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Abstract 
 

Egyptian grave goods changed dramatically during the third millennium BC, but 

these changes have received little scholarly attention. Some have described this 

as a “decline” and attributed changes to new situations in beliefs, economy or 

social structures, without considering recent debates on grave goods in 

archaeology.  This thesis experimentally applies practice-based theory in order to 

explain changes in grave goods meaningfully. The theory of this thesis argues 

that people embodied and reproduced sensorimotor experiences in funerary 

rituals. At the beginning of the third millennium BC, they tended to create and 

recreate visual experiences of grave goods in rituals by displaying them with 

bodies. When changes made them unable to display objects in burials, they 

improvised to ensure the display. These improvisations caused changes in 

embodied experiences and led to changes in ritual practices. From quantitative 

analyses and observations of unpublished tomb cards and photographs of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar excavations, now stored in the archive at Petrie Museum, 

UCL, this thesis found that changes in grave goods were caused by combined 

forces of developments in funerary practices and formation processes of 

archaeological material. Before 2600 BC, Egyptians could display grave goods in 

burial pits because grave design allowed grave goods to be visible to participants. 

From 2600 BC onwards, an underground chamber appeared, which rendered 

grave goods invisible to most of the participants, and Egyptians shifted displays 

of grave goods to the ground to ensure the creation of visual experiences. This 

process lessened the chance of objects to survive underground as archaeological 

finds.  
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Impact Statement 
 

Ancient Egyptian burials are generally known for their richness, reflecting 

Egyptian efforts to ensure the survival of their dead in the other world and they 

are substantial evidence of their equally colourful beliefs in the afterlife. This 

research, however, addresses a very different phenomenon. During the third 

millennium, when Egyptian were building Pyramids, one of the icons of Egyptian 

civilisation, and tomb chapels to immortalise their dead, their grave goods stored 

underground became infrequent in comparison with the previous hundred years. 

Furthermore, this study found that Egyptian grave goods were also not always 

related to beliefs in the afterlife. Changes in the funerary practices that involve 

visual experiences could also shape the changes in grave goods. 

 

This research can benefit academia in methods and material. For Egyptian 

archaeology, this study provides a new perspective to understand Egyptian grave 

goods other than beliefs or economy. It also introduces a new range of debates 

and theories from funerary archaeology of other cultures to Egyptian archaeology. 

The practice-based theory in this study has been applied to interpret grave goods 

from a single period in funerary archaeology. This study contributes to this 

discipline by its experiment in applying practice-based theory to explain changes 

in grave goods in a dynamic process within a millennium. For research in the 

future that might also consider changes in grave goods, this study can also offer 

theory. Finally, since this study emphasises the connection between visual 

experiences of particular kinds of objects and practices, it allows cross-

disciplinary studies between neuroscience and archaeology.  

 

Outside of archaeology, this study promotes the strengths of the use of 

unpublished archival material, in this instance from the Petrie Museum, hence it 
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will encourage researchers from both academic institutes and independent 

researchers to make good use of archives of UCL Museums. It will also spur 

museums such as the Petrie Museum to digitise, catalogue and publish their 

archival material. Through lectures for a wider public, this study can also raise 

general interest in archival material and will promote the raising of private and 

public funds to help departments such as UCL Museums in carrying out various 

projects on their archival material. This study can also be published in a version 

for a general readership to provide a fresh view of Egyptian grave goods for 

museum visitors, revealing the multiple facets and complexity of archaeological 

material and ancient civilisation to the public. 
  



 
 

6 

 
Table of content 
 

Chapter 1  Introduction: Problems and research questions ....................................................... 20�

1.1. Problems and their significances .................................................................................... 21�

1.2. The narrative of ‘decline’ ................................................................................................. 23�

1.3. Explanations and their problems ..................................................................................... 25�

1.4. Research questions ........................................................................................................ 27�

1.5. Thesis structure ............................................................................................................... 29�

Chapter 2  Theoretical Problems and Solutions ......................................................................... 30�

Introduction ............................................................................................................................ 31�

2.1. Review of theories and methods ..................................................................................... 34�

	�������/ 3$�&,,#0� +#�!$)($%0�(+� %1$/)(%$����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��

	���	���/ 3$�&,,#0� 0�3 /( !)$0�(+�1'$�0,"( )�01/2"12/$����������������������������������������������������������������������������
�

	���
���/ 3$�&,,#0�2+#$/�*2)1(-)$�(+1$/-/$1 1(,+0��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

2.2. Strengths and limitations of current theories ................................................................... 47�

	�	�����%1$/)(%$� +#�$3,)21(,+(0*�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

	�	�	���$14$$+�0,"($16� +#�(+#(3(#2 )���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

	�	�
���(*(1 1(,+0�,%�"2//$+1�1'$,/($0��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�

2.3. Theoretical solutions ....................................................................................................... 56�

	�
�����##/$00(+&�)(*(1 1(,+0�(+�"2//$+1�1'$,/($0������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

	�
�	���5-) + 1,/6�1'$,/6�,%�1'(0�/$0$ /"'�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

Chapter 3  Geographical and chronological background of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ..................... 79�

3.1. The geography and landscape ........................................................................................ 80�


�������$,&/ -'(" )�%$ 12/$0��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������


���	���+"($+1�) +#0" -$��/(12 )�) +#0" -$������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

3.2. The chronological frameworks ........................................................................................ 92�



 
 

7 


�	����� . # ������1,�������" �
����	�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�


�	�	���'$�*(##)$� +#�) 1$�1'(/#�*())$++(2*��" �	���1,�	��	���������������������������������������������������������	�

Chapter 4  Data and methodology ............................................................................................ 117�

4.1. Material and Data .......................................................................................................... 118�

��������'$�1,*!�" /#0� +#�-',1,&/ -'0�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

����	��� 1 � +#�-,00(!)$�*$1',#0����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	�

4.2. Methodology .................................................................................................................. 130�

��	�����2 +1(1 1(3$�*$1',#0����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��

��	�	���2 )(1 1(3$�*$1',#0��� 0$�012#6�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��

Chapter 5  Changes in grave goods and their visibility at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ....................... 141�

5.1. Quantitative analyses .................................................................................................... 142�

��������'(��.2 /$� + )60(0��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	�

����	���$&/$00(,+� + )60(0�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

5.2. Collective case study ..................................................................................................... 165�

��	�����-(0,#$0�(+�%2+$/ /6�/(12 )0������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

��	�	��� 0$�012#($0� +#�,!0$/3 1(,+0��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

��	�
���,+")20(,+�,%�" 0$�012#($0�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	��

Chapter 6  Understanding changes in grave goods .................................................................. 263�

6.1. People at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ...................................................................................... 265�

������� . # �����	�1,��	��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	��

���	���%1$/�� . # �����	���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	��

���
���,+")20(,+�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	���

6.2. Changes in grave goods in other parts of Egypt ........................................................... 273�

�	�����$)4 +������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	�
�

�	�	��� / &$'����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	�
�

�	�
��� 2� +#�� # /(��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	��

�	����� & �$)��$(/��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	���



 
 

8 

�	�����,+")20(,+�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�
�

6.3. Changes in practices and dispositions .......................................................................... 306�

6.4. The role of improvisations and external conditions ........................................................ 311�

6.5. The separation between ceramic and stone vessels .................................................... 313�

6.6. Parallels and variations in the court cemeteries ........................................................... 315�

6.7. Rethinking Old Kingdom funerary practices .................................................................. 324�

6.8. Conclusion .................................................................................................................... 327�

Conclusion ................................................................................................................................ 330�

Bibliography .............................................................................................................................. 351�

Appendix 1 ............................................................................................................................... 402�

Appendix 2 ............................................................................................................................... 403�

Appendix 3 ............................................................................................................................... 404�

Appendix 4 ............................................................................................................................... 447�

Appendix 5 ............................................................................................................................... 452�

Map 1 The map of entire site of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................................... 453�

Map 2 The Hill A ................................................................................................................... 454�

Map 3 The Hill B, C and D ................................................................................................... 455�

Map 4 The Hill E ................................................................................................................... 456�

Map 5 The Hill F, G and H .................................................................................................... 457�

Map 6 The Hill J ................................................................................................................... 458�

Map 7 The Hill K, L and M .................................................................................................... 459�

Map 8 The Hill N, O, P and Q .............................................................................................. 460�

Map 9 The Hill R and S ........................................................................................................ 461�

Map 10 The Valley, northern part ......................................................................................... 462�

Map 11 The Valley, southern part ......................................................................................... 463�

 



 
 

9 

  



 
 

10 

Figures 
 

Fig. 1 Branches of social anthropology and their ramification for archaeology .......................... 37�

Fig. 2 Body as the hub in the dialogue between subjectivity and objectivity .............................. 56�

Fig. 3 Body in the dialogue between structure and practice ....................................................... 60�

Fig. 4 Dialogues between dispositions and actions in time ........................................................ 61�

Fig. 5 Objects visible in different phases through time ............................................................... 73�

Fig. 6 Map from the Nile Delta to the Fayum region, late 4th millennium. .................................. 82�

Fig. 7 Satellite photograph of the Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar region in 2017 ...................................... 83�

Fig. 8 The geological structure at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ............................................................. 84�

Fig. 9 Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in the late 18th century .................................................................... 87�

Fig. 10 Correlation between settlements from the late 18th century and today ......................... 88�

Fig. 11 Changes of the channels of Nile from 3000 to 1500 BC ................................................ 89�

Fig. 12 Changes to the settlements at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 3000 to 2000 BC .......................... 90�

Fig. 13 The inscriptions mentioning Osiris from coffins found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ............. 112�

Fig. 14 Seidlmayer’s “Stufen” (stages) for Qau ......................................................................... 115�

Fig. 15 Refined dates for burials at Tarkhan-Kafr during the mid-and late third millennium BC 115�

Fig. 16 Tomb card recording No. 1729, Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (handwriting of Flinders Petrie) 123�

Fig. 17 Examples of non-pencil marks on tomb cards of No. 557 and No. 18 ......................... 124�

Fig. 18 Photograph of No. 217 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in publication and archive .................. 125�

Fig.19 <Small> and <Big> ceramic vessels in the Chi-Square test ......................................... 145�

Fig. 20 Bowls of type 11b (left) and 11d (right) found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, Naqada IIIC2 .. 154�

Fig. 21 Tiny cylinder jars of type 50 s and t from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, Naqada IIIC2 ............. 154�



 
 

11 

Fig. 22 The division of 16 locations in the Regression analysis ................................................ 157�

Fig. 23 Percentages of stone and ceramic vessels in all positions ........................................... 161�

Fig. 24 The winding-lines under the boat from snfrw-jnj-jSt’s mastaba ...................................... 178�

Fig. 25 All burials from case studies ......................................................................................... 185�

Fig. 26 Possible reconstruction of No. 1510 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ....................................... 186�

Fig. 27 No. 1510 looking from the north .................................................................................... 186�

Fig. 28 Tomb card of No. 1510 .................................................................................................. 187�

Fig. 29 Close up of the skull in No. 1510 shows no trace of mat .............................................. 189�

Fig. 30 Possible reconstruction of No. 1845 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ....................................... 191�

Fig. 31 No. 1845 looking from the north .................................................................................... 191�

Fig. 32 Tomb card of No. 1845 .................................................................................................. 192�

Fig. 33 Stone bowls, palette and cylinder jars in No. 1845 (PMAN3676) ................................. 195�

Fig. 34 The “chapel” of No. 1845 (PMAN3677) ........................................................................ 196�

Fig.35 Possible reconstruction of No. 637 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar .......................................... 198�

Fig. 36 No. 637 looking from the south (PMAN3793) ............................................................... 198�

Fig. 37 Tomb card of No. 637 .................................................................................................... 199�

Fig. 38 Bones of an infant in front of the skull of the dead (marked by white circle) ................. 200�

Fig. 39 Possible reconstruction of No. 1973 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ....................................... 203�

Fig. 40 No. 1973 looking from the west (PMAN3718) ............................................................... 203�

Fig. 41 Tomb cards of No. 1973 ................................................................................................ 204�

Fig. 42 Ceramics on the east of No. 1973 (PMAN3718) ........................................................... 206�

Fig. 43 The structure of the coffin in No. 1973 .......................................................................... 207�

Fig. 44 Possible reconstruction of No. 2039 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ....................................... 209�



 
 

12 

Fig. 45 Possible reconstruction of No. 2040 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ....................................... 209�

Fig. 46 No. 2039 looking from the south (PMAN 3706) ............................................................ 210�

Fig. 47 Tomb card of No. 2039 .................................................................................................. 211�

Fig. 48 Tomb card of No. 2040 .................................................................................................. 211�

Fig. 49 Wood planks and mat covering coffins in No. 2039 and 2040 ..................................... 213�

Fig. 50 Brick arch and platform of No. 2039 ............................................................................. 213�

Fig. 51 Remains of a cattle scapula, spine and ribs in No. 2039 (PMAN3706) ........................ 215�

Fig. 52 Mats in No.2039 (left) and 2040 (right) were bent due to their sizes ............................ 216�

Fig. 53 Possible reconstruction of No. 158 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 218�

Fig. 54 No. 2039 looking from the east (PMAN 3786) .............................................................. 218�

Fig. 55 Tomb cards of No. 158 ................................................................................................. 219�

Fig. 56 Types of ceramic vessels in each chamber and their content ...................................... 221�

Fig.57 Plastered wall in Chamber A (PMAN3787) .................................................................... 222�

Fig. 58 Possible reconstruction of No. 240 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 225�

Fig. 59 Possibly the entrance of No. 240 or similar burials (PMAN3812) ................................ 225�

Fig. 60 Tomb card of No. 240 ................................................................................................... 226�

Fig. 61 Stone vessels found in No. 240 .................................................................................... 227�

Fig. 62 Possible reconstruction of No. 216 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 230�

Fig. 63 No. 216 sealed and opened (PMAN3615, PMAN3616) ............................................... 230�

Fig. 64 Tomb card of No. 216 ................................................................................................... 231�

Fig. 65 Textile in the coffin and white stucco on the edge of planks (PMAN3616) ................... 232�

Fig. 66 Possible reconstruction of No. 207 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 235�

Fig. 67 No.207 with basket closed and opened (PMAN3617, PMAN3618) ............................. 235�



 
 

13 

Fig. 68 Tomb card of No. 207 .................................................................................................... 236�

Fig. 69 Headrest, skull and traces of linen in No.207 (PMAN3618) .......................................... 237�

Fig. 70 The method of basketry from No.207 ........................................................................... 240�

Fig. 71 Possible reconstruction of No. 208 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 241�

Fig. 72 No. 208 looking from the north (PMAN3625) ................................................................ 241�

Fig. 73 Tomb card of No. 208 .................................................................................................... 242�

Fig. 74 Details of the head in No. 208 (PMAN3625) ................................................................. 243�

Fig. 75 Part of the coffin in No.208 inserted into a narrow recess (PMAN3625) ...................... 246�

Fig. 76 Possible reconstruction of No. 217 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 247�

Fig. 77 No. 217 looking from the east (PMAN3624) ................................................................. 247�

Fig. 78 Tomb card of No. 217 .................................................................................................... 248�

Fig. 79 Possible reconstruction of No. 218 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................... 252�

Fig. 80 No. 218 looking from the east (PMAN3788) ................................................................. 252�

Fig. 81 Tomb card of No. 218 .................................................................................................... 253�

Fig. 82 The coffin and body in No. 218 (PMAN3788) ............................................................... 254�

Fig. 83 Distribution of visibility of bodies, objects and coffins in the process of funerary rituals at 

Tarkahn-Kafr Ammar from ca.3100 to 2100 BC ........................................................................ 262�

Fig. 84 Numbers of burials in key sites from the Nile Delta to Fayum region (Naqada IIC-IIID)

 .................................................................................................................................................. 268�

Fig. 85 Parts of inscriptions from coffins of wDb.t and Spss ........................................................ 270�

Fig. 86 Bodies and objects in Burial 471 5H at Helwan ............................................................ 275�

Fig. 87 Bodies and objects in 68 H5 from Helwan .................................................................... 276�

Fig. 88 Structure of 1/1 (40 H3) at Helwan ............................................................................... 278�



 
 

14 

Fig. 89 1/1 looking from the south ............................................................................................ 278�

Fig. 90 Underground chamber in 4/19 at Helwan ..................................................................... 280�

Fig.91 Underground chamber in 4/94 at Helwan ...................................................................... 280�

Fig.92 “Dummy vessels” in 4/94, antechamber, close to the entrance ..................................... 281�

Fig. 93 An example of stone slab from Helwan ........................................................................ 282�

Fig. 94 Possible reconstruction of position of stone slabs from Helwan .................................. 283�

Fig. 95 Painted eyes on the coffin from No. 173 ...................................................................... 285�

Fig. 96 No. 809 at Harageh ...................................................................................................... 286�

Fig.97 Plan of N 1532 ............................................................................................................... 293�

Fig. 98 N1532 looking from the south ...................................................................................... 294�

Fig.99. Objects around the head in N 1532 .............................................................................. 294�

Fig. 100 N 615 at Naga ed Deir ................................................................................................ 296�

Fig. 101 N 1636, diagram and photo ........................................................................................ 298�

Fig. 102 N 1602, the cylindrical ware is close to the bottom .................................................... 298�

Fig. 103 Box II in N 1525 with its lid on the left of the coffin ..................................................... 299�

Fig. 104 Box II in N 1525 .......................................................................................................... 299�

Fig. 105 N 559 and N 618 ........................................................................................................ 300�

Fig. 106 N 645, N 787 and N 786 ............................................................................................. 301�

Fig. 107 Diagram of N 587 ....................................................................................................... 302�

Fig. 108 Diagram of N561b ...................................................................................................... 302�

Fig. 109. Stone vessels in G 8887, between the wall (left) and sarcophagus (right) ............... 319�

Fig.110 G 1451 B II with skull still laid on the headrest ............................................................ 320�

Fig. 111 G 2452 with headrests behind the skull ...................................................................... 320�



 
 

15 

Fig. 112 G 2338 CI (the arrow points to the headrest) .............................................................. 321�

Fig.113 G 7442 with alabaster headrest ................................................................................... 321�

Fig. 114 G 3033 Shaft E, F, H and J ......................................................................................... 322�

Fig. 115 G 3010 D and 3042 B ................................................................................................. 322�

Fig. 116 G 2098 D ..................................................................................................................... 322�

�

 
  



 
 

16 

Table of tables 
 

Table 1 Grave goods as variables for research into rank, social persona and status ................ 41�

Table 2 Egyptian grave goods and socio-economic structure .................................................... 42�

Table 3 The dichotomy of memory and their example in mortuary material culture ................... 46�

Table 4 Modes of memory and correspond religiosity ................................................................ 64�

Table 5 Place names in the early 1800s and today around Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ...................... 88�

Table 6 Chronological division from Petrie, Kaiser, Hendrickx and Hassan ............................... 95�

Table 7 Bridging the relative chronology to absolute dates (0-1st Dynasty) ................................ 95�

Table 8 Estimated absolute date from Naqada I to III ................................................................ 96�

Table 9 The correlated chronological framework between Upper and Lower Egypt site ............ 97�

Table 10 Burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar with Kings’ names from the 0th and 1st Dynasty ... 100�

Table 11 Nine most frequent ceramic types at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ........................................ 101�

Table 12 Reisner’s Burials types at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ......................................................... 110�

Table 13 Criteria of grave type found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar .................................................. 110�

Table 14 Parallel grave structures from Qau and their dates .................................................... 111�

Table 15 Datable finds other than headrests from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ................................... 112�

Table 16 Headrests from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and their dates ................................................ 114�

Table 17 Tomb cards in publication and their locations in archive ............................................. 119�

Table 18 Various visual experiences and actions from selected cases for the case study ...... 136�

Table 19 Case studies and the numbers of similar burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar ................. 137�

Table 20 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result .................................................................... 147�

Table 21 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, all periods ........................... 147�



 
 

17 

Table 22 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result for Naqada IIIA2 .......................................... 148�

Table 23 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, Naqada IIIA2 ....................... 149�

Table 24 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result from Naqada IIIB ......................................... 150�

Table 25 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, Naqada IIIB ......................... 150�

Table 26 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result during Naqada IIIC1-2 ................................ 151�

Table 27 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, Naqada IIIC1-2 .................... 152�

Table 28 Percentages of stone and ceramic vessels in all positions ........................................ 161�

Table 29 Funerary rituals of Muslims described by Blackman .................................................. 169�

Table 30 Coptic funerary rituals of described by Blackman ...................................................... 170�

Table 31 Funerary rituals described by Lane ............................................................................ 172�

Table 32 Funerary rituals described by de Chabrol .................................................................. 173�

Table 33 Funerary rituals described by Diodorus Siculus ......................................................... 174�

Table 34 Funerary rituals described by Herodotus ................................................................... 175�

Table 35 Mastabas offering evidence for reconstructing Old Kingdom funeral ......................... 176�

Table 36 The Old Kingdom funeral according to Wilson 1994 .................................................. 178�

Table 37 The Old Kingdom funeral according to Settgast 1963 ................................................ 179�

Table 38 The Old Kingdom funeral according to Altenmüller 1975 ........................................... 180�

Table 39 Differences among Wilson, Settgast and Altenmüller ................................................ 180�

Table 40 General outline of the Old Kingdom funeral ............................................................... 181�

Table 41 The outline of funerals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar .......................................................... 181�

Table 42 Funeral at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar combined with changes in visibility ......................... 183�

Table 43 Essential information of No. 1510 .............................................................................. 188�

Table 44 Visibility of objects and body from No. 1510 in the funerary ritual .............................. 190�



 
 

18 

Table 45 Essential information of No. 1510 .............................................................................. 193�

Table 46 Visibility of objects and body from No. 1845 in the funerary ritual ............................. 197�

Table 47 Essential information of No.637 ................................................................................. 200�

Table 48 Visibility of objects and body from No. 637 in the funerary ritual ............................... 202�

Table 49 Essential information of No. 1973 .............................................................................. 205�

Table 50 Visibility of objects and body from No. 1973 in the funerary ritual ............................. 207�

Table 51 Essential information of No.2039 ............................................................................... 212�

Table 52 Essential information of No. 2040 .............................................................................. 212�

Table 53 Visibility of objects and body from No. 2039 and 2040 in the ritual ........................... 216�

Table 54 Essential information of No.158 ................................................................................. 220�

Table 55 Visibility of objects from No. 158 in the funerary ritual ............................................... 224�

Table 56 Essential information of No.240 ................................................................................. 227�

Table 57 Visibility of body and objects from No. 240 in the funerary ritual ............................... 229�

Table 58 Essential information of No.216 ................................................................................. 232�

Table 59 Visibility of body and objects from No. 216 in the funerary ritual ............................... 234�

Table 60 Essential information of No.207 ................................................................................. 237�

Table 61 Visibility of body and objects from No. 207 in the funerary ritual ............................... 239�

Table 62 Essential information of No.208 ................................................................................. 243�

Table 63 Visibility of body and objects from No. 208 in the funerary ritual ............................... 246�

Table 64 Essential information of No.217 ................................................................................. 249�

Table 65 Visibility of body and objects from No. 217 in the funerary ritual ............................... 251�

Table 66 Essential information of No.218 ................................................................................. 254�

Table 67 Visibility of body and objects from No. 218 in the funerary ritual ............................... 256�



 
 

19 

Table 67 Number and percentage of burial with and without ceramic at Harageh .................... 284�

Table 69 Frequency of ceramic and stone vessels at Qau ....................................................... 287�

Table 70 Cases at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar found in other sites .................................................... 304�

Table 71 Phenomena covered by different sites ....................................................................... 304�

Table 72 Headrests found at Giza Central field and Western cemetery ................................... 317�

 

  



 
 

20 

Chapter 1  

Introduction: Problems and research questions 
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Grave goods changed radically across the third millennium BC, yet this 

transformation has received little scholarly attention. Egyptologists that have 

addressed these problems have imposed a very particular interpretation when 

they described these changes as a ‘decline’. Such explanations are limited as 

they only approach changes in grave goods from the perspective of beliefs and 

economy, without considering on-going critiques or alternatives more widely 

debated in archaeology. This thesis is an experiment in the application of a 

practice-based evaluation of unpublished archaeological data from a site 

excavated from 1912 to 1913 in order to meaningfully explain, rather than simply 

describe, fundamental transformations in how graves were furnished in the third 

millennium BC.  

1.1. Problems and their significances 

At the beginning of the third millennium BC, we see the emergence of an early 

state that controlled a vast territory in the Nile valley and the Delta (ca. 3100 BC); 

in the mid-third millennium, we witness the monumentalisation of royal funerary 

ritual (ca. 2600-2500 BC) (Kemp 1983, 71) and the rapid elaboration of 

administrative institutions  (Strudwick 1985; García 2013). Towards its end, the 

centralized administration faced crises, marking the close of the period of unity 

which Egyptologists name the Old Kingdom (ca.2650--2100 BC: Seidlmayer 

2003). The turn of the third to second millennium saw the start of a new period of 

territorial unity under a single king, in Egyptology known as the Middle Kingdom 

(ca.2000-1650 BC). It was also in the third millennium that Egyptians created 

some of their most iconic burials and monuments for the dead. Burials of kings 

from the 1st Dynasty at Abydos (Petrie 1900) and large mastabas overlooking the 

Nile at Saqqara (Emery 1939, 1949, 1954, 1958) demonstrated the power of the 

early kingship. Towards the middle of this millennium, pyramids, one of the icons 

of Egyptian funerary culture and civilisation appeared (Lehner 1997). Mastabas 
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and their reliefs opened a window for us to understand Egyptians’ way to 

commemorate their dead and preserve their social memories (Harpur 1987). 

Towards its end, the first writings for the afterlife, Pyramid Texts (Allen 2005) 

appeared in the royal funerary monuments. 

 

However, significant changes in underground parts of burials have escaped the 

attention of many Egyptologists and archaeologists. During the third millennium 

BC, the numbers of grave goods and their types changed dramatically after the 

end of Naqada III period (ca. 3085-2867 BC, Stevenson 2016, 15). In general, 

during the fourth millennium BC (the Predynastic Period), burials contained a 

wide range of objects such as ceramics, stone vessels and palettes. By the time 

of the Old Kingdom, these objects were almost entirely absent from burials. There 

have only been a small number of studies addressing these changes, as will be 

shown below. One reason for this lack of attention is that there have not been 

many detailed investigations on grave goods alone that cover the entire third 

millennium BC (Petrie 1913, 1915 and Grajetzki 2003 are exceptions) meaning 

that scholars are unable to visualise the big picture of changes. Another reason 

derives from the small numbers of grave goods during the Old Kingdom. For early 

archaeologists who sought objects of art for museum collections, burials from the 

Old Kingdom, particularly burials in provincial regions, “had a reputation...for not 

repaying the labour of excavation” (Seidlmayer 2003, 112), Therefore, there was 

little archaeological evidence for people to investigate changes in grave goods 

during this period. Burials without any objects were hard to date, preventing 

archaeologists from developing a narrative of change.  

 

Despite difficulties in investigations, transformations in grave goods in Egypt 

during the third millennium BC deserve a detailed study. For a long time, 

Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology regarded grave goods as a material 
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reflection of Egyptians’ desire to pursue an afterlife (See 2.1.). Objects found in 

graves served the dead as food, drink or tools for their lives beyond. The absence 

of grave goods from the middle of the third millennium BC posed a challenge to 

this interpretation because it introduced a contradiction between effort spent to 

preserve the social memories of the dead in monuments on the ground and 

minimal provision of the afterlife underground. Tackling this challenge offers 

Egyptian archaeology and Egyptology an opportunity to reflect upon their 

understanding of Egyptian grave goods through the lens of the beliefs of the 

afterlife. Egyptologists and archaeologists have spent more time examining 

monuments and texts overground than material changes underground. However, 

the dramatic changes in grave goods occurred at the same time as the 

development of monuments and texts. By looking at these changes, we can 

establish a more holistic picture of funerary practice during the third millennium 

BC. Finally, a study into changes in grave goods, particularly the absence of many 

objects, can provide an excellent example for exploring the reasons for similar 

phenomena in other parts of the world, and hence enrich research in funerary 

archaeology more generally.  

1.2. The narrative of ‘decline’ 

Archaeologists who noticed changes in grave goods during the third millennium 

BC did not describe them neutrally but applied negative words such as “poor”, 

“bare” and “poverty”. At Sedment, Petrie described burials from 1st to 3rd Dynasty 

were “bare of pottery”, and a 4th Dynastic burial chamber was “empty of grave 

goods” (Petrie and Brunton 1924, 2-4). Reisner commented on the tomb robbery 

in the Western Filed of Giza cemetery that shaft tombs of Old Kingdom are free 

from tomb robbery because robbers knew there is “nothing valuable” (Reisner 

1942, 14). Brunton expressed his disappointment on the “poor” results from Old 

Kingdom cemeteries clearly in his report. 
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The South Cemetery of Qau… has been well worked over by the natives, who, 
however, have neglected the deeper shaft tombs, as the objects found did not 
repay them for the labour involved in working them. We began at the east end… 
but had to abandon it as it was very unproductive. Professor Petrie worked this 
area the following year (graves numbered 7000), but the results were again poor. 
We next started a very thorough clearance from the west side… Results 
becoming poorer and poorer, we were forced to try elsewhere. (Brunton et al. 
1927,4) 
 

During his excavations at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in 1912, Petrie encountered both 

burials from Predynastic Period with abundant grave goods and Old kingdom 

burials with almost no grave goods at all. He compared burials from these two 

periods and commented: 

 
The almost total absence of offering jars or other objects has always been a 
feature in the smaller tombs of the period between the IIIrd and Vth Dynasty. 
Pottery is extremely common in the Ist dynasty, one or two jars being placed with 
even the poorest burial. With each succeeding dynasty, however the use of 
pottery for burial purposes seems steadily to diminish until it almost became the 
rule not to place anything in the grave for the use of the dead. This state of things 
continued to the end of the Vth Dynasty when pottery again began to come into 
use and finally in the Vth Dynasty, numerous pieces are found in even the poorest 
graves (Petrie 1915, 8) 
 

Petrie’s comment, like others, related the absence of grave goods to poverty. 

More importantly, he built up a narrative of decline in this comment. This “decline” 

or “diminishing” in grave goods started from the 1st Dynasty and gradually 

developed until everything was absent from burials. However, by defining 

changes in grave goods as a decline, Petrie attributed changes in funerary 

material to an autonomous process rather than changes in practices or society. 

Describing neutral changes in numbers and types of objects found in burials as 

a decline led to the interpretation that favoured negative factors. One example is 

Brunton’s explanation for such a “decline” he found at Qau. He attributed changes 
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to two negative results brought by the monopoly of resources by the central 

government during the Old Kingdom:  

 
Finally, we may observe the difference in the level of prosperity at different period. 
The poverty of the grave of the 4th Dynasty has always been a matter of 
comments …Whatever the explanation is, it is obvious that the prosperity of the 
middle classes was not sufficient for them to afford much furniture for their 
graves…But it is also due to another cause. The great works of the 3rd and 4th 
Dynasty kings, and of their officials, monopolized all the talent, enterprise and 
activity of the country (Brunton et al. 1927, 75) 
 

Therefore, before we can look into changes in grave goods during the third 

millennium BC and open our investigation to other possibilities, we need to 

critique narratives constructed by previous studies, such as poverty and decline.  

1.3. Explanations and their problems 

Brunton was not the only scholar who sought to explain changes in grave goods. 

Later Egyptologists also attempted to explain this phenomenon from a social and 

economic perspective. Roth believed that the increasingly stronger connection 

between kings and officials gave rise to the Htp dj njsw.t offering formula in funerary 

practice which replaced the practice to store provision for the afterlife in burials 

(Roth 1993, 42, 50-2). Kemp argued that the funerary estates established from 

the 3rd to 4th Dynasty produced offerings for burials. Thus, there was no need to 

place grave goods inside burials (Kemp 1995, 48). Others approached the 

problem from the perspective of beliefs. Roth believed that Egyptians of this 

period no longer believed the afterlife was identical to the life of the living. 

Therefore, the dead required no material substance (Roth 1993, 50). Junker 

argued that Egyptians thought that the dead no longer relied on material stored 

underground, but on offerings from the living (Junker, 1934, 142). Others did not 

consider changes in the content of beliefs, but changes in practices. Many 
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Egyptologists commented that Egyptians during this period used magic to replace 

grave goods with offering lists and models (Petrie 1898, 33; Frankfort 1948, 94; 

Spencer 1982, 49-50, 63; Naguib 2001, 42; Grajetzki 2003, 18; Ikram 2003, 34-

5; Allen 2006, 19; Snape 2011, 44-5). Grajetzki speculated that the focus of the 

mortuary cult shifted to the overground structure during the Old Kingdom 

(Grajetski 2008, 187). 

 

These explanations are problematic on two levels. In the first instance, within 

Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology, these explanations do not successfully 

reveal reasons for changes in grave goods when juxtaposed simply with other 

phenomena such as the emergence of the Htp dj njsw.t formula, offering lists and 

images. However, the relations between changes in grave goods and these 

phenomena were not necessarily causal. Changes in grave goods could be a part 

of a change that encompassed many other phenomena. Also, almost all the 

explanations focused on material from burials of members from the elite class in 

Egyptian society, who enjoyed elaborate tomb structures and even estates for 

their funerary cult. The replacement of grave goods, such as the funerary estate 

and the Htp dj njsw.t formula, did not apply to burials of ordinary people and people 

from provincial regions. The changes in beliefs suggested by Roth and Junker 

were speculations without any support from texts and images. Besides, these 

changes in beliefs are actually changes in practice, rather than changes in the 

content of ideas or ideology. 

 

On the second level, outside of Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology, these 

explanations ignored the past and on-going debates on grave goods in 

archaeology. Explanations attribute changes in grave goods to changes in beliefs 

without considering the possibility discussed in the late 1960s that the presence 

or the absence of grave goods were not necessarily related to beliefs in the 
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afterlife (Ucko 1969, 265). Nor did they reflect on their understandings of Egyptian 

beliefs of the afterlife (Nyord 2018) or consider other possibilities that grave goods 

were not always provisions that should be stored underground for the dead. 

Explanations focusing on changes in practices failed to consider the formation 

processes of archaeological material (Schiffer 1972, 1976, 1987; O’Shea 1981; 

Tainter 1978), in which not all objects from a ritual could survive to today 

underground (Parker Pearson 1999, 11). Connecting the absence of ceramic 

vessels to poverty failed to consider the critique from Post Processualism that 

grave goods did not necessarily reflect social status and wealth (Hodder 1980, 

165; Hodder 1982, 198; Parker Pearson 1982, 104; Cannon 1989). Lastly, many 

perspectives for understanding grave goods in archaeology, such as memory 

production (Rowlands 1993; Jones 2003) and body practices (Joyce 2004) were 

not applied to explain changes in grave goods during this period (with exceptions 

such as Wengrow 2001). 

 

Hence, a study of changes in grave goods during the third millennium BC not only 

needs to avoid imposing interpretation; it also needs to consider a wider range of 

archaeological and anthropological thinking that Egyptology and Egyptian 

archaeology has overlooked. More importantly, theories, interpretations and 

debates about grave goods in archaeology should be reviewed and provide the 

foundation for the study to develop its explanatory theory by absorbing 

advantages from previous interpretations and addressing limitations of current 

theories. 

1.4. Research questions 

The research questions specified in this section will guide this study in its pursuit 

of explanations for changes in grave goods in Egypt during the third millennium 

BC. The main research question is: why did grave goods change in Egypt during 
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the third millennium BC? This question sets the tone for the entire thesis and fixes 

its focus on objects found in burials. While this study will also mention changes 

in the structure of burials, these developments are not the primary concern of this 

research. To answer this primary research question, we also need to answer 

several questions in the course of the investigation concerning the methods, 

material and the position of this study within the landscape of Egyptian 

archaeology.  

 

Among many methods to explain changes in grave goods, this study will apply a 

practice-based explanatory theory (Bourdieu 1977; Bell 1992). Practice theory 

has been applied to interpret people’s choice in grave goods and to illustrate 

connections between particular objects and bodily practices (Treherne 1995; 

Meskell 1996; Wengrow 2006), but seldom has it been used to explain changes 

in grave goods. Hence, this study needs to address the further question as to 

whether a practice-based theory can explain changes in grave goods. This, in 

turn, raises questions of methodology. As this study is based on case studies of 

material from one site, Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, it is necessary to ask whether it is a 

suitable site to approach changes in funerary practices within an entire 

millennium. Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar has been subject to qualitative and quantitative 

studies previously (Ellis 1992, 1995; Mawdsley 2009, 2012) and proved to be a 

suitable site to examine the emergence of social differentiation during the 

Predynastic Period. This study is different from the previous ones because first, 

it focuses on not the social structure but changes in funerary practices; second, 

it moves beyond just the Predynastic cemetery and examines the burials from the 

mid to late third millennium BC. Therefore, we need to question whether this site 

can still provide material for new aims and scope of this study as before. 

 

Also, in adopting the qualitative method of a case study relies on observation, 
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and many conclusions of this study are based on observation of photographs. 

Inevitably, there will be problems of visual bias. Thus, we have to answer: to what 

extent can archaeology eliminate the visual bias in observation? Finally, this study 

needs to locate its place in Egyptian archaeology and Egyptology. The practice-

based explanatory theory casts doubt on explaining changes in grave goods from 

the perspective of beliefs in Egyptology, and this research avoids attributing every 

change to changes in beliefs or ideology. Hence, we need to answer the question, 

how can this research approach grave goods without turning to Egyptian beliefs 

of the afterlife? Can this study carve a space among interpretations from beliefs 

for its practice-based interpretation? However, it should be clarified that this study 

does not ignore the role beliefs played in the 3rd millennium BC. Instead, it is an 

experimental study that tries to avoid making beliefs the primary dimension in 

explaining changes in grave goods.  

1.5. Thesis structure 

These issues are addressed across five chapters of this thesis. Chapter 2 

considers the theoretical background of this study and establishes the key 

explanatory theory that is based on practice theory. Chapter 3 sets the case study 

in its temporal and geographical context, while solving the problem of dates of 

burials from the Old Kingdom by giving them refined dates. Chapter 4 provides 

an evaluation of the problems and possibilities of the archival data and introduces 

the methodology of this study. Chapter 5 performs quantitative analyses and 

observes selected burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar to reveal patterns in 

changes in grave goods and various practices within the millennium. Chapter 6 

deepen the understanding to results from Chapter 5 by examining burials from 

other sites in Egypt and applying the theory from Chapter 2 to explain changes in 

grave goods.  
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Chapter 2  

Theoretical Problems and Solutions 
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Introduction 

Given that Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology overlooked a wide range of 

archaeological and anthropological thinking, this chapter looks at a body of work 

that might benefit Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology. It evaluates these 

approaches and argues for adopting a practice-based theory for addressing the 

primary research question.  

 

The first part of this chapter reviews theories for our understanding of grave 

goods from the mid-19th century to today. It also looks at how Egyptology, and 

Egyptian archaeology absorbed these theories in order to understanding grave 

goods. The first movement in the theory of mortuary archaeology emerged in the 

mid-19th century when people looked at their world from the lens of evolutionism. 

This starting point seems to be far removed from our current discussion of grave 

goods, but even today, we are still under the influence of thoughts from that period. 

This statement is particularly evident for Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology 

since interpreting Egyptian grave goods according to the needs of the Egyptian 

afterlife is still popular in academia, receiving critique only in quite recent years 

(Nyord 2018). Therefore, in terms of Egyptian archaeology, ideas and theories 

from the 19th century still pose a limitation to our understanding of Egyptian grave 

goods. The subsequent trends in archaeological and anthropological theory 

during the 20th century also reached Egyptian archaeology. However, their 

presence and influence are limited in understanding of Egyptian grave goods, in 

comparison with the Egyptian beliefs in the afterlife, which remains a popular 

interpretative trope for mortuary material in Egyptology.  

 

The second part of the chapter evaluates the maturation of this body of theory 

over the course of a century. This evaluation reveals the strengths and limitations 



 
 

32 

of the approaches to grave goods in the recent decade. More crucially, it also 

puts these strengths or limitations against the background of Egyptian 

archaeology and considers what Egyptian archaeology can learn from them. Post 

Processual archaeological approaches to grave goods showed many strengths 

in recent decades. By shifting their focus from social structure to ideology and 

individuals’ engagements with death, these theories address death and its 

impacts on material culture directly, instead of searching for answers in 

overarching social structures and ranking. This shift in focus also introduced 

studies from other disciplines and have provided a great variety of interpretative 

tools. These recent developments have had a limited impact on Egyptian 

archaeology, although greater engagement is emerging. The interpretations of 

death and grave goods today in Egyptian archaeology remained a footnote to 

Egyptian afterlife and beliefs.  

 

However, in explaining changes in grave goods, recent approaches show several 

limitations. Crucially, in Egyptology, belief in the afterlife has become the single 

over-arching explanation offered for shaping the choice and meanings of grave 

goods. By focusing exclusively on ideology it is assumed that specific intentions 

always motivate changes in grave goods, leading to an underestimation of the 

impact of accidental changes or improvisations in grave goods. Second, current 

studies of embodiment demonstrate how the choice and use of grave goods is 

not just the result of systems of belief, but that engagement with grave goods can 

itself act back and influence mental constructs. This, in turn, shapes new 

dispositions, which “integrating past experiences, functions at every moment as 

a matrix of perceptions, appreciations, and actions and makes possible the 

achievement of infinitely diversified tasks” (Bourdieu 1977, 83). These new 

dispositions can affect future choices and placement of grave goods. However, 

these studies do not elaborate on how the embodiment process happens 
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(Braithwaite 1984; Meskell 1994, 1996). This part will critically explore the 

potential of theories of embodiment for Egyptian archaeology. 

 

The third part of this chapter addresses the limitations of the current theories. 

Then, based on the theoretical solutions to these limitations, this study develops 

its explanatory theory for changes in grave goods and its research applies 

practice theories to construct a dialectic process between the grave goods and 

the mind (Bourdieu 1977; Bell 1992). In this process, dispositions and grave 

goods influence and change each other. Hence, in this process, archaeologists 

can search for reasons for changes in grave goods on the basis of material 

evidence from previous ritual actions, instead of searching for changes in the 

ideas behind them. Because in this process, any small changes in grave goods 

can lead to a series of changes in the future, we can no longer overlook 

improvisations and accidental changes in mortuary rituals. As a complement to 

this study’s use of embodiment theory, consideration is also given to studies in 

memory production (Connerton 1989; Whitehouse 2000) as they demonstrate 

that sensorimotor experiences provide content for the body to embody knowledge 

from the outside world. Since sensorimotor experiences vary according to 

different environments and different individuals, we cannot ignore variations in 

external conditions and people.  

 

The explanatory theory of this study therefore combines the dialectic process 

from practice theory and embodiment processes supported by sensorimotor 

experiences. The theory attributes changes in grave goods to changes in 

practices and emphasises the impact of external conditions and improvisations. 

In general, changes in grave goods are results of a combined force from the 

interactions among dispositions, improvisations, sensorimotor experience and 

external conditions. 
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2.1. Review of theories and methods 

2.1.1. Grave goods and beliefs in afterlife 

The systematic study of mortuary practice started in the mid-19th century when 

the advanced phase of European global exploration and colonization enabled 

cross-cultural comparison. In Europe and the United States, prehistoric 

archaeology and ethnology advanced hand-in-hand, under the guidance of 

prevailing yet contradictory ideologies: evolutionism from Victorian England and 

the “psychic unity of mankind” of Adolf Bastian from Germany (Eriksen and 

Nielsen 2013, 21; Trigger 2006, 166-7; Bartel 1981, 33). Evolutionism illustrates 

the history of the human culture as a unilinear development from a lower state to 

a higher one, composed of multiple stages. Different scholars had different 

numbers of stages and various names for them (Lubbock 1898; Morgan 1976; 

Frazer 1996). While evolutionists observed the movements of human culture in 

history, Bastian developed a different system that championed cultural diversity 

and universality of human biological and psychological states. He believed that 

all cultures originated from a single source and they shared “Elementärgedanken” 

(elementary ideas). The differences between cultures were now shaped by the 

environment (Bastian 1860; Eriksen and Nielsen 2013, 28). 

 

Evolutionism and the “psychic unity of mankind” guided scholars of this period to 

look into the development of beliefs. The works of John Lubbock and Edward 

Tylor stand out as the typical studies of this kind. They shared the argument that 

the religion developed over time from the same origin (Lubbock 1898, 207; Tylor 

1871, 385). Tylor focused on a single origin of religion, Animism (Tylor 1871, 385), 

while Lubbock illustrated a development starting from Atheism, going through 

Fetishism, Totemism, Shamanism before reaching Idolatry (Lubbock 1898, 209). 

Lubbock and Tylor incorporated funerary rituals and grave goods from many 
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cultures into their grand framework of the development of religion. For them, 

funerary rituals and grave goods were evidence to support their arguments. 

Lubbock regarded objects in burials as an indicator of beliefs from ancient times 

(Lubbock 1913, 147). Beliefs in the different stages of development, they argued, 

gave rise to different grave goods and practices (Lubbock 1898, 288, 290, 331, 

353-4).  

 

For Tylor, offerings to the dead (animals and grave goods) provide a prototype to 

understand the mechanism of Animism found among many native people (Tylor 

1866, 77). His discussion of Animism had a profound influence in Egyptology 

when scholars tried to explain the grave goods from the Predynastic Period. 

Animism is a belief that concerns two parts: first is the “continuous existence of 

the soul after death”; second is spirits and deities (Tylor 1871, 385). Therefore, 

when people butcher the animal upon the grave for the dead, the animal’s soul 

or spirit serves the dead in the afterlife (Tylor 1866, 75; Tylor 1871, 426). Similarly, 

the objects have spirits too. Therefore, the burying of the grave goods, for Tylor, 

is “to provide the dead man’s soul with the soul of servant...food, clothing...” (Tylor 

1866, 75). 

 

From the late 19th to mid-20th century, scholars who looked into Egyptian material 

also related objects found in graves to the beliefs of the afterlife. This belief in the 

afterlife is a pursuit of an “eternal personal afterlife” (Nyord 2018, 76), and the 

dead require grave goods in this pursuit (Budge 1899, 217; Reisner 1912, 10). 

The source of these beliefs were funerary texts such as the Book of the Dead 

(Reisner 1912, 28). However, when there were no texts for codifying beliefs 

during the Predynastic Period, Egyptologists, such as Reisner, turned to Tylor’s 

Animism. Reisner believed that the grave goods’ spirits would serve the dead and 

argued that the entire world of the ancient Egyptian had their spirits in the other 
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world. This idea of spirts and duplication is “the foundation of the Egyptian 

conception of immortality” (Reisner 1912, 13).  

 

The interpretation that relates grave goods to beliefs has survived to today and 

remains influential in museums and general introductions to Egyptian material 

culture to the public (Spencer 1982, 49-50, 63; Ikram 2003, 34-5). In several large 

museums and recent exhibitions, the Egyptian afterlife is a complicated belief in 

the continuity of one’s existence. Material culture is physical nourishment or 

magical aids for the afterlife (Taylor and Strudwick 2005). Galleries 62-63 in the 

British Museum are now named as “Egyptian death and afterlife: mummies”. The 

exhibition on Egyptian coffins at the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, in 2016 is 

also based on interpretations mentioned in this section (Taylor 2016). Like their 

predecessors in the late 19th century, books on the Egyptian afterlife continue to 

pay most attention to objects with images or texts such as painted coffins, and to 

funerary texts (Assmann 2005; Smith 2017). Grave goods are a static reflection 

of the afterlife beliefs or a footnote to support the Egyptian afterlife constructed 

by Victorian intellectuals (Nyord 2018, 76). Seldom do Egyptologists explain the 

presence and changes in grave goods without referring to the beliefs in an 

Egyptian afterlife as a determinative power over the grave goods. 

2.1.2. Grave goods as variables in the social structure 

Connections between beliefs and mortuary practice were replaced by new 

concerns in the 20th century. French sociology developed from the mid-19th 

century to the First World War influenced British social anthropology in the first 

half of the 20th century and gave birth to biopsychological functionalism, 

represented by Malinowski, and sociological structural-functionalism represented 

by Radcliffe-Brown (Eriksen and Nielsen 2013, 38, 54; Bartel 1981, 37-43). The 

former attributed the origin of the social institution to the biological and 
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phycological needs of individuals, the latter, to society. Both branches offered 

interpretations of mortuary practices, but the New Archaeology or Processual 

Archaeology adopted the sociological structural-functionalism and changed the 

landscape of mortuary archaeology (Binford 1971, see Fig.1). The New 

Archaeology is known for its rigorous pursuit of scientific methodology and a 

systematic understanding of the culture and focuses on society (Trigger 2006, 

392-444). When looking into the grave goods, New Archaeology denies their 

connections with beliefs and treats them as distinct variables in a social system 

to help archaeologists reveal social complexity in the past (Binford 1971, 6).  

 
Fig. 1 Branches of social anthropology and their ramification for archaeology 

 

Durkheim’s functionalism laid the foundation for sociological structural-

functionalism by arguing that every unit’s activities contribute to the survival of 

the organic structure of a society (Radcliffe-Brown 1952, 178-180). Although 

Durkheim did not specifically address mortuary practice, his emphasis on society 

led to the society-based method manifested in Hertz’s analyses of secondary 

burials found in Indonesia. For Hertz, death removes members from society and 

severs its structure. Mortuary rituals achieve “a dual and painful process of mutual 

disintegration and synthesis”, and by the end of this process, society defeats 

death (Hertz 1960, 86). The disintegration and synthesis process in Hertz inspired 

the three-stage schema for the rite of passage described by Van Gennep. He 

pointed out that individuals in a society always moved from one group or status 

to another. Rituals regulate these actions and reactions so that “the society as a 
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whole will suffer no discomfort or injury” (Van Gennep 1960, 3). Hence mortuary 

rituals regulate the movement of a member from the group of the living to the 

ancestors. Finally, Radcliffe-Brown introduced Durkheim and Hertz’s arguments 

into his interpretations of the mortuary practices of Andaman Islanders. He 

believed that society relies on a system of sentiments shared by all its members 

to be cohesive (Radcliffe-Brown 1922, 254, 286). Death is an attack on this 

system, and the burial customs are “a collective reaction against the attack on 

the collecting feeling of solidarity” (Radcliffe-Brown 1922, 286). 

 

Sociological structural-functionalism believed that there is a correlation between 

the dead’s social status and the form of the funeral. This argument became 

central to New Archaeology. The social anthropologist Radcliffe-Brown stated that 

children and the elderly usually receive less elaborate burial ceremonies because 

they had little importance in social activities. Warriors with many achievements, 

however, received distinct treatment (Radcliffe-Brown 1922, 287). Gluckman 

found that, among Bantu and Thonga people, different members of the 

community act differently according to their relationship to the deceased 

(Gluckman 1937, 124). However, the study by Goodenough had the most 

significant influence on the New Archaeology (Binford 1971, 17). He argued that 

people compose a social persona to communicate in society. The social persona 

is composed of selected social identities, including age, sex and occupation 

(Goodenough 1965, 6-7). Later in the New Archaeology, the social status of the 

dead is also marked by different dimensions such as age and sex. 

 

While sociological structural-functionalism stressed that the function of social 

institutions is to maintain the survival of societies as an organic whole, 

biopsychological functionalism believed their functions to satisfy biological, 

emotional and physiological needs of individuals in a society (Malinowski 1932; 
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1944; 1954). Moreover, as rituals and beliefs stem from biological and emotional 

needs of humans, so too does the mortuary ritual (Malinowski 1944, 73-4, 76, 

155-7; 1954, 37). In a mortuary ceremony, both the dying person and the 

bereaved suffers from intense emotions and require rituals and objects to 

contradict negative emotions (Malinowski 1932, 512-3). A number of 

anthropologists followed Malinowski’s ideas (Forde 1958; Goody 1962; Douglass 

1969; Bloch 1971). They shared the idea that physical conditions of human 

generate beliefs and attitudes towards death (Forde 1958, 7-8; Goody 1962, 24). 

The mortuary rituals soothe or eliminate negative emotional or psychological 

reactions to a death (Douglass 1969, 213; Bloch 1971, 168-9). 

 

In archaeology, by the early 1970s there was a rising concern about how power 

shaped social structures in mortuary practice. At the same time, archaeologists 

dismissed the role of beliefs in influencing funerary practice. Ucko drew evidence 

from ethnographical investigations to demonstrate that burial practices and grave 

goods do not necessarily express afterlife beliefs (Ucko 1969, 264-5). He also 

pointed out that burial customs from some societies altered according to 

categories the dead belonged to in that society (Ucko 1969, 270). This correlation 

between the social categories of the dead and burial practice became a 

prominent feature of mortuary archaeology in the next decade, crystalising in 

works of Saxe and Binford (Saxe 1970; Binford 1971). Saxe followed the social 

persona theory developed by Goodenough (1965). He generated eight 

hypotheses on whether mortuary practices reflect differences in social persona 

and social structures (Saxe 1970, 65). Then Saxe performed component 

analyses on data from three societies, and most of his hypotheses received 

support from the results (Saxe 1970, 225-231). Binford combined theories from 

Service (1962) and Goodenough (1965). His tests revealed a positive correlation 

between numbers and criteria of social status, and the numbers of symbols and 
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different treatments in funerary practice (Binford 1971, 21).  His research also 

confirmed formal differences in mortuary rituals recognise different social aspects 

of the persona, particularly social status (Binford 1971, 21).  

 

Saxe and Binford’s studies inspired archaeologists to look into social structures 

through funerary practice, with a particular focus on minor ranks in society (Brown 

1981, 26). Grave goods played an essential role in their statistical analysis. They 

were treated as variables and went through a series of statistical analyses. The 

output usually reveals specific patterns, which scholars then interpreted as 

variations in mortuary practice. In this way, they related archaeological material 

to human behaviour, which follows societal rules. The following chart (see Table 

1) summarises the process in which different scholars converted grave goods 

and other variables into their conclusions on social structure. 
  



 
 

41 

Table 1 Grave goods as variables for research into rank, social persona and status 
 Variables Methods Outputs Interpretations 

Grave goods as one dimension of social persona/ differentiation 

Greber 
1979 

Number of objects 
Location 

Burial forms 

Non-parametric 
comparison 

Rank-sum 
Social groups 

Social complexity 

Hatch 1976 

Types of objects 
Sexes 
Ages 

Locations 

Multi-dimensional 
analyses 

Groups of 
correlated 

dimensions (sexes, 
ages, locations and 

grave goods) 

Primary criteria 
for social persona 

Peebles 
and Kus 

1977 

Types of objects 
Sexes 
Ages 

Burial contexts 

Univariate, 
Bivariate, 

Multivariate, 
Cluster 

Analyses 

Three clusters 
composed of 

different sexes, 
ages and 

characteristic 
objects or no object 

Two dimensions 
for social 
persona: 

Superordinate 
and  

Subordinate 
dimension 

Grave goods as sole archaeologically tangible indicator for social persona/ differentiation 

Randsborg 
1973 
1974 

Weight of gold and 
bronze objects 

Descriptive statistic 
Distribution of 

weight in graves of 
both genders 

Social status 

Rathje 
1973 

Number and types 
of objects 

Number of objects 
multiple by  

subjective loadings 
Scores Social persona 

Rothchild 
1979 

Types of objects 
Raw material of 
some objects 

Multivariate/Cluster 
Analyses 

Clusters 

Different 
segments of 

statues in one 
society 

Shennan 
1975 

Types of objects Cluster analyses 
Clusters composed 

of burials with 
similar grave goods 

Rich and poor 
segments of the 

society 

Wealth scores 
(distance and 

difficulty to obtain 
material for objects) 

Counting numbers of 
different wealth 

scores 
Drawing bar chart 

Distribution of 
wealth units/scores 

Non-egalitarian 
distribution of 

wealth 

Grave goods as parts of energy expenditure 

Tainter 
1975 
1977a 
1977b 

Types of objects 
(local/imported) 
Body treatment 

Burial forms 
(all variable above as 

“energy 
expenditure”) 

Monothetic divisive 
procedures 

Clusters 
Ranks and 
structural 

complexity 
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Table 2 Egyptian grave goods and socio-economic structure 
 Variables Methods Outputs Interpretations 

Bard 
1988 
1994 

N.* of pots of different 
types 

Grave size 
New Material**  

BMDPK 
clustering 

Clusters 
Differentiation in 

burial and two basic 
hierarchies 

Anderson 
1992 

N. of grave goods 
Sexes 

Grave sizes 
Grave condition*** 

Ages 

Chi-square 

Higher numbers of 
grave goods than 

expectation in 
different graves, 
sexes and ages 

groups 

Distributions of 
wealth in different 
ages and grave 

groups 

Ellis 
1992 
1997 

N. of grave goods 
Lorenz 
curves 

Gini coefficient Inequality in wealth  

Frequencies of different 
types of grave goods 

Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test 

Differences in 
patterns 

Differentiation of 
wealth 

Richards 
1997 

Wealth scores (according 
to difficulties in 

transportation and 
production of objects) 

Calculation of 
the score and 

generate a 
wealth index 

Scores 
Differences in 

wealth 

Savage 
1997 

N. of grave goods 
Mean floor area 

N. of architectural 
elements 

N. of burials with animal 
offering 

Descriptive 
statist 

Patterns in 
distributions of 

grave goods etc. in 
different groups of 
people and phases 

in time 

The change of 
wealth and powers 
of different groups 

within one area 

Wilkinson 
1996 

N. of pottery 
Size of burials 

Tabulation 
Patterns of 

numbers of pot in 
different periods 

Change of wealth in 
one region in time 

* N. stands for “Numbers”; 
** Five groups exotic material that have different frequencies in burials; 
*** The degrees of plundering; 

 

Egyptology and Egyptian archaeology drifted apart from the development of 

anthropology in the 1960s (Savage 2001a, 104-5; Adams 1997, 28). This gap 

between the two disciplines delayed the ramifications of New Archaeology for 

Egyptian archaeology. However, in the last decades of the 20th century, there was 

a growing interest in state formation and Egyptian societies. Thanks to these 

interests, anthropological developments from the earlier times found their way 

into Egyptian archaeology (Köhler 2010; Savage 2001a, 104-5; O’ Connor 1997; 
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Trigger 1997). Mortuary material, particularly grave goods, became the primary, 

sometimes sole evidence for research looking into social structures. The 

application of New Archaeology is almost exclusive to studies of the Predynastic 

and Early Dynastic period (Anderson 1992; Bard 1988, 1994; Castillos, 1982, 

1998a, 1998b, 2000; Ellis 1992,1997; Griswold 1992; Hendrickx 1994; Savage 

1997, 2000a; Seidlmayer 1988; Trigger 1983; Wilkinson 1996),  although there 

are a few studies concerning the dynastic period (Richards 1997; Seidlmayer 

1987). The following chart (Table 2) lists some examples to show how these 

studies process information from mortuary material. 

 

Despite their endeavour in seeking socio-economic structures in ancient Egyptian 

society, studies that adopted this social approach suffered from several 

drawbacks. Assumptions that relate the number of pottery vessels to personal 

wealth were often arbitrary (Richards 2005, 65). Similarly, the criteria for scoring 

were equally in need of justification. Moreover, in pursuing identification of 

“badges of status” and numerical variables, these studies separated objects from 

their contexts or failed to consider the social status expressed by non-

archaeologically visible processes (Brown 1981). However, the most urgent 

problem was that these ignored the on-going debate and critique of the New 

Archaeology. It does not mean that Egyptian archaeologists did not notice the 

debate from Post Processualism. Some of them were well informed of the 

disadvantages of the New Archaeology (Bard 1994). However, they still applied 

the New Archaeological approach (Stevenson 2009b, 179-80). When problems 

beyond the explanation from the socio-economic sphere were encountered, they 

turned to recent developments in Post Processual archaeology, which challenged 

New Archaeology’s frameworks (Ellis 1992). 
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2.1.3. Grave goods under multiple interpretations 

Under the influences of Marxist anthropological theories, Postmodernism and 

New Cultural anthropology, which promoted relativism (Trigger 2008, 445) and 

cultural particularity (Turner 1967, 1975; Geertz 1973; Clifford 1988), 

archaeologists following the post-processual critique revived their interest in 

beliefs and ideologies eclipsed by the New Archaeology (Braithwaite 1984; 

Hodder 1984; Miller and Tilley 1984; Parker Parker Pearson 1982, 1984) and 

championed the agency of human perceptions (Ashmore 2002, 2004; Ashmore 

and Knapp 1999; Bender 1993; Bradley 1993, 1998, 2000; Fraser 2004; 

Hamilakis 2013; Hamilakis et al. 2002; Joyce 2004; Kus 1992; Meskell 1996; 

Tilley 1994; Treherne 1995; Sherratt 1996; Rautman 2000; Thomas 2001) and 

memories (Alcock 2002; Bradley 2002; Van Dyke and Alcock 2003; Williams 

2003a, 2006). They also denied the positivist approaches from the New 

Archaeology, and argued that archaeology should be an ideological, humanistic 

subject (Gathercole 1984; Tilley 1994). Therefore, Post Processualism called for 

a comprehensive study of society (Hodder 1987) and hermeneutic methods 

(Hodder et al. 1995; Hodder 1999), instead of solving a problem with selected 

variables (Trigger 2008, 455). 

 

In terms of mortuary archaeology, Post Processual archaeologists denied that 

mortuary practice and choice of grave goods followed the social status and rank 

of the dead strictly (Hodder 1980, 165; Hodder 1982, 198; Parker Pearson 1982, 

104; Cannon 1989). In place of a positivist approach, they instituted multiple 

methods for their interpretations of grave goods. In comparison with the New 

Archaeology, which stressed that social structure shaped the grave goods, Post 

Processual archaeologists gave credit to the agency of ideology, attitudes and 

beliefs (Hodder 1982, 199-200; Parker Pearson 1982, 104, 111). However, unlike 

the studies from the late 19th century that were freighted with evolutionism and 
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racism, these studies based their research on relativism and cultural particularity. 

They argued that grave goods were manipulated by people (Braithwaite 1984, 94, 

103) and became a part of the material strategy to maintain social order and 

ideology (Hodder 1982, 199; Shank and Tilley 1982, 129; Parker Pearson 1984, 

78).  

 

In recent years, archaeologists have gone further than the agency of ideology 

and argued that even ideology varies according to different ages, genders and 

physical builds. They have pushed the boundaries forward to the biological 

sources of ideology: the body, its experiences, and many processes in the brain, 

such as emotions and memories. Although Post Processualism emphasised the 

agency of the individual, in practice, it failed to distinguish different agencies and 

real people (Meskell 1996, 10-11; 2000, 19). For example, women and children 

were underrepresented in archaeology (Joyce 2004). Dissatisfaction with this led 

to studies that focus on embodied, personal experience (Joyce 2004, 85) and 

emotions (Kus 1992, 172; Treherne 1995, 122; Tarlow 1999, 2000) when people 

in the past confronted a death. The body plays essential roles in these studies: 

the embodied experience of placing adult objects shapes the identities of children 

as adults (Meskell 1994, 41; 1996, 12); the habitual use of cosmetic items creates 

the “warrior” identities, and the display of those items in a funeral evoke these 

embodied experiences and identities (Treherne 1995, 126).  

 

Archaeologists looking into memory production and reproduction drew theoretical 

support from Connerton (1989), Rowlands (1993), and for “technologies of 

remembrance” from Jones (2003). These studies argued that different kinds of 

material cultures produce different modes of memory. Therefore, differentiation in 

memory production is an interpretative tool to explain differences in material 

culture in graves. Williams believed that material culture in funerary contexts is a 
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strategy to temper the memory (Williams 2003b, 10) because the manipulation of 

grave goods can create different modes of memories. Grave goods in burials are 

tools to create incorporating memories of the dead (see Table 3.). Other scholars 

focus on the mnemonic role of grave goods in the social context, for example, 

recalling kinship relations (Joyce 2003, 115) or constructing a lineage relationship 

between the dead and ancestors in a collective burial (Lillios 2003, 146). 

 
Table 3 The dichotomy of memory and their example in mortuary material culture 

 Incorporating memory Inscribing memory 

Content 

(Connerton 1989) 

body actions 

rituals with somatic experience 

memory storage devices 

monument 

Rowlands 1993 
Malangan sculptures (Küchler 1987)* 

deposited objects 
war memorials 

Williams 2001 
transformation of body (cremation) 

rich and exotic grave goods 
building mound  

Williams 2003c grave goods in Medieval burials Medieval effigies 

(After Connerton 1989; Rowlands 1993; Williams 2001 and 2003c) 

* Malagan sculptures are sculpture specifically made and destroy in funerary rituals in New Ireland.  

 

In the last decade, some Egyptologists and Egyptian archaeologists have started 

to approach grave goods under the agenda developed subsequent to the Post 

Processualist critique. Seidlmayer accepted the argument that there is no direct 

correlation between “socio-cultural facts and archaeological evidence” 

(Seidlmayer 2001, 205). Following Hodder, he pointed out that material culture 

from the Old Kingdom cemetery at Elephantine did not necessarily reflect the 

social hierarchy—but an ideal image of the dead as a sleeping man or woman 

(Seidlmayer 2001, 206). Stevenson’s investigation of grave goods from the 

Predynastic cemetery at Gerzeh carried on the discussion of social identities from 

Meskell (1994; 1996). She found that children received grave goods with less 

quality and some objects confined to young individuals only. Also, the diversity of 

grave goods among children was the same as that of adults. Therefore, there 
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was a social distinction between children and adults, but there were also 

variations in children’s identities (Stevenson 2009a, 181). She further argued that 

social status had multiple layers, and mortuary analyses should not focus along 

inequality on a single, economic axis (Stevenson 2009a, 185-6, 204). Special 

knowledge and ability to mediate the social distance between the distant world 

and the community can also raise an individual to high status. 

 

Investigations of the process of state formation from grave goods continued, but 

the theoretical base changed from that of New Archaeology to theories 

concerning practice and embodiment from Bourdieu (1977; 1990), Mauss (1979), 

Giddens (1984) and Gell (1993). Wengrow’s studies drew attention to the “body 

policy” and its agency in creating new ideas such as the state (Wengrow 2001, 

266-7). Initially, funerary rituals are an intensive display of body and objects. Later, 

the raising of the enduring monument and the establishment of mortuary cults 

took its place. These new features extended material needs of the funerary ritual 

to daily life. Hence, they supported a new relationship between the dead and the 

living as an “ideological framework” for the state to extract resources and labour 

(Wengrow 2001, 267). Stevenson also argued that the royal funerary display 

created the idea of the state. During the 1st Dynasty, the practices of large-scale 

human sacrifice and burial entangle the death of one king with many others. This 

shocking experience, or “poesis” (Stevenson 2015b, 379), fleshed out “visceral 

lived reality of the sovereign’s power” and rendered kingship into an “ontologically 

different and transcendent” existence (Stevenson 2016). 

2.2. Strengths and limitations of current theories 

 Throughout the development of ideas over the last one hundred years, the theory 

that relates grave goods to afterlife beliefs has been the most influential 

interpretative tool for explaining the presence of grave goods in Egyptology and 
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Egyptian archaeology. Following a critical assessment of that theory (2.2.1), we 

will evaluate theories from the New Archaeology and Post Processual 

archaeology. These theories have had limited impact upon Egyptian archaeology 

and Egyptology, but have much to offer to these disciplines. 

2.2.1. Afterlife and evolutionism 

The theoretical solutions that use afterlife beliefs to explain the existence and 

changes in grave goods are problematic in several respects. First, these solutions 

cannot explain the emergence of and changes in grave goods with solid material 

(Stevenson 2015b, 374). Second, the content of the “Egyptian afterlife” is a 

creation of the 19th century (Nyord 2018). Third, objects in burials are not 

necessarily related to beliefs (Ucko 1969, 265). Understanding the changes in 

burial deposits from the perspective of afterlife beliefs forces us to seek changes 

in beliefs (Binford 1971, 3). However, finding changes in beliefs lacks substantial 

evidence, especially for the periods that came before the appearance of funerary 

texts. Moreover, “dynastic constructions of death were not simply a ‘logical’ 

extension or refinement of Predynastic ones” (Wengrow 2006, 226; Stevenson 

2015b, 376). Therefore, we cannot project what we learn from texts during the 

Dynastic period back to the Predynastic Period. The very concept of “Egyptian 

afterlife” is also not reliable. Recently, Nyord has charcaterised the Egyptian 

afterlife as a quest for “eternal, personal afterlife” and dismissed it as a creation 

of Victorian mentality (Nyord 2018, 76). He points out that scholars’ 

understanding of grave goods and funerary texts came after the formation of this 

“Egyptian afterlife”. They fix their objects and texts to this interpretive framework 

and never critique the “Egyptian afterlife” with empirical studies (Nyord 2018, 77). 

Lastly, grave goods are not necessarily the expression of afterlife beliefs or the 

necessities for the dead in the afterlife. In some cultures, grave goods are visible 

expressions of the identities of the dead or objects with unique emotional 
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connotations (Ucko 1969, 265). 

 

Theoretical solutions concerning beliefs are problematic, but the evolutionary 

thinking that created them in the 19th century still has its impact on this study. This 

research covers a period from Prehistoric times to the Dynastic period. Therefore, 

the establishment of the chronological framework requires a relative chronology. 

The foundation of relative dating is an evolutionist narrative in which objects 

experience a predictable change through time. For Egyptology and Egyptian 

archaeology, this relative dating system starts from Petrie’s Sequence dating, and 

in this dating method one can detect evolutionism from Tylor and Pitt-Rivers 

(Stevenson 2015a, 146): the establishment of the order of the sequences based 

on the degradation of the “W type” or the “Wavy hand Type” vessels from globular 

to cylindrical shape (Petrie 1899, 297; Petrie and Mace 1901, 5). Further critical 

analysis of the theories covered in 2.1 is indispensable at this point in order to 

confront the evolutionary bias embedded into the way we study longer periods of 

time.  

2.2.2. Between society and individual 

The development of theories from the New Archaeology to Post Processualism 

can be evaluated as a whole because both trends branched from a long-standing 

dichotomy in social studies: society and the individual (Gillespie 2001, 73-5). On 

the one hand, society functions as an organic system and determines human 

actions and ideas. On the other hand, human actions construct structures in 

society. In retrospect, the New Archaeology followed the sociological structural-

functionalism and hence stood at the social end. In contrast, Post Processual 

archaeology looked into the agency of human beings. Therefore, the recent focus 

on individuals and the generative power of their organic bodies and minds is not 

new. It has been in the study of mortuary rituals since the days of Malinowski and 
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his Biopsychological functionalism. The critique against the ideas and beliefs in 

the New Archaeology eclipsed this focus. Theories from both ends have their 

merits and limitations, and this research should evaluate and learn from both of 

them. 

 

In recent decades, Post Processualism has developed multiple interpretations of 

grave goods. In comparison with the New Archaeology, the return to ideology and 

individuals it encouraged provides stronger interpretative tools for this study. First, 

the focus on individuals and their agency within society leads to investigations of 

different facets of individuals: the body, emotions, ideas and memories. These 

facets react to a death and can shape the mortuary practices. By looking at them, 

archaeologists can appreciate the way minor decision-making and reproduction 

work together to keep specific practice unchanged as a tradition or change them 

in a long process (Williams 2006, 10). The New Archaeology, however, forced 

archaeologists to look away from death and its impact on human life and to talk 

about overarching structure. It ignores the refrain that “the dead do not bury 

themselves” and mortuary practice is always for the sake of the survivors: it is 

they who carry out the funeral, to cope with the death and to be able to continue 

their lives. Focusing on the individual also introduced developments from other 

disciplines. For example, the focus on the perceptions and experiences of 

mortuary monuments (e.g. Tilley 1994) drew on phenomenology (Heidegger 

1962; Merleau-Ponty 2003). Studies from the perspective of bodily practice and 

embodiment (e.g. Meskell 1995, 1996) drew from theories about the body and 

society from Foucault (1977), Giddens (1984) and Shilling (1993). These theories 

not only enriched archaeological theory but also provided theoretical support for 

interpretations. 

 

Second, Post Processualism treated grave goods not as faceless variables, but 
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as active agents in the shaping of ideology and social memories. Therefore, these 

theories emphasise many aspects of grave goods other than numbers and values 

(as Tainter 1975) to explore their agency. For example, the visual effects of the 

grave goods, such as their light and colour, were elements that created vivid 

memories (William 2006 46-78, 124-44). Also, in terms of method, some Post 

Processual archaeologists do not convert different grave goods into variables for 

statistical analyses, but look into their appearances and contexts in burials, and 

their possible use in daily life. For example, the toilet tools for grooming (Treherne 

1995); the ear spools with names recalled the memories of family relationships 

at the funeral (Joyce 2003). This closer look at the contexts and appearances of 

items in burials enabled archaeologists to identify more than patterns and 

regularities in number and types of objects. Moreover, archaeologists can revisit 

and reinterpret grave goods with new theoretical frameworks (e.g. Stevenson 

2009a) and give new life to these materials, as long as the archive from the 

excavations is available.  

 

Post Processualism in the interpretation of grave goods can also remedy two 

problems in studies of Egyptian grave goods and encourage new interpretations. 

First, while Post Processualism put the living at the centre of the investigation, 

some Egyptologists and Egyptian archaeologists still hold the view that grave 

goods are for the survival of the dead (Spencer 1982, 49-50, 63; Ikram 2003, 34-

5; Taylor 2016). Therefore, in Egyptian archaeology, we seldom see 

interpretations based on memory-making through grave goods among the living, 

but rather it is more common to appeal to over-arching rules from beliefs of the 

afterlife that define grave goods as the necessity for the dead. Therefore, grave 

goods are simplified as symbols representing nourishment or magical tools. 

There has been little attempt to examine their visual features and contexts. 

Second, there is little place for the agency of individuals in interpretation. We see 
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homogeneous mourners from wall painting and depictions, but not individuals 

such as the old and young (Meskell 1994). The participants in mortuary rituals 

would seem to have had no different dispositions, intentions and emotions, but 

only to have shared the same concerns over survival in the afterlife. 

Interpretations of grave goods in Egyptian archaeology are like sanitised museum 

displays of mummies, which Kus (1992, 172) has described as being devoid of 

the reek of death, emotion and sensual experiences. 

 

The New Archaeology, although facing criticism from Post Processualism, still 

has much to offer to this study. First, although the positivist methodology ignored 

the contexts of grave goods, its use of statistical methods is helpful for revealing 

patterns that human eyes cannot detect. Second, although archaeology in recent 

years has returned to the idea that the human body and biological functions 

generate institutions and dispositions, this return cannot deny the agency of class 

and social status. At least in ancient Egyptian society, royal and elite burials yield 

more objects of good craftmanship and precious materials than those of ordinary 

people. Moreover, Egyptology has revealed a correlation between the complexity 

of burials and social status (Seidlmayer 2007). Thus, the New Archaeology’s 

concern with social structure is not entirely right, but also not entirely wrong. 

Therefore, although this study looks into the agency of humans and objects in 

funerary ritual, it still considers that individuals in similar communities faced 

similar situations and hence, shared similar dispositions and practices (Bourdieu 

1977, 81). Lastly, the critique within the New Archaeology called for attention to 

the formation processes of funerary remains (Schiffer 1972, 1976, 1987; O’Shea 

1981). It is a reminder that grave goods in burials were not always deposited in 

the final interment. Similarly, not all the objects from the rituals made their way 

into the burials. 
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2.2.3. Limitations of current theories 

Theories of Post Processualism show their strength in the interpretation of the 

presence of and changes in grave goods. However, they do not satisfactorily 

explain change, and, therefore, cannot answer the research questions posed in 

this thesis. Current theories can be generalised into two types, and each 

illustrates a unidirectional process between objects and mind. 

