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0.53 m in the case of the Eighth Pylon in the temple of Amun.!7 Thus, the 108 cubits mentioned
by Djehuti would result in 56.70 m or 57.24 m, for the cubit of 0.525 and 0.53 m respectively.

Spiegelberg!8 was the fiurst to suggest that 108 cubits must represent the combined height of a
pair of obelisks. This was rather commonly accepted by subsequent scholars, some of whom
observed, however, that the total is less than twice the height of the still-standing Hatshepsut
obelisk.!® This was considered to be 29.83 m high, according to measurements taken by the
Commission de I'Egypte.20 The difference in height of 1.48 m for a single monolith did not pre-
vent—in their opinion—the obelisks mentioned by Djehuti to be identified with those erected by
Hatshepsut in the hall called wadjit. Such an interpretation was generally accepted until Habachi?!
suggested that the height of 108 cubits (i.e., 56.70 m) should represent a single monolith. In his opin-
ion, the obelisks referred to by Djehuti should be identified with the pair erected by Hatshepsut in
the eastern sector of Karnak. His hypothesis was also based on comparison of measurable elements
of Hatshepsut's eastern and western pairs of obelisks. For example, the width of the northem obelisk
socle in the eastern pair is ca. 3.90 m,22 and the northern monolith socle in the western pair is
3.77m;23 the original height of the Cairo pyramidion was 3.92 m,24 and the pyramidion of the
southern monolith in the western pair is 2.96 m high;25 the base of the former pyramidion is
1.805-1.83 m wide,?5 and the width of the base of the latter is 1.78 m.27

Subsequently many scholars, including Martin,?8 Golvin,2% Vandersleyen,30 and the present
author,3! were of the opinion that the eastern obelisks were taller than the western ones.
Vandersleyen, however, is the only one who accepted Habachi's hypothesis of the eastern obelisks
at Karnak exceeding 50 m in height.

As previously suggested by Engelbach,3? a ratio of given elements of two obelisks cannot con-
stitute a solid basis for determining the exact height of a monolith. One should note, however, that
the height suggested by Habachi for the eastern obelisks of Hatshepsut, would exceed by more than
22 meters the height of Thutmose III's Lateran single obelisk, originally more than 33 m high, and
probably the tallest monument of this kind ever erected in Egypt.33 Even the unfinished monolith in
the quarries at Aswan was intended to be 41.75 m high in its original, more monumental version,34
that is, almost 15 m less than the height of Hatshepsut’s eastern obelisks as Habachi suggested.
Moreover, the width of the unfinished Aswan monolith is 4.20 m at its base,35 that is more than the
width of the socles on which Hatshepsut's eastern obelisks were actually erected, the latter being ca.
3.90 m. Thus, Habachi's hypothesis concerning the height of the obelisks seems to be excluded, and
consequently, the value of 108 cubits should represent the combined height of two monoliths. This
would imply that the single monument was 54 cubits (28.35 m) high. This value, in tumn, coincides
almost perfectly with the actual height of the still-standing obelisk of Hatshepsut, which is 28.48 m
high, according to the recent measurements taken by the Centre Franco-Egyptien,36 and not 29.83 m,
as Description d’Egypr's La Commission des Arts et des Sciences recorded. Thus, the actual obelisk
would be only 13 cm higher than the height mentioned in Djehuti's stela, assuming the royal cubit
to be equal to 0.525 m, or only 14 cm smaller, if one assumed the cubit of 0.53 m, as was also attest-
ed during the reign of Hatshepsut. One should also note that the obelisks of a pair could differ slight-
ly in height, and that 108 cubits (= 56.70 or 57.24 m) need not necessarily be split into strictly equal
parts. It is well known that such differences in size could exist between one pair of monoliths: For
example, in the case of the Luxor obelisks of Ramesses 11, the eastern monolith is taller than the west-
ern one, now in Paris, by 2 m.37 Considering the size of the preserved parts of Thutmose III's obelisks
once erected in front of the Seventh Pylon at Karnak, one could also assume that the eastern mono-
lith was taller.38 Taking into account such closely-convergent textual and archacological data about
the dimensions of Hatshepsut’s obelisks, it seems difficult to assume that the text of Djehuti would
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refer to any pair of obelisks other than those erected by the queen in the Year 16 of Thutmose III's
reign in the hall between the Fourth and Fifth Pylons at Kamnak. Such an identification appears all
the more probable since the eastern obelisks of Hatshepsut almost surely exceeded the western mono-
liths in size, as measurable elements of the former ones might imply.

