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AN UNFINISHED RovyaL FUNERARY MONU-
MENT AT WESTERN THEBES

ETWEEN THE HILLS of Sheikh Abd el-
BQurna and Qurnet Marai in the Theban

necropolis runs a valley that meets the flood-
plain at the site of the mortuary temple of Rameses
II, the Ramesseum (Figures 1, 2).! The valley is a
counterpart to the valley of Deir el-Bahri, where the
temples of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra and Hat-
shepsut are situated. But unlike the Deir el-Bahri
valley, this valley does not contain famous standing
monuments. Today, the valley presents a wild, al-
most desolate, appearance (Figures 3, 5, 21). A
closer look, however, reveals features that indicate
major landscaping efforts were undertaken in an-
cient times. Figures 2 and 3 show two separate
places where quarrymen cut trenches into the rock
preparatory to removing the entire rock face at the
southwestern side of the valley.? And at the western
end of the valley where the limestone rock sur-
rounds a natural bay, a considerable part of the
ground was leveled to form an even plateau (Fig-
ure 3).

Herbert E. Winlock in 1914 was the first to rec-
ognize that the plateau and trenches were traces of
building activities.* The discovery was important
enough for him to record it in the opening para-
graphs of The Rise and Fall of the Middle Kingdom in
Thebes (1947). It is a memorable description of ar-
chaeological intuition:

One day just before the outbreak of the First World
War in 1914, the groom and I were exercising my
horses behind Sheikh Abd el Kurneh Hill. The light
was exactly right, and as I came to the highest bit of
path, with the towering cliffs to the right and the lower
hill to the left, I noticed below me for the first time a
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The notes for this article begin on page 41.

flat platform and the upper part of a sloping causeway
ascending from the cultivation. In a flash I was spur-
ring down the hill and up onto the level place to look
down the line of the ancient roadway to the point
where it disappeared behind the Ramesseum. I real-
ized that in the flat terrace under the cliffs we had the
grading for a temple like the one built in the Eleventh
Dynasty at Deir el-Bahri just to the north.

In 1920~-21 Winlock cleared the platform under
the cliffs of later debris.* In the course of this work,
he recleared an underground passage and burial
chamber (Figure 4) that had first been excavated by
Robert Mond in the winter of 19og—4.> Winlock
rightly connected this burial chamber of royal pro-
portions with the landscaping efforts described
above, and he identified the ensemble as an unfin-
ished royal funerary monument.

At first, it seemed a simple matter to identify the
individual for whom this monument had been in-
tended. The similarities in the plan of the burial
chamber—as well as in the general shape of the
causeway and funerary temple—to the great fu-
neral monument of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra in
the neighboring valley of Deir el-Bahri® pointed to
a successor of that king as the owner (Figure 1, nos.
1 and p). Further indications of a late Eleventh Dy-
nasty date for the structure were thought to exist
because of the large tomb of the chancellor Meket-
ra, situated at the northern side of the valley (Figure
5). This official was known to have served Mentu-
hotep II Nebhepetra as “overseer of the six great
law-courts” around year g9 of that king’s reign.’
During the last years of Nebhepetra’s reign, Meket-
ra was “chancellor” (¢my-r’ htmt) and was depicted or
mentioned in this capacity several times in the relief
decoration of Nebhepetra’s funerary temple at Deir
el-Bahri.® The fact that Meketra’s tomb was not sit-
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12 Figure 1. The Theban nec-
\/ ropolis in the Middle King-
Q dom (Barry Girsh, after
= " Winlock, AJSL [1915] pp.
{ 8-9, fig. 1)

Figure 2. The valley northwest of the Ramesseum (William Schenck, after Walter Hauser and Lindsley F. Hall)
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Figure 3. The valley northwest of the Ramesseum after exca-
vation, Jan. 1, 1922, looking east (photo: Egyptian Expedi-
tion, neg. no. M3C 36)

uated among the tombs of the other officials of Neb-
hepetra’s court, on the slopes around the valley of
Deir el-Bahri (Figure 1, nos. 6 and 7),° suggested to
Winlock and others that Meketra outlived Nebhe-
petra and went on to serve his successor, Mentuho-
tep III Seankhkara. It was therefore logical to as-
sume that the unfinished royal tomb in the valley,
situated below the tomb of Meketra, belonged to
King Mentuhotep III Seankhkara. (See Appen-
dix I.)

A group of inscriptions on nearby rocks seemed
to corroborate the identification of the unfinished
monument as the mortuary temple of Mentuhotep
I11. Between the valley, or rock bay, of Deir el-Bahri
and the bay in which the unfinished royal funerary
monument is situated lies yet another, smaller bay
surrounded by limestone cliffs (Figure 1, no. 4).° In
this smaller bay numerous graffiti of Middle King-
dom date are incised in the rock cliffs high above
the valley floor. Winlock recognized that various
groups of priests had incised their names here."
Among these names, the greatest number were
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Figure 4. Plan and section of the underground chamber of
the unfinished royal monument as found by Robert Mond
(Barry Girsh, after Mond, ASAE 6 [1905] p. 79, fig. 15)

those of priests who served in the funeral cult of
King Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra or of priests who
served his deceased successor, Mentuhotep III
Seankhkara. Some priests of the god Amun and
functionaries of the necropolis had also left graffiti.

Winlock interpreted the graffiti on the cliff as evi-
dence of a lookout site used by the priests who were
stationed here to announce the arrival of the bark
of Amun when it crossed the Nile during the annual
festival called “the beautiful feast of the desert val-
ley” During that feast the bark with the image of
the god would visit the temple of Nebhepetra and
remain there overnight. Indeed, one graffito ex-
pressly mentions the feast.!> Winlock’s assumption
that the two priesthoods of Nebhepetra and
Seankhkara waited together at the lookout seemed
again to fit the identification of the unfinished mon-
ument as the funerary temple of Seankhkara.

The historical picture reconstructed by Winlock
is, however, less well founded than is generally be-
lieved. No temple was ever actually erected on the
plateau in the valley northwest of the Ramesseum.
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Figure 5. View from the valley onto the courtyard of the tomb of Meketra, 1920—21

(photo: Egyptian Expedition, neg. no. MCC 4)

The building activities only reached the stages of
leveling the platform, starting to remove rock for a
causeway, and cutting and casing an underground
chamber. Therefore, if this really was the site of
Seankhkara’s mortuary monument, the priests of
Seankhkara, who according to their graffiti offici-
ated during the entire Twelfth Dynasty, never actu-
ally had a place in which to perform the ceremonies
associated with the funerary cult for the king.

The architectural remains found on the plateau
consist of a serpentine wall north of the entrance to
the underground passage, which the excavators re-
constructed as having surrounded this entrance,
and a small house still farther north (Figures 2, g).
Serpentine walls occur frequently at Middle King-
dom cemetery sites. In some cases serpentine walls
enclosed areas in a necropolis where debris could be
dumped. In other instances, the serpentine walls
served to secure the mouth of a shaft whose under-
ground chambers had been dug out while the
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aboveground architecture had not yet been fin-
ished.'® The latter was certainly the case at the un-
finished monument site. If anything, the presence
of a serpentine wall accentuates the unfinished sta-
tus of the monument.

A brick building consisting of three rooms exists
on the northern part of the platform (Figure 6), but
it was certainly a house rather than a temple, and its
date is much later than the Eleventh Dynasty.
Houses having this same plan, with a larger room in
front and two smaller rooms at the back, were found
both at Amarna and in the village at Lisht, where
they date from the later New Kingdom to Third In-
termediate Period.!

Some ritual objects were found in the debris cov-
ering the platform. Among these objects are a few
that might have been used in a royal cult; they con-
sist of a limestone altar, roughly 58 centimeters
square, and some pottery. None of these objects is
of a character or quality that outweighs the absence



Figure 6. The remains of the New Kingdom house
seen in Figure 3, left foreground (William Schenck,
after pencil plan AM 1651)

of a funeral temple befitting a king like Mentuhotep
III Seankhkara, who erected many fine monuments
throughout Upper Egypt during his reign of twelve
years.

There is, moreover, a chronological discrepancy
between the date of the objects found on the plat-
form and the time of the death of Seankhkara. The
altar (Figure 7)" is of a peculiar type that shows two
small basins for liquid offerings connected to a
larger basin by curved channels. Numerous ex-
amples of this type of altar were found at Lisht, all
dating well into the Twelfth Dynasty.'® A variant of
this type of altar has straight channels connecting
the three basins, which may have had antecedents in
the late Eleventh Dynasty.!” The only securely dated
example (Figure 8) bears the name of Amenemhat
I, the first king of Dynasty 12.!® A Twelfth Dynasty
date is, therefore, probable for the altar found on
the platform.!®

Some of the pottery found in the area of the un-

Figure 7. Limestone altar found at the mouth of the un-
derground passage to the royal burial chamber of the
unfinished monument (Barry Girsh, after Mond, ASAE

6 [1905] p. 77, fig. 1)

B
Figure 8. Altar from Sebennytos, Alexandria Museum
460 (Barry Girsh, after Kuentz, BIFAO Supplement

[1981] p. 255, fig. 13)

finished monument must have belonged to founda-
tion deposits because the shapes are known from
other foundation-deposit pots of the period. Pits
suitable for receiving foundation offerings were
uncovered during the excavation (see the small,
round holes west of the main shaft in Figure 3).
Foundation-deposit pottery is thought to be difficult
to date because of its tendency to adhere to tradi-
tional shapes rather than follow contemporary de-
velopment. Nevertheless, the pots found on the
platform are strikingly close in shape to examples of
the early Twelfth Dynasty found in the funerary
precincts of Amenembhat I and his son and succes-
sor, Senwosret I, at Lisht.20

Some sherds of Upper Egyptian light-colored
ware, decorated with incised patterns, resemble pot-
tery found in tombs and temples of both Dynasties
11 and 12 (Figure 9).2! A number of round-
shouldered 4s.t vases and hemispherical cups (Fig-
ures 10, 11) were also found on the plateau.?? These
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Figure g. Ritual vessel with applied cups and incised decora-
tion, found in the debris covering the unfinished royal mon-
ument. H. 29.5 cm (William Schenck, after tomb card
Thebes 3234)

Figure 10. Libation (ks.t) vases. Center: Cairo, Egyptian Mu-
seum Journal d’Entrée 47331-6. Others: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness Gift,
1922, 22.3.16,17, H. 26 cm, 28 cm (photo: Egyptian Expedi-
tion, neg. no. MCC 179)

Figure 11. Drinking cups. Cairo, Egyptian Museum Journal
d’Entrée 47331-6, and Chicago, Oriental Institute. H. (left to
right): 9.5 cm, 10.5 cm, 9.5 cm (photo: Egyptian Expedition
neg. no. MCC 181)
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latter vessels are decidedly not of late Eleventh but
of early Twelfth Dynasty date. A close parallel to the
round-shouldered hs.t vases was found in the tomb
of Senet, mother of Intefiker, the vizier of Senwos-
ret 1.2 Eleventh Dynasty vases of this type tend to
have angular rather than round shoulders.?* Like-
wise, the hemispherical cups, with their extremely
thin walls, red ocher coating, and rather shallow
shape, are close to cups of the early Twelfth Dynasty
from the pyramid complex at Lisht South. Eleventh
Dynasty cups are thick-walled and only partly
coated on the outside.?

Both Robert Mond and Winlock’s Metropolitan
Museum Expedition found fragments of wooden
models and boats in the debris covering the plat-
form.2¢ Unfortunately, there is only one photograph
preserved of these models (Figure 12).27 It shows a
number of oars, tiny model pots and baskets, and
four human figures. Because of their proportions,
these figures can be dated to the Twelfth Dynasty.28
The Metropolitan Museum crew also uncovered
fragments of a fine, nonroyal offering table dedi-
cated to a person named Bebjankh,” a name re-
peatedly used for women.3’ In view of the fact that
not a single fragment of wooden models was report-
edly found in the royal burial chamber, or the pas-
sage leading to it, it seems more likely that the
wooden models originally belonged to the nonroyal
burial of Bebjankh. Other female burials were laid
down in the area, as discussed below.

