	[image: ]
	[image: ]

	Figure 1: Scaraboid Amulet (Frog) Front View (Leer, 2019)
	Figure 2: Scaraboid Amulet (Frog) Side View (Leer, 2019)
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	Figure 3: Scaraboid Amulet (Frog) Back View (Leer, 2019)
	Figure 4: Scaraboid Amulet (Frog) Bottom View (Leer, 2019)


Scaraboid Amulet (Frog) 
Cyfarthfa Castle Museum, Merthyr Tydfil. CCM 1725.004 (Southey)
Object Type: Scaraboid
Material: Glazed Composition (Faience)
Period: First Intermediate Period – Late Dynastic Period.
Provenance: Unknown, Egypt.
Dimensions: Height: 1.1 cm, Width: 1.8cm, Depth: 1cm
Object Analysis by Tiarnach Leer



Description:
The object is scaraboid in nature and also in the form of a seated frog. The back legs are well defined and seem to merge with the base of the object, however the front legs are only partially defined. The head of the scaraboid is raised and has bumps on either side that could possibly be the eyes of the frog, however there are other scaraboids that have orange coloured bumps that mimic actual frogs in Egypt. There is a loop under the head, that could possibly have been constructed to ease the making of the object, however the loop could be used for the purpose of attaching the object to a necklace. The back of the frog has well defined lines, however the bottom of the scaraboid is free of any markings. The object is covered in a blue glaze. 

Comments:
This object was collected by Major Harry Hartley Southey during his time as a Major in the 5th Welch Regiment when stationed in Cairo. While in Cairo Major Southey became friendly with a curator of an Egyptian Museum who helped him collect his artifacts that were then shipped back to Wales, and, eventually, donated to Cyfarthfa Castle Museum upon his death during the Battle of Gaza in World War One.

The reason why we call this artefact a scaraboid is because its shape resembles that of a scarab however the back of the object is that of a frog, and so “to distinguish them from artefacts based on the scarabaeus beetle itself” (Wilkinson, 2009: 25, 26), artefacts of this nature are termed scaraboids. 
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	Figure 5: Seated Frog Scaraboid. OIM 14926. Plate 51. (Teeter and Wilfong, 2003: 110)


[bookmark: _GoBack]While researching comparative items, such as those mentioned within Scarabs, Scaraboids, Seals and Seal Impressions from Medinet Habu by Emily Teeter (Example Figure 5), we can most certainly link this scaraboid amulet to the goddess Heket (Heqet), whose anthropomorphic form is that of a human body with a frogs head, while in amuletic form she takes the shape of her animal, the frog (Aman, 2011: 160). Heket was the Goddess of Childbirth, as she presided over the birth in her capacity of midwife” (Aman, 2011: 160). As Heket overseen childbirth, she was also connected to fertility as along with other gods she “assisted in fashioning the child in the womb” (Aman, 2011: 160) therefore women, during life, would wear frog amulets in order to receive protection and blessings from the goddess. They did this because it was believed that “the power of amulets was suppose to reside in their shape” (Taylor, 2010: 110), and so as they were shaped like a frog, and because “the ancient Egyptians associated these musical amphibians of the fertile mud with creation, birth and regeneration” (Arnold, 1995: 34), it was then believed that possessing a frog amulet would help in terms of fertility, childbirth and rebirth into the afterlife, which brings us to how this particular object is associated with the funerary sphere.

Frogs were associated with the funerary sphere because of the Egyptians observance of them during the winter period when they appeared “as if they were dead” (Aman, 2011: 159), and when they eventually ‘came back to life’ at the beginning of spring, therefore they were then connected to themes of rebirth. At the time of the New Kingdom the hieroglyph for frog was “often written after the name of dead person to express the wish that he might live again” (van Ryneveld, 2011: 28), further linking the image of a frog to the funerary sphere. Thus when placed within a funerary context, frog amulets could be worn by both men and women, as they presumably they would have been thought “to have particular powers of regeneration” (Andrews, 1994: 63), hence the ability to facilitate the owners rebirth into the afterlife. 
It was not only the shape of the object, however, that was important. “The material from which they were made (their colour being especially important)” (Taylor, 2010: 110), was also a key factor that linked the object to themes of both creation, death and rebirth. The colour of this object links back to these themes because of the symbolic meanings of the colours that the Egyptians used. Blue, the colour of this object, was a combination of black and green. The colour black was thought to symbolise “the colour of death and the night and, by relationship with the netherworld, the colour of regeneration” (Reiblein, 2011: 33), and of course it is also the colour of the silt that the annual flood bring forth, supporting the theme of regeneration. Green was the colour of “vegetation, new life and fertility” (Reiblein, 2011: 33). Thus the colour blue was a combination of fertility, regeneration and new life. The use of faience, a composition of “quartz and lime paste that is shaped in a mold and glazed to exhibit different colors” (Liszka, 2015: 7) , especially that of the colour blue, is not only a symbolic choice but a practical one as faience was not a particularly expensive material and it was not difficult to shape, thus both the wealthy and the poor alike could acquire objects of this particular nature and material. 
Although it is difficult to know exactly what period this scaraboid amulet came from we can make a few assumptions that could point us in the right direction. The shape of frog amulets was crude before they eventually changed in the First Intermediate Period, they took on the shape of “crouching with head upraised and eyes popping on a oval base” (Andrews, 1994: 63), just like the 
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	Figure 6: Seated Frog Amulet. Side View.  26.7.1028 (Metmuseum.org, 2019)
	Figure 7: Figure 6: Seated Frog Amulet. Side View. 26.7.1028 (Metmuseum.org, 2019)
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	Figure 8:  Figure 6: Seated Frog Amulet. Back View.  
26.7.1028
(Metmuseum.org, 2019)
	


 scaraboid amulet that is the topic of this catalogue entry. This tells us that we can at least place the design around and after this period, as this design continued until the Late Dynastic Period. However, there is the possibility that we could link this particular scaraboid amulet to the period of the New Kingdom. This is accomplished through the observance of another frog scaraboid amulet having a nearly identical design to that of our object (Figures 6, 7, 8). Figures 6, 7 and 8, all depict the same amulet that is believed to be from the New Kingdom, specifically from around Dynasty 18-20, and it can be seen to have the same loop as our amulet, as well as the same basic design. Yet, even with this evidence, we cannot specifically identify our amulet to be of this period in time, and so it is more reasonable to state that this particular frog scaraboid amulet is from some point in time between the First Intermediate Period and the Late Dynastic Period.
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