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SACRIFICE OR OFFERING: WHAT CAN WE
SEE IN THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF NORTHERN

EUROPE?

Ester Oras

Abstract: This article analyses the concepts of sacrifice and offering, with a
further aim to discuss how to decode and differentiate these practices in ar-
chaeological material. The main criteria for distinguishing sacrifice and offering
from anthropology and comparative religious studies are presented. The focal
points are the relationship between sacrifice and offering, questions of linguistic
preferences, and qualitative criteria such as concepts of value, destruction and
sanctification. The problems of making a distinction between the two concepts are
discussed on the basis of the archaeological record of intentional artefact deposits
in northern Europe, especially Estonia. As a result, it is argued that there can be
no universal and strictly distinguishing definitions for these religious practices.
They share a common idea of communication with the supernatural via giving,
but any further distinction depends on the specific cultural context of both the
practitioners and contemporary scholars investigating the archaeological record.
Therefore, any universal definitions that result from trying to distinguish between
sacrifice and offering are problematic, and they should be seen rather as scholarly
categories, which, however, help to acknowledge the multifaceted and variable
nature of these religious phenomena. This article stresses the importance of
acknowledging the context-dependency of any religious and ritual activity and
dismissing a quest for defining and applying concepts related to such activity
cross-regionally and -temporally.

Keywords: archaeology, deposits, northern Europe, offering, religion, ritual,

sacrifice

INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, the archaeology of ritual and religion has developed into a

flourishing discipline with its own specialist publications, methodological and

theoretical discussions and various regional case studies. A clear emergence of
such publications was evident in the 1980s and early 1990s (e.g. Renfrew 1985;
1994; Garwood et al. 1991; Carmichael et al. 1994), but a considerable increase
has taken place since the turn of the millennium (see, e.g., Insoll 2004a; Insoll
2004b; Barrowclough & Malone 2007; Kyriakidis 2007; Hays-Gilpin & Whitley
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2008; Rowan 2011). The Oxford Handbook of the Archaeology of Ritual and
Religion (Insoll 2011a) was published in 2011. The topics covered in these nu-
merous books and articles are varied, including different geographical regions,
temporal scales, and general abstract questions. Debates about religious and
ritual practices, such as sacrifice and offering, are represented among them.
However, the way that these two terms are utilised in different publications
often contains some fluidity and vagueness. There is also not much of a clear
and in-depth discussion as to which term — sacrifice or offering — is preferred
in specific research contexts and why.

Intentional artefact deposits, be it hoards, wealth deposits, special or struc-
tured deposits, votives, etc. (for discussion about terminology see, e.g., Osborne
2004; Garrow 2012; Oras 2012), are one of the find groups which often involve
the use of the terms ‘sacrifice’ and ‘offering’. This group of archaeological ma-
terial is a widespread phenomenon with a long-term history. In the northern
European context, it is possible to talk about the emergence of artefact deposits
as a separate and specific archaeological find group from the Mesolithic onwards
(e.g. Stjernquist 1997; Berggren 2010). The material from northern European
intentional artefact deposits is very rich in the Bronze Age (e.g. Levy 1982;
Civilyte 2009) and abundant in the Iron Age (see, e.g., Fabech 1991; Hedeager
1992; Tlkjeer 2000; Jgrgensen et al. 2003; Bliujiené 2010; Oras 2010). The aim
of this article is to discuss the choice of terms that archaeologists use when
talking about various practices of artefact depositing in northern Europe. Which
term — either sacrifice or offering — should be used in discussing northern Eu-
rope prehistoric contexts and why? Can we differentiate between sacrifice and
offering in northern Europe prehistory on the basis of archaeological material
and how? Are there any universal applications of these terms regardless of
time and space? Is the differentiation important for the practitioners or is it
purely a scholarly endeavour? These are the questions taken into consideration
in the following pages.

I start by introducing some general explanations and issues related to the
definitions of and distinctions between sacrifice and offering. The traditional
use and definition of these two terms in the social sciences and humanities is
discussed, and the main difficulties of distinguishing these two concepts at both
the mental and material level are analysed. These difficulties are approached
via what I call the four main confusions: confusion of language, value, destruc-
tion and concepts of sacred/holy (see below). Thereafter, I discuss if and how
these differences can be traced in material culture alone, i.e., whether we can
separate those two concepts in archaeology. This analysis and discussion is
based on the material of the northern Europe intentional artefact deposits.
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The broader aim of this article is to contribute to the debate of terminology-
related issues in the archaeology of religion and ritual. It has to be emphasised
that I am not planning to analyse long-term and detailed developments of any
specific religion(s) and/or religious practices. This article is rather termino-
logy-based, aiming to provide a polemic discussion on the choice of terms that
archaeologists prefer to utilise in their academic research on past religions.

SACRIFICE AND OFFERING: GENERAL DEFINITIONS

Although several important qualitative differences can be distinguished in
the concepts of sacrifice and offering (see below), there are certain common
characteristics in the general definitions of these terms. The Oxford English
Dictionary Online! entries define them as follows:

Offer n.: An act of offering something for acceptance or refusal; an ex-
pression of intention or willingness to give or do something if desired; a
proposal, an invitation.

Offer v.: To present (something) to God, a god, a saint, etc., as an act of
devotion; to sacrifice; to give in worship.

Offering n.: Something presented or sacrificed to God, a god, a saint,
etc., in worship or devotion; a thing (as fruits, a slain animal, money,
etc.) given as an expression of religious homage; a sacrifice; an oblation.

Sacrifice n.: Primarily, the slaughter of an animal (often including the
subsequent consumption of it by fire) as an offering to God or a deity.
Hence, in wider sense, the surrender to God or a deity, for the purpose of
propitiation or homage, of some object of possession. Also applied fig. to
the offering of prayer, thanksgiving, penitence, submission, or the like.

Sacrifice n.: That which is offered in sacrifice; a victim immolated on the
altar; anything (material or immaterial) offered to God or a deity as an
act of propitiation or homage.

Sacrifice v.: To offer as a sacrifice; to make an offering or sacrifice.

Very often the word ‘sacrifice’ is preferred in dictionaries and encyclopaedias as
the main entry. For instance, in the Encyclopedia of Religion edited by Mircea
Eliade (1987), there is no special entry for the word ‘offering’, and instead the
words ‘almsgiving’, ‘sacrifice’, and ‘tithes’ are referenced. The same applies to
the Religion Past & Present: Encyclopedia of Theology and Religion (Betz 2007),
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The Concise Oxford Dictionary of World Religions (2000), and The Concise
Oxford Dictionary of Archaeology (2008).

In the Encyclopedia of Religion, Joseph Henninger (1987) defines the word
‘sacrifice’ as a religious act on its highest level. He also points out that it is often
used as a synonym for ‘offering’. According to him, the latter forms a wider cat-
egory that refers to presenting a gift in general, and sacrifice can form one part
of that act. He also emphasises that it is the receiver of the gift that matters,
i.e., the supernatural being with whom one wishes to communicate via the gift.

In the most recent encyclopaedia of religious studies, Philippe Borgeaud
(2012) gives a rather specific definition of the word ‘sacrifice’:

[...] Sacrifice denotes both the living creature or offering sacrificed and
the ritual action (e.g. destruction) through which that creature or object
is dedicated to a supernatural being. [...] Etymologically sacrifice sug-
gests an action in which the sacrificed object is “made holy / sacred” (Lat.
Sacrum facere).

In The Concise Oxford Dictionary of World Religions (2000), the term ‘sacrifice’
is defined as follows:

(Lat., ‘that which is made sacred’). The offering of something, animate or
inanimate, in a ritual procedure which establishes, or mobilizes, a rela-
tionship of mutuality between the one who sacrifices (whether individual
or group) and the recipient — who may be human but more often is of
another order, e.g. God or spirit. Sacrifice pervades virtually all religions,
but it is extremely difficult to say precisely what the meanings of sacrifice
are — perhaps because the meanings are so many.

