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Jon Adams and Johan R6nnby

‘Should the wreck of an ancient ship ever be discovered, a collection of a multitude of its timbers, knees,
ribs, beams, standards, fragments of masts and yards, bolts, planks, and blocks, would be une chose a voire,
and would make the learned as well as the unlearned stare and wonder: but the eye of knowledge would
nd no rest or satisfaction there. Where the truly learned Antiquary (by an analysis of the rst principles

of naval architecture, and by tracing these principles in all possible combinations which the materials
admit of) attempts various experiments of combining these fragments into some form, which, as parts,
correspond to some whole — there arises the true spirit of antiquarian learning; there begins genuine and

useful knowledge
omas Pownall, 1782

If we ever allow ourselves to assume that people irhtirdred years before ‘contextual archaeology’ (Hodder
past were not as perceptive and insightful as we are th88%) made its appearance as part of the challenge to
then a swift perusal of the writings of centuries gonetloy processual archaeology of the 1960s and 70s.
will quickly disabuse us. e above quote is a salutary Today, given the various ways that archaeologists
example and were it not for the date and perhaps déipproach their studies, one could say that there are
turn of phrase, one might assume that it was writterany ‘archaeologies’. Common to all however, is the
far more recently. e author, omas Pownall was study of people and their societies based on a source
something of polymath: a prominent Governor andaterial consisting primarily (though not exclusively) of
administrator in Britain's American colonies, Membaraterial remains. e methods used to investigate and
of Parliament, political commentator, artist, friend @nalyse those remains are under constant review but our
and collaborator with Benjamin Franklin and membaérterpretation of them is of equal importance. is book
of the Society of Antiquaries to which he was electegblores approaches to the interpretation of shipwrecks,
in 1768. e latter is the origin of his musings onan archaeological site type with speci c qualities and
knowledge of the past gained from things, in this céserefore with associated challenges and potentials. It
a shipwreck. is not a book about shipwreck archaeology in the sense
With the development of modern archaeology methodology, neither is it a study of ship technology
and in particular in its theoretical development oviarterms of their design and construction processes, nor
the last half century, the term ‘antiquarian’ was oftarsynthesis of past work in any general sense. Rather,
used in a derogatory sense, referring to an interest i a series of explorations of how we experience and
the past that was object-orientated, being limited itderpret the remains of past human action in the form
the value of antiquities as curiosities in themselgéone of its most complex manifestations. To that
rather than in their wider social meanings. Yet heremns chapter 2 draws together some of the key issues in
an antiguarian identifying the necessity of progressimglerstanding ships as material culture and some of the
beyond description and essentially expressing wisspectives through which they can be contextualised.
could be de ned as a contextual approach exactly ®m given that a comprehensive coverage of the eld
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of shipwreck studies, let alone the broader subgcingside the ships of Sweden, Denmark, Germany,
of maritime archaeology, is beyond the capacity dPadand, Russia and Livonia, were those of England,
single volume, the work collected here is more akirFtance, Holland, Norway, Scotland and many others.
taking the pulse of the subject at this time, in this place, For us, the archaeological legacy of this period (and
through ship-related maritime archaeological researtiose preceding) is the inevitable sequence of shipping
e place is the Baltic, a region where some dbsses that occurred through the fortunes of war, the
the earliest maritime archaeology was carried out pressures of commerce and environmental forces. ey
which in many ways set the pace. But this is a regi@waurred in uncountable numbers precisely because of
perspective only in the sense that most of the case sttltBesheer intensity of maritime activity. atthey survive
are being investigated here. In outlook, the researchimasstate so conducive to archaeological investigation
international relevance, as do the ships under studyjdobecause of the Baltic’'s particular environmental
the Baltic was by no means liminal to global a airs. eonditions. For while the Baltic can be very unforgiving
ships that are the subject of these investigations wergthorm conditions, its almost tideless, cold, dark, low
products of internationally connected (and competingglinity waters are a better preservation medium than
societies both within the Baltic and beyond. e Balti@almost anywhere else in the world.
Sea has been described as a northern Mediterranean, ndtot surprisingly the majority of this seabed database
in the sense of sun, sea and sand (though it is blisstliflgovered so far dates from the historical period partly
habitable from Spring through to Autumn), but rathdsecause the intensity of tra c increased over time. Not
as a would-belare Nostrumf the North in which its that earlier material doesn't survive, it does but it is far
surrounding states interacted, especially those wholéssl easily discovered, whereas the more recent wreck
political, mercantile and military agendas. Many sites are easily seen by divers or detected with marine
these powers were quite aware of the Roman domirgenphysical equipment. E ort is being directed towards
over the Mediterranean and held it as a model for thaaritime prehistory but that is another story. Here
own ambition (Ronnby, this volume). then are ways into pasts that may be relatively recent
With the rise of nation states in the 16tlbut which are still very alien to our own times.
century, more than three hundred years of mercantile
domination of the Baltic by the Hanseatic League was ) ) )
steadily eclipsed, economically by the Dutch but ihata and imagination
terms of power and control, by Denmark and Swedérom the beginnings of Baltic shipwreck archaeology
who emerged as the principal political and militaity was realised that this was a three-dimensional
rivals. Indeed aspiration to control the Baltic wasagchaeology: an archaeology of structures and that
key element in the expansionist policies of the Swedh#&refore good documentation and a sound knowledge
king Gustav Il Adolph Vasa (1594-1632), explicitlyf the source material were of obvious importance. A
stated aPominium maris Baltic(Roberts 1979:18; saying commonly but probably erroneously attributed
Alexandersson 1982:71). Denmark had identical aitosAlbert Einstein runsEverything that can be counted
but although it enjoyed the geographic advantagedoés not necessarily count; everything that counts cannot
being able to control maritime tra c passing into andecessarily be couneertheless it is a good starting
out of the Baltic, it was Sweden that emerged as pént for this book, for as well as measurements, we
dominant power in the 17th and 18th centuries, atquire imagination, an ability for theoretical thinking
least in terms of territory. At its greatest extent Sweded a capacity to see connections in both past and
presided over an empire that almost surroundedsent contexts for successful interpretation and
the Baltic, by that time referred toMere Nostrum the increase of knowledge. In the following chapter
Balticum(our Baltic Sea). it is argued that the interpretative context of specic
Another intriguing indication of the way the Baltishipwrecks is not predetermined but is part of the
world was understood at this time is revealed in {fv@ecess of archaeological work and narrative. As
extraordinary map ‘Carta Marina’ created by cathaliemonstrated in that article and throughout the book,
ecclesiastic Olaus Magnus (Fig. 1.1.). One of the eartlespossibilities are many and varied. ere is more than
maps of Scandinavia, it shows a maritime world of lajust a single story to tell from a speci ¢ wreck. Yet these
sea and ice that was inhabited, worked, exploited arel not stories in the sense of ights of fancy or make-
travelled, by foot, animal, sledge and boat. At rst sigiglieve. ey could be of course but the veracity and
it seems fanciful - we are shown strange creaturesr@leddlance of archaeological interpretation depends on
giant sea monsters, but in other aspects archaeologytaidks to the source material, generated and mediated
ethnography have shown it to be remarkably accurbfeour method and theory.
not least in its maritime connectivity. At sea, sailing Maritime archaeologists who work under water
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Figure 1.1. ‘Carta Marina, with its accompanying description is an ethnographic record of a maritime world, continuing an
integrated conception of land and sea that extends back to the MesolithidRdti&@afah (Olaus Magnus 1539).

have expended a great deal of eort in achievihg new connotations ships receive by being re-used
accurate documentation partly because of the obscusmdarriers and wharf inll. Térngvist is concerned
veil of the water itself. As a result, methodologivath the seascape of the wreck and the processes of
and technical accounts used to be common in mfmstnation but also with the nature of the site in which
archaeological ship studies. Niklas Eriksson and tmewrecking event comprises an arresting process in
of the current authors (JA) however, discuss othecultural continuum that has its own time depth.
means of achieving archaeological interpretations. ligino’s paper looks at cultural practices that comprise
concerns intuition and insight, processes relatedatdi erent form of wrecking — a transference of a ship
hermeneutic and phenomenological ways of creafitmgn one role to another. In exploring the ways in
knowledge. But, as shown in their papers, this doeshich they are repositioned in time and place she asks
mean that measurements and data are unimportanivirether their individual biographies might in uence
this process. For us as it is for Eriksson it is in fact ratherways in which they are treated and where they are
the opposite. Skilful documentation is a part of a ‘soffgdeced?
understanding. Many of these questions are in fact e concept of artefact biography (Kopyto 1986;
related to the observation that not everything can ®esden & Marshall 1999) is particularly applicable to
resolved numerically, and thus the distinctions betwships, implying accrued meaning that transcends mere
what is science as opposed to art is open to discussiiity. Indeed we see this throughout aspects of the
A scienti ¢ approach could also be an artistic approabsign, construction, use and disposal of watercraft.
One thing is certain, whichever approach one tak®st where does this tendency originate? - perhaps
the import of a shipwreck cannot be understood unléssn the nature of watercraft as material culture.
it is related to a context. Several of the authors in this roles are important enough and their operating
book demonstrate the dierent contexts obtainabknvironments demanding enough to require the
Oscar Torngvist discusses shipwrecks in relation toitivestment of appropriate materials and technologies
topographical landscape, and Minna Leino emphasthas are as advanced as a society can command. Time
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and resources were used to create a vehicle, not justifdary or economic system’ (Muckelroy 1978:216).
a single voyage (though some such craft exist) butAsehe word ‘system’ suggests, this was partly inspired
that would last a life time. Perhaps it is because the bgehe processual approaches of the time. However, in
life of a ship was often of similar length to a huméoking back at how people of historical times have
life that ships are named, gendered and invested witbderstood ships and their roles, we see rather explicit
immaterial qualities including personality (Ronnbgepresentations of the ‘system’ where the technological
this volume, Adams 2013:28). agency of ships was interwoven with overarching
Such objects, particularly larger ships but evgaolitical and ecomomic ideologies and social ideals.
smaller boats, can be highly complex and in many waysexample of maritime enterprise and hard-nosed
this complexity comprises part of their archaeologieeabnomic prosperity being represented allegorically is
potential. As archaeological assemblages this of coveBdlustrated in an etching by Ludolf Backhuizen from
relates to both the vessel as a thing and its contents1'€01. It shows the waterfront of the City of Amsterdam
latter can comprise a bewildering number of di erentith several key features: a warship namsterdam
source materials and possible means of interpretatjpower and security) a merchant ship (prosperity) and
Riikka Alvik demonstrates how the cargo and artefantshe distance between them the Headquarters and
placed on board, as well as carrying meaning relateégyard of the Vereenigde Oost-Indische Compagnie
to their associated cultures, can also indicate the (WC) the powerful United East India Company
a society changes involuntarily or by design. Her dabebal in uence). e scene is transformed from being
studies are three wrecks en route to St Petersbargimple maritime view by the personi cation of the
ultimately in response to that great city’s intended roleity portrayed as a classical goddess drawn through the
to provide Tsar Peter's Russia with access to the sewatet accompanied by mythological gures (Fig. 1.2).
so to Europe. Each ship provides individual perspectivesese ideas are far from dead today (consider the
but collectively they manifest the conscious aspiratpublic furore over the scrapping of iconic vessels or the
to connect and to transform society with knowledgepularity of preserved historic ships). So together with
but also with exotic luxuries. the historical contexts of ships, of equal importance
In contrast, Shaun Wallace looks at the ideas ard the ways we view and engage with their wrecks
symbolism embedded in the ship itself, in this case dsearchaeological source material and as monuments
decoration and embellishment in the great cabinstoday. Part of that engagement is the way archaeology
board the warshiasaf 1628. OrVasathe meanings critically examines and questions traditional beliefs and
of such adornment are complex and manifestedinterpretations. In her text, Mirja Arnshav demonstrates
an almost textual way. Subject matter is represerted the import and signi cance of wrecks, in this
through various artistic conventions with key imagessemodern oneare bound up in the values of our
and motifs juxtaposed and arranged in relation ¢ontemporary society. While many archaeologists tend
space in ways that would have made meaning evidembcus their attention on older wrecks, Arnhav’s work
to its intended audience — the ship's company. It waghlights the often greater signi cance placed upon
‘decorative’ but in being so it identi ed graphically (tpounger wrecks by the diving community, primarily
a largely illiterate crew) space designated for thoskeectuse of their greater presence and immediacy. But
the highest status. In tracing the relationships betwshka then shows how awareness of their signi cance and
form and motif, Wallace reveals parallels with amdportance can play an important role in promoting
in uences from contemporary castles and religianormed attitudes to cultural heritage in general as well
buildings. As such we see norms of social classasateveloping knowledge.
simply transferred from the castle great hall to the ship'sStrongly related to this are the ways of conserving
great cabin but transposed to a speci c naval formaafi curating wreck sites and the materials recovered
shipboard hierachy. e carvings therefore played a rdlem them. e article by Yvonne Fors and Charlotte
in reifying naval ideology of power and inequality -Gjelstrup Bjordal is a contribution by maritime
very di erent function than is proposed for tés  archaeological conservators - that closely allied science
of the Dutch merchant marine discussed by Erikssehich maritime archaeological eldwork involving
in this volume. excavation cannot proceed without. Compared with
We must not forget of course that these layerd@ others, their article has a rather dierent but
meanings of a ship transcend the thing itself. mevertheless strongly complementary approach to wreck
rationalising three of the ways in which ships candies. As natural scientists their text demonstrates that
understood, Keith Muckelroy identi ed technologicgderspective is clearly a matter of choice, and that there
aspects (the ship as a machine’) its society (‘the shgpeasnany possibilities involved in the interpretation
a closed community’) and the ship as an ‘element iof ashipwrecks. e substance of their paper is of

4



Landscapes, Seascapes and Shipscapes

Figure 1.2. Personi cation of the city of Amsterdam riding on a triumphal chariot drawn by horses ndhheré‘ids. Etching by Ludol
Backhuizen around 1701 (de Groot & Voorstman 1980: plate 110).

fundamental importance to anyone connected with thignilarity between biological evolution and the ways
preservation, curation and representation of these sitel¢yral things including technology changed, was
particularly as environmental change is posing seridugustus Lane-Fox (1827-1900), who as General Pitt
threats to wooden structures in the southern BalRivers, was an archaeological pioneer of considerable
(Bjordal & Gregory 2012). in uence (Bowden 1991). He did so having read Charles
Darwin's ‘On the Origin of Species’ (1859) and used

Something old, Something new, the pnnu_plt_a of. evolving cu!tural anc_zl technolpglcal
characteristics in the ordering of his collection of

something borrowed, something blue  housands of ethnographic objects that now form the

So an old rhyme goes, relating to marriage and luck lbasis of the Pitt Rivers Museum in Oxford. Indeed he

it might equally suggest the ways in which archaeology only knew Darwin but almost all of the British
has energetically appropriated theories at will in ortleninaries of that age. For him the principles of
to attempt more e ective interpretations of its data. kvolution underpinned everything. In Sweden no less a
discussing evolutionary theory, Daniel Zwick returrgure than Oscar Montelius was working along similar

to a topic that has excited considerable debate ovelitigs, and in developing the principles of seriation he
years, namely, do the processes of biological evolutias building on C. J. omsen’s ree-Age system,
have relevance and utility for archaeology? Rolath intuitively compatible with notions of evolution
Dunnell advocated a similar course for archaeologinaterms of progressive change. Such analogies are
a whole in the 1980s, seeing the artefact as the cultooaldissimilar to those that were perceived between
phenotype (e.g. Dunnell 1989). Dunnell himselprimitive’ societies around the world and peoples of the
was following hard on the heels of Richard Dawkipast believed to be represented by the distribution of
who developed the concept of the meme, the cultumethaeological materials, i.e. ‘archaeological cultures’.
equivalent of the gene (Dawkins 1989:192). But tiend just as those ideas were vigorously challenged so
rst archaeologist who latched on to the analogowsre essentialist ideas that culture evolved in the same
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ways as biological species. Of course this was bgmography for example and particularly so in
the mechanisms of biological evolution were knoarchaeology where the use of geographic information
and as more was discovered about genetics, culsystems (GIS) is now ubiquitous. Within the general
transmission and the nature of human society, nald of spatial analysis is the notion of space syntax.
ways in which to explore the apparent relationshipeveloped in architecture, it oers archaeology a
have resurfaced at regular intervals. Followpgwerful tool for analyzing how humans organize and
Dunnell's evolutionary archaeology, the concept of dusé space or, as expressed by the title of what became
inheritance theory was developed — change resultirgstandard work in the eld, ‘the logic of social space’
from dierent but interacting genetic and cultura{Hillier & Hanson 1984). Perhaps space on board ship
mechanisms (Cavalli-Sforza & Feldman 1981; BoydaSers a particularly rich opportunity for such work.
Richerson 1985) while Ben Cullen (1993) came up withving in a restricted space, often shared with others
‘cultural virus theory’. More recently, extensive analyaisd which is always moving), may raise awareness of
of cultural evolution and evolutionary archaeologlye ways space is used and negotiated more sharply
in general is found in the work of Stephen Shenntdran ashore. For example the enforced economy of
(e.g. 2002, 2009, 2011). is is perhaps the rst timespace and tidiness necessary aboard ship, both for
however, that these issues have been viewed in detasbns of e ciency and safety, survives in the saying
from an explicitly maritime archaeological perspectivghipshape and Bristol fashion’. Eriksson’s article applies

For those who reject or are otherwise suspicigpsce syntax among other things to the analysis of
of the notion, the fundamental problem rests iships and thereby raises questions that challenge prior
the dierences between the ‘blind’ mechanisms inferpretations of how shipboard communities must
biological mutation at a genetic level as opposech&ve been. ese interpretations were often based in
the ways in which ideas are transmitted culturally. @ssumptions that some social norms would inevitably
latter can occur both consciously and subconscioustyre ected in life on board but as noted with respect
but the *heritability’ of behaviour is the result of hightp Wallace’s work and in chapter 2, societies on board
variable and contingent processes. Dawkins’ memesing can be atypical and not ‘miniatures’ of parent
the subsequent ‘discipline’ of ‘memetics’ have not fowmutiety at all.
universal favour by any means and Shennan (2009:39),
sees particular problems with them and to an extent - )
sidesteps them altogether. e Devil in the detall

In regard to explaining technological choices aAt one time, much of the tension between di erent
the production of things, the question centres aheoretical approaches in archaeology (and beyond)
whether the analogies between biological evoluteamtred on the schism between generalists and others.
and social change get us anywhere? Certainly,e&srmer tended to focus on broader anthropological
Zwick shows, there is remarkable correlation in majqyestions and regarded particularist concern with
ways but strength of analogy does not in itself provide specic event as a lesser calling. Historians and
explanation. However, di erences between mechanigaegraphers had their own generalist vs particularist
of change do not preclude there being relationshgebate. e geographer Peter Haggett (1965:3) had
between them. In this case the human being is afierted that “one can do little with the unique except
all the interfacde factoe challenge is therefore to contemplate its uniqueness” whereas others including
get at what underlies apparent parallels betweentheeidealist geographer Leonard Guelke, in following
ways things change and hence how they are manifeéhithistorian Collingwood saw no reason to avoid the
in human behaviour. e meme, dual inheritance omnique and no contradiction between the analysis of
cultural viruses all show, as Zwick acknowledges, #pci c events and science (Guelke 1974:193).
this is a mutli-disciplinary project but one in which Over the last seventy years the broad trajectory of
maritime archaeology through its analysis of someahaeological thought has passed from the normative
humanity’'s most complex material culture, can makeuwdture history of the post-war years, to its ‘loss of
key contribution. innocence’ with the onslaught of the New Archaeology

at the end of the 1960s, before that in turn was

. . ) challenged by post-processual approaches in the 1980s.
Shipshape and Bristol fashion Perhaps the sharpest and most aggressively expressed
If change in the ways things are created and useccanérast was that between the culture-historical
of perennial importance in archaeology, so too are skhbhool, often disparagingly referred to as ‘traditional’
ways in which people have created and organised spad®aeology - criticised for being predominantly
‘Spatial analysis’ is of interest to several discipligescriptive, inductive, and lacking in methodical
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rigour - and the generalist, processual approaqﬂ)siaagnosis and prognosis
of the New Archaeology. In their turn however, the

processualists were criticised for being positivisis now more than 50 years since George Bass and his
determinist and scientistic by post-processualigtam excavated the wreck of a small merchant vessel
who challenged claims of scienti ¢ objectivity artlat had sunk o Cape Gelidonya in Turkey around
swung the pendulum back towards connections with00 BC, achieving the rst underwater excavation
history and a concern with agency and social contéxat would still satisfy modern codes of professional
Admittedly this pro le more closely characterises tpeactice. Since then many more wrecks, as well as
archaeology of the English speaking world and pa#gssels that were abandoned or ritually deposited,
of Europe including Scandinavia but it is justi ed ihave been investigated all over the world and although
terms of the bleed across into the newer domaings@ite problems of protection and management remain
nautical - and later, maritime archaeology, which w@tesome areas, shipwreck archaeology is no longer a
initially developed in those regions. liminal interest but a vibrant component of a broader
In the investigation of maritime sites thenaritime archaeology. Opinions vary of course but
pendulum also swung back and forth. e earlyeven those working within the eld either take for
nautical archaeology of the 1960s and 70s broagiisinted or fail to realise how much has changed even
correlated with the ‘traditional’ normative culturéh the last 15-20 years. It is still a relatively small eld
historical archaeology of the time and was criticidrd e ective development is not all about numbers. A
for the same reasons (Lenihan 1983; Murphy 1988jore mature maritime archaeology doesnt necessarily
en in 1978 Keith Muckelroy published what was inequate to another hundred maritime archaeologists or
e ect a manifesto for an explicitly scienti ¢ ‘maritimanother hundred sites published, but rather to the ways
archaeology’, broader in scope, encompassing nautioahich the subject is practiced as well as the degree
archaeology (and archaeology under water) withinoitwhich the subject has become institutionalised.
(Muckelroy 1978:9). In conceiving the ship as part Bf/ this we mean its embedding in the legislative and
a system and in his concern with quantitative methqusicy strategies of heritage management, as well as
and formation processes, maritime archaeologyinathe domains of academia, industry (including the
rationalised by Muckelroy exhibited inuences g@flanning and development process) and the ways in
the New Archaeology he had studied under Dawidhich it has become more visible through museums,
Clarke. However, within it there were seeds of a mm#kevision, Ims, books and games, etc. In other
inclusive approach and as archaeology exploredvaris where and in what contexts are those hundred
ever-increasing range of theory through the 198fsritime archaeologists able to work, how do they
1990s and into this century, maritime archaeology algork as researchers and what is the impact of that work?
came to encompass more even than Muckelroy I&idbally of course the answers to these questions are
proposed (McGrail 1984; Adams 2002, 2013). highly variable. In some countries there are considerable
Fred Hocker’s paper addresses exactly this dynassources while in others there is no infrastructure
of scale in explanation: His details rememberedht all and neither expertise nor funding. at is one
concerns what at rst sight might be mistaken fegason why attempting to represent the entire subject
ephemeral or incidental details of the processimbne volume would result in a caricature rather than
shipbuilding. ese are not however, minutiae that revealing portrait.
have no analytical destiny, rather the opposite. ey As editors, in helping to paint that portrait, we
reveal otherwise unsuspected characteristics ofhthe synthesised the content to a degree but have not
craft process and human relations. As Hocker relatiésd to homogenise the approaches or the views of the
Vasawas built by a large workforce that was dispariigividual authors. Indeed if maritime archaeology
in every way. Using several examples he decipherg/éisea patient undergoing a health check and the
archaeological signature of this complex workfougmtributing authors were the examining doctors, there
dynamic and reveals that the grand narrative vafuld be some dierence in their diagnosis, ranging
shipbuilding (enshrined in the great treatises fedm ‘full of vigour and getting stronger’ to ‘needs to
the literate and numerate master shipwrights) wasrk harder to gain tness'. ere is some correlation
manifested, as Hocker puts it, as messy reality. Wehare between the age of the contributor and their
used to the notion of working from the speci ¢ (outharacterisation of the subject. ose who are older, in
data) outwards to engage with broader questions, \ietving where maritime archaeology is now as opposed
Hocker shows that having identi ed these questions,where it was twenty years ago, regard it with some
moving in the other direction - and tackling the dewiptimism, especially given the constraints within which
in the detail - can be just as revealing. the subject has developed (Adams 2006), while those
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who have been engaged in the eld for less time expieeasldressing maritime questions. Quite the reverse, for
more frustration and impatience. It was ever thus! Omaritime aspects of culture interconnect with the rest
might therefore divide our views of the subject intd society, so in a sense maritime questions are never
those who judge the glass to be half full and those whtirely maritime. erein lies the potential both to

see it as half empty. Both views are equally justi abtarshal detail and address broad questions. In doing
But to close on a positive note, it needs to be stressedhe contributors to this book show that ships are one
especially with regard to the subject matter of tlwSour most potent resources, just as omas Pownall
book, that recovering maritime data doesnt restrictfasesaw.
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T A I S

Johan Ronnby

e real Cha||enge for a wreck, are not predetermined nor inherent in
the object which is studied, but rather depends on
It has been said that the ship is possibly the mibst archaeologist's ability to conceive possibilities for
technologically complicated human artefact produdeterpretation.
prior to the industrial era. Sunken ships are also e real challenge for a ship archaeologist is
complex archaeological sites through their structtirerefore to identify and select relevant contexts for the
and the extensive variety of objects that they carriedigtérpretation of the wrecks and from that construct
Muckelroy 1978:3; Adams 2003, 2013). ese qualitieparratives that are not only scienti cally credible but
make shipwrecks an important class of source matet&l have relevance for modern society and ourselves
with great potential for archaeological interpretation(cf. Geertz 1973 in a classic study about construction
An important starting point concerning theof narratives). With such a research objective in mind,
archaeological study of shipwrecks is to stress thist paper will broadly discuss di erent potential and
archaeologists, whether maritime in orientation available procedures for the archaeological interpretation
not, in the end do not examine objects but people amicshipwrecks. e examples are mostly from the Baltic
society. Ships were created and operated within culti#el but as we have argued above, the scope is hopefully
economic and social contexts and were formed by theyant for ships and wrecks in general.
circumstances. Like all objects of material culture,
shipwrecks then hold signi cance and value beyond the . .
purely functional. As complex archaeological soutgi€rpretation as dialogue
material, wrecks therefore have great potential laerpretation, whether explicitor not, has always played
revealing information about society, culture and humamajor role in archaeology. e post-processual critique
behaviour. However, ship alone is not enough, fafrthe 1980s highlighted the role of interpretation and
archaeological study also involves contextualizingittiévidual perspectives in archaeological theory. Much
source material; the object of an investigation mustdbethis discussion had its origin in a general post-
compared to some other phenomenon beyond itselffebdernist, de-constructivist and neo-liberalist theory-
the discussion on ‘contextual archaeology’ in the 19&@slding, the purpose and meaning of which can be
and also for example Moberg 1969). Familiarity witluestioned today (cf. Jameson, already in 1984). isis
one’s source material is of course an important startingto say, of course, that an understanding of the role
point in this process as in all scientic studies. Bottinterpretation and its importance in archaeology has
the skill of the maritime archaeologist in diagnosibgcome overstated or is any less essential. Interpretation
the technicalities of frames, joints and lashings, gbtays a signi cant role in the construct by which any
must also be integrated with theoretical creativikpowledge of people and societies is gleaned from
imagination and the power of insight. Comparatiachaeological remains.
material and contexts that provide relevant explanationlt is however, important to emphasise that a focus
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on the signicance of dierent perspectives analithin historical materialism. In Marxist-oriented
interpretation in the archaeological process is not kistorical research, the development of technology is
same as an acceptance of a subjective and pluradisttassed mainly in connection with social opposition
past. If we were to accept that di erent interpretatioasd the interests of dierent groups and classes in
of history simply mirror di erent ways of looking asociety. Changes in the material world should then be
the past, then we would also have to #igreepinions  understood within a social and economic context of
based on nationalistic, fundamentalist and racismn ict.

grounds are as ‘true’ as any other. If this is somethinge relationship between  technological

we do not wish to accept, then we must stress that el@relopment and society o ers ship archaeologists an
an interpretative, narrative and ‘poetic’ archaeologiotdresting analytical perspective. A general question
text can be open to re-assessment. concerns of course changes to ships and shipbuilding

A way to do this is to say that archaeologiaaler time. To what extent are the various changes in
writing di ers from ction in that the former concernssociety the stimulus for new types of ships, technological
a dialogue between the author and actual physinabvations in rigging or in hull construction? (cf.
remains. A methodologically well-documented ardiams 2013). Or alternatively, to what extent might
published shipwreck provides an opportunity fane see such material innovations as prerequisites for
learning more about people and societies, bothewonomic, political and ideological change? How
the past and in general. But not all opinions arsthould one view, for example, the transformation of the
conclusions connected to the interpretation of timaval eet from the late 15th century onward? Should
wreck are equally valid. e physical remains providechnology be viewed as an external and separate
information that ts various interpretations andactor, driven for example by international contacts
narratives di erently. Similarities and dissimilarities even speci ¢ skilled individuals? Or, on the other
in the archaeological material are real and recordabled, should one emphasise nautical developments
and can be tools to expose simpli ed, manipulatedas the result of changes in the political and economic
overly-imaginative interpretations of past societies ¢oinditions that occurred when a new form of state was
Hodder 1992:162). created in Europe (cf. Glete 1993:60-75).

If knowledge is produced in a dialogue between Ithas beenacommon tendency in historical research
the researcher and the source material, it is importanaccord great importance to dramatic technological
in archaeological studies to try to record how thimovations and ignore slower developments. However,
“discussion” is performed. A literary and scientimaritime archaeological studies have shown that, for
challenge to a writer of an archaeological tegkample, the new, larger, carvel-built vessels and new
regardless of whether it deals with prehistoric intstechniques in shipping that emerged at the beginning
post-medieval shipwrecks, is then to be transpareithe early modern period were not sudden strokes of
about one’s perspective and experiences duringgegius in ship technology. Large ships and structural
process of research and interpretation. sturdiness for example can be proved already during the

Middle Ages. During the 15th century many clinker-

) built ships had a strong internal structure that had
Ships and technology developed for various reasons. us, the transformation
e physical objects of material culture are the products building technique from clinker to carvel was
and results of societal conditions and are often studigarabably not as dramatic a change as was once believed,
such in archaeology. Yet at the same time they consthuterather the logical sequence of events, as a ship with
a two-way dialectical relationship. Objects and thestrong inner framework had no need for the qualities
physical world are also part of an historical framepodvided by overlapping strakes.
reference and reality in which people live and in which In this way, archaeological evidence has the ability
‘they make their oistoryas Karl Marx said over ato show that alterations in building methods are
hundred and fty years a{j/darx 1852). A theoretical not merely a matter of technology, but must also be
discussion on the relationship between people aigived in a societal context. It was certainly possible
technology is sometimes (though oddly enough rotbuild big ships during the medieval period, but the
always) to be found in historical technical reseagtplanation for the appearance of great new carvel ships
(e.g. Hansson 2002; Sundin 2006). In a general seits#he beginning of the early modern period has to be
this concerns the classic question of the signi caseen in connection to powerful new national leaders
of technology for societal change and historieald various groups in society who now needed that
development. is in particular has been discussddnd of ship (cf. Adams 2013).
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Economic systems the Ghost ship (c. 1650hnna Maria(1709), the
Jungfru Kataringl747), and the Jutholm wreck (c.
Merchant ships can be viewed in an interpretati¥é00). A potential ship-archaeological topic o ering
context as an integral component in economic syst@teait scope for socio-economic studies of the period
and structures. In the archaeological investigationgvotild be to investigate various economic aspects related
the well-known Bronze Age shipwrecks from Cajge uyt construction. In what ways do they di er from
Gelidonya and Uluburun, the researchers used diker ships of the time? Can we determine through
cargo and other objects found onboard to reconstraoglysis to what extent were they easier to build and
possible trade routes and complex interconnectiomgss-produce? e uyt was famous for its full-bodied
going back as far as the second millennium BC. ugargo capacity, but how much more could a uyt really
the nds onboard revealed more extensive contacts @iy as a result of its hull shape and spatial disposition
exchange of goods within the Mediterranean regionpoard? Were uyts really easier to navigate as claimed
than was previously believed for this early period (Bugbdid they really require fewer crew members? If so,
1967; Pulak 1998). was the economic advantage conferred by its design
e uytis another example connected to merchangreat enough to have been a key factor in the economic
shipping. is easily navigated, state-of-the-art, cargwosperity of the time, or did mercantile success depend
ship was developed by the Dutch at the end of the 18tich more on other factors?
century. During the following century the uyt and
other specialist merchant ships were the most important .
elements of the booming international trade conductzn onboard society
by the Dutch republic. Trade with East India and th&rchaeological material on land often survives in a
import of raw materials from the colonies in the Netsturbed or fragmentary state as its preservation is
World brought enormous wealth to Amsterdam ar&ected by a number of adverse factors. By contrast, a
other Dutch seaports. shipwreck on the ocean oor can often be considered as
e Baltic Sea trade also increased signi cantly ia form of ‘closed’ nd - representing a single functional,
connection to this. By the middle of the 17th centugultural and social unit. is is related to the fact that
thousands of merchant vessels sailed the Baltic ##hriginal functioning ship could be understood as an
year. e cargo delivered to Scandinavia consisted @itire system, the remains of which has been deposited
manufactured goods, spices, cloth, dried sh and s#ftact’ at the bottom of the sea.
e ships were then loaded in the harbours around By analogy with Muckelroy’s observation about
this northern inner sea with raw materials such as irginps as a very special feature in the pre-industrial
copper, slaked lime, timber and grain, which weseciety, referred to in the opening of this paper, a ship’s
transported to the Continent via the Danish Sound antew also formed a very special kind of social unit in a
its customs post. At this time Sweden was advangirgrindustrial society. A crew was a very distinct group
as a great European power, and in keeping with dfevorkers with a specic ‘maritime culture’ that was
current mercantile politics, such a Continental expantuenced by the economic and social frameworks
trade was not only desirable but vital for nancingf the time, but also characterised by its surrounding
military campaigns. marine environment and relationship to the giise
e technological innovations of the Dutch went (cf. Flatman 2003:143-157).
beyond the creation of improved types of merchant e complexity of the ‘maritime culture’ on 19th-
ships such as uyts, pinnaces and east-indiamegntury ocean-going vessels is described in a classic
ey also included advances in production methodsstudy by Knut Weibust. Most striking is that this
e organisation of the 16th-17th century Dutch special ‘shipboard’ culture was both non-material in the
shipping industry, despite its reliance on wind powerm of songs, narratives and rituals, etc., and material
and windmills, heralded the Industrial Revolution @f the form of special clothing, things and equipment
the 19th century (Unger 1978:2). From an economi@Aeibust 1969).
historical perspective, the study of wrecks of merchantResearch concerning the crews of sunken ships can
ships from this period is integral to an understandidgal with issues of hierarchy, power and the division
not only of the processes leading to the start of glaifdhbour. Studying nds and their spatial distribution
trade, but also early pre-industrial production. in a wreck can be a way for a maritime archaeologist
Several of the Dutch uyts wrecked in the Balti® discuss the social order onboard the ship. Were
Sea have been the subject of maritime archaeologisdels always hierarchically organised as so often
investigation. ese include the ‘Lion wreck’ (c.1650)¢laimed? What methods were used to maintain order
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and discipline onboard? Are there di erent solutioase both exceptionally well preserved small-sized uyts
for this? Pirate ships for example are said to have (Eai#isson 2012; Eriksson & Ronnby 2012). e Ghost
a rough but e ective egalitarianism onboard with ship lies at a depth of 130 metres in the middle of
collectively based authority. How would that e e¢he Baltic Sea and is almost completely intact with
distribution onboard of artefacts and division of space&sts still standing (Fig. 2.1). It has been possible to
Were you allowed to sleep and eat wherever you li#edument the ship with the aid of robotic imaging.
if you sailed under the Jolly Roger? (cf. Rediker 1988;look inside the small cabin in the stern where a
Flatman 2003:149;). What was the situation on smaltgew of six or seven spent much of their time around
trading vessels where the workers were few, and wiesinple wooden table o ers a unique insight into
everyone may have shared the same quarters? Hodayisl long gone. In this very limited space, which often
the captain and others maintain their authority undeecessitated a crouching position, the crew attended to
such conditions (cf. Eriksson, this volume)? personal hygiene, drying of clothes and the preparation
It is also interesting to compare sailors and creamsl consumption of meals. To accommodate everyone,
with other groups of workers from contemporaimyey must have rested and slept in turns. is view
contexts. In what ways are they similar? Are therequite dierent to the impression of hierarchical
features that link them? Was there a form of classangements o ered by, for instance, naval vessels.
consciousness? How was the working class constrid@ted uyt, not only discipline but also consideration
and divided prior to industrialisation? and co-operation must have been prerequisites for an
Another obvious yet often neglected fact ehdurable life onboard (cf. Eriksson, this volume).
shipboard society is that it often consisted mostly of To ‘go onboard’ these sunkeryts deepens our
men, even if we know that women were often onboantderstanding of the people behind the internationally
to a greater extent than o cial records and o ciabuccessful Dutch sea-borne trade and the rising economy
policy would have us believe. e dominance of males the mid-17th century. A patriarchal structure, a very
onboard is also historically best known in the Waesitict reformist morality, and constant piety would have
during post-medieval times, while in other periods adidaracterised personal relations in the single, small,
places dierent social situations can have occurrewded, dark and damp cabin. It has been proposed
But the fact remains that many seafaring enclawea classic study by Max Weber that this mentality and
in the world were and still remain a male-orientédeology, with its strict work ethic and sense of duty,
domain. is creates an opportunity for gender studiewas a prerequisite for the later development and spread
and for enquiries related to gender roles. What didfecapitalist thinking (Weber 1904-5 (1978)).
predominantly male shipboard society imply? What Some warship wrecks on the seabed can be
happened, for example, to the tasks and equipmemaracterised as ‘smoking guns’. e Swedish ship
that were connected with women on land? What do B&ord,which sank in 1676 o Oland in the Baltic,
power structures and division of categories look likesiows evidence of the long and intense nal ght it
a world where there is no division based on biologeatiured before being lost. e partly intact hull still
sex? bears the traces of re and canonball impact, and many
of its great bronze and iron guns still protrude from
) i ) the open gunports, looking as though they were ready
Experiencing ships to re (Fig. 2.2). Somewhat similar conditions are also
In some well-preserved wrecks in the Baltic Sea itisgble on the wreck of tMarsfrom 1564, which also
possible to ‘go onboard’ either by diving down to thdias in the middle of the Baltic. e newly built ship,
or via remote-control camera. is kind of personaknown asMars the Miraculsubecause of its great
visit into the past can be a source of hermeneuticaige (60 m long, around 1800 tons) took part in battle
inspired interpretations (e.g. Adams this volume). @gainst a joint eet from Denmark and the town of
visit to the wreck on the bottom can, following thelbeck. After being boarded by the enemy it exploded
philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer, be a journeywhile the ghting still was going onboard.
which one travels to a new unknown place (GadamerMore than 1200 people died on these two ships.
1960). It is a kind of “knowledge diving” which givelinded by smoke and deafened by the noise from the
a personal experience that changes one’s perspegtine, the seaman and the soldiers onboard were shot,
Based on personal insights and re exion it then mayrned to death or drowned. e cold, dark water of the
be possible to come closer to aspects of the past aBaltf Sea has preserved these naval battle elds so we
people’s lives that are normally beyond our reach. are able to visit and experience them. An archaeological
e so-called Lion wreck l(ejonvraketand the challenge is to turn the investigation of these unique
Ghost ship $pokskeppdtom the mid 17th century places from mere documentation of early modern
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Figure 2.1. e Ghost
wreck, an almost
complete Dutch Fluyt
lying in 130m of
water in the Baltic.
e ROV hovers by
the stern port to Im
the stern cabin. To
the viewer, the HD
cameras give the
sensation of going
aboard (Photo:
MMT).

Figure 2.2. A 36-pound iron gun, still in place on the lower gundeck of the ‘Sword’ (1676). Even at 90m depth and hundreds of
years later, one can still sense the heat of this sunken battle eld (Photo: Deep Sea Production/Jonas Dahm).
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battleships, into an anthropological study of war aadross the Baltic Sea to the newly established town of
its conditions (cf. e.g. orpe 2003; Waterstone 2009)St. Petersburg. Finds of luxury goods in the form of
paintings, wine, ice skates and gilt carriages onboard
) ) the wrecks of thérouw Marig(1671) andst. Michael
Ships with agency (1647) in the southern Finnish archipelago provide
e dialectical relationship between material culturenaterial evidence of the Europeanization of Old Russia
on the one hand and people and society on the otter Alvik, this volume). Objects found in the wrecks
implies that objects also participate actively in sociefahese ships represent a frozen picture of the purpose
changes. We are, of course, in uenced by our physical ideology of the transformation process.
world in general, and some things are used and everAlso ships as types and constructions can be
created for the speci ¢ purpose of exerting an in uentagtants”(cf. Latour 2005: 64-86) changing people’s
to preserve or to instigate change. A discussion alpenteptions and outlook and in turn the society. When
the social agency of non-human actors (e.g. artefape)ple along the Baltic coasts spotted the silhouettes of
as mentioned earlier in this article, goes back to Khel new “German” cog (see Crumlin-Pedersen 2000)
Marx and the 19th century at least. Also in archaeolagythe beginning of the 13th century they probably
dealing with things as symbols highlights the rokalized that a new time was coming. e e ect that
of material culture in change and in uence (see ftve rst sight of the European ocean going ships had
example Hodder 1982). Discussions about the ageoaryindigenous people in America and Australia is also
of things is also to be found in the so-called Acteell known.
Network eory (Latour 2005; for a speci ¢ discussion  Another interesting example of this can be seen on
in relation to the eld of archaeology, cf. Dolwick7th century drawings showing the harbours and city
2009; Olsen 2010). centres. On Erik Dahlberg's engraving of Stockholm
According to a perspective where material cult@m@m around 1690 one can see the old town in the
“acts”, merchant ships transported not only goods datkground, but the foreground is dominated by ships
objects, but also ideas and new customs embedddfFig 2.3). Some of them are warships but most of them
the things onboard. When Russia underwent culturate ships for trade and commerce: galleasses, galliots,
social and political change at the beginning of theyers and uyts. It is a manifestation of oating
18th century, the new culture was transported by sBiptch architecture and ideology which has almost

Tioaed, £ Cubhariora. Fomped. . Mase
Srsvesrun Avsrrare

s

Figure 2.3. (above and opposite) View of Stockholm from the East, by Erik Dahlberg. c. 1690.
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taken over old Stockholm (Eriksson forthcoming)ower and politics.
e characteristic uyts with their high sterns and ey also housed miniature multifaceted
rectangular shape in the water in front of the mediesatieties. Both the nobility and the poor farmhands
town and the Royal castle, can in a way be seearasrepresented on a large ship such &gdhan
“oating 17th-century usb-memory sticks”, foreigiShould the ship, then, be interpreted as a mirror of
objects loaded with new culture and ideas abdl contemporary society? Or should we instead view
what was important in the world (pers. comm. Jeritys small, controllable, shipboard hierarchy as an ideal
Gawronski). held by the powerful leaders for the way to organise

Regarding large ships of war, their role as sothal world? Were the big warships a kind of oating
actors and senders of speci c messages is even idewogical display?
obvious. e care invested in sculptured embellishments A recurring analogy of the time as used by, for
and elaborate transoms on the largest ships of ittetance, Axel Oxenstierna, the powerful Swedish
Baroque period is ideology carved in wood. eskord High Chancellor, was that Sweden and its society
ships were of course war machines, but also symtaslsmbled a great and elegant naval ship - a ‘societal
of the wealth of their monarch and the country. eyship’ - which under the leadership of its captain
were built to impress foreign visitors and enemies, bailed diligently forth on a sea teeming with enemies
perhaps above all to demonstrate the sovereign's pamérdangerous reefs. In this way we can see that this
over his own subjects. Often anchored in the centrarafiature society was not in fact a simple facsimile of
towns for long periods, such ships became a part ofsiheety at large. e shipboard context instead sheds
architectural landscape and shared the iconic medagigfeon the desired values of the contemporary society.
communicated by elaborate buildings. In this sense the
larger ships can be compared with castles and palaces
(CffJJ Johnsﬂn 2002). P P Wrecks and the landscape

e Vasg1628) anKronan(1676) are two world- In terrestrial archaeology it is common to reach an
renowned shipwrecks from the Baroque period, or mor@rpretation by relating nds and ancient monuments
speci cally, from Sweden's time of great sovereigmtythe landscape. Such a connection is less apparent for
e construction of impressive naval ships during thishipwrecks at sea. e extent to which the nd spot
period formed an integral part of Sweden's exercisefa wreck should be seen as random or not, must be
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judged in each individual case. By analysing landscaymeginued in existence until 1829. e signi cance of
harbours and sailing routes it is sometimes possiblthi®place as an important natural harbour and sea haven
see a causal connection that is not apparent at astthe border between the open sea and the archipelago
glance (cf. Torngvist, this volume) (Fig. 2.4). is underlined in literary evidence from the beginning of

In some cases ships can also be given a new caihgedt9th century. At times more than thirty large sailing
and new associations during their ‘lifetime’. eyships lay at anchor outside the small island. Surveys of
can be reused and thereby acquire new meaning.tlee waters around Krogen have documented building
clearest examples are when ships are submergedntains and more than ten shipwrecks. A large amount
function as defence works or as the foundationsodfnd material has been located scattered on the seabed
harbour constructions and quays. ese wrecks becoimemediately surrounding the entire small island, and in
structures with a new speci c purpose. e potentiaparticular at the better landing places. Judging by the
of these kinds of wreck to produce archaeologieaye amounts of broken glass, broken clay pipes, and
knowledge is unusually complex and is directly relategicked ceramic plates, nightlife on the island could
to the nd site (cf. Leino, this volume). become quite rowdy!

