chief

was not enthusiastic about good relations between the t;wo
states. Zagladin also added that “I have spoken with our
highest military chiefs and they have explained to me that
there are no instructions concerning such activities {subma-
rine intrusions] in Swedish waters* It was aﬂso Zagladin
who criticized Swedish neutrality policy as béjng too pro-
Western during 1982 and 1983. In October 1983, Soviet
General Viktor Tatarnikov, identified as a member of the
Soviet General Staff, warned that the United States was
behind the allegations of submarine incursions in Swedish
waters and that these were an attempt to “trap” Sweden:
“T'he U.S. sought to develop a political climate in which it
would be necessary for Sweden to accept the placement of
U.S. naval contingents in Swedish waters in order to pro-
tect Sweden against Soviet submarines* If Swedish naval
sources repeated such naive and false claims alleging that
the bottom depression marks at Harsfjarden matched the
U-137 keel dimensions taken at the time of its stranding,
then this would lead to the situation that the U.S. desired —
Sweden would ask for U.S. naval assistance.

In the spring of 1984, Alexander Bovin, Izvestia's sen-
ior political columnist, published his critique in the Swedish
press entitled “Who Benefits By This Constant Cooling?" of
Swedish-USSR relations. In the fall of 1984, Zagladin went
on the attack again. charging that there were shortcomings
in the Swedish neutrality policy; Sweden should practice “a
more active peace policy™; efforts to provide a strong Swed-
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ish defense were misguided; Sweden’s one-sided dependence
on the United States and NATO was increasing; and Swed-
ish threat perceptions assumed an attack only from the
east. He also thought that it was “no accident” that a sub-
marine incident “cropped up every time a Swedish parlia-
mentary or ministerial visit to the USSR was due.” These
criticisms were repeated in an unusual Soviet book pub-
lished in English late in 1984. Written by Lev Voronkov, the
book was, called Non-Nuclear Status to Northern Europe. 1t
stressed three main points about Sweden. First, it charged
that Swedish neutrality policy was too Western, American,
and NATO oriented — a repetition of Zagladin's charges and
the theme of a Soviet press campaign in 1982. Second, it
suggested that Sweden should carry out “a more active neu-
trality and peace oriented policy.” the suggestion that
Zagladin and Georgi Arbatov had also made on previous
occasions. Finally, it urged Sweden to work harder to
achieve a Nordic Nuclear-Free Zone, a repetition of Gromy-
ko's request and a theme that had also been part of the
press campaign in 1982. Voronkov also suggested that Swe-
den should reduce its defense spending.* Prior to the ex-
pected visit to Prime Minister Palme to the USSR in 1986,
a Soviet official, writing in the Swedish press under a pseu-
donym, noted that “As expected, it quickly became obvious
what an untenable idea it was to apply ‘sanctions’ against
the USSR by curtailing political and other contacts,” as if it
were only the USSR that was interested in such contacts."
There are several strong reasons to doubt that the
USSR considers a Nordic Nuclear-Free Zone a real possibili-
ty. To begin with, Sweden and Finland already are nuclear
free in both war and peace. As for Norway and Denmark.
they are also nuclear free in peacetime, as required by their
foreign and defense policies, and it is unlikely that they
could enter into an agreement that set any wartime restric-
tions as long as they remain members of NATO. In discus-
sing the concept of a Nordic Nuclear-Free Zone, Norwegian
spokesmen have pointed out that it is only meaningful in
peacetime. Meanwhile. Sweden has consistently stated that
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such a zone would require inclusion not only of the Baltic but
also constraints on nuclear weapons in adjacent territory us
well as weapons intended for use in the zone.™* The more or
less consistent Swedish interpretations range from the one
by Thunborg in 1975 to Palme’s Passikivi Foundation ad-
dress in June 1983. This formulation was intended to apply
to Soviet territory and weapons, and, because the phrasing
is not exact, it runs the risk of including the Soviet North-
ern Fleet as well as Soviet medium-range aviation. Unques-
tionably, however, the sizable disposition of Soviet nuclear
weapons in its Baltic Fleet and on its adjacent territory
comes into question. These might include several hundred
warheads in the Baltic Fleet alone.” In addition, 60 to 65
percent of all USSR ship repair facilities and 70 percent of
its submarine repair facilities are in Baltic naval bases. In
time of war, Soviet ships armed with nuclear weapons
would have to be brought into the Baltic for tepair at such
facilities.

Senior Soviet spokesmen have at times replied that the
USSR would be willing to consider constramts imposed by
a Nordic nuclear-free zone on Soviet territory. in the course
of negotiating a treaty. The first indications of what this
might mean in terms of Soviet negotiating demands ap-
peared, however, only in Voronkov's book in 1984. Voronkov
argued that the Central European states that bordered on
the Baltic were just as concerned about such a zone as were
Scandinavian states —that is, Poland and the GDR, aside
from the USSR - and that the U.S. decision to place theater
nuclear missiles in West Germany, a state bordering on the
Baltic, was also a relevant consideration. Soviet land-based
missiles in East Germany were not mentioned. In addition,
Voronkov was negative about the Swedish demand that nu-
clear weapons in the area adjacent to the nuclear-free zone
should also be withdrawn: “Any Soviet consideration of
such a demand would depend on the reduction of the possi-
bilities of nuclear attack on the USSR from areas that are
adjacent to Northern Europe.”

Earlier Soviet references of the same sort usually have
been interpreted to mean U.S. or NATO weapons in the
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North Atlantic, but they conceivably could mean U.S.
weapons in West Germany or the British nuclear forces as
well. To include the North Atlantic without mentioning the
Soviet Northern Fleet is impossible and to assume reduc-
tions in the nuclear components of the Soviet Northern
Fleet in the context of a Nordic nuclear-free zone is incon-
ceivable. Voronkov has also been quoted as saying that nu-
clear weapons in the Baltic are “a part of the military bal-
ance in Europe, and should not in the first instance be seen
in a Nordic perspective.™ A Soviet spokesman, comment-
ing on a Nordic nuclear-free zone again in 1986, referred to
West German territory, and such references are perhaps the
strongest reason for doubting that the USSR seeks or ex-
pects the negotiation of such a zone in the foreseeable fu-
ture. As long as the USSR considers that this zone would
require obligations only of the Nordic countries but no con-
straints on Soviet nuclear forces in the Baltic, or that, in
exchange for constraints on Soviet forces, there would be
constraints on the United States and NATO in the northern
Atlantic or West Germany, a Nordic nuclear-free zone is out
of the question.