The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Archaeology (2008) defines the same word
as follows:

The slaughter of an animal or person or the surrender of a possession
as an offering to a deity. [...] Although generally seen as ceremonial
in context, sacrifice may have functional ends institutionalized in the
practice itself, for example the regulation of population and the creation
of an instrument of political terror.

The main link between these two concepts according to those definitions as well
as the classical works on this subject (e.g. Firth 1963; Baaren 1964; Turner 1977;
Bourdillon & Fortes 1980; Hubert & Mauss 1964; Hicks 2001; Girard 2011)
is that they both form an important means of communication with the super-
natural via giving up or presenting something in order to attain its (his/her)

128



Sacrifice or Offering: What Can We See in the Archaeology of Northern Europe?

favour. However, there are different opinions about the main elements of these
practices as well, and this is where it all becomes confusing and complicated.

Based on the definitions provided above, different ideas about the distinc-
tion of sacrifice and offering can be traced. For instance, Theodorus Petrus
van Baaren (1964) has emphasised that offering is an element of sacrifice, the
materiality of it. According to him, offering plays a crucial role in the act of
sacrifice along with other elements, such as the active agent conducting the
sacrifice, the time and place, the method, the receiver and the motives behind
it. Another example is by Jan van Baal (1976: 161-162), who states that sac-
rifice and offering are both gifts, but that “a sacrifice is not necessarily a more
deeply religious ceremony than an offering. [...] Reversely, an offering can be a
highly impressive religious ceremony without including a sacrifice”. Thus, it is
easy to see a certain contradiction already. While Henninger (1987) categorises
sacrifice under offering as a special kind of gift giving, and Baal (1976) seems to
handle them as two sides of the same coin, then Baaren (1964) prefers to leave
offering solely in the position of one, albeit crucial, element of the sacrificial act
— the material part of what is given away (Fig. 1). At the same time, Borgeaud
(2012) barely mentions offering as a term related to the actual action of sacri-
fice, but rather uses it to refer to the object that is sacrificed. The definitions
also diverge in more specific aspects, such as the importance of destruction,
animate or inanimate objects, dependency on value and changes in the quality
of participants and materialities used (see further below).

Sacrifice

Offering

Offering

a)

Figure 1. Relations between sacrifice and offering according to a) Henninger (1987),
b) Baaren (1964) and ¢) Baal (1976).
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The more one reads about these concepts and terms, the more evident it be-
comes that all the possible simplicities of making sense of and comparing those
two terms vanish quickly. Not only is there disagreement in discussions on the
general relationship of these two concepts, but different scholars also emphasise
different qualitative aspects and characteristics of each, drawing distinctions
between them accordingly. In other words, there is no general consensus on
the relationship between sacrifice and offering, and the defining criteria vary
scholar by scholar. It all becomes even more complicated when considering
relevant archaeological literature about these phenomena and trying to apply
the concepts of sacrifice and offering as distinct categories to the prehistoric
archaeological record.

SACRIFICE OR OFFERING: THE FOUR MAIN CONFUSIONS
AND NORTHERN EUROPE ARCHAEOLOGY

The four detailed qualitative and distinguishing aspects can be found in the
literature about the definitions, characteristics and meanings of the concepts
‘sacrifice’ and ‘offering’. First, the separation of the terms and their use in spe-
cific case studies seems to depend on who is writing about them and where this
person is situated. I tentatively call it language confusion. Second is the ques-
tion of what specific criteria apply to sacrifice or offering and what qualitative
changes are expected to happen as a result of sacrifice or offering. I have divided
these aspects into the confusions related to the concepts of value, destruction
and sacred/holy (see below for details).

Language confusion

The first of the aforementioned issues — the question of language — relates
partly to the tradition of the scholarship in the specific region where a scholar
is based, but more importantly to the terminology and native language of the
scholar him/herself. These two terms — ‘sacrifice’ and ‘offering’ — do not have
equivalents in all languages. Looking at the dictionary results, it strikes the
eye that in some languages only one possible answer is suggested whilst others
include more variable words (see Table 1).
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Language Sacrifice Offer / Offering
Estonian - Uri (noun), urjama (verb)
Kahi, and
Ohver(dus)
Finnish - Uhri
Danish (applied - Ofring

to Scandinavian
languages in general)

German - Opfer

French Sacrifice Offre, offrande

Italian Sacrificio Offerta

Latin Sacrificium Offerre (verb), oblatio

Lithuanian Pasialymas Auka

Latvian Upuris Piedavajums

Polish Skladanie Oferta, ofiara

Russian HKeprBompunomniéamre [Togromenwme (religious),
IIPeJIoKEeHIe

Table 1. A selection of dictionary results to words ‘sacrifice’ and ‘offering’.

It seems that the word ‘sacrifice’ does not have an equivalent in either the Ger-
manic branch of the Indo-European languages or in the Finno-Ugric languages.
According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the verb ‘offer’ is an old Germanic
root (documented use in Old English) that predates ‘sacrifice’ as a later loan
from Romanic languages, which in primary use related to slaughter and altar.?
In this context, it is interesting that differentiation between the two seems to
exist in the Slavic and Baltic languages, which are part of the Indo-European
language family. However, in those languages, it is difficult to draw a relation
with Latin equivalents of sacrifice. Thus, in geographical terms, we can see
that one word relating to ‘offering’ prevails in northern Europe, mainly among
the Finno-Ugric and Germanic languages, while a distinction is made in the
Romanic, Slavic and Baltic languages. It makes one think about the specifics
of the choice of words and the related meanings of those actions for the prac-
titioners. At least in the case of the Estonian language and etymology, there
seem to exist two word categories: old and practice-specific local words (uri,
kahi, and), and general, more abstract (loan?) words that relate to the word
‘offering’. Might it also reflect the essential differences in the religious practices
of different cultures?
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According to the Estonian Etymological Dictionary, the Estonian word ‘ohver’
is a loan-word from Low German (EE 2012: 335). The background of this word
is closely connected to history, especially the northern crusades in the 12th
and 13th centuries. During the conversion of the country in the 13th century,
when the official language of the period was Latin, the words used in the writ-
ten sources for this specific ritual practice were derivations from sacrificere and
immolare or other Latin words relating to the victim and the act of killing (cf.,
e.g., HCL 1982; Tamm & Jonuks forthcoming). As the main interest groups
in the region at the time were of German origin, it is likely that the German
words ‘Offeringe’ and ‘opperen/offeren’ were utilised in spoken language as well.
Germans, or at least the German-speaking population, remained a ruling class
over the following centuries, and their language dominated in official docu-
ments and history writing. Native dialects and relevant terminology, including
those in relation to religious practices, became marginalised and remained at
the level of oral tradition. As a result, the native terms were left out of history
recordings for centuries, and the concepts that were familiar to higher class
were used instead. Although it cannot be entirely excluded that the Estonian
word ‘ohver’ is an earlier loan from Scandinavian languages, e.g. from the Viking
Age or even before that, it is most likely that its origin is directly connected to
the German conquest and long-term reign in the region.

Therefore it can be argued that there is no Estonian primary and old word
that would precisely accord with the abstract terms of either ‘sacrifice’ or ‘offer-
ing’. The word ‘and’ means literally a gift, and derives from the verb ‘andma’ (to
give) which is an old Finno-Ugric word that can be found in several languages.
‘Kahi’ is referred to as a drinking offering. This too has an old Finno-Ugric
root relating to (alcoholic) drink, possibly mead, and it most likely comes from
Finnish (EE 2012: 115-116). ‘Uri’ means an offering and derives from Finnish
‘uhri’, but it seems to have been borrowed into written Estonian language in the
early 20th century (EE 2012: 579) and in contemporary Estonian it is related
to poetic language. If we were to take language as one argument explaining
the origin and time-depth of specific activities, it seems that the whole picture
of activities that we would call a phenomenon of offering in Estonia(n) was not
something abstract and universal, but more nuanced and action-specific. Ad-
ditionally, the qualitative distinction between sacrifice and offering does not
seem to be of any importance at all. The native speakers of other languages can
probably provide similar examples of other specific words that can be translated
and reduced to the academic terms of ‘sacrifice’ or ‘offering’, but which actually
have a much more variable and subtle field of meanings in the native language.