Wrecks can also be seen as part of the history ofe hundreds of shipwrecks from di erent periods
di erent provinces and regions (Edberg 2002). Gound in the region of Landsort and Krogen form a
the ‘peninsula’ of Sodertdrn, south of Stockholmpart of the long maritime history of the Sédertdrn
people have lived and laboured in a coastal regiotanéiscape. It therefore feels natural to view and discuss
the Baltic Sea since the Ice Age (Ronnby 2003, 20@7¢se shipwrecks in connection with the landscape and
Traces of activities of these former coastal dwellersheremultitude of other archaeological and historical
everywhere in the landscape. e prehistoric islandemains here, rather than as an isolated nautical object.
and islets, which now lie 70—80 metres above the sea
due to isostatic uplift, contain traces of the region’s rst .. )
Mesolithic shersgnd seal hunters. Rock surfgces afeinbining history and archaeology
silted-up straits exhibit rock carvings of ships from the When it comes to ships from historical times, written
Bronze Age. Monumental burial cairns crown the togsurces can often be studied in parallel to the material
of the moraine hills overlooking the water. Hillfortsemains of the ship. Empirical information about
cemeteries and harbours from the Iron Age lie building techniques, measurements, etc., can be found
relation to former bays and inlets. e present-dayn publications about shipbuilding or shipbuilders’
coast contains remains of coastal inns, shing huts amghuals. Early examples of such manuals are Witsen
stone cairn markers. Sailing routes that have been (&8€0) and Ralamb (1691). On a more general level,
for centuries criss-cross between islands and isletstr@ndombining of di erent sources is obviously not
in the entrances to narrow bays there are the remainlg a matter of obtaining new technical information
of ancient barricades and defence works. In additibot also a way of studying people and society from all
the place-names in the region have a strong maritpossible perspectives. A wreck can then function as
association, and the area has a living oral traditeokind of ‘prism’ that casts assorted light on a range
relating to seafaring, shipwrecks and plunder. of questions and problems. e museum exhibitions

e island of Landsort (Oja) lies o the tip of concerning thevasain Stockholm and<ronanin
Sddertorn. It represents the southernmost outp&&imar exemplify the scope of such a perspective when
of the Stockholm archipelago. Here, the archipelamplied to wrecks. Here a wreck becomes a portal to
nally meets the open sea, which makes the regiodistussions for example of diet, hygiene and discipline
rather dangerous place. is is evident not least from &ll the relevant period. Maritime archaeology, which
the shipwrecks lying on the seabed between the islawittn attracts much public attention, can then be a very
Considering all the wrecks, it is not surprising that énective pedagogical tool for generating interest and
the 1530s King Gustav Vasa established Sweden'sstigtulating discussion in many di erent elds.
o cial pilot station here. Landsort was also the site of Most shipwrecks lying on the seabed are anonymous
Sweden’s rst lighthouse, built in 1669. and will continue to be so. But for wrecks that are only

e small island of Krogen, just north of Landsort,a few hundred years old there are sometimes salvage
housed a seaside inn in earlier times. e earliescords in archives, and court documents available
written evidence for an inn here dates from the 1696sncerning the ships and their crews. One procedure
but the inn itself is probably considerably older. kghen it comes to combining literary evidence and
buildings were burned down in attacks carried out é&schaeological material is therefore to try to identify the
Russian galleys in the Stockholm archipelago in 1A4Beck and integrate the two types of sources. Since the
e activity of the inn soon began anew, however, ant980s this has been one of the main ways of working
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Figure 2.4. A

4 4 maritime landscape:

: WS the lagoonal inlet
of Kuggmaren in
the Stockholm
Archipelago, Sweden.
% € name suggests
.. aconnection with
medieval cogs and
the trade carried
in them. is
association became
all the more plausible
when a wreck lying
in shallow water,
assumed to be 19th-
century (foreground)
was shown to be
a cog dated by
dendrochronology
to 1215 (Adams &
Ronnby 2002).

when it comes to research on historical shipwresdsearch perspectives. To combine archaeological and
in the Baltic Sea (cf. Cederlund 1981, 1982, 1988istorical source material can give rise to new questions
Kaijser 1981, 1983; Ahlstrom 1997). However, it End inspire in-depth studies. Detailed knowledge
of course not desirable that all nautical archaeologitadut a speci ¢ identi ed ship and its loss can also
research is directed toward identifying shipwredenerate powerful ‘moments from the past’ that o er
and relating them to written history. e identity of the researcher historical insights not easily obtained
a wreck is not a scienti ¢ goal in itself and neitherfiem the ship’s structure or from the written evidence

it necessary for conducting meaningful archaeoladgne. One example of this is the wreck afuthgfru
Identifying a ship by means of written material shouf@tarina.

instead be seen as one approach among other possible
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Katarina ship ran aground on 28th October 1747 and thereafter
drifted in to Faro island.
In the middle of the 1980s a group of sport divers e crew hurried to rescue everything they could
together with several marine archaeologists decideloefore the ship broke apart. Under the captain's
investigate some shipwrecks near the island of Hogdkéction, parts of the cargo were salvaged. Most likely
situated on the coast of southern Sweslaweys at the crew was assisted in the salvage work by enterprising
the site, as well as trial excavations and analyses, sfarefarmers from the island of Far6 who were
concrete information about the sunken ship. e vessatcustomed to wrecks and to the extra income such
had been about 40 metres long, with a round stern agidents could bring. Captain Reuwekam, however,
good carrying capacity. Among other things, it h&ad problems co-operating with the Faro residents, and
transported lime and iron. A canon and ammunitidn a letter written later he complained about ‘a week of
revealed that it had also been lightly armed. Basedamow and hostility’.
artefacts found onboard, the ship was thought to have e salvage work was never completed, however.
gone down sometime in the period 1730-50. eSuddenly the ship was gone. Perhaps the wind changed
construction of the ship proved to be of Dutch originin the night and the ship glided away from shore, o
On the basis of these results, an investigatimm a last, lonesome voyage across the Baltic. After
was conducted in several archives to see whetbeeral days the unmanned ship may have been sighted
there was any information about such a ship. In theey o the beacon of Havringe bak, which was
Military Archives, old pilot reports were found tellingnder construction at this time. Drifting on its own,
of a Dutch ship by the nameJoingfru Katarinthat  with its sails in tatters, the ship must have then moved
was lost at Hogskar in 1747. In addition, the countyrther north along the coast of Sédermanland toward
archives of Sodermanland contained documehiisgskar. ere, the vessel was thrown against the cli s
telling how a salvage company in the years 1747abthe southern tip of the peninsula, where the port side
worked at the site and retrieved ‘rigging and otheas crushed and the remains of the ship sank to the
nautical equipment’. us, thanks to a combinationbottom. On 16th November the diving commissioner
of underwater archaeology and archival research,Patter Cederberg in Nykoping wrote about a three-
unknown wreck at Hogskéar had got its name backasted vessel that had gone down at Hogskér. e
With the help of written information from archivesassiduous commissioner suspected that the ship may
in Sweden, Denmark and Holland, a remarkable stéxgve been carrying contraband.
could also be told about the wreck (Francke 1998; Captain Reuwekam must have been convinced that
Ronnby 2002, 20044a). his ship and the cargo that could not be saved were lost
e Dutch uyt Katarinahad made dozens offorever when the ship disappeared in the night. He and
voyages between her home port of Amsterdam #iglcrew then travelled home to Amsterdam. erefore,
di erent cities on the Baltic Sea. On 16th July 174if must have been quite a surprise for the captain when
she had passed through the Sound, heading forh8t.received a letter six months later requesting that
Petersburg. e precious cargo onboard includetle travel to Nykoping on the Swedish east coast to
ginger, dried cod, steel wire, and several kinds of wirpresent his employer’s interests in the sale of wrecked
e commander of the ship was Captain Dirk Pietersegoods from thdungfru Katarina
Reuwekam, an experienced seaman who had several
times previously sailed Ketarinato Archangel in the i
White Sea, and elsewhere. e crew was fairly small apother history?
consisted of around ten members. Most of them hadwarning is sometimes sounded that historical
sailed with Captain Reuwekam before and they masthaeology should not be reduced to being a mere
have known each other well. After being loaded withmplement to the written source material. e
iron, hemp and wax on the Russian side of the Badjieestion is, however, whether one needs to be so
Sea, th&atarinaleft St. Petersburg in mid Octoberworried. As mentioned earlier, shipwrecks often
and set its course for the south again. It was latestimulate people’s curiosity and interest. Maybe it can
the season and a perilous time of the year for sadiometimes be enough if the wreck constitutes a catalyst
in the Baltic. Perhaps the weather suddenly worseftedurther discussions and deeper studies. Nonetheless,
when the ship left the Gulf of Finland. In any event tlileone wants to avoid letting the archaeological material
captain made an error of judgement and the uyt sailleel a mere illustration in a concrete historical context, it
straight into the dangerous reefs and sandbars thaislayecessary to make comparisons. How does the nd
north of Far6. On Salvorev, where many ships beforaterial from a wreck compare to material from, for
and after th&atarinahave met their fate, the Dutchexample, towns and rural areas? What symbolism can
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be seen in the shipwrecks as opposed to that wisteleply from the at bottom of Namdo arden. Today
is expressed in the architecture or art of the sdhere is a small lighthouse on the island that warns
period? Is the environment onboard a trading shepafarers with its soft blinking light. Five hundred years
radically di erent from that of a naval ship? UniqueBgo, however, this was a dangerous reef that was di cult
for archaeology performed in historical time, is that detect. e collision when the ship struck the rock
these comparisons do not have to be limited to othemst have been violent, and the ship would have gone
archaeological materials, but can also be incorporat@gn quickly. irty- ve metres under the surface of
with texts and images. is provides an opportunity fothe water, the ship came to rest on a cli ledge with its
a kind of ‘triangulation’ (see Moberg et al. 2009; ehain mast still standing high.
Hjulhammar 2010). Visiting this old ship is a fascinating venture into
An interesting circumstance occurs when thestory. However, as the site became more recognizable
archaeological evidence shows something di erent frduming the course of archaeological investigations, the
that written or depicted. An archaeological study ofegeling grew that the ship was not an elaborate and
historical shipwreck can, then, provide an opportunityajestic carvel-built vessel. Rather, it was a large cargo
to critically examine the period of the wreck as welbast, full of lethal but also rather primitive and crude
established historical myths and truths. Perhaps théapons.
critical opportunity represents historical archaeology’s ere is something grim and harsh but also rather
greatest scienti ¢ potential? small and plain about this old carvel-built ship of
King Gustav Vasa, for instance, has a spe@alstav Vasa. e underwater archaeological evidence
position in Swedish written history. He is thought oéveals a dierent history from the traditional one.
as the ‘father of the nation” and in his war against ewn in the dark at the bottom of the sea, the ship
Danes he is said to have laid the foundations of #ml its master come across as less distinguished than
modern Swedish state. rough the medium of chosewe expect. We are given an archaeological insight
chroniclers, Gustav Vasa himself initiated the myihso the exercise of power and the mentality of the
and colourful anecdotes about the war of independepegod. It gives the impression of the type of world and
that this rst king of the Vasa dynasty conducted. ispersonalities described by Machiavelli in his treatise on
notional royal history was then reinforced by reiteratipalitical powere Prince.
over the centuries. A shipwreck in the Stockholm
archipelago, however, tells a somewhat di erent stor%_ .
about this 16th-century Swedish ruler. Shipwrecks and long-term history
e revolt led by Swedish nobleman Gustav VasArchaeological material and sites, and perhaps
against Christian of Denmark in the early 1520s watgpwrecks above all, have great potential for providing
swift and e ective, conquering fortress after fortreasdetailed glimpse into specic historical cases and
However, since Gustav Vasa lacked a eet it vgitsations. However archaeologists are also given the
impossible for him to take Stockholm. e Danishopportunity to turn their gaze from the speci c object
admiral Soren Norrby, being faced with no resistancemd instead adopt a wider long-term perspective. How
all, was able to bring in necessities and fresh manpaweethe changes in the material objects mirror the
to Stockholm. It was not until Gustav Vasa himsel@iltural and social development and modi cations in
purchased more than a dozen ships from Lubeck thatgion?
Stockholm could be conquered. e German ships For maritime archaeologists the Baltic Sea is a
that arrived at Slatbaken in May 1522 are usuatlighly rewarding place for such a perspective thanks
depicted in national romantic military history as thte its particular ability to preserve shipwrecks. A
origin of the Swedish naval eet. It was, howeverpamary reason for this is that several of the organisms
mixed collection of ships that the Swedes had bough&t normally destroy wood in the sea, including
Most were probably small clinker-built vessels that e shipwormteredo navaliare missing in the cold,
previously functioned as trading ships. Some of theckish waters of the Baltic. ere are of course other
ships, however, such as the agshiwan of Libeck places in the world with the same kind of physical
were specially built as naval ships and constructedanditions for preserving wood and other organic
the carvel technique that was new at the time. material, such as the Great Lakes in North America and
Awreck thatis very likely one of the rst carvel-butthe Polar seas. But the Baltic has witnessed intensive
vessels in Gustav Vasa’s rst eet have been found o th&ritime tra c for millennia for subsistence, industry,
island of Franska Stenarna in the centre of Stockhotragde and warfare. Intensive communications and
archipelago (Adams & Ronnby 1996, 2013). is smaltelatively peaceful maritime contacts can be traced
island forms the crest of an underwater hill that risgesck to prehistoric times and the resulting number of
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shipwrecks is considerable. Seafaring and the praaifoa¢w port cities, there developed a German Baltic sea
material prerequisites in the form of boats and shipguliure during these centuries whose traces can still be
central to the history of the region, which includes aélen today.
the countries along the Baltic Sea. In this respect theln the Middle Ages, marine operations took place
Baltic is a northern Mediterranean (Kirby 1990; Kirby an unstable society. is volatile aspect is re ected
& Hinkkanen 2000; Gerner & Karlsson 2002; Djerwn shipbuilding, regardless of whether the ships are
& Ronnby 2003). cogs or other medieval clinker-built ships. e need to
ere are tens of thousands of written accounts dfansport new ‘bulk goods’ but also to stay abreast of
wreckings in the Baltic and the ones we have discoveosapetitors, called for new types of ships. Ships that we
comprise only a fraction of all the vessels lost throughdee today as cogs have been found and investigated
centuries. Certain categories are not even represepiéside Oskarshamn and at Kuggmaren in the
among the known nds. is applies especially to oldeBtockholm archipelago. ese ships are at bottomed
vessels, for example the out-rigged canoes fromathelships, have heavy frames, and are dated to the rst
Stone Age and the boats depicted in Bronze Age roak of the 13th century (Adams 1995, 2013; Adams &
carvings. However, through nds of pottery and oth&dnnby 2002).
artefacts we know that seafaring around the Baltic waDuring a hundred year period from the middle of
already extensive during these periods. the 15th century, the small, single-masted, medieval
In most parts of the Baltic region, the harbour sitekips were replaced by larger vessels with several masts.
from the Stone and Bronze Ages lie far inland dueisinnovation in ship design, as discussed above, can
shoreline displacement. But inevitably some prehisttsgcseen as connected with the building of new nations
boats must have been wrecked among the islands aditide the royal need for e ectively exercising power.
archipelago and on the open sea. A nd of such a bRaters invested extensive resources more than ever in
would give us knowledge of early boat constructiorshgpbuilding. e development of ships was also very
well as a glimpse into prehistoric seafaring, transporach a matter of necessity for naval and transport
and exchange. vessels in the competition for resources in newly
Certain types of ships have come to acquire a \@isgovered regions on the other side of the oceans (cf.
special meaning in the traditional history writing @lete 2000, 2002).
the Baltic region. ese include the ‘light, supple and Many Danish, Swedish, German and Dutch naval
beautiful Viking ships’. Viking ships have been foustips that set out during the struggle for control of the
on the seabed o Denmark and outside Foteviken Baltic Sea in the early post-modern period, lie at the
Scania. In these cases the vessels had been subrbett®d of the sea today. e same is true for thousands
and reused as underwater barricades. Scattered paofsled merchant ships that were loaded with bulk goods
boats have also been found outside the Viking towranfl sailed across the inland sea in the 17th and 18th
Birka in Lake Malaren. centuries. Seafaring on the Baltic had then become
e similarities in Iron Age artefacts around thepart of a world economy involving the global transport
Baltic Sea, and the contacts they re ect, are linkedoforaw materials, but also depending on slavery and
seafaring and ships. e same is true for the foundirgplonialism.
of early urban centres such as Birka, Hedeby andDuring the course of the 19th century the
Wollin. e estimates of necessities needed per daytedditional wooden sailing ships began to encounter
such places, in relation to marine archaeological d#itang competition from the new mechanised ships
about the hold capacity and size of ships during thigh metal hulls. e latter re ected the technological
relevant period, can provide interesting informatiagmnovations of the time and the bourgeois belief in the
about the extent of seafaring and the need for harbfuure. e design and decoration of the rst passenger
constructions. e di erent functional aspects of thesteamboats at the beginning of the century can also
Viking Age ships, their origin and various types, lreveal the mentality, spirit of the time, and class
also their ideological meaning as symbols of power anwdreness that characterised early industrialisation (cf.
status, are interesting research issues with regard tGélderlund 1987).
Baltic Sea during the Viking Age (Varenius 1992). Change took place, however, at a fairly slow pace,
Another ‘classic’ ship for northern Europe arahd intensive vernacular seafaring andthe everincreasing
mentioned earlier in the article is the cog. e sturdilyneed to transport cargo and goods in the 19th century
built and heavy cog has been given a very special pi&cee ected in the thousands of brigs, schooners and
in history writing, namely as the ship of the MiddHll-rigged ships lying on the seabed. eir histories, as
Ages and of the German merchants. Due to the nowibll as those of the 20th century vessels, not least those
German expansion and the establishment of a numtbet sank during the two World Wars, are also exciting
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future challenges for ship archaeology in this area. &either historians nor archaeologists should of course
constitute part of its long-term maritime history. give up the attempt to reconstruct and understand the
past as truthfully as possible. ere are many good

) reasons for researching and discussing how things
Other ways of understanding? worked and were organised in times gone by. However,
Archaeology has traditionally been a eld that hdeere may also nally be other ways of motivating
placed considerable emphasis on examining ahdlies of shipwrecks which could complement these
documenting physical objects, structures and placestrés historical and archaeological perspectives.
methodologically as possible. An empirical ideal hasPhysical remains could for example also be a good
also largely dominated the eld of maritime archaeolaggrting point simply for general humanist re ection
and nautical research. Modern ship archaeology Kefs,Burstrom 2004; Ronnby 2004b). Ruins, graves
however, started to draw inspiration from qualitatieed old boats as well as simple everyday things, can,
research in other disciplines and from contemporavigen extracted from their original context, become
theoretical discourse. ere are numerous opportunitisgimulating starting points for existential questions as
for maritime archaeologists to allow their experientewho we are and why we exist. e history and fate of
impressions and feelings become part of the processsbipwreck can then become a compelling allegory of
understanding people from sunken ships from the past; own lives (Figs 2.5 & 2.6).

N

)

Figure 2.5. Another perspective: Birth, life, death - and rebirth - of the ship. e rst of a series of sixteen prints by Sieuwet van d
Meulen in the early 1700s, entitled ‘Navigiorum aedi catio, illustrating the life story of a ship (de Groot, & Vorstman 1980).
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Figure 2.6. Numbers 2 to 16 of ‘Navigiorum aedi catio. e ship takes form in the shipyard and is born into the water, there to

grow and achieve full stature with masts and spars and adornment. Careened, armed and fully provisioned the ship puts to sea
face the vicissitudes of life:- plain sailing, warfare, storm-tossed seas, perhaps to be cast ashore and wrecked or with luck, reac
old age where, in the hospice of the breaker’'s yard some of its timbers and perhaps even its name are passed on to a new gen

ships. (See discussion in Adams 2003:30).
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Oscar Torngvist

In this chapter, the inherent potential of viewing wreckisns ( rst attempted by Muckelroy 1978, later by
and other maritime archaeological features witlBabits and Van Tilburg 1998), there is still within many
the context of the physical landscape is explainesearch communities a lack of self-re ection as to the
and its necessity for their study is emphasizpdsition of researclis-a-vigerrestrial archaeology in
e measurable natural forces and processes thaspect to the level of inquiry which underpins research,
act on the land- and seascape are examined. Somiastance illustrated by Hawkes’ ladder of inference
archaeological sites are presented in a discussiofHawkes 1954). More speci cally, the question of how
methodological implications and solutions for seascdpeumenting ship timbers contributes to social sciences
analysis. It is concluded that not only is it importaotr inquiries within the eld of the humanities, is often
to understand the physical landscape in order rtot raised, sometimes making at least ship archaeology
interpret each shipwreck in a meaningful mannierpractice a sub-discipline of the history of technology,
(site-formation studies), but studies at landscape |eatlof any socially or ideologically relevant archaeology.
provide substance to the black dots on distribution us, maritime archaeology is still often criticized,
maps, permit maritime cultural landscape studies, andinly by actors within other archaeological disciplines,
also capture important knowledge imperative to tfa beingisolationist, object- xated and over-descriptive
interpretation and re-interpretation of terrestrial nedy placing too much focus on documentation and ship-
shore archaeological sites. It is essential to intedratieling techniques. Today this critique is only partially
environmental relationships and quantitative modeddevant. Much has been happening to the standard of
borrowed from oceanography, sedimentology and otfesrearch during the last two decades, partly by elevating
related disciplines to best understand ‘the skeletomeisearch from a technical, processualist anthropology
the dune'. and creating a more post-modern social archaeology
(cf. Adams 2003:17). e intellectual maturity has

i improved and the subject has become more integrated
Introduction with many adjacent research communities (Adams
It is well known that maritime archaeology, as w&D06).
as any other research disciplines, historically has beerlowever, the basic challenge principally remains.
struggling with the de nition and status of its owtdow do you make basic recordings of rotting timbers
discipline, both as an independent eld of reseansievant to the humanities or social sciences? Many
and as a sub-discipline of archaeology as a wholesghelars have investigated this from the standpoint
latest comment coming from Myrberg Burstrom 2012f methodology (e.g. Gould 2000, most recently
an earlier voice in Carpenter 1991). Whereas sdv@rkoulaki 2009) and implications of ideology for
consensus has been reached concerning methodshendriting of history (Cederlund 1997), concluding
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that this limited focus can be readdressed by creasirdhaeological analysis to the level of social science:
a framework for research where the subject of study
becomes the societal systems that rely on maritimévobility: Being ‘lost at sea’, wrecked ships represent
activity (such as trade, shing, warfare, etc.) rather a mobile aspect of culture whah fact@reates
than the physical remains of these activities (rst by an archaeological record often void of any external
Muckelroy 1978, later Flatman 2003; Oka & Kusimba context. Conversely, a settlement or grave is always
2008; Dolwick 2009), the classical “archaeology is part of a larger cultural landscape that serves to
about people, not things”. Accordingly maritime explain the features located within it. Ship timbers
archaeology should be able to complement other eldswithout context can be equated with stray nds in
of archaeological enquiry in creating more complete a terrestrial setting and the challenge then arises
societal narratives and interpretations (Adams 2001). to create some kind of context by analyses of the
Looking at thede-factoresults produced from intrinsic properties of the assemblage.
research, it soon becomes evident that the discipline
seldom comes close to realizing its inherent potential$ntentionality: A shipwreck is often the result of
as outlined by its most ardent proponents. While the an accident. Hence the wreck site lacks context
subjects raised and the questions posed often addresscording to expressed human intent. As the
complex issues (Flatman 2003), the actual resultsevent of wrecking lacks intentionality, the analysis
of ship archaeology are still dominated by what in must strive to uncover the meanings behind the
terrestrial archaeology would be labelled descriptive angghenomenon, a challenge not normally faced
particularistic documentation, lacking major relevance in a terrestrial setting. However, the ‘biography’
or rami cations for other historical or archaeological of the wreck site also creates new opportunities,
elds of study. Ships are often interpreted in a societal as we can start to trace the intentionality of the
context, but society is rarely re-interpreted by using primary action behind the voyage and also of the
shipwrecks (Ahlstrom 1997 for an example, Svenwallevents and contexts leading up to the wrecking,
1994 and later Adams 2003 as contrasts). In many by carefully studying the wreck and wreck site.
instances the inheritance from the 1980s where Terrestrial archaeology often has to face much more
identi cation and interpretation of the ship was central complicated intentionalities behind sites, such as
(evident in e.g. Cederlund & Kaijser 1981, 1982; settlements and ritual landscapes.
Cederlund 1983), still colour much ongoing research,
today best illustrated by the vast number of salvag®&epresentativity: Terrestrial landscapes are surveyed
and documentation projects undertaken and presentedand investigated systematically. Shipwrecks are
mainly by north American archaeologists. is is an discovered by chance and maritime regional surveys
ironic turn-around from the early 1980s when the are still sporadic, though getting more frequent.
‘shipwreck anthropologists’ cast disparaging glancese processes of underwater site formation not only
towards their particularist European counterparts (seein uence the existence (through wrecking) and state
Lenihan 1983; Murphy 1983). of submerged sites (through formation processes),
but are also not adequately understood. Cultural

) heritage management as well as scienti c surveys
A plank adrift and assessments of the cultural signi cance behind
e many hull-intact shipwrecks in the Baltic sea site distribution patterns and the methodology
have not only made the area earn renown, but also toused for location and documentation all rely on the
some extent directed research. e traditional work on relationships between object, landscape and natural
artefacts and technology of e.gViszship has paved (and anthropogenic) forces. Both prerequisites for
the way for a more socially directed archaeology ofheritage management and the interpretation of the
architecture (Eriksson in this volume). Often forgotten “large picture” rely on the formation processes —
and neglected, however, are the numerous more derelicand our ability to understand them.
wreck assemblages. But the attraction to the more
ostentatious wrecks is not only a matter of aestheties.Complexity: Primarily aecting the study of
It is also an e ect of inherent research friction. Posing prehistoric and early historic wrecks, comparatively
socially relevant research questions to a pile of planks ifewer wrecks have been studied than terrestrial sites
not done without some e ort. In this respect, wrecks and monuments. e sites that are encountered
as such share some common characteristics. One carepresent one or several of many complex societal
point out some general properties of wrecks and ship-subsystems (trade, shing, warfare, etc., — it is often
wrecking and how this complicates the elevation of unclear which) that may originate from any period
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in history. A ship’s construction, architecture and scale society; its crew representative of a Swedish
decoration are often the result of multifaceted 17th century small town, and that this society can
social and economic systems. e same applies be studied using ship archaeology.
to the nd assemblages on-board. A technique
common to terrestrial archaeology is to either It is easy to criticize the idea of a wreck as an
explicitly (through statistics or GIS) or implicitlyarchaeological ‘society in miniature’. As Muckelroy
(though judgement, comparison) treat assemblaé78:221 ) pointed out long ago, societies on-
and associations in a quantitative manner, but thisard ships were closed and relatively xed, but
requires a comparative base collection. As for wieke in no way representative of anything else than
studies, there are often too few well-studied shiigmselves. A mirror or re ection of society isnt the
sites to support comparative, quantitative studiessame as a miniature society. e approach must be
conclusions based on statistics and spatial analfrgs.each ship had its own, unique society resulting
ere are too many variables in the equation anédfom a mix of economic, military, social, cultural and
too little empirical data to feed into it; the datsocietal needs, jurisdictions, preferences and pragmatic
at hand does not match the complexity of theolutions. As these are unknown to us, rather than
study, so to speak. In the terrestrial eld, it wouldising simplistic analogies looking for correlations
by analogy, be impossible to study social rankimgfween historic facts and archaeological remains, the
through grave nds without several hundred sitepposite approach is relevant; to expose dierences
and graves to compare with (but that is in itselfoatween the archaeological record and the wider society
problematic task). However, due to preservatighdams 2003:31). us the wreck and the ship in its
issues, there is almost alwaysilitativeadvantage original state prior to wrecking are two very di erent
to submerged studies, where many objects surtimegs. Whereas a complete and untouched wreck
that would soon be destroyed at a terrestrial steuld in theory be considered a ‘closed nd’ o ering
e key, again, is to understand formative processt#se experience of a ‘time capsule’, only a negligible
for site location, creation and preservation. portion of known wrecks display such potéhaald
to understand the ‘biography’ of a decomposed shoe
) ) or scattered timbers becomes an imperative task, again
Mountains or molehills? to reduce the e ects of site formative ‘scrambling’ and
ree concepts regarding the explanatory potentiagxtraction’ lters (Muckleroy 1978:165) to create a
inherent in shipwrecks have gained widespraadre solid base for societal interpretations.
acceptance, perhaps as a counterweight to the abovAs it happens, a vast majority of all known
mentioned complicatiofi§ namely: wrecks exhibit such scrambling and extraction lters,
whether natural (erosion from waves, ice scour, etc.)
« ‘Closed nd’: Everything on a wreck originates fromr anthropogenic (e.g. salvage operations, deliberate
one particular discreet point in tifieere is no  destruction or damage from shing or anchorage).
interference from other periods and all objects agee lters alter the content and spatial relationships
contextually related and meaningful, in contrast tm a site in such a way that it becomes impossible to
the constantly exploited and altered terrestrial arigaat the wreck as a ‘closed’ historical context. Surely
(e.g. Kalmar lans museum 2012). the study of site formation processes, together with
excavation technique including stratigraphic analysis,
« ‘Time capsule’: e notion that this rich and all allow us to better identify disturbance features. Even
undisturbed ‘closed nd’'o ersaunique hermeneutio disturbed sites there are often parts of the site that
possibility for experiencing an authentic whotge undisturbed where contextual relationships survive.
from a speci c period of time, a frozen momen#Again, understanding formative processes will increase
is envisaged as having great explanatory potetiialsource value of the ship wreck. Furthermore, the
(Bass 1983; O’Shea 2002:211; Vuijsters 2004:1#w opportunities for studying ‘time capsules’ run the
risk of rewriting the history not of a maritime culture
e ‘Society in miniature’: e interpretation of but of a specic kind of vessel that was perhaps not
life onboard a ship as contemporary society 90 common, e.g. the most durable transport vessels
miniature stems from the concept of wrecks @sd men-of-war from the 17th to the 19th centuries.
time capsules’ and ‘closed nds'. (Flatman 20085 creates an interpretative and discursive bias. In the
Einarsson 1996a, 1996b). Indeed, Einarssblordic countries, for instance, we have no archaeology
(1996b) goes so far as to say that society on-badrdhe small vernacular coastal vessel, simply from
the man-of-wakKronanactually represented a full-the e ects of site formation processes and survey
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methodologies; we have not found the wrecks. relate to wave climate, especially in an archipelago or
Flatman (2003:149) overstretches the potential sgmi-sheltered environment. e same forces shape
maritime (ship) archaeology to include the possibilitye coastline, hiding not only shipwrecks but whole
of studying such aspects of society as leisure activtiksral complexes. Representational issues can only
(dancing and performances, conversation apel tackled when a better understanding of the nature
swimming, etc.) and festivals (Christmas, births aofdthe seabed is obtained; a natural component in the
deaths, baptism, etc.). is is surely rather optimisti@pparent absence of wrecks might be explained in
considering the limitations and biases inherent terms of destructive wave energy, ice scour or recent
the material record already mentioned. e distanceedimentation.
between ‘planks adrift’ and societal narratives is vast, n€Clusters of maritime features have a much better
doubt the reason for the failure of wreck archaeol@gmance of meaningful interpretation if coastal processes
to deliver the kind of knowledge it really should @nd the dynamics of the underwater landscape are
capable of, if the wreck is re-contexualised in respeeterstood. A shift of focus from site formation on
to ‘biography’, formation processed and other spa#ialocal level to the forces of formation at landscape
contexts. level suddenly turns the ‘black dots’ on distribution
Methodologically inclined archaeologists partiallyaps of wreck sites from arbitrary debris to signi cant
addressing this dilemma have acknowledged the rpsetdns on the maritime chessboard (see O’Shea 2002
to understand the processes that shape wrecks f@.gn attempt). Such an approach is connected with
Manders et al. 2009, rst expressed in Muckelrdlye possibilism observed by environmentalists, in that
1978:157). Site-formation studies must act a$ acknowledges that while cultural adaptation always
precursors to any interpretatiby explaining relevant takes the environment into account, it is not always
preconditions. While this type of research is necessiatated by it. To understand cultural development in
it does not by itself give the full leverage to the idea thdtarsh climate, we must also understand the natural
wrecks are transmitters of social, cultural, ideologfoates at play.
and economic history. Severely eroded wrecks or sites of
minor complexity o er little more than the obvious to
site formation studies; all we really have at hand is algf1dscape and seascape archaeology
of broken planks. e key which is suggested here is 0 few words may be said concerning the methods
combine the study of formative processes with studiesnaf aims of landscape archaeology when advocating
other spatial relationships in a landscape context, tryandandscape (or rather, ‘seascape’) archaeological
to recreate the ‘biography’ and wider context of the shgproach. is is especially suited to interpreting
and site. Besides basic information on e.g. dating anderwater sites and wrecks which hold very weak
technological solutions, a re-contextualisation of théerent explanatory power. Few well-preserved
pile of planks can start conveying the usage, dispasatks have been investigated, as most wrecks are
and life-trajectory of the wooden skeleton, whidhrgely stripped of their content and context (hence
makes it relevant to richer social narratives. ‘the skeleton in the dune’). e large number of nds
and salvage operations may have accumulated a large
. ) database of ship timbers (Flatman 2007) but with very
Site chaos and landscape logic little rami cation outside ship archaeology.
Maritime site formation can be understood as the result Such a situation is not new to archaeology. In
of spatial processes; human or natural, site-speci c fergestrial landscape archaeology, it is common to use
salvage) or general (e.g. waves, climate). At the samamger plots of sites, monuments or nds identi ed
time, many of these factors or processes are what aoesteby type rather than by precise content, to create
wreck sites in the rst place. For instance, wave climataningful patterns of spatial dependency. e large
is a factor that not only shapes the site of a wreck butisiber of recorded wrecks and other maritime
often one of the causes of the wrecking itself. sites and monuments makes them ideal for a similar
Returning to the initial problems inherent in wreckype of seascape analysis, if the inherent problems of
studies as outlined here, we must understand thatittierpretation are understood. Luckily, these problems
apparent problems of mobility, intentionality andelate to the landscape/seascape context itself so we
representativity both depend on and can be explaihede have one analytical level facilitating both the
by forces acting in the landscape. Shipping lanes inuhderstanding of single sites and assemblages as well as
archipelago are governed by wind movements, buthsorelationship between sites: the natural preconditions
too are drifting wrecks. Besides being part of a larged factors that are partially responsible for the shape of
complex cultural landscape, the location of harbothie maritime cultural landscape.
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Landscape of the elements economic activities in these environments.

e natural landscape of the coast and open sea is
particularly harsh. e forces acting in the landscape
are partially responsible not only for shaping, but also
for creating sites. An understanding of these basic force
is required in order to decipher the meaning behind the
contents and state of the maritime cultural landscape,
including mobile cultural residues:- the wrecks.

Coastal dynamics: In the temporal context of ship
archaeology, the location of the shoreline and
§1e character and stratigraphy of the beach zone
are products of the above forces, as well as tidal
regimes, the latter being neglible in our examples
from the Baltic Sea. e zone not only depends on

; ; land upheaval through isostasy (Lilje et al. 2007),
ere s plenty of data and many applicable models and the related processes of eustasy (Ekman 2001)

to use for this purpose, originating from various but often locallv d q h X
environmentally focussed disciplines (marine geology, ut otten focally depends more on the movemen
of mobile substrates in the upper few metres of

sedimentology, oceanography, etc.). Basic factors
suitable for study include: the water column closest to the shore. Coastal

dynamics are a key to understanding the location

« Wave energy and the wave base: Wave energﬁnd preservation of shoreline structures (e.g. boat
increases with wind force and fetch (the distance houses, jetties) and similar studies are needed when
over which wind travels without hindrance), recreating ancient landscapes, studying historical
but decreases with depth down to the wave baseMaps, etc. (cf. Ho man & Barnasch 2005 for an
where wave impact upon submerged structures €xample).
is negligible (Bekkby et al. 2008; Hakansson &
Bryhn 2008:30). Wave models explain wher
an)él how waves)will a ect the materia?l record, tr%eascape arChanIOQy - some examples

locations of exposed and protected areas and V@]éirength of natural |andscape studies is that once a
this implies for the preservation and breakdovyantitative relationship between a factor and its e ects
of wrecks etc. is delineates favourable an@n the archaeological record, in terms of site location

unfavourable areas for preservation and aids @héite formation, is established, that knowledge can
interpretation of spatial patterns. be applied to the whole landscape. If, for instance, it
can be established that a wreck has broken down after
» Sedimentation processes: Fine-grained material ancertain number of years in one type of landscape
nutrients are transported from seabed abrasicggime (wind, wave, currents, etc.), other parts of
river runo and rain nutrition, by wave forcethe landscape exhibiting similar conditions will yield
and sea currents to deeper, calmer areas creatingar preservation prerequisites. (cf. Muckelroy's
accumulation of sediments in some areas aratly attempt to classify the impact of natural factors in
mobile basal substrates or basal erosion in otl&¥88:160 ) Given enough data, mathematical models
(see Jonsson 2008 with refs; Karlsson et al. 200@n be formed, allowing prediction of processes such as
A recognition of the sedimentation rate a ectingite formation.
wreck burial and an identi cation of areas of object It is also possible to use qualitative reasoning based
movement/breakdown due to erosion is essential natural landscape studies. Important issues can be
for understanding spatial patterns in the maritinegldressed by this method on a level where explanation
archaeological record. and interpretation are directed by probabilistic
reasoning. We can for instance conclude on the basis
 Wind energy and wind-wave interaction: is of qualitative experience that a person does not try
concerns how wind forces act together with erect a wooden jetty where the waves will engulf
waves in the coastal zone and archipelago to fdrrand tear it down during the rst autumn storm.
prerequisites for harbour installations, shippirfguantitative analysis can enable us to calculate where
lanes, etc. Study of the relationship betwesnch prerequisites exist.
wind-wave exposure and coastal installations ree examples follow below where the
unveils important patterns of where and hovelationship between the natural environment and
coastal cultures have employed the coastal zomaitime archaeological sites is studied using existing
To take a modern example, our exposed coastlaegronmental methods and numerical models. It will
encourage few but large harbours, while protectedshown that understanding the natural environment
archipelago shores encourage small and simygien investigating or interpreting archaeological
jetties (Torngvist 2009). is factor has a relativesites, will not only give important input into the
e ect on the organization of private vs. communaiterpretation of the specic case, but also help
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understand the landscape context in which the speei@ck has collapsed in a natural way. Interpreting the
case must be interpreted to leverage its full explanaboepkdown process, one must also be aware of the
potential. For the sake of readability, mathemati¢att that the impact of the ship upon the reef might
formulae and calculations are omitted from thHeve been powerful. A theory advocated by Adams &
examples. Conclusions drawn within the examplesRéanby (2009, 2013) holds that a portion of the hull
numbered within parenthesis. got dislodged at the moment of impact. is would no
doubt contribute to the derelict state of the hull today.

) With these observations in mind, one can look
Example 1: Relevance for ship archaeology another wreck from the same period, situated in
e early 16th century man-of-war designatédveln a dierent part of the sheltered archipelago of east-
(the carvel) rests collapsed on the slope of a rockyaestial Sweden; the wreck knowRiagare(Svenwall
in the Stockholm archipelago, at a depth 86m 1994). Being of the same date and situated in a similar
(Fig. 3.1). e wreck has been partially investigatendscape context, this vessel of comparable size (c.
and mapped with non-invasive methods by Ada@éx8 m) is likewise situated below any ice or wave
& Roénnby (2009, 2013). e wreck, with a large impact (at a depth of 21 m) but is nevertheless severely
proportion of equipment and armament present, caroded and decomposed; while almost all hull planks
be described as collapsed, with timbers still in quiteve dislodged from the stem and stern and fallen away,
good condition. Looking at the wreck site from a@lot of the cargo and rigging areistsitu
natural landscape perspective, one can conclude fromWhat do these two examples imply? A tentative
existing models that the wreck lies below the waesclusion is (3) that the clinker construction of
base; the reef is situated in the middle of the protectagly 16th century ships carries inherent structural
archipelago. Hence, (1) wave action is negligible onweaknesses, lacking support from strong beams,
shipwreck. No ice scour reaches this far down insiderésailting in a natural decomposition when rivets and
relatively sheltered bays in the area. ese observatioags start to snap from corrosion and erosion, which
prove that the collapse of the wreck is due to a viole@ans that vessels of this age will never be found hull-
destructive impact, followed by natural decompositiontact today; the construction will collapse by itself due
not to any ongoing physical forces. e distribution ofto a weaker design compared to the 17th century carvels
ship timbers and artefacts corroborate this, showing(@g@. the wrecked Dutalytsknown as the Ghost and
geographical misplacement of items due to currehisn ships, see Eriksson 2010a, 2010b & 2011). A
ice action or waves. e conclusion is that (2) theorollary will then be that shipwrecks in general will

Figure 3.1. e early 16th century carvel shipwreck at Franska Stenarna, seen obliquely from above and from the side, illustrating
its natural decomposition resulting primarily from a combination of its violent impact, method of construction and age rather thal
any physical forces. (Adams & Rénnby 2009, 2013).
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only last hull-intact foc. 450 years in the Baltic, atover one hundred wreck nds, to the astonishment
the very best unless they come to lie in more estuadinthe surveying archaeologists and recreational divers
locations and become partially buried, just like tffeig. 3.2). Over a couple of years, a dozen wrecks were
sturdily built Elefantenalso from the 16century, inspected and to the dismay of the divers, all were
well-preserved in shallow waters in the Kalmar souedealed to be from the™&r even the 20th century
because of surrounding and partially covering roddg)rngvist 2003).

put there for the support of the jetties constructed Using the landscape approach to study the scatter-
during the (failed) salvage operation during the 156pkt of side-scan sonar indications in the context of the
We can also from the above discussion (4) expeatine geological situation, it only takes a minute to
any 16th century wrecks resting on the at seabedctinclude that over 90% of the wreck indications are
protrude no more than one metre or so above the lsgated in areas with ongoing sedimentation (Fig. 3.2).
bed, which gives us an idea of what methods to &#¢dying sampled cores from the seabed in the area
(and avoid) when surveying, especially in areas W@Hi 2007; Olli & Destouni 2007), one can further
ongoing sediment accumulation. Landscape studiesclude that the sediments have grown betwgen

and site formation studies together give importadind 2 metres since the Viking period. From numerous
methodological feedback to the employment of surysgvious investigations of early medieval ships in the
techniques. Malaren area (e.g. Varenius 1989), the conclusion can
be drawn that most likely all wrecks from that period
are collapsed and very at. Hence, they will be totally
buried in sediments and invisible on a side-scan sonar
arChanIOgy image. Not only was (1) the survey in this example
e de factostandard when surveying an area imt for the purpose; (2) all maritime archaeologists
conjunction with for example the construction ofloing surveys in areas where similar sedimentation
an underwater pipeline is to use side-scan someturs must resort to other methods than using side-
equipment to look for submerged cultural remainscan sonar if older wrecks are to be located. us,
A survey conducted near the Viking proto-town ¢B8) one can directly discern a representation issue, as
Birka in Lake Malaren, east-central Sweden, revedihedapparent wrecks will not be representative of the

Example 2: Relevance for maritime
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Figure 3.2. Wrecks discovered by using Side-scan sonar near Birka, lake Malaren. Mainland and islands shown in grey. Almost
indications are found in areas with ongoing sedimentation (hatched in the map), implying that almost none of the indications ca
point to wrecks of medieval or Iron Age origin. (Base map: National Geological Survey of Sweden).
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seafaring in the area. in behavioural patterns during the industrialization
Lake Malaren is not severely exposed to wind gmdcess, resulting in completely di erent attitudes to
wave action. However, if the average wave force actiatgrial objects, waste and ships as disposables, as well
upon each unit of lake surface is analysed and the rasstttitudes to space and the employment of locations.
distinct indications in the side-scan sonar diagram in
gure 3.2 (mostly comprising 19th or 20th centurExample 3: Relevance for terrestrial
barges) are plotted onto this wave exposure analysiéz,gp] aeology
interesting pattern appears (Fig. 3.3). All of the wrecks
are located to areas near historical shipping lanes anttonholmen cog was found buried in sand when
where wave exposure is relatively high (but absolui@lging at a near-shore golf course at Vastergarn, Gotland
low on a Baltic scale). e fact that several wrecks gfeg. 3.4). A fossil landscape from the Viking and early
located more or less on top of each other implies thaidieval periods had previously been discovered in
they are scuttled and sunk here (cf. Richards 20@Bg vicinity. e maritime cultural landscape includes
but the relatively high wave exposure suggests #hatall-enclosed settlement, a harbour, jetties, a pole
(4) at least some of them have been wrecked therbdmjier etc. (Ronnby 1996). Examination of the wreck
natural causes. A tentative conclusion is that the anee the context of the wreck highlight two aspects
was designated as a ships’ graveyard after a coujplieeofly relevant for the interpretation of the cultural
wrecking accidents, and was used accordingly ifariscape in a broad as well as site-speci ¢ sense. e
deliberate manner, in e ect creating@ua nulliusan  rst aspect is the cultural context: the existence of a cog
area where shing and anchorage became impossifplglies Hanseatic trade and contacts. But this cog seems
e dense cluster in Figure 3.3 with modern barge® be special, as it is constructed in a way suggesting
(5) must thus be explained in a landscape shapeghdmaps a local origin. (1) e centralization of power
natural forces reinforced by cultural values and actiaosVisby during this period and the abandonment of
is, in turn, (6) is relevant for cultural studies in that itthe harbour community at Vastergarn must be studied
gives clues to a shift in mentality and a dramatic br@akhe context of this hybrid cog, this ‘strange bird’;

Shipwrecks
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Figure 3.3. A wave exposure model showing the relative exposure of the lake surface due to wind-wave interaction for the med
sea level. Red indicates high exposure, blue indicates very low exposure. Major shipping lanes in black, secondary lanes in gre
model based on Isaeus (2004). Note the relative high exposure and proximity to a secondary (but not major) shipping lane of th
central cluster.
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Figure 3.4. e complex fossilized cultural landscape at Kronholmen, Gotland. A = early medieval manufacturing and settlement
site, including an earthen wall or rampart. B = medieval harbour, C = the cog, found in the middle of a golf course. Prehistoric a
early mediaeval remains shown in red. (Map sources: National land survey of Sweden and the National board of Antiquities)

a key artefact for understanding the whole site. #&10ore than a pile of planking. Quantitative models and
physical context is thus imperative to interpretation.known environmental relationships can be applied to a

e second aspect is the natural environment immaritime archaeological context for this purpose with
which the cog appears. By studying historical maps aohe success. A handful of relationships and methods,
land upheaval models, there is no way of predicting shigdies involving sedimentation and wave/wind impact
existence of a medieval harbour at the site of the gpgn site creation and site formation, can be usedin every
nd, which owes its existence to the wind/wave-drivaapect of maritime research, from ship archaeology, via
aggregation of sand and resulting coastal plastitigfitage management to the interpretation of maritime
e nearby archaeological features (2) can thus l@éd near-shore archaeological sites. Understanding the
determined e ectively to be a harbour through thelationship between nature and culture in the harsh
presence of the wreck. Furthermore, by understandimgfitime environment is essential for leveraging the
sand transport and beach morphology in the litto@Xplanatory potential of ‘the skeleton in the dune’.
zone through the existence, use and dating of the
cog, (3) it is possible to gain a better understanding
of the character and rate of shoreline change, and
the implication this has for surveying, mapping and
understanding near-shore communities and ancient
shorelines in a similar or comparable environme otes
e cog is in this context a key to a stratigraphicall See the dictionary at http://www.abc.se/~pa/mark/
chronological and geological comprehension of theordlista.htm, pertaining to a very popular and
sandy coasts of western Gotland. in uential site on marine archaeology.

