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CHAPTER THREE: INTERPRETATION

This section draws together and analyses the evidence for sacrificial ntual and
the other cult practices presented in Chapter Two. It seems logical to begin by
correlating the infonnation into an empirical data set and then, once the evidence
is firmly understood, to attempt to interpret that data as a means of

reconstructing the cult practices at the various Minoan cult sites, and thereby

Minoan Crete as a whole.

Significantly, the sites presented in the catalogue are of various types, those that
are generally acknowledged to be the primary Minoan categories. They are also
spread out across the island (see Map 1), and are from different periods within
the Minoan era. This allows for the examination of the types of cult assemblages
at these various sites, in addition to allowing us to examine if the cult practice 1s
uniform across bothl time and geographic space. As stated in the introduction, it
has generally been believed that there was a monolithic “Minoan” religion and,
as such, possessed of a unified set of ritual practices. However, this hypothesis —
as regards sacrificial ritual — has been based on presumption and preconception

rather than fact. Hopefully, the analysis that takes place in the following sections
will help to address this situation, and to elucidate whether sacrificial ritual was a

m'ajor component of the Bronze Age religious practices of Crete.

The reconstruction of a ritual practice is, of course, fraught with difficulty,
especially when dealing with non-literary, archaeological information. Leach

necessarily complicates discussions of ritual behaviour by noting that “...any
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ritual activity has visual, verbal, spatial and temporal dimensions: in addition,
noise, smell, touch and taste may all -be relevant” (Leach, 1976: 81). Thus, there
are always going to be some aspects of the ritual setting that we will not be able
to identify from archaeology and so we must look elsewhere for this information.
Obviously, the extant texts from Minoan Crete are of little or no use to us 1n this
regard and the untranslated nature of Linear A (apparently a more ‘ritual’ script
than Linear B) 1s a further hindrance. As a result, I feel we are justified in

examining the ritual texts of other Bronze Age cultures to explicate the ritual

archaeology of Crete. I acknowledge that there are inherent problems with this

process of ethnographic analogy: religion and ritual are intimately tied to the

culture that creates and utilises them and to attempt a direct correlation between
two religious systems i1s both complex and ill-advised. However, if we use the
Mesopotamian, Hittite and Egyptian texts to inform us about the concerns, types
and range of rituals practised in the Bronze Age Eastern Mediterranean then this
may allow us to judge the Minoan evidence in the general religious context of
the period. I make no judgement on the nature or identity of the divinity

addressed in these processes being similar to those of Egypt or the Near East as

that matter 1s beyond the scope of this study.

Yet the key aspect of this chapter, beyond all else, is the significance of

sacrificial ritual on Minoan Crete. We must begin, therefore, by identifying if
sacrifice actually occurred. This can only be done by a close examination of the
data presented in Chapter Two. As such, it makes sense to take a disaggregated

view and break down the pertinent archaeological factors relating to sacrifice to
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allow us to 1dentify if there is a homogenous or heterogeneous pattern. An initial

summary of the key archaeological material classes is presented 1n Table 1.
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FAUNAL REMAINS

The most significant archaeological indicator for animal sacrifice 1s the presence
and amount of faunal remains at the various sites, and also the particular skeletal
elements which are found. But, as may be seen from Table 1, faunal remains are
by no means a uniform feature of the Minoan cult sites recorded in the catalogue.
Indeed, cult sites where we may speak of faunal deposits that may be
characteristic of sacrificial ritual number four in total: Juktas, Kato Syme,
Psychro and Anemospilia. In all other cases the reports of faunal remains are of' a

nature that renders them unsuitable for inclusion in further discussion®® of

sacrifice, the reasons for which are summarised in the notes attached to Table 1.
Moreover, we can say that this is not simply a phenomenon caused by the
selection of these sites: Jones, in his comparison between the deposits from the
cave and peak sanctuaries, notes that out of the 31 sites he included only 8
exhibited any animal remains at all (1999: Table 9, 57-58). However, beyond his
recording of this in tabular form and a note that more caves than peaks exhibit
faunal remains (Ibid. 12), Jones makes no further mention of this pattern or 1ts

significance.

It should be immediately apparent that the sites where we have faunal remains
are anomalous to the general spread of evidence. Even more interestingly, they
appear to be unique in their categories: Juktas, for example, is the only peak with
extensive faunal remains in this sample. While there are other peak sanctuaries,

typically around 25-30 is the accepted total, Maza is the only other example at

88 Even if all the sites where animal bone is mentioned were included, these would still make the
total number of included sites less than 50% of those in the catalogue.
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which any extensive faunal remains are reported (Faure, 1963 for example).
Notably, in one of the most recent surveys of a peak sanctuary — the rescue
excavations at Sklaverochori — animal bones were entirely absent, as they were

in the cases of Petsophas, Vrysinas, Kophinas and Atsipadhes Korakias 1n this

Survey.

Nevertheless, the bone deposit at Juktas, while an apparent anomaly among the
general trend of the peaks, 1s so extensive, so hugely reported, that 1t must be
reflective of a persistent and repeated ritual process at that site. Similarly, the
range of species represented must have some significance. For example, bird

bones are also reported from Juktas, which is interesting as doves are identified

as a sacrificial victim at Ugant (del Olmo Lete, 1999: 38)39. However, the
remains of sheep and goat make up the majority of the deposit and so we must
acknowledge that, whether the victims were interchangeable or if they were not,
the ovicaprids Were the predominant victim at Juktas. However, the presence of

bucrania cannot be 1gnored as this specific skeletal element occurs at the other

sites with faunal remains.

Jones, as mentioned above, makes the point that animal bones are more common
at cave sites than at the peaks. To some extent this is true (as shown by Jones’
survey), but once again one could by no means claim that they were a universal

feature of the cult cave deposits. Certainly in the selection presented here,

Psychro 1s the only example where we may speak of a persistent, repeated ritual

process employing animals or their parts. The discussion of the skeletal elements

5% See below, pp. 244-259 for their significance, among that of other species.
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in the catalogue entry for Psychro’® refers to the predominance of cranial
elements in the deposit. The skull is a primary piece of butchery waste, 1t 1s

rarely employed as a food-cut (except in the extraction of the brain), and, as such,
is generally treated as retuse. However, its appearance at Psychro, not associated
with other bones in a depositional relationship that would suggest on-site
butchery, is interestinggl. If anything, it is suggestive that the cranial elements of

the skeleton were deemed special or significant in some way by the Minoans™~.

Thus far it would appear that faunal remains that can be directly associated with
a Minoan ritual practice are the exception rather than the rule. However, when
we examine the two seemingly unique sites of Kato Syme and Anemospilia then
we see a much stronger presence of a possible sacrificial ritual, especially at the
former. Kato Syme once again exhibits a predominance of decayed skulls and
horncores, especially in the deposits associated with the podium. None of the
bones that have been studied from Kato Syme are calcined and, as such, we may
say that if they were burned it was done so with the flesh still in place, 1.€. 1t was
cooked. But it certainly appears that the head, or parts thereof, of the animal I
served some special significance and was deliberately deposited. But it must also
be acknowledged that skulls and limb extremities are also classtitied as primary
butchery waste (Halstead and Isaakidou, 2004: 140). It is clearly significant that
at three major cult sites, out of the four in this study where there are Minoan

faunal remains, there are notable deposits of cranial skeletal elements and their

0 See pp. 153-159.

’! Yet, it must be remembered that the evidence from Psychro is biased towards those elements
that were presented to Boyd-Dawkins for study (see p. 154-15 5)
°2 See below, pp. 226-243.
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associated horns. These remains are indicative of a specific practice but it seems

to be limited 1n scope to these few sites.