Significantly, no important Soviet spokesmen and few
of the more irresponsible Soviet press commentaries sug-
gested that NATO or U.S. submarines were responsible for
the intrusions into Swedish waters. The question was put
directly to Admiral Nikolay Amelko, deputy chief of the
Soviet General Staff, in May 1984: If the Soviet govern-
ment denials of responsibility are correct and if the Swedish
government's findings that submarines are entering Swed-
ish water are also correct, whose submarines might they
be? Admiral Amelko replied only that no Soviet submarines
have been nearer than 30 km to the Swedish coast, and he
doubted that any submarines were there." The implications
then are clear: if the USSR knew that its own submarines
were not in Swedish waters. yvet the Swedish military
authorities and government were reporting continuous sub-
marine incursions, that would mean NATO or U.S. subma-
rines were operating deep inside neutral Swedish waters
directly across the Baltic from the Soviet coast and at the
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entrance to Sweden’s major naval bases. If that were indeed
the case, it is difficult to imagine anything other than a
strong. Soviet reaction. Or imagine that the USSR, had
ceased its activities after Harsfjarden and ‘the Swedish
commission’s report identifying the Soviet Union as respon:
sible for the submarine violations and then,found that
Western submarine incursions; took place while Palme’s
government kept quiet. Soviet protests certainly would
have been great.* '

s

The Motives Behind the Soviet
Submarine Operations

Norway i

As the Norwegian government commission that investigat-
ed the events of May 1983 in Hardangerfjord wrote,

Concerning possible motives for violating Norwegian
territorial waters, the Select Committee can only point
to traditional military needs. Thus, it is generally as-
sumed that a foreign power, i.a., is interested in getting
to know Norwegian waters and the special conditions
pertaining to Norwegian territory, including the possi-
bilities for utilizing Norwegian coastal waters, har-
bours and land areas.

The Select Committee also points to the possibility
that a submarine incident in one location might be a
diversion to ensure a safe execution of operations
elsewhere."

The four fjord areas that have seen the largest number of
incursions all permit easy access from the open sea and all
lead deep into the country. There have been conflicting
statements in the press as to whether the majority of the
Norwegian incursions are relatively close to the major Nor-
wegian naval bases, or whether they are particularly near to
military installations. The four major Norwegian naval
bases are located at Olavsvern (Tromsé), Ramsund (Har-
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stad), Haakonsvarn (Bergen). and Karl Johans Vern (Hor-
ten). At the time of the Hardangerfjord events, naval
elements of NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic
(SACLANT) were visiting Bergen, relatively close to Har-
dangerfjord. Some of the submarine events have also been
close to Andoy Island, which contains major military facili-
ties: Orion P-3 aircraft and, according to recent disclosures
in Norway, the land terminus of ASW detection facilities."
It has been pointed out as well that some of the areas —for
example, the Tysfjord-Ofotfjord complex leading to Nar-
vik —would be vulnerable to mine-laying by submarines."
In the Norwegian situation, it has been impossible for do-
mestic skeptics to suggest that the submarines belonged to
a NATO state. J. J. Holst, now Norwegian defense secre-
tary, has commented that it is consistent with Soviet mili-
tary dispositions in Europe in general to assume that the
USSR plans on a forward defense in case of any conflict in
Europe, that is, to do its fighting outside Soviet borders
and on the territory of potential opponents.* In several arti-
cles Holst has listed some of the military benefits for Soviet
submarines operating in Norwegian waters: an increase in
the possibilities for operations against NATO vessels; a
place to hide from attack; and the facilitation of an attack
on Norwegian territory to land commando groups and to
attack land and naval bases.” Holst also refers to “political
pressure” as an additional benefit of submarine violations,
but provides no details or just how or for what purpose such
pressure might operate.

Sweden

There has been a large and bewildering array of suggestions
as to the cause of the Soviet submarine operations in Swed-
ish waters. Some explanations are basically political, others
military. Some assuine that the operations have been car-
ried out in a purposefully open manner—while others as-
sume that a degree of covertness was at least attempted.
Many of these suggestions are mutually contradictory, ei-
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ther entirely or in part. For example, if the basic Soviet
intention was the application of political pressure, it is less
meaningful to speak simultaneously of “political costs.” If
the purposes were military and the operatlons[were contm
ued despite disclosure, Sweden as well as others that could
be affected, were supplied with strategic warmng The con-
tinuation of the operations surely alerted military authori-
ties in the United States and NA'TQO. There is a]so the theo
retical possibility that the entire operation is a feint
intended to mislead Sweden and other nations about the
most likely manner of Soviet mllltary operations in the Nor-
dic area in wartime, but this seems unlikely due to their
magnitude and persistence.

Three major questions should be kept in mind against
which the various suggestions should be tested as they are
reviewed:

* Why was Sweden, of all countries, the target of this
particular form and degree of attention?

* Why were the violations so blatant, and why were
they repeated once disclosed? For the three years of peak
activity — 1982 to 1984 — when incursions ran at an annual
rate of 40 to 60, it meant an average of one incursion per
week. In one week in the middle of September 1983 suspect-
ed submarine incursions took place at five different points
along the Swedish coast, spanning virtually half the coun-
try’'s coastline.

* Why did these activities take place particularly in
these vears?

Purposeful Provocation Theories
Military
There are two suggestions of this nature and, interestingly.

they are contradictory. For the first, a Swedish naval cap-
tain has suggested that in the event of a European war, the
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USSR would find it necessary to transport supplies by sea
along its Baltic coast from Leningrad and other Baltic
ports to its forces in Poland and the GDR. In these circum-
stances, NAI‘O submarines would attempt to intercept the
Soviet mllltary transport. The Swedish captain conjectured
that to do this in time of war, NATO submarines would
prefer to utilize the external portions of Swedish territorial
waters. This would permit them to move further up into the
Baltic before attacking, presumably protected against the
ASW elements of the Soviet Baltic [Fleet by their location
within Swedish waters. The captain went on to suggest that
the Soviets realized that the Swedish navy would not have
sufficient ASW resources to prevent NATO submarines
from penetrating Swedish territorial waters, and they there-
fore were trying to convince the Swedish government to
increase its ASW resources by demonstrating to Sweden
the weakness of its ASW defenses. ™

If this were the case, penetrations of Sweden’s external
territorial sea should have been sufficient. Penetration deep
into Swedish internal waters or into its major naval base
areas would not have been necessary. In addition, it does
not seem an argument that would motivate extended opera-
tions after a Swedish protest, risking antagonizing the
Swedish government. Finally, the entire thesis hangs on the
plausibility of the USSR obeying wartime restrictions on
operations in neutral Swedish waters while NATO
disobeyed them. Swedish naval authorities -allegedly ex-
pressed surprise following the discovery of Soviet subma-
rines in Sundsvall harbor, and in other locations further
north in the Baltic, on the grounds that it had been as-
sumed that Soviet submarines “could not” operate in the
northern Baltic. This was because international regulations
required them to transit either Finnish or Swedish territori-
al waters to reach the area. If Soviet submarines disre-
garded such regulations in peacetime one can scarcely be-
lieve that they would feel compelled to obey them under
wartime conditions.

The second suggestion was made by Colonel Jonathan
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Alford, former deputy director of the International Insti-
tute of Strategic Studies in London. He also suggested that
the Soviet submarine operations were intended to be no-
ticed and that their purpose was to increase Swedish alloca-
tions for ASW. He argued, however, that the ultimate pur-
pose was thereby to weaken the Swedish Air Force, because
the increased allocations for ASW would have to be drawn
from other portions of Swedish defense expenditures, par-
ticularly from those for the air force. Alford’s argument was
that in case of war Swedish submarine defenses would be
irrelevant because the USSR did not intend to occupy
Swedish land territory. The capabilities of the Swedish air
force would be decisive, on the other hand, in determining
the ability of Sweden to defend its airspace. Alford also
believed that an early wartime requirement for the USSR
would be the occupation of Norway’s Atlantic coast air
fields, and the USSR would want to use Swedish airspace to
accomplish this. The Swedish air force would thus have to
be defeated, and it would be to the Soviet's advantage to
weaken the force.

