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Abstract 

 
Author: Hansi K. Linderoth 2015. 
Title: Immortal Departed: The Lefkandi Kheiron in Context. 
A two-year master’s thesis in Classical Archaeology and Ancient History, Uppsala University. 
Supervisor: Prof. Gunnel Ekroth. 
 
This study sets out from the proposition that the Lefkandi Kentaur (LK), c. 925-872 BCE (Museum of Eretria, ME 
8620) represents Kheiron. Its aim is to articulate a credible description of the significance accorded Kheiron and his 
image on Euboea and in Lefkandi during the Dark Age. The methodological stance is hermeneutic, and takes its cues 
from the philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer and from Clifford Geertz’ ideal of thick description. 

The study begins by mining early Greek Kentauriana and Euboean pre-history. It proceeds to closely inspect and 
comment on the LK. Finally, the LK’s end (it was beheaded and deposited in two separate tombs) is addressed. 
Among the conclusions drawn are: The LK was seen as a true eidōlon and brought to life through a mytho-ritualistic 
piercing of its left leg. It was made as a protective and didactic aid for a tutor buried in Toumba T3 and a pupil 
buried in T1. T3 was a healer and the LK served to aid him in his work. The LK is a deeply local artefact attesting to 
an alloying peculiar to Euboea between myths about Kheiron and about the Euboean Kouretes. The human front of 
the LK is a ritualistic document depicting an armoured Kourete. Influences from the Levant, Cyprus, and Egypt, are 
felt in the LK’s hexadactylic right hand, face, and spine. The local flavour of the LK is strengthened rather than 
weakened by its Eastern traits: the figurine’s makers were descendants of Euboean exiles on Cyprus who had 
returned to Lefkandi during the late 11th C. BCE and subsequently upheld relations with the East for decades. The 
beheading of the LK was a deliberate act of didactic disenchantment addressing topics in the myths about Kheiron as 
a maker of lifelike images. The split depositing of the LK in two separate tombs was made not only to associate a 
Kheironian tutor with his initiate, but to infuse their tombs with Kheiron’s hypernatural lifeforce and promise of a 
vital afterlife—a promise actuated in the figurine already at its making through the piercing of its leg wound. 
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If it were proper for this commonplace prayer to be made by my tongue, I would want 
Kheiron the son of Philyra to be alive again, he who has departed, the wide-ruling son 
of Kronos son of Ouranos; 
 
and I would want him to reign again in the glens of Pelion, the beast of the wilds 
whose mind was friendly to men.* 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Pind. Pyth. 3.1-5—trans. Svarlien 1990. My modification of spelling of names. Opposite: The Lefkandi Kentaur in the Museum 
of Eretria. Photographer’s hand in lower left frame. Negative and partly solarized. Photograph by the author. 



 

 

 





  

Prolegomenon Α 
 
… man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he himself has 
spun, I take culture to be those webs, and the analysis of it to be therefore 
not an experimental science in search of law but an interpretive one in 
search of meaning.1—C. Geertz 

 
Trying to reconstruct the ideas or concepts of preliterate ages is a game 
in which nothing can be verified.2—W. Burkert 
 

A.1. Prompted by a Riddle 
 
What follows is a game prompted by a riddle. The riddle is the Kentaur3 from Lefkandi. [Pl.A: 1-19] It 
stands shrouded in silence between two archives: the summary clay tablets of Mycenae and the songs of 
Archaic Greece. Hence, words about this splendid creature must be sought from times other than its own. 

Headier still, the game will be ruled by a proposition which cannot be proven. This proposition states 
that the Lefkandi Kentaur is an image of Kheiron, the sylvan healer from mountain and cave, nurse and 
tutor of heroes, and provider of the ashen branch made into the Hektor-slaying spear of raging Akhilleus.4 

My purpose is to seize upon this proposition, draw from it lines of enquiry and pursue these at length. 
If the figurine represents Kheiron, then what does it mean? What was he doing in Dark Age Lefkandi? 
Why was he wished-for, talked about, then made in clay, kept and watched, and finally broken at the neck 
and buried, his head here, his body there, in two tombs, that of a man and that of child? 

Posing these questions, I imply that answers will be given. Such pretension may pass only if coupled 
with the admission that to arrive at these answers the way forward must be highly speculative. 
 
A.1.1. Proposition 
 
The Lefkandi Kentaur was found in 1969. Not long after the discovery, it was suggested that the figurine 
represents Kheiron.5 The identification draws on three elements of the figurine: 
 

1. The Kentaur shape. A shape I will also call the shape of a manhorse. 
2. The wound on the left leg. The myth says that Kheiron gave away his immortality after he had 

been wounded in the leg by a poisoned arrow.6 
3. The hexadactylic right hand so prominently displayed at the hip. The hand stores Kheiron’s name: 

“crafty”, “handy”, from the Greek root kheir-.7 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
1 Geertz 1973, 5. 
2 Burkert 1983, 71. 
3 I use a capital “K” for Kentaur/s to signal their status as a tribe or nation—like the Lapiths, or the Greeks. 
4 You will find here Homeros and Hesiodos, as well as Pindaros, Herakles, Akhilleus, and Kheiron, etc. (though Plutarchus stays 
Roman). I do not use diacritics for familiar names and places, but when I transcribe quoted Greek text or important concepts I 
distinguish Ε/ε=E/e, Η/η=Ē/ē, Ο/ο=O/o, Ω/ω=Ō/ō. Consistency can hardly be expected, but I believe clarity will be maintained 
regardless. I hope that non-Anglicized versions of familiar names may serve as a subtle but sustained reminder that the author is 
not a native English speaker, thus prompting some goodwill when the reader hits upon flaws stylistic or grammatical in the text. 
5 Suggestion first made by D. Heilmeyer, credited by Auberson & Schefold 1972, 158; acknowledged in Lefkandi [I:2], 345. 
6 On the myth below in Part B.1.2.5. 
7 On the name below in Part B.1.2.1. 
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I hope to show how this list may be significantly extended, but this is the very topic of this essay why an 
extension at this point would be premature. That said, the list is remarkable enough as it stands and the 
figurine’s identification with Kheiron is uncontroversial.8  

The Lefkandi Kheiron is dated to the end of the 10th C.9 It is the earliest unambiguous image of a 
Greek Kentaur that we possess. Before its discovery, Greek Kentauriana seemed rooted in the Archaic. 
Now we know better: Kentaur myths were in place in the Dark Age and may go back even further. 

The problem we face may be stated with certain rigour: Given what we have preserved of Greek 
Kentaur tradition, only two paths seem viable to approach the Lefkandi Kentaur. Either we regard it as an 
unknown member of the Kentaur tribe and produce a reading from its complete anonymity, or we give it a 
name—Kheiron—because no other Kentaur comes even close to making a better match. Choosing the 
third path, which is to give the figurine another name, is an undertaking so steep that it borders on the 
impossible: it requires not only a convincing dismantling of all the allusions to Kheiron carried by the 
figurine, but an equally convincing mapping of the proposed new name onto it. 

To sum up: our knowledge as it now stands permits either Kheiron, whose significance to Dark Age 
Lefkandiots we may try to elucidate by collating remains of Kheironiana drawn from a variety of sources, 
or an anonymous Kentaur whose local significance in 10th C. Lefkandi must be deemed to be almost 
completely beyond our grasp. This study opts for the former approach. It proposes from the start that the 
Lefkandfi Kentaur is indeed an image of Dark Age Kheiron. 
 
A.1.2. A Pretext for Context 
 
The proposition is set as a matrix for interpretation. Hermeneutically, the name “Kheiron” is an archive: it 
is a point of departure as well as a destination. I set out taking with me what we know about him from 
other parts to encounter the Kheiron of 10th C. Lefkandi. From there I hope to discover and retrieve local 
knowledge about him, and about the people who made him, then to return with news to the archive. 

Against any accusations of circularity I put the affirmation of the hermeneutical character of the 
undertaking. When trying to understand the distant past, proof in a strict sense is impossible. Hence, my 
purpose is not to prove the proposition, which would be futile, but to deploy it as a credible pretext in 
order to articulate a credible context. 

The propositon serves as an applied prejudice in the sense Gadamer gives this term. With Gadamer, 
we may also call Kheiron, and everything that this name holds, a horizon. It is an horizon because it 
prompts a certain topical landscape to be formed in the mind of the modern scholar as well as it did in the 
minds of Dark Age Greeks. When this horizon is brought near and is made to mix with another horizon, 
that of 10th C. Lefkandi, a hermeneutical event of some magnitude is created. It is the purpose of this study 
to analytically create and attend to this event. 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
8 Among those who have agreed are Hurwit 1985, 61; Rombos 1988, 238; West 1988, 167, n.96, reaffirmed in Idem 2003, 20; 
Lebessi 1996; Lemos 2002, 99; Shear 2002, 149; Langdon 2007, 177; Idem 2008, 71-73; Fox & Lemos in Fox 2010, c.08m:30s; 
The authors of LIMC [CH], #1 = LIMC [KK], #20. 
9 In date expressions ”C.” stand for century, ”M” for millennium. All dates are BCE unless when suffixed ”AD”. 
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A.2. Perspectives  
 
A.2.1. Previous Scholarship 
 
The Lefkandi Kentaur still awaits an extended treatment and attempt at rich contextualization. A few 
studies have made forays and these will be discussed in due course. I have opted to postpone this 
discussion because my analysis will proceed in dialogue with earlier works. My clarifying to what extent I 
am indebted to these works will be made more effective if threaded alongside my own analysis.10 
 
A.2.2. Point of Departure 
 
This study does not rely on high theory. Reasons for this are not solely scepticism on my part about the 
usefulness of high concepts to make sense of archaeological data, but the hybrid nature of this study: it 
strives to be at the same time an archaeological, historical, and mythological attempt at contextual richness 
and specificity, for which reductive high concepts are ill fitted. This hybridity makes subscription to any 
single theory before case11 unwise, and requires instead an open-ended and eclectic approach. 

It has been observed that archaeological studies often exhibit a mismatch between the pretensions 
announced in theoretical introductions and what is subsequently delivered in case studies to support these 
pretensions. Reasons are manifold, ranging from a too optimistic view on the part of archaeologists of 
concepts borrowed from other disciplines, to the unique traits of archaeological study and its forms of 
data, for which borrowed concepts may prove to be inadequate.12 It will try to avoid such a mismatch by 
not declaring a favoured theory or list of concepts before case. 

Instead I will declare a point of departure which we may call the middle ground.13 With this expression 
I simply mean an anlytical stance wich begins low by looking closely at sources to produce a series of 
micro-readings, in the hope that the accumulation of such micro-readings will suggest ways of reading the 
material according to a higher order: to subsume the micro-readings under a (few) macro-reading(s), and 
make the material as understood in parts disclose how it may be understood as a whole.14 

Situating these procedures on the ladder of deduction | induction favour may be given to the latter but 
without excluding the former. Such exclusion is impossible, and this is my point: the middle ground 
simply means openness before case. It is not determined by reductive high concepts, nor overwhelmed by 
wild data. It begins between these extremes and proceeds in the hope that local and particular orders of 
meaning will emerge as products of the case rather than be posited as existing independently of case. 
 
A.2.3. Thick Description 
 
The spatial terms deployed—high, low, middle—suggest oscillations between parts and whole as set down 
by ancient rules of hermeneutics.15 “The task of the archaeologist is to go round and round the data in a 
hermeneutic spiral, looking for relationships”, says Hodder and Shanks.16 Many others have had reason to 
clarify for themselves the nature of this practice. Among them Geertz— 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
10 Previous scholarship on the Lefkandi Kentaur (henceforth abbreviated LK in the notes) is discussed in Part Δ.2.1. 
11 I use the expressions “before case” and “post case” as loosely equivalent to a priori and a posteriori but in an experiental sense: 
what can be said or done before and after case study. 
12 Trigger 1998, 1-2; Lesure 2005, 238, observes: “It is not uncommon to read through an article with the nagging sense that, 
during the encounter with evidence, theorized propositions were never placed in serious jeopardy; a complex theoretical language 
was largely imposed on ambiguous data”; and Johnson 2006, 119: “… archaeological theorists, the author of this article included, 
can appear as hypocrites. The case studies offered in support of a particular theoretical position frequently do not match up to the 
claims made about them in the preceding theoretical excursus”; I arrive at similar conclusions concerning the use of Bourdieu’s 
habitus in archaeological studies in Linderoth 2011. 
13 I write middle ground to distinguish it from middle range. On Middle Range Theory, see Trigger 1998, 13-14; Hodder & 
Shanks 1995, 2-3; Hodder & Hutson 2003, 4, 14, 17-18, 240. 
14 Gadamer 2004, 295: The clarification of prejudices productive or unproductive for the reading at hand is not something decided 
before case and brought to the material by the interpreter, but a result of the act of interpretation itself. 
15 Gadamer 2004, 291-293. 
16 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 15—this work, together with Hodder 1991, offer good overviews of what hermeneutic understanding 
means for and in archaeology. 
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[The anthropologist] oscillates restlessly between the sort of exotic minutiae […] that make 
even the best ethnographies a trial to read and the sort of sweeping characterizations […] that 
makes all but the most pedestrian of them somewhat implausible. Hopping back and forth 
between the whole conceived through the parts which actualize it and the parts conceived 
through the whole which motivates them, we seek to turn them, by a sort of intellectual 
perpetual motion, into explications of one another.17 

 
—and Hodder and Hutson: 
 

If, in going back and forth between part and whole and between past and present, 
interpretation is in some sense circular, where does it begin? How do we start? Since 
interpretation incorporates our own values and theories, even those that we are not fully 
conscious of, interpretation has already begun even as we think about a problem for the first 
time. Rather than asking where to begin, we should instead ask how to get interpretation going 
in a direction that will move us beyond our initial position. Hermeneutic science recognises 
that we can only understand the human world through asking questions of it. Nothing has 
meaning except in relation to a question.18 
 

Picking up on this last quote, we may double back to beginnings. My process began long before writing 
this thesis: it began the moment I chose the Lefkandi Kentaur for my topic. My way of moving the 
interpretation beyond its vague starting point is to posit a credible proposition: that the Lefkandi Kentaur 
represents Kheiron, and to pose questions to the figurine in light of this proposition. 

To begin requires we venture speculative questions and dare speculative answers. In doing so we must 
be aware of bias, but not fear it to the point of paralysis. As Ian Morris puts it: “to refuse to interpret one 
thing in the past as being more interesting, significant, or important than another […] is to refuse to face 
up to the responsibilities of the historian or archaeologist. […] Without such decisions we cannot even 
begin to do history or archaeology. Nothing in the data themselves can do this for us”.19 

Hermeneutics accounts for bias with prejudice. There is no understanding free of prejudice. Rather, we 
manipulate prejudice through immersion in context and through repeated encounters with the alterity (i.e. 
otherness) of the phenomena we wish to understand. Prejudice may thus be calibrated and produce an 
understanding less about itself (the dimension of identity and bias) and more about the data encountered 
(the dimension of alterity). The questions we pose to the material will determine the kind of answers we 
get. Answers sought may be generalizing, covering vast time-spaces, or they may be local and eccentric, 
attempting instead to explain a particular topic, place, and time. It is the latter that interests me here. To 
this end I pick up from Geertz the idea of thick description. 
 Thick description pays attention to minutiae. These minutiae may be of any kind: it is everyhting that 
presents itself in the chronotope under scrutiny.20 Despite excursions in time from the Neolithic to the 
composition of the Souda, in space from Italy in the West to the Levant in the East, this essay ultimately 
ventures to explain a very restricted chronotope, namely: the window of life for Lefkandi Kheiron figurine 
on the island of Euboea between c. 950-875.21 

To distinguish thick description from any form of explanation, a few points: First, there can be no 
prejudicial favouring of certain types of data. Only the progressing interpretation may decide what is 
significant and why. A thick description looks closely at contextual data, steps back to generalize about it, 
moves back in to review the data in light of the generalization, then attempts to refine the generalization, 
and so on. Second, thick description aims “first to grasp and then to render”22 with richest possible detail 
its chosen topics in a clearly demarcated chronotope. Generalizations are not made across cases but within 
case.23 Hence Geertz’ celebration of minutiae, or the dictum of Hodder and Hutson that understanding 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
17 Geertz 1974, 43; Cf. Geertz 1973, 26-28. 
18 Hodder & Hutson 2003, 196. 
19 Morris 1995, 332, also note Morris’ quoting of M. Finley and R. Chartier on the same topic directly after the quote given here. 
20 I use the term chronotope for a “the time and place to be explained” and chronotopical for anything that may be said to belong 
to it. It is simply a formalized term spelling out the fact that human intervention is always inscribed by a culturally coded time-
space into which an agent brings both ideological inertia in the form of received tradition and impetuses for invention and change. 
It should be noted that I use the term differently from Bakhtin 1981, 84-258. In Bakhtin a chronotope is the manner in which time 
and space are conceived in different types of literature. I use the concept as an abstract catch-all for a defined situation set up for 
archaeological and historical interpretation. 
21 The figurine’s date and manufacture are discussed in Parts Γ.2.1-2. 
22 Geertz 1973, 10. 
23 Geertz 1973, 26. 



9 
 

 

must begin with immersion in context and the posing of questions.24 If our questions are subtle enough 
even a restricted chronotope will unfold as an aggregate rich enough to make generalizations about it. 

To generalize within case does not mean that cross-cultural parallels are banished from the analysis.25 
Thinking and behaviour known from another context are valuable because they make clear that what we 
believe we have discovered have been thinkable and doable in human terms elsewhere. A parallel may be 
no more than that, but it is also no less than that. 
 
A.2.4. Open Culture 
 
The metaphor of text needs no explaining. Material culture is often described as a text, and the analysis of 
it as an act of reading.26 The metaphor is an indispensable commonplace. Less familiar, perhaps, is saying 
that material artefacts are gestures which—at the time they were made and now—prompt an ideological 
and emotional response. This is an idiom using the metaphor of rhetoric. 
 

A.2.4.1. RHETORIC AND GESTURE 
 
“Culture is public because meaning is”.27 With this lapidaric sentence, Geertz seems to foreshadow the 

importance accorded practice in contemporary social theory.28 Agency and ideology are not seen as hidden 
away inside monadic subjects, but as parts of composite expressions made between people, expressions 
which include material culture. Culture is ex-pression, why its parts are observable and reportable: “The 
meanings that archaeologists reconstruct must on the whole be assumed to be general social and public 
meanings. […] The meanings reconstructed must be public and social in nature”.29 

We do not pretend to read the minds of ancient peoples—we describe what was possible for them to 
express. By paying attention to context, we may understand which expressions the natives of a chronotope 
could reasonably offer up for account. The analytical object set up for enquiry is not a closed ancient mind 
which we need to inhabit, but an arena of expression whose possibilities and restrictions we try to map. 

In light of this view of culture as enacted and expressed, the metaphor of rhetoric is appropriate also 
for material culture. Artefacts are culturally coded, hence they communicate. Behind the artefacts stood 
agents whose expressions were witnessed by- and accountable to their peers. In this sense a multitude of 
rhetors stand behind the artefacts, and the artefacts themselves are expressions. Thus, the handles on a 
vase, say, or the layout of a group of tombs may be described as gestures. 

 
A.2.4.2. REPOSITORY AND UNDERSTANDING 
 

 Repository contains what-is-received. It is an abstract sum total of things understood by a subject. If 
horizon contains what the subject needs at a specific event to understand its situation, then what is recalled 
is drawn from the entirety of internalized experience, from repository. My usage of the term is as straight-
forward as John M. Foley’s when he writes that we should “understand the oral epic, such as the ancient 
Greek Iliad and Odyssey, as a repository for cultural attitudes, values, beliefs, and customs”.30 

Thus, when regarding the Lefkandi Kheiron, a Dark Age spectator would draw from a repository of 
Kentauriana, but deploy only an effective subset of elements needed for understanding the figurine as an 
image of Kheiron. Should the same spectator come back to gaze upon the figurine, a similar but not 
identical subset of received Kentauriana would be recalled which would include the spectator’s previous 
encounter(s) with the figurine. Repository is thus an excess of received understanding, whereas horizon 
contains what is applied for understanding at a specific hermeneutical event. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
24 Hodder & Hutson 2003, 147, 150, 196-198. 
25 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 15: ”It is important to recognise that a contextual emphasis does not mean that archaeologists can 
interpret without generalisation. It is impossible to approach the data without prejudice and without some general theory. But the 
interpretive challenge is to evaluate such generality in relation to the contextual data.”; and Whitley 1991, 38, on ethnographical 
analogies as essential in archaeology. 
26 Hodder & Hutson 2003, 166-170. 
27 Geertz 1973, 12. 
28 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 18; Hodder & Hutson 2003, 90-105; Linderoth 2011. 
29 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 18. 
30 Foley 1987, 92. 
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A.2.5. Syntagmata and the Incomparable Artefact 
 
Thick description aims to be particularizing and could be called an epistemology of the unique. The reason 
why such an epistemology should be of interest for a study of the Lefkandi Kheiron is simple to state: the 
figurine is a chronotopical solitary. Nothing precedes it, and after it the archive shows a gap of a long 
century before its successors show up in force.31 

In its time and place the Lefkandi Kheiron is without peer. An understanding drawn from paradigmatic 
relations of likeness with later Kentaur figurines will be insufficient. Instead we must view the figurine as 
many-in-one, as an aggregate of many possible statements, and we must heed its syntagmatic relations to 
things other and different from it, co-existing with it, in its chronotope proper. 

The paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes of representation derive from the linguistics of Saussure.32 
Loosely transferring these axes to the experience of archaeology, we may call a context of material 
remains a statement. The syntagmatic axis of this statement is what is actually present: say a house, a 
rubbish heap, some pots. Syntagma, in other words, are relations in praesentia between explicit differences 
between artefacts The paradigmatic axis is what is brought to the scene by the archaeologist, namely a 
previously formed understanding, drawn from elsewhere, of houses, rubbish heaps, and pots. Paradigms 
are thus relations in absentia or “mnemonic series” of implicit likenesses.33 

The paradigmatic lens manifests itself in archaeology as typology: phenomena are grouped through 
lenses of likeness (affinity, similarity, analogy) creating typological series to cover a multitude of cases 
considered typical. Minimally, the context of the Lefkandi Kheiron can be described as a Kentaur figurine 
broken and deposited in two tombs. A  FIGURINE  is typologically distinct from a  TOMB  Should I approach 
the Lefkandi Kentaur with a strong paradigmatic bias, I would view the figurine as an object of art history 
and move to situate it in a typo-genealogical relationship to other Kentaur figurines. The tombs and the 
surrounding cemetery would have no apparent relevance for my understanding of the figurine. Rather, I 
would regard the tombs as cases to be fitted into a history of Greek burial practices. A paradigmatic bias 
would also require unhinging  THE ACT OF BREAKING FIGURINES  from the actual context and inserting it into a 
separate strain of analysis of iconoclastic behaviours. 

The description may be simplified but its point is valid: archaeological analysis needs a paradigmatic 
lens, but this lens alone is insufficient. An analysis may begin with looking at intercontextual relations of 
paradigmatic likeness, but it should push on and attempt to meaningfully bridge syntagmatic relations 
within the chronotope proper.34 This study has this aim. This means that we need to read relations in situ 
but not paradigmatically related: to read the Kheiron figurine in light of the tombs in which it was found, 
its beheading in light of the myths of Kheiron, and so on. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
31 See Part B.2 and the Appendix for an overview of 8th C. Kentaur imagery. For reasons of space I have had to completely excise 
from this essay a review of proposed Bronze Age Kentaurs. Here I simply report my conclusions: all proposals made for BA 
Kentaur images are either unclear or mistaken. Not a single unambiguous image of a Kentaur predating the LK exists. 
32 Saussure 1959, esp. pt. 2, ch. 5. 
33 Saussure 1959, 123. 
34 A call for a syntagmatic approach to interpret the Toumba structure in Lefkandi (like the Kentaur figurine also unique for its 
time) is made by Pakkanen & Pakkanen 2000, esp. 242, 250; Cf. Pakkanen 1999. 
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A.3. Procedures 
 
Bar light last minute editing, Parts A.1 and A.2 were written before case. Now, my study of the Lefkandi 
Kheiron is in fact complete, and from this point on Part A.3 is written post case. This makes possible 
reviewing if and how this study lives up to the theoretical views so far described. Part A.3 will therefore 
serve a triple purpose. First, I will pursue a discussion on how archaeological knowledge is crafted. 
Second, I will discuss sources. Third, I will exemplify how this essay crafts its explanations. 
 
A.3.1. Sounding the Dark Age 
 
The Greek Dark Age is an age without writing. The primacy of language as a means to understand others 
is beyond dispute. How then to retrieve Dark Age thoughts? The strict answer is that we cannot, and I 
agree with Bruce Trigger, who, after a concise and quite brilliant review of the epistemological conditions 
of archaeology, arrives at the inevitable answer: 
 

I reluctantly conclude that specific beliefs cannot be inferred from material culture alone. To 
infer the meaning of symbols, it is necessary to have verbal information in the form of written 
records or oral traditions either from the same culture or from cultures that are historically 
related to the one being studied.35 
 

This means that much of our imagining of the Greek Dark Age mind must draw on sources dating to the 
literate eras framing it. That myths and epics of the Archaic era will figure prominently is to be expected, 
but—as will become apparent—the Linear B archives, too, hold faint yet suggestive echoes of matters 
related to Euboean Kheironiana. The question is not whether we must project concepts from other eras 
onto the Dark Age, but which ones, and how? 
 
A.3.2. Making Sense 
 
Recalling Burkert likening our imaginings of ancient mind with a game in which nothing can be verified, 
we realize that we alone must impose rules on these imaginings. There are no native informants to confirm 
or deny our guesses. Instead we pose questions to silent sources, then we have the nerve to answer our 
own questions. The one thing preventing this situation from becoming a nonsensical hall of mirrors is the 
data and the traces of profound alterity it presents.36 To navigate this strange game, I find it useful to keep 
in mind two main strands of truth theory: coherence truth and correspondence truth. 
 

A.3.2.1. TRUTHS OF COHERENCE AND CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 Coherence truth stems from how an explanation relates to its propositions: it is a truth produced by the 
degree of coherence that exists between the statements making up the explanation. Correspondence truth 
arises from an explanation’s relation to the data it purports to explain: it is a truth produced by how 
credibly the statements making up the explanation relate to the phenomena encountered in the sources.37 

These two modes of truth are sometimes pitted against each other, but I view them as complementary. 
In a strong explanation both dimensions work in tandem: a strong explanation’s coherence is articulated 
and rich, and its correspondences to sources are manifold and clear. 

Now, if explanatory statements may be stronger or weaker when tested as to their coherence and 
correspondence, it means we are on our way towards forms of objectivity.  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
35 Trigger 1998, 18. 
36 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 10: “The archaeologist faces the distant past in the same way that any social scientist faces ‘the other’, 
even if the scanty nature of the evidence and the great spans of time involved greatly increase the uncertainty of interpretation”. 
37 Trigger 1998, 21; for philosophical introductions to these two concepts of truth, see SEP [The Coherence Theory of Truth; The 
Correspondence Theory of Truth]; and Lowther 1962. 
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A.3.2.2. OBJECTIVITY AND POETIC SURPLUS 
 
In the hermeneutic model of understanding knowledge is crafted. It follows that any objectivity it may 

possess is crafted as well. It is misguided to think in terms of an abstractly pure dichotomy between 
object(ivity) | subject(ivity) because “the subjective is simply the form that the objective takes”.38 There 
are strengths or weaknesses to the subjectivites we produce, and we call the stronger versions objective. 
For Hodder and Shanks, archaeological objectivity is an effect of the resources the discipline gathers: 
 

If objectivity is accepted as constructed, a criticism may be voiced that thereby is subjectivity 
unleashed. This may be countered with the argument that if objectivity is denied as an essence, 
so too must be subjectivity. […] If objectivity is denied as an essence, subjectivity becomes 
the form that the object world takes—though the looking, digging, thinking, feeling, the 
projects, those heterogeneous mobilisations of people.39 
 

In describing the crafting of knowledge as “heterogeneous mobilisations”, Hodder and Shanks invoke at 
the macro-level a syntagmatic sensibility similar to the one I have called-for on the level of case. And they 
repeat: “The skill of crafting objectivity is heterogeneous networking—tying as many things together as 
possible”.40 The objectivity of archaeology is a syntagmatic assembly in which sense is created by making 
connections not only between the heterogeneous remains of ancient phenomena, but between past and 
present. Such sense-making requires imagination and poetry: “Archaeology’s poetry is to negotiate these 
equivocations and make connections. It is the work of imagination”.41 

We must speak of imagination and poetry in archaeology because of the hermeneutic dictum that 
understanding is always a translation of alterity: ancient others are approached, rendered in contemporary 
idiom, and conveyed to contemporary and future audiences. The basic crux is that “at the methodological 
level the problem is always one of fusing two horizons, the scientific and the past”.42 Understanding is 
only possible through an emphatic rendering in some sense mixed-up with, and by, the ancient alterities 
narrated—that is: through an alteration of my voice-of-now. 

The hermeneutic model thus places requirements upon explanatory style: I must know the idioms of 
archaeology which make up my prejudices before case, but these idioms cannot as received produce a 
locally anchored understanding of ancient lives lived. To do so these idioms must be tampered with and 
extended by an explanatory poetry tailored to case. “Poetry” is here simply understood as pushing a given 
language to new limits. This poetic surplus will make the case because it is the locus where the specific 
ancient alterity I am currently engaged with exercises its altering effects upon my received idiom. 

I am not saying that explanation is all poetry, nor am I inviting unchecked subjectivism. Rather, I am 
saying that the affirmation of imagination in archaeology is a consequence of the hermeneutic model of 
understanding. If we subscribe to the model, then we must reflect upon how imagination works in 
archaeological explanation.43 I take this affirmation to mean that informed imaginings are required. The 
speculative leap must at every turn be dared for a localized account to emerge. Crafting knowledge about 
the Lefkandiots of the Dark Age is not achieved by banishing speculation about them, but by building the 
speculations properly. We have identified the building blocks: an explanation is a heterogeneous assembly  
in which statements cohere and correspond to sources. Further, unlike mere taxonomy, explanation is 
narrative and therefore poetic: it demands an imaginitive surplus sensitive to case. 

The authority of archaeology versus other forms of more or less fantastical doxa about the past stems 
from the coherence and correspondence of its heterogeneous assemblies of explanation. This means that 
reactionary criticisms in the neo-Cartesian style (“that’s just your opinion”) may be dismissed outright. To 
paraphrase Hodder and Shanks: to challenge this you have to argue with all of it. You must make deeper 
immersions, stronger connections, more seamless assemblies of explanation.44 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
38 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 11. 
39 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 24. 
40 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 20; also Idem 8-10; and Hodder 1991, 11, on related issues. 
41 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 11. 
42 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 10. 
43 So Hodder & Shanks 1995, 11, pondering two renderings of the same castle, a technical drawing and a watercolour by Turner: 
“A castle is both technical drawing and romantic painting. It is there in the landscape and here in a painting. It is both of the past 
and of the present. Archaeology’s poetry is to negotiate these equivocations and make connections. It is the work of imagination”. 
44 Hodder & Shanks 1995, 20: “Challenge a fact in the [archaeological] report and you have to argue with all of this, with the 
happening of the excavation, that great heterogeneous assemblage of people, things and energies. Ultimately the only way to 
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A.3.3. Sources: From Immersion to Assembly 
 
I will discuss sources under three headings: text, image, and place. In doing so, I will also preview some 
of the explanations produced in this study. To preview explanations before delivering the full argument 
may seem reckless, but there is a point to this procedure: by discussing sources together with nutshell 
previews of explanations, I am able to briefly suggest how the open-ended hermeneutic stance that I have 
adopted before case relates to the analyses of the Lefkandi Kheiron that I have actually made. 

The previews are not chosen to showcase the best arguments, but to illustrate what such a fancy-
sounding thing as “an explanatory assembly of heterogeneous relations” may be. Final judgement should 
fall only after the full arguments have been digested. I urge the reader, therefore, to resist evaluating the 
validity of explanations previewed, and equally to resist any temptation to jump ahead in the text to check 
the developed arguments. I hope staying the course will be worthwhile. 
 

A.3.3.1. TEXT 
 
Text sources are of two kinds: original documents such as inscriptions made on fixed or portable 

objects, including the tablets of the Linear B archives, and transmitted copies in manuscript of epics, 
poetry, plays, the works of mythographers and grammarians, magical spells, and other genres. 

Before case there can be no favouring of certain types of text. Any text suspected of holding matters of 
early Kentauriana must be reviewed. An awareness of the degree to which a locus is chronotopical is 
important: a text from the time and place we are interested in is treasure, but place and date cannot be the 
ultimate criterion for its usefulness.45 The reasons for this are at least three. First, unrelenting necessity: 
there are no texts from the Dark Age, why we must retroject from the Archaic era and heed any mirror 
effects detected between Archaic and Mycenaean texts. Second: though it may be true that human history 
is a catalogue of disruptions, it is also true that it shows examples of remarkable tradition. To regard 
culture simply as a chain of impermeable contingencies yet somehow meaningfully lingering on through 
time is patently unrealistic. We are allowed a certain optimism as to the topical reach of sources preserved, 
to wit: in light of lessons learnt in the study of oral traditions, I find it uncontroversial to assume that Dark 
Age Greeks knew of myths and Homeric matters later transcribed.46 Third, the kind of analysis I perform 
is intermedial: it procedes by assembling texts, images, and archaeological remains. It does not rest on 
text, nor ask everything of text. Texts are only part of explanations and their usefulness rests upon several 
factors: chronotopicality, subject matter, authorship, and last but not least their power of cohesion when 
fitted into the explanatory assembly. 

I should comment in brief on the historicity of early Greek literature, notably the epics of Homeros. I 
believe that the historicity of the epics is limited and that it mainly refers to the Dark Age, but a Dark Age 
much splendoured compared to what is suggested by realia uncovered by archaeology.47 Daring a fuzzy 
simplification of what “early layers” in the epics mean, I would describe the Iliad as triply refracted: the 
poem is an orally dictated Archaic manuscript lens which in part splendours a Dark Age oral lens which in 
part may hold an orally mythologized Bronze Age. There is no first version of this tradition, only a 
sustained mnemonic shaping of its topics.48 The elements which may be historicist in any meaningful 
sense of the word are few and seem not to reach much further back than the Dark Age.49 

Yet I will quote the texts, and do so profusely, simply because my demands on these texts are not, with 
few exceptions, historicist. This study concerns ideology and myth why the only claim I make before case 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
shake its strength is to excavate another similar site, mobilising another army of resources and people. The skill of crafting 
objectivity is heterogeneous networking—tying as many things together as possible”. 
45 See Gantz 1993, esp. xvii-xx, for a discussion on the difficulty of distinguishing earlier and later layers in preserved myths. 
46 I speak of mythic-, Homeric-, and Hesiodic matters or -topics parallel to direct references to texts. It is meant to indicate these 
matters’ double status as a lost oral tradition and a preserved manuscript tradition—that is: when I adduce Homeros as illustrative 
of ideas held by Dark Age Greeks I am not implying that the latter possessed our transcripted version of said matters. I return to 
the question of historicity of the epics below. 
47 Dickinson 1986; Whitley 1991, 35-39; Petrakis 2006 looks specifically at the archaeology of the Ionian Islands and concludes 
that the epic trappings of Odysseus’ high status best chimes with a poetically elevated version of the petty rulers on these islands 
during the Early Iron Age. 
48 I refer here to the oral tradtion. The subsequent textual transmission of a work such as the Iliad may of course have a 
hypothesized “first version”—namely the version sung when it was first dictated. 
49 Some flexibility of this reach is implied: I do not dismiss that most grand of historicist assumptions about the Iliad—that the 
Trojan War may in fact have occured. On the contrary I find the argument, as presented by Latacz 2004, quite compelling. 
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concerns access: that Dark Age Lefkandiots knew the topics of myth and epic in forms similar to those we 
have preserved. This claim, I submit, is uncontroversial. The topical reach of oral traditon is very different 
from its historicity, and runs deeper. Oral transmission relies on exempla of human conduct held to be 
primordial and kept in memory as a traditional register shared by singer and audience.50 The point of song 
is not to historically document a certain time and place or a specific chain of events, nor to invent or to 
surprise, but to passionately repeat and affirm familiar topics set in familiar frames. 

 
Argument Preview: The Relevance of the Souda 
An extreme example of my disregarding a chronotopical mismatch of a text in favour of its coherence 

is the Souda—a Byzantine lexicon compiled almost two millennia after the Lefkandi Kheiron was made. I 
suggest that Dark Age Kheiron was a healer not only of mankind, but also of horses. To cap the argument 
I adduce the entry for Kheiron in the Souda, which says that Kheiron wrote a work on horse medicine.51 

Our task, we recall, is syntagmatic: we strive to make meaningful connections between hetergenuous 
elements. This assembly has four parts: i) linguistic: the bivalent meaning of the Greek Kentauros as 
horse-friend | friend-horse, and the probability that Kheiron alone first held this epithet, ii) onomastic: the 
striking difference between the Mycenaean and Archaic eras regarding the number of personal names 
formed from the word ippos—“horse”, iii) historico-political: the power vacuum of the Dark Age and the 
changing scene of horse possession among the Big Men who pre-figure the later famed horse-lords of 
Euboea, iv) mytho-biographical: Kheiron as Kentauros and healer of men in the earliest Greek poetry, and 
as a healer of horses in the Souda.52 

The parts of this assembly correspond to sources with proven or reasonably judged dates ranging from 
the Mycenaean to the Archaic era—except for the Souda. But because the latter coheres with all other 
parts it is adduced despite its late date. 

 
A.3.3.2. IMAGE 
 

 My interests are iconological: they concern what the image of the Lefkandi Kheiron meant and did in 
the context of its making and life.53 I deliberately deploy agential conceits: images live and do. They live 
among their makers and witnesses, and they do things to them. This is a view of images drawn from 
anthropology rather than from art history.54 
 An iconological understanding stems from iconography. I therefore begin broadly with a review of 
early Kentaur imagery. The images reviewed are those closest in time to the Lefkandi Kentaur. My 
annotations are motivated by a belief that this imagery meant something in contexts beyond what we think 
of as art, and that the meaning of Kentaur images must be sought in syntagmatic relations in the contexts 
where they emerged.55 It is hoped that a wide initial grasp will yield thematic keys helpful for the reading 
of the Lefkandi Kheiron. Ultimately, what is sought is an almost synchronic assembly of explanation: the 
significance of a single figurine at a particular place and time. 
 Attention is then turned to Kheiron of Lefkandi. To regard the image as a kind of actor finds resonance 
in Gadamer’s analysis of images, in which there is an “ontological communion” between picture and 
pictured, and the magic at its core is the identity felt between them. This “non-differentiation remains 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
50 Foley & Gejin 2012, esp. 385-386 on song (cantos) in relation to a known cycle which in itself is never performed as a whole; 
Kitts 1999, esp. 43-44 on the typical scene and “synecdochic imagination”, and Idem 2011, on patterning, rhythm, condensation, 
and formality, in ritual and epic, esp. 223 on “authorial source”, the “promordial stratum of cultural memory”, and the “Rho 
postulates” of Rappaport. Also Latacz 1994, esp. 356-362 on the circumstances in general for the transmission of the tradition 
during the Dark Ages in which Elateia and Lefkandi speaks for continuity; others have placed singers in the ‘Big Man’-dwelling 
in Lefkandi, such as Powell 1993a; Idem 1993b; questioned by Lenz 1993. 
51 Table 5:8. 
52 Parts B.1.1.1; B.1.2.2; B.1.4. 
53 Broadly, I regard as iconographical a contextually grounded description of an image and what it depicts, and iconological the 
explanation of the image’s contextual significance among those who made it. The former covers Panofsky’s first two stages of 
analysis, the latter the third stage, Panofsky 1955, 40-41. 
54 Suffice to say, generally, that Foucault’s critique of the object of History is as valid for its subset: the object of Art History, and, 
specifically, that art history has not until recently started from principles of symmetry, viz. placed what is human and non-human 
(be it animals or things such as images) on a common ontological plane. Foucault 1984; Preziosi 1992, esp. 373-386; Schomburg-
Scherff 2000; For symmetry in archaeology, see WA:Symmetry. 
55 I discuss early Kentaur images in Part B.2 and in the Appendix; Cf. Whitley 1991, 13: ”An archaeological understanding of art 
(or material culture) must concentrate primarily upon the conditions of emergence of any work or style”. Overall I agree with 
much of the introduction on imagery and style by Whitley 1991, esp. 13-23, 34-29, 45-53.  
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essential to all experience of pictures”,56 so too for the image of the human form: we are in communion 
with images of us, we are imago-bodied. In ritualized or otherwise formal behaviour poses struck are 
images of poses struck before. The body appears as image, the image appears as body. For Gadamer, the 
image is not a static copy existing as a fake/weaker entity in parallel to its real/stronger prototype, but an 
event, a form of action, in which the image gives to what is imaged its fullness of being.57 I take this to 
mean that an image can no longer be seen simply as a pictorial artefact, a thing separated from what it 
depicts. Instead, an image is that which “increases the picturability of being”. This suggests that we should 
view as image-like other phenomena beyond images proper. I have mentioned the ritualizing body. Take 
possession: it could be understood as an intense form of embodied image-making which gives the fullest 
possible being and presence to a mythologized and absent prototype.58 

This topic could lead far and wide and cannot be treated at length here. Suffice to say that distinctions 
drawn between picture and pictured, between art and ritual, are unstable, and that this realization informs 
my view of the image as an agent: images act upon their (re-)viewers. It should also be stressed that this 
view is not tailored specifically to explain images from the past but the opposite: it is symmetrical and 
holds that, on a fundamental level, what images do here and now, they did there and then, and vice versa. I 
also believe that analytically affirming the life of images makes us more attuned to Greek Dark Age 
image-makers and spectators: to them some images were indeed alive. 

 
Argument Preview: The Lefkandi Kentaur Artist’s Use of Red 
Inspection of the Lefkandi Kentaur yields a bivalent semantic in the use of red paint. Rather than 

making unpainted clay stand for naked skin and painted clay stand for ornament, the Lefkandi Kentaur 
Artist applies red paint for both: solid reds stand for naked skin, and red applied as lines and shapes stand 
for ornament. Naked clay is instead used to frame red, and to indicate semantic transitions between red-as-
nakedness and red-as-ornament. The naked clay is thus non-representational, and acts as an abstract visual 
cue to guide the spectator’s understanding of red. This syntax-of-red is exracted from the figurine without 
recourse to a single item of comparanda, and once extracted it guides my further analysis of the figurine.59 

 My reading of the Artist’s use of red illustrates on a minute level that Geertz’ aim to generalize within 
case is possible, and that even a single event or object is not one, but many-in-one. In sum: the Lefkandi 
Kentaur figurine is a multi-faceted aggregate of interplays between difference and sameness rich enough 
for generalizations about it to be drawn from it. 
 

A.3.3.3. PLACE 
 
The place is Lefkandi: the cemeteries on and around Toumba Hill and the settlement on the Xeropolis 

promontory. My access to place is through direct observation during a visit to Lefkandi, Eretria, and 
environs, and the excavation reports.60 Because this study primarily is ideological and deals with the 
thinkings and doings of the Dark Age Lefkandiots in relation to Kheiron and his image, the place itself 
does not figure prominently in the analysis. But when it does, it works as part of the kind of syntagmatic 
assemblies I have described and hoped to achieve. 

 
 Argument Preview: The Piercing of the Lefkandi Kheiron’s Leg Wound 
 I propose that the piercing of leg wound of the Lefkandi Kheiron is magico-ritualistic: it served to 
make the figurine come alive and to charge it with its imagined powers. 

This assembly has three parts: i) direct observation yields that the wound is a stylistic and technical 
eccentricity: no other detail on the figurine is made in the same manner or with the same tool, ii) mytho-

                                                                                                                                                                                            
56 Gadamer 2004, 134; Cf. Schomburg-Scherff 2000, 197. 
57 Gadamer 2004, 137: “… as we know, only the religious picture (Bild) displays the full ontological power of the picture. For it is 
really true that the divine becomes picturable only through the word and image. Thus the religious picture has an exemplary 
significance. In it we can see without any doubt that a picture is not a copy of a copied being, but is in ontological communion 
with what is copied. It is clear from this example that art, as a whole and in a universal sense, increases the picturability of being. 
Word and image are not mere imitative illustrations, but allow what they present to be for the first time fully what it is”. 
58 This is my own observation but see Innis 2004 on these instabilities between art and body; also Gell 1992 and 1998 on art and 
agency; while Lambek 1998 gives an example of spirit possession as realized history among the Sakalava of Madagascar, thus 
illustrating Gadamer’s point about metaphysical imagery quoted in the preceding note above. 
59 Below Parts Γ.2.3.2-3. 
60 See Maps 1, 2 and Figs. 1-5; First hand observation of course also includes the inspection of the LK and other artefacts in the 
Museum of Eretria. Excavation reports are found in AR; Lefkandi; and Lefkandi:Web. 
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biographical: not only the stories about how Kheiron suffered his leg wound but also those about his skills 
as a maker of lifelike images informed the Kentaur Artist’s view of himself as an image-maker and the 
piercing of the figurine. So far this assembly quietly requires that the Lefkandiots were mythologists who 
believed in the hypernatural61 properties of certain objects, and that they were mytho-antiquarians as well, 
in effect that the Kentaur Artist believed that he possessed the tip of an arrow once shot by Herakles. Such 
dramatic proposals need grounding and here, iii) place informs the assembly: first, several deposits in the 
Lefkandi cemeteries attest to beliefs in the powers of certain objects (such as amulets and weapons), 
second, the tell formation on Xeropolis make it impossible to settle there without finding an abundance of 
material left by previous inhabitants (blades, tips, needles), third, the monumental work of heaping a 
tumulus on Toumba Hill unearthed material going back as far as to the Bronze Age. The work created an 
opportunity for Lefkandiots to reflect upon the past and ascribe mytho-historic significance to some of 
these artefacts.62 In sum: the Lefkandiots possessed the myths, the belief in magic, and a habitat, all of 
which together may explain why and how they would perform a magico-ritualistic piercing of the Kheiron 
figurine. Before case, under the spell of theory and orders of likeness, a tumulus and a tell has nothing to 
do with the magical dimension of crafting figurines. It is only through immersion in context that a credible 
assembly of such local syntagmatic relations will make itself known. 
 
A.3.4. Assembling the Frame 
 
 A.3.4.1. CRAFTING IS KNOWING 
 

On the study of prehistoric anthropomorphic figurines, Richard Lesure has ventured that— 
 

… claims of strict subservience of method to theory seem increasingly like a rhetorical 
chimera, a false pride of the paradigms. Now we choose pragmatically, even eclectically, 
among theories and methods, our choices dictated more by a reinvigorated empiricism 
than by concerns for paradigmatic coherence.63 
 

This essay proceeds in this eclecitc spirit. Along the data/theory-axis, its top-down movements start, not 
from reductive grand theories but from what I have called a middle ground. Depending on what sources 
require and what I ask of them, you may find semiotics of a structuralist bent, or invocations of the Big 
Man-model, or of Turner’s anti-structure, yet this essay is not structuralist, nor anthropological, it is a bit 
of both, and more besides. This prescriptive openness heeds Lesure’s straight-forward reminder: “Since 
both theories and data are varied in nature, no simple, unified solution exists”.64 
 As for Lesure’s “reinvigorated empiricism”, I take it as an affirmation of bottom-up movements in 
analysis. This is best exemplified by the review of early Kentaur imagery, in which generalizations are 
drawn from thirty artefacts of different types, and by the close inspection of the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine 
and the attempt made to syntagmatically read the figurine on its own terms. 
 To know the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine, we must move from the epistemologically void truism that it 
existed in context to crafting a context for it: this crafting is the coming-to-know. Through a series of 
explanatory assemblies on a variety of topics, a kaleidoscopic frame is mounted for the figurine, and the 
figurine itself is shown to echo this frame. It is the density and coherence of the interplay between figurine 
and frame that lend credibility to the explanations offered, and decide whether or not—in the end—we 
feel that we have come to know Kheiron of the Dark Age and his devotees. 
 

A.3.4.2. ESSAY DIVISIONS 
 

The real-life process of forming an understanding of the Lefkandi Kheiron is of course too complex 
and subtle to be mimicked in writing. An essay is but a trace of this process and must be organized in a 
simpler way. I have adopted a loose three-part structure: 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
61 I use the terrm hypernatural broadly for anything beyond the horizon of the real and present (from an implied viewpoint of an 
Ancient Greek subject). I prefer it to “supernatural”, or “demonic”, etc. 
62 Parts B.1.2.4 and Γ.2.4.6. 
63 Lesure 2005, 239-240. 
64 Lesure 2005, 240. 
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Part Β—The Manhorse Archives—serves as the topical immersion required before case. Stated in 
hermeneutic idiom, immersion calibrates our prejudices about Greek Kentauriana. In surveying the early 
tradition of the 8th C. this part builds useful contexts for the subsequent reading of the Lefkandi Kheiron. 
Attention is then turned to the object proper of our enquiry. 
 Part Γ—Lives and Myths—begins by looking at place, at how Dark Age Lefkandi came to be. It 
procedes with a close inspection and commentary of the Lefkandi Kheiron, here viewed as a rhetorical 
artefact, and attempts to catalogue the topics embodied by the figurine. Focus is set on craft and myth, and 
the figurine is treated as an object made to store and evoke ideas.  

Part Δ—Rituals and Deaths—shifts the perspective: now the figurine is seen as a kind of actor. Focus 
is set on its use and users. Finally, the enquiry turns to the figurine’s enigmatic end: why was the Lefkandi 
Kheiron beheaded and made to join the dead?  
 
The familiar word pairs used to name Parts Γ and Δ should be understood broadly. I use them solely to 
indicate tendencies of each part. Part Γ towards the figurine’s presence among the Lefkandiots (Lives) and 
the ideas it expressed (Myths). Part Δ towards the figurine’s use and its users (Rituals) and towards its 
final deposit in two tombs (Deaths). 

These parts are not sealed thematically. Lines of enquiry are previsaged, then restated, across divides. 
After all, divisions are but provisional boundary stones to make visible elements of an otherwise opaque 
continuum, namely Kheiron’s full presence as an idea and clay body among the Lefkandiots of the Dark 
Age. While Kheiron existed among them he stored something valuable to his makers and keepers, and in 
the end these treasures were given up to effect transformations of the living and the dead. 
 

 
 
 





  

The Manhorse Archives Β
 
In a diachronic view, such formations are of undreamt of, protean 
complexity, defying analysis and even identification of their 
components.65—A.L. Oppenheim 

 
B.1. Kentaur Myth 
 
The protean matter surveyed by Oppenheim was Mesopotamian religion as it appeared from a 20th C. AD 
vantage point. Oppenheim titled his preface Why a “Mesopotamian Religion” should not be written, and 
then he went on to write just such a history. 
 A geological metaphor is equally fitting for the smaller matter we know as Greek Kentaur tradition: it 
is a clastic conglomerate, in part timeless. Some elements may be dated, others may not. It is certain that 
innovations of several chronotopes have combined to form what remains for us to perceive today. It would 
therefore be foolish to regard the tradition as a single package with a single origin. A minimal unpacking 
of the tradition grasped in toto could look like this: 
 

1. Healer mytheme strain: Myths about a healer of distinguished descent, a tutor in the wild 
of male children, all of which return to human society and perform extraordinary exploits. 

2. Tribal mytheme strain: Myths about a tribe of humanoid beasts roaming the forests of 
Mount Pelion; a tribe once fought and defeated by heroic humans and driven from its 
homeland. 

3. A shape: The figure of the manhorse. 
4. A proper noun: Kheiron, 

a. its creation an meaning. 
b. its application as a name for the mythic healer. 

5. A common noun: Kentaur|-os,-oi, 
a. its creation and meaning. 
b. its application to the mythic healer. 
c. its application to the tribe of sylvan beasts. 

 
It goes without saying that this essay does not pretend to provide dates and answers for each segment of 
this unfolding, but I believe it is important to set it down and keep it in mind. Among other things it makes 
clear why there is no contradiction in proposing three different chronotopes for a set of mythemes about a 
healer, for this healer aquiring the shape of a manhorse, and for him aquiring the name Kheiron. 

I distinguish between what I call the healer- and tribal strains of the Kentaur myths. In effect, this is 
my division between myths about Kheiron and myths about the tribe of Kentaurs. To explain why I 
believe this makes sense, we must investigate our most direct port of entry to Greek Kentauriana: the 
surviving words about Kheiron and the tribe. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
65 Oppenheim 1968, 181. 
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B.1.1. The Kentaurs 
 

B.1.1.1. ETYMOLOGY OF “KENTAUROS” 
 
The word Kentauros appears in the earliest Greek literature, that of Homeros and Hesiodos. Ancient 

Greek grammarians saw in it ken(teō) and tauros, “sting” and “bull”, and explained the word’s etymology 
as “bull-stinger”.66 No uncontested modern etymology exists.67 A relative consensus considers it to be a 
non-Greek loanword. It has been suggested that it means “water-whipper”.68 or “devourer of entrails”,69 
that it is derived from nature spirits called gandharva in the Sanskrit epic Mahabharata,70 that it refers to 
the hippomorphic goddess Dawn,71 or to donkeys and asses, and therefore, in distant times before the 
noble occupation of horse breeding, was the totemic name of a clan of ass-breeders and musicians.72 
Finally, it has been argued that the word takes its form from names of Thracian origin.73 

I am not a linguist and therefore unable to expertly judge these efforts. That said, my impression is that 
scholars assemble single words, text snippets, items of myth and folklore, in Greek or other languages, and 
construct a timeless linguistic universe which operates wholly within the framework of the meta-language 
deployed (i.e. the rules of comparison, told and untold, governing comparative lingustics). They deploy an 
analysis in which the chronotopical element is weak or lacking entirely. An analysis may seek the purely 
etymological meaning behind a term and disregard whether this meaning was actually apprehended by the 
users of the term, or it may endeavour to incorporate a context of language practice. The first procedure is 
of dubious value to the historian. The latter is at best speculative because the tracing of a word quickly 
leads into contexts without writing. To mount a chronotope of language practice to scaffold the lingusitic 
analysis is therefore extremely difficult. One who tried was E.H. Sturtevant. Among the attempts made so 
far to understand the term Kentauros, I find his the most attractive. 

From a series of Thracian personal names74 such as Aulu-centusL, Aulu-centiusL, Epta-centusL, and 
Eptai-kenthosG, and the name of a Thracian tribe, the Satro-kentaiG, Sturtevant traces aulu- (auro- being 
the older form) to mean “horse”, and -kent(h) to mean “beloved” or “(holding-) dear”. He concludes that 
Kent-auros is a quasi-Thracian expression with a meaning equivalent to the Greek phil-ippos.75 Sturtevant 
envisages a process in which Macedonians under Greek influence translate a Thracian name long known 
to them into Greek. The Greeks, in turn, associate the strange-sounding Thracian with northern tribes of 
horsemen and adopt the expression as a name for the manhorse of their myths. The presence not only of 
Kentauros but of Thracian names in the Homeric epics suggest this process took place, at the latest, in the 
Dark Age, but possibly even earlier.76 Further, it is likely that at first Kheiron alone was regarded as a 
manhorse and named Kentauros. In the Iliad, the Kentaurs are called phēres, “beasts”, a term considered 
to be an earlier Thessalian name for the tribe. In fact, the poet prefers phēres whenever the tribal strain of 
the myth is implied. Kentauroi are invoked obliquely and only in relation to Kheiron, in the well-known 
harangue praising Kheiron as “the Kentaur most just”.77 

“Kentauros”, then, is not Thracian but a Greek emulation of Thracian: an exotic-sounding neologism, 
injected into the mythic repository with the express purpose to make distinct Kheiron and the vague horde 
of phēres, to make them manhorses in shape, and Kentauroi in name.78 Such a deliberate intervention 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
66 Kretschmer 1919a, 50-51 (citing Etym. Magn. 503.50); Chantraine [κεντέω]; Beekes [κεντέω]. 
67 Chantraine [Κένταυροι]. 
68 Kretschmer 1919a; Idem 1919b. 
69 Angelis 2009. 
70 Dumézil 1929, esp. 251-260. 
71 Arena 1969. 
72 Suggested by M. Vogel—his argument is summarized and dismissed by Fontenrose 1979. 
73 Sturtevant 1926; Kretschmer 1929 (contra Surtevant); Walbank 1943; Idem 1944 (pro Sturtevant). 
74 Sturtevant 1926, 237; My added superscript where L = Latin source and  G = transcribed Greek source.  
75 Note that Walbank 1943, independently and ignorant of Sturtevant, identifies a Kentaur invoked in an epigram by Alkaios of 
Messene to refer to Philip V of Macedon. A year later, Walbank 1944 gave credit to Sturtevant and to the lingusitic connection 
Kentauros = philippos the latter had proposed. 
76 Sturtevant on Kassandra and the Macedonian Kassandros, Sturtevant 1926, 248-249; also MacUrdy 1919. 
77 Hom. Il. 1.260-269, 2.740-744, 11.832; West 1988, 160. In the Odyssey the name Kentauroi is firmly set for the tribe. Drunken 
Eurytiōn, responsible for triggering the war with the Lapiths, is explicitly called a Kentaur, Hom. Od. 21.295-304. Taken together, 
these Homeric loci, the earliest attestations of the Kentauroi, seem to make clear that already in the 8th C. the tribe of phēres was 
known under this name, and that Kheiron was understood to be one of them. I return to this topic in Parts B.1.2.2 and B.1.4. 
78 “Kentauros” is attested only in Greek. It is not attested in inscriptions as a Thracian personal name, but we need not suppose it 
ever existed as such. The Thracian form is the attested “Aurokentos”, and the inverted form is an altogether Greek adaptation. At 
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would explain the rapid shifting away in Greek usage from the semantic field of the original Thracian. 
When the Greeks adopted the expression, its Thracian pedigree was over time forgotten and only the 
manhorse shape came to occupy the field. Hence, much later, ancient grammarians perceived only the 
creature of myth and elements of Greek, not Thracian, in the name, why they arrived at the unlikely 
etymology “bull-stinger”.79 

Sturtevant’s proposal may not be definitive,80 but he manages to sketch a historical reality motivating 
why the word would be taken up by Greeks to denote something as peculiar as a mythic manhorse. This 
reality chimes well with my own impression of the topical kernel of early Kentaur myth: that it concerns a 
relationship of wonder and strife with a tribe perceived as kin—wild and adversarial kin, but kin all the 
same. As will become evident, early Kentauriana exhibit a mixture of recognition and alienation for the 
wild tribe. Themes associated with Kentaurs are primarily male and agonistic: Kentaurs appear in scenes 
of war, sports and hunting, but they are not unambiguously depicted as enemies to man. There is a 
tangible ambivalence when Kentaurs side with some men, and when manhorse power seems to be 
cherished and sought by the primarily male desire governing the conjuring of these images. 

The reader may well wonder why modern etymologies are at all relevant: surely, what matters for the 
present purpose is what the ancients themselves believed was the meaning behind the terms Kentauros and 
Kheiron? Yes, no doubt. But the problem is that the ancient grammarians were themselves late onto the 
scene, far removed in time from the first emergence of the Kentaurs, and they may have got it wrong.81 
Looking at the early archive of words and images about Kentaurs, nothing suggests that the Greeks ever 
thought that Kentauros meant “bull-stinger”. Even if we allow for something more intelligible like “bull-
poker” we find nothing: the Kentaurs are not known to herd cattle with prodding sticks. In light of this, it 
is relevant to evaulate the moderns, and among them Sturtevant has come up with the best answer. 
 