 

1) Mind-to-object: Ideologies and dispositions affect the existence and choice of 

grave goods (1 in Fig. 2). In other words, institutions in human minds or subject 

world shape grave goods in the objective world. For example, Hodder found that 

the attitude towards the corpse has an impact on grave deposits. The Nuba 

people fear pollution by the dead, so they put the belongings of the dead into the 

grave (Hodder 1982, 199-200). Parker Pearson revealed that in Jutland from 500 

to 50 BC, the newly emerged elite’s intentions to consolidate their power drove 

the elite member to display and destroy valuable objects by burying them with 

the dead, instead of offering to gods in nature (Parker Pearson 1984, 78). 

 

2) Object-to-mind: The grave goods worked through the body to create power, 

identities, emotions and memories (2 in Fig. 2). In other words, grave goods in 

the objective world shape the subjective world through the human body, which 

stands in the objective world, but also creates a subjective world in its head. 

Therefore, people could manipulate grave goods to form desired institutions in 

the mind. At Deir el-Medina during the New Kingdom, by depositing grave goods 

similarly for adults and children, people embodied an child as an individual, an 

embodied person who “warranted personal responses in the same manner as an 

adult” (Meskell 1994, 41; 1996, 12). 

 

However, neither of these two approaches can explain change in grave goods 
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without limitations. In the mind-to-object process, archaeologists attribute 

changes in grave goods to changes in ideologies and dispositions because they 

have the agency to shape the grave goods. However, to learn about mental 

change requires asking people their ideas, as when Hodder learnt the attitude of 

Nuba towards the dead through his fieldwork in Africa, or making inference based 

on non-mortuary evidence and assumption. For example, Parker Pearson 

identified the newly emerged elite and their displays of powers from changes in 

private property (Parker Pearson 1984, 79), and inferred that “prestige could only 

be accumulated by acquiring symbolic capital (by giving away or destroying 

commodities)” (Parker Pearson 1984, 89). In Egyptian history, particularly during 

the Predynastic Period, there is very little evidence outside the funerary contexts 

for us to identify social hierarchy. Nor can we ask ancient Egyptians what they 

thought about grave goods. Therefore, our assumptions on how they understood 

death derive from funerary texts which only reflect intellectual activities of a part 

of society, and which are at best only indirectly informative for the earlier period 

of Egyptian history. Moreover, to attribute the changes in grave goods to ideology 

in Egyptian archaeology is to restore the afterlife beliefs to the explanatory 

framework already criticized, which would run contrary to our critique in 2.2.1.  

 

Most crucially, by stressing that people intentionally changed grave goods in 

order to transform their mental states, the theory underplays the possibilities that 

unintentional changes in objective conditions, such as the depth of pits or 

unavailability of particular objects, might force people to change the way they 

chose and placed grave goods, in other words, to improvise in rituals. Although 

no one sought to establish any new mental state in this kind of process, a new 

mental state is nonetheless shaped by improvisations in objects. Such 

improvisation has great potential to explain changes in grave goods, but most 

current theories overlook this possibility. 
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Another limitation of current theories concerning the object-to-mind process is the 

lack of elaboration of the process of embodiment. Although archaeologists use 

words such as “bodily practices” (Treherne 1995, 125) or “embodied” (Meskell 

1996, 11) to describe the way objects work on the human mind, they do not 

explain how the body functions to convert its objective experiences and 

engagements with grave goods into ideas in the mind. Some studies of memories 

and sensory experiences in mortuary rituals have started to approach this by 

suggesting that sensory experiences are foundations of cognitive activities. 

However, the elaboration of how the body perceives objects and shapes ideas is 

still beyond their scope. Their principal aims were to interpret grave goods from 

the perspective of memory production (Williams 2006) and to emphasise the 

importance of sensory experiences in archaeology (Hamilakis 2014).  

 

In order to explain changes in grave goods, it is crucial to know how embodiment 

takes place in the body. First, in the object-mind process, objects did not link 

directly to mind. Their colours, textures and weights were perceived or inputted 

to the body through the sensorimotor system first. Then the brain processes these 

inputs to form ideas (Lakoff and Johnson 1999, 43-4, 54-7). Perceptions are 

constrained by outside conditions, for example, the dim light in the deep shaft or 

the coffin lid that covered the grave goods preventing eyes seeing them. Changes 

in these conditions can lead to different perceptions of grave goods. Second, 

people doing different tasks in a ritual are bound to make use of different senses 

(e.g. vision, touch, smell, etc.). Differences in senses compose different 

processes in embodying ideas. For example, the undertaker perceives grave 

goods through touching. They also have sensations of moving muscles and 

bones whey they carry out certain tasks (Thelen and Smith 1994). The onlookers 

may have perceived the grave goods mainly through vision. Without a detailed 
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description of the process of embodiment, we cannot distinguish differences 

between participants. By failing to do so, we would repeat the same mistakes that 

prompted criticism from Post Processualist archaeologists in 2.1.3. 

2.3. Theoretical solutions 

2.3.1. Addressing limitations in current theories 

This research proposes a composite theory to address the limitations of current 

theories and answer the question of why grave goods changed in Egypt during 

the third millennium BC. The composite theory intends to combine the two 

unidirectional process in current theories to form a better model to explain 

changes in grave goods; it also introduces studies in anthropology to elaborate 

on the process of embodiment.  

 
Fig. 2 Body as the hub in the dialogue between subjectivity and objectivity 

 

By combining the mind-to-object and object-to-mind process of current theories 

into one process, this research creates a dialectical process between grave 

goods/objectivity and mind/subjectivity. In this system, grave goods and minds 

determine each other and explain changes in each other. Any changes in one 

process will bring further changes in the subsequent dialogue. In this circular 
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process, the body interlinks subjectivity and objectivity: it externalises ideology 

and dispositions through its actions and internalises or embodies powers, 

emotions and memories created by grave goods (Fig. 2). Some archaeologists 

have pointed out this interaction, but they stop at description, and do not go 

further to apply it as an explanatory framework. Meskell argued that “social 

positions, institutions and religious are all initially products of human activity or 

externalisation, although they become objectified for successive generations and 

assume the status of reality that confront individuals as ‘social facts’” (Meskell 

1994, 35). Williams also recognised that the patterns of objects in graves form 

tradition, or expectations on how objects should be placed during a funeral over 

the long term. A following funeral would, on the one hand, partially satisfy these 

expectations and on the other hand, create something different from the tradition 

(Williams 2006, 61). However, both Meskell and Williams did not develop new 

arguments following this process.  

 

The dialectical process between subjectivity and objectivity remedies the 

limitations of the current theories by shifting our focus from the mind to objects 

when we pursue the reasons for changes in grave goods. This process also 

highlights the impacts of improvisations and objective conditions in shaping the 

grave goods. As discussed earlier, both mind-to-object and object-to-mind 

processes lead us to find changes in the human mind. This line of explanation is 

problematic because it requires us to make assumptions in funerary archaeology. 

Evidence for changes in the mind, such as written material, is also not always 

available, or may come from other contexts, such as settlements. The dialectical 

process changes this situation because changes in grave goods at one point in 

time are reasons for changes in grave goods in later times. Therefore, 

archaeologists can explain changes in burial practice from observing grave 

contents: the evidence is tangible and derives directly from the funerary contexts.  
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In the dialectical process, the influence of improvisations in positions or choices 

of grave goods according to different conditions also becomes more prominent in 

comparison with their influence in the unidirectional object-to-mind process. In 

the object-to-mind process, improvisations in grave goods lead to new embodied 

notions. However, in the dialectical process, changes triggered by improvisations 

extended from the mind to the next actions of placing or choosing grave goods. 

Hence, one improvisation of grave goods at a certain point in time could be 

consolidated and become a permanent change at a later time. More crucially, the 

extended influence of improvisations encourages archaeologists to pay attention 

to changes in objective conditions that push people to improvise, such as the 

shape of the burial or the timing of the interment. 

 

As discussed earlier, current theories lack elaboration of the process of 

embodiment (2.2.3.). This limitation leaves archaeologists unable to consider the 

constraints to perceptions from objective conditions when they discuss changes 

in grave goods. They also cannot distinguish differences in embodiments of 

different participants in rituals. This research remedies this problem by first 

placing the body as a hub that interlinks subjectivity and objectivity within the 

dialectical process between mind and grave goods. Then it carries on the 

discussions from studies suggesting that sensory-motor experience 

preconditions memory-production (Connerton 1989; Rowlands 1993; Hamilakes 

2014, 84) and introduces other theories from anthropology (Whitehouse 2000) to 

elaborate on the embodiment process, in which the perceptions of grave goods 

through sensorimotor engagements to generate memories and dispositions in 

mind. 
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2.3.1.1. Creating dialectic process with practice theory 

The composite theory of this research encompasses practice theory from 

Bourdieu (1977, 1991) and its application to ritual theory by Bell (1992, 1997) to 

compose a dialectical process. This process bridges subjectivity and objectivity 

and locates the human body in this process as a link.  

 

Bourdieu’s practice theory explains how practice, which refers to human activities, 

and structure, such as gender, social classes and social orders, produce and 

reproduce each other. He fashioned the concept “habitus” to link practice and 

structure. A habitus is, essentially, a system of dispositions. On the one hand, it 

is a “structured structure” (Bourdieu 1977, 72), because social structure affects 

the dispositions of people. On the other hand, it is a “structuring structure” 

because the habitus can generate thoughts, perceptions and actions that follow 

its scheme (Bourdieu 1977, 72, 95). Habitus is an “immanent law, lex instia” that 

is incorporated, inscribed or embodied in the human body (Bourdieu 1991, 58). 

Hence, the body interlinks the structure and practice as habitus does. On the one 

hand, the body “learns” through a state of the body (Bourdieu 1990, 73). 

Sometimes a simple action, such as “standing straight” or “do not hold your knife 

in your left hand” can inscribe a cosmology into the body (Bourdieu 1991, 69). On 

the other hand, the reproduction of knowledge, dispositions, value or social 

orders relies on the disposition inscribed in the body and the body’s actions. In 

order to revitalise embodied disposition, one needs to manipulate the body into 

certain states to recall these dispositions (Bourdieu 1991, 69, see Fig. 3). 

 

The dialectical process of practice and structure is dynamic and full of constancy 

and changes. The habitus always generates practice that reproduces the 

conditions or structures that gave birth to the habitus (Bourdieu 1977, 78, 95; 

1999, 58-9). For example, people may love to talk to someone with the same 
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ideas (Bourdieu 1991, 61). However, the habitus remains a general scheme for 

practices so that practice is relatively free, under constant improvisation and 

changes (Wacquant 1992, 23). The body embodies new dispositions when 

carrying out the improvised practice. Therefore, the body not only reproduces and 

reinforces dispositions that compose the habitus, it also incorporates 

improvisation into dispositions as Bourdieu stated: “imposing the revision and 

transformation that re-activation entails” (Bourdieu 1991, 57). These new 

dispositions will reproduce themselves through the habitus, and body in the next 

practice. Therefore, the reasons for changes in practice lie in every improvisation 

in previous practices in history. 

 
Fig. 3 Body in the dialogue between structure and practice 

 

Grave goods are one component of funerary rituals. Bell applies practice theory 

from Bourdieu to her ritual theory. This application allows us to use practice theory 

to explain changes in grave goods. Bell applies practice theory from Bourdieu to 

her ritual theory. She argues that rituals produce a “ritualised body”. In the 

ritualised body there is a “sense of ritual”. The sense of ritual is “a cultivated 

disposition” (Bourdieu 1977, 124), and a scheme that “produces sociocultural 

situations that the ritualised body can dominate” (Bell 1992, 98). In other words, 
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the ritual creates a body embodied with specific dispositions and schema. 

Following these dispositions and schema, the body, now inscribed with “practice 

mastery” (Bourdieu 1991, 19) or “ritual mastery” (Bell 1992. 107-8), can construct 

an environment through physical movements in the ritual to fit these dispositions. 

In this creation of the environment, physical movement can impress the schema 

of the rituals into the body (Bell 1992, 98-9). Again, the body, its actions and 

embodiment process link ritual practice and dispositions.  

 

Theories from Bourdieu and Bell illustrate a dialectical process between grave 

goods and the mind. In this process, the engagement of bodily actions with grave 

goods, such as viewing, choosing, placing and arranging, reproduces and 

embodies these dispositions. Changes or improvisations in bodily engagement 

with grave goods can embody new dispositions and cause changes in actions 

and grave goods in the next ritual (see Fig.4). In other words, improvisations in 

one ritual might have a lasting, sometimes unintentional, effect that changes 

schema of practice, which will produce changes in grave goods in the future. 

 

 
Fig. 4 Dialogues between dispositions and actions in time 
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2.3.1.2. An elaboration on the embodiment process 

As reviewed earlier in section 2.2.3., current theories lack elaboration of the 

embodiment process. However, archaeologists who look into memory production 

have touched on this topic by suggesting that sensorimotor experiences 

precondition cognitive activities such as memory-making (Williams 2006; 

Hamilakis 2014). These opinions agree with studies in psychology which argue 

that sensorimotor experiences are the condition of other cognitive activities, such 

as the formation of concepts and metaphors (Lakoff and Johnson 1999, 43-4, 54-

7). However, they do not argue further that the sensory experience is the first step 

in the embodiment process. In this section, we continue the discussion of 

memory-making in the past. We will also turn to theories from anthropology 

(Whitehouse 2000) to support the view that the process of embodiment starts 

with the sensorimotor experiences. 

 

Memory production is one of many kinds of embodiment processes and one 

might generate an insight to the process of embodiment from memory-production. 

Some studies show that memory production shares the same pattern with 

embodiments in general, such as embodiments of dispositions through actions of 

the body in ritual, as we had seen in Bourdieu (1991, 69) and Bell (1992, 98-9). 

For example, Connerton believes that the “cultural specific postural performances 

provide us with a mnemonic of the body” (Connerton 1989, 74). The performance 

of specific actions or body gestures can remind the performer of particular 

contents from the “cognitive context” (Connerton 1989, 88). Another example is 

from Küchler (1987), who looked into the mnemonic functions of Malangan 

sculptures in New Ireland. She drew support from Yates and Neisser (Neisser 

1976; Yates 1978) and argued that people apply the “methods of loci” to 

remember family lineage and origins (Küchler 1987, 249-252). The method of loci 

is a mnemonic skill that instructs people to assign different contents to an 
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imagined building in mind. When they need to recall anything, they can recover 

remembered contents by locating the content in this imagined building (Neisser 

1976, 137; Yates 1978, 20-1). Neisser explained that our body is always ready to 

pick up information when we reach the place where information is assigned 

(Neisser 1976, 137). In daily life, people in New Ireland placed the sculptures that 

shared designs with the Malagan sculptures in specific houses or trees to embody 

such a connection between locations and content to be memorised (Küchler 1987, 

249).  

 

Connerton and Küchler treat the body as a whole in the embodiment process. 

Without having a closer look at different bodily functions and their role in receiving 

information from the objective world, they do not elaborate on how the body 

receives inputs from postural performances or Malangan sculptures. Subsequent 

studies have filled this gap by seeking to distinguish functions within the body, 

particularly the sensorimotor system. Hamilakis refined the process of memory 

productions illustrated by Connerton and Küchler by emphasising the “sensorial 

character of memory” (Hamilakis 2014, 89). He followed anthropological 

investigation by Seremetakis (1994a, 1994b) and Sutton (2001) and illustrated 

his “sensory memory” in the field of eating and feasting. He argued that not only 

actions, such as eating, compose social memories, but also the sensory 

experiences in these actions, such as smells and taste, evoke “past events, 

persons, and situations in an involuntary manner” (Hamilakis 2014, 84). Although 

Hamilakis separated the sensorimotor experience from the homogeneous body, 

he did not develop a refined insight into its role in the embodiment process. 

 

Whitehouse also explored the role that sensory experience plays in memory 

production, arguing that different kinds of memories shaped different patterns and 

experience of religious practice in different religions (Whitehouse 2000 5-6, see 
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Table 4.). 

 
Table 4 Modes of memory and correspond religiosity 

Religiosity Imagistic Doctrinal 
Memory episodic and “flashbulb” semantic 

Characteristics unique and vivid abstract and general 

Production memorable events repetition of the same event 

Sensory experience in 
ritual 

strong and intense weak 

Frequency of rituals infrequent frequent 

(Whitehouse 2000, 5-6, 112, 114) 

 

Two kinds of memory may be distinguished: episodic (including “flashbulb 

memories”) and semantic. Both kinds rely on sensory stimulations to encode 

content into our bodies. Semantic memories are the schema of certain practices 

created by repetitions of actions. Our body creates semantic memory from 

abstracting a structure of an event from many memories of this event. For 

example, we know the way to behave in a ritual after attending many of them 

(Whitehouse 2000, 121; Wright and Gaskell 1992). On the biological level, the 

creation of the schema or semantic memories depends on repetitions of a specific 

repertoire of neuron firings. This process allows the organism to “classify and 

model experiences on the basis of common features” (Whitehouse 2000, 8). In 

other words, repetitive sensory stimulations enable our body to embody the 

schema. Episodic and “flashbulb” memories are memories of unique events in 

life, for example, the first ritual in which one participated. The flashbulb” memories 

are those episodic memories that are too vivid to be forgotten because they are 

so unique that they cannot fit into the schema or semantic memories in our brains 

(Whitehouse 2000,6, 121). Different from the creation of semantic memories, the 

body needs new and powerful sensory stimulations happening simultaneously to 

reinforce inputs of special and vivid events. On the biological level, it needs a new 

repertoire of neuron firings, instead of repetitions of firings from the familiar 
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repertoire of neurons (Whitehouse 2000, 9).  

 

These studies by Hamilakis and Whitehouse indicate that the sensorimotor 

experience of our body participates in embodiments of schemas and special 

events. The sensorimotor system receives information from the objective world 

and feeds different inputs into our cognition. These differences produce 

differences in memories or embodied knowledge (Whitehouse 2000, 5-9). Also, 

the sensorimotor experience is essentially the content the body embodies and 

recalls when performing physical movements (Hamilakis 2014, 84). Therefore, 

the sensorimotor experience is the condition and content of the embodiment 

process. Moreover, intense sensory stimulations help the body to encode special 

memories. Therefore, the sensorimotor experience also catalyses the 

embodiment process.  

 

Such detailed analyses of the embodiment process provide us with a tool to 

address the limitation of the current theories, which lack elaboration of the 

embodiment process. Since the sensorimotor experience composes and shapes 

different kinds of embodied knowledge, we can argue that variation in that 

experience leads to different embodiment processes and contents. First, 

sensorimotor experience varies according to external conditions, for example, 

dim light and blocking of the view. Therefore, small changes in objective 

conditions can create changed embodied dispositions that will change how 

people place grave goods in future. This argument provides us with theoretical 

support to pay attention to minor changes in objective conditions in burials, and 

to understand their power to cause variations in depositional practice over time 

and between regions. Second, sensorimotor experience varies according to 

different people with their individual physical and mental conditions and their 

diverse tasks and roles in rituals, for example, those who viewed the objects and 
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those who placed the objects in the burial pit. Egyptology has provided reminders 

of the variety of experience and response, though from a much later period: 

Fischer-Elfert identified possible evidence for a case of epilepsy affecting the 

ability of a person to undertake a ritual role comparable to a funeral, the carrying 

of a sacred image by a group of bearers across the fields and low desert, and 

noted the supportive responses of those around the person to enable their 

participation without disrupting the procession (Fischer-Elfert 2005, 30, 13th 

century BC, Thebes). Such comparative examples are useful in reminding us of 

specific variations among agents in rituals. 

2.3.2. Explanatory theory of this research 

From the solutions proposed above to limitations in current theories, the 

explanatory theory of this research will be developed step by step in this section. 

In the first step, the research combines the two processes revealed above—the 

dialectic between subjectivity and objectivity, and the elaborate process of 

embodiment—into one. In this combination, ritual practices produce and 

reproduce embodied sensorimotor experience according to schema. Next, this 

study argues that the schema in ritual practices is to display grave goods and 

body. Therefore, ritual practices always ensure the reproduction of the visual 

experience of grave goods. However, when external conditions hinder this 

reproduction, people improvise in practice. This improvisation creates new bodily 

movement and sensorimotor experience that leads to new embodied dispositions 

and a new way to display grave goods in the future. Finally, the theory considers 

the possibility that some display of grave goods took place outside the burial pit, 

while objects in graves are not always meant to be displayed. After stating the 

explanatory theory, this study also considers the ongoing debates that are related 

to sensory perception in archaeology. 
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2.3.2.1. Physical movements and sensorimotor experience in 

practice 

When addressing the limitations of currents theories, this research has illustrated 

two processes. The first is a dialectical between subjectivity and objectivity in 

practice theory, and in this process, the body actions are the link (Bourdieu 1977, 

1992; Bell 1992, see 2.3.2.1. see 1 in Fig. 2). The second process is organic, 

starting with the sensorimotor experience and concluding with embodied 

knowledge (Whitehouse 2000; Hamilakis 2014, see 2.3.2.2. see 2 in Fig.2). Both 

processes are better tools to explain changes in grave goods in comparison with 

current theories. They attribute changes in grave goods to small changes in bodily 

engagement with grave goods: either through actions or sensorimotor experience. 

Also, both processes emphasise the impact of objective conditions that constrain 

the senses or motivat people to improvise their actions. However, they are not a 

holistic explanatory theory for this research until both processes are incorporated 

into one. The two processes above are connected in two ways. First, from the 

perspective of bodily function, physical movements and sensorimotor experience 

are connected. When we move our bodies, we also perceive our bodily 

engagement with the world through our sensorimotor system. Second, from the 

perspective of the dialectical process, the organic process from the sensorimotor 

experience to the embodiment is only one half of the dialectic process between 

subjectivity and objectivity (as 2 in Fig. 2). We need to put this organic process 

back into the dialectical process. 

 

The combination of the two processes above gives rise to a theoretical model 

that performs differently under two scenarios: 

 

1) When external conditions remain unchanged, the body embodies selected 

sensorimotor experiences from specific actions in rituals. Then, in the next ritual 
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people reproduce physical actions that create sensorimotor experiences that are 

similar to embodied experiences. Finally, repeated sensorimotor experiences 

help the body to create schema or semantic memories. In other words, the 

schema of the practice and of sensorimotor experiences in practice is reinforced. 

As Bell has argued, rituals create a “sense of ritual” in the body through actions. 

This “sense of ritual” is a schema for people to reproduce the environment that 

gave birth to the “sense of ritual” in the next rituals (Bell 1992, 98). Indeed, bodily 

actions participate in production and reproductions of the schema, “sense of 

ritual”, habits (Connerton 1989, 74) or habitus (Bourdieu 1990, 73). However, the 

body also embodies the sensorimotor experience in these actions. As Hamilakis 

has argued, people learn how to cook by doing it themselves, and also remember 

the tastes and texture of food. These memories guide people to reproduce similar 

tastes and texture later (Hamilakis 2014, 86). Similarly, when actions create an 

environment in ritual that fits embodied dispositions, they reproduce sensorimotor 

experience that fits sensorimotor experience from previous rituals, or schema 

produced from multiple repeated sensorimotor experiences (Whitehouse 2000, 

8).  

 

2) When external conditions change and constrain sensorimotor experience in 

rituals, people improvise in order to reproduce embodied sensorimotor 

experiences. However, improvisations in actions also create new sensorimotor 

experiences which, in turn, create new embodied dispositions. If the constraints 

from outside conditions remained constant, then new dispositions will be 

repeated and become a new schema for rituals. As practice theories argue, while 

the schema guides practice to reproduce the environment that created the 

schema, it remains a general guidance that warrants changes in practice 

(Wacquant 1992, 23). Freedom in practice opens a window for the body to 

embody changes in practice and alter the content of dispositions (Bourdieu 1991, 
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57). However, practice theories did not offer us reasons why people change their 

practices. This research proposes that people change practice in rituals as a 

response to objective conditions that constrain them to reproduce embodied 

dispositions. Since the sensorimotor experiences from body actions are the 

content of embodied dispositions, then arguably sensorimotor experiences of 

people are the specific factor that the objective conditions constrain. 

 

Hence, by combining practice theories and elaborate process of embodiment, 

this research creates its theoretical framework to explain changes in grave goods. 

This framework combines subjectivity-to-objectivity (Fig. 2, 1) and objectivity-to-

subjectivity processes (Fig. 2, 2) from current theories. Furthermore, it overcomes 

their limitations in explaining changes in grave goods. This framework attributes 

changes in grave goods to changes in bodily actions and sensorimotor 

experience that engage with grave goods, instead of changes in ideas. This shift 

allows this research to explore reasons for changes from observing grave goods. 

It also emphasises the impact of objective conditions, which are also observable 

in archaeological remains. However, two questions remain to be answered: first, 

what was the schema of a mortuary ritual? Second, what kinds of sensorimotor 

experience were produced and reproduced in practice. 

2.3.2.2. Display as a schema of practice 

As a practice, the funerary ritual has a specific schema or modus operandi behind 

“ritual mastery”. This research argues that this schema involves the visibility of 

the body and grave goods in rituals. Archaeologists observing burial practices 

from Egypt and other parts of the world have noticed a pervasive tendency to 

display the body and grave goods in the burials. This tendency is particularly 

evident in European and the British Isles after 1500 BC. Thomas investigated 

changes in handling human remains between 3800-2000BC from long barrows 
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to the Beaker burials in Britain. He argued that the Beaker burial practice 

abandoned the handling and curation of scattered human remains. Instead, it 

presented the complete human body, with objects, in a single interment (Thomas 

1999). Halsall looked into Merovingian burials and argued that every element 

displayed in a furnished burial was positioned deliberately to make a statement 

to its audiences. To achieve such display, people chose and placed grave goods 

according to a “grammar of display” (Halsall 2010). Williams examined burials 

from early Medieval Britain, using the term “tableau” to describe a scene 

composed of the cadaver and objects (Williams 2006, 30). Moreover, tableaus 

were meant to be seen and remembered. They are the striking, final image of the 

dead. Each tableau was a unique, memorable image, creating a strong memory 

of the funeral among its onlookers (Williams 2006, 46-78, 124-44).  

 

In terms of funerary practice in ancient Egypt, Wengrow comments that funerary 

practice in the Predynastic Period shows an intention to compose an “overall 

image of the deceased within the grave” with grave goods and bodies, positioned 

in specific patterns. This image is “a unique funerary realisation of the deceased 

individual” (Wengrow 2006, 117). Seidlmayer’s interpretation of Old Kingdom 

grave goods from Elephantine revealed the iconographic nature of objects in 

graves (Seidlmayer 2001). Images in graves illustrate ideal images of the dead 

as male or female, according to social conventions reflected in other forms of art 

(Seidlmayer 2001, 246). Similarly, Näser noticed that in New Kingdom burial 

chambers, there were “mises-en-scène” composed of statues of the dead, resting 

on a chair. She believed that this image mirrored the motif of the dead receiving 

offerings (Näser 2003, 657). Stevenson also pointed out that during the 4th 

millennium BC, there was a dialogue between the body and grave goods in 

Naqada Culture burials. Together, they provided “an arena for the contemplative 

viewing of the dead by surviving communities” (Stevenson 2015b, 374, also 2009, 
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142).  

 

If the display of grave goods and body is the schema of ritual practice, then what 

kind of sensorimotor experiences were embodied and reproduced? Indeed, there 

are many sensorimotor experiences for different people performing different tasks. 

However, one sensorimotor experience is privileged above all others. All the other 

actions were performed to ensure this experience is well produced and embodied 

in ritual. This study believes that this sensorimotor experience is the visual 

experience of grave goods. Some studies also suggest the priority of visual 

experience of objects and its role in memory production. Rowlands, when stating 

that the deposition of objects in the grave creates a memory, equated the grave 

goods with their images: “When images actually become memory they can no 

longer refer to any fixed past outside themselves” (Rowlands 1993, 146-7). 

Williams also suggested that the display of the grave goods forms images for 

visual perception: “the corpse and its associated objects were hidden from view, 

these items could be visible in the mind of those who attended the funeral, serving 

to create a static, fixed image of death” (Williams 2003c, 240). 

 

Hence, we have an explanatory theory for changes in grave goods centred on 

the visibility of the display of grave goods. Initially, people hold the disposition that 

grave goods should be on display and be perceived through vision during the 

funeral. They expect that this would be reproduced in each consecutive funeral. 

During the ritual, people carry out their actions to meet the needs of display and 

ensure the ritual reproduces the visual stimulations that fit this disposition. These 

needs are: 1) the image on display is visible to participants; 2) the placement of 

the objects and body follow specific rules (as a “grammar of display” in Halsall 

2010, and statistical regularity in Stevenson 2009a, 142). After composing a 

visible display of grave goods, the ritual reinforces the embodied sensorimotor 
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experience and the schema by repeating the same experience. However, when 

changes take place in objective conditions and hinder the ability of people to 

follow their existing “grammar of display”, people might initially improvise to 

ensure a visible display in other parts of the ritual. If the new conditions persist, 

then improvised actions and the sensorimotor experience would generate a new 

embodied schema. This new schema leads to changes in how people choose 

and display their grave goods in future. 

2.3.2.3. Displays in different time and places 

The explanatory theory of this research attributes changes in grave goods to 

changes in the practice of displaying grave goods, motivated by changes in 

external conditions that hinder people from ensuring the visibility of grave goods. 

Therefore, the tasks of this research are to trace changes in the practice of 

display by tracing the changing visibility of grave goods within an extended period; 

and to identify possible changes in conditions that motivated people to make 

changes in display. However, we cannot judge the visibility of grave goods directly 

from our observations of line-drawings or photographs, because some objects 

that archaeologists found in burials might not have been intended for display in 

the past, while some objects for display might not have made their way to the 

final interment. Therefore, we need to theorise these problems within the scope 

of archaeological literature on formation processes behind the archaeological 

evidence. 
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a: the laying-out ritual before the interment in which every object is displayed and visible; 
b: the burial in the pit before the final interment; the triangle is not visible to participants;  
c: the burial when found, the triangle is visible to archaeologists while other objects are not. 

 
Fig. 5 Objects visible in different phases through time 

 

Since the time of the New Archaeology, archaeologists realised that remains in 

burials are not a snapshot of the final ritual. The formation of the mortuary 

evidence involves multiple and intricate processes. Moreover, a large proportion 

of information in these processes may be lost in time (as the square, circle and 

hexagon in Fig. 5). Schiffer created a theory of “Formation processes” to describe 

and analyse both cultural and non-cultural processes in the formation of 

archaeological remains (Schiffer 1972, 1976, 1987). The funerary deposition of 

the body is part of cultural formation processes (Schiffer 1976, 3;1987, 87-89). 

However, Schiffer’s focus is the spatial distribution of the burial and the 

demographic pattern (Schiffer 1987, 88-9). The processes of rituals, in which 

different archaeological evidence took shape, are absent in his theory. O’Shea 

criticised Schiffer from within the domain of the New Archaeology. He was not 

content with overlooking mortuary practice in funerary archaeology and argued 

that there is other evidence that helps archaeologists to reconstruct social 

structure in the ritual process (O’Shea 1981, 40). He analysed burials of North 

American native Pawnee, Omaha and Arikara, and concluded that both horizontal 

features, such as moiety and clan, and vertical features, such as rank and wealth, 

had their markers in practice before the final interment. However, organic objects 

and preparation of the body marked horizontal differentiation, but left fewer traces 
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than markers of vertical differentiation (O’Shea 1981, 49-50). Similarly, Tainter 

revealed that the Modoc people removed objects from the pyre and rendered 

evidence for social ranks invisible (Tainter 1978). Archaeologists from Post-

processual stance also emphasised the agency of formation processes of the 

mortuary assemblage. Parker Pearson reminded archaeologists how complex 

grave goods could be by illuminating the fact that “items destined for the dead” 

might never find their way into a burial (Parker Pearson 1999, 11). 

 

Another problem is a reversion of what O’Shea and Parker Pearson found: grave 

goods visible to us today were not necessarily visible in the past to participants 

in the final interment (As the triangle in Fig. 5). Williams illustrates the dynamic 

visibility of a brooch in the process of a funeral at Berinsfield and argues that the 

brooch could be a focus within a display in the early stage of the ritual. This early 

stage, however, has left no observable archaeological trace (Williams 2006, 51). 

Näser demonstrated another case in which people had no intention of arranging 

grave goods for display because they had already been displayed earlier. She 

argued that grave goods from Egyptian burials during the New Kingdom 

(ca.1550-1070 BC) were for rituals by the graveside before the interment. After 

grave goods had made their way to the burial chamber, their arrangement was 

“thoroughly pragmatic and profane” (Näser 2013, 657). People just fitted grave 

goods into a place with limited space. Weekes not only emphasised the process 

of ritual, but he also divided activities before the internmet into several episodes. 

Objects in burials from Roman Britain could be the focal point in different episodes 

of funerary rituals. He argued that when one object was the focus in an episode 

of ritual, it became particularly visible to participants (Weekes 2017, 105). For 

example, the decorative coffin is a part of a visible display at a certain point in 

time (Weekes 2014, 430). Besides, brooches fused to the cremated bones and 

glass unguentaria found in the coffin all belonged a “laying out” ritual before the 
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cremation or inhumation. In this “laying out” ritual, the body and objects were on 

display (Weekes 2014, 430). 

 

Building awareness of the process of ritual in archaeology into theory is not 

sufficient. Most of the studies above have pointed out that there could be display 

or handling of grave goods before the final interment. However, this period before 

final internment is not likely to be a homogeneous episode in time, because we 

have no idea of how many episodes in this period or of the possible order of 

different actions. Therefore, theory also requires us to explore and illustrate a 

specific and detailed process of Egyptian burial ritual during the third millennium 

BC. With a detailed analysis of ritual, we can assign the visibility of different 

objects in the grave to different episodes of the ritual. In this way, we can reveal 

a possible process, in which people produced visible displays of grave goods in 

particular episodes of the rituals. Moreover, when we compare the distribution of 

visibility in the process of rituals within a thousand year period, we can gain an 

understanding of how people changed their ways of reproducing the sensory 

experience of grave goods in the long term. 

2.3.2.4. Critical assessment of the explanatory theory of this 

research 

The explanatory theory incorporates awareness of recent critiques and debates 

in relation to its component parts. The following section demonstrates how this 

research addresses these critiques and justifies its theoretical framework against 

the background of debates. Two contested issues are especially relevant to this 

theory. First, several researchers have problematised the dominance of visual 

perception in phenomenological approaches in archaeology (Criado Boado and 

Vázquez 2000, 189; Mills 2000; Hamilakis 2002, 122; Cummings and Whittle 

2003; Hamilakis 2014, 8-9). Hamilakis criticised archaeologists who apply 
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phenomenology in their observations with a focus on vision and sight “at the 

expense of other sensorial modalities and experiences and of sensorial memory” 

(Hamilakis 2014, 8). A second and related debate concerns the problematic level 

of assumptions in other uses of phenomenology in archaeology. Archaeologists 

have been encouraged to experience ancient monuments and landscape 

themselves and to look for interpretations of these monuments from their own 

sensorimotor experiences of them (e.g. Tilley 1994). Brück has welcomed the 

opening of new research agendas, but warns that, in these studies, 

archaeologists cannot expect to access the experiences and interpretations of 

past people primarily by experiencing the monument themselves (Brück 2005, 

55-6).  

 

The explanatory theory of this study does not place visual experience in a central 

position arbitrarily. First and most importantly, in this theory, visual experience 

gains its central position because it is a component of the schema of the mortuary 

practice. As argued earlier, practice produces and reproduces schema, which 

forms embodied, repeated sensorimotor experiences. When the reproduction of 

these experiences becomes unfeasible, people improvise to achieve 

reproduction again (2.3.2.3.). Therefore, the schema plays a central role in 

practice and its changes. In mortuary practice, the aim of the schema is to display 

the grave goods (2.3.2.2.). The display produces visual experience and requires 

vision. So vision inevitability plays a prominent role, echoing the role of the 

schema in practices. Hence, this research emphasises vision not as an assumed 

priority, but on the basis of its essential role in this particular set of practices. The 

argument that visual display is the schema of mortuary rituals receives support 

from observations in previous studies (2.3.2.2.). Secondly, this theory takes 

account of other sensorimotor experience by arguing that we should not ignore 

the variety of experiences from people performing different tasks in rituals 



 
 

77 

(2.3.1.2). A funerary ritual is likely to have a range of participants who look at the 

display, as well as people with fixed ritual roles, for example to arrange the body 

and to place objects correctly for display. Their sensorimotor experiences in their 

actions are also part of the embodiment process. Lastly, the central role of vision 

does not constrain this theory from including experiences through other senses. 

Indeed, even if visual experience might often determine how people behave in a 

funeral, sensorimotor experiences from those actions aiming to ensure a visible 

display are also part of the embodied experience. 

 

Critiques of the application of phenomenology are also not entirely applicable to 

this theory. Firstly, this study focuses on the visual experiences of people in the 

past, but it does not intend to use what archaeologists perceive in the grave today 

as problem-free evidence for interpreting changes in grave goods. In section 

2.3.2.3. the theory built up the awareness that what archaeologists perceive in 

the grave today was not necessarily visible to people in the past. Objects visible 

to people in the past are also no longer visible to archaeologists today. These 

realisations conform with critiques by Brück and safeguard this study from 

equating what we see today with what people perceived in the past. Secondly, 

this research does not claim to reconstruct ancient Egyptian perception. Nor will 

it approach people’s thoughts about grave goods. Its goal is to reveal one 

possible change in the distribution of visible display of grave goods in different 

parts of the mortuary rituals. Every argument, such as the visibility of objects in 

one phase of the ritual, remains a possibility among many other possibilities, 

instead of an assertion. Lastly, although this research requires many observations, 

it is not envisaged as a phenomenological study. It does not rely on the 

experience of burials and grave goods by the PhD candidate himself, but 

develops a series of observations of traces from photographs and sketches and 

other published and archival documentary products of excavation. 
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Chapter 3  

Geographical and chronological background of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
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This chapter introduces the site chosen as the test-case to apply the study’s 

explanatory theory: Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Although today archaeologists may 

perceive Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar as a series of cemeteries, the activities of the 

people who were buried here might well have encompassed a broader area in 

the past, with the geographical features, such as bodies of water and hills, 

shaping their activities, including their funerary practices. Acknowledging the 

geographical location of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar also helps us to place society here 

in a bigger picture of the Nile valley, laying a foundation for the discussion of its 

people in the later chapters (6.1). Hence, the first part of the chapter will reveal 

the changing geographical features at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third 

millennium. An investigation of changes in grave goods at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

also requires us to locate the site in time, so that later we can arrange observed 

changes into a narrative that unfolds within a chronological framework. However, 

the dating of burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar faces two challenges of Egyptian 

archaeology. First, the third millennium BC is covered by two distinct dating 

systems, and each of them relies on different material and provide dates of 

different resolutions. Second, due to the absence of diagnostic objects, the dating 

of burials from the Old Kingdom here is problematic. Therefore, the second part 

of this chapter faces these challenges and shows what this study has achieved 

so far in reconciling the differences in chronological frameworks, and in refining 

the dates for burials from the Old Kingdom.  

3.1. The geography and landscape  

3.1.1. Geographical features 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar includes a chain of cemeteries located on the western 

desert-edge of the Nile floodplain. The area is over 1 km from the northeast 

(29°30'N 31°13'E) to the southwest (29°29'N 31°12'E) and 0.62 km from 
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northwest to southeast. The major part of the site is a series of hills and high 

ground scattering from the northeast to southwest. A valley, running from 

northwest to southeast, divides this chain of hills into two parts. The northern part 

overlooks the modern village Kafr Ammar, the southern, Kafr Turki. Across the 

Nile, there are villages of Al Wadi, and Kafr Ad Dismi, and the northern tip of a 

larger town named Al Qababt. Zooming out from the local area, Cairo is 57 km 

away to the north. About 6 km in the southwest is the Predynastic cemetery of 

Girza. The Meydum Pyramid is further, over 14 km southwest of Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar. 14.5 km west of this band of cemeteries is the north-east corner of the 

Faiyum oasis (Fig. 6).  

 

In terms of the Nile valley, the Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar cemeteries are located in one 

of the narrowest parts of the valley. The Nile valley is generally broad from Luxor 

to the Faiyum (Jeffreys 2007, 8) and, after reaching the 'mouth' to the Faiyum, 

the valley becomes narrow, about 5 km from the area of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar.  

Then it widens again, splitting to form the Nile Delta around Heliopolis (Jeffreys 

1998, 70). Until the 20th century, the annual river flood left its silt deposits along 

both sides of its course. They are the foundation of cultivation on both banks of 

the Nile. Cliffs of limestone sandwich the valley from Esna in southern Upper 

Egypt north to Cairo; their heights vary considerably along the Nile. Generally, 

from Qena downstream to Cairo, the western cliff is lower than the eastern one 

(Ball 1939, 4). In terms of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, in the area between Meydum and 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, the western cliff rises from 24 to 30m in the 400m from Bahr 

Liebeini, which flows under the western cliff. The eastern cliff rises from 24 to 30m 

in 3 km but reached 80m further east (map after Egypt survey map from 1935). 

The Nile usually flows on the eastern side of the narrow stripe between the cliffs 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. From Girza to Cairo, there are settlements on both sides 

of the Nile today. Settlements dot the area between cliffs and the Nile. Looking at 
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recent satellite images, the settlements between the western cliff and the Nile are 

strings of small villages such as Kafr Turki and Kafr Ammar. On the eastern bank, 

there are larger settlements, usually expanding to the foot of the cliff, such as Al 

Qababt and Arab El-Shaikh Zayed (See Fig. 7). 

 

 
Fig. 6 Map from the Nile Delta to the Fayum region, late 4th millennium. 

(After Hendrickx and van den Brink 2002) 
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Fig. 7 Satellite photograph of the Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar region in 2017 

© Google Earth 2017 

 

Despite its narrow width, this “bottleneck” of the valley possesses a complex 

system of water bodies and geological features. Today there are three bodies of 

water on the west of the Nile: The Bahr Libeini flows right under the cliff. To its 

east is the Al Gîza Canal. In the further east is the Al Ibrahimiyaah Canal, running 

parallel with the railway. The train station at Kafr Ammar, which Petrie mentioned 

in his report serves this railway. Crossing the Nile, there are, from west to east, 

the Al Khurman Canal,the Al Burumbul Canal and the Masgi Musa Canal. The 

only bodies of water known from ancient times around Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar are 

the Nile and the Bahr Libeini (Yoyotte 1961), but this river did not take its shape 

until the New Kingdom according to recent investigations at Memphis (Bunbury 

and Jeffreys 2011, 70).   
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Fig. 8 The geological structure at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

(based on Sandford and Arkell 1934 and Hendrickx and van den Brink 2002); PT2: Paleolithic 
gravel; ME2: Middle Eocene ravine bed; P: Fluvial terrace of the Third Mediterranean stage 

 

In terms of geology (Fig. 8), the bulk of the western cliff at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

is thick marine limestone formed in the Eocene (56 to 33.9 million years ago) 

(Geological map of Egypt 1981). However, this limestone layer is far from being 

a homogeneous mass. During Paleolithic times, the Nile flowed across the 

Eocene surface and deposited gravels on it. Both sides of the channel became a 

ravine bed. There is a narrow strip of Eocene limestone on the eastern bank of 

the ancient river, adjacent to the area of cultivation today. The cemeteries at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar are located mostly on this narrow strip of ravine bed. The 

soil developing from the limestone covers the surface. It is comprised of stoney 

and loamy sand lithosols (Soil Association Map of Egypt 1975). The subsoil is 

reddish and severely gullied (Reconnaissance Soil Map, UAR sheet VI, 1962-3). 

The fringe of the eastern cliff is the result of deposits from the Quaternary 

(Geological map of Egypt 1981; Said 1990, 489). Under this layer of deposits lies 

the marine bed of the Pliocene. The soil here is mainly gravel or gravelly sand 

(Reconnaissance Soil Map, UAR sheet VI, 1962-3; Soil Association Map of Egypt 
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1975). 

3.1.2. Ancient landscape, ritual landscape 

Changes in geographical features and the absence of archaeological traces of 

settlement pose challenges for our understanding of the geographical profile of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third millennium BC. The channel of the Nile 

experienced constant change over a long period and the investigation of such 

change requires intensive and long-term fieldwork. So far the publications of 

Egyptological and archaeological research have focused on the waterbodies of 

Memphis, Amarna and Delta in ancient times (Parcak 2010, 5). Therefore we 

have limited knowledge of the Nile and other bodies of water around Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar. Besides, excavations from the early 20th century shed no light on 

the scale or location of settlement. Thus, there is no settlement evidence for us 

to reconstruct the activities and agriculture of people at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, who 

also conducted funerary rituals on the western bank. The strategy in this part is 

to collect information from previous research concerning the settlement and 

geography of this area. With this information, we can make a tentative 

reconstruction of the landscape of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third 

millennium BC. 

 

Petrie’s excavation revealed that cemeteries in this area were different from what 

he perceived in the early 20th century. As he continued his excavation towards 

the Nile valley, he found many burials from the Predynastic Period under the 

water table: 

 
There can be no doubt that the graves extended over a large area in front of the 
valley. Our excavation of the graves eastward was only checked by their lying in 
the water… Some hundreds of feet farther east we dug a well, and at once came 
on a similar grave with pottery… The area of this cemetery would then be two or 
three times the extent of the part which remains now high enough to be 
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accessible. (Petrie 1914, 22-23) 

 

We do not know when the water level rose. We also have little idea of the exact 

date of these underwater burials from the report. However, it is crucial to know 

how far the cemeteries from the Predynastic Period extended into the valley.   

 

Our picture of the realm of the living—settlements—also remains vague. The 

earliest settlement under academic scrutiny is the ancient capital of the 21st nome, 

Shenakhen, called Acanthon in Greek-language writings from the Ptolemaic 

period and later. Yoyotte has reviewed the descriptions from Diodorus Siculus 

and Ptolemy and various written evidence from Ptolemaic Egypt. He suggests 

that the city was near the modern village of Kafr Ammar, on the western bank of 

Bahr Libeini (Yoyotte 1961, 97-8 and fig. 5). The city covered the fringe of the 

western cliff, overlapping the narrow strip of Eocene limestone layer. So it once 

sat on the cemeteries. The archaeological evidence partially supports this claim. 

Along the eastern fringe of the cliff, south of the valley, there are remains of a 

mud-brick structure, dated back to the 25th Dynasty. Mackay identified it as a 

temple (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 37, Pl. XXXV). Around this area, there were 

also burials from the 23rd to 25th Dynasty and from the Ptolemaic period (Petrie 

and Mackay 1915, 33, 37-8). 

 

The expedition of Napoleon in the late 18th century provides another picture of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Comparing it with satellite images today, the map reveals 

how the changing Nile has shaped the pattern of settlements in this area over the 

last 200 years. The expedition surveyed Egypt and published the result in 

Description de l’Égypte (Commission des sciences et arts d’Egypte 1826, Fig. 9). 

The area of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar today lies on the boundary between the 

provinces of Benisouif and Gizeh. The desert and cliffs are in the west. 

Immediately beside them flowed the Asarah canal, which could be the Bahr 
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Libeini today. One branch curved around the village of “El Ma’arqab”. Between 

this branch and the Nile was a group of small villages. To the south, an 

uninhabitable marshland extended from the canal almost to the Nile. There was 

only one village, “El Qattoûri” on the western side of the Nile, in this area. Across 

the Nile, there were two settlements: “Gibibât” and “El Wasleïn” on the eastern 

cliff. 

 

 
Fig. 9 Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in the late 18th century 
(Commission des sciences et arts d’Egypte 1826) 

 

In comparison with the satellite image, the space between the Nile and the 

western cliffs was more extensive than today. It is likely that the channel of the 

Nile has shifted to the west within the last 200 years. Five settlements from the 

early 1800s are still identifiable (see Table 5), and their locations have remained 

unchanged: settlements like Al Qababat and Kafr Al Wasilin are located at the 

cliffside, away from the Nile. Thus, their locations experienced little shifting. Al 

Miarqab and Abu Far also did not drift away from their sites in the 1800s. 

However, Al Quturi has shifted to the west. The previous settlement might have 

been washed away by the Nile. Small villages between the branch of the canal 
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and the Nile also disappeared. If the correlation between place names in the 

1800s and today is correct, then the Kafr Ammar of today did not exist 200 

years ago. The entire area was then a marshland. 

 
Table 5 Place names in the early 1800s and today around Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

Place names in the early 1800s (Fig. 9) Place names on Google Earth (Fig. 7) 
El Ma’arqab ةقرعملا  Al Miarqab بقرعملا  

Aboûfar رافوبا  Abu Far راف وبأ  

El Qattoûri يروطقلا   Al Quturi يروطقلا  

Gibibât تابیبخ   Al Qababat تابابقلا  

El Wasleïn نیلصولا   Kafr Al Wasilin نیلصاولا رفك  

 

 
Fig. 10 Correlation between settlements from the late 18th century and today 

(Commission des sciences et arts d’Egypte 1826; © Google Earth 2019) 
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The recent investigation of the ancient Nile provides invaluable insights into the 

landscape at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (Lutley and Bunbury 2008). In combination 

with the information from the map of the early 18th century, we can make a 

tentative reconstruction of the changes in the landscape of this area throughout 

the third millennium BC. From 3000 BC to 1500 BC, the Nile in this area shifted 

from the fringe of the eastern desert to the western desert, similar to the Bahr 

Libeini today (Lutley and Bunbury 2008, 5). There are two possible locations for 

settlements. One is on the fringe of the eastern desert. The settlements here were 

probably away from the inundation of the Nile and remained unmoved for 

hundreds of years. Al Qababat and Al Wasilin in the early 1800s are two examples. 

Another location is along the Nile. These settlements enjoyed access to the fertile 

lands brought by inundation, maintaining the farmland with canals. However, they 

were not as stable as their counterpart on the eastern cliff and shifted their place 

when the Nile advanced to the west. Moreover, settlements of these two possible 

locations might coexist in the past as today. 

 

 
Fig. 11 Changes of the channels of Nile from 3000 to 1500 BC 

(After Lutley and Bunbury 2008, 5) 

 

Therefore, it is likely that around 3000 BC, about 300 years after people started 

to bury their dead on the western desert, the western alluvium of the Nile provided 
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a large area for settlements. There might has been a group of villages clustered 

around the curve of the Nile, like villages in the east of El Ma’arqab in the early 

18th century. The cultivation might have occupied the rest of the western bank 

and extended to the cemetery, as Petrie speculated (Petrie 1914, 22-23). There 

were other settlements on the eastern cliff, looking over the Nile. By around 2500 

BC, the Nile had washed half of the Predynastic settlements away. Settlements 

on the western bank probably shrank, while those on the eastern cliff remained. 

New arable land emerged on the eastern bank and people from the eastern bank 

probably developed new cultivation areas. Towards the end of the third 

millennium BC, the Nile eroded the settlements from the Predynastic Period to 

the early Old Kingdom on the western bank. The eastern bank became gradually 

populated. The settlements on the eastern cliffs probably remained, overlooking 

the valley. It seems likely that that the eastern settlement became relatively large 

in comparison with little villages in the valley: even today the villages of Al 

Qababat and Al Wasilin are larger than the rest of the settlement in this area. 
 

 
Fig. 12 Changes to the settlements at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 3000 to 2000 BC 

(After Lutley and Bunbury 2008, 5) 
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Parts of the cemetery were on the grey slopes or hills covered with gravel, 

overlooking the cultivated ground and settlements on both banks of the Nile. The 

burials may have appeared in lighter colours against the darker gravel terrain, as 

Petrie mentioned that the top of the burials were re-crystallized gypsum (Petrie 

1914, 2). We can imagine that people started from the fringe of the cultivated area 

on the western bank. From here, they approached the cemetery at the foot of the 

cliff. After crossing this part, they could either go up the hills or walk into the valley. 

Standing at the mouth of the valley, they could look around and see a chain of 

low hills surrounding them. The cemetery in the valley is of the same gravel 

texture and colour. There was a winding path to the west, branching along several 

paths to different parts of the cemetery. Walking from the settlements to one of 

the hills is not difficult since the altitude rises only for 6 in 400 meters. However, 

this band of hills extends for 1 kilometre. Therefore, there must have been 

multiple routes to different hills, and cemeteries on each hill probably served the 

nearest settlements. 

 

The idealised funeral from later third and second millennium Egyptian 

iconography usually featured a crossing of water. Ferrying across the water 

seems to have been a necessary part of the funeral, charged with many 

meanings and rituals (Wilson 1944; Settgast 1963; Altenmüller 1975). The ever-

changing geographical features at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, however, indicate that 

the river crossing was not always part of the funerary ritual. Interestingly, the study 

of the coffin decoration and the coffin texts from the Middle Kingdom led Willems 

to the conclusion that the ritual of crossing water (Sais crossing) possibly existed 

in spells only, and was recited the night before burial (Willems 1988, 147, 157). 

Thus, the water in funerary rituals could have been in people’s mind. Whether the 

funerary procession crosses the river or not would depend on when the funeral 



 
 

92 

took place and where the ritual started. For those living in the eastern desert, 

crossing the Nile would be inevitable throughout the millennia, if they wish to be 

buried at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar on the west side. So, a funeral procession starting 

from the eastern desert would fit the idealised funeral well. Most people who lived 

in the valley would not have to cross the Nile in 3000 BC, according to the 

hypothetical distribution of population indicated above. In the following centuries, 

only those who lived on the eastern bank would need to traverse the Nile. 

Therefore, the process of the funerary ritual at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar was not 

unchanged, but was interwoven with the changing landscape.   

3.2. The chronological frameworks 

While the ever-changing features of this geographical space posed certain 

challenges for reconstructing ancient landscape, there are issues in the 

chronological framework that present another obstacle for us to locate Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar in time. The primary issue addressed in this section is a two-part 

chronological framework that relies on different material for dating, resulting in 

different resolutions in dating in each part. The first part covers roughly the time 

before 2800 BC and relies on the seriation of ceramics. The resolution it offers in 

date is as phases that capture changes in the shape of ceramic vessels, and 

each phase covers several decades. The second part covers the rest of the 

millennium, and its foundation is a sequence of kings’ names and the durations 

of their reigns. Resolution of dating in this part is in canlendar years. Furthermore, 

the boundary between these two parts remains ambiguous. Another issue is the 

date of burials from the Old Kingdom. Burials from the second part of the 

millennium contain few ceramics or inscriptions, and, as a result, their dates are 

not precise in publications. In this part of the chapter, there will be an attempt to 

offer refined dates for these burials. 
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To clarify the chronological frameworks is not only integral to pinpoint Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar in time. It also reveals the impact of the chronological framework on 

our understanding of material culture and its changes. As Stevenson pointed out, 

the subsequent, neatly bookended relative chronology of Predynastic Egypt can 

give rise to “gradualist, cultural-evolutionary frameworks” in the understanding of 

the material culture (Stevenson 2015a; 2016, 424-5). In this research, the 

application of different time schemes may lead to different ways to organise and 

categorise burials in analyses. Similar to Stevenson’s arguments, the gap 

between two chronological frameworks in the third millennium BC might give rise 

to an impression that changes in grave goods were sudden. However, these 

changes may have set in gradually from the Predynastic to the Dynastic period. 

Moreover, although the chronological framework depends on the kings' names, 

changes within this period are not necessarily a result of changes only in the 

political domain. 

3.2.1. Naqada IIIA to IIID (ca.3450-2867 BC) 

3.2.1.1. From relative chronology to absolute dates 

The bulk of the relative chronological framework for Egypt concerns typological 

changes in ceramics. Studies over a century gave rise to multiple chronological 

frameworks based on the typological changes (See Table 6). At the turn of the 

20th century, Petrie developed the Sequence Dating according to the pottery from 

cemeteries of Naqada (Petrie and Quibell 1896) and Diospolis Parva (Petrie and 

Mace 1901). This chronological framework bookended the prehistoric time of 

Egypt into 100 phases. Burials containing similar ceramic types usually gather in 

phases close to each other. The order of these phases followed the change in jar 

with wavy handles (W) from globular to cylindrical. The ceramic corpus for dating 

concerns 50 of them (S.D. 30-80). Later, Petrie extended this framework by 
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adding another six subsequent phases (to S.D. 86) in order to accommodate the 

new types of ceramics found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and to link this abstract 

timeline to the sequence of rulers of the 1st Dynasty as reconstructed from the 

evidence of their burials at Abydos (Petrie et al. 1913, 3). Petrie also organised 

S.D. phases into three groups: Amratian, Gerzean and Semainean (Petrie 1920, 

46-50). The Badarian culture, which came before Petrie’ s S.D. 30, never settled 

in the S.D. system because the excavators of Badarian sites believed that the 

Sequence Dating based on ceramic from funerary contexts was insufficiently 

accurate. Instead, their dating methods relied on material from both settlements 

and cemeteries (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 79).  

 

Subsequently, Kaiser scrutinised the problems of typology in Petrie’s system. He 

applied spatial analyses to the material from Armant and formulated a new 

framework composed of several “Stufen” or stages (Kaiser 1956; 1957). 

Hendrickx refined Kaiser’s system by focusing only on ceramics in the spatial 

analysis and extended the corpus for the analysis from Armant to other sites 

(Hendrickx 1996, 2006). Hendrickx named phases in his system after the site of 

Naqada, and researchers now generally accept this ‘Naqada Culture Chronology’. 

Between the two benchmark studies by Kaiser and Hendrickx, there were other 

endeavours to approach the Predynastic chronology. Kemp and Wilkinson 

applied computer seriations to the framework derived from Petrie and Kaiser 

(Kemp 1982; Wilkinson 1996). Others also discussed mathematical models 

concerning the divisions in chronology (Gertzen and Grötschel 2012; Hodson et 

al. 1971; Kendall 1963; 1969). 
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Table 6 Chronological division from Petrie, Kaiser, Hendrickx and Hassan 

S.D. Petrie S.D. Kaiser 
(Stufen) 

Hendrickx 
(Naqada) 

Hassan 1988  

63-80 Semainean 63-80 III a-c III A-D Terminal 
Predynastic 

38-62 Gerzean 40/45-63 II c-d II C-D Late Predynastic   38-40-45 II a-b 
31-37 Amratian 30-38 I a-c I-II B Middle Predynastic 

/ Badarian / / / Early Predynastic 

Based on Hendrickx 1996, 1999; Stevenson 2016 

 
Table 7 Bridging the relative chronology to absolute dates (0-1st Dynasty) 

S.D. Dynasty Kings Naqada Absolute Dates (BC) 
82 

1st 

Qa-a III D 2906-2886 
Semerkhet III C2/D 2912-2891 

81 Adjib 

III C2 

2916-2896 
Den 2928-2911 

80 Merneith 2946-2916 
Djet 2989-2941 

79 Djer 

III C1 

3073-3036 
Hor-Aha 3111-3045 

78 

Narmer / 

0 

Ka 
3085 

III B 
3325-3085 

/ 

Iry-Hor 
- 
- III A2 

Scorpion I III A1 
Stevenson 2016, Table 4; Dee et al. 2013; Hendrickx 2006, 89, Table II; Petrie et al. 1913, 3 

 

Correlations between the relative chronology and kings’ names have enabled this 

abstract, object-based chronology to play a role in the historical narrative. 

However, the sequence of rulers’ names is still another kind of relative chronology. 

Advanced techniques in radiocarbon dating allow scholars to pinpoint these 

historical figures and abstract phases in time. Ceramics from the royal burials at 

Abydos provide supporting evidence for a correlation between relative 

chronology and historical rulers and dynasties (Stevenson 2016, 148; Hendrickx 

2006, 89). As mentioned earlier, Petrie extended his Sequence Dating framework 

to relate cylinder jars found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar with similar vessels in royal 

burials at Abydos (Petrie et al. 1913, 3; Petrie and Griffith 1900, 1901, See Table 

7.). Ceramics from royal mastabas at Saqqara and Naqada III cemeteries at 
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Turah also provide additional points for scholars to anchor the relative chronology 

to kings’ names (Hendrickx 2006, 89).  

 

Radiocarbon dating for Egyptian material from the Predynastic and Early 

Dynastic periods started in the 1950s with research by Libby (Libby 1955), de 

Vries and Barendsen (de Vries and Berendsen 1954). The subsequent studies 

refined Libby's methods and results by applying new technologies and material 

(Hassan 1980; 1981; 1984a; 1984b; 1984c; 1985; Hassan and Robinson 1985; 

Hayes 1976; Hayes and Hassan 1976; Hoffman 1982; Savage 1998; 2001b). The 

chronometric results also gave rise to a new way to divide the prehistoric period 

(Hassan 1988, See Table 6). A project from 2010 to 2013, based on collaboration 

between Oxford University, the University of London and Cranfield University, 

provides the latest Bayesian models of Pre- and Early Dynastic Egyptian 

chronology with samples from burial assemblages. The result delivers certain 

impacts to the relative dates, particularly in the third millennium BC.  Phases in 

the transitions of Naqada culture are not evenly long in time; and parts of Naqada 

IID and IIIA1 might overlap with each other (Dee et al. 2013; Stevenson 2015a, 

2016). This thesis follows these latest results when looking at the material culture 

from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and its place in the Nile valley and Delta (Table 8). 

 
Table 8 Estimated absolute date from Naqada I to III 

Phase Estimated absolute date 
Naqada IA-B 3750(?)-3650 

Naqada IC-IIB 3650-3450 
Naqada IIC-D 3450-3325 

Naqada IIIA-IIIB 3325-3085 
Naqada IIIC-D 3085-2867 

By A. Stevenson (Stevenson 2016, 151, Table 4) 
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Table 9 The correlated chronological framework between Upper and Lower Egypt site 
Naqada 
system Farkhan Buto T I A Tell Iswid MAO 
III C2 Phase 6, 5(?) Schicht IV Phase 5b 

Phase B 

Group IV 
III C1 

Phase 5 
Phase 6 

Group III 3c 

III B Schicht III f Group III 3b 

Phase 4 

III A2 Schicht III d-e 

? 

Group III 3a 

Phase 3 
Schicht III b-c 

? 

Group III ? 
III A1 

Group II? 
II D2 Schicht III a 

Phase 2  
II D1 

Phase 1 Schicht II b Phase 7 Phase A Group I ? II C 

II B 

/ Schicht II a / / / II A 
I Schicht I 

After Jucha 2005, 78, Fig. 14 

 

The relative and absolute dates based on the Naqada system are not free of 

problems. The most evident critique of the Naqada system is that its foundation 

is in ceramics from Upper Egypt. Sites from Lower Egypt, such as Tell el-Iswid 

(van den Brink 1989), Tell el-Farkha (Dębowska-Ludwin 2012), Tell-el Ibrahim 

Awad (van den Brink 1988; van Haarlem 1996; 1998), Tell el-Fara’in Buto (von 

der Way 1987; 1992; 1997) and Minshat Abu Omar (Kroeper and Wildung 1994; 

Kroeper and Wildung 2000) yield ceramics of both local and Upper Egyptian style. 

The ceramics from Tell el-Fara’in Buto form a continuous sequence from the 

Predynastic period to the Old Kingdom, with its own internal stages (Köhler 1998; 

Wengrow 2006, 87). Fortunately, integration of the chronological framework from 

Upper and Lower Egypt is taking shape (Jucha 2005, Wengrow 2006, Table 2, 

see Table 9).  

 

Another issue is that relative chronology, based on typological sequence, 

encourages or implies gradualism, evolutionism and reductionism in the 
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understanding of Egyptian prehistory (Stevenson 2016). Despite various forms of 

the relative chronological framework introduced above, their essential form takes 

the image of Petrie’s Sequence Dating, which is the production of evolutionism 

and reductionism. Other narratives, such as Hassan’s four-stage division, remain 

very close to Hendrickx’s Naqada system too (Hassan 1988, Table 6). The 

chronological framework from Lower Egypt is also still entrenched in the Naqada 

system from Upper Egypt (Jucha 2005, 78). Lastly, even radiocarbon dating 

methods rely on the Naqada system in selecting the material (Savage 1998; 

2001b). The latest Bayesian models equally require recourse to relative 

chronology (Stevenson 2016, 150). 

3.2.1.2. Dating the Pre- and Early-Dynastic Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

Excavation records and studies of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar have applied both the 

Sequence Dating system and Hendrickx's Naqada system. Petrie’s team wrote 

S.D. numbers on tomb cards during the excavation. In their publications, these 

burials range from S.D.77 to 82 (Petrie 1913, pl.LX-LXI, LXIII-LXIV, LXVI-LXVII; 

Petrie 1914, pl. XXXII-XLIII, but reaching S.D.81). Studies in the 1990s continued 

to apply Sequence Dating (Seidlmayer 1988, 32-33, 38-41; Wilkinson 1996, 43; 

Ellis 1992, 1996), but more recent works are based on Hendrickx’s Naqada 

Chronology (Mawdsley 2012; Janßen 2015). In many of these investigations of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, scholars have divided or merged phases in the Sequence 

Dating or Naqada chronology. In this way, they created their chronological 

frameworks for the site according to various criteria or needs for quantitative 

analysis (Ellis 1992;1996; Wilkinson 1996; Janßen 2015). As noted above, these 

chronological frameworks still recall the Sequence Dating system, and so they 

have inherited its drawbacks. Considering the extent to which Hendrickx’s 

Naqada chronology is continually being reviewed or refined (Hendrickx 2011; 

Köhler and Smythe 2004; Köhler et al. 2011), this study applies this dating system 
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while being aware of its limitations as a relative dating system. 

 

Dating the Predynastic and Early Dynastic burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is 

different from dating other sites because the material from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

is the foundation of Sequence Dating and the Naqada Chronological system. The 

ceramics from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar are the bulk of Petrie’s “proto-dynastic” 

ceramic corpus (Petrie et al. 1913, 2; Petrie 1953, 27-8). Hendrickx’s Naqada 

IIIA1 to IIIB sequence is also based on ceramics from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

(Wilkinson 1996, 32; Hendrickx 2006; 2011). Moreover, as mentioned earlier, 

cylinder vessels from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar fueled Petrie’s attempt to bridge the 

Sequence Dating and historical king lists (Petrie et al. 1913, 3). Therefore, dating 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar dose not locate the local material culture in the grid of the 

Naqada system, because the material from here is part of that grid. 

 

The painted and incised kings’ names from burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

provide points to anchor the site’s chronology (Table 10). Also, this is alternative 

evidence that is independent of the relative chronology built by the ceramic 

typology. The most common name is Narmer, now dated to Naqada III C1 

(Hendrickx 2006, 89). The earliest is that of Iry-Hor from Naqada III B and the 

latest is Djet from Naqada III C2. Therefore, from kings’ names alone, one can 

position the date of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar between Naqada III B to C2. However, 

names from grave goods are not entirely reliable materials for dating. A king’s 

name can appear in graves much later than its time (Wengrow 2006, 235). In the 

case of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, the alabaster vessels with the name of Narmer 

appear among objects of Naqada IIIC2, almost 80 years later (Petrie 1914, Pl. IX, 

2; Hendrickx 2006, 89). 
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Table 10 Burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar with Kings’ names from the 0th and 1st Dynasty 
Burials Kings’ name Images Naqada dates 

1060 Djet / III C2 

300 Hor-Aha/Djer 
 

Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. XXXI, 70 
Kahl 1994, Nr. 307, 194 

III C1/2 

1982 Narmer 
  

Petrie 1914, Pl. IV, IX, 2 
Kahl 1994, Nr. 111, 178 

III C2 

414 Narmer 
 

Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. IX, XXXI, 68; 
Kahl 1994, Nr. 103, 178 

III C1 

415 Narmer 
 

Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. XXXI, 69; 
Kahl 1994, Nr. 108, 178 

III C1 

1100 Narmer 
 

Petrie 1914, Pl. VI, XX, 2; 
Kahl 1994, Nr. 109, 178 

III C1 

261 Ka 
 

Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. XXXI, 67;  
Kahl 1994, Nr. 72, 175 

III C1 

1702 Iry-
Hor/Narmer  

Petrie 1914, Pl. VI, XX, 1 
Kahl 1994, Nr. 110, 178 

III B 

After Hendrickx 2006 Table II; Petrie et al. 1913; Petrie 1914; Kahl 1994 
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Table 11 Nine most frequent ceramic types at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
Ceramic types 
(protodynastic) Naqada dates Numbers 

46h III A2 228 
46d III A2 140 
60d III C1 137 
46m III A2 133 
46f III A2 128 
49d III B 125 
49l III B 90 
60g III A2 87 
46k III A2 81 

Dates assigned according to Hendrickx 2006 

 

Ceramic types from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar provide another insight into the date of 

the site (Table 11). The most numerous types are Petrie corpus groups 46, 49 

and 60. There is no doubt that the most frequent combination of ceramics was of 

cylinder jars and long, round-bottomed storage jars. Group 46 is an iconic pottery 

type during Naqada IIIA2. Considering that most known Naqada IIIA2 burials are 

from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (Hendrickx 2006,83), the cylinder vessels of group 46 

define Naqada IIIA2. The storage jar of type 60g is also a characteristic feature 

of Naqada IIIA2 (Hendrickx 2006,83). Together, they extend the time of the site 

from IIIA2 to IIIB. Slender, round-bottomed storage jars of type 60d were the most 

prevalent form of pottery vessel in Naqda IIIC1 (Hendrickx 2006, 86). The 

presence of the Naqada IIIC2 stage is not as salient as the previous stages, as 

its signature types, such as group 59 and 63 (Hendrickx 2006, 87) occur only in  

small numbers (less than 50). It is challenging to consider whether Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar reached Naqada IIID because the identification of this phase relies on the 

absence of the cylinder jar (Hendrickx 2006, 87). However, the types from 

Naqada IIID—76s, 76u and 76y—do not appear at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. 

Therefore, it is safe to claim a date range for Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar from Naqada 

IIIA2 to C2.  
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3.2.2. The middle and late third millennium (ca.2867 to 2152 BC) 

3.2.2.1. Dates of kings and Cattle counts 

Monuments with kings’ names are the basis of the chronological framework for 

the 3rd Dynasty. Dynasties, kings and historical events, in place of ceramic 

typological sequences, start to shape perception of time. There are several key 

later documents helping Egyptologists to reconstruct the sequence of kings’ 

names: Manetho’s Aegyptiaca, the Royal Annals from the Old Kingdom, also 

known as the Palermo Stone, four King Lists from New Kingdom monuments, 

and the Ramesside papyrus known as the Royal Canon of Turin (Seidlmayer 

2006; Verner 2001, 2008; Beckerath 1997, 13-28; Kitchen 1996, 1; Bárta 1981). 

Kings’ and officials’ names in stone vessel inscriptions, mud sealings and rock 

inscriptions also provide extra ammunition to criticise and calibrate the order of 

kings from the “King Lists” above (Seidlmayer 2006).  

 

A sequence of kings alone is far from being a reliable chronological framework 

for the rest of the third millennium BC. A chronology with precision also requires 

the length of the reigns and their absolute dates. Currently, scholars cannot 

determine the durations of 3rd Dynasty reigns, because the written records from 

the later dates arbitrarily assign years to rulers. The Old Kingdom Annals, though 

they record the events and years, are fragmentary, and that part recording the 3rd 

Dynasty did not survive. Therefore, reconstruction of the length of this Dynasty 

relies on different reconstructions of the Palermo Stone (Beckerath 1997; 

Hornoung et al. 2006, 21-5; Seidlmayer 2006, 122). The calculation of the 

duration of the 4th and 6th Dynasties depends on counting the times of 

‘year/occasion of the (cattle count)’ (rnp.t sp) (Gardiner 1945; Verner 2006, 124). 

The sources of these cattle counts include the Palermo Stone, administrative 

graffiti on pyramid blocks (Posener-Kriéger 1991), inscriptions from mastabas 
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(Smith 1952) and the 5th Dynasty Sun Temples (Verner 2001) and administrative 

papyri such as the Abusir Papyri (Posener-Kriéger and Cenival 1968) , Gebelein 

Papyri (Posener-Kriéger 1975) and recent finds at the Red Sea port of Wadi al-

Jarf (Tallet 2017).  

 

Assigning absolute dates to the sequence of kings is also challenging. The 

primary way to achieve this is to calculate years backward from the earliest fixed 

point in the time: 664 BC, established from correlation with Assyrian chronology. 

However, many events might obscure the length of the reign, such as a co-reign 

(Shortland 2013; Beckerath 1997). Therefore, the further a period is removed 

from 664 BC, the bigger the error in time will be. Astronomical events such as 

solar eclipses, lunar observation and the Sirius Cycle (Parker 1950; 1957; 1974; 

1976) could only take archaeologists to 1900 BC (Luft 2006), and thus offer little 

help in reconstructing the absolute dates of the mid-late third millennium BC too 

(Bárta 2013; Shortland 2013, 25; Nolan 2008; Verner 2008). So far there are two 

reconstructions of absolute dates for the mid-late third millennium: the High 

Chronology by Shaw (Shaw 2003, 479) and the Lower Chronology by Hornung 

et al., (Hornung et al., 2006, 490). The former based on chronologies by multiple 

scholars and assigns an earlier date for kings’ accessions (Shortland 2013, 27). 

The recent radiocarbon dating by Dee agrees with the High Chronology by Shaw 

(Dee 2013, 216; Dee et al. 2008).  

 

The chronological framework based on kings’ names dictates that inscriptions 

with names and events are evidence for dating. However, inscriptions are not 

always available from excavations. Therefore, archaeologists explored 

alternative criteria to date sites from the mid- to late third millennium. Features in 

grave architecture are useful criteria. Archaeologists in the early 20th century 

already commented on features in the funerary architecture of the Old Kingdom, 
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notably the square shaft leading to the chamber for the coffin; the square shaft 

becomes rectangular later (Petrie 1900, 4; Garstang 1904, 44, Petrie and Mackay 

1915, 21). Reisner’s work on burials from Giza and Naga-ed-Dêr classified grave 

forms into several types, and this classification revealed the form of burials as 

indicators of dates at a higher resolution (Reisner 1932; Reisner 1936; Reisner 

1942; for an earlier attempt see Garstang 1904). Reisner believed that the royal 

burial set an example for the provincial burials to follow, and in turn, the smaller 

burials followed the provincial ones. However, due to their poverty, smaller burials 

will have a different form, disconnected from those of the large burials (Reisner 

1932, 6). Elements of the grave monuments, such as art styles of relief, false 

doors, hieroglyphic signs, the position of scenes in chapels of mastabas, and 

changes in titles also offer criteria for dating (Fischer 1959, 270; Baer 1960; 

Strudwick 1985, 1-52; Harpur 1987, 35; Cherpion 1989).Typology of objects 

continues to play an essential role in dating without inscriptions. Changes in 

shapes and materials of ceramics (Kelley 1976; Ballet 1987; Op de Beeck 2004; 

Rzeuska and Ownby 2009; Wodzińska 2009) and stone vessels (Petrie 1937; 

Aston 1994, 129-140; Khouli 1978, down to the 3rd Dynasty) provide criteria for 

dating at a broader level. Copper mirrors (Lilyquist 1979) and painted coffins 

(Lapp 1993) are salient indicators of a late Old Kingdom date. Beads from Qau 

and Badari have also been used for dating (Brunton 1928 16-25, Pl. XCIII-CIV). 

So far, the most reliable study is Seidlmayer’s seriation based on grave goods of 

all kinds from the Old Kingdom to the First Intermediate Period, which offers a 

continuous relative chronology other than the sequence of rulers (Seidlmayer 

1990). 

