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Thesis abstract 
"An analysis of the Predynastic cemetery of el-Gerzeh: social identities and mortuary 

practices during the spread of the 'Naqada culture"' by Alice Stevenson 

The archaeological investigation into the remains of the Predynastic Egyptian 

cemetery of el-Gerzeh (3600 BC-3350 BC) is the basis for this thesis. The site was 

excavated in 1911 by the British School of Archaeology in Egypt, and became the 

eponymous site for that time. Despite the site's apparent importance, the published 

account was brief. Fortunately, the field-notes and cemetery map are extant, as are 

some of the artefacts excavated. Using these sources it is has been possible to re

evaluate the site and its significance. 

The dissertation is divided into three parts. Part I provides an overview of the 

evidence and assesses its chronological and spatial context. The data provide the 

opportunity to date one of the earliest substantial cemeteries bearing Upper Egyptian 

traits in Lower Egypt and this is addressed using cuiTent chronological models, 

mapping of horizontal stratigraphy and seriation of ceramic types. The dating of the 

site, however, is not an end in itself. Rather, it is a control for this thesis' main area of 

interest; the consideration of the identity of, and identities within, the community 

bmied here and this forms the basis for Pat1s II and Ill. Relevant sub-issues that are 

also discussed include scale, and the significance of funerary rituals to society, such 

as social memory, and how this is interpreted archaeologically. 

Group identity is the focus of Part II, and is viewed through the concepts of ethnicity 

and migration, emphasising the need to consider material culture as a correlate and 

medium of social practice. The material construction of the bmials, and the manner in 

which grave goods were manipulated dming the funeral, are compared with Upper 

and Lower Egyptian contexts and are used as evidence to argue that the community 

buried at Gerzeh were most likely migrants who were deeply embedded within Upper 

Egyptian traditions. Part Ill looks at the differences between graves within the 

cemetery as evidence for differential responses to age and social status. It is argued 

that previous attempts to interpret Predynastic mortuary evidence in these terms have 

been limited and over-simplified, a correlate partly, of employing outdated models. 

By appealing to more recent discussions in archaeology and anthropology a critical 

examination of these issues is presented. Using statistical methodologies, together 

with thick description of individual burial contexts, the complexity of mortuary 

practices and their significance for interpretation of identities are emphasised. 
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INTRODUCTION 



0.1 Background 

The fourth millennium BC along the Nile, from the Mediterranean to the First Cataract, is 

often charactetised as a petiod of relatively rapid change, marked by significant transitions 

in social complexity from the development of sedentary agriculturalist groups through to 

the emergence of a state (Midant-Reynes 2000, 169). Dming this petiod, the Predynastic, 

the material culture of Egypt transfotmed from two seemingly separate cultural traditions 

located in Upper and Lower Egypt, the 'Naqadan' and 'Maadi-Buto' cultures respectively, to 

a more homogeneous entity detived from the practices of Upper Egypt. This trajectory of 

change has been tracked ptimatily with reference to the corpus of material detived from 

mortuary contexts, and the data from one such mortuary setting is the basis for the present 

thesis. 

It was rather a fortuitous event that Gerald Wainwright came across a Predynastic cemetery 

in the course of investigations around Sneferu's pyramid at Meidum, in late 1910, for the 

Btitish School of Archaeology in Egypt (BSAE). Discovered only 7 km north-east of the 

Meidum pyramid, the site was named after the nearby modem village of el-Gerzeh. 1 On 

discovering artefacts of "the usual predynastic type" Wainwtight recognised the 

opportunity to document the first evidence of Predynastic Naqada culture outside its 

previously documented social field in Upper Egypt (Wainwtight 1912, 1). Ptior to the 

' 
excavation of this cemetery the most northerly Naqadan cemetery to have been located was 

in the Abydos district, some 300 km south of Gerzeh (Map 1). The distinctive character of 

the assemblage later led the pioneeting archaeologist William Flinders Pettie to use this 

cemetery as the type-site for his 'Gerzean' culture (Pettie 1939, 31). 

Despite the apparent significance of the cemetery, the excavation report was btief, as was 

typical of the time. Amongst the 24 pages of discussion only a handful of the more 

'notable' graves were desctibed in any detail. No grave register was published, although 

Petrie did include an abtidged table of 161 butials from Gerzeh in his Prehistoric Egypt 

volume (Pettie 1920, pi. LIII). Luckily, some of Pettie's notebooks were discovered in 

University College London in the late 1960s, and these included 298 tomb cards recording 

the excavation at Gerzeh. On the front of each, the tomb contents are listed, whilst the back 

bears a sketch of the grave with artefact and skeletal positions indicated. 

1 
Also spelt Gerza, Girza or Jirzah. 
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It is important to retrieve as much information as possible from this documentation, and 

from the extant artefacts since, like many sites, the intensification of cultivation and spread 

of urbanisation has meant that the site has suffered substantial destruction. Butzer, for 

instance, noted that the " ... the Predynastic cemetery of el-Gerzeh, excavated some seventy 

years ago, has disappeared" (1966, 215). More recent survey work in the region, however, 

suggests that some vestiges of the site remain (Appendix K), but most of it has been 

subsumed under a more modern cemetery (Fekri Hassan, pers. comm.). The immanent 

destruction of the site was apparent from the depiction of the proximity of the cultivation to 

the Predynastic cemetery on the map of the district of Riqqeh (Map 2), and this 

encroaching cultivation was noted in Wainwright's account of the excavation (Wainwright 

1912a, 1). The area was also subject to increased plundering following Wainwright's 

excavations, destroying many of the other dynastic cemeteiies in the area (Engelbach 1915, 

10). 

The only other study of Gerzeh made in consultation with the extant documentation, piior 

to the present thesis, was Joan Crowfoot Payne's unpublished work on the dating of the 

individual graves. A piimary aim of this study is, therefore, to biing the documentation of 

this excavation up ~to a higher standard, although as Chapter One discusses, vagaiies in the 

data mean that there are certain constraints upon this. 

The site and its interpretation are significant for a number of reasons. First, the data provide 

the opportunity to date one of the earliest substantial cemeteiies bearing Upper Egyptian 

traits in the Fayum region. Whilst the chronology for Upper Egypt has been considered in 

great depth (Hendiickx 1996; Kaiser 1957; Wilkinson 1996), less attention has been given 

to the Naqada cemeteries of the north. Hendtickx (1996, 67) has noted that these 

cemeteiies, including Gerzeh, should be studied separately on account of their regional 

location and the possibility of influences from the nearby Maadi-Buto groups. Part I, in 

addition to introducing the site, will also place Gerzeh in its temporal and spatial context. 

The dating of the site, however, is not an end in itself, and it is not the piimary goal of this 

work to reassess current chronological models. Rather it is but a control for this thesis' 
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main area of interest; the consideration of the identity of, and identities within, the 

community
2 buried here. This forms the basis for Parts II and Ill. 

0.2 Identities and the mortuary realm 

The framing questions in which the study of the Predynastic petiod has been conducted 

have tended to be dominated either by debates concerning the origins of the state, or by 

endeavours to distinguish cultural elements ancestral to later Pharaonic practices, such as 

ldngship. In the pursuit of these goals the full dynamism and diversity of Predynastic 

society can become neglected; it is marginalised in the fmmer approach and particularised 

in the latter. This is perhaps a result of the common conceptualisation of 'ancient Egypt' as 

an entity perpetuated over the course of many centuries by common religious, economic 

and social structures. Yet the diversity of practices within this is as much a character of 

ancient Egyptian society as is the striking continuity of cettain traditions and ideologies. 

This is true within periods as it is across them, and there is a nascent consensus in 

Egyptology that regional variations and identities were common phenomena throughout the 

course of Egyptian history (Baines 1996; Ftiedman 1994; Seidlmayer 1990, 431-442; 

Wilkinson 1996). The challenge, therefore, is to formulate models which accommodate 

both the local and the global. By working in detail with the material from one site, local 

practices that can be missed in broad accounts may be considered alongside general trends. 

One of the sub-issues within this thesis thus centres on the identification of structuring 

practices that stretch across Egypt in the latter part of the fourth millennium BC, and those 

elements which are particular to the location in question. 

Through the concept of 'social identity' it may be possible to re-orientate interpretive 

perspectives to encompass more nuanced examinations of the social fabric of this period. 

This is because identity, as a sociological and anthropological concept, concerns the active 

process of interaction between individuals and collectives, which forges and maintains the 

norms and values of society (Diaz-Andreu and Lucy 2005; Schortman 1989, 2). In these 

models the emphasis is upon the ongoing negotiation of multiple aspects of identity, on 

different scales and in different contexts. Social identity is not an essential essence that is 

singularly definable, but rather it refers to the ways in which individuals and collectives are 

2 
I am taking 'community' to mean a social group with which individuals identify and which is articulated 

through such factors as shared residence, subsistence requirements or cult. It is the latter that is the most 

relevant factor here, since the population within a single cemetery may derive from different settlements, and 

the community of the dead may often be very different from the community of the living. 
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distinguished in their social relations with other individuals and collectives (Jenkins 1996, 

4). This takes the fmm of a constant dialogue in which, as the influential works of 

Bourdieu and Giddens suggest (for summary see Shanks 2005), society does not exist 

independently of the people by whom it is constituted, since it is through their agency that 

society is perpetuated and recreated. Thus, instead of searching for static cultures, material 

markers, or 'identity kits' we can investigate the role of material culture in the creation and 

maintenance of identities by examining social practice; how artefacts were used in different 

contexts. 

As one the most direct archaeological encounters with past peoples, burials form a unique 

point of access into ancient practices, including identity. The interpretation of these, 

however, is not straightforward, and identity cannot be 'read off' directly from excavated 

remains. Such contexts are at once social, political, economic, religious and ideological 

constructions in which identity may be approximate to some, although not necessarily all, 

of these cultural domains. The teasing apart of these different aspects is thus a matter of 

theoretical debate, one that is often framed within a distinct area of research; 'the 

archaeology of death and burial', the literature on which is vast. Therefore, a second sub

theme that is touched upon throughout the following chapters is the nature of burial 

evidence, its role, within communities, and the different ways in which it may be 

informative about them. 

There are two main scales at which the examination of identities, on the basis of the 

mortuary remains from Gerzeh, shall proceed; inter-cemetery vatiability and intra-cemetery 

variability. 

Patt II of this thesis concerns inter-cemetery variability and the question of a shared group 

identity that transcends individual differences . In this regard the cemetery of Gerzeh is of 

particular interest. As will be expanded in Chapter Four, some scholars have interpreted the 

site as evidence for the tenitmial expansion of peoples from the south who brought with 

them their ceramic traditions (Seeher 1992, 231; von der Way 1991, 422-423). It is further 

postulated that this was "where the two Predynastic cultures of Upper and Lower Egypt 

first came into contact" (Bard 1994a, 277). More recently this version of events has been 

called into question and instead a more organic model of increasing cultural integration, 

based upon trade contacts, has been postulated to account for the homogenisation of 
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material goods across Egypt prior to the 1st Dynasty (Kohler 1995; 1996). Thus Gerzeh 

potentially provides an insight into the nature of the homogenisation phenomenon and of 

interaction with the social groups in Lower Egypt. Does this community represent an ethnic 

and/or territorial expansion? Can we consider this site to be a pioneer community or a 

'trade Diaspora'? Can we infer from the material remains what relationships existed 

between this community and others within, and beyond, the region? In using the concept of 

social identity as a lens to investigate these questions it is possible to shift the focus from 

one on 'culture', as has been the dominant paradigm, to one where the significant feature of 

investigation lies in elucidating networks of interaction maintained by significant social 

categories (Schortman 1989, 56). Models of ethnicity in particular are of relevance here, 

not as something to be identified in the archaeological record per se, but as an analytical 

concept that can be used heuristically to challenge some of the ways in which previous 

models of group identities have been formulated. By consideting recent archaeological 

thinking on the concepts of ethnicity and migration in Chapter Four these issues may be 

addressed. 

In rising to the challenge of understanding social practice as a process situated between 

structure and action, it is argued in Chapter Four that, in order to elucidate social 

affiliations, we need to look at the way in which artefacts were used in the mortuary rituals 
' 

at Gerzeh, rather than in the material complising the assemblage alone. Thus while Chapter 

Five desclibes the elements of the burial assemblages at Gerzeh and their comparison to 

other contemporary burial assemblages, the ways different objects were deployed in 

mortuary rituals is also considered. Chapter Six considers the ways in which these elements 

were combined and articulated together within graves. By these means it may be possible 

to identify structuring principles that relate to wider cultural practices in the Nile Valley, 

but which at the same time also touch upon individualising practices that may be local in 

derivation. 

Part Ill considers the ways in which the community at Gerzeh expressed differentiation 

within itself in categmical identities such as . age, sex and status, as well as other personal 

identities. Although burials provide a unique window into these ancient constructions of 

identity, the interpretation of them is complicated by the fact that graves at this time 

represent the actions of the living and may not always reflect the identity that the deceased 

held in life. Chapter Seven will attend to some of these issues before turning to the 
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evidence for differential treatment according to sex and age in Chapter Eight, and to 

variations in status in Chapter Nine. Whilst the majority of studies undertaken with 

reference to this period have concentrated upon vertical scales of differentiation, it will be 

argued in these chapters that these can be better understood by the additional examination 

of qualitative atttibutes of mortuary remains that may reference more ambiguously other 

forms of identity and cultural practice. In this manner we may progress from studying only 

social structure to more overtly consideting the creation of social identities in mortuary 

contexts through social practice. 

0.3 Summary 

Through the central theme of identity, together with subsidiary issues concerning scale and 

the significance of funerary practices, the material from Gerzeh can be presented and 

interpreted more fully. Moreover, it is hoped that in utilising these approaches, the potential 

of such data for the study of the Predynastic can, in general, be realised. Although divided 

into sections for analytical purposes, it is nevertheless acknowledged that identities are 

relational and cannot be studied in isolation (Diaz-Andreu and Lucy 2005, 9). Thus, the 

various strands of the argument will necessarily interweave across the following chapters. 
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PART I 
GERZEH IN CONTEXT 



Chapter One: Data and methodologies 

1.1 Introduction 

As with any archaeological project data are not simply consumable in their raw state, and 

data coJJection and organisation wiiJ always be, to a certain extent, subjective. Throughout 

the course of my research choices had to be made in order to overcome certain limitations 

in the availability and usability of the evidence. The primary information derives from the 

miginal excavation tomb cards and the cemetery plan, together with 272 artefacts from the 

site. Each of these has their own particular problems, as will be outlined below. After 

consideration of these, a general overview of the cemetery can be provided. Finaiiy, it is 

necessary to consider issues related to making inferences from such mortuary evidence. 

The archaeological study of mortuary behaviour is a theoreticaiJy weii-informed area of 

discussion and it is thus possible to draw from a rich methodological base for the purposes 

of viewing the Gerzeh data, as wiii be discussed below. 

1.2 Data collection and organisation 

1.2.1 Tomb cards 

The first step undertaken was to identify and order the data. The primary dataset derived 

from tomb cards (Figure 1) currently held by the Pettie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology, 

" 
University CoJJege London. These documents are smaii (11.2 cm x 9.3 cm) and the 

information was recorded in pencil, which has faded over time. Although facsimiles of the 

cards are available, in both CD and microfiche format, digital scanning has compromised 

the resolution. It was thus necessary to consult the originals, although the combination of 

iiiegible handwriting and pale markings meant that it was not always apparent what had 

been written. 

Each card has printed sections for the notation of pottery, stone, bronze, amulets, beads, 

ornaments, disturbance, head and face direction, clothing, sex, coffin, chamber type and 

chamber dimensions. The clothing, coffin and chamber portions were not utilised by 

Wainwright (since these were not features of this cemetery) and the ornament section was 

used as a general space for making notes. Despite the discrete section for the identification 

of sex this was, unfortunately, not recorded and when filled only recorded the instances 

where the grave occupant was a child. This imposes certain constraints on the discussion of 
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identity and a crucial axis of potential differentiation will therefore be missing from 

analysis. 

•tttGtl 
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Figure 1: Front and back of a tomb card 

After transcribing the details, the data were entered into several different Excel 

spreadsheets. The principal spreadsheet noted the contents of each grave, classified into 

broad categories and recorded on a presence/absence basis (signified by binary notation), 

and in a few categories qualitative atttibutes and quantities were recorded. A second 

spreadsheet was constructed for the pottery types (Appendix B). This formed the basis for 

the seriation in Chapter Two. The field-recording of pottery types appears to have been 

inconsistent and not all the ceramics drawn on the tomb plan were identified in the list of 

pottery types on the front of the cards. For example, the wavy-handled vessels are clearly 

identifiable on the grave sketch on account of the representation of the handle, but on six 

cards where such a handle is depicted 1 no wavy-handled pot is listed. A further 

inconsistency was that, although each vessel drawn was numbered, this was very often not 

linked to any pottery type listed on the front face, and it was often impossible to identify 

the vessel simply on the basis of the drawing given their crude rendering. Differentiating 

between pointed-base ceramics (R66-R69, R74-R76) was extremely problematic as can be 

seen from Figure 1. This was especially the case in tombs that contained numerous vessels. 

I 
Graves 36, 80, 86, 196 221 and 248. 
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Further detail on the positioning of prominent artefacts within each individual tomb was 

also recorded to allow insight into any underlying trends in the funerary ritual. This process 

was again hampered by the roughness of the tomb sketches and the resulting figures from 

this analysis remain approximate. The positions of the artefacts that could be identified 

were recorded using a relatively simple body diagram (Figure 2). The resulting data could 

then be analysed using statistical methods to gauge the likelihood of social rules or trends 

(Chapter Six). 

r-. - · ..------------. 

G 
[] 
[J 
[] 

f 

Figure 2: Artefact position codes relative to body 

1. 2.2 Cemetery map 

The miginal photographs and associated negatives could not be located. The only images 

available are those that were published in the excavation report which show eight graves.2 

A map of the cemetery, however, is available (Map 3). This was digitised and linked to the 

grave contents spreadsheet using the computer software ArcMap, in order to facilitate 

spatial analysis of the data. Not all of the graves are plotted on this as 14 had been omitted 

from the original map drawing.3 In three cases4 it is clear that the omission was a result of a 

lack of triangulation data, which had not been recorded on the tomb card. In one further 

2 

3 
Graves 12, 14, 113, 121, 133,142, 171 and 206. 

4 
Graves 51, 76, 162, 171, 227, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271 and 272. 

Graves 76, 227 and 270. 
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instance it seems that the absence of the grave was because the resulting co-ordinates 

placed it well outside the main . cemetery area.5 Whether this was due to an en·or in the 

original measurements, or whether this was a genuine outlier is unclear, although the latter 

seems unlikely. Why the remaining graves were overlooked is unknown. 

In the field, Wainwright had recorded the location of each grave by triangulation from four 

base lines labelled A-D. No information exists, however, as to where these lines were 

positioned relative to the site's topography. This made the addition of the missing graves to 

the map problematic and it was decided to abandon the attempt to precisely reintegrate 

these missing graves. A grid was placed over the digitised map and graves recorded by this 

grid reference as an additional guide to grave location (Map 4). 

An additional problem included the inconect numbering of some graves6 and these were 

con·ected for the digitised version. In one instance it was impossible to ascertain the 

numeral that had been written originally.7 

1.2.3 Museum artefacts 

Although the data noted on the tomb cards are relatively detailed, for the time, it was 

nevertheless important to locate the material sent to museums. Included amongst the Petrie 

archives are a number of documents relating to the subsequent distribution of finds from 

each season. The distribution list for 1910-11 records 13 destinations that were assigned 

artefacts from Gerzeh8 and each of these was contacted for vetification of the artefacts 

received. The institutions that confirmed that they possessed artefacts from Gerzeh were 

then visited in order to make detailed observations on each artefact. These institutions are 

variable in terms of their size, their resources and the curatmial expertise available. As a 

5 
Grave 268 . Whereas all other graves fell between 0 and 200 inches along a base line, in this case the 

triangulation data extended well beyond the perimeters of the cemetery. 
6 

The grave marked 115 is in fact grave 111. Grave 111 was cut through by a later New Kingdom burial, as is 

depicted on the map. Grave 115 was undisturbed and there already existed on the original map another grave 

marked 115. Additionally, there were two graves seemingly numbered 203, but comparison with the 

triangulation data demonstrated that the grave in Ml3 was in fact grave 213. Finally, there were two graves 

numbered 100 on the map. The correct grave was identified as the one in 18, whilst the outlier in J 17 is likely 

to be grave 160. 
7 

This is the grave in G 11112, which could not be correlated with any triangulation data. It has been numbered 

~and is not utilised in further analysis . 
Aberdeen, Bolton, Bristol, Brussels, Cambridge, Horniman, Hitchin, Glasgow, Manchester, Nottingham, 

Oxford, Reading, Rochdale and York. The objects sent to Hitchin, Reading and York could not be located. 

The list does not include the Petrie Museum. 
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result, the quality of the associated documentation differed and not all of the artefacts could 

be located nor could all the original contexts be identified. An additional problem, unique 

to this particular case study, relates to the site's role as the type-site for a cultural phase, 

which has, over the years, led to some confusion regarding provenance. Many artefacts 

listed in museums as originating from the Predynastic cemetery at Gerzeh were in fact 

unprovenanced 'Gerzean' objects, a label that has, on occasion, been misinterpreted as a 

reference to the original context. Finally, along with select artefacts from the Predynastic 

site of Gerzeh, the BSAE distribution of 1911 also included material from two other 

projects; Mazghuneh and Hawara. There are thus instances where material credited as 

deriving from the Predynastic cemetery comprises dynastic artefacts from these other sites. 

The collecting strategy employed by Wainwright was largely dictated by the requirement to 

provide museums with display-worthy artefacts. Consequently, the museum sample is not 

representative of the cemetery as whole. This is particularly the case for the ceramic 

corpus, which is composed largely of unique and unusual specimens, and no rough-ware 

forms are represented, despite their being the most frequent types recorded (see Chapter 

Two). Only 2.5% of the pottery recorded made it into museum collections, in comparison 

to the other major categories of goods which are better represented (Table 1). It is clear that 

the rationale for retaining pottery was primatily aesthetic, as almost half of the pottery is 

constituted by decorated ware (itself only 3.2% of the corpus). It can only be presumed that 

the vast majority of pottery was left in the ground. 

Artefact Total Total in %of total 

Category Excavated museum excavated 
sample N 

Pottery c. 2212 53 2.4 

Beads >2782 1265 4.6 

Stone Vessel 92 56 60.9 

Flint c. 70 (min. #) 53 75.7 

Mineral c.47 3 y 6.4 

Palette 33 13 39.4 

Ivory/Bone 18 13 72.2 

Rubbing Stones 11 4 36.4 

Mud vessels 36 3 8.3 

Table 1: Approxtmate representation of obJects m the museum sample 

9 I . 
t ts clear from the distribution lists that more mineral samples were sent to museums. Unfortunately, 

museums appear to have been unimpressed by these specimens and three institutions could not find these. 
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The corpus of information gathered from the museum survey was entered into a 

spreadsheet, represented by Appendices C to I, whilst object drawings may be found in 

Appendix J. Artefacts from the museum sample are numbered from 1 to 272 and are 

refetTed to throughout this thesis with the prefix 'ms'. 

1.3 Cemetery overview 

The cemetery was located in a shallow wadi, in what Wainwright described as a slightly 

raised gravel bed, south of the primary wadi cutting across the Riqqeh site in the direction 

of the Fayum (Wainwright 1912a, 1). It was noted to be in the desert, only 300 yards from 

cultivation and surrounded by dunes. 

The tomb cards were numbered from 1 to 296, although there are in fact 298 tomb cards as 

two are devoted to the description of a single grave (206) and two graves were accidentally 

numbered 110, only to be differentiated later as 110 and 110a. 10 Not all of the graves 

enumerated are Predynastic, however, as two other periods are also represented; the 2nd 

Dynasty and the 18th Dynasty. The first nine record heavily plundered graves that 

Wainwright atttibuted to the 2nd Dynasty, on the basis of three limestone vases identified 

as being of 2nd Dynasty form and the tightly contracted position of the bodies (Wainwright 

1912a, 2). 11 These individuals had been bmied on higher ground above the edges of the 

Predynastic cemetery and were not incorporated into Wainwtight's rudimentary analysis or 

commentary, nor were these drawn on the plan. Once these graves are discarded from the 

present discussion there are 287 records left to investigate. Thus there are 288 numbered 

graves available for discussion. Scholars who have profiled Gerzeh in their overviews have 

taken this figure of 288 Predynastic graves as fact (Bard 1987, 87; Hendrickx and van den 

Brink 2002, 352). 

There are, however, further complications which Wainwright alluded to in the official 

publication: "Out of the 288 graves which we opened ... 39 were plundered or of the New 

Kingdom period" (Wainwright 1912a, 5). Seventeen graves were positively recorded on the 

tomb cards as having been Iooted12 and a further fourteen were identified as being heavily 

disturbed with tombs being almost entirely empty or containing only scatterings of bone or 

10 
Numbered in the current study as 1100. 

11 
These vases were neither drawn nor described and, as their whereabouts are unknown, it is impossible to 

assess the accuracy of this chronological attribution. 
12 

Grave numbers 175,221,237,242,243,248,249,253,255,256,259,278,289,290,291 and 292. 
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pottery scraps 13 (Map 5). Although Wainwright seemingly eliminated these disturbed 

specimens from his survey they will be retained in this study as several workers have 

demonstrated the validity of including data from plundered tombs (Castillos 1982, 15; 

Kroeper 1992, 139-140; 2004, 874; Rowland 2004a, 1002; Savage 1995, 125-157). 

On first consideration the plundering of ancient tombs could be regarded as a loss of 

information. In several Predynastic cemetery analyses, however, it was apparent that the 

application of ranking systems to evaluate tomb wealth, for instance, resulted in the same 

rank category regardless of whether wealth was calculated using object frequency or energy 

expenditure. At Minshat Abu Omar, for instance, the results of the vmious ranking systems 

applied remained equivalent despite the occunence of looting (Kroeper 2004, 874). 

Moreover, it is often the case that even in the event of robbery many tombs still contained a 

considerable number of precious artefacts (Castillos 1982, 15). Savage (1995, 125) 

distinguished between primary and secondary plundering at Naga-ed-Der, the former being 

strategic tomb invasion not long after burial and the latter occurring more opportunistically 

in later antiquity or in more modem times. In making this distinction Savage was able to 

discuss certain types of behaviour, including competition between factions. The study of 

plundered graves is therefore a viable, even illuminating, avenue of investigation. 

It is likely that the majority of the looting that occuned at Gerzeh actually resulted from 

later New Kingdom activities, perhaps in the course of digging graves for members of their 

own community. These New Kingdom tombs seem to be intrusions from the 18th Dynasty 

cemetery which lay south of the bay in which the Predynastic community chose to bury 

their dead. Burials that are identified positively on the tomb cards as such include graves 

190, 194 and 195. Grave 195 displays affirmative evidence, in the form of a single 

Predynastic pot, which indicates that a prehistmic burial had been destroyed in the process 

of digging the later grave. The elongated bmial pit, orientated on anE-W axis, a number of 

which appear to have been brick-lined, typifies these inhumations. Dynastic artefacts, 

including a blue paste jar and glazed beads from btick-lined grave 246, confirm the later 

date. 

13 Grave numbers 45, 109,211,218,223,224,226,227,230,231,235,239,240 and 261. Tomb 247 is not 
recorded as disturbed but it is likely, as despite being the third largest grave in the cemetery, there was no 
body and the pottery was located in the sand above the tomb. 
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The identification of any remaining New Kingdom interments remains tentative, but their 

primary distinguishing feature is the grave dimensions, where the length equalled at least 

three times or more the breadth. When this calculation is applied to all recorded tomb 

proportions nine graves filter out, 14 six of which are orientated on a strict E-W axis15 and a 

further two of which are inclined on a SE-NW Jine. 16 A few other details confirm this later 

date. The presence of a mummified skull together with worked pieces of wood and "wheel

turned" pottery in grave 252 suggests that this may be a grave of later date, although this is 

not specified on the tomb card. Given that pottery was not thrown on a potter's wheel until 

the Old Kingdom (Bourriau 1981, 44-52) it seems that this, too, may be a dynastic grave. 

Similarly, grave 244 also possessed a wheel-turned bowl covering baby's bones. Therefore, 

although the grave dimensions do not conform to the pattern established for the other New 

Kingdom tombs, it is likely that this is merely due to the smaller size of the occupant. 

A further possible New Kingdom candidate is grave 237, which contained a brick "16" x 6 

%" x 3 14" ". The dimensions of the six bricks in grave 195 are recorded to be in a similar 

range, 17 as are the ten bricks in tomb 246. 18 Bricks of comparable proportions were 

recovered from the New Kingdom tombs in nearby cemetery A, Riqqeh (Engelbach 1915, 

20). Although Predynastic mud bricks are known from elite tombs at sites such as Naqada, 

and long mud slabs were used to revet the wall of an underground chamber at Maadi 
' 

(Kemp 2000, 79), the respective dimensions of the Gerzeh examples indicate a much later 

date. 19 Wainwright also stated in his final report that no brick-lined graves were found in 

the Predynastic burials (Wainwright 1912a, 4). In summary, it appears that eleven20 of the 

numbered graves can be attributed to the New Kingdom (Map 5) and consequently these 

will not be included in any further analysis. 

New Kingdom tombs are also noted to have disturbed other Predynastic plots. Tomb 111 

actually comprises two separate intetments, one Predynastic, orientated on the N-S axis, 

and an overlying E-W orientated individual buried in a wooden coffin. This latter corpse 

was laid in the typical extended position of the New Kingdom, with hands crossed over the 

14 Graves 167, 190, 194, 195,246,252,289,290 and 291. 
15 Graves 190, 194, 195, 167,246 and 289. 
16 Graves 190 and 191. 
17 The dimensions (in inches) detailed on the tomb card are 14x4 Y2 x6 Y2 and 15 Y2 x 4 1h x 6 5/4. 
18 The dimensions logged (in inches) are 15 x 7 1/.l x 4 and 14 Y2 x 7 x 4 Y2. 
19 Following Spencer (1979, cited in Kemp 2000, 87) the earliest bricks seem to cluster in the range of 24 x 
12 cm and the chronological trend is for more elongated, larger forms. 
20 Graves 167, 190, 194, 195,237,244,246,252, 289,290 and 291. 
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will not be included in any further analysis. 

New Kingdom tombs are also noted to have disturbed other Predynastic plots. Tomb 111 

actually comprises two separate interments, one Predynastic, orientated on the N-S axis, 

and an overlying E-W orientated individual buried in a wooden coffin. This latter corpse 

was laid in the typical extended position of the New Kingdom, with hands crossed over the 

14 
Graves 167, 190, 194, 195,246,252,289,290 and 291. 

15 
Graves 190, 194, 195, 167,246 and 289. 

16 
Graves 190 and 191. 

17 
The dimensions (in inches) detailed on the tomb card are 14x4 Y2 x6 Y2 and 15 Y2 x 4 14 x 6 5/4. 

18 
The dimensions logged (in inches) are 15 x 7 14 x 4 and 14 Y2 x 7 x 4 Yl. 

19 
Following Spencer (1979, cited in Kemp 2000, 87) the earliest bricks seem to cluster in the range of 24 x 

12 cm and the chronological trend is for more elongated, larger forms . 
20 

Graves 167, 190, 194, 195,237,244,246,252,289, 290 and 291. 
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pelvis and head pointing west. A similar situation appears to be the case for Predynastic 

graves 230 and 249. In the case of 209 the tomb card notes that, although 18th Dynasty 

artefacts were encountered above the prehistoric interment, it seems not to have been 

affected. 

Other disturbances can be attributed to the Predynastic peliod itself, such as grave 135, 

which is a composite of two separate overlying Predynastic burials. Similarly, tomb 77 has 

a child's burial situated in close contact with the adult burial, which in turn includes the pot 

burial of another child. Grave 164 was cut off to the south, just below the corpse's feet, by 

grave 165, although the grave otherwise appears to be undisturbed. A later Predynastic 

tomb cut through an earlier one in tomb 248, although both appear to have been plundered. 

Tomb card 56 also encompasses two graves that were juxtaposed very closely with no 

apparent division between them, apart from two pieces of rock, although the orientations of 

the bodies were opposed. It is difficult to establish which artefacts noted on the cards 

belong to grave 56 and which belong to 56A. In all of these cases the excavator chose to 

Jump together the different contexts and record them as one, making it extremely difficult 

to assess what objects derive from which grave. Even if this were possible, however, it is 

conceivable that when an earlier grave was encountered, the objects may have been 

usurped from their previous context and subsumed within the new mortuary assemblage. 

Taking these into ' consideration means that, although there were at least 281 burials 

excavated, the dataset available for analysis consists of 277 Predynastic bmials, with the 

most intact concentration of bmials located in the western, north-western and southern 

sections of the burial ground. Despite these disturbances, the cemetery at Gerzeh remains 

one of the least disturbed cemeteries to have been investigated (Chart 1). 
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Chart 1: Approximate percentage of graves plundered by cemetery 

The majority of the graves housed only one corpse, but there were six tombs in the 

cemetery that contained the body of more than one individual. Grave 143 is the exceptional 

example of an interment of three bodies. Graves 77, 110, 121, 171 and 281 all have the 

remains of younger individuals closely associated with adult remains. In total, therefore, 

there were at least 289 Predynastic individuals laid to rest in the cemetery at Gerzeh. 

1.4 Issues associated with use of cemetery data 

Archaeologists have long worked with burial evidence. Our perception of the significance 

of these contexts, and what we may productively gain from them, has, however, been 

subject to various shifts in the dominant interpretative framework. 

Despite the prominence of the theme of burial in common narratives of ancient Egypt, 

direct theoretical engagement with the wider social significance of these practices, and 

what they might tell us about aspects of the structure and nature of the society that created 

them, including identity, has been more limited. There are a plethora of books that describe 

burial in ancient Egypt but, on account of the relative wealth of textual and iconographic 

data (albeit from the perspective of the minmity elite), interpretation is often limited to the 

sphere of eschatology and religious belief. Unsurprisingly, perhaps, in the absence of 

standard historical points of reference, the Predynastic has attracted greater interest in the 
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application of anthropologically detived models of mortuary analysis than any other 

. d 21 peno . 

One of the first scholars to bring new models to the Predynastic burial dataset was Michael 

Hoffman (1979), who was influenced by social anthropologists Metcalf and Huntington 

(1979). They devoted a substantial part of their study of death rituals to the transition of 

kingship dming royal burials and thus the appeal for Hoffman in explaining state formation 

through mortuary practices is understandable. He felt that there had been a tendency to see 

the tombs of Egypt as technical and aesthetic products in themselves, and that the greater 

functional significance of death and burial had been ignored (Hoffman 1979, 327). For 

Hoffman, this was the function of burials as 'powerfacts', which meant that the elaboration 

of mortuary cult " ... was one of the most socially, economically, and politically sensitive 

indicators of the rise of the state" (Hoffman 1979, 336). 

Drawing heavily on the work of Binford (1971), Saxe (1971), and Tainter (1978), 

Predynastic scholars, following Hoffman's lead, turned to statistical methodologies in order 

to measure the emergence of hierarchy, inequality and status through the mortuary record 

(e.g Bard 1994b; Castillos 1982; Griswold 1992b; Savage 1997; Wilkinson 1996). Energy 

expenditure on tomb construction, the presence of "badges of status" and abstract scales of 

object value were all calculated from burial data with the aim of gauging the development 

of social hierarchies within the frame of state formation. The implementation of this 

anachronistic perspective documented a society seemingly racing inevitably towards 

statehood on a log,.linear scale. 

Although not denying the contribution of this work to understanding certain aspects of 

social organisation, there remain some methodological and interpretive shortfalls. 

Crucially, these quantitative approaches have obfuscated the variability that characterises 

the bmials of this period (Wengrow and Baines 2004, 1094). A more qualitative slant may 

therefore be desirable and will be implemented alongside statistical gauging of broad 

patterns in the current study. 

21 
Recent exceptions have been Richards' (2005) consideration of the socio-economics of tomb construction 

of the Middle Kingdom and Meskell's (1999) third-wave feminist approach to the material from the New 
Kingdom site of Deir el-Medina. 
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Critiques of these quantitative approaches are well-developed in archaeological thinking. 

As has often been pointed out (e.g. Pader 1982, 54; Parker Pearson 1999a, 32), these 

approaches tend . to see funerary practices as direct reflections of status, with the burial 

representing a kind of "fossilised terminal status" (Peebles 1971, 69). It has been 

continually emphasised, however, that it was the moumers who conducted the burial ritual 

and hence it was through their actions that the deceased was represented (e.g. Parker 

Pearson 1999a, 84). This raises the important point that the identity of the deceased in 

burial may not equate with their identity in life. These themes had already been explored, to 

various degrees, in ethnographic accounts, where it had been strongly suggested that 

funeral rituals were impottant in the construction and maintenance of the social 

organisation of the living (Bloch and Parry 1982). 

The funeral provides this opportunity for the presentation, negotiation and manipulation of 

identities for the perpetuation of social boundaries after death. For archaeologists, the 

agenda under this rhetoric was to examine how the funeral permitted the relationships 

between the survivors and the dead to be reconstituted (Parker Pearson 1982), and how 

material culture could play an active role within this. Seen in this light grave goods are not 

assumed to be the deceased's 'identity kit', rather the creation of the assemblage is seen as 

the mechanism through which the moumers could express the linkages between the dead 

and the living, as well as comment upon the social upheaval experienced by a community 

in the wake of death (Briick 2004, 307). The relational construct of identity is thus 

emphasised in such approaches. Egyptology could benefit from these theoretical 

perspectives as there is a tendency to overemphasise the significance of grave goods in the 

construction of an afterlife for the deceased (e.g. Midant-Reynes 2000, 187), at the expense 

of additionally considering the role that the creation of burial spaces played in the social 

existence of the living (Stevenson forthcoming). 

We might see the change from the privileging of the identity of the dead to identities 

among the living as not entirely eclipsing the methodologies of previous burial analyses, 

which retain some utility, albeit in a revised discourse (Morris 1991, 163). They offer scope 

for adding depth and wider significance to understanding the funeral in society. Many 

scholars, however, still remain dissatisfied with this revised account of the function of 

mortuary practices. For Tarlow (1999) and Meskell (1999), the centrality of the theme of 

power within both these interpretive frameworks overshadows the embodied experience of 
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grief and social upheaval following the death of a member of the social group. For others, 

these approaches fail to take into account collective representations of religious beliefs, and 

the fact that grave furniture may reference these rather than social status (Carr 1995, 110-

111; Monis 1991, 147; Pader 1982, 58). 

These are not different points of view that need to be resolved, however. They merely 

underscore the complexity of the data and illustrate the need for more nuanced, 

crosscutting examinations. As Monis (1991, 163) has argued, there are many ways to 

understand the ritual disposal of the dead. These alternative positions merely offer different 

points of departure into the examination of ancient mortuary remains, and they are not 

mutually exclusive. Death is an essential feature of the human condition that requires 

people to develop a means of coping with it. Coping may cettainly be emotionally 

challenging, but it is nevertheless culturally processed (Thomas 2002, 29), and in this, 

people may draw from the particular mechanisms of religion, the necessity of ritual 

prescription, and/or the petformance of social obligations that characterise their habitus. 

They may subvert some aspects of meaning, or negotiate and manipulate the situation to 

their own ends, or take comfort from following set rituals, but they all draw from 

historically contingent practices that may enable the construction of new meaning but 

which, at the same time, impose cultural restraints on their actions (Dobres and Robb 2000, 

5). 

Recent syntheses of approaches to mortuary data acknowledge this interpretive complexity 

(Ashmore and Geller 2005; Ban·ett 1992; Chesson 2001). It is clear that mortuary studies 

now involve more nuanced examinations of the social fabric enveloping the living and the 

dead, attending more closely to dimensions of status, gender, class, faction, age, sexuality, 

and individuality, as well as consideting the more sensual, embodied and cosmological 

aspects of death. 

We should not seek then to "re-centre the emotive dimension" (Meskell 1999, 212), or 

dichotomise power, or even to privilege religious motivations, but recognise that there may 

be conceptual links between these. Religion, or the establishment of an all-embracing 

sacred order, for example, has been viewed as a way in which a society's worldview is 

legitimised (Shilling 1993, 178). Religion may provide a source of self-identity enabling 

individuals and collectives to locate themselves within complex meaning structures. Since 
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the cosmological order can, in cettain contexts, both create and consolidate existing social 

orders, aspects of wealth, status, class, gender, kinship and/or ethnicity may crosscut 

formalised religious knowledge structures. These structures may contribute to the 

recreation of social divisions, although participants may not always be conscious that this is 

a consequence of their actions. Separating these domains, therefore, may be a false project 

informed more by our own modemist experience of death and burial , which sociologists 

have characterised as distanced, isolated, privatised, legalised, and medicalised (Howarth 

and Jupp 1996, xiii). 

The construction of a bmial in many ancient societies may have been a more socially 

integrated, personalised process involving a complex interplay of religion, ritual, social 

relations, economics and emotions, the boundaries between which were undoubtedly 

blmTed. Which of these may be involved in any one context of death could be a difference 

of degrees, rather than of kinds of behaviour. What we need to acknowledge then is the 

variability in the record, by considering close contextual analysis of individual tombs, 

together with large categmizations, thereby facilitating the investigation into where the 

constituents of difference intersect (Meskell 1999, 211) and, crucially for the subject of the 

current thesis, which parts are integral in the construction of identities. People exercise 

different facets of their identity at different times, meaning that categorizations are often 

fluid and crosscutting rather than constructed in binary oppositions. Such complexity may 

not be fully realised in the statistical distillation of data, although such procedures may 

facilitate the identification of certain pattems (Joyce 2001, 20). Therefore, a more nuanced 

approach to mortuary investigation may be more sensitive to this, involving both 

qualitative and quantitative observations. 

1.5 Conclusion 

The Gerzeh dataset, despite limitations and some frustrating gaps, nevertheless represents 

one of the more intact cemeteries from this period. It is thus a valuable foundation for the 

analysis of identity in this period. This is especially the case with mortuary evidence, for it 

is a context that involves an intense integration of ideology, social organization, economics, 

religion and other codified aspects of human social existence. Consequently, the 

" ... archaeology of burial practices is now written in terms of practices which address a 

range of potentially diverse expectations" and which constructs" .. . fragmentary images and 

multi-layered pasts" (Ban·ett 1992, 160-161). Therefore, in each area of focus, I will 

22 



examine broad categorical variables to identify general patterns, but I will also consider the 

unusual or exceptional graves and question why these are outliers. Although this study is 
. . 

structured into discrete domains to facilitate such a discussion, each chapter will have 

relevance to the others and overlap is inevitable. Moreover, while enquiry remains focussed 

on issues of identity, some aspects of ritual, cosmology and emotion do need to be 

considered if they can be demonstrated to provide alternative potential meanings or a 

counterpoint to interpretations of identity. 

The subject of mortuary analysis is an exceptionally wide area of discourse within itself, 

much of which is beyond the scope of the cuiTent thesis, and I have therefore attempted 

above to introduce some of the general themes that inform my perspective. Further 

theoretical and methodological detail is interspersed throughout the following chapters. 
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--------------~------------------------~ 

Chapter Two: The chronological framework 

2.1 Introduction . 

Establishing a temporal scale for the Predynastic has been a central concern since the 

antiquity of Egypt was first recognised by Jacques de Morgan in 1896. For the greater part 

of this discourse relative dating has been the focus of chronological measurement, a form 

of dating based upon inter-dependent sources of data, namely pottery types and 

assemblages. Two such relative chronological systems exist for the Predynastic sequence, 

albeit with modifications by vmious scholars. The first is Petrie's sequence dating (SD) 

system that he developed from the Naqada and Diospolis Parva corpus of pottery types 

(Petrie 1901), and which were subsequently grouped into three 'cultures' named the 

Amratian, Gerzean and Semainean. The second system was developed by Kaiser (1957) in 

relation to the hmizontal stratigraphy at Armant and is refened to as the Stufen system. 

These two systems have both been extensively critiqued (Hendrickx 1996; 1999; 2006; 

Wilkinson 1993, 1996) and one consequence of this is a wide variety of alternative, eo

varying chronological terms. The cunent consensus favours Stan Hendtickx's (1989) seties 

of Naqada dates and, as it is the most up-to-date system, it will be implemented in the 

present thesis. There has also been, in the last two decades or so, the collection of a number 

of radiocarbon dates that have led to attempts to hatmonise the absolute measurement of 

time with the relative chronology. The first section of this chapter will, therefore, be 

devoted to the clarification of the chronological nomenclature that will be used throughout 

this thesis. 

The second part of this chapter concerns the temporal position of Gerzeh within these 

chronological units, a task complicated by the fact that these Predynastic systems were 

ptimarily constructed from Upper Egyptian ceramic sequences. The extent to which the 

system developed for Upper Egypt is applicable to Gerzeh therefore requires evaluation. 

There are three interlinking approaches that will be brought to bear upon this issue. The 

first is the assignment of Hendrickx's Naqada dates, using his chronology handbook, to 

each pottery type, and by extension, to each grave assemblage. This can be cross

referenced with a second approach in which the positions of certain pottery types are 

plotted on the cemetery map in order to establish whether patterning, that may be temporal, 

can be observed (Hendrickx 1996, 52). Given the distance between the closest comparable 

mmtuary assemblages in the Badari distiict and Gerzeh, any assumption of a similar course 

of ceramic development must be considered carefully. The importance of studying regions 
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independently has been highlighted by the most recent attempts at refining Egypt's early 

chronology (Hendtickx 1996, 67; Wilkinson; 1996, 89-90) and a final approach to the 

ordering of Gerzeh's pottery, independent of previous schemes, is through the application 

of computer-based seriation. By using these three approaches in tandem it is possible to 

begin to link and differentiate local and global scales of analysis. 

2.2 Pottery typologies 

Petrie's corpora (1921; Petrie 1901) have been the most influential system for organising 

early Egyptian pottery types. The basis of Petrie's scheme involves several different 

distinguishing criteria (Pettie 1920, 3). Rough (R-ware), red-polished (P-ware), and black

topped (B-ware) specimens were identified in terms of their surface appearance. The wavy

handled class (W-ware), on the other hand, was distinguished by reference to the addition, 

or depiction, of an undulating handle or handles. Decorated-ware (D-Ware) was recognised 

on the basis of painted decoration. Fancy-ware (F-ware) and late-ware (L-ware) represent 

rather more heterogeneous groupings, the fmmer defined by their non-conventional shapes 

or black polished surfaces, and the latter as a composite group consisting of supposedly 

chronologically later, degraded ceramic forms. 

The foundations for the scheme were laid in 1896 (Petrie and Quibell 1896) and developed 

more specifically I n line with Petrie's SD system (Petrie 1901) (see below). It should be 

noted that Petrie re-numbered some of these forms in a later corpus (Petrie 1921). With 

regard to Gerzeh, however, it was the Naqada and Ballas, together with the Diospolis 

Parva, documentation that formed the reference point for the definition of fmms. It also 

appears that Wainwright had access to the ei-Mahasna corpus (Ayrton and Loat 1911, pi. 

28-38) as he used numbers L65a, R94c, R85d and R85b1 in the desctiption of vessels from 

Gerzeh. These types had not been included in any prior publication, yet were not included in 

the list of new types described by Wainwright (1912a, 3-4). It was thus these corpora that 

had to be the initial point of reference for this study since most of the pottery, with the 

exception of a number of 'more interesting' specimens, is not represented in the museum 

sample. For those pottery types that did not occur in these volumes, Wainwright assigned 

new numbers (Wainwright 1912a, 3-4), although these were subsequently changed by 

1 Although not listed as such, Petrie changed these in his 1921 corpus to L59d, R94h, R44v and R84g respectively 

(Hendrickx, pottery handbook). 
25 



Petrie when he incorporated these into his corpus (see Petrie 1921 , pi. LX).2 In order to 

compare types from Gerzeh to types listed by Kaiser or Hendrickx .it was necessary to 

convert Wainwright's original categories into Petrie's later corpus numbers. It is also to be 

noted that Wainwright changed his opinion regarding the classification of some pottery 

types so that the type recorded upon the tomb card does not correspond with the type listed 

in the publication.3 

There are several significant problems that arise from Petrie's system. The corpus has thus 

been subject to many lines of revision (e.g. Needier 1981; Peet 1914). A major flaw in 

Petrie's atTangement is the criteria for ware assignment which was methodologically 

variable. This becomes problematic when a vessel crosscuts Petrie's neat divisions. This 

approach to classification, therefore, often obscures diverse details that may link and 

differentiate ceramics in atttibutes such as decoration or fabric composition. A case in point 

is vessel W 19 from grave 230 at Gerzeh, which is noted on the tomb card as being painted 

all over with wavy lines. Whilst this particular vessel was not assigned to the D-ware 

category, a similarly shaped W-ware vessel from grave 34, which was also described as 

being painted all over with such detail, was designated as a D-ware vessel, D8e 

(Wainwright 1912a, pi. IX), rather than a corresponding W-ware classification. 

Other problematic examples are the 'D-ware' vessels at Gerzeh which, despite sharing 

morphological similarities with other D-ware vessels, were in fact undecorated. These 

include Petrie's D61 (grave 59), as well as undecorated forms of D47 (grave 253), D59b 

(graves 15, 126, 169 and 183), D60 (grave 34) and D63 (grave 127). There is equally just 

as much variation in the P-ware category, as not all P-ware vessels were polished, slipped 

or even red in colour (Peet 1914, 10-11). The P-ware bowls highlight this problem since 

the area that was slipped and polished varied; some were only covered on the interior and 

external rim. Junker (1919, 69-70) refen·ed to this as 'half-polishing' and it is apparent on 

two museum specimens from Gerzeh (ms. 37 and ms. 38). This feature was not 

incorporated into any of the Petrie corpus designations and, given that it is not indicated on 

the published illustrations, the presence of this feature is invisible without observation of 

2 There is also a change not recorded: Wainwright's P38b to Petrie's P38F. Additionally, there are instances 
where a new type was defined by Wainwright yet was not included in Petrie's corpus: type P23g was not 
included, but P24d seems to be the closest match and is referred to in Appendix B as such; type P32b was 
also omitted by Petrie and is referred to in Appendix B as P32; finally, the imitation W-ware pot in R-ware, 
Rl03, was also overlooked by Petrie's corpus and it remains in the appendix as originally typed by 
Wainwright. 
3 D60 on tomb card 82 became D59f in the publication, and D67a on tomb cards 20, 35, 140 and 151 became 
D67d. 
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the artefact first-hand. This is unfortunate, since this trait has in fact been found to have 

chronological significance (Crubezy et al. 2002, 414). Similarly, the ceramic bowl in grave 

154, although identified as a 'P22', was noted on the tomb card as not being polished and 

indeed to be of unusual clay. 