B.1.1.2. ANCESTRY OF THE KENTAURS 
 
An explicit account of how an entire tribe of Kentauroi of manhorse shape came into being does not 

appear until Pindaros.82 The king of the Lapiths, Ixion, lusts after Zeus’ spouse, Hera. To test him, Zeus 
fashions a mock-Hera in the form a seductive cloud named Nephele. Ixion lies with Nephele and from 
their union comes a son: Kentauros. Come of age, Kentauros mates with the Magnesian Mares, and the 
Kentaur tribe is born.83 A later account by Diodoros says both ancestors to the tribes, Lapithos and 
Kentauros, were born human from the union of Apollon and Stilbe—a daughter of the Thessalian river 
god Peneios. The line of Kentauros, the Kentauroi plural, were raised on Pelion by nymphs. When they 
reached manhood, they too mated with the Magnesian Mares, thus producing the monstruous tribe.84 

Diodoros is somewhat confusing in his abbreviations and oblivious to genealogy, but both he and 
Pindaros agree that the Kentaurs share ancestry with the Lapiths. In Pindaros, a Lapith—Ixion—spawns 
Kentauros. In Diodoros, Kentauros is Lapithos’ brother. I believe this is a trace of a pre-manhorse layer of 
the myth in which the tribe was known by their Thessalian name phēres, “beasts”, and not yet seen as 
manhorses but as as wild men, thus embodying a more perfect mirror of enmity to the Lapiths. Why, over 
the centuries, mythmakers saw the necessity of preserving a human trace in the tribe of phantasmagoric 
manhorses will become clear when we look at the mythemes of early Kentauriana. Without this trace, the 
kinship between Kentaurs and Lapiths would dissolve and the myths become all but meaningless. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
some point in time, Greeks came to know the meaning of “aurokentos” as  philippos and began using it for their own ends, as a 
common noun in their myths, but they inverted it according to their custom. Sturtevant 1926, 239-240, gives samples of the Greek 
custom of inverting composite names. 
79 The Greeks had “philippos” for the semantic field friend-lover (of) + horse. Therefore the original field of “Kentauros” could be 
easily substituted for that of the manhorses of myth. 
80 Kretschmer 1929, defending his proposal “Wasserpeitscher” made in Idem 1919a, Idem 1919b, dismisses Sturtevant’s solution; 
Walbank 1944 supports it. Curiously, recent works such as Arena 1969 and Angelis 2009 make no mention at all of Sturtevant. 
81 It is also doubtful whether their aim was memory and tradtion at all. Rather than preserving what earlier Greeks might have 
thought, the discipline of etymology was part of a rationalizing trend beginning only in the Classical era, when new meanings, 
natural and rational, were sought for the lore and myths of old. The works, in the main, survive only in late compilations like 
Isidore’s of Seville Etymologiae (7th C. AD) or the anonymous Etymologicum Magnum (12th C. AD). 
82 For summaries of the lore of Kentaur ancestry, see Gantz 1993, 146; Parada:GML [Centaurs; Ixion; Pirithous]. 
83 Pind. Pyth. 2.25-48; Apollod. Epit. 1.20. 
84 Diod. Sic. 4.69-70.  
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B.1.1.3. MYTHEMES OF THE KENTAURS AND LAPITHS85 
 
The key expression for the relationship between Lapiths and Kentaurs is set down in the Odyssey. The 

Kentaurs, it is said, are in a feud with man.86 The trigger event occurs at the marriage feast of Ixion’s son, 
the Lapith Peirithoos. The Kentaurs are invited as kinsmen,87 but the wine puts them in a frenzy and they 
try to rape the bride Ippodameia. A fight ensues, then tremendous war. Many Kentaurs are slain, the rest 
are driven from Pelion.88 

A transgression turns kin to foe. The crime may be codified as abuse of formalized hospitality: xenia, 
guest friendship. It may seem out of place to invoke the custom here. Like the word suggests, it pertains to 
hospitality afforded strangers, not kin, but xenos and its forms are vague and multivalent already in 
Homeros and remained so over time.89 The central image of the Kentaur myth: the estranged kin or kin-
stranger, would have prompted Greek audiences to invoke the formalities of xenia. 

The Kentaurs are phēres, then Kentauroi—beasts, then manhorses. They are thus made strange, but 
cosmetically so, only as to their image. Their origins, relations, and reckless behaviour, are all familiar and 
human. Mythmakers realized that by injecting strangeness in the image, the familiarity of the theme 
begins to work because the lessons of the myth concerns the kin-stranger: the unsettling reality that in the 
familiar may reside a stranger, and the stranger may be a stranger-friend or stranger-foe. Pindaros seems to 
have been sensitive to this motif of likeness and reversal when he used phēr, not for the Kentaurs but for 
Kheiron and the Lapiths.90 

The oscillations within this charged quadrant of Kin Friend Stranger Foe are made extreme and 
complete in the story of Ixion. He is a Lapith of human form, not a Kentaur, yet he behaves according to a 
Kentaur’s charter. Twice he abuses the rules of hospitality, first as host, then as guest. As a host, he 
murders his guest. As a guest, he plots raping the wife of his host. Ixion is the most fully formed single 
reflection of the relationship between Lapiths and Kentaurs, but collectively, too, the mytho-history of the 
two tribes is a mirror: both suffer similar fates of defeat and exile. First, the Kentaurs at the hands of the 
Lapiths, then the Lapiths at the hands of Herakles and his armies.91 

Rhetorically, the Kentaur myth invokes an image of strangeness only to insist it is familiar. The tribe 
of Kentaurs is perceived simultaneously as a foreign nation and a house of kin. Thus, from the viewpoint 
of contempory audiences, the myth places xenos among the us of the audience—among the Greeks 
themselves. The thematic framing of the tribal Kentaur material is kinship, while the action is a distinct 
trope: kin-friend turned foe-kin. The turn is a pivotal event, in other words: a time before the event is 
implied, an expanse of time untold when the Kentaurs were friends with man. Thus Kheiron is as an 
embodiment of what is implied about the tribe, he is what they once were: a Kentaur “friendly to man”, 
but from the horizon of mythmakers and audiences Kheiron’s friendship, too, is but a memory, because he 
is “he who has the departed”.92 It is thus not only what was manifestly said by singers but also what their 
song implied, that visual artists could draw upon and address in the minds of spectators.93 It is this twofold 
narrative about an untold friendship lost and a manifest feud which creates the powerful ambiguity of 
early Kentaur iconography. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
85 I draw in this part on the collection of the Kentaur myths by Gantz 1993, Parada:GML [Centaurs; Ixion]; and Bremmer 2012.  
86… kai andrasi neikos etukhthē, Hom. Od. 21.295-304; LSJ [νείκος]. 
87 In Pindaros’ genealogy, the Kentaurs are Peirithoos’ nephews (sons of his half-brother, Kentauros). In Diodoros’ genealogy, 
too, the Kentaurs are of the fraternal line in relation to Peirithoos. 
88 Hom. Od. 21.294-305; Pind. fr. 166; Apollod. Epit. 1.21; The earliest sources do not explicitly mention the wedding feast and 
name only one Kentaur—Eurytion—for doing “evil things”. Regardless, the event is one of abuse of xenia. Sources collected by 
Gantz 1993, 277-282. 
89 LSJ [ξεν-ία; ξεν-ίος; ξενος]; The persisting vagueness of what exactly is a stranger is seen, much later, for example in 
Sophokles’ use of the concept in Philoktetes, as analysed by Belfiore 1993. 
90 Observed by Gantz 1993, 144 (citing Pind. Pyth. 4.199 and fragment 166 SM). 
91 Apollod. Bibl. 2.154; also Parada:GML [Lapiths]. 
92 Pind. Pyth. 3.1-5. 
93 In other words, a collection of lost Kentaur-and-man idylls need not be assumed and need not have existed. The idyll is implied, 
and as such it functions rhetorically, already in the surviving material. 
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B.1.2. Kheiron 
 
B.1.2.1. ETYMOLOGY OF “KHEIRON” 
 
The ancient grammarians saw in the name Kheiron the root kheir-, “hand”. The name thus meaning 

“handy, crafty”, or broadly, in Kretschmer’s words, “someone, somehow, distinguished by their hands”.94 
Not surprisingly, considering it pertains to such a vital part of the human anatomy, the root is old, and 
several compounds are attested in Linear B in words containing the sign for -KE-, such as KE-NI-QA, a 
“vessel for hand washing”.95 

Most modern scholars are satisfied with the ancient etymology. So, too, am I. When it is occasionally 
questioned, sceptics invariably point to the same phenomenon: that in our sources “ε” is sometimes 
dropped and the name is spellt “Khirōn”. This, it is claimed, indicates that kheir- cannot be the correct 
etymology for the name.96 This argument turns a blind eye in two directions. First towards Greek language 
practice in which mutations of “εί” to “ί” often occur, not only in compounds from kheir-. Second towards 
insights won in the very science of lingustics. It has long been recognized that proper names are a unique 
category of words with highly singular traits.97 They resist analytical unpacking because they oscillate 
between indexing a unique entity while keeping a background noise of contextual sense. Diachronically, 
their development, regarding spelling and pronounciation, is wholly unpredictable. When Kheiron (crafty) 
in certain contexts aquire the function of a proper name, Kheiron (the-healer-crafty), unpredictability will 
characterize how the latter, the proper name, will be apprehended and handled over time by users when 
vocalized or written. These things considered, pointing to the mutation of “εί” to “ί” must be regarded as a 
very weak argument against kheir- being the root of the name “Kheiron”. 

There is another peculiar usage hinting at Kheiron-the-Kentaur: the homonym of his name, the 
comparative kheiron, meaning “worse” or “weaker”.98 From some point in time, Kheiron could depending 
on context mean “Kheiron-the-healer[-Kentaur]”, “crafty”, or “worse”. The usage as a comparative dodges 
capture by all laws of linguistics and remains unexplained. Interestingly it is sometimes used ironically, 
speaking of the wisdom that sometimes being the worst is a good thing. This wisdom is perfectly 
embodied by Kheiron: he is indeed Kheiron among Kentaurs, the very worst of them, because he is all that 
they are not. He is therefore, from the viewpoint of mankind, the best of Kentaurs, as proclaimed in the 
Iliad.99 I find it possible that rather than occult processes unfelt by speakers, the myth of Kheiron, with its 
familiar ironies, may have acted as a template for using the homonym as a comparative. 

We have in our Kentaur’s name an old root of Bronze Age Greek pertaining to the human hand. This 
means, if only as a possibility, that the name Kheiron may have existed in the Mycenaean era. The attested 
name KE-RO has been proposed, but the low phonetic fidelity of Linear B allows for alternative readings. 
Another name which more clearly scans as “hand-famed” is KE-RO-KE-RE-WE-O (*Kherro-klewos).100 

The question whether the myth of Kheiron is a Bronze Age tradition or an invention of the Dark Age, 
will be addressed below in the section devoted to Linear B.101 What seems certain is that only a long 
century after the vanishing of the Mycenaean palatial rulers, the proper name of a legendary Kentaur 
healer was so familiar that a prominent hand could be drawn as emblematic of its owner: does not the 
hexadactylic right hand displayed by the Lefkandi Kheiron suggest as much? 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
94 Kretschmer 1919a, 59; also Wachter 2001, 263-264, (§248). 
95 DMic [KE-NI-QA]; and others DMic [E-KE-DA-MO3; KE-NI-QE-TE-WE; KE-RO-TA3; KE-RO-TE]; Chadwick & Baumbach 
1963, 256-257 (χείρ); Bartoněk 2003, 406 (E-KE-RO); Latacz:Ilias, 233 (χείρ).  
96 Several dialectical variants of the name are attested, such as Khiron and Kheron (Attic), and Kherron (Lesbian), but it is the first 
variant’s compression to “ί” which is put forth by scholars as indicating that kheir- must be wrong—so Astour 1965, 299-305; 
who is criticized by Boardman 1966; Usener 1896, 157, affirms the etymology; as do Kretschmer 1919a, 58-62, finding Kheiron 
to be the older form of the name, followed in this by West 1966, 431, and Chantraine [χείρ]; and Martin 1983, 103, n.21; see also 
Beekes [χείρ, χείρος, esp. DER 6.]; and Wachter 2001, 263-264 (§248), who summarizes the whole issue. 
97 The topic is vast, but see Langendonck 2007, “General Introduction”. 
98 Beekes [χείρων]; LSJ [χείρων, esp. I.2];Wachter 2001, 263-264 (§248). 
99 Hom. Il. 11.832. 
100 DMic [KE-RO; KE-RO-KE-RE-WE-O; also KE-RO-WE]; Bartoněk 2003, 238, suggests for KE-RO-WE “mit (geschickter) 
Hand”, but acknowledges that the interpretaion is uncertain. 
101 Below part B.1.3. 
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B.1.2.2. KHEIRON AS  FIRST MANHORSE AND KENTAUROS 
 
I have suggested that the plural Kentauroi was adopted by Greek story-tellers to enhance in the minds 

of audiences the image of the phēres—the beasts of Thessaly. We may expand upon this by drawing on a 
hypothesis advanced by Kretschmer: he believes that “Kentauros” first existed only in the singular.102 If 
we add to this Sturtevant’s finds, among them the Thracian name “Aurokentos”, a first emulation by 
Greeks in the singular form makes sense. If we review our iconographical archive as it stands, we may, 
because of the Lefkandi Kentaur, posit Kheiron as the first recipient of the epithet Kentauros. This too 
makes sense: if the Greeks, when they adapted the expression, correctly understood Aurokentos as ”horse-
friend”, then surely the name fits mild and wise Kheiron better than a tribe of wild beasts? If the healer 
long known as Kheiron was given this new epithet, and with it his manhorse shape, what could it mean? In 
all likelihood, the name was meant to recognize Kheiron’s zootrophic powers—these in turn were part of a 
hunter-farmer’s ecology elaborated in the Early Archaic iconography of Kentaurs.103 Possibly, Kheiron 
was seen as a protector of that most emblematic animal of aristocratic treasure: the horse. This makes the 
short and at first glance poor entry for Kheiron in the 10th C. AD Byzantine encyclopaedia Souda more 
interesting.104 The Souda may have been compiled almost two millenia too late for it to be a viable source 
for our purposes, but the author’s insistence that the word “Kentauros” is associated with horse-medicine 
is noteworthy (it also implies that the author does not subscribe to the “bull-stinger”-etymology). 

Considering Kheiron’s friendly temperament, it is not easily grasped why the Greeks would have his 
manhorse shape hijacked by the wild tribe of phēres.105 But the shape fits a powerful adversary as well as 
horse-friend. Possibly, the original meaning of the Thracian expression fell away, why Kentauros came to 
stand only for the manhorse shape and its implicit strength. All that Kheiron was, his peaceful mind, his 
knowledge of healing, had long been kept by his name, by his crafty hand, and would continue to do so. 

Essaying to describe the process in more detail, I would suggest that for a period of time the qualities 
embodied by Kheiron accorded him an exotic epithet Kentauros and it was created for him to hold two 
properties: his manhorse shape and his affinity to horses and men. At this point we should note the 
potential bivalence of the epithet as it was understood by the Greeks who first appropriated it. When they 
encountered the term in its Thracian form, “Aurokentos”, it is possible that they saw in it not just the 
loving relation to a horse: to be a “horse-friend”, but the being itself: a “friend-horse”. This notion finds 
expression in epic where here horses speak, weep for the dead, and speed into the fray breathing the same 
menos as the warriors.106 Turning back to Kheiron, we recall his oft-mentioned philia towards man. 
Homeros speak of Kheiron’s “friendly thought”,107 and Pindaros of Kheiron’s “mind friendly to man”,108 
It is a philia bridging the ontological divide between Kentaur and man. The Thracian “Aurokentos” 
translated as philippos, a word long since in use and seen to belong in the human realm. But as a 
deliberately formed and strange-sounding neologism, Kentauros held an estranging and bivalent power 
befitting of a creature whose friendship reached man from the realm of the hypernatural. 

To conclude the matter of Thrace we should note the peculiar spell Kheiron casts over the story of the 
Argonauts. Many of Kheiron’s pupils go on to become crew on the Argo.109 Why this is remains obscure, 
but it seems a suggestive coincidence that a legendary voyage to Thrace and beyond would be, however 
obliquely, concerned with Kheiron as well. In myth, Kheiron was conceived on an island in the Black 
Sea,110 and in real life, the Greeks may have drawn the very word Kentauros from Thrace. 

It remains to be explained why the manhorse shape and the epithet was extended to a plurality, to the 
Thessalian phēres. I believe the answer begins in the shape rather than the epithet. Because the shape of 
the horse was so strongly associated with power, it could not but drain the epithet of its second element of 
significance, that of philia. Inversely, when Kheiron’s renown as a manhorse was firmly set in the minds 
of audiences, his name, Kheiron, held his manhorse shape as well as his other qualities. Because Kheiron’s 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
102 Kretschmer 1919a, 56, does not suggest a specific manhorse being accorded the epithet, but a multitude of singulars. He 
suggests that the Greeks saw a “Kentauros” watching over and animating the waters of each mountain stream (after his proposed 
etymology: “water-whipper”). 
103 See further Part B.2.1.1. below. 
104 Table 5:8. 
105 Gantz 1993, 146, also recognizes that Kheiron may have possessed the manhorse shape before the tribe of Kentauroi. 
106 Horses weep for Patroklos, Hom. Il. 17.425-440; horses filled with menos, 17.456; the horse Xanthos speaks, 19.404-420.  
107 Hom. Il. 4.219: phila phroneōn. 
108 Pind. Pyth. 3.5: noun ekhont’ andrōn philon. 
109 See Table 3. 
110 Apoll. Rhod. 2.1231-1241; Hyg. Fab. 138. 



25 
 

 

realm, Thessaly and Mount Pelion, was shared with the phēres, the mythmakers made the leap: the phēres 
became a multitude of powerful adversaries to man—the Kentauroi plural. In doing so we may be lead to 
believe that they entirely vacated from the term Kentauros its dimension of philia, but this is illusory. As I 
have suggested, the construction of the tribal strain of the myth posits a trigger event for the enmity which 
implies a prehistory of friendship. Thus, in the name Kentauroi, the tribe’s friendship to man lingered still, 
but like a ghost-image. 

Seen from the vantage point of the healer strain of the myth, the leap was accepted by audiences 
because it created an instantly graspable topos: the outsider, the exception to the rule. Making Kheiron a 
stranger among his own became an inversion of the tribal myth strain’s core formula: the kin-strangers 
among us. Kheiron became our man on the inside: an idealized us among the kin-strangers. As I have 
already suggested, this mythic irony may lie behind the usage of kheiron as a comparative. 

The mythic corpus does not exhibit any stories which articulate and tap Kheiron’s predicament as an 
outsider. This, I believe, is one indication that the two myth strains, healer and tribe, were first created 
independently of each other. When Kheiron was understood to be one of the Kentauroi, the strength of the 
outsider-topos seemed to suffice and lend logic to the situation. The Greeks treated it as a matter of 
mytho-fact, and felt no need to create new tales about Kheiron which explained or drew specific lessons 
from this topos. Furthermore, Kheiron was already equipped with another attribute which made him stand 
apart from the Kentaurs: a unique anecestry. 
 

B.1.2.3. ANCESTRY OF KHEIRON 
 
The immortality of the gods makes myth time an eccentric phenomenon.111 That said, it makes sense 

to speak of “older” and “younger” in myth. One measure is the depth of origins, and for the Greeks origins 
set in deep myth-time were prized higher than shallower ones. Among the Kentaurs, Kheiron’s ancestry is 
unique. He was conceived when his father Kronos assumed the shape of a horse to get close to the okeanid 
Philyra: “Kronos and Philyra had Kheiron, a Kentaur of double form”,112 and “Philyra […] brought forth 
huge Kheiron, half like a horse, half like a god”.113 

Kheiron is thus made of Titanic, immortal matter. He is as old as his half-brother Zeus,114 and the list 
of his siblings is impressive: Demeter, Hades, Hera, Hestia, and Poseidon.115 

Like Zeus, Kheiron is of an older cosmos. He was conceived before Kronos was killed by Zeus, before 
the Titanomakhia and Zeus’ creation of the Olympian cosmos in which the Greeks placed themselves. 
This unique ancestry is another indication of the independent origin of the healer myth strain. It suggests 
that the Greeks believed Kheiron had been part of creation longer than the tribe of Kentauroi. Further, this 
ancestry strengthened the outsider-topos framing Kheiron’s situation, thus making it even less pressing to 
elaborate upon and explain his outsiderhood among the Kentaurs. We should note the temporal logic 
inherent in this genealogy: because friendly Kheiron is older than other Kentaurs, he is an embodied 
vestige of the friendship of all Kentaurs which existed before the tribe’s fateful transgressions. 

Probably well before Hesiodos first put it in writing, Kheiron was given a rarity among Greeks: a 
matronym. He was known as Kheiron Phillyrides.116 The reason for this is not understood. It may be 
because the patronym “son of Kronos” was regarded as exclusively meant for Zeus.117 Or the matronym 
was chosen to indicate that what Kheiron was, he was because of his mother, not his father.118 The latter is 
suggestive, but the sources are silent about Philyra’s powers and her rearing of young Kheiron. What is 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
111 A preoccupation with mythic time is seen in a fragment considered to be from the Precepts of Kheiron: a roundabout saying on 
the life span of nymphs, see Table 5:3. I return to the Precepts below. 
112 Apollod. Bibl. 1.9—trans. Smith & Trzaskoma 2007. My modfication of spelling of names; also Hes. Theog. 1002; Hyg. Fab. 
Preface (“Theogony”) #14; This is the older and customary ancestry. A late, single loci, Schol. Hom. Il. 4.219, says Kheiron was 
the son of Poseidon, but earlier traditions have Poseidon, like Zeus, as the half-brother of Kheiron. 
113  Apoll. Rhod. 2.1240-1241—trans. Seaton 1912. My modfication of spelling of names. On Kheiron’s shape, the Greek has alla 
men hippō, alla theō atalanton. 
114 Apoll. Rhod. 2.1231-1241 names the time and place: Kheiron was conceived on an island in the Black Sea at the time when 
Zeus was an infant hidden away in the cave on Mount Ida. Philyra then fled to the Thessalian mountains, where she gave birth to 
Kheiron; Kallimachos would seem to place the conception in Thessaly when he calls Mount Pelion the “bridal chamber of 
Philyra”, Callim. Hymn 4.104-105, 118; Hyginus, like Apollonios, places the conception in Thrace, Hyg. Fab. 138. 
115 Parada:GML [Cronos]. 
116 The matronym had a long poetic life—some samples: Hes. Theog. 1002; Pind. Pyth. 3.1; 9.51; Apoll. Rhod. 1.554; Ps. 
Orpheus 452; Verg. G. 3.550; Ovid A.A. 1.11; Ovid Fasti 5.383; see also West 1966, 431; and Robbins 1978, 93. 
117 On Kronidēs and Kroniōn, see West 1966, 431. 
118 Guillaume-Coirier 1995. 
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clear, however, is that tradition gave Kheiron an unusually rich and gentle relationship with women.119 His 
cave on Pelion was home to three generations: his mother Philyra, his wife, the nymph Kharikhlo, and to 
his “most sacred daughters”.120 We will have reason to return to this motif of Kheiron and the women of 
all ages in the section on early Kentaur iconography. 
 

B.1.2.4. MYTHEMES OF KHEIRON 
 

 Mount Pelion rises well over 1600 metres above the Pagasetic Gulf. To this day its lush forests are rife 
with herbal lore. Considering Kheiron’s powers of sight, it is noteworthy that several little known narcotic 
and psychoactive uses of plants have been brought to light by modern ethnobotanical studies.121  

 
Healer and Seer 
Pindaros’ gnomic saying “Wise is he who know things by nature”122 encapsulates the attitude behind 

Kheiron’s secret knowledge. Though most often thought of as a herbalist, Kheiron knew all the traditional 
Greek methods of healing: to apply his hands, to cut, to sing, and to use herbs.123 The earliest evocations 
of his art are found in Homeros. First Makhaon, son of Asklepios, curing Menelaos: 

 
But when he saw the wound where the bitter arrow had entered, he sucked out the blood, and 
with sure knowledge spread on it soothing herbs, which once Kheiron had given to his father 
with kindly intent.124 
 

Second Patroklos, roused to heal by the wounded Eurypylos: 
 
—But save me, and lead me to my black ship, and cut the arrow from my thigh, and wash the 
black blood from it with warm water, and sprinkle on it soothing herbs of healing power, 
which men say you have learned from Akhilleus, whom Kheiron taught, the most just of the 
Kentaurs.125 
 

Less observed are Kheiron’s hypernatural powers of sight. The relation between healing and divination is 
old. In the Greek Archaic, seers were often healers too. The word mantis have no etymological connection 
to the faculty of sight,126 but in mantic practice the connection is evident: a mantis must spy events hidden 
in the skies and in the entrails of animals, and as a healer he spies causes unseen to effect a cure. 
Knowledge of the unseen lends itself to procedures of initiation,127 and this trope is strongly felt in the 
myths of Kheiron: he is a secluded teacher of young men. These men mature and in turn become tutors 
passing on Kheiron’s teachings, often from father to son.128 
 There are at least three loci elaborating on Kheiron’s powers of sight. First, Pindaros makes Kheiron 
prophetic in matters of love. Apollon has been smitten by Kyrene, but he is naïve in matters erotic and 
hesitant about how to proceed. Kheiron convinces him by invoking a future image of their union. They 
will “lay together in the bedchamber of Libya” and found a magnificent city on these distant shores.129 The 
second episode is Kheiron’s healing of Phoinix from blindness.130 The third episode is when Kheiron’s 
discovers Peleus’ hidden sword—I will return to this episode below. 
 As a member of the generation of Titans, Kheiron’s hypernatural vision, like that of his brother—“far-
Seeing Zeus”131—was probably regarded as implicit by audiences. But it is important to note that it was 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
119 Also observed by Robbins 1978, 93. 
120 Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104. 
121 Brussell 2004. 
122 Pind. Ol. 2.86—trans. Race [1], 18, who suggest this expression may be drawn from the Precepts of Kheiron. For all explicit 
remains of the Precepts, see Table 5. 
123 Pind. Pyth. 3.45-53 on the skills of Asklepios as taught by Kheiron; also Kheiron as the inventor of herbal medicine in Hyg. 
Fab. 138, 274 (#9), including horse-cures in the Souda, see Table 5:8. 
124 Hom. Il. 4.217-219—trans. Murray & Wyatt 1999. My modification of the spelling of ”Kheiron”. 
125 Hom. Il. 11.827-832—trans. Murray & Wyatt 1999. My modification of the spelling of names. 
126 Chantraine [μάντις]. 
127 Burkert 1992, ch. 2, esp. 41-46. 
128 Tables 3, 4, and Part Δ.3.2.3 below. 
129 Pind. Pyth. 9.17-70 for the whole episode; treated by Woodbury 1972; and Robbins 1978; Kheiron also advised Peleus on how 
to capture Thetis for marriage, see Apollod. Bibl. 3.170. 
130 Apollod. Bibl. 3.175. 
131 Hes. Op. 238-239. 



27 
 

 

also explicitly touched upon by the mythmakers. I believe that Kheiron’s powers of sight were known to 
the Lefkandi Kentaur Artist, which is why he gave the Kheiron figurine such prominent eyes. 
 

Tutor, Hunter, Handyman  
 Kheiron’s teaching included healing herbs, surgery, and song, hunting, the praxis of sacrifice and 
oaths, nuptial advice, and the art of sky gazing.132 Among his pupils we find Akhilleus,133 Aktaion,134 
Apollon,135 Asklepios,136 and Iason137—all boys. We must presume thet Kheiron’s daughters were taught 
by him but sources never say so explicitly, nor mention other girls. One could-be girl pupil is Kyrene, the 
tomboy who does “not care for pacing back and forth at the loom”. In Pindaros, she roams the forest near 
Kheiron’s cave hunting and wrestling lions, but she is not described as Kheiron’s pupil.138 A stronger girl 
candidate is Artemis. Xenophon says she and her twin brother Apollon taught Kheiron hunting.139 The 
goddess of the hunt is thus brought into a didactic relationship with our Kentaur. No other source claims 
that Kheiron was ever a pupil to anyone, and it is likely that Xenophon got it wrong.140 But what if the 
relationship is true, and Xenophon’s error lies only in reversal? We know that Apollon was Kheiron’s 
pupil. Was his sister Artemis also regarded as such? This would provide a meaningful backdrop to the 
story of her coming to Kheiron’s cave after having killed Aktaion (see below): the former pupil returns to 
the abode of the tutor with a problem she has created but is unable to solve. My reasons for invoking 
could-be girl pupils of Kheiron will become apparent when we arrive at Toumba Cemetery in Lefkandi: 
the gender of the child in tomb T1, in which the head of the Lefkandi Kentaur was found, is uncertain. 
Hence any convincing rationales for relating a girl to Kheiron must be investigated.141 

Explicit references to Kheiron’s craftiness are rare. Rather, it is implicit in his name. But two episodes 
indicate specific objects. The first is the aftermath to the killing of Aktaion. When the madness had been 
lifted from Aktaion’s dogs and they saw what they had done, they began howling with grief. Artemis then 
brought the dogs to Kheiron, who made an eidōlon—a phantom image—of Aktaion. Upon seeing the 
image, the dogs calmed and fell silent.142 The second episode is the marriage of Peleus and Thetis. For a 
gift to the groom, Kheiron picks out a verdant branch of ash which is fashioned into a spear. This spear 
will serve Peleus well, and later be given to his son Akhilleus. 

The relationship between Kheiron and Peleus and Akhilleus is perhaps the richest of all as preserved 
from the tradition. It touches upon several aspects of Kheiron’s mind and craft. The first epsiode shows 
Kheiron’s oft-mentioned kindness to man143 and his power to see things unseen: While out hunting on 
Pelion, Peleus lay down and fell asleep. His companions, acting on behalf of the treacherous king, hid 
Peleus’ sword in a heap of dung and abandoned him on the mountain. Soon the Kentaurs appeared. They 
abducted Peleus and were about to kill him when Kheiron intervened. Kheiron then spotted Peleus’ hidden 
sword and returned it to him. The second episode involves erotic advice and martial craft: Kheiron advised 
Peleus, like he did Apollon, on how Peleus should go about abducting Thetis for a wife. Not long after, 
Kheiron attended their wedding and gave Peleus a branch of ash for a new spear. The third episode 
concerns the son: When Akhilleus was born, Peleus gave him to Kheiron for safe keeping. Kheiron fed 
Akhilleus innards and marrow of ferocious animals such as boars, lions, and bears, and he taught the boy 
hunting and the secrets of herbs.144 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
132 The Archaic epic Titanomakhia speaks of Kheiron’s teaching in sacrifice, oath-taking, and the patterns of heaven—see Table 
5:5; and West 2003, 231-233 (citing Clem. Strom. 1.73.3). 
133 Apollod. Bibl. 3.172. 
134 Apollod. Bibl. 3.30. 
135 For example in Pindaros Pythian 9—see previous section on Kheiron as healer and seer. 
136 Apollod. Bibl. 3.118-120. 
137 Hes. Theog.  997-1002;  Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104; and scholia on Pindaros, see Most 2007, 99, #36 (citing Schol. Pind. Nem. 
3.92. III p. 56.1 Drachmann). 
138 Pind. Pyth. 9.17-25. 
139 Xen. Cyn. 1. 
140 Or that the passage is corrupt. The statement is oblivious to genealogy and the authority it implies: Artemis and Apollon are 
niece and nephew to Kheiron. It is highly unlikely that the immortal Kentaur was tutored by someone younger than himself—it 
goes against the matrix of initiation as elaborated in the myths. 
141 Below Part Δ.3.2. 
142 Apollod. Bibl. 3.30-32; POxy. 2509;  Burkert 1983, 112-113; Janko 1984; Gantz 1993, 867 n.13. 
143 Hom. Il. 4.219; Pind. Pyth. 3.5. 
144 On Peleus’ knife made by Hephaistos, Hes. fr. 209; on Kheiron’s relationship with Peleus and Akhilleus, Apollod. Bibl. 3.167-
172; on the wedding and the spear, West 2003, 85 (citing Schol. (D) Il. 16.140); significantly, this spear could heal the wounds it 
had inflicted, Apollod. Epit. 3.19; see also Robbins 1993 who discusses Akhilleus’ training by Kheiron, and the former’s doubly 
skilled hands: Akhilleus both kills and heals. 
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The relationship between Kheiron and Akhilleus was commemorated in a didactic poem: The Precepts 
of Kheiron—by the ancients said to have been written by Hesiodos but now lost.145 

 
The Kentaur Most Just 

 Kheiron’s wisdom and calm sets him apart from his wild brethren. He is “deep-thinking”, and “gentle-
handed”.146 In Homeros he is dikaiotatos Kentaurōn—“the most just of the Kentaurs”.147 Dikaiotatos 
means one who respects sacred customs and rules.148 Additionally, we learn from testimonia of the lost 
Archaic epic Titanomakhia that Kheiron “first led the human race to righteousness by instructing them in 
oath-taking and cheerful sacrifices and the patterns of Olympus”.149 

West dates the Titanomakhia to the late 7th C. but believes it contains much older material.150 The 
righteousness spoken of is the Homeric dikaios, and Kheiron knowing the patterns of Olympus suggests 
that meteorological lore surrounded his name early on.151 It is remarkable that Kheiron, framed by the 
context of a mythic war at the beginning of time,152 is given the role of original tutor to mankind in the two 
most fundamental sacred practices of the Greeks: the appeasement of the gods and the keeping of oaths. 

Being dikaiotatos means embodying collective memory—thus Kheiron is a keeper of sacred praxes. 
Like any society the Greeks faced with each generation the crux of tradition and revolution, continuity and 
change: what to keep of the old ways, what not? The myth of Kheiron is sensitive to this crux. First, it 
speaks of broken transmission. Kheiron is “he who has departed”,153 why his wisdom already at the outset 
is inaccessible by direct means. Second, the myth illustrates Kheiron’s failure to make his pupils become 
dikaios. Kheiron’s fostering does not make Akhilleus less raging at Troy, nor does it cure Herakles from 
fateful rashness. Third, there is the irony and pessimism of Kheiron’s death. On the surface the myth 
seems to say that no matter how ancient and powerful, his remedies did not save Kheiron. But there is 
more to it: Kheiron’s death is not primarily about the banal truism that there is no escaping death. Rather it 
speaks once more about knowledge and transmission. Through Herakles, the myth says that humans are 
doomed to destroy knowledge and make it go away. 
 
 B.1.2.5. THE DEATH OF KHEIRON 
 

The chain of events leading up to Kheiron’s death are given by Apollodoros: Invited to dine with the 
Kentaur Pholos, Herakles asks for wine. Pholos says he is afraid to open the wine jar because it is shared 
by the entire tribe of Kentaurs. Brazenly, Herakles opens the jar regardless and indulges in a “fine bout of 
drinking”.154 The scent of wine draws near the Kentaurs, frenzied and herocidal. A battle ensues. Herakles 
forces the Kentaurs to retreat towards the cave of Kheiron. Herakles lets fly a fateful arrow, its tip dipped 
in the blood of the Hydra. The arrow misses its intended target and hits Kheiron in the leg.155 
 

Distressed by this, Herakles ran up, pulled out the arrow, and applied a drug that Kheiron gave 
him. Kheiron, with his wound unable to be cured, left to return to his cave. He wanted to die 
there but was unable to do so because he was immortal. Prometheus offered himself to Zeus to 
become immortal in Kheiron’s place, and that is how Kheiron died.156 
 

In another passage on Herakles, Apollodoros adds: 
 

He freed Prometheus after taking the bond of the olive for himself, and to Zeus he offered up 
Kheiron, who was willing to die in Prometheus’ place despite being immortal.157 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
145 The Precepts of Kheiron, is mentioned in several sources, for example Paus. 9.31.5; this is the “Advice” mentioned by the 
Souda, see SOL [Χείρων: chi,267]; for all remains of the Precepts, see Table 5. 
146 Bathumēta and malakokheira respectively, Pind. Nem. 3.53-55. 
147 Hom. Il.11.832. 
148 LSJ [δίκαιοϛ]. 
149 Table 5:5. 
150 West 2002, 129-130. 
151 Dikaiosunēn and skhēmat Olumpos respectively, where “Olympus” most likely stands for heaven; West 2002, 117. 
152 ”Our time” from the vantage point of the Greeks: the beginning of the Olympian cosmos. 
153 Pind. Pyth. 3.1-5. 
154 From the remains of Panyassis’ Heraklea, see West 2003, 197 (citing Atheneus, Scholars at Dinner, Ath. 498d), n.13. 
155 Apollod. Bibl. 2.83-85, 119; also West 2003, 173 (citing Ath. 498d). 
156 Apollod. Bibl. 2.85—trans. Smith & Trzaskoma 2007. My modfication of spelling of names. 
157 Apollod. Bibl. 2.119—trans. Smith & Trzaskoma 2007. My modfication of spelling of names. 
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The latter passage is corrupt an restored by inserting lines lifted from the Scholia.158 There is something 
highly irregular about these transactions. Of the three characters involved, Kheiron, Prometheus, and 
Herakles, only the last is a mortal and a fitting recipient for a gift of immortality. It is likely, therefore, that 
the myth had Herakles recieving Kheiron’s gift—perhaps to explain Herakles later feat of katabasis and 
return from realm of the dead.159 The antiquity of stories about Herakles is such that it is likely that the 
episode was known already in the Dark Age.160 

We should note that this version would equip the myth with stronger rigour and didactic efficacy. The 
Heraklean version makes a precise fit with fateful ironies already permeating the Kheiron myth. Kheiron 
is a healer ultimately unable to heal himself, and who must die willingly to be relieved of his pain. 
Herakles will later suffer the same fate: become an immortal, he is poisoned by the blood of the Hydra but 
cannot die. To escape the pain, he climbs his own pyre and orders the spectators to set it ablaze.161 

The episode compresses a range of motifs: blood-shame by fateful error, redemption and punishment 
by gift, and the conundrum of memory and forgetting. Does Herakles accept the gift blindly, forgetting the 
danger it carries for his own future? Or does he accept it knowingly, because, in the present, his crime is 
of such magnitude that the gift cannot be refused? Is the lesson simple and about forgetfulness, or subtle 
about custom and memory? Or both? If received unwittingly, it means that Herakles is oblivious and rash. 
If received knowingly, it means that Herakles accepts the reciprocity of a death as painful as Kheiron’s, 
and that he too is dikaios—observant of rules. Kheiron’s gift to his killer is thus not an absolution, but a 
demand for symmetry and reciprocity. The gift, in other words, could be interpreted as one of Kheiron’s 
“lessons in sacrifice and oath taking” reported in the Titanomakhia.162 

The claims of the Titanomakhia that Kheiron was first keeper of sacred practices of vital importance to 
man are not poetic flourishes or inventions. Independently from the Titanomakhia, the myths betray a 
preoccupation, pessimistic and ironic, with tradition: with its keeping, destruction, and loss. 
 
B.1.3. Kernels of Myth in Linear B 
 
How far back we may trace myths of Kentaurs and of Kheiron is a matter of informed conjecture. Without 
claiming insight into the precise contents of the myth at the time, it is reasonable to regard the Lefkandi 
Kentaur figurine as a terminus ante quem.163 Hence, we may uncontroversially state that Kentaur myths 
were indeed known well before the 10th C. We find ourselves at the height of the Dark Age not too many 
generations away from the collapse of the Mycenaean palaces. In light of this, and knowing that figures of 
myth later associated with Kheiron are attested in Linear B, it is worthwhile to collate elements of a 
possible Bronze Age myth of Kheiron from the evidence provided by the palatial archives. 

The Linear B archives are inventories of animals, gods, people, and things. They do not hold myths, 
only elements of myths not recorded until much later in the Archaic and Classical eras. These elements are 
restricted to the names of gods. Other names which are later encountered in myth and epic refer here to 
real people: the owners, givers and recipients, of the goods listed in the archives. In all, about seventy 
names later found in Homeros occur in Linear B. 

What follows is a summary of myth elements seen through the lens of Kheironiana (next page).164 I 
distinguish between gods and others because only the names of gods suggest that an apparatus of myth 
existed outside the archives. As noted, the names of people do not—they indicate only that in the Greek 
Bronze Age a man could be named Iason and a woman Aleksandra, etc. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
158 Smith & Trzaskoma 2007, 36, n.2. 
159 Robertson 1951 traces the entire history of emendations to the mss. His conclusion that Herakles was the likely recipient of 
Kheiron’s immortality is supported by Gantz 1993, 147; see also West 1979, esp. 142-146, for the mercurial nature of the stories 
about this particular section of Herakles’ journeys. 
160 Documentation on Herakles begins in the late 8th C. but already at that time the tales were popular and widespread. The 
antiquity of the tales is treated by Burkert 1985, 208-211; also BNP [Heracles]. 
161 Known in the Hesiodic catalogues, later elaborated by Sophokles in Trachiniae, see Burkert 1985, 209-210; Faraone 1994. 
162 Table 5:5. 
163 The LK is dated between 950-850. 
164 In the list, locations of the archives are abbreviated C = Crete, and G = Mainland Greece. Information contained in the right 
column stems from the Archaic or later eras. The relationship with Bronze Age names and epithets in the left column are tenuous 
and far from clear. The shorthand “?” and [brackets] stand for this abyss of uncertainty: a question mark indicates that it is not 
certain that the name in Linear B refers to the later known divinity or hero. Brackets indicate that the name does not appear at all 
but may be implied by another word. The list is collected from Chawick & Baumbach 1963; Burkert 1985, 43-46; Palaima 2004b; 
Latacz:Ilias, 209-234 (‘Wort-Index Homerisch-Mykenisch’); and Rougemont 2005. 
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B.1.3.1. GODS 
 
?[Apollon]  [C, G] A pupil of Kheiron. His name does not appear, but PA-JA-WO scans as Paian / 

Paion—in later eras an epithet of Apollon. 
Artemis  [G] A-TE-MI-TO, A-TE-MI-TE. She put madness on Aktaion’s dogs and made them kill 

their master. She then sought Kheiron’s help to cure the grief-stricken dogs. 
?[Demeter] [C] Daughter of Kronos, half-sister of Kheiron. Her name does not appear but may be 

implied in E-RI-NU. The name may indicate an early form of the Arkadian Demeter 
Erinus described by Pausanias.165 She was abducted by her half-brother Poseidon, who 
raped her in the shape of a horse. She then gave birth to the immortal horse Areion. 
She was the black-robed and horse-headed Demeter of Phigaleia whose brooding 
image was seated in a cave on Mount Elaius.166 Already in the Linear B archives, the 
link between Erinus and Poseidon is in place, but its significance is unclear.167 

Dionysos  [C, G] DI-WO-NU-SO. When an infant, Dionysos was cared for by Kheiron’s daugther 
Makris and the Euboean Kouretes in a cave on Euboea.168 Later he provided the jar of 
wine shared by the Kentaur tribe and kept buried in the Kentaur Pholos’ cave.  

Hera [G] E-RA. Daughter of Kronos, half-sister of Kheiron. Later, Kheiron was associated 
with her cult with the inscription Χίρονος—“of Kheiron”—in the temple complex of 
Poseidonia-Paestum.169 

Poseidon [C, G] PO-SE-DA-O. Son of Kronos, half-brother of Kheiron. See Demeter and Hera. 
Zeus  [C, G] DI-WO, DI-WE. Son of Kronos, half-brother of Kheiron. Zeus’ most well-known 

cultic connection to Kheiron was at the Kentaur’s abode on Mount Pelion.170 
 
 

 B.1.3.2. NAMES OF MYTH AND EPIC 
 
Akhilleus  [C, G] A-KI-RE-U, A-KI-RE-WE. Pupil of Kheiron. The name of his most famed 

adversary and victim, Hektor, is also found as E-KO-TO. 
Iason [G] I-JA-TE. Pupil of Kheiron and leader of the Argonauts. Other names later found 

onboard the Argo occur, such as Mopsos and Kolkhidas.171 
?Kheiron  [C, G] Possibly the male name KE-RO, but the reading is uncertain. The root kheir- 

occurs in several compounds, making possible the existence of the name at this time. 
The name KE-RO-KE-RE-WE-O, “Hand-famed”, occurs in the context of war chariots. 

 
 
B.1.3.3. TOPONYMS 

 
Karystos  [G] KA-RU-TO. Coastal settlement on southernmost Euboea recorded in the Thebes 

archives.172 Also listed in the Iliad’s “Catalogue of Ships”.173 Later traditions make 
Karystos a son of Kheiron and the eponym of the settlement. Other later recorded 
toponyms on Euboea extend the line: Zarex, an inland settlement and son of Karystos, 
and Makris, a name for the island itself and for a (great-)granddaughter of Kheiron.174 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
165 Burkert 1985, 44; Palaima 2004b, 443, 446-447; Rougemont 2005, 330, n.18, 332, n.32. 
166 Paus. 8.42.1-11 tells the whole story of the vanished original image, of the fault of the Phigaleians not paying the abandoned 
cave proper respect and of the ensuing barreness of their land, of the advice of the Pythian oracle for the Phigaleians to make a 
new image of the goddess. The trope of a departed divinity, her womanhorse shape and cave abode, are undeniably suggestive 
aspects considering she is Kheiron’s half-sister, but she was horse-headed, not a Kentaur proper. 
167 Palaima 2009. 
168 Table 4. 
169 Guarducci 1978, 48. 
170 I return to this cult in Part Δ.1.1.2 below. 
171 Palaima 2004b, 454. 
172 Del Freo 2009, esp. 42, 47; Palaima 2011. 
173 Hom. Il. 2.536-539. 
174 Table 4. 
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B.1.4. Kheiron at the Onset of the Dark Age 
 
In the Mycenaean archives we find names divine and later famed and traces of feasting to the sounds of 
song and lyre.175 Elements of mythmaking are present, but the myths are not. 

For Kheiron there is not a shred of evidence. Most suggestive is the toponym Karystos, but we do not 
know when it also became known as the name of a son of Kheiron. Other elements which may provide a 
frame for stories about a healer named Kheiron are found, but only as discrete parts for a possible myth. 
Among these are divinities later linked to Kheiron, making it possible that some of these links were in 
place already at this stage. I believe that the healer myth indeed has a Bronze Age pedigree, but this is 
simply reasoned belief. The universal human fear of illness linked healing and hands a long time ago. Add 
to this the antiquity of the root kheir- and it becomes likely that a healer myth featuring the name 
“Kheiron” was created at a very early date. 

That the Mycenaeans indeed worshipped a widely known and powerful healer god is hinted at by the 
gift of the Ahhiyawa to the Hittites around the year 1330: the Hittite king suffered from a mysterious 
speech impediment and sent for two Greek gods lodged inside figurines—“The god of Ahhiyawa and the 
god of Lazpa”—to cure him.176 This theme, associating skilled image-making with healing, re-emerge in 
the myth about Kheiron’s making of a phantom image of Aktaion. We will have good reason to revisit this 
theme when we approach the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine. 

The presence of a healer god worshipped by palace elites makes likely that a popular healer associated 
with his hands is even older, and that PA-JA-WO was regarded as younger in the world and as a pupil or 
descendant of this ancient healer-by-hands. Chants would have been part of the healer’s cures, and this 
aspect may have been seized upon by elites under the name PA-JA-WO (Paian, Paion).177  
 Still, none of this constitutes a Bronze Age myth of Kheiron, only an environment in which a myth 
may have existed. After the demise of the palatial powers, the Greeks were compelled to redefine their 
worlds real and mythic. It is therefore equally likely that the myth underwent modification, even saw its 
first invention, in the Dark Age. 

As things stand, I find it likely that a healer myth existed in the Bronze Age and that it was told about 
a Kheiron. His name is not accounted for in the Linear B archives because the myth was suppressed by 
palace elites, or was subsumed as a folkloric element in the cult of PA-JA-WO. In this cult, our healer may 
have been revered in a non-manhorse form, perhaps as the aspect of manual skill possessed by PA-JA-WO, 
or, if we retroject the relationship between Kheiron and Apollon of later eras, as the tutor of  PA-JA-WO.  

If Kheiron was first known in non-manhorse form, then why would Dark Age Greeks transform him 
into a manhorse and give him the epithet Kentauros? Following Sturtevant, I have ventured that Kheiron 
received the epithet at a time when the word was understood as a strange-sounding and bivalent Thracian 
expression for horse-friend | friend-horse and that he received it because his healing powers extended to 
horses. Circumstantial support for this hypothesis may be found in onomastics. 

Onomastics operate on the principle of Wunschnamen—the fact that parents name their children in 
ways hinting at how they wish to be remembered. Conventions of naming may thus attest to ideological 
concerns in the chronotope under scrutiny. For the Greek ippos—“horse”—onomastics reveal a pivotal 
change occuring after the Mycenaean era and into the Dark Age. In Linear B, not a single name formed 
from ippos has been found. In contrast the historical period shows at least 183 different names. On Euboea 
especially, this change is in evidence.178 

So what changed? Certainly not the Greek view of the horse as a power-animal and treasure, but more 
probably the permissibility to form names from ippos.179 During the Mycenaean era there seems to have 
been something so self-evident about where horses belonged, whether the ultimate owner of all horses was 
the wanax or the PO-TI-NI-JA I-QE-JA180 (or both) that forming human names from the name of the animal 
was not an option—perhaps it was even prohibited by taboos? 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
175 On feasting, see Palaima 2004a; Palaima 2004b, 453, for an example of a Linear B staff list which includes ”lyre players”. 
176 The king was probably Mursili II. Ahhiyawa is Mycenaean Achaia, and Lazpa is Lesbos; Arnott 1996, 267; Idem 2004, 167-
169; Bachvarova 2009, 36. 
177 LSJ [Παιαν]. There are mirror effects between Paion and Kheiron: the former, like Kheiron, knows herbal healing, Hom. Il. 
5.401, 899; also Burkert 1985, 44; and Kheiron’s remedies include song, Pind. Pyth. 3.45-53. 
178 Bechtel 1900. 
179 Palaima 1999, esp. 370, 372, with references. 
180 The ”Lady of Horses” from the Pylos archives. Palaima 2004b, 444; Rougemont 2005, 346. 
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In the Dark Age matters changed. Horse-possession, no longer solidified under palatial rule, became 
fragmented. Clans dispersed in a landscape lacking a single presence of power. Instead a sunbeaten arena 
of peers: a multitude of pretentious Big Men engaging in new forms of competition. One such form was to 
become a horseman: one of Euboea’s first ippeis or ippobotai.181 In Lefkandi impressive horse burials and 
several objects found attest to this process.182 Many of these artefacts are remarkable well beyond the topic 
of horse-possession, and we will have good reason to return to them.183 

I believe it is likely that the equipping of Kheiron with both the epithet Kentauros and his manhorse 
shape is in part an effect of this emerging Dark Age scene of horse-possession: to possess the horse, and to 
be possessed by it, is an effect of peer-to-peer competition in the power vacuum of the Dark Age.184 In 
such an environment songs of Kentaurs would act as cohesive matter binding competing factions together. 
As we recall. the tribal strain of the myths pivoted around the topic of enmity between kin, but it implied a 
time of friendship before the feud. The healing of this rift of enmity is embodied by Kheiron because he is, 
from the viewpoint of audiences, the us among the kin-strangers, he is an idealized we among them. Upon 
hearing these songs even enemies could recall a common ground because all Greek-speaking horsemen 
had reason to revere the wise manhorse of high Pelion. 

This scenario suggests a near synchronicity between the adoption of the epithet Kentauros and the 
invention of the manhorse shape. I have so far treated only myths. We must now turn to images. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
181 Later names for the horse lords of Eretria and Khalkis; BNP [Hippobotai]; Crielaard 2004, 253. 
182 Six horses buried in Lefkandi Toumba: First the LefMPG burial of four horses inside the Toumba Structure under the tumulus, 
Lefkandi [II:2], pl. 22; then, later in the same period and seemingly inspired by and mimicking the first, a double horse burial in 
tomb T68, Lefkandi [III], pls. 21-22. 
183 Fragment of large LefPG horse figurine, about 1 m. in height and mounted on wheels, Lefkandi [II:2], 73, pls. 32.26a:b; Lemos 
2002, 99; SPG1 small horse figurine on wheels and carrying amphoras, Lefkandi [III], pls. 58.1:3:5-7, 126a; Eretria, 67, fig. 48; 
Pair of LefSPG3 fibulas (excavation item numbers S59,29:30), one of which is depicts a “Horse Tamer”, Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 110, 
240, 249.4; Lefkandi [I:2], 131-132, 242-243; LefLG vase fragment showing man and boy leading a horse, Pl.A: 20 and Lefkandi 
[I:1], pl. 54.259; Finally, both LefLG, a horse painted on miniature krater, Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 39.30, 61.30; Horse (possibly a 
Kentaur) and a bird painted on vase fragment, Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 39.31. 
184 Another circumstance deserves mention here: Osborne 1998, 27, notes that votive horse figurines of cast bronze all but 
disappear after c. 700. Such an abrubt cessation of a specific cultic item is likely caused by a distinct change in ideology. What 
kind of change is of course a matter of conjecture, but I would submit that the disappearence of this type of votive artefact signals 
the end of the Dark Age enchantment with the horse. This enchantment began in the Mycenaean era, and exploded in the Dark 
Age. By the 7th C. the horse had become quotidian, a treasure still, no doubt, but a familiar kind of treasure now firmly locked 
ideologically to aristocracy. Dark Age traces of this enchantment in the 11th and 10th C. are evident in Leflandi through the LK 
and the artefacts just mentioned above, and later in Athens through the first re-appearance there of the horse in vase painting in a 
shape less like a real horse, but more like a horse votive, MC [Kerameikos], 44. 
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B.2. Kentaur Iconology 
 
The Lefkandi Kheiron is the earliest image of a Kentaur that we possess. It is also a remarkable solitary: 
after it, the archive shows a gap of more than a century before Kentaurs show up again. 

Like the myths transmitted to our time, Archaic Kentaur iconography serve as a lens through which we 
look back towards the Dark and Bronze Ages. We should therefore take a moment to investigate the early 
layers of this lens. I believe a boundary date set at 700 is reasonable. From this point in time great change 
sweeps across the Greek world making the Archaic age very different from the Dark Age.185 These 
changes also affect images of Kentaurs.186 In a nutshell, a trend of reduction and distancing is evident. An 
ambivalence felt in the early material regarding man’s kinship with Kentaurs is effaced. The Kentaurs are 
first seen as estranged kin, but during the Archaic era they become instead mirrors of foreign nations and, 
next to Amazons, mythic retrojections of barbarians encountered in the present. Kentauromakhy becomes 
a favoured motif and a desired milestone in the mytho-histories created by poleis in Greece and Asia 
Minor.187 When invoked to make sense of a solitary Dark Age Kheiron the 8th C. imagery must thus be 
treated with circumspection. Later imagery with more circumspection still. 
 
B.2.1. Annotations on Early Kentaur Imagery 
 
These annotations refer to the collection assembled in the Appendix: Early Kentaur Iconography. Items in 
the collection are here prefixed “#”. The appendix illustrates and comments upon individual artefacts and 
serves as a foundation for the broadly thematic observations made here. It may be worthwhile, therefore, 
to peruse the appendix and its accompanying plates before continuing. In this section my aim is to identify 
facets of early Kentaur imagery which may inform our endgame: to understand the Lefkandi Kheiron. 
Though I assign to these 8th C. images special importance, I will not refuse to invoke later Kentaur 
imagery. But I will do so only if I perceive credible Dark Age traits surviving in it. 

 
B.2.1.1. ECOLOGY AND ZOOTROPHY 
 
Kentaurs chase animals and nymphs. Peaceful Kheiron only animals, and greatly so: he is a tutor and 

master of the hunt. Kentaurs are seen happily wielding felled game and branches. [#15, 23, 29 = Pls.B: 
12B, 11B, 13B] In the 7th C. the Kentaur’s catch is hanging from the branch itself.188 The branch is a sign 
of vitality next to the dead animal, as is the motif of grazing horses and deer. [#19, 23 = Pls.B: 9A, 11B] 

A timeless hunters’ ecology is at work here: life must be well-kept to be continually available for the 
taking. The theme finds expression on Cyprus in the early 8th C. in zoophoric Kentaurs made as parallels 
to female kourotrophoi.189 [#30 = Pl.B: 15] The Kentaur is shown not as a hunter but as a protector of the 
young animal. It is clearly pertinent to assign this zootrophic and ecological dimension to Kheiron because 
he is the only Kentaur known to perform such tasks with children. An example from the Classical era has 
been found in the Asklepieion at Corinth, a context which securely locks the motif to Kheiron.190  
 To this hunters’ ecology is attached the economy of settled landlording. If the small animal carried by 
the Cypriot zootrophic Kentaur [#30 = Pl.B: 15]  is a young bovid, then we have an example of a hunters’ 
ecology extended to domesticated animals. In vase painting the world of man intrudes and is curiously 
attached to that of the Kentaurs. It is curious because Kentaurs do not keep grazing horses, nor packs of 
hunting dogs [#20 = Pl.B: 8C], chariots, troops [#21 = Pl.B: 9B], or women [#18, 20 = Pls.B: 10B, 8C]. 
These are aristocratic treasure and speak of an oikos bountiful and well-kept. A very old hunters’ ecology 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
185 I refer of course to colonizing projects, the writing down of the Homeric epics, Hesiodos’ shaping of a canonical genealogy 
and pantheon of the gods, the emergence of Panhellenic centers of cult, the re-appreciation in Greek art of Oriental expressions, as 
parts of this wave of change. 
186 For a study of these changing perceptions in the Classical and Hellenistic eras, see Morawietz 2001, ch. 1-2. 
187 Described in broad strokes by Lomas 2004, 2; similarly, Osborne 1998, 238, offers general remarks about the differences 
between the visual arts of the Archaic and Classical eras pertinent also for the images of Kentaurs: “The viewer of archaic art is 
encouraged to to contemplate the solidarity of humanity; the viewer of classical art to contemplate the solidarity of Greeks or 
even, as in the Parthenon frieze, the solidarity of a particular citizen body.” 
188 As in the Tiryns Shield, Pl.B: 18A. 
189 And later, as seen in Pl.B: 17C (7/6th C.) 
190 Pl.B: 17D; Lang 1977, 5, suggests that this Kentaur is Kheiron carrying the child Asklepios. 
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is thus extended to cover an emerging economy of husbandry: dogs, horses, troops and women, are—in 
both senses of “beautiful” and “just”—fair game.191 
 

B.2.1.2. WOMEN IN EARLY KENTAUR IMAGERY 
 
As we have seen, women populate the human realm of successful husbandry, but the Kentaur myths 

hold two other thematic circles which inform images of women and Kentaurs together. 
The tribal strain carries the motifs of abduction and rape. These motifs are common and found beyond 

Kentaur myth. Significantly, they are present in Greek marriage ritual. We recall how the founding event 
of the Kentaurs’ feud with the Lapiths contains both the generative form of festive nuptials, and the 
destructive form of attempted rape by force. The motif is also present in the myth of the Kentaur Nessos: 
he was killed by Herakles when he attempted to rape the nymph Deianeira.192 [#25 = Pl.B: 12F] 

The healer strain carries the theme of didactic kourotrophy. Kheiron is said to both teach and nourish 
his pupils,193 but the women in his cave: his mother Philyra, his wife Kharikhlo, and his daughters, assist 
him in this endeavour. His daughters especially are conspicuous. Pindaros has Iason say: 

 
I say that I am going to bring the teaching of Kheiron; for I come from his cave, from the 
presence of Kharikhlo and Philyra, where the holy daughters of the Kentaur raised me.194 

 
For the daughters’ caring of Iason, Pindaros says threpsan for “raised”. This is a concept of maturing not 
restricted to the physical act of nursing.195 The daughters are thus aides in the becoming of the hero. They 
are not stand-in mothers, but nymphic and didactic playmates to the hero child. 

Pindaros’ ode is addressed to a male victor of the Pythian Games. Thus the womanhood of all ages as 
represented by the women in Kheiron’s cave is inscribed by a male superstructure: agōn, the contest, or 
challenge, of sports, hunting, and war—all motifs encountered in the early imagery of Kentaurs. [#6-11, 
13, 21, 23, 25, 29 = Pls.B: 4B, 5A, 5B, 6, 7, 8B, 9B, 11B, 12F, 13B] The same masculine framing is felt 
for the motifs of abduction-rape and marriage, the one ideologized as a scandal, the other as a treasure, 
both framed by patriarchal order. 

The myths thus provide two thematic kernels for images of women next to Kentaurs. It does not matter 
whether scandal or treasure is depicted—Nessos abducting Deianeira or the splendour of nymphagogia 
[#18, 20 = Pls.B: 10B, 8C]—both motifs elaborate the fates of women set on a trajectory from nymphic 
playmate to bride, wife, and mother, as defined in relation to a masculinity with heroic pretensions. 
 

