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Fragment of a shrine of Netjerykhet from Heliopolis with record of inspecting
two Gotterfestungen.

Netjerykhet visiting the pr-wr.

Netjerykhet visiting the shrine of Horus of Khem.
Unis smiting an enemy.

Sahura trampling enemies.

Egyptians fighting enemies on the causeway of Unis.
Archers from Lisht.

‘Libyan family’ of Sahura.

Block from the causeway of Unis.

Pepy II hunting hippopotamus.

Netjerykhet running before the “h-hd wrw.
Netjerykhet in a ritual run.

Teti wearing the Heb-Sed garb.

Celebrating the Heb-Sed. A block from Lisht.
Heb-Sed ceremonies of Niuserra (Abu Ghurab).
Annointing bulls in the presence of Sahura.
Neferirkara in the temple of Sahura.

Sneferu and Seshat at the foundation ceremony.

Fig.74.Dragging a pyramidion. Causeway of Sahura.

Fig.75.
Fig.76.
Fig.77.
Fig.78.
Fig.79.
Fig.80.
Fig.81.
Fig.82.
Fig.83.
Fig.84.
Fig.85.

Cargo ship loaded with granite columns. Causeway of Unis.

Driving the four calves before Hathor.

Hitting a ball (?) at South Dahshur.

‘Famine’ scene from the causeway of Unis.

Craftsmen from the causeway of Unis.

Block of Khufu from Lisht.

Procession of the gods and fecundity figures (mortuary temple of Sahura).
Procession of personified estates at South Dahshur.

Reconstruction of the W wall in the sanctuary of Unis.

Pillar in the courtyard of the mortuary temple of Pepy II.

Mortuary temple of Pepy II. Orientation of the king’s figures on the walls.
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Fig.86. Development of the aspects of palaces, chapels of the gods, and landing stages
from the Fortresses of the Gods to the Mansions of Millions of Years (according
to D. Arnold).

Fig.87. Royal titulary in a cosmological frame on the columns in Sahura’s funerary
complex.

Fig.88. Lintel of Pepy I from Bubastis.

Fig.89. Head of a goddess from Lisht.

Fig.90. Reconstruction of a scene on a lintel. S wall of the vestibule in the mortuary
temple of Pepy IL

Fig.91. Reconstruction of the S wall in Pepy II’s sanctuary.

Fig.92. S wall of the northern chapel of Merenra.

Fig.93. Assembly of deities. W wall of the antechamber in Pepy II’s mortuary temple.

Fig.94. Procession to wsht.

Fig.95. Unis’ figure from the causeway.

Fig.96. Oxen of Khufu.

Fig.97. Decoration of the sail of a ship of Sahura.

Fig.98. Ra-Horakhti and the Nomes (Abu Ghurab).
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EDITORIAL REMARKS

The transliteration system used throughout this work is the one
employed by J. P. Allen in Middle Egyptian. An Introduction to the
Language and Culture of Hieroglyphs, Cambridge 2000 (cf. ibid. pp.13-
15). For typographic reasons the references to texts are mostly in
transliteration; where it was assumed necessary, however, the hieroglyphs
from Glyph for Windows 1.2 (Utrecht 1992-1997) have been used. The
arrows in brackets indicating the orientation of figures and signs are used in
accordance with the system adopted i.a. in the IFAO publications. It means
that consistent rules for rendering both representations and texts are
applied. Thus («—) refers to a figure in a two-dimensional representation or
glyphs in a horizontal line facing left, and («—|) refers to a text in a column,
where the signs are likewise facing left. The arrows do not indicate the
direction the text runs.”

The citations of the Pyramid Texts are given after R. O. Faulkner,

The Ancient Egyptian Pyramid Texts, Oxford 1969, unless otherwise stated.

" Inconvenience of applying the arrows system with contradictory meanings to texts and
to ‘non-graphic pictures of human beings and animals’ was already pointed out by B.
Gunn (Firth, Gunn, Teti Pyramid Cemeteries 1, p. 85-86). He decided to use it that way,
but he felt obliged to explain it clearly, contrary to many authors (also recent ones), who
assume that it is taken for granted. Sometimes only continuous comparing the text with
illustrations provides a key to a question whether the arrow indicate the orientation of
signs or the direction the text runs. This latter system is quite often employed by
philologists, used to deal with texts only and rarely facing the problem of pictorial
representations of figures facing left or right.
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CHRONOLOGY OF ANCIENT EGYPT
TO THE END OF THE OLD KINGDOM
(after 1. Shaw (ed.), Oxford History of Ancient Egypt, Oxford 2000,

with some revisions by the author)

Predynastic Period 5300-3050 BC
including Nagada III/Dynasty 0 3200-3050

'Scorpion' |
Iri-Hor
Ka/Sekhen
'Scorpion' I1
Narmer
Early Dynastic (Thinite) Period 3050-2686 BC
First Dynasty 3050-2890
Aha

Djer
Djet
Den
Adjib
Semerkhet
Qa'a
Second Dynasty 2890-2686
Hetepsekhemui
Raneb
Ninetjer
Uneg
Sened
Sekhemib Perenmaat

Peribsen
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Khasekhem (=Khasekhemui?)
Khasekhemui
Old Kingdom 2686-2160 BC
Third Dynasty 2686-2613
Netjerykhet
Sekhemkhet
Sanakht (Nebka)
Khaba
Huni (=Horus Qahedjet?)
Fourth Dynasty 2613-2494

Sneferu
Khufu
Djedefra
Khafra
Baka? (=Baufra?)
Menkaura
Shepseskaf
Fifth Dynasty 2494-2345
Userkaf
Sahura
Neferirkara Kakai
Shepseskara
Raneferef Isi
Niuserra Ini
Menkauhor/Ikauhor
Djedkara Isesi
Unis
Sixth Dynasty 2345-2181
Teti
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Userkara?
Nefersahor/Merira Pepy |
Merenra Nemtyemsaf
Neferkara Pepy II
Merenra II?
Nitiqret?
Seventh and Eighth Dynasties 2181-2160
numerous kings, including
Neferkara
Uadjkara Pepyseneb
Neferkamin Inu
Kakara Ibi
Neferkauhor
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PART I. INTRODUCTION

I.1. MODE OF RESEARCH - PRELIMINARY REMARKS

It is the ancient Egyptian kingship that is the true subject of this work.
Decoration of the royal funerary monuments, alongside with the architecture,
statuary programme, texts and cult arrangements, expressed an idea
fundamental for the Egyptians: that of a man existing in between the two
realms, the one of humanity and the one of gods. The king of the Two Lands
was not merely a ruler leading his people and governing the country. He was
an intermediary between the inhabitants of the two spheres, assuring the
gods’ largess for the society, and the one who guaranteed maintenance of
maat by controlling the forces of chaos.' As a human he was a mortal, but at

. 2 .
the same moment he was a god — at least in some way.” His role was not

' P. Derchain, Le role du roi d’Egypte dans le maintien de 1’ordre cosmique, in: L. de
Heusch et al. (eds.), Le pouvoir et le sacré, Bruxelles 1962, pp.61-73; R. Gundlach,
Weltherrscher und Weltordnung. Legitimation und Funktion des dgyptischen Konigs am
Beispiel Thutmosis III. und Amenophis III.,, in: R. Gundlach, H. Weber (eds.),
Legitimation und Funktion des Herrschers. Vom dgyptischen Pharao zum neuzeitlichen
Diktator, Stuttgart 1992, pp. 23-50.

% An exact meaning of the king’s position and his divinity has been a matter of scholarly
debate since the very beginnings of Egyptology. Among the most important contributions
are W. Barta, Konigsdogma, LA III, 486-494; E. Blumenthal, Zur Géttlichkeit der
regierenden K&nigs in Agypten, OLZ 73 (1978), p.533f; ead.., Kénigsideologie, LA III,
526-531; M.-A. Bonhéme, A. Forgeau, Pharaon — les secrets du poivoir, Paris 1988; H.
Brunner, Das Gottkonigtum der Pharaonen, Universitas 11 (1956), pp.797-806; id. Die
Geburt des Gottkonigs: Studien zur Uberlieferung eines altigyptischen Mythos, AA 10,
Wiesbaden 1964; id., Kénig-Gott-Verhiltnis, LA III, 964-968; D. Franke, Sesostris 1.,
"Ko6nig der beiden Lander" und Demiurg in Elephantine, in: Studies Simpson, pp.275-295;
H. Goedicke, Die Stellung des Koénigs im Alten Reich, AA 2, Wiesbaden 1960; L.
Habachi, Features of the Deification of Ramesses II, ADAIK 5, Gliickstadt 1969; H.
Jacobsohn, Die dogmatische Stellung des Konigs im Theologie der alten Agypter, AF 8,
Gliickstadt 1939; R. Moftah, Studien zum dgyptischen Konigsdogma im Neuen Reich,
SDAIK 29, Mainz am Rhein 1985; A. Moret, Du caractere religieux de la royauté
pharaonique, Paris 1902; E. Otto, Legitimation des Herrschens im pharaonischen
Agypten, Seaculum 20 (1969), pp.385-411; G. Posener, De la divinité du pharaon,
Cahiers de la Societ¢ Asiatique 15, Paris 1960; A. Radwan, Einige Aspekte der
Vergéttlichung des dgyptischen Kénigs, in: Agypten — Dauer und Wandel: Symposium



confined to this world only. He occupied also a central position in the
eschatological beliefs. This complex ideology of kingship had its roots in
remote predynastic times and was continuously developed during most of the
Egyptian history. The Old Kingdom is a period when this concept found its
full and most splendid expression symbolized in the pyramid complexes. We
are far from a full description and analysis of the pharaonic kingship — with
our terms and tools - and still farther from understanding of how the
Egyptians saw the king and his role, and how the kings perceived and
presented themselves. Only never-ending re-evaluation of what is left of the
material expression of the ideology enables deepening of our knowledge.
Remarks that should be made at the beginning of this work concern an
important question of the method of research, namely the mode of approach
to the subject of the Egyptian royal mortuary complexes, and are augmented
with some observations, coming from the practical application of this mode.’
The subject, as declared in the title, had been defined somewhat artificially as
far as one considers its scope and aims. Reliefs on the temple walls should be
studied in their proper context. It would seem obvious that it is impossible to
separate the research on the reliefs from overall analyses of architecture,
sculpture, texts etc. against their historical and topographical background.

This assumption comes first from the fact that the evidence is scanty and data

anldssisch des 75 jahrigen Bestehens des DAIK, 10. und 11. Oktober 1982, SDAIK 18,
Mainz am Rhein 1985, pp.53-69; M. Schade-Busch, Zur Kénigsideologie Amenophis' I11.
Analyse der Phraseologie historischer Texte der Voramarnazeit, HAB 35, Hildesheim
1992; D. Wildung, Géttlichkeitstufen des Pharao, OLZ 59 (1973), pp.549-565; id.,
K&nigskult, LA 111, 533-534.

3 An excellent recent account of multiple aspects of the pharaonic kingship is offered by
D. O’Connor, D. Silverman (eds.), Ancient Egyptian Kingship, Leiden 1995. For a general
picture see esp. the introduction by D. O’Connor and D. Silverman (pp.XVII-XXVII) and
the articles by J. Baines (Kingship, Definition of Culture, and Legitimation, pp. 3-47) and
D. Silverman (The Nature of Egyptian Kingship, pp.49-92).

* These remarks on the mode of research were presented first during the Second Central
European Conference in Egyptology, on March 7™ 2001 in Warsaw (the paper entitled
‘Research on the Royal Mortuary complexes of the Old Kingdom. Towards a Holistic
Approach’).



from various sources should be compared, as they often offer complementary
information, but even more it reflects the fact that the ideological principles
on which the decoration schemes were founded could have been realized in
different, partly interchangeable, forms. The simplest and most obvious
example is the realisation of the programme in the Fourth Dynasty Giza
complexes: reliefs, on which stress was put in Khufu's temples, were almost
completely absent from Khafra's’ and Menkaura's precincts and they were
there possibly replaced by sculptures in the role they played. The proper
context of a specific relief decoration means also its place within a multi-
layered setting of a mortuary complex, starting from the level of geographical
(and possibly even astronomical) and topographical circumstances,” down to
the level of a single iconographic element. Certainly an overall analysis that
one may postulate could be a life-long task. This creates a serious
discrepancy between the aim and the possibilities, to be resolved
unsatisfactorily, with possible simplifications and generalizations to be
accepted.

Nevertheless, in the author's opinion, if one has to avoid unacceptable
one-side view leading to false conclusions, the research on the royal mortuary
complexes of the Old Kingdom should involve comprehensive analyses of
various and different aspects of the architecture and decoration programme,

and the ideology hidden behind, as far as it can be traced.’” This seems quite

> With some notable exceptions, cf. chapter I1.3 below.

% G. Goyon, Nouvelles observations relatives a 1’orientation de la pyramide de Khéops,
RdE 22 (1970), pp.85-98; H. Goedicke, Giza: Causes and Concepts, BACE 6 (1995),
pp-31-50; id. Abusir-Saqqara-Giza, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, pp.397-412; D. Jeffreys,
The Topography of Heliopolis and Memphis: Some Cognitive Aspects, in: Fs Stadelmann,
pp.63-71. For further discussion of the site development at Giza and Abusir (including the
‘diagonals’ pointing towards Heliopolis) see also Lehner, Complete Pyramids, pp.106-
107, 142, and J. Krej¢i, The origins and development of the royal necropolis at Abusir
during the Old Kingdom, in: Abusir and Saqqgara 2000, pp.467-484.

7 The ideology of kingship reflected in the mortuary complexes seems to encompass
various religious concepts referring to eschatology as well as to this world role of the
pharaoh (Gundlach, Pharao und sein Staat, passim; D. Stockfisch, Die Diesseitsrolle des



obvious and it is generally agreed among scholars that such should be the
way of research, but although it is often claimed, the practical approach
sometimes differs considerably.

Since the time of H. Ricke and S. Schott, who tried to relate funeral
rituals, as they could be traced in the Pyramid Texts, to the sequence of
rooms in the mortuary temples® (regarding the function of the texts and
architecture of the complex as connected mainly with the burial rites, an
approach that was followed by J. Spiegel ° and H. Altenmiiller,'® and
criticized by D. Arnold'"), a need is widely recognized and attempts have
been made to compare various parts of the ideological program and to look
for basic rules. Various scholars have emphasized a need to see tomb or cult
complexes as ‘complexes’ proper, which must have reflected a complicated,
but consistent, ideology in various forms and on multiple levels of a complex
structure.'” The interpretation of a pyramid complex - or more properly, a
royal tomb complex (not always a pyramid was a king's tomb, even in the

‘classical age’ of the Fourth and Fifth Dynasties, as demonstrated by the

toten Konigs im Alten Reich, in: Friihe dgyptische Konigtum, pp.5-19). For a hypothesis
of consistent and simultanous fulfilling of both roles by the king in his afterlife see ch.V.3
in the Conclusions.

S H. Ricke, Bemerkungen zur dgyptischen Baukunst des Alten Reiches II, BABA 5, Cairo
1956; S.Schott, Bemerkungen zum figyptischen Pyramidenkult, BABA 5, Cairo 1956.

? J. Spiegel, Das Auferstehungsritual der Unas-Pyramide. Beschreibung und erliuterte
Ubersetzung, AA 23, Wiesbaden 1971,

""H. Altenmiiller, Die Texte zum Begrdbnisritual in den Pyramiden des Alten Reiches, AA
24, Wiesbaden 1972.

"''D. Arnold, Rituale und Pyramidentempel, MDAIK 33 (1977), pp.1-14. Arnold’s
objectives were subsequently followed and developed by other scholars, which led to a
long-standing discussion of the basic problem of the interpretation of a funerary complex
as either ‘a stage for the funeral’ or ‘the deceased king’s eternal residence’ (as aptly
termed in Lehner, Pyramids, p. 27). For a suggested conclusion of this question see ch.V.3
below.

2 As R. Stadelmann remarked: ‘Although we archacologists are commonly speaking
about pyramid precincts, pyramid complex or pyramid ensemble, we have been constantly
regarding only parts of it and investigating partial aspects: the funerary apartments inside
the pyramids and their development or the pyramid temples and their evolution.” (The
development of the pyramid temple in the Fourth Dynasty, in: Temple in Ancient Egypt,

p-8).



examples of Shepseskaf and Neferefra), or even better, a royal mortuary
(funerary) complex” - must be realized in a wide perspective. Royal
mortuary complexes are something very special, which reflects the unique
position of the king in the Egyptian concept of the world. As already noted,
he acts as (the sole one, at least in the Old Kingdom)'* intermediary between
the gods and the humanity. Nevertheless, there are also striking similarities
in the rules of arrangement and the ideology of royal and non-royal tomb
complexes, for example mutual dependence between complementary:
superstructure, and subterranean parts of the tomb, as analysed by A.
Bolshakov in his inspiring work on the idea of ka."” On the other hand the
relations between the royal and divine spheres seem to be far more complex
and less univocal than usually admitted. Neither a clear border between the
two did exist, nor the rigid distinction of this world (‘divine’) and
eschatological (‘mortuary’) aspect of the cult. The three realms constituting
the world of the Egyptians, namely the earth, the heaven and the netherworld,

were interfering in the temples.'®

1 See infira the discussion of terminological questions (chapter L.4).

'* One might contact with the divine realm only through the king’s mediation, which was
reflected in the rules of decorum, concerning both this world and mortuary sphere. For
example deities were not represented in non-royal tomb complexes, and the king’s role as
an intermediary was stressed by the form of the offering formula, beginning with ‘a boon,
which the king gives...” A ‘democratization of religion’ in the F.I.P. changed some of the
rules, but it was not before the reign of Senwosret III that ordinary people for the first time
dared to represent themselves (on stelae) in the company of gods. It is noteworthy that the
Amarna royal monopoly for the contact with the sun god might have been rooted
somehow in the Old Kingdom tradition.

1> A. Bolshakov, Man and His Double in Egyptian Ideology of the Old Kingdom, AAT 37,
Wiesbaden 1997, esp. Part I: Old Kingdom Tomb as a System.

' This subject was ingeniously summarized by B. Shafer, Temples Priests, and Rituals,
in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, pp.1-30, esp. pp.1-4. Shafer noticed that ‘Scholars have
traditionally divided ancient Egyptian temples into several types, the two principal being
“divine” (the residence of a god or gods) and “mortuary” (the place of rituals, offerings,
and sacrifices for a deceased king). However, “divine” and “mortuary” can mislead in at
least three ways: first, insofar as they suggest that a temple’s cultic practices were limited
either to care for gods or to concern for the deceased king; second, insofar as they suggest
that the recipient of mortuary rituals was not divine; and third, insofar as they suggest that



One may refer to many ways of approach to establish both synchronic
and diachronic setting of the subject. At present a widely accepted view sets
Archaic, Third Dynasty and "classical" Old Kingdom royal mortuary
complexes in a consistent line of development, and in an even wider
perspective, with a starting point in the Protodynastic Period, and continuity
in later royal tombs and mortuary or memorial temples of the Middle and
New Kingdoms.'” Many recent theories and observations help to clarify this
view. An interdependence between the degree of the complication of a
pyramid’s internal plan and the form and decoration of the related mortuary

8 .
and this seems to reflect a more

temple was noticed by R. Stadelmann,’
principal rule, observed also in non-royal tombs - a mutual dependence of the
form, decoration and furniture of a mortuary chapel (or an offering place) in
the superstructure, and of a burial chamber.'” Stress could have been put
either on sculpture, or on relief decoration.”® Standardization of the plan of
pyramid complexes roughly coincides with the insertion of the Pyramid Texts
into the pyramid chambers.”’ Cosmic aspects of ideology of a royal tomb

complex are reflected in the location and orientation of the Pyramid Texts,

identifying the chambers with various parts of the netherworld (J. Allen, B.

ancient Egyptians saw the functions, plans, symbols, and rituals of “divine” and
“mortuary” temples as quite separate and distinct.” (ibid., p.4).

7 E.g.: D. Arnold, Vom Pyramidenbezirk zum "Haus fiir Millionen Jahre", MDAIK 34
(1978), pp.1-8; id., Royal Cult Complexes of the Old and Middle Kingdoms, in: Temples
of Ancient Egypt, pp.31-85; Stadelmann, Pyramiden, passim; Lehner, Complete Pyramids,
pp-70-199.

'® R. Stadelmann, The development of the pyramid temple in the Fourth Dynasty, in:
Temple in Ancient Egypt, pp.1-16.

' A. Bolshakov, Man and his Double, pp.121-22.

% Stadelmann, Pyramiden, pp.210-11. Do. Arnold remarked: "The impressive body of
surviving reliefs is in striking contrast to the almost total lack of preserved statuary in
Sahure's temple (...), which may not be due to accidents of preservation alone. There are
indications that pyramid precincts of the Fourth Dynasty achieved with a rich statuary
program what in the Fifth and Sixth Dynasty precincts was expressed in reliefs." (Royal
Reliefs, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.101, n.100).

*! Stadelmann, The development of the pyramid temple, op.cit., p.15.



Mathieu),** but possibly also in the similar identification of other parts of the
complexes (F. D. Friedman).> Various types of vaulting of the burial
chambers in royal tombs seem to reflect ‘in negative’ various forms of their
superstructures, and the earlier architectural forms ‘buried’ in developed
buildings (tumulus - mastaba - step pyramid - true pyramid) point to a
consistent tradition of a ‘layered thought’ or ‘nested concepts’ (A. M.
Roth).*

Recent attempts of a comprehensive approach include the article by D.
O'Connor in Fs Stadelmann, where the author presents an important
symbolic, cosmographic interpretation of various parts of the royal funerary
complexes, albeit based mostly on the architectural analysis of the
buildings,” and the work by Z. Hawass on the funerary establishment of
Khufu, Khafra and Menkaura.”® Having enumerated aspects that should be
included into analyses, Hawass tries to scan the evidence, focusing mostly on
the roles played by the king, Ra and Hathor.

The interpretation of a royal tomb complex requires analysing
architecture, sculpture, relief decoration, texts (the Pyramid Texts and texts in
the temples), furniture and equipment found in the temples, data on the cult
and people involved in it (including information coming from annals,
decrees, papyri, tomb inscriptions and finds). One must take into
consideration structure and function, as well as mutual relationship between

various elements of the programme; one should look at the problem in both

22 J. Allen, Reading a Pyramid, in: Hommages Leclant, pp.5-28; B. Mathieu, La
signification du serdab dans la pyramide d'Ounas. L'architecture des appartements
funéraires royaux a la lumiére des Textes des Pyramides, in: Etudes Lauer, pp. 289-304.

# F. D. Friedman, Notions of Cosmos in the Step Pyramid Complex, in: Studies Simpson,
pp.-337-51.

* A. M. Roth, Buried Pyramids and Layered Thoughts: the Organization of Multiple
Approaches in Egyptian Religion, in: Seventh Congress of Egyptologists, pp.991-1003.
*D. O'Connor, The Interpretation of the Old Kingdom Pyramid Complex, in: Fs
Stadelmann, pp.135-144.

% Hawass, Khufu, Khafra and Menkaura; id. in: Ancient Egyptian Kingship, pp.221-62.



diachronic and synchronic perspective. Only such a holistic*’ approach
enables to understand meaning, restore the ways of development and to
explain real or seeming inconsistencies in the ideological scheme reflected in
the architecture, decoration and texts. This mode of research should be a
methodological postulate, an aim to be pursued, even if difficult to be
accomplished by a single scholar.

Without any claims to explore all the problems in full, the present work
goes towards a systematisation of material and interpretations. It is assumed

that even a simplified view (fig.1)*® can form a basis for future research.

" The term ‘holistic’ (from Greek hdlos, ‘whole’), borrowed from biological and social
sciences, is used in archaeology to describe a methodology stressing the fact that in any
complicated structure all the elements constituting it are interdependent, and at the same
time it is not merely a sum of the parts, but an entity that assumes new quality. Thus a
‘holistic approach’ seems to be a more specific and appropriate term than an ‘overall
treatment’ etc. For the use of this term and the praxis of the holistic approach see e.g. P. J.
J. Sinclair, L. Troy, Counting Gifts to the Dead: a Holistic Approach to the Burial
Customs of Lower Nubia Using Correspondence Analysis, in: V. Davies (ed.), Egypt and
Africa. Nubia from Prehistory to Islam, London 1991, pp.166-185; M. A. Hoffman et al.,
The Predynastic of Hierakonpolis - An Interim Report, Giza and Macomb, Illinois, 1982
(= Egyptian Studies Association Publication 1) passim; R. B. Finnestad, Egyptian Thought
About Life as a Problem of Translation, in: G. Englund (ed.), The Religion of the Ancient
Egyptians. Cognitive Structures and Popular Expressions, Uppsala 1989, pp. 29-40.

*® Our limited knowledge on relief decoration and the fact that it is often attributed only
secondary value (in respect to the architecture) by the scholars, influence theoretical
reconstructions, especially the digital ones, causing impossible arrangements and designs
(as in our fig.1, where the subjects, design, orientation and coloring of the reliefs have
virtually nothing in common with what existed, or even could have existed in Sahura’s
temple courtyard). This affected even such ingenious reconstructions as those presented by
A. Labrousse and M. Albuoy in Pyramides des reines, pp.92-93 and 96, where the
decoration of the causeway and of the courtyard in Pepy I's complex includes an
impossible double band of the block-pattern at the bottom and top of the walls. Moreover,
the themes represented on the wall of the causeway (men placing vegetables on an
offering table and female dancers) seem to be borrowed from a non-royal context.
Likewise, the wall on the reconstruction of the square antechamber (p.100) bears vertical
columns of green hieroglyphs (with a non-royal titulary?) instead of polychrome reliefs. A
curse of some kind can sometimes touch even apparently simplest reconstructions like the
one in Vercoutter, L’ ’Egypte et la valée du Nil, 1, fig.44 on p.258, where the ntr-sign on a
relief of Netjerykhet has been restored with a dashed line — with an apparently false
orientation.



I.2. RECENT RESEARCH ON THE ROYAL RELIEFS OF THE OLD
KINGDOM

In the 80s and 90s the research on monumental architecture and art of
the earliest periods of Egyptian history was increased and constantly
stimulated by impressive discoveries made at Abu Roash, Giza, Saqqara,
Abusir, Dahshur, Seila, Abydos, Hierakonpolis and Elephantine (among
others).”” These resulted in (and were augmented by) important syntheses
concerning the royal mortuary complexes, to mention the works by J.
Brinks,”® N. Swelim,”' R. Stadelmann,’* P. Janosi,> D. Arnold,’* M. Lehner’>
and M. Verner.’® However, in evident contrast with new works concerning
non-royal tombs, like those by Y. Harpur’’ and N. Cherpion,”® where the
authors analysed relief decoration in aspects of its relation to architecture,
ideology of representations, art history and chronology, the aforementioned
books and articles were concentrated mostly on the development of the royal

architecture and its connections with political history, chronology and

? A limited space does not allow the extensive literature on these discoveries to be cited
here. Summaries are provided annually by J. Leclant and G. Clerc, Fouilles et travaux en
Egypte et au Soudan, Orientalia; cf. also L.Giddy, Digging Diary, Egyptian Archaeology,
and S. Ikram, Nile Currents, KMT. One has to stress, however, that apart from scanty
preliminary reports, we still lack basic informations on many sites. Moreover, the work at
some of them is far from being accomplished and new important data can be expected. In
this respect Abu Roash (Djedefra's complex), Saqqara (French and Polish missions'
working areas at South Saqgqara and west from Netjerykhet's precinct respectively),
Dahshur (valley temple of the Red Pyramid), as well as Abydos and Hierakonpolis are
especially promising.

3% Brinks, Entwicklung.

' Swelim, Third Dynasty, cf. id., The Brick Pyramid at Abu Rawash. Number I by
Lepsius, Alexandria 1987.

32 Stadelmann, Pyramiden; id. Grossen Pyramiden von Giza.

33 Janosi, Grabanlagen der Koniginnen.

* Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, pp. 31-85, cf. also: id. Building in Egypt, passim;
id., Lexikon der dgyptischen Baukunst, passim.

33 Lehner, Complete Pyramids.

3¢ Verner, Pyramidy.

37 Harpur, Decoration.

3% Cherpion, Mastabas et hypogées.



religion. There existed no complex analysis of the reliefs decorating walls of
the buildings in the royal tomb complexes. W. S. Smith’s monumental
History of Egyptian Sculpture and Painting in the Old Kingdom (Boston
1946) still remained the latest attempt to cover the subject. Since then,
however, many discoveries were made, and the body of evidence available to
scholars has been multiplied, to mention e.g. the reliefs of Sneferu from A.
Fakhry's excavations at the Bent Pyramid, R. Stadelmann's at the Red
Pyramid at Dahshur, and N. Swelim's at Seila;”” a large group of decorated
blocks re-used in the pyramid of Amenemhet I at Lisht, among which those
coming from the monuments of Khufu, Khafra, Userkaf, Unis, and Pepy Il
were identified (and in great part published by H. Goedicke);* reliefs of
Khasekhemui from Hierakonpolis "Fort" (re-discovered and published by N.
Alexanian)."' To these one should add the reliefs discovered during last sixty
years in the pyramid temples of Userkaf, Djedkara, Unis, Teti, Pepy I and
Merenra at Saqqara. Decoration of the funerary temples of Teti and Unis was
published in the 70s.** A large part of the remaining material, including the
blocks from Unis’ causeway, has been published recently thanks to A.
Labrousse.” Moreover, still new fragments are being discovered at sites (as it
happened in Spring 1996, when several blocks, including some decorated
with an unique subject of transporting a pyramidion, were uncovered during

the conservation work at the causeway of Sahura's complex),** and others are

39 Fakhry, Sneferu, vol.ll, The Valley Temple, Cairo 1961; R. Stadelmann et al.,
Pyramiden und Nekropole des Snofru in Dahschur, MDAIK 49 (1993), pp.259-94; N.
Swelim, The Pyramid of Sneferu at Seila, forthcoming.

40 Goedicke, Re-used Blocks.

*I'N. Alexanian, Die Reliefdekoration des Chasechemui aus dem sogenannten Fort in
Hierakonpolis, in: Criteres de datation a l'Ancien Empire, pp. 1-30.

*2 Lauer, Leclant, Teti; Labrousse, Lauer, Leclant, Ounas.

43 Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas; Labrousse, Pyramides a texts 1-1I; Labrousse, Lauer,
Userkaf et Néferhétepes, Labrousse, Moussa, La chaussée du roi Ounas.

M Z.Hawass, M.Verner, Newly Discovered Blocks from the Causeway of Sahure, MDAIK
52 (1996), 177-86.
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being found in storerooms or acquired by the museums (e.g. the stela of
Raneb in the MMA, or the stela of Qahedjet in Louvre).*

The work by W. S. Smith, covering much wider subject of the Archaic
and Old Kingdom art, but in the parts concerning royal reliefs confined to the
then available material, with some important additions made by the same
scholar in his later books™, remained the only overall study of the Old
Kingdom royal reliefs for over a half of a century. Only recently the subject
was treated in a much synthetic way by Z. Hawass in his PhD thesis,"’ and by
Do. Arnold in the great exhibition catalogue of the Old Kingdom art.*®

Remarkably few recent studies were confined to detailed problems, the
articles by F.D. Friedman and E. Edel being outstanding exceptions.”
Strange as it is, but at the conferences on the Old Kingdom art held in the 80s

and 90s almost no one of the contributors discussed the royal reliefs.>

* Stela of Raneb: H. G. Fischer, An Egyptian Royal Stela of the Second Dynasty, Artibus
Asiae 24,1 (1961), pp. 45-56; stela of Qahedjet (Huni?): J. Vandier, Une stele égyptienne
portant un nouveau nom royal de la Troisiéme Dynastie, CRAIBL 1968, pp.16-22;
Ziegler, Steles, peintures et reliefs, pp.54-57.

WS, Smith, Interconnections, pp.141-153; id., Art and Architecture, pp.30-33, 37, 50-
52, 64-69, 74.

*" Hawass, Khufu, Khafra and Menkaura, pp.502-536.

* Do. Arnold, Royal Reliefs, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, pp.83-101. On
the other hand, another recent catalogue (Ch. Ziegler (ed.), The Pharaohs, Milano 2002,
exhibition at Palazzo Grassi in Venice), an enormous work with many contributors, is a
typical example of a completely different approach. The only Old Kingdom royal relief
included is the stela of Qahedjet from the Louvre (cat.8) and in an article on the Old
Kingdom written by A. Roccati (pp.29-39, esp.35-39, ‘The Monuments’) the relief
decoration of the mortuary complexes is even not mentioned.

* F.D.Friedman, The Underground Relief Panels of King Djoser at the Step Pyramid
Complex, JARCE 32 (1995), pp.1-42; E. Edel, Studien zu den Relieffragmenten aus dem
Taltempel des Konigs Snofru, in: Studies Simpson, pp.199-208.

3% See tables of content in: R. Stadelmann, H. Sourouzian, Kunst des Alten Reiches:
Symposium im Deutschen Archdologischen Institut Kairo am 29. und 30. Oktober 1991,
SDAIK 28, Cairo 1997; N. Grimal (ed.), Les critéres de datation a I'Ancien Empire, BAdE
120, Le Caire 1997 (the only article concerning the royal reliefs is the one by N.
Alexanian on the material from the ‘Fort’ of Khasekhemui at Hierakonpolis); C. Ziegler
(ed.), L'art de I'Ancien Empire égyptien. Actes du colloque organisé au Musée du Louvre
par le service culturel les 3 et 4 avril 1998, Paris 1999. An article by R. Stadelmann
published in the latter book (Representations de la famille royale dans 1’Ancien Empire,
pp-169-194) considers, beside the reliefs of Netjerykhet, only sculpture in round.
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1.3. SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE WORK

There exists an indisputable need to collect all the available evidence
covering relief decoration in the royal funerary complexes and to study its
structural and functional relation to architecture, to establish its typological
scheme, directions of development, ideology and role in the history of
Egyptian art. Such a work would be of importance not only for further studies
on the Old Kingdom royal tomb complexes, but also, hopefully, could be a
reference point for analysing art, religion and ideology of kingship of later
times as well. The scope of this work and the treatment of the subject have
some natural limitations. No pyramid temple of the Old Kingdom is
preserved intact or even in a good condition. Most of them are destroyed to a
degree that almost excludes any restoration beside that of a ground plan.”'
Decorated blocks, even if they survived at the spot, are mostly not found in
situ (that would mean an intact wall), but are widely dispersed in the
surrounding area. This makes difficult and uncertain, and often impossible, a
theoretical attribution of their original position. The pyramids and temples of
the Memphite necropolis were a subject of plundering and a source of

building material in various periods.”> A number of fragments do not come

>! From (the best preserved!) temples of Sahura's precinct, where the wall space of relief
decoration is estimated as 370 running meters (Do. Arnold, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of
the Pyramids, p.98, and n.99), only 1-2 percent of the original decorated surface had
survived (D. Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, p.73).

>2 A full discussion of this problem would go far beyond the scope of the present work, but
it is to be mentioned that three different phenomena, often treated together or
interchangeably in the literature, should be very carefully distinguished: a) destroying and
re-using of architectural elements of some parts of the mortuary complex, notably the
valley buildings, which could have occurred soon after the erection of a monument. This
happened not only because those constructions were easily accessible, but it also may
reflect the fact that the valley temples could have been pillaged because they had already
fallen into disuse. This may have been the fate of the Lisht blocks (see, however, an
alternative explanation in ch.V.3 below), which proves nothing concerning b) the date and
manner of destruction of the mortuary temples (or the buildings inside the funerary
precinct proper in the case of Netjerykhet), which served for a longer time, and where the
cult of a king could sometimes be revived after centuries. Quarrying the building material
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from the excavations of the mortuary complexes, but were found elsewhere
or consist parts of museum collections.” Their provenance, dating and
attribution are often difficult to establish, and stylistic and iconographic

criteria may prove misleading in this respect.”* The question of provenance is

from the mortuary temples and re-using architectural elements, as it was common for
example under the Ramessids, did not lead, however, to ¢) robbery inside the royal tomb.
In this respect, the activity of Khaemwaset, restoring and securing ancient kings’
pyramids, is especially significant. Contrary to a widespread opinion, virtually no
evidence exists to support a view that the pyramids’ substructures or internal chambers
were entered and plundered at an early date, during the ‘revolutions’ of the First
Intermediate Period. Literary sources allegedly reporting such events (e.g. ‘The
Lamentations of Ipuwer’) are, at the best, indirect and uncertain evidence. The Nineteenth
Dynasty graffiti were found in the sloping corridor of the Meidum pyramid, but other
archaeological evidence points rather to a Late Period date of plundering of most of the
Old Kingdom pyramids, including the Great Pyramid (L. Kakosy, The Plundering of the
Pyramid of Cheops, SAK 16 (1989), pp.145-169; J.-P. Lauer, Remarques sur 1’époque
possible du viol de la tombe de Khéops dans la Grande Pyramide, in: Studies Kakosy,
pp-385-386) and the Step Pyramid. A suggestion that the Step Pyramid substructures
could have been entered and robbed in the First Intermediate Period (Firth, Quibell, Step
Pyramid I, p. 92), seems not to be supported by any evidence. An early Middle Kingdom
burial was recorded in the pit of the North Building (ibid., pp. i-ii). In the underground
galleries of the pyramid, however, only the activity of ‘the Saites’ (‘...the term is
conveniently vague. Any time between XXIst Dynasty and the Ptolemies is possible’,
ibid., p. 91, n.1) is well documented. In respect to the Middle Kingdom one should take
into account, however, a possibility that two travertine sarcophagi found in Senwosret III’s
complex had been taken from the eastern galleries under the Step Pyramid. Their
resemblance to the two sarcophagi still remaining in situ is striking (S. Ikram, A. Dodson,
The Mummy in Ancient Egypt, Cairo 1998, p.245). Thus the substructure of the Step
Pyramid might have been entered during the Twelfth Dynasty, but this should possibly be
seen not as a plundering, but as an act of curiosity or even piety, given the extensive
evidence for the politics of following Netjerykhet’s tradition (especially in the field of
architecture — the revival of ‘Djoser type’ mortuary complex, copying the design of the
Step Pyramid enclosure wall in the Senwosret III’s complex and on the royal sarcophagi
etc.).

>3 For example the fragments in the British Museum recorded in the inventory of the
reliefs E 17. In most part they are unprovenanced, small and often difficult to be dated.
One may suggest, nevertheless, that at least nos. 742 and 73962 with a star-band, as well
as n0.650 with the head of a king, came from a royal building of the Old Kingdom (I am
much indebted to Marcel Marée for his kind help during my visit to the BM).

% J.-C. Golvin, R. Vergnieux, Etudes des techniques de construction dans I’Egypte
ancienne III. La decoration des parois (son principe et les dangers d’équivoques que’elle
peut entreiner en ce qui concerne la datation des edifices), Mélanges Mokhtar, 1, pp.325-
338. One can recall many instances when the datings of a relief, according to various
scholars, differ in hundreds or even thousands of years (e.g. the block with a woman and a
royal child on her lap, attributed by H. Ranke (Ein dgyptisches Relief in Princeton, JNES 9
(1950), pp.228-236) to Pepy II, and subsequently shown by W. S. Smith to have come
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particularly transparent in the case of the Lisht blocks, in respect to which
different possibilities were suggested,” as well as in the case of other
fragments re-used in later buildings.”® One must also take into account
tentative dating of many unprovenanced fragments, attributed to a ruler or a
period according to stylistic or palacographic criteria. Especially those former
are much subjective and disputable, and one has to be very cautious about the
conclusions based only on them, as a recent example of redating of one of the
Lisht blocks (from Unis to Userkaf) clearly shows.”” A fairly objective
criterion for dating a royal relief can be the presence of a king’s name, but

. . .. 58 . ., .
even this assumption has some restrictions.”” Sometimes, however, it is a

from a late temple of Isis at Giza, cf. Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, p.146, n.382). Sometimes
an attribution to a royal monument is doubtful as e.g. in the case of a relief in a private
collection in Germany, suggested to have come from Unis’ mortuary complex (E.
Doetsch-Amberger, Agyptische Sammlung, Koéln 1987, p.14 (no.16). It preserved the
upper part of the king’s cartouche, however, the medium quality of the relief and the form
of the name (without z3 R(w); this latter criterion is not absolute as the form occurs, albeit
rarely, in the king’s mortuary complex) would point towards a non-royal monument as a
source of the piece (the cartouche being a part of a basilophorous name).

> In D. Arnold's opinion the decoration and texts on the blocks do not include subjects
found exclusively in the pyramid temples. He suggested thus the possibility of existence of
one or more Old Kingdom temples in the area of El-Lisht, dismantled by Amenemhat I
(D. Arnold, Hypostyle Halls of the Old and Middle Kingdom?, in: Studies Simpson, p.50).
A local origin of the Lisht blocks was considered already by W. S. Smith in HESPOK,
p.157.

°% This refers particularly to the Delta sites like Avaris, Tanis, Pi-Ramesses or Bubastis,
where it is often impossible to trace the provenance (local, or from the Memphite
necropolis) and the way the blocks were moved. On this subject see: E. Uphill, Per-
Ramesses, pp.230-232.

7 A. Oppenheim, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, no.103, pp.265-266; cf.
Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, pp.68-74.

¥ It is not merely a question of a ferminus ante quem non, given that the names of later
kings may occur in the temples of their predecessors (casus Neferirkara in Sahura’s
complex, and possibly also Sahura in the mortuary temple of Userkaf); the additions or re-
cuts may sometimes be not easily discerned. Also, to the contrary, earlier rulers could
have been named. We do not possess any evidence comparable with the New Kingdom
ancestors’ lists, but a strange fragment of a relief found in the sun-temple of Niuserra (von
Bissing, Kees, Re-Heiligtum, 111, pl.22, no0.348) shows the lower part of a serekh with the
royal name [...] m3%. Only two names can be restored: those of Sneferu or Userkaf,
neither one easily explicable at this place. This example is important as it includes serekh,
which normally ceased to be used after a king’s death. The occurrence of the cartouche
names of the earlier rulers in the temples of their successors may be by far more common,
given the amount of basilophorous names of the officials recorded on the temple walls.
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non-existence of a name that suggests the date.”” Moreover - and this is a
crucial point for every diachronic study of the development schemes - most
of the causeways and valley temples remain unexcavated,” and the problem
of obvious gaps in the evidence is in fact even greater: we still miss the
localization of some royal tombs (beside the kings of the Second Dynasty,
this applies to e.g. Sanakhte-Nebka, Huni, Shepseskara, Menkauhor and most
of the kings of the Eight Dynasty).”' Even the number and sequence of the
rulers are sometimes still doubtful (the obvious and most important gap
covers the Third Dynasty after Netjerykhet, but the question of the position,
and even the existence of Bicheris/Nebka(ra) /Baka (= Baufra?) and
Thamphtys in the Fourth Dynasty, or Userkara in the Sixth Dynasty may also

be mentioned).*

> The case of a block found at Tanis. According to P. Montet (Ecrit  Tanis au printemps
de 1956, RevArch 1 (1958), 1-20): ‘Le cartouche est vide, mais le personnage, les
hieroglyphes et les termes evoque irrésistiblement 1’ancien Empire. Nous avons a peu pres
le quart d’une scéne ou un roi et le dieu Seth se faisent face’. However, a custom of
leaving the cartouche empty, to be filled with the royal name later, is not known for the
Old Kingdom, might point towards a Late Period (parallels can be noticed on the gate
from palace of Apries at Memphis).

% For details see below the catalogue of monuments (Part II). Sometimes the funerary
complex was under research but this has not resulted in a proper publication. The most
regrettable example of such an instance is the pyramid complex of Djedkara Isesi.
Although the mortuary temple was excavated almost sixty years ago only single blocks
have been pictured or mentioned thus far and the whole corpus of decorated fragments still
awaits its publication (cf. below ch. 11.4).

o1 Cf. e.g. Stadelmann, Pyramiden, pp.31-40, 79, 175, 179-80, 203-4.

