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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines monkey and ape iconography in Minoan art during the
Aegean Bronze Age (ca. 3,000100 B.C.). Although a broad range of animals exist for
depiction, Minoan artists carefully selected eadbject in order to fulfill specific roles.

Monkeys and apes appear to function differently than the other creatures that are depicted
in art. Rather than subscribing to the general roles played by other animals, these
primates may be shown outdoors, behguike wild animals, or in a ceremonial context,
participating in a ritual. Monkeys also imitate human activities. The deviation of primates
from the typical roles of other animals found in Minoan art invites a deeper investigation

of the role and iconogphy of apes and monkeys.

In this study, three types of media that bear depictions of primates are considered.
These media include figurines, glyptic art, and wall paintings. First, a review of the
stylistic features of Minoan art and the possibility fog ise of pattern books is
discussed. Next, monkey and ape iconography in Egyptian art is explored. A thorough
review of the creaturesd iconography in Mi
identification of figures as either ape or monkey, as well asadlet description and
conclusions about each type of representation. A new possible reconstruction of the
Saffron Gatherer fresco is also included. Finally, the possible origins of Minoan primate
iconography are considered, as well as the possible implicans of t he creatt
development, and roles. With this information in mind, the Offering to the Seated
Goddess scene is then examinece pbssible reconstruction of a crocesemmony is

proposed and explained, and the Levanpaellels forthe compositional arrangement of



the scene are also addressed. These conclusions may directly inform greater themes in

Minoan culture, such as religion and cult practices.
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CHAPTER1
INTRODUCTION

Bronze Age Minoan art hosts a broad variety of terrestrial, marine, and hybrid
life.X Although a plethora of animals exfst depiction, however, the subjects employed
are carefully selected in order to fulfill specific roles. Marine life seems frequently
contextual in nature, or it is used to fill a scene as individual visual elements. Terrestrial
life, however often feaures hunting scenes. In these imagesnals serve both as
sacrificial prey and as independent visual elements. Few terrestrial animals other than
cattle and primates clearly participate in ritual scenes (unless hunting is considered a
ritual action, inwhich case boars, cats, deer, dogs, swine, and waterfowl could all be
considered rituahssociated animals). Although bulls seem to function primarily in
scenes of capture and bighping, calves seem frequently represented as purely
sacrificial creaturesAll of the rituatassociated cattle imagery features animals that
behave as animals do. These creatures sometimes interact with humans.

Monkeys, however, function very differently in Minoan art. These animals are
sometimes depicted in a natural setticlgnbing over a rocky landscape and exhibiting
natural animal behavior. In this representation, monkeys are featured as typical animals.
In stark contrast, however, the primate from the Offering to the Seated Goddess fresco is
shown in direct contact witthe seated goddess, via the extended offering. This behavior,

interacting directly for and/or with a deity, especially in a ritual setting, seems otherwise

1 For a discussion of the different animals and the roles they play in Minoan art, please refer to Appendix
A. The corpus of creatures that are availdbledepiction is large, and in order to best understand the
unique role of apes and monkeys, one must understand the relatively clear categories into which most
creatures fit.



reserved for supernatural, hybrid creatures: the genii and griffins. Monkeys also imitate
human agvities. The genii seem to frequently participate in sacrificial scenes and serve
as attendants, and the griffins are heraldic creatures that are also sometimes otherwise
portrayed as predators. The deviation of primates from the otherwise relatively clear
organization of animal life found in Minoan art begs for a deeper investigation of the role
of the monkey.

This study will explore the variety of roles filled by primates (monkeys and apes)
in Minoan art. The discussion will begin with a review of thgigtic features of Minoan
art that also addresses the possibility for the use of pattern books. Next, the plethora of
roles aailable to monkeys in Egyptiamtas explored. An examination of the Early and
Middle Minoan figurines follows. After a revieaf monkey iconography in glyptic
sourceseach Minoan fresco that features a monkey is thoroughly described and
considered. Finally, the possible origins of Minoan primate iconography are considered,
as wel |l as the possi blisoryjdevelbpmeng andoless o f
Monkeys depicted | Minoan art play roles in natural, human, and supernatural scenes.
Additionally, many of these images may be read largely as ceremonial, and they
culminate in a crocus gathering ritu@hese conclusions malirectly inform geater

themes in Minoan culture, suchradigion and cult practices.
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CHAPTERZ2
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
THE MI NOAN STYLE AND THE USE OF APATTE

Introduction

In order to best understand the following investigation of mgmke Minoan art, one
must first obtain a thorough understanding of the Minoan artistic style. Armed with this
knowledge, the importance and unique roles of the monkey are more easily
comprehended and identified. After the introduction to the key vismapopents of the
Minoan style, the possibility for the use of fiigattern bookdby Bronze Age artists will

also be addissed with particular attention pag@monkey imagery.

The Minoan Style

Although Minoan art may at first appear similar to theoadther Bronze Age
cultures,such aghe Egyptians, a close examination of the style with which the images
are executed reveals several unique characterisTiesse traits range in focus from the
overall composition of an image to the variety of perspes employed, as well as the
use of line and exaggeration of contour. Although Minoans choose to depict many scenes

that take place in the natural world, one must acknowledge that Mincdmearhot

2 Studies that have addressed the Minoan artistic style include Matz 1928 Ft86kfortGroenewegen
1967; 1971.



feature realism. Rather, through simplification, #athg, and the careful construction of
both composition and perspective, these artists create images that, although abstracted,
are easily recognizable.

Additionally, for the purposes of this discussion, Bronze Age frescoes from the
Cycladic island of The will also be included in the corpus of Minoan AReatures that
were once considered distinguishing characteristics of wall paintings from Alaretiri
now recognized in frescoes found on Crete. For example, the use of a purely white
background had priously been considered a trait particular to Akrotiri, thetPark
Frescofrom Hagia Triadhalso features a white backgrouhdith the previously
distinctive traits now common to both areas, no consistently identifiable differences exist
between Minoa and Cycladic wall painting. For this reason, the wall paintings from all
of these areas will be considered under the category of Minoan art.

In the following discussion, the features theg integrato the Minoan style will be
discussedincluding abrief reference to paralleteat may exisin Egyptian art Traits
that are present iMlinoan artinclude the composition of the images, the simplification of
visual elements, the variety of perspectives combined in one image, and the use of flat
areas otolor and pattern. Finally, the Minoan use of line will be addressed, both in terms

of the definition of separate elements and the emphasis of visually interesting contours.

3 Davis 1990, 21i7218.

4 Evely 1999, 242.



Composition

Somegeneral categories exist for the compositional arrangeofiemiages in
Minoan art. Two of theseategories are the most easily defined: an image may be
arranged in a linear fashion or the individual compositional elements may be spread
throughout aiven pictorialspaceOne image may also be encircled by other
iconographic elements within a given pictorial atéma fourth possible arrangement,
the first two categories may be mixed together to create an amalgamation of
compositional elements that are arranged in a generally linear fashion but with individual
elements scattered throughout the visual fi€ldrticular examples will clarify the
differences among the categories.

The linear composition is one in which visual elements are clearly and separately
depicted along a single continuous visual field. Thiei@g to the Seated Goddess
fresco from room 3 of Xeste 3 at Akrotiri (Fig. 1.2A) is one clear example of a linear
composition. Each figure is clearly separated from the next and positioned along one
horizontal register. Although the monkey, goddess,gaiffin are positioned on slightly
different ground levels relative to the young girl (due to the presence of the tripartite
construction), the scene is nevertheless read smoothly and horizontally across the
pictorial field, perhaps like a narrativehis composition maintains parallels in Egyptian
art, and a similar type of arrangent is visible in a fifth dynasty painting that depicts the

harvesting of grain for Mereruka

SCMS 1.1 248.

5 Brewer, Redford, and Redford 1994, 20, fig. 2.8.



In contrast, Minoans also employed visual fields in which compositional elements
are spead within a given visuapace. This type of composition may be recognized in the
miniature frieze from room 5 of the West House at Akrotiri. fibeparture Towa
Fresco(Fig. 2.1) features many separate visual elements that are arranged throlighou
visual field. Importantly, these figures are not arranged in order to be read linearly, but
rather they populate the scene as elements within a larger pattern. This scene is not
directly interpreted as a narrative but rather as a-shapof a momeror a series of
moments in time.

Some Minoan art features a composition in which one image is encircled by other
iconographic elements. Thasrangemenis easily spotted in Minoan glyptic art. For
example, one seal featur@ns andant or spideflike insects in a doubleng patterr.

The lions constitute the outer ring, and the insects constitute the innek simgilar
compositionis found in Egypgainart, and one clear example of this scheme is visible on a
bowl that is painted with hippopotarfhin this earlyimage, stylized hippopotami are

painted around an abstract motif in the bottom of the bowl. The animals are encircled by
an abstract linear motif around the outside of the bowl, which creates a circular, ringed
arrangement that closely resielesthe circular composition found in Minoan art.

Thefourth category of composition within the Minoan artistic style is a mixture
of thefirst two compositional types. In images like the Nilotic sceafithe miniature
frescoes from Bom 5 of the WesHouse, multiple elements are spread throughout a

rectangular register (Fig. 2.2). Some of these elements, however, are also arranged in a

TCMS 1.1 248.

8 Patch 2011, 345, fig. 21.



linear fashion. For instance, the griffin and cat bound in the same direction across the
visual field, in the upperegister of the imagdecause a sequence of events is not
depicted, this scermaay be interpreted not as a narrative, but rather as a moment in time.
The body of water that bifurcates the scats® leads the eye horizontaltyough the

field. The florathat also populate the scene are not integral to the linear arrangement of
the active figures, nor do they function as anything more than contextual markers.
Nevertheless, these carefully articulated, detailed elements are peppered throughout the
image, ad they hybridize the nature of the compositiSmmilar uses of this type of
composition are visible in ancient Egyptian art, including pieces like the Battlefield
Tablet and the plastered and painted wooden burial chest of King Tutankh@iian.

hybridization is facilitated, however, by the use of mixed perspective in Minoan art.

Mixed Perspective

Two of the three types of composition found in Minoan art employ mixed
perspective: some figures are presented in profile, while space is created fftareatdi
angle of view. The Minoan use of anghesd viewing, however, may seenore

complicated thasome otheexamplesf mixed perspectivé Importantly, Minoans

® The battlefield tablet dates to Nagada 11l (388000 B.C), and the plastered and painted wooden chest
of King Tutankhamun dates to theBynasty (1323 B.C.; Patch 2011, 1449, fig. 123; Robins 2008,
1601161, fig. 189).

0 The standard use of mixed perspective features a combination of visual elemesdslirgpear as
though from a different angle of view in relation to one another.



combine different angles of view not only between visual elements and the greater
compositon, but within single figures, as well.

Mixed perspective is a generally straightforward concept: an image is depicted
from at least two different angles of viewing. The way in which the human form is
typically depicted in Egyptian art is one clear exémgd the use of mixed perspective
within a single figurgFig. 2.3. Although the eye, torso, and arms of a figure are
rendered frontally, the head and lower body are depicted in profile. The perspsetive
for the depiction of different backgrouetenments may be mixeds wdl. For instance, an
imagewith a poolor body of watema y f e at u r-eiewaf tHewatedbatsll oé y e
the floraand faunanay be depicted in profil&uch is the case with a scene from the
tomb of Khnumhotep Il at Beni Hasdhat features a flock of waterfowl that are trapped
in netst! Although these uses of mixed perspective may occur independently, they may
also be combined, asseen in both Egyptian and Minoan rt.

The use of mixed perspectireMinoan artin termsof composition is clearly
illustrated in the Nilotic scene from the miniature frieze from room 5 of the West House
at Akrotiri (Fig. 2.2). I n this i mage, the
view. In stark contrast, the taller palm treeghia left portion of the image, are shown
crossingthe body of water. Although the tree is planted on one bank, it extends across the
river, and into the space of the next riverbank, confusing the stfaight war d bi r dd s
view perspective. Additionallythe fauna are all clearly represented in profile and in a

different scale from that used for the palm tree. Again, the perspectives of this particular

! Houlihan 1996, 138, fig. 97.

2The use of different types of mixed perspective is not, however, limited to Minoan and Egyptian art.



scene are conflateBgyptianart features a comparable compositional stylertteat be
identified inthewall painting that features Nebamun hunting birds in the marshes with
his wife and child® A similar treatment of perspective recognizable witin the form of
a single figure in both Minoan and Egyptian ad,well.

The Minoan depiction of the huméody features a variety of perspectividse
Egyptian human figural imagerifor instance, the Fisherman Fresco festa nude
young man that holds twimes full of fish (Fig.24) The young mands hea
in profile, and it appears tilted at ancomfortable, unnatural angle when considered in
conjunction with the frontalkgdepicted shoulders. Additionally, the single eye is painted
frontally, although its placement in his turned, prefilew head appears to be relatively
accurate. This mixingf multiple perspectives within a single figure creates exaggerated
visual forms that do not otherwise exist in reality. This manipulation of pose and form

seems tdetraya deeper Minoan fascination with movement, line, and cosfour.

Contour Emphasis

The incorporation of multiple angles of view into one figure or image allows for

the creation and emphasis of interesting contours. For instance, the Fisherman fresco is a

prime example of this creation of dynamic contdiig. 2.4). A more dynamic cuing

B Robins 2008, 22, fig. 11.

¥ The clo® connections between the Minoans and Egypt will be addressed in Chapter 4, but one must note
that the close relationship that exists between these two regions is likely responsible for many of the
stylistic similarities seen in the paintings of each gueltlk is likely that some of the features of Minoan

painting are derivative of, or at least influenced by Egyptian art. For information on the stylistic traits of

wall paintings in Egypt, refer to Mekhitarian 1978; Gay 1986; Tiradritti 2008.



form is created when a head, depicted in profile, joins to frontal shoulders that taper to a
thin waist and hips, which are again rendered in profile. The outline of this composite
view is then altered in order to emphasize the resulting interestimiguce created by the
hybridized form. The image created by the renegotiation of form and line differs radically
from what the eye encounters in nature. In reality, the figure that results from the profile
view of a human male features considerably fewetaurs, all of which are also much
shallower than those created by the composite view used in Minoan art.

Egyptian art often features the human form in the same mixed perspective that is
found in Minoan art. The creation of dynamic contours does naaapp be as integral
to the depiction oEgyptian formsRatter, traditional poses are repeatedly depicted, and
the outline of the figure (despite the mixed perspective) is not heavily altered. Because of
this lack of alteration to the final compositewief a human form, the focus on the
dynamic and curving figure is not present in Egyptian art as it is in Minoan art.

The visual emphasis on interesting contours is not limited to human figural
depiction, but it is also used in the treatment of florapd&aand other contextual
markers. These exaggerated contours also lend a sense of movement and balance to the
figures in which they are prominently employed. The linear treatment of visual elements

also aids in the Minoan emphasis on form and contour.
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Use of Line

The linear definition of visual elements is a feature found in most prehistoric art,
but it may also be considered a characteristic feature of the Minoan style, although it is
not always employed. In reality, a black line does not differentigures from one
another. These dark outlines do, however, support and further emphasize the dynamic
contours that appear so desirable in the Minoan aesfbajidFig 2.1). This defining
use of line is also frequently employed in Egyptian art, tigdclearly visible in most
wall paintings, particularly those that do not feature réfiéfdditionally, these dark lines
also serve to clarify one visual element from another within a larger image, which is
sometimes necessary due to of the abundami§ication of independent visual

elements.

Simplification

Another significant stylistic characteristic of Minoan art is the intentional,
directed focus of the artist on only the most integral features of a figure. These traits are
selected from eaabbject or figure that will be represented, and the remaining minute

details are omitted from the artistic reproduction of the subject. Backgrounds are also

15 For exampd, a painting of a scene from the tomb chapel of Anen at Thebes shows King Amenhotep IlI
and his wife Tiy seated on chairs. Below their seats are a cat and a leaping monkey. This image clearly
shows the linear definition of each figure and form presenbif®d2008, 137, fig. 155).
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typically treated with an equal or even greater degree of simplificatios.lack of
interest in wn-essential details is also found in Egyptian art, particularly wall painttgs.
The monkeys from the frescoes recovered from room 6 of Building arBeta
at Akortiri (Figs. 1.51.6) feature the prominent simplification that is characteristic of the
Minoan style. For instance, although monkeys are covered in a thick layer of fur, the
individual hairs are not clearly differentiated on the body. Hairs are suggested, however,
in some of the areas where white fur meets blue fur, although this is nos dheagase.
Otherwise, the body of the monkey is extremely simplified in its akimostan shape.
Nevertheless, the prominent details that differentiate human and monkey (i.e., facial
markings, tail, and ears) are not only incorporated, but they are ceaplyasized,
particularly by the lack of detail devoted to other traits.
In the same image, the rockwork tloaturs inthe background is a clear example
of the sometimes extreme simplification of background elements in Minoan art. The
rocks that contextalize the image provide little or no additional information: they simply
form a backdrop for the playing monkeys. Unlike the rocky setting in the Saffron
Gatherers from Xeste 3, the background here is not populated by anfitpra.5)
Additionally, the rocks from the Saffron Gatherers fresco do feature some details, like
black and red curving lines and a dynamic surface, on which the young girls climb. In
room 6, the rocks have been stripped of any details, and only the undulating outlines of

the formations remain. If not for the presence of the monkeys, one may mistake the rocks

18 For example, the figures from the painting on the ceiling of the tomb of Ramses VI are differentiated
from one another in only the most integral way: the head of each figure is different and unique among the
deities depictedAdditionally, very few images of contextual indicators are present in any register of the
painting, which serves to further simplify the scenes (Silverman 1997, 41, fig. 2).
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for coral, thus transforming the interpretation of the entire image into one that is marine

in nature.

Flattened Colors and Patterns

As a result of the simplification ddrm and image, many details are omitted from
both figural and contextual elements, like the monkeys and rockwork from room 6 of
Building Complex Beta. The reduction of these elements down to the most basic yet
integral visual components renders imagés &series of flat, often monochromatic
features. Although some elements feature patterns, these decorative motifs are also
flattened.The same stylistic features aisovisible in Egyptian art.

In the first case, the rockwork from the monkeys fregags. 1.5 1.6) serves as
an example. The rockwork does not exhibit any details, but rather each flat color field
constitutes a single, large portion of rock. Each type of rock is flat, undetailed, and one
color. The combination of many types of rock comstis the polychromatic background.

Volumetric elements are also flattened and rendered in only two dimensions. For
example, the clumps of crocuses found in the background of the Offering to the Seated
Goddess fresco from Xeste 3 are flattened and siexh(iFig. 1.2A) The grasdike
leaves sprout from one centralized point within each clump, and near the tops of these
leaves, the purple blossoms are rendered with three visible petals. Although the crocuses
may be understood as rendered in profile, fhEaeent flattening of a thretimensional

image is indisputable.
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Key Differences Between Minoan And Egyptian Art

Although many similarities exist between Minoan and Egyptian art, Egyptian art
may be differentiated in many ways. First, writing oftencgspanies imagery in
Egyptian art, a feature that is not currently known in Minoah’aie emphasis on
dynamic and curving lines is specific to Minoan d@tte movement created by the
flowing lines stands in stark contrast to the more uniform and re¢gcherse of line in
Egyptian artAlthough Egyptian iconography does feattire use of line to differentiate
one image from the next, a concerted interest in the visually pleasing curve of the form is
lacking Additionally, Egyptian art is often easily id&fied due to the traditional rigidity
of the figures in each scene. Because of this longstanding adherence to specific stylistic
and compositional traits, Egyptian art does not feature the same kind of fluidity in style
that is visible in Minoan iconogphy. Ultimately, Minoan art appears to undergo stylistic
shifts and iconographic changes that are not possible within the strict bounds of Egyptian

art.

17 Both Ancient Egypt and Minoan Crete feature distinct hieroglyphic systemdfidulty may arise when

one considers the pictographic nature of hieroglyphics. Because these signs constitute both images and
writing, one may attempt to argue that the entire pictorial field is composed of imagery, and so no
difference exists between thet from these two areas. Hieroglyphics are nevertheless used as a form of
writing, and therefore they are used to directly inform the viewer about the intended meaning of the image
that they accompany. The pairing of explanatory text and image is mehttyknown in Minoan art.
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Summary

Severalisual traitsseem to be used the most consisteintiMinoan art,
including the types of image compositiomixed perspective, contour emphasis, linear
definition, image simplification, and flatten@dlors and patterndlost of these stylistic
traits bear close parallels in Egigt art. Some Minoan depictions exist that do not
perfectly adhere to every one of the outlined categories, but any deviation from these
groupings should be considered the exception to the rule. In an attempt to better
understand the consistency of style and form found in Minoan art, the possibility for the
existence of pattern books will be considered next, with a particular focus on their use for

the depiction of monkeys.

fPattern Books

The termfipattern boolg when employed in Bronze Age Aegean scholarship, refers
to preliminary sketches that are exexxliby an artist. They are prepared in anticipation
of the reproduction of the image(s) elsewhere. Although these preparatory drawings may
have been stored together, they were almost certainly not condensed inté*[ddmks.

images were probably first skétd into a tablet of wax or damp clay, or executed on

18 Although Egyptians often used papyrus, no evidence exists for the use of any type of paper by the
Minoans. Instead, Minoans used leather, clay and wax tablets, and perhaps also papyrus as writing
materials. The earliest recofa the production of paper in the Mediterranean dates from theerury

in ltaly (Suarez, Woudhuysen, and Woudhuysen 20i8).2
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sheets of leather, which were then saved and used to create other images of th¥ subject.
Although nofipattern bookshave been recovered from secure archaeological contexts,
Minoans almost certainly nstthave employed them, especially when depicting creatures
as exotic as the monkeys that survive in fresco.

Primate remains from the Bronze Age have not been discovered on either Crete or
Thera?® Despite the lack of concrete evidence for monkeys livingithrer of these two
islands, frescoes from Akrotiri retain enough information to indicate that wall painters
were basing their depictions on live animals, rather than working from vague memories
or from images in Egyptian art. Notably, the only primatsted by the Minoans were
monkeys. No depictions of apes have been recovered in wall painting. The individualized
physical features of each primate, as well as the highly naturalistic depiction of both the
physical features and the way in which the aniptaes, serve to illustrate that the artists
of thefipattern bookdwere almost certainly sketching from life. Thépattern books
were then used for thereation of the wall paintingshere the unique Minoan style is
indisputably observed.

Room 6 of Riilding Complex Beta offers the largest number of individual
monkeys within a single fresco to com@ao one another (Figs. 156). This fresco
clearly depicts pronounced yet detailed differences between individuals of the same

species. The minor physicvariations that occur on each of the primates in this scene are

19 These other media for preliminary sketches are discussed in contrast to the types from Egypt, like those
executed on dsaca. Ostraca are typically pot sherds or stone chips that bear short notes or preliminary

sketches. The ostraca from Ancient Egypt may be found in groups, and each group may show the practice
sketches of an individual artist with regard to a particuldject. Essentially, these preliminary sketches
provide an opportunity to view the artistés trainin
(Houlihan 1996, 21217; Robins 2008, 19192).

20 A suspected monkey skull that was recovered from Aknatis discovered under closer inspection to be
only an oddly shaped rock (Parker 1997, 348).
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those with which one may only be familiar after the prolonged physical observation of a
group of samespecies monkeys, like the unique shape of the dark facialmgawki each
extant fice Figs. 2.6A1 2.6C).2!

Additionally, the detailed, individualized features are also highly naturalistic. The
existence of minor details on the faces of these monkeys (that may have otherwise been
lost if thorough preliminary sketches had not been crededysthe direct and careful
observation of the animals in order to document the individualized features. For instance,
the depiction of white fur around the face is considerably different from the way in which
the white fur of the belly is depicted, redlmss of the species of monkey present in the
image. This trait is particularly apparent in the monkeys from room 3a and 4 of Xeste 3
(Fig. 2.7.

The meticulous treatment of the hdrice feet of the monkeys, especially in the
rather contorted pose of mkey B3 (from room 6 of the Beta Building), attests to the
careful study of that particular aspettmonkey anatomy (Fig. 2.8If any image
copying was done, however, it would seem that this room bears possible evidence for it.
Rather than carefully paing the handike feet onto monkeys B5 and B6, a seemingly
shorthanded, boelike appendage extends from the bottomdi e se cr eat ur es o
2.9 and 2.1)) Instead of the same careful, probably more experienced hand that painted
monkeys B1, B2, ad B3 (Figs. 2.82.11, 2.12, it is possible that (an)other individual(s)
painted monkeys B5 and B#ho might not have had the opportunity to observe live
monkeys. The painter(s) of these monkeys may have worked from the pattern books or

may have worked fra the finished painting of monkeys B1 and B2 on the west wall of

21 Greenlaw 2011, 4315.
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the room, if they were painted before the north wall was painted. Perhaps because of a
lack of experience, the aghpainter(s) attempted to depmbnkeys that are posed
differently, but thaare anatomically based on monkeys B1, B2, and B3. Although
speculative, it would certainly address ideas of copying and the inconsistent appearance
of the animal s feet Iin the room 6 Buildin
lack of cohesion ammg certain, minute aspects of the depiction of these creatures may
also be considered evidence for #isencef fipattern book8 f or alfebch det ai | s
artist or workshohowsfeet differently, then there may not bégattern book that
provides a cosistent convention for the depiction of such details.
The pose of each monkey within the fresco itself also indicates that the painter (or
creator of the preliminary sketches) was familiar with the ways in which primates move.
The nearly consistent depimn of the tail in either an-3r C-curve is one clear
indication of such an observation made by the artist. The limited range in tail positioning
may be taken as evidence for the probability of the creation and figattafrn books.
Inthe Offeringd t he Seated Goddess fresco, the
either an Sor C-curve, but rather falls limply behint (Fig. 2.7. This deviation from
the steady representation of tails in one of two poses suggests that vi¢here
preliminary drawigs based on the observation of live monkeys, this artist or workshop
consciously chose to deviate from them. Conversely, if thereweéfipattern books,
this artist or workshop simpl yoonetlmase a di f
appears to adine to the anatomy of the monkey, even while it stands in an
anthropomorphized upright posture. The tail extends from the base of the spine and

angles slightly outward, rather than directly downward. Significantly, the pose of a
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ver vet 6s t adnkeyfilorh to@n 6} iy gmost aomsistemtly represented as it is
naturally posed, in a-Curve or Scurve(Fig. 1.9. The slight extension and downward
drape i n the anthropomorphized mokmbway ds t a
and clearly docunreged among baboort§ This trait may be taken to indicate, yet again,
the realistic depiction of a different pose for the tail of a distinct species of primate. This
differentiation stands as stark evidence for the spagesific poses that were most
likely documented during the creation of the preliminary sketches for these separate
scenes.

The posture of monkeysd entire bodies m
certain surviving and reconstructed poses for each individual, the body stikadbehe
laws of movement as governed by the anatomy of the primate. Arms and legs are usually
shown at least slightly bent, as is natural for live monkeys. Importantly, these figures are
all shown in a variety of poses, exhibiting a wide range of matiehflexibility, just like
their real counterparts. Although some general poses may be more repetitive than others
(l'i ke the fApicking pose, 0 exhibited in mon
Gatherer from Knossos), the monkeys depicted in frescedsyano means a repetitive
Atype. o Essentiall y, monkeyw®onkey, naonkéut mther pr e s e
this monkeythat monkeyandthat other monkeyit is this individualization and deviation
from standardization that clearly illustrates tlse of details preserved and transported by

pattern books for the depiction of the blue primates at Akrotiri.

22 A, Meinelt, pers. comm., June 2015.
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To better clarify this point, one may consider Mingaimate figurines? In
several but not all examples, monkeys are easily recognizedibgdhattingcrouched,
resting positior(e.g., Fig. 2.18 Monkeys from Bronze Age Aegean seals are often
depicted in this pose, even in small, detailed scenes in which other, seemingly integral
physical features of the monkey are forgotten, like theGailild this crouchegquat,
where the legs are shown folded and drawn upward, the back of the thigh pressing against
the back of the calf, be a visual indicator for the identity of the figure? Perhaps the
crouchedsquat translates directly tnonkeyin thevernacular of smalécale seals. Even
if the squatting pose does not immediately indicate the identity of the figure as primate, it
may be compounded with other features that, when taken in combination, do clearly point
to a monkey figure. Perhaps the g@ece of a tail, upraiseatm position (only when the
hands of the creature are not otherwise engaged), and-elgledouching posture may
be taken as indicative of the abstracted monkey type. It is this use of a consistent type that
is missing in the wiapaintings from Akrotiri, and so augments the argument for the
presence of pattern books that preserved highly individualized, selealetaijed, and
speciesspecific renderings of these animals.

The rockwork that forms the context in which the vndiwalized primates play
constitutes the type of motif that may not have necessitated a preliminary sketch. Because
of the simple, detailess, colotblock design of the rockwork, it is unlikely that the
painter would have needed to reference a prepardtavying of such a motif. Due to the
simplified nature of this surrounding rockwork, the careful, detailed depiction of the blue

monkeys is further emphasized, and it captures the eye of the viewer.

2 Crowley 2013, 201, 237, 263, 286, 296, 321.
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The direct observation of several of these animalsMinaan is attested by the
purely Minoan style in which the animals are rendered in wall painting. Although the
possibility exists that a Minoan artist basedfipattern bookdor even the patings on
an Egyptian paiting, object, or perhaps ostragdhe style in which the creatures are
rendered stands in stark contrast to this possibility. If a Minoan individual did work from
an originally Egyptian image, traces of the Egyptian style would almost certainly survive
in the Minoanpainted scene. After theareful review of Minoan style, however, the
rigidity and strictly standardized quality thfe style ofEgyptian art appears to be almost
the opposite of the qualities that comprise the greater Minoan aesftigsientially, the
style of these frescoesesas purely Minoan, without even the most removed echoes of
Egyptian influence. Because of this, one may assert that a Minoan hand executed the
preliminary sketches of the pattern book, as well as the resulting wall paintings.

Finally, one cannot specuéafbout the location of the observance of the primates.
Without evidence for the physical remains of the creatures, one may only speculate about
their presence in Minoan society. Although it is likely that monkeys were present on
Crete and/or Akrotiri, esggzially granted the prominence of the animals in art, it is
nonetheless impossible to prove at this time. If no monkeys were present on the islands,
or even on ships that visited the islands, then the remaining option is that the animals

were observed indypt and possibly the Near East.

24 Despite the broad variety of active subjects in Higypart, the general stylistic qualities of the figures
appear to adhere to a stricter set of guidelines than those seen in Minoan art. For example, although
monkeys are depicted participating in a range of behaviors, like picking fruit, the depidiiefigires
nevertheless adheres strictly to the traditional stylistic guidelines present in Egyptian art. On Crete,
monkeys may be depicted with less rigid stylistic guidelines, due to the selective appropriation of certain
aspects of Egyptian style, aglas the related yet separate Minoan koine.
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Summary

Despite the lack of physical evidence for the presence of monkeys on Crete or
Thera, Minoan artists certainly had the opportunity to observe live primates. The
resulting sketches from these encounters werel#ttenused while creating the wall
paintings of blue monkeys. This claim is best substantiated not only by the highly
individualized features of each monkey but also by the uniquely Minoan artistic style in
which each one is rendered.

The Minoan style itslf may be loosely defined as adhering to a series of key
visual guidelines. The ov@rching style is certainly not realistic, but the abstracted
naturalism maintains the most significant details in order to clearly identify the subjects
in the image. Though the flattening and simplification of forms, visually pleasing
contours are exaggerated, principally through the use of line and the combination of
different points of view in one subject. Now armed with a thorough understanding of the
Minoan artisticstyle, a closer inspection of the primate iconography from the Bronze Age

Aegean is necessary.
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CHAPTER3
PRIMATE ICONOGRAPHY IN ANCIENT EGYPT

Introduction

Primates in Minoan art may have precedents in primate iconography in Egyptian art.
A sustainedelationship appears to exist in this type of imagery between the two cultures,
as well. Although relatively little monkey iconography survives from Crete and Akrotiri,
the creatures clearly served many important functions in Egyptian art and religgin. Fi
the identities and attributes of both Hedgr( " The Gr eat White Oneod)
that are often represented as primates, are summarily reviewed. Second, monkey imagery
in Egyptian art is discussed with a particular focus on figurines and watiinga The
possible standardization of monkey iconography in Ancient Egypt is addressed. Finally,

the complexity of the animal és role in art

Monkey Deities

Although many of the gods and goddess of the Egyptian pantheon appear as hybrid

creatures, some are also represented in alternate forms. These deities are not necessarily

bound to a single visual representation, and they may be depicted in several different

ways. Some gods are capable of assuming the appearance of a baboon, lousahey d
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relatively rarely, and they are frequently represented in other forms. Two deities regularly

appear as monkeys. Both Hedgr and Thoth are depicted in Egyptian art as baboons.

Hedfjweri The Gr eat) White Onebo

During the Predynastic and the Oldigdom periods, Hedyer was represented
in white as a squatting baboon god (Fig. 3®H.The Great White One, 0
relatively shordlived in Egyptian mythology, represented the royal ancestors who were
believed to confirm the appointment of a new kilmgthis way, the baboegod bore a
close association with the ancestors of prominent families. This being seems to have been
integrally involved in the communication of the ancestors with their living descendants,
and therefore may have been involvedame parts of early Egyptian ancestor worship.
Figurines from both the Predynastic and Old Kingdom periods show a baboon
that sits in a squatting crouéhThese representations are made of bone, ivory, or
faience. The figurines disappeared at the ertleDIld Kingdom period, and after these
early periods, the deity dissotvéto an aspect of ThotH.Simultaneously, the

representations of Hesjer were no longer madé.

25 patch 2011, 164; Barbash 2013, 45.
26 petrie 1914, pp. 43, pl. XXXVII; Patch 2011, 1884, with additional examples in note 70.
27 Barbash 2013, 45; Shaw 2014, 51.

28 The disappearance of Hedjer figurinesin Egypt is contemporary with the EM 11l to MM IA periods on
Crete. The small white figurines of crouching monkeys found on Crete, discussed in Chapter 4, also seem
to disappear at this time.
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Thoth

Thoth was considered to be the inventor of writing and wisdom, and fer thes
reasons, he was the master of secret knowledge and protector of dribascorded
the results of the judgment of the dead as well. Finally, and perhaps most importantly for
this discussion, Thoth functioned as a divine messefiger.

Representations olis deity appear in both twdimensional wall paintings, as
well as small figurbarepresentations (Figs. 3.2.5).3! In wall paintings, the being is
represented as either an Hhisaded hybrid form, or as a squattaygocephalus
baboon®*? Importantly, wihout any additional adornment, like the solar disk-two
dimensional representations of Thoth in monkey form seem identical (in anatomy) to
representations of nedlivine baboons.

Small figurines of Thoth are often made of blue or green faience, and they
frequently show his baboon forfhiStrikingly, the primate figurines are almost

consistently crouched in a squatting position, which is a natural posture tdivios

29 Shaw 2014, 51.

301n later Greek culture, Thoth is often assted with Hermes.

31 Although representations of Thoth are not limited to these types of art.
32Barbash 2013, 45; Shaw 2014, 51.

33 Less frequently occurring variations of color do exist, including pale lavender hues (Petrie 1914, 43;
Greenlaw 2005, 71).
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baboons, as weff The primate form of Thoth may often be represented very similarly to
wild baboons in both pose and anatomy.

Although Thoth is frequently represented as a monkey, other gods may assume
the same physical form. For instance, Hapy is represented as a hybrid creature with a
baboon head and human bddydedjwer is primarily if rot exclusively depicted as a
baboon, and Thoth is frequerdlyalthough not exclusiveéy represented as a baboon as

well. Many representations of these deities survive in the form of figurines.

Figurines

A variety of monkey figurines existed in anciergypt, and the small sculptures were
executed in many types of media. Materials were not limited to faience, but different
types of stone like serpentine and lapis lazuli were also used sometimes. These figurines
appeared in a variety of poses that rangenhfstanding to sitting, and some monkeys
were even represented in relief on small s&al$ie representations of the monkeys
ranged in color from green to blue to purple, and some figuioéen the earliest

one® were white?’

341n baboon form, Thoth often wears representations of both the crescent and full moons on his head (Shaw
2014, 51).

35 Andrews 1994, 45, 55.
36 Petrie 1914, 43, Pl. XXXVII; Andrews 1994, 27, 531 68, 89, figs. 24, 54, 64, 71, 90.

37 patch 2011, 16364.

26



One of the earliest monkdigurines dates from the'Dynasty, at the beginning of
the Old Kingdom Period (Fig. 3.3j Although the surface is heavily abraded, the form of
a monkey in a crouched squat is decipherable. The long snhout protrudes from the face,
and the legs are pullag to the chest. The arms are not clearly distinguishable. The
figure is made of white faience, and it is a clear example of the Great White one,-or Hed;
wer, a god that eventually became one aspect of FAathgeneral pose, this figurine
belongs to agater class of monkeys in the crouchsygiat position.

A second iconographic type consists of monkey figurines boast primates that sit
upright, with legs that are bent at the knee but not pulled up to the(Elges3.2A) Sir
Flinders Petrie recoveradany of these types of figurines during his excavations in
Egypt, including a clear example of a monkey that appears to be $&ahedfigurine is
small and it is made of green faience. The monkey appears to sit on a simple seat with its
hands resting oits bent knees. The primate appears to assume a Hikeaeated
posture.

In a third figural category, some primates are reprieseas standing (Fig. 3.28"
In one example, the creature stands upright, on its two hind legs, while the two front legs
ae often bent at the el bow and raised befo

behind the primate, and the feet appear to rest on the same ground line. This pose appears

38 Karetsou 2000, 69, fig. 149.
39 Petrie 1902, 25; Friedman and Borromeo 19987 173; Karetsou 2000, 69, fig. 149.
40 Petrie 1914, 43, Pl. XXXVII 205d.

41 Petrie 1914, 43, Pl. XXXVII 204b.
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not only in representations of single monkeys, but also in depiction®dfaoons that
often flank different incarnations of the s(fig. 3.5.42

The remaining Egyptian monkey figurines may be considered subsets of the three
general categories discussed here. These other figures may be engaged in different
activities while mataining familiar poses. For example, one deep blue faience monkey
from the Third Intermediate Period appears to hold its hands upward toward its face, and
a baby monkey appes between its feét The animal appears to fit into a subgroup of
the first caggory, into which monkeys depicted in a crouchsggat sit. The presence of
the baby monkey does not impact the position of the adult figure enough to constitute the
creation of a fourth category. Although some primate figurines also feature objects or
other creatures with which the animals interact, Egyptian monkey figurines appear to

generally fit into each of these three categories.

Wall Paintings

Monkeys are depicted in several contexts, and they participate in a myriad of
activities in Egyptian . Some of the primates appear in trees and eat fruit, while others
are walked on a leash with a group of d@gg. 3.3) Still others appear to be wild,
traded with groups of other exotic animals. The animals occur in such a broad variety of

scenes thaill images of primates do not easily fit into only a few categories. The

42 Andrews 1994, 88, pl. 90g.

43 Petrie 1914, 43, Pl. XXX\Ib; Andrews 1994, 67, fig 71b.
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creatures sometimes behave naturally, as wild animals in the natural world, but they may
also function as wild animals that have been acquired by hu@ansFig. 3.4)The
creatues also interact with people directly, whether in a wild or docile way. Some of the
primates appear to be pets, and some are perhaps even (eagnédg. 2.3. In other
scenes, the animals perform in ways that a natural monkey canabtaglaying
delicate instruments. Perhaps these images do not reference reality, but rather a
ceremonial or mythical world. Finally, some primates also clearly function as religious
figures, whether the god Thoth appropriates their likeness or live monkeys are dapicted
participating in ceremonial behavior seemingly of their own volition. Several examples of
the variety of available behaviors for monkeys in Egyptian wall painting iconography are
reviewed that span from the Old Kingdom through the New Kingdom periods.