What I am very tentatively suggesting is that the Sovi-
et Union may have embarked quite systematically on a
massive deception plan. In peacetime, by such probing
as we have seen, the Soviet Union has drawn attention
to ASW weakness and difficulty. If that causes a mas-
sive diversion of funds away from other areas of de-
fence (and especially air defence) to coastal defence,
that could serve the Soviet Union well in the long run —
if they have no intention of invading anyway! They
might not in the least mind Swedish waters being well
defended if they can proceed with relative impunity in
other directions. This is not to say that their wartime
plans do not include Spetsnaz and diversionary opera-
tions against the coast but that is a relatively low cost/
low risk operation intended simply in war to reinforce
the message that Sweden would do better by not resist-
ing—or that bad things could happen to Sweden if it
did resist Soviet overflights.™

An Analysis of the Incursions 135

Conversely, one could argue that the Swedish demobili-
zation of its ASW forces in the 1970s was a result of the
large portion of Swedish defense expenditure that went to-
ward the procurement of the Viggen attack aircraft. Al-
though the submarine incursions may have produced a po-
litical atmosphere in Sweden that made it easier for the
Social Democratic administration to obtain parliamentary
approval in 1983 for the successor to the Viggen, the JAS
aircraft, Swedish defense priorities continued to favor the
procurement of expensive fighter aircraft over ASW sys-
tems. There was no substantial reallocation of Swedish de-
fense expenditures as a result of the incursions.*

A more general purpose was also suggested by one com-
mentator as “possibly one of the most important intentions
of the country responsible for the submarine intrusions: to
produce public confusion and to upset Swedish defense
planning. Swedish politicians must find themselves uncer-
tain: what goals should the Swedish defense forces actually
have?”* The five years of submarine incursions must indeed
have produced some rethinking about the traditional Swed-
ish expectation that the nation would have sufficient time
to bring its military forces from their low peacetime levels
to full mobilization in the event of a European military cri-
sis. If so, that was certainly not the intended purpose of the
incursions.

Political

There have been suggestions that the submarine incursions
were intended to apply political pressure. either to convince
the Swedish government to increase some specific activity,
to reduce another, or, more significantly, to change the basic
nature of the Swedish security relationship with the USSR.
Several general conclusions follow from these views. First,
the submarine incursions by definition must have been de-
cided on by the Soviet political leadership. It would be im-
possible in these circumstances to question whether the
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military was carrying them out under its own jurisdiction.
It would also be less meaningful to speak of the “political
costs” of the operations. If these were carried out for politi-
cal purposes, Soviet decision makers must have considered
in advance the risk that the outcome could be counterpro-
ductive, either in Swedcen itself or on other issues. and de-
cided that it was worth the risk. Finally, Sowet leaders
must also have been willing to risk a major publlc debate on
defense, security, and neutrality policies in Swedenﬁ This
would also be true as well if the submarine operations were
carried out for military reasons. If they counted on little
change, they were apparently correct. Several sharp oqut-
bursts of political invective took place, but there was, no
thoroughgoing debate. Over a span of 10 years, however,
Swedish ASW capabilities would definitely be improved.
The earliest suggestion that the submarjne incidents
were intended as political pressure against Sweden came
from Swedish Soviet specialist Ingmar Oldberg. He pointed
out that the Soviet media had begun complaining in 1982
that Swedish procurement of jet engines for the forthcom-
ing JAS aircraft was “a serious exception to Swedish neu-
trality policy” and that it “undermined the basis of Swedish
neutrality.” Writers in Pravda and other Soviet commenta-
tors also suggested that instead of arming, Sweden should
insure its security by such measures as working for a Nor-
dic nuclear-free zone. Oldberg, also suggested that other
political aims of the operations could be to attempt to weak-
en the Swedish public's confidence in the capability of its
military services, to warn Sweden against any: military co-
operation with NATO, and, in general, to nudge Sweden
toward a foreign policy that was more sympathetic to Sovi-
et interests.”™ Insofar as the Swedish Viggen also had U.S.
jet engines and earlier Swedish jet aircraft had British en-
gines, this would seem 1more a post hoc rationalization on
the part of the USSR afforded by the coincidence of Swed-
ish government decisions on the JAS and the visit of U.S.
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger to Sweden in Octo-
ber 1981. In part, this visit did deal with Swedish weapon
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purchases from the United States. but the submarine
events had started well before the JAS project appeared.

The suggestion that political motives were responsible
for the Soviet submarine violations was also taken up in a
report prepared by the small Swedish Liberal Party. The
report pointed out that the longer the incursions continued,
despite Swedish government protests, the more it scemed
that the Soviet purposes were more extensive than implied
by the SDC'’s conclusions.” Other Swedish political figures
have pointed out that as the incidents reached their peak,
Soviet political demands increased.” One of the factors sug-
gesting political pressure is the coincidence between some
of the major submarine incursions and political events. For
instance, incursions occurred immediately after the release
of the submarine commission’s report, just after the visit of
Foreign Minister Gromyko, and at the time of the sixtieth
anniversary of USSR-Swedish diplomatic relations and the
Swedish Foreign Ministry's invitation to the /zvestia col-
umnist, Alexander Bovin, to Sweden.

With a rate of incursion from 1982 to 1984 of nearly one
per week, such coincidence can, however, easily be assumed
to be no more than that. Analysts, who believe that the
incursions were carried out primarily for military purposes,
also assume that political pressure was a secondary pur-
pose, certainly once the operations were extensively dis-
closed to the public while being continued. For example,
Colonel Alford suggested that

after that. a clear political motivation must have in-
truded. The practice may have been more or less the
same but its continuance after clear evidence of in-
fringement and Swedish challenge conveys a very dif-
ferent message. ... The message intended to be com-
veyed is: Let these things happen and we can continue
to have normal relations; object to them too strenuous-
ly and life will get tough. . . . The message of successive
submarine violations. not too subtlv conveyed, was
that Sweden was in no position to oppose Soviet de-
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signs —and it would be better for Sweden that it did not
oppose them. Bullying a neighbour into a submissive
state of mind goes with what I take to be the current
Soviet mood. If and when the time comes for the Soviet
Union to violate Swedish neutrality in a big way, the
Soviet. calculation might be that Sweden, having been
unable to resist in small matters, will be wnwilling to
resist in large ones.™

Alford suggested in particular that the USSR could be ex-
pected to demand the right to fly over Swedish airspace in
time of war. Another specialist on Soviet military affairs
commented that “The arrogance of the Soviet operations
have been notable, to display that they can get away w1th it.
They are happy to have the additional element of political
bullying also” But it is Sweden’s own policies for dealing
with the incursions that has to a major degrée permitted
both the appearance of Swedish operational incapability
and the impression that the Soviets “can get dway with it."

