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1 Introduction

The rise of Atlantic trade in the eighteenth century is the mark of that century’s economic development. This turning of Western Europe towards the Atlantic reduced the role of Baltic trade, the old Dutch ‘mother trade’. The making of the Atlantic economy, however, does not mean that, after 1700, the Baltic region faded into periphery. In fact, the region became a well-integrated and indispensable part of the Atlantic trade system. First, there were naval stores—strategic commodity, which importance increased in this century of naval warfare and long-distance maritime trade; the Baltic region was the major supplier of naval stores. Second, there was Swedish and Russian bar iron. British iron industries were at large extent dependent on supplies of Swedish and Russian bar iron.
 Third, there was a Scandinavian shipping that increased in importance in the course of the eighteenth century. In particular, in the latter part of the century, Sweden and Denmark became significant European carriers. In my paper I will focus on this factor. I will concentrate on the Swedish shipping, because it is my research area, but I wish to emphasise that, related to European and Atlantic trades, the Swedish and Danish merchant marines had very similar roles and should be perceived together.

2 General characteristics of Scandinavian shipping

In the mid-1780s the Scandinavian merchant marines were the fourth (Denmark-Norway) and fifth (Sweden) in Europe. The Danish carrying capacity was almost equal that of the Dutch Republic and Sweden’s total tonnage exceeded that of Spain, Portugal or the Two Sicilies. Together the Scandinavian marines had a carrying capacity of about 555,000 tons, which was much more that the Dutch capacity and, in fact, more than the combined capacity of the whole Southern Europe.
 If using this data, Romano Ruggiero’s standard comparative data for European merchant marines of the period (see below), the Scandinavian tonnage made 16 per cent of total European tonnage. The Danish and Swedish shares must be related to rather peripheral situation of Scandinavian countries. According to an estimate, the Danish tonnage per head probably exceeded that of Britain by a half.
 

Table 1: Major European merchant marines 1786-87

	Country
	Number or vessels
	Tonnage (tons)

	Britain
	-
	881963

	France
	5268
	729340

	The Dutch Republic
	1871
	397709

	Denmark-Norway
	3601
	386020

	Sweden
	1224
	169279

	Spain
	1202
	149460

	The Two Sicilies
	1047
	132220 

	Hanseatic towns
	467
	101347

	Portugal
	300
	84843

	Other merchant marines
	
	339848

	Total
	
	3372029


Source: Romano, Ruggiero, Per una valutazione della flotta mercantile europea alla fine del secolo XVIII. In: Studi in onore Amintore Fanfani, vol V, evi moderno e contemporaneo. Milano 1962, p. 578. The data based on information collected by French consuls in European countries. 

We have to make two remarks regarding the table. First, the situation in the mid-1780s mirrors extremely good years for Scandinavian shipping, due to the international situation. The American War of Independence left Scandinavian marines the only significant neutral carriers in Europe, and they apparently exploited the opportunity. The Dutch, on the other hand, lost their neutrality in 1780, which caused a heavy blow to their carrying business. The war naturally weakened the British too. The evidence from the last decade of the century does not change the general picture of Scandinavian shipping as the neutral carrier of Europe. 

Second remark concerns the reliability of Ruggiero’s data. It seems that the figure for the British shipping is too low. More probably figure in the 1780s was between 1 and 1.2 million tons.
 Moreover, Ruggiero’s figures do not include North American tonnage, 450,000, tons that also became available for international shipping markets from the mid-1780s. 

As regards specifically Swedish shipping the figures in Table 1 appears to reflect quite exactly the situation after the American War of Independence. There is no standard overview of the Swedish shipping tonnage for the period, but the scattered data in literature and sources indicate that there were between 1,000 and 1,200 Swedish ships employed in foreign trade and shipping, of capacity about 160,000 tons.

Table 2 shows numbers of ships of the leading merchant marines in important European ports. The ports referred to are not on the territories controlled by the states owning these marines. Hence the effect of protectionist maritime policy should be limited and situation should reflect actual markets for shipping services. The data confirms strong position of Scandinavian shipping in Southern Europe. 

Table 2: Ships from leading European merchant marines visiting some European ports, 1787

	Port
	British
	French
	Dutch
	Danish
	Swedish

	Riga
	205
	2
	176
	66
	31

	Memel
	568
	No data
	78
	43
	22

	Danzig (1786)
	85
	No data
	101
	445
	227

	Hamburg
	244
	7
	42
	144
	42

	Lisbon
	332
	128
	72
	54
	69

	Cadiz
	185
	148
	54
	52
	52

	Genoa
	107
	94
	22
	44
	49

	Barcelona (1785)
	81
	125
	30
	68
	24

	Livorno (1785)
	102
	52
	9
	44
	29

	Marseilles
	47
	No data
	27
	69
	58

	Total
	1956
	556*
	611
	1029
	603


Source: Johansen, ‘Scandinavian shipping in the late eighteenth century’, p. 483 (Table 3), Andersen and Voth, ‘The Grapes of War’, p. 9 (Table 1), Carrière, Négociants marseillais, p. 1061. For details see respective sources. The total French figure, 556 ships, does not include French ships in Marseilles. 

