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undoubtedly reflected in the daybook entries, his involvement was not their entire raison d'étre. 1
would prefer to say that the ideology of kingship required that the Pharaoh’s personal leadership be
glorified in a fitting manner, and that, while short compositions of the iw. tw form were not excluded,
the preferred medium was a lengthier effusion which would, of course, draw on the daybooks for
information: what else, after all, was available? The inscriptions which Spalinger characterizes (pp.
126—7) as having the daybook as their core are simply those in which this source is most obvious.
Even those described as ‘without daybook as core’, however, must have depended on such a record
for the nuggets of hard information they contain (e.g. dates). I am not assuming that Spalinger
overlooks or denies this, but there is an essential distinction between form and purpose which must
be kept in mind. To be sure, elaborate compositions in the ‘King as Hero’ vein generally describe
campaigns which the Pharaoh led, just as sorties led by others are often relegated to shorter reports
(e.g. the iw.tw form). This, however, is not a fixed rule. As we have seen, the iw.tw formula also
applies to summaries of wars directed by the king in person; and there is at least one example of an
extended ‘literary report’ on a campaign which the king did not lead, i.e. the Karnak war inscription
of Merneptah (KRI 1v, 2-12). To see these cases as exceptions to a general rule or as reflecting the
‘electicism’ of later scribes (p. 211) unnecessarily implies that these forms were originally tied to a
specific environment (the king’s presence or absence) which was eroded over time (cf. p. 193).
Spalinger’s literary analysis, which demonstrates eloquently how eclectic these compositions could
be, even in the Eighteenth Dynasty (pp. 193-206), does not require this assumption. Let us hope that
these results, which the author has modestly described as preliminary (pp. 237-8), will be a foundation
for further contributions from his pen.

WiLLIAM J. MURNANE

The Pyramid Tomb of Hetep-heres and the Satellite Pyramid of Khufu. By MarRK LEHNER. Deutsches
Archaeologisches Institut, Abteilung Kairo, Sonderschrift 19. 330 X 210 mm. Pp. x+ 8, figs. 27.
Mainz am Rhein, Verlag Philipp von Zabern, 1985. ISBN g 8053 0814 0. Price DM 88.

In Egyptological circles, at least, Professor G. A. Reisner was known not only for his outstanding
work as an archaeologist, but also as a keen student of detective fiction. When, in 1925, the Boston-
Harvard expedition, under his direction, found the shaft- and stairway-tomb of Hetepheres at Giza
(G77000x), it gave him an opportunity to try his hand at practical detective work. The tomb appeared
to be intact and yet the sarcophagus was empty. Reisner conjectured that the queen had been buried
near her husband, Snofru, at Dahshur and that robbers had entered the tomb soon after her burial
and had stolen her body for its rich equipment. He also conjectured that, although Cheops was told
that the tomb had been violated, he was not informed that the thieves had taken his mother’s body. In
the hope of achieving greater security, he ordered a secret tomb to be prepared for her at Giza, near
his pyramid, and all the contents of her original tomb were transferred to the new tomb, where they
remained undisturbed for more than four thousand years.

The views of Reisner and those of the writer of this book (who is directing a project sponsored by
the American Research Center in Egypt and Yale University for mapping the Giza plateau) have little
in common, except that they both believe that Hetepheres had two tombs and that a cutting in the
rock immediately to the south of G7000x was part of the entrance-corridor of a pyramid which was
never builf. Reisner thought G7000x was the queen’s second tomb, but Lehner maintains it was her
first. The abandonment of work on the pyramid (GI-x) was, according to Reisner, a consequence of
the decision to place the ‘secret tomb’ in front of it, while Lehner believes that the cutting was made
after G7000x had been prepared; in his opinion Gl-x, if it had been completed, would have formed the
superstructure of G7000x, but there would have been no connecting passage between the two
substructures.