2 Concerning the man-of-wé&monan see http://www.
. regalskeppetkronan.se/fynden/fynden.php?lang=sv

Conclusion c.
Observation of the landscape and the totality of mate8alCf. Lars Einarsson, “Regalskeppet Kronan - en
remains, yieldimportantknowledge for ship archaeologynarinarkeologisk och historisk kunskapskalla’ at
maritime archaeology and also terrestrial archaeologyftp://www.infoartefact.se/fastaknappar/artiklar/
despite the fact that the objects studied often are littlartiklar6.html.
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Yvonne Fors & Charlotte Gjelstrup Bjérdal

e cold brackish water of the Baltic Sea is welb ers the potential of a vast amount of archaeological
known for its unique properties that preserve marimformation. e Baltic Ghost Ship is one of the latest
archaeological material. However, the biological actiegamples of such an exceptionally well-preserved 17th
and chemical mechanisms that take place in swemtury shipwreck. e enthusiasm created by this
waterlogged wood has consequences for their futndk rst located in 2003, is fully understandable.
conservation and even for their mechanical stability. e Baltic Sea is generally known to have excellent
e most famous example of a wooden shipwrechreservation conditions for nds the seabed due to
su ering from the e ects of such interactions is thiés cold brackish water and the absence of marine borers
Swedish warshigasa(1628), but similar mechanismssuch as the ‘shipworf@redo navalislowever, there
create conservation challenges for shipwrecks watd-more hidden and thus easily overlooked biological
wide. One of the most recent examples of a seemirgigt chemical factors that have signi cant e ects on the
excellently preserved 17th century shipwreck in thenditions of timbers. Light-microscope studies often
Baltic Sea is the so-called Ghost Ship or Ghost wreskeal the wood to be in various states of biological
(Spokvraket(Fig. 4.1). is article will focus on the degradation and chemical analyses usually indicate
biological and chemical action underwater that migtdntaminations (Fors 2008).
be a ecting the wood of th@host Ship. It is also From our knowledge of the nature and origins of
hoped to explain the potential gains on o er to marirthese environmental interaction at the seabed there are
archaeologists, conservators and scientists alike, whreng reasons to expect the wood of the Ghost Ship,
undertaking collaborative projects in cultural heritage well as other shipwrecks in the Baltic, to be a ected.
research at sea. Lately, most discussion concerning the faviasss
ship has focused on challenges to preservation. e

Introduction: A di erent perspective on  origin o:: most of theshe com[t))leg i;:sues has_bt_eerll traced

‘ ) to mechanisms on the seabed. However, it is known
the concept ‘well-preserved that the di erent conditions at wreck sites determine
Archaeological nds of organic material underwatéhe varying degree and distribution of both degradation
especially Baltic Sea shipwrecks, are often describeddgsontamination in wood (Fors 2008). Experience
being ‘in very good condition’ or even as ‘exceptionaifywooden wrecks at lower depths, such as the Ghost
well-preserved’. However, such observations &kep is limited. It is hoped to reveal here the hidden
frequently made before assessment of the actual statisgical and chemical problems in marine wood in
of the submerged wood, tending to spring instesglation to the phrase ‘well-preserved’, often used for
from rst visual impressions of a more or less intattipwrecks in the Baltic. One also wishes to demonstrate
hull resting on the seabed with intact masts, detaiteé need and potential of new research involving the
carvings and artefacts still in place. Such a contitaboration of archaeologists and scientists, who have
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Figure 4.1. e Ghost Ship, at 128m depth in the Baltic (Photo courtesy of MMT)

much to gain from one another when new advancesaréne wreck site (Haasum & Westenberg 1994-95).

made within this multi-disciplinary eld. When buried by sand, silt and mud a relatively stable,
protective and anaerobic environment is created.
Preservation conditions in aquatic Waterlogged wood has been found to survive for

. long periods of time and slowly become mineralised
environments through natural sedimentary processes (Florian 1990;
e Baltic is famous for its many archaeologicaNilsson 2004). Until recently, archaeological remains
wrecks. e busy archipelago fairways with their manynder water have been relatively well protected from
reefs are a challenge to navigation, and the Swekishan interference even though mechanical damage
Maritime Museum archive lists over 1,500 wreck®m shing boats and large ferries can cause serious
and over 10,000 sinkings along the 3000 km of tpeoblems. New underwater technology and an increase
eastern Swedish coastline (Djerw & Ronnby 2001:18) the number of amateur divars additional factors,
Archaeological traces that are no longer visible on laggecially for shipwrecks (Rénnby 2001). Any physical
are often preserved under water. e seabed o ec®ntact with a wreck site alters its stable environment,
many favourable conditions for the survival of orgaespecially if the sediment layers are disturbed whereby
material, including a wet, dark and cold climategterioration rapidly increases (Pearson 1987). Natural
low oxygen levels, sedimentation and minimuwmeather conditions such as waves, currents and winds
human interference (Pearson 1987; Ronnby 200&xn also cause changes in the seabed, and the transfer
However, these same conditions also initiate lowdsand and ice can cause extensive damage (Haasum &
term conservation problems for sunken wood, as lat®stenberg 1994-95; Rénnby 2001:20).
described in detail (Sandstrém et al. 2002, 2005). Environmental e ects and climate change have

e state of a wreck depends on a combination adecisive ecological e ects, probably not all of which are
hydrographical, topographic and biological conditions yet identi ed. Contaminating toxins, eutrophication
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and an increased or changed input of nutrient salie sediment interface involving aerobic degradation
all have signi cant e ects on the chemical balanceadf organic compounds, often results in an anoxic
the water's composition, its pH, alkalinity, solubilitgeabed. is has an important inhibiting e ect on the
temperature, oxygen levels, etc. (Stumm & Morgdegradative mechanism in archaeological material,
1996). In turn, this may have considerable consequeibegsalso initiates other less desirable reactions (Jones
for the aquatic biological environment and in a long2003:14; Fors 2008).
perspective probably also for the marine archaeologicale oxygen-depleted seabed is a reducing
material. environment, whereas the oxygen-rich water surface
is oxidative. Redox reactions involve the transfer of
) ) ) electrons and do not necessarily involve oxygen. An
Aquatic chemistry in natural waters oxidation reaction requires the removal of electrons,
Several di erent micro-climates have been de nedvitfnile a reduction infers their acceptance (Stumm &
marine environments, but it is the solid-liquid interfaddorgan 1996).
of the seabed environment that has the strongest
inuence on the preservation of organic artefacts
of wood (Jones 2003:2,13). Seawater is a solu®iological wood degradation and
of rather high concentrations of dierent inorganiehemical mechanisms at the site of a
salts, dissolved gases and organic compounds. e
composition has remained quite constant over the reé@ﬁ?Ck
geological past and in an aquatic chemical perspectiveputation of the Baltic Sea as a site for excellent
the ocean can be considered as a steady-state nprdskrvation rests mainly on the low salinity of the
where the input and output of compounds is balancedter (average ~ 6%o). is prohibits the action of
(Stumm & Morgan 1996). e concentrations of the the disreputable shipworteredo navalisvhich at
major salt ions are in remarkably constant proportigainities of at least 12%. severely degrades exposed
and therefore directly proportional to the total saMaterlogged wood (Florian 198€&)absence of the
concentration or salinity (in %o). In over 97% of theéeredo navaisessential for the preservation of marine
seawater in the world, salinity lies between 33%. amthaeological woods mollusc e ectively bores
37%o (Stumm & Morgan 1996). Increases in salinitfunnels lined with calcium carbonate through wood
may result in increased galvanic corrosion of met@ssaline marine environments. It is capable of totally
stone and carbonates (Jones 2003:14). e major iatecomposing a shipwreck within a decade and it is the
composition in seawater is>QNa > Mg*> SQ> >  greatest threat to shoreline historical timhesgu
Ca*> K. is physical damage can also impact on subsequent
Generally, elements with low reactivity resi@®nservation, since the calcium carbonate can prevent
longer in water and consequently occur in highesnserving chemicals from penetrating the wood
concentrations there, compared to elements wh(€forian 1987; Jones 2003). ere are indications of
more quickly convert to an insoluble form, e.@n increased spread oftdredo navalisthe brackish
sedimentation. Also, the relative proportions of tle@vironment of the Baltic Sea as a possible e ect of
major ions in seawater and river water di er, whigtobal climate change. Against this background, a
means the increases in the concentrations of dissatee@l research project was initiated, aiming to develop
salts by evaporation in river water and seawater dosti@tegies for the protection of shipwrecks in the Baltic
correspond (Stumm & Morgan 1996; Jones 2003). éSea against increasing attack by wood-degrading
concentration proportions for other substances arariarine borers (Bjordal 2009).
turn in uenced by biological and chemical processes Unfortunately, the absencetefedo navaldoes
taking place in the sea and in the seabed (Jones 208B8mean a lack of other wood-decaying organisms.
14). Degradation of waterlogged wood generally occurs in
Gases dissolved in seawater originate framcrobial rather than chemical processes and is a part
the atmosphere, from biological activity or fromfthe biomass cycle in natural ecosystems. In general, a
degradation of organic debris in the water (Stumml&ge number of organisms, each specialised to degrade
Morgan 1996). e solubility and consequently alsali erent wood-cell components, are involved. As soon
the amount of the two most abundant dissolved gaseshe wooden object enters the water, the invasion of
in the sea, oxygen (Cand carbon dioxide (G marine microorganisms begins (Nilsson 2004). e
decrease as temperature and salinity increases.ligain in wood can act as a barrier for microbes, and the
concentration of oxygen varies considerably in its mpolysaccharides (cellulose and hemicellulose) generally
interactions with other chemicals. Biological activity degrade rst. Microbial attack breaks down or changes
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the structural components in the wood, which resultdich helps the wood to retain its outer physical shape
in disintegration and decreased mechanical strerigtthe swollen waterlogged state, giving the impression
(Nilsson 2004; Pearson 1987; Jones 2003). of well-preserved wood. However, with the loss of
Wood-degrading fungi in marine environmentthe strength of the cellulose bres, the physical forces
belong to the group of Ascomycetes amWji created when water evaporates are enough to collapse
imperfecti also called soft rot. eir enzymatic the weakened wood cells irreversibly upon drying,
activity leads to softening and darkening of theéth severe shrinkage and distortion as a consequence
wood material, followed by a signi cant reduction i(Blanchette et al. 1990; Bjordal et al. 2005).
strength (Bjordal et al. 1999; Nilsson 2004). Wooelplains the biological origin behind the necessity for
degradation by bacteria is a slow process in compargptying conservation agents to recovered waterlogged
to deterioration by marine fungi (Nilsson 2004)wood.
However, the bacterial colonization of wood increases e secondary degrading bacteria include sulphate
the permeability and predisposes the wood structtgducing bacteria which accompany other decaying
to further microbiological attack (Clausen 1996jnicroorganisms. Scavenging bacteria are not involved
e invading bacteria can be distinguished as primaiig the primary degradation process but can be found
and secondary degraders, with the former attackimghe residual wood material from primary degraders,
intact wood (Blanchette 1995). Based on the specand are considered the penultimate organism in
morphology of the wood decay, as observed by lifie degradation process (Singleton 1993; Singh &
and electron microscopy, they have been divided iButcher 1991; Bjérdal et al. 2000; Greaves 1971).
three groups, i.e. tunnelling, erosion and cavitatibaboratory experiments have indicated that sulphate
bacteria (Bjordal et al. 1999). reducing bacteria follow in the tracks of erosion
e erosion bacteria are active wood degraders abédcteria when degrading wood cellulose and produce
are prevalent in low oxygen conditions in the sedimégtirogen sulphidia situin the wood. Although the
(Bjordal et al. 1999; Nilsson & Bjordal 2008). Afull relationship between sulphate reducing bacteria
primary degraders, erosion bacteria can e cientiynd erosion bacteria is still largely unknown (Singh
break down the lignocellulose structure of the cell w&llsButcher 1991), these processes are signi cant
leaving behind a disintegrated content (Blanchefte the accumulation of sulphur and iron in marine
1995; Singh & Butcher 1991; Bjordal et al. 2000archaeological wood from the seabed (Fors et al. 2008)
Since the lignin-rich middle lamella is left relativefifig. 4.2). e sulphur, as well as other chemical
unchanged the wood cells remain glued togethmntaminants in waterlogged wood, originates from

What happens at the seabed?

(including the Baltic Sea)

Closely
related
Biological activi — ; i
lological activicy | Chemical activity
1 Leads to 1
Structurally modified wood Contaminated wood

\ /

Concerns ﬁ:r ﬁdure conservation

Figure 4.2. Diagram showing some of the many biological and chemical processes taking place at the seabed (of which many ¢
related) having di erent e ects on marine archaeological wood in situ.
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the circulation of sulphate, iron, calcium, chlorine, etzacterially degraded surface layer, while fddahe
in natural waters. Corroding iron objects at a wreBlose¢he bacteria had degraded the wood throughout
site contribute additional iron ions (Sandstrom et #he hull and all analysed cores displayed a fairly uniform
2005; Fors 2008). concentration of total S (Sandstrom et al. 2005). High
iron and sulphur content has also been established in
e sulphur cycle, partl: e site of the f[he hull of theBatav'ia(MacLeod & Kenna 199_0) and
in several other shipwrecks suthea¥iking ships at
Vasa wreck as an example Skuldelev, thronan Stora So aRiksnyckelfattran
Several independent records from the 18th to the 20#mes MatthewandorandUSS MonitorSo far, the
centuries indicate severe contamination in the wateowlfy exception is the Bremen cog (dated to 1380), in
central Stockholm, where Mesday. e breakdown Germany, which was preserved in river water with a low
of organic matter in natural waters requires oxygsulphate concentration (Fors 2008).
An anaerobic environment excludes some biological e sulphur compounds, in particular the iron
life. However, it does not discourage the activitiessafphides, oxidize to sulphuric acid in contact with
the erosion bacteria or the scavenging sulfate-reduckygen and high humidity (Figs 4.3a, 4.3b). When
bacteria (Fors 2008). e mechanisms for sulphur ansulphate and iron salt precipitates form on the wood
iron accumulation in th¥asaseem to be similar to surfaces the sulphur cycle is completed (Fors 2008).
those in other shipwrecks (Sandstrom et al. 2005; Agigh acidity sulphate salts have not only been reported
2008). from the Vasabut on several museum shipwrecks
In a low oxygen environment, for example th@lacLeod & Kenna 1990; Sandstrom et al. 2002,
former contaminated seabed of Stockholm harbo2@05) e conservation agent, polyethylene glycol
anaerobic bacteria may continue oxidation proceg5€XG), used to impregnate and dimensionally stabilise
(Florian 1987). Sulphate-reducing bacteria can utilselegraded wood structure, has been found to increase
the sulphate ions of seawater as an electron accéméocorrosion rate of metallic iron (Guilminot 2000).
in a process where simple organic molecules, sudhlsts additional Fenton type oxidation reactions of the
organic carbohydrate, simultaneously act as elecR&® catalysed by iron ions, probably originating from
donor during the degradation activity (Sgrensen etarroding bolts inserted during and after salvage, have
1981). e by-product is hydrogen sulphide,${aq) been reported to form organic acids in the interior of the
according to reaction 1 (Sinninghe Damsté & de Leehull of theVasaAlmkvist & Persson 2008). e acid
1990; Sarensen et al. 1981; Ehrlich 2002). hydrolysis and oxidative degradation could eventually
2(CH,0) + SOQ* -> H,S(aq) + 2HCQ (1) reduce the mechanical stability of the wood structure
(Fors & Sandstrom 2006).

e sulphur cycle, part II: conservation
problems with sulphur and iron e Ghost Ship

e bacterially produced hydrogen sulphide react® Ghost Ship, or ‘Ghost Wreck' is located in the
with lignin-rich parts of the wood structure to forncentre of the Baltic Sea, 30 nautical miles east of the
reduced organosulphur compounds. In the preseso®ll island of Gotska Sanddn. It rests upright on the
of iron, Fé&, from the seawater or from corrodingea oor at a depth of 125m in what is assumed to be
metal, iron sulphides, such as pyrite,, 8 also an almost anoxic environment. e hull is intact and
formed (Sandstrom et al. 2005). Similar mechanisprgliminary evaluations from collected observations of
can be traced in tleEecumulatiorof reduced sulphur ship type, decoration, exterior and equipment on board
compounds in organic material such as wet hurdite the ship to 1630-50. e most plausible dating
matter and iranoxic marine sediments (of low irorfrom the dendrochronology analysis of a salvaged pine
content), which eventually may end up in fossil fugtdank with a maximum dating span of 1636-1666,
coal and oil (Passier et al. 1999; ode-Andersen & 1640 + 4 (Ronnby 2008). e Ghost Ship was rst
Jorgensen 1989; Varavamurthy & Mopper 1987). Iacated in 2003 during the search for a Swedish DC-3
comparison of shipwrecks preserved under di eremtplane lost in 1952. In 2007 and 2008, the ship was
conditions, indicate that the distribution and amourgurveyed by Deep Sea Productions and MMTAB/
of sulphur depend on the state of wood degradatidfgrin Matteknik using a Remotely Operated Vehicle
the conditions on the wreck site and the presencgR®V). From that documentation the ship is estimated
iron (Il) ions from corroding iron (Fors & Sandstronto be 25m long with a maximum width of about 8 m.
2006). Hence, in wood samples from Wesa e hull sides are concave and curved lengthwise with
high sulphur accumulation occurred mainly in thiéhe stern standing about twice as high as the midship
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Figure 4.3a Precipitated [l
acidic sulphate salts fromf
the hold of the Vasa.
(Photo courtesy of Magn
Sandstrom)

Figure 4.3b. Precipitated acidic sulphate salts on a gun shield from the Mary Rose (1545). (Photo courtesy of Magnus Sandstr¢
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deck. is tumblehome shape was typical for DutchAs anticipated, the activity by wood degradation
uyts and the ship is built in carvel technique with threerganisms on the seabed is thereby con rmed. ere
gunwales. e fore and main masts are still standingre also reasons to believe that degradation from the
(R6nnby 2008; Eriksson & Ronnby 2012). erosion bacteria is accompanied by sulphur and iron
According to early observations the sedimentatioontamination. Since the penetration of sulphur and
overlying the Ghost wreck and the surroundingon on the seabed seems to be limited mainly by
seabed seems to be limited to a thin, white dust lapecterial activity, the advances of erosion bacteria can
reminiscent of limestone, but is more likely the resutts an indication of sulphur penetration in the hull
of the sulphide oxidizing bacteria Beggiatoa spp (Pre($tets et al. 2008).
et al. 2007). A thorough investigation concerning the . .
chemical and biological conditions on the seabed afd'ext step: further analysis of the Ghost Ship
in the water is required. ese wreck site condition&ach wreck site has its unique environment and history
di er in many respects from those ofWasa(1628), that in uences the status of its archaeological artefacts,
which went down twenty odd years earlier to a depthtié amount and pro le of contamination, subsequent
32m, about 100 m o shore halfway down the entrancenservation procedures and the long-term stability of
to Stockholm harbour. However, the sedimentatiaghe wood (Fors & Sandstrém 2006). e extent and
over theVasahull was also relatively limited (Féltinghature of these contaminations have only recently
1961). been discovered and their full consequences have yet
In water with higher salinity only the timberdo be studied (Fors 2008). Such information should
beneath the sediment crust survive, such as tlo¢ be seen as a means of preventing future salvaging
remaining sections of the West AustraBatavia and conservation of marine archaeological wood, but
(1629) and the EnglisMary Rosgl545). e latter  rather as a step towards improving future conservation
went down outside Portsmouth harbour in 14 m d&chniques. Much can be done at an early stage with
water andhroughsoft, yieldingclays in the anoxic the correct methods of sampling and analyses. Many
seabed, where about 1/3 of the hull was preserwemte analyses are required for the Ghost Ship. Some of
under the formation of a hard grey shell- lled layer tiese are presented below.
compacted clay (Marsden 2003; Jones 2003). However,Further light microscopy studies of wood samples
regardless of the di erent conditions on each unigtrem the Ghost Ship will be necessary in order to map
wreck site, the biological and chemical mechanismstlheebiological wood degradation, which seems to be
generally similar (Fors & Sandstrom 2006; Fors 2008)so connected to the sulphur and some of the iron
e greater depth of the Ghost Ship, the relativelyaccumulations (Fors et al. 2008). Adequate mechanical
low oxygen content and the undisturbed nature of ttessting of the stability of the wood should also be
wreck site are favourable conditions for a well-presenvedertaken to evaluate the possible e ects of biological
hull. However, from our knowledge of the chemicahd chemical degradation.
and biological interactions in marine environments e composition and distribution of chemical
and from wooden shipwrecks that have been analysedipounds such as sulphur and iron in the wood
it seems very likely that sulphur and iron accumulatiof the Vasaand Mary Rosend other historical
will also be found in the timbers, after their 370 yeasipwrecks have been analysed by combining several
on the seabed. During the expedition down to the shdperent methods (Fors 2008). Much important
in November 2008, a piece of wood was salvaged fimasic information has been achieved from elemental
the wreck site. e plank, which may originate fromanalyses of total sulphur and iron, combined with
the stern of the ship (Ronnby 2008), had corrosior-ray powder diraction (XRD), x-ray uorescence
stained nail holes and the outer 2-3 mm of the surfd&&F) line scans, electron spectroscopy for chemical
was very soft, degraded and friable analysis (ESCA), scanning electron microscopy (SEM)
] ) o . and elemental analysis (EDS). In XRD analyses true
Biological wood degradation in the Ghost Ship rystaliine salts can be identi ed from precipitates on
Preliminary light microscopic studies indicatthe dried wood surfaces, providing information about
degradation by erosion bacteria in the plank salvatiesdr origin. Iron and sulphate salts that precipitate in
from the Ghost Ship in November 2008 (Figure 4.4¢ombination on a surface pH below 3.5, are strong
A characteristic feature is the non-homogeneous degdications of the production of sulphuric acid in
patterns with heavily degraded wood cells distributhé wood. Elemental analyses oer an insight into
among sound ones (Blanchette 1990; Bjordal et al. 199@; contaminations in the wood. If the analyses are
Bjordal et al. 2005). e black colour in some cells mogterformed at a number of depths down a wood core
likely originates from iron compounds and impuritieslrilled from the surface directly through the hull, this
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Figure 4.4. Light microscopy images of wood from the Ghost Ship. Cross sections showing bres adjacent to each other held
together by the lignin-rich central lamella. e hollow in each bre is the lumen. All images show a moderate degradation of the
cell wall of the wood by erosion bacteria. A characteristic feature is the heterogeneous pattern with heavily degraded wood bre
(red) distributed among sound ones (white) (Blanchette et al. 1990; Bjérdal et al. 2005). e blackish appearance of many bres
probably derives from iron, manganese or sulphur contamination.

would allow the distribution of the contaminants in  In many respects the Ghost wreck gives the
the hull to be estimated. XRF is a valuable and niamypression of being extremely well-preserved. Yet, even
destructive technique for analysis at narrow intervéithe conditions in the Baltic Sea favour the preservation
(0.5mm spacing) o ering a detailed pro le throughoutf organic material, previous experience indicates that
the wood sample. With SEM in combination with ED$he Ghost Shijis very likely to be adversely a ected
the total amount and distribution of most elementsy the environment in which it has been resting for
over a selected wood surface can be measured ovea350 years. e invisible biological and chemical
microscopic level. activities inside sub-marine wood result in structural
Synchrotron-based x-ray absorption near edgedi cations and contaminations, with consequences
structure (XANES) spectroscopy and scanning x-fayits future preservatioa.preliminary microscopic
spectromicroscopy (SXM) have provided invaluabigalyses of a pinewood plank salvaged from the seabed
information but are also expensive and very advaniseside the Ghost Ship indicate degradation patterns
techniques with restricted access. Advanced sulphuthe wood cells that are characteristic of erosion
spectroscopy techniques (with a synchrotron as kettteria. is is usually also an indication of chemical
source) such as XANES and SXM are necessarydatamination, although data about the amount,
a full speciation and distribution of the dierendistribution and chemical speciation is still to be
sulphur and iron compounds in the wood; giving thavestigated.
relative amounts of reduced and oxidised species inExperience of chemical analyses of shipwrecks
di erent cavities of the wood structure. An indicatiofrom such great depths is so far limited and the various
of speciation in reduced and oxidised form can #igemical contaminants need therefore to be carefully
acquired by ESCA (Fors 2008). evaluatedt is also important to study the mechanical
stability and integrity of the wood in relation to
. chemical and biological degradation. By so doing,
Conclusion we hopefully can avoid the unpleasant preservation
e discovery of the Ghost Ship and other well-problems experienced with Yesaand theMary Rose
preserved Baltic shipwrecks has caused great excitdremthaunting the Ghost wreck should it be salvaged
and led to high expectations. It is not the intentioin the future.
of the present authors to spread disillusionment, but us marine archaeological material is a ected
rather instigate preparation for the great challenges tyat biological, geological, chemical, physical and
lie ahead. A better understanding of and insight irdavironmental interaction. Much more can and
the conditions at the wreck site and the e ect of tlstould be done to understand these mechanisms and
environment on the timber, is essential prior to aftyeir consequences for the long-term preservation of
further excavation and conservation projects. shipwrecks and other marine archaeological wood.
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Collaboration among experts from dierent eldsomposition of the archaeological material as well as
is essential for obtaining fruitful results. Any ‘Ghoshproved methods for preservation and conservation;
wreck project’ should involve the collaboration @hd the natural scientists (chemists, biologists,
both archaeologists and natural scientists to openplysicists, geologists, etc.) would gain access to new
important new areas of investigation, bene cial &pplications for and developments in scienti ¢ methods
both. Archaeologists and conservators would gaiana techniques.

better understanding of wreck site conditions and the
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Daniel Zwick

It has often been noted that archaeologists are a@ggtemological question of the extent to which human
at borrowing theory but not very good at buildingntentionality is a proximate or an ultimate cause for
it. is applies particularly to evolutionary theorychange (cf. Mayr 1961), evolutionary lineages —whether
for conceptual lineages; the appropriated use thehlgological or conceptual — are rst and foremost a tool
within archaeology is highly contested — particularlyfor structuring complex, spatiotemporally diverse yet
its nautical branch — despite its metaphorical populariggurring, phenomena, detached from any claim of full
and widespread use. Rejecting evolutionary allusiimswvledge of the underlying mechanisms. e theory

to the development of water-craft altogether, ijshas a biological taint because it was rst used purely in
Maarleveld conceded that even thosedebee such a biological rather than a conceptual context, for which
terminologywill promptly deny the suggestion that stépson advocates of the theory's general application
are liable to produce o sprindile emphasizing insteadhave suggestet ‘stop using 19th century evolutionary
“human decisions regarding continuity or adaptattmm&epts and terms as a basis for the archaeology of the
(Maarleveld 1995:4). At rst glance, positions in favo@d st centuryClark & Barton 1997:316). In this paper

of evolutionary analogies are ridiculed byeadisctio however, the use of this — epistemologically more or
ad absurdunUpon closer consideration however, oress inadequate — terminology is a necessary trade-o,
will have to appreciate the extent to which humam emphasise the analogies between conceptual and
behaviour is restricted to tradition — i.e. inheritabl#ological evolution in a thought-provoking manner.
practice. While things cannot reproduce, ideas Given the complexity of watercraft, there is arguably
can, and the latter become fossilized in the formmaw.better framework through which interpretation and
Archaeological typologies are intricately interwoveference could be reconciled with the temporality of
with the taxonomic method from the natural scienctt® archaeological record. is becomes all the more
and thus charged with the underlying evolutionasygni cant as shipwrecks continue to be encased
principle of descent with modi cation. Some criticito “ligni ed typologies”, which — although proven
have con ated the generalised use of evolutionary théagequate or outdated — are still being used for
with biological reductionism by primarily associatingagbnvenience or by force of habit. is problem is
with environmental determinism and adaptationaligarticularly well manifested in the elusive “cog-type”,
models. ese are considered to adappassive viewwhose problematic de nition shall be evaluated as a
of human behavioum’which“societies react to externehse study. is discussion stresses the requirement for
stimuli and do not initiate change for any reasons ohtti@oretical framework which remains exible enough
own’(Preucel & Hodder 1996:207). In many cases, sucho er interpretative leeway on alternating strands of
vaunted criticism appears more like a pledge of fealtggwelopment, and thereby facilitates a fresh and more
modern post-processual currents, rather than a sinobjective view on the growing body of di erential data
re ection of what evolutionary principles actuallfrom shipwrecks. Or as Charles Darwin noted himself,
encompass. Irrespective of the underlying profouthdook at it as absolutely certain that very much in the
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Origin will be proved rubbish; but | expect and hopentinadl architecture in the scienti ¢ sense, the importance
the framework will starf{@®ould 2002:2). It did stand. of hydrodynamics must have been intuitively perceived
Will it also stand in its appropriated conceptual uaed employed; as it turned out, to a noticeable e ect:
within nautical archaeology? e commander of the Portuguese galleons of the 1588
Spanish Armada reportedly noted that the English race-
built galleons could tack 4-5 times in the same time as it
took his ships to tack just once (Parker 1996:281). While
metaphor? critics of evolutionary allusions reject the notion of an
Ironically, Charles Darwin's hypothesis of naturahdirected development process, the “invention” of the
selection was anticipated by several decadegade-built galleon appears to be more by “di erential
Patrick Matthew's treatise ‘On Naval Timber angplication” rather than by intent. It originated from
Arboriculture’ (cf. Matthew 1831:364f.), in which thean experimental naval programme initially developing
lack of arboricultural practices with regard to timbgalleasses, which had to have distinctly long slender
supply suitable for shipbuilding was primarily stres$edls in order to be capable of manoeuvring under oars
(Matthew 1831:106f.). e natural analogy is striking,(cf. Phillips 1994:102). While the success of the galleass
because shipbuilding was deeply dependent on ghggramme was limited, the actual novelty consisted of
availability of suitable compass timber, whose growib crossing of the slender galleass hull with the full-rig
was adequately curved and strong. is natural resouraed other characteristics of carracks, thereby forming a
dependency aects the selection criteria — quiiRarp contrast to the ‘medieval’ naval tactics of oating
generally — &a cohesive whole with its environmenfdntresses involving grappling and ghting at close
such a way that this interaction causes replicationgioakiers, — still prevalent in other parts of Europe —and
di erential” (Hull 1988:408). Inevitably, this strongreplacing it with an emphasis on manoeuvrability and
dependency will have shaped the concept of univetsai-range artillery. Although Mathew Baker was pre-
guiding principles and has therefore quite naturadighinent among shipwrights in England who began to
entered biological metaphors: inspired by the swiftnegslore hull design on a conceptual level in the 16th
of sh, the English shipwright Mathew Baker likenecentury, the correlation between waterline length and
the hull shape of the ‘race-built galleon’ to the slendleil speed — as later captured by the formula

shape of aod’'s head and mackerel'sHgil 5.1). It V., ¢ 1.34 x oL, (metres)

conveyed not only the concept of a novel ship desigas not known at that time. us the advantageous
but also the underlying idea of hydrodynamics (Adamsalities of hull design resulting from a blend of
2003:106). Although no treatise on shipbuilding befogenstructional principles occurred more by coincidence
William Froude could be regarded as incorporatitigan intent — by trial and error — emphasising the

Conceptual evolution: more than a

LI

Fig. 5.1. e long and narrow “race-built” hull of an Elizabethan galleon, inspired by the shape of a cod’s head and a mackerel's
tail. From the Fragments of Ancient English Shipwrightry, by Mathew Baker and others (1586) (Pepysian Library, Magdalene
College, Cambridge).
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undirected nature of dierential replication in thisnaterials of hunter-gatherer craft, like skins in Inuit
particular instance. But can this be also formulated asmgaksfor instance (Petersen 1986:29 .). is is not
more general principle? necessarily just an accidental linguistic correlation, but

While this example was laid out as bait for tmeay relate to a principle dubbed ‘heritage constraint’,
reader’s imagination to demonstrate that the genuinewhich original concepts coin long-lasting ways an
nature of “inventions” is far from being an uncontestetement or its function is perceived, even when the
matter, there is another analogous aspect that deserigisal use has been rendered obsolete. Such atavisms
attention — the linguistics. indicate the possible origin with regards to a shared

Naturally familiar with the taxonomical principleancestral character (cf. O'Brien & Lyman 2009:234),
the marine biologist James Hornell coined the widney could also be highlighted by the di erential use of
ethnographically studied watercraft were classiteghnical terms in di erent regions and dialects, which
and — unsurprisingly — made blatant use of biologiea¢ indicative of origin (Eldjarn & Godal 1988:24f.)
terminology by attestinggenetic relationsHigtween Undoubtedly, hereditary relationships in organisms
the bark canoes, dugouts and plank-built boats, éan be traced in biological lineages. is paper
instance (Hornell 1946:181). Similar allusions targues that in the case of the ‘evolution of boat- and
striking genetic connotations also became popusaipbuilding’ there is also more substance behind
whenever hereditary patterns in the developmenttioé metaphorical veil, in that conceptual lineages are
shipbuilding traditions were implied, using termss meaningfully constituted as biological lineages.
like “extended familyEldjarn & Godal 1988:68), Obviously, the inheritability of cultural phenomena
“archetype”(Crumlin-Pedersen 1965:82; Fliednediers from biological mechanisms, but selection
1969),"“cross-fertilizatio(fiocker 1999:22) dhybrid processes within the eld of biology itself are also vastly
type” (Crumlin-Pedersen 2000:240, 2003:266)li erent and only conceivable by drawing analogies
to name a few. ey stress lineages as though th@jidrich et al. 2008:579). erefore, there is no reason
constitute phyletic relationships. is underlyingto believe that traditions — as a consequence of social
evolutionary principle also marked the debate twarning and replication — are exempt from this holistic
whether planked craft originated from an expandpdnciple. In the following, the three main principles
and extended dugout or a skin-boat with overlappiofya Darwinian framework (variation, selection and
seams (cf. Crumlin-Pedersen 1970a; Hassl6 1972:28;
Johnstone 1980:115; McGrail 1981:22) (Fig. 5.2). Itis
taken for granted that such changes are not inver
from scratch, but that new features were grad
incorporated, developed further in small steps -
pre-existing designs that were conceptually not »
distinctive from their predecessors.

e late Ole Crumlin-Pedersen (1997:11) apt
observed that

“...within a particular “school of boat-building
traditionally conditioned regularity is to be found
vessels, which makes it possible for the ship-arch:
sort parts of ships and boats in much the same wi
in which the zoologist sorts a mixed bag of bones ¢
“species” and the “family” as well as individual var
in size can be identi ed”.

In fact, the most insightful method of “dissectil
a shipwreck is by cutting it into cross-sections
an animal, in order to reveal constructional elen
that could be indicative or even diagnostic
spatiotemporally determinable tradition, such
meginhufrand bitis are for Scandinavian Viking Age

vessels. . e biological analggy IS enfor'ced by the "f§18 5.2. Descent with modi cation? A smooth conceptual

of organic terms for certain constructional elementgnsition from the expanded and extended dugout to the
such as ribs, skeleton and skin. In the widest sei)gk-boat: Haapio/esping before and after expansion (above)
the linguistic atavism is a constructional one: thgd the smaller of the Kvalsund boats from ca. 700 (below)
aforementioned components were the actual buildi@afer Crumlin-Pedersen 1970b).
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retention) are translated into nautical archaeologiaagreater modular variety are often seen as imperfect
case studies and supported in several cases withappvoximations of a standard set of characteristics,
insights from the cognitive sciences. particularly those labelled as ‘hybrid types’ in the
belief that they are just intermediate or transient forms
. undergoing a temporary transformational phase. is
Variation underlying conceptual problem is deeply embedded
e source value of shipwrecks is unparalleled due tathin the rationale of evolutionary theory; but without
the great variation in constructional properties. It wilaging caused by it, as has been often unjustly implied.
ttingly observed thdtin any preindustrial society ... a israises the question of how variation manifests in
boat or a ship was the largest and most complex ntbemiggitime archaeological record and what signi cance
producedMuckelroy 1978:3). In spite of the uniquethe scale of variety has with regard to continuity and
potential for modular complexity, it often seems that theange in shipbuilding and contemporary societal
scienti ¢ value of shipwrecks cannot be fully unleasheidgumstances. While the following sub-sections will
as the study of shipwrecks is regarded as too dispdeste with some observable phenomena of variation
and too technical to be meaningfully integrated inte shipwrecks, the anthropogenic and environmental
the general eld of archaeology; a problem of whigiechanisms causing or limiting variation are expanded
maritime archaeologists are well aware (cf. Cederlupdn further in the section on selection and retention.
1995:103.; Gibbins & Adams 2001:283 .; _ .
Maarleveld 1995:3). Nonetheless, there is a gen&f@D Uence of in uences: greater variation in
sentiment that the only way to get intrinsic insigh@stuarine regions?
into shipbuilding traditions — and thus indirectly intA recent ethnographic study from India attested an
societal developments — is by recording and compasugrwhelming variety of boat-types in the estuarine
mundane constructional details. Apart from thegion of the Ganges Delta, which vresttechnically
cultural and social background of the shipbuilder,atiapted to the polymorphic uvial environigiztser
can reveal something about the availability of timg&Blue 2009:483). At rst glance, this appears counter-
and other materials, the prestige of the vessel and owitgitive to evolutionary theory, but only if taken
in terms of the quality of the material, workmanship its most reductionist sense in applying a latent
and decorations, its purpose and destined maritigre/ironmental determinism. However, the selective
or uvial environment, the cultural zones the vesggkssures are di erent from region to region. Particularly
frequented as potentially indicated by repairs carngith regard to freshwater environments, it has been
out in a foreign’ technique or built of imported timbebbserved that archaic detaterh from a milieu where
So the study of the ship-structure could be rewardingrats are not absolutely necessary for(€hwistatisen
itself, let alone the information gained from contextu2®00:167). erefore, boatbuilding traditions tend to
information such as accompanying archaeological nslsvive much longer further inland, due to the lack
One potential of the study of shipwrecks clearly liesofinstimuli for change, as Christer Westerdahl similarly
the di erential constructional features, captured in thibserved (1995:213f.). Noting the prevalence of certain
section in terms of variation. Due to varied accessyioes of water-craft in certain riverine regions, and their
resources, skills, rights and — above all — the lackarhetimes surprisingly great distinctions to types from
blueprints, shipwrights could not implement a similaeighbouring river valleys in southeast Norway, Arne
degree of standardisation as is possible in modemtil Christensen proclaimtd a general rule that each
times. Even ships built in essentially the same tradit@fiey or lake/river system has, or had its own boat type”
will have di erent features. Nevertheless, the analyti@tristensen 2000:165). Similar observations were
process of inferring these di erences has often beemeadie elsewhere, where very pronounced di erences
short by the malpractice of simply dubbing shipwredikstween respective river-systems also became manifest
as types’ known from historical sources, as though guclthe material culture (cf. Filgueiras 1979:45;
“identi cation” constitutes the ultimate purpose of 4988:382; Westerdahl 1995:214). Correspondingly,
study, as ijs Maarleveld (1995:5) points out. river-systems were regarded as a self-contained zone
Apart from the problem that a historical ‘typef transport geography (Westerdahl 1995:214 ).
is unlikely to correlate specically to a type in th@/hile river-systems as self-contained transport zones
constructional sense — as archaeologists would pegfiedition a surprising regional regularity in inland
it — there is a temptation to think in terms of avater-craft, variations become observable wherever
‘standard type’, representing a state of equilibriumthiese zones overlap. is is not only the case in delta
the development process before it became obsoleteregjions, but also at pivotal points of transhipment.
the next innovation. erefore, shipwrecks featuringh case study from Denmark has highlighted that

49



Interpreting Shipwrecks

mercantile towns tend not to be located directly at taken as indicator for the building location — for which
anchorage at the river mouth, but a bit further upstrea@m provenance has yet been ascertained —then one could
where the water is just broad enough to be reachedalby argue that the availability of oak in this region was
seagoing vessels, and at a point that articulates lwithied or more costly, given that the timberline for oak
road transport (Crumlin-Pedersen 1990:95). us,is further south than for pine. e slender frames might
great variation in watercraft could be also anticipatezlexplained by the fact that pine woods would not have
in urban centres of transhipment where seagoing pnavided as strong and ample compass timber as oak
inland vessel meet, even some 50 km upstream, agowds. us the shortage of a key resource might have
the case of Bremen (cf. Zwick 2012a). In contrastaected the appropriation with a more slender frame-
their seagoing counterparts, inland and other regiosidtem; the tradition was not essentially changed but
vessels would have been exposed to totally di erentjastl adapted to the local circumstances, which would
generally lower selection pressures, which tend to hbee conditioned some analogous features in two
the retention of some ancient modular features. As stisBimilar conceptual lineages. rough the limitation
the L-shaped chine girder at the turn of the bilge cowlda key resource, here oak, this would have e ected —
be described, which is a continuous feature with oiflyranslated into Darwinian terms — an ‘evolutionary
modest changes in riverine watercraft spanning oveorvergence’ between two traditions in a particular
millennium in the Rhine area (cf. Vlierman 1996:104fenvironmental ‘niche’. Aside from the importance of
and at least 650 years in the Weser (Zwick 2012a:28Wtinguishing between homologous and analogous
One might ask whether — as a rule of thumb — less viedkures in similar phenomena, it is worth noting that
adapted solutions in boatbuilding would have be#te underlying mechanisms of such convergence are
considered negligible, possibly weighted in terms ofoa caused by environmental factors alone, but also by
distinctive expression of identity at the expense of s@elyiropogenic factors, as will be demonstrated further
functional aspects. below with regard to tl@g&rdce Diegase study.

_ ] _ ] Not unlike the Kronholm wreck, the Gedesby
‘Hybrid’ types: intermediate forms or variants \yreck is also considered an unusual nd which has
in their own right? been dubbed as ‘hybrid construction’ (Crumlin-
As stressed above, the term ‘hybrid’ is used somewadersen 2003:266). At rst glance, it appears to be a
generically to indicate that a mixture of modulaernacular vessel, perhaps a ferry, wide and spaciously
features is believed to stem from di erent traditionguilt, to carry cattle as indicated by a layer of dung
Such deviations are primarily — somewhat one-sidd@yl 1997:83). It was found in a rural harbour near
— associated with di erential in uences on a cultur&@edesby, on the Danish Island of Falster, and was
level. Other aspects which a ect variation, such d¢aied by dendrochronology to ca. 1320 (Bill 2003:14).
the social role and purpose of a vessel, have bhigonsidering its vernacular purpose, one would not
recently been more explicitly addressed with reggxgect to nd any innovative constructional details,
to small vernacular watercraft (cf. Bill 1997). Still, tigspecially in regard to the present connotation of the
‘cultural lens’ seems often to be the guiding principlesard ‘innovation’; implying a technological cutting
evaluating a shipwreck. edge. us the excavators were surprised to nd novel

In the case of the Kronholm wreck from the rsgonstruction, such ‘&tem- and sternhook,.... protruding
half of the 13th century, a gradual amalgamation kifams and massive beam knees, the occasional use of moss
shipbuilding between Scandinavians and northé® luting and the use of sawn planks in the construction,
Germans has been asserted with regard to a sevitbfa broad margin the oldest example of this technique in
mixed features: the carvel-laid bottom, straight stémglinkerbuilt vessel in Scanding®ii1997:78). e
and fastening method was attributed to a Germanly remaining details considered to be Scandinavian
in uence, while the slenderness of the frames af@ the T-shaped keel and the entirely clinker-planked
the use of pine instead of oak for the oor timbehgill, yet even the long plank scarfs are still quite distinct
was thought reminiscent of Scandinavian in uené®m the short Scandinavian ones (Bill 1997:14f.).
(Ronnby 1996:70). If seen through a ‘cultural lens’ thdso absent were the mouldings which normally
interpretation does not seem too far-fetched given tdagorated the visible edges of planks in Scandinavian
the wreck-site is located in a silted-up former anchoragéercraft at that time (Bill 1997:66). Were these
site in Paviken on Gotland near the provincial capitaler changes a ected by an external in uence, or was
Visby, with its strong local presence of an in uentiilis a development within the local tradition, merely
German mercantile community. inspired by external in uences? In fact, are there any

However, there are other possible explanationsimistakably Scandinavian features left in the Gedesby
modular variation in this case. If the nd location iwreck at all? If not, can it be viewed through a ‘cultural
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lens'? Again, with no ascertained provenance of winether they constitute a class in their own right; a
timber, one may only speculate how this vessel entlads of vernacular watercraft that is obviously not as
up in a small rural Danish harbour. Incidentally, a fgwominent a ship-type as a ‘cog’ or ‘longship’ in written
years before the Gedesby ship was built, the Danish Ismgrces due to its mundane purpose. One might also
Eric Menved ordered in 1304 that only cogs shoujdestion whether innovation was imposed from above
be included in théeding the Danish naval defenceand could be only found in state-of-the-art vessels
system (Lund 1996:282f.). Amongst other things, thrgended for warfare and royal service, or if actually the
was arguably owing to the advantage of raised ghtgrgatest impetus for innovation and change evolved at a
platforms on these high-sided and large ships. igcal scale by trial and error.
decision must have marked a great turning point, as Although it is not possible yet to answer all these
Denmark'dedingstill relied on 1100 longships in theguestions on the basis of the number of shipwrecks
13th-century (Crumlin-Pedersen 1972:190). Wheth&iom this period known today, one thing is clear: an
these new cogs were of foreign design or adapted Daniptanation aligned to the conventional *“lignied
versions is not clear. e Gedesby wreck is neither higigpology” in which mixed features are merely
sided nor large and certainly not a cog, but its véfierpreted in light of atinterchange of constructional
presence in a Danish harbour could be seen — throfeggures between Nordic ships and (Cagslin-
the ‘cultural lens’ — as a harbinger of a process thropghiersen 2000:241) would do no justice to the breadth
which Denmark gradually opened up to a foreigf variation and would be only employable in the most
shipbuilding tradition. Alternatively, the possibility dfolistic sense, which would discourage further debate.
similar vessels plying Danish waters long before the
basic components of this tradition were appropriatdelling ‘freak’ feature
for royal service cannot be excluded. e fact that than interesting case study on variation in a shipbuilding
earliest wrecks of the elusive “cog-tradition” are totkglition is showcased by the wreck oGtidee Dieu
found in Denmark shows that such “un-Scandinavign’the Hamble River. ligison détas an attempt
vessels were not an uncommon sight and perhaps Byeking Henry V to build a ship as large as Genoese
preferred by some Danes. After all, these types wererleésenary carracks in French service, which were
elaborately built than Scandinavian vessels and weulghired by the English during the siege of Har eur of
have been cheaper to construct (Dokkedal 1996:62)15: in 1436 retrospectively describ&araisle, grete
When even a king could dispense with longships buitid stout¢Warner 1926:51). ey had a deadweight
in the local prestigious tradition, a peasant or ferryrrt;apacity of between 400 and 600 tons, whilst few
would have probably cared little about sailing a lesatemporary English ships exceeded 300 tons (Friel
prestigious ship than his forefathers, especially one 108%:85). ese carracks were tted with a mizzen
smelled of dung. mast, which must have been a striking feature at a time
While it is not entirely clear if — or to what degreghen only single-masted vessels plied the waters of
— the alleged ‘modular hybridism'’ of the Gedesby wreggthern Europe. e termmesan magtizzen mast)
re ects a transformational phase in shipbuilding, thgis not in use before 1420 (Friel 1994:80; Hutchinson
Kalmar | wreck from the second half of the 13th centurgg4:44). With the capture of two of those carracks
is built in an astonishingly similar way (Fig. 5.3). # 1410 and Henry’s plans to build up a navy of such
has a comparable length-to-beam ratio of roughjyeat ships’ one would have imagined that a technology
2:1, a T-shaped keel, and was fully clinker-plank@@énsfer would have been straightforward, in that the
in which the planks were connected with iron rivetsarracks’ construction just needed to be replicated.
the hood-ends of the planks overlapped the sternppsbrestingly, this was not the case. Built in 12E&e
but were notched into the stempost, and the hull waguhad great dimensions and was multi-masted, thus
strengthened by protruding cross-beams (Akerlupglving an analogous outer appearance to the Genoese
1951:27.). One may even question whether thearracks, but the English appropriations happened
strong curvature of Kalmar I's stem — as originafithin the boundaries of their own shipbuilding
reconstructed by Akerlund —is actually correct or guideghiition, i.e. of the shell- rst clinker technique. What
by his contemporary bias on how stems of historisglan McGrail (2001:244) has termed-th@ phase
vessels should look (cf. Akerlund 1951:62f.). Only tbe the Nordic traditioris the visual manifestation
lowermost portion was preserved, from which a mefethe clinker-technique reaching its limitation; an
moderately raking stem — similar to the one from tbeolutionarycul-de-satso to speak. is is re ected
Gedesby wreck — is very feasible. Given the numbeﬁyofthe triple-planking (Fig. 5.4-2), a unique ‘freak
shared features, one may wonder whether both wrégkgure which was the English adaptation necessary to
really represent some kind of transient hybrid type,ifild such large ships within the limitation of shell-
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Gedesby wreck

I AT T R L T R e TR

Kalmal‘ 1 WreCk lil__ S0cm Im 2m

Fig. 5.3. Hbrid-type or a class of vernacular craft in its own right? Comparative constructional analysis of the Kalmar | wreck
and the Gedesby wreck, displayed here in opposite orientations: 1) T-shaped keel, 2) stem- and sternhook, 3) protruding beam
visible on this cross-section of Kalmar | but detected by the excavator), 4) massive beam knee, 5) hood-ends notched into sten
6) hood-ends overlapping stern-post, 7) mast-stem integrated in keelson (after Bill 1997, g. 36.1 and Akerlund 1951, pl. 5c, 6e,
modi ed by the author).