62 The Third Dynasty: N. Swelim, Some Problems on the History of the Third Dynasty,
Alexandria 1983; G. Dreyer, Der erste Konig der 3. Dynastie, in: Fs Stadelmann, pp.31-4.
Nebka(ra)/Baka: J. Cerny, Name of the King of the Unfinished Pyramid at Zawiyet el-
Aryan, MDAIK 16 (1958), pp.25-9; 1. E. S. Edwards, Chephren’s Place in the Fourth
Dynasty, in: Studies Shore, pp.97-105. Userkara: H. Goedicke, in: LA VI, c0l.901; M.
Baud, V. Dobrev, De nouvelles annales de 1'Ancien Empire égyptien. Une "Pierre de
Palerme" pour la VIe dynastie, BIFAO 95 (1995), pp.59-62.
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I.4. DEFINITIONS AND TERMINOLOGICAL PROBLEMS

The proper expression denotes clearly the subject of the research as
well as can suggest the mode of approach. The problem of use of the term
'pyramid' by Egyptologists as a heuristic fiction of some kind was discussed
by N. Swelim.® It appears that no satisfactory definition can be proposed, as
the monuments referred to as 'pyramids' are of different construction, form
and purpose; on the other hand, some buildings that are not called pyramids
should be defined so in view of their apparent similarity in design or function
(hence the term 'pyramid-like monuments' proposed by Swelim).

Similar problems are posed by the subject of the royal mortuary
complexes. ‘Pyramid complex’, ‘pyramid precinct’, “pyramid enclosure’,
‘royal tomb complex’, ‘royal mortuary (funerary) complex’, ‘royal cult
complex’, ‘pyramid temples’, ‘mortuary temples’ among others, are
widespread terms used by scholars somewhat intuitively, without presenting
precise and full definitions. These terms have different scopes of meaning
and they refer to different levels of reality (for example a ‘royal mortuary
complex’ could mean an institution as a whole, or its physical appearance i.e.
the buildings only, in this latter instance it may, or may not include the valley
structures — town, palace, workshops and agricultural installations etc.).
Without an attempt to explore the subject in full (and to present consistent
and complete definitions) I feel obliged, however, to make a few remarks,
which might clear some questions raised by the topic and its treatment in this
work. Firstly, as already signalised in chapter 1.1, it is more proper to speak
of a ‘royal tomb’ than of a ‘pyramid’. The reason for this is simple: not all

the pyramids were royal tombs (and some of them were not tombs at all, as

% N. Swelim, Pyramid Research from the Archaic to the Second Intermediate Period.
Lists, Catalogues and Objectives, in: Hommages Leclant, pp.337-349.
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proven by the example of the so-called Minor Step Pyramids ®*). On the other
hand, some royal tombs of the Old Kingdom bear different shape. It seems
probable that the Egyptians themselves regarded all the forms of the
superstructures of royal tombs: step, bent and true pyramids, mounds,
mastabas or giant sarcophagi, as belonging to one category of monuments.®
The choice of this or other form probably did not reflect fundamental changes
of ideology, but only an emphasis laid on various points (and sometimes
possibly reflected a king’s short reign). It is quite obvious, moreover, that the
royal tombs of the Old Kingdom are a stage only in the long line of
development of royal burials from the Archaic Period through the New
Kingdom (at least, the evidence for later periods is full of gaps, but the
pyramids of the Kushite rulers may prove the strength of these traditions).
The basic idea was a concept of a twofold role of a tomb (either royal or non-
royal one), as reflected in the architecture: a tomb should comprise a resting
place for the body and its equipment (a burial chamber), and a place where
the offerings to the dead are made (a funerary chapel).®® This simple rule
does not mean a sharp division between the two parts because both of them,

connected architecturally by a false door, could serve a double purpose: to

% G. Dreyer, W. Kaiser, Zu den kleinen Stufenpyramiden Ober-und Mitteligyptens,
MDAIK 36 (1980), pp.43-59; A. Cwick, Date and Function of the so-called Minor Step
Pyramids, GM 162 (1998), pp.39-52.

5 This may be deduced from the fact that a royal tomb, even in the ‘classical’ phase of
true pyramid complexes (Fourth to Sixth Dynasties) could assume the form of a giant,
sarcophagus-like mastaba (the Mastabat el-Fara’un of Shepseskaf), a step pyramid
(primitive form of Neferirkara’s pyramid at Abusir) or a square-based stone mound (the
monument of Neferefra, referred to as j¢ ‘primeval hill’, ‘mound’ in the Abusir papyri).
Even if the choice of a specific form was forced by the premature death of a king
(Neferefra’s case), it obviously served its purpose well enough. The discussion of this
problem is beyond the scope of this work. One can signalize only that perhaps all the
forms represented the idea of a primeval hill and could suite the requirements for a king’s
burial, if supplemented with proper cult installations.

5 This principle was expressed long ago by G. A. Reisner thus: *Every substructure
[grave] implies a superstructure which marks the site of the grave and provides a place
where the offerings to the dead may be presented’ (Reisner, Development, p. 237). Cf.
Kanawati , Tomb and Its Significance, passim; Bolshakov, Man and His Double, pp.23-
28.
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enable a transfiguration of the dead into a perfect being, and to secure a
continuous supply of vital essence for his/her ka. In the royal context this is
reflected in a direct link between what is inside and outside a pyramid. On a
practical level (and for this study especially) this means that one has to take
into account the evidence (including relief decoration) from inside the royal
tombs, not only from the mortuary temples. The role of the decoration (or
more widely speaking, the ideological programme) of the tomb complex in
fulfilling the abovementioned aims is far more complicated than only to show
presenting offerings. This problem will be treated to some extent in Part V,
but it is to be emphasized now that some general ideas are shared by royal
and non-royal sphere, though at the same moment a royal tomb shows all its
peculiarities of decorum reflecting the unique position of the king.

Another problem follows such a definition of a tomb, namely the
question of ‘cenotaphs’. Although the term itself, borrowed from the
Classical archaeology, seems not too appropriate for the reality of ancient
Egypt (though widely used), one has to face the problem of existence of
multiple tomb complexes attributed to one ruler. This is obviously
exceptional (the example of Thinite royal burials, assumed for a long time to
have taken place at both Saqqara and Abydos, is no longer valid),®’ but casus
Sneferu (three full scale and ready-for-burial pyramids with subsidiary

installations at Meidum, Dahshur South and Dahshur North) should be

67 Various ideas were expressed concerning the existence of tombs and ‘cenotaphs’ at
these two cemeteries and their mutual relationship. However, after new discoveries made
at Umm el-Qaab and re-evaluation of the evidence from other necropolises the long
lasting discussion on the royal burial grounds of the Archaic Period seems to come to an
end (see e.g. Lehner, Complete Pyramids, 78-79). There can be now no doubt that the First
Dynasty kings were buried at Abydos, and all the tombs at North Saqgara (as well as
famous ‘Menes’ tomb’ at Naqada) are only the élite ones. The situation is a little more
complicated for the Second Dynasty, when the first three rulers seem to have had their
sepulchers at Saqqara, while two last kings of the dynasty were buried again at Umm el-
Qaab. Nevertheless, no Thinite king may be at present credited with two burial places (for
a suggested exception for Khasekhemui see below). The vast bibliography on the earlier
discussion of the subject is collected in: Smith, Art and Architecture, p.255, n.14. For
details, see infra Chapter II.1.
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explained. It seems that all Sneferu’s monuments were intended to serve
simultaneously, though the king could be buried in one of them only.
Uncertainties about the final resting place of the king do not help to resolve
the problem. Even if one accepts the suggestions by R. Stadelmann and D.
Wildung that the Bent Pyramid and Meidum were respectively: a ‘ka-
pyramid’ and the divine king’s temple (perhaps not planned as such from the
beginning, but only re-used in that manner),”® it still poses the question of
terminology, unless one would exclude these monuments from the analysis of
royal tomb complexes. This is not possible, however, as they bear similar
characteristics to the North Pyramid, with the most important feature: burial
chambers (on the contrary, the Seila monument or the solar temples of the
Fifth Dynasty do not include anything comparable, and do not need to be
evaluated as ‘tombs’). What to do, if (as one could hypothetically assume)
two of these monuments were intended to help transfiguration processes and
to serve as cult places after the king’s death? May one call these pyramids
tombs if they did lack a body?® Perhaps it would be thus more prudent to
speak of ‘mortuary complexes’ (one may refer to ‘mortuary cult’, not
necessarily connected to the actual burial place) or ‘funerary complexes’ than

of ‘tomb complexes’.”

%% See infra ch. IL.3.

% This important terminological question was broadly discussed by H. Miinch, dealing
with the difficult case of Hetepheres’ ‘tomb’ (H.-H. Miinch, Categorizing Archaeological
Finds: the Funerary Material of Queen Hetepheres I at Giza, Antiquity 74 (2000), pp.898-
908).

7 The terms ‘mortuary’ and ‘funerary’ are generally used by archaeologists in somewhat
wider sense than the common ‘connected with a funeral’ or so, see e.g. W. Bray,
D.Trump, The Penguin Dictionary of Archaeology, 2" ed., Harmondsworth 1982, p.163
(s.v. 'mortuary enclosure’, ‘mortuary house’). This is especially true for Egyptology,
where ‘funerary’ and ‘mortuary’ mean ‘related to the beliefs on the death and the afterlife’
or ‘related to the posthumous existence of a man’. It is thus common to speak of ‘funerary
texts’ and ‘mortuary cult’ (see for example I. Shaw, P. Nicholson, The British Museum
Dictionary of Ancient Egypt, London 1995, pp. 104-5, 233-4, 291-2, s.v. ‘funerary
beliefs’, ‘funerary texts’, ‘pyramids’, ‘tombs’). In respect to the royal tomb complexes
both terms are used interchangeably.
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Next problem to be concerned, immediately following the above
remarks, is a traditional distinction of ‘divine temples’ and ‘mortuary
temples’. As clearly shown by B. Shafer, such a distinction is somewhat
artificial,’’ and he is inclined to use such a term as ‘royal cult complex’
denoting also the so-called ‘memorial temples’ or ‘temples of millions of
years’ of later periods of Egyptian history.”* Some of those monuments were
connected to the royal burials, whence some were not. This parallels the
existence in the Old Kingdom of multiple ‘mortuary’ complexes and the
provincial ‘houses of ka’; thus one could argue for all of them belonging to
one sphere of ‘royal cult complexes’, which is in fact a view adapted in this
work. However, for the structures in the Memphite necropolis including
temples and real or symbolic (?) tombs ‘a royal mortuary complex’ seems to
be an appropriate term.

Another question concerns a proper meaning of the word ‘royal’. The
distinction between royal and non-royal sphere in the everyday life, and in
the funerary contexts as well, was essential to the Egyptians. This distinction
is usually rigid and clear. It is especially well visible in the principles of
decorum, and it usually poses no problem for an investigator to distinguish

between both spheres.”” There is, however, an important exception to this

! ‘Inasmuch as “mortuary” cult complexes like the pyramids served the god of the state
embodied in the king, they were part of the divine cultus. Inasmuch as the sanctuary of
cult complexes like Edfu symbolized the place of the sun god’s death as well as birth,
“divine” temples had a significant mortuary aspect.” (B. Shafer, Temples Priests, and
Rituals, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, p.4).

7> < “Royal cult complex” describes temples with a cultus of the divine king (usually
deceased), including those temples where a cultus of another god existed alongside the
primary or coequal cultus of the divine king.” (Shafer, loc.cit. in the preceding note).

3 This subject was extensively explored by J. Baines in several articles on the rules of
decorum, and the discourse of kings with the élite (see e.g. Baines, Restricted Knowledge,
Hierarchy and Decorum: Modern Perceptions and Ancient Institutions, JARCE 27 (1990),
pp-1-23; id., Kingship, Definition of Culture, and Legitimation, in: Ancient Egyptian
Kingship, pp.3-47; i1d., Origins of Egyptian Kingship, in: ibid., pp.95-156; id., Kingship
Before Literature, in: Selbstverstindnis und Realitit, pp.125-174). Baines defines
decorum as ‘the rules which bar certain types of representation from associating freely and
occurring freely in different contexts’ (Fecundity Figures, p.278).
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rule: the program of the mortuary complexes of queens (and, to a lesser
extent, queens’ iconography elsewhere). It is obvious even at first glance that
these monuments share a number of features with kings’ mortuary
complexes, starting from the architecture (pyramid tomb and other elements
of the precinct following the same pattern) through the decoration (scenes
and iconographic elements usually prohibited to a non-royal) and the
Pyramid Texts. Moreover, the cult of some of the queens may have been
served by hmw-ntr.”* These features stress an exceptional role played by a
queen as wife and mother in the ideology of kingship. But one has to face the
problem that only some of the royal ladies were credited with such ‘royal’
prerogatives, and why those were chosen is not at all clear. One may assume
that kings’ mothers, and especially those who acted as regents, entered the
sphere usually reserved for rulers. This assumption probably does not explain
all the cases but, nevertheless, stresses the importance of the funerary
complexes of queens and the ambiguity of the term ‘royal’. Is the tomb of
queen Khamerernebty II at Giza’ a royal monument? It seems almost certain
that it should not be termed so. We speak of ‘royal children’ or ‘royal
women’ but by no means their tombs become automatically ‘royal’.”® But
what to say about the Abusir tomb complex of Khentkaus, resembling so
closely a king’s complex? She was ‘mother of the two Kings of Upper and
Lower Egypt’, or maybe even ‘mother of the King of Upper and Lower
Egypt (and) the King of Upper and Lower Egypt’.”” Is it a royal monument

" D. Magee, A hmt-ntr of Queen Iput I. Fragments copied by Battiscombe Gunn from a
tomb at Saqqara, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, pp.229-240.

" The much controversial ‘tomb of count Galarza’ (PM III pp. 273-274). For the
discussion on its owner(s) see: M. Baud, La tombe de la reine-mére “-mrr-Nbtj I, BIFAO
5 995), pp.11-21; id., The Tombs of Khamerernebty I and II at Giza, GM 164 (1998),
pp.7-14; G. Callender, P. Janosi, MDAIK 53 (1997), pp.1-22.

’® The complicated relations inside the royal family and the roles played by its members in
the ideology of kingship have been discussed extensively in Baud, Famille royale.

" Mwt nswt bjtj nswt bjtj. The question of the proper interpretation of this title (titles?)
remains open (M. Verner, Khentkaus I, Khentkaus II and the title mwt nswt bity nswt bity
(or: nswt bity, mwt nswt bity), GM 173 (1999), pp.215-224; cf. id., Khentkaus, p.168ft.;

21



only in the case she was a ruling monarch, or do the architecture and
decoration provide enough support for this designation even if she was not a
king? Following this, one should assume that the term ‘royal funerary
complex’ has a wider meaning than simply a ‘king’s funerary complex’,
although we still lack the exact definition of the word ‘royal’; a situation that
can lead to inconsistencies in using this term, also in this work. In principle
only the monuments erected for kings will be referred to as ‘royal funerary
complexes’. There is no doubt, however, that the subject of queens’ mortuary
complexes cannot be left aside.

It may be found surprising but an obvious, at first glance, term 'relief
decoration' deserves some remarks concerning its denotation. As long as one
is dealing with monumental scenes on the temples’ walls, there is no need to
precise its scope; it is used in accordance with a common sense. There is a
technical and ideological difference between raised and sunk relief, although
this is only partly valid for the Old Kingdom, when the sunk relief except for
the inscriptions of the gates is extremely rare.”® However, when the wider
architectural context is concerned, many doubts occur. It is often assumed,
for instance, that the only reliefs in the funerary precinct of Netjerykhet are
the six stelae in the subterranean chambers under the pyramid and the South
Tomb. The cobra frieze, dummy doors and fences, replicas of wooden logs,
as well as half-columns (all of them to be noticed in the Step Pyramid
enclosure), may belong to a category of 'elements d'architecture’. The same
may refer to the djed-frieze that appears in the Temple T and in the

underground apartments. But how the kheker-frieze should be interpreted? Its

id. with G. Callender, Two Old Kingdom Queens named Khentkaus, KMT 8, No.3, Fall
1997, pp.28-35).

8 C. Vandersleyen, Relief, LA V (1984), 224-229; R. Gundlach, Tempelrelief, LA VI,
407-410. For a diachronic survey of the Egyptian reliefs see G. Galassi, Il bassorilievo
egizio, Critica d’Arte, Firenze 10 (1955), pp.302-356 (the author’s periods 4 to 7 covering
Dynasties Third through Sixth). For an important example of Pepy II’s quartzite pillars
decorated in sunk relief see below ch. IV.2.
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first occurrence (above the entrances to the South and North Buildings) has
nothing in common with the decoration of the wall of a room, but the frieze is
executed in relief and certainly should not be ignored, as it (probably) played
an important ideological role. The boundary markers of Netjerykhet (in both
forms of a truncated cone and a round-topped stela), decorated with names of
the king and two royal ladies facing the jmj-wt 'fetish' (though removed in the
later phase of construction of the complex), and the extraordinary inscriptions
and symbols on bases of Netjerykhet statues should not be overlooked. The
lion-altars found by Mariette and the Lowenmobel from the entrance corridor
are sculptured, but it is mostly a high relief.” The ceilings of the chambers
and small blocks found under the pyramid and in the substructure of the
South Tomb are decorated with stars. Already in that time (and even more in
later complexes), it is difficult to discern between text and representation in
the decoration of gates (cf. a jamb of Netjerykhet with snake-figures, found
near the pyramid of Teti). Another feature commonly met in the Step
Pyramid precinct is a distinctive panelling of the temenos wall. Forms and
meaning of panelling, the serekh or the so-called 'palace fagade' decoration,
as well as the ceiling stars (all of them occurring in various parts of the
mortuary complexes, including the internal chambers of the pyramids), form
a separate subject, which will be treated later.

This short survey of the evidence, in one monument only, shows that
'relief decoration' 1s a term with rather fluent limits. An absolute, clear and
sharp distinction between architecture, sculpture and reliefs is perhaps not
possible; in fact it is perhaps not necessary, for reasons stated already in
Chapter 1.1. Why we should not confine the research (and the definition) to

the reliefs meant as a wall decoration in the temples? Simple examples of the

7 A clear distinction between sculpture in round and relief seems obvious, but in fact the
categories of a ‘high relief” and an ‘engaged statue’ are sometimes quite close one to
another, as e.g. the Menkaura triads show. See the discussion of ‘sunk half-statues’ in
Schéfer, Principles of Egyptian Art, pp.74-75.
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decoration of altars in the courts, or the stars and panels inside the pyramids,
provide an answer.

The last problem to be discussed here concerns the chronological scope
of the work and the denotation of the term ‘Old Kingdom’. In principle I
follow the long established scheme assigning to this period dynasties from
Third through Eighth.* Although the end of the Old Kingdom, in respect to
the discussion of the royal funerary complexes and their decoration, is a
distinctive border,®' and the monument of Kakara Ibi may be defined as the
latest one to be analysed (at least for the moment, before the discoveries in
the field supply some new evidence), the situation at the beginning of the
period is less univocal. It is quite obvious that the reign of Netjerykhet, the
first king of the Third Dynasty, with a large number of unique and distinctive
features, marks the turn of the Archaic state into the mature form of the Old
Kingdom kingship. It might be discussed, however, to what extent the
foundations of this had been laid by Netjerykhet’s predecessor Khasekhemui.
He appears to have been the first ruler who used to build of stone on a bigger
scale, and the first one to decorate large surfaces of the monuments with
reliefs.” Netjerykhet was possibly a son, and certainly a pious follower of
Khasekhemui. The reigns of these two kings form together a transitional
period, with no apparent break between them,* notwithstanding the fact of
moving the capital and the royal necropolis back to Saqqara and constructing

the extraordinary Step Pyramid complex.

80 E.g. the chapter by J. Malek in Oxford History of Ancient Egypt (‘The Old Kingdom’,
pp-89-117).

*! Following a clear distinction between the Memphite and Herakleopolitan Kingdoms (J.
Malek, A Chronological Scheme and Terminology for the Early Part of the Egyptian
History. A Contribution to a Discussion, DE 15 (1985), 37-55).

%2 One may refer to the opinion by L. E. S. Edwards that Khasekhemui ‘was culturally the
forerunner of the Old Kingdom’ (CAH 3,1 Part 2, (1971), p.34).

8 Pace Swelim, Third Dynasty, pp.14-15.
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I.5. ROYAL MORTUARY COMPLEXES OF THE ARCHAIC
PERIOD AND THE OLD KINGDOM - AN OVERVIEW,
STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF VARIOUS PARTS OF THE
COMPLEX

A summary overview of the established evidence and up-to-date
interpretations of the structure and function of early royal mortuary
complexes seems indispensable before the relief programme is analysed in
details and some new proposals made. The discussion of the proper dating of
the beginning of the Old Kingdom in the preceding chapter should not
shadow understanding of the fundamental fact that the foundations of the
ideology of Egyptian kingship were laid in a remote past and firmly
established in the Thinite Period.** Both this world role of the pharaoh and
the royal eschatology were expressed in the Archaic architecture, art and
texts in a number of ways reflected later in the programme of the royal
mortuary complexes of the Old Kingdom. Thus a thorough analysis of the
earlier evidence seems indispensable. Like the Egyptians themselves, we

should start from Menes — or even earlier.

ABYDENE COMPLEXES

Without doubt the origins of royal funerary complexes of the Old
Kingdom could be traced back to the formative period of the Egyptian state.
A continuous development of Upper Egyptian élite tombs during the Naqada

period (reflecting complicating social relations and emergence of a

¥ H. Goedicke, Zur Konigskonzept der Thinitenzeit, SAK 15 (1988), pp.123-141; J.
Baines, Kingship. Definition of Culture, and Legitimation, in: D. O’Connor, D. Silverman
(eds.), Ancient Egyptian Kingship, Leiden 1995, pp.3-47. According to Baines royal
legitimation was linked to the divine sphere from the very beginning; for a view that the
idea of divine filiation occurred as late as the Second Dynasty see E. Endesfelder, Gotter,
Herrscher, Koénig — zur Rolle der Ideologie bei der Formierung des &gyptischen
Kénigtums, in: Agyptische Tempel, pp.47-54.
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centralised state) resulted in appearance of chieftain tombs at Hierakonpolis
and elsewhere, and eventually led to founding of rulers’ necropolis Umm el-
Qaab at Abydos.*”” One of the earliest tombs there (U-j), the burial place of
the so-called Scorpion I, established a pattern of a royal tomb for later
generations. It was a mudbrick, multi-roomed building, copying some
features of a house. The tombs of other rulers of Dynasty 0 and the one of
Horus Aha seem to be simplified versions of it. Revolutionary innovations
were introduced under this king. The first ‘funerary palace’ was built of brick
at the edge of the desert, close to the temple of Khentyimentiu.*® Since that
moment the pattern of a bipartite tomb complex (a tomb proper, housing the
burial, and a ‘funerary palace’ or ‘funerary enclosure’, eventually a mortuary
temple, where cult of the king was maintained) would repeat regularly. A
common feature of the Archaic royal funerary complexes is a territorial
separation of the two parts, joined together for the first time in the Step
Pyramid enclosure. Subsidiary burials appeared for the first time under Djer,
eventually occurring around the tombs and the enclosures. Tomb complexes
at Abydos underwent some developments. The most important ones include
the introduction of a staircase leading to the burial chamber and the addition
of a serdab or statue room in the reign of Den, as well as disappearance of the
subsidiary graves after the First Dynasty. The Second Dynasty tombs

(especially the tomb of Khasekhemui, which seems to refer to the plan of

% For an overview see Lehner, Complete Pyramids, pp.75-77; Spencer, Early Egypt,
pp.71-84, Wilkinson, Early Dynastic Egypt, pp.139ft.

% On these monuments, described variously in the literature (‘forts’, ‘fortresses’, ‘funerary
palaces’, ‘funerary enclosures’, ‘valley enclosures’, ‘Talbezirke’ etc.), see: W. Helck, Zu
den ‘Talbezirken’ in Abydos, MDAIK 28 (1972), pp.95-99; W. Kaiser, Zu den
koniglichen Talbezirken in Abydos und zur Baugeschichte des Djoser-Grabmals, MDAIK
25 (1969), pp.1-25; B. Kemp, Abydos and the Royal Tombs of the First Dynasty, JEA 52
(1966), pp.13-14; id., The Egyptian First Dynasty Royal Cemetery, Antiquity 41 (1967),
pp.22-32; J.-P. Lauer, A propos des vestiges des murs a redans encadrés par ‘the tombs of
the courtiers’ et des ‘forts’ d’Abydos, MDAIK 25 (1969), pp.79-84; D. O’Connor, New
Funerary Enclosures (7albezirke) of the Early Dynastic Period at Abydos, JARCE 26
(1989), pp.51-86.
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subterranean hypogea at Saqqara) differ slightly from the earlier ones. The
common feature is, however, an indistinctive superstructure, that in the case
of most of the tombs seem to be simply a low brick and gravel mound, barely
visible above the desert surface.®” The brick funerary enclosures became in
the Second Dynasty larger and more architecturally complicated (including
double wall and an internal building, called a ‘token palace’ by D. Arnold).
Like at the Umm el-Qaab tombs, the subsidiary burials, common in the First
Dynasty, are no longer present. An important feature was discovered in the
Shunet el-Zebib (the funerary enclosure of Khasekhemui). It is a brick-
covered mound, sited slightly off the middle of the enclosure, called a
‘protopyramid’ by D. O’Connor. A fleet of twelve wooden boats, buried
under mud brick superstructures was discovered to the east of Shunet el-
Zebib. Their exact date is uncertain, but they seem to be the forerunners of
the boat burials at the Old Kingdom pyramids.™

The Abydene funerary complex comprised thus two separated parts: a
tomb, located far in the desert, and an enclosure, serving a funeral and/or cult
purposes, located close to the cultivated area and the early temple.*® This
scheme could be valid for Hierakonpolis as well, though the tomb that ought
to be complemented with the ‘Fort’, has not been discovered yet. It is
difficult to evaluate the situation at Saqqara. Although the possibility of

existence of ‘Talbezirke’ of Hetepsekhemui, Raneb and Khasekhemui was

7 G. Dreyer, Zur Rekonstruktion der Oberbauten der Konigsgriber der 1. Dynastie in
Abydos, MDAIK 47 (1991), pp.93-104. Recent discoveries at the tomb of Khasekhemui
proved, however, that its tumulus was cased with stone (see below, chapter I1.1).

*® D. O’Connor, Boat Graves and Pyramid Origins, Expedition 33 (1991), pp.5-17; id. The
Earliest Royal Boat Graves, EA 6 (1995), pp.3-7; recent research results suggest a date
contemporary with the so-called Western Mastaba (D. Sharp, Funerary Enclosures. Early
Dynastic ‘Forts’ Reexamined, KMT 12,1 (2001), p.65).

%" Stadelmann, (in: Studies Simpson, p.794) made an interesting suggestion that this
separation of the tomb and the mortuary temple, which had its parallel in the New
Kingdom royal burial customs in Thebes, was a specific Upper Egyptian tradition.
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raised by R. Stadelmann,” the identification of the enclosures and their
related tombs remains much doubtful. Gisr el-Mudir and the L-shaped
enclosures date probably from the Third Dynasty,”’ and the attribution of the
Western Massifs in the Step Pyramid complex to Khasekhemui’” rests on
uncertain ground. The occurrence of cult enclosures at Saqqara can by no
means be proved at the moment. °> The only firm evidence for the Archaic
royal tombs, beside non-contemporaneous sources, are two sets of
subterranean galleries near the Unis’ pyramid, ascribed to Hetepsekhemui
and Ninetjer, and a stela of Raneb, coming probably from his tomb nearby.
Various suggestions about the superstructures and cult installations of the
tombs were made,”* but the field research failed, in fact, to provide any

reliable data.”

% pyramiden, pp.31-34; id. in: Mélanges Mokhtar, vol1l, pp.295-307. Cf. N. Swelim,
Some Remarks on the Great Rectangular Monuments of Middle Saqqara, MDAIK 47
(1991), pp.389-402.

°! The location, orientation (different from Netjerykhet’s complex, but exactly the same as
Sekhemkhet’s), scale, and construction features of the Gisr el-Mudir point to its position
in a sequence of monuments after the Step Pyramid and The Unfinished Pyramid. Gisr el-
Mudir and L-shaped enclosure would be unfinished (?) Third Dynasty step pyramid
complexes (Maragioglio, Rinaldi, APM, 11, p.51; O’Connor, JARCE 26 (1989), p.83, n.60;
cf. Kemp, Antiquity 41, pp.30-31). For a contrary view (dating to the Second Dynasty) see
I. Mathieson, A. Tavares, Preliminary Report of the National Museums of Scotland
Saqqara Survey Project 1990-1, JEA 79 (1993), pp.28-31.

2 R. Stadelmann, Die Oberbauten der Konigsgriber der 2. Dynastie in Sakkara, in:
Mélanges Mokhtar, 11, pp.295-307.

% This refers also to a presumed Den’s cult precinct (W. Kaiser, Ein Kultbezirke des
Konigs Den in Sakkara, MDAIK 41 (1985), pp.47-60). It is probable that the line of tombs
taken to be a part of subsidiary installations of the enclosure were in fact connected to a
large First Dynasty mastaba.

% Stadelmann, in: Mélanges Mokhtar, pp. 298-303; W. Kaiser, Zu den Kénigsgribern der
2. Dynastie in Sakkara und Abydos, in: Esays Goedicke, pp.309-316.

% The published informations on the results of recent research in the area of Ninetjer’s
tomb are not only rudimentary, but also misleading. A good example is the reported
discovery of a brick stamped with the name in a cartouche, deciphered by the excavator as
Nfr-snd-R(w). It was interpreted immediately as coming from a building of the Second
Dynasty king Sened; it was suggested that Nefer-senedj-Ra was his nsw bjtj name (J.
Leclant, G. Clere, Or 63,3 (1988), p.330; repeated by Vercoutter, L ’Egypte et la valée du
Nil, p.227). This seems highly improbable for at least three reasons: 1. Stamped bricks
occur for the first time at the beginning of the Eighteenth Dynasty. 2. Cartouches
surrounding royal names are in use since the reign of Sanakhte-Nebka of the Third
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Little can be said about the decoration programme of the Archaic royal
tombs and funerary enclosures. The evidence is much limited (see chapter
II.1), the only exception being the so-called ‘Fort’ of Khasekhemui at
Abydos. Although the meaning and function of this monument still raises
some doubts, it will be argued that it marks an important stage in the
development of royal mortuary complexes, and that it was, even more than
other ‘funerary palaces’, a predecessor of the mortuary temples of the Old

Kingdom.

‘DJOSER TYPE”® COMPLEXES

The reign of Netjerykhet and building of the Step Pyramid enclosure at
Saqqara marked the beginning of the era of step pyramids. It is generally
assumed that after a presumed introduction of a tomb inside a funerary
enclosure (the idea signalised already by the so-called protopyramid in the
Shunet el-Zebib of Khasekhemui), the dominating form of the royal mortuary
complex of the Third Dynasty became a rectangular, N-S oriented precinct,
with a step pyramid surrounded by subsidiary buildings (fig.2). However, the
only monument of this kind largely finished in the antiquity and much
researched by the scholars now remains the Step Pyramid complex. To what
extent other complexes followed its pattern is not clear. The superstructures
and underground galleries of the pyramid of Sekhemkhet at Saqqara and the
Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan are easily comparable with the Step

Pyramid, but the evidence on the surrounding buildings is scanty. Except for

Dynasty. The alleged Second Dynasty examples are not contemporary at the best, but
probably are simply forgeries. 3. The form Snd (written with a truncated duck sign),
attested in the New Kingdom royal lists (Abydos and Turin), is a late, corrupted version.
The king was referred to as Snd [ still in the Fourth Dynasty, as the inscriptions of Shery
prove (e.g. Mariette, Mastabas, 92-94). The brick most probably date from the New
Kingdom or later, and one may ask whether the name Nfr-snd-R(w), (otherwise the type
not attested before the Fourth Dynasty), could have anything in common with Snd of the
lists.

% Following the nomenclature of Arnold and Lehner, cf. The Complete Pyramids, passim.
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the overall similarity of the rectangular precincts, only the existence of the
South Tomb and the arrangement of the gates and bastions in the temenos
wall of Sekhemkhet’s complex are the features that can be related to the Step
Pyramid pattern. Beside the two mentioned ones, other mortuary complexes
of the followers of Netjerykhet offer almost nothing in that matter, as their
number, localization, dating and attribution are far from certain. One could
theoretically take into consideration the Gisr el-Mudir and L-shaped
enclosures at West Saqqara, but they need much more research to establish
their architectural form and proper dating. Thus the Step Pyramid complex of
Netjerykhet is in fact the only fully explored case of the ‘Djoser type’ or
‘typical Third Dynasty pyramid complex’, and the question how far was it
‘typical’ remains open. This is particularly important when analysing the
function of the building to the North of the pyramid, interpreted as either a
mortuary temple’’ or a model palace,”® and when looking for parallels to
Netjerykhet’s reliefs in the subterranean parts of the complex (the stela of
Qahedjet).

The question of localization of the tomb of Huni, the last king of the
Third Dynasty, is still disputed. After the rebuttal (with convincing
arguments) of the long-standing hypothesis attributing to him the first phase
of the Meidum pyramid, three other sites (Abu Roash, Saqqara and Dahshur)
were considered.”” With the decisive evidence lacking, one can only suggest
with some degree of certainty that the form of the superstructure of Huni’s
tomb should be that of a step pyramid. On the contrary, one can say nothing
about the shape and character of the precinct. Both assumptions come from

the observation that at the beginning of Sneferu’s reign the step pyramid was

%7 J.-P. Lauer, Premier temple du culte funéraire en Egypte, BIFAO 80 (1980), pp.45-67;
Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.65; id., The development of the pyramid temple in the Fourth
Dynasty, in: Temple in Ancient Egypt, p.2.

% Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, pp.42, and n.44 (p.262).Cf. Ricke, BABA 4,
pp-101-102.

% For details see chapter I1.2.
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100 2nd that at the same moment

still a dominating form of a royal monument,
the form of the pyramid precinct, as well as the position of the main cult-

place, had already changed.'"’

‘CLASSICAL’ PYRAMID COMPLEXES

The reign of Sneferu marks one of the most important stages in the
development of the Egyptian civilisation. The number of innovations in
various areas established then firmly for generations to come is without
parallel. Changes in the religion, ideology of kingship, administrative system,

102 This situation

were related to economical and technological development.
enabled building of giant pyramids and continuous experimenting with
funerary architecture that eventually led to the creation of a ‘standard’ or
‘classical’ Old Kingdom pyramid complex (fig.3). It comprises the tomb
proper, in form of a true pyramid,'” set within an E-W oriented precinct,
with a mortuary temple (hAwt-ntr) at the east side of the pyramid and a valley

temple at the edge of the cultivation, joined by a causeway.'"*

105

The valley

temple was usually supplemented with harbour installations. ™~ To the south

1% The form of the first two stages of the Meidum monument was that of a step pyramid.
Also the pyramid of Seila and the satellite pyramid at South Dahshur had this form.

191 As shown by the orientation and shape of the enclosure, and position of the chapel at
Meidum. Also at Seila the offering chapel is situated on the east side of the pyramid,
although the existence of another offering-place on the north side should be taken into
account (Swelim, Seila, op.cit.;). On the possibility that the causeway and the valley
temple could have occurred already in the Layer Pyramid complex, see M. Lehner, Z500
and The Layer Pyramid of Zawiyet el-Aryan, in: Studies Simpson, pp.508-510.

192 On the reign of Sneferu see chapter I1.3.

19 1t could have assumed other forms, however (see n.40 above).

4R, Stadelmann, Totentempel, LA VI, 694-699.

195 Either real or dummy ones. The results of recent research at Saqgara and Dahshur
suggest that the level of the Nile in the Old Kingdom would have been too low (c.16 m.
a.s.l.) to support even seasonal functioning of the ports in front of valley temples (I. Casey,
Settlements at South Saqqara, EA 15 (1999), pp.24-25; D. Jeffreys, High and Dry? Survey
of the Memphite Escarpment, EA 19 (2001), pp.15-16; S. Seidlmayer, personal
communication). For an overall survey of the subject see R. Klemm, D. Klemm, A. Murr,
Zur Lage und Funktion von Hafenanlagen an den Pyramiden des Alten Reiches, SAK 26
(1998), pp.173-189.
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or southeast of the main pyramid a satellite (or ka-) pyramid was situated,'*
and boat burials could be set in pits around the mortuary temple, along the
causeway or southwards from the pyramid. The upper part of a complex was
enclosed with a temenos wall. The complex extended to the cultivated area,
where a palace, pyramid town and adjoining agriculture installations formed

part of the royal domain (5).'"’

This architectural pattern survived till the end
of the period, but it should be stressed that important changes or exceptions,
observed during that time, provoke the question of the proper form of various
parts of a funerary complex and their presumed indispensability for the
ideological programme. As an example one may recall the burials of boats in
the funerary complexes. It is far from certain whether they constituted

necessary element of a complex, or could be included by a king at will.'”

1% For a summary of the evidence on satellite pyramids see Lehner, Pyramid Tomb of

Hetepheres, pp.74-78.

197 R. Stadelmann, La ville de pyramide 4 I’ Ancien Empire, RdE 33 (1981), pp.67-77; id.,
Die Hntjw-$, der Konigsbezirk § n pr-3 und die Namen der Grabanlagen der Friihzeit,
BIFAO 81 (1981), pp.153-164; Kemp, Ancient Egypt, pp.141-149; Lehner, Complete
Pyramids, pp.230-237 ; M. Baud, Le palais en temple. Le culte funéraire des rois

d’ Abousir, in: Abusir- Saqgara 2000, pp.347-360. For the royal $j as possible designation
of departaments of administration see O. Goelet, Two Aspects of the Royal Palace in the
Egyptian Old Kingdom, PhD diss., Colombia Univ. 1982, p.561 ff.

% The hypothesis, that the boats were an indispensable part of a king’s funerary
equipment, seems at first glance to be at variance with the discoveries made hitherto, as
only in few of the complexes the boat burials were found. This is, however, a weak
argument ex silentio. In most of the pyramid complexes no systematic field research has
been resumed in this direction. Another problem concerns meaning and function of the
boats. Whether they were funeral ships, or sun- and star-barks intended to serve in the
Afterlife, one has to consider their occurrence in the queens’ (royal? — cf. remarks supra in
Chapter 4) context, and possibly even in non-royal funerary establishments (e.g. in the
mastabas of Ptahshepses and Kagemni. We leave apart the question of the boat models
deposited in tombs). On this subject see: M. Verner, Funerary Boats of Neferirkare and
Raneferef, in: F's Kakosy, pp.587-602; R. S. Bianchi, Raneferef’s Carnelian, in: Essays Te
Velde, pp.29-31. A possibility that the long narrow chapels in the funerary temples (e.g.
Chephren’s at Giza) housed barques with royal statues (analogous to later royal or divine
ones) should also be taken into account, when discussing the role of ships in the
programme of the funerary complexes (cf. Ricke, BABA 5, p.112; Stadelmann,
Pyramiden, pp.136-137). The name of a building of Sahura wts nfrw, found on recently
published sealings from the mortuary temple of Neferefra (P. Posener-Kriéger, Un
nouveau batiment de Sahoure, SEAP 12 (1993), pp.7-16), may refer to such an
installation, given that this term is later a common designation of a portable sacred bark.
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Another, even more important, example is a valley temple (Taltempel, le
temple de la valée)."” The case of the Bent Pyramid enclosure (the so-called
valley temple being rather an intermediate building, a ‘statue temple’; a
valley temple proper possibly did not exist) and the situation at Abusir (a
‘usurpation’ of the unfinished causeway and the valley temple of Neferirkara
by Niuserra, and a virtual non-existence of a valley temple in the complex of
Neferefra)''’ seem to contradict the assumption that such a building was an
indispensable element of a royal funerary complex. A still not fully explored
question is a presumed relation (or even identification) of the valley temples
with mrt-buildings.'"!

The scheme of a royal funerary complex established by Sneferu
underwent multiple developments. It is still disputed if the mortuary temple
included an offering room with a false door already at the beginning of the
Fourth Dynasty,''? or it was introduced during the Fifth Dynasty,'" possibly
as a copy of a non-royal model.''* The assumption of one of these hypotheses
is crucial for the proper understanding of the development of the ideological

programme. One of important later changes was the addition of the northern

199 Le temple d’accueil, a term reflecting more the functional aspect of the structure, is
favourised in the recent French publications. It is translated in Labrousse, Regards sur une
pyramide, p.58 into English as a ‘Reception Temple’. Compare the Torbau of L.
Borchardt.

"9 See chapter 11.4. The examples of Neferirkara and Neferefra are highly instructive in
this respect. The evidence of the papyri archives suggests that the complexes served the
cult without any observable difficulties coming from the fact of non-existence of valley
temples.

1 wh I1, 108,9. For the list of sources and the discussion see W. Barta, Zur Lokalizierung
und Bedeutung des mr¢-Bauten, ZAS 110 (1983), pp.98-104; cf. Zibelius, Siedlungen des
Alten Reiches, pp.100-102, and Jones, Titles, passim.

12 Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.213; id. Die Pyramiden des Snofru in Dahschur, Zweiter
Berichtiiber die Ausgrabungen an der nordlichen Steinpyramide mit einem Exkurs iiber
Scheintiir oder Stelen im Totentempel des AR, MDAIK 39 (1983), pp.237-241 contra
Arnold, Rituale und Pyramidentempel, MDAIK 33 (1977), pp.1-14.

"3 P Janosi, Die Entwicklung und Deutung des Totenopferraumes in den
Pyramidentempeln des Alten Reiches, in: Agyptische Tempel, pp.143-163.

%D, Arnold, Royal Cult Complexes of the Old and Middle Kingdoms, in: Temples of
Ancient Egypt, pp.59-61, 71-72.
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chapel.'”

A period of intensive architectural experiments terminated at the
beginning of the Fifth Dynasty. A case of Userkaf’s complex is particularly
significant, as it shows to which extent the changes in the traditional
arrangement of buildings could have been introduced, if (as one may assume)
this was forced by topographical obstacles.' "

From Sahura’s reign on, the plan and dimensions of various parts of a
royal funerary complex have been basically standardized.''” The peculiarities
of the Abusir complexes in regard to the valley temples were already noticed.

The plan of a mortuary temple'®

was to be repeated throughout the rest of the
Old Kingdom with only minor variations.'"” Two parts of the temple can be

distinguished.'*” The outer temple (front temple, Verehrungstempel, I’avant-

5 p. Janosi, Bemerkungen zu den Nordkapellen des Alten Reiches, SAK 22 (1995),
pp.145-168. Again, as is the case with E sanctuary, the exact date of introducing the N
chapel is a matter of much debate. Scanty (and difficult to be interpreted) remains at
Dahshur South and a hiatus in the evidence caused by almost total destruction of the
relevant parts of the Giza and Abu Roash complexes make the discussion inconclusive.

"¢ Caused by the location of the complex inside the area surrounded by the Dry Moat:
Labrousse, Lauer, Ouserkaf et Néferhétepes, pp.39-40, cf. Swelim, in: Pyramid Studies,
p.22. In the opinion of M. Lehner (Complete Pyramids, p.141) localization of Userkaf’s
temple to the south of his pyramid is a first example of returning to some elements of
‘Djoser type’ of pyramid complexes.

"7 With an exception of the bigger and stepped pyramid of Neferirkara. Some minor
changes of plan made during later reigns included i.a. the addition of the transverse
corridor. The development of the mortuary temple seems to be accomplished by
Niuserra’s time. Cf. Lehner, Complete Pyramids, pp.18-9, 142-4; Stadelmann, Pyramiden,
pp-164-71.

"8 D. Arnold, Totentempel II, LA VI, 699-706.

"9 1t should be noted, however, that various reasons, mostly topographical ones (e.g. the
existence of earlier structures) may have caused moving the mortuary temple off the E-W
axis of the pyramid, and changes in the disposal of the rooms. This is well observed in the
complexes of Niuserra and Teti.

