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Abstract: The paper presents a study of the context, functions, and rationale behind architectural
replicas sealed off in ancient Egyptian tombs, the finest exemplars of which having been excavated in
the Theban tomb of Meketre (ca. 2000 B.C.). The analysis is preceded by clarifications regarding the
terminology used, the point of view from which they have to be considered, and the developments
that led to their presence in the funerary assemblage. It is suggested that in the sealed ‘replicas
chamber’ or burial chamber in which they were deposited, it was mainly the winged ba, a connective
agent between the worlds of life, death, and eternity, that was meant to enter the imaginary realm of
the replicas and feed the deceased in order to revivify him.
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1. Introduction

The appeal of ancient Egyptian architectural replicas exhibited in museums is end-
lessly evinced by the number of visitors, children and adults, pressed around houses,
granaries, and workshops, amazed by the level of intricacy in which human activities are
portrayed inside the miniatures’ walls. Produced from the Predynastic Period (as early as
Naqada III, ca. 3200 B.C., see replica BM EA 35505 from el-Amra) [1] to the Graeco-Roman
Period [2] (p. 1067) and mostly deposited in tombs, they are mainly attested from the
late Old Kingdom to the early Middle Kingdom, the most impressive examples assem-
bled during late Dynasty 11 [3] (p. 23) to early Dynasty 12 [4] (p. 21), [5] (ca. 2000 B.C.,
see [6] (pp. 407–413) for respective arguments) in the tomb of the king’s chief steward
and chancellor Meketre, located in the Theban necropolis of Assasif (TT 280). A chamber
dug in the floor of the entrance corridor leading to the chapel, untouched since its sealing
four thousand years ago, was found in 1920 by Herbert Winlock, revealing a deposit of
diminutive (but not tiny) architectural and boat replicas, together with figures of offering
bearers [7] (pp. 13–14).

Meketre’s architectural replicas depict granaries, workshops, domestic gardens, and
the livestock count in front of the owner’s pavilion, similar to scenes depicted on the
walls of many tomb chapels. One can compare, e.g., Meketre’s cattle count replica Cairo JE
46724 [7] (pls. 13–14) with a parietal scene in Khafreankh’s Giza tomb 7948 (Dynasty 5) [8]
(pl. 9); Meketre’s weaving workshop replica Cairo JE 46723 [7] (pls. 25–27) with the painted
scene of Khnumhotep II at Beni Hasan (Dynasty 12) [9] (pl. 29), [10] (pl. 28); Meketre’s
carpentry replica Cairo JE 46722 [7] (pls. 28–29) with a scene in Khunes’ Zawyet Sultan
tomb (Dynasty 6) [8] (pl. 108); Meketre’s butcher shop replica MMA 20.3.10 (Figure 1a) [7]
(pls. 18–19) with a relief in Nesemnehu’s Giza tomb (Dynasty 5–6) [8] (pl. 92). The parietal
décor of Meketre’s tomb had unfortunately been smashed to pieces, but the fragment of a
fine-painted relief of a bull with a rug on its back (MMA 20.3.162) [4] (p. 21, Figure 25), [11]
recalls the cattle count replica mentioned above (although the cattle are not saddled in
the miniature). The quality of the painted relief and of the wooden replicas in the tomb is
equally high (see, for instance, the skilled craftsmanship of the enclosed garden pair MMA
20.3.13 in Figure 1b and Cairo JE 46721) [7] (pls. 9–12), and the tomb surely must have been
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one of the finest of the Theban area [4] (pp. 22–23). Although, as it is often contended, crude
replicas were substitutes for costly carved or painted wall décors in tombs of low-rank
officials [2] (p. 1068), some members of the elite could obviously afford both (see, e.g.,
tomb of Niankhpepykem at Meir, Dynasty 6 [12] (pp. 66–69), [10]; Naga ed-Deir tombs [13]
(pp. 78, 88)).