In the context of long-term development of the Atlantic economy we have to perceive the Scandinavian merchant marines as one factor, despite the different economic conditions and political differences. The countries were situated in the northern periphery of Europe, distanced from the large markets, big ports and major shipping routes. They had small populations, low urbanization levels and so limited opportunities to expand their domestic trade. They were third rank powers in the European state system, too weak to act independently in the British-French contest, but sufficiently strong not to be neglected at all. This created ground for the intentional, and in Denmark’s case consistent, exploitation of neutrality. 

They applied the same mercantilist policy of protection of national shipping. Such a policy was institutionalised in the Scandinavian ‘Navigation Acts’. The states build up a system of peace and trade treaties with the Barbary states in North Africa, which reduced protection costs of Swedish and Danish flagged ships and gave their shipowners a competitive advantage in tramp shipping in the Mediterranean. They established consular services in Southern Europe. Such consular representations were necessary for successful conduct of Scandinavian trade there. They organised convoying and continued to renew the navies. Denmark and Sweden had considerable navies with large fleets of ships-in-line.
 Thus, the natural disadvantages (peripheral situation, short shipping seasons, distance, small populations, low urbanisation levels, etc.) were counterbalanced by determined state policy and neutrality. 

But we have also to stress the important differences between the two carriers—differences that concerned as well the political and institutional preconditions of shipping as geographical and economic factors. These differences make it comprehensible why the question of late-eighteenth-century shipping received so varying attention among Danish and Swedish historians.
 

Danish shipping was significantly bigger business. The Danish tonnage was more than twice as much large as that of Sweden. There were three times many Danish ships as the Swedish ships. Denmark-Norway was much more dependent on maritime connections than Sweden, due to the long sea lines between the different parts of the state. Contacts with Norway, Iceland, Greenland, colonies in the West Indies and India, could be upheld only by sea. Territory of eighteenth-century Sweden was much more compact, but also for Sweden sea lines were important for keeping contact with Finland and Swedish Pomerania, remainder of Swedish territories in northern Germany. Denmark-Norway was a colonial power with sugar production in the West Indies, significant slave trade, trade in Indian textiles and large imports from China. The Danish colonial endeavour was the reason why Copenhagen became the Baltic centre for distribution of colonial products. Sweden had no colonies until 1784, and the island of St Barthélemy acquired that year from France had very limited economic potential. The Swedish East India Company (1731-1813), on the other hand, was significant trader in China, in pair with the Danish Asiatic Company. But the Swedes had no trading stations in and a very limited trade with India. Sweden’s minor involvement in colonial trade explains the rather marginal share of Swedish shipping in distanced waters. 

Another difference concerned composition of Scandinavian foreign trades. Danish major export commodities were voluminous fish and timber, supplied exclusively from Norway. Denmark proper and the Danish Duchies, Holstein and Schleswig, had no big export commodities but they were deeply engaged in import and re-export trade in southern-European and colonial products (wine, fruit, sugar, tea, Indian textiles, etc.). This was mainly rich trade demanding low carrying capacity. The different patterns of trade and shipping in different parts of the Danish state created a complex system, in which tramp shipping made an important complement. Denmark-Norway protected its shipping in a similar way as Britain, and Sweden. The Danish ordinance in protection of domestic shipping, a kind of Navigation Act, was issued in 1742.
 Also the domestic trade was highly regulated, leaving Norway and Iceland dependent on agricultural imports from Denmark proper. 

Sweden’s foreign trade consisted of a few voluminous export commodities, such as bar iron, timber, tar and pitch, and much more diversified and valuable imports. In volumes two most important imports were salt from Southern Europe and grain from the southern and eastern Baltic. Stockholm or Gothenburg, Sweden’s major ports, never achieved the same role as redistribution centre as Copenhagen. 

Sweden applied its protectionist policy in shipping already in 1724, in a decree shaped according to the English Navigation Acts. The major reason of the Swedish policy was to strengthen domestic shipping after the Great Northern War (1700-21) and undermine the role of the Dutch in import trade. The policy was successful. Dutch shipping to and from Sweden declined and Swedish vessels began to sail in large numbers to Southern Europe. In Swedish historical research the state’ shipping policy was considered as a typical mercantilist measure that protected domestic shipping interests but also caused extra costs for exporters and consumers at home. Basically, Swedish shipping has been seen as protected, inefficient, expensive and non-competitive in comparison with the other carriers.
 Nevertheless, there is little evidence that the Swedish Navigation Act significantly effected shipping in long term. There was an increase in number of registered ships following the 1724 decree, but in general Swedish merchant marine stagnated until the 1750s. The expansion between 1750s and 1790s has to be explained by other factors.

Another form of protectionism was preferential duties paid by Swedish vessels in Swedish ports. In the 1780s, the British authorities saw apparently the different duties as one of the reasons why Swedish vessels were so strong in carrying business between Sweden and Britain.
 There was a striking difference between situations in Russia and Sweden. Composition of the trades was similar but whereas Russian commodities were carried on British ships, Swedes controlled about 80 per cent of their carrying business.
 No doubt the lower duties affected direct trade from and to Swedish ports, but they cannot explain success of Swedish carrying trade in Southern Europe, where Swedish ships did not enjoy any advantage in duties. 

