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Introduction

Probably no other single archaeological site in the world is as famous or has provoked the
same degree of scholarly and popular interest as the Valley of the Kings—most famous as
the burial place of Tutankhamun, but also the royal necropolis of Egypt’s pharaohs throughout
five hundred years of their New Kingdom power. Revered as incarnate sons of the sun god
who joined the solar deity at their death, these rulers were indeed “sun kings” whose monu-
ments reflected their transcendent status in the magnificence of their construction and deco-
ration.

To the ancient Egyptians, the royal valley was ta set aat “the Great Place,” and today it
forms the largest open air museum in the world. Yet it is a “museum” with a difference.
Excavation and study are ongoing, and the dedicated research of a number of Egyptologists
working in this area is constantly providing new discoveries and understandings of the
royal tombs—not least of which is the realization of the ever-mcreasmg need for the suc-
cessful conservation of these fragile monuments.

The chapters of this book reflect the ongoing scientific and public interest in this pre-
eminent archaeological site and are based on papers given at the International Conference
on the Valley of the Kings held at The University of Arizona in October, 1994. Yet this book
is certainly not a routine conference publication; the papers were specifically invited to
show both the range of research and exploration which is currently being conducted and
the new understandings of the royal tombs which have surfaced in the last few years.

Not all of the presented papers could be included here, but the major themes of the
conference are all explored in the three sections of this volume: recent excavation of the
monuments; new studies in the decorative art and funerary treasures found within the
tombs; and finally, the urgent need for restoration and conservation which must continue to
be addressed before more of the unique archaeological and cultural heritage of the royal
valley is lost.

/

Richard H. Wilkinson
Tucson, August 1995






PART ONE

THE ROCKS REVEAL:
Explorations Old and New

“Most of the passages that have been opened penetrate far into the mountain,
and generally contain a granite sarcophagus, but there are many which remain
untouched ... it is not improbable that the discovery of many objects of consid-
erable importance would be the result of further excavation.”

(Thomas Legh, 1816)

It is perhaps ironic that after almost two centuries of exploration and excavation in the
Valley of the Kings, it is still not known which monarch was the first to be buried in this
royal necropolis. While it is known that Amenhotep I, the second king of the 18th dynasty,
constructed a tomb in the area of Thebes, it seems to have been outside of the Valley of the
Kings—though perhaps not where previously believed, as research by Daniel Polz may
confirm. The favorite candidate for “first king in the valley” seems now to be Amenhotep’s
son Tuthmosis I, though there are a few scholars—such as Claude Vandersleyen—who
argue for the priority of the tomb of the singular Queen-King Hatshepsut, showing the
uncertainty which still remains concerning the founding of the royal necropolis.

Of the seventy-five or so known royal and non-royal tombs and burial-related pits in
the Valley of the Kings, a surprising number are still encumbered with the furab or sand
and debris which have filled them through the ages. Others, although open and even
investigated at some point, are only now receiving full and thorough excavation or
“re-clearance.” This latter situation is especially true of the tomb of Amenhotep III in the
Western Valley of the Kings, now undergoing full clearance by a Japanese team under the
direction of Jiro Kondo, and the tomb of Ramesses VII which has been reinvestigated by
Edwin Brock. The work of these and other researchers has provided us with a far clearer
picture of the history of several tombs than had previously been possible.

Continuing excavation not only adds to our knowledge of the distant past, but also can
help us better understand the results of previous archaeological work and thus better assess
its conclusions. This type of “detective” work also involves the reassessment of the formal
and informal reports of earlier archaeologists, as is demonstrated in the paper by Lyla
Pinch Brock on KV 55—one of the most enigmatic tombs in the royal valley.



The Location of the Tomb of Amenhotep I:
A Reconsideration’

Daniel Polz

In 1991, the German Institute of Archaeology, Cairo (DAI) started a new archaeological
project in the necropolis of Dra‘ Abu el-Naga on the West Bank of Thebes.? Since 1994 this
project has been a joint venture of the German Institute and the University of California,
Los Angeles. The major aim of the project is the identification of the private and royal
tombs of the 17th and early 18th Dynasties in the Theban Necropolis. A large tomb in the
hillside of Dra‘ Abu el-Naga currently excavated by the project has yielded a substantial
amount of material dating to the early 18th Dynasty. For this and other reasons, that tomb
is a possible candidate for being one of the lost royal tombs of the late 17th or early 18th
Dynasties, including the still unknown tomb of Amenhotep I.

The present article is in a way a by-product of the project; it is meant to be a critical
reconsideration and re-evaluation of the sources that have led scholars over nearly one
century to numerous attempts to localize and identify the lost tomb of the second king of the
18th Dynasty, Amenhotep L.

Basically, there are three different categories of sources that have been utilized for the
attempts to identify king Amenhotep’s tomb:

a. textual sthe Abbott Papyrus (B.M. 10221)3

b. archaeological ethe discovery and partial excavation or clearance (?) of KV 39 around
the year 1900, and the visit of the tomb, probably in 1908, by Weigall*

» the excavation of a tomb in the cliffs of Dra‘ Abu el-Naga in 1914 by
Carter®

» the clearing of TT 320 (the “Royal Cache”) in 1881 by Maspero®

c. typological » several attempts to establish a sequence of the royal tombs of Dynasty
18 in and outside the Valley of the Kings based on the development of
certain architectural features by Carter, Weigall, Romer, Dodson, etc.’

The sequence of these categories is a deliberate one, i.e., it displays a hierarchy: if
viewed against the background of our present knowledge about the tombs on the West
Bank of Thebes, the textual category should have—methodologically seen—the strongest
evidence: up to the present, pAbbott remains the only known source that not only proves
that the tomb of Amenhotep I was somewhere on the West Bank of Thebes but also gives a
very detailed description of its exact location. Without this textual source, the meager ar-
chaeological evidence and the even more meager typological evidence could not have pos-
sibly led to any serious attempt to identify this royal tomb. And indeed, regardless of how



meager the overall evidence was, two particular passages of pAbbott have always been
utilized to substantiate it. It is the main goal of this paper to demonstrate how methodologi-
cally questionable this procedure is. I will therefore put a certain emphasis on this first
category, the textual evidence of pAbbott.

Ever since pAbbott was published for the first time,? scholars were attracted by two
different indications in the first part of it:

A. The passage that deals with the location of the tomb of Amenhotep I in the
Theban Necropolis and,
B. The sequence of the other royal tombs that were inspected by the official
“tomb-robberies-commission.”
A. This passage indeed gives a detailed and complete description of the tomb’s loca-
tion—at least as far the potential ancient Egyptian reader is concerned. Fig. 1 shows the
hieroglyphs and Peet’s translation of the hieratic text:’

o Z BTN LG A NAOE )R f~[e]40Q ]
~ I Z o2 TNz 2= 0o 2 = Jo - TMWY IWAX AT 2 A
TIRRVLT

“The eternal horizon of King Djeserkara, Son of Ra, Amenhotep, which measures 120
cubits in depth from its stela (?) called Pa“aka, north of the house of Amenhotep of the
Garden”

FIGURE 1: pAbbott, p. 2, lines 2-4 ( Peet, The Great Tomb-Robberies. Hieroglyphic
text, pl. I; translation, pp. 37-38.)

The description of the location of the king’s tomb is far more detailed than those of the
following nine royal tombs, and for the ancient Egyptian reader it must have been unam-
biguous. The passage is, however, extremely ambiguous for us: besides the question of
whether the adverbial phrase “north of the house (or temple) ...” is controlled by “stela /
Pa“aka” or by “the eternal horizon,” the passage contains at least three if not four unknown
or unclear terms: 7 dt in connection with buildings is used for both “depth” and “height,”!?
the word which Peet translates with “stela,” <h<y seems to be a hapax legomenon; the same
is true for “Pa’aka” (p3 <-g3j), which by its determinative seems to indicate a term connected
with the verb g3j (“be high” or the noun “height”); lastly, the toponym hwt Jmn-htp n p3
ksmw (the “temple of Amenhotep of the Garden”) is not yet positively identified with a
known building on the West Bank. In other words: we are confronted with an equation of
four unknown quantities!!!

The first to actually combine the textual and the archaeological evidence was A. Weigall,
who in 1911 published a short article on this subject.!? Weigall held the position of Inspec-
tor-General of Antiquities for the Egyptian Government from 1905-14, when he was also



PLATE I: Location of Carter’s tomb in Dra‘ Abu el-Naga

PLATE II: Entrance to Carter’s tomb in Dra‘ Abu el-Naga




responsible for supervising the archaeological work in the Valley of the Kings;'? during
that time, Weigall also stepped into KV 39 which was still mostly unexcavated, and he
eventually came to the conclusion that this tomb belonged to Amenhotep I. He took “Pa”aka”
to be the peak of the mountain path leading from the workmen’s village of Deir el-Medina
to the Valley. On that peak, the famous “workmen’s huts” are located; measuring down 120
cubits (i.e., approximately 63 meters) from that spot, Weigall arrived at the mouth of KV
39. To match.the other indication of pAbbott, “north of the house of Amenhotep of the
garden,” Weigall identified this building with either the temple of Amenhotep III or an
unknown temple of Amenhotep I at Medinet Habu.

His interpretation of the passage in question of pAbbott and the subsequent identifica-
tion of KV 39 as the king’s tomb were adopted by only a small group of Egyptologists;'*
the most recent support of Weigall’s identification is that of Dodson in an article dealing
with the royal tombs of the early 18th Dynasty.!> After a thorough discussion of all the
different attempts to identify the king’s tomb, Dodson finally supports in a cautious way
Weigall’s attempt.

Anew development in the discussion about Amenhotep I's tomb was initiated by Howard
Carter in an article which appeared in 1916; while working for Lord Carnarvon in the Dra‘
Abu el-Naga area in 1914, Carter discovered a rock tomb in a somewhat remote area in the
hillside to the west of the modern village (pls. I and II).'® The subsequent excavation and
clearance of that tomb showed that it was in a rather deplorable state: obviously plundered
both in antiquity and quite recently, an unknown amount of what Carter identified as parts
of the original burial equipment was “scattered in the valley outside the entrance of the
tomb, and on the floors of the interior as far as the end of the Sepulchral Hall.”!7 This
“deposit” itself is intriguing: it consisted of a large number of fragmented pottery and stone
vessels; some of the latter are inscribed with the names and titles of royal personages from
the early 18th Dynasty. On three fragments the names of king Neb-pehtj-Ra Ahmose are
found; one is inscribed with the cartouche (!) names of the last Hyksos king, Aa-User-Ra
Apophis, and of one of his daughters, Hrj or Hrtj; nine fragments mention the names of
Amenhotep I; and another eight fragments show the names of the king’s mother, Ahmes-
Nefertari.'® As those last mentioned fragments form the basis for Carter’s identification of
the tomb, it seems appropriate to take a closer look at the rather enigmatic circumstances of
the actual finding of those “debris”; collecting the various bits of information about the
“debris” it is by no means clear whether or not the number of fragments bearing the names
of Amenhotep I and his mother includes those two fragments Carter “procured ... in the
local antiquity dealers’ shops,”!® and those which were offered to him by one of the West
Bank tomb-plunderers who eventually pointed out the tomb’s position to Carter.?? In other
words, there is absolutely no certainty about where exactly the inscribed fragments came
from or how many of them really came from the tomb itself!

Yet, for Carter, the noticeable imbalance between those fragments which mention the
names of Amenhotep I and Ahmes-Nefertari and those bearing other names clearly indi-
cates that this tomb must have belonged to either Amenhotep I alone or to the king and his
mother. He supports his theory with two additional hints:

a) The head of a small royal statue which, according to Carter, dates to the early 18th
Dynasty. Again, the circumstances of this object are far from being clear: “During the
season of 1912-13 the beautiful head ... was purchased in Cairo.”! When Carter was clear-
ing the tomb in 1914, apparently “small fragments belonging to its headdress were found
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in this tomb...” Since Carter fails to give any details on the whereabouts of those pieces and
whether they really belonged to the head, i.e., whether they were fragments chipped or
broken off the head, his statement that the fragments allow us “to identify (the head’s)
provenance” should be taken very carefully. Besides, Carter’s dating of the head is more
than questionable: it seems that a date later in the Dynasty is much more likely.??

b) Like Weigall before him, Carter makes intensive use of pAbbott, especially of 1) the
passage that deals with the dimensions of the tomb and 2) the fact that it lies to the North of
the ¢wt Jmn-¢tp n p£ kfmw. The latter presents a problem only insofar as one has to accept
Carter’s identification of this temple as the one that was excavated by Spiegelberg in 1895
and by Spiegelberg and Newberry in 1898-99.23 Up to now, however, there is nothing to
support this identification: as has been earlier mentioned, the “Temple of Amenhotep of the
Garden” is not yet positively identified. The former is a remarkable example of a purpose-
ful manipulation of data. Figuratively speaking, Carter puts the zero of a long measuring
tape at the mouth of the vertical shaft of the tomb (pl. II) that he has excavated; he then
measures down the shaft, along the first corridor, down the so-called “tomb-robbers-shaft”
(his “protective well”) and up again (!), all through the second corridor, and along the
burial chamber into one of the corners of that chamber. Not surprisingly, the entire distance
of 62.80 meters comes very close to the 120 cubits (= 63 meters, with one cubit equaling
52.31 cm, an average measurement based on three preserved wooden cubits in different
collections) of pAbbott! Although Carter’s method of applying the 120 cubits of pAbbott
to the inside part of the tomb has provoked various critical comments, his identification of
this tomb as the tomb of Amenhotep I (and perhaps his mother) has been accepted widely.?*
There are three major obstacles to Carter’s method:

1)  No part of the passage in pAbbott suggests that the mouth of the vertical
shaft is the point from where the 120 cubits are counted.

2) Itis difficult to imagine that the ancient Egyptian scribe would include the
absolutely insignificant depth of the “tomb-robbers-shaft” in the figure if
he wanted to describe the tomb’s dimensions. Why should he? Besides, as
in the case of King Intef II’s tomb, the detailed remarks of the papyrus
seem to aim more at indicating the position of the tomb in the necropolis
area than the interior dimensions of the subterranean, concealed, and
inaccessible part of it.

3)  This tomb must have been blocked and sealed somewhere, presumably
either close to the shaft’s mouth or at the beginning of the second corri-
dor—just behind the “tomb-robbers-shaft”; according to pAbbott, the tomb
of Amenhotep I was intact®® when the officials inspected it: would those
inspectors remove the debris, break the seals, enter the tomb, and proceed
into the last corner of the burial chamber in order to find out whether it was
broken into (and also its exact dimensions)? Most likely not!

Recently, Carter’s identification of the tomb of Amenhotep I was supported by N.
Reeves,2® who after a discussion of the two other major candidates, KV 39 and TT 320 (see
below), comes to the conclusion that Carter’s tomb in Dra‘ Abu el-Naga “is most likely to
be the tomb described in P. Abbott ...” Reeves’ critical attempt is also mainly based on the
indications of pAbbott and it is innovative insofar as he introduces a new “datum” which in
his opinion the 120 cubits of the papyrus refer to: he suggests that the crucial word <h<y (the
“stela” in Peet’s translation) could be the word <h¢ (“Haufen,” “heap, pile”) referring to one



of the “cairns” on Carter’s map. This particular “cairn” is about 80 meters (or 153 cubits) to
the north of the tomb’s entrance and would have been some sort of a “marker” indicating
the position of the tomb.?” This is, however, not very plausible: first, the “cairns” on the
Theban West Bank have not been systematically studied yet and up to now there are no
clear indications as to their date or dates;?® secondly, the position of the Dra‘ Abu el-Naga
tomb is a hidden one: whoever excavated it originally did obviously not intend to make the
tomb an easily accessible place. Hiding a tomb and afterwards “marking” it by a widely
visible “cairn” does not seem to make much sense. Finally, as Reeves correctly states, the
number of still visible “cairns” in the mountainous area of the West Bank is immense (there
are five on Carter’s “sketch map” alone!)—how could those many piles of stones be signifi-
cant “markers”?

A third and more recent attempt to idcitify thc royal tomb may be added: in his com-
prehensive biography of king Amenhotep I, F.J. Schmitz also lengthily discusses and fi-
nally rejects Weigall’s and Carter’s attempts.?’ On the basis of later textual sources—the
inscriptions on some of the coffins in the Deir el-Bahri Cachette’*—which mention the
Cachette (TT 320) as the tomb of Queen Inhapi “... in which Amenhotep rests,” Schmitz
identifies TT 320 as the original tomb of the king. He also uses some of the indications in
pAbbott to support his idea: for Schmitz, the passage m psjj.s <h<y p3 <-q3j hr.tw r.f should
be translated as “at its mountain ridge, called the high track / the high path,” referring to the
old (and modern) foot path on the ridge high above the Deir el-Bahri valley. Measuring
down from that path directly above TT 320, we find the vertical (!) distance from the path
to the mouth of the tomb shaft to -be 73 meters; to tally with the 63 meters of pAbbott,
Schmitz has to subtract 10 meters which brings him to a small platform in the area above
the shaft—presumably the old entrance, according to Schmitz. Again, and to no surprise,
the “archaeological” record seems to perfectly match with the indications of pAbbott!

As is quite obvious from these examples of different attempts to identify the original
tomb of Amenhotep I, any attempt to apply its description in pAbbott to the archaeological
record is, at the most, a matter of likeliness or unlikeliness, of plausibility or implausibility.
This is in itself, of course, an absolutely acceptable methodological procedure—as long as
the line of argumentation is incontestable. This is not the case in any of the discussed
attempts: Weigall based his approach on a tomb which wasn’t even excavated at his time.>!
In addition, Weigall identifies, for no obvious reasons, the mortuary temple of Amenhotep
II1, or else an otherwise unattested temple of Amenhotep I at Medinet Habu, as the “Temple
of the Garden” of pAbbott. Carter’s main line of argumentation is based on the inscribed
jar fragments which may or may not have come from the tomb he was excavating. Schmitz’s
results are entirely based on textual evidence and the interpretation of two of the unknown
words in pAbbott.>? Besides, why would a 21st Dynasty scribe call the king’s original
~ tomb “the tomb of (Queen)-Inhapi ... in which Amenhotep rests”?