A further difficulty in Petrie's corpus arises from its application to different sites, as not all 

excavators used the system uniformly (Hendrickx 1996, 44). For example, Brunton (1937; 

1948; Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928) distinguished a large number of subtypes for 

common forms, such as R81 (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, pi. XLII; Hendrickx 

1996, 45). Conversely, it is to be expected that some excavators compressed the variability 

of their data to fit the nanower specifications of a corpus designation, as has been noted for 

Randall-Maclver and Mace's (1902) treatment types at el-Amrah (Wilkinson 1996, 21). 

The recording of the material from Gerzeh appears to have fallen into the latter category, 

and although many new types were specified, there are obvious complications, such as the 

D-ware descriptions which follow the format of "D63a shape but D67 decoration" (tomb 

card 173), or "D59b decorated as D20" (tomb card 197). 4 Moreover, it has become 

apparent on comparing the corpus designation with the actual examples held in museums 

that a match is sometimes tenuous, as in the case of ms. 18 which, despite the tomb card 
' description of a D67c decoration, is not a close match to this type. By sticking tigidly to 

Pettie's original classifications, variation, which could have had chronological significance, 

may have been lost. At Adaima, for instance, it was found that vessels of R84 showed an 

evolution towards nanower, larger forms over time (Crubezy et al. 2002, 417). 

Wainwright, however, only recorded the presence of R84's and there is no information 

about the size of the vessels that could possibly be of assistance in discerning temporal 

pattems.5 All these typological issues mean that the chronological resolution available from 

the tomb card data is restricted and the analysis in this chapter can only be tentative. 

4 
The other examples include: grave 49 " .. . same shape as 18 dec D35b + SS"; grave 144 "Dl1 decoration 

D43"; and 281 "D35a dec D4b without XX & SSSS". In these cases assignment of an appropriate Petrie 
corpus number would be misleading. 
5 

On twelve tomb cards (35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 46, 74 and 81) vessel sizes were noted but given 
the small sample size no substantial inferences can be gleamed. 
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2.3 Dating systems 

2.3.1 Petrie 's sequence dating ( SD) system 

Towards the end of the 19th century Petrie endeavoured to order prehistoric graves on the 
basis of the resemblances between different types of vessels, which he did through a series 
of 900 cards. The resulting arrangement was assembled into sequence dates numbered from 
SD 30 to 80 and divided into three groups which Petrie deemed to be equivalent to discrete 
cultures (Petrie 1920, 44-50). These 'cultures' were named the Amration (SD 30-37), 
Gerzean (SD 38-60) and Semainean (SD 60-75). Although the practice of distinguishing 
these cultures has fallen out of use, the 'Amration' and the 'Gerzean' still exist in the 
literature as a reference to general chronological phases, although what this entails in 
material terms is often less clear. The term 'Semainean' was never fully adopted 
(Wilkinson 1993, 128) and its viability discredited (Kantor 1944). 

2.3.2 Kaiser's Stufen System 

Petrie's insights, although valuable, were noted by other scholars to be flawed. Primarily, 
the degradation of W-ware was questioned (Baumgartel 1955; Scharff 1926, 73), as well as 
the lack of attention to regional patterns. Despite these criticisms, the terminology that 
Petrie had established became embedded in the language used to discuss the development 
of the Predynastic. It was not until Kaiser introduced his Stufen system in the late 1950s 
that the basic temporal units were altered. Working on the material from Armant, Kaiser 
developed his dating method by plotting the occurrence of pottery forms on the cemetery 
plan and discovered the tendency for types to cluster. The relative percentages of B-ware, 
R-ware and L-ware indicated three temporal stages that were termed Stufe 1-III. These 
three groups were subdivided into eleven phases and equated with Pettie's formulations 
(Table 2). 

Kaiser SD Petrie SD 
ZeitStufe III SD 63-80 Semainean SD 63-76 
ZeitStufe lied SD 40/45-63 Gerzean SD 38-62 
ZeitStufe lab SD 38-40/45 
ZeitStufe I SD 30-38 Amratian SD 31-37 
Table 2: Correlation between Petne's SDs and Ka1ser's Stufen, after Hendnckx (2006, 65, Table II.l.3) 

2.3.3 Hendrickx's Naqada system 

Ongoing debate has sought to refine this system further and two of the most recent studies 
devoted to this derive from the PhDs of Toby Wilkinson (1993) and Stan Hendrickx 
(1989). Both scholars found some fundamental faults, most notably in Kaiser's demarcation 
of the three major Naqada culture phases (summaries in Hendrickx 1996, 39-43; 1999; 
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Wilkinson 1996, 63-64), a product of confining his analysis to a small cemetery that under

represented later periods. Of the two studies that of Hendrickx has become the more widely 

referenced, despite the fact that it presently remains unpublished. Nevertheless, it has been 

made available to researchers in the form of a 'chronology handbook' and has been used to 

date some of the most recently excavated Predynastic and Early Dynastic sites (e.g. Adaima, 

Hierakonpolis and Helwan). It is also the more wide-ranging of the two studies, and it is thus 

Hendtickx's chronological scheme that will be implemented in the following study. 

In Hendrickx's scheme the number of relative chronological periods is equal to the number of 

Stufen distinguished by Kaiser, although some important differences occur in their 

archaeological description. The naming of these chronological periods follows Kaiser's work 

quite closely, albeit with replacement of the word "Stufe" by "Naqada" and a change in the 

letter from lower to upper case, which results in "Naqada IIC" etc. The two most significant 

shifts in demarcation occurred in: (i) the distinction between the first and second Naqada 

period, which on archaeological grounds was most recognisable between Kaiser's Stufe band 

c (Hendtickx 1996, 39; 1999, 22-23); (ii) in the chronological structure of Naqada Ill 

(Hendrickx 1996, 52). 

It remains to be noted that all these systems are constructed on ordinal scales, meaning that 

although the chro~ologies have temporal direction, their units are of a non-specific 

duration. In practice this means that whilst the types of funeral furniture remain fairly 

constant across Upper Egypt, and eventually Lower Egypt, this does not imply that the 

various phases are strictly contemporary (Hendtickx 1999, 25). 

2.3.4 Absolute dating 

Since Petrie dated the early Gerzean to 5500 BC (Pettie 1939, 31) and the Late Gerzean to 

5200 BC (Petrie 1939, 43), the advent of radiocarbon dating has permitted the position of 

the Predynastic to be more accurately situated in time. Several summaries of radiocarbon 

dates have appeared over the years (e.g. Bard 2003; Hassan 1980; 1984; Hassan and 

Robinson 1987; Midant-Reynes and Sabatier 1999) and have been tabulated by Hendrickx 

(Table 3). The numbers of samples upon which these are based are limited and often 

unreliable on account of contaminated samples, compounded by complications in the 

fluctuations of calibration curves for the 4th millennium BC. Therefore, the current outline 

is only preliminary and subject to revision but for the purposes of the current thesis these 

are the terms and dates which will be refen·ed to throughout. 
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1 Hendrickx Period Description cal. BC 
Naqada IIICl 1st Dynasty/Early_ Dynastic Period ea. 3150-3100 
Naqada IIIAl-IIIB Late Predynastic ca.3350-3150 
Naqada IIC-IID2 Middle Predynastic (Gerzean) ca.3600-3350 
Naqada lA-liB Early Predynastic (Amratian) ea. 4000/3900-3600 

Table 3: Absolute and relative dates compared, adapted from Hendrickx (2006, 92, Table 11.1.7) 

2.4 Dating Gerzeh 

2.4.1 The ceramic corpus 

Given Gerzeh's location, some 200 km from the nearest coeval Upper Egyptian cemetery, a 

few dating issues arise. For instance, a number of authors have erred on the side of caution 

in the use of the same system for organising both the Lower and Upper data (Hendtickx 

1996, 67; 1999, 24; Mortensen 1991, 15). Wainwright himself felt that the SD system 

constructed for the south was applicable to the north (Wainwright 1912a, 2), although in 

order to do so 95 new types had to be added to the corpus and 22 SD time brackets had to 

be extended. Nevertheless, Mortensen (1991, 16) has mentioned the distorting effect of 

adding W-ware from the north to the Upper Egyptian SD system, since it assumes that W

ware occmTed simultaneously in both areas, although it is conceivable that it may have 

occurred earlier in Lower Egypt given the wavy-handle's southern Levantine origin. 

Moreover, Hendtickx (1996, 67) has noted that these cemeteries, including that of Gerzeh, 

should be studied separately on account of their regional location and the possibility of 

influences from the Maadi-Buto culture. Any chronological assessment therefore ought to 

be reflected upon with due caution, and the application of an Upper Egyptian type series 

must be taken as a heuristic guide in the first instance. 

Petrie felt that only about 70 graves from Gerzeh could be chronologically 'fixed' (Petrie 

1920, 2), and all of these fell between the SD 40 and 70 (Petrie 1920, pl. LIII). Kaiser 

(1987, 119 n. 3) estimated the site to be dated between Stufe lie and Ildl/2 which would 

con·espond with Hendtickx's Naqada IIC-IID2. Generally, the pottery assemblage from 

Gerzeh does seem to support the dating of the site within this relatively narrow timeframe. 

There was a limited repertoire of W-ware vessels and there were no cylindrical vessels 

from the site that might be indicative of continuation of the cemetery's usage into Naqada 

IlL Mar! clay (see Chapter Five) was not the most prevalent fablic, as it was at the later 

nearby sites of Tarkhan and Tura (Hendtickx 1996, 41), and only 0.4% of ceramics were 

desclibed as Late-ware. No more than eleven black-topped vessels (five valieties) were 

recorded (across ten graves), which accords with the general trend for such vessels to drop 

dramatically in number in mortuary assemblages after IIC (Bard 1994b, 60, Fig. 5). The B-
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ware examples that are present at Gerzeh (B38a, B53b) are also, with one exception (see 

below), typical of the Naqada . IIC time (Hendrickx 2006, 78). In · the polished ware, 

Hendrickx (2006, 78) has noted that the most impottant difference between Naqada IIC and 

previous phases is the strong increase the P40 group and this is the predominant variety of 

polished pot at Gerzeh (Table 5). This broad profile of the cemetery, therefore, fits with a 

Naqada IIC-IID2 for the majority of the graves, with perhaps only a couple being 

attributable to the early Naqada IliA phase, but equally these could be situated at the end of 

the previous phase. 

Linkages to other chronological schemes are possible in four cases, where the grave 

contained a Canaanite import (see Chapter Five) and can thus be linked with the Levantine 

Early Bronze Age chronology, as shown in Table 4 (Levy and van den Brink 2002, 18-21), 

particularly the EB1 phase (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, 67-69). Gerzeh pot W2d has 

"clearly determined parallels in the Proto-Urban period, specifically in E.B.I after its phase 

1" (Tutundzic 1993, 37), and the similarly constructed W2c example has also been 

attributed to the second EB 1 phase. Moreover, it "may be the earliest known Palestinian jar 

in Gerzean Egypt" (Tutundzic 1993, 39). The loop-handled cup, FlOO [F99], has been seen 

to have "perfect parallels" on a number of EB 1 sites (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, 67) and 

the double jar, F46b, on the basis of the ware (Wainwright 1912a, 20), has been cited as a 

genuine import of this phase. W2c and W2d have some similarity to Palestinian imports 

that have been recovered from Maadi, and hence they have the potential to address 

questions about the chronological relation between these two sites (Chapter Three). 

Naqada period Southern Levant 
Naqada IIIA2 EB IB (middle) 
Naqada IIIAl (Proto Urban B) 
Naqada (IID1)-IID2 EB IB (early) 
Naqada IIC-IID 1 (Proto Urban B) 
Naqada IIA-B EBIA 
Naqada IC (Proto Urban A) 

Table 4: Concordance between Naqada and southern Levantme chronologies 

Artefacts other than pottery can be alluded to here as broad chronological markers, 

although the date of deposition may not necessarily be contemporary with that of 

manufacture. Nevertheless, we can tentatively identify general trends that can be 

informative. Palettes, for instance, show a typological sequence from the earlier Naqada I

IIA/B predominance of rhomboidal forms, through to the dominance of zoomorphic forms 

in mid-Naqada IIC-IIIA1, and finally the preference for simple geometrically-shaped 
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pieces in the Late Predynastic and Early Dynastic periods (Stevenson 2004). Within this, 

the preference for zoomorphic examples at Gerzeh is comfortably accommodated in the 

Naqada IIC-IID2period, with no rhomboidal pieces or rectangular examples present. 

Dating specific graves within this timeframe is more problematic. Other than Petrie's 

assignment of sequence dates to the Gerzeh burials (Petrie 1920, pi. LIII), the only previous 

attempt to chart the internal chronological development of Gerzeh was undertaken by Joan 

Payne as part of her cataloguing project of the Predynastic collection at the Ashmolean 

Museum, Oxford (Payne 2000). These papers were never published, but they now form 

part of the archives of the Griffith Institute, Oxford. Following Kaiser's Stufen scheme, 

Payne attempted to use the assemblages recorded on the tomb cards, together with spatial 

distributions,6 to date each grave at the site. She did so, however, for only the first 94 

graves (and number 142) and apparently abandoned this attempt thereafter, deeming it 

simply to be a "one period site". She did note, however, that there appeared to be a 

temporal spread from left to right across the cemetery. 

It is easy to see why Payne felt this to be a one-period site, and constructing an internal 

chronological development for Gerzeh is difficult, since while, 

" ... chronological breakdown per period is feasible in the case of large 

cemeteries ... such a procedure if used for small cemeteries or for 

incompletely published ones leads to an excessive fragmentation of the data 

on which no firm conclusions can be based." (Castillos 2000, 166). 

This is cettainly a pertinent critique in the light of the pottery assemblage from Gerzeh, 

which is overshadowed by a wide spread of a limited range of forms that continued in use 

over a long period of time. The tomb cards indicate the existence of approximately 2212 

pottery vessels, although the atttibution of corpus types to these is only recorded for about 

6 There are six photocopies of the original cemetery plan amongst the papers, upon which Payne plotted: (i) 
distribution of W-ware (Wl-29, W30--42); (ii) distribution of R-ware (R74-R76, R84-R86, R85L); (iii) 
distribution of D-ware (spiral decoration, broken cord lines, cord lines in panels); (iv) D-ware; (v) distribution 
ofR81, B-ware, L-ware, P-ware; (vi) distribution ofD-ware (boats, plants, hills). 
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1849.7 Within this, around 181 of Petrie's types, or new variants of these types, were 

recognised. The assemblage is dominated by ceramics fashioned in rough ware (Chatt 2) in 

which Wainwright distinguished very few variants (Table 5). 

Wainwright type 

[Petrie 1921] 

R76 [R76p] 
R75 
R69b 
R66 [R66a] 
Wl9 
R74 [R74a] 
R69a 
R84 
R85b [R84g] 
P40d 

o A-ware 

P-ware 

oW-ware 

o 0-ware 

o L-ware 

oB-ware 

F-ware 

• BP-ware 

Chart 2: Approximate frequency of pottery classes at Gerzeh 

Approximate number Percentage of Number Percentage of 

of occurrences identifiable assemblage of graves graves 

373 20.1 134 48.4 
277 15 90 32.5 
168 9.1 59 21.3 
128 6.9 60 21.7 
73 3.9 63 22.7 
77 4.2 38 13.7 
51 2.8 20 7.2 
47 2.5 28 10.1 
43 2.3 31 11.2 
19 1 17 6.1 

Table 5: Most frequent ceramic types at Gerzeh 

The dominance of the conical-shaped rough ware vessels (R74-R76) is a striking feature of 

the site, with some graves containing over 20 vessels fitting this desctiption.8 These fmms 

are not so prevalent in the south and they cettainly do not occur in single contexts in such 

numbers. Petrie (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 29) asserted that such conical jars only occutTed 

once per grave and it has been cited as a general rule of pottery placement since (e.g. 

7 
The pointed-base ceramics (R74-R76) are particularly badly recorded, however, perhaps owing to their 

frequency. For instance, the description side of tomb card 18 records only two R76 but there would appear to 
be three drawn on the tomb plan. Similarly, the card for grave 29 records the presence of two R75s but the 
tomb plan shows at least four pointed-base vessels. Without further information regarding material, size or 
precise form it would be inappropriate guess the identification of these vessels . These are but two examples 
from the first few tomb cards but many other grave contexts have similar deficiencies. 
8 

For example, grave 142 is documented to contain 22 R75s and seven R76s, while grave 220 held 16 R76s 
and eight R75s. 
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Friedman 1994, 252). This is clearly not the case at Gerzeh, however, where over 133 

graves had multiple numbers of these forms. Perhaps this attests to a local centre of 

production, or a strong local tradition in the manufacture of these particular ceramic types.9 

Alternatively, such vessels may have been common-place in settlements but were, outside 

of Gerzeh, deemed less important for inclusion in burials. The wavy-handled vessels are 

also seemingly limited in form, with the W19 variety forming 76.1% of all W-ware 

accounted for. Whether this is a reflection of the excavator's tendency to lump similar 

forms together is unclear, as only one W19 vessel is represented in the museum sample, 

thereby making it impossible to compare multiple vessels in order to assess the level of 

standardisation. 

2.4.2 Comparison with Naqada dates 

The first step in creating a developmental sequence for the site was to attribute date ranges 

to each pottery vessel and, by extension, to each grave assemblage using Hendrickx 's 

database of pottery types from across Predynastic Egypt. Also factored in were graves that 

could be associated with one another by possession of a distinctive feature, such as 

comparable grave architecture, or similar characteristic artefacts such as ripple-flaked 

knives, iron beads, forehead pendants, or ox bones. This deductive method involves certain 

subjective assessme,nts, but this has long been recognised as an inherent part of this type of 

analysis (Hendrickx 2006, 70). The level of temporal detail that is suggested by this 

approach is limited, and for the most part the graves fall into the rather broad timeframe 

IIC-IID2 (Appendix B). 

Part of the reason for this is the limited assemblage variation. In effect there seemed to have 

been a narrow reservoir of pottery that was considered appropriate in a funerary context, and 

from which a limited number of vessel combinations were made. Although this makes the 

matter of dating somewhat problematic, it does perhaps allow an insight into the traditions that 

remained relevant to the community over several generations. What variation there is may 

stem from the tension between how to bury an individual differently from the last burial in the 

group, on the one hand, and the choice of how to relate the ceremony to others in the 

community, on the other (Chapman 2000a). This interplay of similarity and difference may 

have had social significance in terms of the expressions of identity, and will thus be returned 

to later in the study (Chapter Six). 

9 
The penchant for this particular form is r~flected in the presence of conically-shaped stone vases (ms. 98-

101). 
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Despite this, some earlier and later graves can perhaps be filtered out (Map 6). In these 

cases there is an indication that the earliest graves (IIC/IID 1) are concentrated in the central 

portion of the west and the south-west corner of the cemetery, whilst the later graves (IID2) 

tend to be in the east and north-west. In general, this supports Payne's observation of a left 

to right (west to east) development of the site. 

Notwithstanding this generalised picture, it clear from Map 6 that an expansion was not a 

horizontally, premeditated one. Rather there are patches of contemporaneous tombs, 

interspersed with later and/or earlier tombs. If any organisation is apparent in this complex 

picture it is for a circular an·angement of a group around a central node (Map 7), in some 

cases with one central grave, in other places we might conjecture that it was around a 

hearth such as suggested by Brunton (1937, 42). A similar circular aiTangement of graves 

was noted at HK43, Hierakonpolis, and it was suggested that these may have surrounded an 

above-ground monument (Friedman et al. 1999, 4). At Gerzeh, many such circles surround 

a grave, one which might conjecture was an ancestor. Therefore, this has implications for 

the interpretation of social organisation, or at least the social organisation of the dead, 

perhaps along kinship lines. 

This method of dating is based on the assumption that the local is a reflection of global; 

that similar groups of archaeological objects at different cemeteries are contemporaneous. 

There is equally an assumption of an equivalency in the duration of types. Yet, if this is a 

migrant group then the extent of their embeddedness within the wider nexus of regional 

trends could be questioned. Being far removed from the centre of the Naqadan social 

interaction sphere may have meant that access to new innovations or production 

developments was limited, and consequently there may have been a certain time Jag in the 

adoption of these. Whether this could be perceptible archaeologically is a moot point, but 

nevertheless it is worth bearing in mind. In any case it is to be expected that local 

idiosyncrasies may have led to regional- or community-level peculiarities in artefact 

biographies. The predilection for conical forms at this site perhaps warns us that this is the 

case. 

2.4.3 Spatial analysis 

As argued by Hendrickx, the hmizontal spatial arrangement of pottery forms is an important 

check on chronological development. Using the digitised map of the cemetery it was possible 
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to highlight the positions of the most frequently occurring types of pottery in order to check 

for spatial clustering. The question of whether the most frequent pottery forms are masking an 

underlying chronological movement within the broad timeframe IIC-IID2 is an issue that can 

be addressed in this manner. The results of this analysis indicate that the W19 vessels are one 

such problematic form and are spread diffusely over the site with no signs of clustering in any 

particular area (Map 8). Although generally deemed to be most prominent in the Naqada IIC 

phase (Hendrickx 1996, 62, Table 7), it is evident at Gerzeh that the form remained a popular 

grave-offering across the entire use-life of the cemetery. The popularity of this form is perhaps 

also indicated by the practice of including mud models of wavy-handled pots in tombs devoid 

of a genuine example (Wainwright 1912a, pi. X ) (ms. 253), as well as imitations in rough

ware (Wainwright 1912a, pi. X R103). Only five other types of W-ware occurred (W14, 3 

graves; W23, 3 graves; W25, 1 grave; W31, 7 graves; W42, 4 graves). 10 In half of these cases 

the different types of W-ware were not an alternative to W19 but rather were coincident with 

it. Whereas at sites in Upper Egypt W -ware forms become smaller and more slender11 there is 

no indication of this trend at Gerzeh. The site is perhaps not early enough in date to suggest 

that W-ware occurred here first, but given that no later W-ware forms (W42 upwards) were 

found, 12 despite the site's use-life into Naqada IID2, the data do perhaps suggest that the 

further development of W -ware in the late Predynastic was tied to workshops in the south 

(where these forms do occur in this phase), the influence of which spread from there to Lower 

Egypt at a later time than Gerzeh can attest to. 

Conversely, the conical vases R74-R76 do reveal a trend across the site, with R74 

concentrated in the central portion of the west and R76 [R76p] concentrated in the east (Maps 

9 and 10). This would be congment with the idea that the east is the latest phase of the 

cemetery's use, since in Hendtickx's chronological estimations R74 is chronologically 

prominent in IIC with some occutTences in IID1, while R76p has a longer lifespan until IID2. 

It is noticeable from Hendrickx's list of assemblages that although there are occurrences of 

R76p in graves in the south dated to IIC and IID1, this is infrequent. Yet at Gerzeh it is clear 

that R76p (as well as R75) has a very strong presence in graves earlier than IID2 and this may 

suppmt the idea that the production of these forms was more closely related to an area near to, 

or affiliated with, Gerzeh. A similar trend from west to east is evident in the use of R84 and 

10 This excludes the two imported W2 vases (see Chapters Three and Five), and the new types of W42 that 
Wainwright identified (1912a, PI. XI), which appear to be imitation clay models of wavy-handled pots (ms 
253), rather than a discrete pottery type. 
11 W25, W43 in IIDl and W43, W47 in IID2 (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002). 
12 Tomb card 248 has a faint notation of what appears to be a W48 [W46] but this has been scribbled over, 
rendering its status ambiguous. 
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R85b [R84g] (Map 11), with R84g being in the earlier western portion and R84 in the north

western and eastern portion of the cemeteries. A trend can perhaps also be seen with R65-R69 

(Map 12), with R65 concentrated in the eastern portion of the cemetery. Decorated-ware was 

also confined to the western portion of the cemetery (Map 13), which is again in keeping with 

the notion that this is the earlier area of the site, although the greater incidence of grave 

disturbance in the east may partly have distorted this pattern. Classification using Hendrickx's 

scheme suggested that the L-ware examples were of later dates (IID2-IIIA1), and this is clear 

in the spatial patterning of these forms, which are in the north-western periphery and eastern 

sections of the cemetery (Map 14). 

Overall, these trends concur with the broad assessment of chronological age as discussed by 

Hendrickx, and it suggests that in general terms the Upper Egyptian sequence can be used as a 

tentative guide to chronological development in n01thern cemeteries such as Gerzeh. 

Nevertheless, there are a few deviations and some refinements that are suggested by these 

analyses. 

The high numbers of R75 and R76p in the earlier part of the cemetery, as well as the strong 

presence of W19 throughout the cemetery's use-life, has already been mentioned. The most 

prominent P-ware form, P40d (Table 5), has been treated as a diagnostic piece for IID2, but at 

Gerzeh it is associated with pieces of a generally earlier temporal position. As noted by 

Hendrickx, the transition between Naqada nA/B and Naqada ne seemingly did not happen 

in the same manner and/or at the same moment for the whole of Upper Egypt. This seems 

to be the case at Gerzeh, as demonstrated by the presence of a number of vessels that are 

otherwise only attested in Naqada I or Naqada nNB but are nevertheless accompanied by 

ceramics typical only from Naqada ne at Gerzeh. 13 Whether these suggest that these 

graves are some of the earliest in the cemetery is unclear. There is a notable lack of R81 

vessels, with only two graves containing examples. Such vessels are thought by Hendrickx 

to be particularly prominent in IIC, to be superseded in popularity by the R84 range of 

types in Naqada liD. It is the latter that is clearly prominent at Gerzeh (Table 5). The 

question is then whether those graves datable between ne and IID2 can be refined to a liD 

timeframe only, or whether the preference of R84 vessels reflects local tastes or production 

priorities, as is probably the case with the W19 examples. Perhaps it indicates that the site 

should be seen as late Naqada ne onwards. However, resolution at this closer scale is 

13 Graves 12 (P84i); 23 (Pllc, P57b); 27 (P32); 70, 66 and 99 (R 90); 221 (P98c); 266 (B57g). The dating of 
many of these by Hendrickx is, however, based upon only one example. 
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probably not possible in the absence of the original vessels and with only a generalised 

corpus documented. 

At the other end of the temporal scale there are two examples of late pottery forms in 

seemingly earlier contexts at Gerzeh; R88 and L53d, which are both identified as Naqada 

IIIB artefacts in Hendrickx's lists. This is a phase in which B-ware is no longer present, but 

B-ware examples (B38a and B53b) are present together with a L53d (grave 154). 

Admittedly, Hendrickx's dating of this type was based on only one example and this 

suggests that the data from Gerzeh may be a useful addition to the current corpus and in its 

refinement. 

2.4.4 Seriation 

Clearly, there is local variation here and a third approach to the site's dating can perhaps 

provide an independent check on the cemetery's internal development. Automatic seriation 

is an approach that has been employed by other scholars working on Predynastic 

chronology (e.g. Kemp 1982; Wilkinson 1993; 1996). Seriation is dependent upon the 

nature and quality of the data, and, as already noted above, Wainwright may have erased 

many chronologically variable features by compressing ceramic variability into a limited 

range of forms commensurate with existing typologies. The resolution of the seriation is 

thus apt to be limited in this case, but may nevertheless illuminate general trends. 

The technique of seriation is based upon Petrie's (1901) original sequential ordering of 

grave assemblages by "a compromise between competing claims to closer proximity by all 

the different types" (Kemp 1975, 264 cited in Wilkinson 1996, 19). It assumes that classes 

of objects are slowly introduced into a social system, gradually increase in popularity, 

eventually decline in use, and then disappear. In modem approaches correspondence 

analysis is the statistical technique used to achieve a similar end (Shennan 1997, 341-342), 

facilitated by computer programs that pennit use without engaging with the complex 

mathematics that underlie the procedure. Such programs further allow the data to be 

manipulated graphically, thus facilitating representation. 

For the purposes of seriation it was necessary to group together Wainwright's 181 types 

into a smaller number of categories. Data were organised on a presence/absence basis 

rather than frequencies, primarily because it was felt that quantities may relate to social 

factors other than chronology, such as identity, but also due to the limitations of the data. 
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The data for seriation were further reduced by the necessity for a grave to contain more 
than one type of pottery, as contexts with a single type cannot be linked' to, or differentiated 
from, other graves. The groups were then subjected to seriation using SPSS. 14 In the first 
set of analyses an attempt was made to include as much of the data as possible, as 
advocated by Egyptologists who have worked on pottery setiations (Wilkinson 1993, 16), 
and this accommodated 140 of the types. These, however, failed to seriate. It was 
consequently decided that grouping was only possible for 94 of the types, as many unusual 
types occurred only once or twice, and it was felt that forcing them into a broader group 
was impairing the integrity and usefulness of some categories. The data were arranged into 
63 pottery groups, from 168 graves. A diagonal pattern on the seriation matrix began to be 
shown by this set of data although it was still fairly nebulous. Problematic groups were 
those that were so frequent (e.g. R76p and R75) so as to run across a large part of the 
horizontal axis of the seriation matrix, and this suggested that these types were not useful 
for the purposes of seriation. 

More seriations were run by excluding pottery groups that contained less than three 
examples and excluding those graves with less than two types of ceramics. 
Experimentation with the exclusion and inclusion of overly dominant pottery types (Table 
5) was also conducted. It was eventually decided to leave out the four most prominent 

" types (R76p, R75, R69b and R66) as these did not seem to contribute well to the seriation. 
Although W19 was dominant across the cemetery it was retained in the seriation as it did 
not alter the matrix order significantly in any of the runs. This more ruthless use of the data 
resulted in only 43 groups (Table 6) being utilised in the seriation, comprising just 85 
graves. The setiation sequence after these procedures was more successful, with the 
diagonal line much clearer on the matrix than in previous runs (Chart 3). 

14 
Charts 3 and 4 were produced by Dr Callow, although their interpretation is my own. 
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V 

Group Types Group Types Group Types 
1 F58a 22 R34a R34b R34c 43 D-ware (undecorated) 
2 B53b 23 R42 44 Pl6b P23 P23t 
3 D35b D36b D36c D36d 24 R45 45 P40b 
4 Wl4 25 R65b 46 P40c 
5 D8b 26 R66 47 P40d 
6 D68 27 R67 48 P82a 
7 D41 D43 D44 D47 28 R74 49 P82b 
8 D61 D62 D63a 29 R74b R74c 50 P82c 
9 D67a D67c D67d 30 R75 51 P93b 

10 F32 31 R76 52 P93c 
11 L53d 32 R79 53 P93d 
12 L43 L53r L53s L65a 33 R84 54 R23b 
13 Pllb Pllc Plld P22 34 R85b 55 R65c 
14 P40a 35 R90 R9la R93a R93c 56 R65d 
15 P75e P75h P75i 36 R94c 57 R69a 
16 P8lb 37 Wl9 58 R69b 
17 P84 38 W23 59 R69c 
18 P93a 39 W31 60 R69e 
19 P98a P98b 40 W42 61 Dl2 D4 D5b 
20 R23a 41 BPl 62 P95a P95b 
21 R24 42 BP2 63 R62 R63 

Table 6: Grouping of pottery for final seriation (using Wainwnght's types) 

The statistics upon which Chart 3 are based were used on a map of the cemetery, plotted an 

x-y axis, to give a spatial dimension to the seriation (Chart 4). 
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The coloured spectrum in Chart 4 runs from red, representing the left-hand side of Chart 3, 

to dark blue, which represents the right-hand side of Chart 3. Encouragingly, the resulting 

pattern parallels the trends observed in the previous two forms of analysis, with the left

hand side of Chart 3 (interpreted as the earlier graves) situated in the west and south-west, 

whilst the right-hand side of the chart (interpreted as the later graves) positioned in the 

north-west and east. This is a good basis from which to assert that the seriation has 

captured a generalised view of the chronology, although I would be hesitant to accept the 

sequential order as the precise order in which graves were laid down. Demonstrating that 

objects are different in form is not the same as demonstrating that they are different in 

terms of their absolute chronologies. Groups using completely different assemblages could 

still appear on a seriation as if one follows on from the other, when they are in fact 

contemporary. It remains to be evaluated whether some of the variation captured within the 

matrix actually refers to differences in social identity. In summary, at best, the seriation can 

be regarded as perhaps having picked out a cluster of earlier and later graves. 

2.5 Conclusion 

Despite many problems with the data and its usability, it has been possible to demonstrate 

temporal patterning within the cemetery at Gerzeh, and each of the three methods used to 

establish this concuiTed; the earlier graves were in the south-west, later graves in the north

west and east. Whilst the developmental sequence of pottery from Upper Egypt may be 

used as a tentative guide to the temporal spread of ceramics at Gerzeh, local variation is 

clearly present, with certain regional preferences in ceramic types that may be related to 

nearby ceramic production centres. Local patterns are thus not merely a reflection of global 

ones, and the construction of a chronology for the Nile is therefore less like a linear 

narrative and more of a mosaic of regional eo-varying patterns. This examination of the 

internal temporal development of the cemetery of Gerzeh is not an end in itself but rather 

mitigates the problem of conflating chronological with social variation, which is theme of 

Parts 11 and Ill of this thesis. Before turning to these, however, Gerzeh's spatial context will 

be examined. 
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Chapter Three: The Predynastic landscape 

3.1 Introduction 

Having established the chronological niche that Gerzeh occupied, an attempt will now be 

made to reconstruct the cultural landscape that the social group at Gerzeh resided in. With 

the exception of two small, heavily disturbed cemeteries at Harageh (Engelbach and Gunn 

1923), and a cemetery at Abusir el-Meleq (Moller and Scharff 1926), Gerzeh was for a 

long time the most northerly site that bore direct compatison with the well-known 

cemeteries of the south. At the time of its excavation the northernmost sector of the Upper 

Egyptian milieu was in the Abydos region, although the excavations by Guy Brunton 

subsequently extended this into the Badari region of Middle Egypt (Brunton 1937; 1948; 

Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928). Nevertheless, this still leaves a significant spatial gap 

between this area and the site of Gerzeh. The relation of the Gerzeh community to the 

social groups in the south is therefore difficult to gauge given the dearth of archaeological 

evidence from Middle Egypt, the least archaeologically surveyed area of the Nile (Bard 

1994b, 17), as will be discussed first below. 

In comparison there has, in recent years, been a more intensive excavation and survey 

effort in Lower Egypt, in particular in the Delta region. The debate over the significance of 

this area in the development of the early state was given momentum in the 1980s and 1990s 

by the long awaited publication of the excavations at Maadi and Wadi Digla (Rizkana and 

Seeher 1984; 1987; 1988; 1989; 1990). These reports facilitated identification of other sites 

of the Maadi culture. Additionally, more sites that bore significant quantities of material of 

Upper Egyptian character have been documented in the Delta, such as Minshat Abu Omar 

in the eastern Delta. Finally, there are sites where the stratigraphy attests to the gradual 

influx and domination of Upper Egyptian material, Buto being the best example to date. In 

order to fully assess the significance of Gerzeh, the cultural topography of Upper, Middle 

and Lower Egypt will be outlined in this chapter, and the relationship between Upper and 

Lower Egypt will be discussed. 

3.2 Upper Egypt 

Most evidence for the Predynastic originates from this portion of the Nile where over 

15,000 Naqada IA-IID graves have been excavated since the late 19th century (Hendtickx 

and van den Brink 2002, 346). Summmies of the available evidence from these have been 
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well covered in the literature (Bard 1987; Baumgartel 1955; 1960; Hassan 1988; Hendrickx 

and van den Brink 2002; Hoffman 1979; Savage 2001; Trigger 1983) and need little 

elaboration here. These accounts of Upper Egyptian burials, their material components and 

their significance, have been bolstered recently by controlled excavations, utilising modem 

scientific resources, at Adaima (Crubezy et al. 2002) and Hierakonpolis (Friedman et al. 

1999). The evidence from these two excavations, together with the information available 

from earlier excavations, will be drawn on throughout this thesis as a comparison to the 

patterns observed at Gerzeh. 

What is worth commenting upon here for the purposes of this study is the observation that 

the groups in the south appear to have been in competition throughout the Middle and Late 

Predynastic. Overviews of the cemeteries from this region suggest that, by the end of 

Naqada II, there were at least three powerful regional centres located at Abydos, Naqada 

and Hierakonpolis (Kemp 1989, 34 Fig. 8; Wilkinson 1999, 47-50), which have been 

interpreted as rival polities. Debate exists as to the specifics of this rivalry, but this is not of 

concern here. Rather it is the hypothesised competitive environment generally that is 

informative, as it may have been a motivating factor in the spread of Naqadan traditions 

into the northern territories. 

The most popular explanation for this extension of Naqadan goods beyond the Naqadan I 

field emphasises the increasing demand by ambitious individuals and groups in Upper 

Egypt for exotic objects of prestige for use in competitive display. It has been suggested 

that such groups sought to strategically establish nodes in Lower Egypt through which 

exchange goods could flow from south-western Asia (e.g. Bard 1994a, 282; von der Way 

1992, 9). Trigger (1987, 61) postulated an alternative scenario in which groups within 

Upper Egypt who felt endangered by the developing power of the rulers may have sought 

refuge in the northern areas of the Nile and the Delta. Both scenarios give plausible reasons 

why a migration from southern Egypt is a distinct possibility at this time and validate the 

enquiry into the evidence for this in Part II of this thesis. 

3.3 The problem of Middle Egypt 

The apparent vacuum in occupation along this part of the Nile in this period is striking. 

Those surveys that have been undertaken indicate that the absence of remains may be more 

a result of geophysical factors than a true reflection of the lack of habitation. Butzer (1966, 

216), for instance, demonstrated that any cemeteries from Predynastic Middle Egypt would 
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have been either destroyed by shifts in the channel of the river or buried under later 

deposits of sand and alluvium. 

Neve1theless, sporadic Predynastic remains were recovered from this area by Kaiser in his 

surface survey of Middle Egypt. He found two Late Predynastic pottery fragments and two 

Naqada II sherds from the lower terrace at Minya, Sawada, although he was unable to 

ascertain the presence of a cemetery (Kaiser 1961, 36). This is not an isolated find as there 

had been earlier reports of Predynastic presence not far to the south, at Zawiet el-Mayetin 

(Zawiyet Sultan). Reymond Weill located here numerous Predynastic interments 

(Piacentini 1993, 11; Weill 1912; 1913a; 1913b), some of the artefacts from which are 

accessioned into the collection at the Louvre (Cenival 1993). Amongst the documented 

assemblage are ten zoomorphic palettes, as well as a number of decorated vessels (Cenival 

1993, 9). On this basis only the Naqada IIC period can be proven, although it has been 

suggested that the cemetery also contained both earlier and more recent burials (Hendrickx 

and van den Brink 2002, 352). Barry Kemp also located a disturbed Predynastic burial 

beside the 'pyramid' here (pers. comm.). These data have led scholars (e.g. Trigger 1983, 

10) to suggest that earlier Naqadan communities extended almost as far north as was the 

case during the Gerzean period. Others, such as Levy and van den Brink (2002, 9), have 

reasserted the possible reality of a "conspicuous settlement vacuum" on the basis of the 
' lack of cemeteries which are usually located higher up near the desert edge. 

If indeed inhabited, it has, nevertheless, been argued that most of Middle Egypt would have 

been sparsely populated in the Predynastic, just as it was during the Old and Middle 

Kingdom (Butzer 1976, 83). Yet, even if we were to temper the extent of a hypothetical 

migration somewhat by envisaging an extension in territorial extent or influence of Middle 

Egyptian communities into Lower Egypt, the question remains why such a distinctively 

Upper Egyptian cemetery appears in an area previously occupied by communities using 

different material culture in ways that contrast strongly with Upper Egypt (see Chapters 

Five and Six). 

3.4 Cemeteries of Naqadan character in Lower Egypt 

A small number of other contemporary cemeteries with similar assemblages to Gerzeh in 

Lower Egypt are known. The best documented are those of Harageh, Abusir el-Meleq and 

Minshat Abu Omar. No other cemeteries of Upper Egyptian character in Lower Egypt, that 

chronologically overlap with Gerzeh, are available for study, as other sites with primarily 
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Upper Egyptian goods are datable to Naqada IliA-C or are poorly documented (see 

Hendrickx and van den Brink 2002, 348-352, Table 23.1). In any event, .none of these sites 

are in the region local to Gerzeh, and it is therefore not possible to fully assess the wider 

significance of Gerzeh from a regional perspective. 

3.4.1 Harageh 

Harageh lies roughly 40 km south of Gerzeh and is the only other cemetery in the region 

that may have been founded at a similarly early date. Only two small cemeteries were 

reported, G and H (Engelbach and Gunn 1923, 6-7), between which were approximately 

56 graves, tightly packed together. A similar array of artefacts to those from Gerzeh (see 

Chapter Five) were recovered from these burials (Engelbach and Gunn 1923, pis. VIII, 

XLVI, LV, XXV-XXVIII), although palettes were absent and the beads were of poor 

quality (Engelbach and Gunn 1923, 7). A total of 46 graves were tabulated and this allows 

for an assessment of the site's temporal position. 

Engelbach's pottery typing of the Harageh material benefited from the publication of 

Petrie's corpus three years earlier, and consequently a greater range of subtypes was 

recognised than were at Gerzeh, warning us that the recognition of variation at Gerzeh may 

indeed have been compromised by the corpus available to Wainwright, as suggested in 

Chapters One and Two. Nevertheless, when a cursory tabulation of pottery types with 

Hendrickx 's chronological tables is conducted, it appears that the temporal span of Harageh 

still falls between Naqada IIC and IID2, the larger proportion belonging to IIC/IIDl. It may 

be that one or two of the graves are slightly earlier in date than Gerzeh. The presence of a 

pottery vessel typed as B47 dated by Hendrickx from IC to no later than IIC is also 

suggestive of a early dating of this site. Only two decorated vases were found, both with 

boat designs upon them (Engelbach and Gunn 1923, pi. XXIX) but these seem to be 

different in composition than those at Gerzeh. The clearest example bears human 

depictions upon them, a feature absent from those from Gerzeh. Graves 474 and 468 

contained fish-tailed knives not found at Gerzeh. Regional trends mjght therefore be 

apparent in this small area, which may be partly chronological but partly due to a 

difference in social composition or group expression. 

3.4. 2 Abusir el-Meleq 

Situated between Gerzeh and Harageh was the cemetery of Abusir ei-Meleq, where around 

850 bmials were excavated (Moller and Scharff 1926). The site has been dated later than 
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Gerzeh, between Stufen 1Id2 and IIIb, on the basis of the assemblage (Seeher 1999), but 

portions directly parallel the material at Gerzeh and an earlier date for some graves is 

likely, at least from Naqada IIC (Hendrickx 2006, 78). These included W-ware, P-ware, a 

few B-ware vessels, D-ware, ripple-flaked knives, stone vessels, zoomorphic palettes, 

beads and pendants. The pottery was not recorded using Petrie's corpus, and comparison is 

problematic on the basis of the descriptions provided. Hence it is difficult to quantify just 

how many graves are attributable to the Naqada liD period. The style of the palettes, and 

particularly the D-ware (Aksamit 1998), is unusual and clearly different from the Gerzeh 

assemblage, underscoring the diversity across the landscape and the need for local 

perspectives even within the Fayum region alone. 

Notable are the high number of black vessels (Seeher 1999, 192), a feature of pottery 

traditions in Lower Egypt (see below). It has been further asserted that two distinct 

populations made up the burials here based upon the skeletal remains; an Upper Egyptian 

type and a Lower Egyptian type. However, the study on which this interpretation was made 

was conducted almost a century ago (MUller 1915) and the validity of the results can be 

questioned. Nevertheless, the possibility of intermixture of Upper and Lower Egyptian 

customs cannot be ruled out. 

3.4.3 Minshat Abu Omar 

In the north-eastern Delta lies Minshat Abu Omar, where 420 graves of the Predynastic-

Early Dynastic period were excavated (Kroeper and Wildung 1985; 1994). Out of these, 

255 graves were identified as being of the "late Naqada II period", the earliest of which 

were dated to Stufe Ilc (Kroeper and Wildung 1985, 92). No black-topped pottery was 

found, in contrast to Gerzeh and Harageh, but whether this is an indicator that Minshat Abu 

Omar is later than these sites or merely an indicator of regional variation in ceramic tastes 

and uses is debateable. Assessing the chronological particulars of the site is made difficult 

by the nature of the publication, which does not lend itself easily to comparative analysis, 

as pottery types are not desctibed with reference to Petrie's corpus. The scarcity of 

decorated vessels (Kroeper 1985) and early wavy-handled (W19) pottery (Kroeper 1986, 

74) could be interpreted as a sign that Minshat Abu Omar was established some time after 

Gerzeh and a founding date of Naqada liD has been favoured (Hendrickx 2006, 78; Kasier 

1987). It is possible that, given its northern location, it did not have the same access to 

Upper Egyptian products that Gerzeh had. 
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The community that constructed this cemetery is usually referred to as Upper Egyptian in 

character although some scholars have argued that there were Lower Egyptians amongst 

the burials (von der Way 1992, 9). Kohler, for instance, has expressed the opinion that the 

earliest burials here were created by indigenous inhabitants (Kohler, pers. comm.) on 

account of the high incidence of R69 style vessels. Such rounded-bottom pieces (R65-R69) 

have been regarded as products from Lower Egypt (e.g. Kaiser 1957, 76; Needier 1984, 

189). Even if this were the case, however, these forms are known in Upper Egypt from 

Naqada IIA (Hendrickx, pers. comm.) and there was, therefore, ample opportunity for the 

incorporation of these into the Upper Egyptian ceramic repertoire long before the 

foundation of Minshat Abu Omar. Moreover, as Friedman (1994, 918) has pointed out, the 

Upper Egyptian potters modified the form and the techniques used to create the vessels. 

Features such as the everted rims and raised bases that were common at Maadi were not 

widely adopted in the south and in practice, rather than form, it seems that these superficial 

comparisons may not be strong enough evidence for inferring relations. Thus, there is no 

convincing evidence as yet that the vessels were influenced directly by Lower Egyptian 

pottery styles and, as will be more fully argued in Chapter Four, form alone cannot be used 

as an indicator of group identity. 

A different line of evidence cited for the Lower Egyptian status of the earliest Minshat Abu 

Omar burials points to the discontinuity between the earlier and later burials at the site 

(Kroeper 1986, 82), such as in the pottery assemblage and burial orientation. This is 

ambiguous evidence, however, that need not be interpreted in this manner (e.g. with regard 

to burial orientation see Chapter Six). The transition occurred at a time when there was a 

widespread shift in settlement patterns across Egypt generally (Mortensen 1991), 

associated perhaps with the foundation of Memphis, and seen also in the establishment of 

the large cemeteries in the Tarkhan region (Petrie 1914; Petrie et al. 1913). It also occurs 

after the abandonment of Gerzeh, and the interpretation of this phenomenon is thus outside 

the scope of this thesis but may represent very different processes not related to those under 

investigation here. 

3.5 Cemeteries of Maadian character in Lower Egypt 

The earliest known pottery and food producing culture in Egypt derives from the Fayum A 

assemblage or Fayum Neolithic (Caton-Thompson and Gardner 1934). Chronologically, it 

is followed by material at Merimde (Eiwanger 1984; 1988; 1992) and at El Omari (Debono 

and Mortensen 1990), from which the Maadi-Buto cultural complex is thought to have 



been influenced. The name derives from the sites of Maadi and Buto. Only a few other sites 

with comparable material are known in Lower Egypt, and these are mostly settlement 

remains. 

The number of burials known is far smaller than for Upper Egypt. The most notable are the 

45 from Helipolis (Debono and Mortensen 1988), 11 from es-Saff (Habachi and Kaiser 

1985), 471 from the Wadi Digla (Rizkana and Seeher 1990), three from the settlement at 

Maadi (Rizkana and Seeher 1989) and 76 from the associated cemetery (Rizkana and 

Seeher 1990). More recently, a number of other sites that may be able to contribute to this 

picture have been surveyed, such as Kom el-Khilgan (Midant-Reynes et al. 2004), although 

full publication is still awaited. Pits containing Maadian ceramics at both Harageh and 

Sedment (Williams 1982) suggest that the territory of this pottery tradition may have 

extended further south than the cemeteries and settlement sites so far attest to. It is 

therefore clear that the territory across which this tradition extended overlaps with Gerzeh 

(Map 1). 

In general the burials at these sites were simple oval pits into which the deceased was laid 

in a contracted position, sometimes wrapped in a mat. Grave goods were scarce and most 

of the burials at Maadi and Wadi Digla were without any funerary goods (Rizkana and 

Seeher 1990, 108). Those graves that did contain artefacts tended to have only a single 

vessel, and in a minority of cases, between two and four vessels accompanied the deceased. 

The maximum number found at Maadi was eight and at Heliopolis, ten. In the light of this, 

relative dating is difficult. The foundation of Maadi is placed in mid-Naqada I (Rizkana 

and Seeher 1987, 78), and its abandonment around Naqada IIC (see below). It was possible 

to divide the cemetery at Wadi Digla into two phases, with Heliopolis being contemporary 

with, and perhaps succeeding, the latest phase at Wadi Digla around Naqada liB/C. 

The vessels found differed in both fonn and fabric to those that had been documented in 

Upper Egypt and, as Bard observed," ... over 80% of the pottery excavated at Maadi is of a 

local ware not found in Upper Egypt" (Bard 1994a, 278). Pottery was either black, brown, 

or reddish with an increasing preference for black/brown vessels in the later phases 

(Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 100). The temper was usually grit, sometimes with organic 

matter. The vessel forms tended to be globular with a flat base, a narrow neck and an 

everted rim, although bottle-shaped and 'lemon' pots are also known. The earliest phase of 
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pottery was often characterised by a base ling and in the later phase a distinctive feature 

was the use of impressed decoration at the neck of the vessel. 