The one-sided focus on the transportation of Swedish commodities is most probably the reason why so limited attention has been paid to the role of Swedish merchant marine as an international carrier. Swedish shipping has been perceived as a transport means in export-import trade. Yet Swedish vessels were in large numbers sailing in tramping trade between southern-European ports and even across the Atlantic, in a pattern similar to Danish ships. 

Two other factors differ Sweden and Denmark’s situations. Sweden underwent during the eighteenth century a number of turbulent political changes. The most important were the abolition of absolute regime in 1718, after the lost Great Northern War, and reintroduction of absolutism in a peaceful coup d'état by Gustav III in 1772. Moreover, Sweden’s historical experience of the period was marked by the loss of the great power status and by only slow adaptation to Sweden’s new situation. In international politics, Sweden was connected to France by an alliance, yet this alliance did not hinder Sweden to stay neutral in French-British wars. 

Denmark’s history was much less dramatic, with continuous absolutism during the whole century and consequent neutrality policy in major European conflicts. The relationship between Sweden and Denmark was characterised by long-term deeply rooted antagonism, but also, in spite of that antagonism, occasional periods of co-operation. The best example of such pragmatic co-operation was the League of Armed Neutrality in 1780-83, between Russia, Sweden and Denmark. But we should not forget that the two countries also were in war, in 1700 and 1709-1720, during the Great Northern War, and again in Sweden’s wars with Russia 1788-90 and 1808-9.

In the remaining part of the paper I will focus on the Swedish shipping and analyse specifically the conditions of the Swedish shipping in Southern Europe. Southern Europe is appealing because it counted for significant share of the increase in Swedish shipping capacity, and because it connected Sweden tightly with the Atlantic economy.
 

Still, we should not forget that the major part of Swedish shipping was carried out as coastal and Baltic and North Sea shipping. It is difficult to assess this business, but movements via the Sound also indicate the rising traffic in nearby waters.
 According to Hans Chr. Johansen’s analysis of the Sound Toll Register in the period 1784-95 Sweden was the second largest shipping nation in the Sound, after Britain and before Denmark-Norway and the Dutch Republic, with over 2,500 entries registered in the peak year 1794.
 Even the shipping in the Baltic and North Seas exploited condition of neutrality—this is apparent in the Sound Toll data, but it was primarily shipping in Southern Europe that provided Swedish shipowners with opportunity to go in tramping trade. 

3 Swedish shipping in Algerian passport registers

I have mentioned above the peace and trade treaties with the Barbary states as one of the important institutional preconditions for the growth of Scandinavian shipping in Southern Europe. In spite of the official and diplomatic character of the treaties the arrangements were basically very simple—the Scandinavians paid ransom to local rulers in Algiers, Tripoli Tunis and Morocco and in exchange the Swedish and Danish flagged ships could sail safely, untroubled by the Barbary corsairs. To avoid any misunderstanding or abuse of the agreements all Swedish and Danish vessels in Southern Europe were supplied by so-called Algerian passports, functioning as ship’s identity document. The passports were issued by the Danish and Swedish Boards of Trade. The issuing procedures were strictly controlled and all passports registered, which means that we have detailed data on each single voyage from Sweden and Denmark-Norway to Southern Europe—defined in the Algerian passport regulations as all places beyond Cape Finisterre in northwestern Spain.
. In reality this meant that all Scandinavian vessels sailing in the Mediterranean, nearby Iberian Peninsula, and in the Atlantic were registered in Algerian passport registers. For example, all Swedish and Danish East Indiamen can be found there. 

The bulk of the data analysed here is drawn on the Swedish registers.
 These cover the period between 1739 and 1831 and contain information on 30,546 passports, representing as many Swedish voyages beyond Cape Finisterre. The information provided in registers appears very reliable.
 The registers include information on the name of the ship, tonnage, captain, shipowner, home port, number of guns, destination and date of issue and return of the passport. Unfortunately, one of the most important entries, namely that concerning destination, is not very useful. The destination mentioned in the passport naturally was only the first destination, ships normally continued to sail to another destinations; this was the nature of tramp shipping. Moreover destinations—perhaps because of the tramp shipping character—were often given very approximately, such as ‘the Mediterranean’ or ‘the Western Sea’. Thus, to obtain more proper picture of the Swedish carrying business beyond Cape Finisterre, we have to complete the data from the Algerian passport registers with other information. Consular reports and consular shipping lists have been especially valuable.

Figure 1 provides a picture of the general development of Swedish shipping to Southern Europe between 1741 and 1819. The most apparent trend in the figure is stagnation during the 1740s and 1750s, with about 150 ships annually, and then the rapid increase in the remaining part of the century. The periods of increase reveal very close relationship between numbers of passports issued and European conflicts. So, there was increase during the Seven Years War, from 156 voyages in 1756 to 212 in 1764, and increase during the American War of Independence, from 222 voyages in 1775 to 441 in 1782, and during French Revolutionary Wars, from 257 voyages in 1792 to 717 in 1804. Peace periods 1763-1776, 1783-1793 were marked by stagnation or decline. The decline in 1788-90 is attributed to the interruption of Swedish foreign trade during the Russian-Swedish War 1788-90; Denmark took part in this war and actually expanded its shipping at Sweden’s expense.
 The pattern of increases in wartime and stagnation or declines in peacetime indicates that Swedes exploited successfully neutrality and were going in freight for belligerent nations. 