This paper aims to reevaluate the paradigm to which ancient Egyptian architectural
replicas have been assigned, through a careful art historical analysis of their evolution
leading to Meketre’s sophisticated collection, their significance in the funerary assemblage,
and their precise context inside the tomb. Far from being items of minor import, their
relevance as part of an ensemble devoted to post-mortem revival was crucial for the
contemporaneous elite funerary culture. With the help of the Coffin Texts, the corpus
of funerary spells in use at the peak of production of architectural replicas, common
assumptions about their presence and rationale in the burial assemblage will be examined
and keys for their interpretation provided.
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2. Materials and Methods

This paper considers Meketre’s collection of intact architectural replicas found in a
secure context to examine their functions and rationale. The art historical analysis (de-
scription, relation with material and textual culture, interpretation, with a special focus on
context) is preceded by clarifications regarding the terminology used, the point of view
from which they have to be considered, and the development that led to their presence in
the funerary assemblage. First Intermediate Period-Middle Kingdom funerary texts are
used to assess the material.

Although recent scholarship deals with various aspects of miniatures, some of which
is referred to in these pages, this paper is exclusively concerned with replicas found in
ancient Egyptian burial context and with their main addressee. Petrie’s ‘soul houses’, or
rather clay offering trays that were laid above modest funerary pits, are not taken into
consideration here [14] (pp. 14–20), [15] (p. 253), [16–19].
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3. Clarifications
3.1. Models or Replicas?

I use the term replica (i.e., imitation) to designate the architectural miniatures to avoid the
connotations of model (i.e., prototype) used by architects to visualize planned constructions.
Ancient Egyptian architectural replicas represent granaries, workshops, and domestic
spaces functioning as autonomous microcosms. The preference for replica is not motivated
by the lack of formal ‘realism’ usually attached to models (see, e.g., the discussion of
model vs. miniature in terms of realism in [18] (p. 121), [20] (pp. 28–32), [21] (p. 72), [22]
(pp. 11–14), even though their scale and function imply per se a distorted reality [23]
(pp. 99–100). Realism is not so much the concern of ancient Egyptian craftsmen and artists
as are the significance and adequation that guaranty the potency of their creations [24]
(pp. 83–86). Architectural replicas are part of a funerary décor and assemblage that consti-
tutes a careful selection of items, texts, and 2D and 3D images devoted to the rebirth of the
deceased. Such selection does not cover the reality of this world, but creates an environment
on the verge of two planes of existence, pre and post-mortem, in which a limited array of
needs is chosen to be met with the most adequate of means. Although mimesis and scaling
are at the core of replicas, simplification remains a major constraint [22] (pp. 5–11), the
same essentialism that pervades the Egyptian (icono)graphic system [24] (pp. 83–84). To
ancient Egyptian eyes, unrealistic architectural replicas were certainly not ‘dysfunctional’,
since their modus operandi was performative [25], [26] (pp. 21–24), [27] (pp. 411–413), [24]
(8, 83, 155, 214–215, 427), allowing things to be done with images as that may be done with
words: a piece of bread, adequately depicted on the tomb wall and probably ‘activated’
during the funerary ritual, would function as well as the offering of a fresh loaf, a piece of
clay in its shape inside a bakery replica, the word ‘bread’ in the offering formula written
on the wall and/or pronounced in the liturgy.

3.2. The Internal Point of View

The art and power of the replicas do not reside in the eyes and hands of an external be-
holder. Often quoted, Levi-Strauss notes that ‘all miniatures seem to have intrinsic aesthetic
quality—and from what should they draw this constant virtue if not from the dimensions
themselves?’ He adds that they create the illusion that one can grasp the meaning of the
whole object before the detail of its parts, comprehend the way it was manufactured, thus
offering the viewer pleasant gratification [28] (pp. 23–24). In his work on miniatures, Mack
remarks that reducing scale implies ‘a corresponding exaggeration of content’ [21] (p. 1).
Furthermore, like the tombs’ murals, replicas are often interpreted as status and identity in-
dexes of the tomb owner in a stratified society [29] (pp. 371, 378), [30] (p. 162). Levi-Strauss
and Mack’s observations were not specifically related to ancient Egyptian architectural
replicas and are pertinent only from the point of view of an external observer looking at a
miniature (this is also the point of view adopted by Bailey for prehistoric figurines) [20]
(pp. 26–44). On the contrary, ancient Egyptian architectural replicas were not primarily
addressed to such a viewer; they were not meant to be contemplated by the visitors but
rather to act from within. Like any image painted or carved in the tomb, replicas provided,
by the perpetuation of mundane activities for the tomb owner’s profit, the sustenance and
framework necessary for his rebirth and eternal life. Moreover, Meketre’s delicate replicas
were purposefully hidden from the visitors’ eyes, exclusively addressed and accessible to a
deceased Meketre.