It seems that the mention of the electrum covering their entire length (r 3w=sn) should be
considered another argument in favor of their identification with the pair erected by the queen
in the hall between the pylons at Karnak.

Remains of the queen’s eastern obelisks examined by Lacau3? revealed no traces of covering
with any precious metal. Since Lacau assumed that the obelisks mentioned in the text of Djehuti
were erected in the eastern part of Karnak, he has suggested that a thin foil of precious metal was
affixed with plaster.

In the famous scene showing the dedication of the obelisks on the wall of the southern low-
ermost portico of Hatshepsut's temple at Deir al-Bahari, two pairs of monoliths are depicted.40
One of them should represent the eastern obelisks of the queen at Karnak (probably the left pair),
and the second, the ones of Thutmose II, decorated and erected by Hatshepsut in the festival court
in front of the Fourth Pylon at Karnak*! (probably the right pair).

This interpretation seems to be supported by two facts. First, based on the dedication formu-
las occurring on the representations of obelisks at Deir al-Bahari, the pyramidia of the left pair
were covered with electrum:42

irn=s m mnw=s n ir=s {imn + 1 gr. + sh) n=f thn.wi wr.wi m m3t bnbn.(w)t m dtm
irss di(tl) “nh nb mi rc d.t

“That she has acted is her foundation for her father [Amun . . ., (namely) the erecting] for
him of two great obelisks with pyramidia of electrum, that she might act being given all life like
Re forever."43

And in the case of the other dedication, the space is insufficient to restore any mention of
gold or electrum in the text:#4

irn=s m mnw=s n it=s i[mal-r" nb nsawt [B.wi....)sCh [n=f thn.wi wrowi ir=s] di<ti>
nhomi o oda

“That she has acted is her foundation for her father Amun-Re, the lord of the thrones [of the
Two Lands . . . ], (namely) the erecting [for him of two great obelisks, that she might act] being
given life like Re forever.”

Thus it would be difficult to identify the obelisks depicted in Deir al-Bahari with those erect-
ed in the hall between the Fourth and Fifth Pylons, for the latter were decorated at least on their
upper halves with electrum. Considering the texts on the obelisks in the portico, one could accept
at least that the pyramidia of one pair were decorated with electrum, thus none of these monu-
ments could be identified with those referred to by Djehuti.

Secondly, as is widely known, the transport of obelisks is shown in the most spectacular rep-
resentation in the same portico of the temple.45 Despite some attempts to recognize in it a depic-
tion of the transport of four monoliths,*® hoth the representation and especially the text above
it, clearly attest that two obelisks only, not four, are shown and mentioned.4” The apparent incon-
sistency in the number of monuments depicted in the scene of transport (two obelisks) and the
scene of dedication (four obelisks) seems easy to explain. Most probably, Hatshepsut's eastern
obelisks at Karnak are depicted in the former representation, and the same ones together with
those of Thutmose Il in the latter. This might suggest that up to the moment of decorating the
portico, the queen executed and transported only one pair of monuments to Karnak, surely the
eastern ones, that is, those depicted in the scene of transport. She might have, however, erected
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two pairs of obelisks, namely the eastern ones and those already executed and transported to
Karnak by Thutmose II, that is, the four monuments shown in the scene of dedication.

As regards sheathing with electrum, the identification of the obelisks mentioned by Djehuti with
those erected in the hall between the pylons finds support both in archaeological and epigraphic
sources. Lacau observed that inside the p.t, 13, and w3s signs framing the shaft sides of Hatshepsut's
obelisks erected in the wadjit, there are rather thin, deep grooves, most probably intended for fixing
electrum foil over more than half of the monoliths’ sides, from the pyramidia down to the lower-
most register.*® This is confirmed beyond doubt by the texts adomning these obelisks,

