


In this essay, I intend to discuss how theoretical perspectives of terrestrial household archaeology may or may not help archaeologists interpret shipwrecks. The case study I have chosen to use is that of the Uluburun shipwreck which is located off the coast of Turkey near modern day Kaṣ. Unfortunately, although the shipwreck was excavated between the years of 1984 and 1994, the site report is yet to be published. However, the project director, Cemal Pulak has produced an in-depth piece in “Beyond Babylon – Art, Trade and Diplomacy in the Second Millennium BC” published by the Metropolitan Museum of Art which deals with the wreck and is the closest publication to a site report that currently exists. After many years examining the artefacts, remains of the ship and historical documents for comparisons, Pulak concluded that the Uluburun was a ship that traded in high end luxury goods and was possibly utilized for the means of “gift exchange” between kings and dignitaries in the vicinity of its route. Firstly, I will discuss why terrestrial household archaeological perspectives can be applied and secondly, discuss the use of the theoretical perspectives of hospitality and commensality to interpret the artefacts.
According to Muckelroy (2004) and Pomey (2012), a ship is considered to be three things. Firstly, it is a machine insofar that it is a technically constructed vessel controlled by human input. Secondly, it is an instrument. What type of instrument it is depends on the need required of it. It could be an instrument of the military or it could be used as an instrument of politics and diplomacy or as an instrument of economy. Thirdly, and most appropriately, the ship can be considered as a living and working environment. While there is no doubt that in order to keep a ship on schedule and its cargo intact it is very much a working environment, the nature of the business that the Uluburun undertook would mean long periods of time where a core set of personnel would have found it necessary to cohabitate for long periods of time, thereby making it a dwelling.
Usually, when pondering theoretical perspectives regarding the household, classifications such as “urban” or “rural” are part of the enquiry line that is followed. I would argue that in the case of a ship that travelled as widely as the proposed route of the Uluburun that it needs to be considered as both a rural and an urban setting. This is because when the ship was docked in a busy port the crew would have access to all the amenities that city life had to offer, but conversely, when out at sea for days and isolated the ship could be considered as part of a rural setting, where access to goods or services was not available. It could be said that the ship existed in a liminal state as it was part of two spheres of existence. The ship is neither urban or rural yet it is a place of abode. Additionally, much like many Bronze Age dwellings it is also a place of work, rest and play (Fisher, 2015, p 399-413). However, added to this is the ever-changing sensory input. On one day the ship would be surrounded by all the noise and smells of a busy port, the next it may be at sea with the waves lapping at its sides and on yet another day embroiled in a dangerous storm. This would have been a scenic feast for the eyes and the possibility of new experiences daily. A ship can, such as in the case of the Uluburun, therefore be defined as a living space and consequently a household, but it is very different to a terrestrial house on land. The ship, for the personnel on board, would indeed be a home away from home. 
Pulak (2008) has examined the evidence of the personal items on board the ship resulting in the theory that the crew were made up of Syro-Canaanite merchant mariners. However, he also states that due to other items discovered, the indications are that there were at least two Mycenaeans on board of elite status. Additionally, there may well have been a third person on board whose origin was somewhere north of Greece. The exact number of the merchant mariners is hard to determine, but there were multiple sets of merchant’s weights recovered indicating at least three or four merchants. Pulak has also evidenced this number by comparing evidence from a tomb painting in Egypt; despite conceding that the paintings are not always the most accurate source material (Pulak, 2008, p 300). Given the numbers presented by Pulak (2008), this would result in a total of between ten or eleven people on board as the ship’s regular complement (see figure 1).
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Figure 1- “Drawing of wall painting with Syrian ships. Thebes, Tomb of Kenamun (TT 162). Dynasty 18, reign of Amenhotep III”        – (Pulak, 2008, p 301)
Muckelroy’s (2004) proposal that a ship is a working and living environment that constitutes a “micro-society” means that these people would in fact act in many ways as nuclear unit and while not like a standard family unit that we think of today, for example, parents and children, it stands to reason that due to the shared common interest of those on board, a sense of camaraderie and kinship may have developed. While Pulak (2008) suggests a clear hierarchy between personnel, I feel that this view is limited. This is not a large ship where people can get lost in the crowd. The conditions at sea would have been dangerous during inclement weather and the constant threat of piracy. While the social norms may have been observed when the ship was in an urban setting at port, I wonder if this would have been the case when in the more rural setting at sea. I suggest that it is possible that when at sea the ship’s social system changed from a hierarchy to a heterarchy where the shared common interest became the priority. In times of danger, or perhaps even illness amongst the crew, it seems only realistic to suggest that social status would fall away in the fight for survival. To clarify, I am not suggesting that the crew and additional personnel did not have a clear leader or captain, but I am suggesting that the common goals of those on board would necessitate a cooperative arrangement making status less important at sea. 