120 There exists no consensus as to the question where the two parts are to be separated. D.
Stockfish (Die Diesseitsrolle des toten Konigs im Alten Reich, in: Friihe dgyptische
Konigtum, p.6 n.4) assigns a transverse corridor and five statue-chapels to the
Verehrungstempel, following Ricke, Bemerkungen AR, 11,, p.49, fig.16. On the other hand,
V. Maragioglio and C. Rinaldi (APM, VII, p.94) assumed that the chapels as well as the
corridor belonged to the ‘private’ part of a temple. Most of the scholars simply state that
the corridor bordered the outer and inner parts.
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temple) consisted of an entrance hall'*' (pr wrw)'** and an open court (wsht).
A transverse corridor'” (rrt?)'** separated the court from the inner temple. It
led northwards to the magazines and the north court of the pyramid, and
southwards to the satellite pyramid. The inner temple (rear temple,
Totenopfertempel, temple intime) was located to the west of the corridor. On
the temple axis there was a room with five statue niches (such a niche seem
to be referred to as tpht ‘cave’ in the Abusir papyri; this designation occurs
also at Abu Gurab, in a scene of offering to (presumably a statue of) Ra'®).
The niches were surrounded by a block of solid masonry. To the south of the
statue room there was a set of rooms (a vestibule, a square antechamber)
leading, after a double turn right, to the main sanctuary or offering room (zh),
located on the axis of the temple, behind the compound with niches. A false-
door was set in the west wall of the sanctuary, against the pyramid side, and
the room was equipped with an altar for daily offerings for the dead king. It is
possible that a statue of the king was placed in this offering hall, although a

decisive evidence for that is lacking. Groups of storerooms (pr-sn< ntj m hnw

hwt-ntr) were located in various parts of the temple, some of them adjoining

21 Often called a vestibule (e.g. Jequier, Pépi II, passim; Edwards, Pyramids, p.166;
Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.166, fig.53). It should be distinguished from the vestibule in the
inner temple.

122 Various parts of the mortuary temple were identified with ancient Egyptian names
known from papyri and other sources by Posener-Kriéger, Archives d’Abou Sir, 11, pp.493-
518.
' French couloir transversale, German Quergang. In German publications it is
sometimes called die Breite Halle, which may cause mixing it with wsht (a ‘Broad Hall’).
124 A suggestion by P. Posener-Kriéger, Archives d’Abou Sir, 1I, pp. 501. For the
discussion of possible meanings and other structures named 7t see ibid.pp.511-513 and
vol.I, p.27-29.

12 Von Bissing, Kees, Re-Heiligtum 1II, n0.359. It is possible that the fragment
represented the group of chapels, as the beginning of another caption [pht] would suggest.
However, if this scene reflects a reality of the solar temple it is not easy to point a possible
location of those chapels, whether in the upper or in the valley temple (which did not
comprise statue niches, contrary to what was found in the valley enclosure of the solar
temple of Userkaf). But it is probable that the caption “southern fpht’ referred to the
sanctuary (the Weltenkammer). On this subject see more below in Addendum to chapter
V.3.
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most important rooms where ritual activity took place (the sanctuary, the
statue chamber).

Function and meaning of various parts of the complex have been much
discussed. It seems obvious that the development of architecture since the
archaic tombs was realised gradually, and various elements in different types
of complexes may be compared (fig.4). In an attempt to prove the role of the
complexes as either the Jenseitsarchitektur, or a ‘stage for the funeral’,
comparisons of the plans of mortuary temples with the royal palatial

architecture were made (fig.5),"*°

as well as identification of the valley
temples with jbw or wtht known from non-royal sources (fig.6)."”” Some

considerations on this subject will be presented in the Conclusions.

126 Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, passim, esp. p.35, fig.3; Lehner, Complete
Pyramids, p.27. For a general survey of the development of palaces and temples, and the
symbolism they shared, see: J. Baines, Palaces and Temples of Ancient Egypt, in: J. M.
Sasson (ed.), Civilisations of the Ancient Near East, vol.I, New York 1995, pp.303-317.

1271 ehner, Complete Pyramids, p.26-27.
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I.6. ROYAL RELIEFS BEYOND THE FUNERARY COMPLEXES
AND OTHER COMPARATIVE MATERIAL

The programme of the mortuary complexes of Old Kingdom kings
finds its closest parallel in the architecture and decoration of the Fifth
Dynasty sun-temples. The two (of six known from written sources)'*®
investigated archaeologically monuments show striking similarities in their
architectural setting and arrangement to the pyramid complexes, consisting of
a valley temple, causeway and the upper enclosure with a central structure
surrounded by chapels and courtyards. They were even supplied with (model)
boats. The most important difference is not, as it seems at first glance, that
the central structure did not have the form of a pyramid,'” but that this
obelisk (or obeliskoid) lacked the burial chamber. This reflects the fact that
the solar temples served probably as cult-places of the sun god in his many
aspects and not as ‘mortuary complexes’ of Ra, which did not cause the need
for a symbolic burial chamber. The cult of the solar god (including his
various forms and supplemented with the cult of his female follower, Hathor)

was there merged with the cult of the divine king, who perhaps was even

identified with the god."”® Of the two researched temples, the monument of

128 The names of the sun-temples of Userkaf (Nhn-R(w)), Sahura (Sht-R(w)), Neferirkara
(St-jb-R(w)), Raneferef (Htp-R(w)), Niuserra (Ssp-jb-R<(w)) and Menkauhor (3h#-R(w))
are attested in title-strings in private tombs, on sealings or graffiti. Only the monuments of
Userkaf at North Abusir and Niuserra at Abu Ghurab were discovered and excavated (F.
W. von Bissing, Das Re-Heiligtum des Konigs Ne-woser-Re, vols I-1I, Berlin and Leipzig
1905-23; id. and Kees H., Die Grofie Festdarstellung in Re-Heiligtum des Rathures = Das
Re-Heiligtum des Konigs Ne-woser-Re, vollll, Leipzig 1928; H. Ricke et al., Das
Sonnenheiligtum des Konigs Userkaf, vol.l Der Bau (BABA 7), vol.Il, Die Funde (BABA
8), Wiesbaden 1965-69). For a summary of the evidence on the sun-temples of the Fifth
Dynasty see Lehner, Complete Pyramids, pp.149-52.

'2 This feature only would not be distinctive enough, cf. n.64 above

130 For the discussion of the ideology of the solar temples see W. Kaiser, Zu den
Sonnenheiligtiimern der 5. Dynastie, MDAIK 14 (1956), pp.69-81; E. Winter, Zur
Deutung der Sonnenheiligtiimer der 5. Dynastie, WZKM 54 (1957), pp.222-233. The
interconnections between sun-temples and royal mortuary complexes were discussed by
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Userkaf does not bear traces of pictorial relief decoration, contrary to what
was discovered in the temple of Niuserra. The two great thematic cycles
represented in reliefs in the sun temple at Abu Ghurab, the Heb-Sed and the
Seasons find their parallels in the decoration of royal mortuary complexes
(see chapters I11.23-25 and III.35 below). Not only the overall schemes
reflecting a probable identity of their meaning in both contexts, but also
single iconographic elements form ground for comparisons.

The much-discussed blocks from Abu Ghurab form the biggest and
most important set of the Old Kingdom royal reliefs beyond the mortuary

Pl Also two other groups of sources provide the material for

complexes.
analyses of ideology and for iconographic comparisons. These are decorated
blocks found outside the Memphite necropolis,"” either transported from the
capital area or coming from provincial temples of divine cult or royal ka-
houses,'* and the reliefs and graffiti found in the desert sites of quarries or
mines, or near the expedition routes. The first group is much less uniform,

including whole scenes preserved on a single block, as well as fragmentary

architectural elements with titulary. Doubts about the provenance of many of

M. Rochholz, Sedfest, Sonnenheiligtum und Pyramidenbezirk: zur Deutung der
Grabanlagen der Kénige der 5. und 6. Dynastie, in: Agyptische Tempel, pp.255-280.

Bl yon Bissing, Kees, Reliefs ; von Bissing, Kees, Re-Heiligtum III ; W. Kaiser, Die kleine
Hebseddarstellung im Sonnenheiligtum des Neuserre, in: BABA 12 Wiesbaden 1971,
pp.87-105; E. Edel, S. Wenig, Die Jahreszeitenreliefs aus dem Sonnenheiligtum des
Kénigs Ne-user-Re, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Mitteilungen aus der Agyptischen
Sammlung, Band VII, Berlin 1974 ; D. Wildung, Ni-User-Ré . Sonnenkonig-Sonnengott,
Munich 1985.

132 To the material discovered in situ in the mortuary complexes, one should add the reliefs
found in the Memphite region. Beside the Lisht blocks, these include the finds from Mit
Rahina (cf. PM III*, pp.835, 872): granite lintel and jambs of Niuserra from his sun-temple
(Cairo Temp. Reg. Nos. 22/11/14/17-19); a lintel of Teti (Petrie, Memphis I, p.6, pl.3);
blocks of Pepy I (PM II%, p.872); an Old Kingdom block with a god in a shrine (Petrie,
Memphis II, p.13, pl.18).

33 This distinction is generally clear, but sometimes it is not possible to establish from
which kind of building a fragment came. Besides, our knowledge on the ideology (and on
the decoration schemes) of the provincial royal ka cult establishments is still basic (see
Addendum to ch.V.3).
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the blocks at the Delta sites have already been mentioned.””* The Old
Kingdom reliefs, either coming from the Memphite necropolis or of local
origin, were discovered at Bubastis,'* Qantir,136 Tanis'”’, Buto,"®

Horbeit(?),"”” Heliopolis,'** Herakleopolis,'*' Abydos,'* Koptos,'* Tod,'*

13 Cf. n.56 above. K. Kroeper considering the history of Tanis remarked that ‘According
to the excavators none of the abovementioned Old Kingdom blocks were found in primary
context and there is no definite evidence that the site existed before the end of the New
Kingdom. Nevertheless it cannot be completely eliminated that some sort of village
existed on the spot or in the immediate area long before the foundation of Tanis, especially
on considering that huge gezira would have been an ideal location for a settlement or
cemetery at almost any times’ (Kroeper, Settlement in the Nile Delta, p.149). Such a
remark might apply to many of the Delta sites.

135 pm IV, pp.25, 28-29. Granite jambs of Khufu and Khafra (Naville, Bubastis, pp.3,5,7-
10, pls.VIII, XXXII A, B) may have come from Giza, granite jambs of Pepy I (ibid., p.6,
pls. XXXII C, D) probably came from his ka-house; blocks of Pepy I coming from the
excavations of this monument: Habachi, Tell Basta, pp.11-32, figs. 1-13, pls.1-6. A
limestone pillar with an inscription of Teti, mentioning his ka-house (found in situ): el-
Sawi, Tell Basta, figs.164-167, pp.9, 75-76.

B6pM 1V, p.10.

57 PM 1V, p.14. A granite block of Khufu with nswt bjtj nbtji Mdd-r in a cartouche:
Montet, La necropole royale de Tanis, vol.lll, p.XVIL. A jamb of Khafra: Smith,
HESPOK, p.159; cf. CdE 1936, p.387. Various Old Kingdom blocks including one with
the name of Niuserra, a few attributed to Pepy I, and a part of an obelisk of Pepy II:
Montet,, Kémi 5 (1935-1937), p.5; id., BSFE 6 (1950), 27-28; id., Tanis 111 (1960), pp.24-
25, fig.2; id. Nouvelles fouilles de Tanis, p. 143, fig.33; id., 1960, pp.23ff. Red granite
blocks of Pepy I: Petrie, Tanis I, pl.I [1, 2], p., II, pp.6, 15; De Rougé, Inscriptions
Hiérogl. LXXV; id., Recherches sur les monuments, p.115-116. A block with Seth facing
a king, mentioned by Montet (in Rev. Arch. 1 (1958), pp.1-20), and dated on account of
stylistic criteria to the Old Kingdom, is probably not a genuine Old Kingdom piece, but a
Late Period copy (cf. n.58 above).

3% PM IV, p.45. A granite block with the cartouche of Khufu was found at Tida, northeast
of Tell el-Fara’in.

39 Allegedly from here came two ‘sculptor’s models’ of the Third Dynasty (MMA
11.150.30-31): H. E. Winlock, Bas-reliefs from the Egyptian Delta, BMMA, March 1917,
pp.64-65, cf. id. ibid. June 1919, pp.144-145; Capart, Documents, pl.2. Hayes, Scepter,
pp.60-61, figs.37-38. The provenance is uncertain (see the next note).

1%0 Fragments of a broken naos of Netjerykhet, discovered by E. Schiaparelli in 1903, now
in Turin (Inv.Suppl. 2671; R. Weill, Un temple de Noutirkha-Zosir a Héliopolis, Sphinx
15 (1911-12), pp.9-26; Smith, HESPOK, pp.133-137). It is possible that the fragments
mentioned in the preceding note likewise came from Heliopolis. They resemble the
Heliopolis fragments stylistically and their attribution to Netjerykhet seems almost certain.
A lintel and part of an obelisk of Teti, both of quartzite, were found in 1972 in a sounding
near the obelisk of Senuseret I (L. Habachi, The Obelisks of Egypt, Cairo 1984, pp.42-43).
To the reliefs one may add a fragment of a travertine offering table of Pepy Il coming
from El-Matariya (Cairo JE 18556; PM 1V, p.62).

141 A block of the Sixth Dynasty: Petrie, Ehnasiya, pl. XL, p.19.
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Gebelein'®, Hierakonpolisl46, El-Kab,'*” and Elephantine.148 Some decorated
fragments dating from the Old Kingdom were even found at Byblos.'*’

The other group, the royal markers at the desert sites, were much
standardized, but they form highly informative'™® category of sources.

Following Netjerykhet,""

many Old Kingdom rulers left their names and
representations (sometimes more than one at a spot) at Wadi Maghara,"*

Hatnub,'>* Wadi Hammamat,'>* Tomas,'>> Gebel el-Asr,"*® and other sites."’

142 Blocks of Merenra: Petrie, Abydos I, pl.LIV, pp.27,41. A lintel of Pepy II: Petrie,
Abydos 11, pls. XIX, XX; A fragment with Djedkara's name: Simpson, Inscribed Material
from Abydos, p.7, fig.5.

'3 Blocks of Pepy I: Petrie, Koptos, pl.V.

% Pillar of Userkaf: De la Roque, AJSL 51 (July 1935), p.257; id., Téd, p. 61-62 and
fig.15.

%> Smith, HESPOK, p.137-138;

14¢ Fragments of a stela of Khasekhem in quartzose rock (Quibell, Green, Hierakonpolis
11, pp.47-48, pl. LVIII); a granite door jamb of Khasekhemui with royal titulary and the
foundation ritual scene on its larger face (Quibell, Hierakonpolis I, pl.II; R. Engelbach, A
Foundation Scene of the Second Dynasty, JEA 20 (1934), pp.183-184); two fragments
with the king’s titulary and a list of foreign countries: Quibell, Green, Hierakonpolis I,
pl.XXIII. A granite stela of one of Pepy kings: ibid., pp.11, 14-15, 53.

"7 Smith, HESPOK, p.131, n.1.

4% A granite naos of Pepy I, reinscribed by Merenra (Ziegler, Stéles, peintures et réliefs,
pp-50-53).

9 PM VIL p.389. A fragment with a king embraced by a goddess (cf. Montet, Byblos,
pl.28) is now in the Louvre (AO 4811).

150" At least for us. Whether they were equally informative for the inhabitants of those
distant regions may be seriously doubted. The message they displayed seems to have been
addressed more to the gods than to the people (Baines, in: Selbstverstindnis und Realitit,
p.143).

"I The earliest marker with a smiting scene in Sinai belongs to him. The triumphal reliefs
of Wadi Maghara have their forerunner in the relief of Dynasty 0 from Gebel Sheikh
Suleiman at the Second Cataract (now in Khartoum; W. J. Murnane, The Gebel Sheikh
Suleiman Monument: Epigraphic Remarks, JNES 44 (1987), pp.282-285).

132 Gardiner, Peet, Cerny, Inscriptions of Sinai, vol.I, nos. 1-17, pls. I-IX; vol.Il, pp.52-64.
To these one should add R. Giveon, A Second Relief of Sekhemkhet in Sinai, BASOR
216 (1974), pp.17-20.

153 Anthes, Hatnub, pp.13-23, pls.4-5.

13 Couyat - Montet, Ouddi Hammdmat, pl.16, pp.59-60.

155 Save-Soderbergh, Agypten und Nubien, pp.9-10; Engelbach, ASAE 33 (1933), p.70
(no.2).

156 R. Engelbach, The Quarries of the Western Nubian Desert and the Ancient Road to
Toshka, ASAE 38 (1938), pp.369-390.

57 An extensive recent research in both the Western and Eastern Deserts provides a lot of
new evidence for the activity in this area in pharaonic times. Graffiti left at hundreds of
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Reliefs decorating statues are to be analysed as well, especially in
regard to the role of the statuary in the overall programme of a building. They
constitute part of it, even if two-dimensional decoration is otherwise absent.
An obvious example is a statue of Khafra (CG 9), bearing a serekh at the
back of the throne, which together with a sculptured falcon perched on it
formed the king’s Horus-name."”®

. .. . 160
? inscriptions and decoration of stone vessels,'” and

Sealings,
furniture provide often the only parallels for iconographic details, but
sometimes for the whole scene as well. This refers especially to the wooden
polychrome, inlaid or gilded boxes (the best examples coming from
Hetepheres’ tomb at Giza and Pepy II’s pyramid precinct).''

Outside the royal sphere, parallels for themes (e.g. scenes of ‘daily life’
or hunting), and single iconographic elements are to be found in the
decoration of the tomb chapels of courtiers and officials. When analysing the
inscriptions in the royal mortuary complexes (being indispensable part of a
decoration programme, and executed in relief), one can refer to a meaning,
grammar, and palacography of non-royal inscriptions, notwithstanding the
basic differences, including taboos in decorum rules (for example a

significant fact that the Horus-name of a king never occurs in a private tomb).

spots are mostly non-royal and non-pictorial, but, nevertheless, some of them may prove
to be useful (A. J. Peden, The Graffiti of Pharaonic Egypt: Scope and Roles of Informal
Writing (c. 3100-332 BC), Probleme der Agyptologie 17, 2001, passim, esp. pp.1-13 for
the Archaic and Old Kingdom sources).

9% Seidel, Statuengruppen, pp.20-24. The question arises whether the suggested
reconstruction of its location in the temple is correct, given that the decoration would have
been hidden to a spectator.

1% Kaplony, IAF; id. Rollsiegel.

10 For example a travertine vessel found in the underground galleries of the Step Pyramid,
decorated with a Heh figure supporting the Heb-Sed pavilion, executed in superb bold
relief (Firth, Quibell, Step Pyramid I, pl.104; Saleh, Sourouzian, Egyptian Museum, no.19
= JE 64872).

1! On this category of objects see P. Lacovara, A Faience Tile of the Old Kingdom, in:
Studies Simpson, pp.487-491.
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The non-contemporaneous sources include Predynastic and Archaic
iconographic material for obvious reasons. Many scenes and motives
recorded on palettes, maceheads, labels, vessels and paintings show an early
version of ideas represented in the Old Kingdom reliefs. Moreover, the fact
that, as stated by H. Asselberghs, ‘the place of birth of the Egyptian relief is

the decorated palette’'®

, and that the palettes themselves could possibly
represent temples'® stress the importance of this kind of evidence.

Post-OK iconographic material may be used with some reservations.
Without doubt the Egyptian religion and ideology of kingship evolved
through centuries. Many ideas became to be expressed in a new, different
way, many motifs were ascribed a new, different meaning. This means that
one should be aware of the danger of misinterpretation when comparing
evidence that is separated by centuries or millennia. Very often, however, we
have simply no choice, dealing e.g. with the Heb-Sed subject. The only extant
version of the cycle beside that of Niuserra is the decoration of the Festival
Hall of Osorkon II at Bubastis,'** the two separated by 1600 years. On the
other hand, a still recurring in the Egyptian history idea of return to ancient
traditions, led to copying the old patterns. Sometimes this just meant direct
copying of ancient monuments, to mention the example of Hatshepsut, who
decorated her offering chapel after the pattern of the Old Kingdom sanctuary
(possibly the one in Pepy II’s mortuary temple), or Taharka, who included
the famous smiting scene with the Libyan chief family (sometimes referred to
as the ‘wars of Sahura’, although the earliest version is attested for Userkaf)

165

into the program of his temple at Kawa. > Traces of grid-lines left by

12 Chaos en Beheersing, p.284.

163 Asselberghs, Chaos en Beheersing, p.167; S. Hendrickx, Two Protodynastic Objects in
Brussels and the Origin of the Bilobate Cult-sign of Neith, JEA 82 (1996), p.30.

14 Naville E., The Festival-Hall of Osorkon I in the Great Temple of Bubastis, London
1892.

1 M. F. Laming Macadam, The Temples of Kawa, vol.Il, Oxford 1955, pp.63ff, pls.IX,
XLIX. For the discussion of the scene see A. J. Spalinger, Some Notes on the Libyans of
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copying artists are visible on numerous Old Kingdom monuments, proving
that this activity was far more common than it is suggested by the preserved
‘hard’ evidence (i.e. the decorated blocks). A good example of the problems
raised by the post-Old Kingdom material is the question of dating, and the
possible source for a set of reliefs, decorating once a gate at Memphis. Found
by Petrie, they were ascribed by him on rather loose grounds to Senwosret
1.'°° Subsequently it was suggested that the reliefs date from Netjerykhet’s

time. !¢’

These datings were next challenged by various scholars, who have
shown that it is a Late Period copy of an early monument.'®® Style and
composition point to an Old Kingdom original, but an exact parallel could
not be traced. It would be tempting, however, to suggest a monument of
Sneferu as the possible source for the reliefs of the gate. This would be
confirmed by a distinctive feature, occurring (beside the decoration of the
gate in quest) only in the statue-temple of the Bent Pyramid at Dahshur: a
triple line of stars in the sky field bordering the decoration at the top

(fig.7).'”

the Old Kingdom and Later Historical Reflexes, JSSEA 9,3 (1979), pp.125-160; D.
Stockfish, Bemerkungen zur sog. Libyschen Familie, in: F's Gundlach, pp.315-325.

1 Petrie, Palace of Apries, pls.II-IX.

167 Capart, Documents, 11, p.81, pls. 88-89. This dating was still supported by I. Wallert,
Die Palmen im Alten Agypten. Eine Untersuchung ihrer praktischen, symbolischen und
religiésen Bedeutung, MAS 1, Berlin1962, pp.117-118.

'8 The monument was dated to the Saite Period already by G. Jéquier, Sphinx 14 (1910),
p.182 and Kees, Opfertanz (1912), pp.197-200. Cf. B. J. Kemp, The Palace of Apries at
Memphis, MDAIK 33 (1977), pp.101-108; id., A Further Note on the Palace of Apries at
Memphis GM 29 (1978), p.61; W. Kaiser, Zu den +=fl die slteren Bilddarstellungen und
Bedeutung von rpw.t, MDAIK 39 (1983), pp.261-293; id. Die Dekorierte Torfassade des
spétzeitliche Palastbezirkes von Memphis, MDAIK 43 (1987), pp.1971f.

19 Fakhry, Sneferu, 111, figs. 205, 209, 210. The blocks from the palace of Apries with a
triple row of stars are now in the Metropolitan Museum, New York (MMA 09.183.1),
Petrie Museum, University College London (UC 15888) and in Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in
Copenhagen.
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PART II. DEVELOPMENT OF RELIEF DECORATION IN THE
ROYAL FUNERARY COMPLEXES TO THE END OF THE OLD
KINGDOM

II.1. DYNASTIES 0-11

For the reasons already stated at the beginning of chapter 1.5 one
cannot start the analysis of the Old Kingdom material without a detailed
survey of the earlier evidence. A continuity of the tradition, essential to the
Egyptian Weltanschauung, seems far more important in this respect than any
existing (or suggested) breaks or sidetracks. The Thinite Period established
patterns for the whole later history of Egypt. Recent research enabled us to
understand better the beginnings: a long before-Menes tradition of rulership,
and the transitional Dynasty 0. The internal chronology of the period is
basically established; the sequence of the kings of the First Dynasty may be
considered certain, serious lacunae still shadowing our knowledge of the

Second Dynasty.'”

ABYDOS

The emergence of a centralized state in the Nile Valley, unified by the
Upper Egyptian rulers in the second half of the fourth millennium BC,""" led
eventually to founding a royal necropolis at Abydos. Although vast élite

cemeteries were discovered at other sites (e.g. Hierakonpolis, Naqada or

70 Helck, Thinitenzeit, pp.100-109, 122-126.

"I The vast bibliography of this subject can be found in S. Hendrickx, Analytical
Bibliography of the Prehistory and the Early Dynastic Period of Egypt and Northern
Sudan, Leuven 1995. Important recent studies include: J. Spencer, Early Egypt, London
1993; A. Perez Largacha, El Nacimento del Estado en Egipto, Madrid 1993; T. A. H.
Wilkinson, State Formation in Egypt. Chronology and Society, Oxford 1996 (cf. rev. by S.
Hendrickx, JEA 85 (1999), pp.241-245); B. Adams, K. Ciatowicz, Protodynastic Egypt,
Princes Risborough 1997.
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Abadiya), and some tombs recorded there might have belonged to chieftains

172
or local rulers,"”

it is the desert plain called now Umm el-Qaab that became
kings' burial ground. The tradition of this necropolis goes back to Nagada I
period. In the course of Naqada II hundreds of burials were made in the so-
called cemetery U. The transitional (to dynastic times) period of Dynasty 0
was marked by increasing wealth of graves, one of which (U-j) may be
attributed to an important ruler. This brick house for eternity, with twelve
rooms filled with funerary goods (including first inscribed tags), whose
owner was named 'Scorpion I' by the excavator, is the first instance of an
undoubtly 'royal' tomb.'” A subsequent shift of the necropolis to the south
was connected with founding of a new part of the cemetery, where élite
graves did not occur, but only the rulers' (and their servants') tombs were
built.'™ On this new ground (Cemetery B) later kings of Dynasty 0: Iri-
Hor,'” Narmer and Ka/Sekhen were buried in double-room tombs (where the
southern chamber was intended to house a burial and the northern one served

as a storeroom for funerary goods). In the reign of Aha a bigger and more

complex tomb appeared, with three chambers in the main structure and 34

172 This applies especially to several of the tombs at Hierakonpolis (e.g. nos. 1 and 100, cf.
M.Hoffman, The Predynastic of Hierakonpolis: An Interim Report, Cairo 1982, fig.1.13,
p.44; id., Egypt before the Pharaohs, Austin, Tex.,1991 passim). At Nagada elite cemetery
T no traces of what could be interpreted as rulers’ tombs were recorded (W. Davies,
Cemetery T at Naqada, MDAIK 39 (1983), pp.17-27).

'3 G. Dreyer, Das pridynastische Grab U-j und seine fiiihen Schriftzeugnisse, Mainz
1999.

7% The area excavated first by Amelineau and Petrie, has been under exploration by the
German Archaeological Institute since 1979. The reports on the work (including re-
excavating of the tombs of Aha, Djet, Den, Qa’a and Khasekhemui) are being published in
subsequent volumes of MDAIK.

17> The existence of this ruler has been seriously doubted. The hieroglyphs interpreted as
the king’s name can just mean ‘the mouth of Horus’ (i.e. the king). It was suggested that
the tomb B 0/1/2 attributed to Iri-Hor could be storage rooms for food and drink, and the
complex B 7/9 did not belong to Ka/Sekhen, but could be a ka-annexe, a predecessor of
Den’s ‘serdab’. All three pit sets identified as belonging to the kings of Dynasty 0 would
constitute one tomb complex attributed to Narmer (T. A. H. Wilkinson, The Identification
of Tomb B1 at Abydos: Refuting the Existence of a King *Ro/*Iry-Hor, JEA 79 (1993),
pp.241-243; cf. B. Adams, Ancient Nekhen, p.49)
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subsidiary grave-pits of king's slain servants,'’® arranged in rows along the
axis of the main structure. The reign of Aha is also marked by another
important development of the royal funerary architecture. The first mortuary
enclosure (‘valley precinct’, Talbezirk) was built at the site called now the
'North Cemetery' (close to the cultivated area and the temple of
Khentyimentiu at Kom el-Sultan), and thus the first real royal tomb complex
in Egypt was created. Although it has been assumed for some time that the
early enclosures were built of perishable materials, new discoveries prove
that already Aha's Talbezirk was built of brick.'”” Other kings of the First
Dynasty, as well as Peribsen and Khasekhemui, followed this pattern of a

tomb complex. A list of the tombs and enclosures is given below. '”®

king tomb no. of subsidiary graves enclosure no. of

subs. graves

Iri-Hor(?) B 1-2 --- — —
Ka/Sekhen B 7-9 _— — —
Narmer B 17-18 - _— —

Aha B 10-15-19 34 - -

17 The young age of the people buried in the subsidiary tombs (most of them were under

25 years old) points strongly to the hypothesis that they were ritually killed to serve their
ruler in the afterlife. The satellite burials included also those of seven young lions.

77" Aha’s enclosure, located to the north of Djer’s, has been identified in 2002 during a
geomagnetic survey and the attribution confirmed by a discovery of sealings. It had
modest dimensions of about thirty for eighteen meters (Tomasz Herbich, personal
communication). See n. 179 below. The enclosure of Djer was a rectangle of 100 x 55 m
in size, surrounded by a brick wall over 3 m broad and probably once 8 m high, with a
regular niche pattern on the outer face. Remains of a brick cult structure with panelled
walls were discovered inside the enclosure (O’Connor, JARCE 26 (1989), pp.61-81).

'78 I etter marks of the tombs are given after Petrie, Royal Tombs; designations of the
enclosures refer to Kemp, Antiquity 41 (1967), pp.22-32.

' There exists some confusion in the literature concerning ‘Aha’s enclosure’. In fact the
structure discovered in 1988 east of Shunet el-Zebib and interpreted by O’Connor as a part
of an early (possibly Aha’s) Talbezirk (JARCE 26 (1989), pp.54-61), during subsequent
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Djer O 326 A 269

Djet Z 174 B 154
Merneith Y 41 Cc() ' 80
Den T 121 - —
Adjib X 63 D(?) '™ -
Semerkhet U 69 D(?) —--
Qa'a Q 26 G="Deir'(?) '**---
Peribsen P --- E='Middle Fort'---
Khasekhemui V --- F='Shunet el-Zebib'

excavations turned out to belong to the brick superstructure of a boat grave (Expedition 33
(1991), pp.5-17). This ‘change’, stated briefly in the later article (ibid., p.9), has not been
recorded by many scholars, who write of ‘Aha’s enclosure’ referring to the primitive
information source (see e.g. Cialowicz, La naissance d’un royaume, p.137).

180 The enclosure (misidentified as a mastaba) was attributed by Petrie to Merneith (Tombs
of the Courtiers and Oxyrhynkhos, p.I). This was challenged by Kaiser, who preferred the
attribution to Den, but the arguments of O’Connor (JARCE 26 (1989), p.57, n.16)
referring to the relatively small dimensions (65 x 25 m) of the structure seem quite
convincing. Thus the Talbezirk of Den probably has not yet been located; it should
possibly be looked for somewhere between the North Cemetery and the Coptic Deir. A
wall discovered in 2002 beside the coptic cemetery (merely 3 m south of it) might have
belonged to Den’s enclosure (I am much indebted to T. Herbich for the informations on
discoveries at Abydos).

"8I The ‘Western Mastaba’ of Petrie may belong to either Adjib or Semerkhet.

182 A tentative attribution by Kemp of the so-called Coptic Deir, an enclosure buried under
the modern village.
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Queen Merneith is an outstanding figure. Possibly the mother of Den,
she acted as a regent during his childhood and certainly assumed royal status
that allowed her to be buried at Umm el-Qaab and have her own mortuary
enclosure at the North Cemetery. Her name, albeit usually not inscribed into
a serekh, was displayed in exactly the same manner as kings' names, and she

was assumed to possess the rights of a legally reigning ruler.'®

Important
changes in the architecture and the arrangement of the tombs were made in
subsequent reigns. The changes included for example: increasing and then
diminishing of the number of satellite burials during the First Dynasty (and
their total disappearance after Qa'a); introduction of a descending stairway
entrance leading to the burial chamber, and an additional room (with a

* introduction of an

separate staircase) for a statue in the tomb of Den;'
elongated plan with multiple side chambers (magazines), resembling royal
and private hypogea of the Second Dynasty at Saqqara (the tomb of
Khasekhemui). All the tombs seem to have in common the internal
arrangement and the form of superstructure. Burial chambers were brick-
lined pits dug in the desert gravel, with wooden flooring and roofing, and
walls decorated with matting. A granite pavement was found in the main
chamber in the tomb of Den (and granite and limestone slabs, perhaps bases
for wooden roof supports were discovered in the 'serdab'), and Khasekhemui
had his burial chamber cased with limestone slabs. Funerary equipment,
including stone and pottery vases, furniture, clothing, and jewellery, was

deposited outside wooden shrines surrounding the royal burial and in

additional rooms. A small, probably symbolic, tumulus covered the planks

83 As one may assume from the evidence of a seal impression, giving the names of
Khentyimentiu and the First Dynasty rulers in their chronological order: G. Dreyer, Ein
Siegel der friihzeitlichen Konigsnekropole von Abydos, MDAIK 43 (1987), pp. 33-43,
fig.3. Cf. however the sealing of Qa’a where Merneith’s name does not occur: G. Dreyer
et al., Umm el-Qaab. Nachuntersuchungen im friihzeitlichen Konigsfriedhof. 7/8.
Vorbericht, MDAIK 52 (1996), fig.26.

8% G. Dreyer, Umm el-Qaab. Nachuntersuchungen im friihzeitlichen Kénigsfriedhof 3/4
Vorbericht, MDAIK 46 (1990), pp.76-79.
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forming the roof. Over the whole area of the tomb the second roofing was
laid, and another low mound of gravel and sand cased with mud brick was
built on it to mark the tomb on the surface.'™ It is possible that these tumuli
or mastabas were surrounded by wood and reed shrines.'™ Only the
superstructure of Khasekhemui's tomb was of somewhat different character.
Although the gravel tumulus above the subterranean rooms was still not too
high, it was cased with limestone slabs, what eventually caused a collapse of
the roof.'®’

These rather inconspicuous superstructures were furnished with stone
stelae. These, together with small gravestones of royal retainers set once at
the subsidiary burials, are the only relief-decorated objects connected with
the architecture of the tombs. The mass of inscribed and decorated stone
vases, ivory and wooden tablets, tags, and sealings, found among the goods
collected for a king's afterlife, was considerable (and these objects constitute
an important iconographic source); almost nothing can be said, however,
about the possible decoration of burial chambers. The only bits of evidence is
a suggested occurrence of s3-sign (made of clay) inside a niche in the tomb of
Dijet,'® and a few faience tiles found in the tomb of Khasekhemui, indicating
the possibility of existence of wall panels similar to those in the substructures
of the Step Pyramid.'®” Some stone architectural elements were found, but no

traces of relief decoration were recorded which could be compared to the

185 G. Dreyer, Zur Rekonstruktion der Oberbauten der Konigsgriber der 1. Dynastie in
Abydos, MDAIK 47 (1991), 93-104. The superstructure of Djer’s tomb seem to be 1.2 —
1.5 m high and the mound over the tomb of Den raised only 0.2-0.4 m above the desert
surface.

186 A possibility suggested by M.Lehner (Complete Pyramids, p.76) after the pattern of
Tomb 1 at Hierakonpolis as reconstructed by M. Hoffman.

87 Discovered in 2001 by the German Archaeological Institute team led by G. Dreyer (EA
19 (2001), p.32.).

188 B. Adams, Possible 53-Signs from the Tomb of Djet (Uadj), JEA 80 (1994), pp.183-
187. The pottery fragments are now in the Petrie Museum, University College (nos. UC
36627 A-I).

'8 Spencer, BM Catalogue V, nos. 502-507.
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piece with the lion-frieze discovered in the tomb of queen Herneith (mastaba
3507) at Saqqara.'”’ Royal stelae at Abydos'”' were set up in pairs in front of

the tombs, possibly (as suggested by Petrie) at the eastern side during the

192

First Dynasty, and at the southern side in the Second Dynasty. ™~ It seems

reasonable that they not only marked the position of the tomb and displayed
the owner's name, but were also connected with an offering place. The

orientation of the design was different on each piece.'” The height of the

194

stelae was around 1.5 m. ™ In the First Dynasty these round-topped stelae

195
as well as

were made either of limestone (like the famous example of Djet,
the stelac of Merneith'”®) or a hard stone (granite, granodiorite or gneiss

stelae of Djer, " Den,'”® Semerkhet'”” and Qa'a*®). The stelae of Peribsen

19 The lower chamber in Herneith’s tomb was roofed with stones laid on an architrave

carved with a row of recumbent lions in relief (Emery, Great Tombs III, pl.96 (b)).

1 The list of known objects was presented by H. G. Fischer in Artibus Asiae 24 (1961),
pp-53-54, with important additions (including a newly recognized stela of Den) in a later
article in JARCE 2 (1963), pp.41-43. Cf. Vandier, Manuel I, pp.724-730; HESPOK,
p.117; PM V, pp.82-85.

2 Royal Tombs II, p.33.

193" As the examples of Merneith and Qa’a prove, which is in accordance with the rule of
symmetry that might have been expected. The stelae of Peribsen have, however, the same
(rightward) orientation (cf. n. below).

14 Except for the stela of Djet (height: 1.45 m., width: 0.65 m) the precise dimensions are
lacking. For Merneith and Peribsen the height was stated to be ‘about 5 ft.” (Petrie, Royal
Tombs I, p.26; 11, p.33).

31 ouvre E 11007. Amelineau, Nouvelles fouilles (1895-96), p.244, fig.63 and pl.42.

196 Intact stela: Cairo JE 34550. According to Fischer (JARCE 2 (1963), p.41) the other
stela may have been left in situ.

7 Petrie only mentioned the stela of Djer (Royal Tombs II, p.32), but did not describe nor
illustrated it. The stela is now on display in the Cairo Museum (JE 34992). A drawing of it
in Emery, Archaic Egypt, fig.26 is somewhat inaccurate in details, especially in regard to
the falcon’s beak and tail (the latter being in fact much longer and positioned askew well
down behind the serekh). For a photograph see Fischer, Artibus Asiae 24 (1961), fig.6 cf.
p.52 and JARCE 2 (1963), p.41, where the material is described as limestone.

198 Brussels E 562, probably granodiorite. Fischer in JARCE 2 (1963), p.41 cites Speleers,
Recueil des inscriptions, p.2, where the object is said to have been excavated by
Amélineau in 1895-1896. As shown by Fischer, a long-lasting error identification of the
stela with another object, namely a ‘granite ‘mortar’ of Den in Mariemont, coincided
moreover with a confusion coming from the statement by Petrie, who wrote: “the stela of
Den was probably of limestone, like those of Zer and Zet, as the back of a limestone stele
with rounded top, 21.6 inches wide, is lying in the tomb of Den’ (Royal Tombs 11, p.10).
One has to agree with Fischer’s assumption that the possibility that there were two stelae
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1

were carved in gneiss,””’ and in the case of Khasekhemui the material was

pink granite.*”

Their decoration confined to an enlarged royal serekh. The
name of Merneith was not inscribed inside the usual rectangle (although it
occasionally occurred inside a kind of serekh surmounted by the Neith-
emblem on sealings).”” Serekhs of Peribsen were topped with Seth animal,***
and on the stela of Khasekhemui there were both Horus falcon and Seth
animal represented, the latter, exceptionally, in a seated posture.’”’

It seems that one might add to the list of the Abydene royal stelae a

gravestone of Aha. A sculpted limestone fragment found by Petrie in the

of Den made of two different kinds of stone is unlikely, and the stela found by Petrie
belonged to one of the retainers or was of much later date.

19 Basalt or granodiorite. Cairo CG 14633. Amelineau, Nouvelles fouilles (1895-96),
p.245, fig.65.

290 Basalt or granodiorite. Cairo CG 14631 and University Museum, Philadelphia, E 6878.
The former one was found by Amélineau (Nouvelles fouilles (1895-96), p.245, fig.64). A
fragment of the other stela was illustrated in Petrie, Abydos I, pl.5, cf. p.6 and Royal
Tombs I, p.15. For a new photo of this stela reconstructed, see J. Baines, in: Ancient
Egyptian Kingship, fig.3.12 on p.156.

291 petrie, Royal Tombs II, pl.31. Petrie described the material of Peribsen’s stelae as ‘very
compact, grey syenite’ (ibid., p.33). One of the stelae is now in the Cairo Museum (JE
3526), the other one in the British Museum (EA 35597).

202 R. A. Farag, A Stela of Khasekhemui from Abydos, MDAIK 36 (1980), pp.77-79, with
pl.26.

203 Emery, Archaic Egypt, fig.28. For a disputable interpretation of the serekhs with the
names of Neithhotep and Merneith as referring not to regents, but to ruling female
pharaohs, see: S. Roth, Konigin, Regentin oder weiblicher K6nig? Zum Verhéltnis von
Konigsideologie und ‘female sovereignty’ in der Friihzeit, in: Selbstverstindnis und
Realitdit, pp.99-123. A good photo of the stela can be found in the article by S.
Seidlmayer, in: Schulz, Seidel, World of the Pharaohs, fig. 43. The decoration and
weathering pattern of stelae of Merneith were described in details by Petrie (Royal Tombs
1, p.26, cf. the frontispiece and pl.64,6).

2% Note that the design of the panelling in the serekhs is different in both examples. Even
more strange is the fact that the orientation of both stelae is the same (falcon and signs
facing right). The opinion of Emery (4Archaic Egypt, p.94) that the stelac of Sekhemib
were altered (with erasure of the earlier name) when he changed his name to Peribsen
seems unsupported. None of Peribsen's stelae bears traces of such a procedure. Only the
Seth animal on the stelae has been erased in later times. A separate question, not easy to
answer, is when this was made. There are at least three different possibilities: the end of
the Second Dynasty (a hypothesized ‘reaction’ for the ‘Seth revolution’), the New
Kingdom (on an analogy with the procedures concerning the changes of Sethi I’s names in
his temple, caused by a need to expel Seth from the Osiris cult-place) or the Late Period
(as a nationalism-motivated fight with the symbol of foreign influence).

295 According to Farag, op.cit., p.78. It is not clearly visible on the published photograph.
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tomb B10, was recognised as ‘a royal stela’ and attributed tentatively to
Narmer. ** It is clearly a right-hand part of a well-designed stela with relief
executed in three levels. The preserved fragment comprises the upper right
corner of a serekh and a curved element above. It represents most probably
the shield hold once by the Horus falcon seated on the top of the serekh. This
design suits the name of Horus Aha, assumed presently to be the owner of
tomb B10.*”” The proportions of the preserved fragment allow the
reconstruction of the original height of the stela of ¢.65-70 cm.

Many graves of royal courtiers were marked with limestone stelae.*”®
In the tomb complex of Djer, of 97 preserved examples 76 belonged to
women, 11 to men and 2 to dwarfs; some of the stones marked the burials of
dogs. The stelae are crudely worked and show only the owner's name (or

name and a title) and a figure of seated or standing person as a determinative.

296 petrie, Abydos 1, pl.13.168 and p.8. Petrie stated that 'the object appeared to be part of a
decorated facade (like that in Deshasha, XXVI) and if so, the royal name was probably in
the doorway below, as on the inscription of king Ka', but this does not seem probable.

297 The fragment is now in the Petrie Museum (UC 14278, Stewart, Stelae, Reliefs and
Paintings, p.5, pl.2.10, described as ‘Dynasty I (?)’; The stela was hypothetically
reconstructed as bearing a large mn sign on the top, although with doubts expressed, if this
would refer to the presumed nbzj name of Narmer: H. G. Fischer, A Fragment of Late
Predynastic Egyptian Relief from Eastern Delta, Artibus Asiae 21 (1958), fig. 24, pp.85
with n.46, 47; cf. id.,, Varia Aegyptiaca, JARCE 2 (1963), p.41 and pl.6b). In fact,
however, the arrangement of the elements excludes the restoration of the sign Y5 of
Gardiner's list. Below the representation of draughtsmen (that the curved elements would
hypothetically represent), one would expect the presence of a rectangular game-board,
which is not the case. The mn-sign design was often represented on later false doors, but at
a different place (above the openings), and this would hardly have any connection with
Mn of Menes. The small round-topped stroke to the right of the presumed shield is
nevertheless quite unusual since vertical borderline would be expected in this place. Cf. V.
Kaiser, G. Dreyer, Umm el-Qaab. Nachuntersuchunge im friihzeitlichen Konigsfriedhof.
2.Vorbericht, MDAIK 38 (1982), p.217, where the authors mention the stela fragment
citing Petrie’s report and Fisher’s reconstruction, without an attempt to assign the piece to
a particular ruler, although they attribute B10 to Aha.

