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Forord
Leos Miiller

Den nya formgivning som Forum navale fatt i sitt senaste nummer mottogs
positivt och vi har dven fatt uppskattande ord om satsningen pa engelska artik-
lar och summaries av de svenska bidragen. Aven i detta nummer finns det tv
bidrag pa engelska. Ett av dem &r den i forra numret utlovade artikeln av skot-
ska historiker Steve Murdoch, Andrew Little och Angelo Forte om skotska
kaperier av svenska fartyg under det tredje anglo-holldndska kriget 1672-74.
Artikeln bygger pd noggrann arkivforskning bade i Riksarkivet och i de skot-
ska arkiven och stodjer sig frimst pa svenska diplomaters klagomal 6ver dom-
stolbeslut 1 kaperimélen. Men artikeln lyfter ockséd fram den legislativa sidan
av kaperimélen. Den visar hur har man argumenterat {or att rattfirdiga verk-
samheten.

Det andra engelska bidraget har skrivits av Matt Schumann, en ung ameri-
kansk historiker verksam i Storbritannien. Det ir ett stycke om det diplomatis-
ka spelet mellan Preussen och Storbritannien under aren 1756—58 som dock i
hogsta grad berdr dven svensk och dansk historia. Preussen engagerade sig
aktivt for att forma Storbritannien att skicka “Baltic Squadron” till Ostersjén.
En brittisk nirvaro i Ostersjon skulle dock rubba den balans som da radde
mellan Ostersjdns sjdmakter och paverka negativt Storbritannien relationer
till frimst Ryssland och Sverige, som var Storbritanniens viktiga handelspart-
ners i omradet. Artikeln handlar alltsi om Storbritanniens Osterjopolitik i bor-
jan av kriget.

Nils Bruzelius kontroversiella bidrag om logiken bakom den norska flott-
planen 1960 blir sékert det mest intressanta for vara ldsare. Enligt forfattare,
som har sitt forflutna i den svenska ubétsflottan, var den norska ombyggnads-
planens frimsta syfte att skydda amerikanska Polarisubatar mot ryska ubatar
fran baser pa Kolahalvon. Resonemanget bygger pé en djiarv hypotes om att
Polarisubétarnas operationsomrade var Skagerrak, dérfor att dirifran kunde
de stora sovjetiska stiderna ldttast nds med Polarisrobotar. Men de bevis som
presenteras ar frimst logiska slutledningar. Enligt forfattaren ar de norska och

Leos Miiller, f. 1962, fil dr. forskarassistent vid Baltic and East European Graduate School,
Sédertdrns hogskola, och Forum navales redaktér. Han har skrivit en bok om Stockholms han-
delshus, The Merchant Houses of Stockholm, c. 1640—-1800. A Comparative Study of Early-
Modern Entrepreneurial Behaviour. Uppsala 1998.
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amerikanska arkiv som berdr denna problematik fortfarande sekretessbelag-
da. Bruzelius hypotes kommenteras av norske kommendorkapten Inge Tjost-
heim.

UIf Sundberg har for ndgra ar sedan skrivit ett bidrag i Hans Normans bok
om skirgérdsflottan. 1 detta nummer av Forum navale aterviander han igen till
den. Denna géng ger han en detaljerad bild av hur man byggde, finansierade
och bemannade de fartyg i skidrgérdsflottan som kom frdn Svenska Pommern.
Uppsatsen bygger pad Carl Olof Cronstedts brev till Gustav 111 fran 1789 och
1790.

Vi fortsitter Aven med recensering av nya bocker och jag vill annu en ging
uppmana samfundets medlemmar och Forum navales ldsare att komma in
bade med recensioner och forslag till bocker som borde recenseras.



Flottan som skulle skydda flanken. Norska
flottplanen 1960 och USA:s behov av att
skydda Polarisubdtarna 1 Skagerrak

Nils Bruzelius

1 Inledning

Den 15 november 1960 avseglade den amerikanska atomubédten George
Washington frén Charleston, S.C. US Navy hade ddrmed fatt mojlighet att
beskjuta Moskva och andra stider i Sovjetunionen med Polaris A-1 robotar
avfyrade fran ubadtar i uldge. For att nd dessa mél mdste ubdtarna uppsoka
positioner nira de skandinaviska ldndernas kuster. Det havsomrade som lag
ndrmast Moskva och dirmed erbjod ubéatarna det bista tinkbara operations-
omradet var Skagerrak och den svenska véstkusten. Skagerrak blev dirmed
en s kallad "ubdtsbastion” f6r US Navy och omfattande atgéarder vidtogs fran
amerikansk sida for att skydda ubatsbastionen frén att infiltreras av sovjetiska
flottan.

Vid sitt sammantrdde den 1 april 1960 hade USA:s nationella sdkerhetsrad
under ordforandeskap av president Eisenhower faststillt en ny amerikansk
policy gentemot det skandinaviska linderna. Sverige fick nu unika sikerhets-
garantier, det ekonomiska stédet for militir upprustning av Norge och Dan-
mark fordubblades.

Norska Stortinget fattade 1960 beslut om ett nybyggnadsprogram for flot-
tan omfattande 56 fartyg. Denna upprustning var till hélften finansierad med
amerikanska bidrag. Genom planens inriktning mot ubatsjakt och tidsméssiga
samvariation med Polarisubétarna ar det inte orimligt att sitta den i samband
med skyddet av ubdatsbastionen i Skagerrak.' I denna uppsats avser jag att
prova hallbarheten i detta antagande.

2 Hypotes

Motivet for USA att 1960 bekosta en helt ny flotta till Norge var att US Navy,
med norsk hjilp, dnskade forhindra att Sovjetiska jaktubatar, fran baser pa

Nils Bruzelius, kommendor 1dmnade den aktiva tjdnsten i december 2001. Bakom sig har han
en lang och framgangsrik karridr inom den svenska ubétsflottan. Efter sin pensionering har han
paborjat akademiska studier. Detta dr en ndgot forkortad och omarbetat version av hans C-
uppsats i historia, framlagd vid Forsvarshégskolan 1 april 2003.



Kolahalvon, tog sig ned till Skagerrak. Den norska flottan skulle jaga de uba-
tar som gick nédra den norska kusten. Fritt till havs skulle US Navy l6sa samma
uppgift. Darmed skulle hotet norrifran mot Skagerrak, dir den forsta genera-
tionen av Polarisubatar hade sitt operationsomrade, undanrdjas. Denna hypo-
tes 4r ny och har inte provats tidigare.

Texten kommer pa sedvanligt sétt att styrkas med kéallhédnvisningar utom de
avsnitt som beskriver ubatsjakt och ubatstaktik. I dessa avsnitt bygger fram-
stallningen pa min erfarenhet som ubatsofficer i svenska marinen.

3 Forskningsldge

Det har skrivits en’del om den norska flottplanen. Den vetenskapligt mest
genomarbetade ar utan tvivel Kjelti Sorli’s licentiatavhandling Fra krise til
konsensus, vilken ingédende beskriver processen som ledde fram till flottpla-
nen 1960. Sorli beskriver hdndelseférloppet utifran Oslos perspektiv. Néar
man liser avhandlingen far man ett intryck av att Sorli anser att det var det
norska forsvarsdepartementet som tillsammans med USA:s ambassad i
Oslo drev fragan om en ny norsk flottplan. Tillsammans lyckas de tvé orga-
nisationerna &vertyga USA:s kongress och de centrala myndigheterna i
Washington om vikten av en kraftig satsning pa ut- och nybyggnad av den
norska marinen. Motivet skulle vara den norska flottans alderstigna fartygs-
bestand.

Rolf Tamnes redogdr for flottplanen i The United States and the Cold War
in the High North.

I denna bok, som bygger pa Tamnes doktorsavhandling, analyseras samar-
betet mellan Norge och USA fran 1943 fram till 1980-talet. I denna Oversikt
behandlas flottplanen pé en sida®.

Flateplanen av 1960 dr skriven av konteramiral Thorlief Pettersen. Petter-
sen ledde som chef f6r den norska marinférvaltningen genomforandet av ny-
byggnadsplanen. Boken ir en utmérkt sammanstéllning av de i planen ingden-
de fartygen. Alla uppgifter angaende storlek, prestanda och bevipning finns
redovisade. I bilagor finns avtalstexter. Notapparaten &r givande.?

4 Killor

Det finns en omfattande litteratur om Polarisprojektet och det finns ocksé en
del skrivet om den norska flottplanen. Denna uppsats bygger i huvudsak pa
litteratur och tryckta kéllor. Arkivhandlingar har utnyttjas 1 begrénsad omfatt-
ning, framst av sekretesskdl men ockséd beroende pé att jag inte pé egen be-
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kostnad har ansett mig ha rad att resa till Washington, dér de i sammanhanget
mest intressanta arkiven forvaras.

Det ar uppenbart att denna studie berdr frdgor av sekret och kénslig natur.
Stater har i alla tider sokt skydda uppgifter som skulle kunna vara till skada
for nationens sikerhet och relationer med omvirlden. Detta faktum hamnar
dirmed oboénhérligen 1 motsittning till historikerns behov av &ppenhet och
transparens.

Trots att alla Polarisubatar sedan linge dr skrotade har sekretessen kring
dem inte lyfts. Att véinta till dess alla handlingar offentliggérs skulle naturligt-
vis underlétta arbetet men det innebir samtidigt att den generation som per-
sonligen upplevde det kalla kriget inte skulle f4 kinnedom om en av dess
aspekter. Att skriva nirtidshistoria om sekreta ting innebér pé sitt och vis
samma problem for historikern som att skriva om svunnen tid med ofullstén-
diga kdllmaterial. Den stora skillnaden ligger i att nirtidshistoriens dokument
forr eller senare kommer att offentliggdras.

Det kan tyckas som man genom att 1dsa dppen litteratur inte skulle kunna té
nagon kidnnedom om sekreta drenden. Sa dr dock inte fallet, man kan f4 reda
pé mycket bara genom att ldsa Oppen litteratur. Ett typiskt exempel dr John
Cravens utmarkta och mycket lasvirda bok The Silent War. Craven, som var
Polarisprojektets vetenskaplige chef, berdttar bland annat en intressant episod
om nir USA’s hégsta militirledning var ombord i en ubat under ett robot-
skott. Robotmotorn startar ej, s den tolv ton tunga roboten faller ned och
tréaffar ubaten “with a resounding smack”. De ombordvarande generalerna blir
sa ridda att "only the laundryman would know the extent of their fear™. Sjilv
blir Craven inte ridd f6r han vet att krutet i robotmotorn &r si stabilt och
svarantandligt att man kan tillverka askkoppar av det. En pittoresk historia,
men den avslojar att; ubaten vid skott lag stilla straxt under vattenytan, ty om
den inte hade gjort det, hade roboten aldrig kunnat traffa ubatsskrovet nir den
foll tillbaka ned i vattnet. Detta var en stringt hemlig uppgift. Craven beskri-
ver ocksa den utomordentliga sekretess som omgav Polarisprojektet. Endast
de fatal personer som hade sékerhetsklass ”Top Secret, Q clearance” kinde till
alla delar av projektet. Craven var en av dem.’

Sekretess har olika nivaer. I Sverige kan som bekant en handling behandlas
som Hemlig eller Kvalificerat Hemlig. Det finns detaljerade regler for hur
hemliga handlingar skall forvaras, delges och vid behov mangfaldigas. Kvali-
ficerat hemlig handling har naturligen betydligt stringare regler. Aven inter-
nationellt anvinds olika nivier med atféljande regelverk. For de allra mest
sekreta och kénsliga uppgifterna utarbetades under andra virldskriget skydds-
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metoder som byggde pa vilseledning. Infor de allierades landstigning i Nor-
mandie den 6 juni 1944 nadde denna vilseledningsverksamhet riktad mot
Tyskland, néstintill "industriell” omfattning®. ”Sanningen var si virdefull att
den méste skyddas med en livvakt av 16gner” som Churchill sa traffande ut-
tryckte det. Eisenhower var de allierades befilhavare i Normandie. Metoden
att dolja sanningen genom vilseledning var saledes vil kidnd av honom och
den generation beslutfattare vilka bildade hans administration.”

5 Kalla kriget och Polarisubatarna

For att forstd hur den norska flottplanen passade in i USA:s strategi under det
kalla kriget mdste man ha atminstone en grundldggande uppfattning om den
tidsanda i vilket det kalla kriget utkimpades. Detta ar inget problem for den
generation som upplevde Sputnik, Berlinmuren och Kubakrisen, dérfor véan-
der sig detta avsnitt till de 1dsare som inte har denna erfarenhet.

Efter det andra virldskriget avrustade vistmakterna. Sovjetunionen dére-
mot bibehdll sin stora armé intakt. Efter jarnridans tillkomst 1948 och Korea-
kriget 1950-53 péaborjade USA en kraftfull upprustning. Den doktrin som
styrde denna upprustning var doktrinen om “Massive retaliation”. Varje lokal
vipnad konflikt som berérde USA eller ndgon av USA:s allierade skulle, om
84 bedémdes som nddvindigt, besvaras med en massiv vedergillning®. Det
var det strategiska bombflyget som med flygplansfillda atombomber skulle
sta for vedergillningen. “The strategic bomber, majestic and unopposed,
would take care of things” ar ett uttalande som ganska vil speglar den uppfatt-
ning det amerikanska flygvapnet hade om det framtida kriget’. Denna doktrin
fungerade, dtminstone i teorin, fram till den 4 oktober 1957. D4 sinde Sovjet-
unionen upp den forsta Sputniken i en omloppsbana runt jorden. Dirmed hade
man visat att man kunde bekdmpa amerikanska stdder och bombflygets baser
med ballistiska robotar, ndgot som inte hade varit mdjligt tidigare. [ bombas-
tiska tal hivdade Sovjetunionens ledare Chrusjtjov att man hade denna typ av
robotar i serieproduktion'®.

Detta pastaende var falskt men det skapade en kinsla av utsatthet i hela
USA. Sputniken skapade en sinnesstimning som inte skiljer sig mycket fran
vad som intriffade efter den 11 september 2001. I slutet av 1950-talet var det
sovjetiska robotar man var ridd f6r, nu dr det terrorister.

For att mota detta nya hot padborjade USA en massiv upprustning av ett eget
robotvapen. Polarisprojektet var en del av denna upprustning. Genom att
ubatarna bedémdes som osérbara skulle de finnas kvar och kunna slé tillbaka
med férddande kraft Aven om Sovjetunionen genom ett 6verraskande angrepp
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hade slagit ut det strategiska bombflygets baser!!. Terrorbalansen skulle sidkra
freden, och gjorde det ocksa.

6 Grundldggande ubatstaktik

Innan jag Gvergar till att argumentera for hypotesen bedémer jag det som nod-
vindigt att gd igenom négra av de allmingiltiga och grundliaggande ubatstak-
tiska reglerna. Detta for att 1dsaren ldttare skall forstd de begrepp som anvinds
1 argumentationen.

Varje ubatschef ar taktisk ledaren till sjoss. Detta, for en lekman markliga
konstaterande, innebdr att en ubdtchef aldrig kan fora taktiskt befil 6ver en
annan ubatchef. Ubéten upptrider alltid enskilt till skillnad fradn dvervattens-
fartyg som kan upptrida i taktiska enheter vilka bestéar av fler dn ett fartyg.
Ubatarna leds av en foretagsledare som har sin uppehaéllsplats och lednings-
central i land. Foretagsledaren tilldelar ubétarna deras omraden och sa linge
ubaten uppehaller sig inom tilldelat omrade har ubétschefen handlingsfrihet.
Det finns ocksé nagra krav som en ubétschef kan stilla pa det omrade han blir
tilldelad. For det forsta far det aldrig finnas tva egna ubdtar inom samma om-
rade. Om han stdter pd ndgon annan ubdt i sitt omrade mdste han utan att
behdva undersoka kontakten veta att det dr en fientlig ubat, ty i en duell ubét
mot ubdt gar segern oftast till den som skjuter forst. For det andra far den egna
sidan inte bedriva ubatsjakt inom ubatsomradet. Det finns fa saker som gdr en
ubatschef s& upprérd som om den egna ubatsjaktstyrkan kommer in och stor
friden i det till honom avdelade ubatsomradet.

Om US Navy 6nskade skydda sina Polarisubatar kunde man alltsd inte jaga
sovjetiska ubatar i Polarisubétarnas operationsomrade. Skyddet méste bedri-
vas sa att de fientliga ubatarna aldrig gavs tillfdlle att penetrera Polarisubétar-
nas bastion.

Att jaga ubat dr svart. Det har den svenska marinen ling erfarenhet av. S&
lange den jagade ubatschefen har handlingsfrihet har han alltid ett stort over-
tag gentemot sina forfoljare. Kan man begrinsa hans handlingsfrihet blir odd-
sen genast lite mer lika. Ett effektivt sitt att begrinsa handlingsfriheten for en
chef pa en konventionell ubat ir att forneka honom mojlighet att snorkla var
och nér han har behov dirav. En konventionell ubét som inte har mgjlighet att
snorkla forlorar efter ndgra dygn allt stridsviérde.

Vid ubatsjakt ubat mot ubat ar det buller som ubaten sénder ut avgorande. Det
giller att vara sd tyst som mdjligt. Den tysta ubdten kan uppticka den bullrande
ubéten pa storre avstind 4n vad han sjdlv kan bli upptéckt pa. Den storsta buller-
kidllan dr framdrivningsmaskineriet. En ubdt som gar fort sdnder ut mer buller
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dn en som gar langsamt. Om ubatarna gar med samma fart bullrar en atomdri-
ven ubdt mer &n en batteridriven. En ubét som snorklar och laddar sina batterier
med av dieselmotorer drivna elgeneratorer bullrar mer 4n en som inte snorklar.

7 Argumentation

I detta kapitel, som &r uppsatsens huvuddel, kommer jag att argumentera for
hypotesens hallbarhet. Hypotesen har ju drag av en konspirationsteori, vilket
kriver att starka argument kan laggas fram for att styrka dess trovirdighet.

Hypotesens hallbarhet &r helt beroende av var den forsta generationens Po-
larisubatar hade sitt operationsomrade. Hypotesen forutsitter att operations-
omradet 1ag i Skagerrak. Skulle det i stillet ha legat i Norska havet eller i
Barents hav vilket var den officiella stindpunkten'? forlorar hypotesen i tro-
virdighet, ty dir kan inte den norska flottan pa samma sétt bidra till att skydda
Polarisubatarna frén sovjetiska jaktubatar.

Vid val av operationsomrade for de strategiska robotubétarna var det fram-
for allt fyra faktorer som maste beaktas, nimligen:

Robotarnas mal

De mal man avsag beskjuta med ubatarnas Polarisrobotar var stdder i Sov-
jetunionen®. Genom att standigt upprétthilla formagan att forstora ett stort
antal sovjetiska stdder skulle man avskricka de kommunistiska ledarna fran
att anfalla stdder i USA'. Portén for Polaris A-1 robotarna var officiellt 1200
nautiska mil (NM)!°. Den 20 juli 1960 skedde det férsta provskottet av en
robot fran en ubat i uldge'®. Forst vid detta tillfille torde den verkliga portén
for den forsta generationen av Polarisrobotar ha kunnat faststillas. Avstandet
fran Vinga till Moskva dr 876 NM. Om robotarna verkligen hade en porté pa
1200 NM kunde man allts3 ligga en bra bit ut i Nordsjon eller i Norska havet,
men fOr att na stiderna bortom Moskva méste man komma ndrmare den Skan-
dinaviska halvon. Den stora miljonstaden Gorkij, dit stora delar av den sovje-
tiska vapenindustrin var koncentrerad, ligger 400 km 6ster om Moskva. For
att robotarna skulle nd Gorkij maste ubdtarna grupperas i Skagerrak.

Robotarnas triffnoggrannhet

I luft avtar springverkan med tredjepotensen pé avsténdet till detonations-
punkten. Trots den kraftiga laddningen fanns det dérfor ett behov av att tréffa
de utvalda mélen sa noggrant som mojligt. Utan att ndrmare gé in pa och
beskriva alla faktorer som péverkar triaffsikerheten med en ballistisk robot
kan vi konstatera att den &kar vid korta skjutavstind. En gruppering av ubata-
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rna i Skagerrak var saledes 6nskvird, eftersom man dérifran kunde beskjuta
de tilltdnkta mélen med stérre precision dn nagon annanstans.

Avstandet till ubatsbasen

I februari 1961 upprittades en framskjuten ubatsbas for de strategiska ro-
botubatarna. Denna bas lokaliserades till Holy Loch, Skottland. Basresurser-
na utgjordes av ubatsdepafartyget Proteus och en flytdocka. Ombord pa depa-
fartyget och i flytdockan kunde éversyner och reparationer av bade ubéatar och
robotar genomforas. Ubétsbasen gruppering i Skottland utesluter att de forsta
Polarisubatarna skulle grupperas i stra Medelhavet, diremot ér det ingen dis-
tansskillnad mellan operationsomrade Skagerrak och operationsomriade
Norska havet.

Avstandet till fiendens baser

Sovjetunionen byggde efter det andra virldskriget upp en flottbas av impo-
nerande storlek i Murmansk. Att US Navy skulle vilja att gruppera sina robot-
ubatar 1 Barents hav, omedelbart utanfér denna bas, forefaller osannolikt av
uppenbara skil. Dels var det léttare for Sovjetiska flottan att bedriva ubétsjakt
indrheten av egen bas in lingre bort, dels skulle det vara svarare for US Navy
att forsvara robotubatarna. Dessa hade visserligen goda sjalvférsvarsvapen,
men att anvinda dem fick nog ses som en nodfallslosning. Ubdatarnas sidkerhet
var ju av central betydelse for overlevnaden av det amerikanska samhéllet i
hindelse av ett kirnvapenkrig.

Finns det nagra argument vilka talar emot Skagerrak och for Norska havet

Norska havet var ju officiellt det omrade inom vilket ubdtarna opererade.
Detta anser jag dock tala emot detta alternativ. For var det sa att man verkligen
avsdg utnyttja Norska havet borde man for att om mdgjligt forséka dodlja sina
avsikter uppge nagot annat operationsomrédet till exempel Nordsjon eller var-
for inte Skagerrak, det senare alternativet skulle ju ha hég trovirdighet.

Jamfort med Skagerrak &r ndrheten till egen ubétsbas likvirdig i Norska ha-
vet. De tilltdnkta mélen ligger frén Norska havet pa storre avstind vilket ger
simre triffnoggrannhet. Avstandet till fiendens baser &r kortare vilket dr en
nackdel. Norska havet ar ett storre omrade vilket dr en fordel da det okar svarig-
heten att hitta ubdtarna. Den civila sjotrafiken &r 1ag i Norska havet vilket kan
anses vara en fordel'’. Den betydligt hogre civila sj6trafiken 1 Skagerrak dr dock
kanaliserad framst till Skagens udde och Norges sydkust. Den civila sjotrafiken
hjer ocksé bullernivén i Skagerrak vilket gor det svarare att uppticka Polaris-
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ubétarna med passiva sonarer. Vid en jamforelse mellan Norska havet och Ska-
gerrak maste man dven ta hansyn till Corliolis accelerationens paverkan pa den
ballistiska roboten efter avfyrning. Corliolis accelerationen beror pa jordens ro-
tation och varierar med latituden'®. Med de berdkningsverktyg som stod till {for-
fogande 1960 maste det ha varit svart att korrekt berdkna en robotbana med
stora latitudforandringar. Skagerrak ligger vdster om Moskva s& en robotbana
fran detta omréade skulle alltsé kunna berdknas med stdrre noggrannhet &n mot-
svarande bana frin en utskjutningsplats i Norska havet.

Néagon ging under ar 1957 maste officerare inom US Navy borjat fundera
pé var Polarisubétarna skulle grupperas. Vid en jimforelse mellan de tva alter-
nativen Skagerrak och Norska havet ar det svart komma till ndgon annan slut-
sats att Skagerrak maste ha blivit deras forstahandsval. Hérifrén ligger de till-
tdnkta mélen pa lagom avstand, avstandet till den egna basen var kort, skyddet
var maximalt bra. Hela Norska havet kunde ju avdelas for spaning efter de
sovjetiska ubdtar vilka norrifran forsokte ta sig in i omradet.

Det finns dven exempel pa konkreta atgirder, vidtagna av US Navy; vilka
pekar mot Skagerrak som ubatarnas operationsomrade. For att ubdtarna skulle
kunna bestdmma sitt 1dge fritt till sjoss med tillricklig noggrannhet krivdes né-
gon form av navigationshjialpmedel. Med tiden fick ubétarna tillgng flera alter-
nativa system, frimst satellitbaserade!®. Det forsta och inledningsvis enda syste-
met man hade tillgéng till var dock markbaserat och kallades for Loran-C%.
Loran ir en forkortning av Long range navigation och ar ett sa kallat hyperbel-
navigationsystem som anvénder radiosindning med en birfrekvens av 100 kHz.
Mottagaren miter tidsdifferansen mellan de mottagna signalerna fran tre olika
sdndare och kan pa si sitt bestimma sin position. Den 1aga frekvensen innebér
att radiovagorna tringer ned nagot 1 vattnet, s om ubdten ar pa periskopsdjup
kan den bestdmma sitt ldge utan att exponera ndgon antenn dver vattenytan?'.
Loran-C, som blev operativt 1960, medger en positionsnoggrannhet fritt till
sjoss pa 230 meter®”. Systemet och dess betydelse for Polarisubétarna ér beskri-
vet i Owen Wilkes och Nils Petter Gleditsch bok Loran-C and Omega. 1 denna
innehéllsrika och omfattande bok finns dven en av USA &r 1960 offentliggjord
bild som forestéller Loran-C tickningen (bild 1, nésta sida).

Wilkes och Gleditsch konstaterar att "man kan sluta sig till [deduce] att US
Navy avség att utnyttja Norska havet som avskjutningsplats fér Polarisrobotar,
i ett mojligt framtida krig, genom att notera att detta omride givits prioritet i
Loran-C utbyggnaden”?.

Jag finner det anmarkningsvért att forfattarna inte pa nagot sitt ifrigasétter
den information bilden ldmnar. Att radiovagorna pa nagot mirkligt sétt skulle
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BILD 1: Loran-C offentliggjorda tdckningsomrdde 1960

upphora vid Norges territorialvattengrins verkar otroligt men det gor onekli-
gen tickningsomradet och diarmed operationsomridet for Polarisubatar mer
politiskt korrekt. Den station som byggdes pa Jan Mayen finns inte inritad.
Detta noterar forfattarna. Men att stationen pa Helgoland saknas undgér in-
ledningsvis deras granskning.

Den svenske FOA-forskaren Thoren kéinde 1963 till att det fanns en station
pd Helgoland. Han anger dock att den byggdes forst 1962,** en uppgift som
inte kan vara korrekt da dess séindning kalibrerades i Sverige redan 1960. Ka-
libreringen var 6nskvérd {or att uppna maximal noggrannhet och avsags gé sa
till att ett flygplan med métutrustning skulle uppstillas i ett exakt inmitt lige
pd Bromma resp. Torslanda flygplats, varefter Loran-C signalerna skulle avli-
sas. | den framstillan som gjordes till svenska regeringen {or att {4 genomféra
kalibreringen, omnidmndes Loran-C som ett navigeringssystem for fartyg och
flygplan i/6ver Nordatlanten, Norska havet, Nordsjon och Ostersjon. Nagon
hanvisning till militdra tillimpningar férekom inte.*

I framstillan nimns alltsd Nordsjon och Ostersjon och dirmed indirekt
dven Skagerrak som systemets teckningsomride. Systemets anvindbarhet for
flygplan var daremot vid denna tid begrinsad da de forsta Loran-C mottaga-
rna vigde 211kg, behdvde en effekt pa 2500 Watt och var sd komplexa att
handha att de hade 54 panelkontroller. Det var forst nér de transistoriserade
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BILD 2:Loran-C verkliga tickningsomrdde i Europa 1960, bilden dr himtad fran
ldroboken Navigation 3, sid 79. (Det dr osdkert om alla stationer ldngst den
amerikanska ostkusten var fardiga vid denna tidpunkt).

Loran-C mottagarna blev tillgéngliga (1962) som US Air Force blev intresse-
rade av Loran-C. Dessa mottagare vigde 12 kg, krivde 200 Watt effekt och
hade 6 panelkontroller.?

Da det var sandaren pa Helgoland som gav Loran-C systemet dess tickning
over ubdtarnas operationsomrade i Skagerrak vidtogs ytterligare atgdrder for
att dolja sdndarens existens och syfte. Sindaren uppgavs vara en ”Narol-sén-
darc” (Narol=Loran baklinges), vilken US Air Force skulle anvinda for att
mita in kdrnvapenexplosioner”’. Den som vill far naturligtvis tro pa den for-
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klaringen, Wilkes och Gleditsch gor det, men for mig dr det ett typexempel pa
en vilseledande information. En vilseledning som behdvdes for att skydda
sanningen. Ty det kunde ju hdnda att ndgon upptickte att sindaren pa Helgo-
land inte fanns med pa den officiella bilden av Loran-C stationerna och deras
tackningsomrade.

Den enda rimliga anledningen till att USA byggde en sdndarstation pa
Helgoland, vilket gav Loran-C en utmarkt tackning i Nordsjon och Skagerrak
anda fram till svenska kusten®®, maste ha varit att man avsag att gruppera Po-
larisubétarna i detta omrdde. For detta talar ocksd den omsténdighet att man
enligt min mening vidtog vilseledande dtgirder for att skydda sanningen om
Helgolandséndaren existens och syfte.