The crux of the paradigm of political pressure was most
clearly expressed by the Finnish researcher Tomas Ries. IIe
noted that !

H

The submarine intrusions have placed Swedep in the
exceedingly difficult position of having to choose be
tween outright confrontation with the USSR or
acquiescence. .

Sweden’s post war security policy, like that of the
other Nordic states, has been a delicate balance act,
maintaining good relations with the USSR while re-
taining a maximum of independence of action backed
up by a military deterrent against possible Soviet pres:
sure. So far, the situation has never demanded that one
objective be sacrificed for the other. !

The submnarine incursions appear dellberatels de-
signed to force just such a choice. If Sweden destroys
or forces to the surface the intruding Soviet vessels,
there would probably be very vicious short-term reper-
cussions in the Baltic and a long-term chill in relations
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beLween the two countries. If Sweden permits the in-
truders-to operate freely in the most sensitive restrict-
ed waters, psychologically the first step towards sub-
servience to the Soviet Union will have been taken. In
the latter case, the Soviet Union would have forced a
key Nordic:state to face up to the consequences of
growing Soviet military superiority.™

The report on Swedish Security Policy in the 1990s, pre-
pared by the Swedish Parliamentary Defense Committee
and released iniMay 1985, reflects this situation in com-
menting on the submarine intrusions:

Swedish countermeasures taken in accordance with in-
ternational law and current Swedish regulations can
produce an acute conflict, for example if an intruding
foreign unit were detained or injured, or if we refused to
submit to demands from a foreign power.*

i
At the same time the committee noted the government’s

position: '

i

Concerning underwater violations, the government and
parliament have stated that incursions by foreign sub-
marines into Swedish waters, in flagrant violation of
the norms of international law, cannot be accepted un-
der any circumstances. Sweden has made it clear that
it is our firm intention to protect our territorial integri-
ty and the inviolability of Swedish borders by all avail-
able means.”

This latter statement is the same as ones made in 1982 and
1983. Its application. however, has been less forceful than
its phrasing. Writing somewhat more abstractly regarding
Norway, Holst described its foreign policy as comprising
three elements:
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deterrence, reassurance, and insurance. ... Reassur-
ance is made up of a series of unilateral confidence-.
building measures designed to communicate 'Reaceful
intentions and avoid challenging vital Soviet security
interests during peacetime. . .. It is understood that
unmitigated deterrence could result in provocation,
much as maximizing reassurance could lead to ap-'
peasement and a single-minded pursuit of insurance to
escapism.™

Military/Operational Motives

The report of the SDC in 1983 concluded that “this subma-
rine activity represents the preparatory phases of military
operational planning” It also reviewed various. other sug-
gestions that had been proposed and indicated why it did
not think these were reasonable. It rejected the suggestion
that the incursions might have been intended to provoke
Sweden to increase its ASW capapbilities or to deliver partic-
ular political signals. Among the most likely tasks for the
submarine operations were explorations of the Swedish
coastal and archipelago areas and of Swedish ASW de-
fenses, the testing of new systems, the development of oper-
ational tactics, the training of specialized units, and prepa-
rations for the laying and sweeping of mines, Mining by
submarines is considered particylarly attractive because it
can be done covertly, before the initiation of hostilities. The
Parliamentary Defense Committee’s report of 1988 extend-
ed this evaluation slightly: “The motives, which are difficult
to determine, can primarily be considered as different forms
of preparation for eventual crisis and war situations."" This
latter report noted that the submarine operations became
continually more provocative, that they included an in-
creased number of units coordinated in individual opera-
tions, that they penetrated deeper into internal Swedish
waters, that they spread from a concentration in the sum-
mer months to year-round activities, and that they focused
on military bases, harbors, and restricted security zones.
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Other details provided by military or other semiofficial
sources noted that the submarine operations covered virtu-
ally the entire length of the Swedish coastline, that they
often lasted weeks at a time, that they frequently accompa-
nied Swedish military maneuvers, and that they paid par-
ticular attention to base defensive systeins, not only peace-
time base areas, but the Swedish navy's wartime locations
as well. Admiral Tornberg noted that the navy could fre-
quently discern more particular targets from the locations
of the operations. He referred explicitly to visits by midget
submarines to Swedish mine lines and other fixed bottom
systems.® Midget submarines fitted with bow-mounted
claws could also plant transponders (sonar response houys
fixed to the sea floor) to aid submarine navigation. Soviet
midget submarines are fitted with this technology. Such a
task would in itself, however, only be a preliminary step to
some other mission and could serve a wide variety of subse-
quent missions. The Swedish commander in chief's judg-
ment was that “The magnitude of the activities and the
risks that the foreign power is apparently prepared to take
indicate that the motives are not solely of a limited
nature."

One of the more exotic suggestions was included in
Arkady Shevchenko's disclosures. He claimed that the
USSR was preparing to hide its nuclear submarines in
Swedish waters in time of crisis.” That certainly could not
be the reason for the operations within Sweden's major na-
val base areas. One would not “hide” assets as valuable as
ballistic missile submarines within Sweden’s two major —
and shallow —naval harbor basins. Even the older Soviet
Golf-class missile submarines would for the most part not
be able to transit many of the archipelago channels even if
they traveled on the surface—and certainly not if sub-
merged.* The suggestion therefore seems implausible. One
could argue that if someone wanted to hide ballistic missile
submarines in neutral territory it would be necessary to
destroy any local ASW forces. One would also want to know
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the extent of Swedish and Norwegian ASW capabilities and
whether in fact it was possible to hide the submarines suc-
cessfully in enemy territory. The British nava'lj expert Mi-
chael MccGwire has suggested that the intrusions in deeper
Norwegian waters could be reconnaissance related to the
deployment of older Soviet missiles submarines, bringing
them within range of the European theater, whereas the
pattern of operations in Sweden suggested that the Soviets
were rehearsing missions against key installations.

In a television interview at the time of the Harsfjarden
events in 1982, U.S. Admiral Stansfield Turner suggested
that the most reasonable way to think about the reasons for
the submarine operations was to think of “standard operat-
ing procedures™* The Soviet Union has some 30 conven-
tionally powered submarines in its Baltic Fleet, and these
have to be given something to do.* Admiral Turner did not
think the submarines were on intelligence assignments in
the traditional sense. He suggested rather that they were
on exercises with the purpose of making themselves knowl-
edgeable about Swedish internal waters and terrain. They
would be training for wartime missions to neutralize the
Swedish navy by blockading the major naval bases. In an
eventual wartime situation, the Soviet navy would not want
to have to worry about the Swedish fleet, and the simplest
way to do that would be to keep the Swedish ships bottled
up in their bases. Because of the enclosed nature of the two
main Swedish naval bases, that might be feasible. U.S. De-
partment of State analyst Dale Herspring quotes an unusu-
al East German naval article on strategic naval issues in
which the author discusses “some peculiarities of the strug-
gle for Seeherrschaft in enclosed naval areas of operations,”
that is, in the Baltic. The article discusses destroying and
blockading an opponent’s forces in their bases, blockading
the entrances to or exits from enclosed areas, and destroy-
ing key installations. It further emphasizes the importance
of being able to commence operations the moment hostili-
ties begin. ‘
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Porschel’s comments on the attitude of neutrals sug-
gest that he expects the Swedes to adopt a more forth-
coming stance if the Pact is winning. It is not clear,
however, whether this would be the result of a volun-
tary act by the Swedes or of Pact pressure to support
Soviet actions. ... Porschel's remarks . . . may also in-
dicate that in a NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontation, the
Pact has plans for at least containing the Swedes.”