An examination of the site of Gl-x revealed that the surface of the rock had been ‘regularized,
although not levelled, to a point 3.9 m. south of the shaft’ (of G7000x, p. 7), where there was a shallow
cutting which probably marked the intended northern limit of the pyramid. Lehner freely concedes
that such a layout has no real parallel in the Fourth Dynasty, but it has some affinities with the Step
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Pyramid of Zoser and the Layer Pyramid of Zawiyet el-Aryan. G7o00x is, however, situated ‘almost
exactly in the place occupied by a north entrance chapel such as has been found attached to other
royal pyramids dating from the 4th to the 1gth Dynasties’ (p. 6). In conclusion, he makes two
suggestions: (1) ‘G7000x may have been hastily prepared before a clear idea was formed of what type
of superstructure the tomb should possess’ and (2) ‘Gl-x would have been the first subsidiary
pyramid intended for a queen, those at Meidum and Dahshur being ritual pyramids of the king.
Therefore the pyramid substructure reflected a vacillation between grd and early 4th Dynasty
precedents and the innovation of the rock-cut sloping passage being developed in the king’s pyramid
(GI) then under construction’ (p. 10).

Whether GI-x was cut before or after the construction of G7000x, it may have been intended to be
the initial element of the first of three pyramids for queens set in line from north to south. No
preparations for the two other pyramids had been made. Lehner writes: ‘At the time Hetep-heres 1
died the Eastern Cemetery with its blocks of mastaba cores organized by streets and avenues had not
been laid out on the site. The area that would later be covered by this cemetery was characterized by
the natural crusty bedrock surface dipping gently from NW to SE’ (p. 35). Bearing in mind that so
little work was done on GI-x (Lehner estimates no more than ‘several days’) and that G7oo0x was
never finished, it 1s conceivable that the king had second thoughts about the whole project, but not
before the burial had taken place. At any rate, three queens’ pyramids were built 28.0 m to the west,
nearer to the Great Pyramid. According to Lehner, ‘the reason for the change concerned calculations
and measurements for the unified plan of the Eastern Cemetery which was still being formulated’ (p.
98). Later in the book he ascribes it to ‘the establishment of a new long, north-south axis to which all
the subsidiary pyramids would be aligned’ (p. 65). As soon as the substructure of the northernmost
queen’s pyramid (GI-a) had been completed, he maintains, the blocking of the shaft of G7000x was
extracted, some of the furniture in the chamber was removed in order to make it possible to reach the
Canopic chest and the sarcophagus. Having cleared a way to the end of the chamber, the workmen
were able to hift the lid of the sarcophagus by breaking its south-west corner and levering it up. The
queen’s body was then taken for burial in Gl-a and the furniture in G7000x, which had been shifted,
was put back in place. Finally, the shaft was re-filled and its mouth was overlaid ‘with irregular local
limestone paving so as to camouflage it with the surrounding natural rock surface .... Later, it
became covered with the limestone gravel and packed mud of the 4th Dynasty street’ (p. 40).

With disarming modesty, Lehner tells the reader: “The truth may lie somewhere between the two
explanations (i.e. Reisner’s and his own). It might, for example, be argued that Reisner is correct
about the earlier plundered tomb and the transfer of the burial. Even if the body had been lost, it
could still be argued that the unfinished tomb GI-x had been intended as a superstructure for the
burial of Hetep-heres’ (p. 41).

In both Reisner’s and Lehner’s theories, two tombs are postulated, one of which was G7000x. But
is it really necessary to suppose that Hetepheres had a second tomb, unless and until some positive
evidence comes to light to provide proof of it? Reisner's conjecture that the queen’s body was stolen
at Dahshur and that the king was kept in ignorance of the theft seems rather fanciful. Cheops must
have seen the damaged sarcophagus either at Dahshur or while it was being taken to the Giza tomb
and he could hardly have failed to inquire whether the body was safe or not. Lehner’s reasoning that
the damage to the lid of the sarcophagus was done in the Giza tomb and was done with the tools
which were left in the tomb (and which were a puzzle to Reisner) seems much more probable. Is he
right, though, in thinking that it was done by necropolis workmen in order to remove the body and
transfer it to GI-a? It seems more likely that such rough treatment could only have been inflicted by
robbers working in a hurry. Lehner points out that, if the openers ‘had used levers and supports
under the projecting lugs of the lid, it might have been possible to open it without damage’ (p. 30). But
that method would have required more room to manoeuvre than was available without removing
very much of the furniture in the vicinity of the sarcophagus. Again, it can be argued that it would
only be robbers who would have been short of time. They would have had to act quickly not only
before work on blocking the shaft had begun but under cover of darkness when the hundreds of
builders and labourers were not working on the Great Pyramid.