rst construction. In evolutionary terms, this coulgoresumption that variation is a random rather than
be described as ‘evolutionary convergence’, in wisicteliberate selection process of the shipbuilder (cf.
two unrelated conceptual lineages (two distinctidecker 2004a:8; Maarleveld 1995:4). Admittedly,
shipbuilding traditions) started to display analogotise choice of using triple-clinker is a conscious act,
features (in terms of size and rigging of the vesbat)the necessity of adopting this particular solution
due to extra-somatic pressures (competition amorigstbuilding larger vessels in the shell- rst technique
conspeci cs). us, the inspiration from anotherwas accidental, as ‘selection’ would have had no
type caused new variation in the form of analogaligect in uence on the formation of new traits and
appropriation, but within the boundaries of their owthe successfulness of its outcome. Selection in the
tradition, rather than by a true adaptation of an asp&arwinian sense implies an undirected rather than
of a “foreign” homological conceptual lineage. deterministic process (cf. Cullen 2000:102; Rindos
1985:65). erefore evolutionists would readily agree

) that variation is by no means random, but undirected,
Selection which is particularly well manifested in the outcome of
It is remarkable th@race Dieuetained entirely the the triple-clinker solution.
“DNA” of the Nordic clinker shipbuilding tradition, ) o Lo )
since no apparent eort was undertaken to Codylaladgpt}ve traits’ as indicators of a biased
the carracks' construction on a conceptual leJ&RnNsmission?
is notion is very important in light of the central WhetherGrace Diewas considered a successful ship
critique that evolutionary theory would act upon thigy contemporaries will probably never be known. e
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Fig. 5.4Simpli ed model in which conceptual lineages of shipbuilding traditions are represented as a phyletic tree. e triple-
clinker method (2)litherto unique in tié&AceDieu stems from a clinker tradition (1), but prompted by the aspiration to

reach a ship-size analogous to carvel-built carracks (4). Later analogies also include converted clinker constructions amended
a second layer of ush-laid planking (3), carvel-clinker hybrids (5) or a “cross-fertilization” between carvel (4) and bottom-based
technology (7), leading to the (6) Dutch- ush neethaldiing sequence is indicated by the darkness of a shaded area, i.e. the
darker the earlier (the author).

fact that she made only one voyage on which a n@anoese carracks when the keeper of the king's carracks
mutiny occurred and was then permanently moorbdgged in a petition for permission to ‘fuaepenters

near Bursledon in River Hamble for subsequent usears caulkers of foreign country[s]...for in this country
a representational ship could be possibly ascribed tangeshall nd few people who know how to renew and
unseaworthiness, but also to the ending of the war veithend the same carra@k®l 1995:173f.). In fact,
France which removed the need to keep large warstipsonceptual gap between craft built in the shell- rst

in active service (cf. Carpenter Turner 1954:68; Fragld skeleton- rst methods can be perceived to be as
1993:10; Rose 1977:5). In any case, the great wastarge as the gap between vertebrates and crustaceans, as
resources — in particular of iron needed for the masgivecorporates an entirely distinctive concept of how
bolts to hold ve layers of planking together and tlhape and stability is given to the vessel, which a ects
fact that the triple-planking method was not appligtle work processes and sequences accordingly.

in later constructions, indicates that this method did As such, the maladaptive appropriation leading to
not stand the test of time. In the meantime problerttee triple-clinker solution is a prime example for what
also emerged with attempts to maintain the captu@sbnitive scientists have ternrasismission hids

53



Interpreting Shipwrecks

inaccurate replications such as thi'g assume thatcontinuity or adaptationgplies an unrealistic level of
cognitive processes generate strong attractors, loohdb@usness and choice than can be advocated in this
inferences, based on the available public represemapens,

are highly inaccurate. We use discrete-representations to . ,
show that, even when transmission delity is very¥d@/0gous change: ‘evolutionary convergence
cultural transmission can still create cultural inertiaifiéng the carvel revolution

adaptive cultural evolutigfénrich & Boyd 2002:97). A century after th&race Digucarvel planking had
Translated into plain English, the ‘attractors’ would become a more common feature in northern European
the size and general appearance of the Genoese cariagkss, but even then it often remained an analogous
which were deemed worth replicating, but no inferenegher than a homologous feature.

could be made due to the lack of ‘public representatioms’the Noorderquartier — the northern Netherlands
i.e. the lack of instances in which Genoese shipbuildeggh aspect of the bottom-based method prevalent in
practised their craft in front of the eyes of Englighe Hanseatic sphere was retained, i.e. bottom planks
shipbuilders that would have provided a chancewere laid out rst, held together temporarily by cleats
emulate their techniques and methods through sogiadil oor-timbers were inserted later (cf. Maarleveld
learning. Consequently, the transmission delity 1994:155). Dutch shipwrights were more prone to
very low due to the lack of visual examples, whilenaplement the carvel technique quicker than elsewhere,
the same time there is no doubt of an inertia whipkcause they would have been partially familiar with
spawned some analogous features. is phenomen@gh-laid planks due to the predominant locally-
has been described msstige-biased transmiggion employed bottom-based tradition, in which the bottom
cues of succassindirectly in uenced transmission oblanking was ush-laid too (cf. Bill & Hocker 2004;
observable phenomena deemed to be advantageousiip@009:259; Hocker 2004b; Maarleveld 1992:169,
di cult to replicate (Henrich & McElrath 2007:559). 1994:155). Nevertheless, it was not a complete
is kind of cultural transmission is a very noisy procesgansition to the skeleton- rst technique, as it mainly
which leads to high inaccuracy, primarily becaustcompassed an entirely carvel-planked hull, leading
representations are not really replicated but rathgrthe aforementioned “cross-fertilization” known as
reconstructed. e evidence suggests that the procgsfich ush(Fig. 5.4-6). With the increase of ship sizes,
of adoption of the carvel-technique in northern Europitch shipbuilders circumspectly doubled the carvel-
was long-winded. In the case of another English spignking, thus going to great lengths to retain the
built 1419 in Bayonne, documentary evidence sugg@siterent shell- rst character in a carvel planked hull.
that although the hull was clinker-built, the skeletons way of construction became known dsuble-

rst concept of how tailframes were used permeat®gich (cf. Lemée 2006:233 .; Maanders 2003:320;
the building sequence, arguably breaking the sthgiarleveld 1994) but did not last long however, as it
shell- rst into an alternating building sequence (Gfas proven to be redundant for its imagined purpose
Loewen 1997:328.). is raises the question of(ijs Maarleveld, pers. comm.). us the innovative
whether high delity replication of certain modulatouble-Dutcsolution was a maladaptive feature, but in
features occurred on the basis of a successful infeegfgigly neutral sense in that it was simply super uous
or whether they were actually mediated by persesger than fatal. Cognitive psychologists who study
acquainted with the ‘foreign’ method. In any casgeativity in evolutionary terms would probably refer
the free choice of construction technique would hagehedouble-Dutcholution as a ‘perceptual set’, which
been very much constrained byadbeformist biad describes a phenomenon in which a subject with a
the local shipbuilding tradition, ti@nsmission biashistory of solving problems in a particular way or
of details inferred from other traditions and, last bttadition“will continue to apply this strategy even when a
not least, the dependence on individuals well-versegiiipler method would suc@dedjan et al. 1992:130).
foreign’ concepts. As we shall see in the next sect®fact that in the southern region of Maaskant, which
even with the in ux of foreign shipwrights and the dugad belonged to the Spanish Netherlands since the mid
appreciation of their knowledge and skill, transmissipgth century, a moulding system existed that adhered
remained a tenacious process, although it undoubtedisictly to the Iberian method (Probst 1994:143),
led to fresh and sustainable impulses in shipbuildisgggests that the political circumstances were a decisive
Given the fact that shipwrights were at that tinfactor in which techniques would amalgamate at a local
illiterate practitioners and that the free ow of ideaével, abetted by the mobility of foreign shipwrights.
was consequently restricted to the aforementionedwhile in these cases the clinker planking was
parameters, it can be concluded that ijs Maarleveldgplaced by carvel, there is an increasing number of
(1995:4) emphasis orhdman decisions regardingids in which an additional layer of carvel planking
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was fastened on top of the clinker-built shell (Fig. 5elvironment itself, terrestrial parameters come into
3). e frequency and chronological range of such ndplay with regard to the availability of resources, which
suggests that it was not merely a transient ‘freak featueet analogies in discrete conceptual lineages. It has
within a gradual development process towards catvegn observed, for instance, that the large paddled craft
but probably a more established standard. ese shipkthe Maori in New Zealand, the Haida on the north-
belonged only by outer appearance — i.e. by analwggt coast of America and — as an anachronistic analogy
— to the new generation of carvel-built ships, whilstthe depictions of Aegean Cycladic ships all looked
inherently still embedded in the old Nordic tradition ofery similar. While there was undoubtedly no cultural
shell- rst clinker construction. ere is not enough datacontact whatsoever between the three, the occurrence
yet to identify a clear pattern whether the second usii-giant trees was seen as the determining factor for
laid planking shell was added during later rebuilding ¢ble peculiar construction and appearance (Guttandin,
Auer 2009; Ggthche 1991; Hasslo 1972; Ossowskirthcoming).

2006; Probst 1994), but it was claimed at least in one Adaptability to environmental conditions should
case that this two-layer system was incorporated fraoh be perceived as a gradual subconscious process
the very start before launching (cf. Mass 1994). Apairtnatural selection’ through trial and error. On the
from protecting a worn out hull or strengthening itontrary, the suitability of di erent classes of water-
against ice pressures, which might explain why tmnaft in their respective environments was even formally
type of construction occurs only in the Baltic Sea, tleegognized. is is re ected in a 13th century Danish
analogous carvel planking could be also explainedimerary, describing a route along the Swedish and
terms of grestige-biased transmigsfoidenrich & Finnish coast to Estonia. e route was split into an
Gil-White 2001). is is highlighted by so-called inner and outer route in the Stockholm archipelago, in
‘half-carvels’ from the "“L&entury onwards, which arewhich only the inner route continued to be measured
clinker-built below the water-line, but carvel-planked ukaesionits. e etymological origin of this unit
above the water-line —i.e. at the visible portion of thieongly suggests that it was not a distance measure
hull, where fashionable analogous features matteped.sebut related to the shifting of rowers, thus only
ese vessels are essentially still built in the old clinkeslevant to vessels propelled under oars. Apart from
method, which was then associated with vernacuhas indication, the winding inner archipelago and
craft of peasants, so it is essentially a make-betiewdikely presence of portages on the inner route (cf.
construction to increase the owner’s prestige (Eriksdack 2012b:109f.) all indicate that those recording

2010:78f.) the itinerary were well aware of the necessity of using
) o o a distinctive class of water-craft for the inner route;

Environmental determinism: a reductionist moderately sized vessels, small enough for traversing

implication? portages and suited to navigating in these narrow

As demonstrated above, the genesis of watercraft wajgrs under oars and sails, perhaps similar to the
no means determined by environmental factors alorielgeandsholmen V wreck from around 1300 (cf.
In fact, it is determined to a great extent by culturdirenius 1989, 38 .). Half a millennium later, in the
contact in general amtestige-biased transmission ‘Age of Sail’, the galley appears somewhat outdated, but
particular. However, it would be short-sighted to takee implied anachronism is unjust. When the Russo-
practical necessity out of the equation of adaptifyedish struggle for maritime supremacy reached
watercraft to the respective environment. Althougis peak, Fredrik Henrik Chapman was ordered to
some like to stress that it is — in theory — possible to cegsglop hull designs for a new archipelago eet —
an ocean with a raft, such aberrant behaviour woslkdirgards ottan where a class of hybrids propelled
have had — as a common practice — wider implicatighgler oars and sails was “re-invented” in order to
for the successfulness of the parent society. safeguard the waters of the Swedish and Finnish
Universally-shared constructional solutions #fchipelago. Signi cantly, this eet was most of the time
discrete shipbuilding traditions can be observed uinder the command of the army rather than the navy,
comparable environmental conditions, particula®g an amphibious arm of a primarily terrestrial strategy
with regard to di erential requirements in sea-goirig exert rule on the dispersed islands (cf. Norman
and inland craft (cf. Hornell 1920:69; Greenhill &000). us, the environmental factor is mirrored
Mannering 1997; Ste y 1994). Although great diversitp the dierential participation of sections of the
is to be found in beaching craft in all parts of the worfeRrent society, which determines a distinctive premise
shermen independently adopted similar solutions #nder which a particular shipbuilding practise can
order to cross the surf, i.e. at bottoms and high-endé@dirish. is diachronic perspective demonstrates that
prows (Palmer, forthcoming). Apart from the maritimgnvironmentally conditioned regularity, manifested in
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analogous technical solutions, can be found irrespeatiitle respect to the example of the Spanish Armada it is
of the conceptual basis of a shipbuilding traditim@ry thought-provoking: aside from the constructional
or the period. Similar types of environments ardvourability of the English ‘race-built’ galleons, the
resources encourage similar solutions to meet nattiahces of success of the Spaniards were also decreased
requirements, comparable perhaps to an ecologicaisiderably by a societal malpractice of rating social
niche which a ects evolutionary convergence amongstk higher than nautical experience: the ‘landlubber’
di erent species. Duke of Medina Sidonia was appointed admiral of the

_ _ . Spanish Armada, which indeed appears to have been —
Shipwreck as the ultimate selection process? amongst other aspects — a determining ingredient for its
Although a majority of watercraft that survive idefeat and the gradual decline of Habsburg supremacy.
the archaeological record were scrapped, reused owhile conceding that some shipwrecks may have
intentionally deposited, the popularimage of shipwrecksurred because of an erroneous construittéeon
is associated with the foundering of a vessel. is isvast majority occurred due to a combination of forces,
recurrent allegory for the struggle for survival, touchiwbich included human error. (Adams 2001:294). is
on the primal evolutionary impulse most famouslyillustrated vividly in Adam Olearius’s travelogue from
captured in Lucretius’ wordRleasant it is, when ovell 635, describing a dreadful tempest, whicbntinu'd
a great sea the winds trouble the waters, to gaze froafl stigine, during which, we discoverd, that our Mariners
upon another’s tribulation: not because any man's treebdeas raw as the Ship was namd.a’ master's mate
are a delectable joy, but because to perceive from wiitht dlfalse sense of security, who excléimeeel was
you are free yourself is pledkantétius, De Rerum no danger, since we had Sea-room andidhé ship
Natura, Book Il, line 1, transl. Leonard 1943). is eventually hit a rock, causing the crew to panic and
excerpt describes the dark fascination of a spectatay, the master to weep, and the eventual loss of the
witnessing a distress at sea, who gains his relative foviesgel o the island of Oland (Olearius et al. 1662:34).
in the knowledge to be eluded from the maelstrom of A scenario in which societal norms had an aberrant
atoms of the treacherous and hostile maritime elemeett is often drawn in the case of the Swedish warship
(cf. Blumenberg 1997:31.). is recurrent maritime Vasawhich capsized on her maiden voyage in 1628.
allegory must have captured the minds of maAgcording to a popular myth this is a direct consequence
generations and might be seen as the ultimate seledi@ubsequent alterations of speci cations at the high-
process and, indeed, punishment for failing to live ugt@nded behest of the king, which deviated from the
the challenge of conquering the sea. How does the fagbipwright’s original design. While this particular point
to meet this challenge re ect on the parent society? Adag been refuted (Cederlund & Hocker 2006:44f.)
is the database of shipwrecks consequentially bidseddmiral Klas Fleming was apparently not granted
towards failures, “in that it inevitably accounts for batough authority to object to the comissioning of an
designs, for poorly maintained, old and rotten vesseisgeaworthy ship. One month before the ship sailed
or for aberrant behaviour"? is question, posed d%e conducted stability tests but when heeled over the
‘Devil's advocate’ by Adams (2003:19) is twofolship showed such a weak righting moment he had to
in that — rstly — the possibility is addressed thabort, so he must have been well aware of the imminent
failures could be overrepresented in the archaeologi@ager. Nonetheless he was pressurized by the king's
record. Its implication would be that construction@xpress request to send the ship to sea in support of
properties observed in shipwrecks should not be dasrwar with Poland (Cederlund & Hocker 2006:53).
as typical examples of a shipbuilding tradition. Addthough this could be merely attributed to a lack of
secondly, it raises the question whether the wreckshafracter on the admiral’s part, it could nevertheless
communities and cultures which encourage aberrbatargued that insubordination to an absolutist ruler
behaviour in maintaining and crewing their ships areeven if well-founded - might have brought about
overrepresented too. e latter issue touches upon tdeée consequences for the admiral and thus prompted
cultural transmission of maladaptive social nornabberant behaviour out of fear to fail the king, with
which has been addressed by proponents of the Dlisdstrous e ect.
Inheritance eory, which stresses culture-gene, co- A similar case has been made with regard to the
evolutionary tendencies. is theory emphasises thhtary Ros&vhich was deemed not worthwhile studying
the success of a population (and thus their genbticause of her technological failures (cf. Mudie 1996).
legacy) depends on whether their culture abets adagttmittedly, the latter remark was made by a naval
or maladaptive behaviour (cf. Henrich & McElreathrchitect commissioned with the reconstruction
2007:567 .). Admittedly, this framework sounds vergf John Cabot’s shiplatthew who searched for a
academic and its real life impact is questionable, t@fault blueprint” of a contemporary successful
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ship. For the study of the dynamics of change axtent conditioned by subliminal factors resulting
innovation in past human societies, howdfary from imitative social learning, which shape dialects,
Rosés a prime case study; not in spite ofpbuoause gestures, skills, behaviour, ethics and even opinions.
of her constructional error — just N&saWhile the Nonetheless, the question of the ner-grained processes
hull itself was not badly designed and had completedthe transmission of knowledge and skills is central
numerous successful voyages since her launch in 66 ynderstanding the signi cance of continuity and
the rebuilding measures of 1536 to accommodateange within shipbuilding traditions. erefore, some
heavier artillery decreased stability considerably, whisic issues of this intricate question shall be briey
was the main reason why she capsized. A dendrologigabred.
study con rmed that it was speci cally the structure to A pattern of inheritability in anthropogenic
support a gun-deck — i.e. riders, diagonal and vertipadducts has long been recognized. e Swedish
braces, heavy transom knees and deck beams — thaigsiarian Oscar Montelius rhetorically asked
added around that date (Dobbs & Bridge 2000:258yhether human latitude is really so constricted that no
So the transmission mechanism was, rstly, of modulisscrete form could be created and concltBetbre
nature from the evolutionary perspective in analyticakamining the circumstances one feels inveigled to answer
discrete variants (cf. O'Brien & Lyman 2009:229), arstichlike questions with “no”. Since the strange history of
secondly of undirected — hence indeterminate — natimeman manufacture has been studied closer, one will nd
because the rebuilding measures were not designdtdtyhe answer has to be “yes”. Development can occur slow
the original builders, as Adams (2001:294) points oat.fast, while new forms are always bound to the same laws
Here the error was fossilized in the wreck, exposihglevelopment, which also apply for fiskonéglius
the lack of knowledge about how the centre of gravi§03:20). Indeed, in view of the overwhelming
would be aected by additional heavy guns placedidence for material culture in which some cultural
along a ush deck, itself of considerable mass. It vpdeenotypes’ lasted throughout the centuries, it has
therefore not a determinist process — which would haeen hypothesised that there must be a unit through
e ected an adequate adaptation — but in fact a seleatiéch cultural inheritance is replicated. As recently
process of undirected nature. e catalyst that a ectestressed by certain social scientibts, existence of
a precipitous adoption of a novel ballistic strategy waseial replicators cannot be denied simply because DNA-
societal one; the competition with France for maritinfike mechanisms are abgatdtich et al. 2008:586).
supremacy. Despite such a replicating unit being neither visible nor

Although modular change was of course a ectatasurable, Richard Dawkins famously promoted the
by a number of intentional acts, it was e ectively aneme’ as the replicator of units of cultural inheritance,
undirected transformation process in its outcomig. equivalence to the gene as archetypal replicator
us trial and error are indicative of change, as i{Dawkins 1976). e extra-somatic consequence of a
re ects experimentation with innovative forms. Aseme, which becomes manifestin behavioural patterns
a natural consequence, errors in particular tendatmong others, has been duly addressed with the notion
survive archaeologically in shipwrecks that sankthas a‘meme is the least unit of sociocultural information
whole assemblages — a time capsule — whose fatdative to a selection process that has favourable or
was to escape scrapping or intentional groundingfavourable selection bias that exceeds its endogenous
In retrospect, the assumption that the databaseteisdency to chan@éilkins 1998:8). is is a very
somewhat biased towards failure does not undermmportant point, because it highlights that the size of
the archaeological potential of those wrecks, but rather unit is not xed but can vary, depending on the
increases it, since they are likely to contain innovatioostext, while the delity — i.e. the degree to which
that have not been excessively tested and thus nmaghtbject is replicated — is conditioned by the selection
indicate a transformational phase in ship constructidiias, which basicalig the context. is striking

) ] ) ambivalence, which makes ‘memes’ even less tangible,

‘Intelligent design’ or not: ‘memes’ as units for pas sparked some criticism and prompted some to
cognitive selection? abandon the meme-theory altogether. It was stressed
It would be beyond the scope of this paper to makethat cultural transmission processes are — unlike genetic
in-depth assessment of the ndings of the neurologi@istems — usually incomplete and imperfect, in which
psychological or social sciences on the exact natubdgbf delity replication is the exception rather than the
human decision-making. Although one is naturaliyle. Moreovefcultural representations are rarely discrete
inclined to regard one’s own actions to be wholiaits, suggesting that the idea of a ‘replicator’ (or meme)
conscious and one’s own thoughts to be genuinggkes little sense for most types of cultural representations”
original, human cognitive behaviour is to a lar@éing rise to the idea wiutation-likeprocesses being
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more relevant thaselection-likprocesses (Henrich qualities. e underlying idea that innovations are
& Boyd 2002:88, see also Henrich & McElreatmerely random would appear — very understandably
2003:131). Although the essence appears to be correetjenating to many at rst glance, but maybe less
there does not necessarily appear to be a contradigimwhen the units are broken down to trial and error
to meme-theory, for Dawkins principally agreed thah a cognitive micro-scale, which could be perhaps
cultural copying processes are less precise than gepdtiessentially perceived &8samarckian causal
ones, and also conceded that they contain a mutati@amedws leading from phenotype to repl{EsaKins
element (Dawkins 1999:112). Besides, genes are 1889:112; see also Cullen 2000:32 .). Nevertheless, the
discrete units either, becatselection at any one locumsain reason why the analogy to a mutation-like process
is not independent of selection at othddalwkihs appears to be controversial is because ‘freak features’
(1999:111) continue$Once a lineage begins evolvisgem to occur predominantly during transitional
in a particular direction, many loci will fall into st@hases; as side products of a noisy replication process,
and the resulting positive feedbacks will tend to propehttigoned by the cognitive Iter of the transmission
lineage in the same direction, in spite of pressurdsigdsorlthough — in contrast to Darwinian gradualism
the outside world. An important aspect of the envirorneeaitinsic factors are thought to have an in uence on
which selects between @lied@sy one locus will be ththe frequency with which new variants are spawned
genes that already dominate the gene-pool at othdylgsiutations, a notion promoted by the theory of
Also, in a cultural context, there seem to be allelepunctuated equilibrium (cf. Gould 2002:870 .), it
terms of a predisposition to adopt certain new concgg®ains questionable whether it would be apt to speak
if the locus is dominated by a set of similar memetmutation-like processes in cultural analogies. Until
Dutch shipbuilders were therefore arguably mdhis issue is solved, it is perhaps better to speak more
prone to adopt carvel technology than practitiongrsutrally in terms of an “undirected process”, in order
of the Nordic clinker tradition, because they wete highlight the non-deterministic outcome of cultural
already familiar with a “meme” of carvel technologfansmission (cf. Cullen 2000:102; Rindos 1985:65).
i.e. ush-laid bottom planking, as a prevalent feature Ironically, in the same year that Richard Dawkins
in the local bottom-based tradition (for de nitionaimed to deconstruct the replicating mechanisms
see Hocker 2004b). erefore, they had a commokehind phenomena of cultural inheritance, Wendell
denominator with the carvel technology, although @swalt published a paper where he similarly made
also encompassed the “alien” meme of skeleton-agt attempt at deconstruction; however, not of the
construction. Despite the Dutch being arguably moegusality of replication mechanisms, but of their visible
open to this technology due to similarities within thedutcomes. He divided the modular structure of hunting
own conceptual inheritance in naval architecture, @@ar intatechno-units order to make a cost-bene t
transmission of carvel technology still remained biagsgessment. Highly complex gear, for example, is not
leading to a low delity replication in the initial stage ¢fecessarily seen as the expression of a more advanced
construction: e bottom planking was held togetherconcept, but may just as well re ect the scarcity of a
by temporary cleats and thus retained an aspect of skejl+esource; necessitating an alternative solution with
rst technology, leading to tt®utch- ush’method a higher investment iachno-unit® achieve the same
(Fig. 5.4-6), which has been so aptly framémtass- goal (cf. Oswalt 1976). It has been suggested that we
fertilizationby Fred Hocker (1999:22). speak of a ‘cultural selection pressure’, in which the
However, how could the causality of thidevice which fulls its purpose best with the lowest
conceptual deviation — which spawns new variatiotnv¥estment in materials continues to be used, whereas
be envisioned? With regards to the proposed ‘mutatiother device&die out” (Kunst 1982:13). is may
like' process, the aforementioned ‘freak feature’ of tiéied to be true, but has to be regarded nevertheless as
triple-clinker solution comes to mind. Would it reallgross simpli cation, rooted in the misapprehension
be apt to refer to it in analogy as ‘mutation-like’? i®f a ‘cultural selection’ being a genuinely conscious
is highly questionable, even if one is willing to accepecess; “selection” used in the vernacular sense of
the Darwinian premise that mutations are — althoudfie word implying free choice. As has been previously
seemingly random —always according to laws, withpatnted out, replication processes are distorted by a
displaying any specic tendency towards adaptiy@nsmission bias and yield a di erential outcome and
rarely lead directly to the wholesale adoption of the
1 As de ned by Dawkin¥ach gene is able to occupyvoured design with the lowest investment of material
only a particular region of a chromosome, its locus. At anygiv&mrk — quite the contrary, as has been exempli ed

locus there may exist, 'in the population, alternative fo:%s”% cumbersome adaptation of the carvel technology
the gene. ese alternatives are called alleles of one ar tHSFthern Europe.

(Dawkins 1999:283).
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Retention what exactly causes this strong conservatism which
discourages change or even downright su ocates

Evolutionary theory is often reduced to being merelgeviation? e answer might lie in a new swathe of

gradual and progressive framework, in that — allegedignitive science, which has rediscovered evolutionary

— the struggle for survival imposes a permanemddels and translated them into conceptual terms.

competitive situation, through which maladaptive In this context the notions of neo-Darwinian

traits are sieved out. is reductionist application otultural evolutionists with regard to conservative traits

evolutionary theory for explaining technological charigeselection is noteworthy; referring to concepts like

in shipbuilding has been rightly scrutinized; amongkeconformist bias a form of imitative social learning

others this critique is re ected in the sentimentithat (Richerson & Boyd 2005:162), path dependeriny

nautical archaeology the idea of an unfailing evolwtiich antecedent conditions de ne and delimit agency

from raft to ocean-liner has not stopped since Hd@edihcer 1997), dreritage constrais the habitual

(Maarleveld 1995:4), or that attempts to rationaliseltural phenotype (Cullen 2000:100 .). All of these

the linear evolutionary development of watercrahncepts describe more or less the same phenomena,

“have created a series of problems that apparentlyhidéftend to preserve a tradition. ese subliminal

explanationin that the social, economic, politicaforces became manifest in ethnographic studies, in that

and religious preconditions comprising the conteékioats are a central part of the identities of the peoples who

within which change was generated were ignotest them and they are artefacts that are deeply embedded

(Adams 2001:307). Even Ole Crumlin-Pedersen, wimothe history and culture of the societies. Quite simply,

frequently used evolutionary concepts, noted thhe local shape constitutes a ‘proper boat in the eyes of

‘today, the focus of interest has moved from evoth&iotecal peopléPalmer & Blue 2009:484). When

based typologies to the study of ancient boats iethineigraphers asked Indian boatbuilders why they

societal contef€rumlin-Pedersen 2004:42) as thougbonstructed their boats the way they did, the only

evolutionary development occurs detached framswer they could give wiaadition”(Blue 1997:341),

societal in uences. ese views re ect the notion thabr more speci callybecause that is what we do around

the “irrational” factor of culture and societyoiseen here*because we always do it thabwégcause that is

as an inherent part of evolutionary processes. how my father taught me to d@almer, forthcoming).

As demonstrated above however, evolutionagy shows that the possibility of selection from a
theory neither implies a permanent competitivange of alternatives is not even considered. Here, the
situation, nor is it streamlined to the best possilietion of the underlying principle is important; that
designs. On the contrary, evolutionary theory provides selection in the evolutionary sense has taken place
explanations for some striking retention in modular merely reproducing a homologous feature and thus,
features at the expense of adaptability. continuing a conceptual lineage.

] . . . . While ethnographic studies already provide a
Social learning, apprenticeship and ‘conformist int for the rigidity of cultural transmission in pre-
bias’ industrial societies, a more immediate glimpse of the
Gunnar Eldjarn and Jon Godal made it very clear nimanifestation of a heritage constraint in an actual event
their famous ethnographic study on Norse vernacutadescribed in Snorri Sturlson’s Heimskringla written
watercraft, in which they opposed the ritualised wayaspund 1230.
doing things in historical times to our contemporary Early next morning the king returns again to the ship,
popular culture, which has cultivated individualism #nd orberg with him. e carpenters were there before
spawning a mind-set of feeling free of norms and rutbsm, but all were standing idle with their arms across.
a gap that is lled by the slavish following of fashiog king asked “what was the matter?” ey said the ship
to attain identity by conformity. is present-day was destroyed; for somebody had gone from stem to stern,
bias might have given rise to the strong emphasisaod cut one deep notch after the other down the one side of
individual agency in the post-processualist agendathmplanking. When the king came nearer he saw it was so,
former times, however, boatbuilding was essentialgnd said, with an oath, “ e man shall die who has thus
ritual, in which deviation from the norm was despisédéstroyed the vessel out of envy, if he can be discovered, and
and boat-types were de ned to such a degree thatshall bestow a great reward on whoever nds him out.” “|
local identity was evident through a common form agdn tell you, king,” said orberg, “who has done this piece
its associated work proces&:typane vart svaert s@f work.” “I don't think,” replies the king, “that any one is
velde nerte. Identiteten var tydeleg gjennom lokal,Sell&ely to nd it out as thou art.” orberg says, “I will
form. Dette galdt ogsa sjglve arbeidsprosesseniethgoen king, who did it. | did it myself.” e king says,
ein gjorde ting pEldjarn & Godal 1988:32). But “ ou must restore it all to the same condition as before, or
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thy life shall pay for it.” en orberg went and chippedespite having become obsolete — was retained. A
the planks until the deep notches were all smoothsiniad scenario was suggested for the Utrecht-type in
made even with the rest; and the king and all présstithe depletion of a large oak tree population would
declared that the ship was much handsomer on thergide pfomptetboat builders to replace the logboats with
the hull which orberg had chipped, and bade him sHafig planked bottoms while retaining the characteristically
the other side in the same way, and gave him greatdbepksurvature typical of Utrecht-type (Maltsde
for the improveméhting 1844:457). Moortel 2009:333). Surely, in the rst case, and

Although, in this case, an inventive individual h@sobably also in the latter, change occurred due to the
liberated himself from his ‘conformist bias’ by thinkingaucity of a resource. However, instead of reassessing
outside the box — actually a great example of individih&@ construction as a whole, a makeshift strategy was
agency — this nevertheless shows how deeply ingraidegted to overcome the most imminent problem
the idea about the shape pfaper shipust have been — a short term solution. is is a good example for
in the collective mind-set. is societal pressure wouldomology, both in its static and transient sense. While
have made it hard for any individual to deviate from tthee use of logs corresponds to what has been called
norm, the way it was taught by the forefathers. Moreowgr, ‘ancestral trait’, the log-shaped planked version
this particular ship was apparently seen within a lineageld consequently be a ‘derived trait’ (cf. O’Brien
of royal ships and thus obtained a certain identity r@t_yman 2009:234). Particularly in the rst case, the
unlike that of a creature’s, with which we touch ond&proportionately cumbersome implementation of a
more upon the “absurd” idea of ships with o springonventional solution may be yet again identi ed as a
which is maybe ndhat absurd after all. King Olafr ‘perceptual set’, which generates anachronistic modular
Tryggvason's new ship was caleah hinn langalthe  features that make little functional sense.
long serpent), while its predecessor — also @athed erearescholars, however, ascribinglittle diagnostic
— was thence re-nanmi€@fm hinn skammithe short value to homologous features. Timm Weski (1999a: 97)
serpent) (Falk 1912:32). Apart from the obvious faumaiticised the tracing of shipbuilding traditions through
allusion, there appears an explicit hereditary line asniga@ditary constructional features, such as clamps for
same “species”, in which the new orm replaces theladthed plank-to-frame fastenings, as shared by the
orm as royal agship. Hjortspring, Oseberg and Gokstad ships. He argued

o ) . that this cannot be seen as a diagnostic feature through

Homology as continuity: ‘atavisms'’ in which a tradition could be identi ed, because the same
shipbuilding building method could be also found on the Solomon
Evolutionary development does not consist Islands. Here Timm Weski categorically rules out the
continuous smooth change, but also periods psftential of homologous features for reconstructing
equilibrium. e absence of conceptual change is n@ hereditary relationship, by merely opposing the
less interesting, as it gives an idea of the depth opessibility of an independent development of similar
ingrained practice for doing and manufacturing thingelutions elsewhere. e error of this thought lies in the
in the ritualized social landscape. It is particuladgn ation of the concepts of homology and analogy,
‘atavisms’ — archaic constructional details with itespective of the spatiotemporal context.
function in the utilitarian sense — which indicate a stasis o _
in a speci ¢ environmental, social or cultural context® tyPe-fallacy: illusive conceptual lineages

Although atavisms — in the biological sense — are While retention is well-re ected in certain
the functionally obsolete phenotypes within lineagebaracteristics in the form of atavisms, homologous
they remain identi able characteristics of a species taadures, and other traces indicating continuity, it
thereby — translated into the cultural sense — may Hag@eomes a contested issue when the attempt is made
acquired symbolic value, as a unique cultural expressionast it into a typology and to bundle lineages
of a certain shape or form. One good example is With historically-derived type tags. e problem of
late medieval version of eerlandetype; a planked classifying shipwrecks was summarized by Sean McGrail
river-craft of the Rhine area, based on a trapezo(@4P5:139f) as followdf classi cation schemes are too
substructure. is peculiar shape had been initiallgomplex, they run the risk of obscuring patterns; if too
determined by halved logs, used to their maximwimple, the classier may be tempted to drive them too
width, i.e. the base of the log having a larger diamé&rand draw unwarranted concluseninderlying
than its upper part. Detlev Ellmers (2002:102) poinggoblem has also been discussed as a dichotomy between
out that the shortage of adequately thick logs in latsentialist and materialist perspectives (cf. O’'Brien &
medieval times led to a shift to wholly planked versiduygnan 2009:229), which shall be demonstrated as
of the Oberlandetype, whilst the peculiar shape -a case study in the following section. Obviously, the
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perception of the tradition will be distorted by variow®ntemporary records or meaningful nd assemblages
shortcomings, such as an unbalanced representati@oolid be found, it is not only impossible to identify
certain types of wrecks in the database or the mixthep vessel by its name, but often even by its type, since
between analogous and homologous features, blurtiregtype in early modern times referred to the way the
the understanding of conceptual lineages withirssel was rigged rather than how it was constructed.
shipbuilding traditions. erefore, archaeologists wilMoreover, nautical terminology has never been static,
always have to keep in mind that they are essentgdlyhe same type name might also have been employed
dealing with a ctitious typology (cf. Kunst 1982:3)for a totally dierently constructed vessel (cf. Baker
which — of course — should ideally match up with tl€©98:18; McGrail 1998:3).

real typology. Fictitious typologies ought therefore to e study of medieval shipwrecks is even more
be seen as transient approximations and remain exgsteblematic, especially when it often follows a similar
enough to maintain an objective view as the databsggroach. e strong reliance on historical sources has
grows, or in McGrail's wordse aim of establishing prevailed, despite that speci ¢ written evidence is almost
such a classi cation scheme is not to fossilise typedptatiyatgcking for the medieval case, such as registers
scheme must be capable of responding to newly adhipdosses, payrolls, construction drawings and ship
data; nor is the aim to demonstrate any ‘evolutiamiodels which would allow detailed structural insights;
‘development of one type from another in a hieraralith dhe only exceptions being the renowned models
classes (cladogra(WtGrail 1998:4). While there of Ebersdorf (Steuslo 1983) and Matar6 (Culver &
cannot be any doubt of the validity of his rst pointNance 1929; van Nouhuys 1931; Winter 1956). e
McGrail’s later advice ought to be viewed with cautiarse of methods to classify medieval wrecks in a similar
because a detachment from hereditary lineages wawag as modern wrecks, has encouraged the malpractice
undermine the study of traditions. Restrictively, omé taking vague sources at face value, in order to link a
has to see McGrail's criticism of evolutionary concegigpwreck’s construction to a historical type. is has

in light of how James Hornell employed them, i.ked to the erroneous impression that the identi cation
as direct biological analogies, somewhat awkwaddlya de ned ‘type” should constitute the ultimate
superimposed on watercraft and not conditioned parpose of a study, as has been rightly critiqued by ijs
conceptual lineages. Maarleveld (1995:5).

e actual problem is constituted by the challenge e way typologies are built reveals that the large
to align the ctitious typology as close to the real onecasiceptual gap between the study of post-medieval and
possible. In the case of watercraft from the recent pastlieval shipwrecks is often hugely underestimated.
and the late post-medieval period the type-concept Agplication of the same standards is attempted, due to
be used with little bias, due to the wealth of writtenpreoccupation with the ethnic or cultural a liation
records. It is often possible to link a wreck not ordy the wreck and its historical type; as though this
to a type, but to even reveal the vessel's identity. veould present a shortcut in the classi cation process,
decisive hint is seldom found in the construction itselfrough which the painstaking examination of
but in the artefact assemblage, such as a ship'shbetiologous and analogous modular features could
bearing the vessel's name (Ossowski 2008:50), gaegarcumvented. Both concepts rise and fall with the
marks (Auer & Belasus 2008:136), and stone ballastdominant historical theory of the day and hence
with a petrologically-determined provenance (Adafosm no independent analytical tool (cf. Indruszewski
1985) as indication for the origin of the ship, or th2004: 20 ).
emblem of the guns, revealing the maker, owner, date,
and place of origin (Martin 2001:384). ese hints are )
traced through contemporary records, so that light m&/C0g delusion
be shed on concomitants and individuals, as in the case is arguably no better case to demonstrate the
of the Amsterdajmwhere astonishingly many detailsype-fallacy than the example of the alleged ‘cog-type’;
emerged through a historical-archaeological approgatticularly because the constructional properties, as
(cf. Gawronski 1987:31.). It becomes clear that theurrently de ned, are widely taken for granted today
main emphases in post-medieval shipwreck studiear have ossi ed the narrative. is section highlights
more on the artefact assemblage on the one sidehavd the failure to formulate a consistent theoretical
archival studies on the other, while the constructiframework for mechanisms of cultural inheritance and
itself is of relatively minor importance; in spite of thechnological transmission in shipbuilding technology
fact that theoretical treatises on shipbuilding accounkes resulted in an arbitrary “cog-typology”, which was
little for how the work had been actually conductestrongly biased by the sequence of wreck discoveries.
as Colin Martin (2001:394) points out. Whenever nalthough ijs Maarleveld’s strict antagonism towards

61



Interpreting Shipwrecks

Darwinian processes in cultural development is oppossel of moss as caulking material, held in the groove by
here, his critique that archaeological interpretatitaths stapled witkintelcramps (cf. Crumlin-Pedersen
tends to be too dependent on historical typ@000:232f.; Hocker 2004b:75). While there can be no
concepts (cf. Maarleveld 1995:5f.) can be endorssalibt that the criteria were distinctive enough to form
as archaeologists have e ectively stolen the thundearofndependent shipbuilding tradition, the additional
their own discipline’s interpretative potential. criteria were simply added to the type de nition as

is unwholesome dependency can be observetough the Bremen Cog was a blueprint — a perfect
with regard to the ‘Bremen Cog’ of 1380, which becamepresentation of its own traditid@@onsidering that the
paradigm for the “cog-type”. Discovered in 1962 durifdyemen ship was beyond doubt called a cog by those who
dredging works in the River Weser, approximatdlyilt and sailed her, why should this term not be used for
4 km downstream of the City of Bremen, Germarnat ship and for other seagoing Late-Medieval vessels with
the hitherto unfamiliar construction and visuallthe same basic characteristics? We have described precisely
distinctive appearance of the wreck was noted andtled complex of features which we take as a de nition
to the identi cation as a “cog” (Fliedner 1964). is of a cog in archaeological tef@rsimlin-Pedersen
identi cation was based on Paul Heinsius’ (1956:55 2000:239) (Fig. 5.5). e complex features of a singular
inference of the term cog, mainly from historical sourcgsecimen — a paradigm — were apparently thought
in a study that suggested that regional variation of shilequate for a universally applicable set of de ning
design is re ected in iconographic representations. eriteria, through which — perhaps inadvertently — a high
decisive hint is often seen in a documentary referesegree of standardization was implied. e underlying
from 1483 to the Stralsund seal of 132%er Stad problem presented here is typical for studies that entail
Sigel ghenomed den kogf@herseal reproduced fromevolutionary concepts, touching on the central issue of
the cog) (Fliedner & Pohl-Weber 1968:24); in spite tie dichotomy between a materialistic or essentialistic
the fact that the cog had been superseded in the ltgdis, prompting an inclusive or exclusive rationale in
15" century written sources by the hulk. So the ‘catgducing a typology. For the essentialist, the type is
reference could have been a generic reference foearand variation an illusion, while for the materialist
‘old ship’. Moreover, the two ship depictions on titee average type is an abstraction and variation is
seals of Lubeck and La Rochelle were also referredreabagO'Brien & Lyman 2009:229). Ole Crumlin-
cogs by contemporary sources and look di erent frétedersen thus follows a very essentialist approach in
the Stralsund seal, which casts further doubt upon that sense, since he is concerned with tying a type
reliability of the respective references (cf. Crumlohewn to a precise set of construction details inferred
Pedersen 2000:233; Weski 1999b:366 ). Admittedlfrom the archaeology, yet unwarranted by historical
it cannot be denied that there is a striking similarispurces. He evidently did not fail to notice himself the
between the Stralsund seal and the great majorityradgile basis of his claim and continued — somewhat
ship-depicting seals from the Hanseatic sphere, wlapblogetically — that if a vessel fublsr criteria, it
coincided spatiotemporally with the heyday of the cag).a cog in our archaeological termin(@oggilin-
So let us accept the premise — for the sake of brevgdersen 2000:239). e emphasis oor suggests
that from these three seals most contemporaries wehdd he foresaw the conict of ‘cog-type de nition’
have chosen the Stralsund seal as the most truthéieen historians and archaeologists. His belief in the
representation of a ‘cog’ and that cogs could beontinuity in this set of deduced features was indeed so
consequently — identi ed by a at bottom, a sharptrong that he expected the same characteristics also in
transition to the stem- and sternposts, the straightnieesancestral character of wrecks of the same tradition,
of the same, a stern-rudder and the exceptionally mgdiking the revealing remark of hoping to nd more
hull sides. So far so good, but what followed next Wpsoto-coga order to“guide further discussions on the
an exactly inversed process of inference. Subsequeri2th-century history of vessels with this particular set of
further criteria were inferred archaeologically from tbenstructional characterigi@simlin-Pedersen 2000:
‘Bremen Cog’ and fed back to the de ning criteria of tl289f.). e belief in such proto-cogs probably stems
“cog-type”, i.e. all criteria that could be neither deduciedm over-interpretation of the 9th century reference to
from written sources nor pictorial representatioreogscudt often translated as cog tax — whuch rms
ese encompassed a ‘keel-plank’ replacing a profike existence before 1150 of ships called by a term
keel, hooks that connected the plank-keel and the stequivalent to the present term @mimlin-Pedersen
and sternposts, ush-laid (‘carvel’) bottom plankir2p00:238). ‘Con rm'’ is a strong word, given that this
gradually becoming lapstrake towards the hood-enslsin equation with two unknowns. Firstly, there is no
clinkered side-planking, the use of double-bent naitssitive evidence to suggest that people used the term
in plank-to-plank fastening and, last but not least, tfe®dg” to describe a similar type of ship in 900 and 1150,
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Figure 5.5. is graph highlights the con icting deduction and de nition of the cog-type. e graph schematically demonstrates the
problem of superimposing the concept of a cog-type on traditions, as the boundaries between traditions are oating and thus an
attempt to establish a standard-type would exclude forms that clearly belonged to the same tradition, or shared at least ancestr
links. With the exception of rare cases like the ‘Bremen Cog’, most shipwrecks tend to be only preserved at the bottom construc
and thus there is virtually no overlap with pictorial representations. us the cog-type de nition rises and falls with the frail analog
between the ship depicted on the Stralsund seal and the Bremen Cog. While having some analogous features in common, mos
features that are currently associated with cogs are actually derived from the ‘Bremen Cog' itself and fed back into the general
type-concept, thus arti cially elevating it to a paradigm (Graph: Daniel Zwick).
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let alone employed the same guiding principles invitisecks from the ljsselmeer are perceived in this way.
construction. Secondly, the tecogin this particular Despite them sharing many constructional features
case seems to relate ratheKtkdan a regional Frisian with the ‘Bremen Cog’ and evidently being descended
dialect, i.e. a legal person (Fliedner 1969:44; Heindiasn the same shipbuilding tradition, they could not,
1956:70). Als&Koggenlanid West Frisia has nothing by de nition, be cogs due to their modest sizes. For
to do with cogs, sinc&a@ggeras also a term to denote @his reason they were called — somewhat awkwardly
judicial district consisting of four to ve villages, which “cog-like” vessels (van de Moortel 1991; Reinders
has not, however, stopped the authorities adoptind85a:400., 1985b:7.).  Another imperfect
historicised image of a “cog” on the province’s napproximation would be the atypical deep keel in
coat-of-arms. e assumption that cogs plied the watéhe ‘Bossholmen Cog’, which Fred Hocker called an
in early medieval times has also induced the assumpiaeption (2004b:75). e latter restrictively admits
that half of the Hedeby and Birka coins depict cogisat the“identi cation of the diagnostic characteristics
Despite Crumlin-Pedersen (1965:122 .) convincinglkargely depends on whether the author has an inclusive or
arguing that the angular appearance can be in sexwusive orientatioNbw the question arises, of how
cases ascribed tdhad a piece of deadwood addedhe number of possible exceptions to the rule could
to the stem and sternpost to enhance lateral stabibey,objectively xed in order to determine whether the
he over-interprets those depictions where the sheewretk is still part of a certain tradition or not. Merely
the planks is less pronounced and therefore lacksbthéhe number of deviating components, or through
deadwood at the keel transition thought to representmodular hierarchy, in which some constructional
these “stem beards”. Is the proto-cog a phantom? features are thought to be more integral to the
In a nutshell, medieval sources are mute oanceptual lineage than other more subsidiary criteria?
constructional peculiarities, only rendering the general e exclusive orientation of the essentialist approach
impression that cogs were large transport ships suat#ictially divides a congruent tradition by means of a
for long voyages (cf. Jahnke & Englert, forthcomirgyperimposed idealised type-concept. Inversely, a type
Paulsen 2010). ereis, for instance, no way of knowing the historical sense may encompass various strands of
whether the four Danish cogs that approached Talliarchaeologically veri able traditions.
in 1220 (cf.Heinrici Chronicon LivonixIV:7, see is type-travesty was noted by several authors
Bauer 1975:266) were constructed similarly to thdo were concerned with establishing a more objective
“duas magnas naves, que koggen app€Udidir” typology; in the case of the “cog” most notably
91, acc. to Jahnke & Englert, forthcoming), whickpearheaded by Timm Weski's proposition to call it the
were granted to Wismar in 1209 by the emperor. dJsselmeer typetead, with regard to its assumed origin
four Danish ships that Henry of Livonia — a GermgiWeski 1999b). Weski's critique in itself is absolutely
missionary — perceived as cogs were maybe even gabedd, but his alternative proposition would have
something dierent by the Danes. Admittedly, thepawned another bias regarding the type’s assumed
general appearance and operational capabilitierigfiin, as Crumlin-Pedersen convincingly pointed out
cogs could be inferred indirectly, so there is at lea§2@00:26 .). Anton Englert suggested referring to the
slight contextual intersection between historical amddition in the archaeologically correct sense as the
archaeological sources: Henry of Livonia’s descriptailerup-Bremen tygEnglert 2000:44). Although
of kedge anchors being brought out by smaller bahis would foreclose the historical type bias, it would
in order to kedge nine German cogs out of a narrewer the drawback of implying a preconceived
inlet Heinrici Chronicon LivoniaeXIX:5; Bauer linearity in the development from the Kollerup wreck
1975:189 .), suggests that cogs could not be propelt#d1150 to the Bremen wreck of 1380. l@ttom-
under oars of their own accord; an impression thmtsed shipbuilding traditiblocker 2004b) appears to
is congruent with the impressions gained from sbkalthe most objective typological concept, but it has
depictions on which alleged cogs are representediemknesses too, as it is arguably too exclusive. Bottom-
high sided and bulky vessels. In spite of some hints based ships have, strictly speaking, structurally a lot in
seem to support the conventional way in which cagsnmon with a group of entirely clinker-built ships
are de ned today, it seems nevertheless questionthialeare commonly associated with the Nordic tradition.
whether the cog-type constituted a type in the strigdth have in common shell- rst construction and the
constructional sense as currently endorsed by a majbatjom strakes of bottom-based ships — albeit carvel-
of scholars. laid — gradually overlap at their hood-ends too (cf.
Essentialist properties de ne an idea, or archetypahn 1992:34). It could be therefore argued that these
to which objects are only imperfect approximatioase conceptually not as distinctive from fully clinker-
(cf. O'Brien & Lyman 2009:229). Several smalléwilt ships as has often been implied. e claim that
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the bottom-based tradition has in e ect a ‘monopolthie ekeor “oaks”. e conceptual gap to extended log-
— paraphrasing here — on cogs (cf. Hocker 2004b:72gdats would have been much smaller, yet the unusual
has to be seen critically, since there is no evidéefieak feature’ of a stern-rudder was apparently seen as
to suggest that entirely clinker-built vessels, suchthasdecisive factor for drawing a link to cogs, rather
the kind of ship after which the Ebersdorf Ship wedsan addressing it as an analogous feature, which the
modelled in all possible detail (cf. Steuslo 1983:18%uilder apparently took great lengths to include, given
or the Bgle wreck (Daly & Nymoen 2008), were nabat the whole stern had to be carved out from the
referred to as cogs by contemporaries, despite alstk to obtain an analogous shape to planked vessels.
featuring a great visual similarity to the “cog-depictiNgtwithstanding, the wreck entered the literature as the
seals”. Although a certain similarity in appearan8ehlachte Cog’ (or ‘Schlachte Kogge'’ in German), so as
can be taken for granted, it seems highly questionaoleto leave any interpretative leeway or — heaven forbid
whether the term cog denominated a type of ship ir allow a re-evaluation of its type (cf. Rech 1991, 1993,
strict constructional sense. As argued above, analogodsg: 243 .; Wesemann & von Fick 1993). In general,
criteria can be treacherous, as they suggest a concépeuaktablishment of a presupposed type as an epithet
coherency, but may entail totally di erent conceptubbs to be condemned as unscienti ¢ practice, since it
solutions in the construction. precludes a serious inquiry into the phenomenon itself.

e type of medieval source that makes mosts should even extend to the ‘Bremen Cog’, as Timm
frequent mention of ship types are customs and Y&&ski (2006) more recently stressed.
registers, in which types would have been classi ed inNeither Crumlin-Pedersen’s nor Ellmers’ approach
relative terms since capacities uctuated over time (Welffundamentally wrong; the rst simply believed
1986:28). What mattered primarily to the custontbat a type is characterised more by continuity and
o cer was an estimate of the loadbearing capacttye latter favours more variation within a type over
according to which the toll could be xed. He woultime. Contradictions are mainly due to the urge to
have neither crept into the hold to ascertain whetlrrmonise the essentialist historical perspective with
the bottom planking was carvel or clinker, nor wouttle materialistic archaeological perspective. e over-
he have measured the curvature of the stem in ordénterpretation of details at this contested interface has
determine whether the ship was a cog or not. arguably multiplied the error in interpretation.

