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PREFACE

This analysis of problems associated with the reinforcement of
Norway was undertaken as a dissertation in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Policy Analysis
from the RAND Graduate School. The committee that supervised and
approved the dissertation consisted of Robert Perry (Chairman), Bart
Bennett, and James Thomson. This committee approved the disserta-
tion on 15 December 1987. The analysis was subsequently revised
based on additional comments and information. The information cut-
off date is 31 December 1988.

This analysis will be of interest to individuals and organizations
concerned with defense of the northern region and reinforcement of
Norway, particularly NATO, Norwegian, American, and other allied
military planners.

The study was supported by The RAND Corporation, using its own
funds.
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SUMMARY

For both NATO and the Warsaw Pact, Norway occupies a strategi-
cally important position: it borders on the principal Soviet ballistic
missile submarine bases; it is key to controlling the Norwegian Sea and
Soviet access to the Atlantic Ocean; and it lies under the direct polar
routes between American strategic bases and the Soviet heartland.
Recognizing the sensitivity of its position, Norway has attempted to
reassure the Soviets about its peaceful intentions by limiting its
membership in NATO in two ways: prohibiting the peacetime estab-
lishment of foreign troops and bases, and prohibiting the deployment
of nuclear weapons. This "low tension" policy pervades all Norwegian
security considerations.

Thus, a fundamental tension exists in Norwegian security policy:
Norway depends absolutely on NATO reinforcements for both the
deterrence of Soviet aggression and defense if deterrence fails, yet
views the presence of allied forces in and around Norway as potentially
antagonistic toward the Soviet Union and therefore destabilizing in a
crisis. A review of the roots of this dilemma in recent Norwegian his-
tory and elite attitudes indicates that a significant possibility exists
that Norway would not permit the deployment of allied forces in a
crisis, so as not to "rock the boat" and precipitate a war.

An examination of the military balance in the region surrounding
Norway strongly suggests that the Soviet Union could exploit
Norwegian delay by attacking airbases, preventing the deployment of
allied reinforcements by strategic airlift. If the Soviets could prevent
reinforcement, they would stand a strong chance of achieving their
main military objectives in North Norway.

For mitigating the effects of delayed reinforcement, military
planners in Norway, NATO, and the allied states have several options,
including alternative means of deploying units, adopting a less vulner-
able basing mode, and switching to sea-based or ground-based weapons.
This report considers a variety of options, focusing on air reinforce-
ments, and offers a framework for comparing the policy options. The
author concludes that deploying with tactical rather than strategic air-
lift would significantly improve the chanccs for timely deployment of
critical reinforcements, while improved airbase defenses and the con-
struction of an additional airbase would greatly reduce Soviet ability to
exploit delayed reinforcement.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The defense of the northern region is dependent to a decisive degree
on rapid reinforcement from the United States and the rest of NATO;
yet increased restrictions on U.S. and NATO activities in Norway
limit our ability to bring force to bear quickly in the defense of the
region.1

Discriminate Deterrence
Report of the President's Commission
on Integrated Long-Term Strategy

By way of a general comment I would like to say that the U.S. report
clearly suffers from some distortions, since it pays no attention to the
Nordic balance and the considerations of low tension in the northern
region.

2

Johan Jorgen Hoist
Norwegian Minister of Defense

THE STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE OF NORWAY

In January 1988, a blue-ribbon panel of American defense experts,
established by the President, published a report entitled Discriminate
Deterrence. The purpose of the report was to provide a long-term view
of U.S. security policy, integrating military, political, economic, and
technological factors. Surprisingly, the report included a sharp criti-
cism of Norway, quoted above. Surprising because the report generally
did not deal in such specifics and because Norway has long been
regarded as a close if often unacknowledged ally of the United States.
The criticism provoked a sharp response from the Norwegian Defense
Minister, but tensions quickly faded and the incident seemed largely
forgotten a year later.