If it be assumed that G7000x was the queen’s only tomb and that her body was stolen soon after
her funeral, many difficulties which are inherent in both Reisner’s and Lehner’s theories disappear. It
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would explain why the Canopic chest was not removed from Gjo000x. If the body had been
transferred to Gl-a, the chest would surely have been taken with it. Is it conceivable that the
Egyptians of the Old Kingdom would have been so profligate as to leave such a wealth of furniture in
what would have been an abandoned tomb? On the other hand, it is easy to imagine why it should
have been left there after the body had been stolen and why the shaft should have been blocked and
its mouth concealed, both by camouflage and by the construction of a road over it. A superstructure
would, in the circumstances, have been inappropriate, since there would have been no reason for
presenting offerings to the dead owner. Moreover, it would have served as a marker betraying the
exact position of the tomb to later robbers. It may have been for these same reasons that work on the
pyramidal superstructure was abandoned so soon after it was begun. However, it must be recognized
that the evidence is insufficient for a positive conclusion to be formed and Lehner’s theory cannot be
lightly discarded, nor can Reisner’s, even though some of his individual observations and conclusions
have been shown by Lehner to be invalid.

A century and a half ago, H. Vyse and ]. S. Perring excavated what they termed the ‘inclined
passages’ north-east of the Great Pyramid. The results, together with "a plan and detailed
measurements, were published in The Pyramids of Gizeh, 1, 189—go and 11, 130. Perring, in a note at the
latter reference, remarked: ‘As the flaws in the sides of them (i.e. the passages) have been made good,
and as the rock has been levelled for the foundation of a building, it was probably intended to erect a
pyramid over them. Petrie, in The Pyramids and Temples of Gizeh (1883), 50, calls these rock
cuttings trial passages and describes them as ‘a model of the Great Pyramid passages, shortened in
length, but of full size in width and height’. He adds that the only respect in which they differ is in the
vertical shaft which is placed at the junction of the ascending and the descending passages and not
like ‘the well in the pyramid gallery’. Most writers in recent years have followed Borchardt in
regarding the three chambers (the lowest unfinished) as indicating changes in the architectural plan
adopted as the building rose. Such an interpretation of the pyramid’s evolution is, however, not easily
reconcilable with a model carved in the rock for ‘trial’ purposes and the weight of evidence seems to
be clearly against Petrie’s assumption that the passages were a model.

Now we have from Lehner a new and attractive explanation of the ‘trial’ passages. In his opinion,
they were cut in the rock to form the substructure of a satellite pyramid which was never built. At
Meidum and in the enclosure of the Bent Pyramid at Dahshur, the satellite pyramids, like the
mastabas in the enclosures of the step pyramids of Zoser and Sekhemkhet, were situated on the south
sides of the main pyramid, and the same applied to the subsidiary pyramid of Chephren at Giza. A
north-eastern orientation for the satellite pyramid of Cheops would be without parallel, but its
position might have been dictated by practical considerations. The principal quarry from which stone
was obtained for the inner core of the Great Pyramid lay immediately south of it and consequently it
was most probably the side on which the chief supply ramp was erected. If so, there would have been
no free space on that side for building a satellite pyramid until a very late stage in the construction of
the main pyramid and its complex, when the ramp would have been dismantled. Nevertheless, there
is, cut in the rock on the south side of the Great Pyramid, a short sloping passage leading to a small
chamber which Junker, who found it, suggested was intended to be the substructure for the pyramid
of a queen, but it seems an unlikely explanation, especially in view of the fact that a comparable
construction was found at the pyramid of Chephren, where there was a subsidiary pyramid.

Since the superstructure of the satellite pyramid was not built, calculating its intended dimensions
is rather an academic exercise, but it leads to some interesting conjectures regarding the development
of the Great Pyramid complex. First, however, it is necessary to note that Lehner does not seem to
have paid much attention to Perring’s assertion that the rock had been levelled in the vicinity of the
passages, perhaps because he did not regard the extent of the ground so treated as being likely to be
indicative in determining the area covered by the base. One important factor which he had to bear in
mind was that the buildings near the satellite pyramid had undergone major changes in the course of
time, with the result that the space which had at first been available for its layout was diminished. The
mortuary temple, he believes, was initially designed as a small edifice comparable with the mortuary
temple of the Bent Pyramid. Some evidence of it may still lie in a roughly rectangular cutting in the
rock behind the sanctuary of the subsequent mortuary temple. Another possibility is that the
causeway was originally planned differently at its upper end so that it would join the Great Pyramid
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enclosure wall at its north-eastern corner, like the causeway of the Bent Pyramid. The boat-pits north
of the temple and parallel to the causeway would not have been constructed. With such a
configuration it would have been possible to build a satellite pyramid based on a layout square of 200
cubits to a side but reduced on each side by 3.0 m. The north-south axis of that pyramid would have
been positioned over a long and shallow trench cut in the rock parallel to the trial passages and about
7.0 m to the west. The east-west axis would have been over the vertical shaft in the passages. The
north-south axis of the trench would have been in line with the west side of the entrance corridor of
the first queen’s pyramid (Gl-a).