Att Loran-C byggdes ut i Europa gick inte att hemlighéalla och inte heller
var det ndgon hemlighet att systemet var avsedd for Polarisubédtarna. Men ge-
nom att offentliggdra en missvisande bild dver systemets geografiska tick-
ningsomrade undveks de besvirande reaktioner frin de tre nordiska linderna
som sékert hade uppstatt om det hade blivit kiint att Skagerrak var de strategis-
ka ubétarnas bastion. Metoden att vilseleda en motstindare genom att sprida
trovéirdig men falsk information var vil kind av den generation beslutsfattare
1 Washington vilka alla hade upplevt andra varldskriget.

Kunde sovjetiska flottan frén sina baser pa Kolahalvon verkligen utgéra
ndgot hot mot Polarisubétarna i Skagerrak?

Den enda typ av orlogsfartyg som 1 krigssituation skulle kunna ta sig ned
till Skagerrak var de sovjetiska ubatarna. Om nagot dvervattensfartyg forsok-
te skulle de upptickas i god tid och framgéngsrikt kunna bekdmpas med tak-
tiskt flyg frén baser i England eller ifran hangarfartyg i Norska havet.

1960 hade den sovjetiska flottan inte ndgon operativ atomubat. Hela ubats-
flottan bestod av konventionella ubétar. Det storsta antalet var av s.k. W-klass.
Det var en av dessa ubdtar som 1981 skulle gd upp pé ett skir i Blekinge
skirgard utanfor Karlskrona. De ubatar som byggdes var av Foxtrot-klass och
ansags ha formaga att jaga andra ubatar.”

Avstandet frin Murmansk till Skagerrak dr ungefdr 1500 NM. Den kortaste
vagen dit gér nira den norska kusten. Med en forflyttningsfart av sex knop tar
det en ubat mer 4n 10 dygn att nd Skagerrak. Gar ubdten fortare kortas natur-
ligtvis forflyttningstiden, men risken for att bli upptickt 6kas markant. En
konventionell ubat kommer att behdva snorkla minst tva timmar varje dygn.
For att bryta den sulfatering av batteriet som alltid uppstar vid denna typ av
taktisk snorkling maste dock batteriet “6verladdas” minst en ging under for-
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flyttningen fran ubatsbasen ned till Skagerrak. En sddan Overladdning till
sjOss tar minst 12, kanske upp emot 24 timmar att genomfora.

Att Sovjet verkligen tinkte anvanda jaktubdtar for att leta efter Polarisubé-
tar framgér av den arséversikt den svenske marinattachén i Moskva skrev den
13/12 1960. ”Ubatsjaktubatarna®® dro relativt stora och alla som hitintills har
byggts inom Ostersjon ha ombaserat till Ishavet — sannolikt avsedda for insats
i Polarhavet mot amerikanska Polarisubatar’™!.

Avstandet mellan Murmansk och Skagerrak dr stort. Kunde hela denna
stracka kontinuerligt Overvakas effektivt skulle de sovjetiska ubatarna inte fa
tillfalle att snorkla i den omfattning som var nédvéndigt. Ddrmed skulle deras
forméga att hota Pelarisubatarna i Skagerrak kraftigt reduceras. En fram-
géngsrik Overvakning skulle dock kriva att effektiva spaningsmedel och
ubdtsjaktfartyg fanns att tillga lings med hela den Norska kusten.

Kunde inte den flotta som Norge redan hade anvéndas for att jaga sovjetis-
ka ubatar?

Ar 1957 hade Norge en flotta som pa pappret omfattade bl.a.:

5 jagare

11 fregatter

8 ubdtar

Alla dessa fartyg hade dock byggts under det andra vérldskriget. De var
hért slitna och deras vapenutrustning var omodern. Jagarna och ubétarna hade
ingen ubatsjaktformaga. Fregatterna var mogna for skrotning.* Den brittiske
generalldjtnanten Horatius Murray, som var chef for NATOs nordkommando
med placering i Kolsés, ansag att den norska flottan var hopplost omodern®.

Den norska marinledningen var inte instilld pa ubétsjakt, det man ville ha
var en flotta byggd kring en kiirna av stora jagare vilka fritt till sjéss skulle
kunna anfalla och avsla ett invasionsforetag pa vig mot den norska kusten.
Den generation av flaggman** som utgjorde norska flottans ledning under an-
dra hilften av 1950-talet hade alla tjdnstgjort pa denna fartygstyp under andra
varldskriget och hade goda erfarenheter av den®.

I detta sammanhang maste ocksa frigan om Overtagandet av jagare frdn US
Navy belysas.

Under ett besok i Washington i november 1955 framférde den norske ma-
rinchefen viceamiral Johannes Jacobsen ett 6nskemal om att Norge skulle fa
Overta tre amerikanska jagare av “Fletcher-klass” som erséttning for fem brit-
tiska jagarna, vilka snart skulle falla for &ldersstrecket. Den norska framstél-
lan beméttes forst positivt, men sedan foljde tre ar vilka for den norske marin-
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chefen maste ha varit mycket frustrerande, dia avgdrandet hela tiden forhala-
des frin amerikansk sida. Argumenten varfor Norge inte kunde fa de efter-
langtade jagarna varierade over tiden. Forst maste Norge vanta pa resultatet av
en pdgdende utredning angaende den totala vapenhjilpen. Sedan var det kon-
gressen som skulle behandla drendet vilket skulle forsena verldmnandet i ett
ar. Senaten tog inte upp fragan 1957 varfor Norge tvingades vinta i ytterligare
ett ar. Nir sedan ett konkret forslag var klart 1958 visade det sig att Norge
kunde fa lana en, kanske tva jagare i fem ar. Efter denna tid skulle jagarna
aterldmnas 1 ursprungligt skick. Da jagarna redan var femton ar gamla var
detta ett helt orimligt krav.’

Orimligheten i detta‘krav och i den fordrjning som foregitt erbjudande
framtrader tydligt om man studerar US Navy fartygsbestand 1960. Antalet
jagare i US Navy detta ar var 649 stycken, alla byggda under eller strax efter
det andra virldskriget. Om man begrinsar sig till antalet Fletcher-jagare sé
fanns det vid denna tidpunkt 131 enheter kvar i US Navy. [ denna summa ar da
inte de jagare som under aren 1958 till 1960 Sverforts till andra mariner med-
rdknade.”” Denna 6verforing hade skett enligt nedan

Vasttyskland 6 st
Spanien 3st
Grekland 4 st
Brasilien 4 st
Japan 2 st

Summa overforda Fletcher jagare 19 st

USA hade sédledes dverfort nitton enheter till andra mariner och borde utan
vidare ha kunnat overfora ytterligare 2 eller 3 av de 131 kvarvarande jagarna
till Norge. En trolig férklaring till denna avhallsamhet dr att US Navy insag att
1 samma stund som Norge fick overta de begagnade jagarna sé skulle intresset
och mojligheten for Norge att bygga upp en flotta av moderna fartyg inriktad
mot ubétsjakt vid den norska kusten upphora.

Var flottplanen inriktad mot kustnira ubéatsjakt?
Flottplanen®® omfattade sammanlagt 56 fartyg som alla skulle byggas inom
loppet av sju ar. Fordelningen av fartygstyper och kostnader var enligt féljande;

5 fregatter ca. 275 mNkr
5 Patrullfartyg ca. 115 mNkr
15 ubétar ca. 260 mNkr
31 motortorped/kanon bétar ca. 190 mNkr

Summa ca. 840 mNkr
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Fregatterna var pa 1700 ton. De var utrustade med ubdtsjakttorpeder och
kastvapen. Fran amerikansk sida framfordes onskemal att de skulle byggas
med den dieseldrivna amerikanska fregatten ”Claude Jones” som f{Grebild.
Fran norsk sida f611 ddremot valet pa fregatten ”Dealey”. Denna fregatt var
dyrare men hade den fran norsk sida stora fordelen att den drevs med angtur-
biner som kunde tillverkas pé licens i Norge. Storre del av byggnadskostna-
den skulle darmed tilltalla norsk industri. Fregatterna var for sméa och hade for
svagt luftvirn for att de skulle kunna 16sa uppgiften att fritt till sjoss eskortera
konvojer. Att nira den norska kusten jaga ubat var ddremot en uppgift de var
vil lampade for. Det kan ndmnas att ersattningen for dessa fregatter bestilldes
ar 2000. De nya fregatterna kommer att fa ett deplacement pd 5100 ton och
didrmed vara stora nog att kunna operera i Norska havet under de forhéllanden
som dir rader®.

Patrullfartygen, vilka snart blev omklassificerade till korvetter, fick samma
ubatsjaktutrustning som fregatterna. De var betydligt mindre, endast pd 700
ton, och hade som uppgift att bedriva kustnira ubatsjakt.

Ubatarna var sma. Deras deplacement var under 500 ton. I Sverige skulle vi
ha kallat dem for kustubétar. Trots sin litenhet hade de atta torpedtuber. Fran
sex av dessa kunde man skjuta stora torpeder mot dvervattensfartyg och fran
tva ubatjakttorpeder Mk 37%. Alla femton ubdatar byggdes i Visttyskland en-
ligt bestdmda amerikanska direktiv. Som kompensation for den uteblivna in-
dustriproduktionen gjorde tysk industri motkép 1 Norge med fem kronor for
varje satsad norsk trekrona.

Det finns en beskrivning pa hur dessa ubatar skulle anvindas 1 hindelse av
krig.

”Submarines will be the only threat the RNoN*! can projekt against the
submarine havens which Soviet may establish on D-day in the fiords on North
Norway”*

Avsikten var sdledces att placera ut ubatar i de Nordnorska fjordarna dér de
kunde ligga och vinta pé sovjctiska ubatar vilka sokte sig in i fjordarna for att
snorkla. Nir en snorklande ubat upptickts kunde den bekdmpas med tradstyr-
da ubatsjakttorpeder. Detta méaste anses som ett effektivt ubdtjaktssystem.

Antalsmissigt var de flesta av fartygen (31 av 56) inte ldmpade for ubats-
jakt men ekonomiskt satsades 77% eller 650 av de 840 miljonerna pa ubats-
jaktfartyg. Samtliga fartyg, dven fregatterna, var forhallandevis sma och dér-
med inte limpade for det fria havet utan for mer kustnéra uppgifter.

I Norsk Tidskrift for Sjovasedet skriver Marinsstabens projekhandldggare
av flottplanen, kommendérkapten O.E. Strupe om den nya flottplanen®. Han
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beskriver forst att man funderade pa att dverta de tva amerikanska jagarna
man hade fatt erbjudande om. Men sedan sidger han ”Denne tanke ble oppgitt
da amerikanerne underhdnden gav til sagn om direkte 6konomisk stotte til et
nybyggingsprogram for marinen”

Strupe beskriver ocksé den nya flottans uppgifter:

Mesta mdjliga effekt 1 invasionsforsvaret

Skydd av kommunikationsleden lingst kusten

Storsta mojliga antal rustade stridsfartyg

Fartygstyper och antal optimeras inom given ekonomisk ram.

Det kanske dr onddigt att papeka att forutom den sjilvklara uppgiften att
hjilpa till 1 invasionsforsvaret sa var det kustnidra uppgifter som skulle 16sas.
Den forhojda beredskapen ér ocksa ett tydligt amerikanskt krav*. Man 6nska-
de att ha sténdig tillgang till norska flottan. En flotta som skulle mobiliseras
innan den kunde 16pa till sjoss var ointressant.

Det var alltsa fran amerikansk sida man tog initiativet till den nya flottpla-
nen. Den amerikanska styrningen av vad som skulle byggas framstar ocksé
som stark och tydlig. Planen gavs en tydlig inriktning mot att nira den norska
kusten och i de norska fjordarna jaga frimmande ubétar.

Naturligtvis skulle de norska fartygens effektivitet 6kas markant om man
fick tillgdng till ett spaningssystem som stindigt spanade efter frimmande
ubatar. Med ett sadant system 1 drift skulle den fartygsbundna ubatsjakten
kunna inriktas mot aktuella omraden och inte behéva soka pa mafa. Att det
finns ett av USA konstruerat SOSUS* (Sound Surveillance System) utanfor
den norska kusten ar kdnt*. | ett tal som den norske forsvarsministern Nils
Handal holl f6r Oslos militira forening i januari 1961 beréttar han om det
spanings-, kontroll- och varningssystem som da ir under utbyggnad med be-
tydande stottning fran de dvriga NATO-ldnderna*’. Denna utbyggnad hade
paborjat redan 1957 och var ett samarbetsprojekt mellan norska forskningsin-
stitutet FFT och amerikanska marinen. Projektet hadc kodnamnet Bridge. En
sammanstillningsstation byggdes 1 Stava pd Andbya. Vid denna station regist-
rerades ubatstrafiken mellan norska kusten och Jan Mayen*.

Soder om denna linje uppréittholls en regelbunden spaning efter snorklande
ubétar med hjdlp av ubatsjaktflygplan baserade pd Keflaviksbasen pé Island.
Overvakningen hade inledds redan 1955 genom ett bilateralt avtal mellan
USA och Norge. Verksamhet utokades 1960 och ett nytt avtal ingicks da. Spa-
ningen genomfordes med ubatsjaktflygplan av typ P2V Neptun. Dessa flyg-
ningar genomf{ordes med en frekvens av 1 medeltal tvd flygningar per vecka.
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avomradena rundt Norge

BILD 3: Flygrutten for "Neptun Journey”

D3 flygrutten nistan alitid var densamma doptes den sd smaningom till "Nep-
tun Journey” (se bild 3).

Ubiétsjaktflygplanet P2V Neptun, varav 350 stycken moderniserades mel-
lan 1958-1960, var bland annat utrustat med en avancerad radar speciellt 1dm-
pad att spana efter snorklande ubétar®. Som framgar av ovanstaende bild f6lj-
de Neptun Journey den norska kusten fran Bodd ned runt Sorlandet in i Ska-
gerrak.

I fredstid genomf{drdes denna spaning efter snorklande ubdtar bara inter-
mittent men 1 héndelse av krig eller kris skulle US Navy kunna frambasera i
storleksordningen 100 stycken P2V Neptun ubétsjaktflygplan pa de i Invic-
tus-avtalet fran 1960 forberedda flygbaserna; Anddya, Bodd och Orlandet.

Med detta antal ubdatsjaktflygplan tillgangliga skulle ett spaningstryck kun-
na uppritthéllas pa kustavsnittet frin Lofoten till Kristiansand tillrdckligt hogt
for att forhindra att de sovjetiska ubatarna fick mdjlighet att snorkla i den
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omfattning som kravs for att de skulle kunna nd fram till ubatsbastionen i
Skagerrak.

Redan tidigare har konstaterats att det var den tidsmissiga samvariationen
mellan norska flottplanen och Polarisprojektet som var ursprunget till idén att
flottplanen tillkommit for att skydda ubatsbastionen 1 Skagerrak. Hade flott-
planen tillkommit nagra ar tidigare hade Polarisubatarna inte existerat och
ndgra ar senare hade deras antal Okat till sa mycket att norska flottan blivit
irrelevant i sammanhanget. Men planen kan ju ha varit planerad under lang tid
och frédgan dr om det bara var en tillfallighet som gjorde att beslutet om verk-
stillighet kom att sammanfalla med Polarisubatarna.

En granskning av viktiga hdndelser med betoning pa nar de intraffade tycks
mig ge ett svar pa denna fraga. I oktober 1955 triffar Norges marinchef vice-
amiral Johannes Jacobsen sin amerikanske motsvarighet amiral Burke och
framfor till honom ett norskt 6nskemal om att 4 Gverta tre amerikanska jagare
av Fletcher-klass. USA stiller sig inledningsvis inte avvisande till forslaget™.
Ungefar samtidigt startar Polarisprojektet. Forutom ubéatarna och deras robo-
tar omfattar projektet dven stodsystem sdsom ny langvagsindare fér kommu-
nikation till ubatarna, ombyggnad och robotanpassning av ubatsdepéfartyget
Proteus, utbyggnad av navigationssystemet Loran-C samt enligt min bedém-
ning dven en inventering av skyddsbehovet for ubatarnas operationsomréide.

Under aren 1956-1958 forhalar USA av ndgon anledning beslutet om att
till Norge overfora de begérda jagarna. Under samma tid Gverfors nitton enhe-
ter till andra mariner.

I januari 1959 besoker USA:s vice forsvarsminister, Donald Quarles, Oslo.
Ett gemensamt finansierat nybyggnadsprogram for norska marinen diskuteras.
USA 6nskar ett forslag till program och dven en redogorelse for “marinens sam-
lade mélsittningar och uppgifter!. Nagra manader senare ligger Norge fram
sitt forslag pa en gemensamt finansierad flottplan innefattande: tva ubatar varav
USA betalar den ena, tolv motortorpedbdtar vilka Norge betalar jimte ett antal
befintliga minsvepare vilka Norge 6nskar dverta fran US Navy. Det norska 6ns-
kemalet om jagarna kvarstar.>

I' maj 1959 sammantriffar den amerikanske NATO-chefen 1 Europa, gene-
ralen Lauris Norstad, med forsvarsminister Handal och forsvarsstabchefen
Bjarne Orn®. Det ir troligt att Norstad var en av de f, kanske ende, som i
Europa kénde till var Polarisubatarna skulle operera. Vid detta méte bor han
ha gett Handal en tydlig vink om vilken typ av flotta USA kunde ténka sig att
finansiera, ty efter denna tidpunkt gar utvecklingen mycket snabbt.

Norges regering behandlar frigan hur Norge skall stilla sig till ett av Norge
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och USA gemensamt finansierat nybyggnadsprogram for flottan under juni®.
Varefter statsekreteraren i norska forsvarsdepartementet, Erik Himle, i borjan
pa juli 6verldmnar ett PM till USA:s ambassad 1 Oslo med 6nskemal om ett
mer omfattande nybyggnadsprogram. Néigot dvertagande av jagare &r inte
langre aktuellt>. 1 augusti tilltrdder viceamiral Hostvedt som norsk marin-
chef. Ddrmed forsvinner Jacobsen, den starkaste foresprakaren f6r en hogs;jo-
flotta byggd kring en kdrna av stora jagare®®. Nar sedan Hostvedt besoker
amiral Burke i Washington blir han forvanad 6ver Burkes stora detaljkunska-
per om planerade fartygstyper avsedda for norska flottan. Burke vet mer dn
Hostvedt och hans stab®’.

I januari 1960 ovérlamnar forsvarsminister Handal ett notat till regeringen,
bendmnt Nybyggnadsprogram for den norska marinen. I detta notat finns vad
som kommer att bli den slutliga fordelningen av fartyg redan redovisat i detalj.
Handal papekar vidare att “med hénsyn till den amerikanska pressen pé att fa
NATO:s medlemmar att bara en storre del av forsvarsbudgeten vill departemen-
tet tillrdda att Norge godtar de amerikanska betingelserna utan invindningar
eller motforslag av nagon art”. Handal begér vidare ett bemyndigande om att {4
inleda forhandlingar med USA och Visttyskland.*® Pa mindre dn ett ar sdledes
antalet ubatar okats fran tva till femton, en anméarkningsvird omsvingning.

Under 1960 fortsitter arbetet med att fa planen formellt godkidnd och man
kan notera att US State Departement ger klarsignal den 23 augusti. Detta be-
sked utloste “jubel” hos Handal och Himle™. T slutet av november underteck-
nas ett avtal av Norge och USA. Polarisubaten George Washington ér vid den-
na tidpunkt ute pa sin forsta avskrackningspatrullering.

Med detta kan det anses klarlagt att flottplanen tillkom 1 stor hast och att
den séledes inte var planerad sedan lang tid. For en koppling till Polarisubatar-
na talar just den snédva tidsmarginalen; alla fartyg skulle byggas fardiga inom
loppet av sju ar.

Var da planen helt styrd av US Navy behov? Hade Norge inte nigon egen
vilja? Belysande for denna fraga ar den foredragseriec som den norske for-
svarsministern Nils Handal genomforde under perioden 1958—1961 med arli-
ga foredrag 1 ”Oslo militdra samfund” I dessa foredrag ger han sin syn pa
forsvarets stillning i det norska samhaéllet och ocksa vissa tankar kring dess
framtida utveckling. Féredragen ger en avslojande bild av hur férsvarsminis-
terns och dérmed den norska regeringens uppfattning om marinens utform-
ning fordndrades Gver tiden.

I januari 1958 anger ministern att marinen kommer att tillforas “motortor-
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pedbatar av norsk typ”. Det kan inte bli s4 mycket mer, d4 endast 4 % av
Norges forsvarsbudget anvénds till att inképa ny materiel. Stora och tunga
vapensystem som luftvirnsrobotbatterier av typ Nike och Honest John samt
nya stridsflygplan, erhéller Norge “gratis” i s.k. militarst6d®.

Aret efter (januari 1959) 4r antalet motortorpedbétar preciserat till 12. Dessa
kommer att levereras de narmsta &ren. Finansieringen kommer Norge ensamt att
svara for. Det finns inget utrymme for nagra ambitionshdjningar utan den norska
forsvarsplanlidggningen ar baserad pa oférdndrade forsvarsutgifier i fasta priser.
Pa militdr sida varderas det amerikanska erbjudandet om tva stora jagare. Dessa
kommer vid leverans att vara i forstklassigt skick. Via tidningsartiklar har {or-
svarsministern fatt reda pa att USA slutit avtal med Danmark om gemensamt
finansierad fartygsanskaffning, ett alternativ som &r av intresse dven for Norge.*!

Foredraget den 11 januari 1960 ber6r inte alls marina fragor®?. Férsvarsmi-
nistern hade ju veckan innan 6verlimnat ett detaljerat planforslag till sina re-
geringskollegor. Han anser tydligen att det r bist att 1ata frigan behandlas av
regeringen innan uppgifterna presenteras offentligt.

Niér forsvarsministern nista gang haller tal, januari 1961, dr den nya flott-
planen redan beslutad. Han kan nu meddela att den kommer att omfatta 56
fartyg och kosta totalt 840 miljoner norska kronor.

Den slutsats man kan dra av forsvarsministerns tal ar att férsvarsministern
och diarmed den norska regeringen inte var initiativtagare till nigon ny flotta.
Handal hade innan han blev forsvarsminister 1955 varit Norges industriminis-
ter®®, Diarmed insdg han vilken stor positiv inverkan nybyggnadsprogrammet
skulle fa for Norges industri. Ndr det amerikanska erbjudande presenterades i
maj 1959 agerade han darfor snabbt.

Det 4r svart att, i litteraturen, finna nagot hallbart motiv® till att USA ar
1960 skulle sponsra en ny flotta till Norge med 58,7 miljoner dollar (419,7
miljoner NKr). Det méste dock finnas ett starkt och tydligt motiv da satsning-
en pa flottan var ett markant trendbrott. Fore 1960 hade det amerikanska sto-
det till Norge utgjorts av materielleveranser, inte kontanta medel. Att ge Nor-
ge ett fartyg som byggts 1 USA och anviints av US Navy under ett tiotal ar
innebar for USA en forsumbar kostnad, jamf{ort med att betala for att motsva-
rande fartyg skall byggas i Norge. Detta trendbrott blir an mer uttalat da det
vid samma tid fanns en tydlig amerikansk vilja att begrinsa kostnaderna for
att militirt stodja andra 1ander.

Redan 1 bérjan av ar 1959 kom det starka signaler frin kongressen i USA
om att reducera vapenhjélpen till Europa®. I december samma ar fattade USA
ett beslut om att sa snart som mojligt upphora med det militira stodet till alla
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linder vilka sjilva hade ekonomiska mojligheter att betala for sitt forsvar®.
D4 Norge vid denna tid hade en starkare ekonomisk tillvixt 4n USA maéste
landet ha riknats in i denna kategori.

I detta sammanhang &r det ocksa av intresse att redovisa Commander S. L.
Collins inhopp 1 handlingen. Collins var sjéofficer men arbetade inte i marin-
staben, utan 1 Pentagon for den bitrddande forsvarsminister som med ameri-
kansk nomenklatur kallades Assistant Secretary of Defence International Se-
curity Affairs. I sin befattning kom Collins i kontakt med flottplanen och den
5 april 1961 kallade han till sig den norske marinattachén i Washington. Vid
detta moéte uttryckte Collins bekymmer Gver att antalet fartyg i1 planen langt
Overskred det av SHAPE (Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe) an-
givna behovet for den norska flottan. Behovet framgick enligt Collins av
SHAPE skrivelse 1240-20, 29-12-60. Detta 6verskridande skulle bli svart att
forklara for kongressen och forsvarsdepartementet ville inte bli beskyllt for att
tvinga pa Norge mer dn vad NATO hade behov av. Enligt Collins skulle kon-
gressen aldrig ldmna sitt godkdnnande for nagon fartygsbyggnation som
SHAPE inte hade begirt. Collins uttryckte stor oro 6ver planens framtid.®’
Efter detta alarmerande inldgg hors inget mer av Collins och hans farhdgor
kom pa skam.

Den stora satsningen pa norska flottan var alltsé ett avsteg fran en mycket
tydlig trend innebidrande en minskning av USA:s ekonomiska taganden for
andra landers forsvar. Det maste ha funnits ett mycket starkt motiv som moti-
verat detta avsteg.

Polaris var ett gigantiskt projekt. Det kan mycket vil jamforas med Man-
hattan District projektet som skapade atombomben pa 1940-talet och Apollo
projektet som sinde en man till ménen pa 1960-talet®®. Totalt kom det att byg-
gas 41 Polarisubatar®. De flesta av dessa ubatar bestilldes dock efter det att
Kennedy tilltratt som president i januari 1961. Antalet bestillda ubatar vid den
for den norska flottplanen aktuella tidpunkten var 6 till 9 st alla bestyckade
med Polaris A-1 robotar med en porté om 1100NM,

Polarisubatarna forknippas ofta med den legendariske amiral Rickover,
men denne ansvarade endast for ubatarnas atommaskineri. Den som startade
och drev projektet fram till 1961 var den amerikanske marinchefen, amiral
Burke. Redan under forsta veckan som marinchef, i augusti 1955, beslét sig
Burke for att satsa pa Polaris’'. Under forsta hélften av september 1955 ge-
nomforde han en serie méten med alla amiraler i US Navy for att inom mari-
nen fa konsensus for sitt beslut™. For att genomféra projektet bildades en sér-
skild projektorganisation. Dess namn “Special Projects Office” valdes med-



27

vetet med avsikt att for Sovjetunionen och Ovriga delar av US Navy dolja
Polarisprojektets verkliga mal och omfattning™.

Varje Polarisubat var bestyckad med sexton robotar, vilka kunde avfyras i
uldge. Den forsta generationen av robotar, Polaris A-1, blev operativ 1960.
Denna robot foljdes 1 snabb takt av Polaris A-2, porté 1500NM och operativ
1962, jamte Polaris A-3, porté 2500NM och operativ 1964. Huvuddelen, 31
av 41, av ubatarna byggdes efterhand om si att de kunde bira den storre Posei-
donroboten. Denna robot, som hade en porté om 3000NM, blev operativ 1971
och var utrustad med flera stridsspetsar’™.

Fram till den 4 oktober 1957 da Sovjctunionen skdt upp den forsta sputni-
ken levde projektet ett ganska anonymt liv. Dérefter inleddes “’the post-sput-
nik period” di alla ekonomiska begriansningar fér projektet undanréjdes.
”Congress and the president wanted Polaris, and they were willing to pay for
it””>. Enorma ekonomiska resurser stiildes till forfogande™ och insynen om
hur pengarna anvdndes var minimal. ”General Accounting Office learned to
keep a respectful distance””’.

Hur stora ekonomiska resurser som satsades pa Polarisubatarna dr svart att
exakt ange; olika killor ger olika uppgifter. Om USA:s andel i finansieringen
av norska flottplanen, 58,7 miljoner USS$ sitts i relation till den ldgsta angivna
kostnaden for Polaris, 16 miljarder USS$, sa utgor den forsta summan 0,37
procent av den senare.

Det framstar som alltmer tydligt att det var USA:s marinchef amiral Burke
som Onskade forstiarka den norska flottan sd att den kunde medverka i skyddet
av Polarisubatarna. Det var genom hans férsorg som finansieringen kunde
trygeas. Polarisprojektet fick betala vad det kostade.

Ingen i Norge verkar dock ha ként till att detta skulle vara motivet bakom
flottplanen. Det dr mirkligt. Nér flottan var fardigbyggd borde man ha dvat
sig1 att skydda Polarisubatar. Vid krigsspel och stabs6vningar torde dtminsto-
ne den hogsta militdra ledningen i Norge blivit medveten om flottans uppgif-
ter i det framtida kriget.”® Om man beaktar teknikutvecklingen kanske detta
inte dr sa méarkligt som det forst kan tyckas. Teknikutveckling innebar ndmli-
gen att behovet av skydd fran den norska flottan férsvann.

Nar principbeslutet om stéd till den norska flottans upprustning fattades i
Washington, nadgon gang 1957-58, var antalet planerade Polarisubdtar sex,
kanske nio stycken™. Dessa skulle alla utrustas med Polaris A-1 robotar och
de maste for att nd sina mél grupperas 1 Skagerrak.

Nir den nya norska flottan sedan var fardigbyggd 1967 var antalet Polaris-
ubatar 41 stycken, de flesta utrustade med langskjutande Poseidonrobotar. Nu
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kunde ubdtarna grupperas i Atlanten, Medelhavet, Stilla havet och Indiska
oceanen och 4ndd na sina mal i Sovjetunionen. Situationen lings med den
norska kusten blev ointressant.

Till detta skall man nog ocksa foga den omstindighet att de flesta personer
1 beslutande stéllning slutade i samband med Kennedy-administrationens till-
tride i januari 1961. Aven Burke avgick som marinchef i augusti detta ar*.
Kunskapen om varfér man sponsrade den norska flottan och dess betydelse

for Polaris forsvann ddrmed ur det organisatoriska minnet i Washington.