Since no object found on the platform of the un-
finished monument suggests with certainty a date
before the early Twelfth Dynasty, and no evidence
points to a royal funerary cult commencing with the
death of King Mentuhotep III Seankhkara, grave
doubts are raised concerning the validity of the at-
tribution of the unfinished monument to Mentuho-
tep III Seankhkara. Further questions arise when
one looks more closely at the underground passage
and chamber of the unfinished monument (Figure
4).3' Could this chamber have been used for a
burial? The casing of the room with limestone slabs
was evidently finished, but no sarcophagus was
found. All traces of an actual burial—such as cof-
fins, cartonnage, linen, and other funeral equip-
ment—might have disappeared completely, thanks
to repeated robberies, but a sarcophagus of stone,
or a stone shrine like that found in the burial cham-
ber of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra at Deir el-Bahri,?
could not have disappeared without a trace. This is
supported by the fact that the chamber was found
blocked by four limestone slabs. Robert Mond de-
scribes this blocking as follows: “I found the en-



Figure 12. Fragments
of wooden models
from the area of the
unfinished royal
monument, 1920—21
(photo: Egyptian Ex-
pedition neg. no.
MCC 174-7623)

Figure 13. View from top of the cliffs on the back of the Sheikh Abd el-Qurna hill, showing entrances of unfinished tombs,
1920—21 (photo: Egyptian Expedition neg. no. MCC 101)
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Fig. 15

Fig. 14

Figure 14. Sherd from clay vessel inscribed in ink: “the lady-
in-waiting Hw.” H. 5.5 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1922,
22.3.358

Figure 15. Front of fragment of slate bowl, showing name of
Metuhotep IV Nebtawyra. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund, 1909, 09.180.543

Figure 16. Back of slate bowl in Figure 15, showing name of
Amenembhat I and dedication to Hathor of Dendara

Figure 17. Reconstruction of slate bowl in Figure 15. H. 16
cm (William Schenck)

trance blocked with thick slabs of carefully cut lime-
stone; the first, about 1 m 5o cent. square and o m
60 cent. thick, was so carefully inserted in the four
huge inclined slabs with which the passage was lined
that it was difficult to introduce the blade of a pen-
knife in the joints. Three other blocks of o m 40
cent. thickness each followed.”** The robbers’ chan-
nel visible in Figure 4 (marked by an arrow) is too
narrow to permit the extraction of a sarcophagus.
Mond describes this channel as “a very small pas-
sage along the roof, large enough to admit a person
lying down.”** Mond lists the objects found in the
chamber as: “a small pot similar to those already
found; another was found below the door slab. A
rock crystal bead broken, some fragments of bones
(oxen?), and a human tooth.”35 All this is either de-
bris or, at most, some sort of foundation-deposit ma-
terial; it is not the remains of a royal burial. We must
therefore conclude that a burial was never depos-
ited in this chamber.

The most logical explanation of the evidence
found would be that when work aboveground
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stopped, for some reason or other, the builders were
left with a royal burial chamber, finished and cased
with limestone but as yet devoid of any burial. Since
the chamber had been intended for a royal burial,
and had most probably been ritually consecrated
(vide the foundation deposits), it became necessary
to close it in a proper fashion, i.e., to block it as if a
burial had been brought in. The presence of an al-
tar (Figure 7) and pottery (Figures g—11) suggests
that ritual procedures were performed during the
blocking. The scenario fits the evidence as found,
but the assumption that this was the burial place of
King Mentuhotep III Seankhkara has to be dis-
carded.

Doubts about Seankhkara’s being the owner of
the unfinished royal tomb are reinforced by consid-
eration of the group of unfinished private tombs
that pierce the western and southern slopes of the
Sheikh Abd el-Qurna hill (Figure 1, no. 8, and Fig-
ures 2, 13) and the northern face of the hills south
of the unfinished monument. None of these tombs
was completed, and no official of the early Middle
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Kingdom was buried here.’¢ The situation is en-
tirely different from that in the valley of Deir el-
Bahri, where all tombs were finished and used—if
not at the time of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra, then
later under the reign of one of his successors. It is
also impossible to account for the unfinished state
of the tombs in the valley behind the Ramesseum as
owing to the short reign of Mentuhotep III Seankh-
kara. Senwosret II, the fourth king of Dynasty 12,
ruled only nine years, but there were no tombs left
unfinished around his pyramid at Illahun.?”

It is instructive to examine the nature of the few
burials that were actually laid down in the valley of
the unfinished monument during the early Middle
Kingdom. They are: the burials in the tomb of the
chancellor Meketra, with its dependent chambers,
and an unknown number of burials, mostly of
women, at the edge of the platform.

The burials of Meketra’s dependants®® were, of
course, centered around this nobleman’s interment
(see Figures 21, 22); there was no need for them to
be attached to a royal tomb. The reconstruction of

Figure 18. The pyramid of Amenembhat I at Lisht seen from the site
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of the Middle Kingdom capital Itj-tawy, 1go6—7 (photo:

the early Middle Kingdom burials in the area of the
unfinished monument is difficult because most of
the tomb shafts existing on and near the platform
were reused from the Second Intermediate Period
to the early Eighteenth Dynasty, at which time a
small cemetery was in use farther east at the south-
eastern edge of the bay (Figure 2, nos. 1013-1020).
Also at the beginning of the New Kingdom, a num-
ber of shafts were cut into the debris covering the
platform. These shafts penetrated the rocky surface
of the platform (Figure 2, nos. 1004—1006, 1008—
1011). One shaft was again reused in the Third In-
termediate Period.®® The best candidates for early
Middle Kingdom burial places are the four shafts
that lie in a row at the southeastern corner of the
platform (Figure 2, nos. 1001-1008, 1007). In the
westernmost of these shafts (no. 1003), large marl
clay jars were found, of a type used in the tombs of
the vizier Ipy in the Deir el-Bahri valley and in the
tomb of Meketra for the deposition of embalming
material.*® Further evidence for early Middle King-
dom burials in the area are the above-mentioned re-
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mains of wooden models (Figure 12) and the non-
royal offering table dedicated to Bebjankh found in
the debris covering the platform.*! These finds at-
test that one or more nonroyal burials of the early
Middle Kingdom took place in the vicinity of the
platform.

The presence in the debris covering the platform
of a number of sherds with ink inscriptions provide
further clues as to the identity of the persons bur-
ied. The inscriptions mention “the lady-in-waiting
Hw” (Figure 14).#2 The burial of a high-ranking
woman in close proximity to a royal tomb recalls the
six priestesses of Hathor and royal wives buried be-
low their magnificent shrines inside the funerary
temple of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra at Deir el-
Bahri.#® It is known that some of these women died
and were buried before the completion of the
temple, well before Nebhepetras own death. The
burial of another woman inside the royal pyramid
complex of Senwosret I at Lisht comes to mind; it
took place when building activities were still under
way in the pyramid complex.* It is therefore con-
sistent with contemporary practices that the lady-in-
waiting Hw was buried in the area of the unfinished
royal monument while work on the royal tomb was
still in progress. This also applies to the other early
Middle Kingdom nonroyal burials on the platform.

The evidence concerning nonroyal tombs in the
valley behind the Ramesseum can be summed up as
follows: While building activities were still in pro-
gress, a number of female burials were laid down
around the platform. Of all cliff tombs, only the
tomb of Meketra and his dependents and relatives
was ever finished and used. Clearly, an event oc-
curred, after which the valley ceased to be a desir-
able burial place. This event must have been the de-
cision not to use the monument in the valley for a
royal burial. Without a royal burial at the center, the
valley behind the Ramesseum was no longer an at-
tractive location for interment in the eyes of Middle
Kingdom officials. It is significant that the valley did
become a burial ground in the Second Intermediate
Period and the early Eighteenth Dynasty, when pri-
vate burials no longer sought the neighborhood of
royal monuments.*®

The following history of the valley behind the Ra-
messeum thus emerges. An unknown king planned
to have his funerary monument erected in the val-
ley, and building activities were begun on both the
monument itself and tombs for the officials of his
court. During the building period a number of la-
dies of court rank died and were buried on the plat-
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form. The chancellor Meketra was the only ofhcial
to have his tomb finished, and when he—and some
of his dependents and family—died, they were bur-
ied in the tomb. But the main tomb of the king and
the rest of the tombs of officials were never finished
or used. The only ritual activities that have left
traces on the platform were ephemeral rites per-
formed not at the end of Dynasty 11 but at the be-
ginning of Dynasty 12.

It is evident that Winlock’s identification of the
owner of the unfinished funerary monument as
Mentuhotep III Seankhkara does not fit the facts.
But who was the owner of the unfinished monu-
ment? There can be no question about the royal sta-
tus of the person; the similarity of the plan to that
of the Nebhepetra precinct at Deir el-Bahri is evi-
dence enough (see Figure 1, nos. 1 and 5). The
same similarity leads to the assumption that the date
of the unfinished monument cannot be far removed
from the reign of Nebhepetra, but all objects found
seem to point to a date in the early Twelfth Dynasty.
The search must, therefore, focus on a king of the
early Twelfth Dynasty who had connections with
Thebes but was ultimately not buried there. The
only king to fit this description is Amenembhat I.

THE DATE OF THE PYRAMID OF AMENEMHAT I
AT LISHT

Descriptions of the reign of Amenemhat I usually
begin with the statement that, immediately after as-
suming the throne, the king moved his residence
and court from Thebes to the newly founded city of
Itj-tawy, near present-day Lisht, roughly thirty miles
south of Cairo.* There is, however, no evidence to
corroborate the view that this event really took place
“immediately” after Amenemhat ascended the
throne. The earliest date actually recorded for the
existence of Itj-tawy is that of year 3o of Amenem-
hat’s reign—which is the same as year 10 of the
reign of Senwosret I, if the coregency of the two
kings is accepted.*’

True, a fragment of a slate bowl found at Lisht
North (Figures 15—17)%* is inscribed on the outside
with the official titulary of King Mentuhotep Neb-
tawyra and on the inside with that of King Ame-
nemhat I. Mentuhotep IV Nebtawyra is a king oth-
erwise known from inscriptions in the amethyst
quarries of Wadi el-Hudi and from four large rock
inscriptions in the Wadi Hammamat in which a vi-
zier, Ameny, plays a prominent role.* It is usually
assumed that Nebtawyra succeeded Mentuhotep I11



Seankhkara and ruled for a fairly short period. Vi-
zier Ameny is thought to have later become king
under the name of Amenembhat 1.5

The connection of the two royal titularies on the
slate bowl from Lisht has been assumed to indicate
that the city of Itj-tawy and the northern pyramid
of Lisht were founded at a time when recollections
of the last king with the name of Mentuhotep were
still fresh, i.e., “immediately” after Amenemhat I
seized the throne. But the existence of a stone vessel
that links the name of one king with that of a prede-
cessor does not furnish enough evidence to date the
site where the vessel is found.

The excavators, and some commentators on the
slate vessel, have noted that the two inscriptions are
incised in a different style of writing (Figures 15,
16).%! It is clearly necessary to assume that Amenem-
hat had his name added to an older vessel that al-
ready bore the name of Mentuhotep IV Nebtawyra.
The addition of royal names to monuments or ob-
jects of an earlier date and inscribed with earlier
royal names occurs at various times during Egyptian
history, although a considerable amount of time
usually separates the inscriptions.>? There is, there-
fore, no reason to assume that the addition of
Amenemhat’s name to the bowl was made at the
very beginning of his reign. Strictly speaking, the
bowl does not even prove that Nebtawyra immedi-
ately preceded Amenemhat I. The only fact to be
gleaned from the bowl is that Amenemhat dedi-
cated to a sanctuary at Lisht a vessel that had previ-
ously been the votive gift of Nebtawyra to the
Hathor of Dendara. Presumably the vessel came
originally from a sanctuary in Upper Egypt. It
should be remembered that the transfer of cults
from Upper Egypt to the new residence at Lisht is
attested in another way. An altar found in the canal
that now runs through the region of Itj-tawy is in-
scribed with the names of Senwosret I “beloved of”
both Amun of Karnak and Montu, the lord of
Thebes.>

If the bowl fragment cannot be used as evidence
of the founding of Itj-tawy early in the reign of
Amenembhat I, what evidence is there for dating this
event before the earliest literary source of regnal
year go? In the absence of any further remains from
the townsite itself, we must turn to the pyramid that
was erected on the desert plateau west of the town,
the pyramid of Lisht North (Figure 18).

Two sources exist among the excavated remains of
the Lisht North pyramid that can be used for a
chronological evaluation. One is an ink inscription

on a building stone found on the west side of the
pyramid;** the other is a group of reliefs that were
reused as foundation blocks in the substructure of
the pyramid temple. The ink inscription is dated to
“year 1” of an unnamed king. At first glance, this
date would seem to corroborate the founding of the
new residence soon after Amenemhat’s ascension to
the throne, followed quickly by the start of construc-
tion on his pyramid. Opposing this interpretation is
the evidence of the reliefs that were used as foun-
dation stones in the pyramid temple.

Relief-decorated limestone blocks reused in the
foundations of the pyramid temple of Amenembhat
I (Figure 19g) were found by the French Institute ex-
cavations under Gustave Jéquier and Joseph E.
Gautier®® and by that of the Metropolitan Mu-
seum.%¢ It is not the purpose of this essay to discuss
the type of building to which these blocks originally
belonged.’” It is enough to state that the pyramid
temple of Amenembhat I at Lisht was built on foun-
dations that incorporated stones datable to a period
late in his reign.

The late date of the reused blocks is attested to
primarily by two observations. The first concerns
the prominent role played by the Sed-festival in the
relief scenes to which William Kelly Simpson has
rightly drawn attention.’® Amenemhat’s Sed-festival
is thought to have been in preparation when he
died. The second observation concerns the fact that
the reliefs were obviously executed during the co-
regency of Amenemhat I and his son Senwosret I.
On a block in the Metropolitan Museum, for in-
stance,”® the name of Amenemhat I (Figure 19,
right) appears confronting that of his son (Figure
19, left), and the latter is apostrophized as “nswt
ds.f” “the king himself” (Figure 21, center).®° These
scenes have always been taken as evidence for the
existence of a coregency of the two kings, which is
otherwise attested by a number of inscriptions
jointly dated to both reigns.®* The fact that the
reused blocks emphasize the coregency is clear evi-
dence that the building to which the blocks origi-
nally belonged was erected during the last ten years
of Amenemhat’s reign. The coregency must have
been established by the time the original building to
which the reused blocks belonged was decorated.5?