 

Absolute dating and dating from the alternative criteria above are not problem-

free. First, both the absolute dating and alternative dating from architecture and 

objects cannot stand firmly without the knowledge of the kings’ names. Therefore, 
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the backbone is still a narrative from political history. Radiocarbon dating models 

rely heavily on the knowledge of relative dating as Dee has cautioned, in his 

observation that the dates from the 5th to 8th Dynasties are “essentially just 

projections based on the relative chronology” (Dee 2013, 215). Inscriptions found 

together with the ceramics also allocate the date of certain types of ceramics 

(Wodzińska 2009, 123, 125, 129). Second, many criteria are limited in their ability 

in dating. Traceable, regular changes in false doors and titles started only from 

the 5th Dynasty (Baer 1960; Strudwick 1985). The arguably slower changes in art 

within a period render artistic style a less precise criterion for dating (Harpur 1987, 

33).  

 

This study also encountered the problems mentioned above, such as the 

absence of the inscriptions with kings’ names, when it tried to date burials at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the middle to late third millennium BC. Hence, this 

study has applied alternative criteria:  grave structure and headrest typology, to 

synchronise Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar with other Old Kingdom cemeteries, Naga ed 

Deir (Reisner 1932) and Qau (Seidlmayer 1990). Objects found at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar, such as stone vessels, button seals and mirrors, and inscriptions on 

coffins could also offer some aids to calibrate the synchronisation. The absolute 

dates for the middle and late third millennium follow these of Hornung et al. 

(Hornung et al., 2006, 490) so that absolute dating in this study is consistent 

across the entire third millennium.  

3.2.2.2. Refined dating of Takrhan-Kafr Ammar in the middle and 

late third millennium BC 

3.2.2.2.1. “3rd to 6th Dynasty” 

At Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, dates of the burials from the middle and late third 
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millennium BC are obscure in publications and archival material. In Kafr Ammar, 

Mackay could date burials in question only to the 3rd to 6th Dynasties. He further 

suggested that, among those labelled as “6th Dynasty”, only a few could be “as 

late as the 6th Dynasty” while most of the graves were earlier, belonging to “the 

close of the 5th Dynasty” (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 8). In the tomb cards, burials 

with a recess at the bottom of the square shaft bear the mark “III-VI” for their 

dates. The dates of these burials are thus far from precise: there are over 300 

years between the 5th and 6th Dynasties together, and 800 years from the 3rd 

Dynasty to the 6th Dynasty. Besides, these dates’ rough resolution hinders the 

attempt to identify parallel sites from other parts of Egypt for comparative study 

(6.2). Therefore, the priority of this section is to refine the dating by Petrie and 

Mackay.  

 

As mentioned earlier, when inscriptions are not available, archaeologists have 

turned to grave architecture and objects, in searching for alternative criteria for 

dating burials. The situation at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is the same: there were no 

kings’ names. Therefore, Petrie and Mackay relied on two criteria to assign dates 

to burials: the form of the grave architecture and objects. For Petrie and Mackay, 

the square shafts of burials are characteristic of burials from the 4th and 5th 

Dynasties (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 21). Another parallel evidence derives from 

the small mastaba on Hill E, overlooking most of the burials from the “3rd to 6th” 

Dynasties. Mackay compared its structure with those from Meydum and argued 

that they are similar. Therefore, the date of this mastaba is from the 4th or 5th 

Dynasty (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 20).  

 

In terms of objects, the general absence of ceramics is the primary indicator of a 

date between the 3rd and the end of the 5th Dynasty (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 8). 

However, there are still a small number of ceramic vessels offering evidence for 
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dating. Mackay noted that a polished black jar from No.479 is similar to one found 

in Mahâsna, dating to the 5th to 10th Dynasties (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 8, 10). 

He also noticed two polished red ceramics resembling the “Meydum ware” (from 

No. 238 and 522) and assigned a date of “late 3rd or 4th Dynasty” to these burials 

(Petrie and Mackay 1915, 10). In place of ceramics, headrests provide the 

primary evidence for dating. Mackay classified them into eight types and 

compared them to those found in Saqqara (the representation in the tomb of Hesj), 

Meydum, Dashasheh and Zowieh. He concluded that most of the headrests found 

in Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar cover the 3rd to the late 5th or early 6th Dynasties (Petrie 

and Mackay 1915, 20-2). Apart from ceramics and headrests, other small finds 

also provide some clues for the presence of 6th Dynasty burials. Button seals 

(from No. 28) and two small stone vessels signal a date in the 6th Dynasty (Petrie 

and Mackay 1915, 8).  

3.2.2.2.2. Refined dates 

Without exact locations of these burials from the middle to late third millennium 

BC, the following section cannot apply spatial analysis for refined dating (Petrie 

1913, 29). Inscriptions, covered in the following section, occur only in a few 

burials, offering little help for dating (Petrie and Mackay 1915, Pl. XIV, XV). 

Therefore, the methods for refined dating fall back to the same criteria for dating 

as Petrie and Mackay: the grave structures and headrests. However, they 

incorporate more information from other sites. In terms of the burial structure, this 

refined dating correlates different structures from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar with 

Reisner’s burial types at Naga-ed-Dêr (Reisner 1932) and burials from Qau and 

Badari (Brunton et al. 1927). The dates of burials from both sites are relatively 

refined: Reisner dated burials according to his grave type system, and burials at 

Qau and Badari can find their place in this relative dating from the combined 

typological studies and seriation by Seidlmayer (Seidlmayer 1990). Therefore, by 
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correlating burials of the same structure, one can have a new insight into the date 

of burials from Takhan-Kafr Ammar during the middle and late third millennium 

BC. The investigation of the headrests compares headrests from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar with similar ones from other dated sites. In this way, one can assign dates 

derived from other sites to burials containing headrests at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. 

The sections below also cover other dated objects, such as stone and ceramic 

vessels, where conducive for dating. 

 

The refined dating of this section does not aim to deny the general dating of the 

middle to late third millennium. Instead, it intends to assign relatively more 

accurate dates for burials within this period. Moreover, each refined date relies 

heavily on parallel evidence from other sites, particularly those from Upper Egypt. 

The chronological frameworks and the changes in objects may well have been 

different in Upper Egypt, and so these parallels serve only as a reference for 

certain dates and do not necessarily imply that similar objects or structures from 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar are from precisely the same time. Giza provides another 

line of parallel evidence for headrests. Again, although the site is relatively close 

to Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, the burial population were exclusively courtiers, and they 

might have adopted certain types of headrest slightly earlier than provicial sites 

such as Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The correlation of burials types between Naga-ed-

Dêr and Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is also not dove-tailed. Several burials do not fit the 

same criteria as Naga-ed-Dêr, and those that do are not always necessarily of 

the same dates. 

 
a. The burial structure and burial types 
In his excavation at Naga-ed-Dêr, Reisner classified burials from the late 3rd 

Dynasty to the Old Kingdom into several types. He assigned each type with dates 

and hence created a relative chronological framework based on changes in burial 

structure (Reisner 1932). However, Reisner's burial types apply the structure of 
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burials as not the sole criterion. Architectural elements of form such as brick 

linings and arches also serve to differentiate different types of burials. Other than 

that, the attitude of the body is another indicator of different types (for criteria see 

Table 13). Some burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar fit these criteria. However, there 

are also burials whose types are difficult to tell. Some 42 burials possess a 

structure that does not correspond to those found at Naga-ed-Dêr. Among them, 

there are 28 burials with a T-shape layout, named type X. Fortunately, the dating 

of these burials is possible (Table 12). The presence of v d and vi c is also doubtful. 

At Naga-ed-Dêr the recess of type v d is square, but at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, 

recesses are usually rectangular, but they are of the same length as those with 

square shafts. Petrie found a copper mirror in No.14, a burial of v d type. The 

mirror is later than the dates Reisner assigned to v d. No. 238 from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar is the only burial to fit type vi c in terms of its structure, but the body in 

No. 238 is contracted rather than extended. Moreover, the two-stem headrest and 

stone vessels in it point to a date earlier than the 4th Dynasty, which is earlier than 

the proper type vi c from Naga-ed-Dêr. 
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Table 12 Reisner’s Burials types at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
Dates (Dynasty) Type Presence Numbers 

3rd  

 End of 3rd  

IV B 

       IV C 
Yes 2 

2nd to early 4th iv d No 0 
4th v a No 0 
4th v b Yes 4 
4th v c No 0 

4th to 5th v d Yes? 5 
4th and later v e Yes 5 

4th v f No 0 
5th to 6th vi a Yes 18 
5th to 6th vi b Yes 2 
5th to 6th vi c uncertain 1 
5th to 6th vi d Yes 1 
5th to 6th vi e Yes 9 
5th to 6th vi f No 0 

? X (not present) Yes 28 
/ Do not fit the criteria  14 
/ Unrecorded  6 

Total   94 

 
Table 13 Criteria of grave type found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

Type shaft recess body other 
IVB/IVC / / / Stairs 

v b rectangular / contracted Brick arch 

v d square square contracted  

v e rectangular rectangular contracted  

vi a rectangular / Almost full length  

vi b rectangular rectangular Full length  

vi c rectangular rectangular Full length Recess in the corner 

vi d square rectangular contracted 
Short side of the rectangular 

recess joint with the square shaft 

vi e square / contracted  

X square rectangular Mostly full length 
The shaft and recess form a T 

shape 

 

Burials from Qau include some that are similar to ambiguous “type v d” and type 

X, which were not present at Naga-ed-Dêr (Brunton et al. 1927, Pl. XXIV). 

Furthermore, many of these burials were under the scrutiny of Seidlmayer’s 

seriations for middle and late third millennium BC material (Seidlmayer 1990, see 
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Table 14 for details). The “type v d” is from the IB phases (from the middle to the 

end of the 6th Dynasty). This date is consistent with the copper mirror found in 

this kind of burial mentioned earlier. Most of the type X burials come from the first 

half of the 6th Dynasty, but there is an example from the second half of this 

Dynasty. 

 
Table 14 Parallel grave structures from Qau and their dates 

Type Diagram Tarkhan Qau Date 
(Seidlmayer) 

v d 

 

14, 216, 471, 537A, 547 969, 999 IB (999) 

X 

 

45, 47, 106, 217, 218, 226, 231, 
232, 233, 236, 241, 244, 255, 
426, 429, 431, 468, 485, 486, 
505, 517, 522, 528, 531, 535, 

536, 632 

945, 656, 
657, 1154, 
1146, 1063, 
1156, 1224, 

1566 

IA (945) 
IA (656) 
IA (1154) 
IA (1146) 
IA (1156) 
IB (1224) 
IA (1566) 

 

Dated objects, other than headrests, also pin down the date of certain types, 

supporting Reisner's dates (See Table 15). The stone vessels from type IVB or C 

agree with the 3rd Dynasty from Reisner (Aston 1994,130,103). Ceramics and 

button seals also place type vi b and vi e in the 6th Dynasty. However, a more 

solid dating derives from a cross-referenced investigation between burial types 

and dates of headrests. Wood coffins from the burial of Ssp (No. 226) and wDb.t 

(No. 235) bear lines of inscriptions. The title of Spss contains “jmAxw Wsjr”. That of 

wDb.t has suffered from severe erosion, but the remaining glyphs suggest “nb Ddw”, 

a title of Osiris (Fig. 13). Both expressions mentioning Osiris appear in Giza 

cemeteries from the late 5th to early 6th Dynasties (Begelsbacher-Fischer 1981, 

124-5). This date agrees with Seidlmayer’s results in Table 14. 

 

 

 



 
 

112 

 
Table 15 Datable finds other than headrests from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

Type Burial Objects Dates by objects 

IVB/C 236 Stone vessels: 42d 
62h 62k 

1st to 4th Dyn. (Aston 1994,130,103) 
Naqada IIIC2 (Hendrickx 2006) 

v d 14 Copper mirror Late 6th Dynasty (Lilyquist 1979, 10) 

vi b 479 

93p 

5th Dyn. (Kelly 1976, Pl.17.11, 23.2) 
Qau IA (Brunton et al. 1927, Pl. LXXXI 80G; Seidlmayer 
1990, 136) (see Fig. 14) 
Reign of Khafra to Nyusera (Wodzińska 2010, 120) 

vi e 28 
 

Button seal 

6th Dyn. (Wiese 1996, Tafel 27) 
Qau IIA (Brunton et al. 1927, Pl. XXXII; Seidlmayer 
1990, 138) (see Fig. 14) 

X 226 Inscriptions  
See (Fig. 13) 

Late 5th or early 6th Dyn. (Begelsbacher-Fischer 1981); 
From reign of Nyusera and Djedkara onwards (mid and 
late 5th Dyn.) (Smith 2017, 123) 

X 535 Inscriptions  
See (Fig. 13) Ditto 

 

 
Fig. 13 The inscriptions mentioning Osiris from coffins found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

(Petrie and Mackay 1915, Pl. XIV, XV. Upper lines: wDb.t; Lower lines: Spss) 

 
b. Headrests 
Mackay classified the headrest he found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar into nine types 

(Petrie and Mackay 1915, Pl. XXI). This section combines some types (Type 4 

and 7; Type “Brick or stone” and Type 1) and removes the type from the Middle 

Kingdom (Type 8). Now the headrests are of five types (See Table 16). The dates 

of these types follow the dates of their counterparts at other sites. For example, 
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Reisner found several of the “one-stem type” at Giza Western Cemetery, and 

these shafts are from the end of the 5th Dynasty to the 6th Dynasty. Therefore, 

one can assign the same dates to the “one-stem type” found at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar. The majority of headrests at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar are of wood, but many 

headrests from other parts of Egypt are of alabaster or limestone. However, this 

material difference does not remove the possibility of attempting to correlate 

headrests with the same style. 

 

Types via and X share the same repertoire of the headrests’ types (Table 16). 

Therefore, one can assign the same date for type X and type via. This dating also 

agrees with Reisner’s result. The dates of headrests also offer cross-referencing 

evidence that confirms the date of Type X as late 5th to the end of the 6th Dynasty. 

Dates revealed above also receive confirmation. IVB or C is from the 3rd Dynasty. 

The problematic No. 238 of the type vi c is probably from the same time too. The 

date of “two-legged type” headrests from the type vi b burials dovetail with 

Seidlmayer’s result (Seidlmayer 1990), as being from the end of 5th to the middle 

of the 6th Dynasty. The time range of the type vi e, according to the button seal 

evidence (Wiese 1996, Tafel 27), also falls within these dates of headrests. 
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Table 16 Headrests from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and their dates 

Types* Burials (Tarkhan) Types 
(Reisner) Dates (other sites) 

 
Two-stem 

235, 238, 468 IV B/C, vi c(?), 
X 

Saqqara, 3rd Dyn. (Petrie and Mackay 
1915, 20; Petrie 1927, 33; Quibell 1913, 

Pl. XIV) 

 
Two-legged 

207, 208, 236, 479, 
506, 507, 1939 vi a, vi b, X 

Harageh 174; Zowieh, late 5th or early 
6th (Petrie 1907, Pl. XXII E; Petrie and 

Mackay 1915, 21; Petrie 1927, 34) 
Qau 1080, IA (see Fig. 4.8) (Seidlmayer 

1990, 137) 

 
Block 

241, 536, 548, 553, 
554, 556 vi a, vi e, X 

Giza, Western Cemetery, Pit G 2185 D, 
Late 5th or early 6th Dyn. (Porter and 

Moss 1974, 81); 
Dashasheh 88, 116, End of O.K. 

(Seidlmayer 1990, 386) 
Harageh 148, 173, late 5th or early 6th 

 
One-stem 

209, 218, 226, 233, 
482, 486, 505, 535, 

652 
vi a, X 

Giza, Western Cemetery, Pit G 2357 M, 
6th Dyn. (Porter and Moss 1974, 84); G 
2378, Unas (Porter and Moss 1974, 84, 

87-9); G 2357 X, 6th Dyn. (Porter and 
Moss 1974, 84); 

Harageh 101, I [? to the end of F. I. P] 
(Seidlmayer 1990, 241); 63, 86, 89; 

Mahasna, 441 Qau IA-IIA (see Fig. 4.8) 
(Seidlmayer 1990, 354) 

 
Fluted-
stem 

522 X 

Giza see Table 71 for burials, mostly 5th 
to 6th Dyn. (Porter and Moss 1974) 

Harageh 100; 
Mahasna 107 Qau IA-IIA [end of 5th to 

end of 6th Dyn.] (Seidlmayer 1990, 
354); 

*Burials contain only one type of headrests at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

The combination of burial types and headrests locates the bulk of burials of the 

middle to late third millennium BC to the 6th Dynasty, including types via and X. 

Types of  smaller groups, such as type “v d”, vi b and vie, also fit into this period. 

Type IVB or C occupies the 3rd Dynasty. However, the dates of type v b and v e 

still pose challenges. Burials of type v b contain no objects for dating at both 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and Naga-ed-Dêr (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 12; Reisner 

1932, 8). Reisner dated them to the 4th Dynasty. Therefore, two burials of this 

type at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (No. 432 and No. 470) fill the gap between IV B/C 

and vi a. Type v e also provides no datable objects, and Reisner could only 

establish its earliest presence in the 4th Dynasty. The lower limit of its date is 
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unknown (Reisner 1932, 8). Apart from types v b and v e, there are another 20 

burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar undatable, due to lack of information or their 

peculiar structures.  

 

 
Fig. 14 Seidlmayer’s “Stufen” (stages) for Qau  

(Seidlmayer 1990, 396, Abb. 168) 

 

 
Fig. 15 Refined dates for burials at Tarkhan-Kafr during the mid-and late third millennium BC 
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This chapter sets out to give a detailed account of the geographical features of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and to locate the site in space. The geological features and 

changes of the Nile’s course during the third millennium shaped the pattern of 

settlements in the Nile Valley and, possibly, in the eastern desert. These features 

framed the funerary rituals in a particular natural landscape. Notably, the history 

of the Nile channel indicates that the rituals did not necessarily involve crossing 

the river. This introductions to the chronological frameworks covering the third 

millennium BC, with refined dates for burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, aims to 

place the site in time. The cemeteries at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar took their shape in 

Naqada IIIA2 and ceased expanding by Naqada IIIC2; later, during the 3rd 

Dynasty, people in the area resumed the use of the cemeteries, but the number 

of burials is insignificant. Towards the end of the 5th Dynasty, the cemeteries 

received more burials, and the majority of burials from the mid to late third 

millennium BC belongs to a period from the end of the 5th to the end of the 6th 

Dynasty. Now that we have a better understanding of the site for the core case 

study, Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, in space and time, it is time to move onto the material 

and dates deriving from this chapter and to the methods we are going to apply to 

apply the theoretical framework.  
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Chapter 4  

Data and methodology 
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The previous chapters have discussed the theoretical frameworks for this study 

and introduced the site for the case study, Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, to evaluate these 

frameworks. This chapter introduces the data from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and 

dicusses the methodology used to analyse it. Excavations at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar produced a large amount of records in the form of tomb cards and 

photographs, many of which are unpublished. Hence, the first section of the 

chapter will give an overview of tomb cards and photographs from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar and explore their potential. The material from excavations provide 

abundant data amenable to the application of a number of methods. Therefore, 

the section outlines the different kinds of data that tomb cards and photographs 

can provide and the kinds of methods applicable to their analysis. A large number 

of categorical variables deriving from tomb cards provide a sample of significant 

size for quantitative methods, while the photographs enable us to employ 

qualitative methods to observe traces left by funerary practices.  

4.1. Material and Data 

4.1.1. The tomb cards and photographs 

1. Tomb Cards 

Tomb cards are paper index cards, mostly 11.5 × 9 cm, specifically designed to 

document individual burials during the excavations. The tomb cards recording 

information of graves from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar are now stored in the archive of 

the Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology, UCL. These cards were produced 

during two excavations at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar led by Petrie: the first one lasted 

from 13th January to 25th February in 1912 and the second one from 4th December 

1912 to 18th March 1913 (Petrie et al. 1913, 1). During the first excavation, Petrie 

focused on burials on hills along the desert edge. The second excavation focused 

on burials in the valley. 
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Table 17 Tomb cards in publication and their locations in archive 

 Publications Stored in… 

First Excavation, 1912 
Tarkhan I, 1913 “Tarkhan” boxes 

Kafr Ammar, 1915 “Kafr Ammar” box 

Second Excavation, 1912-1913 Tarkhan II, 1914 “Tarkhan” boxes 

 

Information on tomb cards is the raw material for three publications (Petrie et al. 

1913; Petrie 1914; Petrie and Mackay 1915). Now they are stored in three 

archival boxes in the Petrie Museum. Petrie divided the sites of Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar into two parts—Tarkhan and Kafr Ammar—to mark burials from the 

Predynastic period and burials that came after the Predynastic period. Therefore, 

tomb cards from this site were stored separately: those published as Tarkhan 

burials are now stored in two boxes marked “Tarkhan” while those published as 

Kafr Ammar were stored in another box marked “Kafr Ammar” (see Table 17). 

 

All the tomb cards were pre-printed with a chart of three columns on recto, while 

the verso was left blank (Fig. 16). The column on the far-right of the recto is for 

burial number and condition (disturbed or not), information on the body 

(orientation, attitude, textile, gender and coffin) and structure of the burial 

(chamber or pit, dimensions). The column on the far left is for objects found in the 

burial. The criteria for categorising the findings here are not consistent. The first 

three rows are objects of three materials: pottery, stone and bronze. The second 

three rows are objects of specific function: amulets, beads and ornaments. The 

narrow column in the middle was left blank for dates, location and other 

information. People who recorded the burials did not necessarily follow the 

guidance set down on the cards. Sometimes they did not fill in the form according 

to titles in each cell but recorded what they found in the burial in text blocks, which 

sometimes overlapped with the printed lines. On the blank verso, Petrie and his 

team members usually sketched the in situ positions of objects, and human 
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remains. Here one could find detailed information that could not be fitted into the 

form on the recto — for example, the contents of each vessel, the condition of 

the bones, or the order of beads on the necklace. Recording of ceramic and stone 

vessels on the recto and verso correlate with each other. Team members usually 

marked every vessel in a burial with capital letters and recorded their types on 

the recto. Then, on the sketch on verso, they recorded positions of these vessels 

and marked them with letters following the marking on the recto. 

 

Records from tomb cards are not the results of consistent, regulated and one-

time recording. Different people from Petrie’s team filled the form in at different 

points in time and space (see Appendix 1). Therefore, tomb cards are not 

homogenous, faceless and purely objective archival material. They are the 

product of different hands in multiple situations. Their content varies according to 

the habits and standards of different team members and their response to 

different circumstances. Petrie's excavations usually followed a process, and 

recording happened in the later stage of this process: first, the workers from the 

local villages dug to reveal the tops of the burials. Then they cleaned the debris 

and revealed each object and pieces of human remains in the burial. Finally, 

Petrie or his team members came to record the burial, probably on these tomb 

cards (Drower 1985, 216). There were four people – Petrie, Lawrence, Mackay 

and Wainwright – that filled in the tomb cards from the first excavations at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, using different handwriting and groups of symbols for 

recording. A close examination of the numbers of burials and handwriting reveals 

that Petrie, Lawrence and Mackay recorded burials at the same time, starting 

from No.1, 100 and 200 respectively. In some cases, different team members 

recorded burials in different parts of the site. For example, Mackay recorded 

almost all the Old Kingdom burials on Hill E. 
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Petrie and other team members also worked on the tomb cards after they had 

recorded essential information on site (see Fig. 17). Notes in different colours 

betray their working process. Content in pencil is information recorded in the field. 

There are also notes in orange and black ink. The content of these marks is 

identical to the information in the publications. Hence there are probably notes 

added later for the preparation of the publication. Orange ink appeares almost 

exclusively in the cell for pottery. These notes are type names in the Petrie 

Protodynastic pottery corpus, and always follow the type name from the 

Predynastic pottery corpus in pencil. Therefore, Petrie probably added these new 

type names after he had developed the Protodynastic corpus (Petrie 1920). Black 

ink is exclusively from Mackay because its content is identical to Mackay's 

commentary on Kafr Ammar. Mackay made changes in his record of tomb 

dimensions in black ink. He also wrote the type of coffin (long or box coffin) and 

their types of joints in the same manner (Fig. 17). It is likely that Mackay 

developed his typology for coffins first and applied them to the tomb cards when 

he was preparing for publication.  

 

2.  Photographs 

Petrie photographed a series of objects, human remains and burials during 

excavations at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. These photographs are now stored in the 

archive of the Petrie Museum as glass negatives. From the late 1980s to mid 

1990s, the Petrie Museum carried out a large-scale conservation project to copy 

these negatives to modern sheets (Serpico 2008, 10). After this project, every 

negative was allocated its own unique number, prefixed with PMAN (Petrie 

Museum Archive Negative). A total of 51 unpublished negatives from Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar were then published in 2008 (Picton and Pridden 2008). This study 

required high-resolution digital copies of negatives from the Petrie Museum for 

detailed examination.  
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The primary aim of photographs, for Petrie, was to give “artistic details” (Petrie et 

al. 1913, 4) to “objects of artistic interest” (Petrie 1904, 73). At Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar, photographs also helped him to record the shapes of ceramic and stone 

vessels for working on their typology and individual burials (Petrie et al. 1913, 4). 

In order to produce photographs that fitted his preference, Petrie modified his 

camera specifically for his excavations and film was specially made for him by 

Kodak (Laidlaw 2008, 13-15). He also developed a methodology for 

photographing in the field (Petrie 1904, 73-82) and a training course for his 

students (Janssen 1992, 12). In the field, Petrie usually used a two-part adaptable 

camera (Petrie 1904, 74) and mounted it atop a tripod when photographing. After 

shooting in the field, Petrie suggested to develop his plates as soon as possible 

that night. In this way, he could avoid overexposure (Petrie 1904, 82-4). Despite 

his care in photographing, Petrie did not consider the photograph to be the ideal 

way to record burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. He complained that “no photograph 

shows the whole contents at once, the levels vary too much; and details in views 

are often difficult to understand” (Petrie et al. 1913, 4). He also argued that, in 

terms of identifying the typological forms of ceramics, photographs are inferior to 

the hand-drawing because photographs cannot render the shape of the vessels 

as clearly as the drawings (Petrie et al. 1913, 4). 
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Fig. 16 Tomb card recording No. 1729, Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (handwriting of Flinders Petrie) 
The recto (above) gives information such as body orientation and dimensions in the right-hand 
column. Ceramics and beads were recorded on the left, while the middle part conveys the shape 
of the burial and its location. Petrie divided the valley cemetery at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar into strips 
identified by letters; this burial is in strip P, 320 inches from the northern boundary and 260 inches 
away from its eastern boundary (see Appendix 2). Beside the sketch on the verso (below) Petrie 
recorded the original order of beads, as well as a barrel vase (B) and its contents and lid (C). 
Other ceramics mentioned on the record were indicated as simple circles marked with type 
numbers. 
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Fig. 17 Examples of non-pencil marks on tomb cards of No. 557 and No. 18 

On the card above, Mackay wrote in black ink “Long coffin”, “Joint 4” and “Lashing” as appeared 
in Kafr Ammar. In the example below, ceramic types were first recorded according to the Petrie 
Predynastic typology in pencil, overlain partly in black ink. Then these types were converted to 
his Protodynastic system, in a separate column in red ink, revised in pencil.  
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Fig. 18 Photograph of No. 217 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in publication and archive 

(Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. XXVII) (above) and part of same photograph in digital format 
(PMAN3624) (blow) Compared with printed version, the digital copy of the silver plate 
photograph provides a high resolution that allows us to observe the condition of ropes and knots 
on the coffin. 
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4.1.2. Data and possible methods 

Tomb cards and photographs provide abundant data for this study and support 

both quantitative and qualitative methods. This section gives an introduction to 

the two kinds of data that tomb cards and photographs provide: factual and 

empirical. In this introduction, we also examine the strength of material and data. 

Moreover, we can explore why these advantages are particularly useful for the 

theoretical basis of this research. 

 

Charts on the recto of tomb cards contain much factual data, such as the 

dimensions of burials and the presence of objects of different types. These data 

can be converted into categorical variables and laid out in a spreadsheet for 

statistical analyses. More crucially, there are 1630 single adult burials recorded 

by tomb cards. If we looked just at the burial dimensions, we would have at least 

4890 variables in our analysis. Therefore, the sample size is big enough to 

support robust statistical analyses. For this study, tomb cards allow us to test the 

correlation between the dimension of burials and the types of grave goods. By 

testing this correlation, we can see whether conditions such as the dimension of 

pits, had an impact on people’s choices of grave goods and the way they 

composed a visible display in the burial.  

 

However, in comparison with register sheets in publications, data from the recto 

of the tomb cards have no apparent advantage. The same numbers and types 

recorded on the recto were also available from published register sheets. On the 

other hand, sketches of burials from the verso of tomb cards offer us factual data 

that publications cannot offer. These sketches tell us not only the types of ceramic 

and stone vessels but also their locations in each burial and their numbers, while 

published register sheets include neither the numbers nor locations of objects. 

Locations of objects could be converted into categorical data and support tests 
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of correlations between positions of objects and their types. Looking into positions 

of thousands of vessels with the help of quantitative methods also allow us to 

detect regularities in the placement of vessels in burials. Knowing the positions 

of different vessels, regularities in the placement of vessels and correlations 

between vessels types and their locations are particularly useful for this study. 

The theory behind this study argues that the display of grave goods is the schema 

in mortuary practice, and that the display usually follows specific rules. By 

revealing regularities in the placement of objects, we can acknowledge ourselves 

the existence of specific rules in the display of grave goods; correlations between 

objects and their locations can tell us how people chose different objects for 

display.  

 

Sketches on tomb cards and photographs also provide empirical data for 

observation of visibility of objects in rituals, primarily by eye. These data support 

detailed case studies of selected burials. Sketches on tomb cards offer sufficient 

information on the in situ positions of objects and their relation to the body (Fig. 

16). From them, one can have a general knowledge of the visual effect of displays 

in burials. In some cases, notes on the sketches also offer important information 

that is neither recorded on the recto nor published. For example, on the sketch of 

tomb card of No. 637, Petrie remarked that these were remains of a foetus, which 

cannot be identified from photographs.  

 

Photographs also illustrate the positions of objects and bodies. However, they are 

more useful than sketches for us to estimate the visibility of the display. Sketches 

usually illustrate a burial from a bird’s-eye view. This image of a burial is tidy, two-

dimensional, and without distortions, blocking structures or contrast between 

bright and dark features. These “perfect” images of the burials can be misleading 

because they might lead the viewer to believe that everything on the drawing is 
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always visible in the burial. However, there are many elements absent in the 

sketches that can alter the visibility of objects: the coffin might have a lid, which 

would cover everything inside; the burials might be in a recess underground so 

that people standing on the ground cannot see it. Images preserved in 

photographs, on the other hand, are optical images that resemble what this visual 

organ perceived. Petrie usually took the photos at the graveside, using a camera 

mounted on a tripod. Consequently, these photos recorded the grave from the 

perspective of a person standing by the graveside. There is distortion due to 

distance, and parts of the burials can be obscured by the ground or other features. 

Small, deep shafts are darker in photographs and objects in them are not 

completely visible. Photographs also preserve details that escaped the attention 

of the excavators. The digital copies of the negative glass plates from the Petrie 

Museum archive achieve excellent resolution (Fig. 18). Due to their high 

resolution, these photographs reveal many details that are not observable in 

photographs published by printing. In some cases, a small detail can shed light 

on when people intended to view the display of the body and grave goods. For 

example, the clear images of intact knots on the coffins indicate that people did 

not bother to reopen the coffin to view the body or objects within after they had 

placed the coffin in the tomb shaft.  

 

While offering abundant and useful data for this study, tomb cards and 

photographs also have their limitations. Some of their limitations do not allow us 

to have detailed information for every burial from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, or to 

analyse certain aspects of these burials. First, not all burials were photographed 

in the excavations. Therefore, our detailed case studies cannot cover every burial 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Second, the age and sex of the dead in many burials are 

absent in the record. Also, for the first excavation, we have no information on the 

locations of burials. These imperfections in the record obstruct any analyses 
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concerning age and gender. Horizontal analysis is also impossible. Third, 

sketches provide the bulk of data for analyses of positions of vessels. However, 

they are not accurate line-drawings to reflect the exact positions of vessels. Thus, 

the analysis of regularity in the buried display reveals only general trends with 

some inevitable errors. 

 

Other limitations of photographs including creating biases or misunderstandings 

that we should avoid. To understand these biases, we have to first understand 

that photographs are not passive containers of the reality uncovered by 

archaeologists in their excavations. By posing objects and people against the 

backdrop of archaeological remains, archaeologists from the early 20th century 

produced their understandings of the past (Baird 2011, 428). Therefore, 

photographs were a part of knowledge production that mingled with multiple 

motivations from archaeologists. In some cases, archaeologists posed objects in 

photos to achieve an aesthetic or picturesque, while at the same time using these 

photographs for their research (Baird 2011, 430). Hence, photographs of burials 

are not always a faithful snapshot of what Petrie and his team members saw in 

the field. On the one hand, Petrie complained that it was impossible to ensure 

everything in the burial remained undisturbed when they were cleaned for 

photographing (Petrie et al. 1913, 4). On the other hand, Petrie encouraged his 

archaeologists to tamper with the tableaux before shooting; in order to show the 

shapes of the vessels, he might lift them. He also brushed the bones in order to 

create a contrast between white bones and soil (Petrie 1904, 75-6). Hence, when 

we estimate the visual impact of objects from photographs, we should consider 

the extent to which these impacts are a result of post-depositional tampering. 

Moreover, photographs were usually taken from the graveside. This positioning 

of the camera puts viewers of photographs in the perspective of people who 

observed the grave from above. We have to keep in mind that this is not the only 
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perspective people could have taken in the past. For people who stood in the 

grave and placed the objects, these photographs do not present what they saw. 

The theory behind this research emphasises that different people performing 

different tasks in the rituals had different sensorimotor experiences. Therefore, 

when using photographs from excavations, we should avoid the bias created by 

the single perspective of photographs.  

4.2. Methodology 

The first part of this section justifies why this research adopts a multi-method and 

qualitative methodology by elaborating on how the available data and goals of 

this research determine its methodology. The second part will introduce methods 

of two quantitative analyses and a case study composed of cases from Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar and other sites in Egypt.    

 

This research also adopts a multi-method and qualitative methodology (Denzin 

and Lincoln 2005, 2). The bulk of the methodology is composed of qualitative 

methods, but quantitative methods are also included given that there are large 

number of variables and a sample of considerable size, as well as photographs 

that can support detailed case studies of individual burials with their high-

resolution images.  

 

The theory behind this research argues that people in the past produced and 

reproduced the experience of viewing grave goods in mortuary rituals. The view 

here is of contemplative viewing. Actions centred around the goal of ensuring a 

visible display of grave goods at a certain point in the ritual. When conditions 

changed and hindered people from reproducing visual experiences or display of 

grave goods, they would improvise a series of new actions to achieve the clear 

visibility of grave goods again. The improvised actions and sensorimotor 
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experience, triggered by external conditions, could be reproduced continuously 

and became a new way to display grave goods.  

 

Therefore, the goals of this methodology are: 1) testing the argument that creating 

visible display is a high priority in mortuary ritual and the display is created by 

following specific rules; 2) tracing the changes in the visibility of grave goods at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and identifying the conditions that motivated people to make 

these changes; 3) testing what we have learnt from investigations at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar against different sites in Egypt to assess the geographical reach of 

the practices inferred for this one location. The first goal requires this research to 

look for regularities and patterns from a large number of burials. Quantitative 

methods are suitable for handling an extensive data set and revealing patterns. 

The rest of the goals demand close observation of the mortuary remains to 

capture changes in the visibility of grave goods and detect possible changes in 

objective conditions that appeared at the same time. Moreover, the research 

needs to apply and test conclusions based on observations of selected burials 

with burials elsewhere. Qualitative methods, allow us to develop conclusions 

through observations. This method also calls for multiple observations from other 

cases to test our conclusion and eliminate bias. 

4.2.1. Quantitative methods 

Quantitative methods in two of the analyses were applied to explore whether 

composing a visible display was the priority of funerary practices; and whether 

the placement of objects followed specific rules. Both analyses proposed 

hypotheses first, then applied different statistical methods according to the nature 

of the data to test the hypotheses. Interpretations following both analyses explore 

possible reasons for the results. 
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The first analysis tests the argument that funerary practice at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar during the third millennium BC prioritised the visible display of grave 

goods and body. A total of 905 out of 992 dated burials from Naqada IIIA2 to C2 

were selected to provide the data for this analysis. All of them contained the types 

of ceramic that are the focus of this analysis (Fig. 19), and the depths of all 905 

burials are known. This test is based on two hypotheses, both assuming that 

people intended to display ceramic vessels in burials. However, the first 

hypothesis assumes that those who placed ceramic vessels prioritised the 

practicality of their actions. In this case, the sizes of the ceramic vessels and the 

depth of the pit could make their actions difficult. Therefore, this hypothesis 

expects that large vessels will have a higher frequency in shallower pits and vice 

versa. The second hypothesis assumes that people who observed the display 

prioritised the visibility of the display. In this case, ceramic vessels in the deep 

pits needed to be large enough to be visible, with smaller ones are visible in 

shallower pits. This analysis applies Chi-Square to explore the interaction 

between four groups of categorical variables: big and small vessels; deep and 

shallow pits to test the hypothesis above. Chi-Square analysis was applied for 

several reasons. First, Chi-Square is suitable for the data structure of this 

assemblage, which can be divided into two groups: shallow and deep, big and 

small. Second, it was useful to handle the numerical variables. Third, Chi-Square 

can reveal whether the distribution of data is random or under the influence of 

particular factors. This property can help us to detect influential factors in the 

interactions of variables. However, when any variable is less than 5, the Chi-

Square test will not be able to provide effective results. 

 

The second analysis tests the argument that at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, people not 

only prioritised a display of objects in burials but also followed specific rules when 

composing visible displays. A total 73 out of 992 dated burials from Naqada IIIA2 
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to C2 were selected to provide the data for this analysis. The requirements of this 

analysis limited the size of the sample. First, both ceramic and stone vessels 

should be present in the burial. Among 992 dated burials, there were only 251 

that fit this criterion. Second, data on the positions of the vessels could only be 

ascertained from sketches, and this reduced the sample further; sketch plans 

appear in the record for just 73 of those 251 burials. The analysis proposes a 

hypothesis that ceramic and stone vessels were placed in different places in 

burials. The analysis then tests whether this hypothesis is sustained or not. First, 

the analysis constructs a coordinate that can describe the location of the body 

and objects in each sketch on the tomb cards. Positions are marked with numbers. 

Then each object is allocated these numbers according to their position in the 

burial. After this process, the analysis counts the frequency of ceramic and stone 

vessels in each position. Finally, a series of regression analyses was applied to 

examine whether there are positive correlations between types of vessels and 

their positions in burials. This analysis did not apply Chi-Square analysis because 

the frequency of vessels in some positions was less than 5.  

 

The quantitative methods make a significant contribution to the development of 

the argument in this study. They can handle a large number of variables, to reveal 

patterns or regularities that cannot be perceived by visual observation and to test 

the theoretical arguments of this study. However, the quantitative methods are 

instrumental in this qualitative research. Their purposes are to “refine certain 

kinds of data, interpretation and test hypothesis across samples” (Spindler and 

Spindler 1992, 69). Their results are patterns at the mercy of interpretations of 

the researcher rather than a generalised truth. The patterns revealed by the two 

analyses above are possibly the results of many factors. For example, those who 

acquired objects in considerable quantitaties might have had specific knowledge 

that made them respected or powerful figures in their community. Therefore, the 
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positive association of large ceramic vessels to deeper pits might also be the 

result of their high social status. Quantitative methods also gain bookended data 

at the expense of specific contexts. For example, in the first test, some of the 

large ceramic vessels were placed on the mat that covers the body. Therefore, 

people may not have considered them as part of the visible display. In the second 

test, some stone vessels and ceramic vessels may have appeared together in 

the burial because of their similar shapes. The reason behind a close association 

between stone vessels and the position in front of the chest could be people’s 

intentions to show these white and glittering objects in the most prominent 

position in the grave. However, it is also likely that the area in front of the chest is 

relativity small in comparison with the rest of buried space, and that only small 

stone vessels could fit into this position.  

4.2.2. Qualitative methods: Case study 

In the case of individual burials, their case study aims to explore: when and how 

did people compose (or not) a visual display of grave goods? What were their 

possible actions? Were there any elements from external conditions that affected 

the visibility of grave goods? Zooming out from individual burials, and in the 

context of the case studies, they aim to reveal how people’s actions and methods 

of composing displays changed over a millennium. What were possible elements 

in the external conditions that motivated people to change their practice? Finally, 

in wider regional perspective, the case study aims to test how far the findings 

from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar can be applied to other sites in Egypt. 

 

The explanatory theory of this study has argued that ritual practice is a process 

and, in some instances, a display of grave goods could be visible before the final 

interment; in other examples, grave goods visible to us today might not have been 

visible to people at the moment of the final interment. Therefore, before this case 
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study proceeds to its observation of individual cases, it needs a framework that 

describes a sequence of possible episodes in funerary ritual. This framework can 

be applied to all cases and allows us to identify the possible moment in which the 

display of grave goods was visible in the ritual process. The construction of this 

framework draws on evidence from mortuary rituals featured in records and 

depictions. There are two different sources for evidence: one comprises view 

from outsiders, including writings from the travellers to Egypt and anthropologists 

from ancient times to the 21st century (Wickett 2010; Blackman 1927; Edwards 

1888; Lepsius 1853; Lane 1908; Chabrol 1822; Diodorus Siculus 1933; 

Herodotus 1920). The other source is composed of visual and verbal self-

expressions from within the ancient Egyptian society, including in particular the 

reliefs from Old Kingdom tomb-chapels (Wilson 1944; Settgast 1963; Altenmüller 

1975). Reconstruction boils down the details from these records into a series of 

episodes. 

 

This part of the research is a collective case study composed of 12 cases (section 

5.2). These cases feature 13 burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, covering the 

period from 3100 BC to 2100 BC. The selection of these cases aims to achieve: 

1) a selection of well-documented burials. “Well-documented” here refers to clear 

photographs, and detailed, complete descriptions from tomb cards and 

publications; 2) a demonstration of changes in ritual practice in the third 

millennium BC at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar; 3) covering of a wide range of visual 

experiences and actions (see Table 18). The selected case studies also 

represented a wide range of burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, covering burials of 

various structures and combinations of grave goods (Table 19). 
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Table 18 Various visual experiences and actions from selected cases for the case study 

Periods Burials Visual experiences and actions 

Naqada IIIA2 

No.1510 Purposely arranged display with small amount of 
objects 

No. 1845 
Purposely arranged display 

Architectural elements in its display 
Deposition of objects outside the burial 

Naqada IIIC2 

No. 637 Purposely arranged display 
Display of infant body 

No. 1973 Purposely arranged display 
Possible actions of deposition of objects 

No. 2039 
No. 2040 

Purposely arranged display 
Multiple actions of deposition 

Improvisation in display 

No. 158 
Purposely choices of objects 

Divisions in display 
Architectural elements in its display 

ca. 2600 BC No.240 
Partially visible display 
Possible lay-out ritual  

Purposely choices of objects 

ca. 2600-2400 BC No. 216 
No intention for composing display 

Possible lay-out ritual 
Sealing of the recess with bricks 

ca. 2500-2000 BC 

No. 207 
No intention for composing display 

Possible lay-out ritual 
The making of the basket for the funeral 

No. 208 
No intention for composing display 

Possible lay-out ritual 
Cutting the recess to hold the coffin 

ca. 2100 BC 

No. 217 No intention for composing display 
Transportation and deposition of the coffin 

No. 218 
No intention for composing display 

Possible lay-out ritual 
Transportation and deposition of the coffin 
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Table 19 Case studies and the numbers of similar burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
No. 1510 300 similar burials with same dates, similar dimensions and body attitude 

6 of the 300 had similar combination of grave goods (multiple ceramic vessels, 
stone vessels, palette and papyrus mat) 
12 of 300 had the same body orientation 

No. 1845 6 similar burials with same overground structure: No. 740 (IIIB), No. 852 (IIIA2), 
No. 1231 (plundered), No. 1889 (IIIB) and No. 1890 (IIIB). All are located in the 
valley. See Petrie 1914, Pl. XIV. 

No. 637 231 similar burials with same dates, similar dimensions and body attitude 
20 of 231 had similar combination of grave goods (multiple ceramic and one 
stone vessel, no coffins or basket) 
11 of 231 had the same body orientation 

No. 1973 84 similar burials with same dates, similar dimensions and body attitude 
18 of 84 had similar combination of grave goods (multiple ceramic and stone 
vessels, coffin) 
12 of 84 had the same body orientation 

No. 2039 
No. 2040 

Another 3 similar burials with same date, very similar dimensions, structures 
and body attitude No. 2051, No.2053, and No.2054. All of them were attached 
to large mastabas. See Petrie 1914, Pl. XVIII 

No. 158 The burial is similar to No. 1060 from Naqada IIIC2 in term of structure, See 
Petrie 1913, Pl. XVIII 

No. 240 Only 1 other burial of same structure, No.545 
No. 216 36 similar burials with same grave goods (no grave goods) and body attitude. 

No similar burials in terms of tomb structure 
No. 207 22 burials with similar grave goods (headrest) and body attitude; 8 out of 23 

contained similar reed coffins. One burial, No. 235 is very similar (contains the 
same type of headrest, reed coffin and same burial structure) 

No. 208 9 similar burials with similar wood coffin and burial structure (without the ad hoc 
recess). 4 of them contained a headrest.  

No. 217 28 similar burials with same structure (Type X). 8 of them contain similar coffin 
and grave goods (no grave good) 

No. 218 28 similar burial with same structure (Type X). 9 of them contain similar coffin 
and headrest 

 

The execution of all analyses follows one specific process. The individual case 

starts with essential information about the burial, such as its date, location and 

dimensions. If objects from a burial are now part of a museum collection, then 

this part also provides information on the current location of these objects. Apart 

from information in texts, there are line-drawings to help the reader to grasp the 

possible display of body and objects. The human figures in the drawing allow the 

viewer to estimate what kind of actions people had to carry out in order to descend 

into a burial and place the objects. These figures can also show the reader which 

part of the burial was visible to people standing by the graveside. After introducing 
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essential information, the case study describes possible positions of objects at 

the moment of interment and explores whether people had the intention to display 

grave goods in burials. If burials contained a visual display of grave goods, then 

the case study also estimates the possible rules behind the arrangement of 

objects. Next, the case study estimates the possibility that grave goods in burials 

might have been visible before or after the final interment. This estimation relies 

on the observation of objects (such as coffins and linen covers), or architectural 

elements (such as deep shaft and underground recesses) that could have 

hindered people from viewing the display or that suggest a possible lay-out for 

display of the body and objects in the coffin. The episodes in which grave goods 

were possibly visible is marked in the framework mentioned earlier. Finally, the 

case study describes possible actions that people carried out to ensure a visible 

display of grave goods.  

 

The collective case study on Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is instrumental and secondary 

in the overall research, following the construction of the primary theoretical and 

methodological framework. Its purpose is to provide a detailed study of 

particularity, from which we can advance our understanding of changes in 

funerary practices and grave goods from other parts of Egypt at the same time 

(Stake 2005, 237-8). Therefore, the research requires additional discussion of the 

evidence from other parts of Egypt to assess the extent to which observations 

from one site can be applied to a wider region. The first step in this discussion is 

to select sites similar to Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar because, as Bourdieu has argued, 

people from similar groups or classes shared similar dispositions and social 

environments (Bourdieu 1977, 81). Therefore, the discussion starts with an 

investigation of society at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. It argues that, during Naqada III 

A2, the area became a hub for the expansion of Naqada practice and material 

culture toward Lower Egypt. The area then became a prominent centre during 
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the 1st Dynasty. For much of the third millennium BC the evidence of funerary 

archaeology suggests it was a less prominent provincial centre. Next, the 

research selects burials from other provincial sites of the same period, including 

Harageh, Qau and Naga el Deir. It also includes Helwan, since the burials there 

can bridge the gap between Naqada IIIC and the early 3rd Dynasty, for which 

burials are not observable at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The observations cover all 

published burials and focus on 1) actions and patterns of visibility observed at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar; 2) new actions, new objects for display and new patterns 

in the distribution of visibility in the ritual process. These observations do not take 

the form of a case study of individual burials which is as detailed as the collective 

case study of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. However, it will highlight burials with important 

features. 

 

The collective case study can make good use of detailed descriptions from tomb 

cards and information-rich images from photographs. As a research method, it 

looks directly into the physical appearance of grave goods and estimates the 

sensorimotor experience that they might have brought to people in the past. 

Unlike the quantitative methods, which reveal patterns or regularities at the cost 

of the contexts of individual objects, the case study learns from particularity and 

puts objects in their contexts. However, despite the multiple observations that can 

eliminate some bias, the result of the case study and its observations cannot be 

free of bias. The cases selected for the study are only a tiny part of the burials 

from the entirety of Egypt during the third millennium, and the particular 

knowledge we learn from these cases need not always apply to all of Egypt. More 

importantly, the results of the case study are not a definite conclusion, but only 

one possibility in the past. In this case study, the framework for the ritual episodes 

is constructed according to textual and icongraphic evidence. This framework is 

not necessarily the truth, but with robust evidence and deduction, it attempts to 
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step closer to what happened in the past. Similarly, the visibility of grave goods is 

estimated according to the observation of objects. The conclusion from the 

observation remains an estimation, not an assertive judgment.   
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Chapter 5  

Changes in grave goods and their visibility at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar  
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5.1. Quantitative analyses 

This section presents the Chi-Square analysis and Regression analysis. Each 

analysis consists of three parts. The first part introduces the reason for this study 

to perform this particular kind of quantitative analysis. This part also reports the 

source of data, the reasons for choosing this particular set of data, the hypothesis 

and designs of the analyses. The second part reports the process and results of 

the analysis, including the Pearson significance of results. Charts are added to 

help the reader go through these results quickly. The final part interprets results 

and reports whether the test achieves its aims. The interpretation also considers 

other possibilities that would also produce the same patterns in the data 

5.1.1. Chi-Square analysis 

5.1.1.1. Design and hypotheses 

This analysis explores whether the sizes of ceramic vessels are related to the 

depth of the pit, applying the Chi-Square test. There are several reasons for using 

this method to choose the size of ceramic vessels and the depth of the pit as 

variables. First, ceramic vessels compose the bulk of the objects from Tarkhan in 

the first half of the third millennium BC. Therefore, they offer a relatively large 

sample for a more reliable quantitative analysis. Second, the size of ceramic 

vessels could impact both on actions and visual perceptions. From the 

perspective of action, large jars are difficult to carry whereas handling small 

pottery perhaps poses less of a challenge. From the perspective of visual 

perception, larger ceramic vessels are easier to see in the pit, whereas the 

visibility of small ceramics vessels depended on how deep the pit was. Hence the 

sizes of ceramic vessels enable us to investigate whether people favoured the 

practicality and greater ease of actions (placing jars into the pit), or whether the 

visibility of jars was the main consideration, or whether there is a mixture of both. 
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Finally, the depth of the pit could also have altered people’s actions and their 

visual perception of objects inside. As burials from Naqada IIIA to C2 were usually 

open pits, people had to go down to the bottom and arrange the display. Ceramic 

vessels were probably put gently into pits to avoid breaking them. Thus, in a 

shallow pit, it was easier for people to descend into it for arranging the vessels. If 

there were no high hills overshadowing the burial-place, a shallow pit would 

receive sufficient light, and the depth would not obscure the view of objects inside. 

 

This test builds two hypotheses around these variables. 1) If people prioritised 

the visual perception of pottery in pits, then the test expects large ceramic vessels 

to be associated with deep pits and small vessels with shallow pits, because big 

vessels could still be visible in the deep pit. 2) If people prioritized least difficulty 

in deposition, then the test expects large ceramic vessels to be associated with 

shallow pits and small vessels with deep pits, because holding a large jar and 

getting down into a deep pit could be difficult. 

 

The Chi-Square analysis is based on 905 burials at Tarkhan, dated to Naqada 

IIIA2 to C2. There are two independent variables: the depth of pits and the size 

of the ceramic vessels. Due to the nature of the Chi-Square analysis, both depth 

and types of pottery are categorised into two groups. Burials could be <shallow> 

or <deep> according to their depth: those less than 178.7 cm are defined as 

<shallow> graves while those deeper than 178.7 cm are classified as <deep> 

graves. The depth of 178.7cm is chosen for two reasons. First, the skeletons from 

Tarkhan show that average stature was about 67.5 inches (171.4 cm) for men 

and 62.5 inches (158.7 cm) for women (Petrie 1914, 20). When a man was 

descending a pit deeper than 178.7 cm, he would need to extend his arms to 

reach vessels if someone was passing them to him; without a ladder or foot-hold 
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support, descending into a pit deeper than 178 cm could be difficult too. Particular 

types of pottery were selected for two categories of variables: <small> and <big>. 

<Small> vessels were less than 20 cm in both height and diameter. People could 

carry them with one hand or both hands if they were empty, but they would also 

be difficult to see if the pit was very deep. <Big> pottery vessels are 50 to 100 cm 

in height, and the widest part could be 50 to 70 cm. They are clearly visible from 

a distance but challenging to carry (see Fig. 19). 
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Fig.19 <Small> and <Big> ceramic vessels in the Chi-Square test 
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5.1.1.2. Test and results 

In order to test the different possibilities, a series of 2×2 Chi-Square analyses 

were performed across all periods in Test 1 (Naqada IIIA2, IIIB, and IIIC1-2.). Test 

1 compared the presence of <big> and <small> vessels in <deep> and <shallow> 

pits to see whether depth has any impact on sizes of vessels in all periods. 

P<0.05 was interpreted as a significant result. Then, in order to gain an insight 

into changes in correlation between variables, the test performed the same Chi-

Square analysis for each period as Tests 2, 3 and 4. To correct for family-wise 

error rates due to multiple comparisons, we performed a Bonferroni correction 

and adjusted the significance threshold to p<0.017. As previously stated, if people 

prioritised the visibility of ceramic vessels for impacting visual perceptions 

successfully, the <big> ones should be associated with <deep> pits and <small> 

ones with <shallow> ones, because otherwise, viewers could not see the vessels. 

If people prioritised the practicality of their actions, then the <big> vessels should 

be associated with <shallow> pits and <small> ones with <deep> pits. Reducing 

the size of ceramic vessels can make actions of deposition easier, especially in 

<deep> pits. 

 

Test 1: All periods 

This section reports the results of the three analyses using data from all periods. 

 

The first part tests whether the <size> (<big> and <small>) was influenced by the 

<depth> (<deep> and <shallow>) at all times.  
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Table 20 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result 

All Periods: Depth * Size 

 small big total 

Depth 

shallow 

Count 146a 64b 210 

Expected Count 137.0 73.0 210.0 

Standardized Residual    

deep 

Count 70a 51b 121 

Expected Count 79.0 42.0 121.0 

Standardized Residual -1.0 1.4  

Total Count 216 115 331 

 

In the analysis across all periods, the result of the Chi-Square test was significant 

(χ² (1, N = 331) = 4.613, p=0.032 <0.05). Inspection of observed and expected 

frequencies shows that, in <shallow> pits, the frequency of <small> ceramic 

vessels is higher than expected, while the frequency of the <big> ceramic vessels 

is actually lower. However, there are more <big> ceramic vessels than expected 

in <deep> pits, but fewer <small> ceramic vessels. Cramer’s V(=0.118), suggests 

that the variable of <depth> accounts for 11.8% of variance. See Table 20 for the 

distribution of different vessels in shallow and deep pits. 

 
Table 21 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, all periods 
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The test above shows that from Naqada IIIA to C2, the <depth> of pits affected 

the <size> of ceramic vessels; <small> vessels are more likely to appear in 

<shallow> pits with <big> vessels in <deep> pits. From the bar chart, we can see 

that this difference is driven by the <small> vessels, as <small> vessels are more 

likely to appear in <shallow> pits, while the distribution of <big> vessels is less 

affected by <depth>. The result agrees with the expectation that <small> vessels 

were closely related to <shallow> pits derived from the hypothesis 1 presented 

above (5.1.1.1).  

 

The following tests 2 to 4 look into the detail of changes in each period, to see 

whether the effects of <size> changed throughout the time. 

 

Test 2: Naqada IIIA2 

This section shows the results of the Chi-Square analysis, testing whether the 

<size> (<big> and <small>) was influence by the <depth> (<deep> and <shallow>) 

during Naqada IIIA2. 

 
Table 22 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result for Naqada IIIA2 

Naqada IIIA2: Depth * Size 

 small big total 

depth shallow Count 29a 9a 38 

Expected Count 30.4 7.6 38.0 

Standardized Residual -.3 .5  

deep Count 39a 8a 47 

Expected Count 37.6 9.4 47.0 

Standardized Residual .2 -.5  

Total Count 68 17 85 

 

The result of the test for Naqada IIIA2 was not significant (χ² (1, N = 85) = 0.583, 
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p=0.445). Inspection of observed and expected frequencies demonstrates that in 

both <shallow> and <deep> pits, the frequencies of both <small> and <big> 

vessels are similar to expectations. This suggests that <depth> did not affect the 

<size> of pottery in this period. Also, both hypotheses are not supported. See 

Table 22 for the distribution of different vessels in shallow and deep pits. 

 
Table 23 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, Naqada IIIA2 

 

 

Test 3: Naqada IIIB 

This test explores whether the <size> of pots (<big> and <small>) was influenced 

by the <depth> of pits (<deep> and <shallow>) using data from Naqada IIIB.  
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Table 24 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result from Naqada IIIB 

Naqada IIIB: Depth * Size 

 small big total 

depth shallow Count 36a 31a 67 

Expected Count 34.5 32.5 67.0 

Standardized Residual .2 -.3  

deep Count 14a 16a 30 

Expected Count 15.5 14.5 30.0 

Standardized Residual -.4 .4  

Total Count 50 47 97 

 

The result of the Chi-Square test of data from Naqada IIIB was not significant (χ² 

(1, N = 97) = 0.414, p=0.520). Inspection of observed and expected frequencies 

shows that in both <shallow> and <deep> pits, the frequencies of both <small> 

and <big> vessels are similar to expectations. This result suggests that during 

Naqada IIIB, the <depth> of the pits did not affect the <size> of ceramic vessels. 

Both hypotheses are not sustained by this result. See Table 24 for the distribution 

of different vessels in shallow and deep pits. 

 
Table 25 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, Naqada IIIB 
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Test 4: Naqada IIIC1-2 

This test investigates whether the <size> of pots (<big> and <small>) was 

influence by the <depth> of pits (<deep> and <shallow>) using data from Naqada 

IIIC1 to 2. 

 
Table 26 <depth>× <size> Chi-Square test result during Naqada IIIC1-2 

Naqada IIIC1-2: Depth * Size 

 small big total 

depth 

shallow 

Count 81a 24b 105 

Expected Count 69.1 35.9 105.0 

Standardized 
Residual 1.4 -2.0  

deep 

Count 17a 27b 44 

Expected Count 28.9 15.1 44.0 

Standardized 
Residual -2.2 3.1  

Total Count 98 51 149 

 

The result of the Chi-Square test for Naqada IIIC1 and 2 was significant (χ² (1, N 

= 149) = 20.422, p<0.001). Inspection of observed and expected frequencies 

shows that, in <shallow> pits, the frequency of <small> vessels is higher than 

expected, while the frequency of <big> pots shows a reversed pattern. However, 

there are more <big> vessels than expected in <deep> pits, but less <small> 

vessels. Cramer’s V (=0.370) suggests that the variable of depth accounts for 37% 

of variance. 
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Table 27 Distributions of all sizes of vessels in pits of all depths, Naqada IIIC1-2 

 

 

The test shows that, during Naqada IIIC 1-2, the <depth> of the pits affected the 

<size> of vessels. We can see from the plot that <small> vessels are a lot less 

frequent in <deep> pits, while the frequency of <big> vessels remains almost 

unchanged under the influence of <depth> of pits. This result also partially agrees 

with the expectation of hypothesis 1. However, there is no significantly high 

frequency of <big> vessels in <deep> pits, or a low frequency in <shallow> pits 

as expected. 

5.1.1.3. Interpretation of results and conclusions 

The four tests above demonstrate that, from Naqada IIIA2 to IIIC2, small pottery 

vessels were more likely to appear in shallow pits with the large vessels in the 

deep pits. However, this pattern is shaped by the significant by high frequency of 

small vessels in shallow pits. The relation between big vessels and deep pits is 

far weaker than the connection between small vessels and shallow pits. The 

following tests revealed changes in this pattern over time. From Naqada IIIA2 to 

IIIB, the depth of pits had no impact on the size of ceramic vessels. From Naqada 

IIIC1 to C2, small vessels were more likely to be present in shallow pits than in 

any period before. At the same time, however, the connection between big 

vessels and deep pits is very weak. Therefore, the pattern showed by Test 1 is 
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mainly shaped by the strong connection between small vessels and shallow pits 

during the 200 years from Naqada IIIC1 to 2. 

 

Results of Test 1 and Test 4 agree only partially with expectations of the first 

hypothesis: small vessels were frequent in shallow pits and not frequent in deep 

pits. However, the pattern of big vessels did not fit expectations, as their 

frequency was not significantly affected by the depth of pits. In the results, we did 

not see a high frequency of big vessels in deep pits. The results of all tests did 

not support the second hypothesis. Therefore, we can conclude that, from 

Naqada IIIA2 to IIIC2, people prioritised the visibility of ceramic vessels in the 

final interment. However, apparently they paid attention only to the visibility of 

small ceramic vessels. Alternatively, it is equally possible that this emphasis on 

small vessels and the shallower pits was not the result of concerns in visualising 

the space, but of social status. Digging a deep pit required a larger labour input 

than digging a shallow pit; larger vessels, containing large amounts of wine or 

grain, were also not available to everyone in this society. More importantly, many 

large vessels in this test were inscribed with pot marks (see type 75 and 76 in Fig. 

19), indicating that they were probably resources that were acquired through “an 

extensive and sophisticated network of product distribution [which] existed at both 

a regional and state-wide level” (Mawdsley 2009, 212). Therefore, perhaps 

people who organised these interments lacked access to both labour and social 

connections or power to acquire resources from the central or local administration.  

 

Prioritisation of the visibility of small vessels developed in the last 200 years of 

this early phase in the history of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. This result agrees with the 

phenomenon of a large number of small vessels appearing in IIIC1 (such as type 

65, which was included in this test), with much smaller vessels were placed in 

burials in the following IIIC2. The occurrence of smaller ceramic vessels was also 
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accompanied by the rise of a large number of small stone vessels (Hendrickx 

2006, 86-7). One possible reason for this phenomenon is that during this period, 

people prioritised the visibility of objects in the display, and started to choose 

small vessels for display. Some small vessels, such as crude bowls of type 11 

and tiny cylinder vessels of type 50, seem to be shaped crudely out of clay and 

perhaps were made for display only (Fig. 20 and 21). 

 

  
Fig. 20 Bowls of type 11b (left) and 11d (right) found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, Naqada IIIC2 

Tomb numbers unknown (Petrie Museum UC17204 and UC 17202) 

 

 
Fig. 21 Tiny cylinder jars of type 50 s and t from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, Naqada IIIC2 

Two vessels probably from No. 1655 and 2085, (Petrie Museum UC17268) 

 

One could argue that small vessels only became more frequent in shallow pits 
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during Naqada IIIC1 and C2 as a result of the way we identify this period in 

relative dating: the cluster of small vessels in the seriation was considered to 

mark a distinct period, which was then named Naqada IIIC. However, from the 

perspective of practice, the seriation does not produce a sequence of changes in 

ceramic vessel types, but changes in people’s choice of ceramic vessels for 

funerary ritual (Stevenson 2009, 154).  

 

The correlation between two variables does not mean that one variable causes 

the other. The description of the tests above might create an impression that the 

depth of the burials is an independent variable that changed on its own, and this 

change had its effects on the size of ceramic vessels. However, this relationship 

could be the opposite: the choice of smaller vessels led to a choice of shallower 

pits for displaying them. There is even a possibility that people chose the shallow 

pits and small vessels simultaneously. The combination of smaller vessels and 

shallow pits could be a strategic choice that balanced the need to produce a 

visible image of objects in the pit and the need to make ceramic vessels easier 

to be carried and arranged. 

5.1.2. Regression analysis 

5.1.2.1. Design and hypotheses 

The theory behind this study (2.3.2.2.) argued that people not only prioritise the 

visual perception of objects in burials, as examined in the previous section (5.1.1), 

but also follow specific rules when creating a display of objects. This Regression 

analysis was designed to test this separate argument and explore the rules 

behind the display of objects, and factors which shaped these rules. Therefore, 

the following analysis aims to determine whether or not ceramic and stone 

vessels were placed randomly in graves. If they were not, what was the pattern 
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behind their positions? What are the possible factors that shaped this pattern?  

 

There were two reasons for choosing ceramic and stone vessels as variables for 

the Regression analysis. First, ceramic vessels and stone vessels are abundant 

in the archaeological record of the late Naqada Period, thus creating a large 

sample for quantitative analysis. Second, positions of ceramic and stone vessels 

were clearly recorded in sketches from tomb cards, hence ensuring the credibility 

of the data. Finally, observations of many photographs suggest that, in many 

burials, stone vessels and ceramic vessels were placed separately on purpose 

(see below, section 5.2.2, Case study nos.1 to 4). Therefore, their variations were 

possibly related to their different positions in burials. 

 

This analysis selected 73 adult burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, covering dates 

from Naqada IIIA2 to C2. All of them are rectangular pits, with the bodies and 

objects visible to the participants in the rituals. There are two <vessel type> 

categories of objects under investigation: the ceramic vessels, as variant <P>, 

and stone vessels, as variant <S>. There are 370 ceramic vessels and 120 stone 

vessels in total. The data for the analyses are the counts of the frequencies of 

<P> and <S> in different <location>. 

 

Positions of ceramic and stone vessels are categorised as variant of <location>. 

There are 16 positions in <location>. These positions derive from a division of the 

burial pit according to the human remains. The attitude, arrangement and 

orientation of the body, are similar throughout, with contracted legs and, facing 

east. Therefore, a division by location in relation to parts of the body applies to all 

burials. Vertically, the analysis divides the burial space into two, referencing the 

front and back of the body. Horizontally, this division ignores the position of arms 

and divides the space into six rows according to the position of the skull, pelvis 
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and legs (Fig. 22). 

 
Fig. 22 The division of 16 locations in the Regression analysis 

 

Legs in some burials are lower than the pelvis. Therefore, the analysis adds 

<location> <P13>, <P14> and <P15> to accommodate objects in these locations. 

Sometimes people also drew the legs of the deceased to the front of the chest to 

occupy parts of <P7>. However, in the analysis, <P7> covers the space in front 

of the chest in general. It does not differentiate the space between the chest and 

legs from the space to the right of the legs. <P16> refers to the location under the 

skull, which is a rare location for people to place objects. 

5.1.1.2. Test and results 

Test 

A multiple linear regression analysis was applied to test which types of vessel 

were more common in these positions, which locations had the most ceramic and 

stone vessels, and whether distributions of ceramic and stone vessels differ. The 

test selected was multiple regression analysis instead of Chi-Square analysis 

(used in the previous section 5.1.1) because, in some combinations (e.g. 
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ceramics in <P16>), the expected frequency is less than 5, thus violating the 

requirements of Chi-Square analysis.  

 

All continuous variables (<number> of vessel presented) are standardised in 

order to establish a standardised regression coefficient, which can represent the 

effect of size. All categorical variables (<location> and <vessel type>) are sum- 

coded, so that the regression coefficient can represent the difference between 

categories and the grand mean, instead of the reference (for lack of a natural 

reference). The intercept was removed from the model in order to get an 

estimation of all levels of predictors. 

 

The analysis was in two steps. In the first step, the test looks for the Main Effect 

of <vessels type> and <location>. In this process, numbers of vessels were 

treated as dependent variables, while <vessel type> and <location> were treated 

as independent variables. The built-in Anova function was used to check for any 

significant Main Effect. In the second step, the test looks for any significant 

interaction. Interaction was added between <vessel type> and <location> in 

addition to the model in step 1. Any significant Interaction was decocted by 

comparing the Model in step 2 with Model in step 1, with the Anova function. If 

the interaction is significant, we subsequently divide the data based on <vessel 

type> and conduct a follow-up linear regression analysis, using <number> as the 

dependent variable and <location> as the independent variable. In order to 

correct for family-wise error rates caused by division of the data, I performed 

Bonferroni correction on the significance criteria and treated p<0.025 as 

significant. 
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Results 

The results from step 1 suggest that both <vessels type> (mean square=68.79, 

F= 74.62, p<.001) and <location> (mean square=8.35, F=9.06, P<.001) show a 

significant Main Effect. <P> shows a significant positive Main Effect (β=0.17, 

P<.001), indicating that in all instances of <location>, the number of ceramic 

vessels is significantly more than that of the stone ones.  

 

With regard to <location>, <P3> (β=0.42, P<.001), <P5> (β=0.25, P=.002), <P7> 

(β= 0.39, p<.001), <P11> (β=0.17, P=0.03) and, <P12> (β=0.32, P<.001) showed 

significant a positive effect, indicating that more vessels were present in these 

locations. However, <P8> (β=-0.22, p=.004), <P13> (β=-0.26, P=.001), <P14> 

(β= -0.24, P=.003) and, <P16> (β=-0.32, P<.001) showed a significant negative 

effect, indicating that the total numbers of vessels present in these locations are 

less than the average. 

 

In step 2, model comparison by Anova suggested that the interaction between 

<vessel type> and <location> is significant (p<.001). This indicates that the 

distribution of stone and ceramic vessels is different according to their different 

<location>. Therefore, a follow-up analysis was conducted, focusing on stone and 

ceramic vessels respectively. For stone vessels, I found a significant positive 

effect on <P5> (β=0.46, p<.001), <P7> (β=0.61, p<.001) and <P12> (β=0.29, 

p=.009), indicating that stone vessels are more likely to appear in these locations. 

For ceramic vessels, I found a significant positive effect on <P3> (β=061, p<.001), 

<P7> (β=0.29, p=0.009), <P11> (β=0.38, p<.001), <P12> (β=0.37, p<.001), and 

a significant negative effect on <P13> (β=-0.28, p=0.01), <P14> (β=-0.287, 

p=0.01), and < P16> (β=-0.43, p<.001).  

 

Finally, for a clear demonstration of patterns in the distributions of ceramic and 
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stone vessels in different positions, the test also provides a visual result of a 

descriptive statistic of <location> and <vessel type> (Table 27 and Fig. 23). In Fig. 

5.5, pie charts show the percentages of stone and ceramic vessels in each 

position (stone is marked as dark grey and, ceramic as light grey); diameters of 

each pie chart indicate the number of vessels in each position. 

 
  



 
 

161 

Table 28 Percentages of stone and ceramic vessels in all positions 

 

 
Fig. 23 Percentages of stone and ceramic vessels in all positions 

Locations Stone Percentage Ceramic Percentage 
P1 4 3.33% 21 5.68% 
P2 4 3.33% 20 5.41% 
P3 11 9.17% 55 14.86% 
P4 11 9.17% 21 5.68% 
P5 24 20.00% 29 7.84% 
P6 1 0.83% 18 4.86% 
P7 29 24.17% 41 11.08% 
P8 1 0.83% 10 2.70% 
P9 3 2.50% 15 4.05% 
P10 8 6.67% 11 2.97% 
P11 2 1.67% 45 12.16% 
P12 15 12.50% 46 12.43% 
P13 0 0.00% 8 2.16% 
P14 2 1.67% 8 2.16% 
P15 3 2.50% 22 5.95% 
P16 2 1.67% 0 0.00% 
Total 120  370  
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5.1.1.3. Interpretation of results and conclusions 

The result of the test indicate that numbers of ceramic vessels in all positions in 

the burials show a significant Main Effect, suggesting that there were more 

ceramic vessels than stone vessels in total in the burials. This result agrees with 

the result of descriptive statistics and observations from burials in the following 

case studies (section 5.2.2). Counts of ceramic and stone vessels showed a 

positive Effect in positions in front of the forehead (P3), face (P5), chest (P7) and 

waist (P12), and under the hip (P11). This result means that people were more 

likely to place vessels of all kinds in these positions than in others. Negative 

Effects were found in positions behind the waist (P8) and hip (P13, 14), and right 

under the head (P16). This indicates that people were less likely to put vessels in 

these positions. 

 

Distributions of stone vessels showed positive effects in positions in front of the 

face (P5), chest (P7) and legs (P12), suggesting that people were more likely to 

place stone vessels in these positions than others. Ceramic vessels showed 

positive effects in positions in front of the forehead (P3), chest (P7) and legs (P12), 

and also under the hip (P11). However, there were also negative effects for 

positions under legs (P13, 14) and beneath the head (P16). This result indicates 

that people preferred spaces in front of the forehead, chest, legs and under the 

hip for placing ceramics, and they were less likely to put ceramics under legs and 

beneath the head. 

 

Overall this test agrees with results from Stevenson’s test of the placement of 

different objects in burials at Gerzeh during Naqada IID (Stevenson 2009, 145). 

Both results indicate that the front of the body was the preferred position for 

ceramic and stone vessels. However, this test is also different from Stevenson’s 

in terms of sampling and methods. These differences arise mainly from the 
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different intention of this investigation. 

 

Regarding sampling, Stevenson’s analyses covered a wider range of objects from 

ceramics to palettes to flint tools. This research, on the other hand, focuses on 

only two types of objects: the ceramic vessels and stone vessels. Two reasons 

for the choice of stone and ceramic vessels have been mentioned earlier, namely 

their large numbers and records of their positions in burials. Apart from those 

reasons, ceramic and stone vessels also compose a sharp contrast in terms of 

their visual nature. Stone vessels are usually bright and smoother. They have a 

translucent quality with bands or veins of darker colour, while ceramic vessels are 

often rougher and of reddish or buff colour. In terms of methods, Stevenson 

conducted a Chi-Square test to ensure that the patterns revealed in descriptive 

statistical analyses are not random. She examined the spatial use of ceramic and 

stone vessels in two individual tests (Stevenson 2009, 135, 137). For Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar, the Regression analyses explored the interaction between the 

different positions and different kinds of vessels. The results have revealed a 

more complex relationship between vessel types and their position, and also the 

relationship between two types of vessels in one specific position. 

 

The Regression test shows that ceramic and stone vessels were not placed 

randomly. Their positions in burials followed certain rules. In general, the front of 

the body received the most of vessels. One possible reason for the formation of 

this pattern is that the front of the human body perceives and receives objects. 

Our sensory organs, such as eyes and nose, are in the front of the body. When 

receiving objects from others, we reach our hands to the front. Therefore, people 

may have intended to convey an image in which the dead received ceramic and 

stone vessels to his/her front.  
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Both stone and ceramic vessels were more likely to be placed in front of the 

forehead, face, chest and legs. However, there is a difference in their distributions. 

Stone vessels were more likely to appear in front of the face (P5) than ceramic 

vessels, while ceramic vessels were more frequently placed in front of the 

forehead than stone vessels. This difference suggests that people tended to 

separate the stone vessel from ceramic vessels in displays. There are several 

possible reasons for this phenomenon. First, the areas in front of the face were 

usually smaller than others because, in some burials, the hands were placed here. 

Therefore, stone vessels, which were smaller than ceramics, were more suitable 

for this space. The space around the forehead was usually a corner of the pit, a 

spacious location for larger ceramic vessels. Second, stone vessels were small, 

but they also had a glittering texture, a smooth surface and natural patterns, 

which provide strong visual images. Therefore, by separating stone vessels from 

ceramic vessels, people probably aimed to prevent the small stone vessels from 

being covered by larger ceramic vessels. Also, this separation can highlight the 

textures of stone vessels. Finally, stone vessels were placed close to the head 

probably because their contents (possibly eye paints or scented fat) were related 

to the bodily practices involving faces (following Treherne 1995, 126 and 

Wengrow 2006, 69-70), such as makeup or grooming. The frequent use of stone 

vessels for these practices probably built a connection between these vessels 

and the face, so that people still showed this connection when placing them in 

burials. 