Inclusions of other attefact classes within the bmials are rare. Aspatharia rubens shells, 

flint bladelets, grey ore and malachite pigmentation were documented in a few of the 

graves at Wadi Digla. One rhomboid palette, an ivory comb and a single stone vessel were 

exceptional additions to a few graves in the Wadi Digla cemetery. This dearth of mateiial is 

more likely to be a matter of social custom rather than a reflection of the poverty of this 

society, for the associated settlement deposits displayed evidence for significant amounts of 

copper, stone vases, as well as examples of locally styled decorated pottery and anthropoid 

figures (Rizkana and Seeher 1987; 1989). 

3. 6 Evidence of transition: Buto/ Tell el-F ara 'in 

The excavations duiing the 1980s and 1990s of the settlement remains here in the northern 

Delta produced an uninteiTupted stratigraphic sequence from prehistory through to the Old 

Kingdom and raised further questions about the nature of the spread of the Naqada culture. 

Within the seven main layers was an apparent 'transitional' layer between earlier pottery of 

the Lower Egyptian tradition 1 and that of the later incoming Upper Egyptian tradition (von 

der Way 1992, 3), a change which was continual and gradual (Kohler 1992a, 17, Table 1). 

The date of this transition was placed between Stufen lld1 and Ild2 (von der Way 1992, 3). 

The Upper Egyptian pottery within this transition layer included sherds of pottery 

decorated with spirals and wavy lines, wavy-handled vessel fragments, together with 

pottery fragments with affiliations to R84 and R76 (Kohler 1992a, 18-19). To these were 

attiibuted a Stufe Ild2 date on compaiison with Kaiser's chronological scheme but as the 

previous chapter demonstrated, the R76 vessels at Gerzeh are not restricted to liD but 

plausibly occuiTed in earlier contexts. Whether or not the transitional layer is slightly 

earlier in date than suggested, it is nevertheless contemporary with some phases at Gerzeh. 

It attests to an alternative scenaiio in which there was co-existence between two traditions, 

a relationship that maybe developed along lines of "cultural superposition by assimilation" 

(von der Way 1992, 3) or imitation. Thus a sharing of cultural practices between the two 

societies identified in Egypt at this time is undoubtedly evident at certain locations. 

1 The earliest levels at Buto-phase Buto la-also contained pottery manufactured in the Canaanite tradition 
using local clays, although this presence diminishes before the appearance of Upper Egyptian forms (Faltings 
2002). 
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3. 7 Interactions between Lower and Upper Egypt 

The direct evidence for interaction between the north and the south .has focussed on a 

limited number of Upper Egyptian imports at the site of Maadi. Most notably this includes 

black-topped pottery, some possible P-ware sherds, over a dozen fragmentary rhomboid 

palettes, four combs, bifacial flint tools and possibly six mace-heads (Rizkana and Seeher 

1984). The fine and dense fabric of the imported black-topped pottery, in particular, is very 

different from local wares (Rizkana and Seeher 1984, 23). The demand for such vessels 

appears to have been significant and did not match the supply of imports that reached 

Maadi; more than 20 complete B-ware imitations and numerous fragments were found, 

manufactured in the local tradition. The Upper Egyptian method · of firing this type of 

pottery (see Baba and Saito 2004) was not practiced at Maadi, as evident from the break 

colours of the copies (Rizkana and Seeher 1984, 239). Similar imitations appeared at 

Sedment (Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 62). 

Exports from the north that made their way into the southern archaeological record are also 

known (Adams and Friedman 1992). These derive mainly from the settlement remains and 

include jars with impressed decoration at the neck. Considering that such decoration is 

known from the southern Levant, however, it is conceivable that there was a common 

influence for this technique and it may not, in fact, be evidence of direct importation or 

influence from Maadi centres. The black-polished pottery, which formed over one third of 

the assemblage at Maadi, is rare in the south, so much so that it did not exist as a separate 

class of pottery but was subsumed by Petrie into his Fancy-ware category. 

There was, however, undeniably and unsurprisingly, some interaction between the two 

areas of Egypt, but very different viewpoints exist as to the extent of this. A few scholars, 

such as Hoffman (1979, 200-214), believed (given Maadi's location between the Delta and 

Upper Egypt) that imported wares recovered from Upper Egypt must have passed through 

Maadi, with Maadi acting as a distribution centre. 

Largacha (1993) has similarly pictured a fluid and extensive trade relationship between 

these two areas, with the Lower Egyptians supplying the Upper Egyptian elite with 

products such as copper and Palestinian pottery. The evidence cited to support this is the 

presence of Upper Egyptian black-topped pottery, basalt vessels and palettes at the site of 

Maadi, which Largacha interpreted as the items exchanged by Upper Egyptians for 

Maadian goods. Much of this evidence can be interpreted differently, however. There is no 
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doubt that sporadic encounters with mobile traders from the south occurred, as the black

topped pottery and palettes suggest, but these examples are limited in number. The 

remaining artefacts cited by Largacha-the basalt vessels and the Palestinian pottery-are 

problematic. The evidence from artefact distribution patterns and chemical analysis 

suggests that the basalt vessels are likely to be of Lower Egyptian manufacture, produced 

from the locally available Haddadin basalt flow near Cairo (Mallory 2000). Therefore, if 

basalt vessels are used as evidence for interaction it is in the other direction; from Lower to 

Upper Egypt. With regard to the Palestinian pottery, TutundziC's (1989, 430) detailed 

comparison of pottery with Palestinian characteristics from both Maadi and Naqadan 

contexts strongly suggests that the two areas traded independently with Palestinian sources. 

The vessels of Palestinian character in Gerzean contexts were demonstrated by Tutundzic 

to have no direct or close parallels with those from Maadi. The reason appears to be 

chronological, with the imports found at Maadi earlier in date than the imports in Upper 

Egypt (see below). 

Overall, considering the limited numbers of imports at Maadi and the apparent need to 

imitate B-ware to meet demand, it seems likely that interaction between Lower and Upper 

Egypt prior to Naqada IIC was, at best, sporadic. The excavators of the site expressed 

similar views that interaction had been loose (Rizkana and Seeher 1989, 79), a view 

supported here. 

3.8 Temporal relationship between Gerzeh and Maadi 

As noted, Gerzeh is often cited as evidence that the appearance of Upper Egyptians in 

Lower Egypt resulted directly in the abandonment of Maadi settlements in the area. Such 

models assume that there was a temporal overlap between these communities. Hoffman, for 

instance, noted Gerzeh's proximity to Maadi and related the presence of black-topped 

pottery at the latter to this spatial proximity (Hoffman 1979, 204). However, " ... the length 

of overlap between Maadi and the Gerzean culture has not yet been precisely determined" 

(Tutundzic 1993, 34) and in fact there is always the possibility that there was no such 

overlap in the Fayum region, at least on the basis of the evidence from Gerzeh. 

The abandonment of Maadi was thought to have occurred during, or by the end of, Naqada 

IIC, primarily on the basis of datable parallels with Upper Egypt (Rizkana and Seeher 

1987, 78), the Levant, and a limited number of radiocarbon dates. Comparison with the 

Southern Levantine chronological sequence indicates that the Early Bronze Age la imports 
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at Maadi are more likely to be located within Naqada IIC at the earliest (Faltings 1998) 

thus bolstering the later date for its abandonment. 

These imports provide useful, albeit difficult to interpret, chronological links between the 

regions. Tutundzic's detailed comparison of pottery with Palestinian characteristics from 

both Maadi and Naqadan contexts mentioned above, strongly suggests that the two cultural 

areas traded independently with Palestinian sources. The vessels of Palestinian character in 

Gerzean contexts were demonstrated to have no direct or close parallels with those from 

Maadi (Tutundzic 1989, 430), and the hypothesis that the inhabitants at Maadi were 

mediators in transmitting Palestinian goods south was rejected. More detailed comparison 

with Levantine material led to the assertion that this scenario can be explained by reference 

to chronology, with Maadi having earlier links with the Levant than Upper Egypt 

(Tutundzic 1993). Of potential significance is vessel W2c (ms. 49), which is attributed to 

the second EB 1 phase and although it " ... may be somewhat later than Palestinian pottery at 

Maadi" (Tutundzic 1993, 39) it can perhaps be considered the " ... earliest known Palestinian 

jar in Gerzean Egypt" (Tutundzic 1993, 39). Consequently, some direct relationship to the 

examples of Maadi has not been ruled out (Tutundzic 1993, 46), but it cannot be considered 

conclusive evidence. 

' The Upper Egyptian imp01ts at the settlement of Maadi may also be informative here. The 

black-topped pottery vessels from Maadi were said to have their closest match with B41 

and B46 of Petrie's corpus (Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 68), and a B73 vase was also noted 

(Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 71). The latest that these vessels are attested to in Upper Egypt 

is Naqada liB (Hendrickx, chronology handbook), and they are very different from the 

examples noted from Gerzeh. The imported palettes were all rhomboid, a form that is not 

attested to at Gerzeh, but is charactetistic of earlier, Naqada lA-liB, phases. There is 

nothing in these imports, therefore, to suggest that they were acquired through exchange 

with groups residing in the vicinity of Gerzeh (contra. Hoffman 1979, 204). 

3.9 Lower Egyptian parallels at Gerzeh 

The evidence for imports of the Maadi culture within the cemetery at Gerzeh is limited. 

The five examples2 of black polished3 pottery vessel (Wainwtight l912a, pi. X) found at 

2 There may have been more than the five black pottery vessels found . Only one example of Wainwright's 
BP la [F8lm] is mentioned in the publication but there are two examples in the museum survey. The duplicate 
might have derived from grave 36, the tomb card for which notes that one of the pots drawn was black. 
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Gerzeh, whilst rare in Upper Egyptian contexts, were a major constituent of Maadian 

assemblages, especially in the later phases. Nevettheless, the presence of these in Upper 

Egyptian assemblages need not be a result of importation from these communities (Rizkana 

and Seeher 1987, 67). Wainwright's BPl-3 (Wainwright 1912a, pi. X), ms. 28-32, all have 

handles, which is not a feature of the black-ware Maadian forms. Rather the forms of many 

black vessels, especially those with handles, imitate stone vases, such as S 15-22 (Petrie 

1920, pi. XXXVII) and the barrel-shaped stone vessels (Petrie 1920, pi. XXXVIII). This 

may also account for the slightly raised base on BP la and lb [F81], ms. 28 and 29, which 

was a feature of early basalt stone vessels known from the Naqada I period.4 In terms of the 

description of the fabrics, 5 it would appear that a distinction can also be drawn, with the 

Gerzeh examples being of the typical Nile silt noted in other pottery types. The proportion 

of black vessels at Gerzeh is equivalent to the numbers found at other Upper Egyptian 

sites,6 and in style there are clear parallels to black forms from the southern groups.7 There 

is nothing, therefore, to suggest any greater interaction with the pottery traditions of the 

Maadi groups than is the case with the Upper Egyptian cemeteries. 

Other pottery forms within Petrie's corpus that could be cited as examples of importation 

from Maadi contexts are those specimens that have impressed patterns upon their surface. 

Wainwright noted the presence of a P77b and P77c, which are incised in Petrie' corpus, but 

the ones from Gerzeh were apparently not incised (Wainwright 1912a, pi. IX). Whether the 

P78a reported in grave 115 was incised is unknown, although no mention of such detail is 

made on the tomb card. In any case the excavators of Maadi felt that such incised detailing 

was "only distantly related" to Petrie's fotms (Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 70). 

In summary there is no evidence from Gerzeh that can conclusively attest to direct material 

interchange between the community at Gerzeh and the Lower Egyptian groups. 

3 The museum examples (ms.28-32) show that not all were truly black, but ranged from brownish-black to 
brown, nor were all polished. 
4 These Upper Egyptian basalt vessels are imports from Lower Egypt (Mallory 2000), but given their early 
occurrence in Upper Egypt, before Gerzeh's foundation, the influence upon the black pottery here is most 
likely an indirect link. 
5 It was not possible to observe first-hand any Maadian pottery of ware la-b. 
6 (Brunton 1937, pi. XXXIV; 1948, pi. XII; Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, pi. XXXVIII) 
7 For example, F88m (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, pi. XXXVIII) is equivalent to BP4 (Wainwright 
1912a, pi. X). 
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3.10 Conclusion 

Recent studies of cemeteries have emphasised the necessity of taking a regional approach, 

which takes into account the entire mortuary landscape, the relationship of cemeteries to 

settlements or other sites, and the variability across the region (e.g. Beck 1995). What is 

apparent from the above brief overview is that, with the exception of Harageh and Abusir 

el-Meleq, Gerzeh currently stands in temporal and spatial isolation and this lack of 

comparative sites constrains a fuller interpretation. Even between these three sites, 

however, wide diversity in their assemblage composition is apparent. The evidence as it is 

does not suggest that there were any great influences from groups considered to belong to 

the Lower Egyptian communities at Gerzeh. Such evidence may have been more prevalent 

within the settlements that served the communities of Gerzeh and Harageh, but in the 

absence of these this must remain a conjecture. The lack of evidence from Gerzeh for 

typical Lower Egyptian goods does not imply, however, that there was no influence at all 

from such groups on Upper Egyptian traditions, and this cannot be ruled out for other 

cemeteries such as Abusir el-Meleq and Minshat Abu Omar. Indeed it is not to be expected 

that all contact scenarios would proceed in a similar manner or be manifest in equivalent 

ways. 

Assessing the degree of overlap between Gerzeh and Maadi is made problematic by the 

limitations of chronological resolution. Since some sites of the Maadian groups and Gerzeh 

are both datable to Naqada IIC some direct interaction between the two communities is 

conceivable. However, a separation of as little as a decade, which is not archaeologically 

perceptible at present, could mean that the sites were never strictly contemporary. It is 

perfectly plausible that no interaction occutTed at this juncture and the founders of the 

cemetery at Gerzeh may have moved into a niche created by the abandonment of nearby 

settlements. If there is no evidence for Lower Egyptian influence at Gerzeh then the next 

issue to address is how to explain the appearance of material typical of Upper Egypt in a 

location formally displaying a very different material culture. Whether Gerzeh was founded 

by a migratory group, or whether it represents merely the spread of Upper Egyptian 

influence, or indeed whether it is attributable to a different scenario altogether, will be 

addressed in Part 11, the theoretical and methodological basis of which is the subject of the 

next chapter. 
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PARTII 

INTER-CEMETERY VARIABILITY 



Chapter Four: The archaeological assessment of group differentiation 

4.1 Introduction 

The image of two discrete cultural ' areas within the boundaries of Egypt unifying to form 

the classic Pharaonic state has long been embedded within the consciousness of 

Egyptologists. This view is understandable given the ancient Egyptian's own bipartite 

division of the country into Upper and Lower Egypt, and the ideological myth that 

supported it (Frankfort 1948, 15-23). In the absence of obvious ethnic and political 

boundaries in the historical periods it is often assumed that this symbolic dualism had its 

roots in prehistory (Assmann 2002, 29). Early craniological studies recognised "two 

distinct races of early man" in Predynastic Egypt, "one in the Thebaid and the other in the 

Fayum ... called the Upper and Lower Egyptian races" (Morant 1925, 4-5). The excavations 

at Maadi, described in Chapter Three, appeared to give archaeological credence to the 

antiquity of such a separation and the individual character of the material led the excavators 

to conclude that there had been a distinctive "Maadi culture" (Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 

21) that had existed as a cultural entity separate from that found in Upper Egypt. 

The end of the cultural sequence at Maadi is often attributed to the "the gradual conquest of 

Lower Egypt by a ~confederated state in Upper Egypt" (Bard 1987, 93), and the proximity 

of Gerzeh to Maadi, and in particular to the site of es-Saff, has been duly noted in this 

context (Bard 1994a, 277; Kaiser 1985, 70). The evidence for classic Upper Egyptian 

ceramic fmms at Gerzeh has been interpreted a part of a wide-ranging 'cultural 

superposition', representing an expansion of cultural characteristics typical of Upper Egypt, 

together with its people (von der Way 1992). This has been referred to as the "classical 

model" (Kohler 1995, 81). Recent theoretical trends, however, have challenged the 

convention of a movement of people and the premise has been considered as an "over

ambitious" reading of the evidence (Wilkinson 1999, 35). Instead a more organic model of 

change, based on the principle that "both parts of Egypt grew together by trade and cultural 

exchange which made trading posts or conquests unnecessary" (Kohler 1996, 220), has 

been propounded. This model goes so far as to suggest that the conception of separate 

cultures is not justifiable in the light of recent evidence from the Delta. 

There are two primary reasons for this shift in theoretical framework. First, there is a desire 

among prehistorians to distance themselves theoretically from the culturepa-histmical 

terminology used by Petrie and his contemporaties in the early part of the twentieth 
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century. Second, the recent intensification of research in the Delta has proved that far from 

being a "closed book" (Emery 1961, 192) this area of Egypt is in fact displaying a dynamic 

cultural sequence, and the evidence from sites like Buto has challenged the traditional 

models of state development (Rowland 2004b). 

Whilst these challenges to traditional approaches make valuable contributions to the 

debate, and certainly call for a re-examination of the classical model, they do not 

necessarily lead to the outright rejection of the idea that communities from Upper Egypt, or 

a small hypothetical Middle Egyptian group, made the conscious decision to move beyond 

their traditional boundaries in favour of settlement further north. It is possible to 

deconstruct the culture-historical baggage from our conception of the movement of 

'cultural groups'. This first involves critically re-examining what we mean by 'culture' and 

'ethnic group', thereby reconstituting our understanding of social groups, their identity and 

the social processes integral to this. It also involves re-examining our notion of 'migration' 

and its importance as an explanatory framework. I would contend that models of Upper 

Egyptian expansion based upon Delta material can be misleading. In effect the Delta and 

Upper Egypt are juxtaposed without reference to the temporal and spatial gap that Gerzeh 

fills. It is without question that the excavations in the Delta have been fundamental in 

redressing the imbalance caused by the concentration of excavation to the south. Yet the 

need to excavate the Delta has, in turn, led to an inverse skew of interpretation and 

encouraged academic eyes to focus on this region at the expense of fully theorising what 

might be an equally crucial area of social development: the original buffer zone in the 

Fayum region? 

Therefore, in this chapter previous models that have been proposed to account for the 

apparent appearance of Naqadan culture in the north will be ciitiqued. Thereafter, an 

alternative schema for the discussion of this issue will be presented, centred upon two key 

archaeologically developed themes: group identity (ethnicity) and migration processes. 

4.2 Previous models 

4.2.1 Traditional and culture-historical perspectives 

The view of an apparent conquest of one 'kingdom' by another has been seen mateiialised 

in the form of the Narmer palette (Petiie 1953, pis. J and K), a monument that has become 

iconic to debates over Egypt's unification. The general militaiistic themes of physical 

dominance depicted here were viewed for some time as histoiical documentation of the 
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manner in which Egypt was unified under the power of a single ruler. Petrie propagated 

such a military-based process. He believed that the 'Gerzean culture' was spread by 

'Eastern Desert folk' who came to dominance before Egypt was finally unified by the 

'Dynastic Race' of the 'Falcon Tribe' from Elam, who entered Upper Egypt via the Wadi 

Hammamat around the start of the Gerzean period (Petrie 1939, 77). Although Massoulard 

(1949) rejected this position, it was still advocated into the 1960s by Emery (1961). 

Petrie's perspective is characteristic of the culture-historical paradigm that pervaded 

scholarship at the time. The problem of interpreting the significance of Gerzeh and the 

broader issue of the spread of the Upper Egyptian assemblage northwards has perhaps been 

hampered by attempts to transcend this totalising framework. Culture-historical paradigms 

assumed that bounded homogeneous cultural entities correlated with particular peoples, 

tribes or races. The similarities within these cultural entities were considered as constituted 

by processes of regular interaction, in contrast to the difference between cultures which 

were deemed to be a product of social or physical difference (Jones 1997, 25). The 

resulting archaeological interpretations were thus conservative in nature and led to the 

dominant notion that culture change must have been the result of the intrusion of foreigners 

into a territory. Such mapping of cultures in time and space tended, therefore, to be 

descriptive (Johnson 1999, 19; Jones 1997, 18), as typified by Petrie's (1906) concern with 

charting migrations. 

4.2.2 Kaiser and the "classical model" 

Traditional approaches such as these were the accepted doctrine for some time before 

Kaiser (1957, 74) propounded a Naqadan II expansion from Thebes. Kaiser's later 

assessment of the relative chronological positions of the sites of Lower Egypt was used to 

support his theory of a northward expansion, with the sites of Gerzeh and Harageh being 

slightly earlier in date than Minshat Abu Omar in the eastern stretch of the Delta, as would 

be expected from a step-wise movement of a culture (Kaiser 1985, 70; 1990, 287-288). 

This expansion was envisioned as a series of invasions by a single Upper Egyptian political 

entity against its weaker neighbours in the north (Kaiser 1956, pi. 26), thus btinging about 

political and cultural unity. 
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4.2.3 Rethinking the spread ofthe Naqada culture 

By the time of Kaiser's observations in the 1960s, culture-historical approaches had begun 

to be discredited, largely by the self-proclaimed Anglo-American New Archaeology, or 

'processualism'. It conceptualised culture as a system, and it emphasised functionalist 

explanation of social processes and cultural evolution (Johnson 1999, 22; Sabloff 2004, 

212-218). The previous reliance upon migrationist and diffusionist models was ignored, for 

the most part, in favour of a framework that gave priority to internal forces of social, 

economic and culture change (Kristiansen 2005, 75). Whilst such shifts in the theoretical 

paradigms of archaeology did not have a direct impact on Egyptology, the influence of 

processual rhetoric nevertheless crept into the underlying interpretive assumptions of later 

scholars. It is from within this theoretical lineage that a major reassessment of the 

relationship between Upper and Lower Egypt by Kohler (1995; 1996) may partly derive. 

By the mid 1990s the complex and protracted nature of the emergence of the Egyptian state 

was widely recognised. Although Kaiser's interpretation of the unification was tempered 

somewhat by the observation that political and cultural unification were temporally 

distinct, although related, phenomena (Trigger 1987, 61), the notion of the division of 

Egypt into two cultures, with Upper Egypt actively gaining ascendancy over Lower Egypt, 

was still the favoured model. Kohler, however, rejected such a strict bi -partite cultural 
" division of Egypt in favour of three regional variants that she referred to as facies (Kohler 

1995, 82). These were identified as Maadi-Buto facies, Badari facies and Naqada facies, 

which, she envisaged, belonged to one overarching cultural tradition. 

Kohler's work is part of a gradual tempering of the perception of the apparent gulf between 

Upper and Lower Egypt, as the drawn-out and multivariate nature of political and cultural 

unification became apparent. This shift derives partly from recent work at Buto, described 

in Chapter Three, where a continuous stratigraphic sequence from Maadi-Buto to Naqadan 

layers was visible. In the light of this Kohler turned back to the Upper Egyptian settlement 

record for analogous features. A central motivation for this was Kohler's criticism that the 

discrepancy between the assemblages of the north and south was likely to be a product of 

the comparison of Upper Egyptian cemeteries with Lower Egyptian settlements, contexts 

which she described as representing different sets of data (Kohler 1995, 84). Features such 

as impressed decoration on early Maadi-Buto ceramics were found to have parallels in 

Naqada IIC when comparison was made with Upper Egyptian mid-Naqadan II settlement 

deposits. The morphological characteristics of certain rough-ware pottery forms and some 
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stone vessels were also deemed by Kohler to have been influenced by northern traditions. 

Such evidence prompted her proposition that there had been a far .greater degree of 

interaction between these two areas than previously acknowledged and that these early 

contacts had been "intense" (Kohler 1996, 218). Kohler further reconsidered the 

significance of Middle Egypt as the link between the Lower and Upper reaches of Egypt, in 

particular from the work of Holmes (1989) on the lithics of this region. 

Given such evidence Kohler regarded the transition documented across the Buto 

stratigraphy, not as evidence of a conquest by an invading Naqadan culture, but rather of 

transformations in the manufacture and distribution of ceramics. In this model the 

production of ceramics in the Maadi-Buto region is interpreted as having been based at the 

household level, whilst in Upper Egypt specialised production is deemed to have been 

more commonplace. According to Kohler, it is these two different modes of pottery 

production that have been erroneously viewed as separate cultures rather, as Kohler would 

have it, separate styles (Kohler 1996, 219). With the introduction of mar! clay technology 

in Upper Egypt (see Chapter Five), where climatic conditions were more favourable to 

such a specialised industry, there was the impetus to seek a regional and an interregional 

market for exchange. In contrast to the opinion of scholars such as Bard, who advocated a 

Predynastic Egypt of "two very different cultures" (Bard 1987, 89), in Kohler's view; 

" ... we cannot really speak of two fully different cultural areas faced with 

the fact that it might be rather a matter of style, ecological conditions and 

economical demands which caused the difference between north and south 

in the time of Naqada 11." (Kohler 1996, 219). 

This model has found wide acceptance (e.g. Assmann 2002, 31; Wilkinson 1996, 7) and 

scholars such as Haanen (2002) have asserted that the use of the te1m 'Naqada culture' 

should be limited to a tradition in pottery manufacture alone rather than to any discrete 

peoples or entity. 

4.2.4 Kohler's model reconsidered 

Kaiser (1995) strongly refuted Kohler's model. Primarily, he noted the somewhat 

unqualified use of the term facies (Kaiser 1995, 6), a term which is never developed. A 

further weakness that Kaiser observed (1995, 7) was in the evidence Kohler cited to 

support her case; the comparison of ceramics of Upper and Lower Egyptian settlement 

61 



sites, and the lithic examinations conducted by Holmes. Kaiser believed that Kohler 
overstated the similarities between both regions of Egypt in each of these artefact classes. 
The similarities identified in the former, Kaiser noted, have been commented upon by 
Adams and Friedman (1992, 327) as being intriguing, yet they are tentative in their 
assessment. Indeed, although the identification of impressed decoration in Upper Egyptian 
settlement ceramics may be thought-provoking, the comparison of generalised vessel 
shapes is tenuous and a thorough investigation of a variety of morphological features such 
as rim and base shape, fabric , decoration and manufactming technique simultaneously 
would be required to assess whether generalised shapes are in fact conterminous. The 
allusion to the equivalences between the lithic technologies of the two areas has also been 
misconstrued by Kohler. Whilst Holmes (1992b, 311) has suggested that there are 
similarities in manufacture, perhaps arising from an earlier, more generalised technology, 
she maintains that such resemblances are superficial and the work of northern and southern 
flint knappers remained distinct (Holmes 1992b, 311). A third point of contention raised by 
Kaiser (1995, 8) regards Kohler's rather sweeping dismissal of the value of cemetery 
evidence in the analysis of this subject, a point with which I strongly agree, as will be 
developed below. 

Kaiser's critiques are certainly astute but they nevertheless fail to address the core issue. 
Whilst it is possible to agree that Kohler's use of the underdeveloped term facies is one of 
the elementary weaknesses of her paper, I contend that both Kaiser and Kohler have made 
certain assumptions about culture and identity that make understanding this phenomenon 
problematic. In this respect the premise of this thesis whole-heartedly agrees with Kohler's 
statement that the progression of this issue prompts a " ... serious demand for new concepts 
and approaches" (Kohler 1995, 89). One primary problem lies in what we might assume to 
be the most basic of archaeological concepts; the notion of 'culture'. Since the term is 
taken for granted it is not always recognised that 'culture' means different things to 
different people (Johnson 1999, 188). Technically, an archaeological culture is defined as a 
"recurring assemblage of artefacts" (Renfrew and Bahn 1996, 359) that can be identified 
over a discrete time and space (Johnson 1999, 189). This may seem straightforward, but 
problems arise when trying to relate these static residues with the dynamics of past human 
societies. It is worth reminding ourselves that these two different forms of 'cultures' need 
to be differentiated for, as Clarke stated, an archaeological culture " .. .is not a racial group, 
nor a historical tribe, nor a linguistic unit, it is simply an archaeological culture" (Clarke 
1978, 12), a position that has been acknowledged with regard to the Predynastic cultures 
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(e.g. Kemp 1989, 14). At a fundamental level it is the process of making the interpretive 

relationship between archaeological cultures and human society that is one of the 

underlying areas of conflict between Kaiser's and Kohler's viewpoints. 

Kaiser clearly conceives of the cultural assemblage of Gerzeh as essentially Upper 

Egyptian in character and as such assumes that it equates with an Upper Egyptian people, a 

rather limited interpretation. In this respect the strength of Kohler's work is that it focuses 

our attention away from considering the expansion phenomenon as an event, to considering 

it as a process. However, in Kohler's framework of inference the relationship between the 

so-called facies and the human communities who engaged with these is still unclear, 

although some form of material cline propelled by trade relations seems to be implicit in 

the model. The social processes of production also appear to have been relegated to the 

background, as Kohler advances the central importance of ecological and economic 

conditions of ceramic manufacture as factors of cultural change. These reasons for the 

apparent cultural differences between north and south are constructed as things which 

humans have little control over, a view which leaves little room for the active negotiation 

of cultural practices by individuals and groups. Such under-themised and under-developed 

notions of culture, style, identity and ethnicity, are exemplified in the below quotation: 

' 
" .. .if the material culture of domestic contexts - which probably mirrors 

best a cultural, social or even ethnic identity - shows identical traits, then 

the notion of Southern material replacing that of the North is unfounded." 

(Kohler 1995, 84). 

This statement is misguided on three fronts. Primarily, there is a large body of literature in 

both anthropological and archaeological domains that has, since at least the 1960s, 

challenged the simple one-to-one correspondence of identity with a specific material 

culture. The issue is in fact vastly more complex than common sense may perceive, and 

these discussions of the social construction of identity must be dealt with in more detail if 

we are to generate more fmthcoming models. As will be elaborated below, different ethnic 

identities may in fact use similar, and occasionally, identical material culture. Secondly, the 

notion that material culture can be read directly as a reflection of past reality has been a 

major axis of archaeological critique, one which has developed into a strong line of 

archaeological thinking that seeks to understand how artefacts are meaningfully constituted 

in past social networks. Finally, I disagree strongly with Kohler that settlement evidence is 

63 



the best gauge of cultural, social or ethnic identity. Rather I would reassert the importance 

of mortuary evidence within the context of a reappraisal of the notion of ethnicity. It is 

these three points that I will develop below. 

4.3 Group identity 

Whether we term the observation of matetial vatiation as facies or cultures there is the 

implication that they refer, in some sense, to discrete bounded groups that exist as over

solidified social facts. Societies, however, are not 'things' (Jenkins 1996, 92) but are 

created by individuals in social interaction. Work by archaeologists and anthropologists has 

stressed that identities cannot be examined uni-dimensionally, since all human identities 

are constructed from multiple influences (Diaz-Andreu and Lucy 2005, 2; Gosden 1999, 

123) and must be examined relationally (BrUck 2004). Given the multiplicity of social 

relations that individuals and groups are networked into, it is unlikely that social identity 

will be mirrored directly by matetial culture. Rather the question is, what aspects of social 

identity may be being negotiated in a given context, whether it is factors such as gender, 

social status, ethnic affiliation or a combination of these (Jenkins 1996, 32-36, 50-51; 

Meskell 1999). Moreover, individuals may ptivilege one aspect of their identities over 

others as circumstances dictate. Identities may be nested (Etiksen 1993, 30-31) to range 

from super-regional cultural systems to individuals, and one group identity may be related 
' 

to other sorts of social organisation such as gender, age or status (Hakenbeck 2004, 52). 

These observations resonate particularly with parallel archaeological discussions on the 

nature of the relationship between humans and their matetial culture. There is now a well

delineated body of archaeological theory delived from ctitiques of the manner in which 

New Archaeologists conceived of matetial remains as reflecting past societies (summary in 

Hodder 2005). From this, it has been advanced that matetial culture was meaningfully 

constituted in social arenas of human matetial action. 

Aspects of identity including age, gender and status are all well-recognised focuses for 

archaeological enquiry and have been examined, to varying degrees, by scholars working 

on Predynastic matetial. Consequently, the theoretical foundations of these domains will be 

interwoven within later chapters. Ethnicity, on the other hand, has been mentioned only in 



passing in Predynastic studies 1 and it thus warrants a more substantial introduction and 

elaboration. Moreover, there are specific notions regarding ethnicity that make it a 

potentially useful concept for the discussion of the Gerzean evidence and the concept may 

be elevated as a central concern for the issues of group identification. 

4.3.1 Ethnicity and other communal identities 

Ethnicity is a term that has appeared with increasing frequency in the literature in the last 

decade yet its definition and applicability to the interpretation of the archaeological record 

has been seen as problematic and many issues remain outstanding (Emberling 1997, 325). 

Nonetheless, it is worth investigating the usefulness of the term for heuristic purposes, f~r 

it can offer new ways of thinking critically about material culture. At the very least the 

discussions that have dealt with ethnicity explicitly have prompted some of the most 

valuable debates on what constitutes meaningful social differences between groups and 

how we might access this archaeologically. 

Initial problems encountered in introducing the concept derive from its rather chequered 

history in the social sciences (for summary see Jones 1997; Olsen and Kobylinski 1991). 

Its controversy has traditionally sprung from the question of its relationship to concepts 

such as race, nati-on~Iity and culture. In the 1960s and 1970s the word itself represented a 

simplistic taxonomic shift motivated by the growing dissatisfaction with concepts such as 

'culture', 'society' and 'tribe' (Jones 1997, 51; Olsen and Kobylinski 1991, 6). It is in this 

sense that the tetm slipped into more recent archaeological usage as an alternative 

descriptive category, the content of which was rarely made explicit, as in the case of 

Kohler's seemingly normative use of it. The need for theoretical clatity, however, has 

generated a lengthy discussion on the nature of ethnicity. Sian Jones (1997) has addressed 

the subject, with specific reference to archaeology, at length and it is her definition that will 

be used as a springboard to discussion. Ethnicity is considered as: 

1 The exception is Kansa and Levy's (2002) engagement with Egyptian ethnicity in the 4th millennium BC, 
but this was with regard to relations between the Egyptian state and the Levant. Whilst many of the points 
raised concerning ethnic identities are relevant to the present discussion, the contextual focus upon the early 
state has different implications. Although states can encourage notions of relatedness amongst their members, 
the basis for these forms of organization differs from that of ethnicity (Emberling 1997, 304). Membership is 
not based on kinship but by state control which can be predicated on different symbols or a different uses of 
traditional symbols. Although ethnicity and the state may have become coterminous by the First Dynasty, or 
be in the process of becoming so, the situation in the Middle to Late Predynastic is far less clear and was most 
likely in flux. 
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" .. . that aspect of a person's self-conceptualisation which results from 

identification with a broader group in opposition to others on the basis of 

perceived cultural differentiation and/or common descent" (Jones 1997, 

xiii). 

The latter point has been cited as perhaps being a universal element in ethnic ideologies 

(Eriksen 1993, 68; Shennan 1989, 14). Ethnic identities thus link individuals and groups on 

the basis of shared values, assumptions and standards of evaluation (Schortman and Urban 

1987). The central tenet is that, contrary to popular conceptions, ethnic groups are not well

defined units but are contested identities that can be manipulated and coincide over 

petmeable ethnic boundaries (Smith 2003, 1-2). In contrast to merely replacing the term 

'culture', scholars of the subject, such as Eriksen (1993, 9), emphasise the term's 

philological content, which is associated with contact and interrelationship, for no ethnic 

group can exist in isolation (Eriksen 1993, 9; Olsen and Kobylinski 1991, 12). It is often 

asserted, therefore, that ethnic sentiment arises particularly in contexts of competition 

(Hodder 1979; Shennan 1989, 16). 

Given that ethnicity is an aspect of a relationship and not a property of a group, it is 

possible to see how it may be a fruitful concept to think through scenarios of interaction 
" between communities of Upper and Lower Egypt. Moreover, it has been suggested that 

'ethnicity' may be particularly associated with the development of early states (Emberling 

1997; Shennan 1989, 19). It has been postulated, for instance, that in pre-state periods 

identities were more fluid and contested as groups competed in broad alliances and 

networks for social ascendancy. Kansa and Levy (2002, 205), for example, have gone as 

far as to suggest that such fluidity of identities may have facilitated the spread of Upper 

Egyptian material culture into Lower Egypt and the Levant. A further reason for promoting 

ethnicity as an important concern here is that ethnic differentiation may partly be an effect 

of cultural homogenisation (Eriksen 1993, 136), a process that particularly characterises the 

Gerzean period (Ftiedman 1994, 907, 924). 

In rejecting an essentialist construction of identity, scholars, since the anthropologist 

Earth's (1969) seminal work on the subject, have argued for an approach that recognises 

the subjective nature of ethnic ascription. Conflating ethnicity with culture, as Kohler does, 

undermines this model of the situational nature of ethnic identity. Archaeological cultures 

and ethnicity are analytically distinct (Shennan 1989, 6) and consequently material culture 
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does not always correlate with ethnicity (Hodder 1982; Jones 1997, 124; Smith 2003, 31). 

The supposition that circumscribed uniform cultural units correlate with particular tribes or 

ethnic groups, carries unfortunate political connotations, but crucially it is also insensitive 

to variation within a single society. ·Anthropological studies of contemporary cultures, for 

instance, have demonstrated that, although some groups may seem culturally similar, there 

can be a socially relevant interethnic relationship between them (Eriksen 1993, 12). These 

modem case studies have revealed that the sharing of cultural traits frequently crosses 

group boundaries and, moreover, people do not always share all their 'cultural traits' with 

the same people. It is thus possible to have the same language as some people, the identical 

religion as some of those, together with different peoples, and the same economic strategy 

as an altogether different category of people. In other words, cultural borders are not clear

cut, nor do they necessarily correspond with ethnic boundaries. Therefore, Kohler's over

emphasis that the spread of the Naqada culture may be simply a matter of the 

homogenisation of pottery production techniques is, anthropologically, an ill-founded basis 

for construing ethnic identity. 

On account of these issues, the method by which a social group's identity is recognized 

archaeologically needs to be carefully considered. Despite the ability of archaeologists to 

distinguish an archaeological culture in terms of the physical characteristics of assemblages 

we are nevettheless unclear as to what this means in human terms. Ethnic identity may be a 

useful tool for the identification of an aspect of the self-conscious associations that groups 

and individuals hold, but if this is as subjective as it seems how are we to discern this in the 

archaeological record? It is a conundrum that has lead to pessimistic concerns that ethnicity 

cannot be perceived in the matetial remains but can only exist in the non-material realm 

(e.g. Hines 1996). Yet, if we recognise that ethnicity is a socially situated phenomenon and 

that matetial culture is actively constituted, then it is not the features of the object itself per 

se that may contain ethnic ascriptions, but rather the way in which it was used that may 

provide an insight into the relationship between the material and non-matetial realm 

(Morgan 2001, 85; Smith 2003, 33). This is important, for one of the problematic 

assumptions in discussions of the interactions between Lower and Upper Egypt is the 

simplistic juxtaposition of similarities in artefact form alone as a basis for inferring the 

level of interaction, assimilation, imitation or acculturation. Such simple trait lists or 

stylistic distributions do not take social relevance into account: 
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" ... we too easily overlooked the contexts within which the variation arose, 

how the artefacts in question were used, and that they were a part of the 

production of meaning to prehistoric peoples ... "(Conkey 1990, 10). 

The potential for approaches that take into account all the phases of production of artefacts, 

including usage, is now more widely recognised (Lucy 2005b, 102), as opposed to merely 

considering static aspects of material culture, such as shape or decoration, as has been the 

general approach to the Predynastic evidence previously.2 

Pottery is a case in point, for although vessels may have been morphologically similar, this 

does not imply that functions were the same. They could have contained different 

substances and might have been used in particular ways (Antonaccio 2001, 129; Smith 

2003, 43-53). For instance, while vessels like R65 of the Naqada tradition occur in 

stratums II-IV at Buto, it is noted that a number have two holes intentionally broken in 

after firing; "The functional purpose of these pots is still unknown and seems to have no 

parallel outside Buto" (Kohler 1992, 19). Therefore, despite the importation, or even 

imitation of objects, it does not necessarily follow that the meanings ascribed originally to 

an object or form would also adopted (Shanks and Tilley 1987, 97). 

For Smith, it is not the pattern of overall similarities between artefacts that are significant 

but rather the focus on recovering particular behaviours (Smith 2003, 36). The mortuary 

realm is one such domain of social practice and particular behaviour that I believe is more 

amenable, in certain respects, to archaeological interpretations of identity than settlement 

deposits, since the former represents deliberate acts of communities which engender 

specific social constructions through the manipulation of a whole repertoire of goods. 

4.3.2 The significance of mortuary ritual 

Many archaeologists who have studied ethnicity have asserted that mortuary practices and 

ancestor veneration might be a way to reaffirm ethnicity (Carter and Parker 1995, 99- 100; 

2 There is another, not necessarily mutually exclusive, perspective on this issue. This situates the creation of 
identity in the manufacturing process itself so that group identity may be expressed in manufacturing 
technique, in the style by which things are made (Kansa and Levy 2002, 191). What remains equivalent to the 
argument here is the notion that form alone cannot indicate affiliation, and detailed technological studies are 
required. As noted in Chapter One, however, the limited number ceramic examples in the museum sample, as 
well as the lack of Lower Egyptian ceramics in British museums generally which can be studied first-hand, 
means that such an examination was not possible for this site. This might represent an avenue of further 
investigation if more Gerzean sites from the Fayum region are forthcoming. 
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Emberling 1997, 323; Hall 1997; Smith 2003, 37). This can then be a basis for inferring 

some of the social affiliations the community at Gerzeh may have had. . 

It has been argued that technology' is more likely to cross ethnic borders than symbolism 

(Barth 1969, 11-13; Beck 1995, 170; Carter and Parker 1995, 115; Schortman 1989, 57). 

Whilst technology is expedient, symbolic contexts, such as funerals, imply a greater 

involvement in a complex belief system. The distribution of technological features, it has 

been argued (Schortman 1989, 57), is not determined primarily by their use as identity 

markers, but by ecology. For example, in a recent analysis of the correspondence between 

pots and people in Southern Syrian and Southern Anatolia it was found that " ... pottery 

distributions correlate better with economic and technological activities than with the 

socio-political or ethnic development in the region" (Carter and Parker 1995, 115). Thus, 

even if Kohler (1996, 219) is correct in asserting that similarities in style between Upper 

and Lower Egypt may be influenced by ecology or economic structures, it does not 

necessarily equate with identity. It is easier to imitate superficially the design of artefacts 

for aesthetic qualities or prestige, than it is to articulate that artefact meaningfully in a 

manner specific to its miginal creation. 

Examples of this are the differences between the settlement and grave assemblages of 

Upper Egypt. Although it is now recognised that certain Lower Egyptian influences may be 

tentatively identifiable in the settlement deposits, such as impressed design around vessel 

shoulders (Adams and Friedman 1992), these influences were not as obviously represented 

in the corresponding funerary remains. This can perhaps be seen as a conscious decision on 

the part of Predynastic Upper Egyptian communities to privilege a specific repertoire of 

classically Upper Egyptian goods, thereby emphasising the construction of certain ideals of 

community identity. 

This is not to suggest that we should ignore settlement data entirely. Indeed, ideally, we 

should neither privilege one nor the other in the investigation of social practice (Chapman 

2003, 310). For instance, there is a potentially circular argument in assessing the value of 

grave goods in isolation from other contexts. As Parker Pearson (1993) has discussed, 

further comparative information from settlement data and other cultural deposits is 

necessary for a cross-contextual analysis which can expose the selection processes for 

grave goods. In this respect we are limited by the Jack of a corresponding settlement site for 

Gerzeh, as is the case for most Predynastic cemeteties. Nevertheless, this may not constrict 
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our ability to discern elements of group affiliation, given that funerals are, partly, a stage 

for the negotiation of social and personal crisis where identity may .be manipulated or 

reaffirmed (Parker Pearson 1993). Even if these aspects were not a conscious motivation 

for the funeral organisers, the nature of human engagement within culture means that by 

reproducing material traditions societies recreate themselves, leaving patterns from which 

archaeologists can infer underlying principles. 

It is here proposed that the evidence from Gerzeh may provide a basis for the interpretation 

of the vmiable ways in which this community identified itself, consciously or 

unconsciously, aspects of which may also permit insights into ethnic affiliation or 

ascription. To this end, one key methodological approach that will be taken throughout this 

study is the examination of the way in which objects were used and manipulated during the 

mortuary ritual at Gerzeh and how this compares to a sample of other coeval Predynastic 

cemeteries. Such a comparison is based on the concept that ethnic identity is a supra

ordinate identity that detetmines the range of identities, symbols and their ritual expression 

appropriate to members of an ethnic group (Beck 1995, 172). If comparable patterns of 

matetial manipulation of material goods during the burial rites can be found, then this may 

be a basis for inferring ethnic affiliation or at least a perceived social affinity. A second 

crucial point is that no single material correlate can serve to link ethnic affiliation, but 

rather, to be significant, evidence needs to exist simultaneously, in multiple categories of 

evidence and in a variety of media (Emberling 1997, 318; Jones 1997, 134; Kansa and 

Levy 2002, 197; Smith 2003, 36). This is something we can look at archaeologically. 

4.4 Migration 

Broadly speaking, social identity becomes central the moment it seems threatened. Several 

factors have been cited to constitute such a perceived threat, but they are always related to 

some kind of change, for example through migration, demographic shifts, or other 

economic change (Eriksen 1993, 68). Thus, migration may be a context in which social 

identity becomes particularly significant and perhaps ethnicity especially for, as Anthony 

(1990, 895) argued, migrations are typically carried out by defined population sub-groups. 

The foregoing discussion of ethnicity thus permits us to address the complex issue of 

whether changes in material culture over space and time are related to stylistic sharing or 

whether it results from imitation of, or production by, actual immigrants to a new area. 
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As mentioned, it may seem undesirable to invoke migration, given how entrenched in 

culture-historical discussions it has been. Predynastic workers s.uch. as Griswold, for 

instance, have referred to it as an "ugly concept" (Griswold 1992a, 2). Nevertheless, it is 

unhelpful to completely abandon tlie theory as a plausible reason for the spread of culture. 

Anthony (1990; 1997) has demonstrated that it is possible to unlink the historical 

connection between migration and normative culture-history. These ideas have been 

convincingly used to demonstrate the movement of Egyptians into the Levant in the Late 

Predynastic!Early Dynastic (Kansa 2001). Similarly, whilst not explicitly employing such 

theoretical thinking, the general concept of migration remains an explanatory feature of 

many phases in Egyptian history, such as the Hyksos period, the appearance of C-group 

cemeteries from Lower Nubia from at least the 11th Dynasty (Friedman 2004), and Pan 

graves from the eastern dese1t before the New Kingdom (Kemp 1983, 170-171). 

In Predynastic discussions, however, it is possible that some researchers have lost sight of 

the value of migration as an explanatory tool, as a result of the desire to distance 

themselves from the constraints of a colonially informed terminology, such as Petrie's. The 

reappraisal of migration in archaeological discourse (Anthony 1990; 1997) is predicated 

upon the perception of migration as a social process rather than merely a demographic shift 

(Chapman and Hamerow 1997, 7), thereby circumventing certain simplistic assumptions 
..... 

made by previous schools of thought. Instead of focussing upon refining our classifications 

of cultural groups, as traditional views sought to do, the key to identifying and 

understanding migrations, Anthony argues, lies in considering how the process of 

migration actually proceeds, as geographical and sociological studies have modelled. 

A number of key characteristics of migrations have been noted by Anthony, including the 

fact that the members of a migratory group are often related, and that they target known 

destinations, for specific purposes, following established routes (Anthony 1990, 896-897). 

Two patterns of advance have been visualized (Rockman 2003, 9); a random, gradual 

wave-like expansion of people over time, and a more rapid point and arrow form in which 

colonizers "leap-frog" (Fiedel and Anthony 2003, 145) certain areas in order to reach a 

specific, targeted location. 

In both cases, although most strongly in the latter, the significance of landscape learning 

and ptior knowledge of an area are considered to be important social factors in the nature 

and direction of major settlement displacements. Such knowledge could be gained from 
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travels within previously existing exchange and alliance networks that served to link 

generally sedentary residents within wider hierarchically ananged regions (Anthony 1997, 

24; Kristiansen 2005, 77). It has already been postulated in passing that the first Upper 

Egyptians to travel n01th were traders, later to be followed by colonists (Bard 2000, 62), a 

proposition that is borne out here by sociological and geographical models. The sporadic 

evidence for Upper Egyptian material at Maadi, for example, such as the rhomboidal 

palettes, may relate to this. 

Colonization, as a process, can be accumulative and multi-phased, beginning first with 

pioneers entering and interacting with any local inhabitants before a directed attempt to 

settle is made. The process of migration can develop in a generally predictable manner 

once instigated. It is followed by what Anthony refers to as "chain migrations" of people 

pursuing specific routes on the basis of information received from earlier migrants, a 

course which tends to accelerate as prospects for gaining prestige develop (Kristiansen 

1998, 320). When we refer to the expansion of the Naqada culture we are in fact 

generalising about a diversity of movements from individuals through to select groups of 

traders, warriors, families and whole communities. 

As discussed above, the archaeological recognition of an ethnic identity does not derive 

from isolated finds, singular classes of artefact or production techniques, but instead is 

more perceptible across a variety of media and categories. Similarly, it is argued that, in 

order to recognise migration, we can look for the simultaneous introduction of a variety of 

artefacts and materials. Even though imitation of foreign material goods is conceivable it 

less likely that perfect imitation of foreign forms and production methods, in multiple kinds 

of artefacts, would occur (Kansa and Levy 2002, 197). Moreover, the articulation of these 

assemblages within ritual settings, such as during funerary rites, is more likely to conelate 

with those rites documented at the place of origin. 

4.5 Conclusion 

Archaeological distributions are increasingly being recognised for their wide variety of 

crosscutting patterns which may be produced by numerous alternative factors (Shennan 

1989, 13). Rather than attempting to fit this diversity into neat cultural packages, it is more 

fruitful to acknowledge this 'untidiness' in the patterning of groups. The academic 

discussions generated by the topic of ethnicity have highlighted this especially, and have 

led to more overt considerations of what material correlates may be interpreted as 

72 



meaningful social differences. Looking for ethnicity in the archaeological record, however, 

remains a contentious issue, and there are multiple levels to the definition of cultural group 

membership (Beck 1995, 168). Ethnicity may approximate to some of these but other 

aspects of communal identity ought to be acknowledged. Given the definition of ethnicity 

presented above, that emphasises interaction, and the possibility mooted in Chapter Three 

that there may not have been contact with Maadi at Gerzeh, ethnicity may not be the best 

concept for analysis at this particular juncture. Nevertheless, its utility lies in the questions 

it encourages us to ask regarding the identification and composition of social groups. 

