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ABSTRACT
This work aims to present an overview of the methods that can be used to understand the categorization of reptiles in ancient Egyptian culture. Firstly, the widespread practice of using determinatives
(classifiers) is here applied to the case of a fragment from the temple of Djedkara, where the word ḥfȝ.w
is written with the classifier of the lizard. It is suggested that ḥfȝ.w has been not be used to indicate a
snake here, but rather a similar reptile. The second part makes comparison between lists, which were
a way to organize and summarize knowledge. Two texts are here presented in order to better understand the possible clusters and hierarchization of snakes: the Brooklyn papyrus 47.218.48 and .85
(Traité d’ophiologie) edited by Sauneron, which contained in its first part a list of snakes with their
description, and the section about snakes in the Theriaká of Nicander of Colophone, which permits
a cultural comparison with the Greek world regarding the organizing principles of the reptile world.
Finally, a statistical study then presented which analyses Egyptian words meaning “snakes” (jm.j-tȝ,
fnṯ, sȝ-tȝ, ḥfȝ.w, ḏdf.t), as found across different time periods and genres of text, which attempts to
establish the specific field of use of each word.
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RÉSUMÉ
Catégorisation des reptiles dans l’Égypte antique : un aperçu des méthodes.
Ce travail vise à présenter un aperçu des méthodes qui peuvent être utilisées pour comprendre les catégories des reptiles dans la culture de l’Égypte antique. Tout d’abord, l’utilisation déjà bien connue des
déterminatifs (« classifiers ») est appliquée au cas particulier d’un fragment du temple de Djedkarê, où le
mot ḥfȝ.w est écrit avec le classificateur du lézard. Nous suggérons que dans ce cas le mot ḥfȝ.w n’a pas
été utilisé pour indiquer un serpent, mais peut-être un reptile similaire. La deuxième partie concerne
la comparaison entre listes, qui ont été un moyen d’organisation et de récapituler la connaissance. Les
deux textes ci-dessous ont été étudiés pour comprendre les possibles groupes et la hiérarchisation des
serpents : le papyrus Brooklyn 47.218.48 et .85 (Traité d’ophiologie) édité par Sauneron, qui contenait
dans la première partie une liste des serpents avec leurs descriptions, et la section sur les serpents du
poème Theriaká de Nicandre de Colophon, qui permet aussi une comparaison interculturelle avec les
Grecs sur les principes d’organisation du monde des reptiles. Enfin, nous présentons une étude statistique
des mots égyptiens qui indiquent le serpent (jm.j-tȝ, fnṯ, sȝ-tȝ, ḥfȝ.w, ḏdf.t) selon les genres textuels et les
époques, en essayant de détecter le domaine spécifique d’utilisation de chacun.
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INTRODUCTION
Reptiles and snakes undoubtedly played a key role in the
ancient Egyptian world. Harmless and dangerous snakes
populated the Delta and desert areas, just as they populated
the Egyptian netherworld and imagery; lizards were used medicinally; geckos and chameleon were believed to be poisonous
(Sauneron 1972; Hansen 2003). Everyone had to deal with
these animals in their life and the population thus learned
to recognize some of these reptiles’ characteristics in order to
cope with their dangerousness/usefulness. But reptiles and
snakes are also modern concepts affected by contemporary
systematic taxonomy. Which features, then, were important
and recognized by Egyptians and how were these animals
grouped in their minds?
This paper aims to review three different methods, which
have been used and can be used in order to reconstruct reptiles
categories in Ancient Egypt, while at the same time presenting some case studies.
Abbreviations
Bln
CAD

CDD

Eb
L

papyrus Berlin 3038 (Bardinet 1995: 409-436);
Chicago Assyrian Dictionary. https://oi.uchicago.edu/
research/projects/chicago-assyrian-dictionary-project,
last consultation: 26/05/2020;
The Demotic Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the
University of Chicago. https://oi.uchicago.edu/research/
publications/demotic-dictionary-oriental-instituteuniversity-chicago, last consultation: 26/05/2020;
papyrus Ebers (Bardinet 1995);
papyrus London (British Museum 10059) (Bardinet
1995: 483-492).

THE USE OF DETERMINATIVES: A BORDERLINE
CASE FROM DJEDKARA-ISESI’S FUNERARY TEMPLE
The importance of determinatives in understanding categories
in ancient minds has been clearly illustrated by Goldwasser
(1999). In this respect, they are better called “classifiers”,
because they “reflect the way the world is perceived and understood by a certain society or group” (Goldwasser 2006: 3)
and suggest “the existence of a class or a category in the
Egyptian collective mind” (Goldwasser 2006: 3). In the same
way, Baum (1988) had already embraced the use of classifiers
for the identification of vegetal species, considering the names
accompanied by sign M1 in Gardiner sign list (Gardiner
1950) to be tree species, the ones with sign M2
herbal
species, and the names determined sometimes with M1
and sometimes with M2
shrubs. In doing so, she impli
citly affirmed that M1 and M2 would have become prototypes
of two different classes of vegetal in the Egyptian mind. In a
somewhat similar way, Aufrère (2015c) used the hawk and
the cobra determinatives to detect what he calls the hawkparadigm and the cobra-paradigm in the ancient Egyptian
notion of “god” and its gender duality (male hawk and
feminine cobra). The use of classifiers could also allow us to
understand how Egyptians organized the animals that are
today enclosed in the category “reptiles”. An appropriate
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example to test this principle is a text appearing on a fragment
from Djedkara Isesi’s funerary temple, published by Grimm
(1985) (Fig. 1)1.
The fragment: description and problems
Because very few fragments from the pyramidal complex
of Djedkara Isesi, king of the fifth Dynasty dated around
2350 BC, have been published, this evidence appears particularly relevant. We are dealing with a finely worked bas-relief,
delimitated in its higher part by one empty horizontal stripe
and one stripe with stars. This kind of decoration led Grimm
(1985: 30) to think that the fragment could be collocated
immediately under a starry ceiling. Under the stripes are five
large rectangular fields, each one divided into two or three
columns of writing. A fragment with stars has been indeed
recently published (Megahed et al. 2017: 47). This belonged
to the ceiling of the final part of the corridor which led to
the funerary temple, a provenience that can be suggested, but
not confirmed, also for Grimm’s fragment.
Little remains of the first field: only the inferior piece of a
leg with its foot and, below, part of a kneeling man catching
a lizard. Between his legs he seems to have a cylindrical box,
maybe to store the same lizard. The meaning of this first
register is linked directly with the second one which mentions the capture of reptiles, while the third one mentions
30 pieces of mnq-tree and the fourth one gold and electrum
(followed by three cities in the South where such ores could
be found). Of the fifth and last register just a small trace remains, which may be the word tȝ.w (earth, land). Regarding
the interpretation of the text of the fragment, Grimm (1988:
38) thought it could refer to real expeditions; Redford (1986)
interpreted it as belonging to the genre of the annals (but
unlikely, see Grimm 1988); Betrò (2016: 47), finally, considered it part of a catalogue of natural resources, similar
to later onomastica. Considering its fragmented nature, a
definitive reconstruction is impossible; nevertheless, because
“captures” are explicitly mentioned, as well as an exact number of pieces of vegetal material, Grimm’s interpretation is
the most likely, even if the general idea of a catalogue of
places where precious material could be found is possible
and does not exclude the third hypothesis.
The second field is the one we are interested in. It is divided
into two complete columns of writing (contra Redford 1986:
137, 138). The first and the last sign of the first column can be
reconstructed on the basis of the remains of an ḥ, as well as the
classifier that follows on the second column. The text thus says:
“Col. 1 ḥfȝ.w(w) sḫ[r](t)
Col. 2 ḥfȝ.w(w) nb(w) ḫȝst”
(Lizards: catching all the lizards of the desert).
1. The author was unaware of the forthcoming article of Aufrère (2019) and
wishes to apologize for any repetition of information or opinion with respect
to his recent paper, thanking him for making a copy available. The author
nevertheless hopes this section can contribute to the discussion of this important document. Both agree in stressing that the graphic rendering of the word
“snake” in the relief shows its semantic ambiguity, although some further
hypotheses regarding the possible identities of the reptile are here presented.
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Fig. 1. — Djedkara’s relief (Credits: Grimm 1988).