In a relief from the Old Kingdom period in Egypt, a dwarf appears to walk two
dogs and a monkey (Fig. 38)The animals are almost as large as the man who walks
them. The monkey (E1), like the dogs, wears a collar with a leash held by the man. All
four paws of the monkey are on the ground, and it faces forward. The tail extends
outward and downward from the spine of the animal, and the end hovers above the
ground. In a similar image that dates to the same period, a leashed monkey hitches a ride
on the sbulder of a man who carries a basket of figs (Fig. ®.4) sits upright, with one
hand to its mouth and the other on the man
mands arm, perhaps for additional bal ance

human control, are shown as naturally wild animals.

4 Klebs 1915, 34, fig. 21.

4 Klebs 1915, 32, fig. 19.
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In a third image from the Old Kingdom period, one man holds one leash that is
connected to the dar of one baboon (E3; Fig. 2.3A bulky upper body tapers to a
narrow waist, and the creature featugeshort tail that appears in a downweacing G
shape. It stands with three paws on the ground, and perhaps the fourth paw is lifted to its
belly. This animal appears calm. Another baboon, similar in body type, is in front of the
human with the leasheatimate (E4). It stands on its hind legs and lunges forward to
grab the leg of another person. The second man, naked, appears to be reaching for a large
collection of fruit. The attacking baboon appears to bite the thief as the owner of the food
looks on.Monkey E3 is treated as a wild primate would be treated. Monkey E4, however,
lunges forward like a welrained guard dog toward the thief. Although both primates
may serve as pets, a certain level of taming or possibly even training appears to have
takenplace.

Monkeys may be trained to perform a variety of tasks and exhibit different
behaviorssuch agjuarding someone or something (monkey #£9ne of the tasks for
which these animals are trained in Egypt appears in art: they learn to pick fruit. In a
painting from the Middle Kingdom period, the creatures work with men to harve$f figs.
Three baboons climb through the fig tree and appear to either eat or smell the fruit (E5,
E6, and E7). The animals may sniff the food to determine whether it is rijp loefore
handing the fig to one of the men. Although the animals here appear without leashes, they
clearly work with the humans, as can be seen by the actions of monkey E5. This primate

crouches on a branch and hands a fig to one of the men. Seveedefytpes of

46 Morris and Morris 1966, 23@57; Shaw 1993, 671.

47 Smith 1965, fig. 171.
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image® in which monkeys help humans collect féuiare known from ancient Egyf.
Although these creatures may often be mischievous (perhaps sometimes more trouble
than help), they are nevertheless involved in the human world when perforskagrtat
would require human training.

Although some monkeys may be trained to work for humans in orchards or as
guards, others appear in ceremonial contexts and may represent gods or sacred animals.
For example, baboons are shown in matching poseshan sideof the sun god (BE&ED9;

Fig. 3.9.%° This image dates to the1®ynasty, and it is located on the east wall in the
burial chamber of Sennedjem at DeiMddina®® The baboons appear similar to one
another, but they are not identical. Both featimng brown snouts and faces and white
fur surrounding the face. The rest of the head and most of the body (except for the
backside, hands, and feet, which are brown) are covered in-gh@ish fur. The hands,
or front paws, are depicted identically tonhan hands. The feet are also painted similarly
to human feet, rather than similar to hands. Both monkeys are male. A tail curves sharply
downward, outward then almost straight upward from the backside of the baboon, and it
terminates in a tuft. The tas not Sshaped or &haped, but rather it forms an almost
straight vertical line. In this image, the baboons face one another to flank the sun god in a
symmetrical composition. With the hands raised in a posture of adoration, the monkeys
clearly fulfill a ceremonial role in this image, as they venerate the sun god.

Despite the depictions of baboons that participate in ceremonial behavior, many

monkeys in Egyptian art appear to behave as animals do. In the accompanying scenes,

48 For example, see Klebs 1915, 32, fig. 19.
4% Robins 2008, 185, fig. 218.

50 Robins 2008137, fig. 155.
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humans treat the creatureswilsl animals are typically treated. The'Bynasty wall

paintings from the tomb of Rekini-re feature a scene in which s8bharan animals,

like the giraffe, are brought to Egypt and presented to the king as fHiRitting on the

neck of the giraffe is small green monkey (E10) that appears to be a V&Vhts

creature scampers up the neck of the tall quadruped to hitch a ride. Essentially, it appears
to behave as wild, untamed monkeys do.

One painting from the tomb chapel of Anen at Thebes thas datthe 18 Dynasty
features a monkey (E11) in migap, with limbs spread far ap&ftThe animal is shown
beneath a | arge and ornate chair that may
Amenhotep I Il or his wife, Tclearlplayhlender t hel
wild behavior, it fills the role of a wild animal, playfully bounding around an
environment that is clearly created and controlled by humans.

Finally, a painting from the crypts beside the Sacred Lake at Karnak dates t8 the 25
Dynasty and clearly shows baboons accompanyi
e a $%The@nimals stand in at least three separate registers behind the king, with two
individuals on each register (EI217). All of the creatures face the king. The monkeys
appear to be slightly individualized and male. Each one has a long snout, with the nose
and mouth carefully depicted, as well as the ear. No clear facial markings are indicated.

The shoulders and chest are very bulky and taper to a slender waist anathigeor

arms are bent at the el bows, and the hands

51 Houlihan 1996, pl. XV; Wilkinson and Hill 1983, 44, fig. 44.
52 Houlihan 1996, 95.
53 Robins 2008, 137, fig. 155.

54 Quirke 2001, 64, ill. 25.
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palms facing away from the figure. A tail extends from the hindquarters slightly outward
before the rest of the tail appears to droop almost limply toth@dround. The animals
are shown standing on their two hind legs, one foot before the other, as though stepping
forward toward King Taharqo. The creatures are described as the embodiment of the
isouls of the east o t hahte rraiissidissentiady the car ms
physical form of the baboon is used to house the souls of ancestors, and it is through the
baboon bodies that these souls are then also able to worship the rising sun. These
monkeys clearly participate in ceremonial bebavi

The role of primates through time in the iconography of Egyptian wall painting is
complex and multfaceted. These images indicate not only a continued familiarity with,
but also a longstanding tradition of many types of relationships between humdans a
different types of monkeys. Although some of the animals fulfill a ceremonial role, others
behave as pets, items of trade, guards, and sometimes simply as wild animals. This

flexibility of the role of the monkey is clearly depicted in wall painting.

Plaques

Although most of the primate iconography in ancient Egypt appears as either two

dimensional wall painting or thredimensional figurines, a third category exists in which

monkeys are depicted. Egyptian plagakse feature clear representatiofisnonkeys:®

55 Quirke 2001, 64.

56 Andrews 1994, 53, Figs. 54c, h, i.
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These plagues are often made of stone (particularly steatite) or faience, and they often
feature iconography on both the top and bottom.

A late example of a plaque that features primate iconography dates td'the 20
dynasty®’ A lunar baboond baboon with the lunar disk and crescent on its head) is
represented on a bhkgreen glazed steatite plague. The baboon appears with a long snout
and thick upper body. The arms rest on the bent knees, which are pulled in close to the
chest. The monkey ressin a crouchingquat. The tail extends from the base of the
ani mal 6s backside before it extends wupward
appears similar to the crouchsguat position that is maintained by many of the

figurines.

Discussion

Monkeys are depicted in several contexts, and they participate in a myriad of
activities in Egyptian art. Some of the primates appear in trees and eat fruit, while others
are walked on a leash with a group of dogs. Still others appear wild, traded augis gr
of other exotic animals. These primates appear in such a wide variety of situations and
with so many different roles, that to try to relegate them to only a few strictly defined
categories is not possible. Although figurines and plaques offer soommatfon about
these creatures in ancient Egypt, wall paintings usually provide more contextual

information about these animals. This wi@daging role of the monkey appears to change

57 Andrews 1994, 53, Fig. 54i.
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relatively little throughout time. In order to obtain a deeper undefistgof Egyptian

primate iconography, the colors, poses, and types of monkeys represented are considered.
The relationship between these factors and the role fulfilled by the animals is examined
next, followed by a brief discussion regarding selectivencergal depiction and

treatment of the primates.

Most of the monkey imagery from Egypt features one of four key colors: white, blue,
green, or purple. White is appropriately featured most commonly on the earliest baboon
figures that represent Hedje r ,e fiGrhe at WHheseearlDaxamplés are
often made from faience. Some faience figurines are green, which also appears to be the
color chosen most often to represent the fur of monkeys in wall painting. Similarly, the
plaques from the Third Intermedtkaperiod are also green, and they are made of steatite.
Figurines also appear in a broad variety of blues and even pale purple colors, which are
primarily created in faience. Some examples also exist of primate iconography in pale
amethyst, but purple ses to be the leastsed color for monkeys. Except for the early
representations of Heglyer, the most common colors used to represent primates in Egypt
appear to be green (wall paintings) and blue (figurines).

The poses in which monkeys are depicted beare similarities regardless of
medium, but striking differences also occur. These animals are often represented in the
crouchedsquat position, and it appears in figurines, wall painting, and plaques. In wall
paintings and plaques, the creature is preskint profile with the knees bent and drawn
to the chest and the tail extending outward behind the body. In the case of three

dimensional figurines, the animal maintains the same pose, but the tail may be wrapped

58 Karetsou 2000, 169, fig. 149; Barbash 2013, 43.
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around its body or molded to its back. Tfends are sometimes lifted upward, the elbows
bent, but the position of the hands may deviate from this position enough that it cannot be
considered an integral part of the pose for Egyptian monkeys.

Although primates are represented in standing posjtlmadancing on two hind legs,
in both wall painting and as figurines, they do not appear to do so in plaques. Because
few plagues are known that preserve clear monkey imagery, however, it is also possible
that examples of standing monkeys on these typebjetts simply do not survive.

Similarly, these animals are represented as sitting upright, like a human, as figurines, but
the same pose does not appear in either wall painting or in plaques. Although this may be
due partially to a lack of survival, & ialso possible that the pose is not replicated in these
other media.

Importantly, wall painting allows not only for the inclusion of a detailed background
(and therefore a better understanding of the context in which the animal functions), but
also for he clear depiction of more dynamic poses than may be represented in either of
the other two media. Both figurines and plaques are relatively small, which limits the
space available to depict both the desired figure and background. In the case of plaques,
the background is sometimes sacrificed for a clearer representation of the subject, and
few possibilities exist for the incorporation of the background with figurines. In stark
contrast, wall painting often affords both a larger pictorial field as wellnasdium in
which one may depict more dynamic poses. These positions are often those struck by
pl ayf ul or wild primates, |l i ke the |l eaping

At least two types of primates are represented in Egyptian iconograpRy- Bu

shouldered baboons appear more frequently than the other monkeys. Their long snouts,
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bulky heads and shoulders, and the narrow waists that support a tail that falls almost
limply behind the body may identify them. Most baboons also feature facial ouffs
thick white fur around the face.

The other monkeys represented in Egyptian art are most often considered vervets,
although the depiction of these monkeys does not appear as standardized as the
representation of baboons, and therefore they may nalalhg to the same species. Itis
possible that these other monkeys are comprised of similar yet distinct types of monkeys.
Most of them feature short snouts, a slimmer body than the baboons, and long, flexible
tails.

Generally, both baboons and the ottypes of monkeys may be depicted as engaging
in nonceremonial behavior. The variety of primates serve as pets, trade goods, perhaps
even trained helpers, and as guards. Importantly, however, baboons are depicted in two
ways that distinguish them from thest of the monkeys in Egyptian art: they perform
ceremonial actions, and they sometimes embody a deity.

Baboons are closely associated with the Egyptian sun god, Ra, and the cyclical
patterns in nature, particularly the regular rising of the®3lihese creatures are an
integral inclusion in visual depictions of the rising sun, a decisiorethphasizethe
importance of the animals to the Egyptians. The area around the Nile was densely
populated by humans and monkeys alike, and with each sunrisaleasteetching of
the baboons. Egyptians observed these animals rising on their hind legs and lifting their

arms every morning to warm themselves in the rising sunlight after a long cold%ight.

9 Quirke 2001, 4748, 64, ill. 25.

80 Barbash 2013, 43.
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The pose of the creatures closely resembles the upitsaseifjesture that indicates

adoration in hieroglyphics and art, and they therefore appeared to worship the rising sun
every morning. These fimorning baboonsodo bec
day, and they maintained a close association with hetsdlar and lunar deitiésThe

wall painting from Deir eMedina serves as a clear example of baboons that worship the

sun god.

Although some baboon figurines clearly show the animal in a pose of adoration,
standing on its hind legs with its hands rdibefore its head, it is also possible that the
figurines are small statues of gdd he figurines most likely represent Heslgr and
Thoth, and the identity of the deity is often distinguishable by the color of the piece.

Thoth is sometimes representedihwa lunar disc and/or crescent on his head, and many
representations of seated baboons with this type of headdress survive. In these instances,
it is clear that the baboon possesses ceremonial significance.

The importance of these primates in Egypti@igion and ideology is evident even in
the funerary treatment of the anim&#\s symbols of rebirth both for humans and for
the sun god, they were sometimes buried alongside individuals. Although favorite pets
were sometimes interred with their ownersf(illow them into the afterlife), these
creatures also received other types of special treatment. The extensive baboon necropolis
at Saqqgara houses the mummified remains of hundreds of baboons. Although few other

monkey mummies are identified at the setdew vervet burials are recognized among

61 Quirke 2001, 4748, 64.
62 patch 2011, 164.

63 Barbash 2013, 43.
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the vast collection of baboon remafisNevertheless, these other types of monkeys do
not seem to be depicted as engaging in any type of ceremonial behavior in art, and the
preservation of so few of their rema@isSaggara may indicate that generally, these other

types of monkeys are not considered as ceremonially or ritually integral.

Conclusion

Primates are depicted in many different types of contexts, fulfilling several types
of roles in ancient EgyptiantaAlthough the animals are represented often as blue
figurines and as green figures in wall painting, they may also be represented as white
(particularly as an emidament of Hedjwer) or purpleThe creatures are depicted in a
broad range of poses in wphintings, and in at least three possible poses as figurines,
ranging from a crouchesiquat to sitting like a human on an object, to fully standing. The
most frequently represented position in which these creatures are represented, regardless
of medium,is the crouchegquat.

Many types of primates behave both as wild monkeys do, and perhaps as trained
animals. Although most of these creatures function in a variety of contexts, only baboons
seem to possess ceremonial roles. As both embodiments of deities sun
worshippers, these animals function outside the natural realm in ways that the other

primates often do not. The nature of primate iconography is complex in ancient Egypt,

64 This necropolis is from a later period (Barbash 2013, 43). For more informatior &mgrary
treat ment of bab oo The SacredeAaimabNeeropdlisat NoegtsSaggar®d 0 6
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but despite significantly fewer representations of monkeys in Minoatharimagery

from Crete and Thera appears to bear just as much iconographic weight.
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CHAPTER4
MINOAN PRIMATE FIGURINES

Introduction

The study of Minoan primate figurines is important for many reasons. The Early
Minoan (EM) figurines constitutdné first evidence of these animals on Crete, and as
such, they may contribute the earliest date for the beginning of the tradition of primate
representation on the island. Although only figurines (and no physical remains) of apes
and monkeys survive, it gossible that these small sculptures appeared with the first
Minoan sighting of live monkeys. These animals were most likebportedfrom Egypt,

a land full of both live primates and artistic representations of them.

The third millennium B.C. is hosbtearly trade contact betwe€nete, Egypt, and
the Near East® Egyptian imports, like faience and ivory, are known from this péfiod.
Objects like these indicate a clear internationaldreonnection between Egypt and Crete
and the Near Easthe situabn changed near the end of the EM period, however, with
the occurrence of a largeeale dessication event and the resulting human reactions
(invasion and population movemehft)locations that feature clear destruction levels
during approximately 225@050B.C. include but are not limited to Troy, Goltepe, and

Kiltepe. Many other Near Eastern sites were abandoned at least in part, if not

85Warren 1974, 4i142; Betancourt 2008, 103; Wiener 2013, 34.
66 Aruz 2008, 40.

67 Weiss et al. 1993, 995; Dalfes, Kukla, and Weiss 1997; Fiorentino €08, 81; Wiener 2013, 34.
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completely®® Egypt suffered from an extended period e$sication as well, and both
drought and famine are well documestieom the 8 Dynasty through the First
Intermediate Perioff Widespread destruction is also known throughout the Cyclades
and the Greek mainland. Crete also experienced a drier period, during which many
settlements were abandoned in favor of more rerhdl®p sites. The island
nevertheless appears to recover relatively quidditingthe foundations of monumental
architecture that would soon become the Minoan pafdcegth the development of
these urban centers, fegaching exchange networks resdand flourished.

The beginning of the Middle Bronze Age was a time of increased international
trade in the eastern Mediterranean, and Egyptianizing styles may be identified throughout
the region’! The route of the transmission of these ideas, howeweiffimult to trace
with certainty, due to the complex network of relationships between Crete, Egypt, and the
Near East? Local parallels for independent iconographic elements and-figulte
scenes are identified both on Crete and in the Leidiitis exchange is not
unidirectional; although it is not possible to determine whether or not Crete was engaged
directly with Egypt, it is possible that people from Crete encountered parts of Egyptian

culture through the Near East, which may have served as aemiddil in the

68 Mazar 1990, 1511173; Falconer 1994, 12123, 140142; Weiss et al. 1993, 995; Porter 2007, 11%;
Schwartz 2007, 52; Ur 2010, 388, 412.

69 Redford 1992, 61162; Wiener 2013, 34.

70 Catling 19781974, 34; Catling 1987988, 69; M@dy, Rackham, and Rapp 1996, 287; Nowicki 2000,
31i 32; Watrous 2004, 26@67; Moody 2009, 245246.

1 Dunand 1937, 1©10; Pittman and Aruz 1987, 37; Aruz 2013, 213, 225.
72punand, 1937,1010; Aruz 2008, 45, 53%9.

These elements and scenes are not prisiadeific, but rather span the iconographic vocabulary of each
region (Dunand 1937,/90; Aruz 2000, 512; 2008, 5869).
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transmission of cultural iconography and id&&Bhe relationship between these regions
results in the continual exchange and perhaps refinement and standardization of some
iconographic elements. In Crete, the Taweret filaad the scarab bded® first appear
during this period. The Bes figure probably also belongs to this early and prominent
group of Egyptian influences that first appeared on Crete during the early second
millennium B.C., although its appearance has not been concretedy’ Ga@tes similarity
between primate figurines from Egypt and Crete constitutes another Egyptianizing
phenomenon in Crete that may have begun as early as the EM period.

Many examples of Minoan primate iconography date to the end of the Early and
the MiddleMinoan periodg® Although many of these figurines were recovered from
mixed funerary contexts, indications of these early dates come from other evakence,
the use of ivory® Two sources of ivory were available to the Minoans during the Bronze
Age: hippoptamus ivory was imported from the EM and into the MM periods, and
elephant ivory only appears on Crete later, during the LM pé&fiod.

This chapter identifies a series of characteristics by which primate figurines may

be recognized, and a subdivision yjfés amonghe pieces is established. Titems are

74 Aruz 2008, 228.
S Gill 1970, 405; Weingarten 1983, 1iQi03; 1991, 1R14; 2005, 760;

®Warren 1965, 34; Gill 1970, 405; Branigan 1925 26; Rutkowski 1986, 245, nos. 79, 80; 1991, 36,
56i 57; Davaras 1988, 487, figs. 14, no. 14; Befilor 2003; 2006, 78; for a bibliography, see Pini 2000.

TWeingarten 1983, 101.03; 2013, 372374; Krzyszkowska 2012, 15356, figs. 89.
8\Vandervondedn 1994, 176183.
" Ferrence 2011, 603; Betancourt 2014, 50.

80 Kryszkowska 1988; 1989; 2005, 59; Shonias 199568873 74; Ferrence 2011, 603; Betancourt 2014,
50.
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divided into three separatategories$! The standardized features of these pieces are
discussed, and the similarities with contemporary Egyptian primate figures are

considered.

Minoan Primate Iconagphy

The primate figurines recovered from Crete may be subdivided into three distinct
classes according to the number and appearance of the animal(s) on each one. The first
group consists of thicker figurines that feature only one animal that sits andtiched
squat position. The second category includes creatures that appear to be elongated and
not so thick in the body, that sit on top of something instead of in the creagheat
posture. The final category features dotfij@rines, in which two pmates sit bacito-
back in the crouching squat position. Each type of object is closely examined, and

examples of each are provided.

Single Seated Squat Primate Figurines

In the first class of primate figurine, a single animal is represented iuehing

squat, with the knees bent and pulled up to the chest of the creature. One of the best

81 Xanthoudides identifies the doukfigures as doubkbirds rather than primates (1918).f8; 1924, pl.
15: 1026, 1146).
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examples of this type is knowrofn Tholos A at Platanos (Fig.13A and 213B).82 The
figures generally possess a heavy brow ridge and a long snout. Some Sigueserve

drilled holes for the eyes, and pointed ears are occasionally present as well. The
shoulders, chest, and neck of the creature are often particularly thick. The two front legs
are usually positioned in front of the creature, between the twdduasdhat curl up to

either side of the animal as it sits in the crouching squat. These objects do not preserve
any evidence for the presence of a tail.

Many of these types of figurines also feature motifs that are inscribed into the
base, rendering thébect a seal. The items also bear drilled holes that would enable one
to thread the figurine onto a string or rope (like a bead) presumably for easy
transportation and use. The holes are often drilled horizontally through the shoulders of
the animal, andertically from the top of the head, so that the tunnels form an inverted T
shape. Although most of the figurines in this group are crafted from hippopotamus ivory,
one example of an exception exists from Malia in black stédtitihough from a much
laterperiod (LM 1), two lapis lazuli beads from Knossos survive that feature a primate in
this positior?* Other examples of this type of figurine survive from Archanes Phourni,
Hagios Charalambos Cave, Hagia Triada, Kali Limicli@sapeza, and a second sianil

figurine also survives from Platan®fs.

82 Evans 1926, 119, fig. 87:1; 1935, fig. 411; Xanthoudides 1924, 114, no. 1040, pl. 13; Branigan 1970, fig.
13; Vandervondelen 1994, 78, fig. 2; Karetsou 2000, 174, fig. 156.

83 Platon 1969, 484, 492, no. 416; Vandervdadd 994, 181182, fig. 74 b; Karetsou 2000, 174, fig. 157.

84 Evans 1906, 141, 15153, figs. 26, 130, 131a, no. 25; Pendlebury 1930a, 83; Pendlebury 1930b, 25,
nos. 44 45; Cline 1994, 136, 138, nos. 34, 50; Effinger 1996, 49, pl. 6; Karetsou 2000,868%g. 174.

85 This figurine is made of white faience according to Vandervondelen 1994, 181, fig. 6.

86 Xanthoudides 1924, 122, no. 1026, pl. 15; Banti 19831, 216, 248, no. 265, fig. 120d; Xenaki
Sakellariou 1958, 1, no. 2, pl. 1:2 and 15:2; Plata#91272; Yule 1980, 11, 94; Sakellarakis and Kenna
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Single Elongated Seated Primate Figurines

The second group of primate figurines seems to occur less frequently than the
first, and the elongated body of the single creature accents its looser, expandedgose. Th
example of this type comes from Trapeza, and it currently constituitesi@ember of this
group (Fig. 4.1A and 4H).8” The object features a primate that is seated as though on an
object, with the knees bent but not raised to the chest. The head fegoesunced
brow ridge and a long snout, and ears and drilled eyes are recognizable. The arms extend
outward and downward, so that the hands rest on the knees of the animal. The back is
slightly hunched, and the shoulders and neck are not as thick ({imoptly) as seen on
the first group of primate figurines. No evidence for a tail survives on any examples, but
a support for the seated figure does extend from its backside to the top of a rounded base,
on top of which the primate rests.

These figurine also function as seals, as indicated by the motif that decorates the

bottom surface of the base. This particular object also possesses an invarsged

1969, 383, no. 20; Marinatos and Hirmer 1973, 118, no. 12, fig. 12; Blasingham 1981, 13; Sakellarakis and
Sakellaraki 1991, 120, 122, fig. 97; Vandervondelen 1994 10 fig. 6; Karetsou 2000, 17274,figs.
153, 156; Betancourt 2014, 1381, fig. 27, pl. 13.

87 Pendebury 1939, 87, pl. 13:2; Zervos 1956, pl. 208; Hood 1978, 212, pl. 210c; CMS II.1, fig. 435; Yule

1980, 100, 151; LambreRhillipson 1990, 270, fig. 236, pl. 59; Phillips 1991, 784, fig. 3&tetsou
2000, fig. 154.
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drilled hole. The item is composed of hippopotamus i¥&Few of these figural types

have survivd from Bronze Age Crefenone of which come from datable contexts

Squat Doublég~igure Primate Figurines

The third and final group of primate figurines feature two seemingly identical
figures that sit in the crouching squat position, beckack. A well preserved example
survives from Thims Tomb A at Platanos (Fig. 4.2A andB)2° This object features
two thick-bodied primates that are each positioned very similarly to the single primates
from the first category of figurines. The head of each featarprominent brow ridge and
a short snout, and two slightly raised areas on either side of the top of the head (ears?).
Two eyes are drilled into the face. Although the body is fairly smooth, two arms and two
legs are carved in relief, and the arms astpned in front of the body, between the two
back legs. Each of the hind legs is bent at the knee, and the knees are positioned near the
body rather than positioned in front of the body, as though seated on a chair or stool.
Both figures sit on top of #at, thin base. No indications of tails survive.

Like the previous figurines, these also bear drilled holes through which one may
thread the object onto a string. The hole is not an inverstape, but instead it runs
horizontally through the spadest separates the necks of the two figures. Some of the

objects in this group are carved on the bottom, and therefore double as seals. Other items

88 Evans 1906, 141, 15153, figs. 26, 130, 131a, no. 25; Pendlebury 1930a, 83; Pendlebury 1930b, 25,
nos. 44 45; Cline 1994, 136, 138, nos. 34, 50; Effinger 1996, 49, pl. 6; Karetsou 2000,863%ig. 174.

89 Xanthoudides 1924122, pl. 15:1026; Zervos 1956, pl. 199; Phillips 1991, 735, fig. 345; Karetsou 2000,
184, fig. 170.

47



feature flat bases that are blank on the bottom surface, and they may be uncarved seals.
Nevertheless, whethearved or uncarved, the objects belong to the same group of
doublefigure primate figurines. Other examples of this type survive from Archanes

Phourni, Hagios Charalambos Cave, Lebena, Marathokephalo, and Tfapeza.

Discussion

All three types of Minan primate figurines feature several similarities, despite
the categorical differences. The single thick squat group and the dmuske squat
group are particularly strongly related to one another. Nevertheless, all of the objects are
united in terms o$ubject.

The thick bodies of the first and third groups are strikingly similar not only in
proportion, but also in style and hardiness. Both types present primates in identical
pose® poses that, because of their compact andceeifained nature, limthe possible
breakage of the piece. Unlike the elongated group, few parts of the animals protrude
enough from the central mass of the object to be considered fragile.

The second figural class, on the other hand, features a figure with an elongated
body and pose. The legs are bent at the knee but extended forward instead of pulled up to
the chest, and the arms extend away from the body so that the hands rest on the knees.

Not only is this pose more open and relaxed than the poses of the other groupss, but t

90 Xanthoudides 1918, fig. 8; Pendlebury, Pendlebury, and M@uepts 19351936, 97, 101, no. 10, fig.
21:10, pl. 14; Phillips 1991, 785, fig. 389; Sd&mkis and Sapour@akellaraki 1997, 636, fig. 693;

Alexiou and Warren 2004, 14647, no. 29, pl. 133:a; Karetsou 2000, 173, 184, figs. 155, 170; CMS 1.1,
no. 436; Betancourt 2014, 881, fig. 27, pl. 13.
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posture allows for the elongation of the body. Rather than a compaatostdined
figure, the pose of the primate opens, and the object becomes more Ragliels exist
for this position in Egyptian art, and this type of seated pose also sessrommon
than the other two types of primate poses in Egyptiait art.

All three figural groups are executed primarily in hippopotamus ivory and
therefore appear to be a creamy (sometimes yelleywgtite. Although two documented
contemporary exceptiorexis® in serpentine and faiengethe faience sample is also
white in color. Both of these objects belong to the first figural type, which appears to
have the largest number of samples.

Additionally, all of these figurines also feature drilled holes, bugrited F
shaped piercings appear on only the first and second groups. Horizontal holes are
featured on the first and third groups. Finally, most of these objects also serve as seals,
due to the inscribed motifs on the flat bottom surfaces.

Although the skection of known primate figurines from this period is certainly
impacted by the problem of survival, the frequency with which the first group occurs is
greater than either of the other two groups. When this information is coupled with the
recognition of a identical pose in the third group, one general tendency becomes clear:
primate iconography appears to become standardized. Few examples survive of animals
that are not positioned in the crouckssghat with the front legs extended between the
hind legs.

Strikingly, none of the surviving primate figures are depicted with auallke

their Egyptian counterparts that usually clearly feature a tail that is wrapped closely

91 Petrie 1914, pl. XXXVII figs. 204a and 204c.
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around the body (perhaps to prevent the breakage of an otherwise delicate addition to
piece that is clearly meant to be handl&Bcause of this lack of appendage, the animals
may be considered apes. A difficulty arises with this conclusion, though: no primates are
indigenous to Crete, and no evidence survives for their presence sfatite Primates

with tails (monkeys) are, however, indigenous to Egypt during this early period.

Egyptian Connections

The contemporary Egyptian primate figurines bear a strong resemblance to the
figurines from Creté? Similarities include some of thmaterials from which the
figurines are made, as well as the poses in which the animals are d&pictEdypt, the
creatures assume several types of poses, many of which are strikingly similar to those
that occur in Minoan iconography, but many of which also glaringly different. The
closest in appearance and most frequently occurring of the positions on Egyptian
figurines is the single creature that rests in a crouched @€jga8B.1, 3.4, 3.6 Although
the position of the hands varies, the physuzaition of the rest of the body remains
relatively consistent.

Double figurines also make an appearance in Egypt, and some appear as the

Minoan double figures do (Figs. 4.2A andB).2* Other examples of double figurines

92 Refer to Chapter 3 for a discussion of Egyptian primate iconography.
93 Petrie 1914, 43, pl. XXXVII; Andrews 1994, 27, 53,i6@, 89, figs. 24, 54, 64, 71, 90.

%4 Weise 1996, 67, pl. 77, no. 28Rz 2008, 5758, fig. 103.
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feature two animals in a crouahsquat side by sid@ Although not all objects in this

group adhere to the scheme for double figurines that is observable in the examples from
Crete, the concept of a joined pair of primates is nevertheless present in Egyptian culture
as well.

In Egypt,however, the primates are monkeys instead of théetslapes that are
found in burial contexts on CreteMost of these early representations are made from
faience (white, green, blue, and pale purple), lapis lazuli, and®6dihe. small, portable
natue of these figurines coupled with the marked increase in international trade in the
Eastern Mediterranean at the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age allows for the
probable iconographic transmission of primate figurines between the Minoans and
Egyptians. Wh this close connection in mind, the presence of small white primate
figurines on Crete from the EMiIMM Il periods that are strikingly similar to
contemporary Egyptian primate figurines may suggest that the objects on Crete were
derivations or permutatins of one of Egyptos gowes® The (

Hedpwer is a god that, in Egypt, often functions as an intermediary and acts on
behalf of deceased ancestors. It is possible that the popularity of such a figure increased

during the dessicain period of the 'S millennium B.C. The associated drop in leng

% petrie 1914, 43, pl. XXXVII.

% The dates for both the Egyptian pieces and Minoan pieces are relative. The Minoan pieces are dated by
context and material, but the nature of Minoan ossuaries necessitates continual opening, new deposits, and
closure of the burial area. As such, onestrrely on the general, relative date for the context, as well as the

dating for the appearance and use of hippopotamus ivory on Crete. The Egyptian pieces are those

discovered and dated by Sir Flinders Petrie, whose chronological analyses are not faliabtd, these

objects are generally attributed a broad possible r

7 Ibid.

98 Petrie 1902, 25; Friedman and Borromeo 1998j 173; Karetsou 2000, 69, fig. 149; Arruz 2008, 57;
Karetsou 2000, 169, fig. 149.
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reaching trade routes would not occur instantly, but rather somewhat gradually, parallel
to the decline in local prosperity. With the increase in popularity of figurines of The

Great White @e in Egypt, one or some of these figurines may have made the trek across
the Libyan Sea to Crete, where Minoans were experiencing similarly difficult conditions.
Minoans may have found the white baboon god images appealing, not only as an item
with exoticorigins but also as an item that bears liminal associations with the deceased.
With the emergence of Crete from the considerably drier climate, the occurrence of the
white baboon figurines also seems to decline.

Additionally, Hedjwer is subsumed by THotater in Egyptian history, and so
representations of The Great White One slowly disappear in Egypt. These objects are
replaced by the usually blue, sometimes green, and rarely lavender faience images of
Thoth as a baboon. Similarly, the small represantatof white primate figurines on
Crete also disappear after the MM Il period. During a later period (LM II), however,
primate figurines may reappear, but the creatures are made of lapis lazuli. The shift in the
color of the objects in Egypt is mirroregt the objects on Cref@ With this relationship
in mind, it is possible that Minoan primate iconography was closely related to portable
Egyptian primate iconograpt{® They may have been so closely related that Minoans
adopted and adapted aspects of thepEgy god that the objects represented.

The contexts in which Minoan objects were recovered is also of paramount

importance to understanding the ways in which they may be more closely associated with

% One must acknowledge, however, the rare nature of the primate figurine in late Minoan art.

100 Although the two types of iconography appear to be closely related, it is possible that some Egyptian
beliefs may have traveled with the primate figurinestande who bore them to Crete. The direct
translation and transmission of the Egyptian deity to Crete is a complex topic, however, and it is unlikely
that Hedjwer was adopted directly by the Minoans without adaptation or change.
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their Egyptian counterparts. Most of the figurinesirGrete come from burial contexts,

and they may bear particular significance for Minoan funerary ideologies. In Egypt, both
Hedjpwer and Thoth are key figures in interactions with the supernatural realmwided;

serves as a linking force that bears thgrapal of the ancestors of a nevdppointed

ruler, and in this way, the deity function
deceased linead®&! Thoth, who functions as both a messenger of the gods and

intermediary between humans and deitibsssao f r equent |l y pl ays a ke
afterlife!®®wWhen an individual 6s heart is weighed
records the judgment before the ruling is carried'®\Finally, primates are generally

associated with notions of renewal anbiréa, due in large part to the relationship

between baboons and the daily celestial cy&®ga/hen the context of the Minoan

primate figurines is considered with the symbolism of these creatures in Egypt and the
mythologies of both Hedjver and Thoth, a geral association between primates and

funerary contexts in both cultures seems undeniable.

Conclusion

Minoan primate figurines from the EM Il through MM Il periods may be divided

into three distinct and characteristic groups according to numbgrosed The

101 Barbash 2013, 45.
102Barbash 2013, 45; Shaw 2014, 51.
103 Andrews 1994, 45, 55; Shaw 2014, 51.

104 Quirke 2001, 4748, 64, ill. 25; Robins 2008, 137, 185, figs. 155, 218; Barbash 2013643
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development of a standardized form for these creatures appears with the relatively early
and few other poses that occur within the greater corpus of these objects. The crouched
squat clearly becomes the standard pose.

Additionally, the Minoarfigures bear a strong resemblance in type and color to
contemporary Egyptian primate figurines. Additionally, both single and double figure
pieces are documented in both locations. Finally, both the contexts of the figurines on
Crete and the symbolic assattons of the figurines from Egypt are directly related to
funerary ideologies. When this information is compounded with the rise in international
trade in the Aegean during this period, as well as other Egyptianizing motifs present on
Crete (i.e., TawetgeBes, and scarabs), the adaptation of Egyptian primate iconography

by the Minoans appears to be highly likely.
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CHAPTERS
MONKEYS IN MINOAN GLYPTIC ART

Introduction

Bronze Age Aegean seals and sealings constitute a vast and largely untapped
corpws of Aegean iconographi{® The small surface and sometimes fragmentary nature
of the seals and sealings often create difficulty in the study of the iconography of each,
among other considerations. Glypsiaurcesnay be used, however, to earn a better
undestanding of iconography seen elsewhere.

The goals of this chapter are to propose a series of characteristics by which
monkeys may be identified theglyptic artsand to better understand the roles filled by
the primates in Minoan glyptmourcesFirst,the particular difficulties involved in the
study of Bronze Agseals and sealinggll be addressed. Next, the occurrence of
monkey iconography iglyptic sourcesvill be considered, with a particular focus on the
context, company, and pose of the priesatAfter ths close visual investigation, the
studywill discuss the possibility of a generally standardized monkey iconography in
glyptic art Finally, the primate imagery will be considered with contemporary parallels
in Minoan wall painting in order tbetter understand the tiny scenes found on seals and

sealings, as well as the potential role played by the monkey.

105 For the purposes of this investigation, all seals discussed are from Fortsch, von Hdgbergand
Pini, 1958 2011 pnline database
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Difficulties with Glyptic Arts

Before desribing the variety of contexts ampises, and the range of company
kept by the monkeys depeéxt in glypticsourcesit is first necesary to outline some of
the hurdes encountered when one studies seals and sealings. These difficulties include
the small size of the iconography, the variety of styles in which the seals are executed, the
contextuainformation,andthe portability of the objects.

Due to thesmall size of seals, the iconographic elements portrayed on each must
necessarily be smaller than the surface available for deconmatmost other medigor
instance, the surface of one seglCMS 1.8 262(Fig. 5.9 is only 1.6 cm in its longest
measurement. Although approximately half of the overall pictorial field is damaged
and/or missing, the entire body of the monkey is represented, and therefore measures
considerablyessthan 1.6 cmProvided with such a small field, the craftsman may only
represent the monkey with a limited combination of identifying features. If any of these
features are omitted, confused, abraded, or otherwise lost, then the identification of the
original figure maybe easily mistaken.

This case of mistaken or misunderstood identity may then be exacerbated by the
use of different styles in seals. For instamse can comparthe differentstyles from
three sealsr sealingsCMS I1.8 262(fig. 5.4), CMS I1.8 286(fig. 5.3), andCMS 11.3
103(fig. 5.13. Within each of these styles, a different core visual vocabulary may be
used, and therefore three distinct symbols may be used to communicate a single object or

entity. Because of this variability, the most signifitaspects of a figure in one style
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may be different and therefore misunderstood by individuals familiar with another
style 1% Although styles may differ based on the period in which they were created, it is
also possible that they differ based on the ggolgc location and culture in which they
were created.

Unfortunately, many of the recovered seals and sealings have limited information
regarding context. Catalog entries for several seals provide only the country (and
sometimes also the region) in whittte seal was originally found, as is the caseséone
objects, although others lIKeéMS | 478(Fig. 5.9, simply list an unknown contexiVith
the problem of context also comes the problem of portability. Because of the small size of
the objects in quéisn as well as the inherent purpose(s) of seals and sealings, they are
recovered from a variety of sites, sometimes far from the postulated place/region of

manufa&ture

Monkey Iconography in Glyptiért

Despite the hurdles associated with the stidseals and sealings, an attempt
must still be made to understand and categorize the iconography present. This study will
focus only on seals that may include monkeys. Three primary aspects of the images will

be considered: context, company, and pose.

106 Of course, it is possible for a single individual or culture to operate and maintain several visual
vocabul aries, so this difficulty may only fapply to
iconographic material from Bronze Age Aegean seals.
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Context

Monkeys appear to inhabit at least two distinct contexts in glgptithe
outdoors and an area with some type of ymeaule object or architectural structure. A
third category exists, although it serves as a ealicland consists of scenes ifmah no
environmental markers are present. This is the unclear category.

Scenes of monkeys in the outdoors are well known from the frescoes of Akrotiri
and Knosso$?” Similarly, monkeys appear in a variety of outdoor landscapes in Minoan
seals and sealisgThe clearest images show backgrounds in which rockwork and foliate
motifs are featured. Although one seal preserves a clear representation of a rocky setting
in which monkeys appear, sometimes the only indication of rockwork is a slightly uneven
line that supports the monkey in space. Similarly, the foliate motifs include stylized
flower blossoms, patterns resembling palm leaves, and possibly papyri and grasses.
Although these elements may appear with monkeys inside of a greater outdoor setting,
they arealso sometimes depicted independently as background elements and appear to
float around the central figure (as seen on se&ikg 11.6 073 Hg. 5.6). The monkeys
are sometimes depicted as engaging with the surrounding environmental el&ivsits (

11.8 286, Fig. 5.3 or simply as present in the given setti@S 1.5 297 Fig. 5.9.