In opposition to the essentialist approach stands the
materialist approach, in which the ideal type becomes .
an abstraction of reality and variation regarded as éf@Nclusion
regular case. Although Detlev Ellmers has a similatould be concluded that the arbitrary use of type
take on the justi cation of identifying shipwrecks byoncepts distorts typologies which ought to be based
their historical type (Ellmers 1972:14, 1979:493f.), fum traditions. erefore, to speak of cog-like vessels
contrasts the essentialist approach by conceding gveahever wrecks with ush-laid bottom planks and
constructional variety within a type. is manifestsclinkered sides held together with double-bent nails
particularly well in the case of what he called thee excavated would make as much sense as for future
‘Schlachte Cog’; a lateé"k2ntury wreck from Bremen archaeologists to refer to a 19th century river barge as
with a unique construction, consisting of an extendad ocean-liner-like vessel, because its hull is — similar
log-based stern section, which nishes in a carved touthe Titanic's— clad by riveted steel plates. Type and
skeg with ttings for a stern-rudder (cf. Wesemann ®adition are entirely di erent concepts, therefore the
von Fick 1993; Zwick 2012a:287 .). e reason for use of the term “cog-tradition” re ects a redundant
calling it a cog was based on Ellmers’ conviction thahcept. Historical type-concepts seldom relate to a
the cog evolved gradually from an extended log-bggblogy in the archaeological sense, i.e. tradition, and
to a planked sea-going ship (Ellmers 2005:69). ershould therefore be treated as discrete entities. is
are two problems with this. Firstly, a log-based “cq@its more emphasis on a discrete tool for developing
would have been anachronistic when planked verstgpslogies more independent from the prevalent
of allegedly the same type had emerged some detastesical narrative. As advocated in this paper, such
earlier. Secondly, the underlying evolutionary conceptool could be gained by following an evolutionary
is stripped of its analytical potential and reduced dpproach, or at least, by becoming more aware of the
a hypothesis, which was simply superimposed upagchanisms behind inheritable cultural phenomena
the wreck. Not for a moment was the possibility oftlaat form a tradition.
di erent ancestry considered, such as the local tradition As was stated a decade ago, howevefctrebe
of river-craft which employed to some degree concdiptte doubt that a serious engagement with the problems
from extended log-boats, tentatively associated witised by a scienti ¢ evolutionary archaeology will require
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practitioners to work outside the norms of contemparabye achieved by an evolutionary approach has yet
social theor@¥urray 2002:56). While the body of workto be shown — the gauntlet has been thrown. Who will
on scienti c evolutionary archaeology and other relevpiuk it up?

work that examines hereditary patterns in culture and

behaviour has grown, not much has changed in terms

of wider acceptance. e implementation of this new

perspective with concrete nautical archaeological &gknowledgements

studies — as done in this paper — should not be regatd®d particularly indebted to Jon Adams for reviewing
as an e ort to install a universally applicable framewdks paper, challenging me on several points in
for interpretation, but should be seen as an attempttothought-provoking manner and for providing
understand the ner-grained causes and mechanisimsierous amendments. | also thank Nicole Taylor for
through which continuity is preserved, or innovatiatross-reading and Anton Englert, omas Guttandin,
and change e ected. It is hoped that this contributioijs Maarleveld, Oliver Nelle, Colin Palmer, Johan
will rekindle the debate on the signi cance and scdRénnby, Timm Weski and Christer Westerdahl for
of hereditary patterns within shipbuilding traditionkind comments on the rst draft of this paper, access
and, thereby, lead to the development of more senstle unpublished manuscripts or further literature
truly archaeological typologies, through which genurggommendations. e views presented in this article
traditions could be reconstructed. Whether this gall not necessarily re ect those of the aforementioned.
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Fred Hocker

Much of the scholarship devoted to the historicaff more inclusive, overtly anthropological theoretical
archaeological or anthropological interpretati@pproaches. In spite of the inevitable swing in the
of ships and wrecks has focused on teasing outthieeretical pendulum in the 1980s where, particularly
conceptual background to the design process, to a largeurope, there was a rehabilitation of connections
extent by examination of the construction processth history and the specic event, theory’, whether
From Olof Hasslof’s initial characterization of “shelif’ could be conrmed by the evidence found in the
and “skeleton” methods of construction (1958, 1972jud or not, was nevertheless portrayed as the higher
through the classic work of Basch (1972), Pomeslling. Perhaps this is why, in falling victim to the
(1988, 1994, 2004), Ste y (1985, 1994), Rieth (1981}emptation to indulge in theory for theory’'s sake, many
and Crumlin-Pedersen (1972, 2004) to the analysisagjraduate student has wasted half of an 80-page thesis
“mixed” construction methods and transitions (Rietittempting to demonstrate mastery of a large body of
1984; Maarleveld 1994; Hocker 2004; see especiallyaifemne and somewhat vague epistemological literature
recent summary analysis of Pomey et al. 2012) to thewden he or she should have spent more time testing
to nd the “ rst” frame- rst hull (Jézégou, M.-P. 1985;the theory against some real world data. e small
Kahanov et al. 2004; Beltrame and Bondioli 2006), ttetails we see in ship remains, the variations in tool
emphasis has often been on the thoughts in the andieciinique and problem solving, are a vital clue in trying
shipwright’s mind more than the tools and materialstm understand the behavior of speci c individuals and
his hands. In e ect, we have sought platonic ideals, sineall groups engaged in a complex process which is
creative spark behind the conceptualization of di erdsth technological and intellectual. By understanding
traditions of shipbuilding. Shipwrecks and survivinge meaning of unique features of individual ships,
vernacular traditions have been the vehicle for reaching shipwreck at a time, we can create a much richer
this superlunary sphere, in line with conventionahd more comprehensive tapestry of this corner of
anthropological-archaeological theoretical thinkingiman behavior, while generating the real data needed
which favors the discovery of general rules applicéegrander, more synthetic studies of broader trends
to communities over exploring the idiosyncracies of #rel conceptual ideals. It is nice to keep an eye on the
individual. horizon, but useful to watch where you are putting
In fact, for many years, theoretical writingour feet as well.
on maritime archaeology e ectively deplored the A few scholars have investigated the technical
analysis of individual sites and specic evenpspcess of converting concept into reality, notably Eric
adding a disparaging tone to the phrase “historiBath (2008), and a large group of boatbuilder-scholars
particularism’, for example in the writings of Richasdorking at the Viking Ship Museum in Roskilde,
Gould and contemporaries (Gould 1983). e viewDenmark (for example, Nielsen 2006), and some have
was that a concern with the particular was a limitedked at the materials of shipbuilding from economic,
approach, inherently inferior to the grand though&sological or environmental perspectives (Loewen and



In Details Remembered

Delhaye 2006; Loewen 2007; Goodburn 2009), ard least four di erent countries, speaking at least three
there have been occasional studies of tool usagedaecentlanguages, trained in two di erent shipbuilding
technique (Finderup 2006 and Goodburn 2009), butaditions and using at least two di erent systems of
hardly anyone has addressed the human element imteasurement. Over 98 per cent of the original wooden
messy reality of building wooden ships. No real shipll structure survives, from the keel up to the ferails,
corresponds exactly to the platonic ideal on whichag well as two lower masts and most of the wooden
is based, and many do not even come close. Whapargs of the rigging. is level of preservation provides
nd in the ground or under the water is the product largely complete picture of the shipbuilding process
not only of ideology, tradition, society, environment @s practiced at one navy yard in the 1620s, and one of
whatever the theoretical focus happens to be, but gigomost interesting discoveries has been the degree to
of the decisions and actions of individuals and snvatlich the ship does not conform to consistent rules or
groups. practice, not in the overall form and structure nor the
Individuals do not always follow the rules one details. While it is dangerous to extrapolate general
do things logically, they make mistakes and I|dsends from a single shipwreck (not that it discourages
concentration at critical points, and they react tmost of us from doing so), many of the idiosyncrasies
the immediate stimuli around them as well as teeen invasaare present in other wrecks if one looks
larger cultural and environmental forces belovedcafefully. ey provide a telling clue to shipyard
anthropologists. ese departures from the ideal amrganization, cultural contact and the social tensions in
sometimes seen as factors obscuring the original desigmge workforce.
or the result of substandard workmanship. In other
cases, we interpret them as deliberate choices made by .
the shipbuilder based on careful reasoning, when tfeyTyths of symmetry and regularity
may just as easily be the product of too much meadWe tend to assume that ships are symmetrical about
night before. As a third-generation boatbuilder | knaavcentral vertical plane, with a few notable exceptions
says, reasoned decision-making often falls victimsigh as the Venetian gondola, which is deliberately
the economic imperative to Get [Stu] Done (Evelybuilt with asymmetry to compensate for the o set
Ansel, pers. comm.). ese irregularities are wortposition of the gondolier, or Viking ships, which have
investigating for their own sake, since the immedi#te rudder, and thus hull resistance, o set to one
motivations behind them are just as much a part of #ide. In reconstructing ships, which are usually better
process of shipbuilding or any other human activitymeserved on one side than the other, we usually base
larger cultural forces and deliberate reasoning. In mtngyreconstruction of the missing side on the surviving
cases, they may provide the essential clue to deciphegingins of the opposite side, but sometimes we go too
the human process behind the artefact. far. Peter Marsden, in his attempt to reconstruct the
ey also illuminate a key part of the shipbuildingmissing port side dary Rosdased his work on the
process, the communication and dynamics within thenciple of perfect symmetry of form, construction
groups who build ships. Very few vessels of any aim# internal arrangement to mirror the surviving
were built by one person working alone. e size of thetarboard side, and expended a great deal of e ort to
component timbers of even small vessels is unwi@entify the plane of symmetry (Marsden 2009:20-31).
for one person to handle, and the conversion of raaresult included some decidedly odd features, such
material into planks and frames is rarely practical ala®edeck beams with a knuckle in the middle (rather than
Once the workforce is greater than one, communicataxtepting that the beams were not perpendicular to the
and organization become an integral part of processiter plane), and did not reconcile certain components
Two people cannot share the same idea with pert#ahe hull structure, particularly at the stern. Marsden
correspondence (the core principal of deconstructiobiased this approach on an assumption that ships are
theory), and the natural di erences in perception afghdamentally and perfectly symmetrical, and cited as
execution of basic concepts creates an inescamalidience several wrecks, includisg
tension which has to be resolved or managed in orderAlthough Marsden’s reconstructionMs#ry Rose
for progress to occur. e larger the group, the moris an extreme case and few others working with ship
important these become. E ective communication egmains would argue for perfect symmetry, there is a
the lack of it can be seen in the results. focus on regularity, the even repetition of scantlings
From 2007-2011, the National Maritime Museumand intervals as a sign of quality or care in construction,
of Sweden carried out a highly detailed documentatiohich pervades much of the research, just as there
of the warship/asa a very large and complex vessate assumptions that modern rules regarding timber
built 1626-1628 by a workforce of over 300 men frogpacing, scarf arrangement, and other features re ect
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the sum of historic wisdom. For example, it is commproblem in sailing, although some subtle peculiarities
to note that having a line of frame ends along a singkey appear once the crew is familiar with the vessel.
strake creates a weakness in the hull, or that pla@ndi erence may be so small as not to be noticed,
plank scarfs close together rather than staggering thetmt is a commonplace among sailors to remember
over wide intervals results in a weaker planking sheboats which would perform better on one tack than the
e aw in this reasoning is the messy reality ofother, or tack better in one direction. It might need
ship construction by humans in wood: a species preoerection, but it may simply become part of the boat’s
to inconsistent behavior working with a materigharacter. ese kinds of quirks are among the features
of inconsistent properties. Most ships are certainlizich allow us to anthropomorphize inanimate objects,
symmetrical in concept, since common sense sugdgesktsnk of a boat or car as “she.”
that an asymmetrical ship is unlikely to hold a straight From an archaeological perspective, a more useful
course, but the process of construction introduaggestion to ask of asymmetry is where does it come
asymmetry and irregularity to a greater or lesser degee. and what does it mean? Is it simply the result
Even when e orts are made to build the hull froraf inevitable small variations in materials and hand
symmetrically converted wood, using one half ofcftsmanship, or might it have more complex causes
tree for a plank on the port side and the other half fond more signi cant meaning? In the cas¥asf
the corresponding plank on the starboard side (seewlrere asymmetry is a noticeable feature, it is a clue to
several cog wrecks, such as the Almere, Kolding amiimber of cultural phenomena with relevance far
Doel 1 vessels - Hocker and Vlierman 1997; Hockesyond one Swedish shipyard.
and Daly 2006 and Haneca and Daly in press), the
material is not perfectly symmetrical and the process of
working it cannot be symmetrical. Whether a personM@Sa and the lack of symmetry and

right-handed or left-handed, he or she will have a hissiformity

towards. one direction in using tools, so that the PYKt Vasa there is marked asymmetry and irregularity
plank will not be worked the same way as the starbQarttorm, construction and internal con guration.
one. In the absence of modern measuring to0ls, i5{fne of this is intentional, such as the location and
also ImpOSSIble'fOI’ the qraﬁsmen to determine if tg‘r‘?angement of compartments in the stern, but
two planks are in fact mirror images of each othengich of it is the unintended consequence of human
anything other than a very coarse level of accur@gyars and the social structure of the Swedish navy
Regular scantlings and rule-driven construction tgq in the 1620s. It is also a product of the design
equally illusive. Viking shipwrights routinely groupeoqnd construction methodology, which did not rely on
the plank scarfs together near the ends of the shipgyglings, and a vital clue to the very di erent concepts

it did not seem to cause them to sink. of quality appreciated by di erent maritime traditions
Assymmetry and irregularity are thus not mattefsnorthern Europe.

of fact, but of degree; the closer one looks, the less alike
the port and starboard sides are, and some ships are
more inconsistent than others. Richard Stey notddeliberate or functional asymmetry

that the two sides of the Kyrenia ship of ¢. 300 B ch of the internal volume of the ship is essentially the
were noticeably di erent in shape below the waterliggme on hoth sides. In the gundecks, there is an e ort
(Ste y 1985), and measurement of the surviving 1844 .oncentrate hatches and other potential obstructions
American whaleshigharles W. Morgaduring itS 5004 the centerline, largely in order to assure clear space
restoration in the 1980s showed that there was Mpjgihe gperation of the guns. Paired features, such as the
hull on one side of the keel than the other, and thgjhe humps on the lower gundeck or the hatches either
this ha_1d been part of the original construction (Roggfe of the pump on the upper gundeck, are located
Hambidge, pers. comm.). more or less symmetrically. e same is true of most
One question to ask here is how much asymmelyine pelaying points for the rigging on the weather
or irregularity is signicant, in terms of ShiRyecks. isis not simply an aesthetic consideration, but
performance? e Viking Ship Museum in Roskilde 5t of the functional reality of operating the ship. It is
Denmark, routinely tests its new r_epllcas, some of th6re e cient in teaching the conscripts who made up
most accurate and carefully built in the world, faf,st of the crew if functional features are located in the
symmetry in performance. What they have discovergd,e place — the port main brace should belay directly
is that while it is impossible to build a wooden hull i« the quarterdeck from the starboard main brace.

which the port and starboard sides agree to within {esSs confusion results and it is easier to nd things in a

than about 20mm, the resulting divergence is rarelMLﬁry or in the dark.
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In some cases, functional requirements dictédegely common or communal space of the ship, it
asymmetrical placement. e fore halliard and mairreates a separate, private area for the most powerful
topsail halliard knightheads are single bitts, but locapeaison on board, reinforcing his status. Functionally,

o set from the centerline to starboard (Fig. 6.1). eirthe single door also maximizes the interior deck space
position is dictated by potential interference with othehich can be used for seating and furniture, rather
lines. e fore halliard cannot come down to the deckhan tra c, a further advantage for the powerful. At

on the centerline because it would foul the mainsttng other end of the great cabin, there is a stern gallery,
and the main topsail halliard would foul the mizzetcessible through a single door o set to starboard. is
stay. e mizzen stay itself is o set slightly to port inminimizestra c owinthis small area, leaves the central
order to clear the main halliard. e rigging of thepart of the bulkhead uninterrupted for a large, leaded
topropes, which is inherently asymmetrical, brings tjilass window (an expensive status symbol). Despite
fall down on one side of the deck but not both and nibte asymmetry, the two doors o set to opposite sides
on the centerline. achieve a harmonic balance in internal arrangement, as

In the interior of the ship, further asymmetry iaesthetic standards for elite buildings encouraged.
created by functional as well as symbolic requirements.

e great cabin, at the after end of the upper gundeck . )

(Fig. 6.2) is accessible through a single door. It canitintentional asymmetry

be placed on the centerline, as it would interfere wigh deliberate o setting of rigging hardware and

the steersman and the mizzenmast, so it has to be ods®drs is easy to see and relatively straightforward to
in this case to port. It would be possible to achigweerpret. In many ways, the non-deliberate asymmetry
symmetry through a matching door to starboard, biat construction and form seen throughout the ship is
this would violate part of the door's symbolic functiomore interesting, as it reveals much less obvious aspects
e single entrance to the great cabin, which was thef the culture which produced them. e hull shows
symbolic seat of the king’s authority, emphasizes dlée signi cant di erences in form, port and starboard
power behind the door. A single door o ers greatsides di ering in places by up to 100 mm. e most
security and more restricted access; in the otherwist&ceable area is in the bow, where the greater fullness

Figure 6.1. e halliard knighthead and topsail sheet bitts at the foremast, as seen from aft. (Photo: the author).
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Fig. 6.2. Plan of the steerage and great cabin on the upper gundeck of Vasa (drawing: the author).

of the port side is readily visible to the naked eyethie port side than the starboard side, which results in
theory, this should have made the port bow maredi erent shape to the stairway cutout and the end of
buoyant than the starboard bow, and may have requiteslwaterway where it joins the side.
some trimming with o set ballast. We cannot know, as e most jarring lack of symmetry is in the
the ballast all shifted into the port bilge when the sibpakhead. One would think that it would be centered
sank. and point forward along the central axis of the hull,
Major features are not symmetrically disposedhut it skews substantially o to port. At its forward
the ship. e most readily visible irregularity is in theend, 9.9 metres before the stem, the centerline of the
location of the gunports (Fig. 6.3). In some cases, tipgrehead is 0.78 metres oeine. e bowsprit also
port and starboard ports at one position may be theints o towards the port side, although not as much,
same distance aft of the stem, and thus symmetricatily about 0.66 metres. Some of the skew is the result
disposed, but most pairs on both gundecks and tfesettling in the museum, but most is a feature of the
upper deck show some di erence, with the o set varyiagginal construction (Fig. 6.4).
from a few centimeters up the full width of a port. e At a structural level, there is even more di erence.
reason for the di erence is not immediately obvious, framing on the port side is not laid out as its
although it may be related to the deck structure. €ounterpart to starboard. For example, there are 103
gunports are located more or less equidistant betweprtimbers to port, but only 100 to starboard. Kroum
deck beams, but the beams vary in the angle at wiatchvarov’s analysis of the framing behind the ceiling
they cross the centerline, and none are actually sqshi@vs that while there is a general system in use,
us the rooms between them are not symmetricallport and starboard sides do not match and there is
disposed. Other deck and bulwark features, such asitheonsistent location for the upper or lower ends of
location of breaks in the railings to accommodate thdividual framing elements. Even more interesting
rising decks of the sterncastle and the forward edgescases where it can be seen that the same structural
of the decks, are not symmetrical either. e forwargroblem was solved in di erent ways in di erent places.
edge of the quarterdeck is 18cm farther forward Bor example, the port and starboard clamps supporting
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Figure 6.3. e starboard side of Vasa, with the corresponding gunports of the port side in red to show the lack of consistent
alignment (drawing: the author).
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Figure 6.4. Raw total station plot of the beakhead of Vasa, with the hull centerline in red (drawing: the author).
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the orlop beams are not laid out or scarfed togethealign and the arrangement of drop strakes to reduce the
the same way. Two di erent scarf types are used, plahking girth is very di erent (Fig. 6.5).

the scarfs do not face in the same direction, suggestind\t a metrological level, there is no standard system
that the port clamp was assembled in a di erent ordgmeasurement used in the construction of the ship. To

than the starboard. e planking plan on the outsidédegin with, there is no adherence to consistent scantlings
of the frames, while nominally symmetrical amidshigecept where it is necessary for timbers to t together.

and towards the stern, is distinctly di erent at the borames vary in sided width over a wide range, and deck
Although the number of hooding ends on the port afgtams vary in both width and depth. In many cases,

starboard sides of the stem are the same, they donnotinally straight timbers taper from one end to the

Figure 6.5. e bottom planking at the bow of Vasa. (Drawing by Eva Marie Stolt and the author).
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other and wind. Large timbers often have waney edgad, main tops work out more or less exactly to 12 and
and packing pieces and shims are used to Il out spd@Aamsterdam feet (283 mm) respectively.

under frames and on top of beams. Where dimensionsDo these dierences and irregularities make a
might matter for tting and assembly, there is still ndi erence in the hull's strength or performance?
reliance on a single standard. Five carpenter’'s ritesbably not in a physically signi cant way, although it
wooden sticks a foot long and divided into inches, hazvpossible that the unballasted hull was heavier on one
been found in the ship, some in contexts that makeiide than the other - a timber cut to six Dutch inches
clear that they were lost during construction and sosggiare would be about 8 percent heavier than a timber
belonging to the carpenters serving onboard the shig. to six Swedish inches - and thus required some
Some of the rules are divided into twelve inches, wigelne in ballasting. But they do tell us something of the
was typical of the Swedish foot (among others), wigtélosophy behind the construction of the ship, and
some are divided into eleven inches, which was typetaphasize some underlying tensions in the shipyard’s
of the Amsterdam foot and other Dutch measures (Fogganization. It is precisely because these di erences do
6.6). If this were not confusing enough, no two rulest make a di erence in the nal product that they are
are the same length. It appears that either the carpeimtsteuctive regarding the construction process.

came from a wide range of places with dierent

standards, or that each man made his own rule with no . .

great concern if it matched any o cial standard. ereAN international workforce

is some evidence that standard measures were usétistarical sources show that the carpenters employed
some features, but not the same standards. e drait the Stockholm navy yard in the 1620s were about
marks cut into the stem and sternpost are at one feeénly split between permanent employees recruited in
intervals which average out very close to the SweS8isbden, and thus most likely (but not exclusively) of
foot, o cially established at 297 mm in the early 17t8wedish or Finnish heritage, and carpenters recruited
century. On the other hand, the diameters of the fdw seasonal labor in the Low Countries, and thus

Fig. 6.6. Four of the carpenter’s rules found on Vasa, all di erent lengths. (Photo by Anneli Karlsson, courtesy Vasa Museum).
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mostly of Dutch or German extraction. e seasonabweden since about 1602, and his papers show that he
labourers were paid at more than twice the rate thatild write both Dutch and Swedish (his personal notes
the native carpenters received (Table 6.1), and they in Dutch, but the accounts are kept in Swedish).
also received travel expenses and beer as part of émaster shipwright who took over from him once he
compensation, as the account books for the shipylaedame too ill to continue direct supervision in 1626,
show (Riksarkivet Skeppsgardshandlingar 162&nrik “Hein” Jakobsson, was also from Holland, and
1626). It is hard to imagine that this did not createad moved to Sweden around 1620, so he probably
some tensions between the two groups. e languagkso spoke passable Swedish, although his papers do
di erence probably also meant that the men wemet survive to con rm this. e large number of Dutch
divided into gangs on the basis of heritage for the sakdtsmen recruited to jump-start Swedish industries
of communication e ciency, and so the e ect of theinder Gustav Il Adolf (r. 1611-1632) and his father
di erent craft traditions in which they had been traineldarl IX (1599-1611) meant there may well have been a
might be reinforced rather than blended. large enough ex-patriot community in Stockholm that

e need for clear communication was thus at @ was not absolutely essential for every immigrant to
premium, and if some sort lafgua francdad not learn Swedish, and there was a strong German presence
developed, the managers of the shipyard needeéhtthe town as well dating back to the later Middle
be able to communicate in at least both Swedish #&wks. German was a common second language in
Dutch. Dutch terms did become common in Swedishe capital, and some administrative documents used
shipbuilding in the 1620s, and survive today, but thts Still, men of business seem to have used Swedish
process was only beginning wiasawas built. We in their local dealings as a matter of necessity. In any
know that the original master shipwright, Henrikase, communicating in both languages, or all three,
Hybertsson, came from Holland but had lived iand possibly in terms understandable in both craft

Cost Dalers

k-?nlury to Dutch carpenters 10,400

Swedish carpenters 5,300

Sawyers and borers 2,400

Sculptors and joiners 4,600

All types of iron bolts 8,700

Other iron fittings with anchors 2,300

All types of nails, 14-, 15-, 16-, 17-, 13-, 12-, 11-, 10-, 9-, 5,500

8-, 7-, 6-, 5-, 4-, 3-inch together with two-brads, one-brads, finish nails
bulkhead nails with roves counted rogether
Oak planks 1500 pieces at 3 dalers 4,500

All types of oak timber 9,600

There remain as exceptions freight on the timber, arming cloths, equipment
together with other items that may be added

53,300

Table 6.1. Accounting of the costs associated with the construction of Vasa, as compiled by the son of the master shipright after
completion. e numbers of Swedish and Dutch carpenters were about even, but the Dutch were seasonal and only worked
about 7 months of the year (Riksarkivet, Kammarkollegiet M1779; translation by author).

80



In Details Remembered

traditions, was probably a necessity for the masterin fact, in Dutch eyes, the irregularities deplored by
shipwrights. an English shipwright are a sign of value. Dutch culture
On a larger scale, the asymmetry and irregularityhe Golden Age valued beauty and quality no less than
reveal a fundamental di erence in the understandiggglish or French, but the wealth of the Low Countries
of the concept of quality between shipwrights workimgis based on e ciency and organizational skill, and
largely in the Dutch tradition and those working in othéhere was a certain reluctance to indulge too much in
countries, such as England or France. Partly this @s@ntation (Schama 1987). In Dutch shipbuilding,
result of the di erent design and construction methodscient use of resources was a sign of quality, or at least
employed in the Low Countries and elsewhere. Irvaue for money. Cutting larger timbers down to evenly
construction tradition tied to the use of drawings asduared scantlings was wasteful of time and materials,
geometric design methods, as was common in Englidting cost without adding value. Setting timbers
yards, evenly nished and spaced frames square tq#éréectly square to the centerline did not add strength
keel were an essential part of the construction prodest)e structure. e timbers in a vessel built in this
in order to make sure that the nished ship came clésslition make the most of the trees available. Planks
to the design. In the Dutch tradition, no drawings weege not cut to widths based on the aesthetics of smooth,
used, and each timber added to the structure only lfeided curves and arbitrarily determined seams, or the
to t the timber already in place. In this system, thedictates of a rigidly symmetrical layout, but are made as
was less waste if frames were set square to the inteideras the raw material and hull form will allow. Where
face of the planking rather than the keel, and it did rest English shipwright would discard a piece of wood
matter if they were skewed or had signi cant wind. with rot in it, his Dutch counterpart would be more
On a less functional level, or in what Bjortikely to cut out the bad bit and let in a graving piece,
Varenius (1992) characterized as “supra-functionfthe aw was small enough and it would not a ect the
characteristics, the evenness of nish and scantling stagtural strengtiVasaalthough a brand new ship, is
seen as a sign of quality in English yards and by Englestered with these graving pieces in planking, ceiling
customers. Even surfaces and regular scantlingsaradedeck planking as well as heavier timbers (Fig. 6.7).
not in fact necessary for the performance or durabilgge are not repairs in the conventional sense, but part
of a ship, but in some cultures they are perceivedfathe process of converting the raw timber into ship
essential features in order for the ship to be considefethents. In American shipbuilding, such pieces are still
acceptable or of high quality. Varenius worked mostalled “Dutchmen.” e term may be disparaging, but
with the decorative features which appeared on Viking a lasting testimony to a di erent way of thinking
ships and which disappeared around 1200, but #igout the physical process of shipbuilding.
issue is the same: some aspects of construction are
worth investment by the owner even if they contribute )
nothing to physical function. In the modern world, we-Onclusions
tend to see regularity in appearance and constructepursuit of the conceptual ideals behind ship design
as a sign of quality. Each new BMW coming o thand construction is an important path in maritime
assembly line should be built to an identical standaatthaeology, but it is not the only path and it does
the panel shut lines should be of even width, the metad realize all of the archaeological potential of ship
surface and paint nish should be smooth. Higher pricemains. Understanding the messy reality of how ideals
means better t and nish, because it costs more dee translated into timber and iron reveals as much
achieve but is also worth more in the market. We thalsout a culture as the abstract mathematical principles
tend to identify more closely with English shipwrighits the shipwright's mind. With the emergence of
of the 17th century, who were more likely to cut thescienti ¢ ship design in the Renaissance, abstract
frames to even scantlings, squared up on all facescandept and messy reality were physically divorced.
smoothly chamfered on the upper edges before fasteBhig design became a separate endeavor, and its
them to the keel at right angles and even intervals. li@st practitioners achieved high status as gentlemen
easy in this world view to see Dutch construction, wihd academics, while construction was a matter for
its waney edges and irregular scantlings, as shodageshanics and tradesmen. Designers strove for this new
lower quality, but there is nothing in the constructiostatus, and the treatises they produced in the 16th and
of Vasaor the other excavated Dutch-built ships of tHE7th centuries, unlike those of the 15th century, were
early 17th century (for example, see Lemée 2006titten to demonstrate their brilliance and worthiness,
suggest that they are badly built. Structural joints wthile the status of men who put axe to wood declined.
tightly, fastenings are cleanly drilled and driven, aBden Samuel Pepys, who probably respected the
scantlings are appropriate for the loads they are to lmeanpetence of practicing shipwrights more than
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Fig. 6.7. A group of “Dutchman” (highlighted in red) let into the lower gundeck planking to starboard of the mainmast, mostly
lling out aws in the edges of the planks. Note also the companionway o set to port (drawing: the author).

many of his social class, still spoke of “their knowledbaracter, the thinker and the maker. Both approaches
lying in their hands confusedly” (Ollard 1991:270pare necessary, and their integration an essential part
Perhaps modern academics studying ancient sbipsonstructing a comprehensive understanding of a
feel a greater attraction for the more intellectual sidehnical process like shipbuilding as well as its social
of the process, just as modern society is more likelgtext and consequences. Ship remains reveal more
to recognize the designer of a great building than #imut a culture than its technical problem-solving
engineers, masons and the men on the high steel fidmework, they illuminate broader questions of
turned the architect’s vision into concrete and glagsource utilization, social organization, and mind. As
Perhaps the emphasis on archaeological theory rewdroge the above has shown, the idiosyncratic physical
the thinkers of great thoughts more than those wieatures of a single ship can point the way to larger
get mud under their ngernails and know which enideas and forces at work in society. | would like to think
of a hammer to hold on to, today as much as thtkat the man with the axe can achieve equal dignity in
centuries ago. the modern academic consciousness and that he will be

But the truths revealed by both paths are equakynembered as well as the man at the drafting table. If
valid, as they address dierent sides of the humae pay attention to the small details, he will be.
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V

Jon Adams

e lure of water Today, with the bene ts of various technologies we can
enter and remain in the water for extended periods.
Shipwrecks, particularly those discovered under waienvever, doing so to carry out archaeological work
have always had an allure for the general public andiffes questions about how we experience, get to know,
the truth be told for many archaeologists too. Not fanderstand and interpret what we nd, and this in turn
all it has to be said and there has been some criticisis k#lated to the nature of our discipline.
what was seen as maritime archaeology'sfoogsien
shipwrecks as well as the ways in which they have been ) , )
investigated (e.g. Lenihan 1983; Gould 2000; RandByP0seidon’'s domain
2005). Yet this book explores some of the reasons Wigreat deal has been written about the di culties of
they remain a fertile area of enquiry. Personally | f@efking under water and the ingenious ways maritime
no guilt in admitting that I nd shipwrecks fascinatingarchaeologists have developed to mitigate them. Along
primarily as archaeological sites but also as placesitiothe perceived obsession with shipwrecks, this focus
be. If someone who is not an archaeologist visitenamethod has also been the source of a certain amount
wreck site (either in person or remotely), their sensefaelf-criticism within the eld (Ransley 2005) as well
wonder will be rather di erent to mine. But althouglas from outside it. However, there are valid reasons
I am there with particular questions and will probablyhy a concern with methodology was inevitable in a
notice di erent things about the site than them, | stileveloping eld, and much of the critique of shipwreck
experience what Philip Barker (1977:259) referred taesearch is now out of date (Staniforth 1997; Flatman
the ‘frisson ofiscovery’. For all of us perhaps, some2003; Adams 2006). In any case, depending on the
that sense of wonder engendered by wrecks relatesriditions, it is not always more di cult (or more
their existence in that ‘other’ medium. It is dangeroespensive) to work under water even though that is
to de ne any human behaviour let alone feelings athé tacit assumption by almost everybody including
emotions as ‘evolved universals’ (Steele 1995:81), teosee within the discipline. It certainly can be but not
behavioural characteristics apparently common to udedlexample, on a wreck site in nine metres of warm,
but archaeological evidence suggests that water haslegd Bermuda water such asSke Ventur@dams
a deep-seated fascination for human kind for thousa2d$3: ch 6) or théVarwick (Bojakowski & Custer
of years. Much has been written about the natureBafjakowski 2011) (Fig. 7.1). Given the choice between
water as a mysterious element, magnetic to hunttaese or a land excavation in central Europe in July
activity and as a place of intentional depostion for mamyh temperatures of over 50 degrees centigrade in the
culturally signi cant objects (e.g. Bradley 1990). Watgench, | know which | prefer.
was that Quixotic and enigmatic element of allure and Indeed it was Keith Muckelroy who, in writing
danger into which humans could, however brie y, go &bout archaeological work under water, was the rst
glimpse that other state of existence. to identify those things that aasieto do as well
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Figure 7.1. Work on the ‘Warwick (1619) during 2011. In less than 10m of warm, clear water, working conditions are ideal
(Photo J. Adams).

as those that are harder (Muckelroy 1978:49). Framallow safe diving, | doubt that any archaeological
his perspective it was a matter of recognising ttestm would choose to restrict their enquiry to remote
when working under water we simply exchange deehniques. is is because being on the site confers
set of constraints for another and from this followsdstinct advantages to archaeological enquiry subject to
more proactive approach to meeting the challengagous provisos discussed below.
of wreck sites in particular. Inevitably perhaps almost
all discussion in the literature about mitigatin . L
environmental and physiological conditions is relatedgﬁ)seemg believing?
methodology. But what is just as important is how thegile we may successfully mitigate disadvantages
constraints in uence our interpretation throughout thand exploit advantages in developing elegant methods
practice of archaeology: from before we go under watkeexcavating and recording our sites, there are some
when we're immersed in it and afterwards as we portfi@rences in being under water that are inescapable
the meanings of our data. and one of these concerns perception. All our senses are
is raises the question of whether it is necessary éoected to some extent by being in another medium
go underwater at all? Are there not ways of investigading so alter our perceptions of what we are trying to
sites remotely? ere are indeed and the advances madeerstand. is is especially pertinent in the context
in their capabilities in the last 20 years mean we can asfrigiscussions about the senses in general, particularly
out entire wreck investigations with various roboticose concerned with cultural aspects of what and how
and remotely operated systems (e.g. Ballard et al. 20@0see as opposed to bio-physical processes.
McCann & Oleson 2004). However, just as we still If asked what the most important sense is, many
resort to excavation on land when we cannot anspeople would quickly say ‘vision’ because it seems to
our research questions by other means, so we do ubeeominant in many ways. It is certainly the sense
water (Adams 2002). Certainly a greater proportitimat most people state they'd be most reluctant to lose.
of our data is now captured using systems that weoeneone with no sight might beg to dier and on
unavailable until recently but to answer the questimection even those who are sighted often suggest that
another way, if a site o ers conditions benign enougiuch isequally important or perhaps more so. But in

86



Experiencing Shipwrecks

post-Enlightenment Europe and throughout Westeavery feature in an invisible word. is comes as no
art, it is the primacy of vision and the presumedirprise to the unsighted orindeed re service personnel
correlations between ‘seeing’ and ‘knowing’ that hawe train in smoke- lled rooms. e point of the story
been the subject of considerable analysis and detmteerns a young engineer who was sent to inspect
(see for example Merleau-Ponty 1962; Jenks 1995;oiaywork. In preparation for his dive he was carefully
1993). My aim here is not to engage directly in thisiefed on where he would nd the all-important bolts.
debate but | can nevertheless pose the question: e@monversation ran something like this:
we investigate a wreck site without being able to see it? ‘e down-line will take you to the south-west
If touch is the most important sense then technicatlgrner of the co er dam. On the upper brace you'll nd
yes and in fact people do (for example see Tilbthg ladder. Go down that and once youve made bottom,
1998) but there are certain provisos. | am remindexke your way along the south side of the co er dam to the
of a civil engineering project that | worked on in thtennel. You'll see the tie-bars and the bolts which stick out
1980s, moonlighting between archaeology seasonslmut 150mm — you can't miss them.
theMary Rosét wasn't directly relevant to archaeology e engineer was clamped into his helmet, helped
except that | was one of three Mary Rose Project dieeey to the ladder and into the water. He made his
on the team and most importantly, | learnt somethirmgutious way down to the coer dam. ere then
about perception that made me aware of some of fitlowed a pregnant pause — we heard slow, deliberate
issues involved in understanding complex structusesathing over the comms but no apparent activity or
under water, something | have continued trying to domment. e supervisor asked:
ever since. ‘Surface to diver, are you well?’

‘Yes, er, | mean, “Roger”.” came the reply.
. . Time passed, still nothing. en the obviousl
Seeing' in the dark embarrassed engineer said: g
e project involved the repair of a marine outfall,  ‘Diver to surface’.
con gured as a double pipe, each 2m in diameter and ‘Come in diver said the supervisor.
running a mile out to sea. It was built in 20m long ‘Er, which way should | go?
concrete sections, each one looking like the barrel of e supervisor raised his eyes to heaven and said:
some gigantic shotgun. e units were tted with  ‘Face the ladder then make your way left along the
watertight bulkheads so that they could be oated intoacing and when you get to the tunnel you'll see the
position and lowered into a trench dredged sevéraks.’
metres into the seabed. ey were then fastened on Erratic breathing followed as the engineer groped
the outside by divers and from the inside by tunrtés way around. en forgetting protocol he burst out:
workers who removed the bulkheads. e installation ‘But | cant see anything!
process worked well but unfortunately the sub-seaVisibly annoyed the supervisor was just about to
geology proved less stable than anticipated. Somtelbhim he was an idiot when we realised we were using
the concrete sections continued to settle, fracturing the word ‘see’ in a di erent way. We were ‘seeing’ in our
bolts and ooding the ‘tunnel’ (luckily when no onéninds eye those things we had come to know intimately
was inside)As each section weighed over a hundré@ough touch. e engineer not unreasonably, when
tons this movement was irreversible. e only solutiotold he would ‘see’ the bolts was nonplussed when he
was a complex repair to seal the dislocated jofiotsnd himself in pitch blackness. irty years later |
with GRP panels individually fabricated to cover tltan still visualise those light grey (aRels, their
unique con guration of each break. Installing thesebber sealing, the bright stainless steel bolts and the
inside the ooded ‘tunnel’ is another story but outsideugh concrete theyere fastened to, and yet | never
we had to drill the concrete and install large stainlsssv’ any of these things.
steel mountings and tie-bolts to prevent the concrete As far as | know the ‘Browndown tunnel’ is still
sections from moving any further. is would havedisgorging treated sewage into the Solent but what
been reasonably straightforward except that the turatmut archaeology? Could we have excavated the
had subsided so deep into the Solent mud that the joMay Roswithout ever seeing it? Perhaps, but with
were now inaccessible. A co er dam c. 8 x 6m hadctmsiderably more di culty and almost certainly a far
be installed within which large airlifts were used to gjgeater loss of information. e fact is that while we
the mud away and reveal the joimgéswas all done can investigate an underwater site without taste, smell,
in absolutely zero visibility and yet it was remarkabkaring or even touch, to do so without sight, though
how easily one entered the water and switched intgoarhaps not impossible, is challenging to say the least
unsighted mentality and how familiar one became withd certainly much slower.
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Distortions of reality

Under water then, visiasithe primary sense. Even sg
all senses are fallible and those experienced in reco
underwater will not assume that ‘seeing is knowi
especially at rst glance. For even when one can se¢
does so in a medium that a ects the way light beha
Water attenuates the spectrum of light visible to t
human eye and refracts what is left, so we do not se
site as we would in air. Neither can we see as far thrg
water so we rarely see the whole site at one time. A(
that the physiological constraints of working at dep
particularly the narcotic e ect of nitrogen, then it ca
be seen that the practice of recording requires u
understand how we are a ected and take appropr
measures, especially as the tools we use are conti

veloping. . .
developing Fijgure 7.2An acoustic model of the lower hull of Henry

h But Irrespecfuve of the level of tec_hnology utilis 5 Grace Dieu buried in the Hamble riverbed, Hampshire,
there are certain processes of coming to undersi@fiilang. is was obtained with a revolutionary 3D chirp

a site that do not change so much. At the site le¥gh-bottom pro ling system designed and built at the National
systems such as swath bathymetry can, in an houn&anography Centre, Southampton. (after Plets et al. 2009).
so, bypass weeks of conventional topographic survey

and this is just one of an increasingly powerful range of

systems employed for imaging underwater sites (Singh

et al. 2000; Bates et al. 2011). But at the intra-site lenmadl for the long term. | nd it easy to recall structural
there is less correlation between the sophistication ofétetionships of timbers that | drew thirty years ago.
technology used and how well or how quickly one coriféighout drawing them, 30 minutes would be more like

to understand it or develop a strategy for recordirtg.