The comment in Discriminate Deterrence did highlight an important
factor of American strategy: after years of relative obscurity, Nordic
Europe-Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, and Iceland-now holds
a visible position in the military competition between East and West.

'Discriminate Deterrence: Report of the President's Commission on Integrated Ling-
Term Strategy, January 1988, pp. 67-68.

2 Hoist Sees *Distortions" in U.S. Defense Report, Foreign Broadcast Information Ser-
vice, West European Report 88-011, January 19, 1988, p. 21. Translated from the
Norwegian in Aftenposten, January 13, 1988, p. 8.

I
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Of these states, Norway holds the most prominent position, owing to
its proximity to the Soviet Union. Specifically,

" Norway lies under the direct polar routes between American
strategic bases and the Soviet European heartland;

" Norway borders on the key Soviet base complexes on the Kola
Peninsula, home to two-thirds of the Soviet ballistic missile
submarine fleet as well as the Northern Fleet;

" Norwegian territory holds the key to controlling the Norwegian
Sea and Soviet access to the Atlantic Ocean, a critical battle-
field in the event of war in determining whether the Soviets can
interdict NATO's sea lanes of communications between North
America and Europe.

Although outside powers have long been interested in the alignments
of the Nordic states, the intense concern over the region can be dated
to the 1970s. At that time, the Soviet Union began to develop the
Kola Peninsula into the largest concentration of maritime military
force in the world, primarily in terms of its ballistic missile submarine
fleet and as the center of Soviet strategic air defense. By the early
1980s, American strategists, especially in the Navy, began to discuss
the possibility of striking at Soviet conventional and strategic military
forces on the Kola Peninsula and surrounding waters in the event of
war.

The Soviet Union has continued to pursue an active policy, both
militarily and politically, aimed at precluding any threat from the
Nordic region in the event of war. These measures have included vio-
lations of the sovereignty of the Nordic states, most notably in the con-
tinuous submarine intrusions into Swedish and Norwegian waters. In
military exercises, Soviet forces have simulated amphibious landings
hundreds of miles down the Norwegian coast, as well as in the Baltic.
At the same time, the Soviets have harshly protested all Norwegian
planning for and exercises of allied reinforcement of the country. The
Soviets have actively supported the establishment of a nuclear
weapon-free zone in Nordic Europe. All in all, it seems that the Soviet
Union seeks to give the impression that Nordic Europe has fallen
behind the Soviet defense perimeter.

THE DILEMMA FOR NORWEGIAN SECURITY

Today, Norwegian policy makers face a fundamental dilemma in
their national security policy. Norway occupies a strategically impor-
tant position in the struggles between East and West, yet with only



4

four million people and an enormous territory, Norway cannot defend
itself alone. Since World War II, Norwegian governments have all
recognized the nation's dependence on external reinforcements for
defense. This fact lead Norway to join NATO and to seek agreements
for the commitment of forces from its Atlantic allies, especially
Canada, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

At the same time, Norway has actively sought not to antagonize the
Soviet Union. Norwegian governments have recognized Soviet stra-
tegic interests and sensitivities in the far north and have attempted to
reassure the Soviets about Norway's peaceful intentions by prohibiting
the establishment of foreign troops and bases, or the deployment of
nuclear weapons, in Norway in peacetime. This "low tension" policy
pervades Norwegian security considerations. The objective is to deny
the Soviet Union any pretext for violating the sovereignty of Norway
or any of its Nordic neighbors in the name of self-defense.

Thus, a fundamental tension exists in Norwegian security policy:
Norway depends absolutely on allied reinforcements for both the deter-
rence of Soviet aggression and defense if deterrence fails, yet views the
presence of allied forces in and around Norway as potentially antagonis-
tic toward the Soviet Union and therefore destabilizing in a crisis.