Also, if we look at the ship as a micro society in a working and living environment, then many tasks that take place on land would therefore also take place at sea. The people on board would in addition to their work, require items and amenities that would allow them to clean the ship, practice personal hygiene, eat and sleep. Additionally, due to the type of trade in high end luxury goods and gift exchange that the Uluburun seems to have taken part in, it seems only plausible that the merchants on board would require a certain amount of personal storage for the tools of their trade, such as the multiple sets of merchant’s weights (Pulak, 2008, p 300), clothes, personal razors, jewellery, tableware and weapons (Pulak, 2008, p 301). For example, if a person today goes on a trip overnight, they are not necessarily worried how many items are taken with them and can usually pack light. However, if they know that they will be away for months, greater care is taken in deciding what to pack as they will need access to more personal items and supplies. In the case of the people on board a ship out at sea, they need to be able to rely on what they have as the option to buy or trade for the things they need has been removed in this instance. 
As with any dwelling, there is a need for the regular consumption of food among its inhabitants in order to survive thereby enacting commensality. However, it could be argued that this ship is also a place of business and it is therefore possible for us to consider the theory of hospitality as well insofar as the theory implies that hospitality is for social and economic exchange or social control (Brotherton and Wood 2007); this would fit very well within the remit that has been posited for the Uluburun by Pulak (2008). 
There is good evidence that the people were fishing and preparing other foods for nourishment. The presence of fishing line, fishing hooks, a harpoon and weights for lines and nets (Pulak, 2008, p 301) indicate a diet high in seafood. Pulak (2008) also suggests that many of edible items being shipped had the dual purpose of being for trade and for use on board as part of the ships stores. Among the edible items found were herbs and spices including, coriander, black cumin, safflower and sumac. Remnants of almonds, pine nuts, fig seeds and grape seeds were also found. Pulak also states that it is highly likely that oils such as almond, olive and sesame were also carried, as these were the most common oils of the time (Pulak, 2008 p 295). Pulak suggests that the fig and grape seeds may have been from dried fruit and in the case of the grape seeds there is also the possibility that they are from the wine that may well have been stored in the many containers on board. Evidence was also found of pomegranate seeds and other unidentifiable fruit remains. Also telling of what the ship’s compliment may have been eating were the Canaanite jars filled with charred barley and wheat (Pulak, 2008, p 295) in addition to the three stone mortars presumably used for grinding (Pulak, 2008, p 301). 
As Muckelroy (2004, p 221) points out, when excavating a shipwreck, the items that remain may give insight to the daily lives of those on board. He also goes on to state that although this is a promising line of enquiry, very little research has thus far been carried out regarding this aspect in the examination of ships in general. Due to the lack of a site report and a full catalogue of artefacts, it is difficult to determine how many vessels may have been used for cooking on the Uluburun. Muckelroy (2004) states that while the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck, which dates to about 100 years later, shows evidence for the consumption of food on board, it does not show clear evidence of cooking on board, but within the artefacts recovered from the Cape Gelidonya wreck was a blackened cooking pot (Bass, 1967, p 122) indicating that while they may not have been cooking on board there is the possibility that they anchored overnight and cooked on shore. However, it should be pointed out that these two shipwrecks were of a very different kind. It was determined that the Cape Gelidonya ship was somewhat more of a travelling tinker ship (Nauticalarch.org, 2017) while the Uluburun was trading in high end luxury goods. Comparisons between the daily lives of the people on board these two very different ships may not be relevant. Additionally, the differences in space on board these two vessels may have altered what was possible on the smaller Cape Gelidonya. The Cape Gelidonya was estimated to be approximately ten meters long (Muckelroy, 2004, p 221) while the Uluburun was estimated to be roughly fifteen meters long (Pulak, 2008, p 302). 