Can we unveil in the exploitation of neutrality any long-term effect? Swedish shipping in wartime periods might be attributed only to change of flag, a very frequent phenomenon in international shipping. There were also frequent examples of such change of flag, especially in Swedish Pomerania. Yet, such explanation entails that shipowners would switch back to their national flag after the war. This did not happen. There is a significant long-term increase in the number of voyages, from about 150 voyages annually by 1740 to between 400 and 600 voyages by 1800. This cannot be attributed only to the change of flag. The long-term increase in the number of issued passports is consistent with the long-term growth in the Swedish tonnage, which also means in-Sweden-built tonnage.

Figure 1: Swedish voyages to Southern Europe, according to Algerian passport register, 1741-1820

Source: Algerian passport register, KK Huvudarkivet, Sjöpassdiarier, 1769-1778,CIIb: 2, (Swedish National Archives, Stockholm) and Harley, C. Knick, Ocean Freight Rates and Productivity 1740-1913: The primacy of Mechanical Invention Reaffirmed. The Journal of Economic History, vol. XLVIII, No 4  (Dec 1988), pp. 873-875 Table 9
Bars (left axis): number of passports issued (see also trend line); line (right axis): British freight rates (shilling per ton)

Neutrality was an important comparative advantage. It entailed security and so lower insurance rates and lower wage costs for Swedish tonnage than for belligerents. Yet Swedish shipping also had other persisting competitive advantages. A standard comparative measure of productivity in shipping is the tons-per-man ratio, or men-per-100-tons ratios. Such ratios have been established both for a long-term increase in labour productivity of European shipping and for comparative purposes of situations in different merchant marines and different areas.
 Swedish vessels sailing to Southern Europe were remarkably large and enjoyed high labour productivity. The average tonnage of vessel increased from about 220 tons in the beginning of the period to 260 tons in the 1780s. Swedish ships entering the Mediterranean were even larger (290 tons in average). For comparison the English ships sailing to the Mediterranean had tonnages between 100 and 150 tons. Yet it should be noted that in English tonnages there were large differences between different destinations; for example the North Sea trade, and especially the coal trade, employed much bigger vessels.
 

The big Swedish ships were manned by small crews (about 14 men), giving ratios of 20-23 tons per man.
 The overall averages of English, Dutch and French ratios varied between 10 and 18 tons per man in the eighteenth century, which indicate that labour productivity in Swedish shipping to Southern Europe was better than average in major merchant marines. This might partly be explained by composition of Swedish exports and imports; bulky commodities, such as timber, iron, and salt, required large carrying capacity, partly the advantage in protection costs. 

The averages veil great variance in conditions of shipping. There were very small vessels, going primarily in tramp shipping with small highly valuable cargoes, as well as huge ships, carrying grain, salt and other voluminous commodities. In spite of all problems with measurements and quantifications the data show clearly that Swedish shipping in Southern Europe was competitive. 

Other evidence concerns wages of Swedish sailors. It is apparent that the Swedish wages were significantly lower. An indirect indication of this fact is the many Swedish seamen leaving their vessels in foreign harbours. Yet we have also direct comparisons of wages. In a report of 1768 it was stated that Swedish wages were between one-half and one-third lower than wages in British, French, Dutch, Venetian and Danish marines.
 This was a peaceful year, in a war the difference had to be even bigger. I did not make any comparison of shipbuilding costs but it seems very implausible that they would be higher in Sweden.

To conclude, the data on average size of crews, tons-per-man ratios, wages indicate that Swedish shipping in southern Europe was competitive. On the one hand, it is impossible to separate the effect of Sweden’s low protection costs (neutrality and institutional preconditions) from other factors. We cannot separate the effect of safety on number of crewmembers from the effect of large ship’s capacity required due the composition of Swedish exports. On the other hand, the close correlation between neutrality periods and expansion o shipping indicate neutrality’s very significant role. 

4 Tramp shipping or transports of Swedish commodities?

The competitiveness of Swedish shipping is not itself an evidence of Swedish tramping trade in competition. The ships still might be used entirely in carrying of Swedish exports and imports. How to demonstrate that Swedish vessels sailed as carriers for foreigners? To get a better picture we have to combine the Algerian passport registers with other data. 

Swedish consuls in Southern Europe sent to the authorities in Stockholm shipping lists that provide a detailed picture of ship movements. Unfortunately, the lists are not complete and cannot be used for a systematic study of movements in the area. Yet they can provide illustrative examples. Following case shows a quite typical pattern in Swedish tramping business. It relates to the snow Pelikan (183 tons) from Norrköping, which was sailing in Southern Europe in 1775-77. According to the Algerian passport register of 1775, the snow Pelican received its passport on 23 August 1775 and returned it on 26 May 1777. It means that Pelikan was away from his homeland for 21 months. The destination mentioned in the register was Ireland, but there is nothing about Ireland in the consul’s shipping list dated in Cadiz, January 1777. The list mentions Pelikan’s visits in Boredaux, Ancona, Barcelona, Alicante, Genoa and Palermo (see table 3). So the snow was sailing on typical routes in western Mediterranean. From Palermo the snow continued to Cadiz. The consul reported about the departure from Cadiz, on 15 December. The planned destination was Setubal. We have no information about Pelikan’s arrival at and departure from Setubal. Most probably the snow returned home directly with a cargo of salt from Setubal. She was back in Sweden in May 1777. Pelikan stayed in the Mediterranean for almost two years. 