It seems, therefore, that all pAbbott-based attempts to identify the tomb of Amenhotep
I over the last nearly 100 years have yielded close to nothing: the alleged tombs of the king
are scattered throughout the necropolis, from Dra‘ Abu el-Naga in the northeast, and the
valley of Deir el-Bahri, to the Valley of the Kings in the southwest. One of the attempts
may be more plausible than another, depending on the point of view, but if one considers all
the possible criticisms, none of them has any great chance of actually having been the
king’s tomb.*3 In addition, the pAbbott-based attempts may have had one side-effect: they
somewhat obscure the possibility of dealing with the alleged tombs of Amenhotep I solely
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on the basis of their internal archaeological, architectural or typological evidence.

B. The second information, the sequence of the royal tombs visited, has played an
important role, too, as a supporting evidence in the attempts to identify king Amenhotep s
tomb. The papyrus starts with an introduction (page 1, line 1): “[year 16], 3rd month of the
inundation season, [day] 18, under ... king Ramesses IX ... [On this day were sent the]
officials of the Great and Noble Necropolis, ..., [to examine] the graves [of the] kings of old
and the tombs and resting-places of the blessed ones [of days gone by, which are on the]
West of Thebes, ...”3* Then follows a list of the officials and (from page 2, line 2) the
description of the location of the tomb of Amenhotep I and the remark sw gmy wds, “it was
found intact.” The text continues (on pages 2 and 3) with a list of nine more royal tombs
which were also inspected on the same day. The complete list has the following order:

Amenhotep I Senakhtenre
Intef II Seqgenenre-Tao
Intef V Kamose

Intef VI Ahmose-Sapair
Sobekemzaef 11 Mentuhotep II

According to the remarks that accompany each entry, out of the ten tombs inspected
nine were found to be intact, only the tomb of Sobekemzaef II was obv1ously badly plun-
dered and its contents utterly destroyed.

The crucial point is that among Egyptologists this list has almost unanimously been
regarded as describing the chronological order in which the tombs were inspected by the
commission, thus reflecting a topographical order or an itinerary, i.e., the actual way the
officials took on their one-day inspection.

H.E. Winlock in his brilliant article® on the royal tombs of the 17th Dynasty was the
first to carefully suggest that the list actually describes the route of the inspection; the
problem remains that only two of the tombs mentioned in pAbbott are positively identified,
that is the tomb of the second king of the list, Intef II, and that of the last of the list,
Mentuhotep II.

The tomb of the former is the so-called Saff el-Kisasiya in el-Tarif, which is the most
northern part of the Theban necropolis and the burial ground of the first three kings of the
11th Dynasty and their officials. In pAbbott the tomb of Intef II is identified by the men-
tioning of a stela of that king on which, among other things, a number of the king’s pet dogs
are depicted with their non-Egyptian names written above their heads. The papyrus cites
one of the dog’s name: Bhks(j) (page 2, line 11). During excavations in the entrance build-
ing of the Saff el-Kisasiya in 1860 and 1889, parts of that stela were found where the very
same dog’s name is mentioned.*® This, indeed, is a rare example of a high probability of a
match between textual and archaeological evidence!

The tomb of Mentuhotep II is part of the king’s temple complex at Deir el-Bahri, also
identified beyond question by excavations. There can be but little doubt that these two
tombs are the same as those mentioned in pAbbott.

In his article, Winlock added another royal tomb to the two known ones: it is Carter’s
tomb, in the cliffs of Dra‘® Abu el-Naga. For- Winlock, basically these three identified tombs
— one at the northern end of the Theban Necropolis, one at Deir el-Bahri, and the third in
the hillside of Dra‘ Abu el-Naga, somewhat half way between the other two tombs — were
the topographical frame of the scenario that is described in pAbbott; according to him, the
unknown tombs of the other kings clearly must be somewhere in the area between el-Tarif,



the Carter-tomb and Deir el-Bahri. Splendid as this idea was, there remained one problem,
that is, the sequence of the tombs visited. Winlock had to reconstruct the events of that
particular day of the inspection and he did it in an admittedly charming way:
“The inspection was made in September, and we might quite safely assume that
the eleven officials, many of whom may well have been old and corpulent, would
prefer to puff their way up the desolate little valley to the High Ascent (i.e., the
tomb.in Dra‘ Abu el-Naga) before the sun shone down upon it in the fierceness of
full mid-day heat.”%’

The next tomb visited was that in the farthest north, the tomb of Intef I, followed by
the inspection of the unknown tombs and at the end of the day the officials visited the tomb
of Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahri. Those unknown other tombs, then, must have been in the
Dra‘ Abu el-Naga area, apparently somewhere in the plain, and this is where Winlock
tentatively placed the tombs of the kings of the 17th Dynasty. His ideas are supported by
the fact that from the 20’s to the 60’s of the 19th century a considerable number of coffins
and parts of the funeral equipment of royal 17th Dynasty burials were found somewhere in
the Dra‘ Abu el-Naga plain. Without doubt, Winlock’s reconstruction is one of the corner-
stones of Theban archaeology; ever since his article appeared there was a solid and well
researched basis®® to locate those lost royal tombs of the 17th Dynasty in the Dra‘ Abu el-
Naga area. The brilliance of Winlock’s article lies partly in the fact that his basic ideas still
hold true, even if the tomb of Amenhotep I is most probably not the one Carter discovered
and the tombs of the 17th Dynasty are most probably not exactly where he put them.

Yet, is the list of pAbbott really an itinerary? Did the ancient Egyptian scribe really
have in mind, or was he ordered to list the tombs according to the order in which they were
visited during the inspection? Or, are there any other possible explanations regarding the
order of the tombs listed?

In attempting to answer these questions, a closer look at the text of pAbbott is neces-

sary.
Page 1: The first page of the papyrus is the introduction, so to speak, to the inspection of the
tombs. It contains the [regnal year], month, and day of king Nefer-Ka-Ra Setep-en-Ra
(Ramesses IX) under whose reign the inspection took place; this is followed by two brief
statements introducing:

a) the main actors,
“...the inspectors of the ... Necropolis, the scribe of the vizier, the scribe of the
overseer of the treasury of Pharaoh...,”

and b) the action that they undertook,
“[to inspect] the js-tombs [of the] kings of old and the m<h<t-tombs (and) resting-
places (swt n htp) of the blessed ones [of days gone by, which are on the] West of
the City” (follows a detailed list with the titles and names of the involved offi-
cials).

Page 2/3: The first line is the heading for the following paragraphs (until page 4, line 4,

where the official inspection on this day ends):
“The mr-tombs, the js-tombs, (and) the m<h<t-tombs, inspected on this day by the
officials.”
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It follows the above-mentioned list of royal tombs, starting with the tomb of Amenhotep
I'and ending with that of king Mentuhotep II. Except for Amenhotep’s tomb which is called
ts sht nhh (“the eternal horizon”), all royal burial places are called p3 mr (“the pyramid
tomb”).

Close to the end of page 3 (line 15) we find a summary:
“Total: mr-tombs of the kings of old inspected this day by the officials (and) found
to be intact: 9 mr-tombs; found to have been violated: 1; total: 10.”

Page 3/4: The last two lines of page 3 introduce a new group of inspected tombs:
“The me<h<t-tombs of the chantresses of the temple of the Divine Adoratrice of
Amun-Ra, King of Gods, found to be intact: 2; found to have been violated by the
thieves: 2; total: 4.”

The first four lines of page 4 report on the inspection of yet another group of tombs:
“The mehet-tombs (and the) js-tombs in which rest the blessed ones of old, the
citizenesses (and) citizens on the West of Thebes. It was found that the thieves had
violated them all ...”

It follows a description of the nature of these last robberies and of the legal procedures
that were taken by the officials and which mark the end of that day of inspections.

Coming back to our initial question, it seems that there are at least three important
observations to make, based solely on the contents of the papyrus and without any further
interpretation:

1. The inspection on that 18th day of the third month of the inundation season in the
16th year of king Ramesses IX did not exclusively deal with royal tombs; four
tombs of chantresses of Amun-Ra and an unknown number of other private tombs
were also inspected.

2. Although there seems to be a confusingly large number of terms for “tomb,” a
certain pattern is detectable: the ten royal tombs listed in the first paragraph are all
called mr-tombs—except for the first one (that of Amenhotep I), but in the sum-
mary (page 3,15) this tomb also falls under the category “mr-tomb.” The second
paragraph lists the four tombs of chanteresses all of which are m¢h¢t-tombs. Fi-
nally, in the third paragraph, the tombs of other private individuals are mentioned:
this group apparently contains tombs of both the m<h<t—and the js-type.>® These
three different terms also occur in the line that heads the three paragraphs (page
2,1) in the order: mr-tombs—;js-tombs—m<h<t-tombs.

3. The meticulous description of the location of the tomb of Amenhotep I and the
somewhat vague reference to the position of the tomb of king Intef II (page 2, line
8: “..-north of the temple of Amenhotep of the Garden”) point to the fact that also
all the other tombs visited on that first day of the inspection lay outside the Valleys
of the Kings or the Queens—in a later part of pAbbott both places are indeed
mentioned but with other terms (p3 hir < Sps / t3 st nfrw; for example, page 6, line
6).

4. Except for the first (Amenhotep I) and the last (Mentuhotep II) in the list of in-
spected royal tombs, the sequence of tombs no. 2 to no. 9 partly shows a striking
affinity to the Egyptologically reconstructed chronological sequence of kings in
the 11th/17th Dynasties (fig. 2).*0
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FIGURE 2: Reconstructed sequence of kings in Dynasty 11 and Dynasty 17 and the

sequence of royal tombs in pAbbott

It follows then from these observations that the sequence of royal tombs in pAbbott
does not necessarily display an itinerary. It could also very well be organized in a more or
less chronological order of kings, starting with Amenhotep I because at the time he was
probably regarded as being the most important king of the list.** Besides, the tomb of
Amenhotep I could have been the initial cause for the inspection and the subsequent trial: it
is the only one in the list that was (falsely) reported to the mayor of Thebes and the vizier

to have been violated by the tomb-robbers.*

17



18

Finally, it seems appropriate to utter a suspicion concerning the general reliability of
the descriptions and statements of pAbbott.*® Without doubt, the report on the inspection of
tombs is everything else but an unbiased legal document or a copy thereof. In between the
lines one detects a different issue, that is, the conflict between the two leading political
figures in Thebes at the time, the chief of the Madjoi of the Necropolis, Pawer-aa, and his
“rival,” the mayor of Thebes, Paser. Although dealing with this political issue is outside the
scope of this paper, one should be aware of the possibility that there could have been under-
lying reasons for filing this document other than just the report on the inspection of alleg-
edly plundered or robbed tombs.#” That in turn may have influenced the accuracy or thor-
oughness of the inspection; in at least two cases suspicion arises as to what and how they
were inspected.*® The first case is the tomb of king Intef II “whose pyramid,” according to
pAbbott, “has been removed from it, but its stela is still fixed in front of it and the figure of
the king stands on this stela with his dog called Behkay between his feet” (page 2, lines 9-
10). This description clearly refers to the huge entrance building of the king’s gigantic
tomb-complex. This entrance building indeed was an impressive piece of architecture and
it is also the place where parts of the stela were found. The rock-cut royal burial chamber,
however, lies in the western part of the large court—more than 250 yards away from the
entrance building! What, then, did the officials of pAbbott inspect and find intact? The
second case is the last on the list of inspected tombs, i.¢., the tomb of king Mentuhotep II at
Deir el-Bahri which was also found to be intact. At the time of the 20th Dynasty, the
entrance to the long corridor and burial chamber was hidden below the pavement of the
hypostyle hall and a huge sandstone wall; besides, the king’s burial chamber had already
been plundered for the first time before the end of the 18th Dynasty—again, what d1d the
officials inspect and what did they find to be intact?*° :

To sum up, on the basis of these last remarks and of our present state of knowledge
about the tombs of the early New Kingdom Necropolis of Thebes, there seems to be only
one way to step on methodologically solid ground: we simply have to dzsregard pAbbott as
a source for any attempt to locate the royal tombs of the late 17th and early 18th Dynasties.
Only additional information will enable us to identify these tombs; this information can
only come from the discovery of new textual sources or through new excavations.

— University of California, Los Angeles
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[London, 1992], pp. 28-40).

5 H. Carter, “Report on the Tomb of Zeser-Ka-Ra Amen-Hetep 1, Discovered by the Earl of
Carnarvon in 1914,” JEA 3 (1916), 147-54.



6 G. Maspero, “Les Momies royales de Deir el Bahari,” MMAF 1 (1889), 516-19; cf. Thomas, op.
cit., pp. 228-47. .

7 Carter, op.cit.; Weigall, op.cit.; J. Romer, “Royal Tombs of the Early Eighteenth Dynasty,”
MDAIK 32 (1976), 191-206; A. Dodson, “The Tombs of the Kings of the Early Eighteenth Dynasty at
Thebes,” ZAS 115 (1988), 110-23.

8 Select papyri in the hieratic character from the collections of the British Museum (1841-60),
part II, pls. I-VIL. Since its publication in 1930, Peet’s The Great Tomb-Robberies of the Twentieth
Dynasty has beCQme the editio princeps of pAbbott.

9 The hieroglyphs in fig. 1 are those of Peet, op. cit., pl. I, reduced to fit the space in the present
publication; translation, pp. 37-38.

10 WBII, 184, 12-13.

11 In dealing with this sort of text, we have to keep in mind that we know neither the author (i.e.,
the person or persons who signed as responsible for it) nor the purpose: the obvious issue of the text is, of
course, the report on an inspection of tombs in the Theban Necropolis. It is, however, very probable that
there are one or more underlying issues which might be less obvious to us (see below). At any rate, the
“intended reader” of pAbbott most probably knew or was able to find out what and where ps <-g3j was, and
he almost certainly knew the building “The temple of Amenhotep of the Garden.”

12 A. Weigall, ASAE 11 (1911), 174-75; two years before, in 1909, Weigall published his A
Guide to the Antiquities of Upper Egypt, where tomb KV 39 is already listed as being the tomb of
Amenhotep I and where Weigall refers to his (later) article in ASAE (A. Weigall, op. cit., pp. 223-24). After
Carter’s discovery of the Dra‘ Abu el-Naga tomb (see below), Weigall continued to identify KV 39 as the
king’s tomb (A. Weigall, Tutankhamen and other Essays [1923], p. 18; A. Weigall, A History of the
Pharaohs, vol. 11 [1927], pp. 262-64).

13 W. Dawson, Who Was Who in Egyptology, 2nd ed. (1972), p. 299.

14 Thomas, op. cit., pp. 70-1 and 73-5; C. Nims (following Thomas), Thebes of the Pharaohs
Pattern for Every City (1965), p. 133 and p. 202, note 33.

15 Dodson, op. cit.

16 Carter, JEA 3, 147-54. See also the detailed description of the events that led to “Lord
Carnarvon’s discovery” of this tomb in T.G.H. James, Howard Carter: The Path to Tutankhamun (London,
1992), pp. 93-94 and 167-72.

17 Carter, JEA 3, 151.

18 Carter, JEA 3, 152 and pl. XXI,1; for a photograph of a restored jar with the titles and the
name of Ahmes-Nefertari, now in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, see W. Hayes, The Scepter of Egypt,
part IT (1959), p. 45, fig. 64; C.N. Reeves and J.H. Taylor, Howard Carter before Tutankhamun (1992), p.
122.

19 Carter, JEA 3, 151. The passage in his autobiographical sketches in which Carter refers to
those two fragments seems to indicate that the purchase took place “about 1907,” see Reeves and Taylor,
op. cit., p. 121 and James, op. cit., p. 169. James, however, seems to doubt the reliability of this entry and
suggests that “These earlier fragments might have provided the spur for his 1904 attempt to find the tomb
(i.e., of Amenhotep I) for Lord Amherst.” It seems that Carter had developed “quite an obsession” (James,
p. 93) to find that tomb already 10 years before he worked on the Dra‘ Abu el-Naga tomb.

20 Cf. James, op. cit., p. 169.

21 Carter, JEA 3, 151 note I. Cf. Romer’s interesting, if unsubstantiated, comment on Carter’s
statement “... a well-used euphemism at the time for articles purchased on the illicit antiquities market, and
Carter had probably bought it at Luxor...,” J. Romer, Valley of the Kings (1981), p. 239.

22 W. Hayes, op. cit., p. 49, p. 123 and fig. 64, dates the head to the times of Thutmosis III.
Concerning the provenance of the head, Hayes becomes rather explicit: “The once prevalent belief that it
came from the tomb of Amun-hotpe I at Thebes and is a representation of that king appears to be without
foundation.” In his article, Carter also mentions “a small number of basalt fragments of two statucttes,
presumably of the king and the queen ...,” obviously also coming from the debris of the tomb (Carter, JEA
3, 153). From the photograph of the restored female statuette (JEA 3, pl. XVIII), it seems to be a work of
the end (Amenhotep II1?) rather than of the beginning of the 18th Dynasty; see Hayes, op. cit., p. 311, who
dates it to “the latter part of the Eighteenth Dynasty.” Cf. Romer, “Royal Tombs,” pp. 203-4.



20

23 W. Spiegelberg, “Zwei Beitrige zur Geschichte und Topographie der thebanischen
Nekropolis im Neuen Reich, I. Der Grabtempel Amenophis’ I. zu Drah Abu’l Negga (1898), pp. 1-5;
Northampton, W. Spiegelberg, and P. Newberry, Report on Some Excavations in the Theban Necropolis
during the Winter of 1898-9 (1908), pp. 6-9.

24 In statements like this one, a sharp line has to be drawn between those scholars who simply
adopted Carter’s ideas and those who critically scrutinized his line of argumentation; the former group are:
Steindorff and Wolf, “Die thebanische Griberwelt,” LAS 4 (1936), 73; Vandier, Manuel d’Archéologie
Egyptienne, part II (1954), pp. 223-28; H. Kees, Ancient Egypt: A Cultural Topography (1961), p. 254;
Hayes, op. cit., p. 48; W. Helck, “Soziale Stellung und Grabanlage,” JESHO 5 (1962), 227-28. The latter
group consists of: H.E Winlock, “The Tombs of the Kings of the Seventeenth Dynasty at Thebes,” JEA 10
(1924), 217-77; Peet, op. cit., p. 43, note 4; Romer, op. cit., pp. 238-39; C.N. Reeves, Valley of the Kings:
The Decline of a Royal Necropolis (1990), pp. 3-9; Reeves and Taylor, op. cit., p. 125.