This basic dilemma of Norwegian security policy has existed since
Norway joined the Atlantic Alliance, but recent developments have
brought it into sharper focus. In 1980, in response to the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan, Secretary of Defense Harold Brown stated that
Soviet aggression in the Persian Gulf could result in an American
response "as far north as Norway," raising the specter of Norway being
dragged into a conflict against its will. Norwegian fears of the "hori-
zontal escalation" of a Soviet-American conflict have been rekindled
with the advent of the U.S. Navy's Forward Maritime Strategy, which
foresees the possibility of American aircraft carriers, operating from
the Norwegian Sea and perhaps in Norwegian fjords, striking at Soviet
strategic targets in the far north in the event of war. The development
of cruise missiles has renewed Soviet interest in extending its strategic
air defense perimeter over the airspace of North Norway.3 The debate
surrounding the deployment of the Intermediate-range Nuclear Force
(INF) and the abortive deployment of enhanced radiation weapons (the
"neutron bomb") has lead to greater awareness of nuclear weapon
issues within Norway, despite the fact that Norway allows no such
weapons in its territory.4

3"North Norway" refers to the territory of the three northernmost counties of
Norway-Finnmark, Troms, and Nordland. The southern bovndary of this region lies at
65" North latitude.

4Section III will explore these issues in greater detail.
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THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS STUDY

This dilemma in Norwegian security policy poses a serious question
for policymakers in NATO: How might concerns for crisis stability
adversely affect efforts to reinforce Norway in crisis and war, and what
can NATO do about it? This report addresses these questions. Specif-
ically, this report has three objectives:

" To explore the factors which could lead to delay in deploying
allied reinforcements in a crisis;

" To determine the effects to NATO of delayed deployment of
allied reinforcements to Norway;

" To examine and compare alternative solutions to the problems
which would arise for allied reinforcements, particularly as
regards airpower.

Part I probes the historical roots of Norwegian security policy and
the security dilemma, and describes the view held by some officials in
Norway that allied reinforcements could be destabilizing in a crisis.
Part II examines opposing strategies and forces in the far north, and
the possible effects of delayed deployment of allied reinforcements.
Part III considers alternatives for dealing with the problems of delayed
reinforcement.



PART I

THE POTENTIAL FOR DELAY

the concern about not rocking the boat is likely to be strong in an
ambiguous crisis....'

Johan Hoist

A major theme of this report is that, in a crisis, Norwegian leaders
would have a strong tendency to hesitate in permitting the deployment
of allied reinforcements, especially American reinforcements. The rea-
sons can be found in recent Norwegian history and in the views of the
dominant political-military leadership. Section II explores the histori-
cal roots of Norwegian security policy. Section III examines the fac-
tors which could lead to hesitation in permitting reinforcements.

'Holst, 1986, p. 8.

7



II. THE HISTORICAL ROOTS OF NORWEGIAN
SECURITY POLICY

Norwegian foreign and security policies have changed greatly over
the course of this century. Once a territory of Sweden, Norway gained
its independence early in the century. Once a strong neutral, the coun-
try was transformed by the experience of invasion and occupation,
leading to the decision to join in alliance with the Atlantic powers.
Once a relative backwater of the competition between East and West,
Norway has become a focus point of the strategies of both sides.
Understanding this history is critical to understanding current
Norwegian actions. This section traces the development of Norwegian
security policy, with special attention to how the interplay of Nordic,
Soviet, and American actions affected Norwegian policy.

THE RISE AND FALL OF NORWEGIAN NEUTRALITY:

1905-1945

After gaining its independence from Sweden in 1905, Norway pur-
sued a policy of strict neutrality in world affairs. Norway maintained
this stance throughout the First World War, despite the loss of half its
merchant shipping and 2000 lives from German submarine warfare.1

After the war, Norway's foreign policy stressed internationalism and
active participation in the League of Nations. In 1925, an interna-
tional convention granted Norway sovereignty over the archipelago of
Svaldbard.2 In the 1930s, with the failure of the League to deal effec-
tively with Mussolini in Abyssinia and with the distress of the Depres-
sion, Norway turned inward and away from the turmoils of Europe.