B.2.1.3. MANHORSE VITALITY BEYOND DEATH 
 
Many artefacts carrying Kentaur imagery have been found in grave contexts as deposits, markers, or 

adornments of the dead. Over time, the Greeks would carry this bond between Kentaurs and death both 
East and West.196 To begin understanding this bond, we should first note the liminality of the manhorse 
form and the landscape of the Kentaurs: the Greek imagination saw mountains as wild, outside, before, 
and as a realm of reversals.197 Additionally, Kentaur imagery exhibits otherworldy strains signalled by 
snakes, lizards, birds, and fish. [#6, 11-15, 19-23, 25-27 = Pls.B: 4B, 7, 8A, 8B, 10A, 12B, 9A, 8C, 9B, 
14A, 14C, 11B, 12F, 12E, 13A] These animals are at home in places beyond man’s reach: snakes and 
lizards, appearing from under rocks and crevices, are khthonian, birds tell of the soul’s “flight from the 
bones”,198 and fish belong to a vast otherworld, the sea, and thus stand for the community of the dead. Fish 
seen among fallen warriors [#11 = Pl.B: 7] may seem strange, but a key simile is found in the Odyssey, 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
191 Compare the equivalence of girls and cattle in ritual contexts, as discussed by Lonsdale 1993, 224. 
192 On the feud above B.1.1.3; on Nessos’ death Apollod. Bibl. 2.151-152; see also a 7th C. dinos shown on MC [Thebes] cover. 
193 So Akhilleus with raw marrow and innards of bears, boars, and lions, Apollod. Bibl. 3.167-172. 
194 Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104—trans. Anson Svarlien 1990. My modification of the spelling of names. The significant line is me 
kourai threpsan hagnai; on Iason in this ode, see Robbins 1975; further on Iason as healer in Mackie 2001; and Simon 2004. 
195 LSJ [τρέφω]; also a hardening or thickening, like milk by manipulation thickens to cheese. We recall the importance of cheese 
in male wine drinking bouts, and the cheese graters found in male tombs in Lefkandi—see below Part Δ.2.6.2.  
196 In the East for example to Klazomenai. In the West to Etruria. Etrurian Kentauriana is catalogued in LIMC [KK], 721-727; For 
the Klazomenai sarchophagi, see examples online at British Museum, BM 1896,0615.1; and Metroplitan Museum, 21.169.1. 
197 As studied by Buxton 1992 and Idem 1994, 81-96; taken up by Bremmer 2012, 25-26. 
198 Vermeule 1979, esp. 8, 18, 65, 75. 
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when, after his fight with the suitors, Odysseus anxiously surveys his house to see if any of his enemies 
are still alive: 
 

But he found them one and all fallen in the blood and dust—all the host of them, like fishes 
that fishermen have drawn forth in the meshes of their net from the grey sea upon the curving 
beach, and they all lie heaped upon the sand, longing for the waves of the sea, and the bright 
sun takes away their life; even so now the wooers lay heaped upon each other.199 

 
The recently dead are as pathetic as stranded fish because they are displaced: they have not been properly 
transported to the afterlife, which is as foreign to the living as the depths of the sea.200 Conversely, spirited 
jumping fish may speak of a wished-for postmortem vitality and successful transport to the otherworld.201 

To make sense of the association between death and Kentaurs we need only regard death, not as an 
end but as a transformation and ontological challenge. We face what may seem like a paradox: that the 
challenge of death requires strength and vitality. Seen in this light, scenes of agōn are appropriate, as are 
the exempla of Kentaurs and Lapiths. Both tribes were of great strength, both were defeated and driven 
from their homeland, both now operate beyond the here-and-now.202 Therefore, when man faces death, the 
fate and power of both tribes may be invoked in contexts of strife. The signature Ψ-stance of the Kentaurs 
is at the same time a greeting and challenge from the realm of the dead: it is not hostile, nor friendly, it is 
both, and it is meant to rouse the recently dead to dare the passage. 

We should here recall the Ancient Greek preoccupation with the “helplessness” of man, amēkhania, 
and its remedies: healing, battle, and sacrifice. As shown by Richard P. Martin, terms for these remedies 
derive from a shared semantic field concerning a keen mind and superlative craft able to effect solutions to 
great difficulty. To the Greeks, warcraft was a form of healing.203 In light of this, the motifs of agōn or 
Kentauromakhy become transparent. Accepting passage as a martial test is an antidote against oblivion 
and the helplessness felt before death. In battle none of the hypernatural powers desired, be it alkē, kudos, 
or kleos, may be accorded unless the warrior steps into the fray to be tested, and so too in death: only if the 
passage is framed as a test may postmortem vitality be hoped for. As summed-up by Pindaros’ gnome: 
“Trial is the test of mortals,”204 this is an attitude not so much accepting death as daring it.  
 The theme of postmortem vitality takes us to the significance of phallic display. [#1, 2, 4 = Pls.B: 1, 
2A, 3] In 8th C. Kentaur media, we find phallic display only in figurines. It is not found it in vase painting, 
seals, or gold bands. The miniaturization of the two latter art forms may have prompted a purely pragmatic 
avoidance of rendering phalloi, but this cannot be the case with vase painting—here taste seems to have 
dictated that phallic Kentaurs should be avoided. What then does phallic display achieve? I believe it 
stands for two fundamental motifs concerning Lapiths and Kentaurs: their similarity and strength. The 
phallos makes the Kentaur similar to man, and it semaphores a Kentaurean vitality rooted beyond man, in 
mytho-history as well as in afterlife. The Kentaur phallos is thus a sign of transcendence: natural man 
literally attaches himself to his hypernatural kin, to the Kentaur, to myth, to afterlife. 
 Phallic display is not a unique device to express similarity and strength. Similarity is also expressed by 
making the Kentaur’s front body all human, and through antithetical compositions making a mirror of 
many Man-Kentaur encounters. Strength is also implied by motifs of agōn and war, and in the sprouting 
vitality represented by branches held high. This vitality is carried forth in the very face of death, when the 
bier of the corpse is covered by branches.205 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
199 Hom. Od. 22.384-389. 
200 On the sea and death, see Vermeule 1979, pt. VI. 
201 Seen for example on the famous Horse Master Vase from Ugarit, MPVP, fig. XIII.28; This does not mean that the Greeks took 
these similes literally: actually drowning was perceived as an awful and incomplete death. In later eras many lost at sea were 
given earth-bound cenotaphs where the stone was expressedly said to act as sign—sema—for the lost body, Vermeule 1979, 187. 
An image of a fish is of course multivalent, but one of its meanings no doubt concerns death. 
202 After their victory over the Kentaurs, the Lapiths were defeated by Herakles, Apollod. Bibl. 2.154; Parada:GML [Lapiths]. 
203 Martin 1983 shows how makhē or makhomai (“strife, to fight”) are specializations of the older mēkhanē (“craft”), which in 
turn related to mēkhos (“remedy”)—all offshoots of the root mākh. The root is also felt in the name Makhaon and the knife 
makhaira. I return to the latter below in Part Δ.3.1.2. 
204 Pind. Ol. 4.18—trans. Race [1]. Like many other gnomic utterances in Pindaros, this statement may draw from the Precepts of 
Kheiron, see Race [1], 18; and Kurke 1990. 
205 Ahlberg-Cornell 1971, fig. 18. 
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B.2.1.4. KHEIRON AND THE VITALITY BEYOND DEATH 
 
Looking for transcendental vitality, Kheiron is even more conspicuous than his wild brethren. He is an 

immortal who gave away his unbounded life force. To invoke Kheiron in the context of death is fitting and 
straightforward: what is evoked is Kheiron’s departure, because his departure was, in effect, his gift. 

Who were they then, these Lefkandiot mortals and devotees of Kheiron? Faced with the recycling in 
the iconography of motifs male and agonistic, and with the importance of Herakles in the myth, a ready 
answer is that the devotees were men cut down by death somewhere on a trajectory of heroic pretentions. 
Young or mature is equally possible: the former would liken themselves to pupils of Kheiron, the latter 
could look to Herakles for their example, or regard themselves as ex-pupils in a more general way and as 
keepers of Kheiron’s sacred teaching. 

This heroic lens of interpretation is no doubt appropriate, but it is not the only one. The women of all 
ages present in Kheiron’s cave provide exempla for female devotees: for young women an association 
with Kheiron’s daughters, for mature women to his wife Kharikhlo and mother Philyra. 

At this preliminary point, then, we must acknowledge that the double grave context on Toumba Hill in 
Lefkandi, involving the depositing of a beheaded Kheiron figurine, may be any of a series of and/ors: 
male/female, young/mature, heroic/nymphic. 
 

B.2.1.5. THE ELUSIVE EARLY ARCHAIC KHEIRON 
 
A surprising trait of the 8th C. imagery is the difficulty to clearly identify Kheiron.206 The peaceful 

character of many Man-Kentaur encounters cannot be taken to indicate that the Kentaur must be Kheiron 
because his nameless brethren are not depicted as unambiguously hostile to man. Nor does the carrying of 
game or branches suffice as indicators. Kheiron shares these attributes with the tribe. In later art Kheiron 
is given cultured airs by clothing, but this seems not to be the case in the Early Archaic. Neither of the 
Kentaurs wearing garments may be securely identified with Kheiron. [#4, 5, 22, 23, 30 = Pls.B: 3, 4A, 
14A, 14C, 11B, 15] 
 Taking the Lefkandi Kentaur as a touchstone for later Kheiron imagery, two figurines in the catalogue 
stand out: a bronze from Phigaleia [#3 = Pl.B: 2B], and a terracotta zootrophos from Kourion [#26 = Pl.B: 
12E]. As will be shown when the figurine is inspected, the Lefkandi Kheiron is vocalizing. So, too, are the 
Kourion and Phigaleia Kentaurs, and both are, like the Lefkandi Kentaur, non-phallic. Tenuous as this is, 
other factors point in the same direction. For the Kourion Kentaur, we have already noted that the motif of 
zootrophy only have Kheiron as a credible candidate.207 As for Phigaleia, the town had a large sanctuary to 
Apollon, one of Kheiron’s pupils. Hence, a Kentaur image deposited here most likely represents the tutor. 
 This allows for a summing up of the proposal that phallic display may be a negative diagnostic for 
identifying Kheiron figurines in the Early Archaic. A Kentaur displaying a phallos is probably not 
Kheiron, and conversely: while a non-phallic Kentaur does not guarantee it is Kheiron, it is probably 
among them he should be sought, why non-phallic Kentaurs should be scanned for additional Kheironic 
traits.208 The Kentaurs from Kourion and Phigaleia share one such trait: they are vocalizing. To each we 
may add secondary traits, for the former the motif of zootrophy, for the latter an Apollonian find context. 
If we add later zootrophoi and compare these mild-mannered carriers of small animals to Kentaurs poised 
in the signature Ψ-stance of the tribe, many of them phallic, earthen red, and at once greeting and 
challenging the spectator,209 there is a tangible difference. The Phigaleian and Cypriot duo may be 
portraits of Kheiron. The phallic red rogues I think not. This diagnostic applies only to figurines, because 
indications are that other concerns, like taste and pragmatics of craft, dictated that phalloi should be 
avoided in vase painting, on seals and gold bands. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
206 After the LK, as far as I can tell, LIMC does not list any Kentaur considered to be Kheiron until the mid 7th C., that is LIMC 
[CH] #44 = LIMC [Achilleus] #21, a vase fragment showing a Kentaur with game hung in the branch he is carrying. Game hung 
in the branch also occurs on the Tiryns Shield (first quarter of the 7th C.), Pl.B: 18A—this Kentaur has been identified with 
Kheiron, for example by Langdon 2007, 177, but is not listed as such in LIMC [KK] #116.  
207 Pl.B: 17D for a 5/4th C. Kentaur with a child or small animal from the Asklepieion in Corinth. 
208 This proposal in effect suggests that a sensitivity existed among sculptors to the tribal and healer strain of the myths: man is 
not Kheiron’s kin the way he is other Kentaurs’ kin, why the mark of likeness—the phallos—is not attached to images of Kheiron. 
209 Such as items #4, 5 = Pls.B: 3, 4A; cf. also a 6th C. Kentaur from Boeotia, Padgett 2003, #21. 



  

Lives and Myths Γ
 
Greek mythology speaks with an astonishing range of voices; reductivism 
is the surest way of muffling them.210—R. Buxton 

Γ.1. Dark Age Lefkandi 
 
Heeding Buxton’s dictum, my aim is to find voices rooted in Dark Age Euboea and speaking of Kheiron. 
To this end, Part Γ will move from a wide vista of place to a close-up of a single artefact. The first part 
relates how Dark Age Lefkandi came to be. The second part performs a close inspection and commentary 
of the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine. 

I begin with an archaeology of place to create a conjectural image of the lives lived in Lefkandi. Then 
I address imagination and assemble what Dark Age Lefkandiots thought about themselves and their island 
home. Both parts are hermeneutic in character but engage with different source materials. What dictates 
content are requirements for understanding the Kheiron figurine. Hence, the first part relates only so much 
as to allow us to envisage Lefkandi in the 10th C. The second part focuses on certain strands of Euboean 
ethno-mythologies of origin because of their entwinement with Kheironiana. 
 
Γ.1.1. From Bronze Age to Iron Age211 
 

Γ.1.1.1. THE MYCENAEAN PERIOD 
 

 The Linear B archives show that Euboean Amaryntos and Karystos were within the power orbit of 
Thebes, but the nature of the relationship and to what degree Theban power was actually felt on Euboea is 
uncertain.212 Things changed in the late 13th C. The palace at Thebes was destroyed by fire at the transition 
LH IIIB/C.213 There are good reasons to believe that many of those who fled the violent destructions at 
Thebes crossed the waters and ended up at Lefkandi Xeropolis. 
 

Γ.1.1.2. THE 12TH  CENTURY: CRISES AND DEPARTURES 
 
In the first half of the 12th C. (Lefkandi LH IIIC Phase 1) we find a large settlement on Xeropolis 

which bears “all the hallmarks of a refugee town, thrown up quickly and haphazardly”.214 The pottery is 
accomplished but its repertoire of decoration is limited and non-pictorial. Four fragments depicting birds 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
210 Buxton 1992, 15. 
211 Chronologies are tabulated in Tables 1 and 2. Sections Γ.1.1.1-4 draw from the historical syntheses in Lefkandi [IV], 303-309; 
Lefkandi [I:2], 355-369; Lefkandi:Web which contains most of what is also found in AR [51-56, 58]; Crielaard & Driessen 1994; 
Calligas 1988; MPAH [Crielaard], esp. pt. 4; MPAH [Lemos], esp. 517-527; Thomas & Conant 1999, 85-114; Walker 2004, 72-
88; Whitley 1991, esp. 184-186. Direct quotes or details drawn from other sources are noted below. 
212 For Amaryntos and Karystos, see Del Freo 2009, esp. 42, 47; and Palaima 2011, esp. 74; the argument for Aigale (the Aigilea 
in Herodotos), is found in Walker 2004, 48-49. 
213 Based on the destruction contex for the latest Linear B archive from Thebes (“Archive Room”), see Driessen 2008. 
214 Thomas & Conant 1999, 92. 
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are the only exceptions.215 A sense of imminent danger may explain why the inhabitants bury their dead in 
modest domestic burials under the floors of their houses.216 This first phase ends in the mid 12th C. with 
severe destructions affecting the entire site. There is evidence of siege, fires, and collapsing buildings. In 
places the depth of the debris exceeds 1 metre.217 
 The settlement is quickly rebuilt, inaugurating Phase 2. This time houses are carefully laid out along 
straight lines, but the density of building is still high and similar to that of the preceding phase. The 
practice of domestic burials is kept, suggesting that the settlers are survivors of the crisis and still living 
with a sense of insecurity.218 Despite these trying circumstances there is inspired artwork. Human and 
animal figures appear on the pottery. Stylistically, a Mycenaean sensibility is strongly felt and the bestiary 
includes flamboyant goats, deer, griffins and sphinxes.219 In the second half of the 12th C. we are thus still 
deep in Mycenaean twilight rather than anything like a Protogeometric dawn. 

Phase 2 ends with partial destructions and repairs. Gradually, the repaired structures are abandoned 
and replaced by what characterizes Phase 3: humble houses laid out with less care and interspersed with 
rubbish heaps. Population numbers are on the decline, and so too are pottery skills. The settlement is 
abandoned at the turn of the 11th C.220 The gap covers almost half a century, and the next datable traces of 
occupation on Xeropolis belong at the onset of the Protogeometric in the mid 11th C. 

The transition to the Early Iron Age is ambiguous because the Skoubris cemetery is founded at the 
same time as the settlement on Xeropolis is deserted. Positing a period of abandonment rests on three 
observations: the lack of datable evidence on Xeropolis, the differences between the Late Helladic pottery 
and the pottery now found at Skoubris, and the appearance at Skoubris of cremation burials.221 The change 
is so marked that the excavators feel that the most likely explanation is that a new population arrived but 
settled at some other place nearby. The ambiguity leaves a flexible time frame for conjectures about the 
abandonment of Xeropolis. In 1972, the excavators saw gradual desertion “between c. 1100 and 1025”.222 
In 2006, they felt that the transition to the Iron Age may have been “no more than a hiatus”.223 
 

Γ.1.1.3. THE 11TH CENTURY: NEWCOMERS AND STAYERS BEHIND 
 

The case for an abandonment of Xeropolis followed by a settling nearby by new arrivals is strong, but 
the excavators warn that matters may not be so simple. First, there may exist a LH IIIC cemetery whose 
end of use is unknown.224 Second, despite clear differences in the pottery there are points of likeness: the 
“debased Mycenaean”225 aspect of early Skoubris ceramics is arguably evident already in LH IIIC Phase 3. 
Third, Oriental items, later found in such abundance, are present already in the Bronze Age.226 Rather than 
a substitution of people, I favour the alternative offered by the excavators: “a mixed community consisting 
basically of new comers but who absorbed a few Mycenaean survivors”.227 

From this point in time evidence from Xeropolis becomes difficult to interpret and the chronological 
phasing of the tell patchy.228 There is no evidence of other settlements in the vicinity, yet three cemeteries 
will be incepted in the area during the next century. In sum, from now on almost all evidence about life in 
Lefkandi comes from the cemeteries. But excavations on Xeropolis have been resumed and some of the 
recent discoveries, however preliminary as to their interpretation, will be accounted for below. 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
215 Lefkandi [IV], 141; pls. 14-28 for samples of the entire Phase 1; pl. 15.A14 for fragment with bird. 
216 One of the skeletons exhibit traces of violent trauma, Walker 2004, 74; and Musgrave & Popham 1991. Anyone from neonates 
to adults, male or female, were buried in this way. But there may be an extramural LH IIIC cemetery yet to be unearthed as 
suggested by the Khaliotis Tombs found outside the excavation area proper, see Lefkandi [I:2], 102-103, 355, n.4. In sum my 
thought is that the preferred practice of the settlers may have been extramural burial in cists, but that a periodic sense of danger 
may have prompted the practice of intramural domestic burials. 
217 Lefkandi [IV], 305. 
218 Of course not excluding that others may have joined them during Phase 2. 
219 Lefkandi [IV], pls. 32.1, 34.1, 67.G1, 68.G2. 
220 I use ”turn of X century” for beginnings of X—viz. the “turn of 11th C.” means the decade(s) framing 1100 BCE. 
221 Lefkandi [I:2], 355-356. 
222 Popham & Sackett 1972, 14. 
223 Lefkandi [IV], 309; Lefkandi:Web [The Settlement]. 
224 The Khaliotis Tombs (two cists, both robbed), Lefkandi [I:2], 102-103, 355, n.4. 
225 The expression from Lefkandi [I:2], 356. 
226 Lefkandi [IV], 308. 
227 Lefkandi [I:2], 356;  
228 There are predictable explanations for this: the tell has seen extensive razing from human intervention and natural erosion why 
layers ranging from LG down to PG in many places are reduced to unstratified debris or are vanished completely. On the inland 
vicinity modern developments continually carried out since the 1960’s may conceal settlement evidence. 
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I am about to paint a picture of how I believe Dark Age Lefkandi came to be. In order to make the 
narrative less obscure, I will personalize the cemeteries.229  Thus, at the beginning of the 11th C., we find 
the newly arrived Skoubrians and among them a group of stayers behind, the Ex-Mycenaeans, who may 
trace an ancestral presence at Lefkandi to the decades of crises in the 12th C. or earlier.230 

We know very little about these people. They lived inland and possibly led a semi-pastoral lifestyle. 
By the mid 11th C. they had returned to Xeropolis, not to live but for cult and industry: at the onset of the 
Protogeometric, a megaron structure is built on the foundations of a LH IIIC predecessor.231 Its use is so 
far unknown. There is also evidence for what the excavators tentatively call a “ritual zone” which, besides 
cultic installations, exhibits industrial aspects.232 At this time a few objects appear hinting at resumed 
contact with the East.233 It is a first trickle of an Oriental wave to follow. 
 

Γ.1.1.4. THE 10TH CENTURY: RETURNEES FROM THE EAST 
 

 The Toumba and Perivolia cemeteries are incepted at the turn of the 10th C., why we may assume that 
the Toumbians and Perivolians arrived only a short time before in the final decades of the 11th C. We 
begin with the impressions of the excavators: 
 

Traditionalism is cast off, independence  is temporarily  laid aside, new ideas flood in and are 
eagerly absorbed: there is a marked move to an international outlook which is accompanied by 
initiative, a much wider expansionism and a new prosperity.234 
 
… then there is a reversion to conservatism with a marked resistance to outside influences. 
This at least in the pottery and burial habits, and it is likely to reflect a more general change of 
attitude. Foreign contacts continue as before, and are ultimately to intensify, but the period of 
evident “internationalism” is over.235 

 
A burst of widening horizons, followed by conservative reversal. The reversal is long-lasting and is seen 
in Lefkandi’s long Sub-Protogeometric period compared to the Attic sequence.236 Notably, this reversal 
concerns only pottery and burial practices, and the resistance to influences is aimed at other Greek forms. 
This inward-looking resistance is thus limited, and exists in tandem with continued awareness of the East. 

Conjectures about the appearance of exotica are often framed by trade and the question of who traded: 
Lefkandiots or visiting foreigners? I am not disputing that Euboeans in later eras became intrepid seafarers 
and colonizers, but at this early date, and for this sudden influx of exotica, I believe that a migration event 
serves as a more holistic frame for our explanation—more holistic because there are several other aspects 
beside changes in ceramics and burial practices which we need to account for, namely: 
 

• Toumbians and Perivolians incept their cemeteries at the same time.237 
• The inception of both cemeteries is prompted by the raising of a large tumulus which holds an 

entire house with a man and woman, and four horses, buried inside.  
• Toumbians and Perivolians come to live peacefully with the Skoubrians: the three cemeteries 

continue in use side by side, all located within a circle no more than 250 metres wide.238 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
229 This personalization of the cemeteries is not as analytically frivolous as it may seem: the excavators find it highly likely that 
behind each cemetery there is a distinct oikos, Lemos 2003, 191. 
230 The label “Ex-Mycenaeans” is simply a chronotopical marker for people present before the arrival of the Skoubrians. I do not 
imply anything beyond time and place about this group (that they were part of a former palace elite for example). It is true that 
from the 11th C. and on this group has left few decisive traces in Lefkandi (they were “absorbed” in the Skoubris cemetery), but 
the great number of SMyc cist graves at Skoubris, some of which held inhumations as opposed to the novelty of cremations now 
introduced at Lefkandi, and the fact that a megaron-type structure was built over a BA predecessor on Xeropolis at the onset of 
PG, may arguably be posited as signs of the influence of these Mycenaean survivors. See further below. 
231 Lefkandi:Web [2008 Season: Region I]; Progress of this new series of excavations can be followed in AR [51-56, 58]. It should 
be noted that none of the structures unearthed so far are interpreted as domestic spaces by the excavators. 
232 Lefkandi:Web [2008 Season: Region II]: “... the nature of the discoveries is, by known local terms of reference, neither 
domestic nor funerary. […] Thus, the term [ritual zone] must be regarded only as a working hypothesis”. 
233 Lefkandi [I:2], 356-357. 
234 Lefkandi [I:2], 358. 
235 Lefkandi [I:2], 359. 
236 Table 1. 
237 Cf. Thomas & Conant 1999, 106: ”Palia Perivolia began receiving burials during the middle Protogeometric (1000-950) and 
was followed, presumably within a few years, by Toumba”. The chronology established by the excavators does not possess the 
resolution required for “a few years” to be a meaningful unit. For all intents and purposes, the cemeteries are contemporary. 
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• Ranking the cemeteries according to wealth places Toumba as an indisputable first, Skoubris as 
second, and Perivolia as a poor and distant third.239 

• Toumbians bring a new Eastern outlook and sensational Orientalia, but they also look towards the 
neighbouring islands, and to Boeotia, Thessaly, and Attica. 

 
I believe that the Toumbians arriving late in the 11th C. were offspring of those who left less than a century 
before.240 They knew about the site and returned to re-settle it. They came from islands in the East, 
possibly from as far away as Cyprus. They carried with them an Eastern experience between two to four 
generations long, and a cargo of Oriental artefacts.241 

The Perivolians came with the Toumbians. The two groups were set in a relationship of lords and 
subjects.242 The combined group was modest: the number of people required to spawn the two cemeteries 
could easily have travelled on a single ship.243 
 The Toumbians claimed a right to live in Lefkandi by their ancestry. Their claims were met with 
recognition by the offspring of the Ex-Mycenaeans among the Skoubrians. There may even have been 
lines of shared ancestry between Toumbians and Ex-Mycenaeans.244 Beyond the validity of their claims, 
the Returnees were few in number. There was plenty of land on the Lelantine Plain opening up at the 
summit of the slopes of Lefkandi. Peaceful co-existence was therefore possible. 

With this conjectural sketch, nearly all aspects listed above have been accounted for: the synchronicity 
of arrival of Toumbians and Perivolians, their Eastern outlook and the inequality of their wealth, the 
conditions for peaceful co-existence with the Skoubrians, and the ephemeral quality of first impact: the 
sudden “internationalist” surge which soon retracted. I believe that these Returnees, all born in the East, 
inspired the outward-looking boom, while their offspring, all born in Lefkandi, were keen on becoming 
Euboeans—but Euboeans as opposed to other Greeks—without giving up their interest for the East. 
Hence the quick phase of change, followed by a sustained conservatism in tandem with continued contacts 
abroad. It has been suggested that these continued contacts took the form of elite gift exchange.245 This 
chimes with a migration event: the Returnees knew and were probably kin with families in the East, hence 
their offspring upheld these relations in the following decades. 

When the the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine was made, a long century had passed since the arrival of the 
Returnees. At this time, we are well into the era of “conservatism” and it is time to lay this term aside.246 I 
believe that the conservative aspect identified by the excavators in pottery and burial practices are effects 
of ethnos in the making, of ideas and practices of becoming Euboean: ideas not conservative but inward-
looking. As I hope to show, the Kheiron Figurine is part of this invention of an Euboean ethnos. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
238 Map 2. 
239 Also observed by Thomas & Conant 1999, 91. 
240 This “century” may be rather short. The phasing of what happended around the turn of the 11th C. is flexible and very uncertain 
in absolute terms. It is not impossible that some Toumbians had lived to see both exile and return—but I do not insist upon this 
particular idea. I am positing a group whose (great-) grandparents fled Lefkandi c. 1100-1080. 
241 Compare Catling’s ‘Heroes returned’, AH [Catling]; taken up by MPAH [Mazarakis Ainian], 194-195. 
242 Based on a) the synchronous inception of the cemeteries, and b) the stark contrast in wealth between them, and that c) creating 
the tumulus was a project of such scale that it must have required authority and coercion to succeed, and finally d) that the 
location of Perivolia—like Toumba—is motivated by the site of the tumulus. These Perivolian subjects, in other words, also had a 
claim, but an unequal claim, to bask in the power radiating from the tumulus. This relationship may have been inherited from the 
departees a century or less before or it developed in exile. For a short overview of dependent labour and slavery in the Mycenaean 
era and in the Dark Age, see Dark Ages Revisited [Crielaard], 98-99. 
243 Compare the algorithm used below in Part Δ.2.5: A starter generation of only 4 males and 4 females between the ages of 6 and 
44 may produce a legion of dead numbering between 50 and 60 in c. 150 years. Toumba was in use between 150-180 years and 
holds 83 tombs and 36 pyres. Perivolia, for the same period of use, holds 47 tombs and 50 pyres. The relationship between tombs 
and pyres is not clear cut (viz. a pyre does not necessarily belong to a tomb), nor do we know if the Lefkandiots buried infants 
elsewhere, but no matter which rationale we choose for arriving at a total (for Toumba 83 or 119 (83+36), or some other number 
in between) the numbers are such that it seems perfectly possible that the founders of the two cemeteries were two small groups of 
no more than 10-15 members in each. Tomb and pyre totals are drawn from Lefkandi [I:2], 141-167 for Perivolia; and Lefkandi 
[III], table 1 for Toumba; Compare Snodgrass’ estimation for the Kerameikos cemetery during the PG period: for 62 tombs 
covering 150 years he arrives at a population of only c. 15 people, see Snodgrass 2006, 217; Cf. Morris 1987, table 6. 
244 It is suggestive that the first tomb created at Toumba after the heaping of the Tumulus—tomb 12b in the Kentaur Tombs 
cluster—held two modest yet impressive domestic heirlooms: two Mycenaean glass paste seals, at the time of deposit more than 
400 years old, see Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 235b; Lefkandi [I:2], 225. 
245 Crielaard 1992; MPAH [Crielaard]. 
246 The term “conservative” is motivated by the comparison to Athens’ ceramic sequence, viz. Athens is posited as a standard for 
the comparison. Such a positing, surely, is of dubious merit if we wish to describe Lefkandi on its own terms? 
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I have waited until now to explain the last facet of the impact of the Returnees, namely why their 
outlook also included Thessaly, the Greek mainland, and nearby islands?247 My reason for this is the 
remarkable match between this geography and that of Euboean ethnographic myths. 
 Connections with islands such as Andros, Naxos, Skyros and Tenos were very old. In Lefkandi the 
Ex-Mycenaean stayers behind may have contributed to continued contact during the 11th C., but at the 
arrival of the Returnees relations to these islands became so established so as to form a mikro koine.248 
This, too, regarding the Cyclades at least, could be explained by the Refugee/Returnee-experience: these 
islands are stepstones on the seaway to the East. 
 Finally, and most intriguingly, the Returnees interest in Attica, Boeotia, and Thessaly, maps curiously 
well with the origin and migrations of those whom the Euboeans considered to be their mytho-historical 
ancestors. First, the Euboean Kouretes, who had themselves been exiles and returnees. Born on Euboea, 
they had been forced to leave for Attica and Crete, and could only later return to their island home. 
Second, the Abantes. Long ago they had come down from Thrace through Thessaly, resided for a time in 
Phokis, then moved on to Euboea. On their way they would have seen Boeotia. 

In my view the Returnees arriving in Lefkandi at the turn of the 10th C. were already in possession of 
central tenets of an ethnographic lore only later attested historically: a lore, kept alive in exile, about who 
they were and whence they came. This lore in part overlapped with similar traditions kept by the Ex-
Mycenaeans of Lefkandi. This lore declared that they were offspring of the Kouretes-Abantes and that 
their home was Euboea, or, using the name of the island they themselves knew: Abantis. 
 
Γ.1.2. Euboean Ethno-Mythography249 
 
This section draws out significant elements of the Dark Age Euboean ethnos, specifically the elements of 
Kheironiana which went into it. The mythic aggregate of Euboean ethno-Kheironiana is attested only in 
the historical era, but two elements constitute sounding lines deep into the Bronze Age: both Karystos and 
Dionysos are attested in Linear B,250 why this entire topic opens up to embrace the Dark Age and the 
possible date of inception is pushed far back in time. 
 

Γ.1.2.1. THE ABANTES AND THE EUBOEAN KOURETES 
 

 The Abantes 
In the distant past the Abantes had come down from Thrace through Thessaly to Abai in Phokis, then 

moved on to settle on Euboea. From then on, the island became known as Abantis.251 By the Early Archaic 
era the entire island was considered their realm, and Homeros spoke of the Abantes as a “great-souled” 
and “courage-breathing” people.252 

I find no reason to doubt that recollections of real migrations may be contained in the the myth. Not 
because I believe that myths usually relate historical realities, but because in this particular case the myth 
parallels the outlook of the Returnees as evidenced by their material record. A koine is in place from the 
Early Protogeometric and on, joining Euboea with the islands Andros, Naxos, and Tenos, and inland with 
Boeotia, Thessaly, and Kalapodi in Phokis. The last is suggestive: already in the late Bronze Age the 
sanctuary in Kalapodi may have seen visitors from Euboea.253 We sense the significance of the place: the 
sanctuary sat on a mytho-historical threshold—near Abai—the last station of the Abantes before they 
crossed over to Euboea. It was a place where their mainland origins, leading back to Thessaly and on to 
Thrace, could be rekindled and affirmed. The sanctuary was dedicated to Apollon and possibly also to his 
sister Artemis—both prominent figures in the lore of Kheiron.254 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
247 Lefkandi [I:2], 358, 360; Thomas & Conant 1999, 92-94. 
248 Lefkandi [I:2], 286. 
249 Besides sources listed in Table 4, this section draws on Walker’s treatment of this rich array of traditions, Walker 2004, 27-31, 
36-71; Other sources not listed in Table 4 are noted below. 
250 See Part B.1.3 above. 
251 Strabon 10.1.3. 
252 Hom. Il. 2.536-545. 
253 Euboica [Lemos]; Lemos 2000, 16-17; Lemos 2014, 167-168; Dickinson 2006, esp. 17, 132. 
254 AR [54], 47-49; AR [58], 19-21; Seewald 2011. 
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Finally, we should recall how a Thessalo-Thracian connection is strongly felt, first, in the myths of 
Kheiron: he was concieved on an island in the Black Sea and later reared on Mount Pelion,255 second, in 
the remains of Argonautika, in which Kheiron looms large in the wings as tutor of the Argonauts,256 third, 
in Homeros, where the name of the leader of the Abantes, Elephenor, signals North Greek origins,257 and 
fourth, in the Greek word Kentauros, a neologism of Thracian origin.258 

 
The Euboean Kouretes 
Turning to the Kouretes we encounter a different kind of myth. If the lore about the Abantes is 

ethnographical, that of the Kouretes is of cosmological import. The canonical version is set on Crete:259 it 
relates how Rhea hid her infant son Zeus in a cave to protect him from the cannibalistic urges of his father 
Kronos. The Zeus child was guarded by the Kouretes, a band of warrior youths who danced, yelled, and 
clashed their spears against the shields to make the infant’s cries inaudible to Kronos. 

The Euboean Kouretes were offspring of the god Sokos and the nymph Kombe, both local divinities, 
the former obscure but with a name possibly North Greek, the latter was also known as Khalkis like the 
settlement with the same name.260 Sokos—like Kronos an unreasonable pater-god—banished the Kouretes 
from Euboea and their exile took them to Crete and Attica. Only after Sokos had been killed could they 
return to “the sacred soil of the Abantes”.261 The Creto-Euboean link is summarized by Strabon: “Some 
call the Curetes ‘Cretes’, and say that the Cretes were the first people to don brazen armour in Euboia, and 
that on this account they were also called ‘Chalcidians’”.262 

Elsewhere, Strabon conflates the Euboean Kouretes with the Abantes, when he says that the former cut 
their hair like the latter. Notably, Strabon here relies on the Euboean historian Arkhemakhos.263 Strabon is 
known for his errors, but in this case I believe our scepticism should be tempered. The inspection of the 
Lefkandi Kheiron figurine will suggest that this overlaying of Kouretes with the Abantes was present 
already in the Dark Age. 

Besides their role as protectors of divine infants, the Kouretes possessed many skills: they invented 
shepherding, bee-keeping, hunting, and archery. They were prophetic and taught the importance of 
neighbourly help.264 These culture-making skills form a topical overlap with local Kheironiana because the 
Euboean Aristaios, too, possessed the same kind of skills.265 

Among recent finds from Xeropolis is a male head of a size suggesting that it belonged to a figurine 
some 70-80 cm in height if imagined standing upright.266 [Pl.B: 28B] I believe its wide-eyed expression 
and stance with the head tilted back indicate a state of possession,267 and that it is an Euboean Kourete 
entranced by dancing. It is dated to LefEPG, a time just before the arrival of the Returnees. This head may 
therefore attest to the elements of recognition that I have suggested existed between the Returnees and 
stayers behind at Lefkandi. The two groups may have shared lines of kinship, and drawn their myths from 
a shared repository. These traditions had for a time developed side by side during the period of separation 
and exile, but came together again at the the arrival of the Returnees. 

In the ethnic construct of the Kouretes-Abantes, an ethnographic migration myth is alloyed to a myth 
of cosmological import. Both myths speak of being and place: the one about a vital role played in the 
maintaining of cosmos at the very beginning of time and henceforth, the other about rights of belonging to 
a landscape stretching from sylvan Thrace to seabound Abantis. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
255 Above Part B.1.2.3; not umimportant here is the Thessalian connection for Asklepios studied by Aston 2004. 
256 Table 3. 
257 MacUrdy 1919, esp. 63-64. 
258 Sturtevant 1926; and above Part B.1.1.1. 
259 I conflate the Dictaean and Idaean versions as the ”Cretan version”. For our purposes it is the Cretan location that matters: the 
Euboean re-use of the myth does not hinge upon which Cretan mountain, Dikte or Ida, these events occurred. 
260 In Hom. Il. 11.427-428 Sokos occurs as a name of a Trojan. Following MacUrdy’s study of Greek by-forms of Macedonian 
and North Greek names, it seems to me that Sokos could be a Greek rendering of Sokonor, MacUrdy 1919, 63; BNP [Combe]. 
261 Nonn. D. 13.135-154; Hsch. Σ.3114. 
262 Strabon 10.3.19—trans. Jones 1917-1932. The last epithet with two meanings: “men from Khalkis”, the Euboean settlement, or 
simply “men of bronze”. 
263 Strabon 10.3.6 (citing Arkhemakhos of Euobea).  
264 BNP [Curetes]. 
265 See next Part Γ.1.2.2. below. 
266 AR [53], 38-40, fig. 48; See further below Part Δ.1.3. 
267 An iconographic convention seen in later images of the Maenads for example, see Burkert 1985, 166. 
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Γ.1.2.2. EUBOEAN KHEIRONIANA 
 

 On Euboea, Kheiron’s line received several extensions: the son Karystos, son or grandson Aristaios, 
grandson Zarex, and the (great-)granddaugher Makris. [Table 4] Karystos first appears as a toponym in the 
Linear B archives of Thebes. Zarex, too, has come down as a toponym. In the 6th C. both were known as 
Kheiron’s offspring,268 and in the 3rd C. stories about Makris had long been told.269 By the time of Strabon 
these traditions seem to have been in part broken, why the testimony available to him was fragmentary.270 
As far as I know, we have detailed traditions preserved only about Aristaios and Makris. 
 The Thessalian geneaology makes Aristaios the son of Apollon and Kyrene. Not so on Euboea: here 
he is the son of Kheiron or Karystos.271 His skills are like Kheiron’s those of a hunter, seer, and herbalist, 
but like the Kouretes he also brings culture-making skills of husbandry: Aristaios invented sheperding, 
bee-keeping, honey- and cheese making, and how to grow olives. His name is drawn from the word for 
“excellence” and may attest to his importance to emerging Dark Age landowning elites. 

On Euboea and in Boeotia, Aristaios had an obscure but suggestive relationship to Artemis. He figures 
in the Kadmean geneaology of Thebes as the father of Aktaion. Notably, he is here called the “thick-and-
long-haired”, a unique epithet in early Greek literature. West considers it the mark of a kouros, which is of 
course correct in a pan-Greek sense.272 We may add that on Euboea the ritualized growing and shedding of 
hair was alloyed to the lore about the Kouretes-Abantes.273 

If the Theban Aristaios is indeed the same as Euboean one, then the Euboeans regarded Aktaion as the 
great-grandchild of Kheiron. This makes Artemis’ visit to Kheiron’s cave after she had killed Aktaion all 
the more poignant, and so, too, Kheiron’s making of an image of his lost great-grandson.274 It has been 
suggested that Aristaios as kouros stands behind the eponym Amarynthos, the companion of Artemis at 
the Amarysia festival.275 If so, then she became during the festival the protector and nurse of Kheiron’s 
grandson, and we would have yet another example of how Euboeans placed Artemis closer to Kheiron 
than did most other Greeks. This relationship will be relevant when we consider mythic exempla for 
Euboean children being taught the precepta276 of Kheiron. 

The theme of kourotrophy links Kheironiana to Abantic mytho-ethnography, most clearly in Aristaios’ 
daughter Makris. Zeus chose her and the Kouretes-Abantes to care for the infant Dionysos in a cave on 
Euboea. The episode is evoked in the island’s ancient names Makris and Abantis. Makris and Artemis may 
also be prototypes behind a real-life cohort of kourotrophai mentioned in an inscription from Eretria.277 

Finally, we should note how Kheiron is drawn into the Abantic myth repository through an epithet of 
the Euboean Kouretes. They were called the “Sons of Kronos”.278 In other words: they saw themselves as 
brothers both to Zeus and Kheiron. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
268 Bakkhylides of Keos provides terminus ante quem. In Zarex, excavations have brought to light an archaic temple to Apollon 
Delios, as well as Kentaur imagery, see AR [61], 69, fig. 93. 
269 Apollonios Rhodios provides terminus ante quem. 
270 As we have three names from Kheiron’s line figuring as toponyms on Euboea (Karystos, Makris, and Zarex), I should add that 
the ancient name of Lefkandi itself is unknown, see discussion in Lefkandi [I:2], appendix B, 423-427. 
271 In Table 4 one version of the genealogy of Aristaios is shaded not because this version is less likely to have existed but because 
the unshaded version better illustrates the processes of myth-making which occurred on Euboea. The shaded version, and others 
still, may well have existed and the decisive component was probably the weight accorded Thessalian origins by the myth-maker: 
as a son of Kheiron, Aristaios, like Karystos, is born on Pelion and embodies both Thessaly and a migration experience. As the 
son of Karystos, Aristaios becomes wholly Euboean. The version making Aristaios and Zarex brothers come from Bakkhylides of 
Keos—an island with longstanding relations to Euboea. The myth of Aristaios’ arrival on Keos is in itself an example of the topic 
discussed here, and a testament to Euboean-Keosian relations: Once the water nymphs of Keos were scared off the island by the 
appearance of a lion. The nymphs fled to Karystos on Euboea and left Keos to suffer fatal heat and draught. But Aristaios came to 
the island’s rescue: he taught the Keosians to build an altar to Zeus Ikmaios, the bringer of rain and dew, Jebb 1905, 6-7, 428 
(#44) (= commentary to Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 169:6-9); also Apoll. Rhod. 2.510-527. 
272 Hes. Theog. 977: Aristaios bathukhaitēs—“with thick long hair”; West 1966, 425 (#977). 
273 See below Part Γ.2.5.1. 
274 Gantz treats only the Thessalian Aristaios and seems unaware of the Euboean version. But he becomes circumspect when he 
touches upon Kadmean genealogy, saying that the Theban Aristaios may be distinct from the Thessalian one. My answer would 
be yes: the Theban Aristaios is the Euboean one (as is the Keosian Aristaios below), Gantz 1993, 93, 818, table 15. 
275 Walker 2004, 31. 
276 I sometimes use precepts or precepta abstractly to signify the entire repository of Kheiron’s wisdom. The capitalized Precepts 
stands for the lost work The Precepts of Kheiron—see Table 5. 
277 Hadzisteliou Price 1978, 137; BNP [Kourotrophos]—both citing IG XII:9, 269. 
278 Strabon 10.3.19; This need not be because Euboeans were confused about the mythic genealogy of the Kouretes from Sokos 
and Kombe, but a declaration of an unbreakeable bond to Zeus and Kheiron. Just as important real life bonds were cloaked in the 
language of kinship, so too bonds to gods. 
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Γ.1.2.3. ABANTIC EUBOEA AND THE LEGACY OF KHEIRON 
 
We are thus met with a peculiarly Euboean entwinement of mytho-ethnography with Kheironiana. In 

one thread the Kouretes-Abantes, the protectors of the Zeus child in their Euboean guise (a guise which 
also entails protecting Dionysos), in the other thread extensions of the line of Kheiron: Karystos, Zarex, 
Aristiaos, Makris, and Aktaion. The entwinement is made with topical overlaps, the most important being 
kourotrophy and culture-making skills and crafts. [Table 4] 
 When the Euboeans wished to draw upon the mythic repository of Kheiron, they could not simply 
remove its original setting because their own origins in Thessaly and Thrace could not not be altered. 
Instead they extended the traditional geneaology and gave Kheiron offspring who made their home on 
Euboea. As for the lore about the Kouretes, the Euboeans copied the Cretan myth and replayed it on their 
own island with a new cast: the infant Dionysos and the nurse Makris. These are not uniquely Euboean 
devices of mythmaking, and I am sure the reader recognizes them from other sources, nor are the devices 
peculiar to these myths on Euboea: the story of Io saw similar elaborations.279 
 Karystos is the first attested name and first in the extension of the geneaology. At some point in time, 
Euboeans drew Thessalian Kheironiana to their island by making Karystos the son of Kheiron, and 
subsequently the line was extended further. A geneaology such as Kheiron’s on Euboea is more than a 
map of kinship relations. Whether set down in writing or held in memory, a geneaology is a map of time 
itself making an otherwise occult temporal continuum visible in generational steps. For the Euboeans, 
extending the line of Kheiron from Mount Pelion to Abantis served as a mnemonic scaffolding for their 
mytho-ethnographic narrative about a journey from Thrace to Euboea in the distant past. 

It is impossible to date when the Karystians first proclaimed that Kheiron’s son Karystos had heralded 
their settling on Euboea’s southernmost cape,280 or when they declared that Aristaios was not a Thessalian 
son of Apollon, but an Abantean fathered by Karystos. Perhaps the additions of Zarex and Makris to the 
line are steps in polis-formation: a later movement among communities to sieze upon myth in order to 
distinguish themselves within the Euboean ethnos. But beginnings of this movement, too, are impossible 
to date, and first inventions may have been made in the Dark Age. 

My description of Euboean mytho-ethnography has drawn plenty from late historical sources. It seems 
pertinent at this point to recall those few but suggestive early items that frame the Dark Age in this matter: 
The Bronze Age horizon is set by the Linear B archives: they show that Karystos was settled with this 
name already in the 13th C. In the Dark Age we have as witness the solitary but highly articulated Lefkandi 
Kheiron figurine, and as we enter the Archaic era Abantean mytho-etnography is fully in place. We know 
this, first, because the Iliad describes Euboea as wholly Abantean, and, second, because of an intriguing 
artefact from Eretria: a marble seal found in the sanctuary of Apollon. [Pl.B: 17B] Compared to the other 
seals recovered from the same deposit, this seal is unique in all its aspects: shape, material, technique, and 
motif. This seal alone shows a Kentaur and, unlike the others, is most likely made from local stone: the 
famed green cipolin of Karystos.281 I believe this seal’s material, motif, and place of deposit, all attest to 
the mytho-ethnographical lore that I have outlined. To the Euboean craftsman behind this seal, the soil of 
Abantis and its underground greenstone treasures were bound up with Karystos and the line of Kheiron. 
 
Γ.1.3. Completing the Sketch: The Time of Kheiron 
 
The Lefkandiot ethnos is perhaps best described as post-Abantic. While they considered themselves as 
Abantic offspring, they saw the Abantes as belonging to a mytho-temporal beyond, a distant domain 
located where genos dissolved into past. The point to make is that the mythologizing of the Abantes was 
in place by the time Homeros, why it was most likely in place at the turn of the 9th C.282 The conflation of 
the Abantes with the Kouretes enforced this mythologizing because the great deeds of the latter were set at 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
279 Mitchell 2001. 
280 Karystos = kērussō (Attic: kēruk-ttō, Doric: ka_russō) = “to proclaim, to (be) herald”; LSJ [κηρύσσω], Chantraine [Κηρυξ—
Section “Verbes dénominatif”, 1]; Karystian coins from the Classical period illustrate the toponym with a rooster, Noe 1948, 188, 
189 fig. 2. 
281 The marmor carystium later known to the Romans. On this seal, see Euboica [Huber], 118-119, fig. 8. 
282 Walker suggests that the Abantes is a mythological construct derived from Dark Age memories of a Mycenaean ruling class, 
Walker 2004, 50-51. 
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the very beginning of Olympian time. This conflation would in time produce reversals claiming primacy 
of the Abantes, when they were said to be the autochthonous islanders and fathers of the Kouretes.283 

The Lefkandiot sense of self took for its landscape a geography spanning from island to household, or 
from ethnos to oikos. Both structures were understood by all but required continual negotiation, adjusting 
and affirmation, in order to maintain their power of social adhesion. In the Dark Age, the chief negotiators 
and adjusters of these shared structures were Big Men.284 

The Dark Age shows no trace of institutions—if by this we mean an ideological structure inert and 
impervious to the vicissitudes of a single generation, and accompanied by expressions such as laws set 
down in writing or communal buildings devoted to cult or council. It is in this structural void that the Big 
Man comes into play.285 A Big Man achieves his power through charisma, physical prowess, and power to 
sway. When a Big Man dies, his network of dependencies becomes unstable and must be actively re-
affirmed, or opposed, by surviving subalterns. In orders created by Big Men the need for supra-individual 
permanence later served by institutions must be addressed by other means. It has been suggested that 
Greek Big Men seized control by making their homes sites of cults and council.286 These gatherings saw 
performances of songs of kleos and ostentatious behaviour such as feasting and gifting—activities which 
in turn added to the kleos sung about the Big Men.287 A third means of establishing ancestral depth and 
life-beyond-life would be the acquisition of precious and memorable heirlooms.288 

The Toumba House has inspired such sketches of Dark Age Lefkandi. The building seems equally 
fitting as a home for a Big Man as a space for cult, feast, and council, and the couple buried there took 
with them awesome heirlooms to which most likely were attached ancestral narratives.289 Though unique 
in its sheer size, the Toumba House adheres to a type found elsewhere at the time and which derives from 
earlier Mycenaean forms.290 Hence we may use it as a model for our sketch, provided we keep in mind 
that other houses in Lefkandi most likely were more modest.291 P.G. Calligas calls this type of house an 
unfortified “oikos/megaron” to indicate its form and function as permanent family residence. Inspired by 
the Toumba House, he imagines such houses were placed on hills and low prominences.292 

A century after the arrival of the Returnees, we would find a few such houses dotting the inland plain 
at Lefkandi. The richest belonged to Toumbians, the most modest to Perivolians. A Toumbian house was a 
patrilocal farmstead where most of the work was done by Perivolians:293 they tended beehives, herded 
sheep and cattle, harvested olives and grapes, and pampered the horses of their masters.294 I believe that 
the Toumbians were an emerging aristocracy whose riches rested on land possession, whose power rested 
on force brute and ideological, and whose self-esteem and demand for kleos were articulated by the 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
283 So in Nonn. D. 13.135-154 speaking of the Kouretes returning from exile: “[the Kouretes] turned their steps homewards to the 
sacred soil of the Abantes, the earthborn stock of the ancient Kouretes…” 
284 In later eras, the notion of polis would emerge between ethnos and oikos and the process was rapid: already in the mid 8th C. 
the Euboeans dispatched colonizers to Sicily and Italy by poleis rather than as Abantes. Walker 2004, 82, refers to the pre-poleis 
society as an “ethnos-state”, and though I would put the more fuzzy “society” where walker puts “state” I agree with the model: 
the Dark Age saw ethnos anchored in the island Abantis, before splintering into poleis—albeit with the Abantic heritage still in 
frame. Put differently in terms already employed: the Dark Age saw an Abantic ethnos-society on the makro level, in tandem with 
a Big Man oikos-society on the mikro level. 
285 Lindstrom 1981; and Sahlins 1963 for the Pacific setting. 
286 Whitley 1991, esp. 184-186; Mazarakis Ainian 1997, esp. ch. 5, and conclusions 393-396; Thomas & Conant 1999, 52-53; 
Antonaccio 2002, esp. 14, 29-35; and further developed in Idem. 2016. 
287 Powell 1993a. 
288 MPAH [Maran] on ‘the Tiryns Treasure’ as keimelia; and Lillios 1999, esp. 246-252, 257, with anthropological parallells. 
289 A Cypriotic bronze urn lined with clay holding the man’s ashes, at least two centuries old at the time of deposit, and the 
woman’s pendant necklace of gold and faiance, a Syrian or Babylonian work between 600 and 1000 years old at the time. General 
description of the tombs in Lefkandi [II:2], 19-22, pls. 12-22. 
290 Compare layouts of Nichoria Unit IV, Thomas & Conant 1999, 48-49, figs. 11a, 11b; and Thermos Bau B and Antissa Apsis- 
oder Ovalhaus, both in ArchHom [O], 15-16, fig. 13, 26-27, figs. 22a:b; also Mazarakis Ainian 1997, table III. 
291 The chronotope proper for this study is placed a century after the construction of the Toumba House why I will not enter into 
detail about the difficult interpretation of why the house was built and the chain of events leading up to its razing and covering 
with a tumulus. But by using it as a template for Dark Age domestic space, I have already made clear that I believe that the house 
was indeed built to be lived in (viz. it was not built to be a tomb), but that death intervened before the Big Man and his spouse 
could take up residence. Turning the house into a tomb and to cover it with a tumulus was an improvised decision taken by 
survivors. In the main, I agree with many points made by Crielaard & Driessen 1994. 
292 Calligas 1988, esp. 230-232. 
293 I refrain from employing concepts such as slavery or serfdom simply because they conjure up specific insitutions. I suggest a 
relation of servitude, without pretending to know its specific forms. 
294 For imagined activities I draw on the skills possessed by Aristaios and the Kouretes; horse care from Kheironiana and the later 
famed horsemen of the island: the Ippobotai and the Ippeis; for cattle from the island’s later name, Euboea (“well-cattled”), and 
from the area found on Xeropolis with significant remains of animal bone, by the excavators called a “butchery”—see below. 
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aristocratic triad of land, war, and the horse.295 Perhaps they already at this time craved the name of 
despotai Euboias—“house lords of Euboea”.296 
 On Xeropolis we have traces of cult and crafts incepted at the onset of the Early Protogeometric. A 
megaron structure measuring c. 13 x 7.5 m. inside was built on a Bronze Age predecessor. Nearby is an 
open space laid with pebbles and strewn with animal bone, by the excavators called a “butchery”. Also 
uncovered is a “ritual zone” showing aspects of industry.297 Judging by figurines and sherds, remains of 
antler, bone, metal and spindle whorls, the crafts performed here included pottery, metalworking, weaving 
of textiles, and other handiwork. Remains from advanced metalworks were found already during the first 
excavations: clay moulds used to make bronze tripod legs. These moulds are contemporary with the 
Lefkandi Kentaur and show strong influences from Cyprus.298 Finally, a penchant for making large 
figurines is in evidence: we have already encountered the head of a Kourete, other finds include a clay 
boat, a very large horse’s hoof, and of course the Lefkandi Kentaur itself.299 

The lack of clearly identifiable domestic space is curious, but the tell has seen immense erosion in 
parts, and much remains to be excavated. In light of this, I believe it is reasonable to assume that some 
Lefkandiot craftsmen indeed lived on Xeropolis, as did those who turned to the sea for their livelihood.300 
We may imagine a very small community divided between an elite of landowners and their servants, 
living on the coastal plain, and craftsmen and fishermen living on Xeropolis. 

A quarter devoted to crafts which also feature ritual installations301 has an Eastern feel: we find a 
similar proximity between craft and cult on Cyprus and in the Levant.302 The Protogeometric megaron 
built on top of a Bronze Age predecessor is suggestive: the excavators observe that its layout recalls the 
Toumba House.303 Equally suggestive is the “butchery”, a pebble-laid area strewn with animal bone. To 
conclude this chapter, I will therefore allow myself two conjectural fancies: 

One. The Xeropolis Protogeometric megaron was a neutral ground for council and a shared space for 
ritual. That is, the structure was not lived in by anyone specific, but used when local Big Men needed to 
meet and/or when they were present for communal ritual activity. On such occasions, the structure’s look 
and layout served to mirror each Big Man’s seat of power: his residence on the plain.304 

Two. It cannot be stressed enough how small this settlement was.305 If a Big Man decided to slaughter 
a decent-sized bovid it could feed the community for days, even weeks. We may imagine just about 
everyone mustered for such an occasion. Perhaps people were called to attend already at the farmstead and 
to form a procession following the animal as it was led from the plain down the Toumba path to the sea-
side, then up again to Xeropolis. Evocative landscape, power and religion, could thus come together in 
communal sacrifice on Xeropolis. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
295 Thomas & Conant 1999, 106, observes that all so labelled “warrior graves” are Toumbian, save one at Perivolia. I do not feel 
that the latter circumstance speaks strongly against my general conjecture that the Perivolians were in a relation of servitude to the 
Toumbians—the Perivolian warrior may have been a subaltern to one or several Toumbians. 
296 Archil. fr. 3; In the Linear B archives of Pylos DO-PO-TA is a divinity receiving gold cups as gifts (PY Tn316.5). On Dark Age 
Euboea the name seems to have developed into an epithet of secular power, see Chadwick & Baumbach 1963, 183; MPAH 
[Palaima], 55; Dark Ages Revisited [Crielaard], 84.  
297 Current state of excavations are best summarized in AR [54, 55] and on the Lefkandi:Web. 
298 Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 12, 13; Lefkandi [I:2], 93-97. 
299 For the head and boat AR [53], 40, figs. 47, 48; and see further below Part Δ.1.3. 
300 It should be noted that both the first excavations and the ones now underway have brought to light LefLG-structures—viz. 
there is good reason to believe that domestic space indeed existed somewhere on the tell from the onset of LefEPG. But strictly 
speaking, no PG domestic space is yet clearly in evidence. 
301 Among the installations at Lefkandi Xeropolis are “circular platforms”, red- and yellow clay “drums” and “bins”, and and a red 
clay “receptacle”. On top of the last was found placed a complete set of red-deer antler, AR [54], 54; AR [55], 48, fig. 58, 49, fig. 
80; Lefkandi:Web [2008 Season: Region II]. 
302 Cyprus: In Kition and Enkomi sanctuaries adjoined metallurgical workshops, and the “Sanctuary of the Ingot God” also 
springs to mind. On the Levantine coast, in Hazor and Sarepta, shrines were located in the potters’ quarters, Carter 1987, 370-373. 
303 AR [53], 38; AR [54], 51-53, fig. 56. 
304 The underlaying assumption here is that a Big Man’s residence was not the only space reserved for ritual and cult in the Dark 
Age (this is indeed the view of Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 393). Perhaps a credible conjecture would be that a Big Man’s residence 
primarily drew peers—his closest subalterns and other Big Men—joined to feast, to gift, and to enjoy bardic performances. All 
the while, other designated open areas and structures served Big Men’s rule over the entire community. 
305 Judging from the number of dead in the cemeteries, we are not in any shape or form dealing with some proto-polis—to paint 
that picture vast and not yet discovered cemeteries must be assumed. I do not believe that at any decade around the time of the 
LK, more than 50 people lived in Lefkandi and used its cemeteries—this is counting optimistically. I do imagine of course, that 
more than 50 people lived nearby and counted themselves as Abantes, and perhaps were under the power sway of the Toumbians, 
but I imagine an extended, scattered, society of farmsteads where nearby settlement clusters had their own cemeteries. 
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Γ.2. The Lefkandi Kheiron: Inspection and Commentary 
 
I begin with a general description of the figurine’s physical properties, date, and place in the wider Aegean 
tradition of clay figurine making. The inspection then proceeds with an analysis divided into three parts: 
holistic remarks, then notes on the body, and the head.[Pl.A: 1-19 and reconstruction in Pl.A: 22] 
 
Γ.2.1. Description and Dating 
 
In the first article devoted to the Lefkandi Kentaur, M.R. Popham provided a nutshell description of its 
physical properties. The description was then reprised in the first volume of the Lefkandi series: 
 

Centaur. H. 36. L. 26. Broken, now mended. Missing: end of tail, and left arm from just below 
shoulder, together with object carried on shoulder. Legs and human torso solid. Animal body a 
hollow wheel-made cylinder; an oval hole, d. 12 mm, in front, and a circular hole, d. 8 mm on 
back, about a third of way along body. Groove down back of human torso. Two light incisions 
down back of hair. No genitals. Five incisions on surviving right hand, the centaur being thus 
provided with six fingers. Attachment at left shoulder, probably part of what was being carried 
rather than the missing left hand. Eyes punched out while clay still moist. Groove across 
forehead, perhaps marking edge of hair (and also eyebrows?). Mouth indicated by groove; 
nostrils pierced; ears pierced. Knobbly front knees, with deep incision below left knee-cap. 
Underneath of animal body unpainted, otherwise decorated as shown.306 

 
The dating of the figurine remains approximate. The excavators set an extreme date range between c. 950-
850. Stylistic and contextual considerations favour the middle five decades, hence the life of the Lefkandi 
Kheiron, from its making to its vanishing, is set between c. 925-875.307 
 
Γ.2.2. Technical Tradition 
 
The Lefkandi Kentaur is a composite: the hollow body is wheel-made, and the figurine was created by 
adding and moulding clay onto this cylinder. The structure of such figurines can be seen in samples from 
Phylakopi and Athens.308 The technique goes back to the Bronze Age. It appears on mainland Greece 
during LH IIIB. By the 12th C. the habit of making hollow-bodied animal figurines was widespread in 
Greece, on Crete, and on Cyprus.309  
 Technical and stylistic factors point to local manufacture. The excavators’ view in the original article 
was later affirmed in the publication of the site.310 Regarding solely the basic principles of manufacture, 
the Lefkandi Kheiron is unremarkable. It shows neither technical innovation nor superlative refinement in 
the craftmanship displayed. Its significance lies elsewhere, in its Dark Age date and in what it represents: 
a richly wrought 10th C. Kentaur. The awe it inspires is prompted by the Kentaur Artist’s rich and sure 
articulation of symbolic content: by what is rendered, when, and why. 
 