[bookmark: _Hlk501631925]One of the many ways researchers can try to reconstruct the daily lives of the peoples of the past it through diet. This gives insight not only to what people were eating but also farming practices but also food preparation and production methods. Without skeletal remains and the use of radioactive isotope analysis this can be achieved by examining the material culture left behind. Commensality simply means; the practice of eating together or a social group that eats together (Merriam-Webster.com, 2017). However, when the act of commensality is considered within archaeological or anthropological theories, the simple act of sharing food becomes an intricate discourse of alternative issues. Commensality becomes power, economy, status and ritual. All feasts seem to be reasoned out as a way of gaining social, economic or cultural capital (Hamilakis and Sherratt, 2012). Maritime trade networks were a very important aspect of the Bronze Age Mediterranean and is evidenced not only by the artefacts recovered on the Uluburun shipwreck, but also the abundance of wares found on various other terrestrial sites compared to their origins. Networks were constantly being enlarged and wares from the Agean and Eastern Mediterranean exchanged (Broodbank, 2015, p 534). There is bountiful evidence of feasting taking place on land and at palatial sites like that of Knossos (Hamilakis and Sherratt, 2012) but there is no clear evidence that feasting took place on trading ships. I would argue that to ease transactions with officials and other traders coupled with an abundance of edible cargo and fine table wares that ships such as the Uluburun may have taken part in varied forms of hospitality and commensality. 
If the tomb painting (Figure 1) that Pulak uses as evidence for the number of merchants and crew is to be taken as a credible source of information regarding the activities that took place on the ship, there are other issues that should be taken into consideration regarding ritual based commensality and gender. It could be argued that in the first picture on the left, you can see at least five crewmen attending to the rigging. In the foreground there are five Syrians depicted with dagger belts in various positions. However, what is most interesting to me is the Syrian at the head of the ship on the right-hand side. Looking at this depiction the pose is reminiscent of many poses you see in a ritualistic context, almost emulating the “horns of consecration” shape with the arms and hands. Furthermore, if you look at the shape of the body, it is different to the shape of the other Syrians. There is no dagger belt and the pattern of the clothing can be see right up to the chin perhaps signifying that this Syrian does not have the lengthy beard that the other Syrians have been depicted with. The form seems slim and petite suggesting that this may in fact be a female form. The Syrian facing this form is holding an ornate container up in a typically “offering” position; this seems to be indicating a drinking ceremony/ritual taking place on board before they reach their destination. There are various storage containers on the deck of the ship that perhaps contain other edible items. As the ship seems to still be undocked, this suggests that the means to perform rituals involving libations were available on board. The top right picture, seems almost to be the next scene. Offering stances are still depicted but the Syrian now holding this offering pose is at the back of the ship and is holding a different kind of vessel, there is another figure midship and one at the front that still have their arms outstretched as if pleading for their offering to be accepted by the goddesses or gods. The ship in this image seems to have arrived but has not yet docked and lowered a walkway. The bottom right depiction of the ship is perhaps intended to show the off-loading of goods as you can clearly see bearers carrying goods down ramps off the ship, indicating that they have reached their destination. It is possible that this is a representation of a drinking ceremony/ritual that may have been carried out prior to arrival, upon arrival and after arrival of a foreign ship into one of the ports in Egypt. What is not clear, is if this ritual was performed due to the beliefs of those on board or those meeting the ship at the port.
Given the absolute evidence on the Uluburun of food items and pottery coupled with the depiction of the tomb painting it could also be argued that the people on board the ship had the means to prepare meals and perhaps modest feasts. The abundance of fragrant spices, herbs, oils and fish on board a ship is something that I would argue is not “dull” as Pulak (2008, p 301) states. On the days that the ship would have taken on new goods in port, it is not unreasonable to think that they may have also acquired recently butchered or cured meat and other delicacies. Given these added ingredients, the possibilities for sumptuous meals are boundless. According to other evidence on board as previously stated, we are aware that there were possibly three different “nationalities” on board the Uluburun. Syro-Canaanites, Mycenaeans and an individual from somewhere north of Greece all seem to be represented by personal belongings. Each of these “nationalities” for their everyday food needs may have preferred a different “taste of home”. If it is also taken into consideration that these people were widely travelled and would have been exposed to many different cooking tastes and styles, it is reasonable to expect that if one large meal a day was prepared on board that these differing tastes and styles may have resulted in a hybridity of food preparation practices, perhaps some of the earliest examples of “fusion cooking”. Additionally, if we also consider that salesmen in general try to curry favour, i.e. economic or social capital, with their clients through the means of hospitality; could this mean that when trying to conclude a trade deal they invited prospective customers to the ship, plying them with food and drink to create an altered sensory state? In turn, this may have created a sense of wellbeing among the clientele, who would then be reluctant to refuse their hosts? It is possible that merchants took samples of their wares to the prospective buyer, yet if those items were heavy or bulky such as some of the items on the Uluburun, it stands to reason that the buyer would come to the ship to view the goods.