Therefore, it is not ethnicities per se that will be looked for in this study but critical ways in 

which difference may be detected. 

The general principles derived from the above discussion that will be used in the following 

two chapters to identify such social affiliations are these. First, no single material correlate 

can serve to link ethnic or group affiliation or origin, but rather, to be significant, evidence 

needs to exist simultaneously, in multiple categories and in a variety of media. Therefore, 

in Chapter Five the various categories of artefact recovered from Gerzeh will be discussed 

individually, together with their material elements and how these compare with other 

cemeteries throughout the Nile at this time. The second principle is that any expression of 

group identity is going to be evident, not just in the characteristics of the artefacts 

themselves, but in how people used them. In looking individually at the artefacts 

comptising the burial assemblages in Chapter Five, such aspects of use will be touched 

upon. In Chapter Six, the whole composition of burial assemblages will be considered, by 

looking at the ways in which burials were internally constructed and how the use of 

mortuary space may give insights into underlying structures that could be interpreted in 

terms of common social affinities. If patterns in the manipulation of material during the 

burial rites at Gerzeh can be equated with Upper and/or Lower Egyptian practices then this 

may be a basis for inferring ethnic affiliation or at least a perceived social affinity. 
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Chapter Five: Burial forms and grave goods 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter is intended as an ov€rview of the different burial types found at Gerzeh and 

the categmies of artefact recovered from within them, with a view to assessing whether 

similarities to Upper Egyptian contexts can be identified in multiple categories of material 

goods, as discussed in the previous chapter. This includes description of their forms, their 

material elements, and consideration as to what some of their functions may have been, or 

represented. A compatison will also be made with the components of other Upper and 

Lower Egyptian cemeteries with the aim of ascertaining the extent of similarity or 

difference between Gerzeh and these other sites. 

5.2 Burial forms 

The burials at Gerzeh ranged in size from 0.23 m2 to 3.05 m2
• Wainwright distinguished 

only two burial structures within the mortuary complex; a large roughly oblong form and a 

more truly oblong fotm (Wainwright 1912a, 4). In the process of attempting to record 

grave shapes for the current study it was found that such a distinction is over-simplified and 

separating types was problematic. It is apparent that the graves fmmed a continuum of 

outlines with a minority of distinctly circular forms grading into oval varieties, which, in 

turn, are difficult toctistinguish from more oblong graves, through to neatly cut rectangular 

pits. The identification of an appropriate classification for tomb shape is further hampered 

by the nature of the crude tomb sketches. Therefore, the attribution of shape classifications 

is somewhat arbitrary but the attempt to make rough distinctions is nevertheless valid as 

what may be interesting for the later analysis are the differences between the extremes 

rather than the details of the gradations. 

There was no evidence for superstructures demarcating grave location. Nevertheless, there 

were only three instances 1 where one burial intersected another, and this suggests that some 

form of memorialising each grave plot was practised, highlighting the importance of social 

memory to the surrounding community or communities. This is especially the case for 

graves placed in close juxtaposition, such as graves 19 and 23, the cluster of graves in the 

north-western section of the cemetery (graves 151, 157, 164, 165 and 169), as well as 

graves 275 and 276, suggesting an intimate relationship. The form that such demarcation 

1 Graves 135, 165 and 248. 



might have taken can only be surmised, but they may have been a simple hillock, as has 

been observed at Adaima (Crubezy et al. 2002, 454). 

Apart from the construction of a grave pit, little else was invested in grave architecture; no 

roofing elements or brick-lined graves were found (Wainwright 1912a, 4). Wainwright did 

refer vaguely in the publication to the presence of wood in eleven graves: eight graves near 

the grave walls or beneath the skeletal remains, some in grave 173 amongst a pile of 

pebbles and flints, and two from plundered contexts (Wainwright 1912a, 7). It is possible 

that some were wood-lined graves, such as those encountered at el-Mahasna (Ayrton and 

Loat 1911, 6), or perhaps those items that were described as sticks under the body may 

have formed a tray or bier upon which the corpse rested, such as recorded for el-Amrah 

(Randall-Maclver and Mace 1902, 31-32). At Heliopolis wood remains were interpreted as 

part of a collapsed roof or from wooden lining along the walls (Debono and Mortensen 

1988, 38). 

A small handful of graves did, however, exhibit some architectural elaboration. For 

instance, burial 143 was noted to have been sunounded by branches. Five graves were 

reported as having been plastered over with mud, although only three were discussed and 

photographed; graves 113, 133 and 142 (Wainwright 1912a, 4, pl. 11). Wainw1ight did not 

mention in the publication which other graves contained this feature. On the basis of the 

documentation the most likely candidate is the grave nearest to 142, burial 154, the card for 

which notes that "about 2 ft. from body ... the remains of mat on several places on side of 

grave. May have had mat stretched over and held in place by mud". 2 In grave 84 the "arms 

and part of chest were covered with a thick lump of mud" and in grave 180 there was a 

"thin layer of mud under the upper part of the body" . Such elaboration is not seen in Maadi 

contexts where the only additional feature was the placement of stones around the 

perimeter of 50 graves at Wadi Digla (Seeher 1992, 228). 

Coffins were absent, bodies tending to be laid on, or wrapped in, a reed mat, as in 46 cases 

(Wainwright 1912a, 6). Graves 257, 262, 263 and 265 had a single layer of linen covering 

the body (Wainwright 1912a, 6), samples of which were examined at the time by Mr 

Midgley. 3 Linen shrouds such as this have also been found at Hierakonpolis cemetery HK 

43 (Friedman et al. 1999, 7) and were noted in grave 1483 at Armant (Mond and Myers 

2 The ellipsis refers to illegible words. 
3 The analysis by Mr Midgely remains to be critically re-evaluated as many of his reports have proved 
inaccurate (Jana Jones, pers. comm). 



1937, 14). Thick pads of linen were reported on the hands and pelvis of the body in grave 

263 and a tentative parallel with the recent findings at HK 43 can perhaps be made. Here 

three female bodies, dated to Naqftda liB, had thick pads of resin-soaked linen pressed onto 

the hands and neck (Jones 2002). Whether this is also the case for the Gerzeh material is 

unknown. The extant fragments are small and have been fixed to a cardboard mount 

rendering close analysis difficult. If a linkage can be made then perhaps this connects the 

funerary practices of Gerzeh with those of Upper Egypt. 

In grave 11 it was reported that some of the bones had been wrapped separately in linen. A 

comparable practice was noted for nine burials at Diospolis Parva (Petrie 1901, 35), which 

were accorded SD dates of between 58 and 78 and which are thus likely to be of the mid

to-late Gerzean period. 

The five pot burials form a further category of burial enclosure. Infants were interred in 

four of these4 and in the fifth grave, 73, the vessel was empty but it may possibly also be 

considered in this category. As noted at Minshat Abu Omar, infant bones in pots were 

poorly preserved with the tiny fragments difficult to pick out from the vessel contents 

(Kroeper 1994, 19). Maybe, therefore, Gerzeh grave 73 did contain small fragile infant 

remains that have since decayed or were not recovered by the less sophisticated excavation 

methods of the time. The fact that a large square hole had been cut into the pot, however, 

suggests that this tomb had been subject to looting or that the contents of the pot were 

removed after burial. 

Similar contemporary cases of pot bmial are infrequent in Predynastic cemeteries but a 

small number are attested, mostly from late Predynastic contexts (e.g. Brunton and Caton

Thompson 1928, pis. XXXI, XXXII; Crubezy 2005, 350-403; Randall-Maclver and Mace 

1902, 53-55), and the practice was known in Upper Egyptian cemeteries in the IIC-IID2 

period (e.g. Adams 1987, 49, 108; Brunton 1948, pl. VIII). Infant pot burials are known 

from settlement contexts; at Badati (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 89), Hemamieh 

(Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 43-48) and Naqada North Town (Petrie and Quibell 

1896). Numerous pot burials of infants, unaccompanied by grave goods, are known from 

Maadi/Buto sites (Rizkana and Seeher 1989, 67) but these are confined entirely to the 

settlements and none are known from a cemetery setting. That both communities in Upper 

and Lower Egypt buried their young in pottery vessels is not a significant indicator for 

4 Graves 62, 77, 177 and 182. 
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inferring group affiliation, as this practice was a common feature of societies throughout 

the Near East and Europe in prehistory. 

In all the Predynastic cases it appears that the vessel was not designed specially for the 

tomb but was simply a form of large storage jar used commonly in settlements (Midant

Reynes et al. 2004, 463) and recycled as a convenient coffin (Kroeper 1994, 32). Since this 

particular custom was reserved for those who had died at a particularly young age, their 

further discussion will be saved for Chapter Eight. 

5.3 Grave goods 

A wide array of objects was presented as funerary offerings (Chart 5), with pottery the 

most frequent inclusion. The rest of this chapter will consider these various categories of 

grave goods. 
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Chart 5: Percentage of graves containing the major categories of artefact 

5.3.1 Ceramics 

Ceramics were the most prominent funereal offering throughout Egypt at this time, and are 

often considered the most impmtant category of grave goods (Hendrickx 1994, 15). As 

such, it is unfortunate that the museum sample (Appendix C) is so small. Given this limited 

size, meaningful statistical analysis is not possible but qualitative information can be 

presented. As general typological form relative to chronological considerations has already 

been discussed, the primary focus here is the technological and functional aspects of the 

ceramics, although it must be borne in mind that the artefacts available for study may not 

be representative of the site as a whole. The way in which such observations are made 

differs from the way Petrie and his colleagues dealt with their material, especially in the 

use of the concept of ceramic wares. In contemporary studies, the examination of ware 
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considers not just the form of the vessel, but also the fabric (clay and tempering agents) 

from which it was made, the manufacturing technique, as well as surface treatments 

(Bourriau and Nicholson 1992, 30). 

5.3.1.1 Fabrics 

A standardized scheme for the description of Egyptian fabrics, called the "Vienna System", 

has been devised (Arnold and Bourriau 1993), and although this is not fully applicable to 

the Predynastic (Bourriau et al. 2000, 130), the primary division of fabrics into Nile silts 

and marls (Arnold and Bourriau 1993, 166) is still valid. It is the sub-divisions of these 

categories that do not precisely match the Predynastic corpus, but they may be used as a 

generalised guide in absence of any cun·ent standardised Predynastic scheme. 

Nile silts derived from alluvial ferruginous clay deposits in the floodplains, whereas marls 

originated within the wadis and contain large amounts of calcium carbonate (limestone). 

Nile silt was common-place in the earliest Predynastic but was overtaken by marl clay 

technology in the mid-Predynastic in Upper Egypt. It is recognised that pastes may be 

derived from a mixture of Nile silts and marls, but these cannot be reliably distinguished at 

present (Bourriau et al. 2004, 643). The Nile silts are divided according to the size and 

quantity of sand particles and/or tempering agent, although the utility of such subdivisions 

in the classification of the handmade ceramics of the Predynastic period has been 

questioned (Friedman 1994, 177). The subdivision of the marl clays is more complex. Only 

marl clay A1 is thought to have occurred before the Middle Kingdom (Nordstrom and 

Bourriau 1993, 176) but observation of marl classes from sites such as Minshat Abu Omar 

have demonstrated that not all marl pieces would fit into that single class (Bourriau et al. 

2004, 639). The compositional differences between these and later fabrics, which are 

especially apparent from neutron activation analysis (Bourriau et al. 2004), mean that these 

categories are only a generalised descriptive guide. 

The identification of fabrics at Gerzeh was based on macroscopic examination of vessels 

with the aid of a hand lens (magnification xlO). Most of the vessels in the museum sample 

were intact, thus limiting the scope for identification. Where possible, examination of 

breaks was the preferred point of observation, although these were mostly worn. 

Comparison of fabrics was made more difficult by the fact that observations were made at 

separate museums, under different conditions, over the course of a year. These limitations 

meant that only generalised fabrics could be determined. Following Payne (2000, 28), a 



simplified division into a few ware-families remains useful for practical purposes. Three 

fabrics could be identified on the basis of macroscopic examination: fine Nile silt, 

straw/chaff-tempered Nile silt and marl. 

The fine Nile silts comprised mainly the P-ware vessels and the only B-ware jar in the 

catalogue, as nearly all Petrie's B-ware is. Chaff-tempered Nile silt was used for at least 

two P-ware pots (ms. 44 and ms. 47),5 and some of the F-ware artefacts such as F58g (ms. 

27). Marls were the fabric used in the manufacture of the decorated pottery, W -ware and 

the few L-ware and the other P-ware examples. A small number of vessels had unusual 

fabrics which distinguish them as imports (see below). 

5.3.1.2 Technology 

All of the pottery from this period was handmade using a variety of techniques. Smaller 

vessels could have been made by pinching while most of the larger vessels were probably 

built up in coils (Bourriau 1981, 15-16; Nordstrom 1972, 47-48). The interior of many of 

the vessels in the museum sample shows that this latter method was utilised. These may 

have been built up on a slow turntable, but it is possible that only the rims were 'turned' . 

Such turntables have an axis but do not rotate with sufficient speed to make a thrown pot. 

The use of such devices became increasingly frequent in the mid-Naqada II phase 
" (Bourriau 1981, 44-52) and is also known from the Maadi-Buto ceramic repertoire 

(Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 67). Many of the vessels in the catalogue bore the striations 

indicative of this practice. 

5.3.1.3 Surface treatments 

Surface treatment refers to methods employed to transform vessel exteriors including 

coating, finishing (polishing and burnishing) and decoration. Separating the two main 

forms of coating, slips and washes, is difficult (Friedman 1994, 178; Payne 2000, 30), as 

the differentiating factor (the addition of clay to a fluid suspension) is not easily apparent. 

Therefore, in this analysis where any form of liquid had been applied to a vessel surface in 

order to alter the colour of the vessel, the term coat was used. 

Coatings of three colours were observed: red, black and white. The red coatings were seen 

on the P-ware jars and on the 'half-polished' bowls referred to in Chapter Two. Although 

5 The remaining patches of red polish on ms. 47 are extremely small, and I had originally thought this to be an 
R-ware piece prior to examination with a hand lens. 
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some have said that D-ware was uncoated (e.g. Payne 2000, 97), another analysis has 

desctibed a whitish slip on most marl fabrics, particularly the decorated examples 

(Friedman 1994, 186), and this was evident on the surface of a number of the D-ware 
vessels from Gerzeh. 

Burnishing is distinguished from polishing by the visible nature of the strokes on the 

former (Arnold 1975, 30), although recognising the difference between an uncoated 

polished surface and a polished coated surface poses difficulties (Friedman 1994, 179). 

These practices are restricted primarily to the P-ware pots, although some burnishing was 

noted on the few wavy-handled vessels. 

5.3.1.4 Decorated pottery 

Petrie's D-ware is a hallmark of the Gerzean and, although diverse, the depicted subject 

matter was consistent (Graff 2004). Two main forms of motif were painted: geometric and 

figurative. Spirals are the most common geometric design although wavy lines were also 

used. The subjects of the figurative designs are repetitive and stylised, comprising about ten 

elements. The corpus of designs on such vessels includes representations of boats and 

sometimes a standard, long-legged birds, horned animals, human figures, wavy lines, 

triangles and 'sss' symbols. Much of the literature on this form of pottery deliberates on the 

nature of the symbol; and what they might encode (e.g. el-Yahky 1981).6 These approaches 

tend to study the motifs in isolation from their contexts, an abstraction that is here deemed 

limiting and of little relevance to the present discussion. 

The near absence of decorated pottery from settlement contexts has led to the opinion that 

these artefacts were manufactured specifically for inclusion within burials. Nevertheless, 

some sherds of D-ware have been excavated from settlement deposits (Kohler 1992b, 8) 

and use-wear has been observed on some funerary specimens (Buchez 1998; Friedman 

1994, 86-89). 

Fifty-four decorated vases were recovered from Gerzeh: 46 geometric and eight figurative. 

Spirals were particularly favoured, and the placement of these on the D67 vessels is 

standardised, with two large spirals on the face between the handles. Perhaps this suggests 

that these were all made by the one workshop or craftsman. Of the figurative designs, two 

had simply the aloe plant motif (e.g. ms. 18); the others had boats (e.g. ms. 12-14). Human 

6 General summaries in Midant-Reynes (2000, 189-191) and Payne (2000, 98-101). 
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figures are absent from the vessels at Gerzeh. The style of most of the vessels conforms to 

the designs typical of Gerzean contexts. One pot (ms. 23), however, is atypical in the care 

with which the paint was applied, and the pot itself is crude and may be a local imitation. 

The colour of the red ochre paint on the rest of decorated Gerzeh vessels varies from dull 

red to a reddish purple on vessels that were more highly fired (Payne 2000, 98). The paint 

on the unusual spotted pot (ms. 7) has sand included so that not only was the pot visually 

spotty but this was materialised as a tactile quality. 

Sherds of decorated pottery are known from Maadian contexts but these are likely to be 

imports (Chapter Three). The local Lower Egyptian decorated pottery was limited and 

seems to bear little relation to the Upper Egyptian examples (Rizkana and Seeher 1987, 

43). 

5.3.1.5 Potmarks 

There are three vmieties of potmark: (i) signs impressed prior to firing; (ii) signs incised 

after firing; and (iii) painted signs. Although only seven potmarks are attested at Gerzeh 

(Wainwright 1912a, 21, pi. XI), all these methods were used. Despite the fact that these 

were drawn for the publication they were not associated with the precise vessels on which 

they were found, and only an allusion to a broad category, such as 'P-ware pot', was made. 

The tomb cards offe; few further insights.7 

Wainwright (1912a, 21) seemed perplexed by the low incidence of potmarks at Gerzeh, but 

it may be that they were in fact a rarity at this time. Petrie originally reported that the 

majority of symbols were found on B-ware vessels, less commonly on P-ware and rare on 

W, R and L-ware (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 44), suggesting that in Naqada IIC-IID2, 

during which W-ware and R-ware were prevalent, potmarks would be unlikely to appear. 

This contention is supported by the evidence from Minshat Abu Omar, where although 322 

potmarks were found, only three derived from the oldest group (Naqada liD), leading 

Kroeper (2000, 215) to suggest that they only became significant in later periods, which are 

not attested at Gerzeh. Similarly, in her study of the ceramics of the North cemetery at 

Ballas, Podzorski noted that, of 84 potmarks, none were pre-Naqada IIIA2 (Podzorski 

1994, 195). Finally, the oldest datable potmark in the necropolis of Adaima was from 

Naqada IliA, whilst in the settlement there was a distinct lack of potmarks from the Naqada 

7 Potmark 1 or 7 is from R44c, grave 27, and potmark 4 is from D59b, grave 126. 
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II zones (Breand 2005, 19). The lack of potmarks at Gerzeh may not, therefore, be as 

surprising as Wainwright thought. . 

There has been considerable speculation as regard to the function of these marks. They 

have been variously referred to as potter's or owner's marks, (e.g. Adams 1988, 51; Petrie 

1901, 29) and even as household marks (Breand 2005, 23). Others suggest that they 

signified vessel content (e.g. Adams 1988, 51; Baumgartel 1955, 61) or the source or 

destination of the vessel (e.g. Adams 1988, 51; van den Brink 1992, 274-275). Much work 

remains to be done, and at present no consensus exists as to their significance. 

5.3.1.6 Imports 

During the mid-fourth millennium BC the scale of interaction between Egypt and the 

Levant was transformed by the development of a pack-donkey route that traversed southern 

Palestine to the Nile Delta across northern Sinai (Wengrow 2006, 39). Gerzeh benefited 

from these links, and a small proportion of the ceramic assemblage is foreign in origin, as 

mentioned in Chapter Two: W2c and W2d from graves 185 and 33 respectively, F99 from 

grave 94 (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, 67), and the broken twin vessel from grave 87 

(Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, 68). 8 The forms and fabrics of these ceramics clearly 

differentiate them from Egyptian types, and detailed examination has shown them to be 
---. 

Early Bronze Age I Canaanite imports (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002). Three examples of 

vessels with spouts were found at Gerzeh,9 F58g, a type which has been cited as an import 

(Griswold 1992a) 10 but this can be challenged. Ms. 27 is made of chaff-tempered Nile silt 

comparable to rough-ware vessels, and there is nothing in its manufacture to suggest a 

foreign origin. 

Of the genuine imports, their chronological significance and relationship to similar vessels 

within the Maadi communities has already been discussed (Chapters Two and Three). It 

remains to be noted here that, although W2d and W2c may be paralleled by examples 

within the settlement at Maadi, what is clearly different is the way in which the Maadian 

and Gerzean communities adopted and modified these (Tutundzic 1993, 34). The latter 

8 There is reference on the tomb cards to a second double pot in grave 118, also broken. The notes state that 
this "had been a double pot, painted". This was neither mentioned in the publication nor was it found in the 
museum survey. Its status as an import is questionable, as many Egyptian examples are known which are 
linked with the Egyptian pottery tradition (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, 68; Tutundzic 1993, 50-51). 
9 Graves 57,68 and 144. 
10 Although Griswold recognised the contentious status of these vessels as foreign, he nevertheless included 
them in his analysis (Griswold 1992a, App. 2). 
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incorporated the wavy-handled feature into the production of their own distinctive pottery 

(e.g. ms. 49-52), and occasionally stone (e.g. ms. 96 and ms. 97), types. The Maadian 

communities did not appropriate foreign features in such a manner. 

On the basis of these imports, it might be asserted that contact with the Levant was 

sporadic. It may be, however, that it was deemed inappropriate to include foreign goods 

within the domestic mortuary ritual and that a greater proportion of imports were in 

circulation within the associated settlement(s). In this regard, the mortuary assemblage may 

not be representative of the extent of exchange and it is therefore erroneous to assess the 

level of interaction based on this evidence alone. Compared just to cemetery assemblages, 

we can observe that the number of imports found at Gerzeh is no greater than that found at 

any other Upper Egyptian cemetery (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, 68-69, 

Tables 3.5-3.6) and there is no reason to suppose, on the basis of this evidence at least, that 

Gerzeh's more northerly location was related to trade incentives with the Levant. The 

significance of the placement of these exotic items in the graves may be associated more 

with notions of identity, perhaps status, social role, or some other aspect of personal 

preference (Chapter Nine). 

5.3.1.7 Vessel usage 

One of the most difficult issues to address, in the absence of corresponding settlement data, 

is the selection criteria for inclusion of vessels in the tomb; whether they had been objects 

of daily use or whether they were deliberately manufactured for burial. The paucity of both 

D-ware and W -ware at settlement sites has indicated previously that these vessels were 

manufactured primarily for mortuary deposition (Friedman 1994, 911). This has been 

challenged by the project at Adaima where the simultaneous excavation of the necropolis 

and the settlement has allowed comparative survey of the two contexts. What is clear is that 

all the pottery recorded from the cemetery is attested in the settlement but not vice versa 

(Buchez 1998, 86). Nevertheless, the representation of the pottery in burial contexts is 

disproportionate and some classes of pottery vessels, such as W -ware, D-ware and 'ash

jars' (R81), are under-represented in the habitation deposits (Buchez 1998, 88), which 

could prompt the idea that the mortuary cult was a motivating factor in the production of 

certain ceramic forms. 

In the absence of any settlement remains from Gerzeh, no such comparison can be made. 

However, there is evidence that pottery was used ptior to or dming the funeral, as 
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evidenced by soot marks on the external face of some vessels. 11 Damage subsequent to the 

excavation, as a result of variable storage treatment, means that assessment of wear upon 

the vessels could not be reliably conducted. 

5.3.1.8 Vessel contents 

The focus upon ceramics in the construction of chronologies can obscure the more obvious 

function of such artefacts; the containment and presentation of food or other goods. 

Whereas in the Naqada I phases the inclusion of fine B-ware and P-ware vessels could be 

linked primarily to display, the coarse fabric of R-ware might suggest that there had been a 

shift from a focus on the appearance of the objects to their function as containers 

(Wengrow 2006, 94). In this regard the adoption of rough-ware ceramics in mortuary 

contexts has been linked to the use of cereals in the production of leavened bread and beer 

(Wengrow 2006, 39). This can be seen to represent developments in the complexity of 

transactional relationships between the living, and between the living and the dead. 

The excavations conducted early last century gave little attention, however, to the contents 

of the vessels, and comparative material is wanting, although generalisations are available. 

Petrie and Quibell (1896, 19) provided an overview of the contents at Naqada, and later 

excavators reiterated the same content distributions but often without specifics. 

Nevertheless, Wainwright did make the effort to record vessel fillings from each grave at 

Gerzeh, and approximately 56.8% of the pottery recovered from the site (c. 1127 vessels) 

was noted to have enclosed a substance. Whether this implies that the remainder were 

empty is unknown, but given that Wainwright remarked upon even those vessels that only 

contained sand or a small amount of earth, we might assume so. Being based solely upon 

visual description the categories documented were generic and only eight main 

substances 12 were identified (Chart 6) along with some miscellaneous descriptions (Table 

7). The latter purportedly included human bone (Wainwright 1912a, 10) but the finds were 

small and are no longer available for scientific study. 13 Given the vagaries of preservation, 

this quantification is by no means absolute. 

11 These were described by Wainwright as 'cooking pots' and were found in graves 10, 16, 35, 46, 54, 56 and 
110. 
12 Often more than one category of substance was found in a vessel, notably mud, earth or sand. In these cases 
the other substance took precedence in the count. Husks were often found with charcoal and ashes, and it was 
the husks rather than the burnt deposits that were counted. 
13 Dr Goodbody examined the pieces from grave 71 at University College London in 1911 (Wainwright 
1912a). Enquiries into whether this is still extant proved fruitless, and it can only be assumed that such small 
samples were never formally accessioned. 
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Chart 6: Approximate proportions of reported pottery contents from Gerzeh 

Substance Description Grave Substance 
reddened sand and a thin scrap of wood 135 bits of reed 
dried up substance sand with roots in it, similar roots in sand 

mud + finger joint 138 above pot 

earth with a fish bone 140 dark brown lumps of matter 

veg. fibre and pieces of wood 148 sand stained pinkish 

pinky discoloured sand 154 malachite dust 

greyish earth or sand with a small bone in 158 malachite 
it. Finger bone? 173 very yellow sand 
a small piece of bone 179 potsherds and small animal bones 

earth with bones 181 sand stained brown/ brown stuff 

sand mixed with blue green grains; another 277 sand stained brown 
with ashes and burnt sticks sand with tiny finger bones and scrap of 

sand stained brown 281 young skull 
lumps of brown matter 284 sand stained red 
spindle whorl' 288 sand stained red 
bones of small animal 294 earth with piece bone 

sand stained brown 

Table 7: Miscellaneous pottery content descriptions 

This profile is equivalent to those documented for other Upper Egyptian cemeteries (e.g. 

Brunton 1937, 84; 1948, 18; Mond and Myers 1937, 60-61). In particular, three broad 

categories can be identified: (i) ashes and/or charcoal; (ii) sand, mud and/or earth; and (iii) 

vegetable fibres or other organic remains. These categmies are also the three main ones 

recognised from the recent excavations at Adaima (Crubezy et al. 2002, 461). 

(i) ashes and charcoal 

The ashes and charcoal could be explained as the remnants of a funeral meal. On 

encountering "tons" of ash-filled jars at Naqada, Petiie (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 19) 

suggested that a "great burning" must have taken place at the funeral and that the ashes and 

charcoal, together with the burnt sand or earth beneath it, were transferred to the grave. 

There is a possibility that such a burning took place within the cemetery at Gerzeh. 
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Wainwright (1912a, 8) tentatively identified the long, deep narrow trench, numbered as 

grave 108, as a pyre area on account of greyash and charcoal that filled it. Otherwise the 

pit was empty save for three bones, identified by Wainwright as human finger bones, two 

of which were burnt. 

The excavators at Adaima have suggested that some of the deposits of ashes may represent 

the vestiges of domestic refuse, as a number of jars contain unbumt rodent bones amongst 

the charcoal (Crubezy et al. 2002, 463). From the evidence at Adaima it would seem that 

this practice was a characteristic feature of the Naqada IIC period and thus this forms a 

possible parallel for the practices at Gerzeh. 

(ii) sand, mud and earth 

It could be questioned whether these substances were placed in the containers intentionally, 

or whether they became deposited accidentally through the infilling of the grave or by other 

post-depositional means. There are a few examples of vessels at Gerzeh which had been 

sealed but which contained sand, mud or earth, and these suggest that they were 

intentional. 14 Cettainly, Brunton noted that at Matmar there were pots in which organic 

matter overlaid a layer of sand, and that some pots contained 'river' sand distinct from 

wind-blown desert sand (Brunton 1948, 18). These suggest that the inclusion of sand was 

deliberate. Petrie noticed a similar tendency for vessels to be filled with sand, earth or mud 

and proposed that these were substitute offerings that would symbolically represent 

consumable substances (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 39). The discoloration of the sand, noted 

in Table 7, might be the remnants of libations or other liquid offerings. 

(iii) organic offerings 

The identification of these in the field was particularly vague, but some samples were 

brought back to London for further analysis Only one botanical specimen was reported; 

"the glumes (chaff) of a species of Triticum (wheat)" (Wainwright 1912a, 7). The 

remaining samples were said to be flesh "though of what origin it is impossible to say" 

(Wainwright 1912a, 7). The flesh from a rough-faced pot in grave 25 was observed to have 

been wrapped in leaves. No further information was mentioned and the samples that were 

analysed could not been located. 

14 Grave 135 (vessels 14, 17 and 18 contained sand but had papyrus matting covers); grave 142 (vessel 18 

"sealed sand inside"); grave 205 (vessels 1 and 13 "mud covered with mat") . 
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This variety of offering types at sites across Upper Egypt, as well as at Gerzeh, stands in 

contrast to the blandness of the Lower Egyptian burials. At both the Maadi and Wadi Digla 

cemeteries none of the recovered vessels showed any sign of having contained substances, 

despite the favourable preservation conditions (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 27). It is possible 

that they may once have contained liquids, but the excavators noted that at least some 

remains should have been preserved, which they were not (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 27). 

It may be the case then that these were intentionally left empty as a symbolic gift (Rizkana 

and Seeher 1990, 27). Only one pot at Heliopolis provided evidence of contents in the form 

of straw-fibre in a sealed pot (Debono and Mortensen 1988, 25). It was suggested that a 

funerary meal took place in the cemetery at Heliopolis, as the remains of hearths were 

found at different locations in the cemetery (Debono and Mortensen 1988, 48), but the lack 

of corresponding evidence from the tombs themselves suggests that, if a funerary meal was 

provided, it was not shared symbolically with the deceased, implying that interaction with 

the dead at these sites took a different form. No information is available as to the contents 

of the vessels recovered from other Lower Egyptian sites. On the basis of current evidence 

it seems that, in the use of ceramics during the funeral, there was a stark difference between 

Lower and Upper Egyptian practices, with those of Gerzeh deriving directly from those of 

the latter. 

The evidence from ceramics implies that sumptuary consumption became an important 

constituent of Naqada funeral rites (Wengrow 2006, 97-98). The social setting of the 

funeral therefore involved not just the deceased and the funeral entourage but entailed 

networks of exchange and labour obligations necessary for the supply of ceramics, food 

and beverage goods. It has often been commented that the needs of the evolving and 

matetially escalating mortuary domain were a motivating factor in cultural and social 

reproduction. The evidence for Gerzeh fits well within this model, and the breadth of 

offerings emphasises the complexity of funeral arrangements that is not fully comparable 

with Lower Egyptian practices. 

5.3.2 Cattle offerings 

It is within the context of food offerings that this category of grave good is best discussed. 

In eight graves the partial remains of cattle were located. Five of these were identified15 as 

a pair ribs from an oxen, 16 two as ox shoulder blades, 17 and one remained unidentified. 18 

15 These were not scientifically qualified. They might have been gazelle or deer remains. 
16 Graves 10, 20, 33, 109 and !lOa. 
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Since these are meatier parts of the carcass they are best interpreted as food offerings. That 

only a pottion of an animal was included in the burial perhaps indicates that there had been 

the pattitioning of a slaughtered animal, and that the funerary meal had been shared with 

the funeral entourage. The placement of these remains in the grave may only therefore be 

part of a long sequence of ritual feasting and ceremonies that occuned upon death. As 

Wengrow has argued (2006, 123), the preparation of food allows social transactions during 

funerals to be extended, and underscores the importance of expressions of participation and 

intimacy between the living and the dead at these times. In this sense the contrast between 

the Maadi and Naqada groups is stark, with members of the former community interacting 

with the dead at the graveside in a far less ostentatious manner. 

Animal remains are known from Maadi and Wadi Digla but these point to rituals of a 

different sort. These were remains of complete animals, goats and dogs, placed 

independently in their own butials interspersed with human ones (Flares 2003, 69-71). 

Remains were not found in human graves as they were in Upper Egyptian contexts (Flares 

2003, 82-89), where they can be interpreted as food offerings. 

5.3.3 Stone Vessels 

Figure 3: Collection of stone vessels from Gerzeh in Brussels 

During the Gerzean period the stone vessel industry reached new levels of sophistication 

with a wide range of material utilised in the manufacture of labour-intensive pieces (Aston 

1994; Aston et al. 2000; Baines 2000, 38; el-Khouli 1978). At Gerzeh, there were 49 

graves, which together contained 92 stone vessels, made in a large range of matetials, in 

different colours, sizes and textures (Figure 3). The selection of such an an·ay seems 

deliberate, linking the inhabitants around Gerzeh to a wider geography of places and 

probably people through exchange networks. Such a conscious eclecticism was of great 

17 Graves 16 and 209. 
18 Grave 116. 
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interest to later Egyptians (Baines 2000), and there is no reason to suppose that the 

fascination with different materials for symbolic or other reasons was not also the case in 

prehistory. 

The form of the majority of pieces is typical for the period and finds comparison in Petrie's 

corpus (Petrie 1920, pis. xxxvii-xli). The examples with a pointed base (ms. 98-101) are, 

however, exceptional. There are only a three other such Predynastic jars noted in the 

literature, one from Hierakonpolis and one from Qau, (el-Khouli 1978, 1646), as well as an 

example from Mesa'eed (Aston 1994, 96). The predilection for pointed-base forms at this 

site has already been noted with regard to ceramics, and it appears that it was also rendered 

in stone, hinting at local tastes. 

In size they vary from miniature versions that are only 1.8 cm tall to heavy pieces, 17.9 cm 

in height. The interiors and handles of these were formed using a rotary drilling technique, 

the work-marks of which are often evident on the vessels in the museum sample. Most of 

the vessels were manufactured from a single piece of stone, but the vessels from graves 75 

and 84 were described on the tomb cards as basalt pieces that had a limestone rim 

"cemented on". The museum sample further revealed two vessels which had separable rims 

and which had been carefully ground to fit upon the vessel body (ms. 69 and ms. 101). The 

rim of ms. 101 was of a different material from the vessel body, perhaps indicating that it 

served as a repair to an old vessel. These examples thus raise the question of the reuse of 

objects within burials. Certainly, numerous vessels from graves of this period have chipped 

rims and handles, together with other signs of wear that are indicative of reuse (Hendrickx, 

pers. comm.), as is the case with the Gerzeh examples from the museum survey. This 

suggests that these vessels were not manufactured for the tomb but were selected from the 

sphere of the living community (further discussion in Chapter Seven). These examples 

also raise the possibility that other 'rimless' stone vessels (ms. 64-68) were once provided 

with separable rims, perhaps as repairs, or maybe to permit easier hollowing of the 

interior. 19 This observation undermines the strict corpus classificatory approach, since a 

vessel's form may alter throughout the course of its 'life-history' (Gosden and Marshall 

1999). 

19 This idea is supported by a basalt stone vessel in the Brooklyn Museum (Needier 1984, 242). It parallels 
ms. 64 and ms. 65, but it is noted to have been represented with a rim on the excavator's field notes, although 
it lacks one today. 
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It is often presumed that such stone vessels would be most suited to the containment of 

cosmetics and ointments (e.g. Needier 1984, 239). The contents of the stone vessels at 

Gerzeh went largely undocumented, but four granite vases from grave 31, which were all 

reported to contain resin, support the notion. Two other vessels may have held cosmetic 

substances: malachite was found in the vessel in tomb 153, and the pointed-base vase in 

grave 145 was said to contain a blue-green powder. Vegetable fibre in two pots from grave 

170 and some mud in one from grave 199 are the only other substances recorded in stone 

vessels. Of note is ms. 83 which is full to the brim of hardened mud. 

The range of forms, materials and uses for stone vessels attested to at Gerzeh contrasts with 

those of the Lower Egyptian groups. With a few exceptions, stone containers were not used 

within the burials of the local Lower Egyptian groups. Three complete vessels were found 

in graves at Heliopolis (Debono and Mortensen 1988, 34f), only one complete 'calcite' 

vessel and two fragments were recovered from graves in the Wadi Digla, and none from 

Maadi (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 89). The excavators of the latter noted that, whilst stone 

vessels were relatively common within the associated settlements of these cemeteties 

(Rizkana and Seeher 1988, 56), evidence in the mortuary domain was sparse, suggesting to 

them that such artefacts held a very different cultic function from groups in the south. 

5.3.4 Palettes and associated objects 

5.3.4.1 Palettes 

Flat slabs of stone were used throughout Egypt from at least the Neolithic times as a 

surface on which to grind mineral matter (Caton-Thompson and Gardner 1934; Debono 

and Mortensen 1990), presumably for cosmetic purposes. The · elaboration of these 

pigment-grinding stones, however, was an Upper Egyptian phenomenon. By the early 

Predynastic the hard grey-green mudstone from the Wadi Hammamat was the favoured 

material to work with. The term 'slate' became synonymous with palettes but this 

identification is in fact geologically incmrect (Aston et al. 2000, 57-58; Harrell 2002; 

Klemm and Klemm 1992; Stevenson 2007) and mudstone, or the broader term greywacke, 

is preferable. The penchant for this stone is likely to have been of significance to the 

functioning of the objects and the efficacy of the pigments ground upon them (Stevenson 

2007). 

By mid-Naqada II there had been a diversification in the design of these artefacts, which 

included examples carved into a variety of zoomorphic forms (Petrie 1921, pi. LII-LV). 
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The quality of the craftsmanship invested in the manufacture of the palettes varies, and 

many pieces were often simply unworked, but their usage as palettes. is clear from the 

pigment stains on their smface. 

In contrast, the limited numbers of palettes that have come from Lower Egyptian mortuary 

contexts were irregular in fotm and no preference was shown for the type of stone used. 

None were recovered from the necropolis at Maadi, and out of the 4 71 graves from the 

Wadi Digla cemetery, only five contained what could be described as a palette and this 

included a flat limestone slab, two in·egular mudstone pieces and a rim of a basalt jar that 

had been reused as a surface on which to grind paint (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 89). At 

Heliopolis five flint nodules were recovered, one of which had malachite stains upon it and 

another which had traces of ochre (Debono and Mortensen 1990, 35). 

A total of 33 palettes were recovered from the cemetery of Gerzeh, spread across 31 graves 

(11.2% of tombs). This frequency is equivalent to that found in other Predynastic 

cemeteries, in which the average number of graves containing a palette is 15% (Podzorski 

1994, 289; Stevenson 2007). The information recorded for each find at Gerzeh varies, and 

for those examples that were not described it could be assumed that this was because their 

forms were amorphous and deemed unworthy of further analysis. Only 13 were drawn or 

otherwise photographed for the publication (Wainwright 1912a, pis. IV, VI, XII). Those 

that were identified are all fmms that have direct stylistic parallels with forms in the south 

(see Petrie 1921, pis. LII-LVII). 

In two contexts mudstone was not utilised, rather black and white porphyry,20 and granite21 

were used instead. There is no reference to any pigments being found on the surface of 

these and their status as palettes could be questioned, although both have rubbing pebbles 

associated with them. It is not unknown for alternative stones to be used in Upper Egyptian 

contexts, although their occurrence is rare (Stevenson 2007). If these are to be interpreted 

as palettes it may be that an alternative material was used in the absence of access to the 

usual mudstone, either because of competitive restriction or a break in trade networks. 

Certainly, the one from grave 196 is set apart from the cluster of palettes in the west (Map 

15), and the grave is in what I have interpreted as the later part of the cemetery, suggesting 

that the pattern may have a partly chronological dimension. 

20 Grave 196. 
21 Grave 203. 
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The 'Hathor-palette',22 from grave59, is the most famous artefact from Gerzeh and it has 

been seen as ancestral to the later elaborately carved 'ceremonial' palettes (Petrie 1953, pi. 

B5). The palette, now prominently displayed in the foyer of the Cairo Museum, is oval and 

bears the stylised representation of a bovine head surrounded by five 'stars'. Its function as 

a palette is in no doubt, for Wainwright recorded the presence of malachite stains on the 

plain side of the piece. The design has also been found upon a cylinder seal impression 

from Abydos tomb U-210, dated to Naqada liD (Hartung 2001, 233, Abb. 41, c; Hill 2004, 

21), a First Dynasty diorite bowl from Hierakonpolis (Burgess and Arkell 1958), as well as 

from an incised P-ware sherd from Hierakonpolis ritual area HK29A, dated approximately 

to the late Naqada liD/early Ill period (Hendrickx 2005; Hendrickx and Friedman 2003a, 

8; 2003b, 97). The depiction at Gerzeh is in the earlier part of the cemetery and is likely to 

be of Naqada IIC/IID1 date. 

The meaning of this motif has been extensively debated. The recognition of this image as 

the earliest depiction of the goddess Hathor is perhaps mistaken. If it is at all possible to 

identify later goddesses in prehistoric times (an interpretive leap that must always be 

tentative at best), it has been argued that the 'celestial cow goddess' represented is the 

obscure female deity Bat (Fischer 1962; Wilkinson 1999, 282). It is beyond the scope of 

this thesis to engage with the complexities of early iconographic representations. Suffice to 

say that the presence of this motif at Gerzeh can be related to a wider domain of 

representation that was meaningful to communities in Upper Egypt, although adoption of 

an image does not equate with acceptance of its intended meaning, and this evidence 

remains ambiguous. 

5.3.4.2 Rubbing pebbles 

There is a close association between pebbles and palettes at the site, as 10 of the 11 

recorded polishing stones were found with palettes. The example from grave 153 was 

found lying beside a stone bowl containing powdered malachite. It was therefore still 

linked to the production of pigment, although not necessarily the same rite that involved 

palettes. 

The material from which these pebbles were made was not noted by Wainwright (except 

for the unusual examples associated with palettes of the same material), but the museum 

22 Shown on the title page of this thesis . 
92 



sample includes three smooth jasper rubbers (ms. 113, 115 and 121). The preferential 

selection for this type of rock for the purpose of grinding pigment was noted by Petrie 

(1920, 42; Petrie and Quibell 1896, 19) for the Upper Egyptian examples, and the majority 

of Predynastic grinding pebbles accessioned into museum collections are made of brown, 

and less commonly black, jasper (e.g. see Payne 2000, 197-199). We might not 

comprehend the meaning behind this selection but we may assume that, given that not just 

any rock was used for grinding, some significance was attached to this combination of 

mudstone and jasper. Therefore, in the use of this artefact we find that the practices of 

Gerzeh correspond closely with those found in Upper Egypt. 

5.3.4.3 Pigments 

At least seven palettes were found with the vivid green copper-ore malachite still adhering 

to the surface,23 suggesting that the pigment had been used in the preparation of the body 

for burial or during the funeral itself. This act was more than just a matter of vanity (contra. 

Friedman 2001, 12), and was most likely a significant part of a specific ritual (Baduel 

2005; Stevenson 2007). It has been suggested that the positive connotations of the green 

pigment, vivified by their grinding on the grey-green palettes, was an act involved in the 

promotion of health, vitality (Brewer and Friedman 1989, 9; Harrell 2002, 239; Hassan and 

Smith 2002, 60; Stevenson 2007), and crucially in a mortuary context, rebirth. Baduel 

(2005) has demonstrated that, whilst red ochre was the more common pigment on palettes 

in the settlement at Adaima, green malachite was by far the most common colour 

encountered in the cemetery, as it is at other cemeteties. This would support the notion of 

the significance of the symbolic associations of the colour green and its role in funerary 

beliefs. 

Malachite was recorded in 40 graves (14.4% graves), whilst galena was reported in only 

three (two of which also contained malachite) and kohl noted in four (1.4%). There was no 

evidence for the use of red ochre at the site. On 56 tomb cards Wainwright reported 

'antimony', usually in the hands of the deceased together with resin, although the supposed 

presence of this substance was not reported in the publication. Antimony is similar to silver 

in appearance but the use of metallic antimony in ancient Egypt has been largely 

discredited (Lucas 1962, 195-199; Ogden 2000, 149). It seems, therefore, that this is a case 

of misidentification, one which is not unknown for Wainwright's time. For instance, 

Garstang (1907, 114) reported that antimony was used for toilet purposes on the basis of 

23 Graves 59, 75, 88, 90, 116, 132 and 179. 
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discoveries at the Middle Kingdom tombs of Beni Hassan. The misunderstanding, 

according to Lucas (1962, 197), stems from an early mistranslation of the Egyptian word 

for eye-paint, msdmt, as antimony. Lucas suggested that the confusion was between the 

principle material used for eye-paint-galena--and the sulphide of antimony. Given that 

Wainwright distinguished between galena, malachite and 'antimony', it is unclear as to 

what he was referring. 

In Maadi/Buto mortuary contexts pigments have been recovered; fragments of malachite 

were found in three graves at Heliopolis (Debono and Mortensen 1988, 42) and six graves 

at Wadi Digla (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 93). Use of coloured pigments in graves is 

widespread in the Near East and beyond, but we may suspect that a diversity of beliefs was 

attached to their use. It is not certain at present whether these pigments were used in a 

similar manner in Upper and Lower Egypt. 

5.3.5 Flint objects 

In comparison to settlements, the range of flint implements found in cemeteries is limited 

and bears little relation to settlement assemblages (Holmes 1989, 333; Payne 2000, 153). 

Whilst Holmes was able to discern regional traditions in flint working from settlement 

deposits, it was apparent that regardless of their location the cemeteries produced generally 

similar assemblages (Holmes 1989, 333). Therefore, the examination of flint objects, in 

particular, may allow an insight into the broader social features that members from Gerzeh 

may have shared with Upper Egyptian practices; " ... cemeteries more than settlements 

show evidence of inter-regional contact" (Holmes 1989, 334). 

A total of 29 graves contained at least one implement of flint, although the precise number 

of flint artefacts from Gerzeh is unknown. This is particularly the case where flint 'chips' 

or 'flakes' were found, as these were not quantified, with the exception of grave 93, the 

tomb card of which records 28 'chips'. Resolving the problem is complicated by the 

museum documentation which lumped flint tools together under one accession number, and 

only in the few cases where a grave number was noted on an object is the context clear.Z4 

Eighteen graves contained what were described as 'chips' but these are better called blades 

or bladelets (e.g. ms. 158). Eight graves contained a flint knife, of which three types are 

discernable: chunky backed knives, fine ripple-flaked knives and knives that have 

24 For instance, ms. 163-179 which are accessioned under one number but are from different contexts. 
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characteristics of both types. Such flints are presumed to have been hafted, or to have had 

the proximal end wrapped in leather or cord, or set into a wooden handle such as is known 

from Abusir el-Meleq grave 1029 (Payne 2000, 173), although these coverings, or evidence 

of them, seldom survive. Two of the knives from the museum sample, however, clearly 

show the remnants of such coverings, as the proximal ends are stained dark brown (Figure 

4). 

Figure 4: Evidence of hafting on ms. 131 and ms. 132 

5.3.5.1 Ripple-flaked knive__s 

Ripple-flaked knives are regarded as the pinnacle of Egyptian flint-knapping 

accomplishment, embodying great skill and labour (Kelterborn 1984; Midant-Reynes 

1987). They are characterised by fine, regular, parallel fluting retouch upon one face, and a 

smooth ground surface on the other. The curved edge was finely serrated and the base and 

distal end also bear retouch. Their form is so standardized that, regardless of their find 

location, all are virtually identical in style, leading flint analysts to argue that they must 

have been produced by a group of workshops in one area and must be the product of a few 

craftsman who practised this extremely specialised skill over a period of a few generations 

(Holmes 1989, 338). The manual dexterity and technical accomplishment that characterised 

the manufacture of these objects may allow us to reasonably speculate that these objects 

were perceived to hold great power. Following Gell (1992, 52), such artefacts could be 

considered as products of technologies of enchantment which convey an aura of power 

since there exists a mismatch of abilities between the producer and the consumer, the 

former employing an almost mystical practice that brings beautiful objects into being. 
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The aesthetic appeal of these knives emanates not only from their impressive workmanship 

but also from the care taken in the selection of flints on which they were . made. Flint is 

widely available along the Nile between Cairo and Esna within the limestone outcrops. The 

pieces from Gerzeh are of a light brown to golden brown colour, which sets them apart 

from the more numerous blades and flakes which are much darker. Such preferential 

selection of flint for different technologies was noted by Holmes from examination of the 

flint-knapping debitage from Hierakonpolis (Holmes 1992a, 39). On three other pieces (ms. 

127-129) either cortex or colour variation is apparent on the surface, but this is at the 

proximal end of the artefact which would have been covered by the hand when held, or 

hidden by a handle. 

Although pressure flaking has been noted on bifacial knives from Maadi they are reported 

to have nothing in common with the ripple-flaked Upper Egyptian pieces, which are in fact 

completely unknown from Maadi (Rizkana and Seeher 1988, 34). 

In many Upper Egyptian contexts these knives appear to have been deliberately broken in 

two prior to their placement in the tomb (Cialowicz 1985, 163; Lythgoe and Dunham 1965, 

278; Savage 1995, 203). Three of the ripple-flaked knives from Gerzeh have been 

snapped,25 but, given their fragility, it might be assumed that this was accidental. However, 

this can be ruled out for at least two specimens from Gerzeh. In grave 43 the knife was 

found positioned as a whole piece on the tomb floor, but one side had been laid ground-side 

down and the other had been placed flaked-side down. In the similarly intact grave 

numbered 25, the larger portion of the knife was found placed between two halves of a 

granite vase whilst a chip from it had been placed below the chin. This latter grave was the 

largest and best provisioned grave, with all the grave offerings in situ around the body. 

These two graves thus provide good evidence for the deliberate breakage of these objects. 

Since similar treatment has been recorded for Upper Egyptian cemeteries, the practice 

provides another link to this area. Importation of these knives is possible, in fact likely, but 

the way in which they were used demonstrates that those who conducted the funeral 

proceedings at Gerzeh were well-versed in specific customs that were most likely to have 

been acquired through direct observation of similar ceremonies or from direct knowledge 

of them. 