Γ.2.3. Holistic Remarks 
 
It is reasonable to begin with notes on the figurine as regarded in toto, such as plastics and application of 
paint. When doing so it is inevitable that details must be named. I will, for example, say that the Kentaur 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
306 Lefkandi [1:2], 169-170. Measurements in cm and mm. First version in Desborough et al. 1970, 24-25. The later version saw 
minor changes for clarity. The most important is the substitution of “Broken and mended” in the first version for “Broken, now 
mended” in the version quoted here. The mending refers to the modern restoration, i.e. the excavators never meant to suggest that 
the figurine had been mended by its 10th C. Lefkandiot owners. But confusion lingers: Lemos 2002, 98, using the exact same 
sources say “The figurine had been broken and mended”. I believe this is a misunderstanding. The changes made to Popham’s 
decscription quoted above suggest that a modern restoration is meant. Hence, I will treat the figurine accordingly: It was not 
broken and mended by its Lefkandiot owners before its beheading and depositing in the two graves. 
307 Desborough et al. 1970, 22-24; Lefkandi [I:2], 344. 
308 Renfrew 1985, pls. 39-42; Hattler 2008, #9. 
309 Nicholls 1970; Desborough et al. 1970, 26-27; Lefkandi [I:2], 344, 345; Lemos 2002, 98. 
310 Desborough et al. 1970, 25, 30, local manufacture implied throughout but not explicitly stated; Lefkandi [I:2], 344: “It is, to all 
appearances, locally made”; also affirmed by Coldstream 2003, 18. 
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wears a “garment” or that it has “hair”. The reader is asked to take such proclamations onboard for now. 
Analyses of all such named details will follow after this section of holistic remarks. 

I will speak of realist and imagist modes of representation. A realist mode is informed by the world 
beyond the processes of image-making, whereas an imagist mode is informed by habits, constraints, and 
possiblities, of the image-making crafts. Imagist inspiration is intermedial, and an artist may draw on 
manners existing in his own medium as well as in other media.  

This distinction is somewhat simplistic, but I believe it is serviceable. Few artefacts exhibit purity of 
modes, and these concepts should be seen as wholly analytical. They allow for pointing out tendencies of 
expression and indicating what we may hope to draw from various details on the figurine. An imagist 
expression is not cut off from the reality surrounding it, but it tells us primarily about craft and style. 
Realist details may give us a access to the wider context, to the world surrounding the artefact. 
 

Γ.2.3.1. PLASTIC RENDERING 
 
General Notes 
The overall rendering of the Kentaur, its human body and limbs and horse’s back, is decidedly realist: 

it is informed by the Artist’s apprehension of the anatomies of horses and men. The figurine is an image of 
strong indexicality and we have no problem identifying in it a man and horse, an arm resting at the waist, a 
hand, head, mouth, two eyes and ears, and so on. However, this realist frame holds a syntax incorporating 
a graphic and abstract expression in the rendering of some of the details. 

 
Syntax 
The plastic expression proceeds in two modes we may call mimetic and graphic. The mimetic mode is 

anatomically subtle, executed by hand or with a fine scrape. It is evident in the shaping of body and limbs, 
the head, ears, nose, and mouth. The graphic mode is schematic and strong, and it is always executed with 
tools: Tracing is applied for the fingers of the right hand, for the mouth, spine, and the tress of hair saved 
at the back of the head. Depression is applied for the enlarged eye sockets. Piercing is applied for the 
nostrils, ear canals, and for the deep wound on the left leg. 

The shaping of the manhorse body, and the mimetic execution of many details, together act as a realist 
frame for graphic exclamations. The graphic mode is applied for two emblematic items which identify the 
figurine as Kheiron: the hexadactylic right hand and the wound on the left leg.311 We should take this as a 
cue: a detail rendered graphically spells out something specific. Now, two graphic signatures of Kheiron, 
his hand and wound, are known to us, and the Kentaur Artist, in his selective use of the graphic mode, 
instructs us to also seek specific meanings behind the following unknowns: Kheiron’s sensory apparatus, 
eyes, nostrils, ears and mouth, his single tress of saved hair, and his spine. 
 

Γ.2.3.2. APPLICATION OF PAINT 
 
General Notes 
A spectator immedeately notes the contrast between the decorations of man and horse. The patterning 

on the Kentaur’s equine back is imagist: it draws not from real objects but from the stylistic tradition of 
repeated shapes that we call “Protogeometric”. Looking at the human part of the body, we realize that it 
does not carry a single mark, shape, or texture, belonging to the Protogeometric repertoire.312 Glancing 
again at the geometric exuberance on the horse’s body, it becomes clear that this strategy of contrasting 
decoration is wholly deliberate on the part of the Artist, and that we need to explain it. As a preliminary I 
will simply note that if the decoration of the human body is not imagist then it may be realist and index 
something quite familiar to the Dark Age spectator. 

 
Syntax 
Elaborate adornments are painted onto the Kentaur’s torso and back body. Yet its legs and lower 

equine belly, where we expect it to be naked, are painted too in a solid red. First impressions thus hint at a 
bivalent syntax: the Artist does not proceed in a straight-forward manner by letting naked clay equal naked 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
311 Above B.1.2.5 on Kheiron’s death from a leg wound, and B.1.2.1 on the meaning of his name: “handy, crafty”. 
312 Should someone object to this statement by pointing out the crosshatching on the front torso, I would reply that crosshatching 
patterns are much older than the Protogeometric style—and hence does not properly belong to it. 
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skin. Instead, the colour red indicates both nakedness and ornament.313 Testing this rule by extension, we 
will discover how it plays out with remarkable rigour across the entire figurine: a solid red indicates an 
uncovered body or hair, whereas red applied with shape and line renders garments and adornments. 

The device is best illustrated by the human body starting at the feet. Feet and legs are painted solid and 
should be regarded as naked. At the hip, the semantic makes a switch for the front of the torso up to the 
neck. Here paint is applied with line and shape to render adornments. For the head a switch back: it is 
painted solid all around and should be regarded as wholly bare. 

Unexpected subtleties of this bivalence can be glimpsed at the the right arm and the back of the torso. 
Here, the Artist is faced with performing the semantic switch from red-adornment to red-nakedness in 
close proximity. Scanning the human back of the figurine, from the head down to the join with the horse’s 
body, three switches in the semantic of red occur as follows: 

 
HEAD is bare: solid reds indicate skin and natural hair. 

Switch 1. Jaw- and hairlines serve as plastically rendered dividers between the solid red-nakedness 
of the head and the lined red-ornaments on the neck. [Pl.A:  5, 6] 

NECK is adorned: lined reds indicate a necklet and the collar of the garment worn. 
Switch 2. On the upper shoulder an unpainted area separates the red line collar from the solid red 
of the naked back. [Pl.A:  4, 7] 

BACK is naked: solid red indicates naked skin. 
Switch 3. At the small of the back, an unpainted area separates the solid red of the back from the 
lined patterns on the equine body. [Pl.A: 4, 7-9] 

EQUINE BODY is adorned: lined reds create the pattern covering the equine body. 
 (Switch 4, between the equine body and tail—see below.) 

 
Using naked clay as the switching device is startling in its abstraction: switches 2 and 3 seem to be purely 
visual, not indexing anything real but acting as cues for the spectator’s scanning and understanding of red. 
The interpreation is further strengthened, I believe, by additional details: 
 1. The Artist’s adherence to the device in his painting of the right arm. On the outside lined red renders 
a garment worn. The inside back of the arm is painted solid, and hence is naked. Viewed from the front, a 
wide unpainted area separates outside from inside, red-adornment from red-nakednesss. [Pl.A: 1] Viewed 
from the back another tongue of unpainted clay shoots from the shoulder to the elbow to serve the same 
function: to separate the outside of the arm where lined red indicates a garment, from the back and inside 
where the solid red indicates nakedness. [Pl.A: 7] 
 2. The brushwork on the right side of the torso. As expected, a solid red is applied to indicate bare 
skin, but the Artist allows the solid area to bleed onto the lines of the crosshatched garment on the front of 
the torso, and he has begun to completely encircle the right hand with solid red. Here, I believe, the Artist 
hit upon his bivalent use of colour and realized it needed clarification. He stopped encircling the hand, 
decided he needed dividing areas, and continued with this in mind. The care taken on the left side of the 
torso speaks volumes: a clear-cut empty divider separates the front where lined reds equals a garment, 
from the back where the solid red is naked skin. [Pl.A: 1, 11, 12] 
 3. The tail. Lines run along the entire horse’s back and converge at the tail. These lines end with a 
controlled lifting of the brush. This coming together of lines in itself produces a wider, solid, area of red, 
but the Artist leaves a jagged-edged band of naked clay separating the endpoints of these lines from a solid 
red applied below on the tail. These traces of solid red shows that is was most likely applied for the entire 
tail to indicate natural horsehair. Hence, once more, an area of lined reds as ornament on the equine body 
is separated from the natural hair of the tail.  [Pl.A: 3, 4, 13B-16] 
 The Artist employs the switching device where he envisages potential ambiguity. As we saw, the 
transition from head to neck does not need it: the jawline and hair acts as plastic transitions and are 
allowed to coincide with the appliction of solid red. Along the lower border of the pattern covering the 
equine body the difference between areas, between a detailed row of lozenges (right side) or rectangles 
(left side) and a solid red below, is sufficient to maintain semantic clarity of the transition. 
 The abstract function of naked clay, the way it acts as a purely visual cue to foil and clarify red, is also 
in evidence on the Kentaur’s legs. Plastically and decoratively, the Artist makes a clear distinction 
between fore and hindlegs. This distinction is certainly one between human and equine, as seen later in 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
313 Cf. a 8th C. Attic Kentaur on which paint equals clothing, and naked clay equals naked skin: Pl.B: 3, and Appendix #4. 
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Archaic Kentaur images. The human forelegs have sculpted kneecaps and are painted solid all around. The 
hind legs do not have knee joints, nor are they painted solid. Instead the Artist leaves the inside of the hind 
legs unpainted to show a band of red applied at the end of both. [Pl.A: 3, 4, 15, 17] This band manages to 
subsume under a single expression two traits seen on real horses: the hoof itself and the contrasting skin 
color often occurring on the the lower leg (a coronet, pastern, or sock). Thus, the Artist once more displays 
a subtle switching between red-as-solid and red-as-shape. Next to the patterns on the hind legs, nakedness 
is indicated with a solid red on the back and outside. But because the Artist also wants to distinguish the 
hind legs from the human forelegs and indicate a horse’s anatomy, he leaves the inside of the hind legs 
unpainted to offset the red band representing hoofs. 

The Artist does not paint the underside of the horse’s belly, and the bordering towards the unpainted 
area is decidedly less exacting than on other parts of the figurine. [Pl.A: 14, 17] Two explanations spring 
to mind: it is either a realist trait or an economizing attitude which may suggest that the Artist knew how 
the figurine would be displayed. I see in the work of the Lefkandi Kentaur Artist considerable purpose and 
skill. I therefore find it hard to believe that we are seeing his work as meant to be seen in the rough 
borders on the belly. A realist ambition (that is: to render the lighter skin often seen on the bellies of real 
horses) is unlikely because this area of the figurine is not easily accessible to the eye. Had the Artist 
wanted to show this, he would have made the transition higher on the sides of the belly and showed it with 
a semantically clear border. I favour reading it as pragmatic economizing: the Artist knows how the 
figurine will be displayed and that this area will rarely be seen. It implies that the figurine would normally 
be viewed form anywhere around it, but slightly above level. [Best approximated in Pl.A: 1, 3, 4] 
 

Γ.2.3.3. GRAMMARS OF CLAY AND COLOUR 
 
The analysis has drawn out two visual grammars. First, the grammar of plastics in which a subtle 

mimetic mode frames an expressive graphic mode. Second, the grammar of paint application, in which red 
alternates between rendering adornment and nakedness. By exposing these grammars we are able to speak 
with some certainty about several traits of the figurine. These certainties prompt new questions: 

Kheiron’s left arm is naked, but the right is not—why? He does not wear a cap or helmet, nor a mask. 
How, then, should we read his facial features and hairstyle? The back of his torso is naked, but a striking 
detail brings us back to graphics: why does the Artist abandon his rule of red and opt for a strong graphic 
gesture for the rendering of the spine? Why is the spine traced and unpainted? We have already noted that 
the Artist instructs us to seek specific meanings for details rendered in the the graphic mode: we must look 
closely at Kheiron’s spine, sensory apparatus, hexadactylic right hand, left leg wound, and single tress of 
hair saved at the back of his head. Now, these realizations and questions must guide our further analysis. 

Finally, we noted a strategy of contrasting decoration for the equine and human parts of the figurine. 
The equine part is decidedly imagist, the human part is not. To unravel the meaning of this strategy, we 
turn first to the human torso. 
 
Γ.2.4. Body 

 
Γ.2.4.1. ARMOUR 
 
The garment worn by the Lefkandi Kheiron looks like an armour. Unlike the ornate equine body, the 

armour is not rendered through a Protogeometric repertoire of shapes. This may indicate that the Artist 
was informed by real life rather than by conventions of his craft. The crosshatched panel on the chest, the 
crescent-shaped panel on the lower belly, the plated right arm—all suggest armouring. 

The first to sing of Euboean warring was the Archaic soldier poet Arkhilokhos. He sings of “shields 
seen as far as the plain stretches”, of “corselets” and “battle-cries”, in iambic only partially preserved in 
the papyri.314 In a longer fragment, he says: 
 

Not many bowstrings will be stretched nor slingshot flying thick, 
when Ares makes his killing field on the plain. Then it will be 
the grievous work of the sword. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
314 POxy. 2508—see Podlecki 1969, 75-76. 
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They are the Lords of this kind of battle— 
The spear-famed Lords of Euboea.315 

 
With these lines, Arkhilokhos confirms an ancient Euboean warrior ethos first alluded to in the “Catalogue 
of Ships”. This was an ethos favouring combat at close quarters. To evoke the magnitude of their mastery, 
Arkhilokhos says that the Euboean lords were daimones of sword combat. The hypernatural was at work: 
spirits, ancestors, and gods, aided the warriors in animating their fury.316 The mytho-ancestral component 
of this martial ethos were the “courage-breathing” and “great-souled” Abantes.317  The list of loci speaking 
of these spear-famed lords is short but insistent:318 
 

And the Abantes, breathing fury, who held Euboea and Khalkis and Eretria and Histiaia, rich 
in vines, and Kerintos by the sea, and the steep citadel of Dion; and they who held Karystos 
and dwelt in Styra—of these in turn Elephenor was the leader, offshoot of Ares, son of 
Khalkodon and leader of the great-hearted Abantes. And with him followed the swift Abantes, 
with hair long at the back, spearmen eager with outstretched ashen spears to tear the corselets 
about the chests of the foe. And with him there followed forty black ships.319 
 
The Euboeans were good at hand-to-hand combat.320 
 
The Kouretes of Khalkis fought for the Lelantine plain; they wore their hair long in back, short 
in front, for military advantage.321 

 
The Abantes shaved their hair in front for military reasons; they were war-like, close-in 
fighters.322 
 

I would argue that the Kentaur’s armour alludes to the ethos of these warrior daimones of Euboea, and that 
its design conforms to a martial logic of combat at close quarters. 

Kheiron’s armour may be any one of three kinds: 1) a practical armour, 2) a ceremonial armour, 3) or 
the Artist’s composite, drawn from any or both of the former. But this does not dull the point of my 
argument: regardless of whether a real or mock armour is depicted, it is reasonable to assume that its 
design is informed by how war was perceived by Artist and audience, and sources agree that the Euboeans 
saw war ideally as close combat. Nor does the absence of weaponry weaken the argument because the 
Artist may not have intended to show warring action, but simply a warrior.323 

The Kentaur’s armour is composite consisting of three main elements: a right arm guard, a chest panel, 
and a guard for the lower belly. I will discuss these elements in order. 

 
Right Arm Guard 
The right arm is armoured, while the left arm is naked. This configuration corresponds to sword arm 

right and shield arm left. [Pl.A: 1, 2, 7, 8, 12] Similar armours are found in Mycenaean vase painting.324 
The indexicality of the Mycenaean samples is not strong enough to determine the nature of this armour, 
but the martial context and the artists’ care to distinguish the texture of the arms from the rest of the body 
suggest that these images draw inspiration from real armours. We should note how the rendering of the 
Kentaur’s right arm is more akin to that of the crescent-shaped guard for the lower belly than it is to the 
chest panel: the Artist make rows of empty rectangular fields but refrains from texturizing them. 
Comparanda tells us that guards for the lower belly and groin were made of metal, hence the rationale 
behind the rendering of the right arm would suggest metal plating there as well. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
315 Archil. fr. 3—trans. Harris:Archilochus, 33. 
316 Harris:Archilochus, 33, for this dimension of great skill or knowledge and the overlaps between daimōn and daēmōn; also LSJ 
[δαίμων (A)(B) and δαήμ-ων]. 
317 Hom. Il. 2.536, 541: menea pneiontes and megathumōn; The longer quote following below from the “Catalogue of Ships” has 
“breathing fury” and “great-hearted” for these expressions. 
318 These loci are also listed by Donlan 1970, 133; On the haircut, see also Boardman 1973; and further below Part Γ.2.5.1. 
319 Hom. Il. 2.536-545. 
320 Strabon 10.1.13. 
321 Strabon 10.3.6. 
322 Plut. Vit. Thes. 5.1-4. 
323 Considering that the figurine represents Kheiron, I am quite certain that a violent theme was never entertained by the Artist. I 
return to the question why peaceful Kheiron is dressed in armour below. 
324 Pl.B: 26B-F. 



52 
 

 

Local traditions claimed that the Euboean Kouretes were the first among Greeks to make and wear 
bronze armour.325 A single scale plate has been found in Lefkandi why the concept was certainly known 
on Euboea in the Dark Age.326 This stray scale was found in the burial of a woman and probably served as 
a protective amulet. At the time of deposit it was an impressive antique, and the excavators place its origin 
in the 12th C. East, probably on Cyprus.327 This small scale (c. 4 x 2 cm) fits well with restored Cypriot 
armours.328 A much larger scale (c. 9 x 4 cm), probably from an Anatolian armour, has been found in the 
Mycenaean settlement in Kanakia (13/12th C.) It is stamped on the inside with the cartouche of Ramses II. 
If this scale is set against the arm of man anywhere from 140-180 cm in stature, its relative size makes a 
decent fit with the large rectangles on the Lefkandi Kentaur’s right arm.329 

 
Chest Panel 
The chest is covered by a light panel.330 [Pl.A: 1, 2, 11, 12] It hangs from a collar and is fastened 

around the body with strings. Crosshatching is convention of very fuzzy indexicality, but there is no doubt 
it is often used to render textiles.331 A crosshatched armour most likely indicates linen. Possibly, the frame 
is reinforced with leather jerkin anchoring the strings holding the panel against the chest.332 The lightness 
of the design points, once again, to the East. Examples of light armours, sleeveless and hanging from the 
neck, are found on Cypriotic vases.333 The Egyptians, too, made light thoraxes of tablet woven bands of 
linen, leaving both arms bare.334 Finally, we should note the crosshatching on the chests of both warriors, a 
man and a youth, on a Late Geometric vase fragment from Lefkandi itself. [Pl.A: 20] 

 
Mitra 
The crescent-shaped guard for the lower belly and groin is a mitra. [Pl.A: 1] Comparanda favour metal 

as the most likely material, and the lines dividing it suggest that it is tripartite and flexible. The mitra may 
be attached to the chest panel’s lower end, or it is tied around the waist with a belt.335 

The term mitra is bivalent: it indicates an armour for the lower belly and groin, as well as a T-folded 
cloth worn by warriors under the armour, and by athletes both male and female.336 In light of this, it is 
suggestive to look again at the lower back of the Kentaur and the broad unpainted band at the waist. [Pl.A: 
4, 7-9] This band could be meant to evoke the cloth-mitra of the folded undergarment offset against the 
naked back. This does not contradict the band’s semantic function for the Artist’s use of red-line versus 
red-solid as discussed above—a single visual device may of course serve several functions at once. 

Finally, a late but suggestive testimony. In his Romaike archaiologia, Dionysios of Halikarnassos 
describes the Roman institution of the Salii. They were twelve young men chosen to dance in honour of 
the gods of war. The custom was borrowed from the Greek Kouretes. This is in itself suggestive, but 
Dionysios goes on to say that the Salii wore khalkais mitrais—“mitras of bronze”.337 Euboeans founded 
Pithekoussai and formed the Greek colonial vanguard on Italian soil. Their customs, including their lore 
about the Kouretes, were among the first Greek traditions to which Italian populations were exposed. 
Dionysios says the institution of the Salii was founded by Numa, hence his date fits with well Euboean 
colonization in the early 8th Century.338 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
325 Bakhuizen 1976, 59, #4. 
326 Pl.B: 25C 
327 Lefkandi [I:1] pl. 239l; Lefkandi [I:2] 133, 206, 251. 
328 Karageorghis 2003, #273. 
329 Marabea 2010, 69-70, fig. 25. 
330 For upper body armour, see Jarva 1995, esp. 33-46 on his corselet Type IV. 
331 Crosshatching is applied for a host of things: for clothing of men and women, for shields, for feathered bodies of birds, for 
filling in abstract tri- and rectangles and decorative bands. If we are to state any distinctions in its use, it is between the organic 
and inorganic, and between the fibruous and the smooth. Crosshatching seems to be avoided for items made of metal or glass (and 
for natural phenomena resembling metal or glass). These are only my impressions of course for which only a vast survey of 
crosshatching could lend some weight. Nevertheless, Pl.B: 26A is noteworthy: the artist feels crosshatching is appropriate for the 
clothes worn by the fisherman but not for his catch of three fish—possibly because fish scales look similar to metal and glass. 
332 Snodgrass 1964, 85, on scale armours and those made of leather jerkin reinforced with scattered metal discs. 
333 Pl.B: 25A:B. 
334 On linen, see Jarva 1995, esp. 42-43. Jarva mentions a textile fragment from Mycenae built up of 14 layers. 
335 Pl.B: 24B-D; On the mitra, see Jarva 1995, 51-60. Only single piece or bipartite types have been uncovered. 
336 Jarva 1995, 59-60, figs. 23-26. 
337 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.2.70.1-5; Noted by Jarva 1995, 60. 
338 For our purposes, it does not matter whether Numa was real or legendary: the tradition about the kings of Rome places Numa’s 
rule at a certain distance in time as perceived from Dionysios’ vantage point. This distance co-incides historically with Euboean 
colonization at Pithekoussai in the early 8th C. 
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Viewed in light of the Abantic mytho-ethnography of Euboea, in which Kheiron and the Kouretes 
figure prominently,339 we have a strong indication that the mitra worn by the Lefkandi Kheiron is indeed 
meant to evoke the Kouretes-Abantes—the first makers of bronze armour. This makes the initially 
puzzling question why peaceful Kheiron would be made to look like a warrior340 easy to understand: his 
makers, who among themselves keep a real-life cohort of Kheiron’s brothers: the Kouretes or the “Sons of 
Kronos”,341 mirror themeselves in Kheiron’s image. As will become apparent, not only the armour with its 
mitra, but the Kentaur’s hair too may be emblematic of the Kouretes. 
 

Γ.2.4.2. NECKLET AND ADORNED RUG 
 

 The Lefkandi Kheiron exhibits two major adornments: a line encircling its neck and the rich patterning 
on the equine back. Impressions at a glance suggest a necklet and a rug. The question is whether these 
adornments possess an indexicality strong enough to enable us to affirm that the Artist’s did mean to 
invoke these realities in the minds of spectators? I believe the answer is yes, though the renderings of the 
necklet and the rug operate in slightly different ways. 
 

Necklet 
  The necklet is a good example of the effortless clarity of the Artist’s work. By not making the ends 
meet but subtly bending them, the Artist distinguishes the necklet from the closed circle of the armour’s 
collar. [Pl.A: 5, 6] The open design suggests a necklet made of metal, squeezed tight and held in place by 
its natural rigidity. The Lefkandi cemeteries have produced many rings and bracelets of this design. One 
such bracelet, and two earrings, were found in tomb T1 with the Kentaur’s head. [Fig. 4] 
 
 Patterned Rug 
 The equine body of the Kentaur is a map of Protogeometric shapes. [Pl.A: 3, 4, 14-16] The expression 
is imagist, drawing upon other images rather than real objects. Though we must assume that such abstract 
shapes prompted varied and local responses as to what real items they indexed, I think we are allowed to 
regard a multitude of abstract shapes on a garment as a formula for plenitude: the spectator is compelled to 
envisage a costly textile lively with ornaments. Recall kleos: fame as preserved by song.342 In life men and 
women expressed demands for kleos with what they wore. In death their demands were transported to the 
otherworld when impressive burial garbs were consumed by earthly rot or blazing fire. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
339 Above Part Γ.1.2 and Table 4.. 
340 It may seem improbable that a Kentaur figurine may contribute anything significant to military history, but I would argue that 
the LK merits an investigation by specialists in the field. My own summary comments on this theme would run as follows: Our 
reading of the Artist’s application of paint has made it clear that the Kentaur is unhelmeted, and that his back and legs are naked. 
This may seem incredibly hazardous, but images of ancient warriors exposing vast areas of naked skin are far from rare, and our 
sources say that the Euboeans fought unhelmeted: they were content with cutting their hair. We have learnt that Euboeans 
preferred combat at close quarters and that they were doubly skilled: they were daimones with the sword and “spear-famed.” If we 
allow the Lefkandi Kentaur to join other elements of iconography to serve as visual aids to the literary sources, we may thus begin 
to form an impression of how the Euboeans faught: The warriors were unhelmeted. They carried a spear with their dexterous and 
armoured arm, or possibly two spears, one in each hand.(A) The shield was carried on the other naked arm. The sword was initially 
carried at the waist.(B) A minority may have been on horseback. The approach was ostentatious, noisy, and fast. Engaging the 
enemy, the spear was thrown from the shortest possible distance, for warriors on foot preferably not at all. Instead the spear was 
used as a thrusting weapon as suggested by Homeros’ “spearmen eager with outstretched ashen spears to tear the corselets about 
the chests of the foe.” (Quoted above p. 51.) Only when the spear was lost the sword would be drawn and handled with the 
armoured arm. If an advantage had already been gained by successfully wounding the enemy with the spear, the warrior might 
risk hurling the shield onto his back to free both arms for a killing blow.(C) Likewise if an attack failed completely and the warrior 
must flee, he would throw the shield onto his back for protection from projectiles thrown by the pursuing enemy. | NOTES (A) In 
the Dark Ages one or two spears seems equally possible. The Iliad’s archaizing depiction of war sees Akhilleus armed with only 
one spear. A single spear is also the norm on the gold bands in Pl.B: 5B, 7 (top); On the other hand, Homeros also has Akhilleus 
encounter the ambidextrous Asteropaios. The latter confuses Akhilleus by throwing two spears simultaneously, one from each 
hand, Hom. Il. 21.160-188; on the Euboean Archaic gold band a warrior carrying two spears can clearly be seen in Pl.B: 7 (middle 
fragment, left half). On dipaltos, to “doubly brandish” a spear, sword, etc., see Lorimer 1936. | (B) Pl.A: 20, a LefLG vase 
fragment from Lefkandi, Xeropolis: man and boy, unhelmeted, cropped hair, tress at the back, possibly holding hands, carrying 
swords at the belt. | (C) Pl.B: 24A shows a warrior carrying the shield on his back. Recall the size of some shields in the Iliad, 
such as Hektor’s and Periphetes’, said to reach from the neck to the feet—Hom. Il. 6.116-117, 15.645-650. 
341 Strabon 10.3.19. 
342 Onomastics indicate kleos was an important notion already in the Mycenaean era—see Palaima 1999, esp. 374; Cf. KE-RO-KE-
RE-WE-O (*Kherro-klewos) noted in Part B.1.2.1.  
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For the Kentaur Artist and his audience, concrete objects answering to these geometric shapes are the 
many metal clothing attachments found in Lefkandi’s tombs.343 Two such attachments, made of gold and 
geometric in their own right: shaped like romboid droplets ornate with lines in repoussé, were deposited in 
tomb T3 with the Kentaur’s body. [Fig. 5] Other tombs produced similar attachments, attesting to elite 
fashions exclusive yet sparse. It seems that a man or woman of prominence may have hoped to own only a 
handful of such objects.344 The Kentaur Artist projects these hopes onto the realm of the hypernatural and 
makes them larger than life: on Kheiron’s splendid rug rows of dogtooths, zigzags, and lozenges, tell of 
otherworldy riches and of kleos beyond death. 

But there may be an additional and more specific dimension to this rug. Rich abstraction, with its high 
level of artifice and repetition, suggest to a spectator a syntax unreadable and arcane. Alfred Gell has 
described how abstract patterns effect in the spectator a mesmerizing cognitive block: the rigorous order 
of the patterns signals something readable, yet the message remains opaque. In many cultures abstract 
signs mark significant thresholds and are believed to possess apotropaic powers. Just like the human 
spectator falls into an enchanting lapse when faced with a flurry of abstract shapes, so it is hoped that the 
forces of evil will be stupefied and stopped at the sight of such intricacy.345 

Kheiron embodies both dimensions of arcana and protection: his wisdom is an arcana available only 
through instruction, and all of his precepta are in some sense protective. It follows that Kheiron’s image 
holds these dimensions, and that his image may become a didactic vehicle and focus for ekphrasis. The 
formal verbalisation of impressive imagery has a Dark Age pedigree: “The Shield of Akhilleus” is a case 
in point.346 Perhaps then, an idea of didactic ekphrasis motivated the Lefkandi Kentaur Artist’s to use two 
contrasting strategies of decoration for the human front and the equine back of the figurine. The man is 
figurative, the horse is abstract. The man is about things familiar, the horse is about orders unknown. The 
man allows for unaided ekphrasis, the horse requires guidance to disclose its meanings. 

 
Γ.2.4.3. LEFT ARM FRAGMENT 
 

 We do not know why the left arm is missing and what became of it. I find it likely that the arm broke 
off at the beheading of the figurine and that it was displaced at the cemetery, perhaps deliberately: the 
Kentaur Tombs are both cremation burials and some material contained in the sweepings taken from the 
households of T1 and T3 and brought to the burial ground may have been laid onto the pyres.347  

What remains of the left arm indicates it was painted solid, hence we should regard it as naked. On the 
shoulder, a bulge rises between breakages front and back. [Pl.A: 2, 6, 8, 10A, 12] These breaks make clear 
that an object carried by the Kentaur is missing. 
 The Kentaur wears armour, why a shield would be appropriate. An animal is another possibility, and 
Archaic comparanda suggest a live animal or game felled.348 But the placing of the breakages and the 
protrusion on the shoulder do not fit these alternatives. The most readily available reconstruction comes 
from myth: a branch carried on the shoulder, evoking the Pelian ash which Kheiron sought-out for Peleus’ 
spear. The branch protruded from the breakage at the front pointing quite steeply downward, and from the 
back pointing upward. It was in part fused with the shoulder, and the remaining bulge is a segment of the 
trunk. The trunk is painted solid in accordance with the Artist’s colour syntax: the naked and raw, human 
skin or the bark of a tree, are rendered with solid red. The segment is smooth, and so too was the branch 
along its entire length, because terracotta does not lend itself to rendering fine branching or leaves. 
 The left arm would have been held pointing out from the body down to the elbow, and from there on 
turning toward the body, allowing the hand to rest on top of the branch. This is not only the most natural 
stance, it would also allow for a good display of the left hand—and I believe that the Artist had reasons for 
showing the left hand as clearly as he did the right. [Pl.A: 22] 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
343 Lemos 2002, 130-131. 
344 Besides the founding burial in the tumulus, the exception to this relative sparseness is the very rich Toumba T39. 
345 Gell 1998, 66-95; Cf. the abstractly ornate gold discs found in the burial at Lefkandi-Toumba T69 (contemporary with the 
Kentaur Tombs T1 and T3), Lefkandi [III], pls. 131, 137. 
346 Hom. Il. 18:478-608. 
347 I here previsage a scenario I will develop in Part Δ: I will argue that the deaths of T1 and T3 were (near) simultaneous 
(Δ.2.6.1) and that the beheading of the LK was an act of deliberate iconoclasm most likely performed at the oikos of T3 (Δ.4.1-3). 
The LK was thus most likely taken in parts to the cemetery. 
348 Pl.B: 11B, 12B, 13B, 15, 17C:D. 
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The question arises whether the left hand, like the right, was hexadactylic? It may well have been, but 
I am biased towards a five-fingered left hand. This is because the figurine exhibits several traits suggesting 
that a contrasting Right/Left-motif is at work. 

The rug on the equine body shows significant differences between the right and left sides. Starting 
along the spine, the right side has a single thick line, but the left side has a field of crosshatching. Below 
areas of zigzags and triangles, the right has lozenges all the way down the hind leg, but the left side has a 
straight border of simple and irregular squares. Unlike the lozenges, these squares are not drawn neatly 
one by one, but are created by vertical chopping with the brush between the horizontal line above and the 
solid red of the belly below. In contrast to the complex right hind leg, the left carries only a simple split 
triangle. [Pl.A: 3, 4] The right arm is adorned, the left is naked. If we accept that Kheiron carried  a branch 
on the left shoulder, then his arms would show martial artifice right (the armour) and martial raw material 
left (a branch as a spear-to-be). 

The primacy of Right over Left is a notion shared by many cultures.349 So, too, by the ancient Greeks. 
The portions of meat allotted to priests came, with few exceptions, from the right side of the sacrificial 
victim.350 When seers charged with reading bird omens faced north and anticipated birds flying into the 
field of vision, the rules were simple: birds coming from the left were a portent of ill, birds from the right 
a portent of good.351 A killer was purified by first being sprinkled with the blood of a sacrificial animal, 
then putting his left foot on the “ram’s fleece of Zeus”. The killer’s inferior foot thus became a transmitter 
of his impurity and the fleece its receptacle.352 Another example may be lifted from Kheironian tradition 
and concerns his pupil Asklepios: 
 

[Asklepios] proved to be a skilled surgeon and practiced his craft so well that he not only kept 
some people from dying, but he even raised people who had died. For he had gotten from 
Athena the blood that flowed from the veins of the Gorgon: the blood that flowed from the 
veins on the left side he used to people’s detriment; that from the right side he used for their 
safety, and that is how he raised the dead. 353 
 

The myths of the Daktyloi—the “fingers”—are highly mercurial. As far as I have been able to glean from 
a vast number of variants, none reveal an explicit connection with the hands of Kheiron. That said, these 
myths cannot be overlooked. One of the earliest descriptions not only posits the asymmetrical number 
eleven, but it goes on to map the Daktyloi as Right-Six-Male and Left-Five-Female: “Idaian Daktyloi: 
They say they are six and five, the right being male, the left being female”.354 

Another tangent highly suggestive for our subject is the conflation of the Daktyloi with the Kouretes. 
They were regarded as identical, or it was said that the Daktyloi spawned the first generation of Kouretes. 
One tradition replicates the original Daktylian male-female bonds when making the Meliai, Ash-tree 
nymphs, offspring of the Daktyloi too. The Meliai were both sisters and spouses to the Kouretes, and gave 
of their branches for the Kouretes to make spears. Homeros says Kouretes is synonomous with kouroi, 
they are male counterparts to the Nymphs who are also called kourai. Hesiodos says Kouretes and Nymphs 
were born together.355 Thus, not only the Kentaur figurine’s armour may signal the lore about the Euboean 
Kouretes, but a branch of ash carried on the left shoulder could, through the Meliai, be seen as belonging 
to the same body of tales. A branch of ash would equip the signal system of the figurine with the nymphic 
dimension we have seen in later Kentauriana and in the poetry of Pindaros.356 

These mythological elements attest to the richness of the repository available for the Kentaur Artist 
and his audiences for their understanding of the figurine. To an informed spectator the figurine could 
trigger several chains of significance as it was scanned up-down and right-left. Using thematic shorthand, 
the figurine’s Right side could be said to evoke Male, Artifice, Adornment, Kouretes, and Now. The Left 
side to evoke Female, Nature, Nakedness, Nymphs, and Then. (See tabulation on next page.) 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
349 Hertz 1960, 89-113. 
350 Parker 2006, esp. 75-77. 
351 Burkert 1985, 112, see also 146 on the statue of Apollon in Delos: it held in the right hand the three Charites, in the left a bow, 
signifying the priority and greater strength of the god’s favours compared to his destructive powers. 
352 Parker 1996, 373. 
353 Apollod. Bibl. 3.120. 
354 Pherekydes of Athens, FGrH 3 F 47 Jacoby—as translated in Blakely 2007, §5. 
355 Parada:GML [Dactyls]; OCD [Curetes]; Strabon 10.3.22. is just one example attesting to the mercurial nature of the tradition; 
Blakely 2007 records a wealth of variants. 
356 See above B.2.1.2. 
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RIGHT AND LEFT: Thematic signals of the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine. 
Bold and brackets indicate greater and [lesser] certainties. 
 
 

RIGHT 
 
• arm adorned + artifice: armour 
• right arm with plated armouring is coded 

as male 
• extraordinary hexadactylic hand 
• on equine body ornament regular and distinct: 

thick single line + row of precise four-sided 
frames (lozenges) + complex hind leg: 
lozenges and curved lines 

• [Kouretes and Now: The right arm, covered by 
realist armour, evokes the Now of the 
Lefkandiot devotees of Kheiron. It evokes their 
heroic life of feuding as practised in war, forms 
of agōn, and in ritual = Kouretes.] 

 

LEFT 
 
• arm naked [+ raw material: branch] 
• left arm [holding ash branch] is coded 

as female (Meliai) 
• [ordinary pentadactylic hand] 
• on equine body ornament irregular and less 

distinct: crosshatched area + row of ad hoc 
four-sided frames (squares) + simple hind leg: 
a split triangle 

• [Nymphs and Then: The left arm, naked and 
carrying a branch of (Nymphic-) ash, the core 
of a mythic spear-of-spears, evokes the Then of 
the tutor: the Titanic era of Kheiron and his 
schooling of boys, hence it also evokes his cave 
and his daughters living there = Nymphs.] 

   
 
I believe that the Kentaur Artist indeed executed a Right/Left-motif on the figurine. My suggestion of a 
temporal parallel Now | Then is not as fanciful as it might first appear. To make the present be touched by 
myth and the hypernatural is the operating principle behind the turning into daimones of Euboean sword 
fighters on the battlefield, and of alkē—the immortal armour which exists independent of the warrior but 
depends on the strength and reach of his memory.357 A similar psychosomatic mechanism is at work in the 
ancestral boasts which prelude the duels in the Iliad when fighters vocalize a patrilineal list of ancestors 
before engaging.358 These notions combine to fold time and to bridge the gap between the tangible and the 
unseen. They conjure the fury and protection of gods and ancestors, who are expected to burst into the 
present, driving the warrior forward. The same can be said about the dance of the Kouretes: it is not a 
mild-mannered hommage but a case of possession. An instance of their dance is not meant to be a copy, 
but an embodying of first forms felt to be as old as the world itself. 

My point here is that the time-folding quality of mytho-ancestral possession may have indexes in 
devices applied in art. When Now | Then are put side by side as Right | Left, both dimensions are shown to 
be simulataneously embodied by Kheiron, and implicitly by his makers and devotees. 

A lot has been said considering my starting point is an abscence: the missing left arm of the Lefkandi 
Kentaur. But I hope to have built a conjectural flight of stairs in which each the step carries some degree 
of credibility. The most likely restoration of the Lefkandi Kentaur’s upper left side is a naked arm carrying 
an equally naked branch. The nakedness of the arm and branch was not solely illustrative of the Kheiron 
myth but part of a sub-motif of Right and Left. Even though the details of this motif cannot be securely 
retrieved, the motif’s presence on several parts of the figurine is beyond doubt. 

 
Γ.2.4.4. HEXADACTYLIC RIGHT HAND 
 

 The etymology of his name from the root for “hand”, tells us that Kheiron is “handy” or “crafty”. The 
first observation to make about the Kentaur’s displaying of the right hand at the hip is therefore self-
explanatory: when showing us his hand, Kheiron is showing his name. 
 The hand is traced and has six fingers. Each finger is painted with a single line. I have deemed the 
armour to be fundamentally realist, but what about these fine lines on Kheiron’s fingers? If realist, they 
would suggest an incredibly fine armour extending onto each finger. This is unlikely. Rather, the lines are 
graphic devices to enhance the display of the hand and to ensure that its hexadactyly is apparent to the 
spectator at a single glance. I see no contradiction with the realist execution of the armour. As has been 
shown for other details, the Artist changes his mode of expression guided by what is required for clarity 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
357 On alkē, see Collins 1998. 
358 Hom. Il. 20.199-258, Aeneas against Akhilleus; 21.150-191, Asteropaios against Akhilleus; see also Donlan 2007, 37-38. 
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and emphasis. For this extraordinary hand, the very signature of Kheiron, the Artist opts for a strong 
graphic expression plastically and decoratively. 
 In the preceding section I touched upon the subject of the right hand’s primacy over the left. Here, I 
will look at the motif of polydactyly as a mark of distinction. We may begin with a generalization which 
nevertheless is valid: to regard an anatomical anomaly as a mark of distinction is uncharacteristic of the 
Greeks. Their view was one of correlation: to a sound mind corresponded a groomed and normal body.359 
Hence, representations of polydactyly are extremely rare in Greek art. After the Lefkandi Kentaur the 
motif does not appear on the mainland until the 8th C. on cauldron attachments.360 These depict winged 
figures clinging to the sides of large bronze cauldrons. These attachments are Eastern imports, or—a few 
of them—Greek copies of Eastern originals. Parallels have been found on cauldrons deposited in the 
tombs of Salamis on Cyprus. The provenance of this type of cauldron is not clear, but workshops in Urartu 
or North Syria has been proposed.361 

Tracing the motif of polydactyly moves us further East, and significantly farther back in time. 
Polydactyls appear during the 8-7th M. (PPNB/C) in rock art and figurines among interacting nomadic and 
settled tribes in the Levant and Southern Arabia.362 The motif persists during the Iron Age and the Archaic 
era. Images of polydactylic human and divine figures have been found in ‘Ain Ghazal, Gaza, Gezer, 
Megiddo, and Tell Dāmiyah.363 In Mesopotamia, polydactyly was the subject of omen handbooks such as 
the Šumma Izbu—in this work, only left hand hexadactyly is considered a portent of good: 
 

54. If a woman gives birth, and (the child) 
has six fingers on the right hand poverty 
will seize the house of the man. 
 
55. If a woman gives birth, and (the child) 
has six fingers on the left hand—(the 
mother) is endowed with prosperity; 
(the man’s) adversary will die. 
 
56. If a woman gives birth, and (the child) 
has six fingers each on its right and left 
hands—the descendants (of the house) 
will be poverty-stricken.364 
 

In the Bronze Age, the motif appears on Cyprus. In all likelihood it was introduced by Levantines. The 
polydactylic Cypriotic goddesses from the 15-14th C. have parallels in Syria.365 The Levantines may also 
have brought with them the phenomenon itself: a higher than average frequency of polydactyly is attested 
for the modern population on Cyprus, and—astonishingly—the family name Exadactylos is common 
too.366 The motif lives on parallel to Levantine traditions well into the Archaic period. Polydactyls are seen 
in vase painting367 and, as noted, among winged beings attached to cauldrons from 8th C. Salamis. At this 
time, Levantine craftsmen also create winged polydactyls on finely engraved Tridacna shells.368 
 Already in the Neolithic, representations of polydactyly seem to mark distinguished ancestry.369 It is 
an attribute not bound to specific mythemes, therefore portable, and it is seen on figurines serving very 
different purposes. The startling beak-faced goddesses of Cyprus and Syria have been associated with 
fertility.370 This cannot be the case with the humanoid sarcophagus from Gaza, nor with the winged 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
359 I speak of anomalies of the human form. Anomalies not affecting form, such as blindness for example, could well be regarded 
as marks of distinction by the Greeks.  
360 Pl.B: 22E. 
361 A total of 80 attachments are known, not all of them polydactylic. They have been found in Olympia, Delphi, Samos, Etruria, 
and Cyprus—see Barnett 1986; and Idem 1987. 
362 Pl.B: 21A. 
363 Pl.B: 21B:C, from Megiddo 3rd M., and Deir el-Balah 14th C. respectively; See also Rollefson 1983; and Petit 2009. 
364 Leichty 1970, 59; See Pl.B: 27 for a Mesopotamian heptadactyl (third from left and highlighted in colour). 
365 Pl.B: 21D, 22A. Compare Syrian figurines in DILUVI, 231, 232. 
366 Harper 2008, 115; Fox et al. 2012. 
367 Pl.B: 22B. 
368 Pl.B: 22C:D; Moorey 1999, 134-135; Brandl 1984; Idem 2001; Reese 1988; Reese & Sease 1993; Idem 2004. 
369 Barnett 1986; Idem 1987; Bienert 1995; Hallo 1996; Mabry 2003; Schmandt-Besserat 1998.  
370 Fox et al. 2012. 
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polydactyls on cauldrons and Tridacna shells. Each figure belongs to a discrete mythology, but in each 
case the myth may contain an ancestral narrative signalled by polydactyly.371 

If asked to pick one context of Eastern polydactyly which more than others would have fired Euboean 
imagination, we need only turn to Cyprus and the impressive cauldrons from Salamis. Euboeans attached 
great ritual importance to cauldrons and tripods. At an early date they cast their own and traded them. In 
Lefkandi, fragments found of clay moulds for casting bronze tripod legs has been dated to the 10th C. 
Notably, these moulds mimic Cypriot models.372 In the 9th C. Euboean seafarers en route offered tripods to 
the gods in a cave on Ithaca,373 and on an 8th C. Euboean gold band showing warriors and Kentaurs we 
find pugilists fighting in front of a large tripod.374 Remarkably, enigmatic depressions dug in a tringular 
pattern inside and just outside the Toumba House may be supports for huge tripods.375 If this is correct, the 
scene on the gold band may have been a commonplace already in the 11th C. 

Winged polydacyls attached to cauldrons belong to West Semitic traditions about the Rephaim, great 
ancestors, said to be giants, who were invited to partake in ritual feasts of celebration and death.376 Early 
layers of this tradition are attested in the archives of Ugarit: a known Bronze Age nexus of Aegean and 
Levantine ethe. The archives speak of rpi arṣ, the “Rephaim of the land”, and describe the rpum as a dead 
warrior nobility riding in chariots. In a liturgy for the next-to-last king of Ugarit, Niqmaddu III (died c. 
1200), the ancestors are summoned to deliver the king to the afterlife, to support the new king—the very 
last of the kingdom: Ammurapi III—and to protect the city of Ugarit:377 
 

1.  Written record of the sacred celebration of the Patron-Shadows: 
 
8.  All summon the most ancient Rephaim!  
9.   You summon the Rephaim of the netherworld;378 
10.   You command the Council of the Didanu!379 
 
21.   To the netherworld 
22.   descend; Go down low into the earth!380 
 
24.   Below are the most ancient Rephaim! 
 
33.   Well-being for Ugarit! 
34.   Well-being for her gates! 

 
Considering that the Euboeans already possessed an ideology about ritual feasting and ancestors, it is not 
difficult to imagine the force of the impression when they came across marvellous bronze cauldrons 
hugged on the sides by winged beings with six fingers. There is no need to posit a wholesale transfer, a 
précis would have been impressive enough because of the key concepts it featured. When informed that 
these beings were great ancestors of war and land, overseeing and partaking of feasts, the Euboeans must 
have gawped, awed by their instant grasp of the ideas and by the superior Eastern craftmanship displayed 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
371 When approaching polydactylic iconography anywhere, it is not insignificant to keep in mind that the condition often occurs as 
part of a syndrome, especially the Greig Cephalopolysyndactyly Syndrome, which exhibits an enlarged and prominent forehead 
(macrocephaly) and an increased distance between the eyes (hypertelorism), see Biesecker 2008. Both traits are visually striking 
and may, besides prompting ideas about the distinction of the person possessing them, have been accounted for by artists when 
making images of polydactyls. See for example the early figurines from ‘Ain Ghazal (7th M.), whose heads, though stylized, could 
arguably be said to depict these very traits, see Schmandt-Besserat 1998, esp. 2, 4-6, with figs. 
372 Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 12, 13; Lefkandi [I:2], 93-97 
373 Malkin 1998, esp. 94-120. 
374 Pl.B: 7 bottom fragment right; See comparanda in ArchHom [T], figs. 11a-f. 
375 See Fig. 3 for three depressions marked to the left of tomb T.9; also Lefkandi [III], pl. 3; and Lefkandi [II:2], 51-52, pl. 7 
(depressions 9-11-12 and 13-14-15). 
376 The marzeaḥ—see Barnett 1985, who believes this ritual inspired the feasting in a reclined position on beds taken up later in 
the west,, in Greece and Etruria, Idem *2-*3. 
377 KTU 1.161 = RS 34.126. The translation here blends those of Levine & Tarragon 1984 and Pardee 2000, for my “Patron 
Shadows” Levine-Tarragon 1984 has “Patrons” and Pardee 2000 has “Shades”—the meaning being something like “the protecting 
and guarding dead”; See also Pardee & Bordreuil 1982; OLA55 [Del Olmo Lete]; HUS [Pitard; Sproonk]; and Schmidt 2000. 
378 “All” are the living assembly present on the occasion and, by extension, the kingdom of Ugarit. “You” refers to both the dead 
king and his living successor, both present as well. 
379 Associated with the Rephaim, Didanu is an eponym for the North Syrian tribe from which the kingdom of Ugarit traced its 
origin, see Levine & Tarragon 1984, 655-656; and EncJuda [Rephaim]. 
380 Not a command to the Rephaim, but addressed to the dead king. 
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in these objects. Another element of recognition was the immense stature of the Rephaim. The Greeks 
imagined the Titanic generation of Kheiron to be giants.381 
 When using hexadactyly as a mark of distinction, the Lefkandiots did not become trendsetters: later 
Greek art abhors deformity. But we should note that the Greeks could indeed regard a person’s phusis as 
an atlas of prominent ancestry, albeit they preferred signs subtler than deformity. Birthmarks is one such 
sign. Mythic birthmarks are always described as images with strong indexicality. So about the Spartoi of 
Thebes: born from a dragon’s teeth sown in the ground, they bore a birthmark on their thighs in the shape 
of a spear.382 Such lore casts suggestive light on an item of Archaic Kheironiana: on the Tiryns Shield 
Kheiron bears an eight-pointed star or flower on his thigh. Similarly, a slender bronze warrior from Delphi 
has an eight-petalled flower.383 Possibly then, this is a sign of Kheiron’s relation to the Kouretes, marking 
them both as “Sons of Kronos”. The Delphi warrior also illustrates a topic discussed in the preceding 
section: the superimposition of natural onto hypernatural, of Now onto mythic Then. It is impossible for us 
as well for contemporary Greek spectators to judge whether the figurine represents a man of myth bearing 
on his thigh an impressive congenital birthmark, or a mortal warrior wearing a tattoo in emulation of a 
myth. The figurine does not simply mirror reality or myth but presents an addition to these modalities. In 
the spectator’s mind, the prototype is made to hover between domains, yet these domains are held by a 
single image. In this way, the artefact assists in the intuiting of the hypernatural.384 

The hexadactylic right hand of Kheiron attests to an awareness of the East which, in Dark Age Greece, 
is unique to Lefkandi. Applied as a mark of prominent ancestry hexadactyly is an Eastern trait, but the 
figurine welds the trait to Greek mythemes. As well as signalling his ancestry from Kronos and Philyra, 
the hand stores Kheiron’s name and craftiness. The hand beckons a devoted spectator towards the figurine, 
because it brings together the tutor, hand[y] = Kheir[ōn], and his pupils the fingers = Daktyloi = Kouretes, 
in one image and keeps intact the mastery of the tutor: the fingers are servants of the hand. 

 
Γ.2.4.5. SPINE TRACE 
 

 I have suggested that the Lekandi Kentaur Artist applies a strong graphic expression for what he 
considers signature details. One of these is the Kentaur’s spine. Embedded in the solidly painted, subtle 
and anatomical shape of the naked back is the unpainted, deep trace of the spine. [Pl.A: 7-9] 

We have seen how the figurine’s hexadactyly attests to an awareness of Cypriotic and Levantine 
traditions. A similar awareness of the East may inform the importance accorded the spine, but I believe 
that the influence is more likely to be Egyptian. The cemeteries of Lefkandi have produced several 
Egyptian artefacts, among them a pendant figurine of the syncretic god Ptah-Seker-Osiris385 and an 
impressive faiance necklace made of over fifty seated lion-headed godesses strung together around a 
single image of Isis with the Horus child.386 

In Egyptian mythology the spine is associated with Osiris, brother and mate of Isis, and father of 
Horus. The myth in a nutshell: Set plotted to murder his brother Osiris. To this end he lured Osiris into a 
costly coffin and welded it shut, and then threw the coffin into the Nile. Distraught, their sister Isis went 
down the Nile and across the sea in search of the coffin. She found it on the shores of Byblos where it had 
grown into the roots of fragrant tamarisk. So fragrant was the tamarisk, that it was made into a column to 
adorn the palace of the Phoenician king with Osiris’ body still locked inside it. Isis managed to extradite 
the coffin and returned with it to Egypt. But en route she was intercepted by Set. Set seized the coffin, 
dismembered Osiris’ body, and scattered the body parts all over Egypt. Again, Isis set out to find her 
brother. She retrieved the parts and reassembled Osiris. She breathed life into him and they mated. From 
their union Horus was born.387 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
381 Such as Kheirōna pelōrion—”huge Kheiron”—Apoll. Rhod. 2.1240. 
382 Arist. Poet. 1454b22; Hyg. Fab. 72; OCD [Spartoi]; It was later said of the Seleukids that they bore anchor-shaped birthmark, 
see Wilgaux 2011, 222, citing Just. Epit. 15.4.3-9. 
383 Pl.B:18A, 19A, both items dated to c. 700. 
384 Cf. Gadamer on the religious Bild—above Part A.3.3.2. 
385 Also known as Pataikos, see Lefkandi [I:1] pl. 235a; Lefkandi [I:2] 224. Ptah, too, is associated with health, and remains so in 
later eras. In magical papyri and phylacteries a phrase occurs in Greek letters—PTHa phozda—emulating Egyptian for “Ptah, 
healthy”, see Jordan & Kotansky 1996, 164. 
386 Pl.A: 21 (right); Lefkandi [I:1] pl. 233d:e; Lefkandi [I:2] 224; Eretria, 66-67, fig. 44. 
387 Summary drawn from Mojsov 2005, xix-xx. 



60 
 

 

The myth of Osiris treats us to resurrection by reassembly and the foremost emblem of this wonder is 
the djed—a pillar representing Osiris’ spine and a mark of permanence.388 In what form the Lefkandiots 
knew the tradition of Osiris is impossible to gauge, but we should not stop here. We must ask whether the 
Lefkandiots may have possessed homegrown ideas associating the spine with the vitality of life and 
afterlife? The answer, I believe, is yes. 

Scanning the earliest Greek literature, images may be conjured speaking of muelos,389 “marrow”, as 
the stuff of life, and of wounds to the neck and spine as preferred exits for the soul at death. To begin with, 
we may recall the tradition saying that Kheiron fed the child Akhilleus the marrow of wild animals, the 
implication being that Akhilleus in this way was given an excess of vitality and bodily prowess.390 Further, 
Homeros likens marrow to the very stuff of life in the formula which declares that essential staples are 
muelon andrōn—“the marrow of men”: 
 

…make ready stores, and bestow all in vessels—wine in jars, and barley meal, the marrow of 
men, in stout skins.391 
 
At these mills twelve women in all were wont to ply their tasks, making meal of barley and of 
wheat, the marrow of men.392 

 
Wounds to the neck and spine are said to effect a swift flight of soul, that is: a good death. This holds true 
for both man and animal. The he in following passage is “a high-horned stag” and “mighty beast”: 
 

He was coming down to the river from his pasture in the wood to drink […] and as he came 
out I struck him on the spine in the middle of the back, and the bronze spear passed right 
through him, and down he fell in the dust with a moan, and his spirit flew from him.393 

 
At Hektor’s fateful duel with Akhilleus, we learn: 
 

…where the collarbones keep the neck from shoulders, his throat was exposed, where the 
soul’s destruction is swiftest.394 

 
Marrow as a vital matter and the soul’s swift flight from a neck wound are alloyed in the striking image: 
 

Akhilleus, smiting him with the sword upon his neck, hurled afar his head and therewithal his 
helmet; and the marrow spurted forth from the spine.395 

 
This is not a realistic report, but a poetics of violent death: unlike blood, the marrow of the spine is not 
pressurized and does not spurt from the beheaded.396 Rather, the poet have welded together soul and 
marrow into a single, purely poetic, vitalistic matter.397 Related to this image is the idea that the skeleton is 
an ossic container of soul, as found in the expression the “soul left the bones”.398 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
388 Samples of djed amulets: New York, Brooklyn Museum 37.253Ea-c; New York, Metropolitan Museum 25.3.170b, 26.7.1093; 
The exact meaning of the djed is unclear. There seems to be semantic overlaps with the snake as well as with the ankh. It has been 
suggested that the djed is not literally the spine, but the life-giving core of the spine—a notion close to my reading of marrow 
below. The Egyptians regarded both marrow and sperm as vital matters, and saw both as originating in the spine, see Adams et. al 
1982, esp. 447, 449, 460-461, figs. 10-13; and OLA55 [Koemoth]; In this context, it is of course impossible not to think of 
Kheiron’s handiwork in pretending to resurrect Aktaion by means of an eidōlon—Apollod. Bibl. 3.30-32. 
389 LSJ [μυελός], marrow when regarded as “good food”, as “soft” and “fatty”. 
390 Apollod. Bibl. 3:172, arktōn muelois, the marrow of bears; Variants—all insisting on marrow—are listed by Frazer 1921, 70-
71, n.3: “According to Statius […] Chiron fed the youthful Achilles not on ordinary victuals, but on the flesh and marrows of 
lions. Philostratus says that his nourishment consisted of honeycombs and the marrows of fawns […], while the author of 
the Etymologicum Magnum […] says that he was nurtured on the marrows of deer.” 
391 Hom. Od. 2.289-290. 
392 Hom. Od. 20.105-109. 
393 Hom. Od. 10.159-164—backbone here = aknēstis.  
394 Hom. Il. 22.325-326. 
395 Hom. Il. 20.480-483, marrow + backbone here = muelos + sphondulos. Muelos is used for marrow as soft and fatty good food, 
and its application here makes the affinities between battle and animal sacrifice evident. Other loci on neck and marrow are Hom. 
Il. 14.465, 16.585, 22.499; Hom. Od. 10.555, 11.60, 20.105. 
396 Also observed in Kirk:Iliad [V], 342. 
397 Here it seems pertinent to mention (recalling the Euboean lore of an Ur-home in Thessaly and Thrace) that contemporary with 
the epic text, the first datable examples of a curious kind of belt pendant emerge from the north (most of these pendants have been 
found in Albania, Macedonia, and Thessaly). The pendant is shaped like a rod or miniature column on top which is seated a 
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 Turning back to the Lefkandi Kheiron, I would submit that the graphic spine trace is meant to indicate 
the primary seat of Kheiron’s life force. The trace is aesthetically akin to Homeros’ soul-matter: it is not a 
realistic expression, but an alloy of outside and inside. It renders at the same time the outward muscular 
depression along the spine, and shows, like an X-ray, the Titanic Kentaur’s life-loaded marrow. If such a 
device is felt to be too subtle for the Dark Age I would point to the see-through effects exhibited by earlier 
images of chariot wheels and of women in windows or portals, or by small clay models of houses where 
exterior decoration may be meant to represent decoration of the interior. These images are not identical to 
the device I am suggesting, but they would inform a spectator’s understanding of the device.399 

This reading of the spine trace casts light on both the making and destruction of the figurine. First, it 
suggests the Artist may have been aware that the figurine, at some time in the future, may be beheaded, 
and he acknowledged this by marking a significant element for such an event: the container of life force, 
the spine. Second, the rationale behind the beheading becomes as straight-forward as that of opening a 
bottle: it effected the escape of Kheiron’s life force to infuse the tombs of the dead. If we look for traces of 
the strike, the triangular crack on the neck right above the spine marks the spot. [Pl.A: 10A, B] Should this 
be perceived as a symbolism uncommonly violent and irreverent, I would posit that, in our reading of the 
act, the aspect of cruelty should be suppressed in favour of themes of ontological reformation. What is 
sought is good transport and vitality beyond death. 

To sum up: In light of the Egyptian artefacts found among them, and recalling their knowledge of the 
East in general, I believe that the Lefkandiots mixed a Greek view on the spine with matters Egyptian. 
This view held that the spine was a supreme container of life force, and it informed the Kentaur Artist’s 
conspicuous tracing of the spine of Kheiron. 
 

Γ.2.4.6. LEG WOUND 
 

 The meaning of the figurine’s leg wound is clear: it illustrates the myth of Kheiron’s death. But the 
rendering of this mythic injury is highly unusual and prompts a array of questions. [Pl.A: 17-19] 

As we have seen, the Artist’s plastic expression is dual: it is anatomically subtle or graphic. For the leg 
wound, we would expect either a softly rendered parting of flesh, not unlike the mouth, or, even more 
likely because we are dealing with a signature attribute, a tool-made distinctly shaped trace. But this 
wound is neither: it is oversized, irregular, and its depth grossly exagerrated. In fact, the rendering of the 
wound is unique, both aesthetically and technically, compared to all other details of the figurine. 