The word ḥfȝ.w is written here with a metathesis not unusual for the Old Kingdom, when a tall and narrow sign at the
beginning of the word was often preferred (Edel 1955: §92).
More importantly, the classifier of ḥfȝ.w, normally translated
as “snake” (“Schlange”; Grapow 1955b: 72.14-20) is (unconventionally) a lizard (I1
). While this sign can be normally
be read ʿšȝ (“viel sein”; Grapow 1955a: 228), a similar reading
is hardly sustainable here, because of the presence of nb(w),
which would make the adjective “many” redundant. Furthermore,
the “second lizard-sign”, which appears in the second column,
would have to be read ḥfȝ.w in any case, because it indicates
the object of the capture mentioned in the title of the register,
thus confirming the reading in the first column. Nor can it be
speculated that the stonemason here replaced the more usual
hieroglyphic sign of the snake (I10
) with that of the lizard
(I1) for reasons of taboo. In texts of the Old Kingdom (including the Pyramid Texts) the snake signs (I9)
and (I10)
were used and not yet subject to suppression (see Edel 1955:
§81 for examples). It seems that we must admit that the term
ḥfȝ.w could also be used (occasionally?) in order to designate
reptiles other than “snakes” – or that what we distinguish as
“lizards” and “snakes” respectively could be conflated in the
Egyptian mind. This peculiar phenomenon naturally opens
some questions (like the reasons for capturing these animals
and the exact nature of these lizards).
A name for the lizard
The ancient Egyptian noun for “lizard” is strongly debated.
There are three terms which have been recognized as such:
ʿšȝ, ḥntȝsw and dmj.t.
The phonetic writing of I1
is, as we said, ʿšȝ (“viel sein”;
Grapow 1955a: 228), but this is not normally used with the
meaning of “lizard”. The only occurrence in this sense seems
to be pRamesseum V III.21 (Barns 1956: 31, pl. 21), in a
medical text of the New Kingdom for the preparation of an
unguent (but see also Guilhou 2009: 11, note e). Besides this,
we can rely only on the image of the hieroglyph itself (a lizard
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or a hybrid of several similar species: see Aufrère 2019) and
on its similarity with some forms in Nilo-Saharan languages
(cf. mahas: aza(r), “gecko” [Anselin 2004: 2]). It is possible
that the term originally designated the lizard and that later,
for reasons of homophony or translation (lizards are numerous in Egypt), the sign I1
became a popular way of expressing numerousness (Kaplony 1966: 65). In Coptic, the
term has been transmitted with only this second meaning
(ašai, “increase, multiply”; Westendorf 2008: 15), while its
relationship with the word ašira “chameleon” is more doubtful (Černý 1976: 15; Vycichl 1983: 20; Westendorf 2008:
16; Aufrère 2017: 26; 2019: 59).
Otherwise, it is ḥntȝsw, classified with I1
, which is
normally translated as “lizard”, but also “gecko or agama”
(Aufrère 2017: 26; 2019: 57). The lexeme occurs, however,
only from the XIII Dynasty onwards (Aufrère 2019: 57,
footnote 9) and mainly in medical texts (Von Deines &
Grapow 1959: 355), and from this derives the Coptic
anthous,“lizard” (Černý 1976: 8; Vycichl 1983: 12; Westendorf
2008: 9).
Finally, I1
was used during the Greco-Roman era as
an ideogram for dmj.t (Grapow 1955c: 453.6-455.3), “touch”,
or as the noun for “city, port” (Grapow 1955c: 456.8-10).
Takács (2001: 244) compared this noun to Couchitic (beja:
damba, lizard), Tchadic (hausa: damo, mwulyen [central
Tchadic]: damwaza, lizard), Sura (damsar, gecko) and Nubian
(mahasi: dimo, chameleon).
Therefore, we do not have any clear proof as to what these
reptiles were called before the New Kingdom. The writing of
ḥfȝ.w(w) in the Djedkara relief leads one to think, however,
that, at least occasionally, this word could have been applied
to indicate, if not all, at least part of the animals which are
nowadays under the suborder of Sauria (mostly lizards, agamas, geckos, varans, and skinks). Certainly, nothing allows us
to extrapolate common usage from this single occurence, nor
to think that words like ʿšȝ, ḥntȝsw, dmj.t could not be used
already in this period with the meaning of “lizard”. Ex silentio
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proofs are always fallacious. However, the fact that in our text
ḥfȝ.w has been used to designate something other than the
normal “snakes” seems indubitable (see also Aufrère 2019: 49).
Moreover, we can also consider that a similar ambiguity
in categorizing small reptiles other than snakes is detectable
in other ancient languages. In Sumerian, for example, there
was no general classifier for “reptile” (Selz et al. 2017), but
among the compound names of muš (“snake”; Hübner &
Reizammer 1985-1986: 698), there are also several names for
“geckos” (for example, muš-da-gur4; Hübner & Reizammer
1985-1986: 698). In Akkadian, the reptile denominated mušḫul and translated as ḫul-mit-tum (Landsberger 1934: 42),
whilst appearing on a list of snakes, is described elsewhere
as an animal with feet (Landsberger 1934: 62), hence the
uncertainty of the dictionaries (CAD: H 230). The Egyptian
kȝrȝ, even if described as having feet, is classified with the
determinative of the snake (see below, paragraph “Clusters of
snakes in the Treaty”). The Indo-European root sarp (Pokorny
1959-1969: 912), “kriechen”, origin of the Latin “serpens”, is
used to indicate snakes proper, but also occasionally worms
(Pianezzola et al. 2004: 1409; Plinius, HN VII, 172). In these
cases, it seems that the meaning of the “snake” word has
been extended to other similar reptiles. Therefore, it seems
unsurprising that a lizard or a similar animal could have been
designated in the Djedkara relief through a noun we know
was mostly used for “snake”.
Some identification hypotheses
In the specific case of the relief these lizards are unmistakably
located in the desert zone. Furthermore, they are granted a
mention together with precious material. The other fields of
the relief indeed refer to an expedition for necessary material:
wood, gold, silver, electrum – the value of the metal is selfevident, while wood was also a valuable material in a land like
Egypt, dominated by desert. On the other hand, how could
the lizard represent a valuable material comparable to these,
and even require an expedition in the desert to find it? It is
reasonable to think that the capture of these lizards had some
practical purpose, namely to obtain necessary ingredients, both
for food (Aufrère 2019: 49; Pierre Tallet pers. comm.) and
for medical purposes. The latter use is well known for such
reptiles. In medical texts lizards (ḥntȝsw) are mentioned in:
– Bln 26: to be cut on one side and spread on the painful point;
– Bln 27: to be stuffed with vegetal tar and salt and to be
spread on the head or on a painful point;
– Bln 85 = Bln 82: only as an ingredient, boiled in fat, to be
used against the bites of a poisonous animal;
– Eb 370: against the adet-formation in the eye; a mixture
of lizard excrement with sja-mineral, galena, and honey to
be spread on the eye;
– Eb 424: to heal a twisted eyelash; mixture of lizard and
bat blood;
– Eb 425: to prevent the eyelash from growing back after its
extirpation;
– Eb 469: to facilitate the growth of the hair; black lizards to
be cooked in fat and to be spread on the scalp;
– Eb 850: to kill a semet-animal, as an ingredient for fumigation.
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The lizard was thus used either wholly or in its component
parts (blood, feces, in oils or poultices to be applied externally).
Considering that modern biomedicine ignores the medical
properties of these reptiles, it is difficult to verify the exact value
of these indications. Part of these could be explained with the
homeopathic and allopathic method: the link between reptiles
and eyes is evident for example in Greek, where δρακών, which
comes from the same root as the verb δέρκομαι (to see), can
designate a big snake. Indeed, their lack of eyelids, which makes
their glances intense, could have promoted the belief of the
curative properties of their eyes. On the other hand, a possible
antagonism between the lizards and the unknown semet-animals
could stand behind their use in fumigations against them. The
use of a black lizard for hair growth, could perhaps recall the
colour of healthy black hair. Plinius indicates the use of lizards
(Latin lacerta) in medicine against the poison of salamanders
(Plinius, HN XXIX, 76), against the stings of scorpions (Plinius,
HN XXIX, 91), against rabies bites (Plinius, HN XXIX, 102),
against hair loss (Plinius, HN XXIX, 108), to prevent the
growth of an eyelash (maybe after its extirpation; Plinius, HN
XXIX, 116), against glaucoma (Plinius, HN XXIX, 118), in
other ophthalmic recipes (Plinius, HN XXIX, 129) or against
contusions of the ears (Plinius, HN XXIX,135). Dioscorides
(De materia medica II, 64) suggests the use of a lizard cut along
one side against the stings of scorpions, and the head of a lizard to extract splinters, remove warts, and for liver pain. The
ḥntȝsw-lizard mentioned in medical papyri probably belongs to
all kinds of species of the genus Lacertidae (and even beyond)
without a specific distinction that we would be able to detect,
but the snake-lizards of the fragment of Djedkara could represent something more specific because of their desert habitat.
According to Baha El Din (2006) the suborder Sauria embraces in Egypt at least six families (five according to Anderson
1898-1907: lix-lx = suborder Lacertilia): Gekkonidae, Agamidae,
Chamaeleonidae, Lacertidae, Varanidae and Scincidae (see
Figs 2; 3). For an animal called ḥfȝ.w and classified with a
lizard, we could expect either a reptile or a kind of snake,
usable in medical practice. Even if we cannot completely
exclude lizards stricto sensu, geckos, agamas and chameleons
(one of which has been supposed to appear at the end of the
snakes’ list of Traité d’ophiologie [Sauneron 1989], see below),
the most logical solution appears to be the Scincidae, which
can be likened to snakes because of their little feet and their
habit of hiding under the sand. Moreover, they can be easily boiled in oil or fat. Among the members of the Scincidae
well-adapted for life in sandy habitats (the habitat of the
relief ) are the genera Scincus Laurenti, 1768 (Baha El Din
2006: 203) and Sphenops Wagler, 1830 (Baha El Din 2006:
205). The skink (Scincus scincus Linnaeus, 1758) is a species
of lizard, around 10-20 cm long, with black stripes, a body
covered in shiny and smooth scales, short legs, and flat yellow
feet. It can literally burrow and swim quickly into the sand
(Anderson 1898-1907: 205; Baha El Din 2006: 204). It thus
shares some commonalities with snakes: the smooth scales, the
fluent movement into the sand, the long snout. Furthermore,
the feet often remain hidden under the sand and the similarity with a snake thus increases all the more. Their medical use
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Sauria

Body strongly compressed
laterally; digits joined in
opposable clusters; tail
prehensile; head helmet
Chamaeleonidae

Body round or depressed;
digits normal; tail straight

Head covered dorsally
with simmetrically
arranged shields

Head covered dorsally
with small scales
or granules

Eyelids immobile; pupils
always visible; eye
covered by a spectacle

Dorsal and ventrals are
roughly the same size and
shape, largely smooth;
femoral pores lacking

Eyelids mobile

Gekkonidae

Ventrals distinctly wider
than dorsal; femoral pores
evident
Lacertidae

Scincidae
Nostril near snout lip;
tongue short with round lip

Nostril between eye
and snout lip; tongue
long, deeply forked

Agamidae

Varanidae

Fig. 2. — Key to families of Egyptian Sauria according to Baha El Din (2006: 48). Images of the reptiles from Townsend et al. (2004: 751).