25 For the purpose of this article, the legitimate question of whether the meaning of the term
wds includes that of “intact” (in the restricted sense of “undisturbed,” “undamaged”) is not a crucial one: in
our part of pAbbott, wds occurs twice (page 3, lines 16 and 17/8) in direct opposition to thj (“attack,”
“violate;” see WB'V, 319). thj is also the term used in the description of the tomb of king Sobekemzaef,
which was seriously violated and parts of its contents totally destroyed (page 3, line 2).

26 Reeves, Valley of the Kings, pp. 3-9.
27 Reeves, Valley of the Kings, p. 5.

28 In fact, it seems that at least some of them may be somehow connected to prehistoric
activities; see the map of Schweinfurth, Karte der westlichen Umgebung von Luxor und Karnak (1909).

29 E-J. Schmitz, “Amenophis I.,” HAB 6 (1978), 205-232.
30 Schmitz, op. cit., pp. 223-32.

31 KV 39 is currently being excavated by J. Rose (cf. above, note 4); according to the results of
Rose’s first excavation campaign, it seems that it was not fully cleared by its original discoverers round the
turn of the century (Rose, op.cit., p. 38). The question, then, is what did Weigall see when he visited the
tomb? His descriptions of the tomb’s plan in his various articles on the tomb (see note 12) differ consider-
ably (cf. Rose, op.cit., p. 38, note 6). It is now quite clear from the preliminary plan published by Rose
(op.cit., p. 34, fig. 7) that the real plan of the tomb has almost nothing in common with Weigall’s descrip-
tions of it or with the rough plans in Thomas, op. cit., p. 85, fig. 9 and Dodson, “Tombs of the Kings,” p.
115, fig. 2, which are ultimately based on the descriptions of Weigall and Lindon Smith.

32 Cf. Dodson’s rightful rejection of Schmitz’ interpretation of the “datum” indicating the-
position of the tomb as the mountain path over Deir el-Bahri (Dodson, “Tombs of the Kings,” p. 117.)

33 The most sober look at the sources and their evaluation to be found is that of Hornung: “Das
Grab Amenophis’ I., meist in Dra ‘abu el-Naga angenommen, ist noch nicht mit Sicherheit identifiziert,
daher ist auch die Trennung von Grab und Totentempel nicht erwiesen.” (E. Hornung, “Amenophis I.,” LA
1[1975], p. 202.) ~

34 Peet’s translation, slightly altered and abbreviated, op. cit., p. 37.

35 Winlock, “Tombs of the Kings,” pp. 217-77.

36 D. Arnold, “Griber des Alten und Mittleren Reiches in el-Tarif,” AV 17 (1976), 25-32.
37 Winlock, “The Tombs of the Kings,” p. 224.

38 It had been noticed before Winlock’s article appeared that the Dra‘ Abu el-Naga area was the
most likely candidate for the location of the 17th Dynasty burial ground; see Winlock, ‘“The Tombs of the
Kings,” p. 217, note 2.

39 The occurrence of those different terms for “tomb” has, of course, already been noticed by
the early translators of pAbbott; see Winlock, “The Tombs of the Kings,” pp. 225-26. It lies, of course,
outside the scope of this article to deal with the otherwise intriguing question of whether or not the terms
for “tomb” could relate to distinctive architectural types of “tomb.”

40 For different chronological approaches see, for example, A. Dodson, “On the Internal
Chronology of the Seventeenth Dynasty,” GM 120 (1991), 33-38; C. Bennett, “The Structure of the
Seventeenth Dynasty,” GM, forthcoming; I am indebted to Chris Bennett for a copy of his article before
publication.



21

41 D. Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches - Teil 1,” Or 57 (1988), 262-73.

. 42 J. Von Beckerath, “Untersuchungen zur politischen Geschichte der Zweiten Zwischenzeit in
Agypten,” AF 23 (1964), 165-96 and table 224; idem, “Konigsnamen,” LA III (1980), 549.

43 The “dynastic position” of Prince Ahmose-Sapair is still not perfectly clear; for the most
recent attempt to clarify his genealogical position, cf. the interesting article of C. Bennett who suggests that
the Prince was a younger son of Seqenenre and Ahhotep, thus a younger brother of Ahmose and possible
father of Thutmosis I: C. Bennett, “Thutmosis | and Ahmes-Sapair,” GM 141 (1994), 35-7.

44 Why the last king of the list is Mentuhotep II, I cannot convincingly explain.
45 pAbbott page 2, lines 4-7; cf. Peet, op. cit., p. 30.
46 Cf. James, op. cit., p. 170.

47 For a discussion of this issue see Peet, op. cit., pp. 28-37 and his notes on the translation, 43-
45; cf. Winlock, “The Tombs of the Kings,” p. 265.

48 Both cases have been noticed by Arnold during his work on the royal tombs of the 11th
Dynasty in el-Tarif and Deir el-Bahri, D. Arnold, Gréber des Alten und Mittleren Reiches, p. 25, note 55;
idem, “Der Tempel des Konigs Mentuhotep von Deir el-Bahari,” AV 8 (1974), 38, note 70.

49 Or did they simply rely on the statements of the priests, as Arnold suggests (loc. cit.)?



22

Who Was the First King in the
Valley of the Kings?

Claude Vandersleyen

.................................................

In asking who was the first king to be buried in the Valley of the Kings, I do mean within the
Valley, for tomb 39, for instance, with which Bill Manley has recently been dealing,! is
located on the edge of the Valley rather than inside it.

As for inside the Valley proper, the discussion is open. Is KV 20—Hatshepsut’s tomb—
the most ancient one, or is it tomb 38, the tomb of Tuthmosis I? Many archaeologists would
say that this debate is over. As far back as 1974 John Romer? showed that there was nothing
in tomb 38 that could date it to Tuthmosis I’s reign. The most important object found in
tomb 38 is the sarcophagus, which Hayes showed years ago is definitely from the time of
Tuthmosis III. As Romer stressed, it is impossible to prove that any of the other objects
found in KV 38 belongs to an original burial of Tuthmosis I in that tomb. Moreover, the
structure of tomb 38 is similar enough to that of tomb 34 and tomb 42 to make a group with
them; the most salient common feature being the cartouche-shape of the funeral chambers.
Tomb 34 is Tuthmosis’ III tomb; tomb 42 was prepared for Merytre Hatshepsut, Tuthmosis
III’s wife, as shown by the foundation deposits. It is very likely, therefore, that all three
tombs were made during the time of Tuthmosis III and that not only the sarcophagus of
Tuthmosis I belongs to Tuthmosis’ III reign, but the tomb containing it as well.

I think that Romer is still right, and that tomb 38 is later than tomb 20. However, a
recent paper published in 1993 by Der Manuelian and Loeben? has argued for the alternate
opinion, that is to say, that tomb 38 is the one dug for Tuthmosis I by the architect Ineni.
Actually, this study may have no weight in respect of an early foundation of tomb 38 as the
authors do not seem to me to give solid arguments to revalidate the former view,* or to
disprove Romer’s assertion that KV 38 is later than KV 20.

To this point, certain things are clear. It is pretty sure that KV 20 was rearranged to
make room for a double burial and that the room where the two sarcophagi—Hatshepsut’s
and the one she had recarved for her father—were found must have been purposefully cut
for them by Hatshepsut.

Here a new problem arises. In order to add this burial room Hatshepsut may have
extended a tomb first meant for Tuthmosis I, or she may have cut from the outset a tomb for
herself and extended it for her father. There are foundation deposits of Hatshepsut before
the entrance of tomb 20, yet John Romer has shown the weakness of this argument: the
queen may have added these deposits after completing the digging of tomb 20, and thus,
this is not an incontrovertible argument in her favor.



So, one solution is: the long gallery of tomb 20 may have been dug by Tuthmosis I> and
reused and enlarged, at least at the end, by his daughter. This was the conclusion of Romer
in 1974.

A second solution could be: Hatshepsut decided on the cutting of this tomb, and this is
my opinion. While I cannot prove this, this solution still seems more likely. I see at least
three reasons in favor of Hatshepsut being responsible for the tomb attributed to her and for
being the first to construct a tomb in the royal Valley.

The first reason is the strongest, and this argument has been put forward for years: the
position of the tomb in relation to the temple of Deir el-Bahri, behind it on the other side of
the cliffs. In order to cancel this argument, there should be evidence that Tuthmosis I had
already asserted his presence at the place where the queen built the temple, but there is
none.

The second reason is the fact that the queen had one of her sarcophagi transformed for
her father. I realize that this reason is not a strong one. Obviously she took the initiative of
a change. We do not know why she did it, but we do know that the wooden coffins of her
father were too large for her sarcophagus. The inner ends of this sarcophagus were recut,
indicating that the time was short, whereas Tuthmosis III had had plenty of time to make a
new sarcophagus of the needed size. The wooden coffins of Tuthmosis I might have lain in
KV 20 either before Hatshepsut’s time, if the tomb had been cut by Tuthmosis I (hypotheti-
cal objection to my general conclusion), or, at least, before the time Hatshepsut had made
a sarcophagus ready for her father.

The third reason is quite subjective. Hatshepsut’s reign is characterized by many nov-
elties and signs of originality. For instance, she revived the custom of carving stone sar-
cophagi, and she conceived the idea of making sarcophagi in the form of a cartouche. This
idea was repeated by Tuthmosis III, but he gave the form to the whole burial chamber of the
tombs already mentioned. Such an innovative person as Hatshepsut might well have made
this huge unusual tomb without any parallel. It suits the spirit of her reign; she probably
was the first “king” to cut a tomb in the valley.

If this is true, we can add some more remarks. It seems that neither of the sarcophagi of
tomb 20 had ever been used. If Hatshepsut died in Year 22, we may easily understand that
Tuthmosis III had a sarcophagus made for his grandfather and didn’t use the one prepared
for him by Hatshepsut. The queen decided perhaps too late to transform the tomb and the
sarcophagus, and death may have prevented her from bringing her project to an end. What
if the queen had withdrawn from the throne and had died later on? She then would have lost
or (better?) renounced her regal rights. If her death occurred in the Year 42 or 43 of Tuthmosis
I11, this would coincide with the beginning of her damnatio memoriae. She was most likely
not buried in the huge tomb she had dug for herself, but then, between the Years 22 and 42,
the project of giving a more stately burial to Tuthmosis I was perhaps given up by her.
- Probably because it was really necessary to give Tuthmosis I a more decent tomb and
sarcophagus, Tuthmosis III did it, but in his own way.

As already pointed out, it is not proven that the mummy of Tuthmosis I ever lay in KV
20. Let us imagine another scenario: the mummy of Tuthmosis I was in the tomb dug by
Ineni; for an unknown reason, perhaps because this tomb was thought unworthy, too simple,
or in an unsuitable place by Hatshepsut and Tuthmosis III, the queen decided to change the
king’s burial. She prepared a sarcophagus and enlarged her own tomb, but she did not have
time enough to achieve her project, because of either her death or her renunciation of her
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regnal rights. Tuthmosis III took up the idea, but without using the sarcophagus or the
burial chamber prepared by Hatshepsut; the mummy of the old king was thus only once
transferred from the tomb built by Ineni to KV 38.

The usual interpretation is that of a sort of war between Hatshepsut and Tuthmosis I1I,
both using the mummy of Tuthmosis I as a weapon. Actually, we don’t know, but my
proposal is perhaps better, at least more peaceful. The solution of the problem would be to
find or securely establish the tomb built for Tuthmosis I by Ineni. It might well not be in the
Valley.

I expressed here my own conviction, and I am aware that I didn’t prove anything. The
basis of my conviction, I confess, is that such an outstanding tomb as KV 20 must have
been planned and dug by an outstanding personality, as Hatshepsut indeed was.

— Université Catholique de Louvain

NOTES:
1 B. Manley, “Tomb 39 and The Sacred Land,” Journal of Ancient Chronology Forum 2 (1988), 41-57.

2 J. Romer, “Tuthmosis I and the Biban el-Moluk: Some Problems of Attribution,” JEA 60 (1974),
119-33.

3 P. Der Manuelian and C. E. Loeben, “New Light on the Recarved Sarcophagus of Hatshepsut and
Thutmose I in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston,” JEA 79 (1993), 121-55; cf. History and Discovery,
122-28.

4 There are disputable points and some grave inaccuracies in this paper: to marry Tuthmosis III with
Nefrure; or to confidently attribute tomb 42 to Tuthmosis II, requires more specific justification; to give
tomb 20 a length of 2 km 133 m (p. 124) and a depth of almost 1 km (960 m!), is ten times too long and too
deep.

5 No securely attributable foundation deposits have been discovered in association with any structure
dated to the reign of Tuthmosis I: J. Weinstein, Foundation Deposits in Ancient Egypt (Ann Arbor, 1973), p.
88.



The Re-clearance of Tombs
WV 22 and WV A in the Western
Valley of the Kings

Jiro Kondo

Introduction

Waseda University initiated its work in the Western Valley of the Kings in September,
1989, with the preparation of a 1:1000 topographical map of the area. At the same time, a
start was made on the clearance (now completed) and consolidation of the tomb of
Amenbhotep III, with the carefully monitored removal of 30 - 40 cm high piles of rubble left
by previous excavators and the replacement of the descending staircase at the entrance and
the wooden bridge over the shaft, E. An electromagnetic survey has been carried out out-
side the entrance to the tomb, and the area around the stone-built wall between WV 22 and
the small tomb WV A has been fully excavated. Since it is functionally related to WV 22,
tomb WV A has also been re-cleared. A report on Waseda’s work in the Western Valley, in
English, is in preparation.

The Tomb of Amenhotep III: Historical Background

The existence of the tomb of Amenhotep III, now numbered WV 22, was first noted by
two engineers of Napoleon’s Egyptian Expedition in August, 1799. The Expedition’s plan
of the tomb and a selection of the fragments recovered were subsequently published in the
Description de I’Egypte.!

In 1804, five years after the French, the tomb was visited by the enigmatic John Gor-
don, who carved his name on the south wall of the entrance. Gordon was followed, in 1829,
by Champollion and L”Héte, Champollion being the first to identify the owner of the tomb.
The graffito of L’Hote may be seen on the north wall of room I. In the middle of the 19th
century WV 22 was visited by Lepsius, who copied portions of the Imy-Duat on the walls
of the sarcophagus chamber, J.2 Sometime between 1905 and 1914, the tomb appears to
have been explored by Theodore M. Davis, though no details of this clearance are known.’
Howard Carter’s work at the tomb on behalf of Lord Carnarvon, their first season of explor-
atory work in the Valley of the Kings, was carried out between 8 February and 8 March,
1915. According to Carter’s records,* his efforts appear to have been concentrated on the
area immediately in front of the tomb entrance (where he found five intact foundation
deposits® consisting of the heads of calves, miniature pottery vessels, model implements
and cartouche plaques of blue faience bearing the prenomen and nomen of Tuthmosis IV)
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FIGURE 1: WV 22—The tomb of Amenhotep III.
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FIGURE 2: Magical niches of WV 22.
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and the shaft. Several objects from the Carter clearance are now at Highclere Castle, near
Newbury in England,® and in the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York.

In 1959, Erik Hornung visited the tomb in company with Alexander Piankoff to study
the Book of Imy-Duat inscribed upon the walls of the burial chamber, J, the results since
published in his Das Amduat.” ‘

In 1960, Elizabeth Thomas made detailed measurements of the tomb and published an
excellent plan and elevations in her book The Royal Necropoleis of Thebes.®

Update on the Plan of WV 22

Our preliminary plan of WV 22 was presented at the conference After Tut ‘ankhamin,
held at Highclere Castle in 1990.° Further work has resulted in a number of minor revisions
(fig. 1) which call for comment.

1) Passage G and Staircase H

The point of connection between the descending passage G and descending staircase H
is unique. The stairs are normally independent of other architectural features, with a nar-
row doorway between the end of the passage and the beginning of the steps. Between
staircase H and passage G in the tomb of Amenhotep III, however, there is no such door-
way. The difference is clear from a comparison with the tomb of Tuthmosis IV (KV 43).10
It seems that there was an alteration in the plan of WV 22 during construction: presumably
G had originally been planned as a passage similar in scale to the corresponding element in
KV 43, but for some reason was shortened to the form we see today.

2) The Entrance to Room I :

Rough chiselling is in evidence on the ceiling before the entrance to room I. Since the
slope of staircase H had become rather sharp after the change in plan, it was evidently
difficult to introduce the sarcophagus through the doorway into room I. Consequently the
height of the ceiling had to be adjusted.

3) Magical Niches

Eleven so-called “magical niches” (fig. 2) have been noted within WV 22. One (no. 11)
was found at the entrance to the burial chamber, J, on the left as one enters from the pas-
sage. Five (nos. 6-10) were found at the entrances of the side-rooms which lead off from
J—Ja, Jb, Jc, Jd and Je—and are important in helping to establish the general function of
these subsidiary chambers. Except no.10 at the entrance to Je, the niches are located to the
left of the doorway as one enters from the burial chamber; for room Je, the niche (no. 10)
was located to the right of the doorway. This suggests that the function of room Je was
different from that of the other side rooms. The basic principle seems to be that niches are
located to the left of the entrance as one enters—and that, while Ja-d are accessed from the
burial chamber J, the movement with Je is in the opposite direction, into the burial cham-
ber. This point will be considered further below in relation to the role of the side chambers;
briefly, however, room Je appears to have been conceived from the very start as a queen’s
chamber (presumably for Tiye), while room Jd, originally intended as a simple side stor-
age-room, was changed into a second queen’s chamber only subsequently. At the time the
change in function of Jd had been decided, however, niche no. 9 had already been cut. The
position of this niche, together with chisel marks in the ceiling and on the south wall of Jd,
is important in suggesting the change in plan of WV 22 while under construction.
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The remaining five niches were positioned in the burial chamber, J: one in the north
wall, on the eastern side; two niches in the east wall; and two niches in the columns to the
west of the sarcophagus emplacement. The average size of these niches is 20 by 15 cm.
These five are situated as if to protect the coffin, and will presumably have contained magi-
cal images similar to those discovered, intact, in the tomb of Tutankhamun (KV 62).