In a second contextual category, monkeys sometimes ajopeseract with or

stand neamanmade objects and/or architectural structures. Some of the objects found in

thes scenes with monkeys include a chair and basket. Importantly, this category of scene

107 Doumas 1992, 12023; Evely 1999, 174.
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is not referred to an indoor scene; although thesemmade objects are often found
indoors, each is also capable of being transported out of doors. Rather, little or no
indication of context has been provided until this point, and as such, an allowance must
be made for the possibility that the scenes with these objects may exist either inside or
outside.

The scenes involving mamade objects and/or architectural struetuappear as
though they may be an amalgamation of individual elements arranged within the pictorial
field in order to create a scer@MS 1.3 103 Fig. 5.13. For instance, a monkey appears
in the space between two large female figures (human or djwviel® a variety of
smaller, more abstract symbols dominate the upper registers of the image. In this scene,
no clear indications of a particular setting appear, beyond thenmade objects present.

Finally, relatively few images exist ohly monkeysjn whichno environmental
markers are also present. For instance, one particular seal preserves most of an image of a
monkey that appears to crouch without any ground line or accompanying objects or
motifs (CMS Il 236¢ Fig. 5.). In these cases, the &gt may be unimportant to the
image, or it may have been omitted simply because the setting itself is inherently
understood as being associated with monkeys.

Whether pictured among elements of a natural landscape or witimaa
objects, monkeys may lm®nsidered to inhabit the outdoors, unless otherwise specifically
depicted. Because this contextual lack of specificity exists, perhaps the background is less
important in a generic monkey scene rather than a formulaic or potentially narrative

scene CMS Il 357, Fig. 5.7. Regardless of the context in which the monkey appears,
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the company with which it is shown is certainly integral to the full comprehension of the

image.

Company

Monkeys are shown in three different social situations in Minoan artealvith
at least one other monkey, and with at least onenmamkey figure. The latter two
categories are spotted at least six times in Minoan wall paintings. Solitary monkeys
appear as a motif that is specific to gly@rt Although sometimes alondé live
creatures are not solitary by nature. Rather, monkeys prefer to live among other animals
(whether monkey or not), as is more commonly shown in both Minoan wall paintings and
in glyptic sourcesFor instance, these creatures are sometimes shoha company of
other monkeys, or a human, and/or another creature. In scenes involving only two
monkeys, the creatures may seem to interact with one anGi& ].8 286 Fig. 5.3.
In this case, the number of animals present does not seem significaatheiortwo
monkeys do not appear together in Minoan seals, however, perhaps due to the limited
size of the medium.

Monkeys also interact with humans and other creatures in Minoan glyptic
Significantly, only one monkey is depicted per seal as iniegawith another species at
a time. At least seven of the fourteen seals and sealings considered in this study show a
monkey interacting with at least one rmonkey figurg(CMS XIII 135, Fig. 5.14; CMS

Il 358, Fig. 5.8; CMS Il 357, Fig. 5.7; CMS 11.72@, Fig. 5.9; CMS 11.8 262, Fig. 5.4,
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CMS 11.3 103, Fig. 5.13; CMS | 377, Fig. 5.10). For instance, one seal (CMS 1l 357, Fig.
5.7) shows a monkey sitting or crouching in the leftmost area of the regibtiera
human male stands in the center of thetquial space and faces the monkey. Horizontal
bands delineate the upper and lower bounds of the image. The background is populated
by a thredancedfloral motif (crocuses or grass@s8o the scene probably takes place
outside. Perhaps most significantiiye monkey appears to wear a belt or halter, which
may be connected to a line that extends behind the male human figure and into the
background®

Although the figure that accompanies the monkey is often a human, one image
exists that suggests the present another animal iadditionto the humaé perhaps a
griffin or large cat. Despite the similarity of the figures from this fragmentary image to
the wall paintings from Xeste 3 ak#otiri (Offering to the Seated Goddgsthe roles
have been rearrangetie monkey remains seated in a chair on the right, while a
(female?) human approaches from the left. The other creature appears to lay or sit on the
ground near the human while facing the monkey.

The rather minimalist images which a monkey and littledalitionalvisual
information is providedgeem particularly suited to the small scale of Minoan glyptic
sourcesAdditiondly, these types of scenes have dngen foundas figurines, but they
have not been found elsewhere in lasgale Minoan art. It seeswweasonable to conclude
that these singligure monkey scenes are designed for the tiny surfaces of seals. The
more complicated scenes that involve numerous figures, backgrounds, motifs, and

sometimes borders may be descendent from other types of Migaead art,aswall

This |Iline may be a |l eash that is connected to the
background, or perhaps it indicates the preseneesteam or river in the landscape.
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painting. In each of the images discussed so far, however, the identity of the characters
designated as monkeys has not been questioned. Do the figures depicted vaguely
resemble monkeys to the modern eye, or were they originally edetobe monkeys?

The iconographic signifiers of monkeys (as opposed to other creatures) will be

investigated next.

Pose

Several individual parts of the figures must be discussed when attempting to argue
for the positive identification of an iconogtap type for monkeys. The general shape of
the head, the overall shape of the torso, and the position of the arms are each important
considerations. Additionally, the position of the tail, legs, and even the prominence of the
feet (or lack thereof) mustsm be addressed when attempting to distinguish monkey from
nortmonkey in such a tiny medium. First the variety of positions depicted will be
reviewed, before discussing which traits seem characteristic of monkeys in Minoan
glyptic art

When viewing posble monkey figures, the precise shape of the head appears to
vary depending on the style and size of the monkey shown. The head almost always
possesses a snout, but the projection of the snout varies significantly. For instance, the
snout may range fromsmall round extension from the he&MS VS1A 159, fig. 14)
to a long, slender snout (CMS Ill 377, Fig. 5.11), to a very slight, somewhat tapered

projection beyond the face (CMS 11.6 073, Fig. 5.6). The position of the face, when
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discernible, ranges frompward and downwardooking, as well as neutrally positioned.
Fine details may be included, like an incision around the upper exterior of the face where
a facial marking may be located in reality, to only large eyes, or even slightly pointed
ears. Esserdlly, the structure and position of the head, as well as the features included
on the face, do not appear to be pivotal in ascertaining the identity of each figure.

The shape of the torso of the character, however, is almost consistently bulkier at
the $oulders than at the waist (CMS 11.8 286, Fig. 5.3; CMS 11.8 262, Fig.AsAnay
al so be observed in reality, monkeyso tors
broad shoulders down to the slendereswai st.
appear strikingly similar in silhouette to those of belnested, waspraisted men in
Minoan art. Of course, the rare exception does e&itS 11.6 073, Fig. 5.6), but this
example also differs significantly in style from the other seals and sealitigs study.

The position of the arms and hands may also help in the decipherment of a
figureds i dentity. Monkeys are repeatedly
either extend down and away from the body at an angle or extend perpendicularly
forward from the body. The elbows are bent, and both forearms are usually raised
upward, so that the hands or paws are | oca
Although the position of the hands is difficult to ascertain in some images (CMS 11.6 073,

Fig. 5.6; CMS |1 377, Fig. 5.10), it is clear that they may be positioned as feitiey
toward or away from the face, based on othemples (CMS I1.8 262, Fig. 5.4; CMS
I1.6 282, Fig. 5.12). The action that this pose may represenidakeys is curreiy

unknown1?®

109 0One may be tempted to draw parallels between monkeys in this posture and the later Goddesses with
Upraised Arms.
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I n the rare instances in which monkeys?o
positioned relatively close to the head or face, the monkeys appear to be otherwise
engaged. In some images, monkeys appear with busy hands. Some of these scenes
include representations of the animals climbing on rocks and holding something, perhaps
in offering, toward anothdigure (CMS 11.8 286, Fig. 5.3; CMS Il 358, Fig. 5.8).
these images, the monkey seems to break with the upraised arm pagtwien tre
hands are necessarily otherwise engaged, for iconographic or practical reasons.

An important distinguishing feature between monkeys and several other creatures
(including humans) that appear within the Minoan glyptic visual vocabulary is the tail. In
Minoan wall paintings, monkeys are usually shown with two distinct tail positions: the S
curve and the €urve. In Minoan glyptisourcesthe Gcurve tail does not appear, but
the Scurve does.

The Scurve is the most commonly occurring type of monkdynaseals and
sealings. At first glance, many of the monkey tails pictured in glgotiappear long and
stick-like. With closer inspection, the tip of the tail curves or angles slightly in one
direction, while the t ainthe apposite drection.dheseof t h
slight shifts in angle at the top and bottom of the tail essentially fonodified S-curve.

When the small size of the pictorial surface is compounded with the smooth twisted
shape of the tail, a lesBansmooth Scurve $iould not be surprising.

Some of the monkeyb6s tails also appear
possible that that the end of the tail was intentionally broadened, it is also possible that it
was accidentally thickened as a result of manufactuecdigniques. In three cases,

however, the tuft at the endCM5il.826BFKg. monkey
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5.4, CMS | 377 Fig. 5.10 CMS VS1A 159 Fig. 5.1). Although the inclusion of a tuft is
not necessary to identify a figure as a monkiegiso does not preclude the figure from
being a monkey.

The pose of the lower body is generally represented in a crouched squat. The
knees are bent and drawn up to the chest. Sometimes the thighs are represented as thicker
than calvegCMS Il 236¢ Fig. 5.1), but this is not consistently applied to monkey
iconography. Sometimes the legs are simply represented as two separdiieestick
appendagesOMS 1.7 024 Fig. 5.9. The angle of the bent legs varies relatively little in
this position.

A monkey B also shown seated on an object resembling a campStdé (1.8
262 Fig.59 . The incorporation of a stool into
change in leg position, rather than a simple shift of the same monkey in a crsqala¢d
to the top bthe stool. The posture of the creature becomes more human: the legs rest
against the chair and extend to the ground. The Minoan iconographic language does not
seem to include an image of a monkey perched on top of a campstool in a crouched squat,
as a ral monkey may. With this change in position comes a shift in the way that the legs
are represented: rather than a thick line and a thin line, the buttocks and thighs of the
monkey appear large and rounded, while the lower legs appear as lortikstick
extensions from the thigh. The legs of this monkey terminate in clearly indicated flat feet.
The inclusion of articulated feet, even when they are small, is also a trait shared by most
of the monkeys represented in Minoan glyatit

At least one represttion exists of a standing monkey. Unfortunately, the seal is

heavily damaged and less than half of it surviv&®$ | 377 Fig. 5.10. Although only
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the upper portion of the legs are visible, enough evidence remains to indicate that one leg
was extendebefore the other, and that the upper thighs are depicted as thick and
rounded.

Monkeys appear in a broad variety of contexts and in the company of distinct
figures in Minoan glypti@art As reviewed, the creatures are also represented with
different gedtres, yet a smaller corpus of poses exists than corpus of genre scenes (when
one considers the setting and other characters and objects included in the image). Armed
with a general overview of the appearance of monkeys in Minoan gbmircesone
may tren attempt to understand the pictorial conventions used in both the depiction of the

monkeys and the scenes in which they are found.

Discussion

Despite the variety of contexts in which the monkey is positioned on seals and
sealings, patterns bedio emerge upon closer inspection. Both the settings in which
monkeys are represented and the companions of the monkeys in each image will be
considered, as well as the representation of the monkey form. In order to discuss monkey
scenes, however, the atylto properly identify figures as monkeys must first be
addressed. An understanding of the physical appearance of the monkey inagtyptic
enable better identification.

From the review of the physical gestures and poses of monkeys in Minogin seal

and sealings, a pattern may be recognized. Although exceptions and variations do exist,
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the visual symbol for monkeyenerallyappears to share the following traits: the head of

the monkey may or may not have delineated features, but the indicatiomuaizte is

al most always somehow represented as part
usually taper to a slender waist, and the arms are almost always bent with the elbows
extended away from the body, so that the hands are raised to approximatdigigéad

(unless otherwise engaged). The tail curls upward behind the monkey-ocuaneSand

the legs are bent at the knee and drawn up to the chest. The feet are usually clearly
articulated at the bottom of each leg.

Although it is not a physical featei of the monkey itself, three carefully detailed
examples exist in which the animal is shown wearing some sort of garment or harness. In
the first image, the monkey seated on the campstool features two horizontal bands at the
waist CMS 11.8 262 Fig. 5.94. The second example is poorly preserved, but it shows a
monkey with a similarly placed pair of horizontal bands at the waMtS |1 377, Fig.

5.10. The third and perhaps most detailed figure strikes the characteristic monkey pose,

and two horizontal bats wrap around the waist of the creat@®S Il 357, Fig. 5.79.
Additionally, a single | ong undulating | in
waist, behind its human companion, and out of the pictorial field. Parallels for these belts

or harnesss exist in Minoan frescoes, in which these objects are painted it ted.

would seem that either the idea of a haltered and leashed monkey (treated as a pet) was
widespread, or it had become a pictorial convention in Minoan art that denoted monkeys

and ®metimes other animals as fulfilling a certain role, whether religious or secular.

110seen on the Saffron Gatherer from Knossos and the Griffin in the Offering to the Seated Goddess from
Akrotiri.
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Given the tiny size of seals and the limited pictorial field, a general iconographic
shorthand was developed for a variety of figures, among which is the monkey. The most
generalized yet consistent characteristics, as discussed above, were the features that
would be most clearly understood as indicativenohkeyin the glypticart visual
vocabulary. The emphasis on certain aspects of physical form appears relatively
natumlistic and also appears to reference the most prominent physical differences
between monkeys and humans.

The gesture of many of the monkeys depicted also seems to highlight the
similarities and differences between primates and humans. The upraisezhdrh@nds
of the monkeys are reminiscent of the later Goddesses with Upraised Arms. Although no
direct parallels exist for humans that are seated or crouched with bent knees drawn up to
the chest, humans are certainly capable of maintaining the posesénwihys, the only
significant visual markers that clearly indicate the identity of the figure as monkey and
nothuman are the tail and perhaps the sibut.

The upraised arms and hands may be considered indicative of religious behavior,
particularly adoraon and/or offering. Although a closer study of the position of the
hands may prove useful, it is unfortunately not possible with the current number and
preservation of seals and sealings that exist. As discussed above, some appear to hold the
palm of thehands toward the face while others seem to hold the palms away from the

face. The lack of clarity and consistency in this matter leads one to wonder whether the

111 Although sometimes humans are represented with a nose and chin or lips that extend considerably from
the rest of the face and may be considered as resembling a muzzle. Also, in alternate poses (like standing),
certain parts of the monkey are @masized as anatomically distinct from that of humans, namely the

extremely thick and rounded upper thighs. In these instances, the pose of the animal is no longer considered
indicative of the type of figure represented. Rather, without the typical sgatech that indicatesmonkey

the anatomical parts of the monkey that distinguish it from any physically similar creature, like humans,

must be emphasized.
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position of the palms is relevant to the artist or intended audience for the reading of the
image. Perhaps the hands of small creatures in glgyitieere treated in a similar way as
human and mnkey hands in fresco paintidgvith little to no regard for the

differentiation of right and left hand$?

Parallels for the pexstinglypigsouraesalthobhgh mon k e
the humans that perform the action are often engaged with objects or deities. For
instance, one seal from Knossos shows a female figure with upraised arms facing a tiny
figure that yields a staff (which some have intetpd as a vision of a deit}}® The
gesture, well documented as one of adorat:i
upraised arms and hands. Could each of the images of monkeys with upraised arms have
ritual or religious associations? One must cogisile other iconographic elements
present in the seals before attempting to make such a claim.

First, the cohabitants of each scene include other monkeys, humans, and perhaps
even a griffin or lion. One scene exists in which two monkeys are pictueecboky
landscape@MS 11.8 286 Fig. 5.3. The relative size of these two monkeys is
extraordinarily small when compared to monkeys from other scenes. Perhaps the lack of
a tail on either of the monkeys may be taken as a result of the tiny scale ointkeymo
within the already small pictorial space. Regardless, the figures are undoubtedly
primatest!* Parallels for this image appear in the wall paintings from room 6 of Building

Complex Beta from Akrotiri, on Thera. Although the fresco presents the vieiveatv

112 Immerwahr 2005, 173.
13CMS VI 281.
14 These creatures may be apes, a type of primate thaep@sented as a figurine from sites in the

Lasithi Plateau during the EM period.
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least eight separate monkeys, the seal limits the scene to two, both of which seem to be
monkeys behaving like monkeys. Additionally, the creatures in the frescoes do not appear
to interact directly with one another, while one may interpret theésit monkey on the
seal as turning to hand an object up to its companion, who is seated on highertround.
Whether this image has ritual associations is unéléar.

A lentoid seal that preserves an image of a leashed monkey and human facing one
another iman outdoor setting may be interpreted in at least two WalytS(I1l 357, Fig.
5.7). First, the human and monkey appear to interact, perhaps in a similar manner to an
owner and pet. The monkey appears to sit attentively while the male figure either
gesturegoward the monkey with an upraised hand or engages with one of the floral
elements from the background. In this case, the scene may simply be a secular depiction
of a human and his pet. Conversely, however, the scene may depict the interaction of a
priest(perhaps playing a male deity) or god with the leashed monkey. Parallels for this
notion may be drawn between tBéering to the Seated Goddesall painting from
Xeste 3 at Akrotiri, in which a leashed griffin stands behind the seated goddess who
acceps botanical offerings from a blue monkey. The scene presented on this seal,
however, may be considered to condense several iconographic elememisnkiesis
leashed, as the only exotic animal in the image; the deity is not female, but remains larger

andappears to interact directly with the monkey; all of the action takes place in a similar

115 0ne may include seals on which only one monkey is pictured in an outdoor landscape (or with minimal
background) in the same category with the monkeys that climb on thelesmscape. Without any

indication ofotherbehavior, these monkeys may be portrayed simpbeasya monkey, rather than a

monkey functioning in another (more specific) context or with any other role.

118 Unless one considers the pose of the higher mpakéndicative of ritual activity.
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outdoor setting. This is not the only seal that may serve as a parallel for the Mistress of
Animals wall painting.

A fragmentary seal, discussed briefly above, presethe image of a monkey
seated on a campstool, approached by a clothed (female?) human figure and another
creature CMS 11.8 262 Fig. 5.9.117 A tall stalk of what may be papyrus sprouts between
the monkey and the other figures. Like the seal discledseek, this seal involves several
of the same iconographic features of the Mistress of the Animals wall painting, but they
are arranged differently. The monkey appears seated, perhaps as the object of adoration,
yet its arms remain upraised. The (femafeR)re reaches a hand down, perhaps to touch
or interact with the animal seated at her feet. Although the face of the animal does not
closely resemble that of a griffin, it may have originally been a lion or sphinx. Without
more evidence, one cannot knowav type of animal it is meant to represent. The
monkey in this image also wears a belt but no leash. Perhaps the monkey is the active
figure in this scene, showing reverence to the other two figures (as in the Mistress of the
Animals fresco). If this isite case, however, the fact that the monkey is seated would not
support this reading.

Rather, the arrangement and positioning of figures on a third seal would indicate a
similar arrangement to th&dund in the Offering to the Seated Goddessne CMS 11.3
103 Fg. 5.13). A female figure in a flounced skirt raises her arms and stands behind a
monkey, also with upraised arms, that appears to approach a large, nude, seated female
figure. Behind the seated female figure (probably a goddess), an architésiture is

present. Above the monkey and the seated goddess, several smaller, almost

117] suspect the figure is female due to the type of dress indicated in the seal fragment.
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indistinguishable symbols float. In this scene, the adoration of the seated goddess figure
seems clear by her larger size, her nudity, her position in proximity so¢hgectural
feature (perhaps a shring¥,and by the upraised arm posturing of the other two figures
present, both of whom face the seated goddess. With the exception of the smaller
hovering motifs and the architecture, this scene forms a very thorotajlepi® the
Mistress of the Animals wall painting.

Finally, a fourth seal contributes a final facet to role of the monkey in Minoan
glyptic sourcegfCMS Il 358 Fig. 5.9. In this scene, a monkey crouches on the ground
in the left of the image and s a basket aloft, one hand on the rim and the other
supporting the base. A clothed female figure stands to the right, and faces the monkey.
She appears to hold a floral element in her hand, perhaps plucked from the form (plant?)
that rises from the grourtzeside her. The woman appears to have long hair. As in the
former image, some motifs of indeterminate shape hover between the woman and the
monkey, as well as above the monkeyds hand
iconographic similarity tolte Saffron Gatherers fresco as well asQfffering to the
Seated Goddeseesco. In the Saffron Gatherers scene, two young girls climb throughout
a rocky landscape to pluck crocus flowers and deposit them into baskets that they carry.
In this scene, the amkey appears to hold the basket for the girl as she picks flowers.
Conversely, it is also possible that the female figure ought to be regarded as a more
mature young woman or even a goddess, as suggested by her long hair. If this is the case,
perhaps thecene more closelyirrors the Offering to the Seated Goddesage, in

which the monkey presents an offering to the goddess. Regardless, the parallels between

118With parallels in Mycenaean art, particularly in fresco.
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monkey iconography in glyptiartand monkey iconography in Minoan frescoes are

undeniable.

Conclusion

The extreme portability of seals suggests that both the seals and associated
sealings were capable of significant travel from the original location of manufacture.
Provided the fareaching trade networks that were active during the BronzenAhe
Aegean, it is reasonable to conclude that a broad range of individuals and cultures
probably had the opportunity to view seals and sealings and to inspect the iconography on
each. When considerations for the myriad of people exposed to the seagpmunded
with the desire to be understood, as well as the tiny surface of the seal itself, the
relatived not absolutd standardization of seal imagery seems advantageous.

The standardized traits of Minoan monkey iconography in glystiseem to
occur elatively frequently with only minor, usually necessary deviations. By comparing
iconographic groups in seals and sealings to the iconographic groups present in Bronze
Age Minoan wall paintings, patterns emerge from which genre scenes may be
extrapolated &sed on the role filled by the monkeys. Monkeys behaving as y®ake
featured in frescoes, asglyptic sourcesMonkeys that may behave as helpers or
intermediaries appear in glyptetas well as frescoes. Surprisingly, images of monkeys
performingwith human objects have not been found on seals or sealings, but they have

been found in frescoes. This third category of behavior, perhaps within a fantastic realm,
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shows at least four monkeys engaging with rather delicatenmaale objects in Xeste 3

from Akrotiri. Essentially, the monkeys pictured in Aegean glypticseem to closely
resemble the monkeys identified in Minoan frescoes: the anatomical differences between
monkeys and humans are pronounced, and the roles fulfilled by monkeys seem similar (if
not identical). This tranmedium iconographic treatment of monkeys serves to reinforce
the importance of the creatures, while it also seems to provide an initial, if somewhat
rickety, framework from which to work with other monkey iconography that may ye

come to light from the Bronze Age Aegean.
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CHAPTERG

MONKEYS GATHER SAFFRON AT KNOSSOS
(THE LOWER KEEP, KNOSSOS, CRE)E

Introduction

The monkeys depicted in the Saffron Gatherer fresco panels from Knossos are
unlike the monkeys from any of the Wwphintings from Akrotiri. The general appearance
of the animals is considerably different, which may be due to the date of the fresco itself.
Unlike the wall paintings from Akrotiri that date to LM IA, this scene dates to the MM Il
period. Importantly,tis wall painting features the earliest known image of monkeys in
fresco in Minoan art.

In addition to the distinct appearance of these monkeys in comparison with those
pictured at Akrotiri, the behavior of each creature is also distinct from that of its
counterparts. After a thorough examination of each part of the frieze from the Lower
Keep, the maimade objects in the scene are considered, as well as the possible ways in
which they influence oneds under stlayndi ng
these monkeys are also discussed. They may be pets, trained helpers, or perhaps even
participants in a ceremony. Necessarily, the context in which the monkeys are pictured is
also addressed. Finally, the unique characteristics of these monkeys \wiparex to

those of Akrotiri must be reviewed.
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Description

The Lower Keep at Knossos was excavated by Sir Arthur Ev3Egght
fragments were discovered during these campaigns that were originally reconstructed to
show a blue boy that collects safffsam crocus flowers in a rocky landscape. Later, a
tail was identified on one fragment, and the blue boy became a blue méhkeyhe
same time, fragments of two more primates were identified. In 1968, after a thorough
study by Mark Cameron, additionahfiments of this fresco were identified and a more
comprehensive and detailed fresco was reconstréi€téuthe most recent
reconstruction, a frieze shows monkeys in a rocky landscape with a red background. Each
creature appears in a distinct pose. Onh@de animals appears to interact with a clump
of crocus flowers.

Only three monkeys have currently been identified in the frieze from the Lower
Keep. Unfortunately, the original fragment
reconstruction. Rathethe reconstruction is a drawing that does not include the
additional, unpublished fragments, and so they remain unpublished. The original
fragments that are on display in the Herakleion Museum have, however, been integrated
with one versiorof this reconsuction (Fig. 6.1A and 6.1B. Both the reconstruction on
view in Herakleion and the one created by Cameron are approximations of the original
fresco. In this chapter, another reconstruction is offered that seeks to rectify two

discrepancies that existihe current reconstructions. First, the Herakleion Museum

119 Fvans 189D1900, 45; 19201935, |, 26%5266.
120 pjaton 1947, 50524;1959, 319345; Smith 1965, 7576.

121 Cameron 1975, 46@61, pl. 84c; Evely 1999, 121.
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reconstruction includes only a handful of fragments that exist for the fresco, and
additional information about the original image is lacking in the reconstruction as it is
presented. The severahmaining pieces are very small, and Cameron studied them in
order to create his reconstruction of the Saffron Gatherer frieze, but he did not clearly
articulate which portions of his reconstruction integrated visual information from the
unpublished fragmest Based on stylistic differences in the rockwork, vessels, and
crocus flowers, Cameron divided the image into three separate panels.

In Minoan fresco, the division of a single, seemingly continuous scene into three
distinct parts is unprecedented. Be@anse parallels exist for such a visual arrangement,
one must consider other options. The Monkeys and Birds fresco from Room Q of the
House of the Frescoes features one continuous frieze that features several different
background colors, but not differenykes (Fig. 1.3). The Miniature Frieze from Room 5
of the West House at Akrotiri also features a continuous frieze that, when viewed as a
comprehensive piece, feature several different locations that appear to be united in one
long panel (Fig. 1.2). The xtaposition and combination of otherwise seemingly
disparate elements (like the Flotilla Scene and Nilotic Scene, for example) is present in
Mi noan art. This new reconstruction seeks
composition in order to incogpate the visual information gleaned from the many
fragments that are not on view in the Herakleion Museum, despite the stylistic differences
that he useditseparate the scene (FigdAand 6.1B. Additionally, a seemingly
unsupported hierarchy of scarists in both previous reconstructions, but this feature is

eliminated in the new reconstructiéit.Finally, supporting elements of the scene are

22The central monkey, K2, was originally reconstructed as considerably larger than the other two
monkeys, but this new reconstruction rectifies the difference in sinagthe three primates.
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adjusted to account for the change in size of monkey K2. For the purpose of clahty, ea
monkey is numbere(Fig. 6.2).

Monkey K1 appears to stand on its hind legs and reach upward and forward with
its hands, perhaps toward a vessel that contains two crocus flowers. The face of the
animal is unlike the faces of the monkeys from Akrotiri. The area around thareyes
along the top of the snout is painted yellow, and it is separated from the rest of the face

by a thin black line. The monkey does not have a clearly articulated nose, and the mouth

appears closed. A thin bl ack fdcefiorathest@mp ar at e
white band at its brow, or its fAhairline,o
the ani mal 6s body is Dblue, except for the

elbow, but the position of the hands is not cl&aoad shoulders taper to a narrow waist,

and the creatureds tail extends outward fr
almost limply toward the ground. The tail may have a tuft at the end, but it is not clearly
visible due to the poor presenatiof the original fragment. Both legs are bent at the

knee, and the feet are flat. Each foot hovers slightly above the ground line. Finally, the
monkey appears to wear a harness. One red line is painted above the shoulder, and

another is painted belowtseh oul der . One red | ine is paint
arm, and two more red |ines are visible at
this portion of the frieze are painted in white on a solid red background, and they are
composed of rockerk that extends from the top and bottom of the image. White

crocuses appear to sprout from the rocks. One vessel, also painted white, hovers in the

red background (perhaps near the monkeyds
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In another part athe frieze, a similar animal is painted. A blue monkey leans to
the left in order to reach two vessels from which crocuses blossoms sprout. The face of

monkey K2 appears similar to that of the first animal, although this may be due only to

the heavyrecomsr ucti on of the i mage. From the top
monkey i s painted yellow, separated from t
thin black |Iine. The eye iIis |l ocated inside
ceaely articul ated, and the mouth appears t

is outlined in thin black lines, and it terminates at the round, red ear of the monkey. The
rest of the creatureds body i s dbgtraightin excep
front of the animal, and the other is bent. Both hands are positioned as though picking the
crocus stamens from the crocus flowers that grow from each vessel. Broad shoulders
taper to a narrow wai st , aefateittcirnvesgentlye at ur e o
downward. The legs are spread to straddle another vessel and some rockwork, but each

knee is bent, and the feet hover above the ground line. A red harness is visible above the
monkeyds shoul der and betRedlnesiarte alsoaigsibteorn t enc
the upper arms and wrists of the animal, although these may be simply ornamental

because they do not appear to serve any restrictive function. These red lines do not

connect to the other red lines, and therefore they sedm $separate objects from the

harness. The rockwork around this creature is polychrome, and it is composed of red,

blue, and yellow areas. Thin black wavy lines give visual texture to the rockwork, but

there is no order to the creation of the lines. Tdygyear to move in an organic pattern,

rather than vertically or horizontally. Several low, shallow vessels are located on top of

the rockwork, and three crocuses sprout from each one. Crocuses also grow from the
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rockwork, which lines the top and bottomtbé pictorial field. The remaining
background is painted red.

Another monkey is depicted within the rocky landscape that is dotted with crocus
flowers and vessels. The upper region of the face of monk&yfién just above the
nose to t henciichngtheeyebale 8 @amadnéed yell ow. The
small white band bordered by thin black stripes, and it terminates at the round, red ear.
The | ower portion of the monkeyod6s face 1is
monkey is blue. Bdt arms are bent at the elbow, and the hands appear to bel@ahm
The body of the monkey appears to be positioned horizontally, as though in a flying
gallop as it bounds through the surrounding rockwork. Broad shoulders taper to a narrow
waist, and thedgs are bent at the knees. The feet are clearly articulated but, like the
hands, do not appear to touch the ground line. The tail arches slightly upward before
drooping down to point at the ground, behind the creature. This monkey is also
reconstructed asearing a harness, and red lines are shown above the shoulder, below
the shoulder, on the one visible upper arm, and two lines are visible around the waist of
the animal. Rockwork appears along the upper and lower edges of the register, and
although it isstill polychrome (red, blue, and yellow), the style with which the decorative
interior lines are executed varies from those seen in other parts of the frieze. The lines are
still wavy, but they run vertically through the rockwork. White crocuses stilusgirom
the rockwork and some vessels that are placed on top of the ground line. The remaining

background is painted red.
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Discussion

The monkeys from the Monkeys Gathering Saffron fresco from the Lower Keep at
Knossos are represented in distinct ainstances from those that were seen at Akrotiri.
The similar backgrounds unite the fragments of wall painting in the room, although
stylistic differences appear in the depictions of the rockwork and flora. Each animal is not
featured alone, but rather eamte functions as an individual within a group of primates
that explore a larger landscape. Additionally, the behavior of these creatures does mirror
that which has been observed elsewhere: instead of interacting with one another, each
appears to focus otsiown experience in its immediate surroundings.
These monkeys directly engage with elements of the human world. Both the
harnesses and the low, broad vessels aremaale objects, and therefore these items
may be understood as indications of a humarepiesor influence. Although the objects
do not inherently carry ceremonial connotations (as opposed to a shrine), they may still
indicate the dominance of humans over the monkey and over the surrounding landscape.
The presence of harnesses on the moniketyss image is particularly intriguing,
and parallels exist for harnessed monkeys in glyptic sources (Figs. 5.4, 5.7, aréf5.10).
Theories about the presence of the harnesses and red armbandé Akigiugh
typically used to control an animal, the hesses pictured here may be indicative of use
while transporting the animals to the present location, possibly a cultivated garden. If this

is the case, the monkeys may fulfill an important and particular role in this landscape.

12ZCMS 11l 357; CMS 11.8 262.

124 Marinatos 1987, 2531.
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The animals do not currenthppear to be closely monitored, because no leash is attached
to the halter and no human supervision is present. It is possible that the creatures may
undergo training, for which a halter would prove helpful. Alternatively, the harness may
not be a harnes all, but perhaps some sort of physical ornament or even clothing for
the animals, whether ceremonial or KotNevertheless, the historical record is full of
instances in which monkeys are trained as helpers for simple tasks like pickiné ftuit.
is possible that these creatures may be trained to collect crocus flowers or even saffron
(an action that is not natural for the animals), but they may also simply misbehave,
wreaking havoc on an otherwise orderly gartféhen again, perhaps the primates are
only pets, brought with the owner(s) for company and amuselffertie landscape in
which the animals are depicted may aid in
Although the conventional name for this image, the Saffron Gatherer, suggests that
these aimals actively pluck stamens from the surrounding crocus flowers, the baskets
that dot the landscape are depicted with crocuses emerging above the rim, as though the
flowers are growing out of each vessel. Additionally, only monkey K2 appears to interact
directly with any of the flora. Where does the monkey deposit the saffron that it collects?
One scene in glyptic art shows a monkey that carries a basket, presumably for the
collection of flowers (Fig. 5.8), and in the Offering to the Seated Goddespairaiing

(Fig. 1.2), the monkey appears to have taken crocus stamens from the basket that is

125 One of the monkeys in the fresco from room 4 of building Xeste 3 at Akrotiri features a belt or necklace
and a large gold earring.

126 Bjanco 1915, 32; Smith 1965, fig. 171;vali er d6 Abbadi e 1966, I6I29Rr, fi g. !
more discussion regarding the human exploitation of monkeys through time, see Morris and Morris 1966.

1271n this way, these monkeys would be similar to the monkeys from room Q at the Hous€refsthees,
Knossos.

128 Shaw 1993, 671.

82



located in front of it?° Perhaps similarly, the flowers that monkey K2 touches are
located inside of squat vessels. These containers are flowerpots in whiclesra@is
planted and bloom. The depiction of the flowers as protruding vertically from the vessel
indicates that they are growing while planted. Because of this clear illustration, it is not
possible that the crocuses growing in the landscape were thed pit#@eposited into
the vessels. If this were the case, the flowers in the containers would appear to rest
horizontally on their sides, rather than sprout vertically from the pots. The appearance of
the flora in these vessels is strikingly different friva appearance of the flowers in the
baskets from the Offering to the Seated Goddess Scene, and may therefore indicate that
these containers are not being used in the same way. Although the monkey depicted still
does not appear to have anywhere to putdtlected crocus stamens or flowers, it seems
most likely that the containers are not receptacles, but rather they house live crocuses.
Regardless, monkey K2 is clearly picking crocuses. It is possible that the importance of
this image lies not in the vialrepresentation of the collected flowers (which would
render the depiction of a basket with harvested crocuses tangential), but in the visual
depiction of the action performed by the monkey. The separate yet particular aspects of
the image are the keyste to building a thorough understanding of the entire scene: blue
monkeys pick crocus flowers.

The presence of potted flowers in the landscape may at first seem odd. Importantly,
the depiction of plants that have been purposefully grown inside of castadecates
the presence of the human hand. Essentially, the otherwise wild, rocky landscape

becomes tame and domesticated. The vesselsnrada objects, are clearly indicative

129CMS 111 358.
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of a setting that is not completely natural. In this way, the characteiscfdene from
Knossos differs greatly from the group of monkeys from room 6 of Building Complex
Beta at Akrotiri.

If the presence of flowerpots is understood as indicative of human control over part
of the environment, one may then conclude that the syaia this image are depicted in
a gardert¥° After all, the only plants present in the scene appear to be the same type,
although they are painted in slightly different styles. This uniformity of flora does not
occur frequently in nature, but one may celtacreate this type of environment in a
garden. When the presence of flowerpots is coupled with the growth of only crocuses,
then it would seem that the monkeys from this fresco are depicted not in a wild setting,
but in a garden.

The behavior of the nmkeys, although briefly discussed, deserves more attention.
The creatures here may initially seem to behave as monkeys do: they interact with their
surroundings. Although the animals stand on their two hind legs, none hold themselves
completely upright, ke the monkey from the Offering to the Seated Goddess f(Eggo
1.2A). Each one of these creatures is clearly not anthropomorphized. With these features
in mind, one may overlook the more subtle indicators of the ceremonial nature of the
scene.

The pimates are shown picking saffron or crocus flowers: these actions are clearly
notinherent in wild monkeys, and therefore the animals do not function simply as
animals in this image. Monkeys do not harvest food or spices by their own cognitive

volition. Raher, the representation of these animals engaging in this type of activity is a

130 Shaw 1993, 670.
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clear visual indication of another force at work, whether human or supernatural. It is
possible that the creatures would collect crocuses or saffron for a deity, perhape a nat
goddess, and the presence of the harnesses on the animals suggests that they were trained
to perform this particular task. In this way, perhaps these monkeys function not in the
animal or human realms, but in the supernatural world.

Importantly, one liimate use for the collection of crocuses and/or saffron is clearly
illustrated in the Offering to the Seated Goddess fresco from room 3a of Xeste 3 at
Akrotiri. In this image, a blue monkey offers crocus stamens to the seated goddess.
Perhaps the monkeys the frieze from the Lower Keep engage in an activity that
ultimately leads to the devotion seen in the fresco with the Seated Goddess.
Unfortunately, a large portion of the head of the animal from this wall painting does not
survive, but the generakiri t s of the creatureds body, par
similar to those of the monkeys from the Lower Keep.

The general appearance of these monkeys is perhaps less important than one
particular, subtle trait. The ear of every monkey is tygaainted red. They are not
represented as pale pink, like the ears of the monkeys from Room 6 of Building Complex
Beta are, but rather the deep red color of the background is used instead. One visual
parallel for ears that are painted red exists fromwibgt house at Akrotiri in the Young
Priestess wall paintin@rig. 6.3) The young girl features both ears and lips that are
painted a deep red color, and she wears a long garment that covers only one of her
shoulders. This garment also appears on beandédel figures that are shown

participating in ceremonial activities, although these parallels appear most frequently in
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glyptic art!3! Because this garment often appears to be worn by individuals that perform
ritual actions, the young girl becomes a younggiess, and she is then understood to

also perform in a ceremonial context. The special use of red pigment on her ear may then
also be considered special adornment that is deemed suitable or perhaps even necessary
for certain ceremonial behaviors. The paint on the ears of the monkeys from the

Lower Keep may then be understood as subtle indicators that these creatures are involved
not in secular activities but rather a larger ceremony, perhaps serving as divine servants
like the Young Priestess.

Although the interpretation of the red ear as an indicator for active participation in a
ceremonial event may seem like a coincidence when considered alone, the confluence of
subtle iconographic markers in this image cannot be overlooked. The entire scene also
occurs in a planted field of crocuses, a feature that occurs in both of theelaiatl blue
monkey scenes from the ceremonial structure of Xeste 3. Third, the primates clearly
exhibit abnormal behavior for wild monkeys, and when this aspect is corsigithethe
presence of the red harnesses, the ceremonial nature of this wall painting becomes
undeniable. Although each facet that contributes to this interpretation may seem
irrelevant or merely coincidental when considered alone, the confluence ofl severa
markers in one scene illustrates the intentional depiction of monkeys that participate in

ceremonial behavior.

Bl For example, CMS 11.3 198.