298 Petrie, Royal Tombs I, pls.31-36. Altogether Petrie found 146 stelae, to which number
one should add about forty discovered earlier by Amelineau (Petrie, Royal Tombs II,
p.32).
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Only the gravestone of Sabef (temp. Qa'a) presents a bigger array of titles
arranged in two horizontal lines.*”

In the Talbezirke near Kom el-Sultan no evidence was found for any
relief decoration. Its existence cannot be excluded, especially in the case of
later enclosures (as one would expect after the example of Hierakonpolis
'Fort'). The excavations revealed traces of brick buildings and other structures
inside the walled areas, but the only decoration recorded till now seems to be
confined to panelling of the walls of Djer’s precinct, and of the inner wall of
Shunet el-Zebib and its 'token palace'. The walls were whitewashed and a red

strip was painted along their lower parts.*'’

SAQQARA

The royal necropolis was moved to Saqqara at the beginning of the

211

Second Dynasty.” Almost nothing can be said on the tombs of the first

rulers of the dynasty. As already stated, only two of them were discovered

212 and no

(underground galleries ascribed to Hetepsekhemui and Ninetjer),
firm evidence exists on the superstructures, cult places and their decoration.
A pink granite stela of Raneb, the second king of the dynasty, was bought at

Mit Rahina, and it is widely accepted that it probably came from the king's

29 Petrie, Royal Tombs I, pls.30, 36.

219 Currely et al., Abydos III, p.3. Cf. the elaborate painting of some of the Saqqara
Archaic mastabas (Emery, Great Tombs 11, pls. 6-8, 16-17 (Tomb n0.3505)).

211 Seal impressions of Hetepsekhemui found in the tomb of Qa’a prove that the former
one was responsible for the burial of this last king of the First Dynasty - apparently his
immediate predecessor. The position and even the existence of ephemeral Seneferka
identified as a short-reigning follower of Qa’a (N. Swelim, Horus Seneferka: an Essay on
the Fall of the First Dynasty, Archaeological and Historical Studies 5, Alexandria 1974,
pp.67-78) is thus doubtful. Until new data appear, it is difficult to take Seneferka into
consideration in discussion of the kings and their monuments.

212 pM I, p.613; Lauer, Histoire Monumentale, 1, pp.56-58 and 62; Stadelmann, in:
Meélanges Mokhtar, pp. 298-303; W. Kaiser, Zu den Konigsgribern der 2. Dynastie in
Sakkara und Abydos, in: Esays Goedicke, pp.309-316; J. Leclant, Or 51 (1982), p.66; id.,
Or 62 (1993), pp.206-207; P. Munro, GM 63 (1983), p.109; id., SAK 10 (1983), pp.278-
282; 1d., Das Unas-Friedhof Nord-West 1, pp.1-2; id., DE 26 (1993), pp.47-58; E. Graefe,
MDAIK 50 (1994), pp.85-89.
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tomb at Saqqara.”'® According to the inscription on the statue of Hetepdief,*"

the tombs of the first three rulers of the Second Dynasty should be close to
one another, and indeed a possible location of Raneb's final resting place (to
the west of the two known tombs) was suggested.”’> Anyway, before new
data are supplied, the stela remains the only proof that such markers were a
common feature of the royal burials at Saqqara as well as at Abydos. The
stela of Raneb bears the king's name in serekh surmounted by Horus falcon
facing right, executed in low relief. The bird is rather crude in shape, and
together with big hieroglyphs of the name, filling the whole panel, this may
suggest that the internal details were supposed to be rendered later more
precisely but the piece was left unfinished.

The tombs of later kings of the Second Dynasty should possibly be
located at Saqqara.”'® This refers to Uneg(-nebty) and Sened, who are best
attested in the epigraphic evidence (the inscriptions on the vases from under

the Step Pyramid and in S 3014, and the texts from the tomb of Shery).*"

213 H. G. Fischer, Artibus Asiae 24 (1961), pp. 46-54; J.-P. Lauer, A propos de la stéle de
I’Horus Raneb, Or 35 (1966), pp.21-27.

214 JE 34557=CG 1; Saleh, Sourouzian, Egyptian Museum, 1n0.22; Tiradriti, Egyptian
Museum, p.48-49.

21> Munro, Unas-Friedhof 1, p.1, citing personal communication by N. Swelim, cf. also
Swelim, Brick Pyramid at Abu Rawash, p.77 n.2. Swelim’s suggestion apparently refers to
the works of A. Barsanti. He cleaned in 1900 a trench cut in bedrock to the NW of Unis’
pyramid, with stairs leading to underground galleries (different from Tomb A, attributed to
Hetepsekhemui!); judging from stratigraphy, these structures were earlier than the
pyramid temenos wall (ASAE 2 (1901), p.247, the excavation with steps can be
recognized on the plan on p.246). It seems that the exploration of this enigmatic structure
had been stopped at that point and never resumed.

21® For a general survey of the evidence on the kings of the dynasty see A. Dodson,
Mysterious Second Dynasty, KMT 7 no.2 (1996), pp.19-31.

217 p. Kaplony, ZAS 88 (1963), p.7. Shery bore various priestly titles connected with the
cult of Peribsen and Sened ‘in the necropolis’ ‘in the funerary temple’ and in ‘rwt jzt’
(Mariette, Mastabas, pp.92-94, tomb B3; Wildung, Rolle dgyptischer Konige, pp.47-48,
pLIIL2). Reliefs from the mastaba of Shery are now in the Cairo Museum (CG 1384),
Florence (2554), the British Museum (EA 1192), the Ashmolean Museum (1836.479) and
in Aix-en-Provence. The identification of Sened with Peribsen (W. Barta, Die Chronologie
der 1. bis 5. Dynastie nach den Angaben des rekonstruierten Annalensteins ZAS 108
(1981), p.19) was refuted by Stadelmann, in: Melanges Mokhtar, p.298 n.7. A hypothesis
that the funerary cult of Sened and Peribsen at Saqqara was the result of a special interest
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Second Dynasty substructures discovered recently by the Dutch team under
the Eighteen Dynasty tomb of Mery-neith/Meryra have been interpreted as a
royal tomb, and attributed tentatively to one of these ‘weak’ kings.*'® The
exact position of Sekhemib-Perenmaat within the dynasty, as well as the
location of his burial place, cannot be established at the moment.”"” Some
evidence for the cult of Peribsen (mentioned likewise in the inscription of
Shery) and possibly also Khasekhemui,”* does not seem enough to support a

221

view that they had built their tombs at the Memphite necropolis.” These two

kings were apparently buried at Umm el-Qaab.**

paid to them by Khasekhemui for political reasons has been put forward by W. Kaiser, Zur
Nennung von Sened und Peribsen in Sakkara B3, GM 122 (1991), pp.49-55.

218 The topographical position (south from tomb of Ninetjer and west of Apa Jeremias
monastery), as well as the plan of the galleries and the dummy limestone vessels found
there, point strongly towards such an attribution (preliminary notes are published by: R.
van Walsem, Sporen van een revolutie in Saqqara. Het niew ontdeckte graf van Meryneith
alias Meryre en zijn plaats in de Amarnaperiode, Phoenix 47 (2001), pp.87, and n.29; for
updates

by F. Rafaello consult the website:

http://members.xoom.virgilio.it/ XOOM/francescoraf/hesyra/New2nd-dynasty-
tomb.htm).

1 He is attested at both Saqqara (inscriptions on stone vessels from the Step Pyramid)
and Abydos (sealings from the tomb of Peribsen and from Shunet el-Zebib). Various
scholars suggested extremely different solutions for the problem of his identity. He could
be either the predecessor of Peribsen, or his successor, or Peribsen himself (Sekhemib
being a Horian version of the king's name). For references see Edwards, CAH, ch. 2;
Dodson, KMT 7 no.2 (1996), pp.19-31.

2% The only textual evidence that could suggest such a possibility is a mention of the ka-
house of his wife Nimaathap in the tomb of Metjen (Urk.l, 4,9). The seal impressions
found in the galleries under the north magazines in the Step Pyramid complex (Lauer, PD
I, pp.183-185) and a single stone vase bearing his name, discovered in the South Tomb
(Lauer, Lacau, PD IV, p.16 and pl.19 = JE 55293), would be hardly related to this
hypothetical tomb.

221 A possibility advocated e.g. by Lauer, A propos de I’invention de la pierre de taille par
Imhotep, in: Studies Kdkosy, p.64, and Stadelmann, in: Mélenges Mokhtar, pp.298ft.

22 Contrary to the opinion of Lauer that “le manque de protection dans sa chamber
centrale non souterraine et I’absence de descenderie ou de couloir d’accés a cette derniere
ne permettaient pas de voir la une tombe royale de ’époque...” (Lauer, in: Studies
Kdakosy, p.64, n.17, cf. id., Histoire Monumentale, 1, pp.55-56; id., Evolution de la tombe
royale égyptienne jusqu’a la Pyramide a degrés, MDAIK 15 (1957), pp.159-160, 162,
164). Recent excavations in the tomb of Khasekhemui by DAI revealed not only details of
the architecture that contradict Lauer's statements (including the stairway and stone casing
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HIERAKONPOLIS

The conundrum of the 'Fort' at Hierakonpolis is a key problem in the
research on the development of early royal funerary architecture. The
presumed role of the monument as a fortress was dismissed long ago, and its

d.?® 1t is obvious that the

resemblance to the Abydene enclosures stresse
architectural similarity between Shunet el-Zebib and the 'Fort', both attributed
safely to Khasekhemui, should lead to an assumption of their similar
function. The reason for doubts about the role of 'Fort' as a Talbezirk is the
lack of evidence for a related tomb. This, however, is an argument ex silentio,
and one may easily assume that if such a tomb exists, it is hidden under the
present surface some distance into the desert (upwards Wadi Abu Suffian?).
It is possible that it was still under execution when the possibility to move to
Abydos stopped the work.”** Moreover, contrary to the situation at Umm el-
Qaab, it would be a single monument, which (especially if unfinished) may
be quite inconspicuous and difficult to detect. Against the postulated function

of the "Fort' as a Gotterfestung, connected with either the Smst-Hrw or hb-sd

. 225 . . .
ceremonies,”” one can raise a topographical argument. Protodynastic

of the tumulus superstructure), but also numerous finds including pottery, stone vessels,
seal impressions, copper tools and ivory objects from the original internment.

2 B. J. Kemp, Excavations at Hierakonpolis Fort 1905: a Preliminary Note, JEA 49
(1963), pp.24-28; id., JEA 52 (1966), pp.17-18.

2% 1t was assumed long ago that “Fort’ had been planned by Khasekhemui as his
Talbezirk, when he controlled only the southern part of Upper Egypt during the political
crisis (the presumed fight between the followers of Horus and Seth), before he took over
the rest of the country and moved to Abydos (W. Helck, Geschichte des Alten Agypten,
HdO 1.1.3, Leiden — Ko6In 1981, p.44, n.1; D. O;Connor, JARCE 26 (1989), p.84, n.63).
This hypothesis raises also the question of the proper identification of Khasekhem. He is
known from few monuments, found mostly at Hierakonpolis, and it is very probable that
his name is just an early version, changed subsequently from 'The Power appears' to 'The
Two Powers appear' supplemented by 'The Two Lords are at peace with Him' (the two
tutelary animals of Horus and Seth were then placed on the top of the serekh replacing a
falcon alone) to contend the rivalling parties of Horus and Seth. Nevertheless, the identity
of Khasekhem with Khasekhemui cannot be proven in an indisputable manner.

22> S Hendrickx, JEA 82 (1996), p.30; Alexanian, in: Critéres de datation, pp.14-17. On
the Gotterfestungen, their function and possible relationship with royal funerary
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ceremonial centres and cult places were built on the desert ground, but in the
Thinite Period the temples were moved into the cultivated area (where they

seem to be settled on artificial mounds).**

In fact the Hierakonpolis 'town'
temple provided evidence for an enormous activity of Khasekhemui, and it is
there that one could expect festival enclosures. Bearing in mind how
restricted 1s our knowledge on the 'Following of Horus' and the Heb-Sed, it 1s
nevertheless hard to imagine the reason for which Khasekhemui would build

227 monument as the 'Fort' at a site located hundreds

and decorate such a costly
of meters into the desert, unless it was a funerary enclosure of the Abydene
type. This 1is the only reasonable explanation of its location and
characteristics. It could be further confirmed by the results of the geophysical
survey that revealed possible boat burials to the east of the 'Fort'.**®

The decorated granite blocks were found near the entrance of the 'Fort'
in 1935.*° Transferred to Cairo, they deserved little attention until they were
re-discovered und published in an excellent article by N. Alexanian.”*’ One

third only of about one hundred fragments prove useful for the study, the rest

being too small or deteriorated. The reconstruction of the monument was not

establishments see: P. Kaplony, Gottespalast und Gotterfestungen in der dgyptischen
Friihzeit, ZAS 88 (1962), pp.5-16; D. Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, pp. 31-85,
esp. pp.32-40.

26 M. A. Hoffman, H. A. Hamroush, R. O. Allen, A Model of Urban Development for the
Hierakonpolis Region from Predynastic through Old Kingdom Times, JARCE 23 (1986),
pp-175-186; B. Adams, Early Temples at Hierakonpolis and Beyond, in: Centenary of
Mediterranean Archaeology at the Jagiellonian University 1897-1997, Cracow 1999,
pp.15-28.

**T It has been estimated that up to 4 million bricks were originally used (after Nekhen
News 12 (2000), p.21). Also the use of granite points against the possibility that the ‘Fort’
was a temporary (that means not intended to serve for the king’s afterlife in eternity)
building.

228 Magnetometer research was conducted by T. Herbich in 1998 (personal
communication; cf. Nekhen News 10 (1998), p.17; cf. however 12 (2000), p.21, where the
anomaly recorded to the east of the ‘Fort’ is explained as a clay mine).

22 A. Lansing The Museum’s Excavations at Hierakonpolis, BMMA 30, 1934-1935,
Nov.1935, 11, pp.42-43.

2% N. Alexanian, Die Reliefdekoration des Chasechemui aus dem sogenannten Fort in
Hierakonpolis, in: Criteres de datation a l'Ancien Empire, pp. 1-30.
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possible, only single figures and captions having been preserved. The scenes
representing the king (described with his full name H -shmwj htp nbwj jm.f),
gods and royal retinue included the ruler seated in the Heb-Sed pavilion,”' as
well as other episodes of the jubilee, and possibly the foundation
ceremony.”” Several figures of the king, facing both right and left, and
wearing alternatively the Red or the White Crown, must have existed, all of
them being ¢.58 cm high. In one instance the king wears the §zmt-apron.*>
Alexanian suggested the original placement of the blocks in the entrance
thickness of the gate, along the parts of the walls not decorated with niches.
Both sides of the entrance would have been adorned this way, showing the
figures of the king in the Red (north side) and White (south side) crowns.
Recent excavations by the American team led by R. Friedman raised another
possibility for the original placement of the blocks. A freestanding building
in the exact centre of the enclosure was re-discovered in 1999. It appeared
that the building is twice as large as previously assumed, and many fragments
of granite were found at its entrance, some of them bearing traces of
decoration, which strongly suggests that the fragments discovered by A.
Lansing outside the entrance to the 'Fort' (re-used in a late kiln) could have
come from there.>**

A jamb of Khasekhemui found in the Hierakonpolis temple precinct,
was decorated with the king’s titulary on the front face, and a foundation
scene on its broader side. Unfortunately, the scene had been erased and it is
extremely difficult to read. It was probably connected with this ‘town’

temple. Another artefact, however, likewise found in the temple area, could

21 ibid., p.5, fig.8, pl.6e. The two partially preserved signs in front of the royal kiosk are

possibly to be read ntr 3 (pace Alexanian, who interpreted the upper sign as an ideogram
stroke, and the lower one as shm or hrp alternatively). This would be the first occurrence
of this epithet as referring to a king.

32 As can be supposed from the presumed occurrence of goddess Seshat (indicated by a
fragment with two tall plumes: ibid., p.10, fig.15).

23 ibid., p.4, fig.6, pl.6d.

P4 EA 15 (1999), p.34 ('Digging Diary').
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have been intended to form a part of the funerary installations. It is a granite,
undecorated round-topped stela ¢.2.6 m high.”>> One may tentatively suggest
that it was being prepared to be inscribed and set at the planned tomb of

Khasekhemui, but left at the workshop when the king moved to Abydos.**®

235 Quibell, Green, Hierakonpolis II, pp.10, 51, pls.LXVII, LXXII. The enigma of this
object was noticed by Kemp (Anatomy of a Civilisation, p.77), who stressed both its
exceptional setting in a temple area (‘an unusual piece’) and its resemblance to the stelae
in the Old Kingdom pyramid precincts.

3% The answer to an obvious question why the stela was not transferred to Abydos is
probably in the dimensions of the object. Possibly the extraction and transport, from
Asuan to Abydos, of smaller stones for the tomb stelae was regarded a more economic
solution. The granite stela at Hierakonpolis could have been assigned then another role
(e.g. connected with the king’s cult either at ‘Fort’ or in the temple), which was never
fulfilled. Such a hypothesis is somewhat speculative, but there should be a logical
explanation for the occurrence of such a huge, uninscribed stela in the temple precinct.
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I1.2. DYNASTY III

The beginning of the Third Dynasty is one of the crucial points in the
Egyptian history. Though the importance of family ties with the preceding
dynasty and the continuity of the Early Dynastic traditions should be
stressed,”’ the reign of Netjerykhet and his outstanding Step Pyramid are
usually considered the first feature of the emerging Old Kingdom. The fame
of legendary Djeser and his ingenious architect Imhotep lasted for
millennia.”®® The Step Pyramid complex was not only the first stone royal
tomb precinct, a template for future generations, but also a manifestation, on
a grandiose scale, of the ideology of kingship and of multi-layered cosmic
concepts on the ordered universe, the chaos, and the netherworld.””
However, the history of the Third Dynasty dominated in this way by the king
and his monument still remains for us, at least partly, a ‘dark age’. Several
important chronological questions were raised in the past, concerning the
identification and sequence of the kings, length of the reigns and attribution

240

of the monuments.”™ There was a long-standing discussion on the role and

position of Sanakhte, who was equated with Nebka and identified by J.-P.

27 Cf. chapter 1.4 above.

2% As noted long ago, in the Turin Canon the entry on Djeser (col.IIL.1.5) is singled out
with a rubrum and the title of nswt bjtj before his name is written in red; it is the only
instance of such a mark in the entire papyrus (Wildung, Rolle dgyptischer Kénige, p.65,
Dok.XVI 60 and XVI 80). For the posthumous fame of Netjerykhet and Imhotep see
Wildung, op.cit., pp.57-93 and id., Egyptian Saints: Deification in Pharaonic Egypt, New
York 1977, pp.31-81.

2% F. D. Friedman, referring to J. Baines’ analyse of the ‘cosmic’ construct of the Narmer
Palette (J. Baines, Communication and display: the integration of early Egyptian art and
writing, Antiquity 63 (1989), p.475), stated that ‘from a formal point of view, the complex
is much like a gigantic Narmer Palette, whose registers have been separated into
successive layers and then dramatically expanded into three dimensions.” (Friedman,
Notions of Cosmos in the Step Pyramid Complex, in: Studies Simpson, p.348).

240 For a detailed discussion of the then available evidence, see Smith, CAH, vol. I, ch.14,
pp.3-18.
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241 1t was assumed that

Lauer as the predecessor of Netjerykhet-Djeser.
Sanakhte was buried under the mastaba initiale of the Step Pyramid (in the
Gallery III).>** It seems now that this reconstruction proved false. The only
traces of activity of Sanakhte in the Step Pyramid precinct are seal
impressions with his name found in the ‘funerary temple’ at the north side of
the pyramid, which would rather suggest that he reigned after Netjerykhet.**
The concept of successive enlargements of the pyramid has recently been
challenged by R. Stadelmann,’** but even if (according to a traditional view)
the stepped structure was not planned from the beginning, the earliest phase
can by no means be attributed to anybody but Netjerykhet. But really decisive
were recent epigraphic discoveries. The sealings of Netjerykhet discovered in
the tomb of Khasekhemui at Abydos** confirmed the evidence from the

Palermo Stone.**

Netjerykhet apparently was the first ruler of the dynasty.
On the other hand, the confirmation of the identity of Sanakhte with Nebka
(as well as a decisive proof for his use of a cartouche), >*” points to a position
of this ruler in the later Third Dynasty. The history of the second half of the
dynasty is by no means clear for us. Two important problems seem, however,
to have been resolved during recent research. Firstly, there is now little doubt
that the Unfinished Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan belongs to the Fourth

Dynasty. The owner of this monument, Nebka(ra)/Baka(?) seems to be a

241 J-P. Lauer, L’apport historique des récentes découvertes du Service des Antiquités

dans la Nécropole Memphite, CRAIBL (1954), p.376; id., Les pyramides a degrés,
monuments typiques de la III° dynastie, Rev. Arch. 47 (1956), p.17. Cf. Smith, in: CAH,
vol I, ch.14, pp.4-8.

2 Lauer, Rev. Arch. 47 (1956), pp.18-19; id., Histoire Monumentale, pp.67-68;
Stadelmann, LA IV, 1256.
23 Firth, Quibell, Step Pyramid I, p.141, fig.18; Lauer, PD I, p.5; Kahl, Kloth,
Zimmermann, Inschriften der 3. Dynastie, pp.148-151.
24 Stadelmann, Pyramiden, pp.54-55.
% G. Dreyer, Der erste Kénig der 3. Dynastie, in: Fs Stadelmann, pp. 31-34.
% Wilkinson, Royal Annals, pp. 74, 130-131.
7S, Seidlmayer, Town and State in the Early Old Kingdom. A View from Elephantine,
in: Aspects of Early Egypt, p. 121, pl. 23),
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short-reigning successor of Khafra.”" Another question much discussed in

the past concerned the final resting place of Huni, the last king of the Third

249

Dynasty, father(?) and predecessor of Sneferu.”” It has been assumed for a

long time that the first phase of the Meidum pyramid should be attributed to

250 . .
No mention of Huni’s name was ever

him, but this now seems untenable.
recorded at Meidum and all the evidence points to a conclusion that this site
was from the very beginning the place of Sneferu’s activity. Huni, credited
with the reign of 24 years in the Turin papyrus, should have built a big
funerary monument. Three possible locations were suggested: north Saqqara
(where Huni’s officials had been buried, e.g. Metjen),”' Abu Roash (a rock-
knoll once covered with a brick superstructure, pyramid no.I of Lepsius),>>
and Dahshur (according to the identification of Huni with Horus Qahedjet of
the stela in the Louvre, see below). It must be stressed that relatively few
facts on the sequence of rulers and monuments are firmly established,” and

new discoveries are much welcome in this respect. The now available data

allow the following reconstruction of the history of this period:

48 see chapter I1.3.

2% Smith, in: CAH, vol. L, ch.14, pp.15-17, 20.

%0 The idea linking Huni with Meidum is now widely rejected (cf. already D. Wildung,
Zur Deutung der Pyramide von Medim, RAE 21 (1969), pp.136-137). An article by
P.Testa (I complesso funerario del re Huny in Meidum. Ricerca del progetto
architettonico originario, DE 18 (1990), pp.55-69), defending the old concept, is a rare
exception to this consensus. Presenting no new evidence, it is rather unconvincing.

! Wildung (RAE 21 (1969), pp.136-137) suggested the ‘kleinere der beiden unerforschten
rechteckigen Bezirke westlich der Stufenpyramide’ i.e. apparently the so-called L-shaped
or ‘Ptahhotep’enclosure. Stadelmann (Pyramiden, p.79) expressed an opinion that the
destroyed pyramid Lepsius no. 29 might have been the tomb of Huni.

22N, Swelim, 4 Brick Pyramid at Abu Rawash. Number I by Lepsius, Alexandria 1987.
23 This observation refers, for example, to the widely accepted identification of Horus
Khaba as the owner of the Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan. He probably reigned
during the later Third Dynasty (contra Swelim, Third Dynasty, pp.198-201, where he is
identified as the founder of the dynasty); however, the only link between this ruler and the
pyramid was created by the discovery of bowls inscribed with his name in mastaba Z-500.
It is far from certain, but only probable, that the mastaba dates from the same reign as the
pyramid. Moreover, the architectural similarity of the Layer Pyramid to the Unfinished
Pyramid at Saqqara can by no means prove that (as usually assumed) the builder of the
former one followed Sekhemkhet immediately. The only fact that can be safely stated is a
chronological proximity of the two monuments.
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king254 length of reign255 funerary monument

Netjerykhet (Djeser) 28-297 Step Pyramid at Saqqara
Sekhemkhet (Djeser-Teti) 7? Unfinished Pyramid at Saqqara
Sanakhte = Nebka 19? Gisr el-Mudir at Saqgara?>°
Khaba ? Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet el-
Aryan
Qahedjet = Huni? 247 location unknown (Saqgara N?,
Dahshur? Abu Roash?)

NETJERYKHET: Saqqara

Netjerykhet changed his residence at This for Memphis and decided to
build his tomb at Saqgara, on the desert plateau already used as the royal
burial ground during the Second Dynasty. On the area to the north of the
earlier tombs, where some structures (‘stairway tombs’, Western Massifs)
possibly already had existed, he planned his monumental tomb complex,

placed inside the vast rectangular enclosure of 545 x 278 m surrounded by a

% Only the kings known from contemporary sources and firmly attributed to the dynasty
are listed. A virtually identical list was adapted by Kahl, Kloth, Zimmermann, /nschriften
der 3. Dynastie, p.3. For the discussion of all the names and monuments that might be
taken under consideration see Smith, CAH, pp.4-18; Swelim, Third Dynasty, passim; A.
Dodson, On the Threshold of Glory: The Third Dynasty, KMT 9 no.2 (1998), pp.27-40.

2% Based on the data from the Turin Canon and estimated lengths of registers (number of
year compartments) on the Palermo Stone (Wilkinson, Royal Annals, p.80).

2% Known also as De Morgan’s Enclosure, Great Enclosure or Cattle Enclosure. 1.
Mathieson who has been conducted research on the site is inclined to attribute the
‘Embankment of the Chief” to Khasekhemui (cf. I. Mathieson et al., The National
Museums of Scotland Saqqara Survey Project 1993-19995, JEA 83 (1997), pp.17-53).
However, the localization in the far desert (suggesting the position in the sequence of
monuments after the Step Pyramid and Sekhemkhet enclosures), the orientation different
from Netjerykhet’s but the same as Sekhemkhet’s, and details of the wall construction as
well as pottery finds, all these features point towards dating to the later Third Dynasty.
Sanakhte-Nebka, well attested at Saqqara, is an obvious candidate for the hypothetical
owner of the Gisr el-Mudir.
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temenos wall (fig. 8).”" But the real outer limits of the complex were defined

by an enormous excavation in the bedrock, the so-called Dry Moat,

258 .
This fosse was

surrounding the precinct about 100 m outside the walls.
possibly over 30 m wide and, at least in places, 20 m deep. Two parallel
stretches of the moat on the south of the enclosure enabled communication to
the inner area and the only real entrance at the southeast corner. The
enclosure wall was 10.5 m high and 1,645 m long. There were 196 bastions,
projecting out of the wall, and fourteen dummy gates, as well as one real
doorway in the tower at the south end of the eastern wall. All the bastions and
niches were decorated with recessed panels.” Each panel had eight square

29 On the dummy gates, which can be interpreted as

hollows in its upper part.
gigantic false doors, the details of the door leaves were executed in relief.

The number and arrangement of the gates seems to be of much importance,

7T PM 1IP%, pp.399-415. The Step Pyramid was first researched in the early XIX century
by H. von Minutoli, but systematic excavations were resumed only in 1926 by C. Firth.
His work was continued by J.-P. Lauer, who sacrificed his long life to an enormous task of
excavating and restoring Netjerykhet’s precinct. Nevertheless, still parts of the enclosure
(especially the northern area and the Western Massifs) remain unexcavated.

8 N. Swelim, The Dry Moat of the Netjerykhet Complex, in: Pyramid Studies, Essays
Edwards, pp.13-22.

% An important fact in respect to architectural planning and human labour was noticed by
Lehner: °...the builders did not form the recesses of the huge stone enclosure wall before
they laid the blocks, as modern masons would. Instead they hand-carved each recess into
the face of the already laid masonry, an enormous task since there were 1,680 recessed
panels on the bastions and dummy doorways, each panel more than 9 m (30 ft) tall’
(Complete Pyramids, p.84). For a rather controversial theory on calendrical meaning of
the panels, see J. Rousseau, Les calendriers de Djoser, DE 11 (1988), pp.73-86.

20 This pattern can be traced back to the Hierakonpolis tusk decoration (Quibell,
Hierakonpolis I, pl. XIV). One of Netjerykhet’s reliefs from Heliopolis bears the royal
serekh with a detailed representation of a gate with panels and squares (Turin Inv.Suppl.
2671/15; Smith, HESPOK, 134, fig.49; A. Donadoni-Roveri, F. Tiradritti (eds.), Kemet.
Alle Sorgenti del Tempo, Milan 1998, p.260, n0.239). A travertine statue-base (?) from
Mit Rahina (but possibly originally from the Step Pyramid enclosure) imitates the same
pattern (Cairo Mus. CG 57001=JE 27851; PM III, 843. For a reconstruction of the object
as a statue-base see: D. Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, p.37, fig.4a. Such a base
with a falcon figure on it may have been depicted in the sun-temple of Niuserra (von
Bissing, Kees, Re-Heiligtum, 111, pl.10, n0.199)). It has to be stressed that sculpting the
squares on Netjerykhet’s wall had not been finished (as can be observed on the blocks
lying on the ground to the west of the enclosure, near the NW corner).
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given that it was repeated on pyramid and temple enclosure walls, and royal

261

sarcophagi through next millennia.”" The interior of the complex underwent

many changes. It was suggested that the original enclosure with a flat-roofed,

262

square mastaba in the middle (slightly off-centre),” covered much smaller

area, and the Western Massifs, as well as the northern parts, were

263

incorporated later.”” The primitive sacred area was delimited by a set of

boundary stelae. They were either round-topped or rectangular, and placed in

264 Their decoration almost

a truncated cone-shaped markers (fig.9).
invariably included the representation of the jmj we-‘fetish’ and the figure of
Anubis with his title sntj 3-dsr.>® All the stelae were inscribed with the
name of the king inside the serekh and the names of two royal ladies Jnt-k3.s

and Hip-hr-nbtj.**® The names were facing right towards the jmj-wt and

261 Kees, ZAS 88 (1963), pp.79-113.

22 Following the pattern of the mound inside the Shunet el-Zebib of Khasekhemui or even
an earlier model of Hierakonpolis temple enclosure (D. O’Connor, The Status of Early
Temples, in: Followers of Horus, p.85-86, fig.1, cf. Friedman, JARCE 32 (1994), p.9).

263 W. Kaiser, Zu den koniglichen Talbezirken in Abydos und zur Baugeschichte des
Djoser-Grabmals, MDAIK 25 (1969), pp.1-22; H. Altenmiiller, Bemerkungen zur friithen
und spéten Bauphase des Djoserbezirkes in Sakkara, MDAIK 28 (1972), pp.1-12; J.-P.
Lauer, Sur certaines modifications et extensions apportées au complexe funéraire de
Djoser au cours de son régne, in: Pyramid Studies, Essays Edwards, pp.5-11. In the
opinion of Stadelmann, the earlier version of the complex, with most of the interior filled
in and only few real structures for funerary ceremonies and cult, resembled an enormous
‘Butic Mastaba’. During the second and third building phase, when the step pyramid was
created, the enclosure was enlarged to the west and to the north. These alterations may
have had some symbolic reasons: the northern area represented the Delta marshes, newly
incorporated into the state, and the Western Massifs symbolized the necropolis of the west
(R. Stadelmann, Origins and Development of the Funerary Complex of Djoser, in: Studies
Simpson, pp.787-800).

26% Conical markers with rectangular stelae (c.40 fragments): Firth, Quibell, Step Pyramid
I, p.119, 11, pls.86, 87; Lauer, PD I, p.187-190, fig.209 (a reconstruction); Kahl, Kloth,
Zimmermann, [Inschriften der 3. Dynastie, pp.70-75. Round-topped stelac (c.60
fragments): Firth, Quibell, Step Pyramid I, 119; Lauer, PD I, pp.189-190, fig. 211; R M. L.
Aly, Unpublished Blocks from Saqqara, MDAIK 54 (1998), pp.224-226 and pl.23.

25 Usually translated as “Foremost of the sacred land (=necropolis)’. For the meaning of
13 dsr as the ‘segregated land’, ‘secluded region’ see J. K. Hoffmeier, Sacred in the
Vocabulary of Ancient Egypt. The Term dsr, with Special Reference to Dynasties I-XX,
Freiburg 1985 (=OBO 59), pp.85-87; Malek, In the Shadow of the Pyramids, p.49.

2% These two persons occur also on Netjerykhet’s Heliopolis reliefs (see e.g. the fragment
with the three ladies sitting at the king’s throne, illustrated with an excellent photo in
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Anubis figure (fig.10).°” These objects seem to serve for a limited time only,
as they were found built in various structures of the complex, including the
pyramid itself.**®® Successive enlargements of the central structure led
eventually to the erection of a six-step pyramid ¢.60 m high. Evidence for
casing at each stage of building does not, however, exclude the possibility,

269 The structures

that the step pyramid was planned from the very beginning.
inside the precinct included dummy buildings and few functional ones.
Behind the gate an entrance colonnade led to the great south court and other
parts of the complex. A building to the south of the colonnade, where royal
statues were possibly placed, was interpreted by D. Arnold as a ‘token

palace’ following the pattern of the internal buildings in Abydene funerary

Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.153, no.7b = Turin Inv. Suppl. 2671/21. Traces
of the hieroglyphs above the third person, embracing the king’s leg, are probably to be
recognized as k3 (or pr?), nand ‘nh (the name being n(j)-nh-k3?).

27 With Anubis facing left. Note, however, that the epithet of Anubis is written in the top
line in reversed manner. For jmj-wt see U. Kohler, Das Imiut, GOF 1V, 4, Wiesbaden 1975
(esp. pp.6-11 on Netjerykhet’s stelae); T.J. Logan, The Origins of the Jmy-wt Fetish,
JARCE 27 (1990), pp.61-69.

2% One should mention the hypothesis by A. D. Espinel (The Boundary Stelae of Djoser
Funerary Complex at Saqqara: an Interpretation, in: Eighth Congress of Egyptologists.
Abstracts of Papers, p.60) linking the stelae with the heb-sed on the basis of their
similarity to some motif (a row of boundary markers?) occurring in Niuserra’s and
Osorkon II’s scenes. According to this author: ‘the boundary stelae probably delimited a
funerary space, maybe the royal funerary complex, which was created or, at least, visited
by the king during the Sed festival’ (ibid.). Theorizing on possible consequences of such
an explanation one may conclude that it probably goes too far. It is impossible that a king
would wait till his jubilee with the creation of his mortuary complex (in fact the evidence
points to the assumption that the decision to start building one’s tomb was usually made at
the very beginning of a king’s reign). Especially the obviously long history of successive
changes of design of Netjerykhet’s complex speaks against such a supposition. Moreover
it seems unprobable that the king celebrated his /eb-sed in the complex. The structures
connected with the ‘jubilee’ were Jenseitsarchtektur.

29 Internal structure of many pyramids reveals accretion layers of masonry, sometimes
with separate casings. This not necessarily reflects the changes of project, but rather an
ideological concept of successive layers, ‘nesting’ the older ideas one within another (A.
M. Roth, Buried Pyramids and Layered Thoughts: the Organization of Multiple
Approaches in Egyptian Religion, in: Seventh Congress of Egyptologists, pp.991-1003; cf.
Arnold, Building in Egypt, pp.159-169).
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enclosures.””” The colonnade with its tripartite arrangement and multiple side
compartments consisted of columns resembling jwn-pillars, and may have
had some symbolic meaning as a ‘Hall of Judgement’ according to H.
Goedicke.””" In one of the side rooms a limestone 'altar' decorated with
fourteen lion heads (resembling the 'Lowenmobel' or the 'lion-bed'
represented in Niuserra heb-sed reliefs) was discovered. It might have served
as a base for a statue, set against a wall decorated with palace facade pattern.
Two most important structures of the complex were the pyramid and the
South Tomb, both with subterranean chambers and galleries. The South
Tomb can plausibly be interpreted as a forerunner of the satellite pyramids of
later royal tomb complexes, reflecting an earlier tradition of the double-
roomed elite graves, and especially that of the statue room in the tomb of Den
at Umm el-Qaab. Both tombs in the Step Pyramid complex had their

272

associated cult structures placed on the north side.””” Beside the structure

attached to the north side of the pyramid, assumed to be either a mortuary

273

temple or a model palace,””” there was a closed serdab with a seated statue of

20D, Arnold, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, p.44 and figs.3,6. One of the statues must
have been a representation of Netjerykhet standing in the heb-sed garment and holding
various sceptres (for different reconstructions see: B. Gunn, Inscriptions from the Step
Pyramid Site. I: An Inscribed Statue of King Zoser, ASAE 26 (1926), pp.177-196 and pl.I
A-B; H. Sourouzian, L’iconographie du roi dans la statuaire des trois premicres dynasties,
in: Kunst des Alten Reiches, pp.149-153 and fig.8 a-b). The base of this statue bears the
much-discussed inscriptions, including the name and titles of Imhotep (J.-P. Lauer,
Remarques concernant 1’inscription d’Imhotep gravée sur le socle de statue de I’Horus
Neteri-khet (roi Djoser), in: Studies Simpson, pp.493-498).

> H. Goedicke, Zoser’s Funerary Monument 1. Eschatology in Stone, BACE 7 (1996),
pp.-43-54.

"2 The possibility that a stelac-sanctuary on the east side of the pyramid was planned
should be considered in view of the discovery of two uninscribed stelae and series of bases
that may have served for placement of stelae. They were found near the eleven eastern
shafts, on the area built over during the enlargement of the pyramid (Lauer, PD I, pp. 16,
190; 11, pls.101, 103,1). Cf. however Stadelmann, Pyramiden, pp.45, 281 n.113 refuting
the idea advocated by Ricke of a royal cult place located to the E of the pyramid.

27> For two opposing views on this subject see Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.213; id., Origins
and Development of the Funerary Complex of Djoser, in: Studies Simpson, p.791, contra
Arnold, Rituale und Pyramidentempel, MDAIK 33 (1977), pp.1-14; id., in: Temples of
Ancient Egypt, p.42 and n.44.
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the king, facing the circumpolar stars, his presumed destiny. The funerary
temple shows, according to R. Stadelmann, the partition into an inner temple
section, with two funerary chapels furnished probably with two false doors,
and an outer temple section (Verehrungstempel) with two entrances, two
open courts and two slaughterhouses. This bipartite arrangement may have

274
A vast

reflected separate cultic installations for Upper and Lower Egypt.
open court (wsht), located between the pyramid and the South Tomb, with
two sets of horseshoe-shaped boundary markers was a simulacrum of the
field where the king was running during the Heb-Sed.”” A separate complex
of buildings in the eastern part of the enclosure, with two rows of dummy

chapels with statue niches*’®

and a dais for a kiosk (tn#3r), was likewise
connected with the ideas of the ‘jubilee’.”’” To the north of this Heb-sed
Court there are two large dummy buildings placed inside their own courts,

interpreted as ‘South’ and ‘North’ chapels or palaces.”’”® A great rock-cut altar

2" Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.65. This scholar’s interpretations (especially the presumed
existence of the false doors) were rejected by D. Arnold and P. Janosi.

273 A set of (single) markers was also placed in the court of the North Building.

27 The buildings are usually interpreted as model shrines of the most important deities of
the country. It is a complicated issue that concerns the name and meaning of jtrtj. This
designation has been commonly taken to denote the (singular) national shrines of Upper
and Lower Egypt, namely the pr-wr and pr-nw (or pr-nsr). However, it is possible that the
word jtrt meant originally something like ‘a row’, bearing the notion of repetition or
recurrence (cf. an analysis of the original meaning of the stem #r in G. E. Kadish,
Seasonality and the Name of the Nile, JARCE 25 (1988), pp.185-194). Thus jtrt probably
means ‘a row of chapels’. It would be confirmed by the texts accompanying the ‘assembly
of deities’ scenes in the temples, where multiple chapels are represented. Moreover, the
architecture of the court, where the western row of dummy buildings comprised two
different types of chapels, suggests that the Upper Egyptian jtrt included both pr-wr- and
zh-ntr-type shrines. This is further confirmed by the text in Sa3hu-Re€, 11, pl.67. The
reading jtrtj should be possibly restricted to the situation when both Upper and Lower
Egyptian compounds are represented together.

7" Firth, Quibell, Step Pyramid I, pp.65-70; Lauer, PD I, pp.131-145; id., Histoire
Monumentale I, pp.144-153; H. Ricke, Bemerkungen zur dgyptischen Baukunst des Alten
Reiches I, BABA 4 (Ziirich 1944), pp.66, 84ff. For an opposing theory, rejecting any
connection of the court and temple T with the heb-sed, see H. Goedicke, Zoser’s Funerary
Monument 2. The ‘Heb-sed court’, BACE 8 (1997), pp.33-48.

"8 The function of these structures is not clear, hence such neutral designations as
‘Maison du Sud’, ‘South Building’, or ‘Pavilion of the South’.
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° and additional structures in

near the northern limits of the enclosure,”’
various areas of the complex are not easy to interpret. The fact that some
parts were apparently not finished, and others deliberately buried almost
immediately after they had been built,*® does not help to clarify the view. It
can be assumed, nonetheless, that the ideological programme in the
aboveground structures of the Step Pyramid complex was realized by means
of architecture and sculpture. The rich statuary programme®' included the
standing figures of the king with the attributes connected to the heb-sed,
seated sculptures like the one in serdab, group statues and, possibly, also
gods’ representations set up in the niches of the chapels in the Heb-sed

282
Court,

as well as the representations of captives. Concerning the
architecture and architectural decoration, it is usually stated that a lot of
features in the Step Pyramid precinct refer to earlier traditions of building in
mud-brick, wood and reeds, being the simulation in stone of brickwork, plant
columns, wooden ceiling beams, matting, papyrus bundles etc. A number of
elements occurred here for the first time, to mention: colonnade, hypostyle,
portico, torus moulding, cavetto cornice, uraeus-frieze, djed-frieze or kheker-
frieze. The friezes are of special interest. It has often been assumed that the
cobras sculptured on the wall of the subsidiary building of the South Tomb
are the first occurrence of the motive that was repeated frequently in the later
Egyptian architecture. In fact, however, the uraeus-friezes are known mostly

from iconographic sources. The next occurrence of this motive after

Netjerykhet, as attested in the preserved architecture, was only in the reign of

" Interpreted as a base for an obelisk by H. Altenmiiller, Bemerkungen zur friihen und
spiten Bauphase des Djoserbezirkes in Sakkara, MDAIK 28 (1972), pp.8-12; this idea was
refuted by R. Stadelmann, Das vermeintliche Sonnenheiligtum im Nord des
Djoserbezirkes, ASAE 69 (1983), pp.373ff.

80 R. Stadelmann, Origins and Development of the Funerary Complex of Djoser, in:
Studies Simpson, pp.787-800.

81 H. Sourouzian, L'iconographie du roi dans la statuaire des trois premiéres dynasties, in:
Kunst des Alten Reiches, pp.133-154 (esp. pp. 143-153 and pls. 52-56).