With the outbreak of the Second World War, Norway reaffirmed its
policy of neutrality. This time, however, Norway's neutrality proved to
be more difficult to defend. During the period of the League of
Nations, Norway had moved toward complete disarmament and had
become weaker relative to the belligerents than she had been in the
first war. The geopolitical situation had also changed. Sweden was
now Germany's primary supplier of essential high-grade iron ore, and
in winter months-these supplies could be sent to Germany only by

'Norway lost more tonnage than any other combatant save Britain. Derry, 1979.
21n the United States, the archipelago is frequently referred to as Spitzbergen, the

name of the main island.

9
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shipping it by rail to the Norwegian ice-free port of Narvik in North
Norway. The Allies were eager to blockade these supplies. On March
2, 1940 they requested permission from the Norwegian and Swedish
governments for transit rights through this region to "aid Finland" in
its war with the Soviet Union. In reality, the Allies were probably more
concerned to hold the supply route and deny the iron ore to the Ger-
mans. The request was firmly rejected by both states, and quickly
became moot when the Finns agreed to a truce on March 31. On April
8, 1940, Britain mined the Leads south of Narvik, an act which
outraged Norway.

This offense was immediately overshadowed by a far more outra-
geous violation of Norwegian neutrality: a daring German invasion
which had been approved by Hitler a month earlier. On April 9, 1940,
German naval transports sailed directly into Norwegian ports while
German transport aircraft landed on Norwegian airfields; the British
navy had failed to find the invasion force in the poor sea conditions
prevailing that day. By mid-morning the Germans had captured Nar-
vik, Trondheim, Bergen, and Stavanger with virtually no loss. Only
the occupation of Oslo was delayed, and then only for a few hours,
after a German cruiser was sunk by a hastily mobilized coastal fort.
Effective reaction was hampered by the activities of the Norwegian
Nazi Quisling. Germany had won a stunning victory. British and
French forces quickly assembled an expeditionary force in an attempt
to aid the incompletely mobilized Norwegian forces, but the effort
failed and by June 9 the last Allied forces had to be evacuated from
Norway.

3

Nazi rule in Norway was brutal. Resistance forces were active
through the country, and the German reaction was extreme. Germany
had 400,000 troops occupying a nation of 3,000,000. A concentration
camp was established in the bitter Arctic conditions of the county of
Finnmark. When the Germans retreated from their positions in the
northern regions of the country, they conducted a scorched earth cam-
paign which devastated these counties. By the end of the war only the
county of Finnmark had been liberated, this by a Soviet offensive.

ABANDONING NON-ALIGNMENT

The experience of the German invasion and occupation forced
Norway to reexamine its traditional policy of neutrality. Norway's
leaders realized that their country lacked the resources to defend itself

3For a detailed account of the Britain's Norwegian campaign, see Buckley, 1951.
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against a large, aggressive European power. At the end of the war,
Norway did not greatly fear any nation: Germany was thoroughly
defeated, the UK had been the home of the government-in-exile and
had provided tremendous assistance, and the USSR had liberated
northern Norway and withdrew after the war. Yet the balance of
power was shifting fundamentally. The British Royal Navy, which had
been the de facto shield of Norwegian neutrality, clearly was losing its
role as protector of the seas. The Soviet Union was becoming the
dominant power on the continent. The peace treaty between Finland
and the Soviet Union also affected Norway's security position. Finland
was forced to cede its northernmost territory bordering the Barents
Sea, including the important ice-free port of Petsamo (now Petchanga),
thus restoring the pre-1920 borders. Henceforth, Norway would share
a common border with the Soviet Union. Norway could no longer be
secure behind the barrier of Finland.