Here we are concerned with the construction and the ‘But | cant draw’ or ‘I'm not artistic’ people say
sorts of analyses of space, contents, organisation, svetés) it is suggested they have a go at this. You don't have
role, symbolism, etc., discussed by Eriksson in teibe for we are concerned with spatial relationships as
volume. Much of this cannot be perceived acousticallpasis for building understanding and interpretation.
or even photographically. I have often been frustratedour rst dive on a 16th-century wreck on the

by apparently crisp video taken in clear water or Mgmdo ard kravel in 1991 (Adams & Ronnby 1996),
sharp photographs from which | was unable to identifyoncentrated on sketching structural aspects that were
let alone interpret what was shown. What | have fousgkci ¢ to the ship's time period, while Johan Ronnby
to be much more e ective are sketches. If the readenéle a sketch of the whole site in a dive of 20 minutes
shocked by such an admission in this scienti ¢ ageabB85m depth, breathing air. | do not think he would
digital electronics let me explain. Firstly | am no ludditejnd if | said that it was not exactly a work of art! but it
being only too happy to use the aforementioned h#mained in the les for years as a reliable reference for
tech systems such as the 3D Chirp sub-bottom pro &@ie ng other members of the team on the geography
developed at Southampton and used so succesgbfiliye site.

to visualise the buried hull of Henry &ksce Dieu

(Plets et al 2009) (Fig. 7.2). But where wreck structuye

is visible to any degree | argue that sketches can %ﬂ and archaeology

an important role in the cognitive process of cominghaving said that, some drawings explicitly do
know and understand. A sketch can show far more tivarorporate the intention to illustrate and this leads
is ever visible on the site at one time as well as clarify;ndo other interesting considerations on how and
structural relationships that are often so di cult to seehy we do what we do. lllustration in various forms
in a photograph. Perhaps most importantly, | nd thdtas been an integral component of archaeological
if I can draw it | understand it, at least spatially. enpractice since its emergence as a distinct discipline
there’s memory. Mine is horribly fallible aftdiva of around the end of the 19th century. Quite early we
simply looking, however hard | have concentrated. &3¢ the development of two distinct traditions. One is
contrast drawing embedsshbject far more e ectively associated with formal recording and the production
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of images for publication, while the other allows thtee nal reconstruction (see for example, Earl et
artist freer rein in reconstructing the past. At rsl. 2002; Earl 2013). Yet there is more, and | think
sight the production of publication images usirt@is is bound up with the fundamental nature of the
measurement seems objective and scienti c, wihligcipline: our source material is everything that was
reconstructions are ‘freehand’ and imaginative, allvegtated or a ected by past human action: from the
informed by archaeological discovery. e formenmnost ephemeral residues and the smallest things made,
typically stippled and cross-hatched nds drawings, s@ebuildings, settlements and the landscape itself.
plans, sections and crisp photographs of clean tren8mesll wonder then that the production of images and
provide apparently objective representation of artefatts,whole process of visualisatiorfusr@amental to
features, structugeetc., but with reconstructions, itthe ways we research, practise, teach and publish. So
is more di cult to assess their veracity. Moser (199&hile it is not uncommon in many of the humanities
for example has examined the ways that the pastamalssocial sciences to see seminars given without the
been represented and shown how it is inexorasig of a single image or diagram, it is very unusual in
bound up with constructed ideas of our own historiaschaeology. Inevitably then images comprise more
and identities. All too often, images of ‘how it wasian the plan, the nds drawing and the virtual reality
in the past propagate an almost indelible lexiconnebdel, exciting and vital though they are. Many
visual motifs even in the face of new discoveries tieaent research projeetglicitly incorporate art in
show them to be erroneous. For these reasons, wit®us forms (Tilley et al. 2000) and there are also
nds drawings have been regarded as obligatory iroeganisations devoted to exploring the relationship
archaeological report, the reconstruction drawing a$ween art and archaeology and the theory of so doing
an optional extra. is being increasingly explored (Tilley 1991; Renfrew
Today the traditional media of archaeologicaD06; Smiles & Moser 2005; Pollard 2004).
illustration and of reconstruction have been augmented
by various scanning technologies and computer ) .
modelling but they are still primarily used in thé& Baltic tradition
same roles: recording, in which production of plawthere shipwrecks are concerned, producing drawn
and illustrations is governed by various Cartes@npainted images of them both to illustrate and as
conventions of scale, orthographic projection aad aid to archaeological recording is something of a
representation (e.g. Adkins & Adkins 1989) and f@&altic tradition stretching back half a century, notably
interpretative images of increasing sophisticatiomanifested in the drawings of Finnish wiegcktenry
where their veracity and hence their usefulness réstsell (Fig. 7.3) and of Baltic wrecks in general by
on demonstrable links between the source data dfadry Alopeaus (Fig. 7.4a and b). Niklass Eriksson

Figure 7.3. Perspective
drawing alongside a
plan of the galligt.
Michelin the Finnish
archipelago by Henry
Forsell (Cederlund
1983:31).
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Figure 7.4a. Above: Perspective drawing of the 19th cen
Jussar6 wreck in the Finnish archipelago by Harry Alopa
Figure 7.4b. Right: Model of the 19th century Jussar® wi
the Finnish archipelago by Harry Alopaeus. Even in a dig
age his models continue to be commissioned by museu
research institutes and sponsoring companies.

is the latest exponent of this genre in which graphiay lead to little more than an appreciation of dating
art sits happily alongside digital reconstruction fevidence, constructional aspects and the vessel as a
the purposes of interpretation (Eriksson this volunfienctional object, etc. But as Ronnby has discussed in
Eriksson & Ronnby 2012). In joining this traditionthis volume, other questions are ever-present, some
in the late 1980s | additionally developed many of thee inevitably generated as the \worgresses, to be
underwater sketches into paintings, as Eriksson ma@grated with those that may have prompted research
does into nished drawings. And it is perhaps becaumsthe rst place. As the process continues one’s capacity
they are an unusual adjunct to academic writing, befagtackle these increases. Questions - observation -
freehand rather than measured and scaled projectianswers - new gquestions, and so on in hermeneutic
that some discussion of their role is necessary. In sosn@lation, that progressively allow one to address
cases our drawings are similar to the reconstrucbhomader, contextual questions in which the site-speci c
paintings that have been used in archaeology data are related to a wider whole. Of course this is a
decades. In Britain the best known exponent was Atagnitive process that an archaeologist investigating a
Sorrel (Sorrel 1981) whose atmospheric watercoliaund site will also go through, as in fact we all do in any
skies became synonymous with how we visualised leaming situation. However, for the land archaeologist
Age hill forts, Roman Britain, the medieval town, etweho may be on site all day every day, this process is
But most of our work does not fall into that categomontinuous and often subconscious. Underwater it is
For me, to draw was a natural response to the di cultie®re episodic because it can only happen during or
of understanding what | was looking at, especiallyam a result of a dive. e process is therefore iterative
the often confusing rst swims around a site. As araher than continuous and arguably therefore a more
re nes an understanding of topography and structucenscious one.

the sketches form the basis of the subsequent recordinfn a way the archive of sketches made during
strategy. ey are also a record of the hermeneutieldwork track this process (Figs 7.5 & 7.6). And, as
process in which impressions are successively remeast people will never see these sites, the paintings
with each phase of the recording and subsequemd drawings worked up from the underwater sketches
analysis. Sometimes these rst impressions are shmwawey an impression of how these wrecked ships look
to be mistaken, and as one ascends through increasimgihat is now their natural setting (Fig. 7.5b & 7.7).

re ned understanding, ideas are successively modilathges then ful | an important role of communication
building a fuller comprehension of the site and &s well as being part of research process.

constituent structures and materials. On one level thisBut what about accuracy? Can they be valid
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Figure 7.5a.
Underwater sketch
of the wreck of

the Swedish brig
Margareta (1898). (J.
Adams).

Figure 7.5b. Painting

of the wreck based

on the underwater
drawing 7.5a. Since
this was painted in
1992 the bowsprit has
collapsed and the stern
half of the hull has
opened about 50mm.
(J. Adams).

Figure 7.6.
Photograph of
Margareta taken from
the same vantage
point (though closer)
as from which the
drawing was made (J.
Adams).
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archaeologically if they are freehand? In fact manyHaelitt continued:
produced with the aid of measurements, but these are ‘Art is principally used for a system of rules serving
used more to assist in achieving realistic proportions to facilitate the performance of certain actions ; in
rather than accuracy of projection. In producing an  which case it stands opposeiénceor a system
image to convey an impression of the site as well as of speculative princigiesl.). (my emphasis)
technical information some are worked up straight from
the underwater drawing with no attempt to adjust tl@f course de nitions of art have ranged broadly since
distortion resulting from being under water and lookinigen and to each of them we can nd another that is
through the relatively crude optics of a diving maskametrically opposed. Marcel Duchamp famously
Having said that we attempt to depict the structupeoclaimed that something was ‘art’ if he said it was, but
as it is, not with any pretensions of photo-realism bwihere underwater sketches used as the basis for painted
with the aim of evoking the ‘feel’ of the site as muitlustration were concerned my initial instinct was to
as anything. ere is an element of artistic licence bulo the opposite and suppress any claims of artistic
this is restricted to giving the impression of rath&atus for these images lest they be seen as unscienti c
better visibility than there ever really is, and to shar@e hence suspect. | would also have denied they were
edges and seams between structural componentssaiaahti ¢ in the sense of measurement and procedure
di erent surfaces. e artist’s brush is used to cleaso they existed in a sort of limbo. Hazlitt would have
away a little of the weed and other marine growtgreed notwithstanding the dierences in what was
rather as a photograph might be retouched, thougieant by science at that time. In fact today, recognition
in this caseve are not removing blemishes, quite the the role these images have, and particularly the
opposite. Most importantly, nothing is (intentionallyprocess of making them described above, suggests
exaggerated in the sense that no timbers are repldbeg;can be both an active and legitimate component
no existing structure is heightened, reconstructedobrarchaeological practice. Scienti ¢ status does not
otherwise extrapolated in order to make it look matepend on a skeleton of Cartesian coordinates and so
impressive. Every timber represented in every impgdaps, like archaeology at large, is a subject which
was on the site at thime it was drawn as is the castegrates the arts and sciences more explicitly than any
for Eriksson's recent drawings of the Dalard wreck artlder (see for example Jones 2002), they are a product
the ‘Ghost wreck’ (Eriksson this volume). From thas both modes of enquiry and expression. In this way
point of view, certain aspects that would be accepieely are maritime equivalents of the archaeological
in a reconstruction, and art in general, are intentiongllgintings of Wessex by Heywood Sumner an artist
suppressed. ey are therefore closer to conventioraald archaeologist whose obituary ironically mourned
archaeological illustration than it might appear, for thigs loss to scienti ¢ archaeology. e author and artist
also involves selective representation of certain quaMmwyn Peake said that without craft, art cannot exist
of the object being drawn. e illustrator makes(Peake 1946:1). Not a view with which Duchamp or
judgements about what to emphasise and what to omiany of today’s conceptual artists would agree but one
Even though this is done using accepted conventiongith which archaeological art sits rather well. It implies
is often possible to distinguish the style of individubaht art needs to be born of craft which in turn implies
‘artists’. Indeed many nds drawings have undenialiiyat both are related facets of how we make things in
aesthetic qualities so are they craft or art? general: tools, paintings, ships, cars, toys or houses.
is challenges the rather arrogant distinctions made
. between what in Western thought is understood to be
e science of Art ‘ne art' as opposed to merely ‘craft. In reality they
is is a question one might also ask of the illustrationare part of the same continuum. For irrespective of the
in this volume although that leads us straight to theality of the underlying intellectual process in creating
oft-debated question: what is art? For William Hazlat'work of art’, if the artist is not competent to handle
writing in the early 1800s the answer had been providleel medium of expression it is rather like trying to
by Lord Bacon for whom art was: write a poem in a language one cannot speak. Whether
‘the proper disposal of the things of naturenbytakes Duchamp’s line, Peake’s, or somewhere in
human thought and experience, so as to ahsiveeen, a Baltic tradition of creating images of wrecks
the several purposes of mankind; in which sertssaghgraphic art (and craft) will continue to play a
stands opposedidture’ (Hazlitt 1838:1). (my role in the ways in which we come to understand and
emphasis) interpret them, not in denial of new technologies but as
complementary means of visualising these fascinating
Interestingly, in the context of the following discussiomonuments.
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Figure 7.7. Painting of
the Jutholmen wreck, a
17" century uit ship (J.
Adams). In reality what
you would see at this
distance from the wreck is
a dark shape looming up
in the water. e painting
combines this with the
detail that you see as you
swim nearer (R6nnby &
Adams 1994).

Inset: photograph taken
from a similar viewpoint
— considerably less detail is
visible (Photo: K. Keighley)

CAVEs of experience in which the visualisation of shipwrecks was a key
component (Cederlund 2004; Leino et al. 2004). e
A nal thought is related to the fact that we de cacy of images in transmitting research results can be
archaeology not just for ourselves but everyone. In #e&n in a variety of media including TV documentaries
context images also have the important function mft especially in museums. Watching visitors to
bridging what is often a divide between academic amalseums who are not specialists, one might expect to
popular publications. In the context of the Baltic thesee them spending most time in front of the objects
has already been an EU-funded research project (M@®Sjisplay but often it is the graphic representations,
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reconstructions and dioramas that claim an equedults of research but in opening up new pathways for
amount of their attention. In the case of children it camgaging with and understanding the source material.
be even more so. What begins for us under wateriagorm of multidimensional communication has

a means of coming to understand, here becomespidwicular potential for visualising, exploring and
means to communicate that understanding. Perhapsoining to understand shipwreck sites. Muckelroy,
is here that the two formerly distinct branches of forniavoking Binford, once described the shipwreck as the
Vs reconstructive archaeological illustration are alrestdtic seabed remains of a formerly dynamic, organised
coming together. Digital media have recently besrachine (Muckelroy 1978:157). We (as he was) are of
used to construct what are referred taxas automatic course interested in a lot more than the technology but
virtual environmer(GAVE). ese are rooms or spacesit is part of what the ship was in terms of maritime
created by clusters of adjacent projection screensmaatériality. Shipbuilding and seafaring were social
audio speakers in which the viewer gains an immergivagtice and so what a ship was as a thing cannot be
three-dimensional experience of places, structuressapérated from the people who conceived, designed,
things. e images can be photographic or computebuilt, used and either lost or disposed of it. Yet even to
reconstructions, or indeed a combination of bothexperienced eyes the relationship of many wrecks to the
Archaeologically, the virtual reconstruction can bemplete entity they once were is often far from clear.
overlaid or integrated with the recorded remains But in the CAVE the viewer can experience the wreck
alternatively, plans, sections and reconstructions si as it is now and through sequential reconstructions
be explored in three dimensions as though one wass back in time. In this way wrecks that will never
moving downwards through the site and back in tinbe salvaged or even fully excavated can populate the
(DeFanti et al. 2009; Levy et al. 2012) (Fig. 7.8alleries of museums and the pages of electronic media
e CAVE therefore utilises human perception notand, as Ronnby has stressed in this volume, re the
just as the medium for visualising and auralising theagination.

-

Figure 7.8. A CAVE environment. To the viewer the edges of the screens are not apparent and an almost hyper-real sense of b
there is created by a synthesis of stereoscopic sounds and images. Viewing can be passive as shown here or interactive where
through time and space can be controlled by a console held by the viewer. (After DeFanti UCSD; Levy UCSD)
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Niklas Eriksson

Introduction With this in mind, the concept of standardizing
methods for underwater documentation of wrecks
Conditions for the preservation of organic material a®ems otiose. Methods must be open to selection,
remarkably good in the Baltic Sea due to the absemased on a balance of the information preserved at
of the shipwornTeredo navalislulls of old ships can the site, the research questions in focus, and — this is
remain virtually intact for hundreds of years, wittundamental — the practical possibilities of collecting
decks, masts, cargo and crew's belongings in pladeyant information.
providing unique archaeological opportunities. But
the underwater location, as well as the fact that the
hull structures are so unbreachable, prevents detall@@sure chests and tautology
recording of building techniques. ese well-preserved Baltic wrecks have not been used
e reconstruction and analysis of constructionto any great extent within research on ship construction
sequences is a common point of departure in teguences, on account of the compactness of the hull
archaeology of ships, and a natural continuation of #teuctures and the di culties of carrying out detailed
recording process of wrecks. But such an approaaedsrding under water (but see Adams 2003, for an
not that simple when discussing Baltic wrecks as tr@&gption). us the construction sequence analysis of
well-preserved ships do not release such informatieacks has evolved to a large extent without regard to
easily. Questions regarding shell- or skeleton B&ltic material. Well-recorded wrecks found on land or
construction tend to bounce against the coherent hullised intact provide a more suitable point of departure
side. As it is neither possible nor desirable to ra{sé, Hocker & Vlierman 1996; Lemée 2006).
dismantle and minutely record all the Baltic shipwrecks Baltic wrecks have served other uses in marine
of possible archaeological interest, we need to devisel@meology, such as treasure chests from which to salvage
strategy for recording them while under water. But fobjects for museum exhibitions, or as illustrations of
this to be meaningful, we must be aware of what wegmat legends. Consequently, many of the objects that
looking for before donning wetsuits, casting oursel¥@sned the initial exhibition of the Swedish Maritime
into the water and diving down to the empirical datMuseum when it opened in 1938, had their provenance
Once there, perhaps 30 meters below the surface, dhisthe oor of the Baltic Sea. e interest of the
too late for decisions about where to place a measuBwgdish naval o cers in shipwrecks derived primarily
tapeor where to direct a camera shot. Regarding tfrism their focus on their own history (see Cederlund
great pile of more or less structured timbers, the chdie83a, 1997). e artefacts raised by the Navy in the
of which aspects should be recorded, collected aady 20th century also provided images substantiating
brought to the surface, must derive from an idea of hthwe imposing History of the Swedish Navy published
this material could be used as a point of departure fim 4942 (Liubeck 1942). is custom was common in
more thorough understanding of human kind. the Baltic area. At the Centralne Muzeum Morskie in
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Gdansk, Poland, one of the explicit aims of maritime To regard ships as architectural creations is nothing
archaeology was the salvaging of artefacts in orderete. Maritime treatises written in the 17th and 18th
redress the losses sustained during the Second VWemduries were often given titles with architectural
War, when most historic districts in Poland’s coastiaémes. Examples include Witgechitectura Navalis
towns and cities were reduced to ruins (Ossowski published in 1671 (1979), Deand&®ctrine
2008:35; Smolarek 1985:421-35). for Naval Architectufeom 1670 (Lavery 1981), or

In the 1980s, when Swedish maritime archaeoldgytherland’se Ship-builders AssistargubtitledOr
was formalized into academia, the well-preser@mne Essays Towards Completing the Art of Marine
remains of large carvel-built ships from the eafychitectur€l711). e most well-known is perhaps
modern period became a special concern. In Gisapman'@rchitectura Navalis Mercat¢@Gaapman
dissertation from 1983, Carl Olof Cederlund madgr68).
an important contribution by outlining the research e considerations of the ship’s architects when
history of these ships; one important research topieating their designs have also been used as inspiration
being a methodology for recording and collecting cligs archaeologists when interpreting the material
leading to the identity of a wreck (Cederlund 1983a:68mains of old ships. Consequently, the term ‘naval
1997:126). e Finnish historian Christian Ahlstrém architecture’ commonly appears in the archaeological
might be considered to have continued the task de rgdrature as well as inventive terms such as ‘reverse
by Cederlund, with his Doctoral thesis concerning thaval architecture‘ (see for instance Lemée 2006:97 ;
identi cation of wrecks from written sources (Ahlstrofdiomey 2004). However, the theory of naval architecture
1995, translated into English in 1997). tends to circulate around aspects of hydrodynamics

e underwater recording of shipwrecks toand carrying capacity on the one hand and methods of
supplement written sources as a means of identifygogstructing hulls on the other. A comparison could be
them became a sort of paradigm in Baltic Sea smigpde with general architectonical theory, whichinvolves
archaeology from the mid 1980s. Several wrecks wevwade variety of approaches towards the relationship
examined on these grounds and some regained theiween humans and the built environment, besides
original identities (Ronnby 2003:123-30; Ronnby &he engineering of erecting buildings. Might some be
Adams 1994). But in a number of cases the archaaplicable to shipwrecks? Can we learn anything about
search gave no results and the identities of those wieaken interaction and the mindset of the people on
remain unknown. Over the years, quite a few suobard these ships from an analysis of ship architecture?
attempts have proved fruitless, despite serious e ort&pproaches such as these may gain meaning if applied

Unidentied shipwrecks create an interesting unidenti ed shipwrecks where written accounts are
problem. ey cannot be worthless just because they aren-existent.
unidenti ed. is circumstance calls for a discussion of
the relationship between written sources and material
remains (for an overview, see Andrén 1998). Is thelgace
an inherent archaeological potential in well-preser#tedvas once stated that one of the prime aims of
shipwrecks or is such potential mere tautology? laréhitecture was to arrange spaddaidfus 1992:8)
shipwreck primarily a point of departure for archiv@learly spatial arrangement has a crucial impact on
research, as an illustration of history already retoldthyy social interactions possible in a building, so why
other means? Are written accounts indispensible toritbeon board a ship? e preserved 17th century naval
appreciation of shipwrecks? What other possibilitegshitectonical treatises reveal some information in this
exist? (cf. Adams 2003:42; Muckelroy 1978:6). context regarding naval ships. However, when it comes

to merchant ships the information is scarce, or rather,

. non-existent. Distribution of space can be described
Architecture in terms of volume, priority and value. Spatial volume
As already mentioned, perhaps the most unigaed value can in some cases be argued as going hand in
aspects of the well-preserved Baltic shipwrecks are lilagid; for example a ship intended for heavy loads was
coherence and totality. ey resemble complete shigguipped with greater space for this purpose. Such a
and should be understood as such. If we view the Bélinctional approach sees space as a container wherein
wrecks from this vantage point, it becomes possdtions take place (see for instance Bollnow 1994;
to regard them as the achieved goal of a sequendg&ik$édotter 2005:237 ; Tilley 1994:9).
construction. e preserved hulls should be viewed as Onboard ships a variety of functions were
buildings, as architecture; and they should be recorammducted within a limited space. is makes them
but most important, be interpreted, as such. perfect architectonical metaphors. e functionalist

98



Sailing, sleeping and eating on board 17th century ships

architect, Le Corbusier, conceived the Atlantiblagbgl 1983; Eriksdotter 2005). Architecture may be
steamer as the perfect arrangement for a concentnatgdrded as a stage set for performers whose progress is
population where all activities had their given plageverned by class and gender. People make buildings
(Radberg 1998:142-153). e Swedish noblemanbut buildings also make people (cf. Johnson 2002:11-
Axel Oxenstierna, the architect of Swedish publi2). e actions performed within architecture de ne
administration, also used the ship as a metaphom&d only the architecture but also its inhabitants, on a
describe his ideas of the state (Adams 2003:33; Roredsgmonial as well as a daily basis.
& Adams 1994:68). e relationships betweendi erent In such discussions the term ‘everyday life’ is
spaces re ect the relationships between the persmmsetimes used. e concept is intricate as it involves
that inhabit them. e way rooms are arranged maghe variety of seemingly trivial activities carried out
be understood as a form of grammar (Glassie 1983;h day (for a discussion of the term, see Goodwin
Johnson 1996). If one extends this linguist analog8902:188-190). But what is important in the present
then a ship’s hull forms a sentence whose meartogtext is the debate related to standard architecture.
can be gleaned from the totality of its arranged woktenri Lefebvre thought of architecture as ‘everyday
(special units). space’. e study of architecture, in this sense, is the
Archaeologists sometimes avail themselvesstofly of the material setting for human life (Upton
space syntax (see for instance Hillier & Hanson 198002). If architecture has a role in everyday life then
Hanson et al. 2003), which is a theory to describe the architecture of our well-preserved wrecks could
arrangement of rooms. Access patterns are revealedil aspects of the behavioural patterns of the people
through converting the arrangement of rooms intm board, irrespective of whether the ships can be
interlinked boxes and are commonly applied identied in written sources or not. Perhaps we can
two dimensions. e applicability is obvious whensupply a di erent form of identity by ‘populating’ these
interpreting site-plans and similar archaeological datacks?
but space syntax has attracted some criticism lately
precisely because of being two-dimensional, which_is
important with regard to the three-dimensionality ofWO 17th century wrecks
ships, where functions, ttings and people are squedzatikh to brie y mention two recently surveyed Baltic
into every available space. Aspects other than ‘depthvimézk sites, namely the ‘Edesd’ wreck, dated by style
a building’ and ‘privacy’ may be relevant when de ningnd associated artefacts to the second half of the
for instance, status, power, or social interaction. He&®&h century, and the so-called Jutholmen wreck,
rooms and other elements are disposed, given dimensttioh foundered around 1700 or shortly thereafter.
and most notably, how they are to be perceived, mayxbasequently, their respective periods of activity
a more relevant analytical point of departure. would have coincided, at least brie y. Both lie along
In this context, the physical experience of spalke same sailing route beyond Edeso in the Stockholm
has been pointed out as a supplementary element.aechipelago, resting a mere ve kilometres apart. e
concept of the coin of vantage determines the impresgioints | wish to make in relation to the potential for
and the experience of architecture. Archaeologists,sattdying spatial con guration on board wrecks, could
historians, architects and others, variously discushkige been done using almost any well-preserved and
how we perceive our surrounding world, sometinfegly well-recorded shipwreck. | have chosen the Edes®
invoke the notion of the ‘isovist’ (viewshed). An isovésid Jutholmen wrecks for the simple reason that | am
is the area in a spatial environment directly visible fréamiliar with them. Let us start with sorting out the
a particular location in space (Turner et al. 2001). epatial con guration on board the Edesé ship.
appearances of things shift as one moves and a structure Edesd wreck was found in 2003 and was
that appears simple may have complexity inherent irsiisveyed in 2007 and 2008 (Fig. 8.1). e survey,
design. As expressed by Giles ‘the use of this techniduieh was carried out by the National Maritime
may, in part, re ect the fact that the relatively simpMuseum in cooperation with Sédertérn University and
formation (ground-plan) of these buildings does nibte University of Southampton, involved the recording
lend itself so readily to space syntax” (Giles 2007:1@8Yhe visible hull structure and all visible artefacts and
e perception of a structure held by a persortheir contexts (Eriksson 2012a, forthcoming). e hull
in uences the way they experience it, but the reversméasures a mere 20 metres between posts and is at the
also true. As a consequence, architectural historians@wst 5.8 metes wide amidships. It rests 30 metres below
others have applied an empathic approach to the stidysurface and has a 17-degree list to starboard (Fig.
of architecture, by trying to understand how peoBe2). e bow is rather sharp for a 17th century ship in
felt and behaved while moving through buildingontrast to the Dutch constructions that were common
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Figure 8.1. Longitudinal section and plankdékéreck. e letters indicate; A = the forecastle in which the galley was located
together with two guns, B = the smaller hatchway abaft of the mainmast, C = small cubbyhole in which tools have been observi
D = stern cabin (Jon Adams/Niklas Eriksson).
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Figure 8.2. e starboard bulwark and the deck. Note the grinding stone and the loose rigging elements that have slid over to
starboard (photo: Jens Lindstrom/SMM).

during the same century. e stern is round-tuckedgon guration of the ship, the organization of zones
the lower planking ending at a rabbet in the sternpaatd their various functions (Fig. 8.1). Starting in the
the upper planks terminating at the wing transom. isow, the beakhead has fallen down. All the component
kind of stern construction became common duringarts, including the lion gurehead, are found beneath
the 18th century (Landstrdm 1980:105; Laughtotimeir original positions, on the seabed ahead of the bow,
2001:105). However, when the Edesd ship was buiihabling full reconstruction.
this procedure was commonly found on English-built e ship originally had a forecastle, inside which
ships or those built by masters trained in that traditidghe main deck was stepped down (Fig. 8.1-A). e deck
Dendrochronological analysis of one timber indicathat covered this space has collapsed, but the knees that
that it may derive from northeast England. As the resslipported the beams covering this space are preserved
of this analysis rely on a single match and therefargheir original position, revealing that the height
may not be fully convincing, such a provenance doesde here was a mere 1.4m. Artefacts deriving from
not con ict with the stylistic features of the ship itsedkeveral di erent activities have been recorded inside the
(Eriksson in press). forecastle. Ropes appear all over the wreck in di ering
e ship originally had three masts. e lower states of fragmentation, but some of these may have
masts of the fore and mainmasts are still standing, whélen stored inside the forecastle. e location and height
the mizzenmast is missing. Most likely it is the lowadrthe hawse-holes on either side of the stem, and the
mizzenmast that is lying towards the starboard sidevindlass abaft the forecastle, show that the anchor cable
the stern. Bits of rigging lie scattered all over the site andt least the messenger cable passed through here. e
it would appear that the wreck has been more or fesscastle also had one gun port on either side. e
untouched since capsizing. e ne state of preservatigrortside cannon has fallen down below deck, while its
and the large number of visible objects throughout #tarboard counterpart is most likely buried under the
wreck enable a rather full reconstruction of the spasiedliments and loose boards on that side of the hull.
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Loading equipment, such as rams and powder scoogdings is all that remains of the orlop deck planking.
have also been found here. e presence of scuppBritles and ammunition have been found down in
reveals that water occasionally found its way into tiie hold, below the orlop. ese objects may derive
section. from upper deck levels or may lie in or close to their

Fragments of bricks and a copper cauldron remaitended location, stowed away. In English and Dutch
from the ship's stove, indicating that the forecassleipbuilding treatises from this period, naval vessels
also served as the galley. e stove was placed in tiael their bread stores located in the stern (cf. Witsen
aftermost end of the space, directly before the windla839:56 , plate XLII; Sutherland 1717:33).
Perhaps the loose grating found in the bow area wasAs with the facade of a house, the architecture of a
originally located above the stove. A similar grating @hip gives the surrounding world an impression of its
stove arrangement in the forecastle of an English pirdwser. As the pro le of the Edest ship appeared on the
shown by Ralamb (1943:22-24, plate F), in his treattsgrizon, with its beakhead and atrtillery, at least three
on shipbuilding, rst published in 1691. Eating utensilgun ports per side distributed along the hull, there
consisting of wooden plates have also been spotteddnld have been no mistaking that this was a naval
this area. e forecastle is all but voluminous. It endship. In this sense, the exterior as well as the interior
some four meters from the stem. Besides housing gynesks an articulated architectonical language. us
and associated equipment as well as the lower enthefirchitecture of the ship made the people on board
the foremast and the galley, the forecastle also serveerftsm in certain ways, creating their speci c roles.
lodgings for some of the men on board, a condition we
will return to below.

e main hatch out on deck has an opening that € Jutholmen wreck
measures 260cm, which is large by comparison with theso-called Jutholmen wreck is one of many
uyts of the period (see for instance Eriksson 2012b:2liscoveries made in the 1960s as a consequence of the
Eriksson & Ronnby 2012:355). Another, smaller hatéhcreasing popularity of recreational diving. But not
is located directly abaft the mainmast providing acaasly is the Jutholmen wreck an example of a pioneer
to the lower level underneath the main deck in tliscovery, it has also been the subject of a pioneer
stern (Fig. 8.1-B). e line of the main deck followsunderwater archaeological excavation. e investigation
the sheer of the hull. Towards portside and in frontwhs made between 1970 and 1974 and involved the
the bulkhead enclosing the helmsman's stand, thexeavation of a major part of the hull. e prime aim of
once stood a small cubbyhole (Fig. 8.1-C) in whidhese investigations was the development of methods of
di erent woodworking tools were found together withecording, and several innovative measuring techniques
a shoe. Did the carpenter keep his personal belongwge tested, with varying results. e recovered artefacts
alongside his tools? have been conserved and are stored at the National

e deck is more horizontal abaft the bulkheadMaritime Museum (see Cederlund 1983b; 1982;
originally demarcating the helmsman’'s stand. It is n¢dijser 1983; Ingelman-Sundberg 1976; Eriksson
certain if the helmsman's stand and the main cal2010).
were also divided by a bulkhead (Fig. 8.3). If so, which In 2008 a renewed investigation of the site was
is possible, the latter would have been located betweefertaken with the main objective of producing
the two gun ports. is, to judge by the length of thematerial in advance of heritage site management and
tiller, is also where the mizzenmast would have b&ercollect information regarding the hull structure.
placed. (e tiller was originally tted with an iron is had been partly recorded in the 1970s but
head, which would have made it slightly longer thaomplementary information was desired (see Eriksson
drawn here in gure 8.1). 2010). e structure of the hull was now recorded

A gun, still in its carriage, stamiisituon deck using the Direct Survey Method (see Adams & Rule
in the stern with its muzzle pointing aft. Two pistol4,991; Marsden 2003:48) and produced a plan and a
one intlock and one wheel-lock, as well as a muskssction drawing of the hull that revealed the supporting
were found nearby (Fig. 8.4). Besides these guns, gadtures of the deck (Fig. 8.5). Four more drawings
quality pottery and about fteen Bartman jugs hawd cross-sections of the hull de ned its shape. By
been recorded in connection with the cabin area in tw@mbining the information gathered in the 1970s with
stern, along with a number of glass bottles. the results from the survey in 2008; and also the original

ere is a short portion of an orlop deck belowsketches made by Sven Olof Johansson, the diver who
the main deck in the stern, abaft the main mast, afadind the wreck in the 1960s; it has been possible to
in the bow before the windlass. In the stern at leget a detailed picture of the internal arrangement of the
one bulkhead has been noted. A system of beamsshiipl

102



Sailing, sleeping and eating on board 17th century ships

Figure 8.3. e capstan on the Edest wreck, abaft of which there was originally a bulkhead enclosing the sterncastle (photo: Jen
Lindstrom/SMM).

Figure 8.4. Two pistols
and a musket have been
observed in the stern
of the Edesd wreck.

is pistol, originally
equipped with a
intlock, was lifted
during the survey. After
recording it was placed
back in situ (Niklas
Eriksson).
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Figure 8.5. Longitudinal section and plan of the Jutholmen wreck. Letters indicate; A = forecastle, B = galley, C = cabin, D
= hearth, E = discharge hole for the privy. e cargo room stretches from bow to stern underneath the living quarters (Niklas
Eriksson).

Based on the artefacts recovered, the estimdigelald discusses the practice of salvaging goods from
time of sinking has been set to around 1700 (teenken ships, and describes the dierent machinery
youngest coin found dates to this year (Kaijser 19838d. He explains how decks were removed using
45; Cederlund 1983b:25; Ingelman-Sundberg 1978aws and various devices powered by capstans on
ere is, however, reason to question this date fdyarques in order to get access to the goods stored in the
the sinking, as Swedish minting in the early 18twlds. Truncated deckbeams and saw marks on their
century was disrupted by ongoing wars. e clay-pipesipporting knee timbers correspond to the methods
recovered from the wreck suggest a later date fordidxscribed by Triewald. However, while the deck itself
sinking (Akerhagen 2009; see also Kaijser 1983:39-44% perished, some of the structural supports are still
e remains of the cargo proved to consist of iron orin place. As we shall see, enough information survives
and tar, typical Swedish export products, suggestimgeconstruct the con guration of spaces on board the
that the ship was on her way from Sweden when ship.
sank (Cederlund 1983b; Kaijser 1983). e reason e interior starboard side is the best preserved
why this happened outside Jutholmen is not knowsection of the hull of the Jutholmen wreck (Fig. 8.5).
Historian Christian Ahlstrom has made extensi¥dong the edge we nd a shelf clamp, a thick timber
e orts to identify the ship by name, but without resulaittached to the wall of the hull to support the deck

However, neither cargo nor ship were totally lobeams. e position of these beams is revealed by
whatever the reasons for not reaching its destinatimsiches in the shelf clamp and by hanging knees. e
Traces of various salvage operations are clearly vigithelmen ship had a low forecastle in the bow. e
all over the site. In his 1734 treatise entittatsten at deck that covered this space has disintegrated together
lefwa under Wathe Art of Existing under Water), with most of the sides of the hull and its height is only
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indicated by the surviving top-timbers. e characterere was also a loading port in the stern intended for
of this space (Fig. 8.5-A) suggests storage rather tHangaobjects such as planks, timbers and the like.
living area, unlike the arrangement on the Edeso wreck.In conclusion, we have two ships of somewhat equal
e situation is less clear when it comes to thaize and from approximately the same period. Both
quarterdeck, where no structural elements are presesvedhree-masted with square sails and consequently
in situ Some general comments may however, be madeald have required an equal number of hands for
regarding the height and location of this deck. esailing. Yet they reveal obvious dierences regarding
length of the sternpost indicates that the tiller enters the distribution of space, ttings and crew. Let us now
hull immediately above its upper end. e quarterdecky to understand what kind of impact these di erences
is commonly located immediately above the tiller faould have had on those on board. What roles did
technical reasons, as the whipsta bearing would henese hull structures assign to their inhabitants?
been integrated into the quarterdeck construction (see
for instance Harland 2011; Pipping 2003:329-33??E ) )
with the helmsman standing on the quarterdeck. ating and sleeping
In 1965, when the wreck was rst discovered, the repeated unconscious rituals performed and
oors of the sections below the quarterdeck were stiédiated between the individual and the architecture
intact. Diver Johansson made a sketch of the shimpima daily basis, shape not only the architecture but also
this state of preservation (reproduced in Erikssie individual and his /her place in the social community
2010:5). In the foremost part of the deck towards t(@iles 2007:105-121; Upton 2002:707-723; Johnson
portside, there is a pile of bricks, originating from t2€02:10). e boatswain becomes a boatswain by
ship’s stove (Fig. 8.5-D). Although scattered, they aegrying out boatswain activities and by dressing as
still visible on the site of the wreck. Besides the stavehoatswain; similarly the area for the boatswains’
this room contained another feature of shared intempsarters becomes de ned as such by the presence there
to the crew, namely armament. A bench or chestthe boatswains (cf. Hacking 1999:161-171).
containing cannon balls and bar-shot was also foundOne act that is done on a repeated basis and is most
(Kaijser 1983:10, 45). It was common on uyts of theertainly a part of “everyday life’, is eating. A commonly
period to locate the guns in the foremost space ungsgd term when analysing the eating of food is
the quarterdeck, this section being sometimes refefoadiways, which includes ‘the whole interrelated system
to as the gunroom (see for instance Hoving 1995:48).food conceptualization, procurement, distribution,
It is likely that they were retrieved during early salv@geservation, preparation and consumption shared by
operations. In the same sketch a laterally runnialfy members of a particular group’ (see for instance
bulkhead is located abaft the stove, dividing the spBeetz 1977:50; Fahlander 2010; Landon 2002:220-
below the quarterdeck. As the portside tilted outwagisl). Repeatedly carried out, foodways enable an
the oor of these rooms disintegrated and fell dowmderstanding of the impact a ship’s architecture may
into the hull. have had on the individuals on board and how the
A shelf clamp found out of place is the onlgrocess was conducted. From a performative as well
supporting structure deriving from this oor, (cfas a spatial point of view, foodways on a ship should
Cederlund 1983b:99), indicating that the oor was oflse recognized as the way the food moves from the
lighter construction than the main deck. But althougdtorage room via the galley to the plate, in order to
no shelf clamps or knees have been presesiedd be consumed by the crewmember. For this reason let
other traces reveal the location of beams and the leug$ aftay on board the Jutholmen wreck for a while and
the oor. When inserting a beam into the hold its enelxamine its foodways.
had to be tted between the frames. If the space was tooe stove on board the Jutholmen wreck was
tight, the frames would be notched to accommodabeated in the foremost section under the quarterdeck
the beam. Two such cut-outs have been noted on thig. 8.5-B). Access to this space was through a door
starboard side and their position recorded, revealingithehe bulkhead, at the breach in the quarterdeck.
level of the oor of the sections under the quarterde@tepping through this door and having adjusted your
Underneath this oor and all the way to the bowgyes to the darkness, you would make out the stove
was the hold where the cargo of iron and tar was stow@gards portside. During excavation of the wreck,
is contrasts with the Edest wreck where variousooking utensils such as copper cauldrons were found
stores were located in the aftermost part of the hadsociated with the pile of bricks that once belonged to
Access to the hold was provided by the main hatchha galley. ree-legged pots and other utensils deriving
the deck situated before the mainmast, along witlir@m this space for cooking activities had fallen towards
small loading hatch in the side of the hull amidshipke bow.
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After passing the guns and the carefully stackled cargo room, but the jugs in the cabin should be
pile of rewood, you would enter the main cabiseen as the separate wine store of the inhabitants of
(Fig. 8.5-C). Light entered this room through twdhe cabin. From a purely functional point of view, it
windows in the stern (one window frame was fousdems impractical to locate the stove in the bow if you
at the site) (Kaijser 1983:26, 48, 80-81). is is wheréntend to eat in the stern. e transportation of food
the food would have been consumed. e majority ofrom the forecastle out onto the open deck and into
the eating utensils, such as plates, were found astexrstern would not only cool the dish but be rather
of their original location at the dividing bulkheadisky on a rolling deck. A disastrous solution from a
Seven pewter spoons were found, the majority in #tectly functional point of view, but seen as a staged
stern area although some seem to have fallen towged®rmance, the transportation of the dish would have
the bow (cf. Kaijser 1983:15). is number may wellbeen a great success. e path the food travels every
correspond to the likely size of the crew on board ttey would be visible to the whole crew and would
Jutholmen when she sailed. be a reminder to all on board, at repeated instances,

e Jutholmen wreck shares many similaritieof the distinction between those who serve and those
with the so-called Baltic Ghost Ship (Spokskeppetho receive. e foodways of the common seamen and
and many other uyt-like vessels from the 17th anke o cers on board the EdesO wreck seem to create
early 18th centuries. It may not be that farfetched destinations at separate ends of the ship. e ship’s
imagine that the Jutholmen ship was originally ttegrchitecture in this sense acts on behalf of a concept
out similarly to the Ghost ship, with two bench chesi§a hierarchal social structure. By controlling peoples’
anking a table. On the Ghost ship this furniturenovements one controls their identities (cf. Upton
would have provided seating for the entire crew aro@@2:719).
the same table (Eriksson & Ronnby 2012). In any e separated destinations of the foodways on
case, preparation and consumption is not separateddsrd the Edest wreck should be seen as an expression
more than the bulkhead, and nothing indicates thaftgreat professionalization and social range. e spatial
any speci c group of people ate separated from aslationship between preparation and consumption of
others. Eating and sleeping was carried out in the sébood has been discussed by Matthew Johnson with
space, the main cabin, which seems to be the standagdrd to 16th century England. He notes how a more
arrangement on uyts (chid., also Eriksson 2012b). segregated and privatized architecture re ects a more

If we leave the Jutholmen now and examine timelividualized society in the transition from feudalism
situation on board the Edeso wreck we nd sevet@alcapitalism (Johnson 1996:174-178). e conditions
points of dierence. e Edest ship shows a spatian board the Jutholmen wreck (as well as other uyts,
distinction between the area where the food wveese Eriksson 2012b) reveal the opposite situation. Here
prepared and where it was consumed. e stove wie individual seems to have been erased; the shared
located in the forecastle (Fig. 8.1-A). We can recogrsgace for eating and sleeping creates an impression
this spatial solution in written descriptions of warshigdmost of familiarity. Sharing food brings about a sub-
In SutherlandBritain's Glory: or Ship-Building Unvail'@¢onscious sense of intimacy. Eating together conveys
published in 1717, we nd accounts of the interiors af sense of belonging and tightens the bond between
naval vessels of various sizes. Despite the di ereneeembers of a household. In this sense eating is a way
time, some 20-40 years or so, between that publicatmbuild relations and express con dence. e common
and the Edeso ship sinking, and despite the fact tmal constitutes an arena where hierarchies, social
Sutherland is describing much larger ships; his accostitectures and gender are renegotiated (cf. Fahlander
show too much agreement with the Edeso ship todg0:37).
neglected. According to him on a ‘sixth rate’ ship (as well
as on larger ships) on the ‘Fore Castle...are Cabins for
the Cooks'ibid.:33). In the bow there are ‘Apartments€ Vital seat
for the Carpenters and Boatswains...Stores as also #eilis however more to daily life on board a ship than
Lodgings'ibid.). e eating utensils, plates and potterysailing, eating and sleeping. Ships, as with buildings
found in the forecastle of the Edesd wreck suggest iﬁhageneral, also need sanitary accommodation. e
people ate or at least kept their dishes there. disposal of human waste on board ships has been of

e artefacts spotted in the bow however, are nahajor concern throughout history (for an overview
the only ones associated with eating on board the Edeg0 Simmons 1997). Most well known are perhaps
wreck. In the main cabin in the stern, an agglomeratigie “seats of ease” in the ship’s beakhead, a location
of Bellarmine jugs and a couple of wine bottles hawgt led to a ship’s privy being called ‘the head'. As a
been recorded. Bellarmine jugs were also spotteddReral rule, when there is a beakhead there is a seat
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of ease inside it. e beakhead of the Edest wredktholmen wreck came from approximately the same
has collapsed and there is no clear evidence thataif@a in northern Holland. Dutch shipmasters recruited
extremity contained such a facility (cf. Simmons 199feir crews from their immediate geographical and
Munday 1978:125-140). If such a seat existed in teeen social environment (van Royen 1992:154). e
beakhead, which I nd very likely, it would hardly hawstandardized distribution of space apparent on board
served all on board. ose who ate in the cabin woulships built in a Dutch manner re ects these relations,
have found a closer place to answer the call of natwiele the naval architects formed a wooden world of far
Sanitary accommodation would have been placed dies private character. Perhaps the need to distance the
to their quarters in the stern, in a manner similar $hip’s o cers from the crew was not so pressing when
that on larger ships. the captain was a neighbour or a relative?

What about ships without beakheads? Although e architecture of the Edest wreck presents quite
about ve metres longer from stem to stern, theedierent picture. Not only does the ship contain the
Jutholmen wreck never had a beakhead. Flugtsnament of a warship, but its naval character is further
were rarely equipped with such a feature. Sanitayealed in its spatial and social organization which is
accommodation was of course available. In the sterthaf of a warship. In spite of its puny size, the Edest
the Jutholmen wreck, towards the portside, there ishép articulates hierarchy and power. It divided up the
small square hole in the bottom planking. is hole wapeople on board. eir movement through the hull
depicted by diver Johansson in his sketch of the wnetjuired performing di erent roles and in this sense
mentioned earlier, but did not attract attention durintipe ship controlled their identities. e social range on
excavation (Cederlund 1983b; Kaijser 1983). Whéoard spanned from the lowly seaman in the forecastle
surveying the so-called Lion shipwreck, a 17th-centtoyhe exalted nobleman in the stern. In this context one
uyt of smaller size than the Jutholmen ship, in 2010n@ay recall the words already referred to of the Swedish
similar opening was noted (see Eriksson 2012b). Aftebleman Axel Oxenstierna, when he described society
more careful examination this proved to be a dischaage ship at sail, steered by the rm hand of the king.
hole for a privy. e interesting aspect of this solutiorSociety was seen as a pyramidal hierarchy with the king
is its location inside the cabin. e square hole notednd the aristocracy at the top. A warship was organized
on the Jutholmen wreck no doubt served the saaieng similar lines, with a nobleman as admiral placed
purpose. high above the ocers and the lower ranks ranged

According to Unger seven men and a boy couddlow (Adams 2003:33; Ronnby & Adams 1994:68).
handle a uyt of 150 tons in the Norwegian trade
and the size of the crew did not rise proportionally to ) ) )
tonnage (Unger 1994:122). is number could havd1OW to de ne identi cation?
tted inside the cabin on the Jutholmen wreck. el will end here even though this analysis of performance
spatial con guration suggests that the crew shaggd daily life on board these two ships is far from
the cabin in the stern. is is where they would havexhausted. One could further discuss the distribution
eaten and slept, and this is also the place where tfiegpace and explore the private areas of both the
kept their personal belongings. One should regard thisers and the crew more deeply. e point | wish to
as a shared domestic space, a condition that waunbike in this article is that shipwrecks, in particular the
form a shared coin of vantage with regard to the n@stl-preserved and coherent ones of the Baltic, have
of the ship. We know from the toll registers of thgreat analytical potential even when their names remain
Danish Sound that the majority of the men involvaghknown. A ship’s ‘identity’ can embrace more than
in the Dutch merchant service on board ships like tive written sources have to o er.
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Vasa -€f

Shaun Wallace

e great cabin of the warshipasawvas adorned as aof the interior wooden sculptures were found. In order
palace-like room rather than a ship’s cabin, containiogletermine the function of the carvings and whether
over seventy wooden sculptures. e herm pilasteos not the imagery used had symbolic meaning or was
and console heads certainly held symbolic meanmgrely used according to contemporary workmanship
as did the exterior sculptures of the ship. Why wasosadrends, it was necessary to look further than to
much money spent on the cabin? Who was its intendgider ships of the time. Due to a lack of contemporary
audience? How was the great cabin decorated and wiarRime archaeological material, one must instead
A study of the archaeological remains within thémok to the style of decoration found in contemporary
wider maritime and decorative historical context, ceastle and palace state rooms and northern European
give the reasons for the designing and building of tttisirches, these being places where a wood panelling
highly decorative and expensive cabin. e “Sovereigand sculpture style similar to that established within the
Cabin” is a demonstration of the complex role ®asacan be found.
material culture as symbolic expression onboard a ship.e study also investigated what the woodcarvings
can tell us about power, status and division of space, and
whether or not the decoration of the great cabin and
Research scope stern gallery may have been unique in a contemporary
In order to establish the original placements of the dakopean warship context.
wood carvings found on or near the oor of the great
cabin and stern gallery of the warSfigeduring its . . .
recovery, it was necessary to study the archaeologigp cabin decoration of the 17th century
remains in combination with the photographs andttle is known about 17th century cabin decoration. In
database records held at the Vasa Museum, as osedlr to attempt to understand the symbolism that may
as information connected to the excavation of thave been attached to it during the late Renaissance/
ships interior (Cederlund & Hocker 2006). e early Baroque period in Sweden, it is necessary to
woodcarvings consist of herm pilasters, console heaaissider the in uence of the previous two centuries.
lintels and herm pilaster doorposts or tall pilasters, &ding this time, European symbolic religious art,
hypotheses exist as to how the cabin would have loakleidth had taken the form of paintings, etchings,
(Soop 1992; Landstrom 1988). &asaMuseum's carvings, sculptures and other expressive images based
current life-size cabin reconstruction is based a@mhuman ideology, in attempting to in uence the ways
photographic evidence from a 1978 reconstructiggeople thought, became increasingly secular, plausibly
e latter made use of the most well preserved pilastdirsked to the reformation of the church.
and console heads, although no attempt was made tdEcclesiastical art as a whole was designed to
determine their original positions. tell stories to the largely illiterate population in
e great cabin and stern gallery were where mosbmprehensible and visually striking terms (Day 2003:



e Sovereign's Cabin

9). Interior wall paintings, as well as the skilfully carJde cycle of a warship often being not only brief, but
expressions on the gargoyles adorning the outside ofdhneetimes even violent, due to bad weather, being
buildings, would have added to this atmosphere (Fégsight on the rocks while navigating through uncharted
9.1 & 9.2). By the time of the late Renaissance/easlgters, or being set on re or sunk. e wood of which
Baroque the in uence of the Reformation would hatewas made was considerably less durable than stone,
led to a general decline in religious art being used dw@k, porcelain or metal.
on the European ships of the period. One exception In order to aid reconstruction of the great cabin
was in Catholic countries where religious artwork vedisVasa the archaeological remains were looked
still being widely used. at in combination with other representational

e few archaeological remains from timberevidence of the period including ship models,
framed warships of the period include the odd railietchings, paintings and drawings, although there
decorations, gureheads, single stern ornaments anda lack of relevant maritime pictorial evidence
coats-of-arms. is is probably due to the workingegarding the interior decoration of ships.