86



Conclusions

The monkeys that now comprise the Saffron Gatherer wall painting panels are
unlike the monkeys depicted elsewhere in MinodnTdne creatures appear in a closely
controlled scene, in which animals are haltered and particular plants are carefully
selected, grown, and harvested. In this garden, the monkeys serve as ceremonial saffron
harvesters. These monkeys certainly appebeliong to the greater visual narrative that

emerges about monkeys, crocuses, and the supernatural.
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CHAPTERY
MONKEYS EXPLORE A FERTILE LANDSCAPE
(ROOM Q, THE HOUSE OF THE FRESCOES, KNOSSOS, CRETE

Introduction

The monkeys from room Q of the Housellud Frescoes are stylistically and
behaviorally distinct from the other monkeys depicted in wall paintings on Crete. From a
close inspection of the fresco, features of the animals that may not have been initially
noted become easily recognized. After aadetl description of the fresco, the treatment
of the faces of the monkeys from room Q is discussed, as well as the type of action in
which these monkeys participate. The behavior of the monkeys is also addressed. Next,
the wild, natural landscape in whitthese animals are depicted is considered, with
particular emphasis on the absence of any-made objects or structures. Finally, the
context in which the wall painting was found, as well as the possible implications of that

context, are discussed.

Description

Sir Arthur Evans excavated the House of the Frescoes, which is located south of

the palace at Knossé¥ The structure may have simply been a house. Fragments from a

B2Evans 19211935, 11, 431, I, pl. 22Cameron 1968,iB0.

88



continuous frieze were recovered from room Q, and several different backgaars]
floral elements, and at least two types of animals were recognized from the plaster
fragmentst3?

The fragments that were recovered from room Q of the House of the Frescoes
were studied and reconstructed into a continuous frieze that featuresysyaolo&
doves, a varietpf flora, and rockwork (Fig..1).23* For the sake of clarity, each monkey
is associated with an alpmameric designation (Fig.2). The fresco is composed of one
continuous panel that spans three walls. The one side of the renleffimost portion of
the image) features a red background and several types of flora sprouting from the
polychrome rockwork, including crocuses. At least two birds and one monkey populate
this wall. One bird stands on an outcropping of rockwork, andttier bird flies near the
top of the pictorial field with spread wings. The birds are rock doves, and they feature
black beaks, red eyes, and blue bodies. A ring of paler blue feathers encircles the neck,
and wings are also paler blue than the rest oy lbdten the bird is depicted at rest. When
the wings are spread, however, the long feathers of the wings appear white. The tail
feathers terminate in black tips, and the feet are painted black as well.

The blue monkey featured in the first portion of thel\wainting, monkey H1,
resides near the middle of the pictorial space available on the left wall. It bounds across
the landscape in a flying gallop, with its blue arms and legs stretched out before and

behind it. This monkey closely resembles the prisi&tem the Saffron Gatherer fresco

18 Evans 19211935, 1l, 447459; Cameron 1968 24, fig. 13; Evely 1999, 12830, 246 247.

134 The most recent reconstruction of this fresco deviates from the reconstruction that is on exhibit inside
the Herakleion Museum. The photographs of original fragments used to support the description of each
monkey were taken at this museum. For this reasmme of the reconstruction that surrounds the original
fragments will be inconsistent with the most recent watercolor reconstruction, described here.
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from the palace at Knossos. The face featu
l ine, 0 and the yellow area encircles the a
top of the monkeyadsk snmaawkt ,a pgpreda ran doteleorw d he
eye. A white band with thin black borders
meets withthettt obed pink ear on the side of i1ts h
face is white with gray ies (that may indicate fur direction or darker fur), and the belly
of the ani mal al so appears white. The rest
monkey are bent at the el bow, and they ext
and broad stulders taper to a slightly thinner waist, and the tail of the animal is raised
slightly from the animal s hi ndgshapaot®r s. T
shape, but extends behind the monkey, emph
are not bent but extend out from behind the animal. Although the figure is heavily
reconstructed, it still bears a stark resemblance to the monkeys from the palace at
Knossos, although the treatment of the ear is slightly different.

Two small portions oftte first part of the panel feature white backgrounds in
addition to the larger red background. The first is located at the bottom of the pictorial
field and does not house any fauna. The other portion with a white background features
part of awing,adk exttrds, alahg with the red background, into the second
and middle portion of the panel. The second and largest region, the central area of the
image, is described from left to right.

This portion of the image features at least five monkeykat least four birds
within a background filled with a variety of flora, as well as two rivers or streams.

Although all of the birds in the image are depicted flying, the monkeys engage in a
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myriad of behaviors. The leftmost figure is a blue monkey (H&) that stands on
rockwork. The animal 6s face features a yel
tip of the snout. The lower portion of the face is white. Thiobed ear of this monkey is
depicted in pink with a thick black outline,andi connect s t o the botto
Ahairline. o The back of the head, the neck
particularly thick, although it may be simply due to the reconstructed nature of the image.
The waist of this monkey does not appeatipalarly thin. One arm extends downward,
to support the animal as the other hand reaches forward, arm bent, toward a yellow
flower. Both hind legs are slightly bent, and the tail extends outward from the body
before falling limply toward the ground. THigure stands against a red background.

Above the monkey, two rock doves fly. The background shifts from red to white,
and rockwork descends from the top border of the image. The birds fly in opposite
directions, and they appear identical to one anoBah birds feature black beaks and
black tips on the tail feathers. The bodies of the birds are blue, with white feathers
extending from the outstretched wings. The eyes are red, and a ring of lighter feathers
encircles the neck of each bird. A vertieadvy blue line, which indicates a river or
stream, separates the first three figures from the rest of the scene.

The primary background color changes to yellow on the other side of the vertical
stream. The background remains populated by polychrome ooklamd a variety of
flora. Another stream, located to the right of the first, runs down and toward the lower
right corner of the pictorial field. In the space below the second stream, two monkeys
explore their surroundings. Monkey H3 stands on its higsl &d one of its arms, but it

turns back to look over its shoulder, perhaps toward monkey H4. The face of monkey H3
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is yellow from the fAhairlined to the end o
outlined in black, and the white band that formsthihai rl i neo i s border
well. The animal looks over its own shoulder, the face pointing toward the right while the

body points toward the left. One arm is bent at the elbow, and the hand rests vertically
against an outcropping of rock. The etlarm is slightly bent, and the hand is placed on

the ground to support the upper body of the animal. The belly of the monkey is white.

Both legs are slightly bent, and the feet rest on the ground. The tail extends outward from

the body and curves downwaanear the end. The background behind this monkey is

white.

Monkey H4 sits upright, with an object in its hands. The animal is positioned in
front of a white background.-ordngeaarexfrormat ur e 6
the nose upeto®o whehiddablhrdck and white mar ki
top of the snout. Thettiobed ear meets with the Ahairlir
monkeyds face is white, with the details o
The motih is open, and the monkey appears to eat a round yellow object, presumably one
of the birdds eggs. The arms are bent at t
mout h, but the creatureds hands do not app
recanstructed simply as small paws with tiny black claws. The monkey sits upright, on its
hind legs and backside, as it eats. The belly appears white, and the rest of the body is
blue. The tail extends outward and downward from the body, and it appearditaplyst
against the rocks on which the creature si
the rocks, along the bottom border of the image. The small yellow spheres both inside

and outside of the nests are probably eggs.
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Above monkeys H3 and Hahd above the second stream are monkeys H5 and
H6. These animals are also depicted against a white background, and they are shown
among reeds and papyri. This area of the frieze features little polychrome rockwork.
Monkey H5 stands on its two hind legs lwits arms wrapped around stalks of papyri.
The face is similar to the ot-brengeregomkeyso
from its nose to its fAhairlined on the wupp
white. The ear is tHobed ad pink with a black outline. The neck and shoulders of the
monkey are thick, and taper to a slightly thinner waist. Both arms reach forward, bent at
the elbow, but the hands do not clasp together. Rather, the hands appear to grasp papyrus
stalks. The mordy seems to lean some weight onto the plants, and they support the
upper body while the creatureds hind | egs
bent, and the monkeyds white belly is part
downward from themi mal 6 s hi ndquarters.

Monkey H6 leans forward, using all four limbs to support itself. The face of this
monkey is quite damaged and therefore heavily reconstructed. A yellow marking extends
from the nose of the monkegmaybepteseratalongpai r | i
the top of the monkeybés snout. The | ower p
details (indicative of the texture of the fur or perhaps darker fur). Except for one of the
ani mal 6s feet and praonkeyioréconstructiontAdriodd neck he r e
and broad shoulders taper to a thinner waist, and the hindquarters are positioned higher
than the shoulders. Both the arms and hind legs are bent, and both feet and hands rest
against the ground. The tail archeslsligl v away from the ani mal 6s

droops limply toward the ground. Monkey H6 is also painted against a white background,

93



but it appears to be positioned in front of some reeds. Rockwork resumes to the right of
the monkey.

The rest of the faze has a white background, and it continues to be populated by
polychrome rockwork and flora. Although no monkeys inhabit the rest of the image, six
rock doves are depicted. All five of the flying birds face toward the right, and the single
seated dove tuks toward the left, despite the frontal position of the body. Four doves are
clustered together: two of them are on the rightmost portion of the central panel, and two
occupy the leftmost portion of the third panel. All of these doves are painted btue wit
black beaks and yellow eyes. The tips of the tail feathers are black, and a ring of paler
feathers encircles the neck of each bird. The doves are all painted with a wing extended
to either side of its body. The seated dove rests on an outcropping cfnoohe
rockwork, and it also features a black beak, yellow eye, and pale ring of feathers around
its neck. The body is blue, and it is depicted frontally with short red brushstrokes on the
chest of the bird. The wings are tucked back against the bodypmitipart of the long
white wing feathers visible. The tail and feet are not clearly depicted.

Finally, the last rock dove is painted on the opposite side of a third stream that
descends from the upper right corner to the bottom middle of the pictelibbf the
third panel. The bird flies toward the right with wings extended, but it is depicted
differently than any of the other doves in the image: its body and wings are represented in
profile, so that both wings appear to rise above its back rateetttend from either
side of its body. The coloring on this bird is identical to that of the other doves, and it

appears in front of a white background.
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The background colors in this image vary from red to white to yellow, and then back
to white. The magrity of the background is white, and the color that appears the least is
yellow. The yellow background seems to follow the streams, and groups of small pebbles
dot the areas around the water as well. In some areas, yellow does not frame the stream
but rockwork or small portions of white background does. Monkeys and birds only
appear in red and white backgrounds. The broad variety of flora in this fresco does not
seem to be restricted in a similar way.

Finally, the rockwork in this image is polychromatictivo ways. First, different
areas of rock are painted several different colors. These colors include red, blue, yellow,
pink, and green. The latter two colors are unusual choices for rockwork in Minoan art.
Additionally, the surface of each rock is remeted with different patterns, some of
which are depicted with a variety of colors. Not only do the flora and fauna contribute to

the colorful nature of the image, but the rockwork does as well.

Discussion

The monkeys from room Q of the House of Erescoes at Knossos seem similar in
appearance to the monkeys depicted in the Lower Keep at the palace of Knossos.
Although physically similar, the context and style in which the animals are painted is
strikingly different. Additionally, the role played ltlge monkeys from the House of the
Frescoes is also unique: the monkeys are clear antagonists in the wall painting. They

terrorize the rocldoves, many of which take flight to avoid the rowdy primates that
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ransack their nests and eat their eggs. These eysridlehave as wild monkeys do, in a
seemingly wild and untamed landscape.

Although highly fragmentary, the monkeys from room Q bear bodies that are
strikingly similar in shape to those of the primates painted in the Lower Keep at Knossos.
Both groups featre bulky shoulders, small hands and feet, bent legs, and tails that appear
slightly limp (as opposed to rigidly forming anrc8rve or a Ccurve, like the monkeys
from room 6 of Building Complex Beta). Additionally, the hands of the monkeys
depicted in bdt of these friezes appear to lack an important detail: these appendages are
not represented with close attention to detail and perhaps because of this, they lack a
similarity in structure to the human hand. The front paws of the monkeys depicted on
Crete ae simply front paws and not hands.

The head of the primates clearly bears the most emphasis. Several minute details are
preserved on the faces of the individuals from room Q. Some of these details include the
thin brushstrokes of darker pigment in theitelportions of the face, as well as the
carefully executed black marking on top of
certainly emphasized, the actions of the monkeys are also integral to the interpretation of
the wall painting.

Monkeys crowd theiptorial space and bound through the landscape, exploring their
surroundings. Unlike the seemingiglm monkeys from the Lower Keep, the monkeys
from the House of the Frescoes appear to move quickly and without restraint. Although
some of the animals calyninspect a plant (H2) or some pebbles (H6), others hang on the
stal ks of flowers (H5) and steal and devou

behaviors are typical of live, unrestrained monkeys that are curious and hungry, and they
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are not actios performed by anthropomorphic primates. All of the figures move in ways
that are typical of their species. None of the creatures stand upright and use only the hind
legs without support for the upper body. Rather, the torsos of most of these animals are
generally horizontal, with the exception of monkey H4 that sits upright to consume an
egg. Because of the behaviors and postures exhibited by these figures, it is clear that the
monkeys painted on the walls of room Q are not anthropomorphized but anelgertai
depicted strictly as wild, untamed monkeys.

The animal sdé conduct alone suggests that
rather a scene fr om t hneademlgettk areyconipletelwabsent.d a y
None of the animals wear haltersjewelry, and they engage only with objects that occur
in nature. Additionally, the scene is devoid of architectural features, as well as human and
divine figures. Although the presence of monkeys in the company of another species is
unique, the scene peged is one in which monkeys antagonize the birds in a colorful
and fertile landscape. The birds appear to function both decoratively and as visual
elements that support the wild nature of the primates. This scene does not at first appear
to bear ceremoal significance.

Although the figure of a god or goddess is not depicted in the wall painting, the
presence of a nature deity may be inferred from the context in which the animals move
and from the inclusion of the animals as well. Although the Minoaonad tradition
may not often feature images of deities in fresco, some visual elements may be used
anecdotally to refer to the goddess of nature. The seated goddess from room 3a of Xeste 3
at Akrotiri, for instance, is surrounded by a fertile landscapehich crocuses bloom. A

monkey that makes a floral offering to the goddess is also present. The other frescoes that

97



may be considered part of the same fresco program inside of Xeste 3 include more
mature women that wear and carry an abundant varietgraf fmagery** Finally, the

nearest yet separate wall painting to the Offering to the Seated Goddess is the Reeds and
Waterfowl wall painting. This scene is a riot of wildlife, including both floral and faunal
elements. Essentially, the link that seem@to the monkeys, women, and the abundant
landscape is the nature goddess.

The existence of such a ritually based association may be understood and repeatedly
depicted through the combination of one or more of these three visual elements. In this
way, the combination of a monkey and goddess in a single scene (with or without the
presence of other figures) may be understood as a clear representation of the nature
goddess. Although the fertile landscape may not be present, it is not necessary to see the
third and final element of the equation. Similarly, the depiction of monkeys in an
overwhelmingly fertile and abundant landscape visually indicates the associated yet
visually absent third element: the nature goddess.

The structure in which the image wasridumay indicate that the wall painting is
without ceremonial context. The House of the Frescoes is a domicile, from which
domestic goods were recovered. Unlike building Xeste 3 at Akrotiri, this structure was
not home to only ceremonial objects. Esserytjalis fresco presents a nature scene in

which wild monkeys antagonize rock doves in a fertile landscape.

35 ncluding the figures in the Adyton fresco and the Mature Women.
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Conclusion

The monkeys depicted in the wall painting from room Q of the House of the
Frescoes at Knossos simply behave as untamed monkeysatoiia. They are shown in
a wild landscape and appear without any indications of a human influence. Noadan
objects, architecture, humans, or supernatural beings are present in the image.

Importantly, however, the presence of the nature goddess nasgbeated with the

abundant landscape. In this case, the setting and animals both function as visual referents
to the physically absent nature goddess. The scene may carry ceremonial associations, but
the greater context in which it occurs (a house) mdigate that the scene does not

participate in a rituatelated setting.

Additionally, the lack of visual emphasis on the aspects of primates that appear to
make them the most similar to humans supports the assertion that these monkeys do not
perform adbns that are exceptional for the average monkey. When considered with the
domestic nature of the structure in which the fresco was painted, treeremonial
nature of the monkeysd behavior is emphasi

the monleys painted in the Lower Keep at Knossos, they certainly behave differently.
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CHAPTERS
MONKEYS BEHAVE LIKE ANIMALS
(ROOM 6, BUILDING COMPLEX BETA, AKROTIRI, THERA)

Introduction

Eight monkeys are known from the wall painting in room 6 of Buildioghglex
Beta at Akrotiri (Fig. 81).23¢ From a focused examination of the fresco, features of the
animals that may not have initially been apparent become easily recognized. Among
these features are the poses of the animals, the high degree of individuatization
each one, and the minute, speapscific detail employed in their depiction. The
likelihood of the use of pattern books will be reviewed, as well as the implications that
the features of these primates bear for the greater scope of the stookykafy

iconography in Minoan fresco.

Description

Building Complex Beta is located at approximately ¢dbaterof the excavated
site of Akrotiri, with Building Complex D& located to the north (Fig.8. The course
of a modern ravine overlaps withe east and south walls of room 6, so any frescoes that

originally decorated these walls have been destroyedct fagmentghat depicia

136 Marinatos 1969, 5354, pl. B1; 190, 36 37, 63 64; 1971, 4546; Marinatos 1984, 106.16;
Immerwahr 1990, 4143; Doumas 1992, 12023, figs. 8589; Greenlaw 2005, 7¥3; 2006, 6867; 2011,
4751,
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monkey head were recovered by Spiridon Marinatos during the 1968 excavation
seasort?’ More fragments, eventuallyastituting the reconstructed monkey frescoes

from the north and west walls, were discovered by Marinatos during the 1969 excavation
seasort3®

The fresco that is painted on the north and west walls of room 6 shovesmpatft
several monkeys (Figs.51.1.6). The scene is presently restored with at least eight of
these creatures represented. Although three of the animals survive almost in entirety,
some of the others bear strikingly little evidence for their existence, let alone full
restoration. The eiglmonkeys depicted, however, are the focus of the image. For the
sake of clarity, each monkey has been numbered basésirelative location (Figs. 8.3A
and 83B). The west and north walls are to be read from left to right, and the primates are
numbered amrdingly.

All of the animals are painted with predominantly blue fur with white fur on the
belly and the inside of the upper arms and thighs. White, brown, pink, and yellow are
used to depict the detailed faces of the monkeys. All of the creatureoareisha
polychrome rocky landscape with a river or stream running along the barren ground. The
elements of the background appear highly abstracted: the rockwork possesses no fine
details, and the water lacks the iconographic convention for showing floveitey!°
No other animals or plant life are present in the wall painting.

Monkeys B1 and B2 inhabit the west wall of room 6. The creatures are positioned

similarly, with their bodies moving toward

37 Marinatos 1969, 5%4, pl. B1.
138 Marinatos 1970, 3637, 63 64; Doumas 1992, 12223, figs.85i 89.

139 A black almost anvishaped addition to a black line that borders either edge of the water.
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arms are berdt the elbows, and the right hand is positioned higher than the left hand.
The broad shoulders taper to a slender waist, and one leg is bent and raised higher than
the other. The legs terminate in hdie feet. Both the hands and feet of these animals
clearly resemble human hands. Monkey B1 looks back over its shoulder and holds its tail
in a Gcurve, while monkey B2 looks forward and holds its tail in gduBve. Monkey

B2 seems to be the best preserved subject in the fresco.

All of the remaining monkes/(B3 B8) are painted on the north wall of room 6.
Monkey B3 crouches in a strikingly different pose than that of monkeys B1 and B2.
Although the upper body and most of the aareabraded, the hindquarters and tail of
the creature are well preserved. Haek sweeps upward from shoulders that must have
been positioned | ower than the hips. This
the ground, if supporting the upper body, and the arms are bent beneath it. The legs,
although bent, lift the hindqurs of the monkey higher than the shoulders. The legs
terminate in noguite handike feet, and the tail is held in acirve.

Another monkey, B4, hangs or perhaps swings from part of the rocky
background. Both hands grasp a red portion of rock, atidexbended arms support the
body of the animal. The face does not survive, but enough of the neck and head are
preserved to indicate that the monkey faced the right side of the image. The legs are
positioned separately, with one reconstructed knee bdntagsed higher than the other.

The legs are not preserved below the thigh. The tail is preserved, and it is positioned in a
clear Scurve.

Monkey B5 is reconstructed in a similar pose to monkeys B1 and B2, although

fragments of the lower arms, hands, aad of the torso do not survive. This monkey
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faces toward the left, and the arms are reconstructed as bent at the elbow, and the right
arm is raised higher than the left one. Although both legs are bent at the knees, the right
leg is raised high and sesrto touch the left elbow. The feet are preserved, but they do
not appear as much like human hands as the hands and feet of monkeys B1 or B2. The
left leg is bent gently and extends behind the creature, to support its forward movement.
The tail is positioed in an Surve.

The only monkey that appears to have a frontal face is monkey B6. Although the
right portion of the upper body (torso and arm) does not survive, the rest of the animal is
fairly well preserved. The right hand seems to be held in frotfieoforso with the elbow
bent. Both legs are bent, and the left leg is positioned in front of the right one. The
preserved right foot seems to lack in detail, and it does not resemble a human hand.
Monkey B60s tailcunves positioned in a C

Monkey B7 gems to attempt to interact with monkey B6: the creature reaches out
to the leg of monkey B6 with its right hand. Although the right hand and arm are well
preserved, only part of the head, part of the right arm, hand, and shoulder, and the curve
of the let knee also survive. The rest of the animal is reconstruction. The monkey
appears to hang or swing from a portion of yellow rock with its left hand, and its head is
turned to the left, toward monkey B6. The legs are reconstructed as bent at the knees,
with the right knee raised higher. The tail is complete reconstruction, and it is held in an
S-curve.

Finally, monkey B8 is composed of the least number of original fragments. All

that survive of this animal are an elbow, part of one hand, and a lengtivioiyciail.
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The rest of the animal is reconstruction. The hand appears to grasp a portion of yellow

rockwork. The elbow is bent, and the tail is held in acufve.

Discussion

Although the preservation of the monkeys is briefly mentioned in the diéserip
of the fresco, a closer inspection of the preservation and details of specific parts of each
monkey is necessary. This close examination will highlight several of the features that
both unite and differentiate the animals. First, the three well pexbéaces of the

monkeys are considered. Next, thelies and poses of the animals adelressed.

Faces: Monkeys B1, B2, and B5

Only the faces of monkeys B1, B2, and B5 are well preserved, and they offer
information for a discussion about the facedtures of the monkeys in this wall painting.
Unfortunately, the faces of monkeys B6 and B7 are too poorly preserved to include. The
faces of B3, B4, and B8 are missing completely.

A variety of features differentiate the blue monkeys from one another and
establish each one of them as an individual. These features are particularly apparent in

the facial markings of each creature. The general similarity in the facial markings unites
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and identifies the primates as a particular species: véfifathe same feates, however,
differentiate the figures from one another.

The facial marking consists of the brown mdikk region that extends from the
nose of the monkey to the forehead and back to the€gss 2.6A 2.6C) These
features appear in a variety ofsles of brown, ranging from dark to light. The
sometimes mottled appearance may be partially due to the state of preservation. For
example, the dark brown mark on the face of monkey B1 extends down the bridge of the
snout in a pronounced horizontal dikce shape. The broadest part of the mark is across
the brow. Although the brown marks on the snouts of monkeys B2 and B5 are also
slightly rounded, the broadest area of the
found across the eyes of each primate.

Further differentiation may be found in the area in which the dark marking meets
both the pink ear and the white line that separates the blue from brown fur. For the sake
of clarity, this area corresponds to the human hairline. Each monkey featuresea uniqu
Asi deburn. o The outline of the dark area o
smooth, undulating outline. The brown fur extends from the center of the face, around the
eye, into the Asideburn, o0 and tumhemn dratmnde
a small bump in the outline.

Like monkey B2, monkey B1 has a smoot h,
outline of the dark area bounces from the nose, curves sharply outward over the snout and
then back in toward the lower outline of the egdore extending straight backward to

the approximate middle of the ear. Although a thin line of dark pigment extends

140 pgrker 1997, 348; Strasser 1997, 348; Greenlaw 2011, 47.
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downward from the meeting of the brown marking and the ear, the line is not thick and
does not appear si mi |ledhermonkeyBhoeB5fisi debur no
The fAhairlineo of monkey B5 is striking
monkey B1 or B2. In contrast to the smooth curves featured on the faces of the other
monkeys, the contours of the brown markings and the accompanyingwigei r | i ne o o0
monkey B5 are pointed. The dark fur does not encircle the ear but stops at the lower edge
of it (where the earlobe is located on humans). Additionally, a small area of brown fur
extends downward from just anwokeysdoindte monke
appear to have separate areas of brown fur, despite the use of thin black or dark brown
lines throughout their bodies to suggest the presence of the hairs within the fur.
Nonetheless, the facial marking on each individual monkey is unigoethose found
on the others.
Additionally, some monkeys appear to have white around the eyes, and others do
not. Monkeys B2 and B5 both have areas of white around the eye. The white patch
around the eye of monkey B2 appears relatively uniform andair@and that of monkey
B5 appears thicker in the area that is closer to the mouth. Monkey B1, however, has no
white marking around the yellow eyeball.
The inconsistent application of white to the area around the eyes of the monkeys
from this wall paintng is, it would seem, anatomically accurate. The fur on the face of a
vervet is shorter than the fur found on most of the rest of its body. The hair around the
eyes is particularly sparse, and the color of the underlying skin is therefore more easily
obseved. Strikingly, the skin in this area varies in color from a deep brown or black to a

pale, pinkishwhite. After a cursory examination of the physical appearance of the living
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species, it becomes apparent that neither the outer edges of the eyeballfuor th
surrounding the eyes i s white. Rat her, the
sometimes pale and sometimes dark, which is reflected in the faces of the monkeys from
Building Complex Beta.
The indication of whiskers on each primate is meldar with dark brown dots in
the space between the nose and the mouth line. Each monkey appears to have a different
number of whiskers, but the hair of the whiskers does not appear to be demintedhe
dark spot of fur where the whisker meets the faaasible. Unfortunately, this lack of
visual information limits the discussion of such features.
Strikingly, each monkey also features a distinct profile from the others. The
contour of the face of monkey B2 is almost straight until the nose beginsvi®
downward. The nose meets the upper lip (just above the whiskers) smoothly, with
mi ni mal interruption to the |ine of the mo
In contrast, the profile of monkey B1 is bumpy and rounded. The line of the
profile descends from the hairlioé the monkey and first curves slightly inward and then
back out, forming a very gentle@irve. The line dips inward just above a jutting nose.
The nose of this monkey is distinct from the upper lip to which it is attached: it first
extends outward frorthe slope of the snout, then dips and curves back inward to connect
to the upper lip. The lip also bulges outward and protrudes over the reconstructed lower
lip and chin area of the primate.
Finally, the profile of monkey B5 is very similar but not ideat to that of
monkey B2: the noses are different shapes. The nose of monkey B5 comes to a gentle tip

before the front of the nose meets the upper lip. As seen on monkey B2, the nose and lip
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are again treated as one unit, unlike the pronounced diffarenta nose and lip seen
on monkey B1.
Clearly, the preserved faces of the vervets in this fresco are distinct from one
another. The patterns and numbers of whiskers, as well as the shapes of the dark facial
mar ki ngs and t he f hllandicate theunigue features 6f baeh mo nk ey
creature. Nevertheless, it is the presence of these stdjfflyent markings that unifies
the monkeys as one particular species. Although the face is the most detailed part of the
monkey, additional information ngdbe gleaned from a close inspection of the body as

well.

Bodies: Monkeys BB8

Relatively few of the bodies of the monkeys from room 6 are well preserved. The
lack of preservation of some of the figures (sometimes due to the abrasion of the fresco
surface) makes a comparison of the body structures and poses of each monkey difficult.
First, the hands of each animal are compared to one another when possible and so are the
feet. The markings on the bellies and upper insides of limbs are briefly reyiancethe
position of each animal s tail i1 s also con
Hands are preserved on monkeys B1, B2, B4, B7, and B8. The fingers and thumb
are not clearly articulated on monkey B4 or B7. As is often characteristic of human hands

in Minoan art, those of nmkey B1 do not appear accurately depictédRather, both

14 )mmerwahr 2005, 173.
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appendages appear to be right hands; the emphasis of the artist is not on the accurate
depiction of the hand itself but rather on the depiction of that shape. Essentially, the
viewer recognizes th@fm as a hand, regardless of the accuracy of the depiction as that
of a right hand or a left hand.

The hands of monkey B2, however, appear differently from those of monkey B1.
Rather than show two right hands in place of a right and a left, the artisindey B2
may have attempted to show a right and a left hand. The right hand appears like those of
monkey B1, in which the division between the fingers and thumb is clearly rounded with
a discernable space between the two types of digits. The left hamzhkéy B2 lacks
the rounded shape and clear spacing between the fingers and thumb. Instead, the division
between the longer fingers and the shorter finger (shown closer to the viewer) is sharp
and forked. The space between the longer fingers and therstyager is also not as
wide as the space between the finger and thumb of the other hand. The pale color
between the blue areas of the fingers may be an attempt to show the light color of the
palm of the monkeyds hand, nd Noother sumigingy t he
monkey hands from room 6 are painted in this way.

The single existing hand of monkey B8 also differs from those of monkeys B1
and B2. Unlike the depiction of fingers on either of the other two sets of hands, the
fingersof monkeyB6s right hand curl wunder and seem
Significant space exists between the fingers and the thumb, which is consistent with the
reconstructed view of the right hand. No attempt at portraying the white palm of the hand

iS present.
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Despite the physical similarity of the hands and feet of vervets in reality, the
depictions of the monkeysdo feet on the wal
di fferent from the depiction of the monkey
similartoi t s hands: the Athumbo of t Hiketoksoot i s
Knuckles may be indicated by the slight curving of the long toes, but there is no marked
bend to the appendages. The feet of monkey B2 are also depicted this way, simdar to
hands of monkey B1.

The feet of monkey B3, however, appear
in relation to the long fingers. In addition, the toes now possess clear joints, where they
bend back from the sol ellowthe mohkeytdcomochlovand t h
to the ground. The Athumbso do not appear
forward on its long fingelike toes. The division between the sections of the feet is clear:
the thumb is one section, the pdlike sole of he foot is another section, and the long,
finger-like toes constitute a third section.

Finally, the feet of monkeys B5 and B6 are different from those of monkeys B1
through B3. The right foot of monkey B5 appears similar to those of monkey B3.

Strikingly different, however, are the left foot of monkey B5 and the right foot of monkey
B6. The division between the palike sole of the foot and the fingéke toes seems to
diminish in importance. Rather, these two feet appear to be painted quickly atheswith
attention to anatomical accuracy than the previously discussed monkeys. These feet
appear shothanded, and they are very similar to the hands of the male crowd depicted in

the miniature Knossian fresco, The Sacred Grove and Dance. Essentiallg} thietliese
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two monkeys no longer resemble the preserved hands of any of the monkeys from room
6.

The bellies and inner thighs of several monkeys are painted white. Fragments
preserving this information survive on monkeys B1 through B6. Not enough ssiafiv
monkeys B7 and B8 to indicate the color of the belly or thighs. Monkeys B2 through B6
preserve evidence of the white fur on the inner thigh of the monkey as visible from the
profile view of the outer leg. Blue fur covers most of the leg, but thefemeethe back
of the thigh to just below the tail is clearly left white. Additionally, when a view of the
inner thigh is possible (from the position of the monkey), the relative shape and size of
the white area varies. Perhaps the shape of the whitemtea inside of the thigh is
dependent upon the relative position of th
does not seem possible to prove conclusively. It is also possible that like the dark
marking on the face, the white marking on the belymary slightly between
individuals of the same species. Finally, perhaps the difference irrbatking is simply
the result of painting the fresco by hand; certainly limited deviation is to be expected.

Only one monkey appears with white paintedtenriner arm: monkey B5. Like
thehafoval depicted on the inside of several
similarly shaped white area on the inside of its right arm. It seems unlikely, but could the
fragment of this inner upper arm actually lzetpf the inner section of an upper thigh? It
is perhaps more likely that this is another indication of the individuality of the blue
monkeys depicted in this image.

I nterestingly, the positi otwoways:wdghach mon

eithera Gshape or $hape Monkeys B1, B3, and B6 appear withsBaped tails, while
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monkeys B2, B4, B5, and B8 appear witlst&ped tails. No evidence of the tail shape
from monkey B7 has been preserved. Because of the similar postures of monkeys B1 and

B2, ore may wonder why the difference in tail position exists.

Conclusion

After a close examination of the wall painting from room six of Building
Complex Beta at Akrotiri, one observes several important aspects of the painted animals.
First, the artist(s)»hibited a high degree of individualization for each creature. This
level of individualization was most likely achieved through the use of pattern books. At
one point, at least one Minoan artist must have observed several live vervets from which
he/she crated preliminary sketches. These sketches preserved both details that are
characteristic of all monkeys, such as the Hawlfeet, as well as minute details that are
particular to the species, like the variety of facial markings. Although some of tagse t
appear slightly confused or muddled in the depiction of some monkeys, like the
generalization of the feet and loss of their héike appearance, this change in depiction
may be considered evidence of several different hands (and therefore slg)l &weork
on the same wall painting.

The high level of individualization also indicates an emphasis on the distinct
identity of one monkey from the next. Importantly, this feature separates the entire image
from the realm of pattern work. Instead ofrgaig the same monkey several times, the

artist(s) chose to distinguish betwehis monkeythat monkeyandthe other monkey
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Such a choice makes clear the category in which the image fits: rather than painting a
simple repetitive pattern on the wallss@ne is painted. In this scene, several actions
take place that are initiated by several individuals.

Finally, the behavior of the monkeys in this scene is also important to consider.
As currently reconstructed, the animals in this image are not acogdday any other
species*? They do, however, either focus on their own actions or perhaps interact with
one another (monkey B7 appears to reach for monkey B6). All of the creatures behave in
seemingly natural ways: they climb and leap and crawl amonmg@ctkg landscape in
which they are shown. The agility and flexibility, as well as the playful nature of the
monkeys is apparent. Each creature is shown in poses that are both anatomically possible
for and seem typical of primates. None of these monkeysapptn personal adornment
of any kind, and each animal appears to be the same relative size as the others in the
image, so there does not appear to be any hierarchical relationship among them.

This depiction of monkeys participating in natural ways witle another and the
surrounding landscape is integral to the greater study of monkeys in Minoan frescoes.
The wall painting constitutes the only known image of primates engaging in typical
monkey behavior within a purely natural landscape. No human elesramisent, either
as a human individual or a mamade object. Each of the three remaining frescoes from

Akrotiri feature monkeys directly engaging with at least one human element.

1421t is possible that the quadrupeds from the Calves fresco, atsadmm 6 of Building Complex Beta,
may have accompanied the monkeys. As currently reconstructed, however, the quadrupeds constitute a
group within a separate fresco.
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CHAPTER9
MONKEYS IN AND AROUND A SHRINE
(FRAGMENTS FROM SECTOR ALPHAAKROTIRI, THERA)

Introduction

Unlike the monkeys from Building Complex Beta, the monkeys in the wall
painting fragments from Sector Alpha are shown with a-made architetural element:

a shrine (Fig. 9).13 Despite the unique scene preserved oririgments, this image has
received little scholarly attention, perhaps due to the highly abraded surface and, in some
places, lack of acute detail. Nevertheless, plenty of valuable information about blue
monkeys in Minoan art survives in this fresco.

In order to better understand the scene, a close examination and description of the
image is necessary. The preservation of each primate is included in the description. Once
familiarity with the image has been established, the scale and high degree oligdivid
between the figures is discussed, as well as the possible species of primate represented.
Finally, the context of the image is also addressed, as well as the ways in which this

fresco is unique from other Minoan blue monkey wall paintings.

143 Marinatos 1969, 5354, fig. 43; Doumas 1992, 184, fig. 147; Morgan 2005, 37, pli#.2a
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Desciption

Fragments of a fresdoom Sector Alpha of Akrotiri were recovered in the early
phases of excavation, a year before those from room 6 of Building Complex Beta were

found, duri; Mar i nat os & 1298 Sectar alpha is Iocatédrtthe. 9

northernmost reaches of the excavated part of the site, east of the section that contains the

tunnels. Because the area was unfortunately affected by winter storms during excavation,
the precise context of fragments from this area remains unckftain.

Someof the surviving fragments preserve blue monkeysaaoolumn witha
papyruscapitalthat supports some type of architectural feafgrg. 9.1). Due to the
highly fragmentary condition of this fresco, several details remain elusive. At present,
there seemto be evidence for at least four monkeys in this image. Several areas have
been heavily abraded so that only shadows of the original detailed forms remain. For the
sake of clarity, the monkeys have been numbered frorolefyht (Fig. 93).

Only the &il remains of monkey Al, and it is held in a genteuBse. The tip of
the tail points toward the left of the image. Unfortunately, the position of the tail may not
indicate the direction that the monkeyos
appears to be similar in scale to monkey A2.

The face, head, and upper torso of monkey A2 survive, but the surface of the
fresco is abraded, and they are difficult to see clearly. Indications of dark facial markings,

a possible ear, and white cheeks antkmemain, but details are lacking. The body of

144 Marinatos 1969, 53.

145 Doumas 1992, 184.
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this animal faces toward the right of the image, toward the architectural feature. The head
is tilted upward so that the creature perhaps gazes at the pagypes column or horns
of consecration. A long & joins with broad shoulders that lead to a tapered waist. The
animal does not appear to have any white marking on its belly, but the positions of the
arms are not clear and may obscure the view of the belly. A portion of blue is preserved
that probably epresents one raised knee of the monkey. The extension of blue from the
back of the monkey appears to be too thick to be a tail, according to the proportions of
the rest of the animal. Perhaps one leg extends backwards, but this pose would be without
precelent in monkey iconography. The animal is probably not striking a new pose, but
without further conservation and restoration, one cannot know the position of the
creatureds | ower body. The hips, | egs, and
muchlarger in scale than monkey A3.

The general outline of the body of monkey A3 appears relatively well preserved.
The head and back of the animal appear to press against the gapyed column of
the shrine as it crouches in a seated position. Unfoelynaihe head of monkey A3 is
heavily abraded, and only an indication of the shape of the head and a white throat
remain. Any other facial markings or details, including the eyes, snout, nose, and mouth,
are not preserved. The monkey does appear to tsdiefti hand to its face, with the arm
close to the body and bent at the elbow. The right hand is also not clearly depicted, but
the right arm may be recognized as resting along the top of the thigh. Again the arm is
bent at the elbow and held close to lloely. It is also possible, however, that the right
arm is not depicted here but is understood as also lifted to the face, like the left hand. If

this is the case, the form that lays flat against the top of the thigh may be the tail, wrapped
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around the bdcof the monkey as it sits against the pillar. The shoulders of this monkey
do not appear particularly broad, and the waist does not taper significantly. The body is,
however, painted in complete profile. The legs of the monkey are bent at the knee, and
the monkey appears to crouch or squat in a seated position. The area around the bent
knees is also abraded. The tail and feet of the animal are either heavily abraded or
missing. Small fragments of the legs, torso, and arm are missing.

Like monkey A1, all hat remains of monkey A4 is the tail. It is shown in a clear
S-curve, and a fragment is missing from the upper portion of its length. Even the
connection between the tail and the rest of the body of the monkey is missing. The body
probably faced the rigtgart of the image because the tail of this creature would naturally
join the body near the lowest preserved fragments of the tail. When considered with the
surrounding architectural context and the position of the tail, the body of the monkey
must be posibned awkwardly and unnaturally if the monkey were to face toward the
left. A strikingly unnatural posture would break with the Minoan style, as well. For these
reasons, the monkey probably faced toward the right of the image. The size of the tail of
monkey A4 appears similar to the scale of monkeys Al and A2 and as such, this creature
would be considerably larger than monkey A3.