For instance, Anemospilia, while 1t shows itself to be a major cult establishment
it does not contain any notable cranial elements, at least as far as the published
material indicates”™. It would appear then that the faunal remains at Anemospilia
relate to a sepérate cult practice. But what 1s also clear is that faunal remains
from Juktas, Psychro and Kato Syme are of a cult nature as they differ greatly

from the domestic and other secular assemblages which we know of from Crete.

As stated in the introductory sections of this thesis’” it is usual for ritual deposits
to differ from their secular counterparts, hence we are able to differentiate
between the two. However, to the best of my knowledge, this has not been done
for Minoan Crete. To some extent, this may be ascribed to two primary factors:
the first 1s preconception, which has dogged the study of Minoan religion, that
sacrifice was a widespread and uniform practice within Minoan culture. Such an
assumption not only militated against the detailed recovery of remains from
ritual sites but also the comparative study of those that were recovered. The
second factor is more significant: in regard to the fact that in order to compare
two data sets, we must first be in possession of two data sets. However, the
secular faunal deposits are almost as enigmatic as those from cult sites. Thus,

when we compare the two we must acknowledge that the information for

comparison is limited.

3 See above, pp. 120-126.
* See above, pp. 44-46.
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The deposits from Kavousi: Vronda and Kavousi: Kastro have already been
mentioned””: however, perhaps the most significant report of faunal remains

from a Minoan domestic assemblage comes from Kommos (Reese 1995), which

is very detailed.

0.441 animal bones of larger mammals were identified at Kommos. These come

from both domestic mammals — sheep, goat, pig, cattle, equid, and dog — and
wild mammals — deer, hare, and mustelid. There were 140 identifiable deposits
of bones from domestic mammals, of which ovicaprids are found in 90.7% of
them, Sus in 45%, and Bos in 17.9% (Reese, 1995: 165). Of these deposits of
bones, the NISP of ovicaprids is 185 (53.2% of the total of sheep/goat, pig and
cattle), with 108 Sus (31%) énd 55 Bos (15.8%). Thus, of the three major forms
of domestic animal, ovicaprids make up more than half of the total number of
individual animals identified at Kommos. This pattern is consistent across all
periods of the Minoan settlement at Kommos and is indicative that sheep and

goat were the primary domesticates.

Of the 185 individual ovicaprids, 62 can be aged (Reese, 1995: 170). There are
only 15 individuals (24.2%) which are 2.5-3 years or older (Ibid.). Although it is
somewhat of a leap to see this as representative of the overall kill pattern, given
that the ageable specimens are only one-third of the total, in the light of the lack
of other evidence there 1s no other course. If this pattern is representative, then
~sucha heavy death rate among younger animals must be seen as indicative that

these amimals were exploited primarily for their meat. Indeed, the skeletal

?> See above, p. 53.
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‘elements would seem to corroborate this: although the majority of elements
found are phalanges (Reese, 1995: 172-176), a significant minority, around 40%,
of the faunal remains are the long bones — femur, humerus, tibia, radius, ulna),
which are generally viewed as the primary cuts of meat among most cultures.
Thus, at Minoan Kommos the herds of domesticates seem to have been exploited

for their meat, rather than secondary products such as milk or wool.

One skeletal element that is conspicuous by its absence from Minoan Kommos is
the cranium. The only cranial elements identified by Reese are ovicaprid
mandibles, one from MM IB (found in Room 26-7) and one from MM II (found
in Room 21), the former from an older animal (3-4 years), the latter from a
younger animal less than a year old (Ibid. 172). There are also reports ot skull
fragments of Bos, mainly LM III, but these number less than 8 1n total: intact
skulls, or hornplates, are entirely absent. If we compare this infrequency of
cranial elements in the Kommos deposit with the substantial reports of them
from Juktas, Psychro and Kato Syme, there 1s a clear disparity. This would
appear to lend credence to theories that the votive deposition of bucrania and
skulls from other species was a specific cult practice. However, that does not
necessarily dictate that they are the result of a sacrificial rite. Indeed the lack of

corresponding long bones, certainly at Kato Syme, is suggestive that the killing
and following butchery of the animal did not take place on site. That, however, 1s

to be treated elsewhere”®; for now it is enough to remark that there are obvious
differences between the faunal deposits from cult sites and those from secular

assemblages, provided that Kommos may be seen as representative.

% See below, pp. 226-243.
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The extent to which this representivity 1s the case musf be addressed. It is telling
that the other secular deposits to which Reese refers are isolated, for example the
Unexplored Mansion at Knossos, reinforcing the sporadic nature of the study of

faunal remains on Crete. There are two main issues with much of the work to

date on Minoan faunal remains. The first is the fact that relatively few reports
exist and most of these are relegated to brief appendices in larger volumes. As
such there is a paucity of reported facts. The second problem 1s more specific to
tﬁe faunal details; there is no general consensus on the matter of data
presentation. The manner of presentation can vary from site-wide, for example
Wilkens (1996) on Ayia Triada, to specific bag or block reports, such as Reese’s
(1995) report from Kommos. Similarly, while some reports may discuss
percentages of species representation, others — such as Walker (1996) on

Palaikastro — simply state “the vast majority of the bone belonged to Ovis / Capra

and Bos. Sus ranked a distant third in quanitity’’ (Walker, 1996: 279).

This latter problem 1s exacerbated by the fact that some reports do not discuss
particular skeletal elements in detail, treating the various skeletal elements as
similar in terms of their presence; in other words, one bone 1s much the same as

another in terms of working out species representation. However, in terms of

structured deposition these facts are intrinsically crucial as they serve to

differentiate different forms of deposit”’.

Walker (1996: 279-280) mentions specific skeletal elements, but se*emingly only

when they are percetved as being the result of a deliberate process of deposition:

’ See pp. 55-61 on Zooarchaeology and Ritual.
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“Among the destruction debris [of Building I at Palaikastro], a deposit of sherds
and bones was found on the hard, pebbly surface. The 11 bones comprised a Bos
horncore, skull, and mandible. There was no evidence for burning or butchery.”
While it may be possible, 1f we assume a Minoan settlement ‘life-cycle’ to have
existed, to see this as a deliberate deposit in association with the destruction of
the building, the fact that it is a ‘special’ deposit seems to be the justification for
the detail of the description. However, this has the indirect eftect of
automatically biasing the report in favour of these ‘special’ deposits, as opposed

to providing a factual account on the skeletal elements as a whole.