When it was decided to build a much larger mortuary temple and to have a straighter causeway,
there was no room for a satellite pyramid laid out from a square of 200 cubits. In its stead, Lehner
believes, a pyramid with sides of about 88-9 cubits (46.5 m) was planned. It would have been about
the same size as the pyramids of the queens. By the foreshortening of the passages at a scale of 1 to 5.5
in relation to those in the Great Pyramid (as determined by the length of the ascending passage), both
the passages and the chambers would fit into the superstructure and occupy appropriate places.
However, it remained unbuilt and Lehner, as a ‘final possibility’, asks whether ‘Gl-a could have been
taken over as the satellite pyramid’ when the original project was abandoned ‘in favour of the
expanded mortuary temple and final route of the causeway’ even though it had been built for the
queen-mother. In that case, he suggests, Hetepheres would have been buried in one of the two other
queens’ pyramids, GI-b or Gl-c. In support of that surmise, he points out that, although the surface of
the rock at the eastern centre of Gl-a has been regularized, no trace of a chapel, not even of its
ground-plan, remains, despite the survival of such relics at GI-b and GI-c. The absence of a chapel
would certainly be anomalous in a queen’s pyramid.

How are Lehner’s two proposals to be assessed? In the reviewer’s opinion, neither is capable of
proof, but his arguments for the satellite pyramid are considerably more persuasive than those for a
transfer of the body of Hetepheres from G7000x to Gl-a or GI-b. The evidence for the shaft of
G7000x having been reopened and refilled after the removal of the body is slender and would appear
to lend itself to more than one interpretation. His claim that it was the intention to build a pyramid
over G7000x, on the other hand, would be hard to dispute, and that alone constitutes a valuable
addition to knowledge. With regard to the substructure of the satellite pyramid, which was never
built, the term ‘trial passages’ adopted by Petrie has proved to be mistaken, because it indicates a
purpose which Lehner has shown they were not intended to fulfil. His definition ‘replica passages’ is
anodyne and indeed more accurate. It was always difficult to believe in Petrie’s interpretation, which
seemed to imply that chambers and corridors of the Great Pyramid were designed in their final
layout from the beginning, not in three phases, which seemed probable from structural evidence. In
other pyramids there is a resemblance in design between the interior plans of the satellite and the
main pyramid, so that there would be nothing exceptional in having approximate conformity in the
case of the Great Pyramid. The most exceptional feature would be the location of the satellite
pyramid north-east of the main pyramid.

It will already have become evident to readers of this review that Lehner has produced a work
which is indeed valuable and important for pyramid studies. In every probability it will be reprinted
and the opportunity should be taken to put right the numerous graphic errors, which are in striking
contrast with the level of scientific accuracy visible throughout the book. It would serve no useful
purpose to catalogue these faults here, save in one case, namely his references to Petrie’s Pyramids and
Temples of Gizeh. In every instance the page and plate numbers quoted are those of the 1885 abridged
edition, but the reference is stated to be to the 1883 edition. Since the discrepancies between the two
editions are considerable, and since few readers are likely to possess both editions, the following
correspondence of the citations as given by Lehner and the passages in the 1883 edition may be
helpful:

1885 edition reference 1883 edition reference
p-25 n.g Petrie, 1883, 512 135-6

p- 45 Petrie, 1883, 15-16, pl. 1 50-1, pl.