was known also abroad in Greco-Roman times. Dioscorides
(De materia medica II, 66) indicates two proveniences for the
skink used in Europe, namely Egypt and India, and he suggests that they can be used as both antidote and aphrodisiac.
The skinks of the genus Sphenops are equally good candidates.
These have a longer body than the one of the genus Scincus,
making them particularly similar to snakes (“overall appearance
almost snake-like”; Baha El Din 2006: 205), but are always
glossy. The light brown color of the Sphenops sepsoides Audouin,
1829 (synonym of Chalcides sepsoides Anderson, 1898) helps it
camouflage itself on the sand, where its feet almost disappear
and where they move as if swimming (Anderson 1898-1907:
220; Baha El Din 2006: 205).
Regarding the possible use of these reptiles as food, it
can be noted that skinks provide quite a good amount of
protein, and that they are used in southeastern Algeria as
substitute for fish (Toumi et al. 2016). Otherwise, the flesh
of the Uromastix spp. (the spiny-tail lizard) is consumed by
the Bedouins of the Egyptian Eastern Desert (Goodman &
Hobbs 1994: 85). The Uromastix species are also typical of
desert habitats (Baha El Din 2006: 129), but, if the size of
box between the man’s legs in the first register is accurate,
their quite sturdy dimensions make them unlikely in the
specific case of the relief.
Culinary and medical uses, finally, are not mutually exclusive, and may very well complement each other.
Naturally, it is not the author’s intention here to support a
one-on-one identification between an Egyptian word and a
modern species, because such operations are often misleading and other species can be suggested here. I would rather
support the idea that the concept of ḥfȝ.w could cover more
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species than only snakes and worms as considered by the
Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Sprache (Grapow 1955a-c), and
that it could have sometimes embraced the reptiles of the family of Scincidae (Scincus spp., Chalcides spp.), that is, reptiles
with an elongated and polished body, with wavy and quick
movements and not so evident feet.
Conclusions
The skink may therefore be considered a borderline case between two categories, that of “sworms” (snake + worms, see
Goldwasser 2002: 68) and that of lizards: the morphological
similarity between these may have led Egyptians to consider
two distinct words unnecessary (at least in this case). The
determinative I1
put after the name ḥfȝ relates to the
receiver of the text at a visual level and not grammatically or
lexically: his figurative power alone should have been enough
for an Egyptian to represent the nature of the animal. Treating
it as a classifier, the determinative of ḥfȝ should not be considered simply as a repeater, but rather as being in a schematic relationship (Goldwasser 2006: 23) with the preceding
name like an extension or specification of its meaning.
The use of classifiers (or determinatives) thus opens wide
possibilities in understanding how Egyptians would have
conceptually organized the reptiles of their territory.
CLUSTERING REPTILES IN LISTS
Lists have recently received attention from scholars who
wish to investigate categories in the ancient mind, and this
has occupied researchers from both Egyptology and beyond
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A

B

Fig. 3. — A, Scincus scincus Linnaeus, 1758 and B, Sphenops sepsoides (synonym
of Chalcides sepsoides Anderson, 1898), from Baha El Din (2006: figs 73, 75).

(Meeks 2012; Deicher & Maroko 2015; Aufrère 2017; Gerke
2017; Pommerening 2017). Lists are not indeed a mere enumeration of names, but represent a selection of specific entities by
their redactor, in their universe of concrete objects and abstract
concepts, made according to precise criteria. Lists can thus be
considered clusters and they can be used in this way to understand and reveal which entities writers considered to belong to
which group. The process of creating lists can be assimilated to
the process of categorization and the resulting clusters can be
used to understand cultural categories, especially if “category”
is meant as “a set of items with a common label” (Ramscar &
Port 2015: 78). In another way, lists can be used to study the
hierarchization of entities. However, hierarchization is not
always present, depending on the level of reflection and effort
on part of the redactor of the list: a shopping list is not always
fully organized. Consequently, hierarchization can be absent.
It is not the purpose of this paper to enumerate and analyze
here all ancient texts where reptiles are listed. I will rather
focus on one text, the most important one for our purpose,
i.e. the Traité d’ophiologie, published by Sauneron (1989)2,
which enumerates about 38 snakes with their descriptions.
Clusters of snakes in the Treaty
The Treaty is first a macro-cluster, grouping snakes which an
Egyptian might encounter in his territory, while further subclusters are detectable inside the text. One should firstly underline that the identification of these categories is closely related
to the problem of identifying the snake species mentioned.
Identifications have been carried out by Sauneron, then by Leitz
in his Schlangennamen (Leitz 1997), by Nicole Brix in her PhD
work (Brix 2011), and by the present author who has personally
2. So voluntarily excluding for this paper the new text published by Goyon
(2012), because not organized as a list.
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studied them elsewhere. The main approach to be used here is
not considering modern identifications and rather to rely on
the characteristics mentioned in the descriptions given by the
Egyptian author himself: this prevents us from projecting modern
names (that is modern taxonomy) onto ancient classification.
The characteristics in the descriptions, or even just the names
of the snakes permit in this way to reach quite solid results.
The first cluster which can be detected is that of cobras
([14-] 15-17)3. The snake Apophis (15) has the same name as
the god represented as a giant snake, who hampers the travel
of the solar deity (Ra) every night in the netherworld. His
identification in the Treaty with the Naja pallida Boulenger,
1896 (the red cobra; but better known today as Naja nubiae
Wüster & Broadley, 2003) is almost certain because of the
numbers of teeth marks its bite leaves (four, and not two like
vipers) and the immediate death it causes. Other hypotheses
are here feeble. The gȝny-snake (16) is likewise with great
probability an elapid. Its bite is said to be like the previous
one (it leaves four marks), meaning that snakes 15 and 16
are grouped by the text itself. The prognosis for the ganysnake is also strongly negative, and the black color makes
the hypothesis of Naja nigricollis Reinhardt, 1843 (the black
cobra) likely. According to Sauneron (Table 1), it could be
Walterinnesia aegyptia Lataste, 1887 (another elapid), but
this idea is less convincing because this last one is a night and
burrowing snake (Baha El Din 2006: 283). Nevertheless, it
is today referred to with the common name “cobra of the
desert”, so this identification cannot be excluded, but it is,
in any case, an elapid. The jḫr-snake is grouped together with
the two previous ones for the prognosis (the bitten man dies
immediately), which only appears again in the text in the case
of the ḏw-ḳd (19). We also know that this snake has a dark
color. Leitz suggested the Naja mossambica pallida (without
author), while Aufrère (2012a: 256) considered that it could
be an elapid without further specification (see Table 1). Note
that both species suggested for the gȝny could also apply to
for the jḫr. As for snake number 14, whose name is lost, the
description is very fragmentary and its reading uncertain.
Nevertheless, Sauneron proposed that he could be a big and
dangerous elapid by relying on other texts (Sauneron 1989:
148; see also Aufrère 2012a: 256; 2015a: 48 for a different
opinion). In any case, this cannot be taken totally for granted.
The second detectable cluster is that of the two ḥnp-snakes
(23, 24). The first one is entirely white with a narrow neck
and thick tail; the second one is called “red ḥnp” and is white
with red spots, a narrow neck and thick tail. Generally, none
of them are lethal, but the positive prognosis depends for
both on the behavior of the patient (“if he does not surrender” [23], “if he does not vomit” [24]). Independently from
modern identifications which can vary (see Table 1), they are
grouped together by the Egyptian writer himself. Note that
the viper tj-ʿm (22) which appears just before the white ḥnp
is said to be similar to this one and but is set apart from all
the other vipers. On the other hand, the male viper (31) is
said to be like the red ḥnp but is still located far away from it.
3. The numbers relate to Table 1 and to the paragraphs of the edited text.
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Table 1. — Suggested identifications for the reptiles of the Egyptian Treaty of Ophiology (Sauneron 1989). Scientific names are here without author because they
are presented this way in the quoted works.

Paragraph Name of the snake Note
14

lost

15

big snake
of Apophis

16

gȝny

17

jḫr

18

kȝ-nʿm

19

ḏw-ḳd

20

sdb

21

nbd

22

(fy) tj-ʿm

23

white ḥnp

24

red ḥnp

25

nkj

26

fy (1)

27

fy ntf

28

fy ḥr ḏbwj

29

fy šrj
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Identification

Modern family

it belongs to the group
of ḫt-wʿt and kȝ-nʿy
snakes

Elapid (Sauneron 1989: 147);
Elapidae,
not identifiable (Leitz 1997: 137);
Viperidae
Naja haje (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Viperidae (Aufrère 2012a: 256)
Elapid (Sauneron 1989: 148);
Elapidae
Naja haje (Leitz 1997: 52);
Naja pallida (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Elapidae (Aufrère 2012a: 256)
bite like the snake
Elapidae
Walterinnesia aegyptia (Sauneron 1989: 150)
of Apophis
Walterinnesia aegyptia (Leitz 1997: 62)
Naja nigricollis (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Walterinnesia aegyptia Lataste, 1887 (Aufrère 2012a: 256)
Colubridae,
Zamenis? (Sauneron 1989: 150)
Elapidae
Naja mossambica pallida (Leitz 1997: 59)
Naja mossambica (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Elapidae (Aufrère 2012a: 256)
Asiatic viper (Sauneron 1989: 150);
Viperidae
Vipera ammodytes, male (Leitz 1997: 108)
Pseudocerastes persicus (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Viperidae, Pseudocerastes persicus fieldi Schmidt, 1930
(Aufrère 2012a: 256)
small like a lizard
not identifiable (Sauneron 1989: 151)
Viperidae
Echis pyramidum (Leitz 1997: 84)
Echis pyramidum (Brix 2011: pl. III)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 256)
Viperidae,
it belongs to the mswEchis coloratus (Sauneron 1989: 151)
Colubridae
bdš family
Psammophis schokari or P. sibilans (Leitz 1997: 40)
Chamaetortus aulicus (Brix 2011: pl. III)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 256)
harmless
Natrix (Sauneron 1989: 152, 164)
Colubridae,
Natrix tessellata (Leitz 1997: 30)
Viperidae
Natrix tessellata Laurenti, 1768 (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
Atheris hispidus (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Asiatic viper (Sauneron 1989: 152)
Viperidae
Vipera ammodytes, female (Leitz 1997: 108)
Cerastus vipera (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Viperidae (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
small like a lizard
Colubridae,
Tarbophis obtusus (Sauneron 1989: 153)
Viperidae,
Telescopus fallax hoogstraali (Leitz 1997: 40)
Elapidae
Macrovipera deserti (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Elapidae (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
small like a lizard
Elapid (Sauneron 1989: 154)
Elapidae,
Elapidae (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
Colubridae,
Telescopus dhara (Leitz 1997: 42)
Viperidae
Macrovipera lebetina (Brix 2011: pl. III)
similar to a lotus stem
Elapidae,
Naja nigricollis (Sauneron 1989: 154)
Colubridae
Malpolon monspessulanus (Leitz 1997: 37)
Malpolon monspessulanus (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Malpolon monspessulanus Hermann, 1804 (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
image of the lotus flower Echis carinatus (Sauneron 1989: 155)
Viperidae
on his head
Vipera (Daboia) palestinae (Leitz 1997: 126)
Atheris nitschei (Brix 2011: Pl. III)
Viperidae (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
Bitis? (Sauneron 1989: 155)
Viperidae
Echis coloratus (Leitz 1997: 88)
Echis coloratus (Brix 2011: pl. III)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 257)
Viperidae
Cerastes cerastes (Sauneron 1989: 156)
Cerastes cerastes (Leitz 1997: 64)
Cerastes cerastes (Brix 2011: Pl. III)
Cerastes cerastes Linnaeus, 1758
(Aufrère 2012a: 257)
small viper without horns Cerastes vipera (Sauneron 1989: 155)
Viperidae
Cerastes vipera (Leitz 1997: 78)
Vipera latasti (Brix 2011: pl. III)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 258)

135

Andreozzi R.