All four of these monkeys are depicted in a landscape with an architectural feature
that is probably a shrine. The shrine is pased of a vertical pillar with a stylized blue
and red papyrus capital that supports three yellow and white horizontal elements. These
elements comprise the roof of the structure.t@ of the architectural feature atearly
depicted whitéhorns of cosecration. Most of the background is white, but thpeabthe

imageéd the area above the architectural feature and the mahlshy@vsa black

117



undulating line that separatéee upper blue field from the lower white fiettat is
populated by monkeyd his blue field does not seeta be water becauske convention
for showing a river or stream is absdmit it may represent a sk§f To the leftis a
polychromerocky formation.The colors employed for the rocks are bright red, orange,
yellow, and black. Essaatly, this scene appears to be one in which monkeys play

around a maimade architectural structure that is set in or near a rocky landscape.

Discussion

The first and perhaps most striking differemreongthe monkeys of Sector
Alpha is the distinctiomn scale. At least two scales aework in this image: monkeys
Al, A2, and A4 appear to adhere to one standard of size, and A3 adheres to a much
smaller scale. Not enough obmkeyA4 exists to indicate a scale with certainty, but the
proportionsof thetail may be compatible wita monkey of similar size toankeyA?2.
In Minoan art, a difference in size and/or scale may be used to indicate one of two things:
a physical relationship in size (i.e., adult and child) or a hierarchical relationship between
the human and the diwan(i.e., the young human girl and the goddess from The Offering
to the Seated Goddess scerethird possibility is the incorporain of mixed
perspective, with iwnkey 2 closer to the viewer tharomkey 3, although this option

seemaunlikely, due simply to the fact that mixed perspective ssenappear within the

16 The convention for the depiction of a flowing body of water seems to include a blue field outlined with a
thick black line. The black line includes small semyjular protrusions from the black line into thaebl
field that appear pointed on either side and flat on top.
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depiction of a single figure (i.e., the Fisherman from the West House) and within scenes
that incorporate many figural and contextual elements in dinear fashion (i.e.the

miniature frescoes from the West House at Akrotiri). Instead, this scene seems composed
in a linear fashion. The poses of the monkeys may provide additional information that
may help in better understanding the discrepancy in scale.

Not enough survies of nonkeyA1l or its surrounding contexo discussts
gesture and podeeyond the shape and size of the #&lilhough the pose of monkey A2
may at first seem unique, it may be likened to some of the playful poses of the monkeys
from the fresco in ram 6 of Building Complex Beta. The head obnkeyA?2 is tilted
back, as though the monkey is looking upward. The location of the arms and hands is
difficult to determine, due to theopr preservation of that portiai the image. Perhaps
one of t hegsismaisekireethiersa deep lunge, or perhaps the monkey is in a
seated position. The Il atter is more diffic
backandtheearni ng back of Additeonalyohe keskobtlsis momkeyks.
longer and thicker than t& monkeys from room 6 of Building Complex Betého seem
to barely have a neck. Perhaps monkeyisAia a generally similgplayful positionas
those pictured imoom 6. The pose of monke&3 is, howeverdistinct from the poses of
monkeys found elsewheraiMinoan frescoes.

MonkeyA3 crouchesand appears to lean both its back and head against the
papyrustopped pillar. At least one hand appears to be either raised to the fpeghaps
more likely, shown in the uprais@tm positionThe tailmay bewrapped around the
back of the monkey andlong the upper portion of the bent leg. Bpace along the

lower torso appears white, and the space between the tail and upper thigh is white. In
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addition, the meeting of upper to lower leg aowér leg to buttocks seems to be
differentiatedwith the presence of a white line. The use of white rather than black to
show distinct parts of the body that would otherwise overlapest is not used on any
of the monkeys fromaom 6 of BuildingComplexBeta.The section of th&esco from
the upper torso of onkeyA2 down to the possible knee obmkeyA2, including the
knees and the rest of the legs obmkeyA3, is difficult to readImportantly, however, no
monkey has been clearly conserved and/ansitucted in the pose that monkey A3
maintains.

Also, monkey A4ddoes not create a bilatesaBymmetrical composition with
monkeyA3 and the papyrulearing pillar. Instead, thanimalis shown neither
touching the pillar nor interacting with it. Unkethe monkey originalljooked back over
its shoulder, mnkeyA4 faces or perhaps even moves away from the pillar and horns of
consecration at the edge of the rdbteems likely that at least one more pillar existed in
this fresco. Could monkey 4 be mog in front of or perhaps even into the architectural
structure? If so, at least two of the monkeys in this fresco would then be understood as
interacting directly with the mamade element present, a feature that certainly sets this
image apart from theonkey fresco in Building Complex Beta.

Although four monkeys are presently identified in this image, enough is preserved
of only monkeys A2 and A3 to discuss issues of individuality. The highly abraded
surface certainly prevents the viewer from distisging careful facial details.

Fortunately, the pose and general physical form of both monkeys may contribute to this

discussion.
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Despite the lack of specific facial markings and features, the physical
characteristics of monkey A2 are distinct from thosa First, the general bodily
proportions of the two animals are clearly different, despite the missing lower body of
monkey A2. The head of monkey A2, when considered in relation to its torso, seems
proportionally larger than the head of monkey A3. &y, the neck of monkey A2 also
seems much longer than the neck of monkey A3. Strikingly, the length of the torso of
monkey A3 appears longer than that of A2. Finally, the shoulders of monkey A2 may be
broader than the shoulders of monkey A3, but thig beaan optical illusion based on the
employment of a mixed point of view in the representation of monkey A2.

Second, the general bodily shape is different between the two monkeys. The most
clearly represented example of this variation is the head ofaedactal. Although
monkey A2 exhibits both facial coloring and a head shape that is similar to the monkeys
from Building Complex Beta, the head of monkey A3 seems almost hikaeind
appears to lack any distinct facial markings. The significantly eledgatck of monkey
A2 also indicates a considerably different overall anatomy from monkey A3, whose neck
is visible but much shorter and thinner. Essentially, it seems as though these monkeys are
distinct from one another in size, pose, and general physica) all of which may be
taken to suggest a fundamental difference in the represented species.

If these two primates are distinct types of monkeys, then perhaps the issue of
scale is not a problem after all. Although the question of hierarchical sgwetwld not
necessarily be eliminated, the idea of a mixed point of view could be dismissed. The most

compelling conclusion for the size difference could then be a natural, relational one:
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monkey A3 is a species of monkey that is naturally smaller tharkeys Al, A2, and
A4.

Finally, no concentrated attempt has been made to positively identify the species
of monkeys represented in this image. It is possible that the coloring, general pose, and
tail position of monkey A2 suggest that it is a vervet, thee monkeys from Building
Complex Beta. Facial markings constitute some of the strongest evidence used to identify
the monkeys from Building Complex Beta as vervets. Although lacking in precise detail
due to surface abrasion and degradation, the vametyplacement of the pigments
present on the face of monkey A2 are strikingly similar to those found on the vervets.
Unfortunately, however, the pose of the lower half of the body is not preserved, and the
position of the arms and hands are unclear. Thegated neck is another complication
with the comparison, because the monkeys from Building Complex Beta have very short,
almost norexistent necks. Nevertheless, it is possible that a different hand executed this
image, or that emphasis was placedonthecmi ng back of monkey A2¢
direct the attention of the viewer toward the shrine. Perhaps monkeys Al, A2, and A4 are
vervets.

Although nothing more than the tails remain of monkeys Al and A4, it is-the S
curve of the tail that may indicatieeir identification as vervets. Admittedly, any attempt
to identify an animal solely based on the position of the tail must relegate the conclusion
to speculation. Still, the careful and con
Building Complex B&a as holding either a-€hape or $hape is undeniable. The
continuation of this type of pose, especially when paired with the known previous

representation of this species in contemporary Minoan art at the same archaeological site
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may suggest the posdity that these figures are also vervets. It is also possible,
however, that they are a different species.

Monkey A3 is undeniably distinct from the other monkeys in the image. Although
the creature is almost certainly a different type than its counterpiae particular species
represented has not been previously suggested. Nonetheless, the introduction of a clearly

different primate is noteworthy.

Conclusion

Despite the previous scholarly lack of interest in such a small, poorly preserved
fragmen, a close inspection renders a wealth of information about both the context and
figures involved in the scene. First, a variety of scale is employed in this image among
the depiction of the primates. This differentiation in size may be read as a rélstaiea
hierarchical scale, or even as the use of mixed perspective.

The physical differences among the two best preserved and most different
monkeys, A2 and A3, may lead one to conclude that the artist employed extreme
individualization. Although theitferences in facial coloration may at first seem to
support this theory, several other prominent features also differ significantly between the
animals. Monkey A2 differs from monkey A3 not only in scale and facial markings, but
also in overall pose, bdgliproportion, and general bodily shape. When combined, all of
these factors point not to a high degree of individualization among sipgtaes

monkeys but instead to the representation of two distinct species of monkey. If this is the
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case, then the piokem of scale is also resolved: monkey A3 is simply a smaller type of
primate than A2.

Finally, one must note not only the presence of a-made structure, but the
direct interaction of at least one monkey with it. Monkey A3 leans against the papyrus
topped pillar and constitutes the only direct interaction with the shrine. Monkey A2 may
gaze up at the construction, but the animal does not appear to engage with the structure.
Similarly, monkey A4 may simply scamper around the shrine, or may be engaged in
different activity.If monkey A4 is depicted inside the structure, however, then two
animals may be considered to directly engage with the siNenertheless, the
acknowledged presence and interaction with a-made architectural element by at least
one of the primates is undeniable.

The nature of the architectural structure is integral for a deeper understanding of
the image. The monkeys are not depicted in and around a domestic or even commercial
structure, but they engage directly with a buildingt has stark ritual connotations. The
presence of monkeys in and around the shrine is paralleled in art by scenes like the one
from the Zakros RhytoH’ On this vessel, birds and agrimia are positioned on and
around a shrine. The agrimia are of particuléerest: their poses are not accidental, but
rather they are positioned heraldically on top of the shrine. The pose is symbolic, and it
indicates the supernatural context in which the animals function. It is not unusual for
certain deities to be assoidd with certain types of animals, like birds or goats. Could
the monkeys perhaps function like the goats from the Sanctuary Rhyton? Perhaps the

mere proximity of the primates to the shrine is enough to indicate an association with the

147 Shaw 1978, 430447; Platon 1985, 16469; Koehl 2006, no. 204.
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deity that is assoated with the depicted shrine. If this is the case, these animals would
appear to be at home in a ceremonial context.

Although only a small fragment, this image is unique among blue monkey
frescoes in Minoan art. The fragment from Sector Alpha pres#drgemly image in wall
painting in which one of these creatures directly engages with a coveredjadan
architectural structure. No other images exist of these animals inside of a shrine. Other
images certainly exist in which monkeys interact with meae elements, like both of

the frescoes with monkey iconography in Xeste 3.
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CHAPTER10
MONKEYS WITH A HARP, SWORD, AND SCABBARD
(ROOM 4, XESTE 3, AKROTIRITHERA)

Introduction

The four monkeys painted on the walls of room 4 of Xeste at Akrotiri dileeun
any of the other monkeys painted in Minoan fre¥8@lthough the image is highly
fragmentary, enough of the scene survives to provide enough material for a thorough and
in-depth study of the depicted primates. First, the scene is described, inewhitagled
examination of each monkey. Next, the visual markers for the individuality of the
primates are explored. These physical indicators include the action, pose, and facial
markings of the monkeys, which serve to distinguish one monkey from thveitresit
the aid of the mamade objects. Next, the nature of the objects with which the monkeys

interact is considered. Finally, the possible interpretations of the scene will be reviewed.

Description

Building Xeste 3 is located to the south of tlrearated site of Akrotirijust

beyond Sector Delta (Fig. 10).}4° Excavated during the 1973 campaign, the monkey

148 Marinatos 19601976, 36; Doumas 1992, 128, 1385; Younger 1998, 667; Rehak 1999, 70509;
Morgan 2005, 37, fig. 1.23, pl.3&

19 Doumas 1992, 126; Marinatos 194976, 36.
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frescoes recovered from this building were accompanied by frescoes of human figures
from a variety of other rooms in the structure. Room 4 edtX 3 held the remains of a

frieze with monkeys and swallows. It is unclear whether the monkeys and swallows
belonged to the same or separate walls, yet the friezes have been reconstructed as distinct
scenes.

Room 4 may be accessed from the souteeasntrance via room 5 (Fig. 10).

To the west, a stairway ascends to the next floor. Room 4 is located to the north, and it is
separated from rooms 2 and 3 by polythyra.

One of the friezes in this room shom®nkeys engaging with one another and
variousman-madeobjects(Figs. 10.3A and 18B).**° For the purpose of clarity, the
primates in this image have been labeled alphanuniigrifram left to right (Figs. 10.4A
and 104B). In this outdoor scene, four monkeys are clearly depicted. One of the animals
(F1) holds and/or plays woodenstringed instrument, whilanotherolds a sword(F2),
anda third primate holds scabbardF3). Finally, a fourthcreaturemaybe clappingF4).
Rockwork descends from the upper register of the fresca andottedwith clumps of
crocuses. No fragments appear with additional background elements.

In order to glean the most possible visual information from this scene, each
monkey is thoroughly described. Most of the head of monkey F1 is preserved, except for
a small portio of the face above and including the upper eye, as well as a small portion
of the | ower jaw, below the mouth and chin
preserved. The creature is painted with blue and white fur and a black nose. The outline

of the eye is also black.

0Vlachopoulos 2008, 453; the swallows in the adjoining frieze are not considered in this discussion.
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Monkey F1 has a long snout that terminates in an alniasigular black nose.
The line from the creatureds brow to the t
top of the snout and around the eyes is painted slightled#r&n the rest of the face,
this monkey does not appear to have the stark facial markings seen on the monkeys from
room 6 of Building Complex Beta. A particularly dark line is used to distinguish the
outline of the eye from the rest of the face. A srmaall protrudes from the side of the
head, and it is positioned slightly higher
sweeping area of white fur that is depicted as particularly thick and fuzzy. The top and
back of the head, as well asthe thraat, e pai nted bl ue. The <creat
and the lips are traced faintly with pale red.

Monkey F1 also holds an object. The fingers of the left hand are visible along the
bottom portion of a harp. The animal may be simply holding or perhap®iplaisng
the instrument. The harp is represented in yellow with red dots painted around the frame
of the object. Although the representation
the ornate nature of the object survives. At least three decosgirals extend from the
frame of the instrument. At least five strings run vertically rather than horizontally across
the instrument.

Monkey F2 wields a scabbard above its head in its left fist. Although the left arm
is relatively well preserved, onlyapt of the head of the monkey survives. Although the
head is not particularly well preserved, one may decipher the relatively smooth profile of
the monkey, as well as the yellow eye that is clearly positioned in an area of darker fur.
The surface of the désco is too abraded to determine whether the facial marking was

originally dark, like the markings from the monkeys in Building Complex Beta, or
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|l ighter, |li ke monkey F1 of this fresco. Th
marking on the createar6 s f ace, and the blue top of the
monkey F2 is also preserved, and the creature appears to wear a large gold hoop earring,
but part of the hoop is missing. Unfortunately, the end of the nose and the mouth are also
missirg. The outline of the arm is mostly preserved, but the inside of the arm is
fragmentary.

A small additional fragment of blue and white fur survives, and its current
conserved position suggests that it is part of monkey F2. The meeting of thick white fur
with blue fur is preserved, as well as a yellow and red length of rope or string that is tied
in a knot. This object has not been definitively identified. Additionally, the blue fur
painted on this fragment is considerably lighter in color than the bluetagaint the
rest of monkey F2.

Finally, most of the scabbard is preserved. Most of the rope that would fasten the
object to a belt is visible, although a small portion of it is missing. Part of the middle of
the scabbard is also missing. The yellovegéhshat hangs from the tip of the object
survives, but a small part of this decorative element is also missing.

The only remaining part of monkey F3 is the blue hand that holds a sword. The
fist is balled around the handle of the object, and it is alper$ectly preserved. The
adjoining outline of approximately half of the lower arms survives as well. The interior of
the arm is highly fragmentary. The yellow (probably bronze) sword is held at an angle,
presumably somewher e a leoasedartdkextendetdoamk ey 6 s he
suggests. The sword is preserved almost in entirety, but a section from the middle of the

blade is missing.
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Finally, the torso of monkey F4 is better preserved than the torso of any of the
other monkeys from this frieze. Althougfire upper portion of the face and head are not
preserved, the nose and mouth, the white cheeks, and the top of the head survive. The
visible portion of the black nose is large, perhaps originally similar in shape to the nose
of monkey F1. The mouthisdoe d, and the monkeyds | ips ar
pale red line traces the upper border of the black line that shows the meeting of the
animal 6s | ips. The curve of the -nwoedkeyos |
areas of the face from hitk white facial ruff that extends from the edges of the
creatureds face. The full curve of the ani
the creatureds torso, including the white
from the bodyand they appear to be parallel to one another. Perhaps the monkey is
clapping, or maybe it is grasping or carrying something that has not been preserved.
Unfortunately, the hands of the monkey do not survive. Although part of the upper legs
and knees of #enmonkey are preserved, the lower legs, buttocks, tail, and feet do not
survive. Monkey F4 is essentially posed in a squattiogiched position, with the knees
bent and drawn upward.

The background of the scene is relatively sparse. Polychrome rockwerklex
from the top and bottom of the image. Although this may at first suggest that the
monkeys are in a cave, the presence of flora dispels this possibility. The rockwork is
dotted with clumps of crocus flowers. No other contextual indicators exist im#ge,
and no other species of figure is present. Architectural features are completely lacking,

and no clear ground line is preserved.
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Discussion

Armed with a close examination of the monkeys pictured in this frieze, several
important aspects of thereatures become immediately apparent. The stark
individualization of the monkeys from one another is undeniable. They differ in action,
pose, and even facial features (where preserved). The actions exhibited by the animals
are necessarily affected byyaitems with which the monkey interacts. Although most of
these creatures are shown interacting directly with-made objects, the nature of each
object differs significantly both from the other items depicted and from previously
inspected maimade objed pictured with monkeys in fresco. The type of engagement
between the monkey and object(s) then also necessarily changes.

The monkeys painted in the frieze from room 4 of Xeste 3 are clearly different
from one another. The actions and therefore poseaabf animal are the most obviously
individualized aspects pictured. For instance, the pose of monkey F1 is necessarily
different from monkey F2, if only by virtue of the object that each of them holds. When
theuseof each object is considered in conjunntwith pose, then the difference in the
actions of each creature becomes apparent. Although monkey F1 may play the harp or
simply hold it, monkey F2 wields the scabbard high above its head, perhaps attacking
someone or something with the item, or maybenedancing with the object. Similarly,
the possible lack of engagement with any object by monkey F4 also changes the relative

pose and action of the creature.
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Although the circumstantial differences are clearly observable, the highly
individualized facesf each monkey are also important. The general depiction of the face
of each ani mal appears consistent: a |l ong,
brow to its nose. The face bears both some type of dark marking along the snout, and a
facial uff encircles the lower portion of the face. The animals are all similar in these
ways, yet the particular depiction of these features differs from individual to individual.
For example, a yellow eye is visible on both monkey F1 and F2, but the shape and
surrounding pigmentation of each eye differ. The outline of the eye of monkey F1 is
darker and larger in relation to the rest of its face than the eye of monkey F2.
Additionally, the facial mark on monkey F1 does not encircle the eye, as does the mark
on the face of monkey F2. The mark is darker on the face of monkey F2 as well.
Unfortunately, because this region of the face is not well preserved on either monkey F3
or F4, a comparison with these individuals is not possible. Nevertheless, the clear
differeniation between the facial features of monkeys F1 and F2 is undeniable. The
individualism exhibited by each animal is certainly augmented by the variety of objects
with which they engage and the poses in which they are depicted.

The f ocus o fimmeediaeattemmmsieemy 0 e the object with
which it interacts. Notably, each object is nraade, and each monkey is not limited to
the use of only one mamade item¥>! The monkeys in this image do not play on natural
rocky formations or pick flowergdm the surrounding landscape. Similarly, the animals
do not appear to interact directly with one another, but rather each appears to be engaged

in its own activity. Although the scene may be read as a group of monkeys participating

B1For example, monkey F2 holds the scabbard aloft while wearing a large gold earring and perhaps a belt
or necklace.
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in one event togethethe intimate nature of the relationship of the individual to the object
differentiates this scene from others in which monkeys appear witinrada objects.
Engagement with a shrine, for example, is not an intimate interaction with an object.
Rather, it isa seemingly public, open interaction with a rmaade architectural feature.
Instead of an open, impersonal engagement, the objects painted in this frieze are smaller,
demanding of more intimate handling by one or possibly two individuals.

Additionally, the depicted objects may at first seem to be opposites of one
another: the sword and scabbard clearly belong to the weaponry category, while the harp
is a peaceful musical instrument. The monkey with the harp does not appear to strike an
aggressive stancaenlike monkey F2 or F3, the wielders of the scabbard and the sword.
Nevertheless, one must consider the broader implications of these objects functioning
together in such a small scene, as well as the implications of these types of items in the
hands of pmates.

The combination of sword, scabbard, and musical instrument may be understood
as a single cohesive event. One may be tempted to interpret the poses of monkeys F2 and
F3 as indicative of battle, but such a reading casts thebleaming monkey it a strange
and precarious position. Why bring a harp into battle? Perhaps more importantly, one
could also ask why sendm@onkeyinto battle? If the scene is read allegorically instead of
literally, it is better understood.

The entire scene does demctevent: an event in which monkeys do not fight to
music, but dance to music. Of course, the seemingly knowledgeable handling of the
objects in this fresco indicates the shift in the scene from the real world to one of myth.

After all, a monkey could justs easily smash a harp (and is perhaps more likely to do so)
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when behaving as an untrained, wild monkey does. The proper, skilled engagement with
each object pictured, however, shifts the circumstances of the image from reality to
allegory or even myth,antexts in which the constricting laws of animal and human
behaviors would not limit the activities of the monkeys from room 4 of Xeste 3.
Unrealistic, anthropomorphized animals are a reoccurring theme throughout
ancient ideologies, ranging from old wabtb new world, from eastern to western
cultures®® The appearance of such behavior represented in any animals should come
without surprise, especially in the case of the extremely hdikaprimate. Despite the
absence of any obviously divine figure, tetions in the frieze itself indicate the
otherworldly nature of the animals and their actions.
Finally, one must consider the physical context of the fresco. Building Xeste 3 is
not a domestic structure, and no household goods have been found inisiBaibfer,
the building is ceremonial in nature, and many of the walls are covered irrelaizid
scenes that involve females of various ages, flora, and animals. One room features males
of different ages. Because the building itself housed cerenemtigitie perhaponly
ceremonial activitied the monkey frieze is most likely also related to ritual activities.
The nature of the greater context imbues the fresco with deeper meaning, while also

clarifying the role that the monkeys play in the image.

152\Wooley 1934, 280, pl. 105; 1954,1784, pl. 11; Younger 1998, 144, pl. 15; Rehak 1999 708;
Mikrakis 2000, 167, fig. 5.
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Conclusion

The monkeys painted in the frieze from room 4 of Xeste 3 on Akrotiri clearly
behave in ways that are atypical for wild, untrained primates. Although some of the
animals are still represented in poses that are anatomically natural for madikesy
monkey F4, the appearance of monkeys that engage in anthropomorphic behaviors, like
playing a harp or dancing with a sword, is certainly noteworthy. Monkey behaviors like
these are unparalleled in Minoan wall paintings.

The small, intimate natuie the objects used by the animals differ from the types
of items pictured with monkeys elsewhere. Rather than behaving like monkeys in nature
or behaving like monkeys in and around a shrine, the monkeys here participate in a larger
event as cooperativeniis. The dance is accompanied by a harp and perhaps clapping,
and each object is held and used by only one individual. Identity is clearly distinguished
between the monkeys in terms of the items held and used as well as the actions associated
with those difacts. Additionally, individuality is also displayed in the facial features and
markings of each primate. In both role and appearance these monkeys are not a single
repeated motif that represents the general idea of a monkey, but rather they are readily
identifiable individuals. Although this particular scene references the supernatural,
mythical realm in which monkeys may operate beyond the confines of the natural world,
one other scene exists in Minoan wall painting in which a monkey almost certainly
operates as a supernatural creature, within both the nahdalipernatural realms: The

Offering to the Seated Goddess.
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CHAPTER11
A MONKEY MAKES AN OFFERING
(ROOM 3A, XESTE 3, AKROTIRI, THERA

Introduction

Unlike the frieze from room 4 of buildgnXeste 3, the wall painting from room 3a
of the same buildingeatures only one monkey (Fig..1) This figure is unique among
other monkey imagery from Akrotiri in several ways. First, the animal is the only one of
its kind in this imagé the other figues present are human and supernatural beings. Next,
the monkey is clearly anthropomorphized, a feature that distinguishes it from other
monkey imagery in wall paintings and enables the role that it plays as intercessor.
Finally, the creature appears to €tion as a liminal creature, transcending the boundaries
between the young human girl and the seated goddess in order to deliver an offering.

In order to better understand the scene, a focused examination and description of
the wall painting is presentedhe preservation of the monkey is included in the
description. Once familiarity with the image is established, the individuality and
anthropomorphization of the monkey is discussed. Finally, the context of the monkey
within the image is addressed, aslvasl the role the animal fulfills in the scene and the
ways in which this wall painting is unique from other blue monkey frescoes in Minoan

art.
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Description

Building Xeste 3 is located at the southwestern limits of tlva\eted site of
Akrotiri (Fig. 10.1).1°3 The Offering to the Seated Goddess fresco was excavated by
Spyridon Marinatos during the final campaign in 1975 his image is one of several
wall paintings from Xeste 3 in which human figures are prominently featured. This scene,
however, functias with others on nearby walls to create a greater narrative about
ceremonial life in the Aegean Bronze Age.

Room 3a may be accessed from the southeastern entbiXeste 3 via room 5
(Fig. 112). To the west, a stairway ascends to the next floor. R3aoiw located to the
north east of the stairway, and one must traverse room 4 and pass through polythyra in
order to access it.

The wall painting from room 3a of Xeste 3 is a relatively well preserved scene in
which a young girl is shown emptying a baskeiof crocus blossoms into a large,
woven receptacle omé ground (Fig.111) . The girl s hair 1is
long lock on the back of her head and one shorter lock above her forehead. A blue and
black band runs along the top of her formtheand she wears a gold earring. Her head is
tilted upward, and she seems to gaze at the seated goddess. She wears a yellow open
bodice with blue and black bands along the shoulders and arms. The basket that she
overturns is tall and narrow with a handied she holds on to it with both hands. Her

bodice is tucked into a flounced skirt that is secured with a length of yellow rope. The

153 Marinatos 1976, 38, pls. BE, K, 42k 42d, 59 61; Doumas 1992, 126, figs. 1i228; Marinatos
1984, figs. 4042,44; 1993, fig. 213; Vlachopoulos 2008, 4856, figs. 41.1841.21.

154 Marinatos 1976, pls. B, K, 42l 42d, 59 61.
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flounces are white, blue, black, yellow, and red. Her feet appear to rest along the ground,
the first level of a large artite construction, and she wears blue and black anklets on
each |l eg. A wide, squat basket rests on th
of crocuses is visible above the rim of the vessel.

On the other side of the large basket, a bluekepfaces toward the right and
ascends to the second step of the tripartite strutttbdéu ch of t he monkeyobs
missing, buthe long snout survives (Fig. B). The snout is white with a beahaped
nostril at its end. The mouth of the monkey is tidhe depicted with pink lips. The
bottom of the jaw and the neck of the primate are painted blue. Broad shoulders taper to a
narrow waist, and the white belly of the animal is visible. Both arms extend forward, bent
at the elbow, and the creature holdscois stamens in its hands that it offers to the
goddess. The tail of the monkey extends downward from the base of the spine. The tail
appears to be almost limp, and it does not curve upward in eithehag@ or an-S
shape. Although parts of the legs arssing, the general position and shape of the legs is
decipherable. The right leg remains on the ground line that is shared by the young girl
and the large basket full of crocuses. The monkey steps forward to scale the tripartite
structure with its leftdg, the inside of which includes some white fur. In front of the right
foot, which appears similar in shape to a human hand, is a meatitechbasket, broad
and low like the larger one. The top of the basket and what it may hold are not well
preserved, buts position may suggest that the monkey drew its offering from this vessel.

If this is the case, the basket is probably full of crocus stamens.

155 Marinatos 1987, 2384; Greenlaw 2005, 7¥3; 2006, 6867;2011, 4753.
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The third level of the structure supports a seated goddess figure. She appears to be
more physically maturénin the young girl, and she is also much larger in scale. The
goddess has long hair that drapes loosely down her back, with one longer lock looped at
the back of her head that runs down her shoulder and back. This lock features red dotted
ornamentation thanay represent red (carnelian?) beads. Like the young girl, she has a
short forelock, and she wears a black and blue band along her hairline. A crocus flower is
either painted on her cheek or rests against it. She wears a large gold hoop earring that
features many small red beads, as well as layered necklaces. One necklace is blue with
black dots, and another is composed of small beads in the shape of waterfowl. A third
necklace features blue and yellow dragonfly beads that are connected to one am@ther by
yellow and red string.

The seated goddess wears a blue open bodice, on which are embroidered several
crocus flowers, complete with red stamens. The blue bands at the shoulders and arms of
her garment feature black crocus flower motifs. The white baatduhns down the front
of the bodice also features crocus motifs. Her sleeves terminate with many decorative
elements, like a tassel and small circles that appeapoomlike. The bottom of the
ornate bodice and t he godddckpmesedved Fsomehe ar ms
position of the upper arms, however, she may be reaching forward with her right hand to
accept the offering made by the monkey.

The goddess wears a long flounced skirt that is primarily white, blue, and black.
She sits on top of Ylew and red cushions or perhaps folded textiles. The position of each
leg is suggested by the height and position of each knee. Her right knee is positioned

higher than her left, suggesting that the right foot remains on the highest tier of the
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structurewhile her left foot rests on the second level. Unfortunately, neither one of the
feet is well preserved.

A griffin stands behind the seated goddess with its head raised and wings
extended. The yellow beak points upward, and the black and white faceseaned
eye. Black spirals, red dots, and black and blue diamond motifs are depicted on the upper
body of the griffin. The wings extend above and behind the animal, and feature blue, red,
white, and black motifs. The upper portion of the wing clearlywshemall feathers, and
an area with spirals extends just below the top part of the wing. The remaining, larger
feathers are decorated with a teatiddot motif. Each large feather has a blue tip. The
creature stands on its hind legs, with one leg pogitiam the top tier of the tripartite
structure, the other leg on the middle level. The front legs of the griffin are lifted off of
the ground. Importantly, the throat of the animal is encircled by a red rope or cord,
clearly tied at the back of theneckh® cor d continues away from
the fresco fragments do not preserve the end of the rope. This animal appears to be
leashed.

The tripartite structure that supports all four of these figures appears to be
constructed from stone and wodthe lowest level features long rectangles with yellow
and white abstracted wood patterns, while the second and third levels feature yellow and
blue abstracted stone motifs. The lowest tier of the construction is also supported by
shapes that are reminést of incurved altars. Clumps of crocus flowers grow in the
background of the image. The top and bottom of the image are bordered by dark blue,

light blue, white, and red bands.
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Discussion

The greater context in which the Offering to the Seated €sxdftesco is depicted is
integral to a thorough understanding of the image itself. Xeste 3 is purely ceremonial in
nature!®® The structure does not function as a domestic setting, and many of the objects
that may be considered household goods were comgmlyuabsentsuchasbeds).
Additionally, many of the frescoes found in the building depict women and men that
appear to be engaged in ritual behaviorsluding processions. When the purpose of the
building is considered with the types of scenes trapegsented on the walls of each
room, the ceremonial nature of the Offering to the Seated Goddess wall painting is
undeniable>’

The monkey in this image is, as many have already noted, anthropomorhized.
Rather than crouching in a typical seatednkeyposition, the animal deftly scales the
first step of the tripartite construction with a very hurii&a, upright posture. It is this
feature that distinguishes this individual from the other primates depicted in wall
paintings at Akrotiri. Additionally, tis figure is the only monkey that is not part of a
larger group of primates. Instead of operating as one element of a larger group of animals

in the natural world, the creature functions as an individual and stands in the company of

156 Marinatos 1984, 6172, figs. 40, 44, 49; Amigues 1988, 227, P241; Angelopoulou 2000, 550;
Vlachopoulos 2008, 45465.

157 Lauven 1979, 11i2126; Davis 1986, 399105; Marinatos 1987, 227, 30; 1993, 149152; Rehak
19994, 1122; 2002, 5459; 2004, 85100; 2007, 206220; Gesell 2000, 94855; Laffineur 2000, 890
904; Chap 2008, 48, 7830; Vlachopoulos 2008, 45465; GunkelMaschek 2010, 1118; Day 2011,
339 370.

158 Angelopoulou 2000, 550; Glnkdaschek 2010, I12.
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one human and two divencreatures. This single traithe anthropomorphizatiénalso
enables the creature to perform the ceremonial action that is central to the scene.
Ultimately, the monkey is portrayed as a liminal being that bridges the gap between the
human and supernaturaalms. Importantly, this animal appears to be the only active
liminal being from the natural world in this scene.

The monkey from room 3a of Xeste 3 is in strikingly different company from the
other primates in the Akrotiri frescoes. Although the otisgll paintings feature multiple
monkeys together in one scene, this image shows a single monkey in the company of
both human (the young girl) and supernatural creatures (the seated goddess and the
griffin). Additionally, the primate is not consumed ina&n animal world, but rather it
participates in the central action of the image, and it directly engages with the seated
goddes$>® This behavior stands in stark contrast to theiselblved behaviors of the
monkeys from Building Complex Beta and Sectopl#d, and even the monkeys from
room 4 of Xeste 3. The focused, ceremonial actions of this creature also contribute to the
clear associations with human behavior on behalf of the animal.

Monkeys are one of few species that are easily anthropomorphizeghysical
appearance of the monkey is already strikingly similar to that of humans. For instance,
the animal has hands instead of paws, and it is capable of standing and walking upright,
on only two | egs. The <cr e atanwotkedspeciesnt el | ect
Monkeys learn quickly, and therefore they are easily trained. When coupled with the
natural intelligence and curiosity that is characteristic of most primates, the choice to

anthropomorphize a monkey instead of another species is eadéystood.

159 Marinatos 1987, 2384.
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It is this same similarity to humans that enables the liminality of the monkey in
this scene. The wild primate is an innate part of the natural realm: it is certainly an
animal, and it behaves seemingly without culture or organized sociégn ¥tted upon
by the human world and trained, however, the creature is then capable of engaging
successfully with and perhaps operating within culture and organized society.
Importantly, however, the primate is still ultimately an animal, and it will belaa one
if left to its own devices. Although the monkey cannot continually operate independently
in the human world with success, the ability to move fluidly between natural and human
spheres is certainly one of the reasons that monkeys were chosamakdreatures in
Minoan art.

Nevertheless, the image presented on the wall of room 3a clearly indicates the
direct engagement of the monkey with the seated goddess as it offers crocus stamens to
her, which she then accepts. The liminal role of the ahisrnvisible in a variety of ways,
including those that incorporate the other characters in the image, as well as the
architecture. The primate forms a visual connection between the young girl and the
goddess both horizontally and vertically. First, thenkey clearly stands between the
young girl and the seated goddess if the image is read from either the left or the right. The
divisions between each figure are punctuated by baskets with offerings of crocus flowers
and stamens. These baskets are the sw@lef the interaction between each figure: the
girl contributes to the large basket on the ground, and the monkey draws from the
mediumsized basket to make an offering to the seated goddess.

If the tripartite construction is included in the reading, onsst then consider the

vertical placement of each figure. The young girl is on the lowest tier, a ground line that
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i s shared partially by the monkey. Al thoug
lower tier, it steps upward as it reaches towardythddess and also stands on the middle
|l evel . One of the goddessd6 feet descends t
she remains seated on the top tier, on which she alone resides. Essentially, humans are
restricted to the lowest representaticinad in the image. The monkey appears capable of
inhabiting the first and second levels. The goddess, although firmly planted on the third
level, steps into the lower space of the second level. In this way, a reading that considers
both the horizontal andertical placement of figures in the pictorial space also supports
the liminal role of the monkey.

Of paramount importance is the centrality of the monkey to the image. Ultimately,
the young girl o6s offering wouwihoutthet be pr e
primate intercessor. The monkey is clearly shown as active and focused as it interacts
with the goddess. The animal does not watch, nor does it function as one of many
monkeys. Rather, the identity of the creature as a monkey, as well akettiduldills in
this particular ceremony, are of indisputable importance to not only the depicted ritual but
also to the understanding of the viewer of the scene.

Unrealistic, anthropomorphized animals frequently appear in ancient ideologies,
and theseypes of beliefs do not appear to be limited by culture or locatfon.
Additionally, the association of a particular animal with a deity is also common among a
myriad of mythologies. For instance, the Roman goddess Diana is often depicted with her
hunting founds, an attribute often used to identify the goddess. The owl is not only a

symbol of wisdom itself, but it also behaved as a symbol and messenger of the goddess

180Wooley 1934, 280, pl. 105; 1954,1784, pl. 11; Younger 1998, 144, pl. 15; Rel£©9, 708709.
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Athena. Odin had his raven. This scene from Minoan art provides evidence for a direct
link and perhaps association between the blue monkey and the goddess; such a
relationship between a deity and a natural animal is common throughout mythological
histories!®! Certainly no evidence has been found to suggest that one of the ideologies of
the Minoanworld bears an exception to this general mythological tendency.

It is possible, therefore, that the monkey represented in the wall painting from
room 3a is more than simply a creature that bears human messages and offerings to the
supernatural realm. Paps, through an association with the goddess, the animal is
allowed to perform (rgperform?) actions for the goddess on behalf of her followers. As
such a liminal character, the monkey becomes integral for its intelligence and therefore
for the ability toexecute desired tasks on behalf of both goddess and worshipper, as well
as its ability to move fluidliamonginow threedistinct possible conceptual positions: the
animal realm, the human realm, and the divine realm.

Finally, the monkey may also bear anghasized importance due to the ability of
the creature to substitute for either the human or supernatural individual involved in a
ritual offering. This flexibility of position is depicted in both the Offering to the Seated
Goddess fresco and a small seémom a seal® In this image, the anthropomorphized
monkey no longer squats in the typical monkey pose for glgptibut instead it sits
upright in a chair with its feet planted on the ground. This animal also wears what may be
a belt, halter, or somather type of clothing. A human figure and another animal stand

before the monkey, but the majority of these figures is missing. The scene from this seal

161 Hansen 2004, 4@7, 117119, 121126.

162CMS 11.8 262.
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suggests that monkeys may be the recipients of special treatment and perhaps even
offerings. ltispe si bl e that this monkey is fAsitting

proceedings.

Conclusion

The natural form of the monkey appears to be the attribute that initially separates
it from the animal world and allows for its entrance into the human yyoaldicularly the
ability of its body to engage in both animal activities and hubssed activities. The
humanlike activities in which the primate may participate are also frequently ritually
related in a way that involves the supernatural world. Fesetieasons, this monkey
appears to operate and move fluidly within a tripartite structure in which three seemingly
separate worlds all become accessible.

With access to each distinct realm of ideological reality, the monkey pictured here
may be directlyassociated with the wider supernatural realm. It is also possible, however,
that the blue monkey is associated with only one specific deity: the seated goddess.
Although clear evidence for the former seems to be lacking, this fresco certainly supports
butdoes not conclusively prove the latter claim. Essentially, the wall painting from room
3a of Xeste 3 is the only wall painting in which an anthropomorphized primate is clearly
depicted as interacting directly with a deity and, therefore, engaging ina@stm

activity, seemingly on behalf of a human.
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CHAPTER12
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF MINOANMONKEY AND APE
ICONOGRAPHY

Introduction

With a firm familiarity of Minoan primate iconography now established, it is
necessary to consider the greaterliogpions of the ways in which the monkeys are
represented. First, the conceptual roles of monkeys in Minoan wall painting will be
considered. This understanding will then facilitate the following exploration of the
reconstruction of a possible ritual, whiis supported iconographically by both wall
paintings and glyptic art. The reconstructed ritual is a crocus ceremony. Finally, the ways
in which Egyptian art may impact Minoan art and the possible interrelations between

each cultureds aprcadnsidarede i conography

Conceptual Roles

Monkeys in Minoan wall paintings may be subdivided into three separate
categories, based on the conceptual roles each plays within the greater scheme of Minoan
art. These creatures occupy a range of positions thatfisppa the natural animal world,
through the human world, and into the supernatural realm. Minoans seem to have
depicted the various functions clearly and carefully, and they manipulate such

147



characteristics as the contexts in which the monkeys are pictheedther objects or
individuals with which they interact, any personal adornment, and the posture or position
of the monkeys themselves in order to achieve the desired goal. The archaeological
context of the room and building in which the wall paintivegs originally executed also

aids in the attempt to distinguish between ceremonial ang@@monial contexts. These
divisions in role may be better supported with comparable examples in fresco, when

available.