In the case of niche nos. 11 (at the entrance to J) and 9 (at the entrance to Jd), one half
of a wooden, vertically-divided panel which closed off the apertures was found preserved
in situ. Remains of plaster within niche no. 11 suggest the original presence of a magical
figurine; niche no. 6, at the entrance to Ja, also preserves traces in plaster of a magical
amulet.

4) Room Jd

In the tombs of both Amenhotep II (KV 35) and Tuthmosis IV (KV 43) there are four
side rooms leading off the burial chamber. In WV 22, however, there are three small side
rooms (Ja-c) and two larger pillared chambers (Jd-e), each of the latter with its own con-
necting side room. Room Je was presumably planned as a queen’s chamber for the burial of
Queen Tiye.!! The plan of Jd, however, was changed at least three times, to judge from
clear chisel marks on the south wall and ceiling. These chisel marks indicate that Jd had
originally been intended as a room the same size as Ja-c, with a low ceiling. It was subse-
quently enlarged, and in its final form was of the same scale as, and presumably shared a
similar function to, room Je. By Year 30 of the reign, Amenhotep III’s daughter Sitamun
had acquired the title of Great Royal Wife, in common with her mother, Tiye; this occur-
rence perhaps explains the need for two queens’ chambers.

5) Hieratic Graffito

A hieratic graffito (fig. 3) was discovered between room I and staircase H, written in
black ink on the east wall 172 cm above the level of the floor. It reads as follows: “Year 3,
third month of Akhet-season, day 7.” This is the only hieratic inscription found so far. It
promises to be an important document in assessing the history of the tomb.

6) Other Hieratic Texts
Since the report presented at the Highclere conference, an additional jar docket and
one more wooden label have been brought to light.

The Clearance of WV A

WV A, arock-cut tomb dug into the cliff, is situated 60 meters to the south of the tomb
of Amenhotep III. It is the only tomb in the Valley of the Kings to preserve substantial
remains of its original stone blocking, and for this reason alone is extremely important.

Most of the objects recovered during the excavation of WV A consisted of fragments of
wine jars and'blue-painted pottery. Jar sealings and pot-stands associated with the wine jars
were also found, together with jar dockets dated to Year 32 and 37 (the third Sed Festival)
of Amenhotep III’s reign. Other finds included ostraca (with drawings apparently produced
by workmen employed upon WV 22), potsherds used as ad hoc paint palettes, lumps of
plaster, a boning rod and a section of rope.

Apart from a single bead, no objects relating to a burial were found. The large amount
of pottery recovered seems to suggest that WV A was used as a storeroom associated with
the tomb of Amenhotep III, both during the construction of WV 22 (for tools?) and subse-
quently for the storage of funerary commodities. There was, however, a certain admixture
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of material from previous excavations in the area, and the precise nature and contents of
WYV A should be assessed with caution. '

Excavations in the Area between WV 22 and WV A

A modern stone wall about 6 meters high located in the area between WV 22 and WV
A enclosed an area filled with sand and rubble from previous excavations. No details con-
cerning the history of the structure are known. Clearance of the area was begun during the
winter of 1993/4, the work producing fragments of pottery, jar dockets, limestone ostraca
(fig. 4) and fragments of French and English newspapers dating between 1889 and 1905.
At bedrock, stone blocks were uncovered which may represent the remains of workers’
huts. Work will be continued in this area during the winter of 1994/5.

“Enigmatic” Ostraca

During clearance of the area between WV 22 and WV A, several limestone ostraca
were recovered bearing cryptic “texts” similar to others known from Deir el-Medina and
the main Valley of the Kings. Daressy years ago suggested that the symbols on such ostraca
were each intended to represent the name of a worker, and that the dots mark the presence
or absence of that worker at the site on a given day.!? Since the signs on one ostracon from
the Western Valley follow in part (though in reverse order) the symbols on an ostracon
discovered by Bruyere at Deir el-Medina, '3 it is possible that these “texts” have more meaning
than has hitherto been recognized.
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Theodore Davis and the Rediscovery
of Tomb 55

Lyla Pinch Brock

Introduction
The excavation of tomb number 55! in the Valley of the Kings in early January 1907, by the
British archaeologist Edward Ayrton, has often been referred to as one of the worst ever
conducted in Egypt.2 Fairly or not,? part of the blame seems to rest with his wealthy Ameri-
can patron, Theodore Davis, whose personality dominated the excavation, much to the
detriment of the historical record.*

Davis, a retired businessman and lawyer, arrived in Egypt as a tourist in 1889, and
through social contacts soon became acquainted with the local archaeological community.
British colleagues encouraged him to become involved in excavation, and the Antiquities
Service wanted the east side of the Royal Wadi cleared of rubble. A concession beginning
in 1902° satisfied them both, though Davis was aware he had been given a dubious honor.”
But he was blessed with luck and discovered many important tombs, among them, the
almost intact sepulchre of Yuya and Thuya.® His archaeological work was supervised by
Arthur Weigall, then Chief Inspector of Antiquities for Upper Egypt, who clearly found the
American difficult to deal with:

...the greatest tact had to be used in order to impose proper supervision on his
work and check his enthusiastic but quite untrained interference in what he very
naturally regarded as his own affair?®

The feeling seemed to be mutual. Davis “...preserved a strict silence...”!? regarding
Weigall’s participation when his elaborate publication, The Tomb of Queen Tiyi, came out
in 1910.

Edward Ayrton was a young, although seasoned, archaeologist, having worked with
Petrie at Abydos, with Loat at Gurob and Naville and Hall at Deir el-Bahri.!! He had been
recommended to Davis by Weigall, who “...insisted that Mr. Davis should employ a proper
archaeologist to conduct the work, under my supervision...”1? However, Ayrton soon found
himself under Davis’ thumb. His unhappiness with the situation is mirrored in letters and
other accounts.!3

The Discovery of the Tomb and Subsequent Events

Ayrton probably began working for Davis during the winter of 1905-1906 and contin-
ued until 1908.14 It was on January 4th, when he was probing the mounds of debris left
behind by the cutting of the tomb of Rameésses VI piled on the east side of the royal wadi,
that he came upon KV 55% (pl. I). It was found to contain gilded parts from a sarcophagus
shrine, a gilded and inlaid coffin, human remains and a set of canopic jars, which, along



PLATE I: 1993 photo showing the location of tomb 55 in the Valley of the Kings,
between the new shelter and the tomb of Ramesses IX.

with other funerary paraphernalia, comprised a fragmentary burial dating to the Amarna
period.'®

The most important objects were taken out of the tomb within weeks of the discovery!’
but the shrine was left in the tomb for over a year.'® Holes in the doorjambs show that the
entrance had been fitted with a door (Davis refers to a “key”).!* By 1908, everything had
been removed to Cairo and the tomb was closed.?’

In 1923 photographer Harry Burton, who had been photographing the tomb of Seti I
for the Metropolitan Museum of Art, took over KV 55 as his darkroom and studio to pho-
tograph the objects from the tomb of Tutankhamun.?! Sometime thereafter the door was
removed and the entrance blocked-up with stones. By 1944 this had fallen in, allowing
modern debris to enter. (A film box bearing a 1944 date was discovered at the very bottom
of the debris during the subsequent clearance.) In 1959 Elizabeth Thomas, in preparation
for her Necropoleis of Thebes, drew a plan of the tomb and published it in the Journal of
Egyptian Archaeology.??

Although numerous scholarly articles were subsequently written debating the issues
raised by the discovery, no one ever applied to actually look at the tomb until 1993.

The Dilemma

The events surrounding the disposition of the burial have been obscured by the lack of
records and contradictory report?? of those purportedly in attendance at the tomb opening,
among them, Gaston Maspero, Arthur Weigall and his wife Corinna, Davis and Ayrton.
Also present were the artist Joseph Lindon-Smith, his wife, and Davis’ cousins and his
companion, Mrs. Emma Andrews. Both Smith and Andrews kept diaries?* and because of
Andrews’ presumed impartiality? her journal has frequently been relied upon for an accu-
rate account of events. There have been suggestions that Ayrton’s report was heavily edited
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by Davis, that Weigall’s was based upon second-hand information and Smith’s reminis-
cences altered, apparently so as not to conflict with those already published.?¢

The Final Clearance of KV 55

Most scholars have been operating on the assumption that Davis had completely cleared
KV 55, but this turned out not to be the case. I had ascertained on visits in 1991 and 1992,
authorized by the Egyptian Antiquitites Organization, that the tomb still contained salvage-
able material, hence in 1993 I applied for and subsequently received permission to do a
final clearance.?’

The results of my investigation suggest there is still much to be gleaned from this
monument which, when combined with a review of original sources, provides clues to the
arrangement of objects found in the tomb, the form of the original door blocking, the en-
trance of rainwater, the changes made to the tomb during construction, and a possible re-
interpretation of the excavators’ accounts. Details of the actual clearance and a list of the
finds will be published elsewhere.??

The Discovery of Ayrton’s “Room”

In the winter of 1906-1907 Ayrton began removing the mountains of limestone chips
south of the tomb of Ramesses IX, just across the path from what would eventually become
known as the tomb of Tutankhamun; soon he reported:

After sinking deep pits and trenches down the side of the rock face, we had almost
given up hope when we came across several large jars of the XXth Dynasty type
lying together in what appeared to be a recess in the rock. On digging deeper we
came to a cut face with squared corners on either side, showing that a tomb had at
least been begun at this spot.?®

A modern shelter and stone foundation now cover the area where this recess —now
designated KVC—was found, but early photos (by A. Paul®) taken in front of KV 55
suggest it could have been just above and to the south of the entrance rather than “immedi-
ately above” as Reeves has interpreted.3! From a 1920 photo showing the area,’? Ayrton
must have worked his way from south to north®} plumbing the deepest material first (hence
his comment, “...we had almost given up hope...”3* before coming upon tomb 55.

It seems most likely the vessels he found (now housed in the Oriental Institute Mu-
seumJ) were associated with the tomb of Ramesses IX, which lies just to the north, prob-
ably containers for embalming materials similar to the cache found outside the tomb of
Merenptah by Carter in 1920.3¢ It is also remotely possible another tomb may lie in the
environs; it appears now that the whole area where the new tourist shelter stands has never
been thoroughly investigated.?’

During the course of Ayrton’s preliminary sondages, Davis visited the site from time to
time.3? In between he was kept posted by notes sent to his dahabiya, the Bedawin.®

From Andrews’ diary, January fourth;

Mr. Ayrton wrote a note this morning to Theo saying he had found a tomb. Theo
had intended going over today, so when he returned he reported that it promised
something—but was still uncertain.

January 5th _
Another note from Mr, Ayrton saying the tomb was not a tomb!



January 7th

Theodore went over to the Valley this morning...and when he got back quite late,
told us that Ayrton had this time found a whole tomb.

January 8th

All of us went over to the Valley this morning—found M. Ayrton had cleared enough
to show a small chamber which he thought was the whole tomb.

Thomas*? assumed this note referred to the niche containing the storage jars, but Ayrton’s

puzzling statements may be clarified by some recent observations in KV 55. There is a
water line running along the south wall of the stairwell from the 11th step from the top*! to
just above the tomb doorway (a length of approximately three meters). In 1993 a small
deposit of mud still remained on the step, which, when investigated, contained no modern
debris but only clean, muddy fill. Could this represent the last bit of chips “...cemented
together by the action of water” which first appeared to Ayrton to be a solid floor?*? If this
was the “floor,” then he had cleared what could be described as a “room.” The rock-cut roof
of such a “room” would extend from a height of approximately two meters at the front
tapering to one and one-half meters at the back, the width of the “room” being about two
meters. Did this constitute the “small chamber”*? Ayrton first thought was a tomb?
Mrs. Andrews next wrote;

But after lunch it was found that a doorway which had been sealed up as that in the
Tomb of Touy** and Iuia led to a corridor.* In removing some of the blocks of stone
which hindered progress, a fine broken alabaster vase, and some bits of gold foil
were found: So the work for the day was stopped, as it was too late to open it, the
guards and police were sent for...*

The Puzzle of the Blocking

What Ayrton had now come upon was “...a loosely-built wall of limestone fragments,
resting not on the rock beneath, but on the loose rubbish which had filled the stairway.”*’
This was apparently a unique construction which should at least have been drawn, if not
photographed.*® Weigall later wrote that Ayrton broke through the blocking without wait-
ing for the photographer,*® but Smith said it was actually photographed: “After the seals
had been photographed, they were removed with great care, and then the wall was taken
down.”>® However it seems the photographer, A. Paul, only came from Cairo some four
days later.>! Indeed it may be his notebook that can be seen lying in the front of the niche in
one of Paul’s photographs® and not necessarily a book belonging to Ayrton, as Martin®>
and Reeves>* have assumed.

Since part of the blocking was stamped with seals, the issue of its destruction is not a
trivial one, nor in fact simple to-sort out; hence it is worth discussing in some detail. The
various reports suggest either two> or even three®® levels of blocking. No clues now re-
main of the blocking that would have filled the interior of the doorway, but the extent of the
exterior blocking can still be seen, easily detected by the line of brownish mortar that
extends down each side of the jamb from just above the door to just above ground level.
The construction could not have been “...a loosely-built wall of limestone fragments...”
since it obviously contained some mortar. This same mortar®’ can also be seen elsewhere in
the tomb, filling cracks in the walls and the ceilings of the corridor and canopic niche.
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PLATE II: Possible fragment of ancient seal impressed in cement.

According to the excavators, once the first blocking was removed, another immedi-
ately became apparent. The remains were about one meter high, and stamped with the seals
of the necropolis.’® But this was not the original blocking because Weigall reports, albeit
four years later, finding a fragment®® of mortar impressed with the seals of Tutankhamun,®°
presumably inside the tomb.

Why was Weigall the only one to mention a seal of Tutankhamun? The explanation
may lie in correspondence between Davis and Maspero®! confirming that parts of the shrine
were left in the tomb for a year.®?> Andrews had noted that the door of the shrine was left
shored-up in the corridor,®3 and this may be the spot where Weigall eventually found the
seal—when he removed the last of the rubble supporting it.** This chain of events also
links together what may have happened in ancient times.

Towards A Reconstruction of Historical Events

From this evidence it appears that, during the reign of Tutankhamun, the remains of at
least one of the desecrated burials at Amarna® were gathered up, brought to Thebes, stored
in KV 55 and sealed with the seal of Tutankhamun. Rubble was inserted in the corridor the
first time the entrance to the tomb was breached,® then it was resealed (and stamped) by
the necropolis officials.®”

This second layer of blocking Ayrton described as “...rough blocks of limestone ce-
mented together and coated on the outside with cement of so hard a quality that a knife
could scarcely scratch it.”®® Among the remains of rubble that still existed in KV 55 I came
across what may be a piece of this blocking (see pl. II), and although the seal impression is
indistinct, the cement is of the described consistency.®



The procedure of inserting fill was evidently also followed by the official Maya when
he resealed the tombs of Tutankhamun’® and Thutmosis IV.”! Hence it seems possible that
KV 55 was restored by Maya and his officials in Year eight of Horemheb,”? as were the two
other tombs. Either the entrance to the burial chamber was not resealed at this time (there is
some evidence that plaster sealing was once in place),” and the rubble flowed through into
the room as the corridor was being filled, or the resealed door broke down under pressure
from the fill. The pile of large chips just to the right and below the entrance in Paul’s photo
could constitute the remains of this blocking.” Whatever occurred, when the tomb was
entered for the third time, purportedly by workmen engaged in cutting the tomb of Ramesses
IX,” the doorjambs must have been still intact, because fragments of them can be seen
lying atop part of the shrine in one of Paul’s photographs.”®
While the “workmen” theory is reasonable, it seems much more likely that the tomb
was entered by the priests of the XXIst Dynasty engaged in the re-burial program that
concluded with caches DB320 and KV 35.77 Faced with the difficulty of removing the
shrine, they abandoned it and decided to leave the burial intact. They then blocked up the
entrance and covered it with debris. Was the third layer of blocking intact when it was
discovered in modern times as Davis,’® Weigall’® and Smith® have claimed?®! The pres-
ence of sand® and water®? in the tomb seem to obtain against it.

The Events of January 7-9th, 1907

Who was actually present, when the tomb was opened on January 9th? Andrews says
the Weigalls, Davis’ cousins, and the Smiths had all camped out at the tomb overnight.34
The next day, according to her diary, Davis, Ayrton and Weigall were first to-enter while
Smith remained outside.®

Ayrton, Weigall and Theo scrambled along the corridor over the stones and made
a very difficult entrance...we women, with Mr. E., Mrs. Weigall, and Joe and his
wife, sat about on the rocks above...%

Yet Smith says Ayrton arrived on the scene later, after he himself had been ordered in
by Maspero and also after Weigall and most of the others had come, by 9:00.%” (He also
says the company present that morning included Howard Carter, who is not mentioned at
all by Andrews.) Smith claims Maspero told him to go in first, since the shrine parts left
little room to maneuver and he was the most svelte of the group, but according to Andrews,
Maspero did not actually arrive until four days later.®®

All this casts doubt on Smith’s veracity. Yet there is some evidence to support his story
of pre-empting Ayrton. He recalls seeing the gesso fall from the shrine part,?’ but in Ayrton’s
report, the gesso had already fallen when he went in.”® As for Maspero, if he was not on
hand at the opening, then who, if anyone, would have ordered Smith to go inside? Smith
was staying at Weigall’s house®! and he implies they were good friends. It is possible that
- during their overnight stay at the tomb, they decided to have a “preview”. This was strictly
against Davis’ contract with the Antiquities Service, which stipulated he had first right of
entry.”? Weigall, too, would surely have wanted to avoid the censorship of Maspero, his
immediate superior, and the Antiquities Service as well. Thus Smith and Weigall may have
prevaricated to cover their tracks.