 

Both stone and ceramic vessels show a positive effect on the space in front of 

the chest (P7). This means that both vessels were more likely to occupy this 

position. However, this does not mean that there was no difference between 

stone and ceramic vessels in this position. First, P7 could be subdivided into two 

areas: one between the chest and legs (or arms), and another between legs 
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(arms) and the edge of the pit. The following case studies will show (Case study 

nos 1 and 2) that, in some cases, stone vessels and ceramic vessels were placed 

separately. Stone vessels were placed between the arm and chest, while ceramic 

vessels were placed between the legs and the edges of the pit. Second, 

observations in the following studies will show that those ceramic vessels 

imitating the stone jars were placed close to the stone vessels. Therefore, we 

should consider the possibility that ceramics imitating stone jars contributed to 

the positive effect of ceramic vessels in P7. 

5.2. Collective case study 

This part of the chapter demonstrates the process and results of the collective 

case study. The first section (5.2.1) aims to reconstruct the process of funerary 

rituals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third millennium BC, as a sequence of 

episodes. The section reviews descriptions of funerals from various sources. 

These sources include accounts from ancient writers, modern travellers and 

anthropologists, and also representations of funerals in mastabas during the Old 

Kingdom. From this review, the section proposes a new hypothetical general 

outline of the ritual process. Then, it takes account of the geographical features 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and other physical elements that can affect the visibility 

of objects in this outline to complete the framework for describing the visibility of 

objects and bodies at different points in time and space. 

 

In section 5.2.2, twelve examples from the cemeteries are selected to test the 

proposed outline against detailed empirical observation. Observations in each 

case focus first on the possible intention of composing displays, and then on the 

possible reasons for different ways of displaying bodies and objects. Next, 

possible moments in which objects and bodies were visible are estimated and 

tabulated according to the framework constructed in the first section. Finally, each 
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case study looks into possible actions people carried out during the final interment. 

The following conclusion summarises what has been learned from these cases 

and charts the changes in grave goods and their visibility at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

during the third millennium BC. 

5.2.1. Episodes in funerary rituals 

This section aims to construct a framework to describe the possible episodes and 

their order in a funerary ritual at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third millennium 

BC. The framework will be applied to individual cases in the following case study. 

In section 2.3.2.3., the background theory argued that the display of grave goods 

possibly happened before or after the moment of interment. More importantly, the 

time before and after the final interment may be considered, not as a single 

episode but as a chain of episodes. Therefore, it is necessary for us to construct 

a framework to describe the possible episodes and their order in a funerary ritual. 

Events which took place before the final interment did not always leave 

observable traces for us in the cemetery. Here ancient and modern visual and 

written sources provide additional material for assessing the cemetery deposits. 

Contemporary with many burials from Tarkhan-Kafr-Ammar, the relief decoration 

of monumental tomb-chapels at other sites in Egypt includes depictions of 

funerals. Descriptions from the 5th century BC to the 1st century AD, and from a 

period from the 19th to the 21st century, were also taken into consideration. 

5.2.1.1. Accounts from the early 1800s to today 

From the early 1800s to today, increasing numbers of travellers and scholars 

visited Egypt and left us their writings on different aspects of the country. Some 

of them can provide us with detailed descriptions of funerals in Egypt. The authors 

and aims of these accounts are different. Some of them are travellers who 

recorded what they had seen or heard on their travels, and published them for a 
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European-language readership (e.g. Edwards 1888). Others are scholars who 

aimed to produce reports in a more ethnographic manner. Some scholars set out 

to give a holistic account of the customs of Egyptian (de Chabrol 1822; Lane 

1908), while others focus on specific parts of the population of populations 

(Blackman 1927) or a particular phenomenon (Wickett 2010). These accounts 

also included funerals from various contexts and demonstrate possible regional 

and social differences. Blackman (1927) described distinctive practices of Muslim 

and Coptic Egyptians within “rural Upper Egypt”, while Lane (1908) focused on 

urban Cairo. In combination, these selected sources can reinforce the move in 

Predynastic case studies away from homogenising narratives, and towards 

greater awareness of differences between local practices. However, these 

accounts are evidently not to be treated as direct evidence for reconstructing 

events in funerals from the third millennium BC, as they cannot be expected to 

preserve the customs of a distant past. Second, the credibility of these accounts 

is doubtful. Many authors did not witness the funerals they described but relayed 

information from interlocutors (Ikram 2000, vi). Some accounts of funerals might 

be influenced by previous works on Egyptian customs (Thompson 2010). Also, 

authors like Lane have been criticised for his orientalist bias (Said 2003, 161). 

Nevertheless, ethnographic description by such outsiders can be useful for their 

focus on behaviour and emotions, in a form accessible to 21st-century research 

audiences. In addition, such comparative literature can ensure our close attention 

to the social and geographical variables. This section introduces funerals in these 

accounts, then tabulates events in these funerals. 

 

Despite differences in time and places, we will see that funerals in descriptions 

from these accounts include a series of similar events. From these events, we 

can summarise episodes and their sequence of funerals in the Egyptian 

landscape across time and space. Rituals commenced when one person showed 
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signs of dying. In this stage, people began to gather around the house of the 

dying person. After death, the body was usually washed and wrapped and women 

started their lamentation. In the next stage, the body was carried in a procession 

to a mosque or church. The body halted there for rituals which usually involved 

recitation of religious texts. Then people resumed the procession and carried the 

body to the burial place, where they buried the body. Participants of the funeral 

were paid. Finally, people returned to the burials several days after the interment. 

 

Wickett carried out an anthropological investigation on the lamentations 

conducted by female participants at funerals in Upper Egypt (Wickett 2010). 

Events within the funerary ritual are only briefly mentioned, but the discussion of 

mourning themes includes some information on the process of a funeral. After the 

death of an individual had been announced, women went to the house of the 

dead. The close relatives of the dead sat near the body while other female 

members danced. One man sat in the house and prepared the shroud. At the 

same time, the body of the dead was washed (Wickett 2010, 68). Then people 

carried the body in a procession. The contents of songs performed during the 

lamentation also reveal significant actions undertaken during the funeral: washing 

the body, embalming it with spices, and fashioning the wrapping for the body 

(Wickett 2010, 124-125). 

 

Over 80 years ago, Winifred Blackman conducted one of the most influential 

anthropological investigations in Egypt, The Fellahin of Upper Egypt (Blackman 

1927; Ikram 2000). Her descriptions are useful for constructing a framework for 

funerary ritual in Egyptian rural societies, particularly the Asyut and Fayum 

regions. According to Blackman, the funerary rituals for Muslims in Egypt started 

when a man or woman lay dying. People were obliged to take water for the dying 

person to drink. The news that someone was dying spread across the village. 



 
 

169 

People gathered at the house of the dying person. After the death took place, 

people closed the eyes and mouth of the body and straightened the legs. Women 

began to shriek. At the same time, the body was washed and wrapped, and put 

on a bier. People also slaughtered a ram or other animals, sprinkling the blood in 

the house of the dead (Blackman 1927, 109-110). The body was then carried on 

the bier, in a funeral procession. Some also took their tools for digging and joined 

this procession (Blackman 1927, 115). When the procession halted, people put 

down the bier and gathered in a line. This gathering was accompanied by a 

recitation of a passage from the Quran. After the recitation, people lifted the bier 

and resumed the procession (Blackman 1927, 112-3). After reaching the spot for 

the burial, people dug a shaft first, then a recess into the southern wall of the 

shaft. The body was then carried into the recess (Blackman 1927, 115-6). Finally, 

people made a sand mound or a brick superstructure. People returned to the 

burial site on the 7th, 15th and 40th day after the interment and shared bread with 

the poor (Blackman 1927,114, 117-121). 

 
Table 29 Funerary rituals of Muslims described by Blackman  

House To the cemetery Cemetery 
Dying Death Procession Halt Procession After arrival Revisit 
Taking 

water for 
the dying 

Women’s 
lamentation 

Bearing the 
body in bier 

Halting the 
bier  Digging Sharing 

bread 

People 
gathering 

Washing, 
wrapping 

Funeral 
procession 

Reciting 
passages 

from 
Quran 

 Interment  

 
Killing 
animal, 
sprinkle 
blood 

   superstructure 
building  

 

Coptic funerals were slightly different. Blackman reported one Coptic funeral at 

Fayum (Blackman 1927,121-128). In this instance, Blackman did not witness the 

moment in which the dead lay dying. When she arrived, a narrow coffin had been 

made in haste, and men were sitting outside the house in silence while women 
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were wailing in the house with the body. Then the women went out of the house 

and danced while men went inside the room, washed the body, wrapped it and 

put it in the coffin. The coffin was usually carried on a camel, and other mourners 

followed it on donkeys. This procession headed to the monastery where people 

opened the coffin, revealing the wrapped body. They put candles around the 

coffin and started their 3-hour-long ritual. During this time, people read from 

Scripture, chanted and then gave speeches on the good deeds of the dead. After 

the ceremony, people closed the coffin and, carried it into a vault to be buried. 

There was no service at the burial place, and people did not return to the grave 

after a few days. 

 
Table 30 Coptic funerary rituals of described by Blackman 

House To the 
monastery 

At 
Monastery 

To the 
cemetery Cemetery 

Dying Death Procession Halting Procession After 
arrival 

Not 
recorded 

Men 
sitting 

outside 

Women 
dancing  Opening the 

coffin  Interment 

 Woman 
lamenting 

Men 
washing 

and 
wrapping 
the body 

 
Putting 
candles 

around the 
coffin 

 No 
service 

    3-hour ritual   
 

In 1873, Amelia Edwards visited Egypt and Lower Nubia, and recorded several 

funerals she had seen there in her popular book, A Thousand Miles Up the Nile 

(Edwards 1888, 105, 241,249-252, 356). For most of these cases, Edwards only 

witnessed the funeral procession, with wailing women putting dust on their heads. 

However, she did tell the reader the time of the funeral: those in Dakkeh and Derr 

were in the morning (Edwards 1888, 241, 249). Edwards also recorded actions 

at the grave. At Derr, she saw men were still filling the pit, while other men and 

women were dancing. After finishing the filling, men put stones at the head and 

foot of the burial mound, and the wailing of the women ceased (Edwards 1888, 
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251). Edwards referred to Lepsius’s letters in 1844 about a funeral he 

encountered in Wed Medineh, Nubia (Edwards 1888, 249). Lepsius did not record 

the entire funeral either. From his description alone, one could not tell whether 

the dead had been buried or not. The woman he mentioned had been dead for 

three days, and what he witnessed was a series of dances by the relatives 

(Lepsius 1853, 183). We have no idea whether this was a phase after the 

interment or before it. Another funeral he witnessed at Keli was recorded vaguely, 

offering little information (Lepsius 1853, 211). 

 

Lane recorded what he had observed in Egypt from 1833 to 1836 in his book The 

Manners and Customs of the Modern Egyptians. In this book, Lane dedicated an 

entire chapter to describing the funerary customs in Cairo (Lane 1908, 516-534). 

When a person showed signs of dying, people turned the face of the dying person 

in the direction of Mecca. After the death took place, they closed the eyes of the 

dead and women started to wail. Professional body washers cleaned the body. 

Then the body was wrapped and placed on a bier. Later, people carried the bier 

and walked to the mosque in a procession. At the mosque, the bier was laid down. 

The Imam led a series of recitations from the Quran. Then people carried the bier 

again and marched to the burial place in a procession. In Lane’s case, the burial 

place was a vault probably shared by a family. Thus, no one dug a new pit in the 

cemetery. The vault had been opened before the procession arrived. Then people 

put the body into the vault and performed the “instructor of the dead” ritual. After 

the interment, the family paid people who joined the funeral. Wealthy families also 

distributed water and bread to the poor, who followed the procession to the burial 

place. Sometimes a buffalo was slaughtered, and its meat distributed. On the first 

Friday after the interment, women made lamentation again and revisited the 

burial. There, they put palm branches on the graves and gave bread to the poor. 

As for the Coptic Egyptians, Lane recorded that their funerals were almost the 



 
 

172 

same as those of Muslims (Lane 1908, 553). 

 
Table 31 Funerary rituals described by Lane 

House To the 
Mosque 

At the 
Mosque 

To the 
Cemetery Cemetery 

Dying Death Procession Halt Procession After arrival Revisit 
Faced 

the 
dying 

person 
to 

Mecca 

Women 
started 

lamentation 
 

Imam and 
others 
said 

prayers 

 
The vault 
had been 
opened 

Gave 
away 
bread 

 
Washer 

washed the 
body 

 

Imam 
read 

passage 
from the 
Quran 

 Interment 

Put palm 
branches 

on the 
tomb 

 Wrapping 
the body    

the 
“instructor of 

the dead” 
 

     Slaughtered 
a buffalo  

 

In the early 19th century, the French official Gaspard de Chabrol recorded 

Egyptian funerals at the time of the French occupation of 1798-1801 in his Essai 

sur Les Moeurs des Habitans Modernes de L’Egypte, which was published in 

Description de l’Égypte (de Chabrol 1822, 447-452). According to his description, 

after a death, women started to wail violently, telling neighbours and passer-by 

that a person had died. The professional body washer came and cleaned the 

body. The body was then dressed and put on a bier. After this, the procession 

headed to the mosque, where the son of the dead or priests said the prayers. 

Then the body was carried to the burial place and interred in a pit prepared earlier 

by men sent by the sheikh. After filling the pit, the family paid the men from the 

mosque for their services. Chabrol also mentioned the funeral of a Coptic 

Egyptian, but not in a very detailed form. Like Edwards, Chabrol mentioned the 

time of the burial: the body was “removed” after six hours unless the family 

believed that the dead might still be alive and in a coma. 
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Table 32 Funerary rituals described by de Chabrol 

House To the 
Mosque 

At the 
Mosque 

To the 
Cemetery Cemetery 

Dying Death Procession Halt Procession After 
arrival Revisit 

Unrecorded 
women 
started 

lamentation 
 

son or 
priests 
said 

prayers 

 Interment Unrecorded 

 
Washer 

washed the 
body 

   
Paid the 
men from 

the 
mosque 

 

 Body was 
wrapped      

 

5.2.1.2. Accounts from the 5th century BC to 1st century AD 

Herodotus in the 5th century BC and Diodorus Siculus in the 1st century AD also 

gave accounts of funerals in Egypt. Compared to the accounts from the last 

section, their descriptions are closer in time to the third millennium BC. However, 

both authors probably did not observe funerals, but recorded what they heard 

from informants or repeated what others had written (Moore 2015, 130). 

Therefore, we should treat them with caution. This section, like the previous one, 

provides a summary of their accounts and tabulates events in funerals that they 

described. Funerals from both accounts can be summarised within one 

framework. After death occurred, people started their lamentations. Then they 

handed the body to the embalmers. After the embalming, the body was returned 

to the family for the interment or stood in the house. 

 

Diodorus Siculus described funerals during the 1st century BC, in his Library of 

History, Book I, 91-2 (Diodorus Siculus 1933, 313-319). After the death occurred, 

members of the deceased family started their lamentation. Then a man in charge 

of the burial arrangement offered three kinds of burials to the family members 

according to their prices. After the family had made their decision, the body was 
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transferred to the embalming team. The embalming took 30 days. The embalmed 

body was then given back to to the family members. Next, family members 

announced the time of the interment to friends and judges. On that day, they 

performed the “Crossing the water” (διαβαίνειν μέλλει τὴν λίμνην) ritual. In the 

ritual, 42 judges sat on a semicircular or horseshoe-shaped platform set on the 

other side of river. Before the coffin was placed onto the platform, anyone could 

accuse the dead of evil deeds in their lifetime. If the judges, agreed the 

accusations were true, the dead would receive no burial. After this ritual, the coffin 

and body were taken home. Some families had a vault for family burial, so they 

put the coffin into the vault. Families who had no vault would stand the coffin in 

their house and build a new vault for it. 

 
Table 33 Funerary rituals described by Diodorus Siculus 

House? Embalmer’s 
workshop? River House 

Dying Death Embalming Cross the 
water Build a chamber 

Unrecorded Lamentation   Stand the coffin 
against the wall 

 Choosing what kind of 
burials for the dead   Interment 

 

Herodotus in the 5th century BC recorded Egyptian funerals in The Histories, Book 

II, 85-88 (Herodotus 1920, 369-375). When the death occurred, the family 

members started their lamentation. Then they took the body to the embalmer. 

The embalmer offered them three kinds of ways to prepare the body, according 

to price and degree of elaboration. After the family had made their choice, they 

left the body with the embalmer. After the embalming was finished, the body was 

returned to the family members. Finally, if the body came within a coffin, the family 

members put the coffin into the vault for burial. The coffins stood against the wall.  
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Table 34 Funerary rituals described by Herodotus 
House? Embalmer’s workshop? House 

Dying Death Embalming  

Unrecorded Lamentation Choosing what kind of burials for 
the dead 

Stand the coffin against 
the wall 

 

5.2.1.3. Evidence from the third millennium BC Egypt 

For understanding events and their order during the funeral in the third millennium 

BC, there are three kinds of material. First are the written texts that outlined the 

funerary rituals. So far, the only extant example is the fragmentary Ramesseum 

papyrus E (Gardiner 1955). The text outlines several ceremonies and their 

attendees. However, the date of these particular ceremonies remains 

controversial because the papyrus is one of a group of late Middle Kingdom 

papyri (ca. 1850-1700 BC). Černý believed that these ceremonies could be from 

the 3rd Dynasty, and were probably for royal funerals; Gardiner deemed this 

plausible (Gardiner 1955, 17). The funeral of a palace official is also briefly 

outlined in one early second millennium BC literary composition, The Tale of 

Sanehat/Sinuhe (Parkinson 1991, 134 no. 51). Second, the Pyramid Texts also 

provided clues to the course of events in the embalming and funeral of a king 

(Altenmüller 1972; Wickett 2011,171-183, 243-248). The third and most important 

evidence is from representations of the funeral found on the walls of mastabas. 

All of these are later than 2500 BC, from the 5th and 6th Dynasties (Harper 1987, 

265-267, 272-280, 372). Three scholars in particular analysed these 

representations to determine the sequence of events at a funeral (Wilson 1944; 

Settgast 1963; Altenmüller 1975). Their studies offer insight for us to construct 

the episodes and their order in funerals during the third millennium BC. This 

section reviews results from these studies and summarises funerals in these 

representations in the form of tables. 
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Wilson, Settgast and Altenmüller drew their evidence from 22 mastabas (see 

Table 34). However, different orders of reading and interpretation lead to different 

descriptions of the funeral, producing three possible frameworks for the Old 

Kingdom funerary ritual. 
 
Table 35 Mastabas offering evidence for reconstructing Old Kingdom funeral 

 Wilson 1944 Settgast 1963 Altenmüller 1975 Harper 
aHA   X none 

dbHnj X X X 357 IV 

DADA-m-anx   X none 

nj-anx-Xnmw   X 372 V? 

Xnmw-Htp   X ? 

Axtj-Htp-Hr X X X 272 V 

ptH-Htp (Ptahotep I) X X X 273 V 

ptH-Htp  (Ptahotep II)  X X 274 V 

jdwt  X X 275 V/VI 

jj-nfrt   X 265,312 VI 

nb-kAw-Hr X X X 274 V/VI 

mrrw-kA X X X 274 VI 

anx-m-a-Hr X X X 273 VI 

qAr  X X 267 VI? 

jdw  X X 265 VI 

snfrw-jnj-jSt X X X 279 VI 

ppj-anx  X X 279 VI 

jbj X X X 280 VI 

Daw X X X 280 VI 

Tombs in Barnûgi  X X none 

Tp-m-anx X X   

wAH-kA  X   

 

Wilson reconstructed the Old Kingdom funeral according to eight representations 

from the mastabas (Wilson 1944, 201). After death, the body was taken to the 

embalming workshop (wab.t). The embalming could take as long as 272 days 

according to an inscription in the tomb of Meresankh III (Wilson 1944, 202, Sethe 

1933, 156-7). Wilson also suggested that other works for the burial, such as 
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carving the false doors were also conducted during these days (Wilson 1944, 202, 

n. 5). After the embalming, the funeral started at the house of the dead. People 

tore their garments and beat their heads in lamentation. From the house, the 

funeral procession carried the coffin to the river bank. The riverbank here could 

be the bank of the Nile or another river channel. Then the body was ferried across 

the water (“Crossing the lake”, nmjt S). During the river crossing, the lector priest 

directed a ritual to “transfigure” (s:Ax) the dead (Wilson 1944, 209-210). Then the 

coffin and procession landed on the western bank. From the west bank, the boat 

was hauled across the desert to the tomb. Wilson believed that this crossing was 

the “crossing of firmament” (DAjt bjA) in the inscription from the tomb of ptH-Htp. 

The winding-lines under the boat on the reliefs would represent the uneven 

ground (Wilson 1944, 207, 211, see Fig. 24). At the tomb, there were dancers, 

lamenting. The “invocation-offering” ritual is at the centre of the ceremony at the 

tomb. People bearing the offering ascended to the roof of the mastaba. They 

presented the offering to the shrine of the dead. The “opening of the mouth” was 

performed on the statue of the deceased. Wilson could not tell when the body 

was introduced into the burial place. Referring to the inscriptions from ptH-Htp, he 

believed that it happened after the “invocation offering” (Wilson 1944, 218). 
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Table 36 The Old Kingdom funeral according to Wilson 1994 

House? wabt House To river The river The 
desert At tomb 

Death Embalming Lamentation Procession 
nmjt S 

“Beautfy” the 
dead 

DAjt bjA 
Offering 

Interment 

 

 
Fig. 24 The winding-lines under the boat from snfrw-jnj-jSt’s mastaba 

(de Morgan 1895, Pl.22) 

 

Settgast identified four episodes in funerals during the Old Kingdom: crossing to 

the West (Westfahrt), sledge procession (Schlittenzug), canopics and the Tekenu 

procession (Kanopen Tekenuzug), and the Sais sailing (Saisfahrt) (Settgast 1963, 

3). The starting point of the funeral was the house of the dead. From there, the 

funeral procession transported the body, accompanied by lamentation. Then the 

procession boarded the SAb.t barque and reached the Tent of Purification 

(Reinigungszelt, jbw) on the west bank. From there, the procession continued, 

reaching the Embalming Place (Balsamierungsstätte, wab.t). At the gate of the 

Embalming Place, people placed offerings before the dead and performed the 

mourning dance with their arms in the air. Here the funeral was suspended until 

the final stages of mummification were completed. After the mummification, men 

and oxen dragged the sledge bearing the coffin or a shrine to the tomb. In front 

of them were dancers. Before arriving at the tomb, there was the ritual of sailing 

to Sais, represented by a boat sailing on a winding canal (wr.t). However, Settgast 

believed that the Sais sailing had been performed on the boat and people did not 

need to repeat it on the west bank. Therefore, after the 5th Dynasty, this ritual 

place ceased to exist (Settgast 1963, 73). After the sledge reached the tomb, 
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people put offerings on top of the mastaba and danced in front of the tomb 

(Settgast 1963, 23). 

 
Table 37 The Old Kingdom funeral according to Settgast 1963 

House To river The 
river West bank 

Death 
Lamenting Procession Crossing jbw 

Wab.t 
Offering 

mourning 
dance 

Sledge 
procession 

dancing 

Sais-
sailing 

Tomb 
Offering 
Dancing 

 

Altenmüller outlined the Old Kingdom funeral according to representations from 

22 mastabas (Altenmüller 1975, 476, 762). The funeral started from the house of 

the dead. People lamented outside the house. Next, the procession carried the 

coffin to the boat and sailed to the embalming station (wab.t). After the embalming 

ritual, the procession headed to Sais, the ritual location in the Nile valley. Before 

that, there was an offering ritual carried out in an “assembly hall”. However, during 

the Old Kingdom, this ritual was shifted to the embalming station or Sais. The 

procession then reached the Sais building. In there, the boat carrying the coffin 

sailed on the winding canal. From Sais, the funeral procession advanced to a 

place given the name of the city “Buto” and apparently designating the tomb. The 

coffin was put on the sledge pulled by the oxen or by men through the desert. At 

“Buto”, the tomb, the mww dancers received the procession. Then people offered 

to the false door and the statue of the dead. In some representations, the 

procession did not move from wab.t to Sais, but from the Cleaning tent (jbw) to 

wab.t.  
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Table 38 The Old Kingdom funeral according to Altenmüller 1975 

House River West bank, valley West bank, 
desert 

Death Crossing wab.t (or jbw) Sais (or wab.t) Buto/tomb 
Lamentation  Embalming ritual Sailing on winding water Received by mww 

  Offering* Offering* Offering 
    Moving the statue 

* The offering could be in both episodes 

 

The three accounts above did not reach agreement on the episodes in funerary 

rituals during the Old Kingdom (see Table 38), but they share some common 

features (see Table 39). First, they all suggest that funerals started from the house 

of the dead. Second, all of them outlined a crossing of water accompanied by 

rituals. Third, the processions in all studies did not reach the burial place directly 

but stopped at least once at a location for offering rituals or embalming. Finally, 

there were rituals before the final interment. Representations of the action of 

interment itself are rare (see also Willems 1996, 388). We can tabulate a series 

of episodes that fit most findings among these accounts. The existence of the 

Sais Sailing determined whether the procession sailed twice in a funeral. Willems 

agreed with Settgast that this ritual ceased to be a ritual on a boat, arguing that 

the Sais Sailing was reduced to a recitation of spells to the body at night before 

the final interment (Willems 1988, 149-55). Therefore, we can conclude that the 

procession probably sailed once during the funeral. 

 
Table 39 Differences among Wilson, Settgast and Altenmüller 

 Wilson Settgast Altenmüller 

Embalming Before the river 
crossing After the river crossing 

Sailing on the 
“winding canal” 

Crossing the 
desert Sais sailing 

Sais sailing none Disappeared after the 5th 
Dynasty 

Existed throughout 
the O.K. 
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Table 40 General outline of the Old Kingdom funeral 

Home River jbw and wab.t Ritual place Tomb 
Death Crossing Embalming Sais sailing ritual Offering ritual 

 Ritual of crossing Offering  Interment 

 

5.2.1.4. A framework for funerals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

In this section, we move to a hypothetical framework for funerals at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar during the third millennium BC. The frameworks summarised in the 

previous sections serve as the foundation, to which we introduce the 

geographical features of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar from Chapter 3. External 

conditions such as coffin lids and recesses can change the visibility of grave 

goods and the body. Therefore, we also incorporate closure of the coffin and 

recesses into this framework. The resulting framework can provide a heuristic 

outline of episodes and their order in funerals, and is also suitable for presenting 

and assessing the changing visibility of objects in rituals. 

 

Funerals from modern times and the Old Kingdom, despite a long period between 

them, share a similar outline. The funeral usually started from the house of the 

dead. At the house, people gathered and lamented for the dead. Later the body 

was carried in a procession which did not transport the body directly to the burial 

place, but stopped halfway for rituals. In the last 200 years, such ritual locations 

were mosques and churches. During the Old Kingdom, these were wab.t or jbw. 

Finally, the procession resumed its path to the burial place (see Table 40).  

 
Table 41 The outline of funerals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

House To the cemetery Cemetery 
Death 

Lamentation 
Conducting rituals in a place (possibly) 

Crossing the river (from houses on the east bank only) 
Interment 
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This is just one possible outline for funerals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. A funeral with 

no rituals on the way to the cemetery is equally plausible. The wab.t or jbw possibly 

appeared in the written record only after 2600 BC. We are not sure whether there 

were other structures for rituals en route to the cemetery in earlier centuries. 

There are no traces of these structures at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. However, this 

does not mean that there was no possible place for people to perform rituals on 

their way to the cemetery. The shifting Nile would probably have destroyed traces 

of these places. Another possibility is that structures for rituals were temporary 

and built from organic material, leaving little evidence. Finally, the account of 

Blackman (1927,115) reveals that the recitation of the Quran did not need to be 

done in a mosque. Therefore, the absence of the wab.t or jbw does not mean that 

there was no ritual before the interment. 

 

The changing geographical features of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar also bring some 

variation to the framework of the funeral. One especially significant change is the 

possible absence of the river crossing. In representations of funerals from the Old 

Kingdom mastabas, the river crossing is an essential part. Some rituals were 

carried out on the boat during the crossing. Also, the river divided the funerals 

into two parts: on the east bank and west bank, and most of the rituals took place 

on the west bank. However, the discussion of the geographical features of 

Takrhan-Kafr Ammar in Chapter 3 revealed that around 3000 BC, the west bank 

was very broad, and some settlements were possibly located on the west bank. 

If the funeral started from a house on the west bank, then the procession did not 

need to cross the river. Towards 2000 BC, the Nile shifted to the west and made 

new places for people to live on the east bank. At this moment, processions from 

the east bank crossed the Nile, while those from the west bank did not. Hence, 

we can conclude that the funerals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar did not necessarily 

involve the river crossing. The existence of the crossing was determined by the 
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location of the house of the dead.  

 

This framework of funerary ritual is constructed for us to assess the visibility of 

grave goods at each point in the process of ritual in the following case studies. 

Therefore, it is necessary to articulate phases that could change the visibility of 

grave goods through their diagnostic actions. These phases include the closure 

of coffins, the sealing of recesses and the filling of pits.  

 
Table 42 Funeral at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar combined with changes in visibility  

House To the cemetery Cemetery 

Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 

After 
closing 
coffins 

(?) 

Before the filling of 
shafts/pits 

After the filling 
of shafts/pits 

   
Before 
closing 
recess 

After 
closing 
recess 

 

 

There remain many possibilities for when coffins were closed, reopened and 

closed again. Blackman’s account of a Coptic funeral tells us that people made 

the coffin when the body was lying in the house. Then the coffin was closed and 

carried by donkey or camel. When the coffin reached the church, it would be 

reopened for rituals and closed after the conclusion of the ritual (Blackman 

1927,121-128). Therefore, there is a possibility that a coffin would be closed 

multiple times. We can imagine that coffins were likely closed at the house of the 

dead, before the procession began carrying it. We are also sure that coffins were 

closed and secured by knots when people lowered them vertically into burials, to 

prevent the body from falling out of the coffin. After that, people did not reopen 

the coffin to check the body (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 21-2). Whether people 

reopened coffins for a “lay-out” ritual is open to many possibilities. If the 

procession halted somewhere between the house and cemetery and conducted 

ritual, the coffin might be reopened or remain closed. If the procession 
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transported coffins straight to the cemetery, there was still a possibility that people 

reopened coffins before lowering them into the shaft. The framework summarised 

in Table 41 is intended to keep all these possibilities open for assessment in the 

following close reading of the case-studies. 
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5.2.2. Case studies and observations 

 
Fig. 25 All burials from case studies 
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Case 1: Burial No. 1510 

 

 

 
Fig. 26 Possible reconstruction of No. 1510 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 27 No. 1510 looking from the north 

(PMAM3803 Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology) 
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Fig. 28 Tomb card of No. 1510 
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Table 43 Essential information of No. 1510 
Date Naqada IIIA2 
Location eastern part of the valley cemetery 
Dimensions (m, l/w/d) 1.21/0.508/1.9 

Publications Petrie 1914, Pl.XXXV, Pl.XLIX, beads 
Picton and Pridden 2008, 208, the photo and tomb card 

Archival material Tomb Card recorded by Petrie;  
Photograph: PMAN 3803 

Museum collection Palette in Birmingham 

 

Objects in No. 1510 remained in their original positions from the moment of 

interment — a cylinder ceramic jars, a stone dish, a palette and a pebble all 

clustered around the face of the dead. The dead wore a barrel-shaped carnelian 

bead on her neck (Petrie 1914, Pl.XXV). Ceramic and stone vessels were visible 

to people standing close to the pit and people standing in the pit. However, the 

visibility of palette and pebble is open to two possibilities, depending on whether 

the mat covered the head of the dead. One possibility is that the palette and 

pebble were wrapped inside the mat, close to the face so that they were not 

visible to people in the final interment. Another possibility is that the mat only 

reached the neck of the dead, so the palette and pebble were outside the mat. 

The photograph shows no sign of mat around the skull (Fig. 29) suggesting that 

the palette and pebble were probably not wrapped in the mat. 
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Fig. 29 Close up of the skull in No. 1510 shows no trace of mat  

Also note the natural pattern of the small stone dish 

 

Despite the small number of objects, people showed an intention to compose a 

visible display in the pit. All objects were carefully arranged close to the face even 

though there was enough space in other parts of the pit. Positions of ceramic and 

stone vessels fell on P3, P5 and P7 in the quantitative analysis. These positions 

were all popular choices for grave goods at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The cylinder 

jars were placed in P5 and P7, where stone vessels appeared with significant 

frequency (Fig. 23). This phenomenon suggests that people may have regarded 

the white cylinder pottery as being in the same category as stone jars due to their 

colour and shapes. The stone dish was in P3 where stone vessels were less 

frequent than P5 and P7. The possible reason is that people placed it a little away 

from the cluster of ceramics, palette and pebble to highlight it against the sand 

on the bottom of the pit. This strategy worked well. Observing the photograph, we 

can easily detect that the white stone dish, with its natural pattern, is the brightest 

point in the burial. 
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There was no evidence to indicate whether ceramic or stone vessels and palette 

were visible before the final interment. The carnelian bead, however, was 

probably visible to people who gathered around the body in the house of the dead, 

and to those who wrapped the body in a mat. A laying-out ritual there would have 

displayed the body, the bead, and even the other objects on the mat before 

people wrapped the body and carried it for burial. However, there is no evidence 

to support this possibility. Another laying-out ritual could have taken place on the 

way to the cemetery. 

 
Table 44 Visibility of objects and body from No. 1510 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the 
cemetery Cemetery 

   Before the filling of pits After the filling of pits 

Body Visible  Visible Invisible 

Objects Probably visible  Visible Invisible 

 

Many physical movements were involved to ensure that the display in No.1510 

was neatly arranged. The pit allowed one person to stand in it and arrange objects. 

Arranging a display of objects was probably not easy because the pit is only 1.9 

m deep. When people of average height from this area stood in the pit, the ground 

would have been about 20 cm above their head. They would have needed other 

people standing above there at ground level to pass the body and objects down 

to him or her. After receiving objects, the person in the pit had to gently lower 

them down from a position over the head to the ground. Then, he or she placed 

them in the desired positions. People who were standing on the ground were 

therefore not only looking at the display, as some of them probably needed to 

crouch and pass objects to the person in the pit. 
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Case 2: Burial No. 1845 

 
Fig. 30 Possible reconstruction of No. 1845 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 31 No. 1845 looking from the north 

(PMAM3674 Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology) 
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Fig. 32 Tomb card of No. 1845 
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Table 45 Essential information of No. 1510 
Date Naqada IIIA2 
Location South of the path in the valley cemetery 

Dimensions 

Pit: 1.27m long, 0.76m wide, 2.28m deep 
Northern wall: 2 long, 25 cm to 10 cm thick; 
Southern wall: 2 m long, 20 cm thick; 
Western wall: 3 m long, 15 cm thick; 
Eastern wall: 3 m long, 15 cm thick; 
“Chapel”: 5 cm long, 115 cm wide; the wall 15 cm thick,  
the entrance 25 cm wide; “niches” on the western wall: 10 cm wide (the hight 
of walls is unrecorded, estimated from the photo, ca. 30 cm) 

Publications 

Petrie 1914, 2-3, description of the burial; Pl. XII, photos of the burial; Pl. 
XIV, diagram of the structure; Pl. VI, the photo of the stone vessels; Pl. XXV, 
line drawing of stone vessels; Pl. XXIV, the line drawing of the palette; Pl. 
XXXVI, tomb register;Pl. XLVI, the location; 
Vandier 1952, 963, comment on No. 1845 and similar burials at Tarkhan; 
Grajetzki 2004, 232: mentioned No.1845; 
Barta 2011, 29: No.1845 as an example of the “protochapel” for sacrifices 
and offering; also includes a reconstruction of No.1845;  
Snape 2011, 7-13, the description, photos of No.1845 and its significance in 
the history of ancient Egyptian burial. 

Archival 
material 

Tomb Card recorded by Petrie 
Photograph: PMAN3649, the stone vessels; PMAN3674, the view of the 
burial from the north; PMAN3675, the view of the burial from the west; 
PMAN3676, the close up of the pit; PMAN3677, the view of the burial from 
the west; PMAN3678, the view of the burial and stack of pottery from the 
north; PMAN3679, the view of the burial from the east; 
Distribution list: PMA.WFPI.115.10.1.21.9. 

Museum 
collection One unknown object in Glasgow 
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Objects in No. 1845 remained close to their original positions after the final 

interment. In the pit, cylinder wares were clustered around the head, stone bowls 

and a palette around the chest, and ceramic pots around the hip of the dead. An 

antelope skull was placed alone, at the back of the head. Outside the pit, rows of 

large ceramic jars were placed against the western wall. Around the little “chapel” 

in the south, there was a mixture of ceramic jars and rimmed bowls. East of the 

burial, there was another group of ceramic jars mixed with tapering bread moulds. 

 

Objects in the pit were visible to people before the final interment, and their 

positions suggest that people intended to arrange a display of grave goods and 

body. Both observation and quantitative analyses support this conclusion. The 

connection between stone vessels and body posture is particularly strong since 

we can see that the dead was cradling them close to the chest. Objects of 

different types were grouped and placed in different positions. Stone objects were 

placed exclusively in front of the chest. Most of the cylinder ceramics were placed 

in front of the head (see Fig. 33) while tapering long jars were placed under the 

hip. However, one cylinder jar was placed with long jars, and thus broke the rules 

of the display. One probable reason for this is that the space close to the head 

was too small for three cylinder ceramics, so people placed it elsewhere, but still 

with ceramic vessels. Compared with the result of the second quantitative 

analysis, we can also find that the placement of objects in No. 1845 largely 

agreed with the general rules revealed by quantitative analyses (5.1.2). Positions 

of stone vessels fell into P7, where stone vessels appeared frequently. Cylinder 

jars were in P3 and P5 where stone vessels were also pretty frequent. People 

likely regarded them as stone vessels due to their cream-colour slip and shape 

that imitated stone cylinder jars. More importantly, the positions of most ceramic 

and stone vessels in No. 1845 fell on P3, P5 and P7, where objects were placed 

most frequently from Naqada IIIA2 to IIIC2. 
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Fig. 33 Stone bowls, palette and cylinder jars in No. 1845 (PMAN3676) 

Note the way the body cradled stone vessel and limited space above the head for another cylinder 
jar. Also note the natural patterns on the stone bowl. 

 

Were the walls around the pit and the ceramics around them visible to people 

before the interment? To answer this, we need to also ask the question “when did 

people build these walls”? There are three possibilities: 1) before people dug the 

pit; 2) after people dug the pit, but before they filled the pit; 3) after people filled 

the pit. The first possibility seems implausible, as Petrie found that walls from 

similar burials, No. 1889 and 1890, were bent according to the shape of the pit 

(Petrie 1914, Pl. XIV). The second and third possibilities receive no objection from 

the evidence. From the photographs, the walls were too thin for a functional 

building, and the entrance to the little “chapel”, only 25 cm wide (Table 44), was 

too narrow for people to enter. There might have been no roof or walls of organic 

material on top of the brick walls and chapel, because people laid pottery directly 

on top of these walls (see Fig. 34). This phenomenon suggests that, when people 

placed ceramic vessels, there was nothing on top of these walls. From these 

observations, the second possibility seems most plausible. 
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Fig. 34 The “chapel” of No. 1845 (PMAN3677) 

Note ceramic bowls and sherd of long jars lying on the top of wall (to right of the photo). Also 
compare the dimensions of bowls with the entrance, which seems too narrow for people to walk 
into this enclosure.  

 

This roofless architectural structure might have formed part of a grand display at 

the moment of the interment. This display would have illustrated the dead lying in 

a spacious house. Outside this house, around its courtyard, there were abundant 

offerings. Objects of different material, shapes and sizes were placed in different 

parts of this display. As mentioned earlier, stone objects and small jars were 

placed close to the body in the pit. Large jars were laid outside the pit, against 

the wall while bowls clustered in the little chapel. Interestingly, ceramics found 

outside the pit probably followed the same rules in placement as objects in the 

pit: most of the ceramics were found in positions aligned with the front of the body.  

 

Large ceramic jars and bowls outside the pit probably remained visible after the 

pit was filled. However, there is little evidence for us to estimate whether objects 

and body were all visible before the final interment. The body might be visible to 

people who gathered at the house of the dead and those who washed the body. 
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The substantial quantity of pottery included a large proportion of large jars. 

Therefore, when people transported them to the cemetery, they would have been 

visible to anyone standing nearby. Carrying big jars of this number could amount 

to a large-scale activity involving many people, and such activity might be visible 

to others in the settlement too. 

 
Table 46 Visibility of objects and body from No. 1845 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the 
cemetery Cemetery 

   Before the filling of 
pits 

After the filling of 
pits 

Body Visible  Visible Invisible 

Objects in the pit   Visible Invisible 

Objects outside the 
pit  Probably visible Visible Visible 

walls   Visible Visible 

 

Actions in composing the display in No. 1845 included carrying, arranging, sorting 

and building. For the display in the pit, one person went down to the pit and placed 

objects and the body in the pit. The pit is 2 m deep, so for people of average 

height at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, the ground level could be 30 cm above their heads. 

They needed people on the ground to pass objects to them. Those who passed 

objects from the ground to the pit probably needed to crouch toward the pit. The 

person in the pit might improvise when he found that there was not enough space 

for three cylinder jars in front of the head. If ceramic jars inside and outside the 

pit were transported to the burial as one lot, then people also needed to sort them 

before placing them. Walls were also a part of the display. Therefore, people may 

also have carried the mud bricks and built the side-structure during the funeral 

rites. 
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Case 3: Burial No. 637 

 
Fig.35 Possible reconstruction of No. 637 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 36 No. 637 looking from the south (PMAN3793) 
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Fig. 37 Tomb card of No. 637 
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Table 47 Essential information of No.637 
Date Naqada IIIA2 
Location Working strip C, north of the valley cemetery (Appendix 2) 
Dimensions (m, l/w/d) 1/0.5/1.52 

Publications 
Petrie 1914, Pl. XLVI, location; Pl.XXXII, the register sheet; Pl. 
XXVII, stone vessel; 
Picton and Pridden 2008, 199, the photo and tomb card 

Archival material Tomb card recorded by Petrie 
Photographs: PMAN3793, burial looking from the south 

Museum collection None 

 

Objects in No. 637 were found undisturbed and were all in their original positions, 

although some pottery jars tilted due to the decomposition of muscles in the leg 

of the dead. Ceramic vessels were found around the legs of the dead. Three 

cylinder jars were laid against the legs while a single oval jar stayed in the corner. 

A tiny stone jar was found behind the head of the dead. In front of the face, there 

were fragmented bones of an infant (Fig. 38). Petrie identified the dead is a 

female, about 14 to 16 years old. 

 

 
Fig. 38 Bones of an infant in front of the skull of the dead (marked by white circle) 

(PMAN3793) 

 

Positions of ceramic and stone vessels in No. 637 contrast with the regularity 
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revealed by the quantitative analysis (Fig. 23). Ceramics vessels were placed at 

P11 and P12, where the frequency of pottery vessels at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is 

relatively low, in compared with P5 and P7. The only stone vessel was placed 

behind the head, instead of the front of the face. However, we can still see 

people’s intention to arrange objects for a display. First, the stone vessel was 

separated from the ceramic vessels and occupied the space behind the head 

alone. Second, cylinder jars were grouped and placed closer to the dead than the 

oval jar in the corner.  

 

There are many possible reasons for this arrangement of objects. The stone 

vessel was not placed in front of the head because the body of an infant occupied 

that space. Perhaps the body of the infant was of greater significance. 

Alternatively, perhaps people intended to illustrate a picture in which the dead 

faced the baby. Nevertheless, the stone vessel was still separated from the 

ceramic vessels. Maybe people wanted to highlight the beauty of the stone vessel. 

People did not put the pottery vessels in front of the body, probably because there 

was not enough space. In the photograph, we can see the knees of the dead are 

very close to the southern wall of the pit. 

 

Objects and bodies were visible to people standing at the graveside before the 

final interment. However, there was no evidence suggesting objects were visible 

to people before the interment. Bodies were probably visible to those who 

cleaned the body and to people who gathered in the house of the dead. There 

might have been a brief laying-out ritual that displayed bodies of the female and 

the infant in the house before they were carried to the cemetery. There is also the 

possibility that this laying-out ritual was performed on the way to the cemetery 

too. 
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Table 48 Visibility of objects and body from No. 637 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the 
cemetery Cemetery 

   Before the filling of 
pits 

After the filling of 
pits 

Bodies Visible Probably visible Visible Invisible 

Objects   Visible Invisible 

 

To compose the display in No. 637, people carried out several actions. One 

person probably descended into the pit. He or she might had stood in the small 

area in the south-west corner of the pit. The pit is 1.5 m deep, so for many people 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, if they stood in this pit, they could still fetch objects from 

the ground (see 5.1.1.1 for the average height of people at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar). 

However, people standing on the ground probably passed objects and the bodies 

to the person in the pit. The bodies were probably placed in the pit first, and they 

were followed by the stone vessel and, finally, the ceramic vessels. The person 

in the pit probably put the cylinder jars close the legs of the body first, then the 

oval jars. Finally, he or she could retreat to the south-west corner and climb out. 
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Case 4: Burial No. 1973 

 
Fig. 39 Possible reconstruction of No. 1973 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 40 No. 1973 looking from the west (PMAN3718) 
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Fig. 41 Tomb cards of No. 1973 
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Table 49 Essential information of No. 1973 
Date Naqada IIIC2 
Location Northern part of the Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
Dimensions (m, l/w/d) 1.9/1/2.2 

Publications 
Petrie 1914, 8, the description; Pl.IV, stone vessels; Pl. VII, the 
flints; Pl. VIII, the coffin; Pl. XIX, photos of the burial; Pl. XX, pot 
marks; Pl. XLIII, register sheet 

Archival material 
2 Tomb cards recorded by Petrie;  
Photograph: PMAN 3717, coffin before clearing the debris; 
PMAN 3718, looking from the west, after cleaning 

Museum collection 11 stone vessels now in the Boston Museum of Fine Art 

 

Burial No. 1973 experienced some disturbance, but objects in the burial remained 

in their original positions (Petrie 1914, 8). The coffin had divided the pit into two 

parts: one in the north and one narrow strip along the eastern wall. Large long 

jars occupied the northern part; the strip on the east was first filled with stone 

vessels and flint tools, then overlaid with ceramic oval jars. Within the coffin, an 

oval jar was placed in front of the chest of the body. A large jar was placed in an 

elongated space behind the back. The entire pit was probably covered by a bed 

(Petrie 1914, 8; also on the tomb card) and now only two poles from the bed were 

preserved. Upon the bed, bricks were laid down to seal the pit. 

 

Positions of different objects suggest that people intended to arrange a display of 

objects following specific rules. Ceramics and stone vessels were not randomly 

scattered but were placed according to their different shapes. We can see that 

oval jars and stone vessels occupied the space on the east, while long jars were 

placed exclusively in the north. Positions of ceramic and stone vessels also 

conform with the result from the Regression analysis (see 5.1.2). Stone vessels 

and oval jars were placed in front of the body, where most of the ceramic and 

stone vessels were found within burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. However, it 

would be impossible to put objects in these positions if people did not place the 

coffin in the south-west corner. Therefore, putting the coffin in this position might 

be a strategy to allow objects sufficient space in front of the body. 
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Before the bed was placed on top of the pit, most of the ceramic vessels were 

visible to people. However, the visibility of stone vessels experienced a change 

before the interment. The stone vessels were probably placed first to the east of 

the coffin. Then people laid oval jars in the same position. Therefore, the stone 

vessels were under covered by the oval jars (Fig. 42). There was no evidence 

that ceramic and stone vessels were visible at the same time to people before 

the final interment. There are many possible reasons for people to put in stone 

vessels before the ceramic vessels. Perhaps people intended to display stone 

vessels separately in order to highlight their glittering textures without 

interference from the shadows of the pottery. Another reason might be that people 

wanted to start with stone vessels, which were smaller than most of the pottery 

vessels and easier to carry. 

 

 
Fig. 42 Ceramics on the east of No. 1973 (PMAN3718) 

Note that the view of stone vessels was blocked by ceramic jars 

 

The visibility of the two pots in the coffin is open to many possibilities, depending 

on when they were placed into the coffin. One possible moment is after the coffin 

and body were placed in the pit, when a person might climb down and put pottery 

into the coffin. In another scenario, people might put them in the coffin before the 
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coffin was lowered down to the pit. If the second possibility is plausible, then it 

also suggests a possible laying-out ritual before the final interment. In this ritual, 

people probably arranged the body in the coffin and put pottery inside for the 

display. Further evidence to support this possible laying-out ritual is the structure 

of the coffin, which shows great elaboration in woodworking: L-shape wooden 

covers wrapped four joints of the coffin and each wood cover extended to cover 

each side of the coffin (Petrie 1914,8; Pl. VIII, Fig. 43. This finely finished coffin 

would be appropriate for display in a lay-out ritual, whether in the house of the 

dead, or on the way to the cemetery. 

 

 
Fig. 43 The structure of the coffin in No. 1973 

 
Table 50 Visibility of objects and body from No. 1973 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the 
cemetery Cemetery 

   Before the filling of 
pits 

After the filling of 
pits 

Body Visible Probably visible Visible Invisible 

Objects in the pit   Visible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Invisible 

Objects in the coffin  Probably visible Visible Invisible 

 

To compose a visible display in the pit, people needed to descend the 2 metres 

into it. When everything was placed in the pit, there would be only a small part of 
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the bottom that allowed one person to stand and then climb back to the surface 

(as shown by the human figure in Fig. 39). Therefore, the arrangement of the 

display needed only one person standing in the pit. Perhaps the coffin was the 

first object lowered down to the pit and people might need ropes to help them 

accomplish this work. After the coffin was positioned, people on the ground 

passed stone vessels to the person in the pit. Then they passed down pottery 

jars. The person in the pit took these objects from a position probably over his or 

her head and then moved them to the desired positions. He or she probably 

started from the south-east corner of the pit and kept placing stone vessels along 

the east wall until reaching the point where the human figure in Fig. 39 stands. 

When placing oval pottery jars, he or she might repeat this action. When 

arranging the large long jar in the north, this person probably started from the 

north-west corner and placed jars side by side, until he or she retreated to the 

empty part in the pit. People standing on the ground probably needed to crouch 

close to the pit to pass large pottery jars into it. 
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Case 5: Burial No. 2039 and No. 2040 

 
Fig. 44 Possible reconstruction of No. 2039 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 
Fig. 45 Possible reconstruction of No. 2040 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
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Fig. 46 No. 2039 looking from the south (PMAN 3706) 

This photograph has been digitally enhanced  
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Fig. 47 Tomb card of No. 2039 

 

  
Fig. 48 Tomb card of No. 2040 
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Table 51 Essential information of No.2039 
Date Naqada IIIC2 
Location Passage of Mastaba No.2038 
Dimensions (m, l/w/d) 1.3/1/1.3 

Publications 

Petrie 1914, 5, description; 11, the clay seal from this burial; Pl. 
IX, the clay seal; Pl. XV, the photo of superstructure; Pl. XVI, 
photos of the brick arch, the mat with pottery vessels and the 
coffin with human and calf remains. Pl. VIII, the location of the 
burial; Pl. XLII, the register sheet. 

Archival material 
Tomb card recorded by Petrie; 
Photographs: PMAN3702, brick arch over the pit; PMAN3704, 
mat over the coffin; PMAN3706, body and objects in the pit 

Museum collection 

Most objects from the burial are now in Cairo, Egypt. 
The long jar (76m) is in the Petrie Museum, UC36341 
A pot (94m) was probably from this burial too, Petrie Museum 
UC17255 

 
Table 52 Essential information of No. 2040 

Date Naqada IIIC2 
Location Passage of Mastaba No.2038 
Dimensions (m, l/w/d) 1.14/0.96/1.3 

Publications 

Publication: Petrie 1914, 5, description; Pl. XV, the photo of 
superstructure; Pl. XVI, photos of the brick arch, the mat with 
pottery vessels and the coffin sealed with loose wood planks; Pl. 
VIII, the location of the burial; Pl. XLII, the register sheet. 

Archival material 
Tomb card recorded by Petrie; 
Photographs: PMAN3701, brick arch over the pit; PMAN3703, 
mat over the coffin; PMAN3705, wood planks covering the coffin 

Museum collection Most objects from the burial are now in Munich, Germany 
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Fig. 49 Wood planks and mat covering coffins in No. 2039 and 2040 
left, wood planks covering the coffin in No. 2040 (PMAN3705) 

right, mat covering planks and ceramic on the mat in No. 2039 (PMAN3740) 

 

  
 

Fig. 50 Brick arch and platform of No. 2039 
left, brick arch over No. 2039, with plaster in the front (PMAN3702) 

right, plastered platform over No. 2039 (PMAN3700) 
Note the depressions on the platform, Petrie believed they imitated a false door (Petrie 1914, 5) 

 

Burials No. 2039 and No. 2040 remained sealed and untouched after the 

interment. The two burials share the same range of objects, and the arrangement 

of objects in both is similar. In both burials, the body was laid in the coffin. In front 

of the head and chest were parts of a cow or bull. Most of the ceramic and stone 

vessels were placed over the body. Vessels were also found outside the coffin in 

No. 2039. The coffin was then covered with a few planks (Fig. 49). In No. 2040 

there was one ceramic jar on these planks. Over these planks was a mat. On it, 

people placed several ceramic vessels. The pit was then sealed with a brick arch. 
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The brick structure was finally covered with plaster to form a smooth platform (Fig. 

50). 

 

Positions of ceramic and stone vessels in No. 2039 and 2040 do not conform with 

the regularity revealed by quantitative analysis. Most of the vessels were found 

over the body and fell on P1, P10 and P11, which were unusual positions (see 

Fig. 23). However, we can still see people’s intention to compose a display in the 

pit through observation. First, coffins in the pit were not for transporting the body, 

but probably for facilitating a clear display of the body and objects. Petrie found 

that planks of coffins were scarcely connected and ends of planks were left rough 

(Petrie 1914, 5). Therefore, the coffin was probably assembled within the pit 

during the interment. The loosely connected planks suggest that these coffins 

were probably not robust enough for carrying the body. Petrie believed that these 

coffins “retain a clear space for the body” (Petrie 1914, 5). It may be noted further 

that these coffins provide a flat base for display of the body. They also frame the 

image in the pit tidily. Also, coffins probably prevented sand from falling onto the 

display. Second, in both burials, meat offerings occupied the area in front of the 

body such as P5 and P7. In most of the burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, people 

preferred to put objects in these positions. Therefore, although positions of 

ceramic and stone vessels in both burials do not conform with the general rule, 

the position of the meat still followed it.  

 

Objects found on the planks and mat provide no evidence of any intention to form 

a display. All the ceramics on the mat and planks were in the corner or on the 

side. If people wanted to display these objects, they would have had to shift them 

into the centre. Two factors probably caused the unusual positions of objects in 

both burials. First, both burials had little space to compose a display that could 

include all the objects. Unlike No. 1973, both pits are not spacious and therefore, 
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could not contain too many objects. Since both burials were located along a 

narrow pathway of a mastaba, so there was no place on the ground to deposit 

objects, like No. 1845. Hence people improvised composing the display by putting 

smaller jars over the body and larger jars outside the coffin or on the mat. Second, 

meat offerings probably of some significance at the funeral, and people might 

have intended to display an image in which the body was holding these meat 

offerings in front of the face. In order to show parts of the bull or cow clearly, 

pottery and stone vessels had to make way for the meat and were shifted to other 

positions. This possibility seems more plausible, considering that there was no 

object over the remains of the cattle in either burial (Fig. 51). 

 

 
Fig. 51 Remains of a cattle scapula, spine and ribs in No. 2039 (PMAN3706) 

Note that no other objects were here to cover the view of the meat 

 

Most of the objects in the pit were visible to people standing by the graveside. 

However, there is no direct evidence that suggests objects were visible to people 

before the final interment. Mats in both burials suggest that a laying-out ritual took 

place at the house, on the way to the cemetery or by the graveside. Photographs 
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show us that these mats were too long for the pit (Fig. 52). Petrie believed that 

they were sleeping mats (Petrie 1914, 5). People may have used these mats 

because the body was placed on them in the house. Maybe there was a laying-

out ritual that displayed the body on these mats before the interment. Since the 

pit is too small for displaying both bodies and objects, people probably displayed 

objects in the laying-out ritual too.  

 

   
Fig. 52 Mats in No.2039 (left) and 2040 (right) were bent due to their sizes 

(PMAN3704 and PMAN3703) 

 
Table 53 Visibility of objects and body from No. 2039 and 2040 in the ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

   Before the filling of pits After the filling of pits 

Body Visible Probably visible Visible Invisible 

Objects Probably visible Probably visible Visible Invisible 

Coffin   Visible Invisible 
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People needed to carry out several actions to compose the display in both burials. 

Pits in No. 2039 and 2040 were 1.3 m deep, so if a person from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar stood in the pit, he or she could still fetch objects from the ground and put 

them into the pit (the average heights of people at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar was 170 

cm, see 5.1.1.1). One person probably went down into the pit to assemble the 

coffin. Then he or she laid the body into the coffin. People maybe have put meat 

offerings first into the burial. Then they passed the smaller vessels to the person 

in the pit. The person in the pit laid these vessels over the body. Next, people on 

the ground passed planks and mats to the person in the pit. After laying down the 

planks and mat, this person climbed out. After that, people on the ground probably 

crouched close to the edge of the pit and put the rest of the ceramic vessels along 

the side of the pit. In this way, they would keep the jars from being smashed on 

top of the mat. 
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Case 6: Burial No. 158 

 
Fig. 53 Possible reconstruction of No. 158 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 54 No. 2039 looking from the east (PMAN 3786) 
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Fig. 55 Tomb cards of No. 158 
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Table 54 Essential information of No.158 
Date Naqada IIIC2 
Location the Hill J, northern spur 

Dimensions 

Chamber A: 1.7 m long, 1.2 m wide; 
Chamber B: 83.8 cm long, ca.1.2 m wide; 
Chamber C: ca.83.8 m long, ca.1.2 m wide; 
Chamber D: 88.9 cm long, ca.1.2 m wide; 
Chamber E: ca.83.8 m long, ca.1.2 m wide; 
Chamber F: 1.7 m long, 63.5 cm wide; 
Chamber G: 1.7 m long, 63.6 cm wide; 
Thick walls: northern wall 33 cm thick, southern wall 35.5 cm thick; 
Thin walls between B and C, D and E: 25.4 cm thick 
Depth: 2.5 m 

Publications 

Petrie 1913, 8, 11-2, description of the burial and finds; 24, the 
wood planks; Pl. II 21, the diagram of the structure; Pl. VII 6; Pl. 
XII 1, the flint knife; Pl. IX wood planks; Pl. XI 26; Pl. XII 11, the 
“sandal tray”; Pl. XXXI 83, 131, 166-8, pot marks; Pl. LXVI, tomb 
register; Pl. LXXIV, the location; 
Vandier 1952, 799, fig. 531, the sandal tray; 
Picton and Pridden 2008, 193-4, the photo and tomb card of 
No.637; 
Mawdsley 2009, 126: jar of type 59k with pot mark as Pl. XXXI 
167, UC17282. 

Archival material 

4 Tomb cards recored by T.E. Lawrence; 
Photographs: PMAN3584, the flint knife; PMAN3587, the “sandal 
tray”; PMAN3786, the view of the burial from the east; 
PMAN3787, the view of the burial from the west 

Museum collection 

2 jar of type 59k with pot mark as Pl. XXXI 167, one of them is 
UC17282 in Petrie Museum; 1 jar of type 76l, Petrie Museum, 
museum number unknown; 1 jar of type 76l, Petrie Museum, 
museum number unknown 
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Different degrees of disturbance had affected objects in the different chambers; 

D and E were intact, but A, B, C had been disturbed in ancient times. Sand 

covered chamber F and G, and Petrie gives no information about them. In 

Chamber A, there was only a palette fixed to the wall. In the chamber B, there 

were still 27 ceramic jars. In Chamber C, only three ceramic jars were found, but 

there were also several pot stands made of straw. Planks still covered Chamber 

D. In the chamber there were ceramic jars and a wooden “sandal tray”. Some of 

the jars contained ashes, others bore pot marks. Chamber E contained deep 

ceramic bowls, ceramic plates and two jars containing fat. Under one of these 

jars, there were remains of an antelope. The tomb card also mentions a flint knife 

as found in this chamber, but the publication states that it was in Chamber D.  

 

 
Fig. 56 Types of ceramic vessels in each chamber and their content 

 

The body, probably in Chamber A, and objects around it had been plundered in 

ancient times. Therefore, we cannot tell whether the arrangement of objects in 

No. 508 follows the rules revealed by quantitative analysis. However, other finds 

from this burial indicate that people intended to compose a grand display of 
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objects and that this display followed the principle of placing objects in different 

chambers. First, types of ceramic vessels in different chambers were of various 

combinations (Fig. 56). This sorted and organised deposition of pottery vessels 

suggests that people had a clear general plan for each chamber, with marked 

visual impact. Oval jars containing fat were found mostly in Chamber B. Long jars 

containing ash were found exclusively in Chamber D, and ceramic bowls and 

plates only appeared in Chamber E. Hence the entire structure in the pit became 

a storage space, whose organisational function could also create a visual impact. 

Second, people used pot stands made of straw to ensure that jars stood upright. 

People thus stood jars in tidy rows with the effect of a display, instead of piling 

them in a disordered heap. Third, the walls in Chamber A was plastered with mud, 

and a palette was fixed into the plaster. These preparations were probably made 

for display too. The body and objects were probably placed in the centre of 

Chamber A, and smooth walls provided a clean backdrop (Fig. 57). People fixed 

the palette into the wall so that others could see it clearly from above. 

 

 
Fig.57 Plastered wall in Chamber A (PMAN3787) 
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The walls, and the seven-part structure they would have created, form one part 

of the grand display of the body and objects. The structure seemed to evoke a 

miniaturised building with a central chamber and six smaller chambers radiated 

from the middle chamber. When the body and different kinds of objects filled these 

rooms, the pit present a large picture. The body was probably in the central 

chamber (A). Chambers B, C, D, and E, with different ranges of objects, 

surrounded the body. Perhaps people planned to create a display that featured a 

building for the dead. This building had no roof before people covered the pit with 

wooden planks, so that people could see every object in each chamber. 

 

Objects were visible to people standing by the grave. However, due to the large 

size of the pit, a person standing on one side of the grave could only see three 

chambers (as in Fig. 54 where the photo shows only Chamber A, C and E). 

Therefore, people standing on different sides of the pit would see different views. 

There is no direct evidence suggesting objects were visible to people before they 

reached the pit. However, ceramics jars in No.158 were of such a large number, 

that transporting them to the hill could have been an activity that involved many 

people. Therefore, these objects were probably visible to many people working 

on the burial, or those people who witnessed the transportation. Another 

possibility is that these objects were carried in a grand funerary procession for 

show. Further evidence comes from pot marks. Pot marks on pottery suggest that 

these pottery vessels were not locally made containers. They were probably 

issued from the central power, and pot marks indicate different places or events 

(Mawdsley 2009, 208-9). People might intend to display these special containers 

as a showcase of power or prestige of the dead during the ritual. 
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Table 55 Visibility of objects from No. 158 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

   Before the filling of pits After the filling of pits 

Objects Probably visible Probably visible Visible Invisible 

 

Actions to compose a grand display in No. 508 were probably organised and 

conducted by many people. The following description provides only one possible 

sequence. A group of people dug the pit and built walls at a certain point in the 

ritual. At the same time, probably another group of people collected, sorted and 

transported objects to the burial place. After the pit was finished, or even while 

the walls were still being built, people started to put objects into the pit. The pit is 

2.5 m deep, so people who arranged objects in each chamber needed means to 

descend into the pit. People standing on the ground would have passed large 

quantities of jars to people in the chambers, perhaps using ropes and baskets. In 

some circumstances, they may have stood on the tops of walls in the pit and 

passed objects into the pit. 
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Case 7: Burial No. 240 

 
Fig. 58 Possible reconstruction of No. 240 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 
Fig. 59 Possibly the entrance of No. 240 or similar burials (PMAN3812) 
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Fig. 60 Tomb card of No. 240 
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Table 56 Essential information of No.240 
Date Ca. 2600 BC 
Location Unrecorded, probably Hill E 

Dimensions  

Stairs:2.1m long, 25.4 cm to 48.26 cm wide, 30 to 40 cm high. 
The last step is 1.2 m high; 
Shaft: 1m long, 1.1 wide, 3.1m deep; 
Passage to the chamber: 15.24 cm long, 4.6 cm wide; 
Chamber: 1.2 m long, 0.9 m wide, 1.32 m high 

Publications 
Petrie et al. 1913, 27, description of the burial; Pl. LXVI, the 
register sheet; Pl. XXXVIII, XLI, the stone vessel; Petrie and 
Mackay 1915, 15, description; Pl.XII, No.5; Pl. XVI, the register 
sheet 

Archival material Tomb card recorded by Mackay; 
Photographs: PMAN3812, probably the entrance of No. 240 

Museum collection Three stone vessels probably in Bristol 

 

The body in No. 240 was buried in an underground chamber accessed by several 

flights of steps from ground level. The chamber was blocked by a stone slab. The 

body was placed in a coffin. The head was wrapped with thick layers of fine linens. 

Each limb of the body was also separately wrapped with linen. Close to the feet, 

there were one stone bowl and two alabaster cylindrical jars (Fig. 61).  

 

      
Fig. 61 Stone vessels found in No. 240 

 

There was no intention to compose a visible display during the final interment 

because, apart from the coffin, nothing was placed in the chamber. The exact 

positions of three stone vessels were not recorded. Therefore, they were possibly 

outside the coffin. However, the tomb card states that they were “just beyond the 

feet”. Thus, these stone vessels were more likely in the coffin. There was no 

intention to compose a visible display of objects during the final interment 

because, apart from the coffin, nothing was placed in the chamber. The exact 
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positions of three stone vessels were not recorded. Therefore, they were 

possibility outside the coffin. However, the tomb card states that they were “just 

beyond the feet”. As such, these stone vessels were more likely in the coffin. The 

preparation of the body and the stone-work of the stone vessels suggest that 

people intended to construct a display of the body and stone vessels within the 

coffin. People wrapped the body in fine linen, possibly to make the body 

presentable. More importantly, they wrapped the limbs separately, keeping the 

physical appearance of the human body from being packed into a linen bundle. 

Stone vessels were also made for view, rather than containing a big quantity of 

fat or sand. This possibility is suggested by one of the cylindrical stone vessels. 

This vessel was roughly made, and its capacity was very limited (Fig. 61). 

 

The body and stone vessels in No. 240 were not visible to people during the final 

interment because they were probably enclosed in the coffin. The coffin may have 

been visible only to those who stood close to the entrance of the chamber. 

However, the wrapping of the body suggests a laying-out ritual or an embalming 

ritual before the interment. This ritual might have taken place close to the house 

of the dead, or somewhere on the way to the cemetery. During this ritual, the body 

was probably visible to participants. People have might handled stone vessels as 

offerings during this ritual too and placed them with the dead. However, after the 

body and stone vessels were enclosed in the coffin, they stopped being visible 

for the rest of the funerary ritual. 
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Table 57 Visibility of body and objects from No. 240 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

 
Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 

After 
closing 

coffins (?) 

Before the filling of 
shafts/pits 

After the 
filling of 

shafts/pits 

    
Before 
closing 

chamber 

After 
closing 

chamber 
 

Body Visible Invisible Probably 
visible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Stone 
vessels   Probably 

visible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Visible Visible Invisible Invisible 

 

There is little evidence for us to estimate actions for composing display before 

the final interment. However, we can approach the actions which took place 

during the final interment. One of two people might go down to the shaft via the 

staircase. Then, people on the ground lowered the coffin with ropes from above, 

through the top of the shaft. People in the shaft untied the coffin and pushed the 

coffin into the chamber. Finally, people lowered a stone slab from the shaft again 

to seal the entrance. 
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Case 8: Burial No. 216 

 
Fig. 62 Possible reconstruction of No. 216 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

  
Fig. 63 No. 216 sealed and opened (PMAN3615, PMAN3616) 
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Fig. 64 Tomb card of No. 216 
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Table 58 Essential information of No.216 
Date Ca. 2600-2400 BC 
Location East of the Hill E 

Dimensions  Shaft: 1.3 m long, 1.24 m wide, 1.21 m deep; 
Recess: 1.21 m long, 45.7 cm wide, 96.2 cm high 

Publications 

Petrie et al. 1913, 26-7, description of the burial; Pl. XXV, photos 
of the burial; Pl. LXXII, the location of the burial. Petrie and 
Mackay 1915, 14, description of the burial; 24, description of 
joints of the coffin; 28, description of the coffin lid secured by 
ropes; Pl.XVI, the register sheet; Pl. XXIII, joints of the coffin 

Archival material 
Tomb card recorded by Mackay; 
Photographs: PMAN3615, looking from the east, sealed recess; 
PMAN3616, looking from the east, opened recess 

Museum collection  

 

 
Fig. 65 Textile in the coffin and white stucco on the edge of planks (PMAN3616) 

 

The coffin and body in No. 216 remained undisturbed after the interment. The 

body was placed in the coffin and covered by a rough linen textile, apparently of 

a dark colour (Fig. 65). Mud bricks sealed the coffin in the recess. The coffin was 

made of rough planks, and its surface and four joints were covered with stucco. 

Two palm-fibre ropes fastened the lid of the coffin. 

 

There was no intention to compose a display of body and objects during the final 
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interment. First, although there was a shallow shaft, which could allow objects to 

be visible to people standing by the graveside, people placed nothing in the shaft. 

Instead, they sealed the coffin into the recess and rendered it invisible. Second, 

unlike walls in No. 158, which were plastered with mud, the brick wall that sealed 

the recess received no plaster or any form of refining. This phenomenon suggests 

that people were probably not concerned with the appearance of the wall because 

it was not for display. However, the textile and coffin suggested that people might 

have intended to display the coffin and the body. The coffin was made of rough 

planks, but people applied stucco to the surface, probably to cover the grain of 

the wood and give it a smooth surface for display. At an unknown stage in the 

funerary rites the body was covered in linen. 

 

The body was invisible to people when the coffin was closed and secured by the 

ropes. However, there are many possibilities for the moment when the coffin was 

closed. The closure of the coffin could have happened right before people put the 

coffin into the shaft. Alternatively, closure took place before the coffin reached the 

burial spot: in the house or somewhere on the way to the cemetery. The body 

might be visible to people who gathered around the house as well as those who 

cleaned the body, and there may have been a laying-out ritual that displayed the 

body in the coffin. However, later the body was covered in linen and then by the 

lid of the coffin. The only object remaining visible throughout the ritual before the 

interment was probably the coffin, and its stuccoed surface probably made it 

presentable during the rituals. After the coffin was put into the recess, it was 

visible only to those who stood on the east of the pit. 
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Table 59 Visibility of body and objects from No. 216 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

 
Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 

After 
closing 

coffins (?) 

Before the filling of 
shafts/pits 

After the 
filling of 

shafts/pits 

    
Before 
closing 
recess 

After 
closing 
recess 

 

Body Visible Invisible Probably 
visible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Visible Visible Invisible Invisible 

 

Actions of people at the burial spot consisted of placing the coffin into the recess, 

instead of composing a display. One or two people probably descended into the 

shaft. The shaft is 1.2 m deep, so they could reach out and carry the coffin, 

passed to them from people on the ground. When passing the coffin, people 

probably pulled the fibre ropes that secured the coffin. Then people in the pit 

pushed the coffin into the recess. Then, people brought down bricks and tools to 

seal the recess.  
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Case 9: Burial No. 207 

 
Fig. 66 Possible reconstruction of No. 207 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

  
Fig. 67 No.207 with basket closed and opened (PMAN3617, PMAN3618) 
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Fig. 68 Tomb card of No. 207 
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Table 60 Essential information of No.207 
Date Ca. 2100 BC 
Location Unknown, possibly north-western corner of the hill J 
Dimensions (m, l/w/d) Pit: 1.8/1.2/0.45 

Publications 

Petrie et al. 1913, 10, 27 descriptions; Pl.XXV, photos of the 
burial; 
Petrie and Mackay 1915, 13, description of the burial and the 
method of basket making; Pl.XVI, the register sheet; Pl.XVIII, 9, 
Pl. XX, XXI, the headrest 

Archival material 
Tomb card recorded by Mackay; 
Photographs: PMAN3617, looking from the north, with basket 
closed; PMAN3618, looking from the north, with opened basket 

Museum collection  

 

The body and a two-legged headrest found in No. 207 were placed in a long 

rectangular basket made of reed stems. The headrest was on the top of the skull. 

It was made of a single wooden block, with pentagonal legs. The body was 

covered by linen, of which traces can be seen around the rib on the photograph. 

The basket was closed with a lid of the same material, and the lid was secured 

by granny knots. The ends of these granny knots were secured by thumb knots. 

The closed basket was placed in a very shallow pit, with one end of the basket 

close to the southern end of the pit. 

 

 
Fig. 69 Headrest, skull and traces of linen in No.207 (PMAN3618) 
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There was no intention to display the body, headrest, or even the basket in the 

pit in the final interment. The body and headrest were enclosed in the basket, and 

therefore were not visible to people around the pit. The pit was shallow and 

spacious, but people did not put anything other than the coffin into this space to 

compose a display. Even the basket was not placed in the centre, but close to the 

south side. This careless placement suggests that people were probably not 

concerned with how the basket looked in the pit.  

 

However, people spent more effort in composing a display of the body and 

headrest in the basket. First, the body was covered with linen, suggesting that 

people prepared the body for display in a laying-out ritual before the final 

interment. Second, people put the headrest against the back of the head instead 

of in front of the face. This position conforms with the position of the headrest in 

daily life (Fig. 69). Therefore, people probably chose to put the headrest this way 

to illustrate a sleeping person in the basket. Lastly, the body and headrest fit the 

basket well. People did not need to fold the body tightly or to cut the end of the 

basket to fit the body (in comparison with the basket for the child in Meskell 1996, 

12). So, perhaps the basket was specially made for the body and headrest. The 

rectangular shape may imitate the general form of a wooden coffin of this period. 

The suitable and intact basket would plausibly also be part of a display in a laying-

out ritual.  

 

The body and headrest were probably not visible to people during the final 

interment because, at that moment, the basket had been closed and secured with 

knots. Indeed, there was still a possibility that people could open the basket and 

display the body in the pit. However, after that, there was no need to secure the 

lid with four knots because the coffin would not be lowered down into a deep shaft 
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or carried to another place. The body, and even the headrest, were visible to 

people gathered in the house when the body was laid on the bed, probably with 

the head on the headrest. There was probably a laying-out ritual that displayed 

the dead sleeping in the basket. This ritual could have taken place in the house 

or at other places on the way to the burial place. After this ritual, people closed 

the basket, secured it with ropes and carried it to the place of interment. 

 
Table 61 Visibility of body and objects from No. 207 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

 
Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 

After closing 
coffins (?) 

Before the 
filling of 

shafts/pits 

After the filling 
of shafts/pits 

Body Visible Invisible Probably 
visible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Visible Visible Invisible 

Headrest Visible Invisible Probably 
visible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

 

To compose the display of the body in a suitable basket, people probably made 

the basket for the funeral. Studies of Egyptian basketry help us to estimate the 

probable actions of people making the basket. People might collect the reed 

stems first, then make them into bundles. These bundles were fastened with 

ropes. Then they coiled reed bundles to form the sides of the basket (Wendrich 

2000, 257-8). The corners of the coffin were made by bending the stem bundles 

at a right angle. Ropes were wound around the corner to make it firm. The lid and 

bottom of the basket might be loosely woven from reed stem and ropes (see 

Fig.70). According to Wendrich’s observation in modern Egypt and Sudan, 

making a food cover with the coiling method will take a woman 80 hours in total. 

