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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to contribute to the ustinding of ancient Egyptian kinship in
the First Intermediate Period and Middle Kingdom @150-1650 BCE) by exploring

how forms of relatedness were displayed in the mmanial record. Kinship and

marriage are contextually driven sociocultural pimaena that should be approached
from the actors’ perspective; such an approach a@neve some insight into emic

notions of kinship, because monuments were intefgraociety and contributed to

perpetuating and sustaining its fabric.

The introduction (chapter 1) presents the thexmktiackground on which the thesis
is based, namely the notion of kinship as proosbgre relationships can be constructed
and reconstructed throughout one’s life. In additib provides a working definition of
‘kin group’, an analytical category that is takenthe primary unit of social analysis that
can encompass several ways of being related. Ghapdéfers a discussion of kinship
terminology in the First Intermediate Period anddté Kingdom. The focus is less on
basic kinship terms than on the little understoeeminology for kin groups and how
these were presented in the written record. Chapteeats stelae, which constitute the
core corpus of material for the thesis. Stelaegrea variety of images of kin groups
and, moreover, they should be considered withifarger units of which they were part.
Many of these stelae are unprovenanced but haveditrébuted to Abydos. At this site,
memorial chapels have been identified archaeoltigi@nd some stelae have been found
in association with them. Thus, the site offers atamalisation of constellations of
relationships. Possible reconstructions of suclpelsa— one from Saqggara and two from
Abydos — are presented in chapter 4, and the inbagt may have had on the social
memory of visitors is assessed. Display, preseand, performance were some of the
ways in which the social role of those groups wammunicated. Chapter 5 is concerned
with how change and time may be represented inrappg static objects. On the basis
of the model of the developmental cycle of domegtmups first introduced by Meyer
Fortes, the dynamism of the social fabric is exgdiothrough three case studies of groups
at different stages of their developmental cyclee Btrategies of survival can be seen
pervasively in the monumental record, allowingdaglimpse into time and change in kin
groups. The conclusion (chapter 6) offers a haligpproach to the material presented in
the thesis, emphasising the ways in which the miffetheoretical approaches proposed
intertwine with the material.






For Inaki

Thank you for being there, now and always

‘When | try to define this asset which has beenemaw for years, | tell myself that such
a privilege, however rare it may be, is surely noigue; that in the whole adventure of
bringing a book successfully to its conclusiongwen in the entire life of some fortunate
writers, there must have been sometime, in the drackd, perhaps someone who will
not let pass the weak or inaccurate sentence whetourselves would retain, out of
fatigue; someone who would re-read with us for thventieth time, if need be, a
guestionable page; someone who takes down forams fhe library shelves the heavy
tomes in which we may find a helpful suggestiong avho persists in continuing to
peruse them long after weariness has made us giv&@meone who bolsters our courage
and approves, or sometimes disputes, our ideas; shihces with us, and with equal
fervor, the joys of art and of living, the endlegsrk which both require, never easy but
never dull; some who is neither our shadow notretlection, nor even our complement,
but simply himself; someone who leaves us ideaby fbut who nevertheless obliges us
to be fully what we are’

Marguerite YourcenaReflections on the composition of Memoirs of Hadria
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Glossary

Age set a group who passes through certain rites of ga@sss a unit and whose
membership lasts for life.

Ancestor-centred grougin group which is constituted with one or mone@stors as the
centre. Also known as ancestor-focused group.

Cognatic descent grou@ group that is based on any combination of noaléemale
links.

Corporate group group of people who share collective liabilitesd rights to property
and group name.

Cross-cousinschildren of opposite-sex siblings.

Descent groupkin group with a common ancestry that could l@@nced through the line
of the mother, the father, or both.

Ega the person in relation to whom a genealogy ibaiated.

Ego-centred groupkin group which is constituted with ego as thatoe Also known as
ego-focused group.

Filiation: relationship between a person and his or hernpsirén ancient Egypt it is
normally given as a constituent of the name of @m@e Both the filiation to the father
and to the mother can be used for this purpose.

Generation +1 or ascendant generatidghe generation of ego’s parents.

Generation Othe same generation as ego.

Generation -1 or descendant generatitme generation of ego’s children.

Indigenous categorythe term used in a given language, Egyptian i; ¢hse, to refer to
an abstract kin type.

Kin group a social group whose membership is defined bgtkm



Kin type abstract designation of an individual relatiopshi functions like a ‘label’ for
family relations. The following table provides origimple’ kin types which can always
be combined into ‘compound’ terms. An example ofvhinese compound terms are

formed is given at the end of the table for MB &%l

P Parents
F Father
M Mother
G Siblings
B Brother
Z Sister
C Children
S Son
D Daughter
E Spouse
H Husband
w Wife
MB Mother’s brother
ZS Sister’s son

Neolocal postmarital residence pattern in which the conpderes to a new location.
Parallel cousinschildren of same-sex siblings.

Primary kin those relatives who form the nuclear family gpexson (P, S, E, and C).
These individuals have their own primary kin sonfievbom are the secondary kin of
ego.

Substance a variable, contextually dependent notion thafinds how kinship is

constructed for the actors.



Conventions

Most names are rendered in their most widely emgaldynglish form for ease of reading,
but the non-royal names that are directly relevanhe examples and case studies are left
in transliteration in order to avoid confusion armgowarious possible transcriptions.
Translations from ancient Egyptian are mine un@gkgrwise indicated. Throughout this
thesis, and especially in the appendices, traditi@onventions for transliteration are
used.

(...) omission in the original

[...] damaged text in the original, sometimes witlygested restorations

? reading uncertain, often due to the quality efithage

|...| superfluous insertion (often repetition of arte

Abbreviations

CT: Coffin Texts;The ancient Egyptian Coffin Texig A. de Buck (1935-1961), 8 vols
FIP: First Intermediate Period

MK: Middle Kingdom

OEB: Online Egyptological Bibliography

OK: Old Kingdom

PM: Topographical bibliography of ancient Egyptian rbgdyphic texts, reliefs and
paintings by B. Porter and R. Moss (8 vols)

Wh Worterbuch der agyptische Spradiwe A. Erman and H. Grapow (1926), 8 vols
KG: kin group

ANOC: Abydos North Offering Chapel

TLA online: Thesaurus Linguae Aegyptiae

Urk. i: Urkunden des alten Reichs by K. Sethe (3933

Urk. iv: Urkunden der 18. Dynastie by K. Sethe (@p0

Urk. vii: Historisch-biographische Urkunden des tliditen Reiches by K. Sethe (1935)
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1 Introduction: on families, Kinship, and
relatedness

‘How do you expect to communicate with the oceaenvh
you can’t even understand one another?’
Stanitav Lem Solaris(1961, trans. 1972)

1.1 Studying ancient Egyptian Kinship

1.1.1 Social sciences, anthropology of Kinship, and Egyptology
In the preface oEgyptology and the Social Sciencksnt Weeks (1979: v) wrote:

‘we consider extremely encouraging the fact thaydEglogists are now, after half a century of
reluctance, beginning to approach such fields #srapology for ideas, while anthropologists are
also beginning to realize that, beneath Egyptoleggtaid and sometimes formidable exterior,
there lies a wealth of data of great value forrtbaidies’.

In the 35 years since that publication, the diaéoge hinted at back then has not been
as lively as it would have been expected. Severdloas have successfully incorporated
theoretical models from the social sciences intgpEgogy (survey: Baines 2011: 576—
8), but very few of those proposals have been Vg by engaged discussions in the
literature (see section 3.3.2). Whether this is ttu@iscomfort with rapidly changing
disciplines (Weeks 1979: 21) or to mistrust of sadthat go beyond a narrowly
evidential basis (Baines 2011: 575), many Egypistsgemain reluctant to incorporate
theoretical approaches into their work.

Anthropology, with its aim to enable a holistiady of humanity, is well suited to the
analysis of ancient cultures, as a long traditidn soholarship on Maya studies
demonstrates (recent examples: McAnany 1995; Rab@0; Joyce 2003). However, as
with other social sciences, there has been a kistomissed chances in the relationship
between anthropology and Egyptology. The two camsito be largely separate, although
some scholars have attempted to bring them clogether (see O’Connor 1997: 18-22).
Judith Lustig (1997b: 7) stated that anthropolagistiew Egyptology as an
‘antitheoretical, descriptive field’, in a volume which Willian Y. Adams ruled out the

possibility of a total reconciliation between Egyljogy and anthropology:

‘While there is at present some reconvergence tefést between Egyptology and anthropology,
the basic personalities of the two disciplines rienfar apart. | see no reason to expect that this
will change; the two fields simply appeal to peopi¢h different backgrounds, different interests

and different ideological commitments’ (Adams 1992).



In this thesis, | advocate that an understandetg/éen Egyptology and anthropology
is not only possible but also necessary. The rafa grovided by Egyptology could be
invaluable for anthropologists, while the methodsd atheoretical approaches of
anthropology may offer fresh insights into Egyptienaterial. Egyptology, as an area
study (Baines 2011: 573), needs to rely on methdsi®eloped by various disciplines,
such as philology, art history, or historiographithough anthropology is more
commonly concerned with existing societies that dam objects of participant
observation, some anthropologists rely on archivedterial for their enquires (cf.
ethnography of the Nayar combining interviews amitidgh archival material: Stone
2006: 152), and the use of ethnohistorical methsddso widespread (Carmarck 1972:
esp. 229-36; Abler 1982; Trigger 1982; Silvermad &ulliver 2005; Harkin 2010). In
addition, anthropological archaeology has becomeerpopular over the last decade as a
result of the growing awareness that anthropologg archaeology are ‘inextricably
bound together’ (Gosden 1999: 11). The distincietween those societies that are prone
to be observed through the anthropological lensthode that are not is blurred. Thus,
my point of departure is that it is possible todstwaspects of ancient Egyptian culture
through an anthropological approach.

As with other disciplines within the social sciesc Egyptology has not been
interested in anthropology of kinship and, with ghe&eption of Franke’s comprehensive
study (1983a), few systematic works have been gbdtl. Here | give a sample of the
literature, treating topics such as kinship terrogg and marriage patterns in more detail
in other chapters. General works on ancient Eggpkiaship include those of Allam
(1977a), Forgeau (1996 [1986]), Feucht (2001), keg@001a), and Campagno (2009b),
as well as two edited volumes on kinship in sevaralient societies also treating Egypt
(Campagno 2006b; 2009c). These provide a usefuit pdi departure, but kinship and
marriage and their broader implications remain operfurther research. Moreover,
kinship and marriage in ancient Egypt have not Wsubeen treated with an
anthropological focus, and discussions on famibesinheritance are rarely set in a
broader theoretical framework.

Scholars tend to use pictorial sources to studghip (Whale 1989; Lustig 1993;
1997a; Roth 1999; Myiwiec 2010; McCorquodale 2013), no doubt becauggpkan
visual culture is rich in depictions of social gpsu In this thesis, | also rely on
monumental sources and how they display kin raetati®uch depictions have often been

understood as reflecting social practices moreess Hirectly, so that they could be used



to reconstruct kinship patterns. It is, howevecassary to ask first what those depictions
do and how they may articulate concerns other thasimple representation of ‘reality’.
Rather than developing general approaches to ikinsbholars have tended to favour
the study of specific aspects, such as marriage gsetion 5.7) or kinship terminology
(see section 2.2). Most attention has been givethdee features that contrast strongly
with contemporary Western ideas of family, for ex¢enconsanguineous marriage (see
section 3.2.2) or proposed matrilineal trends (@ah 2012: 879-80). The latter point,
which is not treated further in this thesis, shobtl discussed briefly here. Although
several scholars have demonstrated that ancienptiagysociety exhibited a clear
patrilineal bias (e.g. Franke 1983a: 335-9; Forge2@6 [1986]; Bell 1996: 56; Franke
2001a: 246; Campagno 2009a: 36X-@heories advocating matrilineality in pharaonic
Egypt retain support particularly among scholaxotaing an Africanist and Africalogist
approach (e.g. Obenga 1995-1996; Allen 2000; T.Aen 2009)? Although the
importance of the African character of Egypt haerbalisregarded by traditional
Egyptology and should definitely be claimed baclnmAfrocentric authors often make
the same mistakes as their Eurocentric counterpagigpotian society was influenced by
Asian as well as African elements, producing aibtadan which it would certainly not
be appropriate to describe any single trait aslteskeely African’. In keeping with Eric
Wolf's concerns (2010 [1982]), | believe that ‘therld of humankind constitutes a
manifold, a totality of interconnected processesd @nquiries that disassemble this
totality into bits and then fail to reassembleaifsffy reality’. Thus, in line with his notion

of global history, one should avoid compartmentadgjsultures into isolated segments.

1.1.2 Research questions and aims

My doctoral project grows out of the research | ftid my MPhil thesis (2010). In that
work | was interested in the role of mother’'s besttand sister's son, since some
publications assumed a high status of the formeusually to support ideas of
matrilineality in ancient Egypt — without analysitige material in detail. | focused on
Middle Kingdom stelae, using other sources wheressipbe to substantiate my

conclusions. In investigating this topic, | lookied representations and mentions of those

! patterns of matrilineal succession have been peaptor Kush with certain idiosyncrasies (Torék 199
although this is also contested (Morkot 1999: 18®:Xhan 2005). This discussion cannot be treaézd h
in detail.

2 My MPhil thesis (Olabarria 2010) was a reactiommounded Africanist interpretations of the rofettee
mother’s brother in ancient Egypt (e.g. T. D. Al2B09: 18), and further references to this discusaiay
be found there.



two kin types and analysed where they were situatethe monument, their captions,

and the poses they were depicted in. | came grigdioalealise that my approach was not
entirely satisfactory. The people | was investiggthad a given status and a given role,
but this was always in relation to other peoplehimitheir group. Moreover, the role of a

group was not defined in isolation, but gonnection with that of other groups. Thus,
rather than looking at individual kin types, | carded that it would be more productive

to examine groups as a whole, and | adopted a gamysed approach to issues of social
dynamics.

With this method in mind (see section 5.2), | aovadvance the analysis of kinship
patterns in the First Intermediate Period and theédM Kingdom through a study of the
display and commemoration of kin in the monumerdgabrd, mainly on memorial stelae.
The main challenge for such an approach is to ksitaland define an appropriate
analytical category. Although in my previous resbathe sources suggested that the
group and not the individual should be regarded asinimal unit of analysis, it still
needed to be determined what groups were relewagmic terms. Preliminary research
revealed that this would not be an easy task, e&x® thre at least twelve terms that could
be rendered as ‘family’ (Franke 1983a: 178—-301)s Tiversity raises questions of what
a family is and to what an extent the Egyptian emtion of kinship may be unique. My
methods have been largely inspired by anthropoddgipproaches such as kinship as a
process, and theoretical archaeology, for exampmeniotion of material agency. The
result is an interdisciplinary style of researchhwivhich | aim to address the sources
from a fresh perspective because, as Bruce Trigzged (2004: 46), ‘when scientific
debates continue for a long time with no sign okakre, it is worth enquiring whether the
wrong questions are being asked’.

Three main themes emerge in my doctoral thesist,H enquire into forms of
Egyptian relatedness in the period of study, amg@se an emic conception of kinship. |
am particularly interested in how those notiongioship are presented on contemporary
sources, and whether and how they were articulaitdother phenomena. For example,
| investigate a possible strengthening of familieds during a period of marked
territorialisation and how kinship could also hareeffect on the socio-political sphere.

Second, | test the validity and scope of an apgrdarough groups to gain insight
into kinship patterns in this specific socio-cudturcontext. While the individual is
undeniably important, | use the category ‘kin groap a minimal unit of analysis that

encompasses several forms of relatedness in thgtiBgycontext. Among the issues that



| am concerned with are inclusiveness — how didme®me part of a kin group? — rights
and duties — what did being part of a kin grou@it- and relevance — what did it mean
to be part of a kin group and how was it perceived?

Third, on other level of general interpretatioreXplore the effect that the use of
theories from a range of disciplines may have enuhderstanding of Egyptian material.
Kinship is as a very promising area to showcaseptiential of theory in Egyptology. |
attempt to show how a holistic approach can beeaeli by incorporating several
perspectives into my research, including monumedtsplay, the role of memory,

landscape studies, and social relatedness.

1.2 Theoretical framework: families, households,
and Kin groups

1.2.1 Setting the terms
Kinship and marriage are components of daily l&ad it is all too easy to take their
meaning and the processes of their constructiogrimmted. They are, however, culturally
driven and socially contingent. The analysis ofi@micfamilies and social structure, thus,
must take into account the variability of theseegaties, which adapt to the social
environment(s), within which they must be defin8tudy of how and why certain social
categories came into being and became significantahcient Egyptian actors is
complex. Definition of what kinship and marriageanefor ancient Egyptians involves
interpreting written, pictorial, and archaeologisalirces with all their inherent biases.
Different source categories may present divergioigceptions of kinship. Thus, the
role of the nuclear family is highlighted in liteyaworks, self-presentation inscriptions,
and representations in elite tombs. The importasfceounding a new household and
taking a wife is emphasised in these types of ssuréor example, th€eaching of
Ptahhotepassertsyr jkr=k grg=k pr=k mr=k hme=k m hn [r tp hsb=s], ‘if you are
effective, you should found your household and gbauld love your wife with ardour
[with due measure]’ (Papyrus Prisse 10,8-9: ZabB6141-2, nos 325-6). The early
18th dynasty self-presentation text of Ahmose soAl@na narrategw=; m $rj n jrt=j
hmt jw sdr=j m smt Snw hr m-ht grg.n=j pr h".n=j jt.kw r p3 jmw mhtjj hr knn=j, ‘while |
was a young man, before | had taken a wife, | slepthammock of net (?). After | had
established a household, then | was taken awakedNorthern Ship” because | was
valiant’ (Urk. iv 2, 15-6 and 3, 2). The teachirajso stress the father-son relationship,

especially in terms of transmission of ideas amdlitions: nfr.wj Ssp s3 dd jt=f, ‘how



good it is that a son should receive what his fatass’ (Papyrus Prisse 16,5-6: Zaba
1956: 58, no. 543).

By contrast, depictions and mentions of relatioes monuments such as stelae,
offering tables and statuary, as well as multipleidds, private correspondence, and
patterns identified in settlements, indicate thaeeded families may have been the basis
of Egyptian society. For instance, some housesadiuh that had been designed to
accommodate small groups were modified to catetaiger groups (Kothay 2001: 367;
Kemp 1989: 156-7; 2006: 219, 221; Willems 2014:-8)5

Thus, authors who rely mainly on discursive sosirbave argued that Egyptian
society was based on nuclear families and thaindet families played no role (Allam
1977a: 105, 108; Ritner 2008: 172; Flamarion Cardz¥09: 90). By contrast, those who
focus on the assessment of socio-economic procesgaisasise the salience of extended
families (Eyre 1992: 216, n. 58; 1994: 113; Mordharcia 2005: 226-7; 2006: 127).
This divergence is based on a dichotomy perceivetivden the ‘ideal’ and the
‘real’/'factual’ spheres of social interaction, which the nuclear family would relate to
the sphere of the ‘ideal’ while extended familiesymhave been more important in
practice. | would say that the articulation betwé®a ‘ideal’ and the ‘real’ should not be
disregarded (see section 3.2), as they are bo#ndieypendent, fluid categories. While
some studies on ancient Egyptian kinship have fmtusn purely ideological and
iconographic aspects (e.g. Lustig 1997a; McCorqgigo2@l3), | am more concerned with
this interaction of the ‘ideal’ and the ‘real’ iha construction of notions of kinship.

Kinship is an immaterial, abstract concept thgbasticularly difficult to examine in
relation to past societies. Discussions on whashm ‘really’ is have taken place since
the beginning of its establishment as an acadentergrise, and sometimes it has even
been denied any independent status (for kinshgnasntenable cross-cultural analytical
category, see e.g. Schneider 1984). a conventional understanding, kinship involves
relationships between people based on descentrandfoiage. As Fox (1983 [1967]: 27)
puts it alluding to T. S. Eliot, ‘kinship and mage are about the basic facts of life. They
are about birth, and copulation, and death’. Tipetof biologicist approach has been
harshly criticised (Collier and Yanagisako 1987ysten 2000b) because it disregards
that these ‘facts of life’ are also culturally comsted. Kinship is not only about descent

and marriage, but also about the ideology of humeationships (Keesing 1975: 11;

¥ Some general ideas about the ‘essence’ of kinshipirst Intermediate Period and Middle Kingdom
sources are suggested in section 5.8.



Stone 2006: 6).The cultural understanding of kinship affects vas interrelated spheres
such as reproduction, rights and duties, preseapir preferential marriage rules, kinship
terminology, and patterns of residence.

This brief discussion brings two points into reliéirst, the abstract notion of kinship
needs to be approached through its material emladjnthat is, through the groups of
people linked by kinship. Second, forms of kinshig not universal, and need to be
studied within their socio-cultural context. A &gy to address ancient Egyptian kinship
that takes these two premises into account neediefioe its unit of analysis, and
characterise it contextually.

Kinship is based on personal relationships anbest expressed through groups of
people. The most widespread analytical categokirahip relations in the modern West
is ‘the family’. Yet, ‘family’ is a heavily loadederm and hence extremely difficult to
define® In part for this reason it is barely used in agffmiogical vocabulary on its own
as a category. When it is used, it is typicallyldiea as either a ‘nuclear’ or ‘extended’.
The definition of the former is similar to widespcemodern ones (see n. 5), while the
latter is often described along the lines of ‘a éstit group or composite of domestic
groups consisting of two or more nuclear familieked together through parent and
child (patrilineal extended family, matrilineal exded family) or through siblings
(fraternal or sororal extended family)’ (Keesing7%9 149). Such definitions imply a
number of problems; for example, that co-residea@core element, so that it would be
virtually impossible to differentiate a ‘family’ & a ‘household’ (see below). | could
offer my own definition for ‘family’ at this poinand then employ the term throughout
the thesis, but | have opted to use a differenintérstead because even if a new
definition is given ‘family’ will always be seenrbugh the filter of an emic category of
modern Western society. In addition, ‘family’ istexi quite restrictive a category and
what it designates should rather be regarded gpeadf kin group, which, as | argue
below, is a more flexible and appropriate termge.u

In disciplines concerned with the study of the tpaspecially in archaeology,

‘household’ has been preferred to ‘family’ as amalgtical term (Hendon 2004; Stowers

* Kinship involves not only rights, rules, and obligns, but it is also ‘a realm of new possibiltie
(Carsten 2004: 9).

® Even the researcher’s personal experience maytsoeseplay a role in its characterisation. The @cfo
English Dictionary defines a family as ‘a group si@ting of two parents and their children livingéoher
as a unit’, but such a definition would not holdairvast number of cases that would be describetthdy
actors as actual families (i.e. a couple withouldeén, a parent with his or her children, or exeoouple
whose children live elsewhere).



2008; Huebner 2011; Nevett 2011; Parker and Faz@dr2; Muller 2014). This is
probably because the physical traces of a houselaokel easier to identify
archaeologically than the arguably more elusive@we for a family. The reason for this
is that the households are, by definition, linkeddtvelling places. In anthropological
terms, a household necessarily implies co-residéReekin 1997: 28), although lately
more nuanced definitions are being preferred iorgtecal archaeology, with the point
being made that ‘household’ should not be equatéause’®

Dwelling patterns are essential in anthropologaaduiry, where domestic groups —
and their internal changes — have sometimes bdem tas a foundational category for
certain types of research (e.g. Fortes 1970 [1988hdy 1958). However, they are not
easy to approach in ancient Egypt, where settlesnarg rare in the archaeological
record, and rather little studied. In any casegxamination of emic sources (see section
1.2.2) shows that co-residence is only one of #atufres that a kin group may (or may
not) exhibit. Written sources attest to severakg/pf kin groups (see section 2.3), and a
shared dwelling space may not have been regardedsastial for all of them (that is,
maybe only some of the groups may have been cdemasal). Thus, as with families, a
household is only a type of kin group.

The limitations of the terms ‘family’ and ‘housdtioare avoided if ‘kin group’ is
proposed as the minimal unit of social analysiangient Egypt. On the one hand, it can
be used as an analytical category without the oisks being understood as an emic
category of the researcher. On the other handpdts chot assume the sharing of a
dwelling space. It is, however, so broad as to iregiurther specification if it is to be
usefully applied.

By definition, a kin group implies connection bynghip, so its flexibility and
implications depend on how kinship itself is undeosl. My anthropological perspective
is largely inspired by the conception of kinship pocess, as something that is
constructed and reconstructed throughout life aftehdbeyond. In the words of Janet
Carsten (2004: 9), ‘kinship is far from being almeaf the “given” as opposed to the
“made™. This notion of kinship as fundamentally nstructed has been designated

‘relatedness’ in order to convey ‘a move away franpre-given analytic opposition

® Cf. the working definition of the 9th Annual Syngiem of the Oriental Institute of Chicago in 2018 o
household archaeology: ‘household: a co-residegtialip of people that can be related by kinship and
form a family or a single person or a number ofgdemot related by living together for a specifiorpose.

A household can, however, also be spread over thareone house in the same way that a house aan als
accommodate more than one household’ (Muller 2@14:



between the biological and the social on which mamitropological study of kinship has
rested’ (Carsten 2000a: 4). Although I retain #ent ‘kinship’, | understand it from this
perspective of relatedness, that is, as a procksoaial negotiation that should be
described in emic terms as far as possible.

Since kinship is flexible and constructed, kinugye encompass several ways of being
related, and those of one society do not necegsattespond to the practices found in
others. The definition of kin group, as the defomt of kinship, must be linked to its
specific socio-cultural context.

But what definition of kin group am | proposing?4d classic kinship reference book
‘kin group’ was described as ‘a social group whosambers define their relationship (or
their eligibility for membership) by kinship or conon descent’ (Keesing 1975: 150; see
also Schusky 1965: 76). Indeed, a kin group mugtddéfinition, be a group whose
members are linked by kinship. This definition hase general in order to encompass
the multiple forms that kin groups may adopt. Bradefinitions that are useful for
comparative purposes cannot cover the specifiditias make each society unique. This
thesis is about these specificities, and in the segtion | propose a description of kin

group that is directly linked to the Egyptian cotte

1.2.2 Working definition of kin groups

Bearing all the mentioned complexities in mind, dvl tried to devise a working
definition of what a kin group might have been e tFirst Intermediate Period and the
Middle Kingdom that may serve as a starting paintsubsequent discussions. The usage
of ‘kin group’ throughout this thesis is intendeal fall within the definition proposed
below.

Fixed and invariable definitions of processes Hrat essentially dynamic need to be
avoided as far as possible: description of soclasal traits should be flexible, and
should not be guided by any single criterion. R@it classifications formalised, for
example, by Wittgenstein (1953) and Vygotsky (1962)d applied to the study of
kinship by Needham (1975), are defined by a nurobattributes, not all of which need
to be possessed by every member of a class. Tithsyugh A, B and C may all belong to
the same polythetic class, it may happen that 8ndnd B, and B and C resemble each
other, while A and C have little in common. Polytbelasses are essentially flexible and

" Parkin (2013) criticises processual approachespeaally Carsten’s — for disregarding biology ndler
to delve into more ‘transcendental’ notions of kiips The processualists, however, do not ignoréobig
but rather interpret it within emic cultural cateigs.



represent the immense variation inherent in s@setnore effectively than monolithic
classes. Needham (1975: 351) provided an illuggagxample concerning descent
groups, stating that the most productive aspectpalithetic thinking is that ‘an
insufficiently discriminative taxonomic concept weeplaced by a set of criteria which
might be matched only sporadically, and in highdrisus combinations, by the jural
institutions of real societies’. As a polytheti@as$, ancient Egyptian kin groups include
various social groupings that differ intrinsicalishile participating in a common core of
kinship. What such a core may have been in andigypt is a question addressed
throughout this thesis.

| identify some attributes that can be associatgd kin groups in First Intermediate
Period and Middle Kingdom sources but they do resdchto be present in all examples.
These features are flexible and changeable, ang ghevide a starting point that is
concerned with the characteristics of a particslaciety. As | discuss in chapter 2, an
‘emic’ approach should be preferred when sociahphgena are being studied, and that
is why | explore contemporary elite and non-elibeirses — inscriptional, pictorial, and
archaeological — in order to access what the achang have thought about kinship and
marriage.

| propose that ancient Egyptian kin groups areigsoof peoplé:

1) who live in the same household or ar&ome terms for kin groups, suchvdsgjt,
have a geographical or local dimension. For exanpléhe Teaching for Merikarethe

lord of a town seems to be equated with the lord ofjjz (see appendix 2.6.10). This

word is attested with a town determinativdrom the New Kingdom onwards (Franke
1983a: 210). The concept of the ‘house’ may hawnlfuid, and physical boundaries
may not have meant separate residences, as LisettN&s shown for Graeco-Roman
Egypt (2011: 25-9), while members of more than kimegroup may have been co-
residents as wefl.

2) who are commemorated together on various types afuments (e.g. stelae,
offering tables, statuary)Middle Kingdom stelae include representationsnafeasing
numbers of people. Although it is not always pdssitpo ascertain what kind of
relationships there was between these individums)y captions accompanying figures

refer explicitly to their kin relations. For examplone of the stelae (or possibly blocks)

® The order of the following characteristics is #dry and does not reflect their relative imporerut
frequency.
° For a cross-cultural treatment of the relatioweein houses and kinship, see Carsten (2004: 31-56).
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of jw-n=f-r=sn (see KG 12.2 in appendix 4.1.2), presents fouegsions of the same
family unequivocally. It is often difficult to defe these relations from captions, because
kinship terms are often used in extended or metagdloways. In addition, the
possessive suffixes that indicate to whom a pdardkin type is related (e.gmwr=f, ‘his
mother’) are often not precise enough, and therg lbeareferences to more than one ego
on the same stela (Robins 1979: 199; Grajetzki 26R50labarria 2012: 887-8).

3) who can function as economic units and/or corporgteups Some kin groups
may work their own lands and be largely self-sigfit. Eyre (1994: 111) states in
reference to the case of the documents of Hegarthkhthey represent a large family
‘acting as a joint farming enterprise’. Corporatenership, however, can also comprise
elements other than land. For example, officesnadtay in the same kin group, as they
are transmitted from father to son for generati@ee Nelson-Hurst 2011).

4) who share food and rations that may be distribudgch man in authority as head
of the householdThe papyri of Heqanakht, though probably not ¢ghi are explicit
about how a man is responsible for distributingvmions among his dependanis;{v):
mtn jj.n=j mj-n3 hntjt jrj.n=j kw=tn r-nfr jn grt jw hp 3 wrt mtn jrj n=n bkw=nr kd n
hp whd mj rnw mtn ph.n=j p3 hrw jm=tn hr s‘nh=1tn, ‘look, before | came here sailing
upstream, | set your rations well. Now, the floas tbeen very great. Look, our rations
are set for us according to the flood, which onduees like the names. Look, | have
arrived to provide for you until today’ (Allen 20026; letter ii, 3-5a). This man regards
himself as the father of his dependants, an exjressat may be used metaphorically:
mtn pr r-dr=f m-mjtt hrdw=j jnk ht-nb, ‘look, the whole household is like my children;
everything is mine’ (Allen 2002: 17; letter i, 25-see also appendix 2.228).

5) who are buried together in multiple burials or abot® each other in the same area
of the necropolisThe First Intermediate Period necropolis of Deadarovides a clear
example: 88% of the shaft tombs are distributed grbupings of two to sixteen tombs
with a small mudbrick wall surrounding each clugigtater 1974: 204)PI. 2.1]. The
presence of these walls suggests that certain graipunknown composition, that were
significant for the Egyptians persisted after death

6) who have ritual obligations towards the deceasedthbers of the kin group and

interact with themExcellent examples of this interaction are théefs to the dead, in

19| do not agree with Allen’s (2002: 41-2) suggestio take the-dd as part of this sentence and referring
to the allocation of resources mentioned in a peviline (‘everything is mine to allocate’). Thiarficle
(r-dd) often introduces proverbs or sayings, and whatesonext to it could be one: ‘half a lifetime istbe
than death at once’.
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which living members of the household ask theiredesed relatives to intercede on their
behalf from the netherworld. Ancestor cult conttdsito preserving the cohesion of
extended families, with tombs acting as foci oflecive memory (Adams 2010: 15;
Moreno Garcia 2010: 153; Richards 2010: 137-8)atieiships between the living and
the dead are reciprocal, and counter-prestations expected from the ancestors who
received offerings, as is stated on the outsidaefate Old Kingdom Qaw bowlz jrr.4j
r=j r-gs=t hrdw=j $pt n s3=t jm mr jnm rf stj=f n=t mw, ‘it is to your side that it is done
against me, my children being angry at your son) (mgle 1 am ill. Who will make
342).

7) who may be connected by links that go beyond adjicdl conception of kinship
It is not easy to determine which members of thailia belonged to each type of
grouping because the sources are silent in theemattowever, for terngbs such
information is available, since a group of Coffiexts (CT 131-146) uses it in treating
the reunification of the family in the afterlifees section 2.3.1). The final part of CT 131
reads: ‘[...] that mysbr is released for me immediately: my children, miglisgs, my
father, my mother, all my servantgsf), and all my neighbours/fz;)’ (de Buck 1935—
1961: CT ii 152 a—c; see also appendix 2.1.27). Wlie and other affinal kin are not
included in this set of categories, while servaatsl dependants are considered an
integral to thebs. ™

| use these seven characteristics to define tHgthabic category of kin group
according to available sources of the First Intehate Period and Middle Kingdom that
I model as far as possible according to emic petsms. Each attribute would deserve
further consideration, but some of them are extherdficult to trace in detail in the
record. For instance, while dwelling patterns asseatial traits to describe a particular
society, they are largely inaccessible for anckegypt. In a few cases, groups living in
the same household may be reconstructed to arcestgent (e.g. through thepwr-lists,
see section 5.3 andPl. 1.2]), but it is impossible to determine, for examphhether
members of the same kin groups were dispersed ansime neighbourhood or in
different segments of a village according to amedi distribution patterns. Indeed,

villages are almost completely unknown in the aedthagical record. Thus, although we

1 See brief discussion in Willems (2008: 214-5; 20185). The termb: occurs in Old Kingdom legal
documents, where it excludes the wife (Franke 19833-9); thus, the meaning &b present in the
Coffin Texts may be also applied to non-funerammtests. See section 2.3.1 below for a more detailed
discussion of this term.
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may catch glimpses of social organisation and efattive role of kin groups, it would be
impossible to retrieve a complete picture.

In any case, a detailed study of all these attietblies beyond the scope of a doctoral
thesis. Given the scarcity of material for sometledm and the vast project that a
comprehensive survey would entail, | focus on amtg of them, citing other attributes
when appropriate, not least because all of themirdegrelated and interdependent. |
concentrate on the second characteristic, namealglayi and commemoration of kin,
considering its articulation with the other attiiést The decision to prioritise this
particular point was prompted by the nature of nieterial. The majority of available
sources for kinship and marriage from the Firsedmiediate Period and the Middle
Kingdom can be considered monumental, in the sdénae they were set up to be
displayed and observed by an audience. This rémgeguestion of the reliability of these
sources for attaining a reconstruction of what kipsneant and how it worked. What
kind of message about families and kin groups isgpransmitted through monumental
display? Does it differ from the working of kin gnos in lived experience and, if so, does
it matter? We are being presented with an imagé&irghip and marriage as filtered
through display, and it is essential to bear indnthat character of the sources. In
addition, the impact of the monuments on contemyaad later audiences and their role
in the maintenance and/or dissemination of idedsnship are central to the discussion.

In summary, | focus on commemoration and displakimo on monuments not least
because an understanding of display strategies prayde a point of access to other
attributes such as participation in ritual actesti Monuments are fundamental to the
ancient record, and it is thus essential to stualy &and why kin groups were represented

in order to draw conclusions about their role.

1.3 Dating of the sources and characterisation of
the corpus

Dating is a major issue that is particularly sdliithin the dynamic approach that |
advocate (see chapter 5). An accurate chronologgdsssary especially for establishing
whether two kin groups were contemporary and foenidying their phases of

development. Yet many objects are not securelyddael dating criteria are uncertam.

2 Moreover, dating criteria considered ‘secure’, fsas royal names, may not be decisive, since the
mention of a king is often onlytarminus post quemnd, thus, not a precise indicator of an absalate.
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| date material in my corpus on the basis of presitesearch’ while proposing my own
conclusions when previous suggestions clash areriodgf detailed discussions where
appropriate.

Both the absolute and sometimes the relative chogy of the periods treated in this
thesis are regarded as problematic. In terms afigadl history, the First Intermediate
Period spans the poorly known Herakleopolitan pemmd the first half of the 11th
dynasty (Seidlmayer 2006: 159), but there is maexipe and abundant information
about the latter part of this period. It is genlgralccepted that during the 11th dynasty
Thebes became a major political centre, and tleaFifst Intermediate Period came to an
end when Mentuhotep Il reunified Egypt in the secbalf of his rule (Willems 2010:
84). The length of the Herakleopolitan period hasrba matter of debate, prompting two
opposing hypotheses for a short chronology (Betket866) or a longer one based on
Manetho’s account. Beckerath argued that the wvelaibsence of Herakleopolitan
monuments could only be due to the brevity of thisasty’s rule. However, absence of
evidence is not evidence of absence, and this aflem short period has been largely
abandoned. Seidlmayer (1990: esp. 378; 2000a; 28(6:167) favours a larger duration
on archaeological and typological grounds, and tkisupported by prosopographic
studies (e.g. Schenkel 1962: esp. 131-60; Spar@d; Brovarski 1989). In my work |
follow the model of a longer Herakleopolitan peri@@mprising at least 4 to 5
generations because the material culture of thegehows a clear ongoing continuity.

There is less academic consensus about the dwifirof the Middle Kingdom as a
period. Some scholars see it as spanning the parerof the 11th dynasty to the end of
the 12th (e.g. Marée 2010a: xi; Ryholt 1997), wintkers also include the 13th dynasty
(e.g. Callender 2000: 148; Bourriau 2010: 13). Tieatment of the period may vary
according to which factors are regarded as crusiath as the establishment of new
‘capital’ cities, the continuity of royal familiegr stylistic traits of monuments. Most
works on the chronology of the Middle Kingdom anet&nd Intermediate Period place
an emphasis on reign lengths and try to reconstuist of kings (e.g. Schneider 2006;
Franke 2008; Franke and Marée 2013: 7-13). Thisekier, provides only a political
chronology, since the succession of rulers doeshaoessarily affect all aspects of life
from a socio-cultural perspective. This was ackmalged by Franke (2008: esp. 260, n.

'3 Some criteria used for dating Middle Kingdom state philological or epigraphic (e.g. Smither 1939;
Bennett 1941; 1958; Vernus 1991; Spanel 1996; ra203b), while other are mainly — though not
exclusively — based on iconography and style (édizl 1990; Freed 1996; Marée 2009; 2010b).
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5), who stated that the Second Intermediate Peamdonly be defined politically; thus,
he argued for an inclusion of the Second Intermedizeriod within the late Middle
Kingdom on the basis of cultural continuity. Fraiskproposal may be contested, since
the Second Intermediate Period can also be tresteal self-sufficient historical urfit,
but it is valuable in challenging the other classitions.

| adopt here a view of the Middle Kingdom as imkthg the 13th dynasty based on
this latter approach, since social phenomena showt be constrained into a
chronological framework based on political everts.Franke put it (2001b: 393), ‘the
Middle Kingdom, defined as a cultural-historicaltign has no sharp limits’, and this
statement can be supported by evidence for pattérdsplay of kinship and marriage.
Although some differences between the 12th and #igtiasties are discernible, these
exhibit a gradual development and are not revahatip changes that sharply interrupt
the preceding social context.

Thus, in this thesis | adopt a definition of thexipd under study according to socio-
cultural continuity rather than political eventsaking the chronological table on the
volume edited by Hornung, Krauss and Warbuton (2@86. 491-2) as a starting point
to which | add the 13th dynasty, most of the maten my corpus dates between ca
2150-1650 BCE (i.e. First Intermediate Period 21580, and Middle Kingdom 1980—
1650). The Second Intermediate Period should berded as distinct period, and | do not
treat it in this thesis, but its material cultuespecially stelae, is often difficult to date.
Thus, some overlap with material of the later Maldingdom/Second Intermediate
Period from sites such as Edfu can be expected.

Several types of First Intermediate Period and diéidkingdom sources provide
information on families to a certain extent, bustmay not be sufficient for an accurate
reconstruction of ancient kinship dynamics. Thersesi were not designed to explicitly
communicate definitions of what a kin group is £Eitreiter 2005b: 85). Matters such as
inclusion patterns, differences between kin groupsthe rights and duties of their
members do not emerge clearly from the evidencaddress several different topics
ranging from terminology for kin groups to reconstion of their developmental cycle
as reproduced in monumental display. Such a vargdtyconcerns can be better

investigated in some sources than in others.

* For example, Bourriau (2010: esp. 35) argues feharp change in funerary material culture from the
end of the 13th dynasty — or slightly later, depegan the region — to the Second IntermediateoBeri
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In chapter 2, which deals with terminology, | havged all possible sources that
mention kin types and tried to be as compreherasvgossible in analysing terms for kin
groups, which are poorly understood. | have ciratribed my collection of terms to the
First Intermediate Period and the Middle Kingdomilevlextending when appropriate to
earlier (e.g.3bt, pr jtlpr mwt) and slightly later sources (e.giw). Most terms for kin
groups start to appear in the record from the Hittrmediate Period, but some are
attested from the late Old Kingdom, and | havenaptied to observe any changes (or lack
thereof) in the meaning of terms for kin groupsinigithe period under study. In addition,
in a few occasions, sources from the Second IntdiateePeriod are included if they are
revealing for a usage of a term or show an ungaied development (e.g. see appendix
2.3.14).

Most of the thesis, however, centres on displaykiof links and how display
contributed to sustaining certain social valueg thst of the chapters focus on the
monumental record, in particular stelae. Previamkrship facilitates the selection of a
sound corpus of stelae, and | use as my starting ptainly stelae from Naga ed-Deir
(First Intermediate Period) and Abydos (Middle Kdiogn), while other sources are
brought in for comparison. | approach the soureaedextually, consequently regarding
clusters of stelae — termed chapels (see chapterad)a minimal unit of analysis, since
they may have related to groupings in the livingisty. Those groups, which are
commemorated in chapels, can sometimes be asctied particular stage in their
developmental cycle, especially when they can benected together with other
contemporary monuments (see chapter 5).

The Abydene corpus is the principal focus of thissis, because information related
to kinship, marriage, and social structure can btined from stelae mainly of the
Middle Kindom and later. Material from Abydos is Meguited for the reconstruction of
kin groups and their developmental cycle. Simpsk®v4b) organised Middle Kingdom
stelae from Abydos or attributed to that site imdoat he terms ANOC groups (Abydos
North Offering Chapel) on the basis of the indiatbumentioned on each monument.
The Abydos provenance of some monuments remainsrtant due to the complicated
history of the site. Abydos had an enormous religionportance in ancient times and it
was repeatedly redeveloped (see section 3.4.2ddrtion, fieldwork since the beginning
of the 19th century has yielded vast numbers oeaibjlacking a recorded location (see
summary in O’Connor 2009: 26-9; Pouls Wegner 200225). Stelae may be attributed

to Abydos on the basis of internal evidence, sucfamily links with provenanced stelae,
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references to the Osiris mysteries, mentions ofddly and/or the inclusion of increasing
numbers of people related to ego. These criter@yeler, may be problematic.
Provenance is not a key issue at this stage ofsisakince | am attempting to establish
kin groups and, even if it is determined that s@pecific stelae were from Abydos, it
does not follow that the groups of people commetedran them were from Abydos
too.®> ANOC groups may have implications beyond Abydssphjects relating to people
who belonged to one or more of these groups haee feund at other sites such as
Elephantine (see section 5.5). The dossiers gathgrd-ranke (1984) and extended by
Grajetzki and Stefano#i(2012), which include material from outside Abydare a vital
resource to facilitate associating of people witd ato kin groups.

ANOC groups as understood by Simpson may have beenected with the North
Cemetery memorial chapels that were built so thatape individuals of different
echelons of society could participate eternallyhia cult (Wegner 2001: 10). Sometimes
large and small chapels would constitute a grouqygl scholars have suggested that
smaller chapels may have belonged to relativeseaglies, or dependants of the owners
of the larger chapels (Simpson 1974b: 4; see al&Goi@or 1979; 1985). The
archaeological context of the stelae in those dsapay point towards the existence of
social units comparable to those displayed in tlseirfaces. Nevertheless, a direct,
unequivocal correspondence between social trendstla monumental record is not
plausible; the genealogical information extractednt these stelae is thus to be
interpreted carefully®

The corpus of ANOC objects compiled by Simpson lieen corrected and extended
by Berlev (1976), De Meulenaere (1977), EI-Ralli®{7), and Franke (1984). The final
list comprises approximately 300 objects dividetb it09 groups ranging in size from
two to eleven objects (see appendix 1). Some aktlgeoups cannot be analysed with the
method of koinography that | present in section @ example, ANOC 2 does not
allow for reconstruction of kin groups because ihation is given for most of the people
shown. However, the majority of the groups are prtmbe analysed koinographically,

and that is why these stelae and chapels formdbe af the corpus for this thesis. From

15 For further discussion on ANOC groups and how tbempare to KG (kin group) and to the notion of
workshop, see section 5.4.

1% The divergence between epigraphic record and csitipo of households in Graeco-Roman Egypt has
been demonstrated by Huebner (2011: esp. 85-9)e Sauthors are reluctant to employ these data ,at all
and it has been suggested that ‘unless extremédylett historic data exists, the analysis of kipskibest
left to the ethnographer’ (Allen and Richardson1971: 51). | believe that a meticulous treatmdrthe
sources is the key to understanding kinship in pasfieties. For a convincing example of kinship
anthropology applied to ancient sources, see R@i00).
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the extended ANOC list of appendix 1 | have selkatase studies to explore how
memory affects the construction of kinship tiese(sehapter 4), and how these
monuments display dynamism (see chapter 5). Eaaptehalso includes a final section
that goes beyond the case studies. These havechesan due to how illustrative they
are of general trends observable in the whole comhile also offering chronological
snapshots from the period because they are distimttover a short period each.

1.4 Structure of the thesis

This thesis is presented in two volumes. The fidtme contains the main body of the
thesis and the second comprises four appendices thedplates. The list of
bibliographical references for both volumes is pthat the end of volume one. In this
section | summarise the aims of each chapter amdthey relate to each other. | then
explain the structure of the second volume.

This thesis has been written with Egyptologistthasprime audience, but some of the
theories and methods presented have an anthropaldgcus. For this reason, | have
added a short glossary at the beginning of thé yokime in which basic definitions for
some of the key anthropological terms are providéius is given for quick reference, but
most of those terms are discussed in further diet#lile thesis.

The first chapter I§troduction: on families, kinship, and relatednedsegins by
addressing the scope of the dialogue between Hgggtoand the social sciences
concerning kinship and marriage. One section dsesushe adequacy of terms such as
‘family’ or ‘household’ for the ancient Egyptianwmes under study. | propose to use the
notion of ‘kin group’ instead of these terms in erdo encompass the flexibility of
relatedness in the material. Issues of chronology @ating, and of the definition and
delimitation of the main corpus, are also treated.

There is a modern academic vocabulary for disngskinship and marriage, but the
emic expression of relatedness also needs to bdedain order to attain a better
understanding of Egyptian society. The second ehmaf®elatively speaking: kinship
terminology deals with the wealth of terms referring to kypeés and kin groups in
Middle Egyptian. Most lexicographical work in trasea has centred on the translation of
terms for individual types, whereas | focus on veouded for groups of people that have
often been rendered simply as ‘family’. To the tweeterms identified by Franke (1983),

some of which | reassess, | add those referringraops of ancestors. In antiquity there
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was no sharp dividing line between the communitythe living and the dead, and
ancestors should be understood as active partisipathe household.

The third chapter of the thesBigplaying kin, making kjnaddresses the question of
how kinship is displayed and whether the main digpbatterns correlate with the
conclusions drawn from the usage of terms for kimugs, exploring how far stelae can
be used for the reconstruction of social groupgoAsideration of monuments as agents
that interact with viewers suggests that stelaetribmied to the construction and
transmission of ideas about society. It is impdssito know whether these ideas
corresponded with lived experience, but the imafesaxial groups that was being
propounded and the reasons that led Egyptian etibeshoose it deserve close
examination.

The social fabric that is accessible through sté$aa construct which presented a
conception of society that was intended to be swsaby them. But how could stelae
maintain a given idea of social groupings? The tfowhapter The microcosm of
memory: stelae, chapels, and technologies of remambB examines the role of kin
display as a medium for creating a collective dati@mory. The importance of stelae as
tools for commemoration cannot be overstated, both the individual and his
(occasionally her) social entourage. Three casestiexamine how stelae were set up in
clusters in the First Intermediate Period to the Middle Kingdom, strengthening the
links of groups of people through a shared memapake. These configurations created
ritual landscapes of memory that may have reinfibideas about the social fabric.

The fifth chapter A dynamic approach to kin groups: koinographies ahe
developmental cycle of the kin grgugpproaches kinship dynamics through display of
kin groups on stelae. Even if a few stelae maygiea moment in time, a contextual
analysis together with related monuments and cosgamlamong different clusters may
yield information about social trends. | focus awhtime is represented on monuments
and how far the expansion and recession of houdghmoby be identified. Starting from
the model of the developmental cycle of domestmugs advanced by Meyer Fortes
(1970 [1949]), | elaborate an approach that | t&ainography’, in which kin groups
rather than individuals form a minimal unit for sdcanalysis. Three case studies deal
with groups at different moments of their developmand | complement that treatment
with references to the general trends extracted tiee corpus.

The final chapter Synthesis: kin groups, display, and remembrarggthesises
finds, drawing connections between kin display,dbestruction of the social fabric, and
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celebration of communal memory. In addition, | expl future possible avenues of
research and further implications of the topic.

The second volume comprises four appendixes dildegplates, but no bibliography,
since all the relevant references will be incorpedanto the general bibliography at the
end of volume one. The separation of the thess timbd volumes is intended to make it
easier to find cross-references and check thegleide reading volume one.

The first appendixUpdated ANOC ligtis an updated version of Simpson’s original
ANOC list, incorporating additions and correctiom®posed by Simpson’s reviewers.
This table is meant to be used as a referencédoatuseum numbers. At times | refer to
a stela by its ANOC number (or KG number, see srdii.4 for a definition). The table
correlates these numbers with corresponding museumbers and with the other objects
in each group.

The second appendiXifi group terminology gathers all the sources used for the
discussion of kin group terminology in chapter Belinformation is organised into tables
including approximate dating, selected bibliograpdnyd transliteration and translation of
the relevant passage. No translation of these t&sngsven in this appendix, since the
more detailed argument can be found in the chagytgyer. Each term receives a number
in this appendix, and each attestation of the teymecorded as a separate, numbered
entry in the table. For instance;w is numbered 2.7 because it is discussed in seventh
place in appendix 2; under this term, stela Lowr&67 is number 4, and the code used
in the thesis to refer to this occurrence of thientevould be appendix 2.7.4. Attestations
are organised in chronological order as far as iplessThroughout the thesis, but
especially in chapter 2, reference is made to tteses when | discuss an occurrence of
a term in order to avoid duplication.

The third and fourth appendices, which are sintibaeach other in layout, deal with
stelae and memorial chapels. Each appendix featbres case studies that comprise
varying numbers of stelae (and a few offering tabfer 3.1). The order of the
components of each chapel follows the numberingrgim previous publications, namely
Abdalla (1992) and Daoud (2005) for case study Bl-Rabi’i (1977) for case study 4.3,
and Simpson (1974b) for all the rest. Each steteives a separate number and is
analysed in detail. A short description (i.e. disiens, condition, and technique) and
selected references are given, and the stelangthesliterated and translated line by line
to facilitate cross-referencing in the first voluroé the thesis. Each entry includes a

photograph of the stela where the distributioniéd and depictions can be observed. A
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possible genealogical diagram is presented, as a®llsome remarks on special
characteristics relevant to the analysis of kingyas on the stela or the group as a whole.
Finally, information on the kin group obtained frmmmbined information of all stelae is
incorporated into a complete kinship diagram atehd of each dossier, together with a
section outlining noteworthy features regardingskip and marriage in relation to each
case study. Appendix Memorial chapels: a catalogue of three case stydiesudes
the case studies treated in chapter 4, and Appeh@in groups: a catalogue of three
case studieshose explored in chapter 5.

The plates illustrating the first volume are plhee the end of volume 2 in single-
sided pages. All plates are numbered with Arabimenals and captions give the source
of the image. Plates are cited in volume one infthmat[Pl. 1] (in bold), or[PI. 1.1]

when there is more than one on the same plate.
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2 Relatively speaking: kinship terminology

‘Esas ambigiiedades, redundancias y deficiencias
recuerdan las que el doctor Franz Kuhn atribuyedac
enciclopedia china que se tituBmporio celestial de
conocimientos benévolo€n sus remotas paginas esta
escrito que los animales se dividen en (a) perientss
al Emperador, (b) embalsamados, (c) amaestradds, (d
lechones, (e) sirenas, (f) fabulosos, (g) perredtes, (h)
incluidos en esta clasificacion, (i) que se agitamo
locos, (j) innumerables, (k) dibujados con un pince
finisimo de pelo de camello, (1) etcétera, (m) goaban
de romper el jarrén, (n) que de lejos parecen nsdsca
Jorge Luis Borge<%| idioma analitico de John Wilkind942)

2.1 Exploring ancient terminology

The aim of this chapter is to explore ancient Egypterminology related to kinship and
marriage. This has specific implications for mydisebecause the investigation of emic
expressions of relatedness might offer a crucsigit into understanding how Egyptians
themselves conceptualised kinship and marriage.fif$tesection treats terminology for
individual kin types. These terms have already hesmted in detail and reconsidered by
Robins (1979), Franke (1983a: 11-177) and Willeb®88), and here | only point out the
problems raised by traditional interpretations of type categories. The second section
focuses on terms for kin groups. These have reddess attention in the Egyptological
literature; they all are often rendered simplidtycaas ‘family’, which elides their
complexity and variety. To the list of terms esistiéd by Franke (1983a: 178), | add
those related to ancestry. In my view, the boumdabetween the living and the dead
were not sharp or simple in ancient Egypt and d@ocesould often be regarded as active
members of the household. The final section ofctiegter offers an interpretation of the
usage of the terms addressed and how they shapmdeestanding of ancient Egyptian
kinship and marriage.

2.2 Terms referring to individual Kin types

Kinship terminology has long been at the centramhropological works dealing with
kinship and marriage. The existence of widely vé@terminological systems has caused
confusion because the categories of kin types araimversal and some relatives who

are encompassed under a single term in one cuttagebelong to separate categories in
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another. Egypt is no exception, and its kin termstibe analysed in an emic manner in
order to attain a proper understanding of socracstre.

The first focused investigation on kinship terniomies in ancient Egypt was
undertaken by Robins (1979), who determined thattéhmsjs andmwt were used for
lineal ascendants} ands3z for lineal descendants, and andsnt for collaterals of all
generations, but that these terms could also be imsmetaphorical extended sense (on
how this extended meaning could range from ‘colleadp ‘rival’, see Revez 2003). Her
conclusions were confirmed by subsequent studiesnke 1983a: chapters 2 and 3;
Lustig 1997a: 45-9; Campagno 2009b: 1-2; Lehmarit2)?0 Robins (1979: 206-7)
also explored how some of these terms could be mwmdbby means of a direct or
indirect genitive to create a compound term. Is #@nse, the kin type ‘mother’s brother’
could be expressed as bothh — ‘male collateral’ — osn n mwt — a male collateral
explicitly related to ego through the mother (Olalza2012: 857-8).

Willems (1983) expanded on Robin’s results by rpooating some less well attested
kinship terms into his analysis, such &8s — understood as in-law (Roquet 1977),
although so rare that should not be included iagidilist of kin terms — andnms. His
discussion on the latter term is particularly relety as he rejects the translation ‘sister’s
son’ suggested by Piehl (1900), because the toaditirendering ‘friend’ could also
account for those cases where the term seems @0 t@frelatives due to the fluid
boundaries between relatives and acquaintancexiard Egypt (see below).

One of the most significant conclusions from Wil article, and one which is not
explicitly mentioned by Robins, is that the maistatiction in ancient Egyptian kinship
terminology is not between generations, but rathetween lineals and non-lineals
(Willems 1983: 162), because one term could refendividuals of several generations;
thus, sn could be a brother, a mother’s brother, or evamephew. Ancient Egyptian
kinship terminology does not fit into the Hawaiiparadigm, because lineals are more
distinguished than in system where a F=FB=MB andW=FZ, that is, lineals are
referred to by separate termg é&nd mwr) that differentiate them from collaterals.
However, kinship should not be seen as a seriemathematical formulae, and some
flexibility in the system could be assumed. Thussuiggest that Egyptian kinship

It may be worth noting that Robins, Willems anarike were working on a similar topic in ignoranée o
one another around the same time. Robins’ artiele then published first, but these three authargear
at similar conclusions independently.
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terminology may be seen as a variation of the Hawaespecially if the cognatic-like
character of descent groups is taken into accaat $ection 5.8}

Classification of terminological systems allowstam social trends to be monitored
and grouped together, but | would like to avoidisgeit as a fixed paradigm.
Anthropology of kinship has often been criticised presenting social relations as a set
of almost mathematical principles that do not cgpond to real human behaviour.
Terminologies are indeed an important tool for sifesation and comparison, but the
impact of individual responses should not be uratemated. Subjectivity is relevant, and
one should not mistake terminology for an actualfigoiration of people. This does not
mean that the study of terminologies should be diyaed, since they were often abided
by as demonstrated by many ethnographies. In addithe existence of some guidelines
may be significant even if they are not universaligctised in a given society.

The most comprehensive analysis of kinship andriage in ancient Egypt is the
doctoral thesis of Detlef Franke (1983a; reviewsbiRs 1984; Willems 1985; English
summary: Franke 2001a), in which he drew on a mrduwver 2,000 primary sources,
predominantly stelae. It is this extensive collectof sources that makes Franke’s work
an excellent point of departure for investigatioh Egyptian kinship of the Middle
Kingdom and beyond. His conclusions in relatiorkito types do not differ significantly
from those offered by Robins and Willems (see caispa table in Franke 1983a: 172—
3), but the variety of examples presented serveagitdorce the validity of the general
model developed by those scholars.