Thirty years ago, Roland Tefnin demonstrated how ancient Egyptian funerary imagery
opposed the main Subject in the tomb—its deceased owner—to the Object, the activities
performed for his benefit and subject to his monitoring [31]. The intended primary viewer
of tomb murals was thus conceived as internal to the depiction, combining the roles of
main protagonist and beneficiary. As such, the deceased owner is, in narratological terms,
the focalizer of the depicted narrative, the eyes and unique point of view through which
funerary scenes should be apprehended and understood before late Dynasty 18 [24] (p. 160).
External viewers, such as the murals’ artists, ritualists, and visitors, are only secondary
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focalizers whose perception is not the central issue in this context, even though they have
their own role to play in the funerary environment. Considerations of social standing,
decorum, ritual potency, and esthetic validation were important in relation to the burial of a
(wo)man of high status, primarily so that it would perpetuate in the Afterlife the deceased
owner’s access to essential staples, relevant liturgy, and the social markers that had defined
her/him in life.

For the deceased, the replicas were not downscaled ersatz, works of art, or accountant’s
tokens of ownership of the depicted assets. Replicas, like their mural counterparts, did
not substitute for specific domains and workshops in his possession; they were meant
to function on their own, independent plane, as generic icons for the depicted activities
and contexts, and with all the necessary implements to do so. The deceased would not
identify with the fascinated observer of exceptionally well-manufactured dollhouses, and
architectural replicas were not just eternal signs of his identity and status, but symbolic [32]
(p. 136) stages built for an afterlife performance. Replicas did not need the extreme delicacy
and level of details of Meketre’s gardens, workshops, and granaries to function properly;
the care with which they were constructed fitted his standing in life and the Theban artistic
blossoming of the time. The circumstances in which these architectural replicas developed
are important for their comprehension and will be dealt with in what follows.

4. From Isolated Active Figurines to Architectural Ensembles

As mentioned earlier, architectural replicas are encountered since the predynastic
period in funerary contexts (for a Dynasty 19 stone replica of a temple gateway, a votive
gift to the temple of Heliopolis, see Brooklyn 49.183 [33]); such early (and rare) attempts
at dispatching a miniature building with the dead foreshadow much later practices [34]
(p. 36). Nevertheless, descriptions of the process that led to the development of full-fledged
architectural replicas usually eschew this early stage in favor of Old Kingdom tombs of
officials. These burials often include a superstructure (chapel, related rooms, passages)
open to visitors and ritual officiants, its walls bearing a carved/painted décor, and a
connected underground burial chamber (with related rooms) sealed off after burial, usually
devoid of any parietal décor (Figure 2). Other configurations exist, for instance, without
any superstructure or décor in the chapel. In any case, the vast majority of architectural
replicas are deposited in the undecorated burial chamber, close to the coffin [29] (p. 76).
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By late Dynasty 4–early Dynasty 5 (ca. 2450 B.C.), in the tombs’ superstructure,
the usually undecorated serdab (a closed cell equipped with statues of the tomb owner,
sometimes also of close family members) [35] associated with the chapel’s false door (for
the deceased’s access to the offerings deposited in the chapel), became the receptacle of
limestone statuettes performing a menial activity. These figurines, invisible to visitors to the
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chapel [36] (p. 137) (except at Assiut [36] (p. 178)), provide for the needs of the deceased.
Dubbed ‘servant’ or ‘serving statues’ in Egyptology [37–39], they are mainly involved
in food production and rarely inscribed with the name of a family member. Rituals are
performed in front of the sealed serdab [40] (p. 109), probably related to the statues and
statuettes enclosed in it.