A bed woven with rope will take a man six hours to make the ropes and another 
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six to weave (Wendrich 1999, 359, 375). The basket in No.207 needed a shorter 

time to finish because it was less fine than the food cover or the bed. Its sides 

were made by tying bundles of reed stems, which could be made more hastily. 

 

 
Fig. 70 The method of basketry from No.207 

From left to right: the bundle of reed stems, the cover and the corner of the basket (after Petrie 
1913, Pl.XXV, XXVI) 

 

The rest of the actions in composing a display are open to many possibilities. 

When the basket was made, people probably washed and wrapped the body at 

the same time. After that, they put the body and headrest into the basket, probably 

for a laying-out ritual. Then they carried the basket the cemetery on Hill J from 

the south. After reaching the spot, they probably put down the basket and pushed 

it from the southern edge of the pit and then started to fill in the sand. Alternatively, 

one or two people might go down into the pit and drag the coffin into the pit. 

However, they probably did not drag it for too long a distance. The end of the 

basket was close to the southern edge, perhaps because people came to the 

cemetery from the south and put the coffin in the southern end of the pit as the 

most energy-saving way to deposit it. 
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Case 10: Burial No. 208 

 
Fig. 71 Possible reconstruction of No. 208 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 72 No. 208 looking from the north (PMAN3625) 
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Fig. 73 Tomb card of No. 208 
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Table 62 Essential information of No.208 
Date Ca. 2100 BC 
Location Unknown, possible north-western corner of the hill J 

Dimensions  Pit: 1.25 m long, 1.21 m wide, 73.6cm deep 
“Tunnel”: 2m long, about 63.5 cm wide and 73.6 cm deep 

Publications 

Petrie et al. 1913, 27, descriptions; Pl.XXVII, photos of the burial; 
Petrie and Mackay 1915, 16,17, description of the burial, the 
coffin and the headrest; 25, the joint of the coffin; Pl.XVI, the 
register sheet; Pl.XVIII, 8, Pl. XX, XXI, the headrest, Pl. XXIV, 
right down corner, the joint of the coffin (?) 

Archival material Tomb card recorded by Mackay; 
Photographs: PMAN3625, looking from the north 

Museum collection The headrest is now in the Petrie Museum, UC8630 

 

The body and object on No. 208 were not disturbed after the interment. The body 

was placed in the coffin with a two-legged headrest behind its head. On the body, 

there were traces of rough linen. The headrest was made from one piece of wood. 

The coffin was made of many pieces of wood, lashed together by thongs to form 

the sides. Both inside and out, the coffin was covered with stucco (Fig. 74). The 

coffin was placed close to the western end of the pit. A part of it was inserted into 

a recess dug into the southern side of the pit. 

 

 
Fig. 74 Details of the head in No. 208 (PMAN3625) 

1: the two-leg headrest; 2. White stucco inside the coffin 

 

There was no intention to compose a display of the body and object in the pit 
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during the final interment. First, the pit was spacious and shallow for a clearly 

visible display. However, people put nothing into the pit. Second, the partly 

concealed position of the coffin position probably indicated that people were not 

concerned how the coffin looked in the pit. One possible reason for people to 

insert the coffin into a tunnel is that the pit was too small for the coffin. Initially, 

the pit was about 1.21m wide and 1.6 m long. However, the coffin is 1.7m long, 

so it did not fit into the pit. In order to achieve a north-south lengthways orientation 

for the coffin, people dug another 86.3 cm in the southern end of the pit with 

adzes. The tomb card states that there were adze marks on the rock, about 1.2 

cm wide. This improvisation rendered a quarter of the coffin invisible to people 

standing by the graveside, except those looking from the north (Fig. 75). If people 

intended to display the whole coffin, they could have widened the entire pit to fit 

the coffin. 

 

The effort to form a display of body in the coffin formed a sharp contrast against 

the carelessly dug recess. The body was placed in the coffin and covered with 

rough linen (Fig. 74). As in No. 207, the headrest was placed behind the head to 

mimic a headrest under the head, as if to create an image a of sleeping person 

in the coffin for a laying-out ritual. The coffin was also prepared for display of the 

body and itself. The white stucco inside the coffin covered the wood grain and 

gaps between wood pieces, hence providing a tidy background for the body. 

Similarly, stucco on the outside surface also covered the gaps and probably made 

the coffin presentable for a display. 

 

Neither tomb card nor photograph show the lid of the coffin. Therefore, we cannot 

be sure whether the body and headrest were entirely out of sight when the coffin 

was placed in the pit. This case study assumes that there was a lid for the coffin. 

However, there are always other possibilities. The body and headrest were 
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probably visible to people gathered in the house of the dead when the body was 

laid in it. The body and headrest were also visible to those who put them into the 

coffin. There was possibly a laying-out ritual that displayed the dead as a sleeping 

person in the coffin. This ritual could take place in the house or other places on 

the way to the cemetery. After that, people closed the coffin, and the display is 

out of sight. There is a possibility that people could reopen the coffin in the pit and 

show the body. 
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Fig. 75 Part of the coffin in No.208 inserted into a narrow recess (PMAN3625) 

Note the shadow created by the roof of the recess and broken chips from the white stucco 
falling on the edge of and inside the coffin 

 
Table 63 Visibility of body and objects from No. 208 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

 
Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 
After closing 
coffins (?) 

Before the 
filling of 

shafts/pits 
After the filling 
of shafts/pits 

Body Visible Invisible Probably 
visible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Visible Visible Invisible 

Headrest Visible Invisible Probably 
visible Invisible Invisible Invisible 
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Case 11: Burial No. 217 

 
Fig. 76 Possible reconstruction of No. 217 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 77 No. 217 looking from the east (PMAN3624) 
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Fig. 78 Tomb card of No. 217 
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Table 64 Essential information of No.217 
Date Ca. 2100 BC 
Location Unknown, possible Hill E 

Dimensions  Shaft: 93 cm long, 83.8 cm wide and 1.98 m deep;  
Recess: 2 m long, 58.4 cm wide and 91 cm high 

Publications 

Petrie et al. 1913, 27, brief description of the burial; Pl. XXVII, 
photo of the burial; 
Petrie and Mackay 1915, 16, description of joints of the coffin;17, 
description of the burial; 24, the description of the coffin and 
burial; Pl.XVI, the register sheet; Pl. XXII, XXV, joints of the 
coffin. 

Archival material Tomb card recorded by Mackay; 
Photographs: PMAN3624, looking from the east 

Museum collection  

 

The coffin and body in No. 217 remained undisturbed since the final interment. 

The photograph shows that two linen ropes that secured the coffin lid were found 

intact when the burial was cleaned. The body was placed in the coffin, and there 

was no other object and no traces of any textile. The coffin was made of 

“exceptionally heavy wood” (Petrie and Mackay 1915, 24). Both the interior and 

exterior of the coffin were covered with stucco. On the northern end of its east 

side, two eyes were painted in black ink. The lid was tied to the coffin with linen 

ropes and secured with reef knots. Three battens were found on the underside of 

this lid. 

 

There was no intention to compose a display of the body and objects in No. 217. 

The body was enclosed in the coffin, and there was no other object. There is also 

little evidence supporting the possible intention to display the body in the coffin 

before the final interment. There was no headrest to illustrate a sleeping person 

in the coffin, and there was no textile for wrapping the body. However, there is 

another possibility that the headrest and linen made of organic material were not 

well preserved. The only evidence that suggest a possible laying-out ritual is the 

stuccoed interior of the coffin. The stuccoed surface was probably free of wood 

grain and gaps, providing a smooth background for the display of the body.  
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The effort people spent on the coffin, however, indicates that people probably 

treated the coffin as the focus of a display in a laying-out ritual or in procession. 

The coffin was made of heavy wood, and this may suggest that the texture of the 

wood was very dense and hard. The joints of the coffin support this possibility. 

Usually, people at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar cut each end of the planks into mitres and 

joined these ends together to make a coffin. The edge of this coffin, however, was 

not cut, and it was the only coffin that had uncut joints in the entire site (Petrie 

and Mackay 1915, Pl. XXV). This unique treatment of the wood suggests that the 

coffin in No. 217 was probably made of hardwood unlike the local sycamore. 

People probably chose a valuable wood for making the coffin. The stuccoed 

surface of the coffin also suggest that it was for a display in a laying-out ritual. 

More importantly, the eyes on the eastern side of the coffin were aligned with the 

face of the dead. For the Middle Kingdom, Willems has noted how the east of the 

coffin was usually related to the offering ritual, and eyes were a constant motif on 

the east side of the coffin. They were magical eyes that enabled the dead to see 

the offering in the tomb chapel (Willems 1988, 120, 239). Therefore, there might 

have been an offering ritual in which the coffin was displayed. People might even 

have interacted with the coffin by putting objects to the east of the coffin as 

offerings. 

 

The body was not visible during the final interment because it was enclosed in 

the coffin. There is a possibility that people could reopen the coffin after they had 

lowered it into the shaft. However, if they did so, they did not need to secure the 

coffin with ropes and knots again because the coffin would not be moved 

elsewhere. The coffin was visible only to people standing on the east. However, 

the photograph shows that the shaft was so deep, and its opening was so small, 

that the light was dim. Also, people could only see a small part of the coffin in this 

poor lighting. The body would have been visible to people when it was laid out in 
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the house. There could have been a laying-out ritual involving making offerings 

on the east of the coffin, either in the house or on the way to the cemetery. 

However, the body may not have been visible during the ritual. The coffin was 

visible throughout the ritual until people lowered it into the shaft.  

 
Table 65 Visibility of body and objects from No. 217 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

 
Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 

After closing 
coffins (?) 

Before the 
filling of 

shafts/pits 

After the filling 
of shafts/pits 

Body Visible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Visible Partially 
Visible Invisible 

 

During the final interment, people aimed to lower the coffin through a small 

opening into a deep shaft. One person probably descended to the bottom of the 

shaft with means. Then people on the ground secured the coffin with ropes and 

made the coffin stand vertically. Then they lowered the coffin in this vertical 

position until it reached the entrance of the recess. From there, the person at the 

bottom rotated the coffin and put it into the pit. Then the ropes that secured the 

coffin were untied, except for those ropes that tied the coffin lid. 
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Case 12: Burial No. 218 

 
Fig. 79 Possible reconstruction of No. 218 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

 

 
Fig. 80 No. 218 looking from the east (PMAN3788) 
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Fig. 81 Tomb card of No. 218 
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Table 66 Essential information of No.218 
Date Ca. 2100 BC 
Location Unknown, possible Hill E 

Dimensions  Shaft: 1 m long, 86.36 cm wide, 1.87 m deep; 
Recess: 1.69 m long, 91 cm wide, 1 m high 

Publications 

Petrie and Mackay 1915, 16, description of joints of the coffin; 
p.17, the description of the burial; Pl.XVI, the register sheet; 
Pl.XIX, 17, XX, the headrest; Pl. XXIII, joints of the coffin;  
Picton and Pridden 2008, 214-5, photos and the tomb card 

Archival material Tomb card recorded by Mackay; 
Photographs: PMAN3788, looking from the east 

Museum collection  

 

The tomb card of No. 218 records that the burial was not disturbed after the 

interment. The body was placed in the coffin, and its bones were in a heap when 

the coffin was opened. The headrest lay between the skull and the rest of the 

skeleton. It had one leg, and its surface was covered with stucco and painted 

yellow. Under the body and the headrest, there was a linen pad. The coffin was 

made of several pieces of wood. Its inside surface was stuccoed and painted 

white while the outside was stuccoed and painted yellow like the headrest. On 

the eastern side, close to the north end, there were two eyes painted in black. 

The lid was loose, with battens at two ends (Fig. 82). 

 
Fig. 82 The coffin and body in No. 218 (PMAN3788) 

1: eyes on the coffin; 2: the headrest; 3: ribs and femurs; 4: white stucco in the coffin 
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There was no intention to display the body or headrest in the shaft. The strange 

positions of the bones could support this argument. The heap of bones was 

probably not the result of plundering but of decomposition. When the coffin was 

lowered vertically into the pit, the body inside would have collapsed and shifted 

to the middle of the coffin. Then, during the decomposition process, bones would 

shift further. It is likely that the headrest in No. 218 was initially behind or under 

the skull. After the body collapsed in the coffin, it shifted to a position between the 

torso and head. Then the skull rolled down after decomposition, but the headrest 

remained between the skull and the rest of the bones of the torso. The shifted 

body in the coffin indicates that people did not reopen the coffin after it had been 

placed in the recess. 

 

People spent effort on the appearance of the headrest, body and coffin, indicating 

that they might intend to display them in a laying-out ritual before the final 

interment. The coffin was stuccoed and painted in two colours. The headrest was 

also painted yellow like the outside surface of the coffin. Perhaps people treated 

them as a set in a display and painted them in the same colour. The white stucco 

inside the coffin and linen pad under the body would have provided a clear 

background for the body. If the headrest was placed under the head, then people 

probably intended to display the man in the coffin as sleeping. The outside 

surface of the coffin was painted yellow and stuccoed. This preparation could 

cover gaps between wooden pieces and made the coffin presentable in a display. 

Like the coffin from No. 217, there were two eyes painted on the coffin. They 

suggest a possible offering ritual in which objects were placed on the east of the 

coffin.  

 

The body and headrest were not visible to people standing at the graveside. The 
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coffin was only visible to those standing on the east side of the burial. As shown 

in the photograph, the small opening and depth of the shaft created a dim space, 

and therefore, the coffin was not easy to see. When laid in the house the body 

was visible to those who cleaned the body. It would also be visible to people in a 

laying-out ritual at the house and/or on the way to the burial place. The body and 

headrest would be visible until people closed the coffin, secured its lid with ropes 

and transported it to the burial place. 

 
Table 67 Visibility of body and objects from No. 218 in the funerary ritual 

 House To the cemetery Cemetery 

 
Before 
closing 
coffins 

After 
closing 
coffins 

Before 
closing 

coffins (?) 

After 
closing 

coffins (?) 

Before the 
filling of 

shafts/pits 

After the filling 
of shafts/pits 

Body Visible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Headrest Visible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible Invisible 

Coffin Visible Visible Visible Visible Partially 
Visible Invisible 

5.2.3. Conclusion of case studies 

The 12 cases above cover a wide range of ways in which people deposited and 

displayed grave goods at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third millennium. I have 

also explored possible reasons for why people carried out different actions in 

funerary rituals. More importantly, from my observations, I have considered 

possible visual experiences people created with grave goods during the funerary 

rituals. Also, I have focus on the questions of when and where grave goods were 

visible to people. This conclusion aims to summarise what has been learnt so far 

from these cases to provide material for the discussion in the following chapter.  
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In general, burial No. 240 from 2600 BC represents the watershed in this 

collective case study. Before No. 240, we can see a great variety of objects in 

burials, including ceramic vessels, stone vessels, and palettes. After this point, 

we find no longer these objects. Instead, we find that headrests became almost 

the only item in a burial other than the body itself and its linen wrapping. More 

importantly, we see a dramatic change in the visibility of objects in burials right 

before the final interment. Before 2600 BC, bodies and objects were visible within 

the pit grave, but from this point, objects were no longer visible to people once 

they were placed in the grave.  

 

Observations of these cases reveal that the archaeological evidence from burials 

before and after 2600 BC reflects different intentions in composing displays of 

grave goods in the funerary rituals. Before 2600 BC, people showed a greater 

tendency to display grave goods in the final interment. First, grave goods were 

not placed randomly. Their positions follow the general rules revealed in the 

Regression analysis. Stone and ceramic vessels in Case 1 and 2 followed this 

rule. Cases 3 to 5 show that even when people introduced less frequent objects 

such as the coffin (Case 4) and pieces of meat (Case 5), these objects also 

followed the rules in the composition of displays.  

 

Second, architectural structures in burials, such as walls and chambers, did not 

hinder the visibility of grave goods in the pits. On the contrary, they were also part 

of a grand display that affected the distribution of different types of objects in the 

display and helped people to compose an image with certain meanings. In Case 

2, people built a miniature building with a central house and a little “chapel”. Types 

of vessels inside and outside this building were different. Ceramics vessels in 

different chambers of the multi-chamber building within the pit from Case 6 were 

of different combinations. Moreover, there was a trace of elaboration of these 
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structure for display, as shown by the plastered wall from Case 6. 

 

However, in all cases from the time before 2600 BC, there was little evidence to 

allow us to estimate whether people had the intention to display objects and the 

body before the final interment. There were only a few items that suggest a 

possible laying-out ritual that displayed the body. The well-made coffin in Case 4 

was probably used for display since people had made some effort in dressing its 

surface with thin wooden planks. Another item is the “sleeping mat” from Case 5, 

which was probably used for laying out the body in the house. However, even 

though these possible purposes are plausible, we still cannot estimate whether 

objects from burials were displayed with them and their bodies in the possible 

laying-out ritual. However, we should also consider that the visibility of these 

objects could vary at particular moments, such as during a ritual in one place, 

and over the course of a longer duration, such as the transport of bodies and 

objects to the burial place.  

 

After 2600 BC, people had almost no intention of displaying objects and body 

during the final interment. The burial was a place for disposing of the body and 

the coffin (Näser 2003, 658), instead of a place for composing displays. Three 

phenomena support this conclusion. First, people did not render the objects and 

bodies visible after placing them in the pit. The four untouched knots from Case 

9 and the body collapsed within the coffin from Case 12 provide direct evidence 

which suggests that people did not reopen the coffin to check the body and the 

headrests within after they had placed the coffin or basket in the burial. More 

importantly, people did not even pay much attention to the appearance of the only 

visible object in the pit: the coffin. As Cases 9 and 10 have shown, people seemed 

not to care whether the basket was in the centre of the pit, or whether the entire 

coffin was visible in the pit. Finally, unlike architectural structures before 2600 BC, 
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burial architecture in this period hindered people from viewing the objects in the 

burials. The underground chamber and staircase in Case 7 rendered the coffin 

invisible to people standing above ground; the deep shaft with a tiny opening from 

Cases 11 and 12 let so little light into the shaft that the view of the coffin was 

obscured. Also, people did not dress these structures for a better look in a display. 

The unplastered brick walls from Case 8 formed a contrast to the plastered walls 

in Case 6. 

 

However, several phenomena suggested that people probably had the intention 

of providing a display of the body and objects before the body reached the burial 

place. First, objects and body were arranged in the coffin. As seen in Case 9 and 

10, the body and headrest possibility formed an image of a sleeping person. 

Headrests were always found behind the head to imitate the position of headrests 

when people slept. Since coffins were not reopened after being lowered into the 

pit, therefore, we can be sure that this display was composed before the final 

interment, and the coffin was like a time capsule that preserved this display. 

Second, people made the effort to make the body and the interiors of the coffin 

presentable. Although what may be considered as “presentable” varies according 

to different cultures, clearly, in some cases, people tried to alter the visual image 

of the body and the interior of the coffin. In Case 240, the limbs of the dead were 

wrapped separately to preserve the shape of the body. The interiors of the coffins 

from Case 8-12 were plastered, sometimes painted white. Linen was placed 

under the body to provide a tidy background. 

 

Finally, people spent much effort in making and decorating coffins, probably 

because they were an important part of the display. In Cases 11 and 12, we saw 

that people made the coffin with good-quality wood, covered it with stucco and 

painted it. These coffins form a strong contrast to coffins before 2600 BC, which 
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were made with many pieces of wood and received no decoration on the outside. 

By 2100 BC, we see painted eyes appearing on the east face of the coffin, as in 

Case 11 and 12. These eyes were aligned to the face of the dead and suggest 

possible offering ritual in which coffin was at the centre. Moreover, there could be 

other objects, such as ceramic vessels, stone vessels and meat, presented and 

displayed during this offering ritual. However, they were not deposited with the 

coffin in the grave. 

 

Apart from differences in intentions to compose displays, the moments when 

bodies and objects were visible were also different (Fig. 83). The figures 

summarise the possible scenarios provided by the cases and illustrate typical 

patterns of visibility during the process of the rituals. For each period, the figures 

offer two possible distributions. Before 2600 BC, bodies, objects and coffins were 

visible at the burial place. After 2600 BC, bodies and objects were no longer 

visible at the burial place. The moment when they were visible shifted forward in 

time; in terms of space, these visible moments shifted away from the burial place. 

The visible moments for coffins, however, expanded dramatically after 2600 BC. 

Interestingly, this expansion coincides with the increased efforts people expended 

on coffins after 2600 BC.   

 

Actions during the final interment were also different before and after 2600 BC. 

Before 2600 BC, there seems to have been space for at least one person to 

descend to the bottom of the pit and arrange the objects. He/she usually took 

objects passed from the ground above the head. When pits were shallow, he/she 

could fetch objects from the edge of the pit. People standing by the graveside 

probably crouched toward the pit to pass objects to the person in the pit. After 

2600 BC, people’s actions served to place the coffin into the pit. In Cases 8 and 

9, these actions probably including dragging. Coffins from Case 7,11 and 12 
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required complex actions, skills and help of the ropes. These actions probably 

included pulling on ropes, climbing and pushing the coffin into the recess. 

 

So far, this section has exhausted the information from the case studies and 

illustrated the trajectory of changes in grave goods, their visibility, and people’s 

actions in funerary rituals at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the third millennium BC. 

Now it is time to move to burials from other sites during this period and test what 

we have learnt so far from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar against burials from different 

regions and other local traditions in ancient Egypt. Also, by combining knowledge 

from case studies and the explanatory theory behind this study, we are going to 

approach the answer to the ultimate question: why did grave goods change in 

Egypt during the third millennium BC? 
  



 
 

262 

 
Fig. 83 Distribution of visibility of bodies, objects and coffins in the process of funerary rituals at 

Tarkahn-Kafr Ammar from ca.3100 to 2100 BC 
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Chapter 6  

Understanding changes in grave goods 
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This chapter discusses results from the quantitative analyses and case studies in 

Chapter 5, and tests them against information from other sites of Egypt. Then this 

chapter combines information from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and other parts of Egypt 

with the explanatory theory in Chapter 2, to inform discussion that addresses the 

question: why did grave goods change in Egypt during the third millennium BC? 

This discussion traces how changes in the visibility of objects and practices 

caused changes in embodied dispositions, how new dispositions shaped 

changes in funeral practices of object placement, and finally, how these 

developments resulted in the alteration of grave goods that archaeologists 

observe today. 

 

The discussion is in two parts. The first looks at evidence from other sites in Egypt 

to see whether the case studies at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar revealed in Chapter 5 

could apply to other parts of Egypt. It also explores unique phenomena from each 

site and discusses their possible reasons and connections with what we have 

learned at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Methodologically, this part is a multiple 

observation (Adler and Adler 2005, 381) that serves to test the validity of results 

from the case study, as one site in Egypt, against observations from other similar 

sites. The section will address the issue of who might have lived at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar during the third millennium BC and the nature of their settlements. Then, 

it will consider sites that shared similarities with Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in terms of 

people living there and their settlements.  

 

The second part addresses two issues that can deepen our understanding of the 

processes of change in grave goods. First, there are the roles played by 

improvisation and external conditions in changes of dispositions and their 

relationship with dispositions. Second, the separation of stone and ceramic 

vessels during Naqada III to 2600 BC highlights dispositions that remained 
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unchanged from the Predynastic period. Finally, the last three sections will extend 

our understanding of changes in grave goods to cemeteries of the royal court to 

see whether what we have learned from provincial cemeteries can provide a 

degree of generalisation across different social classes. Also, we are going to 

reflect on the funerary practices during the Old Kingdom based on our knowledge 

of changes in the schema of ritual, and lastly, we will return to the theories and 

studies that have inspired this PhD research and will initiate a discourse with them. 

6.1. People at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

The large quantity of data deriving from Predynastic cemeteries closely related in 

time to the formation of the first state in Egypt, has attracted several scholars to 

focus on the people of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Egyptologists influenced by 

Processual archaeological approaches carried out statistical analyses of grave 

goods and tried to reveal the social structure of the society (or possibly societies) 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar from Naqada IIIA2 to IIIC2 (Ellis 1992, 1996; Wilkinson 

1996). Others observed various phenomena, such as imported material, rich child 

burials and energy-consuming tomb structures to suggest the existence of a 

hierarchical society (Grajetzki 2004; Mawdsley 2012). Scholars paid little 

attention to people living here after Naqada IIIC2. This situation is probably 

caused by the scarce material from burials and the relatively less detailed 

publication of burials, in comparison with Tarkhan I and Tarkhan II, which were 

dedicated solely to burials of the Predynastic period. This section will refer to the 

previous studies in the society of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar during the predynastic 

period. As for the society after Naqada IIIC2, this section will look into the limited 

material from burials and drew a cautious conclusion. 

6.1.1. Naqada IIIA2 to C2 

People came and settled at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar area during a period when 
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cultures in the Nile valley were experiencing complex changes that would finally 

lead to a united early state. To the south of the site, as Stevenson has argued, a 

group of people from Upper Egypt had founded a settlement at Gerzeh in Naqada 

IIC (Stevenson 2009). Settlements with similar material culture were also founded 

at Abusir el Meleq (Möllers and Sharff 1926) and Harageh (Engelbach and Gunn 

1923). The Nile Delta during this time has yielded Naqada material at Buto and a 

series of sites along the former Tanitic branch of the Nile (for example, Kom el-

Khilgan, Tell Ibrahim Awad and Tell el Farkha) and Waid Tumilat (Kafr Hassan 

Dawood) (von der Way 1992; Buchez and Midant-Reynes 2007; Ciałowicz 2016). 

These mixtures of Upper Egyptian and Lower Egyptian material indicate that 

cultures from the north and south started to assimilate each other. By Naqada 

IIIA2, people had abandoned Gerzeh for over 50 years. A group possibily from 

Abusir el Meleq, migrated to Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar probably for building a new 

urban centre (Mawdsley 2012, 336-7). At the same time, Helwan cemeteries 

emerged (Köhler 2004, 307). Together, these local changes indicate a shifting of 

the centre of Upper Egyptian settlements in northern Egypt from Fayum to 

Memphis. Occupations at Buto and other sites in the northeastern Delta 

continued, showing an even stronger trace of interaction between these areas 

with Upper Egypt (Ciałowicz 2016).  

 

During Naqada IIIB, Tarkhan was one of many developing settlements around the 

Memphis area: cemeteries at Tura, Giza, Zawyet el Aryan and Abu Rawash 

suggest that new settlements were founded (Hendrickx and van den Brink 2002). 

Next, during Naqada IIIC1, Tarkhan and other settlements around the Memphis 

area continued to develop. Large mastabas appeared in Saqqara (Jeffreys and 

Tavares 1994). The number of burials in the cemetery at Tell el Farkha 

(Debowska-Ludwin 2012, 53) and Kafr Hassan Dawood (Rowland 2014, 270) in 

the Delta also increased. The development of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar probably 
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reached its zenith during Naqada IIIC2 when large mastabas appeared on its 

western cliff. However, the cemeteries were abandoned after Naqada IIIC2. 

Wilkinson and Grajetzki argue that people probably moved to Memphis 

(Wilkinson 1996, 73; Grajetzki 2004, 11). This possibility is supported by the 

continuous development of the Helwan cemeteries after the abandonment of 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. 

 

Despite the drawbacks of a Processual approach to analysing social structure, 

previous studies had reached an agreement that the people who lived at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar did not share equal wealth or power (Ellis 1992, 1996; Wilkinson 

1996). Mawdsley applied models from Tainter (1978) and Brown (1981) and 

treated precious material and complex tomb structures as signs of social 

differentiation. She argued that Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar was “the largest and most 

complex urban centre” in the Memphite-Fayum region during Naqada IIIA2 

(Mawdsley 2012, 347). Perhaps it is too early to suppose the exact nature of 

settlements during the Predynastic period, but the sheer size of the cemeteries 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar indicates its relative larger population in comparison with 

the rest of sites from the Delta to Fayum. The size of this population would 

suggest Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar to be one of the major settlements in this area that 

experienced continuous expansion since Naqada IIIA2.  
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Fig. 84 Numbers of burials in key sites from the Nile Delta to Fayum region (Naqada IIC-IIID) 

(Based on Hendrickx and van den Brink 2002) 
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6.1.2. After Naqada IIIC2 

Cemeteries offer very limited information for us to understand what happened to 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar after Naqada IIIC2. Around 2600 BC, burials started to 

reappear at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, but the sizes of its cemeteries shrunk 

considerably in comparison with Predynastic cemeteries and were limited to 

several hills on the west bank. There were only two burials with staircases and 

underground chambers that could be dated to this period (No. 240, in Case 7 and 

No. 545), so we cannot estimate how many people were living around the area. 

But these burials required a considerable amount of labour, and much effort was 

spent on elaborate funerary practices for a single person (as shown in Case 7). 

From these signs, we can propose that, during this period, people were living 

around this area. Their number was sufficient to construct a large building, and 

among them, one or two individuals enjoyed higher social status.  

 

Discussion of the chronological background of the site shows that after 2600 BC, 

most of the burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar belong to the 6th Dynasty (Fig. 15). 

Therefore, it is likely that a relatively large population, compared with the previous 

500 years, appeared during the 6th Dynasty. However, only 58 burials appeared 

over 160 years, so if we assumed a mortality rate as 35.2 (Ucko 1967), then only 

around 10 people lived in this area (for the method of calculation see Mortensen 

1991, 28). The number is far too small even for a village. One possible reason for 

this situation is that archaeologists missed a larger number of burials because 

they were not preserved or did not contain any diagnostic artefacts, or any 

artefacts at all. As the introduction in Chapter 1 has mentioned, early 

archaeologists did not pay much attention to burials from the Old Kingdom 

because they contained few objects for museum collections. Another possible 

reason is that many people were buried close to the area of cultivation, so their 

burials did not survive. Fortunately, two of these residents at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, 
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wDb.t and Spss, left their names and titles on their coffins, and their titles and the 

objects made for their burial suggest the existence of some local potentates.  

 

 

 
Fig. 85 Parts of inscriptions from coffins of wDb.t and Spss  

(Petrie and Mackay 1915, Pl, XIV, XV) 

 

The woman wDb.t bore the title rxt njsw.t, which, in most cases, shows a close 

relation to the king, probably as a title for displaying ranks and prestige. Spss held 

several titles, not all attested elsewhere. His first title, Xrj-tp njsw.t pr-aA has been 

translated as Chamberlain of the king (Gunn 1941, 144-5), but recent discussion 

has preferred to translate it as “assistant”, an official title for institutions in the 

central administration (Papazian 2013, 45). His last title, Xry Hbt is related to ritual 

performance, as the term indicates knowledge of the rituals (Forshaw 2014, 83-

114,139). His other titles are not attested elsewhere. Spss held two titles about 

xntj-S land: jmj-ra st xntj-S pr aA and sHD xntj-S pr-aA. Similar titles such as jmj-ra xntj-S 

pr aA and xntj-S pr aA existed during the Old Kingdom from the mid-5th Dynasty 

(Jones 2000, 241; Murray 1908, Pl. XX, Ward 1982, 40, 41). According to the 

administrative papyri, the title xntj-S pr Aa was given to low-level priests who were 

in charge of offerings in the funerary temple. The bearers usually held a patch of 

state land and became a “tenant official” (Papazian 2013, 52). Local potentates 

were also incorporated into the central administration as priests and were also 

designated as xntj-S pr Aa (García 2013, 138, n.180). However, these men did not 
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necessarily control the administration of provinces (Martin-Pardey 1976, 142). 

Spss probably worked as an assistant in temples and held a piece of land. He 

probably also took care of cemeteries as he was also called “the overseer of the 

western desert (?) (jmj-rA smt jmnt)”. In view of the lack of parallels, he might claim 

these titles for himself.  

 

The titles and the objects with the body of Spss suggest that people at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar formed a small settlement with some influential figures at the local 

level. Moreover, these people who lived in a settlement peripheral to Memphis 

were trying to imitate the culture of the royal court. In comparison with people 

buried around Giza and Saqqara, Spss played a minor role in relation to the central 

administration, and his influence was probably limited to the small local 

settlement. However, his funeral displayed not only his coffin with names and 

titles, but also a headrest with similar inscriptions. Perhaps he indeed enjoyed  

high status in this small local community. Moreover, the inscriptions of wDb.t and 

Spss were written without a base-line or frame, and were painted in black pigment 

with schematic forms of signs, indicating that the persons responsible were 

learning how to draft and execute a formal inscription in the manner attested at 

the contemporary Memphite court cemeteries. Alternatively, it showed possible 

intentions of these local potentates to imitate people from higher levels in the 

social hierarchy to display their own influence in the local community.  

6.1.3. Conclusion 

The previous two sections have showed that people who lived at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar inhabited different sizes of settlements through time. From its founding 

around Naqada IIIA2 to its absence from the map after IIIC2, settlements at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar kept expanding and became just some of many thriving 

settlements from the Delta to Fayum during the early third millennium BC. 
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Settlements during this period supported a considerable population, and the 

social structures probably underwent a significant degree of differentiation. After 

Naqada IIIC2, people probably moved to Memphis in the north. Later, around 

2600 BC, a new settlement may have been established here, but its size was 

smaller than its Predynastic predecessors. The population could support a 

construction project to finish large burials for certain influential local figures. 

Towards 2100 BC, there were also small settlements in this area, whose lands 

may have belonged to the central state. The local potentates who held patches 

of state land were probably influential at the level of these settlements.  

 

Therefore, the choice of other sites for multiple observation in the next section 

should focus on cemeteries for people from the local regions, instead of 

cemeteries for court members and high officials at Giza and Saqqara. Cemeteries 

from provincial regions in Upper Egypt such as Qau and Badari and Naga ed Deir 

covered most of the third millennium and therefore are suitable for discussion. 

Smaller cemeteries from the late third millennium at Harageh also fit the criteria, 

since they resemble sizes and material culture of cemeteries at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar at the same time. Finally, since Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar was abandoned 

after Naqada IIIC2, the material culture in the case study in the last chapter did 

not extended to the immediately following phase of Naqada IIID. In order to 

discuss continuous changes in grave goods and their visibility in the third 

millennium, we also need to look at burials from Naqada IIID at Helwan. 
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6.2. Changes in grave goods in other parts of Egypt 

6.2.1. Helwan 

The cemeteries at Helwan lie 35 km northeast of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, stretching 

from north to south on the eastern bank of the Nile. Across the Nile lies Saqqara. 

The earliest part of the Helwan cemetery dates from Naqada IIIA2, but most of 

the burials are generally dated between 3100 and 2700 BC (Köhler 2004, 307; 

Köhler and Birrell 2005, 2). Therefore, Helwan preserves burials from the Naqada 

IIID period, which is absent at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The material for the Helwan 

burials derives from two excavations: one led by Egyptian archaeologist Saad 

from 1942 to 1954 (Saad 1947; Saad 1951; Saad and Autry 1969); the second 

one by Köhler between 1998 and 2004 (Köhler and Birrell 2005; Köhler and Jones 

2009; Köhler et al. 2014; Köhler el al. 2017). Saad only published a small 

proportion of the burials, but his report provideds photographs for us to observe 

the positions of objects in graves. Köhler re-examined parts of Helwan excavated 

by Saad. Her reports are detailed, providing a sound basis for looking into the 

grave goods, the bodies and their visibility. 

 

The observation of burials from Helwan reveales phenomena that we have seen 

in the previous collective case study. First, there was an intention to display grave 

goods, indicated by patterns in positions of objects and efforts to dress the 

bottoms of pits with wooden planks. Second, in the burials with staircases and 

underground chambers, objects and bodies were placed in the coffin while the 

rest of the chamber remained empty, indicating that the display probably took 

place before the final interment. More importantly, there were new phenomena 

not seen at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. First, there were burials with open pits and 

staircases which were earlier than burials with underground chambers and 

staircases. Finds in these burials suggest that people still intended to display 
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objects and bodies during Naqada IIID. Second, in the burials with underground 

chambers, stone and metal vessels were separated from ceramic vessels. Third, 

from the burials with underground chambers there were dummy vessels of stone 

and stone slabs with inscriptions. All of these suggest that people probably carried 

out certain rituals after they had sealed the chamber. 

 

Burials at Helwan show possible intentions to display grave goods and the body. 

Objects were not randomly scattered but placed in different positions according 

to the types of object. Like Case 6 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, walls and small 

chambers were also part of the display, and objects in these chambers were 

different from those close to the body. The undisturbed 471 5H offers us an 

example (Saad 1947, 40-1, Pl. LV, LVI, LVII, see Fig. 86). The burial can be dated 

to Late Naqada IIIC2 according to the long ceramic vessels (Pl. LXXI, type 3). In 

small chambers on the south, there were only ceramic vessels and a pottery 

model of silos. The chambers in the middle were almost exclusively occupied by 

stone vessels. Stacks of stone dishes and jars were placed above the head (P1, 

2, 3 in Fig. 23). Smaller stone jars were placed in front of the face (P5). In front 

of the chest (P7), there were small objects such as a bronze piercer, beads and 

a fishhook. Two large pottery jars were placed below legs in the corner (P13 and 

15). Positions of objects indicate that people separated the large vessels from 

small objects, probably to prevent the view of the smaller objects from being 

blocked by bigger vessels. The separation between ceramic and stone vases also 

conforms with results of the Regression analysis. 
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Fig. 86 Bodies and objects in Burial 471 5H at Helwan 

(Saad 1951, Pl. LIV) 

 

Some burials in pits from Late Naqada IIIC to D have preserved coffins similar to 

Case 5. These coffins are more like a wooden frame that encircled the body and 

objects (Saad 1951, 31-32, Pl.XXXII, 34-35, Pl.XL, XLI, XLII; Köhler el al. 2017, 

243, 249-51,257-61, 301-5, Pl.41-2, 333-347; Köhler et al. 2014, 37-8). The wood 

frame or coffin in burial 722 H.5 is a good example. Saad found that the coffin 

occupied the entire pit. Moreover, the bottom of the pit was also covered with 

wooden planks (Saad 1951, 38-39, Pl.LI, LII, LIII). The wooden frame suggests 

that people possibly intended to display objects and the body within the pit. 

Wooden planks on the sides of the pit could prevent sand from falling in; the 

wooden “floor” provided the display with an even bottom. In terms of the visual 
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experience, the wooden planks framed the display in the pit tidily. Planks on the 

bottom of the pit also offered a clean background.  

 

Burials with a staircase and underground chamber are dated to Naqada IIID, and 

their structure resembles Case 7 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. In some of these burials, 

there were traces of coffins, indicating that the body was placed within the coffin 

(Saad 1951, 27-28, Fig. 9, Plan 14, Pl.XXVII, Köhler et al. 2014, 139-56, Pl.14-

21, 215-224, Pl. 39-41, 233-242, Pl. 44-48, 327-35, Pl. 69-70; Köhler el al. 2017, 

267-88, 385-91). However, due to tomb robbery, original positions of objects and 

body have been lost to archaeologists, and we cannot tell whether objects were 

enclosed in the coffin or placed outside it. Saad records one intact example, 68 

H.5 (Saad 1951, 27-28, Fig. 9, Plan 14, Pl. XXVII). The body was placed in the 

coffin. Close to the head, there were three small alabaster vases. Bracelets were 

found close to the hand, and four stone dummy vessels were found close to the 

pelvis. The proximity of objects to the body suggests that they were possibly 

enclosed with the body in the coffin. Outside the coffin, there were no objects. 

People probably intended to display the body and objects within the coffin, 

because the positions of the objects conform mostly with the rules indentified 

from the Regression analysis. There could be a laying-out ritual that presented 

this display before the final interment, similar to Case 7 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. 

 

 
Fig. 87 Bodies and objects in 68 H5 from Helwan 

(Saad 1951, Fig. 9, Plan 14, Pl. XXVII) 
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One type of burial was absent at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar because it appeared after 

Naqada IIIC2, when Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar was abandoned and was replaced by 

burials with an underground chamber before 2600 BC, when burials reappeared 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. This kind of burial had a staircase that allowed people to 

descend into the pit. The pit was divided into several antechambers close the 

entrance of a larger chamber for burials (Saad 1947, 107-8, Pl. XXXVI, 107, 

Pl.XXXVI, 355 H.4, 385 H.4, 407 H.4, 426 H.4, 653 H.4; Saad 1951, 12-19, plan 

12, Pl.XV, XVI, XVII, XVIII; Köhler and Birrell 2005,20-9). Köhler dates this type 

of burial roughly to Naqada IIIC to D. Hence, many of them were contemporary 

with or later than burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, but earlier than No. 240 in Case 

7. Almost all of the burials of this type were seriously disturbed. Hence, we cannot 

tell the original positions of bodies and objects. However, other signs suggest a 

probable intention to compose a grand display of objects. 40 H.3, reexamined by 

Köhler as 1/1, is taken as an example here (Köhler and Birrell 2005,20-9, see Fig. 

88). In this burial, the bottom of the pit is visible in the photograph (Fig. 89). 

Therefore, objects and the body placed in the bottom can be seen clearly. Being 

visible does not necessarily mean that the pit was built for display, as shown in 

Cases 9 and 10 in the previous chapter. However, the stone slabs that dressed 

the entire pit suggests that people made much effort to provide the display with a 

tidy and grand background. The slabs also prevented the earth of the walls from 

falling onto the display. Stone slabs were also used to construct antechambers, 

providing them with smooth walls. Such preparation of the architectural structure 

of the burials reminds people of the plastered wall from Case 6. 
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Fig. 88 Structure of 1/1 (40 H3) at Helwan 

(Köhler and Birrell 2005, Pl. 13) 
 

 
Fig. 89 1/1 looking from the south  

Note the tidy background provided by stone slabs in the pit and clear view to the bottom of the pit 
(Köhler and Birrell 2005, Pl. 57, 1) 
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In burials with underground chambers, stone vessels and ceramic vessels tended 

to cluster in different places and were separated almost entirely from each other. 

This pattern is absent in similar burials (as Case 7) because first, all of them had 

only one chamber and second, ceramic vessels were absent within them. At 

Helwan, however, some burials had multiple chambers underground, and 

ceramic vessels were placed in them. Two examples are 4/19 and 4/94, both 

dated to Naqada III D (Köhler et al. 2014, 238; Köhler el al. 2017, 279). 4/19 was 

disturbed by robbery, but objects were not far away from their original positions. 

The body was placed in a little wing or recess on the west of the chamber, and 

almost all the stone vessels were close the body and the entrance in the north. 

Four ceramic jars were found in the south. In 4/94, stone vessels were also put 

close to the body in chamber D. Ceramic vessels clustered in chambers A, B and 

C.  

 

Positions of different vessels in 4/94 strongly suggest that people put some stone 

vessels with the body in the coffin for a display before the final interment. Other 

stone vessels were then placed in the chamber with the coffin. After that, people 

put pottery vessels in the chamber. This order is similar to what we found in Case 

4 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, where stone vessels were placed first. Perhaps stone 

vessels were prioritised in rituals, so people put them first into the burial. Pottery 

vessels did not accompany the body in the coffin for two possible reasons. First, 

they were too big and would block the view of the stone vessels in the display. 

Second, the content of pottery jars (probably wine or cereal) were related less to 

the bodily practice involving dressing than to what was inside the stone vessels 

(such as fragrant fat). 
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Fig. 90 Underground chamber in 4/19 at Helwan  

(S stands for stone and P stands for pottery, Köhler et al. 2014, 238) 

 
Fig.91 Underground chamber in 4/94 at Helwan  

(S stands for stone and P stands for pottery, Köhler el al. 2017, 279, Fig. 78) 
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Two kinds of objects at Helwan were almost absent from our case study at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Crude cylindrical limestone vessels, with a very small 

capacity, were found exclusively in burials with staircases and underground 

chambers (Köhler et al. 2014, 337-8, Pl.71-2, 215-224, Pl. 39-41, 233-42, Pl. 44-

48; Köhler el al. 2017, 217, 363-80, Pl. 54-61, 385-91). The case study at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar covered only one such vessel (Case 7). These vessels were 

named “dummy vessels” by Köhler because they are crude imitation of finely 

made stone vessels (See Fig. 92). Dummy vessels were mixed with other stone 

vessels, indicating that people treated them as regular stone vessels. However, 

dummy vessels only imitated the shapes of larger stone vessels. In other words, 

they were purposely made to create the same visual experience created by larger 

stone vessels. Therefore, the dummy vessels also suggest an intention to 

compose a display in the rituals, as in Case 7.  

 

 
Fig.92 “Dummy vessels” in 4/94, antechamber, close to the entrance 

(Köhler el al. 2017, Plate 58, B) 
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Another type of object absent from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is the stone slab 

inscribed with images and hieroglyphic texts (See Fig. 93). Inscribed slabs found 

at Helwan can be roughly dated from the mid-late 1st Dynasty to the early Old 

Kingdom, yet the majority of them were made during the 2nd Dynasty (Saad 1957; 

Köhler and Jones 2009). They were probably inserted into the wall of the 

superstructure of the burial, atop the recess (See Fig. 94). Stone slabs usually 

bear an image of the sitting dead receiving an offering. Along with the image, 

there are also names and titles of the dead. Stone slabs of this kind were plausibly 

meant to be seen; they record and preserve the identity and social status of the 

dead, and evoked the social memory of the dead. The memory created by images 

from the display of objects was gradually replaced by memory preserved and 

constantly evoked above ground (following Halsall 2010, 224). Alternatively, 

stone slabs could be understood as an innovation that responded to the absence 

of display of objects during the final interment.  

 

 
Fig. 93 An example of stone slab from Helwan 

 (EM99-19, Köhler and Jones 2009, 161) 
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Fig. 94 Possible reconstruction of position of stone slabs from Helwan 

(Köhler and Jones 2009, 90, Fig. 30) 

6.2.2. Harageh 

The cemeteries of Harageh lie about 40 km south of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The 

site is close to the mouth of the Fayum Oasis. Cemeteries were located on the 

edges of a long desert hill surrounded by area of cultivation. The earliest burials 

at Harageh date back to Naqada IIC (Hendrickx 2006, 78). Moving into the third 

millennium, Harageh preserved burials from the Late Old Kingdom to the early 

Middle Kingdom. However, the exact upper limit in time is unknown (Seidlmayer 

1990, 395). Reginald Engelbach and Battiscombe Gunn led an excavation of the 

site in the winter of 1913 to 1914, and their report (Engelbach and Gunn 1923) is 

the primary source of information for observation and discussion. However, 

almost all the burials were published in the register sheet without line drawings 

or photographs. The tomb cards from the excavation record the positions of 

objects in sketches, but most of them are from Naqada IIC, thus outside of the 

scope of this study. Therefore, the observation is based on descriptions, and its 

conclusions remain open to other possibilities.  
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Burials at Harageh show a strong connection with those at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

in the objects, particularly the headrests (see Table 16). Burials from both sites 

also share some similar burial practices and tomb structures towards 2100 BC. 

First, at Harageh, there were burials in both pits and shafts with recesses. The 

only difference was that the shape of shafts here was rectangular while many at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar were square. Second, people also used wooden coffins, 

and, in one burial (No. 173, see Engelbach and Gunn 1923, Pl. VIII, No.1, LVI, 

LXV No.4, LXXIV No.1), the coffin was also painted with eyes as in Case 11 and 

12. Lastly, headrests very similar to those found at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar were 

found here. However, without line drawings and photographs of the burials, we 

cannot tell whether headrests were also placed in the coffin behind the head, as 

we have seen at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. There was also one difference. Unlike at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, where ceramic vessels were almost absent from burials 

during the late third millennium BC, more than half of the burials at Harageh 

contained ceramic vessels (Table 67). 

 
Table 67 Number and percentage of burial with and without ceramic at Harageh 

 Number Percentage 

Burials containing ceramic 66 64.7% 

Burials without ceramic 36 35.2% 

 

Like burials at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, headrests were found in both pits, like Cases 

9 and 10 (No. 173 and 174) and recesses under the deep shaft, as in Cases 11 

and 12 (No. 63, No.89, No.100 and No.101). Positions of these headrests were 

not recorded, so we have little idea whether they were placed in the coffin, or 

whether they were placed behind the head. However, we can still see the same 

phenomenon in Cases 9 and 10 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in Nos. 173 and 174. 

Even though their shallow pits (the pit in No. 173 was 1.14 m and the pit in No. 

174 was only 50 cm deep, see Engelbach and Gunn 1923, Pl. LVI) were suitable 
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for displaying objects, people did not place in them anything other than coffins 

and headrests. Therefore, they probably had no intention of composing a display 

of headrest and body in the pit. However, as noted above, the coffin from No.173 

shows the efforts made to decorate the coffin as in Cases 11 and 12 at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar; the coffin was painted with two eyes and the name of the dead is 

written in hieratic, read by Battiscombe Gunn as jmabim (Engelbach and Gunn 

1923, 25, Pl. LXV No.4, LXXIV No.1, see Fig. 95). The painted eyes suggest an 

offering ritual at some point before the final interment, in which objects were 

probably laid with the coffin. 

 

 
Fig. 95 Painted eyes on the coffin from No. 173 

 

Because there are no line drawings or photographs of burials at Harageh, we 

have very limited information as to whether ceramic vessels were placed in the 

coffin or somewhere else. The only exception, No. 809, offers us some insight 

into the placement of objects other than headrests because Engelbach published 

a photograph of it, though without any comments on it (Engelbach and Gunn 1923, 

Pl. VI, 7, See Fig. 96). The burial is a shallow pit and within it lies a rectangular 

coffin made of pottery. Remains of a child were found inside the coffin. Close to 

the chest, there was probably a bowl made of stone or ceramic. People may then 

have composed a display of the body and the bowl in the coffin for a laying-out 

ritual before the final interment. The position of the bowl, close to the chest and 

arms, suggests that people intended to show that the child was holding the bowl. 
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Fig. 96 No. 809 at Harageh 

(Engelbach and Gunn 1923, Pl. VI, 7) 

6.2.3. Qau and Badari 

Qau and Badari lie about 310 km south of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The cemeteries 

spread along the desert bay on the east bank of the Nile. Badari refers to a sand 

bay with multiple spurs, while the Qau district lies to its south. Qau contains 

multiple cemeteries dated from Naqada IIIA2 to the time of Senusret I during the 

Middle Kingdom. The major excavations and publications of burials from the third 

millennium BC were carried out by Petrie and Brunton from 1923 to 1925. The 

observations and discussion in this section are based on these publications. 

However, most of the burials were published in the register sheet. Only a few of 

them are described in the text. Also, there are almost no drawings or photographs 

of burials. Therefore, observation and estimation of visibility of objects in these 

burials will be carried out with caution. Also, due to the absence of photographs 

and line drawings, the discussion cannot explore whether positions of objects in 

burials from Naqada IIIA2 to C2 conform with results from the Regression 
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analysis. Thus, the following discussion will focus on changes in grave goods and 

their visibility from Naqada IIID to the end of the 6th Dynasty.  

 

Burials at Qau share some common features with those at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. 

Burials with similar structures show up simultaneously in both sites. Burials with 

staircases and underground chambers appeared around 2600 BC; burials in 

deep shafts with recesses were also built from 2100 BC. Moreover, toward the 

end of the third millennium BC, coffins covered with plaster and stucco were used 

at both sites. However, burials at Qau show more features that were absent at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar than there were similarities. First, unlike Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar where headrests were almost the only grave goods found in graves after 

2600 BC, Qau yielded a large amount of ceramic and stone vessels from burials 

during this period (Table 68). Apart from vessels, there were also shells, knives 

and even a bead dress (Brunton et al. 1927, 23; Xia 2014, 93; Golding 2015). 

However, as I will discuss in the following paragraphs, there is no evidence of any 

intention to display these objects in the burials. Second, in burials with recesses 

and deep shafts, there are signs suggesting that people probably wanted to 

cache objects. These signs include putting the ceramic vessels on the top of the 

coffin, putting small items into boxes and then putting boxes within coffins, and 

digging small niches into the walls of the recess to stash objects. Finally, in burials 

with a staircase, there was a separation between ceramic vessels and the body. 

 
Table 69 Frequency of ceramic and stone vessels at Qau 

 Naqada 
IIID 

IA  
(First half of the 6th 

Dynasty) 

IB  
(Second half of the 

6th Dynasty) 

IIA  
(Late 6th Dynasty 

to the FIP) 
Pottery  88.4% 98.3% 84.1% 96.3% 
Stone  19.8% 13.3% 46% 20.9% 

Note: Frequency of the pottery and stone vessels from 2600 BC to 2400BC was not clear. This is 
due to the fact that the current framework of chronology by Seidlmayer focuses on period from 
the end of the 5th Dynasty. 
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As at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, people at Qau used wooden coffins and placed 

objects inside the coffin (as in Cases 9, 10 and 12) (Brunton et al. 1927, 25-6, 

28). Also, in some cases, the inside and outside surfaces of the coffin were 

stuccoed (Brunton et al. 1927, 25-26, 30, 31). These phenomena suggest that 

people composed a display of the body and objects in the coffin before the 

interment. Also, the coffin was a very important part of the display; therefore, they 

also received treatment on their surfaces, probably to cover gaps between 

wooden pieces. One example similar to Case10 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is No. 

1976 (Brunton et al. 1927, 28). The body was placed in a wooden coffin, with an 

alabaster vase between the legs, a string of different beads around the neck and 

one ceramic vessel. The inside of the coffin was plastered. The body and objects 

were probably displayed in a laying-out ritual before the interment. The plastered 

interior of the coffin probably provided a clean and tidy background for this display.  

 

Among the differences between Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and Qau, the most 

significant is the presence of ceramic and stone vessels after 2600 BC at Qau. 

The occurrence of ceramic vessels is over 80% towards 2100 BC (Table 68). 

However, the positions of the ceramic and stone vessels suggest that they were 

not meant to be displayed in the pit or the recess. This argument leads to the 

second difference between the two sites: there was an intention to cache objects 

in burials.  

 

In some burials, ceramic vessels were laid on the coffin lid (Brunton et al. 1927, 

23, 24, 25). These vessels were mostly polished, red ceramic bowls, ewers and 

basins. One complex example was undisturbed burial No. 661. The body was laid 

in a wooden coffin. Close to the knees, there was a painted buff ceramic vessel. 

On the coffin lid, there was another painted buff vessel, similar to that in the coffin. 

Also on the lid were bowls, ewers and basins of red polished ceramic. The burial 
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was a pit, so vessels on the lid were visible to people during the final interment. 

However, there is no photograph for this burial, so we cannot establish whether 

there was an intention to display these pottery vessels on the coffin from 

observing their positions. The same phenomenon also occurred in a burial with a 

recess within a deep shaft, where these vessels were not visible to most of the 

people standing at the ground level (Brunton et al. 1927, 23). Therefore, the 

visibility of vessels had no connection to the position of these vessels. Hence, 

they were probably not meant to be displayed in these burials. 

 

People also cut niches in pits and recesses to place objects inside (Brunton et al. 

1927, 25-6). No. 7341 is an undisturbed example. The burial is a pit, and the body 

was placed in a wooden coffin. Within the coffin, there were only beads on the 

neck of the dead. On the east wall of the pit, close to the face, there were two 

niches. One of them contained red polished ceramic wares and a shell with eye 

paint. Another three ceramic wares were found in another niche. There was 

probably no intention to display these objects in pits because objects in niches 

would be invisible to people standing on the ground. One possible scenario was 

that these objects were displayed with the body and coffin in a laying-out ritual 

before the final interment. After the coffin was closed, people brought them with 

the coffin to the pit and put them into niches. Niches with objects were not always 

aligned with the face of the dead, as in No. 680, where there was only one niche 

on the north of the underground recess (Brunton et al. 1927, 25-6).  

 

Boxes containing various objects were found at Qau. These boxes were found 

within the coffins (Brunton et al. 1927, 31-2) and in the niches of pits (Brunton et 

al. 1927, 23, 25-6). In these boxes, there were usually small objects such as stone 

vases (Brunton et al. 1927, 29, 31), amulets and beads (Brunton et al. 1927, 25-

6, 32, Pl. XLIV). In the box from niches in No. 978, there were also unusual 
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objects such as silo-shaped stone vessels and a dress made of bead-work 

(Brunton et al. 1927, 23, Pl. XXVIII, 156, 157, Pl. XXXI). Some boxes were 

stuccoed and painted in red on the outside (Brunton et al. 1927, 33) or white on 

the inside (Brunton et al. 1927, 25-6). The box in No. 4853 was very well made. 

It was painted pink on the inside, brown outside, with copper fastenings to secure 

the lid (Brunton et al. 1927, 31). The effort expended on the appearance of boxes 

suggests that they were probably displayed with the body in a laying-out ritual. 

Objects within these boxes were probably displayed at the same time, and by the 

end of the ritual, they were collected into boxes. Alternatively, objects in these 

boxes might have been displayed or handled, perhaps before the display of the 

body in the coffin.  

 

Putting pottery on the lids of coffins and, in niches, and using boxes to stash small 

items suggests that people probably had no intention of displaying objects in the 

burials. Burials were places to cache objects only. However, these phenomena 

also suggest possible rituals before the coffin and objects reached the burial 

place. The number and locations of these rituals are open to many possibilities. 

One possible scenario is that the body was first displayed with small objects such 

as stone vessels and beads. Then these objects were collected and placed in the 

coffin. Next, another ritual displayed the body within the coffin. People probably 

laid polished red wares and meat as offerings. After these rituals, people put 

certain small ceramics into the coffin and collected the rest. They carried the coffin, 

put it into the pit and laid the rest of the ceramic vessels on the lid or placed them 

in the pit. 

 

Intact ceramic vessels in burials mentioned in previous paragraphs offer us 

insights into people’s intentions to compose displays and arrange possible rituals. 

Sherds of pottery vessels, however, can also reveal that ceramic vessels were 
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once separated from the bodies in burials with staircases and underground 

chambers. There are six staircase burials from 2600 BC (as Case 7) at Qau and 

Badari (Brunton et al. 1927, 11-14, Pl. XII, XXIV). Almost all of them were 

disturbed either by robbers or by groundwater. Ceramic sherds were found in 

both disturbed and intact filling outside the underground chamber. However, no 

ceramic sherds were found within the burial chamber (No.3228, 3112, see 

Brunton et al. 1927, 13-14). One possible reason for the separation between 

ceramic vessels and the body in the chamber is that the body was displayed, 

enclosed in the coffin and then carried into the chamber. There was no space for 

large ceramic vessels in the coffins, so people placed them outside the chambers. 

These ceramic vessels were probably displayed with the body in a laying-out 

ritual before the final interment. Alternatively, they were left over from rituals after 

the final interment.   

6.2.4. Naga el Deir 

Naga ed Deir lies 350 km south of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, near Abydos. A series of 

cemeteries was found around the limestone cliff on the eastern bank of the Nile. 

Like Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, the site was almost continuously occupied throughout 

the third millennium, so evidence from here parallels that from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar in the north. Naga ed Deir contains multiple cemeteries. Cemeteries 7000, 

1500 and 3000 offer cases from Naqada IIIA to Naqada IIIC (Lythgoe and 

Dunham 1965, 167, 169-170, 292, 326-7; Savage 1998, 242). Cemeteries 500-

900 and 3500 date from the early 3rd Dynasty to the end of the 6th Dynasty. 

However, due to the poor preservation of burials from Cemetery 7000 and less 

detailed publication of Cemetery 3500, the investigation focuses on Cemeteries 

1500, 3000 and 500-900. The site was excavated by the Hearst expedition led by 

Reisner between 1901 and 1904 (Reisner 1908; Mace 1909; Reisner 1932; 

Lythgoe and Dunham 1965). Then in 1912, 1913 and 1923, the MFA expedition 
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(The Harvard University-Museum of Fine Arts, Boston Expedition) returned to the 

site. Publications from Reisner's excavation are the primary source for this 

discussion. 

 

Burials from Naga ed Deir share some similarities with burials from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar. First, during the Naqada IIIC, there were large pits with multiple 

chambers as in Case 6. Also, in these pits, types of ceramic vessels in different 

chambers formed different combinations. Second, around 2100 BC, burials had 

a deep shaft and underground recess similar to Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (Case 11 

and 12), except that their shafts were rectangular while those from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar were square. Coffins with plastered surfaces were also found in these 

burials. Certainly, Naga ed Deir also had many differences to Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar. First, some burials from Naqada IIIC present baked or unbaked mud 

coffins or frames in their pits, instead of the wooden frames or coffins from 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Second, burials from around 2600 to 2400 BC were 

preserved at Naga ed Deir, while burials from this period were absent at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar. Indeed, the dates of these burials from Naga ed Deir could be still a 

matter of debate, but other than this, their structures are also not seen at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar.  

 

Large pits with multiple chambers were also cut for burials at Naga ed Deir during 

Naqada IIIC. Some of them have the same layout as in Case 6 at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar: the body was buried in the chamber at the centre, and another four 

chambers occupy the space at the four corners of the central chamber (Reisner 

1908, 28-35, 36-7, 43, 45, 48). N 1532 was intact and offered an excellent 

example for us to observe objects and their positions in the burial (Fig. 97, 98). 

This burial also offers us a good chance to imagine what No. 508 in Case 6 

possibly looked like before disturbance. The body was laid in the pit without a 
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coffin. On the head were a gold headband and other jewellery of gold. A stone 

dish was inverted and covered the hands. Close to the forehead were small 

alabaster jars (Fig. 99). Away from the body, there were rows of coarse ceramic 

jars. Those ceramic vessels not in the central chambers cluster in chambers on 

the southwest and northeast corners and the combinations of ceramic vessels 

types in each chamber are completely different from each other. Ceramics in the 

southeast chamber are fine, polished red tall jars and plates while those in the 

northeast chamber are coarse tapering jars. 

 

 
Fig.97 Plan of N 1532 

 (Reisner 1908, 29, fig. 52) 
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Fig. 98 N1532 looking from the south 

 (Reisner 1908, Pl. 4) 

 

 
Fig.99. Objects around the head in N 1532 

(Reisner 1908, 30, fig. 54) 
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Positions of objects in N 1532 show that people had an intention to compose a 

display of the body and object within the pit. Stone vessels were close to the head 

(P3 or P5) and the chest (P7). Hence their positions conform with results from the 

Regression analysis (Fig. 23). Ceramic vessels in the central chamber were 

placed slightly away from the body, thereby creating a separation between 

ceramic vessels and other objects made of stone and metal. One possible reason 

for this separation is that, by separating small objects made of stone and metal 

from large ceramic vessels, people could highlight the visual features of stone 

and stone vessels, such as their bright colours and glittering light. The layout of 

the chambers was probably also part of this grand display because it had effects 

on the types of ceramic vessels in each chamber, as we have seen in Case 6. 

Another interesting find in N 1532 is that chambers on the northwest and 

southeast corners contained only a few ceramic vessels. The same phenomenon 

was found in Case 6 too but, due to the disturbance of the burial, we cannot be 

sure whether the absense of a large number of ceramic vessels here was the 

result of plundering. Reisner believed that these almost empty chambers were 

probably for perishable organic materials such as grain and textiles (Reisner 1908, 

30). If this possibility is true, then it suggests that people displayed different 

objects according to the layout of chambers. 

 

Burials at Naga ed Deir around 2100 BC were of two types in general: pit (as in 

Cases 9 and 10) and shaft with a recess (as Cases 11 and 12). Coffins were used 

to contain bodies in both types. Well-preserved coffins were plastered white 

inside, outside and in their corners (Reisner 1932, 279, 297, 337, 355, 357, 359). 

Similar to Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, objects such as mirrors, ceramic vessels and 

beads in some burials were found inside coffins only (Reisner 1932, 274, 292-5, 

299, 307, 337, 341). Since many coffins found at Naga ed Deir had decayed, it is 
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difficult to judge whether objects in some burials were once enclosed in coffins 

(Reisner 1932, 356-7). Objects enclosed in coffins suggest that people probably 

had no intention to display the body and objects in the recess. However, unlike 

Cases 9, 11 and 12 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, there is no direct evidence, such as 

untouched knots or collapsed bodies, suggesting people did not reopen coffins in 

shafts. However, there is the possibility that people displayed bodies and objects 

within coffins in a laying-out ritual. The plastered bottom of coffins provided an 

even and smooth background for display; objects on different parts of the body 

might illustrate meaningful images. One example is N 615, a pit in which the body 

and stone vessels were placed in a coffin (Reisner 1932, 274, fig.252, see Fig. 

100). The body and stone vessels were not disturbed by tilting of the coffin when 

it was being lowered into the pit, probably because the pit was wide enough to 

allow the coffin to be lowered horizontally. Stone vessels clustered in front of the 

face probably because their contents were related to practices involving the face, 

such as make up or drinking.  

 

 
Fig. 100 N 615 at Naga ed Deir  

(Reisner 1932, 274, fig.252) 
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During Naqada IIIC, people at Naga ed Deir used unbaked or baked mud coffins 

for burials, which are not seen at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Bodies were usually laid 

in these mud boxes and objects were found both inside and outside them. 

Positions of different objects suggests that people probably followed specific rules 

when placing these objects. Therefore, they had the intention of composing a 

display of body and objects. Some undisturbed examples reveal these rules. In 

both N 1636 (Fig. 101) and N 1525 (Fig. 103, 104), the space in front of the chest 

of the body was occupied exclusively by a bowl (that in N 1636 was of ceramic 

and that in N 1525 was of limestone). The ceramic jars were separated from the 

bowls and were placed outside the coffin, occupying the space under the feet or 

behind the head. In N 1602, the bowl was replaced by a pink cylindrical vessel 

filled with ash and mud (Fig. 102). The positions of stone bowls and a cylindrical 

vessel (P5 and P7) conform with the results from the Regression analysis (Fig. 

23), and we have seen a similar arrangement in Cases 1 and 2. There is another 

phenomenon that suggests people had the intention of showing objects and 

bodies in pits. The baked mud coffin from N 1525 (Box II) had a lid, suggesting 

that the coffin was probably used for carrying the body to the burial place. 

However, unlike the practices from 2100 BC onwards, the coffin was reopened, 

and its lid was put to one side (Fig. 103). 
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Fig. 101 N 1636, diagram and photo  
(Reisner 1908, 16, fig. 4d, Pl. 17b) 

 
Fig. 102 N 1602, the cylindrical ware is close to the bottom  

(Reisner 1908, Pl. 17d) 
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Fig. 103 Box II in N 1525 with its lid on the left of the coffin 

(Reisner 1908, 16, Pl. 16a) 

 

 
Fig. 104 Box II in N 1525  

(Reisner 1908, 16, Pl. 16c) 
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Small burials from ca. 2600 to 2500 BC display structures that were not seen at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. From 2600 BC to 2550BC, people laid bricks or limestone 

chip between the walls of the pit and the coffin. The pit was then covered by 

another stone slab and sealed will mud and sand. Two untouched burials of this 

type, N 559 and N 618, indicate that people probably did not intend to display 

objects with bodies (Reisner 1932, 211-2, 234-5). In N 559, the body was laid in 

a coffin, and brick walls framed the coffin. In the coffin, there was still space for 

other objects, but people stuck every ceramic and stone jar into the narrow space 

between bricks and the edge of the pit (Fig. 105, left). In N 618, the body was 

covered with a mat. On the mat, people put the stone vessels, a goat head and 

some charcoal along the mat edge (Reisner 1932, 235, Pl.10 a-c, See Fig. 105 

right). In both burials, objects and body were not in the same space, and the burial 

seems primarily a place to store objects. In N 559, the positions of objects no 

longer conform with results from the Regression analysis and, in N 618, objects 

were placed when the body had already been covered. 

 

 
Fig. 105 N 559 and N 618  

(Reisner 1932, 211 118, 235, fig 171) 
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From 2500 BC to 2100 BC, objects were absent from the pit; one exception being 

in the filling of N788, where there was one pottery vessel and fragments of a 

stone vessel (Reisner 1932, 255-6). People also filled the spaces outside coffins 

with bricks, leaving no room for displaying other objects; alternatively people had 

no intention of displaying objects in the space outside the coffin. N 645, N 787 

and N 786 present three cases in which the space in the pit was exclusively for 

storing the body instead of composing a display. The coffins in N 645 and N 787 

occupied the entire pit (Fig. 106, left and right). The body in N 787 took up the 

space of the entire coffin. After they had placed the coffin into each pits, they built 

brick walls to frame the coffin (Fig. 106, middle).  

 

     
Fig. 106 N 645, N 787 and N 786  

(Reisner 1932, 242, Pl.29, 254, Pl.20, a-d; 255, Pl.25, e, f) 

 

In burials with staircases and underground chambers from 2600 to 2550 BC at 

Naga ed Deir, we can see a separation between ceramic vessels and stone 

vessels. We have seen a similar phenomenon at Helwan and Qau. Apart from 

this separation, at Naga ed Deir, people probably did not put stone vessels in the 

coffin with the dead and send them into the chamber together. Certain evidence 

suggests that they separated the stone vessels from the body too. In N 739, the 
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bulk of the pottery vessels were scattered in the filling of the mastaba. In N 573, 

all the objects were found in the burial chamber, but there were no pottery vessels 

among them (Reisner 1932, 171). Two ceramic vessels were found in the 

chamber of N 587, but they were laid close to the entrance of the small chamber, 

away from a large number of stone vessels squeezed inside the little recess on 

the east (Fig. 107). In N 561b, there were no ceramic vessels found with the burial 

(Fig. 108). The stone vessels were found outside the coffin, probably pushed from 

the entrance after people had moved the coffin inside. Outside the chamber, in 

the filling, a copper ewer and basin, were, like the stone vessels, separated from 

the space of the body, but placed outside the chamber altogether. 

 

 
Fig. 107 Diagram of N 587  

(1 and 2: ceramic vessels, 3: stone vessels stashed in the recess) 
(Reisner 1932, 219, fig. 133a) 

 
Fig. 108 Diagram of N561b  

(1-7: stone vessels, 9 and 10: copper wares) 
(Reisner 1932, 213, fig. 124a) 



 
 

303 

Positions of objects in N 573 and N 561 suggest that the primary reason for 

placing stone vessels in the chamber was not for ritual display, but for storage. 

First, they were not visible for most of the people standing above ground. Second, 

people either built a place for caching them, as in N 561 or placed them in the 

chamber without aligning them to the chest or face of the dead, as in N 573. 

People might have displayed ceramic, stone and copper vessels before placing 

the coffin in the chamber. The body was probably enclosed in the coffin at that 

moment, so people could not put stone vessels together with the body in the coffin. 

Alternatively, they intended to cache these stone vessels separately in the 

chamber and place the rest of ceramic and copper vessels outside the chamber. 

6.2.5. Conclusion 

The preceding observations and discussion of representative burials from 

Helwan, Harageh, Qau and Naga ed Deir cover a period from Naqada IIIC to 

2100 BC and include cemeteries from both the Memphis-Fayum region and 

Upper Egypt. The tomb structures, objects and features described in the 

collective case study in the previous chapter are also found at these sites (Table 

69). Hence, changes in the visibility of grave goods and funerary practice found 

at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar were not phenomena particular to one site, but part of a 

general trend across Egypt during the third millennium BC. Burials from each site 

also had their unique characteristics. Some of them showed different methods in 

displaying grave goods in the pit or before the interment, while others revealed 

that people had no intention of displaying objects in the burial (Table 70). In other 

words, the particularities from every site not only pose no challenge to the general 

trend in grave goods and funerary practices, but also constitute part of its 

manifestation. 
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Table 70 Cases at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar found in other sites 
Date Case Helwan Harageh Qau Naga de Deir 

N
aqada III  

1 X   X 
2 X   X 
3     
4     
5     
6 X   X 

2600-2400 BC
 

7 X  X X 

8     

2100 
BC

 

9  X X X 
10  X X X 
11  X X X 
12  X X X 

 
Table 71 Phenomena covered by different sites 

 Phenomena T W H Q N 

3085-2876 BC 
Positions agree with Regression analysis X X   X 

Architectural elements in displays X X   X 
Mud coffins     X 

2876-2600 BC 

Pits with stairs, the interior laid with stone  X    
Display bodies and objects in coffins X X X X X 

Separation of stone and ceramic vessels  X  * X 
Dummy stone vessels and stone slabs  X    

2600-2100 BC 

Coffin occupied entire pits     X 
Plastering and painting coffins for display X  X X X 

Ceramic on lids of coffins    X  
Boxes for small objects    X  

Niches in recesses, pits or chambers    X * 
T= Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar; W=Helwan; H=Harageh; Q=Qau; N=Naga ed Deir 
*Ceramic vessels were found exclusively outside chambers; niches were found in burial 
chamber from 2600 BC at Naga ed Deir 
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From Naqada IIIC to IIID, burials from Helwan and Naga ed Deir show the 

possible intentions of people to display grave goods and bodies in the pit during 

the final interment. Both bodies and objects were visible to people standing by 

the graveside, and positions of grave goods conform with results from the 

Regression analysis, indicating that people followed specific rules when 

arranging objects. Architectural elements such as walls and chambers were also 

part of the display. Also, the types of objects in the different chambers of a pit 

were different. At Naga ed Deir, people also used mud coffins in the pit. However, 

bodies and objects were purposely not closed in them and positions of objects 

within coffins also followed same the rules in arrangements of objects as found 

in other burials. 

 

From late Naqada IIID, burials at Helwan showed that the large pit burials were 

still places for display of bodies and objects, but later, when underground 

chambers appeared for burying the body, all sites show that people started to 

display objects with bodies in coffins. There is no evidence of any intention to 

display objects in the underground chamber because none were found outside 

the coffin. Even though there were objects, they were placed into the chamber 

without any sign of efforts to arrange their positions. At Helwan and Naga ed Deir 

where burials were less disturbed, stone vessels and ceramic vessels were 

placed separately from each other; ceramic vessels were almost exclusively 

found outside chambers or close to the entrance, while stone vessels were 

usually close to the body. One possible scenario is that vessels of both materials 

were displayed in a laying-out ritual. Perhaps at that moment, the stone vessels 

were placed close to the body while large ceramics were placed outside the coffin. 

After the ritual, stone vessels and the body were enclosed in the coffin and placed 

in the chamber first, while ceramics were placed later. 
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Burials at Naga ed Deir show that between 2600 to 2550 BC people had no 

intention of displaying objects, even though there was space in the shallow pits. 

Towards 2500 BC, objects were absent from burials, and people left no space in 

graves for any objects other than coffins, and filled any spaces between coffin 

and walls of the pit with bricks. Around 2100 BC, burials with shafts and recesses 

are found at Harageh, Qau and Naga ed Deir. In these burials, the body and 

objects were enclosed in coffins, indicating that people had no intention of 

displaying bodies and objects in the recesses. A similar phenomenon also 

appears in pit burials. The positions of objects in coffins suggest that people 

probably displayed the body and objects in the coffin before interment. At Qau, 

fine ceramic vessels were placed on the tops of coffins in recesses while small 

objects were cached in boxes and niches. These phenomena also suggest that 

burials were probably used as a place to dispose of objects from the rituals that 

preceded the final interment. Efforts expended on their appearance indicate that 

they were probably on display during the rituals before interment. 

6.3. Changes in practices and dispositions 

Chapter 2 has introduced the explanatory theory of this study (2.3.2). The theory 

argues that, in funerary rituals, the human body embodied the sensorimotor 

experiences in actions and formed a set of dispositions. These dispositions 

became a schema that guided people's actions in the subquent rituals. Under the 

general guidance of dispositions, people repeated actions from previous rituals 

to reproduce the same sensorimotor experience. During the third millennium BC, 

the schema of funerary rituals was to display objects and bodies at certain points 

of ritual (2.3.2.2). The actions of displaying objects created visual experiences 

that were embodied as dispositions. In the next funerary instance, a similar 

display would be reproduced to create the visual experiences that fitted the 

dispositions. However, visual experiences were affected by many elements from 
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the perspective of the viewer, such as poor lighting, blocking by objects that 

obscured the view, or the long distance between eye and objects. Facing these 

hindrances, people improvised to display objects and bodies; if these elements 

of the physical world became permanent, the improvised actions would become 

new practices. The body would embody new dispositions from actions and 

reproduce visual experiences as new actions (see Fig. 4). 