One of the main difficulties that the study of #np terminologies entails is that it is
not always easy to determine to which individuaéren may be referring in a particular
context. Lustig (1997a: 46) argued that the comipteaf kinship analysis has been

overstated because

‘kin terms are not used in isolation. Texts on attombs and stelae also contain personal names,
official titles and expressions of filial relatidrips. The labelled scenes and texts communicate
specific details of genealogy and status which m@keelationships reasonably clear’.

This, however, is often not the case. Captionsatalways present, names and titles
may be indicative but never decisive of a relatigpsand suffix pronouns may refer to a
several people on a single stela (Olabarria 205Z-80). Consequently, genealogies —

18 Willems observed (1983: 162) that Egyptian terrigy may fit better into Scheffler's (1972: 121-3)
systems with intergenerational extension rules, thig would only account for the intergenerational
extension in the case of collaterals, while gem@natould still remain important in the case o&ais.
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and by extension the usage of terms — that magdmnstructed from the primary sources
will necessarily carry a degree of uncertainty.

Regarding individual kin types, namejy mwt, s3/s3t and sn/snt, the traditional
renderings suggested by Robins (1979), Willems 1,98nd Franke (1983a) are mostly
well founded, and | do not propose alternative dlamons in this section. | would,
however, emphasise the methodological importancdaking groups of stelae into
account when exploring kin relations, because apigroach may diminish some of the
difficulties mentioned in the previous paragraph.

First, some stelae in a group may clarify the nezfee of kin terms mentioned in
others. ANOC 23 provides an excellent example of btelae produced by the same kin
group may present complementary information. Thisug consists of two stelae
belonging tohpr-k3-r, and possibly also a wall fragment. ANOC 23.2 isamplex
composition featuring several relatives designdigdhe kinship termsn/snt. Two of
them,sr andjnj-jr=f, have the same mother as ego, as is evidencdwhfitiation (r.n
sdmjt), so these male collaterals would be full-brotrefrego in modern Euro-American
terminology. The kin associations of the rest ef pleople captioned as on the stela are
not clear, because their filiation links them tditierent woman j¢.n s3t-hthr). Without
further consideration and taking as simply ‘sibling’, one could suggest thathir is a
second wife of ego’s father, so that all those\mtlials mentioned on lines 5.2-5 and
6.3-5 would be half-siblings of ego. This interptain would however be fundamentally
flawed because ANOC 23.1 demonstrates thatsthi&/r was born of the same parents
as ego. In this case, when refers to children ofst-hthr the term corresponds to a
nephew or niece in modern Western terminology. Thian example of how a group
approach may clarify the interpretation of kinstepms and their identification within the
group.

Second, the group approach may also bring to taitethose examples where the
traditional use of terminology is not observed, anthetimes even subverted. There are
cases where a relative is captioned with a ternt tlwes not correspond to his
genealogical position, mainly for ritualistic reasoANOC XII, for instance, features the
kin group ofjkr-wr andjkr-srj on two stelae that provide complementary infororati
Thus, on ANOC XII.1 the role of a person nanjedis not mentioned, but ANOC XI1.2
clarifies thatjkr is the father of botl%r-wr andjkr-srj. On ANOC XII.2 a certairkmnj
appears, and his filiation and position indicatatthe is ego’s mother’s brother. No
children of thiskmnj are mentioned, but he is shown in a position ghlstatus receiving
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an invocation offering. This offering was traditaly performed by the eldest son of the
deceased (e.g. Franke 2003c: 73), but the lackitifren of his own may have ldan/

to have it performed by a son of his sisger;sri. Whenjkr-srj is fulfilling this ritualistic
role he is presented and captioned as the linsakadeants3), of his mother’s brother, as
seen on line 2.2 of ANOC XII.2. Information fromthcstelae confirms that the father of
this jkr-srj is actuallyjkr. In addition, it cannot be argued from there thawas the term
used for a nephew because the full brotheitofr; is mentioned in the same register
immediately after his brother (line 2.3), with txepected caption for male collaterat)
This example shows that Egyptian kinship terminglogs flexible, and the position or
role that a person occupied could determine whecmtwas used to refer to them in a
given context® However, this genealogical position was circumahr- perhaps only
for the duration of this ritual — and did not affexther relatives who occupy the same
genealogical position as the individual whose lemt had been altered. The group
approach proves to be fundamental if one is topgtlagse nuances, since by analysing a
single stela it could have been incorrectly suggkshatjkr-s77 was a biological son of
kmnj or that the line between collaterals and linesaimore blurred than initially thought.

Terms for kinship and affinity have been tacklegublications subsequent to that of
Franke, but not as the main focus of researchtiieoMiddle Kingdom, Lustig’s doctoral
thesis (1993; conclusions presented in abridgedn fan 1997a) focuses on the
intersection of kinship, ideology, and gender ia tambs of the necropolis of Meir. The
New Kingdom has generally received less attentieforle and after Franke. Kinship
terminologies have been discussed by Bierbier (188Ghe basis of evidence from Deir
el-Medina, and the work of Whale (1989) deals myaimith pictorial and iconographic
features in 18th dynasty Theban tombs.

Terminological studies have contributed towardsetier understanding of Egyptian
kinship dynamics. Except for Franke (1983a), howetreey have largely not focused on
the terminology for groups which | believe to bendamental to understanding the
configuration of the society. The information thady be obtained from these terms may
contribute to a fuller image of society becauseytde not centre on an individual
approach. In the next section, | explore the variggyptian terms referring to kin groups

and their implications.

19 Another possibility is thatr-s7j could have been adopted by his urialesj, but this is less convincing
becausegkr-s7/ is also presented as thweof his fathegkr in the previous register.
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2.3 Terms referring to kin groups
Franke identified a dozen kin terms referring tougps in his doctoral thesis (1983a:
178). Some of these were only metaphorical andldhmobably not be regarded as kin

termssensu strictoAn example igg3, which is traditionally rendered as ‘to open’ — it

has the appropriate arms determinafive- but might refer to family or kin groups in

specific contexts. In the first part of this sentid present and assess all of Franke’s
terms, including those which only occasionally rdtekin groups and whose meaning is
primarily metaphorical. | give the terms in orddrperceived prominence; thus, those
attested more widely in a variety of contexts andicw have been treated more

extensively by other authors are presented eantigfollowed by those whose meaning is
disputed or whose relation to kinship is still wal Some characteristics reappear in
most kin groups and could even be seen as ‘diagnesitures’ of relatedness in ancient
Egypt, so that tackling the better known termg ftows for a better informed approach

to those uncertain terms. Some terms that wereamtidered by Franke should, in my
opinion, be treated as fully related to kinship andrriage. In ancient Egyptian there
were several words to express notions of anceatg,| argue that these are pivotal to
understanding kinship because deceased membdrs gfdup were regarded as active in

society. | therefore include terms for ancestougsoat the end of this section.

2.3.1 3bt

One of the terms for kin groups with most attestaifrom the First Intermediate Period
and Middle Kingdom isht, and for this reason it has been regarded as btie dasic
terms for ‘family’. The relation of the term withriship is clear from the sources, but its
etymology has led to some discussion (e.g. Meek&:183-5, rootsh, ‘to brand’;
Willems forthcoming: n. 10, Afroasiatic ab, conregttwith fatherhood). While the
number of instances is larger than for any othentduring this period, the range of
contexts in which it is featured is fairly restadt being broadly divided into two groups:
stock phrases in self-presentation inscriptions eelidious texts. Another remarkable
feature of this term is that it is the only one Wdrich a list of group members is available
in some Coffin Text spells. Thus, it could serveaasnodel for understanding other
groups since it demonstrates that strict Westefe-&inship categories are inappropriate
to the the study of Egyptian society. Nonethelesss debatable how far one can

extrapolate the composition of this group to ottmntexts.
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First,3bt occurs in what is arguably the best attested ftanmuself-presentation texts
in the First Intermediate Perioghk mrjj n ji=f hsjj n mwt=f mrrw snwi=f jm3 n 3bt=£?° |
am/was one beloved of his father, favoured of histher, whom his siblings love,
pleasant to hishs (appendix 2.1.3-9 and 2.1.11-F4)Even though most attestations of
this phrase includingbt are from the beginning of the First Intermediatxiét, the
formula has forerunners in some shorter inscrigtionlate Old Kingdom mastabas, such
as that of Idu (see n. 123 below). The tein is also attested in the Old Kingdom
(appendix 2.1.1-2), although outside jhg n 3bt formula that became popular in later
times?? Some inscriptions exhibit the topos of the carpajron frequently associated
with kin groups; appendix 2.1.4, 2.1.10, 2.1.16 arid34, for example, extol the virtues
of ego towards hishr within an idealised biography. In addition, app&nd.1.29
instructs against the greediness of wanting toagsmne’shr in a way that echoes the
usage ofisw in the Teaching of Ptahhotefsee appendix 2.3.9). This connectioniaf
and 3w is explicit in appendix 2.1.34, and a further plataof the former with another
term for a kin group -whjjt — is also presented in appendix 2.1.32. This nt&tas
remarkable, as one is said to be equipged (or his bz, a verb that is often used in the
context of the afterlife (cf. ‘an equipped spirit§o that a link between this life and the
next could be evoked in this inscription.

Appendix 2.1.2 is especially relevant in that itngs together the theme of the
protector of the group and the importance ofsthran the hereafter that is also explicitly
addressed in the Coffin Texts. Spells 131 to 14§ether with a couple of further
examples (see appendix 2.1.17-31 and 2.1.35-3lihed® a series of spells for the
reunification of thesbr in the hereafte?® The topic and ultimate purpose of these spells is
stated in the title of many of them. Appendix 271ghd 2.1.30-31 in particular bear a
longer version of the heading that emphasises tlwddmental aspects: a decree must be

sealed concerning thér; and thesbr of a man would be reunited together with him ia th

%0 Appendix 2.1.9 and 2.1.11-2 were transliterate@bgham agm3 n 3bt msw=f, because the sidﬁ was
added to the writing ofbt, but | read the term as onl§t becausensw does not seem to be part of the fixed
expression elsewhere (Clere 1950: 30, n. 7).

2l Franke (1983a: 279) pointed out that most of ttessemples come from a restricted geographic area,
namely the 8th Upper Egyptian nome, but this isdfige for most sources from this period, since Abyd

is located there.

22 Appendix 2.1.1, however, could be seen as an ewpatal variation thereof. Father and mother are
mentioned, the order of their associated verbsgbigiverted, and thebz is not yet a group to whom one is
pleasant, but simply a group that ego has congibtd forming.

43 Appendix 2.1.19-20 also include references toithe (see section 2.3.7).
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necropolis, that is, in the hereafter. These tvaiuees — the sealing of a decree and the
reunion after death — deserve further examination.

References to the sealing of decrées (vd) fit with the quite common attestation of
the termsbt in legal contexts. Even when it occurs in textst thre primarily composed
with a funerary or religious purpose in mind, tlenfulation employed evokes that of
decrees and similar documents. The legal charattdris kinship term has been noted
and commented on before (Franke 1983a: 277-9; M&II2008: 194; forthcoming)in
connection with its attestations both in the Coffiexts and in other sources. Appendix
2.1.2 outlines how a priest could delegate somhi®ftasks to a son, or, if this is not
possible, either to hight or his wife, and appendix 2.1.15 also refers @3t in the
context of a funerary endowment. Thus, thegroup could be liable for an obligation of
ego and it is explicitly stated to be separate fegpo’s wife®® a pattern that is also found
consistently in the Coffin Texts.

The 3bht was thus a group of people whom ego wished to mmetfte afterlife. The
Coffin Texts give a precise idea of who was encased in this denomination, as the
members of thebt are listed in a few spells: the father, motheildcan, collateral@,
and thedmj-people are often mentioned in a hierarchicallyaoised list’ Appendix
2.1.28 even presents the members oBbhén a tabular format, separating them from the
rest of the spell. The wife, together with anyrafikin, is never included, and this cannot
be a matter of chance. It is noteworthy that théeews absent from a group that ego
should be meeting in the hereafter, especiallyessuenes of husband and wife labouring
together in the Field of Reeds are a common featiitiee Book of the Dead and are also
attested in New Kingdom tomB%This hints towards a more nuanced understanding of

these Coffin Texts spells not as a genuine, fixestdption of the hereafter but rather as

24| am grateful to Harco Willems for providing metivia copy of his essay on thér spells before
publication. My understanding of this term has dlsaefited from personal discussions with him.

% Both words —3b¢ and hmt — are even separated in split columns, reinfordhey idea that they are
alternatives.

% willems (forthcoming) argues thatw may refer only to siblings becaugeandmwr are also used in
their most restricted sense (father and mother)iléAthe latter may be true because they are oftagn n
mentioned in the plural — although the ‘great onéshe 36 mentioned on appendix 2.1.37 could be
understood as ancestors —, one should not assatnedist collaterals should equally be excluded ftoen
mention ofsnw, which is a notably inclusive kinship categorydsfinition.

27 Occasionally others such asmsw (‘friends’) are included, although Willems (fortming: fig. 2) has
dismissed these as later additions when the gragne longer functioning as a social unit.

% These scenes, such as that of the tomb of SemédjE 1), and their counterparts in chapter 11€hef
Book of the Dead, enable the tomb owner to cartysmme daily tasks and activities in the afterlife,
including ploughing the fields (Robins 1997: 18§, £18).
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a further expression of a multidimensional Egyptiemception of life after death
(Willems 2008: esp. 214-5).

On a different but related note, an ego-centrediraaof theshsr is argued for by
Willems (forthcoming) on the basis of his translatof appendix 2.1.25 as ‘thér of my
father and (that of) my mother’. A similar interfagon was also preferred by Franke for
appendix 2.1.26 (1983a: 282): ‘m¥: of my father and my mother’. As an alternative,
both examples could also be taken as an enumer@atigrebz, my father, my mother’) in
which a genitival connection does not need to siragd. A stela of the 7th century
refers to thesht of the mother exclusively (Carnarvon and Cartet2t949, pl. xli);
however, the term may have been fossilised, ansl tloulonger fully understood, at that
date (Franke 1983a: 287; Willems forthcoming). Battas it may, thebt should be
described as an ego-centred group irrespectiveeopteferred translation of the phrase
mentioned above because, when the members of thup @rre detailed, this is always
done from the perspective of ego. Thus, the org#ois of these groups is not centred
around ancestors, and it must be assumed thashthevas formed anew for each
generation.

The relation offh¢ with other kin groups such @w in the context of biographical
inscriptions has been noted above. In additédn,is also mentioned alongsidaw in
funerary texts (appendix 2.1.20-21). In some cdses,may replaceb: in spell titles,
and it is explicitly desired that both onegaw and 3br be reunited with ego in the
hereafter. As one’snw could be punished on behalf of ego (see secti®7R.it could
be suggested that this group is a natural completoehs, which was a group to which
ego could delegate his or her funerary dutiesninaase, both appendix 2.1.20-21 come
from the same coffin from Saqgqgara and the adduiodvw to the inscription could either
reflect a regional variant of a spell otherwisestitd from Middle Egypt, maybe adapting
to a regional usage of kinship terms at the tinggdven that a majority of instances come
from Dayr al-Barsha or Asyut — or a case of scribaativity’.

| suggest below that the wife is absent from timedtoup in relation to other terms
(see section 2.3.3), but in the casetofthis pattern is completely clear. The exclusion of
the wife can be stated on the basis of differentees deriving from both religious and
legal contexts. Therefore, descent is the key tdertstanding thebs, and ego’s wife
should be considered within her own descent gratper than within that of her
husband. As Willems proposes (forthcoming), sheldvbe part of her father®: (as his

daughter) and of her eldest brother’s (as a sistég use of the terabz in juridical texts

30



of the Old Kingdom points towards a model of thisup as a corporate unit that had
certain duties towards ego. Inheritance of land @thér property may also be connected
to the3bt, as some references to barley and grain and tutady duties on the Coffin
Texts suggest (see appendix 2.1.26 and 2.1.39; pbssibility, however, cannot be
pursued further with currently available sources.

As with all the other kinship terms analysed h#re,rendering ofbz is a problematic
issue, and it does not parallel closely any modafestern categories of relatedn&ss.
The kin groupsbt is first attested in legal documents towards tite 10ld Kingdom,
becoming ubiquitous in idealised self-presentatmxis of the First Intermediate Period
and the Middle Kingdom. Later examples are eitledigious compositions (such as the
Coffin Texts), or royal eulogies (e.g. appendix.28l and a later example from the time
of Seti I). These are conservative contexts, suggethat a fossilisation of the term may
have taken place since the early Middle KingdomilgVieranke (1983a: 288) argued that
the 36t may have been substituted by other ‘modern walygferring to kin groups such
asmhwt, it should be borne in mind that such a linguisgplacement may have been
driven by social changes. Maybe a model of bilatelescent, possibly linked to
inheritance, gained more significance in the trediimes of the late Old Kingdom and
persisted during the Middle Kingdom, only to dis&ointo a fossilised social unit when

the situation stabilised.

2.3.2 prand pr jt/pr mwt

The complex ternpr needs to be included in a collection of words Kor groups.
Although its most basic meaning is ‘house’, by asgten it can also be used to refer to
those living in or belonging to that household. Tmhography opr may point towards
what specific meaning is being used in a particotartext. Whilepr as ‘house’ has often

a stroke as the only determinative, when it referpeople it generally features a seated

man and woman above plural stroli‘%% although examples of the writing with only a
stroke are found when the context clearly refersatgroup of people (e.g. appendix
2.2.25). By contrast, there are also instances evtier seated man and the plural strokes
are present in an inscription that could be undetsts referring either to estates or to a
group, such as in appendix 2.2.17.

% For a survey of the range of translations that besn suggested for this term so far, see Willems
(forthcoming: n. 12).
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These multiple meanings, which are only clarifiecbugh context, and the ubiquity
of the termpr make its analysis quite complex. Thus, it is difft to be exhaustive with
such an omnipresent term, but | have collected asynmstances g#r as kin group as |
could find. It also features in a number of idioimaxpressions related to family life,
which | have also considered. First, its usageahocation with;z and mwt deserves
special mention, since it was a constituent parhefso-calledm;t formula, discussed
below. There are less than a dozen known instasfdiss formula (see appendix 2.2.18—
23 and 2.2.26-29), and they are attested duringpitet! period of time. Second, some
fixed expressions featuring includephwj pr, grg pr, and% r pr. | deal with all of these
briefly at the end of this section.

The letters of Heganakhte, for example, are addoeso hispr (appendix 2.2.5-6),
and this must denote a group of people. Given @sicomeaning of ‘house’, it has
generally been assumed that wipens used as a collective it must refer simply tosth
who dwell in the house. This view, however, is distje, because it disregards another
central meaning opr, namely ‘property’. Appendix 2.2.14, for examplerovides
evidence for the links betwegn and /¢, as something that could be inherited from
parents — both the father and the mother — to @nldt may be more accurate to see the
core meaning gfr as ‘household’, since it can include not onlyrdiyiquarters, but also
gardens and fields, real estate, personal propetitle, household staff and other
relatives of the head of the group (Franke 19888; 273). As with other kin groups, the
duties of the head of the- must have involved protection of and provision tleg group
and associated possessions, as appendix 2.2.7282-213 and 2.2.15 attest. The
provision of those people belonging to the with rations and grain is addressed in
appendix 2.2.7, 2.2.12-13, and 2.2.15, while appeh@.8 emphasises the paternal role
of the head of ther.

Inheritance is a complex issue that cannot beugdriere in detail, but some aspects
of it are fundamental for attaining a better untrding ofpr.*° As is known from other
sources, a wife could inherit from her husband, &oth father and mother could
bequeath to the children that they have togethesnie 1983a: 270; Toivari-Viitala
2001: 96-8, 107; Eyre 2007: esp. 229-33). The @Qttasty will of Naunakhte(lerny

1945; Grandet 2002) demonstrates that a woman cbsiidbute her possessions among

% The connection betwegm and inheritance could have led to its extensiorefer to a house in the sense
of a line of descent, as in the expressionitj meaning the Herakleopolitan dynasty of the First
Intermediate Period (Franke 1983a: 271).

32



her children without her husband’'s endorsenierifven though the property of the
mother is usually mentioned in connection to thepprty of the father in inscriptions
(appendix 2.2.14), the possessions themselves sedrave been legally and socially
separate (Franke 1983a: 274). It is not very comtaanention one’sr in this sense; by
contrastpr jt andpr mwt are more frequent. This separation into two defférspheres
may attest to different rights and duties in relatto possessions deriving from the
paternal and maternal linegs(jt and kit mwt). The stela of Intef (appendix 2.2.14)
specifies how people #mt andmswt n pr — are included within those possessions that
can be inherited from the father and the mothearsgply, and these are different from
the possessions that ego himself has acquiredglhignife by his own means.

Property may also have played a role in the sleaat:jz-formula: smjt nt pr jt nt pr
mwt.3? All known attestations of this formula (see apper2l2.18-23 and 2.2.26—29)
date to the late 12th or early 13th dynasty, wiscthe time when the number of people
represented on stelae increases very greatly. Videree encompasses seven stelae (one
with an attached offering table), one offering éabhd one graffito. Eight of them have
been either retrieved from or are attributed to dds; and most of these stelae have a list
of names laid out in short vertical columns at lo¢tom, where themjz-formula is also
featured. The formula could then be summarisinge¢hmeople mentioned on the stela or
referring to others not featured. Appendix 2.2.48,inscription that includes the word
smjt but does not exhibit thenjr-formula, seems to favour the latter interpretatias it
alludes to those people who may have been forgotten

The termsmjt seems to refer to a place — desert or, in a mpeeific usage,
necropolis — in some instances (Lange and Sch&@0)land to a group of people in
others. As an example of the former, the inscripta stela Cairo CG 20057 (Lange and
Schafer 1902c: pl. vi; see appendix 2.2.21) sagtsah offering is performed for the ka of
the southern and northesmj: of Abydos ¢ k3 n smjt rsj mhtt nt 3bdw). For the latter
usage, stela Cairo CG 20536 (Lange and Schaferciqd2xxxix) supplies a list of
names of people of thenjt (jmj rn=f smjt), as does a stela in a private collection
published by Clére (1985) and sold in an auction MNovember 2014
(https://vimeo.com/110996767; accessed 12 Nover2b#4). The mention gbr j: and
pr mwt together withi3w in appendix 2.2.19 could indicate that peoplehis group may

%L This case may be exceptional, as Naunakhte hadrhesied once before and probably acquired most of
her property from her first husband when he passety. Her current husband could not therefore fieter
with how she decided to distribute shares of ham property among her children.

32| am preparing an article on thejr-formula in which these ideas are expanded anddheces detailed.
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have held some funerary duties towards ego (sdkefumn the section 2.3.3), possibly
linked to the necropolis of Abydos, as evidenceanfithe inscription on Cairo CG 20057
mentioned abové&

From the sources it seems that an ego could haleast twasmjz-groups, one from
the paternal and one from the maternal line, amirtiay be related to the two distinct
spheres of inheritance outlined above. Ong'sjit and pr mwt include those people
(relatives, servants, dependant, colleagues, aedds) towards whom one had certain
rights and duties. Altogether thesj-formula could be reinforcing the social persona of
ego at the intersection between those two linegh bo terms of relations and
possessions: thenj-formula might emphasise the funerary dimensiothefrelationship
of ego to his paternal and maternal fién any case, and given that there are examples
of smjt in connection to ego without any mentiorpefjz or pr mwt, | argue that this term
may provide a further example of the tension betwaecestor-centred and ego-centred
groups that can be found in ancient Egyptian sp¢gse section 2.4).

The termpr is also used in other fixed expressions thatpalgh not directly related
to its connotation of kin group, may help elucid#te role that the ‘house’ played in
ancient Egyptian social groupings.

The phrases(=j) m phwj pr jt(=j) appears on two First Intermediate Period stelae
from Naga ed-Deir (Dunham 1937: no. 69, 80-2, giv;xno. 78, 92—4; pl. xxviii)[PI.
6.2]. Dunham (1937: 81) rendered it as ‘I arose fromtihck of my father’'s house’, in
the sense that he ascended to his current statusarsubordinate position.According
to his interpretation, the back of the house ismltbe servants’ and women’s quarters
may have been located, so that the idea underiji@gexpression would be in keeping
with the ideal of the self-made man that often appén self-presentation inscriptions of
this period. This understanding, however, does se@m plausible, since there is no
evidence that the children of a house would haweshlodgings with servants, or that

women may have lived in separate rooms of the haietheir children. Conversely,

% While it could be argued thaijt may have been regarded as a general term andtthesded to be
explicitly linked to Abydos in that expression, imost casesm;jz is not qualified with a reference to any
specific place.

3 A link between kinship, funerary duties and intetce has already been noted in material from &leir
Medina: ‘existing kinship ties, and part-taking the burial arrangements and their expenses were
apparently of crucial importance if one wished nbdrit from the deceased, at least in cases where n
explicit will was drawn up. In one text a refereneas even made to a law of the Pharabis: the one who
buries who inherits(Toivari-Viitala 2001: 103).

% The verbrs could also be taken as a passive: ‘| was raisewh the back of my father’s house’, but |
favour the active because a dynamic role of thévididal as a successful man is often preferredeift s
presentation inscriptions of this time.
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Franke (1983a: 266—7) suggested thatzghigi may refer to the private part of the house,
where thepr live as a group, so it may be related more to mtgtthan to status, although
these aspects may not be distinct (on the layouhafses and the idea of a ‘rear
chamber’, see: Willems 2014: esp. 203-6).

Other instances qgiiwj in connection withpr may help clarify the meaning of this
expression. Th&@eaching for Merikarestatesw dd.tw=k hd rk n mn jn ntjiw m phwj pr
htjj, ‘'you are called the destroyer of the time of bgehose who are behind the house of
Khety' (Papyrus Petersburg 1116A xiii 1-2: Helck7I991; Quack 1992: 82-3, lines
11-12, n. f). In this instancglwj clearly refers to a group of people rather thahaae,
namely the descendants or followers of the Hergldk@mn dynasty. If this meaning is
applied to the Naga ed-Deir stelae, the translationld be ‘I rose from among the
descendants of my fatheps'. If this rendering is correct, in these inscrguispr would
then not refer to the physical house, but to the dioup itself, angpr would have
connotations of inheritance and succession heveeiS® In the case of stela Dunham no.
78, for example, ego fdj — could be claiming that among all those who ccwdde
succeeded his father as ruler of Thinis, he wasat¢o do it with the endorsement of the
god Onuris.

The usage of the expressigmg pr in didactic texts such as thieaching of Ptahhotep
has long led to believe that the Egyptian idea liivolved founding a new house at
marriage (neolocal residence).jkr=k grg=k pr=k mr=k hmt=k m hn [r tp hsb=s], ‘if
you are an excellent one, you should found yoursbbald and you should love your
wife with ardour [lawfully] (Papyrus Prisse 10, 8Z4aba 1956: 41-2, nos 325-6).
Although Toivari-Viitala (2001: 75-6) points outathat Deir el-Medingrg pr was used
almost exclusively in literary texts, this may derawate that by the New Kingdom the
usage of the phrase was fossilised, since thereexaenples from self-presentation
inscriptions and letters to the dead from the Himg¢rmediate Period and the Middle
Kingdom.

Polotsky (1930: 198-9, n. 24) noted in a studyhef stela ofik3-jb (EA 1671), that
grg pr could have three meanings: ‘1) the householdehismlecease, leaves his house

established [...]; 2) the son, having entered in® ihheritance, establishes his father’s

% Neither theTeaching for Merikarenor the stela from Naga ed-Deir write a deterniveatvith phwj that
could clarify whether it refers to a group of peopt a place.

37 Compare with the autobiographical text of Ahmose sf Abanajw=; m srj n jrt=j hmt jw sdr=j m smt
Snw hr m-ht grg.n=j pr h".n=j jt.kw r p3 jmw mhtj hr knn=j, ‘while 1 was a child, before | had taken a wife,
| slept in @ hammock of net. After | had establilaehousehold, | was taken away to the “Northerip”Sh
because | was skilful’ (Urk. IV 2, 15-6 and 3, 2).
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house [...]; 3) to establish an independent houséHlold this stela, see also Morenz
2006: esp. 392 fogrg pr). The first two meanings are effectively two sidéshe same
coin, while the only two attestations that Polotgkgvided for the third one are those
mentioned above, namely tAeaching of Ptahhoteand the inscription of Ahmose son
of Abana. However, these two texts could also bdetstood in light of the other
contexts in which the expression is featured, thathey may refer to the provision for
and/or endowing of an existing household.

Two letters to the dead (appendix 2.2.2 and 2)2cldify that the terngrg is not
being employed in the sense of ‘founding’ or ‘e8tlting anew’; conversely, the
continuity of the ‘house of the father’ is being @masised. The writer of appendix 2.2.2
in particular warns against the danger of splitingousehold and adds: ‘may your son
provide for your house like you provided for theube of your father'. In this example |
have renderegdrg as ‘to provide for’, based on the context in whilksa term is employed
in other sources. Along the same lines, the selégmtation text on the stelad#; from
Dendera (MMA 65.107) readsy grg.n(=j) pr ji(=j) mh.n(=j)-sw m $pss, ‘| provided for
the house of my father and filled it with riche&dedicke 1960; Schenkel 1965: 116-7,
no. 83; Morenz 2010: 316-%).The stela ofdj-hnmw also features this expression in a
context of idealised self-presentation in which egtols his virtues in lifegrg.n(=j) pr
m tp-nfr s3.n(=j) sbht=f-nbt rd.n(=j) dj n dbh-sw, ‘I provided for the household
successfully, | enlarged all its entrances, | gagft to the one who requested it (Petrie
1888: 51-3, pl. xv; Lange and Schafer 1902b: 16&€henkel 1965: 112-5; Lichtheim
1988: 42-6). These examples underscore the enhantehan existing household, as
well as the moral quality of the one who perpetsigite house of his father.

The last expression to be discussed briefly etk pr, which is often rendered ‘to
get married’, or on occasion ‘to have (illicit) se intercourse’ (Toivari-Viitala 2001:
74-5). Nonetheless, sources other than the oné®dthy Toivari-Viitala suggest that its
meaning may be slightly less specific. The follogvimes in theTeaching of Ptahhotep
state:jr mr=k sw3h hnms m-hnw pr k=k r=f m nb m sn m hnms r-pw m bw-nb wnn=k jm

§33 m tkn m hmwt, ‘if you want to perpetuate a friendship insidéause to which you

3 Goedicke (1960: 291) suggests a different intégtian of the inscription, proposing that j¢ refers to

the tomb of the father. While the Aé%determinative aftefyr may suggest that the father @y was
deceased when this inscription was capredoes not necessarily mean tomb. Even though Itdaeter to

a group with funerary duties toward ego, the megihtomb forpr would be only by extension and not
intrinsically.
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enter as lord? assn, or as friend, to any place that you may entenase of approaching
the women!” (Papyrus Prisse 9,7-9: Zaba 1956: 3@e8,277-81). This fragment shows
that a broader, all-encompassing understandingk of pr is to be preferred, since a
simplistic rendering ‘to get married’ would not wkan this context. This fragment could
be understood in two ways: either ‘entering a houssans simply to pay a visit, or it
indicates other type of relationship, possibly @ddmg inclusion into a group. If this
latter interpretation is correct, the passage wailfiest to the flexibility of the household
(pr) as a group, since people could ‘enter’ into d,affectively, change its compaosition.
In conclusion, the termr plays a pivotal role in our understanding of kiowps of
the Middle Kingdom. Like other words analysed insttsection, it attests to the
importance of the head of the group as protectar earer (e.g. appendix 2.2.8 and
2.2.13), as well as giving a further legal dimendio the social structure of the time. The
existence of separate paternal and materrgiroups indicates that one’s wife did not
give up all the kinship links that she held beforarriage. This pattern may be related to
inheritance and property as key defining featufes-@s a kin group, because both men
and women had independent rights to inherit frogirtparents. Possessions relating to
the pr could have included real estate, personal propertymals, as well as people
(appendix 2.2.14). These people seem to have hmldrdry duties towards ego, as
probably expressed in thenjr-formula. This term points at how Egyptian kinsh#p
bilateral and places the social persona of egbeaintersection between the paternal and
maternal lines. Some expressions and stock phrhsgsincludepr provide further
indication of its range of meanings. For exampétaded analysis gfrg pr demonstrates
that neolocality may not have been as sought afiehad been thought, whife » pr
illustrates the flexibility of the composition offeusehold. Thus, the terpr addresses
aspects that are only hinted at with other termsl, makes the link between kinship,
funerary duties, and inheritance of property —udolg people and group membership —

more explicit.

2.3.3 3w

The termi3w has two main meanings that are sometimes diffitultistinguish by
context, rendering its analysis complex. One usddew, followed by a seated man and
woman on top of plural stroké® has been interpreted as referring to relatives. t€hm

is attested from the late Old Kingdom onward withistmeaning, becoming more

% The version on papyrus BM 10409 kaglineal descendant) rather thain (lord).
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common in the Middle Kingdom. In the second usa&ge, could mean corvée or work,

often with a man with a load determinatidie However, the collective determinative is
also attested for groups of workers, so that thetingr of the word can be
indistinguishable from the one for relatives (apperR.3.1). Given thak3w could refer
to a group of people not related to ego by genéablnks and that it is often employed
together with terms for workers and servants, tlendary between the meaning
‘relatives’ and ‘workers’ might not be clear-cut.

From the Second Intermediate Period onwards ettme/t3w in the compound n /3w
(discussed below) is often determined by the papyoll ===. Furthermore/sw can

also mean ‘proximity’, ‘vicinity’ in a spatial ano¥ a temporal sen$8.Although the

temporal meaning can have the sun determin. ®vehe papyrus roll as used for abstract
nouns is also common. In this perspective, the tgmmin reference to a group of people
may have the broad meaning of ‘those who are aragud, or ‘those who live in the
time of ego™! Thus, it would be adequate to interptet as meaning a (contemporary)
ego-centred group. It is difficult to give a deption of this kin group and its possible
composition.

Hannig (2003: 745, nos 18748 and 18794) givesssyarate meanings fbsw when
accompanied by a collective determinative, in casttto theNdrterbuch der agyptischen
Sprache(Wb ii, 479.1-3) and its successor onliffeesaurus Linguae Aegyptiiemma
97480)* where only one entry is considered. It is not clem me why Hannig's
distinctions are made, since it may not be posdibldifferentiate between a group of
workers and a family if the latter is understooddely (especially since some tasks may
be expected from their members), as | argue inthiasis. The only example éfw as
family that Hannig includes for the Old Kingdomfrem the tomb of Pepiankh Heny-
kem at Meir (Blackman and Apted 1953: pl. 22.3, B¥dister). The context where the
phrase occurs is the harvesting scenes of thereasdet of the south wall of room B
wn dj=tn wnm h3w-pn t, ‘hurry up, let thishisw eat bread’ (appendix 2.3.1). This appears
to refer to a group of workmen rather than a famiy the same register, another man
says 13jj wb3 m hwt=k, ‘'oh man, take care in your task’, wheuner is translated as ‘task’,
‘duty’ (but see Grunert 2001: 47-8: translatiorhasvesting action specifically). Franke
(1983a: 211, although he misread the ternksasather thamwr, see also 214) argued

“0 A still broader sense is ‘matters’ or ‘topic’.

! References to past and futurav (Franke 1983a: 228, n. 1) support my view of atmesas active
members of one’s kin groups (see below).

“2 http://aaew.bbaw.de/tla/index.html, accessed 28 Rp14.
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that both family and work/worker derive from thargaroot and, if this assumption is
correct, | suggest that the group of people denbyeggw would have had to perform the
hwt action. In this sense, it may not be more prodgecto distinguish between the two
meanings. Even k3w sometimes refers to a kin group based on the xpriveing a
member of this kin group could imply some work datithat members had to fulfil
together. From the Second Intermediate Period asvamw refers explicitly to funerary
duties, but it is unknown whether this usage edligtethe Middle Kingdom. If this were
the case, thé3w could be a kin group whose members shared oldigmtiowards the
group.

The termAsw is mostly mentioned in idealised self-presentatiexis that do not
describe the make-up of the group and its main adbaristics, and so offer little
precision in the definition of th&w. For example, appendix 2.3.4-5 emphasise the role
of ego as a supporter and protector of a groupnartion the respect of thgw towards
ego. This topos of the caring patron (see appebd3) is common in self-presentation
inscriptions, particularly those of the First Intexdiate Period (Moreno Garcia 1997: 46;
Franke 2006: esp. 159; Campagno 2014). The steldeoér (appendix 2.3.3) deserves
special mention, because Franke (1983a: 215) thatghovided the first attestation of
h3w, while others see it as the first attestationngfwz.** | agree with Franke’s
interpretation, as it is more common to omitadifi, as in other words on the same stela
(see(3)hwt on line 8), than to skip the initial—, an interpretation that would assume the
earliest attestation ever of the term to be in tedwe writing. Moreovermhwt is
otherwise not attested until the end of the Mid€ilegdom. The final +is also present in
other examples dfsw (e.g. appendix 2.3.4).

The sentence whergw occurs on the stela of Merer (appendix 2.3.3) basn
interpreted as a reference to a non-centraliseid Iraigation system, but the reason why
swimming is mentioned is not cle¥rOccurrences of the vert; (or nbb), ‘to swim’ are
almost exclusively limited to religious texts (€€ 188, CT 335, and CT 1007), with the
exception of the self-presentation text of KhetjnlAsyut (Brunner 1937: 67, line 29).
Since learning to swim in a group emphasises thelitaity of Khety’s family with the

king, it could be argued that Merer’s referenceswomming is related to that closeness,

3 Appendix 2.3.2, from around the same time, is rfragtary, but the termisw seems to appear in the
bottom line of the inscription.

* In fact, Willems (2013a: 349-50) eliminates anference to swimming in his discussion of this seurc
‘| did not allow them to flood for anyone else, thgihow an able commoner acts for his family’.

*5 jw dj.n=f sb3.((w=j) r nbt hn® msw nsw, ‘he allowed (me) to be taught to swim with thgabchildren’.
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in this case among the members of ibhe. Apart from the importance of ego as a quasi-
paternal figure whose task is to ensure the weflgef the kin group, nothing further is
said about this kin group in this type of source.

In addition to self-presentation inscriptioiSy can occur as a kind of formula in
captions to relatives and groups of people (appe2ds.7 and 2.3.11). It is worth
examining references to other kin groups and koesythat are used in conjunction with
h3w.*® In appendix 2.3.11, the formula mentionitiy is placed in the middle of a large
list of names that seems to combine people whaoedaged to ego in various ways (e.g.
collaterals, subordinates, lineal descendants).ldt¢eion of this phrase is unusual, since
other formulae that summarise the people mentimredtelae and/or add more people
who are not referred to by name are often inscrdidtie bottom of the stela, where they
are easily identifiable (see discussionsefit formula above). In appendix 2.3.11 the
groups that are mentioned together with are collateralssgw), friends frnmsw), and
subordinatesd).

Appendix 2.3.7 provides a second instancésef being mentioned on a monument
featuring people who do not seem to be genealdgicalated, with further references to
male and female servantsX, b3kt), the house of the father and the house of théenot
(pr jt, pr mwt), friends fnmsw), and peoplerfns). The expression n i3w, which occurs
here (see also appendix 2.3.14), becomes more commdegal contexts from the
Second Intermediate Period onwards, often with pyqe roll determinative (Franke
1983a: 220-2). It is frequently present in ‘exatmsclauses’ in which lineal descendants
and collaterals are also mentioned but the wifeeiger singled out (Vernus 1978: esp.
135). It could be argued thatw does not refer to a group in those cases, buérath
ego’s possessions, because it has the papyrudetaitiminative. However, the fact that
some earlier attestations of the same expressidnbiexthe people determinative
(appendix 2.3.5 and 2.3.7) suggests that it maydallto a group. An example in an
exclusion clause in appendix 2.3.13 refers to pewplo could inherit or obtain an office
from ego?’ Therefore, at least in a legal conteity might be the group of people who
could claim from ego some sort of succession ateféfter death (see appendix 2.3.13)
or maybe allowance during life (see appendix 2.p#senting the notion of caring

patron). This economic aspect of thev could explain the shift of the determinative to

% Sometimes it may be also contrasted or comparéi ether groups of people, such #s, in self-
presentation inscriptions (appendix 2.3.5).

47 Appendix 2.3.11 and 2.3.14 suggest that/the did not have to be subordinate, but that thisgkimups
would include collateral peers as well.
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some extent. This interpretation is supported bgeadix 2.3.10, in which Ptahhotep
instructs his son not to be greedy next to ongvs and advises against diminishing their
share. It is not known whether members of ibe had to fulfil obligations in order to
have a legitimation to that claim, but the mearohgsw as ‘work, task’ mentioned above
could be intertwined with the nature of the groggsach.

While these two sources may give us the impresthab/zsw is a group of people
possibly comprising subordinates rather than gegez! relatives in our own modern
sense of the term, the graffiti from Kumma presambther aspect of usage (appendix
2.3.8). These three almost identical inscriptiodssomntw address passers-by by
evoking the theme of the man on an expedition vatorns home to be reunited with a
joyful wife and embrace higsw. Although Franke (1983a: 228) mentioned this examp
in support of the view that the wife was part oé #3w, these examples also fit the
hypothesis that the wife was not part of this grdigoming a separate affinal category
instead. The absence of the wife from #He should not be surprising, as the same is
found with 3b¢f, a term that implies the fulfilment of certain Worg obligations (see
section 2.3.1J® The analysis of this latter term showed that tlife weems not to have
followed her husband to the hereafter, as appeabe the case also with her exclusion
from the/sw (the ‘place where one is’ mentioned in append& 2. is the netherworld),
perhaps because she belonged to a different degoaump from her husband and that
would have had a stronger influence on her expeosf the afterlifé® The children
and other relatives, however, could be part of/the so that they did not need to be
mentioned individually in appendix 2.3.8. If thatdorrect/isw could be understood as
household, following from the mention of houge) (at the beginning of the sentence.

Attestations of the termk3w from the New Kingdom onwards, which are not
discussed in depth in this thesis, focus on therany duties of thésw towards ego (see
further Franke 1983a: esp. 224-7). These exampewmplecate the hypothesis of the
absence of the wife further. The funerary processicene in the 19th dynasty tomb of
Roy (TT 255) is the clearest example (Foucart 19283, figs. 6-8, 28-34, ins. 2-19)
[Pl. 3.1]. The caption to the men leading the coffin saysnsctription 10, line 5w

8 The fact that husband and wife may not have sameor 351 does not mean that the wife would not be
part of other ego-centred kin groups. The arrateah for kin groups indicates that there may hazenb
several possibilities in their composition and assed duties.

9 Men and women may have shared a burial spacéo ladfirm that they were husband and wife solely on
that basis is an assumption probably prompted Ipysocio-cultural bias. Be that as it may, it is onant

to note that the afterlife preparations are oftecuged on the man leading to quantitative and tGiak
inequalities, as noted by Meskell (1998: esp. 37 3¢lation to the 18th dynasty tomb of Kha and ter
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h3(w)=k-nb m s3=k, ‘all your h3w is behind you’, which may refer to all the people
behind the coffin they are dragging. The wife ofyRtands just next to the coffin, what
may indicate that she is actually part of Hi@. However, this view may be nuanced by
inscriptions 3 and 5. The former regdsw dd.n rmt ntj hr st3 hr mrht r jmntt, ‘Oh h3w,
said the men who are dragging (the coffin) andyoagrthe unguent, to the West'. The
caption to the mourners run&l.n p3 h3w ntj m s3 p3 krs r jmntt, ‘the 3w who are behind
the coffin said to the west’. Thus, one could ustierd that the wife needs to fulfil
certain funerary duties towards her husband while being entirely integrated in the
w.° It is in any case difficult to produce a defingianswer encompassing all these
pieces of evidence, taking into account that tiea ¥8w could have a different meaning
in legal and funerary contexts, or the sense ofténen may have changed throughout
time.

In summary, &sw is an ego-centred kin group with flexible boundarilnclusion
does not seem to be determined by any kind of fbietbgical links, and subordinates
are important members, but it is also composedavér@l) peers. The termw often
occurs together with other terms for groups degotilependants, and ego is often
portrayed as supporter and carer of his group.

In addition to self-presentation inscriptions atdck phrases, two further groups of
evidence contribute to an analysighef.. On the one hand, legal inscriptions suggest that
this group could have some rights of successiom fego. On the other, occurrences in
funerary contexts in the New Kingdom, especiallerss of funerary processions,
indicate that the members of theév had a duty to participate in the burial rites gbelt
is difficult to say whether these two meaningslaneed, since the same term could have
independent meanings in different contexts, andngsning could have shifted through
time. More broadly, rights of inheritance went waértain duties, which may have been
funerary in this case. Thus, there may have beegtigrocity between ego providing
support and security for hisw in life and their performing of the necessarysite his
funeral.

The possibility that ego’s wife may be relatedtd not part of thésw as such seems
to derive from inscription in appendix 2.3.8. Ifghs the case, descent may have been an

important element in ancient Egyptian kinship giogp, as | explore further below.

%0 Another example that may point towards this isnfibin the 19th dynasty tomb of Mose, where the
mourning wife is separated from the rest of the mers. It is the latter group who refers to Moseas
who left hisi3w behind (Gaballa 1977: 16, pls XXXiv—xxxV).
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While a woman was likely subordinate to her husbamh& may retain her links to her
descent group in some occasions for the performahcertain tasks. There is thus an

interplay between affinity and descent that shadtbe disregarded.

2.3.4 mhwt

Unlike the rest of the terms considered in thigisacmhwt is first attested in the sources
towards the end of the Middle Kingdom (appendix B.2" but it then becomes the most
widely attested term for kin groups in later pesgdee Chicago Demotic Dictionary,
letter M 10:1, 167). Middle Kingdom examples are eatirely informative when it
comes to analysing the composition of this paréickin group, but they put it in relation
with others that are better attested around the game.

The first attestation fomhwt is disputed, because some authors consider tkat th
word 43w on the stela of Merer (appendix 2.3.3) shouldeaatbe readm)hwt (Cerny
1961: 8, n. m; Schenkel 1965: 63), but | agree Wwitdnke (1983a: 215) that this is a less
plausible reading (see section 2.3.3). In Papyma®IiByn 35.1446, wherehwt is next
attested, the term has actually been restored doyirst editor (Hayes 1955: 56; pl. vi).
The m and theh are visible, and the tail of theis partially preserved. There is a gap
before the next word, but the usual collective aeieative for this term (the seated man
and woman with plural strokes) fits well, so thetogation seems quite reliable.

The ubiquity of the termirjw in Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446 may be a further reaso
to suggest thawiwt has been correctly restored in appendix 2.4.1sd@he&o terms for
kin groups occur in the same expression in appeddix—5, while in 2.4..lnhwt seems
to have been used in a sense that is otherwiseveestor irjw, as in lines 54—-7 (Hayes
1955: pls iv, vi). In the case of appendix 2.4ubwt is employed to refer to people who
will need to stay in custody until a person whai$ugitive — and who is presumably
related to them — is found or returns. The reasby miawt is preferred ovekrjw in this
particular case is not known, but it could be tin& crime committed was of a different
nature — perhaps considered more serious — andatiatber set of measures was to be
taken. Franke (1983a: 180) proposed ihalr encompasses a wider range of people, so
that more individuals would have been held in cdgtas a surety for the misdeed

perpetrated by one of their relatives. The temisv: and Arjw are also contrasted in

®1 The Wérterbuch does not record any attestationthiefterm before the 18th dynasty (Wb ii, 114.7),
whereas the TLA online (http://aaew.bbaw.de/tlatitml; accessed 23 April 2014) only goes badkéo
Second Intermediate Period (appendix 2.4.3-5). Sdution of the Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446 where the
term occurs is dated to the end of the reign of Aenehet Il on palaeographic grounds (Hayes 1955: 11
15-6).
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appendix 2.4.4-5, but the context of an idealiself:esentation does not provide
insight into the nuances of their meaning beyoralf#ict that they are linked. Appendix
2.4.6 is damaged, but the beginning of a constroajuite close to appendix 2.4.3-5 is
preserved, so an expression featuritkgy: could be a plausible restoration. This example
fits with the linguistic evidence that people frohe region of Edfu were living in Buhen
during the Second Intermediate Period (Uljas 20T0g use ofniwt here could be a
further relevant example of a localisf.

The etymology ofniwt has also been disputed, since it has been sudgiste it
could be amm- formative derived fromisw (Giveon 1971: 256). Franke (1983a: 230)
rejected this view, proposing that they both demdependently from the same rdoty,
‘time’. Even if they derive from the same root, yhievo differ from one another in
meaning and usage. First, the only determinatiaemhw: features is the collective one
of the seated man and woman with plural strd%swhereashsw sometimes has the
papyrus roll=<= when it refers to a group of peoecond, the kin group designated
by mhwt seems to be slightly more circumscribed than deaioted by:3w. Unlike /3w,
mhwt is only ever used for a kin group. Even though determinative specifies that it
refers to people, it is never used for the circamseés of ego, as is the case /Aew in
some occasions. In this sense, the tafm: is more specialised, unequivocally denoting
a kin group. How that group relates to ego is redyeto define with the evidence
available.

The members of anhwt are referred to unambiguously asw (collaterals) in
altogether later Demotic teachings such as Ankhsiresy (Papyrus BM 10508) or
Papyrus Insinger. The mention of collaterals nextAwr in appendix 2.4.3 suggests that
this could have been the case in earlier periodsth®e sources are not as explicit. A
person may have acted as the head ofiher, all of whose members should be kind to
one another (Papyrus Insinger 26,14-15: Lexa 18261.ichtheim 1983: 224; Papyrus
BM 10508 10,15: Thissen 1984: 23). In a set of pgraentencesphiwt is compared to
town, nome, and temples (Papyrus Insinger 34,6&8a 1926: 109; Lichtheim 1983:
233), so this kin group could have had a local disnen. Papyrus Insinger 8,5 (Lexa
1926: 24; Lichtheim 1983: 204) appears to staté dh@oman should ‘marry out’ from
hermhwt, but it is not known whether she remains partefdriginalmawt or becomes a

°2 An argument for reading the term on Merer’s staniwt is that this object may come from Edfu as
well. If this were accepted, the use of this woodld be a regional marker, but | can find no exptam of
why this particular term later became the most gpdead one, at least in Upper Egypt.
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snt in themhwt of her husband. In any casewt, which may denote a larger group than
other terms, appears in the sources at the erftedfitddle Kingdom, when the number
of collaterals on monuments increased, and these dewelopments — namely the
representation of collaterals and the generalisationiwt to refer to kin groups — may

be linked: there may have been wider social deveés of which the use of a more
encompassing term and the more inclusive displegds would have been different
manifestations.

Finally, mhwt is often used in connection with foreign groupgebple, especially in
sources of the 19th and 20th dynasties (Frankea98387/—202). Although it sometimes
refers to a group of foreign people without spanijytheir origin, in most instances it
explicitly denotes groups of Palestinians or Libyd4a.g. Giveon 1971: 255-8). Franke
(1983a: 201) suggested that this term may be ckl@mehe segmentary lineage system
described in traditional ethnographies of Africanups (for social structure in the Third
Intermediate Period in Egypt, see e.g. Ritner 2@39. 333-5, with references to other
literature). There is not enough evidence, howeweaffirm thatmhwt is comparable to
these segments. These segmentary lineage systemsoamuniform, so it would be
impossible to determine what the ‘typical’ segmemhy be, and whether thaiwt
resembles to it in any way. A second reservatiothas we may actually be imposing
modern characterisations (and prejudices, for iigtter) onto ancient social models. To
contrast a supposedly ‘tribal’ society of the Libgawith a ‘family-based’ milieu of the
Egyptians owes too much both to the use of biasedces produced by the Egyptians
(not by the groups they designated) and to our ewpectations. Be that as it may, the
use ofmhwt in this context does not provide insight into hibwwas understood in Egypt,
as the Libyan social unit may have been givenHggptian name due to its resemblance
to a pre-existing Egyptian group.

The termmhwt is used exclusively for kin groups, but thesegarerally difficult to
define. Although all members ofr@hwt seem to be treated @sv, so that the focus is on
collaterality, detailed patterns of inclusion aret mlear from the sources. The group
denoted bymhwt seems to encompass a larger number of individinals 47w, with
which it is often contrasted in the sources, bathsélf-presentation inscriptions (see
appendix 2.4.4-5), and administrative records agPapyrus Brooklyn (see appendix
2.4.1 and compare with section 2)3 Although not attested before the Middle Kingdom,
mhwt ended up becoming the most widely attested onkiiogroups in later periods.
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2.3.5 hrjw

As a term for a kin grougirjw has often been misunderstood, possibly due to its
etymology. Previously translated as ‘dependantg. (&llen 2002: 15-6), ‘underlings’
(e.g. Parkinson 2012: 103), or even as simply fieple of’ (e.g. Hayes 1955: 27), all
these renderings contribute to complicating therpretation of the term.

The termarjw occurs in a variety of contexts, and this probaiigcures the picture
even further. It is first attested in the Firsteimediate Period or early Middle Kingdom
and remained in use until the Late Period. In Dé&rnibseems to have been replaced by
mhwt instead. Morphologicallykzrjw is a nisba of the prepositign (‘'under’, ‘below’),
which would translate as ‘those who are below’.sThas long been understood as
referred to servants, but as Franke (1983a: 24#jtemb out, the sources indicate that
servants were not necessarily part ofilev. Indeed, rather than referring to ‘those who
are under’ a man as his subordinates, the termdaaignate those of whom he had to
take care, thus placing the emphasis on the rolhefhead of the group as a carer.
Although Franke argued thatjw may have excluded the servants, | see it as br@emke
more flexible term. While maidservantsskr) are featured in entries separate from the
hrjw in the Heganakhte letters (Allen 2002: lettetines 8-11; 16, pl. 30), that does not
exclude them from being part of tihejw. Since the two maidservants in question are
assigned tgp; and hipt — Heqanakhte’s mother and wife respectively — timeyst be
people for whom he had to provide: the maidservanild not be part of therjw of jpj,
but ratherp; and her maidservant belonged to #py of Heganakhte. The rendering of
hrjw and its associated preposition occur in a fragargntontext in appendix 2.5.15;
Collier and Quirke’s rendering of this passage 2®&®) would fit with servantsh{iw)
being included among thejw.

The aspect of nurturing and protection, which iseeurring theme in the usage of
many of the terms analysed so far, is presentpy in appendix 2.5.1. The letters of
Heganakhte show how the head of a household mamatjess. In letter ii, lines 24-9,
he assuresuk-tn prw r-hr=f m-mjtt hrdw=j jnk ht-nbt, ‘look, the household in its entirety
are like my children; everything is mine’ (see api® 2.2.8 and see n. 10 above). The
letters include lists of people and the amountatibns assigned to each of them and their
hrjw. This role of provider can also be enacted byfénial, as in appendix 2.5.3, where
the nomarch Ameni claims to have been able to isuatad stock provisions for all his

nome’s inhabitants.
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In relation to provisioning, thérjw are also mentioned in Lahun documents,
particularly on letters and administrative textpp@ndix 2.5.6, 2.5.14-17 and 2.5.20).
While the context of the letters is often difficatt understand, and | leave these aside
here, thewpwt-list may have served as a type of census of pelopig in the same
household or being provided for by the same graegull(for the potential administrative
biases of these documents see section 3.2.1; K@&bay). In the case of the soldier
Snefru (appendix 2.5.20), the list features hishegthis paternal grandmother, and three
sisters of his fathgPI. 1.2]. No wife or children of Snefru are mentioned, aedvants or
assistants are also absent from the list, wheteasdre appear in othepwr-list from
Lahun (Collier and Quirke 2004: 116-7). Since apjper2.5.20 possibly states that a
givenarjw was sworn as thejw of a dead man, this list may enumerate those pdopl
whom Snefru’s father Hori was directly responsilflerhaps after the death of Hori these
women came under the tutelage of Snefru and theantieg hisirjw.>

As with mhwt andh3w (see sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4), the obligationth@fhead of
the group are matched by those of members ofithe towards him. In particular, the
hrjw of a man can be held responsible for a misdeddsofAs in appendix 2.5.6, when
the perpetrator has disappeared, someone elsehisoinw must take his place until he
is found again. In Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446 thgw are listed separately from the
servants d¢). Perhaps among the different categories of sé&svaome, like theésiw,
were included in thérjw while others were not.

The Coptos decree (appendix 2.5.21) also confitima$ a man’sirjw could be
punished for his misdeeds. In this case, notsthe: but rather théisw of a person is
mentioned in connection tkyw and the punishment, which seems to be less common.
Another unique detail in this text is the mentidnagpaternal and a maternalw. This
need not mean that the father and the mother tHeesskave arjw but rather that one
could ‘inherit’ akrjw from one’s father's and mother’s side, as couldehldeen the case
in appendix 2.5.20. This reference to successiaghaposition of head of the household
could support Franke’s opinion that servants wexelueled from theirjw as they
probably would not be eligible for this successiblowever, father’s sisters can also be
included in theirjw, as seen with Lahun documentation (appendix 2158 they are
certainly not known to succeed their nephews ireiotources. Thus, thiejw does not

consist only of people who could succeed ego, sb tte servants could have been

3 Whether this situation can be linked with the pe#is claim in appendix 2.5.12 is only open to
speculation.
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included in this category. In any case, intersgctategories are known from legal texts
both ancient and modern, so it may be futile to and avoid any overlapping at
describing the categories cited in texts like tloptGs decree.

The hrjw occurs in some fixed phrases in self-presentaiais, such as appendix
2.5.19 and 2.5.22. These two examples supportdhaection betweemhwr and hrjw
already mentioned in the previous paragraphs. bhdeely a member of theiwr or a
member of arjw could be called upon to stand in for the head gfaup, should he
disappear after having committed some kind of naddét the same time, thehwt and
the hrjw are mentioned together in appendix 2.5.19 an@2,.5vhich suggests that they
are related, but slightly different in meaning. Téxdent of that difference is difficult to
interpret, because conclusions should not be basestock phrases. A second type of
formulaic expression includinkyjw is known, but only in one example: 2.5.23 is alsto
phrase used by officials who are returning homenfexpeditions. In other inscriptions
(see appendix 2.3.8), officials are said to comeklia their house, wife, children, and
occasionally siblings. In appendix 2.5.23 only thgw is mentioned as the group of
people to whom ego should return safe and sound.