The table below summarises the species representation from those reports where
specific figures are provided, and these in general match up with Reese’s (1995)

account from Kommos which was used as the basic data set.
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Table 2: Faunal Remains from Minoan Sites

NISP * %o Ovicaprid % Sus % Bos

MM - Late
Smari Geometric 693 54.68 18.7 12.95

Knossos — | |
Minoan LM IA 149 69.8 22.8 7.4
Unexplored |
Mansion -
Minoan
Unexplored
Knossos — | |
Minoan LMIIIA2 | 183 64 23.5 12.0
Unexplored
Mansion

* Identifiable to Species Level

Knossos —
LM II 2760 60.4 23.9 11.9
Mansion '

In all cases ovicaprids can be seen to dominate the faunal deposits. A similar
situation may be observed at Monastiraki: Halasmenos (LM IIIC) where
ovicaprids account for 72.9% of the faunal remains; although at Khamalevri (LM
IIIC) they are only 41.3% of the faunal remains (Dicknson, 2007: Pers. Comm.).

In addition the following information may be offered as further context for the
faunal remains. Where reports go into detail, in general, they refer to the fact that
“no parts of the post-cranial skeleton of the three main species [ovicaprids, sus,

and bos] were present in unexpectedly high or low proportions” (Bedwin, 1984:
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307). Bedwin (Ibid.) goes on to comment that, in the case of the Minoan
Unexplored Mansion, the skulls were “too fragmented for comparative data”. In
addition, in several reports, for example that from Smari (Tsoukala, 1996: 273),
the bones are predominantly unburnt (only ¢.1% were burnt in the case of Smarn).
However, at the Minoan Unexplored Mansion at Knossos much of the LM II
material, particularly from the Pillar Hall (H) and Corridor'L, was either
completely charred or calcined (Bedwin, 1984: -3 07). Yet at Myrtos (Jarman
1972) there 1s no discussion of burning or butchery marks in relation to the
faunal matenal. Thus while we seem to have a vague general consensus as

regards skeletal element representation, there 1s no such agreement on the reports

of burning and butchery.

However, what does begin to become clear is that sheep and goats (ovicaprids)
are the dominant domesticate species on Crete. The average (mean) percentage
of ovicaprid bones 1n the deposits in the above table is 70.02%, while cattle
bones are only 7.61% of the total identifiable deposits on average. This disparity
is striking. We should perhaps not be overly surprised by this as certainly the

rough pasture that dominates the Cretan landscape would be more suited to

ovicaprids than to large herds of cattle.

Thus 1n appearance the secular and ritual deposits from Crete do exhibit some

marked similarities, the primary aspect being the overall dominance of
ovicaprids. However, there are also other shared qualities: both exhibit some
burning of the bones, albeit not in an organised or formally patterned manner,

and 1n both types of deposit complete or articulated skeletons are not
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encountered. However, the elements within the assemblages are different. As we
might expect, within the ‘secular domestic deposits the majority of bones are
those assoctated with the major cuts of meat — the limb bones themselves or the
phalanges removed during the butchery process, while those within the cult
deposits from Juktas, Psychro and Kato Syme are the more visually striking

skeletal elements — for instance Bos hornplates — which appear to have been
deliberately deposited. Of course, other bones are also found within these
deposits but as may be seen from the information in Chapter Two, these
elements are neither as common nor as well reported as the cranial elements.

Indeed, at both Psychro and Kato Syme the cranial elements are frequently not

accompanied by other corresponding skeletal elements.

Anemospilia, however, as noted above would seem to reflect a different tradition.
This is interesting as Anemospilia dates to a period, MM 11 - MM IIIAF/B,‘in
which at the three other Minoan cult sites we have no faunal remains. At Juktas
the MM II — MM III A period is characterised by an utter absence of faunal
remains. Similarly, at Kato Syme the majority of the faunal remains are
associated with the podium, i.e. with the Late Minoan periods, despite its
foundation in MM I, and at Psychro the bones seem to come from either the
Neolithic habitation levels, or the period after that containing the Kamares sherds,
1.¢. after MM III. It would, therefore, be fair to judge the Anemospilia practice
involving animals as being entirely separate from the practices at the other cult
sites. In my opinion, those remains from J uktas,%Psychro and Kato Syme are

more likely to have derived from sacrificial practices than those from

Anemospilia, but this may only be established by the accompanying evidence.
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Yet it 1s true to say that we may only conjecture sacrifice at these four sites, as
these are the only cult sites from the selection presented in Chapter Two where

the primary indicator, the animal bones, is found.
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ASH DEPOSITS

In previous studies the presence of ash layers at cult locations has been seen as a
direct indicator of a burnt sacrifice ritual; one example of this would be in the
comparatively recent study by Watrous (1996), where, 1n his tables listing finds '
from various sites, ash and Bones are considered together under the heading of
“Ash/Bones”, suggestive that the ash layers were seen as indivisible from
possible sacrifices. Notably this was seen as a correlative factor in associating
this aspect of Minoan religion with the later Classical Bvcio ritual. However, the
presence of ash would be a secondary indicator of such a practice, it could only
be seen as such 1f the ash deposit were associated with faunal remains. But as we

have seen these remains are sporadic and seem to be linked with specific sites as

opposed to a general teature or a feature of a particular type of site.

However, this requires that we explain the ash deposits which are much more
widespread than the faunal remains. As Table 1 shows, ash is found at all

extramural sites included in this catalogue with the exception of Atsipadhes
Korakias among the peaks and Arkalochori among the caves, although as
Anemospilia was destroyed by fire the ash would be more typically associated
with that contlagration. Given that we have ash deposits at sites where there are
no faunal remains reported from the Minoan levels we must find an alternative
explanation. But even then ashes are not a ubiquitous feature: whil¢ only
Atsipadhes lacks such a deposit out of the seven peaks presented here, in his

survey Jones (1999: 12) reports ash at only 12 of his 20 peaks.
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Clearly then we cannot associate the ash with a burnt sacrifice ritual. Indeed
Yavis made a similar point some sixty years ago: “there is no convincing

evidence that altars for burnt flesh sacrifices were known in pre-Hellenic religion,

nor that burnt flesh sacrifices were practised” [my italics] (Yavis, 1949: 41-42).

The first alternative explanation that must be considered i1s the more practical
one: fire’s most obvious qualities are the production of heat and light. As such,
we should perhaps not be surprised to find ashes at these extramural sites, for
either within a cave or upon a summit what other light source would be utilised,
especially if the nites took place at night. In a similar vein, one recently advanced
theory suggests that: “The visibility of the peak sanctuaries from the sea... and
the presence of thick ash layers at some of the sanctuaries, supports the idea that
the sanctuaries were used as landmarks or even as beacons for travellers and
especially for ships coming from the Cyclades” (Soetens et al., 2003: 485). This

is largely speculative, but does serve to highlight the fact that there is still much

confusion about the origins of the ash layers at sanctuaries on Crete.