Table 3: The snow Pelikan ‘s tramp shipping in Southern Europe 1775-1776

	Date of departure
	Port of departure
	Perids between departures

	23 August 1775 (issue of Algerian passport)
	
	

	30 August 1775
	Norrköping
	

	
	Ireland ??
	

	December 1775
	Bordeaux
	16 weeks

	24 May 1776
	Ancona
	20 weeks

	11 June 1776
	Barcelona
	3 weeks

	18 July 1776
	Alicante
	5 weeks

	14 September 1776
	Genoa
	4 weeks

	2 October 1776
	Palermo
	2 weeks

	15 December 1776
	Cadiz
	10 weeks

	
	Setubal ??
	

	26 May 1777 (date of return of Algerian passport)
	Norrköping ??
	20 weeks

	total
	
	21 months


Source: Algerian passport register, KK Huvudarkivet, Sjöpassdiarier, 1769-1778,CIIb:  2, 1775 and Shipping List of 3 January 1777, Consul Gahn to Swedish Board of Trade, Kommerskollegium Huvudarkivet, Skrivelser från konsuler, Cadiz 1719-1802, E VI aa:67. (Swedish National Archives, Stockholm) Note that periods between departures include also waiting times in ports.

Seasonal variation apparently was an important factor that had an effect on general pattern of Swedish shipping. The sailing season in the Baltic started quite late, by April or May and majority of Swedish vessels left Sweden in late spring and summer months. Appendix B shows that in 1770-98, in average, 84 per cent of Algerian passports were issued in seven months between April and October, whereas only 16 per cent were issued in remaining five months (November-March). January, February and March, in particular, was unsuitable time for sailing (only 5 per cent of the total figure). This seasonal pattern also affected the return periods. When a shipper did not return to Sweden until December, most probably he stayed in Southern Europe until spring, or later, going in tramp shipping. This means that a ship that left Sweden, say, between June and August had between just four and six months to return home, if she aimed to return the same sailing season. Actually, there were very few ships that returned home the same year. Another interesting, but not much surprising seasonal pattern relates to homeport’s location. Majority of ships leaving Sweden in the winter and early spring months (January-April) were home on Sweden’s North Sea coast (Gothenburg, Uddevalla, Halmstad).

Table 4 provides a detailed picture of the return years of passports issued in 1777-85. The return date of the passport reflects quite exactly the ship’s arrival to Sweden. According to the Algerian passport regulation, the passport had to be returned to the Board of Trade as soon as possible (at latest fourteen days after the arrival at the homeport). The return dates show that more than a half of Swedish ships returned next year and more than one-fourth continued to sail even for third, fourth, and fifth year. And there were ships, which stayed abroad even for longer periods.

Table 4: Algerian passports returned, according to the date of return, 1777-85

	Year
	Totally issued
	Returned same year
	Second year
	Third year
	Fourth year
	Fifth year
	Sixth year

	1777
	253
	29
	162
	44
	8
	3
	1

	1778
	287
	41
	128
	45
	22
	3
	1

	1779
	282
	40
	122
	67
	20
	6
	5

	1780
	320
	40
	172
	68
	21
	3
	1

	1781
	373
	49
	190
	85
	22
	4
	3

	1782
	441
	25
	267
	74
	20
	11
	2

	1783
	339
	35
	208
	50
	23
	4
	2

	1784
	370
	44
	225
	48
	17
	7
	2

	1785
	389
	49
	192
	96
	10
	3
	4

	Total
	3054
	352
	1666
	577
	163
	44
	21

	
	100%
	11.5%
	54.6%
	18.9%
	5.3%
	1.4%
	0.7%


Source: Algerian passport register, KK Huvudarkivet, Sjöpassdiarier, 1769-78,CIIb: 2, (Swedish National Archives, Stockholm) 1777-85. The total number of returned passports does not agree with the number of passports issued. There were some vessels staying abroad even after six years, but the main explanation is lacking dates of passport’s return. 

The wartime years 1777-83 were especially good years for tramping trade. But the situation was not different in 1769, a peacetime year. Detailed analysis of this year’s passports indicates the same pattern and same proportions of ships staying abroad for longer periods. Majority of 176 ships that received their passport that year, stayed abroad for twelve months, And a substantial proportion stayed much longer. The periods during which ships stayed abroad by far exceed the time necessary for a turn-around trip to Southern Europe. 

Visits of Swedish ships in major Mediterranean ports provide another evidence of the Swedish tramping trade in the area. Table 2 (above) illustrated the situation in the mid-1780s but other data show that Scandinavians were active already from the mid-eighteenth century. We have detailed information on all northern-European vessels visiting Marseilles in the eighteenth century and the data indicate clearly high Swedish, and Scandinavian, presence. In the period 1732-92 there were registered 9,084 arrivals of northern-European ships. There were 2,749 English, 3,363 Dutch, 1,466 Swedish and 1,453 Danish arrivals. In the course of the century, the Scandinavian share was exactly one-third, (see Appendix A).