The final context in whichkrjw is used in the Middle Kingdom and beyond is in
military accounts and reports of plundering aftattles. In appendix 2.5.4-5, 2.5.11 and
2.5.13 the term refers to those foreign people whre carried away by Egyptian troops.
In appendix 2.5.11 and 2.5.13 thew is paralleled to cattlen{umnt), so they are
probably sought-after loot items (also in lateripas: Franke 1983a: 239-40). Franke
(1983a: 238) suggested thafw is used as a collective noun for a groups of greis in
military texts. Although this is valid in context,propose thatirjw refers not to any
group of foreigners, but specifically to those peogho were under the responsibility of
the foreign leaders that were taken prisoners ldkithus inhabitants of their lands. In
addition, the usage dfrjw in appendix 2.5.11 could be compared to that ipeadix
2.5.3, where Ameni refers to the inhabitants of bene asirjw, since both examples
mention ‘itsarjw’ rather than ‘his/theifirjw’, thus linking the group to a place, not to a
person.

In sum, theirjw may be those people for whom a man needs to adreravide, and
they may include the closest relatives as welleagasts or other dependants. This aspect
of provision and protection is associated with naighe terms for kin groups, but in the
case ofirjw the examples are in a wider range of texts tha gelf-presentation

inscriptions, instead encompassing letters and midtrative texts that confirm this duty
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of the head of the group to provide for subordigsate addition, some members of the
hrjw could succeed ego in his office (appendix 2.5.21).

A man’shrjw had to fulfil some duties towards him, the mogiesd of which in the
sources is that they were liable for misdemeanduhi® master. Thus, if he should
disappear, one or more members of Agy may have needed to be detained until his
return. A similar usage is attested for the tewawr. Finally, this term is employed in
military accounts, as Egyptians are said to plurider:rjw of those they defeat. Rather
than considering this a special, contextually-dedimsage ofrjw, | suggest that it may
have the same meaning as for Egyptians, so thaptiagysoldiers would be carrying
away subordinates whom their enemies would haveipomed for.

As usual, it is not possible to render with a Enignglish word a rich term that may
include the closest relatives, several people énghternal and maternal line, unmarried
relatives, and even servants. If we opt for theegairendering ‘the people of’ as Franke
(1983a: 242-3) suggests following Hayes, we coualtl @ with the same translation for
every single one of the terms for kin groups, dre/twould all lose their distinctiveness.
This is further illustration of why | have chosemleave all these terms untranslated in

this thesis.

2.3.6 whjjt

The boundary between kin group and other socialsusi sometimes blurred, ashjjt
demonstrates. This term denotes a form of socighrosation of foreign peoples,
especially in the region of Syria-Palestine. Sine&jjr may have encompassed
individuals related by genealogical links, it magsajnate a kin group, although its
determinative may also point towards a territodategorisation. However, these two
options need not be mutually exclusive. The faett tferritory and kinship are often
separate spheres in our culture does not mearsda¢ groups in ancient Egypt could
not combine both features.

The territorial aspect of the?jjt is made explicit in the New Kingdom, when the city
determinativé® becomes common in the writing of tieirm (Franke 1983a: 207-8). In
addition,whjjt is sometimes set in parallel iapwr and/ordmjw, such as in the annals of
Thutmose Il (Urk. iv 697, 1-9). It is not so cleiom the orthography whether this
spatial dimension of the#/jjr was fundamental to its definition in the Middlenigdom.

A semi-nomadic nature of the groups described éTtie of Sinuheould be implied in

certain passages, such as in the reference testhefutents’jm3 (B 144—6: Koch 1990:
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53). If this were the case, the territorial chagastic of the group could derive from the
fact that they move around; perhaps the groupfitsas defined by the space within
which they could settle temporarily. As Franke do{@983a: 209), in modern Egypt
places are often related to a particular kin graam this is reflected in the toponyms,
while territorial units may be related to marriagges, although the nature of these is
unknown for ancient Egypt (see section 5.7). Initawld to Sinuhe, appendix 2.6.10
highlights the connection of theijjt with a place, in this case with a settlemeuif).

Although theTale of Sinuhés a literary piece and its implications may netthken
for granted, it remains the most important soumetfie study ofwhjjz in the Middle
Kingdom, and the text seems to emphasise the draspect rather than the locational
one (appendix 2.6.4 and 2.6°8)Moreover, in appendix 2.6.Ajjt is presented in
connection with the termbt rather than with a place. Some of the small nunder
Middle Kingdom references t/jj¢ from outside th&@ale of Sinuhgappendix 2.6.1 and
2.6.9) also seem to emphasise the social rolepgati of the group that the chief of the
whjjt performs. In appendix 2.6.1, this is in the cohtek an ideal self-presentation
inscription, as in the case bfw above (e.g. 2.3.5), so the sense of this terneastohg a
type of kin group is evident.

All the attestations oiv/jjz in the Tale of Sinuheefer to groups of people in Upper
Retjenu. The term might therefore be one of thaseduor the social organisation of
foreign groups, but appendix 2.6.1, 2.6.10 and rethghow that it was not used
exclusively in that context. According to appendi®.3—4 eachw/jjt would have had a
ruler, who would fulfil a role similar to that ofi¢ head of other kin groups ensuring their
protection and providing for them. However, degaisiomight not have been made
unilaterally by the leader: appendix 2.6.5 is peated by the idea of a council
assembling and partaking in the decision-makinggss. The status of head of thgjr
may have been passed on from father to childrepefagix 2.6.4 and 2.6.8), and Sinuhe
becomes chief himself only after he has married Aemshi's eldest daughter (B 78-9:
Koch 1990: 40). The ideal scenario seems to beatwpable man establishes his own
whjjt (appendix 2.6.4), although the eldest son couberim his father’s together with all

its associated resources, including servants attié ¢appendix 2.6.8).

** The term continued to be in use until the GrecoaRo period, when the kinship associations are still
present. In Papyrus Bremner-Rhind, not havinghgs is equated to not having children, famihy{y) and
heirs (Faulkner 1937: 174, 28.8-10).
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In relation to such featuresyjjt has been rendered ‘tribe’, ‘clan’ (or a ‘sub-clan’
within it), ‘lineage’, or ‘great family’ (Franke BBa: 322). While all these translations
may capture aspects of thehjjz, | wonder whether it is necessary (and arguably
impossible) to find a single term to convey its miag. As has been argued for the use of
‘family’ in section 1.2.1, | think that it is simigtic — and potentially risky, since we
could unwittingly be adding some connotations -gst on finding a correspondence
with modern terminology®

In summary, the termvjjt denotes a kin group with territorial associatiohkshough
the Middle Kingdom sources available use it mainlyelation to foreign groups, it may
also occur in Egyptian contexts (appendix 2.6.he whjjr had a ruler who had to ensure
the wellbeing of the group. This position coulddmguired through worth — although this
might have been a literary elaboration of the topba self-made man in thgale of
Sinuhe- or by father to son succession patterns. Thgeushthis term demonstrates that
a sharp distinction should not be made betweenhlpnsterritory and political
organisation, because sometimes groups based shigxiocould be the foundation for the

political organisation of an area.

2.3.7 hnw

While the terminw has often been translated as ‘family’, Franke 880&54—6) argued
that it should probably not be considered a kirugras such, but a group of a different
nature that could include co-residents, neighbaamd, friends in addition to relatives. In
relation to my working definition of kin groupsaw is indisputably a kin group, even if
it is not composed exclusively of genealogicalhkéd people.

The terminw is sparsely attested before the New Kingdom, #udiest example
being a spell group in the Coffin Text that occandy in the coffin ofsnnj from Saqggara
(Firth and Gunn 1926: vol. i, 246-53). These spe#la be categorised within the so-
called spells for the reunification of the kin gpoin the hereaftet: which often centre on
the 3ht (see section 2.3.1). In appendix 2.7.644#y is parallel to3ht as a kin group that
ego would like to rejoin, and the phrasing is thme as that used in spells in which only

the3b¢ is mentioned.

% For example, one of the most distinctive featwka clan is the common descent of all their member
from a single (real or often imaginary) ancestaof® 2006: 311), and there is no evidence to affiris
from the sources om/jjt.

* Franke mentioned that the tefmw also occurs in a version of the CT 1130 (de Bu@R5-1961: viii,
470), but parallel versions and the determinath@asthat a warrior is meant instead.
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The term becomes more common during the 18th dynssmetimes even replacing
other terms for kin groups. In a 18th dynasty copyhe Teaching of Ptahhote(British
Museum Papyrus EA 10509) the teksw is systematically substituted byw (appendix
2.7.8-9%' This indicates that the two terms are relatechoaigh they may not be
identical and their meaning may have changed owee,tthe consistency of these
replacements shows that they were not incidentd|l #mus, both terms could have
referred to kin groups. Th&eaching of a man for his saa preserved only in New
Kingdom copies, but its composition has been d#teithe 12th dynasty (Fischer-Elfert
1999: 417-21; Parkinson 2002: 319). The teknw appears in the fourth stanza
(appendix 2.7.3), although the Ostracon Gardinet Bfadsh3y (Fischer-Elfert 1999:
84,6 of synoptic edition), which could be a varianiting of 43w or a misspelling of
hnw.>® This passage emphasises how havingna does not depend on any other
possessions. The version on Ostracon Louvre 23864 the noums (land) as what the
person who has ABnw may lack. This may be a textual contaminationit appears in
only one manuscript, but it could also be pointiogards the non-corporate nature of the
hnw, which would encompass only people, not land,leatir other possessions, in
contrast with other groups suchmagwr andwhjjt. Although Franke (1983a: 254) stated
that -inw relates to farming and land ownership, this is elear from the sources. For
example, appendix 2.7.8 details how the fruitshefland should be shared with they,
but the proprietor seems to be ego rather thargtbep as a corporate unit. Similarly,
appendix 2.7.2 suggests that thev may love its lord on account of his lands, which
may imply that they do not have a direct sharéneit.

Most examples ofnw in literary texts include a contrast between thespmany and
few or abundant and lacking (oft&f versus‘ud), to the extent that it appears to be a
literary topos. This is also the case in the exélgrdamaged papyrus of appendix 277.5.
In appendix 2.7.2 a smaklw is contrasted to having numeromsw (‘servants’) who
love their lord on account of his possessions. $hlsstantiates the idea that thay and
the servants appear to be separate categoridsatsiné former could be identified with a
kin group. The text goes on to explain how oneig could be destroyed and children

" Franke (1983a: 254) suggests that could be related to neighbours, and derive froenséime root as
the kin groupisw, namely fromisw, ‘time, circumstances’ where theshould have changed to anThe
other option that Franke (1983a: 256) proposekatthe grouginw could be linked tainw, ‘to jubilate’,
thus referring to people who have a positive eftecego.

8 |In addition, some versions are completely différefieaturing a variant ofinw with a jubilation

determinativej? followed by the usual man and woman above pIurakeB%“?.
% For the history of the Ramesseum papyri, see fsoki (2006: 138—72; 2011).
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slain on account of a crime committed by their Javttile themrw would only need to be
expelled (compare with the us@hw: and Arjw on Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446). This
passage supports the understandingzefas a kin group despite Franke’s reservation.

In addition,inw appears in some idealised self-presentation ptsmnis in phrases
often used for kin groups. The inscription on dastd Amenemhet, found in a chamber
of his 18th dynasty tomb in Sheikh abd el-Qurna 8P}, extols the vizier User as a role
model:jw jr.n jmj-r3 njwt 3tj wsr [mr] p<t rhjjt nd msjr hn® wsrw nh h3rt jwtj hnw sndm jb
Jjm3hw j3w dj.n=f [Sriw] hr swt jtw dj.n=f s-nb m htpw, ‘the overseer of the town and
vizier User did what thg‘ and therijjt love, protecting the poor and the rich, caring for
the widow who had nénw, making content the heart of the venerable ondstaaged
ones. He placed the sons on the seat of the fattwedsmade every man to be satisfied’
(Davies and Gardiner 1915: pl. xxv, line 6). Fraitk883a: 250-1) used this inscription
to argue that widows had haw, and hence that married women had one. Howeuwsr, th
expression should be understood as a formulaicerstait of the concern of
administrators for the disadvantaged that had existnce the Middle Kingdoff. The
inscription suggests that taking care of a widows War/nw’s responsibility, so for a
vizier to assume this social duty would be a sidgnhis virtue and elevated moral
standards. It is therefore difficult to judge whatla vizier that would care for widows
was a literary topos rather than something thaiadlgt occurred in lived experience. Be
that as it may, the inscription does not specifyetikr a husband’snw or her own
should provide for the widow. Furthermore, the men states that the vizier would
look after those widows who had hew, not that widows did not havehaw.

Although post-Middle Kingdom sources deserve totigated with caution in this
discussion, as the relevance and meaning of someepts could have changed, two
further New Kingdom texts may help clarify the matand function of thénw group. A
late Ramessid hieratic letter in British Museumyap EA 10416 shows that a woman
(possibly unmarried, but not certain) could inddexl related to a@nw. This source
records the scandal of a married man who is knawhatve been having extraconjugal
relations with a woman, and the letter relates kbe and heknw were at risk of being
beaten up due to her behaviour (Janssen 1988; HBR32; vso. line 5, pls 17-8),
implying that theinw may have been accountable for its members. Althougg not

explicitly said that the woman hadhaw (that is, it is not presented with a possessive in

9 Widows in particular were not part of the selfgestation discourse until the Middle Kingdom (Kdtha
2006: 154-5).
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reference to her), the text clearly refers to augrto which she belonged. In relation to
this, an inscription of the reign of Amenhotep dthtes how a child did not yet have a
hnw (Urk. iv, 1794.12). This does not mean that herditibelong to @&nw, but perhaps
that he was not the head of one. The group may bese acquired during one’s lifetime.

A possibility could be that men in charge of landyht become lords of such a kin
group, with their responsibilities including prowsing for its members, who would live
from the produce of the land. In this way #hav could then be similar to thgw, which
would account for the replacement of the term ia Teaching of Ptahhotegout no
funerary duties are attested for they. It is not explicitly stated whether the wife was
member of her husband/isiw or she belonged to her own one on the basis afedés
Again, the mention oknw together withsbs in appendix 2.7.6—7 as a group with whom
ego may reunite after death may suggest that tfeewas not a member of thhew and
that, after her husband’s death, she might haveepamto the tutelage of her descent
group: such a pattern is recorded in the Lahun pdpy the family of Hori (Kéthay
2001: 353-5). Even though the tekmw is not employed in the case of Honwgwr-lists,
where the group is referred to as gy of a dead man, the close relationship of/tine
and the widow, as shown in the inscription of tbenb of Amenemhet above, could
indicate that this group was meant as/thve of a living man.

Although Franke was hesitant to consiélen a kin group, it fully complies with the
definition that | present in section 1.2.2. It mapcompass people who are not
genealogically related to ego — for example codesis —, but the fact that it is paralleled
to 36t in appendix 2.7.6—7 indicates that it would inéuwmbme close relatives. The chief
of a hinw was responsible for providing for and protectihg group, as appendix 2.7.1
clarifies. In addition, thénw could be punished on behalf of its chief, as v sabove
for mhwt andhrjw. A hnw was not assigned to a chief from his birth, bus waquired
during the course of life instead. It was regardggositive to have a largew. The term
h3w is systematically substituted layw in later versions of some texts, suggesting that
the two terms are close in meaning. In any casentture ofinw as a kin group is

evident, and it should rightfully be included instltompilation of kinship terms.

2.3.8 ht
ht is another problematic term with a wide range etnings. The need to include it in a
compilation of terms for kin groups may be debatal@specially since Franke stated

(1983a: 298) that the contexts in which it occurandt indicate that it refers to any kind
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of kin group. Despite disparity of its core mearsingargue that one of them should be
certainly regarded as a term for kin groups.

The basic meaning @f is ‘body’, and it is usually determined by a pietdlesh« or

simply by a stroke. However, sometimigss accompanied by a seated man and woman

with plural stroke&ﬁl“?, giving the impression that it should refer toraup of people. The
term is used mainly in two contexts that can besifeed broadly as religious and non-
religious. The former include several spells in Bygamid Texts and Coffin Texts, a few
stelae, and a temple inscription at Tod, and thegrly refer to a group of gods that has
at times been identified with an Ennead. In somehef Pyramid Texts they denote
groups of stars and occasionally a primeval groledaties. All these instances have
been translated as ‘corporation’ or ‘generatios’tlzey refer exclusively to gods, so that
they are not included in the table of sources ipeaplix 2. Attestations dfs from non-
religious texts present a different set of featueesl this is the usage of the term that is
analysed in this section.

Instances of¢ in non-religious contexts are known from the Finrdermediate Period
onward, but they are rare in later periods. Thesengles seem to designate a group of
people living at the same time, possibly a genemativhich fits in with one of the
connotations ohz in religious texts and with its core meaning abdly’. Appendix 2.8.5
supports this rendering, since it explicitly statiest onesr comes after another on earth.
Similar expressions, with almost identical wordinggcur in so-called harpists’ songs of
the New Kingdom, supporting the translation derifretn that source but not adding any
information. Generation is a suitable renderingibfer, less explicit attestations as well
(e.g. appendix 2.8.2, 2.8.4 and 2.8.6). As witleoterms for groups, & needs a leader
(appendix 2.8.4), although his duties are not tleautlined; references to providing for
the group, common in the definition of other terfmiskin groups, are not found, being
replaced by trust (appendix 2.8.3) and protectagppéndix 2.8.2).

These examples focus on the contemporaneity gb¢lople that compose the but
they do not specify how they are related. This latknformation may be what led
Franke (1983a: 298) to discard as a kinship term and choose the more general
translation ‘Kérperschaft’ (‘corporation’); his ilcation to seeing it as a broad-ranging
group rather than a type of family has been gelyeeaicepted (e.g. Parkinson 2012:
185).
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However /it cannot be disregarded as a term for kin groupppkendix 2.8.1 — absent
from Franke’s corpus — is taken into account, asletrly refers to people who are
connected by birth. This self-presentation texthef First Intermediate Period relates the
military prowess ofitpj, and a few lines of the inscription are devotedhitofamily life.
There htpj mentions that his wife gave birth to twelve mensbef akz, and that his
children will be enabled to prosper. Thus, thés used in this text precisely when family
matters are being mentioned, and when other kich a8 the paternal grandmother and
the maternal grandfather, are described as playmgnportant role in ego’s life. While
this inscription does not justify understandiirgas exclusively some kind of kin group, it
shows that at least some members f@uld be related by kinship.

In conclusion, although the primary meaningiofdoes not relate to kinship and
marriage, some attestations indicate that it shbelahcluded in a compilation of terms
for kin groups if kinship is of the flexible, alheompassing sort | advocate in this thesis.
ht comprised a contemporaneous group of people thdtl gnclude some born from the
same mother. The head of this group needs to ligueefof authority, equated to, for

example, the ruler of a town, but his specific ésiare not attested.

2.3.9 wndwt
| find it difficult to justify Franke’s (1983a: 289®5) inclusion ofwndwt in his list of
terms for kin groups on the basis of Middle Kingdemdence. The temndwt is found

with two different determinatives, namely the oe tattle™ or the seated man and

woman with plural strokes for a group of peo%l% No attestations of this word referring
to a group of people are known from before the N&dHingdom, so that it may
originally have been a designation of cattle. ThHeai of mankind as cattle is not
unfamiliar to Egyptian literary texts, as exampk® known from theTeaching for
Merikare (Papyrus Petersburg 1116A xi,10-xiif)or Papyrus Westcar (line 8,%%)
Even thoughwndwt often has been employed in this same sense (@gndix 2.9.13), it
is less clear how it can be understood as a kingyro

The Middle Kingdom sources that featuredwt as a group of people can be divided
roughly into religious (appendix 2.9.1-9 and 2.9.42d literary (appendix 2.9.10-11 and
2.9.13). Those Coffin Texts spells featurimgdwt, as well as some Book of the Dead

L hnn rmt j3wt nt ntr, ‘people are looked after, the cattle of the gddelck 1977: 83; Quack 1992: 78-9,
line 1).

%2 mk n wd.tw jrt mnt jrj n 3 j3wt $pst, ‘look, it is not commanded to do such a thinghe noble cattle’
(Blackman 1988: 10).
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chapters based on these such as BD 1, often userthe¢o refer to followers of the gods
(see appendix 2.9.4, 2.9.9 and 2.9.12). None dfetreeems to refer clearly to kin
relations, although appendix 2.9.9 has been urwisn this manner. In this spell the
god Thoth says that both he and Horus are thedddat, adding later that he belongs to
the wndwt of Horus. This has been taken as evidence to dagua translation of this
term along the lines of kin group.

Literary texts do not help elucidate the defiretimeaning of the term, but in
appendix 2.9.11 it is in parallel tart, which is often rendered as ‘dependents’ or
‘workers’. Appendix 2.9.10 confirms this connectiohwndwt with terms for colleagues
or co-workers, as it equates this group to the wage of a lord, among which there
could be relatives, although this is probably et only application of the term.

However,wndwt is found not only in connection to servants bgsbab terms for kin
groups. The New Kingdom Papyrus Anastasi | mentiphgjw=f h3tj m wndwt=f, ‘the
first one of hiswndwt, the one in the midst of hishwr' (815.2: Fischer-Elfert 1986: 17;
1992: 15), where it is also said that one may viarte buried in the midst of his or her
wndwt (881.2: Fischer-Elfert 1986: 71; 1992: 81). Simyla the Teaching of
Amenemopealso from the New Kingdom, setadwt in parallel withmsw (‘children’): n
s3=f ktj n msw=f ndst n wndwt=f, ‘for his son, the youngest of his children, tineafiest
of hiswndwt' (line 2,14: Vernus 2010: 399). Whereas the relahip betweemndwt
and other kin groups seems easier to verify from Kew Kingdom onwards, it is
complicated to tell whether it had the same meamirtge Middle Kingdom. Changes in
the meaning of words are common, and, in faeigw: had already undergone such a
change when it started to be used for groups oplpeat the beginning of the Middle
Kingdom.

In conclusion, the primary meaning whdwt as cattle was expanded to a group of
people from the Middle Kingdom onwards. To ascertdie nature of that group of
people is a difficult task, since most sources dt@m funerary texts. In this context, the
wndwt seem to be the followers of a god (appendix 2a8d 2.9.9), a similar meaning to
the ‘entourage’ that one finds in literary sour¢appendix 2.9.10-11). This entourage
could include relatives, although clear attestatioh that meaning are from the New
Kingdom or later. Franke noted (1983a: 295) ihedw: was mainly used in an Abydene
context, particularly the Osirian cult, so that theople designated by the termmdwt
could be employees of the temple of Abydos. Sonaengskes in the corpus, however, do

not comply with this rule (e.g. appendix 2.9.1@)isldifficult to determine whether this
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denotes a kin group or a group of people withofihdd kinship links. I include it here in
order to allow for comparison with other terms afudure study, should further

attestations of the term be identified.

2.3.10 Other terms

Most of the terms analysed thus far — perhaps thi¢ghexception olvndwt — refer to
some kind of kin group. The primary meaning of sahéhem falls within the sphere of
kinship (e.gmhwt), while for others this is just one of their verymmon usages even if
their core meaning is not directly related to faesil(e.gpr). In this section, | consider
some other terms that may refer to people fromsiémme household and could then
theoretically include a number of relatives. | exaenthese within a separate category
because they can hardly be regarded as intringiaddisignating kinship groups.
However, with a flexible approach to ancient Eggptconcepts of kinship and marriage
in mind, these terms may be relevant as coveringegeeople of the household who may
have been regarded as relatives.

The terms treated in this section can be divised iwo types. First, there are a few
words whose main meaning is not necessarily relaiesbcial groupings, but that are
claimed to be have been used in that context irestases. Bothnw andpgs, discussed
by Franke (1983a: 300-1), fit into this categowytlaeir main meaning is ‘Residence’ and
‘to open’ or ‘to spread’ respectively, and they canty be considered as references to kin
groups in particular circumstances when a metapabréxtension of that primary
meaning takes precedence. However, their inclusianlist of term for kin groups is to
be regarded with caution.

It could be argued that other terms suchhiasr pr should also be included in this
category because they are ultimately metaphoriktnsions of other core meanings.
However, | have decided not to analyse them hearéeaxfo main reasons. First, it is easier
to justify semantically why usage 6f or Arjw, for example, could denote a kin group:
indeed, ‘those who belong to my body’ or ‘those wiepend on me’ fit easily into the
definition of kin groups, as they emphasise thaidéa common substance and/or the
role of protector and carer of the head of the gratowever anw andpg3, ‘those who
are inside’ and ‘those who are open or spread r@spectively, can only be reconciled
metaphorically with Egyptian kinship notions (iley understanding ‘the inside’ as the
inside of the house and reading the ‘being opetieisg part of a group). Second, these

two terms, when they refer to kin groups, are mieds frequent than any of their
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counterparts, and the contexts in which they oeearless unequivocal, suggesting that
they were not terms for kin groupsr se but contextually contingent constructions only
occasionally used to designate relatives.

The terminw means literally ‘the interior’, but a common usagecompanied by the

house determinative, is linked to either the palace or the royal Resak. In the
Munich stela ofwpw3we-3 this association with the palace is clga#wj hd=j r nd hrt r
hnw-pf wr n hm=f, ‘then | sailed downstream in order to pay homagehat great
Residence of his person’ (Munich Gl. WAF 35: Dyrafid Pdrtner 1904: pl. 2, line 15;
Sethe 1924: 73-4).

In a few instances it has the collective determi\'maﬁ“?, indicating that it refers to a
group of people. Given its primary meanings, itlddae understood as ‘those who live in
the palace’ or ‘those who live in the Residencet, ibhas been suggested to mean family
as well on the basis of the expressiont n Anw in Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446 (Hayes
1955: pl. VI, insertion C, line 5), although otheferences to the Residence in the same
passage suggest thatw may designate the place here, as the paragraphsste
denounce the capture of Egyptians by the HyksokeiQhstances oknw with people
determinative include Hatnub graffito 25 (Anthe28956-9, pl. 26). In this example,
the inw could be people from the Residence as well, adrdwment emphasises the
authority and standing of Neheri over bureaucraftgcials, and rulers. Thénw is also
mentioned in association with the king, who ask&iédieto gather a troop that may be
acclaimed by the people, possibly including thaséhe Residence. The final attestation
of hnw that is relevant here is on the stela of MereCmacow (MNK-XI-999: Cerny
1961: line 5), which significantly also feature® tterm#s3w. This is the only example
where | believe that a reference to the Residesa®t clear from the context. In the
inscription Merer is said to please those aroumd: iy jr.n(=j) mrrt Stjw hsst hnw, ‘I
did what the great ones loved and what ihe favoured’. The parallelism dfnw and
the ‘great ones’ makes it unlikely thiatw may refer to other people in the household.

The termpgs3 occurs in the Heganakhte papyri, and was thouglmean family by
Kaplony (1969: 32) and proposed to have sexual @@ations by Baer (1963: 9, n. 65),
but reassessments by Franke (1983a: 301) and @ROP: 17, 46) suggest that it rather
should be rendered respectively as ‘courtyardbattlefield’, both deriving from its core
meaning of ‘to open’. The context indicates thatjiteakhte is preventing some members

of his household from upsetting his wif@h n=; s pn dd=j r jp jrtj.fi sp-nb hr pg3 n
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hbsjt[=j] jw=f r=j jw=j r=f, ‘as this man lives for me, | am referring;tg he who will
create any incident upon thg3 of my wife, he is against me and | am against him’
(Letter 2, MMA 22.3.517, lines 40-1: Allen 2002: @D, 30-1). Neither the context nor
the determinatives suggest tipgt should be considered a term for a kin group. Adlen
translation, which is fairly literal, is based ois inderstanding of the quarrelling that this
passage refers to, while Franke’s rendering empbasihere the scene may have taken
place. None of these published translations is saikble. If we take into account that
pgs features elsewhere in connection with provisiorohg widow®® the term might have
been used specifically in contexts of family digsjtbut the character of these is difficult
to determine.

In conclusion, although bothtww andpg3 could theoretically refer to relatives in a
metaphorical sense, the attestations do not suppoht an understanding clearly, so that
one could wonder whether the Egyptians would haganded them as designations of
kin. Given that none of the attestations is pre=gimt a text together with any of the most
typical characteristics of kin groups — inheritanftenerary duties, role of the head as a
protector and carer — | think the answer to thatsgjon is likely to be no.

The second type of term encompasses those wHehtoegroups often linked to the
household and may or may not include some relatiVeégy are too common to be
analysed in detail here, but a quick review of ¢hi@lence confirms that often occur in
combination with other terms for kin groups andifatividual kin types.

Some of the relevant terms in this category aosdhthat refer to groups of people
working in a household, namebyrjw, mrw, hmw, b3kw, jhms, kjt, prt, hsbw, dt, and
possiblyardw. Among thesedrjw deserves special mention, since the contexts inhwh
it is found are connected with the organisatiorthaf funerary cult which, as we have
seen, is one of the main duties of the membergwdral kin groups. Four Old Kingdom
attestations ofirjw are known, the most eloquent of which is probdbét in the tomb of
nj-k3-nh at Tihna (see Willems 2013c). This official debes the organisation of his
funerary cult among his children, who should worlder the command ofj-k3-nk’s
eldest son, and he addsrd(=j) shm n[f] s [-nb m rdjt jrt].n(=j) n=f m jmjt-pr m rd n
driw=f nb wpjj r hpr s3=f dj=f n=f, ‘(1) do not allow [any] man to have power to @ssi
what | have done in his behalf through deed ofdfi@mor through sale to any of higw

83 <h¢ hr pg3 n h3rt dr=f d3rw=s, ‘one who stands on theg3 of the widow that he may drive away her
needs’(Griffith 1889: north wall of tomb 3, pl. e 5; Brunner 1937: 16; transcription on 42).
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except if he has a son, to whom he may give (@yk(i, 162,7-10; Goedicke 1970: pl.
xv; Strudwick 2005: 195; Thompson 2014: 74, pls@&&)>*

This inscription shows that sons can be regardedaat of thedrjw (i.e. something
cannot be given to théjw except when they are one’s sons). | have not foustdnces
of drjw used in this manner in the Middle Kingdom, andeotexamples from the Old
Kingdom are unclear either in terms of context (faaa of Mereruka: Sethe 1933: 88, 5;
probably as people who can enter into one’s toj¥lp ¢r reading (Papyrus Boulaq 8,
Cairo CG 58043: Baer 1966: fig. 2, n.%i)Although Franke (1983a: 299-300) argued
that one should not rendgrjw as ‘family’, the references to the funerary cuillahe
involvement of a son in it point towards the invaivent of some family members in this
group, as also emerges from the inscriptionjof-nkh.

It is difficult to make such a direct link betweether terms for people and duties
often associated with family groups, and most efritare rendered singly as ‘servants’ —
although such a simplistic translation probablyettess being revised — and they may not
include relatives. However, the flexibility of falyilinks is evident in some sources. The
letter to the dead on the Cairo bowl demonstrates @53kt would receive the same
treatment as a family member, with members of thesbhold requesting their ancestors
to intercede for her health (see appendix 2.25¢. Durham stela N.1942 supports this
interpretation because its text mentioned the raatk femalebskw together with other
kin groups:rh.n=j hm.n=j sh3.n=j b3kt b3k s-nb n h3w pr jt pr mwt hnmsw=j rmt=j-nbt,
‘(those whom) | have known, (those whom) | have kobwn, (those whom) | have
remembered, (those whom) | have forgotten, femalekers, male workers, every man
of the 13w (0f?) the house of the father and the house ohtbther, my friends, all my
people’ (see appendix 2.2.19 and 2.371) 17].

Others groups, such asw andmrw, can be mentioned alongside other terms for kin
groups and even some kin types. Stela Cambridgdl ®2 features some lineal and
collateral relatives together with a fésn andsm: (Martin, Clackson, and Norman 2005:

20-2, no. 16). On its parrw is often used in contexts where confidence anslipport

 Another tomb from asj-k3-nh at Tihna features the terdgrjw as well among the people who should
perform invocation offerings for the deceaspdigr rmt-jpn prt-hrw n rh-nsw hnw-k3 ji=f mwe=f msw=f
dr=f-nb, ‘it is these people who will perform an invocatiofferings for the acquaintance of the kingy-

k3, his father, his mother, his children and all &gy’ (Urk. i 27, 4—6; Goedicke 1970: pl. xiv; Thompson
2014: 46, n. 151, pls 23b, 57). It is debated, h@amewhether this is a second tomb of the safe-nh
mentioned above or of one of his relatives.

% |f the example in Papyrus Boulaq 8 were to régd, the context would be equally disputed, as it has
been interpreted as the earliest reference to d deendowment (Baer 1966), to an illness (Goedicke
1967) or, alternatively, as an example of nepot{i@woedicke 1988).
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are emphasised. THeeaching of Pathhotegtates that one should secure confidence and
loyalty among one’s peoplgr wnn=k hn® rmt jrj n=k mrw n kf3-jb, ‘if you are with
people, you should make for you thew of a trustworthy man’ (Papyrus Prisse 8,6:
Zaba 1956: 34, nos 232-3). Along the same linassettwho grieve for the champion
killed by Sinuhe in battle are pictured as hisv: rdj.n=j hknw n mntw mrw=f h3b n=f, ‘I

gave praise to Montu as hisw mourned him’ (B 141-2: Koch 1990: 52). Whethesthi
reference from a literary work may hint towardsdtary duties held by therw more
widely is only an assumption.

As the words considered in this section shows itlifficult to draw a dividing line
between kin and non-kin groups, especially dealuiitpy people who were linked by a
common occupation. A categorisation that separatdstly between workers in a
household and family members probably does notege ancient context, in which
the boundaries of who was and who was not a relathight have been mediated by
principles other than ‘blood’, including a colleati dwelling space, shared funerary

duties, and entitlement to inheritance.

2.3.11 Terms for ancestors
It is essential to finish this section on lexicqgma for kin groups considering terms
referring to ancestor groups. As | argue througltbist chapter, ancestors were regarded
as active participants in the life of the kin grpoap evidenced, for example, by appeals to
them to intercede in mundane matters in letterhéodead. A variety of terms denote
groups of ancestors, and it might be expected tthey would be very common in
contexts relating to relatives. Yet a closer lobkhe sources reveals that this is not the
case. | have collected a number of sources of itise Iitermediate Period and the Middle
Kingdom in which terms for ancestor groups occamelyjtw, tpjw-S, jmjw-h3t, jswtjw,
dfn anddrtjw. A comprehensive analysis of all their attestatigbeyond the scope of
this section, but two main usages emerge: conrgegtith these groups and surpassing
them.

A connection with ancient times is sought in ifstons in order to legitimise
claims® It strengthens one’s standing to be linked toldrhousehold, as exemplified in

the self-presentation inscription in the stelardéf son of Tjefinb p3t dr rk tpjw-©, ‘lord

% Effectiveness was often claimed in magical textshe basis of their having been successfully oéesh
since primeval times. The initial and final linefstioe story ofisis and the secret name of B testimony
to this: ‘spells for warding off poison from theipeval period, when beings came into existence is. én
excellent means to kill (the effects of) poisonpyan an infinite number of times’ (translation by
Borghouts 1978: 51, 55).
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of primeval times since the time of tlygw-© (MMA 57.95: Fischer 1960; Lichtheim
1988: 49-51). Th&eaching of Ptahhotepnderscores the wisdom of the ancestors as
something that should be passed down the genesajlodd=; n=f mdw sdmjw shrw
Jjmjw-h3t p3ww sdm n ntrw, ‘then | told him the words of those who weredighg and the
plans of thgmjw-h3t who heeded to the gods once’ (Papyrus Priss&Z&f8a 1956: 17-8,
nos 30-2). This reverence towards ancestors ispaésent in the standard version of the
Abydos formula. Although this refers to gods rath®an to human ancestors, the link
with the past — and with primeval deities in paréc — may have been motivated by a
desire to enhance one’s standing as vsel:sw hnmw hkt tpjw- hprw hr h3t mshnt tpt
3bdw prw m 13 n r< ds=f m dsr 3bdw hr=s, ‘may Khnum and Heqet, thgjw- who
existed before in the first birthplace of Abydosiamho came out from the mouth of Re
himself in the sanctity of Abydos on its accounbrdy him’ (stela of Mery, Louvre C 3:
Vernus 1973a; Lichtheim 1988: 85-8).

The deeds and capacities of the ancestors shbowgever, be surpassed and their
performance enhanced. This theme, which Vernusstimed exhaustively (1995: esp.
54-121), became particularly common from the timhe&Senusret | onwards, although
instances are known from the Old Kingdom (Olaba2043: 712). The Semna stela of
Senusret Il uses this topos for a king:jr.n=j 35 hnt=j jtw=j jw rd.n=j h3w hr swdt
n=j, ‘I created my boundary out-southing my forefathdrexceeded what was handed
down to me’ (Berlin AM 1157: Sethe 1924: 83-5; EY890: lines 4-5). Even though the
idea of exceeding what had been done in the past@mmon thread, the ancestors are
not always explicitly mentioned (Vernus 1995: 62+4@0non-royals, 76—88 for royals).
These two motifs are not linked exclusively withetanforefathers and may relate more
broadly to Egyptian conceptions of the past anddlf-presentation and display as a
whole.

These two treatments of groups of ancestors mayn sdifficult to reconcile, and
almost diametrically opposed, but quite a few sesircombine them. The stelae of
wpwswt-3 (see ANOC 20) constitute an excellent examplehasowner showed great
concern with the way his relationship with his fatbers was presentegpw3wt-3 was
an overseer of priests who served under Senuared Amenembhet Il. Stela AP 69 from
Leiden shows his desire to find a connection toaisestorsjr js-pn jr.n=j m smjt nt 13-
dsr m hr-jb jtw=j km3 jwf=j shw nw sp-tpj, ‘as for this tomb that I built in then;z of the
necropolis among my forefathers who created mynfldgynitaries of the primeval time’,
a theme that is picked up later in the same jext:; nbw dr tpjw-<, ‘my forefathers were
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lords since the time of the ancestors’ (Simpsondb9pl. 30 [ANOC 20.1], lines 3, 13).
In addition, the theme of surpassing those whotedtibefore is also presemt:jb=; shnt
st=j sn.n=j r jrt jiw=j, ‘it was my heart that advanced my position: psssed the deeds
of my forefathers’ (Simpson 1974b: pl. 30 [ANOC P0line 6), and is extended in his
Munich stela Gl WAF 353hnt hmst=j-nbt r jtw=j hprw hr-h3t, ‘every position of mine
was advanced over those of my forefathers who exkisefore’ (Simpson 1974b: pl. 30
[ANOC 20.2], lines 18-9).

Waswpw3we-3’s attitude towards his ancestors contradictoryzdiesider these two
themes as literary topoi of self-presentation helpslerstand their function. They
describe ego’s standing as one who is respectiwaris his relatives while also
mobilising the motif of the self-made man whosed$eare extraordinary and memorable.
However, one should not dismiss references to &mrseas a topos that does not provide
any reliable information about their position withthe kin group; it may be more
productive to contrast these with cases where dppeaaddressed.

The most eloquent sources for the relationshigvéen the living and the deceased
members of a kin group may be the letters to tlael d€hese documents are known from
the later Old Kingdom onwards, but only around es&xt have been identified
(Gestermann 2006: 304-8).These letters were inscribed on a variety of media
including papyrus, linen, and stelae, with the mostmmon medium being pottery
(mainly bowls), as they amount to half of the totaimber of examples. Although
addressed to particular ancestors, and quite pgspiaced in tombs to facilitate
communicatior?? the display quality of the letters to the deaddse® be reconsidered
when their oral dimension is taken into account, tlsy could have included a
performative aspect of recitation and communasrite

Letters to the dead, as is the case with contatsher administrative documents in
pharaonic Egypt, might not have been the rulegastthey may have been written only
in unusual circumstances that required intervenfimm deceased members of the
household. However, the prolonged existence of pin&ctice, with certain examples
spanning the Old Kingdom to the New Kingdom andnewessible survivals into modern
day Egypt (El-Leithy 2003), would indicate thataagder number of attestations ought to

®7 Eight uncertain ones are also known (Harringtod22084, citing S. Donnat’s unpublished doctoral
thesis).

% The two only letters for which an archaeologiaahtext is known — the Qaw bowl and the Naga ed-Deir
papyrus — were placed inside a tomb or in the gauitof the tomb of the addressee respectively (@bn
2010: 52, n. 9).
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be expected. This could be due to accidents ofprason, but alternative explanations
have been suggested: the oral dimension of commatmicwith the dead should not be
overlooked, and many petitions may not have beear dio writing (Donnat 2002: 225;
Pinch 2003: 445). In addition, some instances n@yhave been recognised, as letters to
the dead seem to be a particularly elusive genréadt, some examples of letters to the
dead were not identified as such when they wese fiiublished (e.g. Buchberger 1991),
and others are still regarded as uncertain casgs@ennat 2007). Finally, letters may
have been removed and destroyed once they haddsteie purpose (Harrington 2012:
35).

Known letters to the dead are all written to merslzd the household who are asked
to intervene in earthly matters, including pleadfog health (Cairo bowl: Gardiner and
Sethe 1928: 7-8, pls vi—via;, Wente 1990: 215-6,3%@) and asking for a protection
against misfortune (Louvre bowl: Piankoff and Cl&@34; Wente 1990: 214, no. 346),
or mediating in conflicts involving inheritance (@alinen: Gardiner and Sethe 1928: 1—
3, pls i—ia; Wente 1990: 211, no. 340). It is sfigaint that ancestors are involved in the
latter, since inheritance is one of the topics madely associated with members of the
kin groups, as seen above. Sometimes they areceiypéisked to defend the living in an
otherworldly tribunal, giving a legal flavour todltlaimsmk-sw hn=k m njwt wt jr n=k
jrt wdS-mdw hn=f dr-ntt shw=k hn® m njwt w't, ‘look, he is with you in the same city;
mount a case against him since you have scribes thethe same city’ (Qaw bowl:
Gardiner and Sethe 1928: pl. ii, lines 8-9; We@0L 211-2, nos 341 and 342).

The appeal to the deceased appears to be linotéldet most immediate ancestors,
namely spouse, parents or, collaterals. For exanipdeCairo linen features an address
by two family members in split columnsat ddt hr sn=s s3 dd hr j=f, ‘it is a snt who
speaks to hesn, a son who speaks to his father’ (Gardiner antheés@028: pl. i, I. 1).
This pattern of appealing only to close ancestoay be linked to the funerary duties of
the living toward relatives (O’Donoghue 1999: 9Dpnnat (2010: 54-5) notes that the
cultic acts performed for the deceased by thedidre always mentioned in these letters,
thus suggesting that a reciprocity was being exgokloy the latter.

In addition references to groups of ancestorssatdom encountered (see below);
specific persons are addressed instead, and thesm anany cases, mentioned only by
name:r-dd jn mr-jrtj.fj n nbt-ji=f, ‘a communication bynr-jriyj.fj to nbt-jr=f (Wente
1975/1976: 596, line 1). The lack of further speaifion shows that the living were well
known to the deceased. As Quirke has pointed ®@8871107), the letters to the dead are

65



never addressed to the ka or the ba of a persono Itlie deceased as an individual. This
usage contrasts with that of terms for ancestogeireral, which are employed in a less
specific and personal way. The only known mentibaroundetermined ancestor group
in a letter to the dead is in the Cairo linen, @nsl presented as almost a proverb or stock
phrase:shs nw dd.n=k n jr.tj s3 jj prw jtw tw3w m dd=k pr s3 sp-sn, ‘remember this that
you said tgr.#’s sonjj: “the houses of the forefathers need to be pravide’, when you
said “a son’s house and a son’s house™” (Gardindr&ethe 1928: pl. 1, line 12; see also
appendix 2.2.2).

Many other sources attest to an active interadtiemveen living and dead relatives,
especially artefacts that may have been chargddtheat essence of the deceased. The so-
called ancestor busts of the New Kingdom shouléhblided in this category, although
some authors claim that these did not necessapiyesent only ancestors and that a more
encompassing approach should be preferred (Keith:289—90). Although no examples
of these busts are known from before the New Kimgdibe 11th dynasty sarcophagus of
Ashayt has been suggested to bear a depictioneo{tdarrington 2012: 55). Most busts
are uninscribed, and the rare captions are noaliegeabout their function (Keith 2011:
70-4). They have been understood as having a praefunction on the basis of
similarly shaped amulets (Harrington 2012: 59, 83)2 The conceptualisation of
ancestors as carers and protectors features alstidrs to the dead and fits in well with
the role of the head of some kin groups as protectd provider of his group as explored
through the terminology above.

Another indicator of the permeability of the biulvoundary between life and death is
provided by the jkr n r© stelae, which were dedicated to deceased relafid¥earée
1983: 282). All known examples have been foundriattributed to Deir el-Medina, and
they have been associated with the domestic ciahoéstors. In this case the connection
is not sought by a private communication, as wlith letters to the de&dbut rather by
display and celebration of a relationship. This rbayrelated to the fact that those letters
often deal with specific problems that require theervention of deceased relatives,
whereas/ jkr n ¢ stela may be associated with a regular (i.e. naeional) cult.

Even though these stelae are known from the late Kingdom, their function can
be compared to that of the memorial chapels oMluelle Kingdom at Abydos, in which

display of relatedness played a pivotal role (depter 4). Whether some stelae in those

% Although see comment on performativity of thestets above.
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memorial chapels were erected in the memory of dtloce is not proven, but the

widespread reference to and depiction of lineaéagdants show the high esteem in which
at least close ancestors were held. The importaheereciprocal relationship between
the living and the dead is evident also from ins@sns such as appeals to the living, but
these busts and stelae support that such commignicgith ancestors in particular — and
not just random passers-by — was deemed essential.

As a summary, the importance of the ancestorshan life of the Egyptians is
undeniable, particularly as individuals in the @xttof the kin group. The terms for
groups of ancestors in general were not used irséinee way as those for kin groups
which are analysed in this chapter; rather, theyupalmost exclusively in stock phrases
and in generalising claims in self-presentationcripsions. The relationship with
ancestors could be highly personal; for instance would not contact ancestors in
general in a letter to the dead but a specificqergho could help over a given problem
due to his or her closeness to the petitioner. €ametherefore understand how the topic
of surpassing one’s forefathers could feature imega statements about ancestors, as it
describes an idealised feature of one’s charantdrany real situation. Ancestors were
revered, respected, even feared, as the 19th gyledistr of a widower to his deceased
wife on Papyrus Leiden | 371 shows (Gardiner anthie&s#928: pls vii—viii; Wente 1990:
216-7, no. 352).

This limited and stereotyped usage of terms fareator groups might lead one to
think that they should not be likened to kin groupsincluded within them. Terms for
groups of ancestors were the basis of the topagited in this section, but that did not
affect the emic conception of the deceased, whe a&etive members of the household as
documents such as letters to the dead show. Tleeofyyequests that they would receive,
often relating to issues of inheritance, protectiand fulfilment of funerary duties,

identify them unmistakably as functioning membdrthe kin group.

2.4 Conclusions: the significance of terminology

In this chapter | attempt an approach to emic cang8ons of kinship and marriage in

ancient Egypt, focusing on terms for individual kypes, and especially on terms for kin
groups. | do not advocate the notion that an olgeadea only materialises when it has a
separate name; in other words, | believe that temeed not invariably represent an
underlying classification. As Baines (2007 [1988F9) suggested for colour, ancient

Egyptian datasets can be ‘simultaneously linguistiel non-linguistic’, and colour
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classification could be refined with no correspammeto an existing terminology. The

same point applies to kinship terminology, becahgenuances of lived experience are
not necessarily reflected in the system of termlyWhen, rely on terminology in order

to approach societal phenomena?

Numerous terms existed and were used in particolaiexts, but trying to understand
folk taxonomies from our scholarly perspective hasnherent bias. As Wendrich puts it
(2013: 89-90), ‘the “emic” classification therefary be an attempt at reconstructing
ancient classificatory principles, but it is stikry much an “etic” approach’. The use of
determinatives in hieroglyphic script indicates Bgyptian shared classification — of
groups of people in this case — and this shows tthey can be taken as an actor’s
category. However, determinatives often refer tegaries that are too broad for detailed
analysis. In this case, | rely on the context inallthose terms appear to create further
subdivisions in the ‘group of people’ category. the basis of the attestations of terms
for individual kin types in relation to the termarfkin groups and on the presence of
some recurring features, | propose that a numbeteohs encompass a flexible
understanding of kin members. While this approaely impose some of my own beliefs
— my own ‘etic grid’ — on the material, | attempt ¢ontextualise each attestation of the
terms and, in Meskell's words (2004: 42), to rest@ome emic meaning to the
classifications.

With this caveat in mind, this chapter has explde¥ms that | believe fall within the
fluid definition of kinship presented in section22. Most conclusions about the
individual terms have been summarised at the em@dch corresponding section, but here
| offer some more general conclusions on the diamtte of kin groups in the social
fabric of the First Intermediate Period and the diedKingdom.

In first place, in my analysis | favour a grougegach, which | believe to offer the
possibility of an improved assessment of kin relai In addition, relationships were
displayed on objects that sat in archaeologicakecdnand should not be regarded in
isolation. The contextual approach brings out thigity of kin relations, notably because
some kin denominations are prone to changing acuprtb the role that a person
performs towards a given ego. This group approass diand in hand with the idea of
koinographieghat | develop in chapter 5.

An examination of terms for individual kin typesveals that the denomination for
collaterals of any generatiorsn( and its feminine counterpagnf becomes more

ubiquitous in the later Middle Kingdom, coincidimgth a vast increase in the number of

68



people depicted and/or named on stelae. The re&sotiss explosion of collaterality are
not entirely clear, but a link with political chag that took place during the 13th
dynasty, namely the patterns of inheritance ofttilnene in the royal sphere from father-
to-son to sibling-to-sibling, has been suggestedlgdh-Hurst 2010: esp. 23). It is,
however, risky to compare general social trend$ wotyal succession patterns because
elite and non-elite culture may not simply refléoe royal domain. This topic is further
explored in chapter 3; here | remark only that ¢hisr no apparent need to imitate kin
patterns conceived as ‘exclusively royal’. Althougburces relating to kings seldom
mention extended family groups, these are omnipteiseother social tiers. Moreover,
nuclear and extended family links should not beardgd as opposed but as articulated
and interdependent. | would argue that a changeyial succession patterns should not
have affected conceptions and practices of kingtmpmpng the non-royals, since the
former had never been conceived as a model todieated by the latter.

This phenomenon is better approached together thithusage of terms for kin
groups. These terms, whose analysis constitutesctinie of this chapter, appear
increasingly and in a wider variety of contextsnfrahe First Intermediate Period
onwards. The dating of some sources is problemhtit,even so it is clear that most
terms are first attested in the late Old Kingdony.(é»f) and First Intermediate Period
(e.g.n3w, whjjt), while some start to be used in inscriptionshiea Middle Kingdom (e.g.
hnw). This pattern is unlikely to be an accident agdgarvation, as most terms appear first
around the same date. The fact that they do notaapp written sources from earlier
periods, however, does not mean that they did xigt,eout they may have begun to be
used in writing for a variety of reasons. The temitw? is particularly revealing here,
because it is not known from before the Middle Kiom, but it then becomes the most
widely used and most encompassing term for famigmioers at the same time as the
representation of collaterals on monuments inceedsaiggest that this could be related.
On the one hand, kin relations and practices changeciety, and this may have inspired
a change in monumental display. On the other,eats#ftme time changes in display may
have contributed to modifications in the way kinreveonceived (see chapter 3), and the
increase in representations could have favoured @d wthat expressed that
transformation. In this manner, there is a paradedl mutually reinforcing change in
social practice and monumental display. Emic natiofkinship and marriage are ever-

changing and may evolve through time, as was cdytthe case in ancient Egypt.
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The peculiarities of each type of kin group haeerbexplored above. It is, however,
not possible to determine the precise compositioany group (except perhaps ftir,
where the lists on some Coffin Texts provide sorasidguidelines for interpretation).
Rather than seeing this as a hindrance to our staoheling of family ties, | think we
could welcome it as an opportunity: an unambigusescription of each group may lead
us to try and compare them with groups which arewknto us in our cultural milieu
forcing them into our own etic grids, while thetstaf our knowledge invites us to rely
more on contextual information and to pay morerditb@ to the function and roles of
each group. The analysis of terms in this chapeeals two aspects that seem to be
common to all kin groups. First, the figure of atie®f the group who takes decisions and
has duties of protection towards other membershefdroup is ever-present. This is
particularly evident in self-presentation stock gdes, as well as in the letters of
Hegankahte and the letters to the dead. In retaembers of the kin groups often had
funerary duties towards their head, as illustraspecially byzsw andsbr. In addition —
and probably in relation to those funerary dutiegsheritance was essential in defining
who was and who was not a relative.

These features made ancient Egyptian kinship &reraely flexible system, since kin
inclusion does not seem to be reduced to ‘substaasein many other societies, but
rather to compliance with a series of obligatiGhi this sense kinship was not given but
made: even if by birth one had specific obligatjotigee individual could still decide
which ones to observe. Some features of the systewgver, may have been less subject
to changing, and one should account for a compig&rplay between ‘fixed’ and
‘variable’ characteristics; in fact, the balancetlodse two poles may shift depending on,
for example, the role played by the state. WhitloInot agree entirely with an alleged
opposition of state-based society and kinship-basexkety since | rather see them as
articulated and mutually interdependent (see almmgagno 2006a: 36; 2014: 22-4), it is
true that the structural position of kinship isfeliént in these two scenarios. However,
the capacity of the individual to interact with ok organisations is not necessarily
reduced in state societies: kinship rules in paldicmay be less flexible in the absence of
a state, as demonstrated by complicated kinshigmsgsof societies in which the state is
not fully developed (e.g. the Australian KarieraxF.983 [1967]: 243-50).

It may be interesting to consider the will of Nakhte (cited above) under this light, as she seerbe
able to disinherit some of her children, probaldgduse they failed to fulfil duties towards her.
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The subjective component, which is often omittexh¥ traditional ethnographies (see
chapter 1), is important to understanding anciegypBan kinship and marriage: kin
relations were constructed because they had a amnpof choice. The emphasis on the
topos of the caring patron in self-presentatiortripsions can be directly related to this
structural characteristic, since it may have seteednderscore the integration of ego in
his family group. These inscriptions, as well assthrepresentations of people fulfilling
funerary duties towards a deceased relative, itelisaw the articulation of a kin group
was an explicitly goal that would complement andmae those fixed features mentioned
above. Moreover, the inclusiveness of the ternfits with in such a flexible system
where one earned one’s status as relative throngls deeds.

An alleged relation between kinship and politicehnges has been alluded to above
in connection with individual kin types. Such linkas also postulated for the
proliferation of terms for kin groups around thesFintermediate Period, suggesting that
it could be due to generalised instability of thentral authorities (Franke 2001a: 247);
thus, the political situation may have propitiau increased interest in family links.
While this hypothesis may be appealing, it doesexglain why that attention to kin ties
remained visible and even strengthened througiMidele Kingdom, which can hardly
be characterised as a politically unstable period.

The main problem with this interpretation is titidatnposes onto the ancient record a
division between politics and kinship that is tygliof modern Western societies. Such an
ethnocentric approach obstructs a more nuancesgsassat of kinship and politics as
interdependent and inter-reliant, which would uratedly be more productive in this
context. It is too often assumed that politics pid over any cultural domain, and thus
drove changes in other fields. In contrast, | woaltdue that both politics and kinship
contributed mutually to shaping the social fabric. this manner, the decline of a
centralised authority may indeed have favouredgitmavth of other types of solidarity
networks that involved family links. Some politicalodels common in this time may in
turn have been modelled on kin relations. The bgample for this is the patron-client
relationship, which, | suggest, is inspired by ghetective role of the head of the group
(see Moreno Garcia 2005; 2009-2010: esp. 43, nfdr2din terms used in relations of
clientelism).

Terminological analysis may contribute to attaghan emic notion of kinship, as the
contextual examination of the terms reveals nuatitaswould be otherwise difficult to

identify. However, Egyptians did not only recorceithideas in their written sources,
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which is why an examination of how they displayédit kin relations in visual terms
will enhance the picture of their notions of kinslaind marriage. | address that question

in the next chapter.
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3 Displaying kin, making Kin

‘Finally, and this is much more worrying, the old
settlement has kidnapped the notions of constnctind
fabrication, turning them into weapons in a polediz
battle against truth and reality. All too often the
implication is that if something is fabricated & false;
likewise, if it is constructed it must also be
deconstructible’

Bruno LatourPandora’s hopg1999)

3.1 Introduction

For the study of Middle Kingdom kinship, | advocatdlexible, non-exclusive approach
in which text, iconography, and archaeology aregrated and complement each other —
without giving primacy to any one of them. The momntal record plays a pivotal role,
because a high percentage of the available sobstesgs to this category. However, the
monumental record has been understood as inadedpatiacing ancient kinship,
because the commemorative and display-oriented ecions that govern certain
monuments may interfere with our search of ‘trueskip. As Huebner (2011: esp. 88-9)
has demonstrated for Roman times, the results aiys@s of epigraphic inscriptions do
not correspond with data obtained from other sausteh as administrative documents
like censuses.

In this chapter, and bearing Huebner's caveat indml argue that the Middle
Kingdom monumental record, in particular stelaeansessential primary source for the
reconstruction of Egyptian kinship during that pdri A deep understanding of the
rationale behind the works is needed, and theipgees must be taken into account in
order to use them as a tool for interpreting sotiahds. The messages the Egyptians
convey through their monuments may not be repratieat of how kinship ‘really’
worked in practical terms, but they should be asedlyas a contemporary witness of their
concerns and expectations.

In the first section | explore conceptions of tideal’ and the ‘real’ and how a
supposed dichotomy between these notions is n@eptdan certain sources. Stelae in
particular exhibit a combination of the ideal ahé teal in the way they display family
relations. The second section of this chapter fesus the material dimension of stelae
and discusses how far they can be used to recaohswaial relations in the past. | argue

that stelae contributed actively to the constructdthe social fabric. In the final section
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| analyse changes in kin display from the Firseintediate Period to the late Middle
Kingdom, principally the increase in the numberelftives depicted. | argue that these
changes do not imply a shift in the role that kioups played in the late Middle

Kingdom but are likely to reflect transformationeat had already begun many
generations before — probably up to twelve geramati- at the beginning of the First
Intermediate Period.