25 Graves 12, 25 and 43 . 
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The content and particulars of such knowledge are unknown. Their purpose within the 

ritual is unclear, although it is possible that they did not have a direct 'functional' role, 

since there is no evid~nce for any wear whatsoever on the finely serrated edges of the 

pieces from Gerzeh (under low xlO magnification). 26 Rather their significance seems to 

have resided in their presentation to the deceased, and the performance of destruction, a 

practice that hints again at the complexity of Naqadan mortuary rites. 

5.3.5.2 Fish-tailed knife 

Strictly speaking, the only fish-tailed knife from Gerzeh27 should not be included in the 

flint section as it was reportedly made from green serpentine. Nevertheless, given its 

resemblance to other fish-tailed knives, which are mostly of flint, it will be mentioned here. 

The knife was a typically-shaped miniature version of fishtails known from the Naqada 

IIA-IID1 period (Cialowicz 1985, 162). Similar miniatures are known, such as one from 

Hierakonpolis (Qui bell and Green 1902, pl. XL VII), which had its shaft painted in 

imitation of the handle and the tips and edges stained with red ochre. The one from Gerzeh 

derived from grave 21, where it was found lying under a basket of kohl that had been 

placed in front of the hands of the body. The knife itself was composed of dark green 

serpentine and was "stuck in with red stuff' into a small rectangular ivory handle. Handles 

on full-sized fish-tailed knives have only been observed in three cases,28 but the form of 

these parallels that found on the Gerzeh miniature example. Wainwright (1912a, 24) 

described it as having only been sharpened on the two inner edges. 

It has been suggested that such knives developed into the Dynastic ritual implement known 

as the pss-kf used in the "opening of the mouth" ceremony (Roth 1992, 128), a ritual to 

magically revive the deceased and confer the power of speech and consumption. Roth 

propounded the idea that these were ritual objects used to cut the umbilical cord of a 

newborn. In this context the sharpening of the two inner edges of the Gerzeh model could 

be viewed as significant (Roth 1992, 128-129). However, the archaeological sequence is 

not continuous from this period to the Old Kingdom implements of a similar form, and 

such interpretations can only be tentative. Other analysts who have studied these knives 

have sought to understand them with reference to the broader development of the 

26 Although, as cogently pointed out by Penny Wilson (pers. comm.), they may have only been used once. 
27 Whereabouts unknown. 
28 Naqada grave 1388 (Petrie and Quibell 1896, pi. LXXIII, 66), Naga-ed-Der 7625, and 413 HK43 
(Friedman 2004a, 8). 
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Predynastic. On this basis Hikade (2004a, 8-9) suggested that, given that many specimens 

appear not to have been used, their significance lay in the display of power anq prestige. 

5.3.6 Objects of adornment 

5.3.6.1 Beads 

Beads are a prominent category of artefact in Upper Egypt, yet despite their frequency little 

systematic attention has been given them. Perhaps this is because of the complexities of 

material identification and classification, a process which has been described as "infinitely 

more tiresome" than the description of any other artefact (Mond and Myers 1937, 70). 

Preliminary typologies were created (e.g. Engelbach and Gunn 1923) but these are overly 

particularistic and were not rigorously adopted by other fieldworkers. Payne's simplified 

chart (2000, 306, Fig. 2), was used here as the guide to bead classification. The studies that 

have been conducted tend to be primarily desctiptive in character, focusing upon 

classification (Engelbach and Gunn 1923), material identification or manufacturing 

technique (Gwinnett and Gorelick 1993; Hikade 2004b, 189-190). These approaches are 

crucial, but they are not an end in themselves, as they form a base from which further 

contextual analysis may begin. 

After ceramics and stone vessels, beads are the most common grave offeting at Gerzeh, 

occurring in 47 graves. These vary from a couple of beads in some graves to many 

hundreds in others. However, the data are limited in many respects. Some tomb cards 

merely record the existence of beads without specifying either their number or their 

material. To some extent this is rectified by the museum survey, as beads were a popular 

requisition, but lack of rigorous documentation has resulted in a loss of context for some. 

Moreover, there was a discrepancy noted between the beads recorded on the tomb cards 

and the beads in the museum sample, as some appear to have been lost or stolen subsequent 

to their excavation. 29 Therefore, the quantifications of beads and materials are approximate 

only. 

The positioning of the beads within the grave, as described but unfortunately not depicted 

on the tomb cards, suggests that they were worn in a variety of ways: as necklaces, girdles, 

bracelets and possibly anklets. In the publication, Wainwtight provides further detail not 

apparent from the tomb cards: 

29 For example, the tomb card 46 notes the presence of lapis lazuli, but the set attributed to this context lacks 

these. 
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"They were wom on the head, with bunches over the ears, or as a. fillet 

running round the forehead .. .it is probable that they were also wom on the 

backs of the hand ... with a string running up each finger" (Wainwright 

1912a, 22). 

This indicates conspicuous bodily display, perhaps emphasising certain identities or that 

the materials were chosen for particular amuletic qualities. The order in which the beads 

were strung for publication (Wainwright 1912a, pis. IV and V) is not necessarily equivalent 

to how these sets were composed in Predynastic times. In the published report it is stated 

that the beads in grave 80 were strung as found and their order was "certain" (Wainwright 

1912a, 22), although the tomb card says that only some of the beads from this grave were 

still in sequence but not which ones. The report also gives the order of the beads that were 

found at the neck of the deceased in grave 67 (Wainwright 1912a, 15-16). 

In 32% of the graves there were only five, or fewer, beads. It is unclear whether this is a 

product of poor excavation technique, which may have failed to collect all specimens, or 

whether the deceased was deliberately interred with only a few beads, as opposed to a 

complete set. It might be presumed that beads, which often included precious materials, 

' 
were the focus of direct plundeting. This has been documented at other sites where the 

perpetrators appear to have been in attendance at the funeral and knew precisely where on 

the body to target. The tell-tale signs of such practices are localised disturbance of the 

remains around the neck and wrists, where such sets were wom, or a hole in the matting or 

covering of the corpse over these particular places (Friedman et al. 1999, 5-6). 

Nevertheless, Wainwright's interest in all cases of disturbance as evidence of deliberate 

bodily mutilation (Chapter Six) meant that skeletal positions were all exceptionally well 

recorded for his time, and none are attested for those contexts with minimal bead 

frequencies. Moreover, the body in 208, which was accompanied by only "2 dark stone 

beads", was wrapped in an intact mat. If we assume that due diligence was taken in the 

clearance of these tombs, then the instances of a restricted number of beads in a single 

context may be a reality, which raises some intriguing interpretive possibilities. 

Jones (2005) has argued for deliberate fragmentation of composite artefacts, such as bead 

necklaces, in burials of Neolithic and Bronze Age Britain. He suggested that by depositing 

only a few beads within the burial, the remainder were available to be displayed in the 
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world of the living thus serving as a reminder of the relationship between the living and the 

deceased (Jones 2005, 173). In terms of identity then, it is worth reiterating that grave 

goods may not only reference the deceased, and can be seen in terms of interpersonal 

connections and relational attributes (Brtick 2004). We might posit a similar scenario for 

the evidence from Gerzeh, and could imply extension of the relationship between the living 

and the dead. 

Nineteen different materials are attested from the site (Chatt 7). 
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Chart 7: Approximate percentage of material used in beads sets from Gerzeh 

Given the above noted limitations of the data these are approximate only. Moreover, it was 

found that, even with close examination of many bead sets, geological identification was 

problematic. In particular, it was noted that, whilst on first observation a number of sets 

(e.g. ms. 207, ms. 219 and ms. 239) appeared to be composed of white limestone beads 

and/or shell beads, under magnification it was found that some beads included 

combinations of white stone beads and faience/glazed beads (Figure 5). Distinguishing 

between these proved time-consuming and difficult, even for the expert eye (Julie Dawson, 

pers. comm.) owing to surface degradation. 

Figure 5: Faience on ms. 207 
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Most of the substances noted in Chart 7 are not local to Gerzeh, and even the most 

abundant material, carnelian, is found approximately 500 km south in the Eastern Desert 

(Aston et al. 2000, 27). Obsidian, lapis Jazuli, peridot, iron and turquoise were the most 

exotic materials utilised and it worth considering these further. 

(i) Obsidian 

One of the rarest materials employed was obsidian, only evident from two beads in grave 

133. The only other obsidian artefact from the cemetery was an obsidian chip recovered 

from grave 185. The origin of this material has been subject to considerable debate. 

Wainwright advocated a source in Armenia (Wainwright 1927) but later analysts favoured 

Abyssinia or Arabia (Cann and Renfrew 1964), in particular the Dhamar-Reda volcanic 

field in Yemen (Zarins 1989, 366), although again, this has been disputed (Tykot 1996). 

The most recent opinion (Bavay et al. 2000, 20) is that, although the few occurrences of 

obsidian from Upper Egypt may have derived from Ethiopia, this does not exclude the 

possibility of a Near Eastern source for the Lower Egyptian material. At the present time, 

therefore, it is difficult to securely provenance the obsidian from Gerzeh but it is cettainly 

exotic. 

(ii) Lapis Lazuli 

There is no source of lapis within Egypt, and the principle origin of this material seems to 

have been the Badakhshan region in north-eastern Afghanistan (Aston et al. 2000, 39; 

Bavay 1997). The increased availability of such substances in Egypt in the Gerzean may 

owe something to the developing pack-donkey route crossing the Sinai desert and the 

contemporaneous expansion of urban trading systems in Mesopotamia (Wengrow 2006, 

76). Direct trade is less likely than a form of down-the-line exchange (Renfrew and Bahn 

1996, 352), whereby the amount of substance decreases incrementally as it is exchanged 

via multiple interactions en route. There was a seemingly high frequency of lapis at Gerzeh 

(over 272 beads across 16 graves) relative to that reported for other sites (Chatt 8), but this 

may simply be a correlate of the low incidence of disturbance at this cemetery in 

comparison to others (Chart 1). It is also possible that small lapis beads may have been 

overlooked in earlier excavations, or simply not published. This could suggest that the 

occurrence of lapis was more frequent than attested to by other mortuary sets and is not 

necessatily evidence that Gerzeh was as a strategic trade base. 
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Chart 8: Reported number of graves with lapis, Naqada IIC-IIIAl (Hendrickx and Bavay 2002, tb. 23.li0 

In a number of sets, the lapis forms only a small proportion and are often tiny in size. For 

example, the smallest lapis lazuli bead (ms. 219) is only 0.1 cm in diameter. In ms. 238, 

146 beads are shell, limestone or white faience and only five are lapis. It might have been 

enough to just possess a small amount of this rare commodity even though it was not a 

visibly prominent component of the set. An attempt to give the illusion of larger quantities, 

however, is perhaps indicated by the practice of glazing steatite in order to imitate lapis 

(Kaczmarczyk and Hed¥es 1983, A6), which is seen in ms. 237. 

(iii) Peridot 

Two of the sets of beads in the Fitzwilliam Museum (ms. 219 and ms. 228) include very 

small translucent yellow-green beads that Dr Bunbury has identified as petidot, the 

transparent gem variety of olivine (Aston et al. 2000, 47). Although olivine is found 

throughout the Eastern Desert, the only known Egyptian source is the island of Zabargad 

(St John's Island) in the Red Sea. If this is peridot then it is the only example of it, as far as 

the author knows, in a Predynastic bead set, as the gem's use is not attested otherwise until 

the Ptolemaic period (Aston et al. 2000, 47). 

(iv) Iron 

The most unusual material employed for the manufacture of beads was iron, and 

Wainwright devoted numerous pages of the published report to their examination 

30 This is only an approximation and does not include undated tombs. Calculating percentages of graves with 

lapis would have been a more realistic comparison but this proved difficult. For many sites only a portion of 

the graves were published and the original number (and dates) of graves is unknown. 
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(Wainwright 1912a, 15-19), in addition to a number of further articles (Wainwright 1911; 

1912b; 1912c; 1932). Seven iron beads wererecovered from grave 67 and two from grave 

133 (ms. 211-217). Although there are abundant resources of iron ore throughout Egypt 

these were seldom used in Predynastic or Dynastic times (Ogden 2000, 166). The 

availability of iron in the Predynastic, therefore, was most likely to be fortuitous since iron 

smelting technology was not adopted until relatively late in Egyptian history (Ogden 2000, 

167). 

Iron can derive from meteoric sources, and this was Wainwright's preferred interpretation 

of the origin of the iron from Gerzeh. The identification of meteoric iron, however, is 

complicated (Ogden 2000, 167). The chemical examination of the beads in 1929 suggested 

that the beads contained 92.5% iron and 7.5% nickel (Desch 1929), a composition that 

would be typical for meteoric iron (el-Gayer 1995). More recent analysis, on the other 

hand, found that the concentration of nickel is much lower than previously thought and this 

could weaken the argument for a meteoric source (el-Gayer 1995). It should be noted, 

however, that the demonstration of nickel content as a diagnostic test for meteoric iron is 

not absolute, since long-buried meteoric iron can have most of its nickel leached from 

(Ogden 2000). Recent analysis of the iron beads has also showed a significant proportion of 

copper which might suggest that the iron was a by-product of copper smelting. This is a 
" 

possibility, as grave 67 contained a copper harpoon (ms. 252), one of the few substantial 

copper artefacts from the site. 

To Predynastic Egyptians, however, it may not have mattered whether the beads were truly 

meteoric or not; rather it would be their perception as such that would have qualified them 

as special objects. In this sense we could suspect that the unusual nature of this material 

must have caught the attention of these people. Both graves 67 and 133 are set apart from 

other graves in the cemetery, not just by the presence of these beads, but also by their 

unusual grave assemblages. Grave 67, for instance, contained human remains that had been 

subject to careful secondary burial with the head placed away from the body, standing on 

its base, but with the necklace of gold beads in situ around its base. Moreover, the only 

mace-head (ms. 251), the only harpoon (ms. 252) and the only ivory vase (ms. 180) also 

derived from this context. Grave 133, although lacking these items, did possess a large 

number of artefacts, and the body and grave goods had been enclosed in a mud cocoon, as 

described above. The significance of these graves will be discussed further in Chapter 

Nine. It is sufficient to say here that these were special contexts, attracting particular 
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treatment, and the association of the iron beads with these tombs no doubt contributed to 

the importance of these burials as well as reinforcing the special status that this material 

seems to have evoked. 

We are left in the dark as to the meaning that may have been attributed to this material but 

we can tentatively allude to later Egyptian history for possible meanings. Meteoric iron in 

textual sources was referred to as bj3 (Harris 1961). It was thought to have magical 

significance since the same word was used for 'marvel' or 'miracle', and it is related to 

material from 'falling stars' (Roth 1993, 70). Whatever the precise symbolic content the 

material held for those in Predynastic times, we may assume that its rarity and peculiarity 

of appearance led to its perception as containing particular properties. 

(v) Turquoise 

Sinai was the source of the turquoise in Egypt and the mineral only appears in Naqadan 

contexts in the mid-Naqada 11 period (Hendrickx and van den Brink 2002, 60). Two tombs 

at Gerzeh contained turquoise beads, graves 80 and 90. 

This diversity of materials, textures and provenances embodied by these beads is striking 

and may be illuminating for the interpretation of identities. As such, the significance of 

' these observations will be engaged with later (Chapter Nine). What is worth noting for the 

purposes of this chapter is that the use of beads at Gerzeh stands in contrast to the evidence 

from Lower Egyptian sites, as there " ... is apparently a great difference in the use of 

ornaments between the north and the south" (Debono and Mortensen 1988, 44). Very few 

of the known Lower Egyptian burials contained beads, and there is equally sparse evidence 

for their use from domestic contexts, with only a few finds of carnelian, limestone and 

quartzite beads (Hartung 2004, 339). The eclecticism of materials and provenances that 

characterise the Gerzeh beads, together with the diverse manner in which they seem to have 

been worn, is thus not matched by the evidence from Maadian contexts, once again 

emphasising differential practice. 

5.3.6.2 Pendants 

The distinction between amulets and pendants in prehistory is somewhat arbitrary. No 

assumptions will therefore be made and all pieces will be referred to as pendants. Most of 

those that can be described as pendants from Gerzeh are drop-shaped, but there are four 

pieces that were carefully carved into stylised forms (Wainwright 1912a, pi. V); a 



naturalistic bullhead pendant and two stylistic 'flies' (ms. 203 and ms. 204), as well as a 

stylised bull-head (ms. 207). 

The hull's head is the most commonly encountered form in Predynastic times and is often 

found as parts of necklaces (Hendrickx 2002, 284). They are generally assumed to possess 

prophylactic value, and may have been associated with femininity and fertility (Hendrickx 

2002, 288). None are known from Maadi/Buto contexts. Fly pendants are well known in 

later historical contexts but no continuity in meaning can be assumed. 

5.3.6.3 'Forehead' pendants 

These pieces are so called because they have been found in situ on the forehead of human 

remains from a number of sites (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 47). They can be made from 

copper, stone or shell (Payne 2000, 217). At least seven were discovered in the cemetery at 

Gerzeh31
, possibly eight as the fragment in grave 30 may or may not be one of these objects 

(Wainwright 1912a, pi. VIII). 

Not all scholars agree that these are 'forehead' pendants, or even that these were pendants 

at all. Baumgartel (1960, 77) suggested that they were more utilitarian in function, serving 

as a container for cosmetics whilst Brunton often referred to these as 'scoops' (e.g. Brunton 

1937, pi. XXIX, 227). None of the examples from Gerzeh (ms. 193-199), however, bore 

any traces of having contained pigment and in fact only grave 88 contained pigment 

anywhere in the burial. 

5.3.6.4 Pins 

Naqadan pins are slender needle-like rods, usually made of bone or ivory, which may be 

omamented at the top, often with a stylised bird motif (Alvarez and Rosales 2004, 882). 

They are generally referred to as hairpins, based on their positioning in the hair of the 

deceased or lying near the head. No such pins are known from either settlement or 

mortuary contexts of the Maadi/Buto sites. Eight of the graves from Gerzeh contained a 

single pin, most of which were plain (e.g. ms. 188), bar three examples (e.g. ms.186 and 

ms. 187). 

Only one was. found on the cranium of the cadaver, whilst another was between the arms 

and the body, but all other cases lay some distance from the body. They may not, therefore, 

31 Graves 55, 70, 72, 81, 88, 110 and 280. 
105 



have ever been worn by the deceased but may instead have been gifts from the mourners. 

Alternatively, they may not have been hairpins at all. Indeed, other . functions for these 

objects have been postulated, such as applicators for cosmetics (Moller and Scharff 1926, 

54). This may be a valid possibility for the artefact in grave 93 which was found under a 

palette. Three other graves with pins also possessed palettes,32 but not in such close 

association. Only three graves also had malachite in them.33 The position of the pin 

between the arms and the body in grave 188 raises the possibility that this was used to 

fasten clothing. The pin from grave 204 was pierced at the flared end, and Petrie (1920, 32) 

suggested that it had been a broken spoon handle that was converted to a pin. 

5.3.6.5 Comb? 

No combs are attested at Gerzeh, unless the fragile ivory piece from grave 133 can be 

considered one (ms. 192). This is a heavily damaged piece, however, and its original form 

is unclear. 

5.3. 7 Spoons 

These small artefacts are generally accepted as being toilet articles for the application of 

cosmetics (Baumgartel 1960, 54-57), although it has also been suggested that they were 

used for taking 'snuff' (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 60). Brunton based this 

assertion on the coincidence of a carved horn with an ivory spoon in grave 3804 at Badari. 

It is notable in this context that the pottery horn from Gerzeh was also found in association 

with a spoon in grave 20 (see below). These are the only two such carved horns known,34 

as far as the author is aware, and thus the significance of the spoon in this context is 

difficult to gauge. Seven ivory spoons were recovered from Gerzeh (ms. 180-185). They 

are unknown in contexts of Lower Egyptian groups. 

5.3.8 Miscellaneous objects 

The following are categories of object that are rare at Gerzeh, and some have few parallels. 

They could be interpreted as individualistic or idiosyncratic expressions of identity. 

32 Graves 67, 142 and 145. 
33 Graves 145, 204 and 261. 
34 A second parallel may be grave from the Hierakonpolis Fort Cemetery. Adams' publication of Garstang's 

notes (1987) includes a sketch of a tomb with a spoon that also contained a 'natural horn', although there is 

no description of this item nor is it visible in the published photograph. 
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5.3.8.1 Marbles 

Five graves35 contained small, spherical stone objects which were de~cribed as marbles 

(Wainwright 1912a, 23). Similar objects have been recovered in Upper Egyptian graves, 

such as at el-Amrah IIC graves A96, B37, B43 (Randall-Maclver and Mace 1902, 18-19, 

22), in at least nine IIB-IID1 graves at Naqada (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 35) and Qau 

grave 102 (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 60, pl. xxxiv). Their function is unknown 

and nothing similar is known in any graves from Lower Egyptian communities. They are 

often subsumed under the category of gaming or toys, although this is only an assumption 

based upon our expectations of the function of such articles that do not necessarily hold 

true for all times and places. 

5.3.8.2 Ivory pegs 

Graves 81 and 88 both contained unusual ivory pegs that had a not<;:h around one end and 

which are unfortunately unattested in the museum sample. The example from grave 81 was 

found inserted into a rod which was made of an unknown whitish-grey material that was at 

first thought to be kohl (Wainwright 1912a, 23, pl. vi). Both were found in association 

with the remains of children, and this may be a significant factor in their inclusion in the 

burial rite (Chapter Eight). These objects could not be located, curtailing further analysis. 

5.3.8.3 Rattle 

A small pottery rattle (ms. 256), which had pellets baked inside, was found in grave 27 

(Wainwright 1912a, 24, pi. vi). Parallels for this object are scarce. Seven small rattles were 

found in the burial of a female at el-Mahasna (Ayrton and Loat 1911, 13), but the 

numerous B-ware jars and rhomboid palette indicate an earlier date than the Gerzeh 

example. 

5.3.8.4 Pottery ham 

A polished black pottery hom was recovered from grave 20 and had the point shaped into a 

bovine head, with plain white disc beads inserted as eyes (Wainwright 1912a, 23). Near the 

head were two holes, one with a plug in it, and the other presumably permitted a string to 

be passed through it from which the plug could be attached. No traces of contents were 

found inside. The only other parallel for this object was found in grave 3804 at Badari 

(Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 60, pl. XL VIII, 2), although in this case the object 

was actually carved out of a natural hom. 

35 Graves 39, 57, 80, 116 and 277. 
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5.3.8.5 Pierced disc 

This mudstone disc was recovered from pot burial numbered 116 and was originally 

identified as a spindle whorl. Spindle whorls are rare in burials and they are mostly found 

within settlements (Baumgartel 1960, 120-121; Payne 2000, 245-246). If this is a spindle 

whorl it could be interpreted as an accidental inclusion from a domestic area, a possibility 

given that these pot burials utilise a type of vessel that is usually restricted to settlements 

and often such burials are associated with them. Deliberate inclusion cannot be ruled out, 

however, especially given the material from which this object is made, which is a hard 

stone that is less easily worked than the limestone usually used (Payne 2000, 244). It may 

reference an aspect of individual identity, as will be deliberated in Chapter Eight. 

5.3.8.6 Harpoon, mace-head and ivory vase 

These three artefacts are grouped together, as all were found withiri grave 67, and are the 

only examples of such objects within the cemetery at Gerzeh. Their occurrence together 

marks out this particular burial, and it will therefore be more fully examined in later 

chapters. The harpoon was made of copper and is one of the few copper implements in the 

cemetery. The pear-shaped limestone mace-head is typical of the period and large numbers 

of these are known from Upper Egyptian contexts. The ivory vase is also not without 

parallels from Upper Egypt (e.g. Payne 2000, 145), although it is a much rarer class of 

artefact. A parallel exists at the cemetery of el-Mahasna, in which the partially plundered 

grave 23 similarly contained a mace-head, a copper harpoon and an ivory vase (Ayrton and 

Loat 1911, 21). 

5.3.8.9 Copper tray 

This circular metal object, from grave 145, was found wrapped in cloth placed in front of 

the body by the forearms. Its treatment suggests that this was an object of some value that 

needed to be protected and/or hidden from the view of the funeral attendees. 

5.3.8.10 Obsidianjlake 

A single small 'chip' of obsidian was recovered from grave 185.36 It may be significant that 

at nearby Abusir el -Meleq many such obsidian blades were recovered (Seeher 1999, 92). 

36 This piece was sampled for Cann and Renfrew's (1964) obsidian characterisation study and was, at that 

time, accessioned into the Petrie Museum. This piece is no longer in the museum and it can only be assumed 

that it was destroyed by analysis. 
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5.9 Conclusion 

The introduction of a wide variety of elements of material culture at Gerzeh, and in all the 

usually utilised material sources that were used in Upper Egypt, suggests that the people of 

Gerzeh represented a migration of a new group that was intimately embedded in Naqadan 

traditions, into an area otherwise unoccupied by such communities previously. Moreover, 

this is further indicated by the use of the objects which concurs with their deployment in 

Upper Egyptian graves. The Naqadan practices of presenting and consuming food and 

drink as part of the funeral rite, the destruction of aesthetically charged artefacts such as 

flint knives, and the selection of a wide range of colourful materials, beads and stone 

vessels, for placement in the grave all suggests a complexity in the management of death 

and in the relationship between the living and the dead. 

This contrasts with the paucity of the burials of the Maadian communities which have an 

extremely limited repertoire of material goods. This is not necessarily a reflection of the 

poverty of these groups, as the associated settlement sites attest to a diversity of artefact 

forms and symbolic media, nor is it to suggest that these communities were any less 

complex in their social management of death, as this may have been conducted away from 

the mortuary arena or otherwise in ephemeral and intangible ways. Nevertheless, it 

highlights the way in which the performance of their funerals engendered an alternative set 

of values that serve to distinguish them from those communities in Upper Egypt and at 

Gerzeh. The Upper Egyptian groups throughout the Naqada periods were increasingly 

concerned with display and performance at the side of the deceased's grave, and the use of 

objects and materials during funeral ceremonies points to these complex and multifaceted 

rituals. Such complexity is unlikely to have been so fully adopted and articulated as it is at 

Gerzeh without an intimate social affiliation with groups in the south. This is further 

evident in the combination and relationships between artefacts and bodies, as will be 

discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter Six: Arrangement of mortuary space 

6.1 Introduction 

Having considered the separate components of the Gerzeh assemblage it is to their 

arrangement within the graves that discussion now turns. The structures of grave groups 

have served Predynastic archaeologists primarily as a tool in the abstraction of 

chronological schemes and in the measurement of hierarchy or 'status' . This is possible 

because burial was, especially in Upper Egypt, a highly formalised process in which great 

care was expended upon the selection, treatment, arrangement and placement of particular 

grave accoutrements and bodies. There has been little comment, however, upon the 

possible social significance of such routinised deposition of artefacts, in pat1icular 

combinations and positions. Petrie was the first to outline the supposed rules of artefact 

placement in Predynastic graves (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 11, 19, 29-30, 41) and scholars 

have, in reiterating these 'rules', added little since. This is not just an oversight by 

Predynastic scholars but also by archaeologists in general, since earlier concerns with 

assessing the social status of the deceased have meant that the semantics of mortuary 

procedures have often been given only cursory attention (Fung 2000, 70). Nevertheless, the 

importance of the symbolic use of space within the grave has been flagged up as a valuable 

' 
line of investigation for archaeologists (Pader 1982, 78; Parker Pearson 1999b) and has 

been employed in other analyses as a way to investigate issues of identity, including 

ethnicity (Hakenbeck 2004, 45; Parker Pearson 1999b, 53). 

We may not have insight into the complete symbolic content of these practices but, perhaps 

in the patterns created by their repetition, we can gain a sense that there were socially 

specific understandings of how a burial should be properly, and efficaciously, conducted 

(Pollard 2001). The notion of a 'good burial', following the con·ect funerary rituals, was 

certainly a concern for later Egyptians and deemed necessary for the rebirth of the 

individual (Meskell 1999, 121). The performance of bmial, however, would have been 

experienced by those left behind and thus the creation of these spaces may have 

simultaneously been for the benefit of survivors (Stevenson forthcoming). Prior to the 

infilling of the grave the bmial pit may have been open for the mourners to look upon, with 

the grave pit itself acting as visual frame, an arena for display (Thomas 1999, 160), 

creating a final 'memory picture' of the deceased (Hallam and Hockey 2001, 132; Tarlow 

2002, 93). The careful orchestration of objects and bodies within this created a particular 



image, a certain aesthetic (Stevenson forthcoming), that may have had a cettain effect and 

role in the construction of social memory (Mizoguchi 1993; Williams 2003, 231). Thus 

some of the variation in the an·angement of tombs may owe something to these processes, 

rather than be a result simply of communities blindly following strict ritual prescriptions, 

and this should be borne in mind throughout the examination of the set-up of these tombs. 

Nevertheless, since 'rules' governing artefact placement have been alleged, we could 

assume that the selection of certain combinations and arrangements of material would have 

required a learned and judgemental understanding of the symbolic order of things (Pollard 

2001, 328). This would have been drawn from existing bodies of specialist knowledge or 

from memories of previous ceremonies. 

This is of particular relevance to the investigation into group identity, for the complexity of 

these rites means that their articulation is embedded within specific contexts of 

knowledgeable action that were most likely to have been the preserve of certain social 

groups. Therefore, as argued in Chapter Four, an aspect of collective identity engendered in 

these practices may be ethnicity, or at least some form of collective identification. By 

comparing patterns in the arrangement of the grave goods at Gerzeh-in effect an aspect of 

how they were used in the burial ritual-to those in other cemeteries it may be possible to 
----

assess the degree of similarity and difference between Gerzeh and other mmtuary sites, 

thereby gaining some insight into where this community's social affiliations may have lain. 

The first part of this chapter will consider these aspects of the burial ritual by seeking to 

establish the significance of recurring burial practices. 

Despite broad regularities in burial structures in the majority of Predynastic graves, it 

nevertheless remains the case that, within these generalised patterns, graves exhibit a 

degree of variability, which is often omitted from general accounts of early Egyptian burial 

practices (Wengrow and Baines 2004, 1097). Supposed cases of pre-bmial dismemberment 

are a case in point, and perhaps suggest more creative procedures that generated additional 

and divergent combinations of artefact placement, use and meaning (Wengrow and Baines 

2004, 1097). The corporeal body may be perceived as both subject and object within the 

spatial patterning of the grave, and a second line of enquiry that will be addressed in this 

chapter is the arrangement of the corpse. The orientations of the bodies within tombs, as 

well as post-mortem treatments, are considered here. 
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6.2 Artefact placement 

Petrie observed at Upper Egyptian sites that " . .. each object had its appointed position" and 

that there were "fixed rituals for funeral observance" (Petrie 1939, 35). These were 

described as follows: 

"At the north end beyond the feet were great jars containing ashes, 

sometimes dozens of them . .. Wavy-handled jars were placed in the grave at 

the south, beyond the head. A pointed jar at the south end was perhaps for 

drinking; the Decorated pottery lay mostly in front of the hands and the 

body. The weapons were behind the body, malachite and eye-paint near the 

hands." (Petrie 1939, 34-35). 

Figure 7: Grave B379, Diospolis Parva (Petrie 

1901, pi. V) 

Figure 6: Grave H 107, el-Mahasna (Ayrton and Loat 1911, pi. VIII) 

Other observations included the tendency for precious objects, such as palettes and stone 

vessels, to be placed in front of the body, generally near the hands and the face, although 

they could be placed anywhere in the grave (Petrie and Quibell i896, 30). Statistically 

checking these reported patterns is difficult as few graves were published in the early 

reports, and even in the cases where only the 'most important' or 'notable' graves were 

described, the exact position of artefacts was rarely noted. Early publications sometimes 
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included drawings or photos of a handful of graves and these attest to the observations 

made by Petrie (e.g. Figures 6 and 7). The site of Abusir el-Meleq was also only partially 

published but, from the drawn graves, it has nevertheless been observed that wavy-handled 

jars stood near the head whilst storage jars were at the feet, suggesting that this community 

too, practiced Upper Egyptian customs (Seeher 1999, 92). How representative these are for 

these given cemeteries cannot be fully gauged in the absence of the complete tomb records. 

In other cases the extent of grave robbing has limited some of the potential for spatial 

analysis. For instance, at Armant care was taken to record the position of objects in intact 

contexts (Mond and Myers 1937, 11, pi. Ll), but this only constituted 21 graves and for the 

most part these are either too late or too early for comparison with Gerzeh. 1 

In contrast, a more substantial analysis of spatial patteming is possible using the data from 

Gerzeh given the completeness of records and the intact nature of the majority of graves. 

Using the position codes outlined in Chapter One, the frequencies of artefact types in 

various locations could be quantified. 

6.2.1 The chi-squared test 

The statistical procedure known as chi-squared, X2
, (for summary see Fletcher and Lock 

1991; Shennan 1997) could be brought to bear on the issue of whether or not it is possible 

that the distribution of artefacts within the grave could have been merely a matter of 

chance, and was calculated using the SPSS computer program (version 12). Following 

Shennan (1997, 104-105), a one sample chi-squared test was used, as it can act as a 

measure of whether the differences in artefact placement are great enough that the 

probability of their being the result of chance variation is acceptably low.2 Where SPSS 

indicated that the sample size was too small for an accurate interpretation of X2
, the exact 

test feature in SPSS was used a means for obtaining accurate results. Results were 

compared at a significance level (a) of 0.05 on a standardised table (Shennan 1997, Table 

F). 

1 The positions of objects for other graves were noted (Mond and Myers 1937,12-16), but the method by 

which these were described makes analysis problematic. Positions were described via the cardinal points 

relative to the body but occasionally description is ambiguous, such as in the allusion to objects on the 'west 

side' of the grave, for instance (as in the descriptions of graves 1536 and 1570), as it is unclear whether the 

objects were, at the head or foot end of the grave. 
2 It should be pointed out that this figure only informs us about probability, not the strength of that 

probability. There are no statistical tests available for the calculation of strength in a one-sample chi-squared 

test (Dr Dewar, pers. comm). 
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............................... ____________________ ._. 
f 

6.2.2 Ceramic positioning at Gerzeh 

As mentioned in Chapter One, the recording of the positions of the cera~ics was hampered 

by the roughness of the tomb sketches. The wavy-handled jars were easily identifiable, 

since the undulating ledge was depicted on the drawing, as were the large storage jars, R84 

and R84g, on account of their larger size in comparison to the other vessels in the tomb. 

The decorated ware was usually labelled as such, or the decoration rendered on the sketch, 

meaning that their quantification was relatively straightforward.3 Particularly problematic, 

however, were the pointed-base ceramics R74-R76, which are often insufficiently 

distinguishable on the burial diagrams and thus it was not possible to quantify placement of 

each type separately. 

R74- R76 
Position Level (single example R74-R76 W-ware R84/84g D-ware 

per grave only) 

above head 3 5.8% 80 10.9% 15 16.1 % 1 1.1 % 6 11.8% 

behind head 7 13.5% 59 8% 18 19.4% 3 3.4% 7 13.7% 

behind shoulder 0 0 49 6.6% 1 1.1 % 2 2.3 % 5 9.8% 
blades 
behind p_elvis 5 9.6% 36 4.9% 1 1.1 % 5 5.7% 3 5.9% 

behind legs 0 0 13 1.8% 1 1.1 % 3 3.4% 1 2% 

below feet 4 7.7% 107 14.5% 8 8.6% 39 44.3 % 1 2% 

In front of lower 1 1.9% 
48 6.5% 4 4.3% 5 5.7% 1 2% 

leg 
In front of knee 3 5.7% 

33 4.5% 3 3.2% 2 2.3% 0 0 
/upper leg 
In front of arms 1 ' 1.9% 37 5% 6 6.5% 3 3.4% 6 11.7% 

around hands 0 0 13 1.8% 0 0 0 0 2 3.9% 

In front of face 11 21.2% 61 8.3% 15 16.1 % 0 0 11 21.6% 

Unknown 12 23.1 % 117 15.9% 6 6.5% 12 13.6% 6 11.7% 

Disturbed 5 9.6% 84 11.4% 15 16.1 % 13 14.8% 2 3.9% 

Total 52 lOO% 737 100% 93 100% 88 100% 51 100% 

x~ 37.6* 158.64 65.8 217.59 29.4* 

Exact 0.000 - - - 0.01 

* sample stze too small for a reliable interpretation, see exact value. 

Table 8: Spatial use of ceramics in graves at Gerzeh 
4 

As can be seen from Table 8 the three categories, where the chi-squared test could be 

reasonably applied, showed a statistically significant result, indicating that the observed 

patterns of artefact placement cannot be accounted for by random disposition. 

Although found predominately at either the head or foot end of the grave, pointed-base 

ceramics were found in all positions. The wide distribution within. the graves is partly a 

3 The examples of unpainted D-ware were not included as their status within this grouping is questionable. 
4 The table includes the numbers of objects whose position were unknown or had been disturbed to give a full 

picture of the data but these categories were not used in the calculation of X2
. 
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correlate of their frequency; high numbers of examples in single contexts meant that 

distribution throughout the burial space was necessary. Looking solely at those contexts 

where there was only a single example it seems that, in line with Petrie' s observations, 

these were placed preferentially at the head end of the grave, but the sample size in this 

case is small and has to be interpreted tentatively. Qualitatively it is evident that in other 

cases where there are several specimens in a grave, they are not always placed together but 

were clustered at different points around the grave,5 perhaps presented to the deceased by 

different people or at different points in the ceremony. Despite the trend towards placing 

these vessels at the ends, rather than the sides of the grave, it is clear that rules regarding 

the placement of these were not strict. As noted previously, the pottery groups R74-R75 

had a particularly strong presence at this cemetery, in contrast to those of the south, and as 

such, local patterns of use are likely and perhaps this apparent deviation from what was 

observed in the south is unsurprising. 

Wavy-handled jars are strongly associated with the area of the head, with 67% of examples 

(where position is known) located in this section of the grave. Only in 24% of cases was 

the vessel located in the lower section of the grave. The dominant trend for the large 

storage jars also conforms to Petrie's expectations, with the largest proportion of examples 

being situated below the feet of the deceased. 

Decorated pottery, on the other hand, is dispersed in a more random manner and, although 

a large proportion of examples were placed in front of the body (44.2%), as suggested by 

Petrie, this is still less than half the sample. Statistically gauging the probability of 

patterning is problematic given the small sample size, although the exact test suggests that 

there may be a statistically real trend. In actual fact, Petrie had conceded that, although the 

decorated pottery was mostly found around the head, towards the front of the face, they 

could also be "found at every part of the graves" (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 29) and in this 

respect the pattern at Gerzeh is entirely as might be predicted. Placement of D-ware does 

not seem to have been subject to strong traditions, although this is perhaps unsurprising and 

we should not assume that the category 'decorated' was perceived as a singular, discrete 

class of ceramic by the community at Gerzeh. Different designs and forms may have been 

regarded differently. 

5 For example, graves 21, 83, 87, 96, 147, 193,220,222 and 233. 
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The apparent structure of aspects of the ceramic assemblage at Gerzeh, and in Upper Egypt 

generally, may be contrasted with the practices within Maadi/Buto burial complexes. At 

Heliopolis, for instance, where only one pot was found in a grave, it was placed in front of 

or behind the head. If more than one vessel was present it was always located by the upper 

part of the body, either in front or behind it (Debono and Mortensen 1988, 38). At Maadi 

all pots were placed either in front or behind the upper body,6 whilst at Wadi Digla the 

largest proportion of vessels were located in front or behind the head, and there were no 

pots below the lower limbs.7 There was, therefore, a far more restricted use of the small 

burial space than in Upper Egyptian contexts. 

It is also informative to consider briefly the arrangement of ceramic objects in Lower 

Nubian graves of a contemporary age, since there is evidence that the importation of Upper 

Egyptian goods was relatively extensive, much more so than is the case with Lower Egypt 

(Takamiya 2004). Reisner (1910, 315) commented that the position of objects within 

Lower Nubian graves tended to be arbitrary and was dependent upon the size of the grave 

and the number of objects. Given that only a handful of grave sketches were published it is 

impossible to verify this quantitatively. On the basis of the available evidence, however, we 

may tentatively hypothesise that, even though these graves contained similar artefacts to 

the northern burial assemblages, they were used in the bmial pit in different ways, 

suggesting perhaps a far weaker involvement in Naqadan traditions. 

6.2.3 Positioning of non-ceramic artefacts 

Some of the non-ceramic Predynastic artefacts tended, according to Petrie, to have been 

allocated to particular places in the grave. The frequencies of placement at various 

positions are noted in Table 9. 

6 Seven vessels were in front of the face, two behind the shoulder blade and one at the elbow (Rizkana and 

Seeher 1990, pis. I-VI). 
7 There were 70 in front of the face, 24 behind the head, 19 behind the shoulder blade, 14 at the forearm, eight 

at the knee, seven above the head and five behind the pelvis (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, pis. VII-XXIV). 
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Position Level Stone vessels Palettes8 Flint knives Malachite9 

Above head 11 12% 4 13.8% 0 0 0 0 
behind head 8 8.7% 2 6.9% 0 0 0 0 
behind shoulder blades 2 2.2% 3 10.3% 0 0 0 0 
behind pelvis 3 3.3% 1 3.4% 1 9.1 % 0 0 
behind legs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Below feet 1 U % 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In front of lower leg 4 4.3% 1 3.4% 1 9.1 % 0 0 
In front of knee /upper leg 1 1.1 % 0 0 0 0 0 0 
In front of arms 27 29.3% 5 17.2% 8 72.7% 2 7.1 % 
around hands 8 8.7% 3 10.3% 0 0 16 57.1 % 
In front of face 20 21.7% 6 20.7% 0 0 4 14.3% 
Unknown 6 6.5% 3 10.3% 0 0 3 10.7% 

Disturbed 1 1.1 % 1 3.4% 1 9.1% 3 10.7% 

Total 92 100% 29 100% 11 100% 28 100% 

x2 97.34 19.4* 62.6* 116* 

Exact - 0.38 0.000 0.000 

* sample size too small for a reliable interpretation, see exact value 

Table 9: Spatial use of non-ceramic artefacts in graves at Gerzeh 

In the case of stone vessels the value of X2 rejects the null hypothesis of random artefact 

placement, and the relatively high value indicates a fairly strong pattern in their location 

within the grave. These artefacts are clearly associated with the front part of the body, with 

65.9% of vessels, where position is known, being placed in this portion of the grave, with 

most of these being placed around the head and hands, as would be predicted by general 

models of stone vessel deposition. 

In contrast, there is not a statistically significant result for palettes, as indicated by the exact 

value, and no one locus was favoured for their placement. There is, however, a tendency 

for them to be placed in front of the body generally, with 60% of known palette positions 

located here and 56% of palettes located either near the hands, face or arms as suggested by 

Petrie's original observations. The variation may simply be due to the fact that the 

positioning of the hands and arms could vary between being close to the face or some 

distance from it. 

Strong patteming in the placement of the flint knives is suggested by the exact test. Indeed, 

even without the application of the more complex statistical procedures, a cursory glance 

over the percentages suggests that the favoured locus was in front of the arms. This may at 

first seem to contradict Petrie's contention that artefacts such as this were preferentially 

8 Excludes the two pieces found in pot burials. 
9 Excludes the seven graves where malachite was found on a palette and the three cases where malachite was 
in a stone bowl (graves 153, 154 and 158). 
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placed behind the body. However, when comparison is made to the position of flint knives 

from Upper Egyptian cemeteries, . it is apparent that these objects were often placed in front 

of the body, either in front of the hands or the forelegs, such as at Naga-ed-Der (Savage 

1995, Table A 7). 

Just as was observed at the Predynastic cemeteries excavated by Petrie, malachite is very 

closely associated with the hands at Gerzeh. All of the bmial contexts in which the location 

of malachite could be ascertained with any certainty showed the ore to be in front of the 

upper part of the body; 72.7% of the time around the hands, 18.2% in front of the face 

where the hands were often placed, and 9.1% in front of the arms (two graves). Pouches of 

malachite were also recorded in the hands at Adaima and in a few intact tombs it is clear 

that the deceased's hands had been ananged to fmm a tight fist around the ore (Crubezy et 

al. 2002, 459). Quantifying the placement trends of malachite at other cemeteries is more 

problematic and, with a few exceptions, excavation reports did not record the location of 

malachite within graves. The reports where it is possible to quantify the position of 

malachite within the grave, however, concur with the above observations. At Naga-ed-Der 

77% of the recorded positions of malachite were found in the region of the hands (data 

after Savage 1995, Table All). Malachite was found at Wadi Digla but the location of 

these specimens within the grave went unrecorded. Of the three cases of malachite in 
" 

graves at Heliopolis (Debono and Mortensen 1988), only one had fragments in front of the 

face. At es-Saff three graves contained malachite placed by the hands (Habachi and Kaiser 

1985). Perhaps there is, therefore, a similar conceptual usage of this material in both areas. 

General patterns in the anangement of certain grave goods are therefore evident from the 

above statistical overview, which concurs broadly with Petrie's miginal observations. This 

suggests that the burials at Gerzeh were constructed by people who possessed direct 

knowledge of practices and traditions that had developed in Upper Egypt. 

Nevertheless, it clear that the observed trends are not as absolute as suggested by Petrie. 

Take the wavy-handle jars, for example, of which 23.6% were found in the lower portion 

of the grave. Some of this variation can be accounted for by the presence of another wavy

handled vessel in the assemblage already occupying the usual locus (e.g. grave 139). In 

eleven contexts, 10 however, there is no such pragmatic reason for the relocation of the 

10 Graves 40, 86, 121, 122, 123, 151, 163, 168, 178, 192,202 and 204. 
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vessel and in some of these contexts no other mtefact was occupying the usually favoured 

place. 

We could presume that deviations from the norm were also a feature of the cemeteries 

excavated by Petrie and his colleagues, but which may have been overlooked in the 

generalising tendencies of the brief site reports. This may be hinted at if we compare 

Pettie's statements from 1896 and 1939 concerning the pointed-base ceramics. The data at 

Naqada did suggest that these pots were placed at the south (near the head) but Petrie noted 

that the positions recorded were" 7 S.; 3, S.S.W.; 5, S.W.; 1 each, W.S.W., W.N.W., N.W. 

and N.E" (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 29), which is clearly not as absolute as was stated in 

1939. It is impossible now, unfortunately, to quantify any of the other patterns originally 

observed at sites such as Naqada and Diospolis Parva. Local variation in the supposed rules 

of artefact placement were noted by Podzorsld in her analysis of Ballas Nmthern cemetery 

where the storage jars (R81) were more frequently placed at the head end of the grave as 

opposed to the foot end (Podzorsld 1994, 207). 11 It seems pertinent, therefore, to reiterate 

the fact that variation within society is a feature of all these communities, including 

Gerzeh, and these idiosyncrasies are not a basis for their strict differentiation. 

Whatever the rationale behind the variation it is apparent that, contrary to Petrie's original 

assertions, these rituals were not 'fixed' and we can observe a far more complex interplay 

of agency and social structure. The persistence of certain ceramic forms and combinations 

of forms at the site certainly bespeaks of a strong sense of community continuity and 

reproduction in what was traditionally cotTect and appropriate for the furnishing of graves._ 

It is also clear that the funeral officiators were drawing from local knowledge, and local 

peculiarities were worked into the construction of the graves. The construction of mud 

cocoons for three burials (113, 133, and 142) is a case in point (Chapter Five). Variations in 

the combination placement of artefacts were as much a feature of these burials as the 

similarities; no two burials were identical. Deviations from the 'traditional' patterns could 

be dismissed as carelessness in ritual observances, or a response to other referents within 

the grave (i.e. higher number of pots restricting available space), but there is always the 

chance that deliberate modification of the burial titual was linked to other aspects of 

identity: Parker Pearson (1999b), for instance, observed that differential placement of 

11 The positioning of other artefacts was not commented upon by Podzorski. Unfortunately, the Northern 
cemetery at Ballas lacks Naqada liD graves (except for a few transitional IID2/IIIA1 graves), and the period 
before this is not well represented (Podzorski 1994, 217). Indeed, wavy-handled vessels are few in number. A 
high proportion of graves were also heavily disturbed. It was, therefore, not possible to statistically gauge 
patterns for comparison. 
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artefacts in British Iron Age graves was seemingly linked to differences in gender, which 

sadly can not be investigated for this site (Chapter Eight). 

The reasons for differential grave furnishings need not, however, be related to discrete 

differences of identity such as this but may simply have been the result of more nuanced 

vatiations in the performance of successive interments. Rather than there being a universal 

set of rules governing arrangement, there may have been general principles that permitted a 

more improvisatory perfmmance of burial (Pollard 2001, 316; Thomas 1999, 78-79). 

Creative play on, or in spite of, tradition may be a feature of ritual, since no repetition can 

be exact (Parkin 1992, 19) and memory is fragmentary (Hallam and Hockey 2001, 189). 

Performances at funerals were thus not enactments of pre-existing codes but 

transformations of memory and of meaning. There may have been an ideal of sameness, 

rather than actual material uniformity (Hakenbeck 2004), and each act of burial seems to have 

been orchestrated between structure and spontaneity, therefore permitting irregularities in 

form. The dialectic between structure and agency, in the manner described by Giddens, is 

clearly present here and social practice was situated somewhere between these two poles 

(Cornell and Fahlander 2002). 

This may suggest that in our search for past 'meanings' in certain practices we sometimes 
' 

unintentionally read too much into any given context, and not all deposits need to be part of 

consciously manipulated material statements of prescribed identities per se. Yet, the 

instances of particularly careful and considered placement of things in certain graves hints 

at a certain 'style' 12 or panache in grave structure that still requires explanation and may be 

significant. We can return here to the concept of aesthetics mentioned above. In this regard 

it is useful to refer to Gell (1992) and his discussion concerning the technology of 

enchantment in order to illuminate more fully the significance of such 'style'. In his 

examination of the decorated prows of Trobriand Islander canoes he demonstrated that 

although great time, care and energy were spent crafting elaborate designs, they did not 

embody specific semantic meanings. Rather they were created in order to produce certain 

effects that influenced those who observed them. Therefore, the creation of ordered 

spatially arrays within burials-to create an evocative image of the deceased-may have 

been to produce a certain effect, but may not necessarily have conveyed specific meanings 

or alluded to specific traditions. 