AnimalWorld

The detailed depiction ofatural subjects and settings by Minoans is undeniable.
Monkeys are sometimes clearly painted as wild animals that engage in activities that may
be considered typical of untrained or undomesticated creatures. The primates in three
distinct wall paintings gpear to behave in ways typical for wild animals. These images
include the wall paintings from room 6 of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri and room Q
from the House of the Frescoes at Knossos.

The primates from room 6 of Bdihg Complex Beta (Figs. 1.%.6) certainly
exhibit typical monkey behavior: they climb and leap and crawl among the rocky
landscape in which they are shown. The agility, flexibility, and playful nature of the
monkeys are apparent. In this particular scene, few of the animals seepiayithg
with one another. Rather, most are focused on their own actions. The creatures are also

depicted in poses that are both anatomically possible for (and seem typical of) primates.
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None of these monkeys are depicted with personal adornment of ahaktheach
creature appears to be the same relative size as the others in the image, so no hierarchical
relationship exists among them.

Similarly, the wall painting in room Q of the House of the Frescoes at Knossos
features monkeys that seem to run veitdloss théush natural landscape (Figly. Like
the primates from room 6, they explore their surroundings aggressively by climbing and
scampering over rocks. Some of these animals even investigate the flora. Each of the
poses depicted is, importanthynatomically possible for the creatures. The predatory
nature of this group of monkeys is made apparent by the actions of one individual:
monkey H4, who devours an egg that was presumably laid by one of the disturbed rock
doves. Although the primates app&aplay and explore, the birds are clearly agitated. In
this particular scene, the monkeys do not clearly engage with one another, and they
remain focused on their own actions. Finally, none of these animals wears adornment of
any kind, and none of therapictured with any mamade objects. Each primate appears
to be the same relative size as the others in the wall painting, and therefore no
hierarchical relationship is apparent between them.

Both of these scenes bear representations of a specific abuhahe features
multiple species. Both of the images appear to be set in an outdoor settingn®type
of each species @nimalis represented in these images; for example, the rock doves
from room Q are the same species, and although the monieiysthe same scene, the
monkeys also appear to be the same species as one another. The representation of several
animals that belong to the same species does not necessitate a lack of distinction among

figures. Minor variations in the appearance, paldidy in the facial markings, of each
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figure indicate that the frescoes do not present several identical figures that represent a
monkey. Rather, a group of subtly individualized monkeys is depicted in each painting.
Essentially, these frescoes show a grotiindividual animals, unified by species, in a
natural habitat. Finally, none of these creatures are depicted as engaging in strange
behavior, or as contorting into positions other than those that come naturally. In these
ways, the monkeys in the wakimtings from room 6 of Building Complex Beta and

room Q of the House of the Frescoes clearly depict wild monkeys exploring and
participating in the natural world of animals.

Elements of the natural world and nature scenes are common motifs in Minoan
art, and therefore it is not surprising that the Minoans would choose to depict wild
monkeys behaving as they normally do in reality. Perhaps these types of images are
relatively simple in meaning: the wall painting is visually pleasing, and monkeys are
amusng. On the other hand, the images may reference something else, which may not be
overtly depicted. A deeper reading may render associations with a deity, like the goddess
of nature. If this is the case, then perhaps individual natural elements withoetieease
intended to trigger this associative response in the viewer. These individual elements may
be flora or fauna, or perhaps other elements of the landscape, like streams or rockwork.
Perhaps the complete nature scene, full of animals and cleadylatdoors, is
indicative of the power of a deity. Nevertheless, when considered asadtawedpieces of
art, these wall paintings seem to represent only the natural world and not a ceremonial
realm due to the lack of an overt ceremonially related visleahent. In order to

consider these frescoes as referents to ritual contexts or events, they would need a
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supporting body of comparanda that clearly depict several similar or identical elements

that are clearly involved in a ceremonial scene.

Supernatiral World

The supernatural realm may be recognizable in Minoan iconography as imagery
in which divine figures and/or supernatural creatures are present. This realm may also be
represented by visual elements that serve as referents to supernaturatenflitbim a
greater scene. In contrast, the human world may be loosely defined as imagery in which
humans are depicted and active, but it may also be represented by visual elements that
serve as referents to human control and/or influence within a gseatez. Primates,
perhaps due to anatomical similarities, are sometimes shown as engaged in human
behaviors. Because of the sometirogsrlapping definitions of the representation of the
human and supernatural realms, the way in which primates functiomoaMfresco is
not always immediately apparent. Three wall paintings depict monkeys that are involved
in nonprimate behaviors and feature maade objects. These scenes may, at first
glance, be interpreted as occurring in the human world, and theyeritiedvall
paintings from the Lower Keep at Knossos, as well as fragments from Sector Alpha at
Akrotiri, and room 4 of Xeste 3 from Akrotiri. Upon closer inspection, however, the
ceremonial nature of each image becomes apparent. Only one of the blue monkey
frescoes, the Offering to the Seated Goddess, clearly features a deity, and therefore is

immediately recognizable as taking place in the supernatural realm.
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The primate in the Offering to the SedtGoddess wall painting (Fig. 1) stands
upright as itascends the tripartite structure to deliver offerings from the natural world to
the deity that is seated at the top of the construction. The background is dotted with
clumps of crocuses, and the garments of the seated goddess are laden in crocus imagery;
she even has a crocus tucked behind her ear (or possibly tattooed on her cheek). The
monkey serves as a visual and ideological bridge between the natural and human worlds
and the divine world. Both horizontally and vertically, the animal acts as a amdlién
the exchange that occurs between a young girl and the seated goddess. Horizontally, the
monkey is located between the young girl and the goddess, and the direction of the action
is clearly indicated by both the gaze as well as the position of thesboidihe young girl
and the monkey. Vertically, the primate ascends the tripartite structure. With one foot on
the lowest level and one foot on the middle level, the creature shares two distinct ground
lines: the lower level with the young girl, and th&ldie level with the goddess.

Although the goddess is seated at the top of the structure, one foot descends to meet the
monkey. Finally, the moment depicted in this image takes placbgtmtethe blue

primate may come into direct contact with the diviméransfer the offering into her

hand. The scene preserved in this wall painting clearly shows the supernatural, liminal
role that the monkey sometimes fulfills in Minoan ideology.

Although they do not appear to come into direct contact with a de#tyltie
monkeys in the frieze from room 4 of Xeste 3 may also participate in the greater
supernatural realrfFigs. 103A and 10.3B)At least four monkeys are shown in a rocky
landscape that is dotted with crocuses in the frieze. One animal holds or p&aps a

another brandishes a scabbard over its head, a third holds a sword, and the body of a
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fourth monkey is depicted, but the action it performs is difficult to decipher. At least
three of the individuals engage in some way with a-made object. Althogh three of
the monkeys do not appear to wear a harness of any kind, the body of only one monkey,
F4, is preserved well enough to state conclusively that it does not wear one. Monkey F2,
however, wears both a gold earring and a knotted object that mayeo&lace, belt, or
even part of a harness. All of these rmaade objects seem to shift these primates from
the animal world into the human world. The creatures appear to participate in a single
event together, perhaps simply for the sake of entertaintffdhis possible that the
primates engage in a sword dance that is accompanied by the harp and perhaps (in the
case of monkey F4) some clapping.

The specific objects with which the creatures are preseragec\Ver, are
problematic The items are not thei that one would be inclined to entrust to a wild or
even trained animal. For instance, the harp or lyre is too delicate and expensive an
instrument to be handled by a rowdy monkey. In like manner, the sword that monkey F3
holds is depicted as a real 3@oOne would not allow a primate to brandish such a
destructive object. The creature could certainly injure itself and others. The disjointed
nature of the image (real animals and objects in an unlikely and probably even destructive
pairing) may indicat¢hat the scene set before the viewer is not one that can occur in the
real world, but rather one that must be relegated to the mythological world, or the
supernatural realm.

Because of the potential dangers that are involved in allowing the animals access

to objects like a harp and sword, this scene cannot be a realistic depiction of a single

163Rehak 1996, 705, 708; Younger 1998, 144; For examples of monkeys as entertainers in Egyptian
iconography, see Mikrakis 2000, 167, fig. 5; Houlihan 1996j 210, figs. 146147; and @Gapter 3.
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event in the human world. Rather, the image more likely takes place in a mythical realm,
in which the standard rules of reality (and therefore natural monkey bed)adwonot
necessarily apply. In this separate realm, the animals may perform for entertainment, the
sword dance perhaps referential of another mythical event, like a battle. In this way, the
creatures may function simply as informatigliverers, transpting knowledge
(perhaps in the form of myths) from the supernatural to the human world. This scene
almost certainly does not depict a realistic event, but rather it shows something that can
occur only in the supernatural, mythical world, a world that noayetimes be visually
referenced by the presence of clumps of crocus flowers.

The blue monkey scenes from the Lower Keep and the House of the Frescoes at
Knossos both also feature clumps of crocus floWeigs. 6.1A and 6.1B)The fresco
from the Lower Kep at Knossos features at least three monkeys that scamper across
polychrome rockwork in an otherwise red background. These animals, although similar
in appearance to the primates depicted in room Q of the House of the Frescoes, appear to
be a different spcies from those represented in the wall paintings from Akrotiri.
Additionally, each of these creatures wears a harness, although no human figures are
present in the image. The harness, however, is an object that may be considered
indicative of human inflance, if not overt human control. When coupled with the
manicured setting in which the monkeys are shiwargarden in which only crocuses
grow, complete with flowerpodsthe carefully constructed scene reveals that the wall
painting from the Lower Keep is hone in which monkeys romp in their natural habitat,

but instead it shows both flora and fauna that have been altered by human hands.
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One of the monkeys appears to pluck saffron or perhaps an entire crocus flower
from the garden. If the primate is camesied to collect this plant matter intentionally,
then the creature clearly does not behave as a wild animal does. Rather, it may have been
trained by humans or perhaps even be influenced by a supernatural force (like the nature
goddess). When this optias considered with the carefully managed background and the
halter, an image of human intervention and intention is clearly communicated. Such a
high degree of direct interference in terms of both flora and fauna is not readily
observable without a humamngsence in the other monkey frescoes.

Of paramount importance in this scene, however, is the presence of red paint on
the ears of the monkeys. Because thepa&idted ear is a direct indication of ceremonial
involvement, this scene is tipped from the ldaf human control into the realm of
supernatural influencE? When this feature is compounded with the select presence of
crocuses, the unnatural behavior of the monkey, and the presence of the harness, the
ceremonial nature of this scene becomes undienialihough any single element taken
alone may not be considered compelling enough evidence alone, it is the combination of
each of these facets that solidifies the occurrence of this image in the supernatural realm.

Similarly, in the fresco from room @om the House of the Frescoes, the
monkeys populate an overwhelmingly abundant landscape. Although the monkeys
behave like animals, it is not their conduct but their presence that is central to the deeper
understanding of the image. The coupling of thenkeys with such a fertile landscape
may be considered indicative of the presence and influence (if not direct intervention) of

the goddess of nature. This scene is similar to the wall painting from the Lower Keep at

184 The link between ceremonial roles and red body paint is explained in Chapter 10.
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Knossos. Upon close inspection, the lgaokind is even dotted with some clumps of
crocus flowers. The same type of animal is present in a fertile setting, albeit a wilder,
barelytended landscape. Nevertheless, the combination of blue monkeys and clumps of
crocuses may again be taken togethéndecate the indirect presence or perhaps

influence of the nature goddess.

The fragments from Sector Alpha clearly show at least four monkeys in a rocky
landscape near a shri(féig. 9.1) The architecture alone clearly indicates a ceremonial
context. Alhough the primates are not particularly well preserved, they do not appear to
feature any type of harness or other personal adornment like jewelry. Instead, it is the
proximity of the creatures to the shrine that distinguishes this scene from one in which
animals simply behave as animals do. For instance, live monkeys are natural climbers.
One may expect monkeys to climb on top of and hang from an architectural feature,
regardless of the perceived sanctity of the structure itself. In vivid contrast, dberese
in this scene (and its variety of reconstructions) do not dangle wildly from the building,
but rather stand or sit in and around the shrine in a manner that is similar to the way that
humans might. Some reconstructions show the animals in adooasoipplication
poses, and so in this way they may be understood as interacting directly with the shrine
(or perhaps its associated def§p|f this is the case, the animals are clearly involved
with the supernatural realm. If these reconstructions araacotate, then a direct link to
the divine through the animalsd behavior

Although the scene from Sector Alpha does not appear to include plant life, the

shrine is nevertheless present. As a blatant reference to a suppasence (whether

185 Doumas 1992, 184, 186, fig. 147; Morgan 2005, 37, filb2a
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temporary or eternal, inside or simply in the vicinity of the structure), the shrine may
function as the indicator of a supernatural involvement in the scene. The proximity of the
monkeys to the architectural feature is importanth@es these creatures could be
considered representatives of or attendants to the deity that is associated with the shrine.
The monkeys have clear associations with the nature goddess in other wall paintings;
perhaps this scene shows the primates in aestinat belongs to the nature goddéSs.
Essentially, regardless of which reconstruction is considered, the animals are both
contextually and behaviorally relegated to the divine world.

When considered in terms of a greater visual narrative, the monkayshieo
Lower Keep and House of the Frescoes at Knossos, as well as the monkeys from room 4
of Xeste 3 and the Sector Alpha fragments, may all be considered to participate in scenes
that are indicative of the power of the nature goddess. In these four jrittegdsity is
not shown physically, but representations of her power certainly appear. Perhaps as her
attendants or even her representatives, the blue monkeys from room 4 of Xeste 3 may be
depicted in the midst of reenacting a myth that involves a swardedor even a battle.
Although live primates most likely did not perform these actions, the image shows the
presence of animals theaninteract with these dangerous and delicate objects in the
supernatural world. Finally, the Offering to the Seated @sslis a clear and direct
visual representation of the conceptual flexibility of role possessed by the monkey: it
moves fluidly from interacting with the natural world, in which humans participate, to the

divine world. This is the only primate in wall p&img that is clearly depicted as fulfilling

186 The nature goddess that is repeatedly referenced is the seated goddess from the XestenBngall pai
Because of the minute scale of glyptic, parallels may be drawn between seated female figures in the seated
position, but these figures may not be considered the nature goddess without the connection to the large
scale wall painting from room 3a ofeXte 3. When a nature goddess is discussed in this text, she is

identified with/as the Seated Goddess.
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a supernatural role. For these reasons, five of the six Bronze Age primate frescoes appear
to represent (whether directly or indirectly) an involvement of blue monkeys with the

supernatural world.

Summary: Coceptual Roles

The monkeys represented in Minoan wall paintings are liminal creatures, and they
are capable of inhabiting three distinct conceptual roles within greater Minoan ideology.
Although the primates possess huntiaa qualities, the physical gparance of the hands
for instance, they also feature more nuanced similarities with humans, like curiosity and
intelligence. Perhaps the animals were chosen as intermediaries between the natural,
human, and supernatural worlds because these hlikearats enabled communication
and representation, while the creatures nevertheless maintain their animal nature. With
this close connection to the natural world, the monkeys may maintain a direct link to the
supernatural world as well. As the nature goddessghar deities exert their direct power
and influence through nature, the monkey (as a part of the natural world) maintains a
direct relationship with the supernatural realm. With this scheme in mind, the primates
appear to be more closely linked to natame to the divine world thate humans.

Perhaps because of these close relationships, monkeys may have also been chosen
as intermediaries due to their intellectual ability. Most primates are capable of being
trained to perform tasks for humans. It ispible that these creatures were selected for

their ability to be trained to function as intermediaries between humans and the divine.
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The fluidity of the monkeyds conceptual

Minoan iconography and ideology.

The Crocus Ceremony

The centrality of the monkeyods rol e i
evident when the scenes preserved in fresco are considered with the small scenes that
survive from Minoan glyptisourcesEssentially, the larger imagesfresco constitute a
greater narrative from which shorter scenes, or vignettes, may be extracted and applied to
glyptic arts The smaller size of the glyptic medium is conducive to the representation of
smaller, paregiown scenes. Nevertheless, the niogigral visual elements are present
in each scene, so that the viewer cannot mistake the greater narrative (larger scenes of
which are preserved in fresco) from which each vignette comes. The Minoans appear to
divide the greater ceremony into at leaseéhdistinct yet key visual events, including the
harvest of crocuses, the offering of the harvest to a deity, and the presence of the
creatures in the resulting fertile landscape.

Several examples of crocus harvesting scenes are documented in Minde ar
Saffron Gatherer (Fig..6A) clearly shows primates engaged in this activity, and the
same event is mirrored in glyptic scenes as well. For instance, sealing CMS 1.6 073
features a monkey in a background that is populated with floral elementplear a
strikingly similar to crocuses (Fig. 5.6). Although this image may be misinterpreted as a

monkey simply present in an otherwise outdoor location, seal CMS Ill 358 features a
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monkey that holds a basket toward a human female (Fig. 5.8), who appelacktthoral
elements from the surrounding environment. This scene mirrors the Saffron Gatherers
fresco from Xeste 3, and although no monkey is present for the collection of the flowers,
several young girls work together to accomplish the task. Regaddlesether a girl,

monkey, or both human and animal do the collecting together, the harvest of the crocuses
is nevertheless an integral part of the greater crocus ceremony.

The second type of scene in the narrative of the crocus ceremony is the affering
the crocuses to the deity. Once the flowers are harvested, they are offered to the nature
goddess, a clear example of which survives in the Offering to the SeatddSdiksco
from Xeste 3 (Fig. 11). A close parallel exists for this scene in glyptit Seal CMS
I1.3 103 features the same arrangement of characters (Fig. 5.13): one female to the left of
the pictorial field faces toward the right. A monkey stands in the center of the image,
between the human figure and a nude female figure on thg\wpb faces toward the
left), presumably a goddess. Although crocuses are not readily visible on the seal, the
monkey appears to function as an intermediary in both images, and each one bears
identical figural iconography in a similar arrangement. Theeaes clearly indicate that
the primate maintains a distinct role as intermediary in this type of ritual event.

Although examples of the thrdigure construction of this scene (girlonkey
goddess) exist in both wall paintings and in glygtarcesrepresentations exist that
may be shorhand for this type of ceremony also exist. Seal CMS 11.8 262 (Fig. 5.4)
features a monkey seated on a campstool, with a human figure that stands before it. This
scene may be understood as the first phase of the Gffgeng scene: that a human

appeals to the primate to transfer offerings to the goddess. Although this seal is heavily
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damaged, it is possible that it originally represented only one relationship in the greater
offering scene. Again it seems that a yogirgand monkey work together to complete
the vignette.

The third and final type of scene in the crocus ceremony appears to be the result
of the harvest and offering: a fertile landscape. The frieze from room Q of the House of
the Frescoes at KnossosdFY.1) is a prime example of this final stage. Once the
crocuses have been harvested and the offering made, the nature goddess holds up her end
of the bargain, and the earth sprouts in an abundance of life. In the Monkeys and Birds
fresco, several distimtypes of plants are pictured, and at least three streams wind
through the otherwise rocky and sandy landscape. Even the birds are fertile, and their
eggs constitute food for at least one of the primates. Essentially, the monkeys return to
their typical wild behavior in lush surroundings, which were granted in exchange for the
offering of crocuses. The fertile landscape is the outcome of the harvest and offering
scenes.

Although not all images of primates in glypsiourcesstrictly adhere to this
narratve scheme, two possibilities exist for their divergence. First, some seals and
sealings feature only one or two prominent aspects of the crocus ceremony. These visual
elements may include a monkey, crocus (although crocuses are difficult to identify with
precision in glyptiartdue to the tiny nature of the medium), and female figures, whether
human or divine. The combination of these visual elements may have constituted a
mental trigger for Minoan viewers; essentially, any two or more of these reptesenta

together in one scene may reference the greater narrative of the crocus ceremony.
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The remaining images of primates in Minoan seals frequently feature the animals
in the standard crouchesjuat position. Seal CMS 11.6 28Rig. 5.12)and seal CMS |
478(Fig. 5.5)are both examples of these types of glyptic representations. It is possible
that these seals are simply representations of the animal for aesthetic purposes, but if one
considers the close relationship between Egypt and Crete, anotherbmgzimnes
available. Some small plaques from Egypt feature monkey iconography, and the primates
on those objects are almost always positioned in the typical crosgled pose found in
Minoan art. Granted the constant contact and exchange between theséuves, it is
possible that the single, small representations of monkeys in this pose may have shared
some of the ideological significance for the Minoans as they did for the Egyptians. These
seltcontained and amukldéike items may have boesignificant ritual associations of

interacting with a deity.

Crocus Flowers, Saffron, Anch€é Seated Goddess

Particular emphasis is placed on the presence of crocus flowers in the
representation of this ceremony, as well as the salfeaming stamen of theoflver. The
saffron produced by the plant may contribute to a greater understanding of the crocus
ceremony. Phytotherapy is among the key healing methods available and widely used in
the ancient world, and the use of the healing properties of the spicecave kom as

early as the 17century B.C., and perhaps earftéfSaffron was used both topically and

87 Thompson 1949, 66, 15¥63; Pritchard 1969, 294; Oppenheim 1977,i284 ; Ferrence and
Bendersky 2004, 207.
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orally to heal; some of the most common uses for saffron include as an abortifacient, to
cure ailments of the eyes, and to heal ulcers and wdfhilssane instances, the herb is
considered to cure diseases.

The curative properties of saffron may seem to be enhanced when granted
particular attention from a deity® In both ancient Egypt and the Levant, attention paid
to a concoction by a god or goddesbe$ieved to heighten the effectiveness of the
medicinal substance. Granted the relationships between Egyptians, Near Easterners, and
the Minoans, the transmission of such an idea is certainly within the realm of possibility.
The Xeste 3 wall painting faates a goddess that reaches toward an offering of crocus
stamens, accepting and perhaps even blessing the offering. In this way, the supernatural
force may be considered to boost or perhaps even to activate the healing properties that
naturally reside inhte plant matter.

Nevertheless, the healing properties of saffron and its association with the seated
goddess from Xeste 3 bears greater implications for the Crocus Ceremony. The seated
goddess appears to be a goddess of r@atpaeticularly abundance ardertility, as is
commonly represented by a lush landscdp&uch a landscape is pictured in proximity
to the painted goddess, on the wall of roont3@he close association between both
supernatural individual and abundant, fertile landscapes is direeppadent, especially

with the consideration of the additional decoration present in the image (i.e., the crocus

168 Jones et al. 1923931, 2:317, 4:119, 825 327, 357; Gunther 1934, 223; Adams 1939, 99; Jones
1951, 6:261263; Nielson 1974, 10; Hirschberg 1982, 190, 194} 222; Riddle 1985, 62, 667;
Manniche 1989, 5(1; Ferrence and Bendersky 2004, iZ088.

169 Jayne 1925, 133.34; Ferrence and Bendkys2004, 212.

170 Marinatos 19681976, VII, 36 38; Marinatos 1987, 223, 30 33; 1993, 106116, 149152;
Vlachopoulos 2008, 45354, figs. 41.1041.32.

1Vlachopoulos 2008, 45354, figs. 41.1041.32.
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filled background and the floral and fauna

garments). The lush landscape, in turn, allows fogtbes/th and harvest of crocus

flowers and saffron. The stamens that are offered to the goddess may bear at least three
possible but not necessarily separate purposes. First, the stamens may be offered to the
goddess for blessing, in order that they becam®re potent medicine. Second, the herb
may be offered to the goddess in thanks for and as acknowledgement of its annual
harvest. Finally, saffron may be offered or sacrificed to the goddess in order to rejuvenate
her so that she may continue to exertgerer over the surrounding landscape.

The first two possibilities are relatively straightforward. The third, however, is
deserving of deeper investigation. In order for the goddess to continue to exert her
influence over the Minoan landscape, she masifgpeased and/or possibly
rejuvenated’? The idea of waxing and waning vitality is reinforced by the greater fresco
program in Xeste 3: women of all ages are depicted participating in ceremonial
behaviors, many of which are closely linked to flora andytieidess. The building itself
then becomes one in which a series of cycles are housed. These cycles include the annual
harvest and offering, the human life (as the progression from young girl to mature woman
is depicted), and possibly even monthly mensteyeales. Part of the harvest and offering
system may include the intentional rejuvenation of the goddess when the height of her
powers have been exerted on the landscape. Healing saffron is then offered by a monkey
to restore her.

The presence of a monkas an intermediary further augments this possible

reading. Although the role of the monkey on Crete may not be identical to the role of the

12 This concept is not fully separable from the secorgbibdity, in which the saffron simply functions as
an offering of appeasement.
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monkey in Egypt, it is nevertheless clearly represented as a liminal being in both cultures.
In Egypt, the assodi@ns of baboons with the daily cycles of the sun and moon, as well

as resurrection and fertility, are thoroughly documeht&d.he role of the monkey in

both everyday and divine cycles is apparent in Egyptian iconography. The Minoan blue
monkey may havenherited the same or a similar role in Minoan art, through which it is
viewed as an intermediary for a god, and possibly as an agent of resurrection,
rejuvenation, and fertility. When the Minoan wall painting program from Xeste 3 is
coupled with the posdib associations of the blue monkey, the involvement of such a
creature is not surprising if the seated goddess is involved in a potential scene of
rejuvenation. The cyclical shift of fertility between the goddess and the landscape, as well
as betweendiftent stages of a womands | ife, becon
lens.

Minoan monkey iconography during the Middle and Late Minoan periods appears
to converge and center around the representation of at least one ceremonial event. The
crocus ceremuy involves the harvest of the flowers, the offering to the goddess, and the
resulting fertile landscape. Each of these scenes is prominently displayed in wall painting
to constitute a broad narrative of the ceremony itself. In glgotismall medium,
vignettelike scenes are depicted, in which small facets of the same ceremony are
represented, sometimes by only two key visual elements. Essentially, through the study
of the role of monkeys in Minoan iconography, it becomes possible to attempt a

reconstration of one of the ceremonies carried out by these Bronze Age people.

13 For a thorough discussion of this topic, see Chapter 3.
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The Offering To Te Seated Goddess: A ConfluendeA@gean Iconography

The Offering to the Seated Goddess wall painting clearly depicts the critical event
in the larger narrativefahe Crocus Ceremon¥ig. 11.1) As reviewed, the image
clearly represents a blending of both Minoan and Egyptian elements. The context (Xeste
3 at Akrotiri), the subject of the greater fresco program, and the style in which the work is
executed are Miremn. The presence of the monkey, although adopted and adapted by the
Minoans, is certainly an iconographic element with roots in Egypt. The composition of
the scene, however, does not appear to originate in either Minoan or Egyptian visual
culture but rathein the Near East.*

Presentation scenes may be considered characteristic of Near Eastern glyptic
art'’®In these scenes, a female figure (often considered a goddess) accompanies or
escorts a worshipper into the presence of a seated god. A seal tkahlsei@onographic
composition from the Near East was recovered from Modigs 12.1)*"° A variety of
scenes found in Minoan glyptsourcesappear similar in composition: one or two figures
approach a seated deity, sometimes bearing offerings, antirmesé a pose of

adorationt’’ In these representations, the core elements of the scene form a clear parallel

174 For a brief discussion on the relationship between Crete, Egypt, and the Near East duffhg the 2
Millennium B.C.,see the introduction of Chapter 4.

175 Aruz 2000, 7, 10.
176CMS V.1B 332.

7TCMS 11.7 008; CMS 11.8 268; CMS VI 283.
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with the presentation scenes from Near Eastern seals: two figures approach a deity,
seemingly in offering or adoration.

The Offering to the Seatl Goddess wall painting is a largeale parallel for the
small presentation scenes in Near Eastern glgpticcesThe general theme is the same:
a worshipper is accompanied by a msaered or morédivine figure, and both
individuals appear before aaged divinity. The Minoan wall painting, however, appears
to conflate the role of escort and intermediary. Although the representation of the guide
figure appears human in Near Eastern representations, the blue monkey clearly features
as intermediary in #thMinoan scene. Nevertheless, the monkey facilitates the exchange
in a similar manner to the way that the escort facilitates the offering to or adoration of the
seated deity. Essentially, the largeale painted representation of the Offering to the
Seatedsoddess features a composition with roots in Near Eastern iconography, a
monkey figure with roots in Egyptian iconography, and a context, subject, and style that
are Minoan. This scene, in many ways, is one of Aegean confluence, in which visual
aspects ofeparate Aegean cultural identities combine to form the core event in a Minoan

ceremony.

Conclusion

Monkeys fulfill a unique role in Minoan art, and they usually constitute a visual
reference to the supernatural realm and the power of the SeatddssoAlthough

primate imagery does exist in which the animals seem to simply behave as animals do,
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free of any other visual signifiers for a supernatural landscape, the majority of monkey
iconography does not fit into this category. Despite the firm midise iconographic
tradition of this animal in Egypt, Minoans clearly both adopted and adapted the monkey
to suit local ideologies and tastes.

The appearance of this creature may also often be considered a visual indicator of
the presence of a naturedgless, particularly when paired with a fertile landscape, the
crocus flower, and sometimes humansioligh the combinations of these visual
elements, the ovarching narrative of the Crocus Ceremony may be recognized. Most
MM and LM monkey scenes may haited as representative of distinct events that
constitute the Crocus CeremoH§The climax of the rite appears in the Offering to the
Seated Goddess wall painting, a scene that may represent an honorific offering, a plea for
the goddess to imbue the o saffron with heightened medicinal powers, or an attempt
to rejuvenate the seated goddess with the healing powers of saffron.

Finally, the influence of visual culture from both Egypt and the Near East are
visible in the Offering to the Seated Goddesdl painting. The liminal blue monkey is
clearly rooted in the Egyptian tradition, and the composition of the image is descendant
from the Near Eastern Presentation Scene. Nevertheless, monkey, human, and goddess
combine in an image that is Minoan, y&still representative of iconographic aspects of

both the Near East and Egypt.

18 This emergence of the monkey in a ceremonial context occurs distinctly from the EM and early MM
primate figurines both in terms of ch@ogy and theme.
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APPENDIX

ANIMALS IN MINOAN ART

Introduction

A familiarity with the broader realm of animal iconography withmoan art is
important for many reasons. First, art from Bronze Age Crete is steeped in animal
iconography. In order to ascertain the possible meanings and roles played by this myriad
of creatures, one must first obtain a familiarity with the large cgbterrestrial, marine,
insect, and supernatural animals. Second, the unique iconographic position of particular
figures may be better understood when compared to the more general roles fulfilled by
many other, less unique animals. One figure that datestian exceptional example of
this unique iconographic treatment is the monkey. Before one may focus on the
extraordinary role of the monkey in Minoan art, however, one must first grasp the roles
fulfilled by the other animals.

Minoan art encompassevariety of subjects, one of the most diverse of which is
perhaps the corpus of animal iconography. Although many types of animals are
represented, Minoans are nevertheless extremely selective regarding subject matter: from
the vast zoological pool availabfor depiction, only particular species are chosen and

adopted into the iconographic repertdifeThe animals are present in art for many

179 Previous works have been published on animals in the ancient world, but these books focus primarily on
the historic periods, like Classical Greece. The most recent works include Kitchell 2014 and Bartosiewicz
2013.
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reasons, and they fill a variety of roles. Some creatures clearly function in only one
capacity, and others may operan multiple ways. Each animal generally fits into one of
two principal categories: natural and hybrid. Within the category of Natural Animals, in
this study three primary divisions are made between terrestrial creatures, marine life, and
insects. The fyes of terrestrial animals include agrimia, antelope, birds, badgers, cats,
cattle, deer, dogs, goats and sheep, hares, horses, mice, primates, and swine. Coral,
dolphins, fish, mollusks, octopuses, and sea stars are discussed as marine life. Finally,
ants beetles, butterflies, dragonflies, and spiders are considered in the insects section.
Hybrid animals are considered separately from the natural animals, and considerably
fewer representations of these types of creatures exist. Genii, griffins, splaimtes,
host of unidentifiable composite animals compose the final category of animals.

The animals in each of these groups function as the subject or focus of action in art or
fill a contextual role. They may also exist as individual visual elements.ypheot
scene in which the animal is generally found, as well as the purpose it serves as a

component of that scene, will be considered.

Natural Animals

Animals that are natural to the Minoan world and are depicted in Aegean Bronze Age
art include a vaety of marine animals and terrestrial creatures. The latter category
includes cats, cattle, deer, dogs, goats, and hares, among other animals. These creatures

are sometimes portrayed in a natural setting that may include a river and several plants,
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while others occupy a space distinguished by little more than an uneven ground line. Still
others are depicted in or around an architectural setting, and some lack any indication of
background. Few local animals are not featured in Minoan art at all, while atfger
relegated to specific media and/or pictorial contexts. Distinct species of animals are
generally represented in similar ways to other species within the sameddorily

example, hawks and ravens seem to be depicted differently froqpradatory bird like

rock doves. First the natural terrestrial animals will be discussed, followed by the natural

marine animals.

Terrestrial Animals

Most of the natural creatures painted in Minoan frescoes and rendered in other
media are terrestrial rather tharutieal. Both domesticated and wild animals are
depicted, sometimes independently and sometimes in the company of other species. The
roles of these animals are in some ways similar to marine life, but perhaps unlike the
other two categories of creaturesgarl instances of ritual association exist for members
of this group. Lanébased species primarily function as the active subject of an image,
like the swallows in the Spring Fresco, or they may serve as contextual elements. Some

animals also may serve siiyias a series of individual elements.

Agrimi
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The Agrimi (Capra aegagrus cretigathe Cretan wild goat, is represented
consistently in Minoan arf£® Also known as the kikri, the animal appears on items of
personal adornment. These animals are aéspently depicted on seals and sealings.
Even distinct parts of the creature are reproduced in art, like a pair of golden horns from
Mt. Juktast®! Physical evidence for agrimia may be confused with that of domesticated
goats and sheep, but the remains eféhanimals are sometimes positively identified, and
they usually indicate the human consumption of these creafdidse animal is not,
however, depicted in consumption contexts in Minoan art. Rather, the animal is usually
depicted in a landscape scengjrathe Park Fres¢® and the Agrimi and Olive Tree
Fresco'®*

Several examples of agrimia occur in fresco. Two of these creatures are
represented with cats and birds in a rocky landscape in the Park Fresco from Room 14 at
Hagia Triada®1 n  Mar k @aomstructiom, thetwo goats are shown in a flying
gallop. The feet of the animals do not touch the rocky ground, unlike the feet of the

accompanying cats. In this way, the goats seem to constitute the most-gquickhg

180 Evans 19211935, 1,196/ 197, fig. 145, I, 523, 866, figs. 469, 851; Hazzidakis 1921776 Matz
1928, 107; Vickery 1936, 15 and 23; Payne 1968 388; Boardman 1970, pl. 57; Sakellarakis 1970,
158159, 161162; Georgacas 1984, 119; Bloedow 199G,70 1997, 2839; Nichdson and Husband
1992, 137140; Jarman 1996, 21216; Porter 1996, 29815; Porter 1996, 299; Vanschoonwinkel 1996,
351i 377; Masseti 1997,i19.

181 Karetsou and Koehl 2013, 137741.
82 Day et. al. 2009, 423.

183Evans 19211935, |, 533, IV, 374377, 494522, 541542, 563, 576577, 431, 466, 495, 559 figs.
314a.

184 Evans 19211935, |1, 620, 111, 83.

185 Evely 1999, 241243; Halbherr 1903, 5, pls. Vi; Halbherr Stefani, and Banti 1977, 86mith 1965,
77; Rehak, 1997, 16375.
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subjects in the image. The go&tsm a fresco at Knossos, however, do not seem to move
quickly, if at all.

The agrimia from the fresco in Room T at the House of the Frescoes at Knossos
stand, feet planted on the ground, facing an olive'ffe&bove the goats and olive tree is
a streanor river that separates a rocky field of crocuses from the lower register. The
position of the animals seems heraldic, although most poses that earn this title are granted
when the focus of the creature is another creature, either human or divine. In this
reconstruction, the agrimi serve as a seemingly static subject of the image.

Additional images of agrimia appear in clay, like the clay Kymbe from Akrotiri,
which shows several of the animals in a flying gallop, filling the sé&Ehese creatures
also gpear in a variety of poses throughout the rocky landscape on the silver Sanctuary
Rhyton from Zakros® In this image, a shrine sits among the rocky landscape, and
agrimia leap and bound through the landscape, and they even recline on top of the shrine.
Also, on one face of a prism seal, a lion is clearly shown attacking dtongd agrimi.
A fourth example of the agrimi features an adult female and suckling young amid another
rocky landscapé?® This final example is executed completely in faience, anchst
recovered from the Temple Repositories at Knossos. These creatures all function as the

subjects of the image, and they seem to primarily be shown running and leaping,

186 Cameron 1968, 25, fig. 12vEly 1999, 245.
187 Bloedow 1997, 30.
188 Bloedow 1997, 2829.

189 Bloedow 1997, 32; Evans 1921935, 1, 510, fig. 366.
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sometimes engaging with one another and possible predators, and sometimesrag suckli

their young. They also appear sometimes as sacrifites.

Antelope

Antelope are relatively rare in Minoan iconography, and confirmed physical
evidence for the presence of this species on Crete is absent, and antelope imagery is not
speciesspecificl®* To compound the problem of a considerable lack of physical evidence
(which may be a problem of survival), antelopes are depicted in only one Minoan wall
painting2®2 Although figures on some seals may have originally been dubbed antelope,
they appear to benccloser inspection, agrimi& The case appears to be the same for
the antelope wall painting from Akrotiri.

A well preserved fresco from room 1 of Building Beta at Akrotiri shows two
antelope in a relatively simple scene (Fig. 1.1). These figuresheaveidentified as
antelope by Spyridon Marinatos and as agrimi bucks by Ray P#riéo.consensus has
been reached regarding the species of these creatures. The two figures are staggered, so
that most of each one is clearly visible. The antelope in fuons its head back to look

at the other, perhaps in challert§&They are positioned on a thick ground line with a red

190 Bloedow 1997, 39, fig. 91.

%1 Marinatos 1971, 4546; Morgan 1988, 44, 52, 170, 172; Doumas 1992i 198, figs. 8283; Porter
1996, 298315.

192 Marinatos 1971, 4546; Doumas 1992, 10825, figs. 8283.
193Bloedow 1997, 2631.
194 Marinatos 1971, 4%46; Porter 1996, 30615.

195porter 1996, 304, 308.
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and white rockwork background. The top of the fresco is bordered with an ivy motif.

These creatures certainly constitute the active st the scene.

Birds

Birds appear occasionally in Minoan &t The Cyclades, on the other hand, are
host to a variety of ceramic bishaped vessels from a number of periods, and many of
the best preserved examples are from the site of Akrotirihenat®’ Additionally, one
of the niello daggers from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae preserves a scene in which cats
hunt water fowl% Bird imagery is also well preserved in Aegean glyptic®The
precise species of the birds in these media is not Eearto the small, thin, and hollow
nature of bird bones, the species of the avian remains are not frequently identified among
archaeological materid?® Bird iconography appears to be fairly common in most forms
of art, including wall painting.