 

Displaying grave goods and bodies became a schema for funerary rituals long 

before the founding of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. As Stevenson (2009, 135, 137) has 

discussed, burials at Gerzeh were an arena for display. People at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar also displayed objects and bodies in pits at the moment of final interment. 

Objects and bodies were visible to people standing at gravesides, and their 

arrangement followed specific rules. To compose these displays, people also 

carried out specific actions: carrying, descending, crouching, passing and sorting. 

The visual experiences from the display and sensorimotor experiences from 

these actions were embodied as dispositions and would be reproduced again in 

future rituals. The schema or dispositions were reinforced by reproductions over 

almost 300 years from Naqada IIIA2 to the beginning of IIIC1. At the same time, 

people innovated in the choice of objects and burial structures to facilitate the 

composition of the display. These innovations are revealed by results from the 

Chi-square analyses of this study (5.1.1), which shows that people probably 

chose smaller vessels and dug shallower pits at the same time to balance the 

need to keep objects visible in pits and ensure the practicality of their actions to 

place objects in pits. Another innovation was the manufacture of small and crude 

ceramic vessels for display as possible, offerings to the dead (in Case 5). 

 

Displaying objects in pits remained part of the schema after Naqada IIIC2, as 

showed by 471 5H and 1/1 at Helwan. However, by around 2600 BC, pits were 
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replaced by underground chambers. This change rendered objects and bodies 

placed in the underground invisible to most of the people standing above ground. 

Hence the burial places were no longer suitable for display of objects and bodies. 

All sites examined in the case studies show that people started to display bodies 

and objects in coffins and, interestingly, certain rules in placing objects during 

Naqada III were still followed in some cases (Helwan 68 H5). Perhaps the laying-

out ritual that displayed objects still reproduced images composed in pits during 

Naqada III. If this possibility is plausible, then we can also assume that people 

shifted display from the pits, during interment, to somewhere outside the burial 

before interment. In this way, they can still reproduce the visual experiences that 

fitted dispositions. However, the new way to display objects also changed 

people’s actions in rituals. We cannot know exactly what their new actions were, 

but we can speculate that the sequence of their actions changed. Beforehand, 

actions for composing and viewing the display came at the end, in the moment of 

final interment. However, around 2600 BC, these actions shifted to these 

moments before the final interment. Actions carried out in the burial places aimed 

to seal the chambers and to place (or throw in some cases) the rest of the objects 

from the display onto the staircases. 

 

Changes in the time and place of displays led to changes in actions, which 

embodied new dispositions. These dispositions raised expectation that the 

display should be composed outside the burial, and at Naga ed Deir, after around 

2600 BC, we can see that these new dispositions were guiding people to treat 

objects differently. N 559 and N 618 were pits that did not hinder people from 

viewing of the pit. In both burials, there was also enough space for placing objects 

found in these burials. However, people did not arrange displays in them. In N 

559, the pit became a place to stash all the ceramic vessels from rituals taking 

place before the interment. In N 618, people did not even put objects with the 
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body. They laid these objects on top of the mat covering the body and let them 

slide to the edge of the mat. As in Naqada IIIC, when people innovated in their 

choice of burial structure and objects to facilitate the composition of the display, 

after 2600 BC, they also changed their practice within the guidance of 

dispositions: at Naga ed Deir they removed objects from the burial, and brick 

walls filled any spaces outside the coffin (N 645, N 787 and N 786). By now, 

people might not deposit any objects at all with the body. 

 

Towards 2100 BC, displays of objects and bodies had previously shifted away 

from the burial place over 500 years earlier, and evidence from Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar, Harageh, Qau and Naga ed Deir shows that people did not display any 

objects outside the coffin, even in shallow pits. At Qau, people placed objects on 

the lids of coffins or in niches on walls of pits, indicating that they were probably 

treating burials as places to cache objects. People probably still displayed bodies 

and objects in coffins during a laying-out ritual, but the image they displayed had 

changed. At Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, stone and ceramic vessels were not included 

in the display. Instead, people placed headrests behind the head to dress the 

dead as a sleeping individual. Seidlmayer has pointed out that the image of the 

dead with a headrest has its iconographical meaning as a sleeping person in the 

Old Kingdom Elephantine, and cites supporting evidence from local examples of 

sculpture (Seidlmayer 2001, 227). Perhaps people at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar also 

intended to illustrate a sleeping person in the coffin.  

 

People probably carried out more extensive rituals to display coffins, objects and 

bodies before they reached their final resting place. Coffins from 2100 BC indicate 

this possibility by their plastered or painted surfaces and their painted eyes. 

People spent more effort decorating coffins than before, probably because coffins 

were important parts of the display in certain rituals, such as a laying-out ritual, 
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the funeral procession and the offering ritual. Furthermore, people chose to 

elaborate the appearance of coffins probably because they remained visible 

virtually throughout the funerary ritual (Fig 83). Therefore coffins became loci to 

create visual experiences. Painted eyes were painted on the eastern sides of 

coffins, aligned with the face of the dead. They indicate that coffins were probably 

the focus of an offering ritual in which people placed objects to the east of the 

coffin. In this ritual, the body was probably enclosed in the coffins and received 

offerings through the painted eyes. This offering ritual was also the moment to 

display objects. The polished, finely made red ceramic wares found at Qau might 

have been displayed at this moment. After these rituals, they had served their 

purpose and were deposited with the coffin. However, not all objects needed to 

be placed with the coffin after these rituals, and people at other sites, such as 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, did not deposit these objects in the burial place at all. 

 

The combination of theory and data above allows us to explain changes in grave 

goods in Egypt during the third millennium BC. Combined factors caused these 

changes. One factor is the change in dispositions regarding the display of objects 

in the burial. These changes were associated with the invisibility of objects in 

burial places around 2600 BC when the underground chamber appeared. In the 

following years, changed dispositions guided people to display objects outside 

the burial place and lessened their chances of surviving underground as 

archaeological materials. Another factor included the formation processes of 

archaeological material, in which those objects not buried with the dead were lost, 

decayed or were recycled later and thus have not survived to today. As discussed 

earlier, changes in burial structures motivated people to improvise their actions, 

namely to shift the display away from the burial place, and this resulted in 

changes in dispositions around 2600 BC. Hence improvisation played an 

important role in the changes in grave goods. The next section of this discussion 
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will examine the role of improvisations, external conditions and their relationship 

to dispositions. 

6.4. The role of improvisations and external conditions 

The aim of people’s improvisations to ensure objects were visible to participants 

of rituals was not to change dispositions. On the contrary, they were carried out 

within the limit of dispositions. In Cases 3 and 5, we saw people improvised to 

ensure the visibility of objects they intended to display. In Case 3, people did not 

place the stone vessel in front of the body as usual, in order to make space for 

the body of an infant. In Case 5, stone vessels and small ceramic vessels were 

moved to elsewhere in the pit to make space for the display of beef pieces. 

However, these improvisations still followed the rules in composing displays, as 

both the infant and meat chunks were placed to the front of the body, a position 

where people displayed the most of objects. Similarly, when people improvised 

and shifted display from burial places to elsewhere during 2600 BC, actions to 

compose a display still existed, and the rules for placing objects in specific 

positions were also followed. During 2100 BC, improvisations seemed to play a 

different role, as in Case 10, where people improvised to fit the coffin into the pit 

without considering the visual experience. However, this improvisation was 

performed within the limit of dispositions too because, in that period, dispositions 

no longer included the expectation of displays in burials. 

 

External conditions motivated people to improvise to ensure the visibility of 

objects. More importantly, around 2600 BC, the underground chamber spurred 

motivations that will have a long-lasting effect upon the set of dispositions or 

schema (see 6.3, and in detail in 2.3.2.2). However, after some dispositions within 

the schema had changed, or replaced by newly embodied dispositions, they did 

not return to their previous state when external conditions created the 
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environment that can embody the previous dispositions. Furthermore, not all 

external conditions can change dispositions in a schema. Since schema guided 

the practice to reproduce and embody specific sensorimotor experiences, 

therefore, only the external condition, which alters the sensorimotor experiences 

reproduced under the schema, can have its impact on dispositions within the 

schema. From 2500 BC to 2100 BC, shallow pit burials existed side by side with 

burials with deep shaft and underground recesses (as Case 7-10 at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar, N 559, N 618, N 645, N 787 and N 786 at Naga ed Deir). These pits 

offered suitable conditions to compose display within burials: there was enough 

space in pits, and objects in pits would be visible because these pits are large 

and shallow. However, people did not improvise and returned to the old idea that 

objects should be displayed in pits. This phenomenon suggested that the schema 

had a stronger power in determining people’s practice than external conditions. 

Besides, dispositions also determined whether specific changes in external 

conditions could motivate people to improvise in their practices. In the study of 

Naqada III cemeteries, dispositions were embodied by repeated visual 

experiences that created the displays of objects. Thus the visibility of objects was 

the primary concern of people carrying out rituals; when underground chambers 

challenged the visibility of objects, people improvised in their practices as a 

reaction. If dispositions from the Naqada III period had moved people primarily to 

secure or hide objects in the burial, then changes brought by underground 

chambers might not spur people to improvise, because the underground 

chambers did not challenge the security of objects. 

 

The discussion above gives the impression that the visual appearance of the 

underground burial chamber around 2600 BC marks a watershed. Before that, 

we can see displays objects that could be related to Predynastic Egypt. After that, 

we see funerary practices that dominated Egypt in the Old Kingdom and 
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thereafter. However, such an impression is not entirely accurate. The separation 

of stone and ceramic vessels observed in burials with underground chambers 

suggests that some dispositions from the Naqada Period still guided funerary 

practices. In the next section, we will trace this separation from Naqada III to 2600 

BC and discuss its significance. 

6.5. The separation between ceramic and stone vessels 

The Regression analysis and observations from these case studies show that 

people at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar treated ceramic and stone vessels differently 

during Naqada III. When composing displays, ceramic and stone vessels were 

spatially separated from each other. In Case 4, we even found that stone vessels 

had been placed in the pit before the ceramic vessels. The discussion of material 

from Helwan, Qau and Naga ed Deir found that people still separated these two 

kinds of objects by 2600 BC. Stone vessels were placed close to the body, almost 

exclusively found in the chamber while ceramic vessels were usually placed away 

from the stone vessels, in some cases exclusively in fillings outside the chamber. 

The different positions of these two kinds of vessels also suggest that ceramic 

vessels were probably placed in the burial after people had placed stone vessels 

and the body in the chamber.  

 

This study argues that the separation of stone and ceramic vessels in 2600 BC 

was consistent with such separation during Naqada III. The possible explanation 

for this unchanged differentiation was that practices from Naqada III had 

embodied dispositions which differentiated stone and ceramic vessels. People 

repeated the visual experience in which stone vessels and ceramic vessels 

showed different characteristics in colours and textures. Spatial separation of the 

two kinds of vessels was strengthened by the reproduction of such displays. 

Moreover, actions such as placing stone vessels first and ceramics later, and 
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sorting two kinds of objects for display embodied and strengthened the idea that 

stone and ceramic vessels were different. In 2600 BC, even though people shifted 

the display away from burials, they probably still maintained the dispositions 

embodied during Naqada III and treated stone and ceramic vessels differently. 

Thus, changes in dispositions from 2600 BC did not mean that people abandoned 

all the previous dispositions in funerary practices. Perhaps dispositions still led 

people to expect a display of objects and bodies; therefore, the rules of display 

remained unchanged under these new circumstances.  

 

However, ensuring the visibility of stone vessels was not the only concern for 

people to separate them from the ceramic vessels. Other social and economic 

factors also contributed to this separation and nevertheless influenced 

dispositions. Stone vessels were of higher value than ceramics because their raw 

material was more challenging to acquire. Travertine or “Egyptian alabaster” 

which occurs many times in the case studies (Case 1-5), was relatively easier to 

obtain than other kinds of stone (Bevan 2007, 65) and became the most frequent 

material for stone vessels (Aston 1994, 47). Nevertheless, it is only available from 

nine quarries in the eastern desert (Aston et al. 2000, 8-9, fig. 2.1, 59). Therefore, 

difficulties in acquisitions led to a reliance on expeditions, and possessing stone 

vessels was an indicator of access to and control of resources (Wengrow 2006, 

255; Bevan 2007, 183). The high value of stone objects was also socially 

constructed by the elite class of ancient Egypt, who exploited the property of 

stone, such as colour, lustre and translucence, for display and “incorporated them 

in to the web of high-culture meanings” (Baines 2000, 38). From the 

anthropological view, material acquired over long distances, such as stone, was 

related to exotic experiences and knowledge of “other worlds”, which was 

controlled by political-religious elites (Helms 1988, 261). Hence, the display of 

stone vessels in burials became a prominent way for the elite to demonstrate their 
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power and prestige during Naqada III (Bevan 2007, 64). Towards 2600 BC, stone 

vessels remained a marker of social status and power, as evidenced by a large 

number of stone vessels found under the Step Pyramid (Firth and Quibell 1935, 

107, 130; Lauer 1939). Perhaps the high value of stone vessels continued to 

encourage people to separate them from other material. 

6.6. Parallels and variations in the court cemeteries 

The case studies at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and the subsequent investigations of 

the other sites have focused on the provincial burials. Arguably, the results from 

my study could only apply to the provincial regions. This section examines burials 

from Giza from the 4th to the 6th Dynasty briefly to see whether we can find similar 

changes in grave goods among burial practices for people close to the centre of 

the state. Also, it considers whether there were variations in the phenomena we 

have already examined. By doing so, we can assess the degree of generalisation 

that the case studies from provincial sites can achieve. 

 

In comparison with provincial sites, grave goods from burials at Giza show greater 

variety. Apart from ceramic and stone vessels, there are also small copper tools 

(Hassan 1953, 9), a “reserve head” statue (Kelley 1974; Millet 1981; Tefnin 1991) 

and stone headrests (Hassan 1936, 139). However, composing a display of 

objects within underground chambers and recesses was not of primary concern. 

Ceramic vessels were smashed on purpose before they were cached in a niche 

in the wall in G 8887 (No. 294 in Hassan 1936, 147). Also, in the same burial, 

miniature vessels were piled in confusion (Hassan 1936, Pl. XLV (2)) and the 

headrest was smashed and laid beside the head (Hassan 1936, Pl. L). All of these 

phenomena indicate that the look of these objects received almost no attention 

from people responsible for placing the objects. However, the placement of 

objects in some burials shows that funeral organizers sorted the objects 
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according to their sizes before putting them into the chamber (G 8646 and G 8640, 

Hassan 1941, 56, 137). In G 8887, the undertaker even bothered to squeeze into 

the narrow space between the wall and sarcophagus to ensure objects were 

placed to the east of the dead (see Fig.109, Hassan 1936,139, Pl. XLV, (2)). If G 

8887 was indeed an intact burial as judged by Hassan (Hassan 1948, 9-10), so 

their positions could be the original ones. However, there is also a possibility that 

grave goods were touched shortly after the interment (Näser 2003), and that what 

we have in G 8887 is evidence for tidying up after a disturbance soon after the 

interment, rather than an interment-related depositional practice.  

 

Headrests have also been found at Giza, but their positions and relationship with 

the body were are more complicated than those found in provincial regions (Table 

71). In general, there were four kinds of circumstances. 1) Like headrests from 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, the headrest was placed with the body in a wood coffin (Fig. 

110). However, unlike those at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, headrests found at Giza 

stood right under the head, supporting the head and neck as if the dead were 

sleeping on them; 2) the headrests were placed under the head, but there was 

no coffin (Fig. 111); 3) headrests were found on the torso, without the coffin (Fig. 

112); 4) in burials with a stone sarcophagus, these were usually alabaster 

headrests in three segments, placed on the left of the head or, in one instance, 

on the lid of the sarcophagus (Fig.113). 
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Table 72 Headrests found at Giza Central field and Western cemetery 
No. G Structures Coffins Positions Dynasty 
8887 Chamber Stone Left of the head 5-6 
8640 Chamber Hewed stone On the coffin lid 6 
7442 Chamber Stone Left of the head Late 4-5 
2381 Recess Wood Under head 6 

1451 B2 Recess Wood Under head Late 4 to 5 
4520 B Recess Wood Under head Late 5 
8950 Recess No Above head 5 

2338 CI Recess No Under the chin Undated 
2002 D Recess No Under head 5-6 
2015a A Recess No Under head Undated 
1360 A Recess No Left of the head Undated 

2334 Z(2) Recess No Under head Undated 
2452 A Recess No Under head Undated 

 

The first of these four circumstances suggests a similar practice to Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar in that people composed and displayed an image of the sleeping person 

within the coffin before final interment. Moreover, since the coffin was high 

enough to allow the headrest to support the head, people did their best to 

replicate the sleeping posture, in which the head lay on the standing headrests. 

The third and fourth circumstances suggest that headrests were probably 

displayed with the body in a laying-out ritual before the internment. After people 

moved the body to the recess or into the sarcophagus, the headrest was placed 

with the body, but without the intention to imitate the sleeping posture. Alabaster 

headrests were probably broken after this ritual and were stored in the chamber. 

The second circumstance poses some challenges to the theory behind this study, 

as in these cases, people showed the intention to display the image of a sleeping 

person in the underground recess, whereas people from provincial regions did 

not display bodies or objects at all. Indeed, we can argue that the image of the 

sleeping person had been displayed in a laying-out ritual, and that people 

transferred this image to the underground setting. The possible reasons for this 

will be explored in the final paragraph of this section. 

 

Burials at Giza from the 4th to the end of the 5th Dynasty (Fischer 1924) show 

similar phenomena to those found in contemporary burials at Naga ed Deir (see 
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6.2.4, N 645, N 787 and N 786 for details). In G 3033 shafts E, F, H and J, the 

body occupied the entire pit (Fischer 1924, 119), indicating that people did not 

expect to place other objects into the pit when they dug it (Fig. 114). In other 

burials, there was enough space for people to place other objects, but people laid 

only the body inside (G 3001chamber X, G 3010 D and G 3042, see Fischer 

1924,75, 114, 132). This phenomenon suggests that dispositions had already 

changed and under its influence, people shifted the display of objects elsewhere 

(See Fig. 115). However, they also decided not to store objects in the burial after 

the rituals. In G 2098 D, the pit was so small, that people cut away a part of the 

wall to make space for the head of the corpse (Fig. 116). This behaviour 

resembles what we have seen in Case 10 and suggest that the visual isolation of 

the body in the pit was not a concern. 
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Fig. 109. Stone vessels in G 8887, between the wall (left) and sarcophagus (right)  

(Hassan 1936,139, Pl. XLV, (2)) 
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Fig.110 G 1451 B II with skull still laid on the headrest 

(A7248_NS, Giza Archive, Museum of Fine Arts Boston) 
 

 
Fig. 111 G 2452 with headrests behind the skull 

(C5298_NS, Giza Archive, Museum of Fine Arts Boston) 
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Fig. 112 G 2338 CI (the arrow points to the headrest) 

(C13589_NS, Giza Archive, Museum of Fine Arts Boston) 

 

 
Fig.113 G 7442 with alabaster headrest 

(B6189_NS, Giza Archive, Museum of Fine Arts Boston) 
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                           E              F 

 
                              H           J 

Fig. 114 G 3033 Shaft E, F, H and J  
(Fischer 1924, 119-120, fig. 109-12) 

 
Fig. 115 G 3010 D and 3042 B  

(Fischer 1924, 114, fig.106, 132, fig. 127) 

 
Fig. 116 G 2098 D  

(Fischer 1924, 66, fig.53) 



 
 

323 

 

The burials at Giza show that both phenomena are parallel to what is found at 

the provincial sites, with variations. Funerary rituals from the 4th Dynasty onward 

shifted the display of bodies and objects from the burial, and the primary purpose 

of the burial chamber or recess was to store objects from those rituals that came 

before the interment. The parallels between the court and provincial burials 

suggest that changes in schemas were not unique to the provincial areas, but 

were shared across Egypt. However, it is difficult to tell whether these changes 

started at court and spread to other regions or whether people from different 

regions experienced the same changes in dispositions independently and 

simultaneously. 

 

However, there are also variations. First, in some burials, people still went to the 

effort of posing the dead in a sleeping positions within the underground recess, 

as if they were transferring what had been displayed in the laying-out ritual to 

underground. Second, people’s actions show a contradiction when placing 

objects in the burial chamber. On the one hand, they scattered small objects, 

such as stone vessels from G 8887, onto the ground without placing them into a 

specific order. On the other hand, they made the effort to ensure that objects were 

placed east of the body (See Fig. 109, also noticed by the excavator, see Hassan 

1948, 13). We can understand this as another way of transferring the image from 

the laying-out ritual to the burial chamber.  

 

Perhaps rituals at Giza followed strict rules that required people to replicate the 

image from above ground to the underground, and this rule was probably the 

residue of previous practices around 2600 BC in that they still tried to maintain a 

connection between the image displayed before and after the interment. Although 

changes in dispositions led people to shift the display of objects away from burial 
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places, this shift was not achieved instantly. The practice of composing displays 

underground might have lingered in people’s practices for many years, and linked 

to images from the laying-out ritual. Therefore, the contradiction we observed at 

Giza was probably a tradition from a transitional phase in which old and new 

practices were mingled with each other. When the practices spread to provincial 

regions and were repeated many times, this rule of transferring images to the 

underground context probably gave way to more practical actions and gradually 

disappeared. Alternatively, the differences between practices at Giza and 

provincial regions might have been caused by differences in social status. 

Funerals at Giza probably used more labour and allowed people to expend more 

effort in selecting and placing objects in the chamber.  

6.7. Rethinking Old Kingdom funerary practices 

Discussion in the last four sections has illustrated the trajectory of change in 

dispositions and practice. This also deepens our understanding of this process 

by shedding light upon three pairs of relationships: between dispositions and 

external conditions, between separations of different kinds of vessels from the 

Predynastic and Dynastic periods, and between the court and provincial regions. 

In this section, we explore the impact of changes in dispositions on the formation 

of funerary practices from the Old Kingdom. In this investigation, we reflect on 

ideas of Egyptologists that changes in the focus of funerary rituals during the Old 

Kingdom led to the “decline” of objects in the underground part of burials (1.1. 

and 1.2.). 

 

There were innovations in funerary practice throughout the third millennium BC. 

Results of Chi-square analyses (5.1) show that people innovated in their practices 

under the general influence of dispositions. People probably selected the 

combination of shallow pits with smaller ceramic vessels to balance reproducing 
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embodied sensorimotor experiences with the practicality of their actions. At Naga 

ed Deir in this chapter (6.2.4), we saw that after the display had shifted above 

overground, people also innovated within the schema. Initially, people still stored 

objects from laying-out rituals in the pit, but later they did not expect to place 

anything in the pit and dug pits that might contain only the body.  

 

This study argues that the same innovations appeared in the displays above 

ground after 2600 BC, and that they probably originated from people’s attempts 

to elaborate the laying-out ritual prior to the interment. The display of bodies and 

objects became an offering ritual, in which the body faced the vessels, the meat 

and other items placed to its east. The offering scene in reliefs from the 2nd 

Dynasty onwards (Köhler and Jones 2009) probably reflect this image, with the 

dead facing many of the objects found in the burial chamber (Hassan 1948, 20-

3, 32). The intention of creating a display also extended to the funerary 

procession and gave rise to rituals taking place en route to the burial place (as 

shown in 5.2.1.3). Hence, the shift of focus from underground to above ground 

within the funerary rituals was not, as some Egyptologists believe (Roth 1993, 50; 

Grajetski 2008, 187), the reason for changes in grave good provision during the 

Old Kingdom, but the result of a change in the schema of funerary ritual after 

2600 BC. In other words, the gradually elaborate rituals above ground and the 

absence of large numbers of objects underground were two sides of the same 

coin. With these arguments in mind, we can develop a new understanding of the 

model vessels and more elaborate coffins of the Old Kingdom. 

 

At Helwan, large numbers of model vessels were buried in the burial chamber 

(Köhler et al. 2014, 337-8). These models, made of stone or pottery, were 

introduced during Naqada IIIC (see Case 5, see also Brunton et al. 1927, 16-7), 

but from the 2nd Dynasty onward, they appeared as a set in the burial chamber 



 
 

326 

and became frequent during the Old Kingdom (Junker 1934, 142; 1938, 226; 

Hassan 1948, 24; Allen 2006, 19-20; Kytnarová and Jirásková 2007, 145). 

Egyptian archaeologists have reached an understanding that these model 

vessels were offerings to the dead (Junker 1929, 108-12; Bárta1995; Jirásková 

2017, 154), but some scholars have argued that they were cheap replacements 

of real vessels (Bárta 1995); others disagree and suggest that they were made 

for other purposes because these model vessels were combined with full-size 

vessels (Allen 2006, 22). Here we focus on those model vessels found in the 

burial chambers (for example those found in G 8887; Hassan 1936,139) and the 

argument from the previous paragraph puts us in a new position to understand 

why people used model vessels. 

 

The model vessels found in burial chambers were probably used for rituals before 

the interment, and had fulfilled their purpose when people scattered them onto 

the floor of the chamber. The ritual was probably an offering ritual that displayed 

the body and many objects as offerings. The offerings were likely to be objects 

found on the “Offering list” (Barta 1963; Kahlbacher 2016), and Junker (1929, 108) 

and Hassan (1936, 27-9) have noticed that the various types of model vessels fit 

those vessels found on the offering list. As argued earlier, the offering rituals were 

an extension of laying-out rituals that aimed to reproduce visual experiences of 

objects. Therefore, we can treat model vessels as an innovative material to satisfy 

the need of people to compose a grand display with many objects. Visually, they 

resemble full-sized vessels, but were much easier to manufacture than larger 

vessels. More importantly, viewing, handling and placing these vessels produced 

similar sensorimotor experiences produced by interactions with full-sized vessels. 

Arguably, model vessels were still different from full-size ones, but the repeated 

sensorimotor experiences, embodied by repeated offering rituals, in which people 
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treated model vessels as their full-sized counterparts, embodied the disposition 

that accepted model vessels as offering to the dead.  

 

Observations at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (Case 10-12), Qau and Naga ed Deir show 

that coffins received elaboration around 2100 BC and that some of them were 

painted with eyes. At the same time, coffins became the only object that was 

visible during the funerary rituals before the interment. The combination of these 

two phenomena raises questions about whether coffins around 2100 BC were 

also made for display in the offering ritual. It is likely that the coffin played a central 

role in offering rituals. People probably aligned objects with the painted eyes on 

the coffin or opened the lid to display the body within. More importantly, coffins 

were probably visible when people carried them and formed a funerary 

procession. Therefore, an elaborate coffin could enhance the visual experience 

of the procession. Like model vessels, elaborate coffins were also materials 

developed after people had made innovations in rituals above ground to extend 

the display of objects. Perhaps not only the laying-out ritual was extended into an 

offering ritual, but also the transportation of bodies and objects to cemeteries was 

extended into a funerary procession with multiple rituals en route to the burial 

place (as showed in 5.2.1.3). Since coffins were visible during transportation, so 

people extended their efforts to coffins too in the creation of visual experience.  

6.8. Conclusion  

This study has, like Williams’ (2006) shown the many ways in which people 

altered or managed the sensory experiences of grave goods. The Chi-square 

analyses reveal that people probably combined shallow pits with smaller ceramic 

vessels to render the display visible. In Cases 3 and 5, people enhanced the body 

of an infant and a meat offering by placing them close to the head of the dead. 

More importantly, this study has showed that people not only managed sensory 
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experiences but secured them when external conditions threatened their 

practices. From around 2600 BC, people shifted the display from underground to 

above ground in order to avoid views of it being blocked by the roof of the 

underground chamber.  

 

As Williams (2006) has argued, final display was not always the most important 

moment for memory making. This is clearly a consideration in the Egyptian case 

as well, with different displays composed within the coffin before interment. The 

added benefit of the Egyptian case is the survival of well-preserved human 

remains and textiles in burials in contrast to cases in Britain where bones and 

organic material do not normally survive (Williams 2006, 134). Lastly, the agency 

of the grave goods in relation to people, as Williams believes, lies in actions when 

composing the display, such as fastening brooches or lowering the coffin. These 

actions have “potential mnemonic significances” (Williams 2006, 120). By 

applying Bourdieu’s practice theory (Bourdieu 1976) which illustrates that bodily 

movements are instrumental in the embodiment of habitus, and Bell’s theory that 

stresses rituals as practice (Bell 1992), this study has theorised these actions as 

an essential element in the embodiment of sensorimotor experiences (2.3.1).  

 

Studies focusing on memory production (Connerton 1989, Rowlands 1993; Jones 

2003) have illustrated two kinds of memory, namely incorporating and inscribing 

memory, corresponding to different practices and material cultures (see Table 3). 

This study has illustrated typical practices to create incorporated memories—

those that resemble the ritually manufacturing and destruction of Malangan 

sculptures investigated by Küchler (1987). In New Ireland, funerary rituals usually 

featur the Malangan sculpture. The family members of the dead create a 

sculpture from their memories of the previous sculpture, and then, after the ritual, 

the new Malangan is ritually “killed” or destroyed. Similarly, during the third 
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millennium in Egypt, the display of objects and bodies was composed, viewed 

and then interred. Once objects had been displayed, they had fulfilled their 

purpose, and their visibility and integrity were no longer of concern for the ritual 

process.  

 

This thesis has further revealed that practices incorporating memory also 

experienced changes over a millennium. Memory production of changed in time 

and space according to changes in external conditions. Moreover, studies of 

material culture have emphasised a dichotomy between two modes of memory 

production and created an impression that interment and monument raising in 

funerary practices are two incompatible ways of producing memories. This bias 

is particularly apparent in Jones’ technologies of remembrance, which distinguish 

two modes of memory production: one relies on conventions in placing grave 

goods, and the another make use of monuments and cemeteries that fixed in one 

location (Jones 2003, 81-85 and Table 1). This study has focused on the 

placement of grave goods, but it has also noticed that the above ground structure 

of burials similarly witnessed developments at the same time. Therefore, the 

Egyptian practices show not a dichotomy of two modes of memory production, 

but a combination.  
  



 
 

330 

Conclusion 

 
At this time it was customary to place something in the hand of 
the deceased, which was considered likely to be of use to him. 

 (Erman 1904, 115) 
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If people believed the dead have no consciousness, then 
vassals would betray their (deceased) lords; sons, their fathers. 
Thus, the abandonment of mortuary rituals could make vassals 

and sons ungrateful (to their lords and ancestors). 
 (Lunheng, Book of Simple Burial, ca. 27-91 AD) 

 

The two quotes above capture the primary concern of this PhD study: when we 

try to understand grave goods, do we always need to place the needs of the dead 

at the centre? In Erman's opinion, Egyptians provided grave goods because they 

believed the dead would use them. Hence, the needs of the dead determined the 

presence and choice of grave goods. Indeed, as this study has pointed out in 

Chapter 2, interpretations that treat grave goods in ancient Egypt as nourishment 

to feed the dead in their afterlife are still popular among the general public. 

Egyptian beliefs in the afterlife seem to put the survival of the dead ath their core, 

and grave goods are perceived as merely tools to achieve this goal. However, we 

can also put the living at the centre and argue that grave goods and mortuary 

rituals were not for the needs of the dead, but for the living.  As in Lunheng above, 

the dead know nothing—they cannot enjoy or use an offerings and tools placed 

in the burials. However, people choose to believe the dead can enjoy an offering 

so that they can maintain a close relationship to their ancestors and lords through 

mortuary rituals. Here, the author of Lunheng approaches the meaning of grave 

goods and mortuary rituals by putting the social needs of the living at the centre. 

His argument reminds us of the maintenance of solidarity through mortuary rituals 

as described by Radcliffe-Brown (1922, 286). After all, it is the living who choose 
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to use grave goods, to carry out mortuary rituals and even to believe that the dead 

need grave goods to survive. Hence, once we position ourselves with the living 

in the past, we are exposed to many factors that shaped their minds and 

behaviours, such as living conditions and social structures. Thus we gain an 

advantage in trying to understand grave goods from multiple dimensions. 

 

Archaeology over the last two decades has paid much attention to the living when 

looking at grave goods. Scholars have examined ideology, bodily practices and 

even the memories related to grave goods. However, what inspired this study to 

pay attention to sensorimotor experiences and practices is the photograph of No. 

217 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (see Fig. 77). From the photograph, one can barely 

see the coffin at the bottom of the shaft because it is so dark in there. The dark 

bottom and small square opening of the shaft at the centre of the picture also 

form a sharp contradiction of darkness with bright and broad ground around it. By 

perceiving such a contradiction, one could realise how the small size of the shaft 

made it difficult for people to see everything in it. One can begin to wonder 

whether people might put nothing in the tomb because it was difficult to see into 

the burial pit from the graveside. And this question led to others: did people put 

grave goods in the grave to form a display? Was the visibility of grave goods a 

primary concern of people in the past? Was this difficulty in seeing grave goods 

related to the absence of grave goods at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar? As with previous 

studies in Post processual archaeology, what this study puts at its centre is the 

minds and bodies of the living and particularly their perceptions and sensorimotor 

experiences. 

 

From the perspective of sensorimotor experiences and practices, this study has 

answered its major research question: why did grave goods change during the 

third millennium in Egypt? In general, these changes were caused by new 
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responses to changes in external conditions and the formation processes of 

archaeological materials. Before the third millennium, parts of the Egyptian 

population had already developed a set of embodied dispositions, or schema, 

that guided their funerary rituals. One part of this set of dispositions required 

people to display objects and bodies in burials before the final interment. 

Repeated ritual practices produced visual experiences of such displays according 

to this schema, and sensorimotor experiences created by these displays were 

embodied as dispositions, which reinforced the schema. The quantitative and 

qualitative analyses of this study have demonstrated that people improvised to 

secure the visibility of the objects they intended to display. However, by 2600 BC, 

underground chambers appeared, and people could not create experiences that 

were visible to the majority of participants of funerary rituals. People responded 

to this change by shifting the display from the burial place to elsewhere, and this 

display probably developed into a laying-out ritual or a later offering ritual. This 

shift in display created a set of new sensorimotor experiences in ritual practices, 

which were embodied as new dispositions. These new dispositions led people to 

expect a display of objects outside the burial before the final interment, and 

people stopped placing objects into graves even though there was enough space 

for them. In some parts of Egypt, burials were places to store objects that had 

been displayed and used in rituals before the interment. Since many objects were 

probably displayed prior to a burial and were not included in the burial, they had 

less chance of surviving to be found by archaeologists. Hence, the combined 

force of changes in dispositions and, practices and the chances of surviving as 

archaeological materials led to the changes in grave goods observed by 

archaeologists. 

 

Now, at the very end of this study, we return to other research questions. This 

study of change in grave goods is based on practice theory (Bourdieu 1977, 
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1991), which was used mostly to interpret the choice of grave goods instead of 

how they changed (Treherne 1995; Meskell 1996, with an exception by Wengrow 

2006). Hence, at the beginning of this study, one research question asked 

whether practice theory could explain changes in grave goods. The answer to 

this question is ‘yes’, but with some elaborations about the embodiment process. 

Practice theory can explain changes in grave goods because it illustrates a 

dialectic process between subjectivity and objectivity. In this process, any 

changes in practices can be embodied as new dispositions, which guide new 

changes in practices (Bourdieu 1991, 57, also see 2.3.1.1.). Hence, changes in 

grave goods at one point in time could be the reason for changes at a later time. 

However, practice theory needs elaboration of the process of embodiment from 

objectivity to subjectivity in order to explain why people changed their practices 

and dispositions. This study has argued that practice embodies and reproduces 

the sensorimotor experiences of rituals, and thath people changed their practices 

according to changes in external conditions to ensure the reproduction of these 

embodied experiences (see 2.3.1.2.).  

 

In the beginning, we also questioned whether material from one site: Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar, is suitable for examining changes in grave goods throughout the 

entire third millennium. This study has showed that the well-preserved material 

from this site offers many cases that represent different actions and intentions in 

displaying objects. More importantly, many phenomena found at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar are also found in other parts of Egypt. Thus burials from here are 

representative of the burial practices during the third millennium BC. The large 

sample deriving from the cemeteries at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar has also allowed us 

to perform quantitative analyses to reveal how people prioritised the visibility of 

ceramic vessels, and separated stone and ceramic vessels in displays. However, 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar has its limitations. First, the excavations here did not 
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produce photographs for every burial, so that this study has to select certain 

burials for case studies. Second, excavations at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar did not 

reveal any burials between 2860BC and 2600 BC. Moreover, there are a very few 

of burials from the mid to late third millennium BC. Thus the material from this site 

cannot cover the entire third millennium BC. Finally, burials at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar represent the funerary practices of only a part of ancient Egyptian society: 

people who lived in provincial regions. For the practices of the royal court, one 

has to look to Giza. 

 

The material from sites other than Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar is useful for bridging the 

gap in chronology, but it is not without limitations. Helwan and Naga ed Deir 

provided parallels to Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar in grave structures, indicating a 

possible continuation of some forms in time . As shown in 6.2.1., tombs at Helwan, 

such as 471 5H have the same structure as No. 158 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar from 

Naqada IIIC2, but are dated later by their grave goods. Helwan burials with an 

underground chamber and staircase, such as 68 H5, were also dated earlier than 

2600 BC, but share the similarities in objects and grave structure with burials 

around 2600 BC at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. More remarkably, there were burials 

with both staircase and open pit, a structure that mixed features from Naqada 

IIIC2 and 2600 BC, such as No. 1/1 at Helwan. Similarly, at Naga ed Deir, there 

were open-pit burials with brick lining that showed a connection in the mid-third 

millennium BC back to the small pit burials from the Predynastic period. However, 

these burials provide no evidence of positioning of objects with the body, and 

indeed, in some, objects are absent altogether. 

 

However, the material from Helwan and Naga ed Deir was not problem-free for 

the endeavour to bridge gaps in the chronology at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Many 

burials from Helwan have not yet been published, leaving a limited number of 
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burials from Naqada IIID for this study to fill the blank in the narrative of changes 

of grave goods during this period at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Burials from Naga ed 

Deir were published with details, but the site was dated with its own internal 

chronological framework and not cross-referenced with the chronology at other 

sites, as Seidlmayer has done for material from the late third to early second 

millennium BC (Seidlmayer 1990). Although it is not necessary for every site to 

be cross-referenced with other sites, Reisner dated burials from Naga ed Deir 

according to their structures, and the resolution of his dating is not very refined, 

and therefore his results need to be calibrated with data from more finely dated 

sites. The chronology, as shown in 6.2.4., could be roughly divided into two parts: 

before and after 2500 BC. The crucial issue with Helwan and Naga ed Deir is 

whether burials there can genuinely represent what would have happened at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. The observation of multiple sites in 6.2. showed that there 

were local variations in burial structures and objects. Therefore, we cannot 

determine whether those burials that showed transitions from Naqada IIIC2 (ca. 

2896 BC) to 2600 BC, or from 2600 BC to 2100 BC represent local traditions or 

universal phenomena. 

 

This study has relied on observations from photographs and sketches and so 

inevitably there are biases in the course of observation. Some of these biases 

are difficult to eliminate while others could be avoided by conducting multiple 

observations. Conditions of photographs can cause problems. For example, in a 

black-and-white photograph, traces of white plaster can be mistaken for smooth 

parts of wood or pottery surfaces brightened by sunlight (see the edge of planks 

on the left-down corner in Fig. 74 and the ceramic coffin in Fig. 96). Thus, there 

is always the possibility that these white-coloured features might be mistaken for 

white plaster. Biases caused by these conditions were inherent and cannot be 

eliminated from photographs. The best way to avoid them is to gain awareness 
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of how features in photographs were composed of light and shade and how under 

different light conditions, they could be mistaken for different things. Our 

observations also create biases when we regard phenomena from one burial as 

universal. For example, we have seen that an infant burial and a meat offering 

were unique to Cases 3 and 5 (see Table 69 and 70). Multiple observations of 

similar burials in other parts of Egypt (6.2.) can be used to test the observations 

from this one site to at least partially eliminate these biases. 

 

This study also questions whether it can explain changes grave goods without 

attributing every phenomenon to changes in the belief system. The experimental 

application of practice-based theory in this study has showed that transformations 

in external conditions and people's responses could have caused changes in 

grave goods. Hence, we do not have to explain every change in grave goods 

from the perspective of the belief system. However, this study is not entirely 

detached from those philosophical studies in Egyptology that shed light upon 

Egyptian beliefs of the afterlife, because it shares material with these studies and 

has made use of their results. This connection is particularly firm in section 5.2.1.3, 

where this study has extracted the sequence of events of Old Kingdom funerals 

from reconstructions based on reliefs from mastabas. More importantly, although 

this study has pointed out that the display of bodies and objects from a schema 

of ritual practice and revealed the rules of display, it could not explain their 

contents without referring to the belief system. The Regression analyses in 

section 5.1.2 have showed that people put most ceramic and stone vessels in 

front of the body, but it could not explain why people chose to put them in these 

positions. From the perspective of belief, we could argue that these vessels 

represented food and drink to be placed close to the mouth of the dead. Similarly, 

although we knew from this study that people composed an image of the dead 

as a sleeping person in the coffin, we could not explain why they did this. Again, 
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as Seidlmayer has explained about beliefs in the continuity of life after death, 

picturing the dead as a sleeping person expressed the idea that death was sleep 

suggesting the ontological continuity of the dead (Seidlmayer 2001, 224-7). 

Hence, although this study has tried to explore a way to avoid the notion that 

beliefs in the afterlife to be the single or primary dimension for interpretation of 

Egyptian grave goods, it showed that any alternative perspectives can not be 

entirely separated from the belief system. Instead of promoting a dichotomy 

between belief-based approaches and non-belief-based approaches to grave 

goods, this study argues that the human body, embodied dispositions and beliefs 

in the afterlife were deeply entangled with each other in ritual practices. 

 

As mentioned earlier, this study interpreted changes in mortuary practices without 

positing a belief in the afterlife as the primary dimension of analysis. However, 

this neutral approach does not mean that its results cannot contribute to our 

understanding of the Egyptian belief in the afterlife. The very first argument this 

study could raise is the nature of the Egyptian belief in the afterlife, and how we 

approach it in archaeology. The theory and result of this study introduced the 

concept of the embodied schema into the observation of mortuary practice. Such 

a schema was followed and embodied recurrently over a long-time span and 

rendered the Egyptian mortuary practices coherent. However, what is the 

relationship between the schema that shaped the mortuary practice, and the 

Egyptian belief system, which is also manifested in iconography, texts and grave 

goods? Could dispositions and the schema in practice be part of beliefs, or were 

beliefs a philosophical articulation of these embodied schemas? This study 

answers the question by referring back to the research by Whitehouse on the 

question of religiosity (Whitehouse 2000). As demonstrated in that study, two 

different modes of religiosity relied on different modes of memory production to 

maintain their contents and the transmission among people (see Table 4). Hence, 
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religions or beliefs are inseparable from embodied experiences. Similarly, when 

examining the Egyptian belief in the afterlife, we could also argue that the 

embodied experiences, which were produced and repeated by schemas in 

practice, were inseparable from the transmission of Egyptian belief in the afterlife 

among people and generations. Indeed, formal Egyptian texts and images can 

articulate the content of the belief in the afterlife, but there were also indescribable, 

embodied schemas entrenched deeply in the sensorimotor system (as neuron 

firings, Whitehouse 2000, 9); such schemas were seldom processed and 

articulated by the recently developed parts of our neuro system (the cerebral 

cortex), which were responsible for more complex tasks such as philosophical 

thinking. 

Since embodied schemas are inseparable from beliefs, then, when approaching 

beliefs in the afterlife from archaeological material, one could seek not only the 

content of the belief, but also embodied dispositions. Inscriptions and images 

from objects remain essential material for us to learn the content of Egyptian 

beliefs in the afterlife, but the colour, shapes and sensorimotor experiences these 

objects produced in mortuary practices will offer us an alternative path, which 

leads to the embodied dispositions that could not always be articulated in texts 

and images. The model vessels and coffins in this thesis are two examples. From 

the model vessels, archaeologists could learn that Egyptians probably believed 

individuals could be nourished without real food in the afterlife. However, as 

discussed earlier in 6.7, these vessels also reflect the schema in mortuary 

practice, which require people to interact with vessels and to recreate the 

embodied experiences created by these interactions. Model vessels were an 

innovation that allowed people to repeat such experiences but with less energy 

spent on the collection or manufacture of the usual vessels. Similarly, from the 

inscribed coffin, one can acknowledge the attitudes Egyptians had to the body, 

as a sacred, protected entity. This study provides another perspective to look at 
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the belief in the afterlife from the coffins. Coffins were not only protection for the 

body, but also a tool to create visual experiences required by embodied 

dispositions. 

 

The results of this study also show that there could be a confrontation between 

idealised beliefs in the afterlife and the profane world. In 3.1., the thesis discussed 

the changing ritual landscape at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, particularly in relation to 

the main Nile channel, and argued that the funeral procession might not have 

needed to cross the Nile in the manner of the idealised funeral as depicted in 

reliefs from the Old Kingdom. In this case, the beliefs that set down idealised 

steps for a complete funeral were challenged by the physical reality of the 

landscape. Another case could be found in burials from 2100 BC, as revealed in 

Cases 11 and 12. In both burials, the coffins were lowered into the recess 

vertically, causing the bodies to slide to the bottom of the coffins. The participant 

in the funerals might hear the sound of this dislocation. In Case 12, the body had 

been less articulated because of decomposition, so that the sound of the dropping 

body would have been clearly heard by many. However, people did not reopen 

the coffin to recheck. One possible reason is that people showed little concern to 

the body. In that case, people’s attitude in practice would contradict beliefs that 

emphasised the integrity of the body for the afterlife. 

 

Apart from the beliefs in the afterlife, the result of this study also renews our 

understanding of mortuary practices during the third millennium BC. The 

similarities and differences between practices from larger and small burials, and 

between burials from Giza and provincial area could be framed with reference to 

Redfield’s conceptualisation of the great and the little traditions (Redfield 1956, 

41-6) and Marriott’s (Marriott 1955, 171-222) further analysis. From this point, the 

results of this study could lead to a further examination of the interaction between 
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mortuary practices we know today from pyramids, mastabas and texts (high 

culture) and those we understand from common burials. Redfield argued that the 

great tradition, or high culture, is the dominant tradition and the little tradition is 

local tradition. When dominated by the great tradition, local tradition incorporated 

it into the little tradition. In this process the great tradition was reinterpreted and 

modified. There is a constant interaction between the great and little traditions. 

Little tradition from local areas could be universalised and become the great 

tradition (Marriott 1955, 172) and returned to the local communities as a great 

tradition (Redfield 1956, 42).  

 

Mortuary practices from the third millennium BC in Egypt illustrate this interaction. 

The elaborate form of burials from Naqada IIIC, such as No.1973 at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar, N1532 at Naga ed Deir and 471 5H at Helwan, shared many similarities 

in terms of the positions of vessels and the schema that emphasise the display 

of the body and objects. During the Old Kingdom, mortuary practices attested at 

Giza were incorporated into the provincial regions, and many variations emerged. 

For example, the rectangular basket coffin from No. 207 is a variation of 

rectangular wood coffins used for these practices. The two-legged headrests 

found in Nos. 207 and 208 are also indicators of such incorporation. As shown in 

6.6, it was the practice at Giza for people to place headrests, usually of the one-

stem type, with the dead. Nos. 207 and 208 followed the same practice, but with 

the type of headrest changed to forms that are found mostly at Tarkhan-Kafr 

Ammar and Harageh. 

 

Redfield's theory also allows us to understand the origin and adoption of mortuary 

practice during this period. Moreover, the complex processes of origin and 

adoption are related to the nature of communities at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Since 

the great tradition could rise from a little tradition, then we can argue that the 
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mortuary practices attested in burials of possible local elites are an appropriation 

of local practices. This process started in Naqada IIIA2 at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. 

The elaborate burials such No. 1845 had already added new practices, such as 

building brick structures, over the practices from simple pit burial. As mentioned 

in 6.1, Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar accommodated major settlements from Fayum to 

Memphis, and society here showed signs of social hierarchy. Therefore, we can 

contemplate that the mortuary practices of the elite, attested at Saqqara and 

Helwan after Naqada IIIA2, originated from practices of the wider population in 

the Memphite region. Redfield also argued that after being transformed into a 

great tradition, the little tradition will return to the wider society (Redfield 1956, 

42). A similar process might happen when the provincial communities at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar adopted the mortuary practices from the court. By 2100 BC, 

communities at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar were smaller than their predynastic 

counterparts, as the dated number of burials dropped from 1540 to 92, and 

people probably under the influence of the court. The social status of Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar during this period created a condition for a little tradition in mortuary 

practices, that had originated from here over a thousand years earlier, and now 

returned as a transformed great tradition, with features such as the inscribed 

coffin, the underground recess and the display of the dead as a sleeping person. 

 

However, such an application of Redfield's framework has been subjected to 

critical analysis in Egyptian archaeology and should be carried out with care. As 

Bussmann (Bussmann 2016) argued, Redfield’s framework is not a ready-made 

system for our interpretation of Egyptian material culture. Objects are not 

evidence of the great or small tradition. Instead, they “raise the questions about 

the framework that produced them” (Bussmann 2016, 42-3). Instead of assigning 

different kinds of material culture to great or small traditions, we should focus on 

the way people behave in relation to traditions in different contexts. It is also 
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alarming that Egyptologists and archaeologists emphasised a dichotomy 

between the great and the little traditions. The former were traditions found 

among ruling classes, while the latter were traditions of common people. This 

dichotomy downplayed the interaction in Redfield's model (Bussmann 2016, 43). 

In this study, it is not the grave goods themselves that represent the great or little 

tradition, but rather the differences in practices of the people that engaged with 

grave goods. Funerals and cemeteries became events and places where different 

practices from different traditions intersected. The results from observations in 

different sites from the third millennium show a complex process of blending great 

and small traditions in the funerary domain. On this point, this study suggests that 

the relationship between funerary practices from the court and provincial area is 

far more complicated than oppositions. The two kinds of funerary practices could 

have been closely related at the beginning of the third millennium, and then 

became intertwined in the following years when people with different knowledge 

and practices in mortuary ritual organised rituals in different parts of Egypt. 

 

Although this study addresses the dramatic changes in mortuary practice during 

the third millennium, it also reveals parts of practices that showed continuity. Such 

continuity leads us to reconsider the connection between mortuary practices from 

the Predynastic period and the Old Kingdom. Indeed, this thesis followed the 

argument that we could not simply extend what we learnt about the Dynastic 

mortuary practices and the beliefs to the Predynastic practices in 2.2.1. 

(Wengrow 2006, 226). Nevertheless, the results from observation of multiple sites 

also show that some principles in mortuary practices from the Predynastic 

survived to the Dynastic period, even though the practices and their remains 

could look very different from each other. This study demonstrated that the 

creation of displays of bodies and objects had been an underlying schema and a 

major concern of mortuary practices from Naqada IIIA2 onward, and that this 
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schema continued to guide the practice after Naqada IIIC2, even though displays 

were composed before the final interment. Another continuity was the distinction 

between ceramic and stone vessels, as discussed in 6.5. Vessels of different 

material and visual characters were separated, grouped and placed in different 

positions in burials, although this differentiation in treatment was covered by stark 

differences between practices from Predynastic and later. From the early third 

millennium to around 2600 BC, most of the vessels were found in one place, 

occupying different positions in the pit. After 2600 BC, not all the stone and 

ceramic vessels were placed with the body in the underground chamber, but the 

separation between them was still visible at Helwan and Naga ed Deir.  

 

We can also view the continuity of certain principles in mortuary practices from 

the model of great and little traditions as presented in the previous paragraphs. 

The creation of displays and the differentiation of ceramic and stone vessels 

might have been worked into the great tradition of the Egyptian elite, becoming a 

part of Dynastic mortuary practice. Although it is dangerous to trace every aspect 

of Dynastic practices to Predynastic ones, some of them could find their origins 

during Naqada IIIA2 to C2, when a Dynastic Egypt took its shape. However, the 

discussion of the continuities does not discount the warning from Wengrow and 

Stevenson that we cannot simply extend Dynastic culture into the Predynastic 

period (Wengrow 2006, 226; Stevenson 2015b, 376). We have to keep in mind 

that Dynastic mortuary practices only inherited schemas of practices attested in 

sites in Upper Egypt, such as Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, Naga ed Deir and Qau. 

Moreover, the Predynastic period covered millennia, and these inherited 

schemas probably appeared only from the Naqada III period, while some other 

mortuary practices did not survive into the third millennium BC. 

 

This study is inspired by the observable changes in grave goods recorded by 
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Egyptian archaeologists (1.1., 1.2.) and denies the simple narration of the decline 

in grave goods. The results from observations also deepened our understanding 

of these observable changes. Towards the end of this thesis, it is vital to elaborate 

which features were truly missing from funerary records and how could we 

understand them. There are some elements that noticeably disappear from the 

mortuary record during the third millennium BC. Some types of ceramic vessels 

became absent after 2600 BC, including large vessels in fig 19 (see also Petrie 

1913, Pl. LIV to LVI) and cylinder vessels with the smooth white surface (Petrie 

1913, Pl. XLIX). Ceramic vessels were almost absent at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

after 2600 BC, and at Naga ed Deir, around 2100 BC. At sites where ceramic 

vessels continued in use, such as Qau and Badari, there were no large jars such 

as type 73 from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (Brunton 1928, Pl. LXXVI to LXXXI). At 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, stone vessels were also almost absent in the underground 

parts of burials after 2600 BC. Even though ceramic and stone vessels continued 

to be deposited at some sites, they were no longer arranged in the same close 

relation to the body. For example, in N559 at Naga ed Deir, objects were 

squeezed into space between the coffin and walls, even though there was 

enough space around the body. In N618, the body was out of the picture when 

vessels were placed on the mat over it (Fig, 105). Stone vessels in N561b were 

crammed around the entrance to the underground chamber without being aligned 

with the face or the torso of the body (Fig. 108). Similarly, at Qau and Badari, 

ceramic vessels were placed outside the coffins or in the niche in the shaft, while 

the body was enclosed in the coffin. The decoration of the underground parts of 

the burials also disappeared after 2600 BC. At Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, during 

Naqada III Period, there were traces that suggested people tried to beautify the 

walls of the pit. For example, the walls in No. 158 were plastered with mud (fig. 

57). In contrast, the appearance of the underground parts was not the primary 

concern in No. 208 where an ad hoc tunnel was dug to accommodate the coffin. 
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At Helwan in the early third millennium BC, wood planks were laid at the bottom 

of the pit of 722 H.5, and people spent much effort to dress the walls and the floor 

of 1/1 (40 H3) (see fig. 89). Such labour was absent in rich burials from the second 

half of the third millennium, such as G 8887 at Giza. From fig. 109, we can see 

the wall was left unworked. The details above enrich the initial observations from 

Egyptian archaeologists, mentioned in Chapter 1. The perceivable drop in the 

number of content of burials is only one facet of the overall change of grave goods 

in the third millennium BC. 

 

This research argued that changes in external conditions led to changes in 

practices once these changes became permanent. The most marked change in 

external conditions took place in the tomb structures, which changed from simple 

shaft pit to shaft with underground chambers. As observed from cases at Tarkhan-

Kafr Ammar, the introduction of underground chambers deprived funerals of the 

spectacle of a display immediately before the interment, thus compelling people 

to shift the display to other episodes within the funeral proceedings. This change 

reflects possible changes in social and religious aspects between the end of 

Naqada IIIC2 to 2600s BC. Socially, there was probably anxiety over the violation 

of the tombs or the practice of recycling of older burials. Changes in tomb 

structures seemed to serve the purpose of protecting the body, as well as saving 

resources for the construction of burials. At Helwan and Naga ed Deir, we can 

see that during and shortly after Naqada IIIC2 the open pits were accessed via 

flights of steps. The open pits were probably covered by a roof that required 

timbers and mud bricks. However, the open pits were replaced by underground 

chambers. Hence the burial place was protected not by a roof made of beams, 

mat and bricks, but solid strata of soil and limestone about 2 meters thick. There 

were also stone slabs lowered into the shaft to seal the only entrance to the 

chambers. The recycling of the older burials was another practice that reminded 
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people their burials were not eternal. By replacing the roofed pit with an 

underground chamber, there were less to be retrieved from burials; stone slabs 

and thick layers of the natural “roof” of the chamber also made entering the 

chamber difficult. 

 

Religious concerns regarding the integrity of the dead body would also have 

created anxiety around the disturbance of burials. The key finding of this study is 

that the body played a central role in the display of objects. As shown in the 

Regression analysis, objects were more frequent in front of the body, echoing the 

position of the living person in practices of receiving and eating (5.1.1.3.); the 

body also received extra care, such as the wrapping with fine linen in No. 260 at 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, to ensure an ontological continuity of the dead (Seidlmayer 

2001, 224-7). However, the precondition of such a schema in practice is the 

integrity of the body. Bodily integrity was not always a concern during the Naqada 

period; as Wengrow has discussed, in two burials at Armant the body had been 

disassembled and the parts arranged with objects to create a powerfully different 

image (Wengrow 2006, 117). What we observe during the third millennium BC 

was the result of choices Egyptians made to present their dead. This choice was 

made probably by people at Gerzeh, not far from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, before the 

Naqada III period, and became a major concern in the beliefs of the afterlife, and 

protective practices such as body wrapping may have stemmed from this.  

 

Observation of changes at Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar and other sites in Egypt also 

emphasised certain aspects of transformations in grave goods that contribute to 

our overall understanding of developments in mortuary archaeology. First, the 

change in the number and types of grave goods in the underground parts of 

burials was not necessarily a change in people's choice of grave goods, but could 

be a change in how people positioned them. As shown in this study, although 
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grave goods became almost absent in the burial chamber after 2600 BC, they 

may have been present elsewhere as a part of a separate ritual of display before 

the interment. Second, the changes were not always sudden, but a gradual 

process motivated by small alterations that accumulated in the repetition of the 

practice. The observation at Naga ed Deir illustrates this, as there the grave 

goods did not become absent immediately after 2600 BC, but through a process. 

In the first stage, grave goods were still presented in the grave but without any 

evident principle of arrangement in their positions. Also, grave goods did not 

appear simultaneously with the body (as shown in fig. 105). The structure of 

graves also experienced gradual changes, as shown at Helwan, after Naqada 

IIIC2; there were burials with staircase and open pit that mixed elements from 

both Naqada IIIC and 2600 BC. Third, changes in grave goods observed across 

Egypt during the third millennium BC were not homogeneous (see 6.2.5.). The 

changes in mortuary practices were manifested in different phenomena. At 

Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar, we found that ceramic vessels were almost absent, while 

at Qau and Badari, ceramic vessels were present. These variations could not 

deny the general changes in grave goods we observed across Egypt, because 

they were all related to the shift of the focus of display from burials to elsewhere. 

Lastly, the causes of changes were not necessarily from a single aspect such as 

ideology, political power, or economy. Elements in these aspects also did not work 

directly to grave goods and mortuary practices. Instead, instigators of change 

could be more prosaic, such as the alterations in visibility due to changes in tomb 

structures revealed by this study. However, this does not mean that changes in 

society do not reach grave goods. The shifts in tomb structure may have been 

connected to disturbance of burials, either for recycling material or tomb robbing, 

and anxiety over the integrity of the body. Thus, when we look at the causes of 

changes, we can see multiple entangled elements. 
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There are many potential questions from this PhD research that deserve further 

study. The Regression analyses based on data from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar reveal 

the tendency to place objects in front of the body and the separation between 

ceramic and stone vessels. As Stevenson's (2009) study has showed, this 

arrangement of objects belongs to the Naqada culture of Upper Egypt, while 

people in Lower Egypt put ceramic vessels behind the body. A future study could 

include data from other cemeteries of the Naqada culture to test Stevenson's idea 

and to reinforce the result from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar. Potential sites include 

Gerzeh, Naqada and Abydos where excavators recorded the positions of objects 

on tomb cards or other archival material. The well-recorded and published 

Naqada cemetery at Minshat Abu Omar is also suitable for this test. Data from 

the cemeteries of non-Naqada cultures should also be analysed with the same 

methods to act as a control group. The Regression analyses in this study could 

also be refined in the future, by adding types as variables, to test whether people 

treated different types of ceramic vessels differently and thus to examine whether 

different ceramic shapes, colours and textures had different meanings for ancient 

Egyptian during the Predynastic period. In Cases 1 and 2, we saw that cylinder 

vessels were treated in the same way as stone vessels and were placed close to 

them. Refined Regression analysis can test whether this phenomenon is 

exclusive to these two cases or applies to other burials of the Naqada culture. 

 

Finally, some aspects of this study could encourage cross-disciplinary studies in 

the future. Model vessels, for instance, have received little attention from 

Egyptian archaeology despite their large numbers (Allen 2006, 20; Bárta1995, 

15). The theory behind this study provides a new way to understand the use of 

these objects in rituals: model vessels were not only cheaper objects that 

replaced full-sized vessels but were also tools that created sensorimotor 

experiences similar to those of their full-sized counterparts (6.7.). Recent studies 
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in psychology have found that people can convert visual signals of models into 

objects which these models represent in communications (Clark 2016). In the 

field of theatrical performance, similar studies illustrate that people can accept 

the "make-believe" object, or the prop, on stage without having to pointing out 

that props are not what they represent (Sofer 2013, 14). This ability also allows 

people to use model vessels in rituals without questioning their small size and 

their lack of capacity. It will be interesting to combine these theories to interpret 

the use of model vessels in Egyptian mortuary practices. Apart from drawing 

onnew theories from other disciplines, we can also introduce Eye Tracking 

technology from neuroscience to explore why people choose to place different 

objects in different positions in a burial. The Eye Tracking devices can capture 

the minor eye movements such as scanning and pausing, and can help us to 

examine which part of a burial or which objects were particularly arresting (Yarbus 

1967; Purves et al. 2001). This method allows us to explore whether people 

chose these positions to place objects not only because these positions had 

specific meanings in the display, but also because objects placed in these 

positions became more eye-catching than others. 

 

There remains much to explore in the future from this study. As mentioned earlier, 

body, mind and beliefs in the afterlife were enabled by each other. This argument 

prompts a further question: did changes in funerary practices give rise to new 

rituals and beliefs from the Predynastic Period to the Old Kingdom? Although 

section 6.7 of this thesis touched upon this question, it requires a detailed study 

in future to explore possible connections between the formation of beliefs, 

funerary rituals and changes in funerary practices during the third millennium BC. 

Another question that deserves future research is how we can develop a theory 

for Egyptian archaeology that starts not from the presence of grave goods, but 

the absence of them. This study has showed that Egyptian burials were not 
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always furnished with objects, and, when grave goods were absent, this was not 

indicative of a decline. However, what made scholars think that the absence of 

grave goods was unusual is the assumption that the presence of grave goods 

was normal. In other words, in Egyptian archaeology, we had taken grave goods 

for granted. In the future we might regard the absence of grave goods as the 

norm and thus explore the emergence of grave goods as a new phenomenon. 

This new angle can bring fresh insights to our understanding of funerary practices 

of placing objects with the dead, an everlasting subject in archaeology.  

  



 
 

351 

Bibliography 

Allen, S. (2006). Miniature and model vessels in ancient Egypt. In: M. Bárta, 

ed.,The Old Kingdom art and archaeology: proceedings of the conference held in 

Prague, May 31 - June 4, 2004, Prague: Czech Institute of Egyptology, Faculty 

of Arts, Charles University in Prague, pp.19-24. 

 

Adams, W. (1997). Anthropology and Egyptology: Divorce and Remarriage? In: 

J. Lustig, ed., Anthropology and Egyptology: A developing dialogue (Monographs 

in Mediterranean archaeology 8). Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, pp. 25-32. 

 

Adler, P., Adler P. (2005). Observational Techniques. In: N. Denzin, Y. Lincoln, 

ed., Handbook of Qualitative Research, 3rd ed. New York, New Delhi: Sage 

Publication, pp. 377-392. 

 

Alcock, S. (2002). Archaeologies of the Greek Past: Landscape, Monuments, and 

Memories. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Allen, J. (2005). The ancient Egyptian pyramid texts. Atlanta, GA: Society of 

Biblical Literature. 

 

Altenmüller, H. (1972). Die Texte zum Begräbnisritual in den Pyramiden des Alten 

Reiches, Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz. 

 

Altenmüller, H. (1975). Bestattungsritual, In: W. Helck and E. Otto, ed. Lexikon 

der Ägyptologie, I. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, pp.745-765. 

 



 
 

352 

Anderson, W. (1992). Badarian Burials: Evidence of Social Inequality in Middle 

Egypt During the Early Predynastic Era, Journal of the American Research 

Center in Egypt, Vol. 29, pp. 51-66. 

 

Ashmore, W. (2002). Decisions and dispositions: socializing spatial archaeology. 

American Anthropologist, 104, pp. 1172–1183. 

 

Ashmore, W. (2004). Social archaeologies of landscape. In: L. Meskell,  R. 

Preucel ed., A Companion to Social Archaeology. Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 255–

271. 

 

Ashmore, W., Knapp. B. (1999). ed., Archaeologies of Landscape: Contemporary 

Perspectives. Oxford: Blackwell. 

 

Assmann, J. (2005). Death and salvation in ancient Egypt, D. Lorton, trans. Ithaca: 

Cornell University Press. 

 

Aston, B.(1994). Ancient Egyptian stone vessels: Materials and forms (Studien 

zur Archäologie und Geschichte Altägyptens 5). Heidelberg: Heidelberger 

Orientverlag. 

 

Aston, B., Harrell, J., Shaw, I. (2000). Stone. In: N. Shaw, P.Nicholson, and I. 

Shaw, ed., Ancient Egyptian materials and technology, Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. pp.5-77. 

 

Baer, K. (1960). Rank and title in the Old Kingdom: the structure of the Egyptian 

administration in the fifth and sixth dynasties. Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press. 



 
 

353 

 

Baines, J. (2000). Stone and other materials in ancient Egypt. In: C. Karlshausen 

and T. De Putter, ed., Pierres Égyptiennes – Chefs-d’Oeuvre pour l’Éternité. 

Mons: Faculté Polytechnique de Mons, pp. 29-41  

 

Baird, J. (2011). Photographing Dura-Europos, 1928–1937: An Archaeology of 

the Archive. American Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 115, No. 3, pp. 427-446. 

 

Ball, J. (1939). Contributions to the geography of Egypt. Cairo: Government Press, 

Bulaq. 

 

Ballet, P. (1987). Essai de classification des coupes type Maidum-Bowl du 

sondage nord de 'Ayn-Aṣīl (Oasis de Dakhla): typologie et evolution. Cahiers de 

la céramique égyptienne, 1, pp. 1-16. 

 

Bard, K. (1988). A Quantitative Analysis of the Predynastic Burials in Armant 

Cemetery 1400-1500, The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, Vol. 74, pp. 39-55. 

 

Bard, K. (1994). From farmers to Pharaohs: Mortuary evidence for the rise of 

complex society in Egypt (Monographs in Mediterranean archaeology 2). 

Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press. 

 

Bárta, M. (1995). Pottery Inventory and the Beginning of the IVth Dynasty, 

Göttinger Miszellen, 149, pp.15-24. 

 

Bárta, M. (2011). Journey to the west: The world of the Old Kingdom tombs in 

Ancient Egypt. Prague: Charles University in Prague, Faculty of Arts: Vydání 

první. 



 
 

354 

 

Barta, W. (1963). Die altägyptische Opferliste: Von der Frühzeit bis zur 

griechisch-römischen Epoche (Münchner ägyptologische Studien, Heft 3). Berlin: 

Hessling. 

 

Bárta, W. (1981). Die Chronologie der 1. bis 5. Dynastie nach den Angaben des 

rekonstruierten Annalensteins. Zeitschrift für ägyptische Sprache und 

Altertumskunde, 108, pp. 11-23. 

 

Bárta, W. (2013). Radiocarbon dates for the Old Kingdom and their 

correspondences. In: A. Shortland, C. Ramsey, ed., Radiocarbon and the 

chronologies of ancient Egypt. Oxford: Oxbow Books, pp. 218 -223. 

 

Bartel, B.(1981). A Historical Review of Ethnological and Archaeological 

Analyses of Mortuary Practice. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology, 1, pp. 32-

58. 

 

Bastian, A. (1860). Der Mensch in der Geschichte: zur Begründung einer 

Psychologischen Weltanschauung. Leipzig: O. Wigand. 

 

Beckerath, J. (1997). Chronologie des pharaonischen Ägypten: die 

Zeitbestimmung der ägyptischen Geschichte von der Vorzeit bis 332 v. Chr. 

Mainz am Rhein: Verlag Philipp von Zabern. 

 

Begelsbacher-Fischer, B. (1981). Untersuchungen zur Götterwelt des Alten 

Reiches im Spiegel der Privatgräber der IV. und V. Dynastie (Orbis biblicus et 

orientalis; 37). Frieburg (Schweiz): Universitätsverlag. 

 



 
 

355 

Begelsbacher-Fischer, B. (1981). Untersuchungen zur Götterwelt des Alten 

Reiches im Spiegel der Privatgräber der IV. und V. Dynastie. Frieburg: 

Universitätsverlag. 

 

Bell, C. (1992). Ritual theory, ritual practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Bell, C. (1997). Ritual: perspectives and dimensions. New York; Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

 

Bender, B. (1993). ed., Landscape: Politics and Perspectives. Oxford: Berg. 

 

Bevan, A. (2007). Stone vessels and values in the Bronze Age Mediterranean. 

New York, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Binford, L. (1971). Mortuary Practices: Their Study and Their Potential. In:  J. 

Brown, ed., Memoirs of the Society of America Archaeology, Vol. 36, No. 3, Part 

2. Washington D.C.: Society for American Archaeology, pp. 6-29. 

 

Blackman, W. (1927). The Fellahin of Upper Egypt, Cairo: The American 

University in Cairo Press; 

 

Bloch, M. (1971). Placing the dead: Tombs, ancestral villages and kinship 

organization in Madagascar (Seminar studies in anthropology 1). London: 

Seminar Press. 

 

Bourdieu, P. (1977). Outline of a theory of practice, R. Nice, trans., Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 



 
 

356 

Bourdieu, P. (1991). The logic of practice. R. Nice, trans, Stanford: Stanford 

University Press. 

 

Bradley, R. (1993). Altering the Earth: The Origins of Monuments in Continental 

Europe. Edinburgh: Society of Antiquaries of Scotland. 

 

Bradley, R. (1998). The Significance of Monuments: On the Shaping of Human 

Experience in Neolithic and Bronze Age Europe. London: Routledge. 

 

Bradley, R. (2000). An Archaeology of Natural Places. London: Routledge. 

 

Bradley, R. (2002). The Past in Prehistoric Societies. London: Routledge. 

 

Braithwaite, M. (1984). Ritual and prestige in the prehistory of Wessex c. 2,200–

1,400 BC: a new dimension to the archaeological evidence. In: D. Miller and C. 

Tilley, ed., Ideology, Power and Prehistory. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, pp. 93-110. 

 

Brown, J. (1981). The search for rank in prehistoric burial. In: R. Chapman, I. 

Kinnes, K. Randsborg, ed., The archaeology of death (New directions in 

archaeology). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 25-38. 

 

Brück, J. (2005). Experiencing the past? The development of a 

phenomenological archaeology in British prehistory. Archaeological Dialogues, 

12(1), pp.45–72. 

 

Brunton, G.(1928). Qau and Badari II. London: British School of Archaeology in 

Egypt: Quaritch 



 
 

357 

 

Brunton, G., Caton-Thompson, G. (1928). The Badarian civilisation and 

predynastic remains near Badari. London: British School of Archaeology in Egypt. 

 

Brunton, G., Gardiner, A., Petrie, F. (1927). Qau and Badari I (Publications of the 

Egyptian Research Account and British School of Archaeology in Egypt 44). 

London: British School of Archaeology in Egypt: Quaritch. 

 

Buchez, N., Midant-Reynes, B. (2007). Le site prédynastique de Kom el-Khilgan 

(Delta oriental): Données nouvelles sur les processus d’unification culturelle au 

IVe millénaire. Bulletin de l’Instiut Français d’Archéologie Orientale, 107, pp. 43–

70. 

 

Budge, E. (1899). Egyptian magic (Books on Egypt and Chaldaea v. 2). London: 

K. Paul, Trench, Trübner & Co. 

 

Bunbury, J., Jeffreys, D. (2011). Real and literary landscapes in ancient Egypt. 

Cambridge Archaeological Journal, 21 (1), pp. 65-75 

 

Bussmann, R. (2016) Great and Little Traditions in Egyptology. In Martina 

Ullmann ed., 10. Ägyptologische Tempeltagung: Ägyptische Tempel zwischen 

Normierung und Individualität. München, 29.-31. August 2014 (Königtum, Staat 

und Gesellschaft früher Hochkulturen 3,5), Wiesbaden, pp. 37-48. 

 

Cannon, A. (1989). The Historical Dimension in Mortuary Expressions of Status 

and Sentiment. Current Anthropology, Vol. 30, No. 4, pp. 437-458. 

 



 
 

358 

Castillos, J. (1982). A reappraisal of the published evidence on Egyptian 

predynastic and early dynastic cemeteries. Toronto: s.n. 

 

Castillos, J. (1998a). Evidence for the Appearance of Social Stratification in 

Predynastic Egypt. In:  C. Eyre, ed., Proceedings of the Seventh International 

Congress of Egyptologists: Cambridge, 3-9 September 1995, Leuven: Peeters, 

pp. 255-259. 

 

Castillos, J. (1998b). Wealth Evaluation of Predynastic Tombs, Götinger 

Miszellen, 163, pp. 27-31. 

 

Castillos, J. (2000). Social Development in Predynastic Egypt: Matmar, A Case 

Study. In: M. Kobusiewicz, K. Kroeper, L. Krzyżaniak, Polska Akademia Nauk, O. 

Poznaniu, ed., Recent Research into the Stone Age of northeastern Africa, 

(Studies in African archaeology (Poznań, Poland) v. 7), Poznań: Poznań 

Archaeological Museum, pp. 159-170. 

 

Cherpion, N. (1989). Mastabas et hypogées d'ancien empire: le problème de la 

datation. Bruxelles: Connaissance de l'Égypte ancienne. 

 

Ciałowicz, M. (2016). The Naqadian occupation of the Nile Delta: new facts and 

possibilities. Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Abteilung 

Kairo, 70-71, pp. 81-90. 

 

Clark, H. (2016). Depicting as a Method of Communication. Psychological Review, 

Vol. 123, No. 3, pp. 324–347. 

 



 
 

359 

Clifford, J (1988). The Predicament of Culture: Twentieth-Century Ethnography, 

Literature, and Art. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

 

Commission des sciences et arts d'Égypte. (1826). Description de l'Égypte, ou, 

Recueil des observations et des recherches qui ont été faites en Égypte pendant 

l'expédition de l'armée française. Atlas géographique, felle.21. Paris: 

Panckoucke. 

 

Connerton, P. (1989). How Societies Remember (Themes in the social sciences). 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Criado Boado, F., Vázquez, B. (2000). Monumentalising landscape. From 

present perception to the past meaning of Galician megalithism (north-west 

Iberian peninsula), European journal of archaeology, 3, pp. 188– 216. 

 

Cummings, V., Whittle, A. (2003). Tombs with a view. Landscape, monuments 

and trees, Antiquity, 77, pp. 255–266. 