Table 1. — Continuation.

Paragraph

Name of the snake Note

Identification

30

fy (2)

31

fy ṯȝ

32

ʿrʿr

33

ḥfȝ ntf (fy)

34

lost

not so dangerous

35

rȝ-bḏḏ

not clear

36

sdbw

harmless

37

lost

harmless

38

kȝrȝ

not a serpent

Viper (Sauneron 1989: 155)
Viperidae
not identifiable (Leitz 1997:138)
Causus resimus (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Viperidae (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Viper (Sauneron 1989: 155)
Viperidae,
Echis coloratus Günther, 1878 (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Colubridae
Coluber rhodorachis? (Leitz 1997: 27)
Psammophis tanganicus? (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Elapidae,
Naja haje? (Sauneron 1989: 157)
Colubridae
Malpolon moilensis (Leitz 1997: 35)
Malpolon moilensis (Brix 2011: pl. III)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Viperidae
Echis carinatus (Sauneron 1989: 155)
Pseudocerastes persicus (Leitz 1997: 98)
Bitis arietans (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Elapidae (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
not identifiable (Sauneron 1989: 157)
Colubridae or other
not identifiable (Leitz 1997: 139)
(but not Elapidae
Telescopus tripolitanus? (Brix 2011: pl. III)
or Viperidae)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Elapidae (Sauneron 1989: 158)
Elapidae or other
not identifiable (Leitz 1997: 139)
not identifiable (Brix 2011: pl. III)
not identifiable (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Colubridae,
Psammophis sibilans (Sauneron 1989: 159)
Boidae
Coluber jugularis (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Psammophis sibilans Linnaeus, 1758 (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Eryx jaculus (Leitz 1997: 22)
Colubridae
Psammophis schokari (Sauneron 1989: 160)
Coluber nummifer? (Leitz 1997: 25)
Psammophis biseriatus? (Brix 2011: pl. III)
Colubridae (Aufrère 2012a: 258)
Chamaeleon (Sauneron 1972)
Chamaeleonidae,
Agamis (Leitz 1997: 143)
Agamidae
Chamaeleon (Aufrère 2012a: 258)

male viper,
similar to red ḥnp

The third cluster is that of the vipers fy (26-31), which appear grouped together in the text. The word fy is absent from
the Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Sprache (Grapow 1955a-c) in
this form and seems to appear exclusively in our text and
in Demotiches Glossar (Erichsen 1954: 144; CDD: F, 6) where
it probably simply represents the name of sign I9
. The
general meaning of “viper” is very clear from the way the term
is used in the Treaty (see below paragraph “Hierarchization
and other clusters”). Snakes of this group are mostly characterized by their wide head, narrow neck, and thick tail and
symptoms from a bit include spasms, fever, shivers and swollen bitten points which can let out blood. Other characteristics may be added: vipers 26 and 27 both have colored spots
on their heads; 28 and 29 are distinguished by the presence
or absence of horns. It is quite normal the Egyptian writer
would decide to put these snakes one after the other because
of their very peculiar shapes and the similar treatment that
the patient required.
The fourth cluster groups together harmless snakes (36, 37).
The sbd-snake (36) and the one that follows (37) are explicitly
assimilated by the text (similarity of the tail and both harmless). Note that they are mentioned at the end of the Treaty
(together with the harmless snake 34, although is not directly
linked to snakes 36 or 37). The identity of the rȝ-bḏḏ (35)
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instead is not very clear because of the fragmentary status of
the text and different hypotheses can be made (see Table 1).
The list, finally, ends with a beast called kȝrȝ, which its
editor considered to be the chameleon (Sauneron 1972; see
also Aufrère 2012a: 258), while Leitz (1997: 143) suggested
was an agama, an identification supported also by Hansen
(2003: 290), who also considers it possibly as a gecko.
Although the identification as agama is not impossible, some
characteristics speak in favor of the chameleon: its greenwhite color, the three protuberances on its head, its ability
to change color. Even if this last characteristic is not peculiar
to the chameleon but is shared also by Trapelus mutabilis
Merrem, 1820 (see Agama mutabilis without author quoted
by Leitz 1997: 143), the exact number of protuberances and
its color are more characteristic of the chameleon, and possibly, given the two species of this genus present in Egypt,
of the Chamaeleo chamaeleon Linnaeus, 1758 (Fig. 4; Baha
El Din 2006: 142). Agamidae species on the other hand
have at the most a series of prickles on their back (Baha El
Din 2006: 118-119), which is more suitable for the word
ȝt (“back”; Grapow 1955a: 26.3-6) in the text. The two feet
mentioned for the animal is a mistake from the scribe or the
observer. The chameleon’s presence in the list should not
be considered so strange, if we remember that chameleons
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are thought to be poisonous and are objects of superstition
in some parts of Africa (Spawls et al. 2018: 243) or Asia
(Sharma & Koli 2018: 60).
It must be underlined however that this animal, although
explicitly possessing feet, is classified with the hieroglyph
I12 and is included completely in the Egyptian snake (or
reptile?) category (for similar cases see Aufrère 2015a: 49).
Its presence at the end of the snakes list, however, is most
probably not random.
Hierarchization and other clusters
Hierarchization implies another level of clustering based on
more specific (vertical) relationships. Today, we talk about
“taxonomy”, but for an Egyptian the question was naturally
different and involved several strategies.
However, it must be said that the Treaty reveals that the
Egyptians themselves (at least in this late period) had a peculiar
classification comparable to our taxonomy: only two spurs of
this remain. The first snake preserved (14) on the list is said
to belong to the family of ḫt-wʿt e kȝ-nʿy; while the sdb (20) is
said to belong to the group of msw-bdš (and maybe also the
rȝ-bḏḏ [35]; see Sauneron 1989: 32). Nothing can actually
be said about these names, whose reading is just hypothetical
since they appear to us as hapax, but it is nevertheless worthy
of mention (Sauneron 1989: 8, 9, 32).
More important is the word fy (see also Aufrère 2015a: 27).
The fact that Egyptians had a general word for the snakes of
this family is not so surprising, since a lot of modern languages
do. Vipers are themselves quite peculiar and easily recognizable because of their short length, their massive body, the tail
which suddenly shrinks at the end and their triangular shaped
head. Furthermore, this is perhaps the family with the largest
number of poisonous snakes and their negative relationships
with humans are frequent, so it is understandable that this
scientific treatise should have had focused on them to a large
extent. The case of the vipers can reveal other strategies of
hierarchization. The word can be used either alone (26, 30)
or with a specification (27: fy nf, “blowing viper”; 90: fy ʿȝ,
“big viper”; 29: fy šry, “little viper”; 31: fy ṯȝy, “male viper”;
28: fy ẖr ḏb.wy, “viper with horn”; 22: “fy tj-ʿm”, probably
to be read tȝ-ʿm, “Asiatic viper”) or even independently as a
second member of a nominal construction (33: “relating to
the blowing snake, this is a viper [fy]). This makes of fy a basic
level term, contrary to our modern folk taxonomy, where the
"viper" must probably be considered a category of subordinate
level with respect to the one of "snake" (Berlin 1992: 69-73).
The construction “general name + specification” (see also
Brown 1984: 1-8), where the general name constitutes the
superior group and the animals with specification appear
as subordinate-level members, can be observed also for the
ḥnp-snake and the ḥnp dšr (red ḥnp), even if in this case the
existence of a general ḥnp as superior group is not clear as it
is for the vipers fy.
Finally, a general organizing trend must be underlined.
While the real beginning of the text is unfortunately lost,
the remainder of the list starts with snakes of the Elapidae
family, followed by a main corpus made up mostly of vipers
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A

B

Fig. 4. — A, Stellagama stellio Linnaeus, 1758; B, Chamaeleo chamaeleon Linnaeus, 1758. Credits: Arnold & Burton. (1978: Tav. 16).