However, we must remember that we are dealing with sites where there appear
to have been ritualised activities. Ritual embellishes and, to some extent,

subverts practical applications of objects. As a result we must examine other

ritualistic uses of fire beyond its everyday usefulness.
There are many examples of the ritual use of fire as a purging, cleansing and

purifying device from various cultures. At several sites, notably the peaks, the

artefacts excavated — for example, the figurines from Petsophas — have shown
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traces of burning. This is possibly the result of their being deliberately cast into a
fire as a means of consecrating them as an offerihg. Such practices are not
unknown: the deliberate breaking or destruction of objects to release their ritual
power is well known in the Neolithic and Copper Age Balkan area — for example,
thé Hamangia figurines from Bulgaria”. The use of fire to release the inherent
power within the votive offerings 1s a definite possibility in Minoan Crete.
However, once again in must be acknowledged that the burning or charring of
figurines is not a universal feature of Minoan sites. Indeed ash deposits are
lacking from the all the urban cult sites in this catalogue, and the majority in total.
Nevertheless while we may conclude that fire was not a pertinent feature of the

domestic or urban cult, 1t 1s clear that the extramural situation i1s more confused.

This is especially true when we consider that the ash deposits at the three
Minoan cult sites that contain large amounts of faunal remains. How then may
we apply Yavis’ contention that a burnt sacrifice ritual is absent? He does so by
associating the ash with a separate ritual practice: in relation to the ash layer at
Psychro, which extends over much of the floor of the upper chamber, Yavis

asserts that this “must have come from ceremonial feasts rather than from

sacrifices or sacrificial feasts (1949: 22). .

I am less convinced by this, especially in relation to this deposit, along with
those of Psychro and Kato Syme, as the predominant faunal remains (as outlined

above) are cranial elements and, while these may be legitimately seen as the

remains of primary butchery, I would have expected more long bones to have

” See Chapman 2000 passim.
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been found i1f the meat had been cooked and eaten on site along with a much
greater degree of burning on the bones. In these three cases, it is.difﬁcult to
provide as convincing an explanation for the bone remains as a ritual with
sacrificial elements — although 1t may still be true that the fire was not used as a
means of consecrating the animal parts. Indeed, the lack of reports of calcined

bone, explicit 1n its absence at Kato Syme and Psychro, would suggest that the

bones themselves were not exposed to fire. However, what is clear is that the use

of fire, most probably for ritual and practical purposes occurred at most

extramural Minoan cult sites.
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ALTARS

As discussed 1in Chapter One, the definition of an altar has led this survey to be
more specific in its application of the term. As a result, their distribution among
the Minoan cult sites is seen to be more sporadic than has been reported in
earlier studies. Table 1 shows that there is no overall pattern to their distribution:

they are found at Gournia, Karphi, Juktas, Gonies, Anemospilia, Psychro, Patsos,

and Skotino.

Overall, they appear to be more common among the cave sites than at any other

type of site, but they could by no means be termed distinctive of the caves — a
third of the occurrences are from caves. This pattern (or lack thereof) i1s very

different from the opinions put forth by earlier scholars:

“It 1s quite certain that altars of various kinds were placed (or
made) in the peak sanctuaries. These have been mentioned

above: a long, step-like altar (Juktas), a rectangular stone altar
(Juktas), which was no doubt similar to the altar depicted on the
Zakro rhyton, fire altars, altars of the eschara type, incurved

altars and natural stones used as altars™ (Rutkowski, 1986: 84)

Even though Rutkowski’s comment is the polar extreme of this viewpoint, it is

true to say that previous scholarship has seen altars in the majority of Minoan
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cult establishments”. With a stringent application of the term ‘altar’ it is obvious
that fewer occurrences of such structures will be reported, but even so it 1s clear
that altars occur at less than half of the sites in this study. Moreover, the altars at

the domestic / urban shrines cannot be associated with sacrifice because of the

lack of the primary faunal indicators of this practice. We must therefore account

for the preponderance of altar identifications in earlier work.

I believe that this may, to some degree, be explained by an anachronistic

application of the Classical religious triad of temple, cult image and altar (as
outlined by Hartog 1989). The notion of a degree of similarity between the
Bronze Age Aegean ahd the Classical Greek world has been a largely consistent
aspect of Minoan studies, even if we limit its appearance to the use of
terminology such as ‘Olympian’ and ‘chthonian’ — teﬁns which have recently
undergone a significant degree of re-interpretation (Hagg and Alroth (eds.), 2005
passim). As a result, we should perhaps not be overly surprised about the

frequency and extent to which altars are discussed: “Temples, statues and altars

are signs of Greekness and can serve as a criterion for Greekness” (Hartog, 1989:

172).

However, while sacrificial altars are by no means common, they do occur at two

sites where there are incontrovertible Minoan faunal remains — Juktas and

Psychro. Although there is no altar at Kato Syme there is a massive central
podium which has been associated with the supposed sacrificial practices at that

site (Bergquist 1993, for example). Similarly, the presence of an altar at Patsos,

* See also Marinatos 1993, where the altar is included in her beginning summary of the key

Minoan religious symbols and apparatus. Also Gesell’s Town, Palace and House Cult references
various altars.
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although the bone is unstratified, is suggestive of sacrificial practices at that site
also. However, the association between altar structures and the faunal remains at

Juktas and Psychro are perhaps the most convincing arguments for a sacrificial

altar.

But we must be wary of falling into the same trap as earlier academics, that of

the Hellenocentric viewpoint. We must acknowledge that there are alternative
forms of cult practice that do not require the use of a fixed altar structure, despite

Nilsson’s claims to the contrary (Nilsson, 1950: 117). A very good historical

example of this is that of the Scythians:

“The Scythians prayed to their gods by offering them sacrifices,

but this cult involved neither the making of statues (agalmata),
the use of altars (bOmous), or the building of temples (n€ous)”
(Hartog, 1989: 171, based on Herdotus’ Histories 4.59 [my

italics]).

Thus according to the view of the Greeks, the Scythian practices are improper,
not only because of their decision not to lay out a sacrificial space, but also
because of the particulars of the ceremony itself are so strikingly different from
the Greek cult. For example, the animal is choked, the throat is not cut and the
blood does not flow; the pelekus (the axe used to break the neck) and the
makhaira (the knife used to cut the throat) are utterly absent. Thus, according to

the Greeks, the Scythian rites are abhorrent because of the absence of the blood

that 1s the pre-eminent aspect of the Greek practice. It should also be noted that
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the use of an axe and the concentration on the blood have been translated to the

hypothetical Minoan practice.

Moreover, we cannot attribute the general lack of temples or altars to the

Scythians’ nomadic way of life as they did raise wooden temples to Ares, but

even these structures were lacking 1n altars according to Herodotus. Thus it
seems to have been a deliberate cultural decision to practise sacrifice without the
conduit structure of an altar. Therefore, we must at least acknowledge the
possibility of sacrificial practices without altars. But it 1s also entirely possible

for altars to be used in bloodless sacrifices, which would account for those altars

found at sites where we have no faunal remains.

The chronological variation between the sites is of limited use in this case as the
two sites with animal bones and altars are used as cult locations for much of the
Minoan era. Interestingly the majority of the other sites (excluding Gonies and
Anemospilia) date to the Late Minoan period. This is suggestive that fixed altar
structures are more common 1n the later Minoan phases and may have only fully
developed at this time. Unfortunately, on the basis of this small survey it would

be foolhardy to be more concrete on this matter. However, the sites with animal

bone exhibit these faunal remains in periods before the Late Minoan pertod as

well as during 1t.