Another intriguing cultural differentiation in the use of the terms ‘sacrifice’
and ‘offering’ derives from the language of the researcher. Although there are
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more particular and specific Finno-Ugric words available, most of the contem-
porary scholars still tend to use the widely spread and academic words ‘sacri-
fice’ and ‘offering’. This is most likely related to the development of academic
disciplines and scientific writing of the Modern Era. It has to be remembered
that the scientific language in the 19th century was very rarely a native one. In
the context of the eastern Baltic and as a result of long-term historical develop-
ment from German conquest to centuries of foreign rule by mainly Germans
and Russians, the scientific and academic terminologies were largely based on
German or Russian, with a dominance of the former. It seems that the terms
and concepts picked up at the beginning of the academic discipline became the
norm and tradition. Additionally, there is no escape from this terminology issue
when writing in foreign languages, such as German or English. One simply has
to decide which foreign word best applies to a relevant concept in the native
language and culture.

However, even if the word in one’s local language and the possible trans-
lation of it in another language are directly related, the use of foreign terms
is sometimes inconsistent. One such example is the derivation of ‘offering’
in Scandinavian languages. For instance, in the writing on artefact deposits
in Iron Age Scandinavia, one can easily recognise that the word ‘offering’ is
preferred in Scandinavian languages (e.g. Hagberg 1964; Harck 1984; Ilkjeer
2002; Hansen 2006). However, quite often when the same or similar material is
presented in English, the term ‘sacrifice’ is used instead (Fabech 1991; Rands-
borg 1995; Carlie 1998; Helgesson 2004; Berggren 2006; Ngrgard Jgrgensen
2008), sometimes even by the same authors (Ilkjer 2003; Hansen 2006). The
same tendency of the mixing of the two terms concurrently in English texts
is evident in publications by Finno-Ugric scholars as well (e.g. Jonuks 2009b;
Wessman 2009; Oras 2010; Salmi et al. 2011). The words ‘sacrifice’ and ‘offer-
ing’ often occur simultaneously and are utilised as synonyms. This altogether
contributes to some extent to the general confusion as to which term is more
suitable and why, as well as whether there is or should be any differentiation.

Value

The second confusion relates to the concept of ‘value’. It is mainly Raymond
Firth (1963) who in his cross-cultural analysis of the organisation of sacrifice
and offering stressed that sacrifice means presenting something valuable for
the favour of the supernatural. Not everything is suitable for sacrifice, but
the act must be related to giving up something at a cost. He sees such gifts
as one part of a process of general allocation of resources, in which the degree
and quality of what is given within this act is important. At the same time,
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he regards offering as something that is just given away — something that is
available and not extraordinary.

However, there seems to be some disagreement about this concept of value.
Namely, as Michael F.C. Bourdillon (1980: 12) implies, the recognisable eco-
nomic value is not the main characteristic of the sacrifice. He points out ethno-
graphic examples in which ordinary and mundane objects can be regarded as
suitable for the sacrifice. Firth himself also arrives at the conclusion that quite
often the value of the sacrificed is not obvious or clearly measurable. It can be
manipulated, with objects of high value substituted for lower ones, communal
participation included, etc. Thus, although the idea of giving up something at
a cost is to some extent inscribed in the sacrifice, there is in practice a rational
calculation and manipulation of value in it. It is the aim, intention and qual-
ity of the practice — “the spirit of the gift”, according to Firth (1963: 23) — that
dictates the suitability of the object for sacrifice. Thus, the distinction between
offering and sacrifice on the basis of an object’s value is a very problematic and
complicated one. The same can be followed in The Concise Oxford Dictionary
of World Religions (2000), which states that an object is given a value by the
actual act of sacrifice itself.

These difficulties are particularly significant in archaeology. How can we
estimate an object’s value in the past, and is this concept of value universally
recognisable? Literature about the value and evaluation of objects both in ar-
chaeology and anthropology is vast. Value can be attributed via materials that
are rare, durable and attractive, but also acquired in certain ways, including
being part of certain assemblages (Randsborg 1973: 565; Haselgrove 1982; Ren-
frew 1986: 148—-149; Lesure 1999). But value is not only economic and measur-
able on a material basis. One only has to think in terms of object biographies
(sensu Appadurai 1986; Kopytoff 1986) and culture-specific or emotional or
individual values (Davenport 1986; Thomas 1991; Weiner 1992; Lillios 1999;
Mauss 2002; Miller 2001; Myers 2001). Therefore, it is often very complicated
to decode and assess the value of a gift without further ethnographic record or
the attestations of the participants themselves. It altogether means that besides
the complications stated above by the anthropological scholars themselves, the
concept of value in distinguishing sacrifice and offering can be highly problem-
atic in archaeology.

One good example of the shifting concepts of valuables and context specific
evaluation of objects in Estonia is the tradition of deposition of stone axes (see
Johanson 2006; 2009). These items were most certainly rare and expensive
valuables in their context of production and initial use. They acquired practi-
cal, economic and symbolic meaning. However, in later periods when stone was
replaced by other production materials, some of these items were still clearly
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Figure 2. A selection of different Iron Age wealth deposits from Estonia: silver ornaments from
Paali I (AI 3235), iron axes from Igavere (AI 2712: 45-49), and bronze ornaments from Reola (Al
4102) finds. Photomontage by Ester Oras 2013.

regarded as valuables. They were used for healing purposes and deposited in
ritual activities. The concept of giving something away at a cost is thus very
different from one context to another in the case of these stone axes. However,
it would be farfetched to classify Mesolithic and Neolithic stone axe deposits
under ‘sacrifice’ and later period finds under ‘offering’ due to the objects’ rela-
tive material value in their contemporary depositional context.

Another good example is the comparison of different Iron Age intentional
artefact deposits in the eastern Baltic (see, e.g., Oras 2010; 2012). The pheno-
menon as such is very similar: there is an acknowledged and intentional selective
deposition of different objects in different contexts. The deposits include gold,
silver, a vast amount of iron and bronze, but also organic and stone items (see
Fig. 2). Surely they all had different values in the Iron Age, but it is hardly
reasonable to call some of them ‘sacrifices’ and others ‘offerings’ on the basis of
the relative economic value of objects.

Destruction

The next qualitative confusion is the idea of destruction. Numerous scholars,
such as Firth (1963: 13), Baaren (1964: 9-10), Baal (1976: 161-162), Bourdillon
(1980: 10), Girard (2011) and especially Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss (1964:
12), emphasise that sacrifice should include, if not destruction of, then at least
considerable physical transformation of objects. It is important to change the
physical characteristics of an object or living being in order for it to be acceptable
for the supernatural. The destruction mainly relates to the blood-letting of the
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victim (be it human or animal), which can be followed by communal consumption
of its remains, or more general destruction, such as the burning or crushing of
other items (plants, paper, ceramics, etc.). Hubert and Mauss (ibid.: 12-13, 99)
stress that we are dealing with ‘sacrifice’ if the items are destroyed, but with
‘offering’ if their physical state is not altered. They also conclude that the ef-
ficiency and religious energy is thus higher in the case of sacrifice as opposed to
offering, and that the ceremonial destruction of an object is crucial to creating
a communicative link between the supernatural-sacred and the profane world.