The conclusion to be drawn from the date of the
reused blocks late in the reign of Amenemhat I is
that his pyramid temple, in which the blocks were
used as foundation stones, cannot have been
erected before that time. Indeed, it may be that the
pyramid temple in its final shape was built after the
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death of the king, when Senwosret I ruled alone. In
this context, the date on the building stone from the
pyramid—*“year 1”—clearly refers not to year 1 of
Amenemhat but year 1 of his son Senwosret I, and
this also seems to be indicated by the style of the
writing.®® If a coregency is accepted, year 1 of Sen-
wosret I is identical with year 20 of Amenembhat I.
Although the ink inscription therefore remains the
earliest evidence available for any building activity
at Lisht North,% for the founding of Itj-tawy we may
now assume a date around year 20 of Amenembhat’s
reign at the earliest, because it seems reasonable to
suppose that the initial work on the pyramid of the
founder coincided with the founding of the town.
This view is corroborated by the fact that the name
of the town is first attested to in year 10 of Senwos-
ret I (year go of Amenembhat I),% that is, ten years
after its founding.

It can thus be stated that the available chronolog-
ical evidence for the founding of Itj-tawy and the
beginning of building activities at the pyramid of
Lisht North do not contradict the possibility that in
the early years of his reign Amenemhat I governed
Egypt from Thebes in the south, and that a funer-
ary monument was laid out for him in the Theban
necropolis.

THE BURIAL PLACES OF THE LAasT Two
KiNGs OF THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY

If the unfinished royal tomb in the valley northwest
of the Ramesseum was erected for Amenemhat I,
where was Mentuhotep III Seankhkara buried? It
should be noted that a failure to localize this king’s
funerary monument need not in any way affect the
attribution of the unfinished tomb to Amenembhat I.
Not to know where one king is buried does not per
se invalidate the attribution of a monument to one
of his successors. Furthermore, even with the attri-
bution of the unfinished tomb to Seankhkara, his-
tory was still short one royal tomb from the end of
the Eleventh Dynasty, for we also do not know
where Mentuhotep IV Nebtawyra was buried.®
Notwithstanding these considerations, where is the
burial place of Seankhkara if the unfinished tomb
does not belong to him?

Two localities may be considered. Seankhkara
(and Nebtawyra) could have been buried either in-
side the funerary monument of Nebhepetra at Deir
el-Bahri (Figure 1, no. 5) or back in the old burial
ground of their family in the area now called El-
Tarif (Figure 1, no. 11).5” An object indicating that

Figure 19. Limestone relief block found reused in the foundations of the pyramid temple of Amenembhat I at Lisht. 37 x 88
cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1909, 0g.180.113
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the second of these possibilities is the more likely
recently has come to light.

William Flinders Petrie, in his Historical Scarabs,®
published an alabaster plaque with the name of
King Seankhkara (Figure 20). On this plaque, which
is 9.3 by 5.2 centimeters in size, the king is called
“beloved of Montu-Ra, lord of Thebes”—a formula
exactly parallel to the one found on the smaller
foundation-deposit tablets from the funeral monu-
ment of Mentuhotep II Nebheptra.®® It is highly sig-
nificant that there is a tradition giving Dira Abu 'n-
Naga (Figure 1, no. 12) as the findspot of the
Seankhkara alabaster foundation plaque.” The des-
ignation “from Dira Abu 'n-Naga” in dealers’ state-
ments about the provenance of certain objects can
well mean either the hill of Dira Abu ’'n-Naga
proper or the area of El-Tarif (Figure 1, no. 11).”!
No provenance is reported for a recently published
cylinder seal with an almost identical inscription.”
This seal is made of precious carnelian and may well
come from the funerary temple of the king.

A monument connected with Mentuhotep III
Seankhkara in the area of the northern part of the
Theban necropolis is the brick chapel on top of the
highest mountain peak west of El-Tarif and the en-
trance of the Valley of the Kings (Figure 1, no. 10).7
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Figure 20. Incised inscription on alabaster
plaque, showing the name of Mentuhotep
I1I Seankhkara and a dedication to Montu.
London, British Museum (Barry Girsh, after
W. F. Petrie, Historical Scarabs, no. 165)

A large hall-like brick structure west of the chapel
has all the aspects of sleeping quarters for large
groups of people. The sanctuary may therefore be
understood to be a holy place at the beginning of a
desert road where caravans rested over night before
setting out for a long trek. Temples or sanctuaries at
such locations are well known during the New King-
dom.”

A funerary function for the mountain chapel it-
self is improbable. But the building is a strong re-
minder of the fact that the plain of El-Tarif (Figure
1, no. 11) had been the burial place of the kings of
the early Eleventh Dynasty. Burials of nonroyal per-
sons were continued in this area during the late
Eleventh, Twelfth, and Thirteenth dynasties.”® It
would be worthwhile to search for the remains of
one—or two—more royal funerary monuments in

this neighborhood.

HistoricaL EVENTS EARLY IN THE REIGN OF
AMENEMHAT I

Historically, the probability that a funerary monu-
ment was begun for Amenembhat I at Thebes results
in a scenario somewhat different from the one gen-
erally envisioned for the early years of this king’s

Figure 21. View from platform of the unfinished monument toward the tomb
of Meketra, showing the mouth of the royal tomb (right foreground), founda-
tion pits, and tomb shafts 1005 and 1006. Coffins, The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, Rogers Fund, 1926, 26.3.1—3, 1921 (photo: Egyptian Expedition neg.
no. MCC g1)
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reign. In accordance with the practice of the Elev-
enth Dynasty, Amenembhat I must initially have tried
to govern the country from the southern capital.
The stage reached in the building of the unfinished
funerary monument seems to indicate a period of
three to five years for the Theban phase of his reign.

There are various indications that, during these
early years, the king understood his rule to be a di-
rect continuation of the Eleventh Dynasty, which
may explain why some ancient historians listed
Amenembhat I with the Eleventh not the Twelfth Dy-
nasty kings.”” Evidence for close links between Ame-
nemhat I and the Eleventh Dynasty may be seen in
the earlier form of Amenembhat’s royal titulary,
which according to the altar from Sebennytos (Fig-
ure 8; inscription not shown) was as follows: Horus
Sehetepibtawy; the Two Ladies Sehetepibtawy; Gold
Horus Sema; King of Upper and Lower Egypt Seh-
etepibra; Son of Ra Amenembhat.” In this titulary
the Horus name Sehetepibtawy is close to the name
of (Mentuhotep IV) Nebtawyra, while the Gold Ho-
rus name Sema resembles the Horus name “Sema-
tawy” borne by Mentuhotep Nebhepetra.”

It is not known when Amenembhat I changed the
early form of his titulary to the well-known later one
(Horus Wehem-mesut; the Two Ladies Wehem-
mesut; Gold Horus Wehem-mesut; King of Upper
and Lower Egypt Sehetepibra; Son of Ra Amenem-
hat),®® because no monument of the king has been
found that bears a date before year 20 of his reign,®
at which time the later form of the titulary seems to
have been well established. Since the decision to
move the royal residence away from Thebes must
be considered the decisive event during the earlier
part of the reign, it seems reasonable to suggest that
the change of the titulary occurred in conjunction
with that move. The significance of the main new
element in the changed titulary (Figure 19, right)—
Wehem-mesut, i.e., “Renewal of births” or, almost
literally, “Renaissance”—has repeatedly been
pointed out.®? If the new titulary was adopted in
conjunction with the move of the residence into the
Memphite area, the term might indeed be meant to
express the king’s determination to renew the Old
Kingdom state with its central seat of government at
Memphis.

In spite of the lack of dated monuments from the
early years of Amenemhat I, some references in
later inscriptions shed light on historical events dur-
ing this period. These sources attest to (a) a south-
ern origin for Amenemhat I; (b) military activities
inside Egypt, with Thebes as a center of power; and
(c) serious difficulties in the Delta provinces and at
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the Delta borders, which resulted in a number of
military campaigns in these areas. Amenemhat’s
consolidation of power must have rested on victories
achieved both internally and on a foreign front.

In a literary source, The Prophecy of Neferty, the ori-
gin of the king from the common people of Upper
Egypt with a mother from the very south of Egypt
is stated:®® “A king will come from the south,
Ameny, the vindicated, his name; he is the son of a
woman of Ta-Sety, he is a child of Khen-nekhen.”#
The text speaks of the two southernmost nomes of
Egypt or Lower Nubia (Ta-Sety, the place of origin
of Amenembhat’s mother) and Upper Egypt (Khen-
nekhen, his general region of origin), but does not
mention Thebes. If this can be taken as a historical
statement, it seems that Amenembhat, although an
Upper Egyptian, was not necessarily Theban by
birth and therefore may not at first have been a
member of the Theban court and administration of
the Eleventh Dynasty. However, by year 2 of Men-
tuhotep IV Nebtawyra, Amenemhat was in posses-
sion of power only second to the king, as can be seen
in his impressive array of titles and offices listed in
the inscriptions in the Hammamat quarry.®

The main source of information about inner
Egyptian struggles during the early years of the
reign is the stela erected by Nesu-Montu at Abydos
and presently in the Louvre.® It is generally agreed
that the partly erased date on this stela is year 24 of
Amenemhat 1.8” The inscription is headed not only
by the name of Amenemhat I but also by that of
Senwosret I, his son and, by this time, coregent. The
text initially refers to both kings with the personal
pronoun sn, “their.” Farther on in the text only one
king is referred to, in the singular. As Lawrence M.
Berman has recently pointed out, this indicates that
events described under the heading of the sole men-
tion of one king must have occurred during the pe-
riod of Amenembhat’s single rule before the core-
gency. Berman concludes that thus “the narrative
takes on particular significance as dealing with
events early in the reign of Amenembhat I, perhaps
earlier than the move to Itj-tawy.” 88

This then is what happened, according to the
Nesu-Montu stela: “I [Nesu-Montu] trained the
troops in ambush, and at daybreak the landing stage
surrendered. When I grasped the tip of the bow, I
led the battle for the two lands. I was victorious, my
arms taking [so much spoil] that I had to leave
[some] on the ground. I destroyed the foes, I over-
threw the enemies of my lord, there being none
other who will say the like.”®® Clearly, a river-based
military action is being described here, because the



CAUSEWAY

i
Embalming Materi
Chambet

Tomb of In-yotef

——— - BURIAL

IAMBER

TOMB or MEKET-RE

Figure 22. Plan of the tomb of Meketra (Winlock, Excavations, p. 18, fig. 2)

decisive victory was the storming of a “landing
stage.”®® The whole description is strikingly reminis-
cent of similar events that took place in the conflicts
between the various Upper Egyptian chieftains be-
fore Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra took matters in
hand.*!

Furthermore, the stela text seems to indicate that
Thebes was the base of power for the nautical vic-
tory. Three lines above the account of the river
battle, the stela text recites one of the traditional
self-laudatory passages usual in such texts. The self-
praise appears in two paragraphs each beginning
with “I am . . %2 The first paragraph refers to Nesu-
Montu’s widespread popularity with his troops of
“Theban conscripts,”®® his colleagues in office, and
the common population. The second paragraph,
which immediately precedes the account of the river
action, praises Nesu-Montu for fulfilling important
ethical rules: its ending is quite remarkable. Nesu-
Montu, according to the text, protected the aged,
the young, and the orphans, and was “a warm shel-
ter for the freezing in Thebes, that island of cap-
tains, the like of which does not exist in Upper
Egypt, the mistress of the nine bows.” Why should
Thebes be mentioned here as the place of Nesu-
Montu’s good deeds? The only possible explanation
is that the scribe thought this was a clever bridge to
the account of the military action that he wanted to
discuss next. The bridge is only clever, however, if
Thebes was in some way connected with the river-
based battle, either because the battle took place in

Theban territory or because Thebes was the base of
the river troops that fought the battle. The stela text
thus permits a small glimpse of the struggles that
were fought in the process of consolidating the rule
of Amenemhat I in Upper Egypt.*

There are a number of sources attesting to the
difficulties Amenembhat faced in the region of the
Nile delta. A literary source, again The Prophecy of
Neferty, says in its description of the chaos before the
coming of the new king: “Foes have risen in the
East, Asiatics have come down to Egypt.”® Later, in
describing the results of Amenembhat’s takeover, the
text refers at length to his consolidation of the east-
ern and western Delta frontiers. The building of an
eastern “Wall of the Ruler” is mentioned specifically.
This east Delta fortification wall reappears in the
“Story of Sinuhe” and must therefore have actually
existed.® Archaeologically, a fortress built by Ame-
nembhat I at the western frontier, in the Wadi Na-
trun,?” has been located and thus corroborates the
claim of newly established frontier fortifications,
while substantial building activities in the eastern
Delta, including the erection of a palace, show the
importance that the king assigned to this area.? Fi-
nally, the above-quoted stela of Nesu-Montu and an
important biographical text in the tomb of the no-
march Khnumbholtep I at Beni Hasan describe ac-
tual military activities along the eastern border of
the Delta.*®®

The following chain of events, then, is indicated
by available sources for the early years of Amenem-
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Figure 23. Fragment of limestone polygonal pillar from
Meketra’s portico. H. 8.5 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920,
20.3.162 group

hat I. Amenemhat, with the help of Nesu-Montu,
among others, subdued resistance to his rule. A
Theban troop of specially trained river archers
played a decisive role in this effort. The victors did
not disdain to take rich booty from their country-
men. Following this Amenembhat set up his rule at
Thebes, where his policy was to follow the footsteps
of the kings of the Mentuhotep line. We will see be-
low that some officials of the Eleventh Dynasty court
may actually have supported him all along.