3.2 The ideal and the real

3.2.1 The monumental record: a supposed dichotomy between the
‘ideal’ and the ‘real’

The main problem that we encounter when workindnwhe monumental record is that it
is difficult to assess in what way it relates taiabpractices. This dilemma of the ideal as
opposed to the real impinges on all approachegysptian civilisation”* but it may be
especially evident when dealing with social trend#hereas in areas such as kingship,
works focusing on ideology are common (e.g. Horni8§2; O’Connor and Silverman
1995; Baines 1998), many analyses of Egyptian soceiere attempted with a more
practical focus (e.g. Allam 1977b; 2010; T. D. All2009; Flamarion Cardoso 2009). In
my view, interplay between the ideal and the raakinship should never be neglected.
An interpretation that combines both the real ahd tdeal aspects of kinship and
recognises particularities derived from each ofntheould provide a more cohesive
picture of the phenomenon in ancient Egypt.

The dichotomy between the ideal and the real gesemore attention, as it is a
ubiquitous feature of Egyptian civilisation thatises a methodological issue: how
reliable are the available sources for the recan8tm of a given aspect of Egyptian
society? In addition, what research strategies ftayemployed to obtain as much
information as possible from them? Eyre (1999; 2@8®licitly addresses this matter in
relation to the analysis of central and local paf@He is concerned with the disparity
of evidence available for assessing the effectisemé administration in Egypt, for which
the modern picture of a firmly controlled centragjanisation clashes with that of groups
of individuals manoeuvring to their own benefit (Ey1999: 52). This conundrum leads

" The terms ‘ideal’ and ‘real’ (or ‘actual’) are efoped in this thesis in a broad, impartial sendee Tise

of ‘ideal’ does not imply any connotations of itsihg better or desirable but rather that sometkhnguld

be situated in the realm of abstraction, whereasréal’ corresponds to actual practice.

2 Other authors who have tackled this dichotomyuidel Fitzenreiter, who led a workshop dealing with
genealogies (2005c; see esp. his introduction i® wblume, 2005a), and Nelson-Hurst in her doctoral
dissertation (2011).
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him to state that ‘différencier la réalité de l'alégie est donc le probléme central’ (Eyre
2000: 17). But now we are left with the problemdetermining whether some sources
reflect the ‘ideal’ and others the ‘real’.

On the one hand, the realm of the ‘ideal’ hasiti@thlly been equated to the
monumental record, whose principal purpose may leksseminate the official discourse
in accordance with strict rules of decorum and ldiggBaines 1990; 2007; on literary
decorum, see Parkinson 2002: 91-8). On the othed,hthe ‘real’ sphere may
presumably have communicated mundane day-to-dagersatore objectively in the
non-monumental record, more or less without angctigle propagandistic purposes.

This division could be regarded as an implicintteamong scholars, but it presents a
rather simplistic view of ancient Egyptian sourcéBe non-monumental record is not a
homogenous and unbiased cluster of sources; fangea administrative texts tend to
offer an oversimplified image of society servingrdaucratic needs such as taxation
(Kéthay 2001: 351-2; see also Frandsen 1990: &8}). Not only written sources are
prone to be manipulated to adjust to ‘ideal’ viétStudies of assemblages in tombs
show that they too adhere to an ideal and may movige a good basis for a
reconstruction of daily life (e.g. Seidlmayer 20@kp. 246). Thus, rather than easily
accessing to an objective reality — if such a theripts —, it is possible to identify various
domains and degrees of idealisation in differentces.

In addition to this idealisation, the recovery afchaeological material too often

depends on decisions taken by excavators; as BMtl&ims (2012: 53) puts it:

‘there was once a time when archaeologists coulitrall criticism of their professional
judgement with the simple retort: “the spade ndies”. Whilst history is written by winners,
archaeological excavation reveals the past as &, wasullied by the duplicitous meaning of
words. At least that was the holding line until IphGreigson pointed out that even if “the spade
cannot lie, it owes this merit in part to the féwat it cannot speak”. The essential materiality of
the archaeological record (and its resistance lgestivity) belies the fact that everything we find
requires interpretation’.

Any clear-cut division of sources between ‘iddatisand ‘realistic’ suggests that they
possess such a character intrinsically, disreggrttia input of modern researchers. Eyre
(1999: 55, my emphasis; see also Eyre 2000: 1®snibtat ‘in the study of Egyptian
society, ideology has usually had the advantage i@adity, whether it ishe ideology of

the historianor the ideology of the Egyptian ruling class itseéfhat ideology is more

3 See, for example, the propagandistic endeavotiieoSemna-Uronarti stelae of Senusret Ill, wheee th
Nubian is described as a coward kept at bay byandible king, but the stelae were actually sefruthe
context of an impregnable fortress (Eyre 1990: Bfines 1996: 357; Seidlmayer 2000b; Parkinson 2002
86; on the idea of opposition and the charactéoisaif enemies, see Parkinson 2005).
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traceable than reality in the sources may be deagisince we may be unwittingly
constructing a new set of beliefs and/or trangigrrour own concerns to ancient
sources.

In summary, | argue that the distinction betwdenitleal and the real does not derive
from the monumental or non-monumental nature ofstheces themselves but is rather a
heuristic construction intended to help us intardggyptian records. As these two
categories may have been interrelated in antiqMiyhlestein 2007: 116), and the degree
to which a source correlates with lived experieiscenknown, analyses should integrate
them in order to reconstruct any aspect of Egypttanlisation. To describe the
practicalities of First Intermediate Period and e Kingdom kinship without an
associated understanding of underlying ideologiésat all possible — would produce a

dry, uninteresting, and thoroughly incomplete pietu

3.2.2 In search of kinship (ideal and real)
For the study of Middle Kingdom kinship an artidida both of the ideal and the real is
thus essential in order to achieve a better sehbew society of that time functioned.
Through this integrating approach there is no nearhtegorise a source as either ideal or
real in itself, because it is likely to participaié both. However, this Platonic conflict
between ‘how things are supposed to be’ and ‘homgthare’ is a fundamental landmark
that has long attracted the attention of humandseifhis divergence between a model
and its realisation is also tackled from ethnolabigerspectives in the study of many
types of societies. For example, Nadel identifiedigtinction between ideological or
public history and objective or private history argdhe Nupe of Nigeria (1942: esp. 72);
this separation between an ideal, general domainaanther, more concrete one, that is
subject to distortions and related to the partidti#s of certain groups, is also ubiquitous
in today’s Western worlé® Thus, a distinction between an ideal and a reatept of
family remains useful from an instrumental perspect even though it is often
impossible to determine whether a given sourceegl® the ideal or to the real.

Several authors have posited that allusions th hatlear and extended families are

present in pharaonic documentation (e.g. Kéthayl2@3p. 349-52; Moreno Garcia

" The division between the ‘ideal’ and the ‘real’démic terms may have not been as compartmentaised
in modern Western thought. See Muhlestein (200p. 448-20) on how the identification with the
preternatural was used to consciously find conoastbetween several spheres.

5 A thought-provoking style of analysis explores hpeople develop their online presence, as theee is
tendency to edit daily imperfections out of blogdiich end up being a showcase of an ‘ideal’ liflesty
often from Goffman’s perspective of life as perfamoe (Scheidt 2006: 198, 204; Miura and Yamashita
2007: 1455, 1467).
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2006). No clear-cut distinction is evident betwékese two models, both of which are
integral to Egyptian culture, and it would thusibappropriate to identify one of them to
the ‘ideal’ sphere and the other exclusively to ‘teal’. Although they are often viewed
as opposed and competing social models, | prefee¢othem as non-exclusive and both
are integrated in my work.

Sources cannot be ascribed immediately to onbeaset spheres either; nevertheless,
the notion ofmaathints at motivations incorporated in certain doenis. Adherence to
maat is a constant in sources that extol normative egluor the concept, as it is
generally understood, embodies the cosmic ordertlaadalanced state of nature and
society, whereas its absence would result in dissol of society (e.g. Assmann 1990;
cf. Quirke 1994)Maat is an elite concept (Baines 2007: 20) that shd@dcentral to
definitions of ‘official discourse’, that is, a n@xclusive set of notions that institutions
holding power and authority propose, spread, arblap In the case of Egyphaatwas
the foremost stimulus behind the actions of ingonhs such as kingship and the
priesthood.

The reason why scholars normally identify monurakergcord with official discourse
is that the dissemination and defence of such msatisually include an element of
display. Topics and objects that are to be displagey conform to principles of
decorum that apply also to the concepinaat’’ Decorum ‘has much to do with enacting
and representing the proper order of the world'ifiBs 2007: 16; see 14-29 for in depth
discussion), an order that is usually presentel generalised, timeless wé&yHowever,
generalisation is not exclusive to monumental digph variety of sources and genres
exhibit conventionalism and formalism to a greateak According to Parkinson (2002:
86), in the textual record ‘ideology is manifeswhat can be termed official discourse —
not just in legal and moral texts, but also ingielus and elite texts of commemoration
and display (“monumental discourse”)’. The ideotagiquality of this official discourse
extends also to pictorial and archaeological malteri

The two paradigmatic areas that epitomise the exmscof official discourse are the

realms of the gods and of the king. The maintenahogaatdepended in principle on the

® See Eyre (1992: 216, n. 58) on how people may leee in separate houses as a nuclear family,ewhil
socio-economic ties could have bound a larger fatoijether beyond the confines of a single house.

7 Although here we are left with the difficulty aféntifying which objects were conceived for dispimd
which we are just assuming were displayed.

8 See also Baines (1990: 20) for a definition ofatam as a ‘set of rules and practices defining whay
be represented pictorially with captions, displagyadd possibly written down, in which context amd i
what form’ which, he emphasises, correspond with@ors’ perspective.
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king’s fulfilment of his functions and on the cogsent contentment of the gods. The
relevance of these three levels — the royal, thenelj ordinary people — and their

interaction has been acknowledged by Baines (2Q@Y: ‘decorum is one means by
which people negotiate relations among themsebesyeen themselves and the royal,
and also between themselves and the divine’. Tihissappropriate to explore an ‘ideal’

definition of the family through how it was preseatn royal and divine contexts.

There is a striking absence of references to eegfiamily groups in sources dealing
with gods and kings. Rather, affirmation of (urélat) descent is the norm, especially in
relation to the eldest son. The prototypical repnégtion of the gods is in triads, in which
the image of the nuclear family is prominent. Lingss, such as that of Osiris and Horus,
were also fundamental for mythological narratiiéss not meaningful to ask whether
this mythical image was informed by real-life royalactices or kings adapted their
customs to emulate the mythical model; the two sgheshould rather be seen as
mutually reinforcing. Several authors have noteffetBnces between royal/divine
families and the rest of Egyptian society (Allam718; Feucht 2001: 503—-4). Brother-
sister marriage, for example, which was ubiquitoushe mythical context and is well
attested among royalty, appears to be absent fnermdén-royal reality until the Greco-
Roman period. Thus, a vision of ancient Egypt &dhly historical society where the
rule of avoidance of incest was broken does notl,ha$ it only corresponds with the
practices of a very small percentage of populatidhat is, the royals, and even in this
case it may have been limited (Robins 1993: 26-in) pharaonic times. In later periods,
brother-sister marriage was practised especiallgrgnthe ethnically Greek part of the
population (Frandsen 2009: 126-9), and this indg#tat it could have been regarded as
a mark of identity as well as an economic strategyargued by Shaw (1992: esp. 290-3;
see critique in Huebner 2007: esp. 24-5). In arse cthe possibility of a widespread
custom of incestuous marriage has been rejectedefmographic reasons (e.g. Scheidel
1995), and arguments for marriage between natumadlaalopted children — a practice
extended throughout the Eastern Mediterranean < laéso been advanced (Huebner
2007: 27). Other authors, while admitting that dolepmust have been more prevalent
than previously assumed, negate the correlatioadoption practices and brother-sister
marriages (Remijsen and Clarysse 2008: esp. 59F6&)debate remains open.

The official discourse accentuating nuclear fagsilis also visible in non-royal
contexts, such as private tombs. A survey of depistof family members in Middle

Kingdom tombs demonstrates an emphasis on lingagpecially on the father—son
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relationship (Olabarria 2010: 45-52). The roleh&f tomb owner’s wife was also salient,
while other relatives, in particular collateralser® often disregarded. This could be
understood as fundamental in the tomb context,hichivthe deceased and his wife and
children might be symbolically playing the role adrtain deities to convey a message of
regeneration (Lustig 1997a: 59, 62). The structfréhe tomb and the distribution of
scenes refer to a set of cosmological connectibat ¢dharacterise the tomb as a locus
where the cycle of renewal perpetuated itself. ptapose of these funerary scenes was
most probably not to provide a socially significalgscription of a family, but rather to
ensure the correct functioning of the tomb as astrument of eternal creation and
renewal. The elite was emulating the realm of thend and appropriating symbolic
resources to ensure that their tombs would fuligit functions. Therefore, the image of
families derived from tombs, while valuable for enstanding ideology, should not be
regarded as reflecting social practices in anygditeorward way. Failures to differentiate
the real and the ideal in the study of tombs haag tb misconceptions about the
definition of family groups (e.g. Whale 1989).

Together with tomb scenes, a second group of eea¢hat engages with the notion
of maatis that of literary teachings, which are widelteated from the Middle Kingdom
(survey in Parkinson 2002: 235-77). These are womally considered in terms of
display because they were mostly written on papythis period, but a version of the
first half of the so-called Loyalist Instruction@as on the stela of Sehetepibre, a high
official of the time of Amenemhat Il (CG 20538: mge and Schafer 1902c: pl. xl;
Posener 1976). Teachings are usually presentednerrative frame in which a father
instructs his children in proper behaviour andathconduct. As Parkinson in particular
suggests (2002: 236-8), this frame is a literapp$o the instructions are not pragmatic
guidelines and are not set in an educational conbex rather present a reflection on the
‘ideal’. In general, teachings, like tomb sceneguf on lineal relationships rather than
on the role of social groups. They also emphasisgbsition of the wife and expressly
refer to neolocal residence as desirdBl€his is a fictional paradigm that contrasts with
evidence like the letters of Heqanakht (Allen 208@e also chapter 2), which include
references to a large number of people co-residimder the rule of a single head of the
household (see further references in sectionsrandirjw in chapter 2). If neolocality

9 Cf. theTeaching of Ptahhotepy jkr=k grg=k pr=k mr=k hmt=k m hn [r tp hsb=s], ‘if you are effective,
you should found your household and you should laug wife with ardour [with due measure]’ (Papyrus
Prisse 10,8-9: Zaba 1956: 41-2, nos 325-6).
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was a widespread custom, it may not have corregubivdth the practicalities of
household administration.

Other sources that mainly conform to this idegresentation of the family as a
primarily nuclear unit are self-presentation ingtidns, administrative texts sanctioned
by authorities, and some funerary texts. HoweJeg, lheterogeneity of the evidence
should not be overlooked. Spells in the Coffin Beghow how even texts within the
same corpus may combine allusions to both typéanoilial organisation just mentioned.
On the one hand, the often quoted Spells 38—-4Ieemt father-to-son inheritance and
lineality.2° Another set of spells, however, highlights thevahce of thebr (discussed
in section 2.3.1), which is one of the several graferring to social groupings. A similar
disjunction can be seen in legal texts, since thallsunits described in the household
listings of Lahun (Collier and Quirke 2004: 110-é&) not correspond with evidence
derived from dwellings of the same site, some ofctwimay have been modified to
accommodate larger groupings (K6thay 2001: 367; i,K8006: esp. 217, 223).

This lack of a clear differentiation between idaat real, between images and what
was practised in everyday life, may raise the golesdf whether such a distinction is
worth exploring, since it might be impossible taeteine on what end of the spectrum a
given piece of evidence should be placed. Is argg®n of a family that adhered to
what was propounded by official discourse less tieah a type of social grouping that
fell outside the normative ideology? Could both tteal and the real family be just
constructions devised by Egyptologists, as Fitaemg€2005a: 20) has suggested for
genealogies? This question is explored in the segtion in relation to stelae. Artefacts
that are intended to be displayed but do not alwaysorm to the official discourse
about the family offer a promising case study inchhthese discrepancies between the

ideal and the real are brought to the forefront.

0 dd.n=f jt=] st=f nhm=j sh=f m B-pf dsr ntj=f jm=f jn dd.n=tn jn.tw=j n=tn r s3r n=j ji=j-pf r jw*=j st=f

r nhm=j s‘h=f, ‘He has said that | may grasp his place and tekelignity in that sacred land where he is.
Have you said that | should be brought to you s that father of mine may be in need (?) of maet th
may inherit his place, that | may take his dignitfde Buck 1935-1961: CT i, 159b-h; see also Faerkn
1962; de Jong 1994).
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3.3 Approaches to stelae

3.3.1 Stelae: research strategies and monumental record

Stelae are slabs of stone or wood bearing depgto/or representations on at least one
of their sides. Several categories of stelae haen lidentified, such as commemorative,
border, magic, temple, votive, and funerary (fongyal surveys, see Martin 1986; Digital
Egypt 2000; Holzl 2001). However, there is no shaligtinction between these
categories, which are conventional rather thanusxe.

The Middle Kingdom has been regarded as the pesfo@lassical stelae’ (Holzl
2001: 320), partly due to the large numbers of thieat have either been retrieved from
Abydos or attributed to this site. Their ubiquity museum collections has stimulated a
wide variety of works dealing with stelae from tlperiod (e.g. Portner 1911; Muller
1933; Pfluger 1947; Shoukry 1958; Simpson 1974lsaRdCastellucci 1988). The social
implications of the objects, however, have not biedlg explored.

Stelae can be regarded as a means of expresspersainal or group choices. Some
authors have overemphasised the uniformity of sepr@tions on stelae (e.g. Rosati
Castellucci 1988: esp. 108; Bright 2006), in patduse some design elements recur in
most of them — for example, the depiction of a tad#ering table in front of the person
in whose memory the stelae is made (ego). But adfhcsome themes are persistent,
stelae vary considerably in composition, so that wWeight of individual decisions is
pivotal (Franke 2003b: 57; Backes 2007: 14).

For Abydos, stelae should be regarded as a fundameomponent of the cultic
landscape. Probably thousands of commemorativaestelere erected alongside the
processional route leading from the temple of @sidc Umm el-Qaab. Many were
clustered into groups, and there would have beemy@ad of memorial chapels with
associated dependent structures filling the®i#e study of individual stelae would risk
downplaying this relational aspect. | therefore lesg stelae from a holistic perspective
(see further chapters 4 and 5).

Many stelae show a limited group of people accowipgy ego, and the criteria for
selecting who should be included are elusive. tifien impossible to tell whether they

are relatives or subordinates because their capéioalaconic. | study the composition of

8 The existence of such chapels at Abydos was fiestulated by Simpson (1974b) on the basis of
excavated mudbrick structures, and he proposedrdb@uof such groups on the basis of internal exdaden
from the stelae (see appendix 1). Simpson’s work reziewed by Cooney (1974), Spaull (1975), Berlev
(1976), De Meulenaere (1977), EI-Rabi’i (1977)y8ilman (1977), and DeVries (1977).
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family groups and their transformations throughitt period in the third section of this
chapter; here | consider how far these representdf people can be used to reconstruct
the social structure of that time. For this purpdsis necessary to evaluate different
approaches to stelae as well as possible ways ichwie ancient actors themselves may

have engaged with them.

3.3.2 Stelae as artistic products and the issue of agency

Stelae can be regarded as works of art, and tlesithetic qualities should not be
overlooked. Since they started being purchasedurggean museums in the early 19th
century they have constituted one of the key objgpes in their collections. Art,
however, is a multifunctional phenomenon which stiawt be understood from the
individualistic, subjective, and ostensibly non-étianal perspective often applied to
Western art. Egyptian art had implications for foeiety as a whole and, as defined by
Baines (2007 [1994]: 301), it exhibited ‘a surplofsorder and aesthetic organisation
which goes beyond the narrowly functional’. A pb$siway to approach stelae is thus to
treat them as aesthetic-functional products of Eggpmaterial culture that were created
for an array of different purposes, including thegly symbolic. In this section | discuss
and assess their possible functions and how aruses to accomplish these.

Stelae set up in Abydos may have had the doubhetitn of presenting the
individual and his group while perpetuating thales and status through memory, and
assuring their participation in the mysteries ofri@st the site. The artistic dimension of
these objects may have fulfilled an instrumentaiction beside a purely aesthetic one.
Stelae, in particular those commemorative stelae ghovide the corpus for the present
work (see appendix 1, 3 and 4), can be seen assatipan have effects on people and that
actively create universes of meaning.

Discussions on agency have transcended the boesdaf sociological and
philosophic studies in the last decades, and hatlerapological and archaeological
discussions of agency are particularly relevantefy is the capacity of a being to
perform actions (ohappenings in its vicinity and, thus, to become an actortlire
world 8 A major issue is whether agency is an exclusiteipan prerogative or whether
it can be attributed to objects. In relation tg #nts idea was developed by Alfred Gell
(1998), although it can be useful for analysing awynain of material culture. Gell

82 Some authors emphasise intentionality: ‘agency bmylefined as the human capacity for motivated,
reflexive action having some consequence (if naiags an expected or intended outcome)’ (Ross and
Steadman 2010: 1).
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(1998: 7) conceived the anthropology of art as ttieoretical study of social relations in
the vicinity of objects mediating social agency& also asserted that for the study of art
to be considered a form of anthropology, it needsssimilate art objects to social agents.
He conceded that this approach could seem initia#lgrre, ‘but only if one fails to bear
in mind that the entire historical tendency of aofilvlogy has been towards a radical
defamiliarization and relativization of the notioh“persons™ (Gell 1998: 9). This is, |
believe, one of the keys to Gell's theory: persensot a straightforward category to
define — have agency, but some objects too areethkith person-like qualities. This is
obvious, for example, with Egyptian cult statuesjich had to be dressed, fed, and
attended to on a daily basis, as is stated explicitsome text§® Even when it is agreed
that an object has person-like qualities, onlyew tircumstances could one affirm that it
actsde motu propriolf intentionality is a prerequisite to envisadggexts as agents (see
n. 82 above), then object agency is usually refeckdowever, agency may also be
defined as the performing of actions with specHioften unintended — consequences
surrounding the agefit.| agree with Marian Feldman (2010: 149) that ‘siqmeople
often act without any conscious evaluation of wihair actions mean and their actions
often have unintended consequences, a definiti@gehcy that rests on intentionality is
too restricted’: intentionality does not need torbgarded as a fundamental feature of
object agenc{®

Gell's theory opened up possibilities that haverbpursued in several areas (Dobres
and Robb 2000; Gardner 2004; Pattison 2007) ané lbaen applied increasingly to
civilisations of the ancient Near East over thea ksars (Bahrani 2003: esp. 75-84;
Feldman 2007; Winter 2010 [2007]; Steadman and R649€; McCorriston 2011: esp.
207-16; Evans 2012: esp. 143-5). However, such oappes have permeated
Egyptology only to a limited extent (Wengrow 200Gglby 2007; 2009; Exell 2009:
esp. 131-5; Frood 2013). It has been observedstietiars dealing with ancient Egypt
do not engage strongly with theoretical discussténshich may be one reason why

8 These actions are part of the daily temple rithat is described in some papyri in Berlin (P 3024,
3053, and P 3055) and in some inscriptions fromtéineple of Abydos. With these sources Moret (1902)
was able to reconstruct the main guidelines ofdaily ritual. Some evidence for the performanceaof
similar ritual in the Old Kingdom has been foundhe Abusir papyri (Vymazalova and Coppens 2009).

8 For example, see revival by Bourdieu of the notidhabitusas the result of a given socialisation of a
human being, who ends up unconsciously acting @ssekpected of him (Bourdieu 1990 [1980]: esp. 52—
65).

8 Agency as independent of intentionality has bdso meated by Giddens (1984: 9; see also Kjgl§920
33, n. 12).

% |n Baines’ words (2011: 583), ‘Egyptologists —Egyptian archaeologists if that term is preferredo—
not engage so actively with general and theoreticelaeology or produce works that speak to general
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these approaches are not often encountered in &gyptal literature. A second reason
may lie in the difficulty inherent in the definiticof terms such as agency, which can lead
to scepticism about the relevance and usage of sle@oeetical constructs. For example,
Meskell (2004: 4) dismisses Gell's concept of ages an appealing theory that cannot
be uniformly applied’ However, she does not address the relational asfeGell’s
treatment of agency, that is, that a thing is aenagnly insofar as something else is a
patient®® Gell too admitted certain limits to his theoryyisaging objects as ‘secondary
agents’ that cannot be detected before they ac8(190); this restriction does not
weaken his arguments, but rather gives them adudimension, pointing towards a non-

universal, contextually-driven definition of agency

3.3.3 Identifying agency and constructing meaning

In his analysis of how art objects interact witleisty, Gell employed three key ideas that
can be applied to stelae: technologies of enchanttrdestributed personhood; and object
biographies. These concepts are very valuable dovirgg a better understanding of the
reciprocal relationship that people have with maategories of works of art, and they
have proven to be fruitful in the analysis of agemcseveral cultures.

Enchantment is defined as the captivation felth®yobserver of a work of art (Gell
1998: esp. 68—72; Gosden 2005; Garrow and GosdE? 2@ early Egypt, see Wengrow
2006). In his exploration of what he termed ‘tedogees of enchantment’, Gell
underscored the psychological impact of art whileoaemphasising its practical
functions®® Technologies of enchantment imply the use of artmanipulate social
conduct; thus, the object acts in the world — asgent — promoting certain actions or
feelings in the viewers — the patients in this case

Stelae participate in these technologies of ertomamt, with their aesthetic value

complementing and even driving attention towardrtpeactical role as perpetuators of

archaeologists. That is the Egyptologists’ loskeast as much as it is a loss for the archaeokigkbr an
account of how increasing awareness of theory ypEdogy has not led to the inclusion of more tlyeior
publications, see Horbury (2009: 5-6).

87 Although she is not entirely coherent, as she goet® affirm that Egyptian objects could be anetyas
religious fetishes, given that ‘through veneratiwrdevotion the object is attributed power or dffemess,
and may appear to act independently of its maifiest (Meskell 2004: 48; further critique of Gall’
theory on 51-5).

8 The aim of anthropological theory is to make geagbehaviouin the context of social relatioh&ell
1998: 11, my emphasis).

8 ‘The decoration of objects is a component of dotdahnology, which | have elsewhere called the
technology of enchantment. [...] The world is filledth decorated objects because decoration is often
essential to the psychological functionality ofefaicts, which cannot be dissociated from the diymees of
functionality they possess, notably their practioalsocial functionality’ (Gell 1998: 74).
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memory. Stelae possessed also a strong socioepblidimension as status markéts.
Agency can be created through strategies sucheagfu®lour, variation in shapes, scene
composition, or repetition of certain patterns énghe viewer’s attention. Scale was one
of the most obvious visual devices used to difeetaye towards the most important part
of the object, that is, the representation of e§ohéfer 1986 [1919]: 230-4). Stela
ANOC 4.4 is a characteristic example of how songeires take a pre-eminent role in
relation to those who are depicted in subordinatothem[Pl. 3.2]. Once the attention
of the literate observer was on the object, theripgons may have played an important
role, because they often appealed to the passer-dgt on behalf of the person in whose
memory the stela had been erecte@ne of the stelae offi-n3-jjj (ANOC 44.2: see
appendix 3.3.2) includes an appeal to the livireg tirges the observer to pronounce an
invocation offering fomfr-n3-jjj because ‘it is more beneficial for the one whe dlbain
for the one for whom one acts’ (lines 1.4-5). Evknhe inscription itself was not
understood, the presence of writing on the objedtaaced its status and enjoined
admiration and respect towards it, because hiepbgty writing had a quasi-sacred
character (Baines 2007 [1983]: esp. 35, 37-8).

The concept of distributed personhood was insgiseMauss’ treatment of the gift as
well as Marilyn Strathern’s analysis of how peoipldlelanesia are both individually and
dividually conceived (1988: 13-5). For Mauss theoki@oncepthau represented a kind
of internal force of the given object that connédtte past owners and that demands that
it be returned to its original possessor. By meandistributed personhood it is possible
to extend presence and agency through space aaddiran after an individual’'s death.
In principle, an object could have many spatialiyparated parts with different micro-
histories (Gell 1998: 221; see also reference topamsonnel mines, 20-1) that need to
be brought together to gain a full picture of asperand his or her agency (Gosden and
Marshall 1999: 173). Thus, Gosden (2004: 171) fesukis analysis of distributed
personhood on ‘assemblages of objects’ that haaeedhproperties through a dense
network of relationships that link them physicadlyd aesthetically to other objects.

The notion of distributed personhood has beeniegpb Egyptian material culture,
for example in Annette Kjglby's (2007; 2009) anadysf New Kingdom non-royal
statues. For elite Egyptians there was a constartdern — inherent in their cosmovision —

% In his analysis of 1st dynasty monumental mastab&ngrow refers to it as ‘enchantment of authority
(2006: 39). On the political nature of enchantmeag also Meskell (2004: 61-2).

1 On the use of the ankh on Middle Kingdom stelaa dsvice to capture the attention of literate aon-
literate alike, see Hill (2010: esp. 229).
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with materialising the self, as exemplified by thesire to preserve the body after death
(Meskell 2004: 124-30; 2005: 58—-62). A principahdtion of mummies may have been
to construct a ‘perfect image’ of the deceasedwmtld provide a material basis for the
ba to be able to return to the appropriate tombyyemght (Taylor 2001: 16, 20; Riggs
2014). Statues share the mummy’s function as arrabtesis where personhood may

reside:

‘to the ancient Egyptians statues materializedesgence and presence of the individual depicted.
The identity and person of the statue owner weus tfistributed or extended through time and
place by the choice of motif and inclusion of heme, title and in some cases biographical data
on the statues’ (Kjalby 2009: 38).

Middle Kingdom stelae provide an excellent exampfedistributed personhood
because they are externalised constituents off éheglare spread in time and space. It is
the personhood of the owner of the stelae (ego)atitbse with whom he is represented
that constitute the object of analysis. In Gell'srds (1998: 103), ‘as social persons, we
are present, not just in our singular bodies, hutverything in our surroundings which
bears witness to our existence, our attributes,camcagency’. The social persona of the
Egyptians manifested itself through these stelddchwalso fulfiled a memorialising
function (comparable to that of some statues). @wsdassemblages are also relevant,
since Abydos stelae often clustered into groups ¢(t&pter 4). These groups constitute
material, tangible attestations of networks of treleships among objects and,
consequently, among people.

The stela group KG 12 can illustrate this argum@ee appendix 4). The group
includes five stelae — two of them from Abydos, tattvibuted to Abydos, and one from
Elephantine. The mamw=/-n-r=sn is present on all five monuments. Since at |leastes
of them were found in different, distant locatiorteey instantiate his distributed
personhood. In addition, some people depicted amdémtioned on KG 12.5 are related
to other groups. For example}jj son ofrt-jb is also depicted on a stela belonging to
ANOC 54. These two stelae bear witness to connecti@tween two groups of people,
so that the links between the objects enhance geacy of these two individuals and
their stelae. | argue below that some of theseabtambnnections may have been

constructed through the representation of thesplpemn the same monument, and the

%2t is difficult to overemphasise the importancenmdteriality, but the textual dimension of thesgeots is
also of capital importance for the reaffirmationpgfrsonhood. In my view, Kjglby's argument would/éa
benefited from a closer attention to textual sosi@e a further domain of materiality.
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guestion of their existence in the lived worldasd important than the fact that they were
addressed to on stelae.

Object biography has been widely pursued in alogéal theory and anthropology,
especially since the publication dhe social life of things: commodities in cultural
perspective(Appadurai 1986b), which investigates the intecactbetween objects —
commoditiesin that book — and human$.As defined by Chris Gosden and Yvonne
Marshall (1999: 169), this approach explores thg tmaman and object histories inform
each other through the convenient metaphor of bmgy. Such biographies emphasise
how interrelations of humans and objects createninga that are prone to change as
time goes by because objects accumulate furtherdagf meaning — some of which may
be approached through assessing their contextsd@gf@hd Hutson 2003: 156—205). It is
necessary to assess the life history of artefactiynamic terms because their meanings
and functions change. Objects are not static esfibbn the contrary, they acquire varied
meanings and functions and, as they move through &nd space, they gain multiple
biographies (Pattison 2007: 180)The agency of those objects evolves as those new
meanings provoke new effects on people (GosdenMarghall 1999: 177), an aspect
Gell (1998: 11) explored by locating things in thbiographical contexts within the
different stages of the life cycle. Meskell (20B6-7) remarks that Appadurai (1986a)
and Kopytoff (1986) do not seem to be interestedoljects per se but rather in
underlying cultural and historical processes. Yeiré may not be such a thing as ‘an
object per sé — except maybe from a purely processual perspecti because objects
existwith society, in the same way as society exigth objects’

Middle Kingdom stelae exemplify how the life hises of objects and of their
owners become entangled and influence each otters, iw=/-n-r=sn in KG 12 holds

different titles on each monument that may be shgwiow he accrued status throughout

9 Object biographies have been used to gain a heitigrstanding of museum collections. For an exampl
of a project engaging both university staff anddstits with the collections at the Pitt-Rivers Musein
Oxford, see http://web.prm.ox.ac.uk/rpr/index.plypéot-biography-index. A similar initiative was
launched by the curator of the Egyptian collectiah Manchester Museum in January 2012:
http://egyptmanchester.wordpress.com/2012/01/08bijiography-1-a-vessel-naming-nesi-khonsu-acc-
no-6736/

% A philological counterpart to these archaeolog@aproaches may be ‘new philology’ (also known as
‘material philology’), which analyses manuscripssaatefacts, thus taking into account their ustohysand
the impression they may have had on the readenelgkintroduction: e.g. Driscoll 2010; in Egyptgio
Parkinson 2006: 6-8, 272-3).

% In my work | am not explicitly addressing the difénce between objects (natural) and artefacts
(intentionally built), because they are both intdgrarts of society. What is more important, in wigw, is

the existence of layers of meaning that are atththéoth objects and artefacts, because thesendeée
the place they take in society at any given time.
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his lifetime. Since he was a draftsman, one couljle that the experience that he
acquired producing stelae may have influenced thgrpssion in his position. Be that as
it may, the actual artefacts and the life histdrthés person are interrelated.

For Middle Kingdom stelae from Abydos, however,féaus only on the material
biographies of individual stelae would provide arcdmplete picture. It is rather
memorial chapel groups as wholes as far as we eaanstruct them that should
constitute the minimal unit of analysis, since thase the material expression of
connections among individuals and their kin, ared/ttisplay the reciprocal informing of
material and human biographies. A plan of the mé&xhohapel area at Abydos (Simpson
1995: 32, fig. 54) shows how smaller chapels wersié bdjacent to larger ongBl. 9.1].
The fact that the former fill up narrow spaces lestwthe latter suggests that association
with certain structures, and therefore with certp@ople, was sought after the largest
chapels had been built. The biographies of thospalk, that is, the study of their
construction and organic growth, materialise thegkaphies of the groups of people
whose relationships the chapels commemorated. Tonstruct the complete ritual
landscape of Abydos in its entirety is not possheause little of it has been excavated
systematically (O’Connor 1979; 1985; Adams 201GlaBtl and Effland 2010), but the
kin groups presented in the catalogue may constaustarting point. There are parallel
similar clusters of stelae based on kin-ties frdm First Intermediate Period (see
appendix 3.1), and this trend could have persistéide Middle Kingdom, as indicated by
the layout of the chapels. Some of the largest ggpsuch as ANOC 1 (see appendix
3.2), could consist of a large chapel surroundeddneral associated smaller ones, but
other possible reconstructions in which stelaernefg to the same groups of people were
distributed around the site should not be ruled out

An exploration of the role of stelae as agentsugh the notions of technologies of
enchantment, distributed personhood, and objegréphies exemplifies how objects and
people are interconnected and mutually dependdinéec® have an effect on people, and
people construct much of the meaning inherent igea®. Awareness of this
interdependence is essential to evaluating stalabdjacts that describe and define people

and therefore provide significant sources for thalygsis of social groups.

3.3.4 An entangled world: how stelae make people
It is obvious that Egyptians made stelae. Theygihesl them, fashioned them skilfully

according to different styles and trends, and st up in tombs and memorial chapels
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or along processional routes. But stelae also dlayele in the formation of those who
shaped them. Individuals are socialised into argmaterial culture that predates them
and that will probably outlive them (Gosden 20084-17). In the same way as we are
socialised to know how to use a table and a chayptians would take the existence of
stelae and their implications for granted. As Gosdleserves (2005: 194), ‘objects set up
universes of their own into which people need to’fiChanges in material culture occur
gradually (with exceptions that should be matteamdlysis), and innovations introduced
by individuals require time to be standardised &ty incorporated into the material
repertoire of a civilisation. Is it then possible state that objects have a stronger
influence on human lives than humans have on abgatn if it is humans who produce
objects?

This theoretical conundrum is the subject of akbby lan Hodder (2012). He
presents an alternative model for the analysisurhdn-thing interrelations, which he
expresses in a formula (Hodder 2012: 88): Entangteém (HT) + (TT) + (TH) + (HHY”’

His approach is similar to that presented for ageatwove, since he argues that human
and material lives inform each other through preess of entanglement. The
distinctiveness of Hodder’s theory lies in his urstiending of dependence (reliance and
contingency) and dependency (constraint) as tweaiplesways in which humans and
things can be related (2012: 17-8). This enablesnterdisciplinary approach that
combines idealism and materialism, because idedsraierials are no longer seen as
determining factors in human action. In his wordshat is determinative is the
entanglement itself, the totality of the links winibold and produce individual events,
things, humans’ (Hodder 2012: 112).

Insofar as elite Egyptians created stelae, thtedaesand their universes of meaning
contributed to the creation of Egyptians. Informatobtained from stelae therefore offers
a window on to the lived experience of people whadpced them. This does not mean
that what they show should be taken at face valsehis would disregard the weight of

the ideal. However, they should not be rejecteguaely imaginary and inadequate for

% Not only material culture shapes the individuaigerience of the world. In phenomenological terms,
‘from the moment | am born | live in a world of guh, customs, institutions and cultural objects tha
together form my actions and thoughts in a way stiitallows my own individuality to develop’ (Spiing
1977: 86). This contemplates an articulation anduaduinformation of individual, society and matéria
culture. San Martin Sala refers to this conceptrasmidad social’ (2005: 80), namely an individdgli
somehow mediated by society.

°”Humans depend on things (HT), things depend oerdttings (TT), things depend on humans (TH), and
humans depend on other humans (HH).
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the reconstruction of the social landsc&bés Valerie Hope (2000: 181) describes for

Roman stelae:

‘Each tombstone tells a story and within the cenyetbe tombstones are united to tell a wider

story still. The funerary monuments are thus a oetfor accessing the living society. Yet the

insight gained is not always a direct reflectiontludit society. The tombstones are persuasive in
the image they present of the world; they may mthut they do make claims of status, wealth

and position which cannot always be sustained. fliherary monuments reflect not the realities

of Roman society but the rhetoric of language améges through which that society was

constructed’

Stelae are generally assumed to be made for gligplthough see section 4.5 on
audience and accessibilit})and yet in the majority of examples family modeistant
from the nuclear one are exhibited on them; thuS, 28a.1 shows a combination of
children, collaterals, and subordinates on a simygument (see appendix 4.2.1). In
other instances, only a limited number of relatiees present, as on KG 12.1, with a
family consisting of ego, his wife and seven clalilrThis attests to a greater variability
in the idea(s) that they convey than that exhibitedombs, which presented a higher
degree of adherence to an idealised image of tbkeaufamily.

How reliable then are stelae as evidence for r&cocting familial structures of the
Middle Kingdom? In terms of Hodder’s theory, itnst the monuments alone that give us
the key to understanding social reality, but theoleasis should rather be placed on the
links that produce the entanglement. It is the wtdeding of that entanglement — the
mutual relationship between Egyptians and theseuments — that can contribute to a
better insight into social trends. Stelae are agémat can produce an effect on their
viewers, participating in the construction of aisbcthat aspires towards the idealised
forms incorporated in them. They have the capadctpresenta social picturethat is
probably accepted and treated as stereotyped Isg tivbo are socialised into the world
in which these products of material culture hadvatal role!®® The social picture that
stelae actively produce should be the focus ohatie, because it is central to the use of
the evidence for a possible reconstruction of sgciBtelae are not meant to present a

trustworthy image of daily life and they are nogdé documents (Grajetzki 2005: 62;

% For such a view, see Molyneaux’s work on late IBthasty private tombs. He states that representati
are the owner’s ‘putative definition of the ideaicay situation, interpreted by artists’ (1997: 118) that
they should not be used for reconstructing socrattices, since they are ‘fashioned with the fietiv
naturalism of the state that aspired to controhlid¢ology and social activity’ (1997: 127).

% Other alternatives should not be excluded. Fomgte, Baines (2009: 4) has suggestively emphasised
the importance of the creation stages of Abydokaaste which grant an immediate accruing of status
among peers — over their role as visible markbénnbedium term.

1901 do not wish to underestimate the importancendfvidual responses to socially sanctioned situmatio
and institutions, as a culture should not be ssem monolithic whole, but dissenting attitudes difécult

to trace (Baines 1996: esp. 342-3). For the pugofsthis section, | am referring to general trends
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Fitzenreiter 2005b: 80-5). Therefore, it is notugiale to pursue an actual composition
and functioning of society on them because theynateepresenting the realifyout they
are rathecreating a reality

It is not the case that both the ideal and théfesmily are constructions devised by
Egyptologists, as the question posed at the entheofprevious section suggests. The
display of relatives presents a family composittbat is produced and motivated by
Egyptians themselves, even if it is an ‘idealisedlity’. In this sense, even though a
distinction between the ideal and the real is pert, it is rather restrictive. The extent to
which the idealised reality shown on stelae cowedp to lived experience is not as
important for the present discussion as the realehsd the particular choices of what
is shown and the attitude of the actors — as fait aan be glimpsed — toward those
representations.

How far were stelae perceived as bearers of agenay ancient Egyptian context?
Perception is embodied and situational, and depend#e stance of the observer, but
objects also manifest their connections with otblgjects as they are perceived by an
individual or a group (Spurling 1977: 30-1; seeodi#erleau-Ponty 1962 [1945]). This
relational perception could be understood as amplaof human recursive thought in
that ‘it takes its own output and the next inputip@p that can be extended indefinitely to
create sequences or structures of unbounded lengibmplexity’ (Corballis 2011: 5-6).
As ancient actors looked at stelae, they couldtersgaquences of connections that
charged the objects with further layers of meanamg of which could have related to the
constitution of the social groups as they wereldisg on them.

The self-image that a person constructs as irgadsti by phenomenology depends
fundamentally on the culture into which he or she&acialised (holistically understood,
see n. 96) and shapes the understanding of hidifeMSan Martin Sala 2005: 81). For
members of the Egyptian elites, that vision of $bd# must also have been mediated by
representations on stelae and other display objébts ‘law of recurrence’ postulated by
Roger Bastide (1973 [1971]: 6) propounds that fidea which we have of ourselves
transforms us to the point where we end by becomihgt we believe ourselves to be.
Our concept of social reality suffices to causdaishange it until we are re-creating it
when we believe we are only examining it’. Althouthirs description refers to ideas of
the self, representations of social groups on Mid€ingdom stelae can be interpreted

through this approach, because society could haen binfluenced by a widely
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sanctioned self-perception presented on st8faklere, the words of Laurie Spurling
‘society is not a subjective reality, it is not aven objective reality; it is an

intersubjective reality’ (1977: 87) remind us oétprocess of reciprocal construction of
self and society.

A similar hypothesis about an almost symbioti@iattion of objects and people in
the construction of social relations is presentgdJohn Ma for Hellenistic honorific
statues (2007). He discusses how the inscriptionsmapanying the statues interact with
the viewer and complement the information convdygthe image itself (Ma 2007: 205—
9).1%2 Ma’s example illustrates how social consciousness be created through the
materiality of the statues themselves and through recursive thinking of people
interacting with them: ‘The statue, in its shockiifglikeness, says “Look at me”. The
name caption (‘Herodotus’), in its deference, saymwk at him”. The honorific formula
and decree, in their determination to speak oftcaulture, say “Look around you” (Ma
2007: 220).

Similarly, stelae urge observers to look arourehthThey actively create a ‘social
fabric’ or ‘social matrix’ (Minch 2009: 252) withirwhich kinship and marriage
constitute a privileged nexus with certain categ®of relatives recurring in the content
of stelae. The image of family and social relatiahisplayed on these objects goes
through different phases and changes through timemsformations during the period
under consideration are remarkable, as an incrgasimber of people, not all of them
biologically related to ego, begin to be represeme stelae. These changes in what was
displayed may have a correlate in actual socialdsgthis possibility is pursued in the

next section of this chapter.

3.4 Changes in display from the First Intermediate
Period to the Middle Kingdom

3.4.1 A change in display patterns?
The fact that material culture is less prone tongeathan is usually assumed has been

mentioned in the previous section. People are ksethinto a given culture that includes

%1 The role of stelae in the construction of soc@iesion could be compared to that of specific esoaind
narratives that become institutionalised, ensurthgt shared information extends throughout the
community (Corballis 2011: 124).

1921t is true that inscriptions contributed to coriteadise statues (and other monumental objectsén th
Egyptian case), but the impact of their contentth@construction of social awareness should begadh
due to the limited scope of literacy in ancientistes. For estimations of the percentage of litera
population in Egypt, see Baines and Eyre (2007 31:981—73).
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an array of customs, attitudes, environments, dielcts. The pervasiveness of material
culture challenges the view of objects as somethasgive that is modified at (humans’)
will, suggesting instead that people and objecterigeto a complex in which each
influences the other. This characterisation maymsestriking in a modern society
undergoing constant technological transformatidms,it suits the ancient world, where
the pace of change may have been less hectic. éftairc phases it is nonetheless
possible to trace variations in material culturghwi a quite short time span. The
circumstances in which such a rapid change tooteptieserve special attention (Gosden
2005: 197), because they could signal anomalieg®mains other than material culture
itself. Egyptian stelae from the early First Intedrate Period to the late Middle
Kingdom constitute a well documented case studyredatively swift changes in
representational conventions.

A valuable collection of First Intermediate Peristglae is that — mainly from Naga
ed-Deir — compiled by Dows Dunham (1937; for a ¢argollection of material from the
same site, see Brovarski 1989). The 87 stelae, scattered through a number of
museums, mostly depict a limited number of peogdes typical in the First Intermediate
Period[PI. 6.1]. In many instances, ego — the person to whomttla s dedicated — is
alone (e.g. Dunham 1937: nos 69, 70, pl. xXi¥)but he may be accompanied by his
wife (e.g. Dunham 1937: no. 83, pl. xxxi), childre;mg. Dunham 1937: no. 59, pl. xix),
and/or a few other uncaptioned people, presumaidna@ants (e.g. Dunham 1937: no.
36, pl. xiv; Brovarski 1989: esp. 750). Filiatiorare rarely giverd®® hindering
reconstructions of genealogies by contrast withtveha be attempted for later Abydene
material. Filiation formulae appear during the reigf Intef 11 and become common
under Senusret |, especially in the form ‘ggo).n father's name’ (Obsomer 1993: 177).
Reconstructing genealogies along modern lines withe hint about filiation is not
possible due to the way in which ancient Egyptiamshkip terminology is structured,
where the same term could refer to several diskimctypes (see section 2.2).

Stelae of the First Intermediate Period from otbiées show similar conventions,
where the wife and children of ego may be depidiegkther with some subordinates, but
filiations are generally absent; collateral reletivare seldom shown or mentioned.

Among the large amount of First Intermediate Peliimgtribed material excavated at

103 Several stelae are dedicated to women, usuallyem®lof priestly offices (e.g. Dunham 1937: nos 57,
58, pl. xviii).

%4 The two exceptions, stelae nos 7 and 13 (Dunhab7:18ls v, viii), have been dated to the Middle
Kingdom (see below).
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Dendera (Fischer 1968; see also Musacchio 2008))2@1e 11th dynasty stela ehtw
(Ashmolean Museum E.3927: Petrie and Griffith 19810xi), illustrates this tendency to
include lineal descendan{®l. 6.3]'% Ego, whose higher status is marked by his
privileged position and larger scale, is accompdubg his wife fmr=f), and several
lineal descendantss3Ef andss3=f) offering to deceased members of the family. Alma
figure grinding grain in the right bottom cornerlabelled asim jdj (‘the servanyd;’)
with no filiation."*®

The absence of figures of ascendant lineal raatiyparents, grandparents and
beyond) and collaterals is consistent for the maental record of the First Intermediate
Period. There are, however, a few exceptions, wadmdther of ego is depicted: the only
two examples known to me are the stelajpffrom Gebelein (Turin Suppl. 13114:
Fischer 1961: 45, n. 5; Kubisch 2000: 241, tamal,20), and the stela pfnw also from
Gebelein (Turin Suppl. 1270: Fischer 1961: 61, tdita; Kubisch 2000: 241, tab. 1, no.
16). Different principles may have governed thdusion of relatives on these stelae, due
to the Nubian ethnicity of their ownet¥.

These two features — the inclusion of collateratgl ascendant lineals, and the
introduction of filiation formulae — constitute tineain differences between presentations
of kin on First Intermediate Period and Middle Kilogn monuments. Middle Kingdom
stelae display an increasing number of people whelsgionship to ego is clarified to
some extent by kinship terms and filiatidfi$In the late Middle Kingdom the number of
people depicted on stelae increases dramaticallyesmes reaching around 50, and
many of them are not biologically related to egthe modern Western sense of the term
[Pl. 18].2°°If stelae were used to construct the social fabs@f, one could conclude that
these changes in display may correspond with @madibn in the emic understanding of
social groups. If this were the case, family stnopetmight have changed in the transit
from the First Intermediate Period to the Middlengdom. This interpretation, which

195 Examples from other sites include a fragment ohathitrave ofisj from Nagada (Vienna AS 5894:
Fischer 1964: pl. vii), and the steladifw probably from the Thinite area (Louvre C 300: Rixc1988/89:
figs 1-2).

1% The figure grinding grain is characteristic of meoments from Dendera, as are the cupbearers
(Musacchio 2010).

197 Kubisch argues (2000: 247-8) against a clear-comdgraphic distinction between Egyptians and
Nubians, but she admits that there was a differenteeir titles.

198 As an example, see stela/ofthr-nht (Turin Cat. 1613: Roccati 1988: 163), which depit® people
related to ego.

199 The stela ofibr is a convincing example of such monuments (Caif ZD722: Lange and Schéfer
1902c: pl. liv). Most of the 47 people depicteditsnsurface do not seem to be related by what waldvo
call ‘blood-ties’, but rather by a professionalaténship, as most of them were sculptors.
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would contradict the working hypothesis of chag®eris not, however, supported by
closer examination of the material: the links tatHfer relatives and to other kin groups

are brought to the forefront when stelae are asdesghin a wider framework.

3.4.2 Stelae in context: a view of changes in display

Most remarks in the previous section can be exddafitom stelae analysed in isolation.
However, a contextual study of these monumentsleiggés some of the general
conceptions on the social setting of the periodearstudy. For example, while individual

stelae may point towards a prevalence of lineailtireds, an examination of ‘assemblages
of objects’ demonstrates that wider groups may Haasen taken into account. In this
section | explore the display of relatives betwdka First Intermediate Period and

Middle Kingdom through contrasting display patteaisvotive and funerary stelae, the
importance of contextual assessment, and the katiion of inscriptions and depictions.

First, it may be misleading to compare displaytgras of First Intermediate Period
objects directly with Abydene Middle Kingdom stelaecause their main functions may
have been different. The most relevant categoriestedae for kin display are funerary
and commemorative. Although the differences are clear cut, the former were
associated with burials, while the latter were &@¢n or by votive chapels and shrines.
Stelae in Abydos were mainly commemorative monuseiith a specific memorialising
purpose, while most of the First Intermediate Rewnes seem to have had a funerary
function, as is shown by Dunham’s (1937: 4-11) dp8on of six tombs where stelae
were found in situ, usually set in mud-plaster iches or resting against walls inside the
main chamber of the tomb. In any case, the bouasldretween funerary and memorial
stelae are not sharp because both categories lmewe memorialising elements. At
Abydos memorial stelae are not exclusively foundthe chapel area, but late Old
Kingdom tombs of certain high officials were albe focus of votive activity that served,
among other functions, to maintain the connectiath umportant ancestors (Adams
2010: 13, 15; Richards 2010: esp. 147-50); thwsfuherary and memorial dimensions
of artefacts interact and shape each other.

Despite these overlaps, it may be prudent tordjaish methodologically between
stelae clearly associated with burials and thosgam@mtly unrelated to them. Some
functions of Abydene stelae have been suggestedeabocommemorating relatives
within a kin group and forging links with othergtiag as an expression of individual and

group identity —, and in addition to these, theregpntation of an increasing number of
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relatives accompanying ego on stelae may have géovensure the eternal participation
of that group in the mysteries of Osiris (Muller3B9 194), a purpose that is also
mentioned in a number of inscriptions collectedSiypson (1974b: 10-3).

It is difficult to compare stelae of the same typethe two periods, especially in the
case of stelae found in tomb$. The history of excavations at Abydos renders the
provenance of most known stelae uncertain (Kemgb1&ichards 2005: esp. 125-56).
Even when a rough location can be assigned, thet égmbs or chapels in which an
artefact was found were not recorded. Where thdiqatlons of excavations at Abydos
give relevant information, they mostly state tihatee were recorded as found on surface
sand (e.g. Peet and Loat 1913: 36, no. 3, pl.figv4) or in the loose sand fill of tombs
(e.g. Peet 1913: 112, no. 3, pl. xxiv, fig. 3, fdun the fill of tomb B 21).

There is also variability in records of stelaetthee known to have been found in
shafts or tombs. Some stelae bear depictions obhaddis wife, with other people only
mentioned and not depicted (e.g. stela from tompHR2t 1913: 112, no. 4, pl. xxv, fig.
2). Stelae with designs of this type can be contpani¢h those from tombs of the First
Intermediate Period, whose tradition therefore ritl disappear completely. A minority
of these stelae, however, show a relatively latgalver of people (e.g. two fragments of
a stela from shaft of tomb X58, Peet 1913: 115180 pl. xxiv, figs 2, 4).

The majority of Abydos stelae featuring large nenstof people seem to derive from
the North cemeter}** which is the area close to the memorial chafils7]. A few are
from the temple of Osiris proper, from which theggssion would have started. For
example, Peet’'s area X is located in the southarhgs the North cemetery, just next to
the wadi along which the procession may have rwetR913: xiv, fig. 1). Thus, tomb
X58, just mentioned as one of the few examples ateda with a large number of
depicted individuals that was found in connectiomrattomb, was located in the North
cemetery. A relation between display patterns &edritual landscape of Abydos could
therefore be postulated.

It is worth reviewing material from other locatowith this possibility in mind. Sites

other than Abydos from which the majority of lateddlle Kingdom stelae featuring a

110 Another approach, of course, could be to tacklenom@l stelae from chapels from both the First
Intermediate Period and the Middle Kingdom. Thiattempted through case studies in chapter 4.

1 For exceptions, see examples in Mariette’s catalod.880b) with depictions of four or more people
that are recorded as having been found in the Middmetery: 555 (non-specified; Cairo CG 20012%, 89
(eastern area; Cairo CG 20310), and 818 (Cairo G482), 823 (Cairo CG 20158), 831 (Cairo CG 20370),
879 (Cairo CG 20149) and 993 (Cairo CG 20257)jrathe northern area. Their location in the Middle
cemetery may correspond with the eastern sideeofvedi.
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large number of individuals are attested are Elepha and Edfu. KG 12.5 (appendix
4.1.5) from Elephantine is a double-sided stela“@fw-r-snb (Habachi 1985: 73-5, pl.
123), which shows over 20 people who do not apfehe related by biological links. A
stela from Edfu shows a large number of peopleluting many not genealogically
related to ego (Warsaw 141262: Marée 2009: 43-80fig. 7)!*? All of these were set
up in sanctuaries devoted to deified individualsd ghey reaffirm a relation between
display of acquaintances and commemoration. KG W2$%found in the forecourt of the
sanctuary of Heqaib in Elephantine, while Warsa@2b62 lay against the south wall of
room J of the mastaba of Isi at Edfu. Both Heqaith i became recipients of a cult that
contributed to the forging and strengthening okdithetween the most important families
in their areas (Moreno Garcia 2006: 135; 2010).

Funerary stelae such as the ones from Naga edal®eirserved memorial purposes.
However, the display patterns associated with famyemonuments may have been
different from those of stelae with a non-sepultfuaction. Stelae in memorial chapels
may have commemorated the groups shown on thenthenprocess, the desire to
reaffirm group adherence and create new groupirag imve favoured the depiction of
increasing numbers of people on these monuments.

Second, and related to the previous point, thergiogical and geographic context in
which stelae became popular should be consideridough they had existed since the
Early Dynastic period as self-contained monumestedae started to feature prominently
around the end of the Old Kingdom, and they becamsee common in the Middle
Kingdom, when they were primarily used for funeraryd commemorative purposes as
noted abové!®

The provenance of stelae is important for thdirpretation. It is sometimes difficult
to ascribe an object to a particular site, espigciad cases like Abydos, where
excavations were not systematic as mentioned alidaga ed-Deir, where many stelae
have a recorded provenance and where some werdal foursitu, illustrates the
importance of a contextual assessment of archaiealagpjectgPI. 5]. Various features
of the stelae can be used to develop a chronologyhem. Although the bulk of the
material seems to date to the First Intermediateo®ea ‘late’ — that is, a Middle

12 5ee also Warsaw 141266 (2009: 84, fig. 11) anthenstela now lost (2009: 87, fig. 14).
13 vandier's overview (1954: 432—98 for First Intentiae Period to late Middle Kingdom) demonstrates
an enormous degree of variability among stelae.
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Kingdom — dating has been proposed for ten stdamifam 1937: 119-24§* The
appearance of some of these, however, is not Véigreht from others which Dunham
dated earliet’® One difficulty here relates to regional trends astgles. Dunham’s
chronology is supported by the fact that some stdked to the same period were found
together, and several of them in the same tomh (@ugpham 1937: pl. i for in situ
photograph of nos 14 and 63 in tomb 5106 at Shedétag)[Pl. 4 and 5] Although
sometimes stelae in the same tomb would refera@dme person, as in the caseob)
whose good name jgin tomb 3794 in Nagada (nos 35 and 36; Dunham :19B%iv,
only no. 36 photographed), on other examples tloeyect people whose relation would
not have been obvious otherwise — for instance,tdube lack of filiations or a shared
occupation. In such a case, an analysis of indalictielae cannot uncover the social
landscape they present, because the extent ofath#yfgroups will change if several
contextually related objects are treated together.