(family of Viperidae), and then towards the end, the less
dangerous snakes (perhaps mostly belonging to the family
of Colubridae); the list finally ends with the chameleon,
an animal which is not a snake at all (at least according to
our own conceptualization). Some exceptions are surely
present: the nbd snake is said to be harmless but comes before the triad tj-ʿm/ḥnp/ḥnp and after the sbd-snake (maybe
for reasons of homophony). The position of the nkj snake
(not a viper), which has the body like a lotus stem, can be
explained by the intention of the author to put him near
to the following snake (a viper), which has the image of the
lotus on his head. The identity of the ʿrʿr snake, on the other
hand, like that of rȝ-bḏḏ, is not very clear: the first has been
identified as a cobra (see Table 1), that is an Elapidae, but
the Malpolon moilensis Reuss, 1834 (a colubrid) is a more
convincing an identification, because of the three non-lethal
marks its bite leaves and its ability to raise its head. Nothing
in turn can be said about the rȝ-bḏḏ snake, because the text
is incomplete here.
Comparisons
This list can be compared with the works of Greek authors,
who have transmitted to us similar texts about snakes with
their descriptions. We will focus on Nicander of Colophon
(III-II century BC.) and his poem Theriaká, with some
references also to others where possible. Naturally, the corpus of Greek iologoi is much wider (see Zucker 2012 for a
complete reference).
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Clustering in Theriakà (Th.)
The structure of the section about snakes in Nicander’s poem
(Th. 157-492) is carefully constructed. The author describes
fourteen snakes one after another, which may be divided in
two groups of seven (Jacques 2002: lxxiv). The first group
opens with the cobra, considered the most dangerous of the
animals which attack by biting. After this, the vipers follow
with their descriptions, divided into females and males. Then
three snakes, each one compared to the previous species for
their body shapes, are described. The cerastes is compared to
the male viper (Nicander, Th. 259), but has either two or four
horns according to the author (Nicander, Th. 261); the bloodletting snake (αἱμόρροος) is similar to the cerastes (Nicander,
Th. 294-295), but has just two horns (Nicander, Th. 291);
the sepedon then is said to be like the blood-letting snake,
but Nicander explicitly says that it has no horns (Nicander,
Th. 320-323). So, these three snakes follow a gradation in the
number of horns they have, although they are alike in their
body shapes. Then comes the dipsas, which is linked back to
the female viper (Nicander, Th. 334-335), whose appearance
is similar. Finally, the following chersydrus is said to be shaped
like a cobra (Nicander, Th. 359-360), thus referring back to the
very first entry of the text and creating a circular composition.
It should be noted that the cerastes, the blood-letting snake,
and the sepedon, each linked to the previous one (and finally
to the male viper) because of their shapes, are emphatically
grouped together, and the difference between them consists
only of an exterior marker. Something similar can be said
about the dipsas and the female viper, and about the cobra
with the chersydrus: they share a similar appearance and can
be clustered together, even if Nicander (for poetical reasons,
as he uses them to build a circular composition) mentions
them far apart from each other.
The second group presents a less compact structure. It opens
with the amphisbaena (Nicander, Th. 372-383), followed by
the scytale (Nicander, Th. 384-395), whose bodies are alike.
Both snakes are harmless and the effects of their bites are not
described. Then comes the basilisk (Nicander, Th. 396-410),
the king of snakes, which is probably a reptile with feet (see
below). Thereafter, the chelydrus is described, whose peculiarity is to live on beech trees and oaks: the dragon, an inoffensive snake with shiny (ἄγλαυρος) skin, which the Healer
god raises on a beech (Nicander, Th. 439) and the cenchrines
with shiny skin. The section is closed by the gecko (Nicander,
Th. 483-487), a reptile with feet.
It is noteworthy how Nicander arranges the animals: the
basilisk (dangerous) symmetrically opposed to the gecko
(harmless) and the dragon (harmless) in between the chelydrus and the cenchrines (both dangerous). He thus alternates
them so as to build again a fine literary construction, but also
takes inspiration from the real characteristics of each snake.
The section about snakes is concluded by an appendix on
completely harmless snakes: Nicander only mentions their
names (Nicander, Th. 488-492).
We must clarify why the basilisk is here considered to
have feet (although its identity is still under discussion).
Wellmann (1887) did not propose any identifications for
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this beast, which he considered simply as a “fabelhaftes
Tier”, while Gossen & Steier (1921) assumed that the
basilisk could be an agama. Alexander (1963), on the
other hand, suggested that this redoubtable reptile could
have come from the Egyptian representations of the cobra
because of the erect posture, but the length of the basilisk
given in the Greek descriptions (Nicander, Th. 396-407;
Philumenus, Ven., 31; Aetius Amidenus, Lib. XIII, 34;
Aelius Promotus, περί τῶν ἰοβὸλων θηρίων, 27; Plinius, HN,
VIII, 33; Aelianus, NA, II, 5-7) are much shorter than
the dimensions of the cobra, and the symptoms of its bite
do not correspond to the neurotoxic venom of Naja sp.
Linnaeus, 1758. Furthermore, the Greeks had already a
very specific name for this well-recognizable snake. Barbara
(2006) proposed that at the model for this fabled animal
could have been Echis pyramidum Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire,
1827, because of the symptoms described by Nicander,
the small length, and the spot on his head (Democrites in
Aelius Promotus, περί τῶνἰ οβὸλων θηρίων, 27; Plinius, HN
VIII, 33), but he did not consider its semi-erect position
(Plinius, HN VIII, 33), which rather evokes a reptile such
as the agama. Leitz (1997) suggested, comparing the kȝrȝ
description with that of the basilisk, that this one could
have been an agama, which appears to be the most convincing hypothesis so far. The problem that species of the
Agamidae family are not poisonous can be dismissed when
we consider that harmless chameleons and geckos are also
erroneously considered to be dangerous.
To sum up, the criteria used to group these snakes are:
– the exterior appearance of the body alone: cobra-chersydrus;
female viper-dipsas;
– exterior appearance of body + marker (horns): male vipercerastes-blood-letting snake-sepedon;
– exterior appearance of body + danger/harmless: amphisbaena-skytale;
– ecology: chelydrus-dragon (beech);
– exterior markers alone: basilisk-gecko (feet); dragon-cenchrines
(shiny skin);
– danger/harmlessness alone: alternation in the second part
of dangerous and harmless snakes (basilisk-gecko; chelydrusdragon-cenchrines).
Hierarchization in Theriakà (Th.)
Is it possible to detect vertical relations within the groups
underlined in the above? Signs of hierarchization are quite
limited because of the structure, which is organized also according to poetic criteria. Some brief observations can still
be made, however.
The cobra, firstly, is located at the beginning of the section
about snakes, which is not random but is rather because it is
considered the most venomous of snakes (Nicander, Th. 188).
Furthermore, Philumenus of Alexandria (III century AD)
distinguished three types of cobras according to their length,
color and activity (Philumenus, Ven. 16): χερσαῖα ἀσπίδες
(earthy cobras), χελιδονίαι ἀσπίδες (cobras with color like the
swallow) and the πτυάδες ἀσπίδες (the spitting cobras). These
types represent members of the superordinate group of cobras.
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Vipers instead are distinguished by Nicander according
to gender, geographical place and shape. He differentiates a
female viper, and, among these, differentiates the ones which
live in Europe, with a horn on their nose and shorter body,
and the ones which live in Asia, bigger but without horn. The
male vipers are characterized by a pointed snout without any
geographical subdivisions. Distinction based on the gender
(male-female) is made also by Philumenus about the bloodletting snake (Philumenus, Ven. 21).
The cerastes, the blood-letting snake, and the sepedon, all
of them recalling the shape of the male viper, could all be
considered its subordinate members, but this is not explicitly
affirmed by the author.
The dragon-snake, while it is not specified by Nicander, is
divided by Philumenus (Ven. 30) depending on its color (black,
reddish, ash grey) or its length (5, 10, 15, 20, 30 cubits). But
the dragons described by the two authors are probably two
completely different snakes: the one described by Nicander,
whose bites are not bigger than the ones a mouse gives, is possibly an Elaphe Wagler, 1833 sp. (Bodson 1981: 69), while
the other one described by Philumenus is provided with big
teeth which break human bones and must be a Python Daudin,
1803 sp. (Jacques 2002: 136-138; see Table 2).
The harmless snakes, finally, are collocated at the end of the list
(like in the Egyptian Treaty), because hierarchically less important,
at the opposite end to the cobra. Vipers, which are dangerous,
are likewise well-grouped and recognized as in the Egyptian list.
As for Nicander’s remaining snakes mentioned above, it is difficult
to say which vertical relations link them all, if they indeed exist.
It should be noted at the end of this brief overview that the
strategies of hierarchization used by Nicander and Philumenus
are similar to the Egyptian ones, especially the use of an adjective as a specification after a superordinate name. These adjectives reveal criteria of distinction which mostly cover the same
spectrum which we find in the Egyptian Treaty: color, gender,
physical shape, place of provenience, characterizing behavior
(see the blowing viper and the spitting cobra). Naturally these
are cultural phenomena which must be considered independently originated and developed, however.
STATISTICAL METHOD IN CONTEXT
Statistical methods can prove useful when it comes to detecting ancient categorization through a lexicographical study.
We selected five words commonly translated as ‘snake’ or
words which might relate to snakes – so as to distinguish and
highlight differences in semantic areas and contexts of use.
These are: fnṯ (Grapow 1955a: 577.5-7), ḥfȝ (Grapow 1955b:
72-73.5: ḥfȝ.w + ḥfȝ.t), sȝ-tȝ (Grapow 1955b: 410.16-17),
ḏdf.t (Grapow 1955c: 633.6-634.3), jmj-tȝ (Grapow 1955a:
75.17). Occurrences in the database of the Thesaurus Linguae
Aegyptiae (adding only the ḥfȝ of the relief of Djedkara analyzed supra) have then been used for the table below and all
the data has been divided considering two factors: distribution
across time, and across textual genres, trying to detect possible
changes in the use of these words. As far as time is concerned,
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the classical Egyptological division (Old-Middle-New Kingdom:
see Hornung et al. 2006: 490-495) has been adopted, merging
the Intermediate Periods with the preceding age, and Third
Intermediate Period with the Late Period, because of the lack
of occurrences in this latter age. With regards to the dating
of the ‘snake-word’ as it occurs in each text, the dating of the
edition indicated in the Thesaurus has been used. Regarding
textual genres, they have been divided as follows. Funerary
texts refer to Pyramid Texts, Coffin Texts, Book of the Dead,
and all those inscriptions in tombs aiming to help the deceased
cross the netherworld and defy their enemies. Medical texts
are easily defined, and the same can be said of magical texts,
which comprise also some magical spells in medical papyri,
where it can be easily deducted from the context that a real
snake is meant and not a disease caused by a “sworm” creature.
Literary texts include narrative history, hymns and poetry, and
the so-called teachings, made up mostly of proverbs. Ritual
texts comprise all the ritual spells that are supposed to have
been said during ceremonies, while mythological texts cover
texts on the myths and legends of the gods, even if one could
consider them in some respects to be literary or funerary. The
label “other” includes administrative texts and most fragmentary texts, whose topic cannot be easily determined.
The data, displayed as a percentage of the total occurrences
in each age, is shown in Fig. 5.
DISCUSSION
While it is not within the scope of this paper to propose a
thorough lexicographical analysis of each word, some brief
observations can still be made on the basis of this data.
Firstly, each word has a specific distribution across the different genres and ages:
– jmj-tȝ4 appears exclusively in funerary texts from the New
Kingdom onwards;
– sȝ-tȝ (“son of the earth”) predominates in funerary and
ritual texts;
– fnṯ, in the Old Kingdom and in the Middle Kingdom,
appears just in funerary texts and indicates a creature of the
netherworld (see below), while in the New Kingdom the word
has diversified its meanings and takes an important part in
the medical texts as intestinal worm (see below);
– ḏdf.t appears almost equally in each textual genre, but occurs only from the New Kingdom onwards;
– ḥfȝ (ḥfȝ.w + ḥfȝ.t) predominates in almost all fields from
the Old Kingdom onwards.
Taking into consideration only the medical texts of the New
Kingdom, three words appear: ḥfȝ (61,5%), fnṯ (30,8 %) and
ḏdf.t (7,7%). These indicate worms in all cases: ḥfȝ seems to
be specific for intestinal worm (Eb 50, 53, 55, 64, 65, 66, 68,
70), fnṯ possibly for worms which emerge from putrefaction
(L 14, 30, 55), and ḏdf.t appears once in the generalizing
expression “all the worms which are in his body” (Eb 64).
4. For jmj-tȝ and sȝ-tȝ, the occurrences analyzed are still fewer that the standard
number of 100 occurrences, and the research shows only preliminary results,
while for the other terms, the data is much more complete and reliable.
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Table 2. — Suggested identifications for the reptiles of the Nicander’s Theriaká. Scientific names are here without author because they are presented this way
in the quoted works.