In conclusion, I think that trying to use household archaeological theoretical perspectives for the interpretation of ships can be useful, but also dangerous. As with all theories, regarding a time we know very little about aspects of, (life on board a ship) the results can be manipulated. While it is wonderful to create a narrative regarding what may have happened, on certain shipwrecks, we will never know unless more evidence is found. In the case of the Uluburun, all that can be reported for certain is the artefacts that were found at the wreck site but they are all open to many different interpretations. Additionally, the points I have made regarding hospitality and commensality are at this stage impossible to prove beyond doubt. The artefacts and the terrestrial practices indicate that feasting would have been plausible on board, for the time in question, but no written records of these practices on board a ship have been found to date, thereby making this an unprovable commentary.


References
Aruz, J., Benzel, K. and Evans, J. (2008). Beyond Babylon. New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art.
Bass, G., Throckmorton, P., Taylor, J., Hennessy, J., Shulman, A. and Buchholz, H. (1967). Cape Gelidonya: A Bronze Age Shipwreck. Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, 57(8).
Broodbank, C. (2015). The making of the Middle Sea. London: Thames & Hudson.
Brotherton, B. and Wood, R. C. (2007), ‘Key Themes in Hospitality Management’, in R. C. Wood and B. Brotherton (eds), The Sage Handbook of Hospitality Management, London: Sage, pp. 35–61
Catsambis, A., Ford, B. and Hamilton, D. (2011). The Oxford handbook of maritime archaeology. 1st ed. New York: Oxford University Press.
Christian, M. (2013). Phoenician Maritime Religion: Sailors, Goddess Worship, and the Grotta Regina. Die Welt des Orients, 43(2), pp.179-205.
Delgado, J. (2017). Cape Gelidonya and Uluburun. [online] Archaeology.org. Available at: https://www.archaeology.org/exclusives/articles/642-turkey-cape-gelidonya-uluburun-bronze-age [Accessed 14 Dec. 2017].
Fisher, K. (2015). Rethinking the Late Cypriot Built Environment: Households and Communities as Places of Social Transformation. In: A. Knapp and P. Van Dommelen, ed., The Cambridge Prehistory of the Bronze and Iron Age Mediterranean, 1st ed. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Hamilakis, Y. & Sherratt, S., 2012. Feasting and the consuming body in Bronze Age Crete and Early Iron Age Cyprus. British School at Athens Studies, 20, pp.187–207.
Kerner, S., Chou, C. and Warmind, M. (2015). Commensality. New York: Bloomsbury.
Knapp, A. and Dommelen, P. (2015). The Cambridge prehistory of the bronze and iron age Mediterranean. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Merriam-webster.com. (2017). Definition of COMMENSALITY. [online] Available at: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/commensality [Accessed 21 Dec. 2017].
Muckelroy, K. (2004). Maritime archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.
Nauticalarch.org. (2017). Cape Gelidonya Late Bronze Age Shipwreck Excavation. [online] Available at: https://nauticalarch.org/projects/cape-gelidonya-late-bronze-age-shipwreck-excavation/ [Accessed 14 Dec. 2017].
Olsen, B. (2014). Women in Mycenaean Greece. New York: Routledge.
Pomey, P. (2011). Defining a Ship: Architecture, Function, and Human Space. In: A. Catsambis, B. Ford and D. Hamilton, ed., The Oxford Handbook of Maritime Archaeology, 1st ed. New York: Oxford University Press.
Pulak, C. (2008). The Uluburun and Late Bronze Age Trade in the Mediterranean. In: J. Arus, K. Benzel and j. Evans, ed., Beyond Babylon: Art, Trade and Diplomacy in the Second Millennium BC, 1st ed. New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art.
Steel, L. and Zinn, K. (2017). Exploring the Materiality of Food 'Stuffs': Transformations, Symbolic Consumption and Embodiments. 1st ed. New York: Routledge.
Tartaron, T. (2013). Maritime networks in the Mycenaean world. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


1

image1.emf