Figure 2 compares the total number of neutral ships entering Marseilles with the English ships between 1738 and 1790. From 1781, the figure for neutral shipping does not include Dutch, because of the Dutch participation in the American War of Independence. The figure, not surprisingly, shows that the numbers of English ships closely followed the alterations between war and peace. Neutral shipping appeared to adjust to the war and peace alterations too, but less directly than expected. There are apparently direct responses to the wartime demand at the beginning of wars, in periods 1739-40, 1756-57, 1776-80. In the long term, however, there was a more stable development. Trend lines for English and neutral tonnage at Marseilles indicate a long-term decline in the English shipping, in contrast to a long-term increase for neutral carriers. 

Figure 2: English and neutral ships entering Marseilles, 1738-90

Source: Appendix A

Tramping business in Southern Europe became a point of departure of Swedish transatlantic shipping. For example, in 1769 the Swedish consul in Cadiz reported on Swedish ships engaged in transporting Spanish troops to America.
 And, in the 1790s, consular reports from the United States provide more evidence of the Swedish ship movements between Southern Europe, the West Indies and the United States; this traffic concerned no Swedish commodities; the Swedes entered the transatlantic trade as carriers for foreigners.
 

However, this transatlantic shipping via the Mediterranean is difficult to evaluate. It seems that this was a negligible part of the total Swedish shipping in Southern Europe. Even if Sweden was engaged in the transatlantic shipping and even if there were annually one or two ships of the Swedish East India Company sailing to China, the major part of the shipping activities concerned European waters. In this specific sector, the situation was very different in Denmark.

The crucial issue of the understanding of the expansion of Scandinavian shipping in late eighteenth century s is business’ profitability. In the Swedish case it can clarify the relationship between the Swedish commodity trade and tramping trade. Unfortunately, we have very few studies about the profitability of Scandinavian shipping. These are based on shipping company accounts and do not provide a general economic picture. Unsurprisingly, the analysed firm accounts show big differences between peacetime and wartime profitability. The long-term profitability of Ostrobothnian, (present Finland’s north-western coast) shipping companies was about 10 per cent.  In the period 1793-1815 the Ostrobothnian firm Donner from Kokkola could show profit of 35 per cent, in some case as much as 100 per cent.
 Also the study of shipping business in Flensburg, in Danish Duchies, indicate very significant difference between peacetime and wartime earning, even if in this case the profitability was not at all as high as in Kokkola (10, 13.6 and 18 per cent in wartime).
 

It appears that Scandinavian shipping under wartime conditions was highly profitable but risky business. It followed the logic of eighteenth-century shipping business, during a period troubled by the drawn out conflict between Britain and France. Shipping business had large fixed and long-term costs (shipbuilding, repair costs, wages). Fortuitously, the costs were rather stable and predictable—and in Sweden’s case lower than in competing marines. Incomes, on the other hand, were unpredictable. Freight rates fluctuated wildly and fluctuations followed closely wartime and peacetime periods.
 With these two conditions: predictable costs and unpredictable incomes, depending on wartime fluctuations, neutral carriers appear barely survive or lose money in peacetime and make money in wartime. The close correlation between British freight rates and the Swedish voyages to Southern Europe shows that this logic was basis of the neutral carriers’ business.

5 Concluding remarks: neutral carriers and the Atlantic economy

Eighteenth-century economic development in the Atlantic economy has been seen from two widely different perspectives. Some scholars have stressed the role of outdrawn warfare between Britain and France and protectionism as significant trade barriers that hindered expansion of trade and subsequently economic growth. Kevin O’Rourke and Jeffrey Williamson introduced their influential book on the nineteenth-century globalisation with these words:

A long and expensive war between Britain and France had engaged almost all Europeans for at least thirty-six of the sixty years before 1760 and 1820. Like most other international conflicts, it had made a shambles of normal channels of trade, technological transfer, labor migration, and financial capital movements. Even without the French Wars (as the British called them), the transport costs associated with staple foods and industrial intermediates were enormous, thus choking off trade; in addition, mercantilism and protectionism were the preferred policies of the day, suppressing trade still further….
  

In this perspective, the real expansion of the Atlantic trade came much later, about 1850, and was connected to long peace and institutional (free trade) and technological (transportation) changes. 

Other scholars have emphasised the significance of the pre-1800 growth in the Atlantic trade. For example, Kenneth Pomeranz perceived the rise of Atlantic trade during the eighteenth century as one of two factors (together with fossil energy supplies) that explain rapid economic transformation of Europe, and eventually the ‘great divergence’ between Europe and the rest of the world.
 Also Acemoglu, Johnson and Robinson have recently stressed  the rise of the Atlantic trade before 1800 as the key factor of he ‘The Rise of Europe’. In their analysis the rise of Atlantic economy is dated to three centuries between 1500 and 1800, but it is apparent that the most significant changes occurred between 1700 and 1800, when the British and French interests began to dominate the Atlantic trade.
 

The two directions pay much attention to the role of trade, in particular long-distance trade, as the factor of dynamism. Yet this interest in trade entails very different concern for transport means—a necessity of long-distance trade. Transport revolution does play a crucial role for the advocates of the late-nineteenth century rise of the Atlantic economy. In shipping, the transition from wood and sail to iron and steam entailed a dramatic productivity increase and consequently a drop in transport costs. This drop in transport costs explains a substantial share of foreign trade expansion between 1850 and 1913. On the other hand there is little evidence of any significant decline in transport costs between 1500 and 1800.