L. Dedication text on the front face of the still standing northern obelisk:49
irn=s m mnw=s n it=s imn nb ns.wt B.wi SThC n=f thnwi wr.wi r sb3 3ps imn-wr-
Sfy.t b3kw m d'm 3 wrt shd.n=o B.wi mi fm n zp irdw) mitt dr p3wr 8 ir n=f z3
7 h3.t-3ps.wi-hnm.t-imn diw) “nh mi r* dit
“That she has acted is her foundation for her father Amun, the Lord of thrones of the Two
Lands, (namely) the erecting for him of the two great obelisks at the splendid gate (named)
Amun is great of prestige’; they being worked very greatly with electrum, while (this)5® has
illumined the Two Lands like the sun disk—a similar has never been made since the primeval
time of the earth—that the son [sic]>! of Re Hatshepsut-united-with-Amun might act for him
{Amun) being given life forever.”
Long text at the bottom of the same obelisk:52
irm=s m mnw=s n it=s imn nb ns.wi B.wi bnt ip.t-sowt irt n=f thnwi wr.wi m m3t
rwd.t nt C-rsi gs=sn hri m d'm ni p.(w) h3swt nbwt m3ow m hntd itrw bh.n
stwi=sn B.wi wbn iin fmitw.nl mi h**=f m 3ht nt pt i
“That she has acted is her foundation for her father Amun, the lord of thrones of the Two
Lands, the foremost of the temple at Kamnak, (namely) the making for him of two great
obelisks of hard granite of the southern region, their upper halves being of electrum from
the best of all foreign countries, and it is seen on both sides of the river that their rays have
inundated the Two Lands, whenever the sun disk rises between them, as when it appears in
glory on the horizon of the sky.”
3. Further in the same inscription:>3
ink pw sndman=t m f shin=i km3 wi ib=i hr prp=1 r ird n=f thnowi wrawi m dom
bnbn.(wr=sn 3bhw m hri m bwny. Sps.tor-imisw bhnti wrad n.(t)) nzw k3-nht nzpw
bith C3-hpr-k3-rc hr m3c-hrw
“As regards me, %4 while 1 was sitting in the palace (and) thinking about the one who had
created me, my mind has directed me (0 make for him two great obelisks of electrum,
pyramidia of which would mingle with the sky, in the splendid iunit®> in the midst of
two great pylons of the king ‘Victorious Bull the king of Upper and Lower Egypt
Aakheperkare (Thutmose 1}, Horus, true of voice.”
4. Further in the same inscription:56

B dd=in m n rh(=i) zp 2 irnaw nn hr-m ms.t dw m nbw r 3w=f mi ih.r wn Bpra(i)

“Beware lest you say: ‘I don't know, [ don't know why it has been done, (namely) that a

mountain has been fashioned, entirely of gold, like a naturally existing thing’”

5. Further in the same inscription:57

B

iw ir p3 thnowi wrowi b3kan hm=i m dom n ii=i imn n mr.wr wa ra=i mn(w) w3h.(w)
m r3-pr pn r nhh hn" dit iw ai st oinr wo m om3t rwdt nn sht nn dnw mm

“As regards the pair of great obelisks, which ny majesty has worked with electrum for
my father Amun, in order that my name may exist, being established and enduring in
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this temple for ever and ever, itis of a single block of hard granite, and there is no assem-
bling (of stones) nor patching stones38 thercin.”

6. Further in the same inscription:59
nh.t=i pw irt n=f st nbl.<tf>m d'm w3h.n=(1) is gs=sn hr d.t=sn
“It was my wish to make it (obelisks) for him, being gilded with electrum, thus I have
fixed even their (obelisks) halves on themselves,"60

7. Further in the same inscription:6!
rdin=(1) r=s m d"m ni kn B3an=() m hk3.r mi s$rw hm=i hr nis thwt r m3.n B3.wi
mw) hm mi rh rh.(w) st
“It is electrum of the fine quality, which I have measured in heqats like grain, that I have
given to it (obelisks), and my majesty has been announcing quantity loudly so that the
complete Two Lands might see, and an ignorant as well as wise man might know it.”

The gilding of these monoliths is also twice referred to in inscriptions decorating Hatshepsut's
Red Chapel.

1. The text accompanying the scene of the gold offering to Amun:62
nzw ds=f hrp d'm 3 wr.it n imn nb nsawt Bavi m ipw b3kw niw) Ws.wt nbwt r
nbi thnwi 3.w(i) ir=s di.<ti> ‘nh
“The king himself is one who has offered electrum in great amount for Amun, the Lord
of thrones of the Two Lands, as a principal tribute of all the foreign lands, to gild two
great obelisks, that she might act being given life.”

2. The text accompanying the scene of obelisk presentation to Amun:63
nzw ds=f sThe thn.wi wrwi n it=s imn-rc m hnts w3dy.t Sps.t b3k.(w) m dom 3 wrt
k3=sn dm.n=¢ hr.t shd.n=o0 3.wi mi im n p ird mirt dr p3w.t 83 ir=s di.<ti> nh dit
“The king himself is one who has erected two great obelisks for her [sic]64 father Amun-
Re, within the splendid wadjit, while they are worked very greatly with electrum and their
height, (it)65 has pierced the sky, and (this)66 has illumined the Two Lands like the sun
disk—a similar has never been made since the primeval time of the earth—that she might
act being given life forever.”

