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Epigraphy and iconography

(a) The authors' demonstration is clearly tendentious concerning the
epigraphic data (ibid., p.14-19). The content of the fragmentary text
reconstructed by E. Edel (MIO 1, 1953, p. 333-335) leaves no doubt about the
ownership of the tomb, because Khamerernebty II (identified from the
general context) states that she financed herself the building of the
monument. If we can also imagine that she did so for her mother in an act of
filial piety, then we should expect the tomb to belong also to
Khamerernebty I, i.e. that the Queen-mother was actually buried there. This
is contradicted by the inscriptions on the tomb's entrance.

(b) The entrance lintel of the main chapel bears two lines of inscription,
the top one for the mother, the bottom one for the daughter (ibid., p. 14-16,
fig. 8, pl. 1). As the authors stressed, the two lines have been harmonized in
order to present a certain degree of parallelism. This phenomenon of
« mimetism » is not infrequent and bears no consequence on the possibility
of a double ownership, nor does the mentioning itself of two persons on this
kind of monument. This has been fully demonstrated by E. Edel (MIO 1, 1953,
p- 336), but we feel some obligation to produce again a counterexample, one
among many. Two mastabas of cemetery G 6000 in the West Field of Giza
exhibit the abovementioned characteristics : main or secondary entrance
drums divided into two lines, the first for the father, the second for the son
(family relationship unspecified here, but known from the rest of the
decoration), with a selection of identical titles able to produce a harmonious
effect of parallelism. In none of these cases were the tombs shared by
contemporary or successive owners, since each person mentioned possessed
his own mastaba, namely G 6020, 6030 and 6040 (see now K.R. Weeks,

1994).

Drum of Iymery son of Ankhshepseskaf, tomb G 6020
(from K.R. Weeks, op. cit., fig. 25, with dots added)
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Drum of Neferbauptah son of Iymery, tomb G 6()10
(K.R. Weeks, op. cit., fig. 15)

(c) For the same reason, the decoration of the northern door jamb
cannot serve the thesis of successive ownership. The representation of
Khamerernebty I, followed by her daughter Khamerernebty II and her
grandson Khuenra is not relevant to this purpose (E. Edel, loc. cit.) One feels
that the striking parallel offered by the tomb of Mersyankh III, also
represented between her mother Hetepheres and her son Nebemakhet
(D. Dunham, W K. Simpson, op. cit., fig. 7), may have influenced the authors
in their suggestion that the Galarza tomb was first planned for the mother
and then attributed to the daughter, a situation fully exemplified by the
mastaba of Mersyankh but highly conjectural for Khamerernebty I

The last remarks unfortunately have to enter the field of scientific
deontology. It is obvious that the authors wrote their article some years ago
(see the reference to a letter to E. Edel in 1993, ibid., p. 15, n. 52) and did not
wish to modify their argumentation after my contribution appeared in 1996.
Between silence and full treatment of the topic, they chose an in-between : to
get rid of the impedimenta in a single footnote (p. 2-3, n. 7) that significantly
caricatures the tenor of my demonstration. A closer reading would have led
them at least to some bibliographical modifications. For example - redde
Caesari quae sunt Caesaris - though the two detailed studies of E. Edel are
acknowledged as the sound demonstration of Khamerernebty II ownership of
the Galarza tomb, the paternity of this idea must return to W. Federn as I
stated in BIFAO 95, 1995, p. 11, n. 6, referring to WZKM 42, 1935, p. 190. As for
the rest, the arguments they briefly present (I do expect a fuller treatment
somewhere, sometime) are only general statements with no value of a proof.
To the remark « one might ask why such a huge tomb ... was left unfinished
without a single piece of inscription or decoration although it should have
housed the interment of the mother of Mycerinus », we will refer to the
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parallels of the queens' pyramids of Menkaura (some with unfinished burial
apartments), argue that nothing speaks in favour of a fully unfinished
building state for the anonymous tomb (but material stripped away), and -
ultimate proof - appeal to the general « explanation » which V. Callender and
P. Janosi venture about the queens of the IVth Dynasty: « (they) show
inexplicable factors in regard to their monuments » (op. cit., p. 13).

The conclusion that speaks in itself will be taken from the last sentence of
their short review of my argumentation. Here, they express doubts about the
identification of the ultimate burial place of the Queen-mother with the huge
mastaba excavated by Hassan - a challenge that I accept as a matter of normal
scholarly discussion - because «one would envisage a pyramid for the

‘mother of Mycerinus, see P. Janosi, BACE 3, 1992, 51-57 » (MDAIK 53, 1997,

p- 3, n. 7). Scholars interested in this topic will have the surprise to read there
that, for the IVth Dynasty, «two of the three known mothers of kings were

buried in tombs other than pyramids » (from p. 55 ; I underline). The third
one being precisely the subject of the present controversy, the unlocated
mastaba of Khamerernebty I.

Cairo, Oct. 21, 1997