On the other hand, scholars emphasizing the revolutionary impact of the Atlantic trade on European economy before 1800 pay very scanty attention to transport issue.
 The eighteenth-century Atlantic trade might have a revolutionary impact on European development but there was no transport revolution beyond it. There was some development in hull’s design and rigging, and introduction of copper-sheeting, et cetera, but the early modern Atlantic trade lacks such spectacular transport modernizations like railways and steamboats. 

Nevertheless, a lack of spectacular technological shift does not mean that there was no development in shipping before 1850. Douglass C North analysed productivity growth in ocean shipping after 1750 and found strong evidence of declining transport costs. He explained the improvement by institutional change. Late eighteenth-century shipping became safer and better organized, which reduced protection and more generally transaction costs. North’s perspective has been confirmed in some subsequent research, but also criticised.
 Also long-term analysis of labour productivity in shipping, recently conducted by Jan Lucassen and Richard Unger, confirms the significant improvement of productivity of shipping since 1500. For my purpose especially interesting is the significant improvement of labour productivity by the late eighteenth century, a period of the expansion of the Scandinavian shipping.

In addition to evidence of improving productivity of long-distance shipping, we should mention the quantitative growth in the European shipping capacity. Between 1570 and 1780 the European carrying capacity expanded sevenfold, from about a half million tons to about 3.5 million tons.
 British and French merchant marines display the most spectacular increases; the British marine rose by a factor of twenty, the French by a factor of nine. Much of this increase in tonnage occurred in the eighteenth century, in trades related to the Atlantic economy.
 Hence, the growth in carrying capacity did not mirror the fact that an increasing share of the capacity was employed in the long-distance trades. Plainly, ships were sailing on longer routes than in the sixteenth or seventeenth centuries, and so the transport volume, expressed in ton/miles, expanded much more than the available carrying capacity.

The history of eighteenth-century Swedish shipping fits well in this pattern. Swedish carrying capacity expanded greatly in the period. Due to its protectionist policy Sweden more or less eliminated the Dutch from Swedish ports and took over transportation of exports and imports. Moreover, in the course of the century, Swedish shipowners entered tramping trade. The tramp shipping business appears to play especially important role in Southern Europe. The Algerian passport registers analysed in this paper show that a very significant share of Swedish carrying capacity was employed in Southern Europe and that majority of vessels stayed overseas for periods longer than necessary for a plain turn-around voyage. This trade was not a part of the Atlantic trade, but a complement. 

It has been argued above that Swedish shipping had a number of competitive advantages in comparison with other carriers in tramping trade. The Swedes had high tons-per-man ratios, small and low-cost crews and low shipbuilding costs. But, in the context of debate on the Atlantic trade, I wish to emphasize another competitive advantage, the advantage of low protection costs. First, the Swedish state reduced protection costs of shipping via the institutional package shaped in the 1720s and 1730s. The package included the peace treaties with the Barbary states, Swedish consular service in Southern Europe and a new institution organising convoying services (Convoy Office). The package relates fine to North’s argument about the importance of institutional factors for productivity change in shipping, but it is hardly possible to quantify it.
 

The second factor that reduced Swedish protection costs was neutrality. Neutral carriers were allowed to continue shipping business during wartime and they were allowed to carry cargoes between belligerent ports, if cargo did not contain arms or war necessities. It was a risky business and in the course of the century the British and other belligerents seized many Swedish flagged vessels.  But in general neutrality was respected. Whereas belligerent merchant marines sailed under continuous threat from privateers and enemy’s navies neutral carriers sailed rather undisturbed, enjoying wartime high freight rates.

The data from Swedish Algerian passport registers show the strong correlation between periods of Scandinavian neutrality and the booms of Swedish shipping in Southern Europe. The relationship shows that neutrality probably was the most significant factor of the growth in Scandinavian shipping by the late-eighteenth century. 

The participation of neutral carriers in shipping business diminished the negative effects of war. Wartime gaps in carrying capacity were partly replaced by neutral carrying. Considering the joint available tonnage of Scandinavian neutrals, the total impact must be considerable. 

We have quite good and detailed picture of the Danish carrying business in the West Indies and Asia during the American War of Independence and the French Revolutionary Wars. Then considerable share of the Copenhagen merchant tonnage was sailing to the West Indies and India, and Danish merchant houses were used for transfers of money from Asia. 
  There is some minor evidence of similar operations from Sweden.
 However, the data from Algerian passport registers indicate that in Sweden much more significant was the neutral carrying business in Southern Europe. This was the key region of Sweden’s carrying business. The total share of this sector has been investigated above. This was also the most important region for Danish flagged ships originating in the Duchies and Norway.

Protectionism and wars have been emphasised by O’Rourke and Williamson as major disturbing factors of the growth of the eighteenth-century Atlantic trade. Neutral carrying might significantly reduce these negative factors. First, during wartime neutral carriers filled the gaps in shipping capacity left by belligerents, hence long-distance trade could continue. Moreover, due to special wartime conditions, protectionism was often ineffective or impossible to implement. France would make little use of protectionism in shipping when the British locked out its merchant marine all over again. But wars had similar effect on all belligerents. 