Even while in wartime exile in London, the Norwegian government
recognized its need for an alliance in the post-war world. The question
became: With whom? Norway has always had a split identity. On the
one side, Norway is a country of the Atlantic, a nation of seafarers.
On the other side, Norway is a Scandinavian nation, sharing a long
history and common culture with Sweden and Denmark, and to a
lesser extent, Finland.4 Thus, Norway had to decide whether to seek its
security in an Atlantic alliance or in a Scandinavian alliance. The
issue was influenced by the experience of 1940. Britain had come to
the defense of Norway, but too late and after having threatened
Norway's neutrality itself. Denmark had surrendered without a fight.
Sweden failed to aid Norway during the invasion, although the Swedish
government let the British government know that it would welcome
Anglo-French intervention in support of Sweden. After the German
victory in Norway, Sweden granted limited transit rights for German
troops across Swedish territory. 5 Beyond this, Norwegian officials real-
ized that the Scandinavian nations were probably not large enough as a
whole to develop a credible independent regional defense alliance.

4Scandinavia generally refers to Norway, Denmark, and Sweden, while Nordic Europe
refers to Finland and Iceland as well.

5 Sweden resisted German demands for transit rights across Sweden during the Ger-
man invasion, but thereafter, faced with German military domination of the region,
allowed German troops "on leave " to cross Sweden by rail; shortly thereafter this con-
cession was extended to weapons as well, allowing the Germans to redeploy troops while
avoiding the risk that their transports would be attacked by the British navy. When
Germany invaded the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, the German government demanded
that a division stationed in North Norway be allowed to transit Sweden to Finland, a
request supported by the Finnish government. Sweden granted the demand, but refused
similar demands later in the war. Wahlbaack, 1986, pp. 46-76.
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Thus, in 1941, the government-in-exile foresaw the need for a post-war
Atlantic alliance.

6

In the first few years after the war, Norway attempted to return to
its traditional policy of neutrality, hoping that the United Nations
would be able to provide the guarantee of peace that Norway needed.
Norway, Sweden, and Denmark secretly pursued discussions of possible
Nordic military cooperation in 1946 and 1947, but the talks did not
produce any agreement.7 Norway sought military aid and arms from
the United States and Britain, but it did not seek alliance. Although
the Soviets had been pressuring Norway to annul or revise the treaty
granting Norway sovereignty over the Svalbard Archipelago and to
cede Bear Island, Norway had no great fear of the Soviet Union. How-
ever, this changed rapidly in early 1948. On February 21, of that year,
the Soviets staged a coup in Czechoslovakia, bringing that nation into
the Soviet orbit. On February 23, Stalin sent a letter to Finnish
President Paasikivi proposing a defense treaty and referring explicitly
to similar treaties recently signed with two other "former enemies,"
Romania and Hungary. Over the next several weeks, Norway learned
from many sources that it could expect a similar request. Coming at
the same time as the Berlin blockade, these Soviet actions deeply trou-
bled the Norwegians. The Norwegian government, having lost faith in
the ability of the United Nations to stop Soviet aggression, turned to
Britain to inquire about possible assistance if Norway resisted the
Soviets.

8

Sweden, fearing a Soviet backlash from this move, attempted to halt
the Norwegian shift toward the West by proposing a Scandinavian
Defense Union. Although Sweden was at the time one of the strongest
military powers in Europe (having heavily armed itself during the war),
the Norwegian government felt that the alliance would not be strong
enough to deter or defeat the Soviets, especially in the near term.
Norway wanted to rearm quickly to meet the immediate Soviet threat,
something which Sweden could not do. Furthermore, Norway wanted
to align itself with the West. The hasty and confused Allied expedition
of 1940 had taught Norway that advance planning and preparations
would be essential if she were to rely on aid from the Atlantic powers.
Therefore, during the subsequent talks with Sweden and Denmark over
the proposed alliance, Norway insisted on a formal Atlantic connection,
a position which Sweden rejected. When the United States informed
Norway that American allies would be given first priority in arms sales,

6Holst, 1985.
7Nevakivi, 1984.
%B30l, 1983.
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Norway finally and firmly rejected the idea of a Nordic defense alliance
and moved toward an Atlantic alliance. Soon afterward, Denmark fol-
lowed Norway and began discussions with the West. 9