Thus, objects should be tackled in groups in otdgsroduce a fuller picture of the
social reality they materialise. In context amortgeo monuments, the message they
transmit is heavily influenced by surrounding aate$. If one were to rely exclusively on
information obtained from their inscriptions, onewld not realise that stelae nos 15 of
Jjnhrt-nht and 16 ofinj-jr=f andsnt-stj were related (Dunham 1937: pl. ix), but they were
deposited in the same tomb. Another noteworthy gians tomb 3900 at Nagada with
five stelae featuring nine people (including twoosk names are faded on no. 56) none
of whom is repeated on a different stela. The naohése owners share some elements,
such agy andjnj-j~=f, leading Dunham to suggest they could have bethnge single
family.**° It would be desirable to explore the landscapthefnecropolis in order to see
whether the location of tombs reflected familialpyofessional ties of those interred in
them. Because inscriptions on First IntermediateoBestelae do not provide sufficient
relational information, a spatial link would be tlaly point of connection between
tombs, and that is not a solid basis on its étin the case of Middle Kingdom Abydos,

114 Brovarski dates only nos 7 and 13 to the 12th siyn&1989: 85, 378, n. 331) and the rest to thet®th
11th dynasties (1989: no. 8, 717; no. 11, 582;1129.542-5; no. 17, 545; no. 26, 793—-4; no. 57, 685;
67, 794-5; no. 80, 700-2).

115 Compare, for example, the First Intermediate Restela no. 63 (Dunham 1937: pl. xxi) and the Médd|
Kingdom stela no. 67 (Dunham 1937: pl. xxiii).

18 This group includes stelae nos 39, 40, 56, 587anfilom Dunham'’s catalogue (1937: pls xv, xvii,ikvi
xxvi; description of group in 52).

117 This approach is proving successful for periodzhsas the 18th dynasty, for which the locationhef t
tombs can be checked against inscriptions that thigegenealogy and titles of the tomb owners (Daorma
2003; Shirley 2010; Jiménez Higueras 2012).
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the general lack of contextual information of thype makes such an approach very
difficult, but the filiation formulae provide a cqtement that can help to identify further
links among individuals and groups (see furthept&ab).

Third, the arrangement of images and inscriptisres key feature that contributes to
interpretations of kin display for the whole of tiperiod under study here. Several
authors have noted that increasing numbers of peap shown on stelae from the
beginning of the Middle Kingdom onwards (e.g. Vardi954: 497; Martin 1986: 2).
While figures of servants (often unnamed) appegulegly on First Intermediate Period
stelae, lineal ascendants and collaterals genesa#yn to be omitted. By contrast, these
people constitute a fundamental feature of latejeatd, which commonly include
representations of the owner performing offeringaiis for his parents. For example,
stela UC 14345 in the Petrie Museum shows egaresigient of the offering ritual in the
upper register, while he pronounces an invocatitb@riag for his father in the second
register (Stewart 1976: 27-8, pl. 29.1). FrankeO80 69) argued that this change
occurred in the 12th dynasty because the symbuotictions of decorated tomb-chapels
were transferred to coffins and stelae, even wherdtter were dissociated from a burial.
If this is correct, one does not need to assumethigse was an alteration in the social
structure: the change in display patterns wouldhemratconcern ritual and ceremonial
practices.

Moreover, in the First Intermediate Period collake and lineal ascendants are absent
only from images, while these relatives are oftentioned in inscriptions. For example,
on stela no. 83 (Dunham 1937: pl. xxxi), where oafyp and his wife are depicté@l.
20], the inscription states: ‘I was one beloved offatber, favoured of his mother, whom
his siblings love, pleasant to his family and ctgfu.**® Similar but shorter expressions
include ‘one beloved of his father, favoured of histher, whom his siblings lové&*?
‘one beloved of his father, favoured of his mothehom his siblings love, pleasant to

120«

(his family)’,**° ‘beloved of his father and favoured of his motHétor just ‘pleasant to

Y8 ink mrj n jt=f hsj n mwi=f mrrw snw snwt jm3w n 3bt; for the rendering ofb as family, see chapter 2.

Other Naga ed-Deir stelae featuring this expressiemos 73 and 78 (Dunham 1937: pls xxvi, xxviii).

19 Stelae nos 3, 12, 24, 55, 75, 84, 86 (Dunham 19187ii, vii, xvii, xxvii, xxxii, xxxiii). A variant of this
expression at Naqada isrj n ji=f hsj n mwt=f 3w-jb n snw (Fischer 1964: no. 41, pl. xxxv left). See also
the fragmentary inscription no. 39 from NaqadadRés 1964: pl. xxxiii bottom).

120 Stela no. 62 (Dunham 1937: pl. xx). The tedmis absent from this inscription, but can be swgpli
from further parallels.

121 Stelae nos 29, 45, 65, 81 (Dunham 1937: pl. xxik). Also attested in Nagada (Fischer 1964: ng. 40
pl. xxxiv) and probably Coptos (Fischer 1964: n@, gl. xxxv), although this latter example is natlw
preserved.

99



his family’.*? Forerunners of these less lengthy expressiondedound in inscriptions
of Old Kingdom mastabd$® The fact that in most cases the stelae bearirepthypes of
inscriptions show ego holding hands with or beimbeaced by his wife could lead to the
suggestion that these stela owners were tryingnphasise their close relationship with
their families. This hypothesis, however, does Imaitl, because many other stelae that
lack references to other members of the family &sdure a couple in an affectionate
pose (see, for instance, stela no. 1 in Dunham:383ir).

Collaterals and lineal ascendants not only feaituitock phrases which, it could be
argued, are stereotyped and, therefore, uninfommatiut they can also be dedicatees of
monuments. Some dedications emphasise lineal fioks father to son/daughtéf and
from son to fathet? usually by means of a fixed formula (eigjt=s mrj=s jr-ns jr n=s
nn).**® Dedications by collaterals are also present instFintermediate Period
inscriptions. While there is a single example innBam’s Naga ed-Deir corpus (1937:
no. 40, pl. xv), we find five instances from Naga@me of these is noteworthy as the
only known First Intermediate Period case whereerale collateral is said to have
dedicated a stef’ Collaterality does not seem to be emphasised. B¥&m collaterals
act as dedicators, they are not represented iaciee together with the recipient of their
dedication. By contrast, a special place may berded to ego’s lineal descendants, who
are often present on stelae dedicated by collateFalr example, Fischer’s stela no. 36
(see n. 127) features ego’s wife and son althowgher of them dedicated it.

On First Intermediate Period stelae ascendantalBnand collaterals are often not
represented, but rather alluded to in non-spetafims, that is, without specifying their
personal names and filiations. Their love and relsp@vards ego were desirable and
pleasing, as a mark of personal standing that leediche praise of ego featured in his
ideal self-presentation(s). These mentions inditet#lh the importance of relatives as
individuals in connection to ego and that of thaifg as a group.

122 5tela no. 2 (Dunham 1937: pl. ii).

128 For example, the architrave of Idu (G 7102) readén(=)) n ji(=/) jm3 m mwt(=j) m shmt n(=j) jm, 'l
was respectful of my father, pleasant with my mothsofar as | could’ (Simpson 1976: 20, pl. 1§, 3).
124 Examples from Nagada (Fischer 1964: no. 35, pti kettom; no. 40, pl. xxxiv; no. 41, pl. xxxv |&ft
and Naga ed-Deir (Dunham 1937: no. 59, pl. xix).

125 This type of dedication is also attested in Nag@@scher 1964: no. 25, pl. xxii; no. 32, pl. xxiahd
Nada ed-Der (Dunham 1937: no. 13, pl. viii; no. @0 xxiv).

1264t is her father, her beloved ofiens who made this for her’ (for reference, see Fissheo. 35 in n.
124 above).

27 [in] snt=f mrt=f nbt-jt=f (?) jr n=f nn, ‘it is his sister, his beloved ongér-j=f (?) who made this for
him’ (Fischer 1964: no. 39, pl. xxxiii bottom). Tlether four attestations are nos 27, 30, 36, 38clfar
1964: pl. xxiv, xxvii, Xxxxii top, xxxiii top).
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Thus, | advocate a holistic approach to stelae th&es their purpose, context,
iconography, and inscriptions into account. To gtlkthship through stelae implies
treating them as social objects that have an impathe social fabric in which they were
produced, and that conveys meaning through theentamige of elements just mentioned,

all of which must be incorporated into our analysis

3.4.3 Presentation of Kkin in the First Intermediate Period and
Middle Kingdom

The features analysed in the previous sectionamples of how a nuanced assessment
of changes in display between the First IntermedR¢riod and the Middle Kingdom
might be developed. | consider that no radical geam the social fabric occurred
between these periods; rather, continuity in thinsation of a social ideology that
privileged lineal relationships can be observedar@jes in display patterns during this
time frame point towards a gradual unfolding ofitattes related to common elite
conceptions of kinship and marriage.

The collective image of family that stelae presamd contribute to sustain suggests
that it was very important to display large, imilicdependent groups as a vehicle for
definition of individual elite identity. A stela sgs as a showcase where ego presents
himself and his social environment in a condenseg, 80 the choice to mention or
depict a particular relative must be significartteTgroups displayed on ancient Egyptian
monuments are ego-centred, that is, constructaghdra particular ego (Keesing 1975:
21-4; Fox 1983 [1967]: 163—4, 169-70), and thisaniggtion is central to attaining a
better understanding of kin display. Given the esale of the individual within his
monument one cannot claim that the individual wabsamed in the family group.
Sometimes the lack of informative captions makefifiicult to identify a figure, but it is
always possible to determine who ego is in a ga@ne or inscription from his position
in the upper part of the stela or his larger scaleus, the enlargement of the family
groupings surrounding ego on stelae is not in opipago the expression of individuality
but reaffirms the importance of ego by connecting to the largest possible number of
people.

In the First Intermediate Period the only relatiweith whom ego is commonly
represented are his wife and children, while in iieldle Kingdom the number of
collaterals seems to increase. Although this ha& Iseen as a shift to an emphasis on

collaterality over lineality (Nelson-Hurst 2010pe20-1), | argue that this is not the case
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since lineal relatives always occupy a more promtip®sition than collaterals. A study
of the role of the two collaterals mother’s brothed sister’s son in the Middle Kingdom
shows that emphasis is always placed on lineaitgn when a position was transmitted
to a sister’s son, as in the case of KhnumhotapBleni Hasan (Olabarria 2012: 891-2).

Thus, a common thread underlying family displagstes lineality and individuality
while also being concerned with promoting collaigraand the enlargement of the
group. The conception of family that stelae creatd recreate combines those elements,
and their articulation should be incorporated iatstudy of kinship dynamics during the
First Intermediate Period and Middle Kingdom. Thgssterns, combined with the
analysis of kinship terms for groups in section, 2Lpjgest that there was no identifiable
shift in the configuration of the family in the pmat under consideration. The change in
display patterns on stelae appears to be linkeénoextension of their functions,
particularly at Abydos, as tokens to ensure etgpadicipation in the festivals of Osiris.
The communal component of these festivals tied ith & revalorisation of family links
that may have started in the early First Intermtedi@eriod, as the proliferation of
designations for family groups indicates.

The fact that certain groups did not appear inrcEsl from before the First
Intermediate Period does not mean that they dicerist. Nevertheless, there must have
been reasons why they received increased attentamgue that the decentralisation of
the government that started at the late Old Kingdoay have been related to this
revalorisation of kin groups. The end of the Olshgdom brought about a regionalisation
and dismemberment of some governmental structdessling to a search for new
structures of power and dependence. The populiamsaf relations of clientship in this
period (Moreno Garcia 2000; 2005: esp. 225—7; 20Rfanke 2006: esp. 165-7; Lehner
2000) suggests that family relations were used@statype for patronage in other areas.
Social structure should not be regarded as a spheatewould respond passively to
changes in political circumstances, but rather rdomied actively to the shaping of
alternative solutions. The family offered a modail increased display of social groups
and probably also for changed social relations jrer@od with altered structures of rank.
Stelae serve as witnesses of social trends, anddua@ change in their conventional
layout in the Middle Kingdom turned them into vdb& to express and celebrate the
communal spirit that had been reinforced severaleggions earlier in a time of

decentralisation.
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3.5 Conclusions: stelae and display

This chapter deals with the information relatedfamily groups that can be obtained
from stelae, and how it may be used to reconsto@il reality. The first section focuses
on the available sources for the study of elitaaddrends in the First Intermediate Period
and Middle Kingdom and on how to assess their bbgiip. Supposed dichotomies
between the ideal and the real limit the natur¢hefinformation that can be obtained.
The ideal and the real are often articulated amdtircably linked. Thus, although the
separation between these two realms may have aethdr&uristic value, it does not
correspond with a division of the sources into tseparate groups. As all the sources
analysed in this chapter are idealised to someedegve could rather recognise different
‘idealisations’ of family groups in different coxts.

Two conceptions of the family, nuclear and extehdan be identified in the sources.
While the former is ubiquitous on sources refertimgings, the higher elite and gods, the
latter is not exclusive to the realm of the nonalsgociety. Rather, the display of ideas of
nuclear and extended families coexist in the s@meggesting that the two models were
integrated in antiquity. Although the nuclear famdeems to have been preferred in
sources dealing with the royal and sacred sphérissgdoes not mean that it was less real
for the Egyptians than the extended family. Fortady of this question, a close
examination of stelae is pertinent, because thegighs seem to participate in both
notions of the family.

The second part of this chapter analyses the ggefcstelae through their
technologies of enchantment, distributed personhaodl object biographies. This
approach emphasises the active role of monumentse@ple are born in and socialised
into a particular practice of material culture thall probably outlive them. This means
that material culture has a strong impact on thestraction of social beings, who must
fit into an existing network of object-human retais. Not only are objects created by
people, but people are also created by objects.

In the case of stelae, they contribute to creatngocial fabric through the
representation of specific social groups in theimpositions. In this sense stelae do not
representhe reality but rather creat reality that perpetuates itself through celebsator
and memorial practices performed in connectiorh&sé objects. Stelae embody social
cohesion and contribute to a reciprocal constractd self and society. Significant
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changes in their content could inaccurately leaduggest that there were comparable
changes in social reality.

Changes in display patterns of social groupingstelae that have been proposed are
the subject of the final main section of this cleaptAlthough the number of people
depicted on stelae increases significantly from Mhddle Kingdom onwards, analysis
suggests that these changes did not correlatealtgiations in the social structure.

If the decoration and inscriptions of stelae anedied in connection with their
archaeological context, it can be shown that negatiother than those depicted on the
stelae were referred to, and it was consideredatssito display their respect, affection
and integration within the group.

Changes in display patterns may be due to devedogsrin the purposes of stelae as
memorial objects, especially in the cultic landscagd Abydos, rather than to any
alteration in the composition of families. The egraphical study in chapter 2 suggests
that the real changes in social composition mayehaappened at the end of the Old
Kingdom and beginning of the First Intermediate iGkr when centralised power
weakened, and local structures probably became mgertant. Within this historical
context, family composition may have played a mggart shaping and even inspiring
some of those changes.

In conclusion, First Intermediate Period and Meddingdom changes arguably lay in
modes of display rather than in any alterationha $ocial structure. Even if it is not
possible to correlate representation of kin onastekith ‘real’ kin groups, the social
fabric embodied on these monuments was meant toinenemorated and celebrated as

such. Stelae, by displaying kin, were in fact mgkim.
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4 The microcosm of memory: stelae, chapels,
and technologies of remembrance

‘La vida no es la que uno vivig, sino la que uncuerda,
y como la recuerda para contarla’
Gabriel Garcia Marque¥ivir para contarla(2002)

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter discusses the constructisoahl fabric through display. In that
perspective, monuments may have contributed toasuisgy and perpetuating specific
notions of kinship and marriage. The details ofhspoocesses, however, have not been
addressed so far. What influence do monuments asiskelae have on people? What role
do they play in the acceptance and disseminatiaoliéctive ideas that may eventually
shape social structure? This, | argue below, isezeld not only by individual stelae but
also by groups of stelae that are brought togeithethapels which materialise those
social connections. These chapels may have beeriped as ‘lieux de mémoire’ where
commemoration played a crucial role in the shapingpcial links.

In this chapter | analyse how these foci of memamg created and sustained. | then
present three case studies — dating to the Firstnirediate Period, the Middle Kingdom,
and the late Middle Kingdom respectively — of howmorial chapels were integrated in
landscapes and were agents in the constructioma¥lsmemory. The purpose of this
chronological approach is to analyse whether foneti of these monuments and

conceptions surrounding them changed over time.

4.2 Monuments as foci of memory

Whether focused on how people remember (Conne@88)lor on how remembrance is
created (Nora 1989), memory has long been a miagoneé of research in humanities and
social sciences. As argued by Devlin (2007: 1)ditsv might be due to its flexibility, as
it can be applied to approaches in many disciplia@sl | would dare to argue that it
could be considered a new paradigm in Kuhn's s&fishis often means that a term like

‘memory’, even simply within social sciences, magcbme devoid of any concrete

128 For a literature review of theories of memory atial sciences, particularly and in archaeology and
history, see Devlin (2007: 1-18).
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meaning:®® Indeed, memory may be understood differently bypsychologist, a
sociologist, or a historian: the first may be ietded in the way memories are ‘stored’,
the second in how they may have an impact on igemtihile the third may give more
relevance to the uses of the past in the past andihe present. However, memory is
ultimately human and cannot be defined and stuitiedone-sided perspective. The lack
of a unified understanding of memory should noedets from using the term but rather

encourage us to be more precise with our defirstion

4.2.1 Memory and materiality
My research is particularly motivated by the sadieimension of memory as developed
by Maurice Halbwachs (1992 [1952/1941]: 53), whaspired by his teacher Emile
Durkheim, placed the process of remembering in dbetext of the group. For him
individual memory exists, but only within the sttuie of a society. This approach has
been criticised by many because it has been caesid® downplay the role of the
individual (e.g. Gedi and Elam 1996), but | sugg#sit it shows how social and
individual memory are articulated and inform eatheo™*° This may be especially true
in an ancient society not mediated by the emplasite individual that is archetypal of
current Western civilisation. For Halbwachs, indivl memories are social phenomena,
and people remember together because groups pr@andboring points for their
memories; in this manner, a socially sanctionedgenaf the group is created and
perpetuated, becoming a topos for the communigyfits

In Egyptology the topic of memory has not beeruised as often as in other ancient
cultures, a few exceptions being Meskell's (20@published as a book chapter in 2004)
treatment of commemorative practices at Deir el-iM@dRagazzoli’'s (2013: esp. 290-2)
discussion of graffiti as creators of spaces of wmmand Garnett's (2013) study of
‘placemaking’ in the Eastern desert. This is s@ipg if we take into account that what is
arguably the most widespread modern theory of mgmuamely the idea of cultural
memory, was developed by the Egyptologist Jan Assnia011 [1992]). The scope of

1294f memory is everything and everything is memomyemory becomes such a catch-all phrase that it
loses its significance’ (Vinitzky-Seroussi 2001549

130 ywWhile the collective memory endures and drawsrsjth from its base in a coherent body of people, i
is individuals as group membersho remember (Halbwachs 1992 [1952/1941]: 22gctitin the
introduction from a posthumous unfinished work, emphasis).

131 Connerton (1989: 17) presents an example of hatilage constructs its own communal image and
Coser, in his introduction to Halbwachs’ book (192252/1941]: 21), explains how his experience as a
migrant to the US in the 1940s was made more difflstecause he did not share a collective memotly wi
his new colleagues.
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Assmann’s volume — originally conceived as partadhrger project in which cultural
memory was to be tracked by Aleida Assmann up tstrpodernism (Assmann 2011
[1992]: xii)) — goes beyond ancient Egypt, and tl@cept has permeated into social
sciences in general. Assmann (2011 [1992]: 5—#emdiftiates four types of memory:
mimetic, of things, communicative, and culturale tlast two correspond to Halbwachs’
idea of collective memory. While communicative meyndocuses on the interaction
among people in relation to their recent past (alntike ‘oral history’), cultural memory
selects a number of fixed points in the past tleg@bme almost symbolic moments — real
or imagined — to which remembrance is anchoredsdllii(2011: 11) suggests that the
communicative memory is based on communication autliral memory on tradition.
However, Assmann (2011 [1992]: 20) believes thadition’ is an inadequate label for
cultural memory, because it leaves out the fundamheaspect of reception. Cultural
memory condenses all other aspects of memory, sancikual, an object, and even
language or communication can allegedly be handathcgs meaning. Mimetic memory,
for instance, is expressed by ritual actions, luisicultural memory, through the
activities and persons of some special carfigrhat gives meaning to those rituals.
Assmann’s approach presents two major problemst, Fa clear-cut distinction
between four types of memory — but especially betweommunicative and cultural — is
not meaningful. Even if it may be heuristically pfell to divide up complex situations
into discrete units, Assmann’s partitioning is poi&ly confusing, as it suggests that
meaning can be stripped away from actions and tshj¥¢hile it is true that meaning —
for example, of ritual actions — can change throtigte, to believe that this process is
mediated by ‘carriers’ of culture, as if meaninguicbbe easily imposed by external
sources, is debatabl® Meaning does not exist as an independent entity,aascenario
in which things, ritual actions, and people are esined in a complex network of
relations, including those of meaning, may be mapeurate. Thus, it would be
impossible to assign an absolute meaning to statek chapels in an abstract sense
without considering them as parts of a mosaic W@tienships between people, objects,
and landscape. Indeed, one of the strengths af/thke of Halbwachs is that he offered a
unified theory of memory, that is, he did not actdlly divide memory into different
types. | therefore go back to Halbwachs’ approaetabse it treats memory holistically

132 As carriers Assmann (2011 [1992]: 39) cites ‘shasndards, griots, priests, teachers, artistsbesyi
scholars, mandarins, and others’.

133t is true that social inequality in relation tocass to knowledge may have played an importani(gee
e.g. Baines 1990), but it is his notion of transigis and how it worked that | find problematic (fetow).
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as a phenomenon mediated by society. There mayamy mays of remembering and
several kinds of memory! but they are all conditioned by social experience.

The second problem with Assmann’s characterisadfoaultural memory concerns
transmission and reception. Assmann seems to afguea straightforward, direct
transmission of memory, and he highlights the ralewriting in this context. This
approach seems to promote an almost computatiesdrigtion of the human mind,
which would be shaped simply by inputs and outpfiisformation**® Social knowledge
and memories cannot be handed down as if they gdrloom objects, and meaning is
more difficult to manipulate and standardise thaitucal memory suggests. This
apparently simplistic view of the transmission afmories is reminiscent of the principle
of memetics postulated by Richard Dawkins (1976: ¥39-201) for the transmission of
culture. Although Dawkins’ model is not cited in $ksann’s volume, their ideas of the
transmission of memories and culture respectivety cdosely similar. Memetics is an
adaptation of Darwinian evolutionary theory to owit Dawkins sought a cultural
analogy to genes as he posited a minimal unitaofsimission and carriers of inheritance,
coining the term ‘meme’ for minimal units of culeuthat are transferred from individual
to individual. An obvious criticism of this probletic model is that it is difficult to
determine what a meme really is and how the trasson of such a constructed unit may
work. Culture is a complex phenomenon, and a bicddagpproach that downplays the
importance of an articulation of culture and socighould be taken with extreme care.
These same caveats should apply, in my opiniorAsemann’s idea of the ‘handing
down’ of memory. Memory, like social knowledge diie culture, is created in and by
the interaction of people in networks of relatiot&t involve people, things, and
environment.

Together with the social dimension of memory, Gaton (1989: 4-5) makes the

important point that the process of remembering b&facilitated by bodily practice:

‘if there is such a thing as social memory, | slaafjue, we are likely to find it in commemorative
ceremonies; but commemorative ceremonies prove mlmmemorative only in so far as they are
performative; performativity cannot be thought eitt a notion of bodily automatisms’.

Such acts of remembrance could be newly creatddeanterpreted (Yoffee 2007: 6)
and hence essentially fictitious, but they holdgedogether reaffirming the collective

134 For example, Halbwachs mentions autobiographicaiory (1992 [1952/1941]: 24), which could be
close to Assmann’s communicative memory.

13 |n relation to this, see also Andrew Jones’ (2a&f1. 5-12) criticism of the ‘external symbolicraige’
idea that conceives the mind as a container fanite fnumber of memories. Ingold (1993: 152-3; 2000
138, 146-8) also rejects the ‘lines of common descé knowledge and memory.
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character of memory. This quasi-phenomenologicpr@gch takes remembrance partly
out of the mind and transposes it to the body (doe versa), capturing it in a manner
that may be accessible through material culturenbty is expressed in rituals that have
material expressions and that may be, in some caselsaeologically retrievable; for
example, votive objects crystallise a process afroemoration.

Joyce (2003: 109) suggests that the shift fromt wranscriptional practice in the
Maya context can be understood in this frameworknaterialised memory, because it
granted the potential for reiteration, which isezg&l to ritual practice. When studying
artefacts the role of writing should not be ovekied, as it is an integral part of their
materiality. As discussed in chapter 3, stelae tioms a representation of how the
deceased wished to be seen and/or how his, ocedlgiber, entourage wanted him to be
remembered. This idealistic representation, whicieke Hope (2000: 156) calls the
‘rhetoric of commemoration’ in the Roman contexgsmachieved through a combination
of images and writing. On stelae such as ANOC 4di2cussed below, see appendix
3.3.2), the writing exhorts the passers-by to axtewith the monument — stelae, statues,
or even tombs in other occasions — exemplifying gbegformative dimension of these
artefacts. Passers-by are to contribute to weasinget of memory by pronouncing
invocations and/or performing offering rituals. Tsee traces of memory in the
archaeological record, one needs to assume ths¢ tten be materialised (sometimes
even inscribed) to some extent, and thus that they not an exclusively mental
practice™*® | disagree with the statement of the philosoptier® Nora (1989: 7) that ‘we
speak so much of memory because there is sodittieleft’, because he disregards the
material dimension of memory. Although objects dd @mbody memory on their own
(Meskell 2007: 222), they are focal points in avak of relations and social practices.

The archaeology of memory and remembrance has/egcenuch attention over the
last decade (e.g. Devlin 2007; Barbiera, Choyke] &asson 2009), especially in
response to volumes edited by Van Dyke and Alc&d08b) and Williams (2003b).
Connerton’s notion of embodied commemorative pertorce has been well received by
archaeological theorists because ‘material objeeiterate bodily practices’ (Meskell
2007: 224, see also Connerton 1989: esp. 37-9)eiftimdiment of memory provides a
model for an active construction of memory thatoiwes individuals, groups, objects —

unquestionably including texts —, and landscaperedréw Jones (2003: 69) has

136 Scholars who approach memory in absence of writteords include Bradley (1998; 2002), Jones
(2003; 2007), and Van Dyke (2004; 2009).
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introduced the concept of ‘technologies of remembeato refer to those processes of
materialisation of memory. An example he gives tisn@tion in later Bronze Age
Britain, which he sees as seeking to activate reomante without the need of a
monumental landmark (see further sections 4.5 afdoA how these technologies of
remembrance are materialised in stelae). Rementpeyithus something that one does,
not just something that happens (see also Ingo@&0148; Jones 2007: esp. 41-5;
Meskell 2007: esp. 218). While some authors hagarteed memory as the passive and
commemoration as the active dimensions of remengbrasuch a distinction disregards
the social mediation of memoty’

The relationship between artefacts and remembé&ifghdamental to archaeological
research. In the words of Jones (2007: 26), ‘men®myot a function of the internal
processes of the human mind, but memory is prodtivedigh the encounter between
people and the material world’. In this chapteanblyse how monuments construct and
sustain social practices. If we understand memaraaocial phenomenon mediated
through sensory experience, monuments will padieipn that mediation among people
and have an effect on the memory of groups. Theepteis likely to be legitimised
through representations of the past (Connerton :1388offee 2007: 4), and imagery and
inscriptions on monuments may reaffirm a sociahdrdy demonstrating that it has
traditionally been done that way? Moreover, performances that foster remembrance and
forge social links are connected with these objéste section 4.2.3 for how this may
apply to Abydos), and the message communicatedughrahem may crystallise into
forms of collective memory. Petts (2003: 194-5)dsd how stone memorials in the
early Middle Ages not only helped to recall memsrit also reproduced and recreated
social knowledge. According to Halbwachs (1992 p/A941]: 188), there is no social
idea that would not be at the same time a memotiyeo§ociety, so that these monuments
— or more precisely the message that they disséeinavould effectively be creating
memory. Those ‘social ideas’ or that ‘social knatge’ may refer to specific events or
situations, but they could also denote and resemimes abstract social frameworks
within which groups — such as families and kin gouw are situated (Halbwachs 1992
[1952/1941]: 59, 83).

137 Joyce (2003: esp. 120) offers a more nuanced @etisp, in which commemoration is seen as a public
marking of a shared social memory, and memoryasthbodied experience of an iterative process.

138 Halbwachs (1992 [1952/1941]: 25-6, 34) said, adierthat the past is a social construction shaped
the concerns of the present.
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However, not all monuments may have had this meainging power, or not to the
same extent. Their contextualisation may offer keyanderstanding why some of these
artefacts might have been considered influentiathim fostering of social notions that
affected, among other spheres, kinship and marridgfgen consideration of place is
added to the definition of memory in archaeologycan be seen as situated and
embodied, performative and actively constructed.eHamportance of contextualisation
of memory in the landscape and how it relates tuship studies deserves further

consideration.

4.2.2 Memory and landscape

Although archaeologists are far from offering afigcdl idea of memory, they agree on the
necessity of contextualising it. In the introduati their volume, Van Dyke and Alcock
(2003a: 2) note that memory can be explored throrlal behaviours, narratives,
representations and objects, and places. The aaditi‘places’ to this list is indicative of
this situated perspective in which the individumperceived almost as the Heideggerian
being-in-the-world.

The way in which natural and built landscape ipesienced influences human
actions, while landscape is also informed by humets™* As Tilley (1994: 25) points
out, landscapes acquire sedimented layers of mganiough the events that take place
in them. It is, in a clear parallel with materiallttire as explored in section 3.3.4, into
those layers of meaning that people are socialisaddscape and place should not be
regarded as passive and immutable but rather agemt that is itself shaped by human
inhabitation. This corresponds to the ‘dwelling gpactive’ postulated by Tim Ingold
(2000b: 185-7; see also 1993: 154), which emphasise relational character of one’s
surroundings and how one engages with them. Theonletof relationships between
landscape, objects, and people is materialisedsicdncept of a ‘taskscape’ (1993: esp.
163), consisting of tasks that relate to one amatbatextually. The ‘land’ or the ‘space’
are not the core but rather the network of actsitnamely the ‘interactivity’, constitutes
the taskscape. Memory is integral to landscapeusecactions of previous generations
have contributed to the construction and reshapirige landscape so that perceiving and
experiencing it effectively constitutes an act emembrance (Ingold 1993: 152-3).
Richards (1999: esp. 91) has explored the impboatof this phenomenological

139:Even the landscapes that we suppose to be nesstofrour culture may turn out, on closer inspextio
to be its product’ (Schama 1995: 9).
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perspective in relation to Abydos as a conceptwald$cape, where layers of
topographical, political, mythical, and historieasociations gave coherence to the site as
a ceremonial centre.

Thus, in a phenomenological sense, ‘place is ausrexperience’ (Van Dyke and
Alcock 2003a: 5-6) because it articulates humarcgmion through presence and
inhabitation. In addition, a sensory engagemenh uiite landscape could have been
further mediated by the emotions linked to a pl@dalbwachs 1992 [1952/1941]: 193—
235). For instance, the location of an accidentaoterrorist attack may become
particularly moving for those directly affected bwill also have an impact on the
collective memory of the community (Truc 2011: espi8). In the same vein,
anthropologists have studied concentration camg@a®rful centres of memory. These
examples illustrate extraordinary cases in whichraaumatic experience shapes the
meaning of a place, but the experience of a plaes dot need to be as extreme in order
to inspire feelings and create emotional linksamcient Egypt, for example, the realm of
the dead was part of daily lived experience (sedime 2.3.11), and nevertheless
necropolises and votive sites could be regardeédnastionally charged places where
memory may be particularly potent and active, agrack liable to make an impression on
visitors. Evidence for this is the emphasis on mam@nce in inscriptions from some of
these sites (see section 4.6). In the Egyptianesbntandgrafova (2011: xxi—xxii) used
the term ‘memoscape’ to denote these places thdteighted with individual and social
memory.

The spatial dimension of memory is fundamentaht understanding of kin groups
because there is a close link between land andikin©n many occasions kin groups
work as corporate groups, for which matters of ssson and inheritance are crucial.
David Petts (2003: 205), for example, describesgitae as a metaphor for kinship in
relation to land rights, as a testimony to a clarade over the land. Kin groups may
reuse or rebuild monuments to reaffirm and reimgdrphose claims, which may have
been further emphasised through performance andheonorative ceremonies.

These successive reappropriations of space adddape are what Patricia McAnany
(1995: esp. 100-10) calls a ‘genealogy of placeelation to the Maya conteXt° This

notion works well for other cultures where monunaémemorialisation is significant. |

10 In her own words, ‘places with long chains of smmssion will also have long sequences of
construction events punctuated by dedicatory amthoemorative cache deposits as well as actual acest
interments — in other words, the constructionerignlogies of place’ (McAnany 1995: 104-5).
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argue that a genealogy of place can be applied foosely than proposed by McAnany
and need not denote only inheritance of land inemedtterms but is also related to the
display of a sense of belonging and the constmaifcsymbolic space. The patterning of
memorial chapels in Egypt shows that social relaed can be sought progressively by
association with space, namely by adding elements thapel (see section 4.3) or by
building further chapels in connection with a pipat one (Simpson 1995: 36-9, pl. 6b).
These chapels create a symbolic space that is edaly display. In the genealogy of
place the social fabric is constructed through smcthe monuments create and sustain
generalised ideas of society within developing @mtns of funerary and votive
display***

At Abydos, the built environment and its integoatinto and manipulation of natural
spaces play a pivotal role in the understandingla¢e’** Monumental spaces have been
studied for the effect they have on their audienees ideas of monument location and
visibility have deeply influenced the discussiorg(dHope 2000: 177; Ma 2007: 209-13).
Joyce (2003: 111) claims that monuments are amhbgusince they are exceptionally
visible while encapsulating invisible spaces, thiggering access to different levels of
memories. This purported ambivalence is not probtembut rather is a core feature of
monuments, which exist on several different levaatsl may mean different things to
different people. Joyce’s idea of ambiguity mayrsfeom a visual bias, but monuments
are not only visible, but also audible, perceptidhel in sum rendered distinctive by an
array of sensory experiences. For example, thericigeef the crowd during a procession,
or the physical touch of the desert sand couldrdarie to the experience of a monument
and to the construction of its multiple layers afanings. Built and natural environments
afford a holistic experience, none of whose aspsiutsild ideally be disregarded. This is
another reason why monuments cannot be said td@ecreamory on their own. The
interplay of landscape, material culture (includimgcriptions), and people, that is, a
network of relations generates memory (Oliver 2080Petts 2003: 193-5; Jones 2007:
26, 124).

141 An ethnographic parallel is posed by Maurice Bleckl971: esp. 108-24) thought-provoking
discussion on how monuments, particularly tombs,wsed in the construction of social groups ani the
symbolic claim over the land among the Merina ofdslgascar. This work is also illustrative of the
importance of a group approach to monumentalitylanship.

142 1ngold (1993: 169; 2000b: 175-81) challenges tlea iof a clear-cut distinction between built and-no
built environment because the buildings themsebes not given, but rather eventually emerge from
people’s interaction with the landscape. As he fiuts feature may be more or less a building ffedént
periods, so the ‘buildingness’ of a space is redati
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Tombs are seen as having special relevance irestofihow memory is created. For
instance, grave assemblages have been assumedceorage particular ways of
remembering (Williams 2003a: 16). In addition, t@nlas permanent landmarks, are
thought to be more deeply linked to the landschpe wotive objects®® As Pierre Nora
(1989: 22) puts it,

‘statues and monuments to the dead, for instange,tbeir meaning to their intrinsic existence;
even though their location is far from arbitrarpeacould justify relocating them without altering
their meaning. Such is not the case with ensembdestructed over time, which draw their
meaning from the complex relations between theimeints’.

| strongly disagree with this statement, sinceféioe that a monument is portable does
not make it less bound to the context it was devise. As Petts (2003: 193) argues in
his study of Welsh early medieval burial sites)agtethat are moved from the original
location may continue to act as reminders of theedsed in whose memory they were
created, and also of the social and physical lapmsdor which they were intended.
Abydene stelae are also an excellent example adlserrgagement with objects linked to
a particular space, as their essence can only terstood in light of the role they played
in the celebration of the mysteries of Osiris, tlesire of people to participate in them
through their monuments. The relationship of stelgwpels, visitors, memory, and
construction of the social fabric constitutes omehe key issues in this chapter and is

examined in the next section.

4.2.3 Stelae and memorial chapels

In this section | discuss the role that stelaeanegal, and memorial chapels in particular,
played in group commemoration and how they wereaingd into particular landscapes,

focusing on the site of Abydos (for which see settB.3.1). First, it is necessary to

define stelae and chapels, as well as how thegraledded in the Abydene context. The
nature and purposes of stelae and chapels aretaften for granted and, moreover, the
variety of terms denoting stelae has not beenddeiat detail. In this sense, the study of
this aspect of material culture parallels the asialgf families, since the need for detailed
definitions of the objects of study, while essdntia often disregarded. A better

understanding of types of stelae and how thesgeraheir context may produce insight

143 The extent to which an architectural landmarkixed in the landscape can also be questioned, since
some tombs and temples have been transported theiobriginal location in Egypt; for example, td
Kingdom tomb chapel of Hetepemakhti currently indem (Mohr 1943). Some architectural features, such
as obelisks are also known to have been movedtigquéty.
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into their conceptualisation as monuments and, artiqular, into how they mediated
commemorative practices.

In the Middle Kingdom four different terms for kte are known, all of which occur
in association with Abydosh3, wd, sps andsrh. The number of attestations for each term
that | have found — 29, 43, 19, and 1-2 respegtivels testimony to the variability in
their usagé?* Neither the particular term nor the determinagveployed seems to be
related to the shape of the stela on which it serilbed. For example, round-topped stela
Cairo CG 20093 features boths and ‘b3 — qualified by the demonstratiye:, which
indicates that they were referring to that paracubject — with the 020 shrirllb to Sps
and a stroke t&h3 as determinatives.

Stelae, however, should not be understood intisoldout as part of the larger setting
in which they were embedded. At Abydos only oneaanas been excavated where
preserved chapels have been found in situ (O’Cohf8i@9; 1985; Simpson 1995: 32, fig.
54), but sites such as Saggara (see section 4@)Edephantine (see section 5.5)
demonstrate that similar structures were built dgftmut Egypt. The creators of these
chapels also perceived them as discrete units: sasgdptions state that stelae are part
of chapels, so the chapel must have been understoadseparate but related category.
For example, stela British Museum EA 202 readgt(=)) jrj-pt smr wtj m-r htmt jj-hr-
nfrt m3S-hrw wd jr.t(w) n(=j) b3-pn n mh=f nt m3=hrw, ‘it is my father thgrj-p<, sole
companion, overseer of the treasjirgr-nfrt, justified who commanded that this stela is
set up for me in his chapel of justification’ (sgpendix 3.2.6, line 4).

The termm % is thought to denote such chapels (e.g. O’'Con@8b1166), although
in some cases it could also refer to a tdffiThis may point towards the particularities
of taxonomies and classifications, as discusseseation 2.4. | argue that the difference
between tomb and chapels may not always have Beanaut in terms of function. The
identifying principle of an‘h‘t was perhaps commemoration, and whether a body was
interred in it or not may have been secondary.diiteon, the active creation of a space
for commemoration was a clear purpose of theseath]3 Of the 58 examples | have
collected in which Middle Kingdom stelae feature termm, in 45 cases it has the

144 The main difference in the frequency of the usafgihese terms in the First Intermediate Perioithés
b3 is the most widespread.

145 For example, the main stelajpfir-nfit gives a reference to the of Osiris (appendix 3.2.1, line 20).
146 Etymologicallym it means ‘place of standing’, and this may add éhérrtlimension to the notion of
commemoration, as it could refer to an assembiyeniple. | am grateful to Professor John BainegHisr
thought-provoking suggestion.

115



house determinative=,**’ suggesting that a spatial dimension was intendedtHe
chapel. Amh‘t is often referred to as a landmark by which visitmay pass in the
context of appeal to the livinguhw tpw 13 rmt-nbt hrj-hb-nb sh-nb sw3tj.sn hr mht-tn,
‘living ones upon earth, everyone, every lectoest, every scribe who shall pass by this
chapel’ (see appendix 3.2.5, lines 1.1-2). Textsetines locate the chapels within the
wider geography of Abydos, and inscriptions onasadite places such as the terrace of
the great godr{ n ntr 3) or the district of great renowmw{rt 3t hmhmt). | argue that by
relating them® to those areas, it is being defined as a furte@dmark in the
landscapé?® Thus, commissioners were anchoring memories, whigte prompted and
sustained by those chapels, to the landscape.

Althoughwd is the most widespread term for stela with 43stdt@ons, it is not the
most prominent one among ANOC groups, whigteappears most often in inscriptions.
However,sps never occurs together with the temrar in the same inscription. This is
striking, since the termps boasts an obvious relation with memorial chapéleryits
recurrence within ANOC groups, but the two termg/mave had different functionsys
emphasising the interaction with the passersst5%{t perhaps relating to the creation of
space.

Lapp (1994) argues thgbts may denote a miniature-chapel-stela (also calleoffn-
stela) on the basis of the shape of its usual ahative, the 020 shrinl. An example
of such a stela is Cairo CG 20742 (Lange and Sch®@2b: 373-6; 1902c: pl. Ivi), but
Sps does not occur in its inscription, so the onlymection between the term and the stela
is made on the basis of the shape the I4ttévloreover, several stelae whose inscriptions
describe them ags have completely different shapes; for exampldasedNOC 44.2
(Florence Inv. 2590, see appendix 3.3.2) is atitadil round-topped stela.

Analysis of the function of these self-designatedstelae and their integration into
the landscape, rather than their form, may illurt@nieir significance for the ancient

actors. Two main purposes can be identified. Fastwith most other stelae, display is a

47 The other thirteen did not include a determinative

148 For example, this variant of a common formula teesVienna AS 109 presents a concrete reference to
the chapel in the landscapgl=fjr.n=j n=j mht tw s3h.tj smnh st=s rwd n ntr 3 nb ‘nh hnt 3bdw hr wrt

nbt hipt, ‘he says: | have built for myself this%%, it being made effective, and its place being made
excellent at the terrace of the great god, lordifef foremost of Abydos, in the district of thedia of
offerings’.

149 Only one miniature-chapel-stela — Vienna AS 186aturesips, but without determinative, so the shape
of the object is definitely not addressed in théiag. Determinatives, however, may not have beesded

on objects that are what the term denotes, and wheyn are may have been considered ‘redundant’
(Fischer 1973). In addition, space constraints traye played a role sometimes in the decision whéthe
include a determinative or not.
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fundamental dimension of thps. Stelae were made to be seen, as is explicittgctia
ANOC 55.4:j ‘nhw wb-nb sh-nb hrj-hbt-nb m33tj.sn Sps-pn hs=tn pth swd=tn j3wt n
hrdw=tn, ‘0 living ones, every priest, every scribe, evlagtor priest, who will see this
sps, Ptah will favour you, you will leave your officés your children’ (Toulouse 49.274:
Ramond 1977: 5-9, pl. ii). Second and related,dimstanding characteristic of stelae
bearing the terndps is their association with so-called appeals toliviag, which are
present on all the examples that | have colleciédile stelae of other types also bear
appeals, the consistent assertion of a stela’sioeship with viewers characterisgss.
Appeals foreground the desire for interaction wite audience, asking all the living to
recite invocation offerings in the memory of thegmn for whom the stela was erected
and his group. A location gps-stelae closer to the processional routes whegedbeld
more easily be admired and interacted with coulgdtulated in direct connection with
the importance of the ritual landscape of Abytfs.

Although it may be impossible to reconstruct taerdscape of Abydos (see chapter
3.3.1), some indication of how the Egyptians cote&lsed it may be gained through
examination of stelae, memorial chapels, and timsicriptions, which show that these
monuments were regarded as foci of memory that weyated by and for performance
and continued celebration. These actively consgtdispaces of memory were mediated
with the wider community because they sought thgagament of passers-by with those
presented on the stelae. That interaction is aechiorthe landscape as well, becoming a
fundamental aspect of the ritual dimension of ike s

Memorial spaces can be identified at other sgash as Elephantine or Saqqgara, so
the presence of these chapels was not exclusivgted to the sacred landscape of
Abydos as a pilgrimage site, although its char@ties may have been particularly
conductive to fostering remembrance. The definisdmemory that | advocate, namely
situated and embodied, performative, and activehstructed, is particularly relevant to
Abydos. It is situated because the role of stetekchapels cannot be understood without
reference to the landscape in which they are iedeahd the processional route towards
which their siting aspired. It is embodied becapsesonal sensory aspirations — such as
the desire teseethe festivals of Osiris cited above — were fundatakin the objects’
engagement with viewers and with the landscapis. performative because interaction

with the passers-by, who may even be explicitlyuesed to pronounce invocation

0 intend to expand this argument in an articlerieparation.
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offerings, is essential to the reinforcement of mgmFinally, it is actively constructed
because the groups commemorated on stelae and rakam@pels may have not existed
as such in lived experience, while still being relga as real groups.

In the following sections | explore this definitiaof memory further through three
case studies. By surveying memorial chapels otwhfit periods and sites | aim to give
more concrete evidence of how these spaces wedetosmnsolidate social groups and
to assess whether the mechanisms to do so diffevedthe First Intermediate Period to
the late Middle Kingdom. A more detailed descriptiof the components of these
clusters, together with the transliteration anahgtation of the inscriptions they bear, is
given in appendix 3.

4.3 The Saqqara chapel of sk-wsht

The precise location of the memorial chapeb/feivsit in the Teti pyramid cemetery at
Saqgara is knowfPl. 13 and 15] unlike that of most of the Abydene material. Thss
case study illustrates how a memorial monumentteggrated into the landscape and how
it sustains ideas of kinship in relation to itsreundings->*

The chapel ofk-wsht contained five false door stelae (one single and tlouble)
with their respective offering tables, and it hagi dated to the First Intermediate Period
on epigraphic and iconographic grounds (Daoud 268p: 102]PI. 14]. The chapel was
found, probably by Firth, at the end of the soezhliRue de Tombeaux’ (Capart 1907:
esp. 15-6), almost adjacent to the northern enadosall of the pyramid of Teti and
close to the mastabas of Neferseshemre and Ankhni&iheerman 2009: 95, fig. 31).
The false door stelae and offering tables seenave been set up inside a small structure,
as remains of mudbrick walls surrounding the stelaé offering tables are visible in
some excavation photographs (Posener 1940: fifPI2)13.2] This suggests that these
stelae and offering tables were perceived as @ihough neither Capart (1907) nor
Firth (1926) mentioned the chapelséftwshr directly, the latter included a drawing of the
building in the plan of the site (1926: pl. 51). Mover, the chapel is referred to in a
letter to the Director of the Antiquities Servicew in the Griffith Institute archive
(Abdalla 1992: 93, n. 3 citing Gunn MSS notebook@oud 2005: 100%>?

131 refer to the stelae and offering tables in tisup by the code they receive in appendix 3.1,alam
SqSt for stelae and SqOf for offering tables, fetal by the numbers assigned to them by excavators.

152 The letter, cited by Daoud, reads: ‘the positidrthe chapel was to the SE of the SE corner of the
southernmost mastaba of the street of tombs’.drPtk [11%: 548, it is referred to as a cenotaph.
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The single false door stela ef-wsht was numbered 1 by the original excavators
(Abdalla 1992: 93-5; Daoud 2005: 90, 101; PM: Ifl. Ivii). His name occurs on other
monuments from the chapel, including the offerialglés that were added to the structure
possibly in the Middle Kingdom (see below). Unusgatk-wsht is not given a title on
his stela (SqSt.1, see appendix 3.1.1), but hisection to the cult of Teti is implied by
the titles he receives on the offering table asdediwith it (SqOf.1, see appendix 3.1.6).
No further information aboutk-wsht is known from other sources, so it is difficult to
reconstruct his family’s genealogy (cf. differemtingalogical diagrams proposed: Abdalla
1992: 109; Daoud 2005: 102; see also appendix B.kdd to determine relationships
among the monuments in this group. A plausible metraction makesk-wsht the focus
of an ancestor-centred group in which his name ngased to honour his memory (e.g.
with sk-wsht the elder, the middle, and the younger).

In addition to the typical representations of offg rituals, offering lists, and
authority poses of ego (e.g. seated by a lademingféable), the false door stelae from
this memorial chapel feature some scenes that are typical of Old Kingdom tomb
walls. Examples include the man lassoing a bulhi fourth register of the right side
panel of SgSt.1, and the toiletry scenes in thetlioregister of the right side panels of
SqSt.2, SgSt.3 and SqgSt.5. A parallel of the formeiound, for example, in the 6th
dynasty mastaba of Mereruka in the Teti cemetef§aggara (south wall, scene 3: Duell
1938a: pls 20 and 213 while the latter is present in the 6th dynasty loai Ihi in
Thebes (Saleh 1977: 24, fig. 56, pl. 15.).

Limitations of space required that some elemehtseti-presentation be condensed.
Thus, the particular information that these scer@smit must have been important for
the stela owners. Franke (2003c: 69) argued thaessymbolic functions of decorated
tomb-chapels are transferred to stelae from thi dghasty onwards — as well as going
down the social scale — but this is also known freanlier. | disagree with Daoud’s
(2005: 101) suggestion that this memorial chapattually a communal mastaba tomb of
a type that would have become common when the pelisoof Saqqara started to be
overpopulated and most people could not affordaeeran individual tomb built, further
remarking that ‘the fact that Firth failed to fitlge burial shafts or burial places of these

individuals does not mean they do not exist’ (200%1). Although issues of space may

133 For a ritualistic interpretation of the scene ahan lassoing a bull based on Pyarmid Texts spsks,
Baqué-Manzano (2002).
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have been importafit? other concerns, such as proximity to the pyramidtm a
particular mastaba, must also have played a raenbE from approximately the same
period and later are known in the same &r@auch as the First Intermediate Period
chapel of Khentu (Firth and Gunn 1926: 42) or thdyeMiddle Kingdom mastaba of
Hetep (Firth and Gunn 1926: 61—4; Silverman 20@9:72, esp. fig. 9b; PM fii 550-1),
next to the mastaba of Kagemni.

Excavations, both early (Firth and Gunn 1926) arate recent (Silverman 2009),
have revealed that these stelae were not assoaidtiedurials, which is why Abdalla
(1992) proposes that the structure was a cenot@plerman (2000; see also Abdalla
1992: 107-8) initially suggested that there might & link with the nearby Middle
Kingdom tombs ofk-wsht andss-hthr-jpjj, located to the east of the pyramid of Teti and
beneath its pyramid temple, it was later shown #mat direct connection can be rejected
on stylistic grounds because the stelae seem ® tdathe Herakleopolitan period or
beginning of the 11th dynasty, while the tombs @early from the end of the 12th
dynasty (Daoud 2005: 101; Silverman 2009: 88-93)weler, there might be a
connection not between the stelae and the tombbdiuteen the offering tables, which
can be dated to the Middle Kingdom, and the toriflibis is correctsk-wsht, the owner
of stela SqSt.1, may have lived on in the memorthefregion of Saqqara long after his
death.

Offering tables are linked to commemoration, agythembody the material
requirement for perpetuating one’s life. The offgritable scene is arguably the most
common in both tomb decoration and stelae througliayptian history, and stone
offering tables were often set close to a nichenestaba tombs or to stelae. Regular
offerings were theoretically needed for successiuivival in the hereafter, and the
funerary cult had to be maintained if this was éodghieved. The cult of kings could be
sustained for several generations, while that v @hdividuals could die out relatively
swiftly. In the case ofk-wsht, | argue that his cult can be traced down to #te Middle
Kingdom, when offering tables were added to a Fir@rmediate Period chapel, possibly

by someone who was buried close to the chapeki & cementery.

% The map of the necropolis shows that space mag baen available, for example to the west of the
mastaba of Mereruka (PM f|Ipl. li; Kanawati et al. 2010: pl. 1a). Howevengete may have been some
reason, either topographical or symbolic why buaigin that area was not encouraged.

135 As Firth (1926: 37-8) pointed out, many of the bsndlatable to the First Intermediate Period seem to
have usurped and enlarged pre-existing ones duiketmew trend of burying the dead in an extended
position rather than contracted. In addition, iis theriod the cemetery extended to the east ofitha
excavated by Quibell.
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Offering tables are very frequently associatechwvwaimbs, and they are particularly
common in late Old Kingdom mastaba tombs. The neanbstaba of Mereruka, for
example, features an alabaster offering table @edestal in association with a large
striding statue of the mastaba owner emerging fashrine in the north wall of chamber
13 (Duell 1938b: pl. 123). The presence of theustaéminds visitors of their role in the
perpetuation of the funerary cult, thus emphasiding interactional aspect of the
offerings. Offering tables were not only connectedhe stela or statue of an individual:
some are also associated with larger clusters afalbu For example, the First
Intermediate Period necropolis at Dendera excavagdeisher (1917) included groups of
two to sixteen shafts surrounded by small mudbeicklosure wall$§Pl. 2.2]. Up to 534
such clusters were identified by Ray Slater (195%p. 204-14), several of them with
associated offering tabl¢Bl. 2.1]. It is difficult to establish the character of ip@ups to
which these clusters relaté¥, but in any case they express the desire for group
commemoratiort>” Offering tables are also used in memorial chapets they are
present in some of the kin groups studied in thissis (e.g. ANOC 13.3, Cairo CG
23019: Kamal Bey 1909: 17-8; pl. x).

The offering tables associated withrwsh's memorial chapel make this ensemble
remarkable because they are dedicated to the églos stelae by someone else, adding a
further dimension to the memorial aspect of thepeharhus, the dedicates-Athr-jpjj is
mentioned as having made an offering for his lireesslendantjq) sk-wsht (see appendix
3.1.6, top line). The same man also dedicated inffetable SqOf.4 forsk-wsht the
middle andsk-wsht the younger. The dedicators of the other threerioif) tables are not
named, so it is possible but not certain t3aktir-jpjj commissioned all these objects.
Stylistic and epigraphic analysis has demonstrétatl the offering tables are probably
several generations later thanwsht himself, and are datable to the 12th dynasty (Baou
2005: 102, esp. n. 1053; Silverman 2009: 90-1)addition, excavation photographs
show that all these tables were set at a highet tban the bases of the stelae, supporting
a later dating (Daoud 2005: 101 and pl. xIvi).

156 Family groups of course come to mind, and thisibility was suggested by Slater herself (1974:-212
4). While enticing, | believe the relationship bese people is too difficult to determine in theeice of
complementary written or material evidence.

157t is possible that these offering tables wereickdd to the memory of one individual rather thathe
group, but the scarce published excavation phopbgrasuggest that they were not associated with a
particular grave but rather to the overarching esnale wall, since they were set up inside thoséosuare
walls that surround several tombs. The offerindeslfrom Dendera are uninscribed, so it is necgdsar
rely exclusively on their archaeological contexirtterpret their function in the necropolis.
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Silverman (2009: 91-2) identifies the dedicatortloése offering tables with the
owner of one of the Middle Kingdom tombs mentiordxbve. If the identification were
correct, it would demonstrate that the kin grouphis chapel was commemorated over
several generations. The only known titles of theeatorsk-wsht are inscribed on one of
these offering tables (see appendix SqOf.1, inrerebleft and right), which may
indicate either that his role was remembered oetsuwthat was strictly indicated by
display on his stela or that later generations wagrkn the mortuary priesthood of Teti
created ancient models for their role, that isytbeuld have ascribed fictitious titles to
the sk-wsht of the First Intermediate Period in order to carriem to Teti’s cult. Either
way, the connection with the past generatedsbyrhr-jpjj in dedicating the offering
tables is evident.

The tomb of as3-hthr-jpjj, quite possibly the dedicator of those offeringlea, is
adjacent to that of a certawk-wshr within the mortuary complex of Teti and thus
probably sought a connection with the long dece&aseyl(Silverman 2000: 265-6; 2009:
80—4, esp. figs 23 and 24} The kin terms in the inscriptions on the offeriagles, and
the names of3-hthr-jpjj andsk-wsht suggest that they were related to thevsht of the
memorial chapel, as does the spatial proximityh® énclosure of Teti at a time when
positions in the mortuary priesthood of the kingyneave been hereditary. Silverman
(2009: 92) suggests that-Athr-jpjj could be the son of the-wsht whose tomb is
adjacent to his and thus could be honouring hisefaby setting up monuments for his
namesakes in a nearby chapel. Silverman’s intexfooet may be based on a narrow
reading of the kin termyz as ‘father’. On a broader and more accurate ramgler
‘ascending lineal’, s3-hthr-jpjj could have been honouring his ancestors, and his
relationship with his contemporasy-wsht may not have been particularly relevant to his
action. In any case-hthr-jpjj added some elements to a chapel belonging to wpgro
that existed several generations earlier. The dhayst have had an impact on him,
probably contributing to his identification withelgroup represented in it.