Although most burial chambers have no parietal décor, from late Dynasty 5/early
Dynasty 6 to the Middle Kingdom (ca. 2300–2000 B.C.), some depict offering lists and
objects on their walls; few murals represent people involved in food production [40]
(pp. 113–120), [41–43], [36] (p. 176). In rare cases, animated production scenes are displayed
in both the chapel and burial chamber [42] (p. 58), [41] (p. 112). Moreover, with Dynasty 6
and the decline of the superstructure’s serdab, statues of the deceased, his family, and
wooden servant statuettes, sometimes associated in groups around similar activities and
pinned on a board, are deposited in the vicinity of or inside the burial chamber (a statue of
the deceased was also set up in the chapel for the mortuary cult). These trends attest to
an evolution of the tomb’s substructure concept: images of the deceased, offerings, and
sustenance providers could be supplied around coffins and funerary assemblages, in a
context deprived of ritual activity after inhumation.

From the First Intermediate Period to mid-Dynasty 12 (ca. 2200–1850 B.C.), replicas
are closely associated with statues of the deceased and his coffin in the burial chamber [36]
(p. 172). Gradually, the groups of anonymous figurines on their board become more intricate
and surrounded by a low wall or enclosed in a structure with high walls, doors, partial
roof, etc. The most sophisticated examples of architectural replicas are found in a ‘replicas
chamber’ dug under the floor of the superstructure, as it is the case in Meketre’s tomb [29]
(p. 77). Eventually, during the reign of Senusret III (ca. 1850 B.C.), wooden replicas became
rare [29] (pp. 384–385), [32] (220), [36] (p. 168–171, 180–181) due to the adoption of a different
model of funerary material culture (a concept used by Willems [32] (p. 174)). This reign is marked
by far-reaching political and social changes, some of these reflected in burial customs [44]
(pp. 10–16), [45] (p. 6).

In sum, the superstructure was accessible to visitors, while most replicas were not: they
were generally found close to the coffin in the crypt whose walls were rarely ornamented,
or in a separate, undecorated sealed chamber beneath the superstructure (clay ‘soul houses’
are, of course, another matter since they were deposited as offering tables above modest
pit-burials, see supra). They were not intended to be manipulated in the mortuary ritual.
Was it a measure of precaution against theft or damage, or was there another motive
for their concealment? Clearly, 2D and 3D images functioned on the same performative
mode for the benefit of the deceased in the tomb, as substitutes for the activities, figures,
objects, and products depicted (see, e.g., [29] (pp. 372–373), [46] (p. 20), [40] (p. 109), [18]
(p. 100)), as a guarantee of eternal sustainment in the Beyond without any personal menial
activity on the part of the official, and as a mark of his superior status (for Eschenbrenner-
Diemer and Russo, architectural replicas suggest official workshops or prestige clients [47]
(p. 167 n. 60)). Still, in the case of murals, these activities did not present the same level of
integration as in architectural replicas and may have been considered a poorer substitute
than their tridimensional, often cheaper counterpart. Since the deceased was the primary
focalizer of the tomb’s images, the visibility of the replicas was crucial for him only; the
performers of the cult had no access to the replicas during the ritual performed in the
chapel, but they could see its murals.

5. Access to an Alternate Dimension

Architectural replicas concentrate essential activities in an autonomous space: these
microcosms ‘have their own independent veracity: they are neither scrupulous and small
reproductions of larger totalities, nor fragments of larger entities’ [21] (p. 71). Mack’s words
are particularly pregnant here, as they underscore the separate existence of the replica’s
small world, an affinity with ‘something less tangible’ [22] (p. 7) than the structure it refers
to. As we have seen, not all replicas of organized activities were inserted in an architectural
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environment, and if they were not, such lesser contextualization was closer to murals:
wall scenes usually lack the minimal context of the workshop’s space, ignored in favor of
personnel, attitudes, tools, materials, and final products. Murals of granaries or columned
pavilions in the shadow of which scribes record the cattle count [9] (pl. 13) were infrequent
and more schematic than their tridimensional counterparts. On a well-defined stage, inside
the built structure in which they are normally found, architectural replicas enclose an entire
set of figures using professional tools and raw/worked materials. They integrate in an
organized environment elements that developed separately: archaic granary replicas, Old
Kingdom ‘servants of the dead’, tools, and foodstuff dummies. Meketre’s architectural
replicas, at the end of this evolution, are performatively functional, ordered, and distinct
entities, whose integrity could not be matched by Middle Kingdom murals.