Theretfore, while altars may have developed in the later Minoan periods, the

practices involving animals — of which sacrifice may well have been one —
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certainly took place in the earlier Minoan phases, as shown by the ovicaprids

bones that dominate the MM IB — MM IIB layér at Juktas.
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HUMAN SACRIFICE

The practice of human sacrifice 1s seen as the most extreme variant of the
sacrificial rite and 1s often associated with modemn notions of cruelty and a sense
of disgust in the taking of human life. However, these modern (Western) notions

are largely inapplicable when dealing with ancient cultures. For example, the

Aztec culture in South America often practised human sacrifice in times of great

- need. Similarly, the ancient Phoenicjans practised human sacriﬁce, in the form of
the oblation of the firstborn, known as the molk sacrifice. According to liturgical
texts this involved the holocaust of a child, of the new born, with the aim of
restoring the forces of nature or the power of the state (Aubet, 2001: 246).

Although no archaeological trace of the tophet — the place of sacrifice — or the

mechanics of the cult has been found in the eastern Mediterranean region,
excavations at Carthage have located several tophets and bone analysis shows
that 80% of the bones, cremated in urns, were of foetuses or newborn babies
(Ibid. 252). The votive stelae found in the fophets of the west, of which there are
thousands, usually have an inscription with a formula referring to human blood

sacrifice (mlk’'dm) or the substitution of a sheep for the child (mlk’mr or

molchomor).

Thus it should be clear that the concept of human sacrifice was not as abhorrent

to many cultures of the ancient world as it is today. However, we must be careful

to apply the term sacrifice accurately; not every ritual killing is a sacrifice. Thus

1t 1s important to draw a distinction “between properly called human sacrifices —

those offered to a superhuman recipient — and other rites which may require the
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killing ot human beings without belonging to the cult of superhuman beings”
(Hughes, 1991: 3). However, before such distinctions are worthwhile it must be
adjudges that humans were killed 1n rites during the Minoan period at all. As

such it is crucial to have at least a basic understanding of the key sites which

have been used to suggest that the practice existed on Minoan Crete.

In relation to Anemospilia, as discussed above, the skeleton which was found in
a crouched position upon a structure that was tentatively identitied as an altar. It
1s this association of a human body and an ‘altar’ within a cult structure that has
given rise to speculation about human sacrifice. It is perhaps telling that no
alternative explanation for the deposit was proposed — the simplistic association
was deemed convincing enough. It 1s possible that the activity taking place in the
room was some form of preliminary funeral preparation: the obvious example of
extended rites in association with pre-burial ritual would be the Egyptian
mummification process. While [ am in no way suggesting that Minoan Crete
practised mummfication, as that is simply not true, it is possible that extended
preliminary funeral rites took place away from the actual place of interment. It
must be acknowledged that due to the massive damage done to the individual
upon the ‘altar’ during the collapse of the structure a precise cause of death
cannot be concluded. While it has been speculated that all four individuals
within the building died concurrently, it is possible that this third individual was
already dead before the collapse. Previously such a suggestion, i.e. of the

possibility that the third human was already dead, had only been considered in

relation to his being a sacrificial victim.
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So 1s there any evidence that may be cited to support the burial hypothesis? The
matter 1s complicated as the exact nature of the Anemospilia structure has never
been established. However, given the association of Anemospilia with the
settlement of Archanes, 1t may also be associated with the nearby cemetery of
Phourni. This would certainly be legitimate in terms of proximity, which is the
main aspect of its association with Archanes. Phourni is one of the most
significant Minoan cemeteries excavated thus far, its uninterrupted use as a
burial place, from Early Minoan II — Late Minoan IIIC, allows for a full

examination of the burial practices and their evolution over time'®.

During the pre-Palatial and First Palace periods, bodies were placed on the
ground inside the various bunal structures, with the body “in a contracted
position and usually on the right side” (Sakellarakis and Sakellarakis 1997: 246).
Even the burnals 1n pithoi and sarcophagi, which in the case of the latter begin as
early as EM II (the lower level of Tholos Tomb E), use this contracted position.
It is noticeable that the third skeleton at Anemospilia, the so-called ‘sacrifice’, is
also in a contracted position on his right side. While this may be coincidental,
there are other similarities between the burial complexes of Phourni and the
Anemospilia structure: both show a wide range of uténsils for the practice of
libation; both have the presence of animal bone; both are associated with the
settlement of Archanes. It is perhaps significant that the complex identified by
Sakellarakis and Sakellarakis as a funerary preparation site at Phourni, Building

4, comes into use 1n the Neo-Palatial period, i.e. the period just after the

destruction of Anemospilia in MM IIIA. Although the accoutrements of the two

190 See Sakellarakis and Sakellarakis 1997 for a full discussion of Phourni.
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are not identical, both seem to be for the performance of a preparatory cult
function'”'. I believe that the structure at Anemospilia, while it is of a cult nature,
may also have served a function attached to the cemetery at Phourni. This would
account for the problems with the sacrificial theory — namely the lack of a

suitable sacrificial weapon, an inappropriate altar structure, and the other 1ssues

outlined above. While I realise that this theory still requires development it
should be apparent that the explanation of the Anemospilia deposit as an

occurrence of human sacrifice has certain problems associated with it that cast

doubt on 1ts accuracy.

Aside from Anemospilia, perhaps the only other site that shows potential

evidence for human sacrifice is the somewhat suggestively named “Room of the

Children’s Bones” at Knossos.

This is a small room of a Late Minoan IB house, ¢.1450 B.C., containing

1102

animal - and human bones. The room shows occupancy from MM II onwards,

but the pertinent finds — including the bones — come from the LM I layers. In

addition to the bones, there were 25 conical cups, a series of other pottery and

charcoal fragments (Warren, 1981: 159).

The majority of the 218 human bones were found in a layer of soft, black,
carbonised earth. However, the bones themselves were unburnt, which indicates
that the black carbonised earth, in its original form at the moment of destruction,

subsided over them. This earth then would appear to be the decayed form of

'! Obviously this conclusion is drawn from the surviving aspects of the Anemospilia structure
(see above pp. 120-126).

' A few ovicaprids bones, vertebrae with cutmarks (Warren, 1981: 159).
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burnt timbers, some of which still preserved their form at the top of the black
level. The human bones were scattered throughout this level in no semblance of
skeletal order whatsoever. This point 1s easily confirmed by the fact that many of
the skull fragments were able to be joined together into two fairly complete
skulls, with mandibles, which belonged to children of eight and twelve years old.
But at least four individuals, all children, are represented in the room. The key
archaeological and osteological factor in respect to these remains is the evidence
of human modification: that is to say 35.7% appear to bear cut marks on them

which suggest filleting and the deliberate removal of the flesh.