The question of audience arises again in thisesdnbecause it is difficult to evaluate
the impact of a monument on viewers if its accelsfsibs uncertain (see further section
4.5). If s3-hthr-jpjj’'s was involved in the mortuary cult of Teti, he wid have visited the

necropolis, especially the area close to Teti’s glemy quite often. There are, however,

1% This connection is not evident in the inscriptiansthe burial chambers, possibly for reasons of
decorum, but it might have featured in the now tosib chapel, as in the nearby tombs of lhy andgplet
(Silverman 2009: 84—6, n. 147).
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further indications that the necropolis was stilluse in the Middle Kingdom and visited
by people not necessarily connected with Teti'd.clhe find of a cluster of figurines
bearing execration text§ has hardly been mentioned in discussions of tgeihofsk-
wsht [Pl. 16.1] The so-called Saqqgara group, now in BrusselsCaa, is not published,
apart from a treatment of references to Nubia asid A its inscriptions (Posener 1940)
that was intended as a preliminary study in advasfca full edition'®® According to
Posener (1940: 31-5), the material can be datguat@eographic grounds to not earlier
than reign of Senusret Ill.

Groups of figurines with execration texts haverbémund in necropolises such as
Giza or Lisht, mostly in close connection to maatabmbs (Posener 1987: 2—4). The
Giza examples stand out as they were found in fbifierent spots between rows of
mastabas, with a westward progression that couldeggond to some ritual action
(Ritner 1993: 139; Diego Espinel 2013: 30, fig. 2B). 16.2] The Saqgara figurines
were foundnsidethe memorial chapel ak-wsht, above the floor level and wedged into
a heap of earth in the north-east corner of thectire (Posener 1940: 16). Their texts are
often quite specific, including the names and tiiia of those people against whom the
destructive magic was executed. Although only treign names on the Saqqgara texts
have been published, they also included names gptteans (Posener 1940: 12). It is
impossible to say how or whether the execratioarég related to those commemorated
in the chapel, but they confirm that it was stilify visited in the late Middle Kingdom
and was a focal point for at least one ritual dngstwas in use as a performative space.
One may ask why this place was chosen for the deposf the execration figures. k-
wsht, or other members of his grolif},is mentioned among those to be destroyed,
proximity could have been sought to enhance theceff the curse. But if neithek-
wsht nor members of his kin group are mentioned, hddcbave been regarded as an
important patron whose potency could enhance tlectefeness of the execration
figures.

Abdalla (1992: 110) states that many fragment®ftdring tables and false doors

were visible in the space surrounding the memarfadpel ofsk-wsht. He therefore

159 The precise number of these figurines is not dtaiat there are at least 12 (maybe 13) in Brussais

12 fragments or groups of fragments in Cairo (Pes&f840: 20).

180 A project is to be launched by the Royal Museurh#\d and History in Brussels to publish these

figurines (M. De Meyer, personal communication).

181 From similar texts it is known, for example, timatrses fin‘7) were often mentioned (Posener 2013:

138). This may be relevant for the memorial chajek-wshz, as nurses are quite prominent in several of
the stelae (see appendix 3.1.3, right side, 3ridteT).
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suggests, without further references to substaniiest claim, that this could have been an
area consecrated to the commemoration of the deatebns of memorial chapels. Many
objects and fragments that could have once bedroparemorial chapels are mentioned
in the original publication of the Teti cemeterigsrth and Gunn 1926), and have been
republished by Daoud (2005F However, the lack of recorded findspots for theamity

of the material ‘owing to the greatly disturbeduratof the burials dealt with’ (Firth and
Gunn 1926: 85), means that it is uncertain whetihey had been originally deposited in
a burial or a chapel similar to thatsagfwsht or were surface finds.

It is hard to determine how large an area of clsapéh clusters of stelae there was in
the Teti cemetery. The inscriptions on surfacedimtluded in Daoud’s catalogue are in
general highly formulaic and thus not distinctivebpmmemorative or funerary;
moreover, the distinction between those two tygesdt clear-cut (see section 3.4.2).
Most inscriptions on stelae and offering tablesufoon titles of the dedicatee, and thus
on self-presentation. Stelae in Daoud’s corpusgaresrally similar to stela SqSt.1 from
the memorial chapel oft-wsht in phraseology and layout, and the name and titfes
person may be inscribed several times (e.g. Da®@b:232—-3, stela gfj-m-htp). This
style of self-presentation is comparable with tatthe roughly contemporary Naga ed-
Deir stelae (see section 3.4.2). While these oftemmemorated only one or two
individuals, analysis has demonstrated that thengweobably clustered into groups that
may have embodied discrete social formatififis 5.1]. This might also have been the
case for the Saggara material, although the lackeobrded provenance makes it
impossible to ascertain.

Occasionally the name and titles of ego are comeitged by phrases reminiscent of
the ‘Abydos formula’ (Lichtheim 1988: 86—8, esp.8).see also 129). The false door
stela ofsnt-n=j is a good exampléipj=s hr wiwt nfrwt jm3ht snt-n=j krs.tji=s m hrt-ntr
smt jmntjt jm3ht snt-n=j, ‘may she travel on the beautiful roads, the vateel onesnz-
n=Jj;, may she be buried in the necropolis of the wastecropolis, the venerated ome-
n=;" (Daoud 2005: 70-1). References to Osiris and kihentiu, lord of Busiris and

Abydos respectively, are common in Daoud’s coritigut this does not necessarily

182 A publication of surface material and minor bwsidtom an area to the north of the mastaba of
Ankhmahor and close to the memorial chapels/eivsht does not include any material that could be
identified with possible memorial chapels. The fmmains from before the 18th dynasty do not include
any false door or offering table fragments (Sow&tdlaghan, and Bentley 1999: 41-2, 51-5).

183 One of many possible examples is the stelgjohp: hip dj nsw wsjr nb ddw hntj-jmntjw nb 3bdw prt-

hrw n jm3hw njt-htp, ‘an offering that the king gives, and Osiris,dasf Busiris, Khentimentiu, lord of
Abydos, an invocation offering for the venerable gj1-47p’ (Daoud 2005: 21).
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identify the site as a northern counterpart to Adsycas Abdalla suggests (1992: 110-1).
Moreover, there is no evidence to affirm that Sagoyeas a place of pilgrimage before
the Late Period (Volokhine 1998).

Since the memorial chapel of-wsht was discovered by Firth and yet not mentioned
in the excavation publication, it is possible tlwdher similar structures were equally
disregarded. Quibell (1907: 2) briefly mentionecbw of Herakleopolitan chapels, with
false door stelae and offering tables, to the eb$eti’s pyramid and adjacent to an Old
Kingdom mastaba. He did not elaborate on the finteter to any associated burial pits
or shafts, but excavation photographs reveal siitida in distribution and layout with
the memorial chapel ofk-wsht (Quibell 1907: pl. v, ix; see also plan on pl.*f
Simpson (1972b: 8) refers to these clusters ofefdtsor stelae and offering tables
adjacent to or embedded into Old Kingdom mastabd$oas stela-chapels and mentions
that they were relatively common at south Saqqathe First Intermediate Period.

This area of Saqgara was a major focus of vototevity in the First Intermediate
Period and the Middle Kingdom (e.g. Legros 2009-@0for reasons that are not clear.
Daoud (2005: 8) has suggested that the populafitgoal ‘saints’ such agmnj or jpjj
may have stimulated the area’s development asfarped place of burial, and this could
have encouraged votive activity, as in Elephansnegounding the figure of Heqaib. It
could be argued, in comparison, th&tvshit was considered as a kind of local ‘saint’ or
‘patron’ in whose memory objects would be dedicatbdt such an interpretation
disregards the power of kin ties. Alongside a ofilpatrons, there was a reverence for
ancestors, as demonstrated by the explicit dedicatf offering tables by3-Athr-jpjj to
his forefathersj{w) in SqOf.4, whose titles he supplies in SqOf.haligh they do not
appear on their own monuments. The reference infahmer inscription to offering
festivals (see appendix 3.1.9, top line) suggebtt there may have been regular
occasions when this chapel would be visited. kstion close to the enclosure of the Teti
pyramid is evocativéPl. 15.2], and one could easily envisage a route to theopetis
during festivals in which this chapel could havelosened visitors approaching the
necropolis from the east, toward which its entrafaces, or it could have been the last
stop for those strolling down the ‘Rue de tombedtodn the north to the south.

164 A third possible example of similar votive actiiin a First Intermediate Period necropolis coutd b
Kom el Fakhry in the town site of Memphis, whereow of false door stelae and offering tables isnfibu
against the wall of an older mastaba (Jeffreys 1% pl. 19; Daoud 2005: 9-10, pl. v). A direct
relationship of these objects with nearby buria$ jp§ uncertain, because a mudbrick wall standsdst
them.
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This case study contrasts with the ones thatvioltothat the archaeological location
of the chapel is known, rendering it possible tadgtthe relationship between memory
and landscape. Although the individual stelae aateat with the chapel do not exhibit a
high degree of integration with the landscape eantrast with many stelae from Abydos
that explicitly mention different areas of the ragwolis — the chapel as a whole embodies
the assimilation of a kin group with their enviroamt. They decide to be commemorated
together close to the pyramid of Teti, in whoset tty may have been involved, and
later generations of the same kin group choosestbusied in the vicinity of the chapel.
Here, the memory of a kin group survived for seivgemerations, and a connection with
the landscape facilitated remembrance and relassdne

One cannot know what specific influence the chaek-wsht had onss3-hthr-jpjj’s
ideas of kinship because little information abog fatter's household is available.
Neverthelesss3-hthr-jpjj evidently linked himself to his ancestors. By coissioning an
offering table and setting it up in their memogakhpel he probably both honoured them,
and wished to be identified as a member of thatgrdhus, this illustrates an active
construction of kin relations: evensif-hthr-jpj;’s connection withsk-wsht was fictional,
it was actualised and made real through displawdudition, it confirms that while some
of these false door stelae may represent what derstood as a nuclear family in
anthropological terms, a proper contextualisatibrthe material sets it in relation to

extended groups.

4.4 The Abydos chapel of jj-hr-nfrt

The chapel group ofi-kr-nfrt comprises at least eleven stelae that were setndpr
Senusret Il or Amenembhet Il (on chronological lplems, see Simpson 1972a: 52-3).
This case study contrasts with the previous oneirious ways. First, a large number of
objects belonged to this chapel, and this may teative of the status of ego. Second, it
cannot be linked to any specific place in Abydoscduse its provenance was not
recorded. Thus, the chapel has been entirely rétmtsd based on evidence from the
stelae. Third, it features a much more extendedmtban that okk-wsht with many
people related in a variety of ways. These poinésexplored in this section, while an
analysis of the cluster and its inscriptions camdosd in appendix 3.2.
It is complicated to postulate a possible physiemonstruction of the memorial

chapel when none of the objects of ANOC 1 was faargitu, and may not have been set

up together in a single chapel. The relationshipaysed in this thesis inform us about
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kin groups in social terms — hence the use of biwewviation KG rather than Simpson’s
ANOC in this thesis on some occasions (see sed&idh — and do not address the
archaeological expression of those groups. Thigtena however, deals with such
physical (or symbolic) spaces where performativaciices to foster remembrance may
have taken place, and hence the concept of chapetis to be retained. While someone
like s3-stjt may have been socially related gohr-nfit (see below), it cannot be
determined whether they erected their monumenthensame chapel, in two adjacent
chapels, or even in physically separate chapelss Tthapel' as used in this chapter
refers to a hypothetical reconstruction based termal evidence, although in the case of
Jj-hr-nfrt (Or nfr-n3-jjj in section 4.5 for that matter) those reconstanstiare difficult to
prove.

Even though its archaeological findspot is nottaier jj-hr-nfit's chapel was
undoubtedly at Abydos. Most stelae in this groupeneund in Abydos (exceptions are
ANOC 1.9 and 1.10 which are unprovenanced). Theriptsonal evidence supports this
provenance, as references to festivals and geagedgbatures of Abydos are common,
exceeding any allusions to other plat®sThe inscription ofjj-hr-nfit specifically

188 \while the former has been convincingly identifieilh Umm el

featurespkr andndjt,
Qaab (e.g. Leahy 1984. esp. 47-8; 1989: 57-9)/atter has not been located with
certainty (Montet 1961: 104-5; Gomaa 1986: 214S6me individuals linked to this kin
group were from elsewhere in Egypt. For exampjig,from ANOC 1.5 had a mastaba
tomb in Lahun (see belowy3-szjr mentions on ANOC 1.9 that he came to Abydos with
Jj-hr-nfrt implying that he was based elsewhere (see app&dig, lines 4.3-6), ang
hr-nfrt may also have resided in the region of the capitaiew of his proximity to the
king (see appendix 3.2.1, line 3). Nevertheless,dscription of the mysteries of Osiris
in ANOC 1.1 and mentions of festivals on some & thher stelae root this kin group
firmly in Abydos.

In summary, a group, including people who arertyjdfaom other places in Egypt, is
commemorated in one or more memorial chapels atid®ywVhile they are not unique in
this, as some other stelae that demonstrate péapieall over Egypt had their stelae
erected at Abydos (e.g. Volokhine 1998: esp. 72tHg) extent of the group makes their

185 The allusions to Kush and related toponyms suchasety in ANOC 1.1 (appendix 3.2.1, line 4) and
1.9 (appendix 3.2.9, lines 4.6) do not necessardicate a geographical connection to Nubia. Inticst, it
probably fits into the anti-Kushite propagandaled time of Senusret Ill, whose quintessential exangp
the Semna stelae.

186 Although identified by a place by some, othersehaterpretedudjs as a ritual based on its meaning
‘place of striking down’ (Schott 1945). In any case relationship to Abydos is clear.

127



memorialisation exceptional. Not only the amounsi&lae but also the sheer number of
people represented and/or mentioned on some of thake this group one of the richest
for the study of social relations.

The inscription on the stela ANOC 1.1 pfhr-nfit is one of the most widely
translated texts in Middle Egyptian, but not mustknown aboujj-kr-nfrt himself. A
long string of his titles is preserved in one o mmonuments (appendix 3.2.1, line 2).
Among other administrative titlgg-Ar-nfit claims to be an overseer of the treasury-(
htmt), which may seem striking given that most of ks mentioned in the narration on
the stela are related to a partly secret celebratics performance of actions deemed
essential for a proper unfolding of the mysterié®©siris as a commission of Senusret
[ll. This festival is directly linked to the sitef dbydos, where the tomb of 1st dynasty
king Djer was identified with that of Osiris at #asince the Middle Kingdom (Leahy
1989: 56-7). Most of the stages of this ritual wesstricted to initiates of the cult
(Lichtheim 1988: 100, n. 4 with further bibliograptBaines 1990§%” The narrative on
the stela begins with a royal commission jfekr-nfit to travel to Abydos to take part in
the rituals in honour of Osiris. This indicatedttii@e king trusted him, something that is
stressed elsewhere in the inscription when the kiegtions that he had knovjhr-nfit
since he was a young man (appendix 3.2.1, line¥. F&niliarity with the king is often
emphasised in self-presentation texts alongsidectiaeacter and personal qualities of
ego, offering a nuanced view on the topos of tHeEnsade man. This relationship is
replicated for byj-hr-nfrt by his subordinates. The inscription then goesoomention
some stages of the festivals of Osiris such asptbeession of Wepwawet (appendix
3.2.1, line 17), the battle against the enemie®©sifis (appendix 3.2.1, line 21), the
adorning of the statue of Osiris (appendix 3.2rled 15-6), and the preparation of the
nsmt-barque (appendix 3.2.1, lines 19-20).

Although much of the interest in this stela hasrbdriven by its references to the
festivals of Osiris, ANOC 1 is also significant fine social implications of this group, as
already noted by Schafer (1904: 39-41) and Leprdi®d8). jj-Ar-nfrt's is the most
complex of all the kin groups explored in this teefor the quantity of associated
artefacts. ANOC 1 features at least eleven st&fawhile the next largest groups have
only around six stelae, statues and/or offerindetalfe.g. ANOC 50 and ANOC V in

87 The celebrations included some processions intwtiose setting up a stela along the wadi wanted to
participate forever, so not all parts of the myisteof Osiris were concealed and secret.

188 Berlev (see appendix 1) suggested that one ofttdae proposed by Simpson should be excluded from
this group, and this indicates how difficult ittcsdetermine the identity of ego in many instances.
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appendix 1). In addition, some stelae in ANOC Ahteelin turn to further objects that
extend the ramifications of the group. For exam@bdlOC 1.5 may be linked to a
mastaba in Lahun and some statue fragments frotrs#imae site (Petrie, Brunton, and
Murray 1923: 26-8; Fischer 1982: 45).

The stelae associated with this chapel exhibitmuaiation. All but ANOC 1.11 are
round-topped® but their layout and style differs greatly. Forample, the sunk relief
figures in ANOC 1.9 contrast with the more detaitgtes in ANOC 1.4. The quality of
the carving also varies, with some pieces featubegutifully worked hieroglyphs (e.g.
ANOC 1.9 and ANOC 1.8) while others have roughlgised signs (e.g. ANOC 1.10,
whose bottom line is not as carefully planned ag heve been expectetlf. This lack of
homogeneity may suggest that the chapel was cotestipiecemeal over many years, or
that its building was neither centralised nor utalen by a single workshop. No details
on the stelae points to their having been commesiand fashioned elsewhere and then
brought to Abydos, although the connection of obhpa with Lahun mentioned in the
previous paragraph keeps this possibility open.

All artefacts attributed to this chapel are steM#hnile stelae are relatively easier to
assemble into reconstructed ANOC groups becaugeoften include more genealogical
information, the absence of offering tables orwsatof such a large group is striking.
Two of the associated stelae, namely ANOC 1.2 aBd feature statuettes in a small
niche carved onto the surface. Only fifteen exasmé this type of stela have been
identified to date (catalogue: Whelan 2007: 144-84nay therefore be significant that
two of them belong to the same kin group. The ekawattion of stelae with a statuette in
a niche is not known. ANOC 1.2 belonggtar-nfit while ANOC 1.8 is dedicated &3-
stjt, who is prominent on ANOC 1.7 and 1.9 but not nogr@d on ANOC 1.2. Perhaps
s3-stjt wanted to imitatejj-Ar-nfrt by commissioning a stela similar to his, thus
crystallising his subordinate relationship?

Most stelae in the group have numerous offerirenes, probably highlighting their
commemorative character. The offering scenes qoellldaps have served as an invitation
to passers-by to follow their example, as it idestan an appeal to the living on ANOC
1.5 (appendix 3.2.5, lines 1.1-8). This possibifity with the function of these chapels

1% The clear preference for round-topped stelae neague to a desire to imitate the stelgjdfr-nfit who
was, after all, the main person in this kin grolomst, round-topped stelae are common in the widguuoof
Abydene material anyway.

1701n addition, stela CG 20435, which was considgrad of the group by Simpson but rejected by Berlev
(see n. 168 above) is largely unfinished, althotinghquality of the carving is remarkable.
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not only to embody a constellation of social relaships but also to encourage the
celebration and memorialisation of those groups.

These relationships are complex, but the primdcy-br-nfit is obvious on all the
stelae. His main stela is larger than all the atst metre high, the closest stela in size
being only about 70 centimetres high (ANOC 1.5urstelae in the group belong to him
(ANOC 1.1 to 1.4), and he is mentioned on moshefdther ones, arguably because his
status and closeness to the king made an assocititbh him desirable. These two
features confirm thagj-Ar-nfit was probably regarded as a kind of patron whose af
social influence was embodied in his memorial chapkent-patron relationships were
essential in many ancient societies (for Egypt, ege Campagno 2006a; 2014), and
collectiveness and group identity will have playetble in structuring them, since those
societies in which collective values prevail tendvalue memberships in diverse social
frameworks (Eisenstadt and Roniger 1984: esp. 300).

Although Moreno Garcia (2013: 91) argues that péte/ of patronage provide
vertical integration, in contrast to the horizontategration already catered for by
families and neighbours, | believe that this ddion is not adequate for Egypt.
Separation between ‘family’ and other social relasi is complicated, especially since
kin terms were also used metaphorically. Moreotee, sources given in appendix 2
demonstrate that the structuring of family groupssvanything but ‘horizontal’: status
and social prestige were pivotal to the organisatibkin groups. A separation between
vertical and horizontal integration may have marélé with how families are understood
in today’s Euroamerican contexts than in ancierypEg

Little genealogical information is known fgi-Ar-nfit despite the large number of
monuments associated with him. He mentions his enath his filiation (e.g. appendix
3.2.1, bottom register left) and twa are represented on the bottom register of stela
ANOC 1.1, although there is no indication that thegre lineal descendants in a
genealogical sense. Most people shown on the mamsnoa whichyj-Ar-nfit is the ego
are not categorised with a kin term, probably beeahese stelae may have been set up
to commemorate a professional connection (Leprd®ai8). Thus, the logic behind their
relationship goes beyond a narrow interpretatiokimghip.

The person with the highest number of mentionergfthr-nfrt is s3-stjt; indeed,
Simpson (1974b: 17) referred to ANOC 1 as the dhafpleoth jj-ar-nfit andss-stjt. Two
stelae of the latter are known (ANOC 1.7 and 1a8j he is mentioned and depicted in
ANOC 1.1 and 1.9 (see appendix 3.2.12). Stela ANDCT includes over 25 of his
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kinsmen together with about 15 captioned individu@r whom a kinship term is not
given. Even thoughs-stjir does not seem to be genealogically relategko-nfit in this
stela, he is captioned gshr-nfrt's s3, that is, descendant lineal in another (appendix
3.2.1, bottom register lower right 1). This usag@iobably metaphorical, reflecting his
relation of subordination to him (Moreno Garcia 2021; see also use pffas head of
the household in the papers of Heganakht).

Another possible example of extended usage ohkinerms within the group gj-
hr-nfirt is that ofmnw-htp. This man is shown performing offerings fp#r-nfit on the
bottom register of ANOC 1.1 together withs sy, although the latter is instead seated
in a position of authority. On stela ANOC lwrw-htp mentions his fathesfirw in his
filiation, but he dedicates the monument to the wwnof jj-Ar-nfit, referring to him as
jt. He also states that the stela would be addgditenfit's chapel (appendix 3.2.6, line
4). While Schafer (1904: 39) suggested tjair-nfit might be mnw-htp’s adoptive
father, their relationship could also be understimoi@rms of subordination, along similar
lines toss-stjt. This stela may be unfinished because 22 out giétsple on the bottom
part are not named, but the lack of captions miglve been deliberate, underscoring the
importance of their number and presence rather thaim identity (see further section
4.5).

The emphasis on these relationships is a uniffingad for most stelae in this group,
but | disagree with Leprohon’s suggestion (197:tBatjj-Ar-nfirt presents himself with
work colleagues; | suggest rather that these peloplested considerably to associate
themselves with him because of his high standirdjhas close relationship to the king.
These stelae bear witness to the flexibility of dineient Egyptian kinship system, aspects
of which could be adjusted to accommodate spenigssages of authority and status,
often through strategies of display. These relatigps were probably not created from
scratch and manipulated, but the actors chose fghasise different aspects of their
social role (Olabarria 2012: 892-3). In the cas@ANDC 1.6, for examplepnw-htp is
concerned to display an intimate relationship wjthr-nfrz, using a kinship term to
convey the message.

How does this chapel fit into the model of memprgsented at the beginning of this
chapter? Because the chapel has not been locatkdeatogically, its rooting into the
landscape is difficult to judge — although the n#oons acknowledge the importance of
Abydos. Moreover, the dimension of performance efmmory is perhaps not as clear as in

the other examples presented in this chapter. ¥ample, offering tables were added to
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the chapel okk-wsht at a later stage (section 4.3), and in the casgreofs-jjj (section
4.5) the appeal to the living was integral to thapel. Although appeals to the living
exist in ANOC 1 (e.g. appendix 3.2.5), these weaxktine only or the most important way
in which stelae in this group stimulated social mem

Remembering is something that one engages witheictn the context of the group.
Thus, the group represented in these stelae aatestin unit of remembrance, both in
terms of people who remember and who are remembegether. Even though it might
be argued that this desire for remembrance hagybeiposed on the material by the
modern researcher and was not part of the origimahtion of the actors, a phrase in
ANOC 1.9 demonstrates otherwise. On this stelajcdeztl to a certaigmnjj, several
lineal descendants born of different women areufeat Among thesess-stjt takes a
prominent role standing next to the table of offgs in the first register, although it is
known from ANOC 1.7 that his father's nameps-k3-r© and notjmnjj (See appendix
3.2.7, line 2.3). This situation may be like thaitlmed for mnw-htp above, with kin
terms used in an extended sense to express ametdtsubordination. Perhaps the most
striking feature of ANOC 1.9 is the phrase attrdulito s3-s#¢ in the bottom register
(appendix 3.2.9, line 4). He states that he accoiedg-Ar-nfit in his journey to Abydos
to fashion a statue of Osiris, showing that he bawhe knowledge of the mysteries of
Osiris and what was to be performed in them, kndgéethat was highly prestigious. In
addition, s3-s¢jt wished to commemorate this particular event. Hp@ed aside from
traditional self-presentation inscriptions by dissing a particular event rather than
favouring formulaic epithets and phrases in oradeemphasise the importance of his
achievement’! The stela belongs in a traditional memorial chapethich a blending of
the group is sought after, but, at the same tinesyr reaffirms his individuality and the
uniqueness of his life story by leaving a tokenreamembrance in this stela, whose ego is
actually someone elsé&

This brief narrative illustrates how memories aetively created and socially
constructed. Firsts3-stjt influenced the information provided for remembmanioy
incorporating an unusual statement into a tradiligrformulated and laid out memorial
stela. As argued in section 4.2, memory is not sbimg that happens but something that

one does, both by those who want to be remembemdythose who remember them.

"1 On the slight conundrum indicated by this phrasd #s articulation with the role of the king as
presented ofy-ar-nfrt's ANOC 1.1 stela, see Baines (2013: 252).

Y2 There is, however, a close parallel to this linghe tomb of Khui at Qubbet el-Hawa (Edel, Seyfrie
and Vieler 2007: 466-9, fig. 1a; Diego Espinel 20198; see further Baines 2013: 251-2).
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Relatively few people may have had a direct expegeofss-stjr's visit to Abydos, but
recording it on a stela objectifies that memory agalises it (see section 3.3.4). ANOC
1.9 includes a short appeal to the living as welppendix 3.2.9, lines 1.2-7),
demonstrating that it aimed for interaction. Secdhd rest of the stela does not give an
explicit connection witlyj-Ar-nfrt, but this element at the bottom of the stela digpl
their relationship and gives it due importance.

Memories enact groups by displaying their conestifor posterity and as seen in
this case, they are sustained by those who seentmments. In chapels that are
perceived as foci of memory (see section 4.2.3),kin ties presented on those stelae
may be regarded as especially influential, butaihdience addressed is uncertain because
it is not known who had access to these chapebs ¢setion 4.5 for a discussion on
audience). As Baines (2006: 290) points out inti@lato some large-scale festivals,
much of their symbolic incorporation must have begolusionary. Sources for popular
participation in processions and rituals are indsparse. The fact that, although some
chapels had their entrance walled in, a small windould be fitted presumably to allow
for the witnessing of the procession by the dea@¢@nor 2009: 95) suggests that many
people may have frequented this area of the nelisofpt). 9.1 and 10] Even though
these walls may have restricted access to the lhapeas possible that the actual
presence of the stelae and the groups they embaoudied sufficient to ensure their
perpetuation.

The implications of this case study are paraddxithe group is the largest in the
corpus, bringing together eleven monuments andyalaege number of people, but it is
difficult to interpret the material because not imuaiographical information can be
obtained about the owner of the objects (from thalgiects or elsewhere) and it can
neither be located with certainty within Abydos ndentified as a single or multiple
chapel due to the lack of a recorded archaeologizalenance. In any case, ANOC 1 is
an example of the flexibility of the ancient Egwgstikinship system, in which social
relations could be reformulated in different wagsdifferent contexts in order to get a
message across. This communication of kinship ideasigh display is a fundamental
element in Egyptian material culture, influencingdabeing influenced by the social
structure.

The chapel ofj-hr-nfrt shows evident dissimilarities with that g&wsht. The latter
featured fewer people, and their relationships seemparatively easier to assess. ANOC
1, in contrast, presents many people not necegsaiinected by biological or affinal
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kinship. The chapel oft-wsht, with its added offering tables, offers more pb#gisies for
speculation on reception, accessibility, and respda monuments. While reception must
also have been important for the chapejj-@f-nfrt, known evidence does not explicitly
address this aspect.

The chapel ofj-kr-nfrt shows how memory is constructed by members oftbap.
While other case studies, such as thatiofn3-jjj (see section 4.5) may give more
information on reception and memory as perceivedhieyviewers, ANOC 1 raises the
issue of how and why certain events and/or relatigps are selected for remembrance.
Social memory is situated in the group, which thesenuments help to define and
reshape. Is it possible to link a kin group like thne(s) connected jp-hr-nfit to the
terms for kin groups analysed in chapter 2? Somih@fkey features that define a kin
group are present in ANOC 1, primarily the suboation to a man who acts as the head
of the group and the importance of commemoratiesuds of inheritance and to a certain
extent of funerary duties are not evident from skedae (although some offering scenes
are present), but this may be due to the naturé¢hefsources rather than to the
characteristics of this kin group. The notion/afw could fit a group that is acquired
through one’s life, in this case thatjpfir-nfit, and in which subordination is particularly
relevant. Another possibility isawt in view of its emphasis on collaterality and its
generalisation from the Middle Kingdom onwards. Budups are not static; perhaps this
hypotheticalinw or mhwt could have become a different type of kin groupadater
stage'’

4.5 The Abydos chapel of nfr-n3-jjj

This chapel ofifi-n3-jjj (ANOC 44), was only assigned three stelae by Samg§&974b:
20) and was dated to the mid-13th dynasty king Bodiep 11l on stylistic grounds. The
kin group comprises one further stela (KG 44.5: #0e1909: no. 27, pl. xviii)) and
perhaps a statue that does not offer any genealogitormation (KG 44.4: Vernus
1973b)}"* As in the previous case, it is uncertain whettiiethase stelae belonged to the
same chapel, but they mention some of the sameidhgils. The stelae have no known

archaeological context, making it difficult to asseheir relationship with the landscape:

173 As discussed in section 3.2.2, different typesaidrces, such as administrative texts, might ddfer
completely different picture of a kin group. Thenfiguration of kin groups was flexible and, thusmight
have been presented differently depending on thdiumein which it was being displayed.

1" These are neither treated here in detail nor deduin appendix 3.3 because this chapter deals with
ANOC groups rather than kin groups; they are, h@rementioned as KG 44.4 or KG 44.5 in those cases
in which they provide complementary information abthe group.
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although the inscription on ANOC 44.2 may hint agobial location (see below), a
specific reconstruction of the chapel is impossible

Simpson established thaf--n3-jj; was the ego of this kin group on the basis of his
prominence on stelae ANOC 44.1, 44.2 and 44.3.latle of kin terms on most of the
stelae in the group makes it hard to determine g might otherwise be. These three
stelae are stylistically very similar: the facds beards, the slightly square shape of the
hands, and their layout with two coloured bandbhatbottom indicate that they may have
been made in the same workshop. In addition, thettes of ANOC 44.1 and 44.2 are
identical, with two recumbent jackals, two shergsinand figures of Min-Hor-Nakht and
Ptah-Sokar-Osiris. Related stela KG 44.5, althosghilar overall, presents stylistic
differences, such as the straightness of the sdajates in contrast to the slightly
forward shoulders of the others, and has been onomgly considered by Grajetzki
(2000: 165) as part of a larger group fashioned isingle workshop possibly under
Sobekhotep III.

On the three stelae that includg-n3-jjj, he holds the titlgr; pdt, ‘bowman’; on
ANOC 44.3 he also bears the titles skr, ‘follower of Sokar (appendix 3.3.3, line 1) .
His most recurrent title, namely ‘bowman’, is a toanking military title that became
more common from the late Middle Kingdom onwardsvéd 2004: 61, n. 3; Stefandvi
2005: 75). Fischer (1996: 105) suggested thatovedlr of Sokar’ may indicate a close
relationship with the local gods, and this may akpkhe depiction of Ptah-Sokar-Osiris
in the lunette of ANOC 44.1 and 44.2. The sociakigaound of the rest of the people on
the stelae seems to be varied. Some do not hatle éappendix 3.3.2, line 2.2), some
hold a low-ranking one such aas, ‘follower’ (appendix 3.3.1, line 3.2), while ottse
have high-ranking ones such fa:tj-bjtj ‘royal seal-bearer (appendix 3.3.1, line 2.1).
The titles do not seem to be linked to the samematon. Although a few of them are
supervisory positions in different areas, suclmass3 n hrtjw-ntr, ‘overseer of the phylae
of stonemasons’ (appendix 3.3.2, line 2.4) orthvems® wr ‘great overseer of the troops’
(appendix 3.3.1, line 2.1), others are describewpbi as%, ‘attendant’ (appendix 3.3.1,
line 2.1). The person depicted in the most sajpesition in ANOC 44.1 next tefr-n3-jjj
is not a high-ranking individual, like the overseepresented in the second register, but a
nurse whose filiation is not given (appendix 3.3ide 1.2). KG 44.5 also presents a
combination of high and low-ranking titles evenughnfi-ns3-jjj is not directly named in
this monument. Thus, it is a challenge to decidatvdrought these people together to

display their connections.
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The three main stelae are relatively small, wifh-n3-jj; showing a position of
authority and four to six people depicted and nawredhe lower registers. Captions are
consistently present, a pattern that contrasts eattier stelae where several people may
be mentioned but not depicted (e.g. see appenditd. No one in the three stelae on
which nfr-n3-jjj appears is classified with a kin term, a strikicitaracteristic of this
group. Stela KG 44.5 presents a similar layouthwist one kin term included in
reference to ego’s sdmj who also appears on ANOC 44.3.

The social unit represented in these stelae cistwith the previous case studies, as
kin relationships do not seem to be foregrounddgek filiation of nfr-n3-jjj is not given
on any of his monuments, and no genealogical indtion can be reconstructed from his
stelae (see appendix 3.3'4)This could suggest thafi-n3-jjj did not have a family, but
the fact that he chose to be represented with erdggneous group of people probably
indicates that these monuments were closer to mkitwgp tools such as KG 12.5
(appendix 4.1.5) in which relations are manipulaad reinterpreted in order to convey a
message of status. Whether these groups are kipgie open to debate, but | suggest
that a relation of collaterality is being expressgdanalogy with the use of the kin term
sn in comparable stelae of the same period.

Most figures are depicted in relatively equal teron the stelae: no relation of
subordination among them is evident beyond the ausviprimacy of ego — and, on
ANOC 44.1, the nurse sitting opposite him in thestfiregister. | have studied this
‘undifferentiatedness’ in late Middle Kingdom stelalsewhere (Olabarria 2012: 890-3),
concluding that beneath this ‘egalitarian’ appeeeathese stelae affirm the individuality
of ego by reinforcing his, sometimes her, connestid his is often done by categorising
all others as collaterals. Some scholars have dedathis tactic as a revalorisation of
relations of collaterality (e.g. Grajetzki 2007;I8tn-Hurst 2010), but | see it rather as a
new way of exalting the individuality of ego, chetexising him as someone with a large
social following*®

In terms of display, the stelaegf-n3-jjj do not diverge much from other late Middle
Kingdom examples of ‘egalitarian’ appearance; ekadepthe absence of the term.
However, this is also lacking on other stelae & #ame period that feature a large

175 Stefanowt (2005: 80—1, no. 18; 2006: 172, no. 919) suggstshis mother is the lady of the house
hnwt [ tjtj, because these names occur on both ANOC 44.148¢dkut this connection cannot be proved.
Awad (2004: 64) avoids includingfi-n3-jjj in the genealogical reconstruction that he propdee this
group.

176 For an example of this emphasis on ego througlateohls, see ANOC XXII.1 (CG 20722: Lange and
Schéfer 1902c: pl. liv)PI. 18].
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number of people where kin terms are also conspslyoabsent (e.g. ANOC 32.1:
Simpson 1974b: pl. 50). The presumed aim of givegp an outstanding position
accompanied by people who seem not to be genealgielated is the same. The
audiences for these monuments could probably igetiibse represented on them as
collaterals of ego on the basis of a shared s&aialvledge even when explicit captions
that would make that relationship unequivocal wacking. A tradition of stelae like that
outlined in section 3.4.1 could ensure that refeesrwhich are elusive to us would have
been self-evident to people socialised into thituce of display and the associated social
memory. Collaterality, which in Egypt is a flexibleonstructed relationship, is
immediately recognisable in these stelae. To usdadims of Andrew Jones (2003: 69),
this strategy could be regarded as a ‘technologyeofiembrance’ that would help
materialise social memory on stelae.

Audience, which is a fundamental component of nratisation, is especially
relevant for this case study. Mentions of relattops among the people depicted on the
stelae are absent, and this implies that knowledgéhe part of the viewers would be
essential to interpret the monuments and expeotatidse who commissioned them. It
could be argued that ANOC 44 may represent a vignalge of the community’s
constructed reality, a rhetoric of images throudticl kinship trends are expressed (on
rhetoric of image and of language: Hope 2000: £86).

The audience is addressed in ANOC 44.2 in an edéd@ppeal to the living. While
the pictorial treatment exemplifies the rhetoricimfges, the appeal uses the rhetoric of
language — in this case through formulae — to mafgand sustain an image of society.
The upper half of the stela featurgs-ns3-jjj and the appeal carved in large hieroglyphs in
eight lines, while the four people depicted in kwer registers have captions in smaller
signs. The appeal to the living is thus the focdisthe composition, and this is
accentuated by the assertiveness of the text, whathdes phrases such @s: 73 34 n
s3h nn nw m wrdt hr=s, ‘the breath of the mouth is beneficial for thedsed one; one
does not become tired from it’ (appendix 3.3.2e4$i1.5-6). Such phrases ask the viewer
forcefully to engage with the monument, emphasisitisg performative aspect. The
composition of the appeal is nonetheless highlyntdaic, possibly seeking a connection
with similar language found in elite sourdé5The phrases just mentioned are those of

the so-called ‘breath of the mouth’ formula, whisHirst attested in the Middle Kingdom

Y7| am grateful to Chiara Salvador for discussinig fhscription and for making available to me the
unpublished doctoral thesis of Steven Shubert (R007
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and became especially common from the 25th dyrastards. Vernus (1976) compiled
Middle Kingdom instances of this formula, and reththem to similar expressions of the
reciprocity of good actions attested in didactieriture. The appeal to the living in
ANOC 44.2 concludes with an affirmation of the gadthracter ofif-n3-jjj, similar to
expressions in self-presentation texts, and redsrahe benefits to be gained by
performing an invocation offering to his memory.u8art (2007: 426) interprets the
‘breath of the mouth’ formula and the viewers’ agmga ability to recite invocation
offerings as an assertion of cultural identity, idea comparable with the concept of
social memory that | adopt in this chapter.

A final element that links the viewer to the moramhis that the inscription refers to
the stela itself asps. As suggested above (see section 4.2.3), this teasn have been
chosen to address and enhance the stela’s furamidit was probably not related to the
physical shape of the object. Interaction with adiance was a vital feature Hfs-stelae,
and they may have been erected close to processmutas in the ritual landscape of
Abydos to maximise contact with passers-by.

The role of audience, mentioned several timesénthesis, deserves a more detailed
consideration here. This is a complex topic, siné@mation on who visited these places
and when is lacking, but the area of votive chapgtsavated by O’Connor (1979; 1985)
offers a unique opportunity to propose a tentatigeonstruction of an audience’s
interaction with these monuments. The plan andat@n photographs give an idea of a
fairly overfilled space, where small chapels wollave been built filling the space
available between larger ongd. 9.1 and 11.1] From the plan it seems that mostly all
chapels could be reached, although some of themdwonly have been accessible
through an intricate maze of winding paths (seellsthapels between F5-1 and F5-8 in
[Pl. 9.1])). The area could quickly have become overcrowdechapels were visited
exclusively on a number of propitious days, butstis often expected from cultic
festivities of many ancient and modern culturesl Bnmeant to enhance the feeling of
being part of a community.

Two types of chapels were documented by O’'Cond@8%: 102), some single
chambered and others being solid masses of bri¢kviloraddition, some chapels had a
courtyard with a solid mudbrick structure, presumdbr stelae[PI. 9]. Snape (2011:
124) suggests that the existence of a courtyaath imdication that visitors were desired
and expected. Some of these chapels were quitedogvstelae installed in them might
only have been clearly visible when crouching aratting[PI. 11.2 and 12] which may
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indicate a further layer of interaction with stelas one would not contemplate them by
pure chance but rather actively seek them. The (fimme signs or figures may have
been noteworthy in cases of small stelae which ccaiherwise go unnoticed. Stela
ANOC 44.2 ofnfr-n3-jjj is relevant in this respect, as the signs carmdds appeal to the
living are about three times larger than thoseuteat in the captions in the bottom
register.

These interactions underscore the performativeaspf memory in the sense of
Connerton (1989: 39) that bodily practices — waimdearound chapels, crouching to gain
access to a stela, setting up a stéldistening to a recitation of the inscription orstala
— contributed to the social formation of memory. dddition, | suggest that these
practices may have been ingrained in the sensqugreence of the landscape and it is,
thus, necessary to take them into account to attanmplistic reconstruction of the site.
However, the possibility of these interactions gemore aspired than actual should not
be ruled out. Even if this were true, the fact #tors referred to a hypothetical
engagement of the viewer with the monuments i$ r&giévant, because such situation
may have been mobilised and actualised by beingribed on the monuments (see
section 3.3.4).

An intention to create a space of memory can baetified in the expected audience’s
understanding of social relations presentedifpy:3-jjj, the address to passers-by in the
appeal to the living, and the choice of a termtfar stela that is usually linked to the
interactional and performative aspects of remend@ahese foci of memory — or
‘memoscapes’ (Landgrafova 2011: xxi—xxii, 287) -ntibute to the construction of
individual and social identities. Loci of memoryckuas the votive area of Abydos may
be charged with a special ritual and sacred qualitg they can also be modelled through
terminology like m < or sps. All the groups studied here are likely to haveated
spaces of memory, but these can be seen cleayfonkk-wsht, where a delineated
location has been identified. In the case of ANOL the use ofps and an elaborate
appeal to the living show that those who commissibthe stelae may have sought to
create a space of memory that could have beenirsegthy those whose actions were
later prompted by its inscriptions.

This case study exemplifies features of memoatbs of kin groups in the late

Middle Kingdom, contrasting in some ways with thteey two case studies. The chapel

178 See n. 99 above for a brief discussion on the itapoe of the phases of fashioning and settingf tipeo
stela as a possible focus of social practices.
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of sk-wsht has the uncommon advantage that its location ehdegtion can be identified
archaeologically. The chapels gthr-nfrt and nfr-n3-jjj are more typical in that their
locations are unknown, so that strategies for meaif memorial spaces must be studied
through inscriptional and pictorial evidence. Rgi-n3-jjj the elaborate appeal to the
living may reinforce the desire to engage with adiance, and thus creating a space that
is both physical and symbolic where an actor ivitéhers tgperform memory. In this
sense, the chapel ef-wsht exemplifies one possible result of such perforneabecause
offering tables were added to the primary monuna¢iat later stage, while the deposition
of the execration figures would extend further theaning of that space. Fofi-n3-jjj
such evidence is lacking, but perhaps there areedomces beyond the archaeological
record.

The absence of detailed genealogical informatiomli three groups is also worth
noting, not least because trying to reconstructilfatmks has been a priority in the
prosopographical study of these monuments. Allettanee sparing in references to family
members. Stelae in the chapelséfwshr feature a restricted number of people, while
those represented (or mentioned) on stelagj-6f-nfirt and nfi-n3-jjj are relatively
difficult to link together because captions givevfer no filiations!’® This lack of
information may demonstrate that social knowledge gocial memory, to follow
Halbwachs) was needed to understand these stel#ee tase of ANOC 44, the absence
of kin terms, whether used in genealogical or edéelhmetaphorical senses, shows that
the genealogical position of those people represewias not as relevant as the fact that
they were present. To use the evidence of stelageasalogical tools may say more
about unexamined presuppositions than about thethese artefacts were conceived by
the actors; they were not administrative documenith a recording purpose, but
monuments devised for display (see section 3.3jng2mison with contemporary stelae
shows that undifferentiated subordinates of egoo#ten labelled asn. A very similar
display strategy is followed for instance in ANO@.4, and despite the absence of kin
terms in this case collaterality may have beenymessed. This example illustrates two
aspects of memory: a group was being commemoratgethter by sharing one or more
monuments, while relying on the knowledge or memofythe audience in order to
interpret the relationships celebrated on them. brgmvas both prompted by the actors

and expected from the audience for a full realisatf the act of remembrance.

9 In contrast, large genealogies are set out in memts of other periods, especially in the Third
Intermediate Period (e.g. Jansen-Winkeln 2005; &®mgau 2013).
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Finally, this case study confirms the growing impace of identifying captions.
ANOC 44 is a representative example of how, inl#te Middle Kingdom, a captioned
figure was often preferred to one without a cap{see appendix 4.1 for further examples
in KG 12). The labelling of individual figures doast necessarily include identification
of kin types, possibly because they were regardedlwious. | have argued that a
different conception of kinship in which collatatglwas emphasised gained primacy in
this period (see section 2.4). Examples such as @GN suggest that the idea of
collaterality permeated stelae focused on displhytatus and authority even when
collaterality was not explicitty mentioned. Perhapsages were enough to remind
viewers that the monument they were contemplatngefd and actualised the memory of

a kin group.

4.6 Conclusions: constructing remembrance

In this chapter | have explored the role that mgmuayed in weaving the ancient
Egyptian social fabric. Monuments such as stelakciapels created spaces of memory
that contributed to perpetuating ideas of authoaty status as well as kinship and
marriage. | rely primarily on Halbwachs’ conceptioh memory as a phenomenon
mediated by society that is actively constructed performed. Stelae, which constitute
the core of my corpus, are commemorative monumsatthat contemporary ideas about
the function of and reasoning behind memory mustehaffected how they were
fashioned.

The three case studies presented above stresgediflaspects of memory that link to
one or more of the theoretical approaches outlinexkection 4.2. The chapel ot-wsht
allows an analysis based on the genealogy of macethe appropriation of symbolic
space (McAnany 1995: 104-5). In the case jphr-nfrt a particular event is
commemorated by3-s¢jt and this illustrates the active role of the consioisers in the
construction of memory that was later performed possibly reinterpreted by audiences.
The nfi-n3-jjj group presents the possibility of a technologyemhembrance that would
enable the audience to identify several individaals kin group even without captions.

These case studies span the period between steiigrmediate Period and the late
Middle Kingdom, sampling the use of commemoratiteda® over a couple of centuries.
Chapels vary considerably and these ones canntatkba as archetypal, but they are at
least indicative of general trends. In the Fir¢getmediate Period, as seen with the Naga
ed-Deir material explored in section 3.4.2, it wwa@snmon to represent a limited number
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of people on stelae, and this number increasestower This may be more a change in
display than in the significance of kin groups.hsiigh concepts of kinship no doubt
evolved (see section 2.4), it is difficult to pimpiodevelopments in the monumental
record. The growing importance of display of cafality does not mean it was not
relevant before the Middle Kingdom.

Overall, the mechanisms of commemoration, nameilgirdw Jones’ technologies of
remembrance, remain stable throughout this time.ileV¥im other cultures such
technologies could include, for example, inhumagoactices or manipulation of natural
spaces, in Egypt display had primacy in the creatibmemory among elites. This link
between display, memory, and monumentality is expin the early Middle Kingdom
inscription of Intef.gm.n(=j) hwt-k3 nt jrj-pt nhtj jkr w3s.t(j) jnbw jsw twt=s-nb ng n wnt
wn sh3-st, ‘| found the ka-chapel of the nobigz, the excellent one, being destroyed,
(its) walls being old and all its statues beingkemr and there was no one who would
remember it’ (Berlin 13272: Landgrafova 2011: 321%4)

Although inscriptional and pictorial display was fandamental memorialising
strategy in ancient Egypt, this could be achieved dther means. For example,
sometimes presence would be more important, likinéncase of statues enclosed in a
serdab, or the walled-in chapels in Abydos mentioabove. A third dimension to be
considered in this context is the performative asgpef memorial practices, which may
also give cohesion to a group and contribute tacteation of places of memory. Display,
presence, and possibly performance are often lirdadl explicitly articulated, as in
ANOC 44.1 and 44.3, where the presence of certawple is more important than
labelling their relationships, which is only imali®y the way they are displayed.

In chapter 2 | argued that in the study of anciegyptian kinship and marriage an
emic approach should be preferred and attemptedewdassible. A similar question may
arise here: am | overemphasising the importaneeeshory in the Egyptian context? Can
one affirm that these strategies of display andsemee were used because
memorialisation was sought, or should other optisnsh as ritual associations be
considered? While other purposes should not bel g, there is evidence to support an

essential role of memory in Egyptian stelae andtehs of stelae.

180 |n the bottom of the same stela, Intef also reflerhe reason why he may have rebuilt the ka-dhafpe
nhtj: jr.n(=j) nn mj kd n mrwt nfr rn(=j) tp t 3wn sh3(=j) nrf m hrt-ntr, ‘1 did all this so that my name may
be good on earth and so that the memory of me raagobd in the necropolis’. Desire for remembraisce i
therefore, a driving force for good conduct andudgus acts.
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The texts on several stelae state that the owrsties to be remembered, even though
the particular technologies of remembrance — thehasms through which those
memories are created — are not directly addressadinstance, after an appeal to the
living that asks visitors to perform an invocatioffiering for the butler Ipi, the advantage
of that act for ego is stated? dj=tn sh3(=j) nn smht=j, ‘you will cause that | be
remembered without my being forgotten’ (stela Lp@yl M.13846: Gardiner and Sethe
1928: pl. xi; Shubert 2007: 108-9). Remembrance medspositive only for those who
are evoked but rather mutually favourable. The Ndd¢ingdom stela of Mentuhotep, for
example, describes the benefits that rememberio® @@me could have for the one who
performs the invocation offering: grt sh3tj.fj rn=j nfr wnn=j m Sd=fr-gs ntr 3 nb pt r-
gs ntr 3 nb 3bdw, ‘as for the one who will remember my good nameshdll be his
protector in the presence of the great god, lordeaiven in the presence of the great god,
lord of Abydos’ (CG 20539: Lange and Schafer 190A80-8; 1902c: pls xli—xlii).

Some of the stock phrases that point at the impod# of having one’s name
remembered employ the vesky, ‘to remember’. Variations of the formula ‘it isyngood
name that you should remember’ are relatively comn8hubert (2007: 364) suggests
that this expression may be associated with thes rdf Osiris because viewers are
sometimes asked to remember the deceased at soticalpafestivals of this god. Some
attestations of these formulae are associated Alitydos chapels. In ANOC 31.1 the
embedding in the ritual landscape of Abydos islvite=; pw nfi sh3=tn r r-pr n wsjr, ‘it
is my good name that you shall remember at the leerap Osiris’ (Durham 1932:
Simpson 1974b: pl. 48; Shubert 2007: 185). Theisitbus a stage for memorialisation,
and the festivals of Osiris and the proximity tes Hemple are regarded as potent
complements to the perpetuation of memory by invgkofferings. The content and
purpose of this formula is similar to that of thecalled vivification formuladj=f rn=f
snh), which is attested from the First Intermediateid®eonward, becoming ubiquitous
in the later Middle Kingdom (Nelson-Hurst 2010: 18n explicit example of how this
formula would work is ANOC 5.3, in the first twanks of which ego declareg: dd srw
sw3tj.sn jh dj=sn n=j 3h ‘nh=j m 3 n dd rmt snh=sn rn=j, ‘may the officials who will
pass by speak, may they give me power that | nvayffiom the breath that people give,
that they may make my name live’ (British Museum B32: Simpson 1974b: pl. 12).

The name should be remembered (e.g. Vernus 1988d)these formulae on stelae
mobilise them to prompt that memory. Here, the nipsions point at the performative
side of technologies of remembrance: repeatedamiterof a name was sought in order to
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perpetuate one’'s memory. This illustrates, agaianr@rton’s conceptualisation of a
memory that is anchored in iterative performance ins ultimately done — that is, it
does not simply happen — through embodied expegienc

Although these formulae may suggest that remencerahthe group was disregarded
in favour of the individual, the fact that kin gpmiare present and displayed indicates
that they too were subject to remembrance evdnsfwwas not explicitly addressed in the
inscriptions. This may be because while ego askesdgrs-by to contribute to keeping his
memory alive, and this included his relationshiphwiis kin group, it was he who had to
mention his kinsmen on his stelae in order for d@d-presentation to be complete. A
phrase on stela Durham N.1942 states the desmemdion as many relatives as possible:
rh.n=j hm.n=j sh3.n=j smh.n=j b3kt b3k s-nb n 3w(=j?) pr ji(=j) pr mwt(=j) hnmsw=j
rmt=j-nbt, ‘(those whom) | know, (those whom) | do not knoghose whom) I
remember, (those whom) | forget, female workerslemeorkers, every man of (my?)
h3w (of?) the house of (my) father and the house of) (mother, my friends, all my
people’ (see appendix 2.2.19 and 2.3.7). By inclgdeveryone he remembers and
forgets, ego presents himself as someone withge lantourage, ultimately reinforcing
the power of memory: when people are rememberetl tfase forgotten are mentioned)
they remain present and thus continue to ¢Ristl7].

In this chapter | have taken chapels as foci ooy, because stelae should not be
regarded as minimal units. Stelae always relatexdter forms of display that indicated a
sense of belonging. Memorial chapels of differeatiquls construct and/or materialise
relationships that are perpetuated in the memorycaitemporary visitors and of
generations to come. The fact that some scholdrsuseé Middle Kingdom stelae to
determine how familiegeally were constituted in ancient Egypt is testimonythe
success of their strategy. In this sense chapeisbearegarded as a microcosm of
memory, since they make use of various technolagfiesmembrance on a small scale in
order to sustain ideas that are fundamental iregpeit large, whether or not it changes
over time. Kinship is not static and should neverégarded as such. A further question
is how much of that flexibility and change can Heserved in display on stelae and

chapels; that is the main concern of the next @rapt
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5 A dynamic approach to Kin groups:
koinographies and the developmental cycle of
the Kin group

‘A man who doesn’t spend time with his family casvar
be a real man’
The Godfather (1972)

5.1 Introduction

The preceding chapters have discussed what a faragy how it was displayed, and how
it helped shape the social landscape of ancienptEgyncient Egyptian kin groups were
constructed and flexible entities, and an analg$ithe sources shows that there were
several ways of being related. With this approxem@éfinition of the concept in mind,
several types of kin studies may be undertakemther words, | have proposed what a
kin group is, but now | want to explore what towdith that concept.

In this chapter | exploit the notion of kin grotgking it as a minimal unit of analysis
and examine its development over time, a processitterm koinography. Groups are
necessarily depicted on monuments as static ubiis,as social products they were
dynamic and flexible. This model for investigatitige time factor in Middle Kingdom
kin groups is based on the developmental cycle arhaktic households originally
proposed by Meyer Fortes (1970 [1949]). This apgnaa applied in three case studies

and illustrated in the general trends presentédea¢nd of the chapter.

5.2 Koinographies: Kin groups as a basic unit of
social analysis
Defining what a kin group is and how it functioneada given society is not an easy task.
My working definition, based on the way kinshippgesented in the sources, has been
discussed in the introduction to this thesis (sssien 1.2.2), where | also propose the
relevance of a group approach over one based dndhadual, as traditionally preferred
in Egyptology. In all the chapters of this theslsave favoured a group approach, both in
terms of people — kin groups rather than individualand monuments — chapels rather
than stelae — and the reasons for adopting thisshavd elaborated upon in this section.
The last decade has seen an increase in anafygis social phenomena in Egypt.

Ranging from the diverging conceptions of Egype#iser a rather prescriptive or a more
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flexible society (e.g. Kemp 2006: 241-4; Willemsl@093—4) to the elaboration of new
models of analysis (e.g. Lehner 2000; Seidlmay&72®aines 2009-2010; Fitzenreiter
2011), a variety of approaches has been attempteder to try and shed new light onto
social matters. For the Middle Kingdom in particuknalyses of social issues have taken
root. In addition to the approaches just mentioreeders have been developed for this
period in particular, such as investigating thepmged existence of a ‘middle class’ (e.g.
Quirke 1991; Adams 2005; Richards 2088)por critical reassessment of the assumed
‘democratisation of the afterlife’ (e.g. Willems@) expanded in 2014; Smith 2009). As
discussed in section 1.3, kinship studies have rgpebeen centred around Middle
Kingdom material (Robins 1979; Franke 1983a; Wilet®83; Lustig 1997a; Nelson-
Hurst 2011; Lehmann 2012), although other periaisetalso been analysed (e.g. Whale
1989; Moreno Garcia 2006; Campagno 2009a; Nelsasti2010).

One reason why social topics have been so mutheaheart of Middle Kingdom
studies is the wealth of data available. Textwanographic, and archaeological sources
have been used and combined to try and build anowepl image of Egyptian society. A
comparable unifying approach is necessary for theysof stelae, which must take into
account not only the inscriptions and pictorial gasitions on the surface, but also the
object’s archaeological context, where known.

Prosopography has long been a major approach dial sstudies for the Middle
Kingdom in recent decades, and one in which stekee played a pivotal role. In
Egyptological practice, prosopography consists afecting data about individuals in
order to reconstruct their lives, especially thrmirsus honorumand determine possible
links with other individuals. The existence of sealanonuments that can be associated
together and provide information about the samesqrertas stimulated a wealth of
publications of dossiers that assist the studyocfad networks in the Middle Kingdom
(Franke 1984; Grajetzki 2000; 2001; Stefakdo2006; 2009; Grajetzki and Stefanévi
2012). While such approaches are valuable for assgpdransmission of titles or
professional networks, their implications for thedy of kinship can be questioned. The
fragmentary state of the sources and restrictederirlite-oriented scope of the
monuments in question (see Jurman 2012: 113),legetith an overestimation of the
autonomy of the individual by some researchers oradermine the value of traditional

prosopography for kinship research.

181 This discussion is often related to the aforencewatil view of Egypt as a prescriptive society (Grkje
2006: 141-2, esp. n. 8).
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Since | argue that the potential of prosopograighymited, it is desirable to assess
alternative group-centred methods of kinship analykat could be applied to the
sources. Kinship has traditionally been studiedgtisnographers in living societies using
participant observation. Given that this methodingossible for ancient cultures,
attention should be turned to other possibilities.