In Bailey’s discussion of miniature Neolithic figurines, he notes that miniaturism
makes ‘accessible alternative worlds and alternative world-views’, representing ‘a tangible
yet imaginary vehicle for travel through an imaginary landscape’ [20] (pp. 28, 30, 34–36).
Although Bailey adopts the external viewer’s perspective on miniatures, his comment suits
the situation of the deceased to whom the replica offered privileged access to the alternate
world in which the activities took place. These autonomous, symbolic, yet functional
microcosms were devoted to his needs. In the chapel, similar scenes arranged in murals
were submitted for the official’s eternal contemplation/inspection, as evinced by the use of
maa, ‘looking’, applied to the tomb owner’s figure [48] (pp. 30–31), [31] (pp. 70–73), [49]. In
the underground contexts of the burial chamber and of the ‘replicas chamber’, the deceased
was rarely depicted inside the replica (e.g., Meketre under the pavilion of the cattle count
in Cairo JE 46724). His statue, when enclosed in the same space, was placed beside the
replica [36] (p. 178) to view the activities in the same Subject separateness attested in the
chapel’s décor. The statue was an image of his immaterial essence, his ka, just like the
depictions on the chapel walls (in which, traditionally locked in contemplation of the
activities designed to feed him, the deceased gradually became a more dynamic figure in
other types of scenes [48] (pp. 31–77)). In fact, it is usually contended that ‘models were
intended to provide symbolically for the owners’ kas’ [30] (p. 151), [36] (p. 176): indeed,
the funerary cult provided for their nourishment, and the first ‘serving statues’ were
attested in the serdab attached to the superstructure, the ‘world of the ka’. Furthermore,
two figurines of offering bearers (assimilated to ‘serving statues’) found in burial chambers
had an inscription addressed to the ka of the deceased (Cairo JE 46772 from Saqqara Tomb
2757 of Inepuemhat, late Dynasty 11–early Dynasty 12 [50] (p. 15), and Berlin Inv. 10,
now lost, from Dynasty 12 Assasif tomb of the overseer Mentuhotep [51] (folded plate);
see [29] (pp. 245–246), [36] (p. 181); I thank Dr. Eschenbrenner-Diemer, whose PhD Thesis
on wooden replicas is due for publication, for kindly providing data on these inscribed
items). Nevertheless, among all known architectural replicas, none bears such an address
to the ka. The ka needed to be fed, but in the context of the burial chamber, without the
agency of ritual performers, it was probably deemed a more complex issue. Architectural
replicas may have developed to involve another manifestation of the deceased, attached to
the underground chambers, in his sustainment and rebirth.