THE BASE POLICY

The Soviet Union reacted strongly to Norway's decision to consider
membership in an Atlantic alliance. On January 29, 1949, the Soviet
ambassador to Norway delivered a letter from his government. It
warned Norway not to join the Atlantic Alliance, claiming that the
Alliance would pursue "aggressive aims" and lead to the establishment
of American and British air and naval bases in Norway. The Soviet
government requested an explanation, "bearing in mind that Norway
has a common frontier with the Soviet Union."10 On February 1, 1949,
Norway responded, rejecting the claim that the proposed Alliance was
aggressive, but assuring the Soviet Union that:

Norway will never take part in a policy with aggressive aims. She
will never allow Norwegian territory to be used in the service of such
a policy. The Norwegian government will not enter in any agreement
with other States involving obligations to open bases for the military
forces of foreign powers on Norwegian territory as long as Norway is
not attacked or exposed to threats of attack."

On February 5, the Soviet Union responded that it found these
assurances inadequate and requested a non-aggression pact in lieu of
Norway's entry into an alliance with the West. Norway rejected the
demands, citing non-aggression provisions of the UN Charter. Thus,
Norway had made clear its future course for security policy: member-
ship in the Atlantic Alliance, but with the restrictions imposed by the
"Base Policy" stated in the February 1, 1949 letter to the Soviets.
During the 1950s, Norway reaffirmed this policy many times, and in
1957 extended the policy to include a prohibition on nuclear weapons.

Over the years, Norway added further restrictions relating to allied
exercises in Norway, all closely following the spirit of the original pol-
icy, with the specific goal of keeping allied forces away from the Soviet
border:

e No allied aircraft may operate east of 24" East longitude.12

9Denmark was still interested in a Scandinavian Defense Union, but Sweden was not
willing to procede without Norway.

I°Greve, 1968.
"1Ibid.
12This is a distance of approximately 100 miles from Soviet territory at the closest

point.
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e No allied naval vessels may operate in Norwegian territorial
waters east of 240 East longitude, nor may they enter
Norwegian territorial waters if they have been operating east of
24' East longitude in international waters.

* No allied ground exercises are permitted in the northernmost
county of Finnmark, which borders on the Soviet Union.

* The number of allied air and naval forces allowed simul-
taneously in various parts of the country are limited, as are the
weapons they can carry; the details of the restrictions are secret
but can be seen by the Soviet Union. 13

Why did Norway impose these restrictions on its membership in the
Alliance? The answer lies partly in bilateral Norwegian-Soviet rela-
tions and partly in domestic politics. In relation to the Soviet Union,
the Norwegian government hoped that its restraint would alleviate
Soviet fears, resulting in a lower level of tensions in the region and
friendlier relations in the future. Some restrictions resulted directly
from actions of American forces exercising in Norway which had been
viewed by Oslo as potentially provocative. Within Norway, the Base
Policy was a compromise struck by the ruling Labor government
between the Atlanticists, who favored membership in NATO, and the
neutralists, who sought to maintain Norway's traditional foreign policy.

INTEGRATION INTO NATO

During the 1950s, Norway maintained a steady course in its foreign
and security policies. With American military aid, Norway began to
rearm. Through NATO infrastructure programs, Norway improved its
ability to receive allied reinforcements in the event of war. NATO
established a regional command for the Northern region (Allied Forces
Northern Europe or AFNORTH), consisting of Norway, Denmark, and
the German region of Schleswig-Holstein, and placed its headquarters
in the Oslo suburb of Kolsaas. Norwegian and Danish forces were
gradually strengthened and allied forces began to hold annual exercises
in Norway.