Similar ideas have also been expressed by archaeologists. As Timothy In-
soll (2011b: 151) describes, there is a difference between sacrifice and offering,
because the latter lacks a destructive element. He develops this thought even
further with the ideas of personified material objects that therefore can be
regarded as ‘living victims’ and the tradition of artefact destruction prior to
deposition applies to them as well (ibid.). Discussions of the material agency of
objects, which relates to the personification of artefacts that make people act in
certain ways and do certain things, are of relevance here (see, e.g., Knappett
2005; Hoskins 2006; Knappett & Malafouris 2008).

The ritual killing of objects prior to deposition, either as separate deposits
or as burial goods, is a widespread cultural phenomenon (in Estonian context
see, e.g., Jonuks 2009a: 252, and literature cited therein). Perhaps this idea
of destruction also explains why Scandinavian scholars studying Iron Age de-
posits prefer to use the term ‘sacrifice’ in English texts as opposed to ‘offering’
in Scandinavian languages. Quite often a previous ritual manipulation, such
as burning, bending and smashing objects, can be traced in the Scandinavian
Iron Age bog deposits (Ilkjeer 2000; 2002; 2003). However, not all the items in
these so-called Scandinavian booty deposits are destructed, and the amount of
objects handled in such a way varies from one site to another. Are we talking
about different religious practices — separated sacrifices and offerings — during
the same event?

Another example from Estonian material is the comparison of different
intentional artefact deposits. In Estonian folkloristic and historical material,
there are several examples of leaving different kinds of waste, from food re-
mains to wool, ribbons and glass, on sacred stones or trees (Fig. 3.; see, e.g.,
Loorits 1990; Paulson 1997; Hiiemée 2011). Some of those traditions are carried
out even today (see, e.g., Valk 2007). To draw a difference between sacrifice
and offering on the basis of destruction here is rather complicated. If the wool
is not burnt, does it mean it is an offering? If the glass bottle is left behind,
is it an offering? But if it is broken, does it turn into a sacrifice? Thinking in
archaeological terms, what if the bottle breaks as a result of later activities or
weathering after its initial depositional act?
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Figure 3. An offering stone with shards of glass bottles and pieces of horse shoes
from Varbla from 1936. Photo source: ERA f 262.

As it can be drawn from these questions, there are examples in which the
concept of destruction turns out to be quite problematic. Destruction might be
a good and archaeologically recognisable criterion for distinguishing sacrifice
and offering. Indeed, as seen in most of the definitions given above and from
the several ethnographic and archaeological examples, killing, i.e., blood-letting
and also consumption of the being, is a crucial element in performing sacrifice,
which distinguishes it from offering (for northern Eurasian context see, e.g.,
Jordan 2003: 123-129; Vallikivi 2004: 94-95; Aikés et al. 2009). I agree that
destruction is very useful for emphasising inherent differentiations in the mean-
ings and symbolism of ritual practices in the case of living beings. However, it
remains a matter of debate whether this particular physical criterion should
be a universal distinguishing criterion applied to artefacts and plants as well.
Peter Metcalf (1997: 416) raises the problem: very often one talks about offerings
in the case of different goods, but about sacrifice in those cases in which living
beings are involved. He also points out that even the latter does not always
necessarily include physical destruction.
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So should we take destruction as a decisive characteristic that separates
sacrifice and offering? Perhaps the whole idea of destruction is one specific form
of sacrifice, directly related to the practicalities when dealing with the nature
of a living ‘victim’ — they just would not stay put! The idea of destruction might
be an important element in the cases where living beings are involved, but
not necessarily in the case of objects. Therefore the distinction of sacrifice and
offering on the basis of whether destruction is evident is a somewhat biased
approach. I would rather agree with Henninger (1987: 545), who concludes that
the destructive element can be decisive for decoding sacrifice for some scholars,
but it is not universal and applicable to every case.

Sacred/Holy

The final and perhaps the most classical confusion in relation to distinguishing
sacrifice and offering is the question of the intrinsic quality of the act and the
object. As a simple translation exercise indicates, sacrifice in Latin derives from
the word sacrificium, where sacer means ‘holy’ and facere ‘to make’, resulting
in ‘to make holy/sacred’. The concepts, distinctions and definitions of ‘holy’ and
‘sacred’ are problematic, and there is an ongoing discussion about whether
these terms can or should be used as synonyms (see, e.g., Oxtoby 1987). Here
I use them as synonyms in order to explain the supposedly qualitative change
happening as a result of a specific religious act, i.e., ‘to sacrifice’ means ‘to make
something holy’ or ‘to sanctify’.

The idea of qualitative change as a distinctive criterion is the main point that
Hubert and Mauss support. They state that sacrifice is a religious act through
which the moral conditions of the participant and the presented objects alter
— they are sanctified (Hubert & Mauss 1964: 9-11). The same idea is followed
by Firth (1963: 13), who describes that certain mental state or moral quality
changes are supported or renewed in the sacrificial act. What people and objects
were before the sacrifice is different, perhaps even culturally and religiously
lower, from what they are after this practice. From this, it can be derived that
if in sacrifice something or someone is made special, holy and sacred, then the
concept of offering does not necessarily have to include such a qualitative altera-
tion (Hubert & Mauss 1964: 11). The main problem, especially for archaeology,
is that this meaningful difference is applied to the objects and subjects on a
mental and qualitative scale, given by the participants.

Nevertheless, not all scholars agree with such separation. For instance,
Baal objects to the idea of the sacred nature of the gift by saying that it is too
accidental a feature (1976: 161-162). In archaeological perspectives, making a
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distinction on the basis of a moral and mental qualitative change of the objects
in question is difficult, especially when relying solely on the material remains
of the acts in which those objects were involved. Although such questions and
specifications might be available for anthropologists, it is an almost impossible,
or at least highly speculative, field of analysis for prehistoric archaeologists.
The differentiation between the two is particularly problematic if we think of
distinguishing acts of sacrifice and offering that both might have taken place
in religious-related places and times concurrently, and might also share simi-
lar depositional context. All the archaeological examples discussed above lack
necessary information about the changing quality of an object that is impossible
to deduce without the participants’ input. We do not know if depositing objects
in a peat bog or leaving stone axes in the ground meant a qualitative difference
in the meaning of the object and whether they were thought to become sacred
themselves. It is impossible to pursue such meanings on the basis of material
culture. Indeed, even ethnographic studies cannot always provide examples
in which all participants agree with the general aim, meaning and qualitative
changes of their religious actions (see, e.g., Humphrey & Laidlaw 1994). Thus,
the criterion of changing qualities and sanctifications cannot be a universal or
single answer for making a distinction between sacrifice and offering. I agree
that the qualitative change of the items, places and people involved is an im-
portant aspect in acknowledging different intensities and scales of religious
acts. However, it largely relies on the mental affiliation of the participants in
such acts and is thus open to variable interpretations. As a result, it is the most
difficult criterion of those being discussed to apply to the archaeological record
when trying to distinguish sacrifice and offering.

DISCUSSION

As can be seen above, there is no general agreement as to what distinguishes
sacrifice and offering on a qualitative basis. In fact, there are even different
opinions about the relationship of these concepts to one another: are we talking
about two different practices, or are they parts of each other. The distinctions
drawn by anthropologists or scholars of religious studies are very problematic
when it comes to archaeological data. As soon as one goes in depth with the
analysis of sacrifice and offering and tries to apply specific distinctions to ar-
chaeological material, it often happens that the top-down universal definitions
and criteria just do not fit with the matter at hand. So why is it such a hard
task to distinguish sacrifice and offering, especially in archaeology?
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The answer lies in the consideration of the context. It is the cultural and
religious context of a specific act — be it religious activity or research practice —
that determines the essential criteria for sacrifice and offering as well as if, and
on what basis, they should be distinguished from one another. As contexts vary
in spatial and temporal terms, so do the characteristics and ideas about those
specific religious phenomena. In some contexts, there is no importance in the
distinction, while in others, the categories and definitions provided above seem
to be alien or considerably more nuanced, while still in others, the distinction
might be an essential part of the local religious system. Therefore, problems
in applying those terms to specific material are inevitable as long as one tries
to use universal criteria and definitions. The context-dependency is in fact one
of the main reasons why universal categorisations and definitions often do not
match with specific archaeological material.