8 Sammanfattning

Den inledningsvis formulerade hypotesen har inte bevisats men kan trots detta
inte forkastas. Om hypotesen &r riktig forklarar den USA:s intresse 1 den
norska flottans uppbyggnad och den generositet med ekonomiska medel som
visades Norge.

I uppsatsen beskrivs varfor Skagerrak valdes som operationsomride for
den fOrsta generationen Polarisubétar. Navigationssystemet Loran-C, vilket
konstruerats for att ubdtarna med tillricklig noggrannhet skulle kunna be-
stimma sitt ldge fritt till sjoss, byggdes ut och omfattade 1960 dven Skager-
rak. Da man frin amerikansk sida bade av militdra och politiska skél énskade
hemlighalla operationsomradets beldgenhet offentliggjordes en vilseledande
bild 6ver navigationssystemets tickningsomrade.

Sovjetunionen hade mgjlighet att med ubatar baserade pa Kolahalvon hota
Polarisubatarna i Skagerrak. For att undanréja detta hot krivdes ett ubatspa-
ningssystem vid den norska kusten samt en norsk flotta inriktad mot ubéts-
jakt. Den befintliga norska flottan var omodern och mogen for skrotning. Den
norska marinledningen var dock helt instélld pa att flottans huvuduppgift dven
i framtiden skull vara strid mot invasionsforetag, riktade mot Norges kust.
Minnet av 9 april 1940 hade inte férklingat. Den norska regeringen hade ingen
ambition att 6ka forsvarsanslagen for att man pa egen hand skulle sikerstélla
flottans utbyggnad. Fram till viren 1959 var mojligheten att frin US Navy
Overta begagnade jagare det alternativ som béde den norska marinledningen
och Norges forsvarsminister forordade.

Personalforandringar i norska marinens hégsta ledning samt ett generdst
ekonomiskt erbjudande fran USA mdjliggjorde att man till slut kunde né en
overenskommelse om en kraftfull nybyggnad av den norska flottan.

Denna flotta skulle utéver invasionsférsvar dven kunna jaga sovjetiska ubatar.
Utmed Nordnorges kust byggdes ett fast ubétsspaningssystem. Avtal om att i
fredstid férbereda baseringen av ett stort antal amerikanska ubétsjaktflygplan pa
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norska flygbaser ingicks 1960. Fran baser pa Island patrullerade dessa flygplan
regelbundet den norska kusten. Under 1961 tilltridde en ny administration i
USA och den drivande kraften bakom bade Polarisprojektet och flottplanen,
amiral Burke, gick i alderspension. Motivet bakom flottplanen foll i glomska.
Nir flottan var fardigbyggd hade teknikutvecklingen gjort den 6verflodig.
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Norsk flateplan og beskyttelse av Polarisubater
1 Skagerrak. Kommentar till Nils Bruzelius
artikel

Inge Tjostheim

I oppsatsen “’Flottan som skulle skydda flanken” fremsetter Nils Bruzelius en
interessant, men noe spekulativ hypotese om en sammenheng mellom den nor-
ske flateplanen av 1960 og beskyttelsen av de amerikanske Polarisubatene i
Skagerrak. Hypotesen er kanskje ikke sa dramatisk som den umiddelbart virker.
Bruzelius sier at "Den norska flattan skulle jaga de ubatar som gick nira den
norska kusten. Diarmed skulle hotet norrifrdn mot Skagerrak, dar den forsta
generationen av Polarisubétar hadde sitt operationsomrade, undanrdjas”. Det er
med andre ord ikke en direkte beskyttelse i form av en skjerm rundt Polarisuba-
tene eller deres operasjonsomrade han taler om, men indirekte ved 4 jage an-
grepsubéter som er pa vei mot disse omradene 1 ly av norskekysten. Dermed kan
hypotesen bli ganske triviell for Norge vil alltid veere interessert 1 & jage eller
skygge fremmede eller potensicelt fiendtlige ubéter som opererer langs kysten,
og angripe dem hvis de gér innenfor territorialgrensen - uansett hvilken type
ubéter det dreier seg om. Tilsvarende var NATO interessert i 4 folge enhver
sovjetisk ubataktivitet i Norskehavet og Skagerrak/Nordsjeen, inklusive den
norske kysten, fordi dette var russernes eneste adgangsvei til Atlanterhavet,
hvor alliansens livsviktige forsynings- og forsterkningslinjer gikk. Vi mé ikke
glemme at i 1960 var slaget om Atlanterhavet, hvor de tyske ubatene og allierte
antiubatfartayer og fly spilte en hovedrolle, et levende nzrtidsminne béde hos
den amerikanske og norske marineledelsen.

Bruzelius legger stor vekt pa ”planens inriktning mot ubétsjakt och tids-
missiga samvariation med Polarisubaterna”, og at admiral Burke var enga-

Inge Tjostheim, £. 1955, kommendorkapten i det norska sjoforsvaret med mag art i filosofi fran
Universitet i Oslo, for ndrvarande forskare och ldrare pd FHSS/ISS. Han &r intresserad av mili-
tirhistoriska frigor, frimst strategiska problem. Han har bl. a. publicerat Sjoforsvarets hove-
doppgaver: 1llusjon eller virkelighet? Sjoforsvaret i et sikkerhetspolitisk perspektiv 1945—
2000, Forsvarsstudier 5/1993 (Institutt for Forsvarsstudier, IFS); Aineias/Xenofon: Fra antik-
kens krigskunst, Aschehoug, 1994 (oversatt frin gammelgrekiska); Norges militeerstrategiske
plassering 1995-2015 sett i et sjomiliteert perspektiv, FFI- RAPPORT 95/02707. och arbetar pa
en larobok Strategisk tenkning for smastater tillsammans med 6vIt Tommy Jeppsson.
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sjert i begge prosjektene. Han mener derfor at det ma veere en logisk sammen-
heng mellom disse to prosjektene. Jeg er ening, men mener at det er en annen
sammenheng enn den som Bruzelius postulerer.

Det var forst etter at Burke overtok som Chief of Naval Operationsi 1955 at
den amerikanske marinen for alvor gikk inn for utviklingen av Polaris. Burke
var ikke tilhenger av massiv gjengjeldelse og gikk i stedet inn for et konsept
han betegnet for finite deterrence eller begrenset avskrekking. A forestille seg
en total krig med kjernevapen og hydrogenvapen var for ham en foreldet tan-
kegang, og her hadde han mange tilhengere mot slutten av 1950-arene. Polaris
skulle gi USA en mulighet for & gjengjelde et sovjetisk atomangrep, og ved a
basere systemet om bord i ubater fikk man ”[a] mobile, concealed, second-
strike retaliatory missile force E [that] would be seized not to hit every target
imaginable, nor to win a war — false goal in the nuclear age — but to have
deterrence value alone.”! En slik relativt liten og uséarbar styrke ville gjore det
mulig & foreta en kontrollert gjengjeldelse og eliminere behovet for et massivt
forsteangrep med atomvapen. Ifplge George Baer hadde den strategiske luft-
kommandoen (SAC) i 1959 en liste med 3.261 bombemal. Na foreslo marinen
at 29 Polarisubéter med 16 missiler hver kunne dekke 232 mal, og at dette var
tilstrekkelig for 4 edelegge hele Russland? hvis landet startet en tredje ver-
denskrig med et kjernefysisk angrep mot USA. Det interessante i dette reson-
nementet er ikke om det ble offisiell amerikansk strategi eller ikke, men at den
amerikanske marinen under Burke ikke trodde p4 at en konflikt mellom USA
og Sovjetunionen nagdvendigvis ville starte med bruk av atomvépen. Burke og
den amerikanske marinen var med andre ord helt pé linje med kollega fra U.S.
Army, Maxwell Taylor (oppfinneren av begrepet flexible response og army
chief of staff 1955-59) og de britiske militere tenkere John E. C. Fuller og
Basil H. Liddell Hart som alle argumenterte for en mer fleksible militaer stra-
tegi med opprustning av de konvensjonelle styrkene. Nar Bruzelius viser til at
admiral Burke viste stor interesse for den norske flateplanen, kan det skyldes
at den amerikanske marinen egnsket 4 sikre at evnen til antiubétkrigfering ge-
nerelt ble ivaretatt. Evnen til & sikre SLOCS (sea lines of communications)
hadde vist seg & veaere utilstrekkelige, selv mot en begrenset tysk ubatflate, i
begynnelsen av andre verdenskrig. Strukturen pa den sovjetiske fliten om-
kring 1960 pekte mot et tilsvarende alliert problem hvis en ny storkrig skulle
bryte ut, og starte som en konvensjonell krig.

Det siste punkt jeg vil berere og som er et avgjerende premiss for Bruzeli-
us’ hypotese, er pastanden om at Skagerrak var bastionen for forste genera-
sjons Polarisubater.
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Da president Kennedy inntok presidentembetet var det bare seks Polarisub-
ater 1 tjeneste, og USS George Washington hadde vaert pa sitt ferste oppdrag i
to maneder. Det var forst under Kennedy og hans forsvarsminister, Robert
McNamara, at Polaris-programmet skjat fart fordi det passet som hand i han-
ske 1 deres flexible response strategi.

Det finnes ingen offisielle kilder som sier noe om hvilke operasjonsomra-
der eller bastioner Polarisubéten opererte i. Derfor har ogsd pastanden om
Skagerrak karakter av spekulasjon. Sherry Sontag og Christopher Drew skri-
ver 1 Blind Man's Bluff at ikke engang presidenten visste hvor ubatene patrul-
jerte til enhver tid, men “they did have prescribed operating areas to run
through, boxes made up of hundreds of miles of ocean that kept these first
missile subs close to 1,000-mile launch range of their targets™. De skriver
samme sted at rekkevidden til missilene gjorde det nedvendig for ubétene “to
ride the rough waters off the northern coast of Europe to stay near targeting
distance of Moscow”.

A-1 missilets treghetsnavigasjonssystem kunne teoretisk holde missilet
innenfor en feilmargin pad omkring 900 meter* p4 maksimum avstand 2.200
km, men 1 tillegg kom feilkilden i ubatens navigasjonssystem. Skogran og
Tamnes skriver derfor at et viktig motiv bak etableringen av bade Loran-C
og Omega var knyttet til posisjonsbestemmelse for kjernevipenbaerende
styrker®. De skriver videre at Loran-C systemet sannsynligvis ble brukt til 4
kartlegge havbunnen og utlegge bunnmonterte navigasjonsmarkarer. Ubater
som befant seg i omrider med slike markgrer, kunne bruke disse for & be-
stemme egen posisjon og oppdatere sitt navigasjonssystem, uten 4 gé opp til
periskopdybde for & motta signaler fra Loran-C senderne. Ifolge Skogran og
Tamnes ble det klart uttrykt i regjeringens sikkerhetsutvalg at hensikten
med prosjektet var 4 foreta ngyaktige beregninger av bunn- og dybdeforhol-
dene i de nordlige havomréder, og det ble eksplisitt sagt at dette ble gjort
med sikte pa en eventuell innsats av ubdtbarne rakettvipen av typen Polaris
fra det kartlagte omrade™®. De kan ogsé opplyse at flere amerikanske osea-
nografiske fartgyer anlop Norge varen og sommeren 1961 i forbindelse med
kartleggingsarbeidet i de nordlige havomrider.” Dette passer godt med et
hemmelig amerikansk memorandum fra 20. september 1965 om at "high-
resolution bottom contour charts were being prepared for bottom topograp-
hy navigation, with special emphasis on Pacific SSBN patrol areas. Some
areas in the Atlantic and the Mediterranean had already been surveyed and
were in use by SSBNs™®. Ved a bruke disse kartene og et presist “ekkolodd”
ville en ubat kunne bestemme sin posisjon med en ngyaktighet pa 0,25 nau-
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tiske mil (460 meter) eller bedre. Disse opplysningene sammen med beho-
vet for operasjonsbokser pa flere hundre nautiske mil, taler for at Norskeha-
vet — og det estlige Middelhavet — var mer sannsynlige operasjonsomrader
for de forste Polarisubatene enn Skagerrak. Dessuten kunne bade Moskva
og Gorkij nas like lett fra en posisjon mellom Nordkapp og Bjerngya som
Skagerrak, og Kiev fra det gstlige Middelhavet.
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Scottish Privateering, Swedish Neutrality and
Prize Law in the Third Anglo-Dutch War,
16721674

Steve Murdoch, Andrew Little and A.D.M. Forte

When one thinks of the Third Anglo-Dutch War (1672—-1674), two countries,
which do not immediately spring to the minds of most maritime historians, are
Scotland and Sweden. However both countries were affected by the war. As
one of the three Stuart kingdoms of the British Isles, Scotland was as much a
combatant nation as England during the conflict and thus the title of the war as

Anglo-Dutch is something of a misnomer. Indeed, in terms of privateering,
the Scots pursued a much more vigorous campaign against the Dutch than
their English counterparts. Sweden on the other hand was neutral in the con-
flict, though, as we shall see, her merchant fleet fell prey to the Scottish priva-
teers who interpreted and enforced their ‘anti-Dutch’ commissions to the let-
ter. In this article the previously untapped Scottish privateering records
housed in the Riksarkiv are set in context with the better known documents in
the National Archives of Scotland.! This facilitates a legal analysis of Scottish
privateering and Swedish neutrality in the Third Dutch War, as well as allow-
ing for a more general understanding of how the Scottish authorities viewed
their wartime role at sea. In so doing it challenges several myths and miscon-
ceptions regarding the status of the Scottish armed marine which continue to
pervade the maritime histories of the British Isles. It further demonstrates the
significant impact the war had on Swedish trade through the loss of shipping.
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Context

In 1672 Charles II, King of Great Britain and Ireland, in alliance with Louis
X1V of France, attempted to wrest world trade supremacy from the Dutch.?
The fragile Triple Alliance of 1668, between Britain, Sweden, and the United
Provinces, had been broken in 1670 by the secret Treaty of Dover between
Charles and Louis which was denied by Charles even to his own English Par-
liament.” The crypto-Catholic Charles aimed at altering the religious settle-
ment within Britain and, in return for French subsidies, even undertook to
convert publicly to Catholicism later. He believed, naively, that Louis would
actually hold to his acceptance of Britain once again possessing territory on
the European continent. Charles hoped to take possession of Cadzand, Sluis
and Goree — or enjoy an even greater British presence in Zeeland. Such a
move would have given Charles control of the Scheldt and, therefore, diplo-
matic leverage on the future of Antwerp. Once the campaign started, the
Dutch narrowly escaped total and immediate defeat by the French army.*
Utrecht fell quickly and Groningen was besieged. Allied maritime strategy
envisaged a quick victory against the Dutch navy, followed by the landing of
an expeditionary force on the Dutch coast, which would have sealed victory.
Dutch naval power, however, ensured that this would not happen. Over the two
summer campaigning seasons in 1672 and 1673, the opposing fleets clashed
in four bloody but indecisive battles. Importantly, however, they prevented
any Allied landing on the Dutch coast.

In contrast to the naval war, where the bulk of the warships were laid up
during winter, the privateering war on merchantmen was waged throughout
the year. After the victorious descent on the Allied fleet at Solebay in 1672, the
Dutch fleet only emerged from its anchorages when an Allied landing seemed
imminent, leaving the British and French with ‘theoretical’ command of the
sea. This did not prevent Dutch privateers swarming around the British coasts
and far beyond European waters.® Though Dutch losses may have actually
exceeded those inflicted on the British, Dutch trade overall suffered less dam-
age in proportion, because of their larger merchant marine.® Indeed, Dutch
privateers took around 650 British and French merchantmen (which were auc-
tioned for over 5 million guilders) many of which were large Scottish ships
belonging to the Rotterdam-based community.” The massive impact of Dutch
privateering on British shipping was critical to the outcome of the war leaving
Charles ‘no alternative but to withdraw’.® Nonetheless, the war would prove
that the northern British kingdom of Scotland punched well above her weight
throughout the maritime conflict.
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Scotland and Maritime Warfare

Scottish maritime warfare was conducted through the relatively cheap and
flexible option of privateering. Indeed a vigorous tradition in this area had
been built up throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.’ After the
Union of the Crowns of Scotland and England in 1603, the Scots had a com-
mitment to supply men (and a small number of ships) to the Royal Navy for
the defence of the British coasts.'” However, they continued to maintain a sep-
arate admiralty free from English control. That body both issued commissions
to privateers in time of war and letters of reprisal in time of peace.!! On occa-
sion, the Scots also gained additional influence in the English Admiralty and
thus the Royal Navy. For instance the Scot, John Maitland 1% Duke of Lauder-
dale, was the Stuart Secretary for Scottish Affairs from 1660-1680. He satas a
senior commissioner for the English Admiralty in 1673 where he also served
as a conduit to the Scottish body. Despite his presence, however, tension be-
tween the two admiralties occasionally surfaced on account of the limited
number of Scottish mariners available in times of conflict. Henry Macky
claimed to be the first owner to get a Scots privateer out to sea during the war,
and the first to take a prize. Yet soon afterwards he complained to Lauderdale’s
secretary that the levy for the Royal Navy impeded the privateers’ war on
Dutch trade.'? In truth it is abundantly clear that Scots were simply much
keener on privateering than on joining the (perceived ‘English”’) Royal Navy.!?
The great successes they achieved in the Second Dutch War (1665-1667)
meant that the Scottish fleet perhaps doubled in size; which served as a defi-
nite incentive to attempt the same in 1672,

The Lord High Admiral of Scotland, Charles Stuart, Duke of Lennox and
Richmond — a man usually maligned by maritime historians — mixed his naval
duties with privateering ventures.'® Indeed, he secured the virtual detachment
of Royal Navy units for use in conjunction with Scots privateers to great ef-
fect. In June 1672 the Royal Navy frigate Speedwell took six Dutch prizes
bound for Copenhagen. Lennox was aboard and the prizes were taken by au-
thority of his commission as Admiral of Scotland.'® Under Captain Richard
Borthwick, and after Lennox’s departure, Speedwell was contemporarily re-
ferred to as Lennox’s own ship and a Scots privateer in which capacity she
brought in six prizes to Scotland whose cargoes included much needed iron
and timber.!” Lennox also used his journey to Denmark (as ambassador)
aboard the Royal Navy warship Portland as an opportunity to dispense Scot-
tish letters of marque, resulting in the taking of prizes that were later contested
due to his ambiguous use of mixed Royal Navy and Scottish privateer fleets.'®
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Lennox was authorised to issue commissions only a few days after Charles’
declaration of war.!” In his absence, they were issued by his deputy, Sir
Charles Bickerstaft, subject to the agreement of the two senior members of the
Council and the applicant’s payment of ‘surety’.?’ Thereafter, privateering
commissions were granted in numbers, there being ‘no lack of applicants’ for
them.? In consequence, Scots privateers were at sea early, though Lennox’s
death soon after created some delays in administration.”> When James, Duke
of York, became Lord High Admiral of Scotland in his place, there was al-
ready a hiatus in the issue of letters ensuring that some privateers were
‘keeped up for want of commissions’. The exact reasons for this are unclear,
but rather than wait for James’ action the Scottish Privy Council authorised
John Leslie 7* Earl of Rothes, in his capacity as Chancellor of Scotland to
grant commissions for single privateering voyages in the interim.*

Scottish commissions were also issued to some English ship-owners and
naval officers. One recipient was Colonel John Strode, Lieutenant-Governor
of Dover Castle, member of the English Parliament, and a West Indies ship-
owner.® His privateer, Dover Castle, sent a prize first into Shields, then to
Leith ‘where her condemnation will be soonest and surest passed, she having
been taken by a Scotch commission’.? Strode also owned another privateer —
named Lennox after his privateering ‘patron’.® A Scottish commission was
also given to Captain Thomas Langley at Harwich, whilst Captain Owen
Hurst of the Norfolk also took prizes into Leith on a Scottish commission.?’
English seamen moved up from Newcastle to serve in Scottish privateers in
sufficient numbers to cause more problems for the manning of the Royal
Navy.”® This movement suggests that privateering service with the Scots al-
ready had a well-established reputation for easy and abundant prize money
within sections of the English maritime community. Additionally, it points to
the Scots going to sea in appreciable numbers very early in the war. Indeed, a
pack of 12 privateers was involved in the attack on the Dutch salt fleet in May
1672, taking 20 prizes, with one cargo valued at £8-9,000.?° Elsewhere, a six
gun privateer lying off Dogger Bank took a hoy, a dogger, and three large
Sluits, all richly laden from the Baltic at the start of June.*” In only one week in
mid-July 15 prizes were brought into Leith, and the crew of a Leith ship re-
ported that ‘divers prizes [were] brought in every day’ to the English at Whit-
by.3! This spurred more activity and by August several significant prizes were
brought in, two of which were valued at above £4,000 sterling.*> The Scots did
so much damage that one English commentator noted ‘the clamours of the

Scotch capers, which are so loud that all this part of Europe hears of them’.*
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The problem for the ‘neutral world’, particularly the Swedes, was that they too
often fell foul of Scottish privateers.

Scottish Privateers and Neutral Shipping

Large Scottish communities in the Dutch Republic and Scandinavia meant
that the Scots were ideally placed for gathering intelligence on merchants try-
ing to beat the embargo on Dutch trade by putting their cargoes or ships to sea
under neutral flag. Initially, Danish merchantmen reported meeting Scots pri-
vateers at sea whose behaviour was so civil that they gave the Danes what
victuals they could spare after they had been attacked by the Dutch.** Similar-
ly, in mid-September 1672, one Dane expressed surprise that nothing was tak-
en from him by a Scottish privateer he had encountered.* This kind of gentle-
manly conduct was not uniform. Two other Danes arriving at Lynn in late May
1672 told of being repeatedly boarded at intervals by various Scots privateers
between Norway and Dogger Bank and stripped of victuals and equipment.?®
By July another two Scots capers lay off the Norwegian coast waiting to
pounce on any ship emerging from port.’” In September Norwegian ships ar-
riving at Hull related that they had been boarded and pillaged by both Scots
and Dutch privateers. But the Norwegians’ complained most about the actions
of the Scots.” And it was not just the Danes and Norwegians who complained.
Two small hoys taken by a Scots privateer off Heligoland in July claimed they
were Hanse-owned, though the Scots were absolutely certain that they would
be condemned for some breach or other.*” Incredibly, Scots privateers even
attacked British naval materials en route from Gothenburg (which usually had
a heavy Royal Navy escort) causing one exasperated Englishman to comment
that ‘two other Gothenburg mast ships [were] taken by the Scots, one already
by them against all right and reason condemned, and the masts sold into pri-
vate hands, and the other like to be sold in the same manner’.** Other English-
men had serious complaints to make regarding Scottish actions in Scandina-
via. Some English ‘Norway’ merchants complained bitterly that Scots took 20
of their ships, adding that ‘the Scotch intend to condemn them all’. Even Eng-
lish-based shipping was taken.*

Officially the British attitude to Swedish vessels dictated a careful ap-
proach, with one observer noting that ‘I think we are to have more regard to
them than to Hamburgers or Liibeckers, which [ should not think it necessary
to use with so much circumspection’.* However, it was inevitable that the
British would take a few Swedes among the many Dutch. The Dolphin of
Stockholm, for example, was brought into Harwich as a Royal Navy prize and
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adjudged. But in general the predation by English privateers, or indeed by the
Royal Navy, seems to have been minimal.* This was not true of the Scots. In
June 1672, a Swede off the English coast was stripped of victuals by a French
privateer, then promptly ran into a Scot that took her equipment.* In Hull by
October ‘a free English Swede of this town’ complained he ‘met nothing but a
Scotch privateer, who pillaged him and his men, a bad but common complaint
of Swedes, Danes, and other allies, coming to this port’.*> The Scots’ impact
was severe: by the end of 1672 Swedish ships were specifically reporting the
presence or absence at sea of Scots privateers.* Their actions raised diplomat-
ic protest from the Swedish Envoy and Charles IT had been asked to personally
intervene, but ‘resolyed not to interpose in any such matter’ and instead left
the legal process to take its course, whilst requesting he be kept informed of
the situation.”” Nonetheless we can show that if a Scottish privateer suspected
a single breach of neutrality, even by an English or Scottish ship, they would
not hesitate to take them as prize leaving the neutral Scandinavians in a very
fragile position. Indeed, by the conclusion of the war, nearly a quarter of all
the Scots prizes for which we have documentation were ‘Swedish’ ships
amounting to some thirty five vessels (see appendix).

The Legal Argument

A Scottish privateer who captured a merchantman required to have her ad-
judged (condemned) as a prize or assoilzied (released). The reasons for taking
a ship were legion. If she was Dutch built or owned, if the skipper or any of the
crew were Dutch, or if any of the cargo were Dutch, sailing under a Swedish
flag would not guarantee her neutrality. Complications obviously arose where
the Dutch only had a miniscule share in either the ship or the cargo.*® None-
theless, all had to be judged. This could be done either in the Court of Admi-
ralty or in the Court of Session. Strictly speaking, the Court of Admiralty was
the court of first instance in which all prize cases were to be determined; the
Court of Session hearing appeals against its interlocutors. The appeal’s proc-
ess was complicated by the fact that the Swedes were not always sure to whom
appeal should be made, given the independence of the Scottish and English
admiralties and organs of government.* The matter was further complicated
since there were circumstances in which the Court of Session was prepared to
determine prize issues at first instance.’ An interesting example, in view of
Swedish claims that Scottish judges were not impartial, was where there was
‘suspicion of the Judge, as being concerned in the cause, or nearly related to
the parties, or having enmity against any of them’.’! The Court of Session was
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thus prepared to advocate causes from the Court of Admiralty upon the
ground of ‘iniquity’: an omnibus term frequently resorted to by a privateer
when the Admiralty judgment went against him. In the case of the Boender,
for example, the privateer, Captain Gillies, alleged that although her pass bore
that she was a Swedish vessel bound for Hamburg, this was false and she was
really bound for Amsterdam.®> Other points which favoured the privateer’s
claim were (1) that the master was Dutch; (2) that the cargo of pitch and tar,
goods important to the Dutch war effort, was contraband; and (3) that the
master threw papers overboard when she was taken. But despite what Captain
Gillies thought was a rock-solid case, the Admiralty judge was persuaded of
the relevance of the points made for the Boender. It was accepted that there
were grounds for ‘suspicion and seizure’. But if it could be proved that, de-
spite the documents and the master’s nationality, the vesscl was owned by a
Swede and that the master was a burgess of Stockholm, then the vessel and
cargo could not be adjudged and condemned as a prize.>® Consequently, al-
though the Admiralty judge ordered the confiscation of the master’s share of
the cargo, he allowed proof of ownership of the Boender to be led and or-
dained that the cargo should be delivered to anyone claiming an interest there-
in. It was against this judgement, which appears to be perfectly fair, but which
Captain Gillies thought was iniquitous, that he advocated the cause to the
Court of Session. The Court of Session initially declined to hear the action, on
the basis that the Admiralty judge’s error was one of legal reasoning only — in
praeparatoriis judicii — and that he should have proceeded to a judgement
‘without any foreign probation’. The case was then remitted to the Admiralty
judge with the recommendation that judgment should be given in favour of the
privateer. When, however, he ignored the Court of Session’s ruling and grant-
ed a commission to take evidence establishing proof of ownership of the ves-
sel, Captain Gillies again advocated the cause to the Court of Session, which,
being of the mind that the evidence before the Admiralty judge justified the
confiscation of the Boender gave judgment accordingly.

The Boender illustrates both the issue of adequate proof in prima facie sus-
picious circumstances and the economic reality that the high capital invest-
ment represented by a seventeenth-century merchantman was worth fighting
for, if not on the high seas, at least in the Scottish courts. Indeed a large
number of prize cases which began in the Court of Admiralty ended up before
the Court of Session; and many of these raised questions as to the authenticity
of ships’ papers. The reference to Stair’s Institutions of the Law of Scotland at
the outset of this consideration of some of these cases is also apposite. James



44

Dalrymple of Stair had sat on the Court of Session Bench from 1657 and was
appointed its chief judge, or ‘Lord President’, on 13 January 1671. He was,
therefore, involved in many prize cases involving Swedish vessels; and Book
I1.2 of the Institutions contains a substantial tract on prize law. In 1682, Stair
went into exile in Leiden in the Netherlands where he remained until 1689.>
There he published the two volumes of his Decisions of the Court of Session,
the second of which contained reports of prize cases.*® Stair, as already stated,
indicated in the /nstitutions that judges might come under suspicion of partial-
ity. He had good cause to make this point.

On 20 November 1672 Charles Il wrote to the Privy Council of Scotland
enclosing a ‘Memorial’ received from the Swedish envoy. He directed that its
contents be transmitted to the Court of Admiralty and ‘from them to receave a
full and clear answer to all the particulares therein contained’.>® The ‘Memori-
al’ was duly delivered to Sir Charles Bickerstaff, then Admiral Depute, and on
5 December 1672 he returned to the Privy Council with a reply which was
transmitted to Lauderdale.’” The ‘Memorial’, (now lodged in Riksarkiv), and
another related document, contain a ‘List of Observations’ intended to give
substance to Swedish complaints of unfair judicial treatment.”® The former
charges Scottish privateers with indiscriminate seizure of vessels, cavalier dis-
regard for their papers, the confinement (and even incarceration) of their
crews, bribery to induce crewmen to testify to breaches of the rules that would
normally protect allied and neutral shipping, prevention of communication
with the masters and crews of captured vessels, the selective production of
papers in court and, indeed, the alteration of confiscated papers. With specific
regard to the quality of justice in the Court of Admiralty, that court is criticised
for unjustly condemning Swedish vessels as prizes on ‘meere presumptions
and suppositions’. Also criticised was the privateers’ practice, once they had
decree in their favour from the Court of Admiralty, of immediately selling the
ship and cargo and, then, having the effrontery, should the owners of the cap-
tured vessel appeal to the Court of Session, to demand that their owners
should find security to indemnify the privateers against costs incurred by
them in resisting the appeal.