Nicander

Possible identifications

ἀσπίς
(cobra)
Just Philumenus:
χερσαῖα ἀσπίδες
χελιδονίαι ἀσπίδες
πτυάδες ἀσπίδες
ἔχιδνα
(female viper)
ἔχις
(male viper)

Naja haje (Gossen & Steier 1921: 524; Jacques 2002: 97; Gow & Scholfield 1953: 173) Elapidae
see also Overduin (2014: 248)

κεράστης
(Cerastes cerastes)
αἱμόρροος
(a viper)

σηπεδών
(a viper)
διψάς
(a viper)

χέρσυδρος
(probably a viper)

ἀμφίσβαινα
(a worm-snake,
inoffensive)
σκυτάλη
(a worm-snake,
inoffensive)
βασιλίσκος
(basilisk,
not a snake)
δρυίνας or χέλιδρος
(a viper)

δράκων
(python or elaphe,
not venomous
or inoffensive)
κεγχρίνης
(possibly a viper)
ἀσκάλαβος
(gecko, not a snake)
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Modern family

Naja haje (Leitz 1997: 46)
Walterinnesia aegyptia (Leitz 1997: 46)
Naja mossambica pallida (Leitz 1997: 46)
See ἔχις

Viperidae

Vipera ammodytes or V. aspis (Jacques 2002: 103; Gossen & Steier 1921: 537)
Pelias berus and Vipera aspis (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 174)
Vipera ammodytes (Leitz 1997: 103)
see also Overduin (2014: 267)
Cerastes cerastes (Gossen & Steier 1921: 544; Gow & Scholfield 1953: 175;
Keller 1980: II 297; Jacques 2002: 111; Leitz 1997: 64) with different nomenclature
see also Overduin (2014: 284)
Vipera latastei or Echis carinata (Gossen & Steier 1921: 521, 522)
a form of cerastes, Echis carinatus or Pesudocerastes fieldi (Gow & Schowfield
1953: 175)
a confusion of Nicander (Jacques 2002: 114)
Cerastes vipera (Leitz 1997: 72)
see also Overduin (2014: 290)
Unidentifiable (Gossen & Steier 1921: 552; Gow & Scholfield 1953: 176)
probably a viper of genus Bitis (Jacques 2002: 117)
Echis pyramidum (Leitz 1997: 81)
see also Overduin (2014: 303)
Cerastes vipera (Gossen & Steier 1921: 531)
Vipera prester (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 176)
a viper (Jacques 2002: 119)
Pseudocerastes persicus (Leitz 1997: 94)
see also Overduin (2014: 306)
Lauticauda laticaudata (Gossen & Steier 1921: 555),
Tropidonotus natrix (Keller 1980: II 298),
both probably wrong (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 177),
a form of chelydros? (Jacques 2002: 122-124)
Vipera lebetina (Leitz 1997: 115)
a hybrid between the Malpolon monspessulanus insignatus Geoffroy, 1827
and the Natrix tessellata tessellata Laurenti, 1768 (Aufrère 2012b)
see also Overduin (2014: 323)
Typhlops vermicularis (Gossen & Steier 1921: 524; Leitz 1997: 18)
fabulous (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 177)
Blanus strauchi (Leitz 1997: 18)
see also Overduin (2014: 326)
Unidentifiable (Gossen & Steier 1921: 553; Gow & Scholfield 1953: 178)
Eryx jaculus (Leitz 1997: 22)
see also Overduin (2014: 329)
An agama or fabulous (Gossen & Steier 1921: 529)
fabulous (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 178)
an agama (Leitz 1997: 142)
see also Overduin (2014: 331)
Vipera berus? (Gossen & Steier 1921: 537)
Vipera lebetina? (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 178)
a viper (Jacques 2002: 134)
Vipera berus (Leitz 1997: 127)
see also Overduin (2014: 336)
Python sebae (Gossen & Steier 1921: 532)
fabulous (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 179)
or Python molurus (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 179)
Elaphe longissimi or E. quadrivittata (Bodson 1981: 69)
Python sebae and Elaphe quatuorlineata (Leitz 1997: 21, 29)
see also Overduin (2014: 342)
Zamenis gemonensis (Gossen & Steier 1921: 523)
Pelias berus, Vipera ammodytes or fabulous (Gow & Scholfield 1953: 179),
Vipera (Daboia) xanthine (Leitz 1997: 119)
see also Overduin (2014: 351)
Platydactylus muralis (Jacques 2002: 143)
see also Overduin (2014: 361)

Viperidae

Viperidae
Viperidae

Viperidae

Viperidae, Colubridae

Probably Viperidae

Typhlopidae
or Blanidae
Boidae
Agamidae

Viperidae

Pythonidae
Colubridae
Colubridae, Viperidae

Phyllodactylidae
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Old Kingdom
Magical texts
Ritual texts
Medical texts
Mythological texts
Literary texts
Funerary texts
Other
Old Kingdom
Magical texts
Ritual texts
Medical texts
Mythological texts
Literary texts
Funerary texts
Other
Old Kingdom
Magical texts
Ritual texts
Medical texts
Mythological texts
Literary texts
Funerary texts
Old Kingdom
Magical texts
Ritual texts
Medical texts
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0

20

40
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60
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80
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100

120

ḥfȝ

Fig. 5. — Distribution of use of the words for “snake” across time and textual genres.

If we consider that we can detect changes in a word’s meaning
within a specific genre across time, funerary texts offer the best
opportunity to see this process in action. Sȝ-tȝ appears during
the Old and Middle Kingdom as an aggressive creature of the
netherworld (Faulkner 1969: 727; 2004: 885 VII97s; 98i),
but in the New Kingdom, it starts to hold a more positive
connotation: the deceased turns into a sȝ-tȝ and this allows
him to go through his travel (Quirke 2013: 87). Even later
on it continues to have the function of protection outside the
funerary corpus (Chassinat 2008b: 108.10-11). Fnṯ instead
continues in the New Kingdom to have the positive connotation it seemed to have in the previous periods (Faulkner
1969: 291; 2004: 885, VII96f; Quirke 2013: 78), but while
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included in medical texts as “worm”, it simultaneously starts
to appear in the Book of Dead in connection to the fear of
the dead, who rot and produce worms (Quirke 2013: 154).
If we subsequently try to calculate the most frequent words
which are associated with the words we are analyzing (subsequently called xi), and consider a “window” of ten words
(five before the word we are studying and five after it), the
most notable result is that in 52.5% of its occurrences ḏdf.t
is coupled (that is, it appears in the second position after xi)
with the adjective nb.t (each, every).
This method represents a variation on the Markov assumption
(“the assumption that the probability of a word depends only on
the previous word”: Jurafsky & Martin 2018: 40) and it can be
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read also as an answer to the question “what is the probability
that given the ḏdf.t word there will be a nb adjective after it?”.
The result is not a mere curiosity, but affects also considerations
about the meaning of the word, because it points out that its
possible value is large and can embrace several concepts. This
term occurs often in generalizing expressions as in the formula
“every beast, every bird, every fish, every ḏdf.t” (for example see
Garis Davies 1903: pl. 36, line 4; 1905: pl. 29, line 4; Chassinat
2008a: 114.10-11) and one might be tempted to translate this
last example as “every reptile”. However, a variant of the formula of the Book of Dead, where ḏdf.t nb.t is preceded by ḥfȝ.
wt nb.t (Quirke 2013: 154), goes against this interpretation,
so that here it is better translated as “every worm” (Allen 1960:
279; Quirke 2013: 383) and it could be considered the most
general term for this category (coherently with Eb 64). The
meaning of the word is, however, even wider as Meeks (2012:
535, 536) and Aufrère (2015a: 24; 2017) demonstrated, and
it embraces all the creatures of the earth, water and air “capable d’infliger morsure, piqûre, griffure ou pincement” (Aufrère
2015a: 26). It can be added that the modern-day Bedouins of
the Khushmaan Ma’aza tribe, from the northern part of the
Egyptian Eastern Desert, have, in a similar way, a general word
(dûd), which means literally “worm”, but which incorporates
also “spiders, centipedes, ants, ticks, caterpillars, snails, beetles”
(Goodman & Hobbs 1994: 78) and “crawling, nonruminating, unclean animals” (Goodman & Hobbs 1994: 97). For
the word ḏdf.t, then, it is clear that statistics, lexicography and
ethnographical comparisons all agree in the same way.
Some considerations must be offered in view of possible future improvements. As we can see, most of the occurrences are
concentrated in funerary texts. This is firstly because the research
is affected by the corpus of the Thesaurus (but also by the kind
of texts that Egypt itself transmitted to us) and secondarily by
the subject itself: snakes certainly play a significant role in the
netherworld. Thirdly, the division into genres in some cases is
purely conventional and might have affected the representation
of the data in the above graph. Moreover, the dating of each
text, which can be a copy of an older script, could be considered more carefully. Finally, future research could also consider
other words for snakes such as qrr (Grapow 1955c: 62.11), r(ȝ)
(Aufrère 2019: 33) or qrḥ.t (Aufrère 2019: 50).
Despite these caveats, from this brief overview it can be concluded that jmj-tȝ and sȝ-tȝ are the most specific designations for
‘snake’ and are almost completely limited to the funerary and
mythological world. Fnṯ, which appears also as a creature of the
netherworld, seems to become more specialized from the New
Kingdom onwards with the meaning as “worm” rather than “snake”
(even if a literary text mentions once its teeth: Gardiner 1937: 49,
line 13.7). Ḥfȝ remains the most common and flexible word to
indicate every creeping (or apparently creeping) and potentially
dangerous creature, such as snakes, worms and possibly skinks (see
also Meeks 2012: 535; Aufrère 2015b: 95). Ḏdf.t, which appears
just in the New Kingdom and which could have created some
shifts of meaning in the other snake-related terms, seems to be
concentrated in a fixed formula with a very generalizing meaning embracing almost “every creature able to cause poisoning or
infection through its bite, sting or scratch” (Aufrère 2015a: 26).
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CONCLUSIONS
The three methods here used (determinatives, lists, statistics)
are ultimately lexicographical approaches, but each one can
show a slightly different aspect of the way reptiles were considered in the ancient Egyptian world. Determinatives apply
directly to the word they refer to, establishing with them
different relationships (Goldwasser 2006) and these enable
us define a whole category (what word has that classifier?) as
well as establish borderline cases. Lists on the other hand are
more useful for detecting both hierarchization and sub-clusters
inside a category and the criteria according to which these
sub-categories are culturally established. Comparisons with
other cultures have been here employed in order to better
understand this phenomenon, but deterministic conclusions
relying on this method should of course be avoided. Finally,
statistical methods, which are helpful in several ways, have
been used to reveal differences in usage of the “snake”-words.
Acknowledgments
I would like to thank the conference organizers and editors of
this volume, Axelle Brémont, Yoan Boudes, Simon Thuault,
and Meyssa Ben Saad for the assistance in writing this paper;
Sydney H. Aufrère for having provided me with copies of his
articles and, together with Pierre Tallet, for having reviewed
the paper; Nadine Guilhou, who has sent to me a copy of her
useful paper; and, finally, Jake Dyble for the English corrections.
REFERENCES
Aelianus: see Maspero 1998.
Aelius Promotus: see Ihm 1995.
Aëtius Medicus: see Zervos 1905.
Alexander R. McN. 1963. — The Evolution of the Basilisk.
Greece & Rome 10 (2): 170-181.
Allen T. G. (ed.) 1960. — The Egyptian Book of the Dead: Documents in the Oriental Institute Museum at the University of Chicago.
The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, xxxiii + 289 p. (Coll.
Oriental Institute Publications; 82).
Anderson J. 1898-1907. — Zoology of Egypt. Quaritch, London,
2 vol. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.45263
Anselin A. 2004. — Le lézard et le têtard. Archaéologie linguistique
du nombre : faune égyptienne et pensée de la quantification.
Boletín de la Asociación Andaluza de Egiptología 2: 11-28.
Arnold E. N. & Burton J. A. 1978. — Guida dei rettili e degli
anfibi d’Europa: atlante illustrato a colori. F. Muzzio, Padova, 239 p.
Aufrère S. H. 2012a. — Symptomatologie des morsures d’ophidiens
d’après le papyrus Brooklyn nos 47.218.48 et 85 : aspects épistémologiques d’un texte égyptien ancien recopié au IVe siècle
avant notre ère. Anthropozoologica 47 (1): 223-261. https://doi.
org/10.5252/az2012n1a6
Aufrère S. H. 2012b. — Le Chersydre de Nicandre et l’Hydre
d’Ésope et d’Élien, in Gasse A., Servajean F. & Thiers C. (eds),
‘Et in Ægypto et ad Ægyptum’. Recueil d’études dédiées à JeanClaude Grenier. Vol. 1. Université Paul Valéry (Montpellier III),
CNRS, Montpellier: 53-64. (Coll. Cahiers « Égypte Nilotique
et Méditerranéenne »; 5).
Aufrère S. H. 2015a. — Chasser, conjurer les « animaux venimeux »
(Ddf.t) et s’en protéger d’après le Papyrus Brooklyn 47.218.138 :
notes de lecture. Journal of the Society for the Study of Egyptian
Antiquities (40): 1-54.