Therefore, considering the dedication formulae on the representation of the obelisks at Deir
al-Bahari, the lack of mention of a more extensive gilding of Hatshepsut's eastern monoliths, and
concurrently, the very well-attested rich adorning with electrum of her western pair of monu-
ments, it seems almost certain that the text of Djehuti’s stela refers to the latter ones.

There is also another factor, which seems to have never been considered in the scholarly
debate on the attribution of the obelisks mentioned by Djehuti: it is very probable that the works
enunierated in the list on the stela were arranged in a chronological sequence, beginning with
the Nile barque imn-wsr-13.4,67 then works at Deir al-Bahari carried out in the first years of
Hatshepsut as king,58 ending with the building of the Red Chapel.89 1t is attested beyond all
doubt that the western obelisks were executed, transported to Karnak, then erected over Years
15-16, as shown in the inscription at the base of the northern monument:’0

B hm=i k3.t r=s m rup.t zp 15 3bd 2 pra sww I nfry.t r rapt zp 16 3bd 4 $mw Crky
sww iran=p 3bd 7 m §3.t m dw

"My majesty has ordained works concerning it (obelisks) beginning on the regnal Year 15,
second month of the peret-season, first day, ending with regnal Year 16, fourth month of the
shemu-season, last day, while {this)7! has made seven months as those ordained in the mountain
{quarries),”
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Thus, their position in Djehuti's list would fit well into the alleged chronological order of
works supervised by this official. Moreover, the works following the gilding of obelisks concern
the door-wing of the gate of the Fifth Pylon,”2 which might have been destroyed during the erec-
tion of the obelisks in the hall in front of this pylon.

Considering these combined archaeological and epigraphic data, it seems certain that the text
of Djehuti refers to the covering with electrum of the western obelisks of the queen, erected in
the hall between the Fourth and Fifth Pylons at Karnak, and not to the eastern ones, as has some-
times been suggested, especially in more recent publications.
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meaning seems to be that the gold foil forms a solid sheath.” I. Miiller's translation “Ich habe tatsichlich
ihre (des Obelisken) Seite, wie es sein soli, aufgestellt,” has not been commented upon (see Urk. IV, Uber-
serzung zu den Heften 5-16 (Berlin, 1984), 34). It seems that all these translations are rather distant from
the Egyptian text and the suggested interpretations fail to support them. It might be more probable that
the queen in person had determined, on the obelisks themselves (hr d.t=sn), the line to which they were
to be gilded, thus establishing (w3k) a gilded upper half or side (gs=sn) of each monument and an ungild-
ed lower half. Such an interpretation would not require any emendation to the inscription, except the
suffix =f attached to w3h.n, and moreover, this would not concurrently imply otherwise unattested mean-
ings for particular lexemes occurring in the text. The clause seems to express the queen's creative con-
tribution in fashioning these obelisks, one that would be emphasized by the particle is occurring in the
clause. Concerning this function of the particle, see Borghouts in Crossroad 1, 66-67; idem, A Concise
Introduction to Middle Eqgyptian (Leiden, 1989), 76-77 § 59.17 and 215 § 21l.e; L. Depuydt, “Zur
Bedeutung der Partikeln isk und is,” GM 136 {1993}, 20-23; Loprieno, Ancient Eqyptian, 153-55; Malaise,
Winand, Grammaire raisonnée, 181-84 § 313 and 564-66 § 911.

61 Urk. 1V, 367, 14-368, 1.

62 Lacau, Chevrier, Chapelle d'Hatshepsour, 230 § 365.

63 Lacau, Chevrier, Chapelle d'Hatshepsout, 232 § 369.

64 There is again an inconsistency in the text regarding the gender of Hatshepsut.

65 It is undoubtedly a subject omission under relevance, cf, n. 50 above. The omitted subject =s is surely
coreferential with the phrase “their height” (k3=sn), the latter being the topicalized subject of the clause.

66 There is again an evident subject omission under relevance in this clause, cf. n. 50 above. The omitted

subject, probably =s, should rather be coreferential with the fact of the gilding of the obelisks (cf. n. 50
above).

67 Urk. IV, 421, 2-4.

68 Urk. IV, 421, 10-12; 422, 2-3; 422, 9-11.

69 Urk. 1V, 427, 15-428, 2.

70 Urk. 1V, 367, 3-5,

71 Again, the subject omission under relevance, cf. n. 50 above. The omitted pronoun =s should most prob-

ably be identified with the duration of the works referred to in the preceding clause.
72 Urk. 1V, 426, 8-10.
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