The legal records suggest that some of these complaints may have been
justified. Indeed, the ‘Memorial’ argues that in many instances the Court of
Session reduced Court of Admiralty judgments. A case in point is the White
Dove.”® The ‘Memorial’ complained that the ship’s carpenter had been sub-
orned by the master of the privateer into bearing false witness that the White
Dove's skipper had said that if ‘certain’ papers were found his ship would be
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condemned prize and that he, the carpenter, had thrown these papers over-
board. The carpenter had not made this allegation when first examined, but
only on subsequent interrogation, when the privateer had restored to him his
tools, clothes, and wages. However, perhaps disingenuously, the ‘Memorial’
does not mention that the master of the White Dove s own son, a lad of thir-
teen, had deponed that he had been instructed to give the ship’s papers to the
carpenter — though not that he had actually witnessed the disposal. The ‘List
of Observations’ does complain about this youth’s deposition, but neither doc-
ument admits that both testimonies were ‘not found to prove sufficiently’ that
the White Dove was carrying contraband: the evidence of the carpenter was
disallowed because it had only been offered after the privateer had paid him
and returned his belongings, and that of the boy because of his immaturity.

Although, as Stair wrote, absence of ship’s papers constituted a most ‘preg-
nant ground of confiscation’, the decision of the Court of Session made it
clear that this did not have the automatic effect of ensuring that a vessel would
be condemned as a prize.® The White Dove carried a pass designating London
as the port of destination, an insurance policy for a voyage to London, and
assorted letters to London merchants. This suggested that despite the above
depositions, and that her cargo of iron and masts could, in appropriate circum-
stances, constitute contraband, evidence as to the authenticity her papers was
the only safe manner of deciding the matter. Time was therefore allowed ‘the
strangers to adduce witnesses, that the ship and goods did truly belong to the
Swedes, and that the port really designed was London’. On the basis of the
evidence gathered in Sweden and London, which indicated that the docu-
ments were genuine, the Admiralty decree that the ship was a fair prize was
reduced by the Lords of Session.

1t should be kept in mind here that the evidence that ‘certain’ papers were
not disposed of on the orders of the skipper of the White Dove was felt to be an
unsafe basis for condemning her and her cargo. But this is not quite the same
as saying that it was false. There must remain a suspicion that the vessel was
carrying double documents: she certainly had a Dutch flag on board, and her
master’s name, Gerbrand Engles, may be Dutch. These facts alone may have
made him apprehensive when approached by the privateer. The presence of
double documents was a serious matter.

Correct documentation was clearly crucial and, indeed, the law of nations
predicated enemy status in several instances by reference to the paperwork
carried. Thus there was a presumption of ‘encmy interest’ if documents, such
as passes upon oath, naming the owner of ships and cargoes, bills of lading,
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and the like, were absent. The destruction of documents, the presence of false
documents, and the carrying of double documents and double flags were also
indicative of malign intent.' When the Venus, another subject of complaint in
the “‘Memorial’, was captured, she carried, inter alia, a pass (though not for the
voyage on which she was taken) declaring that she was Swedish-owned and a
contradictory letter indicating that she was owned by Liibeckers. This was a
clear case of double documents. Her pass was held to be false and she was
adjudged a prize.*? In the case of the Fortune of Trailsund (Stralsund),the
pleadings argue forcefully that throwing papers overboard ‘clearly infers that
these were double documents’.®® In the circumstances, the White Dove was
very lucky to escape-condemnation, and constituted a rather poor example on
which to base complaints about the Scottish courts.

In some cases, however, the degree of probation demanded by the Scottish
courts may, quite justifiably in Swedish eyes, have seemed a little too exact-
ing. Another of the vessels listed in the ‘Memorial’, the Margaret of Arens-
burg, was a Dutch-built vessel owned by a merchant from Arensburg then
resident in Amsterdam.* She left Amsterdam for France, from where, with a
cargo of salt, she made passage for Sweden. During this voyage she was taken
by a Scottish privateer under the command of Captain Smeaton. She had no
pass for either voyage and nothing to prove that she had been bought from her
previous Dutch owner. This last should not have been of much importance
since ownership of a ship, which was regarded as moveable property under
Scots Law, was presumed from the fact of possession.®® An instrument of sale
was subsequently produced stating that she had been bought by Henry Kohl
on behalf of, or for the use of his sister, Margaret Kohl, ‘residenter in Swe-
den’. Also put forward was a Swedish pass declaring that the vessel belonged
to Margaret Kohl. Strictly-speaking a pass had to stipulate that a ship and its
cargo were owned by a citizen of an allied state, and give particulars of the
‘kinds and quantities’ of cargo, and of the owners and the ship. All of which
'had to be ‘attested upon oath’.® The pass produced in respect of the Margaret
however was not so attested: though a number of other documents indicated
that the vessel was Swedish and her cargo was the property of Swedes. How-
ever, the Court of Session was not moved in this instance by productions ob-
tained after the capture, though these had been admitted in other cases, and
held that the documentation did not demonstrate satisfactorily that the vessel
was Swedish. Furthermore, to prove that the cargo was the property of Swed-
ish merchants was a matter to be determined in Amsterdam which was impos-
sible to allow since the law prohibited communication with the enemy. This
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last point is difficult to accept as a sound basis for the ruling and it is certainly
highly legalistic. One can understand, therefore, Swedish annoyance with
both aspects of the decision. To the Swedes the Margaret was self-evidently a
Swedish ship: that was the import of the Swedish documentation and the ve-
racity of documentation could, as in the case of the White Dove, be spoken to
by subsequent evidence.

The Margaret was not an isolated incident. A similar complaint was made
in the ‘Memorial’ regarding the taking of the Jacob of Stralsund ‘notwith-
standing her clearest Passes, Certificatcs, and Documents, shewing that she
was a true Swedish vessel, built at Anklam, belonging with the loading to
Swedish subjects and bound from Stettin to Hamborough’.¢” On this occasion,
however, the Admiral Depute, Charles Bickerstaff, did not condemn the ves-
sel. But nor, unfortunately, did he order compensation to be made to her mas-
ter after she had been destroyed by fire at Leith. Although Stair includes the
Margaret in the second volume of his Decisions, it is both interesting and
significant that the case is not included in the discussion of prize law in his
Institutions - written before he went into exile. In a treatise intended for use in
his own country, he may have felt that the mark had been overstepped in this
case. There must be a very strong suspicion that it had.

Prize cases before the Scottish courts often presented a complex matrix of
facts which undoubtedly made the judicial process far from easy, as another of
the cases mentioned in the ‘Memorial’, that of the Sun of Danzig, illustrates.®®
When this vessel was captured no bills of lading, charterparty, or other dock-
ets were found: only a pass which did not specify a port of destination. Fur-
thermore, her master and crew came from territory alleged to be under the
jurisdiction of the States General. This case presented what Stair would term a
‘concourse of several evidences of contrivance’.®’ Another such was the Cas-
tle of Helsinburg.”™ In this case the facts were pretty damning: the vessel
lacked a pass for her current voyage; she had only a ‘pretended extract’ of a
pass from Helsinburg, to which no seal had been affixed; her master was a
‘born Hollander’ and in possession of a letter from an uncle, resident in Am-
sterdam, which conveyed the impression that his nephew was to buy another
ship, ‘procure’ (the word is suggestive of duplicity) a Swedish pass for her,
and secure a burgess-ship for her Dutch master in Sweden. As if this was not
bad enough, the master also admitted on oath that his wife was presently in
Amsterdam. In his favour, however, he produced a burgess-brief indicating
residence in Helsingborg from 1667,”' But when takern together these items of
evidence, together with his admissions under oath, could only have struck the
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Scottish courts as suspicious and the Castle of Helsinburg was adjudged a
prize. It is likely that memories of the practices resorted to in the Second
Dutch War remained fresh in the minds of the Scottish judges. Indeed, Stair
indicated:

...they [the Dutch] did not only procure passes from the Swedes and
Danes, and other allies and neuters, and... did send persons intrusted by
them, as masters or steersmen to manage their trade, under pretence of fix-
ing their domiciles in Sweden, or in Denmark... but also they intrusted
their money to merchants, or factors belonging to the countries of allies and
neuters, who bought ships and goods in their own names, but to the use and
behoof of the Hollanders, and upon their risk and advantage and profit, so
that they had a pretence to depone, that the property of the ships and goods
did belong to these free men.”

This perception, that so-called neutrals, such as the Swedes, had a track-
record of accommodating the enemy provides an explanation as to why Swed-
ish documents were sometimes, as in the case of the Margaret of Helsinburg,
treated with skepticism. But one must accept that the Court of Session judg-
ments also evidence punctiliousness in respect of documents. The Sun of Dan-
zig was not to be condemned simply because her pass did not conform to the
formula expressed in the treaties. If the facts pointed to a different conclusion,
the vessel should not be condemned.” Tt may be the case that the Scottish
Court of Admiralty was overanxious to find in favour of Scottish privateers.
Indeed, this might have been the subtext of the royal letter of 20 November
1672. In June 1673 Charles II wrote again to the Scottish Privy Council urging
the importance of the Scottish and English Admiralty Courts applying the
same rules to the ‘adjudication of prizes’. To that end the Scottish Admiralty
was ordered to ensure that new rules were to be ‘duely observed and strictly
putt in execution.” Charles considering ‘it very fitt that our courtes of admiral-
itys in all our kingdoms should have the same rules especially in the adjudica-
tion of prizes’.™

One should resist the temptation to assume that all of the points made in the
‘Memorial’ were justified. The complaint about the selling of vessels pending
an appeal to the Court of Session loses some force if one admits that, with so
much money at stake, the owners of condemned vessels would almost invari-
ably appeal regardless of the merits. This was the substance of a petition pre-
sented to the Privy Council of Scotland on 25 July 1672 by Captains Brown
and Bennett on behalf of all Scottish privateers holding commissions.” Their
complaint was that they were being delayed in reaping the rewards from the
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sale of captured vessels which had been ‘adjudged and declared laufull pryse’
in the Admiralty Court. This was the fault of the vexatious practices of the
masters or owners of captured vessels who would embark upon a process of
appeals which had the effect of ensuring that the privateers could not put to
sea while litigation continued. The capital costs of outfitting and manning a
privateer, coupled to the (speculative) loss of revenue from not being at sea,
formed the economic basis of this petition. However, the argument in law
turned not on the economics of privateering per se, but rather on the procedur-
al point that an appeal against an Admiralty judgment should be supported by
some security which would, of course, be forfeited should it fail. The point is
not without merit. Appecals were commonly employed as a means of protract-
ing disputes and the posting of sccurity discouraged frivolous litigation. The
Privy Council was persuaded of the merit of the petitioners’ argument and
decreed that: ‘persons who shall persewe any reductions of the admirals de-
creits and sentences before process be sustained... to find sufficient security
that they shall pay to the petitioners and their owners against whom the saids
reductions shall be persewed such soumes of money as shall be decerned and
modified’.” Thus we see here a determined effort to counteract strategic delay
in the legal process. But the petition also produced a compromise which prob-
ably pleased nobody. Rule 6 of the 1673 instructions stipulated that an action
for reduction of a Court of Admiralty judgement did not prevent the sale of the
condemned vessel or cargo. If not already disposed of, these were to be
‘furthwith valued and sold’. However, this was tempered by the proviso that
the money from that sale was to be placed on deposit pending the outcome of
the appeal. Consequently, the privateer would not have available to him the
proceeds of his enterprise once an appeal had been lodged by the owner. But at
the same time, the owner had to find security for ‘costes and damnages... in
case he prevale not in the reduction’; in which case he was liable to meet the
privateer’s expenses.

Instructing the Court of Admiralty to conduct its hearings in an evidently
impartial manner was one thing. It was an entirely different matter for the
king, through his Privy Council, and on a Swedish request, to admonish the
Lords of Session ‘to doe justice to the pretendit owners’. Charles demurred,
indicating that justice at their hands was undoubtedly both speedy and impar-
tial. However, this royal endorsement reminds one of a letter written by
Charles II on 24 May 1666 to Sir John Gilmour of Craigmillar, then Lord
President, in which, though he disclaimed any attempt ‘to meddle in justice or
the merite of causes’, went on to urge the cause of the Earl of Bedford which
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was before the Court of Session.”” To this may be added a letter of 19 June
1666, from Lauderdale to Gilmour in which he also writes that, although jus-
tice is entirely in the hands of the Court, he hopes that he may ‘take the bold-
ness some tyms to recommend to your lordship’s justice and favour, and sum
other of my freinds, the concerne of my neir relations when they come before
you’.”® But if the Court of Session was viewed by central authority as being
suggestible, might it be accused of worse?

It is generally agreed that the quality of the Court of Session Bench left
much to be desired. It was said to include men ‘not bred (i.e., trained) as law-
yers’.”” And one of the papers sent to Lauderdale contained a blistering attack
on the competence of the judges in the Court of Session.®® It was alleged, for
example, that several of the judges were not Latinate and, therefore, had to be
ignorant of the law of nations which was the main source of prize law and
many of whose treatises were written in Latin. The judges were also accused
of not taking notes during hearings, and of preferring ‘sinister’ presumptions
to hard facts. But incompetence was not the only charge leveled.

The impartiality of the Court of Session over which Gilmour and then Stair
presided was, occasionally, questionable. John Lauder, an advocate, who was
elevated to the Bench in 1689 as Lord Fountainhall, recorded a number of
decisions in which Stair was said to have been motivated by personal consid-
erations.®" In James Dundas contra the Toun of Edinburgh, in which Fountain-
hall appeared for the Town, he alleges that Stair tried to manipulate the Court
so as to produce a result ‘to gratify the Dundasses, for whom Sir Jo. Dalrym-
ple and his Ladie agented shamefully’.®* It is against this background, then,
that we see the ‘Memorial’ aver that Stair was associated with privateering ‘by
way of affinity’: his wife, to whom he clearly listened, being cousin of the
wife of a man with an interest in such ventures. The allegations did not stop at
the Lord President. The Lord Chancellor of Scotland, John Leslie, an“extra
Lord of ye Session’, and Charles Maitland, Lord Hatton, are named as owners
of privateers: a fact provable by the papers relevant to the cases the Margaret
of Arensburg, the Sun of Danzig, and the White Dove of Gothenburg.

The ‘Memorial’ and other papers were evidently shown to the Court of Ses-
sion and met with a robust and detailed rebuttal of 19 June 1673.%* Ships’
papers which were in the form agreed by treaty, were accepted as genuine
unless their falsity could be proved. If documents were defective, rather than
falsified, the Court permitted that defect to be cured on proof that ‘ye property
of ye ship and loading belonged to subjects of Sweden’. The Court took cogni-
zance of the practices of the English Court of Admiralty and of other countries
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also. And Swedish ships were never condemned upon the simple suggestion
that they belonged to enemies: only the strictest proof would justify such con-
demnation. The sense of outrage these accusations produced is summed up in
these words: ‘[I]t is a most gross and false aspersion that some of us have
declared publickly, that we do no more value a Sea passe of Sweden, than the
barking of a dog’.

One may doubt the wisdom of attacking the probity and integrity of senior
judges as the best means of solving a problem considered to arise, in part,
because of their lack of these very qualities. This consideration apart, howev-
er, should we believe the accusation that justice could not be had before the
Scottish courts in prize causes? This preliminary and brief examination of
some of the litigation involving Swedish vessels (alleged and real) during the
period of the Third Dutch War, does not dismiss the suggestion that the quality
of justice in the Scottish Admiralty Court was not always of the highest order.
However, to suggest actual complicity between that court and privateering
interests may go too far: though fuller examination of the legal records may
force one to reconsider. It is also possible that some of the decisions of the
Court of Session may have rested on improper motives. As the domestic evi-
dence shows, this was not a court free from taint of corruption. Yet one must
not jump to conclusions. There are certain ‘givens’ attendant on the judicial
process at all times. The first, is that when considerable sums are at stake the
litigant who loses will be disgruntled and apt to complain that justice has not
been done: even when it has. The second, is that courts, particularly lower
courts, quite often do decide cases incorrectly. It is the function of superior
courts to correct errors of law: though in doing so they may perpetrate new
errors. Thus the judicial process is one of constant correction and revision. So
when one looks at the Margaret of Arensburg we see a case which was wrong-
ly decided: either in the sense that the court erred as to the law, or in the sense
that the court had some ulterior motive. The third point to keep in mind is that
the law on prizes was unclear content and difficult to apply to facts which
were hotly disputed. In 1668 Sir John Gilmour asked Lauderdale for informa-
tion about the practices of the English Admiralty Court: something which the
Court of Session still thought desirable in the Third Dutch War. Lauderdale
felt unable to oblige: “The Admirall Courts in all nations walk by the Rule of
the Maritime Laws... yet all have their particular Customs and so I doubt not
but wee have in Scotland’.** But if the Law of Nations represented the theoret-
ically correct source of prize law, national courts did not always observe its
precepts. And in this respect the Scottish courts were no worse offenders than
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others. Finally, we have to treat the evidence, the oaths, the passes, the docu-
ments, etc, with caution. Ships carried false documents, double documents,
and double flags. And few owners of ostensibly neutral vessels, even when
caught in the act of running contraband, or of dumping documents overboard,
were likely to admit their engagement in an illicit enterprise. One wonders just
how many owners of vessels like the White Dove, which were involved in
carrying contraband out of Sweden, must have heaved a sigh of relief at hear-
ing the decree of the Court of Admiralty reduced by the Lords of Session and
given thanks for having got away with it. For the evidence of the litigation
indicates that many did. At this stage, therefore, the case against the Court of
Session must remain, in the words of the current Scottish verdict, ‘not prov-
en’.®

That Swedish vessels did participate in illicit trade is not hard to demon-
strate. The Spaldings, for example, were well established in Gothenburg by
1672: the Swedish born brothers, Gabriel and John, playing important roles in
the Swedish commercial system though neither had surrendered Scottish citi-
zenship. Gabriel was a leading merchant in the city and would eventually be-
come its President of Commerce in 1678.% John served as the Swedish trade
commissioner in Dunkirk throughout the 1670s. More importantly, letters to
his family reveal that John engaged in smuggling contraband in wartime and
that his brother in Gothenburg was also a participant.®” Several Swedish ships
arrested carried cargoes owned in whole or part by Gabriel Spalding. These
were not usually sailing for the Dutch Republic, though the Scots had their
doubts. They argued his skippers were directed to say they were going to Dun-
kirk, to rendezvous with John, if taken by Scots along the Dutch coast.® On
one ship, the Fortune (Fortuna), a letter was found addressed to Johan Spald-
ing whom the Scottish Admiralty described as ‘a knowne merchand in Dun-
kirk’. The letter was from Henrie Browne at Gothenburg who, the decreet
noted, was married to John’s sister while another letter was also found from
Gabriel.* The judge held that the letters were simply a ruse and that ‘the cargo
is blatantly contraband and the Dunkirk pass was just a ploy to allow the ship
to go along the coast of Holland’. And yet Spalding’s ships were consistently
released while those of other ‘Swedes’ were frequently condemned. As stated,
Gabriel was known in Scotland and his ship St Johannes had traded to Ayr,
Leith and Edinburgh in the years running up to the war.”® On conclusion of the
war both Spaldings were given birth brieves by the Scottish authorities, a let-
ter of nobility from Charles II, and allowed to take up Swedish citizenship.”!
Clearly, the Spaldings were well known in Scotland, as were their familial
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relationships, and their connections there seem to have aided them in avoiding
the fate of other Swedes during the war. But was there more to it than ties of
blood or nationality.

Alexander Waddel and the brothers William and David Strang did not have
the same luck as the Spaldings. A merchant and burgess of Stockholm from
¢.1670, Waddel wrote a series of demanding letters between 1673 and 1675
trying to scek justice and redress in Sweden for losses suffered at the hands of
Scottish privateers.” These caused conflict with his trading partners and re-
sulted in his arrest in Denmark at the behest of William Strang, a Swedish-
born Amsterdam burgess of Scottish parentage.” The Scots declared the
Swedish ship, St John, carried both insufficient and fictitious passes from
Waddel while sailing from Archangel.” Furthermore, there was a clear web of
deceit surrounding the skipper and crew’s deposition with claims for the port
of destination being variously given as Sweden, Bremen and Amsterdam.
Some crewmembers claimed each man aboard had been paid 25 guilders to lie
by the Dutch merchant who was captured aboard.” The skipper further argued
that Waddel was not the sole owner, as he claimed, but was in partnership with
scveral others including David Strang. The ship was judged prize and confis-
cated along with the goods.

Is it possible that the Spaldings’ good fortune was achieved by informing
on their friends like Waddel? Recent research has shown that many Swedish
vessels with Dutch crews were taken within sight of Gothenburg harbour.
How did the Scottish privateers know which ships to target given the numbers
leaving Swedish ports? Did they have informers? One must wonder if the
Spaldings’ blatant flouting of the trade embargo was ‘overlooked’ in return for
information on other vessels leaving Sweden; particularly those from the city
of Stockholm where trading competitors like Alexander Waddel were based.
Such thoughts must remain speculation for the present.

Conclusion

As stated at the start, Scotland’s role during the Dutch wars is usually over-
looked. Yet, as this article has demonstrated, Scottish privateers played a very
significant part in the disruption of ‘Dutch’ commerce, challenging many as-
sumptions currently prevalent in the study of British maritime history. The
Scots were particularly vigorous in the interpretation of the commissions un-
der which they operated, not least because privateering was clearly big busi-
ness for them. They took the Dutch ships, and those of their sympathizers,
wherever they could - even if that meant pushing the neutrality of their own
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allies to the limit in order to get to a Dutch ship, cargo or crewman hoping to
evade capture. This led to a degree of international notoriety for the Scottish
capers in the age where the large battle fleets were theoretically dominant but
fought only inconclusive battles. There is little doubt that the actions of the
privateers on all sides ultimately decided the outcome of the war.

The evidence suggests that the general perception of the Scottish Admiralty
Court was that it was compliant and ready to declare captured ships prize. This
was certainly the perception of the Swedes also, both in regard to the Admiral-
ty Court itself but also the Court of Session. Given the sheer impact of the
Scots on the Swedes in particular, this is hardly surprising. Apart from the
Dutch themselves, no, other nation found themselves so frequently contesting
cases in the Scottish courts. These important Swedish case studies do not just
have pertinence in a Swedish or Third Dutch War context. Many became
bench-marks for prize law in Scotland and beyond, with the English Admiral-
ty paying particular attention to Scottish adjudications. It is also fair to say
that the records preserved in Stockholm illustrate the operations of the Scot-
tish Admiralty Court during this period in a manner no others found to date
have. They show the correlation that existed between Scottish judges and pri-
vateering interests either through familial ties or commercial involvement
while also offering an insight into British naval administration. The docu-
ments’ relevance to state-building within the fledgling British polity cannot be
overstated as they reveal how the various admiralties sought to establish juris-
diction and understand their relationship to each other and the international
community.

Broader implications also emerge from the cases which hint at connections
between the privateers and Scots resident in Sweden to the point where sug-
gestions of duplicity and of complicity permeates our study. Yet, although the
Swedish questioning of partiality and judicial competence is understandable,
the Scandinavians were hardly blameless. The evidence shows that they em-
ployed their own patronage networks to get their ships released. Other cases
show contraband was clearly being run by the Swedes while Scandinavian
agents were also employed to gather information potentially harmful to the
Scottish authorities, but also libelous.”® Further analysis of the documents will
hopefully allow us an even deeper understanding of the significance of the
Swedish documents both for this war and others involving the Scots, the
Swedes and their allies.
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Swedish ships seized by Scottish Privateers, 1672-1674°

The Castle of Helsinburg aka The Elsinburg
Myndart Cornsson, master. She carried cargo rye, wheat, buckwheat &
potash Ship taken on 29 May 1672 and adjudged (condemned), 14 June
1672.

The Pearle
L. Janson Piper, master. She was brought up by Captain James Bennet
and adjudged on 14 June 1672.

The Boender aka Young Boender
The ship was taken in May or June 1673 and belonged to Jan de Geer.
She was a Stockholm vessel with Gerbrand Bender as master. Her fate is
unknown.

The Sun
She was brought up by Captain James Douglas and judged on 14 June
1672, though her fate is not yet known.

The Fisher
Cornelius Peterson, master. The value of the ship was 7,026 guilders
though only ‘16 small lasts laden’. She was brought up by Captain John
Brown and adjudged on 20 June 1672.

The Venus
Herman Sloois, master. She was 100 lasts laden and brought up by Cap-
tain John Wilson and adjudged on 12 July 1672.

The Stockholm
Nicolas Henrickson Hostman, master. She was 75-80 lasts laden and
brought up by Captain Charles Hall and adjudged on 19 July 1672.

The Leopard
Corneliis Tiallis, master. She was 93 lasts laden and brought up by Tho-
mas Lyell and adjudged on 19 July 1672.

Golden Crown of Dunkirk

She was taken on 3 July by Captain Thomas Lyell and brought into the
port of Dundee and adjudged on 19 July. Condemned by court of admiralty,
not because her goods belonged to the enemy, but because some of the
mariners were Hollanders and some of the goods were contraband. Her
cargo contained wheat, buckwheat, woodash, wool & feathers.
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St Peter of Stade
Taken prize in summer 1672 by Captain Alexander Stewart and adjudged
on 26 July. The case was still ongoing 28 February 1673 from when a Scot-
tish Admiralty petition declines Swedish claims.

The Hope
Mr Paulson, master. She was 59 lasts laden and brought up by Captain
Alexander Stewart and assoiled on 29 July 1672.

The Townhall of Stettin
A ship called The Townhall of Stettin, 150 lasts, taken by Scots in July
1672 after Edward Kahlmagen, citizen and merchant, bought the ship in-
tending to go with her to France and other free places.
The Fortune

Herman Badendick, master. She was 60 lasts laden, brought up by Cap-
tain Roger Mowatt and adjudged on 31 July 1672.

The St Jacob
Knudt Pedersen, master. She was 87 lasts laden, brought up by Captain
Alexander Aicheson and assoilzied on 9 August 1672.

The White Dove
Gerbrand Engles, master. She was 200 lasts laden, brought up by Captain
James Alexander and adjudged on 12 August 1672.
The Angel Gabriel
Luke Buodes, master. She was 40 lasts laden, brought up by Captain
Charles Hall and assoiled on 17 August 1672.

The St Andrew
Knudt Frederickson, master. She was 141 lasts laden, brought up by
Captain Alexander Mortone and assoilzied on 30 August 1672.

The King David
Casper Broune, master. She was 60 lasts laden, brought up by Captain
Alexander Stewart and adjudged on 30 August 1672.

The White Lilly
Mommon Ipson, master. She was 203 lasts laden, brought up by Captain
Alexander Stewart and assoiled on 6 September 1672. She carried passes
from the Duke of Holstein but is marked on the ‘List’ in the same way as
other vessels of Swedish interest.

The Fortune
Baka Lawrence, master. She was 16 lasts laden, brought up by Captain



57

Matthew Lumsden and assoiled on 29 July 1672. She carried passes from
the Duke of Holstein but is marked on the ‘List’ in the same way as other
vessels of Swedish interest.

The Lyon
Jacob Pele, master. She was 12 lasts laden and brought up by Captain
Matthew Lumsden and assoiled on 29 July 1672. She carried passes from
the Duke of Holstein but is marked on the ‘List’ in the same way as other
vessels of Swedish interest.

The Margaret of Arensburg
The Margaret, Frederick Swanson master, was taken by the Scottish frig-
ate The Providence and ajudged on 13 September 1672. Numerous docu-
ments survive relating to this casc.

St Nicholas
The St Nicholas, Swan Bureson/Sven Bidrsson master carrying a

cargo of deals, pitch & tar was assoiled (released) on 13 September
1672.

The Fortune
Henricke Aveman master, carrying a cargo of soap, salt, lemons &
cheese was assoiled on 26 September 1672.

The Fortune
This ship with Andreas Neilson, master and her cargo of deals was as-
soiled on 4 October 1672.

The City of Calmar
Derrick Jacobson master. From Stockholm and bound for London with a
cargo of pitch, tar and iron. She was taken by Captain Smeton to Scotland
and ajudged on 4 October 1672.
King of Sweden
This ship with Jan Eilson, master, and her cargo of almonds, rice and salt
was assoiled on 1 November 1672.

St John
This ship with Laers Wolfson/Louis Neilson, master and her cargo of
potash, woodash, tallow, hemp, cloth, hides, leather & seal-skins was ad-
judged on 19 November 1672.

The Fortune
This ship with Andrecas Lutke, master, was assoiled on 23 December
1672 along with her cargo of pitch, tar & iron.
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The St Jacob
This ship with Titus Volter, master, was assoiled on 12 December 1672.

Running Hart
This ship with Conrad alias Kurt Eitson, master, was assoiled on 9 Janu-
ary 1673.

St Andrew
This ship with Andreas Anderson, master, was taken on 23 May 1673.

Deborah
The ship with Gerret Gerretson, master, was designed for Stockholm
with Swedish passes but taken on 6 June 1673.

The Diamond (Diamc;nten)
This ship was brought up and judged in Edinburgh by 1673 and, accord-
ing to some sources, adjudged.