2 D, Wildung, Two Representations of Gods from the Early Old Kingdom, Miscellanea
Wilbouriana I (1972), pp.145-160.

69



283 284

Amenhotep III.”” Friezes of djed-signs decorated lintels in the temple T.
The kheker-frieze decorated once the facades of the South and North
Buildings and was restored above the entrance of the former. The frieze is
executed in low relief. The bundles of reeds are of pointed type. It cannot be
excluded that they were polychrome, given that the facades of the buildings
were painted.”™ A symbolic meaning of the frieze should be taken into
consideration, as almost no architectural feature in the complex (no matter
how ‘decorative’ in appearance) seem to have a value of pure ornament.”® A
striking feature of the decoration in the aboveground parts of the precinct is a
virtual non-existence of royal titulary, which could be expected e.g. on the
doorframes. This can be partially due to a chance of preservation, as the
discovery of a jamb from Netjerykhet’s building (found in 1993 near the
pyramid of Teti) would suggest.”® This huge limestone block, now broken in

two, seems to have been the doorjamb of a gate.”

It is decorated with figures
of undulating snakes (resembling those known from the so-called

Schlangensteine) on both lateral surfaces, and alternating figures of jackals

285 Black granite cobra from the temple at Sanam in Upper Nubia (Louvre E 17392); cf.
Johnson, Cobra Goddess, p.73.

284 J-P. Lauer, CRAIBL (1973), pp.325-326. The friezes were restored during an
anastylosis of the walls (Lauer, ASAE 63 (1979), p.138).

283 J.-P. Lauer, Sur l'emploi et le role de la couleur aux monuments du complexe funéraire
du roi Djoser, RdE 44 (1993), 75-80 (missing plate supplemented in RdE 45 (1994)).

2% On the meaning of the kheker-frieze see chapter below.

87 JE 98951 a and b. Published by Z. Hawass, A Fragmentary Monument of Djoser, JEA
80 (1994), pp.45-56. Both parts of the jamb were embedded in the pavement of the
mortuary temple of queen Iput L.

8 1t is not certain if it was a right-hand jamb as restored by Hawass, ibid., fig.3. The
suggested restoration was based on an assumption that the jamb’s undecorated side was
set against a wall thickness. According to Hawass the face with the king’s titulary formed
thus an entrance thickness, while one would rather expect it to be the frontal face (and
only then it would agree with the titulary on the lintel, as restored by Hawass). The
identification of the monument as a pillar (Arnold, When the Pyramids Were Built, p. 19)
seems less probable, although the fact that it is decorated on its three sides does not
exclude this possibility (to compare with the pillars in the ‘valley temple’ of Sneferu at
Dahshur, also decorated on three sides only. They were, however, much wider). Do.
Arnold assumes that this "Snake Pillar (..) may originally have stood beside a doorway.'

(ibid).

70



and lionesses (representing probably the gods of the necropolis) as well as
serekhs of Netjerykhet on the front face.”™™ The arrangment of the snakes and
the horizontal compartments with serekhs and gods' figures was repeated
twice (or even three times, the possibility that cannot be confirmed given that
the stone is broken at its lower part). The only difference is that the upper
registers in the lower set are topped with a horizontal line and those of the

29 1t has been assumed that the

upper set are crowned with a curved line.
jamb could have come from a valley building connected to the precinct with a
processional causeway. However, the two suggested locations (near the

291

pyramid of Teti or close to the valley temple of Unis)” seem quite

improbable in view of our knowledge of the arrangement of the early

. 292
cemeteries at Saqgara.”’

The more probable hypothesis would be that it
formed part of a monumental gateway to the necropolis, erected somewhere
north of the Archaic necropolis, at the entrance to Wadi Abusir.””> Certainly,
the block in quest could have been transported from the Step Pyramid
precinct, given that some of the boundary stelae found their way into the

same area”’, and the question arises if this implies that the jamb and the

% Hawass, JEA 80 (1994), pls. VI 2-4, figs.1,2. For different photos see Arnold, When
the Pyramids Were Built, fig.7; Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, fig. on p.150.

% 1 the opinion of Do. Arnold 'the curved lines at the top indicate that the pillar was
probably intended to be placed in the shrine.' (When the Pyramids Were Built, p.19). It is
probable, however, that those half-moon shaped details represent an early version of the
pt-sign.

! Hawass, JEA 80 (1994), pp.53, 56 and fig.4.

2 D. G. Jeffreys, A. Tavares, The Historic Landscape of Early Dynastic Memphis,
MDAIK 50 (1994), 150-1; cf. Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p.82.

295 At the area of the presumed rwt jzt ? On this locality see a.0.: Wildung, Rolle
dgyptischer Konige, p.50; Zibelius, Siedlungen des Alten Reiches, pp.144-145; Helck,
Thinitenzeit, p.105, n.1; Jones, Titles, p.576,1n0.2119).

294 A fragment from the tomb of Mereri: Lloyd, Spencer, El-Khouli, Saggara Mastabas
11, p.48, pl.28,2). The boundary stelae were removed from their original positions and re-
used already by Netjerykhet (even built in his pyramid) and were found at various sites
outside the precinct (including the area of the Polish excavations west of the Step
Pyramid).
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/.. Hawass

stelac may have had something in common (see below).
suggested as less probable alternatives for the original placement of the jamb
either the northern, unexcavated part of Netjerykhet’s precinct, or the Heb-
Sed Court.””® This last idea cannot be excluded, in view of the obvious
connection of the Schlangensteine with the snwt-shrines, and their occurrence
during the 'jubilee'.” One may consider, however, another possibility, being
more in accordance with a surprising occurrence of the pillar in the Sixth
Dynasty building (which seems unlikely to be a result of mere plundering).
The object (together with its presumable counterpart) may have constituted
part of the snwr-shrine, although possibly not as a Schlangenstein itself.””®
The shrine was probably erected at the beginning of Netjerykhet's reign, and
was then dismantled and removed from its original place, together with the
boundary stelae, during the successive changes in the precinct. This would
agree with the evidence from the annals, where the record of Netjerykhet's
second year includes jbz nswt (m) snwt "introducing the king (into) the snwt-

shrine".® One may even suggest the primitive location of the shrine at the

east side of the pyramid where Lauer discovered remains of stelae.

25 Otherwise the hypothesis that the jamb came from the Step Pyramid enclosure would
imply an assumption that already during Pepi I reign (when the funerary temple for queen
Iput I was built) buildings inside the enclosure could have been destroyed. However, we
know nothing to support such a view (see the remarks in n.52 above). Moreover, it is
difficult to imagine plundering in the Sixth Dynasty, and especially under Pepy I, of the
funerary precinct of the much revered founder of the Third Dynasty, whose memory is
reflected even in the name of a prince Hornetjerykhet, buried near the pyramid of Pepy I
(see J. Leclant, G. Clere, Or 66,3 (1997), p. 269).

2% 7 Hawass, JEA 80 (1994), pp.51-52.

27 For the connection of the Schlangensteine with the Sed-festival see: Kees, ZAS 57
(1922), pp.123-133; D. Wildung, LA V (1984), 655-666. They occur in the scenes of
assembly of gods in front of their chapels in Sahure's and Pepy II's mortuary temples
(Borchardt, Sazhu-Re, 11, pls.19, 67; Jequier, Pepi II, 111, pl.50), as well as in the sun-
temple of Niuserra, in the ‘small’ Heb-Sed cycle.

28 The objects are usually represented with an oval top and narrowing towards the bottom.
This distinctive shape is still shown in the famous scene with the ‘electric bulb’ in the
crypt at Dendera.

2% Palermo Stone, Rt.V, 9; Wilkinson, Royal Annals, pp.137-138. The expression jbz
nswt m [...] occurred on a fragment from Teti’s mortuary temple (Lauer, Leclant, 7Teéti,
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The representational relief decoration, absent from the aboveground
architecture of the complex, was included into the program of the
subterranean parts, together with royal titulary and friezes. Some of the
chambers under the pyramid were decorated with panels of faience tiles set in
limestone frames, mimicking reed matting that hanged on the walls of
palaces of the period.’” Some of the panels, placed in the upper parts of the
walls or above the entrances, had more elaborate form of half-circle shaped

djed-friezes.>

They were composed of nine (sometimes eleven) djed-signs,
the ones at the sides represented flattened as if pressed, to conform to the
shape of the panel. The doorframes of the entrances (as well as those of the
false door relief panels discussed below) were adorned with the royal titulary,
including Horus name in serekh, repeated four times on each jamb, and nswt-
bjtj nbtj Ntrj-ht, supplemented with the golden name/title R(w) nbw, on a
lintel. Texts on the lintels were written symmetrically, facing the central
intertwined dd and ¢/t signes, and ended with a similar dd-tjt composition or a
w3s-sign, and a §n-sign. The ceiling in the ‘Blue Chambers’ is decorated with
stars in raised relief.

The three stelae in the corridor under the Pyramid and their

counterparts in the corridor under the South Tomb, likewise three in number,

have been the subject of a thorough study by F. D. Friedman.’”* These

p.68, fig.26, pl.25). Snwi-shrine is mentioned several times in the royal funerary
complexes (e.g. in a text from Userkaf’s open court, speaking of jnj r snwt [...],
‘fetching... to smwt-shrine’ (Labrousse, Lauer, OQuserkaf et Néferhétepes,
fig.333=doc.261). On snwt(j) cf. Wb.IV, 153.

300 Lauer, PD I, pp.34-38, id., Histoire Monumentale I, pp.76-79; Stadelmann, Pyramiden,
pp.42-44, 48. On the symbolic meaning of the greenish-blue faience tiles in the form
bound reeds as representing both the reed matting of the king’s palace and the afterlife
abode of the Field of Reeds (sht j3rw) see F. D. Friedman, Notions of Cosmos in the Step
Pyramid Complex, in: Studies Simpson, pp.342-343.

301 Drioton, Lauer, Saqqarah, figs.21, 52, 53; For the panel transferred to the Cairo
Museum see Tiradritti, Egyptian Museum, p.47 (=JE 68921).

392 F. D. Friedman, The Underground Relief Panels of King Djoser at the Step Pyramid
Complex, JARCE 32 (1995), pp.1-42. A completely different interpretation was proposed
by H. Goedicke, Zoser’s Funerary Monument 2. The ‘Heb-sed court’, BACE 8 (1997),
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limestone panels are set in doorways,’” acting thus as false doors, the idea of
which is expressed also by the fact that the backs of the doors (with their
battens in relief) are represented in the neighbouring rooms.** The corridors,
located 30 m below the ground, are both entered from the north, and were
decorated with blue faience tiles. The relief panels are set almost a meter off
the ground as though on a pedestal, a fact that, according to Friedman, should
be understood as reflecting representation of statues in the shrines. Each
doorframe 1s surrounded with the king’s titulary. The subjects of the relief
panels are ritual acts made by the king during his sed festival, including
visiting shrines of the gods, the ritual race and the coronation. Netjerykhet is
shown running or standing, wearing different garb and with different
insignia. As shown by Friedman, the panels should be read from north to
south, the direction of the move of the king’s figures. The predominant
orientation is south (towards which the king faces) and east (the doorways are
set in the west walls, thus facing east), which corresponds closely to the
arrangement of the statues that once stood in the shrines at the Heb-sed
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Court.™ This would support the hypothesis that the panels are in close

relation to, or simply represent statues. The successive panels should be

pp-33-48. Ignoring much of the analysis by Friedman (to which only marginal references
are made), Goedicke attempted to deny any connection with the sed-festival of both the
scenes on the panels and the architecture of the alleged Heb-Sed court, but his concepts are
rather unconvincing. For earlier discussions of the panels, see H. Kees, Zu den neuen
Zoser-Reliefs aus Sakkara, NGWG 1 (1929), pp.57-64; G. Jequier, Les steles de Djeser,
CdE 27 91939), pp.29-35; J.-P. Lauer, Remarques sur les steles fausses-portes de 1’Horus
Neteri-khet (Zoser) a Saqqgarah, Mon. Piot. 49 (1957), pp.1-15, pls.I-IIL

39 The stone slabs were decorated outside the tomb and then inserted into the niches,
which caused some necessary adjustments of the dimensions by cutting edges of the
panels. This is especially well visible on the southern and middle panels under the
pyramid.

3% The importance of this fact was stressed by H. G. Fischer, Varia Nova, p.95 (cf. Firth,
Quibell, Step Pyramid, pl.45(3); Lauer, ASAE 54 (1956-1957), p.106 and pl.4).

395 Where most of the statuary of the western row of chapels was facing east, and the
statues of the eastern row were facing south (Friedman, JARCE 32 (1995), p.32). The idea
that the decoration of the panels could be linked with the buildings to the east of the
pyramid was expressed already by R. Montet, Les fondations pieuses du roi Djoser,
CRAIBL (1955), pp.48-55.
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understood as representing successive episodes of the sed festival. On the
northern panel under the pyramid, the king, preceded by standard of
Wepwawet and the one with the throne cushion, stands in front of the shrine
of Horus Behedeti (fig.11). As the origin of the name is probably the word

bhdw ‘throne seat’, and Bhdt 1s ‘the throne place’,3 % the caption ‘standing in
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(or: halting at)”™" the Upper Egyptian Shrine of Horus Behedeti’ should be

understood as referring to the enthronement of the king.’”®

The subject of
three next panels, 1.e. the ritual race between territorial markers, 1s a joining
theme of the group under the pyramid and that under the South Tomb. On the
middle and southern stela under the pyramid, and on the northern one under
the South Tomb, Netjerykhet runs with the mks-container for jmjt-pr (a legal
document, popularly called a ‘testament’)’” in one hand, and nhh-flail in the
other. In fact Netjerykhet was represented in the subterranean chambers
performing what he actually was supposed to do on the surface, in the great
wsht-court to the south of the pyramid. Running between the territorial
markers (dnbw) during the heb-sed the king claimed his rights to the two
lands and possessed the two skies. Moreover, the corridors with the panels
are not only aligned with the axis of the boundary markers in the court, but
also with one of the dummy gateways in the southern enclosure wall.
Through this gate Netjerykhet could emerge and run around the entire
precinct performing phr h3 jnb, a ritual of circuiting the capital walls at the
accession, as well as a renewal of the king’s reign during the sed-festival.
After coming back inside the precinct, he is crowned as the rightful King of

Upper and Lower Egypt. This is the subject of the last two panels under the
South Tomb. On the middle one Netjerykhet, stands in front of the shrine of

3% Wh. 1 470, 3; E. Otto, Behedeti, LA 1, 683; W. Westendorf, Zur Etymologie des bhd-
Thrones, GM 90 (1986), pp.85-86.

3T epe (m). Cf. n. below.

39 Eor a more detailed discussion of Behedeti see the Conclusions below.

39 For a detailed discussion of this object see T. Logan, The jmyt-pr Document: Form,
Function and Significance, JARCE 37 (2000), pp.49-73.
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Horus of Khem (Letopolis).”"

It is the only instance when he is represented
on the panels wearing the Red Crown, which is in accordance with the
subject connected with Lower Egypt.”!' On the southern panel, the king
wears again the White Crown and visits pr-wr, the Upper Egyptian national
shrine.

An important question concerns the provenance and meaning of the
stone blocks (around 25 in number) decorated with large five-pointed stars in
low relief, found in a secondary position in the underground chambers of the
pyramid and the South Tomb.?'? This kind of decoration would point to their
original placement in a ceiling. There is, however, some problem with this
assumption, as the blocks are quite small (and thus inappropriate for ceiling
logs) and are decorated on their upper as well as on lower surfaces. The
solutions proposed by J.-P. Lauer (ceiling of the earlier burial crypt, which
might have had travertine walls and diorite or greywacke floor),”" and R.
Stadelmann (flat roofing of the ‘manoeuvre chambers’ above the granite
vaults in the shafts of the pyramid and the South Tomb),*'* are both difficult
to accept for technical reasons. Filling of the shafts would immediately crash

such a roof.’"” Stones of this size could have formed a barrel vault (for which

there are good analogies in the stone and brick architecture of the Old

319 On this deity and the site see ch. II1.14 below.

311 The occurrence of a Lower Egyptian theme before the Upper Egyptian one is notable,
given that usually the U.E. takes precedence. It can be explained by a need to end the
sequence of scenes with the U.E. motive, just as it was begun with it.

3127 aver, PD I, pp.46-47.

313 1bid., pp.39, 102-104.

34 Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.43; cf. W. Kaiser, Zu die Granitkammern und ihren
Vorgingerbauten unter der Stufenpyramide und im Siidgrab von Djoser, MDAIK 53
(1997), pp.195-207.

315 The reconstructions in Stadelmann, Pyramiden, fig. 15 and Lehner, Complete
Pyramids, p.93 ignore the fact that the blocks were very short. They are drawn in a way
that suggests that they were long beams. This was not the case; moreover, a possibility
that they were cut from earlier, longer stones already decorated with stars can be excluded,
as they do not bear traces of sewing. The blocks have similar mean dimensions (length
52,3 cm, i.e. 1 cubit) and the stars were designed and executed according to the available
surface, apparently on each stone separately.
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Kingdom). Whatever the form of the ceiling was, it obviously represented the
sky, although the star decoration on both its lower and upper side would be
unparalleled. In a later article Stadelmann recognized the difficulty of
assigning the blocks to a ceiling, and opted for the concept that they may
have been used for walling up the doors and the opening in the floor of the
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manoeuvring chambers after the burial of the king.” > This would conform

well to the size of the blocks, but not so well to their star-decoration.

SEKHEMKHET: Saqqgara

The probable successor of Netjerykhet, Sekhemkhet, planned his
funerary complex at Saqqgara, to the southwest of the Step Pyramid. Called
the Unfinished or Buried Pyramid, this monument was excavated by Z.
Goneim and J.-P. Lauer in the 50s and 60s.”'” The complex has not been
uncovered in extenso but only the most important points were surveyed; one
may nevertheless make some general assumptions. Apparently the work had
been stopped at a very early stage, which reflects probably a short, six-seven
years long reign. The precinct was intended to be (after several extensions) as
long as the one of Netjerykhet albeit not so wide. Both the stepped pyramid
and the south tomb reflected the pattern of the tomb complex of the royal
predecessor. Virtually nothing can be said on the planned buildings inside the
precinct and their decoration. The only fact that is recorded concerns the
enclosure wall, which copied not only the external design of the enclosure

wall of Netjerykhet (bastions and niches), but also the specific arrangement

318 R. Stadelmann, Zur Baugeschichte des Djoserbezirks. Grabschacht und Grabkammer
der Stufenmastaba, MDAIK 52 (1996), pp.295-305.

317 PM I, pp.415-417; M. Z. Goneim, The Buried Pyramid, London 1956; id., Horus
Sekhem-khet. The Unfinished Step Pyramid at Sagqara, Cairo 1957; J.-P. Lauer, A propos
de la nouvelle pyramide a degrés de Saqqarah, BIE 35 (1955), pp.357-364; id., Au
complexe funéraire de I’Horus Sekhem-khet. Recherches et travaux menés dans la
nécropole de Saqqara au cours de campagne 1966-1967, CRAIBL (1967), pp.496-508; id.,
Recherche et découverte du tombeau sud de I’Horus Sekhem-khet dans son complexe
funéraire a Saqqarah, BIE 48-49 (1969), pp.121-131. See also Maragioglio, Rinaldi, APM,
1L
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of the dummy gates (as may be assumed from the three preserved examples
in the northern wall). The underground burial chamber and comb-like storage
galleries revealed no traces of a decoration. It has been doubted if the king
was buried under his pyramid, especially after the discovery of what seemed
to be a sealed sarcophagus, which proved empty. However, the traces of
costly burial equipment (including golden bracelets, a part of a sceptre, and a
shell-shaped box, as well as a large number of stone vessels) point against

those doubts.

KHABA (?): Zawiyet el-Aryan
The Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan has been since a long time

attributed to Khaba.’'®

Both this attribution and the chronological position of
this king are uncertain. The excavations by A. Barsanti,’"” and by G. Reisner
and C. Fisher,”™ provided no evidence concerning the precinct, any
associated buildings or their decoration; nothing was likewise discovered in
the underground galleries, which resembled much those of Sekhemkhet. Tiny
traces of mud brick walls found on the east side of the pyramid could have
been construction markers.”*' The mastaba Z-500, contrary to a suggestion by
N. Swelim,*** was not a funerary temple, but a tomb located some distance

north from the pyramid.”* A location of an alleged valley temple has been

suggested as well.”** However, as long as the area surrounding the Layer

318 PM I, p.313. Cf. also A. Dodson, The Layer Pyramid of Zawiyet el-Aryan: Its
Layout and Context, JARCE 37 (2000), pp.81-90.

319 A Barsanti, Ouverture de la pyramide de Zaouiet el-Aryan, ASAE 2 (1901), pp.92-94.
320 G. Reisner, C. Fisher, The Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet El Aryan, BMFA 9 (1911),
pp-55-59.

21 Swelim, Third Dynasty, p.78.

322 ibid., pp.78-79.

32 M. Lehner, Z500 and the Layer Pyramid of Zawiyet el-Aryan, in: Studies Simpson,
p.507-522.

324 A site called ‘El Gamal el-Barek’ i.e.’the sitting camel’ (Swelim, Third Dynasty, pp.77,
80); cf. Reisner, BMFA 9 (1911), p.56; M. Lehner, in: Studies Simpson, pp.508-510.
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Pyramid is not properly surveyed and at least partially cleared, the existence

of cult installations remains speculative.

LATER THIRD DYNASTY

Concerning other funerary monuments that could be assigned to the
Third Dynasty kings (Gisr el-Mudir and L-shaped enclosure at Saqqara, El-
Deir and Lepsius Pyramid no.l at Abu Roash), nothing can be said on their
possible decoration. The only known object coming probably from a royal
tomb of the period is the stela of Qahedjet in the Louvre, dated by its style to
the Third Dynasty (fig.12).>*’ It is a rectangular limestone panel, resembling
those of Netjerykhet. A king, facing right, is wearing the White Crown and
typical one-arm strip garment, and holding a mks-sceptre and a hd-mace. He
is labelled with his Horus name Q3(j)-hdt (‘High is the White Crown’), and is
embraced by a falcon-headed god referred to as Hrw m hwt-3t (‘Horus in the
Great Mansion’), the form of the god associated with Heliopolis.”*® The relief
is flat, but well designed and executed with care for internal details. The stela
may be compared with the panels of Netjerykhet under the Step Pyramid and
the South Tomb.””” Qahedjet has been identified as the possible Horus name
of king Huni. Provenance of the stela is unknown, but a remark by E. Drioton
in the museum inventory suggests Dahshur. This would support the

hypothesis that the pyramid Lepsius L, situated east of the Red Pyramid of

323 E 25982. J. Vandier, CRAIBL 1968, pp. 16-22; Ziegler, Stéles, peintures et reliefs,
p.54-57 (no.4).

2% H. Goedicke (Abusir-Saqqara-Giza, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, p.401) translates the
god’s name as ‘Horus in the great enclosure’, which he apparently takes for a reference to
a royal tomb.

327 Ziegler, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.155 (n0.9), supposes that the
stela occupied the back wall of a niche similar to those in the Netjerykhet’s underground
chambers. However, the dimensions of Qahedjet’s stela are much inferior; a possibility
suggested by Do. Arnold that the piece formed once a right-hand wall in a deep niche,
seems very probable, given that the left edge of the stela is much wider than the right one
(Arnold, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.98, n.11).
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Sneferu, was the tomb of Huni.’*® Nevertheless, in view of complete lack of

other evidence, it remains pure speculation.

328 The pyramid was excavated by R. Stadelmann in 1986. It appeared that the monument,

apparently unfinished, could possibly date from the Fourth Dynasty to judge by pottery
found in the vicinity.
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I1.3. DYNASTY IV

The history of the Fourth Dynasty is fairly well reconstructed. There
are, however, some important lacunae. First of all, the estimated lengths of
reigns, usually taken for granted, are in most part by no means certain.>>
Obvious discrepancies between contemporary evidence and later sources, as
well as the ambiguity of data, create serious problems for a reconstruction,
especially in the areas concerning the interpretation of the monuments. Some
long-standing assumptions (e.g. that Djedefra ruled for a short period and his
reign was an ‘intrusive’ one), should be revised in view of recent research at
Giza and Abu Roash. Moreover, as there seems now to be no doubt that the
Unfinished Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan dates from the Fourth Dynasty, its
owner has to be included into the king list of this period. On the other hand,
thus far no evidence would confirm the existence of ephemeral Thamphthys
of Manetho, credited by some authors with two years’ reign.>’

One may assume the following list of the Fourth Dynasty kings and the
length of their reigns, as confirmed by contemporaneous sources, compared

to date from the Royal Canon of Turin.>"

329 For an extensive survey of the now available evidence on the chronology of the period

see M. Verner, Archacological Remarks on the 4" and 5™ Dynasty Chronology, Archiv
orientalni. Quaterly Journal of African and Asian Studies 69 (2001), pp.363-418. The
author points out discrepancies between contemporaneous written evidence and the Royal
Canon of Turin and other late sources, as well as the uncertainty about the regularity of the
censuses in the Old Kingdom. It appears that concerning the Fourth and Fifth Dynasties in
virtually no case one can be sure about the precise length of the king’s reign!

33% The entry in the Turin Canon (III, 6), where the king’s name is not preserved, gives this
number, and it has been assumed that this could refer to Thampthys, to whom Manetho
attributed nine years. A restoration of the original name as Dd.f-Pth is a pure speculation
(cf. a.0. Hayes, Scepter of Egypt,, I, p.66; von Beckerath, Konigsnamen, pp.53-4 and
n.15).

31 After Verner, Archiv Orientalni 69 (2001) , p.416. Since the counts (censuses) were
most probably irregular during the Fourth and Fifth Dynasties, Verner postulates that ‘a
reconstruction of the length of a king’s reign should consist of the total of the number of
the highest attested census year with the sum of the attested intervening years. To the
numeral thus obtained, one would still need to add an x expressing the unknown number
of the so far unattested cattle counts, either annual or biennial’ (ibid.).
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King Contemporaneous written evidence Turin

Sneferu 27 +x 24
Khufu 12 +x 23
Djedefra 11 (10?) (?) +x 8
Khafra I15+x ?
Bicheris not attested > ?
Menkaura 1(?)+x 18
Shepseskaf 2+x 4
Thamphthys not attested 2

SNEFERU: an overview

Sneferu, the founder of the dynasty, was an outstanding person, and his
merits for the country were widely recognized in later times. His reign was
considered by later Egyptians to have been a golden age, and Sneferu himself
an ideal ruler. This was expressed in Middle Kingdom stories, and by the cult
of his person at Dahshur and in Sinai.”>> One can observe a clearly marked
acceleration in development in many areas during his long reign. Sneferu
appears as a man of untamed activity. It is visible in changes of the
administrative system and concentration of the country resources in the
capital, as well as in organizing military, trade and exploration expeditions to

neighbouring countries. Developing new religious ideas and a new, refined

concept of kingship is reflected in the iconographic and textual evidence.

332 This means that no date from his reign survived. In fact even his identification with
enigmatic Baka (?) is conjectural (see below).

333 Wildung, Rolle dgypticher Kénige, pp.147-152; J. Malek, Old Kingdom Rulers as
“local saints” in the Memphite area, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, pp.253-254. Later fame
of Sneferu, a model excellent ruler of the past (sometimes possibly as an antithesis to
’bad’ Khufu), was reinforced by a popular reinterpretation of his name as ‘Benefactor’ (E.
Graefe, Das Gute Reputation des Konigs “Snofru”, in: Studies Lichtheim I, pp.257-263).
In fact, however, Snfrw was probably a propaganda declaration, with the meaning ‘he who
makes proper’ or ‘he who will make proper’ (H. Goedicke, The Protocol of Neferyt,
Baltimore 1977, p.54).
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Many motives, epithets and elements of titulary occurred then for the first

. 334
time.

The decisive step, marking the beginning of fully developed Old
Kingdom, was made in the architecture and fine arts. Building activity of
Sneferu is unparalleled, in respect to both its extensiveness and subtlety in
architectural experiments. During his reign major changes in the design of the
pyramid complexes occurred. The monuments at Meidum (in its earlier
design) and at Seila were built in a step pyramid form. Later structures: the
Bent and the Red pyramids, as well as the final version at Meidum, were in a
true pyramid form. This shape of a pyramid superstructure is commonly
interpreted as related to the solar cult and reflecting the idea of askew sunrays
considered a ramp for the king to climb the sky and join Ra. Although both
step and true pyramids may represent a primeval hill or Heliopolitan ben-ben,
the old form of a ‘stairway to heaven’ shows stronger astral associations. The
new, solar connotations are reflected also in the change of the shape and
orientation of the complex, from a rectangular, oriented NS, with a mortuary
temple on the north side of a pyramid, to a square one, with a dominant EW
axis and the temples to the east of the tomb. The internal designs of Sneferu’s
pyramids also present peculiarities possibly connected with these new
concepts. A most important feature is the location of the burial chamber in
the superstructure, the idea followed only by Khufu.

Sneferu followed immediately king Huni, being possibly his son by
queen Meresankh 1. The length of his reign, given by the Turin Canon as 24

years, must have been much longer, possibly even 44-48 years according to

3% These included e.g. the epithet ngr 3 ‘Great God’ and the Horus name of Sneferu nb

m3<t. From the preserved evidence it appears that both were applied first to a king and only
later became epithets of gods, although probably this assumption ex silentio is wrong;
rather one would expect those expressions to denote the sun-god and be only borrowed by
the kings. Important iconographic motives developed in Sneferu’s reign include the Falcon
of Gold (the Golden name, used thereon regularly), atef and feather crowns, and the
winged sun-disk.
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335 This is based on the evidence of the

the reconstruction by Stadelmann.
graffiti with dates from Dahshur and Meidum, as well as on an analysis of the
architectural development of successive pyramids of the king. With some
uncertainties about the precise length of the reign, concerning the system of
counting of regnal years (according to biennial censuses, which sometimes
may have been resumed irregularly), the assumption of over forty years’
reign is now widely accepted.””® It seems that at the beginning of his reign
Sneferu planned to be buried at Meidum (Dd-Snfrw).>’” A traditional step
pyramid, though placed inside a new-style square complex with a valley
temple, was designed to become his tomb. After some fifteen years, during
which the members of the royal family and dignitaries were being buried in a
large mud brick mastabas to the north of the pyramid, Sneferu decided (for
unknown reasons) to move north and to build his funerary complex at
Dahshur. The Bent Pyramid with its subsidiary structures was built, and new
cemeteries for the officials planned to the east and northeast of it. It is not
clear if the change of the angle of the sides reflects an attempt to avoid
constructional problems or was an idea conceived from the beginning. At any
rate, around his 30" year Sneferu started a new project at Dahshur North.**®
The Red Pyramid became eventually his final resting place. At the same

moment he decided to come back to Meidum and convert the existing

3% Snofru und die Pyramiden von Meidum und Dahschur, MDAIK 36 (1980), pp.437-
449.

336 See, however, R. Krauss, The Length of Sneferu’s Reign and How Long It Took to
Build the Red Pyramid, JEA 82 (1996), pp.43-50 and id. Chronologie und Pyramidenbau
in der 4. Dynastie, Or 66 (1997), pp.1-14, where the author opts for a much shorter, 30-31
years’ reign.

7 R. Stadelmann, Snofru und die Pyramiden von Meidum und Dahschur, MDAIK 36
(1980), pp.443-446. For the older hypothesis, now widely rejected, linking king Huni with
the earlier phase of construction of the pyramid see n. above. The toponym Dd Snfrw
occurs already in the Abusir Papyri (Posener-Kriéger, Abu Sir Papyri, p.14, pl.34,17 and
pl.39, fragm.A6).

3% The two Dahshur pyramids were named H-Snfrw and He-Snfrw rsj. Various proposed
translations of these names (‘S. appears in glory’ , ‘S. shines’, ‘S. gleams’, ‘The Shining
Pyramid’ etc.) depend much on the assumed meaning of the verb 4 and its relation to the
king’s name.
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monument into a true pyramid, possibly with an idea that it would have
served as a cult-centre of his deified person, comparable in some way to the

later solar temples.

SNEFERU: Meidum
At the beginning of Sneferu’s reign he chose to be buried at Meidum.
Usually the site for a king’s tomb seems to have been in direct relation to the

location of the residence.*

In this case it is not easy to explain such a move
from the Saqqgara area, where the royal tombs were located in the Third
Dynasty, to a site some forty five kilometres south from there. Does it reflect
a great concern of Sneferu for Fayum, recorded also in the location of the
pyramid of Seila? At Meidum seven- and, ultimately, eight-stepped pyramid
was designed to be his tomb.”*” It was placed inside an almost square
enclosure, with a stepped satellite pyramid to the south of the main
monument, and an enigmatic ‘peribolus tomb’ in the northern part of the
precinct (fig.13). After the subsequent move to Dahshur and completion of
the Bent Pyramid, Sneferu returned to Meidum. The pyramid was then
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converted into the true one.” There was no funerary temple, but a simple

339 A. M. Roth (Politics and Patterns in Pyramid Placement, in: Eighth Congress of
Egyptologists, Abstracts of Papers, p.154) noticed that ‘The position of a king’s pyramid,
viewed in the context of other pyramids of his dynasty, can be evaluated with the other
historical and archaeological evidence form his reign to reveal the degree to which his
claim to a political legitimacy was based on association with his predecessors, as well as
which of those predecessors he wished to associate with himself’. This important
observation, working very well for other kings, seems to have limited value in the case of
Sneferu, who was himself an object of such politics, especially during the Twelfth
Dynasty.

%Y The primary publications are Petrie, Medum; Petrie, Mackay, Wainwright, Meydum
and Memphis III; El-Khouli, Meidum. For the new research that resulted in discovery of a
previously unknown rooms in the pyramid, see: G. A. Gaballa et al., Architectural Survey
of the Inner Arrangement of the Pyramid of Meidum: Discovery of Two Corridors and
Two Chambers, in: Eighth Congress of Egyptologists, Abstracts of Papers, p.67.

31 According to V. Dobrev, referring to hypothesis by D. Wildung and to the facts that the
true funerary temple is absent and the entrance corridor in the pyramid is high enough to
enable move without bending, it is possible that the monument was never intended to be a
tomb, even in its earliest stage (personal communication).
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chapel has been erected on the east side of the pyramid. A short, winding
passage led to a small open court with an offering table flanked by two tall,
uninscribed stelae. Similar stelae stood possibly to the east of the satellite
pyramid, where some kind of an offering place was likewise placed. Petrie

found there a relief fragment with legs of a falcon.>*

Most probably it came
from a stela with the king’s Horus name, resembling those found at the Bent
Pyramid at Dahshur. A causeway led towards the cultivation, where there are
remains of what may be interpreted as limestone and mudbrick walls of a

valley temple.’*

The site has not been excavated and doubts about the plan of
the building cannot be cleared. Judging from what can be seen today this
much-destroyed temple was a rather simple structure. No evidence on a
possible decoration was found, except for a limestone fragment with a large
splay-topped kheker in relief, discovered in the vicinity.’** This singular find
seems to be, however, of much importance. Its style and, especially, the size
(the reed bundle is c. 0.52 m = one cubit high) points strongly to its
provenance from a royal building, the valley temple of Sneferu being the only
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candidate at Meidum.”™ A possibility that a building decorated with royal

reliefs once existed or, at least, was planned at the site, is further confirmed

342 Petrie, Mackay, Wainwright, Meydum and Memphis III, pp.11-12.

3 In fact the remains are usually described in the literature as ‘brick walls’ (e.g. Lehner,
Complete Pyramids, p.100). One can, however, notice huge (although much denuded)
limestone blocks from the wall cores at the spot.

3% Petrie, Mackay, Wainwright, Meydum and Memphis III, p.5, pl.20,3. The fragment is
now in the Petrie Museum (UC 31114). For the date of occurrence of the khekers inside
the buildings see chapter V.4 below. It should be noted that the skr-sign occurred in form
of dipinti among the ‘quarry marks’ at Meidum (Petrie, Mackay, Wainwright, Meydum
and Memphis 111, pl.V1,22).

3 According to Wildung, RAE 21 (1969), p.137, it is possible that the mrt of Sneferu,
mentioned in the annals of Neferirkara (Schéfer, Ein Bruchstiick altdgyptischer Annalen,
pp.39-40; Urk. 1, 247, 15-16), was located at Meidum. It may have been identical with or
connected to the valley temple. Further evidence for a cultic activity at the site may be
derived from a find in the chapel of the pyramid of a statuette with the text mentioning
‘Gods who are in Dd-Snfrw’ (Berlin 20581, Wildung, op.cit., p.136 and n.5)
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by a sculptor’s trial piece found in a quarry north of the pyramid. It shows a
king, apparently Sneferu.>*°

The stelae set against the eastern face of the pyramid had been left
undecorated. Why their execution was not finished when Sneferu came back
to Meidum to build a true pyramid cannot be explained. Possibly, as

suggested by M. Lehner,’"’

the work on enlarging the pyramid had not yet
been completed at the moment of the king’s death, and the stelae were still
covered with constructional debris. It should be noted, however, that the
fragment with remains of falcon legs in relief found by Petrie proves that the
king’s titulary appeared on the stelae beside the satellite pyramid. Moreover,
the New Kingdom graffiti on the walls of the chapel prove not only that it
was accessible at that time, but also that the visitors recognized the

monument as belonging to Sneferu, for which an inscriptional evidence must

have existed.

SNEFERU: Seila

The pyramid of Seila, although not a funerary (burial) monument,
should be analysed in relation to the beginning of Sneferu’s reign and his
pyramid complex at Meidum. Seila pyramid was built at the eastern edge of
Fayum, about 11 km west of Meidum (almost exactly on the same latitude),
on the top of the locally highest hill.**® The presumed criterion for its
localization (a vicinity of a local royal residence), lack of a burial chamber
and other features it shares with the so-called Minor Step Pyramids seem to
indicate that the pyramid of Seila is just one of this group of monuments,

planned at the same moment. The only difference (beside slightly greater

O PM IV, p.95; A. Rowe, MDIK 3 (1932), pl. XXIX; Abubakr, Kronen, fig.18.

347 Complete Pyramids, p.100.

38 L. H. Lesko, Seila 1981, JARCE 25 (1988), pp.223, 226, 228-235; L. E S. Edwards,
The Pyramid of Seila and its Place in the Succession of Snofru’s Pyramids, in: Studies
Aldred, pp.88-96. 1 am grateful to Dr Nabil Swelim for the discussion of the results of his
work at Seila before the final publication, which is hopefully forthcoming.
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dimensions) is the confirmed existence of the cult installations, found at the
eastern side of the pyramid. A statue and an offering table of peculiar shape
were found outside the big robbers’ trench cut in the north wall of the
monument. A substantial mud brick chapel existed on the east side. Two
round-topped stelae were found lying there in debris. One of them is
uninscribed,** the other bears the Horus name and the cartouche of Sneferu

in relief.>°

The occurrence of stelae at Seila seems to confirm strongly the
hypothesis by R. Stadelmann on different role of the mortuary temples proper
(adjoining the tomb), where the false door stood in the sanctuary, and that of
the chapels with round-topped stelae (Stelenheiligtumern), apparently serving
as the royal cult places not related to the tomb (connected thus to

‘ceno‘[aphs’).3 >

SNEFERU: South Dahshur
After he had moved both the residence and the royal burial site to
Dahshur, Sneferu started to build the Bent Pyramid and its associated

structures (fig.14).>>

The pyramid itself, with two almost independent
systems of internal rooms, has a lot of features not easy to interpret. It was set

inside a square enclosure, with a satellite pyramid to the south and a stelae

3 An important factor, albeit not easy to explain in view of the fact that the chapel
obviously served the cult. Would this suggest a relatively late date for erecting the stelae?
330 For a photo, see Edwards, in: Studies Aldred, fig.1b. The approximate measurements of
the stela are: height, 140 cm, width, 60 cm, and thickness, 35-40 cm (ibid., n.7).

331 R. Stadelmann, Scheintiir oder Stelen im Totentempel des AR, MDAIK 39 (1983),
pp.237-242. The problem of the occurence and meaning of the round-topped stelae in the
Archaic Period and the Old Kingdom still needs to be fully explored. They did occur in
non-royal contexts before the MK (pace R. Ho6lzl, Round-Topped Stelae from the Middle
Kingdom to the Late Period. Some Remarks on the Decoration of the Lunettes, in: Atti VI
Congresso, 1, pp.285-289), a notable example is the stela of Netjeraperef found in the
‘valley temple’ at Dahshur South, but this is indeed rare and rather exceptional. But even
if generally restricted to the royal sphere, they are not easy to interpret. Should one look
for a continuation (or at least some links) in the tradition (in regards to an architectural
setting and a function) from the Umm el-Qaab royal tombs through the examples of
Sneferu to the stelae placed in front of the Heb-sed chapel at Abu Gurab?

32 pM I, pp.877-888. R. Stadelmann, Pyramiden und Nekropole des Snofru in
Dahschur, MDAIK 49 (1993), pp.259-294.
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sanctuary on the east side. This chapel was a quite simple building composed
of two walls of Turah limestone roofed with slabs,’ enlarged by mud-brick
walls. Between this structure and the pyramid side there was a wider enclosed
space, where two tall round-topped stelae stood. Only the stumps of them
remained. An offering table, a large limestone slab in form of the hetep-sign,
was placed between the stelae.

On the east side of the satellite pyramid was an offering place with two
round-topped stelae inscribed with Sneferu’s names. One of them, fairly well
preserved in its upper part, is now erected in front of the Egyptian Museum
(fig.15).”* The composition of the stela shows a large, rectangular serekh
with a falcon perched on it. Inside the frame royal titulary was inscribed, with
the king’s figure (—) as a large determinative. Sneferu is represented seated
on a throne in the heb-sed garment, wearing the White Crown and holding a
flail.>>

A causeway with walls of Turah limestone linked the pyramid temenos
with the edge of the cultivated area. It passed by a small, rectangular building
assumed by the excavator, Ahmed Fakhry, to be the earliest known valley
temple. As stated by M. Lehner, however: ‘This structure is in fact a
combination of both mortuary and valley temple, with features that are
developed later in both. It has the court, pillars and architectural statues found

in later mortuary temples, and it is situated about halfway down to the valley.

333 The ceiling is decorated with stars (Ricke, Appendix to Fakhry, Sneferu, 1, cf. pp.75-

87).

334 JE 8929¢. The dimensions of the stela are: preserved height: 372 cm, breadth: 127 cm,
thickness: 32 cm (Tiradritti, Egyptian Museum, p.50). Aldred in Egyptian Art, where the
detail of the stela is pictured on fig.24, gives for ‘total height’ the number of ¢.197 in.=500
cm (p.243). Possibly a theoretically restored original height was meant. On the other hand,
Stadelmann (Pyramiden, p.98) assumes after Ricke that the stelae were as high as 9 m.

3% The stela, with the king facing right, was obviously the left-hand (i.e. the southern) one.
One may only guess if on the other piece Sneferu was represented in the Red Crown.
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A second causeway probably ran from this to a dock or landing stage.”*®

This last assumption seems very probable in light of the research in made by
D. Arnold and R. Stadelmann. The presumed existence of a valley temple
proper at the site where the causeway sinks under the sand of the wadi at the
edge of the desert was not confirmed in the field, and possibly only a small
dockyard should be expected.”’

The so-called ‘valley temple’ was discovered and excavated by A.
Fakhry in the 1950s.>® Built to the north of the causeway, it comprised a
rectangular stone building, surrounded with mud-brick walls. The temple has
been much destroyed, probably in the New Kingdom, but some walls
preserved in situ as well as many decorated blocks and parts of statues, pillars
and stelae found in the debris, allowed for a reconstruction of the original
appearance of the building (fig.16). In front of the southern facade there was
a small court created by separating part of the causeway. Outside its southern
wall two stelae were set. A doorway led inside the building, where the
corridor (‘Central Hall’ of Fakhry) passed by two long rooms on each side,
and opened to a courtyard. Behind the open area of the court ten rectangular
pillars (in two rows of five) supported the roof in the northern part of the
temple. Hidden behind them were six chapels with striding statues of Sneferu
emerging from the back wall (fig.17).”> The ‘Central Hall’, walls of the court
(in its roofed N part only), the pillars and fagades of the niched chapels were
decorated in relief. On the jambs of the chapels large figures of the king were
represented, facing towards the interior of the naos. The titulary and heraldic

elements occupied the space on lintels. The pillars in front of the statue

3% Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p. 104. The monument is thus usually labelled a ‘so-called
valley temple’ or a ‘statue temple’. Nevertheless, Lauer interpreted it as a funerary temple
proper (Mystere des Pyramides, p.126).