While there eventually was peace in Upper Egypt,
Lower Egypt continued to cause trouble, not only
because there may have been some resistance to the
new ruler among the chieftains of Lower Egypt but
also because the Delta nomes were harassed by in-
vading neighbors from the east and west. This situ-
ation necessitated prolonged operations in the area.
The course of action that finally led to success was,
apparently, a combination of punitive campaigns
and the establishment of Egyptian border forts.

During the operations in Lower Egypt the Upper
Egyptian Amenembhat learned to appreciate the im-
portance of the northern part of the country. His
first step in reorganizing the country after the Delta
and its neighbors were subjugated was therefore the
transferal of his residence from Thebes to the
north.

It is difficult to say why the area between Dahshur
and Meidum was chosen as the site for a new resi-
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dence. One consideration may have been that Mem-
phis, the capital during the Old Kingdom, was too
far from the Fayum, which had already started to be
a new economic center. (The Fayum oasis can be
reached from Lisht by a relatively short desert route
that avoids a climb of the heights farther north.)!%
At the same time, the new residence was still closer
to the Old Kingdom capital at Memphis than the
city of Herakleopolis, the base of the rulers who fol-
lowed the downfall of the Old Kingdom. The area
around Lisht had played a significant role in Pre-
dynastic to Early Dynastic history.'*!

The above reconstruction of events admittedly in-
cludes a certain chronological discrepancy. As
shown above, the city of Itj-tawy was most probably
founded about year 20 of Amenembhat’s reign. The
state of the unfinished funerary monument at
Thebes, on the other hand, indicates a period of
only five years of work at the site. Where, then, did
Amenemhat I expect to be buried between year g
and year 20? It is possible that, after removing the
residence from Thebes, Amenembhat first planned
to reestablish Memphis as the capital, in which case
he would have begun a second funerary monument
in the Memphite necropolis.'*? Only later, when the
economic importance of the Fayum area prevailed,
was the royal residence finally established near
Lisht.

The Theban years early in the reign of Amenem-
hat I can be understood as a period when the king
tried to consolidate his rule according to the tradi-
tions set up by the rulers of the Eleventh Dynasty.
The attempt failed because of a major flaw in the
politics of Eleventh Dynasty rulers. Mentuhotep II
Nebhepetra (once the center of power of the Her-
akleopolitan kings in the north had been abolished)
largely ignored Lower Egypt. Short raids against
Asiatics and Libyans at the eastern and western
frontiers of Lower Egypt may have been under-
taken by the king or by his overseers of troops,'?
but such perfunctory activities had not much impact
on the economy and organization of the Eleventh
Dynasty government. There is, for instance, no
building north of Abydos that commemorates the
name of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra. Under Men-
tuhotep III Seankhkara, the Delta seems to have be-
gun to reassert its importance. There may be evi-
dence that a cult of that king was maintained during
Dynasty 12 at Khatana in the eastern Delta.!** But
the numerous building activities of Mentuhotep II1I
Seankhkara were still centered in Upper Egypt. It is
only with Amenemhat I that affairs in the Delta



nomes and at the Delta borders receive the attention
of the king. Amenembhat I evidently learned a lesson
that led him to change fundamentally the way he
ruled the country.

MEKETRA AND AMENEMHAT |

Evidence of nonroyal activities and persons active
during the Theban years of Amenembhat I exists in
the other well-known monument in the valley
northwest of the Ramesseum, the tomb of Meketra
(Figure 1, no. g; Figures 5, 21, 22).!% The tomb
plays such a conspicuous role among the monu-
ments in this particular cliff bay that its planning
must be intimately linked with the plan for the un-
finished monument, the valley’s major feature. If
the unfinished monument was intended for Ame-
nemhat I rather than Seankhkara, the date of the
tomb of Meketra and the finds there must also be
advanced to the early years of Amenembhat I.

Meketra first appears in the Shatt er-Rigal rock
inscriptions. He is listed there as “Overseer of the
Six Great Tribunals,” a judicial title of high rank.!%
The date of the inscription is most probably year gg
of Nebhepetra.!®” At that time Khety, the owner of
Theban tomb g11, was chancellor.!®® In year 46 of
Nebhepetra, a man named Meru held the office
of chancellor, as is known from his stela, now in
Turin.!® Meketra finally appears with the title of
chancellor in the limestone reliefs of Mentuhotep 11
Nebhepetra’s mortuary temple at Deir el-Bahri.!'°
He must have followed Meru in office after year 46.
At the most that leaves years 47 to 51 for Meketra’s
term of office as chancellor under Mentuhotep 1I
Nebhepetra.!''!

Assuming Meketra to have been about twenty-five
years old at the time of the Shatt er-Rigal inscrip-
tions, he was in his mid-thirties when he became
chancellor and around forty when Nebhepetra
died.!'? After Nebhepetra, Seankhkara reigned for
twelve years. In the list of kings on the Turin papy-
rus the entry “seven years missing” follows after
Seankhkara’s name.!!? It is generally assumed that
the reign of Mentuhotep IV Nebtawyra, of two def-
inite and some unknown years, took place during
this period of seven years.''* At the ascension of
Amenembhat I after these seven years, Meketra was
therefore in his mid-fifties. He would have been
around sixty if he died while the funerary monu-
ment in the valley northwest of the Ramesseum was
still under construction. From a chronological point
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Figure 24. Fragments of painted limestone relief from the
tomb of Meketra. H. 13.5 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920,
20.3.162 group
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Figure 25. Fragments of painted limestone relief from the
tomb of Meketra. H. 14 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920,
20.3.162

lief from the
tomb of Meketra, 1920—21. Cairo, Egyptian Museum
(photo: Egyptian Expedition neg. no. MCC 2)
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Figure 27. Three figures from models of Meketra. Man with corn
measure: Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S.
Harkness Gift, 1920, 20.8.11; carpenter and man with blowpipe,
Cairo, Egyptian Museum Journal d’Entrée 46722 (photo: Egyptian

Expedition neg. no. MCC 118, 125)

of view, there is, therefore, no objection to dating
the tomb and the burial of Meketra into the early
years of Amenembhat I.

To move the date of the tomb and funerary
equipment of Meketra from the reign of Seankh-
kara in Dynasty 11 into the beginning of the Twelfth
Dynasty does not result in a great change insofar as
the number of years is concerned. But the change
has considerable consequences for our understand-
ing of the tomb and its objects in an art-historical
context. Close scrutiny of the architecture of the
tomb and the style of the objects leads to the conclu-
sion that in relation to other objects and monuments
an early Twelfth Dynasty date is more convincing
than the hitherto perceived placement in the Elev-
enth Dynasty.

The most striking architectural feature of the
Meketra tomb is the portico of nine polygonal sup-
ports of limestone painted in imitation of granite
(Figure 23). From fragments found in the debris,
the Metropolitan Museum Expedition reconstructed
the supports as eight-sided pillars similar to those
that supported the hypostyle hall and amubulatory
of the temple of Mentuhotep 11 Nebhepetra at Deir
el-Bahri.!”® In a nonroyal tomb the portico of slen-
der polygonal supports is a feature otherwise not
attested in the Theban necropolis. Eleventh Dynasty
tombs in El-Tarif (Figure 1, no. 11) and in the lower
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ranges of the Deir el-Bahri valley have broad rec-
tangular pillars that are cut out of the rock in the
same way as the interior rooms of the tombs.!®
Tombs high up on the cliff of Deir el-Bahri (Figure
1, no. 14) have no porticos; their entrances are
shaped as flat facades.!'” The tomb of Meketra, ow-
ing to its position high on the cliff above the valley
of the unfinished monument, should logically have
followed the Deir el-Bahri cliff tombs in being fitted
with a flat facade. Such a facade would also have
been easiest to achieve in the shale formation cho-
sen for the Meketra tomb. Because the soft shale
that forms the cliff in this particular place was ill
suited for pillars, monolithic pillars of limestone
from the Theban quarries were introduced. But
why have a portico at all? One can only assume that
the architect whom Meketra employed was not re-
lying directly on the tradition developed during the
Eleventh Dynasty at Thebes, and that he introduced
his own new concept. This concept of a portico of
polygonal pillars was destined to have an impressive
history in later years. The closest parallels to the
Meketra portico, albeit with fluted columns, are pre-
served in tombs 2 and g at Beni Hasan;!'® both are
tombs of the Twelfth Dynasty that were conceived
under strong influence from the capital at Lisht.!!®
The wall decoration of Meketra’s tomb is only
preserved in small fragments, but there are enough



Figure 28. Wooden model figures of rowers and supervi-
sors(?) from the tomb of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra, arbi-
trarily arranged after excavation (photo: Dieter Arnold)

of them to show that the relief was the finest yet
found in Middle Kingdom Thebes (Figures 24—
26).12° The reliefs are wafer-thin, and the details are
enhanced by very delicate painting.'?! The color
palette is rather light, and mixed colors often occur.
A remarkable practice of the Meketra painting is
the use of the same pigment in varying density to
achieve three-dimensional effects. The wing of the
eagle in Figure 24, for instance, is divided from the
body of the bird, not by the usual dark contour line
but by an area in a lighter shade of the same pig-
ment that is used to color the main part of body and
wing. The eyes of the owl in the same relief frag-
ment are topped by black triangles, which are in
turn topped by areas in a lighter shade of the sur-
rounding yellow. Another method used by the
painters of the Meketra reliefs makes use of fine,
very thin black lines to create special surface effects,
such as the texture of the rawhide saddle the bull in
figure 25 is wearing. Such techniques are not found
in any other Eleventh Dynasty painted relief at
Thebes. Colors are usually applied uniformly to
each particular area of relief. Only in Twelfth Dy-
nasty painted reliefs does one find the delicate shad-
ing and nuances of the Meketra decoration.!?

A fair number of relief fragments from the Me-
ketra tomb come from large-scale inscriptions.
Some of these provide additional evidence on the
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Figure 29. Wooden model figures of craftsmen from the
tomb of Mentuhotep 11 Nebhepetra, arbitrarily arranged
after excavation (photo: Dieter Arnold)

titles of Meketra. A small group of fragments was
found by Georges Daressy in 1895 during the initial
clearing of the tomb (Figure 26).'2® The inscriptions
on these fragments provide unmistakable proof that
Meketra had, among his other duties, the function
of “chief steward,” an office that, according to recent
investigations, was initiated at the beginning of Dy-
nasty 12.'%

Fragments of a fine coffin were discovered by
Winlock in Meketra’s burial chamber (see Figure
62).'?> The coffin had been decorated twice. Initially,
hieroglyphs were simply traced into the wood; later,
this first inscription was covered by plaster, which
was gilded, and a second version of inscriptions and
decoration was then traced into the gilded plaster.
As pointed out by James Allen, the second inscrip-
tion included palaeographic elements that strongly
point to a date not before the reign of Amenemhat
I (see Appendix II). One might ask why this coffin
was decorated twice, and whether the second user
could not have been a person other than Meketra.
Meketra’s name is preserved only in the initial text
fragments. Reuse of the coffin by someone other
than Meketra is excluded, because no one but him
could have used the chamber so soon after his own
burial. To explain the duplication of the coffin dec-
oration, one should consider the two previous kings
under whom Meketra held office. The great official
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Figure g0. The slaughterhouse model of Meketra.
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and

Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920, 20.3.10

Figure g2. The slaughterhouse model of Ge-
meniemhat. Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glypto-
thek, inv. AE.L.LN. 1632 (photo: Ny Carlsberg
Glyptothek)
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Figure 31. The bakery and brewery model of Meketra. The Met-
ropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness
Gift, 1920, 20.8.12

Figure g3. The combined slaughterhouse, bakery, and brewery models of
Gemeniemhat. Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek, inv. AE.L.N. 1631
(photo: Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek)



may well have chosen initially to be buried near the
temple of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra at Deir el-
Bahri.'?¢ The coffin he had made for that burial
place may have been of fine enough wood to be
deemed desirable for later reuse in the Ramesseum
valley.

Finally, we come to the models—the most famous
of the finds from the tomb of Meketra (Figures 27,
30, 31).'2” Judgment as to their date is made difficult
by the extraordinary state of preservation and the
high quality of the carving and painting. One could
argue that such rare examples of true art in the
genre of miniature figures were possible at any
time, given the presence of sufficiently gifted artists.
However, a comparison with the models from the
burial of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra indicates un-
equivocally that at the time of his death the royal
court at Thebes did not have wood carvers of such
ability at its disposal.

The wooden models found in the underground
passage and side chambers of the tomb of Mentu-
hotep II Nebhepetra at Deir el-Bahri (Figures 3o,
31)'?8 are carefully carved and painted examples of
the typical First Intermediate Period model genre.
A few, among the hundreds of figures preserved,
come somewhat closer to the Meketra models, but,
compared with the overwhelming number of fig-
ures from Deir el-Bahri, the Meketra models look as
if they were made in another age. Is it conceivable
that there were only about ten years between the two
groups?