Revelations of the Tomb ‘
Aldred remarked that “...it is extremely doubtful whether a totally reliable account can
be elicited of what was originally discovered in the tomb and the state in which it was
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found.”®? Yet by coupling information gained
from original sources with the evidence ex-
tracted from the 1993 clearance it is possible
to extrapolate what probably happened in
KV 55 during the discovery and perhaps in
ancient times as well.

Examination of the tomb now cleared of
debris, for instance, provides many clues to
the objects’ original location:

A water-line can be seen quite clearly
staining either side of the corridor. It slopes
rapidly down towards the east end (pl. III).
This marks the level of the water-soaked de-
bris. The level intimates that water never
flowed into the tomb until after the third en-
try%4 if at that time the debris was shifted to
allow for the removal of the gilded shrine,
as Reeves has theorized.”

Small reddish-brown scrape marks can
be detected on the ceiling of the corridor 4.98
meters from the entrance to the burial cham-
ber. These marks color-match those in the
chamber where the shrine parts leaned
against the wall and probably indicate where

the parts found lying in the corridor scraped
when persons in ancient or modern times
struggled to move them. Where water
dripped from a crack in the ceiling a large

PLATE III: Water-marks staining south
wall of entrance and corridor from water-
soaked debris placed in the tomb in
ancient times.

fragment of stone is missing. This is no doubt

the stone Ayrton mentions obscuring the car-

touche of Queen Tiyi.”® By comparing the features of the corridor to the photo taken by
Paul,?’ the location of the shrine is confirmed at four meters from the entrance. This differs
from Reeves’ (close to the burial chamber)®® or Bell’s (close to the tomb doorway)® or
even Andrews’(adjacent to the tomb doorway).'% It also suggests where Weigall may have
found the seal of Tutankhamun.

It is also possible to speculate about the original location of the coffin in the Burial
Chamber. A shallow depression about 2.10 meters long mars the rocky surface of the floor
in front of the canopic niche. This is probably where the water Smith mentions had pooled
under the coffin.!! The water also seems to have caused the stone to spall because the
same result is visible just below the entrance to the burial chamber.!%? The position of the
coffin relative to the south wall can be determined by comparing the actual wall to Paul’s
photograph.!9 The small rectangular cut in the wall (possibly originally meant to hold one
of the magic bricks) just below and east of the niche seems to line up with the bend in the
elbow on the anthropoid lid. If this is the original location of the coffin, the head would be
approximately 55 cm. from the east wall and 1.72 meters from the south wall, further away
from the niche than the aforementioned authors have proposed.!%



PLATE IV: Brown stain flecked with gold leaf denting plaster high up on east wall of

KV-55;

On the east wall of the burial chamber at the south end, about 10 cms. above the floor,
I detected a line of stucco imbedded with bits of gold leaf. The “roof” of the shrine, with
part of its lintel still attached,'% must have been free-standing and was set flat against this
wall. At the other end of the same wall, 1.96 meters from the floor, is a brown-stained
indentation in the plaster flecked with gold leaf (pl. IV). This is where Bell locates one side
of the shrine.!% All this evidence suggests the shrine was placed there shortly after the
room was plastered or re-plastered and hints at the possibility it was never erected.

There are also signs of replastering around the canopic niche (which, contra Bell was
only plastered inside the top of the opening) and just below the entrance to the burial cham-
ber. An alternative explanation is that the niche was cut and the entrance cut lower (or the
floor lowered) sometime after the tomb was first plastered, calling for plaster repairs.

Fallen plaster has revealed long black masons’ marks on the east and west walls of the
burial chamber approximately a cubit apart, similar to those used in the tombs of Ramesses
VI and Ramesses IX, evidently as reference marks for the cutting of columns.'?” There are
various red masons’ marks inside and outside the tomb, presumably to mark the locations
for widening the entrance. A large red mark underneath the plaster immediately opposite
the entrance to the burial chamber may indicate the proposed location of another room,
comparable to the annex in Tutankhamun.!® There are also at least two types of mortar
repairs in the burial chamber; one apparently earlier than the other. The second type matches
that delineating the limestone door-blocking.
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The final, but not the least important, clue to what happened in this tomb in ancient
times is the fragment of a tomb plan which was found amidst rubble at the back of the
canopic niche by Earl Ertman.!% It is painted in red and black, using the same paint as for
the mason’s marks. Unfortunately breakage on two sides makes its meaning difficult to
decipher.

As for clues to what occurred in the tomb in modern times, we can refer to Burton’s
visit to explain the bits of blackout paper and glue still adhering to the doorjambs on the
entrance to the burial chamber. Burton also inadvertently left behind three gold beads from
the unconserved earrings of Tutankhamun!!? and two broken photographic plates, one show-
ing a relief from Seti I ! and the other Tutankhamun’s bow case.!!? All of these objects
were later found amidst the debris remaining in the tomb.

Conclusions
We have taken some of the witnesses’ accounts of the discovery of KV 55 as fact
without considering they may have been presented merely for the sake of form or reputa-
tion. It seems certain that Davis’ attitude encouraged prevarication. It evolves that the story
of KV 55 is essentially a detective story—the amassing of small clues in order to reenact
the events that occurred in and around the tomb in both ancient and modern times. The
clues have always been there; it has only been a matter of searching for them.
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The Clearance of the Tomb
of Ramesses VII

Edwin C. Brock

Introduction

The tomb of Ramesses VII (KV 1) is located at the end of a wadi running north-west from
the main Valley of the Kings just south of the formerly constricted entrance to the area and
the modern location of the ticket booth. The monumental entrance is carved into the base of
a hill jutting from the cliff face at the head of this branch valley. The tomb appears to have
been accessible since antiquity, judging by the graffiti that cover all wall surfaces.? In more
recent times, the tomb attracted limited attention from scholars of the late 18th, 19th and
20th centuries. Savants accompanying Napoleon’s 1799 Expedition visited it and produced
a plan.> Champollion copied some inscriptions.* Robert Hay noted the presence of walls
around the entrance, apparently built to prevent the intrusion of flood waters.’ Lepsius
published details of some of the wall decoration and texts from the granite sarcophagus/
cover.® Lefébure published a description and sketches of some of the decoration in 1889.”
It has been suggested that Theodore Davis and Edward Ayrton worked in the area of the
tomb in 1905-06.8 Much of the decoration of the tomb walls was published in photographs
by Piankoff in 1958.° Thomas briefly described the tomb and its history in 1966.10 The
most complete publication of the tomb was by Hornung in 1990.!!

Description of the Tomb

The tomb’s entry consists of an open-air ramp cut into the hillside, descending at a
shallow angle to the first doorway, which is protected by a deep overhang. This doorway,
like the two further in, was once closed with double doors (as shown by the presence of
pivot holes at the outer corners of the inner soffit and narrow trenches cut in the floor at
either interior end of the threshold). The succeeding corridor, vaulted burial chamber and
rear room gave little space for more than excerpts from the same repertoire of funerary

compositions found in the tomb of Ramesses VI (KV 9).12
v Comparison of this tomb’s plan with more fully developed tombs of the 20th Dynasty
suggests that its present form represents hasty alterations of the original plan. The burial
chamber, with its barrel-vaulted ceiling and rough rectangular pit in the middle of the floor,
was originally intended to be a second corridor.!? This can be surmised from such evidence
as the smoother finish of the central floor surface as compared to the rougher floor within a
meter of the side walls. The point of transition between smoother and rougher finish is
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KVI: RAMESSES Vil Ll) BURIAL CHAMBER - KEY PLAN

FIGURE 1: Key Plan KV 1 Burial Chamber (from Theban Mapping Project).
Drawn by C. L. Shartzer.

KV RAMESSES VI BURIAL CHAMBER
LONGITUDINAL SECTION A3 LOOKING SOUTH

FIGURE 2: Longitudinal Section KV 1 Burial Chamber (from Theban Mapping
Project). Drawn by C. L. Shartzer.
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PLATE I: KV1 Burial Chamber with granite cover and 1984 clearance floor pit, looking
west.

PLATES IIA, IIB: KV 1 clearance floor pit showing pairs of niches, looking east.
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KV1: RAMESSES VI
BURIAL CHAMBER
CROSS-SECTION C-D
LOOKING WEST
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FIGURE 3: Cross-section KV 1 Burial Chamber (from Theban Mapping Project). Drawn
by C. L. Shartzer.

along the lines formed by the hypothetical extension rearward of the line of the walls of the
preceding corridor. Unfortunately, the recent installation of a wooden floor has covered
this evidence over. Similarly the rearmost room might have been intended as a third corri-
dor that was only begun when the plan was altered. It is not possible to determine if the
niche in the center of the rear wall is the result of finishing-off the incomplete workmg face
of the tomb or if it was cut as part of the final design.

Prior to the recent Supreme Council of Antiquities restoration work in the tomb, it was
possible to see a deep horizontal groove cut into the south wall of the rear room as well as
traces of a réctangular hole in the north wall beneath the painted plaster.!* From the evi-
dence of the latter, it seems likely that the south groove was also filled-in and plastered-
over as well, with the central portion of the offering scene at one time intact. It is likely that
this groove and the corresponding hole served as the temporary emplacements for a large
wooden beam that would have been used as a primitive “pulley” for hauling the granite
sarcophagus/cover into the tomb.!3



The 1983/1984 Investigation

In the winter of 1983 and the summer of 1984, as part of a larger project to study the
extant royal sarcophagi in the Valley of the Kings, the writer began a detailed study of the
so-called “sarcophagus” in KV 1.16 This investigation led to the clearance of the rectangu-
lar pit in the floor of the burial chamber (figs. 1-4, pl. I) into which this box/cover had been
set.!” A construction detail discovered during the clearing and not shown in the earlier
plans was the presence of two pairs of semi-circular niches cut into the long sides of the
widening of the upper third of the pit as a shelf upon which the cover rests (fig. 4, pl. IIA,
IIB). It seems probable that these pairs of niches were intended as receptacles for the now-
missing canopic jars, a hypothesis strengthened by the proximity of the depiction of the
Four Sons of Horus on each side of the cover, deities associated with the canopic jars.!?
Mixed with the debris filling the pit to floor level consisting of dirt, and limestone frag-
ments of various sizes, were many artifacts. The latter included remains of the original
tomb furnishings, particularly pottery fragments and shabtis of wood, faience and calcite,
fragments of granite from the sarcophagus, and limestone ostraca with artists’ sketches
including studies for actual scenes in the tomb. The ceramics can be divided into two major
groups consisting of characteristic types consistent with a Dynasty 20 date and vessels of
various Romano-Byzantine forms. In addition, numerous fragments of wood, cloth, cord-
age and bone were collected as well as many mud bricks, some of which were intact.!®

—EDGE
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LA A SO BREE pit RIM of GRANITE COVER
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Section a b Section cd
SECTIONS of N.E. NICHE

FIGURE 4: Plan of floor pit in KV 1 Burial Chamber (from Theban Mapping Project).
Drawn by C. L. Shartzer

UPPER PI'T

CLS

51



52

PLATE III: KV 1 entry in 1990, looking northwest. Note traces of sondage in center
foreground.

PLATE IV: KV 1 entry in 1990, looking north. Dump in center foreground bounded by
pair of vertical ridges.




Investigation of the Dump

At some time prior to my investigation
of the material remaining in the burial cham-
ber, a clearance of debris in the tomb had
been carried out. Although no published
record of this activity is known to me, ex-
amination of the dump from this clearance
revealed bits of newspaper dating to a pe-
riod following the 1952 revolution.? This
dump had been deposited south of the tomb
entrance,?! in a small water channel cut by
some past flood through the limestone chips —
deposited on the wadi floor during the con- ' : J :
struction of the tomb (pl. IV). This dump’s _
present location presented a potential haz-  PLATE V: Basketry jar stand from 1990
ard to the tomb in the event of floods, as it ~ dump investigation.
formed a barrier against water passing down
this channel which might be diverted into

the tomb rather than passing down the wadi.

From an initial examination of the
dump’s composition it also became appar-
ent that a significant amount of artifactual
material had been deposited, particularly
potsherds, both of New Kingdom and
Romano-Byzantine date. In May 1990,
again with the permission of the SCA, I car-
ried out an examination of the material in
this dump. This effort produced another
large sample of pottery dating to both the

burial and the later Christian use of the tomb.

In addition many artifacts were found in-  p[ ATE VI: Floral garland fragments
cluding hieroglyphic texts and more artists’  from 1990 dump investigation.
sketches on limestone flakes, hieratic in-

scriptions on pottery (as well as a drawing
that seems to be a caricature), fragments of
shabti figures in calcite (e.g., fig. 8) and faience, pieces of basketry (pl. V), fragments of
wood, pieces of cloth, bone fragments (both animal and human) and even intact parts of a
floral garland (pl. VI). Many small fragments of the granite cover were found, as well as
plaster fragments, some of which were painted. Pieces of baked silt tiles, more fragments
of bricks, and even fragments of 19th century ceramic pipe bowls also were recovered. A
final examination of dump deposits outside the tomb entrance was made in June and July
1994. This effort was spurred by the SCA’s plans to prepare the tomb for tourism in the
coming fall, which would have resulted in disturbance of the dump site.??

The results of this final investigation included similar categories of artifacts, including
shabti fragments of calcite, faience (fig. 9) and wood (fig. 10). Additional figured lime-
stone ostraca were found, including at least one with another sketch for the decoration of
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the tomb and one with a few hieroglyphs.
The ceramic material included more ex-
amples of the types previously discov-
ered, as well as fragments of shallow
bowls containing deposits of red and
yellow ochre pigments. Other finds in-
cluded more cloth, wood fragments,
cordage and bone, and a brush fashioned
of bound grass tufts (fig. 11).23

The activities outside the entrance
in preparing the tomb for visitors in-
cluded the construction of a low wall
around the entry cut in the hillside and
g the excavation of a new and wider ap-
proach path from the main valley. This
latter was accomplished by pulling down
the ancient deposits of tomb construc-

\%\"“'“‘ retaining walls tion debris to raise the level of the wa-

e

.ty stopper ter-cut channel that had later been cut
J ™ gt through them. Prior to this work, an early

arca of foundation deposit search sondage was visible on the south side of

this channel approximately a third of the
——————"" way down the wadi from the tomb en-

FIGURE 5: Plan of KV 1 entrance trance (pl. IT1).2* Traces of a rubble wall
showing areas of investigation (from running east-west are visible beneath the
Theban Mapping Project). ancient fill on the north side of the old
Drawn by L. P. Brock. channel beginning approximately 40

meters from the tomb’s outer door and
running nearly 20 meters eastward.?

Foundation Deposit Search

In June, 1994, with the permission of the Luxor Antiquities Inspectorate, I took the
opportunity to search the area in front of the tomb’s approach ramp for foundation deposits
(fig. 5). Only a few tombs have these deposits preserved and no previous record exists of
earlier search attempts at KV 1.26 Five deposits had been discovered in front of the nearby
tomb of Ramesses IV (KV 2) in 1920 by Howard Carter, with two pairs of pits cut into the
stony debris on either side of the entrance ramp and a fifth deposit farther away on the
central axis of the tomb. These earlier deposits consisted of food offerings, pottery, models
of tools and other materials, often wood and faience, as well as plaques bearing the names
of the king responsible for the tomb’s construction.

The cut stone surface at the east end of the approach ramp was found to be greatly
damaged. There was evidence of ancient repairs, mainly a fill of fine limestone chips mixed
with plaster.?” The Theban Mapping Project had incised a datum point in the form of a
cross (+) on the surface of the approach ramp 12.4 meters from the outer face of the door-
way offset 10.75 cm to the north of the longitudinal axis of the tomb.?® This point served as
a reference for measurements during my investigations outside the tomb entrance. Two
other reference points used were a pair of red x’s, one on each side of the lower front ends



FIGURES 6A, 6B, 6C: Clay jar stoppers R7F94-1 from foundation deposit search.
Drawn by L. P. Brock

of the retaining walls that flank the ramp. That on the south was 13.6 meters from the outer
face of the door, while that on the north was 14.14 meters from the door.?

The area to the east was excavated to bedrock for a distance of 6.67 m from the TMP
datum mark, with a maximum north-south width at the east end of ca. 4 m. At the eastern
end of the excavation the original bedrock of the valley floor was reached at a depth of ca.
1 m. below the level of the new approach path and ca. 2.4 meters below the original level of
tomb construction debris remaining to the north of the approach path.

The ensuing excavation revealed that two-thirds of the eastern edge of this ramp ran at
north-south orientation and was not parallel to the entrance facade. The surface of the
hillside below the southern third of the ramp edge had been cut to a nearly vertical face, for
a depth of 70 cm to the more gradual slope of the original valley floor. This step continued
to the north as a sloping surface to the ramp edge and a second step below and to the east
created a two-tiered emplacement for a rough rubble wall of limestone and flint boulders
set against the ramp edge by the ancient tomb builders. The lower bedrock slope had been
covered with more boulders and overlaid with layers of fine limestone chips and plaster in
an attempt to raise the level of the approach and decrease its angle of slope.

Objects Recovered from the Excavation
A cylindrical clay jar stopper was located 2.45 m. east of the TMP datum point (fig. 6).
It lay 50 cm. below the extant surface of the rock fill against the east face of the rough wall
formed of flint boulders and limestone blocks along the east edge of the entry ramp. The
stopper was double-stamped with a cartouche-shaped impression on its top, but the traces
of hieroglyphs were difficult to decipher due to the eroded nature of the surface. The stop-
per is 11.5 cm high and has a slightly constricted waist, 10.5 cm in diameter, with a maxi-

mum diameter of 13 cm at the top and 11 cm at the bottom. A circular depression of 3.5 cm -

maximum depth in the bottom retains the linear impressions of some organic packing ma-
terial that capped the actual opening of the vessel. A consolidant consisting of dilute white
glue was applied to all surfaces to retard further deterioration.

The base and sides of a pottery jar were found lying on the original rock and tafl
covering of the bedrock at a distance of ca. 2.30 meters from the east face of the ramp edge.
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They were in a matrix of fine stone
chips resting on the flat bedrock sur-
face to the east of the rubble wall along
the east edge of the ramp. Three large
fragments of the base were found first
farther down-slope to the east and then
the remainder of the fragments were
discovered nearby. They were lying on
the top of a depression filled with sandy
dirt containing many large chert frag-
ments. This find spot was located be-
tween 4.40 m and 4.60 m from the TMP
datum point and between 0.60 m and
0.90 m from the north edge of the cut.
Reconstruction of the fragments
yielded a silt “beer jar” of a type com-
mon in the New Kingdom (fig. 7). Un-
fortunately, sherds belonging to the
neck or rim were absent.