It must be noted immediately that this deposit is unique. It is not a burial — the
lack of care given to the remains 1s utterly alien to the Minoan burial practice
which seems reverential in 1ts treatment of the remains of the deceased, even
with their secondary burial practices. The lack of articulation in the remains also

shows that we are not here dealing with a primary burial interment in the

basement, but with bones (unburnt) placed, or perhaps quite possibly carelessly
thrown, into the western part of the room. The knife mérks on the bones have
given rise to theories of (ritualistic) cannibalism. The circumstances behind the
deposit are still unclear, but if the analysis of the cut marks as being indicative of
the deliberate removal of flesh is accurate then we are forced to acknowledge the
possibility of sacrifice. Although it must also be noted that there is no

archaeological indication of an altar structure in the basement, nor anything to

suggest an oblative function for the deposit.
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If we 1gnore the two possible archaeological occurrences of human sacrifice

outlined above, then there 1s little other evidence to suggest the existence of the

practice in the Aegean during the Bronze Age. The only textual indication comes

in the form of Pylos Tablet Tn 316.

This tablet has been described as “The most important single Mycenaean
document to give evidence of cult practices” (Hughes, 1991: 201). Although
Mycenaean rather than Minoan, Linear B Tablet Tn 316 1s the only possible
indicator of human sacrifice in the Aegean Bronze Age. But even here the
evidence i.s not explicit: Tn 316 contains a list of gold vessels and unnamed men
and women dedicated 1n some way to a number of deities, including Zeus, Hera,

Potnia, Hermes (apparently), and one I-pe-me-de-ja. The most frequent offering

is a gold vessel and one human being per deity, although some vessels are

offered without a human counterpart.

However, while 1t would seem that these individuals are dedicated to a deity the

specifics are unclear. Hughes (1991: 202) summarises the pdssibilities as follows:

1. Theideograms WOMAN and MAN refer not to actual people but to

figurines.
2. The humans act as cup-bearers to carry the vessels in procession.

3. The men and women were dedicated to serve in the sanctuaries in some

capacity.

4. OR The men and women were sacrificial victims.
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The introductory formula which accompanies these ideograms, PO-RE-NA, 1s
unclear as to the exact nature of these people. That the gold vessels were listed
first implies that they were the most valuable dedication (Ibid.). Yet this does not
‘mean that the individuals were not sacrifices — a slave or a prisoner would be

more than likely to be valued less highly than a gold vessel. Thus the textual

evidence 1s frustrating in this respect.
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THE RITUAL CONTEXT OF SACRIFICE

As the title of this study indicates, the purpose of this paper is not only the
focussed study of the archaeological evidence for sacrifice in Minoan Crete, but
also to place this practice in the overall cultic scheme that operated in the Bronze
Age. By which I mean the relative frequency of the archaeological indicators of
sacrifice when compared with those of other cult practices such as votive
deposition, libation, and the offering of non-animal foodstuffs. The patterns of
distribution of these various remains allow us to identify the more significant
forms of worship and cult practice in Minoan Crete, hence the inclusion of the
data pertinent to these practices in the catalogue section. It makes sense initially

to address each of these practices separately and then express a synthetic view

once the data has been examined.
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LIBATION

[t has long been postulated that liquid offerings played a major role in the ritual
processes of Minoan Crete. As can be seen from Table 1, pottery is the only
archaeological feature present at all 21 sites presented in the catalogue. However,
this 1s not detailed enough, hénce in Table 2 the type of vessel (where possible)

is identified. This is necessary as, while certain vessel forms are directly

designed for drinking (conical cups, kylikes) or pouring (rhyta), others are for
storage (pithoi) or serving. The oblative function of libation necessitates
primarily pouring and drinking vessels and, as such, if libation 1s the major cult
practice we should expect these in either very large numbers or elaborate designs.
We may also expect storage or collection vessels to hold the liquids before the
ceremony, more than likely in quantities relative to the size of the site and in
proportion to the numbers of pouring and drinking vessels — this is, of course,

presuming that the liquids for libation were stored on-site.

A furthér artefact that may be indicative of the practice of libation is the offering
table — a teature that occurs in several forms from many cult sites (Figs. 49-53).
The design, usually a surface with one of more shallow, bowl-like depressions,
would seem to be 1deally suited for the reception of liquids, although cereals and
pulses would also be appropriate. The kernos, a multi-cupped vessel on a stand

(Fig. 54), may have served a similar function in the pre- and proto-Palatial era.
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But it must also be acknowledged that all of these vessels also had a utilitarian
function. Indeed the conical cup is one of the humblest of Minoan artefacts;
Gillis (1990: 1) describes this vessel as “the epitome of the "uninteresting’ low-
status object”. She also adds that, in her opinion, the cups are “purely pragmatic
and have no symbolic function, either social or religious, at all”” (Ibid. 3). While I
agree that 1n itself the conical cup had no inherent religious symbolism, we
cannot doubt its use in a ritual setting. The term cc;nical cup requires some
explanation, and it makes sense to follow Gillis’ description as hers‘ is the major
work on the subject. The term conical cup is one applied to small, handleless
cups of a coarse design: “the shape can vary considerably, regarding base shape,
wall shape and even rim shape. Despite 1ts name, :che walls of these cups are as
often unconical as not, being curved, semi-globular, agival, bell-shaped etc”.
(Ibid. 5). This much may be seen from the sections of the various shapes (Fig.
55).These cups were wheel-thrown and cut off the wheel with a string, and hence
may be seen to have been mass-produced at considerable speed. In addition, 1t
should also be noted, as Gillis does (Ibid. 3), that a number of early 20" century
excavations overlooked the conical cup due to 1ts humble character; only a

limited number were recorded and retained, and even these have a limited

provenience.

By contrast, the varieties of pouring vessels — in particular, rhyta — are at times
incredibly ornate and have received much attention. This is especially true of the
striking examples of the zoomorphic type, although certain other examples, such
as the Harvester Vase from Ayia Triada and the Sanctuary Rhyton from Zakros

are equally as famous for their decoration. Yet it is the zoomorphic examples,
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such as the famous serpentine bull’s head rhyton from the Little Palace at
Knossos (Fig. 56), that have garnered the most attention in the study of possible
ritual vessels. This doubtless results from the (simplistic?) association between
the zoomorphic appearance and the offering of an animal’s blood. While this
cannot be refuted, it does not preclude their use in libations involving wine,
honey, or milk. However, one must be careful as the rhyton is not an exclusively
ritual vessel, nor is it the only type of vessel that served a pouring function — the

stirrup vase, for example, could also have been used for such a purpose.

However, it would seem a legitimate conclusion to deduce that at those ritual
sites where we have pouring and drinking vessels, and the offering -tables
described above, that libations played a part in the cult process. This 1s even
more probable if storage vessels are present, suggesting that they were a regular
feature fequiring a constantly present supply of liquids. The offering table may
not be a key cult implement in extramural sanctu;aries, however, as here natural
clefts or pools may have served depending on the nature of the deity worshipped.
For example, they are not found at Atsipadhes although coarse drinking, pouring,
and storage vessels are found. This may lead to the conclusion that these tab‘les
were assoclated with one specific cult or with more elaborate cult sites: Peatfield

viewed Atsipadhes as a “poorer” rural peak sanctuary (Peatfield 1990 passim).