The context is not only the past cultural background. It also includes the
context in which a specific term has developed, and the context of the researcher
with his or her historically set research traditions. Every term has its research
history, which influences its definitions and relating categorisations. Scholars
themselves are carriers of their cultural context and cannot leave it behind when
dealing with past and distant cultures. The educational and broader cultural
context as well as scholarly tradition influences the terms that are used in a
particular research. In this sense, one cannot escape the concepts of sacrifice and
offering, including questions about the differentiation of the two, because they
are an intrinsic and important part of the researcher’s contemporary cultural
and work atmosphere with its own historical background. Therefore, although
most probably arbitrary from the practitioner’s perspective, the analysis of
sacrifice and offering and their elements is to some extent unavoidable from the
scholarly point of view. The question is rather if and how scholars can apply the
distinctions and definitions derived from the academic research of the last 200
years to thousands of years before the point when we started to actually think
about such categorisations of religious practices. Secondly, it is worth keeping
in mind that the definitions and distinctions derived from the in-depth study
of one religion do not necessarily have to apply to another.

Starting from the past context, its importance is best demonstrated by the
archaeological examples of intentional artefact deposits discussed above. The
whole idea of intentional artefact deposits is a long-term and widely spread
practice in northern Europe. It covers a variety of materials and objects in a
variety of contexts from different times. It would be naive to presume that the
idea behind and meaning of intentional artefact concealments was the same
over time and in different regions. There was a changing and developing be-
lief system behind those practices. In the case of Estonia, we can talk about a
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nature-oriented animated worldview with totemic and shamanistic practices in
the Mesolithic and Neolithic societies, celestial fertility as well as agricultural
and ancestor-related rituals in the Bronze and Early Iron Ages, and later pe-
riod polytheistic systems until the very end of the prehistoric period; and some
of those religious systems (e.g. natural sacred places or ancestor cults) were
probably followed over millennia (Jonuks 2009a). With the conversion and ar-
rival of Christianity, the religious system kept developing according to its local
context, and there are several examples of enduring so-called pagan practices
throughout the Middle Ages and Modern Period despite the arrival of the new
world religion. These practices also include intentional artefact deposits (see,
e.g., Valk 2004; Jonuks 2007). The picture of the long-term religious develop-
ment in Estonia is colourful and gradually evolving, and within it different
ideas and practices are combined, accepted and rejected. Some of them are the
result of inner socially derived and large-scale political or economic develop-
ments (e.g. change from hunter-gatherers to agriculture), and others relate
to short-term historical events or foreign contacts (e.g. Crusades in the 13th
century). Therefore, it is in essence problematic to apply the same universal
definitions and distinguishing criteria to such broad categories of religious
practices as sacrifice and offering without considering the different contexts
in which they take place.

Turning to scholarly context, as discussed under language confusion, there
are no such distinct terminology categories of sacrifice and offering in Estonian
at all. Unfortunately, we have no solid evidence of what terms pre-Christian
Estonians used for their ritual practices. However, the fact that the word ‘oh-
verdus’ is not a native one and most likely derives from Germanic languages
suggests that this abstract concept is rather late and foreign for the indigenous
Estonian culture. Its use by religious practitioners and in relation to specific
rituals most likely relates to later historical and scholarly developments, which
have direct connotations with German tradition and historical events. This
is also supported by the fact that Estonian native words are more specific or
have a considerably wider meaning attached to them. The concept of offering
was preferred in the local scholarly tradition as a result of developments in
the academic research in religious studies. Through a process carried out by
German-speaking scholars, the words chosen became deeply rooted for the
next decades. It makes one wonder why, if at all, the concepts of ‘sacrifice’ and
‘offering’, as defined and discussed above, are even considered in discussing
Estonian pre-Christian religion. They seem to be relatively later conceptual
additions in Estonian religion and closely related to the academic and modern
worldview. I certainly do not wish to infer that the idea of communication with
the supernatural via particular gifts was missing in prehistoric or the following
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historic religion in what is now Estonia. I would rather argue that these periods
had such different contents, contexts and connotations that the definitions of
‘sacrifice’ and ‘offering’ as based on institutionalised religions do not seem to
apply to prehistoric northern Europe quite as precisely. In addition, the whole
idea of distinction does not necessarily have to be an intrinsic problem for the
past practitioners at all.

This altogether leads to the conclusion that distinguishing sacrifice and of-
fering in the archaeological record and analysing the relationship between these
two concepts might be a purely scholarly pursuit leading to categories that do not
have much importance in the eyes of the practitioners themselves. Depending
on culture, these two concepts may, but do not necessarily, have to exist as sepa-
rate entities. They might merge into one whole idea of communicating with the
supernatural via particular gifts or have much more specific subdivisions that
relate to either a particular place or specific form or quality of the objects used.
What actually matters is that we are dealing with the religious practice that
aims at communication with the supernatural (in the widest sense) by means
of rendering something. Perhaps the whole conglomeration and variability of
those cultural actions of communication with the supernatural is the reason
why scholars feel a need to classify and subcategorise their subjects of research.
It just helps to approach the material and make the entangled and changing
elements of sacrifice and offering better understandable for the outsider.

In this sense it might also help to think in terms of emic and etic categories
(sensu Harris 1976) when talking about sacrifice and offering and their distinc-
tion in our scholarly work. In the former, it probably does not play a decisive
role for the practitioner to make a difference between offering and sacrifice as
long as the ways, aims and directions of communication are appropriate ac-
cording to his/her cultural context. From the etic perspective, the distinctions
between various culturally intertwined elements and questions about their
relations help to translate them into the words and worlds of contemporary
scholars. However, in the case of archaeology, it has to be acknowledged that
the emic category is something very difficult to grasp because of the fragmen-
tary nature of our data, as well as time and cultural distance from the subject
of study. The mental and motivational basis of participants is something that
is often unavailable to archaeologists. We have to rely on the materialities of
the past practices and derive the meanings and motivations of the past people
from them. Moreover, if the separation of and relationship between sacrifice
and offering are not always clear in the ethnographic instances, in which both
physical and mental aspects of those practices are evident and available, then
what are we aiming to accomplish using only the fragmented archaeological
record? One solution might be to supplement our material with ethnographic or
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historical parallels, which, if critically evaluated and close in terms of cultural
context, might help to attain different details and nuances about the intentions
and ideas of the practitioners in the past. However, in most cases, such compari-
sons can only broaden our perspective and provide food for thought rather than
give us a firm argument or proof. Therefore, the whole idea of distinguishing
sacrifice and offering in prehistoric archaeology might remain at the level of
etic categorisations due to the nature of this specific source material.

So, in terms of archaeology, what can we do with these two concepts — sacrifice
and offering? Or perhaps it is better to ask if it is a necessary endeavour to do
something about them at all. The Concise Oxford Dictionary of World Religions
(2000) states, “Sacrifice pervades virtually all religions, but it is extremely
difficult to say precisely what the meanings of sacrifice are — perhaps because
the meanings are so many”. Several scholars have actually agreed that there is
no single and generally applicable definition or theory for sacrifice, because it
varies from one society to another. Providing a universal definition for sacrifice
and offering is a mission impossible, not to mention distinguishing them from
each other (Baaren 1964: 1-2; Bourdillon 1980: 23; Metcalf 1997; Hicks 2001;
Carter 2003: 6—7; Girard 2011: 32). Of course I do not propose that one should
give up thinking about possible distinctions and definitions of these terms. They
are important parts of our scholarly reasoning. I rather see a need to analyse
critically if and how much universality there can be when it comes to defining
and distinguishing sacrifice and offering for archaeological research, and if
one should expect those or perhaps some completely different distinctions in
archaeological material in the first place.