The cavity seems not to have been carefully dug out bit by bit. Rather, the leg was shaped with an 
object inserted at the knee. The Artist first shaped the general form of the leg. Then an object was inserted 
into the clay at the side of the kneecap, making the clay bulge around it. The Artist removed excess clay 
and shaped the leg and kneecap with the object in place. When satisfied, the object was pulled out, leaving 
a gaping gash. This highly eccentric and astylistic making of the wound demands explanations. 

Initially, we may venture that the wound is a pocket for an inlay now lost. On further reflection this is 
unlikely for two reasons: the irregular shape, and the significant shrinkage seen in terracotta during firing. 
If the Artist possessed an irregularly shaped inlay, he could not make an imprint of it in soft clay and 
expect it to fit after firing. If the Artist had an inlay in mind, even an unworked inlay of unusual shape, he 
would have made a regularly shaped pocket of generous size allowing for shrinkage. After firing, the inlay 
would either be worked to fit, or be fitted as-is with fill added to hold it in place. 

In sum, I do not believe that an inlay is missing. The wound is complete as intended by the Artist. If 
so, then we realize that the object used was not one of the Artist’s common tools, and that this object, and 
the act of piercing, may have carried special significance. The myth prescribes Herakles’ arrow: so was an 
arrowtip used? A new tip? Or an old one, perhaps regarded as having belonged to Herakles himself? 

The soils of Lefkandi are saturated with archaeological remains, and we can be certain that each 
generation of Lefkandiots found traces of those who had lived there before them. The excavation of 
Xeropolis’ Bronze Age layers has produced obsidian tips and blades, metal knives and sickles, and other 
tools made of bone.400 We can only guess what Dark Age Lefkandiots thought of such finds, but many of 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
simano-anthropoid figure. The rod of the pendant is clearly reminiscent of a column of vertebrae. See Langdon 1990, 413-415, 
fig. 12; and Langdon 1993, 113, fig. 32. L. considers the most developed samples to resemble “a highly stylized Tree of Life”. 
398 Hom. Il. 12.386, 20.406; also Vermeule 1979, 46. 
399 A very early example in MC [NM], 67 (top); Higgins 1967, pl. 6c; ArchHom [O], fig. 55, pls. 3a:b, 5a; MC [Thebes], 118-119; 
Vermeule 1965, fig. 5a; MPVP, figs. IV.21, IV.60. 
400 Lefkandi [IV], pls. 85, 86, 88, 89, 93, 94. 
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these tools are irregular and crude, tempting us to match them with the pierced wound of our Kheiron. 
[Pl.B: 29] We should also adduce an event associated with the Toumba Cemetery itself: the construction 
of the tumulus less than a century before the Kentaur deposit. It was an undertaking of considerable 
magnitude, in which large amounts of fill were carted up the hill. When retrieving and tipping the fill, 
workers would have come across objects on a daily basis. The fill contained items ranging from the 
Mycenaean era to the heaping the tumulus.401 The work would have created an opportunity to reflect upon 
the past and make sense of artefacts brought to light. The tumulus subsequently became the focal point for 
the kind of outlook and behaviour we are looking for: local elites made the hilltop their cemetery because 
they wished to associate themselves with the tumulus by being buried around it. 

Moving into the cemetery we find examples of a common belief in amulets.402 Many of these are 
Eastern exotica such as Egyptian amulets and seals.403 A remarkable oddity is the single stray scale-plate 
already mentioned: it was found in the tomb of a woman and most likely served as a protective amulet.404 
But we must not restrict ourselves to objects explicitly used as amulets. Weapons, too, held powers 
beyond the pragmatic, aspects perhaps better labelled mytho-ancestral than “magical”. Hence the ancient 
interest in myths-of-making of legendary weapons. (Akhilleus’ spear, the shields of Akhilleus and 
Herakles, etc.) A deposited axe, sword, spearhead, or a bow with a “quiverful” of  arrowheads,405 were not 
just something used by the occupant of the tomb. A weapon stored mytho-ancestral memory crucial for 
martial success: memory prompted fury and skill in attack (daimon), and means of protection in defense 
(alkē). For a Dark Age Lefkandiot finding an old arrowhead and declaring that it once had belonged to 
Herakles and fell to the ground in a fight with Kentaurs would not be a very strange thing to do. Why I 
lean towards a arrow tip found in situ rather than a piece of exotica is the myth: Kheiron belongs to Greek 
myths about Greek lands and Greek blood, why an arrowhead found in their own soil would have carried a 
more suggestive mnemonic charge for both the Kentaur Artist and his client. 

Finally, and most importantly, Kheiron himself had a direct influence on the making of his image: he 
had made a lifelike eidōlon of Aktaion.406 In other words, when piercing the leg-wound of the figurine, 
Kheiron’s skills were recalled to infuse the clay of an image of himself. Kheiron was asked to come alive, 
draw near, un-depart himself, inside an eidōlon. 

No certain answers may be given, but I am convinced about the validity of my initial observation: 
within the figurine’s stylistic microcosm the wound is unique and a trace of a unique piercing action. The 
piercing required a specific tool not part of the Artist’s common toolbox. It is therefore likely that this 
action was prompted by ideas about why the wound must be rendered in this way, and that the action was 
mytho-ritualistic. In other words, the piercing was performed for reasons beyond the merely illustrative of 
the myth, and in a manner not governed by the conventions of craft. Rather, the rationale concerned the 
figurine’s hypernatural dimension, and the piercing was meant to define and trigger the power stored in 
the figurine. This power, I contend, was life force, a life force the Greeks saw in any eidōlon of a revered 
figure but here qualified as Kheiron’s life force as gift, and with it Kheiron’s other gifts, namely the power 
of his precepta. The piercing charged the figurine with all these sough-after powers. 

I began with an autopsy of the figurine’s leg wound. Its unique properties prompted questions about 
the method of its fashioning. Only then I looked at the wider picture to see whether something could 
explain the singular look of wound. It is impossible to prove that the Lefkandi Kentaur’s leg was pierced 
by an arrow thought to have belonged to Herakles in the distant past,407 but their circumstances were such 
that the Lefkandiots had the means to believe and do such a thing. The requirements are there: the belief in 
the hypernatural properties of certain objects, the importance accorded ancestry and myth, the availability 
of candidate artefacts unearthed from the very soil upon which they lived. Further, the myth of Kheiron 
was of direct relevance because Kheiron himself was known as a maker of lifelike images. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
401 Lefkandi [II:2], 73, pl. 32.12-26b. 
402 Arrington 2016, who, notably, sees this belief as informed by the Lefkandiots’ broad and continuous contacts with the East, 
Cyprus especially. Cf. my Part Γ.1.1. where I suggest similarly broad contacts, ie. exchanges not restricted to elites and motivated 
only by elite concerns, but—in my argument—by an 11th C. experience of exile/return shared by both elites and underlings. 
403 Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 228b:d, 233d:e, 235a-e; Lefkandi [III], pls. 135, 142. 
404 Above Part Γ.2.4.1 in the section on the right arm guard. 
405 The “quiverfull” of arrowheads in Lefkandi-Toumba T26, see Lefkandi [I:2], 183; All these types of weapons (and others, such 
as maces) are represented in the Lefkandi tombs, see Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 211b:c, 239, 244-246; Lefkandi [III], pls. 127, 128, 148.  
406 Above Part B.1.2.4. 
407 An imprint should be made of the figurine’s wound cavity to fully expose its shape in three dimensions. 
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Γ.2.5. Head 
 
Γ.2.5.1. HAIR 
 
Two items show how the Artist renders hair: the head and the fragment of the tail. Neither betray 

attempts at a realistic depiction: both are rendered as a smooth mass. Face and hair are painted in solid red. 
Traces of red at the break of the tail suggest it was painted solid as well. Taking our cues from the Artist’s 
syntax of red, both head and tail should be seen as bare and unadorned. No clay is attached to the chin, 
hence Kheiron is unbearded.408 The rendering of the hair shows a cropped hairstyle with a thin single tress 
saved at the back. This whiplike tress is traced with a thin, needle-like tool. [Pl.A: 7, 8, 10A:B] 

The absence of a beard may indicate youth. Even more so the hairstyle, in which themes of youth and 
maturation are patently evident. The manipulation of hair to indicate stages of life, for both men and 
women, has a long history in the Aegean. In the Bronze Age, cropping combined with tresses saved were 
common among Minoans and within their sphere of influence. The practice affected Mycenaeans present 
on Crete from the 15th C. and spread, now with the Mycenaeans, to mainland Greece and Cyprus. 

A widespread practice does not necessarily imply permanence over time and between locales of the 
specific meanings attached to it, but thematic and broadly stylistic continuities are clearly in evidence: 
saving tresses on a head of hair otherwise cut short remains a mark of youth from Minoans to Romans.409 
Among the Greeks evidence of these practices come from all periods and locales, and concerns both 
young men and women.410 

Two keywords we have already encountered are pertinent for the practice of saving and shedding hair: 
maturation and oaths. Hair was shed to mark significant transitions in life. Hair was shed, and the saving 
of hair pledged, as a gift to both gods and mortal companions. The variety of contexts suggest a loose 
ideological framework allowing for improvisation. A sampling attests to the richness of the practice:411 

Children of both sexes saved their hair to be cut at significant coming-of-age events. We know that 
girls typically cut their hair prior to marriage. About boys the evidence is fuzzy. The only explicit stating 
of age is a 3rd C. inscription about a four-year-old boy. Beyond this, Greek terms for boy youth indicate 
age in a general way: paides for any age before adulthood, meirakiai and ephēboi more specifically for 
adolescence. The growing of hair was seen as an index to bodily growth and maturation. Parents made 
vows to gods, pledging to dedicate the growing hair of their child if the child safely reached certain 
milestones on its way to maturity. These vows often employ the verb trephō to emphasize the aspect of 
growth and cultivation. We have noted the verb in Pindaros, where Iason says he was thus raised by 
Kheiron’s daughters.412 The importance of nymphs for boy maturation is indicated by a 3rd C. epigram 
from Euboea in which a young man offers his hair to the nymphs of Amarynthos.413 Youths and adults of 
both sexes could also offer their hair to the dead, or to a god to ensure safe returns of departed loved ones. 
In the Iliad, Akhilleus and his comrades cover Patroklos’ dead body “as if with a garment” with locks of 
their hair. This scene exemplifies the multivalence of the act: Akhilleus’ father Peleus had offered his 
son’s hair to the river god Sperkheios, first for the safe maturing of his son, later for the son’s safe return 
from Troy. When Akhilleus cuts off his hair for Patroklos, all these aspects—maturation, homecoming, 
and praising of the dead—come tragically together: Akhilleus matures, but he does so far away from home 
and in the company of the dead.414 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
408 Variations toward a darker shade of paint on parts of the chin and face cannot be interpreted as traces of bearding. The density 
of the paint varies on several parts of the figurine, and the variations on the chin show no features of an attempt to paint a beard. 
409 The Palaikastro Kouros, 15th C., has a thick and ornate braid on an otherwise cropped head (Pl.B: 20A:B); and boy runners on 
Mycenaean styled vase from Cyprus, 13th C., have tresses at the back (Pl.B: 19B); A Mycenaean figurine head from Phylakopi, 
12th C., has a thick braid (Pl.B: 19C); and Kheiron on the Tiryns Shield, 8/7th C., slim tresses (Pl.B: 18A:B); For an example from 
the Roman era, see the youth with a long tress of hair at the back of his head on the Warren Cup (I am aware of the questions 
raised about the cup’s authenticity, but the museum seems unshaken in its description), see British Musum’s online page for the 
cup. URL [2015.05.30]: >http://www.britishmuseum.org/explore/highlights/highlight_objects/gr/t/the_warren_cup.aspx<; On this 
subject, see Palaikastro Kouros, esp. 131-138, fig. 11.1; Dodd & Faraone [Leitao]. 
410 Dodd & Faraone [Leitao], 112. 
411 The following paragraph of samples draws on Anderson 1971; and Dodd & Faraone [Leitao]. 
412 Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104; also above B.2.1.2. 
413 Dodd & Faraone [Leitao], 121. 
414 Hom. Il. 23.135-151. 
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 Turning to Euboea we have quoted Homeros’ description of the hair of the Abantes as opithen 
komoōntes, “long at the back”.415 In the Iliad, all Achaeans are long-haired, but only the Abantes are thus 
at the back. How early this description of the Abantes was known to singers we cannot gauge, but after 
Homeros it was much cherished. Arkhemakhos says that the Euboean Kouretes wore their hair in this 
manner,416 and a grave epigram from Khalkis from the 2nd C. AD attest to the continued importance 
accorded the style. In it, a dead young boy is given voice in a ghost-like address: “And long locks of hair 
hang down the back of my head. For coming of age did not cut them, but death struck first”.417 

The epigram illustrates the multivalence of the hairstyle peculiar to Euboea. The opithen komoōntes of 
the Abantes is a Euboean hairstyle for both adult warriors and the ritual warrior youths of the Kouretes. At 
the same time it is part of a pan-Greek style for maturing boys. Both dimensions go back in time far 
enough to embrace the Lefkandi Kentaur: the pan-Greek to the Bronze Age, the Euboean to the Dark Age 
at least. At the time when this epigram was composed, evoking the warrior hairstyle is no more than an 
archaizing poetic flourish: the need for a warrior to cut his hair for defensive purposes ended with hoplite 
reform and standardized helmets. But in the Dark Age and early Archaic this was not the case.418 
 Just as we have noted about the figurine’s armour, the head and hair alloys Kheiron with his devotees: 
the head is clearly not entirely human, yet Kheiron wears his hair in the Euboean manner. The hair reflects 
a specifically Euboean reality in which practical know-how of single combat comes together with ideas 
about youth. It may be that the Artist’s simple and reduced rendering of the hair was felt to be necessary in 
order to allow for this multivalence of the theme.  
 If asked to grade the importance of these dimensions, I would say that the Kouretes take precedence 
over of the adult warrior. My reasons are fourfold: first, the mythemes of Kheiron concern the maturing of 
heroic youth; second, the declared twin genealogies of the Kouretes—like Kheiron’s from Kronos, but 
also from the Daktyloi—can be mapped to the figurine’s hands; third, the signal system of the figurine 
includes other elements hinting at the Kouretes, such as the mitra and the interplay between matters heroic 
and nymphic as prompted by the right hand and the motif of Right | Left; finally, fourth, the Artist’s choice 
of rendering mode: tracing for the tress of hair at the back of the head indicates that it is a signature detail. 
What is more, the very slimness of the tress may be a tell: on this kind of tress typical of the Kouretes, 
Aiskhylos says it was “as delicate as that of dainty maidens”.419 

I believe that a contemporary spectator primarily responded by seeing an Euboean Kourete in the 
human part of the figurine, but this aspect did not efface its adult and martial aspect. Kheiron’s signature 
hairstyle and armour combine to evoke, in one glance, the warrior becoming in the boy, and the boy 
remaining in the warrior. A Late Geometric vase fragment from Lefkandi hints at similar motifs: two 
warriors holding hands while leading a horse. The different sizes of the figures and volumes of their hair 
suggest it is an adult warrior and a youth. [Pl.A:20] 
 

Γ.2.5.2. FACE 
 
The head of the Lefkandi Kheiron is so remarkable that it is difficult to entirely dispel the notion that 

two artists may have been involved in the making of the figurine. The nose and mouth especially are 
striking. The mouth is traced, then softened manually. The lips are slightly parted as if the Kentaur is 
speaking or about to speak. The nose, long and lean, has pierced nostrils. The eyes, enlarged and wide, are 
made as two neatly circular shallow depressions. The ears, too, are significantly enlarged. Both have 
deeply pierced ear canals. The overall impression is nocturnal—like a bat. [Pl.A: 1, 2, 5, 6] 

The first observation to make about the Kentaur’s face is that despite its exagerrations it shows no 
hints of the grotesque: no contortions, grimaces, wrinkles, or beastly teeth. Such traits, later typical of 
Gorgons and other khthonic creatures of the same ilk, signal threat and prompt fear. But this is the Kentaur 
“friendly to man”: it is the face of benign hypernature. Looking for objects that may have informed the 
Artist’s preconceptions of this face, I would turn once more to the East. At this stage of our enquiry, 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
415 Quoted in full above Part Γ.2.4.1. 
416 Dodd & Faraone [Leitao], 123, citing FGrH 424 F 9 = Strabon 10.3.6, and Pollux 2.28 who on the Kouretes says the same but 
applies a single compound: ophistokomoi.  
417 First line has opithen komoōsai—Dodd & Faraone [Leitao], 123, with reference to IG 12 Supp. 196.1179, lines 9-12; Recall 
Kheiron’s son, the Euboean Aristaios, marked as “the thick and long-haired”, i.e. as a kouros not yet come of age—Hes. Theog. 
977; West 1966, 425 (#977). 
418 Also noted by Boardman 1973,196. 
419 Dodd & Faraone [Leitao], 119 (citing Aesch. fr. 313.1 ed. Radt). 
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Lefkandi, the site overall and the figurine itself, have exhibited so many signs of an awareness of the East 
that it amounts to an instruction. 

In the East we encounter Kanaanito-Phoenician terracotta masks.420 An influence of this tradition on 
the Greek mainland has already been argued for later eras: Phoencian masks may have acted as models for 
the 7th C. terracotta masks from Spartan Orteia.421 Before the Lefkandi Kentaur, the tradition can be traced 
to the Levantine Bronze Age. On the cusp of the Iron Age, masks are also found on Cyprus. From this 
time influences mix and reverse, and Cyprus begins inspiring the Levant.422 A difference in praxis emerge 
which will persist: in Phoenician contexts masks are more commonly found in graves, but on Cyprus in 
sanctuaries.423 After the Lefkandi Kentaur, the tradition can be traced along Phoenico-Punic searoutes: 
Sardinia, Sicily, Carthage, and Ibiza.424 The Levantine tradition and its Cypriot branch proceeds in two 
basic styles: the grotesque and the idealized. It is the latter style which interests us in connection with the 
Lefkandi Kheiron.425 Idealizing Kanaanite masks predating the Lefkandi Kentaur come from 14th C. 
Hazor, [Pl.B: 23C] 10th C. Gezer, Beth Shan, and Khaldeh. [Pl.B: 23D] Cypriotic masks from 12th and 11th 
C. Kition and Enkomi. [Pl.B: 23A:B] Many Levantine and Cypriot masks share palette and colour 
application: red for the face, ears and mouth, and black for hair, beard and eyebrows, and for a shadow set 
between the lips, or sometimes for the lips themselves.426 

To be able to draw on these masks, the Lefkandi Kentaur Artist must have seen them. In Lefkandi we 
have no trace of import or manufacture of such masks. Yet both Cypriot and Levantine masks may be 
significant because of their connection with crafts and craftsmen. On Cyprus, in Kition and Enkomi, 
masks have been found in shrines adjoined to metallurgical workshops. On the Levantine coast, in Hazor 
and Sarepta, in shrines located in the potters’ quarters.427 This invites the speculative image of our Artist 
as a travelled man or as a man born in the East. Just as he may have picked up the motif of hexadactyly 
there, he may have seen masks in workshops and sanctuaries on Cyprus or in the Levant. 

It has been suggested that the Lefkandi Kheiron is wearing a mask.428 In light of what we have learnt 
so far, we realize that the answer may be both —Yes and —No. The Kentaur Artist’s use of solid red 
strongly indicates a naked face. In other words, if the Artist indeed was familiar with red-faced Eastern 
masks, he took red as indicating naked skin—not as the property of a specific object: a mask.429 That said, 
we must mark the effects of a double exposure. Kheiron is styled as a Euboean Kourete. This means that a 
spectator could perceive two beings in the figurine: on the one hand a mythic portrait of Kheiron himself 
without a mask, on the other hand a ritualistic document of a masked Kourete impersonating Kheiron. In 
both cases, the solid red indicated the naked skin of our deep-devising Kentaur, in the one case the skin on 
his own face, in the other his skin as represented by a mask worn by his human proxy. 
 

Eyes and Ears 
Kheiron’s skills are mantic and strongly associated with sight. Tradition casts him as healer, skygazer, 

and diviner. Like his half-brother Zeus, Kheiron spies through the thin horizon separating the present from 
past and future, the living from the dead, the seen from the unseen. His powers are Titanic, hence they 
require a not entirely human anatomy. This, I suggest, is the reason behind Kheiron’s enlarged eyes and 
ears. But Kheiron is not alone in possessing powers of divination. We recall that the Kouretes-Abantes, 
too, were prophetic. The figurine’s hypernatural sensory apparatus is thus yet another instance attesting to 
the Euboean entwinement of the two myth-threads. 

The ears may well be enlarged and drilled in order to hear wishes addressed to the figurine, as 
suggested by the excavators,430 but sound has a more fundamental significance. Sound, like the domain of 
the hypernatural, is invisible, yet it affects us in powerful ways. Formalized sounding, whether noise, 
music, song, or lament, brings the unseen proximate, yet keeps it in place. Sound invites the unseen and 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
420 For this subject I draw on Croon 1955; Culican 1976a; Idem 1976b; Carter 1987; and Markoe 1990.  
421 Carter 1987. 
422 Markoe 1990, 14-15. 
423 Carter 1987, 370-374. 
424 Carter 1987, 365, n.43. 
425 Carter 1987 has “hero/-es/-ic” for the type I call “idealized”. 
426 Carter 1987, 366-374; Markoe 1990, 14-15. 
427 Carter 1987, 370-373. 
428 As suggested in Lefkandi [I:2], 409, #345, n.445, by V. Karageorghis based on the mask found in Kition. 
429 We should note, too, that the convention is utlimately much older: the Ancient Egyptian way of using deep reds for male skin 
was known already to Mycenaean Greeks—see for example Rehak 1998. 
430 Desborough et al. 1970, 28. 
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checks it because sound is felt to have an unseen and hypernatural reach. Thus, Kheiron’s prominent 
sensory apparatus speak of his reach, of his ability to cross boundaries and affect the lives of his devotees. 

The Kentaur’s hollow eye sockets prompt the question whether they are meant to be seen as preserved 
or if they originally held inlays? The excavators thought the latter, and I agree.431 There is surety and a 
keen sense of anatomy in the Kentaur Artist’s work. It is therefore unlikely that the Artist would have 
considered two circular depressions as fully expressive of what was meant to show a pair of hypernatural 
eyes. It may be objected that the sockets are painted, which would seem unnecessary because inlays would 
cover them. But if the Artist intended painted eyes rather than inlays, then why this inarticulation, why the 
plain covering with paint, why not an effort to render recognizable eyes? 

Inlays may be reconciled with painted eye sockets if we posit a combined expression in which the red 
colour played a part as a backing. In other words, inlays through which the red ground could be glimpsed. 
Rock crystal perhaps? The Palaikastro Kouros had such eyes.432 But then probably not: the Lefkandi 
Kentaur is not precious, and transparent materials like crystal, amber, gems, or glass, are unlikely. Closer 
at hand is bone, closer still the sea shells heaped on the beaches of Lefkandi. 

I suggest, therefore, inlays of polished and drilled shells. [Pl.A: 22] Size and shape of the pupils is 
anybody’s guess, but considering the Lefkandiot awareness of the East, paired with the facility of drilling, 
I favour centered circular pupils. A figurine from the Levantine Chalcolithic employs the technique,433 and 
a group of Mesopotamian figures shows the expression when rendered all in clay: the eyes are made as 
convex discs pierced dead center.434 Notably, the hexadactylic goddesses from Cyprus and their parallels 
from Syria have eyes fashioned in a similar way.435 

We should also note the link between sea and otherworld, shells and the dead.436 The Lefkandiots, like 
other Greeks, sometimes put shells in graves. Tomb T3, holding the Kentaur’s body, was one of them.437 
The Levantine tradition of engraving Tridacna shells with winged and polydactylic ancestors turned the 
entire shell into an image of the hypernatural.438 This link may have informed both the Artist’s choice of 
material for Kheiron’s eyes, and the spectator’s apprehension of the departed Kentaur’s deep sounding 
gaze—it was a gaze felt from across the domain of the unseen. 
 

Mouth 
 The mouth is one of the most remarkable details of the figurine. The lips are subtly parted, as if the 
Kentaur is speaking or singing. [Pl.A: 5, 6, 13A] Another trait worth noting on the subject of vocalizing is 
the different impressions given when viewing the head from the front or in profile. Viewed in profile, it is 
perfectly clear that the face is vertically oriented and facing straight forward. [Pl.A: 5, 6] But viewed from 
the front, the application of solid red colour gives a broad triangular shape to the face. [Pl.A: 1, 2] The 
effect is reminiscent of so called “shield-faced” figurines with faces turned upward. Many of these are 
warriors, others are unarmed and show a stance of the arms similar to that of kouroi.439 A head pulled back 
and facing upward is a very old expression for indicating vocalizing in animals.440 I would suggest that the 
shield-face, too, indicates vocalizing, and that the illusion created by the Kentaur Artist, when making a 
straight face look as if it is tilted back, attests to a familiarity with this visual grammar of voice. 
 Kheiron shown discoursing is of course fully in line with his role as healer through song and as tutor. I 
find it likely that tradition kept the advice of Kheiron as units of wisdom, portable and available to inject 
in diverse contexts of performance long before some of them were written down. To a Lefkandiot witness, 
the parted lips of the Lefkandi Kheiron would have recalled this traditional body of advice. 

In the Early Archaic, Kheiron’s teaching was set down in writing as the Precepts of Kheiron.441 
Pausanias says this work took the form of Kheiron speaking directly to Akhilleus.442 The topics of the 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
431 Desborough et al. 1970, 25. 
432 Palaikastro Kouros, 74. 
433 Golden & Levy 1996, 150, 151 (unnumbered figs). Note too this figurine’s marked spine. 
434 Pl.B: 27. 
435 Pl.B: 21D, 22A; Syrian parallels seen in DILUVI, 231, 232. 
436 Cf. the motif of fish in Kentaur imagery, discussed above Part B.2.1.3. 
437 Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 201d. 
438 Pl.B: 22C:D. 
439 Byrne 1991, esp. fig. 8 for examples of the type. 
440 Among early Kentaurs at least two may be adduced on the theme of voice. Both probably represent Kheiron and are noted in 
the Appendix items #3 and 30, and Pl.B: 2B, 15. 
441 Remains of the Precepts of Kheiron are collected in Table 5; The Souda says Kheiron himself was the author = Table 5:8. 
442 A work considered by the ancients to have been authored by Hesiodos, but now lost. See Table 5:6. 
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Precepts included sacrifice and oaths, healing of humans and horses, and the reading of the skies. Its form 
and content are hinted at in a fragment found in the Scholia on Pindaros: 
 

They attribute to Hesiodos The Precepts of Kheiron of which this is the beginning: Now note 
well all these things in your prudent spirit: first, whenever you come home, make a beautiful 
sacrifice to the eternally living gods.443 

 
When making sacrifice the subject of its opening, the The Precepts is shown to adhere to what the author 
of the Titanomakhia says: that Kheiron was the first to teach mankind about “oath-taking and cheerful 
sacrifices”.444 The passage in Pindaros to which the Scholia refers also has an oath as its subject, and more 
significant still: it brings us back to the Right Hand. The scene tells of how Kheiron compelled Akhilleus 
to swear his allegiance to Zeus and to his parents: 
 

You keep it on your right hand and uphold the commandment; the precepts which they say 
once in the mountains the son of Philyra enjoined on the powerful son of Peleus when he was 
separated from his parents; first of the gods, worship the son of Kronos, the loud-voiced ruler 
of lightning and thunder; and never deprive your parents of such honor during their allotted 
lifetime.445 

 
In this scene, Pindaros provides a template for an oath stored in the right hand of the Lefkandi Kheiron, 
namely the oath of allegiance of the Sons of Kronos—the Euboean Kouretes-Abantes—to Zeus. For his 
devotees, Kheiron, as first teacher of oath-taking, may have been seen as overseer and keeper of this oath. 
His presence in clay thus served as a mnemonic aid, which, with every gaze cast upon its manhorse form, 
kept the oath of the Kouretes-Abantes to Zeus alive.  

In light of this theme, the Lefkandiot vase fragment already mentioned becomes even more suggestive: 
an adult holds in his right hand the left hand of a youth. The youth leads a horse with reins held in his right 
hand, but his gesture when doing so is that of greetings and oath-taking. [Pl.A: 20] 
 
Γ.2.6. Inspection Summary 
 
At first glance, the Lefkandi Kentaur seems to be an impressive but generic Protogeometric artefact—not 
so: a close inspection has revealed a deeply Lefkandiot creation. 
 

Γ.2.6.1. ONE PLACE, ONE KHERION 
 

Like the place itself, the Lefkandi Kheiron is an amalgam of local traditions and an inspired awareness 
of the East. Its local dimension is evident in the figurine’s embodiment of a mythic entwinement peculiar 
to Euboea of Kheiron with the Kouretes-Abantes. I have identified the markers for this entwinement in the 
Kentaur’s martial aspect, the armouring and mitra especially, and in the cropped hairstyle leaving at the 
back of the head a single tress of hair uncut. 

The figurines’s Oriental dimension is signalled by the hexadactyly of the right hand. The strength of 
this signal—it is so un-Greek, so decidedly Levantine—directed me to look for other Eastern traits: the 
significance accorded the traced spine as a seat of life force attests to Egyptian influence, and the bat-like 
head and face draw inspiration from Levantine and Cypriot mask makers. 
 The figurine is an intriguing superimposition of myth onto life. The mythic dimension shows a portrait 
of Kheiron. The dimension of life a ritualistic document of a masked Kourete impersonating Kheiron. The 
figurine evokes a rug thrown over the horse’s back—this is the most straightforward way for two actors to 
achieve the illusion of a Kentaur. The one upright, masked and armoured, the other behind and hidden 
under a rug, leaning forward and grabbing the one in front by the hips.446 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
443 Schol. Pind. Pyth. 6.22—trans. Most 2007, 297, #218 = Table 5:1. 
444 Table 5:5—all remanis of the Precepts are collected in Table 5. 
445 Pind. Pyth. 6.19-27—trans. Svarlien 1990 (with slight modifications); Kurke 1990, 89, n.20, 100-101, n.67, sees behind this 
passage a traditional and tripartite Kheironic gnome about an ethic demanding that honours be bestowed in order of importance to 
Zeus (and other gods), to parents, and to friends and guests. 
446 Cf. Burkert’s analogy to mummers’ plays: “In the case of the Centaurs, the early representations clearly point to mummers”, 
and “… the centaur figures from Geometric and Early Archaic times represent an ordinary man (with human feet) with the rear 
end of a horse stuck on—the fact that this appendage is immovable gives the show away…“ Burkert 1985, 173, n.10. 
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Be that as it may. The Lefkandi Kheiron needs no ritual protoype because it had a life of its own. 
When its leg wound was pierced it became a living eidōlon storing an immense repository of Kheironian 
wisdom and myths of origin stretching back in roundabout ways across the seas to the East and back, all 
the way through Thessaly to Thrace, and to the beginning of time. 

For a Lefkandiot witness who believed in Abantic origins and the wisdom of Kheiron, the figurine 
must have been an awe-inspiring work of hypernatural power: an image always returning something for 
every gaze cast upon it, always speaking to an attentive spectator. 
 

Γ.2.6.2. A MYTHIC KOINE OF THE CHILDREN OF EXILES 
 

The return of descendants of exiles may explain the sudden influx of Orientalia to Lefkandi at the turn 
of the 10th C. Similarly, the continued influx of such artefacts, even as Lefkandi seems to look to itself and 
turn away from other Greek forms, may be explained by gift exchange between oikoi in Lefkandi and as 
far away as on Cyprus. The children of the Returnees upheld relations, most likely kinship relations, with 
the East. In light of this, it is hard not to find suggestive the fact that the Lefkandi Kentaur is framed  
chronologically by two artefacts from Cyprus. 

The strongest candidate for a Kentaur image made before the Lefkandi figurine is a painted plate from 
Larnaka,447 [Pl.B: 16A] and the first Kentaur to appear after the Lefkandi Kheiron is the Kentaur from 
Kourion which I believe is an image of Kheiron.448 [Pl.B: 15] The Larnaka plate shows a quadruped with a 
human torso and head wielding a rough branch fused with its right arm. Below this creature stands a small 
foal- or fawnlike animal. Several factors combine to suggest that this is indeed a Kentaur. First, the image 
may have been made by Greeks.449 Second, we find in the same period the Cypriotic custom of making 
manbulls which may have inspired the creation of the Greek manhorse.450 Third, the Larnaka image is 
remarkably similar to what will become a conventional Kentaur motif in which the circular frame and 
image are treated as interdependent. Scenes with Kentaurs holding branches and surrounded by animals, 
composed in quasi-depth with a bottom-up ordering of the figures and inscribed by a circular frame, re-
emerge on mainland Greece in the early Archaic on seals from Eretria [Pl.B: 17B] and the Peloponnese 
[Pl.B: 16B] and on the shield from Tiryns. [Pl.B: 18A] At this time the motif also finds its way onto vases 
such as the 8th C. amphora from Thebes with Kentaurs and birds.451 [Pl.B: 13B] Finally, fourth, artists on 
Cyprus treat other Greek mythemes in the same medium and style. A famous plate from Paleapaphos-
Skales shows archers with dogs attacking a giant two-headed snake—a scene possibly elaborating 
Heraklean mythemes about the Hydra.452 [Pl.B: 17A] 

If Lefkandi saw an exodus of many of its Late Helladic oikoi, then their exile and return to Lefkandi 
occurred inside a century.453 The experience of exile may have prompted a desire to treasure and hold on 
to the myths of the old homeland. To this end Euboeans exiled on Cyprus may have put to work a quite 
deliberate oral inventory and mnemonic re-shaping of their myths: a canonization to facilate and ensure 
remembering. Such a process would have invited formal inventions, some of which may have drawn 
inspiration from the Cypriot context in which these Euboeans now found themselves. A manhorse shape 
for Kheiron, derived from the Cypriote manbull, may be one such invention. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
447 Paris, Musée de Louvre AM 961; Schiffler 1976, 89, 284 (#Z 1); Karageorghis 1991, 26; The plate’s CypGII dating makes it 
contemporary with or possibly slightly older than the LK. Schiffler and Karageorghis, as cited above, recognize the LK certainly, 
and the Larnaka plate possibly, as the earliest Kentaur images discovered so far. 
448 Appendix #30. 
449 Firm grasp of Greek culture on Cyprus may elude us but its presence and antiquity in the 10th C. is beyond doubt. For my 
argument here the label “Greek” in a Cypriotic context basically means people speaking Greek and regarding as theirs elements of 
Greek Kentaur tradition. On the Greek presence on Cyprus see Karageorghis 1994 [Vanschoonwinkel]. 
450 On Cypriotic manbulls see SwCyprusExp [II:P], pl. CCXXVII, CCXXVIII; SwCyprusExp [IV:2], 126, 127, 371; also Fittschen 
1969, 91, 92; Only the earliest type predates the LK. It shows a horned man with the back body of a bull. Types contemporary or 
later than the LK discard the horns in favour of a cap or helmet. These manbulls are often transgendered, exhibiting protruding 
breasts and a phallos. The clearly draw on mythologies unknown to us and distinct from those of the Kentaurs. 
451 Appendix #29. 
452 This motif re-emerge in the early Greek Archaic on Boeotian fibulas, Hampe & Simon 1981, 68, 100, figs. 92-94, 149. 
453 That is from just before the inception of the Skoubris cemetery to just before the building of the Toumba House, viz. roughly 
inside the time frame c. 1125-1025. 



  

Rituals and Deaths Δ
 
The challenge of initiation is to begin with the cult object, which is finite 
and particular, and to reveal in it the infinite fullness of the sacred.454 
—S. Gill 

Δ.1. Devotees of Kheiron 
 
The previous part saw the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine scanned as a surface of signs. Conjectures drawn 
essayed to turn this surface into a box of ideas. It proved to be a rich box, but an inert box nevertheless. 
We need to take what we have understood further. In this part I turn to attitudes and behaviours, motives 
and actions, of the makers and keepers of the figurine. Why did they make it? What actions did they 
perform for it, to it, next to it? What prompted them to bury it together with the human dead? 

To articulate answers to such questions—not general answers but subtle answers—we must guess 
what the devotees of Kheiron saw, said, and did. To this end, the figurine can no longer be seen simply as 
a box of ideology, but rather as an actor. The figurine played a part in relation to its makers, it made them 
do certain things, things having to do with it. We must extend our understanding of the figurine to include 
a form of life, so as to be able to grasp its curious ontology as a sacred image: it was at the same time an 
instance of Kheiron’s presence and a lump of artificed clay. 
 
Δ.1.1. Traces of Devotion455 
 
Testimony for cults to Kheiron are rare. To assemble what exist is paramount to guide retrojections onto 
the Dark Age. Retrojection may be precarious, but there is no other way: the chronotope proper of the 
Lefkandi Kheiron is silent. 
 

Δ.1.1.1. MAGNESIA 
 
Kheiron’s presence in the Magnesian landscape was manifold: a cave high on Pelion was Kheironion, 

and on the mountain grew “Kheiron’s Root” and the herb Kheironeion, both used to treat snake bite.456 
The coast where the rocky slopes of Pelion descend into the sea was akra Kheironeios or Kheironides 
akrai.457 Plutarchus says that the Magnesians claimed to be the first practioners of the art of healing, and 
that they offered to Kheiron first fruits of the herbs used in their remedies.458 

Also in Magnesia, at the foot of Pelion, was the home of a genos of healers who claimed ancestry from 
Kheiron and practiced their craft free of charge. The secrets of their craft passed from father to son.459 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
454 Gill 1989, 115. 
455 Gorrini 2006 provides a short overview of all cult sites mentioned in this section, and includes illustrations. 
456 For the root Nic. Ther. 500-505; For the plant Theophr. H. Pl. 9.11.1-7; Scarborough 1977, 10-11, essays to identify the 
species; Aston 2006, 357; Idem 2009, 94.  
457 Herakl. 2.8 = FHG 2:F.60 = Pfister 1951, 89, II:8; Schol. Hom. Il. 16.144b; Call. Hymn. 4.104; Aston 2006, 357, n.46 (here the 
last source is indicated 4.150 but the TLG-O edition I have consulted has 4.104). 
458 Plut. Mor. 646F-647A = Plut. Quaestiones convivales 646F-647A. 
459 Passage quoted in Table 3 (History) = Herakl. 2.12 = FHG 2:F.60 (12) = Pfister 1951, 91, II:12. 
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Δ.1.1.2. MOUNT PELION 
 

Herakleides Periegetes provides a glimpse of a cult performed at Kheiron’s high home on Pelion. Here 
Kheiron seems to share the cult’s focus with his brother Zeus: 

 
On the heights of Mount Pelion, there is a cave, the so-called cave of Kheiron, and a shrine of 
Zeus Aktaios. At Sirius’ rising, which is the time of the greatest heat, the most prominent 
citizens, those in the prime of their lives, climb up to the cave. They are chosen by the priest 
and girded with fresh, thrice-shorn sheepskins.460 

 
This cult exhibits expiatory traits.461 It is not just the procedure, but the effort involved: a climb through 
heat and cold, sun and mist, seems like an act meant to exhaust human impurity to the high realm of gods. 
The mood is sombre, there is no mention of a feast. This suggests an oath-sacrifice, as do the mention of 
“prominent citizens”, because they more than others seized for themselves the responsibility for the social 
bonds that guaranteed stability and prosperity. In oath sacrifices the victim was not eaten but left on the 
spot or summarily discarded. Participants saw in the victim’s end the violent death and disrespect of the 
corpse awaiting a breaker of oaths.462 Hence, the sheepskins spoken of here were most likely left on the 
mountain. When donning the hide of the victim, the participant embodied the dimension of himself which 
represented a potential breaker of oaths. Through an arduous climb and the throwing off of the hide at 
high altitude within the temenos of Zeus and Kheiron, the participant hoped to rid himself of that most 
despicable fate: becoming a breaker of oaths. 

 
Δ.1.1.3. PHARSALOS AND OTHER SITES 

 
In a cave near Pharsalos, a 4th C. inscription speak of how a certain “Pantalkes dedicated this work to 

the goddesses”. The work was a herb garden, some brickwork, votives, and inscriptions: 
 

Welcome all visitors, each female and male, 
men and women, alike boys and girls, 
to this place sacred to Nymphs, Pan and Hermes, 
to Lord Apollo and Herakles and followers. 
This is the cave of Kheiron and Asklepios and Hygieia. 
To them belong this whole place, and the most sacred things within it, 
those that grow and the tablets and dedications and the numerous gifts. 
The nymphs made Pantalkes a distinguished man— 
The nymphs who tread upon this land, they made him their overseer. 
He helped these plants grow and shaped things with his hands; 
they in turn gave him a generous living for all his days. 
Herakles gave him strength and aretē and power, 
with which he struck these stones and built them up. 
Apollo and his son Hermes give 
health and a good living through all the age. 
Pan gives him laughter and fun and a justified hybris; 
Khirōn granted him to be wise and a poet. 
Now go on up with good fortune; sacrifice, all of you; 
say your prayers; enjoy yourself. For forgetfulness of all cares 
is here and your share of good things, and victory in strife.463 

 
I have quoted the entirety of this feelgood piece of self-promotion because it shows how the image of 
Kheiron changed over time: he became a fringe character.464 In Poseidonia, his name was inscribed in a 
temple dedicated to Hera and Poseidon,465 and in Phigaleia and Corinth his image was deposited in 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
460 Herakl. 2.8 = FHG 2:F.60 (8) = Pfister 1951, 89, II:8. This translation in Burkert 1983, 113. 
461 Cf. Burkert 1983, 112-114. 
462 Kitts 1999; Idem 2003; I return to oath-sacrifice and the knife makhaira below Δ.3.1.2 (The Knife). 
463 Trans. Connor 1988, 163, citing SEG 1.247-248, 2.357, 3.476, 16.377-378; also Larson 2001, 16-18; Ustinova 2009, 63-64. 
464 This is the tendency in the pan-Hellenic frame, but locally in Magnesia, as witnessed by in Plutarchus and Herakleides above, 
Kheiron remained significant for quite some time. 
465 See Part B.1.3.1 (Hera). 
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sanctuaries dedicated not to him, but to his pupils Apollon and Asklepios.466 Finally, at Ancient Thera, his 
name was inscribed among those of other divinities in the sanctuary dedicated to Apollon Karneios.467 

At the Kentaur Tombs in Lefkandi, the symblic orders felt are of darkling shades very different from 
those at Pantalkes’ merry cave. Kheiron alone is present as an emissary from the otherworld, and to join 
the human dead he who is departed is once more made to depart: he is killed again, and the subject matter 
at hand is the challenge of death and its transformation into hypernatural vitality. 
 
Δ.1.2. Kheiron as Keeper and Teacher of Sacred Praxes 
 
At this point we may articulate a diachronic grasp of the devotional attitudes shown towards Kheiron. 
Sources indicate that going back in time the currency of exchange with the hypernatural changes from 
herbs, inscriptions, and votives, to flesh, blood, and death. At the beginning of the line lies the Lefkandi 
Kheiron figurine beheaded next to an exotic knife made of costly iron and ivory. In the myths Kheiron’s 
death is placed in the company of the very inventor of sacrificial deceit: Prometheus. 

Viewed in isolation each element is tenuous, but collated and weighed together they betray a topical 
tendency: blood sacrifice belongs to the oldest layers of the myth. We may therefore re-affirm that very 
old mytho-facts are transmitted by the Titanomakhia: 
 

… the author of the Titanomakhia too says that [Kheiron] first led the human race to 
righteousness by instructing them in oath-taking and cheerful sacrifices and the patterns of 
Olympus.468 

 
This, then, is a keeper. Drawing on this fragment we may set down core topics of Dark Age Kheironian 
teaching: blood sacrifice, oaths, and the reading of the skies. 
 
Δ.1.3. The Chronotopical Solitude of the Lefkandi Kheiron 
 
Before looking at the depositing of the Lefkandi Kentaur, we must decide how this act is to be framed: 
was it part of local customs, or an idea realized by only a few devotees? The evidence suggest the latter. 
At the time that concerns us here, in all of Lefkandi, not a single trace of other Kentaurs has been found. 
That said, the finds do include some tantalizing items: 

The fill of the Toumba tumulus contained fragments of a large horse figurine dated to LefEPG or 
earlier.469 Only a small part of the body and a single hoof was found. The hoof is drilled to accommodate 
an axle, and its size suggest an impressive figurine c. 1 m. tall and mounted on wheels. Unfortunately the 
fragments tell only of a horse. If it was unmanned, carried a rider or was harnessed to a chariot, or was 
indeed a Kentaur, is impossible to tell. 

A figurine fragment found in Xeropolis and dated to LefEPG is presented as a possible Kentaur in the 
discovery report.470 [Pl.B: 28A] The fragment shows some similarity to an 8th C. Kentaur from Athens,471 
but the fact remains that only the battered head and torso are preserved, why the fragment cannot 
reasonably be included in a body of Lefkandiot Kentauriana. I find it notable that the eyes and faceted 
structure of the head resemble the beak-faced humanoid figurines we have already encountered in the East 
on Cyprus, in Syria, and in Mesopotamia.472 

A male head found in Xeropolis and dated to LefEPG is also proposed to belong to a Kentaur figurine 
in the discovery report.473 [Pl.B: 28B] The head is twice the size of that of the Lefkandi Kentaur. As is the 
case with the previous fragment, it is unclear why the excavators invoke Kentaurs when the head exhibits 
no Kentaurean attributes. This head is human and does not possess a hypernatural sensory apparatus. It is 
true that the head seems tilted back, possibly to indicate vocalizing as do the parted lips of the Lefkandi 
Kentaur, but this stance belongs to a visual grammar of voice and is not exclusive to Kentaur imagery. I 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
466 See Part B.2.1.5. 
467 Hadzisteliou Price 1978, 148-149; also Aston 2009, 92-93. 
468 Clem. Strom. 1.73.3—trans. West 2003, 231-233 = Table 5:5. 
469 Lefkandi [II:2], 73, 77-78, pls. 32.26a:b; Lemos 2002, 99. 
470 AR [51], 50-52, fig. 92. 
471 Pl.B: 3 and Appendix #4. 
472 Pl.B: 21D, 22A, 27. 
473 AR [53], 38-40, fig. 48. 
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have already ventured that the stance indicates a state of possession and that the head is that of an Euboean 
Kourete entranced by dancing.474 We should note that this figurine’s scale makes a suggestive fit with that 
of the horse on wheels described above. Standing next to the horse, the height of the figurine would 
suggest a not fully grown youth.475 

In the wider context of Greek art the Lefkandi Kentaur is a solitary and a first. It follows that the same 
holds true for the smaller chronotope that is 10th C. Lefkandi. Finds brought to light show no trace of local 
customs drawing on the myth of Kheiron. The myth was certainly known to Lefkandiots, but active 
devotion—to raise Kheiron in clay and to keep him close—must for now be seen as as a decision made 
only by a few members of the community. As I hope to show, there are indications that these devotees 
belonged to a group who chose for their dead a specific area of the Toumba Cemetery. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
474 Part Γ.1.2.1 (The Euboean Kouretes). 
475 Horse’s height c. 1 m., the male figurine’s between 70-80 cm (if standing upright). I base the latter on the excavators’ saying 
that the head is “twice the size” of that of the LK—the LK’s height is 36 cm. 
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Δ.2. Approaching Toumba 
 
Arriving now at Toumba Hill, we should recall the predicament of the excavators: 
 

The paucity of human remains makes the attribution of graves to adult or child, and their 
distribution between the sexes very difficult, and in many cases impossible.476 […] The 
evidence from Toumba Cemetery is particularly difficult to interpret.477 
 

At Toumba, human remains are fragmented, sometimes to dust, and often weighed to no more than a few 
grams. In many cases remains are lacking altogether.478 As we move forward, it goes without saying that 
assigning ideas to the people buried at Toumba will push the narrative to its speculative limits. 
 
Δ.2.1. Previous Readings 
 
I begin by reviewing works of scholars who have made contributions toward the interpretation of the 
Kentaur figurine.479 My own discussion will follow in due course, but at this stage the reader may want to 
consult the views of the Kentaur Tombs [Figs. 1-5] 
 
 Δ.2.1.1. THE EXCAVATORS  
 
 In their first article on the Lefkandi Kentaur, the excavators situates the figurine next to available 
comparanda based on its technical and stylistic aspects. The article contains no analysis of the figurine’s 
meaning and purpose. Strictly speaking, only two passages speculate about the life of the figurine: 
 

Perhaps, after the initial breakage of the centaur, its head was kept by one member of the 
family and the body retained by another, and each prized the object sufficiently for the parts to 
be buried with them when they died.480 
 
The function of these statuettes seems normally to have been that of votive offerings at 
sanctuaries, although isolated examples may conceivably have served also as household 
ornaments or toys, possibly accounting for their occasional appearance in graves.481 

 
In summary this first script says: the figurine was not a votive, it was a prized object kept as an ornament 
or toy. When it broke (accidentally or on purpose) its parts were kept by two members of the same oikos. 
When they died, each took a part of it to their tomb. 

A fuller interpretation of the Kentaur Tombs appeared in the first volume of the Lefkandi series.482 
Here the Kentaurs—the tribe, not Kheiron—are called “chthonian daemons” and the suggestion is made 
that the figurine was beheaded at the cemetery before it was deposited. Focus then shifts to the knife found 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
476 Lefkandi [I:2], 203. 
477 Lefkandi [I:2], 207. 
478 Lefkandi [I:2], 202-215, and appendix C, 433-446. Summing up the first excavation and counting all cemeteries, 80% of the 
tombs were lacking human remains viable for analysis, Idem, 211. The reason for this is unclear: either the soil’s composition is 
unusally detrimental to human remains, or the remains were deliberately disposed of elsewhere. Lefkandi thus exhibits several 
burial customs: 1) inhumation, 2) cremation only, where the pyre itself is considered to be the tomb and contains grave goods, 
and, possibly, 3) cremation followed by internment in a tomb of grave goods and token remains. Because of the scarcity of human 
remains, the first excavators hypothesized that this was the most common burial custom, but Lemos 2002, 161-162, considers it 
more likely that these are in fact inhumations where the human remains have perished. 
479 Prerequisites for inclusion here is that an attempt has been made to actually interpret the figurine. Works treating Kheiron 
solely as a creature of myth are excluded, as are works quoting the scholars reviewed here without adding to the interpretation. 
Works reviewed may seem few considering the fame of the LK. I will not be so bold as to declare the list here complete, but this 
much is certain: attempts to interpret the LK in context are rare. One work not included may be mentioned: Guggisberg 1996, 92-
93, says that both T1 and T3 are tombs of children, and that both the LK from T1 and the worn animal rhyton from T3 are toys. 
G:s suggestion is a short comment rather than an argument (it is part of a vast survey of early Greek animal clayworks) but its 
near circularity needs to be pointed out: if children elswehere have been found buried with animal figurines, then these figurines 
must be toys, why such figurines found in Toumba must make T1 and T3 children. I often find the readiness and haste to identify 
small figurines with toys (even when it is forensically proven that the occupant of the tomb is a child, which is not the case in 
Lefkandi) questionable. 
480 Desborough et al. 1970, 22. 
481 Desborough et al. 1970, 27. 
482 Lefkandi [I:2], ”A chthonian rite; the centaur”, 215-216. 
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in tomb T3. It is labelled a “sacrificial knife”, and compared to sickle-shaped knives found in tombs in 
Rheneia and in the sanctuary of Ortheia. The succinct synthesis reads: 
 

Such archaeological material—beheaded terracotta centaur and sacrificial knife—thus seems 
to point to the myth of the slaying of a chthonian daemon.483 

 
This proposal is not developed further and remains unclear. The implication is that the treatment of the 
figurine was a re-enactment of a myth to serve apotropaic ends, but the excavators’ juxtaposition of the 
figurine with a sacrificial knife adds confusion: first, it is not explained why a “chtonian daemon” would 
be accorded a place in someone’s burial, second, it is implied that there was a sacrificial dimension to the 
beheading but the excavators does not explain how the symbolic beheading of a malevolent hypernatural 
being (as opposed to a figurine acting as proxy for a real domestic animal: an ox or pig, etc.) would, for a 
Dark Age Greek, constitute a valid sacrifice at all. 

Further, the suggestion that the figurine represents Kheiron had been offered by this time, but it is not 
addressed in the interpretation.484 Also noteworthy, considering that the excavators are the ones closest to 
the evidence, is that an account of the identities of the occupants of the Kentaur Tombs is absent from the 
interpretation.485 Equally absent is an engagement with the early iconography of Kentaurs. 
 
 Δ.2.1.2. CHRISTOPHER FARAONE 
 

Towards the end of a study of Ancient Greek use of voodoo-dolls, Christopher Faraone devotes a short 
paragraph to the Lefkandi Kentaur: 
 

I suggest that the figurine may have been purposely decapitated and broken up, and then 
buried as a protective measure against a demon envisaged as a centaur, a figure that (like 
Heracles) often appears as a disruptive, destructive force, much like Pan, the Sileni, and other 
half-human beasts. Burying the head in another place would be a particularly effective way to 
prevent the statuette from being reassembled.486 
 

Faraone thus follows the excavators, but adds the explicit declaration that apotropaic magic may explain 
the treatment of the figurine. This script, like that of the excavators, does not engage with the subtleties 
exhibited by early Kentauriana. To my mind, the notion that the Greeks regarded Kentaurs as demons of 
such malevolent power that images of them required destruction or binding finds no echo in the imagery, 
in which members of the sylvan tribe stride side by side with man, or greet him with their trademark Ψ-
stance.487 Faraone does not engage with burial context and, like the excavators, does not explain why a 
malevolent demon would be given a place at someone’s burial in the first place? Nor does Faraone engage 
with the details of the figurine which suggest its identity, perhaps because Kheiron, the Kentaur of “kind 
might” who was “friendly to man”, is supremely ill-fitted for the proposed apotropaic script. 

The scripts of the excavators and of Faraone propose an event of apotropaic magic and cast the 
Lefkandi Kentaur as an anonymous malevolent demon. Of the two paths on which the Lefkandi Kentaur 
may be approached, the Anonymous and the Kheironian, these scripts opt for the former. These scripts are 
certainly not incorrect, but they exhibit traits which by necessity must follow when the anonymous path is 
taken: both scripts stop at general formulas, both step away from engaging with vast amounts of evidence, 
and both are lacking in specificity and chronotopical founding in Dark Age Lefkandi—a founding I 
believe is available to be articulated. 

Though I reject these interpretations, there are initial inferences made with which I concur: First, I too 
believe that the Lefkandi Kentaur was purposely beheaded. Second, I agree that the knife found in tomb 
T3 signals sacrifice. I do not mean to imply that the knife must have been used for blood sacrifice, only 
that it serves as a semaphore for the topic of sacrifice. Third, I do not believe that the figurine was ever a 
votive. These elements I keep, but in order to eventually fit them into a very different narrative. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
483 Lefkandi [I:2], 215. 
484 The suggestion was made by D. Heilmeyer and relayed into print by Auberson & Schefold 1972, 158; the Lefkandi excavators 
acknowledge this in the notes to the chapter on pottery, Lefkandi [I:2], 345, n.448, but curiously does not address the matter in the 
the section devoted to the interpretation of the LK. 
485 Analyses of tombs T1 and T3 are made in other parts of the same publication, but play no part in the section about the LK. 
486 Faraone 1991, 195-196. 
487 On this stance, see Part B.2.1.3. 
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Δ.2.1.3. ANGELIKI LEBESSI 

 
 Lebessi’s 1996 article is seminal: here Kheiron enters full figure into the picture.488 Lebessi argues, 
rightly, that Kheiron is the only known Kentaur which may be credibly considered if we wish to put a 
name to the Lefkandi Kentaur: “The identification of the Lefkandi centaur with Cheiron defines the 
ideological content of the figure. Cheiron was the teacher par excellence of heroes”.489 

Accordingly, Lebessi sets the occupants of the Kentaur Tombs in a didactic relationship. She realizes 
the difficulty of establishing the age and gender of the occupants of the tombs, but finds nothing which 
contradicts the assumptions that T3 is an adult male and T1 a boy. 
 Lebessi then goes on to widen her script, and associates the Lefkandi Kheiron with boys’ maturation 
rituals. Drawing on later parallells from Crete as reported by Strabon, Lebessi suggests that the adult male 
of tomb T3 may have acted as pedagogue-philētōr to a pupil-erōmenos of tomb T1, and that the Lefkandi 
Kheiron was made to embody their bond. Eventually, at the successful attainment of adulthood by the boy 
in tomb T1, the figurine was dedicated as a votive: 
 

… the fact that it was preserved even after breakage is not surprising, since the accidental 
damage did not rob the figure of its symbolic value. The preservation of broken votives over 
long periods of time was a common practice at sanctuaries, especially when the objects were 
not made of reusable materials. 

The statuette of Cheiron, a figure in whom the social emotional ties between mature 
teacher and youthful pupil were raised to demonic level, would have been kept either in a 
consecrated part of the house (if the initiation procedure was confined within the clan) or in 
the communal shrine (if the education of the young had been brought within the jurisdiction of 
the tribe). The deaths of the two main participants in the initiation led to the use of the 
centaur’s pieces as funerary offerings.490 
 

In sequence, Lebessi’s script runs as follows: The figurine was made as a votive to commemorate the 
successful completion of a maturation ritual for a boy. It was then deposited in a sanctuary private or 
communal. At some point before or during storage in the sanctuary the figurine accidentally broke. The 
parts were later retrieved, probably one before the other on separate occasions, to accompany the dead 
tutor and his former pupil to their graves. 
 There are two rift lines worth noting between Lebessi’s script and that of the excavators. First, Lebessi 
does not invoke a slaying narrative. Lebessi circumvents this question by not accounting for the sacrificial 
knife of tomb T3,491 and by positing that the breaking of the figurine was accidental. Second, because the 
figurine was found in a burial context the excavators felt it could not be a votive. Lebessi argues the 
opposite. This implies a behaviour rather extraordinary on the part of the Lefkandiots. A votive is given up 
to the gods, often accompanied by an oath taken by the devotee. Lebessi suggests that the Lefkandiots 
returned to a place of sanctuary to steal back an object once given up to the gods, in order to use it instead 
as grave goods. Lebessi feels this act would not have offended “the religious feelings of a closely knit 
community, especially if the votive came from a house or communal shrine and had been connected with 
an important event in the life of two prominent individuals”.492 

The stealing back of votives is an extraordinary act anywhere, at any time, but in this case even more 
so. Though Lebessi sets the man and child of T3 and T1 in a didactic relationship, she does not address the 
possible contents of a teaching given in Kheiron’s name. Our sources tell us that core subjects would be 
sacrifice and oaths. Considering that a votive object stores both concepts, is it likely that survivors would 
honour their dead by acting against central tenets of their ethos? I am not convinced. In my view, the 
Lefkandi Kheiron was not made as a votive, nor ever deposited as such in a sanctuary. I believe that the 
figurine was a protective talisman, and a didactic aid. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
488 All arguments summarized here are contained within two pages of the article, Lebessi 1996, 149-150. Note the ambiguity of 
the proposed “accidental damage”. Possibly, Lebessi has been led astray by the first description of the figurine—“Broken and 
mended”—and believes that the LK was repaired by the Lefkandiots. See above Part Γ.2.1 with notes. 
489 Lebessi 1996, 149. 
490 Lebessi 1996, 149-150. 
491 Lebessi only uses the knife as a gender marker for an adult male philetor buried in T3. 
492 Lebessi 1996, 150. 
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 Δ.2.1.4. SUSAN LANGDON 
 
 In Langdon’s work, the Lefkandi Kentaur is fitted into a study of pan-Greek scope of Dark Age and 
Archaic ideologies of gendering and maturation. Hence, the figurine plays only a small part on a very 
large stage, and the space allotted to it is limited. 
 Drawing on Lebessi, Langdon associates the figurine with boys’ maturation rituals and agrees that 
tombs T3 and T1 held a man and a child. She also affirms the excavators’ view on the sacrificial knife in 
tomb T3. Langdon then adds several suggestions. First, that the figurine was deliberately broken to be 
shared between teacher and pupil at the end of an initiation.493 Second, that Kheiron’s immortality and 
mastery of healing explain why his image was deposited in the tombs: 
 

It is not difficult to understand why the Cheiron statuette might have been placed in a grave. 
By the time of Homer, Cheiron’s wisdom and knowledge were known to include the healing 
arts; thus, his own wounded figure embodies a comforting tale of ultimate healing.494 

 
Third, about the personae in the Kentaur Tombs, Langdon suggests: 
 

The [Lefkandi Kentaur’s—] head was found in Toumba T1, along with a pair of gold earrings, 
paired fibulae, a faience necklace, and two small bronze bracelets; surely this was the burial of 
a small girl. The centaur’s body came from the adjacent T.3 […] The ritual look of the 
assemblage suggests that the deceased in T.3 had a special role in the community, possibly as 
a shaman or medicine man.495 

 
At this point Langdon’s script becomes problematic because neither of these remarkable suggestions—that 
we are faced with a girl associated with a shaman—are articulated further.496 From the listing of some of 
the artefacts found in tomb T1, we must infer that Langdon regards these as indicative of a girl, but 
Langdon does not discuss these artefacts. As for the link between Kheiron and girls, Langdon stops at a 
single statement: “At Lefkandi, the Cheiron-centaur may have been linked to a female child for its 
nurturing, healing symbolism”.497 

This is too vague to be viable, but instead of elaborating Langdon goes on to restate the boys’ 
maturation narrative, picked up from Lebessi, for the figurine.498 Similarly we must guess which artefacts 
suggest to Langdon a “ritual look of the assemblage” of tomb T3. Is it the knife, or additional items as 
well? Finally, the exceedingly rich terms “medicine man” and “shaman” are invoked but left undefined. 
We should explicitly state what a shaman is: s/he is not just a seer and healer, but a seer and healer 
through body/soul bilocation. A shaman leaves his body with the witnesses to his ecstasy while his soul 
wanders elsewhere to spy things unseen. 