Of the peak sanctuartes discussed in the catalogue, five out of the seven exhibit
drinking, pouring, and storage wares; namely, Juktas, Petsophas, Kophinas,
Atsipadhes, and Vrysinas. Only Traostalos and Gonies are lacking in pouring

shapes. This is convincing evidence for the fact that liquids played a major role
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in the cult activity of the peaks. This 1s even more apparent when one considers
that four out of the seven — Juktas, Petsophas, Traostalos, and Kophinas — all
exhibit offering tables or altar structures. Such a largely consistént presence of
all paraphernalia relevant to libation at .the peak sanctuaries would strongly

suggest that their practice was a key component of the peak cult.

A similar pattem 1s visible 1n relation to the caves. Once again all of the caves
exhibit storage and drinking wares, even Arkalochon has fine cups and bowls
and some fine decorated vase. covers. Kamares, as we may expect, has perhaps
the greatest range of pottery, included amongst which are objects which Jones
(1999: 52) describes as a “fruit stand”. Similarly, most have vessels .that may
have been used for pouring. A notable example of this is Psychro, which reports
fragments of two bull’s head rhyta (Hogarth, 1900: 104; Boardman, 1961: 57)
and possibly another modelled on a goat’s head'®. Psychro is also noteworthy
- for the large number, over 30, of offering tables, some of which were inscribed
with Linear A signs. However, aside from the Idaean Cave none of the other
cave sites presented here contained offering tables. However, it is possible that
the “fruit stands” reported at Kamares are a form of pedestalled offering table.
These objects have been studied recently (Platon and Pararas 1991) and have
been associated with libation rituals. We may then postulate that libations took
place at, Iat least, Psychro, the Idaean Cave, and Kamares, as all three of the

function-forms of pottery and offering tables are found at these locations.

Drinking rituals (toasting ceremonies?), and possibly libations, seem to have

'3 Jones (1999: 52) claims that Psychro has no pouring vessels, but this is clearly not the case.
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occurred at the other cave sites, with the exception of Arkalochori which seems

to have had little or no ritual function.

The extramural sanctuaries show a different pattern of evidence, inasmuch as the
quantities and locations of the evidence pertinent to libation are different. Kato
Syme, for example, has over 500 (five hundred) examples of offering tables,
whereas Anemospilia has none. Kato Syme also has coarse storage ware and
pithoi, along with jars, cups, kylikes, and some cooking pots. However, given the
preponderance of oftering tables and other forms of pottery, the evidence for
pouring vessels 1s scanty. This makes the identification of libation somewhat
problematic, but given the sheer numbers of offering tables such a rite still seems
likely. Anemospilia also has a significant amount of pottery, primanly the 24
vases in the east room and the large number of vessels, ihcluding pithoi, in the
central chamber. This fact, and the broken vessel associated with the skeleton in

the antechamber, are suggestive of the practice of libation at Anemospilia as well.

By contrast, the urban sanctuaries and deposits have very scant evidence for any
ritual practice. Libation would seem possible both at Gournia and the Shrine of _
the Double Axes at Knossos, as both cohtained an otfering table set into the floor.
The latter also contained an LM I1IB stirrup jar, which could have been used as a
pouring vessel. Likewise the “vases collecteurs’ in the floor of salle § (Malia)

are potentially receptacles for liquids. Karphi, as noted above, contained little or

no evidence for the practice of libations.
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Thus it would appear that libation was a major feature of peak, cave, and
extramural cult. Although the urban deposits are more confused, there are
indications of the pfactice being extant there as well. Given the apparently
frequent occurrence of libation at Minoan cult sites we turn, inevitably, to the
liquid that was offered. Ultimately, without archaeo-chemical analysis data, this
is largely speculative. If we take the evidence of the Ayia Triada sarcophagus as
verbatim then there is reason to suggest that blood was offered. Certainly 1n this
scene blood may be seen to be being collected in large vases, seemingly by
stabbing the victim in the neck (see Fig. 57)1%. In the traditional reading of the

- sarcophagus, as seeing both of the long side panels as parts of the same ritual

process, the blood is then poured into a large vessel somewhat reminiscent of the
Classical krater. If this is an accurate rendering of a ritual scene (the

105

interpretation of which was discussed earlier ) then it prompts an interesting

question on where the division lies between libation and sacrifice. Previous study,
indeed the study of ritual in general, has tended to view these rites as mutually
exclusive. But if blood were a primary liquid used in offerings — a theory that has
been applied to the Ayia Triada sarcophagus and the “vases collecteurs” of salle
B in particular — then might we see the two rites as aspects of one process, the
blood being offered to a power vu;hile the carcass served a more secular function,
perhaps the feeding of the congregation. If so, this would alter the perceived

focus of Minoan ritual activity. However, we still return to the fundamental 1ssue

of the lack of faunal remains from the majority of Minoan cult sites, which

would seem to cast doubt not only on the practice of sacrifice but also any other

rite involving animals.

"% A similar method of killing animals to drain their blood is still prevalent in some areas today,
especially in the Omo Valley in Ethiopia.

195 See pp. 38-43.
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Thus, given the very limited distribution of faunal remains but the extensive
distribution of artefacts suggestive of libation, it would seem a logical conjecture
that even 1f blood were used in some libations it certainly was not the exclusive
liquid offering. 'fherefore we may speculate, with a high degree of certainty, that
other liquid materials were also used. Certainly some of the iconographic
representations of possible libation give no indication that blood was used (see
Fig. 58). In the Archaic and Classical periods libation was widespread, with two
verbs onévoety and yéetv becoming used for the act. Burkert (1985: 70) accounts
for the difference as being directly related to the vessels employed 1in the rite; the
onévoely being associated with a hand-held jug and controlled pouring, and yéewv -
with the tipping of a larger vessel onto the ground. Similarly, Burkert sees the
latter as being primarily associated with the cult of ancestors or chthonic deities.
However, as mdre recent studies (Hagg, R. and Alroth, B. (eds.), 2005, passim)

have reiterated, the division between Olympian and chthonic may not be as

evident as was once believed.

The liquids used for the Archaic and Classical libations were wine, honey, and
milk — in the Odyssey (XI. 30-31), all three a;e used as well as water. Indeed,
Burkert (Ibid. 71) sees the libation as a polar opposite to the Gvoin ritual — one
being peaceful (the libation) and one “hostile” (the burnt animal sacrifice), the
former being used to frame the latter, re-establishing the peace. In relation to this
theory 1t 1s interesting that the word omovdai (“libations™) can also mean
“armistice”’*°. However, while I do not agree with the polarisation of these ritual

processes, one may envisage the utilisation of the same non-blood products in

196 Of course, other scholars view these rites differently. Obbink (1993: 78) notes that “wine
poured in honour of the god was regarded as a type of sacrifice”.
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Minoan rites. Indeed, Nilsson (1950: 343) saw the use of intoxicants such as

wine as being an explanation for the ecstatic qualities of some Minoan cuit

SCENES : 07.

While this 1s speculative, there 1s a general consensus that bloodless libation was
a popular ritual practice in the Minoan period, and the archaeological evidence
would seem to corroborate this supposition. However, the question of its
primacy is somewhat moot as it is one aspect of a very varied cult system, but
we may say that the evidence for it 1s certainly more widespread than that for

animal sacrifice, suggesting that it was more common than this latter practice.