A survey of all extant wooden models of the late
First Intermediate Period to the early Twelfth Dy-
nasty reveals that there are primarily two groups of
models most closely related to the Meketra group in
the elaborate architectural details, the intricacy and
liveliness of the scenes, and the full-bodied round-
ness and natural character of the figures and their
gestures. Both comparative groups have been found
in the northern Memphite region, at Saqqara in the
early Middle Kingdom cemetery next to the pyra-
mid of Teti. The first group comes from the burial
of Gemeniemhat.'?® This burial was found intact. In
addition to the models (Figures 32, 33), jewelry, a
cartonnage mask, and an inner and outer coffin
were uncovered. A stela of high-quality workman-
ship originally stood aboveground over the tomb.
The second group of models that closely resembles
the ones made for Meketra was found with the cof-
fins of two men named Wesermut and Inpuembhat.
This double burial was also found intact.'

Gemeniemhat served as funerary priest for both
the Sixth Dynasty King Teti and King Merikara of
the Tenth Dynasty.!*! Since funerary services for de-
ceased kings were continued, in most cases, for
many generations, Gemeniemhat’s office does not
help in placing him chronologically. However, a date
for both Saqqara burials is provided by the style of
the pottery vessels found with them. As demon-
strated elsewhere, these vessels date from the reign
of Amenemhat 1.132

In order to understand what the two Saqqara
groups of models share with the models of Meketra,
and what sets off all three groups from the models
of King Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra, it is necessary
to recapitulate briefly the history of wooden models
from the late Old Kingdom to the early Twelfth Dy-
nasty. By wooden models we mean small-scale
groups of wooden figures in the round, which rep-
resent household servants and craftsmen preparing
provisions for the deceased. When these figures first
appeared in the late Old Kingdom, they consisted
of single figures or, at the most, groups of two fig-
ures that were fitted onto a small flat board, and no
architectural elements were present.!3

The latest examples of servant figure models date
to the mid-Twelfth Dynasty. These late models often
combine various trades in one model unit and are
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Figure 34. Proportions of model figures from the tomb of
Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra (left) and Meketra (right) (Barry
Girsh)
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Figure g5. The two statues of offering bearers from the
tomb of Meketra, 1920. Painted wood. Left: H. 85.5 cm.
Cairo, Egyptian Museum Journal d’Entrée 46725. Right: 86
cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and
Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920, 20.3.7 (photo: Egyptian Ex-
pedition neg. no. MC 86)

housed in elaborate and detailed representations
of architecture. We see courtyards with adjacent
rooms, staircases that lead up to second stories, and
rooms that have roofs and supporting columns.!3¢
First Intermediate Period models take an inter-
mediary position between the simple models of the
Old Kingdom and elaborate ones of the middle of
Dynasty 12. First Intermediate Period figures are
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usually enclosed in boxlike structures that represent
the architecture of granaries or courtyards for
craftsmen. But many groups of First Intermediate
Period wooden figures still only have a flat board as
a base.'%

Not many of the containers of the models of Men-
tuhotep II Nebhepetra were preserved. Most fig-
ures suggest fairly simple architectural arrange-
ments, although a number of more elaborate details
are present.'® Both the Meketra models and the
models from the two Saqqara tombs of Gemeniem-
hat, Wesermut, and Inpuembhat are definitely closer
to the latest Twelfth Dynasty versions of models, as
they share very elaborate architectural details. In
the Wesermut-Inpuembhat group is a carpentry shop
that has walls, a door, and a roof over part of the
room. The Gemeneimhat carpenters work in a two-
room house with potters throwing pots on a wheel
in the front yard.'¥” Gemeniemhat’s beermaking
takes place in the court of a two-story building; the
second story opens over the court. Meat is hung in
the upper room to dry (Figure g2).!% All these fea-
tures are very similar to details of the Meketra mod-
els, such as the carpentry shop with the roof cover-
ing part of the room;'*® or the columned upper
story where the meat is dried.’*® A combination of
activities seen in a tripartite model in the Geme-
niemhat group (Figure 33), in which slaughtering
goes on together with baking and brewing,'*! paral-
lels another Meketra model (Figure 2g).'4?

Another set of features common to the Saqqara
and Meketra models is found in the proportions of
the individual wooden figures. The majority of the
figures in the models of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra
(Figure g0), and practically all model figures dating
from the First Intermediate Period,'** have very
slender bodies, small heads, and practically no
waists (Figure 34, left). In contrast, most of the Mek-
etra figures (Figure 34, right) and those of the
Saqgara groups, although they share with the First
Intermediate Period figures the high placement of
the small of the back,'** have waists definitely nar-
rower than the shoulders and heads decidedly
larger in proportion to the bodies (Figure 27).
These proportions are seen in all models dating to
Dynasty 12 (Figure 14).'*®

Finally, there is a striking difference between all
dated First Intermediate Period models, including
those from the burial of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra
on one side and the Saqqara and Meketra models
on the other, in the postures and gestures of the in-
dividual figures. The sticklike arms of the Mentu-
hotep figures are either not bent at all or bent only



at the elbow, and both arms usually perform identi-
cal gestures (Figures g0, 31). In the Meketra figures
the arms are delicately bent at a variety of angles,
the upper and lower arms and the hands often
curve in a natural way (Figure 27). In many in-
stances, each arm or leg of a Meketra figure makes
a different gesture from the other. Often, when one
arm or leg is angled, the other is only slightly
curved, and so on. Again, models with such natural
gestures are of Twelfth Dynasty date.!4

Well suited to a stylistic appraisal are the two large
female offering bearers from the tomb of Meketra
(Figure 35).'*” These figures are not really models
but large wooden sculptures, by virtue of their size
and artistic quality. It would be interesting to discuss
the question of why these two figures are so much
larger than the other models and why more artistic
care has been bestowed on them. For present pur-
poses, it may be enough to recall that figures of
richly clothed and adorned women, who carry bas-
kets on their heads steadying them with their left
hands while lowered right hands hold ducks or
other offerings, evoked for ancient Egyptians the
personification of a royal domain or large estate en-
trusted with maintaining the funerary cult of a royal
or high-status person. In the royal funerary
temples, relief representations of such domain per-
sonifications were standard wall decorations.!*® As
in such reliefs, the two women with offerings from
the tomb of Meketra represent and, according to
ancient Egyptian belief, guarantee the economic ba-
sis for all funerary provisions in the tomb. No won-
der the planner of the tomb equipment of Meketra
envisaged the domain personifications as almost
life-size statues of two very beautiful women in gar-
ments usually worn by deities.

Figures 36—47 place the heads of the two women
in a series of works of the late Eleventh to the early
Twelfth Dynasty.'*® The earliest piece in the series is
the wooden statuette of Aashit, queen of Mentuho-
tep II Nebhepetra (Figure 36). This statuette was
found by the Egyptian Expedition of the Metropol-
itan Museum at the side of Aashit’s mummy inside
her coffin.!s° As with the two Meketra women, Aash-
it's face is circumscribed by a wig whose two straight-
sided front pieces fall from behind the ears and al-
most reach the breasts. The metal-bordered eyes of
alabaster with their shining black obsidian pupils
are very large. The eyebrows, inlaid with ebony ac-
cording to the description of the excavators, are
straight and well distanced from the eyes. As in the
Meketra women’s faces, there is no cosmetic line at
the corner of the eyes. Aashit’s full-lipped mouth is

Figure 36. Statuette of Queen Aashit, 1g20. Painted wood
with inlaid alabaster and obsidian, H. 40 cm. Cairo, Egyptian
Museum (photo: Egyptian Expedition neg. no. MCC 117)

pushed forward. The impression of a woman of
strong personality is forcefully conveyed by the
pouting mouth and the tense indentations beside
the nostrils.

The distance between eyebrows and eyes, the in-
dentations beside the nostrils, and the full lips of
Aashit are also familiar from many images of King
Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra (Figure 37). The queen
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Figure 37. Head of Osiride statue of Mentuhotep 11 Nebhe-
petra. Sandstone, H. 40 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Rogers Fund, 1926, 26.3.29

must have been buried around the middle of his
reign.'’! The seated sandstone statute of the over-
seer of troops Intef, from Theban tomb 386, is a
work that dates perhaps ten to twenty years later.!>?
Its head (Figure 38), of the highest quality, has
many traits in common with the royal portraits in
sandstone, noticeably the distance between the
rather flat, inward-slanting eyes, the straight eye-
brows, the indentations beside the nostrils, and the
marked edge around the lips. The full flesh around
the lower jaw and chin of the head of Aashit recurs
in the head of Intef. The Intef head differs from
Aashit and the sandstone king, however, in a soft-
ening of all features. The stark intensity of the fea-
tures that gives the king and the Aashit faces a
somewhat masklike character has been replaced by
naturally round contours in the head of Intef. The
surface of the overseer’s face is rendered with spe-
cial sensitivity. The bones, musculature, and skin
appear as organically separate layers, each overlying
the other according to their natural function.
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Figure 38. Head of seated statue of the overseer of troops
Intef. Sandstone, H. 18 cm. Cairo, Egyptian Museum Jour-
nal d’Entrée 89858 (photo: Dieter Arnold)

The slightly later female counterpart of the Intef
head is represented in a small wooden head found
in the tomb of the chancellor Khety (Figures 39—
41).'%% Its excavators believed it belonged to a statu-
ette representing the tomb owner. Statuettes of the
period with similar close-fitting hair, however, sug-
gest that the statuette to which the head belonged
was female."”* Female figures of this type are re-
peatedly found with male burials; they were be-
lieved, most probably, to guarantee rejuvenation in
afterlife through their powers of fertility.'*> Khety
was still alive in year 41 of King Mentuhotep II Neb-
hepetra, and his burial must have taken place in the
last decade of the king’s reign.!>¢ Therefore, this is
also the date of the statuette.

The wooden head is a small masterpiece, and not
even the lack of the eye inlays diminishes its impact.
The full cheeks and small, determined chin of
Aashit and Intef recur, and the indentations beside
the nostrils are again present. Although somewhat
destroyed, the rather large mouth still shows traces



of the fine edge that encircled the lips. Certain dif-
ferences from the Intef and Aashit heads can be ob-
served in the shape of the eyes and eyebrows. The
eyebrows of the Khety head start off with a slight
curve above the nose and dip down toward the
outer corners of the eyes, achieving a new coher-
ence between eyes and eyebrows. As in most small-
sized heads, especially when the eyes are inlaid, the
eyes of the Khety head appear to be rather large.
But so were Aashit’s eyes, and so are the eyes of the
Meketra offering bearers. What is remarkable in the
Khety head is the way the eyes are rounded back-
ward until they almost meet the temples. The shape
of the eyes is thus instrumental in combining the
front and side planes of the face in a new way.

The Meketra women (see Figures 43, 45, 49)
share the Khety head’s newly gained sculptural
roundness; but there are important differences to
be observed between the two women and the Khety
head. These differences are as great as those that
distinguished the Meketra models from the models
of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra (Figures go, 31).
First, there is a difference of proportion. The
mouths of the Meketra women are noticeably
smaller in proportion to the other features than is
the mouth of the Khety woman (Figures 39—41),
and the cheeks take up more space between eyes
and mouth. There is an austerity, even a certain
coolness, in the Meketra women’s faces, which con-
trasts markedly with the freshness and sensitivity in
the faces of Aashit, Intef, and the Khety head. One
reason for the more aloof expression of the Meketra
women’s faces is the absence of the indentations be-
side the nostrils. As a result, the cheeks of the Me-
ketra women appear smooth and flat rather than
tensely rounded. Rounded cheeks and indentations
beside the nostrils contributed considerably to the
forcefulness of the expressions in all faces of the
Eleventh Dynasty from Thebes (Figures 36—4z2).
Both Aashit and the Khety women are forceful per-
sonalities, and this is conveyed by the individually
sculptured details of the faces. The artist who made
the Meketra figures strove above all to create the
picture of elegant and urbane women, and the
placid expression in their faces is based on a care-
fully balanced harmony between the evenly out-
lined parts.