If one looks at Soviet doctrinal writings, in which the
formal operational limits are often set out in great legalistic
detail, one quickly finds the context in which the submarine
operations fit,

Soviet military and naval warfare is planned and predi-
cated on the geostrategic basis of theaters of war (teatr
voyny-TV) and theaters of military operations (teatr
voyenhykh deystviy-TVD). In Soviet military thinking,

. a theater of war is comprised of two or more (rarely.
perhaps, one) theaters of military operations. Theaters
of military operations, in turn, are composed, albeit
less formally, of zones of military operations.

The geographic dimension of a TV is continental.
It is the territory and adjoining air and sea space of any
one continent on which, according to the Soviet Gener-
al Staff, “hostilities may develop.” Traditionally, but not
exclusively, thisis Europe. . . .

The General Staff Academy Dictionary definition
of “TVD" is “TEATR VOYENNYKH DEYSTVIY (the-
ater of military operations)—a particular territory, to-
gether with the associated air space and sea areas, in-
cluding islands (archipelagos), within whose limits a
known part of the armed forces of the country (or coali-
tion) operates in wartime. engaged in strategic mis- .
sions which ensue from the war plan. A theater of oper-
ations may be ground, maritime, or intercontinental..
According to their military-political and economic im-
portance, theaters of operations are classified as main
or secondary. . . .

It is widely and well known that T'VDs are the keyv
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geographical construct for operational-strategical Sovi-

et and Warsaw Pact ground, air and air defense opera-

tion, that is, both in training maneuvers and in the

event of genuine combat operations. However, there

has been, practically speaking, almost no deliberate

discussion in the West of a closely similar theater con- -
cept which has long and often been reflected in Soviet
discussions of their own naval strategy and warfare.

Yet the Soviets, for years, have been applying the same

fundamental strategic concepts to naval warfare as

they have to continental warfare. This common referen-

tial practice continues. The Soviets refer often to the

“morskoi teatr voyennykh deystviy”—the naval (or

maritime) theater of military operations. . ..

The 1965 General Staff Academy Dictionary (as.
based in part on the 1957 :Naval Operational-Tac-
tical Manual) defines the “MTVD"” “MORSKQY
(OKEANSKIY) TEATR VOYENNYKH DEYSTVIY
(i.e., naval or maritime [or oceanic] theater of military
operations, or alternatively “theater of naval opera-
tions”) — The water and air space of one or several seas
(or oceans), together with its islands and coastlines,
where naval operations may take place in wartime."*

According to the best description available, the bottom
quarter of Sweden's land territory and the lower half of the
Baltic, together with most of continental Europe, fall with-
in the western TVD in Soviet operational planning. The
largest part of Sweden's land territory and the upper Baltic
fall within the northwestern TVD, which also includes Nor-
way, Finland, and the Barents and Norweglan seas. The
Baltic is not considered an “oceanic” theater and is split
between those two TVDs.®

The General Staff Academy Dictionary even provides a
definition of a “Zakrytyi" M TVD or an “enclosed theatre of
naval operations,” and goes on to define some 15 different
functional or positional zones within a TVD. The Soviet
Ministry of Defense has established the priority of naval
missions as follows:

An Analysis ol the Incursions 15

* delivering strategic nuclear weapons strikes,

* destroying enemy naval forces at sea and in port,

* disrupting enemy and protecting onec's own sea
routes,

* aiding ground forces in continental TV Ds,

* conducting and repelling amphibious assaults,

* transporting troops and supplies, and

* evacuating troops and supplies.™

Naval operations that support ground operations in
coastal regions are referred to as “deistviia voenno-morsko-
go flota na primorskilkh napravleniiakh,” as “naval activi-
ties in coastal areas.” Tasks under this term include anticar-
rier operations, the transport of troops and matériel, the
disruption of enemy shipping, amphibious operations, anti-
amphibious operations, and the defense of friendly sea
transport and lines of communication. Whatever one’s in-
terpretations of the way in which Soviet theater forces
would first go to war, the themes of surprise and covertness
and of the oft-cited “battle for the first salvo,” are leading
and persistent elements.”

Most important for the considerations in this study is
the definition of one of the 14 specific kinds of Soviet naval
theater operations, the “Preparation of an MTVD. As de-
fined by the naval and general staffs in the Dictionary of
Basic Military Terms,

This is an entire “systein of measures” undertaken in
peacetime and in wartime, within the limits of an
MTVD, to create or lead to conditions favorable to So-
viet combat operations and to hinder enemy opera-
tions. It includes building bases. equipping facilities
with war and survival material, creating dispersal
routes, points. cover, and support facilities, deploy-
ment along coastlines of technical facilities for observa-
tions, communications navigation and radio reconnais-
sance. It includes taking ASW, AAW, and anti-mine,
anti-nuclear and anti-landing preparatory measures.
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Also m(ludes the creation of technical and material
rescerves.

It is this “preparation of the MTVD),” or preparing a theater
for military action, that some analysts consider as the
cause of the submarine operations in Swedish waters.
Whether the Soviet Baltic Fleet would seek to pass into the,
Atlantic in a time of war in Europe or is intended to remain
behind to secure the sea for its own operations, it would be

concerned with the Swedish navy and coastal facilities. [t is

on these grounds, Michael MccGwire explains, that. the
USSR has always been interested in Sweden’s coastline.

Their northern flank is the Baltic. They must be sure
that it is secure—consequently they are concerned
about the Swedish coastline in that context. ,

They want that coastline to be blind in terms of |
sensors. They do not want radar and underwater sen-
sors reporting on where they are. Certainly they would '
be challenging Western units if they did operate in
those waters. But they would also be going asllo:e to
pull out radar stations and rip up sonar sensors and
things like that.

The idea that these coastal operations are a precur-
sor to an actual invasion, a physical takeover of Swe-
den —is to my mind nonsensical. The Soviets are going
to be very short of forces if war comes. And the last
thing they'd want to do is get bogged down in an unnec- -
essary war on the northern flank of their main theatre
of operations. ‘

What they want to do is make sure that Sweden is
really neutral, and that it does not have sensor systems
or anything else which can affect the operations. And if
they can neutralize it at a fairly cheap cost —with spe-
cial forces and other ways liké that-that is all they
need to do. . ‘

If war is in the distant future. thev don't have to be
too worried about preparing that theatre, knowing ex-
actly where they have to go and what’s happening in it.
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But if war is seen to be more likely, clearly there is
more pressurc to cnsure that they arce on top of the
operation that they have to carry out in their theatre.