Several diffeent types of birds are featured as subjects in Minoan wall painting,
including but not limited to doves, a hawk, hoopoes, partridges, a raven, swallows, and

waterfowl?°! These species seem to fulfill different roles, which are often indicated by

9% Ure 1934, pl. 17, nos. 117.12, 104.42; Stilwell 1952, pl. 41, nos. XXVII, 3, 7; Kenna A368,;
Codstream et al. 1973, pl. 65, no. 264; Lamberton and Rotroff 1985, fig. 16; Ruuskanet932, 2b631;
VierneisetSchlorb 1997, pl. 102, no. 599; Meiberg 2011, &3 131 143, 162 164; Thomson 2013, 188
149.

97 Marinatos 19681976, VII, pls. 39b42a, 47c, d.

198 Karo 1930, 795; Vermeule 1975, 21, fig. 19; Younger 1978, figs184.7

199Kenna 1968, 2338.

200 Reese 1999, 19204; Hamilakis 2008, 8.

201 Burke 2005, 408405, figs. 23; Doumas 1992, 9807; Evans 19211935, |, 4546, 95, 117, 2224,

4401441, 447, 11, 309, 454, 469, 540, llI, 90, 1147, 411, 415, fig. 68, 1V, 423, 80 81, 330, 356358,
461, 490491, 541542; 605608, 614, 683, figs. 300, 424, 495, 597a, |; Evely 1999 118, Harte 1997,
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the settingand/or the other figures present. Predatory birds are depicted in Minoan art,
while other birds are clearly victimized by accompanying figures. A third group of

images is composed of birds that do not interact with other creatures but simply constitute
the active subject of the scene.

Cormorants The cormorantRhalacrocoray, perhaps strikingly similar in
appearance to a duck, has been identified
from the Offering to the Seated Goddess fresco in Xeste 31(2i§.and 1.2B). The
beads are shown with slightly raised wings, long necks, and thin, long bills. The
placement of the feet and shape of the bills lead Kenneth Harte to suggest that they are
cormorant£? Additionally, physical remains of these birds wesarfd from late
Pleistocene levels on Crete. The creature also currently inhabits Crete and the Cyclades.
Unfortunately, because this animal is depicted as a bead and not as the live bird, the role
of the cormorant is difficult to discuss beyond its cleatnayal in the fresco from
Akrotiri as an independent visual element.

Falcons One of the predatory birds, a falcon, is pictured in a wall painting from
room 5 of the West House at Akrotff£ Unfortunately, the species of falcon cannot be
identified, butthe animal is most likely a member of thalco genus?®® In the miniature
frieze, the falcon is depicted as decorati

outstretched. The figure represented here is ornamentation in the shape of a faleon, rat

681 698; Immerwahr 1990, 73, 789; Marinatos 197, 49 51, pl. A; Militello 1998, 154155;
Vlachopoulos 2008, 454, figs. 41i21.32.

202Harte 1997, 687688; Weesie 1987, 12.
203 Harte 1997, 682683.

204 Other falcon iconography is known from a pyxis lid from Malia (Poursat 1980a, 120, fig. 169).
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than the depiction of a live bird of prey in the image. With its current use as decoration
on the prow of a ship, the falcon may be considered a bird of prey that is employed as an
independent visual element.
Hawks A hawk is painted on the Hagia Taim Sarcophagf8? Unfortunately, the
genus and species of this hawk cannot be ascertained with certainty. The animal stands
on the wing of one of the two griffins that pull a chariot, located on one of the two short
sides of the sarcophagus. Two women nid#he griffin-pulled chariot, siddy-side.
Although predatory by nature, the hawk is not portrayed with any captured prey in its
beak, nor is it shown while engaging in the hunt. Rather, the bird seems to function
simply as an othooker, perhaps contexdl in nature, and perhaps as a symbol for a
goddess. The hawk certainly does not constitute the subject of the action in the image.
HoopoesTheHoopoe Upupa epopkis recognized in the Hoopoe and Partridge
Fresco, from the House of the Frescoes at Eo&f8® No other birds in Minoan art have
been positively identified as the hoopoe and as such, this fresco constitutes the only
imagery of this animal. In this scene, the hoopoe perches in a low bush, the characteristic
crest on its head slightly lifted,e¢twings tucked in neatly by the body. Although the
scene is not composed around a single large event or action, the hoopoe seems to be one
of the most static and still creatures in the scene, and therefore it may function
contextually in the wall painting?erhaps the hoopoe provides further information about
the type of setting in which the most active members of the dciémePartridges are

pictured.

205paribenil904, 701702; 1908, 19, 31, 51, 80; Long 19747 29, fig. 18, pl. 11; Immerwahr 1990, 100
102; Militello 1998, 154155; Evely 1999, 112.

206 Evans 19211935, I, 539, 11, 110, 114, 116, 449, 452, 454, 457, 460, 469, 728, 730, IlI, 90, 211, 415,
IV, 6; Evedy 1999, 110112.
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Owls.The owl is a figure that is featured primarily in Aegean glyptic sources,
although this animal appesarelatively rarely in Minoan aff’ Although sometimes
referred to as the horned ovidubo virginianug, the species represented cannot be
identified with certainty®® The creature does not appear in Minoan wall paintings.
Although no physical remains oiws have been positively identified from Bronze Age
contexts on Crete, the predatory bird still lives on the island.

Partridges.The partridges, depicted in the same frieze as the hoopoe, are
represented in slightly different settimy$ The backgroundhanges from polychrome
rockwork (with perhaps a stream or river), among which vegetation grows, to an area
with a black background and without much rockwork. Some small round variegated
rocks rest on the ground, and three larger versions of similar ofgéssmulticolored
and striped) are also depicted. In these scenes, the partridges are the subjects. Although
only two individuals raise their wings and display overt action, each partridge is clearly
depicted as one of the subjects of the image.

Physicaremains from partridges have not been positively identified and
documented from Bronze Age Crete. Although bird iconography is well known in
Minoan art, this wall painting may be the only specific representation of partridges.
Unfortunately, this represgation does not depict the partridges with species specificity.

Such is also the case for the raven.

207CMS 11.2 619; Evans 1909, 210, fig. 78.
208 Krzyszkowska2005, 90, fig. 147.

209Evans 19211935, I, 539, II, 110, 114, 116, 449, 452, 454, 457, 460, 469, 728, 730, I1I, 90, 211, 415,
IV, 6; Evely 1999, 110112.
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RavensThe raven Corvug perches on top of the doukdae that stands between
the altar and shrine that decorate part of the sacrificial scene oaginee Hiada
Sarcophagu$.® Although predatory by nature, like the hawk, this bird does not function
actively as a predator in this scéni does not pursue small creatures, nor is it shown
with prey that is already caught. No physical remains of raverisiaven from Bronze
Age Crete, and raven iconography seems otherwise nonexistent or perhaps limited to
glyptic art?!! The bird in this scene does not appear to participate in the central action
that forms the focus of the image, but rather it may functianasilooker from the
natural world. In this case, the raven would function as an element that perhaps
contributes some contextual information to the scene.

Rock DovesDoves appear in a variety of media in Minoan art, including on
pottery and glyptic sarces, as well as in fresé¥.Rock dovesColumba livig) and
monkeys appear in a frieze from Room Q of the House of the Frescoes near Knossos
(Fig. 1.3)?22In this image, monkeys explore the lush landscape around them while
devouring eggs and (perhaps inadently) spooking the birds. At least one bird calmly
perches on a rocky outcropping, and the rest appear in flight. The monkeys act as
antagonists, as the subject or focus of action in the image, but the doves still form an
integral part of the scenehTei r pani cked flight clearly in

but they also function as a passive component, contributing more movement and interest,

210Burke 2005, 404, fig. 2;\ely 1999, 110112.
211Evans 1909, 210, fig. 80.
212 Evans 1909, 210, figs. 79 and 83.

213Cameron 1968,i24 ; Evans 1921935, Il, 431467, figs. 262, 268, 270, and 272; Evely 1999,i246
247.
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while also fulfilling a contextual role. Essentially, the monkeys could carry on without
the presencedfhe rock doves, but including them
understanding of the mayhem caused by the monkeys.

Swallows The Spring Fresco from room 2 of the Delta Complex at Akrotiri
features several swallows flying above polychrome rockwork, frorahwied lilies
grow2¥ Some swallows interact with one another, and others do not. These small,
stylized birds constitute the focus of the action in the image and lend the primary source
of movement to the scene as they seem to perform aerial acrobaiicge@tures are not
depicted with speciespecific indicators. Swallows are certainly the active subjects of the
Spring Fresco, perhaps similarly to the depiction of swans in Aegean glyptic art.

SwansSwans do not seem to appear in any known Minoandessd he birds
do, however, appear on several seals and sealings from Bronze Agé ke many
other small animal depictions in glyptic art, the swans appear to function as the subject of
the image. Sometimes the animals are shown with a floral mntifsometimes multiple
swans are shown together. Although it is likely that the swan is usually the subject of the
image, it is also possible that this bird functions as an independent visual element on the
small surface of the seals. Unfortunately, nogitsl remains of this creature have been
recovered and positively identified from Bronze Age contexts. Similarly, the species of
swans in Minoan art is/are unknown.

Waterfowl In the Waterfowl and Reeds Fresco from building Xeste 3 from

Akrotiri on Thera multiple birds take flight among a bed of reeds (Fig. 3%).

214 Doumas 1992, 98.07; Marinatos 1971, 481, pl. A.
215Evans 1909210, fig. 81; Kenna 1968, P89.

218 \/lachopoulos 2008, 493, figs. 41i221.32.
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Waterfowl iconography is prevalent in the Aegean, from seals tosheged beaded
jewelry?1” Additionally, small vessels are sometimes shaped in the distinct form of
waterfowl, like a rockcrygal bowl from the shaft graves at Mycenae, as well as an ivory
duck-shaped pyxis (from the Uluburun shipwreéwaterfowl are also known from

Minoan frescoes. In the wall painting from Xeste 3, each bird is represented with its
wings spread, in the procesf a speedy ascent rather than a gentle landing. Each of these
animals certainly constitutes an individual subject of the scene. Unless fragments survive
that preserve the identity of the creature that may have startled the birds, this scene

focuses solg on the waterfowl and their sudden movement.

Badgers

Representations of badgers in Minoan art are rare, and they seem primarily
restricted to glyptic aft'® Although the positive identification of this type of animal is
rather tenuous in such a smakkdium, badgers currently live on Crete, and their remains
were recovered from archaeological contexts. At the site of Hagios Charalambos on
Crete, a few badgeMeles meleésremains were fountf’ No butchery marks have been
identified, so the animal wasgbably not used for culinary purposes. Badger remains

were also identified at the settlement at Vronda near Kavousi on Crete, from Building P,

217Evans 1909, 210, figs. 81 and 82.
218pylak 1997, 244245, fig. 13; Fawcett and Zietsman 2001, 14, fig. 22; Meiberg 2011,1821
219 Jarman 1996, 21229; Snyder and Klippeldb6, 283293; Wilkins 2003, 8690.

220Reese 1999, 193; Betancourt, Reese, Verstegen, and Ferrence 2008, 163.
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and these bones bear no physical evidence consistent with food pregatdtioally,

the culinary use of badgeby the Minoans may be evident at Kasgtro.

Cats

Cats, like bulls, are a fairly frequent subject for Minoarf&rBoth smaller cats,
like the Cretan wild catRelis silvestris cretensjsdomestic catsHelis catu$, and larger
cats, like lions Ranthera leg and leopardsRanthera pardug constitute this subgroup of
terrestrial animalé?* Feline remains are known from the Hagios Charalambos cave, but
the animals do not appear to serve as féo4t present, no butchery marks are identified
on these boes.

The feline is often depicted fulfilling its role as a natural predator, which may
suggest why it is also sometimes featured as a regal, heraldic creature. These animals
appear as added plastic decoration on pottery, as gold and silver ornamentiethothe
daggers from the shaft graves, on seals and sealings, as a form for a gold rhyton (the
l i onds head r hyt ¢fl)theseadapictionsnthewad fretuenplya i nt i ng .

engages with another creature, whether human or animal. In this senseatheeds

221Day et al. 2009, 67.

222 |pid.

223Poursat 1980a, 12023, figs. 170175; Krzyszkowska 2015, 10001.
224Kleinsgtl 1997, 690708.

225 Betancourt, Rees Verstegen, and Ferrence 2008, 163.

226 Karo 1930, 273; Vermeule 1975,i39; Younger 1978, 28286.
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almost uniformly represented as either a predator or threat, but many images of cats exist
in which the animal constitutes an inactive individual visual element, including as a sign
in the Minoan Hieroglyphic syllabag?’

Cats appear in Minoanygitic sourcesand as a symbol in Cretan hieroglyphic. In
glyptic art, either the fullength body of the cat and a frontal head or only its frontal head
are depicted, but the known seals that feature only frontal heads outnumber the others
3:1228 |mportantly, the frontal head appears both as the symbol in Cretan hieroglyphic
rather than the animal és entire body. Perh
glyptic art and hieroglyphic, cat imagery on seals appears rather standardized. In Minoan
glyptic souces, the cat appears to function as an independent visual element. In Minoan
wall paintings, however, the cat seems to be consistently represented as a predatory
creature.

In the Nilotic Scene from room 5 of the West House at Akrotiri, the predatory
nature of cats is clearly depicted. The cat constitutes part of a larger scene in which it
stalks waterfowl, while a griffin, painted in the flying gallop pose, approaches from
behind. The figure bounds after its target, front legs and back legs also spadadng
gallop. The cat serves as one of the many focal points of action in the frieze, which
renders it one of the subjects of the painting. The feline serves as both a predator of the
waterfowl and perhaps prey to the griffin that follows behind it.

Cats are also depicted both on the hull of the flagship and as stern decorations on

two of the ships from the Flotilla Scene in room 5 of the West House at ARfatimi.

227poursat 1980b, 22221, fig. 313.
228 Krzyszkowska 2015, 10001.

22%Doumas 1992, 3813, figs. 6 12; Kleinsgltl 1997, 703; Marinatos 1974, 89; Morgan 188, 49.
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this scene, the cat itself is not represented but ratherageof the cat is paird,
leaving the viewer with a representation of a representation. Although the artistic
treatment of the live animal cannot be determined, this image may indicate the use of the
feline form as an individual visual element.

Conversely, inthe Grifinandi on fresco from the Queendo
of Nestor, a lion rests calmly beside a griffin, and both face the same direction. Although
few fragments exist, the lion does not appear to interact directly with the griffin, and they
certainly do not appedo fight. Rather, the animals assume a heraldic pose. Without a
specific depicted action, the lion appears to function with the griffin as the decorative
subject of the wall painting. Felines in Minoan art appear to fulfill two roles: as predators

and asan individual visual element.

Cattle

Several depictions of bovine animals exist, although the iconography does not
always clearly distinguish between bulls, cows, and caBes {auru.?*° Unfortunately,
one cannot distinguish the gender of an aduliri®animal from the frortacing head,

and so many of these types of depictions that are currently considered indicative of bulls

20Evans 19211935, |, 44, 158, 180, 18290, 237, 366, 31878, 394, 447, 695, II, 131, 26265, 355

356, 388, 415, 619, 62830650 651, 782, 11l, 182182, 185, 188, 22223, 232, 428, 433, IV, 20, 23,

443, 563568, 604607, 615, 618, 74724, 848figs. 368, 532, 597b, d; French 1971, 152, i1, fig.

11; Warren 1972, pl. 73c; Coldstream et al. 1973, pl. 65, no. 259; Heilmeyer 1979, table on p. 276;
Demarkopoulou 1982, pls. B83; TzavellaEvjen 1984, pls. 8184; Peppaapaioannou 1985, 16P53;

Hayden 1991, pl. 49, no. 11; Rutkowski 1991, pl$.587 Peatfield 1992, 72, fig. 17; Kourou and Karetsou

1994, 109, nos. 51, 537; Schirmann 1994, 215; Gesell, Preston Day and Coulson 1992, Tiy. 2.2,

pl. 18b; Shaw and Shaw 1996, 286, 23@1, pls4.384.40and 4.434 . 4 4 ; D6AQg6l®dI 1999, 58
155, nos. C1.4i®5, D3.7 D3.36; Loughlin 2004, 183.89; Sakellarakis 13219; Thompson 2013, 164
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may actually show cows. For the purposes of this discussion, neutral terms will be
employed (i.e., cattle, calf) only ifttee x of t he creature i s
will be employed when the sex of the animal is obvious.

Crete supported both a domesticated andrfnage bovine population during the
Bronze Age?3 Cattle from both populations provided a wealth of raaterials for
Minoans, including meat, horn, bone, and HitfeBovine remains are documented from
contexts related to sacrifice, as well as butchery and human consufiption.

Minoan art certainly exhibits particular interest in cattle imagery, regardi¢iss o

medi um. One object that displays this

unce

nt e

Knossos3* The Vapheio Cups also feature cattle, and they depict two different methods

of capturing the large bovine creatufés These animals are depicted on paintedgppt
as well as on faience plaqués.In fresco and glyptic art, these animals are depicted

engaging with humans in a variety of ways, or they are depicted Afoftee interactions

bet ween humans and t Hesagi nrge at capbecssargil 1 c lawsd

sacrifice of cattle.

21 Gamble 1980, 288; Nobis 1989, 2P49; Winder 1986, 110.15; 1991, 4446; Reese 1999, 18590.

Z2Warren 1972, 16, 5152; Weingarten 1983, 4@1; Doumas 1985, 32; Reese 1995, 170j 188; Betts
1997, 64; Day et. al. 2009, #23, 54, 67.

233 Reese 1999, 18490; 2002, 18B187; Betancourt, Reese, Verstegen, and Ferrence 2008, 163; Fox
2008, 135137; Hamilaks 2008, 89.

234 Evans 19211935, |, 237.
2% Davis 1977, 150, figs. 110, 12.
236 peatfield 2007, 299; Yener 2009, 49.

237Evans 19211935, |, 366, 376378, 394, 52i7528, II, 356, 485, 620, 674, 676, 782, 1I, 1167, 190,
195, 208232, 307, 331, 485, 48525,1V, 892/ 893, 904; Evely 1999, 165; Bietak, Marinatos, and
Palyvou 2007, 115132; CMS VI 336.
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At Knossos, at | ealse¢api vgdThearecenstssede pi ct
frescoes show the acrobats in a variety of active p8&&he animals are depicted in a
full flying gallop, and the spotted animal hidesywan color. Although the scene may
depict a game, a ritual event, or a combination of the two, the presence of the bull is
integral to the action portrayed. Parallels for this scene are well documented in Minoan
glyptic art. Regardless of whether the mataf the scene is secular or rituelated, the
animal functions as the focus of the action: its movement and presence are necessary for
the Minoan audience to comprehend the particular circumstances painted in the fresco.
The same is true of a similazesie on a seal ring from Hagia Trigd3A sarcophagus
from the same site, however, shows a bull in a considerably different situation.

The Hagia Triada Sarcophagus is one of few surviving frescoed objects from the
Bronze Age Aegeaff! Like the item itselfthe iconography it bears is also relatively rare
in fresco: ritual sacrifice. Amid the depiction of other ritual objects, a cow or bull lays on
top of a table, bound at the hooves. Its fur is white with black blotches. A woman
(presumably a priestesspntls between the creature and an altar with arms upraised
toward a double axe with a shrine behind it. Although the animal does not perform the
action central to the image (and therefore is not the primary subject), it appears necessary
for the accurate terpretation of the scene. In this way, the animal functions as a

contextual element, much like the fish from the Fishermen frescoes of Akrotiri. The

238 Bjetak, Marinatos, and Palivou 2007, 1132.

239 Bjetak, Marinatos, and Palyvou 2007 1121; Evans 19211935 Il, 358, 650, lll, 22223, 232, 428,
4361 437, fig.150, 1V, 31, 617, fig. 604aEvely 1999, 165.

240CMS VI 336.

241 Militello 1998, 154 167, pls. 14a16b; Burke 2005, 404, 41215, fig. 2.
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presence of this animéb-be-sacrificed enhances or perhaps even solidifies the over
arching message beild the image: a priestess performs a funerary ritual (presumably
related to the object on which the fresco is painted).

Cattle also seem to be employed as individual elements, without an accompanying
context and without engaging in any particular actidnlike the swallows that clearly
fly through the Spring Fresco, the ABull 6s
on exhibit and features only part of the aniin#he horns, head, and néckvithout any
indication of an action performed by the anirffallt is possible, however, that the
reconstructed fragments constitute only one small part of a much larger scene that no
longer survives. The surviving fragments of the wall painting do not preserve enough
information to indicate even the pose of theatwee, much less any action it may
perform. In this case, without any other evidence, the animal serves as thdesstion
focus of the image. It is a fresco in which the bovine creature is treated as an individual
visual element.

Unlike mature cattle, lweever, calves may be depicted alone or together with its
(presumably female) parent, both in glyptic sources and on painted pottery. In many of
the images in which the calf appears alone, the animal seems to have buckled legs and a
contorted position thaxtends and exposes the neck, with the head tilted far back. The
pose of the animal is often interpreted as either associated with suckling or with sacrifice.
When depicted alone but in a contorted position, it seems impossible to distinguish
between theapresentations of either possibility. This ambiguity is not shared by the

single frescoed image of calves from Akrotiri.

242Evans 19211935, Il, 350, 53, 1V, 236, 315.
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The ACows0o fresco from room six of

two small bovine creatures standing on either side ofc mditcrocuses on top of

polychrome rockwork. Both animals appear to be calves, and they face away from the

foliage. One calf is painted grayififue and the other is yellow. The creatures seem to

walk across the ground line, and one raises its head wiblpen mouth, perhaps calling

to its companion. Although the components of the scene are similar to those found in the

Spring Fresco, the movement is minimalized. Instead of the large, swooping movements

of the flying swallows, the cows seem to walk slowiyh their hooves close together. In

this scene, the calves serve as the active subject of the fresco.

Deer

Deer are terrestrial creatures that appear as early as the Neolithic period and as

late as the last phases of the Bronze &g&infortunatelythe earliest remains of deer do

not preserve ample information to distinguish the particular species of the animal. The

earliest deer bones that bear spesscific indicators are known from MM | Knossos

and from Psychro Cave (the fallow de@gma damp?*4

283 Evans 19211935, Ill, 123; IV, 532, 55859, 578579, 586 587, 603fig. 481; Heilmeyer 1979, 148
151, pl. 87, no. 722; PilalPapasteriou 1985, 89, pl. 22, no. 220; Morgan 1988, 55; Korou and Karetsou

1994, figs. 7071, no. 50; D6 Agata 199 9191, yander Greer et. 8.2003,5 ;

337i 346.

244Vickery 1936, 17, 82; Warren 1979, 123.
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In Minoan art, deer appear in relatively few contexts: seals and fréétres.
glyptic art, deer function as individual visual elements or as prey. In fresco, deer appear
to serve only as prey for other animals and, perhaps when considered togéthieeiwit
predators, as a contextual element within larger scenes.

Deer appear in only one known Minoan fresco. The Flotilla Fresco is from the
miniature frieze in room five of the West House at AkratitiThe deer from this image
provide a prime example aftype of animal that serves as a contextual device, in which
additional information about the larger scene is provided.

Three deer are painted in the Flotilla Fresco. They are placed together, and they
appear to run across the horizon of the land endtt of the scene as a large yellow lion
pursues t hem. I n this image, the dea®r <cl ea
function as a contextual eleménthe people on the ships and in the towns form the
focus of the image, and the miniatiment scene serves to provide additional information
to the viewer. In this case, the presence of deer, like the nearby oak trees, establishes that

the locale for the entire scene is not a tropical one.

Dogs

245Morgan 1988, 5456.

246 Doumas 1992, 3&13, figs. 6 12; Marinatos 1974, 131.
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Dogs Canislupus familiarig have not beefound in wall paintings from Crete or
the Cyclade$?’ In the broader corpus of Minoan art, however, canines are clearly
represented in glyptic art and on some early pottery. Additionally, the remains of dogs are
known from the Hagios Charalambos Cave, they do not seem to bear any indication
of butchery and are therefore unlikely to be refuse from consunfition.

Importantly, dogs may constitute the only category of animal that is depicted as a
pet. Although dogs do hunt in packs naturally, and Minoafs $xist that show dogs
attacking other creatures, like boars and lions. Alternately, canines are also featured
alone, as the only figure depicted on seals. Although the image depicted in glyptic art is
small, some of these dogs seem to wear collars.c@meot deny the possibility that the
dogs are acting on the instruction of a human, whether owner or keeper. In this sense,
dogs could be considered both predators and companions, while they may also sometimes

function as individual visual elements.

Goats and Sheep

247 Both the Boar Hunt Fresco and Frieze of Hunting Dogs, from Tiryns and Pylos, feature dogs (Blegen
and Rawson 2001, 30). Evans 192935,1, 44i 45, 93, 95, 120, 153, 197, 275, 6896, fig. 518e, Il, 764,

IV, 74, 487, 508509, 524527, 532, 544545, 577580, 602, 614, fig. 453; Marinatos and Hirmer 1960,
pls. 198 199; Boardman 1970, 100 pl. 61; Morgan 1988,641 1995, 3#36; Marinatos antlorgan

2005, 119122.

248 Reese 1999, 19192; Betancourt, Reese, Verstegen, and Ferrence 2008, 163; Day et. al. 2009, 19, 58,
67.
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Goats Capra aegagrus hircysand sheepQvis arieg appear in a variety of
media in Minoan art, although goats are much more popular than8fgeortunately,
although ovicaprid remains are known from several sites and are often fazautificial
contexts, one sometimes cannot distinguish between goat and sheep remains. Many of the
physical remains recovered bear marks of butchery, which is evidence of human
consumption. Although less popular as a subject of painting on pottery ageaiften
found as small figurines, in glyptic sources, and they may also be represented in fresco.
Sheep, on the other hand, are represented as small figurines, like those recovered from
Petsophas, and sometimes as other plastic clay decoration, agi®fothe interior of a
bowl from Palaikastré>° Several small figures are connected to the interior of the bowl,
and they are interpreted as a herd of sheep. No evidence has been found of sheep
iconography in Minoan fresco.

One image may survive of goatsMinoan wall painting, although the fresco is
fragmentary and little remains of the figures in question. Two human figures appear to
grasp the long yellow horns of an animal. Both men brace themselves and lean back.
They seem to attempt to restrainndt subdue, the animal in question. Although the
identity of the animal is still debated, it may be either a goat or a member of the bovine
family. If the active subject is a cow or bull, this scene would certainly fit under the

category of a capture scenk however, the scene is one in which a goat is being

2499Evans 19211935, |, 4445, 112, 153, 158.59, 182, 273, 311, 498, 51815, 607, 620, 684, 69696,

fig. 503, Il, 10, 27, 50537, I, 184, 317, fig. 208, 1V, 24, 42, 52427, 509, 539, 56%76, 832835, figs.

597, 707; Heilmeyer 1972, table on p. 123; PiRdpasteriou 1985, 1B¥39, 147 151; Rutkowski 1991,

35, pls. 48.3, 49, no. 7; Coulson and Tsipopoulou 1994, pl. \Kb#rou and Karetsou 1994, nosi34,

461 49, 56, 61; Schirmann 1994, 2737, table 1; Hallager 1996, 1i0ID1; Reese 1998, B87; 1999,

1761 79; Db6Agata 1999, 46, pl. 24, no. C1.i8;7; Hal |l age
Betancourt, Reese, \&tegen, and Ferrence 2008, 1684; Fox 2008, 137; Hamilakis 2008,3 Day et.

al. 2009, 19, 21, 23, 29, B87, 4243, 48, 50, 54, 58, 67; Thompson 2013, 1113D.

250 Myres 19021903, 339; Rutkowski 1991, 35, pl. 49, no. 7.
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subdued, it may be unique among the known ovicaprid iconography. This image would
illustrate the role of the goat as an animal to be subdued and also as the active subject of
the image. Unfortunatg] without more fresco fragments, one may never know whether

this animal belongs to the ovicaprid or bovine category.

Hares

Hares [Lepug, probably brought to Crete during the Late Neolithic period, are
rarely depicted in Minoan aft! Remains of thesanimals were recovered from the
Hagios Charalambos Cave, and from Komri#83.he bones suggest that the creatures
were not domesticated but wild and perhaps kept in captivity before they were butchered
for consumption. One image has been recovered that epagt dhe use of this animal,
although it is an import and not Mino&t.Unfortunately, this creature does not appear in

fresco.

Horses

251 Richter 1930, 2030; Kitchell2014, 84.
2%2Reese 1999, 192; Betancourt, Reese, Verstegen, and Ferrence 2008, 163; Day et. al. 2009, 58.

23 CMS VS1B 332.
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Like hares, horse€uus ferus caballyslo not appear in Minoan fresé&s. They
are, however, clearly depicted in BmenAge Aegean glyptic art and pottéyThese
animals are often depicted in a simple standing pose, but they are also shown in
multiples, pulling a chariot. In this sense, the horse seems to function, at least in glyptic
sources, as an independent vislairent or perhaps as a contextual element, as a figure

that provides clearer information about the context of a larger scene.

Mice

Mice (Mus) are not frequently represented in Minoarfgitunfortunately, the
species of those depicted has not beertiitksh Although physical remains of mice have
been recognized from a variety of archaeological contexts, they seem to play the same
role today as during the Bronze Age: not a food source, but a common household pest.

Only one example of mouse iconogragwyvives in Minoan fresco.

24 Evans 19211935, I, 243244, fig. 141, IV, 374377, 604, 609, 615, 79802, 827830, figs. 706, 809;
Savignoni 1904, 641642, fig.113; Morgan 1935, fig. 2d; Brock 1957, 98, 99, 207, no. 1146; Boardman
1962, 33, pl. 5d; Rolley 1963, 115, pl. 19, no. 65; French 19711662 185187, no. 122; Higgins 1971,

280, pl. 45, no. 35; Coldstream et al. 1973, pl. 65, nog.Z80 Crouwel 198, pls. 40, 42; Pilali

Papasteriou 1985, nos. 18®2; Peppd@apaioannou 1985, pl. 19, no. A82; Zimmerman 1989, pl. 68, no.

1i 8; Sackett et al. 1992, 352, pl. 294; VierneiSehlorb 1997, nos. 5254 0; D& Agata 11999,
65; Shaw and Shaw 2000, Bl20 nos. AB12, AB4i 5, AB10/ 11, AB13, pl. 3.29, nos. 18892;

Steinhauer 2001, 646; Hyland 2003, 1i32; CMS VIl 087; CMS 11.8 133; CMS 11.6 019.

255For a comprehensive discussion of the Chariot Kraters, see Vermuele and Karageorghisi 7932, 78
86i 91, figs. VIIL.5.1i VIIIL.5.3, IX.17 IX.8.

256 Cucchi, 2008, 2952958; Day et. al. 2009, 29; Papayiannis 2013, 5, 7, 9.
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One fragment of a fresco survives from the Southeast House at Knossos that
preserves mouse iconographiyThe belly of one mouse and the tail of another are all
that survive of these small animals. The tail of one mouse is edapprhaps for
support, around a weedy stalk of reeds or grass. One must note, however, the heavily
restored nature of the image that is based around a single, relatively small fragment.
Without more original fragments of this fresco, the positive idieatibn of the role

played by these rodents in Minoan art proves difficult.

Primates

Primate iconography, which includes both monkeys and apes, is predominantly
executed in fresco and glyptic art, although some early imagery appears in the form of
figurines?>® Some of these early figurines also double as seals (on the flat lower surface).
Both the figurines and seals are made from ivory and a range of stones. The few early
images of primates appear to be apes, although thesestajprimates are reglked in the
Middle and Late periods by monkeys. Despite the seemingly popular use of monkey
iconography in glyptic sources and fresco, no physical remains of primates have been

recovered from Crete or Thera. Additionally, the species of monkeys frommaly o

257 Evans 19211935, |, 537, fig. 390.

28 Evans 19211935, |, 83, 94, 119, 123, fig. 51, Il, 361, 4451, 756, 763, Ill, 115, IV, 486,di 411;
Xanthoudides 1924, 114, no. 1040, pl. 13; Branigan 1970, fig. 13; Vandervondelen 199483 Tigs. 1
7; Karetsou 2000, 16976, 184186, 253, figs. 149, 15162, 170174, 251252; Greenlaw 2005, TZ3;
2006, 6367; 2011, 4P57; Krzyszkowska 200559.
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fresco has been positively identified as the vervet morRajo(ocebus pygerythriig>®
One must, therefore, turn to iconographic representations of the animals to better
understand the roles that it may have filled in Minoan art.

Frescoed fragments af least eight different monkeys survive from room six of
Building Complex Beta at Akration Thera (Figs. 1i8..6).2°° The monkeys do not seem
to interact with one another as they climb and leap through a rocky background. At the
bottom of the image, a wg blue line indicates the presence of a stream. In this scene,
monkeys form the focus of the image and serve as several active subjects. Because of the
clearly depicted action, these creatures do not function as static individual visual
elements, but radr constitute the subjects of the scene.

Room 3a from Xeste 3 at Akrotiri houses the wall painting known as the Offering
to the Seated Goddess (Fig. 1.Z28)In this scene, a young Minoan girl dumps crocus
flowers into a receptacle on the ground, fromchkha blue monkey has taken a pinch of
crocus stamens. The monkey ascends a tripartite structure to offer the stamens to a large
seated female figure (currently interpreted as a goddess) at the top of the structure. A
griffin stands behind the woman, on tihghtmost portion of the tripartite structure. In
this scene, the monkey certainly constitutes the primary focus of action. Importantly, the
monkey serves as the intermediary between the young girl and the goddess, a vessel of
transportation for the offerg. The monkey, therefore, functions in this image as no other

creature in Minoan art is depicted: as interacting both with the physical natural world and

259 The vervet monkey is sometimes classified with the malbroBblofocebus cynosurpsboth of which
are subspecies of the griv€h{lorocebus aethiops

260 Doumas 1992, 1223, figs. 8589; Marinatos 1971, 4%6; 1969, 5854.
261 Doumas 1992, 128,30/ 131, fig.122; Marinatos, 1976, plsi B, K, 42 42d, 59 61; Marinatos 1984,
61i 70; figs. 4042, 44; 1993, fig. 213.
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the goddess, who resides in the supernatural realm. This primate serves as a liminal
vehicle for cormunication between the natural and the supernatural. No other natural
creature in the Aegean iconographic zoological repertoire appears to function in multiple
realms, although supernatural creatures also seem capable of interaction in both the

natural andsupernatural realms.

Snakes

Like primates, snakes appear in a variety of mé&di@he animals appear both
alone and in the company of other figures, but the species of snakes present is unknown.
In some cases, snakes may appeanother figuré®® These creatures appear in glyptic
art as well, although they are not currently known in Minoan fré&@@nakes are
generally represented as fulfilling two types of roles in Bronze Age art: as independent

visual elements, and as contextual elements.

Swine

%2Fyvans 19211935, |, 223, 280291, 447, 469, 486, 495, 50810, 11, 339, 469, 699, 1V, 24, 32, 110,
143, 159, 186187, 406; Remaingdm a small reptile are known from Vronda (Day et al. 2009, 29).

263 Evans 19021903, 78, fig. 63; 19211935, |, 153, 274275, 501504, 702, figs. 377, 382882d, I, 10,
IIl, 87, 98, 184, 230, 424, IV, 57574, 603607, 868870, fig. 530; Panagiotaki 19957, fig. 2b; 1999,
96i 101, figs. 2526.

264CMS 1.1 305.1097.
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Swine are also featured in Minoan art, both as pigs and ®assstrofa%°
Bronze Age Aegean people clearly consumed pork, whether from wild or domesticated
animals. Faunal remains of pigs and boars are known from several Bronze Age contexts
that are asxciated with cooking. Evidence of butchery survives on the bones, which
clearly indicates human consumption of pork. Boar and pig imagery survives primarily in
glyptic sources.

In glyptic art, pigs and boars are depicted in a variety of scenes. Likeatrary
animals, swine are sometimes pictured alone, and they constitute either the sole subject of
the image, or they function as an independent visual element. In other scenes, however,
the creatures may only be interpreted as prey. They are the victotieoivise predatory
animals like lions or dogs, and sometimes they are prey for humans. Although the boar
sometimes functions as the subject of the image, it is also sometimes the prey, brought

down by both humans and other animals.

Marine Animals

Evidence for Bronze Age interactions with the sea is aburf@&fhe depiction

of settlements along the sea,-g@ang vessels, the sea itself, as well as marine life all

visually attest to the Minoan relationship with the sea. The physical remains of sea

265Reese 1999, 17985; Betancourt, Reese, Verstegen, and Ferrence 2008, 163; HamilakisiZ) )8
2008, 137; Day et. al. 2009, 19, 23, 29i 3B, 43 43; Thompson 2013, 10209.

266 Evans 19111935, I, 521, 635, 696, fig. 518, II, 50, 28%2, 343, 453, 497, 50611, IIl, 128, 365, 1V,
102110, 115, 277280, 286288, 304319, 456457, 593598; Czernohaus 1988j 46; Doumas 1983,
121; Cline 1994, 10aL07; Muller 1997, 158246, ill. 86 143; Beg 2013, 127.
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creatures are known from a handful of Bronze Age sites, and they are usually considered
as evidence of consumption as foodstuffs. Other recognized modes of consumption for
marine animals are use as ornaments, fish bait, and as the source of pigments for dye
production?®” The most commonly recovered remains are fish bones and mollusk shells,
but Minoans also probably consumed sea urchins, crabs, cuttlefish, octopus, snails, and
turtles. Some of the sites from which this evidence has been collected are Akrotiri,
AlatzomouriPefka, Kommos, Mochlos, Palaikastro, and P<éfra.

Marine creatures certainly constitute a distinct group within the larger corpus of
animals in Minoan art. The depiction of sea creatures may be found in and on several
media: painted on potteand painted on walls, molded into faience pieces, as
representations in glyptic sources, and in wall pairttigea life is typically shown in
one of two possible contexts: either under the sea or out of water and in human
possession. Additionally, mae animals in fresco seem to function in three primary
ways: the figure is the focus of the action, the figure is part of a larger image and plays a
contextual role, or it is treated as a series of individual elements. Coral, crabs, dolphins,
fish, mollusls, octopuses, sea stars, and squid are the most popular types of sea life

represented in Minoan art, and all appear in Bronze Age wall paintings.

267 Evans 19211935, I, 500505, 1V, 304 305, 309; Reese 1987a, 2@06; 1987b, 20i7211; 1998, 3b
36; Rose 1994, 15361; Cosmopoulos et. al. 2003, 1481; Greenfield and Fowler 2003, 13413;
Mylona 2003, 106; Ruscillo 2006, 7i7&40; Berg2013, 7 8.

268 Gamble 1979, 125.34; Reese 1987, 20206; Trantalidou 1990, 39205; Rose 1994, 15361;

1995a, 20¥239; 1995b 130132; 1998a, 3i739; 1998b, 146148; 1999, 164; Riley 1999, table 21; Mylona
2000, 561566; 2003, 108110; Ruscillo 2006, 77@40; Betancourt, Apostolakou, and Brogan 2012,i183
186; Berg 2013, 8.

269 pendlebury 1939, 206; Immerwahr 1989, 2345; Betancourt 1985, pl. 20G; Doumas 1992, pl. 19;
Berg 2013, 1120
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Coral

Coral is a common marine motif found in Minoan art, and it is most commonly
treated as a framing diee 2’° Sometimes the creature is also used as a filler motif,
serving as additional ornamentation in the blank space left between other marine animals.
Coral is most commonly painted on pottery and in fresco, although it also rarely appears
on seals and atings?’* Unfortunately, the depictions of coral in Minoan art do not
appear to bear the information necessary for the identification of a particular species.

In the Flotilla Fresco from Room 5 of the West House at Akrotiri, the lower left
area of the se® is sometimes described as showing drowning men. The portion of the
sea in which the humans are depicted also houses the representation of coral. In this
image, the coral functions as a contextual element, and it provides additional information
about thecontext of the scene.

The Dolphin Fresco from Knossos also features coral. Unlike the Flotilla Fresco,
the coral in this image is used as a framing device, around the subjects of the image: the
dolphins and fisi%.’? The lumpy shapes of coral line thetatgular boundaries of the
wall painting at seemingly regular interval$In this scene, the coral functions again as a

contextual indicator for the greater scene, signaling that despite the white background, the

210Koehl 2986, 408410, Morgan 1988, 32; Miiller 1997, 15897, ills. 86 109.
2" Muller 1997, 158197, ills. 86 109.
212Koehl 1986, 408410.