ANTHROPOZOOLOGICA • 2020 • 55 (9)

Categorizing reptiles in Ancient Egypt

Aufrère S. H. 2015b. — À propos du « statut » des serpents d’après
le Mythe de la Vache céleste, 56-62, in Castellano N., Mascort M., Piedrafita C. & Vivo J. (eds), Ex Ægypto lux et sapientia: homenatge al professor Josep Padró Parcerisa. Universitat de
Barcelona, Societat Catalana d’Egiptologia, Barcelona: 91-105.
Aufrère S. H. 2015c. — “Dieu” et “dieux” : paradigme naturaliste
et sceptisisme ? Le “faucon” des dieux et le “cobra” des déesses, in
Lebrun R., De Vos J. & Van Quickelberghe É. (eds), Deus
Unicus : actes du colloque « Aux origines du monothéisme et du scepticisme religieux » organisé à Louvain-la-Neuve les 7 et 8 juin 2013
par le Centre d’Histoire des Religions Cardinal Julien Ries. Brepols,
Turnout: 11-63. https://doi.org/10.1484/M.HR-EB.4.00142
Aufrère S. H. 2017. — Les jatfe (< ég. Ddf.t) dans tous leurs états
d’après les scalistes coptes. Livres des Degrés (chap. VI) et Scala magna
(Chap. XV) : Chordata (Mammalia, Sauropsida et Amphibia),
Arthropoda et Nematoda, in Bosson N., Boud’hors A. &
Aufrère S. H. (eds), Labor omnia uicit improbus: miscellanea in
honorem Ariel Shisha-Halevy. Peeters, Leuven: 3-92.
Aufrère S. H. 2019. — À propos des noms d’espèces appartenant
au sous-ordre des Sauria (lézards) attestés en Égypte ancienne et
médiévale. Un tour d’horizon zoologique et lexicographique, in
Porcier S., Ikram S. & Pasquali S. (eds), Creatures of Earth, Water
and Sky. Essays on Animals in Ancient Egypt and Nubia. Sidestone
Press, Leiden: 47-65.
Baha El Din S. 2006. — A Guide to the Reptiles and Amphibians of
Egypt. American University in Cairo Press, Il Cairo, New York, 320 p.
Barbara S. 2006. — Le basilic de Nicandre, Thériaques, 396-410 :
caractéristiques et essai d’identification, in Cusset C. (ed.), Musa
docta. Recherches sur la poésie scientifique dans l’Antiquité. PUSE,
Saint-Étienne: 119-154.
Bardinet T. 1995. — Les papyrus médicaux de l’Égypte pharaonique :
traduction intégrale et commentaire. Fayard, Paris, 592 p. (Coll.
Penser la médecine).
Barns J. W. B. 1956. — Five Ramesseum Papyri. Griffith Institute,
Oxford, 84 p.
Baum N. 1988. — Arbres et arbustes de l’Égypte ancienne : la liste
de la tombe thébaine d’ Ineni (no. 81). Orientalia Lovaniensia
Analecta 31, 381 p.
Berlin B. 1992. — Ethnobiological Classification: Principles of Categorization of Plants and Animals in Traditional Societies. Princeton
University Press, Princeton, 354 p.
Betrò M. 2016. — Gli erbari nell’antico Egitto, in Actis Caporale
A., D’amicone E., Relats F. & Tragan P. R. (eds), Naturalia e
Artificialia: Le piante e i fiori d’Egitto nell’esperienza museografica
degli scavi e degli erbari. Publicacions de l’Abadia de Montserrat,
Barcelona: 41-60.
Bodson L. 1981. — Les grecs et leurs serpents. Premiers résultats
de l’étude taxonomique des sources anciennes. L’Antiquité classique 50 (1/2): 57-78. https://doi.org/10.3406/antiq.1981.1991
Brix N. P. 2011. — Étude de la faune ophidienne de l’Égypte ancienne.
Université de Strasbourg II Marc Bloch, Strasbourg, 2 vol.
Brown C. H. 1984. — Language and living things: uniformities
in folk classification and naming. Rutgers University Press, New
Brunswick, 306 p.
Černý J. 1976. — Coptic etymological dictionary. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, xxiv + 383 p.
Chassinat É. 2008a. — Le temple d’Edfou. Vol. V. Institut français
d’archéologie orientale, Le Caire [1st ed. 1930]. (Coll. MMAF; 22).
Chassinat É. 2008b. — Le temple d’Edfou. Vol. VII. Institut français
d’archéologie orientale, Le Caire [1st ed. 1932]. (Coll. MMAF; 24).
Conte G. B. (ed.) 1983. — Gaio Plinio Secondo. Storia naturale II,
Libri 7-11: Antropologia e zoologia. Traduzione e note di Borghini
A., Giannarelli E., Marcone A. & Ranucci G. Giulio Einaudi
editore, Torino, vi + 709 p.
Garis Davies N. de 1903. — The rock tombs of el Amarna. Part. I.
Archaeological Survey of Egypt (13): viii + 56 p. + xxxv pl.
Garis Davies N. de 1905. — The rock tombs of el Amarna. Part. III.
Archaeological Survey of Egypt (15): x + 41 p. + xl pl.

ANTHROPOZOOLOGICA • 2020 • 55 (9)

Deicher S. & Maroko E. (eds) 2015. — Die Liste. Ordnungen
von Dingen und Menschen in Ägypten. Kulturverlag Kadmos,
Berlin, 384 p.
Dioscorides: see Wellmann 1958.
Edel E. 1955. — Altägyptische Grammatik I. Pontificium Institutum Biblicum = Analecta Orientalia. Commentationes scientificae
de rebus Orientis antiqui (34): lxxxxiii + 625 p.
Erichsen W. 1954. — Demotisches Glossar. Ejnar Munksgaard,
Kopenhagen, 225 p.
Faulkner R. O. 1969. — The ancient Egyptian Pyramid Texts
Translated into English. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 2 vols, xii +
330 p., 88 p.
Faulkner R. O. 2004. — The ancient Egyptian Coffin Texts. Aris &
Phillips, Oxford, 800 p.
Gardiner A. H. 1937. — Late-Egyptian Miscellanies. Fondation
égyptologique Reine Élisabeth, Bruxelles, 306 p. (Coll. Bibliotheca Aegyptiaca; 7).
Gardiner A. H. 1950. — Egyptian Grammar: Being an Introduction to the Study of Hieroglyphs. Oxford University Press, Oxford:
438-548 (Signs-list).
Gerke S. 2017. — All creatures great and small: the ancient Egyptian
view of the animal world, in Pommerening T. & Bisang W. (eds),
Classification from Antiquity to Modern Times: Sources, Methods,
and Theories from an Interdisciplinary Perspective. De Gruyter,
Berlin, Boston: 67-99.
Goldwasser O. 1999. — The Determinative System as a Mirror of
World Organization. Göttinger Miszellen (170): 49-68.
Goldwasser O. 2002. — Prophets, Lovers and Giraffes: Wor(l)d
Classification in Ancient Egypt. Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden, 224 p.
(Colls Classification and Categorization in Ancient Egypt; 3;
Göttinger Orientforschungen 4, Reihe: Ägypten; 38).
Goldwasser O. 2006. — On the new definition of classifier languages and scripts. Lingua Aegyptia 14: 473-484.
Goodman S. M. & Hobbs J. J. 1994. — The distribution and
ethnozoology of reptiles of the northern portion of the Egyptian
Eastern Desert. Journal of Ethnobiology 14 (1): 75-100.
Gossen H. & Steier A. 1921. — Schlange (Arten), in Wissowa G.
(ed.), Paulys Realenzyklopädie der classischen Altertumswissenschaften. Band II.A.1, Sarmatia – Selinos. Metzler, Stuttgart: 494-557.
Gow A. S. F. & Scholfield A. F. 1953. — Nicander: the Poems and
Poetical Fragments. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 258 p.
Goyon J.-C. 2012. — Le recueil de prophylaxie contre les agressions
des animaux venimeux du Musée de Brooklyn : papyrus Wilbour
47.218.138. Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden, x + 192 p. (Coll. Studien
zur spätägyptischen Religion; 5).
Grapow H. 1955a. — Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Sprache im Auftrage
der Deutschen Akademien herausgegeben von Adolf Erman und Hermann Grapow. Die Belegstellen. Vol 1. [Unveränderter Nachdruck
mit zusätzlichemTafelteil]. Akademie-Verlag, Berlin, ii + 96 p.
Grapow H. 1955b. — Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Sprache im
Auftrage der Deutschen Akademien herausgegeben von Adolf Erman
und Hermann Grapow. Die Belegstellen. Vol 3. [Unveränderter
Nachdruck mit zusätzlichemTafelteil]. Akademie-Verlag,
Berlin, 489 p.
Grapow H. 1955c. — Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Sprache im Auftrage
der Deutschen Akademien herausgegeben von Adolf Erman und Hermann Grapow. Die Belegstellen. Vol 5. [Unveränderter Nachdruck
mit zusätzlichemTafelteil]. Akademie-Verlag, Berlin, iv + 95 p.
Grimm A. 1985. — Das Fragment einer Liste fremdländischer Tiere,
Pflanzen und Städte aus dem Totentempel des Königs DjedkareAsosi: zu drei bisher unbekannten afrikanischen Toponymen.
Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur (12): 29-41.
Grimm A. 1988. — tȝ-nbw «Goldland» und «Nubien»: zu den
Inschriften auf dem Listenfragment aus dem Totentempel des
Djedkare. Göttinger Miszellen 106 (1): 23-28.
Guilhou N. 2009. — Lézards et geckos dans l’Égypte ancienne.
IVe Rencontres archéozoologiques de Lattes, UMR 5140 - CNRS,
Université Paul-Valéry Montpellier 3, 26 juin 2009.