T MDAIK 31 (1975), p.173. Also a more recent research did not manage to trace the
pyramid town of the Bent Pyramid. It must have been located more to the south (S.
Seidlmayer, personal communication).

338 Fakhry, Sneferu, 1.1 and 11.2.

%9 Actually parts of only two of them were found (Fakhry, Sneferu, 11.2, pls.33-37).
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chapels seem to be decorated on three sides (back, i.e. N sides were left
undecorated). They were of two kinds, those of the back row being slightly
larger. Scenes represented involved king alone or two or three persons. In the
preserved fragments one can distinguish multiple representations of the Heb-
Sed run; the king seated in a kiosk; royal visits to sanctuary of Horus Db wij,

3% un of

and to pr-wr and pr-nzr; inspecting cattle and trees (plantations?);
the Apis bull; the foundation ceremony; and the king being embraced by
various deities, including Seshat, Nekhebet and a lioness goddess.®' Nile
figures presenting offerings were also depicted. The upper portions of the
entrance corridor and the courtyard walls (the roofed portion beside the
pillars) bore the large-scale representations of the king and deities (a.o. Min,
possibly also Seth) during various ceremonies. Fragments of a fowling scene
(with a net) were also found. Lower registers, the best preserved, comprised
long rows of personifications of funerary estates, walking towards the
chapels. The figures were arranged according to the geographical pattern,

nome after nome, those on the west wall representing Upper Egypt, and those

on the east wall being the Lower Egyptian ones.

SNEFERU: North Dahshur

The decision of beginning a new project on the site just one kilometre
to the north was made probably in 28 or 29 year (or, to be precise, before the
15™ census) of Sneferu’s reign.’®® Simultaneous work on the Red Pyramid
and the final design of the Meidum monument did not, however, cause an
abandonment of the Bent Pyramid complex. Possibly the southern Dahshur

pyramid was considered a satellite pyramid for the new royal tomb (the Red

360 See the new restoration and discussion of these scenes by E. Edel, Studien zu den
Relieffragmenten aus dem Taltempel des Konigs Snofru, in: Studies Simpson, pp.199-208.
361 Assumed by the excavator to be Sakhmet. This identification is now widely contested,
the deity being interpreted as Bastet or simply ‘a lion goddess’.

382 pM 112, p.876. Stadelmann, Pyramiden, pp.100-105.
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Pyramid).*®

The ‘valley temple’ seems to fulfil its role in these new
conditions and there is extensive evidence that the cult of Sneferu was still
maintained there in the Middle Kingdom.*®*

Nevertheless, when the Red Pyramid had been finished to serve as the
final resting place of the king, a need to provide a proper place for offerings
led to the construction of a mortuary temple on the east of the pyramid. It was
in some way intermediary between the simple chapels at Meidum and
Dahshur South, and the large and complex temple of Khufu. The temple of
the Red Pyramid consisted of a sanctuary that may have contained a false

365
door stela,

a portico courtyard, and two stone chapels (representing
probably the South and North Buildings). These probably housed royal
statues. Few limestone fragments decorated in relief, found during the
excavations, show the king in the Heb-Sed robe.’*® On the courtyards north
and south of the temple there were round sockets in the soil, probably
designed for inserting plants. Remains of mud-brick walls prove that the
temple had not been finished at the moment of Sneferu’s death, and it was
hastily finished by Khufu. These circumstances explain also the unfinished
state of the causeway. The valley temple, rudimentary remains of which were

seen at the end of the nineteenth century, was recently re-discovered by S.

Seidlmayer. Auger core drillings proved that it had been built in limestone.”®’

363 Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.98. It is a modification of the idea expressed by Lauer (Sur
la pyramide de Meidoum et les deux pyramides du roi Snéfrou a Dahchour, Or 36 (1967),
p.253) that the Red and the Bent pyramids at Dahshur served as a tomb and a South tomb
respectively.

3%% Fakhry, Sneferu, 11.2, pp.1-3.

35 R. Stadelmann found some granite fragments that he interpreted as having come from a
false door.

3% R Stadelmann, MDAIK 39 (1983), pp.233-234, pl.73.

3%7 The layer of compact limestone chips was recorded 6.5 m below present surface. The
site of the valley temple is now cut by a modern canal (where limestone blocks were dug
out onto the shores by a dredger) and it stretches, unfortunately, towards a military area on
the west. Traces of the brick walls of causeway leading from the Red Pyramid towards the
lower temple (visible today as a line of bushes on the surface), were recorded during the
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At this very site the famous decree of Pepy I was found, exempting the

hntjw-§j of the pyramid town from taxation.*®

KHUFU: Giza

Khufu probably inherited throne after the premature death of older
sons of Sneferu, including Nefermaat of Meidum Mastaba 16, the anonymous
prince buried in the Mastaba 17 at Meidum, and Kanefer of Dahshur. Like his
father before him, Khufu decided to make a shift of the residence and the
royal necropolis. For his burial ground he chose a desert plateau at what is
now Giza. Possibly a man of middle age, he nevertheless planned his
funerary monument on a scale incomparable even with the achievements of
his father. The highest date attested for his reign (the 11™ census) would
confirm the entry of the Turin Canon where he is credited with 23 years.’®
During this time he was able to build a huge mortuary complex with the
biggest tomb ever constructed.’” The name of the pyramid was 3ht-Hw .f.w(j)
(‘Horizon of Khufu’).””! The Great Pyramid and its associated structures
were surrounded by a virtual town of stone mastabas for the royal offspring
and officials. It is still discussed if there were successive changes of the
internal design of the pyramid. It seems that it has been completed together
with the adjoining temples, and the only thing left for a successor was to bury
boats for the celestial travels of the king (and this in fact was fulfilled by
Djedefra). The mortuary temple built against the east side of the pyramid

suffered much destruction. Traces of walls and pillars preserved on the basalt

Egyptian excavations in the 90s. (S. Seidlmayer, personal communication, cf. also N.
Alexanian, S. Seidlmayer, Survey and Excavations at Dahshur, EA 20 (2002), pp.3-5).

98 Urk. 1, 209-213; Goedicke, Konigliche Dokumente, pp.55-77.

3% There are, however, serious doubts if the graffito on a block from above the boat grave
at Giza does in fact record the counts of Djedefra. See M. Verner, Archaeological
Remarks on the 4™ and 5™ Dynasty Chronology, Archiv orientalni. Quaterly Journal of
African and Asian Studies 69 (2001), pp.375-377 for a summary of the discussion of this
crucial chronological problem. Cf. n below.

370 PM 111, pp.11-19; Petrie, Pyramids and Temples.

31 Or possibly 3htji-Hw fw(j) ‘Khufu is the one belonging to the Horizon’.
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pavement enabled a partial reconstruction of its plan. The arrangement of the
destroyed western part of the temple (and the presumed existence of statue
niches and an offering chapel with a false door) remains, however, a matter
of speculation. The limestone walls of the temple (possibly the walls of the
cluster surrounding the courtyard) were once decorated with reliefs. Several
fragments were found during the excavations and cleaning works in the
vicinity.””* The themes that can be recognized include the Heb-Sed (a.o. a
block with Khufu seated in the chapel and a large scale representation of the
king wearing the khat-headdress, accompanied with a long text mentioning

37 and the Feast of the White Hippopotamus.’”* It seems very

the pyramid),
probable that also the causeway had been decorated and some of the
fragments could possibly have come from there. Although there is no definite
evidence for it (e.g. a block with decoration executed at angle to masonry
bed), this assumption may be supported by the famous account by Herodotus.
He admired the causeway (taken by him mistakenly to be a constructional
ramp), writing thus: ‘it took ten years’ oppression of the people to make the
causeway for the conveyance of the stones, a work not much inferior, in my

judgement, to the pyramid itself. This causeway is five furlongs in length, ten

fathoms wide, and in height, at the highest part, eight fathoms. It is built of

372 Reisner, Smith, Giza II, figs.2-4, 7;. It is not entirely certain which of the fragments

might be attributed to the mortuary temple, and which came a chapel of one of the queens’
pyramids (G I-b). Smith (HESPOK, p.158) was of opinion that the occurrence of a star-
band in the decoration (e.g. the fragment 24-12-545 on fig.7 in Reisner, Smith, op.cit)
suggests the former possibility, assuming thus that it could not occur in a queen’s relief,
which is perhaps true for the Fourth Dynasty. Certainly some fragments on fig.7 (large
scale falcon figures (37-3-4c, 37-3-4d, 24-11-548, the latter in sunk relief on a granite
piece), the pr-nzr on a boat (24-12-546), and a half-sky bearer (37-3-4h) derived from the
mortuary temple of the king.

373 Reisner, Smith, Giza 11, figs.6a-b.

3™ Hassan, Giza, X, pp.20-24, 34-35, figs. 2-4, 7, 8, pls.V-VIIL, cf. J.-P. Lauer, ASAE 49
(1949), 111-123, fig.3, pl. I. Hassan interpreted the figure of the king wearing a long scarf
as a record of a royal visit to Heliopolis. However, it is certainly part of a scene of hb-hdt
(cf. Behrmann, Nilpferd, 1,, doc.62). A fragment with a lower part of the king’s torso and
a bs3w-apron (pl.VII A) interpreted by Hassan as showing Khufu ‘performing a ritual
dance’ (ibid., p.34), i.e. during the Heb-Sed run, may have belonged to a scene of smiting
enemies.
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polished stone and is covered with carvings of animals’.’”> A block with a
depiction of captives, found by U. Holscher near Khafra’s valley temple (see
below), in fact may have come from the causeway of Khufu.

The valley temple of Khufu has been located recently.’”

It appears that
the structure employed large quantity of basalt and limestone, however, no
decorated blocks were found in situ. Some of the blocks found at Lisht came
probably from there.””” Others were assigned to the mortuary temple but their

378

provenance is by no means certain.””” Recently Do. Arnold attributed the

blocks with the Heb-Sed scenes to Sneferu on account of their different,

distinctive style.’”

DJEDEFRA: Abu Roash
The successor of Khufu, Djedefra, was recognized for a long time as
an usurper on the throne, breaking the proper line of the ‘Giza kings’. This

view has been completely changed recently.”® He appears to have been a

375 Herodotus, History, 11, 124, cited after Smith, HESPOK, p.158. One may recall in this
context the remark by W. S. Smith: ‘It has been suggested that the list of ‘radishes, onions
and garlic’ for the workmen which Herodotus saw on the face of the pyramid was
probably an offering-list on one of the temple’s walls (Herodotus, I, 125).” (ibid.).

7 G. Goyon, La chausée monumentale et le temple da la valee de la pyramide de
Khéops, BIFAO 67 (1969), pp.49-69; H. Messiha, The Valley Temple of Khufu (Cheops),
ASAE 65 (1983), pp.9-18. cf. also Z. Hawass, The Discovery of the Harbors of Khufu and
Khafre at Giza, in: Etudes Lauer, pp.245-256.

377 This refers to nos.1-6 and 56-59 in Goedicke, Re-used Blocks.

378 Ibid., nos.10-22, 29-30, 53 and possibly 60.

37 Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.191-192 (no.41a-b). It would not be easy,
however, to suggest a building from which the fragments could have come, unless it was
the valley temple of the Red Pyramid, a possibility that perhaps does not conform well
with the jubilee theme, but even worse with the fact that the mortuary temple and
causeway were apparently unfinished at the moment of Sneferu’s death. The question of
provenance in respect to the themes represented in various parts of the mortuary complex
will be treated in chapter V.1.

380 For an exhaustive critical review of the older concepts see recently: V. Dobrev, A
propos d’un statue fragmentaire du roi Menkaouré trouvée & Abou Rawash, in: Etudes
Lauer, pp.155-166. The ‘thriller’ theory advocated a.o. by Chassinat (the memory of
Djedefra “fut abolie par raison d’Etat’ - MonPiot 25 (1921-22), pp.69, 75), and Reisner
(Djedefra had killed his elder brother Kawab, and his own life, as an usurper, was
‘shortened by the action of the princes of legitimate line, either by assassination or in
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legitimate ruler, and no damnatio memoriae procedure was aimed against
him. Moreover, it seems that he ruled for a longer time than the 8 years

These are important conclusions in

ascribed to him by the Turin Canon.
respect to the question to which extent his pyramid complex was finished.
Djedefra chose for his burial place Abu Roash about 8 km north of
Giza, at the northern end of the Memphite necropolis, close to the site of
Letopolis. There, on the top of the local hillocks dominating the valley, he
planned his mortuary complex, bearing name Shdw-Dd.f-R(w) ‘Djedefra is a
Sehed-star’ *** The site, excavated by M. Chassinat at the beginning of the
20" century, has been under investigation of the Franco-Swiss expedition led
by M. Vallogia since 1995.°* New research improved much our former
knowledge of the monument. It seems that it merged some old and new
features. The pyramid tomb, placed inside a rectangle temenos oriented
north-south, was conceived as a true pyramid®®* of about the same slope
angle as the pyramid of Khufu, but much smaller, having ¢. 106 m of the side
length. It was apparently cased, at least partly, with granite.’® The question if

the pyramid superstructure had been finished is difficult to answer, in view of

much destruction of the site that started in Roman times and continued into

battle’ — Giza I, p.28) is now regarded as ‘une idée absurde et ahistorique’ (Dobrev,
op.cit., p.157).

1 The well-known dipinti on one of the roofing slabs of Khufu’s boat grave (A. M.
Abubakr, A. Y. Mustafa, The Funerary Boat of Khufu, BABA 12, 1971, p.11, fig.6)
mentioning the tenth census might refer to Djedefra and not to Khufu as previously
assumed. A longer reign would conform to the Manethonian record of 25 years of
Ratoises=Radjedef (cf. M. Valloggia, in Etudes Lauer, p.421, n.9).

32 pM 111, pp.1-3.

3% M. Valloggia, Le complexe funéraire de Radjedef 4 Abou-Roasch: état de la question et
perspectives de recherches, BSFE 130 (1994), pp.5-17; id., La descenderie de la pyramide
de Radjedef & Abu Rawash, in: Etudes Lauer, pp.417-428.

3% Proved by the discovery of bed foundations for the casing blocks, inclined in order to
reduce the angle of casing from c.60° to ¢.52°. A hypothesis that Djedefra built a step
pyramid (an idea which was supported by a suggestion that the pyramid temple was
located on the north side of the pyramid), advocated by Maragioglio and Rinaldi, Edwards
and Swelim, should thus be rejected (cf. Edwards, Pyramids, pp.145-146).

385 According to Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p.121, to the height of 20 courses at least.
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the 19™ century.’™

The substructure of the monument was set in a deep
excavation in the rock, comprising a descending passage and a burial
chamber, now both open to the sky. The upper enclosure included a satellite
pyramid,” a boat pit and a mortuary temple on the east side of the main
pyramid. Only the foundation blocks are preserved, even the pavement slabs
have been robbed. Remains of a big gate can be traced, with a large open
court in front of it. The area to the NE was built up with mud-brick
constructions (mostly workshops) in the two periods of maintaining the cult
of the king in the Old Kingdom (i.e. during the Fourth and the Sixth

388

Dynasties, with a clear hiatus in the Fifth Dynasty).” Although so tiny

remains are preserved, one might suppose that the temple must have been

389

finished, as the finds of architectural elements (granite columns)™ and vast

assemblage of statuary’”’ prove. Possibly the limestone walls were

38 Petrie stated that in his time (1880-81) three hundred camel-loads of stone were being
taken from the site a day (Pyramids and Temples of Giza, p.140).

387 The satellite pyramid, the existence of which to the southwest of the main pyramid has
been suggested since a long time, was actually discovered in April 2002. Some unique
features of that monument, namely the three chambers, and the existence of a sarcophagus
and possibly also canopic vases, led Z. Hawass to suppose that in fact it was a tomb of a
queen and not a true satellite pyramid.

3% 1t has been assumed that the temple was ‘hurriedly built in brick’ (Edwards, Pyramids,
p.145) but this proved to be false. The brick buildings are only secondary installations,
mostly later workshops.

3% Chassinat, Mon. Piot. 25 (1921-22), p.55. The columns were re-used in the nearby
convent of Nahiya. At least one of them bears traces of Djedefra’s titulary.

3% To the widely known sculptures, listed by PM 112, pp.2-3 (cf. Vandier, Manuel III,
pp.15-17; H. Altenmiiller, Konigsplastik, LA II, 561 and n.19-21) one should add about
1000 fragments of statues of Djedefra (most of which are quartzite and only c.20 gneiss
pieces) stored in the IFAQ. It is interesting to note that most of them represented king
wearing the nemes and the White Crown, but virtually no traces of the Red Crown can be
found. None of the fragments seems to come from a sphinx sculpture. The king was
represented striding or seated, sometimes with royal women accompanying him. There
were separate sculptures of the royal offspring and it seems that the material chosen for
sculptures varied according to the person represented. The king’s statues were made of
quartzite (the gneiss fragments possibly came from a statue of Menkaura, like a piece
found by Petrie and discussed recently by V. Dobrev — cf.n ), the statues of the sons were
made of granite, and those of the daughters of limestone. (M. Baud, La statuaire de
Rédjedef. Rapport préliminaire sur la collection de 'I[FAQ, in: L’art de [’Ancien Empire,
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dismantled for re-use of blocks or to be burned into lime. This assumption
can be corroborated by a single, but extremely meaningful, bit of evidence:
an unpublished limestone fragment, bearing a figure of a lion in relief, found
by Chassinat.*”’

The causeway, beginning at the northern side of the temenos runs
downward to the valley. It is the longest (c.1.5 km) and biggest (up to 12 m
high at the break of the plateau) causeway known. As it was never excavated,

one can say nothing concerning its architecture and decoration. The same

applies to a presumed valley temple.

KHAFRA: Giza
Khafra, the successor of Djedefra and son of Khufu, returned to Giza,
building his funerary complex to the southwest of the pyramid of his

father.>”?

It 1s one of the best-preserved examples of the Old Kingdom
architecture (fig.18). The pyramid, named Wr-H¢f~-R(w) (‘Great is Khafra’)
although ten meters lower than the Great Pyramid, was located on a higher
ground. Both the valley and the mortuary temples were built of megalithic
blocks of local limestone with extensive use of granite and travertine for
casing and flooring. The pillars in both temples, as well as, possibly, the 12
colossal striding statues of the king, standing once around the great court in

393

the mortuary temple,”” were of granite. A vast statuary programme included

pp.35-61. I am much indebted to Dr Michel Baud for the discussions on various aspects of
Djedefra’s reign and his funerary complex).

31 Found during the re-excavation of finds collected by Chassinat, buried in the court of
his excavation house (M. Baud, personal communication).

392 pM 111, pp.19-26.

3% The statues, which apparently decorated the court, disappeared without any trace,
although hundreds of fragments of other sculptures were found during the excavations of
the complex. A possible explanation is that the statues were taken out and usurped by
Ramesses II. According to M. Lehner the 8 or 9 pink granite statues re-inscribed for this
king, found in Tanis, Bubastis and Memphis, attributed recently to Senwosret I (H.
Sourouzian, Standing royal colossi of the Middle Kingdom reused by Ramesess II,
MDAIK 44 (1988), pp.229-254), may have come from Khafra’s pyramid temple. It seems
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striding and seated statues of the king, queen (?) and gods, and possibly also
sphinxes, made of various materials (anorthosite gneiss (so-called
'Chephren's diorite'), travertine, limestone and greywacke).”* On the
contrary, the relief decoration was much limited, the only certain evidence
being the titulary executed in sunk relief on the granite doorframes. On the
southern and northern gates of the valley temple Khafra is called mrj Hwt-

395 1t seems that no other

Hrw “nh dt and mrj B3stt ‘nh dt respectively (fig.19).
reliefs decorated the valley temple, which was otherwise richly furnished
with statuary (the twenty-three royal statues in the main hall and two dyads
of the king seated aside a goddess in the chambers behind the entrances).
Some objects found outside Giza may be attributed to the mortuary
temple. Two fragments of jambs or pillars (see below) preserved Khafra’s

titulary.>”

One of them bears the serekh with both main names (Wsr-jb and
HC f-Rw) inscribed inside the panel. On the other one is preserved the lower
part of the serekh and the title nswt bjtj, with the signs facing right, probably
followed once by nbtj wsr-m, the Golden name, and the cartouche.”’

A lintel, still embedded in the wall of the passage in the pyramid of

Amenemhat I at Lisht, presents more difficulties for its interpretation.”® A

that their bases would fit exactly the sockets in the court (Lehner, Complete Pyramids,
p.125).

%% For the discussion of the statuary program in Khafra's temples see: Seidel,
Statuengruppen, pp.20-24. Strange as it is, but except for the striding statues from the
courtyard in the mortuary temple (possibly re-used later, see the preceding note) no
sculpture seems to have been executed in granite. A head in a private collection in Paris
(recently exhibited in the Louvre), published by C. Vandersleyen (Une tete de Chephren
en granit rose, RAE 38 (1987), pp.194-197), resembling closely the famous statue CG 14
(lacking only the falcon figure), is almost certainly a forgery.

3% Holscher, Chephren, p.16, figs. 8, 9. Z. Hawass in Petrie, Pyramids and Temples,
p.123, gives incorrect readings "Beloved of Bastet, Giving Life" and "Beloved of Hathor'.
3% Naville, Bubastis, pl. XXXII B (presently in the British Museum, EA 1098) and
Holscher, Chephren, p.55, fig.45.

%7 This arrangement of Khafra’s titulary occurs e.g. on the support for an altar in the
Metropolitan Museum of Art, found at Bubastis (MMA 07.228.24; Hayes, Scepter, 1, p.64,
fig.41).

3% Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, pp. 13-23, and Do. Arnold, in: Egyptian Art in the Age of
the Pyramids, p.224, with a photograph taken in sifu, where only the cartouche with
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big cartouche of Khafra is flanked by the falcon figures wearing the double
crown and with the erect uraei in front of them (apparently parts of the Horus
name), facing towards the centre of the block, and two representations of
hovering falcons, both facing outwards. Most probably they protected figures
of the king. The reason for such a unique orientation is that the vertical
elements on which the decoration continued (of which the abovementioned
fragments are probably examples), were not mere doorjambs, but framing
pillars of the striding statues in the courtyard of the mortuary temple as well.

Figures of the king would face a statue and not a doorway;”””

the titulary
topped by the Horus names was facing the opening.*”

Three finds from different spots and circumstances raised the question
if the limestone walls of the temples or the causeway of Khafra had been
decorated. Holscher found in the debris of the Valley Temple a block,
representing part of two registers of a scene of leading captives, resembling
much those decorating once walls of Sahura's, Niuserra’s and Pepi II's

causeways. Apparently it came from the north wall of a causeway, judging

from the orientation of the figures in the upper register, proceeding to the

mutilated signs is visible. After Goedicke’s publication, it appeared possible to uncover
the entire block and make a cast of it. Hence the corrected description and new dimensions
in Arnold’s entry in the catalogue.

3% For an analogous arrangement (figures of the king in relief, facing the striding statue)
see Fakhry, Sneferu, 11.1, fig.119. The reconstruction by H. Ricke in: BABA 5, pp.50-52,
figs.17-19, pl.2 does not include relief representations of the king, although there would be
space for inserting them between the titulary and the statues. It is thus assumed that the
falcons hover above the statues.

490 Cf. the discussions of the architrave by Goedicke and Arnold (cf.n.345), both referring
to the reconstruction by Ricke. However, Ricke’s concept should be corrected not only in
respect to the form of the king’s names in the serekhs (as already stated by Goedicke), but
also to the type of statues (reconstructed as seated ones) and their framing. Cf. the original
reconstruction in Holscher, Chephren, fig.16 on p.28, where, however, both the form of
the statues and the arrangement of the titulary on the frames are not correct. According to
M. Lehner, model sculptures found during re-excavation of the so-called “workmen’s
barracks’ west of Khafra’s pyramid represent the statues of the court. Their form (a
striding figure of the king wearing the White Crown, with an inverted ‘L’- shaped
projection of the pillar over the crown) conforms to a probable restoration (Lehner,
Complete Pyramids, p.125).
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left.*”! The motive represented in the lower register is unique: a bounded
Asiatic (?) prisoner, turned back (i.e. rightwards), is facing an Egyptian

soldier.*”

The Egyptian is wearing a crossed sash and is extending his arm
towards the captive, while holding the other hand at his mouth. It is not clear
how to explain the position of the axe represented behind the soldier. The
relief resembled much the best work of the Fifth Dynasty and Steindorff
stated that ‘der Stein aus einem der Totentempel von Abusir, vielleicht dem
von Sahu-re stammt und als Werkstein nach Gise verschleppt worden ist’.*”
This hypothesis was rightly, as it seems, refuted by W. S. Smith, pointing out
that there was no need to transfer blocks from Abusir to Giza for re-use, with
enough material available at the site. The discovery of Khufu’s reliefs proved
the possibility of local origin of the relief; also the style would accord well

404 The block could have come from

with a dating to the Fourth Dynasty.
Khufu's causeway; the only possible counterargument against such a
provenance concerns a relatively large distance between the presumed place
of origin and the find spot. Another possibility, and the most obvious one, is
that the block came from the wall of the causeway or the mortuary temple's

court of Khafra. This last localization was advocated by Ricke,*” but the

401 Judging from their size, equal to that of the figures in the lower register (in both cases

the height could be restored as ¢.37 cm) they cannot be gods, but a row of captives.

402 And not a priest, as assumed by Steindorff, in: Holscher, Chephren, p.111. The crossed
sash seems to be a typical dress of archers, cf. a block from Lisht (MMA 22.1.23;
Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, no.43, pp.74-77, citing parallels from the causeway of Unis
and the temple of Mentuhotep Nebhepetra at Deir el-Bahari). Such crossed bands were
probably called $§¢ (Hannig, Grosses Handwdrterbuch, p.842). The Lisht block with
archers, usually dated to the Fourth or the early Fifth Dynasty, was tentatively attributed
by Do.Arnold to Khafra on account of its stylistic and iconographic resemblance to
Holscher's block (Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.189).

403 Steindorff, in: Holscher, Chephren, p.110. The Semitic captive was also compared to
the representation in Borchardt, Ne-user-Re€, pls.8, 10-12 (ibid., p.111).

4% Smith, HESPOK, p.158. Also the height of the registers, as far as it can be
reconstructed, points against the attribution to Sahura’s causeway (the dimensions being
c.37 cm for a figure of a captive on the Giza block, and 31.7 cm on Berlin n0.21782 (the
block with Seth and Sopdu).

405 Ricke, Bemerkungen, 11, pp.50-54, 116.
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causeway seems a more probable place.**® Since no traces of other decorated
limestone blocks were found in Khafra's complex, this must remain

407
d.

unsupporte A block found in the cemetery south of the Khafra's pyramid

and once dated to the Old Kingdom, proved much later in date, given its
crude style.*”®

Another block, however, found during the work of the EES team at
Memphis (re-used in the construction of staircase for the dais of Merenptah)
was attributed to Khafra on account of the presumed occurrence of his name

in the cartouche (fig.20).*”

The decoration comprises part of a register with
bowing officials and a text in vertical columns above them. The subject
clearly points to the provenance from a mortuary temple. Judging from the
published drawing the style and workmanship of the relief are fairly good,*'’
and at first glance nothing contradict the attribution. The existence of the
limestone reliefs in Khafra's complex would be thus confirmed.

Unfortunately, this attribution has to be seriously challenged. Firstly, the

cartouche is only partly preserved, and the sign 7€ is superposed over A€ (&)
in a manner that never occurred in the cartouches of Khafra when written

horizontally (they always display ¢ and A¢ in apposition and superposed

406 Cf. however the remarks in Smith, Art and Architecture, p-258, n.32, where the author
points out that at the causeway: 'no decoration was observed on the walls near the foot. |
had thought that weathering of the walls made this uncertain, but Holscher’s earlier
examination should be respected.’

7 One has to remember, however, that the walls of the complex structures were stripped
off the blocks in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Dynasty. The blocks were used e.g. for the
restoration works at the Great Sphinx. Also the Dream Stela is in fact the reused lintel
from the entrance to Khafra’s mortuary temple (Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p.132).

%8 Junker, Giza, X, p.38. The fragment was thought to have come from the causeway of
Khafra, which was refuted by Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, p.10, n.11: ’the assumption (...)
seems unlikely because of the style of carving — high and very crude, with no modelling
and far inferior to Khufu’s delicate reliefs (...) In view of the crudeness of the carving it
should no doubt be dated later and its origin is possibly the late sanctuary of Isis located in
this section of the cemetery’.

199D, Jeffreys, J. Malek, Memphis 1984, JEA 72 (1986), p.13, fig.7 (block stored in the
‘Petrie Magazine’ at Mit Rahina, no. SCHISM 506 A).

10 Note the detailed internal design of the §-sign, not easy to render in facsimile, as
stressed by the author of the drawing.
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together above f (i.e. =— ).*'' Secondly, the writing of the title r3-n-smsw

112 with the genetival n after r3 is unparalleled in the Old

(n nfr-prw)
Kingdom and points towards a later date.*"> The block should probably be
dated to the Middle Kingdom, most probably to Senuseret I, whose name
H-k3w-R(w) would perfectly fit into the broken right part of the

414
cartouche.

The stone could have been transported to Memphis from the
mortuary complex of the king at Dahshur (beside, the distance much less than
from Giza).

The question, whether any reliefs ever existed in Khafra’s mortuary

complex (beside those on granite doorframes), must therefore remain open.

BAKA (?7): Zawiyet el-Aryan
The Unfinished Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan®*"” was constructed by a

king who had his cartouche name written with k3 and an uncommon sign.*'°

1 Cf. V. Dobrev, Considerations sur les titulatures des rois de la IVe dynastie égyptienne,
BIFAO 93 (1993), pp.179-204, esp. figs.3, 9,19, 26, 38, 45.

12 0On this and other titles introduced by r3-3ms see Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, p.71. Cf.
also K. Sethe in: Borchardt, Sashu-Re® , 11, pp.85, 121 ; H. Junker, ZAS 77 (1941), pp.3ff.
13 For the comparable Old Kingdom scenes and captions see Borchardt, Sashu-Ref,
pls.9,17,52 ; Goedicke, Re-used Blocks, p.71 (no.42, MMA 15.3.1163) = Egyptian Art in
the Age of the Pyramids, pp.265-266 (no.103).

1 Especially the variant T3 of Beckerath, Konigsnamen, p.199. One has to note a strange
possibility of occurrence of what seems to be exactly the same name in an Old Kingdom
context. In the famous scene of Sahura’s desert hunt, one of the accompanying officials
(the last one in the fourth register from the bottom behind the king) is named

(o=t} e mutiloted and
B (Borchardt, Sashu-ReS, 11, pl.17). The cartouche is much mutilated and it is

possible that the sign A€ (j) was miscopied for mn (of Mn-k3w-R(w), the man’s name
being Menkaura-ankh). Such was obviously the opinion of Sethe in Borchardt, Sa3hu-ReS,
I, p.91. Otherwise one has to assume H-k3w-R(w) as a royal name of one of
predecessors of Sahura, which seems improbable.

5 pPM I, p.313.

#1® Many proposals as how to read this name have been offered up to date, none of them
satisfactorily explaining the unparalleled sign standing beside k3 and thus none widely
accepted. The readings Nebka, Neferka, Wehemka, Baka, Horka, Bikka and Sethka have
been suggested (for references see M. Verner, Archiv orientalni 69 (2001), p.380). Such a
name should conform to Bicheris of Manetho, unless this one is a corruption of Nebkara,
which was recorded on a dipinti at Zawiyet el-Aryan (though without a cartouche and thus
it is not certain if this is really a royal name).
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Contrary to some considerations in the past, there is now little doubt that the
monument dates from the Fourth Dynasty, its owner possibly having been a

successor of Khafra.*!”

The pyramid was excavated by Barsanti at the
beginning of the XXth century and it is usually assumed to have been
unfinished because of the king premature death. This may certainly be the

418
He was

case, given that he can hardly be traced in any written records.
attributed no more than two years’ reign and obviously this time was long
enough only to excavate the enormous pit in the rock (for the burial
apartments) and to fill it with granite and limestone blocks. Virtually no
superstructure was built. The same should refer to the subsidiary buildings.
The non-existence of temples, although difficult to check given that since a
long time the area has been a military zone, was a logical assumption. Some
doubts have been raised, however, with a report by J. P. Lepre, who managed
to enter the site in 1987 and recorded the remains of ‘granite columns’ at the
area east of the pyramid,*”” as well as traces of causeway and the site of a

presumed valley temple at a distance of ¢.300 m northeast of the main

structure.420

17 But it cannot be excluded that he was Khafra’s direct predecessor, given the obvious
relation to Djedefra and his pyramid complex at Abu Roash, visible in the overall design
of the Unfinished Pyramid, the existence of an oval sarcophagus (paralleled only by the
piece of a presumed sarcophagus of Djedefra, found by Petrie), and the find of a plaque
with Djedefra’s name at Zawiyet el-Aryan (I. E. S. Edwards, Chephren’s Place in the
Fourth Dynasty, in: Studies Shore, pp.97-105).

18 Beside the dipinti on the blocks of the pyramid, no other contemporary inscriptions
seem to record the enigmatic name in the cartouche. It has been suggested the he might
have been identical with Baka, son of Djedefra or Baufra, son of Khufu, but these are pure
speculations.

9 Lepre, Pyramids, p.43. He further noted: “Yet the ruined temple is there for all to see,
and, interestingly, illustrates the fact that at least in this particular case, the mortuary
temple was begun — and perhaps brought to completion — prior to completion of the
pyramid itself* (ibid.).

*20 Lepre, Pyramids, pp. 43-44. ‘A few limestone blocks and numerous limestone
fragments scattered around’ were recorded by Lepre at the site of a presumed valley
temple. It cannot be excluded, however, that his ‘causeway’ is in fact Barsanti’s
excavation dump. Such was the view of R. Klemm, D. Klemm, A. Murr, Zur Lage und
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MENKAURA: Giza

Menkaura, who, like Khufu and Khafra, decided to build his funerary
complex at Giza, chose for its site the area to the southwest of the great
pyramids of his predecessors.”' His pyramid stands thus in line pointing
towards Heliopolis.** The pyramid of Menkaura named Ntrj-Mn-k3w-R(w)
(‘Menkaura 1s Divine’), though much smaller than its neighbours, was (at
least partly) cased in large granite blocks. Also the mortuary temple was
planned to be built of granite and limestone megaliths. This ambitious project
had to be abandoned, no doubt because of the king’s death. His successor
Shepseskaf finished the temples in mudbrick, leaving the statues partly in
unfinished state. The rough granite casing blocks of the pyramid were
smoothed only in the area around the entrance and at the rear of the mortuary
temple. The true relief decoration did not exist. The walls of the open court in
the valley temple were decorated with panelling, which can be interpreted as

“2 1t should be noticed,

a substitution for a planned pillared peristyle.
however, that the same pattern occurred in the small chamber in the pyramid
(at the beginning of the horizontal passage, before the portcullises) and was
used by the architects of the (almost contemporary) tombs of Khentkaus and
Shepseskaf. The 'basalt' (but in fact probably greywacke)*** sarcophagus
decorated with an elaborate palace facade (fig.21), was lost at sea when being

transported to Europe. The only parallels are the sarcophagi of Shepseskaf

Funktion von Hafenanlagen an den Pyramiden des Alten Reiches, SAK 26 (1998), pp.173-
189, considering a possible locations of a valley temple.

21 PM 1P, pp.26-35. The results of the excavations conducted in 1906-10 by the
American expedition led by G. A. Reisner are published in Reisner, Mycerinus.

22 H. Goedicke, Giza: Causes and Concepts, BACE 6 (1995), pp.31-50; Lehner, Complete
Pyramids, p.106-107.

2 Lehner, Complete Pyramids, pp. 134-137.

424 Most of the Old Kingdom royal sarcophagi, usually described as made of basalt or
black granite, proved to be of greywacke (M. Wissa, A propos du sarcophage de
Sékhemkhet, in: Etudes Lauer, pp.445-448).
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and the prince Ptahshepses, buried in the valley temple of Unis.*” The
restoration inscription near the entrance to the pyramid, in part hardly legible,

426

is probably of Late Period date.”” There is, however, interesting evidence

about the decoration on the pyramidion. According to a decree by Merenra,
he had the capstone of Menkaura’s pyramid inscribed.*”’

The record of an extensive statuary programme that was planned
comes from the discovered completed and unfinished sculptures (preserved
entirely or in fragments) including the seated travertine statue, the greywacke
dyad of the king and a queen, and the greywacke triads representing
Menkaura with Hathor and nome personifications. Apart from the decrees of
later kings and part of a non-royal travertine stela, no texts dating from the
Old Kingdom have been preserved in the temples.

The three small pyramids to the south of Menkaura’s monument were

intended as the tombs for his queens (G IIIb and ¢)**

and the king’s satellite
pyramid (G Illa, the easternmost one, subsequently used for a burial of
another royal lady). Their offering chapels were built of mud brick, the only

decoration being the panelling of the walls.

SHEPSESKAF: Sagqara South

Shepseskaf was an immediate successor of Menkaura and was
responsible for adjusting that king’s funerary complex to the needs of the
burial and the mortuary cult. He finished the temples of Menkaura in

mudbrick and left much part of the statuary unfinished. For his own burial

25 A. Dodson, On the Burial of Prince Ptahshepses, GM 129 (1992), pp.49-51.

426 pPM II1% 1, p.33; J. Leclant, Or 38 (1969), p.252, fig.16¢c. For a suggestion that the
inscription dates from the New Kingdom see C. M. Zivie, Giza au deuxieme millenaire,
BdE 70, Cairo 1976, p.13, n.4.

7 Goedicke, Konigliche Dokumente, pp.78-80, fig.6 (=Urk.1.276). M. Rebinguet,
Quelques reflections sur les pyramidions de pyramides royales, in: Etudes Lauer, p.367
considers this the first attestation of an engraved pyramidion and rightly asks: ‘Doit-on se
représenter le graveur escaladant les quelque 60 m de la pyramide?’ (ibid., n.57).

428 Numbering of the Giza pyramids is the one proposed by Reisner, Mycerinus, p.55.
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place he chose South Saqqara, half way between Dahshur site of Sneferu and
the complex of Netjerykhet. His tomb, the so-called Mastabat el-Fara’un,**’
bears a unique shape resembling a gigantic sarcophagus or an elongated pr-
nw chapel with a barrel vault, although its internal chambers follow the plans

430
The rooms were

of Menkaura’s pyramid and the tomb of Khentkaus I.
constructed in granite, the burial chamber covered with an arched roof (a
false vault). Also the bottom course of the superstructure casing was made of
granite. It cannot be excluded, however, that the king intended to enlarge and
rebuild his monument, perhaps into a pyramid, but was precluded from this
by his premature death.”’' Only small part of the funerary temple was made
of stone, the rest being finished in mud-brick, apparently by Shepseskaf’s
successor.”> The only part of the temple executed comprised an offering hall
with a false-door flanked by five magazines. No statue niches were recorded,
but the number of the storerooms and a find of a part of the king’s statue
suggest that a statue-cult had been planned. The causeway and the valley

temple, if such ever existed, have not been excavated. No traces of relief

decoration were found in the complex.

42 PM III%, pp.433-434. The monument, sometimes described as a ‘gigantic mastaba’
measured 99.6 m by 74.4 m, and was c.18 m high, with the walls’ slope of 70°. The results
of excavations by G. Jequier were resumed in Le Mastaba Faraun, Cairo 1928. The tomb
was named Qbhw-Spss-k3.f which is sometimes rendered as “Cool is S.” or ‘Libation of
S.” or even ‘The Purified Pyramid’ (Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p.17). One may suggest,
however, that the name was an allusion to gbiw ‘firmament’, which would fit the pattern
of ‘celestial’ names of the pyramid complexes.

01 ehner, Complete Pyramids, p.139. One has to note that the often claimed similarity of
the Giza monument of Khentkaus I to the Mastabat el-Fara’un is rather vague, the tomb of
the queen being a kind of a two-stepped pyramid with a square base.

1 Verner, Die Pyramiden, p.290.

432 Maragioglio, Rinaldi, APM, VI, p.144f.
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I1.4. DYNASTY V

The list of the kings of the dynasty comprises nine names. The relative
position of Shepseskara and Raneferef has been a matter of debate; the
sequence of the other rulers seems well established. Again, as in the instance
of most of the Old Kingdom kings, the lengths of the reigns are hypothetical,
given much incomplete and even contradictory data. According to M. Verner,

one may suggest the following list of names and dates:***

King Contemporaneous written evidence Turin
Userkaf 4+x 7
Sahura 8(7)+x 12
Neferirkara 5+x ?
Neferefra 1 +x 1
Shepseskara*** not attested 7
Niuserra 8 +x 11 +x
Menkauhor not attested 8
Djedkara 28 (297) +x 28
Unis 9+x 30

The tomb complexes of two kings (Shepseskara and Menkauhor) are missing,
although various proposals concerning their location have been made (see

below).

USERKAF: Saqgara

3 After M. Verner, Archaeological Remarks on the 4™ and 5™ Dynasty Chronology,
Archiv orientalni 69 (2001), p.416, with a minor change for which see the following note.
% The position of this king (before or after Neferefra?) cannot be not established with
certainty. Recent opinion is in favour of the latter possibility (M. Verner, Who was
Shepseskara and when did he reign?, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, pp.581-602).
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The first king of the Fifth Dynasty®™” decided to locate his tomb
436

complex (fig.22)

437

inside the Dry Moat of Netjerykhet’s complex, close to
its N-E corner.”’ The obvious difficulties coming from this placement were
apparently less important than a (presumed) symbolic link to the legendary
ancestor and his monument.”® The pyramid called Wb-swt-Wsr-k3.f (‘Pure
are the Places of Userkaf’) was constructed of local limestone cased with
better quality Turah stone. The core layers were laid rather haphazardly
which caused its today appearance as a heap of rubble. The substructure

consisted of an antechamber, a burial chamber and a strange room starting in

the sloping corridor before the antechamber, running east and turning north.

3 For a reassessment of the king’s reign (including the question of his relation to the

preceding dynasty) see now R. Stadelmann, Userkaf in Saqqara und Abusir.
Untersuchungen zur Thronfolge in der 4. und frithern 5. Dynastie, in: Abusir and Saqqara
2000, pp.529-542.

6 PM I, pp. 397-398. The site was excavated by C. Firth (1928-29), J.-P. Lauer and A.
Labrousse (1976-78) and A. El-Khouli (1982-85). The main publication is Labrousse,
Lauer, Ouserkaf et Néferhétepes.

7 Labrousse, Lauer, Ouserkaf et Néferhétepés, pp.39-40, cf. Swelim, in: Pyramid Studies,
Essays Edwards, p.22. According to M. Lehner (Complete Pyramids, p.141) localization
of Userkaf’s temple to the south of his pyramid is a first example of returning to some
elements of ‘Djoser type’ of pyramid complexes. It has also been suggested that this
precise location was related to the altar in the N part of the complex (H. Altenmiiller,
Bemerkungen zur frithen und spéten Bauphase des Djoserbezirkes in Sakkara, MDAIK 28
(1972), pp.9-10). One might, however, suggest that also another feature may have played
some role. It is obvious that if the causeway had to run towards the cultivation, it must
have crossed the Dry Moat. N. Swelim considered a possibility of bridges stretching over
the fosse. In this respect it should be noted that the entrance to the mortuary temple (a
possible starting point of the causeway) is in line with one of the dummy gates in the
temenos wall. In the present author’s opinion the routes from the gates may have been
stretched to the bridges and outside the complex. Such a bridge would facilitate
constructing of the causeway in the apparently still not filled-in moat.