273 Although this fresco is heavily restored, original fragments indicate the presence of the coral motif
bordering only parts of the image.
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dolphins and fish are still located undeterain a marine context. Perhaps due to the
nature of the creature itself, coral does not appear to constitute the active subject of a
scene in Minoan art, but instead it serves as a contextual element, and it functions as a

part of the setting. In thisapticular instance, the coral defines the edge of the scene.

Crabs

Unlike Coral, crabs seem to be a relatively rare marine animal in Mino# art.
Although they are certainly featured in glyptic art, they do not appear in Minoan
frescoe€’> On seals andealings, crabs appear to function as individual visual elements,
and they are rarely (if ever) depicted with other, larger species of marine life, like
dolphins?’® Physical remains of the marine invertibrates are found, and some have been
recovered from Bonze Age contexts, like Kommaé§.

Crabs are also depicted on a vessel from Méli@ihe crab is rendered in three
dimensions, as an added plastic decoration. In this instance, as in most others, the crab
appears to function as an individual element tpaears in a larger marinescape.

Conversely, the creature may also serve as a contextual marker, alerting the viewer to the

setting of the image.

274 Evans 19211935, |, 696, 690700, figs. 518, 5224dl, 502, IV, 104 105; Berg 2013, 16.
2I5CMS 1.2

218 Krzyskowska 2005, 13435, fig. 232.

21T Reese 1990, 243.

2’8 poursat and Knappett 1980, 12@1, fig. 170.
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Dolphins

Dolphins are featured on a variety of media during the Bronz& Rgarpoises
are painted on ptery and on walls, and they also appear in glyptic sources, and a variety
of species are represented. One dolphin is sculpted in relief as part of a stand, and
dolphins are represented again in fresco on a small tripod offering table from A&fotiri.
In each of these images, dolphins may function as predators or individual visual elements
in the scene.

Dolphins Stenellastyx and fi sh are painted in a fr
at Knosso<8! Despite a white background, the scene probably takes plaeewater. A
rocky, corallike motif serves as a border for the image, and blue, white, red, and yellow
fish and dolphins populate the center of the fresco. Despite the absence of overt action,
these figured particularly the dolphin® are the clear subjects the fresco. Although
the nautical creatures appear to function as a series of individual elements arranged
within the scene, it is possible that the dolphins depicted here are feeding on the
surrounding fish. Perhaps, despite the clear lack of thetaepaf fish that are shown

protruding from the dol phinsd mouths, the

219 Evans 19211935, |, 60, 330, 54546, 608, 641, 67576, I, 500 505, IIl, 377 399, IV, 304 305,
405, 414, 500505, 685; Czernohaus 1988,72; Morgan 1988, 6@63; Muller 1997, 197201, ills. 112
113; Meiberg 2011, 171.82.

280 Marinatos 1974, 22, pl. 40b; Morgan 1988, pl. 50.

281 Morgan 1988, 61.
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The dolphins Delphinus delphisfrom the Flotilla Fresco from room 5 of the
West House at Akrotiri may be read similarly to the Dolphin Fresco from l§epsgs
only in terms of the role played by the dolphfsAgain, the dolphins are not shown
with fish protruding from the mouth, but rather as populating the sea, between the ships
that sail from one harbor town to the other. The porpoises provide amadiisual
element, when considered with the ships, to the otherwise relatively empty seascape. In
this way, they may be read either as a contextual inclusion, or perhaps again as predators,
constituting another active subject in the wall painting.

Dolphins seem to function in two primary ways in Minoan frescoes. On one hand,
they may serve as predatory creatures, understood as feeding on the surrounding fish that
populate an image with them. On the other hand, they may also function as contextual
elemants, adding interest and perhaps contextual nuance to a scene. Importantly,

dolphins are not depicted as captured in nets, or as prey, unlike fish.

Fish

Conversely, fish serve as contextual elements in The Fishermen frescoes from
room five of the WesHouse at Akrotir?® Each fresco features a young nude male that

stands with a rope clutched in his hand. Several fish appear attached to the string by each

282 Doumas 1992, 3’13, figs. 6 12; Marinatos 1974, 131; Morgan 1988, 6063.

28 Evans 19211935, |, 118, 120123, 182, 520522, 542545, II, 26, 238242, 453, 504, Ill, 40, 12432,
404i 412, 1V, 115, 337338, 356 358, 491, 494, 604606, figs. 280a, b, ¢, 300; Doumas 1992,88, figs.
18i 23; Economidis 1997, 55560, Marinatos 1974, 181, 34 60, pls. 42b, 85, 88, 90; Meiberg 2011,
171i 182; Mylona 1997, 561565.
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of their mouths. In these images, the fish allude to the action that was performed by the
young ma: they successfully went fishirt§’ Like the birds from the Monkey and Birds
Fresco, the fish contribute to the overall understanding of the circumstances leading to
the painted scene. These frescoes also serve as excellent comparanda for the seal pictured
above, in which an (clothed) individual stands with a large fish dangling from a line in
his or her hand.

Additionally, the fish from the Dolphins Fresco from Knossos function either as
independent visual elements or as the prey in the image. In eadgrtbe fish are not
active subjects of the scene, but rather they constitute that which is either acted upon or
which is simply present. | f the fish are t
function similarly to the fish from the Fishermaegcoe<® If all creatures in the image
function as independent elements, however, then all of the sea creatures depicted may be
understood as operating similarly within the image.

Fish appear to serve only two types of roles in Minoan art. When thalarane
in a marine context, they seem to function as a series of individual elements. When the
creatures are portrayed as prey, out of water and in the possession of a human, they
appear to serve the contextual role of prey, in which the actions thatagergly

performed by the individuél going fishing successfuldy are referenced.

Mollusks

284 Evidence for fishing and the consumption of fish survives from many sites. For a comprehensive
discussion of the faunal remains, see Reese 19992304

285 Czernohaus 1988, 16975.
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A variety of mollusks appear in Minoan art, principally represented by several
types of sea shelf§° The triton Charonig, murex Hexaplex trunculus and argoaut
(Argonautg are three easily recognizable examples of mollusks that are frequently
spotted in Minoan art. Although perhaps most commonly found in Marine Style pottery
as both plastic and painted motifs, these types of sea creatures are also sometimes
represented as small faience pieces, and as motifs in glyptic art. Mollusks are only
depicted in one known wall painting, from Knossos.
The tentacles and part of the shell of an argonaut are featured on a wall painting
from Knossog8” Surprisingly, the sHeof the mollusk is not the focus of the image.
Rat her, three |l ong blue and yell ow tentacl
shell, located to the bottom left of the heavily reconstructed wall painting. The mollusk is
not situated in a marine ptext, but it is instead located in a seemingly terrestrial context:
red and yellow registers are separated by a wavy line. TaHllikeeplants extend into
both of those registers, behind the argonaut. Although a background is provided, and
despite thenicomplete appearance of the mollusk, the argonaut constitutes the only
element in the image that is capable of action. In this way, it may constitute the subject of
the image. Due to the partial depiction and lack of visible action, however, the animal
bet er serves the role as an independent Vvi s

fresco.

286 Evans 19211935, |, 87, 55, 122, 221, 41213, 519522, 11, 10, 500505, 822823, IIl, 111 133, 1V,
108120, 306307, 344345, fig. 227a, b, c; Fiandra 1968, nos. 674, 937, 1489; Shackleton 19v2, 321
325; Poursat 1980a, 12430, figs. 172 183; Reese 1982, 24950; 1987b, 207211; 1995, 244269;

Muller 1997, 201222, ills. 114126; Panagiotaki 1999, ¥81, fig. 16; Poursat and Knappett 2005, pl.
37d, e; Betancourt 2011, 11®21; Day et. al. 2009, 19.

287Evans 19211935, I, 500505, 1V, 128 129, 210211, 312313, 372373, 889892, 1018.

230



Additionally, the remains of many types of mollusks have been recovered from
several Bronze Age Aegean archaeological sites, among which are Alatzétatkari
and Kommos on Crete and Akrotiri on Thét4The shells are sometimes found crushed,
and sometimes (much less frequently) they are found with small punctures, perhaps
indicating consumption by carnivorous species. Although several types of gastropods are
known as part of the Minoan diet, evidence of culinary consumption is typically
represented by relatively whole mollusk shells. The presence of a large deposit of crushed
murex shells, however, may indicate the use of the gastropods for the production of
purmple dye. For this reason, the physical remains of mollusks indicate human

consumption of the sea creatures as both raw material and foodstuff.

Octopuses

The octopus motif is popular in Minoan pottery, and the stylistic changes in the
motif through theMiiddle and Late Bronze Age are well documerf®@he octopus is
certainly one of the most clearly and frequently depicted figures in Marine Style pottery
in the Special Palatial Tradition. Although the animals are represented most frequently on
pottery, heymayappear in Aegean glyptic art, although the representations seem too

stylized to identify the creature with certainty. These creatures also appear in repoussé on

28 Evans 19211935, |, 468523, 677, 11, 224, 33837, 500505, 1V, 272 281, 305313, 347349, 734
736; Vermeule 1975, 34, fig. 43; Gamble 1979,i12®; Trantalidou 1990, 39205 Reese 1987, 202
204; 1995, 250255; 1999, 240273; Riley 1999, table 21; Mylona 2000, 5685;2003, 108110, Rose
1995a, 208239; Ruscillo 2006, 808805, Betancourt, Apostolakou, and Brogan 2012,i11%5; Berg
2013, 8.

289 Betancourt 1985, 120; Muller 1997221 243, 308309, ills. 127 142, pls. 5859.
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gold vessels, as on a cup from Dendra, as well as on small pieces of personal agornment
like the small gold roundels recovered from the Shaft Graves at Myé&€nae.
Additionally, octopuses survive in Aegean wall painting.

Part of an octopus survives from a marinescape painted floor fresco from the
Shrine at Hagia Triad®! The octopus is paied much larger than either the dolphins or
fish that accompany it in the image. Not enough of the fresco survives to discuss the
potential role that the octopus fills in the scene, but from the small fragments that do
survive, the octopus does not appeainteract directly with any of the other animals.
This scene does, however, constitute a more comprehensive context for the octopus, and
may perhaps supply a second role for this animal in Minoan art, which has a long later

history in LM III.

Sea Stas

The sea star, like mollusks, appears primarily in Minoan pottery. As a sea
creature, it is primarily and most commonly featured in Marine Style péftefhe sea
star does not seem to appear in any Minoan frescoes. Physical evidence for sea stars in
thearchaeological record is also lacking.

Although the treatment of nautical life in Minoan art is in some ways similar to
the treatment of terrestrial life, the variety of contexts in which-thmelling animals

may be represented (i.e., on the groundhénair, or perched on or hanging from

2% gchliemann 1888, 390; Mylonas 1973, 162; Vermeule 1975, 34, fig. 43; Morgan 1988, fig. 49.
291 Banti 1941 1943; Koehl 1986, 411412, fig. 3.

292 Betancourt 1985, 120; Muller 1997, 24316, ill. 143.
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something) vastly outnumbers the contexts in which marine life is represented. Sea
creatures are participants in the predgi@y scheme, perhaps as the active subject of the
scene, or they are used as individualiglelements. The general treatment of sea

animals may seem less complex than that of terrestrial animals, but this misconception is
likely due only to the relatively few nautical creatures when compared to the vast corpus

of land-dwelling animals depicteth Minoan art.

Insects

Insects are depicted in various media in Minoan art. Most insects are represented
in glyptic sources, and soroaly appear on seals and sealidgDue to the small nature
of the medium, particular features of the insects asndfifficult to decipher. Ants,
scorpions, and spiders only seem to appear in glyptfé‘Bees, beetles, butterflies, and

dragonflies, however, are featured in a wider variety of other ni&dia.

Ants

Figures with six legs and tsegmented bodies areatured in Minoan seals. Some

of these creatures are referred to as ants, despite a somewhat ambiguous appearance (any

2% Evans 1211 1935, |, 240, IV, 75.
2% Krzyszkowska 2005, 45, 67, 70, 90, 134, figs.i111®.

2% Krzyszkowska 2005, 3B1, 73 74, 90, 144, 208.
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six-legged figure with a body segmented into three primary parts could fit into the
general fAinsect o cat egdviduglyisual @dmerdsen gliyptig ur e s
art. No physical remains of ants are known from Bronze Age Aegean contexts, and ants

do not appear in any other Minoan art.

Bees

Bees are positively identified from at least two types of Bronze Age art: glyptic
souces and jewelry®® Like ants, the depictions of bees in glyptic art are small and
sometimes rather ambiguous. The bee pendant from Malia, however, features the clear
representation of two bees on either side of a central granulated decorative element.
Although both glyptic sources and jewelry provide a relatively small area for figural
representation, both instances clearly illustrate the use of the bee as an independent visual
element rather than the active subject or contextual element within a langer ls&e

ants, no physical remains of bees are positively identified from Bronze Age contexts.

Beetles

2% Evans 19211935, I, 281, 1V, 75, 115; Demargne 1930, 419.

234



Small figures in the shape of beetles were recovered from several Peak
Sanctuaries including the one at Petsé¥aslo physical remains of these itse have
been recovered from Bronze Age Minoan contexts. Few other representations of beetles
exist in Minoan art, aside from sedf¥ Regardless of how the beetle is represented, it
appears to consistently comprise an independent visual element rathemetfegure
within a larger scene.

Additionally, several of the beetles found in Minoan art constitute Egyptide
scarab figurines that bear decoration or inscriptions on the bottom of the piece. Because
the scarab beetle is an insect that is naovegypt, the Minoans most likely adopted this
imagery directly from the Egyptians. Because of the additional inscription on the bottom
of the piece, what may be considered a figurine may also be considered a seal. These
beetles are found most often in &rary contexts on Crete, and therefore they may be

associated with death and cycles of renewal.

Butterflies

297 Rutkowski 1986, 245, nos. 79, 80; 1991, 36,58 Davaras 988, 46 47, figs. 14, no. 14; Pini 2000.

28 Evans 19211935, I, 173, 182183, 199, 230240, 271, 273, II, 54, 20@01, 207 210, IV, 74 75, 370
371, 439, 548, 557, figs. #84; Ward 1971, 9206; Branigan 1973, 226; Davaras 1982, 388; 1986, 10;
Aruz 2000,3i 4; Pini 2000, 207113; Krzyszkowska 2005, 881, 73 74, 82, 98, 276, 301, 306, 314;
Weingarten 2005, 785960; Ferrence 2011, 50899; Betancourt 2014, 5%2, 65 66.
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Butterflies are identified from a variety of Bronze Age Aegean contexts, although
no physical remains of this insect are kndtThese wingednisects are known from
Minoan frescoes, as gold ornament (on garments), and from glyptic sources. Like beetles,
bees, and ants, butterflies seem to consistently function as either an independent visual
element, or perhaps the insect may also serve a coateate.

Both the Flotilla Fresco and the Priest King Fresco feature butterflies. In the
Flotilla Fresco from room 5 of the West House at Akrotiri, the likeness of butterflies are
added to the front of some of the ships that traverse the water betwdei tislands. In
this wall painting, an object that resembles a butterfly is de@cted the butterfly itself.

On each ship, the butterfly functions as an independent visual element. Taken as part of
the fresco as a whole, however, the butterfly ornasneraty serve a contextual function,
perhaps supplying additional important information about the identity or purpose of the
travelling fleet.

Conversely, the butterfly painted in the Priest King Fresco from Knossos is
depicted not as a manade ornament lb@as a natural creature. The insect in this image,
like the flowers, may serve as a contextual element, or it may simply constitute another
independent visual element used here for further decoration of the image. Without a
better understanding of the syatism at work in the Priest King Fresco, much less a
reconstruction of the human individual that better approximates the appearance of the
original wall painting, the butterfly may fulfill either an contextual role or simply serve as

an additional, indepetent visual element.

29 Evans 19211935, |, 23, 63, 75, 108, 11213, 703706, Il, 788 789, lIl, 146 152, 1V,69, 84, 91, 114,
490, 1018; Coutsis 1997, 588B4; Panagiotakopulu 1997, 5882; Krzyszkowska 2005, 90, 144, 175,
208, 256, figs. 342; CMS V.1A 169.
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Small, thin, round gold sheets also feature butterfly iconography. These small
disks survive from the burial found inside of Tholos Tomb D at Archanes Phourni. The
hammered gold ornaments were most likely once sewn onto thelémagposed
clothing that once adorned the corpse. Although some disks show butterfly imagery,
others feature an octopus or shell, among other imagery. The depiction of a single,
stylized butterfly on one of these small disks is an instance in which the lyugerf
treated as an individual visual element, devoid of context or background.

Finally, the butterfly is also featured in Minoan glyptic art. Like the other insects
found on seals or sealings, the butterfly is shown alone, without a background. When
found in glyptic sources, this creature functions singularly, as an independent visual
element.

The butterfly appears to have a fairly simple role in Minoan art. Although it may
serve as a contextual element, this option cannot be verified without a better
understanding of the greater context in which the butterfly appears (in the Priest King
Fresco). Conversely, the butterfly certainly functions as an independent visual element in

Minoan art, much like the other insects discussed so far.

Dragonflies

Like the butterfly, the dragonfly motif is found in a variety of media in addition to

Minoan glyptic art. This insect appears in multiple frescoes, in the form of beads, and in
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glyptic sources® No physical remains of dragonflies are known from Bronze Age
contexts.

Dragonflies appear in both the Waterfowl and Reeds Fresco from Xeste 3 at
Akrotiri, as well as the Offering to the Seated Goddess fresco from the same building
(Fig. 1.2B). In the Waterfowl and Reeds fresco, the depiction of dragonflies is @early
natural one, in which the insect is depicted as a natural creature. It flies among the reeds
as brightly colored dragonflies still do in the marshy areas found on Aegean islands. The
dragonfly is used as a decorative motif for beads, however, in teer@fto the Seated
Goddess fresco. In this scene, the insect is artificially depicted: rather than appearing as a
live dragonfly, one string of beads around the neck of the goddess features beads that are
different colors. Each bead is shaped like a dnfigavith outspread wings. In each of
these scenes, the dragonflies may function contextugi&rhaps filling a role or
contributing symbolic information that the Minoan viewer could easily understand and
interpred or they may simply constitute independeisual elements that appear in each
scene for added ornament.

Dragonflies, like all other insects, also appear in Minoan glyptic art. Because of
the elongated appearance of the creature (the long, thin abdomen and wings), it may be
considered easier thstinguish from the other insects. As is true of other insects found
on seals, the dragonfly appears to function solely as an independent visual element in
glyptic sources.

The dragonfly appears to be a more popular motif than ants, bees, and beetles.

The insect appears in a variety of media as both a live creature and an object fashioned

300 Coutsis 1997, 58®%84; Vlachopoulos 1997, 6B&56.
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after the shape of the live creature. In this respect, the treatment of the dragonfly in
Minoan art seems to closely resemble the treatment of the butterfly. AltHoaigisect
may be treated as a contextual element sometimes, the most common use of dragonfly

imagery is as an independent visual element.

Scorpions

Like ants, scorpions seem to be depicted only in Bronze Age Aegean glyptic art,
and these insects do ragipear in any surviving Minoan frescd@sIn glyptic sources,
the scorpion is often featured alone, or in the company of other scorpions. This insect
does not appear in the company of other animals, perhaps due to its solitary and
dangerous nature. Althgh perhaps limited by the small pictorial space presented by

seals, the scorpion seems to function primarily as an individual visual element.

Spiders

Several species of spider are native to Crete, and so it may be no surprise that they

make an appeance in Minoan arit®? Like beetles, they are not frequently depicted in

most media and do not appear in fresco, but spider iconography is certainly known from

301 Evans 19211935, |, 120, 123; Poursat 1980b, 16@61fig. 234; Krzyszkowska 2005, 67, fig. 111a;
CMS 1.1 307.1099; CMS 11.1 248.1039.

302 Krzyszkowska 2005, 64, fig. 111c; CMS 1.1 248.

239



glyptic art. The arachnid does not seem to function in larger scenes with other figures, but
it remains an individual visual element, the inactive subject of the image.

All of the insects discussed in this section function primarily as independent
visual elements rather than the active subjects of an image. Although butterflies and
dragonflies may ply an contextual role in some scenes from wall painting, a better
understanding of the symbolism within each scene is necessary before making such a
claim. When compared to the variety of roles and scenes in which other natural animals
are found, the placeccupied by insects within Bronze Age art may seem rather
peripheral. Nevertheless, Minoans intentionally selected and depicted only certain
insects, although they may not have received such complex treatment or frequent

depiction as the myriad of hybrahimals that appear in Bronze Age Minoan art.

Hybrid Animals

Hybrid creatures in Minoan art include bird people (Bird Men and Bird Ladies),
centaurs, genii, gorgons, griffins, minotaurs, and sphiff#ésgures that are interpreted
as gods and goddessare also frequently represented in a myriad of media, but because
they are represented in human form, they will be not be considered hybrid animals. These
otherworldly creatures are conglomerates of distinct parts of natural animals; for
example, the dffin couples the head and wings of a bird of prey with the body of a lion.

Although the visual conceptualization of some creatures began in the Near East, others

303 Evans 19211935, |, 539, II, 476480, 1Il, 129, IV, 105, 1111120, 322329, 360, 381; Krzyszkowska
2005, 64, fig. 111cCMS I1.1 248; SimandirakGrimshaw 2010, 95.
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originate in Egypt. Minoans adopted composite creatures into their own visual repertoire
from both of these iconographic traditions with relative ease. Perhaps due to the small
size and portability of seals, they seem to bear more hybrid animal, or composite
creature, iconography than any other Bronze Age medium.

The terminology used for eachtbiese creatures is not always precise. In several
instances, words are borrowed from classical Greek mythology in order to attempt to
label the creatures discussed below. In these cases, the label used to identify these
different classes of composite amil®is not intended to attribute ideas in classical
mythology to these early representations. The Bronze Age representations may have little

or no relationship with later Greek mythological imagery.

Bird People

Both bird men and bird women appear imbhan art, and they are considered
together in this discussion as bird peci3feBird men are male figures with beaks and
stylized wings that typically appear during the EM and MM periods on Crete. These
composite creatures are known from Sphoungaras, Modhalia, and Phaistos, and
they are represented both on painted pottery and in glytpic.

Conversely, bird women seem absent during the EM péfidathey appear

during the MM period, and they are depicted most frequently during the LM period. The

304Evans 19211935, |, 707, fig. 531; Weingarten 1983, 91; 1985, 168; Simand@akishaw 2010, 95.

305Weingarten 1985, 178, fig. 37; Simondira&iimshaw 2010, 95.
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sex of tle figures is unmistakable due to the depiction of large breasts. Like their male
counterparts, bird women are shown with wings. These female figures are certainly
represented on painted pottery and also on seals and sealings.

The roles played by each thiese figures seems initially difficult to decipher.
Both male and female figures appear most frequently depicted alone, without direct
contact with other figures. Bird people appear most frequently, however, in glyptic
sources. Again, because of the mensiize of the pictorial field, the scenes in which these
figures are shown may be strictly limited. In the few representations of bird people on
pottery, they do not appear to directly interact, but simply stand in proximity to one
another. Because of thgeneral treatment, bird people appear to serve as independent

visual elements in Minoan art.

Centaurs

I n current scholarship, the word ficent a
Minoan iconography?® In these cases, the word is used specifitalleference any
humanquadruped hybrid. Any fodlegged creature with human parts may fit this
description, except for felilklke u man hybr i ds ( 4manarhhybnids isdo) and
people). Because of the variety of figures that fit this eatctlesciptor, isolating a
single role that they fulfill in Minoan art is difficult and perhaps unfair to the myriad of

more discerning subcategories available to these creatures.

306 SimandirakiGrimshaw 2010, 97.
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Genii

The Minoan genii first appear during the Middle Minoan (MM) period, &ieg t
seem to derive from the Egyptian god Tawé?éAlthough it does not appear in Minoan
fresco, the genius does appear in Minoan glyptic art, on a single stone triton, and on an
ivory mirror handle. During this period on Crete, the creature is closelgiagsd with
libations and is also presented in association with human figures of power or authority
(perhaps as an attendant). In the Late Bronze Age, however, the Mycenaean mainland
appropriates genii and employs the new iconographic element in fresicbnade
ornaments, ivory carving, and relatively few sé&idn these later images, the genius is
involved in several different types of activities, including hunting and arcaraying
(both related to sacrifice), while it also maintained its assoniatith libations and
human figures of authority from earlier Minoan contexts. The only fresco that preserves
genius imagery is Mycenaedt.Ultimately, the Minoan genius appears to serve as the

active subject of an image in Bronze Age art.

307Evans 19211935, 1V, 430467, figs. 358a, 368b, 383, 387, 389, 390, 614; Gill 1970, 405; Weingarten
1991, 1214; Rehak 1995, 21@23.

308 Rehak 1995, 21&23.

309 Three genii are partially preserved on a fresco fragment from the ramp house deposit from Mycenae.
The threeappear to be linked by a horizontal bar or pole that each participates in carrying over the
shoulder. The creatures have long faces with tusks and long ears, and they appear to wear belts. The
animals are depicted upright, and only their backs are pawitedolors (red, blue, yellow), while the rest

of the body is white with black outlines. Although what these creatures carry is unclear, it is possible that
they are part of a procession, or perhaps they bear something related to a sacrificial afieriafdr
libation-related). Unfortunately, the scene is limited to this small fragment, in which genii may fill a
traditional role, as involved in the sacrificial process.
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Gorgons

Thea eature that is currently identified
perhaps better defined as a frémting female hybrid figuré'® These creatures are most
commonly represented with round, frontal faces and forms emanating from the head. The
formsmay be wavy or straight in shape, but they are often interpreted as antennae or
snake hair, perhaps bolstering the idea that these creatures are early renditions of the
gorgon. In a close visual analysis of seals depicting similar versions of these hybrid
figures, Judith Weingarten drew attention to the parallels between similafdommg
female figures on seals (attributed to the hand of The Zakros Master) and the Egyptian
god Bes’*! Almost 30 years later, Olga Krzyszkowska drew attention to the sitieitar
between Bes and the frefacing creatures found at the Petras Cemetery in Sifdiske
the transformation of the Egyptian Taweret into the Minoan genius, so Bes seems to
transform into the Minoan fAgorgon. o

Presently, these creatures are only knéom Bronze Age Aegean glyptic art.

These Aigorgonso do not appear in any parti
They are depicted alone, and they appear to function in Minoan art as either the sole

subject of an image or as an independent visigahent.

310Weingarten 1983, 10103; SimandirakiGrimshaw 2010, 987; Krzyszkowska 2012 5Bi 156, figs.
81 9.

s11weingarten 1983, 101.03.

312Krzyszkowska 2012, 15356, figs. 89.
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Griffins

The griffin, a figure adopted from the Near East and Egypt, is a relatively popular
figure in Minoan arf!® The creature appears painted on pottery, depicted on seals, and in
several wall paintings. In the frescoes, griffins are cegdiboth with and without wings,
and both with and without crests on top of their heads. These animals seem most
frequently depicted as predators or as heraldistagders.

In the lush landscape of the river scene from the miniature frieze from the Wes
House at Akrotiri, a blue griffin is shown in a flying galld}d.The griffin does not appear
to have a crest, and the wings are open and extended. The cat is, in turn, chasing
waterfowl. The griffin appears to be not only the largest animal in the dosreso the
most fearsome: it is a supernatural predator that actively chases another predator, the cat.
Although at least three figures form the central action of the image, the griffin may
certainly be viewed as one of the antagonists, and it is thereéated as the fearsome
subject of the image.

The Throne Room Fresco from Knossos features griffins, a palm tree, and

reeds!® The reeds fill the background, and palm trees sprout from at least one side of the

313Evans 19211935, I, 558559, 708714, 11, 114116, 152155, 388, 785, IIl, 51617, IV, 823 824,
908922, fig. 436; Frankfurt 1939, 186, 317; 1954, l¥4b; Poradd 947, 3, 16, 37; Tamvaki 1974, 290;
Morgan 1988, 4054, figs. 62 72; Crowley 1989, 52, 48, 51; Aruz 2000, 5; Shank 2007128, figs.1.3
15,25, 2.9A, 2.10,4.9C, 7.1T.1D, 7.6B7.6C, 7.9B7.20; 2013, 8i89.

314 Marinatos 1974, 11981; Morgan 1988, 4%4, pl. B; Doumas 1992, 383, figs. 6 12.

315 Evans 189091900, 36 40; 1921 1935, I, 305 359, 4975009, 1V, 908 915, pl. XXXII; Hopkins 1963,
416 419; Cameron 1970, 16866; Hood 1978, 4¥5; Immerwahr 1990, Fig. Kn No. 8; Evely 1999, 164.
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stone throne. Facing either side of thette, griffins recline on the ground and lift their
heads, striking a heraldic pose. These creatures appear relaxed yet attentive, great
predators that guard the person that occupied the stone throne.

In the Offering to the Seated Goddess fresco fromexasit Akrotiri, a griffin
stands with one of its forelegs on the uppermost level of the tripartite structure, the other
lifted from the ground (Fig. 1.2/° The hind legs rest on the second level of the structure.
Again, the <cr eat iswegssre éxieraled behiad itb bodyt Aerel, and
cord is tied around the neck of the griffin, and it probably functions as a collar and leash.
Perhaps the griffin is typically led by the goddess, to whom it stands so closely. Although
the griffin does not antely chase other creatures in this image, it does appear larger than
either the monkey or the young girl who deposits the flowers in the leftmost area of the
fresco. The lifted head and the close proximity of the body to the goddess indicate that
this surnatural animal may also be ferocious, perhaps only capable of being controlled
by the powerful goddess. Parallels for leashed griffins are well known from glyptic
iconography.

Currently, this fresco is one of two in which a purely hybrid creature is
represented with any type of contnmlechanism (the collar and leash, which are
commonly found on griffins in Minoan glyptic sources). On one of the shorter frescoed
sides of the Hagia Triada Sarcophagus, two griffins draw a chariot in which two women
stand.The literal harnessing of large hybrid, supernatural animals is represented: strong,

fearsome predators serve women that may be interpreted as goddesses.

316 Marinatos 1976301 38, pls. B E, K, 42k 42d, 59 61; Doumas 1992, 12631, 152167, figs. 117130;
Marinatos 1993, 14952, fig. 213; Vlachopoulos 2008, 45465, figs. 41.1841.21.
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Minotaur

The fAiminotauro is typically represented
head 6 a bull and a human waist and lI€g5The figure is most commonly represented in
dynamic movement, in a flying gallop, and it is also depicted as a male individual
(although representati 8dhTheonlypresezveda | e fimi not
representationsf this creature survive in glyptic sources, and they appear to serve as
individual visual elements. Again, the lack of a contextual or central role (as the subject

of the image) may only be due to the minute scale of the surface of the seal.

Sphinx

The sphinx also makes an appearance in Minoat®arhis hybrid creature is
most commonly conceived as the cross between a human and a lion: a human head is
attached to the body of a lion. Perhaps significantly, no frescoes survive that clearly
depict thiscomposite creature, but two relatively small representations do exist in

sculpture, and a few representations of sphinxes also exist in glyptic art.

317Evans 19211935, I, 1, 6869, 358 359, figs. 3738, Il, 28, 54, 763, Ill, 31317, IV, 18,502 505,
figs. 448 449; Krzyszkowska 2005, 201, 207; Weingarten 1983, 71.

318Younger 1988, 214.

319 parabeni, 1904, 75753; Evans 19211935, I, 307, 549, 565, 705, fig. 529c, Il, 7778, fig. 69k, |, IlI,
415426, IV, 490G 499, figs. 437, 457a; Zervos 185l. 387; Warren 1969, 104; Poursat 1980,/ 11,
figs. 164 169; Weingarten 1983, 7T3.
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One image of a fAsphinxdo was exX¥The at ed f
figure possesses a humasald and long tresses that terminate in spirals. Along the top of
the head, a row of shorter locks appear to curl upward, also terminating in spirals. A
beard, also seemingly curled, extends from the chin. Beyond the hair that appears almost
manelike, a fdine body seems to almost recline. Although only the stub of a tail remains,
the haunches of the creature are clearly distinct from the extension that forms the base of
a thin tail. Without the vessel to which this animal was attached, no context isgatovid
Wit hout any contextual c¢clues, the only rol
the independent visual element.
A stone representation of a sphinx is known from the site of Hagia PA&thae
creature constitutes a bowl made of black setipe. The figure is a composite image: a
large, round feline body is compounded with a human head. The eyes are hollow, and
several shallow squares are carved into the head and body of the creature. These cavities
likely held inlays of a precious matdriBecause the piece stands alone without any
contextual markers, this sphinx may be considered an individual visual element.
ASphinxeso appear i n some seals as well
Zakros Mastef??> No two seals depicting thigeature appear similar, deviating from one
another in terms of wings, pose, and even adornment (some wear a headdress). The

sphinx appears to assume either a relaxed posture, resting on its belly, or it appears in a

320 poursat 1980, 11618, figs. 164169.

321 parabeni, 1904, 75753; Evans 19211935, Ill, 420; Zervos 1956, pl. 387; Warren 1969, 104; Similar
in appearance to a Spk from Tylissos (Hazzidakis 1934, pp. 106).

322\Weingarten 1983, 7I73.
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heral dic pose. Whem may adtdarcd 4d Hoeode sprhif aci
companion, which creates a bilaterally symmetric composition.

The nature of the first three representations discussed, either vessels or as
decoration separated from an original piece, limit the possibleplalgsd by the
Asphinxd in art. The creature appears with
individual visual element. Although the same role may be assumed by the animal in
glyptic art, again due to the tiny nature of the pictorial field,this phi nx o0 i s nev
presented in poses similar (perhaps due only to anatomical similarities) to those of
felines. Perhaps a similarity is drawn between the role of the imposing predatory feline
and that of the hybrid creature. Still, the only rdiattis clearly supported by the

evidence present in Minoan art is that of the relatively static individual visual element.

Other Composite Creatures

Many other composite creatures exist in Minoan art, particularly in glyptic
sources. The largest catlon of imagery that features these hybrid animals is from
Zakros, and these figures are attributed to the Zakros M&&&everal of the compound
creatures that appear in this group include the combinations of as few as two animals (the
winged goat) to laborate multicreature combinations (the butterflynged sphinx}2*

Many images on seals, whether attributed to the Zakros Master or not, are difficult to

323Evans 19211935, |, 701721, 1l, 254 255; Weingarten 1983, 837.

324\Weingarten 1983, 63, 71.
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decipher due to the small scale of the medium or the poor preservation of the seal or
sealing. Wherrompounded with the hybrid nature of the animals in these depictions, a
clear understanding of the image presented is often difficult to ascertain.

Like many of the seals from Zakros, glyptic art from the cemetery at Petras also
features indeterminate hyd animals. Also like the compound creatures from Zakros,
some parts of these animal sé anatoemy seem
headed creatures face one another, each with two arms, but the torso of each melts into a
tapered lower body that spls up and inward. The closest approximation for an
iconographic comparison for the spiraliform elements present on these creatures could be
the tentacles of an octopus or perhaps the long, thin arms of an argonaut. The spiraliform
termination ofthehyr i d ani mal 6s body, however, seems
parallel to be possible. These composite, almostsensical figures do not appear to
have any realvorld animal or later mythologicalreature comparisons or parallels.
Without a better underbding of what these creatures may be, a discussion about the
general role fulfilled by this myriad of hybrid animals seems exceedingly difficult,

especially when compounded with the seemingly rarity of their occurrence in Minoan art.
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Figurel.1

Antelope. Room 2, Beta Building Complex, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri
Archive.
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Figure 1.2

A) Offering to the Seated Goddess. Room 3a, Xeste 3, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the
Akrotiri Archive.

B) Detail of the Necklaces of the Seated Goddess.
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Figure 1.3

Monkeys and Birds. Room Q, House of the Frescoes, Knossos, Crete. Image after Evely 1999, 247.
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Figure 1.4

Waterfowl. Room 3b, Xeste 3, Akrotiri. Image courtesy &f &krotiri Archive.
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Figure 1.5

Monkey Fresco. Room 6, West wall, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image courtesy
of the Akrotiri Archive.

255



Figure 1.6

Monkey Fresco. Room 6, North wall, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image courtes
of the Akrotiri Archive.
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Figure 2.1

Departure Town. Room 5, West House, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri Archive.
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Figure 2.2

Nilotic Scene. Room 5, West House, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri Archive.
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Figure 2.3

Monkey Functions as Guard of Property. Adapted from Klebs 1915, 33, fig. 20.
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Figure 2.4

The Fisherman. Room 5, West House, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri Archive.
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Figure 2.5

The Saffron Gatherers. Room 3,ste 3, Akrotiri, Thera. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri
Archive.
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Figure 2.6

A) Monkey B1 Facial Detail. Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image
courtesy of the Akrotiri Archive.

B) Monkey B2 Facial Detail. Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akiotmage
courtesy of the Akrotiri Archive.

C) Monkey B5 Facial Detail. Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image
courtesy of the Akrotiri Archive.
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Figure 2.7

Detail of Monkey from the Offering to the Seated Goddess Fresco. Room 3a3Xest
Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akriot Archive.
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Figure 2.8

Monkey B3. Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri
Archive.
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Figure 2.9

Monkey B5.Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri
Archive.
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Figure 2

Image Courtesy of the Akrotiri

Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri.

Monkey B6
Archive.
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Figure 2.11

Monkey B1. Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri
Archive.
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Figure 2.12

Monkey B2. Room 6, Building Complex Beta, Akrotiri. Image courtesy of the Akrotiri
Archive.
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Figure 213

A) Monkey Figurine. Tholos Tomb A, Platanos, Crete. After Karetsou 2000, 174,
fig. 156.

B) Monkey Figurine Base. Tholos Tomb A, Platanos, Crete. After Karetsou
2000, 174, fig. 156.
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Figure 3.1

Baboon Figurine (Hedver , fAThee GOreead) WhTdmb of Osiri s,
Karetsou 2000, 169 fig. 149.
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Figure 3.2
A) Monkey Figurine in Seated Crouch8&duat Position. Petrie 1914, PI.
XXXVII, no.
205d.

B) Monkey Figurine in Standing Position. Petrie 1914 }43XXXVII no. 204B.
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Figure 3.3

Dwarf with Dogs and Monkey. Adapted from Klebs 1915, 34, fig. 21.

272



Figure 3.4

Man with Monkey on Shoulder and Basket of Figs. Adapted from Klebs 1915, 32, fig.
19.
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Figure 3.5

Baboons and Sun God. Adopted from Robins 2008, fig. 218.
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Figure 4.1
A) Monkey Figurine. Trapeza, Crete. After Karetsou 2000, 173, fig. 154.

B) Monkey Figurine Base. Trapeza, Crete. After Karetsou 2000, 173, fig. 154.
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Figure 4.2

A) Double Monkey Figurine. Tholos Tomb A, Platanos, Crete. After Karetsou
2000, 184, fig. 170.

B) Double Monkey Figurine. Egypt. After Aruz 2008, fig. 103.
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Figure 5.1

CMS 1l 236¢ Drawing and photgraph of a rectangular prism seal. L: 1.09 cm, W: 0.61
cm. MM Il. Malia.
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1,5-297-1

Figure 5.2

CMS 11.5 297 Drawing and photograph of a round sealing. L: 1.1 cm, W: 1.1 cm. MM II.
Unknown context.
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Figure 5.3

CMS 11.8 286 Drawing and photograph of a lentoid sealing. L: 1.5 cm, W: 1.5 cm. MM
[T LM I. Unknown context.
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Figure 5.4

CMS 11.8 262 Drawing and photograph of a lentoid sealing. L: 1.6 cm, W: 1.6 cm.iLM |
[1(?). Unknown context.
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—

Figure 5.5

CMS | 478 Drawing and photograph of a round seal. L: 1.3 cm, W: 1.25 cm. LM |
Unknown context.
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Figure 5.6

CMS I1.6 073 Drawing and photograph of a round sealing. L: 1.2 cm, W: 1.15 cm. LM I.
Unknown context.
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