Figure 9.1.

A warning to blasphemers
in the 15th century. Wall
painting in Corby Glen
Church, Lincolnshire,
England (photo: author).
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It provided access to the quarter galleries via doors on
either side and to the upper cabin by a staircase on the
port side (Fig. 9.4), and had built-in lockers on both
sides (Cederlund & Hocker 2006:311).

Swedish Stately Mansions, Castles and
Churches

Pilasters and herm pilasters are visible in a number of
kinds of interior, the space between the pilasters often
housed by panelling. Some rooms in Swedish stately
mansions have wall panelling and framing of a simple
design and others incorporate more elaborate sculptures
into the pilasters.

e Gentleman's Room (often mistakenly called
Gustav Vasa's study room) in the tower accommodation
at Rydboholm was designed for Per Brahe the elder,
nephew to Gustav Vasa, in 1548, and is one of Sweden's
oldest existing Renaissance interiors. e painted
illustration in the wall panelling was meant to depict

Figure 9.2. Gargoyle from the north wing, St. Andrews CHI¥gh@NCestors, a practice continuing until the end of the
Heckington, Lincolnshire, England (photo: author). 17th century (Bedoire 2004:57). ere is more brick
wall in evidence here than wood panelling, and in later

. ] interiors more panelling and imagery can be found.
Cabin design and placement An example of this development can be seen at
With a lack of comparative material to the 17th centu@fripsholm Castle. Duke Karl's bedroom from around
Vasaabin, the only existing great cabin reconstructithfe¢ 1570s, has benches, panelling and painted ower
with which any slight comparisons can be drawnaid fruit decoration around the walls. Unlike the
the SwedistiKronan One of the largest warships ofientleman's room at Rydboholm, there is no depiction
the century,Kronanwas built by an Englishman,of ancestors, instead rather a variation on a theme. e
Francis Sheldon the elder, the ship di ering from thse of pilasters on the outside of each frame can be seen,
dominating Dutch style of théasa,its hull being as well as smaller pilasters with top and bottom wooden
more V-shaped and with a less lofty stern (Einarsgegorations inside the frame panelling. By the end of the
2001:18).Kronanwas launched in 1668, forty yeard6th century, additional wooden pilasters were being
after thevasaand therefore the interior can already b&sed.
identi ed as being later Baroque (Einarsson 2001:28) More examples of panelling and pilasters with
with more gilding than is presumed would have beearying degrees of decoration can be seen in two rooms
in the Vasanterior. As can be seen in gure 9.3, theiom Kalmar Castle. Rutsalen was designed some time
is a use of wall panelling with column pilasters ashortly after 1553, and Erik XIV's chamber was created
sculptures, and the light blue colour used on the wélld562. Rutsalen, with veneered panelling, was Queen
is not necessarily accurate. From what is already kn§@iarina Jagellonica’s living room, and possibly designed
about its exterior, the interior sculptures ofviiga by the chief builder at the castle, Domenicus Pahrs.
would have instead been painted in bright, natuflik XIV's chamber is considered one of Northern
colours. Europes nest Renaissance veneered rooms and includes

e great cabin of theVasawas approximately panelling by the German architect Hans Blum (Bedoire
14m long. It had originally been completely panelledQ04:54). Similar pilaster sculptures can be seen on
using herm pilasters, console heads, decorated pegrlhces at Skokloster Castle and Skara Cathedral, and
rails and built-in benches with fold-down berths alodge similar to those found on Wasa
all the walls. Towards the port side of the wall to the Following the irty Years War, and on the return
fore was a door leading into the helmsman's cabinofAhe Swedish nobility, interiors continued to develop
light transverse bulkhead with a doorway towards thelavishness. e diary author, Lorenzo Magalotti
starboard side of the aft wall provided access to the $tem Florence, Italy, wrote that he was amazed at the
gallery behind. e stern gallery was about 2.3m longeuence and ostentation surrounding the Swedish
and overhung the transom and the head of the rudééately mansions (Kylsberg 2006:6-7).
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Figure 9.3. A full
scale reconstruction
of the admiral's
cabin on the upper
deck of ‘Kronan’
(Einarsson
2001:45).

Figure 9.4.
Longitudinal

section of Vasa's
sterncastle, showing
the three principal
cabins (based on
Cederlund & Hocker
2006:166).
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Cabinets, chests and church pilasters taken and plans of the nds’ locations made following
the salvage were studied. Photographs were taken and

Examples of herm pilasters and panelling can be seenriresponding descriptions made.
a number of Northern European churches from around ) . )
the same time as the building of¥heaAn example € Nerm pilasters — pairs and singles
of some of the best remaining herm pilasters similaAtb the Vasaherm pilasters are made of oak, are
those found in the great cabin of the Vasa can be sggmoximately one metre in length, and were located
at Gardstanga Church, Stockholm, also known as ieor just outside, the great cabin. Some of them are
German Church. very badly worn, although it is still possible to make out
In the German Church, we nd what is possiblgome of the markings that can help identify the kind of
the closest reference material to show what the wiglsoration or meaning they may have had. e thirty-
may have looked like Yfas& great cabin (Fig. 9.5). one herm pilasters (which excludes one herm pilaster
Although created 1659-1665, the particular structumpparently misplaced after the recovery of the ship) can
or use of the framing is similar to that on the warshigh@a divided into thirteen pairs of similar decoration plus
console head being separated by herm pilasters, andvéthingles. e singles were either meant to be single
wood decoration between each framed biblical picturethey have been unable to be identi ed as matched
e carved foliage and fruit motifs are also similawith another. Clues as to the original placement of the
Many of the herm pilasters run in a male-female-magbdasters include the ‘drop location’ recorded during the
female pattern, although on the opposite side of thesovery of the ship, identi cation of the original holes
balcony there are herm pilasters that show a di ergr@ which they were attached to the wall panelling, and
pattern, for example with a male-male or female-fenthkzangle at which the base of the pilaster was made. For
combination. Also within this balustrade, above tleample, if the base of a herm pilaster slants up to the
pilasters, are console heads that are smaller than thgisie it may indicate a placement on the port side of
found in the great cabin, and the herm pilasters in ttti® cabin, following the angle of the deck. An example
example are gilded, along with the framing and constfla herm pilaster pair can be seen in gure 9.6.
heads. One of the herm pilasters in the German Church
has what looks like the face of a demon on it, and this_is .
very similar to one of the herm pilasters frofvaea CONCIUSiONs
great cabin. is research examined the archaeological remains
from the great cabin and stern gallery of the warship
) ) Vasa(including the entrance to the great cabin from
e archaeological remains the helmsmans cabin) in order to identify how
e herm pilasters, console heads, tall pilasters atliey would have originally been arranged and what
lintels believed to be originally placed in the great cabivganings would have been portrayed. is was
stern cabin and entrance to the great cabin (from #proached against a historical backdrop lacking in
helmsman's cabin) were studied in the Vasa Musetgmparative contemporary maritime archaeological
magazine rooms. A number of measurements wesderial. However, some model, print and painting

edadedsdal e lalalalsl rerapuen

Figure 9.5. German Church, Stockholm (photo: author)
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about the archaeological remains o¥dlsa

We know that the exterior of t@savas painted in
bright, natural colours and that the exterior sculptures
drew on several inuences from classical Greek and
Roman mythology as well as heraldic sources, giving
us clues about the imagery used in the great cabin and
stern gallery. Another source of information has been
provided through actual or pictorial visits to a number
of contemporary castles, stately homes, palace state
rooms and northern European churches, in order to
examine the wood panelling decoration style that has
proved to be similar to that established orvésa
Even though some of the most similar herm pilasters
and console heads are found in the German Church,
Stockholm, their woodcarving di erences lead to the
suggestion that a contemporary master craftsman's
book or catalogue of sculptures could have been in
existence. at sculptural thematic ideas were chosen
by a designer from such a book is not unthinkable. It
is also interesting that some of the sculptures on the
organ originally built for the German Church and now
housed in Overtorned Church were crafted by Marten
Redtmer, identi ed as Mester Marten on the payroll of
theVasaas one of its woodcarvers.

e design of the benches at Gripsholm Castle is
not dissimilar to that of the benches in the great cabin
of the Vasa and the development of wall panelling
and decoration from less to more in the second half of
the 16th century was certainly re ected in the use of
more sculptures by the time Wesawas built, state
room adornment very probably having an impact on
the decoration of ships’ great cabins. Another source
of comparative information was provided by the only
existing great cabin reconstruction of a ship from the
17th centuryKronan althoughKronanwas launched
some forty years after asaand it has been identi ed
as having a later Baroque interior, presumably more
gilded than th&asagreat cabin would have been. e
evidence found in Swedish stately mansions, castles and
churches leads to the conclusion that design fashion
from both the Netherlands and Germany had an
in uence on the interior design of ¥&saAs the wall
evidence from the 16th and 17th centuries helpedpanelling between herm pilasters was often painted with
show a progression from painted adornment in tbeats of arms, owers or other scenes, any evidence that
early 16th century to more sculptural decoration imay be found through possible future paint analysis on
the 17th century, representing an explanation asthie interior archaeological remains ofvdsawill be
why warships of the period became more embellisbégreat interest.
amidst possible rivalry between master shipwrights. It e great cabin represented the boundary between
also appears that the most lavishly decorated pathefclasses on board ship, and it also follows that the
the ship in this period was the stern, due to this betgcoration would have been designed with upper ranks
the accommodation and main working area of thed upper social class visitors in mind. Based on what
o cers. However, so far no artwork has been fourisl known about the great cabin and the similarities
that documents the decoration inside a ships cabinb@iween the Swedish navy and the class system in the
order to be able to compare this with what is knovnitish navy, the senior o cers of thasawere also

Figure 9.6. Herm pilasters (photo: author).
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representatives of the lower aristocracy, and therefonetion was therefore decorative with the added
would have resided in the great cabin. ese o cerpossibility of symbolic meaning. e interior sculptures
would have been fairly well educated, and woulepresent several artistic in uences typical in the late
have understood both the decorative meanings of Renaissance and early Baroque, drawing on images
sculptures and the importance of the decorative fasHimm ancient Rome and the Italian Renaissance, and
of the period. e Vasaepresents the only example ofiaving a Northern European perspective with apparent
multiple beds in a great cabin existing today. Latere@xchanges between, for example, the Netherlands and
in ship cabin design, the Admiral or Captain woul@ermany. e use of herm pilasters in this period is
have resided alone in the great cabin, and it appedse seen in furniture, and the use of tall pilasters as
thatKronarhad more cabins for o cers than Wesa  doorposts re ects the similar use of pilaster columns and
therefore representative of this development of wargtgégorative columns from ancient Roman architecture.
cabin arrangements. A placement reconstruction of the stern gallery lintels
e sculptures within the great cabin and the sterrand herm pilaster doorposts can be seen in gure 9.7.
gallery ofVasaful lled no structural function. Not Analysis of the decorative sculpture ofVsa
even the console heads, which would have givenititerior archaeological remains has shown that the
impression of being roof beam supporting corbet®nsole headsrepresentthree types of portraitgroups and
were not structurally functional, and very few of thbat the majority of the herm pilasters come in similar
exterior sculptures performed any structural role. eipairs. Twenty-six of the thirty-two herm pilasters can

Figure 9.7.

A diagram of herm
pilaster doorpost and
lintel placements
inside the stern gallery
(author).
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be identi ed as actually being thirteen pairs, pointing e reconstruction process has pointed to the
to a bilaterally symmetrical arrangement. Whereasoaljinal positions of the two herm pilaster doorposts
the examples given of church altarpiece herm pilasterthe stern gallery, the two herm pilaster doorposts
represent females, the herm pilasters in the Gerraad cartouche lintel at the entrance to the great cabin
Church, Stockholm are mainly in a sequence of mdifem the helmsman’s cabin and the two console heads
female, male, female. e poor condition of ti@sa around the mast trunk which would have been attached
herm pilasters makes it hard to identify them as beiaghe panelling in the great cabin. Also proposed is
male or female, although at least some are identi able position of the two remaining herm pilaster
as male and some as female. e existence of batborposts inside the great cabin, and the position of
male and female herm pilasters points to a simflaur herm pilasters and three console heads on one
arrangement of alternation in tasagreat cabin as section of panelling from the starboard side of the great
was in the German Church. In addition, the consatabin. e latter was done by matching the nail hole
heads in the German Church contain examples ofralasurements on the sculptures and appropriate panel
three console head types, human, lion and grotesguty what is known about the drop locations of the
even if the majority are of human type. sculptures. e panel example makes use of the only
ere is no evidence to suggest that woodewurrent intact piece of panelling to come from the great
panelling with herm pilasters and console heads, ratfadain (Fig. 9.8).
like a stateroom, was typical in a ship context however. e sculptures on theVasenad more meaning than
Maybe if the use of such elaborate woodwork had bjersh expensive, colourful decoration. ere is a use of a
normal in a great cabin, more pictorial documentatisgmbolic form of language paralleling that used within
would exist. e evidence of the archaeological remaitte2 churches of Europe and the imagery of ancient
in storage along with the design of the great cabin &aman, Greek and Egyptian cultures, all of the latter
stern gallery structures shows that the designers dependant on representations of the ship in one form
attempting to create a palace stateroom on a shipanother. e combined grouping dfas& interior
rather than a ship’s cabin. No expense would hagalptures representing humans and animals from both
been spared, with the great cabin purposely builtlaod and sea would have given the impression of the
hold panelling with herm pilasters and console he&aisg holding court over his subjects no matter where in
attached, and designed in such a way that there werdeavorld the warship was, stating the King’s sovereignty
visible nail xtures. even over the sea. In this context, the sculptures relate

Port Forward Starboard Figu.re 9.8. ]
Cabin panelling

schematic, with
possible placement
positions (author).
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to the giving of ideas, as well as the projection of vaBesgt Kylsberg, Museum Curator, Skoklosters Castle,
and opinions, not unlike the function of a moderfor his guided tour; Lars W. Andersson, Museum
billboard or television advertisement. e use of sucBurator, Kalmar Castle, for his museum images; Tina
symbolic decorative function within Wesgpoints us Bjoérkbacka, e Royal Palace, Stockholm, for room
in the direction of another function — that the greatesign information; Lars EinarsgonpanKalmar, for
cabin was intended as a mobile royal court for ghject information; Lena Palmqvist, Nordiska Museet,
King when on board, a place where it was possibl&tockholm, and Ab Hoving, Dr. Frits Scholten and
hold council and entertain the upper classes or sliaul van Duin from the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, for
o0 the wealth of the country to foreign nobility andheir help regarding contemporary interior decoration.
diplomats. It was meant to be a home from home in
times of war, giving the sovereign power, status and the
ability to relax in relative comfort. at it was decoratedR€ferences
as a stateroom rather than a cabin would have mad=doire, F. 200&venska slott och herrgardar; en historisk
di erent from other warships of the period. reseguid8tockholm: Bonnier.
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Riikka Alvik

In this article | will present three shipwrecks dating In this ‘Age of Enlightenment’, science, philosophy
from the Age of Enlightenment, and will discusand the arts were highly appreciated among the upper
possible research perspectives from which to vidmgses of European society and education was a desired
them and their sites. e wrecks were once merchaatcomplishment. e founding of St. Petersburg by
ships destined for St. Petersburg in Russia. is wdgar Peter had military and strategic reasons, but it also
the town founded by Tzar Peter the Great in 1703 gigrang from his ambition to change and reform Russian
a new strategic seaport, and a ‘bridge’ to Europe, aadiety. He desired to develop the country in a European
was a fast developing, lively city. By combining writtemanner and elevate its levels of culture and education.
sources and archaeological studies, it is possible to Boeeign merchants soon established themselves in
a more complete story of the three s&ipavichel, the city which included German, English and Dutch
Vrouw Mariaand De Catherinagven more so when settlements (North and Snapper 1990:263-266). St.
considering them together as part of a historical a@Petersburg, and also the old port of Archangel in the
cultural continuum. In conclusion, | will suggest varioldorth, became important places for trade to other parts
approaches to the artefacts on board, and the cargb&aissia such as Moscow (Gelderblom 2003:96-97).
carried by these ships; material which represented mordo get to St Petersburg required sailing through
than economic value, revealing also a new ideologythedGulf of Finland, a dangerous route due to a lack of
way of thinking. Ships and seafaring were importgbper marine charts and the rudimentary navigation
means of spreading trends and innovations fraguipment carried aboard most sh{pélstrom
Western Europe to Russia. 2000a:11-19). Many merchantmen went astray and
sank in what are today Finnish territorial waters. e

) . shipwreck register of Finland lists 57 wrecks that date
Historical background roughly to the 18th centurit is three of these wrecks
During the early 17th century seafaring had develogbdt are the focus for this case studySth&lichel,
into a global activity. Ships from countries such te Vrouw Mariaand theDe Catherinayhich all sank
England and the Netherlands transported goods frivetween 1747 and 1782. Towards the end of the 18th
India, China and South America, and traded thenentury some sectors of the once strong Dutch tradition
further on to Europe. New cities and ports grew rapidiy shipbuilding were beginning to stagrtdtevever,
around the world and one of the most important was 8l. three merchant ships in this study represent the
Petersburg. is city was a destination for colonial anButch trade at this period in the Baltic, which although
European merchandise and the ships transported Hask signi cant than that of the British by this time,
the raw materials and food supplies needed in Westeetderblom (2003:98) suggests that Dutch ships still
Europe such as rye and wheat. accounted for the majority of carriage in some routes.
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Presentation of the wrecks were also discovered. In the early 1960s an exceptional
) nd consisting of parts of a two-wheeled horse-drawn
St. Michel carriage, were salvaged by divers from the cargo hold

e merchant ship, St. Michelwas on her way from (Hbl 8.9.1961, Uusi Suomi 16.2.1964). e ship’s
Amsterdam to St. Petersburg in the autumn o#&rgo originated in dierent parts of Europe and
1747 when she sank near the island of Borstd in theluded colonial goods such as dyes and tobacco. is
archipelago of Finland. In the 1950s local shermavas a very typical combination for Russian transport
complained that their nets were catching at a degth e.g. Jonker & Sluyterman 2000:39).

of 30-40 meters. In 1956 marine divers located an Despite the vast number of artefacts found, tracing
extremely well preserved wreck which was nartigglship’s identity was not an easy task. Archival research
‘Borst6 I’ from her location. She was lying on her keakried out by Christian Ahlstrom has indicated how
on the seabed with all three masts still standing. nportant it is to nd exact dates and origins for the
nd was o cially announced to the National Board ofartefacts on board. Ahlstrom followed several leads in
Antiquities in 1958 and it soon became known ashis research, such as the French origin for both the lead
sensational wreck on account of its well-preserved caegds on the cloth, and the mysterious horse-drawn
and the excellent state of its hull. It was even compa@uiages. One clue was found in Abo where Ahlstrém
to the Swedish warshpsand raising it was discussedinearthed an auction protocol from 1748 regarding
(Abo Underrattelser 6.10.1957 and 6.8.1961, H& salvaged sea-chest. e list of contents included
30.5.1965, Suomen sosiaalidemokraatti 5.9.1961). eeligious literature in German and French. Clearly a
notion was also conceived that the jewellery recovéoegign ship had been in di culties in the archipelago
from the wreck was intended for Catherine the Greatl747. Despite this, no records of any sunken ship
(Uusi Suomi 27.4.1971). could be traced (Ahlstrom 2005:88-92).

e artefacts contained in the wreck date to the A stronger indication of the identity of the wreck
mid 18th century. e ship type and form (probably was a letter concerning a horse-drawn carriage bought
a galliot) indicate that it was Dutch. e divers foundfor the Russian Empress Elizabeth I. e letter was
a great many items including ceramics (Fig. 10.1) dadnd in the Sound Toll Register archives. e Russian
other luxury items such as snu boxes, watches, disaas)assador to Denmark was requesting a free passage
and personal belongings of the crew. Human bomasi return of the toll payment for a carriage transported

Figure 10.1. Meissen porcelain vessels from wreck of St. Michel. (Photo: National Board of Antiquities)
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by ship under the direction of shipmaster Carl P. Amigtouw Maria

A response to the letter from the King of Denmarle master of the Dutch merchant shij/rouw
instructed the toll o cers to repay the fee because taria was Reynoud Lourens. He was experienced
horse-drawn carriage was intended for the personabuasehighly esteemed despite his young age (24 or 25
of the Russian empress. At that time it was customahen theVrouw Mariasank). His name appears in
that royal courts were exempt from custom chargssveral documents concerning\reuw Mariaand

e name of the ship was not mentioned, but theanother ship, thdohanna en PietAccording to these
name of its captain led to a ship c&tedlichel.is documents he sailed to St.Petersburg annually in the
evidence was found in Amsterdam, among record$atd 1760s and carried the goods of 34 merchants on the
ships required to pay a certain fee cajidjdotsgeld nal voyage of th&rouw Marian 1771 (Gelderblom
(galliot money) when entering Amsterdam (Ahlstr6a®03: 100-101).

2005: 92-97). Her cargo on this fateful trip consisted of zinc,

e question of the home harbour of ti&. Michel mercury, dyestu s, sugar, co ee beans and cloth, as well
proved to be interesting. In the Amsterdam recors provisions such as cheese, butter and sh. From other
captain Amiel’s home city is given as Amsterdasources it is known that the ship carried valuable items
but in the Sound Customs register 83teMichels of art belonging to the Russian Empress Catherine the
mentioned as a Russian ship (Ahlstrom 2005:93,9@)eat and the Russian Prince Gallitzin (Gelderblom
e ship possibly sailed under a Russian ag or hag003: 101). ese were paintings bought at an art
some connection with Russia; maybe her owners ligadtion held earlier in Amsterdam. ey had belonged
in St. Petersburg. to the then deceased Dutch merchant and art collector

Oddly, no written evidence of the capsizing @errit Braamcamp. (Ahlstrom 2000a:26; Gelderblom
the St. Michehas been found; the ship and its cargz003:101-104).
just seem to have disappeared. If this shipMihel When the Vrouw Mariareached the Gulf of
most likely no one survived. However the ship's boaFisland it strayed o route and struck rocks in the
missing, so an attempt may have been made to esempish archipelago. e ship lost her rudder and
from the sinking vessel. Some human bones were fovegian letting in water. Master Lourens and nine crew
on the wreckalong with the skull of a small dog whiclmembers tried to save the ship and her cargo for several
makes this ship a grave site as well (Bojner 1965; Tetkd§#s, staying overnight on a tiny island nearby. Local
1962; Ericsson 1970). men representing the Northern Diving and Salvage

Unfortunately for archaeological analysis, the rSompany helped in this task. While silver, ship’s
lifting of artefacts from the wreck was more a mategquipment and luxury items including paintings were
of salvage than retrieval for research and valughleaged, most of the cargo was lost. e co ee beans
information has probably been lost. When the horsked the pumps and the hold soon lled with water. On
drawn carriage was put on exhibition in the Maritinte fth day the ship sank. e captain and crew, with
Museum of Finland in 2008, it was discovered thsalvaged cargo and some equipment belonging to the
not all the pieces tted together and that there weskip, were transported to Turku (Abo). e value of the
probably two carriages, a model and one intendeddalvaged goods was assessed and the ship’s equipment
use (Méantynen pers. comm.). Most parts of the carriagel the shipmaster's cargo were sold at auction in
were salvaged at the beginning of the 1960s. ey weTerku. e rest of the salvaged cargo was transported to
found in the cargo hold and kitchen area, but we or8y. Petersburg after negotiations between the Swedish
have written descriptions of these locations (Boj@erthorities and representatives of the cargo’s owners in
1965). Today th&t. Micheis a protected site and onlyRussia.
scienti ¢ diving is permitted. ough much cargo was e Russian nobility was very anxious to retrieve
salvaged there are still a large number of artefacts tlaid lost paintings and initiated correspondence with
perhaps even human remains, inside the ship’s hull fredSwedish authorities immediately on receiving news
on the seabed alongside. of the accident (Gelderblom 2003: 114). According to

ese questions emphasise that, even if this is thiee records, at least 11 paintings went down with the
St Michelthe story is not yet complete. Not only iship. In 1772 a number of failed attempts were made
there more work required on the recovered matet@locate her and salvage her submerged cargo. But the
but further research could be carried out on the wreskip remained lost for more than 200 years. In the early
Neither have the Russian written sources been stud@fi0s archival documents were discovered by Ahlstrom
yet and these, together with other information stdhd the wreck was located by him in 1999, in co-
being located in the Sound toll records may clarify theeration with a group of divers who searched the area
intriguing anomalies referred to above. with a side-scan sonar. e two-masted, snow-rigged
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ship lies almost intact on her keel at a depth of 41lesal authorities, a diving commissioner. Companies
on the seabed (Fig. 10.2). e upper deck and stemwere entitled to a 25% commission on salvaged cargo,
were damaged when it went down, and also during thaking a successful salvage operation a pro table
salvage operations carried out while the ship was \stititure.
a oat. Only a few artefacts have been retrieved, to helpBy comparing di erentwritten sourcesitis clear that
towards its correct identi cation. the sugar, zinc, most of the dyestu s and the Tzarina's
A number of written sources exist concerning tpaintings are missing and are most likely still in the
Vrouw Maria,from the date she was sold to her lasargo hold of the sunken ship. Several goods mentioned
owner until the day she sank o the Finnish coast. the list of salvaged items are not mentioned in the
ese include the sea protest and ship's log of thell registers. ese include tobacco, co ee, tea and
days surrounding the accident, written by shipmagbeoks. Indeed, during research conducted in 2010-
Lourens, and the list of salvaged cargo and the auc®dh?, co ee beans, indigo, grapes, pumice, madder and
protocol of the salvaged items sold in Turku. eseveral other items were found. Some of these correlate
diplomatic correspondence about the lost art is houséith the Sound Toll Records or the list of salvaged
in archives in Stockholm (Ahlstrom 2000b:8-12). items such as the salvaged co ee which was sold in St.
In the case of the sinking of Wreuw Mariathe Petersburg in 1772. Other items are not mentioned
process after the accident is fairly well known framthe written sources at all, for example the tobacco
the written sources, oering an interesting glimpggpes (Fig. 10.3) and glass lenses, which are still visible
of jurisdiction in practice with regard to a shipwredk the cargo hold (Ahlstrom 2000:7-11; Gelderblom
in Swedish waters. According to Swedish law it #286€3:104-105, 109-111; Leino 2004:8).
the duty of the salvage companies to assist in cases of National Board of Antiquities has surveyed
shipwreck. O the Finnish coast this would fall omnd monitored the site since 2000. ere have been
the Northern Diving and Salvage Company. Locascussions in the media about lifting the wreck in
participated in these operations and were led by tider to carry out an archaeological excavation inside
her hull. Although an enormous undertaking this
would naturally be very interesting should su cient
resources be made available.

De Catherina

e Dutch merchant ship, De Catherinasank o
Ekenas in 1782. Her cargo consisted of roof tiles and
mixed goods. According to the ship’s protocol, the
owner of the ship was omas Gotthard Sabeck who
lived in St. Petersburg. Most of the cargo was owned
by the traders Michael Faleje and Henrik Bt.von
Lilaer from St. Petersburg (Ahlstrom 1997:163-167).
e cargo also included silver that belonged to the
merchant Lodewijck Hovy. is same person owned
the silver carried on th&ouw Maria is time the

silver cargo was salvaged and auctioned in Ekenés. Mr.
Hovy asked his representative to lodge a complaint
against the auction and the 25% salvage reward to the
Salvage Company but his complaint did not lead to a
satisfactory result.

A wreck was found in the early 1970s and presumed
to beDe Catherine&some divers had looted the wreck
before the ocial announcement of the discovery
and survey by the National Board of Antiquities.
e wreck is badly damaged and broken into several
pieces. Two large 16-19m sections of the sides of the
Figure 10.2. Wreck of Vrouw Maria from the starboard  ship and a brick stove surrounded by loose nds and
side. (lllustration by Tiina Miettinen, National Board of  roof tiles still remain. e wreck lies in quite shallow
Antiquities.) water and is probably partly buried in the sediment.
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Figure 10.3. Dutch clay pipes from the wreck of Vrouw Maria. (Photo Ulla Klemel&, National Board of Antiquities)

e divers in the 1975 survey salvaged some rodiie St. Michehrchival research was carried out in ve
tiles, glass bottles, china and clay pipes as reporteungpean countries (Nurmio-Lahdenméaki 2005:85).
Harry Alopaeus in the Annual Report of the Bureau of In the 18th century the handling of lost material
Maritime History in 1975 (Wreck no. 1447, Archive opossessions through accidents at sea was quite well
underwater nds, National Board of Antiquities, e organized (Gelderblom 2003:96, 102, 106-108, 112-
Maritime Archaeology Unit). e wreck is also known114). Attempts to make trading safer for the owners
as the Rysskar wreck from her location. e surveyf ships and cargo included insuring and spreading the
of the site and archival research is not yet compleiskd among several owners (Unger 1978:44). us the
and excavation is required to obtain all the availalelgal paperwork connected to the loss of a ship is an
archaeological data. important source of detailed information. e relative
status of a ship can probably also be evaluated by the
.. ) ) amount of archive material that accumulated after its
Combining di erent source material loss. e cargo of thevrouw Mariawas for example
As shown above the source material for this studysidered of such high value that a considerable
includes not only the ships themselves and #w@ount of diplomatic correspondence was amassed
archaeological remains on board, but also variafter it sank.
archival records concerning these sites. ImportantOne important additional source for many
additional information to the archaeological data hasecks in the Baltic is the Sound Toll Register, which
been provided by several written sources from archpvesgide information about ships and their cargoes that
in the Netherlands, Sweden, Finland, Denmark amedter and leave the Baltic. e marine archaeological
Russia. investigations of identi ed shipwrecks sometimes show
Establishing the identity of a ship in some walgewever, that these registers and other documents do
makes its story more complete (Ahlstrom 1995:15®t contain full information about the entire content
168, 2005:86-100; see however, Eriksson in tlik the cargo, nor about other artefacts on board.
volume). e wrecks in this article have been identi edere are sometimes other di culties in combining
from archaeological data combined with writtednd interpreting the written records together with
sources gathered from several countries. In the casecbfeological data. A case in point isVtbaw
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Maria, the life of which can be followed starting with doubt an important element of life then, especially at
document of her sale at auction in Amsterdam in 176&a. A merchant ship was hardly a safe workplace and
(GAA, Notarial Archives 12043/483). religion possibly gave some form of comfort.

If this is the same ship that sank in 1771 in Finnish Another principal aspect of life onboard concerns
territorial waters and was found in 1999, there isttee division of space. is can raise interesting
contradiction in the measurements of the shipwreglestions when researching shipwrecks of the historical
and those reported in the auction inventoryVeuw period when the internal division of space on ships
Maria sold at auction was a ko ship almost threlsecomes progressively more complex and in uenced
metres shorter than the wreck. Furthermore, tbie shiby social factors as well as role and function. In many
equipment salvaged o the wreck in Nagu belongeddases there were cabins for those uppermost in the ship’s
a snow-rigged ship, as also does its rigging, which bitexarchy, but tracing the crew’s space, interspersed as
ts a snow ship than a ko ship (Laitinen 2000:2-4)it was with functional areas, is not always an easy task
One possible solution is a mistake in interpreting t(s&=e Eriksson's analysis related to di erent types of ship
measurements and ship classi cation of the inventamythis volume). However, the ship’s galley and di erent
or perhaps the same owners had several ships witkypes of tableware can be studied in all three ships in this
same name. case study, revealing the nature of life at sea, interesting

not least for comparisons with life ashore.

In contrasting life at sea and ashore, another
Future research guestion concerns gender. Men seem to have been the
e potential of a shipwreck to provide reliabledominant sex in seafaring, although as Adams (2003:
information must be critically evaluated. Wha3l) has pointed out, women were often aboard in
signi cance do shipwreck sites hold and how showigrious roles and in many circumstances that did not
they be interpreted? What kind of questions do thegcessarily appear in the o cial records. In fact there
address? What kind of stories do they relate? @ne case here of exactly that. In the written sources
obviously important aspect is the structure of the ship the three ships in this study there is no evidence
itself. All ships in this article are most likely of Dutdbr the presence of women or of passengers, but the
origin. Rotterdam and Zaanstreek were important skigchaeological data tells us otherwise. Judging from
building docks in 18th century Hollaadd employed nds of women's clothing and female human bones,
hundreds of people. A merchant ship was built to fuBt. Michehad a young woman on board, possibly a
the need for transporting goods between people aadsenger (Telkkd 1962). In other ways too, although
between centres of commerce. e ships containgde world of trade in the 18th century was very male
technical innovations but were also part of a lodgminated in some aspects, stories surrounding the
building tradition. At this time there was a tenden&t. Micheland Vrouw Mariashow there were also
towards the standardization of ship designs, wherebistanding women who held political power and
the adaptability of the ship was important (Ungewned much property. is too was not unusual
1978:41-44). Once the hull was built, it was up to thgarticularly in the sphere of merchant shipping, for
buyer to choose whatever modern and e ective riggwigen the men went to sea it was often the women who
he liked. ran the business (Doe 2009).

Another possible perspective is to study the ship as
a work-place and temporary home for a limited groug . .
of people. In the case of Wreuw Mariaa nine-man Russian connection
crew shared a very limited space. A shipwreck can A &ussian connection is very clear in all of these ships.
information about life on board, daily routines and evanowners of the De Catherinlived in St. Petersburg;
such things as attitudes to safety. In the legal testimimst. Michgbossibly sailed under the Russian ag; but
and ship's log written by Reynoud Lourens, thike shipmaster of thge Catherinalochem Andreas,
shipmaster of thé&rouw Mariahe reports that the ship was Dutch (Ahlstrém 1995:139-140). Whether the
hit an unseen rock while two members of the crew wah@s themselves were Russian is an interesting question,
on duty and the rest were at prayer with the shipmastecause late 18th century merchant ships were able
(Ahlstrém 2000b:7). is small notice in the log of theto sail under the Russian ag if half of the crew was
nal voyage of th&rouw Mariaprovides evidence of Russian (Ahlstrém 1995:134). is was an ingenious
the role of religion in the activities of the seafarer. Toaesy of avoiding custom fees. Whether this was possible
it may seem rather odd to occupy a crew with prapefore the maritime law declared by Catherine Il in
while the ship is manoeuvring through dangerolig81l is uncertain. e ownership of tH&t. Michels
waters in darkness and high wind, but religion wassiidl unresolved.
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e Vrouw Mariawas Dutch according to archivale cargoes from theSt. MichelVrouw MariaandDe
sources. Her owner, Coenraad Vissering, and her@atherindhave been shown to consist of a remarkable
owner and book keeper Tamme Ysbrantsz Beth, batisemblage of di erent products and artefacts. Items
lived in Amsterdam; the successful history of Tammeh as zinc, mercury, dyestus, sugar and co ee
Beth is well known (Gelderblom 2003:99-100)%eans re ect the new contemporary trade and colonial
Important merchants like Lodewijck Hovy also leéiconomy. e import of luxury items such as horse-
their mark in history. His ownership of the silver cargiloawn carriages and exclusive paintings as well as simple
of theVrouw MarisandDe Catherinhas left traces in objects such as ice skates, snu -boxes and watches bear
archives and at least part of his life can be reconstruetédess to a process whereby old Russia was seeking to
He was the son of a surgeon of the Russian eet vlecome more European.
moved from Moscow to Amsterdam (Gelderblom Today, these artefacts belong to old shipwrecks
2003:97). Perhaps this ancestry was one reason fdyimg o some rocky islands in the Finnish archipelago.
participation in Russian trade. e challenge for future research is to examine them in

Unique to all three ships is that the Russidhe light of their various past historical contexts. How
Empresses Elizabeth | and Catherine Il and otlvegre they used, seen and valued in the places where they
members of the Russian court had close connectiomginated? For example, the paintings frordrthey
with them, linking them directly with the importantMariaare at present under investigation by Eero Ehanti,
objectives of the leading powers. is is where theurator at the National Board of Antiquities, Finland.
explanatory power of these ships is seen as a group, material preservation of artwork in underwater
addition to the stories they tell us individually. conditions is uncertain. But because information exists

in several written sources, the titles of the paintings,
) . ) their artists, art collectors and art dealers can be traced.
INgs In action What was the intended use at the end destination for
e theoretical perspective of seeing meaningfuiihe items carried by the wrecked ships? Who dressed in
constructs in material culture is relatively wélie new fashions in St Petersburg? Who skated for fun
established in archaeology today. Objects are not gusthe Neva in the winters? Where were the paintings
the result of functionalism or accidental processes,tbutang? Who was meant to see and be impressed by all
are both created and used for specic reasons. é#yese exotic imports from Holland? Such perspectives
are ‘symbols in action’, expressing someone’s wilaltow maritime archaeology not only to study lost ships
change, or in some cases to preserve. eir meaningtheir present locations, but also to understand the
is also regarded as strongly connected to the cortertribution of material culture to the process of social
within which they existed (see Hodder 2003, 2009).change.
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Minna Leino

Suomenlinna Sea Fortress is a unique monumgabmenlinna Museum. e exhibitioBubbling Under,

of military architecture located just o the coast ahe Underwater Cultural Heritage at Suomenlinna
Helsinki, the capital city of Finland. is group ofislandsdisplayed the history of the waters surrounding
is a UNESCO World Heritage Site, receiving 700,0@8uomenlinna. In addition, this case study is also a part
visitors annually. It is one of the most important culturgf the author’'s PhD studiRecycling Shipsritime

heritage sites in Finland. Recently Suomenlinna Bashaeological aspects of Suomenlinna, UNESCO World
provided rare opportunities to research, develop aslitage Site

promote the eld of maritime archaeology. is article
presents a re-evaluation of wrecks recorded already in
1981. e re-evaluation was made possible thanks tarlskrona

an intensive archaeological survey of the underwegQﬁty of Karlskrona was founded in 1680 when the
parts of Suomenlinna. As a result, for the rst tinRoyal Swedish Navy was relocated there. e new city
these previously unknown wrecks were identi ed as #2g), at the time, a strategic position with short sailing
scuttled part of the original 18th century Army Fleetgistances to important areas in the Baltic Sea (Ericson
In maritime archaeological studies in Finlandg93:9). Recycling ships” hulls was common in the 18th
wrecks are most commonly seen as unique time capstéfgury Swedish Navy (Wachtmeister 1912: 56). In
and these en-route wrecks have been documeryggliskrona, at least 60 vessels were deliberately scuttled
is article proposes another way of viewing wreckgnd the sites of most of these recycled shipwrecks were
e ships discussed here are instead seen as part of@h marked on maps (Ekberg 2008; Cederlund 1983;
active society’s ambitions and strategies after they\g{enhtmeister 1912). ese wrecks were incorporated
no longer seaworthy. ey are rescued and transformgflo various new structures, such as bridges, piers, and
into constructions under the sea. e recycling obreakwaters. Ships were also used as land Il material.
a ship is naturally a more complex process than Mgfurally, most of the reused wrecks in Karlskrona
the convenient reuse of an old vessel. e processifd a military origin, as they were former navy ships
recycling ships is discussed in connection with recycfifgchtmeister 1912: 5).
pl’aCticeS in Suomenlinna and Karlskrona in southern In Kar|skrona, the recyc|ed shipswere not necessar”y
Sweden. Karlskrona and Suomenlinna served as QﬂMaIn fact1 some were fa|r|y new, but so bad|y damaged
bases and dOCkyardS for the Swedish crown in the :I.lgtbatﬂe that they were Judged to be beyond repair at
century. Naturally, both areas contained several shigonable cost. It seems that scuttled ships usually lay
in various states of repair and inevitably a considergbl§ess in the dockyard for quite some time before that
number of the mllltal’y vessels found their last restm&ision was reached (Wachtmeister 19125) e hulls
places in their home waters as recycled objects.  \vere Iled with stones before they were sunk, which

is research forms part of a larger cultural projecgeems to have been the normal procedure in Sweden in
which has already concluded with an exhibition @ |ate 17th and early 18th centuries.
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Suomenlinna 1917) and Suomenlinna became the home of Russian
troops, leaving an interesting record in the underwater
During the 17th century, Swedish military actiofandscape. However, this study focuses on the Swedish
concentrated on the southern part of the Baltic Spariod, that is, 18th century Suomenlinna, which was
e situation changed after Russia gained a connectitime equivalant of Karlskrona.
to the Baltic. One of the biggest in uences on the
strategic focus on the Baltic Sea was the founding of .
the city of St. Petersburg by Peter the Great in 17g§iderwater Suomenlinna
(Fig. 11.1). During the 18th century, military activityn the underwater cultural landscape around
increased in the surrounding countries. New eeBsiomenlinna, over 50 di erent kinds of sites including
were established, enabling battles at sea. At this piole structures, log barriers, embankments, and
Finland was part of Sweden and under constant thigabden and iron wrecks have been recorded (Leino
of Russian occupation. For this reason, the Swed6b8:101). e surrounding waters, covering 80
crown decided to build a major fortress in 1747. ishectares, have been subject to considerable interest over
fortress was called Sveaborg, the fort of Swedenth@npast ten years due to dredging and other activities
1918 the name was changed to Suomenlinna, the ranging the underwater landscape. e underwater
of Finland), and it was located o the coast of Helsinkiultural heritage at Suomenlinna is nevertheless still
e location was carefully chosen in the middle of theery rich in character. e Finnish National Board of
Finnish coastline in a favourable spot for a big fortrgsstiquities conducted a maritime archaeological survey
0 ering a sheltered water area for the eet. from 2007 to 2010. is survey made the cultural
e main architect of the fortress was Augustirseascape more accessible with the use of side-scan and
Ehrensvard, a lieutenant colonel in the artillery at thiltibeam sonars. e multibeam data was especially
time (Gardberg & Palsila 1998:2; af Hallstrom 1986:14)seful when combined with Lidar material, producing
Within ten years of its establishment, Suomenlinascomprehensive 3D model of the whole landscape.
became a naval base and a dockyard for a new Swedis® wooden wrecks are preserved only up to the
eet. It was an important addition to Sweden’s navalwest parts of the hull. ese are the so-called skeleton
stratagem, complementing Karlskrona. e locatiomwrecks. It seems that everything valuable had been
of Karlskrona on the eastern shore of Sweden waséatoved leaving only the wooden shell. e impression
distant to protect Finland against Russia. After sevgyathat nature has cleaned the shorelines, slowly
wars, Finland eventually became part of Russia (1&¥bsorbing the abandoned ships into the underwater

Figure 11.1Map
showing the location
the places mentionec
in the article (Minna
Leino).
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landscape. If we take a closer look at the geograp!
location of the wrecks, other interpretations becol
possible. In the larger straits, ships were scuttlec
function as obstacles to sailing, as described alreac
maritime archaeologist Harry Alopaeus (1984a:27-£
A block ship is scuttled as a wartime defensive mee
designed to block passage into a waterway. is is 0
of the oldest naval tactics on record (Richards 2008::
An especially interesting location is Lilla Varvet (¢
below), where the most extensive marine archaeolo
documentation of the fortress area to date took pl:
in 1981.

Case Study, the Little Wharf

e Little Wharf is located on the eastern coast o
the island of Iso Mustasaari (Stora Oster Svarto)
is today one of the largest small shipping harbours ...
Suomenlinna (Fig. 11.2). It houses mostly motorbo&igure 11.2. Location of the Little Wharf in Suomenlinna.
belonging to a local yachting club (Fig. 11.3). e(Tiina Miettinen, National Board of Antiquities, Finland)
Swedish name Lilla Varvet means the Little Wharf or
a minor dockyard, and it originated in the late 18th
century. e main dockyard for the eet was theto raise the most important structural parts for
drydock in Susisaari (Vargdn), the construction @écumentation on land (Fig. 11.6). Also the log-frame
which started soon after the establishment of the whedlastruction of the breakwater was photographed and
fortress. In addition, this Little Wharf was establishatkasured, but none of its componemse removed
because there was a need to build boathouses to sielterthe site. Before lifting, the wreck parts were also
new, smaller gunboats. e Little Wharf was place¢heasured and photographesituby Harry Alopaeus.
in a good geographical location for mooring ships; tHe also photographed the wreck elements separately in
island creates a shelter from prevailing winds from their new location in the Maritime Museum of Finland.
southwest. e challenge to be solved was instead #selements were included in the museum collections,
openness to waves caused by north-eastern winds.but stored outside in the maintenance area unconserved.
e Little Wharf was not in active use in the All in all, wooden parts were removed from the four
1970s and hence the decision was made to changietent wrecks, which were named 1A, 1B, 2 and 3
into a modern harbour. For that reason, the last hegstye Table 11.1). Some of the wreck elements were even
construction work there, making it a viable harbouglocated underwater into a safe place in front of the
took place in 1982. e old breakwater was rebuilt aSoast Guard Station in Suomenlinna.
a pier by adding boulders of bedrock to the structure. Already in 1982, a brief summary of the
At the same time, the Maritime Museum of Finlandrchaeological eldwork had been published in the
had the opportunity to make a quick record of th&nnual Report of the Maritime Museum of Finland.
site which contained four wrecks and a timber caisganthat time, the wrecks were interpreted as having
structure (Fig. 11.4). ese were partly dredged awayperated in the Crimean War (1853-1856) or earlier.
(Fig. 11.5) and partly lgft situbeneath the new pier e dating was in uenced by the discoveries of two
after completion of the archaeological documentatighot (92 mm and 142 mm) from wreck 1A and one
which also included lifting up the most importanghot (200 mm) from wreck 1B. e shot in wreck 1B
structural parts of the wrecks. had gone through the keelson (Maritime Museum of
Finland 1982:53). One shot included a fuse, which
. . clearly dates to the Crimean war or later (Alopaeus
Recording the site, 1981-1982 2009: pers. comm., see also Alopaeus 1984b). At that
Archaeological documentation of the site by the sta tohe, the origin of these wrecks remained unsolved.
the Maritime Museum took place in December 198Qver the years, these wooden pieces of di erent wrecks
Additional volunteer work was also conducted durimgere forgotten and their historical value remained
that winter. Due to poor visibility, wintry conditionsunrecognized.
and the impending construction work, it was decided ese wreck elements were re-evaluated with
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Figure 11.3. e Little Wharf as a modern small shipping harbour (photo: Markus Kivel&).

the latest maritime archaeological survey of Wharf. As aresult, the original documentation pictures

Suomenlinna water area in 2007-2010. Re-evaluatégrd maps were recovered from the Maritime Museum

became relevant, because these pieces of woodasgyes, archiving was completed and information

going to be destroyed in a cleaning operation of th@s combined with the preserved wreck elements. As
maintenance area at the Maritime Museum of Finlar@iresult new information was found and the mystery

At the same time, the survey around Suomenlindfathese wrecks could be solved. Eventually they did
was active and the surveyors were consulted abotitend up being destroyed; instead they were put on
the future of these pieces originating from the Lit#xhibit in a museum.