12 The use of the word 'style' here is in its most generalised sense rather than a reference to its archaeological 

theoretical usage by Wobst (1977). 
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Graves 105 and 106 can be cited in this context. Both show more formal presentations of 

goods within the grave than observed in other graves, with objeGts aligned along a 

particular axis parallel to the body serving to reinforce and emphasise the body (Figure 8). 

Figure 8: Grave 105, Gerzeh 

In grave 105 the regimented placement of four R75 jars behind the body and the jars placed 

along the lower leg of the body serve to frame the body. 13 These need not have any 

particular meaning but, nevertheless, the respect embodied in artefact placement may have 

had a certain effect in creating a strong image. In a similar manner, the placement of 

bladelets shows considered use of space, as in graves 191, 260 and 279, in which the flint 

"chips" were laid side-by-side in a well-organised pattern, as opposed to be being heaped 

into a pile. There is an effect of order and the creation of a staged image that may have 

influenced the way in which the dead were remembered (Williams 2003, 231). The strong 

structure of such images of the deceased in the grave has been noted for Upper Egyptian sites, 

including el-Amrah and Naqada (see Wengrow and Baines 2004, 1095-1099). 

Unconsciously, perhaps, this interplay of similarity and difference may have been part of a 

dialogue between expressions of group identity on the one hand, through appealing to certain 

conformities and traditions, whilst little flares of style might reference more ambiguously a 

sense of individual identities. The latter are certainly more ephemeral and hard to pin down, 

but still form part of the process by which these burials were created. Chapman (2000b) has 

suggested that such processes may be part of 'micro-traditions' or small-scale actions which 

are related to general structure. Consequently, the local is not simply a reflection of the global 

13 Other graves with notable patterning of objects, to name but a few, include the row of four pottery vessels 

below the feet in graves 29 and 64, the row of four similarly-sized vessels above the head and the three 

vessels following the contours of the feet in grave 42, the four vessels above the head in grave 98, the vessels 

in front of the body in grave 123, 149 and 187, the alignment of the vessels around the head in grave 128 and 

184, and the circular arrangement of objects around the body in grave 233. 
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or vice versa. Instead the global structure is a "post-hoc etic statistical summary" (Chapman 

2000b, 69) of a variety of local micro-traditions. This could be an appropriate account of what 

is observed in the Predynastic record where, although there are general underlying trends for 

the placement of objects, every cemetery has deviations from these and every burial is 

different. 

These idiosyncrasies in performance and grave structure underscore how, at the local level, 

there are discernable differences at each cemetery. This is perhaps not such a startling 

revelation but, nevertheless, an overlooked one given the generalised manner in which 

scholars have refened to such burials. Notwithstanding these little forays into the minutiae 

of individual burials, however, when we scale up to the broader picture of the Nile Valley 

as a whole, it is evident that, regardless of the diversity of burial practices within Naqadan 

society, they are nevertheless more similar to each other than when compared with remains 

of Maadi/Buto funerary practices. 

The general principles of conscientious grave construction within the cemetery at Gerzeh 

suggested above, and within Upper Egyptian contexts generally, contrasts strongly with the 

patterns and practices of the Lower Egyptian communities where the " ... impression given 

by the burials at Maadi is that the vessels were put at random into the grave" (Rizkana and 
...._ 

Seeher 1990, 27). The burials at Maadi were constructed within a limited space that left 

little room for the inclusion of grave furniture. Little structural detail is apparent apart from 

the occasional use of small stone slabs to surround parts of the grave. Accompanying 

objects were restricted in number and were typically all pottery vessels. It was thus the 

body that was the singular focus of the grave, rather than it acting as a foundation around 

which associations, meanings and images could be constructed. Therefore, in this domain 

of mortuary ritua-l we can again emphasise the distinctive nature of these two different 

societies. 

6.3 Body placement 

6.3.1 Interpretation of burial orientation 

The discussion of body orientation has assumed significance in the study of Predynastic 

burial customs as a means of assessing shifting patterns of belief and as a method of 

contrasting different groups in space and time (Castillos 1982). With regard to the Naqada 

expansion, Kohler has said that 
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" .. .if a certain culture migrates from one area to the other it would also 

bring its burial customs, but e.g. the burial orientation in the North did not 

change after the assumed overlap" (Kohler 1995, 85). 

There are a number of problems with this statement. First, it is clear that the pattern of 

orientation in the north did show significant variance after the overlap. Summaries of the 

burial orientation of Predynastic Egyptians have been given in several studies, including 

Castillos (1982), and Debono and Mortensen (1988, 45--46). The analysis by the former 

suggested that, in Upper Egypt, there was a tendency for the body to be positioned on the 

left side with the head to the south and face to the west, an orientation that was applied with 

far greater orthodoxy in the Middle Predynastic. This orientation remained a fairly constant 

preference in the south right up until the 3rd Dynasty and has been said to anticipate later 

Egyptian beliefs concerning the location of the 'Land of the Dead' (Hoffman 1979, 110). In 

contrast, in the cemeteties of the Maadi groups, the tendency of earlier phases was to align 

the body on the right side with the head pointing south, facing east, a burial feature that 

became quite a strict rule in the later stages at Wadi Digla and Heliopolis (Seeher 1992, 

228-229). In the latest phase of the Predynastic, Naqada Ill, the cemeteries of Tarkhan, 

Tura and Helwan display a greater deviation from the previous norms with figures, 

according to Castillos (1982, Tables 3 and 4), averaging about 70% with heads pointed to 
--.. 

the south, 30% to the north, and 72% of bodies with faces positioned west and 28% east. A 

similar variable pattern of orientation preferences was tabulated by Kaiser (1995, 10). It is 

clear, therefore, that patterns in the nmth did alter after the assumed overlap. 

A more fundamental problem of interpretation is the assumption that orientation can be 

taken as a measure of cultural affiliation. It is a supposition that many Predynastic scholars 

have taken (e.g. Holmes 1989, 334) and cultural conservatism is often assumed for the 

Naqadan expansion. For instance, Seeher (1992, 231), in a discussion of Lower Egyptian 

burial practices, compares them to what he terms the "purity" of indicative Naqada culture 

bmial customs that were apparently "unaffected by local traditions" in the northem 

cemeteries attributed to that culture. This assumption may not be congruent with the 

complexities of cultural reproduction and negotiation, especially if we are to consider the 

process of migration where the material and symbolic negotiation of ethnicity may occur 

(Emberling 1997, 317). If we do tender the possibility that Gerzeh represents a migratory 

group, it is not necessarily a given that they would bring all their burial customs with them 
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and, in any case, as discussed above. cultural reproduction is not absolute but subject to 

negotiation. 

The actual rationale behind the patterns of body mientation observed across Egypt at this 

time is unclear but, nonetheless, a number of theories have been advanced (Debono and 

Mortensen 1988, 46). Castillos (1998a, 257-258) has emphasised religious beliefs as the 

guiding principal for body positioning and the importance of the course of the Nile to local 

communities. In this model the average orientation of the main axis of the tombs would 

tend to agree with the angle at which the river flowed in the area. Thus, the alternative 

orientation of tombs at Atmant can be explained as a response to the shift in the Nile that 

has occurred at this locale (Mond and Myers 1937, 8). The more erratically orientated 

tombs here may have stemmed from the ambivalence of the mourners as they had to choose 

between either burying their dead positioned according to the traditional cardinal points or 

to align graves with the alternate course of the Nile. The majority of Naqada communities 

chose to follow the course of the Nile, and it has been suggested that those that did not may 

have been regarded as outsiders in the community and thus were denied the traditional rites 

of the Naqadan society (Hoffman 1979, 110). 

Grave positioning is, however, a potentially ambiguous variable and the degree to which 

we may decipher the meaning of such alignment archaeologically is unclear. As Ucko 

(1969, 273) has warned, with specific reference to the examination of orientation data; 

" ... much variability has been seen to exist both between cultures and within a culture". 

Caution in interpretation must therefore, as always, be exercised. 

6.3.2 Orientation at Gerzeh 

Although Wainwright did include the frequencies of the various alignments from the site in 

the official publication (Wainwright 1912a, 5), it was felt that, for the current thesis, the 

quantification of azimuth should be assessed from the original cards as there may have 

been generalisations or approximations made in Wainwright's analysis that went 

unacknowledged. Measuring orientation from the available documentation of the site is, 

however, hampered by inconsistencies in the original recording. Despite the presence of a 

delineated section for the notation of body orientation on the tomb cards, only 143 recorded 

these details accordingly. The grave sketches on the reverse side more consistently note the 

direction of nmth. Therefore, the tabulation of azimuth was based upon measurements 
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made on the drawings themselves, although it is recognised that the rendering of these 

sketches is rudimentary. It was also observed that, in eight cases where direction is 

recorded on the verso of the tomb card, the corresponding outline on the back records the 

opposite 14 and, consequently, without knowing whether the notation on the front or on the 

back is correct a small margin of error is unavoidable. There are a further five instances 

where the cardinal points are not noted on the diagram 15 and thus it was necessary to rely 

upon the notation of direction from the description alone. 16 In a few cases where the upper 

section of the body was decayed or destroyed it was still possible to record the approximate 

orientation of the head and face based upon the position of the spine and the knees. 17 

Despite all these complications with the data, the attempted tabulation of mientation from 

the grave diagrams can at least provide broad parameters for investigation. 

Frequencies were calculated on all individual bodies where possible, including each 

individual in multiple burials, giving a total of 256 individual sets of orientation data. From 

the resulting data 18 it is apparent that, in contrast to contemporaneous cemeteries in the 

south, variation in body orientation is pronounced (Table 10). 

Direction of Azimuth #Graves Side 
Head R (Facing) L (Facing) 
N 0 - 27.5 and 342.5 - 360 89 20 (W) 69 (E) 

NE 27 .5-72.5 30 4(NW) 26 (SE) 

E ' 72.5- 117.5 15 2 (N) 13 (S) 

SE 117.5-162.5 14 3 (NE) 11 (SW) 

s 162.5-207.5 49 5 (E) 44 (W) 

SW 207.5 - 252.5 11 3 (SE) 8 (NW) 

w 252.5 - 297.5 18 8 (S) 10 (N) 

NW 297 .5 - 342.5 30 9 (SW) 21 (NE) 

Not measurable 21 NIA 

Total R Total L 
54 202 

Table 10: Body positions at Gerzeh 

As indicated in Table 10, there is a slight preference at Gerzeh for the body to be placed on 

the left side with the head to the north and the face to the east; 27% of the measurable 

positions, (47.9% including deviations ± 45° N). This is neither the orthodox position of 

14 Graves 81, 110a, 113, 140, 157, 158,201 and 270. 
15 Graves 28, 30, 38, 76 and 187. 
16 Only card 76 did not note the head direction at all. 
17 Cases 224, 234, 242, 243, 249 and 251. 
18 The quantifications derived from the cards diverge significantly from the figures given in the publication 
(Wainwright 1912a, 5). The overall impression given by these figures, nonetheless, is identical; great 
variation in orientation and a preference for bodies to be placed on the left with the head to the north, facing 
east. 
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contemporaneous Upper Egyptians nor the Maadi groups. The second preferable 

orientation does conform to the Upper Egyptian practice of placing the · head to the south 

and face to the west, although this still only constitutes 17.2% of the cemetery's population 

(23.9% including deviations ± 45° S). This leaves approximately 28% of cases being 

interred it a variety of positions and out of this figure only seven graves, or 2.7% (including 

deviations ± 45° S), accord with the Maadi tradition of the body being placed on the right 

side with the head to the south, facing east. The spatial distribution of these various 

positions displays a random spread, with few, if any, distinct clusters (Maps 16 and 17). 

It is evident that one factor alone cannot account for this variability and certainly not just 

the course of the Nile at this location or a strict reflection of cultural affiliation. In her 

analysis of four Predynastic cemeteties in the Delta, Rowland (2004b, 113) commented 

that the diversity of positions might be revealing in terms of horizontal social divisions as 

funerary ideology could be related to membership of certain kin groups. The conformity of 

body attitudes in the south could, in this light, be interpreted as evidence of greater 

ideological cohesion between groups within the community. In this regard the mixture of 

orientations at Gerzeh may give an insight into the nature of the social group. If, as 

postulated here, the founders of this community were motivated to leave their traditional 

heartland on accouQ_t of the political situation it may be that the founding group was a 

composite of different kin or social groups brought together by the common need to escape 

from problems in the south. Perhaps there was an element of disorientation in the new 

environment. They may have been tom between tradition and their ancestors on the one 

hand, and the need for a renewed self-definition following migration. At the same time 

there may have been an attempt at differentiating themselves from the indigenous 

inhabitants of the north. The very act of placing the dead into a new landscape, fixing 

social memory into a new environment, lays claim to a new tradition in and of itself. It is 

significant then that the prefen·ed otientation contests both the orthodoxies of south and 

north, perhaps a statement of separatism, signally an important break with past practices, 

although one that not everyone within the community may have been prepared to fully 

accept. In this regard the pioneer community may not have been as socially cohesive as 

their relatives in the south. 

Equally plausible in a migratory model is the so-called 'founder effect', a term which is 

here borrowed from evolutionary biology to describe the establishment of a new population 

by a few original founders which carry only a small fraction of the total genetic variation of 
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the parental population (Mayer 1963). Despite the near universality of body placement in 

the south, a very small percentage of the population in every cemetery in Upper Egypt do 

defy tradition (Castillos 1982). The founder effect can occur when populations originate 

from a small number of pioneer individuals from an original population. Due to small 

group numbers, the new population could have had a different outlook from the original 

population leading, over time, to higher frequencies of expressions seen rarely in the 

homeland. 

There may, however, be a more conscious element to this grave alignment. As mentioned 

in Chapter Two, the organisation of the graves is not dictated by a linear chronological 

progression but by patches comprising graves of seemingly different date. A number of 

discrete circular arrangements of graves are visually perceptible and, within them, graves 

seem to be orientated relative to each other. Perhaps this suggests that the funeral 

organisers chose to align burials with close reference to each other as opposed to an 

abstract cosmological concept. This again may be an example of 'micro-traditions' 

mentioned above, implying that structure does exist in the arrangement of burials, manifest 

through a local perspective, rather than via the imposition of over-arching cultural rules. 

This may have functioned on the shorter timescale of memories of previous burials. By 

taking a 'bottom-up' rather than 'top-down' perspective, it could be postulated that long

term changes in social practices, such as in orientation, were motivated as much by the 

gradual accumulation of consensus in local-based practices over time, as by the abstract 

dictums of 'cultural' traditions. 

Whatever the underlying principles were in the arrangement of bodies, what is highlighted 

is the fact that a degree of diversity can exist within a single community, just as differences 

exist between them. 

6.3.3 Primary and secondary treatments of the corpse 

Whether on the right or left, facing north or facing south, the majority of bodies had been 

carefully treated and arranged with respect, laid on their side, in the crouched position with 

the hands clasped in front of the face. This is typical of burials both in the north and in the 

south of Egypt. In Upper Egypt particularly, as discussed, the attentive preparation of both 

the body and grave goods created a striking final image of the deceased. The ritual 

performances involved in the creation of these mortuary representations would have been a 
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vivid experience for any onlookers and thus could have been a basis for the formation of 

social memory (Wengrow and Baines 2004, 1105; Williams 2003). 

The concern with the visual appearance of the deceased has been noted, for example, at the 

recent excavations at Hierakonpolis in the case of burial 120. Here an intact burial 

containing the body of a woman had the appearance of being a normal complete burial. Yet 

on lifting the remains it became clear that part of the cranium was missing, broken, it 

would seem, from a blow to the back of her head, probably resulting in her death. 

However, the funeral organisers had been careful to comb over the hair to create the 

illusion of completeness (Friedman 1998, 7). Ftiedman suggests that this was for the 

benefit of the deceased's afterlife, but the reconstructed image may also have been 

orchestrated to present a certain image of the departed to the funeral entourage in 

attendance at the graveside. 

The careful an-angement of bodies is often striking, and at the sight of such burials one of 

the excavators from Adaima commented that it was as if they were "ready to be 

photographed" (Crubezy 2005). At Gerzeh a similar impression may be invoked when 

looking upon graves such as tomb 171, in which the child was placed intimately in the 

adult's arms. Of course, not all the burials at Gerzeh fitted this desctiption, and differential 
' 

investment in the construction of the mortuary space may be a matter of marking out 

alternative identities within a community at burial. As such, these will be considered in Part 

Ill. 

The Lower Egyptian treatment of the body, in comparison to the Upper Egyptian practices, 

gives " ... the impression that for the living it was rather unimportant how their dead were 

buried" (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 23). The grave pits at both Maadi and Wadi Digla were 

very nan-ow and often bodies had to be forced into the graves in a manner which suggested 

to the excavators that " ... the ancient Maadians apparently were not much interested in 

preparing a comfortable place for the eternal repose of their dead" (Rizkana and Seeher 

1990, 23). Here again it is possible to draw a clear distinction between the social attitudes 

held towards the dead by these two different and separate groups. 

Despite the general conformity of the articulation of human remains within the graves at 

Gerzeh, a few do exhibit substantial deviations from the norm. Wainwright (1912a, 8-15) 

devoted a substantial proportion of his short account of the site to these apparent 
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'mutilations' of the body and he noted twelve graves m which the human remains 

displayed signs of dismemberment (Table 11). 

Grave Locality of dismemberment Description 
67 Neck vertebrae Skull standing on base away from body 
123 Pelvis, lower vertebrae Missing 
137 Feet Missing 
138 Feet, sacrum Missing (apart from 1 heel bone and 2 foot bones) 
142 Feet Missing 
171 Pelvis Separated from sacrum 
187 Hand 2 hand bones lying apart from hand by forearm 
200 Neck vertebrae 6 higher vertebrae missing, skull unmoved 
206 All bones Total disarticulation 
251 Right leg, skull Missing 
280 Feet, pelvis Ends of tibiae broken at ankle, left iliac missing 

(although body on left side with right iliac present) 
284 Left Hand Scattered finger bones by forearm 

Table 11: Cases of secondary mortuary treatment reported by Wainwright 

To this list we might also add the body in grave 260, which was not identified in this group 

of unusual burials by Wainwright, but which was noted on the tomb card to have had the 

skull face down yet with the body on its back. There is no mention of plundering and the 

eight pottery vessels do not appear to have been in disatTay. It may, nonetheless, have been 

the case that robbers targeted the head area in search of precious beads, for instance, but, 

given the deficiencies in the original field recording, this can only be a conjecture. 

Petrie had reported the dismemberment of bodies at Naqada (Petrie and Quibell 1896, 28, 

32, pis. LXXXII-LXXXIII), as had the excavators of el-Amrah (Randall-Maclver and 

Mace 1902, 19, pi. V). At Naqada, pre-burial removal of the skull, lower arms, hands and 

torso were noted, as was the complete dismemberment and rearrangement of bones in a 

number of graves (summary in Wengrow and Baines 2004, 1097-1100). Petrie went as far 

as to suggest that anthropophagy was practiced, but this has been rejected (Hoffman 1979, 

116). 

For the better part of a century these instances of dismemberment were exceptional, to be 

seen perhaps as local vagaries in funeral customs or as misinterpretations of disturbed 

contexts, and there was a certain amount of suspicion towards these observations (e.g. 

Vandier 1952, 248). Recent excavations at Adaima (Crubezy and Midant-Reynes 2000) 

and Hierakonpolis (Friedman 2002), however, have demonstrated that, whilst manipulation 

of the corpse was uncommon, it nonetheless played some role within wider Naqadan 

funerary practices. At Adaima, simple burials with completely articulated skeletons devoid 

of skulls have been uncovered and careful screening of the surrounding burial matrix 
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indicates that tomb robbing cannot account for the skull's absence. It has further been 

demonstrated that these skulls were collected after the flesh had totally decomposed, as 

there were no cut marks evident on the vertebrae (Midant-Reynes et al. 1996, 96). 

Comparable finds have also been made at Hierakonpolis (Friedman 2002, 1). 

Theoretically, therefore, there is a basis from which to argue for the deliberate mutilation 

and rearrangement of human remains at Gerzeh. In the absence of the skeletal material 

from the site, however, it may be difficult to fully qualify the actuality of all the purported 

mutilations. Before accepting these at face value, one must first acknowledge the distorting 

effect of post-deposition factors in the formation of the archaeological contexts. For 

instance, muscular desiccation may lead to shifting of the burials as the skeleton collapses 

over time (Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 24). This could possibly account for the relocation of 

the sacrum in grave 171, which could have occurred easily by natural, post-depositional 

bone movement, a process that is quite common in burial contexts (Sonia Zakrzewski pers. 

comm.). This is also a multiple burial and, although Wainwright emphatically denied that 

the hypothetical later interment of a second body disrupted the primary burial, it remains a 

possibility. 

We can be equally wary of the instances of missing or dislocated parts of the skeleton. 

Despite Wainwright's assurances to the contrary, it nevertheless remains possible that 

careless excavation led to the displacement of parts of the body in graves 171, 187 and 284. 

In the case of grave 200 the missing cervical vertebrae could be an example of ancient 

plundering. This has been noted for cemetery HK43 at Hierakonpolis, where widespread 

disturbance of the head area occurred yet the postcranial skeleton was unaffected, 

indicating that the perpetrators knew what they were looking for and targeted the neck area 

specifically (Friedman et al. 1999, 5-6). Nevertheless, even with the most pessimistic of 

assessments, it is hard to disqualify graves 67, 206 and 251; these form the most likely 

candidates for deliberate secondary burial rites. 

The body in grave 206 was found in a complete state of disarticulation yet the grave 

furnishings were carefully placed around the remains. Wainwright, and his contemporaries, 

saw in this practice a possible origin for the Osirian myth in which the dismembered 

remains of the god Osiris were scattered, later to be retrieved and re-assembled by his 

goddess consort, Isis (Wainwright 1912a, 11-15). There are, however, many other possible 

explanations for the disarticulation of this set of remains. Rearrangement could have had a 



more pragmatic motivation and might have been the result of non-ritualistic reburial, for 

instance, after the grave was disturbed in some way. 

The remains in grave 67 probably constitute the most secure example of ritual intervention. 

The cranium was found a small distance from the upper vertebrae, set upon its base, with 

gold beads in situ beneath. The burial was intact and contained the only harpoon, mace

head and ivory vessel found in the cemetery. Plundering is therefore an unlikely reason for 

this arrangement of bones. Although cervical lesions, associated with throat slitting or 

decapitation, have been found on five bodies from Adai'ma (Ludes and Crubezy 2000) and 

18 at Hierakonpolis (Dougherty 2004, 12) it is impossible to tell from the tomb card 

whether this was also the method by which the head was removed from the body in grave 

67 at Gerzeh, or whether the skull was in fact moved after the flesh had decomposed. 

The headless remains in the otherwise empty grave 251 may be a further example of 

secondary mortuary treatment. The size of the grave was small (0.59 m2
) and, as noted by 

Wainwright, it appeared that there had never been sufficient room in the grave for the entire 

corpse, inclusive of the skull. Lack of the skull in this context cannot, of course, be proof of 

the ritual removal of the skull but there are a number of parallels in the Predynastic burial 

dataset that support the possibility that the body at Gerzeh had indeed been buried without 
' 

the head, or else had had it deliberately removed post-bmial. The first instance of such a 

procedure was noted by Quibell at Ballas, where the body in grave 395 was complete with 

the exception of the skull. No pottery was found and the small size of the tomb was noted 

(Petrie and Quibell 1896, 9). Recent work conducted under more stringent excavation 

procedures has recovered more conclusive proof for this unusual practice. At Adaima 

similarly materially poor, small burials containing headless remains have been located, and 

osteological analysis has concluded that the skull must have been removed after all the soft 

tissues had decomposed (Midant-Reynes et al. 1996, 96). 

Speculation as to the meaning of these unusual ritual practices is outside the scope of the 

present thesis and is a well-developed debate in its own right (see for example, Dougherty 

2004; Picardo 2004). We can at least recognise that acts such as decapitation were 

undoubtedly a striking social drama that would strongly impact upon social memories. 

More specifically for the focus of this chapter, it is clear that the creative manipulation of 

bodies drew from a wider canvas of social and ritual experiments that were well underway 



in Upper Egypt at this time (Wengrow and Baines 2004, 1097) and these examples thus 

serve to link the group at Gerzeh to those in the south. 

For the Lower Egyptian mmtuary groups such secondary bmial rites are not attested 

(Rizkana and Seeher 1990, 98). The finds of scattered human bones in settlements have 

been interpreted as evidence of possible manipulation of the corpse (Rizkana and Seeher 

1990, 98), but this may simply be due to burial disturbance, which is a more likely 

occutTence in settlement contexts. 

6.4 Conclusion 

The deployment of objects and bodies within the mortuary space at Gerzeh involved 

vmious degrees of participation and performance. Many, although not all, burials show 

evidence of considerable investment in the way that the dead were portrayed to the 

surviving community. These constructions of bodies and artefacts drew upon specific 

traditions that had developed in Upper Egypt and it is most likely that members of the 

community at Gerzeh were embedded within these, suggesting a direct link with this area. 

There are differences and idiosyncrasies at the local and individual levels that were also 

worked into these butials, perhaps hinting ambiguously at individual identities, further 

discussion of which is found in the following two chapters. 

The Lower Egyptian communities had far less complex burial rites than those practised by 

Upper Egyptian groups. This is not equivalent to saying that Lower Egyptian societies were 

less complex in terms of ritual or social practices, and it may simply be that the funerary 

customs of these groups were not related directly to the act of butial. It is clear that the 

choreography of graves was of far less concern to these groups than to Upper Egyptian 

groups, and it seems likely that these communities differentiated themselves strongly in this 

aspect of social life. Consequently, this can, in line with the arguments developed in 

Chapter Four, be considered as a basis for identifying these as separate social groups. 
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PARTIII 

INTRA-CEMETERY VARIABILITY 



Chapter Seven: Artefacts of identity? 

7.1 Introduction 

Having considered how the objects from Gerzeh may inform us of the community's links 

and affiliations with wider society it is the differentiations made between individuals within 

the cemetery that form the focus for the next two chapters. The cemetery of Gerzeh 

displays considerable variation in grave architecture and furniture, variation that will 

undoubtedly be the result of a combination of factors. These include, but are not limited to, 

dimensions of age and gender (Chapter Eight), and status and social role (Chapter Nine), 

areas which have been attended to reasonably well by scholars, and consequently their 

theoretical discussion will be integrated within the relevant chapters. These build upon the 

observations made in Chapter One concerning the nature of burial evidence, which is often 

a complex intermixture of social, economic, political, ideological and religious concerns. 

An issue germane to both Chapters Eight and Nine is the interpretation of the relationship 

between the deceased and the objects buried with them, a concern which was touched upon 

in Chapter One but which will be developed further in this chapter. In the bounded space of 

the grave, objects and persons are brought into close association, and the selection of 

particular objects for particular subjects may give some insight into the construction of 

identities in death. These constructions have been interpreted in the past as direct 

reflections of the deceased's identity in life, although as will be discussed, this can be 

challenged. 

Nevertheless, there is some evidence that, in the Predynastic, there were instances of a 

convergence between persons and objects, with the latter being chosen for inclusion with 

cettain individuals based upon their fit, balance and dynamism (Stevenson forthcoming). 

Some grave goods may, in these contexts, be constitutive of certain aspects of identities 

and the effect of such practices is a blurring of the boundaries between persons and objects 

(Sofaer Derevenski 2000, 9). In order to consider whether such linkages existed, it is 

argued that, in addition to the standard statistical methods used to discern patterns, as will 

be described below, thick contextual description of burials is required. 

7.2 Objects and identity 

Attempts have been made to equate Predynastic occupations and social roles with 

particular grave goods. For example, the presence of copper chisels in a grave has been said 
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to indicate that the person was a woodworker (Davis 1983, 122), while the recovery of 

burials devoid of pottery, yet abundant in stone vessels, has been interpreted as the grave of 

a stone vessel artisan (Hendrickx 1994, 222). However, it seems likely that at least some of 

the objects found in Predynastic burials were not the deceased's personal possessions. Some 

may have been gifts from the mourners at the graveside. Other objects were perhaps 

implemented in the mortuary rites, to dig the grave, to prepare the corpse, or to cook the 

funerary feast. Once used within the funeral ceremony such objects may have been 

considered polluted and may have been removed from the day-to-day world by placement 

with the deceased. It is also conceivable that particular objects may relate to the manner in 

which the person died and thus refer to an identity gained in death rather than held in life. If 

any of these are the case, then the artefacts interred with the corpse cannot be considered a 

direct reflection of the deceased's social identity in life. 

It has been suggested that one way to ascertain whether objects were possessions or gifts is 

to look at the spatial proximity of grave goods to the corpse; the closer an object is to the 

body, it is argued, the stronger the linkage between them, a linkage implying ownership 

(Crubezy et al. 2002, 473). This assumption cannot be proven or refuted, however, and it is 

equally possible that the adornment of the corpse followed certain conventions that did not 

follow the manner in which the individual had dressed in life. 

Notwithstanding the possibility that the deceased left specific instructions for their 

posthumous treatment, burials at this time were ultimately conducted through the agency of 

the survivors. It is their interpretation of the deceased's identity that may have been 

represented, including any decision on what personal items were appropriate for the burial. 

We cannot therefore treat objects within the burial as a straightforward reflection of the 

identity of the deceased; they are only ever a representation that may, or may not, have a 

bearing on how the deceased presented themselves in life. 

A more productive way in which to think about the complex issue of the relationship 

between persons and things is to turn to the theoretical discussions concerning the 

distinction between gifts and commodities in social anthropology. It has been argued that 

gifts can become intimately entangled with the identities of people and retain aspects of the 

giver at each transaction, blurring the boundaries between people, objects and places 

(Gosden and Marshall 1999; Mauss 1990). In this regard it has been commented that the 

constituents of funerary furniture should not be viewed as personal belongings, but more 
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appropriately considered as objects embedded in gift exchanges with the dead (Parker 

Pearson 1999a, 85) and that consequently the body within the grave could be transformed 

into a container of social relations (Wengrow 2006, 165, 187). The significance of this has 

already been noted with regard to participation in funeral feasting, the possible 

fragmentation of bead sets and the inclusion of well-worn stone vessels (Chapter Five). 

These ideas can also be informative in the examination of intra-cemetery variability. These 

arguments further support the notion, advanced in Chapter One, that identity is a relational 

attribute (Brtick 2004). 

7.3 Objects of identity? 

We may not be able to discern with confidence which artefacts were personal items and 

which were gifts, but we may be able to comment upon how perceptions of the deceased 

influenced the choice of attefacts interred with them. Excavations conducted under more 

stringent contemporary field practices have been able to provide data that suggest that, in 

some contexts, the choice of grave goods related directly to perceptions of the deceased. In 

the necropolis at Adaima there are two cases where ceramic offerings had been deliberately 

distorted prior to firing and in both cases these artefacts had been presented to individuals 

with physical deformities (Crubezy et al. 2002, 474). Similarly, it seems to be the case that 

diminutive objects accompanied those individuals of small stature; children and infants 
' 

(Crubezy et al. 2002, 475). That material culture mirrored the physical attributes, or 

perceived attributes, of individuals forms an intriguing line of enquiry into Predynastic 

conceptions of materiality. A closer contextualisation of the form and qualitative attributes 

of objects, in addition to the examination of broad presence/absence data patterning, may 

therefore be a possible line of investigation into aspects of identity, . and these themes will 

be returned to over the next two chapters. 

7.4 Statistical methods 

A range of statistical methods are utilised in the following chapters to draw forth patterns. 

These include simple descriptive techniques such frequency descriptives, through the 

calculation of the mean and the mode, as well as graphical devices such as boxplots, 

histograms and scatterplots to display results. Through these methods grave sizes and 

quantifications of their contents can be calculated and presented. 

For the calculation of grave capacity it is recognised that measuring the volume of a tomb 

is preferable (Griswold 1992b). However, depth was only recorded for only 63 of Gerzeh's 
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graves and it was necessary therefore to rely upon area. Whilst the estimation of grave area 

for the majority of oblong and rectangular interments followed ·the standard area 

computation in square metres, the few distinctly circular graves 1 were subjected to the 

formula n (U2 x B/2). Nevertheless, given the irregularities of the tomb cuts, the 

calculation of area is most likely to be larger than the original cut. All measurements were 

originally made in inches, which have been converted to metres in line with contemporary 

metrical conventions. 

The quantification of contents is accounted for in three ways: the number of ceramic 

vessels, the diversity in ceramic types and the total assemblage diversity. The logic behind 

counting only ceramic vessels is that it is assumed that these would be the objects that 

would be least likely to be stolen during plundering episodes and would thus be the most 

reliable indicators of grave wealth (Seidlmayer 1988; Wilkinson 1996, 26). Ceramic 

diversity refers to the number of different corpus types present in the grave, whilst 

assemblage diversity is a straight count of the major artefact categories present in each 

grave with each category counted only once for any particular grave. 

In order to analyse the relationships between persons and objects, as well as the 

associations between objects, more complex techniques of bivariate and multivariate 

analysis were required. The former involved calculation of chi-squared and Cramer's V; the 

latter, correspondence analysis (C-A). 

The chi-square test employed in the following chapters is a two-sample chi-squared test 

(see Fletcher and Lock 1991, 129-134), which is similar to that utilised in Chapter Six but 

cross-tabulates two different categories of data in what is known as a contingency table. In 

contrast to the one-sample test, two-sample tests do permit the strength of association to be 

assessed, not merely the probability. The statistical procedure known as Cramer's V 

(Shennan 1997, 116) was used to address this and was also calculated through SPSS. 

Values range from 0 to 1 with those values close to 1 being considered indicative of a 

strong association between the variables. Following Savage (1995, 76-77), it is recognised 

that Cramer's V in archaeological contexts, such as mortuary assemblages, under-represent 

the strength of association between variables. Therefore, values of Cramer's V less than 

0.33 may be considered weak, values of 0.34 to 0.66 moderate and values over 0.66 strong 

(Savage 1995, 137). 

1 Graves 27, 62, 73, 100 and 186. 
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C-A is a data reduction technique that produces a two-dimensional picture of multivariate 

data, in which points are rescaled before plotting through a mathematical process of 

quantifying similarities and differences in the data (Fletcher and Lock 1991, 145-148). The 

resulting plot can clearly show how variables are interrelated on the basis of how close 

together points lie. The statistical package Synstat was used to produce these plots. 

7.5 Conclusion 

Burial archaeology over the last decade has increasingly responded to the complex nature 

of the relationship between persons and things. It is no longer assumed that any direct 

relationship exists between the grave paraphernalia and the person with whom it is 

deposited. It is recognised that other relationships may be engendered in such objects, and 

that they may be gifts that bind different people and disparate places together. 

Consequently, the evaluation of different identities in society is a complex undertaking and 

it may not be possible to reconstruct the totality of social discourse from such contexts. 

Burials are representations of society in a very particular form and must be recognised as 

such. What we can (re)construct from them, as quoted from Barrett in Chapter One, are 

only fragmentary pasts and multi-layered images (Barrett 1992, 160-161). The following 

chapters thus make no claim towards completeness but are attempts to begin to sift through 

the wealth of material from this site for such pieces. 

Moreover, interpretation must be tempered by the acknowledgement that, as burial is a 

significant social event, the identity of the deceased may be more or less significant in 

relation to the central importance of the funeral itself, as a context in which relationships 

and cosmological understandings are reaffirmed. Therefore, in the following two chapters 

statistical methods will be used to draw out patterns, but thick description of a few 

contexts, informed by social theory, will also be presented in order to more fully interpret 

the evidence and take into account alternative readings of the data. 
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Chapter Eight: Gender and age identities 

8.1 Introduction 

The sexing and aging of human remains provides one important springboard into the 

examination of identities. The interest in archaeologies of gender identity has become a 

widespread concern for scholars attempting to reconstruct the dynamics of ancient societies 

(Johnson 1999, 118). This was prompted by the perceived need in the late 1970s arid early 

1980s to redress the androcentric bias evident in archaeological interpretation and to 

challenge the assumption of biological essentialism in the attribution of social roles 

(Nelson 2005, 127). The academic themes that developed from this initial critique are wide 

and varied (Johnson 1999, 131). Unfortunately, it is not possible to pursue the issue of 

gender to any great extent in this thesis, since the determination of sex was not undertaken 

at the site1 and in the absence of the skeletal remains it cannot be assessed.2 Nevertheless, it 

is evident that in the publication numerous assumptions were made in the attribution of sex 

and social roles. These can be challenged, not only from a theoretical perspective, but from 

comparison with Predynastic cemeteries where detailed osteological identification was 

conducted. The first part of this chapter will present this rather restricted discussion. 

In contrast, a wider ranging examination of social attitudes to age identity at Gerzeh, both 

ancient and modem, is possible, as Wainwright differentiated between adults, children and 

infants in his documentation. Although this still leaves the question of how the elderly or 

older adults were regarded socially, examination of whether different social identities were 

materialised for younger individuals at Gerzeh can be considered. One obstacle to 

examination is that these identifications were most probably based upon the simplistic 

criteria of the proportionate size of the skeletal remains. Whilst reasonably accurate in 

discerning infants and 'small children', this becomes increasingly problematic in the 

identification of older juveniles or 'sub-adults', since, as discussed below, the conventions 

of physical anthropology need not relate to socially constructed life stages. Culturally 

loaded terms like 'child' reference many stages of development which need not be 

congruent with understandings of autonomy, independence, personhood or maturity. 

1 Even if the sex had been recorde<;l, the accuracy of sexing skeletons has been shown to be questionable in 
excavations of this time (Mann 1989). 
2 Of the eight graves that were photographed, only two were clear enough for a consideration of the skeletal 
morphology; grave 206 (Wainwright 1912a, pi. Ill) and grave 171 (Wainwright 1912a, pi. Ill). Dr Sonia 
Zakrzewski (pers. comm.) kindly examined these. She reported that the remains from grave 206 could 
possibly be a male, on the basis of muscle attachment size to humerus (or else a heavy working female [large 
deltoid]), and that the adult skeleton in grave 171 could be tentatively identified as a female, based upon the 
examination of the left sciatic notch. 

139 



Nevertheless, a broader-scale analysis is worthwhile, as the distinction between 'child' and 

'adult' has been demonstrated to be one of two dominant social factors determining burial 

practices generally (the other being the subject of Chapter Nine) (Carr 1995), and in later 

Dynastic times it was one of the important mediating factors in methods of burial (Meskell 

1994, 40). The remainder of this chapter will contemplate this aspect of identity and will 

assess the extent to which adults and children were differentiated in mortuary display at 

Gerzeh. 

8.2 Sex and gender 

At a generalised level the study of gender roles can be defined as the consideration of 

aspects of an individual's social identity that are related to his or her biological sex, 

although not necessarily restricted by this criteria. It is not a biological given but is tied to 

an individual's role in society, as negotiated through factors such as their economic 

positioning and their access to resources. Such constructions of gender identity do not 

proceed in the same generalised fashion across cultures, so that it follows that in our 

constructions of past societies we cannot assume that our distinctions between sexes 

existed in the past. 

At numerous points in Wainwlight's discussion certain assumptions concerning gender 
---identity are implicit. For the most part, the skeletal remains are merely refen·ed to as 

"bodies", but on occasion Wainwright alludes to the "dead men", as when referling to 

graves 263 and 265, and when referling to the eight graves that included "ox bones" that 

had been "laid with the dead man" (Wainwright 1912a, 7). This distinction appears not to 

have been scientifically qualified. 

Further assumptions are evident in the presentation of graves that were deemed interesting 

enough to warrant supplementary description. A case in point is the outline of the multiple 

burials, such as graves 77, 121 and 171, which were desclibed as containing the remains of 

a mother and a child (Wainwright 1912a, 5). One can only assume that, in the absence of 

formal osteological classification, the category 'female' was attributed by default from the 

presence of the child, an assumption predicated upon the model of female as mother. It is 

certainly possible that these juveniles were interred with females, perhaps their mothers or 

other close female relative. Yet it need not follow that the adult accompanying a child's 

body be female, as is borne out by evidence from other Predynastic cemeteries, such as 



Naga-ed-Der where males were identified with children (Lythgoe and Dunham 1965, 27, 

138). 

A second example of such assumptions is apparent in the reference to grave 67, "the richest 

grave of all" (Wainwright 1912a, 5), which contained the only mace-head and the only 

harpoon recovered in the cemetery. The occupant was said to be a "fair-sized boy" 

(Wainwright 1912a, 5), although once again it is questionable whether this assertion 

derived from a formal examination of the remains or whether certain role assumptions were 

being made. One could postulate that this gender ascription was based on the linkage of the 

mace-head ('weapon') and the harpoon ('hunting') to a generalised, androcentric image of 

masculine activity together perhaps with a supposition that such rich offerings were more 

likely to have been presented to a male. However, rigid gender-specific goods are not 

evident in the Predynastic, and although some artefacts seem to be more strongly related to 

certain gender identities, such associations are not intrinsic (Hassan and Smith 2002). 

Statistical analysis has shown that mace-heads, for example, were not the exclusive 

preserve of males (Cialowicz 1985, 164; Hassan and Smith 2002, 52). It has also been 

proposed, on the basis of studies of Predynastic mortuary goods and tombs, that woman did 

have equal, if not occasionally, greater access to wealth and status than men, as well as 

having more social roles (Hassan 1988, 169-170; Hassan and Smith 2002, 63; Savage 

2000). 

The ascription "boy" was also applied to the remains from grave 281, the tomb card for 

which notes that it was a "boy's grave but much bigger boy than that from which came the 

bones in pot", the latter consisting of a "scrap of very young skull". Similarly, the body in 

grave 285 was described as being a "small boy". Yet even if an osteologist was present, 

sexing of immature (and fragmentary) remains is particularly problematic, and such a 

positive identification would not have been possible without a considerable degree of 

scepticism (Lucy 2005a, 64). 

For these reasons, all the above noted sex identifications cannot be substantiated without 

due caution and Wainwright's classifications cannot be taken as a reliable guide to these 

aspects of identity at Gerzeh. 
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8.3 Age 

8.3.1 Previous analysis of child burials 

The examination of sex and gender as a methodological consideration in mortuary profiles 

is by now well established. The . influence of gender archaeologies, however, did not 

instigate a similar course of analysis into social constructions based upon age, even though 

it might be expected to follow, given that gender construction would be an integral part of 

childhood development and enculturation (Sofaer Derevenski 1997, 192). Despite the 

presence of children in demographic data, or as a descriptive analytical category, the social 

significance of children as members of past societies has generally gone unacknowledged. 

Attempts to 'write childhood back' into archaeological constructions have been made 

recently (Lillehammer 1989; Moore and Scott 1997; Sofaer Derevenski 2000), and these 

aim to study children not as a fact of physical anthropology but " ... as social beings whose 

categorisation is a relative concept negotiated through context and the materiality of 

experience" (Sofaer Derevenski 2000, 8). As analysis is here limited to mortuary data, 

however, what can be observed is not childhood but burial rituals for children, although 

these may correspond to social attitudes to different identities. The purpose of this section 

is to consider this particular aspect of identity in the cemetery by applying and extending 

some of the ways children have been used in Predynastic mortuary analyses. 

There are two principal ways in which the burials of children have been employed in 

Predynastic archaeological interpretations. First, children's burials are used in the 

calculation of ancient demographics and mortality rates. Given that it has been estimated 

that in most prehistoric populations childhood mortality was at least 50% (Chamberlain 

1997, 249)-with most of that proportion dying within one month of birth (Lillehammer 

1989, 101)-it is to be expected that the remains of children and infants would constitute a 

significant proportion of ancient burials. Despite such statistics, it is evident that children 

and infants do appear to be under-represented in burial populations, including Predynastic 

sites (Mortensen 1991, 26). In part this may be due to the effects of post-depositional 

processes whereby the incompletely calcified bones of younger individuals may have 

disintegrated more rapidly than those of adults. This is a possibility for Gerzeh as 

Wainwright noted that most of the bones were poorly preserved and " .. .fell to pieces at a 

touch" (Wainwright 1912a, 8). Selective burial may also have been practiced, with younger 

members of the community interred in a separate location from adults. For instance, infant 

burials are known from Predynastic settlements, such as Naqada North town (Petrie and 

Qui bell 1896, 2) and Badari (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928, 89). The custom of 



burying the youngest individuals in settlements continued well into the historic period, such 

as at the Middle Kingdom site of Lahun (Gallorini 1998, 57-58) and the New Kingdom site 
. . 

of Deir el-Medina (Meskell 1994). Separate burial areas for children within cemeteries are 

also known, such as from the site of Adaima where two sections of the Naqada IIA-IIIB 

East cemetery were found to be the exclusive preserve of prepubescent children (six 

months to twelve years), although newborn infants were notably absent (Duchesne and 

Crubezy 2005, 36). 

A second area where children's burials have constituted an important source of information 

has been in the analysis of social complexity. The focus here has been wealthy child 

burials, which have been utilised as an index of the social organisation of a group; rich 

child interments are equated with inherited, ascribed status, a so-called distinguishing 

feature of complex societies (Kroeper 2005, 878; Saxe 1971, 7; Tainter 1978, 106; 

Wilkinson 1996, 26). While there may be some merit to this logic, it is not an infallible 

universal index, for a series of other factors may contribute to the same pattern. Such 

factors include the deposition of invested child wealth that was intended for marriage 

contracts (Hayden 1995, 44) or a response to grief by a community (Meskell 1999, 130; 

Tarlow 1999, 24). 

The former points to the complex ways in which inheritance is organised within families 

and communities. It does not necessarily follow that inhetitance would automatically pass 

to a child upon death since the bulk of wealth (though not necessarily all) may go to the 

heirs and not into the grave (Chapman and Randsborg 1981, 13). In addition, the child 

whose death is of decisive importance and who tetminates the line of inheritance (no 

surviving siblings) may be given an unusual burial. Adult burials may reflect a certain 

paucity of artefacts that confer status and wealth since these may have been largely 

inherited by their children. These factors suggest that the identification of inherited wealth 

is more complex than assumed 15 years ago (Parker Pearson 1999a, 77-78). 

A further possible explanation for the higher incidence of artefacts in sub-adult burials may 

have been that the mourners were particularly moved by the death of a child and 

demonstrated their grief with greater investment in the burial. The acknowledgement of 

emotive responses to death and burial are a welcome departure from the restrictive power

based interpretations of mortuary data, but, as Parker Pearson (1999a, 104) has warned, 

there is a fine line between enquiry and empathy; we should be careful to ensure that 
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recourse to essentialism does not occur. Yet, in order to appreciate the full significance that 

material culture represents, archaeology should also consider non-material aspects. 

Whether we consider children in relation to demographic data or as social indices, it is 

nonetheless evident that in both scenarios children's burials are often deployed as indirect 

evidence for matters other than the examination of possible social identities of the child in 

its own right. Therefore, in the rest of the chapter, not just broad patterns but also some 

details of different 'child' burials will be presented in order to ascertain whether features 

that could relate to the perceived identity of the younger individuals are evident. 

8.3.2 Child burials at Gerzeh 

Wainwright's published account of Gerzeh states that, of the intact graves, 51 belonged to 

infants or children (Wainwright 1912a, 5). This figure, however, is not reflected in the 

documentation since only 35 tomb cards note the presence of an infant,3 a small child4 or a 

child.5 Four yielded sub-adult remains accompanied by an adult.6 The sketches of graves 

65, 94 and 102 strongly suggest that these bodies were those of infants or at least young 

children on account of their very small body proportions when measured in relation to the 

grave dimensions. A further seven cards recorded that the individual interment was of a 

"small body"7 and it questionable whether these were eventually included in the overall 
' 

count of children. They may not have been as, although grave 39 contained one such "small 

body", the publication refers to this as the grave of an adult (Wainwright 1912a, 23). 

Rather inconsistently, however, the body in grave 67 was also described as "small" but in 

the publication it is discussed in the section referring to rich "child" burials. 

The description of burial 67 also highlights the rather subjective nature of the attribution of 

the term "child", for the deceased was described as being a "fair-sized boy". The mere use 

of the term "fair-sized" may warn us that the category of child may not be appropriate in 

this instance. Physical anthropology is not an index of the degree of socialisation into the 

adult world and the boundary between childhood and adulthood is unclear, even in the 

historical periods (Janssen and Janssen 1990, 90). Partly for this reason, excavators have 

long had great fluidity in how they use the terms 'child', 'sub-adult' and 'adolescent'. 

There is thus a need to extend caution beyond Gerzeh and care must be taken in the 

3 Graves 62, 70,72 ("very small child"), 77, 81, 88,98 and 182. 
4 Graves 22, 57, 79, 84, 129, 174, 176, 177,216,281 ("boy and infant") and 285. 
5 Graves 11,27,46,51,53,63, 77, 78,112,116,121,171,138,155,162,168,177, 184and 186. 
6 Graves 77 (both an infant and a child buried with an adult), 110, 121 and 171. 
7 Graves 58, 165, 172, 173, 198, 199 and 229. 
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comparison with the demographic data from other Predynastic cemeteries. For instance, 

Brunton appears to have considered an individual of 14 to be a 'child' (Brunton 1948, 16), 

although one can speculate whether, in a society with restricted life expectancy, that such 

an age could be considered socially, let alone economically, a child. 

Setting stricter criteria for biological age categories at Gerzeh is difficult, since Wainwright 

only attempted to specify age numerically in three cases: the body in grave 177 was 

estimated to be nine years old, the individual of grave 184 was described more tentatively 

as being ten years of age, and the "child's body to the west" of the adult and pot burial in 

grave 77 was noted to be ten months of age as "the teeth were just coming through". It was 

decided that analysis of 'children' at Gerzeh should proceed along very tentative lines by 

differentiating between those individuals identified as infants, small children and children 

with the emphasis of investigation being towards the apparently youngest members of the 

social group, that is, the infants and the small children. It is recognised that these terms 

themselves are not absolute given their subjective use. They are broad-based variables and 

not point estimates of age. 

A total of 39 individuals were identified from the cards as being sub-adult, in compatison 

with 221 identifiable adults.8 Thus, young burials constitute only 15% of the population. 

Even if we were to accept Wainwtight's higher frequency, this would only constitute 

19.9% of the buried population and hence children are under-represented at Gerzeh, 

especially newboms, as they are at other sites. 