Various aspects of the deceased’s individuality were addressed in the funerary context,
some extremely difficult to interpret (see, e.g., [40,52,53], [54] (p. 161), [55] (87–102), [56]
(21–24)), since the Egyptians never provided a definition, such as his ka—immaterial ideal
image (?) [40] (p. 151) of a social import [55] (p. 97), ba—vital [52] (p. 113) connective
manifestation/power, or akh—transfigured being. The chapel was devoted to the cult of
the ka, to which the offerings, often labeled ‘for your ka’, were addressed. The offerings
were laid in front of the false door for the ka’s benefit, a liminal feature intended for the
deceased’s passage from the other world. As Bolshakov puts it, ‘Egyptian tomb cult is a cult
of representations’ [40] (p. 196), 2D and 3D images of the ka being devoted to its cult in the
superstructure. The Old Kingdom sealed serdab in the tomb superstructure, its statues of
the deceased and ‘service’ statuettes, are thus associated with the cult of the ka, even if these
objects remain invisible to the ritualists. In contrast, the sealed subterranean chambers
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are accessed by the ba to join the corpse (following the Coffin Texts, First Intermediate
Period-Middle Kingdom, see infra and [52] (pp. 106–109)); Bolshakov speaks about the
burial chamber as the ‘world of the ba’ [40] (pp. 284–285). The ba is the manifestation
and power of the individual that emerges from the corpse [52] (pp. 96–97), [57] (p. 3), the
various ‘moyens d’action du mort’ [58] (p. 199), a winged mediator between the latter and
the worlds of the living, of the dead, and of the gods. Flying between heaven and earth, it
is a vital form of existence moved by powerful appetites [52] (pp. 94–95, 99, 101–103), a
protector of the deceased to which it is attached (Coffin Texts, Spell 229: ‘May my ba spend
the night watching over my corpse’ [59] (p. 296i)). The Dynasty 18 papyrus of Nebqed
(Louvre N 3113 [60] (pl. 3)) offers an exceptional map of the tomb, suggesting for the
winged ba a path from the chapel to the burial chamber through the blocked shaft and
the emergence of the akh from the burial chamber due to the cumulative action of (1) the
ritual performed on the mummy at the entrance of the tomb; (2) the ba’s visit to the burial
chamber with bread and water; and (3) the adequately furnished burial chamber with its
coffin (Figure 3).
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The private person’s ba is mentioned only once during the Old Kingdom, in the
superstructure of the Dynasty 6 tomb of Hermeru-Merery at Saqqara [61] (p. 1–2): ‘may his
ka be preeminent with the King, may his ba endure with God.’ The situation changes in the
First Intermediate Period-Middle Kingdom: the ba is well-attested in the Coffin Texts [52]
(pp. 90–114), [40] (p. 284), a non-royal funerary corpus attached to the burial chamber. As
we have seen, it is around the same period that murals appear in some burial chambers
and that the ancient serdab statues of the deceased, his family, and food-production replicas
have been transferred into the burial chamber. Out of the superstructure, the still concealed,
mostly isolated menial figurines are grouped into generic teams dedicated to a specific
service, and sometimes integrated into architectural replicas. When the burial chamber has
murals, the scenes rarely involve human activities; these can be supplied by the replicas.
Sealed ‘replicas chambers’ dug beneath the floor of the superstructure, first attested in the
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tomb of King Mentuhotep II (Dynasty 11), are features of some private Dynasty 12 tombs
such as Meketre’s [29] (p. 77), [5] (p. 16), [13] (pp. 127, 135). This is an intermediate option
between the superstructure’s cult of the ka and the substructure’s relation to the corpse and
ba. In some tombs, the ‘replicas chamber’ and a deposit of replicas beside the coffin are
both attested [62] (pp. 91–92), testifying to an evolving practice.

Most replicas were implanted into the mummy’s environment, impenetrable to cult
performers after the burial, but believed to be regularly accessed by the ba (and other
aspects of the deceased), whose attachment to the corpse was balanced by its inherent
mobility, essential for survival [58] (p. 195). The idea of the deceased’s mobility between
various realms is omnipresent in funerary literature, accessibility being suggested by the
doorway metaphor. The Coffin Texts frequently mention the doors of heaven and earth
(e.g., Spell 24 [63] (p. 75)), of the Netherworld and the tomb (dwat in Spell 38 [63] (p. 161f),
imht in Spell 825 [64] (p. 26a), hat in Spell 834 [64] (p. 35p)). When ‘going out into the day’,
the deceased proclaims ‘I have parted the doors of the tombs’ (Spell 105 [65] (p. 113c)).
Specific aspects and manifestations of the deceased are requested to open heaven’s and
tomb chapel’s doors, e.g., Coffin Texts Spell 491 calls to the ba, akh, magic, and shadow of
the deceased to ‘open up the two leaves of heaven’s door, open the tomb chapel, ascend
and descend’ [66] (p. 71a–d). There is a specific ‘spell for opening the door to the ba’ so
that it may join the corpse (Coffin Texts, Spell 242 [59] (pp. 327–328)). False doors were
set in the superstructure to provide the deceased with suitable access to ritual offerings;
doors were also depicted on coffins, and false doors sometimes integrated in the walls of
the burial chamber [40] (p. 120). As for the replicas, they were ideally placed along the
east side of the coffin, close to its eye-panel, enabling a view of each sunrise, and its false
door [29] (pp. 77, 82–83), implying a direct communication between the deceased and the
replicas (visual communication for the mummy, access for a mobile manifestation of the
deceased). Doors are a constant, important feature of architectural replicas, piercing their
external walls and internal partitions; Meketre’s architectural replicas all possess (pivoting)
doors that provide the deceased access into their alternate dimension, to the nourishment
and services he craves. I would suggest that in the sealed ‘replicas chamber’ and burial
chamber, it is mainly the winged ba that is meant to ‘open’ the doors of the architectural
replicas, enter their imaginary realm, and feed the deceased. The replicas may have been
considered parts of the deceased’s funerary estate (djet) to which the ba had access (Coffin
Texts, Spell 314 [67] (p. 96d)). Moreover, the ba brings food to the gods (e.g., Coffin Texts,
Spell 102 [65] (p. 106d–e)); its freedom of motion and union with the corpse ensure the
deceased’s sustenance (Coffin Texts, Spell 333 [67] (p. 178l-n)).