p- 48 Petrie, 1883, 15-16, pl. 1 50-1, pl. 1

p- 50 Petrie, 1883, pl 1 pl




1885 1883

p- 52 Petrie, 1883, 17 55

p- 60, n. 25 Petrie, 1883, 85 213

p. 61 Petrie, 1883, 87 214~15
p. 62 Petrie, 1883, pl.v pl X

p. 63 Petrie, 1883, 21-2 64-5

p. 65 n.g1 Petrie, 1883, 34 104

p. 66, n.g2 Petrie, 1883, 83 213

P- 59 Petrie, 1983 (sic) 93 1883, 220

1. E.S. Ebwarps

Die agyptischen Pyramiden. By RAINER STADELMANN. Vom Ziegelbau zum Weltwunder
(Kulturgeschichte der Antiken Welt Bd. 30) 255 X 180 mm. Pp. 296, figs. g2, colour pls. 23, pls. 54,
Verlag Ph. v. Zabern, Mainz 1985. ISBN 3 8053 0855 8. Price DM 78.

Anders als manche fruheren Bucher uber die agyptischen Pyramiden ist dieses von vorn-
herein in normalem Buchformat und mit hervorragender Ausstattung an Zeichnungen und
Photos herausgebracht worden; sicherlich ein Zeichen dafur, da8 man mit weiter Verbreitung auch
auBerhalb des Kreises der Fachgelehrten rechnet. Der Autor widmete das Werk Jean Philippe Lauer
(dessen eigenes ahnlich konzipiertes Buch von 1952 zuletzt in der Version von 1974 auch 1980 in
Deutsch in dhnlicher Aufmachung herauskam'), sowie dem Andenken von Ludwig Borchardt und
Herbert Ricke.

Die agyptischen Pyramiden gehoren zu denjenigen Denkmalern, die immer wieder das besondere
Interesse der Archaologen auf sich ziehen und so ist in den letzten zwanzig Jahren derart viel neues
Material hinzugekommen, da8 man eine neue zusammenfassende Darstellung aus der Feder eines
der Pyramiden-‘Ausgraber’ nur begrussen kann.

In sechs Kapiteln werden zunachst die Entwicklung der Konigsgraber (‘Abydenisches
Grubengrab’ und ‘Butische Mastaba’), hin zu Stufenpyramide und echter Pyramide dargestellt;
danach die Gestalt und Veranderung der Kultanlagen einschlieBlich der sogenannten ‘Sonnenheilig-
tumer’ und unsere heutigen Vorstellungen uber die technische Seite des Pyramidenbaus des Alten
Reiches. Das siebte Kapitel ist den Pyramidenbauten des Mittleren Reiches gewidmet und das letzte
zur Abrundung den Pyramiden von der 3. ZwZt. and bis zu den spaten nubischen Pyramiden.

Anmerkungen sind en bloc am Ende angefugt, es folgen ein Abkirzungsverzeichnis, eine
Bibliographie, Zeittafel und Fotonachweis. Bedauerlicherweise fehlt ein Index.

Es sei mir gestattet, mein Gesamturteil uber dieses Buch schon dieser Inhaltstibersicht anzufiigen:
Es ist eine sehr gute und verstandliche Darstellung des aktuellen Forschungsstandes, wobei ich
besonders hervorheben mochte, da3 die zahlreichen Liucken in unserer Kenntnis bzw. die
unterschiedlich deutbaren Fakten dort, wo es notwendig ist, vom Autor angemerkt werden (was fur
ein Buch, das auf einen groBeren Leserkreis zielt, leider nicht immer selbstverstandlich ist). Das heif3t
aber auch, dal der Verfasser bei manchen Problemen, die kontrovers beurteilt werden, Stellung
beziehen muf. Auf einige mochte ich (in meiner willkurlichen Auswahl) hinweisen:

(1), Der Konigsfriedhof der Fruhzeit war der von Saqqara, nicht der abydenische (S. 10 ff, bes. S.
33/34).

(2) Konig Huni hat nicht die Meidumpyramide begonnen, auch sie ist ein Projekt des Snofru (S.
79 mit Anm. 262).

(3) In der Frage der Deutung des Djoserbezirks (S. 6off) folgt Stadelmann Kaiser (keine
Jenseitsresidenz, sondern Kultbihne fir Bestattungsfeierlichkeiten) gegen Brinks (vgl. S. 40,
Anm. 100, 128).

' Le probleme des pyramides d’Egypte (Paris, 1952) bzw. Le mystére des pyramides (Paris, 1974), deutsch Das
Geheimnis der Pyramiden. Baukunst und Technik (Minchen/Berlin, 1980).