8 Userkaf started a continuously recurring trend to place tombs around the Netjerykhet
complex. Following his example, also his retainers entered (for the first time since the
beginning of the Third Dynasty) the area between the moat and the temenos wall (M.
Baud, Aux pieds de Djoser. Les mastabas entre foss¢ et enceinte de la partie nord du
complexe funéraire, in: Etudes Lauer, pp.69-87). The holiness of the area was still highly
recognized in the Late Period, when the Step Pyramid complex became the focal point of
the shaft-tomb cemeteries (L. Bares, The Shaft Tomb of Udjahorresnet at Abusir, Praha
1999, p. 24, n.30). This tradition seems to be related to the identification of the area as the
primitive #3-dsr.
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The mortuary temple was built on the south of the pyramid; only a
small offering chapel was placed on the E side. It consisted of a central
columned room paved with basalt, with walls of Turah limestone over a
granite dado. The walls were decorated with offering scenes in relief. In the
middle of the W wall a false-door of quartzite was placed. The chamber was
flanked by two narrow rooms on either side. The mortuary temple proper is
in some respects unique, not only because of its location to the south of the
main pyramid, but most of all for the unique orientation of its main parts
towards south and not in the direction of the pyramid. The entrance, located
in the SE corner of the complex led through a transverse room and an
entrance hall to an open court. It was surrounded on W, N and E side by a
colonnade of monolithic granite pillars. On the S side was a colossal seated
statue of the king, made of granite. The head of the statue was found in
debris.*’ South of the court two gates opened into a long transverse (N-S)
corridor and a pillared room (some kind of a niched entranceway with eight
pillars), leading ultimately to a room with five statue niches.**" A satellite
pyramid occupied a separate court within the SW corner of the precinct. To
the south of the king’s complex are the pyramid tomb and the mortuary
temple of his wife (?) Neferhetepes.

According to the excavators following themes might be attributed to
precise rooms, according to their find spot:**!

- Transverse entrance room (le vestibule d’entrée): Naval procession of the
king.
- Entrance hall: Fishing with a harpoon and fowling with a boomerang; desert

hunt.

9 Cairo JE 52501. Labrousse, Lauer, Ouserkaf et Néferhétepés, pp.51-52, 65-66, figs.50-
53, pL.8.

40 A restoration of this room at the place destroyed by a Late Period shaft is hypothetical,
based on parallels from other temples and a find of part of a statue at the spot, cf.
Labrousse, Lauer, Ouserkaf et Néferhétepes , pp.54-55.

1 bid., p.69.
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- Pillared court: procession of estates, presentation of soldiers, processions of
wild animals, bulls; scenes of slaughter and presentation of the offerings to
the king; catching birds by the king.

- Pillared room and transverse corridor: the king hunting hippopotamus with
a harpoon, smiting enemies and recording booty.

- Room with five niches: slaughter.

- Sanctuary (offering hall): slaughter.

To these one has to add some subjects found on fragments not attributed to a
precise place: royal titulary, heb-sed, officials and courtiers, gods, military
themes, parts of royal figures.

Neither the causeway nor the valley temple of Userkaf was excavated;
in fact they cannot even be traced in the field. Some blocks found at Lisht,
recently recognized as dating from this king’s reign, may have derived from
these parts of the complex. The reliefs on these blocks represent royal ship
coming from the temple of Bastet and the accompanying guards, marching in
ordered units (fig.23).**

Userkaf was the first king to build a ‘classical’ sun temple at Abusir,
some distance north from his tomb complex. Named °Stronghold of Ra’
(Nhn-R(w)) underwent many changes of design, establishing an architectural
pattern for later monuments. Although it probably furnished vast programme

of statuary, no traces of the relief decoration has been discovered.**

SAHURA: Abusir

2 A. Oppenheim in: Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, pp.265-267 (n0s.103-104).
It is possible that also other fragments, attributed formerly to Unis, should be ascribed to
Userkaf. It is noteworthy that the block with running troops (no.103 = Goedicke, Re-used
Blocks, n0.42, pp.68-74)) bears the decoration designed at angle to its bed, which suggests
its provenance from the causeway. Another important feature is the apparently unfinished
state of the relief in its lower part, where the stars and a baseline had not been executed.

3 H. Ricke, Das Sonnenheiligtum des Konigs Userkaf, I. Der Bau, Cairo 1965 (=BABA
8); II. Die Funde, Cairo 1969 (=BABA 11).
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Sahura, who succeeded Userkaf, located his tomb complex at Abusir,
in the vicinity of his predecessor’s sun temple, founding a new royal burial

444

ground used for most of the Fifth Dynasty.”™ His pyramid complex, H®-b3-

S3hw-R(w) (‘Ba of Sahura appears’) is the first of approximately
standardized complexes of the second half of the Old Kingdom (fig.24).**
The pyramid had a base length of 78.75 and height 47 m, and its substructure,
partially lined with granite, included a simple burial chamber covered with
huge gabled roof. Sahura’s mortuary complex is unique in being excavated

446

almost entirely.”™ The decorated blocks discovered during the excavations

form the biggest set of the Old Kingdom royal reliefs.*"’

The valley temple had two doorways, the main one on the east, and the
side one on the south.**® ‘Landing ramps’ ascended to both entrances that
were eight- and four-columned porticoes. The main entrance led on the axis
of the temple to a T-shaped hall with the roof supported by two columns,
giving access to the causeway. A large block found in situ at the N wall of the

portico, represented the king as a sphinx trampling his enemies** and the

44 A detailed analysis of the development of the necropolis was presented by Jaromir
Krej¢i in his unpublished PhD thesis Stavebné-historicky vyvoj abusirske kralovske
nekropole v dobé Staré rise — Building and Historic Development of the Abusir Royal
Necropolis During the Old Kingdom, Prague 1999, summarized in id., The origins and
development of the royal necropolis at Abusir during the Old Kingdom, in: Abusir and
Saqqara 2000, pp.467-484.

45 PM IIT%, pp.326-335.

4 This was achieved in 1902-08 by the expedition of baron von Bissing, directed by L.
Borchardt. The primary publication is Borchardt, Sa3hu-Re€, I and II. Although it has been
assumed for a long time that the German expedition had excavated the complex in

extenso, in 1996 new blocks were discovered at the causeway. It appeared that a large part
of the area immediately adjacent to the causeway still awaits exploration.

*7 Beside the decorated blocks found during the excavations at the site, one should
mention a fragment with a female personification of estate assumed to have come from the
mortuary temple (New York MMA 55.52; PM III?, p.326) and a block showing Sahura
running between Nekhebet and Wadjit, found in the monastery of Apa Jeremias (J. E.
Quibell, Excavations at Sagqara (1908-10), Cairo 1911, pl.39, p.147).

8 M. Lehner (Complete Pyramids, p.142) suggests that this apparently unsymmetrical
arrangement reflects the location of the royal palace southwards from the temple.

9 Borchardt, Sashu-Re", 11, pl.8.
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state ship in the upper register.””’ Another large relief records offerings to
gods before their shrines (assembly of deities) (fig.25).””' A block found at

the spot, attributed by Borchardt to the upper temple,**

shows a suckling
scene with Nekhebet and Khnum involved. Among the subjects that can be
traced in the preserved fragments are also marsh scenes, offering-bearers and
slaughter.*”

The causeway, 235 m long, led to the upper enclosure. The limestone
walls were decorated for their entire length with reliefs. It seems that at the
lower (i.e. close to the valley) part of the causeway there were processions of
deities leading foreign captives.** The upper part bore representations of
what one may assume to be the ceremonies made on the occasion of
termination of building of the pyramid. They were arranged in five registers
and included scenes of dragging of the pyramidion, preparing funerary
equipment and food, procession of officials and soldiers, dancers, wrestlers
and archers engaged in competition, and ‘starving Bedouin’ watched by
officials.*”

The mortuary temple formed a template for all subsequent examples. A
granite doorway led to a covered corridor (Umgang) leading around a

columned court. The corridor surrounds the court from all sides, its western

part (Querraum) being a forerunner of later transverse corridors. The outer

0 Ibid., pl.9.

1 bid., pl.19

2 For a critical view of this attribution see ch. IIL.6 below.

433 Borchardt, Sashu-ReS, 11, pl.15.

4 Ibid., pls.5-7. On account of analogy with Niuserra’s causeway Borchardt assumed that
large figures of the king as sphinx and griffin were focal points of these processions
(Borchardt, Sa3hu-Re€, 11, p.18).

435 7 Hawass, M.Verner, Newly Discovered Blocks from the Causeway of Sahure,
MDAIK 52 (1996), 177-86. It has been expected that the publication will be continued,
insofar that details concerning the dimensions of the blocks and their exact position on the
causeway were not given. I am much indebted to prof. Miroslav Verner, who kindly
showed me the drawings of the causeway blocks and discussed their meaning.
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walls of the corridor bore scenes of fishing and fowling (N part)**® and of the
desert hunt (S part).*’ The inner walls were decorated with the scenes of the
king presenting offerings to gods (S part, where famous representation of

4% various ceremonial

Bastet was found, but possibly also in the N part),
activities of the king and his courtiers (a.o. the heb-sed rituals).” Also
singers and dancers were represented (on the N wall of the S part, and the S
wall of the N part respectively), accompanying some unidentified rituals, as

. . . . 460
well as animals driven in procession.

On both parts of the E wall of the
‘transverse corridor’ the sea ship expedition leaving and coming from abroad
was represented.*®’ Similar theme occurred probably on the W wall of the E
part of the corridor along with the representation of processions.*®* The court
was paved with basalt slabs and around the open space there was a portico
colonnade with the roof supported by sixteen granite palm-capital columns.
The columns (as elsewhere throughout the complex) were decorated with the
royal titulary. In the middle of the court was a white travertine altar,
decorated with zm3-13wj, fecundity figures and personifications of nomes.*®
The reliefs on the walls of the court portico showed scenes of the king
smiting enemies and receiving booty (Libyan chief massacred in the presence

464

of his family on the S wall,”™ and an analogous ‘Asiatic’ scene on the N

43¢ Borchardt, Sazhu-ReS, 11, pl.16.

7 bid., pl.17.

8 1bid., pls.32-34. An assumption of Do. Arnold (Royal Reliefs, in: Egyptian Art in the
Age of the Pyramids, p.95) that the sed-festival scenes were depicted on the W wall of the
court cannot be corroborated. It is not certain if the scene of offering to Behedeti
represented on the W wall formed part of the heb-sed cycle. For the discussion of this
fragment see ch. I11.3.

439 Borchardt, Sazhu-Re", 11, pl.65.

40 Tbid., pls. 54, 56.

1 bid., pls.11-13.

492 Ibid., pl.14.

43 R. Wartke, Zum Alabaster-Altar des Konigs Sahu-R&, ZAS 104 (1977), pp.145-156,
pls.VII-VIII; cf. Borchardt, Sashu-Re, 1, p.48, figs.51-54.

ao4 Borchardt, Sa3hu-Re®, 11, pls.1-2.
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wall,

of which some fragments remained representing a booty including
bears and vessels). On the S section of the W wall the Heb-Sed scene was
represented.

The side entrance located to the south of the mortuary temple, leading
from the east to rooms between the temple proper and the satellite pyramid,
was decorated with the procession of deities, fecundity figures and
personifications of estates, as well as with the slaughter scenes in the lower
register.**

The west wall of the Querraum was a facade of the Totenopfertempel.
To the N and S of the main axis and the entrance to the inner rooms were two
large niches, each with a supporting papyrus-bundle column, with the
doorways leading to two sets of storerooms. The wall bore representations of
the king with the gods, including probably suckling scenes in the niched

central entrance.*®’

The massive inner temple to the west of the Querraum
had already all the parts known from later complexes, including the five-
statue room. Its floor, as well as possibly the stairway leading to it, was made
of travertine. The niches, once containing the king’s statues, were paved with
travertine, and had walls made of red granite and the doorframes of grey
granite. They were closed with double-leaf doors. Southwards from this
chamber two narrow rooms that later become the vestibule and the square
antechamber led (after a double turn) to the offering chapel (inner sanctuary)
on the temple’s and pyramid’s axis. The multiple magazines were located to

the south and north of the main set of rooms. Judging from the fragments

found in the inner temple, the decoration consisted of the representations of

5 1bid., pls.3-4.

46 Ibid., pls.28-30. The block from pl.28 is now in the Liebieghaus in Frankfurt (cat. no.6
in: Liebieghaus -Agyptische Bildwerke III, pp.33-48).

47 Borchardt mentioned the find of a fragment bearing part of a scene of suckling the king
(Sa3hu-ReS, 1, p.54), but, as stated by D. Arnold (Royal Reliefs, in : Egyptian Art in the
Age of the Pyramids, p.100 n.90), the piece cannot be identified among the fragments
published in Sa3hu-Re", 11
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the rows of offering bearers, and the souls of Nekhen and Pe flanking the
false-door in the sanctuary. The offering chapel, 13.60 m long and 5.20 m.

. 1. 468
wide,

was paved with travertine and had a granite dado. Its roof was
vaulted. The false-door set against the pyramid wall was made of granite and
probably decorated with gold and copper. Some pieces discovered there

might have come from a travertine altar.*®

The room possibly contained also
a black granite statue and an offering basin with a drain of copper tubes.
Similar limestone basins and copper drains (part of an elaborate drainage
system running through the temple) were discovered in the northern
storerooms beside the sanctuary.

Many of the reliefs discovered by L. Borchardt bear traces of copyists’
grid lines, proving that they were sources for later designers. This activity is
usually attributed to the Late Period, but it may have started already in the
New Kingdom, when the sanctuary of ‘Sakhmet of Sahura’ was functioning
in the southern part of the mortuary temple (perhaps with some relation to the
relief representation of the offerings to Bastet).*”’

Sahura’s sun temple has not been discovered. A graffito on a block

found in Niuserra’s complex suggests that it may have been located at Abusir

south of his pyramid.*”'

%8 These dimensions (26 x 10 cubits) were changed in the later temples to 30 x 10 cubits
(15.75 x 5.20 m). It seems that the new proportions (attested a.o. in the sanctuaries of
Unis, Teti, Pepy I and Pepy II), became standard for the rest of the Old Kingdom,
appearing again in the Twelfth Dynasty in the complex of Senwosret I at Lisht. In this
respect it seems significant that the earlier version was used for the plan of the offering
chapel of Hatshepsut in her temple at Deir el-Bahari, where the decoration obviously
copied an Old Kingdom original.

49 R. Wartke, ZAS 104 (1977), p.156 and fig.5.

470 See J. Baines, The destruction of the pyramid temple of Sahure, GM 4 (1973), pp.9-14.
"1 It is possible that the sun temple of Sahura was located at the site of later pyramid of
Niuserra and was eventually dismantled during construction of this monument (M. Verner,
Who was Shepseskara, and when did he reign, in: Abusir-Saqqara 2000, pp.591-592, cf.
W. Kaiser, MDAIK 14 (1956), 108 n.2 and 112 n.2). Such a position would be at variance
with a presumed rule that the sun temples were located north from the kings’ pyramids.
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NEFERIRKARA: Abusir
Neferirkara ascended to the throne although he was not a son of

472

Sahura, but probably his brother.””” He built his pyramid complex B3-Nfr-jr-

k3-R(w) (‘Ba of Neferirkara’) at Abusir some distance south-west from that

7 His tomb was designed first as a step pyramid and only

of Sahura.
subsequently re-built into a ‘classical’ pyramid, intended to be as much as 72
m high. A stepped core was built of local limestone cased with well-laid
limestone retaining walls, but the final casing, barely started, was of granite.
The substructure consisted of the antechamber and the burial chamber, both
covered with huge limestone gabled roofs. No traces of the sarcophagus were
found. Not only the pyramid but also the rest of the complex bears traces of
being finished in haste. The inner temple including the offering hall and five
statue niches was built in stone, but the wsht and pr-wrw were completed in
mud-brick and furnished with wooden columns in form of bundles of lotus
stalks and buds. Only the foundations for a valley temple and a causeway had
been built before the king’s death, and those structures were later completed
by Niuserra who included them into his own funerary complex. Neferirkara’s
complex reduced thus to the upper enclosure became a settlement area for the
priests serving the king’s cult, which resulted in a luckily preservation of the
temple’s papyrus archives. Part of the mortuary temple executed in stone was

decorated with reliefs, of which only minute traces remained. In the offering

chapel the king was represented with his ka behind him and facing the

72 The evidence of Pap. Westcar on the relations of the first three kings of the Fifth

Dynasty reflects a legendary and not a historical order. Four sons of Sahura, including the
eldest one, Netjeryrenra, are attested in the inscriptions on the temple walls in his
complex. Changes of the representations of Neferikara in Sahura’s complex (re-designing
of his dress and adding a royal beard and the cartouche), reflecting his enhanced status,
suggest that he was not supposed to inherit the throne.

3 PM III%, pp.339-340. The site was excavated by L. Borchardt in 1908 (Borchardt,
Nefer-i'r-ke3-Re). Some additional research on the pyramid was conducted by
Maragioglio and Rinaldi, cf. APM VII, pp.112-175. For recent considerations on the
architecture of the pyramid see M. Verner, Remarks on the Pyramid of Neferikara,
MDAIK 47 (1991), pp.411-418.

117



offering bearers.”’* One fragment, which has to be attributed to another room
or the transverse corridor, preserved the hand of a large figure of a deity.*”

A block found in the village of Abusir came probably from
Neferirkara’s mortuary temple. It shows figures of the royal mother
Khentkaus and ‘king’s eldest son” Neferra, possibly the later king
Neferefra.*’°

To the south of the king’s pyramid the funerary complex of his wife
Khentkaus was located. This outstanding queen was probably the mother of
Neferefra and Niuserra and her exceptional status was reflected in the

architecture and decoration of her pyramid and mortuary temple.*’’

SHEPSESKARA: Abusir ?

Neither the precise length of his reign (apparently very short one) nor
the exact position of it within the dynasty (before or after Neferefra?) can be
established with the now available evidence. It is suggested that his planned
pyramid is the monument at northern Abusir, half way between Sahura’s
complex and the sun temple of Userkaf. If so, it seems to be hardly begun at
the moment of the king’s death and obviously no parts of the complex, beside

a trench for the pyramid substructure, were executed.*’®

NEFEREFRA: Abusir

474 Borchardt, Nefer-i 'r-ke3-ReS, pp.28-30, figs.27-31.

75 1bid., fig.27, the fragment on the right. Only a hand holding an ankh and the rest of an
inscription behind the person is preserved. The text may be plausibly restored as [d].n.())
n.k h<.tj m] nswt bjtj hr st [Hrw], a divine speech proving that the person is a god. Apart
from a large scale of the figure, also in the form of the block-pattern border the fragment
differs from those of the sanctuary.

476 posener-Kriéger, Archives d'Abou Sir, p.531. Cf. also M. Verner, Un roi de la V®
dynastie: Réneferef ou Rénefer?, BIFAO 85 (1985), pp.281-284.

" M. Verner, The Pyramid Complex of the Royal Mother Khentkaus, Prague 1994.

478 For the critical survey of the evidence on this king see M. Verner, Who was
Shepseskara and when did he reign?, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, pp.581-602.
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The tomb of Neferefra was intended to be a pyramid with a base of 65
m square. However, a premature death of the king forced stopping of the
work at an early stage, with only first step of the core built. After completion
of the burial chamber in an excavated trench and the funeral, the monument
was roofed and covered with desert boulders. A low mastaba-like building
with a square base was intended to resemble a mythical primeval hill, j%. Its
name was Ntrj-b3w-Nfr f-R(w) (‘Divine are the Bas of Neferefra’). Of the
other parts of the complex, only the mortuary temple was constructed by

479
Neferefra’s successors.

The first stage, perhaps completed immediately
after the king’s death, included building of the offering room with a granite
false-door and an altar. The temple was extended and rebuilt in mud-brick by
Niuserra. The columned entrance with limestone lotus-stalk columns led to a
transverse corridor from which opened five large magazines. In one of them
two wooden cult boats surrounded by thousands of carnelian beads were
discovered. The northern part of the temple comprised ten magazines, in
which archives of administrative papyri were found. The storerooms yielded
also stone vessels, flint knives and frit tablets and faience inlays for wooden
boxes and cult vessels. In the southern part of the funerary temple was a
hypostyle hall with a roof supported by twenty wooden lotus-bud columns
placed on limestone bases. Many statue fragments of diorite, basalt,
limestone, quartzite and wood were found in the ruins of the court, including
a sculpture of the seated king with Horus falcon behind his neck and small
wooden figures of the traditional Egypt’s enemies. Another part added to the
southeast of the main temple is a large slaughter area called in the papyri the

‘Sanctuary of the Knife’. In the last stage a columned courtyard and a new

entrance with two six-stemmed papyrus columns were added in front of the

4 M. Verner, Excavations at Abusir season 1982 — preliminary report — the pyramid
temple of Raneferef, ZAS 111 (1984), pp.70-78; id., Excavations at Abusir. Preliminary
Report 1997/8, AZAS 126 (1999), pp.70-76; id., Forgotten Pharaohs, Lost Pyramids,
pp-133-154.
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temple. 24 wooden palm columns surrounded the court. It seems that no part
of the complex (except perhaps for the false-door) was decorated with reliefs.
According to M. Verner the walls of the courtyard might have been decorated

with paintings.*®

NIUSERRA: Abusir

Niuserra, who ascended to the throne as the second one of sons of
Neferirkara and Khentkaus, devoted his reign to an extensive building
activity. His interests concentrated at Abusir and the area north of it (now
called Abu Gurab), and concerned not only building his mortuary complex
and a sun temple, but also completing the unfinished projects of deceased
members of his family. He was responsible for finishing and re-building of
the funerary complexes of his parents Neferirkara and Khentkaus, and his
elder brother Neferefra, as well as for assessement of burials for his queens
(pyramids Lepsius nos. XXIV and XXV).*"!

During his long reign, estimated to last over thirty years,** Niuserra
managed to complete his mortuary complex*® Mn-swt-Nj-wsr-R<(w)** (‘The
Places of Niuserra Endure’) (fig.26). He located his own pyramid not in line

with earlier monuments, but close to the north-eastern corner of Neferirkara’s

*OM. Verner, Forgotten Pharaohs, Lost Pyramids, p.153.

81 J. Krej&i, The origins and development of the royal necropolis at Abusir during the Old
Kingdom, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, p.480; Verner, Forgotten Pharaohs, Lost
Pyramids, pp.79-83.

2 The confirmed contemporary dates for this and other rulers (see the beginning of this
chapter) sometimes can hardly support hypotheses based on other evidence. In the case of
Niuserra the estimated length of his reign was suggested on account of two assumptions:
that he celebrated his Heb-Sed, and that already in the Old Kingdom this ritual was
performed after thirty years of a king’s reign. Both assumptions are conjectural. Cf. von
Beckerath, Chronologie, p.155 (suggesting as much as 35 years for Niuserra’s reign). T.
Schneider (Lexikon der Pharaonen, Munich 1996, p.281) estimates the length of this
king’s reign as 25 years.

8 PM I, pp.335-339. The complex was excavated by the German team in 1902-04
(Borchardt, Ne-user-Re).

4 1t is perhaps significant that a name of a building mn-b3w-Nj-wsr-R(w), containing the
same stem mn, occurred in the text accompanying the scene of Niuserra being presented
life by Anubis and Wadjit (Borchardt, Ne-user-Re®, pl.16, see ch. III. 8 below).
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pyramid, stressing thus his relationship to his father. He even used
Neferirkara’s causeway and the foundations of a valley temple, including
them into his complex. Niuserra’s pyramid had dimensions comparable with
those of Sahura and consisted of a core of local material built in steps and
cased with fine limestone. The substructure resembled that of Neferirkara,
with two chambers covered with gabled roofs of three huge limestone beams
each. Because of topographic obstacles (earlier mastabas on a planned
complex axis) his mortuary temple is partially moved southwards. It was
connected with the valley temple by means of a causeway, ‘usurped’ from
Neferirkara’s project. A plan of the valley temple reveals similarities to that
of Sahura, with two entrances: the main eight-columned portico on the east,
and a secondary four-columned doorway leading to the building from the
southwest. The columns had the form of papyrus-bundles and were inscribed
with the king’s titulary. A new, important feature was the main room having
three niches, obviously for cult statues. As with other valley temples the
rooms led to a causeway entrance. The building interior had basalt floors and

5 and the walls were decorated with fine reliefs. The

red granite dado
subjects recorded include a scene of suckling the king by a lion goddess,**
and marsh and agriculture activities. The causeway leading towards the upper
enclosure had basalt dado and the limestone walls above it decorated with
large relief figures of the king as a sphinx or griffin trampling enemies.*”’
Limestone statues of fettered captives were placed along the walls. The
ceiling was painted blue and studded with yellow stars. After a sharp turn

northwestwards the causeway approached the outer part of the mortuary

85 The amount and diversity of costly materials used for building Niuserra’s temples are
very impressive. Basalt flooring, granite and basalt orthostates, granite and quartzite
doorjambs, lintels and thresholds, granite columns and architraves, travertine altars and
offering tables, as well as basalt waterspouts and quartzite drainage basins — all these
prove the importance assigned by the king to the wealth of the architecture (cf. the
discussion of the building materials in Borchardt, Ne-user-Re€, pp.141-156).

86 Borchardt, Ne-user-Re®, p.41, figs.21, 23.

7 1bid., pp.46-49, pls.8-12
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temple. It consisted of an entrance hall flanked by two sets of magazines, and
an open court with a portico of sixteen granite papyrus-bundle columns. The
columns were decorated with a royal protocol.”® Some travertine fragments
found in the temple derived from an altar that once stood in the court.*®

The reliefs found in the outer temple depicted members of the royal
court. The inner temple located inside the pyramid’s enclosure wall
comprised standard elements, albeit arranged in a somewhat unusual way,
reflecting the abovementioned move of the outer temple towards south. The
doorway from the courtyard opened into a small transverse corridor, paved
with basalt and with basalt orthostates as a dado. A large niche opened in the
N section of the W wall. In this niche a fragment of a large granite statue of a

d.*”” Relief on a block attributed to the wall space between the

lion was foun
niche and the niched entrance with steps (which led westwards inside the
inner temple), represented the king enthroned, receiving ankh-signs from
Anubis in the presence of Wadjit (fig.27)."”' One may suggest that the
southern part of the room (much destroyed) comprised a similar niche as

492

found in the northern part.”” The entrance in the W wall of the corridor led to

a bigger room oriented N-S, with five statue-niches. A doorway in the W

1.** Another door

wall opened to five magazines built against the pyramid wal
gave access to the square antechamber with a roof supported by a single
column (since then a standard element of the inner temple), which led in turn

to the offering chapel on the axis of the pyramid and storerooms adjacent it

8 Ibid., pl.13.

9 Tbid., pls.14-15.

0 Ibid., figs.7, 47, pp.16-17. For some considerations on the meaning of the niche and the
statue see ch.V.2 in the Conclusions.

1 Borchardt, Ne-user-ReS, pp.88-90, pl.16.

92 That the relevant part of the temple was much destroyed is clear from the plan in the
publication. However, given the overwhelming idea of symmetry in the architecture it
seems almost certain that a counterpart niche must have existed. This would be confirmed
also by a parallel arrangement in the temple of Sahura.

3 These are sometimes erroneously taken for the statue niches themselves, see e.g.
Lehner, Complete Pyramids, fig. on p.148.
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on the north. In the western wall of the chapel was set a granite false-door.
The vaulted ceiling of the room was decorated with stars. Decorated
fragments that may be attributed to the sanctuary depict offering lists and
offering bearers. The scenes that could not be assigned to a particular place
are the offering to Bastet and the Heb-Sed. The complex included also a
satellite pyramid within its own court, southeast of the main pyramid. A new
feature of the complex is a pair of massive blocks of masonry (“protopylons’)
at the corners of the pyramid court.

Some distance north of Abusir Niuserra built his sun temple Szp-jb-
R(w), ‘Delight of Ra’.*** Constructed in several stages, it eventually received
the form resembling the earlier monument of Userkaf (with the upper and
lower enclosures joined by a causeway), but with a large obeliskoid structure
in the middle of the upper enclosure. It remains the only such monument (of
the two actually excavated) that yielded evidence of its relief decoration.
There were two main themes: the so-called ‘Seasons’ in the room adjacent to
the obeliskoid on the south (named the Weltkammer by the excavators) and
the Heb-Sed. This last theme occurred in two different sets: in the ambulatory
(Sacristei) in the southwestern part of the great court beside the Weltkammer
(the Kleine Hebseddarstellung), and in the long south corridor leading to
these rooms along the southern wall of the enclosure (the Grosse
Hebseddarstellung).*”

It should be stressed that the quality of the reliefs in the sun temple is
much inferior compared to those in the mortuary complex. The decoration

(even the king’s figures in the Heb-Sed scenes) was executed rather

% Excavated between 1898 and 1901 by L. Borchardt and H. Schiffer (published as von
Bissing, Re-Heiligtum I — II).

45 These subjects and the way they were represented in Niuserra’s temple reflect
fundamental concepts of the mutual relations of the solar god and a king. This crucial
question is discussed in the Conclusions. The basic publications of the reliefs from the sun
temple at Abu Gurab are: von Bissing, Kees, Re-Heiligtum III ; von Bissing, Kees,
Reliefs ; Edel - Wenig, Jahreszeitenreliefs.
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carelessly and in a timesaving manner of removing the background only
around the outlines of the figures. This contrasts sharply with the apparently
high standard of the reliefs in the pyramid temples and causeway, where even
the enemies’ figures were represented with a wealth of details and had inlaid

496 . .
eyes.”® The reason for such a difference is not clear.

MENKAUHOR: North Saqqara? Dahshur?

Menkauhor chose for his tomb another site than Abusir, but the exact
localization is unknown. A possible identification of the pyramid Lepsius no.
XXIX at North Saqqgara (the so-called ‘Headless Pyramid’) as his monument
Ntrj-swt-Mn-k3w-Hrw (‘Divine are the Places of Menkauhor”),*” has recently
been rejected.*”® On the other hand a hypothesis that his tomb is the pyramid
Lepsius no. L at Dahshur, has not been confirmed by the results of the
fieldwork.*””

No decorated blocks that could be attributed to Menkauhor’s complex
have been found up to date. A relief from Saqgara showing Menkauhor being
presented with offerings (including flower bouquets) came from a New

Kingdom tomb.>”

DJEDKARA: South Saqqara
Following his predecessor, also Djedkara chose to build his funerary

monument outside the dynasty’s traditional burial ground at Abusir. His

46 Borchardt, Ne-user-ReS, fig.29, pl.12.

7 1. Berlandini, La pyramide “ruinée” de Saqgara-nord et le roi Ikauhor-Menkauhor, RdE
31 (1979), pp.3-28.

4% By J. Malek, who attributes the monument to the Herakleopolitan king Merikara (King
Merikare and His Pyramid, in: Hommages Leclant, 4, pp.203-214).

9 Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.179; id. MDAIK 38 (1982), pp.382-383, pl.89; Lehner,
Complete Pyramids, p.102. Such a possibility was suggested by L. Borchardt (ZAS 42
(1905), p.9) on account of the mention of the king’s pyramid name in the Dahshur decree
of Pepy L

% Tt has been sometimes erroneously dated to the Fifth Dynasty (e.g. K. Michatowski,
L'art de l'ancien Egypte, Paris 1968, fig.234).
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mortuary complex Nfr-Jssj (‘Beautiful/Perfect is Isesi’) was constructed in a
501

new place at South Saqgara (fig.28).” The much ruined pyramid, standing
an a high ground overlooking Saqqara village (and called now El-Shawaf,
‘The Sentinel’), has for the first time a standard plan with a burial chamber,
an antechamber and a room with three niches. Like in the earlier pyramids of
the Fifth Dynasty, a huge triple-gable roof covered the rooms, and the
corridor leading to the interior was blocked with a set of three portcullises.
For the first time a small offering chapel was built at entrance to the pyramid.
The mortuary temple adjacent to the pyramid on the east was excavated in
1946-49 by A. S. Hussein and A. Varille who unfortunately both died before
publishing their work.’* The causeway (the course of which can be discerned
on the desert surface) and the valley temple under the modern village were
almost not researched.’”” The plan of the mortuary temple reveals all the
standard parts: the long entrance hall pr-wrw and the court paved with
travertine slabs, with eighteen granite palm-columns surrounding the
courtyard. This central part of the temple was flanked by two sets of
magazines and two large courts, closed from the east by two massive
masonry ‘pylons’ standing on both sides of the entrance hall. The inner
temple separated from the outer one by a transverse corridor comprised a

standard set of rooms: a chamber with five statue niches, a vestibule and a

square antechamber with a single column, and the offering hall. The satellite

' One may speculate on a possible relation to the mortuary complex of the royal palaces
connected with celebration of the Heb-Sed, the plans for which were designed by
Senedjemib-Inti (the owner of Giza 2370 A). For his important record see Urk I, 59-63;
M. Clagett, Ancient Egyptian Science, 1, Philadelphia 1989, pp.187-201. However, pace
Stadelmann (Pyramiden, p.180), it is not sure if this man designed the complex and was
overseeing the works. Among the high titles he bore there was no jmj-r3 k3t nbt n nswt or
the like.

202 pPM III%, p.424. Some more works around the complex were conducted by A. Fakhry
and M. Moursi, cf. Fakhry, Pyramids, pp.180-181.

°% In 1945 a short-term sounding revealed limestone walls and a granite architrave at the
site of a presumed valley temple (Fakhry, Pyramids, p181; Maragioglio, Rinaldi, APM
VIII, pp.86-88). Brick constructions recorded to the north-west of this spot may be traces
of the palace designed by Senedjemib-Inti (Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.183).
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pyramid was located near the southeast corner of the main structure, within
its own court. To the northeast of the king’s pyramid a large mortuary
complex of a queen was built, with most of the architectural features of the
mortuary temple recalling the royal patterns.”®  The reliefs found during
the excavations of Djedkara’s complex seem to have never been studied as a
corpus.”” Only single pieces were published or mentioned. These include a
large block, shown in two parts on photos by G. Goyon, who briefly
discussed it. On the block the king is represented between deities: Seth and

3% Another

Wadjit on one side, and Hathor and Behedeti on the other (fig.29).
fragment published by J. G. Griffiths has been taken to represent Osiris.”"” It
has been much discussed as an alleged unique representation of this god in
the Old Kingdom.” This identification may be, however, seriously doubted.
It seems that the reliefs in the temple featured also Bastet.’” Another block
preserved a fragmentary list of foreign toponyms and exotic products, being

probably a record of a trade or exploration expedition.’'® According to S.

%4 p_ Janosi, Die Pyramidenanlage der “anonymen Konigin” des Djedkare-Isesi, MDAIK

45 (1989), pp.187-202. Some of the reliefs from the queen’s temple were published by M.
Moursi (Die Ausgrabungen in der Gegend um die Pyramide des Dd-k3-r¢ Issj” bei
Saqqara, ASAE 71 (1987), pp.185-193).

305 According to Maragioglio, Rinaldi, APM VIII, pp.64, 82f. and 104, the fragments have
been stored in a ‘Maison du Service de Giza’. The same refers to about 1000 pieces found
by A. Fakhry in the queen’s complex.

3% G. Goyon, BIFAO 67 (1969), pl.40 and p.156 n.2. The god standing behind Hathor has
not been recognized as Behedeti by Goyon. For a further discussion of this important
scene see ch. I11.8.

97 1. G. Griffiths, The Origins of Osiris and His Cult, (Supplements to Numen 40), Leiden
1980, pp. 44, 236-237. The fragment is illustrated as the frontispiece.

% D). Lorton, Considerations on the Origins and Name of Osiris, VA 1 (1985), pp.113-
126; M. Eaton-Krauss, The Earliest Representation of Osiris?, VA 3 (1987), pp.234-236.
% A block mentioned by B. Begelsbacher-Fischer, Gétterwelt des Alten Reiches, p. 40
(citing a personal communication by K. Baer).

>19 A, Grimm, Das Fragment einer Liste Fremdlindicher Tiere, Pflanzen und Stidte aus
dem Totentempel des Konigs Djedkare-Asosi. Zu drei bisher unbekannten Toponymen,
SAK 12 (1985), pp.29-41; id., T3-nbw “Goldland” und “Nubien”. Zu den Inschriften auf
dem Listenfragment aus dem Totentempel des Djedkare, GM 106 (1988), pp.23-28. It is
noteworthy that an expedition to Punt under Djedkara is mentioned in the biography of
Herkhuf.
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Hassan also the subject of ‘seasons’ occurred in the decoration of Djedkara’s
mortuary temple.’"’
Beside the reliefs, the excavations recovered limestone statues of

bounded captives, calves, lion (offering-support?) and part of a sphinx.

UNIS: Saqqgara

Unis may have reigned over 30 years. His pyramid complex Nfr-swt-
Whnjs (‘Beautiful/Perfect are the Places of Unis’) is located at middle Saqqara,
south of the Step Pyramid (fig.30). The site levelled for building of the
pyramid and the mortuary temple was earlier the royal burial ground of the
Second Dynasty. It is not clear to which extent the earlier tombs’
superstructures had already been destroyed when Unis decided to enter the
area. The royal pyramid, of standard construction and architecture plan, is the
smallest one in the Old Kingdom, but it is in this very pyramid where for the
first time the Pyramid Texts were inscribed on the walls of the subterranean
rooms. Parts of the walls of the burial chamber around the sarcophagus (the
entire W wall and the rear parts of the S and N walls), made of huge
travertine blocks, were decorated with an elaborate pattern of panelling,

sculptured in a delicate relief and polychrome (fig.31).>"

It represented a
sacred reed-mat booth. The ceiling in the form of a gable roof was studded
with golden stars against a blue background. The mortuary temple followed
generally the plan of Djedkara, its outer part consisting of an entrance hall
and a courtyard flanked both by storerooms (with the reduced ‘protopylons’
in front). The court was surrounded by a portico of eighteen granite columns
with palm capitals. The inner temple separated from the courtyard by a usual

transverse corridor, and entered by a set of stairs, comprised a room with five

niches, a vestibule and a square antechamber (with a single quartzite column)

' A brief remark in ZAS 80 (1955), p.138, in a discussion of Unis’ causeway reliefs.
>12 This ‘Prunkpalastfassade’ with six door-representations was painted not only green and
black (as stated in Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.185), but also red, yellow, blue and white.

127



and the sanctuary. A huge granite false-door was set in the west wall of the
room. The false-door was flanked by representations of souls of Nekhen and
Pe, and the offering bearers (presumably approaching the king’s figures)
were pictured the walls of the chapel. Fragments of decorated blocks found
scattered around the area prove that the reliefs in the mortuary temple
included such issues as the king assisted by deities: suckled by a goddess,
embraced or crowned by gods, as well as the king represented in some sort of
activity: presenting four calves to Hathor, smiting enemies, performing the
Heb-Sed rites.”"” The mortuary temple was connected to the valley temple at
the edge of cultivated area by means of an extremely long (c.750 m)
causeway. It was built of limestone blocks (including some stones from
Netjerykhet’s enclosure re-used in the foundations) along a wadi extending
eastwards to the valley. The walls were decorated with reliefs on the whole
length of causeway. The ceiling had a narrow opening along the axis,
providing light into the space inside.”'* Among the remarkable subjects
represented on the walls were ships transporting from Asuan granite columns
for the pyramid temples, sea ships with foreigners, Egyptian soldiers engaged
in battle with Asiatics, craftsmen at work, market scenes, desert game,
gathering figs and honey, harvesting grain (probably parts of the ‘seasons’

cycle).””” Several blocks bore famous representations of starving Bedouin.”'

13 PM II%, pp.417-422. The pyramid and the mortuary temple were excavated by A.
Barsanti in 1900, C. Firth in 1929, J.-P. Lauer in 1936-39, A. H. Hussein and S. Hassan
between 1937 and 1947, and by the IFAO team in 1974-76. The architecture and
decoration of the temple are published in Labrousse, Lauer, Leclant, Ounas.

>4 On the architecture of the causeway see M. A. M. Raslan, Academic and Applied Paper
on the History of Architecture. The Causeway of Ounas Pyramid, ASAE 61 (1973),
pp-151-169.

° The causeway was partly excavated by S. Hassan in 1937-38. The results were
published in a series of reports: S. Hassan, ASAE 38 (1938), pp.519-521 and pls.XCIV-
XCVII, id., ASAE 43 (1943), pp.441-442 and pls. XXIX-XXXII; id., The causeway of
Whis at Sakkara, ZAS 80 (1955), pp. 136-139 and pls. XII-XIII. According to E. Drioton
(BIE 25 (1943), pp.45-54), Hassan discovered 400 blocks. The whole material from the
causeway available now has been published recently in Labrousse, Moussa, La chaussée
du roi Ounas.
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According to S. Hassan the scenes on the causeway followed a logical order,
starting at the eastern end with themes from earthly life, perhaps even actual
events of the pharaoh’s life.”'” Proceeding westwards i.e. towards the realm
of the other world, the character of the scenes changed; they include the king
performing the Heb-Sed rites and at the end he was shown enthroned facing
the processions of gods, nomes and personifications of estates, bringing him

the offerings.”"®

Two dummy ships of limestone blocks were modelled south
of the upper part of the causeway.

The valley temple of Unis’ complex was recently excavated by A.
Labrousse and A. Moussa.”'” The temple was much destroyed but its plan has
been restored. There were three entrances accessible by low ramps
approaching the building from the ‘harbour’ area. The main doorway was
situated on the east and conceived as a deep eight-columned portico. Two
secondary portico entrances were located symmetrically on the S and N
facades. Their roofs were supported by two columns each. All the columns

were granite, with palm capitals.”*® The way led inside the structure through

two longitudinal rooms to a chamber (antichambre) in the northwestern

>1® E. Drioton, Une représentation de la famine sur un bas-relief égyptien de la Ve
dynastie, BIE 25 (1943), pp. 45-54; S. Schott, Aufnahmen vom Hungersnotrelief aus dem
Aufweg der Unaspyramide, RAE 17 (1965), pp.7-13; J. Vercoutter, Les "Affamés"
d'Ounas et le changement climatique de la fin de 1'Ancien Empire, in: Mélanges Mokhtar
I, pp.327-337.

>" The beginning of the causeway was actually explored in 1992 by A. Labrousse and A.
Moussa, who discovered the fragments showing recording of booty and processions of
divinities, no doubt leading captives to the king smiting or trampling enemies, the
arrangement paralleled exactly in the decoration of Niuserra’s and Pepy II’s causeways
(Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas, pp.95-99, doc.56-61).

> According to a description in ZAS 80 (1955), p.137. Unfortunately neither the king’s
enthroned figure nor the processions were published. It must be stressed that the exact
position of most of the known scenes on the causeway is uncertain, except for their
attribution to N or S walls.

319 1n 1991-93 (Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas). They also conducted some research along the
lower part of the causeway.

529 The columns of the east portico were 15 cubits high. In the opinion of A. Labrousse it
is them that were represented in the famous scenes of ship transport on Unis’ causeway
(Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas, p.34-35 and n.20 and 21).
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corner. From this room a door in the south wall opened to a room with three
statue-niches (salle du culte) on the temple’s axis, and three magazines.””'
Another doorway led westwards to the beginning of the causeway. On the

columns and doorframes the royal titulary was inscribed.’*

The ceiling was
studded with stars. The limestone walls of the porticoes and the internal
chambers were decorated with reliefs. The subjects recorded from the
fragments are: figures of the king (also represented between the gods), royal
statues, large scale goddess, assembly of deities, royal attendants in the
attitude of jubilation and bowing, processions of offering bearers and bulls,
navigation scenes. A small fragment of text mentioning Orion seems to be
unparalleled.””

Several blocks found in the pyramid of Amenemhat I at Lisht might

have come from the valley temple and the causeway of Unis.”*

32! The reconstruction of this ensemble is purely hypothetical and rests on parallels with

Niuserra’s valley temple (Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas, pp.59-60, cf. Borchardt, Ne-user-
Re€, pl.28).

22 Two quartzite fragments with dr and nswr bjtj (Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas, p.69, doc.5,
6) came from a doorjamb.

> 1bid., pp.86-87, fig.87, pl.14 (doc.50).