Ancient Supplementary
Construction Features

FIGURE 7: Reconstructed jar R7F94-2 from No other artifacts were discovered

foundation deposit search. Drawn by L. P. in any part of the area cxgmined. ‘The
Brock. only untested part of the site remained

under the east ends of the rubble walls
that bordered the entry ramp on the
north and south. In front of these walls
to both the north and south, the lower courses of two rubble walls were found, running
perpendicular to the axis of the entry (pls. VIII, IX). These may have been constructed by
the tomb builders as retaining walls to hold back the deposits of stone chips piled up to
either side of the entrance. They were not intended as any sort of monumental or decorative
element of the entrance as they were buried beneath additional layers of stone chips from
the construction. It does not seem likely that these two walls are the same as the ones noted
by Hay, since they appeared to be buried beneath undisturbed layers of the original con-
struction debris.

From the results of the test excavation to try and locate the foundation deposit, it could
be seen that the material from the tomb’s construction consisting of layers of limestone
chips and blocks were deposited as a pair of “wings” or level terraces, one on either side of
the entrance, with the remainder of the construction debris filling the floor of the small
wadi leading from the main valley, to a depth of at least two meters or more and forming a
level approach to the tomb. This was later cut into by flood waters channelled from either
side of the hill containing the tomb. Fortunately, the surface of the eastern end of the entry
ramp was built up high enough above the area through which the floods came to prevent the
waters from entering the tomb. It might be that the “terraced walls” near the entrance noted
by Hay were either these two terraces of construction debris flanking the approach or the




PLATE VIII: KV 1 entry looking north. 1994 foundation deposit search, north retaining
walls exposed.
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FIGURES 8A, 8B, 8C: Calcite shabti head R70D90-2, A) front, B) side, C) back.
Drawn by L. P. Brock.

FIGURES 9A, 9B, 9C: Faience shabti head R7D94-6, A) front, B) side, C) back.
Drawn by L. P. Brock.




PLATE IX: KV 1 entry looking west. 1994 foundation deposit search, south retaining
wall exposed.

dry rock wall extensions of the sides of the ramp cutting and that the one in the doorway
was the remains of the rubble levelling-wall at the eastern edge of the ramp cutting. No
other constructions that would have been visible to Hay were found in the area.

In the process of moving the dump material, the remaining debris from the dump was
redeposited above the old water channel on the lower south flank of the hill, held back by a
rubble wall, and on the upper surface of the remaining level of ancient construction mate-
rial northeast of the tomb, beyond the northern channel. Unfortunately, the final stages of
preparations for the tomb opening included the construction of a large roofed kiosk of
cement and stone to the south of the tomb entrance and in the mouth of the channel on the
south side of the hill, while the mouth of the north channel was filled-in and a stone retain-
ing wall constructed across it as part of the lining of the new approach road.

Until the recent work to prepare the tomb for access by tourists, the wadi in which it is
located remained relatively untouched by past archaeological exploration and the site re-
tained much the same appearance that it probably had since antiquity. By older criteria, the
results of the investigation described above might seem to have yielded little of intrinsic or
artistic value. Nevertheless, the work demonstrates the relatively plentiful amount of data
that can be gleaned from careful examination of even tombs long considered to be com-
pletely plundered. Similar findings have been made by recent work by other projects work-
ing in the Valley in the past two decades. It is also likely that future investigations will
produce more data to further our understanding of the archaeological history of this site.
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FIGURES 10A, 10B, 10C: Wood shabti (legs and feet), inscribed, R7D94-4,
A) front, B) side, C) back. Drawn by L. P. Brock.

Objects Recovered from the Pit Clearance and Dump
The following is a brief description by type of the numerous artifacts found in the
debris from the burial pit as well as those previously removed and deposited outside the
tomb to either side of the entry-way.

1. Shabtis

Calcite—1 complete, 11 fragmentary shabtis of the “lost contour” type,° distinguished
by a rudimentary sculptural treatment of the mummiform figure with facial features, hands,
and wig summarily defined in black paint with blue wax to cover the wig area, and a short
vertical inscription in black below the hands giving the names and titles of the king,!
sometimes accompanieded by the phrase shd Wsir,3? bordered by vertical black stripes
often within vertical red wax stripes. Additionally, in some instances, a waxy green wash
was applied over most of the front surface. Red wax also was applied to the area of the ears.
In some examples the hands hold hoes and a bag is suspended at the back. Several ex-
amples are in the Egyptian Museum, Cairo, one in the Luxor Museum and one in the
Michaelides collection.33

Faience—9 fragmentary, including 1 of head and shoulder, 2 of lower legs and 6 of
feet. These pieces are comparable to a complete example, as well as fragments, in the
Egyptian Museum, Cairo.3* The eyes and brows as well as the stripes of the nemes head-
dress are delineated in black as are the inscriptions. Two uninscribed fragments of the



bottom of the legs and feet of two figures of much smaller scale are unusual examples from
aroyal context. Their surfaces have a matte finish and the interior core visible at the break
shows a red ceramic color and texture.

Wood—3 fragmentary, 1 found in the pit debris and 2 in the dump. The one found in
the pit is uninscribed and preserves the right half, split vertically, with traces of a black
resinous coating. Only the lower torso of the second figure remains, fashioned from a finer
wood, perhaps acacia, and is inscribed with four horizontal lines of text, unfortunately
without the name of the owner.3% The third wooden fragment is really only a thin vertical
slice of the upper torso, preserving the contour of the bent arm and the body below from
either the left or right side. No traces of inscription or of black covering are preserved.

2. Ostraca’®

Ten limestone flakes with drawings or inscriptions were discovered. At least four of
the six figured ostraca are trial pieces for scenes in the tomb itself. Among these is one in
red showing a king wearing a cap crown and an elaborate gown offering incense and liba-
tion. Although the red-filled cartouches before his head are blank, it closely resembles the
figure of Ramesses VII offering to Osiris on the southern wall of the rear room of the
tomb.3” Two other figured ostraca drawn in red are both sketches for the same detail from
the lower register of the north wall of the burial chamber.® They depict a figure bending
forward to bind the arms of a pinioned, kneeling captive. A fourth drawing, this time in
black, represents the legs and lower torso of a figure apparently clad in the skin of a feline
as shown by the paws at the corners of the garment. This is likely meant to depict the Iwn-
mwt.f priest shown at the ends of the north and south walls of the first corridor, purifying
the king in his guise as Osiris. Since the figure is shown facing the viewer’s right, it would
thus be a representation of the figure on the south wall.3? Of the ostraca not associated with
the decoration of the tomb is one magnificent piece in red and yellow depicting a standing
lion with one forelimb raised. Above the figure a group of hieroglyphs are painted facing to
the viewer’s right. Although appearing to be read as iw m3 with the animal skin determina-
tive at the left end,*° it may be understood more readily as the word for lion, m3iw written
in retrograde groups, admittedly an unusual occurrence. The last figured ostracon shows a
fragmentary figure delineated in heavy black lines, without the head, apparently nude,
showing one arm, the torso and the legs.

Two hieroglyphic ostraca certainly not associated with the decoration of the tomb show
the cartouches of Ramesses IX. One of these presents the complete prenomen on one side
and the nomen on the other, while the second has part of the prenomen preserved faintly in
black over a yellow background. The discovery of such artifacts in this location seems
unlikely to have been a result of intrusion from the area of KV 6 and raises a query about
why it should be found here. Two ostraca bear only a few cursive hieroglyphs, reminiscent
of more complete versions from other sites which also bear horizontal rows of hieroglyphs
that seem enigmatic and do not appear to be intended to be read as recognizable inscrip-
tions.*!

In addition to ostraca on limestone flakes, several examples of fragmentary hieratic
ostraca were found inscribed on pottery sherds, possibly as dockets. One example, how-
ever, has a text of at least five lines, with a the drawing on the inner surface, apparently a
caricature of a small man with primate features offering to a large standing figure. At least
two fragmentary inscriptions of only a few letters written in Coptic were found on pot-
sherds.
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3. Ceramic Material*

Numerous examples of amphorae, appar-
ently part of the offerings for the burial*? and
typical Ramesside 20th dynasty marl wares,
were located both in the dump and during the
clearance of the burial pit. At least one silt am-
phora was noted as well as a “sausage-shaped”
silt hole-mouthed storage jar and numerous silt
bowls or dishes. One Canaanite amphora of
imported ware was found. Several of these ves-
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sels, particularly the amphora and large stor- 1l
age jars have been partially reconstructed by ’/’/’/i ’;//1 ’
Barbara and David Aston.** Over 20 plaster //,.’/' ] '

amphora stoppers*® were found, ranging in di- /,%’,,.» | A
ameter from 10.5 to 13 cm.*® One intact ex- L
ample was only 8 cm. in diameter which seems
to match the interior diameter of the Canaanite [y
amphora. Most of the undersides of these stop- Vi |
pers have plant stem (chaff/grass) inclusions
and/or impressions, some have finger impres-
sions on the upper surface, and one has a piece
of very fine linen partially imbedded in its un-
derside.

A quantity of Romano-Byzantine pottery
was also found, both in the sarcophagus-pit fill FIGURE 11: Whisk broom
and in the debris in the modern dump outside R7D94-13. Drawn by L. P. Brock.
the tomb. This material, like the numerous
Coptic graffiti in this tomb and those of
Ramesses IV, Ramesses VI and Ramesses IX, among others, may date to the fourth and
fifth centuries when the Valley was apparently inhabited by Coptic monks. Much of the
material from Ramesses VII is in the form of M3 silt amphorae with characteristic double-
handled narrow neck, flat shoulder, long tapering body and spike base with “corrugated” or
ridged surface treatment. Numerous fragments of silt vessel were encountered, including
pieces with painted floral and cruciform decoration. Fragments of several baked silt tiles
were found of which a few could be joined sufficiently to give approximate dimensions of
30 x 18 x-4 cm. Similar tiles were noted by Ayrton during the work of the Davis expedition
outside Ramesses IV.#” Fragments of at least three clay pipe bowls were found, perhaps of
early 19th century date, and of the general type that were attached to one end of a long reed
or tube. Some are red burnished ware and all have incised and/or punctate linear designs.

4. Wood

Numerous fragments of wooden objects were found, fashioned of different kinds of
wood, yet to be identified. The sizes and condition vary, although few are greater than 25-
30 cm in length. Many of those fragments with recognizable worked surfaces appear to
have been parts of coffins. This is suggested by the presence of traces of painted plaster and



blackened resin adhering to their surfaces. In addition, some pieces are distinctly curved as
if from the head ends of anthropoid coffins while others have circular and rectangular holes
carved in them for joining by dowel and tenon. In fact it was possible to identify several
dowels and tenons, many of the latter also pierced by dowel holes. *® The majority of the
material, however, is in the form of splinters and chips, and many of the fragments show
traces of burning. Nothing remains to indicate that any of this material may have been part
of the original burial equipment of this tomb, and the possibility must be entertained that
this wood could have been collected from many sources for use as fuel, perhaps as early as
the Coptic occupation.*’

5. Cloth

A significant quantity of cloth fragments, apparently linen, were collected from the
debris in the burial pit and from the dump. This material also awaits specialized analysis.
From the observations of this writer, however, a wide range of variation in quality is readily
apparent. It is possible that some of this material was used in wrapping bodies for burial.
Nothing has been noted that appears to be part of a recognizable garment.

6. Cordage and Plant Materials

Many pieces of cordage of different materials, thicknesses and lengths were found, and
await specialized study. Artifacts of plant materials include fragments of a floral garland
(pl. VI), a ring-shaped basketry jar stand and a brush or hand broom. Numerous pieces of
reed, palm rib, and halfa-grass were collected as well as several dom nuts and date pits. It
is not presently possible to ascertain how much of this material is ancient.

7. Bone

Some human remains, or fragments thereof, were discovered, including part of at least
one skull. There is as yet no evidence available to indicate that any of this material belongs
to the original burial. Faunal material was also collected, species yet to be identified. Again,
it is not certain how much, if any, of this material belongs to offerings associated with the
original burial. It awaits specialists’ studies.

8. Miscellaneous Glass and Faience
Several thin fragments of blue glazed ware, some with straight edges, were collected,
which may have been inlays. A fragment of a blue glazed ware vessel rim was also found,
bearing traces in black of a vertical line, perhaps part of an inscription. Four small tubular
faience beads were recovered from the dump debris as well as one disk bead and one red
glass spherical bead.
— Egyptian Department, Royal Ontario Museum
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NOTES:

1 This clearance is part of my ongoing Royal Sarcophagi Study Project which encompasses the post-
Amarna monuments. For the permission to carry out this work I would like to thank the Permanent
Committee of the Supreme Council of Antiquities (formerly the Egyptian Antiquities Organization) and its
current chairman, Dr. Muhammad Abd el-Halim Nur el-Din, the Director General of Upper Egyptian
Antiquities Dr. Muhammad el-Sughayer, Dr. Muhammad Nasr and Sabry Abd el-Azziz of the Qurna
Inspectorate and his staff for their help. I wish to express my appreciation for secretarial and logistical
assistance provided by the Canadian Institute in Egypt. Funding for part of the earlier phases of this study
were derived from an ARCE fellowship supported by PL480 Funds. In addition some financial assistance
was obtained from the Amenmesse Tomb Project and the Bio-Anthropology Foundation. My gratitude to
Barbara and David Aston for their invaluable help in dealing with the pottery and to Lyla Pinch Brock,
Mary Jane Leimert, and Cynthia Shartzer for their excellent drawings.

2 E. Hornung, Zwei Ramessidische Konigsgrdber: Rameses IV. und Ramses VII. (Mainz am Rhein,
1990), pp. 132, 134, 137; J. Baillet, Inscriptions grécques et latines des tombeaux des rois ou syringes a
Thebes (MIFAO 42) (Cairo, 1926), pp. 5-33, pl. 1-3,I-V nos. 1-132.

3 Comission des Monuments d’Egypte, La Déscription de I’Egypte, Planches, T. 11, pl. 79.

4 J.-F. Champollion, Notices déscriptives, I, pp. 442-46, 803-806; Monuments de I’Egypte et de la
Nubie, pl. 269.1, 273.3.

5 R. Hay, ms. BM 29819,7; ref. in E. Thomas, Royal Necropoleis of Thebes (Princeton, 1966), p. 131.
My thanks to Dr. Kent Weeks for drawing my attention to this reference. It was not possible to examine the
actual ms. entry at the time of writing. Hay noted two “terraced walls” near the entrance and another “in the
doorway.”

6 C.R. Lepsius, Denkmidler aus Agypten und Athiopien (Berlin, 1849-58), Folioband III, Abb.233a,b,c;
Textband III, pp. 194 f.

7 E. Lefébure, Les Hypogées royaux de Thebes, pt I1., Notices des hypogées (MMAF 111.1) (Cairo,
1889), pp. 1-8, pl. 2-3.

8 As interpreted by Thomas, op. cit.; see also C.N. Reeves, Valley of the Kings (London, 1990), pp. 119,
125 n. 47 with reference to contrary opinion of A. Weigall, Guide to the Antiquities of Upper Egypt
(London, 1910), p. 195 who states that it had not been cleared and had no door. Thomas based her opinion
on a photograph published by Theodore Davis in The Tombs of Harmhabi and Touatankhamanou (London,
1912), pl. 4. This photograph is captioned, “Two Ramses tombs to the right of the entrance. Opened in
1905-1906.” However, in Davis’s The Tomb of Siphtah (London, 1908), pp. 6-7, Ayrton’s description of the
work that season in this area is clearly involved only with the excavations in front of the entrance to
Ramesses IV.

9 A. Piankoff, “Vallée des Rois & Theébes-Ouest. - La tombe no. 1,” ASAE, LV (1958), 145-56, pl. I-IX.
10 E. Thomas, op.cit., pp. 130-31.

11 E. Hornuilg, op.cit., pp. 5-6, 52-76, 128-31, pl. 6-12, 15, 97-132. A preliminary report of this work
appeared in 1984, cf. E. Hornung, “Zum Grab Ramses’ VIL.,” SAK 11 (1984), 419-24. The reader should
consult the first publication for the details of decoration briefly described infra.

12 A. Piankoff and N, Rambova, The Tomb of Ramesses VI (Princeton, 1954).

13 This would correspond to the corridor (C) containing the two rectangular niches found in other 20th
Dynasty royal tombs, e.g., KV 2 (Ramesses IV), KV 9 (Ramesses VI), KV 6 (Ramesses IX) and KV 4
(Ramesses XI). See Thomas, op.cit., pp. 274-75, 278 on the development of these niches from an 18th
Dynasty prototype of a room (C) with a stairway in its floor. Although absent from KV 1, this feature is
also found in KV 19 at the beginning of its unfinished second corridor, later converted into a burial



chamber by the expedient of a rectangular pit carved in the floor. Thomas (op.cit., pp. 131, 152, 234, 235)
suggested that this tomb might have been started for Ramesses VIII and then usurped and decorated for
Prince Ramesses Montuherkepeshef, a son of Ramesses IX. In fact, traces of the alteration of names of the
tomb owner near the bottom exterior of the entry jambs show the squatting figure of the Set-animal
partially erased and surcharged with the seated figure of Montu. These inscriptions originally stated that
this tomb was made as a royal gift for a Prince Ramesses Setherkhepeshef. He is known from the Medinet
Habu list of princes (cf. K. Seele, “Ramesses VI and the Medinet Habu Procession of Princes,” JNES,
XIX.3 [July 1960], 184-204) to have become Ramesses VIII who apparently ruled less than a year and
whose royal tomb has never been identified.