143

Andreozzi R.

Hansen N. B. 2003. — Leaping lizards! “Poison” geckos in ancient
and modern Egypt, in Hawass Z. & Pinch Brock L. (eds), Egyptology at the Dawn of the Twenty-First Century: Proceedings of the
Eighth International Congress of Egyptologists, Cairo, 2000, Vol. 2.
American University in Cairo Press, Cairo, New York: 290-297.
Hornung E., Krauss R. & Warburton A. (eds) 2006. — Ancient
Egyptian chronology. Brill, Leiden, 158 p. (Coll. Handbook of
Oriental Studies. Section 1: The Near and Middle East; 83).
Hübner B. & Reizammer A. 1985-1986. — Inim Kiengi II:
sumerisch-deutsches Glossar in zwei Bänden. Selbstverlag Albert
Reizammer, Marktredwitz, 1229 p.
Ihm S. 1995. — Der Traktat Peri tōn iobolōn thēriōn kai dēlētēriōn
pharmakōn des sog. Aelius Promotus. Erst edition mit textkritischem
Kommentar. Ludwig Reichert, Wiesbaden, 169 p. (Coll. Serta
Graeca; 4).
Jacques J.-M. 2002. — Nicandre : Œuvres. Tome II, Les Thériaques.
Fragments iologiques antérieurs à Nicandre. Les Belles Lettres,
Paris, ccviii + 322 p. (Coll. Collection des universités de France
Série grecque; 421).
Jurafsky D. & Martin H. 2018. — Speech and Language Processing. An Introduction to Natural Language Processing, Computational
Linguistics, and Speech Recognition. Third Edition Draft. https://
web.stanford.edu/~jurafsky/slp3/ed3book.pdf, last consultation:
19/05/2020.
Kaplony P. 1966. — Strukturprobleme der Hieroglyphenschrift.
Chronique d’Égypte 41 (81): 60-99.
Keimer L. 1936. — Sur quelques représentations de caméléon
de l’Égypte ancienne. Bulletin de l’Institut français d’archéologie
orientale 36 : 85-95.
Keller O. 1980. — Die antike Tierwelt (mit Gesamtregister von
Eugen Staiger). G. Olms Hildesheim, New York, 2 vols, xii +
433 p. +3 pl., xv + 617 p. + 2 pl.
Landsberger B. 1934. — Die Fauna des alten Mesopotamien nach der
14. Tafel der Serie Har-ra-hubullu. S. Hirzel, Leipzig, xiv + 14 p. (Coll.
Abhandlungen der Sächsischen Akademie der Wissenschaft 42).
Leitz C. 1997. — Die Schlangennamen in den ägyptischen und
griechischen Giftbüchern. Akademieder Wissenschaften und der
Literatur, Mainz; Franz Steiner, Stuttgart, 166 p. (Coll. Anhandlungen der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse; 6).
Maspero F. 1998. — Claudio Eliano, La natura degli animali,
Volume primo (Libri I-VIII), Introduzione, traduzione e note di
Francesco Maspero, Testo greco a fronte. Biblioteca Universale Rizzoli, Milano, 500 p.
Meeks D. 2012. — La hiérarchie des êtres vivants selon la conception
égyptienne, in Gasse A., Servajean F. & Thiers C. (eds), Et in Ægypto
et ad Ægyptum: recueil d’études dédiées à Jean-Claude Grenier. Vol. 3.
Université Paul Valéry (Montpellier III), Montpellier: 517-546.
Megahed M., Janosi P. & Vymazalova H. 2017. — Neues von der
Pyramiden anlagedes Djedkare-Isesi: Grabungs- und Forschungs
ergebnisse 2015-2016. Sokar 34: 36-63.
Nicander Epicus: see Jacques 2002.
Overduin F. 2014. — Nicander of Colophon’s Theriaca: a Literary
Commentary. Brill, Leiden, Boston, 587 p. (Coll. Mnemosyne,
Supplements; 374).
Philumenus Medicus: see Wellmann 1908.
Pianezzola E., Ranucci G. & Conte G. B. 2004. — Dizionario di latino-italiano. Le Monnier La biblioteca di Repubblica,
Firenze, Roma, 2336 p.
Plinius: see Conte 1983.
Pokorny J. 1959-1969. — Indogermanisches etymologisches Wörterbuch. Francke, Bern, München, 770 p.

Pommerening T. 2017. — Classification in ancient Egyptian medical formulae and its role in re-discovering comprehensive and
specific concepts of drugs and effects, in Pommerening T. &
Bisang W. (eds), Classification from Antiquity to Modern Times:
Sources, Methods, and Theories from an Interdisciplinary Perspective. De Gruyter, Berlin, Boston: 167-195.
Quirke S. 2013. — Going Out in Daylight – prt m hrw: the ancient
Egyptian Book of the Dead, Translation, Sources, Meaning. Golden
House Publications, London, 631 p. (Coll. GHP Egyptology; 20).
Ramscar M. & Port R. 2015. — Categorization (without categories), in Dawbroska E. & Divjak D. (eds), Handbook of Cognitive
Linguistics. Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin: 75-99.
Redford D. B. 1986. — Egypt and Western Asia in the Old Kingdom. Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 23: 125-143.
Sauneron S. 1972. — Une description égyptienne du caméléon.
Revue d’Égyptologie 24: 160-164.
Sauneron S. 1989. — Un traité égyptien d’ophiologie: papyrus
du Brooklyn Museum No. 47.218.48 et .85. Institut Français
d’Archéologie Orientale, Le Caire, xi + 243 p.
Selz G. J., Colette G. & Goldwasser O. 2017. — The question
of Sumerian “determinatives”: inventory, classifier analysis, and
comparison to Egyptian classifiers from the linguistic perspective
of noun classification. Lingua Aegyptia 25: 281-344.
Sharma S. K. & Koli V. K. 2018. — Distribution of Asian chameleons (Chamaeleo zeylanicus Laurenti, 1768) in different forest
types of Rajasthan, India. Ircf Reptiles & Amphibians 25 (1): 60-62.
Spawls S., Howell K., Hinkel H. & Menegon M. 2018. — Field
Guide to East African Reptiles. Bloomsbury Natural History,
London, 624 p.
Takács G. 2001. — Etymological dictionary of Egyptian. Volume
two: b-, p-, f-. Brill, Leiden, xxviii +644 p. (Coll. Handbook of
Oriental Studies. Section 1: the Near and Middle East 48 [2]).
Toumi I., Adamou A. & Becila S. 2016. — La consommation
du poisson de sable (Scincus scincus) dans la région du Souf
(Erg oriental, Algérie) : motivation et modalités de préparation.
Cahiers de nutrition et de diététique 52 (1): 41-44. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cnd.2016.10.003
Townsend T., Larson A., Louis E. & Macey J. 2004. — Molecular
phylogenetics of Squamata: the position of snakes, amphisbaenians,
and dibamids, and the root of the Squamate tree. Systematic Bio
logy 53: 735-757. https://doi.org/10.1080/10635150490522340
Von Deines H. & Grapow H. 1959. — Wörterbuch der ägyptischen
Drogennamen. Akademie-Verlag, Berlin, vi + 634 p. (Coll. Grundriss der Medizin der alten Ägypter; VI).
Vycichl W. 1983. — Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue copte.
Peeters, Leuven, 522 p.
Wellmann M. 1887. — Basilisk, in Wissowa G. (ed.), Paulys
Realenyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissenschaften. Band III.1,
Barbarus – Campanus. Metzler, Stuttgart: 100-101.
Wellmann M. 1908. — Philumeni De venenatis animalibus eorumque
remediis. B. G. Teubner, Leipzig, Berlin, 70 p.
Wellmann M. 1958. — De materia medica libri quinque. Weidmann, Berlin. 3 vols, vi + 255 p, xxiv + 339 p., vi + 393 p.
Westendorf W. 2008. — Koptisches Handwörterbuch: bearbeitet
auf der Grundlage des Koptischen Handwörterbuchs von Wilhelm
Spiegelberg, 2nd ed. Carl Winter, Heidelberg, 679 p.
Zervos S. 1905 — Aetiou Amidenou peri daknontōn kai iobolōn
ofeōnētoi logos dekatostritos. Athēna 18: 241-302.
Zucker A. 2012. — Registres et savoirs invoqués dans le De venenatis animalibus de Philouménos. Anthropozoologica 47 (1): 51-72.
https://doi.org/10.5252/az2012n1a2
Submitted on 14 October 2019;
accepted on 14 January 2020;
published on 26 June 2020.

144

ANTHROPOZOOLOGICA • 2020 • 55 (9)