Scandinavian neutral carriers appeared to improve productivity of shipping in the Atlantic trade, because they were able to carry their business with low protection costs, and because they had higher labour productivity and/or lower running costs than their competitors. At the moment, this conclusion still is much hypothetical. We need more comparative research that will relate neutral carriers, such as Scandinavians, but also the Dutch and the United States, to fluctuations in carrying capacity of big traders and carriers such as France and Britain.
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Appendix A: North European ships entering the port of Marseilles 1732-92

	Year
	English
	Dutch
	Swedish
	Danish
	Other
	Total

	1732
	64
	20
	2
	
	
	86

	33
	113
	32
	1
	
	
	146

	34
	84
	30
	5
	
	
	119

	35
	87
	39
	10
	
	
	136

	36
	92
	27
	7
	
	
	126

	37
	75
	29
	2
	
	
	106

	38
	92
	27
	3
	
	
	122

	39
	55
	21
	7
	
	
	83

	1740
	6
	34
	8
	
	1
	49

	41
	10
	42
	8
	1
	4
	65

	42
	15
	54
	6
	0
	3
	78

	43
	12
	82
	13
	1
	10
	118

	44
	4
	58
	18
	2
	8
	90

	45
	1
	95
	16
	0
	9
	121

	46
	0
	97
	22
	1
	9
	129

	47
	1
	81
	16
	8
	3
	109

	48
	43
	39
	20
	14
	
	116

	49
	206
	103
	22
	19
	
	350

	1750
	187
	91
	24
	8
	
	310

	51
	125
	77
	14
	2
	
	218

	52
	105
	61
	15
	2
	
	184

	53
	81
	62
	19
	9
	
	171

	54
	56
	72
	16
	9
	
	153

	55
	63
	30
	30
	16
	
	139

	56
	0
	60
	61
	42
	
	163

	57
	0
	40
	37
	26
	
	103

	58
	1
	34
	12
	16
	
	63

	59
	0
	72
	13
	19
	
	105

	1760
	0
	71
	13
	15
	
	99

	61
	2
	98
	15
	36
	
	151

	62
	3
	87
	7
	25
	
	122

	63
	27
	65
	21
	33
	
	146

	64
	64
	135
	24
	24
	
	247

	65
	42
	45
	22
	12
	
	121

	66
	44
	84
	27
	19
	
	174

	67
	45
	72
	26
	20
	
	163

	68
	41
	52
	25
	15
	
	133

	69
	53
	77
	42
	4
	
	176

	1770
	68
	69
	30
	1
	
	168

	71
	67
	95
	43
	2
	
	207

	72
	57
	64
	32
	10
	
	163

	73
	56
	67
	39
	15
	
	177

	74
	67
	78
	45
	18
	
	208

	75
	59
	44
	31
	15
	
	149

	76
	38
	36
	28
	12
	
	114

	77
	38
	49
	44
	25
	
	156

	78
	7
	87
	42
	33
	
	169

	79
	1
	93
	30
	48
	
	172

	1780
	1
	54
	22
	34
	
	111

	81
	0
	23
	42
	60
	2
	127

	82
	0
	1
	52
	68
	1
	122

	83
	14
	10
	51
	95
	
	170

	84
	13
	19
	38
	61
	
	131

	85
	27
	16
	55
	112
	1
	211

	86
	34
	30
	65
	100
	
	229

	87
	47
	27
	58
	69
	
	201

	88
	50
	37
	27
	49
	
	163

	89
	74
	44
	1
	47
	
	166

	1790
	39
	42
	5
	62
	
	148

	91
	37
	39
	22
	59
	
	157

	92
	56
	44
	15
	60
	
	175

	1732-92
	2749
	3363
	1466
	1453
	
	9084


Source: Carrière Charles, Négociants marseillais au XVIIIe siècle. Marseilles 1973, p 1061

(War periods: 1739-48 War of Austrian Succession, 1756-63 Seven Years War, 1778-83 American War of Independence, 1788-89 Russo-Swedish War)

Appendix B: Seasonal pattern of issuing of Algerian passports, 1770-98
	Year
	January-March
	April-October
	November-December
	Total number of passports

	1770
	8
	175
	15
	198

	1777
	7
	222
	24
	253

	1778
	12
	245
	30
	287

	1779
	34
	224
	24
	282

	1780
	19
	274
	27
	320

	1781
	25
	298
	50
	373

	1782
	17
	363
	61
	441

	1783
	5
	298
	39
	342

	1784
	3
	325
	42
	370

	1785
	5
	360
	24
	389

	1787
	13
	280
	28
	321

	1788
	6
	152
	5
	163

	1789
	0
	3
	0
	3

	1790
	5
	75
	35
	115

	1791
	30
	307
	16
	353

	1792
	1
	229
	27
	257

	1793
	30
	330
	38
	398

	1794
	50
	321
	37
	408

	1795
	12
	337
	45
	394

	1796
	31
	296
	35
	362

	1797
	48
	341
	36
	425

	1798
	38
	382
	47
	467

	Total 
	399 
	5837 
	685 
	6921 

	Per cent
	5.8%
	84.3%
	9.9%
	100%


Source: Algerian passport register, KK Huvudarkivet, Sjöpassdiarier, 1769-78,CIIb: 2, (Swedish National Archives, Stockholm) 1770-98.
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