Unfortunately, there are not many heads in the
round—and none at all of women—that can be se-
curely dated to the reign of Mentuhotep III
Seankhkara. John D. Cooney,'s” Maya Mueller,!®
and, tentatively, Cyril Aldred!>® have assigned to the

Figures 39—41. Head of female statuette from the tomb of
Khety. Wood, H. 6 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund, 1926, 26.3.104a (photos: Bill Barrette)
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period a head in the Metropolitan Museum (Figure
42),' and another in the Museum fur Vélker-
kunde, Basel.!s! Each of these heads possesses some
details that are close to those in the Meketra women
(Figure 43). The profile of the Metropolitan head,
whose fine-grained limestone material strongly sug-
gests a Theban, or at least Upper Egyptian, prove-
nance, shows the same slight indentation below the
chin as the wooden figures (cf. Figure 45). The
Basel head shares with them the shape of the
mouth. But both royal heads lack the evenness and
harmony of the women’s faces. The eyes of the two
kings are positioned predominantly in the frontal

Figure 42. Head of late Eleventh Dynasty king, possibly
Mentuhotep III Seankhkara. Limestone, H. 18 cm. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, Fletcher Fund and The Guide
Foundation, Inc. Gift, 1966, 66.99.3

plane, and both show the by-now traditional inden-
tations at the nostrils. 62

In searching for parallels to the even features and
harmonious proportions of the faces of the Meketra
women one has to go to heads of statues of Ame-
nemhat I to find anything comparable. Of the two
seated granite statues of Amenemhat, the one
found at Tanis may originally have stood at Mem-
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phis.!s3 It is the more traditional image of the two,
and its features still retain many Eleventh Dynasty
traits. Chins and cheeks are rounded, the indenta-
tions at the nostrils are clearly marked, and the
mouth is fairly large. One should also note how
closely the various features are crowded together on
the face. The other seated statue, found at Khatana
(Figures 44, 46), mentions the Sed-festival of the
king.!®* It is of high artistic quality and free of the
idiosyncrasies of the previous period. The body is
rendered with subtle feeling for the organic life of
the muscles, and the face shows the mixture of har-
mony and active alertness that was to become char-
acteristic for all early Twelfth Dynasty sculpture.'®®
The similarities of the face to the two Meketra
women is striking. In all three heads, eyes and
mouth are well distanced from each other and the
smooth cheeks occupy a fair amount of space be-
tween them.'%

Among statues of nonroyal persons, the granite
statue of Nakht found in his tomb at Lisht North,
and now in Cairo (Figures 47, 48),'%" is surely one of
the most important works of the time. The chief
steward Nakht is known to have functioned under
Senwosret I; Nakht must have died in about that
king’s fourteenth or fifteenth year.!%® But the style
of the statue points to an origin in the reign of Ame-
nembhat I because of its close relationship to the two
statues of that king and it is consistent with the lo-
cation of Nakht’s tomb near the pyramid of Ame-
nemhat I at Lisht North.!®® Nakht’s life may well
have spanned part of the reigns of Amenembhat I
and Senwosret I; the statue for his tomb was prob-
ably created when Nakht was still serving the older
king.

Close facial similarities can again be observed be-
tween Nakht and the Meketra women (Figure 35,
right and left). All three faces are rather square in
outline; the mouths are small and the eyes well dis-
tanced from the mouth. The chins are angular, with
the tip of the chin firmly set off from the flesh
around the lower jaws. The Meketra women and
Nakht further share a flatness of the cheeks at the
sides, while in the frontal view Nakht's cheeks still
show some of the tenseness that was characteristic
for the Theban heads of the late Eleventh Dynasty.

A small detail concerning the shape of the eye-
brows of the Meketra women is indicative of the ar-
tistic tendencies of the time. The painter of the
Meketra figure in the Metropolitan Museum drew
the left eyebrow in a more downward curve than
had been prepared by the woodcarver. With this de-



viation, which can also be observed in the Theban
reliefs from the tomb of Dagi,!” the painter showed
he was aware of contemporary style in aiming for a
closer relationship between the eyes and eyebrows.
In the heads of Amenemhat I and Nakht this closer
relationship has been established by having the eye-
brows run parallel with the upper edge of the eye
and the cosmetic line (Figures 46, 48).

All statues of the reign of Amenembhat I were of
Memphite or Lower Egyptian origin. In addition to
corroborating the dating of the Meketra figures,
these comparisons raise the question of the regional
origin of the artist, or artists, who carved the fig-
ures. Was he, or were they, really Theban? The

Figure 43. Head of offering
bearer from the tomb of
Meketra in Figure g5 (right)

Figure 45. Profile view of head
in Figure 43

wooden offering bearer in Boston (Figure o),
found in a subsidiary tomb in the temple of Mentu-
hotep II Nebhepetra at Deir el-Bahri,'”! shows what
a Theban female figure of this type, albeit of aver-
age quality, looked like in the early Twelfth Dynasty.
The piece is markedly different from the Meketra
women. We shall not discuss the differences of the
faces because the Deir el-Bahri figures cannot be
compared with the Meketra figures in sculptural
quality. The body of the Theban figure, however, is
well conceived and executed, and can be used as an
example of a female figure of Theban style at the
time. She does not stride forward as vigorously as
the Meketra women, and her body lacks the remark-
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Figure 44. Head of statue of
Amenembhat I. Granite,

H. (of statue) 1.74 m. Cairo,
Egyptian Museum 60520

g

Figure 46. Profile view of head
in Figure 44
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Figure 47. Upper part of statue of high steward Nakht from
Lisht. Granite, H.(of statue) 1.45 m. Cairo, Egyptian Museum
CG 409

able bone structure of the Meketra women’s bodies.
With a slight narrowing at the waist and with hips
accentuated by a slight angle in the outline, she cer-
tainly reveals a more naturalistic approach to the fe-
male body than the Aashit statuette (Figure 36),
which, although sensuously rounded at the hips,
presents basically an abstract image of the body. But
the Theban figure does not attain the organic mo-
bility of the Meketra women.
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To find a piece similar to the Meketra women in
the way the bones of the hips are emphasized and
the movement of the legs is regulated from this cen-
ter of the body, one has to turn to wooden sculp-
tures of the late Old Kingdom executed in the
Memphite area. The male statue of Meryrahayshe-
tef in the British Museum (Figure 51)!'"? was found
with two other statues and other models in the shaft
of the man’s tomb at Sidmant near the Fayum en-
trance; this group was made during the Sixth Dy-
nasty. The statue from Sidmant is therefore roughly
170 to 200 years earlier than the Meketra offering
bearers. All the more astonishing is the similarity
between the two statues (Figures 51, 52). One can
only assume that the artist who carved the Meketra
women had intensively studied extant pieces, like
the statue from Sidmant. Influences from Mem-
phite art and architecture are noticeable in Thebes
from the time of unification under Mentuhotep II
Nebhepetra,'” but what is seen in the models and
offering bearers from the Meketra tomb clearly goes
beyond mere influence. The Meketra woodcarvers
must have been natives of the Memphite region.

The following suggestion may be put forward
about Meketra’s role during the early years of
Amenembhat I and the circumstances of his burial.
Meketra, having been head of the treasury of the
king (“chancellor”) under Mentuhotep II Nebhe-
petra during that great king’s last years, served
through the reign of Mentuhotep’s successor Men-
tuhotep III Seankhkara in the same capacity. Dur-
ing the seven years following Seankhkara’s reign,
Meketra recognized the singular abilities of the man
who was to become Amenemhat I and helped to
bring him to the throne. When the king planned his
funerary monument in the valley behind the Ra-
messeum, he allotted a primary position on the cliff
to the old dignitary who had been at his side for so
long. While Amenembhat was beginning to move his
center of government to the north, Meketra, now an
old man, died. To honor a faithful follower, the king
ordered craftsmen from his new court in the Mem-
phite region to prepare the burial equipment for
Meketra.

THEBES IN THE EARLY TWELFTH DYNASTY

“The history of Amenembhat I and of his successors
of the Twelfth and of the Thirteenth dynasties . . .
is not really part of the tale of Thebes,” wrote Her-
bert Winlock in The Rise and Fall of the Middle King-
dom in Thebes, and he proceeded to recount only



events that took place outside of Thebes in the
chapter of the book that deals with the period be-
tween the end of Dynasty 11 and the Hyksos time.!?
It has repeatedly been observed, however, that the
extensive building activities of the kings of the
Twelfth Dynasty in the temple of Karnak, and
neighboring sanctuaries, indicate that the impor-
tance of Thebes and its holy places was undimin-
ished throughout the Middle Kingdom.!? It should
also be remembered that the reliefs and sculptures
created for these temples during the Twelfth Dy-
nasty were of the highest artistic quality. Art clearly
flourished in the south, even after the center of gov-
ernment had moved to the north.

On the west bank of Thebes more tombs and
burials of Dynasties 12 and 18 have actually been
uncovered than is commonly realized. The ceme-
teries of El-Tarif, Deir el-Bahri, and the Asasif were
continuously used for burial during the whole

Middle Kingdom.!”® In addition, some large rock-
cut tombs were cut out of the rock on the slope of
the Sheikh Abd el-Qurna hill. Most notable is the
tomb of Senet (the mother of the vizier of Senwosret
I, Intefiker) with its beautiful paintings.!”” These
Sheikh Abd el-Qurna tombs overlook what must
have been the site of the proposed valley temple for
the unfinished funerary monument of Amenembhat
I, in the area where the Ramesseum was later
erected (Figure 1, no. g).!7® It is still an open ques-
tion whether Intefiker, who certainly served Sen-
wosret I as vizier through the first part of that king’s
reign, already held the office under Amenemhat
1.7 The close relationship of the tomb of his
mother to the valley temple of Amenemhat I seems
to point to a longstanding connection between In-
tefiker’s family and that king, even if Senet’s tomb
was not decorated and she was not buried before
Senwosret I came to the throne.
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Figure 50. Statuette of offering bearer from tomb &, Deir el-
Bahri. Wood, H. 84 cm. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts,
05.231 (photo: Museum of Fine Arts)

In the valley behind the Ramesseum the burials
of the chancellor Intef, who may have been the
brother or son of Meketra,'® and Meketra’s “over-
seer of the storehouse,” Wah, were laid down during
the years following Meketra’s death. The tomb ar-
chitecture was altered for Intef and additional relief
decorations may have been executed.'® The Wah
burial was found intact by the Metropolitan Mu-
seum Expedition in the 1919—20 season.'®? If we are
right in dating Meketra’s tomb during the reign of
Amenembhat I, Intef and Wah must also have been
buried early in Dynasty 12.

Judging from his mummy, Wah was in his thirties
when he died.'®® The linen sheets used for the
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Figure 51. Statue of Meryrahayshetef from Sidmant. Wood,
H. 51 cm. London, British Museum, 55722 (photo: Trustees
of the British Museum)

mummy’s wrapping were marked in ink with the
dates “year 2,” “year 5,” and “year 6,” each coupled
with Wah’s name. A “year 15” seems to be followed
by another person’s name.'®* If the “year 15” mark
dates from the reign of Amenembhat I, and Wah was
buried after year 15 of Amenemhat I, he was in his
early twenties when Meketra died. The paleography
of Wah’s coffin, however, is fairly traditional (see Ap-
pendix II), and the statuette found with his mummy
(Figure 53)'® closely resembles in style the models
in the Saqqara group of Gemeniemhat (Figures g2,
33, 54), which we have compared with Meketra’s
models above.!®¢ It thus seems more appropriate to
ascribe the “year 15” date to Mentuhotep II Neb-



Figure 52. Offering bearer from
tomb of Meketra from Figure 35
(right)

hepetra. The linen that carried the mark would
then have belonged to old stock.’®” Wah’s burial
dates most convincingly to the early years of Ame-
nemhat I. Wah must have died either shortly before
or shortly after Meketra. The “year 5” and “year 6”
marks combined with Wah’s name on most of the
linen shrouds fit well with our dating of Meketra’s
interment to the time just after the move of the
king’s seat of government to the north, around year
5 of Amenemhat I. The famous scarabs of Wah!%8
can now firmly be dated to the early Twelfth Dy-
nasty.

It has been rightly pointed out that the scroll pat-
terns on the scarabs of Wah closely resemble the de-

Figure 53. Statuette of Wah from his
tomb at Thebes. Wood, H. 32 cm.
The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness
Gift, 1920, 20.3.210

Figure 54. Statuette of Gemeniemhat
from his tomb at Saqqara. Wood, H.
32 cm. Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg
Glyptothek inv. AE LLN. 1626
(photo: Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek)

sign found on a seal impression on one of the Hek-
anakht papyri (Figure 55). The date of this group
of early Middle Kingdom letters and accounts writ-
ten by a “funerary priest” named Hekanakht'® has
recently come under discussion again. These impor-
tant documents have always been dated by inference
based on their findspot. The papyri were found by
Herbert Winlock in a side chamber in one of the
large corridor tombs in the cliffs above the temple
of Deir el-Bahri, that of the vizier Ipy.'* They were
discovered behind an intact blocking wall of brick
on or among debris that formed a sliding ramp for
the coffin of the owner, a man named Meseh.!?!
Winlock, who assumed that Ipy was an official of
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Figure 5. Letter from Hekanakht to the overseer of Lower
Egypt Herunefer, folded, sealed, and addressed. The Metro-
politan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Hark-
ness Gift, 1922, 22.3.518 (photo: Egyptian Expedition neg.
no. M3C 234)

Mentuhotep 11 Nebhepetra, saw Meseh as a depen-
dent of Ipy. In analogy with Khety, Meru, and the
other known officials who had tombs on the cliffs
above Deir el-Bahri, Winlock placed Ipy and Meseh
into the later years of Nebhepetra. Since the dates
mentioned in the Hekanakht papers are “year 5”
and “year 8,” these years had to be ascribed to Neb-
hepetra’s successor, Mentuhotep III Seankhkara.!92

Winlock’s chronological interpretation of the
Hekanakht documents was not unanimously ac-
cepted by later scholars. Thomas G. H. James,!
who wrote the definitive publication on the papyri,
tentatively considered the possibility that they were
written under Amenemhat I, only to dismiss the
thought again because of Meseh’s near connection
to Ipy, in whom James also saw a courtier of Neb-
hepetra. More recently, Hans Goedicke has again
addressed the question of the date of the Hekan-
akht papyri.'** Goedicke concluded that a date in
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Figure 56. Coffin of Meseh in his chamber, as found in
1921—22 (photo: Egyptian Expedition neg. no. M3C 204)

the reign of Amenemhat I seemed most probable.