When the burials of children are plotted on the cemetery map there is a fairly wide 

dispersion (Map 18), but when the graves are differentiated into the categories of infants, 

small children and children, a clear cluster of infant burials emerges in the west of the 

cemetery (Map 19). Map 18 also shows that there are three graves9 attributed to 'children' 

that are on the fringes of the cemetery, seemingly isolated from other graves. Whether this 

is a product of incomplete excavation is unclear, but if it is not, then this may also be a 

form of segregation along age-determined lines. Therefore, those very young children that 

were permitted into the cemetery were probably distinguished socially as being somehow 

separate from the rest of the buried population. The cluster may represent a practice that 

8 In 21 graves there were either no bones or just scattered scraps making age categorisation impossible. These 

graves are: 73, 90, 108, 175,211,218,221,226,227,230,231,235,239,240,247,248,250,253,259,278 

and 292. 
9 Graves 129, 148 and 121. 
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only occurred in a relatively short interval of time, as they are found in the earlier portion 

of the cemetery. Alternatively, thecluster could have developed over a longer period of the 

cemetery's usage with certain young children and infants being added to the area 

intermittently, a hypothesis which the current chronological resolution does not permit 

insight into. The former idea receives some support from the general trend noted across 

Predynastic cemeteries for there to be a shift away from the cemetery burial of young 

children (Castillos 1982, Table 5). This quantification of children by date may be 

unrepresentative, however, given that children were often not buried with ceramics, 

although this is not the case at Gerzeh (see below). 

8.3.3 Pot burials 

In addition to spatial separation spatially, special treatment, unique to the youngest 

members of the community, is also evident in burial form. These five pot burials were also 

clustered closely together (Map 20). Whether this unique burial treatment afforded to 

children suggests that they were revered by their social group and therefore provided with 

special mortuary treatment, or whether the child was considered an incomplete person 

unworthy of the same treatment as adult members of the community, is a moot point. 

The spatial separation of pot burials is evident at other sites. In Atmant area 1300 only four 

'protodynastic' (Late Predynastic) burials were noted, two of which (1317 and 1353) were 

pot burials of children, although the excavators felt they required "no comment" (Mond 

and Myers 1937, 29). The numerous pot burials at Adaima were located along a mud 

tetTace away from the main concentration of burials (Midant-Reynes et al. 1996). At 

Mostagedda (Brunton 1937, 73) on the north-west edge of the spur around cemetery 2000 

were a few very poor graves including a pot burial. Such cases of segmentation along age

determined lines are also known from Dynastic periods, including the Eastern Necropolis at 

Deir el-Medina (Meskell 1994, 38). Their segregation from burials of other children and 

adults may mean that infants were afforded a different social and/or symbolic status than 

other age categories. As noted in Chapter Five, pot burials of children are also known from 

settlement sites, and this suggests that the sample at Gerzeh may not be representative of 

the infant mortality rate of neighbouring communities. 

If the burials of children at Gerzeh are unrepresentative of the mortality rate, then the 

significance of those children that were buried within the cemetery becomes an issue. Why 
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were these individuals in particular afforded inclusion in this arena whilst others were 

seemingly interred, or otherwise disposed of, elsewhere? 

Death of adults is seen to tear at the fabric of a society as their absence leaves a gap in the 

network of social relations that they were embedded in during life (Robben 2004, 13). 

Children, on the other hand, in many societies are often not considered to be fully social 

beings. Nonetheless, even if that were the case, it does not necessarily mean that their death 

would not challenge society's cohesion. Burials are often considered to be representations 

of the ideal social order (Hakenbeck 2004, 41), and if this is so, then the death of a child is 

particularly problematic as an overt reminder of the vulnerability of human existence. 

Speculatively, it could be suggested that this may be one reason for the widespread practice 

of burying children outside the general populace's cemeteries, as their death does not fit 

into the representation of the ideal social scheme that is performed within cemeteries. For 

the few that were given a plot within the main community burial ground, other aspects of 

identity, that cross-cut simple age distinctions, may have been relevant in determining their 

inclusion, such as the status of the kin who arranged the interment. Thus although this 

chapter is primarily concerned with horizontal distinctions, a vertical dimension may be 

necessary in order to more fully interpret the evidence. 

'-

8.4 Material culture and children 

This latter point echoes that made in Chapter Seven, where the assumption that grave goods 

correlated with the identity of the deceased was critiqued, since representation of the 

deceased was ultimately the prerogative of the funeral organisers. This issue is especially 

germane to the interpretation of children's burials as they are most likely to have been the 

constructions of adults (Baxter 2005, 94). Even though buried within the same arena as 

adults by adults, it is still possible that the funeral furniture associated with children may 

have been distinguished by the selection of certain grave furniture. 

A cursory examination of grave goods by age category at Gerzeh suggests that, broadly 

speaking, the burials of the young were modelled upon the adult ritual with the choice of 

grave goods being drawn from the repertoire available to adults (Table 12). The exception 

is that the youngest individuals were not provided with beads or precious objects, 

particularly imports such as lapis lazuli, possibly due to social attitudes. Maybe it was not 

until a later stage in development that exotic items were considered worthy of interment 
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with individuals. This could also be a product of poor sample size, however, and other 

Predynastic communities are known to have adorned their young (Duchesne et al. 2003). 

Table 12 also shows that there may perhaps be candidates for age-related grave goods; 

wavy-handled vessels and forehead pendants. The former, despite being prevalent across 

the cemetery, were notably absent from the burials of younger individuals which may 

perhaps suggest that these ceramics or, more likely the contents of such vessels, were 

deemed to be an inappropriate offering before a certain age. Forehead pendants, on the 

other hand, are relatively scarce, yet over half are with the youngest individuals, one being 

in a grave containing an unborn child still lying within its mother's womb (grave 110). The 

statistical results support the notion that this is a significant and moderately strong 

association These artefacts are clustered together (Map 21), and this may indicate a close 

affiliation, perhaps based upon particular kinship ties, or they may represent a particular 

sub-group. 

infant small child child adult x:l. Cramer's 
n=8 n = 12 n = 19 n = 221 [Exact] V 

Decorated pots 1 2 1 38 1.922 0.086 
n= 42 [ 1.689] 
W-ware 0 0 2* 64 10.51 0.201 
n = 66 [10.37] 
P-ware 

" 
3 5 9 91 0.037 0.112 

n = 108 
Stone Vessel 4 3 1 41 7.678 0.172 
n=49 [7.087] 
Palette 2 1 2 26 1.491 0.76 
n = 31 [1.716] 
Flint 0 1 2 26 1.191 0.068 
n = 29 [0.464] 
Forehead 2 2 0 4 61.237 0.485 
pendant [19.95] 
n = 8 
Beads 0 0 6 41 6.786 0.162 
n = 47 [6.031] 
Gold 0 0 0 7 1.269 0.070 
n = 7 [0.371] 
Lapis 0 0 2 14 1.950 0.087 
n = 16 [ 1.136] 

* one accompamed by adult burial 
Table 12: Grave goods by age 

In quantitative terms it is clear that the burials of the younger members of the community 

were, on average, as substantially provisioned as adult burials were (Charts 9-12), with a 

generally equivalent mean number of ceramics, ceramic diversity, artefact diversity and 

grave size. Infants were particularly well provided for, often with a higher number of 

vessels and artefact diversity than most adults. In fact, no child was buried without some 
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grave goods as opposed to many adults that were buried without offerings of any kind. This 

perhaps suggests that the few children introduced into the cemetery were regarded 

differently from other children who were buried outside of the cemetery, maybe on account 

of being related to more influential individuals who had the resources to provide more 

elaborate displays. 
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Charts 9-12: Wealth indexes by age 

Differences between child and adult mortuary remains may have resided more in the 

quality and form of the burial accoutrements rather than in their relative frequencies. The 

proportions of the grave goods have been pointed out in Chapter Seven as being related to 

the physical stature of the deceased, with small children being provided with miniature 

artefacts at other sites. As Lillehammer (1989, 98-100) has pointed out, miniature items 

need not be devalued simply as toys, as they may be real, functional objects designed for 

use by smaller individuals and may have played a part in learning and the engendering of 
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the child's future role in society. On the other hand, these need not be objects reflective of 

daily life but may have been selected for inclusion in the burial on the critetion of their 

suitability for ritual performance and display (Stevenson forthcoming), with the smaller 

items constitutive of the smaller physical stature of the deceased. 

The relative proportions of the ceramic vessels at Gerzeh are unknown, but other categories 

of artefact do suggest the existence of this trend at Gerzeh. As argued elsewhere (Stevenson 

2004), there is a linkage between palette size and the stature of the individual that they 

were buried with. This seems to be the case at Gerzeh. For instance, although five graves of 

children were reported to possess palettes, three (graves 116, 177 and 182) were only 

pieces of palette. 10 These are the only palettes in the cemetery to be in such a condition and 

it perhaps hints that, although the preparation of these burials partook of the adult ritual, 

they were nonetheless not wholly appropriate for such persons. That these are seemingly 

scraps of artefacts rather than complete pieces does not necessarily reflect the fact that 

these are 'poor burials'. There may have been a certain ambivalent attitude to the 

construction of mortuary domains for such individuals. The only non-adult provided with a 

complete palette was the infant in grave 88 who was given a miniature scutiform piece (ms. 

122), the smallest palette in the cemetery. 

The manner in which artefacts functioned in the grave or funeral ceremony may also be an 

age-linked factor, such as the use of ceramic objects. As discussed in Chapter Five, the 

contents of pottery vessels were recorded for a good proportion of the cemetery and this 

may be con·elated with the identified age categories. The results of the chi-squared test run 

on Table 13 (below) indicate that the graves of those described as children were more 

likely to be provisioned with vessels containing substitute offerings, rather than real 

foodstuffs or remains of a funeral rite (e.g. ashes and charcoal). 

Ai!e 

Adult Child Total 

Contents Only Sand 32 14 46 
Other 216 19 235 

Total 248 33 281 

X2= 18.54 (a=0.05) Cramer's V= 0.2587 
Table 13: Cross-tabulation of age and ceramic vessel contents 11 

10 There is no information available on the form or condition of the palette in grave 168. 
11 Six tomb cards of children did not indicate whether there were any contents, and these have not been 
included in the cross-tabulation. Similarly excluded were 22 adult graves where no information was available. 
Whether this means that these were empty vessels is unclear. 
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Of the 14 examples of children that only possessed jars filled with . sand, three were 

infants 12 and four were small children. 13 Additionally, two children's graves were noted to 

have vessels filled solely with mud. 14 Therefore, this may be an indicator that the funerals 

of the younger members of the group were more likely to be less complex than those of 

some of the adults. This is by no means an absolute correlation, as the weak Cramer's V test 

statistic indicates. This is because some burials of younger individuals did contain remains 

of a funerary meal. 15 

A few objects might be considered as 'child-only' artefacts. Chapter Five described a 

number of miscellaneous categories of artefact that were rare within the cemetery, making 

their unique appearances difficult to assess. Some of these were found in the graves of 

children and therefore this may be the significant factor in the decision to include the 

unusual object. This includes the 'spindle-whorl', the ivory pegs and the rattle. 

The pierced disc or 'spindle-whorl' was found in pot burial 116. Obviously, a singular 

example might not be representative of an association, but comparison with other cemetery 

contexts may be instructive. Although rare in burials, objects that have been identified 

within such contexts as spindle-whorls are only reported with burials of 'children', for 
" example at Naga-ed-Der grave 7461 (Lythgoe and Dunham 1965, 288), and grave 33 at the 

Fort Cemetery, Hierakonpolis (Adams 1987, 34). Whilst the sample size is small, it is 

nevertheless tempting to view these examples as representing some form of association 

between age and this artefact. 

Assessing the significance of these pieces is difficult. It would be easy to assume that they 

are in fact not tools but ornaments (Baumgartel 1960, 3, 84) or toys, perhaps a spinning

top. Certainly, the similarly shaped bone artefact from Naga-ed-Der had been decorated in 

red paint, a feature which stands in contrast to the mundane appearance of the crude 

limestone examples from settlement sites (e.g. Payne 2000, 244-246), indicating that this 

object might be differentiated from those used in habitations. Such an assumption, 

however, downplays the importance of children to social systems and economic strategies 

(Baxter 2005, 97; Sofaer Derevenski 1994,12). As Sofaer Derevenski (1994, 12) points out, 

12 Graves 81, 88, and 98 had ceramics that were "all sand". 
13 Graves 65, 79, 216 and 285. 
14 The small child in 129 and the 'child' in 53. 
15 For example, the 'infant' in grave 62 had three pots containing vegetable fibre and one pot containing husks 
of corn. 
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this may be due to contemporary western notions that childhood ought to be playful, 

passive and enjoyable, but even in our recent modern history children have contributed to 

socio-economic systems through their work in contexts such as factories or mines; their 

small size, nimble fingers and sharp eyesight often being desirable attributes in certain jobs. 

Thus, children are often employed in carpet-weaving factories in the Middle East, and 

Sofaer Derevenski has suggested that when we find spindle-whorls in archaeological 

contexts, we might think of children. There is always the possibility that the artefact in 

grave 116 references this role in some way but interpretation at this point is only 

speculative. 

The so-called rattle is also unusual for a burial context, and few parallels for it exist in the 

literature. Seven similar objects were found together in bmial H41 at el-Mahasna (Ayrton 

and Loat 1911), a context which also contained the remains of a 'child' together with an 

adult. The identification of this object as a toy is also not without its assumptions, as this 

may be due more to our own childhood memories of similar objects than any indication 

given by the context of the 'toy' itself (Lillehammer 1989, 98-100). This artefact may have 

had other functions within a ritual, none of which need relate to play. 

The ivory pegs, both from infant graves, are the most difficult objects to interpret as no 

' 
parallels, as far as the author is aware, exist, and they are not represented in the museum 

sample. 

8.5 Conclusion 

Despite the ambiguities m the original dataset, some differential attitudes to death are 

apparent from the examination of age within this cemetery. It seems that younger 

individuals, although supplied with similar categories of grave goods, did not always 

receive the same general quality of artefacts, with smaller or more fragmentary objects used 

in some contexts. It is also possible to identify tentatively certain curious objects associated 

only with children, which might reference particular age identities. Differences were also 

observed in burial treatment and location within the cemetery. 

What can also be inferred from the observations made in this chapter is that, although there 

are some indications that social distinctions were made between children and adults, this 

does not necessarily mean there was a singular 'child' identity that stood in opposition to 

adults. There was just as much variability amongst the interments of children as there was 
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amongst adults. Thus, whilst some younger individuals had seemingly simpler ceremonies 

with regard to food-offerings, some children were laid to rest with ceramics containing 

remains of vegetable fibre and ashes, as were the majority of adults. Although all children 

had grave furniture of some description, some interments were considerably more elaborate 

than others. Grave 88, for instance, has one of the highest diversity indices in the cemetery, 

with several artefact categories other than pottery, including a forehead pendant, palette, 

stone vessel, ivory peg and malachite. As Meskell has argued, "children were perceived as 

social beings who were also multiply constituted just as adults were" (Meskell 1994, 425). 

Hence we should expect such variability in their treatment, as different children will have 

had different relations to members of the community, some of whom may have been more 

influential than others. 

The above only accounts for some of the variability within the cemetery, and it can only be 

assumed that some of this is attributable to gender issues which cannot be studied for this 

site. Other aspects of variability, however, can be deliberated, such as factors of status and 

social role, which is the concern of the final chapter. 
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Chapter Nine: Social status 

9.1 Introduction 

In the analysis of mortuary data it has been social status that has attracted the most 

attention from archaeologists, particularly with regard to the evolution of social inequality 

and the increasing stratification of society. Social status is part of a complex social 

dynamic, linked to a mosaic of social roles: 

" ... status is considered as formed out of three dimensions: one's political, 

kinship and gender entitlement, one's lifestyle (as a totality of cultural 

practices such as dress, speech, outlook, bodily dispositions, and tastes that 

organize our perceptions of the social), and one's economic class ... " (Parker 

Pearson 1999, 83). 

Models from earlier paradigms of mortuary analysis have dominated Egyptian studies 

(following Binford 1971; Saxe 1971; Tainter 1978 for example), with variability between 

graves used as a measure of difference. In these models it is economic class and political 

entitlement that have been most closely examined. The theoretical and methodological 

bases for these approaches, together with their critiques, have been extensively covered in 

the literature (e.g. Anderson 1992, 51-53; Bard 1994b, 29-37; Parker Pearson 1999a, 83-

94; Richards 2005, 14-15, 54-58; Savage 1995, 47-50; Wason 1994) and need not be 

reiterated here. Their foundation lies in the assumption that "differential access to certain 

goods confers real economic power and legitimates existing social hierarchies" (Costin and 

Earle 1989, 691). It is further assumed that ostentatious display within bmials expresses 

this aspect of society in a fairly direct manner although, as outlined in Chapters One and 

Seven, these do not necessarily relate to the personal wealth or status of the deceased, but 

may be more appropriately considered as commentaties on the relationship between the 

deceased and the surviving community. Thus representations within the grave are possibly 

only indirect references to differential access to resources within living communities. 

Assessing the degree of such differential access dming the Predynastic has been 

investigated through a variety of statistical techniques, which aim, primarily, to prove the 

existence of separate levels within society (Bard 1994b; Castillos 1998a; 1998b; Delrue 
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2001; Ellis 1992; 1996; Griswold 1992b; Savage 1995; 1997). 1 The statistical overview of 

the mateiial from Gerzeh presented below makes it clear that there was differential 

investment in the amount and quality of interments and that this is partly a result of unequal 

access to goods within society. 

This, however, is only one element of the story. The majority of studies only consider the 

last of the above noted components of social status, namely economic status, with political 

entitlement sometimes infened. In effect, what have been examined, therefore, are 

supposed indices of social structure rather than the negotiation of social identities. One 

consequence of this is that the complex role of ideological factors, for instance, is often 

neglected; they are relegated to the function of a gloss used to maintain power rather than 

as a resource that may be appropiiated to confer that power (e.g. by Richards 2005, 15). 

Statistical analysis may identify factors that distinguish different graves from each other, 

but this does not fully take into account the reasons why certain objects might grant 

differential status. This is one of the hangovers from the New Archaeological approaches to 

mortuary data, exemplified by the so-called Saxe-Binford approach; the confinement of 

analysis to the investigation of variability between assemblages rather than also consideiing 

the vaiiability that compiises those assemblages. In order to move from the description of 

form to interpretation of content, therefore, qualitative approaches are required. 

These economic models have also privileged the hierarchical aspects of differentiation at 

the expense of fully consideiing the heterarchical (Ehrenreich et al. 1995), or horizontal, 

differences within communities, such as kinship or lifestyle. Heterarchy refers to the 

manner in which society may be organised in alternative ways that are not necessaiily 

ranked vertically in relation to each other, although heterarchical constructs may crosscut 

vertical differences. There has been some pessimism concerning the ability of analysts to 

elucidate these aspects of society (e.g. Seidlmayer 1988), perhaps because, in order to give 

due countenance to horizontal attiibutes, it is necessary to move away from the dependence 

upon quantitative theory and method. However, the attempt is surely worthwhile in order to 

retain the diversity of the mortuary matetial; by denying it in order to create neat categories 

we Iisk abstracting the data as much as we might when speculating upon it in its entirety. 

Societies are a complex network of social relations, and layeiing identities hierarchically 

can marginalise other factors that contribute to social organisation. Therefore, in seeking to 

accommodate as much of the material that was invested in the tombs at Gerzeh as possible, 

1 The exception is Hassan and Smith (2002), which focused upon gender. 
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both broad-scale statistical patterns, through standard methodological procedures, and 

'thick' description of particular contexts will be utilised. 

9.2 Quantitative differentiation 

9.2.1 Methods 

The parameters of difference across the site may be gauged through the various 

measurements described in Chapter Seven. In the comparison of status a popular method 

involves establishing wealth indices (e.g. Delrue 2001, 24-26; Hendrickx 1994, 218; 

Richards 2005, 109-111). This has been avoided in this thesis as I believe it to be a 

misleading quantification that overlooks numerous alternative cultural constructions of 

value which require deep contextualisation in order to be argued convincingly. For 

example, wealth indices assume that different objects can be ranked according to the degree 

of labour invested in their manufacture, calculated through such means as transport 

distances of material and production time. These, however, do not take into account 

cultural constructions of value, such as worth accumulated over time (as in heirlooms) or in 

objects that have accrued biographical weight through multiple gift exchanges (cf. 

Appadurai 1986). Richards (2005, 110-111), in establishing wealth indices for the Middle 

Kingdom cemeteties, acknowledged this and attempted to counter the problem by 

appealing to the ancient Egyptians' own scaling of matetials which, incidentally, 

demonstrates the disparity between our ranking ctiteria and ancient valuations. 

Nevertheless, the primary source for this was Middle Kingdom texts, and we cannot 

assume any continuity in the reasoning behind valuation from the Predynastic. 

This is not to say that the measurement of grave sizes and the quantification of their 

contents are a more objective and reliable method of assessing the absolute level of status 

differentiation. Calculation of grave size has been equated with effort expenditure, and is 

taken to be a reflection of the ability of the funeral organisers to mobilise labour for the 

construction of a grave (Richards 2005, 109). However, not all investment in funerals is 

necessatily archaeologically visible (Bard 1994b, 31; Pader 1982, 60) since some rites may 

occur outside the cemetery arena, whilst graveside ceremonies may incorporate intangible 

aspects including song and dance. In terms of the quantification of grave contents, the 

assumption is that the graves with highest diversity represent those individuals or groups 

who had greater access to different types of resources (Richards 2005, 109). Bearing in 

mind, however, some of the caveats mentioned in Chapter Eight, it is acknowledged that 
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this may not necessarily be a correlate of economic status but rather that a number of 

factors, such as inheritance, can affect the composition of grave assemblages. Such issues, 

together with further shortcomings that will be discussed below, mean that these statistical 

summaries should be considered merely as ways of describing the data and for making 

apparent patterns within it. 

9.2.2 Discussion of results 

Chart 13 shows the pattern of grave sizes at Gerzeh: the most numerous lying within a 

range of 0.65 m2 to 1.26 m2
, with a mean of 1 m2

. The smallest graves tended to be those of 

small children and infants,2 although this is by no means the rule. One of the smallest 

graves in the cemetery belonged to an adult (grave 273, see below), whilst the graves of 

some small children are large in compatison to the human remains,3 suggesting that the 

variation in dimensions is not accountable simply by the size of the occupant. 
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Chart 13: Grave sizes 

The largest grave was 25 at 3.05 m2
• This is still modest in compatison to other 

contemporary cemeteties. For instance, Armant has been described as serving a small 

farming village (Bard 1994b, 73), yet the mean size of the graves contemporary with 

Gerzeh was greater than observed here (Bard 1994b, 56). The possibility remains that 

larger tombs were built elsewhere as at other cemeteries (e.g. cemetery T, Naqada) and 

consequently we may be lacking the full picture of social complexity. Alternatively, the 

2 Of the seven smallest graves, six are of children; 57, 174, 216, 51, 65 and 53. 
3 For example, the "tiny child" in grave 70 and the infant in grave 98. 
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smaller size of the graves may be a reflection of local geological conditions, a possibility 

which can be investigated from the site's documentation . Some graves are noted to have 

been cut into rock, and when plotted (Map 22), are seen to be concentrated in the southem 

part of the cemetery. The graves here are small and possess a dearth of artefacts suggesting 

that these were dug by people with fewer resources, using perhaps an undesirable patt of 

the necropolis. 

The spatial plot of grave sizes (Map 23) shows that many of the largest burials lay mainly 

along the cemetery peripheries. Such zoning is partly chronological, as can be seen on 

compatison of Maps 23 and 6. Graves 25, 12 and 10 are all dated between IIC and IID1, 

and are the earlier cluster of large graves. The other two clusters of larger graves are in the 

eastern and north-western portions of the cemetery and are broadly contemporaneous in the 

later phases of the cemetery's use-life (Naqada liD 112). This could suggest that, in the later 

phases of occupation, there were two competing factions, perhaps separate kin groups. Also 

coterminous with these grander intetments were some of the smallest graves in the 

cemetery, situated in the southern portion, some of which were barely large enough to 

accommodate the body. For example, the body in grave 273 had to be tightly contracted in 

order for it to be squeezed into its allocated space, and it is the smallest adult grave 

recorded, being only 0.64 m by 0.38 m. Grave 267, whose position was not noted on the 

original cemetery map, was also too small for the body and the tomb card notes that it was 

"not quite long enough, feet turning up side". Whilst the majority of burials within the 

Naqada IIC-IID 1 central western portion lay within a standard range of grave sizes, the 

greatest disparity between grave areas occuned in the later phases of the cemetery's use. 

This could be interpreted as a time of increased competition and a greater restriction in 

access to resources. 

It is not just absolute size that has to be taken into consideration. The mud-plastering, linen 

wrapping and possible wood-lining of some graves, described in Chapter Five, are 

additional features that imply a greater degree of care and attention given to these burials . 

These are not necessarily to be ranked against one another, as they occur in distinct parts of 

the cemetery and may relate more to family traditions and innovations than as ovett 

expressions of greater or lesser investments by the community. These could be linked to 

more individualistic expressions of group identities, with mud-cocooning in the north-west 

and linen shrouds used in the west. A more straightforward interpretation might be that 

these practices relate to certain ideas concerning the manner of burial at particular points in 
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time. Notably, however, the linen wrapping/shrouds are restricted to Naqada IID2, and a 

IID2 date is likely for the mud cocooning, although the dating cannot be reliably 

pinpointed. 

The number of pots per grave ranged between 0 and 40, with the mean number of pots 

equalling eight, although the most common number of ceramic vessels (the mode) was 

four. A separate sub-cluster of particularly well-endowed graves, in terms of ceramics, 

occurs at the end of the scale (Chart 14). These consist of five burials that had over 30 

pots,4 the greatest number belonging to burial 25 with 40 ceramic vessels. 
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Chart 14: Ceramic wealth 

The diversity variable (Chart 15) yielded continuous distribution with the vast majority of 

graves having only one or two types of artefact. Only a few tombs were privileged with a 

wider anay of objects, in particular grave 133, 173 and 145, which will be discussed below. 

4 Graves 142, 33, 145, 220, and 25. 
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Chart 15: Diversity index 

It is possible to investigate some of the substance of this differential access by considering 

whether particular artefacts were restricted to wealthier graves. Certain categories of grave 

goods have been singled out in other analyses as luxury objects that could be afforded in 

only a restricted number of cases. These include stone vessels and palettes, since they are 

relatively infrequent and required a greater investment of effort to manufacture than other 

goods. When the presence of these artefacts is compared upon the various scales used 

above, it is clear that those graves furnished with these objects did tend to be larger, 

wealthier and more diverse than those graves that were without such items (Charts 16-21). 

This may be a local pattern of consumption, given that it has been observed that, in other 

Predynastic cemeteries palettes do not always accompany rich burials (Delrue 2001, 50; 

Stevenson 2007). Perhaps given the more northerly location of this site, such objects were 

more difficult to procure, as the necessary stone was restricted to the area of the Wadi 

Hammamat (Stevenson 2007) and perhaps the craftsmen were based in this area too. 
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Charts 16-21: Palettes and stone vessels by wealth indices 

In summary, all the above measurements demonstrate that some graves clearly stand out in 

terms of the numbers of vessels, the size of the grave, the diversity and type of grave 
" goods, such as graves 25, 142 and 145. These are likely to be interments of individuals 

whose death had a significant impact on the SUJTounding community, resulting in a 

complex and highly visible response that drew in the products of several different facets of 

social and economic production. Graves 105 and 106 are similarly large, well-endowed 

graves which, as discussed in Chapters Six, also have strong internal grave anangements. 

These imply that time and care were taken in placing everything into the ground, creating 

an image that would be retained in social memory (Stevenson fmthcoming), perhaps a 

pe1formance attended by a crowd. In contrast, the smaller, materially poorer graves, such as 

271, 273 , 275 and 276, seem to have been more hasty constructions whose outlines were 

less truly oblong than graves such as 105 and 106. The limited anay of goods and the small 

grave sizes are suggestive of social status that went unexpressed in the grave or was 

deemed unworthy of acknowledgement. This might also imply that less time was spent by 

survivors at the graveside, as the final image of the deceased was given less attention than 

is likely for the more lavish grave arenas that may have been the focus of more intense 

contemplative viewing by survivors. 
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Nevertheless, contrary to what would be expected from standard models of status and 

wealth there is little overall con·elation at Gerzeh between the effort expended upon grave 

construction and the diversity of goods accompanying the deceased, or between the number 

of pots and diversity of goods, as is graphically represented in charts 22 and 24. There is a 

discernable trend between the size of the grave and the number of pots, but as chmt 23 

demonstrates, this is weak. The trend could be explained, in patt, by the needs of display, 

with those individuals who attracted greater funeral investment requiling a larger arena for 

the perfmmance of their funeral and needing to accommodate perhaps the larger audience 

attending the grave side, presenting gifts or sharing in a larger funerary feast. 
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Charts 22-24 Correlation between wealth indices 

These weaknesses in con·elation may be further explained by the occunence of grave 

disturbance which was extensive amongst the large graves in the east of the cemetery. We 

might presume that these were miginally richly furnished. Nevertheless, numerous bulials 

are hard to fit within a simplistic model of status representation. The grave with the greatest 

artefact diversity was 133, yet it only possessed nine pottery vessels, a rather modest 

quantity, especially relative to graves likely to be of contemporary date, such as 142 and 

145. The second largest number of ceramics belonged to grave 220, yet this was half the 

size of the largest grave and was limited in artefact diversity, containing no stone vessels, 

beads or palettes, objects often considered luxury items and which were occasionally found 

in smaller, sparsely furnished tombs such as grave 264, which had a large fine bird-shaped 

palette but was a small grave with only twelve ceramic vessels . It could be conjectured that, 

in the absence of resources, such as hard stone or precious metals, the abundance of 

ceramics in 220 conveyed an equivalent sentiment of social importance. Thus, although not 

mutually exclusive categories, they were equally not interdependent. 
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Whilst it is tempting to leave the interpretation of such observed differences between 

graves in economic terms and conclude that the cemetery at Gerzeh · can be envisaged, 

especially in the later phase, as a two-tiered community, divided between rich and poor, the 

disparity observed between the usually utilised indices of social grading suggests that 

differentiation was far more complex than can be envisaged on this basis alone. Wengrow 

(2006, 73) has commented on this lamentable feature of Predynastic mortuary studies, 

which have the tendency to assume that all categories of grave goods act to signify 

individuation and wealth in the same manner without taking the time to consider the 

substance that comprises it. This is not just a shortcoming of Predynastic approaches, as it 

has been observed in mortuary studies generally. For instance, Costin (1999, 86) noted that 

studies of mortuary paraphernalia have focused on the occunence of certain objects and 

how assemblages are used to differentiate groups, but have said little of internal variability 

among artefacts and their atttibutes within a single burial. 

In the broad-scale analysis above, the full assortment of substance that makes up these 

differences is lost in a rather abstract generalisation, and the ways in which the different 

matetials may have been constitutive of different aspects of identity or facets of burial 

titual is ignored. There is the need to draw out further particulars from the Gerzeh dataset 

to emich the interpretation of these contexts. An excursus by way of the social significance 
-._ 

of beads can highlight these issues. 

9.3 Social significance of beads 

In Chapter Five the sttiking eclecticism in the composition of bead assemblages at Gerzeh 

was noted, incorporating a wide an·ay of materials from distant and disparate geographical 

sources. In traditional analysis these would be discussed under the rubtic of long-distance 

trade, with their significance residing in the fact that they imply access to economic 

networks that would feed displays of prestige. Following the work of social anthropologist 

Mary Helms (1986), however, we can also place this phenomenon within an ideo-political 

domain. Helms takes as her central premise the notion that geographical space and 

particularly geographical distance are symbolic constructions invested with power (Helms 

1986, 3). Long-distance interests in this model are not merely trade pathways. They also 

inextticably involve intangible knowledge of distant realms which may be made manifest 

by the exotic substances that catTy with them the power of places that exist outside the 

everyday known world. Power, Helms argues, may be obtained by access to such exotic 

materials and those who acquire such items may lay claim to specialist, esotetic knowledge 
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that such things imply. It is not merely the peculiar nature of such knowledge that is 

significant in these systems but . the politics that are involved in dealing with such 

information (Helms 1986, 13). 

A salient example of this is from grave 133, which not only contained the highest number 

of beads from the site (ms. 222 and 227) but more importantly, also had one the most 

diverse assemblages of materials. Within this one context were beads of lapis lazuli from 

Afghanistan, obsidian from Ethiopia or the Near East, meteoric iron of unknown 

provenance, as well as gold and carnelian from the Eastern Desert. The bead corpus also 

included shells from both the Red Sea and the Meditetnnean coast (ms.229), together with 

a tooth of a canine, perhaps a dog or jackal. Moreover, there was a scatter of 16 natural 

pebbles (ms. 259) of carnelian, green jasper and quartz,5 as well as a lump of red resin 

which may be an import from western Asia. This eclectic array is striking. The btinging 

together of such a wide corpus of material from all across Egypt, and beyond, to be placed 

in one bounded context, may have signified, as Helms suggests, that this individual 

possessed, had access to, or was associated in death with, special knowledge of far-off 

places and of the properties of the earth's resources. The precise geographical locations 

may not have been known but the exotic nature of the goods, the unusual colours and 

textures, presence notions of distance. The aesthetic effect created by the juxtaposition of 

exotic matetials could have made apparent certain relationships between people, places and 

things in an evocative way that would visually impress the moment of intetment upon 

memory (Jones 2005, 175). In this context the boundaties between people, objects and 

places may become blun·ed, as discussed in Chapter Seven. 

The bmial was also furnished with a fine shield-shaped palette smmounted by birds' heads, 

an ivory spoon, a flint flake, a black and white porphyry bowl and a well-worn miniature 

pink limestone jar, perhaps an heirloom. Finally, all of these offerings, as well as the body, 

were covered by a mud coating (Chapter Five). This may have been to protect the special 

array of goods, perhaps hiding them from prying eyes, or perhaps it was patt of the overall 

funeral perfmmance with the image of the deceased ceremoniously hidden from view, a 

form of social remembering and forgetting. If there is any coherence to this diverse 

assemblage it may have belonged to a titual specialist whose bmial suggests not just 

5 Another collection of pebbles was placed in grave 173 (ms. 258) and tomb card 20 records the presence of 
"simply polished pebbles". 
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reverence because of 'wealth' but because of the individual's particular role m the 

community, whether in life or death. 

Wealth indices may have flagged this grave as something special, but the closer 

interpretation above suggests that this is more than just a 'rich' grave indicative of economic 

prowess as standard interpretations would contend. Whilst individual identities may have 

been encoded here it is also meaningful in terms of social ability and spheres of 

involvement (S0renson 2004, 175). It is a conceptual geography and it thus has ideological 

resonance that may have referenced certain specialised identities. This hints at a wide 

involvement within a multitude of specialised networks of exchange relations which would 

have been necessary for such an an·ay of matetials to be brought together. The nature of 

this assemblage undermines certain assumptions made in previous studies on the most 

approptiate way to measure status and wealth since, as mentioned above, despite the extent 

of internal variability, only nine ceramic vessels were included, and the space within which 

this bUiial was made was modest. If it had been plundered for its exotic goods, as so many 

Predynastic bUiials were, the reliance upon pot counts or grave size would have rendered 

the significance of this tomb invisible. 

Similar interpretations could be put forward for other bead sets that brought together 
--.. 

matetial of disparate provenances to create complex internal dialogues. For instance, grave 

63 contained agate, copper, lapis lazuli, limestone and peridot, whilst grave 80 held beads 

of carnelian, lapis lazuli, limestone, gold, rock crystal, steatite and turquoise. Both bead 

sets invoke disparate places (see Chapter Five). As geologist Judith Bunbury commented 

when looking at these materials, there is a sense that these materials together comptise a 

collector's set. This is especially the case with the assemblage of objects from grave 39, 

which, in addition to the carnelian and lapis lazuli beads, also held four lumps of lead 

sulphide and four lumps of malachite. The latter two substances were in equal size and, 

although unimpressive today, would, at the time of interment, have had metallic qualities; 

the lead sulphide would have had a silver sheen, which degrades rapidly (Bunbury, pers. 

comm), and the malachite gold had speckles from the pyrite inclusions. The equal 

proportions of the objects are suggestive of the great care put into the formation of the 

assemblage. There is thus the sense that a sttiking visual display was created for this burial. 

Other graves can be similarly highlighted as containing an eclectic mixture of artefacts, the 

most notable of which was grave 67, whose contents were desctibed in Chapters Five and 
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Six. In addition to the limestone mace-head, the copper harpoon and the ivory vessel, was a 

mudstone palette, an ivory spoon, a flint bladelet, two stone vessels and a set of beads of 

iron, gold, lapis lazuli and carnelian. We cannot assume that these articulated a single 

statement of status, and the various components of this assemblage could well have 

expressed a range of overlapping meanings. The mace-head, for instance, was an object 

considered to signify power and in later times symbolised the might of the pharaoh. An 

association with those of high status could be suggested by these but not necessarily of the 

deceased. The bmial was uniquely subject to secondary mortuary treatment, a ceremony 

that may have been attended by a person of distinction and thus the mace-head may have 

embodied this. The symbolic linkages of the other objects are unclear but could be 

interpreted again not solely in terms of the deceased's identity but of their relation to others 

through multiple domains of activity. Despite being perhaps the most unusual context in 

the cemetery, only twelve ceramic vessels accompanied the body, and the tomb size was 

average. 

9.4 Heterarchical differences 

Different categmies of artefact may also be considered in ways that are not necessarily 

related to wealth. Ripple-flaked knives, for example, have been considered particularly 

prestigious objects with a high 'wealth' value (Hendtickx 1994, 218). Midant-Reynes 

(1987) in her analysis of these atiefacts, however, felt that they might be expressing a 

certain aspect of the deceased's social role and this need not be wealth, as in her survey 

nothing in the size or furnishing of the bmial contexts of these knives served to distinguish 

them as particularly special. With the exception of grave 25 this appears to be the case at 

Gerzeh. The knife in the richly furnished grave 25 might seem to relate to the apparent 

standing of this individual (or indeed crosscut it) but the other contexts in which similar 

flints are found convey no such aura. Graves 43 and 96 both only contained six ceramic 

vessels each but no other type of artefact, and 43 was of average dimensions (the size of 

grave 96 being unknown). That these objects signify a certain role is supported by their 

clustering in three adjacent graves (Map 24), a clustering that may be indicative of close 

social association, perhaps kinship, although this cannot be proved. 

Therefore, some of the variation across the cemetery may relate more to heterarchical 

differences, such as between ritual and political domains of social action, as well as social 

and economic domains, although these distinctions may be of degree rather than kind. In 
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beginning to address such more complex issues multidimensional approaches can be 

useful. The cotTespondence analysis (C-A) described in Chapter Seven can be implemented 

here to permit some preliminary explorations of the relationships between artefacts, graves 

and assemblages at Gerzeh. 

9.5 Multi-dimensional analysis 

The main categories of artefact (Chart 5), with the exception of the large and diverse 

category of pottery, were investigated for associations using C-A (Chart 25). 
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Chart 25: C-A plot of the nine most frequent artefact categories 

It is evident from chart 25 that those graves with artefacts involvedin the consumption of 

cosmetics (minerals, stone vessels, palettes, rubbing-pebbles and spoons) are related, an 

association not wholly surprising. The relationship between palettes and stone vessels can 

be quantified using the chi-squared and Cramer's V calculations (X2 = 52.84, V = 0.486) 

demonstrating a statistically significant and moderate association. The coincidence of these 

two is not unexpected, given the possibility that the craftsmen who produced palettes also 

crafted stone vessels. Therefore, the social and economic networks by which these were 

obtained may have converged, facilitating access to both commodities. Whether this 

cotTelation holds in burials from other cemeteries is unclear, and it is possible that, given 

Gerzeh's more northerly location, access to these was compromised, thus meaning an even 

greater resttiction to access. Flints, beads, pins and 'forehead' pendants are set apart from 

the main cluster suggesting that the addition of these to bUJials was related to other factors. 
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Pins and 'forehead' pendants are not only set apmt from the main cluster, they are 

diametrically opposed to each other on Chart 25. As previously noted, the 'forehead' 

pendants are in close spatial proximity within the cemetery, perhaps representing kinship 

links. It was further posited in the previous chapter that this may be an age-related factor, 

and this can be examined using C-A (see below). In contrast pins do not show any such 

strong patterning across the cemetery (Map 25), and their inclusion within bmials may 

relate to different social ctiteria. Both pins and pendants may be associated with adornment 

and could be very visual, ovett expressions of identity. There may, however, be a 

chronological element to this, as pins are found in the nmth-western and eastern portions of 

the cemetery whereas the 'forehead' pendants are in the central western portion. These 

areas were demonstrated in Chapter Two to be chronologically distinct, and pins may have 

been in use at a different time to 'forehead' pendants. 

Since pins and 'forehead' pendants, as well as spoons, are limited in number, however, a C

A plot was generated only for those more commonly occurring artefacts (those appearing in 

over 10% of graves). Additionally, given the distinctive nature of the relatively frequent D

ware, it too was incorporated into analysis to see if could be associated with particular 

groups of artefacts (Chart 26). 
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Chart 26: C-A plot of the five most frequent artefacts plus D-ware 

Chart 26 demonstrates again the association of artefacts related to cosmetics, and in turn 

their close relationship with beads. Given that these are objects most closely associated 

with colour and texture, these are grave assemblages that were constructed with 

168 



ostentatious bodily and artefact display as a plimary concern. It has often been commented 

that the adornment of the body constitutes a crucial part in the performance of identity (e.g. 

S(<)renson 1997) and in these contexts we might presume that such a presentation was 

asserted through the medium of colour and different matelials, on and associated with the 

body. The graves with decorated pottery and flint are clearly diamettically opposed on the 

chart, and contrast with the assemblages orientated towards performance upon the body's 

surface and in its immediate sun·oundings. In terms of graves with flint, a different set of 

ideas from bodily adomment was articulated as these objects imply bodily action for their 

animation.6 The D-ware is the most difficult to interpret, as the symbols that are painted 

upon the vessels would have held significance for the Predynastic communities which we 

have limited access to. Suffice to say that, on the basis of chatt 26, their inclusion may have 

been a distinctive marker in particular bulials. As reported above, stone vessels and palettes 

are, at Gerzeh, associated plimatily with large, well-provisioned tombs from which D-ware 

is separate. As such, D-ware, although not a direct con·elate of economic status, might have 

incorporated other notions of social identity upon a holizontal scale, and may have been 

seen only as appropriate offerings for certain individuals. An altemative speculation is that 

the value of the decorated vatieties surpassed the accumulative value of several pots and 

thus stood in their stead. 

Finally, a C-A plot was generated to graphically represent assemblages according to age 

differentiation. Chart 27 includes the main categories used in the formation of Chart 26, 

together with the artefact categolies that were identified in Chapter Eight as possibly being 

affected by age-related distinctions ('forehead' pendants, W-ware and imports). 

6 Nevertheless, even though not directly related to adornment, an aesthetic dimension to the placement (the 
display) of these artefacts in the tomb is involved, as discussed in Chapter Six. 

169 

r 
I 



4.000 

N 2.000 
c 
0 
'iii 
c 
Q) 

E 
i5 

0 sv 
o palette o flint 

. 0 fhd 

o 0-ware 

0.000 0 . I 
1mpor 0 be~dsmineral 

o W-ware 

-2000 -----.---,,- --,-- ,---. 
-2 000 - t.f:OO -1.000 -0.000 0.000 

Dimension 1 

o infant/small child 

Cha1:t 27: C-A plot of age and artefacts 

Chart 27 shows that the butials of infants/small children are not closely related to the 

artefact assemblages of adults and, in particular, W-ware is a factor that strongly contrasts 

with the 'infant/small children' category, as was suggested by the chi-squared results 

presented in Chapter Eight. Similarly, the contexts in which imported goods are found 

strongly contrast with that of infants. Perhaps due to their shortened lives, these individuals 

had not yet become embedded within extended social networks that facilitated the 

acquisition of, or tights to, exotic items. Alternatively, younger individuals may have been 

more closely associated within the natTower confines of the local social sphere than within 

the extended world. Although 'forehead' pendants are more intimately associated with 

younger individuals, this is not fully explained by this alone, and there remains statistical 

distance between these factors. It is likely therefore that another vatiable intersects with 

age, perhaps gender. 

These observations are generalisations and apparent trends cannot be taken as absolute. As 

discussed previously (Chapter Four), individuals have layers of overlapping identities so 

that partial identities may crosscut others. There is no set 'kit' that we can equate with 

particular identity categmies. For instance, whilst it is true that, in general, D-ware vessels 

are not found in the tichest, largest graves (e.g. 25 and 133), and may accompany 

materially poor burials (e.g. 197), there are instances of decorated pots within matetially 

expressive, large butials. Grave 145 is a case in point. It contained the third highest number 



of pots, was the third most materially diverse grave and had the largest diversity of pottery 

types. The assemblage was composed of 34 pottery vessels, three stone vessels, a large 

bird-shaped palette, a set of 169 beads, a pin, a spoon, a copper tray wrapped in cloth and a 

decorated vessel. In this context, numerous social relations and points of reference to the 

wider social world were presenced. The D-ware may not relate to wealth per se but may 

have been incorporated to represent a connection to another sphere of social existence; an 

overlap with other artefact referents like palettes and stone vessels which do not frequently 

eo-occur. 

9. 6 Conclusion 

As outlined in this and the previous chapter, variation within the cemetery is partly 

accounted for by social constructs of age and status, and the responses by those organising 

the funeral to these aspects of a person's social being. There was undoubtedly differential 

access to resources which is indicative of a form of hierarchy within the community here. 

However, whereas previous mortuary analysis of Egyptian material concentrated upon 

elucidating the economic pathways to power and status through statistical means, the above 

analysis of beads further highlights that it is possible to also consider the ideological facets 

of material by looking in detail within contexts. This may begin to allow us to 

conceptualise how social identities were created in practice rather than seeking to find 

indices of social structure. This interpretation is not in opposition to the examination of the 

economic dimension of ancient interaction, but is rather complimentary to it. It is also 

possible to begin to consider horizontal dimensions by sifting through some of the 

complexity of the data using multidimensional analysis. Objects such as D-ware and flint, 

for example, may have been selectively chosen to be grave goods for only certain people. 

Not all dimensions of variability within the cemetery are accounted for in this chapter, 

however. Organic remains, such as clothing which may have involved elements of identity 

expression, have disintegrated and their role in representing the deceased is 

archaeologically invisible. Other subtleties, such as mientation and selection of pottery 

types,7 for example, have not been investigated due to the rest1ictions of space made upon 

this thesis. These remain as futther avenues worthy of future investigation. 

7 A question which can be posed here is why, if pointed-base ceramics were so prevalent even in small, poor 
graves, were some individuals not provided with one? Chronological considerations will inevitably factor in 
but social reasons cannot be excluded. 
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CONCLUSION 



The cemetery of Gerzeh stands at an important juncture in the Predynastic, spatially and 

temporally, that has few parallels. One of the challenges throughout this thesis has, 

therefore, been to set the local practices at Gerzeh within wider narratives of the 

development of Egypt as a whole. Indirectly, the practices of this community are 

infotmative of their wider group affiliations, and it is possible to summarily evaluate 

Gerzeh's significance with reference to the evolution of the Egyptian state. But it also has 

its own story. Those buried here may have been only partially aware of the changes in 

society that occurred around them, and whilst their graves are informative for our academic 

purposes, they were constructed with other concerns in mind. These involved, or ignored, 

the conscientious creation of a particular representation of the deceased in death through 

social, economic, political and religious practices, all of which can be sifted through for 

information regarding social identity. 

The introductory section, Part I, provided an overview by summatising the data, its 

problems and potentials, together with how it could be used to construct a chronology for 

the site and how it related broadly to other contemporary cemeteries. The data, described in 

Chapter One, are partial and many details are lacking, such as infotmation pertaining to the 

sex of the remains. It is therefore recognised that not all dimensions of variability are 

accessible and the account presented here is limited. Nevertheless, the data are superior to 

those available from many other sites, and this is all the more relevant given that it was one 

of the more intact cemeteties excavated last century. As discussed in Chapter Two, the 

cemetery was founded sometime in Naqada IIC, the earliest graves being placed in the 

central portion of the western side of the necropolis. A general spread radiating outwards, 

both north and east, is discernable, but it seems that this was built up in circular clusters 

perhaps indicative of family groups or alliances. Equally possible is that some of the 

organisation was a result of other group affiliations, such as seen in the clustering of child 

bmials, pot bmials, burials with tipple-flaked knives or forehead pendants, as analysed in 

Part Ill. 

The latest graves are datable to Naqada IIIAl, and although a few ceramics would seem to 

have parallels in Naqada IIIB, it is more likely that these are anomalous dates based upon 

small sample sizes. Since there are few other sites fully contemporaneous with Gerzeh it 

may simply be the case that these examples have an earlier appearance here. The cessation 

of the cemetery's use can only be surmised. Large scale shifts in settlement location at this 

time have been noted elsewhere (Wilkinson 1996, 85) and which may have affected the 
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communities around Gerzeh. A far more substantial human presence is attested to in 

Naqada Hill, as sites such as Tarkhan suggest, indicating that a major reorganisation of 

settlement occurred around this phase, which has yet to be fully theotised. This forms patt 

of a trend across Egypt which, by the 1st Dynasty, resulted in Lower Egypt being more 

densely inhabited than Upper Egypt (Mortensen 1991, 24). 

Within this timeframe, any relationship with the Lower Egyptian communities remains 

hypothetical, since direct evidence of interaction is wanting, as Chapter Three outlined. The 

difficulties in aligning Gerzeh with the Maadi/Buto sites were noted, and it remains 

possible that there was in fact no overlap. Rather, the founding members of the cemetery at 

Gerzeh may have occupied a niche created by the disappearance of previous local groups 

that practiced a different m01tuary cult. 

Part II of the thesis attempted to ascertain Gerzeh's wider significance within the cultural 

landscape, discussed in Chapter Three, through an examination of the ways in which 

artefacts were used. The appearance of mortuary traditions typical of Upper Egypt in 

Lower Egypt at this time had been assumed to reflect the northward movement of people. It 

has been thought equally possible, however, that internal factors motivated the existing 

Lower Egyptian groups to adopt practices from the south. More recent overviews have 

surmised that a combination of these processes is likely (Wengrow 2006, 88). We can 

certainly no longer assume from traditional interpretations of history and archaeology that 

social groups moved, but it is a fallacy to dismiss the possibility altogether. In order to 

demonstrate that the community at Gerzeh were affiliated with groups in the south, and had 

a likely origin there, it was argued in Chapter Four, through the theory of ethnicity, that any 

expression of group identity was most likely to be evident not just in the characteristics of 

the artefacts themselves, but in how communities used them. It was further theorised that 

no single material con·elate would serve to link ethnic or group affiliation, but rather, to be 

significant, evidence needed to exist simultaneously, in multiple categories and in a variety 

of media. 