14 Hornung, op.cit., pl. 126, 127.

15 Similar sets of beam slots are known from the corridors above the burial chambers of several royal
tombs, e.g., KV 7,KV 8, KV 9,KV 11, KV 13, KV 14, KV 16, KV 17, KV 20, KV 23, KV 47. Unlike all
other examples, in KV 1 the beam emplacement would counter outward-directed forces so that the ropes
could be pulled from the front to draw the sarcophagus-inward. Romer, op.cit., pp. 103-104, notes that
James Burton first recognized the purpose of these features, perhaps while investigating KV 20. Descrip-
tions of similar methods of lowering and maneuvering heavy objects in limited spaces are offered by D.
Arnold, Building in Ancient Egypt (N.Y., Oxford, 1991), pp. 73-79.

16 Although it has the form of a roughly finished cartouche-shaped red granite box, its function was to
serve as a cover, resulting in it being inverted and placed over the floor pit. The sides and ends were
decorated in its inverted position (cf. Hornung, op.cit., pp. 130-31, pls. 130-32). The raised section on the
upper surface is unusual and may represent the unfinished original bottom of the box. There are no obvious
traces of any attempt to sculpt a figure here (pace Hornung, op. cit., p.128), although it cannot be ruled out
as an uncompleted intention.

17 This feature first appears in the tomb of Ramesses VI (KV 9), although not used to hold the actual
burial. The pit comes to be larger but shallower in the tomb of Ramesses IX, and in KV 4 (Ramesses XI)
took the form of a deep shaft. The depiction of the KV 1 pit in the tomb plan published in the Description,
op. cit., showing the approximate true depth in the sectional view, suggests that the debris cleared in 1983-
84 may have intruded, at least in part, since the time of the Napoleonic expedition. The apparently ancient
break through the foot end of the cover (facing the tomb entrance) would have provided point of access for
this material. Although Hay’s drawing of this end of the cover (Hornung, op.cit., pl. 130, upper) seems to
show it as intact, a closer examination suggests that the lower central portion, lacking the indication of
detailed dimensions such as are shown to the left, may be a reconstruction. The sectional view provided by
the Napoleonic expedition would likely have been possible only if the break in the end of the cover already
existed

18 See my contribution in A. Dodson, The Canopic Equipment of the Kings of Egypt (London, 1994),
pp.75-76; also Hornung, op.cit., pp. 130-31, pls. 131-32.

19 These bricks await further study. It may be that they formed a partial secondary blocking of the tomb
entrance. Traces of this can be plainly seen on the undecorated north and south surfaces of the first corridor
just inside the entrance in the form of linear mud stains on the plaster; cf. Hornung, op. cit., pl. 99.

20 As shown by the post-1952 emblem of the eagle. Perhaps clearance was undertaken at the time of
Alexandre Piankoff’s photographic recording of the tomb’s decoration, published in 1958; A. Piankoff, -
op.cit. Erik Hornung, who investigated the tomb in March 1983, reports that the tomb was already cleared
at that time (personal communication, October 1994).

21 A second and smaller modern dump was also investigated in the mouth of a second water channel
along the north face of the hill to the east of the north-east end of the entry ramp.

22 In fact it seems that deposits once piled outside the entry ramp, either part of the dump or belonging
to the original construction debris, were removed in the levelling process for the new path prior to my
arrival on site at the end of May. '
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23 Similar brushes are known from various museum collections, e.g., Cairo 16-4-26-37; cf. A.
Eggebrecht, Agyptens Aufstieg zur Weltmacht (Mainz am Rhein, 1987), p. 272, no. 217 (Hildesheim no.
1688); J. Tyldesley, Daughters of Isis (London, 1994), pl. 11 (Liverpool University); H. E. Winlock,
Materials Used in the Embalming of King Tut-"ankh-Amun (Metropolitan Museum of Art, Papers No. 10)
(New York, 1941), p. 18.

24 No record is known to me of this sondage, apparently to the level of the original wadi floor.
Although Thomas’ tentative idea that Ayrton and Davis may have worked in this area has little evidence to
support it, it might be related to this sondage, although it could have been the unrecorded investigation of
many other earlier investigators as well. Unfortunately, all traces were obliterated in the recent construction
of the new approach road. A roughly square area to the north of the tomb entrance is still visible, but
appears to resemble clearing a level place for a tent rather than a sondage.

25 Although its distance and position with relation to the tomb entrance would seem to preclude it,
might this be one of the rubble walls mentioned by Hay intended to protect against floods? As will be seen
below, walls actually found closer to the entrance would not have been visible in the 19th century.

26 Cf.J. Weinstein, Foundation Deposits in Ancient Egypt (Ann Arbor, 1983), p. xxviii, passim;
Thomas, op.cit., pp. 72 (KV 38), 75 (KV 20), 79 (KV 42), 81 (KV 43), 83, 101 (KV 22), 128 (KV 2);
cf.also pp. 85-86, fig. 9, 10, and p. 119, fig. 13 for plans showing locations of deposits found in situ. Recent
work by Waseda University at the tomb of Amenhotep III (KV 22) revealed another foundation deposit; see
J. Kondo, “Preliminary Report on the Re-clearance of the Tomb of Amenophis III (WV 22)” in After
Tutankhamun, ed. C.N. Reeves (London, 1990), pp. 45-46, 49 (PL. X).

27 This repair filling at one time raised the surface of the ramp here some 10 cm. Traces of the original
plaster surface were visible against the bottoms of the plastered faces of the rock-cut walls along the south
and north sides of the ramp near its east end.

28 This datum point is at a differential elevation of 171.219 m above sea level with the Theban
Mapping Project grid reference N99,804.4790 E94,006.2958. See K. Weeks, The Berkeley Map of the
Theban Necropolis, Report of the Third Season, 1980, p.15. On the surveying methodology and the grid
reference system used by the project, cf. Weeks, The Berkeley Map of the Theban Necropolis, Preliminary
Report, 1978.

29 The age and purpose of these two marks are not yet known. A second “x”, in black, was found
beneath the plaster coating of the rubble extension of the north face of the ramp wall, to the east and below
the red “x”. While the sides of the cut for the approach ramp were mainly the rock of the hill itself, the
upper edges and eastern ends were augmented with courses of local boulders and limestone blocks, with
the exterior surface coated with plaster. The total extant length of the side walls from the outer door were
14.75m on the north and 13.8 m on the south. :

>

30 M. Ciccarello, Five Late-Ramesside Lost-contour Alabaster Ushebtis in the Tomb of Ramesses XI
(The Brooklyn Museum Theban Expedition. Theban Royal Tomb Project), (San Francisco, 1979), pp. 1-7.
The term for this type of shabti derives from description by R. Weill, “Quelques types de figurines
funéraires des XIXe et XXe dynasties,” Mon. Piot (1921-22), 419-438. See also H. Schneider, Shabtis, Part
I (Leiden, 1977), pp. 205-206 (type V.G), 234; J.F. Aubert and L. Aubert, Statuettes Egyptiennes:
Chouabtis, Ouchebtis (Paris, 1974), pp. 117-20.

31 In most examples the two cartouches containing the prenomen and nomen follow each other in a
vertical column preceded by the nb 3wy title. On the sole complete example the cartouches appear side by
side.

32 On possible interpretations of this phrase see Schneider, op.cit., pp. 131-33.
33 Ciccarello, op. cit., pp. 2, 6-7.
34 Complete figure Cairo Museum, JdE47165.
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35 Comparison with the types catalogued by H. Schneider, op. cit., Pt I, pp. 105-107 (variant VA.) , Pt
I, fig. 5 variant V.2,4; fig. 18: text position (TP) 1c. The closest chronological variant cited dates to
Ramesses I'V. Similar wooden shabtis are known for Ramesses VI, e.g., Cairo CCG48415, and BM 29998,
29999 (cf. Ciccarello,op.cit., p. 9. The writer has also found wooden fragments of similar shabtis in the
debris filling the burial chamber floor pit of Ramesses V1.

36 A fuller treatment of these artifacts is planned for later publication in the Journal of the American
Research Center in Egypt.

37 Cf. Hornung, Zwei Ramessidische Kénigsgrdber, pp. 74-74, pl. 126 (erroneously captioned “Maat-
opfer an Osiris”). That these trial pieces were not rigidly followed in the final execution can be seen in the
differences in the position of the hands and the instruments of purification involved.

38 Cf. op. cit.,, p. 70 (“14. Szene”), pl. 118.
39 Op. cit., pp. 58-59, pl. 104 (upper right).
40 A.H. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar (Oxford 1957), p. 464 (Sign- List: F27).

41 Other examples come from the early excavations of the tomb of Amenhotep II (Daressy, Fouilles de
la Vallée des Rois (Cairo, 1902), pp. 64-65, pl XVIII: CG24105-24108) and others have been found by the
expeditions of Pacific Lutheran University and Waseda University (personal communications).

42 A thorough treatment of the corpora of pottery found in the Valley of the Kings is planned by the
writer with Barbara and David Aston.

43 There is no possibility of designating the original location for the placement of these vessels at
present. The hypothesis might be offered, however, that these vessels containing various food offerings
could have been placed on the floor of the rear-most chamber which has representations of various animal
offerings painted on the rear wall beneath the niche. Cf. E. Hornung, Zwei Ramessidische Konigsgrdiber,
tafl. 128 (lower). )

44 Cf. Barbara and David Aston, Bulletin de Liaison, XII (1987), 27-28.

45 The diameters cited tally closely with the interior diameters of the rims of the amphorae that have
been reconstructible.

46 Similar groups have been found by the writer in clearing the sarcophagus pit fill in the tomb of
Ramesses VI and on the surface of the partly-filled well shaft in the tomb of Ramesses III.

47 Davis, Siphtah, p. 7.

48 For coffin construction, see A. Niwinski, 21st Dynasty Coffins from Thebes, Chronological and
Typological Studies (Theban Bd. 5) (Mainz am Rhein, 1988), pp. 57-60.

49 It is possible of course that some of this material coming from coffins belonged to Third Intermediate
burials in this tomb or nearby. On re-use of the Valley as a non-royal burial ground in the Third Intermedi-
ate Period, see J. Taylor, “Aspects of the History of the Valley of the Kings in the Third Intermediate
Period,” in After Tut ‘ankhamun, ed. C.N. Reeves (London, 1990), pp. 186-206. A similar body of material
was collected by this writer in clearing debris from the sarcophagus pit in the tomb of Ramesses VI.
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PART TWO

TREASURES OF DARKNESS:
Art and Artifacts

“We perceived that the paintings became more perfect as we advanced further
into the interior... But the description of what we found in the center of the
saloon, and which I have reserved till this place, merits the most particular
attention, not having its equal in the world, and being such as we had no idea

could exist.” ) )
(Giovanni Belzoni, 1822)

Although they were among the first things to be commented upon by the earliest travellers
and explorers in the Valley of the Kings, the artworks which fill the royal tombs may be
among the last aspects to be fully understood. Egyptian art utilized a broad symbolic reper-
toire based upon a religious mythology which was as complex as it was rich and varied.
The fascinating complexity of the Egyptians’ symbolic concerns is seen in Erik Hornung’s
ongoing study of the tomb of Seti I which opens our understanding in a number of areas. A
specific aspect of this symbolism which has only begun to be systematically explored in
the last few years is the location and alignment of the symbolic images and motifs found in
the tombs. Richard Wilkinson’s study aims to show that important meaning and signifi-
cance may be found in the location chosen for many of these representations.

Likewise, many of the individual architectural features of the tombs have so far re-
ceived little attention, and Catharine Roehrig’s study of the evidence for the doors of the
royal monuments—none of which has survived—is an excellent example of the kind of
precise reconstructive work which is now beginning to be done in order to ascertain the
original appearance of the royal tombs.

Careful examination and study of the artifacts which have come to light in the Valley of
the Kings—ranging from the nearly complete treasures of Tutankhamun to isolated and
sometimes fragmentary remains from other burials—also continue to shed new light on the
history of the royal necropolis and the lives of the kings buried there. Sometimes, ongoing
study leads to new interpretations of these objects based on the even the smallest, previ-
ously unnoticed details, as may be seen in Earl Ertman’s close look at the canopic jar and
coffin mask portraits found in the mysterious tomb 55.
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Studies on the Decoration of the
- Tomb of Set1 1

Erik Hornung

The meeting at Highclere Castle in June 1990 gave me the opportunity to demonstrate how
Seti’s tomb could be reconstructed using the copies done in the 19th century, and collecting
all the scattered fragments from the wall and ceiling decoration. This reconstruction has
been accomplished, though “only” at the desk, not in the field. The recovery of lost frag-
ments is a never-ending process, since new fragments are continually turning up, hidden in
the reserves of museums all over the world. But the ancient copies preserved allow us to
reconstruct practically all parts which are now destroyed and thus make an analysis pos-
sible.!

The greatest importance of Seti’s tomb lies in the fact that it is the first and only royal
tomb using a complete program of decoration, since in all the older tombs, starting with the
pyramid of Unas, only certain parts were decorated, never all the corridors and side rooms
as Seti did. And since the following tombs of the 19th and 20th Dynasties are destroyed or
incomplete, the unique position of KV 17 is stressed even more. One analogy, however, is
offered by the tomb of Nefertari, the only tomb of a queen with a complete program of
decoration which can be compared with the royal canon, though in both cases the lack of
burial furniture, apart from the sarcophagus and shabtis, sets a limit to the investigation.
Missing parts of the program (like the last hour of Seti’s Amduat) could have been present
on some item of this equipment, like the many religious texts and representations in the
treasure of Tutankhamun. v ,

Friedrich Abitz has stressed that each royal tomb of the New Kingdom has two similar
halves, each with a very similar sequence of elements, ending in a pillared hall, and several
formal analogies to the other part. Thus, only the second corridors in the upper as well as in
the lower half of Seti’s tomb show divided walls, which have a different decoration in the
upper part compared to that in the lower; and only these corridors have the same text twice,
on opposite walls, with a third version in the adjoining corridor. This text is the final text of
the third hour of the Amduat in corridors B and C, and the Offering Litany in corridors G
and H.2

Moreover, an identical line stating that the dead king will appear on the Horus-throne
of the living precedes the decoration in corridors A (to the right of the entrance, preserved
only in the end) and G (left wall, copied by Belzoni and Hay), and the entrance scene
showing Seti in front of the Sun God is repeated in the burial chamber K, before the begin-
ning of the Amduat. One can even suspect a certain analogy between the 75 invocations
addressed to Re in the Great Litany of corridor A (illustrated in corridor B), and the 75
scenes in the Ritual of the Opening of the Mouth in corridors G and H, although several of



the scenes are omitted by Seti, so that the coincidence is not perfect.

Another analogy is the deliberate change in the orientation of Amduat hours in rooms
‘C and N, with the fifth and seventh hours (respectively) to the left, and the fourth and sixth
hours (respectively) to the right, since usually the decoration of a room starts to the left of
the entrance. The reason for this change in C remains doubtful, but the reason in N could
be seen in the aim to show the union of Re with his body in the “ideal west,” and the
punishment of Apophis and his followers in the “ideal east.” Such deliberate orientations
play an important role in tomb decoration.

Staying in room N, the shrine-like socle running along three of the four walls is
remarkable for its representation of funerary beds and other burial equipment. Nefertari
possesses a similar socle in her first room, but without the beds,* and with different wishes
in the text-line below the cavetto cornice, without any “royal” connotations (such as the
throne of Atum, sceptre and flagellum in the text of Seti).

The program for the pillar faces in this room is very homogeneous, all faces concerned
with Osiris or with the deceased pharaoh as Osiris. In the two scenes facing the entrance,
the king was shown in ritual: to the right offering cloth, to the left running with a rudder.
The running scene is quite exceptional for a royal tomb, belonging rather to the decoration
of temples; it is probably to be connected here with the idea of endless Sed-festivals
celebrated by the pharaoh beyond death—fitting for a room where the burial and renewal
of the sun is represented in the sixth and seventh hour of the Amduat. Sadly, the scene was
broken when Champollion and Rosellini tried to remove it for Bonomi to take it off to the
British Museum;? it seems that no fragments are left, but copies made by Belzoni, Ricci,
and Hay preserve it for a reconstruction. ‘

The decoration program of the six pillars in room J is peculiar, too, in avoiding any
goddess. This marks a sharp contrast to the four pillars in E, representing Hathor, Isis,
Nephthys, Neith, and Selkis (together with Hathor and Maat in room F). I tend to compare
this different distribution in the upper and lower pillared hall with scenes of the daily course
of the sun® showing a male pair of arms at the bottom, and a female pair (with breasts) on
top. For the ancient Egyptians, the profound depth of the world is always male, whether
seen as Osiris, Nun, Tatenen, Geb, or Aker, whereas the sky (Nut, or the cow Mehet-weret)
is conceived as female. This does not mean that goddesses are totally absent from the burial
chamber; we can see a winged Maat over the entrance to I, and Isis and Nephthys, also with
wings, on the side walls of K, protecting the sarcophagus. On the other hand, Osiris is
conspicuously absent from the pillars in E, but shown in the central scene of the rear wall.

Some more interesting details are to be noted. On one pillar face (Bb) in room J, Anubis
is depicted with a ram’s head; today only one horn is still visible, the other is kept in the
Museum of Fine Arts in Boston (coming from the collection of Hay). This is very unusual,
but parallels do exist in the tomb of Ramesses I, in the Valley of the Queens (Nos. 68, 71,
and 80), and in TT 335. It seems that Anubis is included here in the identification with the
nocturnal sun god, parallel to the ram-headed Osiris we know from the tomb of Merneptah
and from the figure of the “United One” in the tomb of Nefertari, as well as in other tombs
of the 19th Dynasty.

This identification of Osiris and the nocturnal aspect of Re is perhaps involved in the
scene on the rear wall of E where Hathor as Lady of the West stands behind the enthroned
Osiris—in a place where one would normally expect Isis, Hathor being rather the compan-
ion of Re. Similarly, Isis and Nephthys adoring the sun disk over the entrance of the
following royal tombs indicate the presence of Osiris to whom they belong.
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The shrine of Osiris is protected by a
frieze of uraeus-serpents which seemingly
are looking all in the same direction (to the
right); Rosellini, Lefébure and others have
copied them accordingly, but in reality, the
last uraeus to the left is looking in the op-
posite direction, thus completing a univer-
sal protection in all directions.’

In the upper pillared hall, the program
starts with Ptah on the first pillar to the left,
where the god holds the sign of life (ankh)
to the nose of the king. In all the other
scenes, the pharaoh carries the ankh in his
hand, being already provided with life in the
realm of the dead.