The vizier Ipy is, contrary to common opinion,
not fixed in time. Unlike Meketra, Ipy does not ap-
pear in the reliefs of the temple of Mentuhotep 11
Nebhepetra.!?> Winlock’s assumption that he was a
member of this king’s court is based solely on the
topographic position of the tomb. Close scrutiny of
the row of cliff-tombs above the Mentuhotep temple
reveals that not all tombs are actually contemporary
with Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra. A number of them
were constructed under Mentuhotep III Seankh-
kara and others are of Twelfth or even Thirteenth
dynasty date.!%

The burial of Meseh can be dated to the reign of
Senwosret I on the basis of the pottery vessels found
with the burial (Figures g7, 58). Beside the coffin of
Meseh, two globular jars were found (Figure 56).
More jars of the same type and a number of small
plates, at least five very thin walled drinking cups, a



small pointed beaker, a small globular jar, and two
round-shouldered hs.t-vases came to light in the
outer cult chamber of the tomb.!¥” The jars (Figures
57, 58) are of a shape almost identical with a group
of jars found in a burial at Lisht South: the burial of
Ankhet (Figures 59, 60).1% This burial is securely
dated to the earlier years of Senwosret I because the
wall enclosing secondary pyramid no. 5—one of the
queens’ or royal family members’ tombs surround-
ing the king’s pyramid—runs over the mouth of the
shaft leading down to the chamber in which Ankhet
was buried. One might argue that the jar type in
question could have had a long life, that is, from the
late Eleventh Dynasty through the time of Senwos-
ret I. Against such an argument stands the knowl-
edge we have about the type of jar in use during the
time of Amenembhat I. A good example of a simple
short-necked jar of that time is, for instance, the
beer jar found with the burial of Wah (Figure 61).!%
In the Wah jar, the maximum diameter is situated
below the middle of the body and the transition be-
tween shoulder and neck is angular. There can be
no doubt that the Meseh pots have to be placed close
to the Ankhet pots, and not to the Wah jar. A date
for the burial of Meseh in the earlier years of Sen-
wosret I can therefore be established.
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Figure 57. Type of large jars found in the upper chamber of
the tomb of Meseh. H. 32 cm (William Schenck after tomb
card Thebes 1820)

Figure 58. Type of medium-sized jar, two examples of which
were found undisturbed beside the coffin of Meseh (now in
the Chicago Oriental Institute). H. 18.5 cm (William
Schenck after tomb card Thebes 1820)

If Meseh was buried during the early reign of
Senwosret I, the date of the Hekanakht papyri can-
not fall into the reign of Seankhkara, because it is
not conceivable that these fragile papyri were lying
around for more than thirty years before they
found their way into the debris of Meseh’s ramp in
pristine condition. It is also not very probable that
years 5 and 8 mentioned in the documents refer to
the reign of Amenemhat I, because even a period
of twenty years seems too long for the papyri to have
been aboveground before they were finally depos-
ited or discarded. The most likely assumption is that
the letters and accounts were written in years 5 and
8 of Senwosret I and were discarded shortly after in
the tomb of Meseh.

The Hekanakht papers therefore provide us with
a glimpse into everyday life at Thebes during the
early years of Senwosret I, when he was still core-
gent with his father—years 5 and 8 being years 25
and 28 of Amenemhat I—a time when the resi-
dence at Lisht had recently been founded. Every
reader of the Hekanakht letters must be struck by
the serenity and security of life in rural Upper
Egypt that is pictured in the documents. People do
not appear to be at all concerned about politics, who
is in power, or the state of affairs with neighbors in
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Figure 59. Large jar from the burial of Ankhet, Lisht. H.
33.5 cm. Chicago, Oriental Institute (William Schenck)

Figure 60. Medium-sized jar from the burial of Ankhet
Lisht. H. 20.5 cm. Chicago, Oriental Institute (William
Schenck)
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Figure 61. Beer jar of Wah from his burial at Thebes. H. g0
cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and
Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920, 20.3.256

the east, west, and south. They go about their pri-
vate business, and what they care most for is their
family’s welfare. Most interesting is that, economi-
cally, the Thebans appear to be considerably better
off than people elsewhere in Egypt. Hekanakht ex-
pressly tells his family so. Letter II, line 27, reads:
“See! One says ‘hunger’ about hunger. See! They
are beginning to eat men here. See! There are no
people to whom those rations are given anywhere
[as you are getting].”2® Even if one has to discount
part of this as a few exaggerated phrases habitually
used in exhortations to his family by this “quarrel-
some, interfering head of household,”2’! the impli-
cation of the passages, as well as the context in
which they appear, is that Hekanakht’s family in the
Theban district was well provided for at a time
when people in other places may have been hungry.
It is still an open question where Hekanakht
wrote his letters from. One would like to believe2*?
that he was in the newly founded capital near Lisht,
but there is not enough evidence to support this as-
sumption.2®® We have to be content with the knowl-
edge that life in the Theban area was considerably
more secure at the end of the reign of Amenemhat
I than at its beginning. It is quite possible that the
relative wealth and peace in the Theban area—cer-
tainly an achievement of the great rulers of the
Eleventh Dynasty but also of the early years of Dy-
nasty 12—formed the basis for the high quality of
Theban art during the whole Middle Kingdom.
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Figure 62. Remains of inscriptions on a fragment from the coffin of Meketra. Wood, plastered and gilded. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Rogers Fund and Edward S. Harkness Gift, 1920, 20.3.122



APPENDIX I: CHRONOLOGY

Dynasty 11 Years B.C.
Mentuhotep II Nebhepetra, ca. 2061—2010
ruled 51 years B.C.
Unification of Upper and
Lower Egypt ca. 2040 B.C.
Mentuhotep III Seankhkara, ca. 2010—1998
ruled 12 years B.C.

Seven years’ interval, including

rule (of at least two years) of  ca. 1998-1991

Mentuhotep IV Nebtawyra B.C.
Dynasty 12
Amenembhat I, ca. 1991—1962
ruled 29 years B.C.
Senwosret I, ca. 1971-1926

ruled 45 years B.C.

APPENDIX II: THE COFFIN
FRAGMENTS OF MEKETRA

James Allen
Associate Curator, Egyptian Art
The Metropolitan Museum of Art

The MMA Expedition recovered twenty-two frag-
ments of the wooden coffin of Meketra showing in-
terior decoration that consists of a false door and
vertical columns of hieroglyphs (MMA 20.3.101—
122). A number of these fragments indicate that the
coffin’s interior was inscribed in two phases.

Phase I consists of simple (but not cursive) hiero-
glyphs inked directly onto the bare wood, then
lightly incised in outline. Columns average 1 cm
wide; hieroglyphic groups, 1 c¢m tall. Each column
was headed dd-mdw. Column lines were inked but
not incised.

In Phase II, a thin (2 mm) coating of gesso was
applied directly over Phase I and covered with a
gold leaf. Formal hieroglyphs (with interior details)
were incised into the gold leaf and underlying gesso
of this phase. Columns average 1.6 cm wide; hiero-
glyphic groups, 1.5 cm tall. The false-door decora-
tion, alternating paint and gold leaf, is visible only
in this phase.

The name of Meketra is preserved only in Phase
I, incompletely on seven fragments, as follows:

® 20.3.102 20.3.111
ﬁ. 20.3.112
b .
i 20.3.114 (twice) <~
20.3.114 i 20.3.102
= ~ 20.3.110
-~ o I
[}

-

The preserved texts of both phases consist of Pyr-
amid Texts and (probably) Coffin Texts. The follow-
ing have been identified:

PT 23 20.3.101 Phase I 1—4; Phase II 1—2
PT 25 20.3.101 Phase I 5-6

PT 93 20.3.117 Phase I 1—4

PT g94—g6 20.9.117 Phase I 5—7

PT 108-112  20.3.11%7 Phase I 8—12

PT 135-145 20.3.120 Phase I 1-11.

These are sufficient to show that the coffin had
the standard Old Kingdom Offering Ritual in both
versions, on the interior front. The location is indi-
cated both by the orientation of the signs and by the
presence of the false-door decoration on fragment
20.g.101. On this fragment, PT 23, the first spell of
the ritual begins in the first column to the right of
the false-door decoration, in both phases. The same
arrangement occurs also (and only) in the Beni
Hasan coffins BH1C, BH3C, and X1Bas.?

Dating criteria are provided by paleography, con-
tents, and epigraphic technique. All of these suggest
a date late in Dynasty 11 or in the reign of Amenem-
hat I.

Paleography. The bookroll shows both ties
(20.9.122 Phase II 4), a feature that seems to appear
first in the reign of Amenemhat 1.> This indicates
that Phase II (gold leaf and gesso) is probably not
earlier than the beginning of Dynasty 12, with Phase
I somewhat earlier.

Contents. The arrangement of PT 23 immedi-
ately following the false door is paralleled only on
the cofins BH1C, BH3C, and X1Bas, as noted
above. These appear to belong to the period from
the end of Dynasty 11 to the reign of Amenemhat
I.c The use of full offering spells (PT 93—96, 108 ff.)
in place of the shorter offering list is rare outside
the Old Kingdom pyramids. The only other in-
stances on coffins appear to be X1Bas, B2Bo, and
M1NY. Of these, the first two are probably contem-
porary (end of Dynasty 11 to the reign of Amenem-
het I), the third perhaps somewhat later (Amenem-
het II or earlier).d

Technique. The nearest parallel to the epigraphic
technique of Phase I (hieroglyphs inked directly on
bare wood, then lightly incised in outline) occurs in
B1Bo, the outer coffin to B2Bo and therefore con-
temporary with it (end of Dynasty 11 to the reign of
Amenembhet I).

In sum, the available evidence suggests that the
interior of Meketra’s coffin was initially decorated in
a style very similar to that found on the coffins of
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the Bersheh nomarch Dhwtj-nht (B1—2Bo). This ini-
tial decoration, which appears to have been com-
plete, was subsequently covered with gesso and gold
leaf, into which the same or similar texts were in-
cised more elaborately and at a slightly larger scale,
presumably for Meketra as well. The final phase of
decoration seems to have been carried out under
Amenembhat I; the original phase either in the same
reign or not much earlier.

a. BH1C (cofhin of Zkr-m-h3t called T3wj, C] 37564a): P. Lacau,
ASAE 5 (1904) pp. 230-233 and pls. 4/6. BH3C (outer coffin of
Nfrj, CJ 87563b): P. Lacau, ASAE 5 (1904) pp. 237—245. X1Bas
(coffin of Hnnjt called K3jj): G. Lapp, “Sirge des Mittleren
Reiches aus der ehemaligen Sammlung Khashaba,” AA 43 (Wies-
baden, 1985) pp. 57, pls. 5-11, 35-37.

b. W. Schenkel, Frithmitteligyptische Studien, Bonner Oriental-
ische Studien, n.s. 13:(Bonn, 1962) p. 2d. The Theban coffin of
W3h (MMA 20.3.202), a contemporary of Meketra, shows a form
without ties as determinative of the word grst (burial), an unusual
if not unique variant of the regular coffin determinative (Q6).

c. For the dating, see H. Willems, “Chests of Life,” MVOL =25
(1988) pp. 65, 68.

d. B2Bo (inner coffin of Dhwtj-nht, MFA 21.962—63) and
MiNY (coffin of Wh-htp, MMA 12.182.132ab) are unpublished
except for their Coffin Texts. For the dating, see Willems, “Chests
of Life,” pp. 70-72, 98-9g; and (for B2Bo) E. Brovarski, in Stud-
ies in Ancient Egypt, the Aegean, and the Sudan: Essays in Honor of
Dows Dunham, W. K. Simpson and W. M. Davis, eds. (Boston,
1981) pp. 23-30.

e. E. M. Terrace, Egyptian Paintings of the Middle Kingdom (Lon-
don, 1968). For the dating, see Willems, “Chests of Life,” Pp- 70—
72; and Brovarski, in “Studies in Ancient Egypt,” pp. 23—30.
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AA—Agyptologische Abhandlungen

AJSL—The American Journal of Semitic Languages
and Literatures

Arnold, Mentuhotep, 1: Architektur und Deutung—
Dieter Arnold, Der Tempel des Kinigs Mentuhotep von
Deir el Bahari, 1: Architektur und Deutung, Archdolo-
gische Veriffentlichungen 8 (Mainz, 1974)

Arnold, Mentuhotep, 111: Die kiniglichen Beigaben—
Dieter Arnold, Der Tempel des Kinigs Mentuhotep, 111:
Die koniglichen Beigaben, Archiologische Veroffent-
lichungen 23 (Mainz, 1981)

Arnold, Senwosret I Pyramid—Dieter Arnold, with
contributions by Dorothea Arnold and an appendix
by Peter F. Dorman, The South Cemeteries of Lisht, I:
The Pyramid of Senwosret I, Publications of The Met-
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Arnold and Winlock, Temple of Mentuhotep—Die-
ter Arnold from the notes of Herbert E. Winlock,
The Temple of Mentuhotep at Deir el-Bahari, Publica-
tions of The Metropolitan Museum of Art Egyptian
Expedition, XXI (New York, 1979)
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Orientale

CAH—I. E. S. Edwards, C. J. Gadd, and N. G. L.
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1971)
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Hayes, Scepter 1—William C. Hayes, The Scepter of
Egypt: A Background for the Study of the Egyptian An-
tiquities in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, Part L: From
the Earliest Times to the End of the Middle Kingdom
(New York, 1953; 5th repr. 19g9o)

JARCE—jJournal of the American Research Center in
Egypt

JEA—Journal of Egyptian Archaeology

JNES—Journal of Near Eastern Studies

LA—Wolfgang Helck, Eberhard Otto, and
Wolfhart Westendorf, eds., Lexikon der Agyptologie
(Wiesbaden, 1975) 6 vols.