 

de Chabrol, G. (1822). Essai sur Les Moeurs des Habitans Modernes de L'Egypt. 

In: Commission des sciences et arts d'Egypte, Description de l'Égypte, État 

Moderne, Tomb 2nd (2nd Part), Paris: L'imprimerie Royale, pp. 361-526. 

 

de Morgan, J. (1895). Fouilles à Dahchour. Vienne: A. Holzhausen. 

 

de Vries, H., Barendsen, G. (1954). Measurements of age by the C-14 technique. 

Nature, 174, pp. 1138-1141. 

 



 
 

360 

Dębowska-Ludwin, J. (2012). The cemetery. In: K. Chłodnicki,  A. Mączyńska, 

ed., Tell el-Farkha I, excavations 1998-2011. Kraków: Poznań – Kraków, pp.53-

76. 

 

Debowska-Ludwin, J. (2012). The cemetery. In: M. Chłodnicki, K. Ciałowicz, A. 

Mączyńska, ed., Tell el-Farkha I, excavations 1998-2011, Poznan;Krakow, 

pp.53-76 

 

Dee, M. (2013). A Radiocrabon-based Chronology for the Old Kingdom. In: A. 

Shortland, C. Ramsey,ed., Radiocarbon and the chronologies of ancient Egypt. 

Oxford: Oxbow Books, pp. 218-223. 

 

Dee, M., Ramsey, C., Rowland, J. (2008). Evaluating the effectivess of 

radiocarbon studies of the Old Kingdom, In: H. Vymazalová, M. Bárta ,ed., 

Chronology and archaeology in ancient Egypt (the Third Millennium B.C.). 

Prague: Czech Institute of Egyptology, Faculty of Arts, Charles University in 

Prague, pp. 1-9. 

 

Dee, M., Wengrow, D., Shortland, A., et al. (2013). An absolute chronology for 

early Egypt using radiocarbon dating and Bayesian statistical modelling. 

Proceedings: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 469 (2159), 

pp.1–10. 

 

Denzin, N., Lincoln, Y., 2005, Introduction: Entering the field of qualitative 

research. In: N. Denzin, Y. Lincoln, ed., Handbook of Qualitative Research, 3rd 

ed. New York, New Delhi: Sage Publication, pp. 1-17. 

 



 
 

361 

Diodorus Siculus (1933). The Library of History, C. Oldfather trans. Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press. 

 

Douglass, W. (1969). Death in Murélaga: Funerary ritual in a Spanish Basque 

village (Monographs of the American Ethnological Society 49). Seattle; London: 

University of Washington P. 

 

Drower, M.(1985). Flinders Petrie: a life in archaeology. London: Gollancz. 

 

Edwards, A. (1888). A thousand miles up the Nile, 2nd ed. London: Geoge 

Routledge and Son Ltd. 

 

Ellis, C. (1992). A statistical analysis of the protodynastic “valley” cemetery of 

Kafr Tarkhan.In E. van den Brink, ed., The Nile Delta in Transition: 4th–3rd 

Millennium B.C., Tel Aviv: Brink, pp. 241–258. 

 

Ellis, C. (1997). Expressions of Social Status: a Statistical approach to the late 

predynastic/early dynastic cemeteries of Kafr Tarkhan. In L. Kryżaniak, K. 

Kroeper, and M. Kobusiewicz ed., Interregional Contacts in the later Prehistory 

of North Eastern Africa (Saa 5; Poznaní, 1996), Poznan: Poznan Archaeological 

Museum, pp.151–164.  

 

Emery, W. (1939). Excavations at Saqqara, 1937-1938: Ḥor-aḥa. Cairo: 

Government Press, Bulâq. 

 

Emery, W. (1949). Great tombs of the First Dynasty I. Excavations at Saqqara. 

Cairo: Government Press. 

 



 
 

362 

Emery, W. (1954). Great tombs of the First Dynasty II. Excavations at Saqqara. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Emery, W. (1958). Great tombs of the First Dynasty III. Excavations at Saqqara. 

London: Egypt Exploration Society. 

 

Engelbach, R., Gunn, B. (1923). Harageh (Publications of the Egyptian Research 

Account and British School of Archaeology in Egypt 28). London: British School 

of Archaeology in Egypt, University College. 

 

Eriksen, T., Nielsen, F. (2013). A History of Anthropology (Anthropology, culture, 

and society). London: Pluto Press. 

 

Firth, C., Quibell, J. (1935). Excavations at Saqqara: The Step pyramid. 

Cairo:Imprimerie de l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale. 

 

Fischer, H. (1959). A Scribe of the Army in a Saqqara Mastaba of the Early Fifth 

Dynast. Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol.18 (4), pp. 233-272. 

 

Fischer-Elfert, H. (2005). Abseits von Ma'at: Fallstudien zu Aussenseitern im 

alten Ägypten. Würzburg: Ergon. 

 

Fisher, C. (1924). The minor cemetery at Giza (The Eckley B Coxe Jr. Foundation 

New Series Vol. 1). Philadelphia: University Museum. 

 

Forde, C. (1958). The Context of Belief: A Consideration of Fetishism Among the 

Yakö. Liverpool University Press. 

 



 
 

363 

Forshaw, R. (2014). The role of the lector in ancient Egyptian society. Oxford: 

Archaeopress. 

 

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and punish: the birth of the prison, A. Sheridan, 

trans. London: Allen Lane. 

 

Frankfort, H. (1948). Ancient Egyptian religion: an interpretation. New York: 

Columbia University Press. 

 

Fraser, S., (2004). Metaphorical journeys: landscape, monuments, and the body 

in a Scottish Neolithic. Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society, 70, pp. 129–151. 

 

Frazer, J. (1996). The Golden Bough. Harmondsworth: Penguin.  

 

García, J. (2013). The Territorial Administration of the Kingdom in the 3rd 

Millennium. In: J. García, ed., Ancient Egyptian administration (Handbook of 

Oriental studies. Section 1, Ancient Near East; v. 104). Leiden: Brill, pp. 85-151. 

 

Gardiner, A. (1955). A Unique Funerary Liturgy. The Journal of Egyptian 

Archaeology, Vol. 41, pp. 9-17. 

 

Gardiner, A.(1945). Regnal Years and Civil Calendar in Pharaonic Egypt. Journal 

of Egyptian Archaeology, Vol. 31, pp. 11-28. 

 

Garstang, J. (1904). Tombs of the third Egyptian dynasty at Reqâqnah and Bêt 

Khallâf. Westminster: Constable. 

 



 
 

364 

Gathercole, P. (1984). A consideration of ideology. In: M. Spriggs, ed., Marxist 

Perspectives in Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 149-

154. 

 

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays (ACLS 

Humanities E-Book). New York: Basic Books. 

 

Gell, A. (1993). Wrapping in Images: Tattooing in Polynesia. Oxford: Clarendon 

Press. 

 

Gertzen, T., Grötschel, M. (2012). Flinders Petrie, the travelling salesman 

problem and the beginning of mathematical modeling in archaeology. Documenta 

Mathematica. Extra Volume: Optimization Stories, pp. 199-210. 

 

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: outline of the theory of 

structuration. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

 

Giddens, A. (1986). The constitution of society outline of the theory of 

structuration. Cambridge, Malden, Mass.: Polity Press; 

 

Gillespie, S. (2001). Personhood, Agency, and Mortuary Ritual: A Case Study 

from the Ancient Maya. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology, 20 (1), pp.73–

112. 

 

Gluckman, M. (1937). Mortuary customs and the belief in survival after death 

among the southeastern Bantu, Bantu Studies, 11, pp. 117-136. 

 



 
 

365 

Golding, T. (2015). Best foot forward: items of ancient Egyptian dress. In: A. 

Stevenson, ed., The Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology Characters and 

Collections. London: UCL Press, pp.46-47. 

 

Goodenough, W. (1965). Rethinking ‘status’ and ‘role’: toward a general model 

of the cultural organization of social relationships. In:  M. Banton, ed., The 

relevance of models for social anthropology.London: Tavistock Publications, 

pp.1-24.  

 

Goody, J. (1962). Death, property and the ancestors. London and New York: 

Routledge. 

 

Grajetski, W. (2008). Tarkhan. In: J. Picton, I. Pridden, Unseen images: archive 

photographs in the Petrie Museum. Volume 1, Gurob, Sedment and Tarkhan, 

London: Golden House, pp.186-187. 

 

Grajetzki, W. (2003). Burial customs in ancient Egypt: life in death for rich and 

poor. London: Duckworth. 

 

Grajetzki, W. (2004). Tarkhan: A cemetary at the time of Egyptian state formation. 

London: Golden House. 

 

Greber, N. (1979). Variations in social structure of Ohio Hopewell People. 

Midcontinental Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 35-78. 

 

Griswold, A. (1992). Measuring Inequality at Armant. In: R. Friedman, B. Adams, 

ed., The Followers of Horus: Studies Dedicated to Michael Allan Hoffman 1944–

1990, Oxford: Oxbow, pp. 193-198. 



 
 

366 

 

Gunn, B. (1941). Notes on Egyptian Lexicography. The Journal of Egyptian 

Archaeology, Vol. 27, pp. 144-148. 

 

Halsall, G. (2010). Burial writes: grave, “text” and time in early Merovingian 

northern Gaul, In G. Halsall, Cemeteries and society in Merovingian Gaul: 

Selected studies in history and archaeology, 1992-2009 (Brill's series on the early 

Middle Ages v. 18). Leiden: Brill, pp. 215-231. 

 

Hamilakis, Y. (2002). The past as oral history. Towards an archaeology of the 

senses. In: Y. Hamilakis, M. Pluciennik, S. Tarlow, ed., Thinking through the body. 

Archaeologies of corporeality, London: Kluwer Academic; Plenum Publishers, pp. 

121–36. 

 

Hamilakis, Y. (2013). Archaeology and the senses: Human experience, memory, 

and affect. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Hamilakis, Y., Pluciennik, M., and Tarlow S. (2002). ed., Thinking through the 

Body: Archaeologies of Corporeality. New York: Plenum. 

 

Harpur, Y. (1987). Decoration in Egyptian tombs of the Old Kingdom: studies in 

orientation and scene content, London: KPI. 

 

Hassan, F. (1980). Radiocarbon chronology of archaic Egypt. Journal of Near 

Eastern Studies, 39, 203–7. 

 



 
 

367 

Hassan, F. (1981). The Predynastic of Egypt: sub istence-settlement studies in 

Naqada-Khattara region. Final Report to the National Science Foundation, 

Washington D.C. 

 

Hassan, F. (1984a). A radiocarbon date from Hemamieh, Upper Egypt. Nyame 

Akuma, 24/25, p. 3. 

 

Hassan, F. (1984b). Radiocarbon chronology of Predynastic Naqada settlement, 

Upper Egypt. Current Anthropology, 25, pp. 681–683. 

 

Hassan, F. (1984c). The beginnings of Egyptian civilization at Hierakonpolis. 

Quarterly Review of Archaeology, 5 (1), pp. 13-15. 

 

Hassan, F. (1985). Radiocarbon chronology of Neolithic and Predynastic sites in 

Upper Egypt and the Delta. The African Archaeological Review, 3, pp. 95–116. 

 

Hassan, F. (1988). The Predynastic of Egypt. Journal of World Prehistory, 2, pp. 

135–86. 

 

Hassan, F.; Robinson, S. (1987). High-precision radiocarbon chronometry of 

ancient Egypt, and comparisons with Nubia, Palestine and Mesopotamia. 

Antiquity, 61, pp. 119–35. 

 

Hassan, S. (1936). Excavations at Gîza, 1930–1931, Vol. II. Cairo: Government 

Press. 

 

Hassan, S. (1941). Excavations at Gîza, 1931–1932, Vol. III. Cairo: Government 

Press. 



 
 

368 

 

Hassan, S. (1948). Excavations at Gîza, 1934–1935, Vol. VI, Part II. The Offering-

list in the Old Kingdom. Cairo: Government Press. 

 

Hassan, S. (1953). Excavations at Gîza, 1935–1936, Vol. VII. The Mastabas of 

the seventh season and their description. Cairo: Government Press. 

 

Hatch, J. (1976). Status in death: principles of ranking in Dallas Culture mortuary 

remains. PhD. Thesis, Pennsylvania State University. 

 

Hayes, T. (1976). Predynastic Egypt: recent field research. Current Anthropology, 

17, pp. 552-554. 

 

Hayes, T., Hassan, F. (1976). Neolithic economy at El Khattara. Technical Report 

to National Science Foundation, Washington D.C. 

 

Heidegger, M. (1962) Being and Tme. New York: Harper & Row. 

 

Helms, M. (1988). Ulysses' Sail: An Ethnographic Odyssey of Power, Knowledge, 

and Geographical Distance (Princeton Legacy Library). Princeton: Princeton 

University Press. 

 

Hendrickx, S. (1994). Elkab V, The Naqada III cemetery (Publications du Comité 

des fouilles belges en Egypte). Brussels: Musées royaux d'art et d'histoire. 

 

Hendrickx, S. (1996). The relative chronology of the Naqada culture: problems 

and possibilities. In: A.Spencer, ed., Aspects of Early Egypt, London: British 

Museum, pp. 36– 69. 



 
 

369 

 

Hendrickx, S. (2006). Predynastic—Early Dynastic chronology. In: E. Hornung, 

R. Krauss, and D. Warburton, ed., Ancient Egyptian Chronology, Leiden; Boston: 

Brill, pp. 53-93. 

 

Hendrickx, S. (2011). Naqadan IIIA-B, A crucial phase in the relative chronology 

of the Naqada Culture, Archéo-Nil, 21, pp. 65-80. 

 

Hendrickx, S., van den Brink, E. (2002). Inventory of Predynastic and Early 

Dynastic cemetery and settlement sites in the Egyptian Nile Valley. In: E. van den 

Brink, T. Levy, ed., Egypt and the Levant: Interrelations from the 4th through the 

Early 3rd Millennium BCE, London: Leicester University Press, pp. 346–399. 

 

Herodotus (1920). The Persian Wars, A. Godley trans. Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press. 

 

Hertz, R. (1960). Death and The right hand. R. Needham, C. Needham, trans. 

London: Cohen and West. 

 

Hodder, I. (1980). Social structure and cemeteries: a critical appraisal. In: P. 

Parhtz, T. Dickinson, L. Watts, ed., Anglo-Saxon Cemeteries, 1979. Oxford: 

British Archaeological Reports 82, pp. 161-169. 

 

Hodder, I. (1982). Symbols in Action. Ethnoarchaeological Studies of Material 

Culture. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 



 
 

370 

Hodder, I. (1984). Burials, houses, women and men in the European Neolithic. 

In: D. Miller, C. Tilley, ed., Ideology, Power and Prehistory. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, pp. 51-68. 

 

Hodder, I. (1987). The Archaeology of Contextual Meanings. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Hodder, I. (1999). The Archaeological Process: An Introduction. Oxford: 

Blackwell. 

 

Hodder, I. et al. (1995). ed. Interpreting Archaeology: Finding Meaning in the Past. 

London: Routledge. 

 

Hodson, F., Kendall, D., Tautu, P., ed. (1971). Mathematics in the Archaeological 

and Historical Sciences. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

 

Hoffman, M. (1982). The Predynastic of Hierakonpolis (Egyptian Studies 

Association, Publication No.1). Egypt: Cairo University Herbarium. 

 

Hornung, E., Krauss, R., Warburton, D, Eaton-Krauss M.(2006) ed. Ancient 

Egyptian chronology (Handbook of Oriental Studies. The Near and Middle East 

83). Leiden: Brill. 

 

Hornung, E., Krauss, R., Warburton, D. (2006). Royal Annals, In: E. Hornung, R. 

Krauss, and D. Warburton, ed., Ancient Egyptian Chronology. Leiden; Boston: 

Brill, pp. 55-93. 

 



 
 

371 

Ikram, M. (2000). Introduction. In: W. Blackman, The fellahin of Upper Egypt 

(Classic reissues). Cairo: American University in Cairo Press, pp. v-xiii. 

 

Ikram, S. (2003). Death and burial in ancient Egypt. Harlow: Longman. 

 

Janssen, R. (1992). The First Hundred Years: Egyptology at University College 

London 1892-1992. London: University College London. 

 

Janßen, U. (2015). Gesellschaften im Wandel: funerärer Aufwand und soziale 

Wirklichkeit im frühstaatlichen Mespotamien und Ägypten anhand von 

Grabbefunden aus Ur und Kafr Tarkhan, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag. 

 

Jeffreys, D. (1998). The topography of Heliopolis and Memphis: some cognitive 

aspects. In: G. Heike and D. Polz ed., Stationen: Beiträge zur Kulturgeschichte 

Ägyptens, Rainer Stadelmann gewidmet. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, pp.63-71. 

 

Jeffreys, D., (2007). The Nile Valley. In: T. Wilkinson, ed., The Egyptian world. 

London; New York: Routledge, pp. 7-14. 

 

Jeffreys, D., Tavares, A. (1994). The historic landscape of Early Dynastic 

Memphis. Mitteilungen des Deutchen Archaologischen Instituts, Abteilung Kairo, 

50, pp.143–173. 

 

Jirásková, L. (2017). Model stone vessels of the Old Kingdom – typology and 

chronology. In: M. Bárta, F. Coppens and J. Krejčí, ed., Abusir and Saqqara in 

the year 2015. Prague: Faculty of Arts, Charles University, pp.145-156.  

 



 
 

372 

Jones, A. (2003). Technologies of Remembrance. Memory, materiality and 

identity in Early Bronze Age Scotland. In: H. Williams, ed., Archaeologies of 

Remembrance: Death and Memory in Past Societies. New York: Kluwer 

Academic, pp. 65-88. 

 

Jones, D. (2000). An index of ancient Egyptian titles, epithets and phrases of the 

Old Kingdom (BAR international series 866). Oxford: Archaeopress. 

 

Joyce, R. (2003). Concrete Memories: Fragments of the Past in the Classic Maya 

Present (500–1000 AD). In: R. Van Dyke, S. Alcock, ed., Archaeologies of 

Memory. Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 104-125. 

 

Joyce, R. (2004). Embodied subjectivity: gender, femininity, masculinity, sexuality. 

In:  L. Meskell, R. Preucel, ed., A Companion to Social Archaeology. Oxford: 

Blackwell, pp. 82-95. 

 

Jucha, M. (2005). The pottery of the predynastic settlement (phases 2 to 5), (Tell 

el-Farkha; 2). Kraków,Poznań: Institute of Archaeology, Jagiellonian University; 

Archaeological Museum. 

 

Junker, H. (1929). Gîza I. Die Mastabas der IV. Dynastie auf dem Westfriedhof, 

Wien,Leipzig, Wien: Hölder-Pichler-Tempsky;  

 

Junker, H. (1934). Gîza: Bericht über die von der Akademie der Wissenschaften 

in Wien auf gemeinsame Kosten mit Dr. Wilhelm Pelizaeus unternommenen 

Grabungen auf dem Friedhof des Alten Reiches bei den Pyramiden von Gîza I, 

Wien: Hölder-Pichler-Tempsky.  

 



 
 

373 

Junker, H. (1938). Gîza: Bericht über die von der Akademie der Wissenschaften 

in Wien auf gemeinsame Kosten mit Dr. Wilhelm Pelizaeus unternommenen 

Grabungen auf dem Friedhof des Alten Reiches bei den Pyramiden von Gîza II, 

Wien: Hölder-Pichler-Tempsky.  

 

Kahl, J. (1994). Das System der ägyptischen Hieroglyphenschrift in der 0.-3. 

Dynastie. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 

 

Kahlbacher, A. (2016). The Menu Please! Individualism vs. standardization in 

funerary repast scenes from the Early Dynastic Period to the Middle Kingdom. In: 

L. Hudáková and P. Jánosi, ed., Change and innovation in Middle Kingdom art: 

Proceedings of the MeKeTRE study day held at the Kunsthistorisches Museum, 

Vienna (3rd May 2013) (Middle Kingdom studies 4). London: Golden House 

Publications, pp. 65-81. 

 

Kaiser, W. (1956). Stand und Probleme der ägyptische Vorgeschichtsforschung. 

Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde, 81, pp. 87–109. 

 

Kaiser, W. (1957). Zur inneren Chronologie der Naqadakultur. Archaeologia 

Geographica, 6, pp. 69–77. 

 

Kelley, A. (1974). ‘Reserve Heads’: A Review of the Evidence for their Placement 

and Function in the Old Kingdom Tombs. Journal of the Society for the Study of 

Egyptian Antiquities, 5, pp. 6–12. 

 

Kelley, A.(1976). The pottery of ancient Egypt: dynasty I to Roman times. Toronto: 

Royal Ontario Museum. 

 



 
 

374 

Kemp, B. (1982). Automatic analysis of Predynastic cemeteries: a new method 

for an old problem. Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, 68, pp. 5–15. 

 

Kemp, B. (1983). Old Kingdom, Middle Kingdom and Second Intermediate Period 

c. 2686–1552 BC. In:  B. Kemp, D. O’Connor, A. Lloyd, ed., Ancient Egypt: A 

Social History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 71-182. 

 

Kemp, B. (1995). How Religious were the Ancient Egyptians? Cambridge 

Archaeological Journal, 5(1), pp. 25–54. 

 

Kendall, G. (1963). A statistical approach to Flinders Petrie’s sequence dating. 

Bulletin of the International Statistical Institute, 40, pp. 657–80. 

 

Kendall, G. (1969). Some problems and methods in statistical archaeology. World 

Archaeology, 1, pp. 68–76. 

 

Khouli, A. (1978). Egyptian stone vessels predynastic period to dynasty III: 

typology and analysis. Mainz am Rhein: Verlag Philipp von Zabern. 

 

Kitchen, K. (1996). The historical chronology of ancient Egypt: a current 

assessment. Acta Archaeologica, 67, pp. 1-13. 

 

Köhler, C. (1998). Tell el-Fara'in-Buto III: die Keramik von der späten Naqada-

Kultur bis zum frühen Alten Reich: Schichten III-VI. Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von 

Zabern. 

 



 
 

375 

Köhler, C. (2004). On the origins of Memphis. In: S. Hendrickx, R. Friedman, K. 

Ciałowicz and M. Chłodnicki, ed., Egypt at Its Origins: Studies in Memory of 

Barbara Adams. Leuven: Peeters, pp. 295–315 

 

Köhler, C., (2010). Theories of State Formation. In: W. Wendrich, ed., Egyptian 

archaeology (Blackwell studies in global archaeology 13). Chichester: Wiley-

Blackwell. 

 

Köhler, C., Birrell, M. (2005). Helwan I: Excavations in the early dynastic 

cemetery season 1997/98 (Studien zur Archäologie und Geschichte Altägyptens 

24). Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag. 

 

Köhler, C., El Karem, A., Marshall, C. (2014). Helwan III: Excavations in 

Operation 4, Tombs 1-50 (Studien zur Archäologie und Geschichte Altägyptens 

26). Rahden/Westf.: Verlag Marie Leidorf. 

 

Köhler, C., Jones, J. (2009). Helwan II: The Early Dynastic and Old Kingdom 

funerary relief slabs (Studien zur Archäologie und Geschichte Altägyptens 25). 

Rahden/Westf.: Marie Leidorf. 

 

Köhler, C., Marshall, C., Ali, A., Böhm, H., El Karem, A. (2017). Helwan IV: 

Excavations in operation 4, tombs 51-100 (Studien zur Archäologie und 

Geschichte Altägyptens 28). Rahden/Westf.: Verlag Marie Leidorf. 

 

Köhler, C., Smythe, J. (2004). Early Dynastic pottery from Helwan: establishing 

a ceramic corpus of the Naqada III period. Cahiers de la céramique égyptienne, 

7, pp. 123-143. 

 



 
 

376 

Köhler, C., Smythe, J., Hood, A. (2011). Naqada IIIC-D—The end of the Naqada 

culture? , Archéo-Nil, 21, pp.101-109. 

 

Kroeper, K., Wildung, D. (1994). Minshat Abu Omar: Ein vor- und 

frühgeschichtlicher Friedhof im Nildelta. Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern. 

 

Kroeper, K., Wildung, D. (2000). Minshat Abu Omar II: Ein vor- und 

frühgeschichtlicher Friedhof im Nildelta. Gräber 115–204. Mainz am Rhein: 

Philipp von Zabern. 

 

Küchler, S. (1987). Malangan: Art and Memory in a Melanesian Society. Man, 

22(2), pp. 238-255. 

 

Kus, S. (1992). Toward an archaeology of body and soul. In: J. Gardin, C. 

Peebles, ed., Representations in Archaeology. Bloomington: Indiana University 

Press, pp. 168–177. 

 

Kytnarová, K., Jirásková, L. (2007). Ritual tradition and transfer between shape 

and meaning – model beer jars in stone and pottery. Prague Egyptological 

Studies, XV, pp. 59-68. 

 

Laidlaw, S. (2008). A technical examination of Petrie's photography. In: J. Picton, 

I. Pridden, Unseen images: archive photographs in the Petrie Museum. Volume 

1, Gurob, Sedment and Tarkhan, London: Golden House, pp.11-16. 

 

Lakoff, G., Johnson, M. (1999). Philosophy in the flesh: the embodied mind and 

its challenge to Western thought. New York: Basic Books. 

 



 
 

377 

Lane, W. (1908). The Manners and Customs of the Modern Egyptians. London; 

Toronto: J.M. Dent & Son Ltd. 

 

Lapp, G. (1993).Typologie der Särge und Sargkammern von der 6. bis 13. 

Dynastie. Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag. 

 

Lauer, J. (1939). Fouilles du Service des Antiquités à Saqqarah: secteur de la 

pyramide à degrés (novembre 1938-mai 1939). Cairo: Imprimerie de l'Institut 

Français d'Archéologie Orientale. 

 

Lehner, M. (1997). The complete pyramids. London: Thames and Hudson. 

 

Lepsius, R. (1853). Letters from Egypt, Ethiopia, and the Peninsula of Sinai, J. 

Horner and Horner, L., trans. London: Henry G. Bohn. 

 

Libby, W. (1955). Radiocarbon dates. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 

Lillios, K. (2003). Creating Memory in Prehistory: The Engraved Slate Plaques of 

Southwest Iberia. In: R. Van Dyke, S. Alcock, ed., Archaeologies of Memory. 

Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 129-50. 

 

Lilyquist, C. (1979). Ancient Egyptian mirrors: from the earliest times through the 

Middle Kingdom. München: Deutscher Kunstverlag. 

 

Lubbock, J. (1898). The origin of civilization and the primitive condition of man. 

London: Longman, Green. 

 

Lubbock, J. (1913). Prehistoric Times, 7th ed. London: Williams and Norgate. 



 
 

378 

 

Luft, U. (2006). Urkunden zur Chronologie der späten 12. Dynastie: Briefe aus 

Illahun. Wien: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

 

Lutley, K., Bunbury, J., (2008). The Nile on the move. Egyptian Archaeology, 

No.32, pp. 3-5. 

 

Lythgoe, A., Dunham, D. (1965). The predynastic cemetery, N 7000: Naga-ed-

Dêr (University of California publications. Egyptian archaeology v. 7). Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 

 

Mace, A. (1909). The early dynastic cemeteries of Naga-ed-Dêr, Part II 

(University of California publications. Egyptian archaeology v. 3). Leipzig: J. C. 

Hinrichs. 

 

Malinowski, B. (1932). Argonauts of the western Pacific: An account of native 

enterprise and adventure in the archipelagoes of Melanesian New Guinea. 2nd 

Impression. New York: E.P. Dutton & Co. 

 

Malinowski, B. (1944). A scientific theory of culture: And other essays. Chapel 

Hill: University of North Carolina Press. 

 

Malinowski, B. (1954). Magic, science and religion and other essays. New York: 

Doubleday. 

 

Marriott, M. (1955). Little communities in an indigenous civilization. In: M. Marriott 

ed., Village India. Studies in the little community. Chicago, pp. 171-222. 

 



 
 

379 

Mauss, M. (1979). The notion of body technique. In:  M. Mauss, Sociology and 

Psychology: Essay, B. Brewster, trans. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, pp. 

97-123. 

 

Mawdsley, L. (2009). The corpus of potmarks from Tarkhan, British Museum 

Studies in Ancient Egypt and Sudan 13 (2009), pp. 197-219. 

 

Mawdsley, L. (2012). The foundation and development of Tarkhan during the 

Naqada IIIA2 period. In L. Evans ed., Ancient Memphis: ‘‘Enduring Is the 

Perfection’’. Leuven: Peeters, pp. 331–347. 

 

Merleau-Ponty, M.(2012 [1945]). Phenomenology of perception, D. Landes trans., 

London: Routledge. 

 

Meskell, L. (1994). Dying young: The experience of death at Deir el Medina. 

Archaeological Review from Cambridge, 13(2), pp. 35–45. 

 

Meskell, L. (1996). The somatization of archaeology: institutions, discourses, 

corporeality. Norwegian archaeological review, 29(1), pp. 1-16. 

 

Miller, D., Tilley C. (1984). Ideology, power and long-term social change. In: D. 

Miller, C. Tilley, ed., Ideology, Power and Prehistory. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. pp. 147-52. 

 

Millet, N. (1981). The Reserve Heads of the Old Kingdom. In: W. Simpson, W. 

Davis and D. Dunham, ed., Studies in Ancient Egypt: Essays in Honor of Dows 

Dunham. Boston: Museum of Fine Arts, Dept. of Egyptian and Ancient Near 

Eastern Art. 



 
 

380 

 

Mills, S. (2000). An approach for integrating multisensory data in archaeology. 

The examples of Sesklo and the Teleorman Valley. In: C. Buck, V. Cummings, C. 

Henley, S. Mills, S. Trick, ed., U.K. Chapter of Computer Applications and 

Quantitative Methods in Archaeology. Proceedings of the fourth meeting, Cardiff 

University, 27 and 28 February 1999. Oxford (British Archaeological Reports, 

International Series 844), pp. 27–37. 

 

Möller, G., Scharff, A. (1926). Die archaeologischen Ergebnisse des 

vorgeschichtlichen Gräberfeldes von Abusir el-Meleq. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs. 

 

Moore, S. (2015). Jewish ethnic identity and relations in Hellenistic Egypt: With 

walls of iron? (Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism). Leiden; 

Netherlands; Boston: Brill 

 

Morgan, L. (1976). Ancient Society. New York: Gordon Press. 

 

Mortensen, B. (1991). Change in the Settlement Pattern and Population in the 

Beginning of the Historical Period. Ägypten und Levante, Vol. 2, pp. 11-37. 

 

Murray, M. (1908). Index of names and titles of the Old Kingdom. London: 

Quaritch. 

 

Naguib, K. (2001). The tomb and beyond: burial customs of the Egyptian officials. 

Warminster: Aris & Phillips. 

 



 
 

381 

Näser, C. (2003). Equipping and Stripping the Dead, In: L. Stutz and S. Tarlow, 

ed., The Oxford Handbook of the Archaeology of Death and Burial. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

Neisser, U. (1967). Cognitive psychology. New York: Prentice Hall. 

 

Nolan, J. (2008). Lunar intercalation and “cattle counts” during the Old Kingdom: 

the Hebsed in context. In: H. Vymazalová, M. Bárta ,ed., Chronology and 

archaeology in ancient Egypt (the Third Millennium B.C.). Prague: Czech Institute 

of Egyptology, Faculty of Arts, Charles University in Prague, pp. 44-60. 

 

Nyord, R. (2018). “Tajing ancient Egyptian mortuary religiou seriously”: Why 

would we and how could we? Journal of Ancient Egyptian Interconnections, vol. 

17, pp. 73–87. 

 

O’ Connor, D. (1997). Ancient Egypt: Egyptological and anthropological 

perspectives. In: J. Lustig, ed., Anthropology and Egyptology: A developing 

dialogue (Monographs in Mediterranean archaeology 8). Sheffield: Sheffield 

Academic Press, pp. 13-24. 

 

O’Shea, J. (1981). Social configurations and the archaeological study of mortuary 

practices: a case study. In:  In: R. Chapman, I. Kinnes, K. Randsborg, ed., The 

archaeology of death (New directions in archaeology). Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, pp. 39-52. 

 

Op de Beeck, L. (2004). Possibilities and Restrictions for the Use of Maidum-

Bowls as Chronological Indicators. Cahier de la Céramique Égyptienne, 7, pp. 

239-280. 



 
 

382 

 

Papazian, H. (2013). The Central Administration of the Resources in the Old 

Kingdom: Departments, Treasuries, Granaries and Work Centers. In: J. Moreno 

García, ed., Ancient Egyptian administration (Handbook of Oriental studies. 

Section 1, Ancient Near East; v. 104). Leiden: Brill, pp. 41-83. 

 

Parcak, S. (2010). The Physical Context of Ancient Egypt. In: B. Lloyd, ed., A 

Companion to Ancient Egypt, pp.1-22. 

 

Pardey, E. (1976). Untersuchungen zur ägyptischen Provinzialverwaltung bis 

zum Ende des Alten Reiches (Hildesheimer ägyptologische Beiträge 1). 

Hildesheim: Gerstenberg. 

 

Parker, R. 1950. The calendars of ancient Egypt. Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press; 

 

Parker, R. 1957. The Lunar Dates of Thutmose III and Ramesses II. In Journal of 

Near Eastern Studies 16 (1), 39–43. 

  

Parker, R. 1974. Ancient Egyptian Astronomy. In Philosophical Transactions of 

the Royal Society of London. Series A, Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 276 

(1257), 51-65. 

 

Parker, R. 1976. The sothic dating of the twelfth and eighteenth dynasties. In J. 

H. Johnson and E. F. Wente, ed., Studies in Honor of George R. Hughes, January 

12, 1977, 177-184; 



 
 

383 

Parker Pearson, M. (1982). Mortuary practices, society and ideology: an eth-

noarchaeological study. In: I. Hodder, ed., Symbolic and Structural Archaeology. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 99–113. 

 

Parker Pearson, M. (1984). Social change, ideology and the archaeological 

record. In: M. Spriggs ed., Marxist Perspectives in Archaeology. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, pp. 59-71. 

 

Parker Pearson, M. (1999). The archaeology of death and burial. Stroud: Sutton. 

 

Parkinson, R. (1991). Voices from ancient Egypt: An anthology of Middle 

Kingdom writings. London: British Museum. 

 

Peebles, C., Kus, S. (1977). Some Archaeological Correlates of Ranked 

Societies. American Antiquity, Vol. 42, No. 3, Essays on Archaeological Problems, 

pp. 421-448. 

 

Petrie W., Brunton, G. (1924). Sedment. London: British School of Archaeology 

in Egypt; B. Quaritch. 

 

Petrie, F. (1904). Methods and aims in archaeology. London: Macmillan. 

 

Petrie, F. (1914). Tarkhan II (Publications of the Egyptian Research Account and 

British School of Archaeology in Egypt 25). London: School of Archaeology in 

Egypt, University College. 

 

Petrie, F. (1920). Prehistoric Egypt: illustrated by over 1,000 objects in University 

College, London. London: British School of Archaeology in Egypt. 



 
 

384 

 

Petrie, F., Griffith, F. (1900). The royal tombs of the first dynasty. Part 1. London: 

Egypt Exploration Fund. 

 

Petrie, F., Griffith, F. (1901). The royal tombs of the first dynasty. Part 2, Extra 

Plates. London: Egypt Exploration Fund. 

 

Petrie, F., Mace, A. (1901). Diospolis Parva: the cemeteries of Abadiyeh and Hu, 

1898-9 (Egypt Exploration Fund Memoir 20). London: Egypt Exploration Fund. 

 

Petrie, F., Mackay, E. (1915). Heliopolis, Kafr Ammar and Shurafa (Publications 

of the Egyptian Research Account and British School of Archaeology in Egypt 

24). London: Quaritch. 

 

Petrie, F., Quibell, J. (1896). Naqada and Ballas: 1895. London: B. Quaritch. 

 

Petrie, F., Wainwright, G., Gardiner, H. (1913). Tarkhan I and Memphis V 

(Publications of the Egyptian Research Account and British School of 

Archaeology in Egypt 23). London: School of Archaeology in Egypt, University 

College. 

 

Petrie, W. (1898). Religion and conscience in ancient Egypt: lectures delivered 

at University College, London. London: Methuen. 

 

Picton, J. Pridden, I. and Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology (2008). Unseen 

images: Archive photographs in the Petrie Museum. Volume 1, Gurob, Sedment 

and Tarkhan. London: Golden House. 

 



 
 

385 

Porter, B., Moss, R. (1974). Topographical Bibliography of Ancient Egyptian 

Hieroglyphic Texts, Reliefs, and Paintings 3: Memphis (Abû Rawâsh to Dahshûr). 

2nd ed., 3: Memphis, Part 1 (Abû Rawâsh to Abûsîr). Oxford: The Clarendon 

Press. 

 

Posener-Kriéger, P. (1975). Les papyrus de Gebelein. Revue d'Egyptologie, 27, 

pp. 211–221. 

 

Posener-Kriéger, P.(1991). Graffiti in the revetment blocks of the Pyramid. In: Ali 

el-Khouli, Maidum (ACE Reports 3). pp. 17-21. 

 

Posener-Kriéger, P., de Cenival, J.(1968). The Abusir Papyri, Hieratic papyri in 

the British Museum 5. London: The Trustees of the British Museum. 

 

Purves, D. et al. (2001). Neuroscience. 2nd ed. Bethesda: National Library of 

Medicine. 

 

Quibell, J. (1913). Excavations at Saqqara, 1911-12: the tomb of Hesy. Cairo: 

Imprimerie de l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale. 

 

Radcliffe-Brown, A. (1952). Structure and function in primitive society: Essays 

and addresses. London: Cohen & West. 

 

Randsborg, K. (1973). Wealth and social structure as reflected in bronze age 

burials—a quantitative approach. In: C. Renfrew, ed., The explanation of culture 

change: Models in prehistory: Proceedings of a meeting of the Research Seminar 

in Archaeology and Related Subjects held at the University of Sheffield. London: 

Duckworth, pp. 565-570. 



 
 

386 

 

Randsborg, K. (1974). Social stratification in Early Neolithic Denmark, 

Praehistoriche Zeitschrift, 49, pp. 38-61. 

 

Rathje, W. (1973). Models for mobile Maya: a variety of constraints. In: C. 

Renfrew, ed., The explanation of culture change: Models in prehistory: 

Proceedings of a meeting of the Research Seminar in Archaeology and Related 

Subjects held at the University of Sheffield. London: Duckworth, pp. 731-760;. 

 

Rautman, A. (2000). ed., Reading the Body: Representations and Remains in the 

Archaeological Record. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. 

 

Redfield, R. (1956). Peasant society and culture: an anthropological approach to 

civilization. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 

Reisner, G. (1908). The early dynastic cemeteries of Naga-ed-Dêr (University of 

California publications. Egyptian archaeology v. 2-3). Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs. 

 

Reisner, G. (1912). The Egyptian conception of immortality (Ingersoll lecture; 

1911). London: Constable. 

 

Reisner, G. (1932). A provincial cemetery of the Pyramid age, Naga-ed-Dêr, Part 

3 (Hearst Egyptian Expedition v. 4). Berkeley, Oxford: University of California 

Press, University Press. 

 

Reisner, G. (1936). The development of the Egyptian tomb down to the accession 

of Cheops. Cambridge: Harvard University Press; London: Oxford University 

Press: H. Milford. 



 
 

387 

 

Reisner, G. (1942). A history of the Giza Necropolis, vol.1. Cambridge, Mass: 

Harvard University Press. 

 

Reisner, G. (1942). A history of the Giza Necropolis, vol.1. Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press. 

 

Richards, J. (1997). Ancient Egyptian mortuary practice and the study of 

socioeconomic differentiation. In: J. Lustig,ed., Anthropology and Egyptology: a 

developing dialogue. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, pp. 33-42. 

 

Richards, J. (2005). Society and death in ancient Egypt: mortuary landscapes of 

the Middle Kingdom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Roth, A. (1993). Social Change in the Fourth Dynasty: The Spatial Organization 

of Pyramids, Tombs, and Cemeteries. Journal of the American Research Center 

in Egypt, Vol. 30, pp. 33-55. 

 

Roth, A. (1993). Social Change in the Fourth Dynasty: The Spatial Organization 

of Pyramids, Tombs, and Cemeteries. Journal of the American Research Center 

in Egypt, vol. 30, pp. 33-55. 

 

Rowland, J. (2014). Interregional exchange: The evidence from Kafr Hassan 

Dawood, East Delta. In: A. Mączyńska, ed., The Nile Delta as a Centre of Cultural 

Interactions between Upper Egypt and the Southern Levant in the Fourth 

Millennium BC, Poznan: Poznan Archaeological Museum, pp. 269–298 

 



 
 

388 

Rowlands, M. (1993). The role of memory in the transmission of culture. World 

Archaeology, 25:2, pp.141-151. 

 

Rzeuska, T., Ownby, M. (2009). Pottery of the Old Kingdom—between 

Chronology and Economy.In: T. Rzeuska and A.Wodzińska, ed., Studies on Old 

Kingdom pottery. Warsaw: Wydawnictwo Neriton: Zakład Archeologii 

Śródziemnomorskiej Polskiej Akademii Nauk, pp. 139-153. 

 

Saad, Z. (1947). Royal excavations at Saqqara and Helwan, 1941-1945 

(Supplément aux Annales du Service des antiquités de l'Égypte, cahier no 3). 

Cairo: Imprimerie de l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale. 

 

Saad, Z. (1951). Royal excavations at Saqqara and Helwan, 1945-1947 

(Supplément aux Annales du Service des antiquités de l'Égypte, cahier no 14). 

Cairo: Imprimerie de l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale. 

 

Saad, Z. (1957). Ceiling Stelae in Second Dynasty Tombs from the Excavations 

at Helwan (Supplément aux Annales du Service des antiquités de l'Égypte, cahier 

no 21). Cairo: Imprimerie de l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale. 

 

Saad, Z., Autry, J. (1969). The excavations at Helwan: Art and civilization in the 

first and second Egyptian dynasties. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press. 

 

Said, E. (2003). Orientalism, 6th ed. London: the Penguin Group. 

 

Said, R. (1990). Quaternary. In: R. Said, ed., The Geology of Egypt, Rotterdam, 

Brookfield, VT: Published for the Egyptian General Petroleum Corp., Conoco 

Hurghada Inc. and Repsol Exploracion, S.A. by A.A. Balkema, pp. 487-507 



 
 

389 

 

Savage, S. (1997). Descent Group Competition and Economic Strategies in 

Predynastic Egypt, Journal of Anthropological Archaeology, 16, pp. 226–268. 

 

Savage, S. (1998). AMS radiocarbon dates from the Predynastic Egyptian 

cemetery, N7000, at Naga-ed-Dêr. Journal of Archaeological Science, 25(3), 

235-249. 

 

Savage, S. (2001). Some Recent Trends in the Archaeology of Predynastic Egypt. 

Journal of Archaeological Research, 9 (2), pp. 101-155. 

 

Savage, S. (2001). Towards an AMS radiocarbon chronology of Predynastic 

Egyptian ceramics. Radiocarbon, 43(3), pp. 1255–1277. 

 

Saxe, A. (1970). Social dimensions of mortuary practices. PhD. thesis, 

Department of Anthropology. University of Michigan. 

 

Schiffer, M. (1976). Behavioral Archeology. New York: Academic Press. 

 

Schiffer, M. (1987). Formation processes of the archaeological record. 

Albuquerque, N.M.: University of New Mexico Press. 

 

Schiffer, M.(1972). Archaeological context and systemic context. American 

Antiquity, 37, pp. 156–165. 

 

Seidlmayer, S. (1987). Wirtschaftliche und gesellschaftliche Entwicklung im 

Übergang vom alten zum mittleren Reich: ein Beitrag zur Archäologie der 

Gräberfelder der Region Qau-Matmar in der ersten Zwischenzeit. In: J. Assmann, 



 
 

390 

ed., Problems and Priorities in Egyptian Archaeology. New York: KPI, pp. 175-

217. 

 

Seidlmayer, S. (1988). Funerärer Aufwand und soziale Ungleichheit: eine 

methodische Anmerkung zum Problem der Rekonstrucktion der 

gesellschaftlichen Gliederung aus Friedhofsfunden, Götinger Miszellen, 104, pp. 

25-51. 

 

Seidlmayer, S. (1990). Gräberfelder aus dem Übergang vom Alten zum Mittleren 

Reich: Studien zur Archäologie der Ersten Zwischenzeit (Studien zur Archäologie 

und Geschichte Altägyptens 1). Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag. 

 

Seidlmayer, S. (2003). The First Intermediate Period (c. 2160-2055 BC). In: I. 

Shaw, ed., The Oxford history of ancient Egypt, New edition. Oxford: Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, pp.108-136. 

 

Seidlmayer, S. (2006). The relative chronology of Dynasty 3. In: E. Hornung, R. 

Krauss, and D. Warburton, ed., Ancient Egyptian Chronology, Leiden; Boston: 

Brill, pp. 116-123. 

 

Seidlmayer, S. (2007). People at Beni Hassan: contributions to a model of ancient 

Egyptian rural society. In: Z. Hawass, J. Richards, ed., The archaeology and art 

of ancient Egypt: essays in honor of David B. O’Connor, 2, pp. 351-368. 

 

Seidlmayer, S.(2001). Die Ikonographie des Todes. In: H. Willems, ed., Social 

aspects of funerary culture in the Egytian Old and Middle Kingdoms: Proceedings 

of the international symposium held at Leiden University, 6-7 June, 1996 



 
 

391 

(Orientalia Lovaniensia analecta 103). Leuven: Peeters/Department Oosterse 

Studies, pp.205-252. 

 

Seremetakis, N. (1994a). The memory of the senses, part I: marks on the 

transitory.In: N. Seremetakis,ed., The Senses Still: perception and memory as 

material culture in modernity. University of Chicago Press: Chicago, pp. 1-18. 

 

Seremetakis, N. (1994b). The memory of the senses, part II: still acts. In: N. 

Seremetakis,ed., The Senses Still: perception and memory as material culture in 

modernity. University of Chicago Press: Chicago, pp. 23-44. 

 

Serpico, M. (2008). Introduction. In: J. Picton, I. Pridden, Unseen images: archive 

photographs in the Petrie Museum. Volume 1, Gurob, Sedment and Tarkhan, 

London: Golden House, pp.1-10. 

 

Service, E, (1962). Primitive Social Organisation. New York: Random House. 

 

Settgast, J. (1963). Untersuchungen zu altägyptischen Bestattungsdarstellungen. 

Glückstadt: Augustin 

 

Shanks, M.,Tilley, C. (1982). Ideology, symbolic power and ritual communication: 

a reinterpretation of Neolithic mortuary practices. In: I. Hodder, ed., Symbolic and 

Structural Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp.129-154. 

 

Shaw, I. (2003), ed. The Oxford history of ancient Egypt, New edition. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

Shennan, S. (1975). The social organization at Branč, Antiquity, 49, pp. 279-288. 



 
 

392 

 

Sherratt, A. (1996). “Settlement patterns” or “landscape studies”? reconciling 

reason and romance. Archaeological Dialogues, 3, pp. 140–159. 

 

Shilling, C. (2003). The body and social theory, 2nd ed., London: Sage. 

 

Shortland, A. (2013). An Introduction to Egyptian Historical Chronology. In: A. 

Shortland, C. Ramsey,ed., Radiocarbon and the chronologies of ancient Egypt. 

Oxford: Oxbow Books, pp. 19-28. 

 

Smith, M.(2017). Following Osiris: perspectives on the Osirian afterlife from four 

millennia. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Smith, W. (1952). Inscriptional Evidence for the History of the Fourth Dynasty. 

Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp. 13-128. 

 

Snape, S. (2011). Ancient Egyptian tombs: the culture of life and death. 

Chichester; Malden: Wiley-Blackwell. 

 

Sofer, A. (2003). The Stage Life of Props. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 

Press. 

 

Spencer, A. (1982). Death in Ancient Egypt. Harmondsworth: Penguin. 

 

Spindler, G., Spindler, L. (1992). Cultural process and ethnography: An 

anthropological perspective. In: M. LeCompte, W. Millroy and J. Preissle, ed., The 

handbook of qualitative rearch in education. New York: Academic Press, pp. 53-

92. 



 
 

393 

 

Stake, R. (2005). Case study. In: N. Denzin, Y. Lincoln, ed., Handbook of 

Qualitative Research, 3rd ed. New York, New Delhi: Sage Publication, pp. 236-

247. 

 

Stevenson, A. (2009a). The predynastic Egyptian cemetery of El-Gerzeh: Social 

identities and mortuary practices (Orientalia Lovaniensia analecta 186), Leuven: 

Peeters. 

 

Stevenson, A. (2009b). Social Relationships in Predynastic Burial, Journal of 

Egyptian Archaeology, 95, pp. 175-192. 

 

Stevenson, A. (2015a). Telling times: Time and ritual in the formation of the 

Egyptian state. Cambridge Archaeological Journal, 25, pp.145–161. 

 

Stevenson, A. (2015b). Locating a sense of immortality in early Egyptian 

cemeteries. In: C. Renfrew, M. Boyd, I. Morley, eds., Death Rituals and Social 

Order in the Ancient World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 371–

381. 

 

Stevenson, A. (2016). The Egyptian Predynastic and State Formation, Journal of 

Archaeological Research, in press. 

 

Strudwick, N. (1985). The administration of Egypt in the old kingdom: the highest 

titles and their holders. London: KPI. 

 

Sutton, D. (2001). Remembrance of Repasts: an anthropology of food and 

memory. Berg: Oxford. 



 
 

394 

 

Tainter, J. (1975). The archaeological study of social change: Woodland Systems 

in West-Central Illinois. PhD. Dissertation, Northwestern University. 

 

Tainter, J. (1978). Mortuary practices and the study of prehistoric social systems. 

Advances in archaeological method and theory, Vol. 1, pp. 105-141. 

 

Tainter. J. (1977a). Modeling change in prehistoric social system. In: L. Binford, 

ed., For theory building in archaeology: Essays on faunal remains, aquatic 

resources, spatial analysis and systemic modeling (Studies in archeology 

(Academic Press)). New York; London: Academic Press, pp. 327-351. 

 

Tainter. J. (1977b). Woodland social change in West-Central Illinois, 

Midcontinental Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp. 7-98. 

 

Tallet, P. (2017). Les papyrus de la mer Rouge. 1, Le "journal de Merer" (Papyrus 

Jarf A et B). Cairo: Institut français d'archéologie orientale. 

 

Tarlow, S. (1999). Bereavement and commemoration: an archaeology of 

mortality. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers. 

 

Tarlow, S. (2000). Emotion in Archaeology. Current Anthropology, 41 (5), pp. 

713–746. 

 

Taylor, J. (2016). Coffins from the New Kingdom to the Roman Period. In: J. 

Dawson, H. Strudwick, ed., Death on the Nile: uncovering the afterlife of ancient 

Egypt. London: Giles. 

 



 
 

395 

Taylor, J., Strudwick, N. (2005). Mummies: death and the afterlife in ancient Egypt: 

treasures from the British Museum. Calif.: The Bowers Museum of Cultural Art. 

 

Tefnin, R. (1991). Art et magie au temps des Pyramides: L'énigme des têtes dites 

"de remplacement" (Monumenta Aegyptiaca 5). Bruxelles: Fondation 

Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth. 

 

Thelen, E., Smith, L. (1994). Dynamic Systems Approach to the Development of 

Cognition and Action. Cambridge (MA): MIT Press. 

 

Thomas, J. (2001). Archaeologies of place and landscape. In: I. Hodder, ed., 

Archaeological Theory Today. Cambridge: Polity Press, pp. 165–86. 

 

Thompson, J. (2010). Edward William Lane, 1801-1876: The life of the pioneering 

Egyptologist and orientalist. London: Haus. 

 

Tilley, C. (1994). A Phenomenology of Landscape: Places, Paths and 

Monuments. Oxford: Berg. 

 

Treherne, P. (1995). The warrior's beauty: the masculine body and self-identity 

in Bronze-Age Europe. Journal of European archaeology, Vol. 3 (1), pp. 105-144. 

 

Trigger, B. (1983). The rise of Egyptian civilization. In: B. Kemp, D. O’Connor, A. 

Lloyd, ed., Ancient Egypt: A Social History. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, pp. 1-70. 

 



 
 

396 

Trigger, B. (1997). Ancient Egypt in Cross-cultural Perspective. In: J. Lustig, ed., 

Anthropology and Egyptology: A developing dialogue (Monographs in 

Mediterranean archaeology 8). Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, pp. 137-143. 

 

Trigger, B. (2006). A History of Archaeological Thought, 2nd ed. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Turner, V. (1967). The forest of symbols: Aspects of Ndembu ritual. Ithaca, New 

York; London: Cornell University Press. 

 

Turner, V. (1975). Revelation and divination in Ndembu ritual. Ithaca; London: 

Cornell University Press. 

 

Tylor, E. (1866).The religion of savages. Fortnightly Review, 6, pp. 71-86. 

 

Tylor, E. (1871). Primitive culture. London: John Murray. 

 

Ucko, P. (1967). The Predynastic Cemetery N 7000 at Naga-ed-Der. Chronique 

d' Egypte; bulletin periodique de la Fondation egyptologique reine Elisabeth, 42, 

349. 

 

Ucko, P. (1969). Ethnography and archaeological interpretation of funerary 

remains. World Archaeology, 1:2, pp. 262-280. 

 

van den Brink, E. (1988). The Amsterdam University Survey Expedition to the 

northeastern delta (1984-1986). In: E. van den Brink, ed., The archaeology of the 

Nile Delta, Egypt: problems and priorities: proceedings of the Seminar held in 

Cairo, 19-22 October 1986, on the occassion of the fifteenth anniversary of the 



 
 

397 

Netherlands Institute of Archaeology and Arabic Studies in Cairo. Amsterdam: 

Netherlands Foundation for Archaeological Research in Egypt, pp. 65-114. 

 

van den Brink, E. (1989). A transitional late predynastic-Early Dynastic settlement 

site in the northeastern Nile delta, Egypt. Mitteilungen des Deutschen 

Archäologischen Instituts, Abteilung Kairo, 45, pp. 55-108. 

 

van Dyke, R., Alcock, S. (2003). ed., Archaeologies of Memory. Oxford: Blackwell. 

 

Van Gennep, A. (1977). The Rites of Passage. M. Vizedom, G. Caffee, trans. 

London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 

 

van Haarlem, W. (1996). Temple deposits at Tell Ibrahim Awad: an update. 

Göttinger Miszellen, 154, pp. 31-34. 

 

van Haarlem, W. (1998). Les fouilles à Tell Ibrahim Awad (delta oriental du Nil): 

résultats récents. Bulletin de la Société Français d'Egyptologie, 141, pp. 8-19. 

 

Vandier, J. (1952). Manuel d'archéologie égyptienne. Paris: Picard. 

 

Verner, M. (2001). Archaeological remarks on the 4th and 5th Dynasty 

chronology. Archív Orientální, 69 (3), pp.363-418. 

 

Verner, M. (2006). Contemporaneous evidence for the relative chronology of 

Dyns. 4 and 5.  In: E. Hornung, R. Krauss, and D. Warburton, ed., Ancient 

Egyptian Chronology. Leiden; Boston: Brill, pp. 124-143. 

 



 
 

398 

Verner, M. (2008). The system of dating in the Old Kingdom. In: H. Vymazalová, 

M. Bárta ,ed., Chronology and archaeology in ancient Egypt (the Third Millennium 

B.C.). Prague: Czech Institute of Egyptology, Faculty of Arts, Charles University 

in Prague, pp. 23-43. 

 

von der Way, T. (1987). Tell Fara'in-Buto 2. Bericht. Mitteilungen des Deutschen 

Archäologischen Instituts, Abteilung Kairo, 43, pp. 241-257. 

 

von der Way, T. (1997). Tell el-Faraʻîn Buto 1, Ergebnisse zum frühen Kontext. 

Mainz: P. von Zabern. 

 

von der Way, T.(1992). Excavations at Tell el-Fara’in/Buto in 1987–1989. In: E. 

van den Brink, ed., The Nile Delta in Transition: 4th–3rd Millennium BC, Tel Aviv: 

Netherlands Institute of Archaeology and Arabic Studies in Cairo, pp. 1–10. 

 

Wacquant, L. (1992). Toward a social praxeology: The structure and logic of 

Bourdieu's sociology. In: P. Bourdieu, L. Wacquant, ed., An invitation to reflexive 

sociology. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, pp. 1-59. 

 

Ward, W. (1982). Index of administrative and religious titles of the Middle 

Kingdom: with a glossary of words and phrases used. Beirut: American University 

of Beirut; 

 

Weekes, J. (2014). Cemeteries and Funerary Practice. In: M. Millett, L. Revell, A. 

Moore, ed., The Oxford Handbook of Roman Britain, Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. pp. 426-447. 

 



 
 

399 

Wendrich, W. (1999). The world according to basketry: an ethno-archaeological 

interpretation of basketry production in Egypt. Leiden: CNWS. 

 

Wendrich, W. (2000). Basketry, In: P. Nicholson and I. Shaw, ed., Ancient 

Egyptian Material and Technology, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 

254-67. 

 

Wengrow, D. (2001). The evolution of simplicity: aesthetic labour and social 

change in the Neolithic Near East, World Archaeology, 33, pp. 168-188. 

 

Wengrow, D. (2006). The archaeology of early Egypt: Social transformations in 

North-East Africa, 10,000 to 2650 BC (Cambridge world archaeology). 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Whitehouse, H. (2000). Arguments and icons: divergent modes of religiosity. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Wickett, E. (2010). For the living and the dead: the funerary laments of upper 

Egypt, ancient and modern, London: I.B. Tauris. 

 

Wiese, A. (1996). Die Anfänge der ägyptischen Stempelsiegel-Amulette: eine 

typologische und religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zu den “Knopfsiegeln” 

und verwandten Objekten der 6. bis frühen 12. Dynastie. Freiburg: 

Universitätsverlag. 

 

Wilkinson, T. (1996). State formation in Egypt: chronology and society, Oxford: 

Tempus Reparatum. 

 



 
 

400 

Willems, H. (1988). Chests of life: A study of the typology and conceptual 

development of Middle Kingdom standard class coffins (Mededelingen en 

verhandelingen van het Vooraziatisch-Egyptisch Genootschap "Ex Oriente Lux" 

25). Leiden: Ex Oriente Lux. 

 

Willems, H. (1996). The coffin of Heqata (Cairo JdE 36418): A case study of 

Egyptian funerary culture of the early Middle Kingdom (Orientalia Lovaniensia 

analecta 70). Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters en Departement Oriëntalistiek. 

 

Williams, H. (2003a). ed., Archaeologies of Remembrance: Death and Memory 

in Past Societies. New York: Kluwer Academic. 

 

Williams, H. (2003b). Introduction. The Archaeology of Death, Memory and 

Material Culture. In: H. Williams, ed., Archaeologies of Remembrance: Death and 

Memory in Past Societies. New York: Kluwer Academic, pp. 1-24. 

 

Williams, H. (2003c). Remembering and Forgetting the Medieval Dead. Exploring 

death, memory and material culture in monastic archaeology. In: H. Williams, ed., 

Archaeologies of Remembrance: Death and Memory in Past Societies. New York: 

Kluwer Academic, pp. 227-254. 

 

Williams, H. (2006). Death and memory in early medieval Britain. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Wilson, J. (1944). Funeral Services of the Egyptian Old Kingdom. Journal of Near 

Eastern Studies, Vol.3 (4), pp. 201-218. 

 



 
 

401 

Wodzińska, A. (2009). A manual of Egyptian pottery. Volume 2, Naqada III-Middle 

Kingdom. Boston: Ancient Egypt Research Associates. 

 

Wright, D., Gaskell, G. (1992). The construction and function of vivid memories. 

In:  M. Conway, ed., Theoretical perspectives on autobiographical memory. 

London: Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp.  275-292. 

 

Xia, N. (2014). Ancient Egyptian Beads. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin 

Heidelberg. 

 

Yarbus, A. (1967). Eye Movements and Vision. Basil Haigh, trans. New York: 

Plenum Press. 

 

Yates, F. (1978). The art of memory. New York: Penguin Books. 

 

Yoyotte, J. (1961). Études géographiques, I: la "Cité des Acacias" (Kafr Ammar). 

Revue d'égyptologie,13, pp. 71-105. 
  



 
 

402 

Appendix 1 

Identified recorders of tomb cards 
 

Table 1 Tomb cards: diagnostic features for identification of different recorders 

Persons Disturbance sexes directions Unique features in 
handwritings 

Petrie O/X  /  Letters 

 

 
 

 
 

Lawrence O/X, Yes/No Female/Male 
Woman/Man Letters 

 

 
 

 
 

Mackay Yes/No Female/Male Words 

 

 
 

 

Table 2 Cards recorded by different persons in the excavation from 1912 
1-99  

Petrie 
100-199 

 Lawrence 
200-299  
Mackay 

300-319  
Petrie (majorly) - 400-442  

Mackay (majorly) 

- 319-358 Lawrence? 460-500  
Mackay 

- 370-373  
Lawrence - 

- 380-381  
Lawrence? - 

- 600—605 Lawrence  500-560  
Mackay 

- - 570  
Mackay 
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Appendix 2 

Working strips in the Valley cemetery, 1912-1913 excavation 
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Appendix 3 

Dated burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (Naqada IIIA2-C2) 
 
This spread sheet contains information from Tomb Cards now in the archive of 
Petrie Museum. 
  



 

 

No. date disturbed body chamber shaft clothing coffin pottery stone metal amulets beads ornament other 

   head to face to attitude sex type high N. E. chamber 
on N. E. deep          

1 IIIC2 yes          41 74 36   17g 29d 59h 59k 59m 65d 

65f 65l 65m 65w 
      

2 IIIC2 O S W contracted       22 48 16 thick over 

all O 85c 65t 29d 65k       

3  O N E contracted F         X yes four 60b       

4 IIIC2 X S ?  F      42 81 36 O O 85f 17d      

5 IIIB X          33 85 40  O 18k 59 56h 56b 76j       

6 IIIB X          36 72 30  O 3b 46b 46f 46t 47p 59h 73f       

7 IIIB           47 92 70  wooden 47b 47h 47k 47m 48d 48s 

49d 49l 73h 60n 81f 
      

8 IIIB X S W contracted M      26 44  X yes 60b 46b 48d 49l 1 thick slit      

9 IIIB           35 65 40   73f  47p 49g       

10 IIIB               wooden 48d 48s 51p     game pieces 

12 IIIB  S W contracted M         O O 85 18b 54k 63 88h 12t S. 1a?      

15 IIIB           50 93 60   18b 63l 81f 46h 47d 47f 13c       

16 IIIB           68 96 75   46f  3b 73h 59h 47d 47h 

47m 47s 48d 48s 1 square slat      

17  unknown unknown unknown unknown unknown      40 95 60    a flint plate in filling 
Adze and bronze flaying-

knife lay close to south 

end of grave 
   3 gaming rods of 

ivory 

18 IIIA2  W         63 25 20  reed 3b 46b 46d 46p 46r 46w S 4b?      

19 IIIB           45 92 55   47p 49d 3b 73h 49g 19j 73h   carnelian gold lapiz?   

20 IIIB X          55 105 60  X 81f  82c 46d 46f 46h 46p 

47m 12b      

21 IIIB           66 82 40   73h       



 

 

22  yes unknown unknown unknown unknown      45 75 60     2 flaying bronze knives  3 carnelian  A tip of a bow 

23                 3b    2 carnelian 2 glazed blue   

24 IIIC2  N E contracted       40 82 70   68h 6q 23k 77k 78k      

26  X          42 57 35   46b 47k 47s 63e       

27 IIIB X          28 70 65  wooden 60d 60b 73h 75c 47p 48d 

48l 49g 
  scarab modle    

28  O N E Knees bent       38 38 70 X wooden      button seal  

29  O N E contracted M          yes        

33  O N E long F      25 77 53 X  1 pot       

36 IIIB           80 126 65   73h 60b 81f 75c 48s 51g   carnelian   

37 IIIB           48 98 50  wooden 73f 60d 47b 70g 36k 36j 

36n 8 6m      

38 IIIB X          60 105 50  yes 60d 46b 46f 46h 47b 36j 

44f 14d 14e 52g      

39 IIIB  S E        69 137 53   3b 73h 3b 46k 46b 47p 48d 

48g 48s 49d 6j 11d 29n 51v 54n   carnelian garnet   

40 IIIA2           50 103 65   12t 60b 46b       

41 IIIB               wooden 60d 63g 25m 3b 48s square palette      

42 IIIB           45 100 60  yes 75b 75c 14d 49l 64c   garnet gelena   

43 IIIC1           41 93 40  yes 81f 64h 3b       

44   N              bits of jars and cups Kafr 

Ammar 3 
      

46  O N E on left side knees 

bent M recess 26 25 84 W 41 42 140 X with eyes       headrest block 

47  O N E knees bent M recess 20 20 50 W 38 39 90 X O        

49  O N E Knee L-shape bent  recess 15 20 50 W 39 39 90 X O        

50  X N up long  W 

recess 
15 48 105 W 30 105 130 X wooden        

51  O E S contracted  in rock 28 40 29 N 40 90 150 ? Cover wooden        

52 IIIC1 X          55 90 50 X O 2b 9 27p 50 76c S slat      



 

 

53 IIIA2                60d 60b 60g 60k 63j 46d 

46h 46k 46m 3b 14d 24c 50d   large sand?   

54 IIIC1 ? W N contracted F      40 80 50 O O 76c 75e 63g 50f slat      

55 IIIC1 X          25 45 20   50 19u 36c 36e       

56  Disturbed              with eyes R61a(209)      mirror sandals 

57 IIIA2                60d 46b 14d 20b 3b       

58 IIIC2           45 87 60   59p 12b 73h 12n       

59 IIIC2 X          30 60 40   59b 59h 67j 27h       

60 IIIC2           65 80 40  wooden 27h 91s 23f 24e 24j 24r 53g(in ivory)  2 

slate 
   flint bracelet 

pin 
 

61 IIIC2 O W N contracted M      35 60 30 O O 60b 65k 59b 14d 11b 14m 

32 27f 57d 14b 72g   long green   

62 IIIC1    contracted F           65f 59f 27p 36c 36t       

63 IIIC2           32 55 40  yes 12r 12d 33b 63p 68h 62g 78p      

64 IIIC2           40 70    60b 65k 27h 67j 23t      

65 IIIA2               wooden 46d 81      wooden pillow 

under the head 

66  unknown N up Long F?      30 80 160 X long coffin A jar       

67  no N upward straight F      60 108 73 yes long coffin        

68  X          20 80    60d 46k       

69  X               63p slat      

70 IIIA2               yes 87h 60b       

71 IIIA2 X          30 70 40  yes 46b 46d 46h 46k 46m 46p 

47h 60d 56f 
      

72                 60b       

73 IIIA2           30 60 25   60d 60b 46d 56f 99d       

74 IIIA2 X          50 90 30   60d 46b 46d 46f 46m 8 bit?      

75                 56f 60k 46d 46k 46m       

76            40 70    60d 60b 46m       



 

 

77                 60d 46d 46k 46m       

79                yes 60b       

80 IIIC2 O N E contracted F         X O 63l 85f 63p 14d 22b 42k 77m 78e 78k 78n 

81t 
  beads? Stone   

81 IIIA2 ? S W contracted F      30 60 30 O O 46b 46t 26d 73g   green   

82 IIIC2                67j 21t      

83                 46d 46k 46m 73n       

84            30 60 30   60d 46b 46m 46p       

85 IIIA2           30 70 50   46m 81 3d 71j      

86 IIIA2 O S W contracted       30 60 15 O yes 46f  54s 15l 71w      

88 IIIC2               basket 59k 78l      

89 IIIC2               yes 7b 59p 12d 23v 62r 81t      

90 IIIC2 O S W contracted       50 80 70  yes 76l 59h 54m 19u 85f       

91 IIIC2 O S W contracted       46 60 50 O  65k 59k       

92 IIIA2 O S W contracted          X wooden 46k       

93 IIIC2                65t 59k 85c       

94                 33b       

96  O S W contracted           basket W       

97 IIIC2 O S W contracted          O yes 17g 12r 31d 17m    board band of beads   

98 IIIC2                65t 85d 89n       

100 IIIB X S   F      80 105 70 O yes 12n 59h 59k 91c 72f     mace head 

101 IIIC2           80 110 75   65f 59h 59p 59m 75n 9t 13r 21e 22p 23p 29n 54l 54t 

62p 62w 
     

102       niche 60 36 72 W 40 36 170   broken pieces of red bowl; 

4 pieces of eggshell pot. 
     A wooden 

legged…. 

103 IIIB yes          70 115 55   36j 36k 47p 54j 13g 23f  54n      

104  yes               46f tortoise palette      



 

 

105 IIIC2 not S ? contracted       21 35 48 yes basket 12n 12p 13d 17l 19u 27f 

60b 85f 
      

106  O N upward contracted  recess 36 30 60 W 37 36  scattered no        

107 IIIC1 yes          30 80 45  tray 59p 36c 62h      

108 IIIB X          40 92 120  wooden 55 76c 63g 60d 63e 13p      

109 IIIC1 X          50 135 100   16f 20d 50 59t 60d 63l 64d 

75-76 55c 53d      

110 IIIC2 X N  contracted M      50 70 50  yes 59h 75n 75o 18m 48s 50p 

94n 
      

111 IIIC2 yes               59b 54n      

112 IIIC1 yes          45 65 55   65f 19u 2d 11d 13l 20p 62c 71e 77s      

113 IIIC2 ? S W contracted F      40 85 55 O tray 65f 59t 75-76 59h 85c       

114  X                2 stone vases      

115 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      32 60 70 O wooden 75n 75o 12n 17l 27m 19s 

56f 57v 65f 65k 65n 22p      

116 IIIC2 O S W kneeling       40 60 45 X tray 59f       

117 IIIC2 X          55 80 70  wooden 1k 2 13g 27g 59d 63d 64 

75n 75o 8x 13h 13l 21p 22l 23p 53d 55c   small green bead  ivory bull leg toilette 

equipment 

118 IIIC2 X          65 110 65   75-76 59b 22d 23k 55n 71c   tiny green   

119 IIIC1 X N W contracted F      45 75 30 O rush 63 16n       

120 IIIC1 X          50 60 40  tray 57g 64h 65f  60b 62 95d 29       

121 IIIB X N W contracted F      30 50 40 O basket 63 48d    blue stone small one long   

122 IIIC2 X    M      52 80 120  wooden 57b 60f chisel and weapon     

123 IIIC2 X S W contracted M      35 80 60 O tray 59h 91c 56k 92j 17g       

124   N         30 55 50   89m       

125 IIIC2 yes S W contracted       35 76 45  wooden 33n 7d 59p 99m S102    bracelet  



 

 

126 IIIC2 yes          45 65 55  wooden 76l 76m 7g 21d 25c   long blue stone   

127 IIIC1 yes S W contracted       50 80 50  tray 59p 65f 56d 12h 60b 25f 

19w 75e fragment      

128 IIIC2 yes          50 75 65   12t 13c 59p       

129 IIIC2 ? N W contracted       50 80 60  tray 59p 63e 27h 17d      

130 IIIC1 X          50 75 60   65k 59b 63e 50 7s    slate bracelet  

131 IIIC2 X      40 37 75 mistake?     wooden 13a 12d 18v 1s 78s      

132 IIIC2 X      45 50 75 mistake?     tray 1s 1t 1u 65m 59p       

134  yes               many pots, one modle 

watering pot 
      

135  yes          30 65 55  none 63e pot of clate, bowl S140      

136 IIIC2       65 50 80 mistake?     yes 11b 12b 12r 19d 12u  77 

75v 59p 
     wooden dish, 

wooden stool 

137 IIIC2 X          30 75 40   85d 8t 54y   see A  basket 

138 IIIC2 X          54 70 60   12l 65f 29d 60d 59d    See B   

139            30 45 40    alabaster S132 (27g)      

140 IIIC2 ? S W contracted ?      40 65 50 mat under 

the body tray 59p       

141 IIIA2 no W N contracted ?         yes  57n-t 65b 85c 20f 19s 46p       

142 IIIC2 yes          40 80 40  bed and mat 

over 63b 65k 59h 12n 19w       

143 IIIC2 X S W contracted M      65 90 50 yes bed 59t 11b 9p 24j     empty wood box 

144 IIIC2 ? S E contracted F      45 80 40 yes bed on top of 

coffin 59b 50b 4 17b      
wooden spoon 

wooden post 3 bull 

legs 

145 IIIC2 ?   dismembered       40 75 50  tray 65f 65m 65k 59p       

146 IIIC2 ? S E contracted F      25 50 45 yes mat 63g       

147 IIIC2 O S W contracted M      20 70 50 all over reed basket 59b       



 

 

148 IIIC2 yes          50 140 80  tray 12l 7b 33l 59k 76g 76l 75m 

75n 16z fragment of alabaster dish      

149 IIIC2 no S W leg L shape bent F      55 85 50  bed 11b 11d 36s 16t 65b 65k 

63e 75-76 8v 53l 54d 55k    stone bracelets  

150 IIIC2 X S N contracted M      45 65 50 O wooden 59b 59p 59h 64h 12t       

151 IIIC2 no S W contracted F         all over bed 59b       

152  X     room 72 39 72 S 39 92 157  trace pots on the head side of the 

coffin Karf Ammar 27 
      

153 IIIC2 X          50 85 90?  tray 76m 12w 29d 59d 92f 26l 77s 81r      

154 IIIC2 X          40 70 50  rush 29d 56n 92m 59b 57g 33r 

94p 
      

155 IIIC2 yes          30 65 40   20f 63e 63g 76m       

156 IIIC2 X S W contracted ?      60 70 40 none bed 65k 59p 63g 57n 29d 18b       

157 IIIC2 ? S W Knee L-shape bent F      70 80 70  wooden 65b 65w 76c 59p 59m      wooden bull legs 

158 IIIC2                       

159 IIIC2 X          30 50 50   19d 19b 27g 59f 59p 34      

160 IIIC2 X S W contracted       65 100 80  wooden 16f  65t 63v 24p    shell basket 

161 IIIC2 X    F      30 65 55   12n 13g 59b 63g 85       

162 IIIC2 ? S W very contracted F          wooden 76 65b 59b 29d 78h     basket 

163 IIIC2 ?              tray 59b 59p 29d 3d 81h 81v      

165 IIIC2 X S  contracted       50 80 65 O tray 59b 59p 59m 65m 12r 12b 

14m 11b 75n 75o 27k 54t 62r 63h 77n 81t      

166 IIIC2 X N W very contracted       25 50 40  tray 59p S17e      

167 IIIC2     F      35 65 25  wooden 59p 3k 61c      



 

 

168 IIIC1 X          42 85 65  wooden 65h 65f 63g 57j 48g 48s 50       

169 IIIC2                       

171 IIIC2 yes          40 80 60  none 63b 11b 11d 14h 24n      

172 IIIC2 X S W contracted F      30 70 40 O coffin and 

bed 29d 1f 65k 85d       

173 IIIC2 X W N contracted F      30 65 25 yes bed 20f fragments of alabaster      

175 IIIC2                       

176 IIIC2 ? S W contracted M      45 85 70 X wooden 
20f 33k 11b 25h 19w 56d 

59h 59p 59m 65p 65t 50s 

75n 
12g 22j 31      

177 IIIC2 yes          45 90 60   11b 13f 59m 65k 22v 52d      

178 IIIC2 X   contracted ?      55 80 70 yes wooden 12d 65h 59b 59p 85f 76l 14v 22d 25m 31 56d 78h 80f   small blue faience   

179 IIIC2 X          45 70 75   11b 59p       

181 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      38 50 20 X yes 68l 88d       

182  no? S W contracted F         yes rough mat on 

poles 
       

183 IIIA2 yes          30 70 40 shroud only  19f 12y 73g 73c 46b 46d 

46f 24g   small blue and carnelian   

184                 36g       

185                 46d slat palette      

186 IIIA2           50 30 25   46d 92g       

187 IIIC2 ? N E contracted F      50 80 70  wooden 66b 17g 20h 62g 78h 80c      

188 IIIB X   contracted       33 65 70  wooden 59b 46b 47p       

189 IIIC2  S W contracted M      30 75 50  wooden 76l 27k 12p 17l 65m 59b 

59p 81b 81k      

192 IIIC2 X          50 80 90  yes 67l 59m 63g 62g      

193  X N E contracted F      40 55 60 O wooden L38ii       

194 IIIC2 yes N E contracted F      36 50 55 none wooden 20k 63e 77n 78s 81v      

195 IIIC2                       

196 IIIB O E S contracted M      60 47 50 X none 46f  47p 49l 60b 78m 81f      



 

 

197 IIIC1 X N W contracted F           3b 36g 46f  50 63 65m 70d 

73f  88g 95m 95p 
   blue beads   

198 IIIC2 yes N E contracted F      25 50 60 O oval basket 19u 64d 78g      

199 IIIC2 X N E contracted M      30 55 40 O wooden 59f 22l      

200 IIIC2 yes S W contracted ?      31 48 576? no trace reed basket 89n 59p 63n 78h 81h 81v   yes   

201 IIIC2 no S W very contracted       24 35 46 no trace papyrus 

basket 27g 18b 57t       

202 IIIC2 yes S  partially contracted ?      32 41 48 no trace wooden 59b 23c      

203 IIIC2                       

204 IIIC2                       

205  yes S  crouched       30 44 44    limestone bowl 24n      

206   S  crouched       33 48 16 linen over 

body tray        

207  no N E contracted           reed       fiber rope 

headrest9 

208  no N E partially contracted       48 66 29  long coffin       headrest8 

209  no N E straight leftside M      54 70 60  long coffin       walking stick 

headrest22 

210  no N  very contracted M  18 12 58 W 24 58 30  no        

212 IIIC2 yes   contracted       37 65 67  wooden 59b 59p 63g 75-76 19s 21p 53c 54n 60b 62r 77h 

77n 77q 
     

213 IIIC2               wooden 65 60b 65r 59b 59p 59m 

63e 95d 75o 14j 9d 9y 13 22f 24r 24v 62s      

214  no N E partially contracted M  30 34 72     mat of cloth wooden        

215  no N E contracted ?      37 37 84 yes wooden       rope 

216  no N E contracted F recess 30 18 48  51 49 48 pad wooden        

217  no N E partially contracted M recess 36 23 79 W 33 37 78 no trace wooden        

218  no?  E dismembered M recess 40 36 66.5 W 34 39 

1/2 
74 pad wooden with 

eyes 
      headrest 



 

 

219 IIIC2 yes N E contracted          no trace wooden 60b 8k 24t 62e 62h 62l 63m 78r 

78u 
     

220  yes N E very contracted F      42 36 60 pad wooden        

222  no N E nearly straight young F      34 81 84 yes long coffin        

226  no N E slightly contracted old M recess 32 44 87 W 41 

1/2 
41 

1/2 
96 yes wooden with 

eye 
      headrest shepses 

227  yes   straight F      39 39 

1/2 
72 coarse linen wooden        

228 IIIC2 yes S W crouched       41 49 53 no trace basket 59p       

230 IIIC2 no S W contracted young      60 90 54 trace wooden 12l 16b 60b 59t 59m 63l 

74b 46k 23t 62g 77k 81n      

231 IIIC2 no N E                    

231  no N E very contracted F recess 37 20 78 E 41 40 120 coarse linen wooden        

232  no S E crouched F recess 28 32 61  37 34 110 yes no       rope 

233  no N  contracted M recess 32 33 84  37 37 80 pad no       headrest20 

wooden chisel 

234  no N E on left partly 

contracted F      84 18 25  wooden a jar and a dish Kafr Ammar 

20,21 
     head rest 

235  no N E crouched M      24 44 52 no trace reed       headrest14 

236  no N E crouched M recess 20 36 84 W 33 33 96 yes no       headrest as9 

237  yes E S crouched       48 32 24 no trace  3 cylinder broken slate      

238 IIIC2 no NW SW crouched F recess 27 28 52 NE 42 60 92 yes yes 37l 68h 68l 68j 42g 63c 81t    2 shells headrest as14 

239  no N E straight with leg 

contracted 
      32 66 41 linen shroud wooden one jar at NW of the coffin 

Kafr Ammar 21 
   on both joints? 2 bracelets of 

carnelian 
 

240 IIIC2 no N  very contracted M recess 32 39 48 W       42d 61h 62k      

241  no N E contracted M recess 30 24 93 W 41 43 130 heavy 

shroud wooden       headrest as2 

243  no N E semi contracted M      38 44 62 heavy 

shroud wooden        

244  no N E slightly contracted M recess 27 18 80 W 50 50 37 yes reed        

245  yes E S contracted ?      38 21 72 trace short box        

246  no N E slightly contracted M recess 36 88 33 W 43 61 72 light shroud wooden       walking stick 

249 IIIC2 yes          39 63 38  wooden  8r 22j 62w      



 

 

250 IIIB no N E very contracted F      26 57 42 linen wooden 60b 90 3k 16w(glazed) 5 7k 22m 62w 73d 78h 78r      

252 IIIB yes N E crouched M      39 60 42  no 60b 65m 65k 63e 19u 47f       

255  yes N E very contracted F recess 22 24 50 W 38 40 60 no trace wooden        

256  no N W straight M      48 108 48 no trace wooden pot at the N of the coffin 

Kafr Ammar 21 
fragments of a predynastic 

palette; flint flake on the N of 

the coffin 
 

scarab close 

to the left 

hand 
carnelian beads?   