Giorgio Ausenda (1999: 139) emphasises the fundtaheole that legal codes can
play in reconstructing kinship in no longer exigtisocieties, but the absence of
unambiguous evidence of a written legal code ingEfipm before the Late Period rules
out this path (Lippert 2012: 3). Although some bdsgal norms, such as those related to
inheritance, could be theoretically reconstructeoimf information in administrative
documents, reality is much more complex, since msush documents were probably
drafted precisely in unusual circumstances. Adrraive sources from the Middle
Kingdom in general are scanty. Although some haenlused successfully to investigate
social issues (e.g. Kéthay 2001; Kemp 2006: 149Ferhadjian 2008), it is difficult to
extrapolate conclusions derived from them to thelestsociety. Indeed, most letters,
wills, or household listings that are used to expldliddle Kingdom society come from
the site of Lahun, which can hardly be regarded ggical settlement? It was founded
by Senusret Il as a pyramid town, and the rigidcttire of its houses testifies to its being
a planned settlemef®l. 1.1], in contrast with other towns like Elephantinettb@em to
have grown organically (Moreno Garcia 2011b: 3).

A second approach has also gained prominencecial studies over the last decades:
house societiesséciétés a maisgnThis model was first formulated by Lévi-Strauss
define Kwakiutl society; according to him, the mainganisational principle of that
society was the house rather than kinship. As ISkkauss described it (1991: 435, my

translation), a house is

‘1) a moral person, 2) holding an estate 3) coimgjstf material and immaterial wealth, which 4)

perpetuates itself through transmission of its nam@alth and titles down a real or imaginary line,
5) held as legitimate on condition that this couitiyn can be rendered into the language of kinship,
affinity, or, 6) most often, of both’.

The fact that Lévi-Strauss’ definition of housecisties is not entirely precise —

indeed, most societies could be analysed in terins - has led to a multiplicity of

182 The extent to which a planned settlement may Ipicay has been discussed in relation to Deir el-
Medina. Some authors suggest that some partiagakarif the village could be projected onto a more
general framework of Ramessid Egypt (e.g. Eyre 2009, 116), but such a claim cannot be tested. The
nuanced position of Loprieno (2006: 165—6), whossBeir el-Medina as a social microcosm and argues
that only methods employed to analyse it, but hetaharacteristics of the village itself, coulddxtended

to the rest of the society, may be preferable.
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characterisations. If it continues to be re-defirmtd expanded, the concept risks
becoming devoid of meaning (Gonzélez Ruibal 20@&)1

This approach is popular among archaeologists whtk on non-literate human
groups (e.g. Kahn and Kirch 2004; Gonzéalez Ruili0&2, as well as among those
anthropologists who claim that kinship does ndemfsocioeconomic behaviour reliably
(e.g. Gillespie 2000a: I§° The interpretations of the structure of house eti@s as a
social mechanism to subvert kinship in responseersions within houses are thought-
provoking (Gillespie 2000b: 38; Gonzalez Ruibal @0045), because they imply that a
sense of belonging to a kin group would be supexéry that of belonging to a house.
However, | agree with Ensor’s critique of the lag@sition (2011: esp. 212—4): a house
approach does not need be regarded as a subdhitut&inship theories but as
complementary to them, because definitions of heusee often mediated by the
understanding of kinship and marriage. Since | adi@a broad definition of kinship in
which people who are not genealogically related fmayart of the same kin group, the
household will play an important role in the deliation of kin groups.

Thus, the concept of the house can perhaps bedexfjas a tool or, as Lévi-Strauss
referred to it (1991: 436), a ‘grille de lecturéat can be employed to solve apparent
contradictions even in societies where the housdemis not fully developed. In this
sense, house societies are not so much an alterragdproach, as one complementary to
kinship studies: quite often the discourse of thede is about kinship (see points 5 and 6
of Lévi-Strauss’ definition above; compare with &tean and Hugh-Jones 1995: 19).

In short, some of the most widely used approathescient kinship cannot easily be
applied to ancient Egypt with the currently avai#alsources. On the one hand, the
absence of legal codes and the scarcity of admatiig texts prevent us from attempting
Ausenda’s method. On the other hand, Lévi-Strals®ise societies are more a
complement than an alternative view. Here | propasaew method, which | term
‘koinography’, that expands the prosopographic agpn by emphasising the role of
groups of kin over that of individuals with the aohexploring the dynamic component
of kinship and the relational character of soc@istructions. The concept is based on the

methodological achievements of prosopography, ithédtions of which are discussed

183 In the same vein, the case studies based on etiptig observation and archaeological data, especia
from Southeast Asia and Amazonia, collected by €arand Hugh-Jones in their edited volume on house
societies (1995), highlight the properties of thede, which are linked to the way the body is usided.
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above. These are addressed through two changesrgpeetive: the minimal unit of
analysis and the introduction of time factor ag p&an organic development.

The main difference between koinography and prog@phy is that the minimal unit
of analysis is not the individual but the groupisTperspective has inspired the name of
this model: | chose term koinography because theusfoof my research is the
group/community €owr| in Classical Greek) rather than the persgigorov, which is
the root of the term proposograph§j Wolfram Grajetzki (2009: 125-44) argues that the
analysis of the role of the individual is the firsiep to comprehending larger social
groupings, but | suggest that a study of kin groapsself-sufficient entities related to
other kin groups in various ways should precedeatiaysis of the people who constitute
those groups. A better understanding of groupsimvithe social structure of the time
should lead to a more profound and nuanced viethefole of the individua®® Thus, a
group-centred approach, in which the whole kin graaitaken as the minimal unit of
study, is my preferred method of analysis, and Hehsuch groups as holistic entities
rather than as aggregates of individuals, as adedday Marilyn Strathern’s work (1988:
esp. 11-5) in her ‘redescription’ of Melanesianistyc(see further below).

The second change in perspective from prosopogrdphkoinography is the
emphasis on the diachronic dimension of the obpécttudy. A kin group is a social
phenomenon and, as such, it should not be regasledtiatic; however, kin groups and
their interrelations from a dynamic perspective éhawt received enough attention.
Prosopography certainly addresses time, since twua of status by holding
successively higher titles is studied to evalubte development of an individual in his
career, and may play a role in discussions on dbogy (e.g. Bennet 2006). However, in
prosopographic studies time is often regardedsesias of individual moments (possibly
influenced by the importance of appointments fa #ttors in Egyptian sources), and
little attention is paid to the process that culatéd in those status chand&s.in
contrast, | argue that an organic perspective irchvhirth, growth and decline are seen
as integral parts of the development is preferdbédaborate the theoretical background

behind this idea and its implications further iotg@n 5.3.

184| am grateful to Laura Miguélez-Cavero for diséass of the adequacy of this term.

185 | do not disregard the individual, who is undoulbyesignificant, but | try to avoid the individuatic
bias to which these sources have occasionally balgjected.

186 Some exceptions can be found in certain self-ptasien texts focused on the career of ego, suthes
late Old Kingdom inscription of Weni (Richards 2Q0Riachronic change is generally easier to idgritif
inscriptions than in images, although the latteal§® possible (see case studies below).
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While these two models diverge in their conceptapproach, they share some
concrete research strategies, but not always viiéh same outcomes. For example,
whereas titles are analysed in prosopography wsaghe progression of the individual in
his cursus honorumin koinography titles facilitate identificationf endividuals and
sometimes also aid with the introduction of a dracit dimension into the analysis (see
case study in section 5.5). Prosopographical ssunfien use genealogical information to
reconstruct long lines of ancestors holding theesansimilar titles, notably for the Third
Intermediate Period (e.g. Sheikholeslami 2009;avit6mez 2012Y®’ Koinography also
engages with genealogies, but it does not focus d¢ine of individuals and the title
transmission within that line, but rather on th&ateral reconstruction of groups often
taking the lines as a starting point because thewasier to isolate in the records.

Some methods are specific to koinography. Fingt salience of the head of the group
is almost always obvious, and represents both hirasd the rest of the kin group: given
that kin groups are taken as a minimal unit of ysig) this individual should be
considered within the group to which he belongardue that, as Strathern (1988: 13)
suggested for Melanest& in ancient Egypt persons are conceived both iddiafly and
dividually, that is, their personhood involved mamfluences that include material
culture and their own ‘substance’, which they coaldo share with and reproduce in
other people. Conceptions of personhood and esseceient Egypt are complicated to
assess. Strahern’s and others’ interpretations aflahksian substance and the
individual/dividual is based on extensive ethnogsgam@and this is not possible for ancient
Egypt, but perhaps a comparison may be attenptatthen, based on Egyptian sources,
the kin group is taken as the minimal unit of aselyStrathern’s words (1988: 14) may
be relevant: ‘a group of men or a group of womeli wonceive of their individual
members as replicating in singular form (“one mdfthe woman”) what they have
created in collective form (“one men’s house”, “amatrilineage”)’. This notion lies at
the heart of the koinographic approach, which dugsoppose individual and society,
seeing them as articulated and mutually dependanphasis on the group counteracts

and complements the bias towards the individual.

187 Some cases from the late Old Kingdom are also kndar example the rock inscriptions with
genealogical lists of the priests of Elkab thatspp to six generations (Limme 2000; Vandekerckheve
Miiller-Wollermann 2001: 291-3, 307-8, e.g. inséoptO74 with six generations in pl. 146a).

188 Although she acknowledges that the concept wagligi formulated by Marriott for Southern India
(Strathern 1988: 358-9, n. 7).

189 Rune Nyord’s (e.g. 2009; 2012) work on personh@retn a phenomenological perspective could
provide incredibly valuable points of departurehis respect, but he is concerned with conceptifribe
body rather than with social relationships and kips
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Second, and directly related to the first methodmal guideline, individual
connections, whether with the head of a group ¢ amy other person(s), are understood
as relationships between kin groups as a wholes,Tlwhen someone is mentioned on a
stela belonging to a different kin group, | intexpthis as constituting a link between kin
groups rather than between an individual and agkup. This is a theoretical position
based on the understanding of the individual as para compound. His (or her)
representation on a stela can be taken pars pro totoin the sense that the individual
embodies the group to whom he or she belongs.

Third, koinography recognises that different sbeealities could be represented
simultaneously. Multiple versions of the individuabuld be addressed in Egyptian
monuments. Different emic kin groupings existedantient Egypt, and a few of these
may be represented at the same time on a stelaexXaonple, a combination of ego-
centred and ancestor-centred groups may be dishlage suggested for some stelae
featuring thesmjt-formula (see section 2.3.2).

In this chapter | test koinography as it applieskin display, but sources such as
wpwt-lists and other administrative documents couldatidressed from a dynamic and
group perspective as well (see below). The impoganf time in the self-presentation of
groups and individuals has been overlooked as Fitstmediate Period and Middle
Kingdom autobiographies usually ignore ego’s eamars, focusing instead on his
mature career and on his idealised conduct behaviSeidimayer 2009: 49-50).
However, some examples describe the early yeaenahdividual vividly, notably in
connection with fosterage at the royal court (Kabi2008: 46-51). Highly formulaic
self-presentation inscriptions, while definitelyportant for group approach as well, need
to be taken with caution as they are modes of ayspiore than ‘biographical’ accounts
as we understand them (i.e. describing successage ©f one’s life). The preceding
chapters paved the way for an interpretation of kiesplayworksin ancient Egypt, and
in studying this issue, | focus mainly on kin grodgplay — images, captions, and
inscriptions — in order to investigate ‘life hists’ of those kin groups.

These four points are illustrative procedures ttaat be adapted to the individual
characteristics of the sources. Koinography isnidéel as a flexible model to investigate
social structure from a group perspective. Yesiheécessary to be aware of the type of
group that is being studied. Here, the workingrd&éin of kin group presented in section
1.2.2, which is based essentially on ancient Egypsiources, forms a point of departure.

In my definition kin groups are taken as polythetategories that include several emic

151



classifications. Therefore, all possible emic typé&in group should be included in the
koinographic approach, making it less selectiva thdocus on just one particular type of
kin group such ashawt, or k3w, especially since these would be difficult to itlignin the
record in any case.

Beside the relevance of the group as a unit ofyaisa koinography explores the
diachronic aspect of kinship and marriage, as a®lthe interaction of kin groups. This
essential dimension of the koinographic approaaghirthe especially difficult to pinpoint
in kin groups displayed on stelae, which are saometi viewed by researchers as
fossilised representations of everlasting momemtey might well be: some may even
have been devised as being indifferent to time, Bndny case they present the
perspective of one kin group (or more) in a giveanment in time. However, when
brought together they may assemble a more compgietieire of the kin group’s
diachronicity even in those cases in which theyewgrobably not meant to do that.
Groups are human entities that should be investibat a dynamic framework. The way
in which monuments and other sources adapt to amdbody those changing

circumstances deserves further exploration.

5.3 Dynamising Kin groups: theoretical framework

The working definition of kin groups proposed iretmtroduction is fundamentally a
heuristic tool to approach social studies. Althouyie traits associated with that
definition may serve to describe a group as a bedrsystem at a given moment and in
isolation, kinship as a whole does not fit withtatis model. Dynamic changes play an
essential role both in synchronic interaction amddag groups and in diachronic
variation. Kinship, as a multifaceted and complegial phenomenon, should not be seen
as linear and deterministic, but might better betemplated in light of a model based on
unpredictability such as chaos theory.

Complex systems are composed of so many vari#idés minimal alteration in any
one of them could lead to unanticipated resultsagpect known as the ‘butterfly effect’
(after Lorenz 1972; for its application in Egyptgjo Walsem 1997). The human actors
in the kinship system, are prone to introducingng/es that contribute towards this
unpredictability. Chaos theory is thus intrinsigallynamic and responsive to the variable
‘time’, and that is why it may be regarded an appaie tool for assessing kinship.

Despite its importance, time was traditionally leeted in the study of kin groups,
because ethnography did not normally concentrated@achronic description. An
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important scholar to identify the relevance of timas the anthropologist Meyer Fortes in
a study of the Ashanti (1970 [1949]). This articispired later efforts to incorporate time
into the analysis of social structure (e.g. Grag &ulliver 1964; Netting, Wilk, and
Arnould 1984; Robertson 1991), including a colleetvolume about the developmental
cycle in domestic groups with an introduction byrtEe himself (Goody 1958). This
illuminating work has stimulated my own researck @novides the theoretical basis of
my method-*°

As Fortes put it (1970 [1949]: 7), ‘each domegfioup comes into being, grows and
expands, and finally dissolves’. Analysis of thisvelopmental cycle explores the
implications of the time factor in a living and,uty changing social system in which

human actors intervene. Fortes describes this denedntal cycle thus (1958: 2):

‘The domestic group goes through a cycle of dewelamt analogous to the growth cycle of a
living organism. The group as a unit retains thmesdorm, but its members, and the activities
which unite them, go through a regular sequenaghahges during the cycle which culminates in
the dissolution of the original unit and its reeawnt by one or more units of the same kind’

Although a model based on an organic analogy neasebarded as simplistic — and
even as teleological, as there is no reason taresshat a group may find the need to
develop and expand — ethnographies indicate thr&tivas of this model may be found
in many societies (e.g. Goody 1958). In additidme tlevelopment that this model
assumes is not linear or fixed. For example, sommups may experience several
developmental peaks, and this indicates that tinepacison with an organism is only a
convenient metaphor, and not an axiomatic principle

This model is potentially fruitful because it alle for a multiplicity of approaches.
First, it operates on two mutually dependent laydrthe same time: the individual and
the group, the developmental cycle of the forméndpentertwined with that of the latter.
For example, the type of residence may be detedriyethe age of the people dwelling
in a particular household. In societies with avdocal patterns of residence, children
usually reside with their parents until they confeage!®* when they move to their
mother’s brother’s household. In the Ashanti cassgnted by Fortes (1970 [1949]: 24—
6), the domestic structure is also determined mcgsses of social maturation, since

older women tend to change their place of residémee patrilocal to matrilocal, so that

19 some of the principles postulated by Fortes hasenbsuperseded. For example, the heterosexual
conjugal unit should not be regarded as the onsgibte nucleus of the developmental group (Forg&s1

8; see also Pine 2010: 278-80). Moreover, the barigsl between stages of the individual's and time ki
group’s life may also be less sharp than Fortesrasd.

1 These transitional situations are usually markethb celebration of rites of passage.
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general definitions that do not take into accounat passage of time cannot capture all
relevant features.

The composition of a household in pharaonic Egyas affected by time, as it is
possible to explore through thepwt-lists of members of the household from Lahun
(Kéthay 2001: esp. 352-63; Kemp 2006: 219, 221 vigh 79) [Pl. 1.2]. The three
surviving texts illustrate how Hori founded a houslkel with his wife and son (Collier
and Quirke 2004: 112-3). In a later document, ldamother and five sisters were added
to the initial members of the household (Collied &uirke 2004: 114-5), presumably
because his father Djehuti had died and Hori hadke care of his female kin. The latest
preserved document referring to this householdemtssHori’'s son as the head of the
household, perhaps after his father's death. At pleint, only three of Hori’s five sisters
were still living with them, suggesting that twotbem may have married and moved to
their husbands’ household or to a newly establistree, or died (Collier and Quirke
2004: 110-1}%

Second, a static approach does not account feraiction of the macro and micro
levels of the system, with which chaos theory ipeeglly concerned. From this
perspective, domestic groups are not fixed unit¢ &re composed of shifting,
intermingling sub-groups whose function changesughout the developmental cycle. In
this manner, this model makes it possible to zoorarid out, as if social groups were
being examined with a microscope, or as if it weiedying the trees while not losing
sight of the forest. In addition to this, the ietion of sub-groups within the system can
also be assessed. The late Old Kingdom letterdaléad known as the Cairo Linen, for
example, could recount an acrimonious fission efltbusehold, since it implies that after
the death of the head of the family some peoples&harecise connection with the
deceased is not stated are founding a new househaldorporating the deceased’s into
a lager one in which the deceased’s son would ke sabordinate position. The wife
rebukesjn wn.n jb=k kbh r=s mrj(=j) jnj=k n=k wn 3 r-gs=k m33 s3=k hr s3 jssjj, ‘will
your heart be calm about this? | want that youdtime one who is here to your side

rather than to see your son subject to the soresi’l(Gardiner and Sethe 1928: pls i—ia,

192 The analysis of demographic information deriveshrfrcensus documents of Graeco-Roman times and
its comparison with contracts of sale and the emglypatterns of houses in the archaeological reatsd
yield significant results (Nevett 2011: esp. 24&cBntly published censual material from Deir el-ied
suggests that this approach may also be possiblghfiraonic Egypt (Demarée and Valbelle 2011).dor
discussion of documents and lists that describen#ttaral waxing and waning of kin groups in Dei el
Medina, see McDowell (1999: 51).
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cols 8-9; Wente 1990: 211, no. 340; further to thit, see section 2.3.11 and appendix
2.2.2).

Third, reciprocal relations among domestic grougmn also be productively
evaluated, since the time factor is taken into mwration for each of them both
separately and jointly, so that diverse times aedetbpmental rhythms are recognised
for different coexisting units. The three phasesdeffelopment postulated by Fortes
(1958: 4-5) become prominent here, since a domgsiig in its initial stages may try to
find support by aligning itself with other newlyrfoed ones on equal terms. Lehner
(2000: esp. 308) describes the mechanisms of holtseixpansion from an economic
point of view, later remarking that ‘the defaultlmankruptcy of one household must have
lent to the increase of another which subsumerkgsurces’ (2000: 334). Conversely, a
mature group might stand in a privileged positionaly with other high-ranking kin
groups. An expression of this intermingling witthet kin groups in order to obtain
specific benefits and prosper might be that of Middle Kingdom nomarchs of Beni
Hasan*®® The autobiographical inscription of Khnumhotepnilitomb 3 emphasises the
status of his mother, Baget: ‘my mother proceededtiie rank of)jrjt-p<t h3tjt-¢ as
daughter of the ruler of the Oryx Nome [...] to be@othe wife of thgrj-pt h34- [...]
Neheri, justified, lord of veneration’ (Urk. vii 285-9). In the text, Khnumhotep Il states
that he inherited directly from his mother’s fathertitle that he received from his
mother’s brother instead, while also saying that klng sanctioned his title because he
was the son of &3-¢ (Urk. vii 29, 3-5; Lloyd 1992: esp. 28). His statents may give us
an idea of the complexity inherent in successiahiaheritance claims. In addition, such
arranged marriages between high-ranking housestralie the importance of interaction
between kin groups, as in any society. In this c#se inheritance of Khnumhotep I
relates to the 16th nome, while a place called femet, possibly located in the 17th
nome, is mentioned in connection with the buriakpl of his father. As Lloyd (1992: 27—
8) noted, the marriage of Neheri and Baget may ltagated or sustained connections
between the leading families of the 16th and 1 tiimes.

However productive this model may seem, problefrdedinition remain. What was
a domestic group in the ancient Egyptian contexdf?els (1958: 2) defined domestic

groups vaguely as workshops of social reproducteniging that the nature of the

193 This example is outside the social range mairdgted in this thesis, but it is included here beeatis
illustrative of relationships among households.
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domestic group must be assessed for every sotiatys studied® In this thesis | use a
broader concept of domestic group than the houdehait, preferring the flexible

definition of kin groups presented in section 1.4.2l0 not pursue Fortes’ structural-
functionalist concerns, focusing rather on the pegal interactions among kin groups

and their implications in the Egyptian social conte

5.4 The sources: ANOC groups, kin groups, and
workshops

Some Egyptian sources are well-suited to analysisn fa dynamic perspective. The
preceding section illustrates the theoretical madéh a variety of sources of the First
Intermediate Period and Middle Kingdom, rangingnir@administrative documents to
self-presentation inscriptions in tombs. | now as$drhow this dynamisation of kinship
links can be applied to stelae and chapels, whicistitute the core of the material corpus
employed in this thesis. As discussed earlier,atvendance of these stelae is partly the
reason why the Middle Kingdom has received mostnéitin in kinship studies by
Egyptologists (Robins 1979; Franke 1983a; Willen®33, Lustig 1993), providing
foundational work that is not available for otheripds. However, the diachronic aspects
of these monuments and their potential for studyimg developmental cycle of kin
groups have hardly been assessed. The introduictikoinography as a research model
in section 5.2 presented the principles of thisrapgh and how they may be applied to
kin display in particular, but the way in which Isie and chapels may be adapted to this
model deserves further attention.

Middle Kingdom stelae from Abydos should not bketa in isolation. Only when
regarded in conjunction with other monuments arel whder landscape is their full
potential for reconstructing kin groups revealedarddit is important to differentiate
between the kin groups depicted and/or referredstsocial units on stelae and other
artefacts on the one hand, and the archaeologss#Engblage of monuments that may
provide that information on the other hand. Thishis fundamental distinction between
kin groups and ANOC groups.

Kin groups represent social units that may or matybe associated with monuments.

Of necessity | focus on how kin groups are repriestand displayed on stelae, so the

19 | ater authors emphasised that this theory refectusively to residential groups (Barnard and Good
1984: 84-5; Stone 2006: 17-8). | argue elsewhertthimnthesis that boundaries between cohabiting and
non-cohabiting groups are blurred for ancient Egsimis, | do not take co-residence as a prerequisit

the application of this model.
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two are inextricably linked in my discussions, aligh in principle kin groups are related
but not equated to material culture. Being displiatggether can be considered a trait of
kin groups (see section 1.2.2), and display sonestirmay have contributed to

consolidating and reaffirming those groups (sedi@®c3.3.4). Because display is an

important parameter in the identification of kirogps, it may then be difficult to draw a

line between kin group and ANOC group.

ANOC (‘Abydos North Offering Chapel’) groups arssamblages of artefacts —
stelae, statues, blocks, and/or offering tablesvisgd by Simpson (1974b: 1-16) for the
votive area of Abydos. The groups were brought ttegreon the basis of internal
evidence, such as filiations or common titles. Enlisks are tentative, as recognised by
Simpson himselt™ in that they point to an archaeological contex.(those chapels)
that is now completely lost, although O’Connor (898ee also Simpson 1995) excavated
probably comparable areas in 19P9. 8 and 9.1] ANOC groups are thus hypothetical
reconstructions of foci of memory (see section 3),2since their function was to
commemorate together, and in connection with tisévials of Osiris, certain groups of
people many of whom formed kin groups. By defimtidhese ANOC groups include
only material from Abydos, and this may be limitifighe ultimate aim is to reconstruct
families as Simpson hoped (1974b: 13). Indeed, soirike kin groups represented on
stelae and chapels from the site are attestedabra@wmlogical material from elsewhere in
Egypt (see sections 5.5 and 5.6). While ANOC maleniay provide a detailed picture of
commemoration at Abydos, for a characterisatiorkiaf groups it often needs to be
complemented with sources from other sites.

Besides kin groups and ANOC groups, a third categtion into which the materials
in the corpus have been traditionally cast is tifaivorkshops (e.g. Freed 1996; Marée
1993; 2010b). According to Freed (1996: 298), tasterkshop should consist of ‘three
of more stelae sharing distinctive aspects of camipm or style which collectively set
them apart from others’. This approach is basethercompilation of ‘artistic dossiers’
that take into account distinctive stylistic, epighic, and technical features shared by
several monuments with obvious chronological imgdlmns. Prosopographic information
is often used to validate links (Marée 2010b: 24l it is not the main concern of this
method. Workshop analysis is in some respects amgitary to koinographies —

especially since it may provide dating tools baseabservable traits that can be used to

195 ‘For convenienceit is assumed that two or more objects of theesaman or family were originally
incorporated into the same architectural unit’ (8son 1974b: 14; original emphasis).
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check postulated relationships among kin groupst-tlcannot substitute it. The aim of

this approach is to identify stylistic featuresnfravhich to derive broader, sometimes
socio-political, conclusion§® while the major aim of koinography is to attempt a
reconstruction of social groups. It is of lessepamance whether these koinographies
relate to political situations, although sometirsesne conclusions may be inferred (see
sections 2.4 and 3.5).

These three approaches are often applied to the sarpus, and their results may
overlap. For example, a kin group and an ANOC gmmight be identical so far as can be
ascertained from the sources. Although they diffietheir main object of study — the
reconstruction of kin groups, ANOC groups, and wgbps respectively — the methods
employed are rather similar, and this commonalityld lead to unfounded assumptions,
such as that stela workshops are the material ssipreof family groups.

In order to forestall such problems, | attempspecify the different types of groups
accurately, and this is especially important fore tpbresent chapter, where the
reconstruction of a kin group from a dynamic pecsipe is intertwined with the
understanding of ANOC groups and workshops. Appeiddis an updated version of
Simpson’s original ANOC list with additions by othauthors and some comments on
chronology; it remains an ANOC list, however, besmit includes exclusively material
that comes from or has been attributed to Abydosthis chapter | speak abokin
groups (abbreviated to KG) instead and consider matdraah elsewhere in Egypt as
long as it can be connected to people commemoedtédbydos. My classification uses
the group numbers of the ANOC list of appendix thwhe acronym KG signifying that
it is kin groups and not ANOC groups that are thaus.

Although stelae seem to depict a group of peoplstatic form, that is, at a fixed
point in time and few show clear signs of havingrbeedesigned, it is possible to
identify diachronic trends when several monumentésamalysed together. This may be
especially obvious where an archaeological coni&Xnown, as with the successive
stages of additions to the chapel s@fwsht in section 4.3, which gives an idea of
monument use over time and may point to the comatdin or decline of kin groups.
Because most material from Abydos is decontexted|ihints to diachronicity must be
sought on stela groups themselves. The workshomagip is valuable in helping to give

a precise date for stelae and so determine whethest the same individual is shown on

% |n some cases, a workshop approach may even hblpate the duration of the reigns of some 13th
dynasty kings (Marée 2010b: 261-77).

158



more than one stela. When other archaeological enartre missing, it is necessary to
rely on stylistic, epigraphic, and prosopographeatéires to achieve an approximate
dating of the monuments.

A trait that hints towards a diachronic developinsrthe acquisition of higher titles;
it is axiomatic that an ego would prefer to predaniself with the highest available title
at any given point. Thus, when he is attested ditferent titles, it is assumed that the
monument on which the most prestigious one is meat must be more recent than the
others. When this happens, titles cannot easilyseel to identify people — although those
higher titles are usually just more prominent vanmsi of the lower ones, such as in the
case study presented in section 5.7 — and ego bmuskecognised by filiations and
accompanying peopfe’

In conclusion, although the sources used for kgaphic analysis do not address
diachronicity explicitly as self-presentation ingtions sometimes do, it is possible to
obtain information on the development of kin growpwl on their composition from
them. This method is illustrated by three case istudn which kin groups at the
beginning, peak, and decline of their developmentale are presented. While each
example is unique, the techniques employed to extedevant information from stelae
may be applied to other instances (see section 5.8)

5.5 Theory into practice: the beginnings of
development with KG 12

My first case study to test the potential of thevedlepmental cycle model is KG 12,
which includes several people related in a varadtyays, and possibly different kin
groups being commemorated together. The group éas thated to a time from the reign
of Neferhotep | to Sobekhotep IV on the basis oélated stela from Elephantine (see
appendix 4.1.5) that features some people who naa lserved under Neferhotep |
(Habachi 1980: 52; Franke 1993: esp. 69-71).

197 Filiation formulae, especially of the Middle Kingah, have received attention from a number of asthor
(Berlev 1962; Rosati Castellucci 1980; Satzinge8719 Obsomer 1993; Verbovsek 2004; Postel 2009).
Changes in formulae have been seen as proof ofjekan the social fabric, but one must be carefth w
such conclusions. The name of the mother was yspadvided in Middle Kingdom filiation formulae, bu
that is a convention, not evidence for a matrilirseriety, since filiation to the father with thermula ‘F

s3 S’ is also widespread in the Middle Kingdom. Moren different filiation methods could be combined,
as in the biographical inscription of KhnumhotepnlBeni Hasanuhrj s3 hnmw-htp m3-hrw jr.n s3t h3tj-©

nbt pr b3kt m3t-hrw (Urk. vii 25, 18). For a more detailed discussiminmaternal filiation in Middle
Kingdom stelae, see Olabarria (2010: 69).
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Simpson (1974b: 18) identified three objects as @lathis ANOC group: CGC 20039
(KG 12.1), CGC 20309 (KG 12.2) and Leiden AP 42 (K%3). KG 12.1 and KG 12.2
are clearly related: they are stylistically vermsar, and even their layouts could be seen
as complementary (see appendix 4.1.1 and 4.1.2y &re probably not stelae, but wall
block fragments that may have been set up in aabasbr a memorial chapel. As
Simpson (1974b: 23) proposed, KG 12.2 could havenbthe central part of a
composition, with KG 12.1 and a missing block akegieces. KG 12.2 is a square block
with two registers featuring egowEf-n-r=sn) performing the offering ritual for his
father ¢htp-jb) who is seated in the right part of the registiee; name and title of ego’s
father’s father ji-jb-r=f) are mentioned in the filiation of ego’s fathehelsame layout is
found in the lower register, where ego’s sehyjird)) is performing the offering ritual for
ego. KG 12.1 is a rectangular block divided into tegisters in which five daughters and
two sons g4jj-rdj andshtp-jb) of ego are represented together with his wife fattuer.

Every person mentioned on the objects is easiytiiable within the kin group
because detailed filiations are given. This facy miaggest that these blocks were tightly
connected with the commemoration of the kin gros@dounded unit rather than with
the display of links with other groups. Four getierss of the same family are presented
on these blocks and it should be noted ihatf-n-r=sn (‘overseer of the guild of
draftsmen’m-r 3stw n sh kdwt), his father (‘commander of draftsmen'w n sh kdwt), and
his grandfather (‘draftsmansi kdwr) held similar titles® so that the heads of the family
continued in the same occupation through at ldasttgenerations. Shifts in their titles
indicate that they acquired better positions overet These blocks may provide a
synchronic description of a kin group, who areéfikin time’ in the representation (see
above), while diachronicity is hinted at by thefeiént titles. Whether some missing
blocks presented a more dynamic vision cannot bg/kn

KG 12.3 is a much smaller and less finely carvedbike-sided stela, which Simpson
(1974b: 23) suggested may have been set up in dyaadl of a chapel at Abydos.
However, there is no reason to think that thisastehs erected in relation to the blocks,
since its analysis indicates that it may have lg#dnto an altogether different kin group.
The person who had the stela madeb€/-n) and the woman to whom it was also
dedicated sddj-w3) do not appear on KG 12.1 or KG 12.2. This sugg#wsit two or more

groups may have been connected through the peapiioned in the lowest register of

198 See titles in Ward (1982: nos 117, 1596, 1444aetiyely). No title of any of the sons pf=f-n-r=sn is
attested.
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the Leiden stelgifj-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn). These are the only people on the stela whose
filiation is not stated (see appendix 4.1.3, ligek-2), suggesting that they were outside
the main kin group; the stela could therefore cdrom a different chapel from KG 12.1
and KG 12.2.

Franke (1984: no. 45) identified two further stelssociated with ANOC group 12.
The first is British Museum EA 242 (KG 12.4), oflkumown provenance and showing a
dozen individuals without filiation. The secondlatés from the shrine of Heqaib on
Elephantine island (KG 12.5) and now probably kaptthe Aswan Museum (see
appendix 4.1.5, note 44).

KG 12.4 is difficult to interpret in relation tdeé other objects because all people
appearing on it (apart fromj-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn) are otherwise unknown. These two
people, who are depicted in its lowest registepéaglix 4.1.4, lines 4.1-2), supply the
link with KG 12.1 and KG 12.2, as well as with K@.3, where they are also shown in
the bottom register.

Two features should be noted. First, while mostthef people mentioned and/or
depicted on KG 12.4 lack an explicit filiatidf the names of the mothers;af-‘dwr and
Jjw=f-n-r=sn (jkj andsnb respectively) are recorded, a feature that sets thpart from
most of the people shown on the stela. This condetate that both of them belonged to a
kin group unrelated to the main group on the stelawever, filiation of the most
significant people (dedicator and dedicatee) isallguecorded on other monuments,
such as KG 12.3, where the filiation jaf-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn is omitted. In that case,
filiation may emphasise membership of a kin graapcontrast, KG 12.4 may combine
different kin groups with various patterns of imgilan, with filiation used not only to
express the membership to a group but also toigigtthe salience of certain persons on
the monument.

Second, the titles ghj-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn on KG 12.4 are different from those
they hold on other monuments on which they app@é#rile their titles on the other
monuments in this case study are ‘overseer of thiel @f sculptors’ fi-r 3tw n kstjw)

and ‘overseer of the guild of draftsmeni-¢ 3tw n sh kdwi) respectively®® on KG 12.4

199 Sixteen people are mentioned on this stela, blyt sim of them are depicted. In the first registee
owner of the stelas{-rrwi) is seated in front of a laden offering table. Twomen and one man are
represented kneeling with a hand to the chestdrséitond registefiz/-dwr andjw=f-n-r=sn appear in the
same pose in the fourth and last register, aftergéster with nine columns of text. The filiatiof fve
people is givens¢-rrwt, jnj-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn together with other two people who are only mere).
20 5ee Ward (1982: nos 118, 117).

161



they are ‘sculptor’ Kstjw) and ‘draftsman’ s kdwr).?°* Given that there seems to have
been enough space for them to carve the longes t&hd that they are among the few
people depicted on the stela (and, thus, somehaavgnvilege position), it is unlikely
that they would use a less prestigious title untbey did not possess a higher one. This
may indicate that this object was fashioned in aniex stage of their careers when they
held lower-ranking titles. The title ‘overseer betguild’, referring to supervision over
skilled workers, became more common in the latediéidingdom (Quirke 2004b: 75;
2003: esp. 93). Thugp/-dwt and jw=f-n-r=sn seem to have been colleagues who
probably belonged to different kin groups, a typ@ssociation that is known from other
sources (e.g. BM EA 844: Quirke 2003: 97), and wan@moted after having worked
together from early in their careers. KG 12.1 ard K2.2, the blocks on whighw=f-n-
r=sn is more prominent, were completed once he hadrbe@n overseer of the guild of
draftsmen. In this instance, the succession efstithay demonstrate the impact of time on
kin groups, although this result cannot be takery far because KG 12.4 does not
provide any additional members of this kin group.

The representation of these two people in theobotirea of the stela, together with
the meaning of their titles, suggests that they tmmye been involved in its creatith.
This object is dedicated to two distinct groupspebple: some of very high status and
some household workers. A ‘deputy of the overséeghe treasury’ jdnw n m-r htmty)
and two ‘majordomos of the palacdir(-pr n pr-3) appear on the stela. The former is
seated beside an offering table, while one of th&érdomos’ is depicted and the other is
only mentioned in the first column of the third istgr?°® However, the bottom half of
the stela gives names of household servants ofierIstatus, including a ‘brewer’{), a
‘baker’ (kfnj), a ‘cultivator (hwtj) and a ‘keeper of productsjr( hnkjjt), who are
mentioned but not depicté®* These workers without indicated filiations couldvh

201 See Ward (1982: nos 1561, 1444). The tasks peefbrhy ksz;jw and sk kdwt are related, since the
former does the carving after the latter has médeptreliminary drawing; the latter may also need to
redraw after the carving (Gardiner 1947: vol. I¥)75ee also Baines (2007 [1994]: 305-9) and Stafin
(2012).

92| eprohon (1978: 36) considered this possibilityggesting that craftsmen might lower their feethdfy
were permitted to inscribe their names on the siBlés, however, may be a too economically oriented
perspective, and other factors such as social mésse or shared place of origin could have been as
important.

23 For ‘deputy of the overseer of the treasury’, ¥éard (1982: no. 576) and Quirke (2004b: 49-50). For
‘majordomo of the palace’ see Ward (1982: nos 988 @erhaps 993) and Quirke (2004b: 47). The former
title refers to a position that Quirke (1990: 7%cludes in ‘ranking-block 2' on the basis of the
commodities supplied to its holder in Papyrus Bqu#d 7—18. The latter refers to someone who is\asér

of the palace.

204 See Ward (1982: nos 73, 1542, 627, 531).
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commissioned this stela in order to be commemorsiagdther with the high-ranking
individuals whom they served, their mentioning niighve been a favour from the stela
owner, or their presence may have been judged tskm the depiction of a complete
household. In any case, the connectionympfdwt and jw=f-n-r=sn — who receive a
special treatment by being depicted rather tham muentioned — with high-ranking
officials might have had something to do with thpnromotion, since the titles they
exhibit on this monument are of lower status these in subsequent ones.

The last stela that Franke related to KG 12 wagered in 1946 from the sanctuary
of Heqaib at Elephantine Island (KG 12.5: Habad83 73, no. 47). The chamberlain
and controller of the works™-k3w-r-snb is shown in the uppermost register of both faces
of this beautifully carved sandstone st&faln the second register of what Habachi
termed the recto are four kneeling men, among wamyw;-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn. The
name ofjnj-‘dwt is barely legible, but he is probably the sames@eras on KG 12.3 and
KG 12.4 because he is associated viith/-n-r=sn and holds the same title as g
‘dwt of KG 12.3. The titles of these men are given, titt their filiation (see appendix
4.1.5, recto, lines 2.2 and 2.4).

The purpose of this stela may be different fromsthanalysed so far, since several
people are presented on their own without an afteformula, as noted by Franke (1993:
145). KG 12.5 was erected in the sanctuary of Hegassite that is fundamental for the
analysis of Middle Kingdom social networks. Pepimakeqaib was an expedition leader
who lived under Pepi Il and was ‘deified’ sometiafeer his death. His cult originated in
the Old Kingdont® but the earliest known associated statue belorigethe 11th
dynasty king Wahankh Antef | (Habachi 1977: 112he sanctuary, referred to as a ‘ka-
chapel’, was rebuilt by Sarenput | in the name efi&ret | (Habachi 1985: 38-9, pl. 25,
lines 12—4). From that point until it fell into dise during the Second Intermediate
Period, it was the locus of offerings from a locammunity that can be reconstructed
through the more than a hundred objects recovératdhiad been deposited in honour of
Heqaib (Habachi 1985: 164; Franke 1993; Moreno @£010: 140).

It should be asked whyj-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn were depicted in connection wikk-
k3w-rC-snb in the sanctuary of Heqaib. The owner of the stelshown commemorating

high-ranking officials, including théss-© and overseer of priestsimw-htp son of h°-

205 This man should not be confused withk3w-r<-snb, son ofszjjt-htp, who built a chapel in the sanctuary
of Heqaib at the end of the 12th dynasty (Haba®Bb1 55—-60).

2% The area in front of the tombs of Pepinakht arsisioin Sabni in Qubbet el-Hawa may have been used
for the celebration of Hegaib’s cult before thectaary was built (Habachi 1977: 1122).
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k3w, the great overseer of the estatgy, and the scribe of the hall of offeringsr-3.
No relative ofh-k3w-r -snb is represented or mentioned, and this fact ledaklai(1980:
53) to suggest that the stela was dedicated tfithmels of the owner.

This possibility is suggestive but problematic poove. It seems unlikely that
individuals holding such disparate titles would beought together on the same
monument simply becaugg-i3w-r-snb wanted it; in my view, networking may have
prevailed over friendship, although the two are mattually exclusive. These group
representations, as postulated in section 3.3.4,s®@a/e to commemorate a group as part
of a social matrix, but they may also have conteduactively to constituting that same
social matrixZ®® In addition, no kin terms are present on thisastehd this may support
my view of this stela as a networking tool: theyyneave attempted to actualise those
networks by displaying them.

Four of these stelae probably come from Abydi8syhile KG 12.5 was found in
Elephantine. Whereas Abydos was a national ceritoeiloc and ritual importance, the
sanctuary of Hegaib was significant primarily doeal level?*° It is difficult to establish
people’s place of origin, and, where possible, simauld not rely exclusively on personal
names, but the name of the wifejef=f-n-r=sn gives an important clue. This woman is
called wsr-tnj, as mentioned in appendix 4.1.1, line 1.2, andrf@ne is an explicit
reference tamj, an alternative name of Hegaib attested sincetithe of Sarenput |
onward (Franke 1993: 140; 2002; Franke and Maré3:2007-12, pls 23 and 24).
Whetherjnj-‘dwt andjw=f-n-r=sn were originally from the Aswan area (and devotafes
Heqaib) or they had other kinds of relation withisw-r“-snb is unknown, but at least
one of them had a clear connection with Elephantime any case, both sites —
Elephantine and Abydos — should be taken into atdouanalysing these kin groups.

Franke (1993: 115) considered thiatdwt and jw=f-n-r=sn were royal craftsmen
from the Residence who were active in several wargs. Quirke (2003: 96-7; see also
Jay 2010: 74-5) agrees with Franke’s view and sstgdbat teams of artists were sent to

local centres to contribute to royal projects. Aligh these two people may have

27 he_f3w is possibly an abbreviated version of the naifagsw-r<-snb. Franke (1993: 45) postulated on
chronological reasons that this is probabfyisw-+"-snb son ofstjjt-hip, the builder of a chapel in the
sanctuary (see n. 24); otherwigé k3w could have been the successok®tsw-r-snb.

298 A similar idea is suggested by Hans-Hubertus MiRE09: 252) for creation of networks in the Old
Kingdom. | am grateful to him for providing me wighcopy of his unpublished DPhil thesis.

29 0nly KG 12.1 and KG 12.2 have a secure provendnaekG 12.3 and KG 12.4 have been attributed to
Abydos on the basis of the mentioning of Abydengsgeuch as Osiris and Wepwawet.

210" Although officials who were passing through maywéaontributed to the sanctuary with some
monuments (Franke 1993), the scope of this sitmsée remain fairly regional in comparison to Abgdo
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collaborated in the same commissions and theirstas&y have been complementary,
there is no indication that they worked for thedkior that the projects they undertook
were royal; no king is mentioned in any of the aelnd their titles do not include
references to the palace. KG 12.3, KG 12.4 and RG have some features in common,
such as the carving of some figuess creux(sunk figures without relief and no internal
detail). This technique, however, is found on mather stelae and it is not unique to this
period?** KG 12.1 and KG 12.2 show a distinctive style, whiliffers from that of the
other stelae, and may have been carefully desipyetieir draftsman ownét? perhaps
in order to graphically reaffirm the unity and thstiveness of this kin group. Aesthetic
motivations should not be ruled out either and,amy case, they could also be
complementary to the intention of displaying theasifastness of the group.

The relationship between these objects can be edewm terms of kin group
promotion and networking. The craftsmgii-‘dwt and jw=f-n-r=sn seem not to have
belonged to the same kin group. The former is nenitroned on the blocks from Abydos,
and his mother’s name is not shared by any womameitkin group ofw=f-n-r=sn. This
suggests thatj-<dwt was not a lineal or collateral relative, but helldohave been an
affine. These objects may thus attest to a cloflaebmration between two kin groups in
order to prosper and become more influential inr tbecial context. The position of the
kin group ofjnj-%dwt is open to speculation, since no other known ssufeature this
individual. The other kin group (that pf=f-n-r=sn) seems to have risen in status over a
couple of generations, because the titles heldhéyheads of the group show progression
towards higher-ranking titles> Thus, stelae of this kin group together give ddssnse
of the diachronic perspective inherent in the dewelental cycle of this kin group
through the analysis of ‘static’ sources.

The synchronic interaction of kin groups is alsoessible to a certain extent. On the
one hand, the kin groups o¢#kj-‘dwt and jw=f-n-r=sn intermingled and may have

cooperated on equal terms, since the scale andtefténeir representations in the stelae

2L For example, Freed (1996: 317-8) attributed ‘sikttte’ figures of this type, sometimes combinechwit
raised relief, to her ‘incised false door’ workshayghich could be dated to the first half of thegreiof
Senusret |. Her work and that of Marcel Marée (2@09; 2010b) provide invaluable resources for the
understanding of Middle Kingdom workshops (seeisad.4).

%12 5ome details such as the braiding of the girké@12.1 demonstrate a high level of craftsmanship.

23 5ee n. 198 above. It is unlikely but not impossitilatiw=/-n-r=sn invented the titles that his ancestors
held; there are examples of autobiographical texisre the true origins of an individual are supgeelsin
order to stress his own personal merit, such asdke of Weni (Richards 2002: 90), who exemplifies
tension between praising one’s ancestors and ligitigr than them that recurs throughout Egyptiatohy
(see section 2.3.11).
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of other kin groups are very similar. On the othand, the prominence of some titles
shows that some of the other kin groups mentiomggther with them were highly
ranked (especially those of KG 12.4 and KG 12.%jisBuggests that the two men had
connections in disparate contexts, probably duendgtworking, which they used to
reaffirm the position of their own kin groups aral dssert their own influence. Thus,
high-ranking kin groups attract other lesser grainas may benefit from being displayed
close to them, but the latter are always presemteal position of subordination to the

former.

5.6 KG 28a and the summit of the developmental
cycle

While the previous group exemplifies how some kioups emphasise their relations
with others in order to accrue status, other stetamv that groups at the peak of their
developmental cycle may not need to refer to okiiergroups to affirm their influence.
The example that | present here also illustrates Bionpson’s ANOC list may be revised
not only by adding new related objects but alseimgnding existing groups.

ANOC group 28 consists of stelae CGC 20549 and QG830 (Simpson 1974b: 19).
People shown on these monuments bore similar namegariations thereof that point
towards a common origin in the area of Qaw el-KéBimpson 1974b: 23; Wegner
2010: 449, n. 19). However, it was first noted riBv (1976: 325) and later confirmed
by Franke (1983a: 21; 1984: 14) that these stetdenh to two different families:*
These objects do not stand in isolation, but eah lme related to a wider range of
material, including statues and tombs. Thus, AN®@dlig 28 should be divided into two
distinct groups, which | term 28a and 28b (see agpel).

In this section | deal with KG 28a, which includé&C 20549 (KG 28a.1), CGC
20431 (KG 28a.2), CGC 20245 (KG 28a.3), Turin SugpB1 (KG 28a.4), Berlin 21822
(KG 28a.5), and a wooden statue fragment from QaWebir (KG 28a.6, location
unknown; see appendix 4.2J. These objects have been dated to the end of tte 12

214 Lange and Schafer (1902b: 177, n. 1) first progdkat these objects belonged to members of the sam
family. In an analysis of these and other stelaegkér holds that CGC 20549 and CGC 20580 featere th
same man (2010: esp. 441-4, 456, fig. 6; he doésneation Berlev's or Franke’s treatments in his
discussion). Both stelae are dedicatedvis-43, husband ofitpwy, but the father’'s names are different in
each casen(h-k3-m-wsht in the former andinw in the latter), a fact that leads me to accepteB&r and
Franke’s interpretation.

215 Franke (1984: no. 484) suggested that CGC 2070kl d related to these objects (Lange and Schéfer
1902b: 331; 1902c: pl. liii), but the evidence tdstantiate this claim is not conclusive. An oversef
sculptorss-n-wsrt, son ofs3t-hwet-hr is mentioned in CGC 20704, while an overseer afpgors s-n-wsrt

166



dynasty or beginning of the 13th (Franke 1984: 1@, 197, 198, 202, 484). | suggest a
date close to the reign of Amenemhet Ill, becawseesobjects were found in association
with material contemporary with Wahka 1l, who prbbha served under that king
(Steckeweh 1936: 48-9; alternative dating of nomar&Grajetzki 1997: 62; Melandri
2011).

KG 28a.1 is a rectangular stela with a torus mogldiedicated to the overseer of the
estatewsh-k3 (ego), son ofipwj and husband of another woman namedyj, and his
father the retainewsh-k3-m-wsht, son ofmwtjj. The first register features ego (on the left)
and ego’s father (on the right) flanking a ladefeihg table with their respective wives
standing behind them. Variations of the namefs-k3 andhtpwj indicate that this family
was closely linked to Qaw el-Kebir (Wegner 2010:944. 19 with references).
Nevertheless, a connection with Abydos, and iniq@aer with the South Abydos
settlement of Wah-sut (a town originally built tocammodate workers who catered for
the funerary complex of Senusret Ill) could be ptaged on the basis of seal impressions
studied by Wegner and his team. An incomplete isgomn seems to name an overseer of
the estatevsi-k3 (Wegner 2010: 455, fig. 51° Another feature that suggests a link with
Qaw el-Kebir is the use of an offering formula mening the local nomarch, Wahka in
this case but Ibu in other instances, in the pmsitvhere names of gods normally occur
(Steckeweh 1936: 9} This quasi-deification of the nomarch is furtheidenced by the
use of the namevsh-k3-m-wsht; which follows a pattern is usually constructedhwi
names of deities (Vernus 1982c: esp. 335). The iorenf the nomarch instead confirms
his elevated position.

Ego’s mother stands in the second register, tegetith four men labelled az, that
is, a male collateral relative from any generati@ee section 2.2). Their filiation is not
given explicitly, but it is possible to infer theogition of some of them from other
monuments. One is probablysh-k3’s brother, since he appears on stela KG 28a.2.

Another isw3h-k3-m-wsht's brother (thus, ego’s father’s brother), who Isoamentioned

without filiation is mentioned in KG 28a.2. The nans too common to support a direct relation betwee
these two individuals in the absence of furthedence.

Z%\Wegner (2010: 442) admits that the associatiowden these stelae and the seal impressions isusnuo
but the connection between Qaw el-Kebir and Wahaswt North Abydos is supported by other seal
impressions bearing names of people who belongN@® group 19 (also from Qaw el-Kebir) and a seal
impression with the name and titles of the nomaricaw el-Kebir Ibu (Wegner 2010: 452-3, figs 2-3,
457, fig. 7).

27 The first line of KG 28a.1 readsip-dj-nsw h3tj-C w3h-k3 m3<-hrw n m-r pr w3h-k3 m3<-hrw jr.n htpwj
[m3%-1hrw, ‘an offering that the king gives ang/-43, justified, for the overseer of the estat#-k3 made

by htpwy, [just]ified’ (appendix 4.2.1, line 1.1).
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on KG 28a.4. The next three registers have sevemteeple depicted and captioned, but
the complete absence of filiations and the occeeeari the same name for more than one
person make it impossible to specify their relatiath w3k-k3 or their position within his
kin group. A noteworthy feature of this stela isittlseveral servants or slavésn and
hm) are depicted and nam&d.Named servants, who were surely a significant pfrt
households, are not as common in the Middle Kingdoomumental record as one may
expect’® Thus, one possible reason why they might have eentioned here is to
stress the magnitude and autonomy of this partiqidasehold and, by extension, of the
kin group.

KG 28a.2 is a beautifully carved round-topped astéédicated tovsh-k3 and his
brotherwsh-k3-snb.??° While the latter holds the title ‘supervisor obtting’ (jrj hbsw)
on both stelaé®* w3ki-k3 bears the titles ‘overseer of the estatelr(pr) on KG 28a.1
(appendix 4.2.1, line 1.1) and ‘overseer of therettouse’ f-r st) on KG 28a.2
(appendix 4.2.2, line 1.2¥% The reason for this discrepancy is not clear,thatuse of
one title with one group and a different one witlother may bear witness to a desire for
integration within a peer group. The usage of tinetérmsn on this stela is complex, and
the lack of filiations hinders our understandingtioé way these people are related. |
suggest that these individuals are connected biggsmnal links rather than exclusively
biological kinship, since most of them hold relatiwhigh-ranking titles, and these relate
in many cases to funerary roles, such as ‘oversetite tomb’ {z-r js) or ‘lector-priest’
(hrj-hbi).?*

A remarkable feature of this stela is the refeegiacthe ‘family-tomb of the house (or

estate) of his fathersgijt nt pr j=f) and the ‘family-tomb of the house (or estatehisf

218 |n many instances these servants may have beetioss{the original meaning of the tefsm) who
were given an Egyptian name directly related to @&¥Webir. In the first register of KG 28a.1 a wamia
captionedimt w3h-k3. This probably means ‘the female Asiaiigh-k3' rather than ‘the female Asiatic of
w3h-k3' because the other Asiatics on that bottom registeo bear names (appendix 4.2.1, lines 4.1-7).
This shows that she had adopted (or had been giemjame of her master.

19 On the presence of servants in Old Kingdom tonbsra integral part of the household as well as
markers of status, see Munch (2009: esp. 56—8Bairtkes (2009—2010).

220 Franke argued thatsh-k3-snb waswsh-k3's son (1984: no. 202), but in my opinion this idikely for
various reasons. First, a person with the sanme aglsh-k3-snb is mentioned among the on stela KG
28a.1, andsn does never refer to a relation of filiation. Setono w3k-k3 or wsh-k3-snb is mentioned
among the sons ofs/-k3 in KG 28a.1 and a relation of filiation is not eveuggested in KG 28a.2. Third,
KG 28a.2 clearly emphasises collaterals (or otheamings ofn) over lineals, and it makes sense that the
beneficiaries of the stela were also some kincotéterals.

22l \Ward (1982: no. 529)

222\Nard (1982: nos 132, 313).

2B \Ward (1982: nos 42, 1202).
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mother’ (mjt nt pr mwr=f) in the last register (see appendix 2.228)n his treatment of
the smjt-formula, Franke (1983a: 276) suggested that itroemorates in an Abydene
context those relatives who are associated with tagough the maternal and/or the
paternal line and towards whom ego holds rights dutibs (see also Clére 1985: 85).
The smjt-formula seems here to be used to condense atetagves ofw3h-k3 andwsh-
k3-snb. Although these people are not the focus of astehich is essentially devoted to
their colleagues, the owners did not miss the dppdy to commemorate their family
and to enable them to participate in the mystesfe®siris forever. It was desirable to
share this communal participation with one’s kiougp, friends, and colleagues who were
honoured on the stel4®.

The next stela, KG 28a.3, is divided into fouriségys framed by two vertical liné&’
The people mentioned on it belong to a completéfer@nt kin group from that on KG
28a.1, and most of them are not given titles. Ty oonnection of this stela with KG
28a is the mentioning ois3h-k3, son of kmw in the inscription of the left edge. This
individual is depicted in a high-status positiortie second register of KG 28a.2, where
he is captioned as ‘supervisor of clothing’ (apperd2.2, line 1.1). The title he holds on
the present stela, however, is the general tetms (appendix 4.2.3, right column),
which is conventionally translated as ‘friend’ beduld refer to a ‘patron’ in a context
such as this where he is presented in a high-rgrasition (Franke 1983a: 355-62; see
also Satzinger and Stefan6v2012: 342-3; Verbovsek and Backes 2013: 81). & hi
treatment of the term, Franke suggested thats is often used in connection with the
funerary cult, which fits with my interpretationegs above) of stela KG 28a.2 as
dedicated to individuals who were involved in thask. All the other people mentioned
on stela KG 28a.3 are otherwise unknown, so itfficdlt to say why a member of the
kin group related tav34-k3 of Qaw el-Kebir is shown among them. Neverthelgssay
serve to confirm the high status attached to thegkoup on KG 28a.2, since the owner of
KG 28a.3 regarded him as a ‘patron’.

KG 28a.4 is the lower part of a hard black staatuge of a seated man and was found
in the tomb of Wahka Il at Qaw el-Kebir. This 32tienetre high statue is elegant and
finelly carved, with a brief inscription on eitheide of the front part of the seat that

224 A survey of these terms shows that they usualtyioin the bottom part of stelae. See list of #fisns
in appendix 2.2, and discussion in section 2.3.2.

22> For an interpretation of the different layers afaning of the ritual activities that took placedatydos,
see Kucharek (2006: esp. 56—61).

2% There is no published photograph of this stela d&scription in the Cairo Catalogue does not roanti
any images accompanying the inscriptions.
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mentions the overseer of the treasusé-43 son ofmwijj, who appears also on stela KG
28a.1. A fragment of the kilt of a wooden statuat tivas found in the same context also
bears an inscription mentioning the same pefé6fihese inscriptions do not provide any
further details about the genealogy of this kinugrobut they show that their members
were closely connected with the nomarchs of QaWeddi. It is not possible to obtain
genealogical information from stela KG 28a.5 eitlioert it mentions a certamsh-k3-snb
and awsh-k3 son ofhtpwj who may be the same people recorded on othertelpéd&KG
28a and can be related to a specific archaeologargkext in Qaw el-Kebir. Most of the
individuals commemorated on objects of KG 28a mayehhad their roots in places other
than Abydos. Objects are not always explicit alibatgeographical origin of the people
depicted or mentioned on them, but in some casels fin other sites, personal names,
toponyms and other characteristic regional featunm@y provide clues to where their
owners came from.