The questions inevitably raised by the positing of a Greek Dark Age shaman are left unanswered, and 
we must once more guess what Langdon means by looking at remarks made in other parts of the work(s): 
 

From he earliest terracotta sculptures to Late Geometric pottery and bronze figurines, centaurs 
are characterized in their hybrid nature as shamanistic nature demons, protective and wise. 
Their original initiatory mode crystallizes into the figure of Cheiron.499 
 
Straddling categories of animal and human, nature and culture, the centaur is a truly liminal 
creature, a crosser of boundaries who could assist in rites of passage to death as well as to 
adolescence or adulthood.500 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
493 Langdon 2008, 73. 
494 Langdon 2008, 72. 
495 Langdon 2007, 177, ns. 15, 16; the statement is repeated slightly adjusted in Langdon 2008, 72, n.60: “… suggesting the burial 
of a small girl”, my emphasis. 
496 In sequence, Langdon’s remarks are given as follows: in Langdon 2001, 600, tombs T3 and T1 are held to be an adult and child 
and the LK is linked to the initiation of boys; Langdon 2002, n.pag. (use footnote references 24-39 to locate passage), restates this 
thesis; but in Langdon 2007, and Idem 2008, T1 is said to be a girl—yet the boys’ maturation narrative for Kheiron and the LK is 
kept unmodified. 
497 Langdon 2008, 73. 
498 The boys’ maturation narrative for the LK, taken over from Lebessi, is set up already in Langdon 2001 and not altered in Idem 
2007 and 2008. In other parts, Langdon treats girls and Kentaurs at length in light of the theme of abduction. But this theme does 
not belong to Kheiron and the healer strain of the Kentaur myths and cannot reasonably be invoked for the Kentaur Tombs and the 
LK (and is not by Langdon). See “Abduction by centaur” in Langdon 2008, 210-216. 
499 Langdon 2008, 215. 
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Cheiron’s shamanic knowledge of medicines is called upon for treating the battlefield wounds 
suffered by Menelaos and Eurypylos. […] Straddling categories of nature and culture, Cheiron 
serves as intermediary between the gifts of earth and their cultural transformations.501 
 

This is an idiom too general and opaque. A shaman is a real person skilled in a craft with hypernatural 
pretensions, but a demon is a notion possessed by human beings, so what exactly are “shamanistic nature 
demons”? And how is knowledge of herbs assigned to a mythical figure “shamanic”? Langdon employs 
the term for a host of discrete phenomena: real persons (the man in tomb T3), creatures of myth (Kheiron 
and Kentaurs in general), and images (the Lefkandi Kheiron et al.), that may somehow be said to traverse 
boundaries and realms. These realms are not meaningfully demarcated but described with all-purpose 
structuralist ready-mades such as “animal and human” and “nature and culture” applicable anywhere at 
any time. Recalling the aims of thick description, statements such as these are extremely thin and almost 
completely lacking a tangible chronotopical grounding.502 

I should make clear that I am aware, as is Langdon,503 that her analysis does not seek specificity. 
Langdon’s analytic lens is associative-generalizing, whereas mine tries to be associative-particularizing. It 
should come as no surprise that I find little here to assist in my pursuit.504 Yet my critique is not a 
dismissal. Langdon’s suggestive proposals call for attention and demand attempts at precision. It is true 
that tomb T1 in particular is ambiguous, and the possibility that it holds a girl must be pursued, as must the 
question of why a Dark Age girl may have been a devotee of Kheiron. Though I believe that the label 
“shaman” for the man in tomb T3 obfuscates rather than clarifies our understanding of his persona, I agree 
with Langdon and the excavators that the unusual knife laid down with him marks him as a keeper of 
sacred praxes who drew his authority from Kheiron. 
 
Δ.2.2. The House of the Patron Shadows 
 
I paraphrase the liturgy from Ugarit505 not because I perceive a direct influence but because the reverence 
shown the tumulus on Toumba Hill by generations of Lefkandiots merits giving the epithet the “Patron 
Shadows” to the man and woman buried there. The couple’s resting place is unparallelled, impressive and 
grim. Both took with them awe-inspiring exotic heirlooms many centuries old, and four horses were killed 
and buried in a deep pit next to them.506 

Soon after the burials, the building’s roof and the upper part of the walls were razed to facilate the 
covering of the whole structure with a tumulus. All this, building, burial, demolition, and the heaping of 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
500 Langdon 2007, 178. 
501 Langdon 2008, 71, citing Hom. Il. 4.216-219, 11.829-832. 
502 We should also note the implications of these statements about early Kentauriana: according to Langdon early Kentaurs are 
portrayed as peaceful and wise, and their original function was to assist in all kinds of rites of passage (adolesence, adulthood, 
death). This role later found firm shape in the figure of Kheiron. The implication is that Kheiron is a later invention: a figure 
drawn from the tribe. This implication must logically stem from an assumption that Kentaur myths originated as a body of tales 
about the tribe. I do not agree that this is what the remains of Kentauriana suggest. That Kentaurs were shown as peaceful and 
wise until the Late Geometric is at best a simplification which turns a blind eye to the ambiguity of early imagery. Concerning 
myth, indications are that we are dealing with two strains, the healer strain and the tribal strain, both of which may have first 
existed without the manhorse shape or the name Kentauroi, and that the manhorse shape and the name was given first to Kheiron, 
and only later was pluralized to name the tribe. On this subject, see above Part B.1.2.2. 
503 Langdon 2008, 18: “The general untidiness of life assures that more factors entered into the making and scattering of goods 
than a single explanation can ever account for. […] An inherent risk in explaining iconography through an ultimately unprovable 
theory of social rituals is that it becomes effortless to see them everywhere. […] Too true, and yet the cumulative force of 
demonstrable linkages goes a long way to substantiate a new way of reading Geometric imagery. It is better to risk overstating the 
case than to leave the impression that such readings apply only to a few select objects”. 
504 I share the doubts signalled by Whitley 2010, 250-251: “[Langdon’s-] argument remains plausible as long as objects remain 
safely textualized—treated as part of a great iconographic code that is part of the (philologically trained) scholar’s job to decipher. 
But anyone who has actually been to the great sanctuary, city or cemetery sites where these objects were found and used will ask a 
different question. How did these objects work to manage these transitions (between life and death, between youth and maturity)? 
What are they doing here? In what rituals, places, occasions and contexts are they entangled?”—emphasis in original. 
505 Quoted above in Part Γ.2.4.4.  
506 The heirlooms: A Cypriotic bronze urn lined with clay holding the man’s ashes, some two centuries old at the time, and the 
woman’s pendant necklace of gold and faiance, a Syrian or Babylonian work between six hundred and one thousand years old at 
the time. General description of the tombs in Lefkandi [II:2], 19-22, pls. 12-22; see also MPAH [Maran] for a study of the role of 
heirlooms in the establishment of new elites in post-palatial Tiryns during the 12th C. 
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earth, was done quickly, probably within months, and took place at some time between c. 1000-950.507 
From this point in time, the tumulus became the focal point of a burial ground. 
 
Δ.2.3. The Cemetery 
 
Not long after the heaping of earth over the building, the Lefkandiots began burying their dead at the foot 
of the tumulus. Two tombs initiate the practice: T12b and T62b. Soon follow tombs T17 and T49, and the 
horse burials in T68. These tombs are the only ones belonging to LefMPG.508 [Figs. 1, 2] 

Already at this early stage, several observations can be made: The tombs attest to an awareness of the 
hidden entrances to the buried house. T12b and T62b mirror each other on either side, each placed close to 
an entrance. The tombs line up at the periphery of the tumulus, but they are carefully set apart. Looking 
ahead in time, each is associated with burials in the following period: T12b is extended to hold T12a, T62a 
joins T62b, T18 joins T49, and T17 marks the spot for pyre P1. The sequence suggests memory at work. 
Not only do survivors seem aware of the hidden structure’s entrances, but the double burial in tomb T49 
emulates aspects of the original burial of the Patron Shadows.509 

We note that one of the earliest tombs, perhaps the earliest of all—T12b—founds a group spanning 
almost the entire period of use for the cemetery: this group is the Kentaur Tombs Cluster.510 [Fig. 3] 
 The LefLPG-period, to which the Kentaur Tombs belong, sees the most intensive use of the cemetery. 
Only one of the new clusters founded at this time, T24, is put next to the ones already situated near the 
tumulus. Others are layed out over an area on the opposite side of a path running down the hill. This area 
also shows clustering over time, for example T48-54-51 or the LefSPG-group spawned from P8 and T22. 
The age of the path is unknown (it may be a very old path for accessing the coast below, or it was trodden 
during work with the tumulus) but it was respected by the community when the hill became a burial 
ground, most likely to provide access for funeral processions.  

Tomb clustering is not a feature unique to Lefkandi, but identifying the rationale behind the clusters is 
extremely difficult. It is reasonable to assume that those who chose Toumba for their dead considered the 
man and woman buried in the house to be their kin, and that kinship played a part in the grouping of the 
tombs.511 Against these assumptions facts on the ground quickly mount resistance. First, human remains 
viable for forensic examination are lacking. Second, kinship is an analytical concept indexing a vast 
number of many-faceted and improvised practices. 

 
Δ.2.4. Kinships of Blood and Invention 
 
Kinship mapping of the Toumba Cemetery is impossible from the present state of the evidence. Human 
remains are scarce, often making unretrievable even basic properties such as gender and age of occupants. 
Widening the horizon, the paucity of evidence persists: kinship mapping has been attempted elsewhere, 
but its validity is uncertain.512 On the whole we know very little about social organization and kinship 
systems in the Dark Age.513 

It has been suggested that the Toumba tumulus and cemetery hold a basileus and his clan.514 The 
proposal is apt because it is sensitive to the twofold significance of kinship: a clan is united by factual or 
perceived descent, or, in the terminology I will employ: by kinships of blood or invention.  

Kinships of blood are sacred and hypernatural because they are founded in a world older than man and 
run through his phusis as created by gods. They are restrictive and non-negotiable. Kinships of invention 
are negotiable and inclusive because they are bonds declared between affiliates. Thus, kinship is a flexible 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
507 Lefkandi  [II:2], 101.  
508 For an overview see Lefkandi [III], “Coloured Chronological Plan of the Burials” (End piece); Dark Ages Revisited [Lemos & 
Mitchell], figs. 2-3, show the MPG and LPG distribution of graves. 
509 Dark Ages Revisited [Lemos & Mitchell], 635-636, later tombs emulate aspects of the burials in the house, Idem 637-638. 
510 The cemetery was in use from LefMPG to LefSPG3. The last tombs in the Kentaur Tombs Cluster are dated to LefSPG2. 
511 In the Iliad, the image of a tumulus may be invoked as a mark of ancestral greatness: When Diomedes realizes he is the 
youngest present at a council and must assert his right to speak, he starts by saying he is the son of “Tydeus, whom the heaped 
earth covers in Thebes’ before proceeding with a boast of ancestry down to his great-grandfather—Hom. Il. 14.113-114. 
512 Cf. Morris 1987, esp. 87-93; Idem 1989, 314-315; Agostino 1999, esp. 212-220. 
513 Lemos 2002, 188, summarizes the Dark Age material as “rather disappointing and, unless more settlement deposits are found, 
little progress can be made in understanding the relationship between the living and the dead during this period”. 
514 Antonaccio 2002; Idem. 2016; Morgan 2009, 47. 
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field of significance ranging well beyond the matrices of reproduction.515 Fateful phusis is primary and 
lends sacred strength to invented bonds by embellishing them in the language of blood.516 

A Dark Age oikos was probably a small patrilocality consisting of three generations under one roof: a 
patriarch and his spouse, unmarried sons and daughters, and married sons with their wives and children. 
The field for kinships of invention was vast, beginning just outside the door. The earliest Greek literature 
suggests that beyond the oikos invented kinship was the most common structuring mechanism of Dark 
Age society.517 Not surprisingly, invented kinship drew its language from the oikos: in Greek, the terms 
for kinship, care, and shelter around a hearth, are semantically interwined.518 

We should also distinguish between kinship and descent and the parallel vantage points they imply. 
Kinship is a relation between the living both male and female, but descent, the “Homeric genos or geneē, 
unlike the kin members of the oikos, is essentially a group of dead men”.519 Because of this, a father and 
son may perceive themselves and each other as kin or as members of the same genos, or both at the same 
time. The occasion must decide which vantage point is the most significant. 

Distinctions such as these were played out when survivors took leave of the dead. A tomb cluster may 
efface bonds of kinship invented in vivo because it is grouped by genos, or it may blur genos because 
survivors took invented kinships as the basis for the group. At Toumba we must always remember the 
Patron Shadows: if the Lefkandiots indeed regarded them as firsts of their clan, then, in every burial, 
genos was already accounted for: the place itself made genos a given. This may have enabled and inspired 
the Lefkandiots to instead articulate invented kinships when they laid out their cemetery. 

In time, a clan will consist of a majority of dead over the living, and burials become a medium for the 
latter to communicate with the former. In other words, dispatching the recently dead is a way for the living 
to show things to the long dead of the clan. Seen in this way, clusters created from a rationale other than 
genos make sense because they become a form of boast: the living shows the long dead the bonds that the 
recently dead have invented and kept for the clan’s continued prosperity. 

We may begin to intuit the hard-to-trace workings of memory and circles within circles of manifold 
kinships at Toumba Cemetery. If the widest circle, that of the entire cemetery, is that of a clan regarding 
the Patron Shadows as their ancestors, then the smaller circles inscribed by it may have been created from 
an array of different scripts. First, we find several types of burial: inhumation, cremation on a pyre only, 
and possibly cremation followed by internment of ashes and grave goods in cists. Second, some tombs and 
pyres stayed solitary, whereas others became part of clusters. Third, in some clusters later generations 
made physical contact with earlier tombs by re-using shafts or cutting new shafts into older ones, while in 
other clusters proximity sufficed. Fourth, male / female pairs were put to rest in different ways: in a shared 
tomb, or separated in two tombs, or separated by a pyre (man) and a tomb (woman).520 

I have digressed on kinship to show that a cemetery such as Toumba cannot be interpreted based 
solely on assumptions about Dark Age views on blood descent. Dark Age kinships were malleable 
constructs of synchronic and diachronic reach, and there is no reason to believe that the organization of the 
Toumba Cemetery was dictated solely by de facto kinships of blood. 
 
Δ.2.5. The Kentaur Tombs Cluster 
 
Arriving now to the cluster which concerns us most. [Figs. 3-5] The cluster is founded by one of the 
earliest tombs of the cemetery: tomb 12b, and contains fourteen tombs but only twelve dead (three tombs 
were empty). It was in use for over a century c. 1000/950-850.521 The relationship between time of use and 
the number of dead suggests that kinship of blood cannot explain the formation of the cluster, because 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
515 Wilgaux 2011. 
516 Gould 1973, 93: “… the paradigm case of a relationship involving bonds of mutual obligation is that of kinship”; and J. Pitt-
Rivers: “Non-kin amity loves to masquerade as kinship”, quoted in Donlan 2007, 33. 
517 Donlan 1985; Donlan 2007; also Cook 2016 for customs of reciprocal exchange as kin-making strategies in Homeros. 
518 Lynn-George 1996, esp. 11-14. 
519 Donlan 2007, 36. 
520 It must be emphasized that the human remains from Toumba are few and in bad condition. The patterns perceived by 
excavators stem primarily from interpretation of tomb layout and grave goods, not from the analysis of bones. Lemos 2002, 164-
168, 189; Lemos 2007; Dark Ages Revisisted [Lemos & Mitchell]. 
521 The beginning of the time span is fuzzy because of the dating of the completed tumulus (c. 1000-950). All tombs post-date the 
tumulus and may have been first dug at any time during this 50-year window. 
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even a conservative algorithm indicates that the number of dead are too few.522 In all likelihood there are 
blood-relations in the cluster, but my point is that the low number of dead suggest that some of them are 
not there and that invented kinship took precedence when the cluster was laid out over time. The details of 
this rationale are not retrievable, still some observations may be made and speculations allowed. 

Doubts about whether the cluster is a deliberate formation may be dispelled: it contains examples of 
shaft re-use and stratified sets in which later tombs have been cut into earlier ones.523 Signs all of memory 
at work.524 Further, there is a sub-division within the cluster. The stratified group T3-15-13 is separated 
from the main group by a generous space. This space is wide enough for two persons walking side by side 
to go past grave markers without the need for overt precaution. The Kentaur Figurine’s body was found in 
tomb T3, its head in tomb T1. I will therefore call the older and larger subset holding T1 the Head Group, 
and the smaller subset founded by T3 the Body Group. 

The Head Group is perhaps the first to be founded in the entire cemetery, during LefMPG, with the 
inhumation burial in tomb T12b. The Kentaur tombs T1 and T3 are added during LefLPG. The two tombs 
are placed several metres apart, T3 also apart from the group as a whole, yet the tombs are linked in a way 
survivors felt could be accounted for by a divided figurine of Kheiron. We thus face a twofold gesture of 
separation and union indicating the relationship between T1 and T3. 

Turning first to the separation of T3 from T1 and from the Head Group, I do not believe a separation 
motivated by blood makes sense. If indications are that the Head Group was not assembled primarily 
because its occupants possessed the same blood, then it is unlikely that the separation of T3 from the 
group is motivated by the lack of the selfsame blood. I believe that the most likely rationale is affirmitive 
and about distinction: the role played by the occupant of T3, in the community as a whole or in relation to 
the Head Group, merited not only a tomb apart but a founding tomb, which in time would spawn its own 
cluster (T3-T15-T13). My line of reasoning may be summed-up thus: in vivo the occupants of T1 and T3 
were linked to each other through the figure of Kheiron, but whereas the burial of T1 speak of a life of 
belonging to an existing group, T3 speaks of a life in some sense lived as a peerless first. 

Finally we may also consider whether placement could be indicative of age: may not the exclusivity of 
T3 imply self-suffiency and adulthood, and the belonging of T1 dependency and youth? In both burials the 
default gestures made by placement, the distinction of T3 and the belonging of T1, are exploded by the 
deposit of a divided figurine of Kheiron to indicate a relationship reaching beyond the defaults of each. 

 
Δ.2.6. The Kentaur Tombs 

 
Δ.2.6.1. THE TOMBS: DATING AND SEQUENCE 
 
Both tombs belong to LefLPG. [Figs. 4, 5] The excavators slightly separated them in time, dating T3 

to the final decades of the 10th C. and T1 to the beginning of the 9th C. The dating is based on stylistic 
details of the rather unique vase shapes found in the tombs, and the excavators admit that viable 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
522 The cluster may have been initiated as early as c. 1000 and ceased to be used c. 850. Simulations in PCS [All parameters set to 
default except: femalestartergeneration = 4; malestartergeneration = 4; lowerage = 6; upperage = 44; minreprodage = 14; 
maxreprodage = 32; childspacing = 2.05; mortality_0to4 = 0.3; mortality_45-49 = 0.8; all mortality parameters above age 50 = 1] 
make the number of dead 40y(ears) after inception = c. 12-20; after 80y = c. 20-22; after 120y = c. 38-40; after 150y = c. 54-56. 
Variations at the stop-times occur because individual ages of the starter generation is randomized each run within the parameters 
set (4 males and 4 females between the ages 6 and 44). In other words, the algorithm, though conservative and using a very small 
starter generation, arrives at the required number of dead (= 12 found in the Kentaur Tombs Cluster) much too early considering 
that the cluster was in use for over a century. Finally a necessary caveat: the PCS is still in Beta version and all parameters are 
hypothetical—there is not enough detailed forensic data from Toumba for factual data input. 
523 T12b is re-used by 12a. Overlaps occur at T3-T15-T13, and T1-T14-T5. Lefkandi [III], tables 2 and 3. The excavators state, 
Lefkandi [I:2], 106: “There was a close concentration of tombs within the ground used, and their layout, especially in Skoubris 
and Palia Perivolia, indicates a general respect for earlier graves and a priori a knowledge of their precise position, from some 
kind of marker. But there were instances where earlier tombs were disturbed or destroyed, presumably after a lapse of sufficient 
time for the marker to have disappeared. This was especially true of the Toumba field.” In the same vein about on Toumba, Idem 
108: “The stratigraphical interrelation of tombs and pyres was more complicated than in the other cemeteries, and there seems to 
have been less effort to place tombs in fresh ground.” The Kentaur Tombs Cluster does not show evidence of reckless destruction 
but overlays and partial cuts into earlier cists. I do not believe that such limited destructions necessarily signals forgetfulness, 
disrespect, or waning effort. The complex interrelatioins of the tombs and pyres of Toumba may attest to the reverse: a heightened 
awareness of ancestry, and a desire to connect with the multitude of dead kin. 
524 Grave markers were most likely used, though none was found unambiguously preserved in its original place. Candidate objects 
include blank slabs, boulders, and amphoras. The surface layers overall held unburnt vase sherds which cannot have been part of 
pyre funerals, see Lefkandi [I:2], 106, 108, 115, 120, 127, 129, 178, 188, 189, 200, 215. 
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comparanda are lacking. Ultimately the swastikas engraved on the globular bowl in T1 were deemed to be 
“the most valuable pointer”: the swastika is unknown in Athens before 900, hence the date of tomb T1 
was pushed forward into the 9th C.525 But comparing the Lefkandiot and Attic ceramic sequences in this 
way is highly problematic because it effectively—and arbitrarily—posits Athens as the standard for 
comparison. An absence of a motif in the Athenian record is not indicative for the situation in Lefkandi.526 
The excavators were well aware: “the globular bowl has engraved on it three swastikas, a motive unknown 
in Athens (but was it equally so in Lefkandi?) before 900 B.C”.527 

Looking at the drawings of the tombs we encounter another ambiguity concerning T1: if the drawing 
of the slabs in situ is superimposed on the drawing of the open shaft, we realize that the Kentaur’s head 
lay just beneath several cracks in the slabs.528 Could it be that the head, just like the Kentaur’s body in 
tomb T3, was deposited on top of the slabs and only afterwards fell into the shaft? This may have occurred 
when survivors threw fill into the shaft, or later, caused by human intervention or tectonic tremors. It is 
therefore possible that the depositing of the two parts of the figurine was made in the same way in both 
burials, that is: after the covering of the cists with slabs. These circumstances considered, it seems clear to 
me that there is in fact no firm evidence to separate the tombs in time, and that a reading positing (near) 
synchronicity between the two burials is equally viable and more likely. 

Neither tomb T1 nor T3 contained enough human remains to forensically determine the age and 
gender of the occupants. To the excavators, the assemblages suggest that T1 held a child of uncertain 
gender, and T3 an adult man. Later scholars either bypass the issue to comment directly on the figurine, or 
they agree with the original assessment. If they add that the child in T1 is a boy it is understandable in 
light of the Kentaur figurine, because Kheiron, as we know him, tutored only boys.529 But the tombs 
remain enigmatic, T1 more so than T3, and Langdon has proposed that T1 is the tomb of a girl. This 
problem merits a renewed overview of the assemblages of both tombs. 

 
Δ.2.6.2. THE DEAD: AGE AND GENDER 
 
Irene Lemos has shown that Toumba Cemetery indeed exhibit gendered tomb assemblages. In view of 

the rarity and poverty of skeletal evidence, her analysis provides an important preliminary tool.530 Lemos 
posits the burial of the Patron Shadows as matrix. This is sound: the burial founded the cemetery and most 
likely figured as prima materia in ancestral narratives of those who came to use Toumba for their dead. In 
addition, the founding burials are among the very few in which the human remains are unambiguous as to 
age and gender. From the Patron Shadows, Lemos extracts two “symbolic packages”: The male package 
consists of weaponry, tools, and wheatstones. Swords takes pride of place, but other items occur, such as 
spear- and arrowheads, axes, razors, and cheese graters.531 The female package consists of sets of gold 
jewellery: hair spirals, rings, and pins. To these sets, Lemos adds Near Eastern exotica: Oriental imports 
are often deposited with gold, but rarely with weapons, at Toumba.532 

This on the face of it simplistic gendered fork turns out to be an efficient key, and Lemos is able to 
assign gender to several tombs, among these tomb T3 to an adult male because of the unusual knife 
deposited there.533 Lemos surveys all tombs, but notably tomb T1 is absent from the analysis. Looking at 
the assemblage, it is easy to understand why: there are no weapons and the gold is modest, only a pair of 
rings. Instead other objects call for attention: the Kentaur’s head, the curious bowl marked with swastikas 
and the small scoop, not because they are made of precious stuff, but because they are unique. 

 
Tomb T1  
I will for the moment take leave of the Kentaur figurine and look at other artefacts deposited in tomb 

T1. In doing so, I will assess Langdon’s suggestion that the tomb is that of a girl.534 To support this 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
525 Desborough et al. 1970, 22-24. 
526 See Table 1 where the most conspicious difference between the Attic (“Central Greece”) sequence and that of Lefkandi is the 
absence of Early- and Middle Geometric sequences in Lefkandi; Cf. Dickinson 2006, 12, on differing local histories.  
527 Desborough et al. 1970, 23. 
528 Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 157.Tomb 1. 
529 See Part B.1.2.4. (Tutor, Hunter, Handyman). 
530 Lemos 2007. 
531 See below on tomb T3. 
532 Note emphasis on sets of gold spirals, rings and pins, deposited together. Lemos 2007, 276. 
533 By Lemos considered a weapon, Lemos 2007, 276, n.18. 
534 Langdon quoted above Part Δ.2.1.4. 
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proposal, Langdon notes correctly that bracelets are associated with children in Lefkandi. But beyond this 
we are left to surmise that the gender and age of the occupant is suggested to Langdon by the other 
artefacts which she lists: earrings, fibulae, and a faiance necklace. We need therefore to take a closer look 
at these artefacts. In what follows I adopt the terminology of the excavators.535 [Fig. 4] 

Necklaces made of faiance beads were found in tombs of children and one man—a warrior grave at 
Perivolia. A single warrior with a necklace is not a trend, but it offers a negative rule: that in Lefkandi a 
deposited necklace does not exclude the possibility that the occupant is male. The presence of a necklace 
in T1 does not, therefore, securely indicate gender. It does indicate young age: excepting the warrior, all 
tombs holding necklaces are tombs of children and juveniles. Fibulas and pins were found in tombs of 
men, women, adults and children. If there is a trend to be exctracted it is the combination of the two 
artefacts in the Skoubris cemetery—here all three tombs which held both fibulas and pins were tombs of 
women. In Toumba T1, we have fibulas but no pins, hence the fibulas tell us nothing certain about the 
gender of the occupant. Earrings seems associated with women in the Skoubris cemetery, but at Toumba 
with children. Likewise bracelets are strongly associated with children at Toumba.536 

The datasets for these adornments are small, and, generally speaking, the use of such adornments was 
unigendered among Greeks. Moreover, items labelled “earrings” may have seen additional uses: the open 
design of the earrings in T1 make it possible to use them for holding together tresses of hair for example. 
The cemeteries have produced metal spirals and cylinders which may have served this purpose.537 We 
recall the ancient practice of manipulating the hair of children. We have seen local traces of the practice on 
Euboea, and on the Lefkandi Kentaur figurine itself. My point is that a multi-purpose use of an adornment 
weakens its power as a gender marker. Age is another matter. The size of the bracelets in T1 suggests that 
the wearer was a child, and the association of earrings and bracelets with children is strong at Toumba: out 
of five tombs holding such artefacts, all are considered to be the tombs of children.538 

Recalling Langdon’s proposal, I would agree that the notable variety of adornments in tomb T1 may 
perhaps be offered to support the suggestion that the occupant is a girl, but when viewed one-by-one the 
adornments are not very strong gender markers. The leaning towards a girl-script to explain tomb T1 is 
thus rather weak, though certainly not so weak as to be dismissed. 

Turning instead to ceramic vessels held by T1 is equally problematic, and Langdon, for good reason, 
omits them. There are curious items to be sure, which I will discuss in due course, but none of the vessels, 
neither their shape nor size, are secure indicators of the age and gender of the occupant.539 

How then to say anything about the gender of the the child in T1? Perhaps the presence of swastikas 
on the globular bowl may provide, if not a definitive answer then a leaning towards one. We have seen 
swastikas next to men and Kentaurs, and next to warriors afoot. We have seen Kentaurs next to chariot 
wheels, and I have suggested ideogrammatic overlaps between wheels and swastikas.540 Wheels are most 
often seen with charioteers and their attendants, so too swastikas. Exceptions certainly exist where women 
are seen next to swastikas, but I believe a marked tendency is evident. Swastikas most often occur with 
men, especially in art concerned with death: in images where death is the motif, or when swastikas 
decorate artefacts deposited in burials, or both. For some artists the male gendering of the swastika seems 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
535 If given without qualification, terms of age: “adults”, “children”, and “juveniles” always imply uncertain gender, while 
gendered terms: “male”, “female”, “man” and “woman”, always imply adults. 
536 The extended tables in Lefkandi [III], in which are added the tombs uncovered during the second wave of excavations, omits to 
indicate suggested gender and age of the occupants, why trends in the Toumba material in toto are very difficult to assess. It is to 
be hoped that the accompanying text volume, still awaiting publication, will address these topics in depth. The following data 
derives from tombs uncovered during the first excavation (at Toumba 37 tombs and 8 pyres) as listed in Lefkandi [I:2], appendix 
A, tables 1-3. “Adults”, “children”, and “juveniles” are all of uncertain gender. “Male” and “Female” imply adults. Necklaces 
found in 13 tombs, 1 Male (Perivolia), 5 Children (4 Toumba incl. T1, 1 Perivolia), 1 Juvenile (Perivolia), 6 Uncertain (3 
Toumba, 2 Perivolia, 1 Skoubris); Fibulas & Pins found in 29 tombs, but both artefacts together in only 4 tombs, 3 Female (all 
Skoubris), 1 Uncertain (Toumba), either artefact found in 25 tombs, 2 Adults (1 Perivolia, 1 Toumba), 2 Male (Toumba incl. T3) 
9 Children (7 Toumba incl. T1, 2 Perivolia), 2 Juveniles (1 Perivolia, 1 Skoubris), 10 Uncertain (4 Toumba, 5 Perivoila, 1 
Skoubris); Earrings found in 10 tombs: 3 Female (all  Skoubris), 3 Children (all Toumba incl. T1), 4 Uncertain (all Skoubris); 
Bracelets found in 6 tombs: 5 Children (4 Toumba incl. T1, 1 Perivolia), 1 Uncertain (Perivolia). 
537 For several pieces, deciding whether they are finger or hair rings / spirals is difficult and in my view not necessary: if a ring / 
spiral may be used for both purposes, they may in fact have been used in either or both ways. Hence they are equally viable as 
sources for an analysis of the Dark Age use of body and hair ornament. Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 230, 234; Lefkandi [I:2], 126 #11, 151 
#33-34, 187 #1, 220 “(c) Spirals”. 
538 T1, T5, T13, T33, T36. 
539 Miniaturized vases were also found in tombs otherwise indicating adult or juvenile occupants, see Lefkandi [I:2], 205. 
540 Appendix #14; See also an Archaic electrum band from Skyros showing warriors on foot flanking a central panel adorned with 
a swastika, Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1997, esp. 38, fig. 6.    
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axiomatic: on a Late Geometric amphora the procession of men have swastikas separating its members, 
whereas the women have lozenges.541 This is an impressionistic suggestion which only a vast survey of 
swastikas may affirm or deny. It is by no means decisive, but it offers our reading a leaning towards a boy, 
a leaning of similar relative weight—I would argue—as Langdon’s towards a girl. 

Ultimately, that most remarkable item must be allowed back in to the narrative: the image of Kheiron. 
His presence is by far the strongest indication that we find ourselves among men and boys. The myths 
speak only of boy pupils, and the figurine itself is male: a peculiarly Euboean superimposition of Kheiron, 
a mature Abantic warrior, and a young Kourete. 

All this said, the collected matter under investigation, from preserved myths to the artefacts in tomb 
T1, does not exclude the possibility of a girl being trained as a devotee of Kheiron, why a dogmatic stance 
on the matter of gender is futile to maintain. Therefore, I will eventually consider two master scripts, that 
of a girl and that of a boy, for tomb T1. 

 
Tomb T3  
In all likelihood tomb T3 holds an adult male. [Fig. 5] We have seen that fibulas are weak indicators 

of age and gender, as are the unusual gold attachments. If a trend is felt for the latter, it is towards males 
and children.542 The strongest indicator is the costly iron knife. Weapons and tools deposited with men is a 
commonplace met with elsewhere in Greece. In Lefkandi, it is the least ambiguous of gender markers.543 

The knife is itself conspicuous: a curved iron blade with an ivory handle fastened with bronze rivets. 
The excavators are divided about if and how it may be exotic and they adduce parallels from Athens, 
Lemnos, Ortheia and Rhenia, from Assarlik in Asia Minor, and from Enkomi on Cyprus.544 The knife may 
have been made locally, but its design seems inspired from elsewhere. What is clear is that in Lefkandi 
this knife is a rare and impressive item among otherwise plain blades: “With one exception, the Lefkandi 
knives do not impress”545—the exception is the knife in T3. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
541 Ahlberg-Cornell 1971, pl. 41d. 
542 Attachments found in 4 tombs (one of which is a typical warrior grave: P47), 2 Male (1 Toumba T3, 1 Perivolia), 2 Children 
(Toumba). Contexts of additional attachments found in the second excavation do not seem to contradict the trend. See Lefkandi 
[III], Part 12, table 1; Lemos’ assessment of this type of artefact in Lemos 2002, 130-131, shows that in many instances these 
attachments were deposited with weapons, but exceptions exist: some were deposited with rich Orientalia, later by Lemos 2007 
considered as a strong indicator for women at Toumba. 
543 Items include swords, wheatstones, spear- and arrowheads, axes, knives, razors, and cheese graters, and were found in 9 
burials, 8 Male (4 Toumba incl. T3, 3 Perivolia, 1 Skoubris), 1 Uncertain (Toumba), see Lefkandi [I:2], appendix A, tables 1-3. I 
am aware that in these tables tomb T3 is in fact not marked with gender or age of the occupant, but it is marked thus in the 
histogram seen in Lefkandi [I:2], 204 (Toumba), and Lemos 2007, 276 n.18. For cheese graters (found during second excavation 
in T79B, and TPyres 13 and 14), see Lefkandi [III], Part 12, table 1, and more fully about the epic implications in Ridgway 1997 
and West 1998. 
544 Lefkandi [I:1] pls. 170, 217d, 245f; on foreign parallels and local manufacture, Lefkandi [I:2], 215, n.20, 258, n.167.  
545 Lefkandi [I:2], 257. 
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Δ.3. The Kheironax and His Pupil 
 
For reasons of economy I will sometimes call the child in tomb T1 the “Pupil” and the man in tomb T3 the 
Kheironax. The latter is my own invented epithet, meaning literally “lord of the hands” but in this context 
“a Kheironian craftsman of the sacred”, in other words the community’s keeper and teacher of the sacred 
praxes of Kheiron. I am not suggesting this was his de facto epithet in Dark Age Lefkandi.546 

I intend to show how an astonishing amount of Kheironiana is signalled by the artefacts in tombs T1 
and T3. I also find it likely that grave goods were exchanged between the tombs, and that some of the 
items belong together as parts of a toolkit used by the Kheironax. 
 
Δ.3.1. The Kheironax 
 

Δ.3.1.1. A SHARED ASSEMBLAGE 
 
The beheaded Kheiron figurine offers a hermeneutic cue suggesting a bond between the man and child 

of the Kentaur Tombs. An inference makes itself felt: if a bond is expressed by dividing an artefact, then 
could it not also be expressed by exchanging artefacts between tombs? In other words: if the deaths of the 
man and child were (near) simultaneous, and they were seen as one under the aegis of Kheiron, may not 
survivors have deemed it appropriate to place what in life was proper to the child in the tomb of the man, 
and vice versa? This would explain the presence of a battered animal-shaped rhyton in tomb T3. The 
vessel is broken and much worn. Scrape marks on its belly suggested to the excavators that it had seen 
second hand use as a toy.547 Perhaps, then, it belonged to the Pupil but was deposited with the Kheironax 
as another sign of their bond? This may seem fanciful, but if we encounter one item clearly indicating a 
link between tombs, should we not consider the possibility that other items too speak of relationships 
rather than act as mere tokens for the occupant proper in each tomb? [Figs. 4, 5] 

The concept may be set down as follows: a relational assemblage may contain proper items indicating 
the occupant of the same tomb, relational items divided, exchanged, or otherwise treated to signal a 
relationship to other tombs, and traditional items appropriate for any burial and therefore not carrying a 
strong proper or relational significance. 
 Guided by this framework, I would deem as proper items the knife and attachments for T3, and the 
earrings and bracelets and trefoil oinichoe for T1. This oinochoe is considered by the excavators to be so 
unique as to make it wholly unhelpful for comparative analysis.548 At Toumba the type most often occurs 
miniaturized as feeders for infants. Recalling the concept of threpsan (trephō), used for the thickening of 
liquids, like milk hardening to cheese, as well as for human maturation, it seems likely that this unusual 
and enlarged oinichoe may speak of youth and of the maturation of the occupant of tomb T1.549 

Looking at tomb T1 of the Pupil, we must ask which artefacts may be associated with the Kheironax in 
tomb T3? I would home in on the black-burnished clayware: the small scoop and the bowl marked with 
swastikas. The bowl has two string holes pierced at its rim, and the scoop a large and ergonomically 
appropriate handle—details suggesting both were utensils rather than proxy miniatures. Both are hand-
made and so aesthetically akin it is tempting to view them as a pair. Despite their plainness both are 
exceedingly rare.550 I would suggest that the bowl and scoop, together with the iron knife, were tools used 
by the Kheironax in his sacred tekhne—perhaps not a complete kit, but part of it. 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
546 I find the term more appropriate than for example “medicine man”, “shaman”, or “priest”, all of which carry connotations of 
ectasties, temples and the like, beyond the context discussed. From Burkert 1992, 41, quoting the Derveni Papyrus: “He who 
makes the sacred his craft [techne]”, and Idem 39 on the term Kheironax, a Greek translation of Akkadian or Hittite expressions 
for “lord of hands”, “guarantor”, and “craftsman”. We should note here the component “guarantor”—a concept closely related to 
that of oaths. The Greeks, knowing their Kheiron, would have recognized the rationale behind Akkadian or Hittite expressions 
alloying together hands, craft, and oaths. 
547 Desborough et al. 1970, 26; Lefkandi [I:2], 169, 346. 
548 Desborough et al. 1970, 23. 
549 ”Feeder” is the term applied by the excavators. Smaller trefoil oinochoi were found in T19, T22, and T33, see Lefkandi [I:2], 
178, 188; Further on trephō above Part B.2.1.2. Also noteworthy is that already during LH IIIC Lefkandiot pictorial pottery shows 
a preoccupation with child rearing quite unusual for the period, see Rutter 2014. 
550 A similar PG bowl has been found on Naxos—an island with longstanding connections with Euboea. The scoop has no precise 
parallel. Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 216b, 268a, 269a; Lefkandi [I:2], 168, 342. Note that Lemos 2002, 91, mistakenly states that the bowl 
carries a single swastika on one side. This is not the case: There are four swastikas, three complete, one incomplete. Two are 
visible in pl. 268a cited above. 
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Δ.3.1.2. THE TOOLKIT OF THE KHEIRONAX 
 
Viewed as a kit, the knife, scoop and bowl, adhere to a rhetoric often encountered in tools of magic. 

This rhetoric suggests to witnesses matters hypernatural by invoking the extremes in a semantic spectrum 
between the Distant-Strange and the Familiar-Close.551 Items used are either very costly or very plain. 
They require either perfect freshness or are proclaimed to be very old. They are recognizable as part of the 
witness’ daily life or highly exotic, brought from faraway places, sometimes even from beyond this world, 
from the realm of the hypernatural. This is a rhetoric keen to avoid a semantically dull middle-ground in 
the chronotopical spectrum.552 

As far as I am aware, there is only one set of objects from Greek antiquity which have been interpreted 
as a set of Zaubergerät.553 This set was found in Pergamon and it is dated to the 3rd C. AD. It consists of a 
small table, a shallow dish with a handle, a long nail, and two signet rings, all made of bronze. Three black 
stones, polished smooth, completes the kit. All items are inscribed with symbols and names of 
hypernatural powers. Table, dish, nail, rings and pebbles: all familiar things made strange by shape and 
size (dish, table), plainness (nail, rings, pebbles), and occult markings (all).554 The rich ornamentation of 
the Pergamon kit makes it look sprawlingly Byzantine next to the simple kit from Lefkandi, but the 
rhetoric at work is similar. Another parallel, contemporary with the Lefkandi Kentaur Tombs, comes from 
the Urn Field Culture who flourished in present day Hungary: a shaman’s curious collection of plates, 
scoops, and other objects—all very plain yet very strange.555 [Pl.B: 28C] 

The Lefkandi kit exhibits similar expressions: a knife is a familiar tool, yet this knife is a rare item, 
costly and curiously sickle-shaped. Bowl and scoop are familiar utensils, yet these are made strange by 
reduced size, plain shapes, and the darkly lustrous surface of the bowl incised with crude swastikas. These 
swastikas are among the earliest encountered in the Dark Age. Their presence fits the picture of Lefkandi 
as a hub from which links to the East were restored in the 10th C. At this time, a swastika would prompt an 
exoticizing or archaio-exoticizing response from Lefkandiot witnesses.556 Both types of response are the 
very reflexes sought in the rhetoric of magical tools. 

 
The Bowl and Scoop 
Recalling the topics of Kheiron’s teaching, the topic most readily evoked by bowl and scoop is herbal 

medicine. But sky-divination, too, may be at stake.557 The bowl carries four swastikas all incised in the 
hardened clay after burning. Were these incisions made before training began to turn the inert bowl into a 
powerful tool of magic? Or later, to mark a milestone in the training program, perhaps the part devoted to 
the reading the skies? I ground these suggestions in my reading of the Kheiron figurine’s leg wound: if the 
piercing of the wound charged the figurine with its powers, then both the Kheironax and his Pupil believed 
in magical markings, why this rationale may have informed the inscriptions on the bowl as well. I invoke 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
551 I use the terms “mag/-i/-ic/-us” as generic catch-alls for craftsmen and crafts with hypernatural pretensions, which involve the 
use of objects and tools, in any community. A “witness” here is the audience of the magus. 
552 A list of samples could become very long indeed. I offer only a few here to illustrate what I mean with an aesthetic of Strange-
Distant (SD) and Familiar-Close (FC) in crafts of the sacred. For cross-cultural aspects of shamanistic and priestly crafts and the 
implications for archaeology, see VanPool 2009. On the theme of FC she notes that the use of non-specialised sacra is one 
diagnostic for identifying shamanistic practices behind the archaeological record, Ibid. 183; Price 2001, fig. 3.8 for SD: costume 
ornaments and drum, and for FC: costume itself and stick, and Ibid. fig. 7.4, for FC: simple bundle of leaves as ancestor spirit 
semaphore and conduit; also Schomburg-Scherff 2000, 195-196 for FC: common photography used in ancestor worship, and for 
both healing and harming, in modern Africa. 
553 Emphasis on a set or kit. Single items with magic properties are plentiful, but these could be procured by anyone, hence do not 
directly indicate that the owner was a magus. 
554 Wünsch 1905, with figs. throughout; Luck 2006, 50. 
555 Offered only as a parallel. I do not imply exchanges between Hungary and Euboea in the Dark Age. Shaman artefacts, Urnfield 
Culture Phase 4, c. 1000-900. Budapest, 3rd Békásmegyer, Vöröshadsereg. Budapest Museum of History INV: 62.26.19-24, 29, 
36, 37, 39, 59, 331, 66.14.10, 75. 
556 Spectator response would be archaio-exoticizing if the awareness of the swastika’s Eastern origins was mixed with knowledge 
of its domestic presence in the Mycenaean era, but such presence seems to have been extremely rare. I have not been able to 
exhaustively research the matter, but a major inventory such as Furumark’s show very few swastikas, many of which are in fact 
not swastikas (and in Furumark’s typology they are sorted under the labels “Starfish” and “Quirk”), Furumark:MycPot [I], 316, 
359, fig. 61; That said, cf. the bottom of a EH III bowl from Olympia, MC [Olympia], 40; For the swastika in the PG Aegean, 
Lemos 2002, 91, 92, lists only three items: the Lefkandiot and Naxian bowls already accounted for—both significantly from 
locations inside a sphere of Euboean exchange going back to the BA—and an unpublished bowl from Elateia. The last is not 
described and it is unclear in what way it resembles the first two. 
557 The expression skhēmat Olumpos in the testimonia of the Titanomakhia = Table 5:5. 
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meteorology because the swastikas are placed at the bowl’s cardinal points, hence akin to how the sky was 
divided by augurs: left (east), right (west), front (south), and back (north).558 

 
The Knife 
As we have seen, previous studies have regarded the knife in tomb T3 as “sacrificial”, but none of 

them elaborate, all remain vague. What seems to have escaped these scholars is that the Iliad provides us 
with a key so exact we must wonder if the pairing of Kheiron’s image with a costly knife in the Lefkandi 
Kentaur Tombs is a gesture directly informed by epic tradition. 

Kheiron’s healing crafts included songs, herbs, and cutting.559 In the Iliad, the makhaira is a large 
knife kept at the belt next to the sword.560 The makhaira is explicitly mentioned only for two things: for 
drawing blood in oath sacrifice and for surgical healing.561 Kheiron, we recall, is twice mentioned, each 
time with a healer, first Makhaon, whose very name is related to the knife that he applies, then Patroklos, 
both of whom know Kheiron’s herbal remedies and how to use the makhaira for surgery.562 Further, the 
knife given (or returned) to Peleus by Kheiron was a makhaira,563 and Apollon, Kheiron’s nephew and 
pupil, encouraged his devotees to make sacrifices “makhaira in hand”—in his expression of course an 
echo of his tutor’s name: en kheiri makhairan.564 

For Dark Age Greeks, surgery, sacrifice, and oaths, were all forms of healing and the makhaira its 
supreme sign and tool. To accompany an image of Kheiron nothing would seem more appropriate than a 
makhaira. It was the most powerful and significant tool used by the Kheironax, and the most perfect index 
for the core wisdoms of Kheiron: healing, blood sacrifice, and oaths. 

The topical and artefactual fit between early epic, the remains of Kheiron’s precepta, and the Lefkandi 
Kentaur Tombs assumes the distinctiveness of an epic signature. But these processes were hardly one-
directional. Just as we may envisage how the survivors who created the tomb assembly were inspired by 
songs, we must wonder whether singers were not inspired by the beliefs and mores of Euboeans?565 
 

Δ.3.1.3. THE WISDOMS OF KHEIRON 
 
We turn now to the topics of teaching offered by the Kheironax. In the main, this chapter will be an 

assembly of elements I have had reason to touch upon earlier in the essay. It is reasonable to assume that 
these topics were also part of the practice of the Kheironax outside the circle of training. For each topic I 
therefore append a speculative paragraph about the day-to-day realities of this tekhne. 

 
Sacrifice 
Kheiron was the first to teach mankind about cheerful sacrifice.566 The first lines of the lost Precepts 

concerned this topic.567 Reviewing acts of devotion to Kheiron, we have seen that blood sacrifice belongs 
to the oldest layers of Kheironiana. 

The Kheironax thus kept and transmitted Kheiron’s wisdom of blood sacrifice. In sacrificial practice 
the Kheironax may have wielded the makhaira, but not necessarily so. As someone in charge of ideology, 
he may have acted as overseer. He gave his nod to the questions that mattered: was the mood of the victim 
appropriate, its blood flowing as it should, its entrails readable? When giving his nod, the Kheironax urged 
spectators to accept the lesson of Kheiron: to be cheerful about blood sacrifice. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
558 According to Varro Ling. 7:2.7: “sinistra ab oriente, dextra ab occasu, antica ad meridiem, postica ad septemtrionem”. I believe 
such an elementary division of the sky is much older than Varro. 
559 Pind. Pyth. 3.45-53. 
560 Agamemnon’s makhaira is described in Hom. Il. 3.271-272, 19.252-253. 
561 Martin 1983, esp. ch. 3, 4; followed by Kitts 1999; Idem 2003 and 2011; also ArchHom [E3], 128-129. 
562 Hom. Il. 2.732 marks both twins Makhaon and Podaleirios as skilled iētēr'—“surgeons”; cf. LSJ [ἰα-τήρ [ι_]]; further Hom. Il. 
4.217-219, 11.514-515 for Makhaon, 11.827-848 for Patroklos; see Martin 1983, esp. 60-65, on the name Makhaon.  
563 Martin 1983, 91-92; and above Part B.1.2.4 (Tutor, Hunter, Handyman). Versions vary on whether this makhaira belonged to 
Peleus to begin with or was a gift received after his rescue. Regardless: Kheiron is the retriever or giver of this knife. 
564 HH 3 535. 
565 Significant Euboean contributions to epic has been suggested by Powell 1993a; Idem 1993b; but questioned by Lenz 1993. 
566 Table 5:5 = Testimonia of the Titanomakhia. 
567 Table 5:1 = Schol. Pind. Pyth. 6.22. 
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Oaths 
Kheiron was the first to teach mankind about oaths.568 An oath is kept by the right hand. In Pindaros, 

the oath is one of allegiance to origins: to the origins of self through parents, and to the origin of the world 
through the son of Kronos.569 It is an oath demanding in return a timeless homeliness in this world and the 
otherworld—an oath of oaths—and like genos in matters of kinship it reaches into the beyond with fateful 
necessity. But just as kinship must also be continually invented and negotiated to create bonds between the 
living, so oaths must be taken not with cosmological pretension but for more immedeate reasons in the 
thick of life. The Kheironax addressed both dimensions: he passed on formulaic oaths of cosmological 
import, and advised on the quotidian but vital practice of oath-taking itself. 

The Kheironax may have advised on how to take an oath to ensure its efficacy. He may have acted as 
arbiter when conflicts arose between people over oaths taken. We recall a fragment of the Precepts as 
relayed by Plutarchus: “Decide no suit until you have heard both sides speak”.570 

 
Sky Divination 
Kheiron taught skhēmat Olumpos.571 Scanning the skies to glean the moods of gods in airs and waters 

had important ends: to ensure the growth of crops and pasture, to identify signs for or against good 
hunting and fishing, and for voyages across the sea. 

Divination need not have been conducted with riddling pomp. It may have been more casual: an ever 
ongoing Q&A-session between community and Kheironax about matters great and small. Gravity was 
called-for if divination concerned frightful events such as storms, drought, or bush fires, or by dangerous 
endeavours such as war or sea voyages. 

 
Hunting 

 Kheiron is a master of the hunt.572 But imagining daily life in Dark Age Lefkandi, it is hard to believe 
that a practice so quotidian required sacred training, because it would entail putting more or less every 
Lefkandiot boy in the care of the Kheironax. More likely, the subject of training was not the practice of 
hunting but its rationale: the affirmation of the timeless wisdom of it. Just as he did for blood sacrifice, the 
Kheironax knew an expiatory rationale for hunting and why it was a righteous and cheerful thing to do. 

Possibly, the Kheironax performed rituals framing Lefkandiot hunting activities. He ensured—in the 
fullest sense of the word—good hunting for the community. 
  

Healing for Man and Horse 
The demise of the Mycenaean wanaktes dramatically changed the circumstances for horse possession 

in the Dark Age. The new order made possible the first horse-lords of Euboea. The bivalence of the Greek 
apprehension of the Thracian Aurokentos as Kentauros—horse-friend | friend-horse—as an epithet for 
Kheiron, makes it likely that the Souda sets down very ancient mytho-facts: that Kheiron’s knowledge of 
herbs meant to heal both man and horse.573 Beyond this, we must mark the healing of a higher order: the 
Kheironax taught expiatory rationales for hunting and blood sacrifice, thus soothing any angst felt from 
the crux that life is maintained by killing. Kheiron’s death illustrated an absolute cure: the poisoned 
wound of life itself could be healed shut by immortal departure. No more life and killing here and now, 
only death and vitality in the beyond. 

The ultimate guarantor for a vital afterlife is of course departed Kheiron himself. The Kheironax 
possessed lesser powers: he divined what ailed humans and horses, and he cured through his hands, herbs, 
song, and knife. In doing so, he most likely called upon Kheiron’s assistance through the figurine. 

 
Giving Life to Images 
Parallel to the life and death of the human body is the life and death of images. Kheiron had the skill to 

make lifelike images and I have suggested that this skill may have been invoked in the making of the 
Lefkandi Kheiron figurine. But what about other images? Did the Kheironax have a hand in the making of 
them too? I do not find the idea too fanciful, especially in Lefkandi where we have early traces of image 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
568 Table 5:5 = Testimonia of the Titanomakhia  
569 Pind. Pyth. 6.19-27—see also above Part Γ.2.5.2. (Mouth). 
570 Table 5:2 = Plut. Mor. 1034E = Hes. fr. 338  
571 “The arrangement of Olumpos”—i.e. the order of the skies. Table 5:5 = Testimonia of the Titanomakhia.  
572 See Part B.1.2.4 (Tutor, Hunter, Handyman). 
573 Table 5:8. 
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making on a grand scale: we have seen the large Kourete, and the even larger horse on wheels.574 I do not 
mean to say that the Kheironax himself must have been an artist, only that he may have played a part in 
infusing life into certain images at some stage in their making. 

Just like the Kheiron figurine was charged by piercing its leg wound, other images may have been 
manipulated in ways appropriate to each with the purpose of making them come to life. Part of that life 
force of an image was the power to heal and soothe: we see it in Kheiron’s fashioning of an eidōlon of 
Aktaion, but the belief is ultimately much more ancient. We recall how the Ahhlijawa sent two gods to the 
Hittite king to cure him of a speech impediment.575 

 
Δ.3.2. The Pupil 
 
Having catalogued the tekhne of the Kheironax we have set down a curriculum for his teaching. It is time 
to turn to the transmission of his craft. As advertised I will consider two master scripts for placing a child 
in the care of the Kheironax: that of a girl that of a boy. Having addressed the contents of teaching first, I 
have implicitly assumed a stance which may at this point be spelt out: that the curriculum of teaching was 
the same regardless of the pupil’s gender. Some might be tempted to believe that if we want to consider 
girl pupils then a different curriculum must be conjectured. This is futile. The list of topics as received by 
tradition cannot be replaced by guesses but must stand. This is not to deny the reality of gendering, but to 
position where gendering would occur: it did not manifest itself as different curriculums, but in different 
rationales for why a boy or girl should be taught Kheiron’s wisdom. Others still, seeing sacrifice on the 
curriculum and influenced by Detienne, may object that the Greeks excluded women from blood sacrifice 
why the notion that a girl pupil could be taught its principles must be dismissed. This too is futile.576 
Sources speak of women and blood sacrifice in ever so many ways. Hence, in order to decide whether the 
Pupil was a girl or a boy, the topic of sacrifice cannot and will not be decisive. 
 

Δ.3.2.1. GIRL SCRIPTS 
 
We have seen how the myths of Kheiron exhibit several mythemes in which women play a part. 

Could-be female pupils like Kyrene and Artemis roam the slopes of Pelion near Kheiron’s cave, and the 
cave itself is home to women embodying three significant stages of life: Kherion’s mother, his wife 
Kharikhlo, and his daughters.577 In Pindaros, Kheiron’s daughters raise Iason, and a scene in Apollonios 
Rhodios’ Argonautika sees Kheiron and Kharikhlo come down the mountain to see off Peleus and the 
Argo. Kharikhlo carries Akhilleus on her arm to show the boy to the departing father.578 

Our present context—the possibility that a girl is buried in Kentaur Tomb T1—provide a frame for 
what to draw from the repository.579 What we seek is something quite specific, namely a mythic template 
for a local ideology justifying why a young girl should be trained by the Kheironax. We may therefore set 
aside the myth’s exempla of mature womanhood: Philyra and Kharikhlo, and we should look for young 
girls set in a didactic relationship to Kheiron. Given these prerequisites, I can think of only three exempla: 
Artemis, Kheiron’s daughters, and his (great-)granddughter on Euboea: Makris. 

 
Artemis 
Artemis’ relationship to children, and to girls especially, is well known. Although our sources do not 

explicitly say she was ever taught by Kheiron, Artemis roams the margins of the myth. We have also seen 
how, on Euboea, she may have had a special relationship to Kheiron’s (grand-)son Aristaios. She is 
Kheiron’s niece, and sister to his pupil Apollon. An important episode sees her visiting Kheiron to seek 
advice on how to silence Aktaion’s grieving dogs. Kheiron’s cure was to make a lifelike likeness of 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
574 Above Part Δ.1.3. 
575 Above Part B.1.4. 
576 Detienne 1989. Detienne’s structuralist assumptions (that there existed pan-Greek unreflected cognitive mechanisms of such 
high symbolic orders) and conclusions (that one such mechanism dictated that menstrual blood and sacrificial blood are mutually 
exclusive anti-matters, thus barring women from blood sacrifice) are not convincing. For a critique of Detienne, and for the topic 
of women and sacrifice, see Osborne 1993; and Connelly 2007, 179-190. 
577 Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104. 
578 Apoll. Rhod. 1.554-558. There is also a tradition making Kharikhlo Peleus’ grandmother.  
579 In Lefkandi the relationship between Khieronax and Pupil was forged under the aegis of Kheiron, why the primary motif of the 
tribal strain involving women—abduction and rape—may be excluded from this analysis. 
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Aktaion to soothe the dogs. The episode becomes even more suggestive in light of a Hesiodic fragment 
holding an alternative version of Iphigenia’s fate at Aulis. It says that when Iphigenia was about to be 
sacrificed, Artemis replaced her with an eidōlon.580 Thus, when pondering the myth of Iphigenia, Greek 
storytellers and their audiences may have inferred that Artemis had learnt the craft of making lifelike 
images from Kheiron. In this implicit and roundabout way, Artemis could be seen as a pupil of Kheiron. 

Surveying environs we find the cult of Artemis in Aulis just across the waters not far from Lefkandi. 
Cults devoted to her at other places along the Euboean straits, at Brauron and Anthedon, on Euboea itself 
at Artemision and Amarynthos, may go back to the Mycenaean era.581  

Possessing virginity and ferocity, Artemis embodies the purity and readiness to draw blood required in 
sacrifice. For a Dark Age girl being trained in the wisdom of hunting and blood sacrifice under the gaze of 
Kheiron, Artemis would thus seem like a fitting role-model.582 Yet this script is unlikely not only because 
support for it offered by myth stops at the implicit and circumstantial, but because Artemis is so important 
in her own right. Her name is found in Linear B, why her bond to girls may go far back in time. I find it 
unlikely that she ever served as a mediating proxy to associate girls with Kheiron. Rather, Artemis herself 
was directly associated with girls early on. 
 

The Daughters of Kheiron and Makris 
A stronger case can be made for a filial script. In this case, mythological implication is made explicit 

by Pindaros. What Kheiron knows, his daughters should know too, and this is why they can act as 
caretakers of Kheiron’s boy charges as told by Iason.583 

Kheiron’s daughters effects Iason’s threpsan—a holistic concept of maturation of both mind and body. 
If Kheiron bestowed his precepta on his daughters,584  then why should not his daughters here and now, 
and among them a girl in Lefkandi, receive them too? We should also mark the traditions about Kheiron 
and Peleus: some Greeks believed that Peleus’ mother Endeis was Kheiron’s daughter. Again, it is implied 
that her nursing of Peleus may have entailed passing on the precepta.585 
 The filial script is stronger also because of chronotopical facets about which we do have some record, 
namely the Euboean enthusiasm for the protectors of the Zeus child, the Kouretes. We have noted the 
Early Archaic matching of kouroi-kouretes with kourai-numphai and how the Lefkandi Kentaur figurine 
may store these bonds.586 On Euboea this relation was made explicit: Kheiron’s (great-)granddaughter, the 
honey nymph Makris, expressly had a special relation to the Kouretes.587 

Now, if Dark Age Lefkandiots viewed boy maturation in part through the lens of Kheironiana, and if 
their gendering of boy- and girl youth spoke of interdependency and reciprocal bonds, would they not 
regard girl maturation through the same lens, much according to the template later set down by Pindaros? 