With these points m mind Chapters Five and Six discussed the various categories of 

artefact that comprised the grave assemblages at Gerzeh and how they were manipulated 

within the grave. What was most apparent was the extent to which Lower and Upper 

Egyptian groups around this time, and at this particular locale, were distinct in terms of the 

complexity and visibility of the matetial and ritual invested in butial. Upper Egyptian 
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groups, as well as the community at Gerzeh, engaged in overtly display-orientated practices 

(Wengrow 2006, 265) predicated upon the aiTangement of a diversity of artefacts around 

the body which served to frame, enhance, situate and compare the deceased within a 

network of social, economic, political and cosmological relations. In contrast, for the 

communities occupying the area immediately piior to the foundation of Gerzeh, it was the 

body that was the central focus of the grave, rather than acting as a foundation around 

which associations, meanings and images could be constructed. 

This is not to suggest that the Lower Egyptian communities were any less complex in their 

social management of death, which may have been conducted away from the mortuary 

arena or in an intangible or ephemeral manner. It nonetheless highlights the way in which 

the petformance of their funerals engendered an alternative set of values that served to 

distinguish them from those in Upper Egypt and Gerzeh. This is more than a matter of 

style. It is a fundamental difference in the experience and reflexive understanding of how 

identities are materially constituted and performed duting the social upheaval following 

death. Thus, whilst Kohler's rejection of the dual division of Egypt is understandable given 

the increasing evidence for regionality and local vatiation across Egypt at this time, which 

suggests that previous models of culture have been oversimplified, there remain 

fundamental differences in practice that point to an alternative experience of the material 

' 
world. We could debate further whether these constitute different 'cultures' in the normative 

sense, but a broad duality of social practice can nevertheless be distinguished. 

The introduction then of the wide variety of material culture, and in all the usually utilised 

matetial sources that were used in Upper Egypt, suggests that the community at Gerzeh 

was a migrant one who were embedded in Naqadan traditions. As highlighted in Chapter 

Three, however, it is impossible to say if this was a long-distance movement from Upper 

Egypt, or a step-wise journey from, or through, Middle Egypt. Given the apparent absence 

of affitmative evidence for Lower Egyptian influence in the funerary arena at Gerzeh, it is 

possible that this pioneeting group moved into a niche created by the retreat of the previous 

inhabitants and there may actually have been limited interaction at this juncture. It is 

conceivable there were a few indigenous Lower Egyptian inhabitants amongst the members 

of this buried population, brought in through maniage alliances, but nevertheless the 

people conducting the burial rites were deliberately exhibiting traditional Upper Egyptian 

practices and identifying themselves in this crucial social arena as such. Therefore, even if 

the lack of evidence for interaction was more a product of the nature of the context-a 

175 

I I 



cemetery setting as opposed to a residential one-it still reveals the strength of the 

affiliation with the south, an affiliation that is far more likely to have been direct rather than 

adopted. 

Following models of migration advocated by Anthony (1990; 1997), as outlined in Chapter 

Four, it is tentatively proposed that through previous exchange networks or sporadic 

encounters with communities such as Maadi during the course of Naqada IC-IIB, as 

discussed in Chapter Three, a perception of the Fayum and Delta landscape was 

constructed. This could have facilitated the later directional movement of Naqadan social 

groups to the region. Trade with the Near East is a possible motivation for the 

establishment of the site but it would be stretching the evidence to assert that this represents 

a 'trade Diaspora'. Other underlying motives, such as avoiding conflict within Upper 

Egypt, cannot be ruled out. 

The significance of communities at such places as Gerzeh may have lain in their role as a 

spearhead to later "chain migrations", since their members could have relayed information 

about trade networks and ecological conditions to allies in the south. Such chain migrations 

tend to accelerate (Kristiansen 1998, 320), as perhaps the slightly later sites like Mihshat 

Abu Omar indicate. The establishment of a cemetery such as Gerzeh, far removed from the 

core of the culture in the south, or even from some hypothetical small Middle Egyptian 

communities, has further implications. The act of burial serves to physically set the dead 

into the land, making their remains an inalienable and fixed part of that land (Parker 

Pearson 1999a, 17). These attachments to places through cemeteries are reproduced over 

the generations in a process which Wengrow has termed 'the urbanisation of the dead' 

(Wengrow 2006, 83). The establishment in collective memory of Naqadan ancestors in the 

new tenitory could have acted as an ideological, perhaps even political, springboard to later 

claims of tenitorial rights and may have contributed to a certain sense of belonging in the 

new landscape. 

Nevertheless, Gerzeh is only one site, and the evidence cannot be extrapolated from it to 

form a general account of the direction in which the cultural and political unification of 

Egypt was achieved. The demonstration of this migration does not explain the subsequent 

changes that are evident in the Lower Egyptian archaeological record, and it should only be 

considered as one step in the protracted process of cultural integration. It is to be expected 

that the cultural unification of the regions was a complex and multifaceted one, as indeed 
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Kohler (2005, 58) has suggested, involving a variety of contact scenarios throughout Lower 

Egypt, some perhaps peaceful, others undoubtedly less so. As argued by Chlodnicki et al. 

(1992, 182) the interaction of different communities should be reviewed from the 

perspective of regionalisation and integration processes within an interpretative framework 

that incorporates concepts of differential interrelation spheres. Similarly, Wengrow (2006, 

36) has propounded the notion that there existed a more complex mosaic of regional 

traditions throughout Egypt. These are views supported here and are not contradicted by 

the observation that the community at Gerzeh does appear to be a migrant one. 

Thus, whilst the establishment of Gerzeh was seemingly fairly innocuous, with little 

evidence of influence from the local communities, at other boundaries ethnic or group 

tensions may have been more blmTed and situationalised leading to less clear-cut 

affiliations. The importance of ethnic differentiation in other contact zones, if they existed, 

has yet to be proven; perhaps power relations were a more significant motivator than ethnic 

affiliation in later times. It is suggested here that one point of departure for such an 

investigation into this issue would be to consider in more detail contextual transformations 

in the way material culture was used, adopted, altered or imitated in different settings. 

These processes are more complex than simply economic transformations in the 

manufacture and disttibution of ceramics, as has been suggested by Kohler. Ultimately, it 

was more a matter of the negotiation of social identities and affiliations which, despite 

methodological difficulties, is potentially accessible archaeologically. 

Despite these broad patterns that serve to link Gerzeh with the south, local practices are 

certainly evident. This was seen in the vatiation in the construction and use of space within 

the bmials, as outlined in Chapter Six. Each performance of burial was argued to be 

unique, drawing from broader practices but improvised upon at each successive intetment. 

The demonstration of a migration does not therefore equate with immutability of cultural 

practice, as flexibility remains integral to cultural reproduction, and a full grafting of all 

features recorded within Upper Egypt is not expected to be represented. It was further 

suggested that the manner in which burials were laid down was partly a requirement of the 

formation of social memory, as much as for conducting the proper rituals on behalf of the 

deceased and their afterlife. Working between tradition and innovation, therefore, these 

burials encoded not just individual identities but expressions of group solidarity and loss; 

the need to make death manageable and approachable. This can serve as a caution for the 

second component of this study in Part Ill; not all aspects of internal variation may be 
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related to social identities such as age, sex and status. By searching only for indicators of 

identity we risk reifying funerary apparatuses in those terms, when the moment of burial, as 

anthropologists and archaeologists are increasingiy coming to recognise, involves a 

collision of human responses and matetial meanings, not all of which encode specific 

identities. 

These themes were the more overt focus of Part Ill, the departure point for which was 

relationship between objects and bodies within a mortuary setting. It was argued that the 

link between these was indirect, as grave assemblages only provide a representation of the 

deceased that may, or may not, relate to identities held in life. Most individuals would have 

had a range of overlapping identities, not all of which need have been represented in death. 

In the social upheaval following the death of a person in a small community, such as 

Gerzeh, fragments of social relationships and personal identities would have had to be 

gathered, sifted and recast (Hallam et al. 1999, 5). These would then be articulated through 

other concerns, such as kinship affiliations, wealth displays, ritual conventions or economic 

constraints. These bmials thus form fragmentary images, as Barrett has contended (1992), 

and the attempt made in this part of the thesis was to work through these pieces. 

The fragmentation of the buried image at Gerzeh is compounded by the nature of its 

documentation. As outlined in Chapter Eight, the osteological evidence for sex and age is 

far from adequate, especially with regard to the former. Much of the supposed data 

regarding sex was shown to be based upon a series of assumptions that cannot be 

substantiated. Similar assumptions constrain the interpretation of age distinctions, but on 

the basis of the available data, it was nonetheless possible to begin to demonstrate the 

complexity of identity representations. In general, the bmials of younger individuals were 

modelled on the adult ritual but differences in the quality of treatment are notable. The 

most obvious is the enclosure of small bodies in large ceramic vessels. Other points of 

separation include the general exclusion of wavy-handled jars from 'child' contexts, the 

absence of imported goods, such as beads for the youngest individuals, and forehead 

pendants clustered with a few 'infant' bmials. Other subtleties, including the restricted 

scope of vessel contents and the fragmentary nature of artefacts such as palettes, suggest 

that, while supetficially these interments appear equivalent to that of many adults, in 

substance they reveal a difference that may imply that there was a tension in the matetial 

investment in these burials. Despite this generalisation, one or two burials of 'children' are 

distinctly ticher than the others, and this emphasises the point made miginally by Meskell 
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(1994, 425) with regard to the bmials of the young in the New Kingdom; there is just as 

much variability in the formation of social identities for children as there is for adults. A 

separation of practices for children and adults therefore oversimplifies the picture. 

Crucially, however, it needs to be recognised that all these graves may not be 

representative of the general attitude towards children held by living communities, as these 

children's graves can be shown to be exceptional. It is likely that the mortality rate was far 

higher than is attested to by the remains at Gerzeh, perhaps due to the disposal of such 

remains in a separate area or within the settlement. Moreover, for those that were buried 

within the cemetery, all were inteiTed with a relatively wide assmtment of artefacts, in 

contrast to the many adults that were provided with very little, and this consequently 

further marks these graves out. Other social identities, perhaps in relation to particular adult 

identities or ideological concerns beyond the recognition of age categorisation, were most 

likely responsible for these particular bmials. This again underscores the complexity of 

burial evidence and the analysis of social identity from it. 

Just as the age category is seen to be comptised of overlapping social identities, so too is 

the area of status. Previous approaches have tended to use a singular axis of individuation 

with all categories of artefacts considered to be measurable on the same scale (Wengrow 

2006, 73). However, this is a rather simplistic view of social organisation which often 

compounds description of perceived layers in society with interpretation. Rather it was 

argued that the statistical patterns generated in Chapter Nine could be investigated further 

for the substance of social identities and ideologies. Moreover, these need not be equivalent 

to absolute hierarchical differentiations, but could also be seen as more ambiguous statuses 

that need not be ranked vertically. 

The statistical analysis demonstrated a clear disparity in the extent of burial provisions 

across the site, as would be expected by models of social hierarchy at this time. Some of 

this could be compared to the chronological patterns found in Chapter Two, which can 

explain some of this variation, and suggests that the greatest disparity occun·ed towards the 

end of the site's life. This is not a surptising or particularly illuminating observation. What 

is perhaps of greater interest is the substance that comprises some of the 'rich' interments, 

which revealed a complexity of representation that may reference not just 'wealth' but other 

aspects of social status, including ideological constructs. For instance, some 'wealthy' 

burials are those that have substantial numbers of ceramic vessels, such as grave 220, but 
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which have little in the way of other material references. On the other hand, there are 

graves that have a limited ceramic presence but are 'rich' in substances of exotic origin, 

vivid colours and contrasting textures, such as grave 133. There are also graves which are 

only exceptional by virtue of particular artefacts, such as the 'Hathor palette' from the 

otherwise typical grave 59, or the fine tipple-flake knife of modest interment 43. Each of 

these burials represents not one single 'identity', and the diversity of assemblages, with no 

two identical, indicates that an 'identity kit' did not exist for mortuary use. Rather these 

contexts are compositions distilled through numerous social relations, in many cases 

referencing several social roles, places and meanings. 

Such diversity in the performance of each bmial hints also at the nature of the process of 

creating identities, or idealised images of them, which may have involved competing 

claims of wealth, kinship, craft or titual specialisation made by those organising the 

funeral. Choices of what objects to include and how to deploy them within the grave, drew 

from, and thus recreated, traditional mmtuary repertoires that spanned the Nile valley, as 

well as from the corpus of locally available material culture, such as the pointed-base 

vessels. In engaging with wider cultural practices, the community at Gerzeh perpetuated 

identities and a worldview known in the south, thereby ensming continuity with the area. 

This indirectly points to the maintenance of networks of interaction through significant 
..._ 

social categmies, as discussed by Schortman (1989, 56). Yet, also worked into this were 

individual touches that more ambiguously added to the mortuary image, such as the 

inclusion of the pottery horn in grave 20 or the mud cocooning of a select few interments. 

These would have been more immediate and ephemeral referents meaningful at a local 

level. 

Overall, the analysis of the cemetery of Gerzeh has been shown to be significant in a 

number of key ways. From a technical perspective the mateiial affords a reasonable insight 

into ceramic development, and thus chronological development by proxy, at a site far 

removed from Upper Egypt. This development can be linked to ceramic evolution in Upper 

Egypt, and this may be used as a tentative guide although adjustments do need to be made 

to take local factors into account. In te1ms of social development the site is of much greater 

importance, as the data petmit a vmiety of views on the construction of mortuary space and 

social identities to be considered, the full potential of which has not been exhausted by the 

analysis presented here. The habitus within which identity was performed at Gerzeh was 

most likely to have been created within Upper Egypt. This provided the repertoire of 
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material understandings that formed the medium of society's contemplations on death. The 

attendant rituals that we can archaeologically discern both drew from; and recreated, 

evocative images that were reminiscent of those that had gone before but which had both 

local and individual tints. The cemetery was the locus of social memory, matetially 

insctibing onto the landscape of Lower Egypt an identity that was at once both foreign and 

familiar. Until such time as more evidence is forthcoming, Gerzeh remains the most 

important site of this particular date in the area, providing a glimpse of a social 

environment that bound people and places from a wider landscape into a smaller, locally 

bounded world. 
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Appendix B: Ceramics from Gerzeh 1 

*Numbers in brackets refer to frequency (if more than one in a grave) 

Grave Date B-ware D-ware F-ware L-ware P-ware R-ware W-ware 
10 nC-IID1 40c 45a,76p(4) 19 
11 ne 40c,88 42,45b,66p(2),69b(3),R 7 5(3 ),84g 
12 nC- nD1 40d,84i,95b 66a(4),74a(2),76p 19,31 
13 ne 68a 40d,75a,84c,93c 69a,76p(2) 
14 nC- IIIA1 69b(2),45a 
15 ne 59b( unpainted) 84c 23a,26(2) 66a,75,76p,84g 
16 IIC-nD2 23b(3),66a( 4 ),67 ,69b,76p(2),84g 19 
17 nD1 81m ' 66a(l1),74a(2) 
18 IID2 11k 24d,75 i 44,45a,76p(2) 
19 IIC- IID1 32c 43k,69d,74a,75(3),76p(2) 
20 nC- nD1 67d 32a,81n 84h 23b,24a,66a,75(3),76p,84g 
21 IIIA1 32b 38f,93c 75(8),76p,88 31 
22 nC- nD2 65b,76p 
23 ne 11c,60c,84e 66a(3),75(2),76p(8),94h 
24 ne 67a 66a(3),75 
25 nc- nD1 11b 26,66a(2),76p(8),79(2) 19b 
26 nC- nDl 40d(2),93c 34a,76p(2) 
27 ne 41a 32,44c 75(2) 
28 nC- IID2 66a(5) 
29 nC-IID2 68a 75(2) 
30 ne 43a 32c 23b,74a(3),75,76p,84g(2) 
31 nC-IID2 19 
32 ne 51,76p 
33 nC- IID2 40d,93d 66a,75(2) 2d,19 
34 n e 1 On,36d,60( unpainted) 36g,40c 
35 ne 67a 74a(3),84g 
36 nC- IID1 68m,74a(2),76p 19? 
37 nC-IID1 35b 40b 74a(3) 
38 IIC-IID2 75,76p(3) 
39 ne 43b 23b,66a,74a(6) 19 

1 Pottery typing follows Petrie (1921). For exceptions, see Chapter Two. 
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'G;~ve 
-

Date B-ware D-ware F-ware L-ware P-ware R-ware \ W-ware \ 
188 IIe-IID2 66a,76p(4) 19 

189 IIe- IID2 34b,601,66a,76p(2) 

190 18th Dyn 
191 IID2 75i,82g 65b(3),66a,75,76p 

192 IID2 40[a?],82a 76p(3),84 19 
193 ne 84g,93c 34c(3), 75(5),76p(6) 
194 18th Dyn 
195 18th Dyn 
196 IIe- IID2 45a 65b(2),76p(2),84,84g 19? 
197 IIIA1 20m 

198 IID1- IID2 98a(2) 75(4) 

199 ne 47b 66a(2),69a(2),75,76p(3) 

200 IID1 10k 82b,98a 69b,75(5),76p(6) 

201 IID2 82a 76p 

202 ne- IID2 45b(2) 19 

203 IIe-IID2 76p(4),84 19(2) 

204 IID1 24a,76p 19 
205 IID1- IID2 40d 24a(2),65c,75(2),76p(3) 

206 IIe- IID1 68a 24d, 7 5 g,82c,93 b 65b,68m,69a,b, 75( 6), 76p(7) 19,23 
207 IIe- IID2 93c 66a,75(4) 

208 IID1-IID2 11c 82c 66a,74b,75(3),76p(2) 
209 IIe- IID2 51,71,82b 

210 IIe- IID2 95a 65b 
211 ne 66a(2), 69b, 74a, 76p(3) 14 

212 IIe- IID1 73 65b,74b,75,76p(3) 

213 IIe- IID1 32d 65b(4), 66a, 75(3), 76p(2) 

214 
215 
216 Ue- IID1 96m 69b,74b,75(2) 

217 
218 ne- IID2 32b 82b 76p(2) 

219 IIe- IID2 
220 IIe- IID2 40,82b 24a(2),66a( 4 ), 75(8), 76p( 16),84(2) 

221 ne 53b 98c 75(2),76p,84(2) ? 

222 ne-IID2 66a,75(3),76p(3) 

223 
224 

-
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r Grave Date B-ware D-ware F-ware L-ware P-ware R-ware W-ware \ 
225 IIC-IIIAl 65b(4) 
226 IIC-IID2 65b,69b,75,76p 
227 
228 IID2 8lb 76p(2) 
229 IID2-IIIA1 53w 24d,82a 69p,76p 
230 IIDl 24a,76p 19 
231 IIC-IID2 76p(5),84(2) 
232 IID1 94a 24a(2), 69b,75(2),76p 
233 IIC-IID2 82a,93a 65b(2),76p(3),84 19 
234 
235 IIC-IID1 65b,c(2),69d 
236 ne 61a,65b(2),76p 
237 18th Dyn 
238 
239 IIC-IID2 65b,76p 19 
240 
241 IIC-IID2 65b,75,76p,84(2) 31 
242 IIC-IIIA1 40a,97 76p(3) 31 
243 IIC-IID2 76p 
244 18th Dyn 
245 IIC~IID2 76p 
246 18th Dyn 
247 IID2 81b 76p,84 19 
248 IIC-IID2 53b 65b,75(4),76p(5),84 46? 
249 IIIA1 76p,88 
250 IIC-IID2 40e 76p(2) 19 
251 
252 18th Dyn 
253 IID2 47b(undec) 75f,81b,82b 65b,c( 6), 76p( 6),84g(3) 19(2) 
254 IIC-IID2 65b,76p(5) 
255 IID2 42 
256 IIC-IID2 43,76p(5) 
257 IID2 40a,46b,93d 23a,76p(2) 
258 IIC-IIIA1 65b(2),66a 
259 
260 IID2-IIIA1 60 53r 76p(5),84 19 
261 IIC-IID2 65b(2),69b,75(4),76p 19 



r Grave Date B-ware D-ware F-ware L-ware P-ware R-ware \ W-ware I 
262 IID2 82c 
263 IID2 40d,8lb 76p(2),84(2) 19 
264 IID2-IIIA1 43p,53v 24a,76p(3),84 
265 IIe-IID2 40e 65b(4),76p(5) 19(2) 
266 ne 57g 93a 74a 
267 IIe- IIDl 34a,64,69a,84g 
268 ? 

269 IID2- IIIA1 53d 24a,65b(2),66a, 7 6p(2) 
270 IIe-IID l 6lb,69a(5) 
271 IIe-IIIAl 66a(2), 69 
272 ne-IIDl 93b 66a(2), 7 4b, 7 6p(2),84g 19 
273 IIDl-IIIAl 97k 66a(2), 74b,76g 
274 ne-IID2 66a(2),76p 
275 ? 

276 IID2 Slb 76p(2) 
277 IID2 Sib 66a, 76p 
278 ? 7f 
279 IID2 62a,76p(2) 
280 IIe-IID2 69b,76p(2) 
281 IID1-IID2 4bl35a 44v,69b I 

282 IIe-IIDl 84f 69b(3),74g,84g 
283 IIDl 65b,69b(3),75(2) 
284 IIe- IIDl 45a,69b,74a(2),84g 19 
285 IIe-IID2 76p(2) 
286 IIe-IIIAl 77b 69b 
287 IIe-IID2 76p 
288 IIe-IID2 76p 

289 18th Dyn 
290 18th Dyn 
291 18th Dyn 
292 ne 66a,76p(2),84g(3) 14 
293 IIe- IIIAl 69b 
294 ne-IIIAl 69b 
295 
296 ne-IID2 69b,76p(2) 
1100 IIe-IID2 40d 75(4) 



Appendix C: Ceramics in Museum Sample 
Cat. Accession Wainwright Petrie Height Diameter 
No.: Grave: Museum: Number: type: corpus: (cm): (cm): Fabric: Surface Treatment: Notes: 

I 266 Nottingham N 1911 -67 B57b B57g 25.2 12.5 Nile silt red coat Surface damaged by salt. 
2 151 Bolton 1911.58.41 D7a D7a 7.8 10.5 Marl white coat Handles not pierced all the way through. 
3 281 Bolton 1911.58.40 D35a (shape), D9c 11.8 9.5 Marl Rim chipped. 

Rim chipped and too damaged to discern decoration. 
4 129 Nottingham N 1911-71 D8d 0101 20.0 15.5 Mar! Exterior surface damaged. 
5 34 Hunterian 0.1912.32 D8c D10n 21.5 12.6 Mar! Third of rim missing. Salt-damaged surface. 

[32] ABDUA 
6 18 Aberdeen 22034 D4b Dllk 18.9 14.6 Mar! thin red coat Piece of cord inside one tubular handle (ancient?). 
7 136 Manchester 5300 DI8d Dl6g 8.0 6.4 Mar! white coat Paint spots with mud inclusions. 
8 197 Hunterian 0.1912.28 D59b dec. as 1 D20M 12.5 13.4 Marl 
9 77 Petrie UC10766 D7d 0340 6.2 8.3 Mar! red coat Rim slightly chipped. 
10 37 or 49? Bolton 1911.58.44 D35b D35b 19.0 14.5 Mar! red/white coat Portion of rim missing. Decoartion faint. 

[26] ABDUA 
11 ? Aberdeen 22025 036 036 17.5 13.0 Mar! red coat 
12 ? Hunterian 0.1912.29 043 043 10.8 8.2 Mar! Rim chipped. 
13 101 Petrie UC10769 044 0440 19.4 15.1 Mar! white coat One handle damaged. Rim worn. 

Mar! with 
fine plant ! 

14 199 Manche·ster 5299 047 047 > 31 27.0 remains Rim broken off. 
15 82 Brussels E.3484 060 060 19.5 18.4 Marl 
16 49 Hunterian 0 .1912.30 D63a D63a 9.3 13.1 Mar! 
17 24 Bolton 1911.58.38 D67a D67c 11.5 18.0 Mar! white coat 
18 173 Bolton 1911.58.37 D36a (shape) - 13.3 19.3 Mar! white coat Large spiral painted on interior. 
19 20 Petrie UC10751 D67d D67d 12.6 17.4 Mar! white coat Four large chips out of rim. 
20 151 Hunterian 0.1912.31 D67d D67d 16.2 21.7 Marl 
21 35 or 140? Horniman 11.114 D67d D67d 13.7 19.8 Mar! white coat 
22 13 Bolton 1911.58.39 068 D68b 11.4 15.2 Marl self coat? 
23 95 Petrie UCI0729 D68c D68M 11.3 16.6 Mar! red coat Decoration on rim faded. 
24 21, 121 or 218 Petrie UCI0993 F32b F32b 11.4 5 Marl red coat, burnished 

[23] ABDU Missing:"Vase made without wheel, flattened, in red 
25 ? Aberdeen 22022 F32b-32f F32b-f 10.4 9.8 ? [polished polished pottery" (Reid 1912, 80). 
26 105 Petrie UC10750 F32 F32e 4.1 4.0 Marl red/brown coat, polished 

straw-
tempered 

27 57, 68 or 144? Manchester 5298 F58a F58g 18.6 13.3 Nile silt Spout damaged. Large chip out of rim. Salt damage. 
28 17? Petrie UCI0730 BP1a F81m 9.4 7.5 Marl brown coat/polish 

[24] ABDUA 
29 17? Aberdeen 22023 BP1a F81m 9.2 7.9 Nile silt vertical burnish, polished Badly damaged one side. One handle partly missing. 
30 20? Hunterian 0.1912.33 BPlb F8In 5.9 6.3 Nile silt Surface slightly chipped. 
31 20 Petrie UCI0994 BP3 F81n 5.6 6.6 Mar! 
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Appendix C: Ceramics in Museum Sample 
32 145? Hunterian 0 .1912.6 BP3 F85e 13.5 4.7 Ni le silt Rim chipped. 
33 94 Petrie UC10728 F100 F99 c. 8.8 7.9 Palestinian Rim broken off. 
34 260? Nottingham N 19ll-73 1...53 L53r? 12.5 12.9 Mar! coat 
35 264 Hunterian 0.1912.22 L53c L53v 7.8 7.6 Mar I 
36 177 Petrie UC10997 L65a L59d 11.0 11.6 Mar! green/yellow coat 

I interior painted red and c. I-
37 145? Hunterian 0.1912.37 P16b? PI If 5.3 14.7 Mar! 2cm exterior of rim painted 

interior red painted and 
polished and c. 1.5cm on 

38 ? Hunterian 0.1912.38 P23g - 12.0 28.6 Mar! external rim only 
39 ? Hunterian 0 .1912.27 ? ? 18.4 15.9 ? Missing. 

red polish (little of original 
40 21 Nottingham N 1911-69 P38b P38F 15.2 15.1 Nile silt surface remaining) Rim chipped. 
41 ? Nottingham N 1911-66 P40b P40b 21.0 13.7 Nile silt red polish, burnished Large chip out of rim. Cracked surface. 

red coat with glossy black Tomb card makes no mention of P-ware in this grave; 
42 285? Petrie UC10995 ? P53 16.3 8.9 Mar! patch in one area !!Tave number from Petrie Museum records only. 
43 ? Hunterian 0.1912.21 P75i P75i 5.7 6.2 Nile silt 
44 88? 280? Hunterian 0 .1912.19 P82d P82d 5.8 4.6 Nile silt red coat 

straw-
tempered 

45 ? Hunterian 0.1912.25 P84c? P84c? 32.9 17.8 Nile silt self coat? Burnished? Small chip in rim. 
46 20 Homiman 11.113 P84h P84h 16.8 12.9 Nile silt red coat, burnished 
47 ? Humeri an 0.1912.26 P94? P94? 15.8 11.0 Mar! red polish, burnished Chip out of rim. 

straw-
tempered 

48 ? Bristol Ha 7437 P? R75? 20.0 9.0 Nile silt small patches of red coat 
49 185 Petrie UCI0726 W2c W2c 17.1 15.5 Palestinian Vertical incision down handles. Hole in base. 
50 263 Bolton 1911.58.36 Wl9 Wl9 24.0 14.4 Mar! Filled with mud. 
51 25? Nottingham N 1911 -70 W19b? W27? 26.3 14.4 Mar! Exterior salt damaged. 

52 ? Manchester 5301 W42 W42 7.5 5.1 Mar! One side ofpot taller than other. Cracked, modem repair. 
53 173 Petrie UC10727 W42c - 7.6 6.7 ? Large portion of rim missing. 

239 



Appendix D: Stone Vessels in Museum Sample 
Accession Height Width 

Cat. No.: Grave: Museum: Number: Material: (cm): (cm): Notes: 
54 133 Ashmolean 1911.382 black and white porphyry 3.1 8.6 
55 185 Petrie UC10725 black and white porphyry 2 5.6 

[89] 
ABDUA 

56 ? Aberdeen 22108 black and white porphyry 3.1 6.2 
57 142 Brussels £.3357 black and white porphyry 3.7 6.9 

58 ? Brussels £.3375 trachyandesite porphyry? 3.4 8 
59 93 Brussels £.3352 black and white porphyry 4 8.2 
60 142 Brussels £ .3360 black and white porphyry 4 8.4 
61 142 Brussels £.3356 basalt 5.1 11.8 
62 170 Brussels £.3368 ? 3.9 5.6 Rim slightly chipped. 
63 283 Brussels £.3371 pink veined white limestone 6.9 7.9 Four small chips in rim. 
64 59 Hunterian D.1912.7 basalt 8.7 8.1 

[88] 
ABDUA 

65 ? Aberdeen 22107 basalt 7.5 7.8 
66 133 Ashmolean 1911.383 pink limestone 3 5 
67 ? Petrie UC10999 pink veined white limestone 3.2 3.7 
68 75 Brussels £.3350 basalt 6.6 5.5 Edge of rim slightly chipped. 
69 12 Brussels £.3348 alabaster? 4.7 4.5 
70 ? Horniman 11.115 basalt 5.8 4.5 One handle damaged,chipped rim. 
71 ? Hunterian D.1912.8 limestone 5.5 3.9 Two large chips out of rim. 
72 ? Horniman 11.115 limestone 6.3 4.8 
73 20 Petrie UC10752 buffbrown limestone 7 5.7 One handle contains remnants of string 
74 142 Brussels £.3358 ? 5 4.2 One chip out of rim. 
75 95 Brussels £.3355 granite? 6.4 5.6 Large portion of rim and body missing. 
76 151 Brussels £ .3364 limestone 8.9 5.7 
77 93 Brussels £.3353 pink limestone 5.4 4.8 
78 203 Brussels £.3369 white sandstone 7.6 4.6 Three small chips in rim. 

[87] 
ABDUA 

79 83? Aberdeen 22106 pink veined white limestone 7.9 5.4 Third of rim missing. 
80 93 Brussels £.3354 pink limestone 10.5 7.9 Large portion of r im missing. 
81 151 Brussels £.3365 ? 8.1 6.3 Not seen. 
82 142 Brussels £.3359 limestone 12.4 9.3 Two large and two small chips out of rim. 

83 ? Brussels £.3373 basalt 10.4 9.1 Chipped rim. 
84 ? Manchester 5302 basalt 12.4 10.5 Rim slightly chipped. Almsost full with a hard mud. 
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Appendix D: Stone Vessels in Museum Sample 
85 84 Brussels E.3351 ? 8.2 7.8 Few chips in rim. 
86 142 Brussels E.3361 calcite 11.4 11.5 Two chips out of rim. 
87 142 Brussels E.3362 quartz diorite 17.9 12.5 
88 154 Petrie UC10749 white limestone 11.3 8.6 
89 ? Brussels E.3374 black granodiorite 9.1 11.6 Large chip from rim. Large crack in body. Modern repair. 
90 153 Brussels E.3366 pink limestone 3.5 4.9 Tiny chip in rim. 
91 145 Ashmolean 1911.376 diorite 3 4.7 
92 168 Brussels E.3367 ? 2.4 2.8 
93 ? Petrie UC10998 grey/brown limestone 7 10.2 Rim heavily damaged 
94 ? Brussels E.3372 basalt 4.7 6.9 One chip in rim. I 

I 
95 65 Brussels E.3349 ? 3.9 5 Rim slightly chipped. 
96 25 Brussels E.3376 black and white porphyry 13.4 9 Large piece missing from one face. Modern repair. 

UC15634 
97 148 Petrie basalt 14.9 9.8 Handles with two perforations in each. Portion of rim and body missing 
98 203 Brussels E.3370 ? 7.7 3.8 Not seen. 
99 145 Ashmolean 1911.377 white limestone 6.3 3.5 
100 123 Petrie UC10744 limestone 7.2 3.2 
101 146 Brussels E.3363 ? 7.9 5.1 
102 206 Petrie UC10753 white limestone 6.2 5.3 Rough surface. 
103 179 Petrie UC10745 pink veined white limestone 3.7 3 
104 105 Petrie UC10747 grey limestone 1.8 3 
105 105 Petrie UC10746 buff limestone 2.8 1.9 
106 ? Bolton 1911.58.43 ? ? ? Missing 
107 ? Bolton 1911.58.42 basalt ? ? Missing 

[86] ABDU 
108 ? Aberdeen 22034 limestone 3.6 4.8 Missing. Details from Reid (1912). 
109 133 Ashmolean 1911.385A alabaster frag frag Rim fragment 
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Appendix E: Palettes in Museum Sample 

Accession Dimensions 
Cat. No.: Grave: Object: Museum; Number: Material: (cm): Notes: 
110 146? fish-shaped palette Horniman 11.116 metamudstone unknown Missing. 
111 67 fish-shaped palette Petrie UC10734 metamudstone L. 8.3 W: 5.3 Eye ring-bead (now missing). 

Slightly smoothed and hollowed on central portion of one 
112 264 bird-shaped palette Manchester 5304A metamudstone L: 28 W: 19.2 surface. Orange staining (rust) inside suspension hole. 
113 264 rubbing pebble Manchester 5304B brown jasper L: 3.6 W: 3.1 

Slightly hollowed and smoothed on central portion of both 
114 145 bird-shaped palette Ashmolean 1911.375 metamudstone L: 18.5 W: 13 faces. 
115 145 rubbing pebble Ashmolean 1911.378 brown jasper L: 5 W: 4 

Head snapped off but edge subsequently smoothed down. 
Slightly smoothed by use on the central portion of one 
surface. Orange staining (rust?) on interior of suspension 

116 15 bird-shaped palette Hunterian D.1912.2 metamudstone L: 28.5 W: 19 hole. 
Bright orange staining (rust?) on surface of suspension hole 

117 19 turtle-shaped palette Hunterian D.1912.4 metamudstone L: 15 W: 12 groove. 
118 105 turtle-shaped palette Fitzwilliam E.7.1911 metamudstone L: 10.5 W: 9.1 
119 ? bird scutiform-shaped Hunterian D.1912.3 metamudstone L: 21 W: 10 Traces of orange staining inside suspension hole (rust?). 

120 133 bird scutiform-shaped Ashmolean 1911.371 metamudstone L: 17.6 W: 8.7 Slightly smoothed by use on central portion of both faces. 
121 133 rubbing pebble Ashmolean 1911.381 black jasper L: 6.4 W: 4.2 

[64] ABDUA 
122 88 scutiform-shaped palet Aberdeen 22083 metamudstone L: 7.3 W: 4.1 Slightly worn on one surface. Heavily scratched. 
123 142 circle-shaped palette Hunterian D.1912.5 metamudstone Diam: 14 Smooth. 
124 196 palette Petrie UC10768 black granite L: 13.5 W: 10 
125 196 rubbing pebble Petrie UC10731 black and white porphyry L: 5.3 W: 3.8 
126 59 Hathor' palette Cairo JdE 43103 metamudstone Heavily scratched all over. 

-
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Appendix F: Flint Objects in Museum Sample 
Accession 

Cat. No.: Grave: Museum: Number: Object: Dimensions (cm Notes: 
127 25 Pitt Rivers 1911.33.1 ripple-flaked knife 25.3 X 6.3 
128 12 Manchester 5305 ripple-flaked knife 26.7 X 6.1 
129 96 Horniman 11.110. ripple-flaked knife 20.5 X 5 
130 43 Bristol Ha 1921 ripple-flaked knife 21.8 X 5.4 
131 97 Brussels E.5017a knife 16.1 X 3.8 
132 97 Brussels E.5017b knife 19.8x4.1 
133 187 Cambridge Z17331 knife 13.6 X 2.8 
134 187 Cambridge Z38430 knife ? 
135 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.2 knife 17.4 X 3.7 
136 135 Petrie UC10765 knife 16 X 4.1 
137 45 Rochdale 208.11 ? ? Not seen. 
138 45 Rochdale 208.1K ? ? Not seen. 
139 ? Rochdale 208.1A ? ? Not seen. 
140 ? Rochdale 208.1B ? ? Not seen. 
141 ? Rochdale 208.1C ? ? Not seen. 
142 ? Rochdale 208.1D ? ? Not seen. 
143 160 Rochdale 208.11 knife? ? Not seen. 
144 26 Rochdale 208.1E bladelet ? Not seen. 
145 126 Rochdale 208.1F ? ? Not seen. 
146 ? Rochdale 208.1G ? ? Not seen. 
147 92 Rochdale 208.1H knife ? Not seen. 
148 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.6 blade! et 3.9 X 0.6 
149 ? Pitt Rivers 19.11.33.9 bladelet 4.4 cm x 0.5 
150 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.7 bladelet 3.8 X 0.8 
151 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.8 bladelet 5 X 0.9 
152 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.3 bladelet 3.6 X 0.6 
153 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.4 bladelet 4.5 X 0.7 
154 ? Pitt Rivers 1911.33.5 bladelet 4.2 X 0.5 
155 25? Manchester 5306A bladelet 3.9 X 0.4 
156 25? Manchester 5306B bladelet 4 X 0.5 
157 133 Ashmolean 1911.385B bladelet 4.1 X 0.7 
158 177 Hunterian D.1912.1/21 bladelet 3.1x0.7 
159 92 Hunterian D.1912.1/3 blade 7.1 X 1.6 
160 121 Hunterian D.1912.1!10 blade 7.9 X 1.2 
161 154 Hunterian D.1912.112 blade 8.4 X 1.5 
162 279? Hunterian D.1912.1/18 blade 5 X 1 
163 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/1 scraper/blade 9.5 x: 2 
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Appendix F: Flint Objects in Museum Sample 
164 ? Hunterian D.1912.114 scraper/blade 9.3 X 2.4 
165 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/5 blade 8.2 X 1.4 
166 ? Hunterian D.1912.116 scraper 6.3 X 1.9 
167 ? Hunterian D.1912.117 notch 6.5 X 1.6 
168 ? Hunterian D.l912.1/8 scraper 8.9 X 2.5 
169 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/9 scraper 4.6 X 2.7 
170 ? Hunterian D. 1912.1/11 scraper 5x1.4 
171 ? Hunterian D.1912.1!12 blade 9.7 X 2.5 
172 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/13 blade 6.8 X 1.4 
173 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/14 blade 6.7 X 1.3 
174 ? Hunterian D.1912.1115 blade 5.5 X 1 
175 ? Hunterian D.1912.1116 bladelet 5.2 X 1.3 
176 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/17 bladelet 5.4 X 1.2 
177 ? Hunterian D.1912.1!19 bladelet 3.6 X 1.5 
178 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/20 bladelet 4 X 0.8 
179 ? Hunterian D.1912.1/22 bladelet 3.8 X 0.7 
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Appendix G: Ivory Objects in Museum Sample 

Cat. No.: Object: Grave: Museum: Accession Number: Dimensions (cm): Notes: 
180 vase 67 Petrie UC10743 H: 2.6 W: 2.7 
181 spoon 132 Manchester 5307 L: 5.6 Four fragments. 
182 spoon 133 Ashmolean 1911.372 L:8 
183 spoon 145 Ashmolean 1911.380 L: 6.4 
184 spoon ? Brussels £.4276 L: 5.3 Handle broken. Modern repair. 
185 spoon 20 Petrie UC10737 L: 6 Handle broken. Modern repair. 
186 pin ? Hunterian D.1912.13 L: 12 W: 0.4 Four fragments, one piece missing. Modern repair. 
187 pin ? Aberdeen [41] ABDUA 22044 L: 7.6 W:0.4-Q.5 Broken in at least three places, one portion missing. Modern repair. 
188 pm 145 Ashmolean 1911.379 L: 13 Diam: 0.5 
189 pin 142 Brussels £.4274 L: 12.5 W: 0.4 Snapped short 
190 pin 206 Petrie UC10755 L: c. 9.4 W: 0.2 Three large fragments, incomplete (seems. 191). 
191 frags 206 Petrie UC10756 fragments Small fragments from ms.190. 
192 comb? 133 Ashmolean 1911.373 5.6 X 2.2 Fragmentary. 
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Appendix H: Beads/Pendants in Museum Sample 

Cat. No.: Grave: Museum: Accession Number: No. of Material: Form: Dimensions( cm): Notes: 
items: 

193 82? Aberdeen [52] ABDUA 22108 - shell forehead' pendant L: 6.5 W:4 

194 110 Fitzwilliam E.l.1911 1 shell forehead' pendant L: 6.8 W: 4.1 

195 ? Rochdale 208.2 - shell forehead' pendant ? Not seen 
196 70 Petrie UC42543 - shell forehead' pendant L: 6.2 W: 4.1 

197 ? Brussels E.4273 1 limestone forehead' pendant L:7.8 W:4.1 
198 ? Brussels E.4275 1 shell forehead' pendant L: 4.2 W: 3 
199 81 Fitzwilliam E.2.1911 1 shell forehead' pendant L: 3.5 W: 2.3 
200 33 Ashmolean 1911.367 - shell incised pendant L: 9.4 W: 3 

201 133 Ashmolean 1911.385D 1 shell ( Columbella rustic a ) natural shell 

202 133 Ashmolean 1911.385C 2 jackel canine jackel canine (i) L: 4.2 W: 1.1 (ii) L:4.1 W: 1.1 
203 205 Petrie UC10761 2 serpentine fly' pendants (i) L: 1.3 W:0.6 (ii) L: 1.5 W: 1 
204 205 Petrie UC10759 1 limestone bull-head pendant L: 1.5 W: 1.1 
205 205 Petrie UC10760 4 rock crystal, steatite beads L: 1.4 W: 0.9 
206 205 Petrie UC10762 1 steatite beads L: 1.1 W: 0.6 
207 229 Hunterian D.1912.50 258 12 carnelian, 12 faience, 10 garnet, 223 steatite (black, beads pendant L: 1.8 W: 1.4 2 strings 

green, grey, white) . 

208 279 Fitzwilliam E.43.1911 7 agate, gold, lapiz lazuli, steatite beads - Missing 

209 ? Hunterian D.1912.46 78 agate and carnelian beads and 2 pendants -

210 168 Fitzwilliam E.49.1911 185 2 agate, 88 carnelian, 94 shell, 1 steatite beads -

211 67 Petrie UC10738 1 iron beads L: 1.5 W: 1.2 
212 67 Petrie UC10739 1 iron beads L: 1.6 W: 0.6 
213 67 Petrie UC10740 1 iron beads L: 1.6 W: 0.3 
214 67 Manchester 5303 1 iron beads L: 1.8 B: 0.6 
215 67 Ashmolean 1911.384 1 iron beads L: 1.8 Diam: 0.5 
216 67 Brussels E.4277 1 iron beads L: 8 W: 0.5 

217 133 Ashmolean 1911.374 2 iron beads L: 0.1 Diam: 0.4 

218 16 Fitzwilliam E.46.1911 184 3 carnelian, 51 lapis lazuli, 130 steatite beads -
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Appendix H: Beads/Pendants in Museum Sample 

219 63 Fitzwilliam E.39.1911 104 1 agate, 6 chalcedony, 1 copper, 3 faience, 15 lapis beads -
lazuli, 70 limestone/glazed limestone, 2 peridot, 5 
schist pyroxines, 1 shell 

220 138 Fitzwilliam E.44.1911 2 carnelian beads (i) diam: 0.9 (ii) diam: 0.6 
221 42 Fitzwilliam E.47.1911 c.67 1 bone?, 1 carnelian, 13 copper, 50 limestone, 2 beads -

natural shells 
222 133 Ashmolean 1911.368 347 1 calcite, 6 chalcedony, 106 carnelian, 1 faience, 1 beads -

gold, 47 lapis lazuli, 4 shells ( Nerita sp. Red Sea & 
Natica Phillipiana Red Sea), 18 steatite (1 white, 15 
blue-glazed. 2 black) 

223 58 Petrie UC10758 7 6 calcite, 1 steatite beads -
224 33 Fitzwilliam E.42.1911 5 3 carnelian, 2 limestone beads -
225 55 Petrie UC10996 18 10 carnelian, 2 gold, 8 lapis lazuli beads -
226 39 Fitzwilliam E.30.1911 5 2 carnelian, 3 lapis lazuli beads -
227 133 Ashmolean 1911.369 220 125 carnelian, 34 glazed chalcedony, 30 garnet, 1 lapis beads -

lazuli, 30 serpentine 
228 95 Fitzwilliam E.29.1911 27 3 carnelian, 4 lapis lazuli, 1 peridot?, 19 shell beads -
229 133 Ashmolean 1911.370 22 2 carnelian, 15 natural shells, 1 obsidian, 1 beads -

serpentine, 1 shell, 1 steatite 
230 ? Fitzwilliam E.40.1911 2 carnelian, 11 lapis lazuli, ?mica?, 1 shell, 35 steatite beads -
231 90? Fitzwilliam E.37.1911 7 5 carnelian, 2 shell beads -
232 206 Petrie UC10754 275 143 carnelian, 28 garnet, 104 steatite beads -
233 ? Hunterian D.1912.45 27 shell beads -
234 ? Hunterian D.1912.49 277 shell beads -
235 142 Hunterian D.1912.50 73 16 carnelian, 20 faience, 2 garnet, 29 lapis Iazuli, 6 beads -

steatite 
236 179 Fitzwilliam E.41.1911 8 3 shell, 5 steatite beads -

237 15 Fitzwilliam E.45.1911 99 58 lapis lazuli, 14 shell, 26 glazed steatite beads -
238 44 Fitzwilliam E.48.1911 154 5 lapis lazuli, 5 limestone, 144 shell beads -
239 145 Fitzwilliam E.35.1911 167 129 carnelian, 9 chalcedony, 29 shell beads Largest: 0.9 x 0.3 
240 122 Hunterian D.1912.47 24 serpentine beads -
241 76 Fitzwilliam E.32.1911 12 copper frag., 5 garnet, 4 gold ( + fragments of at least 3 beads -

more) 
242 67 Petrie UC10741 17 14 shell, 3 lapis lazuli beads -
243 46 Fitzwilliam E.36.1911 2 carnelian beads -
244 67 Petrie UC10742 16 10 golQ,_ 3 carnelian, 3 ? beads -
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Appendix H: Beads/Pendants in Museum Sample 

245 80 Petrie UC10763 36 2 lapis lazuli, 15 carnelian, 1 onyx, 5 steatite, 3 beads -
turquoise, 9 quartz 

246 80 Petrie UC10764 44 5 lapis lazuli, 5 carnelian, onyx, 2 steatite, 17 gold, 15 beads -
limestone 

247 19 Fitzwilliam £.34.1911 38 lapis lazuli beads -
248 18 Fitzwilliam £ .33.1911 4 carnelian beads -
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Appendix 1: Miscellaneous Objects in Museum Sample 
Accession 

Cat. No.: Object: Grave: Museum: Number: Material: Dimensions (cm): Notes: 
249 gold foil 206 Petrie UC10757 gold fragments 
250 pierced disc 116 Petrie uc 10732 mudstone diam: 5.8 
251 macehead 67 Petrie UC10733 limestone H: 4 W:4.5 
252 harpoon 67 Petrie UC10735 copper L:10 W: 1.7 
253 model 30 Petrie UC45761a mud with fibres H: 5.5 W: 2.4 
254 model 30 Petrie UC45761b mud H: 2.2 W: 3.1 
255 model 30 Petrie UC45761c mud H: 3.8 W: 3.9 

strw tempered 
256 rattle 27 Petrie UC10748 nile silt L: 8 W: 5.2 

Not available for study. 'Excavating Egypt' exhibition (Trope et 
257 pottery horn 20 Petrie UC10736 pottery L: 17.4 Diam: 5.4 al. 2005). 

brown and red ? 
258 17 stones 173 Petrie UC10767 jasper, shell various L: 1.7-10.6 

carnelian, 
chalcedony, green 

259 16 stones 133 Ashmolean 1911.385G jasper, quartz various 
260 malachite 162 Fitzwilliam E.50.1911 malachite fragments 

malachite, lead 
sulphide, 

261 malachite frag., lead, 39 Fitzwilliam E.30.1911 alabaster fragments 
262 marble 39 Fitzwilliam E.30.1911 limestone 
263 organic substance 42 Fitzwilliam E.38.1911 ? fragments 

Osilinus 
turbinatus , 

264 2 shells 95 Fitzwilliam E .29.1911 Mediterranean 
265 textile 262 or 26 Manchester 6428 Rhamie fibre? fragments Missing 
266 textile 263 Bolton 1913.66.50 Rhamie fibre? fragments 
267 textile 262 Bolton 1913.66.46 Rhamie fibre? fragments 
268 textile 262 Bolton 1913.66.48 Rhamie fibre? fragments 
269 textile 262 Bolton 1913.66.49 Rhamie fibre? fragments 
270 lid 145 Ashmolean 1911.366 copper Diam: 11.1 
271 iron frag 133 Ashmolean 1911.385E iron L: 0.6 
272 resin 133 Ashmolean 1911.385F resin 2.8 X 1.4 

---
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APPENDIX J: Museum sample illustrations 
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Appendix K 

Images of and around the cemetery site of Gerzeh today. Courtesy of, and copyright 

with, Geoffrey Tassie. 

Photos 1 and 2 show the modern cemetery that now covers most of the site. Photos 3 
and 4 show what is left of the Predynastic cemetery area (Geoffrey Tassie, pers. 

Comm.) 
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