The regional diversity of people commemorated bydos does not mean that they
all travelled to the site; in fact, the inscription stela EA 101 indicates that one did not
need to go to Abydos to have a stelae erectedrfesalf (Blackman 1935: 5; Leprohon
1978: 36; see also Baines 2004: ¥8)The objects that constitute KG 28a suggest that
this is not the case for3k-k3's kin group, which is well represented at botlesiton the
one hand through stelae probably from the votiveaaof Abydos and the seal
impressions from Wah-sut at South Abydos, and enocther hand through fragments of
statues found at Qaw el-Kebir.

This kin group was very influential, possibly angaihe country’s highest elite, since
archaeological finds show that they were closehto riomarchs of Qaw el-Kebir, who
were some of the right-hand men of the kings in ddedEgypt from the time of
Amenemhet | to Senusret Il or Amenemhet Il (Seekh 1936: 6; Melandri 2011). The
tombs of the nomarchs of Qaw el-Kebir, althoughlyalamaged, are among the largest
non-royal tombs of the Middle Kingdom (Martellier2008). Their extraordinary
architecture, which columned porticoes on sevesatls (e.g. Petrie 1930: pl. Vi

together with the royal pretensions of some ofdamaged iconography (e.g. Martelliere

22TPM v, 14 mentions this statue fragment as beirtgérMuseo Egizio in Turin, without giving a museum
number. The fragment is not mentioned in museuralagiies and it does not appear in the online
database. Thus, Steckeweh (1936: 49, no. 5, p).dpfears to be its only publication.

28 Text in columns 7-9 of middle section of stela BM 101: hnt “b3-pn m- hrj-hbt wr jbj htf jj wnwt
hwt-ntr ¥ m33 nsw m hb nfi dt, ‘this stela went south in charge of the chieftdeqriest;jbj when the
priesthood of the temple came to see the kingsrphifect festival of eternity’.

2 For a 3d reconstruction of these tombs, see wwitadiégypt.ucl.ac.uk/3d/impact_gau.html (accessed
30 September 2014).
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2008: 25, fig. 10§ indicate that these nomarchs were indeed poweffigials under
the favour of the kingPIl. 19]. Wegner (2010: 443-4) suggests that the fairlglsthne

of nomarchs may indicate a close royal patronagedbuld have been reinforced by the
involvement of families from Qaw el-Kebir at Wahtswhich was a major royal
foundation at Abydos.

Some of the stelae discussed in this section Wwéaess to an articulation between
Abydos and Qaw el-Kebir at the heart of this kiowugy. KG 28a.1, for instance, was
found in the north cemetery of Abydos, but the @ ebir flavour is apparent through
the use of an offering formula mentioning the Qamnarchs and the repetition of names
from their region. The provenance of KG 28a.2 it sexure, but the mention of Osiris-
Khentimentiu and Wepwawet in the offering formulaympoint toward an Abydene
origin. In addition, this stela features many peophose names are not typical of Qaw.
KG 28a.2 appears to differ in purpose from KG 28%hile the latter displays the roots
of this kin group in Qaw el-Kebir and highlightseth autonomy, the former may have
served to integrate local elites of Abydos: thiggobincorporates local Abydene features
in order to reassert what these different groupgseoiple had in common rather than what
would set them apart.

The main difference between how the families as®dyin these case studies were
presented is their relation to other kin groups. K&features several kin groups, either
emergent or declining, that unite in order to engd®@and enhance their standing. By
contrast, KG 28a features a kin group that stamdkseapeak of its developmental cycle
and, thus, does not need to secure its positiomprove its ranking through alliance
with others. This second case study also showsctiesion of a household unit
commemorating servants on their stelae. Minor kiougs tend meanwhile to mention
their connections with this major one on theiragelf they can, as acknowledged by KG
28a.3.

5.7 Displaying decline: KG IV and marriage matters

The last case study focuses on the elusive questi@bbing kin groups and how they
may be represented in the monumental record. Bisadecline is in many ways a
contradiction, because one would like to preseetsogroup in the most favourable light

possible. However, as seen in the case study-ef-n-r=sn, the rank of one group is

230 The architecture of the tombs itself can alsodgmrded as inspired by royal constructions, asdkes
the causeways of royal pyramid complexes (Wille®s42 109).
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sometimes emphasised at the expense of anotheugdiisuch treatments it is possible
to catch glimpses of groups that may have been golence but have since started to
wane. These groups are at the last stage in thedapemental cycle of kin groups, and can
be seen as the prelude to newly developed artiontatwith other groups, since

sometimes they may unite with other people to ereatv kin groups or be integrated in
old ones rather than simply disappear.

KG IV is one of the smallest groups of monumentthie corpus, with only two stelae
attributed to it: CGC 20184 (KG IV.1) and CGC 2048 1V.2). The absence of other
artefacts related to them may, however, be dukddimited use of filiations in KG IV.1
rather than to the lack of further elements of ttlgpel. These two stelae are quite
different in style and probable function, but theffer complementary information. KG
IV.1 is a round-topped stela with traces of coland with ten people depicted in three
registers. The first register features ego — tradtsinanss3-w3dr — and a womarwrt,
possibly his wifé?*! squatting to either side of a laden offering tadutel holding a lotus
flower, with another woman, whose genealogical fpmsiis not certain also squatting
behind ego’s wife. Five men are in the second tegisll of whom hold a lotus flower
and share two titles (three ‘scribe’ and two ‘emfiad’). The middle one, namegbw,
deserves to be highlighted due to his rare pode g right arm across his chest while
facing right. He is not singled out for his titEnce he is a scribe, like two other men in
the same register, and his filiation is not giv€hus, it is only possible to guess reasons
for his posture: a jest of the craftsmen fashiornimgstela, an expression of his desire to
break up the uniformity of the composition, or @gh an indication of a physical
peculiarity of thisppw? The last register is subdivided into two paxshie left, a couple
squat facing each other; to the right, three lioksext including four names, without
filiation, and asmjt-formula.

Stela KG IV.2, conversely, has the shape of a teatangle, also with traces of
colour, and smaller than its counterpart KG IV.-hlyYOfour men are depicted; they all
stand and face right, and they are captioned wkim aerm and filiation. The ego in KG
IV.2, the draftsman3-w3dt calledjw-snb (depicted first in the row), is the sonsgfwsdt,
the ego of KG IV.1. The relative size of the stefaay give the impression that the
father’'s was slightly more important that the sorkhough they both are quite small

(see appendix 4.3). The figures in KG V.2 are miadelatively rough raised relief, and

8L The name that appears in the filiation is differen that in ego’s filiation, so Lange and Schafer’
suggestion that this woman is ego’s sister shoeldiscarded (see appendix 4.3.1).

172



the quality of the carving of hieroglyphs is noglhnieither. The shape of some of the signs
— especially the birds such as theand thes3-signs — is very similar in both stelae of this
group, suggesting that they might have been faskliamthe same workshop or in related
ones where some artistic idiosyncrasies may haea bbared. This stela is reminiscent
of the wall blocks KG 12.1 and especially KG 128;the latter, only ego, his father and
his son were featured, with complementary geneedbgnformation presented in the
inscriptions. On KG 1V.2, ego is accompanied by thisee sons, and only ego is
presented as a title holder. His higher statudfisred by his being in first place of the
row of people, and his adult iconography that csts with that of his children, all of
whom have the sidelock as a symbol of youth. Ttakdgs not rich in information about
the kin group but, in conjunction with KG IV.1, i6 an appropriate case study for
assessing both the group’s developmental cyclevardage patterns.

This kin group has scarcely received any attenitiothe Egyptological literature —
with the exception of a very brief reference inrk&ls work (1983a: 259) — perhaps
because it was not included in Simpson’s compiat@f Abydos material, being
identified as a group later by EI-Rabi’i (1977)hrs supplement to Simpson’s book (see
appendix 1). The two stelae feature two generatibribe kin group ofs-ws3dt, and their
relationships are only clarified when both stelae taken into consideration. KG V.1
presents as-w3dt in a position of authority in the first registegcompanied by others
whose genealogical relationship to him is not stakeG IV.2 shows that the fifth man
depicted in the second registgr;snb, is ego’s son. Three other people on the steld hol
titles related to funerary tasks, suchvas(‘embalmer’) and possiblyas 4t (‘weaver’).
This is significant, because | have identified otegamples of themjt-formula at the
bottom of stelae as related to people engaged meréuy offices possibly as an
expression of networking (see sections 2.3.2 a@) 5o this could be a further example
of that usage. KG IV.2, in contrast, features egb three of his sons, for whom no titles
are given. The ego of this second stefay3dt jw-snb, is mentioned under only one of
his two names on the stela of his fathess3dr (appendix 4.3.1, line 2.5), which may
have led to some confusion as to his identity enghrt of researchers. His title in KG
IV.1, sk (scribe), is of lower ranking thaw kdwt (draftsman), the one he has in KG V.2,
and which was his father’s title in KG IV.1 (append.3.1, line 1.1). He could have been
promoted when his father died, or KG IV.1 couldptky a hierarchical relation to his

father.
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The occurrence of the womakwn-htp on both monuments confirms that they belong
to the same family group, and her role is essefurahttaining a better understanding of
the group. Filiation captions on stela KG V.2 shithat she marriesB-w3dt jw-snb, and
had three surviving children with him. On stela R&1 she is not represented with her
husband but appears in the bottom register witHfdtaerkm3, who is not genealogically
related taos3-w3dt, and does not have a profession linked to funedaties: he is thgy 3
n Btj, ‘door-keeper of the vizier’ (appendix 4.3.1, liBel). This is a high-status title
denoting proximity to the vizier, one of the higheffice-holders (Quirke 1990: 58—61).
The high standing of this person may suggest teathould be depicted closer to the top
of the stel€® but he is represented on the bottom register adstele may have been
shown in the lowest register simply to keep himtriexhis daughter, who was married to
s3-w3dt's son.

Stela KG IV.1 seems to display an affinal unionween two kin groups, one of
which is at the beginning of its developmental eyahd the other one in decline. The
presence okm3 next to his daughter in a stela belonging to tbadhof the kin group of
his son-in-law indicates that there may have beemesinterest in havingns associated
with this monument, presumably due to his closerntesghe vizier. It was quite
uncommon to represent one’s son’s wife’s fatheraastela, so there must have been a
strong reason to do so. The respectfef is further shown by the evidence of KG IV.2:
one of the sons aB-w3dt jw-snb is named after him, that is, afte@ewsdt jw-snb’s father-
in-law (appendix 4.3.2, line 4).

If km3 was considered a high ranking individual, it wobhlve made good sense to
have him represented on one’s stela. This woulddpecially relevant when taking into
account thaks-wsdr's kin group does not seem to be particularly dledan status for
several reasons. First, the highest titles of gsnivers iS4 kdwt, ‘draftsman’, held bys-
w3dt in KG V.1 and bys3-w3dt jw-snb in KG V.2, and this title does not accord a
specially high status (if compared to thattef}). Second, the quality of the stelae is not
the finest, and the carving of the hieroglyphs iedest. Last, no other monuments
belonging to this group are known, which may notdden as evidence on its own due to
the paucity of the record, but reinforces the inspien obtained from these two other

factors. However, if the difference in status betwm3 and s3-w3dt is considered, it

%32 As Gay Robins (1997: 104) argues for Middle Kingdstelae ‘higher registers take precedence over
lower ones’. Assmann (2001: 263-5, fig. 39) alsatioms this vertical hierarchy for the New Kingdom,
when scenes of cult of gods are always above #wescof cult of the deceased in both tombs andestel
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would be expected that the former should be in sitipo of authority over the latter. |
argue that the reason this is not so may be dyreglhted to the situation of each of these
kin groups in their own developmental cycle.

As discussed above, groups at the peak of thegldemental point do not normally
present themselves together with other groups Isecdney do not need to accrue status
by that means, and stelae in which this happenkl dmiregarded more appropriately as
tools for networking among peers. In KG 1V, by aast, two kin groups of differing
standing are brought together; this is a commaatesiiy already observed in KG 12.3,
where those at the beginning of a developmentaecy@ay have wanted to associate
themselves with individuals in other groups. Irstmstance, a low-ranking group at the
beginning of its development may have sought aatoai with a traditionally powerful
one that was already in decline. That’s group had possibly seen better days is inferred
from the high title of its head combined with thetf that his daughter was chosen as
partner of a member of an apparently minor grou whended to marry up3-w3dt
must have perceived this marriage as a consideagblEmplishment — almost like a coup
— and hence decided to have the connection comna¢edoon a stela that featured both
his daughter-in-law and her father, who would repre the tradition and character of his
group more explicitly than her, together with soofess-w3dr's own colleagues, who
benefited by being linked to both groups.

Here it is desirable to briefly mention the diffit question of marriage patterns.
Egyptologists have given more attention to adultaengl its punishment in pharaonic
times than to marriage (e.g. Eyre 1984; Mannich®7120-2; Janssen 1988; Johnson
2003). Even in those works that focus on marriagere space is often devoted to
adultery than to possible marriage patterns (McDo®@99: 46-50; Meskell 2002: 94—
103; Szpakowska 2008: 214-%83. Most of these studies offer only generalising
descriptions of marriage, for instances, as ‘a #&iive ritual, changing life status with
concomitant social reorganizations’ (Meskell 20025), without further detailed
assessment of the sources. This is due in partsicageity of relevant sources, so that
discussion of choice of partner, negotiation amdagilies, or marriage rituals are
largely based on negative evidence (McDowell 1329:Szpakowska 2008: 214).

233 Other works discuss specific aspects of marriageh as inheritance and sucession (Pestman 1961;
Allam 1981; Johnson 1994; 1999; Eyre 2007), polygdBimpson 1974a; Kanawati 1976), and divorce
(Wilfong 2001).
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Toivari-Viitala’s discussion (2001: esp. 55-69;-88), based almost exclusively on
New Kingdom sources, remains the most compreherstivdy to date. Her method is
exemplary as she avoids applying Western ideasaofiage to the Egyptian material and
proposes an emic approach based on contemporamesoueaching the conclusion that
there may have been ‘far more ways in which men w&odhen could live together,
instead of only having to choose from the two pagtions of formal marriage versus
informal cohabitation’ (Toivari-Viitala 2001: 84).

In many ancient and modern societies, prefereatidlprescriptive marriage rules are
important in the selection of partners. For Egyptambiguous evidence for kinship
playing a role in partner choice has not been folmtgeau (1996 [1986]. 137) states
without supporting evidence that ‘marriage betwemnss-cousins seems the most
frequent’. Contemporary Egyptian society — as otfieidle Eastern cultures — favours
parallel cousin marriage, but this should ratherseen as an ideal resulting from
arabisation with limited real implementation in lgldife (Korotayev 2000; Bach 2004:
esp. 177-8). In addition, the fact that all collale were designated as in ancient
Egyptian kinship terminology (see section 2.2) aadies that differentiation between
parallel and cross-cousins may not have been obvithe difference between them may
have come not from the term for the individual &pe, but rather from the kin group in
which thatsz is included in relation to ego. However, there@sevidence available to
support this possibility.

Rank and status may have played an importantpéne choice of partner in ancient
Egypt, especially among those of a higher standarg;example of this is found in
sources dealing with some cousin marriages in an@ly of sn-ndm in Deir el-Medina
(Toivari-Viitala 2001: 59, n. 342; for a similar mclusion using Middle Kingdom
sources, see Franke 1983a: 342-3). The union esgeesin KG IV.1 may have been of
this high-ranking type. There is some indicatiomnirDeir el-Medina that the groom and
the bride’s household would enter negotiations abloel marriage (Toivari-Viitala 2001:
60-1), although this impression may be due to biasehe sources, which may present
the groom as an independent party while the brideldvdepend on her family for these
decisions. KG V.1 suggests that the family of binele was involved in the decision, or
else her father would not have been representesthegwith her; however, the role of
the groom’s father is emphasised over that of thwomg. This may be due to the
importance of the alliance between those two kmugs, which may have required the
intervention of their respective heads. Moreovke, stela is hardly likely to reflect the
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actual negotiation — after all, stelae are not adstrative documents —, and may have
served instead as a token to commemorate the group.

These stelae are also relevant to the relatioatlra of kinship in general and kin
groups in particular: while one kin group is in liee the other is seeking to accrue
status. In these cases, within a single ANOC gribigp possible to identify several kin
groups at different moments of their internal depetent that would, eventually, blend
together into what could be considered a single gioup?** This again raises the
guestion of the type of group that is being dispthy

As seen above, it is difficult to determine whatnt for kin group would have been
used to designate the social units presented e th@numents, especially in a case
where a transition is being witnessed. Here the mi the head of the group is
emphasised, which is a common feature of all kmugs, but the termn is not much
used, whether or not some of those people departeglaying that role by means of the
preferred Egyptian technologies of remembrance §segon 4.5). This pattern could, for
example, rulenhiwt out as a likely designation. The only indicatidnirtheritance and
handing over of property is that of the transmissad the title from the head of the
household to his son; it is therefore impossiblechharacterise this kin group further.
However, in keeping with the dynamic approach takethis chapter it should be noted
that these stelae may be commemorating more tharype of kin grous>> To attempt
to fit these artefacts into a single designatiokinfgroup may not be appropriate.

In conclusion, this case study illustrates the mgrand waxing of kin groups. The
two stelae display marriage/union strategies thaate both groups in an advantageous
position. For those in early stages of their dewelental cycle it is a way to accrue
status, while for those who have peaked it is gigal strategy. The result of these tactics
in the medium and long term is not known becausdurniier documents of this kin
group have been identified. Few stelae providegpodunity to discuss affines and their
incorporation into a group, but KG IV raises reletvguestions. Marriage patterns are
difficult to pinpoint in the Egyptian record, asete may not have been prescriptive or
preferential marriage rules. Stela KG IV.1 is arstamce of how such unions are

sometimes displayed. Even if marriage ceremoniegeagrally understood in modern

%41n anthropological literature the wife is consieéran affine in the husband’s group until she bea
mother (as in KG 1V.2), when she transforms inttbasanguineous lineal relative by means of heduodnil
(e.g. Aranzadi Martinez 2003: 79).

% For example, there could be a combination of egred and ancestor-centred groups. The former type
of group could takes-w3dr as its focus and then elaborate on his connectidmes latter, on the other hand,
could combine a focus om-htp's ands3-w3dt jw-snb'S ancestors.
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Euroamerican societies did not exist in ancientdgihe opportune union of two groups
is an achievement that may deserve to be commeedor&inding representations of
decline in ancient Egyptian sources is not easwlmex most people would not desire to
be depicted in an unfavourable light, but KG IVioates that the articulation of groups
at different stages of development grants to grdbps may be in decline a somewhat

unexpected visibility.

5.8 Conclusions: the dynamism of the social fabric

One of the unifying methodological threads in tthesis is a preference for a group
approach that may contribute to a holistic studp@dple, monuments, and landscape. In
this chapter | have offered koinography as a gryugroach alternative to prosopography
as a model for social analysis. Koinography takes dgroup, that is, the kin group as
defined in chapter 1, as a primary unit of invesiign, and introduces diachronicity as a
fundamental element to describe the social fatnigractice, this postulation involves
seeing kin groups almost as living organisms thatbern, develop and eventually die.
Thus, they should not be studied from a staticeatve.

The focus on time and the interpretation of the diioup as an organism, is adapted
from Fortes’ concept of the developmental cyclet tmy model differs from his in
various ways: the emphasis is on the possibiliticafistruction and reconstruction of
kinship as process in which the individual is aelyv engaged rather than on the
variability of dwelling patterns. This may be a pegs with no rigid boundaries between
different stages of the individual’s or the groulifs, and that can develop unpredictably.

The koinographic model is indeed to provide a wathto insights into ancient ways
of understanding the construction of kinship. | édlustrated how this approach can be
put into practice through three case studies tikamelify different moments in the
developmental cycle of Middle Kingdom kin group#sg KG 12 is an example of how
emergent groups may seek connections with more rholvames in order to enhance their
status. In the case of KG 28a, a group at a pe#k dkevelopment reaffirms its standing
by having its members represented together, witboohections to other contemporary
kin groups. When such connections exist in a gratug developmental peak, they seem
to be employed to integrate a group with peerserathan as sources of independent
status for the kin group per se, as is also the @askG IV.1. This latter group, in
addition, shows how alongside the display of a gratithe start of its rise, another one
that is in decline can be glimpsed, making it passio access such elusive groups. The
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waning of these groups may be attractive to thdse want to improve their position by
association with a ‘big name’, and links may betngsiem both.

Diachronicity, however, is not always easy to tifgnin the monumental record.
Moreover, only some kin groups can be ascribed wineqally to a particular stage of
the developmental cycle, while in most cases itascertain and in some cases plainly
impossible to tell. Fortes (1958: 11) insisted be tmportance of numerical data and
deemed statistical analyses essential in ordetutdyghe effects of the developmental
cycle in a society. Nevertheless, such an approahbe impossible where the material
is fragmentary. It is likely that a majority of gnos in the corpus studied here were at
their developmental peak, probably because suadlpgraould be in a position to set up
a stela or to construct a memorial chapel at Aby#&osthermore, it is very difficult to
identify groups at the beginning, and, especiatythe waning of their cycle: it may well
be that those at either end of the scale are aemuws as those at the zenith of their
cycle, but just not perceivable in the record. tidigon, of the thousands of stelae
available, only a small minority have been linkedydther, possibly due to lack of
information rather than to generalised isolatioonfrother groups. Statistical analysis
may be a useful tool for the study of social trerulg with a corpus such as this one
qualitative information from some detailed casedsts may be more productive,
especially since it provides methodological toalsihterpreting further examples of kin
groups.

These case studies illustrate how the approacbcatkd here works with ancient
Egyptian material and of how it may be possibledentify diachronic processes in an
apparently static set of sources. It is worth aetng beyond this idea to assess what
implications this approach may have for the widadyg of Egyptian society. That is, we
know that the kin group can be studied in the fraor& of a developmental cycle and
that this information can to a certain extent beeased through display, but how does
that affect our general interpretation of the slofahric? Here | assess dwelling patterns,
age-groups, inclusiveness, and ‘substance’ in dalgiustrate the potential of the model
for broader societal concerns.

Anthropologists and ethnographers studying theeldgwnental cycle from a
Fortesian perspective tend to focus on residenterpa and household variability. An
example is provided by the essays in the volumedy Goody (1958), which favour
this ‘territorial’ and/or ‘dwelling type’ approachy taking the domestic group as the

minimal unit of analysis. Co-habitation, howevearpnly one of the features that define a
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kin group, so this method is slightly limited (aedpecially for the Egyptian context
where information on dwelling patterns is lackinly)oreover, it is difficult to assess
changes in residence patterns of no longer existegeties, although thepwe-lists may

be analysed on those terff. 1.2].>*® Thus, my examination of the developmental cycle
through display has centred on the survival angtadian strategies of some kin groups.

Learning to identify and interpret those strategi® an important outcome of the
koinographic approach that could maybe be generhlis may be possible to identify
comparable strategies in other domains and thusirolobore detailed descriptions of
group development. For example, association witlugs of higher status that is sought
after by those at the beginning of their developnoenild be found in material other than
display on stelae and chapels. Tomb location (digénez Higueras 2012), object
distribution (e.g. Hoveler-Miller 2011), or tombodeation (e.g. Vischak 2007) are likely
to have played a part in the identification of awp and its position. If data from all
accessible domains is combined into a koinogragpigroach, a fuller picture of the
society can be attained, in which genealogies dividuals become ‘genealogies of
groups’.

Together with the interpretation of dwelling pati® anthropologists also associate
the developmental cycle of groups with the roleshoke in society as a whole. Indeed,
studying kin groups as an entity divorced fromgbeio-cultural milieu in which they act
would be inadequate. For example, kin groups aanl tevelopment may be considered
in connection with the prominence of corporate gso(that is, a group of people that
collectively share rights, privileges, and lialdg), and issues of inheritance. The
dynamism of the social fabric is affected by anfécs the transmission of property, and
the link between groups and land is probably dedpaen the Abydos evidence
suggest$>’

Scholars have studied how different types of dograups contribute both to the

perpetuation and the fluidity of the social fabfitFixed age groups — referred to as ‘age

2% For Middle Kingdom Egypt, examples of settlemeaits extremely limited, and most of them hardly
provide information on changes of dwelling. Theyoakception known to date is Lahun, discussed above
where some of the houses seem to have been adajltedvarying size of the group residing in them.

%7 This is evident in other societies, where the laée dataset is more explicit in this respect. For
instance, display of kin groups has been linkethtoclaim of space, becoming a visual metaphohén t
case of tombs (McAnany 1995: 110; Petts 2003: 20%)s grounding into the land is probably less
important for votive Abydene material (althoughereinces to geographical areas within Abydos aenoft
given in the texts), where the focus was on theatearticipation on the festivities of Osirishrat than on
any claim to property.

238 Fortes (1958: 10) highlighted the importance oésth rites of passage in the context of the
developmental cycle of the group: ‘in these cereismthe domestic group’s task of social reproduciso
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sets’ in anthropological vocabulary (Radcliffe-Bmowi929) — who would typically
participate together in rites of passage offel@vent example of this category. Although
not much information on such groups is known frogyj, some ceremonies marking
physical maturity are attested, including hairegtiand circumcision (Vischak 2003:
149; Eyre 2011: 181; Quack 2012; Willems 2013b}ktdla in the Naga ed-Deir corpus
mentions a circumcision ceremony in which a tearhaff men may have been involved:
Jw sb.kw hn® s 120 nn=s h(=j) jm nn=s h“w(j) jm nn 34 jm nn 3h*-w(j) jm, ‘| was
circumcised together with 120 men. There was naneng them whom | struck and
none among them who struck me; there was none ait@my whom | scratched and
none among them who scratched me’ (Dunham 1937410%®. 84, pl. xxxii, lines 4-5;
Quack 2012: 581-6, esp. n. 163). It is problem@tinterpret this inscription literally;
for example, 120 could be a random number chosenhance the importance of ego on
his stela, presenting him as someone with a lantueage. Nonetheless, this is arguably
the most explicit known reference to possible ages,swhose members would have
participated together in initiation ceremonies dreahce acquired a collective identity,
perhaps with some social, ritual, and/or corporaggits and duties. Age sets are
particularly common in East Africa, and one of ttassic examples is that of the Nuer
(Evans-Pritchard 1936: esp. 245), among whom they farmed precisely during
circumcision. The developmental cycle is pivotairterpreting the role of these age sets,
since their constitution and sustenance would tete@ to the life cycle of both the
individual and the group. Thus, a study of kin gredrom a koinographic perspective —
that is, taking their variability into account -ncalso contribute here to the understanding
of broader social trends in that it helps undest@dynamically the role of the actors that
take part in certain ceremonies and events.

The flexibility observed in the construction ofdanetworking among kin groups
raises the question of inclusivity. On what basisld someone be considered to belong
to a group and how would that change throughoutlifieetime of the individual in
connection to the development of the group? A $tlidy on inclusivity is beyond the
scope of this chapter. Different types of kin gredipat may have had different patterns
of inclusion would be difficult to identify in theources. Even within the same group
inclusivity may vary over the years, but the sosraee too limited and ambiguous for

such analysis.

terminated. Having bred, reared and educated tiid, ¢hhands over the finished product to the ftota
society’.
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Anthropologists have tended to study inclusivitin-the sense of one’s belonging to
a group — on the basis of descent rules (Keesi@$:1B7; Aranzadi Martinez 2003: 81—
2). Descent may be unilineal (patrilineal/agnatiav@trilineal/uterine), double-line&t}
or cognatic (combination of paternal and matenmkisl), depending on the line(s) used to
trace it. | am here concerned with descent as ia barsgroup formation rather than with
patterns of recognition of relatives of a commonscgat (Stone 2006: 10-5).
Identification of relatives was bilateral in andidfgypt, as is demonstrated by filiation
formulae, which often include both the father ahd mother. Group formation does not
need to follow that same principle, and cognatiscdat should not be automatically
assumed because of filiation patterns. Neverthelgber features seem to point in the
same direction, as some of the defining charatiesioof cognatic groups, such as
flexibility in group formation, have been identdi¢or Egyptian kinship.

Cognatic kinship could allow for a large numbercombinations, so several cognatic
groups could exist simultaneously. This overlapsdoet need be problematic, since
groups would often have different functions (F0x8391967]: 150-2; Dumont 2006
[1971]: 34; Stone 2006: 171), as suggested forsbheand its possible involvement in
agricultural activities (see section 2.3.1). Iniidd, cognatic groups are often associated
to societies with a Hawaiian kinship terminologpdan section 2.2 it was argued that
Egyptian kinship terminology could be regarded asadant of it. Cognatic groups,
furthermore, usually exhibit a ‘patrilineal biagdx 1983 [1967]: 152—6; Keesing 1975:
esp. 94; Stone 2006: 172-3), which is also visibl&gyptian sources that as a general
rule favour the father in display. Finally, someam&nisms may be used to pare down the
number of groups one could be a member of — traditly by residence (Keesing 1975:
92) or descent group endogamy (Stone 2006: 1738t erie may retain rights and duties
to his or her other ‘line’. Ethnographies providdourful characterisation of cognatic
systems, such as Astuti's (2000: 100) descriptibndescent among the Vezo of

Madagascar:

‘in life, Dadilahy resolved this problems by beirg different kind of person from the one
envisaged by unlineal descent theory: not deterdniyemembership afnegroup, ofonekind of
people, but constituted through the multiple, itéinrefractions of himself onto the many
descendants captured in this cognatic net'.

The picture is essentially that of a fluid siteatin which people’s group membership

may switch during life, as | have argued for in th@aracterisation on Egyptian kinship

239 Double lineal descent is extremely uncommon. Th&dYfrom Nigeria are one of the rare examples of
this descent model (Fox 1983 [1967]: 135-9; Kees®igh: 74).
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throughout this thesis. Within such a fluid contdxsuggest that kin group in Egypt in
the First Intermediate Period and the Middle Kingdoould have been closer to the
cognatic model than to a unilineal one.

Last but not least, and related to the structdirdescent groups, one may ask how
Egyptians perceived and justified that sense obrgghg that may have led them to
represent themselves in a group on their monumantglifferent stages of their
developmental cycle. How can this flexibility ofship be explained in analytical terms?
Here, it is necessary to tackle one the anthropodddgopics par excellence: the issue of
‘substance’.

Substance as an anthropological category was ghgposed by David Schneider
(1968: 23—4 for definitions; 1984) in his work orurBamerican kinship, where he
understood ‘blood’ as a symbol, a metaphor fordeiwetic substance’ forming the basis
of Western notions of kinship. Schneider’s ideagehbeen criticised (e.g. Collier and
Yanagisako 1987; Carsten 2000b; 2004: esp. 109bl6)his conception of substance
has been keenly adopted by processual anthroptdogiseh as Janet Carsten (1995;
1997). Definitions of substance are linked to ideadgpersonhood, body, and human
relationships, and they have been adapted to diftexthnographic contexts (sometimes
becoming unspecific). As an analytical term, it liap transformability and a blurring of
boundaries between kin categories, capturing ‘asi¢en between the givenness of
inherited characteristics and the acquisition @niity throughout life’ (Carsten 2004:
131). Substance is linked more broadly to the ith@& | use in this thesis of kinship as
process; as something that is made rather thanlysigipen. As an illustration, in
Langkawi (Malaysia) the mutable relationship betmwea&e, breast milk, and blood
creates kinship, and thus the act of sharing sdaut one of the forms in which kinship
can be constructed (Carsten 1997: 1072%0).

The ways in which substance may contribute tongekinship are a complex topic,
and ideas of substance are not interchangeablesbetdifferent areas, but a comparable
notion could have existed in ancient Egypt. Sulzsars defined as ‘mutability,

transferability, vitality, essence, content’ (Cars2004: 131), which is close to some of

240 carsten’s approach has been harshly criticise8hgpiro (2011) as a Manichean misinterpretation of
the evidence to serve moralising goals. Howeveenuhe states that ‘what the new kinship studiesrsff

us instead is a millennial melodrama in which tle®gle of the developing world are cast, with nd rea
regard for their own life choices, as Pure GoodrédFDommunal, Pure Feminist) and the West are Pure
Evil, governed by narrow familial interests and tfrchal” men’ (Shapiro 2011: 151), | wonder wteath
his own personal views are not biasing his commieey®nd the purely academic discourse.
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the definitions offered for the concept of the kag( Kaplony 1980; Bolshakov 200%1.
The concept of the ka may have changed over theseaf Egyptian history, but it is
remarkable that it always remained the recipiertftgrings.

That the ka may be related to kinship is noticedlm the link between funerary
offerings 3w is often attested in the context of offeringshattare meant to sustain the
ka of the deceased — and the role of kin groupthénfunerary duties that ensure the
provision of offerings. The eldest son, whose ioléhe performance of funerary rites for
his deceased father was pivotal (Willems 2014: e€s30-200), might have been
depositary of a familial essen®. Further evidence to support a connection between
families, funerary rituals, and the concept of klaeis the mention of the ka of a group in
inscriptions requesting offerings (e.g. see appeB@d.23, which features the phrases
n smjt nt pr ji=f mwt=f). In addition, Kaplony (1980: 275—6; see furtheidhakov 1997:
154-7) mentioned the continuity of the ka in theaifg through names that were usually
transmitted from grandparents to grandchild&rlhis suggestion is tentative, but the
perpetuation of the funerary cult by members of flm@ily might be related to this
category of substance. Koinography, by advocatiggrtotion of kinship as process, is
well suited to analysing kinship through substandegre one’s state of belonging to a
group may change over time through the continuewsrking of links of relatedness.

In this section | have discussed how the dynawdcg$ of koinography may bring to
attention aspects of the social fabric that bupdinom the description of kin groups and
their developmental stages. First, it gives promaaeto survival strategies of kin groups
that may be identified in other sources as welktetae. Second, it addresses how kin
groups may contribute to fostering social cohesind thus perpetuating and reproducing
the social structure. This is particularly relevemphenomena such as dwelling patterns,
corporate groups, and the role of age sets, whigloaa limited extent identifiable in the
sources. Finally, koinographies raise questionganofusivity and of construction of

kinship. The present analysis has led me to sudigasthe construction of parental links

241 Most discussion on the ka have centred aroundaye ka, the most comprehensive treatment of the
non-royal being Bolshakov (1997), who understahds & ‘double’.

242 A phrase in lines 12-3 on the stelahefm-h=f from Hierakonpolis (New York MMA 35.7.55: Hayes
1947; Willems 2014: 202) has been understood afeaence to the provisioning duties of an eldestfso

his deceased parenjs: nw.n=; pr mnw=jkrs s‘nh, ‘1 have looked after the house of my nurturetisey)
being buried and revivified’. However, | think ths&ntence does not relate to the provisioning Her t
deceased, but rather to the transmission of tleeabhead of the household to the eldest son whdhein
need to provide for those under his tutelage (setom 2.3.2).

%3 For a discussion of transmission of this ‘life der through names of deities, see Helck (1954) and
Hornung (1982 [1971]: esp. 49).
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in Egypt may have had a cognatic character. Intaidil have tentatively proposed that
the flexible essence of Egyptian kinship may besdamn an idea of the ka as substance.
In this manner, descent was traced cognaticallyl ane could participate in the
construction of his or her kin group(s) to a certaxtent. The question remains how the
different kin groups would have been configureduam the two parameters (that is,
cognatic- and substance-focused) and how theiuenfte can be assessed through the
sources. But, as writer Michael Ende said, ‘thansther story and shall be told another

time’.
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6 Synthesis: Kkin groups, display, and
remembrance

‘I have come a long way where | started from buot &till

not even close to where I'm going’

SentencedBroken(2000)
This thesis deals with kinship and social structur¢he First Intermediate Period and
Middle Kingdom (ca 2150-1650 BCE), approaching tniestion through display and
commemoration in the monumental record. | focug&iargroups rather than on particular
kin types in order to try and address ancient Bggydtinship from an actors’ perspective.
Each chapter tackles a different aspect of thayars, ranging from terminology,

display, commemoration, to a dynamic interpretatbrthe sources, including a section
with some closing remarks. These final pages, tberedo not summarise the main
conclusions from previous chapters separatelyesustl review how this thesis relates to
the three aims outlined in section 1.1.2, with f{hapose of drawing together the
treatments in individual chapters to formulate @aldler interpretation of Egyptian kinship
in the period under study. In this chapter refeesnto literature are kept to a minimum,
since more detailed discussions can be found imeflesant sections. | also discuss some

further questions that have arisen from work osa thesis.

6.1 Forms of relatedness in ancient Egypt
The initial aim of research for this thesis wasti@ain a better understanding of the forms
of relatedness in First Intermediate Period anddiédingdom Egypt. It is difficult to
describe kinship and marriage patterns in a nodomgxisting society, but the textual,
archaeological, and iconographic sources avail&dniehis period make it possible to
catch glimpses of the social structure of the tififee sources, however, were not created
for that purpose of portraying family life (Fitzemer 2005b: 85), and one must ask what
biases they contain: how far is the material arolmgical construct rather than a
presentation of social groups? (see section 34).dossible to use the available sources
to approach how a social phenomenon actually woirkéded experience?

Even those sources that are often considered tolgeand neutral, such as
archaeological remains, present biases and may@aepresentative of ‘reality’ but
rather of the image that an individual or a grouphed to convey (on construction of an

image of the self in funerary record: SeidlmayedD0 It is not always impossible to use
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the sources for the study of kinship dynamics —piestheir distancing from lived
experience — provided that the ‘ideological’ or &gined’ dimension of self-presentation
likely existing in the sources is accounted for. aékgued in section 3.1, an opposition
between sources picturing the ‘real’ kinship pasecontrasted with those reflecting the
‘ideal’ is simplistic and inaccurate, because ddfe patterns of kinship concur and may
be articulated at different levels. For examplelear and extended households are not in
opposition, as they both can coexist, probably fga complementary structural role in
the society (cf. the extended household descriheitheé papers of Heganakht with the
idea of a neolocal nuclear family posited in theaching of Ptahhot@pAlthough this
thesis focuses on display and the representatioaligf families in the monumental
record, this does not mean that their image isusketly ‘ideal’, rather, the monumental
discourse participates in the construction of insagfea reality by means of display. The
approaches of material agency and entanglementissied in section 3.3 provide a
theoretical background for these ideas (Gosden ;2d08der 2012), as they assess the
effect that monuments may have on people, whoaealsed into pre-existing universes
of meaning.

The sources may not report directly on the coméigans of society, but they offer
material for studying emic conceptions of kinshipthe First Intermediate Period and
Middle Kingdom. A minimal kinship terminology refexd to individual kin types (i.gt,
mwt, snlsnt, s3/s3t; see section 2.2) is problematic to reconcile \thin salience of groups
in the sources, since the latter seems to poiatdiversity of forms of relatedness that is
not clear from the former. While individual kin &g have been more extensively studied
— especially by Robins (1979), Willems (1983), &wdnke (1983a: 1-177) — terms for
kin groups have only been treated in detail by keafi983a: 178-301). However, these
are essential due to the importance of those gngspin the Egyptian social fabric. In
this thesis, terms for groups are framed withinribgon of ‘kin group’, which should be
understood as an etic grid that encompasses ay a@irramic terms for social groups
possibly linked by notions of kinship (see sectlo?.2).

Kin group is regarded as a polythetic categorye (Beeedham 1975) defined by
several characteristics, including joint displayroanuments or shared burial spaces, but
these do not need all to be present simultanedaslg group to be categorised as a kin
group. This is why kin groups should be understasdan overarching category with
several sub-types of groups that may or may nanéte one another in functions or

composition. A contextual analysis shows, howetlst most types of kin group share
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three basic features that could be consideredsental to their characterisation: a head
of the group who acts as patron, protector, andigen; some shared funerary duties
including the commemoration of the deceased and ptioeision of offerings; and
inheritance patterns that may be linked to thoseerary duties of a kin group. These
features may be emphasised because of their irthienportance, but the nature of the
sources obviously limits the range of criteria;ghin a context of self-presentation, the
caring role of the head of the household may haenprominent, as exemplified by the
First Intermediate Period stela of Merer (see afpe?.3.3).

Funerary duties seem to have been particularlyortapt in the definition of kin
groups. These included not only the commemoratiodeseased members of the kin
group by the participation in the funerary rites invocation offerings, but also the
provision of offerings. The latter was so fundanaénhbat often an offering scene, and
occasionally an offering list, would be depicted sirlae and other media in order to
ensure its future presence. This idea of explotigmembership of a kin group through
an emphasis on provision and nurturing has ledarmgdpose that the ka, often defined
as a ‘vital force’ of the individual (Kaplony 198Bplshakov 1997: 123-32), could be the
‘substance’ of kinship, analogous to the conceptbtdod’ in modern Euroamerican
society (Schneider 1968: 23—4). While this suggestvould need further investigation,
it could explain why funerary duties, including pision of offerings, are considered
pivotal in the definition of kinship. At the samanmg, it accounts for the flexibility
inherent in the ancient Egyptian kinship systemwimch an individual could belong to
different groups simultaneously, and membershig gnoup could be actively sought and
constructed.

This fluidity of the system makes kinship appeaparvasive and not bounded. When
discussing these ideas, | have often been asketherhibere was anyone in Egypt who
was not a relative. This, in my opinion, illustratée rigidity of some Western notions of
kinship. Not everyone was part of the same kin gr@aund groups could not be extended
ad infinitum in lived experience, but the posstyilof change and fluctuation existed.
Over time those who were related to an individualld differ: at times there could be a
negotiation with fixed structures (the ‘given’) ander to incorporate further components
of subjectivity and choice (the ‘made’) in Egyptikinship (see section 2.4).

An analysis of how kin groups are representedhésources and, especially, of how
these may hint at dynamic social patterns addreseesnly inclusiveness, but also

patterns of group formation. Whereas either pawdi or matrilineal descent has been
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postulated for ancient Egypt, | suggest that cagngitoups were more common (see
section 5.8). No clear evidence for unilineal descis apparent, although a clear
patrilineal bias can be seen in the sources. Famele, the advantaged position of the
male lineal ascendants and descendants in depctonstelae is testimony to this
patrilineal focus, but filiations to both the fathend the mother (and in some periods to
the mother only) show that the mother’s line wascisregarded (see section 5.4).

Cognatic descent strategies pertain to group foomaand the variety of terms for
kin groups analysed in section 2.3 is in keepinthwhe flexible rules of descent often
expected of cognatic groups (e.g. Stone 2006: 10BBkcent seems to have taken
precedence over affinity in the constitution ofledst some kin groups such as the
(see section 2.3.1), and ego may have had sepanat@ance rights to his or her father’s
and mother’s lines, as suggested by the compopngsandpr mwt (see section 2.3.2).
However, options for cognatic group formation andtiple, because the ramifications of
a group that takes both the paternal and mateimalinto consideration may be almost
unlimited. Thus, there is always a component ofiahdor cognatic group formation
which may be socially sanctioned, or, in some casesvidually pursued (ethnographic
example: Astuti 2000). For example, the generad mwihs that a son would succeed his
father, but cases of succession of the mother'shbroare also known, such as
Khnumhotep Il in Beni Hasan (Olabarria 2012: 891s&x also section 3.4.3).

A better understanding of the social structur@as the only aim of a study of the
forms of Egyptian relatedness. Social phenomenauldhoot be regarded as an
independent sphere separate from other aspeadtgedfdxperience. However, they have
often been regarded as almost subordinate to,x@mple, political phenomena. In this
perspective, changes in the political situation maye prompted alterations in the social
fabric, as often suggested for First Intermediageidd Egypt, when the power of a
centralised government declined and, consequetitéy,individual might have sought
refuge in those who were closest to him or her. (ergnke 2001a: 247). A more nuanced
reading that takes into account the influence aliadgatterns may be preferable (see
sections 2.4 and 3.4.3). Thus, while the politgilation may have had an impact on all
social groupings, kinship patterns may need takert into consideration for attaining an
explanation of political phenomena. Two relevardraples, for which see further section
2.4, are the increasing generalisation of clienteédations in the First Intermediate
Period from a lesser prominence in the Old Kingd@m. Campagno 2014), and the

emphasis on collateral royal succession in the d@tiasty (e.g. McCormack 2010). Such
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an analysis acknowledges that kinship is embedaied,not subordinate to other areas,

which can only be differentiated heuristically, Imatt in lived experience.

6.2 Group approach and koinography

The second unifying thread in this thesis is thpantance of a group approach both for
monuments and for studying people. If a holistidenstanding of social phenomena is
aimed for, monuments and people should not be deredl in isolation: their articulation
with each other and their relationship with theissvment is a central matter to the study
of any society.

Although stelae are sometimes studied individydhey should more appropriately
be seen as parts of larger units. In section 3.4i8cuss how tombs at Naga ed-Deir
provide an archaeological context for stelae tteat demonstrate further connections
between monuments that are not evident from stét@enselves because detailed
filiations are not given. For example, stelae timght seem to be unrelated but were
found together in the same tomb point to a linkMeein the people represented on them
(see tomb Sheikh Farag 51f8. 5.1])).

Most of the stelae studied in this thesis are ftbensite of Abydos, and quite possibly
most of them were not associated to a burial spat®ugh it is difficult to tell burial
and votive stelae apart and they may not be typoddly different (see section 3.4.2).
While their archaeological context is mostly unkmowclusters of stelae could be
reconstructed mainly on the basis of internal ewt@esuch as names, titles, and filiations
(Simpson 1974b). Excavations at Abydos have dematest the existence of mudbrick
chapels of various sizes, occasionally with assediatelae in situ, so these groups of
monuments that show a shared circle of people chalte been originally set up in
similar chapels that were in turn clustered intougs (O’Connor 1985; Simpson 1995).
Although a complete reconstruction of the ANOC gir®associated to the chapels cannot
be attempted, research into stelae (and occasyostaliues and offering tables that also
were parts of those chapels) clearly benefits frangroup approach, because the
information that can be obtained from diverse moents is often complementary.

Monuments need to be connected to their archaealogpntext, to one another, and,
ideally, to the broader landscape. This task isrottomplex to undertake due to the lack
of recorded archaeological provenance of some tsjbct sometimes the monuments
themselves hint at their anchoring in a physicasyanbolic location. Many of the stelae
studied in this thesis feature references to aseéadydos, to processions that take place
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at the site, or to structures where the stelae Voeated (see section 4.3.2). This indirect
evidence about space contrasts with those caseseveéhduller picture is available,
notably the Teti cemetery at Saqgara (see sect®n Archaeology has shown that the
First Intermediate Period chapel of-wsht may have been a focus of performative
practices such as execration rites and ancestbintalthe late Middle Kingdom. These
practices also included some reinterpretationsinshkp links, since a relationship with a
powerful patron was enacted by using kin termsniféering table dedicated to him (see
appendix 3.1.6), demonstrating that one’s posiitioa group (genealogically determined
or not) could define one’s engagement with the $aagde (see 4.2.2). This superposition
of further layers of meaning in the landscape diee is the focus of the genealogy of
place (McAnany 1995: 104-5), which allows for a sideration of the role of
emotionally charged places to be a context forssrdetimes guide of human action.

Not only monuments should be studied in theirirsg$t persons also need to be
contextualised into their social and physical emwment. Individual affirmation is an
important aspect of Egyptian self-presentation, andch research focuses on it
(discussion on the idea of individuality in the Mid Kingdom: Marée 2002). However,
studying the groups into which individuals were eiried provides complementary
information on their position in society. For thisason, | take kin groups as the social
minimal unit of study, proposing an approach th&grin koinography (see sections 5.2
and 5.3). Koinography is similar to the broadly diggosopographic model in that it
extracts genealogical and professional informatioom monuments in order to
reconstruct and individual's life and connectiofitie difference is the emphasis of
koinography on the kin group as a unit, and on dtahronic aspects of relatedness
taking as a point of departure the work of anthtogist Meyer Fortes (1958) on the
developmental cycle of domestic households (seioseb.3). Kin groups are analysed
from an almost organic perspective in that they rgmeexpand and develop, and
eventually dissolve by disappearing or by beingegnated into other groups. Such
patterns can be observed in display, but it iso&zgss that must be set in the context of a
group and in relation to other contemporary groupsst as monuments existed
simultaneously and were related to one anothergionps interacted to give shape to the
elite social fabric. Therefore, besides McAnany&negalogy of place, it is possible to
devise a genealogy of groups that may give some keythe understanding of social

structure.
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This diachronic group approach makes it possibl@ackle topics mentioned above —
such as inclusiveness, rights and duties, succepsitberns — from a nuanced perspective
in which groups at different stages of their depetent interact in the process and weave
the social fabric together. Through various strag®ggroups display themselves at
different moments of their developmental cycle. @® at the beginning of their
development would seek association with more ingmrpeople and exhibit as many
connections as possible, even if that means beegepted in a subordinate position for
the sake of upward mobility (see section 5.5). W¢ peak of their development, they
would not be represented with other groups, perpagerring to affirm the steadfastness
of their own kin group. When people from other greware present, they are either in a
subordinate position to members of the main grou@slateral relations presumably
seeking peer integration (see section 5.6). Gragudscline are more difficult to pinpoint
in the record, because people do not normally ayspheir group in an ebbing stage.
They may, however, appear as counterparts of gratpshe beginning of their
development wanting to associate themselves wittempowerful, in some cases older
groups. Thus, several groups at different stageg lmeapresent on a single monument
simultaneously (see section 5.7).

Display and representation of kin, especially ammection with emotionally charged
places, solicits reactions from viewers and tho$® \wet up the monuments that are
typically mediated by their social memory, thatasshared social knowledge (see section
4.2). Stelae and chapels are said to have beempsiet commemorate those mentioned
and/or represented on them, but the identificattdnwho is shown is not always
straightforward. Identifying captions are not alwgyesent and, in addition, many of the
viewers would be illiterate. These difficulties mde overridden by the use of
technologies of remembrance that mobilised thateshaocial knowledge (see section
4.6). Display and presence and possibly performammestituted the basic means by
which social memory was fostered. Passers-by wskedain inscriptions — the size of the
hieroglyphs in appeals to the living, for examphgy have played a role in catching their
attention — to engage with the monument, and tliakgroups displayed may have
resonated with their social memory, essentiallattng a communal feeling of belonging
(see section 3.3).
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6.3 Theoretical approaches

Emic conceptions of kinship and marriage in Egyppear to be flexible, and this
flexibility renders rigid analysis inappropriate. have drawn on various theoretical
approaches with the aim of bringing a fresh perspeto this material. Core concepts of
this thesis are the ideas of kinship as processeriabagency, social memory, and
holism.

An approach to kinship as process implies the tot something given at birth, but
something that is constructed and reconstructesugfimout life (Carsten 2000a; 2004).
The structural position of kinship in Egyptian sgigimay have been relatively fixed, but
there may have been some degree of choice forctioesa Subjective aspects of kinship
and marriage may have been influenced by the aefifeatures of kin groups presented
above, such as the rights and duties of the groeimlmers and protection by the head of
the group. Perhaps the non-fulfilment of some ekéhduties would lead to changes in
those ‘fixed’ characteristics of kinship (see satt?2.4). The existence of various types of
kin group may point to such change: one had aty afrgocial groupings to choose from
and, while some functions may have been attachiadtstally to each of them, cases are
known where this was modified. An example in theesp of inheritance and succession
of the higher elites of the country is that of tlt@marchs of Beni Hasan, where an office
was transmitted from mother’'s brother to sisteid® sather than from father to son
(Olabarria 2012: 891-2; see also section 3.4.3¢ filgh status of these families may
indicate that such strategies were not typical,dtdéast shows that the system could be
subverted to a certain extent. Here, the wide aafayerms for kin groups is worth
exploring. Although phenomena do not have to haraes in order to exist (Baines 2007
[1985]), the diversity of terminology for kin grosipmay point at particularities in
function or usage of some of those social unite gsxtion 2.4). Egyptian actors referred
to various social units with different names anithaugh features of them may have
overlapped, some differences are also to be exghecte

Relatedness was displayed on objects, especlalyclusters of stelae that are the
objects of study in this thesis (although socialugings can found in tomb decoration as
well). Monuments should not be understood as pesaitefacts that people manipulate,
but as contributing to the shaping of those santera¢Gell 1998: 5). Material culture
precedes and will outlive the individual (Gosdel®20197), so its endurance and change

have the power to influence people over the geiemtHumans are born into a material
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world where they interact with monuments, and th@ieraction contributes to
monuments having an effect on people. In the cdséireship, stelae may have
normalised and sustained some social groups desghlay them (see section 3.3). Thus,
objects, by displaying kinship links, are in turreating kinship links because they
actualise the relationships that are being disjplayethem.

Objects can have an impact on the social memoryieafers: depictions of social
groups can shape the audience’s understanding cétgoas well as reaffirming the
consciousness of a shared sense of belongingeltatter respect, the identification of
known social units on stelae is essential, whichld&de difficult if it were to rely
exclusively on reading inscriptions, especiallycsirmany viewers may not have been
fully literate (cf. Baines and Eyre 2007 [1983])heFe are other aspects to take into
account in the reception of these artefacts, sscheaformance (e.g. some inscriptions
may have been read by others, or ritual actionshith people could participate may
have been linked to these objects), location, alesaf representations (see section 4.5).
There may have been a visual ‘code’ that would kenpbople to identify their groups,
and | argue that this is achieved through display presence (see sections 4.5 and 4.6).
These two may be considered ‘technologies of remande’ (cf. Jones 2003), which
would probably have been complemented and reaftirbneperformance and communal
participation in commemorative practices (e.g. Goton 1989: 37). While display is
based on identification by captions — signs for kénms could perhaps have been
recognised by semi-illiterate people — and othsecriptions, presence relies more on an
implied recognition of uncaptioned relatives andugr members. A group may hence
convey an image of itself that could become real bha remembered as such through
display, presence, and possibly performance.

Finally, holism is a fundamental orientation imstthesis. The objects of study are to
be seen as a whole, rather than a composite efeift parts. Although some aspects may
be considered separately for heuristic reasons. (emghip), it is necessary to
acknowledge that they belong within an all-encompagssystem. Examples of a holistic
approach in this thesis are the consideration wdtefls of stelae in chapels, rather than
individual stelae, as the unit of analysis (seaiseel.3), as well as their integration into
the landscape (see section 4.2.2), or the consiokeraf the kin group as a unit of
analysis. The concept of koinography stems from ficus (see section 5.2). It might be
adapted for other periods of Egyptian history, @odsibly other societies, although its
adequacy to them will need to be established.
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Although theoretically oriented proposals haveyom some extent crystallised in
fully engaged discussions in Egyptological literatsee sections 1.1 and 3.3.2) their
potential for gaining new insights into the matkersaconsiderable. In this framework, |
hope this analysis of relatedness in the Firstrinégliate Period and Middle Kingdom

may contribute to the study of kinship in its costef material culture.

6.4 Beyond this thesis

This thesis opens up research questions that | topersue in the future. It would be
desirable to expand the corpus of First Intermedrariod and Middle Kingdom material
for the analysis of kin relations. | intended oniglly to include a chapter on kinship
beyond stelae, dealing for example with literaryrses, depictions in elite tombs, or the
distribution of tombs in cemeteries. This, howeweoved impossible within the confines
of a thesis. Only some references to such souraee heen included to support the
argumentation, but a more thorough examination @doé necessary. In addition, the
guestion of the ritual landscape of Abydos and ititegration of stelae and chapels
therein also merits further investigation. Literatwn the landscape of Abydos and the
important role played by the cult of Osiris in theodelling of the site is relatively
abundant (Richards 1999; 2005; 2010; Effland arfthied 2010; Adams 2010), but it is
little understood how stelae related to cultic \attés and how they contributed to
shaping the landscape while in turn being influenog it.

Some anthropologically oriented topics would diemefit from further research. A
prime example of this is the tentative idea of sase in Egypt, and how the ka may
have constituted an essential element of kinshep &ection 5.8). If this were the case,
food may have been regarded as key to the sustemhrmommon kinship (ethnographic
parallel: Carsten 1995), and the importance of ghesentation of offerings may be
informed by this symbolism. In addition, the empbasn provision through deeds of
endowment (see e.g. Baer 1966; Johnson 1994), waieh been understood by some as
the equivalent of modern marriage contracts, maye Hsad non-economic aspects as
well: maybe the provision of a woman and her offgpmwould entail a membership in a
type of group. The ka seems to have been a visdneg of the living and the dead
(Kaplony 1980; Bolshakov 1997), and its transmissibrough a kin group may be
postulated because it was essential that funertargls in which the ka is nurtured and
sustained be performed by members of the kin graapally the eldest son, who may
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have been regarded as main keeper of the famdsdree after the death of his father
(see section 5.8). The ritual obligations of membar the family toward the deceased
have been studied for funerary rites (Willems 204gph. 199-200), but they may also be
examined as a strategy for strengthening kin Ties. role of theim-k3, usually rendered
‘ka servant’ (Allam 1985; Russo 2007: 201-2, 207V¥8&chak 2007: 450), could be
relevant here, because they might be understopdests of the family essence.

Information on household economy is restrictedter First Intermediate Period and
Middle Kingdom, and discussions focus on lettergdefjanakht and the Lahun papyri,
together with some private letters. This materialld be reassessed with the more
flexible idea of kin group here proposed in minal.alddition, it could be interesting to
initiate some comparative studies with other maipgasant societies to see if some
common patterns in the relationship of labour amdlip are noticeable, although such
comparisons should be attempted with caution.

Names and naming patterns are relevant to the tdthis thesis. People were often
named after a grandparent, naming from father to(s3obeing a secondary pattern
(Vernus 1982b; 1986). The importance of the namesgemust be pivotal to such
patterns, as well as probably a component thatiboméd to forging a sense of belonging
in the group, as in many ancient and modern sesieliracing name usage in a particular
region, for example, may also illustrate ideasrafteoring in the territory that can only be
hinted at in the absence of archaeological matevitii recorded provenance (Vernus
1982b: 328).

Study of emic conceptions of kinship and marrisgeomplex. While a complete
picture of kinship in ancient Egypt is not achieleatexploration of the intricacies of kin
groupings may contribute to a richer image of dgdieat can incorporate what | propose
are the flexible categories of Egyptian kinshipnt@times it may matter less to find
answers than to find questions that will offer Hedent perspective on the sources and

open up new avenues of research.
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