And this is | think what we saw.

Last year (1983) there were multiple operations —
these were not reconnaissance operations, they were
more like exercises and contingency plans—and 1 see
that as reflecting a general concern in Russia, which
you can pick up in what they were writing from 1981
on—that they see war as being more likely, the general
international situation making war more likely than,
say, in the late seventies.™

Writing a year later, MccGwire stated:

The Baltic constitutes the northern flank of the West-
ern TVD :which is the main TVD of the main theater,
where military success has to be assured if the Soviet
Union is not to lose. The Swedish archipelago defines
the northern perimeter of the Baltic MTVD and the
Soviets have two kinds of interest in this coastline: to
prevent it being used to their disadvantage: and to use
selected parts of it for their own purposes. Thorough
peacetime reconnaissance is important to both mis-
sions, which would have to be discharged at the very
onset of war.™

One . .. has to identify the benefits that would have
justified the risk of incurring further political costs
{both in relation to Sweden and to public opinion in

Europe that was being wooed for INF), by sharply in-

creasing the number and boldness of these operations.
The idea that the higher level of incursions was de-
signed to apply political pressure on Sweden is unper-
suasive. . . . There are many ways of using one's armed
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MccGwirejexplici‘tly rejected the suggestion that the sub-
marine operations could have been intended to apply politi-
cal pressure on Sweden.



148 Soviet Submarine Operations in Swedish Waters ' -

forces to bring “pressure” on a neighbor, but infesting

its waters with midget submarines that get detected”
and risk being surfaced or destroyed is not one of them.

The political costs were foreseeable and duly incurred;
namely Swedish political truculence and a spurt of in-,
vestment in anti-submarine measures.’

McceGwire thought that the USSR would not feel com-
pelled to destroy the Swedish fleet —but that it would want
to be certain that the Swedish navy was not able to be used
and that NATO could not make use of it. As the submarine
incursions continued, the landing of Soviet Spetsnaz in war-
time — to destroy particular coastal defense facilities and to
perform the kinds of missions MccGwire mentions —was
widely discussed. A brigade of these units, such as as-
signed to the Baltic Fleet, could probably field as mafiy as
100 individual Spetsnaz teams. Their targets would be ship
and submarine bases, airfields, command and intelligence
centers, communications facilities, radar sites, and ports
and harbors. They would carry out their operations immedi-
ately before hostilities began.® Swedish military sources
have added minesweeping and the destruction of coastal
artillery defenses to these prospective missions. It is reck-
oned that 70 passes of an attack aircraft would be required
to destroy a unit of three coastal artillery guns. Placing a
string of destructive charges on each gun barrel by an at-
tack diver would achieve the same result. It is assumed that
operational plans for the northwestern TVD include con-
tingencies for combat operations against Sweden as well.™
Soviet amphibious operations also would be expected in’ the
Baltic.

Elsewhere, in discussing Soviet naval missions in the
Arctic and the adjacent northwestern TVDs—which are
“more relevant to the Soviet operations in Norwegian wa-
ters — MccGwire 1nakes several points that are also relevant
to some degree to the Swedish coastal incursions. He states
that the Soviets’ primary strategic objective in the Arctic

An Analysis of the Incursions 149

TVD is to deny Western forces access to the area, so that
the area can 'be used without hindrance for Soviet military
purposes. The most important of these purposes is the pro-
tection of the submarine ballistic missile component of the
USSR’s Northern Fleet. By 1975, the Western term, “com-
mand of the sea,” had been reinstated in Soviet military
terminology and was considered an essential precondition
for the success of the strategic mission of the SSBN force.
In Soviet discussions of the concept, which MccGwire
points out are in general terms and not tied to any specific
area, three points are of particular relevance: the need to
prepare extensively in peacetime for the task of gaining
command in war, the assertion that the West will be seeking
to gain command at the very outset of a war, and the value
of controlling adjacent coastal areas.™ It is noteworthy that
in April 1986, the USSR carried out naval maneuvers off
the north Norwegian coast that culminated in a landing
exercise less than 20 km from the Soviet-Norwegian border.
It is assumed by Norwegian defense authorities that the
exercise simulated an amphibious landing in the north
Trondelag area.™

MccGwire's reasoning about Soviet intentions concern-
ing the Swedish coast in the case of war seems the most
plausible. It is similar to Admiral Turner’s, only somewhat
more detailed. For this writer, only one problem remains
with MccGwire's interpretation: his assumption about the
timing of the submarine incursions is not plausible. Mcc-
Gwire accepts the Soviet contention that war with the
West —either in Europe or a nuclear war — was more likely,
even imminent, after 1980 or 1981. The most senior state-
ments came from Andropov, Ustinov, and Ogarkov. Soviet
officials claimed that “the United States was driving the
world toward a nuclear catastrophe,” that the United States
“was preparing a first strike against the USSR," and that
“the world is pushed closer and closer to a nuclear abyss.”
The campaign culminated in a June 3, 1984 statement in
Krasnaya Zvezda (Red Star) that the West German army “is
bracing itself for aggression jointly with the U.S. armed
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forces against the Soviet Union and other Warsaw 'lreaty
States.” These statements contiriued until the period in'the
fall of 1984 when Foreign Minister Gromyko was meeting
with Secretary of State George Shultz and President
Ronald Reagan to plan the renewal of arms control negotia-
tions with the United States.”

MccGwire believes that this Soviet perception drove
their war preparation time down from perhaps 18 months to
6 months. There was, however, no greater likelihood of war
and it is impossible to believe that Soviet military and polit-
ical leaders thought there was. In addition, Moscow ended
its campaign on the themes that “war is coming” and “the
U.S. is driving the world to nuclear war” virtually overnight
in October 1984, before the U.S. presidential elections,
when Moscow decided to resume negotiations with the
Reagan administration. Although not the most important
piece of evidence, the abrupt end of this campaign is addi-
tional support for the view that the Soviet leadership did
not believe war to be imminent at any time during
1980-1984. 1f the USSR had feared war, there should have
been many other more important strategic 1nd1cators than
the submarine incursions. :

There are, however, other indications of revised Soviet
military planning for war in Europe that may be more rele-
vant. Many analysts of Soviet military affairs now assume
that around 1975 the Soviet General Staff came to the con-
clusion that a war in Central Europe could remain at the
conventional level, without escalating to nuclear war. It
then instituted a series of organizational and operational
changes in the late 1970s designed to facilitate the use of
previously nuclear-oriented, general purpose forces in a con-
ventional war.” In addition, for the first time in the postwar
era, Soviet general purpose ground and naval forces based
in the border military districts and in Eastern Europe were
directed to assume increased alert levels. Thus the Soviet
campaign in 1982-1984 about the imminence of war may
rather have served as a cover for its own doctrinal changes,
already decided on and already being instituted. If the
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USSR had revised its war plans, it is also reasonable that it
had to demonstrate that the plans were valid by exercising
them. One must again note, however, that the only place in
which changes of this magnitude in Soviet peacetime opera-
tions were apparent was in the submarine operations in
Swedish waters. Shipdays-at-sea of the Soviet Northern
Fleet also increased substantially, from fewer than 100 per
year in 1976 to nearly 900 per year in 1985.