The Wine Grape
The Wine Grape of Stockholm, a Swedish galliot, laden with iron and
steel and bound for Hull, was taken by Captain Patrick Gordon, a Scotch
privateer, and carried into Leith, where she and her cargo were assoiled by
the High Court of Admiralty.

Notes:

* Respectively from the ‘Research Institute of Irish and Scottish Studies’, ‘School of History
and History of Art’ and ‘School of Law’, University of Aberdeen, Scotland.

! For the main Swedish collection see the Swedish Riksarkiv [RA], Anglica, Bihang Scotica II:
1670 talet, handlingar ang. kaperier. For Scottish Admiralty Court [AC] judgements see The
National Archives of Scotland [NAS], Register of Decreets, AC7/3 1672-1675. Sometimes
ships appear in none of these such as The Fisher. The value of the ship was 7,026 guilders
though only ‘16 small lasts laden’. She was brought up by Captain John Brown and adjudged in
Scotland on 20 June 1672. See RA, Anglica VII, 543, 1670-1691 - Memo regarding the ship of
Johan Philippe de Silvercrone living in Warborough in Holland.

2 Public Records Office [PRO], SP 84/188 (January-May 1672) f.136,Declaration du Roi con-
tre les Estates Generaus des Provinces Unies des Pais-Bas’, 17/27 March 1672.

3 For Charles II to Parliament see PRO, Journals of the House of Commons, vol. 9 (1667-1687),
6 January 1674, ‘I know you have heard much of My Alliance with France; and, | believe, it
hath been very strangely misrepresented to you, as if there were certain secret Articles of dan-
gerous Consequence’. Charles agreed to let the treaties be seen by ‘a small committee of both
Houses’. See also Spcech of Charles II to both Houses, 7 January, 1673/4 in Sir Arthur Bryant
(ed.), The Letters of King Charles II (New York, 1968 edition), p.274. See in the same volume,
pp.222, 243-245 for the build up to the treaty and editorial comments on the same.

*JR. Jones, The Anglo-Dutch Wars of the Seventeenth Century (London, 1996), p.187.
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*The five Calendar of State Papers Domestic [CSPD] volumes that deal with the Third Dutch
War are awash with references to the effect - and fear - of Dutch privateers.

¢ C.R. Boxer, The Anglo-Dutch wars of the 17" Century (London, 1974)

" JR. Bruijn, ‘Dutch Privateering during the Second and Third Anglo-Dutch Wars’, Acta Histori-
ae Neerlandicae, 9 (1977), pp.79-93, especially pp.90-3; Bruijn, The Dutch Navy of the Seven-
teenth and Eighteenth Centuries (Columbia, SC, 1993), p.90; Bruijn, Varend Verleden, De Neder-
landse marine in de 17de en 18de eeuw (Amsterdam, 1998), p.118. PRO, SP 84/188 (January-
May 1672) £.140, Samuel Tucker to Juan Antonio Bereira, 29 March 1672. Tucker notes that 30
English and Scots ships were already seized at Rotterdam by that date. Very interestingly, and
contrary to usual claims about how small Scottish ships were, f.166, [Tucker] to Bereira, 14 April
1672, notes that ‘the Scots ships stopt here [Rotterdam] are more in number and better than the
English, and are brave shipps most of two hundred tonn and upwards, and very able shipps.’

8 11 Israel, The Dutch Republic: Its Rise, Greatness and Fall 1477-1806 (Oxford, 1995),
pp.812-3. For the unpopularity of the French alliance see S.C.A. Pincus, ‘From Butterboxes to
Wooden Shoes: The Shift in English Popular Sentiment from Anti-Dutch to Anti-French in the
1670s’, The Historical Journal, (1995), pp.333-361.

? See Dauvit Horsbroch, ‘From Bergen To Biscay: Scottish Naval and Privateering Operations
1502-1560" and Steve Murdoch and Alexia Grosjean, ‘Scottish Naval Presence in the North
Sca and the Baltic, 1603-1651, both chapters in S. Murdoch, A. Grosjean and A. 1. Macinnes
(eds.), Pirates, Capitalists and Imperialists from the North Sea and Baltic States c.1200-1939
(Forthcoming, Tuckwell Press, 2004).

19 J. Grant (ed.); The Old Scots Navy: from 1689-1710 (London, 1912), p.xix; Eric Graham,
Maritime History of Scotland, 1650-1790 (East Linton, 2002), p.75. Two special characteristics
mark out Scotland within the British polity. First, the levy was raised by means of a compulsory
register of seamen in marked contrast to England, where a voluntary register was tried and
quickly abandoned late in the seventeenth century. Second, the men actually supplied through
the levy had to be the prime seamen specified under penalty of heavy fines on the burghs. See
Missive and Proclamation of the Privy Council of Scotland, 12 January 1665, Register of the
Privy Council of Scotland [RPCS), 1665-1669, pp.2-3. An insight into Scottish trade may be
gathered from the proportions of the 500 seamen required from each of the various towns and
shires: Act of the Privy Council of Scotland, 2 April 1672, RPCS, 1669-1672, pp.501-2.

! Letters of marque were issued against an encmy of the nation in time of war, and the crew
could raid, plunder or sink any ship taken. Letters of reprisal were issued where there it had
become clear that there had been no satisfaction in regard to a particular incident involving the
individual in receipt of the letter. Any ship taken by him had to be turned over to the authorities
who would then effectively hold ship, crew and cargo hostage until satisfaction for the original
gricvance was made.

2 Henry Macky to Andrew Forrester, 4 May 1672, CSPD, 1671-1672, p.460. During the period
of escalation prior to open war in 1672, seamen in Scottish ships were granted exemption from
being pressed - at least in theory. This was in order to alleviate fears relating to the disruption to
trade caused by the press. See Charles II to the Privy Council of Scotland, 22 February 1672,
CSPD, 1671-1672, p.154; Charles 1I to the Privy Council of Scotland, 28 March 1672, RPCS,
1669-1672, p.499. Exemption certificates were prepared for the ships transporting the levies
30 April 1672, RPCS, 1669-1672, p.516 and Charles 11 to James, Duke of York, 6 April 1672,
CSPD, 1671-1672,p.288
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¥ Grant, The Old Scots Navy, p.xix.

4 Graham, Maritime History of Scotland, pp.19-25, especially pp.23-4; Eric Graham, ‘The
Scottish Marine during the Dutch Wars’, The Scottish Historical Review, vol. LXI, no. 171
(April 1982), pp.68-70.

'S Graham, Maritime History of Scotland, pp.21, 27; Graham, ‘The Scottish Marine during the
Dutch Wars’, The Scottish Historical Review, vol. LXI, no. 171 (April 1982), pp.68, 72.

1o Charles Whittington to Willliamson, 24 June 1672; Richard Bower to Williamson, 21 June
1672, CSPD, 1672, pp.261, 272,

7 William Griffith to Williamson, 17 August 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.498. See also pp.373, 818
and index; R. Dickson to Williamson, 7 September 1672, CSPD, 1672, pp.498, 589-90. For the
judgement against four of these see NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3 1672-1675, {f£.221-235,
4 October 1672.

'8 Warrant to James Hooper et al., 21 August 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.516. CSPD, 1672, p.498.
See also pp.373, 818 and index. Lennox [from Copenhagen] to Navy Commissioners, 2 July
1672, CSPD 1672, p.306

1226 March 1672, CSPD, 1671-1672, p.241.

* Surety was a bond under which the applicant agreed to abide by strict rules. In this case he
proved it by putting up a cash sum which he would forfeit if he broke his bond.

HRPCS, 1669-1672, p.x; Act of the Privy Council of Scotland, 4 April 1672, RPCS, 1669-1672,
pp.504-5.

2 Lennox was lost overboard transferring between a Royal Navy frigate and the ship’s boat:
CSPD, 1672-1673, pp.428 and 630. News of his death reached Britain on 13 January 1673.

2 Act of the Council, 7 March 1673, RPCS, 1673-1676, pp.30 and 42. James’ warrant to grant
commissions was read in Council, 22 April 1673.

# Strode to Williamson, 3 September 1672, CSPD, 1672, pp.563 and 626. Strode’s fluit was
involved in the Barbados sugar trade and was of about 300 tons.

» William Griffith to Williamson, 23 September 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.647.

2 Lawson Carlile to Williamson, 19 January 1673, CSPD, 1672-1673,p.451. Also pp.286, 510.
T Captain Thomas Langley to Samuel Pepys, 9 May 1672, CSPD, 1672-1673, pp.358-9. Lang-
ley had a letter of marque from Lennox. For Hurst see NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3,
£.291-296, 11 October 1672.

2 Arlington to James, Duke of York, 30 April 1672; Colonel Edward Villiers to Williamson, 12
April 1672, CSPD, 1671-1672, pp.310, 408.

» Macky owned 5 of the Scots privateers. See Macky to Forrester, 4 May 1672, CSPD, 1671-
1672, p.460 and T. Aslaby to James Hickes, 27 May 1672; Col. Anthony Gylby to Williamson,
7 June 1672, CSPD, 1672, pp.73, 170.

3% Edward Bodham to Williamson, 20 May 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.16; T. Aslaby to James Hickes,
3 June 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.144.

31 R. Dickson to Williamson, 13 July 1672; Allan Wharton to James Hickes, 11 July 1672,
CSPD, 1672, pp.332, 337.

32 R. Dickson to Williamson, 10 and 31 August 1672, CSPD, 1672, pp.469 and 544.

33 C. Bickerstaff to Williamson, 5 Sep 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.571.

34 John Butler to Williamson, 1 June 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.134.

T, Aslaby to Williamson, 19 September 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.633.

* Edward Bodham to Williamson, 31 May 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.112.
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37 Edward Bodham to Williamson, 19 July 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.365.

¥ Richard Gleadow to Williamson, 3 September 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.562.

¥ T. Aslaby to Williamson, 22 July 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.373.

* Sir W. Warren to Navy Commissioners, 7 March 1673, CSPD, 1673, p.21. Scots involvement
in foreign trade even brought their merchants into conflict with their own privateers. Captain
James Douglas of the Elizabeth of Leith returned to port in early June 1672 with his prize The
Sun, only to be twice assaulted by George Galbraith, an Edinburgh merchant, who unsuccess-
fully tried to free the prize’s skipper. See the Decreet, 13 June 1672, RPCS, 1669-1672, pp.534-
5.

! Petition of English Norway merchants to Charles II & Council, [July?} 1672, CSPD, 1672,
pp.385-6. For a rebuttal to these claims see C. Bickerstaft to Lauderdale, 20 August 1672,
CSPD, 1672, p.511. Bickerstaff enclosed a list giving details of eight timber ships not brought
to Scotland; five brought up and assoiled [released]; and six ‘for which commissions have been
granted for probation of the truth of their allegations, of which three are already cleared’. See
also Strode to Williamson, 3 September 1672, CSPD, /672, p.563 ‘Complaining of an Order in
Council to the Judge of Admiralty upon a report of his own for the delivery of the Palm Tree of
Topsham [South Devon], taken by a frigate of his whose captain had a Scotch commission, and
condemned to them by the High Court of Admiralty in Scotland’.

42 J. Hamilton to Wiiliamson, 4 May 1672, CSPD, 1671-1672, p.460.

# Silas Taylor to Williamson, 5 Aug 1672, CSPD 1672, p.446. The case notes for Dolphin can
be found erroneously located in RA, Anglica, Bihang Scotica II. This ship has nothing to do
with the Scottish Admiralty Court or indeed Scotland in any way and these documents must be
considered ‘misfiled’. An additional document relating to this vessel can also be found in RA,
Anglica VII, 542, 1660-1670. That includes a 19 point document relating to the ship dated
1667, but which are actually part of the case notes found in Scotica II.

“ Edward Bodham to Williamson, 12 June 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.211.

* William Griffith to Williamson, 9 October 1672,CSPD, 1672-1673, p.32.

*CSPD, 1672-1673, pp.184, 250.

47 Charles 11 to the Council, 20 November 1672,

RPCS, 1669-1672, p.607. Bickerstaft™s ‘full answer’ on the situation was with the Council by
December and seems to have been returned to Lauderdale for Charles shortly after. See Coun-
cil to Lauderdale, 5 December 1672, RPCS, 1669-1672, p.609. See also Lauderdale to Rothes,
3 June 1673, CSPD, 1673, p.334. ‘His Majesty has commanded me to transmit to you the orig-
inal ‘Memorial’ of the Envoy Extraordinary of Sweden, complaining much of your proceedings
against the subjects of that Crown, as well as against the proceedings of the Court of Admiralty
of Scotland, which he desires to be returned with your answer at your first convenience, and
that, if there be any just cause for those complaints they may be speedily redressed, and, if not,
that you may send me such an account as may enable me to justify your proceedings [E] He
[Charles II] certainly expects that in all such actions that shall come before you, a special re-
gard may be had to the treaties with his allies, which he desires to be observed inviolably’.

* For some examples of these early complications see PRO, SP 84/188 (January-May 1672)
f.166, [Tucker] to Bereira, 14 April 1672: Only 3/32 of the ship Prophet Samuel (master James
Reynolds, 200 tons) was owned by Dutchmen. Samuel Tucker had a 1/4 share, while the rest of
the owners were Scots. The ship was ‘cleered by my Lord Bruce Earle of Kencardin [who got
one Scots caper prize as gift] for bringing him his Lady from hence, the daughter of the Lord of
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Sommelsdyche [Sommelsdijk, perhaps the famous Aerssen van Sommelsdijk] here, who in-
deed had passed her word to the schipper before hee went hence to cleere him from danger, and
to that end had written the Lord of Lauderdale in England’.

¥ These complications were revealed in part on 10 June 1672, CSPD, 1672, p.189. ‘Report by
Sir Leoline Jenkins, Judge of the [English] Admiralty Court, on the case of the Sieur Cron-
strom, a Swede, that the obligation from the treaty with Sweden of taking security from private
men-of-war having been complied with in this case, the Exchequer is not answerable for dam-
age sustained, but that the petitioner may proceed here by law against the sureties living in Eng-
land of the bond, which should be transmitted hither, whether executed in England or Scotland.
If the Registrar of the Scottish Admiralty has delivered up the bond without due authority, he is
responsible, but must be sued in Scotland; if with authority, the Lord Admiral, for giving the
warrant, or the Judge of the Court there, for making the decree, if such warrant or decree was
passed without observing the due solemnities. If the bond was cancelled or delivered up in
England, the sureties may be proceeded against for fraud and combination. The execution of
the Delegates’ sentence will not have effect against the sureties, as they were not parties to the
suit.”

% See ‘Memorial’ by the Swedish envoy to Charles II beginning ‘The following Narrative sh-
eweth what unjust proceedings have heretofore been used by the privateer, ye Court of Admi-
ralty and the Lords of ye Session in Scottland’, contained in RA, Anglica: Bihang Scotica 11
(unfoliated) [hereafter ‘Memorial’].

51 Stair, The Institutions of the Law of Scotland (1681, 1693), Book I1.2.5.

2 RA, Anglica, Bihang Scotica II (unfoliated); Gillies contra The Owners of the Bounder
(1673) The Decisions of the Court of Session From Its Institution To The Present Time Digested
Under Proper Heads In The Form of A Dictionary, vol. XXVII (Edinburgh, 1805), p. 11907.
Hereafter cited thus: Morison (1673).

*3 The arguments were similar in the case of the Calmar. See RA, Anglica, Bihang Scotica Il
(unfoliated); NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3 1672-1675, {£.235-280, 4 October 1672; See
also the argument presented in Charles II to Earl of Rothes, Sir James Dalrymple of Stair, Pres-
ident of the College of Justice, and other senators, 26 July 1673, CSPD, 1673, pp.462-3. The
‘free Swedish ship Calmer’, cargo 92 lasts of pitch and tar ‘for the supply of the King’s stores’,
was taken into Leith in September 1672 and ‘there condemned as prize on pretence of the mas-
ter being a Hollander, and the pass running in the name of the Tar Company of Sweden, not-
withstanding the proofs offered that he was a citizen of Calmer and a free Swedish subject for
these five years, and the pass and other papers ran in the name of the said Tar Company for the
more certain supply of the King’s stores and securing them from the enemy, being all done in
Sweden by the knowledge and advice of Henry Coventry, then Ambassador Extraordinary
there’.

Y Acts of the Parliament of Scotland, V111, p.243, c.6.

%*Decisions of the Lords of Council and Session in the Most Important Cases Debate Before
Them (Edinburgh, 1684, 1687). Some of these cases were subsequently incorporated into
Movisons Dictionary.

S%RPCS, 3% series, 111, 1669-1672, p.607.

57 See also The Acts Of Sederunt Of The Lords Of Council and Session, From 1628 to 1740,
copied from the Books of Sederunt.(Edinburgh, 1740}, p.80.

¥ RA, Anglica Bihang; Scotica II (unfoliated), ‘Memorial” and ‘List of Observations’.
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%9 Stair, Decisions, vol. I1, pp.183, 213; Morison (1673) p.11906; RA, Anglica Bihang; Scotica
1 (unfoliated), ‘Memorial’.

 Stair, Institutions, 11.2.23.

o Stair, [nstitutions, 11.2.20.

82 Stair, Decisions, vol. I, pp.194, 212; Morison (1673), p.11918.

8 Stair, Decisions, vol. I1, p.142; Morison (1673), p.11888; NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3
ff.116-136, 26 September 1672.

% NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3 f£.235-280: adjudged 13 September 1672; RA, Anglica,
Bihang Scotica II (unfoliated), numerous documents. In RA, Anglica, 542, 1660-1670 there is
a document containing the date 1667 relating to Mr. Kole signed by the magistrates of Arens-
burg, but it is in fact a notarial copy dated 26 April 1673. In RA, Anglica VII, 543, 1670-1691,
there is an extract of an account book of Dame Margaret Kohl begun on March 1661. The ex-
tract was taken in English by the public notarie for the Court of Holland and dated 27 October
1672. See also Stair, Decisions, vol. 11, 179; Morison (1673), p.11902.

%5 Stair, Institutions, 11.2.21; Morison (1673), p.11925.

% Stair, Institutions, 11.2.16.

¢ RA, Anglica Bihang; Scotica Il (unfoliated), ‘Memorial’.

% Stair, Decisions, vol. 11, p.154; Morison (1673), p.11889.

 Stair, Institutions, 11.2.24.

0 Stair, Decisions, vol. 11, pp.182, 216; Morison (1673), p.11905; RA, Anglica Bihang; Scotica
II (unfoliated).

™ Charles only appears to have clarified his stance on Dutch birth not being a ground for con-
fiscation after the war was over. See Charles II to Rothes et. al., 3 July 1674 in CSPD, 1673-
1675, pp.296-7. This letter relates to the Wine Grape of Stockholm, a Swedish galliot, laden
with iron and steel taken by Captain Patrick Gordon, a Scotch privateer. In Leith, Wine Grape
was assoiled by the High Court of Admiralty. However, Gordon and his partners appealed to
the Lords of the Council and Session ‘on pretence that the master of the galliot was born a sub-
ject of the States General’. Gordon refused to accept ‘the payment of the iron and has de novo
laid an arrest on the same, whereby the Swedish owners suffer a great deal of wrong’. Impor-
tantly, Charles II ‘resolved strictly to maintain the treaty between himself and the King of Swe-
den, whereby the master’s being a born subject of the States General is not ground for confis-
cating any vessel of goods, especially as he was not in any part of the United Provinces since
the beginning of the war, but was a burgher of Stockholm’,

"2 Stair, Institutions, 11.2.19.

* See also the case of the King David in Stair, Decisions, vol. 11, pp.180, 220; Morison (1673),
p-11903; and St. Peter of Stoad in Stair, Decisions, vol. I1, p.182; Morison (1673), p.11904.

™ Charles II to Council, 29 June 1673, enclosing ‘Rules and directions appointed by his Majes-
tie to be observed by the high court of admirality of his ancient kingdom of Scotland in the
adjudication of prizes’, 29 June 1673, RPCS, 3rd, 1V, 1673-1676, pp.69-71. A version of this
letter and copy of the rules is found in RA: Anglica Bihang; Scotica II, Lauderdale to Scottish
Admiralty, 8 July 1673.

> Act of the Privy Council of Scotland anent petition by Captains Bennet and Brown in the
name of all Scots privateers, probably against Dutch owners of the 1672 salt prizes, 18 July
1672, RPCS, 1669-1672, pp.555-6.

6 Act of the Privy Council of Scotland, 18 July 1672, RPCS, 1669-1672, pp.555-6.
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7 H.M. Paton, ‘Letters from John, Earl of Lauderdale, and Others, to Sir John Gilmour, Presi-
dent of Session’, in Miscellany of the Scottish History Society (Fifth Volume), 3rd Series, vol.
21 (Edinburgh, 1933), p.190.

7% Paton, ‘Letters from John, Earl of Lauderdale’, p.191.

" G. Mackenzie, Memoirs of the Affairs of Scotland from the Restoration of King Charles I1.
A.D. M. DC. LX (1821), p.240; J.W. Cairns, ‘Historical Introduction’, in K. Reid, R. Zimmer-
mann, (eds.), 4 History of Private Law in Scotland, 2 vols (2000), vol. 1, p.124.

% RA, Anglica, Bihang: Scotica II (unfoliated), ‘List of Observations’.

81 1t was not only the Scots who*let off” ships for personal reasons. In October the Royal Navy
sloop Emsworth took Griffin of Stockholm which was later released on finding she had Arling-
ton’s private goods in her cargo! CSPD 1672-1673, p.54. A Kalmar ship was released in May
1672 for the sole reason that the Swedish resident in England knew the master and owners. See
J. Hamilton to Williamson, 11 May 1672, CSPD, 1671-1672, p.532.

82 Sir John Lauder of Fountainhall, Historical Notices of Scottish Affairs, Selected from the
manuscripts of Sir John Lauder of Fountainhall, Bart., One of the Senators of the College of
Justice, Bannatyne Club, vol. 87 (Edinburgh, 1848), vol. 1, pp.33 and 37.

¥ RA, Anglica Bihang; Scotica II (unfoliated). A Scottish rebuttal to Swedish allegations dated
Edinburgh, 19 June 1673.

% Paton, Letters from John Earl of Lauderdale, p. 193: letter dated 12 May 1668.

8 “‘Not Proven’ is the third verdict that can be returned in a Scottish court along with ‘Not
Guilty’ or “‘Guilty’. It effectively means ‘we are pretty sure that you are guilty, we just can’t
prove it’. If you are found ‘Not Proven’ you are set at liberty.

% RA, Biographica Microcard, EQ1832 3/6; Svenska Adelns Attartavior, vol. 7, pp.371-372.

87 RA, Ericsbergsarkivet autografsamlingen, John Spalding to Bengt Oxenstierna, 3 May 1677.
8 See also C. Dalhede, Handelsfamiljer pd Stormaktstiden Europamarknad (3.vols., Partille,
2001), vol. III (CD Rom database). According to the database the ships Gothenburg and St Jo-
hannes also sailed between Gothenburg and Dunkirk while most of the rest of Spalding’s car-
goes were destined for England, Scotland, Germany and the Dutch Republic.

¥ NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3, 1672-1675, f£.202-221. Fortuna was taken by Captain
Patrick Gordon and assoiled, 4 October 1672. Other ‘Spalding’ ships taken included The Nico-
las, Sven Biorsson master. See NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3, 1672-1675, ff.67-83. Taken
by Captain Henrie Fraser and assoiled, 13 September 1672; See also Dalhede, Handelsfamiljer,
vol. II1 (CD Rom database).

* Dalhede, Handelsfamiljer, vol. III (CD Rom database).

*! For Charles IT’s evidence of the Spalding’s noble Scottish origins see RA, Biographica
E01832, 3 December 1674; For the granting of the Scottish birth brieve see RPCS, 3™ series,
1V, 1673-1676, p.306.

%2 In total, Waddel lost three ships to the Scots. Apart from St John, one of these was called The
Diamond/Diamanten. See T. Fischer, The Scots in Sweden (Edinburgh, 1907), pp.30, 39 and 216.
** RA, Foreckning éver Momma-Reenstierna Samlingen, C: brev till bréderna Momma Reen-
stierna ingéngna skrivelser, 11 — brev till Jacob Momma-Reenstierna, E2523, 55, 1673; RA,
Biographica Microcard, E01946 1/8. Alexander Waddel to Karl XI, 6 August 1675.

** NAS, Register of Decreets, AC7/3, 1672-1675, f£.350-366. Captain James Douglas against
Louis Neilson/Laers Wolfson of St John, adjudged 19 November 1672. We know by the skip-
pers name that this is not the St Johannes owned or chartered by Gabriel Spalding.
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% Danish Rigsarkiv, TKUA England A 1II, 39, f.143. Sir Charles Bickerstaffe on behalf of the
Scottish Admiralty Court, Edinburgh, 22 November 1672.

% See Lauderdale’s indignation about informers in Scotland in Danish Rigsarkiv, TKUA England
ATIL 39, £.144, ‘An Extract from Mr Secretary Coventry’s Letter of the 24 January 1672/3°.

°7 The main sources for this compilation are RA, Anglica, Bihang Scotica 1I: 1670 talet, han-
dlingar ang. kaperier — particularly the list of Ships brought up in Scotland appended to the
Scottish Admiralty Court letter dated 19 June 1673 and covering the period of May to Septem-
ber 1672. The last seven ships on the list match the first seven in NAS, Register of Decreets,
AC7/3 1672-1675. Where other sources provide the main information they have been included
with the ships details, or mentioned as footnotes in the text.
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Anglo-Prussian Diplomacy and the Baltic
Squadron, 1756-1758!

Matt Schumann

The history of the Seven Years’ War has been written many times. So too have
histories of events during the war, from the activities of the British western
squadron (which served in the Atlantic) to the troubles of the Galitzin Letter.?
Merging the subjects,of maritime policy and the northern branch of British
diplomacy in this period, however, is something that has not been attempted,
although there is a demand for it. Critical to both was the position of the Brit-
ish cabinet with respect to the Baltic, and, in particular, the willingness — or
lack thereof — to risk war with Russia and Sweden, in exchange for closer ties
with their Prussian allies.

The Seven Years’” War (1756-1763), together with its predecessor, the War
of the Austrian Succession (1739-1748), were the two major European wars
of the mid-eighteenth century. Fundamental to both wars were two related
issues of imperial expansion. First, France and Spain were locked in a rivalry
with the British, over the fate of their respective colonial empires. Although it
was unrealistic in 1739, even in 1759, to expect that one of the three great
empires would collapse,’ still, the British and the Bourbons were engaged in
an off-and-on battle for secure colonies and trade markets. Second, on the
continent of Europe, Austria and Russia would have to contend with the rise of
Prussia. Once again, it was unlikely that any of the three contenders would be
destroyed, but each strove to maintain their own security, and their own
spheres of influence and expansion.

The Northern powers, bordering on both zones of conflict, tended to play
the role of highly interested neutrals. Although Sweden fought in both wars,*
the kingdom had been a principal party in neither. Although consistently al-
lied with France, Denmark and Sweden avoided conflict with Britain, and
exploited the rivalry between the two powers, to increase their own trade. De-
spite notable anti-Prussian leanings, Russia also avoided, and exploited, the

Matt Schumann is a doctoral student and teaching assistant in the History Department, Univer-
sity of Exeter, researching for his thesis ‘Incomplete Victory: British Diplomacy and Grand
Strategy, 1754-1763 . His main interest is the naval/military side of eighteenth-century diplo-
macy, with particular emphases on Britain, Prussia and Austria.



67

rivalry between France, with whom Prussia allied in the first conflict, and
Britain, with whom Prussia allied in the second.

This scemingly happy balance of trade for the Northern Powers was threat-
ened in 1756-1758, however, by the special relationship between Britain and
Prussia. Because of the alliance with Berlin, declining ties with Russia, and
apparent Francophilia in Sweden and Denmark, the British had several rea-
sons to send a squadron into the Baltic. The British, however, carried on a
lucrative trade with Russia, and depended on Swedish supplies to maintain
their own Atlantic fleet. The decision whether or not to send warships to the
region could have long-term ramifications for British trade interests.

A Baltic squadron might also change radically the balance of diplomacy in
the North. Should the British have chosen to send warships, then the alliance
with Prussia might be secured, but at the expense of ties with Russia and Swe-
den.® Without sending the squadron, British ties with Prussia would remain
weaker, but so too would Russo-Prussian and Swedish-British enmities, giv-
ing opportunities for later alliances and enhanced trade ties between these
powers. Without exaggerating its importance too much, the British decision
whether or not to send warships to the Baltic would affect trade and diplomacy
in the region for the next generation.

1 Initial Considerations

The saga of the British Baltic squadron began as the Diplomatic Revolution
reached the peak of its activity, in June 1756. Frederick the Great of Prussia
was Initially willing to gamble his head that war would not come to Europe
before the end of the year, but increasing intelligence on what would become
the First Treaty of Versailles dramatically reversed his opinion.® Certain of war
with Austria, the king of Prussia eagerly watched developments in Russia,
fearing that the war would hit him on two fronts. His salvation from this unen-
viable situation, he thought and hoped, lay in London. Frederick, anxious
about the attitude of Russia’s Czarina Elizabeth, originally cast his lot with
British diplomatic fortunes; the recently-concluded Convention of St. Peters-
burg seemed to offer him some measure of security.” Frederick’s fears, how-
ever, proved well-founded, for news of the Anglo-Prussian neutrality, formal-
ized in the Convention of Westminster had been poorly received in St. Peters-
burg.® Only too aware of the slipping British position, the king of Prussia be-
came ever more fearful: despite optimistic reports from Britain’s diplomat in
Russia, Sir Charles Hanbury Williams, he remained skeptical of Russian in-
tentions.” No longer willing to gambie his security on Williams’ diplomatic
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efforts, Frederick believed that more vigorous measures were necessary.'’ Ob-
serving that France had just entered into a chipotage with Russia, the King of
Prussia believed that his British allies were quickly losing what foothold re-
mained to them at the Court of St. Petersburg. He believed that a small British
squadron might bolster British diplomatic efforts, by adding a backbone to
Britain’s threats, bribes and entreaties. Since a Baltic presence would also re-
inforce Anglo-Prussian ties, the view from Berlin was that Britain had very
little to lose by sending a few ships."!