524 They are listed in Labrousse, Moussa, Ounas, p.89; cf. Goedicke, Re-used Blocks,
nos.42, 49-52 and 55 (attributed to the ‘funerary temple of Unis?’). The block with
running troops (Goedicke’s no.42) has recently been redated to Userkaf (see n above). A
large block with an alleged historical text (Goedicke, op.cit., no.8, p.24-6, MMA 09.180.4)
may be attributed to Unis’ causeway.
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II.5. DYNASTY VI

The sequence of the Sixth Dynasty kings is fairly certain. Nevertheless,
the exact lengths of reigns are unknown and possible co-regencies (e.g.
between Pepy I and Merenra) and rivalry (Userkara and Pepy 1?) multiple
doubts about the history of the period. A following list of the rulers and dates
(as recorded in the Royal Canon of Turin and as confirmed by

contemporaneous data) can be proposed: >

King contemporaneous sources Turin

Teti year after 6th census ? (destroyed)
Userkara (?) not attested 2 years

Pepy I 25th census 20 years
Merenra-Nemtyemsaf | year after 6™ census 44 years
Pepy 11 year after 31" census 90 + x years
Nemtyemsaf I1 (?) not attested 1 year
Nitocris (?) not attested 2 years

TETI: Sagqara

The reasons for a dynastic caesura are not clear. Teti seems to be
related to Unis, being a son by one Seshseshet. She was surely not a principal
queen, and perhaps he had to marry Khuit, a princess of blood, to legitimize
his rights to throne. His another wife became Iput I, the mother of later king
Pepy 1. Both queens were provided tombs close to the king’s one, for which
Teti chose a site at North Saqqara at the southern edge of the Archaic

necropolis and north-east of Userkaf’s pyramid. His mortuary complex Dd-

% For a recent detailed discussion of the evidence in light of data from the newly

discovered annals see M. Baud, V. Dobrev, De nouvelles annales de 1'Ancien Empire
¢gyptien. Une "Pierre de Palerme" pour la VIe dynastie, BIFAO 95 (1995), pp.23-92;
eorum, Le verso des annales de la VIe dynastie. Pierre de Saqqara-Sud, BIFAO 97 (1997),
pp.35-42.
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swt-Ttj (‘The Places of Teti are Stable’) comprised all the regular elements of
which only the pyramid and the upper temple were excavated (fig.32).”* The
pyramid follows the pattern established by Djedkara (and repeated later by
Pepy I, Merenra and Pepy II), both in the dimensions (side length of 150
cubits and height of 100 cubits) and plan. The interior is inscribed with the
Pyramid Texts. For the first time they are inscribed also on the sarcophagus.
The ‘palace fagade’ decoration imitating a matted booth was executed on the
W wall and on the rear halves of the S and N walls, although (contrary to
Unis’ burial chamber) the room lacks the costly travertine casing. Outside the
entrance a northern chapel was erected, with walls decorated by reliefs
depicting offering bearers and the ceiling covered by stars. Against the
pyramid’s face, in the south wall of the chapel, was a false-door of black
basalt. The mortuary temple resemble much those of Teti’s predecessors,
with the strict axiality, broken only by the position of the entrance. The
causeway ended at the southeastern corner of the temple, its shift to the south
from the main E-W axis of the complex was probably caused by the need to
avoid an earlier structure (pyramid Lepsius no.XXIX). A long N-S corridor
connected the gate at the causeway end with the entrance hall. It was covered
with a false vault decorated with stars. On the tympana of this room the king
was depicted between the tutelary gods of Upper and Lower Egypt
(fig.33).”*” Next to the entrance hall was a courtyard with eighteen square
granite pillars (which reflects a return to the traditions of the Fourth Dynasty

and Userkaf). A travertine altar in the middle of the court retained traces of

326 PM I, pp.393-396. The monument was excavated between 1951-70 by the French

mission. The results are published in Lauer, Leclant, Téti. Additional research was made
by A. Labrousse (Pyramides a textes 1). Of the causeway and the valley temple virtually
nothing is known. As noticed by M. Lehner (Complete Pyramids, p.156), an enormous
embankment would have been necessary for providing a regular causeway from a
hypothetical temple in the valley, given that the site of Teti’s pyramid is high on the cliff.
527 Lauer, Leclant, Téti, pp.60-62, figs.15 a-b.
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reliefs.’?®

Two sets of storerooms flanked the central part of the outer temple.
The inner temple was designed according to the standard plan, with a
transverse corridor opened at the southern end to the satellite pyramid court,

d.>® From the corridor a low

and to the northern pyramid court at the other en
stairway of travertine led to the statue chamber.” The five niches had
doorways framed in granite and inscribed with the king’s titulary, and closed
once with double-leaf doors. Next to this room the way led, through a
vestibule and an antechamber, to the offering chapel. It has a vaulted ceiling
and a granite false-door at the west end, resting on an enormous quartzite
block. The walls were probably decorated with the depictions of offering
bearers. Some fragments discovered in the temple may have come from
here.”'

The satellite pyramid was placed in a standard position southeast of the
main pyramid. Peculiar features are four basins (three made of quartzite and
one of limestone) distributed around the satellite pyramid in its court.

Among the decorated fragments found in the temple area, which are

difficult to assign to a particular place, one may discern the king in the Aeb-

sed run as well as seated in the chapel, other episodes of the ‘jubilee’ with the

>28 J. Malek, The 'Altar' in the Pillared Court of Teti's Pyramid-Temple at Saqqara, in:
Pyramid Studies. Essays Edwards, pp. 23-34.

¥ The floor of the corridor was paved with travertine slabs, the thresholds of the
doorways were of granite (S) and basalt (N) (Lauer, Leclant, 7éti, p.22-23). The entrance
to the statue chamber was framed in granite (for a fragment of the jamb see ibid.fig.10)

530 Lauer, Leclant, T¢fi, pp-24, 27, pl. 13. Such stairs (suggested to have existed already in
Sahura’s temple cf. Borchardt, Sa3hu-Re€, 1, p.54) seem to be a standard feature of the
temples of the Sixth Dynasty. The difference of height emphasized the sanctity of the
inner temple. It seems that a set of nine steps was conceived as referring to a symbolic
number. It is repeated in numerous instances in later temples including e.g. the solar altar
in Hatshepsut’s temple at Deir el-Bahari.

3! But no traces of the presumed representation of the king seem to be preserved. The
fragment depicting Teti in the Red Crown (ibid., pl. XXXIII at the top), seated in a kiosk
must have come from a heb-sed scene in another part of the temple. The block is now on
display in the Cairo museum (JE 39924). Note that the inlaid eyes of the figure are still
preserved.
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officials participating, the king smiting enemies, Wadjit, Seth, souls of
Nekhen.”

The tomb complexes of Khuit and Iput I were located north of the
king’s pyramid. Recent excavations brought new information about the

architecture and decoration of the queens’ mortuary temples.””

USERKARA: ?

The existence of this king has been much doubted. Almost no evidence
of his rule exists. The analysis of the records on the ‘South Saqqara Stone’
(i.e. the annals of the Sixth Dynasty inscribed on a block re-used later as a
sarcophagus lid for Ankhesenpepy III) suggests that Userkara may have been

534

a real, albeit ephemeral ruler.”” Nevertheless, at present no place for his

burial monument can be pointed.

PEPY I: South Saqqgara

Whether after struggle or co-ruling with Userkara, or immediately after
Teti’s death,” his son by queen Iput I, Pepy I, ascended the throne and
begun constructing of his mortuary complex at South Saqqgara called Mn-nfr-
Ppy (‘The Perfection of Pepy is Established’ or ‘Pepy is Established and
Beautiful’) (fig.34).*® The pyramid resembles much that of Teti, with the

%32 Some blocks excavated by J. E. Quibell have not been found by the French team during
the re-assembling of the finds. They are published as photos only (Lauer, Leclant, 7éti,
pl. XXXIII, after Quibell, Excavations at Saqqara, III, 1907-1908, pl.LIV).

>33 7. Hawass, Recent discoveries in the pyramid complex of Teti at Saqqara, in: Abusir
and Saqqara 2000, pp.413-444.

3% M. Baud, V. Dobrev, De nouvelles annales de I'Ancien Empire égyptien. Une "Pierre
de Palerme" pour la Vle dynastie, BIFAO 95 (1995), pp.59-62.

35T, Schneider, Lexikon der Pharaonen, Diisseldorf-Ziirich 1996, pp.295-298, 480 (s.v.
‘Pepi (Phiops) I’ and ‘Userkare’, with references to the literature). Cf. the articles by M.
Baud and V. Dobrev in the preceding notes. It is not certain whether the decision of Pepy
to change his prenomen from Nefersahor to Meryra should be related to the alleged
political troubles.

>3 PM III%, pp.422-424. The site is under research of Mission Archéologique Francaise a
Saqqara since 1966. The principal publication of the complex is still in preparation. Thus
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notable difference that the Pyramid Texts were inscribed on more of the
walls, and on the sarcophagus, too. Its box bore the royal titulary in two lines,
sculpted and covered with a golden leaf. Also the interior of the sarcophagus
was gilded. As the texts expanded, the N and S walls around the sarcophagus
were no more decorated extensively with the motif of the reed-mat booth
(fig.35). This kind of decoration was reduced to a lower part of the west wall
behind the sarcophagus, where the stone supports for a lid were constructed
after execution and painting of the panelled design.””’ A painstaking
exploration of the pyramid substructure revealed finds of a granite canopic
chest, a partly preserved canopic jar with its content, a wooden sandal
(stripped of golden foil that once covered it), linen cloth and part of a wooden
statuette. The area around the pyramid included a satellite pyramid and a vast
northern court with a set of rectangular basins sunken in its floor, in line
along the pyramid’s face. At the entrance to the sloping corridor leading to
the burial chamber, an offering chapel was erected. Traces of its decoration,
including stars from the ceiling and offering bearers are preserved.” The
mortuary temple suffered much from the activity of the lime makers. Its plan
could be restored, nevertheless, proving that it conformed to a standard
scheme. Costly materials were abundantly used throughout the temple. The
flooring was made of travertine, the pillars, architraves and doorframes were
granite or quartzite. Of the relief decoration only tiny traces are preserved.

These include scenes of suckling the king,” and offerings in heaps (no doubt

far the Pyramid Texts were published, as well as the architecture of the pyramid and the
northern chapel (Labrousse, Pyramides a textes, 11, pp.1-46). Cf. Leclant, Recherches Pepi
I’ and a popular account in Labrousse, Regards sur une pyramide and Labrousse, Albuoy,
Pyramides des reines, pp.80-105.

7 As the N and S walls are much destroyed it must remain a matter of speculation if their
lower parts near the sarcophagus were decorated as in the pyramids of Merenra and Pepy
1L

38 1 abrousse, Pyramides a textes, 11, pp.8-19, figs.1,2,16,18-69, pls.I, III-VIIL.

339 Labrousse, Albuoy, Pyramides des reines, p.88.
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coming from the sanctuary).’** A number of limestone prisoners’ statues
were found in the southwestern part of the temple. It has been suggested that
they were deposited along the causeway walls or in the mortuary temple,
below the representations of the king maintaining order.

Excavations around the pyramid revealed unique pieces of evidence:
three corner blocks of the temenos wall, with the royal titulary protected by
tutelary goddesses of Upper and Lower Egypt, in form of a vulture and a
cobra seated on a basket and presenting w3s and $n (fig.36).”*' These heraldic
compositions are arranged in vertical panneaux, with Nekhebet in the upper
and Wadjit in the lower ones. These blocks not only prove that the wall
surrounding the pyramid was decorated,”* but confirm an extremely high
quality of the reliefs in the complex.

To the south of the royal pyramid were the mortuary complexes of his
queens. Up to date seven of them were discovered, and partly explored and
restored. They belonged to Ankhesenpepy II, Ankhesenpepy 111, Inenek-Inti,
Meritites, Mehaa, Nubunenet and an unknown ‘queen of the west’. The
abundance of evidence on the architecture and decoration of these
monuments makes the site the most important area for understanding the

ideology connected with the queens. Many decorated blocks, as well as

3 Tbid. p.104. Although many fragments were discovered during the decades of work,

only a few were published. Most of the information on the decoration does not refer to the
evidence of finds but to parallels in the Pepy II’'s and other complexes (see e.g. ibid.,
pp-90-93). It is thus sometimes difficult to judge if some statements on the programme are
based on unpublished data or on hypothetical assumptions.

>l Labrousse, Pyramides a textes, 11, pp.4-5. For excellent photos see Labrousse, Albuoy,
Pyramides des reines, pp.134-137.

2 As stated by A. Labrousse (Pyramides d textes, II, p.4) such a decoration remains
unique for the Old Kingdom and may be interpreted as a forerunner of the panels with the
royal protocol, which decorated the walls of the inner enclosure of the pyramid of
Senwosret I at Lisht (cf. D. Arnold, Senwosret I, pp.58-63, figs.19-33, pls.32-36).
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inscribed pillars, jambs, lintels, false-doors, obelisks and offering tables were

543
found.

MERENRA: South Saqgara

Nemtyemsaf, eldest son of Pepy I, who assumed a throne name
Merenra, reigned for a short period. This is proved not only by written
sources but also by the apparently young age of his mummy. During not
more than nine years of his reign he constructed his mortuary complex at
South Sagqara on the desert ridge bordered from the south by Wadi Tafla,
used already by two of his predecessors. His pyramid H-nfr-Mrj-n-R(w)
(‘The Perfection of Merenra Appears’) is located some distance into the
desert west from Djedkara’s and southwest from Pepy I’s.>** Although the
complex was researched since the XIX century, still the basic information on
the temples is lacking. The pyramid and the associated northern chapel were
published recently,”* the mortuary temple remains in large part unexcavated,
except for the area of the sanctuary. It seems that both the tomb and the
temple conformed to the standard plan of the Sixth Dynasty. No details on a
causeway and a valley temple, presumably buried under the sands of Wadi
Tafla, have been revealed up to date.

The substructure of the pyramid resembles that of Pepi I, with a similar
distribution of the Pyramid Texts. The burial chamber was furnished with a
greywacke sarcophagus and a red granite canopic chest. The sarcophagus,
inscribed with lines of Pyramid Texts, was partially covered with a golden

foil. As in Pepy I’s pyramid, the western wall bore the palace fagade or mat-

543 . . . .
For an account of recent discoveries see Labrousse, Albuoy, Pyramides des reines, esp.

pp-70-77, 106-155.

> PM III%, p.425. The pyramid was entered in 1881. In the second half of the XX century
the complex has been under research by Mission Archéologique Frangaise a Saqqara. It
was actually excavated in 1971-72.

% The pyramid: Labrouse, Pyramides a textes, 1I, pp.47-48, 56-76; the N chapel: ibid.,
pp.49-55, tigs.95, 97-117, pls. XVII-XX.
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booth decoration, covered after its execution by a stone construction
supporting the lid. The elaborately designed and sculptured pattern covered
the lower part of the wall on a surface equal to a ‘shadow’ of the
sarcophagus. It featured four false-doors with double leaves. Each door was
represented as closed by two door-bolts. The palace facade was painted
green. The ceilings in the chambers were decorated with white stars against a
black background (fig.37). There are traces of haste in finishing of the
decoration. The northern chapel, of which actually two corner stones were
found in situ, had the walls decorated with a regular pattern of offering
bearers and slaughter scenes. An important piece is part of a jamb of the
frame of the false-door. It bears a fragment of a dedicatory text, enumerating
the parts of the architectural ensemble of the chapel. This inscription is to be
compared with a long-known testimony of the autobiography of Weni,
recording quarrying and transporting of granite, greywacke and travertine
monoliths for Merenra’s pyramid complex.’*

The sanctuary of the mortuary temple was paved with limestone and a
base of the granite false-door was found in its western end. Among the finds
were limestone offering tables. Traces of the decoration, partially outlined

but not modelled, prove that the work in the temple was still at an early stage

when the king died.”*’

PEPY II: South Saqqara
The reign of Neferkara Pepy II, claimed to be the longest ever

recorded, may have lasted for over sixty years.”*

Putting aside a much
discussed question of an alleged gradual decline of the central government

during his reign (that eventually led to a disorders of the First Intermediate

>4 Urk. 1 106. For further discussion of the inscription in Merenra’s northern chapel see
ch. .

>4 J. Leclant, ASAE 78 (1982), p.60; id., Or 51 (1982), pp.433-434.

% H. Goedicke, The Death of Pepi I — Neferkare, SAK 15 (1988), pp.111-121.
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Period), one has to note that evidence coming from the architecture and
decoration of his mortuary complex is not univocal in this respect.

Pepy II erected his mortuary complex at South Saqqara, at a spot close
to the Mastabat el-Fara’un. It was named Mn-‘nh-Ppy/Nfr-k3-R(w) (‘Pepy is
Established and Living’ or ‘Life of Pepy is Established’). The pyramid and
its associated temples as well as the causeway were excavated almost in
extenso by G. Jéquier between 1926 and 1936. Surrounded by the pyramid
complexes of the king’s queens Neith, Iput I and Wedjebten, the complex of
Pepy II is (along with Khafra’s and Sahura’s complexes) one of the best-
known royal mortuary monuments of the Old Kingdom (fig.38).>*

The pyramid follows the standard plan of Pepy II’s predecessors. Its
dimensions and mode of construction likewise reflected a well established
tradition with a notable exception of a girdle, 6.5 m wide added to the

pyramid’s base some time after its completion.’”

The Pyramid Texts are
inscribed on the walls of the burial chamber, the antechamber, the horizontal
passage (on both sides of the portcullises) and the chamber at the end of the
horizontal section of the corridor. The ceilings are decorated with a pattern of
white stars on a black background. As in Merenra’s pyramid the stars were
executed in some instances in haste, with incisions or drawings replacing
well-sculptured reliefs. The burial chamber with walls of single limestone
monoliths was decorated (around the sarcophagus) with the niched pattern of
the reed-mat booth. On the S and N walls (in the ‘shadow’ of the chest) the
decoration featured false-doors painted green and topped with panels bearing

royal titulary (fig.39). Like in other Sixth Dynasty pyramids the sarcophagus

was made of greywacke and the canopic chest of red granite.

¥ PM II%, pp.425-431. The results of Jéquier’s work are published in three volumes of
Jéquier, Pepi II.

% For the discussion of possible reasons for adding of this structure and a suggested
connection with Sed-festival celebration see Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p.161.
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The northern chapel built against the entrance to the pyramid was
decorated with standard motifs of slaughter and offering bearers bringing
offerings to a seated king.>'

The mortuary complex extended eastwards down to the valley. It may
be suspected that a long row of settlements connected with the pyramid-
towns of Shepsekaf, Djedkara, Merenra, Pepy 1 and Pepy II occupied the
area. No traces of these have been uncovered up to now, however. The
entrance to the complex was located in the desert at an elevation ¢.25 m a.s.1.,
a fact that raises serious doubts about the reality of the ‘harbours’ of valley

temples.’”>

The facade of this ‘valley’ temple was approached by two ramps
at its S and N ends, leading to a broad platform. A single door framed with
granite and inscribed with the king’s titulary opened in the middle of the
facade. The first room inside the building was a small hypostyle hall with
eight rectangular pillars. From this hall the way led through two transverse
chambers to the door in the western wall opening into the beginning of the
causeway. A single room with a staircase to the roof, and a tripartite chamber
were located in the northeastern section of the building. The southern part of
the valley temple was occupied by a set of magazines. The excavations

revealed some decorated blocks from which some conclusions on the

decoration scheme may be drawn. It seems that only the pillared hall was

> Actually only four blocks forming once parts of the chapel’s walls were found. The
ingenious restoration of the decoration of the chapel by G. Jéquier was subsequently
confirmed by discoveries of similar structures in Pepy I’s and Merenra’s complexes (cf.
Jéquier, Pepi II, 1, pp.2-, figs.1-4; Labrousse, Pyramides a textes, 11, pp.81-82, figs.154-
157).

2 Most of these ‘harbours’ are on considerably higher level than 16-16.5 m. as.L
estimated now to be a water level of the Old Kingdom and the core drillings at the spots
usually reveal only the accumulation of sand (cf. n 103 above). The case of Pepy II is
especially clear, as it seems virtually impossible that even highest floods in the Old
Kingdom could have reached this level.
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adorned with reliefs.”” The subjects represented included the gods in front of

their chapels, the souls of Nekhen and Pe, the suppression of enemies and the
hunt in a papyrus thicket.”

The causeway, bending twice to conform to the topographic features,
led toward the upper enclosure. It was perhaps similar to the causeways of
Sahura’s and Unis’ complexes. The walls in its lower part were decorated
with a sequence of tableaux representing large figures of the king as a sphinx
or griffin trampling enemies, facing the approaching rows of deities leading
captives. The destruction of the foreign chiefs was done in the presence of
their families and goddess Seshat, recording the event. As at the earlier
causeways, decoration on the S and N walls varied according to a
geographical pattern, representing Libyans and Asiatics respectively. At the
upper part of the causeway long rows of gods and personifications bringing
offerings to the king were represented. It seems that their focus was a figure
of the king pictured seated at the very end of the causeway, facing the
processions. Only the figure on the S wall was fragmentarily preserved, but it
may be safely assumed from the overall scheme that the arrangement of the N
wall was strictly symmetrical, differing only in heraldic details. A side
entrance leading from the south opened in the causeway wall at the place of a
second bend, just few meters before the entrance to the mortuary temple. The
doorway to the temple was flanked with ‘protopylons’ that have been
developed since Niuserra. Through a small transverse room with two side
chambers, one entered the entrance hall (vestibule) and, next to it, an open
court. The walls of the entrance hall were decorated with scenes of the king’s

triumph over the forces of disorder, either human or represented by a

>3 Traces of painted hieroglyphs (cf. Jéquier, Pepi II, III, figs.2-4) would suggest,
however, that the decoration of the temple was partially executed in this timesaving
manner.

334 Jéquier, Pepi 11, 111, pls.4-9.
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hippopotamus. Maybe a fowling scene was also featured.”>> Some fragments
apparently came from the scenes of suckling and embracing the king. They
may be attributed to the first, intermediary room beside the entrance. The
courtyard was paved in limestone and surrounded with a portico of eighteen
quartzite pillars set on granite bases. The limestone walls were left
undecorated, the pillars bore the only decoration at the court. Actually only
one of them had been found and restored by Jequier at the NW corner of the
court. On the two sides of the pillar the king is represented embraced by
gods, one of them being a falcon-headed sun-god.”® A large number of
prisoners’ statues found in the temple may have once lined the court.

A transverse corridor separated the outer temple from the inner one.
The door at the southern end of the corridor led to a court of the satellite
pyramid. It was of standard dimensions with the side 30 cubits sq., the T-
shaped passage and the chamber were left unsmoothed. Another door at the
north end of the corridor opened into the northern pyramid court with three
basins sunk into the pavement. The transverse corridor was extensively
decorated and Jéquier managed to restore the sequence of panneaux on the E
wall.” They included scenes of triumph (smiting enemies), the feast of Min
(or, more properly, erecting of the shnt-pole), king’s Heb-Sed run, and
various versions of leading and embracing scenes. On the N wall the officials
receiving their prizes in a ceremony of $zp nbw were depicted. From the
fragments that can be assigned to the W wall it appears that this wall of the
corridor bore more scenes connected with the Heb-Sed. A niched entrance
(niche de [’escalier) to the inner temple had the walls decorated with scenes

558

of suckling the king by goddesses in the presence of male gods.”™ Those on

>3 Jéquier, Pepi I, 111, pls.41-43.

% Ibid., pl.45. For the discussion of this pillar scenes see ch. IV.1.
7 Jéquier, Pepi I, 11, pls.8,12,18.

5% Ibid., pls.29-33.
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the south side represented a.o. Hathor and Khnum, one of the assisting gods
on the N wall of the niche being probably Horus.

A set of stairs led to the statue room with five niches encased in red
granite. The middle one, slightly larger than the others, still held a limestone
base of a life-size royal statue.” Of the decoration of the room nothing can
be said, beside a possibility that some fragments of smiting scene found in
the vicinity and not attributed elsewhere, may have derived from here.
Behind the niches, inside the block of masonry between the statue chamber
and the offering hall, there was a closed space (a feature recorded also in
earlier temples), for which a function of a serdab with hidden statues was
suggested.’®

A door in the south wall of the statue chamber led to a vestibule. Its S
wall was decorated with a large scene of smiting of group of enemies by the
king in the presence of Seshat (fig.40).®' At the W end the king was
welcomed by Nekhebet and Wadjit. On the lintel above the entrance to the
southern magazines (at the E and of the wall) Pepy II was probably pictured
seated receiving life from Seth and Horus assisted by Nekhebet and
Wadjit.’*> On the E wall of the room another large tableau depicted the king
hunting at the desert. Only the bottom part of the scene is preserved. The
target of the hunt was apparently a large figure of an antelope or a similar
animal. Jéquier tentatively restored the king’s figure as aiming at the animal
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with a mace.”™” However, such an attitude seems unparalleled and it is more

probable that he was shooting the game with bow and arrows.”*

9 1bid., p.25.

360 Jéquier suggested that a small travertine statuette representing Pepy Il as a child (found
actually in the square antechamber) may have been placed in this ‘serdab’ (Jéquier, Pepi
11, 11, pp.30-31, pl.49). Cf. Lehner, Complete Pyramids, p.163.

01 Jéquier, Pepi 11, 11, pl.36.

362 For a possible restoration of the scene see ch.IIL8.

263 Jéquier, Pepi I, 11, pls.41-43.

364 See ch.IIL.21.
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A door in the W wall, framed with large granite jambs and flanked
with representation of the souls of Nekhen, opened into the square
antechamber. Its ceiling was supported by a single octagonal quartzite
column. The four walls of the chamber were decorated with depictions of the
rows of gods standing beside their cult-shrines (as well as officials of the
kingdom in the bottom registers), facing large figures of the king.® The
decoration of the S and W walls represented Upper Egyptian deities, that on
the N and E walls the Lower Egyptian ones. On the W and E walls the gods
were presented with offerings by priests. It is estimated that altogether almost
100 gods and 45 officials were depicted. On the lintel of the northern door,
leading inside the offering chapel, the king was pictured enthroned and
receiving life from Nekhebet and Anubis.

The sanctuary was a room of standard dimensions of 30 x 10 cubits,
covered with a vaulted roof. Nothing remained of the false-door in the west
wall. The decoration of the walls was substantially restored.’®® At the rear
ends of the S and N walls the king was shown enthroned with his personified
ka behind him. He was facing a table with heaps of offerings and an
extensive offering-list. The rest of both walls was occupied by several
registers with long rows of the offering bearers (with the highest officials of
the state among them), approaching the king. It has been estimated that on
each wall there were as much as 140 figures. The E wall of the offering hall
bore scenes of slaughter and additional representations of offerings, including
furniture and vessels. Jequier suggested that the tympana were decorated with
depictions of the day and night sun barks. Indeed a few fragments seem to
show such a motif.

Three of Pepy II’s queens had their own pyramid complexes built near

the tomb of their husband. The complex of Neith erected to the NW of the

203 Jéquier, Pepi II, 11, pls.46-58.
366 bid., pls.61-104.
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king’s pyramid Neith, probably the oldest one, was most developed,
comprising a gate with obelisks standing in front of it, an entrance chapel,
court decorated with reliefs showing the queen and offerings, a chamber with
three niches, and an offering room with presentation scenes. The complexes
of Iput II to the SW of Neith’s, and of Wedjebten to the S of the king’s
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precinct, had the same elements.”" In all the three pyramids the chambers

were inscribed with the Pyramid Texts. It seems that Pepy II was responsible
for completing the burials of two queens named Ankhesenpepy (II and IIT)*®

in Pepy I’s pyramid complex.

7 The results of the investigations of G. Jéquier were published in La pyramide
d’Oudjebten, Cairo 1928, and Les pyramides des Reines Neit et Apouit, Cairo 1933.

3% On the four royal women of the Sixth Dynasty bearing this name, and their relation to
Pepy I, Merenra and Pepy II see now V. Dobrev, The sarcophagus of Queen Mother
Ankhesenpepy, in: Abusir and Saqqara 2000, pp.380-396. In the sarcophagus chamber of
Ankhesenpepy III were found many fragments of palace facade panelling carved in sunk
relief and painted green and black. The chamber itself bore a line of inscription with the
queen’s titulary on all four walls. In the pyramid of Ankhesenpepy II fragments of the
Pyramid Texts were discovered in February 2000 (Dobrev, ibid., p.386 n.22).
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I1.6. DYNASTY VIII

The Seventh Dynasty of Manetho seems to have been completely
fictive. Our knowledge of the Eighth Dynasty is limited to the names
occurring on the kings’ lists and very few contemporary monuments; neither
the true number nor sequence of the rulers can be established.’® It is
generally accepted that the Eighth Dynasty followed immediately the Sixth,
the new kings being related to Pepy Il Neferkara. The continuity of the
tradition in the archaeological and epigraphic material, presumably reflecting
political continuation, is especially obvious in the Memphite area. On the
other hand, it is quite clear that the royal power decreased much and the
funerary complexes of the period must have been rather not impressive
constructions. In fact, apart from few names of the pyramids,””’ only the
tomb of Kakara Ibi at Saqqara South is known. It 1s a small, much destroyed
stone pyramid, built in the immediate vicinity of Pepy II’s complex.””
Obviously the neighbourhood of the ancestor was an important factor. The
pyramid of Kakara is the last royal tomb of the Old Kingdom to contain the
Pyramid Texts, inscribed on the walls of the passage and the burial chamber.
A small offering chapel on the east side of the pyramid was built of brick and
thus bears no traces of relief decoration.

Two other monuments of the period under discussion can be
considered. At Dara in the middle Egypt, a peculiar tomb attributed to the

Eighth Dynasty was discovered.”’ Its superstructure had a form of a square

369 27 kings ruling for 146 years may be taken into account (cf. von Beckerath,
Chronologie, pp.151-152).

370 The pyramid of Ity, mentioned at Wadi Hammamat (LD II, pl.115, no.41; Urk. I 148,9)
and the monument of Neferkara, known from an inscription at Saqqara (Jequier, Neith et
Apouit, p.53). Cf. von Beckerath, Konigsnamen, pp.186, 188; N. Swelim, in: Hommages
Leclant, p.342.

L G. Jequier, La pyramide d’Aba, Cairo 1935.

372 On the excavations of the site, see: J. Vercoutter, Dara: mission francgaise 1950-1951,
CdE 27 (1952), pp.98-111; R. Weill, Dara: Campagnes de 1946-48, Cairo 1958. The
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mudbrick construction with sloping sides and rounded corners. A square
ground plan points to a definition of a pyramid, rather than a mastaba.’” The
base length is as much as 130 m. From an entrance on the north side, a
sloping and then horizontal passage runs to the burial chamber. The walls of
the passage and of the chamber were lined with limestone slabs obviously
robbed from Sixth Dynasty tombs nearby. A block found in a tomb south of
the pyramid bears a fragment of an offering scene with a cartouche of one

> The block may have come from the pyramid’s

Khui, possibly a local ruler.
offering temple.

During the excavations at Tell el-Da’ba several re-used Old Kingdom
blocks were discovered. According to P. Janosi some of them had possibly
come from an Eighth Dynasty pyramid complex. This is suggested not only
by the style of the decoration, but also by the occurrence of (otherwise

unattested) royal name Uny.””

proper name for the site should probably be Arab el-Amaiem, Beni Qurra (cf. N. Swelim,
in: Hommages Leclant, p.344).

> As was assumed by the first excavator, Ahmed Kamal (ASAE 12 (1912), pp.128ft.).

3™ The name does not occur on the lists. Assigning this king to the Eighth Dynasty is of
course purely hypothetical. One just takes into account the relative dating of the
monument within the ‘First Intermediate Period’ and the assumption that Khui had ruled
before the Herakleopolitans assumed the power. Moreover, being a local ruler, he does not
fit into a definition of the Eight Dynasty as the '"Memphite Kingdom'.

>3 p. Janosi, Reliefierte Kalksteinblocke aus dem Tempel der 12. Dynastie bei “Ezbet
Rushdi el-Saghira (Tell el-Dab‘a), Agypten und Levante 8 (1998), pp.51-81.
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Part I1I. SCENES - TYPOLOGY AND CONTENT

III.1. Composition Rules and Typological Scheme

The relief decoration in the temples is most clearly analysed according
to the structure of a composition. A register system fundamental for the
Egyptian art, developed already in the predynastic times,”’® provides the
scheme, which does not exclude, however, exceptions or modifications. The
direction of reading of the registers (from the bottom upwards or the other
direction) is not always obvious, and it seems to be not consistent.””’
Concerning the Old Kingdom mortuary temples, where a large figure of the
king constitutes a joining element of a scene, extending through the whole
height of the wall, the issue of the sequence of the subregisters rarely raises
serious problems. In general, it may be assumed that a lower register usually
represents objects closer to the spectator, but all the registers belong to one-

time display;’”®

the action depicted is divided into episodes by vertical
borders and not according to the sequence of registers.””
According to Do. Arnold ‘the Old Kingdom relief language is based on

a strikingly small number of fundamental schemes’.”® She enumerated a

376 W. M. Davis, The Origins of Register Composition in Predynastic Egyptian Art, JAOS
96 (1976), pp.404-418.

>77 Schifer, Principles, p.166.

> The question of ‘narrative’ character of reliefs was discussed by H. A. Groenewegen-
Frankfort, Arrest and Movement. An Essay on Space and Time in the Representational Art
of the Ancient Near East, London 1951 (esp.pp.23, 85-87); H. J. Kantor, Narrations in
Egyptian Art, AJA 61 (1957), pp. 44-54; G. A. Gaballa, Narrative in Egyptian Art, Mainz
am Rhein 1976 (esp. pp.21-25 on the Old Kingdom royal reliefs) .

°7 These remarks are, however, only partly valid for the Heb-Sed cycle in the sun-temple
of Niuserra, where slightly different system of grouping and bordering scenes and
subscenes was applied. As noted by Dorothea Arnold: ‘Sequential group-action tableaux
are often divided by vertical lines (...). Such lines seem analogous to those used in the
transcriptions of ritual instructions (or other texts) on papyrus rolls. This correspondence
is especially noticeable in the Niuserre Heb Sed scenes, which lacked the unifying
elements of wall-high figures of the king or a god.” (Do. Arnold, Royal Reliefs, in:
Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p.87).

3% Do. Arnold, Royal Reliefs, op.cit., p.83.
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single figure, three or five figure compositions (according to a symmetry rule,
with the king in the centre), and large ‘group-action tableaux’. But this is an
oversimplification: two and four figures’ compositions exist (e.g. in the
scenes of embracing, and of suckling the king respectively). Structural-
thematic typologies were likewise proposed. They depend much on a
definition of a ‘scene’. According to W. S. Smith the scenes are ‘rectangular
units containing conceptually related subject matter’.”®' A. Labrousse and J.-
P. Lauer assumed ‘nous appelons tableau un bas-relief limité par un cadre.
L’action figurée pouvant comporter une ou plusieurs scenes et/ou
registers’.”® The terms ‘scene type’,”> ‘scene’, subscene’, ‘theme’, ‘subject’
or ‘motif” are not too precisely defined, but they are used here for
convenience. One may propose a tentative definition of a ‘scene’ as a
separate structural element of a composition involving a single figure of the
king. Obviously the scope of different ‘scene types’ covers larger or smaller
areas, with various and complicated relations between them. It may be argued
that some themes do not constitute the scenes themselves, being a part only
of a bigger unit. A good example would be an assembly of officials, often
shown in a long cortege or grouped by few in several registers. In fact there
are serious doubts about the definition of a separate Huldigung scene.
Courtiers and officials are present in the scenes showing offering to gods,
Sed-festival rites, hunting, sailing or landing ships, awarding of gold, etc.,
and only some of the representations may be assigned to regular ‘court’
scenes. Moreover, the divisions between types of scenes are not always
sharply defined, and some motifs can be shared, as e.g. in the scenes of royal
triumph, where Seshat recording booty (‘Libyan family’), gods leading
captives, and similar texts occur, but the two variants of the triumph: smiting

enemies with a mace, and trampling enemies by the king in a mythical animal

581 Smith, Interconnections, p.140.
82 1 abrousse, Lauer, Ouserkaf et Néferhétepés, p.63, n.166.
83 Y. Harpur speaks of a ‘basic scene type’ (Decoration, pp.175-221).
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form, should be carefully distinguished.”® On the other hand, the ‘Libyan

family’ theme, although never constitutes a scene of its own, may be

analysed separately.”® A recent typology proposed by D. Stockfish likewise

mixes different levels of a composition. In her opinion, the relief decoration

of the mortuary temples can be divided into six main groups, according to the

relation with the king’s person as a central figure:

‘Die gruppen werden definiert durch:

1. den ‘kult handelnden’ Konig: z.B. beim Heraustreten/Erscheinen vor
Kapellen, beim Lauf

2. den Konig im Umgang mit Menschen und Tieren: z.B. beim Erschlagen
der Feinde, Wiistenjagd

3. den Konig im Umgang mit Gottern: z.B. Umarmung, Belebung

4. den Konig in Verbindung mit Prozessionen: Gotterprozessionen,

Gefangenenvorfiihrung, Gaugotter- und Doménenprozessionen,

Opferbringerprozessionen
5. den Konig in Verbindung mit Opfern: Opfertischszenen,
Opferanhdufungen
6. sonstige Bildelemente.’ >*

This typology takes an obvious advantage of being quite simple and
clear. However, one may point that it is much inconsistent. Some themes
seem to be divided artificially (e.g. smiting enemies and processions of
captives assigned to different groups), or attributed uncorrectly (e.g. the
assembly of deities interpretted as ‘Gotterprozessionen’). On the other hand,
the ‘Opfertischszenen’ and ‘Opferbringerprozessionen’ may belong in fact to

one scene, in which a figure of the king, seated at the offering table, is a

% Not only were they located in different places in the mortuary complex, but their

meaning is slightly different (see below).

%5 D. Stockfish, Bemerkungen zur sog. ‘libyschen Familie”, in: Fs Gundlach, pp.315-323.
86 P, Stockfisch, Die Diesseitsrolle des toten Konigs im Alten Reich, in: Friihe
dgyptische Konigtum, p.9.
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unifying element. At the same moment it seems that a representation of the
king at the offering table always involve rows of offering-bearers
approaching him, but the offering-bearers can be also shown in connection
with the king enthroned (and thus not in an ‘Opfertischszene’). But perhaps
no fully satisfactory solution can be proposed. The following tentative
typology (as reflected in the titles of chapters) is thus rather enumerating of
motifs, based partly on the structure of the composition, partly on the
presumed meaning and position of a scene in the temple. It bears thus some

. . . 587
inconsistencies, too.

The aim was to discern separate units of the
programme, either scenes, subscenes or distinctive motifs, as far as they play
their own role. It is therefore somewhat detailed. It is obvious, however, that
some of these basic elements do not constitute separate themes; also some of
them are just variants or at least might have been grouped according to the
same idea they represent. A review of the scenes and motifs in the following
chapters will enable, hopefully, some conclusions on the basic ideological
units. This will be attempted in the summary (ch. I11.42).

In fact virtually all the scenes involve the person of the king,”*® but he

can be represented active or passive (being the object of an activity); he can

also be ‘half-active’, when he is not acting personally but is assisting an

%7 Such a formulation of the typology, mixing in some way the assumptions and
conclusions, might perhaps be criticised from a methodological point of view, but it seems
the only one to be realistically used. We still lack a full and consistent typology of scenes,
themes and motifs used in the decoration of temples and tombs (and perhaps this will
never be achieved — cf. M. Miiller, Iconography: basic problems of the classification of
scenes, in: Atti del VI Congresso Internazionale di Egittologia, 11, Torino 1993, pp.337-
345), and it seems that neither purely structural nor topographic approach can be proposed
in this respect.

>%8 In the case of some rare themes, represented on the causeway walls, a.0. the scenes of
fighting, ‘everyday life’ (market scenes and the Seasons), conclusion of building etc., it is
not certain whether the king’s figure was present, but this should be presumed. A separate
question is how this was achieved. Most probably the focal point of these representations
was the king’s figure at the upper end of the causeway. Another theme where the king’s
figure is presumed to exist is the rewarding of officials.
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activity done in his name. One can suggest four main groups of scenes
according to the king’s role:

1. King seated at the offering table, or simply enthroned, facing the rows of
offering-bearers, his retinue, gods, personifications, ships transporting goods
etc. Without doubt these were the most important representations, the focal
points of the whole programme.

2. King as an object of gods’ activity: nursed, given life, embraced, crowned.
3. King active: offering to gods, enacting various rituals before the gods,
killing enemies, hunting in the desert or in the marshes, celebrating the Heb-
Sed, erecting the shnt-pole. Visits to sanctuaries and inspections also belong
here rather than to the next type. They are records in short of king’s activity,
which (at least when visiting the sanctuaries) is to be presumed.

4. King ‘half-active’: In the case of ‘assembly of deities’, king is ‘half-
active’, standing and watching (the activity is done in the name of the king,

who is a witness to it).

II1.2. King at the Offering Table
The key problem of the mortuary offering cult and the first occurrence

of an offering chapel in the royal complexes was much discussed. The

0 1

contributions by D. Arnold,” R. Stadelmann™’ and P. Janosi' were

592

summarized by A. Labrousse and J.-P. Lauer.” " It has been assumed that the

¥ D. Arnold, Rituale und Pyramidentempel, MDAIK 33 (1977), pp.1-14; id., Royal Cult
Complexes of the Old and Middle Kingdoms, in: Temples of Ancient Egypt, pp.59-61, 71-
72.

590 Stadelmann, Pyramiden, p.213; id. Die Pyramiden des Snofru in Dahschur, Zweiter
Berichtiiber die Ausgrabungen an der nordlichen Steinpyramide mit einem Exkurs iiber
Scheintiir oder Stelen im Totentempel des AR, MDAIK 39 (1983), pp.237-241.

' P. Janosi, Die Entwicklung und Deutund des Totenopferraumes in den
Pyramidentempeln des Alten Reiches, in: Agyptische Tempel, pp.143-163; id.,
Bemerkungen zu den Nordkapellen des Alten Reiches, SAK 22 (1995), pp.145-168.

2 Ouserkaf et Neferhetepes, p.56f. Note that Labrousse and Lauer do not consider
Shepseskaf. Cf. above ch.L.5.
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offering room (le sanctuaire aux offrandes) appeared first under Sneferu™”
and disappeared (as it seems) under Khufu, Djedefra and Khafra. It

594

reappeared under Menkaura.”” " The first offering-room decorated with reliefs

occurred in Userkaf’s complex, and from Sahura on the offering room

** The examples of

became to be a constant element of the mortuary temples.
Sneferu, at least, confirm that the aim was to supply the offerings for the
king’s ka (tradition of stelae sanctuary could be even traced back to Umm el-
Qaab tombs). What seems to be true for Sneferu’s reign is a development of
the ideas concerning the ways the ka can move (changing orientation of the
offering tables). The lack of evidence from Giza and Abu Roash may be due
to an almost total destruction of the relevant parts of the temples. The
hypothesis of a non-existence of the offering places in the Fourth Dynasty
royal mortuary complexes seems to be based on rather uncertain ground of
arguments ex silentio. It is only possible that a false door could have been
placed not in the wall of a tumulus (a pyramid or a mastaba), but separated
from it. Such a possibility may be confirmed by the existence of dummy
gates in the wall of Netjerykhet’s precinct. The offering lists that occurred not
later than the Second Dynasty,””® proove further the early origins of the
offering cult. It has been suggested that the offering rooms developed first in
the non-royal funerary architecture. However, as shown by W. Barta,
elements of a cannonized ritualistic food offering list (his type ‘A’) were

borrowed by private offering lists attested from the Fourth/Fifth Dynasty

from the royal offering lists (as well as some parts of Opening of the Mouth

*% Fakhry, Sneferu I, fig.5 and 42.

% Stadelmann, Pyramiden, figs.32 (Khufu), 34 and 36 (Djedefra), 39 (Khafra), 44
(Menkaura).

293 Borchardt, Sashu-Re¢, 1, pl.16.

3% W. Barta, Die altigyptische Opferliste von der Friihzeit bis zur griechisch-rémischen
Epoche, (MAS 3), Berlin 1963, p.5ff. Cf. J. Kahl, Zur Datierung der friihen Grabplatten
mit Opfertischszene, SAK 24 (1997), pp.137-145, where the author dates the earliest stone
slabs with the ‘offering table scene’ found at Helwan, Saqqara and Abusir to the Second or
Third Dynasties.).
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ritual in the late Sixth Dynasty), which strongly confirms the assumption of
the general direction of influence from royal to non-royal sphere.””’ This is
further confirmed by many features in the architecture and cult (e.g. the
introduction of a lector-priest into the ‘private’ mortuary cult in the Fifth
Dynasty). On the other hand, the ‘Opfertischszene’ occurred in a non-royal

context as early as the First Dynasty,”

and its features were constantly
developed.”” The question of its origin within the royal sphere must remain
open for future research.

The scene is likewise connected with the emergence and development
of the N 