New information - a new interpretation

It is challenging to attempt to uncover a historical
context for a group of skeleton wrecks thirty years after
their salvage, especially in a place like Suomenlinna,
where the archives are spread across three dierent
countries and the wealth of information is vast. For an
archaeologist, it was easiest to start with examining the
geographical location through old maps. In this way, a
new piece of information about the Little Wharf came
to light. is discovery was made in a series of nautical
maps of the Finnish coast stored in the National War
Figure 11.4. Site map of the Little Wharf by Harry Alopaeféchives (Krigsarkiv) in Stockholm (Laitinen 1999;
1982, redrawing Ville Leino 2013. (National Board of ~ Harju & Tiilikainen 2009). is new information is
Antiquities, Finland.) marked on a map dating to 1794. Against the waterfront
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Figure 11.5. Dredging of the wrecks after the archaeological recording in 1982 (National Board of Antiquities, Finland).

Table 11.1. e Little Wharf, results from the 1981 recording (National Board of Antiquities).
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Figure 11.6. e new breakwater construction was built in 1982 during the archaeological eldworks in wintry conditions. Wreck
elements on top of the ice (Harry Alopaeus, e National Board of Antiquities in Finland).

of Lilla Varvet was writtef2ne nedsankte Gallioter pA However, after a brief period in Suomenlinna, the
hvilka&r 6 fot djupt{two submerged galliots at a deptlgalliots were removed from the ship list of the naval eet
of 6 feet) and beside thisaK (wreck) (Fig. 11.7). in 1766 and 1767 (Nikula 1933:366). In their minutes

e identi cation of a ship type, galliot, was the for 11June 1766, the Helsinki Auction Rooms record
important piece of information. It was easy to combitiee sale of the equipment of four galliots, namely the
with historian Oscar Nikula“s (1933) list of the Swedishinz WilhelmPrinz von PreusserdAlte Treuwhich
archipelago eet, where ve galliots are mentionegre mentioned in Nikula’s list, and a fourth galliot
(Matikka 2009). ey were namedonig v. Preussen named Ancklam (Malinen 1997:37; HKA Ga:7).
Prinz HeinrichPrinz Wilhelm, Prinz v. Preusaed eir condition is described in an inventory made two
Alte TreuAccording to Nikula (1933:366-367), all ofyears earlier in 1764 to estimate the cost of the rigging.
them had been captured from the Prussians in 17%auction minutes from 1766 also describe how the
1759 during the Pomeranian war. ey were addegalue of the items had decreased because the rigging
into the Swedish eet, and later on, these ve gallidtad su ered during strippinglopning&nand sinking
became part of a 33-vessel eet forming the core(‘fifrsankninggn ese actions clearly indicate that
the Suomenlinna squadron. is new Army Fleet wathe ships had been deliberately submerged rather than
created during the Pomeranian war under the comméaing sunk in a battle. is information was discovered
of Augustin Ehrensvard. e famous ship designdsy maritime historian Ismo Malinen, who had been
F. H. Chapman was also involved with the eet. Cstudying a famous merchant, Johan Sederholm from
operation between Ehrensvérd and Chapman starteHétsinki. Sederholm had made successful discoveries
Stralsund and led to the building of new ship typdeom public auctions of shipwrecked vessels. For
At the end of the war, the new eet, including old aneikample, he had bought all four tackles of the galliots
modi ed vessels and some genuinely new ships, settiethe price of 20,000 copper daler (= Finnish taaleri),
in Suomenlinna (Nikula 1933:126; Matikka 2008:30)including also some of the sails, which were partly
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Figure 11.7. Map of Suomenlinna and the Little Wharf by Gustav Fred, af Klerck 1794 (Harju & Tiilikainen 2009).

worn out. At the time, the value of one galliot waackles of which had been sold in the auction, namely
approximately 50,000 copper daler (Malinen 20081e Ancklam Prinz WilhelmPrinz von Preussand
pers. comm.). Alte Treu e ships” hulls were scuttled to create a
In 1767, the last two galliok&)nig von Preusaed  breakwater before the inventory in 1764, the minutes of
Prinz Heinrichwere recorded as sold at the Helsinlihich were preserved in the Helsinki Auction Rooms,
Auction Rooms (HKA Ga:8), implying that also thes described earlier. Combined with archaeological
ships’ hulls were sold at the auction. ey were alsvidence from 1981, they could be wrecks 1A, 1B
described as being in poor conditi@imig von Preusserand 3. e fourth wreck, built from pine, cannot be
was rebuilt as a hospital ship (Nikula 1933:P28)z interpreted as the fourth galliot. In the 1980s, it was
Heinrichwas rebuilt as a transport vessel, and latesught to represent a dierent building tradition
on it served as a merchant vessel in private ownerahipis described as “a peasant vddaaticaFennica
(Hornborg 1950: 336). e vessel also took part in 4982:16). All in all there was a correlation between the
famous operation where troops were transported froomber of vessels in the Helsinki Auction Rooms and in
Finland to Stockholm during the revolution of GustalRetterson’s writing, but one galliot was still missing in
Il in 1772. Altogether 992 men from Finland wer¢he archaeological documentation. is new hypothesis
transported in di erent vessels (Nikula 1933:85). needed archaeological proof, and for that reason the
According to historian Petterson, who has studiedeck elements remaining from the recording in 1981
the history of the drydock (1952:3), four merchantere re-evaluated.
vessels were scuttled in the harbour area. Combining
this information with the description of the two galliots )
in the old map led to a new conclusion. According RE€-€valuation of the wreck parts
this new interpretation, these merchant vessels are mqste of wreck parts lifted in 1981 and stored outside
likely some of the galliots from the Army Fleet, the the maintenance area of the Maritime Museum of
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Finland was re-evaluated in the context of the recetith information from the galliots, there was originally
survey from 2007 to 2010. New evaluation was carrago a fth wreck, which had already been dredged away
out in three di erent phases. It was a challenge to stari978 without any recording of the remains. With
with, since without any conservation, the long periadl this new information, it can be concluded that the
outside had a ected the condition of the wood, arghlliotsAncklam, Prinz Wilhelm, Prinz von Preassen
over the years the pile had grown with additional wredke Treuwere scuttled in front of the Little Wharf.
elements from di erent sites. Sorting and comparing One interesting feature can be seen in these wrecks
was carried out rst in 2009 by opening up the pileompared with scuttled vessels in Karlskrona. At
and trying to nd the original pieces. e physicalleast two of the four wrecks (1A and 1B) at the Little
remains were compared to photographs and drawwgsarf contained a large amount of stone, based on a
from the 1981 documentation (Vakkari 2009). Imlocument from 1981. Loading stones inside a vessel
addition, military archives in Sweden were visiteditoorder to keep it in place makes sense if it is to serve
collect supplementary information, revealing a listas the foundation for a jetty. Wreck 3 lies under the
inventories of the galliodmclamAlte TreuandPrinz ~ 18th century wooden breakwater, and hence it cannot
Wilhelm which were described as being of clinkee ascertained whether or not it contained stones. e
construction and built of oak. wooden log-framed breakwater construction has not yet
e second phase was taking samples for tree-ribgen dated, but it was most likely constructed during
studies in order to reinforce the new interpretatiothhe active building period in the 1790s (Petterson
e dendrochronological datings were carried out at952:3). As a matter of fact, Harry Alopaeus had taken
the Laboratory of Dendrochronology at the Universisamples from the structure in 1981, but they were
of Eastern Finland. e sampling was successful (Tablever analyzed at the time. ey were now discovered
11.2) with two of the wrecks, 1A and 3. All four samplater 30 years. Unfortunately, without proper storage,
from wreck 1A were oaQyercus robur),Land the they were unsuitable for dating. e log-frame
growing region indicated was the Pomerania districtainstruction is still visible under the modern jetty, and
northern Germany. e last growth-rings were the yearscould be dendrochronologically dated to validate this
1666, 1698, 1707 and 1721, dating the ship after ti@erpretation.
year 1721. From wreck 3, ve samples of@a&rcus
robur L) were analysed, and they matched districts in ) )
northern Germany and Poland. e last year-rings wefdiStorical context of the galliots
1674, 1695, 1705, 1708 and 1726, meaning that th#ith this new interpretation, it is relevant to take a
ship dates after the year 1726. Wreck 2 yielded ocilyser look at the kind of information that is preserved
one sample of pinPifus sylvestrisdnd one of alder concerning these very galliots in di erent sources. It
(Alnus glutinosa/incanp le dating was 1641, but is known that after the Pomeranian war, monetary
no interpretations can be made based on these sampielslems were severe in Sweden. e parliament
since they are not representative. As described eanl&y, even called in to discuss the bankruptcy of the
information from literature suggests that the Prussiahole nation (Nikula 2011:367). e whole political
galliots were old merchant ships, which were takendiimate in Sweden changed and building activities at
military purposes in the Pomeranian war (1756-176%uomenlinna were scaled back (Rosén 2008:17). Larger
is matches perfectly with the dendrochronologicaprojects, such as building a new dockyard or keeping a
dating results. eet at sea, were a heavy drain on resources. During
e third step of the re-evaluation was done inthis di cult period in the state’s economy, maintaining
2011, when wreck elements from Hylkysaari wexeeet and building new vessels needecteamely
photographed and drawn by students from tharge amount of funding. In order to cut running costs,
University of Helsinki attending a practical course Augustin Ehrensvard insisted on giving up ships that
maritime archaeology. Several pieces were re-evalwasglin poor condition. Due to this situation, at least
and compared with information of the inventorgoéteborg’s squadron scuttled some of the old galleons
lists from Swedish military archives. Combinin@Nikula 2011:404). It is obvious that critical thought
information from ship inventories with preserved wreglas given to the older vessels also at Suomenlinna.
elements in order to identify wrecks turned out to be e galliots were old merchant ships that were
a challenging task. At least the gdflioiz Wilhelm modi ed into warships by the Prussians during the
was, according to the inventory list, clinker-built out ofinter of 1758-1759 and used to protect the mouth
oak. Wrecks 1A, 1B, and 3 had the same features, befrige Oder and the strait of Swina. All four ships were
built out of oak with the clinker technique. Althouglarmed with 14 guns. Nevertheless they were quickly
only three of the wrecks have features that corretaken over by Swedes in battle. Among other vessels,
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Table 11.2. e Little Wharf, results of the dendrochronological analysis. (Zetterberg, Pentti 2010. Museoviraston meriarkeologiar
yksikén Helsingin Suomenlinnan Venekerhon aallonmurtajan hylkyjen puunaytteiden ianmaaritys, dendrokronologiset ajoitukse
F56202-F5U6203, FIU 6204, F5U6205-F5U6209, F5&U6210 ja F5U6211-F5U6216. Joensuun yliopisto, Biotieteiden
tiedekunta, Ekologian tutkimusinstituutti Dendrokronologian laboratorion ajoitusseloste 367:1-11)

these four galliots were anchored to protect the Bagler the command of Ehrensvard, sailed into
of Stettin next to Neuwarp. e famous sea battle cBuomenlinna in 1762. What was the condition of the
the Bay of Stettin took place on the 10th of Septemlhdétle Wharf at that time and did the scuttling of the
1759. e Swedish took over the galliBtinz Wilhelm galliots have a role in the process of building a viable
in only twenty minutes. e rest of the Prussian eetharbour? e development of the Little Wharf can
surrendered after the Swedish troops were also abbe ttraced by examining historical maps. e oldest
turn the guns of thBrinz Wilhelnon them. (Nikula name for the harbour ibothamh (boat harbour),
2011:273-274). As mentioned earlier, Ehrensvard aas it appears on a map apparently dating to 1766 (af
building a new eet in Stralsund, which also includédillstrom 1959:78), at least two years after the scuttling
modifying old vessels. Changes were also made twtliee galliots. In other words, the galliots were already
galliots in Stralsund under the command of Klundretguttled in the area before it appeared on a map for the
the building master. At least one of the galliots west time. We can draw the conclusion that the galliots
rebuilt into a bomb ketch (Nikula 1933:122). had an important part in the development of the whole
e Army Fleet, which was created in Stralsundrea. In this oldest map, the breakwater construction is
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already in the correct location. the Little Wharf. What is left to our imagination is the
e exact duration of the construction work in conversation between these two gentlemen regarding
this area is unclear. We have clues from historian O#iearold galliot ships and their destiny as the recycled
Nikula (1933:165), who, in his discussion of buildingasement of a breakwater construction.
activities after the death of Ehrensvard in 1772, It is surprising to nd recycling in a historical
describes the location of a harbour on the eastern shomtext. According to historical sources, the landscape
of Iso Mustasaari (Stora Oster Svartd), without aoffSuomenlinna looked like a disorganized construction
further description. In addition, old maps reveal thaite. In some of the old paintings, there were abandoned
construction work took place at the latest in the 179€lsips lying on shorelines. All this has not given a positive
with a slightly di erent plan than previously proposedage of the relationship between man and sea, or the
(Petterson 1952:3). From this time onwards the amavironment on a larger scale. e recycling practices
is marked on maps as ‘Lilla Varvet, revealing tihave now been set into a historical context with these
the function of the area was “a little wharf”. It is alglliots. e question remains of how recycling is seen
worth noting that in old maps of Suomenlinna, it caftom the maritime archaeological perspective.
sometimes be di cult to distinguish fact from theory.
Some of the structures shown in the maps were never )
actually nished or their construction never begun RECYCliNg
the rst place. One way to understand material cultural objects is
Now we know that work on the breakwatethrough their whole existence, the process and cycles of
had already begun before 1764, when the gallipteduction, exchange, and consumption. is can be
were scuttled in the area. Combining these piecegalfed a “cultural biography of objects” in part related
information allows us to form a new interpretationo the concept of chaine opératoire developed by André
the wooden hulls were recycled as a basement folLtrei-Gourhan. Vessels can also be described this way
breakwater. Recycling indicated economical thinki(®onnby 2009). e life and death of a ship includes
in a nation facing bankruptcy. In this way, the cosiserent phases, such as planning, building, equipping,
of the eet could be scaled back. In Karlskrona, dadiling, and an end when the vessel is nally abandoned
vessels typically had to wait until a decision concerronghe seabed or on the shore (see Rénnby this volume;
their future could be made. In Suomenlinna, it seemidams 2003:30; Flatman 2003:147; Gosden &
as though Ehrensvéard made decisions quickly, althoht@ginshall 1999; Kopyto 1986). is “death” of the
it must have been a very hard resolution. In a situatghip is, however, not always the nal end of the story.
like this, one might think that having a new functiore biography of the ship can be continued: parts of
for the galliots could have made the decision easierthe hull, equipment and rigging can be reused and even
An interesting question for future research on thise name of the ship can be perpetuated in other ships.
matter is whether the status or the history of the shepship can therefore be “reborn” through recycling.
a ected the way it was recycled. Were ‘good’ ships, i.e.,Recyclingneans using waste material for a new
those that were perceived to have positive associatmmpose. Waste is of course a human concept. In nature,
a orded a more honourable end than ships that wereerything is part of a continuous cycle and nothing is
less successful or humbler in service? What wasstisted. Even in death, a creature provides nutrients
common treatment of vessels taken from the enenmg? can be reincorporated into the chain of life. e
e galliots captured from the Prussians did not lastlea of waste re ects the belief that some by-products
long, being scuttled after serving for only a few yesfrfiuman activity are useless (cf. Hayes 1978:6-7). A
in the Army Fleet. Yet they were identi ed in their neship is deemed worthless when it has no practical or
location by ship type on a map drawn 28 years after theynetary value at sea any more. Yet even then the ship
had been submerged. e reason for this may be thahd hull can still be of practical or symbolic value for
the person responsible for the cartographical work, Gartemporary society.
Nathanael Klerck, socialized with Augustin Ehrensvard e phenomenon of recycling ships as building
as a young o cer. Ehrensvard had probably shared thaterial for underwater structures seems to have
information about the scuttled Prussian galliots with long history. Viking Age examples of using old
Klerck. During his cartographic career, Klerck capturieoats as defence blockages are known from Roskilde
this piece of information in a nautical map. We alsmd Foteviken (Crumlin-Pedersen & Olsen 2002;
know from historical sources that after the Pomeranlagleman-Sundberg 1983). Old ships have also been
war, Prince Henry of Prussia visited Suomenlinnautilized in city planning and they were found in the
October 1770. Ehrensvérd took him around the islanidsmer harbour of Grgnnegaard in Copenhagen (Lemée
in a sloop and they most probably passed the site@d6). Marcus Hjulhammar has demonstrated how
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old ships have played a vital part in the constructiwam di erent sources, such as the hint about the two
of the Stockholm waterfront (Hjulhammar 2010)scuttled galliots in an old map. In addition, a short
Other examples include the Norwegian port of Bergarticle written by the historian Petterson already in the
(Christensen 1985) and, beyond Scandinavia: Lond®50s mentions the scuttling of four merchant vessels.
(Goodburn 1991) and New York (Riess 1991). is article does not include any references and hence
However, in maritime archaeological research, the source of this information remains unclear. e
question of recycling has been linked mostly to pagdlliot as a ship type is better known as a merchant
depositional processes. e main interest has focus&dp; accordingly, we can assume that Petterson meant
on the extent of scavenging or recycling of matergadliots when talking about merchant ships. We know
that has taken place subsequent to the initial sinkfmgm Karlskrona that most of the scuttled vessels had
of a ship. Recycling has then been viewed as a way ofilitary origin. By combining this information
understanding the processes of site formation. Shifth the material found in the Helsinki City Auction
that were intentionally sunk or abandoned after theminutes and Swedish military archives, we can nally
operational lives were over have not drawn so mdecéw a conclusion concerning the four scuttled galliots.
attention in maritime archaeological research. ese ships were taken from the Prussians in
Studies dealing with the recycling of these kinti® Pomeranian war. It is possible to nd even more
of post-medieval ships have been rather rare upnformation on these ships now that the search is
now. However, the subject has recently attractmdtivated by these real pieces of ships. One problem
more attention. Signi cant publications includehat naturally has to be taken into account is that
Ships Graveyartly, Nathan Richards (2008), an inships were often recycled in actively used areas such
depth study of abandonment which also toucha&s harbours and waterways. Consequently, the vessels
on the subject of recycling. A few case studies Hawee often suered from subsequent dredging and
been made in relation to military history, such asnstruction activities. For example, the fourth galliot
Alarik Wachtmeister's analysis of Karlskrona (191@) Suomenlinna was dredged in 1978 and the historical
Nevertheless, the possibility of gaining new informatiomportance of the vessel was not recognized.
with archaeological recording is also shown by Richardin addition to ships, 18th century cannons
Gould in his case study of HM&enin Bermuda and chains have been re-employed as fencing at
(Gould 1991, 2011:318). A more recent publicatiotguomenlinna Church. Cannons and anchors have also
e Archaeology of Watercraft Abandonment, presentseen recycled as bollards on the quays. In these cases,
several case studies of ship abandonment, exploringatyeling was carried out some hundred years after
archaeological possibilities (Richards and Seeb 2018}. objects had been in use, proving the potential of
recycling to considerably prolong the life of an item.

. . ese are not merely cases of a resource recovery system
Discussion where valuable material is reused because of its physical
e case study in Suomenlinna has proved that neproperties (cf. Hayes 1978: 30). e cannons are not
information can be gained even from abandonseen merely as recyclable metal, but as historical objects
‘skeleton’ wrecks, thus allowing these wrecks totht share the military history of Suomenlinna with its
added to a historical context. e wrecks discusseéahabitants and visitors. Constructions such as cannons
in this article are in their locations for a reason aatund a church are embedded with an intuitive
possess both archaeological and historical informatiymbolism.

Combining these sources was a challenging task; new
information from written material may still contain .
surprises. Some conclusions
is case study was based on a small collectidgKl in all, the re-use and recycling of ships and their
of pieces of wood from real ships that were originabuipment have been very innovative at Suomenlinna.
interpreted to belong to the time of the Crimean war iis indicates a exible system in the past, where ships
the 1850s or earlier. is interpretation was based otiat could not be sold at public auction were harnessed
a typology of shot fuses. ere is no need to overwrite be of use to contemporary society. is was achieved
this information, but it should be pointed out that théy using ships as construction material, saving on
shot could have ended up in the wood when the ships building costs of expensive structures such as a
were already part of the underwater landscape, dulbirepkwater. In the Little Wharf it took thirty years from
the heavy bombing of Suomenlinna in the Crimedine 1760s to the 1790s to build a breakwater to shelter
watr. the area from north-eastern winds. We can also argue
Furthermore, pieces of information were gatherewit the construction was not thoroughly nished until
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1982, still bene tting from actions taken in the 18thcknowIedgements
century.
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Mirja Arnshav

In recent years, the cultural heritage sector (natiobhas my belief that the results can provide a general
heritage boards, contract archaeologists, coumtglerstanding of ‘recent heritagsues (Fig. 12.1).
administrative boards and others) has made an e ort to
extend its sphere of activities and take modern heritage .
into its care. is is well in line with new research elds,€ arrfoOw of time
such as heritage studies and the archaeology ofAtllecoretical starting point for this discussion is that
contemporary past, plus a widespread public intetlst notion of ‘modern’ is linked to the conception of
in the recent past (Ferguson et al. 2010:287; Blahk western world that the past is something foreign,
2006:15-23). inconsumable and forever lost. In order to de ne

is development, however, involves new challengesirselves as ‘modern’, we need the past to be alienated
in regard to selection, assessment and considerati@mafdistant. We learn that we are forever separated
public interests when it comes to heritage managemgom earlier epochs, habits and people not only by
e sector has to rethink some of its traditionala certain amount of years, but also by a number of
concepts and guidelines. In the light of this situaticapistemological revolutions. e more distant the past,
the close connection between great age and hfghmore di erent we imagine it to be (Latour 1993:39,
cultural value has become destabilized and requite32, 125; Lowenthal 2009; omas 2004).
reconsideration. Attitudes to time have become an issuelt goes without saying that this notion also involves

What importance does the age of a nd or set aflinear concept of time — otat for centuries has
remains hold when it comes to assessment of its statiseas the basis of western intellectual and religious
an item of cultural heritage? is question was recenttijought (Grundberg 2000:13-}6andis apparent in
included in a study that began with a maritime topike ideas of human progress, social evolution and the
— the current movement for protection of a selectiooncepts of developed and developing nafioms is
of modern (20th century) wrecks and the preferendesught to move in a single direction — a phenomenon
underpinning the selection (Arnshav 201lagometimes described as ‘the arrow of timete®ved

is paper is based on some of the results as being one-directional, advancing and non-repetitive,
that study (see also ArnstZdilb). It is not to the history of the world is seen as a drama enacted on
be construed as a voice in favour of recent wracgingle stage, with no repeat performances. In other
management. It does not set out to interpret the histevgrds there is no turning back — the past is constantly
of recent shipwrecks, or to discuss their potentiallefsbehind. A connection is ruptured and the interplay
archaeological sources. Rather, this paper addre$sesst and present is merely illusory (Latour 1993:67-
contemporary issues, dealing with the role of wreck32i.
present day society. To be speci c, the focus on recenflrue or not, this concept of time and the past
wrecks aims at exploring the signi cance of dating asdvidely adopted in the western world and it seems
the attitudes it raises. Whilst drawing on a case stédpecially strong among historical scholars and



From Wreck to Heritage - a Matter of Time

Figure 12.1.

A monument of the
Cold War — and

a piece of World
Heritage (©
UNESCO/Eric
Hanauer).

professionals dealing with the past. It makes the gy somewhat bridge the gulf between the past
exotic and fascinating, and underpins the growiagd present. ey represent something solid and
interest in history, antiquities and ancient remaipsovide a sense of continuity in a world of chaotic
(Lowenthal 2009:xvi-xvii, 47, 289-291, 371). HoweverX. In this respect, the concept of heritage has a
this view also has a downside. When identifyihgaling e ect (Edensor 2009:136). As the Stockholm
ourselves as ‘modern’ (and thereby fundamentémigrnational Antiques Fair alluded to in their latest
di erent from the ‘unmodern’ past), we sacri ce ourdvertisement ‘revitalize your home [with antiques],
ties to history. e progress of time causes a feelingtbere is a special aura associated with heritage
uneasiness, a constant awareness of losing the prasggts (Antikmassan 2011). is aura, | believe, has
to the past. Nietzsche has referred to this conditiofasdo with western culture’s perception of time.
modern society su ers from the iliness of historicism
(Latour 1993:67-72). . ..

At the turn of the new millennium, this feelingT|me limits
de nitely intensi ed. We experience time as rushirfgp, what e ect does this complex of ideas have when
faster and faster, until change almost beconstattise it comes to archaeological and antiquarian praxis?
quo (Benton 2010:1). In the endless creation of tiell, just as archaeology is permeated by the concept
new, even the recent past becomes ancient history.oflinear time and a belief in the uniqueness of each
situation res us with longing for the past and provokepoch (hence our inclination to approach the past
a desire to slow time down. Nostalgia ourishes las means of typologies, chronologies and a focus on
never before and we increase our e orts in studying ahdnge over time), so cultural heritage management
reconstructing times past (Edensor 2009:128 [2008]; also founded on this way of thinking. One
Lowenthal 2010:4-5 [1996]). Paradoxically, as wensequence of this mindset is that it allows for the
observe that we can only grasp the past within preseset and justi cation of xed time limits as regards our
discourse, history becomes articial to us (Smitteritage. In practice, such regulations divide up time,
2009:58-59 [2006]). Our understanding of historglistinguishing dierent epochs from one another.
is reduced to histories about history (Kristiansen As already mentioned, this paper is based on a case
2001:153). e past remains a foreign country. study of modern wrecks, from here on termed ‘recent

Heritage assets however, such as ancient remairex;ks’. Needless to say, a regulation like this, separating
o er something as rare and precious as a someveélmat classifying a set of remains on the grounds of age,
intact gateway to the past. Being (potentialli§ of great importance for our recognition of heritage
tangible, authentic and spatially xed over timetatus. Hence, ever since it was inaugurated, and even
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though its relevance has been questioned from timeHhallenged by alternative beliefs — for instance those of
time, this ruling has certainly in uenced the views andtive populations — in a more integrated relationship
a ected the practices of the heritage sector. e mofeetween the past and the present, time limits are
recent wrecks have consequently been of little intereshfsiemented in order to avoid confusing status and to
heritage managers and the archaeological communifiyevent ‘incorrect’ use of heritage labelling (for examples
a fact that makes the 100-year criterion in the Heritagfee.g. Bruning 2010:213 and Smith 2009:54 [2006]).
Conservation Act in itself a strong manifestation of However, the ‘100-year criterion’ regarding
how age matters (Arnshav 201la; Arnshav 203%Ripwrecks is presently being questioned in Sweden.
Haasum 1998:3). A proposed amendment to this Ak$ the heritage sector strives for more selective and
will substitute the rolling date of 100 years to a xadell-founded heritage management (Dir 2011:17),
date of 1850, with the provision to protect a selectitire criterion of time is somewhat troublesome, being
of very valuable post-1850 wrecks (Kulturmiljorieo static and categorical. As regards shipwrecks, the
mangfaldProp. 2012/13:96). To an extent this retainmain problem under discussion is the lack of power of
the relationship between date and signi cance. 18B@islation to protect wrecks younger than 100 years.
represents an assumption that by the time somethingsisocus shows a growing susceptibility to assign
that old it will have accumulated cultural signi canceyen relatively modern remains to the past. In other
while the provisionto protect younger sites acknowledgesds — the past is now very close to the present, even
the potential signicance of the recent pasf. not every single item is deemed worthy of heritage
Why then was the lineriginallydrawn at 100 status. Furthermore, criticism of this ruling might
years? Records of the discussions preceding béhenderstood as a token of a new order in terms of
establishment of the rule indicate a dispute as regex@duating ‘heritage’: great age or a distant past is no
the rights of possession of wrecks (ATA 0060Tdnger a predominant criterion. @rit? (Fig. 12.2).
Prop. 1967/19). Furthermore, at that time 100
years was considered a general boundary between
what was considered antique or modern, and it was
already used to de ne antiquities and ancient remains
(Janson 1974:22). Furthermore, the time limit may
be discussed with reference to numerology, or the
symbolism of numbers. When it comes to heritage
issues, the phenomenon has been problematized with
reference to our inclination to celebrate historical
jubilees (Nilsson 1993:44-45). Another example is
the compilation of ‘the hundred’, a list of the 100
‘most’ valued wrecks in the Baltic (A&&7/03-51).
Although the 100-year principle specied for
shipwrecks is a clear exception in the Swedish Heritage
Conservation Acts, provisions for ancient remains, time
limits — either based on age or a xed year — are in fact
rather common within heritage management. In fact, all
the Baltic and Scandinavian countries rely on a criterion
of age when it comes to classifying shipwrecks as ancient
remains (Actéa267/03-51). In Sweden, there are also
fairly formal time limits regulating cultural-historical
issues about churches/burial grounds, archaeological
nds, ancient settlements, traditional vehicles,
memorials, repatriation and exportation of heritage
items, etc. (Arnshav 2011a:77-78; Blomqvist 2007:24,
32-33, 37-38). In these cases, the principal purpose
of the time limit is to guarantee the historical value
of a heritage asset. Apart from this, some time limits
primarily serve to control the total number of heritage
assets, for the sake of manageability (Holm-Olsen etiglire 12.2. e clock from the wreck of the Hansa which
2010:6, 2011:9). Further, one might also add that 8topped at 05:57 hours, telling the time of the attack.
countries where the authorized attitude to heritagg@sSMM/Karolina Kristensson).
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Maritime archaeology of the University (Corbin & Rodgers 2008:1-2). Another
example is the newly investigat®dQS Mosquito
contemporary past a torpedo-boat that was stripped and abandoned
Before we enter more deeply into the particular issmean Australian foreshore in 1913 (Hunter 2011).
of evaluating age, let us rst examine the setting, Maritime archaeology, in Sweden and abroad, is
external conditions and present practice. By waycoficerned not just with science and research but also
introduction, it might be worth mentioning thatnarrative. ere is a rich tradition of using modern
Sweden, and especially the Swedish Baltic coastcks to assist historical narratives. e utilization of
0 ers unique preservation conditions for shipwrecksaterial culture to enhance histories, known or silent
due to the absence of shipworms and a propitigBsirstrom 2007:15), is one of the main directions in
environment. ere are about 2500 registered andontemporary archaeology. However, when applied
located shipwrecks in Swedish waters. Although 20th century wrecks, such books and Ims, etc.,
a remarkable number of them are of great ageseam to be mostly the work of non-archaeologists.
majority — about 1500 wrecks — date from the last Anotherclosely related enterprise isthe management
100 years (FMIS). To complete the picture, ore archaeological remains. As already stated, recent
might also mention that Sweden has a long traditiomecks are not an authorized part of heritage at
of maritime archaeology. At present, the disciplinepigesent, and therefore tend to fall outside the scope of
well-established in academia as well as in the cultoi@hl guardianship. e most apparent cause — lack
heritage sector. Despite this, the maritime archaeolofjformal status as ancient remaihas-already been
of the contemporary past has not yet tried its wings. painted out. But surely there is more to it than that?
archaeological research of 20th century wrecks has beefss an illustrative example, let us now turn to the
carried out, apart from documentation and studid®rwegian arctic islands of Svalbard and its proposal
on site-formation processes (Arnshav 2011a:83-88). heritage management. Svalbard has a relatively
e Freja Project is perhaps the nearest we gehort history. It was rst settled in the 17th century,
to an archaeological survey of a recent wreckbut has only been continuously inhabited during the
Sweden. e steamshipFreja tragically foundered last century (Dahle et al. 2000:7-8). us, the area
in 1896. It was raised (only two years before tisecomparatively poor in cultural remains, and the
wreck passed the 100-year limit), restored and majority of these are relatively modern. Furthermore,
back in trac. Before renovation, an archaeologidghere is almost no need for development in the area.
Susanne Pettersson, was contracted to excavatd®uleeto this situation, it has been decided to protect
interior for nds which were later put on display all physical remains dating from the period before
a local museum (SMA). But, as the press reporté@45 (Dahle et al. 2000:12). Although the situation
‘To tell the truth, theFrejais far too modern to at Svalbard is more or less the reverse of the Swedish
interest Susanne Pettersson. Finds that are not eversit08tion as regards wrecks, it provides several keys
years old hold little attraction for an archaeologistto. understanding the general prioritizations and
For even though th€rejadiers in all essentials principles of heritage management. And it should come
from Susanne Pettersson’s earlier work and thoaghno surprise that the protected modern remains at
it may well be of historical interest, one can hardyalbard have been the subject of several archaeological
call it archaeology’ (Backvall 1994; my translationgsearch projects (Hultgren 2000; Lejoneke &
ere are, however, foreign examples thaRonnby 2005; see also Ruin Memories 2011).
illustrate how recent wrecks o er useful contributions us, recent wrecks are at present fairly absent
to historical knowledge. Submarines, monitorspm practical archaeology and heritage care in Sweden.
ironclads and paddle steamers dating from the ldtmv can this be, when there is so much discussion
19th and early 20th centuries have been meticulowbput modernizing the rules and regulations of
studied, as well as the famous ship-graveyardhesitage management? As already mentioned, heritage
the Great Lakes and the Falkland Islands (Delgadanagement — which is sometimes governed by time
1997; McCarthy 1998:61-69, 2009; Smith 2000:9kmits — has a great impact on our archaeological
12). e studies of the steamshipXantho and focus and notions of source material (and vice versa).
Montanadeserve to be mentioned as examples isf might partly explain the archaeological lack
ambitious surveys, with results that go far beyoofdinterest in modern wrecks. Another explanation
the maritime sphere of interest. Xanthowrecked might be that Swedish waters are so amazingly rich
in 1872, was investigated by the Western Australianwell-preserved wrecks of a great age; young nations
Museum (McCarthy 2009:7-9), while tMontana, or regions that are ‘lacking’ in ancient remains seem
wrecked in 1884, was investigated by East Caroliedbe more open to studying the contemporary past.
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e older the better? or does it indicate a more deliberate direction? One
interpretation, corresponding to the notions of ‘bygone
Almost a century ago, Le Corbusier questioned the féays’ outlined in the opening of this paper, is that a
that we dutifully preserve the Colosseum, yet allovore distant past is equated with a higher degree of
locomotives to rust on the refuse dump (Le Corbusigerence and with rarity, which in turn increases
1925:51, see Lowenthal 2009:143 [1985]). eour fascination and its sense of importance. is is a
tendency to overlook the heritage of the recent pastpexrfectly logical, rational way of reasoning, but what
also been pointed out by the heritage sector itself (Jahsgpens if we instead try to experience the past?
1974:50-54, 64). Furthermqiie has been stated that
what is presented to the general public as ‘authorised
heritage’ does not include remains from the recent 2gstness
and yet in a recent poll (Blank 2006:20), when askedHost of all, in Sweden scuba diving to wrecks is a
list what they regard as the most important monumeptgoular hobby —which according to the maritime
and sites, people mostly listed 20th century buildinpsritage sector serves as proof of a widespread interest
Obviously this reaction will vary across communiti@s maritime history (ATA 322-3995-2008; Statens
but in this case there is obviously a dissonance betweitima museen prep. However, the attitude that
the public and the heritage bodies as regards whawrecks are cultural heritage is not very common among
assess and protect. People seem to have a greater isterieatdivers. While the heritage sector tends to refer to
in the history that they can relate to such as things tageé and history (the ship and its context), scuba divers
they or their parents can remember. Such buildirggem more occupied by a wreck’s present state (Arnshav
are more meaningful to them, they evoke stories &@d1a:64-71).
emotions. Just think of how the ‘antigues’ market In a way, a ship su ers a sea change by becoming
nowadays is ooded with items from the 1950s, '68swreck. It attracts a new audience - people that would
and '70s. probably not have paid any attention to the ship had it
What then can recent wrecks tell us about sustill been a oat or simply accessible through archives
attitudes? As has already been highlighted, itai&l photos. Diving around wrecks is to a great extent
customary for recent wrecks to be depreciated by dheexperience-based phenomenon. From such a point
archaeological community and heritage sector. Nofvyview, the wrecks are not just gates to history, but
the sector is beginning to show an interest. Does tilis arenas for aesthetic impressions, fascination
mean then that the traditional attitudevards age is with the underwater world, social intercourse,
becoming outdated? It turns out that even within tlagventure and fun (Arnsh&01la) (Fig. 12.3).
limited group of recent wreckbge heritage sector Having said that, it comes as no surprise that
mainly favours those of greater age; the tendencyahasation with age is generally not relevant to scuba
merely been transferred to a more compromised timizers. Although they mostly dive to 20th century
frame. Of course, until now there has been only a smaticks, this is not because they prefer this historical
number of reports on the cultural value of recent wregbariod, but simply because they see certain qualities
but a noticeable number deal with those that date to thehese wreck sites (Acta 1544/05-20). In contrast to
very rst decades of the last century, many of which willl wooden shipwrecks, recent steel wrecks tend to be
turn into ancient remains automatically in only a felarger, more intact (three-dimensional) and relatively
years by ful lling the 100-year criterion (Acta 876/08ich in details and nds — characteristics that make them
95.2; Acta 1267/03-51; Acta 56/2006-51; Ekbengore intelligible and more of a challenge to diving.
2004; Statens maritima museer 2011). Also, it would However, this does not mean that the historical
appear that the recent wrecks that are exempli eddimension is completely absent or unimportant.
these reports are mentioned as a result of an obligdtmywledge of a wreck’s history can add spice to
framework of instruction. When the same curators éine diving experience or can incite an underwater
asked to make a selection of free choice, recent wrsekich for a lost ship. But as a rule, such knowledge
clearly fall behind (Acta 876/08-95.2). Once again, the only super cial or limited to the events of the
Svalbard proposal for heritage management can sealevoyage and the nder. e historical aspect is
as a simple comparative example, where great agppi®ached from a slightly dierent perspective,
considered a prioritized quality, both when it comesvitere importance is instead attacheidhpressions
the very oldest remains or the oldest examples ofahgastness’ (Holtorf 2009:35). In other words, what
recent past (Dahle et al. 2000:33). counts is patina and the ravages of time rather than
Why then does the sector favour older remainsyatirs, and insteafl relating a wreck to a speci c life
the expense of younger? Is it just a matter of oversigfloty and historical context, it comes to symbolize
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Figure 12.3. e recently raised wreck of the Sédra Sverige on display in Stockholm in 1897 (SMM/unknown photographer).

the general passing of time (Arnshav 2011a:92-9f)me capsules

is phenomenon — the allure of the past — has already

been noted in several contexts. We are all familiar witiother time-related quality as regards cultural heritage,
the concept of romantic ruins, but this has also beserthe time capsule’. ese well-preserved sites, where
discussed with regard to the streams of tourists visitingg seems to have stood still, are highly appreciated.
scrap-yards for old cars (Burstrém 2004, 2009). So w&iy uniqueness and manifest authenticity appeals to
not apply it to shipwrecks? Surely they too can posbesitéage managers, their capacity as closed contexts and
the aesthetics and existential dimensions associgeg-holes into history are valued by archaeologists,
with the past (cf. Arnshav 2011a:93-96). is ndsas much as their intactness and variety of detail
support in the fact that, before the era of scuba divintggke them fascinating to divers. All together, these
wrecks were occasionally raised and exhibited toféi@ures lend a special aura, a touch of magic (re ected
public, their shabbiness and state of ruin being thenames like ‘Ghost wreck’, ‘Ghost town’, etc.).
main attraction (Bergquist 1980:174-177; Wetterholm An interesting fact with regard to the signi cance of
1989, 1994:81, 91). e heritage sector, howeverfime, is that true time capsules’ tend to be esteemed as
has apparent di culties adapting to such views, agch irrespective of their date (compare the widespread
it opposes the traditiontdsks of preservation andfascination with abandoned sites) (Edensor 2009:50-51
safeguarding where the aim is to keep the culty2dl05]; Jornmark 2007:5-6, 2010; Rostsverige 2010;
heritage as intact as possible, to prevent it from sinKihgrgivna platser 2010). In other words, importance
into decay (Burstrém 2009:137; Shanks 1992:73-1&s not in age but in a frozen past. Signi cant events of
1998:17; Skeates 2000:69-70). Once again, we canrse hold a prominent position, but, trivial incidents
trace two perspectives clashing with each other; ¢ép be just as fascinating on another plane. e briefer
wrecks can be considered to represent a closed chéggtanoment and the more frail the traces of action, the
or an ongoing history, forming part of the present. more exclusive the physical remains seem — just think of
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how preserved ngerprints or footprints from past times Returning to the case of recent wrecks, it is clear
create chills down the spine. Fragments of lost everyllalythere are many ‘big histories’ accompanying those
acts thrill us and enchant into a feeling of presensighlighted as historically interesting. Wrecks relating
is also applies to shipwrecks. When a shigo the First and Second World Wars clearly excel in
is suddenly abandoned and sinks into oblivion attracting archaeologists, heritage managers and tourists,
inaccessibility as awreck, it can indeed form aremarkalbieround the world. e eets at Scapa Flow, Orkney,
time capsule — at least if conditions are favourableifioPearl Harbour and in the ‘Iron Bottom Sound’ o
preservation. A Pompeii in miniature, full of frozethe Solomon Islands may serve as examples (Delgado
moments (the moment a@fmpact/ re/explosion, of 1997:307, 449; Drew 1998capaMap $capaMap) 2
heaving to, of clearing the pumps, etc.). Recent wreeksrossroad’ wrecks, that is, battleships of the Second
are obviousompetitors in the category of time capsulé&/orld War wrecked by the nuclear tests at the Bikini atoll
since date and age are somewhat subordinated qualitiesg the ensuing Cold War, have also gained a wide
e few recent wrecks highlighted by the heritage sectmputation, and were recently added to the UNESCO'’s
so far, include a number that distinguish themselvesMyrld Heritage List (Carrell 1991:464-465; Delgado
being extremely well-preserved, providing an experiet@®7:116-119; UNESCO 2010:206-20%ig. 12.4).
approximating to time travel. One such example is the e World Wars are prominent also in Sweden.
sunken sailing shiplepolinawhere the wheelbarrow Although Swedenwas neutral, the merchant eetsu ered
is still stowed away and the spades still stuck into gheat losses during both wars, as also did foreign ships
sand cargo, just as they were left when she set oypdesing through Swedish waters. Today, the heritage
Stockholm early in the morning of 8 April 1913 (SMA)ector as well as the scuba-diving community have a
noticeable interest in the World Wars and consider their
. . traces to be of great historical value (Acta 1544/05-
Interesting times 20). e torpedoing of the neutraHansapassenger
At the Stockholm Internationahtiques Fair in 2011, ship, the ‘Submarine Massacre’ (the sinking of the four
sometraditional mangle-boards were put up for saléerman cargo carriers: NieomedigGutrune Walter
All equal in size, with carved decorations and dateapnharthand Director Reppenhagerand the fatal
yet one was almost twice as expensive as the restcodlision of the German steamslkmigrid Horn (due
reason for this, the antique dealer explained, wastnonavigational war adaptations), are all examples of
that it was the oldest, the most beautiful nor in thecidents involving recent wrecks, that were put forward
most prime condition; but that it had a particular yedry the heritage sector in reference to world history
1632, carved on it. In Sweden this date is commolfcta 876/08-95.2; Acta 1267/03-51; Acta 56/2006-
associated with one of the most well-known event$in Ekberg 2004; Statens maritima museer 2011).
Swedish history, namely the battle of Lutzen, where According to this, the possible heritage status of
the Swedish king Gustav Il Adolf — a king with a greatrecent wreck is also due to what we consider to be
posthumous reputation — was shot dead. Scandinagianmportant period in the past. In addition, if we can
mangle-boards were not only the standard waysofnehow relate it to a signi cant date, it is very likely it
smoothing linen, they were also traditional courtshigll attract interest and be ranked highly. Who knows,
gifts. us, in the year 1632, far away from thethe date ‘9/11" might very well be such a stimulus for
battle-lines, somebody was making a mangle-bo&diorrow’s heritage selection.
hoping to get married. Any historical connection
between this incident and Gustav Il Adolf’s life |s.
of course non-existent. Nevertheless, as far-fet Halal remarks
and anachronistic as it might be, our perspective ere are recent wrecks, and there is heritage.
history and our cultural concept of heritage make a handful of cases, both positions can apply
such a connection possible. e mere occurrenc@multaneously. In this paper | have tried to discuss how
of such a legendary date makes all the dierengerspectives on time come into play when selecting
is example illustrates two things relevant to ouwhich wrecks should gain heritage statistressed
discussion. First, it detects a touch of obsession iniouthe introduction, cultural concepts of heritage are
cultural relationship to past times. One can discuss thesely related to cultural concepts of iDbiously
phenomenon either in terms of religion (history adise matters with regard to key episodes in history or
religion) or philosophy (the Marxist thesis of rei cationecessary time limits. But one can also argue that age
applied to social relationships). Also, it proves how ‘Bages not matter scienti cally nor when experiencing
histories’ areimportanttous, andtendto make themsehargtage. Perhaps the concept of an unbridgeable gulf
heard above the cacophony of ‘ordinary historidetween modern life and that of the past, together with
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Figure 12.4. e wreck of the ‘Gutrune ‘sunk in 1915 by an English submarine is presently highly valued both by scuba divers ant

maritime cultural heritage managers (© Ingvar Eliasson).

a xation on the distant past, is a scholarly perspecteeking alternatives to ‘the big history’ and now embrace
rather than a spontaneous one. In any case, date i¢motmaterial turn’ and material culture studies, (thus
considered an important factor governing interest d@dopting research not only about what people do with
a wreck among pleasure divers. A survey of scierthings, but also what things do to us and what alternative
studies of 20th century wrecks shows that such stusieses and perspectives they might bring forth), it
might very well be of archaeological importands.likely that material remains henceforth will have a
us, if the heritage sector wishes to approacmore prominent position within the study of historical
the public and keep in step with current archaeolqugriods and the recent past. In the long run, it is the
of the contemporary past, it has to tone downesearch focus, rather than the age of remains or nds,
its insistence on great age, and be preparedthimt determines the usefulness of a source material. And,
accept other values and views, including dieretat paraphrase a scuba-diving friend of mine: a valuable
perspectives on time and the signicance of agaeck may simply be the one where you get to see bottles
Given that an increased number of archaeologistsadtie the kind of tops you remember from your childhood!
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