The British ministry, although not fully convinced that Russia was lost,
weighed their options.'? Thomas Pelham-Holles, First Duke of Newcastle and
First Lord of the Treasury, weighed the options with his colleagues consider-
ing both the prospects for closer ties with Prussia, and Britain’s position in the
Baltic, more generally. The ultimate response to Frederick’s request came in
the form of two letters, both of which left London on 25 June. Louis Michell,
the Prussian chargé d’affaires in London, wrote that,

If, against all expectation, the appearance becomes more real that she
[the Czarina] means childishly to defect [from the British], Your Majesty
can rely that one enters here with a clear mind into measures which he
judges will be necessary for the benefit of the common cause, and that... if
the need arises, an English squadron will be sent in succour to your Majes-
ty, and the ministers have told me this, also.!?

If the king of Prussia understood this as the official British response, then
one may begin to guess at his expectations. Frederick apparently had only one
condition to fulfill in order for the ships to be sent: “if the need arises”. Al-
though it is difficult from the written sources to ascertain whether he actually
believed as much, it is quite possible that Frederick interpreted his envoy’s
words to mean that if he raised the alarm, then he should reasonably be able to
expect that the squadron would come. Britain, in effect, was apparently pre-
pared to loan some of their fleet to the King of Prussia. But the second letter
from 25 June, the instructions to Andrew Mitchell, Britain’s new envoy to
Berlin, considered the Baltic squadron in a rather different light:

You are well apprized of the various Services in which His Majesty’s
Fleet must necessarily be employed; the Possessions of the Crown of Eng-
land are so extensive, so distant One from Another, & from their Mother
Country, and the Land Force of this Kingdom, from the particular Circum-
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stances of our Constitution, so little proportioned to the Defence of such
extended Dominions, that the Marine is necessarily employed to Garrison,
in a Manner, It’s [sic] extended Dominions; But notwithstanding these Dif-
ficulties, the King is so much resolved to maintain the Alliance He has
contracted with the King of Prussia, that Prince may rest persuaded His
Majesty will use his utmost Efforts, whenever it shall be absolutely neces-
sary, to have such a Fleet in the Baltick as may protect His Prussian Majes-
ty’s Dominions from any Insult whatsoever.'*

Once again, the clause about “need” is present, but the instructions from
the British ministry contained yet another condition. The ability to send a
squadron was dependent not only upon Prussia’s need, but also upon the vari-
ous services to which the Admiralty might or might not have committed the
fleet. Therefore, the words, whenever it shall be absolutely necessary, more
likely meant, “whenever we decide Aere in London that we need to divert ships
from other commitments”. Furthermore, contrary to Michell’s expression that
“a squadron will be sent”, the appearance of the words, utmost efforts, in the
British orders, seems to imply that the decision would be made in London,
alone, just how much effort would be put into sending the squadron. This, in
turn, would depend upon consultations with the Admiralty, and diplomacy —
especially with Denmark. '’

The British view of the promise for the Baltic squadron was reinforced by
the Northern Secretary, Robert d’Arcy, fourth Earl of Holdernesse, who pri-
vately opined that “the Services required from the Fleet are so various, & so
extensive, that some or other of those Objects must be neglected, if a Squad-
ron was actually to be sent into the Baltick.”'® This view, like that which ap-
peared in Mitchell’s original orders, was informed in part by the Newcastle’s
opinion. Newcastle certainly wished for a squadron, “if we have, or can have
ships enough”; but, while agreeing with the king of Prussia that this would be
an excellent diplomatic tool, the First Lord also realised that “we must not
neglect our fleet at home, & in the Mediterranean; those two are our capital
objects.”!”

Although one may reasonably expect that the home fleet should receive the
highest priority, it is interesting to note Newcastle’s preference for the Medi-
terranean before succours in the Baltic. This preference, it seems, stemmed
from two related ideas in British grand strategy. The first, as Newcastle and
William Pitt the Elder had acknowledged, both during their respective sepa-
rate administrations, and then together,'® was the primacy of the war against
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France. This meant that there would have to be some sort of British presence
in the Mediterranean. Such a presence would not only protect Gibraltar and
other British interests in that theatre, but would also block French efforts from
Toulon to reinforce their colonies around the globe. The second emphasis on
the Mediterranean over the Baltic masks a priority held by Pitt specifically, to
avoid conflict with the Northern Powers — especially Russia, but also Sweden
and Denmark. With a navalist bias and a mercantilist’s eye, Pitt and his allies
in the “Blue Water” school of maritime strategy saw several disadvantages to
involvement in the Baltic, which overshadowed the merits put forward by
those such as Newcastle, who supported a very strong Continental commit-
ment."” Foremost among the problems to be expected by committing in the
Baltic was an interruption of the trade in naval stores, a trade which was crit-
ical to the very existence of the Royal Navy.

The Eastern Baltic was the major source of naval stores during this period,
and not least to Britain, whose navy was by far the largest in Europe. Particu-
larly crucial were the fir timber from Northern Germany and Russia, and mast
wood from Riga. Also necessary were large supplies of iron, tar, pitch, flax
and hemp. Given that the regions that produced these materials mostly lay
within Swedish and/or Russian control, good relations with both were cruciat
to the continued supply of these vital stores for British naval construction.?
With the court of St. Petersburg, some measure of good trade relations were
guaranteed by the continuation of the Anglo-Russian trade treaty of 1734.2'
Despite their value to the Swedish trading economy, however, the relations
between London and Stockholm were complicated by the Francophile dispo-
sitions of the ruling Hat party, which prevented Britain even from having for-
mal diplomatic representation in Stockholm until 1763.%

If the diplomatic issues concerning the Baltic trade vexed British ministers
already, the interests of the merchants made the question even more complex.
Despite wishes to help their Prussian allies, the British merchants strongly
opposed the sending of a squadron; “...it could set them at variance with Rus-
sia, causing grave harm to English trade, which the new [Prussian] allies of
England were not in a position to compensate.”” As late as 1758, British en-
voy Sir Robert Keith recorded that, of 4.418.601 Roubles, 44-1/2 kopeks of
exported goods from Russia, 3.021.375,49 were carried on British bottoms.**
Although the proportion was certainly much smaller, there is nonetheless rea-
son to believe that British merchants carried a fair share of Swedish naval
supplies, as well. Both Holdernesse and Pitt were keenly aware of the value of
this trade, and it cannot have failed to influence their thinking.



71

1. Anglo-Prussian Baltic diplomacy

Neither of the above considerations, however, account for the course of British
policy. Neither commitments in the Mediterranean, nor the Baltic trade, per
sé, fully explain the British failure to aid Frederick with the fleet at the very
times when it mattered most — spring and summer 1757. At every turn, the
British ministry happened to have several arguments at its disposal, for refus-
ing to send the squadron. Disappoint Frederick though they might, these cir-
cumstances and their associated excuses influenced the contours of British
strategy, and arguably, in the long run, greatly benefited the very man who
believed he had lost the most.

During the early months of 1757, Frederick sent several requests for a Brit-
ish squadron in the Baltic. As early as 27 January, the King of Prussia sent
orders to his envoy in London, to inquire about the possibility of his receiving
succours in the Baltic in case of attack by Russia.?® The request was renewed
two weeks later, and again through the British envoy by the end of February.*
By March, Frederick was prepared to offer the facilities at Konigsberg (now
Kaliningrad, Russia) as a resting station for British naval forces, which he
hoped might be able to protect his commercial port of Memel (now Klaipeda,
Lithuania).”’

To this first series of requests, Holdernesse pointed to the other commit-
ments of the British fleet.?® According to the plans that Pitt had put forward in
December, it was clear that while Prussia was to be compensated with large
amounts of money, America was the theatre upon which he would focus his
greatest attention. His leadership in the ministry all but unquestioned, Pitt
encountered a minimum of opposition in arranging for succours to go to
America. The king of Prussia learned that these were to include sixteen of the
Line and four frigates, escorting transports with some 6,000 troops. The other
major divisions of the fleet, in the Channel and the Mediterranean, were also
already engaged, and none of the ships in those operations were likely to be
deterred for service in the Baltic. For Prussia, sour consolation was to be had
in Britain’s abortive attempt to court Denmark, seeking 8,000 Danish troops
for Hanover, and a dozen Danish ships to serve Anglo-Prussian interests in the
Baltic.”

By the end of March, however, the strategic situation had changed. Having
received intelligence that the Russians were preparing their galleys, Frederick
cited the “necessity” of having a British squadron in the Baltic, and his request
for succours took on the tone of a demand.*® Five days later, he endeavoured to
put the British ministry in mind of their last exploit to the Baltic in 1718. The
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king of Prussia wished only for seven or eight ships of the Line, and a few
auxiliary vessels, without which he apprehended “grievous consequences
which will result for me and equally for the common cause.””!

Unfortunately for Frederick, there were two extraordinary difficulties in
Britain fulfilling his request. The first difficulty was technical. It is true that
the British maintained a squadron in the Baltic during the earlier years of the
eighteenth century, but it had operated in conjunction with the Dutch, and had
certainly not entered a Baltic in which Denmark-Norway was neutral or
worse, and Russia and Sweden both hostile!*? The king of Prussia, it seems,
had ignored the history books on this particular point. This notwithstanding,
Frederick had another problem to contend with, in the form of Britain’s shat-
tered ministry. His urgent pleas for aid had simply arrived at a bad moment.
Even had Frederick and Michell, and their allies in the British government,
successfully persuaded Pitt of the need for a squadron in the Baltic, he had just
resigned, and was therefore unable to help.’* Upon receipt of this latter news,
the king of Prussia evidently understood that his policy line of demanding a
British fleet was no longer tenable. With a tone of resignation, he pressed for
a mere declaration that the British would send something, rather than actually
preparing the ships.*

Frederick’s requests for the squadron subsided in May, as the campaign
opened in Bohemia, and as the British—‘interministerium’ continued. But, as
the Prussian offensive stalled outside Prague in June, and as the other armies
of Europe began to mobilise, the king of Prussia began his exhortations anew.
With renewed vigour, and especially after his defeat at Kolin, the King of
Prussia insisted repeatedly that the British defend his maritime interests in the
Baltic.*> Mitchell reported once again, in the closing days of June, that Freder-
ick strongly urged “the necessity, there was, of an English fleet in the Bal-
tick...”®

To be sure, this was a time of debate in British circles, whether it might not
be wise to send a squadron, after all. Holdernesse wrote to William Augustus,
Duke of Cumberland,”” of his belief that it was physically possible for the
British to send a squadron. The utility of such an enterprise was immediately
clear to him. Notwithstanding shortages of manpower, some ships could be
released from duty in the Mediterranean, and sent to succour the King of Prus-
sia.® Newcastle had stated since the previous summer his interest in succour-
ing Prussia, in just this way.* So pressing were the instances for the Baltic
squadron that the Pitt-Newcastle ministry, on literally the first day after kiss-
ing hands, considered the issue at length.*
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Although probably not among the letters considered at that cabinet meet-
ing, Cumberland’s opinion is noteworthy. Although he was well-intentioned,
the commander in Hanover also saw that it would be impossible. With the fleet
already disposed as it was, there was, sadly, nothing to be done.*' The Cabinet
concluded likewise:

Their lordships took into consideration the pressing instances made by
the King of Prussia... that a squadron of Ships of war should be sent to the
Baltick to protect the Coasts of His Prussian Majesty’s Dominions from the
attempts of the Russians; ...seeing the many necessary services on which
His Majesty’s fleet is actually employed, it is impracticable to send such a
number of ships as would be requisite, considering the state of the King’s
affairs in regard to other Northern Powers, & their Lordships were of opin-
ion, that the King of Prussia should be confidentially informed of the
present services on which the fleet is actually employed, & be shewn, that,
notwithstanding the King’s earnest desire to comply with His Prussian
Majesty’s wishes, the thing itself is impossible.*

It was with these sentiments in mind, then, that Holdernesse drafted his
instructions to Mitchell on 5 July.* Not only were the dispositions of the Brit-
ish fleet considered - and the dispositions of the fleet sent to the king of Prus-
sia — but also the trouble likely to befall both the squadron itself, and British
diplomacy more genecrally. On the one hand, Holdernesse was advised that the
Danes had abandoned their French-orchestrated treaty with Sweden, for*
‘protecting neutral commerce’ against British privateers.* However, he also
noted that Denmark remained, like Sweden and Russia, effectively in the
French diplomatic orbit, and that the sending of a Baltic squadron now, would
achieve little more than unifying the Northern Powers against Britain. This,
the Northern Secretary reasoned, would render more harm than good to the
common cause with Prussia. The dangers of Baltic shoal waters were also
noted, which would render the deep-draught ships of the Line useless against
Russian galleys and prames.* Frederick dismissed these excuses, summoned
all of his rhetoric, and reduced the British envoy to requesting his recall.*
Mitchell reported to Holdernesse, evidencing his own bias in favour of the
Prussian monarch:

The King of Prussia said, with great Warmth, He did not think he should
have been so used by his Ally, especially after the Assurances given last
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Summer of sending a Squadron in the Baltick, That it had ever been, & was
still, His Opinion, if England had spoke as She used to do, this Attack of the
Russians by Sea would have been prevented; that certainly a very small
Squadron would have kept Them & the Swedes quiet, that after the Assur-
ances given, & the many representations made from Time to Time, for this
Baltick Squadron, He had been shifted off with fair Words & general Prom-
ises; that it was His Misfortune to have allied Himself with England in Her
Decadence, & to have been used as no Ally of England ever was. His Prus-
sian Majesty put me in Mind of what England had done in the War of the
Succession, & in the late War, to support the Queen of Hungary; he there-
fore concluded that it was not the Want of Power, but want of Inclination &
a hankering after the Old System, that had occasioned these strange, & he
thought, unjustifiable proceedings.*’

The British cabinet considered this response, and wished to justify their
proceedings. Newecastle for his part responded to the British envoy in a private
letter, informing the diplomat of his own desire “that His Prussian Majesty
speak out, & he shall have plain, & direct answers, & satisfactory ones, as far
as it shall be in our power to give them.”* The “satisfactory answer” was con-
sidered on 14 July. Frederick was to be counselled,

That nothing but an absolute impossibility, (which must be submitted to,
on all sides,) would have prevented the King from Sending a Squadron into
the Baltick, which impossibility appears from the whole fleet being em-
ployed upon this expedition to the coasts of France; which may be done,
safely, as the fleet will always be at hand in the Channel, in case of any
unexpected attempt on his Majesty’s dominions here.*’

Holdernesse submitted further arguments in the final letter of 17 July. Brit-
ain’s value as a commercial partner was to be stressed, as well as acting — by
means of the Rochefort expedition — for the defense of its own proper territo-
ries. The fate of the Northern Powers was again considered, and the Northern
Secretary left open a window of opportunity, stating that “His Majesty does
not lose Sight of that Object... if the Negotiation, in Denmark, should suc-
ceed.”” The issue of a fleet in the Baltic was more or less resolved from this
point forward, Frederick bitterly accepting that the ships would never come.
The declaration attached to the Convention of 11 April 1758 confirmed this,
stating what may be considered the final British position:
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Tis with the sincerest regret that the King again finds himself under an
absolute necessity of refusing to enter into any engagement with regard to
sending a squadron of ships into the Baltick. In order, however, still farther
to convince His Prussian Majesty, that the sole and only source of the diffi-
culties which occur on this point, is the inutility and danger of sending
thither a small fleet, and the impossibility of being able to spare one that
could make itself sufficiently respected in those parts, and by no means a
regard to any of the powers who have taken part in the war; and in order to
demonstrate the more clearly to all Europe, that, from the moment of the
ratification of the present treaty, their Britannick and Prussian Majesties
have the same friends and the same enemies; the King is ready to make
such a declaration, as, in the opinion of His Prussian Majesty, may strength-
en the Common Cause, and promote their mutual interests; in case the King
of Prussia, in the present disposition of the Courts of Petersburg and Stock-
holm, recommends a language different from that which his Prussian Maj-
esty has hitherto advised and concerted with the King."!

III. Epilogue
Indeed, there were instances in which the British did just that, for in 1758,
Russia and Sweden both put themselves to great expense, to steel themselves
against the possibility that Britain might send a squadron into the Baltic. Early
in the year, as Keith began a new embassy in Russia, succeeding the departed
Hanbury Williams, he received a threat, that Russia would consider a Baltic
squadron as an act of war.’? In April, Sweden delayed sending reinforcements
to Pomerania, at least in part due to fears of their being intercepted by British
warships.*® The Russo-Swedish response was to arm by sea, and to combine
their fleets — almost entirely for the purpose, it appears, of preventing British
forces from entering the Baltic.** They signed a treaty for this purpose late in
April, and it was announced soon afterwards in Denmark.% By July, there
were eight Swedish and twenty-two Russian ships of the line patrolling out-
side Copenhagen.*® But the British fleet went no further east than Emden and
Stade, delivering reinforcements for the reconstituted Army of Observation,
under the command of Prince Ferdinand. After much debate, the British
squadron in the Baltic appears brilliantly to have succeeded as a chimera,
whereas the reality may have proven a disaster.

From the Prussian perspective, there are two epilogues to this story. The
first was the ill-fated misadventure of Prussia’s own attempt at maritime de-
fence. Prussia’s first navy was a little force of four galleys and four galliots,
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constructed from the fishing and timber trades, manned by 616 men. On 10
September 1759, the little fleet was utterly destroyed, with the loss of all but
two galleys, and thirty killed or wounded.’” The second epilogue was a more
serious disaster. At a time when Frederick’s relations with Britain were wan-
ing, the loss of Colberg, on 16 December 1761, came as a major blow. *® The
Prussian standing was damaged also with respect to Sweden, with whom the
king of Prussia very much wished to negotiate peace.” Swamped with bad
news, the king of Prussia asked his Secretary of State, then in Magdeburg, to
give his best regards to the British envoy, “and tell him, without the form of a
reproach, that Colberg would have been saved with six English ships.”®

Ironically, it was to Frederick’s benefit that the British fleet never showed
itself in Baltic waters. Less than a month after Colberg fell, the Czarina of
Russia died, and the Prussophile Peter III ascended the throne. Because Brit-
ain and Russia were not at war, Frederick was very well placed to take advan-
tage of this development, with Keith immediately at his disposal.®' Because
the Austrophile Galitzin had been able to retain his place in London, however,
he was able to poison Anglo-Prussian relations with his last despatch, before
being recalled to St. Petersburg.®® After 1764, the man who had most wanted
to attack Russia during the Seven Years’ War ended up as one of her closest
allies for the next fifteen years. Such a feat would not have been possible, had
the Baltic squadron actually been sent.

1V Conclusions

Whether the influence was primarily commercial or military in nature, the
British decision not to send warships to the Baltic was important in several
respects. By lessening her military commitments, the failure to send the
squadron was probably of great help in releasing British forces for the coloni-
al war against France. By not antagonising the Northern Powers, the British
were able to maintain favourable trade relations with the major suppliers of
naval stores, thus further supporting their colonial ambitions. Diplomatically,
too, the British decision to avoid the Baltic opened many new matrices after
the conclusion of the Seven Years’ War.®

Among these matrices was the maintenance of an expanded colonial em-
pire, and Britain’s survival in “splendid isolation” in the postwar era.®* With
European interests focused elsewhere, Britain could concentrate on consoli-
dating her expanded maritime empire, and diplomacy was relegated to a much
lower priority in British policy formulation than previously. By choosing not
to embroil herself in the Baltic, Britain had effectively dodged yet another
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generation of European entanglements, and so, could afford to concentrate on
the interests of ‘little England’.

The price of these gains, however, was the alliance with Prussia. For Prus-
sia, the deal had been very sour, initially. With the British ministers going
back on early apparent promises of naval aid, Frederick was left literally sur-
rounded by enemies, by sea as well as by land. After nearly losing his king-
dom, in part because of this oversight, the fortunes changed for the king of
Prussia in 1762, and the British failure to send succours in the Baltic played to
his advantage. Having failed in his struggle to expand the Seven Years’ War
against Russia and Sweden, both powers in the postwar era were more amena-
ble to ties with Frederick: Russia and Prussia were allied from 1764 to 1781,
and Sweden’s unenthusiastic showing in the Seven Years’ War contributed to
the re-emergence of the Cap party, as well as to the rise in influence of Queen
Louisa Ulrika, Frederick’s sister.

Finally, the emergence of Prussia as a major power added strength to the
maritime treaties concluded between Sweden, Denmark and Russia during the
war, to produce a situation in which the combined Baltic powers acted almost
as an independent political entity. At least until the end of the Russo-Prussian
alliance in the 1780s, the Baltic powers were able successfully to implement
several variations on armed neutrality, and to negotiate almost on a level with
their major clients in Britain and France.®® Had Baltic particularisms — Russia
against Prussia, Denmark against Russia, Sweden tied closely to France® —
been intensified by the presence of a British squadron during the Seven Years’
War, such a league may have been delayed in its development, or never fully
formed at all.
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Att bygga en skirgardseskader — En samling
brev 1 Riksarkivet fran overstelgjtnant Carl
Olof Cronstedt till Gustav III under slutet av
ar 1789 och borjan av 1790

Ulf Sundberg

Kriget i Finland

Sedan ar 1788 pagick ett krig med Ryssland. Kriget startades av Gustav 111
och det finns olika forklaringar till exakt varfor han gjorde detta. En del av
forklaringarna ar att Gustav I1I 1dnge hade haft tanken att 6ka sin populéritet i
Sverige genom ett framgéngsrikt krig mot Ryssland. Sverige hade i frederna
efter Stora nordiska kriget och Hattarnas ryska krig forlorat stora landomré-
den till Ryssland, och en revansch for detta borde uppfattas som positivt i
manga liger.

Eftersom kungen enligt radande grundlag inte fick starta ett anfallskrig
1at Gustav IIT i slutet av juni 1788 iscensitta en skottvixling mellan en
svensk granspostering vid Puumala och till ryssar utklddda svenskar. Hén-
delsen fick gilla som krigsorsak och tva dagar senare gick svenska trupper
over gransen till Ryssland. En grundpelare i den svenska stridsplanen var att
den ryska flottan besegrades pa ett tidigt stadium av kriget. Néar den svenska
och ryska flottan méttes vid Hogland 1 juli samma ar var det néra att denna
del av planen kunde forverkligas, men slaget slutade oavgjort och den illa
atgangna ryska flottan kunde ta sig tillbaka till sina baser. Ryssarna repare-
rade sin flotta snabbare dn svenskarna och kunde under resten av aret halla
de svenska orlogsfartygen instdngda i Sveaborg. Med detta hade Gustav 111
och Sverige fatt allvarliga problem. Kriget till lands utvecklades heller inte
som man tinkt sig och de svenska trupperna kom inte sérskilt ldngt in pa
ryskt territorium. Inom officerskaren radde ett stort missndje med kriget,
och i bérjan av augusti slog detta ut i full blom. I den s k Anjalanoten forkla-
rade ett stort antal officerare att de ansig kriget vara olagligt och Gustav 111

Ulf Sundberg, . 1956, ar civilekonom, forfattare och kapten 1 Flottans reserv. Under slutet av
1990-talet gav Ulf Sundberg ut en trilogi om svenska krig och freder samt medverkade i antolo-
gin om skargardsflottans historia, Skdrgdrdsflottan, Hans Norman (red.), Lund 2000. Ulf Sund-
berg har lange odlat ett varmt intressc for skdrgardsflottan och dess ménga fartyg.
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stod alltsa infor ett uppror i officerska-
ren. Situationen rdddades dock av att
Danmark under augusti forklarade att
de tidnkte gd in i kriget. Kriget mot
Ryssland hade ingen forankring i de
breda folklagren, men ett krig mot Dan-
mark ansig manga maéste foras med
kraft. Gustav III ldmnade Finland och
borjade organisera férsvaret mot dans-
karna i Sverige. Han fick nu opinionen
med sig och kunde slé ned officersupp-
roret. Infor den annalkande hosten av-
stannade operationerna i Finland for ar
1788. Redan i oktober 1788 kunde
stillestand slutas med Danmark.

Viceamiralen C. . ronstedzﬂ Efter I maj 1789 inleddes striderna ater i
en miniatyrbild tillhérig protokoll- Finland. Ryssarna var delvis framgéangs-
sekreteraren C. Cronstedt. rika, men lyckades inte fa ett Overtag,

och i augusti hade den svenska armén
intagit fordelaktiga positioner. Den 24 augusti led dock den svenska skir-
girdsflottan ett nederlag vid Svensksund. Eftersom den ryska skdrgardsflot-
tan med detta kom att kunna rora sig bakom de svenska positionerna éterstod
det bara for svenskarna att retirera. Principen hade borjat st klar redan under
borjan av 1700-talet. Den som hade &vertaget i skédrgarden hade stora fordelar
under ett krig i Finland. Om fartyg i skérgirden ostdrt kunde fora fram trupper
bakom fiendens positioner pa fastlandet hotades motstindarens rygg, vilket
resulterade 1 att den kringgangne snabbt tvingades retirera. Eftersom &rlogs-
flottans stora fartyg inte kunde operera i skirgérdarna kunde fordelar vinnas
oberoende av vem som hade herravéldet till havs. Denna insikt ledde fram till
att man i bade Sverige och Ryssland hade utvecklat fartygsforband som var
specialanpassade for strid i skirgarden. Den annalkande hosten hindrade fler
krigsrorelser detta ir, men pd bada sidor blev man alltmer dvertygad om att
kriget skulle avgoras i den finska skidrgdrden. Savil svenskar som ryssar rus-
tade frenetiskt infor den kraftmétning som méaste komma sommaren 1790.

Carl Olof Cronstedt och hans uppdrag

Det byggdes fartyg i manga delar av riket och dversteldjtnant Carl Olof Cron-
stedt fick i uppdrag att leda uppsittandet av ett foérband i Pommern. Det ir
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Cronstedts brev rorande detta uppdrag som finns i Riksarkivet. Samlingen
innehéatler ocksé ndgra brev fran Fredrik Wilhelm von Hessenstein, guvernor i
Pommern. Wilhelm Odelberg har tidigare anvint samlingen i sin biografi ver
viceamiral Carl Olof Cronstedt, men det finns manga detaljer i breven som
tidigare inte har publicerats. Dessa detaljer ar intressanta pa det sattet att de
ger oss en djup inblick i en skirgirdseskader, t ex hur den var bemannad, vad
fartygen kostade och vilka problem man hade med att sétta upp ett forband av
denna typ.

Carl Olof Cronstedt féddes nira Helsingfors dr 1756, hans far var artilleri-
kaptenen Johan Gabriel Cronstedt. C O Cronstedt gick in 1 flottan och 14t forst
hora talas om sig i samband med Gustav I1I:s statskupp &r 1772, da han forde
over trupper fran Finland for att stddja kungen. Nér kriget med Ryssland brét
ut kom han till skirgardsflottan och deltog i det forsta slaget vid Svensksund.
Carl Olof Cronstedt var god van med Carl August Ehrensvird, skirgardsflot-
tans vid denna tid starke man. Det var med storsta sannolikhet tack vare denna
véanskap som han fick uppdraget i Pommern, och uppdraget kan betraktas som
1 hogsta grad hedrande for Cronstedt.

Pommern, som 1 praktiken hade varit svenskt sedan 1629, hade tilifallit
Sverige efter Trettiodriga kriget och var en utmirkt plats att bygga fartyg pa.
Dir fanns god tillgang till ek och nigra av skirgérdstlottans fartyg hade tidi-
gare, med stor framgang, byggts dar.

De tva forsta breven dr daterade den 3 november 1789. Cronstedt rapporte-
rade 1 det forsta brevet att han nu hade kommit till Stralsund. Han informerade
vidare om att von Hessenstein visserligen inte var pa plats, men att han fick
gott stdd av generalldjtnanten Armfelt och den pommerska "Cammaren”.
Generallgjtnanten Armfelt var Fromhold Armfelt, chef {6r Artilleriregemen-
tets avdelning 1 Stralsund. Cronstedt hade uppenbarligen vid denna tid inte
fatt den skeppsbyggmistare han blivit lovad och heller inte ritningarna pa de
fartyg som skulle byggas. Han intygade att arbetet skulle inledas med “full
force” sd snart dessa hade kommit. Han avslutar brevet med att anstalt om
ekvirkets fidllande och apterande ar dven redan gjort”.

Det andra brevet av samma datum ar betydligt fylligare. Vi forstér av detta
grunden i uppdraget, Cronstedt hade att bygga kanonslupar och kanonjollar
samt reparera tva kanonpramar, Hector och Achilles. Pramarna hade legat 1
Pommern en ldngre tid och var avsedda fér Pommerns forsvar. De var storre,
tungt bestyckade fartyg som var svara att forflytta i skidrgarden och krivde
stor besittning. Kanonsluparna och kanonjollarna var prdmarnas motsats.
Den grundldggande idén med dessa fartygstyper var att skapa lattrorliga far-
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tyg med liten beséttning och {4, men grova, kanoner. Fartygen utgjorde, trots
att de var sm4, ett svért hot mot de klent byggda galirerna som lange domine-
rade den ryska skargardsflottan. Kanonslupen var runt 20 meter lang och var
normalt bestyckad med tva 24-pundiga kanoner, en i féren och en i aktern.
Kanonjollen var dnnu mindre, den var runt 15 meter lang och forde en 24-
pundig kanon i aktern. Kanonjollen 14r vara det minsta 6rlogsfartyg som na-
gonsin byggts. Bada fartygstyperna var mycket grundgéende, {for att kunna ta
sig fram i princip var som helst i den finska skérgarden.