The replicas’ imaginary microcosm (tombs are also microcosms, see [68]; I thank
Edmund Meltzer for sharing his views on this topic) functioned in a very similar way to the
macrocosm of Djoser’s pyramid complex (Dynasty 3, ca. 2650 B.C.), with its unique genuine
entrance through the surrounding wall among fourteen false gates and its impenetrable
dummy buildings, filled with stone, only accessed by the immaterial individuality of the
dead King. Why erect petrified constructions and impenetrable doors on the desert plateau
if they were not intended for royal eternal use? The King needed a space of his magnitude,
a gigantic architectural replica, to transcend time and death, while deceased officials would
make do with miniature replicas for eternity (actually, the earliest architectural replicas
are to be found in non-royal burials). In this particular genre, Meketre’s replicas are the
most exquisite examples of elite material culture and, of course, an index of status in
both worlds.

The opposition superstructure vs. substructure of the tomb, at the time of the Coffin
Texts, may thus be schematized, on the basis of the global assessment proposed in the
preceding chapters, in the following manner (Table 1):
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Table 1. Tomb superstructure vs. substructure.

Superstructure Substructure

Open Closed
World of the ka World of the corpse, ba, and other manifestations

Cult of the ka—the deceased is served by the cult No cult after burial—the deceased is served by his ba and
other manifestations

Performative images (murals, deceased statue) Performative images (replicas, rare murals, deceased statue)
The deceased contemplates 2D activities performed for his
benefit and accesses the offerings through the false door

The deceased statue/mummy contemplates and the ba accesses 3D
replicas through their doors

6. Conclusions

Architectural replicas were made to revivify the deceased, providing him, in the
inaccessible part of the burial, with the sustenance and the ability to oversee essential
activities that may have been under his responsibility when he was alive. These activities
were separated by walls and scale from the sealed chamber in which they were deposited,
their doors offering symbolic access to eternal abundance in the Afterlife. Meketre’s archi-
tectural replicas are thus, like other miniatures, ‘not just out of scale, but somehow out of
reality too’ [22] (p. 4). During the First Intermediate Period-Middle Kingdom, architectural
replicas enabled the best possible actualization of the elite funerary model inscribed in the
Coffin Texts: as a connective agent between the worlds of life, death, and eternity, between
humans, images, and gods, the ba played its part, along with other aspects and manifesta-
tions of the deceased, in the rebirth of his integrated self (on ‘death as dissociation’, see [55]
(pp. 87–112)). This is clearly enounced in the Coffin Texts, Spell 304 [67] (pp. 57–58):

I’m efficient, I’m collected
My ba is with me
My heart is in my body
My corpse in the earth,
I didn’t weep over it.
My ba is with me,
It didn’t go far from me.
Magic is in my body,
It wasn’t stolen.
My akh belongs to me
My manifestations belong to me
So that I may eat my meals with my ka who is in this earth of mine,
So that I may rest, renewed, young again.
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