BALTAP and the German Problem

Throughout this period, the Soviet Union protested Norway's grow-
ing integration into NATO. The main target of Soviet wrath was the

13Dorfer, 1986.
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expanding (albeit small) German role in AFNORTH. 14 This became an
issue for Norway in 1958 with the establishment of the Baltic
Approaches' Command (BALTAP) as part of AFNORTH. BALTAP
would be responsible for the defense of the Danish Straits and islands,
the Jutland Peninsula, and Schleswig-Holstein, and would be com-
manded by a Danish general. However, part of BALTAP's naval force
would be German, and thus two German liaison officers were added to
AFNORTH staff in Norway and emergency supplies for German ships
were to be prepositioned in southern Norwegian ports. In March 1959,
the Soviet Union lodged a protest, claiming that to allow German offi-
cers in Norway would be an affront to the memory of those who fought
against the Germans, and that the prepositioning of supplies for Ger-
man ships would be contrary to the Base Policy. Leftists in Norway
made similar arguments in the Storting, the Norwegian parliament.
The Norwegian government rejected these protests, noting that no
foreign bases were being established in peacetime, that the Germans
were merely liaison officers, and that, in any event, Norway alone
would interpret the conditions of the Base Policy.

The American Connection: The U-2 and RB-47 Incidents

Another source of Soviet protests were Soviet claims that Norway
was building airbases in northern Norway for American bombers. The
Norwegian government repeatedly denied these allegations. However,
two events in 1960 led the Soviet Union to strongly reject Norwegian
denials. In May, the Soviet Union shot down an American U-2 recon-
naissance aircraft over Soviet territory and discovered that the pilot
planned to land at Bodo airbase in northern Norway. The Soviet
leadership threatened to "obliterate" Norwegian bases with "rockets."
The Soviets rejected Norwegian claims that Norway had not authorized
the use of its bases for such flights. 5 Norway protested to the United
States government, but the Soviets rejected the sincerity of the action.
Two months later another American reconnaissance plane, n RB-47,
was shot down off the Kola Peninsula, over what the American govern-
ment said was international waters. The Soviets discovered that the
pilots had instructions to land in Norway in case of an emergency.
The Soviet Union again protested to Norway, claiming that this proved

14German, 1982a, pp. 63-64. German's article thoroughly examines Soviet diplomacy
toward Norway in the post-war period; this section relies heavily on his work.

151t appears that Norwegian intelligence officials had arranged for the use of
Norwegian bases without gaining authorization from Oslo.
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"irrefutably that Norwegian territory is still being used by the U.S.A.
for carrying out aggressive actions against the Soviet Union."' 6

The Norwegian government rejected all Soviet protests, but was
clearly annoyed by the position in which it found itself. In October
1960, Foreign Minister Lange gave a major speech to the Storting pro-
viding the government's view on the continued validity of the Base
Policy. Lange sent a clear message to the United States that it should
respect Norway's fundamental right to "preserve and expand good
neighborly relations with the Soviet Union," but at the same time
warned the Soviets that NATO membership was fundamental to
Norwegian policy. He also hinted that continuing Soviet pressures
could force Norway to "reexamine" its Base Policy.

The U-2 and RB-47 incidents led to a subtle change in Norway's
attitude toward allied activities on Norwegian territory. Outwardly
nothing changed, but henceforth Norway would more closely monitor
allied behavior, especially American, in and around Norwegian soil.
The Norwegian government never again wanted to be dragged into a

conflict with the Soviet Union over American actions which Norway
could not control.

THE CONCEPT OF A NORDIC BALANCE

By the beginning of the 1960s, Norway and the other Nordic states
became increasingly aware of the complex pattern of relationships
which had developed in their region since 1948:17

* The Soviet Union had the clear potential to dominate the
region militarily, but had not attacked any Nordic state.

" Finland, although officially unaligned, was pledged by treaty to
repel attacks on itself or on the Soviet Union through Finnish
territory, and to "consult" the Soviets in the event of a threat
of attack from "Germany or any ally of Germany."

* Sweden had reaffirmed its non-alignment in peacetime with an
eye to armed neutrality in war.

* Norway and Denmark had became founding members of NATO,
but adopted self-denying policies prohibiting the stationing of
foreign troops or nuclear weapons on their territory in peace-
time.

16Quoted in German, 1982a, p. 65.
17For an excellent account of the individual security policies adopted in each country,

see Bjel, 1983.