Nir Cronstedt sett sitt uppdrag forstod han att det fanns brister i detta, och
1 det andra brevet méste han, si snyggt som mojligt, forklara forhallandet f6r
kungen. Den erfarne.Cronstedt sdg tva problem, det saknades kanonbarkasser
och det saknades alla de slupar och roddbétar som kravdes for att forbandet
skulle fungera. Kanonbarkassen var ett skonertriggat fartyg, 10—14 meter
langt och bestyckat med en 18-pundig kanon och 16 nickhakar. Han forklara-
de for kungen att det krivdes minst tva kanonbarkasser “till Kundskapare”,
d v s spaning, han forklarade vidare att det beh6évdes en midngd mindre batar
till eskadern, bdde for befilet och for att bogsera pramarna. Cronstedt avsluta-
de brevet med att om det blev brist pa pengar eller manskap var det antalet
kanonslupar som skulle komma att reduceras.

Bemanning

Till brev nummer tva finns det en intressant bilaga. Den specificerar att det
kriavdes 1 836 man till eskadern, originalet dr felsummerat och anger totalt 1
786 man. Personalen fordelas pa samtliga personalkategorier och till pramar-
na, kanonsluparna, kanonjollarna, kanonbarkasserna och sluparna, se bilaga
1. I bilagan ser vi en del intressanta saker. Till exempel att en kanonbarkass
hade 30 mans beséttning och en kanonslup 69 man, om chefen var en 16jtnant.
Dessa 69 man ér betydligt fler &n de 49 man som en kanonslup hade pé 1770-
talet enligt tabellen 1 Oscar Niculas bok om skérgérdsflottan. I kolumnerna for
kanonjollar ser vi att en sddan med en underofficer som chef hade 22 mans
besittning. For de 12 kanonjollarna avsattes endast fem sjoofficerare och tre
arméofficerare. Vi ser ocksa att sjdmilitidrerna, inklusive 19 civilbetjanter”,
utgjorde cirka 40 procent av bemanningen. Den totala méngden officerare var
med moderna matt liten, 2 regementsofficerare, 10 kaptener och 30 subalter-
ner, totalt 42 officerare. Det sammanlagda antalet underofficerare var 107,
varje underofficer hade alltsd i genomsnitt cirka 17 man att halla reda pa. Det
blir ocksa tydligt att kanonpramarna var personalslukande, de bdda fartygen
drog 463 man tillsammans, en fjidrdedel av styrkan.
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En personalkategori som inte varit sarskilt uppmérksammad ér officerarnas
dringar, med sina 108 man utgjorde den fem procent av styrkan. En berdkning
ger vid handen att en 16jtnant eller subaltern hade tva dringar och en kapten
tre. 1 kolumnen for chefsslup, mindre slup och adjutantsjolle finns en rege-
mentsofficer, sannolikt 6versteldjtnant Cronstedt sjilv, en kapten och en 16jt-
nant samt tolv drangar. Om kaptenen och 16jtnanten hade sitt vanliga antal
drangar hade en Gversteljnant sju.

Kostnader, slupar och bdtar
Den 11 november 1789 hade Cronstedt riknat klart pa kostnaden for eskadern
och sinde en “underdanig calcul dver kostnaden” {for det nya forbandet, i riks-
daler pommersk kurant. Kalkylen aterges i bilaga 3. Pommersk kurant var den
valuta som anvindes i det svenska Pommern, den hade en vixelkurs som var
fri fran den svenska riksdalern.

Forutom de rena kostnaderna fér vi i kalkylen en bild av hur Cronstedt ville
ha ett forband av denna storlek utrustat med slupar, mindre roddbatar och
underhallsfartyg. Sammanlagt 36 mindre batar krdvdes for ledning, samband
och allmin rérlighet. Av bendmningarna i kalkylen forstar vi endast anvind-
ningsomradet for tva av batarna, chefen skulle ha en slup och adjutanten en
jolle. Man ser framfor sig hur adjutanten sannolikt var den som arbetade héar-
dast pa forbandet och verkligen beh6vde en egen jolle for att kunna rora sig.

De 12 sluparna, med 5 till 10 aror, ser vi inte sjalvklart vilka som skall
anvinda. Om man beaktar hur en skidrgardseskader var organiserad till batalj
passar bilden perfekt. Under eskaderchefen fanns tre divisionschefer, en av
dessa kunde fa en 10-arors slup och de tva andra varsin 8-arors. Varje division
var organiserad i tre plutoner. Fem av plutoncheferna kunde fa en 6-arors siup
och de fyra andra en 5-drors. Det framgér av ett av breven att sluparna behov-
des for att bogsera prdmarna; tyvirr utvecklade Cronstedt inte detta. Det dr
mojligt att chefernas slupar var ténkta att anvéindas for bogsering nér forban-
det forflyttade sig och sedan dtergick till chefen ndr man grupperade for strid.

De 22 mindre bétarna &r inte helt litta att forstd. Om det hade varit 24 eller
26 skulle saken vara klar, en jolle till varje kanonslup, kanonjolle eller kanon-
barkass. Nu dr det fyra mindre fartyg som inte far nagra béatar.

Normalt sett hade man kunnat forvinta sig att chefen ville ha nagra slupar
for samband med hégre chef och for lokal spaning, men om han hade delat ut
alla slupar till sina underlydande chefer fanns inte ndgra sddana. Man ser ock-
sd framfor sig att behovet av slupar och smabatar var stort. For det mesta var
det sikert nagon som skulle ta sig ndgonstans eller nigot som maste hadmtas
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eller lamnas och det var sdkert manga diskussioner om vem som fick ta slupen
eller baten.

Underhéllet krivde fem inhyrda képmansfartyg, dir vi kan utga fran att ett
var tdnkt att géras om till sjukfartyg. En berdkning ger vid handen att varje
fartyg 1 genomsnitt var om 70 ldster. Om vi betraktar bemanningstabellen for-
star vi att fartygen hyrdes inklusive beséttning.

Man kan vidare ta Cronstedts kalkyl och dela upp den i olika kostnadsslag,
t ex stridsfartyg, slupar och roddbatar, underhill, personalkostnader samt v-
rigt. Man kan naturligtvis diskutera vilka poster som skall gd under vilken
rubrik, men enligt den i bilaga 3 gjorda uppdelning ser man att det finns tva
dominerande kostnadsposter. Stridsfartyg star for 37 procent av kostnaden
och personalen for 52 procent. Underhéll, slupar och roddbétar samt dvrigt dr
endast 11 procent. I moderna kalkyler brukar personalkostnaden bli den stors-
ta, och vi ser har att dven pa 1790-talet dominerade kostnaderna for personal.

Nista brev dr daterat den 12 december 1789 och dr mycket ldngt. Forst
rapporterar Cronstedt att arbetet med att reparera primarna inleddes den 30
november och hade framskridit sa langt att den ena sidans bordldggning var
borthuggen. Vidare hade Cronstedt skrivit kontrakt om uppforandet av 12 st
kanonslupar. Han hade inte kunnat kontraktera kanonjollarna an, eftersom rit-
ningen dnnu inte kommit honom tillhanda. Man planerade att 14ta bygga de
mindre batarna i stdderna omkring Stralsund, och auction” pa detta arbete
skulle vara genomford den 16 december. Av brevet forstir vi ocksa att det
hade blivit problem, kungen hade uppenbarligen inte faststédllt Cronstedts
kostnadsforslag och han hade dessutom utdkat nybyggnadsprogrammet.
Cronstedt var inne pa tanken att inte reparera pramarna och inskrinka ny-
byggnaden till 12 kanonslupar. Utan att man forstér allt i brevet inses tydligt
att Cronstedt anség sig sakna tydliga order.

Nista 1 ordningen #r ett brev frdn von Hessenstein till kungen, daterat den
29 december. Han konstaterade att det féreldg problem med ekonomin. I pom-
merska ranteriet skulle det vid slutet pa aret endast finnas “ongefarligen atta
tusende riksdaler pommersk courant”. Han konstaterade vidare att de pagéen-
de rustningarna krivde pengar fran Sverige for att kunna finansieras. von
Hessenstein informerade ocksd om att de tva bataljoner som majoren greve
Putbus och kaptenen Morath hade i uppdrag att sétta upp maste frysa inne om
det inte stdlldes mer pengar till forfogande.

Ar 1790, uppdraget utékat och virvningar inleds
Efter nyarshelgen kom Cronstedts brevskrivande igéng igen. Den 5 januari
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1790 skrev han tva brev till kungen. Det forsta avhandlade ett sjukfartyg. Han
anholl om tillstand att anordna ett sadant, och papekade att han inte hade med
detta i sin forsta plan av den 3 november, men vil i sin kalkyl av den 11:e
samma ménad. Cronstedt anhdll ocksad om att fé anstéilla ”en medicus och en
chirurgus”.

I det andra brevet kan vi konstatera att kungen nu verkade ha bifallit
Cronstedts tva forslag av den 3 och 11 november, men gjort en tilliggsbe-
stillning pa 12 st kanonslupar. Finansieringen av grundbestillningen var nu
enligt Cronstedt klar, man fick krediter till drets slut. De nybestillda kanon-
sluparna kravde dock 20 000 riksdaler pommersk kurant, som antingen kun-
de ”up negocieras ellerfrin Swerige hit remitteras”. Cronstedt tog nu ocksid
upp bemanningsfragan for forsta gaingen. Han konstaterade att manskap var
svért att hitta 1 Pommern, men att han planerade att bege sig till Hamburg {for
att varva.

Den 8 januari var det dags for nya brev. Av det forsta forstar vi att kungens
tillaggsbestillning avsag 12 st kanonslupar och 2 st kanonjollar och att artille-
r1 till dessa var ett problem. Cronstedt konstaterade att for dessa fartyg behov-
des 26 st 24-pundiga kanoner och 48 st 3-pundiga nickor. Nickorna férdelades
med storsta sannolikhet med fyra stycken pa varje kanonslup. Den tidigare
16sningen, att ta pjaser fran fastningarna, var nu uttdmd och Cronstedt konsta-
terade att kanoner behdvde sindas frin Sverige pa ett eller annat sitt, eventu-
ellt genom att man tog dem frén ett drlogsfartyg fran Karlskrona.

Det andra brevet av den 8 januari handlar om brist pa virke for lavetter till
pramarna. Cronstedt forklarade att det var for sent att hugga, men att det fanns
leverantérer som antingen kunde silja eller leverera mot léfte att fa tillbaka
samma mangd virke nir sjéfarten pa Sverige ater kunde upptas.

I januari 1790 begav sig Cronstedt pa resa for att virva sjofolk. Den forsta
indikationen dr ett brev daterat i Lybeck den 25 januari. Cronstedt hade hir
sammantraffat med kungens agent A. W. Pauli, som informerade om att det
var ont om sjofolk i Lybeck. Cronstedt foreslog att Pauli 4nda fick uppdraget
att virva och att Pauli skulle fi en officer kommenderad till Lybeck for att
hjilpa till med virvningen. Aven nista brev handlar om bemanning. Det ir
daterat i Stralsund den 2 februari och handlar om artillerister. Cronstedt ville
nu ha med artillerikaptenerna Armfelt och Pollet med deras officerare 1 for-
bandet. Han ansdg detta vara viktigt, sdrskilt mot bakgrund av att Armfelts
och Pollets hela artillerikompanier skulle medfélja eskadern. Cronstedt
nimnde nu ocksa for forsta gingen den av dversten och riddaren Hintzenstern
uppsatta bataljonen.
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I'borjan av mars hade Cronstedt problem med ekonomin, utrustningen hade
blivit dyrare dn berdknat och de utlindska virvningarna hade kostat. Den 5
mars skrev han till kungen frin Hamburg om detta. Under mars och april
skrev han ytterligare tre brev om bemanningsfragorna. I ett av dessa anméirkte
han att 16nekraven fran sjéfolket hade sjunkit sedan grénlandsfararna hade
fatt ihop sina besiittningar. Det var uppenbart si att de svenska vérvningarna
hade haft konkurrens av en expedition till Gronland, som ocksa haft behov av
sjoman.

Den 10 april borjade projektet bli klart. Cronstedt anmélde att 2 pramar, 14
kanonslupar, 14 kanonjollar och 2 kanonbarkasser kunde segla den 24:¢ i
samma mdnad. Det stod redan nu klart att 10 st kanonslupar inte skulle vara
klara till den 24:e. Cronstedt foreslog att 10jtnanten och riddaren Carl Johan
von Sjéholm ldmnades kvar i Stralsund och kom efter med dessa 10 kanonslu-
par. Det stod ocksé klart att det rddde artilleribrist. Ambitionen var att be-
stycka alla fartyg med 24-pundiga kanoner, men 24-pundarna rickte inte till
kanonjollarna. For att “sékrare f4 dem genom sjon” forsags kanonjollarna
med 18-pundiga kanoner. Jollarna var dock sd byggda att man med enkelhet
kunde bestycka om dem med 24-pundiga kanoner. Aven 6 stycken kanonslu-
par fick man utrusta med 18-pundare. De 18-pundiga kanonerna hade "tillfor-
ne pa primarne warit”. Som bilaga lade Cronstedt en uppstillning §ver besitt-
ningarna, man hade halva personalstyrkan for alla fartyg utom kanonjollarna,
dér stora brister radde, se bilaga 2. I en not till uppstillningen dver beséttning-
en forklarade Cronstedt att de tio sista kanonsluparna skulle tas om hand av
von Sjoholm, fyra andra officerare, 50 man ur artilleriet, 150 man ur verste
Hintzensterns bataljon, 50 pionjéirer och det sjofolk som kunde anskaffas un-
der till buds stdende tid. Han forklarade vidare att varje prdm hade 106 man,
att varje kanonslup hade 34 man och att kanonsluparna skulle ta kanonjollar-
na pa bogsering under firden till den finska skirgirden. Cronstedt anmilde
vidare att det fanns proviant ombord for fyra manader samt att det fanns 100
skott for varje kanon pd kanonslupar och kanonjollar samt 50 skott per kanon
pa pramarna.

Nista brev i samlingen ir ett desperat meddelande frdn von Hessenstein.
Det dr daterat den 15 april och talar om bekymmer med krediter. Enligt von
Hessenstein gick rykten om att Pommern skulle séljas, eller &tminstone pant-
sittas, av den svenska staten. Dessa rykten hade gjort det omgjligt att fa lokala
krediter. Han berdttade om den “’physicaliska omgjeligheten” att anskaffa de
15 000 riksdaler som kriavdes for att skaffa sjofolk och att pengarna maéste
remitteras fran Sverige.
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Eskadern avseglar

Den 7 maj skrev Cronstedt niista brev fran eskaderns liger pd halvon Wittow
pa Riigen, den nordliga halvd dir Arkona ligger. Han informerade om att han
avseglat fran Stralsund den 3 maj med 14 kanonslupar, 14 kanonjollar och 2
kanonbarkasser. En sydostlig vind forde snabbt forbandet till Riigen, men en
envis sydost holl honom kvar pa 6n. Detta kan forstas som att Cronstedts for-
band gatt in i en vik, sannolikt Wickerboden, pd Wittow och att den sydostliga
vinden gjorde det omojligt for honom att ta sig ur denna. Cronstedt beréttade
vidare att av de tio kanonsluparna, som skulle folja efter senare, var nu étta i
sjon och de tva sista skulle vara klara i mitten av manaden. Pradmen Hecfor var
reparerad och tog in sina kanoner och pramen Achilles 1ag i kolhalning. "Till
besittning pa bdda pramarne ar qvarlimnat 52 man artillerie, 100 man infan-
terie samt 50 matroser.”

Det sista brevet kom frén Kalmar och ér daterat den 30 maj 1790. Cronstedt
anmilde att han ankom till Kalmar om aftonen den 29 maj och embarkerade
trupper ur armén. Fran Smélands kavalleri kom 2 subalternofficerare, 4 under-
officerare, 1 trumpetare och 100 ryttare. Frin Kalmar regemente kom 1 major, 1
kapten, 10 subalternofficerare, 1 regementsprist, | féltskér, 16 underofficerare,
7 trumslagare, 1 profoss och 474 man. Med detta blev fartygens beséttningar sa
gott som kompletta, 26 man saknades. Tekniken att fylla upp beséttningarna
med soldater ur armén var helt gdngse. Sjoman var en bristvara och ménga syss-
lor i skirgardsflottan, t ex rodd, krivde inte nadgon storre utbildning i sjdman-
skap, varfor armésoldater mer dn vil kunde utfora dessa. Arméforband kom-
menderades regementsvis till tjinstgdring pé skérgardsfartygen.

For att fylla upp de 10 kanonslupar som von Sjéholm snart skulle komma
med kvarlimnades ur Smélands kavalleriregemente 1 ryttmaéstare, 4 subal-
ternofficerare, 1 regementsprist, | regementsfaltskér, 1 faltskdrargesill, 1
skrivare, 10 underofficerare, 3 trumpetare, 1 profoss och 376 ryttare. Av ryt-
tarna var 36 sjuka. Cronstedt konstaterade vidare att det var problem med att
bemanna pramarna. Smalands kavalleri var bara 440 effective”, men han
hade raknat med att de skulle vara 600. Den foreslagna 18sningen var att herr
vice landshévdingen, Gversten och riddaren Fredrik von Kdhler, skaffade
fram 1 kapten, 2 subalternofficerare, 4 underofficerare, 2 trumslagare och 100
man samt ett fartyg som kunde frakta denna trupp. Cronstedt anh6ll om kung-
liga order som borde méta vid Dalar6 eller Furusund. Om han fick dessa order
kunde von Ko6hlers trupp gd ombord pd pradmarna dir. Cronstedt avslutade sitt
brev med att han hade for avsikt att avsegla fran Kalmar si snart han fick ritt
vind och att tillstindet pd eskaderna var gott, endast sex man i beséittningen
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var sjuka. Bilaga 2 dr kompletterad med uppgifterna om besittning som togs
ombord i Kalmar.

Avslutning

Brevsamlingen ger oss en bild av dversteldjtnanten Cronstedt som en kompe-
tent och erfaren person som i stort 16ste de uppgifter som kungen hade élagt
honom, trots svarigheter. P4 en punkt gick det dock inte som kungen ténkt sig.
Vi vet fran krigshistorien att kanonpramarna aldrig kom att delta i slaget vid
Svensksund. Om de nagonsin kom ivag fran Stralsund framgar inte av materi-
alet, men fran andra kallor vet vi att de inte gjorde det. Det ar fullt forstaeligt
att Gustav III ville ha upp prdmarna till Finland, de skulle tillfora skirgards-
flottan mycket eldkraft. Pramarna var dock kinda f6r att vara svéra att forflyt-
ta och i1 Ovrigt klumpiga fartyg. Manga operatdrer var skeptiskt instéillda till
kanonpramarna. Materialet sdger heller inget om vilket skick prdmarna var i,
man far intrycket att de var mycket ruttna nir hela bordlaggningen maéste ri-
vas. Det kan vara sd att Cronstedt egentligen inte sympatiserade med idén att
lagga ned resurser pa pramarna, men att han inte vdgade ga direkt mot kungen
pa denna punkt.

Carl Olof Cronstedts ankomst till skidrgardsflottans huvudstyrka i den fin-
ska skédrgarden visade sig viktig for krigets fortsdttning. Nar Cronstedts eska-
der kom fram var den svenska Grlogsflottan och skirgardsflottan instingd i
Viborgska viken och liget var prekirt. Efter utbrytningen frian Viborgska vi-
ken var befdl och manskap tréttkdrda och ovilliga till nya strider. Cronstedt
hade dock varit forskonad frdn dessa upplevelser och var den ende i officers-
radet som stodde Gustav I11:s beslut att ta ett nytt slag vid Svensksund den 9—
10 juli 1790. Cronstedt utsigs till flaggkapten under detta slag och bidrog
aktivt till den seger som mdojliggjorde krigets avslutande pa for Sverige rimli-
ga villkor. Hans forband, Fjdrde brigaden, dven kidnd som Tyska brigaden,
leddes under slaget av kaptenen Karl Paco Hérd. Det forband som Cronstedt
tillforde var viktigt, men han sjilv och hans positiva instillning till méjlighe-
ten att vinna en seger var kanske dnnu viktigare.

Breven later oss forstd en del av Carl Olof Cronstedts vedermddor med att
16sa sin uppgift. Den som har kommit i kontakt med fartygsbyggnad i var tid
kénner igen problemen, tid, pengar och personal.

Bilagorna ger oss en detaljerad inblick i vilka personalkategorier man be-
hévde fér bemanningen och hur ménga fran varje kategori som krivdes for
varje fartygstyp. I uppsatsen gors vissa analyser av bilagorna, men den som
har ett visst specialintresse kan sikert f4 ut mer av dem. Kalkylen ger oss ett
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viktigt bidrag i det att vi far reda pa hur ménga slupar och bétar som en erfaren
chef ansag behdvdes for att forbandet skulle fungera och hur mycket ett for-
band av denna typ kostade totalt sett.

Killor:

Brev frin C O Cronstedt och Fredrik Wilhelm von Hessenstein till Gustav 11 1789-1790.
Riksarkivet: Forteckning dver Brev i Flottans samling: Namn pa enskilda brevskrivare: Carl
Olof Cronstedt, 1789-1790, Afd A:II; Vol B:4
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Tabell 1: Underdénigt projekt till beséttningslista for de fa

Achilles Hector 1 k-slup 11 k-slu
SJOMILITARER
Officerare
Regementsofficer
Kaptener 1 1
Lojtnanter 2 2 1
Underofficerare
Styrmin 2 2
Artilleri 5 5 1
Skeppare 3 3 1
Civilbetjinter
Prist 1 1
Kommisarie 1
Faltskar 2 2
Skrivare 1 1
Timmermén & segelsdbmmare 2 2
Skeppsgossar 12 12 2
Artiller1 & spel 30 30 6
Batsmin eller matroser 60 60 6
Summa sjomilitirer
LANDMILITARER
Officerare
Regementsofficer
Kaptener 1 1
Subaltern 1 |
Underofficerare 4 4 2
Soldater 90 90 48
Summa landmilitirer
Officerares dringar 14 14 2
Summa 232 231 69
Forklaringar:
K-slup = Kanonslup

K-jolle = Kanonjolle
K-bark = Kanonbarkass
Slupar

i

Ford bef = Fordelningsbefalhavarens sluproddare

P-fartyg = Proviantfartyg

Chefsslup, mindre slup och adjutantens jolle



1 kommer att armeras uti Stralsund 3 november 1789

Bilaga 1 93

lle

11 k-jolle

2 k-bark

Slupar

Ford bef

4 p-fartyg

Summa

—

22

11

36

24
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12

11
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83

33

176

55

27

38

32

359

746

1

5

8

N [ | —

38

12

132

30

930

982

18

2

12

4

108

22

274

59

47

45

70

1836

Kalla: Carl Olof Cronstedts brev till kungen den 3 november 1789.



94 Tabell 2: Underdénigt forslag uppé beséttnin,

SJOMILITARER Chefsslup |Hector Achilles |K-slup 14 |k
Officerare

Regementsofficerare 1

Kaptener 1 1

Subalterner 1 2 2 14
Underofficerare

Styrmén 1 2 2

Artilleri 4 4 7
Skeppare 1 3 3 14
Civilbetjinter

Prister 1 1

Exp & kommisarie 1

Faltskdrare, dver 1 1 2
Faltskdrare, under 1 1 2
Skeppsskrivare 1 1
Hantverkare

Skeppstimmermén 1 1 1
Undertimmermén 1 1 1
Segelsbmmare 1 1
Skeppsgossar 2 12 12 14
Matroser 20 30 30 26
Forhyrda matroser 2
KUNGL ARTILLERIET

Officerare

Kaptener 1 !
Subalterner 1
Underofficerare 1 1

Konstaplar och hantlangare 26 26 77
KUNGL HINTZ. BATALJON

Officerare

Regementsofficer 1

Kaptener 1 1 2
Subalterner 1 1 6
Auditorer 1

Underofficerare 2 1 14
Spel 3 3 4
Korpraler & soldater 50 50 350
Summa 27 148 145 537
Forklaringar:
K-slup = Kanonslup Emb Kalmar = Embarkerade i Kalmar
K-joll = Kanonjolle S kav = Smélands kavalleriregemente
K-bark = Kanonbarkass Kreg = Kalmar regemente

Sjuk ftg = Sjukfartyg Sjéholm = Personal ur Smalands kavallerirege-
Prov ftg = Proviantfartyg mente som kvarlimnades till von

Sjoholms styrka



ta (samt 1 Kalmar embarkerade)

Bilaga 2

95

K-bark 2

Sjuk ftg

Prov ftg

Summa

Emb Kalmar

Skav [Kreg

Sjcholm

26

170

1

1

1

—

2

Ol

2 10

4

16

]

1

1

17

4 16

10

30

10

450

101} 481

379

961

40

5

8

974

107 512

398

1017

Killa: Carl Olof Cronstedts brev till kungen den 10 april1790 samt den 7 maj 1790.
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Bilaga 3

Tabell 3: Kalkyl 6ver en skiirgardseskader, i riksdaler, pommersk kurant.

Kostnadspost Belopp Yo
12 st kanonslupar a 1 350 16 200
Artilleripersedlar mm 3 600

12 st kanonjollar a 900 10 800
Artilleripersedlar mm 1 800

2 st kanonbarkasser a 1 300 2 600
Artilleripersedlar mm 600

2 st pramar med deras espringar, reparation 10 000
Artilleripersedlar mm 6 000

Summa stridsfartyg 51600 37%
1 chefsslup med tillbehdr 1500

1 st 10-drors och 2 st 8-drors slupar a 200 600

5 st 6-arors och 4 st 5-&rors slupar a 150 1350

1 st adjutantjolle 100

22 st sma roddjollar & 30 660

Summa mindre batar 4210 3%
Medikamenter och sjukfartygs inrittande 1 500

Hyra for 5 kdpmanfartygi4 1/2 man & 5 RD per last 7 875

Summa underhdllsfartyg 9375 7%
Télt for befdl och manskap pé k-slup o k-joll 3144
Utredningspersedlar for 1 465 man 12 208, 16

83 st skeppsgossars beklddnad och ticken 415

Manskaps anskaffande och avldning 8 000

1 788 mans provianterande for fyra manader 33 760
Officerares, underofficerares, extra betjénters

och Manskaps sjotraktamente, manadshyror

och Expeditionsloner for 2 ménader 14 000

Summa personal och personalkostnader 7152716 52%
Extra utgifter 1 500

Summa ovrigt 1500 1%
Totalt 138 212,16* 100%

* Originalet 4r felsummerat och slutar p4 138 202,16

Killa: Carl Olof Cronstedts brev till kungen den 11 november 1789
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Recensioner

Gustaf von Hofsten och Jan Waernberg, Orlogsfartyg. Svenska
maskindrivna fartyg under tretungad flagg. Svenskt Militdrhistoriskt
Bibliotek /CB Marinlitteratur och Forum navales skriftserie nr 6, 331
sidor, Fartygsskisser av Curt S Ohlsson.

anmdld av Jarl Ellsén

”Annu en!” skulle man med visst fog kunna utbrista. Redan 1992 kom Karl-
Erik Westerlunds m fl ”Svenska Orlogsfartyg 1855-1905”, vilken i sig var en
ambitids och rikt illustrerad “forteckning” 6ver 1 huvudsak stridande enheter
under denna period.

Den foreliggande boken dr emellertid av en helt annan kvalitet och omfattar
samtliga fartyg (och batar) som seglat under den tretungade flaggan — och som
varit maskindrivna. Det forsta blev linjeskeppet Carl XTIV Johan, som visserligen
stapelsattes redan 1817, men forsigs med en &ngmaskin 1854. Det sista skeppet i
denna omsorgsfullt beskrivna rad dr naturligtvis ’smyg”-korvetten Visby.

Denna bok har fitt en elegant utformning (Westerlunds var oinbunden)
med méngder av fotos, manga 1 farg. En sérskild finess dr Curt S. Ohlssons
egenhidndigt framstillda skisser, beroende pa dndringar och moderniseringar
fler skisser per enhet. Ytterligare imponerande siffror kan ndmnas, bortsett
fran de totalt 331 sidorna, 2 cm bredare dn Pansarskepp”, féregdende bok i
denna skriftserie. 700 fartyg och batar 4r medtagna, savil Kustartilleriets som
tringfartyg av alla de slag, forutsatt, som sagt, att de fort 6rlogsflagga och haft
maskindrift. Vidare ger 570 fotos plus de handritade skisserna en fullstindig
bild av denna langa och for Sveriges sjoforsvar viktiga utveckling.

”Orlogsfartyg” #r dock inte bara en slags marinkalender. Den ir indelad i
en historisk och en fartygsbeskrivande del, den senare av sarskilt intresse for
den si kallade ”’Ship lovern”. Den historiska delen har emellertid atskilligt att

Jarl Ellsén, f. 1920, FD kommendérkapten m s t. Slutade aktiv tjdnst vid flottan som chef {or
Forsvarsstabens informationsavdelning. Dérefter 197589 chef for Armé- Marin- och Flygfilm
och ddrunder produccrat ett tiotal instruktions- och informationsfilmer. Utgivit fran trycket tre
bocker, varav den senaste Frdmmande ubdt sdnks pd svenskt vatten (Lidingd 1998). Skrivit ett
flertal artiklar i dagspress och facktidskrifter, samt medarbetat 1 radio- och TV-program. Leda-
mot av Sjohistoriska samfundets styrelse 1995-2003. Ingér fr o m 1998 i styrelsen f6r ” Ubats-
vapnet 100 ar”.
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ge den sjbhistoriskt intresserade, utan att denne darfér behodver lyfta pa och
ploja igenom de senare delarna av det bokstavligt talat tunga verket Svenska
Flottans Historia.

