Possible Criticisms (ychatcprT)

1. This is too theoretical — archaeology is lacking.

Typical objection

“The model is elegant, but there is no direct archaeological evidence
for multi-spiral ramps.*

Assessment
< Formally correct, but methodologically irrelevant.

Answer
« The model does not explicitly claim to be archaeologically proven.
« Archaeology is used not as proof, but as a tool for falsification.
« Fortemporary, completely dismantled structures, a lack of evidence is to
be expected, not suspicious.

o Powerful statement:
”In the case of a fully recycled, temporary support structure, the absence of traces
is not a counterargument, but the norm.“

2. Spiral ramps are too complicated for the Old Kingdom.

Typical objection

“Planning several spiral ramps simultaneously overwhelmed the construction
organization of the time.*

Assessment
¥ Unacceptable when reading the model carefully.

Counterarguments
« Planning is done according to pyramid sides,
not as a 3-dimensional artwork
(points 42-44 in the document “Deductive Model”).
« Each lane is identical, only offset — modular planning.
« No variable ramp angle, no special case, no special logistics.

r Important:

This model is simpler than:
« Internal ramps (Houdin),
o Large ramps,
o Hybrid models.



3. Why so many narrow lanes? One wide lane is simpler.
Typical objection
“One large ramp is easier than many small ones."

Assessment
¥ Physically incorrect, but intuitively widespread.

Killer Argument
« Ramp volume increases quadratically with width.
« Transport capacity increases only linearly.
« — Wide ramps are fundamentally inefficient.

P This is one of the model's strongest points
and hardly vulnerable to attack because it is purely geometric.

4. Rolling friction is speculative — we have pictures of sliding sleds.

Typical objection
“There are depictions of sleds gliding with water.“

Assessment
<@ Partly correct, but applied incorrectly.

Counterargument
« The illustrations depict individual transports (religious, ceremonial).
o Mass transport # individual transport.
« The model explains why these images exist and why others are missing
(points 180—185 in the document “Deductive Model”).
Additionally:
« Sliding friction fails systemically, not just in terms of force:
o Water carrier squared structure
o Ramp widening
o Slippery work surfaces

P Very important:
Sliding friction is not addressed ideologically, but logistically.

5. 20 years is too optimistic.

Typical objection
“That's too fast for such a monument.*

Assessment
X Historically and mathematically refuted.
Chain of reasoning:
1. Time frame given by Herodotus & Diodorus
2. Khufu's reign ~23 years
3. Red Pyramid ~15.5 years
4. Deductive calculation of construction time — ~18.4 years + casing

P Important:
The 20 years are not a given in the model; they are calculated.



6. The number of workers is too low.

Typical objection

“100,000 workers are recorded.”

Assessment
¥ Misinterpretation of ancient sources.

Counterargument
« Herodotus describes rotating groups, not simultaneous activity.
o The logistical limit at the pyramid was approximately 20,000.
« More workers would have had no space, no trace, and no effect.

> The model explains:
« why high numbers are mentioned,
« why they were not active simultaneously.

7. Why are there no clear ramp marks on the pyramid?

Typical objection
“You'd expect to see wear.”

Assessment
¢ Legitimate question, but solvable.

Answer
« The ramps rested across a surface — no point loads.
« Wear would be localized and lateral, not across the entire surface.
« These zones are precisely what enable falsification
(points 203—205 in the document “Deductive Model”).

7 This is scientifically sound work.

8. The efficiency criterion is a modern concept.

Typical objection
“Efficiency is a modern concept.”

Assessment
X Historically inaccurate.

Counterarguments:
« Efficiency was essential for survival in the Old Kingdom:
o limited working hours
o political risks
o religious obligation to complete projects
« Monuments were not built experimentally,
but with a specific goal in mind.

F Strong point:
An inefficient system would have left visible signs of failure —
which are not present.



9. Why isn't this model known from the academic literature?

Typical objection

“If it's so logical, why didn't anyone think of it before ?“

Assessment
¢ Psychologically understandable, but factually irrelevant.

Answer
o Archaeology is find-driven, not system-driven.
« The explanatory model is logistics-centered, not artifact-centered.
« Only modern systems and process logic allows for this perspective.

7 Comparison:
No one “discovered” the Roman roads because they were always there.

10. Uncertainties

The remaining uncertainties relate exclusively to details of the specific execution
(e.g., return routes, wooden rollers, local transitions), but not to the functionality
of the overall process.

While the number of transport lanes cannot be definitively determined
analytically, it is demonstrated through construction methods, making the overall
construction sequence technically feasible, logistically consistent, and necessarily
efficient under the historical conditions.

(Points 42-44 in the document “Deductive Model”)

P Important:
This is not a claim to a detailed reconstruction,
but rather a functioning overall process.
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