As a result, the answer to the question — do we see sacrifice or offering in
northern European archaeology? — is that we see both, but neither of them
is as distinguished or clear-cut as expected from universal definitions. There
is evidence of communication with the supernatural via giving, but further
distinctions and elements depend on the specific spatial and temporal context,
as well as the ideas and aims of the practitioners. Sometimes it is possible to
draw distinct qualitative categories between the objects or subjects included in
those acts. In other cases, the emphasis seems to be quite different from what is
supposed to apply according to the universal definitions. The way contemporary
society and scholars understand and divide sacrifice and offering cannot always
be expected to be part of the mind-set of people in the distant past.
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CONCLUSION

Different religious systems contain different beliefs, practices and concepts, as
well as different relations and distinctions between them. The same applies to
sacrifice and offering. We cannot create any checklist for either archaeologists
or anthropologists to distinguish sacrifice and offering with specific criteria,
such as value, destruction or sacralisation. The maximum achievable generalisa-
tion is the above-mentioned concept of communication with the supernatural.
If we see that, we see sacrifice or offering, perhaps both at the same time. The
choice of what, at what cost, and how exactly is given and what happens to it
next is prescribed and inevitable for practitioners — these aspects derive from
the cultural tradition of the particular society. The characteristics that look so
important for contemporary scholars for making a distinction between sacrifice
and offering might not be an issue for the practitioners themselves. That is why
finding universal definitions and ways of distinguishing sacrifice and offering
is intrinsically problematic if not impossible. Instead, it is necessary to expli-
citly think about the use of specific words in and concepts applied to particular
cultures and languages, keeping in mind both the contemporary context of a
particular practice and the influence of the scholarship tradition.
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AI — collection of archaeology at the Institute of History, University of Tallinn
ERA f — Estonian Folklore Archives, Estonian Literary Museum

NOTES

! http://www.oed.com, last accessed on October 10, 2013.

2 http://www.oed.com, last accessed on October 10, 2013.

REFERENCES

Aikés, Tiina & Puputti, Ann-Kaisa & Nufez, Milton & Aspi, Jouni & Okkonen, Jari
2009. Sacred and Profane Livelihood: Animal Bones from Sieidi Sites in Northern
Finland. Norwegian Archaeological Review, Vol. 42, No. 2, pp. 109-122, http:/
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00293650903289641.

Appadurai, Arjun 1986. Introduction: Commodities and the Politics of Value. In:
A. Appadurai (ed.) The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspec-
tive. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 3—63.

Baal, Jan van 1976. Offering, Sacrifice and Gift. Numen, Vol. 23, No. 3, pp. 161-178,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156852776X00094.

Baaren, Theodorus Petrus van 1964. Theoretical Speculations on Sacrifice. Numen,
Vol. 11, No. 1, pp.1-12, http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156852764X00015.

Barrowclough, David A. & Malone, Caroline (eds.) 2007. Cult in Context: Reconsidering
Ritual in Archaeology. Oxford: Oxbow.

Berggren, Asa 2006. Archaeology and Sacrifice. A Discussion of Interpretations. In:
A. Andrén & K. Jennbert & C. Raudvere (eds.) Old Norse Religion in Long-Term
Perspectives: Origins, Changes, and Interactions. An International Conference in
Lund, Sweden, June 3-7, 2004. Vagar till Midgard, Vol. 8. Lund: Nordic Academic
Press, pp. 303-307.

Berggren, Asa 2010. Med kdrret som killa. Om begreppen offer och ritual inom arkeo-
login. [Fens as Sources. On the Concepts of Sacrifice and Ritual in Archaeology.]
Lund: Nordic Academic Press.

Betz, Hans Dieter (ed.) 2007. Religion Past & Present: Encyclopedia of Theology and
Religion. 4th edition. Leiden: Brill.

Bliujiené, Audroné 2010. The Bog Offerings of the Balts: ‘I Give in Order to Get Back’.
Archaeologia Baltica, Vol. 14, pp. 136-165. Available at http://www.ku.lt/leidykla/
files/2012/09/Archaeologia_ BALTICA_14.pdf, last accessed on November 26, 2013.

Borgeaud, Philippe 2012. Sacrifice. I. Religious studies. In: H.D. Betz & D.S. Brown-
ing & B. Janowski & E. Jungel (eds.) Religion Past & Present: Encyclopedia of
Theology and Religion. Vol. 11. Leiden: Brill, pp. 380-381.

145



Ester Oras

Bourdillon, Michael F.C. 1980. Introduction. In: M.F.C. Bourdillon & M. Fortes (eds.)
Sacrifice. London: Academic Press for the Royal Anthropological Institute of
Great Britain and Ireland, pp. 1-27.

Bourdillon, Michael F.C. & Fortes, Meyer (eds.) 1980. Sacrifice. London: Academic Press
for the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland.

Carlie, Anne 1998. Kéringsjon. A Fertility Sacrificial Site from the Late Roman Iron Age
in South-West Sweden. Current Swedish Archaeology, Vol. 6, pp.17-37. Available
at http:/www.arkeologiskasamfundet.se/csa/Dokument/Volumes/csa_vol_6_1998/
csa_vol_6_1998_s17-37_carlie.pdf, last accessed on October 15, 2013.

Carmichael, David L. & Hubert, Jane & Reeves, Brian & Schanche, Audhild (eds.) 1994.
Sacred Sites, Sacred Places. London: Routledge.

Carter, Jeffrey 2003. General Introduction. In: J. Carter (ed.) Understanding Religious
Sacrifice: A Reader. Controversies in the study of religion. London & New York:
Continuum, pp. 1-11.

Civilyte, Agne 2009. Wahl der Waffen Studien zur Deutung der bronzezeitlichen Waf-
fendeponierungen im nordlichen Mitteleuropa. Universitatsforschungen zur pri-
historischen Arch#ologie, Vol. 167. Bonn: R. Habelt.

Davenport William H. 1986. Two Kinds of Value in the Eastern Solomon Islands. In:
A. Appadurai (ed.) The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspec-
tive. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 95-109.

EE 2012 = Eesti etiimoloogiasonaraamat. [The Dictionary of Estonian Etymology.] Iris
Metsmigi & Meeli Sedrik & Sven-Erik Soosaar (comps. & eds.), Iris Metsméigi
(ed. in chief). Tallinn: Eesti Keele Sihtasutus.

Eliade, Mircea (ed. in chief) 1987. The Encyclopedia of Religion. New York: Macmillan.

Fabech, Charlotte 1991. Booty Sacrifices in Southern Scandinavia. A Reassessment. In:
P. Garwood & D. Jennings & R. Skeates & J. Toms (eds.) Sacred and Profane:
Proceedings of a Conference on Archaeology, Ritual and Religion: Oxford 1989.
Monograph (Oxford University Committee for Archaeology); Vol. 32. Oxford:
Oxford University Committee for Archaeology, pp. 88-99.

Firth, Raymond 1963. Offering and Sacrifice: Problems of Organization. The Journal
of the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland, Vol. 93,
No. 1, pp. 1224, http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2844331.

Garrow, Duncan 2012. Odd Deposits and Average Practice. A Critical History of the
Concept of Structured Deposition. Archaeological Dialogues, Vol. 19, No. 2,
pp. 85-115, http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/51380203812000141.