Med tanke pa dagens svenska flotta, vilken snart knappast kan gora ansprak
péa den beteckningen, s behandlar boken tre historiska epoker av sdrskilt in-
tresse. Den forsta ndmner tiden 1789-90 (Svensksundsslaget!), da var flotta
var som allra storst ndgonsin: 25 linjeskepp, 18 fregatter med totalt 2 250 ka-
noner och en beséttningsstyrka pa 18 000 man, vartill kom arméns flotta om
350 enheter och 3 000 kanoner. Nista betydelsefulla epok var ren ndrmast
efter sekelskiftet 1900, nér flottan helt fornyats och utgjordes av 11 pansar-
skepp, 1 pansarkryssare, 6 jagare, 19 torpedbatar och 1 ubét. Slutligen mil-
stolpe nr 3 ar ar 1945 med 7 pansarskepp, 4 kryssare, 15 jagare, 12 dldre/
kustjagare, 26 ubatar, 20 motortorpedbatar, 32 minsvepare, 2 minfartyg och
16 vedettbitar, en forhallandevis virdig ”Grande Finale”.

For den forskningsintresserade ldsaren rekommenderas studium av bilagor-
na med innehall och omfang som tidigare inte publicerats. En tar upp igenkén-
ningsbeteckningar och namnforkortningar fér samtliga av i boken beskrivna
enheter inklusive sdledes hjilp- och tringfartyg intill kategorin bogserbat.
Sammanlagt har denna bilaga hela 1200 namn mm. En annan bilaga har ocksé
sitt stora intresse, ndmligen svar pa fragan vart alla utrangerade, icke skrotade
fartyg och batar tagit vigen. Dessa bilagor kan sikert bespara mangen forska-
res besok 1 ordbdcker och encyklopedier.

Det ir saledes ingen dalig uppgift forfattarna dlagt sig. De har dock i foror-
det kastat in en brasklapp att man ar medveten om oundvikliga fel och brister.
(Fortfarande finns det personer som t ex pa rak arm kan berétta om torpedbd-
ten Freke fran 1886!). Om recensenten skulle vara petig skulle vil en eller
annan petitess kunna papekas. Ytterligare hiandelser av mer allmént intresse
kunde mahinda litet ndrmare ha behandlats. Chefsfartyget Drotf blev ju var
hittills enda kungajakt, livligt utnyttjad av kung Oscar Il med regelbundna
berdmda sommarbestk i Marstrand.

En annan hindelse av definitivt stdrre betydelse for 6rlogsflottans utveck-
ling var pansarbétsinsamlingen 1912, vilken ndmnts mer i forbigdende. Den
inbringade ju den i forhéllande till dagens penningvérde oerhérda summan 17
miljoner kronor, inte 15 som ndmnts, och gav dirmed en kraftfull avslutning
pé pansarskeppsepoken. Insamlingens krav var dessutom att Sverige skulle
kolstrickas redan samma ar. Gotaverken lyckades fa forsta kélplaten pa plats
den 12/12 1912 ki 1200!

Behovet av en snabb forstarkning av flottan vid andra vérldskrigets utbrott
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medforde, vilket boken behandlat, jagarkopet i Italien. Det vore méihidnda
dven pd sin plats att ndmna att prins Bertil vid tjanstebesok 1 USA fick ett
erbjudande av president Roosevelt personligen att Sverige skulle 4 kdpa en
amerikansk 10 000 tons kryssare.

Bortsett frdn dessa smérre notiser 1 marginalen kan denna bok varmt re-
kommenderas till den sjohistoriskt intresserade, saval forskaren som den van-
lige historieldsaren.



100

Gosta Bagenholm, Ett medeltida sjélexikon fran Island. Skirhamn.
Bédokgruppen, 2002, 149 sidor (dven utgiven av Gotarc, Series B
Arkeologiska skrifter No 47, Goteborg)

anmdld av Mats Kero

I den yngre Eddan av Snorre Sturlason (c:a. 1178—1241) finns ordramsor i
metrisk form som kallas pulur (b — ljudvérde th). De antas vara skrivna som
hjélp at diktande skalder for att finna allitererande synonymer, men osékerhet
rader i vilken utstrackning de varit upptecknade av Snorre eller senare tilligg
fran andra halften av 1200-talet. Av stort sjohistoriskt intresse dr de pulur som
bendmns Skipa heiti (skeppstyper, skeppsnamn) och Heiti ¢ skipi (namn som
hér till skepp). Dessa pulur omfattar sammanlagt c:a 160 ord fordelade pa 10
ramsor och utgor lite tillspetsat — som forfattaren konstaterar — vérldens dldsta
kinda sjolexikon. De allra flesta orden aterfinns i fornislindska och norréna
ordbdcker, ehuru informationen ofta dr av karaktdren “eit slags skip” eller
noko av riggen paa skip”.

Sjalva ordramsorna har tidigare bara ¢versatts av Anthony Faulkes 1 dennes
kompletta engelska overséttning Snorri Sturluson Edda (1987). Faulkes har
emellertid nojt sig med att strdva efter en ordagrann dverséttning och har ing-
en diskussion om de ofta mycket invecklade tolkningsproblemen av orden.
Det ér darfor vardefullt att sjokaptenen och arkeologen Gosta Bagenholm gett
sig 1 kast med en tolkning av pulurs sjétermer, ehuru det i manga fall — som
denne sjalv nogsamt papekar — bor 14sas som ett antal forslag pa 6versittning-
ar och inte som slutgiltiga tolkningar.

Boken inleds med en orientering om pulur och deras tinkbara alder. Sedan
foljer korta avsnitt om dldre nautiska ordbdcker, vikingatida navigation, vi-
kingatida vant samt nordiska skeppstermer i engelska och romanska sprak.
Avsnittet om vikingatida navigation innehéller en diskussion om olika meto-
der for latitudbestimning. Hypoteser om att vikingarna skulle haft sdidana har
naturligtvis framforts av atskilliga forfattare. Anda méste dessa anses vara
obestyrkta (Se t.ex. Sibylla Haasum, Vikingatidens segling och navigation.)
De astronomiska kunskaper pa Island under 1100-talet som Bagenholm redo-

Mats Kero, . 1953, fil lic. i Ekonomisk historia och sjékapten. Har publicerat Casa de Contra-
tacion och spansk navigationsteknik 1508-1606. En fallstudie i teknisk utveckling och tilldm-
pad vetenskap under den moderna tidens borjan 1 Forum navales skriftserie, och i f6rra numret
av Forum navale bidragit med en artikel om spanska sjétermer av fornnordisk ursprung.
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g6r for fanns ocksd pad manga hall under medeltiden och antiken. Dess fore-
komst kan emellertid inte kopplas till kunskaper i1 astronomisk navigation
utan mera handfasta nautiska beligg. Aven den till synes enkla latitudbestim-
ningen med hjilp av Polstjirnan var ocksd mer komplicerad 4n vad man kan
tro. Ar 1000 rérde sig Polstjirnan i en cirkel om c:a 7° dver polen, vilket
naturligtvis medfor mycket stora mitfel utan korrektionstabeller fér polav-
stdndet eller metoder for att utféra métningarna vid jaimforbara tidpunkter —
vilket inte &r bekant att vikingarna hade. En annan sak &r att vikingarna bor ha
anvint sig av sol och stjarnor for riktningsbestdmning,

Bégenholm visar vidare ett par figurer (sid 18) ur en gammal isldndsk
handskrift och hévdar att de illustrerar astronomiska vinkelmétningsinstru-
ment, typ astrolabium. Uppenbart 4r att de istdllet handlar om solens och ma-
nens lige vid springflod, vilket dven anges i den skrift varifran figurerna him-
tats! Betrdffande europeisk anvdndning av vinkelmétningsinstrument for po-
sitionsbestdmning till sjéss finns heller inga trovirdiga beldgg fore det att por-
tugiserna tog 1 bruk kvadranten kring mitten av 1400-talet samt den forenkla-
de varianten av astrolabiet for sjobruk, sjéastrolabiet, c:a 1480 (tillsammans
med soltabeller for navigation). Hér finns ett samband med det muslimska
och judiska astronomiska vetandet pd den Iberiska halvon under medeltiden.
Men framvixten av visteuropeisk astronomisk navigation gick inte dver vi-
kingarna som Bigenholm spekulerar i.

Pé sdkrare vatten ar Bdgenholm i bokens huvudinnehall, 6versittningen av
de gamla nautiska ordramsorna i pulur, trots att tolkningen ibland kan vara
nog sd knivig. Hur ska man i sammanhanget t.ex. dversatta ugla? Ordagrant
kan det betyda "uggla” (som Faulkes dversatt det till). Det skulle da snarast
vara ett skeppsnamn och inte en "uv”’. Men Bagenholm argumenterar utifrn
sina allménna kunskaper i sjomanssprak — pa ett i mitt tycke trovirdigt sétt —
for att det mycket vil kan ha avsett ett lovgirigt fartyg! Vidare, skall hamarr
oversittas till "hammare” (Faulkes), eller ror det sig om en slags berghult eller
avisarlist (Bdgenholm) — jfr hammarband pa brygga? Nog har den senare tolk-
ningen mycket som talar for sig i sammanhanget. Det hir r bara ett par exem-
pel pa hur forfattaren 1 sin tolkning kan dra nytta av sina nautiska och dialek-
tala kunskaper i den sprakvetenskapliga analysen.

Huruvida man under vikingatiden talade om ett lovgirigt fartyg som en
“uggla” har naturligtvis mer sprakligt &n sjohistoriskt intresse. Av klart sjéhis-
toriskt intresse dr diaremot t.ex. Bdgenholms tolkning av hgfudbendur, plural
av hofudbenda, av "huvud” och ”band som spdnner”. Detta ord brukar dver-
sattas med vant, ehuru Faulkes fastnat fo6r barduner (backstag). Bagenholms
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forslag ar att det istdllet kan ha syftat pa vantspdnnare, jfr engelska deadeye
(jungfru = vantspinnare) och plattyska doodshoofd (dédskalle = jungfru). De
senare skulle d& kunna wvara folketymologier av medeltidsislandska
hofudbendur, enligt forfattaren. Till saken hor i och for sig att fornfranska
hobens (moderna hauban), dokumenterad i anglonormandisk vers c:a 1155 i
betydelsen vant, anses vara ett laneord fran hgofudbendur. Men eftersom vi inte
sakert vet hur vikingatida vant fistes 1 borden dr dock Bagenholms tolknings-
forslag intressant.

Allmint kan sédgas att hans etymologier for en lekman forefaller under-
byggda och med de nddvéndiga reservationerna. | ett fall, dir Faulkes Gversatt
r¢'med “r4” kan man dock friga sig om Bagenholm inte dragit for stora vixlar
pa sina kunskaper i bohusldnska sjétermer. D3 i Bohuslén g syftar pa rum i
Oppen bat gor denne istillet analogin att det islindska ordet istéllet bor ldsas
som “skeppsrum”. Med tanke pé accenten pa den fornisldndska vokalen, samt
sammanhanget — vilket i Faulkes (som &r expert pa fornisldndska) ldsning ger
ramsan 14, rack, rev”’ — kan man ndmligen anse just ’rd” vara en naturligare
oversittning, dven om “rd” brukar skrivas rd pa fornislindska.

Smaérre anmérkningar kan dven riktas mot en del formuleringar. T.ex. skri-
ver forfattaren att skandinaviska lancord natt ut till de franska dialekterna
samt portugisiskan och spanskan "péaverkade av pariserfranska”, vilket fram-
star som en mycket vagad tolkning av de sprakhistoriska sambanden. Inte hel-
ler kan Diego Garcia de Palacios Instruccion Ndutica kallas ett “ett litet sj6-
lexikon”, nér det senare bara utgdr ett appendix 1 boken; spanska pluralformer
ger intryck av att vara singularis o.s.v. Det hade dven varit bra om i den etymo-
logiska analysen funnits hdnvisningar (vilket bara finns i ett fatal fall) till i
vilken av de numrerade ramsorna orden aterfinns, eftersom sammanhanget ar
av betydelse for tolkningen.

Sadana marginella synpunkter, samt det svagt underbyggda och spekulativa
avsnittet om vikingatida navigation, boér dock inte undanskymma det for-
tjanstfulla i att BAgenholm tagit itu med att tolka pulurs sjotermer. Han har for
det forsta gett sig in pa ett omréde dir inte mycket gjorts sedan Hjalmar Falks
klassiska Altnordisches Seewesen fran 1912! Det enda storre arbetet jag kin-
ner till dr Judith Jeschs (2001) Ships and Men in the Late Viking Age. The
Vocabulary of Runic Inscriptions and Skaldic Verse. Badgenholms arbete visar
for det andra att sprakforskningen kan ge viktiga viktiga bidrag rérande kun-
skapen om dldre tiders sjofart, om sprakforskningen kombineras med rénen
frdn marinarkeologin men dven etnologiskt material frén senare tider. Det ir
ocksa synd att omradet fér nidrvarande tycks vicka storre intresse bland utom-
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nordiska sprakforskare &n pa "hemmaplan”. Oavsett de forras kvalifikationer
sa har inhemska forskare, vilket demonstreras av Bagenholm, ofta unika kun-

skaper 1 olika dialekter som kan bidra till att tolka d&ven medeltida nordiska
sjotermer.
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Magnus Ullman, Orlogshistorisk dramatik. Bokforlaget Magnus
Ullman, Mariehamn 2002, 125 sidor, illustrationer

anmdld av Stefan Lundblad

Den 11 juli &r 1719 avlossades ett kanonskott fran en svensk fregatt statione-
rad pa Alands hav. Skottet var en varning for den ryska armadan som seglade
upp ur dimman. Det var ocksa inledningen pa den ryska kampanj som varade
140 dygn, som inte avslutades forrin efter en omfattande forstorelse av stider,
byar och girdar langs den svenska kusten. Inte forridn efter svenska trupper
satt sig till starkt motstdnd vid det andra slaget vid Baggenstiket den 13 au-
gusti atervinde de ryska trupperna till sitt hemland. Den storsta anledningen
till atertdget tycks ha varit att den brittiska flottan seglat in i Ostersjon for att
undsitta de svenska trupperna.

Detta ir en av de hindelser som Magnus Ullman beskriver i sin bok Orlogs-
historisk dramatik, utgiven av Magnus Ullmans bokfdrlag 2002. Den bestar
av elva olika artiklar som alla, pa ett eller annat sitt, behandlar 6rlogshistoris-
ka hindelser. Artiklarna berdr (forutom beskrivningen av slaget vid Baggen-
staket) regalskeppet Vasas forlisning (naturligtvis), inkvarteringen av ryska
flottstyrkor 1 Stockholms skérgard 1743--1744, Gustav 11l:s sjokrig, anfallet
mot Sveaborg 1854, det stora sjoslaget mellan Japan och Ryssland vid Tsushi-
ma 1905, den svenska Alandsexpeditionen 1918, det tyska orlogsfartyget
Prins Eugen, den eventuella sinkningen av en rysk ubat utanfor Vistervik
1942, sinkningen av Tirpitz sdvil som en beskrivning av den kanske mindre
kénda torpederingen av det svenska passagerarfartyget Hansa 1944. Ett antal
av artiklarna ingick dven i Orlogshistoriska episoder, som denna bok kan ses
som en fortséittning pa.

Urvalet av de episoder artiklarna beskriver ér helt godtycklig. Nagon klar rod
linje, forutom att det &r just tillfdllen som kan klassas som dramatiska érlogshis-

Stefan Lundblad, {il mag i historia, doktorand vid Historiska institutionen, Uppsala universitet.
Hans avhandlingsarbete fokuserar pd omvandlingen av den borgerliga eliten i Gévle under
1800-talet. Har publicerat bidrag i Hans Norman (red.), Skdrgdrdsflotian. Uppbyggnad, militdir
anvdndning och forankring i det svenska samhdllet 1700—1824. Historiska Media Lund 2000
och i Gudrun Andersson, Esbjorn Larsson och Patrik Winton (red.), Med bdrd, svéird och peng-
ar. Eliters manifestation, maktutévning och reproduktion 1650-1900, Opuscula Historica Up-
saliensia 29, Uppsala 2003. Medforfattare av boken Hot, identitet och historiebruk. Det séiker-
hetspolitiska sprakets utveckling i Baltikum under 1990-talet (Erik Noreen, Susanna Bjork och
Stefan Lundblad) Studentlitteratur, Lund 2002.
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toriska hiindelser, &r svar att finna. Skildringar av tillféllen di svenska fartyg har
varit inblandade i dramatiken blandas med episoder dir enkom utléindska fartyg
deltagit. Dramatik i Ostersjon blandas med hiindelser frin Atlanten. Berittelser
om fartyg som forlist blandas med historier dér fartyg sénkts, och bland dessa
bemings sidnkningar av civila fartyg med rena slag mellan olika orlogsfartyg.
Forfattaren har emellertid lyckats finna skeenden i sjofartshistorien som é&r
spannande och dramatiska. Det dr ocksa en av bokens styrkor, just de vitt skilda
hindelser som alla berér och intresserar. Man far en kénsla av att Magnus Ull-
man, inte bara ar kunnig, utan dessutom finner stort intresse i sjofartshistoriska
hindelser. Bokens malgrupp, den intresserade allménheten, finner formodligen
alla dessa episoder som utomordentligt fascinerande.

Forfattaren ska ha stor heder av att han ofta forsoker sitta in de skeenden
som han beskriver i ett storre perspektiv. Exempelvis i artikeln om FVasas for-
lisning &r 1628 tas flottans betydelsc for det svenska forsvaret upp. Hir bely-
ser forfattaren, om dn kortfattat, hur man byggde fartyg vid den hér tiden och
framvéxten av den svenska Orlogsflottan. Den historiska bakgrunden som
tecknas ger ett storre djup i forstaelsen av Vasas forlisning. Overhuvudtaget ar
detta ett dterkommande drag i artiklarna. Som ldsare fir man en storre over-
blick av de dramatiska hindelserna och de sitts in i ett historiskt skeende. Har
aterfinns ofta resonemang som legat till grund 1 vetenskaplig forskning dir
dessa handelser berdrts. De perspektivgivande textdelarna kan dock anta en
nagot forlegad form eftersom Ullman endast tycks ha anvant en begrinsad
litteratur som underlag. Som yrkeshistoriker forvinas man ddrfor Gver vissa
péstaenden och ytligheten i en del analyser. Nidr dessutom artiklarna ibland
Overgar till spekulationer, som 1 artikeln om de sovjetiska attackerna pé den
svenska malmlasttrafiken 1942, sa tenderar texten att bli en svarlist rora. 1
nidmnda artikel spekuleras det 1 huruvida en rysk ubét sinktes utanfor Vister-
vik. Resultatet av detta blir att artikeln snarare handlar om ubatsjakt och sdnk-
ningar av fartyg genom torpederingar 1 svenska farvatten dn till den svenska
malmlasttrafiken och dess betydelse. Dartill utgér langa citat stora delar av
artikeln, ett citat dr sa langt som fyra sidor. De dr hdmtade fran kéllor eller
annan litteratur och far mig fragande till huruvida forfattaren reflekterat over
texten. Detta ar ett stdende problem i hela boken. Alltfor ofta tar citaten dver
artiklarna och det Magnus Ullman skrivit blir endast ett ramverk som fyller ut
utrymmet innan nista citat. [llustrativa citat hojer ofta 1dsndjet med texter men
de ska endast vara ett medel for forfattaren, inte ett mal i sig.

Dessutom blir artiklarna ofta vil korta vilket gér att en hel del intressant
information inte finns med och att vissa artiklar 1 alltfor hog grad kénns ytli-



106

ga. Emellertid ar detta den forbannelse som bocker av det hir slaget lider av
och ska inte lastas forfattaren. Diremot kan det tyckas att det lilla utrymmet
som ges ibland kunde disponeras bittre. Bland annat bestar artikeln om den
ryska Ostersjdflottans undergang 1905 av bilder (c:a sex av artikelns nio sidor
ar illustrationer). Ddr hade man kunnat 6nska en lite utférligare genomgang
av de faktiska hindelserna och de konsekvenser som dessa forde med sig.
Bilderna ar utan tvekan mycket vackra, men hade kunnat ackompanjeras av en
utforligare text.

Overlag s innehiller boken en hel miingd illustrationer som nyttjas pa ett
bra sitt och det dr en mycket estetiskt tilltalande bok. De kartor som ingér i
artiklarna dr alla vl valda och enbart genom att studera dem lar man sig
mycket om sjoslag och hur sinkningar av fartyg skedde. De kompletteras
dessutom pa ett mycket bra sitt av malningar av fartyg och bilder pa sidor ur
rapporter. Det hela ger ett mycket gediget intryck och fyller bade en tilltalande
estetisk och en informativ funktion. Tyvirr finns det hér dven ett problem med
bokens formalia; spraket. Det ir inte av den allra hdgsta klassen, utan ir pa
sina stillen bade hogtravande och orytmiskt. Ofta anvinds ord eller uttryck
som kinns malplacerade i texten och stor lasningen. Problemet hirstammar
fran det faktum att forfattaren ldst in boken pa band, och darefter skrivit ut
den. Det ror sig om ett antal rena korrekturfel som hade kunnat tas bort bara
texten korrekturldsts ytterligare en gang. Detta dr synd eftersom de héndelser
som Magnus Ullman tar upp dr mycket intressanta och hade kommit 4n mer
till sin ritt om spraket hade varit mer genomarbetat.

Trots detta sa dr boken fylld av den gedigna kunskap som Magnus Ullman
besitter och artiklarna far lasaren att vilja ta reda pd mer. Hiar kan man emel-
lertid lagga till ytterligare ett Gnskemal; en béttre och utforligare referenslista.
Boken hade utan tvekan vunnit p4 att samlat efter varje artikel presenterat den
litteratur som anvénts, eller atminstone haft en referenslista i alfabetisk ord-
ning sist. Just eftersom de skeden i svensk rlogshistoria som Ullman tar upp
r sd intressanta hade det varit en klar férdel om man, efter att ha list hans
beskrivningar, kunnat g& vidare for att fordjupa forstaelsen for de hdndelser
man finner extra tinkvirda.

For att sammanfatta Orlogshistorisk dramatik s& kan man siiga att det dr en
mycket estetiskt vacker bok som tar upp manga intressanta hindelser ur sjo-
fartshistorien och beskriver dem pa ett kortfattat och intressevickande sitt,
men jag kan inte lata bli att tycka att om man dr intresserad av dessa dramatis-
ka episoder s finns det annan litteratur som kanske dr mer informativ och
uttdmmande.
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Summaries

Summary: Bruzelius, Nils, The fleet that would defend the flank.
Norway’s fleet plan of 1960 and the US need to protect Polaris
submarines in Skagerrak

On 15 November 1960, the nuclear-powered ballistic submarine George
Washington left Charleston, South Carolina. Hereby, the first deterrent patrol
with a missile submarine was under way George Washington was armed with
sixteen ballistic missiles, which could be launched from a submerged posi-
tion. The missiles were named Polaris A-1 and their principal target was Mos-
cow. In order to reach that target the submarines had to operate close to the
Scandinavian countries. On 1 April in the same year, the National Security
Council (NSC) met in Washington under the auspice of President Eisenhower.
At this meeting Sweden received unique security guarantees and US military
support to Denmark and Norway was doubled.

This paper examines the hypothesis that the reason why the United States
sponsored a new Norwegian navy, consisting of 56 ships, was connected with
its need to protect the ballistic submarines in the Skagerrak, their first area of
operation.

The paper reveals the reasons for choosing Skagerrak as an area of opera-
tion. First, there was a new navigation system, called Loran-C. Loran-C made
it possible for the submarines to fix their position with the level of required
accuracy. The system covered the Skagerrak. Because the US government had
both military and political reasons to keep this area of operation secret, a
misleading picture of Loran-C coverage, excluding Skagerrak, was published.

Second, in the late 1950s, the existing Norwegian fleet was obsolete and
about to be scraped. The admiralty in Oslo asked for new destroyers and ar-
gued about the invasion threat. The memory of 9 April 1941 had still not died
away. Nevertheless, the Norwegian government had no intention of increasing
its military spending in order to secure the navy’s future. Until spring 1959,
both the Norwegian admiralty and government were recommending that the
Norwegian fleet should be modernised by taking control of two used destroy-
ers from the US. However, changes in the admiralty and a generous offer from
the US government made it possible to reach an agreement as regards the
powerful rebuilding of the Norwegian fleet. The new fleet would make it pos-
sible to hunt Soviet submarines along the coastline of Norway. The Sound
surveillance system was built in the northern part of Norway and an agree-
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ment to prepare for the basing of a large number of US anti-submarine aircraft
was concluded in 1960. In peacetime these aircraft patrolled the Norwegian
coast from their base in Keflavik.

In 1961 a new administration took over in Washington and Admiral Burke,
who was the driving force behind both the Polaris project and the construction
of a new Norwegian fleet, retired. The reasons for sponsoring the Norwegian
fleet fell into oblivion. Technical developments made the fleet superfluous
before it was even ready.
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Summary: Ulf Sundberg, To build an archipelago squadron. Letters
from lieutenant colonel Carl Olof Cronstedt to the king Gustav 111
during the end of 1789 to the beginning of 1790.

From 1788 Sweden was engaged in a war with Russia. The war was started by
Sweden for reasons that were not fully clarified. There were reasons for re-
venge, Sweden had lost considerable areas of land to Russia in two previous
wars, but Gustav III’s personal reasons were also important. He was losing
popularity and hoped to restore it by prosecuting a successful war. The consti-
tution did not allow the king to start a war, so he staged an incident at the
border and launched the attack two days later. An important part of the plan
was to defeat the Russian navy at an early stage of the war. This came close to
being made reality, but in the end the Russians stood victorious on the Baltic
Sea. Neither did the war on land progress as planned. Late in the summer of
1789 the Swedish archipelago fleet suffered a defeat at Svensksund, which
forced the army to give up their positions on the mainland. In order to compre-
hend the situation, one must realise that Finland, where the war was fought,
has an archipelago along its southern coast. Thus, there were three different
battlefields: land, archipelago and sea. Ships constructed for the open sea
could not operate in the archipelago, as they drew too much depth and would
rapidly run aground if employed in the shallow waters of the archipelago.
Therefore both Sweden and Russia had special fleets for archipelago warfare.
It was generally accepted that supremacy in the archipelago would give victo-
ry in a war in Finland.

The winter of 1789-1790 both sides used for a rapid expansion of their
archipelago fleets. Lieutenant colonel Cronstedt, in the focus of this paper,
was given the task of building ships and of setting up a complete squadron in
Pomerania, which was by then a part of the German Roman Empire with the
Swedish king as the ruler. The first two letters are dated 3 November 1789 and
report that the work had been started. His task was to build cannon yawls,
cannon sloops and to repair two cannon barges. These ships were specially
constructed for archipelago warfare. The yawl was 14,5 meters long and car-
ried one 24 pound cannon, the sloop was approximately 20 meters long and
carried two 24 pound cannons. The yawl was probably the smallest man-of-
war ever constructed. In Cronstedt’s letters we find interesting facts about an
archipelago squadron. A squadron of this type required a large number of even
smaller boats to function, and Cronstedt gives us a precise description of how
he wanted the unit outfitted in this respect. The appendixes to the letters also
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give us a detailed picture of how these ships were to be manned. On 11 No-
vember Cronstedt’s writes a letter in which he lets us know the exact cost of
the ships and their crews. The cost account is made in rixdollars “pommersk
curant” which was the currency used in Swedish Pomerania. It did not follow
the exchange rate of the normal Swedish currency. The letters tell us about the
problems that confronted Cronstedt in building the squadron. These were
mainly related to a lack of money, a lack of personal and a lack of artillery. The
financial problems seem to have been sorted out, personal could also be
found, even though sailors were difficult to find. Artillery was the most diffi-
cult problem, some of the ships had to depart from Pomerania with 18 pound
cannons, instead of the intended 24 pound pieces.

In the beginning of May, Cronstedt was ready to sail. The squadron was
complete, with the exception of the cannon barges. These, in fact, came never
to leave Pomerania, they were old and their usefulness was questioned by
more experienced operators like Cronstedt.

The squadron reached Kalmar on the southwestern coast of Sweden on 29
May. Here soldiers from the army were taken on board, to complement the
crews. This was a standard procedure, entire regiments were sent to the archi-
pelago fleet to perform the tasks that required little trained seamanship; like
rowing.

Cronstedt and his squadron came to the Finnish waters in time for the im-
portant second battle of Svensksund in 1790. Cronstedt himself was given the
post of flag captain for the battle, and he was the only senior officer to support
the king in his decision to fight the battle. The ensuing clash led to a major
victory for the Swedish archipelago fleet. After this a, for Sweden satisfactory,
peace treaty could be negotiated. The squadron Cronstedt brought from Po-
merania was important in winning the battle, but perhaps he himself and his
positive attitude was even more important.
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Rattelse till nr 58

Fornisldndska bokstaver ar inte 14tta att hantera ens med datoriserade typsnitt.
Det blev darfor en del smarre fel vid séttningen av artikeln ”Spanska sjoter-
mer fran 1500-talet av fornnordiskt ursprung”, av Mats Kero, i Forum Navale
nr 58. Den ritta stavningen aterfinns latt i fornisldnska och fornnorska ord-
bocker.
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