MccGwire's analysis nevertheless stands in marked
contrast to the more general references by Swedish govern-
ment officials to the increased importance of the overall
Nordic region. The most specific of these was given by the
Swedish defense minister in January 1984:

Tensions are concentrated primarily in the North
Cape —because the USSR has its most important naval
base on the Kola Peninsula—and in the Southern Bal-
tic. If there should be war, NATO will block the Baltic
exits. The USSR is concerned that NATO should not be
able to utilize the Baltic and they take that as the start-
ing point for their plans. The submarine incidents
should be seen in that perspective.™

If, however, NATO only wants to block the Baltic exits,
and the USSR is concerned that NATO should not be able
to enter and utilize the Baltic, direct interaction of Soviet
and NATO fleets in the Baltic could be avoided. In addition,
it is difficult to understand how Soviet operations against
Swedish naval bases would help them keep NATO out of the
Baltic.

More recently a Swedish analyst has updated this
North Atlantic U.S.-USSR naval context for the submarine
events by introducing the Reagan administration’s mari-
time strategy, publicized in January 1986, which empha-
sizes a more forward projection of U.S. naval forces in the
Norwegian sea.” All the available evidence indicates, how-
ever, that the submarine incursions were initiated long be-
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fore this strategy was formulated. Another analysis by a
Swedish military strategist is in essence not much different
from MccGwire's, though it remains on a general level and
does not go into particulars. It is given a twist, however, by
its phrasing that “It is fully natural and obvious that war
preparations are taking place. It would be a breach of duty
on the part of the Soviet General Staff if they didn't carry
out such activities/™ The new Swedish chief of staff-desig-
nate carried this logic a step further in correeting his re-
mark that the submarine incursions were being carried out
by the USSR. He questioned whether the submarine opera-
tions were “preparations for attack” and suggested instead
that they were “defensive” “they can equally well . . . be de-
fensive, namely to assure themselves that there doesn't
exist any threat against them: i.e., they have a great need
to feel secure and therefore they do these kinds of
investigations.™ -

Other analysts go further than MccGwire and assume
that the USSR would make major landings on Swedish soil
at Sundsvall to cross over to reach Trondheim in Norway.
This is something that NATO apparently does not expect
and for which it has not planned.* This could include a
means of attacking the newly located prepositioned sup-
plies for U.S. forces in Norway. MccGwire also is willing to
conceive of a Soviet landing at Sundsvall, but only in the
case of an extended European war. If the USSR intended
putting ashore land forces at Sundsvall, the Swedish navy
certainly would have to be put out of action. Yet it is even
more difficult to assume that the USSR was actively pre-
paring for a long European war in 1980-1984, although
once the submarine incursion missions were in full swing,
one can imagine that an attempt was made to fulfill as
many military planning requirements as possible.

Two authors have proposed explanations for the subma-
rine operations that do address the question of why the
years 1980-1984 were chosen. Both did this by considering
the effect of events in Poland on Soviet and the WTO's
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planning. Orjan Berner, a Swedish diplomat, suggested
that the USSR had to consider alternative means of pro-
tecting its flank in the Baltic as Poland’'s performance in
possible Warsaw. Pact operations became more uncertain.”
Because Sweden would in no way conceivably intervene in
Warsaw Pact military operations in case of war, irrespective
of Poland’s contribution, it is not clear why a presumptive
Soviet need to strengthen its Baltic flank should require
Soviet operations in Sweden.

Robert Weinland, a U.S. naval analyst, proposed a very
different explanation. His first point is that the USSR
would have a great interest in occupying and using airfields
in southern Norway early in a major European war. He also
notes that the Soviet military apparently had a rudimenta-
ry plan during World War I1 for crossing southern and cen-
tral Sweden, beginning with large-scale amphibious land-
ings dt one or more of six potential sites. He points out that
many of the submarine incursions have occurred in these
same areas, as well as near the major Swedish naval bases.
He therefore believes that the incursions suggest increased
Soviet interest in “the forces and facilities in Sweden that
would in the first instance bar, and in the second facilitate,
Soviet use of central and southern Sweden as an avenue of
attack into Southern Norway."* A factor that would explain
increased Soviet interest in such operations would be the
establishment of a new requirement, the post-1975 empha-
sis on plahning for conventional war in Europe. Weinland
argues that the conventional scenario that would guide the
1981-1985 period was being articulated in 1980-1981 as
the Polish crisis was coming to a head. Until then, Polish
forces had played a prominent role in Soviet plans to close
the Baltic approaches in time of war. Weinland believes that
the USSR was forced to find a substitute for the Polish
contribution, hence the submarine incursions in Sweden.

As in the case of Berner's suggestion, Weinland posits
not simply a substitution for Polish forces but an entirely
different kind of operation to make the substitution.



154 Soviet Submarine Operations in Swedish Waters "

Weinland does not suggest that there was any previous.

thought of using Polish forces for operations through Swe-
den, or that the previous Polish contributions to Warsaw
Pact operations had ever required prior subm@rine opera-
tions in Swedish waters. It should be much simpler for So-
viet forces to take on the Baltic-related missipn that had
previously been assigned to POllSh forces rather than to
seek an entire new mode of operations.

In summary, MccGwire and Admiral l‘urnqr probably
provide the most likely approx1mat10ns of the military pur-
pose of the incursions. Both serve to supply more detail to
the SDC's conclusion that the operations were of a “military
operational” character. The introduction of the Polish factor
certainly fits the years 1980-1984, yet it seems to involve
Sweden unnecessarily. To make a judgment as to whether
the motives for the incursions were solely political or solely
military is difficult, if not impossible. They certainly could
have been both. Once the incursions developed, they proba-
bly served both purposes simultaneously, whatever the
original intentions. Political pressure probably would not
have been intended for peacetime— during which it was ap-
parently counterproductive—but [for use against]| the
Swedish government in wartime. In his treatise on The Use
of Force in International Relations, the British political sci-
entist C. S. Northedge wrote,

Failure to make clear to a hostile state the borderline

between what you are prepared to tolerate and what

you must resist may lead to a situation in which the

opponent does not know what your “point of no return”

is, or whether you will allow yourself to be pushed to it
or beyond jit. In these circumstances a war which per-

haps neither side wanted, can come about. . . .»

Whether the Soviet political goals were achieved, only time
and the nature of ultimate Soviet political intentions in Eu-
rope in the decades to come will tell.
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Conclusion

Between 1980 and 1986— depending on the accounting cri-
teria used —the Soviet Union carried out some 100 to 200
submarine incursions within Swedish territorial waters.
Many of these took place deep in internal waters, often in
the immediate proximity of major Swedish naval bases and
within the perimeters of restricted security zones. In other
cases, the operations took place within the harbors of Swe-
den’s major cities. The operations often included coordina-
tion of the activities of several submarines and midget sub-
marines within the same area. The best understanding of
the purpose of these submarine operations was that they
represented some kind of exercise —maneuvers of special-
ized units—and contingency planning. In the case of war.
such units, among other possible functions, would presum-
ably destroy Swedish coastal defense installations and in
one way or another interdict the operations of the Swedish
navy. That these incursions have continued over an extend-
ed period of time has led to suggestions that their intention
may have been either primarily or secondarily to exert polit-
ical pressure on Sweden. The aim of such pressure would
have been to effect changes in Swedish neutrality or foreign
policies or to force Sweden to acquiesce to Soviet military
movements within its territory both in times of peace and
of war.