MDAIK—Mitteilungen des deutschen Archiologischen
Instituts, Abteilung Kairo

MDOG—Mitteilungen der Deutschen Orientgesell-
schaft
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ogie Orientale

MVOL—Mededeelingen en Verhandelingen van het
Vooraziatisch-egyptische Genootschap “Ex Oriente Lux”

Naville, Xith Dynasty Temple—Edouard Naville,
The Xith Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari, Part 1,
Twenty-eighth Memoir of the Egypt Exploration
Fund (London, 1907%); Part 2, Thirtieth Memoir of
the Egypt Exploration Fund (London, 1910); Part
3, Thirty-second Memoir of the Egypt Exploration
Fund (London, 1913)



PM?®—Bertha Porter and Rosalind Moss, Topo-
graphical Bibliography of Ancient Egyptian Hieroglyphic
Texts, Reliefs, and Paintings, 1: The Theban Necropolis,
Part 1: Private Tombs (Oxford, 1960); Part 2, Royal
Tombs and Smaller Cemeteries (Oxford, 1964); I1: The-
ban Temples (Oxford, 1972)

Tomb cards—File cards on which the MMA ex-
cavators drew plans and objects, described find-
spots, and noted observations made-during the ex-
cavations. The cards were numbered separately in
the “Lisht” and “Thebes” series in 1980 and 1985—
86. They are kept in the Department of Egyptian
Art.

Winlock, Excavations—Herbert E. Winlock, Exca-
vations at Deir el-Bahri 1911-1931 (New York, 1942)

Winlock, Rise and Fall—Herbert E. Winlock, The
Rise and Fall of the Middle Kingdom in Thebes (New
York, 1947)
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tumskunde

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author wishes to thank James Allen, Catharine
Roehrig, Adela Oppenheim, and especially Marsha
Hill of the Department of Egyptian Art, The Met-
ropolitan Museum of Art, for reading the manu-
script of this article, discussing its content and form,
and suggesting ideas. I am extremely grateful to
Lawrence M. Berman for letting me use his disser-
tation on Amenembhat I.

NOTES

1. There is no generally accepted name for this valley. Its east-
ern end between Sheikh Abd el-Qurna and the Qurnet Marai
hills was at some time called “Southern Asasif.” Cf. Bertha Porter
and Rosalind Moss, Topographical Bibliography of Ancient Egyptian
Hieroglyphic Texts, Reliefs, and Paintings, 1: The Theban Necropolis
(Oxford, 1927) p. 157, no. 223. The second edition of this work,
PM?, 1, p. 324, no longer uses this term. The bay at the back end,
where the unfinished monument lies, is described in Porter-Moss,
Topographical Bibliography, 11: Theban Temples (Oxford, 1929) p.
135, as “Valley Behind Elwet Sheikh Abd el-Qurneh.”

2. Herbert E. Winlock, “The Theban Necropolis in the Middle
Kingdom,” AJSL 32, 1 (Oct. 1915) p. 30, figs. 6, 7, and p. 33, fig.
9; idem, “The Eleventh Egyptian Dynasty,” JNES 2 (Oct. 1943)
pl. 32.

3. Idem, “Theban Necropolis,” pp. 29—35; idem, “Eleventh
Egyptian Dynasty,” pp. 280—281; idem, Rise and Fall, pp. 51-53.
The quoted passage is from ibid., p. v (preface).

4. H. E. Winlock, “Excavations at Thebes,” MMAB 16 (Nov.
1921) pp- 29—34; idem, Excavations, pp. $1—34.

5. Robert Mond, “Report of Work in the Necropolis of Thebes
during the Winter of 19og—1904,” ASAE 6 (1905) pp. 78—80.

6. Naville, XIth Dynasty Temple, pts. 1—3; Arnold, Mentuhotep, 1:
Architektur und Deutung; Arnold and Winlock, Temple of Mentuho-
tep.

7. Winlock, Rise and Fall, p. 53; idem, “The Court of King Neb-
Hepet-Re Mentu-Hotpe at the Shatt er Rigal,” A/SL 57 (Apr.
1940) p. 149, fig. 10; idem, Excavations, p. 118. For the date of
the Shatt er-Rigal inscriptions, cf. Winlock, “Court of King Neb-
Hepet-Re Mentu-Hotpe,” p. 153.

8. Naville, XIth Dynasty Temple, pt. 2, pl. gD. In addition, Me-
ketra’s name and title appear on two relief fragments in the Brit-
ish Museum and on three more fragments still at the temple site.
All these fragments will be published by Brigitte Jarosch-Deckert
as vol. IV to Arnold, Mentuhotep.

9. Winlock, “Theban Necropolis,” pp. 27-28; idem, Excava-
tions, pp. 54—55, 68—72. It was Dieter Arnold’s idea that the large,
unfinished tomb g10 (PM2, I, pt. 1, p. 386, pl. 3), just above the
court of the Mentuhotep temple, was perhaps originally meant to
be Meketra’s tomb (personal communication). The block men-
tioned by Winlock, as found in this tomb, belongs to Nespeka-
shuty tomb reliefs (ibid., pp. 387-388).

10. PM2, pt. 11, p. 669, pls. 5, 10.

11. Herbert E. Winlock, “Graffiti of the Priesthood of the Elev-.
enth Dynasty Temples at Thebes,” AJSL 58 (Apr. 1941) pp. 146—
162, pls. 1~6; idem, Rise and Fall, pp. 777—9go, figs. 40—45.

12. Winlock, “Graffiti of the Priesthood,” pp. 154155, pl. 1,
no. 1; idem, Rise and Fall, fig. 40, no. 1.

13. For serpentine walls as enclosures of dumping areas, cf.
Arnold, Senwosret I Pyramid, p. 31, pls. 74~75. For serpentine
walls as tomb enclosures during ongoing building activities, see
Dieter Arnold, The South Cemeteries of Lisht, 111: The Pyramid Com-
plex of Senwosret I, Publications of the MMA Egyptian Expedition,
XXV, forthcoming.

14. For Amarna, see Christian Tietze, “Amarna: Analyse der
Wohnhiuser und soziale Struktur der Stadtbewohner,” ZAS 112
(1985) p. 64, fig. 5a: Type 1a; Felix Arnold, “A Study of Egyptian
Domestic Buildings,” Varia Aegyptiaca 5 (1989) p. 8o with fig. 5 on
p- 89. For Lisht, see Arthur C. Mace, “Excavations at Lisht,”
MMAB 16 (1921) p. 5, fig. 2.

15. Mond, “Report of Work,” p. 65, fig. 1, p. 8o.

16. Ahmed Bey Kamal, Tables d’offrandes, Catalogue Général des
Antiquités Egyptiennes du Musée du Caire, nos. 23001—25256 (Cairo,
1909) pp- 44—50, nos. 23049-56; Joseph E. Gautier and Gustave
Jéquier, Les Fouilles de Licht, MIFAO 6 (Cairo, 19o2) pp. 50-59,
figs. 51-63.

17. Cf. Henry G. Fischer, “Some Early Monuments from Bu-
siris, in the Egyptian Delta,” MM] 11 (1976) pp. 13—-14, figs 5—7.

18. Jiirgen von Beckerath, “Zur Begriindung der 12. Dynastie
durch Ammenemes 1.,” ZAS g2 (1966) pp. 4-10, pl. 3. Charles
Kuentz, “Bassins et table d’offrandes,” Supplément BIFAO 81,
“Bulletin du Centenaire” (1981) p. 225, fig. 13.

19. For Eleventh Dynasty Theban examples of quite different
types, see Arnold, Mentuhotep, 1: Architektur und Deutung, pl. 25
b,d.
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20. Pots found on the platform, Tomb cards Thebes 3231—40;
3469—72. Parallels from Lisht, Arnold, Senwosret I Pyramid, pp.
106-108, figs. 52—54. Pottery from foundation deposits found
under the pyramid temple of Amenembhat I at Lisht await publi-
cation.

21. Tomb cards Thebes 3231; 3234—48. For parallels from
temples, see Dieter Arnold, Griber des Alten und Mittleren Reiches
El-Tarif, Archiologische Verdffentlichungen 17 (Mainz, 1976) pl.
4of; Naville, XIth Dynasty Temple, pt. 1, pl. 10 bottom right. For the
findspot of this sherd below the temple threshold, cf. ibid.,
p- 27-

22. Hs.t vases, MMA acc. nos. 22.3.16—17; cups, formerly
MMA acc. nos. [22.3.18,19] are now in the Oriental Institute,
Chicago.

23. Norman de Garis Davies, The Tomb of Antefoker, Vizier of Se-
sostris I and of his Wife, Senet (No. 60), The Theban Tomb Series
Second Memoir (London, 1920) pl. 39. Senet is now known to
have been Intefiker’s mother.

24. Guy Brunton, Qau and Badari, 11, British School of Archae-
ology in Egypt, Twenty-ninth Year, 1923 (London, 1928) pl. 92,
nos. 95 K, L, Q, R, which are of First Intermediate Period date,
while ibid., nos. g5 B, C, F, H, are of Dynasty 12; cf. the presence
of the Twelfth Dynasty globular jars in ibid., pl. go, nos. 51 G, H
in tombs 301, 321.

25. Dorothea Arnold, in Arnold, Senwosret I Pyramid, pp.
140—141.

26. Mond, “Report of Work,” p. 77; Tomb cards Thebes
g227-28.

27. MMA neg. no. MCC 174; see Figure 14.

28. See p. 26.

29. Tomb cards Thebes §229—g0. For the name, see Hermann
Ranke, Die Agyptischen Personennamen, 1: Verzeichnis der Namen
(Gluickstadt, 1935) p. 95, nos. 14, 21.

0. Female persons are, for instance, in Ranke, Agyptischen Per-
sonennamen p. g5, nos. 14, 21, CG 20208, and Ernesto Schiapa-
relli, Museo Archeologico di Firenze: Antichita Egizio, pt. I (Rome,
1887) pp. 268—272, no. 1552.

31. Mond, “Report of Work,” pp. 78—80; Arnold, Mentuhotep,
I: Architektur und Deutung, pl. 43.

32. Arnold, Mentuhotep, 1: Architektur und Deutung, pp. 44—49,
pls. 34—4o0. If the pit in the floor of the chamber (cf. Mond, “Re-
port of Works,” p. 79, fig. 15) is original, and not a robbers’ trial
shaft, there should also have been remains of a stone canopic
chest for the person buried in the chamber.

33- Mond, “Report of Works,” p. 78. Mond also reports he
found a beam “notched at both ends for attaching a rope.” Was it
for lowering the blocking stones?

34. Ibid.
35. Ibid., p. 78, describes finds he made in the chancellor Mek-
etra’s courtyard tombs: “. .. I got . .. numerous pots and cups of

a votive character; in the courtyard itself, a large number of
these, several hundreds, were lying.” Photographs in the MMA
Egyptian Art department archives (MC 73, 74) show heaps of
such pots in 1920 still lying beside the entrance of the tomb of
Wah (see Figure 22). They are unmistakably of the foundation
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deposit type. In the same paragraph, Mond mentions the find of
“a sandstone fragment with painted head of a king in bas-relief.”
There is a photograph in the Egyptian department archives that
Mond sent to Winlock in 1932. Beside it Winlock noted, “This
looks to me 18th Dynasty.” Indeed, the profile is clearly that of an
early 18th Dynasty king (Amenhotep I?). The relief must have
been transported to the Meketra tomb from Deir el-Bahri.

36. Unpublished plans of these tombs are in the archives of
the Egyptian Art department. In most tombs planned, the work
had stopped either in the passage before a chamber was reached
or with the cutting of such a chamber.

37. William Flinders Petrie, Guy Brunton, and Margaret A.
Murray, Lahun, II, British School of Archaeology in Egypt,
Twenty-sixth Year, 1920 (London, 1923) pp. 26—34, pls. 3, 27,
g6a. For the length of the reign of Senwosret II, cf. William K.
Simpson, “Sesostris 11,” in LA V (1984) pp. 899—903.

38. Besides the burials of Intef and Wah, there were three
tombs of dependents at the sides of the brick-walled courtyard of

Meketra, cf. plan in Figure 22.

39. Shafts 1001-1020 excavated by the MMA Egyptian Expe-
dition and as yet unpublished. In shaft 1008 the burial of the
“charioteer” of the Third Intermediate Period was found here
after previous burials had been robbed; Winlock, Excavations,

P- 34
40, Ibid., pp. 55-56, pl. 18.
41. Tomb cards Thebes 3229—30.
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