257 IIIC2 yes S W very contracted F      17 28 18 no trace wooden 25d 59b 59d 59f 85c       

258 IIIC2 ? S W partially contracted M      30 53 24 no trace trace 12p 29m 17l 29d 14d 59f       

259            43 66 17    62p      

260 IIIB yes S W contracted       41 66 48 no trace trace 19m 36c 60d 59p 47d 49l 

55 17k 17v   small beads cylinder beads 

carnelian beads 
  

261 IIIC1           33 72 36   63e 91d 81f  47h 48g 49l 

50 70d      

262 IIIB yes               60b 49l 18k 18s      

263  yes          37 63 36   48l slate      

264 IIIB yes          26 48 40   63e 47m 49g 49l      bull legs 

266 IIIB yes          66 41 43   75-76 47p 48t 49l       

267 IIIB yes          31 54 58   60b 60n 47m 49l       

268 IIIB yes          41 56 45   60n 34d 47h 47p 48d 48l       

269 IIIB yes W  contracted F         no trace rush basket 65 8k 18t 72b   black bead bracelet slate bracelets  

270  no W N contracted M      42 30 18 no trace  59b       

274 IIIB yes          35 52 54   60d 48g 49l       

275 IIIB yes          42 64 45   56h 73f 59b 48s       

276 IIIB yes          32 60 63   73f 48l 49d 49g       

277  yes          27 40 30   47d 47p 49g       



 

 

278 IIIC2 yes W N semi contracted F      56 32 14 no trace no trace 65m 65r 63e    shell, glazed and carnelian 

beads 
bracelets of 

slate and ivory 
 

279 IIIC2 yes S W semi contracted F?      29 62 36 no trace bed 59p 63e     
bracelets with 

copper 

fragments 
 

280 IIIC2 no N W very contracted M      24 39 34 no trace rush base 59b 64h 81t      

281 IIIC1 no S W semi contracted F      30 58 24 no trace tray 29 60d 60b 50     shell  

282 IIIC2 no S W very contracted       21 43 37 no trace no trace 24s 64d       

283 IIIC2 yes S W contracted M?      33 60 27 no trace no trace 24f 59 88u 95g 22n 27c 54n      

284 IIIC2 yes S W contracted M      46 84 60 no trace trace of 

wooden 65k 59t 13k 95b 50j 56k      

286  yes S NW straight M      48 96 40 no trace wooden        

287 IIIC2 yes S W very contracted M      28 54 37 no trace wooden 92s 66b 50t 50       

288  yes  E        84 34 34    alabaster fragments      

289  no S W contracted M      31 59 72 no trace no P1a       

290 IIIC1 yes          68 42 36   60b 65f       

291 IIIA2 yes   contracted          no trace no 20f 19f 63       

292 IIIC1 yes S W contracted M      38 60 60 no trace no trace 60d 49l 50 6h      

293                     yes   

294 IIIC1                60d 21n 62p      

295 IIIC2 yes S W very contracted F      34 60 32 linen bed 29d 63r 63g 50n       

296 IIIC1 yes          40 60 42   59m 50       

297 IIIC2 no S W contracted M      34 72 96 no trace no trace 60d 59k 59t 64h 82g 76m 

90 23t 24l 54b      

298 IIIC1 yes          36 66 60   50 14b      

299  yes N E  M      28 57 60 coarse linen wooden        

300 IIIC2 yes          48 33 60   50       

300 IIIC2 X          45 90 70   19w 27p 38r 63l       

301 IIIC2 X N W contracted       52 65 65 no none 63g 22t 25s 78n 80t      

304 IIIB X          35 70 40   47p 48g 49d 75k 75n 16f 

60j 
      



 

 

305 IIIB           48 60 50   16r 60d 63p 81f 48l 48s 

49d 49g 
      

306 IIIC1 X   contracted M      35 60 33 X basket 12h 12y 60n 59p fragment of limestone plate and 

alabaster scabs 
     

307 IIIA2 X SW N contracted F         yes boards with 

mat 64d 46b 46d       

308 IIIA2 X          25 48 30  boards 4 59p 46b       

310  yes          29 60 45    palette      

311            32 55 29   60d 48s 49l    amethysts bead one..of faience  

312 IIIC1           31 50 41  boards 74g 46d 50 2 slate palette      

313 IIIA2           45 95 80   60d 46b 36j 36s 36u       

314 IIIB yes    F      40 65 40  none 73f  82c 46b 46f  47m 49l       

315 IIIA2 yes          60 120 55   46b 46f 46k 60d 44c 51c 77d      

316  yes          60 100 50    19j 19g     bull horns 

317 IIIB yes          40 70 45   54e 16h 16f  60d 47b       

318 IIIA2 yes          33 75 38   94k 94d 46h       

319 IIIA2 yes          25 65 35   56b 65 46d 46f 46k 47d 71t      

320            50 35 35   63g 46d 46f 46h 46m slate palette      

321            65 35 50   46d 46f 47m       

322 IIIB O S W very contracted       30 80 60  none 16j 73h 60d 47p 48g 49g 

49l 81f 
      

323            95 50 35   46p 47b 49d slate palette      

324 IIIB  S W very contracted       35 70 50 none wooden 60d 48s 49d 49g 74b       

325 IIIA2           30 80 45  wooden 16l 16h 16j 60d 46f 47d       

327 IIIB           35 55 40   73f 60d 81f       

328  yes          28 45 20  none 60d 46d       

329  yes          30 55 45   55 60m 46d       

330  yes S W very contracted       28 65  coarse linen boards and 

mat 5 pots       

331                 56h 48s 49l       



 

 

332            20 35 30   60d 46k part of palette   blue beads   

333  yes    M?         yes wood pieces R21k 87d pieces of alabaster, rubbing 

stone 
     

334  yes               16l 46f 46k       

336   S W contracted F      45 80 50  trace of bed 60d 49- palette      

336  yes S W  M      40 70   yes 16j 56h 75-76 47p 48s 49d 

49l pieces of alabaster      

341  no N SE  ?      42 90 22  yes  alabaster Kafr Ammar 39,40      

351  yes               56b 60b 60n 46d 46f slate      

400  yes          12 31 19  basket L42       

401 IIIC1 yes S W very contracted       29 48 48 linen basket 60b 50       

402 IIIC2 yes          24 59 48   16d 65m       

403 IIIC2           34 48 48   13g 60b       

407 IIIC1 yes          35 62 72   49l 50       

408 IIIB no S W very contracted        38 36 no trace trace of wood 

base 49d 49l       

409  yes          38 51 65          

410 IIIC1 yes W N very contracted F      70 39 36 linen none 24f 59b 17h       

411 IIIC1 no S W very contracted F      30 39 58 no trace none 60b 1w       

413  yes W N contracted M      44 44 48 no trace no trace        

414 IIIC1 yes          66.5 140 71   72g 5 60d 3d 3g 76b 76c 

70n 48s 49l 50d 50e 8e 8p 51r      

415 IIIC1 yes S W contracted F         linen wooden 48l 49l 50 14s 61l 72c, palette   
beads of carnelian and 

crystal, disc beads of 

amethysts and carnelian 
  

417 IIIC1           60 38 43   24f 65 59b 3d 50       

418                     rough quartz  one basket 



 

 

419 IIIC1 yes          39 60 44  none 65h 72 63e 50 2 slate palettes      

420 IIIC1 no N E contracted M      47 60 60 trace of 

linen wooden 20m 60b 65b 59b       

422 IIIC1 no W N partly contracted       72 24 50 no trace none 24f 60b 50     ivory bracelet  

423 IIIC1 yes          36 58 41   60d 59m       

424  no N E partly contracted       21 44 37 linen no        

425  no N E partly contracted M recess 27 16 57 W 24 57 60 pad under 

body none        

426  no N E nearly contracted F recess 32 38 71 W 37 38.5 108 pad under wooden        

429  yes     recess 42 42 103 W 43 43   wooden        

430  no N E straight on back F recess 60 60 109 W 42 142 

1/2 
180 linen no        

431  no N  contracted  recess 36 30 94 W 41 

1/2 
40 140 light shroud wooden        

432   NW NE very contracted F      30 39 64          

433  no N W straight on side F      28 93 57 linen wooden 2 pieces of pottery on the N 

of the coffin 
      

434  yes N ? straight M      31 83 72 linen wooden pottery on the head of the 

coffin Karf Ammar 27 
      

434  yes N  straight F recess 26 22 97 W 32 100 108 linen wooden 2 found in the N of the ? 2 

found in the filling of shaft 
      

436  yes          35 54 30   65 46k       

437  yes               46d 46f 46h       

438  no N E straight M recess 36 24 84 W 36 88 128 linen wooden       head rest 

440  no N up straight on the left 

side F recess 48 84 24 E 32 104 84 linen wooden 4 jars at N of the coffin Karf 

Ammar 27 
      

460  no    3 people      48 120 126          

461  no N E straight on back F recess 27 27 87 W 49 75 182 no trace no trace        

462  no N E slightly bent M         heavy 

shroud reed        



 

 

463  no N E straight M      27 79 66 no trace wooden 4 pieces of pottery Karf 

Ammar 27 
      

464  no N E straight on back F recess 36 37 99 W 36 80 60 linen wooden       pillow with small… 

465  no NE SE contracted F      32 32 49 trace wooden        

466  yes S E contracted       30 48 15 no trace rush basket 60d       

467  no N E semi contracted M      28 60 55 light shroud wooden        

468  no W N very contracted F recess 27 49 32 N 34 36 108 yes wooden       headrest 15 

470  no N E very contracted M      18 34 52 trace of 

linen no trace        

471  no N E contracted F recess 19 20 38 W 32 39 48 no no trace        

472  no N E very contracted F      21 26 24 no trace no        

473  no N E straight M recess 32 29 99 W 37 120 140 yes yes       walking stick 

474 IIIA2 yes          48 84 72   18f 60d 60k 46 14n 71l spearhead    spoon 

475  yes          36 48 31   60d 46f       

477 IIIC1 yes S W contracted F         linen shroud wooden 60d 49g 50       

478  yes          30 45 60   60d 46f 46m       

479  no N E straight M recess 32 30 124 W 34 124 136 trace wooden BK pol bowl      headrest 5 wooden 

hoes 

480  no N E partially contracted M      43 84 132 linen reed       walking stick 

481 IIIA2 yes S W very contracted       39 77 54 trace of 

linen none 12n 29d 60d 65b 59b 46d 

46f 77d 77q 81h 81t      

482  no N E straight F      32 85 96 trace wooden glazed disc pottery Kafr 

Ammar 13 palette   small blue glaze  headrest 19 

483  yes          48 103 60   46f 46h 46p       

485  no N E slightly contracted M? recess 38 36 72 W 34 32 132 thick pad wooden       2 wooden chisels 

486  no N E contracted F recess 36 36 72 W 47 48 168 trace wooden       headrest 16 

487  no N E straight M      36 84 72 linen wooden jar at west of … Kafr 

Ammar 18,27 
      



 

 

488  yes N E straight, legs 

slightly contracted F      36 80 80 linen wooden        

489  yes N W        34 60 60  no 3 jars at head; one red dish 

Kafr Ammar 17,18 
   ball beads   

490  no N E straight on back M      36 84 60 no trace wooden at head       

491  yes N up straight M      27 74 20 no trace no        

492  no N W straight on side,leg 

slightly bend 
      24 60 24 no trace         

493  yes N E straight       38 84 59 no trace wooden 2 pieces at head Karf 

Ammar 27 
      

494  yes N E straight       30 86 75 no trace wooden        

495  no N S straight on back M      31 68 54 no trace wooden 1 piece at head Kafr 

Ammar 25 
     head rest 

497  no N  straight M      37 79 60 linen shroud wooden Kafr Ammar 6,14      a bow, a pillow 

499            28 60 36   60d 48l 48s 49l       

501 IIIC2 yes N E contracted F      28 60 48 trace of 

linen no  14k   ivory…?  snake spoon 

502  no N E contracted F      24 60 32 no trace         

503  no N E contracted M      24 46 38 trace of 

linen rush        

504  yes          24 48 29  box 46f 46h 47p 49l       

505  no W N contracted M recess 28 65 24 N 30 32 36 linen shroud reed       headrest 21 

506  yes N E contracted M      30 48 36 linen shroud papyrus 

basket 
      headrest long stick 

along the body 

507  no N E crouched M      29 48 39 trace of 

linen 
papyrus 

basket 
      headrest 

509  no card no card              Kafr Ammar 

1,5,19,24,22,26 
     headrest25 

512 IIIC2 yes     chamber 56 48 52 W 30 31 55  bed L38G P40 P22 9n 22y 23k 61p      

513  yes N E crouched M room 48 58 56 W 30 31 58 linen wooden L38G R24 in shaft       

516  no N E contracted F      50 79 49  wooden     carnelian barrel beads at 

neck 
  



 

 

517  no N E crouched F recess 29 39 72 W 40 50 100 light shroud reed        

519  yes    F recess 23 24  W 39 

1/2 
33 100 light shroud wooden with 

eye 
       

520  yes               56b 46d       

521  no S W contracted       24 38 26 shroud reed        

522  no N E very contracted M recess 32 32 92 W 40 40 180 light shroud wooden       walking stick 

headrest18 

523 IIIC1 yes S W contracted       50 64 49 no trace wooden 50       

525                 73k with mud alabaster jar      

526  no N E partially contracted M recess 36 31 86 W 43 77 67 no trace wooden small jar at North side of 

coffin 
     headrest26 

527 IIIA2 yes          41 62 54   60d 60b 64 46d 46h 9w     table 

528  no N E contracted F recess 24 18 48 W 38 40 100 linen shroud no        

530  no N E slightly contracted F recess 37 27 68 W 36 

1/2 
34 84 linen shroud wooden        

531  no N E slightly contracted F recess 36 24 66 W 34 39 60 thick shroud wooden with 

eye 
       

532  no N E very contracted F      53 38 144 linen shroud wooden Kafr Ammar 4      stone headrest 

533  yes S  crouched       36 60   traces 46h 46m 46r 65b       

534  yes          35 50 30   46h       

535  no N E partially contracted F recess 31 68 19 W 36 36 84 linen shroud wooden       headrest as 16, 

Udebt-heb 

536  no N E slightly contracted F recess 28 21 98 W 40 36 108 linen wooden       headrest as 2 

537A  no E S contracted M recess 21 29 20 W 59 52 180 linen shroud no       stone headrest 

537C  no N E crouched F recess 28 43 37 W 59 52 180 linen shroud         

538 IIIC1 no S W contracted M      40 72 58 no trace wooden 75-76 50 limestone dish     two small baskets 

539  no N E very contracted F recess 22 50 21 W 37 46 64 heavy 

shroud wooden       ox horns in filling 

540  no S E straight on side M      20 88 85 yes wooden jar at N of the coffin outside 

Kafr Ammar 21 
     pillow 

542 IIIA2 no S W contracted M      25 30 16 trace of 

linen 
 46f 60b       

543  no N E contracted M recess 31 51 31 W 48 33 130 linen shroud wooden        



 

 

544 IIIC1 yes N E crouched       37 62 24 trace bed 73f 63p 50      wooden bowl 

545  yes N ? contracted M recess 35 41 60 W 38 115 136 linen  pot       

546  no N E contracted M      22 48 35 trace brick       headrest as16 

547  no N E very contracted ? recess 20 50 25 W 57 57 45 trace         

548  no N E straight M      29 96 60 linen 

garment wooden       headrest3 

550  no N E straight M      33 95 75 linen wooden       pillow 

551  no N E very contracted M recess 13 46 12 W 20 46 46 linen shroud no       Charcoal at north of 

the head 

553  no N E crouched M      36 66 24 linen 

garment wooden       headrest 2 

554  no N E contracted F recess 26 71 30 W 24 64 50 linen shroud wooden       headrest as2 

555  yes     recess 50 73 60 W 51 50 192    altar of offering      

556  no N E very contracted F      38 33 36 linen shroud wooden       headrest4 

557  no N E very contracted F recess 24 72 24 W 40 

1/2 
41 91 light shroud wooden      bracelets  

558  no N E very contracted F      22 36 24 linen 

garment no     blue glazed beads  brick headrest, 

shaduf hook 

559  no N E very contracted F recess 22 30 15 W 36 

1/2 
37 55 pad wooden     eye amulet?   

560  ? N E contracted M      36 93 46 linen shroud wooden        

570*  no N E very contracted F      34 48 43 thick shroud wooden       stone headrest 

600  no N E full length on side M platform 12 28 77 E 50 107 80 no trace one pot above the head       

601  no N E on back M recess 36 30 100 W 43 100 150 no wooden 3 pots    big long & round green; 13 

big round metallic beads bracelet headrest of wood 

603A  no N S(E?) on left side back 

straight M recess 35 40 80 S 30 85 130 no wooden 3 pots    small round glaze …   

603B  no N E straight on side M recess 35 40 80 S 30 85 130  wooden       headrest 

603C  no N E nearly straight on 

left side F         no wooden        



 

 

604A  no N E full length on left 

side F recess 37 51 80 S 32 80 150 no rotten 39 pots, 35 in shaft 4 in 

recess Kafr Ammar 7,25 
      

604B  no N E full length on left 

side M         no         

605A  no N E full length M      35 107  linen wooden 2 pot at head      headrest 

605B  no N E full length F?                  

605A1  no N up full length on back M         linen wooden 2 pot at head      headrest 

606  X N E long ?      30 91 60 O O        

607  X         on 

surface 
  20  yes  rectangular palette      

608   N E long  recess     25 90 65   pots       

609 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      28 50 75  basket 60d 46h 46d 16r       

610 IIIB X N E contracted F      22 35 45 O basket 49d 60d 47p 3d palette      

611 IIIB X          28 36 37  reed 49g 46h 60j bird slate?      

612  O S E long F      25 85 55 ? wooden 2 pot at N of the coffin       

613                        

614            23 35 25  O        

615  X N E long  recess    W & S 53 107 123  O        

616 IIIB O N W contracted F      20 38 25 mat O 49l       

617  X E S contracted       45 25 15  O 4 pot long 60 perhaps       

618 IIIA2 X N E contracted M        25 O wooden 46f  46d       

619 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      30 53 56 X O 46d 3l 67h 19d   sard button   

620  O N up long M recess 30 20 90 W 30 90 70  in recess        

622  no leg S W contracted       20 40 17  basket one pot above the head       

624  X N E contracted       35 55 30  wooden        

625 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      35 53 43 ? O 46h 46r 66j 78m      

626 IIIA2 O N E contracted M      28 58 40 ? O 66l 46k 46t 63p       

627 IIIB           26 40 50   49l 60d       

628 IIIA2 X N E contracted       30 60 40 ? bit 46d-f 60j 66h       

629  ? N E long  recess 40 14 90 E 33 97 85 ? O 4 pots at head       

630  X N E long F      30 75 47 ? yes 6 pots       



 

 

631  X E S contracted       44 22 40  O        

632 IIIB O N E contracted M      22 42 55 mat over O 47m 47h 60d 60m (in stack 

70h 54t 36f 36g 3g 3b) 
      

632  no N E contracted F recess 31 18 84 W 35 38 120 thin shroud wooden       headrest1 

633 IIIA2 X    F      25 40 73  O 46d 60n 92j-s       

634 IIIB O S W contracted       45 80 60 ?  60d 60g 47h 46d palette      

635 IIIC1 O S W contracted       20 40 53 O O 60d 49d 50d       

636     contracted       22 39 47  reed        

637 IIIA2 O E S contracted F      40 20 60 ? O 60d 46d 71y      

639  O S W contracted F           2 long jars, 2 small cylinder alabaster bowl 17m 1 

rectangular palette 
  green glazed(?) and 

carnelian bead bracelet 
  

640 IIIB X S W contracted       33 48 35 ? wooden 49l 48l 60n 48g       

641  O N E Long ? recess 30 24 100 W 35 100 75 ? O 4 pots at head    cylinder beads   

642 IIIC1 no bone          20 38 25   60e 50d       

643  X N E bent F      30 60 40  reed        

644 IIIC1 no S W contracted       45 61    17n 33r 37b 64d 65f 86d 

89m 19d 62g 63l   beads all of carnelian   

645 IIIC1 O N E contracted            57g       

646 IIIA2 O N E contracted            60g 60j       

647 IIIC1 O S W contracted            91c 63b 17h       

649  O N E contracted                   

650                     3 shells 2 beads   

651  X          35 15 75   five without typology       

652 IIIA2 X S W contracted       30 50 60          

652  no N E slightly contracted M      34 92 57 linen pad wooden pottery      headrest as21 

653  X N E contracted       22 35 40 ? O        

654  X N ? Long M      20 85 65 ? rotten 4 pots       

655  O S up contracted       20 40 70  no two without typology copper?   pins   

656 IIIA2 X S W contracted       29 43 85  yes 46t 66j 19d rectangular palette      



 

 

657 IIIA2 X S W contracted       25 35 50 ? O 46d rectangular palette      

658  ? N E Long M and 

child recess 30 15,20 75 E,W, 30 85 80 ? O 5 pots at head       

659  O S W contracted F      21 52 30 ? O 2 at head       

660  O S W contracted ?      35 60 25 ? wooden        

661 IIIB O W N contracted M      42 18 40 ? O 47p 60n       

662  X S E contracted F      20 40 60 ? wooden  slate      

663 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      30 70 52 ? wooden 46f 46m 60g 60h rectangular palette      

664 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      38 73 50 ? wooden 46d       

665 IIIB X N E contracted       24 40 20 ? O 48s 16h 60j       

666 IIIA2 no N E contracted F      55 80 47  wooden 60h 60m 46h 46m 66j palette      

667 IIIA2 X N W contracted       40 60 65 ? O 73h 46d 60d-g       

668  X S W contracted F      22 44 60  yes two without typology cup 19d 77m 71h palette      

669 IIIB X S W contracted       22 36 30  O 48t       

670  O N W Long F      25 75  ? X one pot       

671 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      30 50 67 ? wooden 46m 66j 60m palette      

672 IIIC1 O S W contracted M      23 42 63 ? O 50e 46f 57m 94a       

673 IIIA2 X S W contracted       40 65 60 ? wooden 66j 46m 86o       

674  X N E contracted M      28 45 55  O 73h       

675  X N         18 75 55  yes        

676 IIIB X N E contracted M      35 55 45 ? reed 47m 46m 49d 60d-g       

677 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      50 55 65  wooden 46h 46k 60d-g 87d 19w 36g       

678  X S W contracted F      30 45 30 ? O 2 pots       

679 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      80 40 45  yes 59h 65b 65f 12n 19s 24p 70m      

680  X E S contracted       36 20 30  basket  palette      

681  ? N W contracted F      37 53 30  unreadable pan on jar       

682  X N W contracted       30 40 25 ? X 3 pots       

683 IIIA2 yes   contracted M      40 75 60   60h 46f rectangular palette      



 

 

684 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      25 45 80 ? reed 46d 3b rectangular palette      

685 IIIA2 O N E contracted M      30 42 85 ? basket 46d 66l       

686 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      25 27 45 ?  46d 75m       

687 IIIC1 X S W contracted M      22 45 55 ? O 3b 49l 50e 60v 60n 66j       

689  ? N up Long ?      30 80 75 ? wooden 1 in filling 2 in shaft at head       

690  X              O    scorpion 

amulet 
   

692 IIIA2 X               60d-g 60g 46d 46m 92f 25s       

693  O S W contracted F      24 40 60  O three without typology 19h    ivory bracelet  

694 IIIA2 O S W contracted       30 45 65  mat 46d 46h 86f 60g-j palette  copper and 

shell amulet 
   

695 IIIC1 X W N contracted F      46 20 55 ? O 50d 36c-e       

696 IIIA2 O N E contracted       30 60 75 ? X 99d 56f 46k 3b       

697 IIIB X S W contracted F      22 45 20 ? ? 49g 47m 60j       

698 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      22 50 45 ? O 18f 60g 73f       

699  X N E contracted F      20 40 50 ? O 56f 87s       

700  X S W contracted       20 36 35 ? O 3 pots       

701  O N E contracted       25 40 35 ? reed       sand 

702  X W N contracted       42 20 35 ? O 46d 60m       

703  O          30 60 30 O unreadable 2 pots 59p      sand and ash 

704 IIIA2 O W up on back knees 

bent up 
      43 28 55   46h 60d-g 60n palette   carnelian and glazed   

705  X N W contracted       25 45 43 ? rush basket 1 pot slate      

706 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      32 48 40 ? O 46r 46t       

707  O N E long on back M      30 85 35 ? rotten        

708  O S W contracted       30 50 75 ? O pottery in filling       

709  O S W contracted       24 42 65 O O       sand 

710  O N up long ?      22 70 30 ? wooden 6       

711  X N E contracted       23 50 65          

712 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      20 45 65 ? O 46p 46t 60j two green 

glazed 
      

713 IIIA2 yes S W contracted       30 53 70 O O 46p 60d-g       



 

 

715  X N ? contracted young F      20 35 60 ? O  palette      

716 IIIA2 X    F      33 22 50  O 46p palette      

717 IIIB X N E contracted young F      30 42 42  yes 59f 46h       

718  X N E contracted F?         O O        

719  O S up long F      18 80 50 ? wooden one pot at feet       

720 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      25 58 50 ? yes 73h 46f 68g rectangular palette      

722  O N E contracted M      28 50 45  O 46f 63e       

723 IIIA2 X S E contracted F      22 45 48  O 46f 46t 60g       

725 IIIB O N W contracted F      20 32 42 O O 60g 46h 47d double birds palette   small green glazed   

726 IIIC1 O N W contracted F      35 45 45 ? X 31m 59f       

727 IIIA2 X               60j bird palette      

728 IIIA2     F      40 48   O 
46m 46d 56f 60g 60d 3b 

87e 99d (54s 36f out of 

burial) 
alabaster out side      

729 IIIA2 O S E long F      25 80 50 O tray 60j       

730 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      24 42 49 ? O 60g 60j 46h 46j       

731  ? N ? long multi      25 80 70  O 3 pots on head side       

732 IIIA2 O N E contracted       30 35 75 ? O 46k 66h 66j (54s 66h out 

side in a stock) slate?      

733 IIIA2 X    M      23 43 50  O 46h 46p 66j       

734  O N E contracted M      28 45 45 O  46p 46m 63e       

735 IIIC2 O W S contracted       58 34 40  O 65k 65p 17j 26n 94      

736  yes N W cramped F      25 60 75  papyrus 2 cylinder 1 in the filling rectangular palette      

737 IIIA2 no N E cramped M      27 63 75   60d 73h 46h-p 46m 5f rectangular palette   green glazed, carnelian   

738 IIIB X N W contracted       32 50 55  O 60d 49c 60n 46f 86f 3b 27r     hair pin  

739  O N E contracted          ? O 60d       



 

 

740 IIIB X S ? contracted F      26 48 75  O 
73f 60j 46d 46h 47h 46r 

47m(in stack: 73h 3b 1y 

87d) 
71h      

741  O N up on back knees up       40 50 70  O 60d       

742 IIIB O N E contracted       35 45 65  O 47m  46p       

743 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      30 50 60 O O 46b 56f       

744 IIIB O N E contracted M      23 50 40   48s 49g 60d       

745 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      32 57 48  yes 46d 60g 46m 26d rectangular palette   barrel carnelian   

746  O N E long M recess 30 20 70 W 40 90 70 ? O 2 on the head side       

747  X S W contracted M      22 45 35   66h       

748  O N E contracted F      30 55 70  tray 46k 66h 66j (outside 54s 

66h) palette      

749 IIIA2 X N W contracted F      24 45 60   60g 63j 46h 88u palette      

750  X N W long M recess  25 80 W 30 80 70  O        

751 IIIA2  N E contracted M      60 80 80  wooden 46f 56f 60g       

752 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      25 45 80  O 60g 66h 46m 46p       

755 IIIA2 X S W  F      25 45 63  O 60g 66j 46h 60m       

757 IIIA2 X    M      32 48 70  O 63j 46f 3g (over the offering 

73h) 
      

758  X S W contracted F      20 38 65  O 60m       

759  O N E contracted F      22 32 62  O        

760 IIIC2 O S W contracted M      37 72 35  bed 17h 12n 7b 85f 65k 65l 65p 

65t 65o 81c serpentine      

761  O S W knees bent F      40 70 50 wrapped O 59g 46m 17l flint copper amulet     

762 IIIB O E S contracted F      22 40 28  O 49l 60n    carnelian 3 copper bracelet  

763 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      30 48 35   59g       

768 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      30 65 80  reed 73h 46f       

769 IIIB O S W contracted F      33 38 52   47p 48s 49g 60m       



 

 

770  X W S contracted M      35 60 40  wooden 56h 59h 66j 12p       

771 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      22 50 70   60m 46       

772 IIIA2 O S E contracted M      25 50 54  basket 46f 60g       

773 IIIA2 O S E contracted young F      23 45 70  O 46k 95s       

774 IIIA2 ? N E contracted M      26 50 70  O 73h 46f       

776 IIIA2 X    F      23 47 68  O 60m 46f 46p 46h double birds palette, 71j      

777  O S W contracted F      23 36 45  wooden 12d 27s 63b 94o       

778 IIIA2 X S W contracted       24 46 40  O 60g 66h 46f 46k 46h 2 palettes      

779  O N E long       15 65 32 O O        

781  O N W long F      27 85 60          

783 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      35 65 55  O 46m 46k 60g       

784 IIIA2 O S W  young M      25 45 72   46h 60j 36m (70e in stack 

outside) 
      

785 IIIB X S W contracted M      23 45 75  O 60d 46h 47p 49g       

787 IIIA2 X S W  M      30 50 60  O 36g 46h 66j       

788 IIIA2 O S W contracted       32 40 75 ? O 46r 60j       

790 IIIB O S W contracted F      27 45 55  O 4 48l 49l 60j 81g round palette      

791  X N E contracted young      30 50  O O        

792 IIIA2           35 50 80   46b 66j-l       

795 IIIA2 X S W  F      20 43 70 O O 3b 46f 66h square palette      

797 IIIC2 ? S W contracted F          O 59g 3d 92b 65p    carnelian   

798 IIIC2  W N contracted F      45 33 40  bed 59b 12d 94n 59g 57b       

799 IIIA2 O S W contracted       28 55 60  O 46h 60g 60jalmost g 66l square palette, pebble, 71j  metal amulet    

802 IIIA2                72g 60d 60b 46f       

803            48 60 36   46d 46f 46h 60d       

804 IIIA2           40 72 60   65 60d 46d 46f 46h 3d 88h       

821  no N W full on side F      41 91 61  no        

821B  not N E full on side F niche 28 20 90 W 46 91 102  no one pot       

822  no? N E slightly contracted  recess     43 85 95   2 sherd of pots       



 

 

823  no N up full length on back F         no rotten        

824  no S W very contracted F      23 50 40  yes 60r 49l 50d       

825  no W up full on back F      80 30 50 no shaped        

826  no S up full length 2F      60 82 46 no shaped 

rotten 
       

827 IIIB yes   very contracted       29 45 27  yes 49d 49l       

829 IIIC1 ? S W contracted       50 75 40  yes early 

type 60g-j 36c 50d round palette      

831  O N E full lay on side F niche 30 30 76 W 45 80 110 no no        

834  yes N W contracted       50 60 48  yes 60d 46k 46f 49g palette      

835 IIIB X NE W contracted       20 40 16 trace none left 47f 60d       

836  ? W N contracted       60 35 surface  trace 3 pots       

837  yes W S contracted       50 27 13  trace 3 broken palette      

838  yes E N contracted       70 29 25  trace pottery in shaft and filling Slate palette in filling      

839  yes S E contracted  room 40 65 80  40 50 270 yes         

840  no N E contracted L shape 

bent legs 3M2F brick 

room 
30 19 40 W 40 41           

841  no N E knees L shape F niche 35 32 80 W 35 48 130 no no       trace of mat 

842 IIIA2 yes S W contracted F      40 50 40  wooden 46m 60m-n square palette      

843 IIIB yes S W contracted F      40 60 40  gone 49d 48s 46f 60d-g    red carnelian   

844  yes          35 52 82   46d 46m    green spherical beads in the 

filling 
  

845 IIIC1 no E S femur L bent M         no tray 50e 74e 50d round palette in filling      

846 IIIB yes N  contracted F      50 75 29   3d 3g 3m 8f 11b 49g 49l 

54s 60r 70n 73f 81f 
 copper ring     

848  yes S W contracted F      50 78 50   10 pots, 6 above head 1 palette      

849 IIIA2 yes N E contracted       35 78 48 no  60s 73h 46h rectangular palette      

850 IIIB yes   contracted       50 30 50  wooden 75b 12t 49g 49l 36g 60d 

60r 2rectangular palettes 56n      



 

 

851  yes N E contracted ?      40 65 48   3 potter in burial 1 in filling       

852 IIIA2 yes S W contracted F      60 85 65 yes none 60g-j 3b 46h 73h 86h 70g 

14m 5k 26d 71w  rectangular palette   2 pottery green   

853 IIIA2 yes S W contracted M      40 55 60 no  3b 3k 3l 8g 17n 60j 46d 46h 

70g 73h 88j 70e   small pottery and carnelian   

854 IIIA2 yes S W contracted ?      40 65 45 X X 46h 47d 60d 60m 70e      

857 IIIA2 no S W contracted M      35 70 48  no 73h 46d 46f 46h 46m 60g-j 71j double bird palette     bones of animal 

858 IIIB yes   contracted F      60 47 50  yes 81g 49l 49d 48s 48l 3b 14g palette      

859 IIIB                75b 60n 73c 49d 70m 1u 2k       

860  X          33 78 40   46k       

861 IIIA2           40 60 40   60d 3d 46d 46f 46k       

861B  no E N very contracted F      60 50 50   74e       

862 IIIB           25 50 20   60d 46d       

862B  yes   contracted F      25 20 30   74e 49d 49l 36s 2k       

863 IIIB yes S W contracted       35 50 65  none 73k 73c 70n 63g 63d 27r       

864  yes    F      40 60 60   46h 36g 70d    pottery green long beads   

865  no W N contracted M      30 25 65  reed 46m 60m       

866 IIIB yes S E contracted M      37 65 60 no trace 73f  49l 47m 46h 60d       

868 IIIB yes S W contracted M      50 62 58   48g 49d 47h 3b 70c 60d-g 

8g 
      

869  yes    F      45 80 51   82f 49d 46m       

870  no N E contracted M      90 130 70 yes yes 8g rectangular palette      

871  yes S W cramped M      35 40 55  reed three without typology       

873 IIIA2 X    F      38 50 80  O 46k 66j hawk palette      



 

 

874 IIIC2 O S up contracted on back F      35 50 65  O 65k 91g 67b 63p    blue flat disc   

875  X S W contracted M      30 50 80  O 66j       

876 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      35 65 55  O 17l 85d       

877 IIIB O S W contracted M      35 53 70  reed 49g 46m 60d       

878 IIIA2 X          38 24 33  reed 46b 46k 60m 19m       

879 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      26 50 63  O 60g 46b 60d       

880 IIIA2  S W  F      30 45 50   46b 46f 46r 60j (36s 36t 

53m 86g 87j in heap) 18d round palette     pottery heap 

outside with photo 

881 IIIA2 X          30 52 68  rush 60j 46h 46p 18w       

882 IIIA2           30 18 60   90 60d 46h 46k       

883 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      32 50 65  O 73h 46r       

884 IIIA2 X    F      25 50 70  O 46h     shell bracelet  

885 IIIA2 O N up contracted knee up       28 45 72  O 60j rectangular palette   garnet…   

886  O N E contracted F         no O 60d palette      

888  O W S contracted M      45 25 50       bead   

889  O N E bent F      25 50 70  O        

890  O N W bent M      25 55 50 ? O        

891 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      25 50 53  O 60d 46b 46d 46h 26g   glazed   

892 IIIA2 O N E contracted F      25 35 55  O 60d 46p 3b round palette      

893 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      30 50 80  O 1y 60j 46m 46b 19p 87k       

894  X    M      20 45 75          

895 IIIB X E S contracted F      45 30 70 ? reed 47m 60d    small blue glaze   

896 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      27 50 73 ? O 46p 60g-j       

897 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      23 40 100 ? reed 46m 60g-j palette      

898 IIIA2 O N E contracted F          reed 66l 46f 46m       

899 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      28 50 70  reed 60g-j 46b       

900 IIIC1 X          35 57 40   50 65h       

901  X N E contracted ?      20 33 30 ? basket 60d 48s 49d       

902 IIIC2 O S W bent       35 50 20  bed 60b 65d 65k       



 

 

903  X          30 53    60d 47h       

920 IIIC2 O S W contracted M      30 60 60  O 12r 17n 65t 50s       

921 IIIA2 X E S contracted M      70 110 60  bed 3b 60d-g 46b 46d       

922 IIIA2 X E ?        60 25 50  yes 46f 46h 66l       

923  O S W contracted F      30 45 44  O        

924  O E S contracted F      50 23 65  O 60d-g palette      

925 IIIA2  S W  F      45 65 80  yes 60g-j 60m 66l 70a 46f bird palette      

926 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      25 55 65  O 46d 46p       

927 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      22 53 70  O 46h 66j palette      

928 IIIA2 O N E contracted M      40 60 80  O 60g 66j 74a 46b 46h 3g palette      

929            40 25 45          

930 IIIB O N W contracted F      30 45 63   47s    1 carnelian by ankle   

931 IIIC2 O W N  M      55 30 45  reed 60g-j 50t 94o 86f       

932 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      35 65 40  O 27s 59g 65k 65m       

933 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      35 55 42  yes 67j 65m       

934 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      28 55 70  O 46d-f 60g tortoise palette      

935  O N E contracted F      20 45 70  O 73f       

936 IIIA2 X          20 50 75   46h 3b 60g       

937  weird N E bent M      25 50 90  O        

939 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      25 55 75  O 86f 87d 36g 46d 46f rectangular palette      

940 IIIA2 X          20 35 80   3g 46d 46f 66j       

941 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      30 40 70  O 60d 91a 46d 46f       

942 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      30 50 75  O 46h 66l       

943 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      35 80 75  O 60g 60j 46h bit of alabaster cup      

944  O S W long on back F      22 75 60 O O 60d?       

945  X    M      35 75 90   60g-j 60m 66h       

946  O S W contracted young M      25 35 60          

947 IIIA2 O E S bent F      50 30 60  O 46d 46h 66l oval palette  2 shell 

amulets 
   

948 IIIA2 O N E contracted F      30 55 75  O 66l 46h 46t 60d 60g       



 

 

949 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      25 45 55  O 3d 94o 53f oval palette      

950 IIIB O S W contracted M      22 50 65 O O 60p-s 46f 48l       

951 IIIA2 X    F      25 45 80  O 66g 46f 46m 71y   3 barrel carnelian   

952 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      25 45 75   60g-j 46h 46m 46r 47m       

953  O N E contracted F      30 40 55  O 60m rectangular palette; 19d bowl      

954 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      40 60 45 O O 47b 46p 47h 60j round palette, rectangular 

palette, 14s 26k 71j 
  garnet and carnelian  galena 

955 IIIA2 no N W contracted M      44 55 70 O reed 60c  46b 46h       

956 IIIC2 O W N bent M      72 35 85  O 59h 63s 65n-t       

957 IIIA2 O S E contracted       25 42 80 O O 60g-j 46f 46k       

958  yes S W contracted M      30 55 50  O 46j 60m       

961 IIIA2 yes   contracted M      25 60 75 O O 46h 46f 46k 60g-j       

962 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      35 55 80  O 46d 46h 66j 3b (70c in 

stack) 
      

963 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      32 60 70  O 60g 46h 46t round palette      

964 IIIA2 O S W bent F      30 50 55 ? bed 46d 46t 66j 66g oval palette 18f 26k 71j   carnelian, green?   

965 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      35 55 55  reed 46h double bird palette   ivory carnelian amethyst?  ivory spoon 

966 IIIB O N E contracted M      28 45 70  O 46h 49d 60d       

967  X S W contracted       34 57 60  O        

968 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      23 45 67  O 60d 60g 46h 46r rectangular palette   carnelian beads copper bracelet  

969 IIIB X    F      27 42 70  O 60j 46h 46p 49d (73h in 

stack) rectangular palette      

970 IIIA2 X N E bent F      25 55 60  O 46d 46n 60g       

971 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      17 45 70  reed 46k 46m 66j       

973 IIIA2 X N E contracted       35 60 70  O 65r 46d 66l       

974  O N E bent       25 25 70 O O 46t       

975 IIIA2 O N E contracted F      22 35 70  O 88h 88k 89d 87s oval palette      



 

 

976 IIIB ? N E  young F      22 40 70  O 60h 49d       

977 IIIB O S W contracted young F      33 45 65 O O 18b 19k 27h 47p 48l 49g 

60d-g rectangular palette      

979 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      25 52 80 O reed 56b 60m 46m 73h       

980 IIIA2 O N E contracted F      25 45 68 O O 46h 46b 17l       

981  O S E contracted M      22 35 70 O reed 60d-j       

982  O N E contracted F      20 40 70  reed 16n 46p 56f       

983  X S W contracted M      24 55 80  reed one without typology       

984 IIIB O N W contracted F      30 55 60  reed 49d 46h 73g rectangular palette, oval palette bronze pin?  carnelian and glazed   

985 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      30 48 80 O O 60g-j 46h 46f 46d 47b mace head      

986 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      25 50 75   60d 47b 47d 46p       

988  O S W contracted M      27 57 70   60g       

989 IIIC2 O S W contracted F      43 65 68 O O 63p 65r 17n 65f 60j alabaster 41      

991 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      40 55 35  pottery 60h 66j 46d       

992            55 28 75          

993 IIIB O N E contracted F      25 60 75  O 49d 46d 60d 71v 18t palette      

994 IIIA2 O N E contracted F      20 45 65  O 60g 60g-m 46d rectangular palette     ivory spoon 

995 IIIA2 O N E bent M      28 50 80  O 46f 66j       

996 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      22 40 75  O 60j 47k       

997 IIIA2 X    F      23 50 70  O 60g-j 46f 47h 20g      

998 IIIA2           27 45 85   60g 60g-j 46d 46f rectangular palette      

999 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      30 50 55  O 46h 66m 60h       

1000 IIIC2                54u 65k 20e 22x 23r 80m 80t 81t      

1002 IIIC2 X          35 64 40  pottery 63g 63l 64d 10p 14p 25p      

1003 IIIC2                13f 62e      

1004   N E                    

1005 IIIC2           37 71 24   12l 20d 65f 54u 2 limestone containing ash      



 

 

1006 IIIA2           64 151 95   75c 46b-h       

1007   N         29 37 31 lying on 

cloth 
        

1008 IIIC2  N E            reed basket  81p 77g 77m 77s 78e 78m      

1009 IIIC2           49 32 49   63g 63l 12t 20e 78l      

1010 IIIC2 yes          32 57 63   20e 64d       

1012 IIIC2 yes   ?       33 58 50 much  12t 63g 42f  81r 81v   blue glazed barrel   

1014 IIIC2           34 40 20   63e 20e       

1016 IIIC2     M      38 59 39   20h 51m 63g 63l 12t 25d 13b 62g 62h 81d 81t      

1017 IIIC2 no N E crouched M      35 55 48   13g 63e 63l 5 13r 22h 78c 78m 78s 78p 81r 

81t 
     

1018 IIIC2 yes               12l 57y 13k      

1019 IIIC2           35 56 65   63g 63u 63s 2 19c 23r      

1020 IIIC2     M      30 60 78   59p 63g 12t 24v 62g 77m 78g 78r 81t      

1021 IIIC2     young M      21 25 38   63g 20e 12t 13f 54u 63t       

1022      M      26 40 42    81h 81t      

1023 IIIA2 yes          63 141 66   60t 60d 46d 46f 46p 47h 11c 14t 15g 50l 51j 51l 77d 17f 

19c 19d 
  2 glazed tube   

1024 IIIC2 yes S W  M      36 67 72 linen  63g 59p 6r 13t 22v 24v 62h 78p 81h 81r      

1025 IIIC2 yes S W  F      40 63 37   13f 20e 25d 54u 63g 63l 54f  62e 71g 77u 78l      

1026 IIIC1           46 63 44   49g 75b 75e 50 3 palette, 6g 18h 51n      

1027 IIIC2     M      35 52 65   63p 10d 13p 62h 62v 78l 81r      

1028 IIIC2           30 54 82  pottery 85k 12v 18b 18f 80p 81r      

1029 IIIC2 no    M      37 61 59 linen  63g 63p 59m 4 5 6u 8c 22l 24t 62g 77q 78e 

78m 78n 78k 78p 
     

1030  no N E ? M      40 55 67 cloth  L12b 40b       



 

 

1031 IIIC2  S W  M      38 54 75   12l 63g 82c 59m 63p 6f 19t 21p      

1032 IIIC2                59m 63s 61d 62b 81r      

1033 IIIC2     M      37 49 36   63g 6u 78n 81x      

1035 IIIC2     M      28 52 30  clay 20e 12l 59p 16j 2 alabster vessels      

1036      F      30 43 58   63e       

1037 IIIA2           34 73 40   56d 60k 46d 46f 46h       

1038 IIIC2     F      29 55 67   20j 59p 63g 63e 23p 62p 64f 81h 81t      

1040   N E  M      30 47 47   66f 89d 14f 78l   2 big glazed green   

1041 IIIB                47h 3m       

1042                 60d 46f 47d 47h       

1043 IIIC2                59p 63g 13v 24p 24t 71r 80p      

1044 IIIC2     M      24 44 16   63e 63g 87v       

1045 IIIB           61 103 100   47h 63e 75-76 9h 9j 21m 21w 55f 60b 62p      

1046 IIIC2           47 71 63   60d 63g 18b 12l 16j 89c 

17n 63t 87n 
      

1047 IIIB           27 50 13   46d 47m 48s slate      

1048 IIIA2           34 53 22   63e 56b 46d 46f       

1049 IIIB plundered          25 70 40   75b 1 alabaster   blue glazed cylinder   

1050            30 71 40   16r 46d 46f       

1051                 46f      5 hardwood arrow 

heads 

1052 IIIB           52 103 60   49d 76j 60r 75b 59f 73h       

1053 IIIB           54 140 67   75b 76j 56f 73h 60d 46d 

47b 47d 47m 47p 49d 
      

1054 IIIB           57 192 65   47h 75b 7c 18f 19h     pebbles 



 

 

1055 IIIB           36 68 40   60d 36j    cylinder glazed black and 

blue 
 pebbles 

1056 IIIC2  NW NE  F  30 40 32      box 27s 28 63g       

1057 IIIC2     F      52 16 26  basket of 

papyrus 20d 12l 63g       

1058                  19c     ivory spoon 

1059 IIIB           23 117 60   47m 49d alabaster in filling bronze chisel     

1061 IIIB           66 175 70   75b 72g 46d 46h 47k 47m 

47p 47s 48d 48g 48t 49d 
   cylinder glazed beads   

1062 IIIA2                60k 46d 46h 46k 1 alabaster, double birds 

palette 
     

1063                 46d 46f 46k fish palette      

1070 IIIC2 O NE E very contracted F      32 54 36 X pottery 91p 85k 25s 12l 20e 59p 

63g 
      

1090 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      25 55 55 O wooden 60g 66j palette, 14h 14t      

1091 IIIA2 O W N contracted M      65 38 70 O O 60g 46g 46m       

1093  X S W contracted       20 35 50 O mat over 

body 73h(4)       

1095  X S W contracted young      22 45 75  O 65u(1)       

1096 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      25 45 70 O O 46h 46k 66l       

1097 IIIA2 yes S W contracted M      32 45 75 O O 46d 46h       

1099 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      30 55 85 O O 92p 60g 46k 46b 46m round palette      

1100 IIIC1 X S   F      42 70 65  wooden 49l 50d 50e 60n 75b 91n       

1101 IIIA2 X          18 35 35  O 46d 92f       

1104 IIIA2 X          25 44 20   46h 60d       

1105  O N E long F      15 63 45  O        

1106 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      24 53 70   46f 60h       

1107 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      30 57 73  O 60d 60h 66h 46d rectangular palette      

1108 IIIA2 O S W contracted       25 43 60  O 46f       

1110  O S W contracted F      25 45 65   60d       

1111  O W N contracted F      45 28 40  O 60b       

1112 IIIA2           20 30 52   46r 3g 95d palette      



 

 

1113 IIIA2 ? E S contracted F      50 23 60  O 60h-j 46h 3d 87d 91t 91r rectangular palette      

1114 IIIA2           50 40 70   47h 3b       

1116 IIIA2 O S W bent F      22 35 75  O 46f 60h       

1117 IIIA2 O N E bent M      33 52 75 O O 46h 46m 66j-l       

1118  O N E contracted M      18 47 60  reed        

1119  X S W contracted M      16 41 70          

1120 IIIA2 X S ? contracted M      25 47 45   46d (12o 61d in stock)       

1121  X S W contracted M      20 40 75  O        

1122  X E S contracted       22 50 75  O        

1123            32 45 80   46d 66j       

1124 IIIA2 X E S rather contracted F      55 27 70   60d 60j rectangular palette      

1125 IIIA2 X          20 55 75   46h 8f       

1126 IIIB O N W contracted F      25 50 60 O wooden 60m 46r 47b 47p palette      

1127 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      23 45 75   46m 46f 46h    blue glazed   

1128 IIIB X N W contracted M      27 57 75   60g 13fblueglzed 60m 47f 

49d 48g 46h 
      

1130  X N W long full length M      27 85 56 X O 8 pots       

1131  O N E bent M      35 45 55   ? 60j       

1133 IIIA2 X N ? contracted F      27 42 55  reed 60m 46m palette      

1134 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      25 55 63   60m 46m 46h       

1135 IIIA2 X N  contracted F      23 42 50   60b 47f 73h rectangular palette      

1136 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      29 53 68  wooden 65f 54m       

1137  ? N W long young M      22 65 65   73f 66h-j slat in filling      

1138 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      25 40 65  O 46f 46d 60g       

1139                     many over head   

1140      M            rectangular palette in filling      

1141 IIIA2 O N E contracted M      20 42 77  O 46d 66h 87d       

1142 IIIA2 O N E very contracted M      22 50 62  O 46d       



 

 

1144  O N up   recess 40 20 110 E 26 103 170  O one bowl one jar       

1145 IIIB X S W  M      25 40 70  reed 47p 60d       

1146 IIIC2 O W N contracted F      60 35 70  bed 59k 59m (offering 87d 54b 

66j) 
      

1147 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      46 30 42   60d 46h 8g       

1148 IIIA2 X    F      35 56 75  yes 60v 46m 24n rectangular palette      

1149 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      25 45 65  O 46d 46k 60g 66j 72g     ivory pin 

1156 IIIA2  S W bent young M      25 54 70   60m 46d       

1157  X N E contracted F      22 35 53  O 60j       

1158  X S E contracted M      20 30 50          

1159 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      23 40 80 O None 60g 60h 46h 46f       

1160 IIIA2 X N E O F      25 38 78 O None 60m 46m 46h       

1161 IIIA2 X S W contracted ?      23 45 73 O None 46m 46h 49d 60g 66l rectangular palette      

1164  O N E long M      17 85 80          

1165 IIIA2 X N W contracted M      25 52 80 O None 66j-l 46h       

1166  X S ? contracted M      22 35 52   66j       

1167  X S W contracted F      30 52 80   46f ?       

1168  X   contracted       43 24 70          

1170 IIIA2 X S E contracted F      24 57 85  X 60m 46h 46d    blue glazed, carnelian  malachite 

1171  X N E  ?      15 25 58 O O        

1172 IIIC1 X S W contracted F      32 48 75   27s 46h 50d 60p two double bird palettes      

1173  O W N bend F      65 30 57   63b-d       

1174 IIIA2 X S W contracted M      29 57 63   66j 46h 46m 54n      

1175 IIIB X N E bent F      30 48 55 O O 60d 48s 49d 49g round palette      

1176  X S E contracted       23 40 70 O no 60g       

1177 IIIB O S W contracted F      25 38 62   60g 46m 49d 46h      ivory spoon 

1178 IIIA2 X S W half bent young M      20 42 62   66h 95a       

1179  ? N  full length F      22 80 100 O no 4 pots       

1180 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      26 50 90   46f 46m-p 60g-m       



 

 

1181 IIIA2 O S W bent M      22 53 100 none none 46f 46h 60m       

1182 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      27 43 55 O none 60d-g 60j 46f 46m       

1183 IIIA2 X N E partially contracted M      18 47 70 O O 60m 66l 46h 46m 36l       

1184 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      37 19 81 O O 60g       

1185 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      30 48 77 O none 66l 46m       

1186 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      26 55 80   46m fish palette      

1188 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      21 33 90   66h-j 46d 3d 36h       

1189 IIIA2 X N W contracted F      23 37 92 O none 60g-m 46f 36h 88g       

1190  O E S contracted M      37 20 65   60j       

1191 IIIA2 X N E contracted F      25 40 72   87d 46h       

1192  X    F      26 32 70 no no   malachite     

1193 IIIA2 X   contracted F      23 42 60   94t 46m       

1194 IIIA2 O N E contracted M      31 43 85 O X 46h 46m       

1195  O N E contracted F      42 19 72   87d bits of palette      

1196 IIIA2 X S W very contracted F      18 40 70 O none 60h 46d       

1197 IIIB X    F      27 36 64   60m 49g       

1198 IIIA2 X N         25 53 25   86g       

1199 IIIA2 O E S contracted M      43 25 80   46h 66l 46d 16c       

1200 IIIA2 X E S contracted F      57 23 180   66m 60d-g 46p 46m       

1201   N  long       23 80 87   3 pots       

1202 IIIA2 O S W bent F      28 47 70 none none 46f  85d 46d rectangular palette      

1203  O S W contracted M      24 38 53   66j       

1206 IIIB X E S very contracted M      40 20 60  O 46m 48l 49d       

1207  O E S Partially contracted F      35 22 65  O 60d-m       

1208 IIIA2 O S E contracted M      25 48 65  O 63w 60m 46h 47h       

1209  X N E contracted M      18 45 45          

1210  X N E contracted F      23 42   O 60g-m palette; stone vessel 71e      

1211 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      32 48 85  O 46m 60h       



 

 

1214 IIIA2 X    F      25 35 75 O none 46m       

1217 IIIA2 X N E bent F      30 52 90   46h 66j 46f       

1218 IIIA2 X N W contracted M      23 56 98   60m 63e 46f 46k 60d 60j       

1219  O S W contracted young M      20 42 65 no no 87k       

1220 IIIA2 X   contracted F      23 52 55   46f 60j 60g 88u 71y rectangular palette      

1221  O S W contracted M      23 40 48   60l 5g       

1222  O N E full length ?      25 73 93 no no 2 pots       

1223  O N E full length M      27 85 98 O no 1 pot       

1224  X S? E? contracted M      20 40 86          

1225 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      31 51 87  tray 46m 46h 60b-d 46p 64f   3 carnelian blue glazed   

1226  X S W partially contracted       18 33 52          

1227 IIIB X    F      35 24 72 none none 60b 49d       

1229  X          31 32 75  O 66l 66j       

1231                        

1233   N E contracted M      23 42 85   60g-m 65u    oval?   

1234  X W N contracted F      40 20 75  reed        

1236 IIIA2 O W N contracted young F      40 20 65  O 46d 3d 8f 8g ( in stack 66h)       

1237 IIIA2 X    F      40 23 75  O 46f palette      

1238 IIIA2 X    F      32 55 75  O 63e  46m 66m       

1240  X N E contracted       25 35 80  O 66h       

1241 IIIA2 X          27 47 90  O 66l 47h rectangular palette      

1242  X N  contracted M      25 40 75 O O 66j       

1243  O N E contracted M      20 42 72  O 66j       

1244 IIIB X S W contracted F      30 47 67  wooden 60d 49d 46h 17m 36 56n   1 carnelian cylinder   

1245 IIIB  W N contracted M      47 27 68  yes 49g 49l 48s 60n-p 59g 70n-

o rectangular palette      

1246 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      23 38 67   46f 17j 46h       



 

 

1247 IIIB O W N Partially contracted M      23 37 70  O 49c(l?) 47g 47h 66d       

1248 IIIB X NE  contracted young F      43 23 75  reed 46m 48s 49d 46h 60m       

1249 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      23 38 90   46h 66j 3g       

1250 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      24 45 55  reed 60j 46k 46m       

1251  X N E contracted young F      18 40 55   66l       

1252  X          30 60 115   66j 3g 3f       

1253 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      15 37 50 over femur none 87d       

1254  X S W partially contracted F      20 38 45 O O        

1256  X N E contracted F      27 45 85 no no  54   15237   

1257 IIIB X S W contracted F      17 28 40   48s 60d       

1258 IIIA2 O S W contracted F      17 40 85 none none 60g 46m rectangular palette      

1259 IIIA2 X          20 50 65   46h 87d       

1260 IIIA2  S W partially contracted M      24 50 90  reed basket 46h       

1262  O N  full length F      30 80 115 no no 4 pots 46m 46h       

1263 IIIA2 O N E contracted F      25 35 62   60j    carnelian   

1264 IIIA2 X S W bent M      27 50 47  O 46f 60h       

1265 IIIA2 O N E rather contracted M      27 55   O 46b 66h (36t 8 in stack)      also ox 

1266 IIIA2 O N E bent M      30 60   O 60j 60g-j 46k 46m 46p 14m round palette      

1267  O N  long       20 85 115   2 pots       

1268  X S W contracted young F      17 36 45  reed 60d       

1269 IIIB X S W contracted F      25 55 60 none none 60d-p 47b 49d palette      

1270 IIIB X N E contracted F      16 51 75  reed 3k 36g 47d 49d 60m 46h       

1271 IIIB O W N contracted F      17 30 75 none none 48s 60d-g 36       

1272 IIIB X S W contracted F      18 44 47  reed 46h 49l blue glazed as 

alabaster 14n fish palette      

1273 IIIA2 X W N contracted M      50 26 90 none none 66j 66? 46h 46d 25      

1274 IIIA2 X W N bent-contracted M      50 26 37  yes 46h 46f 60g 60d 60m       



 

 

1275 IIIA2 X    F      30 47 48   66j 66m 46h    blue glazed   

1278 IIIA2 X N E partially contracted F      24 40 77  pot 46d 60g       

1279  O N  long M      30 80 120 O O 2 pots       

1281  X S W contracted M      25 52 50   66s 66j       

1282  X S W 1/2 bent young F      23 48 85 none none 60m       

1283 IIIA2 O S W bent-contracted F      28 52 75 yes wooden 46d 46f  66h 71x 14m   green and white, carnelian   

1284 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      33 55 45  yes 46f 46k 60h 66j       

1285 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      32 60 80  yes 46f 46m 60h 60m    5 carnelian long; round rock   

1286 IIIB X S W very contracted F      33 13 35  O 48d  small green     

1287  X S W contracted M      26 47 86  O        

1288  O S up long F      21 75 50 wrapped in 

cloth wooden        

1289 IIIA2 O S W contracted M      30 50 65  O 46h 60g 3g    small carnelian, distal small 

blue 
  

1290 IIIA2 O N E contracted M      25 40 80   60g 46f 46k       

1291  X S W contracted F      21 32 75    palette small copper ball     

1292  X E S bent F      33 22 55   1293k 73 3f palette; vase 2d   mixed beads   

1294 IIIB X S W contracted M      30 43 72 none none 60g 46d 46h 49d       

1295 IIIA2 O SW N contracted F      24 42 85 none none 60g 60m 46k 47h 19c   white blue glazed   

1296 IIIA2 X E S contracted       42 25 75 none none 60g-j 46h       

1298  O N E partially contracted F      18 28 72  reed        

1299 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      27 43 90 none none 60m 46h 46m       

1300 IIIB O S W contracted F      24 60 85   60g 46k 49l 26d 71h rectangular palette     malachite 

1301  O W N contracted F      45 30 85 no no        

1302 IIIB X   contracted M      40 20 75 none none 48d 60d       

1303 IIIB O N E contracted M      26 43 75  wooden 49l 60n       

1304 IIIA2 X S W contracted F      28 45 110 none wooden 60m 47h 60j  46d      ivory stick 



 

 

 

1305  X S W contracted M      23 38 50  wooden cylinder       

1306 IIIB O N E contracted F      22 43 80 mat O 47m 47p 49l 71h     malachite and 

galena 

1307 IIIA2 X W N contracted       38 22 65  O 46h 26g 71r 71w   green   

1308  X W N contracted M      42 22 90  O        

1309 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      35 50 75  O 46k 66j 92p 71r      

1310 IIIA2 X W N contracted F      48 26 35  yes 46d  copper pin     

1311 IIIA2 X S E  F      26 65 90   74d-g 46m 47d round palette   barrel carnelian, 2 rings   

1312 IIIA2 O W N contracted F      45 25 47  reed 46m 47h 60m       

1313 IIIA2 X N E contracted M      31 53 60  O 60m 46h 46m 46t       

1314 IIIB X N E contracted F      22 53 85  O 47p 49d 49l 60g-j 73h 74d       

1315   S W contracted F      22 45 80   gone before 1300    garnet,  carnelian   



 

 

Appendix 4 

Dated burials from Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar (2600-2100 BC) 
 
This spread sheet contains information from Tomb Cards now in the archive of Petrie 
Museum. 



 

 

No. date disturbed the body chamber shaft clothing coffin pottery stone other 

   head to face to attitude sex type high N E chamber on N E deep      

33  O N E long F      25 77 53 X     

44   N              bits of jars and cups Kafr Ammar 3   

47  O N E Knees bent M recess 20 20 50 W 38 39 90 X O    

51  O E S contracted  in rock 28 40 29 N 40 90 150 ? Cover wooden    

56  Disturbed              with eyes R61a(209)  mirror sandals 

67  no N upward straight F      60 108 73 yes long coffin    

106  O N upward contracted  recess 36 30 60 W 37 36  scattered no    

207  no N E contracted           reed   fiber rope headrest9 

208  no N E partially contracted       48 66 29  long coffin   headrest8 

209  no N E straight leftside M      54 70 60  long coffin   walking stick headrest22 

210  no N  very contracted M  18 12 58 W 24 58 30  no    

214  no N E partially contracted M  30 34 72     mat of cloth wooden    

215  no N E contracted ?      37 37 84 yes wooden   rope 

216  no N E contracted F recess 30 18 48  51 49 48 pad wooden    

217  no N E partially contracted M recess 36 23 79 W 33 37 78 no trace wooden    

218  no?  E dismembered M recess 40 36 66.5 W 34 39 1/2 74 pad wooden with eyes   headrest 

220  yes N E very contracted F      42 36 60 pad wooden    

222  no N E nearly straight young F      34 81 84 yes long coffin    

226  no N E slightly contracted old M recess 32 44 87 W 41 1/2 41 1/2 96 yes wooden with eye   headrest shepses 

227  yes   straight F      39 39 1/2 72 coarse linen wooden    

231  no N E very contracted F recess 37 20 78 E 41 40 120 coarse linen wooden    

232  no S E crouched F recess 28 32 61  37 34 110 yes no   rope 

233  no N  contracted M recess 32 33 84  37 37 80 pad no   headrest20 wooden chisel 

235  no N E crouched M      24 44 52 no trace reed   headrest14 

236  no N E crouched M recess 20 36 84 W 33 33 96 yes no   headrest as9 

238 IIIC2 no NW SW crouched F recess 27 28 52 NE 42 60 92 yes yes 37l 68h 68l 68j 42g 62c 81t headrest as14 



 

 

239  no N E straight with leg contracted       32 66 41 linen shroud wooden one jar at NW of the coffin Kafr Ammar 21   

240 IIIC2 no N  very contracted M recess 32 39 48 W       42d 61h 62k  

241  no N E contracted M recess 30 24 93 W 41 43 130 heavy shroud wooden   headrest as2 

243  no N E semi contracted M      38 44 62 heavy shroud wooden    

244  no N E slightly contracted M recess 27 18 80 W 50 50 37 yes reed    

245  yes E S contracted ?      38 21 72 trace short box    

246  no N E slightly contracted M recess 36 88 33 W 43 61 72 light shroud wooden   walking stick 

255  yes N E very contracted F recess 22 24 50 W 38 40 60 no trace wooden    

286  yes S NW straight M      48 96 40 no trace wooden    

299  yes N E  M      28 57 60 coarse linen wooden    

341  no N SE  ?      42 90 22  yes  alabaster Kafr Ammar 39,40  

425  no N E partly contracted M recess 27 16 57 W 24 57 60 pad under body none    

426  no N E nearly contracted F recess 32 38 71 W 37 38.5 108 pad under wooden    

429  yes     recess 42 42 103 W 43 43   wooden    

431  no N  contracted  recess 36 30 94 W 41 1/2 40 140 light shroud wooden    

432   NW NE very contracted F      30 39 64      

462  no N E slightly bent M         heavy shroud reed    

465  no NE SE contracted F      32 32 49 trace wooden    

467  no N E semi contracted M      28 60 55 light shroud wooden    

468  no W N very contracted F recess 27 49 32 N 34 36 108 yes wooden   headrest 15 

470  no N E very contracted M      18 34 52 trace of linen no trace    

471  no N E contracted F recess 19 20 38 W 32 39 48 no no trace    

472  no N E very contracted F      21 26 24 no trace no    

473  no N E straight M recess 32 29 99 W 37 120 140 yes yes   walking stick 

479  no N E straight M recess 32 30 124 W 34 124 136 trace wooden BK pol bowl  headrest 5 wooden hoes 

480  no N E partially contracted M      43 84 132 linen reed   walking stick 



 

 

482  no N E straight F      32 85 96 trace wooden glazed disc pottery Kafr Ammar 13 palette headrest 19 

485  no N E slightly contracted M? recess 38 36 72 W 34 32 132 thick pad wooden   2 wooden chisels 

486  no N E contracted F recess 36 36 72 W 47 48 168 trace wooden   headrest 16 

505  no W N contracted M recess 28 65 24 N 30 32 36 linen shroud reed   headrest 21 

506  yes N E contracted M      30 48 36 linen shroud papyrus basket   headrest long stick along the body 

507  no N E crouched M      29 48 39 trace of linen papyrus basket   headrest 

509  no card no card              Kafr Ammar 1,5,19,24,22,26  headrest25 

516  no N E contracted F      50 79 49  wooden    

517  no N E crouched F recess 29 39 72 W 40 50 100 light shroud reed    

519  yes    F recess 23 24  W 39 1/2 33 100 light shroud wooden with eye    

521  no S W contracted       24 38 26 shroud reed    

522  no N E very contracted M recess 32 32 92 W 40 40 180 light shroud wooden   walking stick headrest18 

526  no N E partially contracted M recess 36 31 86 W 43 77 67 no trace wooden small jar at North side of coffin  headrest26 

528  no N E contracted F recess 24 18 48 W 38 40 100 linen shroud no    

530  no N E slightly contracted F recess 37 27 68 W 36 1/2 34 84 linen shroud wooden    

531  no N E slightly contracted F recess 36 24 66 W 34 39 60 thick shroud wooden with eye    

532  no N E very contracted F      53 38 144 linen shroud wooden Kafr Ammar 4  stone headrest 

535  no N E partially contracted F recess 31 68 19 W 36 36 84 linen shroud wooden   headrest as 16, Udebt-heb 

536  no N E slightly contracted F recess 28 21 98 W 40 36 108 linen wooden   headrest as 2 

537A  no E S contracted M recess 21 29 20 W 59 52 180 linen shroud no   stone headrest 

537C  no N E crouched F recess 28 43 37 W 59 52 180 linen shroud     

539  no N E very contracted F recess 22 50 21 W 37 46 64 heavy shroud wooden   ox horns in filling 

543  no N E contracted M recess 31 51 31 W 48 33 130 linen shroud wooden    

545  yes N ? contracted M recess 35 41 60 W 38 115 136 linen yes 68l   

546  no N E contracted M      22 48 35 trace brick   headrest as16 

547  no N E very contracted ? recess 20 50 25 W 57 57 45 trace     



 

 

548  no N E straight M      29 96 60 linen garment wooden   headrest3 

551  no N E very contracted M recess 13 46 12 W 20 46 46 linen shroud no   Charcoal at north of the head 

553  no N E crouched M      36 66 24 linen garment wooden   headrest 2 

554  no N E contracted F recess 26 71 30 W 24 64 50 linen shroud wooden   headrest as2 

555  yes     recess 50 73 60 W 51 50 192    altar of offering  

556  no N E very contracted F      38 33 36 linen shroud wooden   headrest4 

557  no N E very contracted F recess 24 72 24 W 40 1/2 41 91 light shroud wooden    

558  no N E very contracted F      22 36 24 linen garment no   brick headrest, shaduf hook 

559  no N E very contracted F recess 22 30 15 W 36 1/2 37 55 pad wooden    

560  ? N E contracted M      36 93 46 linen shroud wooden    

570*  no N E very contracted F      34 48 43 thick shroud wooden   stone headrest 

632  no N E contracted F recess 31 18 84 W 35 38 120 thin shroud wooden   headrest1 

652  no N E slightly contracted M      34 92 57 linen pad wooden pottery  headrest as21 

1963  X N  long       30 80 65 X wooden    



 

 

Appendix 5 

Maps of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 
  



 

 

 

Map 1 The map of entire site of Tarkhan-Kafr Ammar 

Letter A to S mark cemeteries on hills 

 

 

 
Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXIX 

  



 

 

Map 2 The Hill A 

 
 

Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXX 



 

 

Map 3 The Hill B, C and D 

 
Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXI 

 



 

 

Map 4 The Hill E 

 
Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXII 

  



 

 

Map 5 The Hill F, G and H 

 
Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXIII 

  



 

 

Map 6 The Hill J 

 
 

Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXIV 
  



 

 

Map 7 The Hill K, L and M 

 
Hill K and L: Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXIV 

Hill M: Petrie 1914, XLVII 
 
  



 

 

Map 8 The Hill N, O, P and Q 

 
Hill N and O: Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXV 

Hill P: Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXVI 
Hill Q: Petrie 1914, Pl. XLVII 

  



 

 

Map 9 The Hill R and S 

 
Petrie et al. 1913, Pl. LXXVI 



 

 

Map 10 The Valley, northern part 

 
  



 

 

Map 11 The Valley, southern part 

 