Garwood, Paul & Jennings, David & Skeates, Robin & Toms, Judith (eds.) 1991. Sa-
cred and Profane: Proceedings of a Conference on Archaeology, Ritual and Reli-
gion: Oxford 1989. Monograph (Oxford University Committee for Archaeology);
Vol. 32. Oxford: Oxford University Committee for Archaeology.

Girard, René 2011. Sacrifice. East Lansing: Michigan State University Press.

Hagberg, Ulf Erik 1964. Jarnalderns offerfynd ur svenskt perspektiv. [Iron Age Offer-
ings from Swedish Perspective.] Tor, Vol. 10, pp. 222—-239.

Hansen, Jesper 2006. Offertradition og religion i &ldre jernalder i Sydskandinavien:
med seerlig henblik pa bebyggelsesofringer. [Offering Tradition and Religion in
the Early Iron Age Southern Scandinavia: With a Special Emphasis on Building
Offerings.] Kuml: Arbog for Jysk Arkeeologisk Selskab, pp. 117-175.

146



Sacrifice or Offering: What Can We See in the Archaeology of Northern Europe?

Harck, Ole 1984. Gefafopfer der Eisenzeit im nordlichen Mitteleuropa. Friihmittelalter-
liche Studien, Vol. 18, pp. 102-121.

Harris, Marvin 1976. History and Significance of the EMIC/ETIC Distinction. Annual
Review of Anthropology, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 329-350, http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.an.05.100176.001553.

Haselgrove, Colin 1982. Wealth, Prestige and Power: The Dynamics of Late Iron Age
Political Centralisation in South-East England. In: C. Renfrew & S. Shennan (eds.)
Ranking, Resource and Exchange: Aspects of the Archaeology of Early European
Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 79-88.

Hays-Gilpin, Kelley & Whitley, David S. (eds.) 2008. Belief in the Past: Theoretical Ap-
proaches to the Archaeology of Religion. Walnut Creek, CA.: Left Coast Press.

HCL 1982 = Henriku Liivimaa kroonika = Heinrici chronicon Livoniae. Transl. by
R. Kleis. Tallinn: Eesti Raamat.

Hedeager, Lotte 1992. Iron-Age Societies: From Tribe to State in Northern Europe, 500
BC to AD 700. Oxford: Blackwell.

Helgesson, Bertil 2004. Tributes to be Spoken of: Sacrifice and Warriors at Uppéakra. In:
L. Larsson (ed.) Continuity for Centuries. A Ceremonial Building and its Context
at Uppakra, Southern Sweden. Uppakrastudier, Vol. 10. Acta archaeologica
Lundensia. Series In 8° Vol. 48. Lund: Almqvist & Wiksell, pp. 223-239.
Available at http:/safranek.tmit.bme.hu/eszter/regeszet/letoltesek/cikk%20-%20
helgesson%202004%20uppakra,%20fegyver%C3%Alldozat.pdf, last accessed on
Novemebr 26, 2013.

Henninger, Joseph 1987. Sacrifice. In: M. Eliade (ed. in chief) The Encyclopedia of Re-
ligion, Vol. 12. New York: Macmillan, pp. 554-557.

Hicks, David 2001. Sacrifice. In: N.J. Smelser & P.B. Baltes (eds. in chief) International
Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences, pp. 13439-13441. Available
at http:/www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B0080430767009505, last ac-
cessed on October 15, 2013.

Hiieméae, Mall (ed.) 2011. Piihad kivid Eestimaal. [Holy Stones in Estonia.] Tallinn:
Tammerraamat.

Hoskins, Janet 2006. Agency, Biography and Objects. In: C.Y. Tilley & W. Keane &
S. Kiichler & M. Rowlands & P. Spyer (eds.) Handbook of Material Culture.
London: SAGE, pp. 74-84, http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781848607972.n6.

Hubert, Henri, & Mauss, Marcel 1964. Sacrifice: Its Nature and Function. London:
Cohen & West.

Humphrey, Caroline & Laidlaw, James 1994. The Archetypal Actions of Ritual: A Theory
of Ritual Illustrated by the Jain Rite of Worship. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Ilkjeer, Jorgen 2000. Illerup Adal: Archaeology as a Magic Mirror. Hgjbjerg: Moesgard
Museum.

Ilkjeer, Jorgen 2002. Den bevidste gdelaeggelse 1 krigsbytteofringerne. [The Deliberate
Destruction of War Booty Sacrifices.] In: K. Jennbert & A. Andrén & C. Raudvere
(eds.) Plats och praxis: studier av nordisk forkristen ritual. Vigar till Midgard,
Vol. 2. Lund: Nordic Academic Press, pp. 203—214.

Ilkjeer, Jorgen 2003. Danish War Booty Sacrifices. In: L. Jorgensen & B. Storgaard &
L. Gebauer Thomsen (eds.) The Spoils of Victory: The North in the Shadow of the
Roman Empire. Copenhagen: Nationalmuseet, pp. 44-65.

147



Ester Oras

Insoll, Timothy (ed.) 2004a. Belief in the Past: The Proceedings of the 2002 Manchester
Conference on Archaeology and Religion. BAR 1212. Oxford: Archaeopress.

Insoll, Timothy 2004b. Archaeology, Ritual, Religion. New York: Routledge.

Insoll, Timothy (ed.) 2011a. The Oxford Handbook of the Archaeology of Ritual and
Religion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Insoll, Timothy 2011b. Sacrifice. In: T. Insoll (ed.) Oxford Handbook of the Archaeology of
Ritual and Religion. Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 151-165,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199232444.013.0012.

Johanson, Kristiina 2006. The Contribution of Stray Finds for Studying Everyday
Practices: The Example of Stone Axes. Estonian Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 10,
No. 2, pp. 99-131. Available at http://www.kirj.ee/public/va-arh/arch-2006-2-1.
pdf, last accessed on October 25, 2013.

Johanson, Kristiina 2009. The Changing Meaning of “Thunderbolts’. Folklore: Electronic
Journal of Folklore, Vol. 42, pp. 129-174. Available at http://www.folklore.ee/
folklore/vol42/johanson.pdf, last accessed on October 15, 2013.

Jonuks, Tonno 2007. Holy Groves in Estonian Religion. Estonian Journal of Archaeology,
Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 3-35. Available at http://www .kirj.ee/public/Archaeology/2007/
issue_1/arch-2007-1-1.pdf, last accessed on October 15, 2013.

Jonuks, Tonno 2009a. Eesti muinasusund. [Estonian Prehistoric Religion.] Disserta-
tiones Archaeologiae Universitatis Tartuensis, Vol. 2. Tartu: Tartu Ulikooli Kir-
jastus. Available at http:/dspace.utlib.ee/dspace/bitstream/handle/10062/9494/
Jonukst%C3%B5nno.pdf?sequence=1, last accessed on November 26, 2013.

Jonuks, Tonno 2009b. Hiis Sites in the Research History of Estonian Sacred Places.
Folklore: Electronic Journal of Folklore, Vol. 42, pp. 23—44. Available at http:/
www.folklore.ee/folklore/vol42/jonuks.pdf, last accessed on October 15, 2013.

Jordan, Peter 2003. Material Culture and Sacred Landscape: The Anthropology of the
Siberian Khanty. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press.

Jorgensen, Lars & Storgaard, Birger & Thomsen, Lone Gebauer (eds.) 2003. The Spoils
of Victory: The North in the Shadow of the Roman Empire. Copenhagen: Na-
tionalmuseet.

Knappett, Carl 2005. Thinking Through Material Culture: An Interdisciplinary Perspec-
tive. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Knappett, Carl & Malafouris, Lambros (eds.) 2008. Material Agency: Towards a Non-
Anthropocentric Approach. New York: Springer.

Kopytoff, Igor 1986. The Cultural Biography of Things: Commoditization as Process. In:
A. Appadurai (ed.) The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspec-
tive. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 64-91.