"% For a discussion of the ecstatic qualities of Minoan religion see below pp. 283-291.
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VOTIVE DEPOSITION

One of the features of Bronze Age Cretan religion that has most dominated
previous study is the prevalence of votive figurines at a number of Minoan cuit
sites. Although this ritual process 1s markedly different from animal sacrifice, it

is clearly a major component of the ritual context of the period and, as such, it

must be considered in this study.

The figurines may be divided into sub-categories according to material and type:
while the majonty are of clay, there is a significant minority of examples in

bronze and other metals. The type of figurine may be either animal or humanoid,
which may then be further divided by species and gender'”. Therefore, it should

be immediately apparent that there is a great range of figurine types, and so it

seems sensible to discuss the animal and humanoid figurines separately.

The location of the votive within the sanctuary is also a significant feature of the
practice of deposition. Alroth has noted this phenomenon in relation to the
Classical practice : “Thus, the placement of the votive gift on or at the altar
means something different from the placement of a similar votive on a bench at

the entrance to a sanctuary” (Alroth, 1988: 195). Unfortunately, for the Minoan

sanctuaries, in many cases we do not know the exact place of deposition,

because either the precise find spot was not recorded or the votives were found

in a large dump, as in the case of Petsophas, perhaps from pertodic cleaning of

the area.

198 Jones (1999: 6-7) makes a further division according to size, but I do not feel that this is as
relevant a factor.
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Animal Figurines

Table 1 shows that the extramural sanctuaries are characterised by animal
figurines — with the exceptions of Skotino, Arkalochori, and Anemospilia —
whereas none of the urban deposits contained animal figurnines. The animal

figurines are particularly associated with the peak sanctuanes, as they occur at

these sites 1in much higher numbers than 1n the caves.

Juktas, without doubt, exhibits a wide range of species in terms of animal
figurines; namely bovines, goats, birds, pigs, dogs, beetles, and snakes, all in
large numbers. Petsophas, likewise, has many species represented by figurines:
bovines, agrimi, goats, sheep, swine, dogs, hares, tortoises, and a weasel-like
creature, in addition to birds. However, aside from oxen, they are small 1n size
(3-7 cm). The other peaks do not show anything like this range — most have oxen,

birds, and goats and nothing else, although Traostalos does have a fish, but this

may have served as a rhyton.

The caves, while they do contain animal figurines, do not exhibit anything like

- the quantity or the range of figurines. Even Psychro has only a few clay bovines

and a single clay sheep (Jones, 1999: 7). A similar situation exists at Kamares

where a handtful of non-descript animal figurines are reported. Thus, while
animal figurines are an aspect of the cave cult, it is clearly not as significant an

- aspect as 1t 1S at the peaks. Likewise, the extra-urban sanctuaries seem to have

only a marginal connection with animal figurine deposition. Anemospilia has

none, and at Kato Syme — while they occur — they are small in size and do not
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occur in numbers comparable with the peaks. Kato Syme has primarily bovine

figurines and, interestingly, these are typically associated with the kylikes found

at the site.

Having established that the animal figurines are a prominent artefact at the
extramural sanctuaries, notably the peaks, it is necessary to discuss the purpose
of these dedications. Rouse (1902) made a similar study of the votives from
Greek sanctuaries, and he saw a large number of them as being directly related to

the concept of sacrifice. He classified them thus:

1) Figures or groups which represent the devotee prepared tfor sacrifice, or
engaged with some ritual act.

2) Models of the thing sacrificed.

3) The articles used in the ritual.

4) The deity to whom the sacrifice 1s made. (Rouse, 1902: 283)

Rouse saw the figurines of animals as having one of two possible functions,
either as a pseudo-sacrifice or as the commemoration of a sacrificial occurrence:
“We may now take a general view of the animal models: not to imply that they
must commemorate a sacrifice, but that they may” (Ibid. 298). It must be noted
that a number of the historical Greek sanctuaries exhibit a similar assortment of

figurines to the Minoan sanctuaries in this study. For example, the Argive

Heraeum and Olympia both yielded hundreds of animals in bronze and clay, the

latter also contained a representation of an insect in bronze, possibly a scarab

(Rouse, 1902: Fig. 45), which is reminiscent of the beetle figurines from Juktas.
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This traditional viewpoint of the pseudo-sacrifice has also been the primary
hypothesis applied to the Minoan figurines. However, the recent study by
Zeimbekis (Unpub. Ph.D.thesis) has cast serious doubt upon this interpretation.
The significant feature of the material at Juktas, for example, is that while the

faunal remains are predominantly ovicaprids the figurines are mostly of bovines.

This 1s one of the major pieces of evidence in her countering of the pseudo-

sacrifice hypothesis.

Another interpretation may well account for the dichotomy between the urban
and extramural sanctuaries; namely that the animal figurines are associated with
pastoralism and herd management (Rutkowski, 1986: 88). This would explain
why the animal figurines are largely absent from the urban cult installations, as

the protection of tlocks and the environment that sustained them would most
probably be primarily associated with the extramural sanctuaries in the areas
where the tlocks were kept. However, while it is very probable that at least some
of the cult practices carried out by the Minoans were associated with the fertility
of flocks or the production of food, this interpretation of the animal figurines

does not account for the presence of figurines of birds, beetles, and wild animals

at some of the sanctuaries. Indeed these votives would seem to be problematic

for the interpretation of the animal figurines, and the cult of the peaks, if they

were to “relieve the fears and cares of the shepherds and cattle breeders”

(Rutkowski, 1986: 94).

Personally, I believe that no one explanation can account for the range of animal

figurines found at Minoan sanctuaries. It is possible that they constituted a gift in
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themselves to the deity — the range in size reflecting the wealth or status of the
dedicator. Equally they may reflect the power of the deity worshipped at the site
— flocks, birds, fish, wildlife in general — all of these may be reflected in the
amimal votives: there has certainly been a deal of speculation about a Minoan

19 However, whatever the motivation behind the

‘Mistress of Animals
deposttion of votive animal figurines at the caves and peak sanctuaries, what
should be abundantly clear is that the cult practice of their deposition is more

widespread and more common than the practice of animal sacrifice may have

been, even 1f all faunal remains at Minoan sites are remains of sacrifices.

19 See, for example, MMR: 352 ff.
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Humanoid Figurines

The anthropomorphic figurines (to be more precise) seém to be equally as
important as the animal f1 gurin'es, if not more so. However, their interpretation 1s
ostensibly more straightforward. They must be either the depiction of an
anthropomorphised deity or representations of the worshippers themselves. The
latter interpretation has been the one which has attracted a level of general
acceptance. For the basis of this study the fabric of the figurine 1s not overly

significant. The majority are of clay (terracotta) but there are significant

examples, such as those from Skotino, in bronze.

Again, if we compare the Minoan figurines with those from historical Greek
sanctuaries, the interpretation as worshippers would seem very reasonable.
However, there 1s one notable difference between the assemblages from the two
cultures. The Greek sanctuaries contain several examples of a human''’ figure
carrying an animal, or animals, which have been seen as the bringing of a victim
for sacrifice or dedication to the deity. Famous examples of this type would be
the Moschophoros (‘Calf-Bearer’), and the several Kriop<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>