


The Lefkandi Toumba Tombs 1 and 3


The image depicts Iron Age Tombs 1 and 3 from a Toumba cemetery in Lefkandi, Greece, found in 1964-6 (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 1). It portrays two tombs and shows artefacts from both tombs and their placement when they were found. This essay will examine the plans made for the two tombs and identify the image’s positives and negatives. By looking at the image, this essay will describe the image and from the description will look at the interpretation and issues with the plan and the contents. The content of this essay will present the problems and the benefits of the burial plans made on both tombs and the interpretation of the burials using publications of the contents. 

Both tomb images presented no signs of any human remains. In Tomb 1, only five ‘scraps’ of bone were found in the tomb (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 168). Tomb 3 was found with  However, in Tomb 1 and Tomb 3, many grave goods were found. One example is the Centaur (Lloyd, M. 2021). The Centaur’s head was found face-up in Tomb 1 (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 168). Looking at the plan, we see the Centaur’s head was found with a large oinochoe (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 168). Tomb 3 was where the Centaur’s body was found broken (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 169). Looking at the plan, the body of the centaur was found along with a shell and other artefacts. However, due to the failure in labelling the artefacts, it is hard to determine what the items were that were found. Tomb 1 was cut into by Tomb 5 at the top corner of the shaft and was overlain on the surface by Tomb 11 (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 168). Tomb 3 was cut near the surface by Tomb 15, which came later (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 169). 

There was no size bar at the bottom of the image, therefore, determining a size comparison between both tombs is difficult. This is an error in the tomb plans as the size index is important for archaeologists when interpreting the tombs in later publishing. There is also no plan made for the context of layers, which is important for interpretation and better understanding of where artefacts were placed.

The status of these two burials is hard to determine due to the plans not having any size index. Despite the lack of clarity on the size of the tombs in the plan, the proximity between the two tombs and other tombs shows that the tomb might not be as important in status. This is because sections of both tombs have been cut into by other tombs (. The burial plan shows the cuts made into the tombs. Both Tombs had bone fragments, which could be a question of where the bodies went (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. Pp 168- 169). Despite this, there were a lot of finds found in Tombs 1 and 3 that were unique with the centaur and Gold earrings (Popham. M. R. et al. 1980. P 168). It is difficult to understand how items were found in both tombs due to there being no layer context plan to accompany the burial plans. The context layer plan is vital for interpreting the Tombs as you can see what items were buried closer to the bone fragments and any items that are ceremonial due to placement.

It is clear to see that there are funerary practices being made as both tombs show grave goods and personal objects as well as the purpose of the tombs. The specific link between belief and the tombs is the centaur. However, the plan is unclear on the importance of the centaur due to the size not being accurate in the plan. This is important as the whole plan interpretation is hard to determine as there is no context layer which could determine when and how the Centaur head was in Tomb 1 and the body broken in Tomb 3. 

Because of this Centaur, there could be a link between Lefkandi and Classical Greece. The importance of the Centaur is the cause for the head being in Tomb 1 and the body being in Tomb 3 (Desborough, V. R. et al, 1970, Pp 21-22). However, the size of the Centaur in the image is not reflective of the actual size of the Centaur. The lack of size accuracy and context layer in the plan is an issue for archaeologists as size and accurate images and measurements are vital for interpretation. The lack of labelling also creates issues for interpretation as it presents a lack of clarity when later publishing and interpretation are being presented. 

The problems with the burial plans make it hard to interpret, and the publishings with both tombs. The importance of grave goods is significant as they can show a person’s wealth and status. The position of the tombs in association with other tombs is important as this can tell much about the status and significance of the deceased inside. Because of the lack of accurate sizes and contextual information on the images, it is hard to determine the status of the person and bring an interpretation of the man. Ethnographic evidence is important due to the information it brings to light the importance of the finds that are found in the graves (Ucko, P. 1969. P 266). This allows archaeologists to interpret the meaning of the culture and the individual. The limitations of the plans create issues for many reasons. The important issue is there is no Measurement key at the bottom of the images that would give a size comparison between the two tombs and the importance of the size of the object, which could give an indication of where the objects were in relation to the bone fragments. The images didn’t have the bone fragments in the plan which creates issues for later interpretation as items closer to the remains could suggest the status of the person and the culture the person belonged to at the time.
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