Kyriakidis, Evangelos (ed.) 2007. The Archaeology of Ritual. Los Angeles, CA.: Cotsen
Institute of Archaeology.

Lesure, Richard 1999. On the Genesis of Value in Early Hierarchical Societies. In:
J.E. Robb (ed.) Material Symbols: Culture and Economy in Prehistory. Occasional
paper (Southern Illinois University at Carbondale. Center for Archaeological
Investigations), Vol. 26. Carbondale: Center for Archaeological Investigations,
Southern Illinois University, pp. 23-55.

Levy, Janet E. 1982. Social and Religious Organization in Bronze Age Denmark: An
Analysis of Ritual Hoard Finds. BAR International Series, Vol. 124. Oxford: B.A.R.

148



Sacrifice or Offering: What Can We See in the Archaeology of Northern Europe?

Lillios, Katina T. 1999. Objects of Memory: The Ethnography and Archaeology of Heir-
looms. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory, Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 235-262.

Loorits, Oskar 1990. Eesti rahvausundi maailmavaade. [Worldview in Estonian Folk
Religion.] Tallinn: Perioodika.

Mauss, Marcel 2002. The Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Societies.
London: Routledge.

Metcalf, Peter 1997. Sacrifice. In: T. Barfield (ed.) The Dictionary of Anthropology. Oxford
& Cambridge, Mass.: Blackwell, pp. 416-417.

Miller, Daniel 2001. Alienable Gifts and Inalienable Commodities. In: F.R. Myers (ed.)
The Empire of Things: Regimes of Value and Material Culture. School of Ameri-
can Research Advanced Seminar Series. Santa Fe: School of American Research
Press, pp. 91-115.

Myers, Fred R. 2001. Introduction: The Empire of Things. In: F.R. Myers (ed.) The Empire
of Things: Regimes of Value and Material Culture. School of American Research
Advanced Seminar Series. Santa Fe: School of American Research Press, pp. 3-61.

Ngrgard Jorgensen, Anne 2008. The Porskjeer Weapon Sacrifice: Introduction and Pre-
liminary Results. In: A. Abegg-Wigg & A. Rau (eds.) Aktuelle Forschungen zu
Kriegsbeuteopfern und Fiirstengribern im Barbaricum: Internationales Kolloqui-
um, unterstiitzt durch Carlsbergfondet, Schleswig, 15.—18. Juni 2006. Schriften
des Archéologischen Landesmuseums. Ergidnzungsreihe, Vol. 4. Neumiinster:
Wachholtz, pp. 193-207.

Oras, Ester 2010. Ritual Wealth Deposits in Estonian Middle Iron Age Material. Estonian
Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 14, No. 2, pp. 123-142, http://dx.doi.org/10.3176/
arch.2010.2.02.

Oras, Ester 2012. Importance of Terms: What is a Wealth Deposit? Papers from the
Institute of Archaeology, Vol. 22, pp. 61-82, http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/pia.403.

Osborne, Robin 2004. Hoards, Votives, Offerings: The Archaeology of the Dedicated
Object. World Archaeology, Vol. 36, No. 1, pp. 1-10, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00
43824042000192696.

Oxtoby, Willard G. 1987. Holy, Idea of the. In: M. Eliade (ed. in chief) The Encyclopedia
of Religion. Vol. 6. New York: Macmillan, pp. 431-438.

Paulson, Ivar 1997. Vana eesti rahvausk: Usundiloolisi esseid. [Old Estonian Folk Re-
ligion.] Tartu: Ilmamaa.

Randsborg, Klavs 1973. Wealth and Social Structure as Reflected in the Bronze Age
Burials: A Quantitative Approach. In: C. Renfrew (ed.) The Explanation of Culture
Change: Models in Prehistory. Proceedings of a Meeting of the Research Seminar
in Archaeology and Related Subjects Held at the University of Sheffield. London:
Duckworth, pp. 565-570.

Randsborg, Klavs 1995. Hjortspring: Warfare and Sacrifice in Early Europe. Aarhus:
Aarhus University Press.

Renfrew, Colin 1985. The Archaeology of Cult: The Sanctuary at Phylakopi (with contribu-
tions by P.A. Mountjoy... [et al.] and with the assistance of Callum Macfarlane...
[et al.]). London: British School of Archaeology at Athens.

Renfrew, Colin 1986. Varna and the Emergence of Wealth in Prehistoric Europe. In:
A. Appadurai (ed.) The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspec-
tive. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 141-168.

149



Ester Oras

Renfrew, Colin 1994. The Archaeology of Religion. In: C. Renfrew & E.B.W. Zubrow (eds.)
The Ancient Mind: Elements of Cognitive Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 47-54, http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511598388.007.

Rowan, Yorke M. (ed.) 2011. Archaeological Papers of the American Anthropological As-
sociation. Special Issue: Beyond Belief: The Archaeology of Religion and Ritual.
American Anthropological Association.

Salmi, Anna-Kaisa & Aikés, Tiina & Lipkin, Sanna 2011. Animating Rituals at Sami
Sacred Sites in Northern Finland. Journal of Social Archaeology, Vol. 11, No. 2,
pp. 212-235, http:/dx.doi.org/10.1177/1469605311403962.

Stjernquist, Berta 1997. The Roekillorna Spring. Spring-Cults in Scandinavian Prehis-
tory. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International.

Tamm, Marek & Jonuks, Tonno forthcoming. Religious Practices of the Native Population
of Livonia in the Medieval Written Sources (11th—15th Centuries). In: M. Koiva
(ed.) Mythologia Uralica. Esthonica. Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Archaeology 2008. Edited by Timothy Darvill. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. Oxford Reference Online, available at http://www.
oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY.html?subview=Main&entry=t102.e3642, last
accessed on October 16, 2013.

The Concise Oxford Dictionary of World Religions 2000. Edited by John Bowker. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. Oxford Reference Online, available at http:/www.
oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY.html?subview=Main&entry=t101.e6210, last
accessed on October 16, 2013.

The Oxford English Dictionary Online. Available at http:/www.oed.com, last accessed
on October 16, 2013.

Thomas, Nicholas 1991. Entangled Objects: Exchange, Material Culture, and Colonial-
ism in the Pacific. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Turner, Victor 1977. Sacrifice as Quintessential Process: Prophylaxis or Abandonment?
History of Religions, Vol. 16, No. 3, pp. 189-215, http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/462765.

Valk, Heiki 2004. Christian and Non-Christian Holy Sites in Medieval Estonia: A Re-
flection of Ecclesiastical Attitudes towards Popular Religion. In: J. Staecker (ed.)
The European Frontier. Clashes and Compromises in the Middle Ages. Lund:
Almqvist & Wiksell International, pp. 299-310.

Valk, Heiki (ed.) 2007. Looduslikud piihapaigad: Vidrtused ja kaitse. [Holy Natural
Places. Values and Protection.] Opetatud Eesti Seltsi Toimetised, No. 36.
Tartu: Opetatud Eesti Selts. Available at http:/maavald.ee/hiis/raamat2007/
hiiekogumik.pdf, last accessed on November 26, 2013..

Vallikivi, Laur 2004. Arktika nomaadid Samanismi ja kristluse vahel: Jamb-to neenetsite
poordumine baptismi. [Arctic Nomads between Shamanism and Christianity:
Conversion of Jamb-to Nenets to Baptism.] Master’s thesis. Tartu: Tartu Ulikool.

Weiner, Annette B. 1992. Inalienable Possessions: The Paradox of Keeping-While-Giving.
Berkeley & Los Angeles, CA.: University of California Press.

Wessman, Anna 2009. Levianluhta — A Place of Punishment, Sacrifice or Just a Common
Cemetery? Fennoscandia Archaeologica, Vol. 26, pp. 81-105. Available at http:/
www.sarks.fi/fa/PDF/FA26_81.pdf, last accessed on October 16, 2013.