There is a neatness to the idea that Lefkandiot girls and boys alike were subjects of training by the 
Kheironax, the former as a cohort of kourai styled as “Daughters of Kheiron”, “Sisters of Makris”, or the 
like, whose training aimed to somehow mirror- or assist in the maturation of the latter: a cohort of boy 
Kouretes known as “Sons of Kronos”. But while the latter cohort is attested, anything like the former is 
not. To the best of my knowledge we have no record at all, from any period, of a Greek community 
fostering their girls with epithets drawn from Kheironiana. The late record of kourotrophoi in Eretria is 
suggestive and it is tempting to see Makris as its prototype, but it is impossible to say with certainty 
because the topic of kourotrophy extends to a multitude if divinities, not least to Artemis—a goddess of 
great importance on Euboea.588 What we can say, and this is significant enough I believe, is that the 
topical overlap of kourotrophy acted as a conduit to connect Kheironiana with other mythologies. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
580 Hes. fr. 23a.17-24. The fragment has the name Iphimede for Agamemnon’s daughter, but the story is identical to Iphigenia’s. 
The motif—replacement by phantom likeness—is Archaic, most likely older still; See also Bremmer 2002, 24-25, 42. 
581 COB [1], 94-98. There is, however, no archeological proof for such an early cult at Aulis. The earliest artefact found in situ is 
an Archaic boundary marker. Amarynthos is attested in the Linear B archives of Thebes, but descriptions of the enthusiastic cult 
of Artemis there are of course dated later. 
582 As is young Kyrene who also embodies virginal ferocity as a girl. But unlike Artemis, Kyrene is lured into domesticity, 
marriage and motherhood, as the spouse of Apollon. 
583 Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104. 
584 A late source, Ovidius, explicitly gives Kheiron’s daughter Okurroē powers of divination, Ov. Met. 2.649. 
585 Hyg. Fab. 14; compare above how the grandmother Kharikhlo is portrayed in the Argonautika. 
586 Above Part Γ.2.4.3. 
587 Table 4 and above Part Γ.1.2.2. 
588 Hadzisteliou Price 1978, 137; BNP [Kourotrophos]—both citing IG XII:9, 269. 
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For these girl-scripts to make sense a fair few guesses only tenously founded in myth and archaeology 
must be made. Hence the scripts remain disassociated from surviving Kheironiana. Even so I would insist 
that the myth puts to work a rhetoric of the implicit suggestive enough for us not to dismiss the notion that 
there may have existed local ideologies for having girls formally receive the precepta of Kheiron. 
 

Δ.3.2.2. BOY SCRIPTS 
 
Turning to boys we may be brief. We have already touched upon several instances of myth which 

support a boy script, and we need only re-assemble them here. 
 
Charges of Kheiron 
Under this heading I put those boys explicitly named as Kheiron’s pupils: Akhilleus, Aktaion, 

Apollon, Aristaios, Asklepios, Iason, Medos, and Peleus. If we take into account Kheiron’s roles beyond 
that of formal tutor, such as being a protector and friend to man, we find more men—for example 
Herakles.589 Mythological exempla for an ideology expounding the importance of boys receiveing the 
wisdom of Kheiron are attested in abundance. Any of these names could be invoked by Lefkandiots to 
explain why boys should be trained by the Kheironax. 

 
Sons of Kronos 

 The Kouretes were the “Sons of Kronos”.590 This script provides a startling chronotopicality: If the 
human part of the Kentaur figurine shows Kheiron as an Euboean Kourete, then we have an early example 
of artistic expression—and most likely of ritualistic behaviour—informed by an entwining of two 
mythological threads: that of Zeus and that of Kheiron. Perhaps Apollonios Rhodios was sensitive to this 
entwining of old when he set the conception of Kheiron on an island in the Black Sea next to the Kouretes 
caring for infant Zeus on Crete: 
 

… the island of Philyra, where Kronos son of Ouranos, at the time when he reigned over the 
Titans and when Zeus was still being nurtured in a Cretan cave by the Kouretes of Ida, lay 
beside Philyra… [and Philyra] brought forth huge Kheiron, half like a horse, half like a god.591 
 

One need only pause for a moment to realize how peculiar this acute juxtaposition is: it invokes the triad 
of Kheiron, Zeus and the Kouretes, by drastically suppressing vast space in favor of synchronicity. 

Considering that corresponding real life activities concern on the one hand forming ritualistic bands of 
young warriors, on the other hand initiating youths in fundamental and sacred concepts, it is fitting that the 
mechanism making this entwining meaningful is brotherhood. Zeus and Kheiron are brothers, why in the 
ideology of maturation in Dark Age Lefkandi devotion to them becomes a joint venture explained by a 
joint script. To be an Euboean Kourete is to be the “Son of Kronos” twice over: to be a brother both to 
Zeus and Kheiron, to uphold an oath of protection to the one, and to receive the wisdom of the other. 

Summing up the question whether the Pupil of the Lefkandi Kheironax was a boy or a girl, there can 
be no doubt that preserved tradition leans heavily towards a boy. That said, the ambiguities of tomb T1 
persist, as does the implications of myth, and while a boy Pupil must remain the favoured hypothesis, a 
girl Pupil cannot be ruled out. 
 

Δ.3.2.3. TRANSMISSION AND KINSHIP 
 

Ideologies of initiation often draw language from kinship, because to be taught something important is 
similar to being fostered properly by kin. Accordingly, we find cult places in the Archaic and Classical 
eras where families laid claim to priesthoods for centuries, and among mantics a language of filiality 
framed the transmission of their craft from an early date.592 This idiom survives in the Hippocratic Oath, in 
which obligations set down for the student are equivalent to being adopted.593 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
589 Table 3 and Part B.1.2.4 (Tutor, Hunter, Handyman); see also West 1966, 430; and Parada:GML [Chiron]; Roman writers add 
Patroklos to the list, but these sources are so late that I opt to exclude his name here, see Parada:GGGM [Patroclus 1]. It should 
nevertheless be noted that the Iliad says that Patroklos possessed Kheironic knowledge but that he was taught by Akhilleus. 
590 Strabon 10.3.19. 
591 Apoll. Rhod. 2.1231-1241—trans. Seaton 1912. My modfication of the spelling of names and slight alterations for clarity. 
592 Burkert 1992, 41-46. On p. 43 a short but rich paragraph: “Greek seers tend to present themselves in family groups. The most 
famous were the Melampodidae, to whom Teisamenos was related. The Iamidae from Olympia and the Klytiadae connected with 
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In this section I will look at the themes of transmission and kinship in the myths of Kheiron. My aim is 
to draw out hermeneutic tools for interpretating the layout of the Kentaur Tombs’ Body Group founded by 
the burial of the Kheironax in tomb T3.  
  

Filial Knowledge Chains 
 We recall Herakleides’ report about a genos of healers who lived at the foot of Mount Pelion. They 
claimed ancestry from Kheiron and passed on their secrets from father to son.594 Turning from this real-
life practice to myths, and tabulating Kheironiana according to kinship relations, produce some interesting 
results. [Tables 3, 4] In many instances the myth illustrates transmission of the craft as filial chains. One 
of the earliest story complexes of the myth, that of Kheiron’s relationship with Peleus and Akhilleus, is 
one such chain.595 

Euboean extensions of the Kheiron myth exhibit the same traits: Kheiron’s son Karystos and his 
offspring come to embody the island’s appropriation of the tradition. Hence we may assume that already 
in the Dark Age initiation in Kheironian wisdom was viewed through the matrix of kinship. In practice 
this would have expressed itself in kinship invented or by blood between Kheironax and Pupil. Looking at 
the evidence, the most likely form would seem to be patrilineal filiality in which the tutor is the real or 
declared father of the initiand, but the myth of Kheiron holds an unusual body of thought which requires 
our attention, namely its emphasis on the maternal line. 
  

The Matriline596 
 We recall the matronym Kheiron Phillyrides. It may signal that the Greeks felt that Kheiron’s skills 
and friendliness to man came from his mother Philyra rather than from his father Kronos. Recall also the 
penchant of mythmakers to speak of the women in Kheiron’s cave, and to have his daughters assist in the 
training of his pupils. Recall that in Euboean myths Kheiron’s (great-)granddaughter Makris, nurturer of 
the infant Dionysos, stands in a special relation to the Kouretes, and that these myths may be prototypical 
for real-life cohorts of kourotrophoi. 

In myths, epic, and later in tragedy, we note another curious aspect of Greek kinship: the importance 
accorded the maternal grandfather and maternal uncle in the fostering of boys. Like the teaching in 
Kheiron’s cave on Pelion, such fosterage took place from the end of infancy to puberty, and it entailed 
uprooting and distant displacement.597 Finally, looking at Kheironian transmission chains, we find besides 
kourotrophic women (viz. Philyra, Kharikhlo, the daughters, and Makris) two cases of kinship on the 
matriline. These are found in the earliest subsets of the myth, those of Peleus and Artemis.598 

This evidence for matrilineal concerns embedded in the myths of Kheiron is by no means strong 
enough to deny the patrilineal aspects of transmission, but I believe it is strong enough to be kept in mind 
when we turn to the reality on the ground at Toumba. 
 

The Legacy of the Kheironax 
 Approaching the Body Group, founded by the single burial of the Kheironax, we ask whether the 
group exhibits any signs of a mantic legacy: a real life chain of transmission of the Kheironian tekhne? 

The cluster is made up of only three tombs yet covers a time span anywhere between 25 years and a 
full century. Though very difficult to ascertain, the excavators assigned tombs T13 and T15 to children.599 
The difficulties to interpret the group become evident: an adult male buried at some time during LefLPG 
cannot have fathered or instructed someone still a child when they died during LefSPG1, let alone a child 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
them were no less proud of their ancestry, and their activities lasted for centuries. The Telmissians in Karia, too, were a “mantic 
family” (genos). Even more enduring was the success of the priest-families in Eleusis, the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes, who 
officiated for about one millennium until the mysteries were finally outlawed by the Christian emperor”. 
593 Burkert 1992, 44. 
594 See Part Δ.1.1.1. 
595 The Kheiron-Peleus-Akhilleus story was well established already in the Early Archaic as evidenced by the early literature, that 
of Homeros and Hesiodos.  It was most likely known during the Dark Age. 
596 I use the term matrilineal loosely for subsets of kinship ideology which declare that relations to a mater are significant, for 
whatever reason, even when these relations are inscribed by a larger ideology otherwise patrilineal. 
597 Studied by Bremmer 1983 for the Greek evidence; and Bremmer 1976 for the larger Indo-European context. 
598 Table 3. 
599 LefLPG (T3), through LefSPG1 (T15), to LefSPG2 (T13) or a maximum time span between c. 950-850, see Tables 2 and 5. 
Because the chronology is imprecise, the minimum time span is only about 25 years, from latest LefLPG to earliest LefSPG2, viz. 
c. 900-875. For descriptions and illustrations of T15, Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 159 (detailed overview), 176, 201b-c; Lefkandi [I:2], 176-
177; for T13, Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 159 (detailed overview), 173-174, 201b, 221; Lefkandi [I:2], 174-175. 
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who died during LefSPG2. The chronological separation between the tombs makes it impossible that these 
children were fathered by the Kheironax or were his in vivo adopted kin as pupils. 

Now, if we believe that the grouping is deliberate, and I do, then we must assume that grouping was 
motivated by some very specific and exclusive rule. That this rule was expressed in the language of 
kinship is likely, but how? The tombs T13 and T15 show no evident tell-tale signs of Kheironiana, why a 
reasoned speculation from physical evidence seems to stall even before it can begin. 

However, there are objects in the assemblages which may connect tombs T13 and T15 to the Kentaur 
Tombs and anything beyond mere grouping which may speak of relations deserves attention: Tomb T13 
contained an iron metal rod with a rectangular section and bent to a right angle at its end.600 It also 
contained a small plaque of worn bone, drilled clean through at the center.601 Both items are unique and 
their function unknown. Tomb T15 held a bronze rivet from a knife.602 In other words: like the Kentaur 
Tombs, tomb T13 held unique items made for a very specific purpose, items possibly associated with the 
Kheironian tekhne, and tomb T15 held a bronze rivet which may have belonged to a knife very similar to 
the makhaira found with the Kheironax in T3—an exotic iron blade with an ivory handle fastened with 
exactly this type of rivet.603 

These are connections tenuous and vague. We hoped to find the transmission of a Kheironian tekhne 
made manifest and expressed in and between tombs, but the group remains opaque. Still I will venture a 
speculative argument: the reason for placing two children with the Kheironax long after he had died was 
because he was their maternal (great-)grand-father or maternal (great-)uncle by blood. The children were 
pupils par excellence in matters Kheironian because of their specific blood relation on their mother’s side 
to a revered tutor. They were Peleus (or Artemis) to the departed Kheironax’ Kentaur,604 or they were 
‘children of Makris’, that is: children of a (great)grand-daughter of the Kheironax. 

So where is Makris, the mother of the children, buried? My answer would be that she was disqualified 
from a place in the group either because of her patrilineal relation to the Kherionax, or because she was 
not herself an intiand—or both. Ultimately my argument is that the unusual make-up of the cluster was 
motivated by an exclusive set of prerequisites, namely, one: that the occupants were Kheironian initiates, 
and two: that they stood in a maternal relation of blood to the Kheironax. We must posit a de facto relation 
of blood for if it were a matter of invented kinship then why was not the first Pupil in tomb T1 simply 
declared a maternal grandchild, nephew or niece, and placed with the tutor?605 

In sum: an exclusive combination of ideas about a sacred craft and a blood relation on the mother’s 
side may account for why the Body Group holds only a single male adult and two children, and why they 
are so separated in time. Finally, we must note that if we deny the excavators’ interpretation and posit that 
both occupants of T13 and T15 were Kheironian initiates who reached adulthood, then the time span 
covered by the cluster could fit a de facto patrilineal transmission after mythic exempla.606  

 
Δ.3.3. Returning the Gaze of Kheiron 
 
Despite the fragmentary state of the evidence we may with some precision map topics of Kheironian 
teaching and tenets of an Euboean ethnos to items in the assemblage of the Kentaur Tombs and to details 
of the Kheiron figurine. The readability of the figurines’s signals vary to be sure, as do the strength of the 
proposed readings, but the density and sheer number of credible mappings are remarkable: 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
600 Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 221c. 
601 Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 173.13,28, 221c. 
602 Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 176.15,14; Lefkandi [I:2], 177. 
603 The assumption here is that the T15-knife’s iron and ivory have perished over time and that either some rivets have been lost, 
at the excavation or at the time of deposit (the knife may have been exposed to cremation before being deposited), or that the 
original fastening required only one rivet. The knife in T3 had three bronze rivets, see Fig. 4. 
604 See Tables 3 and 4 for canonical and Euboean genealogies. 
605 If patrilineality was the ideological standard for the cemetery, which is likely, then the T1-pupil was placed according to this 
standard because he did not stand in a relation to T3 on his mother’s side, and the Kheironian dimension of his life, and the link to 
the T3-tutor, was instead articulated with grave goods. While T13 and T15 in vivo must have been taught by someone else, they 
were both Kheironian initiands and related to the original tutor on their mother’s side why they were placed with him. In other 
words: if you were a student of Kheironian precepta, and related on your mother’s side to a revered but deceased tutor, then the 
matriline took precedence for the placement of your tomb. 
606 Viz. the Kheironax fathers T15 and dies late LefLPG. T15 lives on to conceive T13 during LefSPG1 and dies late in this 
period. T13 lives into LefSPG2 and eventually dies later in the same period.  
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Tomb Assemblage 
 

Knife The knife is a makhaira. It evokes surgery, oaths, and blood sacrifice. Drawing 
blood adjoins hunting to sacrifice, hence hunting is also evoked by the knife. 

Scoop & Bowl The bowl and scoop evoke herbal medicine. The placing of the swastikas at the 
bowl’s cardinal points may evoke sky divination. 
 

Kheiron Figurine 
 

Right Hand Kheiron’s right hand keeps his name and ancestry and the topics of healing and 
oaths. Further, we need not list the repertoire of images showing right-handed 
wielders of spears, swords, and knives, to realize that the hand also evokes 
sacrifice and hunting. Enveloping all these topics is the idea of superlative 
healing crafts, and among them the craft of live image making. Just as his hand is 
hexadactylic, so Kheiron’s skills and craftiness are extraordinary. 

(Left Hand) If the restoration of the left arm as carrying a rough branch is accepted, then the 
topic of hunting is again evoked, as is war.607 The branch is raw material for a 
singularly effective spear. Specifically, it is the branch selected by Kheiron for 
Peleus’, then Akhilleus’, dreaded spear. Generically, it is a branch making a spear 
rich in kills: a spear bearing rich fruit. We are reminded of game fastened in the 
branch carried by the Tiryns Kheiron and others like him.608 The branch evokes 
the Meliai, the ash-tree nymphs, and with them their spouses, the Kouretes.609 

Sensory Apparatus Kheiron’s enhanced sensory apparatus signals powers of divination. His enlarged 
eyes and ears are outward signs of his reach across realms. A hypernatural 
sensory apparatus may also mark the Kouretes, because they too are prophetic, 
and through their dance they induce altered states of perception. 

Mouth Kheiron’s parted lips signal the transmission of his wisdom: the parting of his 
precepta, as well as his healing song. 

Spine Kheiron’s traced and unpainted spine signals an unbounded life force lodged in 
the spine’s marrow: Kheiron’s immortality and gift to man. 

Armour The armour, the crescent-shaped mitra especially, is emblematic of the Kouretes. 
Styling themselves “Sons of Kronos”, they are brothers of Zeus and Kheiron. The 
armour’s construction, with its armoured right sword arm and naked left shield 
arm, evokes Abantic idealizations of single combat. 

Hair Kheiron’s cropped hairstyle and single tress of hair saved at the back of the head 
evokes at the same time youthful and mature martality: the band of Kouretes and 
the legendary Abantes. The hair also evokes oaths because oaths may be taken 
and sealed by the saving, shedding and gifting, of hair. 

Kheiron Finally, the figurine complete, its identity and living presence as an eidōlon, must 
be taken into account. The piercing of the leg wound charged the figurine with 
powers of protection and with the life force signalled by the traced spine. These 
powers protected the teaching circle of the Kheironax, but may also have played a 
part in his practice: the Kheironax may have called upon to figurine’s healing 
power to assist him in his work. 

 
Some of these mappings may require leaps of faith, but only a few need to be accepted for my take on the 
figurine to make sense: the figurine is a mnemonic and protective aid. My proposed script for the life of 
the Lefkandi Kheiron may thus be set down: 

The Kheiron figurine was made as symbolic keeper and conduit of the precepta, but as such it follows 
that the figurine also stored the power of the precepta. The process of making required that the figurine be 
charged with these powers, and this was achieved by the very specific method used to pierce the leg 
wound of the figurine. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
607 Pl.A: 22. 
608 Pl.B: 11B, 12B, 13B, 18A. 
609 See Part Γ.2.4.3. 
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The figurine show no trace of extensive handling and was most likely kept by the Kheironax. His 
relationship with the image consisted in calling upon its powers to aid him in his work, and offering to it 
“the firsts” of the ingredients of his remedies: exotic herbs of course, but also familiar foodstuffs with 
medicinal properties, such as oils, honey, milk and wine.610 

In a didactic context the figurine was an archive and mirror to be gazed at by Kheironax and Pupil 
alike: to reflect upon topics taught, to ensure the efficacy of training, and to reaffirm their sense of self and 
place. As an image of the first tutor, the image served as overseer of proceedings and as a mnemonic aid. 
It could at any moment be spoken of, addressed, and beheld. When doing so the Kheironax and Pupil not 
only reaffirmed the topics taught, but they returned the shell-encircled gaze of “he who has departed”.611 
They met with Kheiron’s gaze coming at them from across realms, and with each returning of his gaze 
they willed success to the initiation, because success here means just that: the visionary bridging of the 
gap between the present and the otherworld is—quite literally—an insight into the hypernatural in order to 
apprehend the ultimate foundations of the topics taught. Thus, by spoken word and intent gaze, through 
the conduit of Kheiron’s clay image, the transmission of the precepta was upheld. 

So far the life. Still to unriddle are the deaths of these Lefkandiot devotees of Kheiron, and the death 
of the Kheiron figurine itself. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
610 Suggested by the Magnesians’ offerings of “first fruits” of their medicinal herbs to Kheiron as told by Plut. Mor. 646F-647A 
(=Plut. Quaestiones convivales 646F-647A). 
611 Pind. Pyth. 3.3. 
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Δ.4. Kheiron and the Dead 
 
I begin this section with an assembly of elements of myth which may explain why Kheiron was a desired 
companion in death. I then move on to describe the final journey of the Kheironax and Pupil buried in the 
Kentaur Tombs. Finally, I address the beheading and depositing of the Kheiron figurine. I will propose 
that the beheading concerned themes hitherto overlooked by scholars and reaching beyond the care for the 
dead: these themes addressed the living and their belief in the sacred and its representations. 
 
Δ.4.1. Vitality Beyond Death 
 
Kheiron was athanatos,612 “undying, everlasting”. Then he gave his life force away and absented. He 
became apoikhomenon,613 the “departed”. Kheiron has not disappeared, he has metaphorized, departed 
somewhere, why his power, through the reverse engineering of image-making, may be drawn from there 
and stored in a figurine in the here and now. 
 The Kentaur tribe, too, is departed. Absence colours not just the myths of Kheiron, but also those of 
the tribe. A cave on Mount Pelion spoke of Kheiron’s absence, and Mount Taphiassos was regarded as a 
giant tumulus for the entire tribe.614 Yet wild Kentaurs, like peaceful Kheiron, could be raised again in 
images, more often than not greeting the viewer with their trademark Ψ-stance. I have suggested that this 
stance is a greeting and challenge from beyond the tomb. It demands from the spectator—as a matter of 
trial and agōn—a vitality required for successful passage in death.615 We may go further in our raising of 
concretes to abstracts of cosmic import: is not the oikos-wrecking wildness of the Kentaurs a force which 
disregards boundaries? Worldly transgression may metaphorize to transcendence: must not the order of 
reality as perceived in the here and now be broken out of for successful transport in death? Viewed in this 
way, and even if on a manifest level the actions of Kentaurs were perceived as unacceptable, the myth 
comes with a hidden cargo speaking of transcendent force and vitality. 
 If the Kentaurs challenge for passage, then Kheiron assists in passage. It is true that the figure of the 
psychopomp is developed later—for the likes of Hermes and Kharon616—but Kheiron’s character, and the 
circumstances of his departure, may have suggested to Dark Age Greeks his eminence as a companion and 
guarantor of safe passage in the khtonian lands.617 When the Lefkandi Kheiron’s leg wound was pierced, it 
actuated the last act of Kheiron’s Titanic life. Kheiron was brought near again: he was de-departed. At the 
same time, his devotees actuated themselves as proxy-Herakles as prospective recipients of his gift.618 
 Kheiron’s presence next to the dead is not difficult to understand. Nor is the beheading of the figurine 
as an act of reverence difficult to explain. I have suggested that the traced spine of the figurine is a mark 
for Kheiron’s immortal life force. Beheading the figurine effected the escape of this life force to infuse the 
tombs of the Kheironax and his Pupil. Thus shrouded in Titanic vitality their journey to the otherworld 
could begin. By invoking Kheiron, his devotees not only wished for vitality in the afterlife, but they 
grasped for Abantean mytho-etnography and deep ancestry by placing themselves in a long line of keepers 
of Kheiron’s precepta. To arrive in the afterlife with the help of Kheiron was to arrive with distinction 
compared to the legions of dead already there.  

Beyond the pretensions and needs of the dead, the beheading of the Kheiron figurine may hide another 
dimension deserving of our attention. The deliberate destruction of an image of a revered hypernatural 
being is an extraordinary act under any circumstance, but we face here an additional layer of significance: 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
612 Apollod. Bibl. 2.85, 2.119. 
613 Pind. Pyth. 3.3. 
614 Strabon 9.4.8. Similar stories were attached to the marshy waters of the river Anigros—its foul smell was believed to be the 
trace of Kentaurs once dying there, see Paus. 5.5.9-10; and Strabon 8.3.19. 
615 Above Part B.2.1.3. 
616 Retief & Cilliers 2006, esp. 46-47. 
617 I refer to the mind-bending geography and chain of events surrounding Kheiron’s wounding and how his gift of immortality 
was completed. The wounding occurs up in the mountains, but Prometheus was shut inside a mountain in the abyss of Tartaros. 
He was then at some time moved up into the daylight, now locked to the rock-face, to have the eagle pick away at him. Herakles 
came and freed Prometheus, and satisfied the conditions for the latter’s release with Kheiron’s gift. The disparate remains of this 
strange episode, and its unclear vertical geography, contain enough material to suggest that stories may have existed in which 
Kheiron’s guidance and gift of life force was seen as the reason for Herakles being able to traverse this landscape at all, or that 
this could be inferred by audiences. Herakles’ katabasis to capture Kerberos is of course a separate episode in the canon, but the 
landscape of Prometheus is even deeper. Tartaros is “as far beneath Hades as heaven is above earth”, says Hom. Il. 8.15. 
618 Above Part B.1.2.5. 
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Kheiron was himself a maker of lifelike images. The beheading of the figurine was the destruction of an 
image of an image-maker. May these unusual circumstances come attached to a specific ideological 
framework? I think so, and this is the topic of the next chapter—the last—to which I now turn. 

 
Δ.4.2. The Empowering Dead 
 
We don’t know how the Kheironax and his Pupil died. As we have seen, the argument for separating the 
burials in time is weak. I believe they perished at the same time. The cause is anybody’s guess, but 
considering they were healers and exposed to illness, a contagious disease striking them both down is a 
credible scenario. 
 
 Δ.4.2.1. MIASMA AND THE PROTOCOLS OF DEATH 
 

When the Kheironax and the Pupil had died, a familiar protocol was activated which may be divided 
into three acts: the preparation, transport, and dispatch of the dead. We have every reason to believe that 
this way of caring for the dead, often illustrated later in Geometric vase painting, was already in place in 
the Dark Age.619 In Lefkandi the outward prerequisites for this protocol are in place: the separation of 
cemeteries from domestic spaces, a readiness for transports and processions suggested by the path through 
Toumba Cemetery, and burial practices and grave goods which adhere to forms found elsewhere before 
and after the Dark Age. For reasons which will become clear, I will digress on this three-act dramaturgy of 
death. To do so I must draw on what we know from later eras. I will not retroject too much detail, nor 
make elaborate guesses about Dark Age notions of miasma. My argument requires only a broad outline, 
why I will use the umbrella term miasmatic to indicate the state when a person, act, thing or place, is 
affected by miasma and subjected to exceptional regulations. 

 
Protocols of Death620 
Act 1. Prothesis. Proceedings began at the oikos where the death had occurred. The body was washed 

and dressed and put on a bier for display. In later eras these duties were reserved for women, and it is 
likely that this was the case also in the Dark Age. Women acted as formal lamenters. They crowded the 
bier and stayed put, while men tended to ambulate, approach and retreat. In the men’s behaviour, there is a 
topical connection to Kheiron and oaths: the men raised their right hand, palm facing outwards, as if to 
greet the dead body, or as if to halt it in its tracks.621 The entire oikos was now miasmatic and set in an 
state of pollution. The behaviour of its inhabitants and the house itself, its entries and exits, were 
regulated. The water supply was polluted too why water was brought from neighbours or a well at some 
distance. Some of it was put in a vessel outside the door for those exiting to purify themselves and as a 
mark of a house of death.622 Late at night on the second day, preparations began for transport of the body. 
These preparations involved sweeping the house as a first step towards returning the house to an 
unpolluted state.623 

Act 2. Ekphora. Early in the morning on the third day after death, the body was taken to the cemetery. 
The dead was transported on a cart pulled by servants or horses. Surviving kin formed a procession. They 
carried with them offerings and grave goods, part of which consisted of what was swept the night before 
when the oikos was cleaned. The sweepings were polluted, why they must be deposited too. 

Act 3. Internment. At the cemetery the dead were made to depart from the living through fire and 
earth. The body or its ashes were deposited together with grave goods. Offerings were made and meals 
prepared and consumed. After internment, the purification of the oikos could begin in earnest. In later eras, 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
619 Many elements go far back in time. Obvious examples are the larnakes from Tanagra in Boeotia not far from Lefkandi. These 
painted coffins come from a burial ground used in the LH IIIA-B periods, and show prothesis, the lament of women, and funeral 
games—motifs all still present in Geometric images more than half a millennium later. For Tanagra: MC [Thebes], figs. 101-123; 
AH [Immerwahr], figs. 7.1-2; Burke 2008, figs. 4.1-4; and on continuity from the Mycenaean era, Iakovidis 1966; and Vermeule 
1979, esp. 63-68. 
620 For the following outline I draw mainly on ArchHom [W], Ch. 2a-c; Boardman & Kurtz 1971, ch. 7; Garland 1985, ch. 3; 
Parker 1996, ch. 2. 
621 Boardman & Kurtz 144. 
622 Parker 1996, 35. 
623 Parker 1996, 35-36: Law from Iulis declaring that these sweepings must not be taken to the cemetery, suggesting that the 
custom there, at the time, had become a pretext for ostentation. 
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it was customary for mourners to wash or bathe.624 In many places, resuming normal life was a process 
covering many days and likewise subject to protocol, but this goes beyond what concerns us here. 
 

Miasma 
Hoping to find a definition of Ancient Greek notions of miasma is, speaking with Robert Parker, 

“delusive”. Nevertheless, Parker defines a sub-category of pollution to which death belongs and arrives at 
a general list of its effects: miasma “makes the person affected ritually impure, and thus unfit to enter a 
temple: it is contagious: it is dangerous, and this danger is not of familiar secular origin”.625 

Death is miasmatic and so is everything attached to it: the corpse, the lamenting kin, the house and its 
paraphernalia. The purpose of regulations surrounding the miasmatic state are akin to formalities of the 
sacred in so far as something powerful makes itself felt and must be contained. This is achieved by setting 
up a regulated space in which elaborate rules apply to the behaviour of those occupying this space. In this 
sense, the three-act protocol of death is enacted in a continuous miasmatic state.  

Before its internment the dead body is out of place: it does not belong to the living, yet it remains 
among them. Because of the dead body’s miasmatic power surviving kin, too, become miasmatic, 
contagious, displaced, and expectations change on how they may and should behave. The regulations of a 
miasmatic space protects against powerful forces emerging unchecked, but this checking also cushions 
and invites expression of these potentially dangerous forces. Not unlike during a carnival, a regulated 
time-space is mounted within which unusual acts are accepted and even expected. 

The act of destroying a divine image belongs to another state of ill—agos—akin to but not identical to 
miasma. Simplifying somewhat, miasma diffuses from cosmos and phusis, from ungovernable givens 
which humans must contend with, like death, while agos stems from man himself, from actions which 
draw anger from the gods.626 Miasma emanates from the corpse like a contagion and my argument is that 
the regulatory space mounted to contain this contagion may serve as a protected arena where acts of agos 
are accepted. It is in this sense that I speak of the empowering dead: the dead may accord to the living 
license to do things otherwise unacceptable. 

 
Δ.4.2.2. THE MIASMATIC STATE AS ANTI-STRUCTURE 
 
Certain concepts in my description has no doubt semaphored where this is going: to where van 

Gennep was taken up by Douglas and Turner, and to that space which Turner called the “Betwixt and 
Between”, or more formally the anti-structure.627 

If structure is the realm of everyday, then anti-structure is an arena of symbolic action in which orders 
of structure are tampered with, rules reversed, and common understandings mocked or tweaked to absurd 
extremes. Turner emphasizes that the prefix anti- must not be understood as radical negativity but be 
viewed strategically: it indicates a position apart from, but in relation to, structure.628 Anti-structure is not 
“revolution”, rather it ultimately affirms structure, but its mercurial mode allows for innovation and 
change to enter existing structures in a controlled manner. I have mentioned carnival—it is one such anti-
structure. Without a known structure, the reversals of carnival would not be meaningful or even possible. 

Anti-structures exhibit three main elements: the danger of symbolic ambiguity which occasions them, 
and the liminality and communitas which defines them.629 Picking up on these elements, we realize that the 
miasmatic state of Ancient Greek death constitutes such an anti-structure. The dangerous ambiquity of the 
dead body makes the oikos enter a liminal realm. Communitas—the effacement of differences between 
those taking part630—is effected by the occasion: the why we are here. No-one forgets the differentiating 
orders of structure existing outside, but death turns all present into surviving kin more than anything else, 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
624 Parker 1996, 36. 
625 Parker 1996, 4. 
626 Parker 1996, 5-9. 
627 Deflem 1991 offers a systematic overview of Turner’s work.  
628 Turner 1974, 272-273. 
629 Turner 1974, 273: “… concepts of liminality and communitas define what I mean by antistructure. Liminality—a term 
borrowed from van Gennep’s formulation of the processual structure of ritual in Les Rites de passage—occurs in the middle phase 
of the rites of passage which mark changes in an individual’s or a group’s social status and/or cultural or psychological state in 
many societies past and present.”  
630 Turner 1974, 274: “In liminality, communitas tends to characterize relationships between those jointly undergoing ritual 
transition. The bonds of communitas are anti-structural in the sense that they are undifferentiated, equalitarian, direct, extant, 
nonrational, existential, I-Thou (in Feuerbach’s and Buber’s sense) relationships.”  
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and in this sense an effacement of differences is felt because the dangerous ambivalence of the dead body 
is allowed to permeate the entire oikos through the regulations defining the miasmatic state. 
 

This aspect of danger requiring control is reflected in the paradox that in liminality extreme 
authority of elders over juniors often coexists with scenes and episodes indicative of the 
utmost behavioral freedom and speculative license.631 
 

Thus, in an anti-structure, the authority of structure is indeed remembered and respected but it is called 
upon to authorize exceptions to itself. 
 
Δ.4.3. Iconoclasms of the Devoted 
 
Our errand is to explain the beheading of the Lefkandi Kheiron: the where, when, and why. Regarding 
why, previous readings have viewed the beheading as an aggressive act to serve apotropaic ends, or 
relegated it to accident. As to where and when accounts are vague: by accident at the owner’s house or at a 
sanctuary before the burials, or with an ill-defined sacrificial or apotropaic intention at the cemetery just 
before deposit.632 These suggestions are not incorrect, but they are thin because neither manages to equip 
the beheading with rich and credible contextual significance. 

I believe that such a contextual significance is available, namely that the beheading was an act of 
didactic disenchantment.633 This kind of disenchantment must not be confused with secularization—it is 
quite the opposite: it aims to strengthen faith. Its context is often rituals of maturation, and its theme the 
representation of the sacred. Pertinent examples may be drawn from anthroplogy: 
 The Piaroa tribe of the Orinoco basin believe that they live in a second cosmos, “the today time”, and 
that illnesses are caused by events which once occurred in the first cosmos: “the before time” of the 
creator gods. To effect a cure, the Piaroa shaman sings in a mode called “before talk”. The song is in part 
an exegesis of events in “before time”, which explains the illness and cures the patient in “today time”. 
The allusive and playful style of “before talk” is encouraged in Piaroa children, but there comes a day 
when their way of imitating “before talk” is solemnly declared to be false—the lesson being that the only 
valid “before talk” is that of initiated shamans.634 
 Among the Hopi of Southwest North America, children come to know and expect visits and gifts from 
the kachina gods. Throughout childhood, the children are carefully monitored so as never to see the 
kachina without masks, nor ever see a mask lying about unworn. Eventually, the day arrives for the 
children to be initiated into the kachina cult. Ceremonies go on for days during which the children are 
exposed to the kachinas in a variety of ways: the kachinas frighten them, whip them even, but they also 
dance for them, and relate to them secret stories about the origin of the kachinas. On the last night the 
children are assembled inside a semi-subterranean ritual structure, a kiva. They are told that they will 
witness a kachina dance—by now a wholly familiar event. Outside the noise of the kachinas approaching 
is heard coming ever closer, but as the gods step over the threshold none of them are wearing masks. At 
this instant, the children realize that the kachinas are simply familiar members of the tribe impersonating 
the gods. The experience is distressing, and many children cry from fright and disillusion.635 But the shock 
does not effect disbelief in the gods, instead it propels the mind toward mature belief, and ensures that the 
young adult begins anew in a state of quest: 
 

Necessarily, they begin their religious life in a state of serious reflection and in quest of an 
understanding of the sacred profound enough to sustain their new life. There is tremendous 
incentive for the children to listen even more carefully to the stories of the old people and to 
participate in the ceremonies with a new seriousness.636 
 

Other examples are readily found: Among the Ndembu in Central Africa, initiation into the healing cult 
Kavula includes the sudden command to unsuspecting initiates that they must beat to death an image of 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
631 Turner 1974, 273. 
632 See above Parts Δ.2.1.1-4 for a review of earlier interpretations. 
633 On this topic, the work of Gill 1987 and 1989 provides the best introduction. 
634 Overing 1990, esp. 607-609, 612. I offer this example of spoken word to show that representation as such is at stake, not solely 
iconography but any form of human rendering of the sacred and divine. 
635 Gill 1989, 109-111. 
636 Gill 1989, 111. 
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the healing spirit.637 In Australia, the Wiradthuri tribes intiate boys into manhood with similar methods of 
deception and shock.638 In all these cases extraordinary acts of disenchantment take place out of place, in a 
location set apart: among the Hopi inside a purpose-built kiva, among the Ndembu and Wiradthuri in 
secluded areas beyond the settlement proper. 

In Ancient Greece, the most striking example of disenchantment effects I can think of are found in the 
Daidala festival at Plataia in Boeotia. Here, the divine image in the form of a log of wood was taken out of 
its sanctuary, carried in procession, and burnt. The crude wooden image was treated as if dead: the log was 
washed, dressed in finery, then carried up a mountain to meet its fiery end. We need not even consult the 
etiology behind the festival to appreciate its iconoclastic didacticism. The treatment of the log manages to 
hold within itself all the paradoxes of representations of the sacred. By treating the log as someone dead, 
the Plataians implicitly declared that it had once indeed been alive and embodied a divine presence, but by 
burning it they proclaimed that it was just an image which had to be replaced.639 

My reasons for providing these examples should be apparent: mocking or destroying sacred images 
need not be acts of irreverence or apotropaic aggression, but acts of reverence aiming to instil maturity of 
faith. What these acts of iconoclasm teach, is that the sacred is not identical to its image. Such acts require 
an exceptional space, not necessarily a space actually built, but a space subject to specific regulations and 
safe for the purpose. Just like a festival was mounted to frame the burning of sacred images in Plataia, so 
could the regulated space surrounding Dark Age death have served to make appropriate the beheading of 
the Kheiron figurine. 

In sum, we must not restrict our field of vision to the cemetery when we try to make sense of the 
beheading of the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine. If I prefer to place the event at the oikos rather than during 
the ekphora, it is simply because it seems more practical. In principle, the miasmatic state enveloping the 
care and transport of the dead allowed for such an act of willful iconoclasm anywhere en route. 

 
Consider once again our clay Kheiron of Lefkandi: he is a revered tutor and maker of lifelike images. His 
is a circle of initiation within which questions of representation and iconoclastic disenchantment must 
arise almost by necessity. Consider again Kheiron’s making of a phantom image of Aktaion: the episode is 
in itself a piece of disenchantment because no-one but the dogs are fooled by the image—not Artemis, not 
the mythmakers, not the audiences. 

The suggestion that the beheading may have taken place at the house of death does not contradict the 
accompanying hypothesis that the figurine was regarded as a container of life force. Similarly, proposing 
that the beheading was an act of didactic disenchantment does not deny that it also had other dimensions 
of significance. It was, no doubt, also a striking act of ostentatious lament. 

Thus, for my endnote I offer the image of an unknown member of the Toumba clan who, driven by 
grief, devotion, and didactic zeal, called upon Kheiron’s powers as a healer and image maker to accept the 
destruction of his own image. All in order to pass on to startled witnesses this lesson: that a clay image of 
Kheiron may reveal him to us, make him stay with us even, for a while, but it may never encompass or 
exhaust his reality.640 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
637 Turner 1975, esp.105-113; also Douglas 2001, 176-177; and Gill 1989, 107-109. 
638 Gill 1989, 111-113. 
639 Paus. 9.3.3-8; COB [1], 242-250; Burkert 1979, esp.129-134; Burkert 1985, esp. 63, 108, 135; On the Mycenaean roots for 
these cults, see Schachter 2000, esp. 12-15. 
640 Paraphrasing Gill 1989, 119: “… that the sacred symbols can reveal the sacred without ever exhausting its reality”. 





  

Summary 
 
This study took for its starting point the proposition that the Lefkandi Kentaur is an image of Kheiron. 
Drawing on Clifford Geertz’ ideal of thick description, I ventured to equip the figurine with a credible 
Dark Age context. My stated aim was to articulate a detailed and firmly chronotopical narrative explaining 
the figurine’s presence in 10th C. Lefkandi. I affirmed the need for imaginitive speculation, and I argued 
that such speculation is valid if bound by rules of coherence and correspondence to sources. 
 
Investigating early Kentaur mythology and iconology, I posited a division between the tribal and healer 
strain of the myths, the former covering myths about the tribe, the latter about Kheiron. From both strains 
were extracted broadly thematic tenets of early Kentauriana which subsequently could inform the reading 
of the Lefkandi Kentaur. 

1. The Kentaurs’ role as estranged kin creates the ambiguity of the first Kentaur images. The Kentaurs 
were once friendly to man. Now they are not simply hostile, nor simply friendly, rather they are man’s 
desired partners in transcendental strife. Specifically, they personify the trial of death. Strife, trial, ordeal, 
were are all associated with healing, and in the myths Kheiron explicitly embodied healing and death as an 
ordeal. In addition he possessed an unbounded lifeforce which he gave away. 

2. The healer strain of the myths show or suggest that the women of all ages in Kheiron’s cave are his 
aides. These women are implicitly (Philyra, Kharikhlo, Endeis, Makris) and explicitly (“the most hallowed 
daughters”) assisting in Kheiron’s fostering of his pupils. This assistance is in some sense didactic and not 
confined to the physical act of nursing. 

3. From the remains of the Precepts of Kheiron and other fragments, a surprisingly detailed curriculum 
for Kheironian teaching may be retrieved: Kheiron’s skills included healing for man and horse (manual, 
vocal, herbal, surgical), blood sacrifice, oaths, hunting, sky divination, and the making of living eidōla. 

4. Once Kheiron had parted with his knowledge, it was often transmitted through time in filial chains. 
5. The earliest Kheironiana is firmly placed in the Dark Age, but the Linear B archives holds faint 

echoes suggesting that Euboean Kheironiana may have a Bronze Age pedigree. 
 
Turning to Lefkandi, I sketched the chronotope under investigation: the Dark Age saw a reshaping of the 
Euboean ethnos. Local Kheironiana was shown to be entwined with ethno-mythologies about the tribe of 
Abantes and the Euboean Kouretes. An inspection of the the Lefkandi Kheiron yielded that the figurine 
indeed attests to this entwinement, and to Lefkandi’s unique Oriental awareness and outlook. 
 6. In the latter half of the 11th C., Lefkandi saw a return of oikoi whose ancestors had abandoned the 
site two to three generations before. They brought with them Oriental experiences and goods, most likely 
from Cyprus. In exile, these returnees had canonized amongst themselves myths about Kheiron and about 
their old homeland—the island of Abantis. Once re-settled in Lefkandi, the Returnees further elaborated  
these myths when they shaped their own image as descendants of the Abantes and of the Kouretes. 
 7. The figurine is a double portrait of Kheiron and a masked Euboean Kourete impersonating Kheiron. 
The figurine thus stores and affirms a double bond: the twofold allegiance of the Euboean Kouretes—the 
“Sons of Kronos”—to Zeus and to Kheiron. Further, attributes shared between Kheiron, the Kouretes, and 
the Abantes, combine to equip the figurine with an Abantic dimension of idealized warcraft, signalled by 
the figurine’s armour and hair. 
 8. The figurine was a living eidōlon storing Kheiron’s wisdom and protective power. It was brought to 
life by a magico-ritualistic piercing of its left leg. The tool used was mytho-talismanic and not part of the 
Artist’s common toolbox. Most likely, this was drawn from the soils of Lefkandi itself and was regarded 
as a proxy for, or as identical with, an arrow once shot by Herakles. When pierced, Kheiron himself as an 
image-maker was probably called-upon and asked to inhabit the figurine.  
 
In the final part I reviewed the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine not as an inert symbolic storage, but as a kind of 
actor. My aim was to firmly situate the figurine in its own time next to its makers and devotees. 
 9. The figurine was a didactic and protective aid to a local Kherionian master and tutor—by me 
dubbed a Kheironax—buried in Toumba Tomb T3. 
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10. The figurine’s final depositing was divided and shared between the Kheironax in T3 and a Pupil in 
T1. Though the causes of death are unknown, their deaths were (near) simultaneous. 
 11. The combined assemblages of tombs T1 and T3 hold items which were used by the Kheironax in 
his training and daily tekhne: a bowl and scoop, and an iron knife—all of which may be credibly mapped 
to Kheironian topics. 
 12. The Pupil of T1 was most likely a boy, but both the myths and the realia on the ground at Toumba, 
deny us ruling out the possibility that the Pupil may have been a girl. 

13. The Kheironax had made, or did himself make, the figurine as a didactic and protective aid. As a 
didactic aid the figurine was the object of initiatory ekphrasis for the instruction of the Pupil of T1. As a 
protective aid the figurine stored the authority of the Kheironax in his work as the community’s healer, 
diviner, and arbiter. As such, the figurine was the recipient of offerings and prayer. 
 14. The beheading and depositing of the Lefkandi Kheiron figurine hold several layers of significance. 
Manifestly, it was an act of ostentatious lament and a service for the dead: the figurine stored Kheiron’s 
lifeforce and the beheading opened the figurine to infuse tombs T1 and T3 with the transmortem vitality 
contained in it. Symbolically, the beheading was an act of didactic disenchantment. Kheiron as an image-
maker was called-upon to allow the destruction of his own image, in order to pass on the lesson that 
“departed Kheiron” can never be identical to his perishable eidōlon. 
 15. There are tenuous but suggestive traces of a legacy of the Kheironax. The layout of the tomb group 
founded by his tomb, possibly according to very specific notions about matrilineality, may attest to a real 
variant of an initiatory knowledge chain of the Kheironian precepta—as described by the myths and later 
reported from 3rd C. Magnesia. 
 

*** 
 
I set out from an uncontroversial but thin proposition: that the Lefkandi Kentaur is an image of Kheiron. I 
ventured that if this proposition could be enriched through a coherent narrative credibly corresponding to 
sources, then something would have been achieved. Then we would, not unlike Odysseus, return altered. 

The Lefkandi Kheiron has spawned an essay more sprawling than I anticipated much because sources 
proved more numerous and far richer than I imagined before case. I have laid out innumerable conjectural 
chains, some of them perhaps too long, but for each one I have tried to ensure that it begins with sources, 
and never to allow a single line of inquiry to carry my conclusions. 

What has been done is an ekphrasis of sorts. I have produced an awful lot of words about a silent thing 
made of clay, confident that what I say indeed explains something about said silent thing made of clay. 
Any success must spring from the ways I have crafted and convinced, both of which only the reader can 
be the final judge. I can only hope that the example of departed Kheiron, to be deep-thinking and gentle-
handed,641 in some way has rubbed-off on the work. However that may be, I have now returned and the 
work is out of my hands. 
 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
641 Pind. Nem. 3.53-55. 
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MAP 1. EUBOEA* 
 

 
 
1 Lefkandi | 2 Eretria | 3 Amaryntos | 4 Mt. Olumpos | 5 Khalkis | 6 Aulis | 7+ Zarex | 8+ Karystos | 9 Thebes | 10 
Athens. The sign + indicates that the toponym also occurs in the genealogical line of Kheiron—see Table 4. 
 
 
 
 
* Drawn using as base layer “Greece: Large Topographic Basemap” by user: Future Perfect at Sunrise at Wikipedia Commons. 
License: Public domain. URL [2014.09.08]: >http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Greece_large_topographic_basemap.svg< 
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MAP 2. LEFKANDI XEROPOLIS AND THE CEMETERIES* 
 

 
 
 
 
* Drawn using as base layer a satellite image from Google Maps. 
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TABLE 1. CHRONOLOGY SCHEMES* 
 
I Mycenaean II Central Greece III Lefkandi LK IV Cyprus V Crete  
       
LH IIIB < <  LC II [^ 1450] LM IIIB 1300 
Late Helladic IIIB    Late Cypriot II   
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
LH IIIC < <  LC III LM IIIC 1200 
Late Helladic IIIC    Late Cypriot III   
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
SMyc < <    1100 
Sub-Mycenaean       
       
     - - - - - - - - -  
     SMin  
 EPG LefEPG  CypGI Sub-Minoan  
 Early    Cypro-Geometric I   
 Protogeometric      
       
       
 MPG LefMPG    1000 
 Middle       
 Protogeometric      
       
       
 LPG LefLPG  CypGII   
 Late      
 Protogeometric      
       
   LK    
 EG LefSPG   CrePG 900 
 Early Geometric Sub-Protogeometric     
  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -     
  Phase 2     
       
 MG - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  CypGIII   
 Middle Geometric Phase  3     
       
       
       
     CreMG 800 
       
       
       
       
 LG LefLG  CypAI CreLG  
 Late Geometric   Cypro-Archaic I   
       
       
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Columns I, II, and V, drawn from Dickinson 1994, 18-19, fig. 1.3 and Idem 2006, 23, fig. 1.1; Column III from Lefkandi [I:2], 
“Chronology” table in list of “Abbreviations” (n.pag.), and 355-369; Column LK = Approximate window of life for the Lefkandi 
Kentaur Figurine from its making to its depositing, c. 925-875; Column IV drawn from Karageorghis 2000, XII-XIII; and Iacovou 
2008, 626, table 1. 
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TABLE 2. LEFKANDI CHRONOLOGY* 
 

 I Ceramic II Cemeteries III Context & Events IV Settlement 
  EA PE SK TO TO House LK < Comments > XEROPOLIS 

1200 LH IIIC         

        > Large “refugee” settlement Phase 1 

        on entire plateau.  

          

        > Major destruction and rebuilding. >DESTRUCTION< 

         Phase 2 

          

        > Partial destructions and repair. >DESTRUCTIONS< 

        > Population decline. Phase 3 

          

1100 SMyc       < Skoubris cemetery incepted. ?ABANDONMENT 

        Its population most likely new  

        arrivals in the area.  

          

        > Region 1 PG ”Megaron” built  

 EPG       on LH IIIC predecessor.  

        > “Ritual- Industrial” zone in use  

        (Region 2 Structures A, B, C)  

        in part on LH IIIC foundations. ?RETURNS 

      House  < Burials in TO House.  

1000 MPG     Tumulus  < House covered by tumulus.  

        < TO Kentaur Tombs Cluster  

        founded with Tomb 12b.  

          

          

 LPG         

          

          

        > Bronze tripod moulds deposit.  

       LK   

900 SPG         

 Phase 1         

 - - - - - -         

 Phase 2         

 - - - - - -         

 Phase 3         

          

        < Use of cemeteries end. No  

        trace of continued activity with  

        the tumulus as focal point.  

800          

          

          

          

          

 LG         

          

          

          

          

700        > Settlement abandoned.  

          

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Column I: The prefix “Lef-“ is here excluded for each period. For comparisons between the Lefkandi and Central Greece and 
Attic ceramic sequences, see Table 1; Column II shows period of use for the cemeteries EA = East (Khaliotis), PE = Perivolia, SK 
= Skoubris, TO = Toumba; Column III: TO House = Toumba House; LK = Approximate window of life for the Lefkandi Kentaur 
Figurine; Column IV: Darker / lighter grey = more / less remains found from settlement. Sources are those indicated for Table 1; 
and the historical synthesis in Lefkandi [I:2], 355-369; and the developing interpretations found in AR [51-56, 58]. 
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TABLE 3. KNOWLEDGE CHAINS, KINSHIP, AND THE ARGO* 
 
MYTH 
 
Names in bold originate a filial knowledge chain. An arrow  prefixes a note if the originator has a significant kinship relation to 
Kheiron. Asterisks indicate a son * or grandson ** of the originator. Three dots … indicate that transmission of knowledge does not 
follow kinship lines. [A] in superscript indicates that the name occurs in crew lists of the Argo. 
 
 

Kheiron 
 Apollon (twin brother of Artemis)  Kheiron is his paternal uncle1 
  * Aristaios(1)2 
   ** Aktaion 
  * Asklepios[A]3 
    ** Makhaon < twin brothers > ** Podaleirios 
  

Kheiron + Kharikhlo and their daughter Endeis—mother of Peleus4  
 Peleus[A]  Kheiron is his maternal grand-father and paternal grand uncle5 
  * Akhilleus6 
   … Patroklos7   

Kheiron + Kharikhlo and their daughters, and Kheiron’s mother Philyra8 
 Iason[A]9 
  * Medos 
  

Kheiron 
 [ Menoitios[A] ] 
  * Patroklos10 
  

Kheiron 
 [ ? Artemis (twin sister of Apollon)  Kheiron is her paternal or maternal uncle11 ]
 
 

HISTORY 
 

[In Demetrias at the foot of Mount Pelion:] “Among the townspeople these remedies are 
known only within a single clan sprung from Kheiron. The father passes them on to the son, 
and so the remedies are kept secret. […] Those who know may not help the afflicted for 
payment, but only do so without charge.”12 

 
 
 
* The Myth-section illustrates how those in possession of Kheiron’s knowledge are related. It does not represent the concrete way 
in which knowledge was passed on. Not every father acted as teacher to pass on the tradition to his son, instead he placed the son 
in Kheiron’s care—so Peleus with Akhilleus, both of whom were taught by Kheiron himself. For general genealogy I rely on 
Parada:GGGM and Parada:GML; for crew lists of the Argo, see Parada:GML [Argonauts]. 
1 As for example in Pind. Pyth. 9. 
2 Aristaios-to-Aktaion: Apoll. Rhod. 2.502-506; Apollod. Bibl. 3.30; For the Euboean Aristaios, see Table 4. 
3 Asklepios-to-Makhaon+Podaleirios: Hom. Il. 2.732, 4.217-219; Apollod. Bibl. 3.119; Apollod. Epit. 4.5.8. 
4 Endeis as daughter of Kheiron, Hyg. Fab. 14; and Kharikhlo caring for Akhilleus, Apoll. Rhod. 1.554-558. 
5 Peleus’ father Aiakos was Zeus’ son, and the mother Endeis was Kheiron’s daughter (in other words Peleus’ parents were first 
cousins). One would not be surprised to find tradition casting Aiakos as a nephew-pupil of Kheiron, but I have not found any 
mentioning of this in the sources. 
6 Peleus-to-Akhilleus: Apollod. Bibl. 3.172, also West 1966, 430 with sources. 
7 Akhilleus-to-Patroklos: Hom. Il. 11.827-832. 
8 Pind. Pyth. 4.102-104 have Iason list all women in Kheiron’s cave when describing his experience on Pelion. 
9 Iason-to-Medos: Hes. Theog.  997-1002; Apoll. Rhod. 1.30-34; Scholia on Pindaros, see Most 2007,  99, #36 (citing Schol. Pind. 
Nem. 3.92. III p. 56.1 Drachmann). 
10 Menoitios-to-Patroklos: As far as I am aware Menoitios is not explicitly mentioned as Kheiron’s pupil, but he was received by 
Peleus, hence drawn into the circle of Kheiron, and later joined Peleus on the Argo. That Patroklos had Kheironic knowledge was 
known in the Early Archaic, see n. 7 above. In Valerius Flaccus’ Argonautica 1.407 Patroklos is taught by Kheiron together with 
Akhilleus, and the same is suggested by Stat. Achil. 1.175. It is likely that Menoitios too, like his fellow Argonauts Peleus and 
Iason, was thought of as having been trained by Kheiron. 
11 Artemis is the daughter of Zeus (Kheiron’s brother) and Leto, or according to Arcadian tradition reported by Paus. 8.37.6 she is 
the daughter of Demeter (Kheiron’s sister) and an unknown father: “[The Arkadians say—] that Artemis was the daughter, not of 
Leto but of Demeter, which is the Egyptian account…”—trans. Jones & Ormerod 1919; Though she is not an originator of a filial 
knowledge chain, Artemis is included here for reasons elaborated in Part Δ.3.2.1. 
12 Herakl. 2.12 = FHG 2:F.60 (12) = Pfister 1951, 91, II:12—my translation from the latter. This is the only source I am aware of 
reporting on a non-mythic Kheironian knowledge chain. 
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TABLE 4. EUBOEAN KNOWLEDGE CHAINS AND MYTHO-ETHNOGRAPHY* 
 
Asterisks indicate a child *, grandchild **, or great grandchild *** of originators rendered in bold case. Note the difference from 
Table 3: Here Kheiron the originator of the filial chains. The superscript [E] indicates that the name is also eponymic for a place on 
Euboea, or for the island itself—see Map 1. 
 
 

MYTH 
Kheironiana 
 
Kheiron + Kharikhlo 
 * Aristaios(2)1 
  ** Makris[E]2 
  ** Aktaion 
 * Karystos[E]3 

  ** Aristaios(2)1    
   *** Makris[E]2 
   *** Aktaion  
  ** Zarex[E]4  
 

 

< LINKS > 
 

 
< Kronos > 
< Zeus > 

< Dionysos > 
< Kourotrophy > 

< Skills and Crafts > 
< Places > 

 

MYTH 
Origins & Ethnography 
 
Sokos5 + Kombe[E]6 
 * First Kouretes7 
  ** Abantes[E]8 
 

 

HISTORY 
 

< Post-Abantic Euboean tribes regarding themselves as offspring 
of the first Kouretes-Abantes and as “Sons of Kronos”9 > 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* This table shows how Euboeans entwined three strands of myth: 1) Kheironiana, 2) the protecting of the infant Zeus by the 
Kouretes, and 3) local myths of origin. The center column lists the topical overlaps of the entwinement: <Kronos> and Sokos are 
alike: both maltreat their offspring and must be killed for their children to flourish. Kronos is father of both Zeus and Kheiron. 
<Zeus> is brother of Kheiron, and so are the Kouretes as “Sons of Kronos.” As an infant <Dionysos> was cared for by Makris and 
the Euboean Kouretes—see notes 2 and 7. <Kourotrophy> Nursing children links Kheiron and Makris to the Euboean Kouretes. 
<Skills and Crafts> Aristaios and Karystos have Kheiron’s skills, but also skills of husbandry. In the ethnic narrative these same 
skills are embodied by the Kouretes. <Places> See Map 1: Euboeans draw toponyms from Kheironiana. Karystos is attested in 
Linear B. Others, like Zarex, are considered old on linguistic grounds. 
1 Aristaios son of Kheiron or of Karystos. This is the Euboean and Theban Aristaios(2), distinguished from Aristaios(1) in Table 
3. This Aristaios(2) is the “long-haired” in Hes. Theog. 977 and his qualities are a blend of Kheironian wisdom and husbandry. He 
is linked with hunting, healing, prophecy, herding sheep, making cheese, and with the discovery of olive oil and honey, the last 
trait extended to his daughter Makris—a honey nymph. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 169:6-9; BNP [Aristaeus]. 
2 Makris daughter of Aristeios. A nymph who nursed Dionysos in a cave on Euboea. Apoll. Rhod. 4.1128-1138. According to 
Strabon 10.1.2. she was the eponym for the entire island which was variously called Makris or Abantis. 
3 Karystos son of Kheiron. Eponym for town on Euboea’s southern cape. Toponym attested in Linear B from Thebes as KA-RU-TO. 
Also in the Iliad’s catalogue of ships. Hom. Il. 2.536-539; Schol. Pind. Pyth. 4.181-182; Schol. Lycoph. 580; Eustathius. Hom 
1.431-432; Steph. Byz. Ethnica 362.13-14; Del Freo 2009, 42, 47; Palaima 2011. 
4 Zarex son of Karystos. Eponym for a Euboean mountain peak, settlement, and tribal district (deme). Schol. Lycoph. 373; 580; 
Wallace 1947, esp. 131 fig. 1, 138; Knoepfler 1995, esp. 38-39; Ducrey et al. 2005, esp. 115 fig. 1, 116; AR [61], 69, fig. 93.  
5 Sokos is an obscure Euboean god of Titanic stock. He fathered the first Kouretes but banished them to exile. Only after his 
death, the Kouretes could return to Euboea. Nonn. D. 13.135-154; Hsch. Σ.3114. 
6 The nymph Kombe was also called Khalkis and was thus the eponym for the Euboean town. BNP [Combe]. 
7 The Euboean Kouretes were exiled to Crete where they came to protect the infant Zeus. Later Zeus appointed them and Makris 
(note 2) to do the same for his son Dionysos in a cave on Euboea. To the Euboean Kouretes are linked many skills identical to 
those of Aristaios (note 1), and they were the first among Greeks to make and wear bronze armour. Strabon 10.3.1, 10.3.6, 10.3.19 
attests to several usurpations of the myth of these protectors of the Zeus child and its conflation with migration narratives, one of 
which is this Euboean version. Also Bakhuizen 1976, 59, #4; BNP [Curetes]; OCD [Curetes]; Parada:GML [Corybantes]. 
8 In the distant past the tribe of Abantes settled on Euboea, having migrated there from Thrace via Phokis. Citing the Euboean 
historian Arkhemakhos, Strabon 10.3.6 attests to the mytho-historical conflation of the Abantes with the Kouretes. Compare note 
2: the island’s ancient names—Makris and Abantis—together evoke the local episode of caring for the Dionysos child in which 
Makris cooperated with the Kouretes-Abantes. 
9 Strabon 10.3.19. 
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TABLE 5. KHEIRŌNOS YPOTHĒKAI | PRECEPTS OF KHEIRON* 
 
QUOTES 

 
1. They attribute to Hesiodos The Precepts of Kheiron of which this is the beginning: 

 
NOW NOTE WELL ALL THESE THINGS IN YOUR PRUDENT SPIRIT: FIRST, 
WHENEVER YOU COME HOME, MAKE A BEAUTIFUL SACRIFICE TO THE 
ETERNALLY LIVING GODS. 