The Swedish government protested to the USSR
against the incursions in strong terms, in diplomatic notes
of protest in 1981 and.1983, in public statements, and via
private emissaries to the Soviet government. The incidents
nevertheless continued and, in all likelihood, increased in
frequency and severity following the Swedish protests.
These events received some attention in the Western media
at the time of two of the major incidents, the stranding of a
Whisky-class submarine in Karlskrona in October 1981 and
the Harsfjarden incidents in October-November 1982. Oth-
erwise, there has been little or no analysis of the events in
terms of the basic premises of Soviet foreign policy and
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behavior and absolutely no analysis of them in the context
of the security policies and responses of the country that is
the victim of the incursions, in this case a neutral and non-
aligned state. The Swedish government has termed the se-
quences of submarine incursions the most serious violation
of its neutrality since the end of World War 11.

The Soviet government has rejected all Swedish protest
notes and denied all responsibility for the incursions. It has
repeatedly informed Sweden that it desires only good neigh-
borly relations based on mutual respect and on respect for
international borders. On occasion, it has offered these reas-
surances at the very time that a sequence of submarine
incursions was taking place and at the same time that it
was urging Sweden to act with greater “reality. If better
relations between the two do not exist, the USSR claims
the fault lies with Sweden, not with the USSR. The senior
Soviet political leadership unquestionably knew of the oper-
ations, but considered them important enough to contin-
ue — despite Swedish protests and the strategic warning
that they provided to Sweden and to other states.

Other external Soviet military programs,.in Afghani-
stan or in Africa, can be documented by the international
community, properly credited to the Soviet Union, and as-
sessed in terms of the goals of Soviet foreign policy. The
submarine operations in Swedish waters are both covert
and denied. From 1983-1986, they also came to be a¢com-
panied by a Swedish government policy of avoiding attribu-
tion to the USSR and withholding information about the
events. Instead of taking actions that would increase the
transparency surrounding the events, this policy permitted
the entire affair to take on a semi-surrealistic quality. The
interpretation of Soviet foreign policy has always been diffi-
cult. In this case, the Swedish government’s restraint de-
prived the international community of important and un-
ambiguous evidence of the extent of the Soviet Union's
willingness to pressure a neighboring state in times of
peace and of evidence that also has major implications re-
garding Soviet intentions in war.
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The operaﬁioné are the first Soviet military-political ini-
tiatives against a Western Iluropean state since the Berlin
crises of 1960-1961. The provisional, more exploratory
stages of the operations apparently began well before 1980,
that is, before the deterioration of Soviet-U.S. political rela-
tions and the demise of “détente” The Soviet government
has continued the operations at the same time as it has
pressed a public campaign for a Nordic Nuclear-Free Zone,
constantly referred to the Baltic as a “Sea of Peace” in its
public statements, and participated in the Conference on
Security-Building and Disarmament in Europe. Indeed,
this conference last took place in Stockholm, the capital of
the country against which the submarine operations have
been directed. There could hardly be Soviet actions that
more succinctly demonstrate its attitudes toward “confi-
dence-building measures”’



A Note to the Reader: The titles of original Swedish, Norwe-
gian, and Danish sources have been translated into English. The
names of Sweden's two major daily newspapers, Dagens Nyheter
and Svensha Dagbladet have been abbreviated to DN and SvD re-
spectively. The Swedish navy's journal, Marin Nytt (Navy News),
is indicated by MN.

Introduction

1. In the highly classified project Holystone, the United
States carried out a program in which U.S. submarjnes entered
Soviet territorial waters on intelligence-collecting missions for
perhaps as long as 15 years. The program was first disclosed by
the Washington Post in January 1974 (Laurence Stern, “U.S. Spy-
ing in Soviet Waters,” Washington Post, January 4, 1974) and
then in greater detail in the New York Times in May 1975 (Sey-
mour Hersh, “Submarines of U.S. Stage Spy Missions Inside So-
viet Waters,” New York Times, May 25, 1975). It is not known
exactly when these operations began or when they were terminat-
ed. Writing in 1975, Hersh stated that the operations had been in
progress “for nearly 15 vears.” which would imply that the opera-
tions began in 1960, and that “Holystone was authorized in the
early '1960s.” In his diary entry for November 12, 1959, George
Kistiakowskv. science adviser to President Dwight D. Eisenhow-
er, however, recorded the following remarks:
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Specml mLelllgenw Lriefings on Soviet naval activities
. There was also a very interesting account of the ways in
whlch our navy gets intimate information on the Soviet naval
activities, but’that is so hush-hush 1 can't put it down on
paper. Someday, it will make a very exciting news story.

In the volume of these diaries published in 1976, Kistiakowskyv
added the comment, “It did in 1975, alluding to the Hersh storv.
See George B. Kistiakowsky., A Scientist at the White House
(Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1976), 153. The
purpose of the U.S. submarine incursions was reportedly to moni-
tor Soviet submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) tests. to
record engine “signatures” of Soviet submarines, and to perform
other intelligence tasks. Sotne of the submarines even entered
Vladivostok harbor for these intelligence-gathering purposes. It
is assumed that the USSR knew of these operations because of
accidents that occurred within Soviet waters during the program,
but there is no public knowledge that the USSR ever protested to
the United States about the operations.

2. The FCMA treaty commits Finland to defend the USSR
should West Germany or any state allied with West Germany
attack the USSR by way of I"inland. The treaty also commits
Finland to consult with the USSR if the threat of such an attack
is noted by both parties of the treaty. The original treaty was
signed in April 1948 and was recently renewed by Finland for the
third time, so that the treaty now extends beyond the year 2000.

3. Mogens Esperssen, “The Security-Political History of the
Baltic,” The Baltic: Yesterday— Today — Tormorrow (Copenhagen:
Forsvarets Oplysnings-og Velfaerdstjeneste, 1982), 5-15.

4. Ibid., 10. This was effectively a continuation of previous
Soviet policy. As early as November 1939, Soviet Foreign Minis-
ter Vyacheslav Molotov informed his German counterpart Joa-
chim von Ribbentrop that the USSR was not uninterested in the
Baltic approaches and asked for Soviet naval bases in Jutland.
Immediately after the German occupation of Denmark and Nor-
way in April 1940, the USSR notified Germany of its wish to
participate in joint control of the Danish straits. Stalin repeated
the request for Soviet bases in Jutland at Tehran in 1943, and in
1945 at Yalta he requested the creation of a Soviet-protected state
of Kiel, which by way of the Kiel Canal would have made the
USSR a coastal state of the North Sea.
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