 
2. DECIDE NO SUIT UNTIL YOU HAVE HEARD BOTH SIDES SPEAK. 

 
3. Hesiodos thinks that with the lapse of certain periods of years the end comes even to the demigods; 

for, speaking in the person of the Naiad, he indirectly suggests the length of time with these words: 
 

NINE GENERATIONS LONG IS THE LIFE OF THE CROW AND HIS CAWING, 
NINE GENERATIONS OF VIGOROUS MEN. LIVES OF FOUR CROWS TOGETHER 
EQUAL THE LIFE OF A STAG, AND THREE STAGS THE OLD AGE OF A RAVEN; 
NINE OF THE LIVES OF THE RAVEN THE LIFE OF THE PHOENIX DOTH EQUAL; 
TEN OF THE PHOENIX WE NYMPHS, FAIR DAUGHTERS OF ZEUS OF THE AEGIS. 

 
4. The ancients say “restorer”, not “mender”. The word “to mend” occurs one time in Aristophanes’ 

The Banqueters, when he is making fun of Hesiodos’ Precepts “AND MEND A SIEVE”. But you 
should say “restore” the cloak. 
 

 
REPORTS 
 

5. Hermippos of Beirut calls the kentaur Kheiron wise. Referring to him the author of the 
Titanomakhia too says that he first led the human race to righteousness by instructing them in oath-
taking and cheerful sacrifices and the patterns of Olympus.  

 
6. Hesiodos wrote […] the Precepts of Kheiron for the instruction of Akhilleus. 

 
7.  Some people thought that children should not be taught the alphabet until they were seven years old, 

since that is the age first able both to understand studies and to endure toil. Many who lived before 
the grammarian Aristophanes report that Hesiodos was of this opinion, for [Aristophanes] was the 
first to assert that Ypothēkas, in which this is found written, are not by this poet. 

 
8. Kheiron—A kentaur. The one who first discovered medical treatment with plants. He wrote 

Precepts, an epic poem created for Akhilleus, also Horse-Medicine, hence his name “Kentaur”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* In the Quotes section the lines preserved from the Precepts are rendered IN CAPS. The lists of Most 2007 (Mo) and Evelyn-White 
1914 (EW) are not identical why I suffix each note to indicate whether one or both of them count the passage as belonging to the 
Precepts. On this kind of wisdom literature, see West 1978, 3-27; and Kurke 1990. 
1 Trans. Most 2007, 297, #218 = Schol. Pind. Pyth. 6.20 = Hes. fr. 283; The traditional format of this kind of gnome had three 
parts, requiring honors be bestowed to gods, parents, and friends and guests, of which only the first part is preserved here. Cf. 
Pind. Pyth. 6.19-27; Kurke 1990, 89, n. 20, 100-101, n. 67. | Mo+EW. 
2 Trans. Evelyn-White 1914, 73 = Plut. Mor. 1034E = Hes. fr. 338. | EW. 
3 Trans. Babbitt et al. 1927, 381 = Plut. Mor. 415C. | EW. 
4 Trans. Most 2007, 297, #219 = Phrynicus Eclog. 64 = Hes. fr. 284. With slight modifications | Mo. 
5 Trans. West 2003, 231-233 = Clem. Strom. 1.73.3. The righteousness spoken of is the Greek dikaios—an attribute of Kheiron’s 
in Hom. Il.11.832: dikaiotatos Kentaurōn—“the most just of the Kentaurs”. 
6 Trans. Jones & Ormerod 1918 = Paus. 9.31.5. With slight modifications. 
7 Trans. Most 2007, 299, #220 = Quint. Inst. 1.1.15. With slight modifications. 
8 Trans. from SOL [Χείρων: chi,267] = Souda. With slight modifications. 
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FIGURE 1. LEFKANDI TOUMBA: OVERVIEW WITH KENTAUR TOMBS CLUSTER 
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FIGURE 2. LEFKANDI TOUMBA: TOMBS MENTIONED IN THE TEXT* 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Figs. 1 and 2 drawn using as map layer Lefkandi [III], pl. 4. 
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FIGURE 3. LEFKANDI TOUMBA: THE KENTAUR TOMBS CLUSTER* 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Fig. 3 drawn using as map layer Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 79. 
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FIGURE 3—DESCRIPTION* 
 
 
 
 
 
Tomb II Ceramic III Shorthand Notes 
  Type / Age / Gender

  
T12b MPG INH / A / ? Shaft first laid out free. Later re-used in T12a. 

 
T12a LPG CRE / ? / ? T12a added as an upper mudbrick compartment inside the shaft of 12b. 

 
T1 LPG CRE / ?C / ? Shaft first laid out free. Later partly cut into and overlaid by T5 and T11. 

 
T3[B] LPG CRE / ?A / ? Shaft first laid out free. Later overlaid by T15 and T13. 

 
T7 LPG ?INH / A / ? Shaft partly cut into and destroying the empty T8. Human remains very 

fragmentary, but the elongated shape of the shaft suggested a possible inhumation 
to excavators. Compare the long shaft for INH in T12b. 
 

T14 LPG CRE / A / M+F T14 contained a double cremation in two urns. Shaft partly cut into and destroying 
the empty T6, suggesting the latter is of earlier date.  
 

T15[B] SPG1 CRE / C / ? Shallow shaft partly cut into shaft T3. T15 was later overlaid by T13. 
 

T2 SPG1-2 CRE / A / ? Shallow shaft partly cut into fill of the empty shaft of T11 and the empty mudbrick 
cist of T6. Sequence uncertain. 
 

T4 SPG2 CRE / A / ?F Probably mudbrick cist but its walls was not preserved. Contents found as surface 
deposits on rock base. 
 

T5 SPG2 CRE / C / ? Shaft partly cut into earth fill of T14. 
 

T13[B] SPG2 CRE / C / ? Mudbrick cist on top of T15. 
 

 
—Empty and undateable— 

 

 

T6 (Empty)  Date probably earlier than T14. See above T14. 
T8 (Empty)   
T9 ?   
T10 (Not a tomb)   
T11 (Empty)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Column I: The letter [B] in superscript indicates that the tomb belongs to the Body Group. All other tombs belong to the Head 
Group; Column II: The prefix “Lef-“ is here excluded for each period. For the ceramic sequences of Lefkandi, Central Greece, 
and Attica, see Table 1; Column III: Type INH = Inhumation, CRE = Cremation, Age A = Adult, C = Child, Gender F = Female, 
M = Male. Information drawn from Lefkandi [I:2] 168-177, appendix A; Lefkandi [III], tables 2, 3, and “Coloured Chronological 
Plan of the Burials” (End piece). Note: Dating of the tombs derive from the updated tables in Lefkandi [III]. 
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FIGURE 4. LEFKANDI TOUMBA: TOMB T1* 
 

 
 
 
Pottery 
 

 
1. Trefoil oinochoe with high handle. H. 35.5 with handle. Wheel-made. 
2. Bowl. H. 5.5. Handmade. Two opposed string holes below rim. Three incised swastikas, and one 

stroke of an uncompleted fourth. Handmade. 
3. Dipper. H. 4.3 with handle. Handmade. 
4. Lekythos. H. 8.5. Wheel-made. 
 

Terracotta 5. Head of kentaur. Solid core. Found face up beside oinochoe (#1 above) inside cist. 
 

Gold 
 

6. Two earrings. Ø 1. Pointed thin ends, flattened thick ends. Both coiled—the one in opposite 
direction to the other. 

 
Bronze  
 

7. Two bracelets. Ø 5. Both uncoiled. Undecorated. Plain terminals. 
8. Two arched fibulas with asymmetric swollen bows. 
 

Faience 
 

9. Necklace of 293 disk beads. Single disks, except: 28 double, 5 triple, and one cylindrical. When 
strung, surviving beads make a necklace of L. 46.5. 

10. One larger, melon-shaped, bead. May have belonged to the necklace of discs (#9 above). 
 

Glass 
 

11. Bead fragments with string holes. May have belonged to the necklace of discs (#9 above). 
(Not illustrated.) 

 
 
* Drawn after Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 157, 168-170, 216; and Lefkandi [I:2] 168-169. Ø = Diameter, H = Height, L = Length. 
Measurements in cm. For purposes of illustration only. Objects are not shown in common scale. 
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FIGURE 5. LEFKANDI TOUMBA: TOMB T3* 
 

 
 
 
Pottery 
 

 
1. Five lekythoi, all wheel-made: i. H. 13.3; ii. 13.7; iii. 8.6; iv. 8; v. 8.6. 

 
Terracotta 2. Animal rhyton . H. 14. L. 21. Missing: loop handle on top, ears, end of nose, end of legs. Three of 

the leg stumps smoothed flat. Scratches on underside of belly. Body a hollow wheel-made cylinder. 
Spout pierced through mouth, communicating through neck with hollow body. Square cut-out from 
top of body 

3. Kentaur body. H. 36. L. 26. Found on top of covering slabs. (Not illustrated.) 
 

Gold 
 

Attachments, both made of thin sheet gold. Tiny holes for fastening on each. 
4. Attachment. H. 5.2, with straps 9.4. Triangles. 
5. Attachment. H. 4.6, with straps 8.2. Zigzags on each side of vertical line. 

 
Bronze  6. Arched fibula with asymmetric swollen bow. 

 
Iron, Bronze, 
Ivory 

7. Knife. L. 27.6. Hilt L. 7.7. Blade W. max. 2.5. Ivory hilt plates. Bronze rivets. ?Iron stud on hilt plate 
close to junction of butt and blade: function uncertain. 
 

Misc. 
 

8. Sea shell placed on top of covering slabs. (Not illustrated.) 

 
* Drawn after Lefkandi [I:1], pls. 157, 168-170, 201d, 217; and Lefkandi [I:2] 169-170. Ø = Diameter, H = Height, L = Length, W 
= Width. Measurements in cm. For purposes of illustration only. Objects are not shown in common scale. For seashell and 
Kentaur body in situ as discovered on top of covering slabs, see Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 201d. 





  

Appendix 

Early Kentaur Iconography 
 
The following list of 8th C. is a companion piece to Part B.2. I hesitate to call this a “Catalogue” because this would 
raise expectations on (near) full bibliographies for each item listed and a commentary running to several pages per 
item. But the ultimate aim here is not bibliographic, nor to provide an exhaustive study of 8th C. Kentaur images, it is 
broadly iconological: we need to collect every early kentaur image we can find and review it in order to exctract any 
thematic cues useful for our reading of the Lefkandi Kheiron.642 
 Over the last century five works stand out for their collections of Kentaur imagery: Baur 1912, Fittschen 1969, 
Schiffler 1976, Rombos 1988, and Padgett 2003.643 Schiffler, especially, is a touchstone. Put simply, my list is a 
synthesis of Schiffler, Rombos, and Padgett, to which I add a section of Addenda for images I have found elsewhere.  
 
 
 
Legend 
 
I reference only Schiffler 1976 on each entry, except on items which Rombos 1988 or Padgett 2003 adds to Schiffler. 
Kentaur images dated to the 8th C. that I have encountered elsewhere are added last in the section “Addenda.” All 
items except three are dated to the last quarter (4Q) of the 8th C. The exceptions are items #30 (1Q), 1 and 22 (both 
3Q). Schiffler’s catalogue numbers indicate provenance with a letter: A = Attica, AR = Argolis, KY = Cyclades, V = 
”Varia”. Certain elements recur so often that a shorthand is called-for: Adornment = Kentaurs wearing garments, 
other adornments, headgear, or distinct hair styles. Agonistic = Kentaurs shown in a contexts of sport, hunting, or 
war. Branches = Kentaurs holding branches. Hu/Eq = Kentaurs with human forelegs and equine hind legs. Phallic = 
Kentaurs displaying a phallos. RH/LH = Right / Left hand. Add = “Additional remarks.” Inv = Inventory number. 
Here “[//]” indicates that an inventory number could not be found in the works consulted. 
 
Figurines 
 
1.  BRONZE GROUP: MAN FACING KENTAUR  

[PL.B: 1] [SCHIFFLER 1976, V11] 3Q. ?OLYMPIA.644 
Agonistic:   Undecided. 
Adornment: Yes. A cap or helmet. 
Branches:   Undecided. 
Hu/Eq:   Yes. 
Phallic:   Yes. Both man and Kentaur. 
Add: Antithetical composition. 
Inv:    New York, Metropolitan Museum, 17.190.2072. 
 
A remarkable piece for its craft and ambiguity. Man and Kentaur face each other as if in a mirror. The stance of 

their entangled arms may be drawn from wrestling, dance, or a fight—there is no way to decide. The Kentaur’s right 
arm is broken, as is the man’s right arm at the wrist. A shaft protruding from the Kentaur’s left side has been 
interpreted as a fragment of a weapon held by the man, or simply as excess bronze left by the casting process.645 

Understandably, previous scholarship have spent much time trying to identify man and Kentaur.646 I am not sure 
a modern scholar or contemporary Greek spectator need names, scene, and plot, to grasp what seems to be the work’s 
theme and deep-seated source of power: the ambiguity of identity/alterity between man and Kentaur. Rather than a 
dramatic piece, it is an epic piece. Rather than capturing a moment framed by a plot, it embodies a theme. This theme 
concerns the Kentaurs, not as strangers but as estranged kin. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
642 A reminder of terms I use: a manhorse is the shape of a man/horse hybrid. The Kentaur is a Greek manhorse, viz. a manhorse 
belonging to Greek Kentaur myth. This list, then, is a list of Kentaurs and excludes manhorses found in other mythologies. 
643 LIMC [CH; KK] is eminently useful of course, but its listings build on these works, on Schiffler 1976 especially. If an item in 
my catalogue is also listed in LIMC [CH; KK] I will indicate this in the notes.  
644 This item = LIMC [KK], #132. 
645 See Fittschen 1969, 111, fig. 16, for a proposed restoration of a branch in the Kentaur’s right hand and a sword in the man’s 
right hand; Langdon 2007, 181-182; Compare a later Boeotian terracotta group, LIMC [KK], #133. 
646 Fittschen 1969, 124-125 with notes, for earlier interpreations. The contrasts displayed among scholars may be illustrated by 
Buschor 1934, 129-130, claiming that a peaceful encounter “kommen nicht in Frage” and what we witness is Zeus fighting 
Typhon, and Langdon 2007, 181, seeing a friendly greeting between Kheiron and “a youthful hero”. 
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This much is certain: the tranquil stasis of the work is not an effect of constraints inherent in the medium, and 
had the bronze-casters desired to be unambiguous—to depict a peaceful greeting, or a hostile encounter—they had 
the skill to do so. Other works attest to these artists’ ability to capture action in the medium of small bronzes, such as 
the hunting group from Pisa of a man, his dogs, and a lion.647 
 
2.  BRONZE KENTAUR 

[PL.B: 2A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, V12] 4Q. OLYMPIA.648 
Agonistic:   No. 
Adornment: No. 
Branches:   No. 
Hu/Eq:   Yes. Despite the figurine’s simplicity, the ∩-profile hind legs are clearly wrought differently than the Π-

profile forelegs. 
Phallic: Yes. Though corroded, plenty of metal rendering a phallos is preserved. 
Add: Arm stance. 
Inv:  Athens, NM 6188. 

 
The stance of the arms is similar to gestures seen in figures of kouroi. Hence, the stance seems not to imply that 

this Kentaur is carrying branches. 
 

3. BRONZE KENTAUR 
[PL.B: 2B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, V13] 4Q. PHIGALEIA. 
Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: No. 
Branches:  No. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Vocalizing head stance. 
Inv:  Athens, NM 14495. 
 
The Kentaur’s head is tilted back as if vocalizing. This stance, used to indicate vocalizing in animals such as 

birds and goats, is very old and encountered already in Mycenaean art.649 
 

4.  TERRACOTTA KENTAUR 
[PL.B: 3] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A-S1] 4Q. ATHENS.650 
Agonistic:  Possibly. See remarks. 
Adornment: Yes. Red painted garments. 
Branches:  No. But see remarks. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  Yes. 
Add: Arm stance. 
Inv:  München, Antikensammlung 5236. 
 
The garments are conspicuous in the care taken to make a slot for phallic display. Branches and leafs can not be 

easily rendered in clay, and it would seem that the Ψ-stance of the arms is deployed to imply branches wielded by the 
Kentaur.651 Compare item #5 where the closed fist has a canal to accommodate something carried by the Kentaur. 

Kentaurs holding branches at an angle to the arms held straight creates the Ψ-shape or the arms are held in a Ψ-
posture already and are fused with the branches. This may be an example of a traditional gesture extended to hold 
new content. The Ψ-stance exhibited by a Kentaur implies additional attributes, a branch or a possibly a rock, and 
most likely indicates symbolic orders quite different from those of human figurines, male and female, shown in this 
posture and going back to the Bronze Age. In the case of Kentaurs, the stance seem to work both as a salute and a 
challenge. This Kentaur and #5 compare well with a later terracotta group of man entangled with a Kentaur armed 
with a rock.652 In a single figurine this challenge is implied in the salute aimed at the spectator. This challenge is not 
necessarily one of enmity. Because of its fusing with a gesture of salutation, the challenge becomes ambiguous. 
Antithetically composed but peaceful encounters between man and Kentaur seem to convey the same enigmatic 
mixture of greeting, recognition, and challenge. 
 
5.  TERRACOTTA KENTAUR 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
647 ArchHom [J], 17, fig. 3. 
648 This item = LIMC [KK], #36. 
649 Cf. the goats on a seal from Prosymna, see Blegen 1937, vol. 1, 277-278; Idem. vol. 2, fig. 589; Boardman 1963, 54-55; also 
Pl.B: 16B (vocalizing bird below Kentaur), and Pl.B: 18A (deers vocalizing at top left). 
650 Find location provided by Hattler 2008, #99. 
651 Compare the later terracotta Kentaur from Tanagra in Padgett 2003, #21. 
652 LIMC [KK], #133. 
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 [PL.B: 4A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A-S6] 4Q.653 ATHENS. 
Agonistic:  Possibly. See remarks. 
Adornment: Yes. Traces of paint on both human and equine body. 
Branches:  No. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Arm stance. ?Holding object RH. ?Mask. 
Inv:  Athens, 3rd Ephoreia of Prehistory and Classical Antiquities, E 80. 
 
Found in grave deposit which also included a terracotta charioteer.654 Left arm is missing. The right, flung high, 

has a fist made of clay folded around a small canal, suggesting that the Kentaur held an object now lost, most likely 
made of perishable material. Comparanda favours a branch. The head, too, is remarkable: the clay seems as if folded, 
or a ╗-shaped lump of clay has been fastened to the trunk of the neck, creating a shape suggestive of a mask. 
 
Reliefs 
 
6. RELIEF FRAGMENT: A KENTAUR 
 [PL.B: 4B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, KY-S1] 4Q. TENOS.655 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch held in RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. Despite damage to the lower front, I feel the equine hind legs and the contour of the belly as it turns 

into the front thigh suggest human forelegs. A similar contour can be seen in many of the complete items 
catalogued here.  

Phallic:  Undecided. 
Add: Ibexes. Horses, phallic and unmanned. Human cadavres. Birds. 
Inv:  Tenos, Museum of Xomburgo Sanctuary [//]. 
 
This relief and gold band #11 below are the earliest preserved images of what may be a Kentauromakhy. Human 

cadavres are picked at by scavenging birds. Riderless horses trot in rows, all equipped with human-looking phalloi. 
Ibexes complete the fauna.656 Notably, the Kentaur is non-phallic and does not seem to be an aggressor. It stands in 
the typical Ψ-stance of greeting and challenge. The stance and the fragmentary state of the evidence make it 
impossible to say for certain that we are witnessing a Kentauromakhy as later eras would understand this motif. This 
Kentaur may be partisan to some men, or it may not be associated with the motif of war at all. There is nothing here 
to confirm that this Kentaur actually is a man-slayer. 

In imagery associated with death, birds, like fish, serve to invoke contrasting streams of emotion: fear, horror, 
and pathos, associated with the human corpse, sometimes shown picked-at by celestial or oceanic scavengers, or the 
hoped-for vitality and grace of the dead in their afterlife, illustrated by soul-birds taking flight or by swimming fish. 
Other items below will prompt my returning to this subject. 
 
Gold Bands 
 
7. GOLD BAND: PROCESSIONS OF KENTAURS AND MALE FIGURES  
 [PL.B: 5A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A-S2] 4Q. CORINTH.657 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch in RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes.658 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Horses. Riders. Footmen, some with spears. ?Women or youths. ?A stag. Swastika. 
Inv:  Berlin, Antiquarium G1.310. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
653 This item = LIMC [KK], #21; Dated to the onset of the 7th C. by Schiffler, but set to 725-700 in LIMC and also by Fittschen 
1969, 100, #R47; The old inventory number “Athens III. Ephorie 2333” has been replaced by the one cited here: E80. 
654 Daux 1966, 742-743, figs. 4, 5. 
655 This item = LIMC [KK], #107. 
656 Kontoleon 1969, pls. 40, 41, 42b, 47b. 
657 This item = LIMC [KK], #109 = Ohly 1953, #A 21; Idem, 9-13, lists find spots for gold bands #6-9 in this catalogue.  
658 Baur 1912, 5, says two Kentaur types mix here: some with human forelegs, others with equine. I believe this is mistaken and 
caused by the seductive clarity of the drawing (Pl.B: 5A). This gold band is heavily wrinkled and battered and the lower legs of 
some of the Kentaurs are extremely hard to make out. Those Kentaurs which can be clearly seen are of the common type, with 
human forelegs. These bands were made by repeating motifs on bronze matrices, and the 8th C. shows only one clear exception to 
the rule of human forelegs (item #25 below). Therefore, contextually as well as technically, it is more likely that all Kentaurs here 
are of the same common type. See photograph of this gold band in Ohly 1953, pl. 10, no.2, #A21 (Gr.IV). 
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Gold bands of this type were used as diadems, or possibly chin bands, for the dead. Despite their impressive and 
costly lustre, they are very thin and rather cheap trinkets. They were made by hammering and pressing gold leafs 
onto matrices, probably made of bronze.659 

The aspect I call agonistic covers expressions drawn from sport, hunting, or war. The activity may be peaceful, 
such as these processions, yet belong to this theme. An agonistic theme does not necessarily imply enmity between 
man and Kentaur. Kentaurs are here shown side by side with men without obvious enmity between them. 

I can not see any certain sign that women are present. Ohly suggests that the bareheadedness of some of the 
figures, and the fact that they line up holding hands with the person behind them but rest their hands on the hip of the 
person in front, indicate they are women.660 I believe they are male youths. Distingishing male youths from adults by 
showing no, or significantly smaller, head adornment, is present already in Mycenaean art.661 We may also note that 
the Kentaurs’ heads are similar to those of these proposed youths: a clean, unadorned and rounded, outline. 
 
8. GOLD BAND: KENTAUR AMONG FIGHTING MEN 
 [NOT ILLUSTRATED] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A-S3] 4Q. KOROPI.662 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No. 
Branches:  Yes. Kentaur leafy short branch RH. Long de-leafed rough branch LH. Men with leafy short branch RH or 

long de-leafed branch in LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Riders and footmen fighting with spears. 
Inv:  Athens,  NM Collection Stathatos, [//] 
 

9. GOLD BAND: KENTAUR AMONG FIGHTING MEN  
 [PL.B: 5B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A-S4] 4Q. ATHENS, KERAMEIKOS.663 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No. 
Branches:  Yes. Kentaur leafy short branch RH and long de-leafed rough branch LH. Men with leafy short branch RH 

or long de-leafed branch in LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Riders and footmen fighting with spears. 
Inv:  Copenhagen,  NM 741. 
 
We should note that the Kentaur is not shown fighting men. Instead, the Kentaur seems engaged with what may 

be an architectural element: an ornate portal or the like. Further, the Kentaur is not antithetically poised towards the 
human next to him. The two share simple headshapes, and both carry leafy short branches. Only humans are shown 
figthing each other: a rider, with an ornate head, engages a footman, both using spears. Compared to this image of 
war, the Kentaur seems to stand like a brother, back to back in a defensive stance, with the man next to him. Highly 
remarkable is that their gestures combine to form the emblem of Kentaurs: the Ψ stance of raised twin branches. 

Contemplating the long de-leafed branch in the Kentaur’s left hand, it is tempting to invoke the branch of ash 
brought by Kheiron to Peleus, then fashioned into Akhilleus’ famous spear. But identities of the figures involved can 
not be extracted, and the motif seems broadly thematic rather than specific and episodic. That said, the combined 
stance of Kentaur and man do suggest a relationship of mutual assistance rather than enmity. 

 
10. GOLD BAND: KENTAUR AMONG RIDERS  
 [PL.B: 6] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A-S5] 4Q. ATHENS, KERAMEIKOS.664 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Yes. Branch fused with RH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Processions of riders. Antithetical composition. 
Inv:  Amsterdam, Allard Pierson Museum 397. 
 
This band is heard to read from a photograph. Two contingents of riders are poised against each other separated 

by vertical ladder ornaments. Only the contingent on the left seems to include a Kentaur as its rearguard. Again, no 
enmity is evident between the Kentaur and the riders next to him. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
659 Ohly 1953, esp. 68-71; Padgett 2003, 140-145. 
660 Seen in Pl.B: 5A, lower register, extreme right; Ohly 1953, 44; Langdon 2008, 212, also believes these figures are women. 
661 Cf. the 13th C. boar hunt fresco from Orkhomenos, MC [Thebes], 67-69; and Idem, 136, a late 8th C. vase from Kamilovrysi; 
and a LefLG vase fragment from Lefkandi, Pl.A: 20. 
662 A sibling piece to #9. See plate and remarks below; This item = LIMC [KK], #40 = Ohly 1953, #A 20a. 
663 This item = LIMC [KK], #40 = Ohly 1953, #A 20. 
664 This item = LIMC [KK], #278 = Ohly 1953, #A 19. 



123 
 

 

When reading these bands, we must remember they are 3D-objects, not 2D-images. Viewed flat as 2D this band 
suggests anthithesis and opposition, but this is illusory: the band was folded like a diadem around the head of the 
dead. If we posit that the small square image between ladder ornaments in the center of this band was resting on the 
forehead, then the two contingents of riders will in fact move in the same direction on either side of the head. In other 
words their paths become parallel to the sight-line of the dead: a sight-line aimed toward the stars. 
 
11. GOLD BAND: KENTAURS FACING FALLEN WARRIORS  
 [PL.B: 7] [PADGETT 2003, #17] 4Q. ?PROBABLY EUBOEAN. 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branches RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Rider with spear. Footmen with two spears and shield. Two fish. Pugilists engaged in front of a tripod 

cauldron. 
Inv: Los Angeles, Sol and Colleen Rabin Collection [//]. 
 
Fallen warriors are about to be trodden over by branch-wielding Kentaurs. With the Tenos fragment (#6), this 

gold band is the earliest known depiction of what may be a Kentauromakhy. But, once again, the 3D encircling lay-
out of the band introduces ambiguity, and we can not be certain that the Kentaurs are enemies to all men. The spear-
wielding rider travels in the same direction as the Kentaurs, perhaps suggesting he is their ally. Other scenes do not 
show fighthing man-against-Kentaur but man-against-man, making warring, be it real or a pyrrhic dance, a wholly 
human affair like the sport of pugilists.665 We have already seen signs of Kentaurs taking sides and helping men and 
this gold band, too, like the fragment from Tenos is ambiguous. This suggestive ambivalence of the iconography has 
its wellspring in the construction of the myth itself. The trope before and after the great enmity made the idea of 
Kentaurs as kin, friends, and allies, imaginable to Greek artists. 

The fish deserve comment. Their presence among fallen warriors may seem strange, but a key image is found in 
the Odyssey, where fallen men are likened to stranded fish.666 The image speaks of displacement: the recently dead 
have yet to be transported to their proper realm—the afterlife. 
 
Vase Painting 
 
12. AMPHORA: MAN AND KENTAURS  
 [PL.B: 8A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A1] ?4Q.667 

Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Yes. Hair.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH and LH, both man and Kentaur. Kentaurs in body frieze, short branch RH, longer 

branch LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Antithetical composition. Man wears petatos. Plastic snakes. Birds. 
Inv:  Copenhagen, NM 7029. 
 
Again an encounter between man and Kentaur without any sign of enmity. The man, unusually for this context, 

wears a petasos, a sun hat. Possibly, this marks him as a youth. In Classical Athens, the petasos, together with the 
khlamys garment, became an iconographical marker for ephebes.668 

 
13. AMPHORA: PROCESSIONS OF KENTAURS, WARRIORS, CHARIOTEERS  
 [PL: 8B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A2] ?4Q.669 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: Yes. Hair.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Plastic snake. Birds. Prominent meanders. 
Inv: Karlsruhe, Badisches Landesmuseum 60/12. 
 
Though divided into separate friezes, contingents of men and Kentaurs stride with common purpose toward the 

right. Notable is the mark of the checked lozenge  set both next to the Kentaurs and the horses of the tethrippoi. In 
                                                                                                                                                                                            
665 A pyrrhic dance is suggested in Padgett 2003, 142; An often illustrated parallel to the pugilist motif is found on the leg of a 
contemporary tripod from Olympia, see Hampe & Simon 1981, figs. 157, 158. 
666 Hom. Od. 22.384-389. 
667 This item = LIMC [KK], #83. 
668 Dodd & Faraone [Polinskaya], 102; Langdon 2007, 179-180. 
669 This item = LIMC [KK], #92. 
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vase painting this mark recurs with astonishing frequency. The customary way of setting it between the legs of 
horses and Kentaurs suggests it is not merely abstract fill but indicates something. For at least one Geometric artist 
the mark also carries a gendered dimension: a row of women has a checked lozenge separating every figure, whereas 
a row men on the same vase has swastikas.670 If we keep the following elements of Geometric vase painting in mind: 
the use of alternating points-of-view, where a human viewpoint may alternate with birdseye views, and the display of 
aristocratic riches such as horses and chariots, then may not the checked lozenge indicate some form of riches as 
well? Perhaps it is a mark for land lots: the lozenge being the land seen from above and the cross a sign for division, 
that is: for allotments? The suggestion is impressionistic and firmly unprovable of course. But the theme has its place 
not only in the real lives of landowners but in Kentauriana: the Lapiths, victors over the Kentaurs, were themselves 
defeated and driven from their ancestral home in a dispute about land.671 
 
14. KANTHAROS: KENTAURS, A WHEEL, BIRDS 
 [PL.B: 10A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A3] ?4Q.672 

Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Yes. Hair.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Antithetical composition. A wheel. Birds. Chevrons on handle. 
Inv: Paris, Musée de Louvre CA 1987. 
 
Again we find birds in the presence of Kentaurs, this time they perch on the stokes inside the wheel.673 The 

image of winged dead is so entrenched that even birds perching signal the motif of the soul’s imminent flight.674 
The wheel recalls those fitted on on Mycenaean chariots. It emerges as an abstract emblem on an 8th C. Theban 

bone seal from Potniai showing a scene of a man walking a horse toward a single wheel in front of them. The scene 
may depict the moment before the horse is harnessed to the chariot, but it also manages to unhinge the wheel from 
this reality, turning it into an abstract mark.675 

If the wheel was regarded as a domestic twin of the imported swastika, I dare not say with great conviction—
possibly. If so then the swastika among Kentaurs and men on item #6 should be regarded as a semantic equivalent to 
a wheel. On a famous 8th C. vase fragment of a battle scene, the wheel aquires traits of both flower and sun.676 It is 
also found on a contemporary limestone tripod from Plateia, as is ornate branching on the tripod’s legs.677 
 
15. HYDRIA (?) FRAGMENT: A KENTAUR 
 [PL.B: 12B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A4] 4Q. ATHENS, AGORA. 

Agonistic:  ?Yes. (If object held in LH is game.) 
Adornment: Yes. Head.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: ?Game held in LH. ?Bird. Plastic snakes. 
Inv: Athens, Agora Museum P26022. 
 
Other small fragments of this vase show that several Kentaurs were presented in a frieze. The vase also featured 

plastically rendered snakes.678 The Kentaur’s left arm and hand are difficult to read, but it seems clear that a branch is 
not painted here. Possibly, the Kentaur holds an animal, head down, where the droplike shape with ears on each side, 
just in front of the Kentaur’s belly, is the animal’s head. The shape near the lower edge between the Kentaur’s hind 
legs could be a bird. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
670 Ahlberg-Cornell 1971, pl. 41d 
671 See Part B.2.1.3. 
672 This item = LIMC [KK], #81. 
673 The birds are not clearly visible in Pl.B: 10A, see instead CVA-O [Paris, Musée du Louvre xvi (FRANCE 25)], record #1116. 
674 For ancestors and the dead as winged beings, cf. Part Γ.2.4.4 on the bronze cauldron attachments and engraved Tridacna shells 
drawing on the Levantine mythology of the Rephaim. 
675 MC [Thebes], 141; also Idem, 62, for a chariot rendered in ivory. 
676 Hattler 2008, 104. 
677 MC [Thebes], 140-141. 
678 Rombos 1988, 535, #401. 
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16. OINICHOE FRAGMENT: A KENTAUR  
 [PL.B: 12A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A5] 4Q. AIGINA. 

Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Undecided.  
Branches:  Yes. Double branch RH, single branch LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Framed inside metope. 
Inv: [//].679 
 

17. KANTAROS FRAGMENT: A KENTAUR  
[PL.B: 12C] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A6] 4Q. 
Agonistic:  Undecided. 
Adornment: Undecided. 
Branches:  Yes. Spruting quadruple branch in RH 
Hu/Eq:  Undecided. 
Phallic:  Undecided. 
Add: Undecided. 
Inv: Heidelberg, Universität G94. 
 

18. BASIN ON FOOT:  KENTAURS AND WOMEN 
[PL.B: 10B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A7] ?4Q.680 
Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Yes. Head.  
Branches:  Yes. Polybranch RH, single long rough branch LH. Women carry single branches in RH and LH, sharing 

one branch in hands held together. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Women antithetical. Lines and chevrons. 
Inv: Tübingen,  Universität, 1086 (B11) 
 
The scenes of Kentaurs and women are separated in framed metopes; the women in an antithetical pair facing 

each other and holding hands, the Kentaurs on their own, walking right, inside a metope each. The different look of 
the branches compared to other images in this catalogue is notable, as is the clear distinction made between women 
and Kentaurs as to the types of branches they carry. A distinction made between a stem or trunk and a leafy twig is 
found elsewhere in the catalogue (#8, 9, 21), but its significance is unclear. 
 
19. HYDRIA: KENTAURS AND GRAZING DEER  
 [PL.B: 9A] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A8] ?4Q. 

Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Yes. Head. 
Branches:  Yes. Triple branch RH, single branch LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Plastic snakes. Birds. Grazing deer. Wavy double chevrons. 
Inv: Bagdad Museum IM 52041. 

 
20. OINICHOE: KENTAUR, PROCESSION OF WOMEN, HORSES, HOUNDS  
 [PL.B: 8C] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A9] 4Q. 

Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Yes. Head.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch in RH and LH. Women the same but sharing branches in hands held together. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Grazing horses. A trotting unmanned horse. Chasing hounds. Plastic snake. 
Inv: Athens, Collection Passas [//]. 
 
Row of women similar to the pair shown in item #18. These women are not facing each other but all look right in 

the direction of the procession. The Kentaur and horse are facing each other from inside a metope each, separated by 
a wide assortment of vertical lines and bands: zigzags, double chevrons, diagonals. 

Considering the male dominance in the 8th C. Kentaur material, it is impossible not to entertain the notion that 
these figures, as well as those on item #18, actually show men. I believe the iconography is sufficiently ambiguous to 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
679 Reference only to the original publication in Furtwängler 1906, 437, #32, pl. 127.12.  
680 This item = LIMC [KK], #3. 
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make the case.681 But it is equally possible to acknowledge that Kentaur myth, in its tribal as well as healer strains, 
contain motifs which may explain images of women in the presence of Kentaurs. The tribal strain provides the motif 
of abduction and rape. The healer strain themes of nursing and tutoring of the young. 
 
21. KRATER: KENTAURS AND WARRIORS  
 [PL.B: 9B] [SCHIFFLER 1976, A10] ?4Q.682 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: Yes. Head. 
Branches:  Yes. Triple branch RH, long single rough branch LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Antithetical composition. Ornamental separator. Birds. Charioteers and footsoldiers. 
Inv: Paris, Musée de Louvre, CA 3256. 
 

22. TANKARD: KENTAUR HOLDING BRANCHES 
 [PL.B: 14A:C] [ROMBOS 1988, #63] ?3Q.683 

Agonistic:  Possibly. See comments on item #4. 
Adornment: Yes. Crosshatched chest suggesting garment. 
Branches:  Yes. Fused with RH/LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Two birds. Flowers. Band of volutes. 
Inv: Florence, National Archaeological Museum, 84800.684 
 
A remarkable piece. One of a pair of tankards ascribed to the Hirschfeld Painter. Save the Lefkandi Kentaur, this 

tankard, and items #1 and 30 are the only Kentaur images which are dated earlier than the last quarter of the 8th C. 
This Kentaur stands in a typical Ψ-stance. The birds seem to perch on the Kentaur’s back. 
 
23. OVOID KRATER: KENTAURS WITH GAME, HORSES GRAZING  
 [PL.B: 11B] [ROMBOS 1988, #332] ?4Q.685 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: Yes. Head and chest. 
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Game held in LH. Birds. ?Snakes. Horses grazing. 
Inv: Fife, Broomhall, Earl of Elgin Collection [//]. 
 
The krater is decorated on both sides with a Kentaur holding a branch and game.686 It shows affinities with the 

7th C. shield from Tiryns.687 The frieze on the vase body shows a procession of grazing horses. Kheiron is a hunter, 
but so too are other Kentaurs, and a definitive signature identifying the Kentaur is lacking. 

 
24. KRATER  FRAGMENT: A KENTAUR  
 [PL.B: 11A] [ROMBOS 1988, #464] 4Q. ATHENS, AGORA. 

Agonistic:  Undecided. 
Adornment: Yes. Head. 
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Undecided. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: ?Other Kentaur, or horse. 
Inv: Athens, Agora Museum P 7066. 
 
A very small fragment. The animal figure to the right of the Kentaur may be another Kentaur, thus suggesting a 

procession, or it may be a horse, manned or unmanned. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
681 In identifying the figures on items #18 and 20 as women, it seems scholars accord the hip cloth priority over all other elements. 
But this is not a secure gender marker, men wear them too—cf. ArchHom [AB], fig. 8a (where the staff and beard identifies him 
as a man). Looking at other details, an ambiguity in favour of males may be drawn. Neither long hair nor generously curved hips 
are necessarily indicative of females (see again the warriors on the vase shown in Hattler 2008, 104), nor is the act of holding 
hands: men do it too, as seen on item #7 (and cf. Pl.A: 20). Taking a hip cloth for a female gender marker may thus be misleading. 
On accessories and gender, see Cleland et al. 2007, 79, “Gender Distinctions”. 
682 This item = LIMC [KK], #82. 
683 This item = LIMC [KK], #2 = Tölle 1964, 96, #303. 
684 Inventory provided by Museo Archeologico Nazionale, Firenze. 
685 This item = LIMC [KK], #111. 
686 Also described by Beazley 1951, 5-6, pl. 2. 
687 Pl.B: 18A-C. 



127 
 

 

Seals 
 
25. STEATITE SEAL: KENTAUR AND ARCHER 

[PL.B: 12F] [SCHIFFLER 1976, V22] 4Q. ?PELOPONNESIAN OR ARGIVE. 
Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branches fused with RH and LH. 
Hu/Eq:  No. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Lizard. ?Snake. Swastika. Double chevrons. 
Inv: Paris, Bibliothèque nationale, Monnaies, médailles et antiques M 5837. 
 
An archer aims his bow at a Kentaur with arms ending in branches raised. A lizard or frog is seen in front of the 

Kentaur. Below the Kentaur are two undecipherable shapes, fork-like and rectangular. The side of the seal features a 
man with—probably—a snake.688 The opposite side carry double chevrons. The back has chevrons engraved in four 
quadrants, each tilted so the whole creates a form of swastika. This is the only item in the catalogue where the artist 
seems to make no effort to distinguish forelegs from hind legs: all four legs of the Kentaur seem to be human. 

Lizards, like the multitude of snakes seen in proximity of Kentaurs, may be khthonic markers semaphoring 
imminent transformation through death.689 Naming the archer as Herakles is tempting. He killed many Kentaurs on 
his tours of rampage: Kheiron by mistake, Pholos by extension, Nessos because he tried to rape the nymph 
Deianeira, and others in the skirmish which led to Kheiron’s wounding. Common to these deaths, and to Herakles’ 
own end, is the poisonous blood of the Hydra. Hence, on the side of the seal, I prefer to see irony: Herakles again, 
but this time alone and himself marked for death by the snake next to him. 

 
26. STEATITE SEAL: A KENTAUR 

[PL.B: 12E] [SCHIFFLER 1976, V23] 4Q. PERACHORA. 
Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Undecided.  
Branches:  Yes. Arm stance and forked hands suggest this for LH. Above RH, a complete branch is rendered. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: ?Bird. 
Inv: Athens, NM [//]. 
 
A seal hard to read. The complex rendering of the head suggests that the head is adorned. Other images suggest 

that the shapes in front of the Kentaur’s forelegs are meant to represent a bird, or small animal.690 
 
27. STEATITE SEAL: A KENTAUR 
 [PL.B: 13A] [PADGETT 2003, #15] 4Q. ?PELOPONNESIAN. 

Agonistic:  Undecided. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Yes. Single branch RH. Longer, possibly double, branch LH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: ?Snake. 
Inv: Los Angeles, Sol and Colleen Rabin Collection [//]. 
 
Botttom center, just inside the border, is a spiralling line perhaps meant to represent a snake (such lines decorate 

several vases, for example #23 and 29). The arrow-like ornament beneath the Kentaur is impossible to decipher—it 
may be just that: an arrow, then most likely a missed shot from the bow of Herakles. 

 
28. BONE SEAL: A KENTAUR 
 [PL.B: 12D] [SCHIFFLER 1976, V24] 4Q. SUNION. 

Agonistic:  Undecided. 
Adornment: No.  
Branches:  Undecided. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
688 Padgett 2003, 136, says that the man “leans on a crooked stick.” I believe it more likely that the image uses multiple points-of-
view (a feature seen in many Geometric images). The man is seen head on, and the snake is viewed from above on the ground. Cf. 
item #11 and Hattler 2008, 104, where fighting warriors are shown level, while the dead are shown from above. Certainty is of 
course impossible. See Hurwit 2006, 121-123, on these shifting perspectives. 
689 Hurwit 2006, 130: “The weight of the visual evidence, then, suggests that in the iconography of the Archaic period the lizard is 
usually a portent, an omen of death or disaster, a chthonic symbol.” 
690 Compare Pl.B: 16B, a near contemporary seal dated to the early 7th C. 
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Add: ?Bird. ?Wheel. 
Inv: Athens, NM [//]. 
 
Another seal hard to interpret. Something is rendered near the Kentaur’s arms, most likely branches and/or game. 

The shape lower left in front of the Kentaur is most likely a bird. In the field below the Kentaur’s belly, an almost 
perfectly round circle which could be an ornamental wheel. 
 
Addenda 
 
29. AMPHORA WITH LID: KENTAURS WITH GAME  
 [PL.B: 13B] [MC [THEBES], 130-131] 4Q. THEBES. 

Agonistic:  Yes. 
Adornment: Yes. Head. 
Branches:  Yes. Triple branch RH. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Small game swung in LH. Birds. 
Inv: Thebes Museum [//]. 
 
A Kentaur, striding left, carrying a branch in one hand and game in the other, framed on each side of the vase. 

One of the birds seems to perch on the Kentaur’s back, underlining the challenge of death mounted by the Kentaur. 
 
30. TERRACOTTA KENTAUR CARRYING SMALL ANIMAL 
 [PL.B: 15] [KARAGEORGHIS 1991, PL. II:2] 1Q. KOURION, CYPRUS.691 

Agonistic:  No. 
Adornment: Yes. Garments suggested on human body, and rug on horse’s back. 
Branches:  No. 
Hu/Eq:  Yes. 
Phallic:  No. 
Add: Vocalizing head stance. Possibly bearded. Small animal carried under left arm. 
Inv: Paris, Musée de Louvre CA 2139. 
 
The paint is bichrome, red and black. Like the bronze figurine from Phigaleia, this Kentaur pulls its head back as 

if vocalizing. The small animal carried by the Kentaur is a separate figurine. Karageorghis identifies it as a calf, as do 
Schiffler, but admits to uncertainty. Should this be the case, it would constitute an interesting extension of Kentaur 
zootrophy from wild to domesticated animals. Karageorghis pushes the date of this figurine back to the early 8th C. 
He considers this figurine, together with the image on a Cypriote plate from Larnaka692 and the Lefkandi Kentaur, to 
be the earliest images of Kentaurs overall. The motif of tender zootrophy, showing Kentaurs carrying animals, recur 
in later eras, as evidenced by a 6th C. Kentaur from Cyprus693 and a 5/4th C. Kentaur from Corinth.694 

 
 

 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
691 Karageorghis 1991, 26, pl. II.2; Schiffler 1976, 88. 
692 Pl.B: 16A. 
693 Pl.B: 17C. 
694 Pl.B: 17D. 



  

Plates List 
 
Plate Volumes A & B may be found at 
[A] https://www.dropbox.com/s/snw7ev8fdub4tf5/IDTLKIC-2017-1-2A-PLATES-A.pdf?dl=0 
[B] https://www.dropbox.com/s/orgnh2uk26g8hby/IDTLKIC-2017-1-2B-PLATES-B.pdf?dl=0 
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Ap# = Indicates that the item is featured in the Appendix: Early Kentaur Iconography; LK = The Lefkandi Kentaur; 
PA = Photograph by the author (Hansi K. Linderoth); RA = Rendered by author after [source]. “Rendered“ indicates 
that the source image has been redrawn. Original images are indicated by the expression “Reproduced from 
[source]”. All dates are BCE unless suffixed “AD”. Inexact date spans are hyphenated (i.e. “15-11th C.”). Inexact 
datings at the turn of centuries are slashed (i.e. “5/4th C.” means c. 400). 
 

A 
Author’s Photographs 
Copyright notice for Plates Volume A | CC Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International: Images may be freely 
used for non-commercial purposes provided full credit is given. 
 
 

A1-19 LK. PA. 
A20 Late Geometric vase fragment from Lefkandi-Xeropolis. 7th C. PA. Cf. Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 

54.259; Lefkandi [I:2], 69. 
A21 Right: Faiance necklace with figures of seated lion-headed goddesses, Isis, and the Horus child 

from Lefkandi-Toumba T22. (Deposited: 9th C.) PA. Cf. Lefkandi [I:1] pl. 233d:e; Lefkandi 
[I:2] 224; Eretria, 66-67, fig. 44. 

A22 Author’s conjectural reconstruction of the LK with eyes inlaid and a branch carried on left 
shoulder. RA after PA. 

 

B 
Other Images 
Copyright notice for Plates Volume B | Images marked “RA after [source]”: All rigths reserved. | Images marked 
“Reproduced from [source]“: No restrictions unless specified. 
 
 

B1 Bronze group. 8th C. Ap#1. RA after photograph on MET Online. URL [2015.07.14]: 
>http://www.metmuseum.org/collection/the-collection-online/search/249228< 

B2A Bronze Kentaur. 8th C. Ap#2. RA after photograph provided by the National Museum in Athens. 
B2B Bronze Kentaur with head tilted back as if vocalizing. 8th C. Ap#3. RA after photograph 

provided by the National Museum in Athens. 
B3 Terracotta Kentaur. 8th C. Ap#4. Reproduced from photograph by user: Bibi Saint-Pol at 

Wikipedia Commons. License: Public domain. URL [2015.07.14]: 
>https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Terracotta_threatening_centaur_Staatliche_Antikens
ammlungen.jpg< 

B4A Terracotta Kentaur. 8th C. Ap#5. Main image RA after Arch. Delt. 19:B1 (1964), fig. 55. Insert 
top right RA after photograph provided by the Photographic Archive of Athens, 3rd Ephoreia of 
Prehistory and Classical Antiquities. 

B4B Relief fragment of Kentaur. 8th C. RA after Kontoleon 1969, pl. 41a. 
B5A Gold band. 8th C. Ap#7. RA after Furtwängler 1912, pl. 15.1. 
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B5B Gold band. 8th C. Ap#9. RA after Furtwängler 1912, pl. 16.1. 
B6 Gold band. 8th C. Ap#10. RA after Ohly 1953, pl. 9.1. Detail of band’s exreme left. RA after 

Ohly 1953, pl. 12.1. 
B7 Gold band. 8th C. Ap#11. RA after Padgett 2003, #17. 
B8A Amphora. 8th C. Ap#12. RA after Langdon 2007, fig. 9.5. 
B8B Amphora. 8th C. Ap#13. Reproduced from Thimme 1960, pl. 12. 
B8C Oinichoe. 8th C. Ap#20. Reproduced from Tölle 1964, pl. 10. 
B9A Hydria. 8th C. Ap#19. Reproduced from Davison 1961, pl. 116a:b. 
B9B Krater. 8th C. Ap#21. RA after Musée de Louvre Online. URL [2015.07.12]:  

>http://cartelfr.louvre.fr/cartelfr/visite?srv=car_not_frame&idNotice=6340&langue=fr< 
B10A Kantharos. 8th C. Ap#14. RA after Musée de Louvre Online. URL [2015.07.12]:  

>http://cartelfr.louvre.fr/cartelfr/visite?srv=car_not_frame&idNotice=6113&langue=fr< 
B10B Basin on foot. 8th C. Ap#18. Reproduced from Tölle 1964, pls. 20, 21. 
B11A Krater fragment. 8th C. Ap#24. Reproduced from Brann 1962, pl. 29.488. 
B11B Ovoid krater. 8th C. Ap#23. Reproduced from Beazley 1951, pl. 2. 
B12A Oinchoe fragment. 8th C. Ap#16. RA after Furtwängler 1906, pl. 127.12. 
B12B Hydria (?) fragment. 8th C. Ap#15. Reproduced from Brann 1962, pl. 29.487. 
B12C Kantaros fragment. 8th C. Ap#17. RA after CVA-O [Heidelberg, Universität iii (Germany 27)], 

record #1309.17. 
B12D Bone seal. 8th C. Ap#28. Reproduced from Boardman 1963, pl. 20g. 
B12E Steatite seal. 8th C. Ap#26. Reproduced from Payne & Dunbain 1962, pl. 191.B17. 
B12F Steatite seal. 8th C. Ap#25. RA after Padgett 2003, #14. 
B13A Steatite seal. 8th C. Ap#27. RA after Padgett 2003, #15. 
B13B Amphora with lid. 8th C. Ap#29. RA after MC [Thebes], 130-131. 
B14A Tankard (first of a pair). 8th C. Ap#22. Reproduced from photograph provided by the National 

Archaeological Museum of Florence. With permission. 
B14B Tankard (second in the pair). Ap#22. Reproduced from photograph provided by the National 

Archaeological Museum of Florence. With permission. 
B14C Tankard (first in the pair). Ap#22. Detail of B14A. 
B15 Terracotta Kentaur from Kourion, Cyprus. 8th C. Ap#30. RA after Karageorghis 1991, pl.2.2 
B16A Painted pate from Larnaka, Cyprus. 11th C. Possibly showing a Kentaur. RA after Chypriote 

Figuré [Ill.], #XIII.1. 
B16B Seal from the Peloponnese. 8/7th C. RA after Padgett 2003, #16. 
B17A Painted plate from Paleapaphos-Skales, Cyprus. 11th C. Possibly illustrating a fight with the 

Hydra. RA after Karageorghis 1994 [Yon], fig. 3b. 
B17B Kentaur Seal from Eretria. 7th C. RA after Euboica [Huber], fig. 8. 
B17C Zootrophic Kentaur from Cyprus. 7/6th C. RA after Padgett 2003, #19. 
B17D Terracotta Kentaur carrying a small animal or child from the Asklepieion at Corinth. 5/4th C. 

Reproduced from Lang 1977, 5, pl. 4. [Another photograph is found in Roebuck 1951, 19, #2, 
pl. 6.2.] 

B18A Terracotta shield from Tiryns. 8/7th C.. Inside with broken handle: Kentaur with animals. The 
former has an eight-petalled flower on his thigh. RA after Hampe & Simon 1981, pl. 96. 

B18B —Dito. Detail of B18A. RA after Hampe & Simon 1981, pl. 96. 
B18C —Dito. Outside: Warriors fighting Amazons. RA after Hampe & Simon 1981, pl. 95.  
B19A Warrior bronze figurine with eigth-petalled flower on his thigh. 8/7th C. RA after MC [Delphi], 

42, 43. 
B19B Youths on Cypro-Mycenaean vase. 13th C. RA after ArchHom [T], fig. 5. 
B19C Fragment of figurine from Phylakopi. 14th C. RA after Renfrew 1985, fig. 34b. 
B20A:B Hair of the Palaikastro Kouros. 15th C. RA after Palaikastro Kouros, figs. 16A:D. 
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B21A Hexadactylic figure embraced and embracing in rock art from Kilwa. 8/7th M. RA after Zarins 
1990, fig. 11a. 

B21B Hexadactylic lyre player from Megiddo. 3rd M. RA after Burgh 2004, 133. 
B21C Hexadactylic anthropomorphic sarcophagus from Deir el-Balah. 14th C. RA after Barnett 1986, 

fig. 11.6. 
B21D Hexadactylic kourotrophic figurine from Cyprus. 15-13th C. RA after Hattler 2008, #156. 
B22A Hexadactylic figurine from Cyprus. 15-13th C. RA after Hattler 2008, #157. 
B22B Hexadactylic warrior on vase from Cyprus. 8th C. RA after Chypriote Figuré [Ill.], #VII.7. 
B22C Engraved Tridacna shell from Lindos. ?7th C. RA after Brandl 1984, figs. 5A, 6A. 
B22D Hexadactyls on Tridacna shell figurine fragments. ?7th C. RA after Barnett 1986, fig. 11.2. 
B22E Hexadactylic bronze cauldron attachment. 8th C. RA after Barnett 1986, fig. 11.5. 
B23A Terracotta mask from Kition, Cyprus. 11th C. RA after Markoe 1990, fig. 2. 
B23B Terracotta mask from Enkomi, Cyprus. 15-11th C. RA after Hattler 2008, #160 
B23C Terracotta mask from Hazor. 14th C. RA after Carter 1987, fig. 12. 
B23D Terracotta mask from Khaldeh. 11/10th C. RA after Markoe 1990, fig. 1. 
B24A Bronze figurine from Thessaly. 8th C. RA after Byrne 1991, fig. 12.Thessaly 9. 
B24B Armour and mitra from Ruec, Bulgaria. 5/4th C. RA after ArchHom [E1], fig. 23. 
B24C Mitra. 7th C. RA after Hampe & Simon 1981, fig. 192 
B24D Mitra. 7th C. RA after Schefold 1964, fig. 15A. 
B25A Warrior on Cypriot vase. 8th C. RA after Chypriote Figuré [Ill.], #III.4. 
B25B Warrior on Cypriot vase. 8th C. RA after Chypriote Figuré [Ill.], #III.4. 
B25C Scale plate from Lefkandi-Skoubris S59. ?12th C. RA after Lefkandi [I:1], pl. 239l. 
B25D Scale plate armour. Top left: Mycenae 13th C. Top right: Troy 15/14th C. Bottom: Nuzi 16-15th 

C. RA after ArchHom [E1], fig. 16. 
B26A Cyprogeometric vase painting of man with fish. 10/9th C. RA after ArchHom [J], fig. 52. 
B26B Mycenaean armour suggesting scale plated arm guards. Tiryns 13/12th C. RA after Catling 

1968, fig. 23.18. Cf. 26F below. 
B26C Mycenaean armour suggesting scale plated arm guards. Enkomi, Cyprus. 13/12th C. RA after 

MPVP, fig. IV.12. 
B26D Mycenaean armour suggesting scale plated arm guards. Aiyos Stephanos. 13th C. RA after 

MPVP, fig. VIII.7. 
B26E Mycenaean armour suggesting scale plated arm guards. Enkomi, Cyprus. 13th C. RA after 

MPVP, fig. IV.14. 
B26F Mycenaean armour suggesting scale plated arm guards. Tiryns 13th C. RA after MPVP, fig. 

X.10. 
B27 Syrian terracotta figurines from the Upper Euphrates, c. 2300-2000. The third from left, 

highlighted in colour, is a heptadactyl. RA after DILUVI, 233. 
B28A Figurine fragment from Lefkandi-Xeropolis. 11th C. RA after AR [51], fig. 92. 
B28B Figurine head from Lefkandi-Xeropolis. 11th C. RA after AR [53], fig. 48. 
B28C Magic tools. Urnfield Culture Phase 4, c. 1000-900. Budapest Museum of History INV: 

62.26.19-24, 29, 36, 37, 39, 59, 331, 66.14.10, 75. RA after URL [2014.07.10]: 
>http://www.europeanvirtualmuseum.it/reperti/194.htm< 

B29 Candidate types of piercing objects made of bone and obsidian from the LH settlement in 
Lefkandi-Xeropolis. RA after Lefkandi [IV], pls. 85, 86, 93, 94. 
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full reference of each, see keys listed in “References”-section following below. Abbreviations for source texts follow 
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Classical Myth —Smith et al. 2004. 
Greek Epic —West 2003. 
Greek Historians —FHG. 
Homerica & Hesiodea —Evelyn-White 1914. 

—West 1966. 
—Merkelbach & West 1967. (TLG-O). 
—Most 2006. 
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—Seaton 1912. 
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—Jebb 1905. 
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—Valk 1971-1987. (TLG-O). 
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—Merkelbach & West 1967. (TLG-O). 
—Most 2007. 
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Hes. Op. Hesiodos, Works and Days. 
—West 1978. 
—Most 2006. 

Hes. Theog. Hesiodos, The Theogony. 
—West 1966. 
—Most 2006. 

HH Homeric Hymns. 
—Evelyn-White 1914. 

Hom. Il. Homeros, The Iliad. 
—Lattimore 2011. 
—Murray & Wyatt 1999. 

Hom. Od. Homeros, The Odyssey. 
—Murray & Dimock 1995. 

Hsch. Hesychius of Alexandria, Lexicon (Π-Σ). 
—Hansen 2005. (TLG-O). 

Hyg. Fab. Hyginus, Fabulae. 
—Smith & Trzaskoma 2007. 

Nic. Ther. Nikandros Kolophonios, Theriaca. 
—Gow & Scholfield 1953. (TLG-O). 

Nonn. D. Nonnos of Panopolis, Dionysiaca. 
—Rouse 1940-42. 

Paus. Pausanias, Description of Greece. 
—Jones & Ormerod 1918. (PDL). 

Pind. fr. Pindaros, fragments.  
—Sandys 1915. 
—Race [2]. 

Pind. Nem. Pindaros, Nemean Odes. 
—Svarlien 1990. 
—Race [2]. 

Pind. Ol. Pindaros, Olympian Odes. 
—Svarlien 1990. 
—Race [1]. 

Pind. Pyth. Pindaros, Pythian Odes. 
—Svarlien 1990. 
—Race [1]. 

Plut. Mor. Lucius Mestrius Plutarchus, Moralia. 
—Babbit et al. 1927. 
—Westman 1959. 

Quint. Inst. Marcus Fabius Quintilianus, Institutio Oratoria. 
—Butler 1920. (PDL). 

Schol. Apoll. Rhod. Scholia in Apollonii Rhodii Argonautica. 
—Wendel 1974. (TLG-O). 

Schol. Hom. Il. Scholia in Iliadem. 
—Erbse 1969-1988. (TLG-O). 

Schol. Lycoph. Scholia in Lycophronem.  
—Scheer 1958. (TLG-O). 

Schol. Pind. Scholia in Pindarum.  
—Drachmann 1966-1969. (TLG-O). 

Stat. Achil. Publius Papinius Statius, Achilleis. 
—Mozley 1928a. 

Steph. Byz. Ethnica Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica (epitome). 
—Meineke 1849. (TLG-O). 

Strabon Strabon, Geographica. 
—Jones 1917-1932. 
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Suda a.k.a. Suidas or Souda, 10th C. AD Greek Byzantine Lexicon. 
—SOL. 

Theophr. H. Pl. Theophrastos, Historia plantarum. 
—Hort 1916. (TLG-O). 

Valerius Flaccus Argonautica. 
—Mozley 1928b. 

Varro Ling. Marcus Terentius Varro, Books on the Latin Language. 
—Kent 1938. 
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