The passages of the tomb are now al-
most totally destroyed, some rests remain-
ing in the entrance to the burial chamber J,
and larger fragments being kept in Florence
and London. But thanks again to copies
made by Belzoni and Hay when the pas-
sages were still intact, we know that the en-
trances to I and J were dominated by a stand-
ing figure of Maat, greeting the deceased
and combined with the plants and tutelary
deities of Upper and Lower Egypt. Already
Horembheb put a standing figure of Maat on
both door reveals in the entrance of his burial
chamber, and Ramesses II and his succes-
sors depict Maat in the entrance to the tomb.’
This prominence of Maat in the royal tomb
corresponds to her prominence in the titu-
lary of almost all Ramesside kings.

In the passage to room N, we find in
the place of Maat the goddess Hathor as
Lady of the West, again combined with the
plants and tutelary deities, soclearly replac-
ing Maat. It is a kind of pictorial syncre-
tism of the two goddesses who wear the
feather on their heads. Other passages are
not decorated at all (as those from C to D,
and from D to E), or continue the decora-
tion of the preceding room (those from A to
B with texts of the Litany of Re, and from
B to C with the Sons of Horus belonging to
Book of the Dead spell 151).



Seti I is an ideal place to study framing elements which have been totally neglected till
now. The Amduat is surrounded by a strip of desert painted pink, whereas the Book of
Gates 1s put into a shrine; the Litany of Re and the Book of the Divine Cow are provided
with an ornamental band using different colors. An important element is the yellow fond
dominating not only the burial chamber (as the “house of gold”), but also found in certain
central scenes, as the entrance scene in A, the shrine of Osiris in E, and the Hathor pilasters
before G.

Finally, it is possible in this tomb to study all sorts of destruction and deterioration that
are typical for the tombs in general. A major factor is doubtless the geology of the Valley,
and here are reasons to be found for recent damage done to the astronomical ceiling in the
burial chamber. But the main factors during the 19th century were the removing and hack-
ing out of whole scenes or small fragments; especially the royal cartouches distributed over
texts and representations of the Ritual of the Opening of the Mouth were a target for trea-
sure hunters. In addition, the wet squeezes applied by early visitors proved fatal for the
colors of the relief, taking them away totally or at least distorting them severely.

In our century, the factors are mainly humidity, dust, and mechanical influence (touch-
ing the walls), introduced by the crowds of visitors. In any case, deterioration is steadily
proceeding, and measures must be taken to stop this process.

— University of Basel

NOTES:

1 As a basis for the following observations, cf. my edition of the Burton photographs: E. Hornung, The
Tomb of Pharaoh Seti I/ Das Grab Sethos’l., Photos H. Burton (Zurich and Munich, 1991, text English/
German), and for a choice of the ancient copies the catalogue of the exhibition “Sethos — ein
Pharaonengrab” (Basel, 1991/92).

2 Their importance lies in the formal declaration of intent by Re in the Amduat, resp. in the wish to get
all material supply necessary in the hereafter. But already Ramesses 1I abandons the multiple use and
records each text only once.

3 It may be seen in the “astronomical” motifs of the lower register of Amduat V which, as part of the
celestial beyond, belong to an “ideal north” (in reality, the wall is oriented to the northwest).

4 In the Queen’s Valley, they are represented only in Nos. 40 and 75.

5 See the letter from Bonomi to James Burton quoted by St. Mayes, The Great Belzoni (London, 1959),
p. 319 n. 37, speaking about cutting a relief from “one of the two pilasters in the chamber of the Divan;”
the commentary by Mayes is misleading, since BM 568 (855) with Osiris comes from the pillar in J which
had collapsed, not from N where no pillar has “collapsed.”

6 For these, cf. my “Die Tragweite der Bilder,” Yearbook Eranos 48 (1979), 183-237, and “Szenen des
Sonnenlaufes,” Sesto Congresso Internazionale di Egittologia, Atti, Vol. 1 (Turin, 1992), pp. 317-23.

7 The same phenomenon is shown by the shrine of Osiris in the tomb of Merneptah, see F. Abitz, Konig
und Gott (Wiesbaden, 1984), p. 9; other examples can be found in temple decoration.
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Symbolic Orientation and Alignment in
New Kingdom Royal Tombs

Richard H. Wilkinson

I. Introduction

Despite the ancient Egyptians’ preoccupation with the cardinal directions in their temple
and pyramid architecture, it has long been clear that most of the royal tombs in the Valley
of the Kings appear to be situated according to the local topography and ostensibly, at least,
do not appear to be aligned to the cardinal points.! This is not to say, however, that the
Egyptians did not carry over their interest in cardinal symbolism to the planning and deco-
ration of their New Kingdom royal tombs. Certain representations were clearly oriented so
as to place locationally specific objects such as the red and white crowns toward their
associated cardinal points.?

This kind of alignment is almost certainly not 001n01dental and as Erik Hornung has
written, “The documents of the draftsmen usually noted that certain divisions of the Books
of the Netherworld should be oriented according to predefined cardinal directions.”? For
example, the cavern of Sokar in the fifth hour of the Amduat and the throne-of Osiris in the
sixth hour of the Book of Gates are both often positioned so as to be situated on the north-
ern side of the early tombs—in the direction ascribed to these locales in Egyptian mythol-
ogy. This same orientational concern underlies the specific directional notations which
appear in several tombs such as that of Horemheb, and it is evident that orientation and
alignment did play an important, though not always fully understood, role in the symbol-
ism of the royal necropolis. In 1993, therefore, The University of Arizona Egyptian Expe-
dition initiated a Motif Alignment Project to specifically study this aspect of the Valley of
the Kings. The following sections summarize this project’s initial work and findings.

I1. Tomb Orientation and Design

Our understanding of the orientation of the New Kingdom royal tombs and their repre-
sentations is complicated by the design of many of the tombs themselves, as orientation
might be judged by the alignment of the entrance to a tomb, its passages before or after the
bend in axis where this is present, the orientation of the burial chamber, or even that of the
sarcophagus itself. There is also the added difficulty in that we often do not know whether
the Egyptians based their orientations on the true cardinal points using solar or stellar
observation or an approximation based on the Nile which flows at an angle of almost thirty
degrees east of true north in the region of Thebes.* A number of Egyptologists have consid-
ered the orientation of specific tombs using one or more of these criteria of alignment, but
the search for consistent orientation toward the cardinal points or other external features
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FIGURE 1: Types of tomb orientation: A, Cardinal (18th Dynasty); B, Symbolic S-N
(19th Dynasty on); C, Symbolic E-W (19th Dynasty on).

has not been successful. The entrance to the tomb of Horemheb, for example, is oriented
fairly precisely on a true north-south axis, while that of Thutmose IV seems to be aligned
just as precisely with local north.

The entrances to many other tombs are, of course, not anywhere close to north, or even
to any other cardinal direction. In the case of KV 20, Hatshepsut’s tomb in the royal valley,
the tomb entrance does aim approximately toward the queen’s mortuary temple at Deir el-
Bahri, but this-case appears to be exceptional; and if this type of alignment was intended,
then it is limited to only the earliest part of the 18th Dynasty. Most scholars have con-
cluded, therefore, that the alignment of tomb entrances and passages follows no consistent
pattern, except that the entrance is almost always cut at 90 degrees to the cliff face which is
to be penetrated in the construction of the tomb.’

Nevertheless, it is possible that some kind of pattern may occur in the alignment of
New Kingdom sarcophagus chambers, though the only pattern that our own research has
~ been able to determine is that most 18th Dynasty tombs were constructed with either the
burial chamber or the head of the sarcophagus aligned toward the north (fig. 1A)—by
north, I mean somewhere in the directional range between true and local north.®

ITI. Symbolic Orientation
In the 19th and 20th Dynasty tombs, the actual orientation of the burial chamber shows
no such tendency—though regardless of actual orientation, by this time the entrance to
each tomb was already regarded as being symbolically in the south and the burial chamber
in the north” (fig. 1b). This is because the nocturnal path of the sun was regarded as having
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its zenith in the north, just as the daytime sun is at its highest in the south each day. The
niches cut into the sides of the entrance passages were thus named for the gods of the east
and west, as is well known.

In our own research, we have called this symbolic south-to-north alignment the alpha
orientation type® (fig. 1c), and although it could have provided an internal orientation for
the distribution of various iconographic motifs, it seems that the alpha orientation was
never fully developed in this way. Beginning in the 19th Dynasty, however, and continuing
throughout the 20th, we find the development of what appears to be a second symbolic
orientation based upon a different view of the path of the sun, and one which was much
more frequently and consistently applied. In this new orientational scheme—which we
have called the beta alignment type—the major axis of the tomb seems to have been viewed
not as running south-north, but as representing the sun’s east-west (and its returning west-
east) journey. ‘

This pattern is seen in a number of solar-related iconographic images which appear or
are repositioned at this time, and although these images have often been viewed as merely
decorative elements, they are discrete iconographic devices not found in the traditional
Netherworld Books and seem to have functioned as markers showing symbolic alignment.
The most obvious of these is the solar disk containing the images of Khepri and Atum
which appears for the first time above the entrance to the tomb of Ramesses II and was then
routinely placed in this location in each subsequent tomb. Here, outside the tomb, as has
often been noted, the disk is invariably painted yellow, the color of the daytime sun, whereas
within the tomb the same image is painted red, indicating the sun’s evening and nighttime
appearance and thus reinforcing the idea of its progression along the tomb’s axis.

While various solar-related images follow this east-to-west path, other iconographic
elements stress the north-south orientation of the side walls. From the first occurrence of
the sun disk in this way, the goddesses Isis and Nephthys, who were symbolically associ-
ated with the south and north respectively, were shown flanking the disk as though indicat-
ing the intersecting south-north axis at the sides of the sun as it passes from east to west.
These two goddesses are also shown at points along the entrance passages, Isis on the left
(or symbolic south) and Nephthys on the right (or symbolic north) walls—as in the tomb of
Seti I where they appear on their respective sides of the entrance corridors and even domi-
nate the symbolic north and south sides of that king’s burial chamber. At the entrance to
Seti’s sarcophagus hall the deities Nekhbet and Wadjet are also depicted in serpent guise
above the lily and the papyrus—the heraldic plants of Upper and Lower Egypt—on their
respective (left and right) sides of the doors.’

Beginning with the tomb of Ramesses II, yet another device of this kind is found in the
two opposing figures of the seated goddess Maat!'® which were carved and painted on the
jambs of the fomb entrance, and supported on the left (or symbolic south) wall by a large
lily plant and on the right (or symbolic north) by a large papyrus clump. This device be-
came standard in succeeding monuments (pl. I), and in the tomb of Tausert and Sethnakht
it is also repeated along the sides of the passages at further threshold points within the
tomb. Thus, while the path of the sun is more clearly delineated on the lintels and ceilings
of the Ramesside tombs than had ever been done in the 18th Dynasty, the side walls are
repeatedly given iconographic elements with obvious connotations of north and south so
that a clear fourfold symbolic orientation of east/west and north/south is set up within the
tomb regardless of its actual cardinal alignment.



PLATE I: Kneeling figure of the Goddess Maat above papyrus clump on right hand
jamb of entrance to tomb of Siptah. (Photo by R. Wilkinson).
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PLATE II: Double Osiris Shrine in the Tomb of Ramesses III (Photo by George B.
Johnson).

PLATE III: Decoration showing the king in the evening and morning barques of the sun
god. Burial Chamber, Tomb of Ramesses IX (Photo by George B. Johnson).




IV. Decorative Duality: The Upper and Lower Tomb

Another aspect of the symbolic reorientation of the tomb which seems to have taken
place in the 19th Dynasty is the logical division of the tomb into a front, entrance, half
(symbolically to the east) and the back half (symbolically to the west), giving precedence
to the sun god Re in the front half and to Osiris, “Foremost of the Westerners,” in the back.
This conscious division may be clearly seen in the fact that from the time of Seti I, the king
is shown at the entrance to the royal tomb greeting the sun god Re-Horakhti as a frontis-
piece to the “Litany of Re,” which was now moved from the depths of the tomb where it
was originally painted, and placed in the first corridors. At precisely the same time that the
Litany of Re was moved to the front of the tomb, the large so-called “Osiris shrine” with its
opposed images of the underworld god was also placed at the dividing halfway point of the
tomb—on the far wall of the first pillared hall, directly above the steps into the lower
reaches (pl. II). In this lower, back half of the tomb the sun god continues to appear, of
course, but his images are usually much smaller than those of Osiris and other chthonic
deities. Both Friedrich Abitz and Erik Hornung have stressed this division of the tomb into
two halves, and Hornung has noted the precedence given to female deities in the upper half
of the tomb and male deities in the lower half.!! This realization in no way contradicts the
respective stress on Re and Osiris in the two halves of the tomb, however, as the female
deities are all essentially sky- and sun-related goddesses and the male deities chthonic
ones, so that the two explanations are actually complementary.

In the 20th Dynasty, however, we see a strengthening, throughout the tomb, of the
direct association of the deceased king with the sun god. In the tomb of Ramesses IV, for
instance, the king’s cartouches are inscribed along the ceilings of the halls leading into the
burial chamber, surrounded by the stars of the heavens. Thus the king’s names follow the
path of the sun and clearly identify him with the solar journey, with the cartouches contain-
ing the king’s names being the equivalent of the solar disks also found on the tomb ceilings
and on the architraves of the Egyptian temple. The journey to and from the west is also
reflected in the late Ramesside motif in which the king is shown, facing opposite direc-
tions, in the juxtaposed evening and morning barques of the sun god. Although the two
barques appear randomly on the side walls of earlier tombs, they are now centrally posi-
tioned along the tomb’s axis—as in the tomb of Ramesses VI, and that of Ramesses IX
where the motif appears at the center or visual turning point of the rear wall of the sar-
cophagus hall (pl. III).

V. The Burial Chamber and Sarcophagus

To a certain extent, the burial chamber tends to function as an independent microcosm
within the New Kingdom royal tomb, yet details of the decorative programs employed in
certain burial halls indicate the same east-to-west, day-to-night orientation being utilized
in this location also. For example, the alignment of the Nut ceiling in the burial chamber of
Ramesses VI places the Books of the Day toward the tomb entrance and the Books of the
Night toward the rear of the chamber in agreement with this principle, though other tombs
exhibit variation in this regard.!?

It may not be coincidental, therefore, that beginning with the 20th Dynasty we find the
reorientation of the royal sarcophagus along the lines of the main axis of the tomb rather
than at right angles to the axis as in earlier tombs. The sarcophagus (or the pit which
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eventually replaces it) was consistently positioned from this time with the head to the tomb’s
far end, so that the king’s head was now always symbolically aligned to the west, with the
monarch looking toward the east, according to the symbolic east-west or beta orientation
of the tomb which was clearly primary by this time, as seen in the sarcophagus chamber of
Ramesses IV. It should be noted that this change also had the general effect of reposition-
ing the representations of Isis and Nephthys which had been placed on the royal sarcopha-
gus since the early 18th Dynasty. These images first begin to flank the figure of the king on
the sarcophagus lid in the 19th Dynasty, and with the realignment of the sarcophagus which
took place in the 20th Dynasty, the two images were now brought into alignment with the
overall east-to-west symbolic orientation of the tomb.!?

VI. Alignment of the Royal Image

With this basic framework established, we have been able to begin to look at some of
the less obvious details of this symbolism of alignment in the royal tombs. One such area is
the alignment of the image of the king in the later Ramesside monuments. This is some-
thing which Friedrich Abitz had begun to investigate; and in a paper given at the Highclere
conference'# on the Valley of the Kings, Abitz commented that certain images—such as
those of Ramesses IX in the third hour of Amduat in that king’s tomb—seemed to show the
king turned back toward the entrance of the tomb because in that tomb the entrance is in the
actual west. Our own study indicates that these and other retrograde images of the king in
the later Ramesside tombs are all cases associating the king directly with either the sun god
or the god Osiris. Because the retrograde images face back toward the tomb entrance—
from west to east symbolically—they thus associate the king with the rising sun or with the
resurrected Osiris. Interestingly, those cases where the king is associated with the sun god
usually show the association quite overtly, while those in which he is associated with Osiris
are often much more subtle and almost covert in their association, though this is perhaps in
line with the preeminently solar theme of the later Ramesside decorative program.

VII. Conclusion

These, then, are some of the aspects of the decorative programs of the royal tombs
which are now being examined in The University of Arizona’s Motif Alignment Project.
While the Project is certainly producing almost as many questions as answers, it is never-
theless already proving profitable in the quest to come to see the decorations of the royal
tombs in a manner closer to the way in which the ancient Egyptians saw them.

Future work will continue the study of significant orientational details such as the
alignment of the king’s image and will also aim to fully map the development of the vari-
ous orientational motifs used in the New Kingdom royal tombs. Further in-depth study
must be conducted in all the early tombs of the 19th Dynasty when most of the motifs were
established, and special attention must be given to tombs having transitional decorative
programs in which the motifs are sometimes reformulated before appearing again in subse-
quent monuments in new, yet just as meaningful ways.

— The University of Arizona
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NOTES:

1 On the Egyptians’ interest in cardinal alignment, see for example, R. Wilkinson, Symbol and Magic in
Egyptian Art (London, New York, 1994), pp. 60-81. For the apparent non-cardinal alignment of the royal
tombs, see F. Abitz, “Die Entwicklung der Grabachsen in den Konigsgrabern im Tal der Konige,” MDAIK
45 (1989), 1-25.

2 So, for example, the alignment of the Four Sons of Horus represented in the burial chamber of WV-
23, the tomb of Ay. The orientation of individual representations has been discussed by several scholars—
most notably E. Hornung—in studies of specific tombs, though little synthetic work has previously been
attempted on the orientational use of motifs found in more than one monument.

3 E. Hornung, The Valley of the Kings (New York, 1990), p. 41.

4 The Theban Mapping Project has established a reading of 27° 02°23" east of true north based on the
Karnak Temple grid. There are also other possibilities for the establishment of cardinal directions such as
the direction of prevailing winds (see for example, J. Neumann, “The Winds in the World of the Ancient
Mesopotamian Civilizations,” Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society 58:10 [1977], 1050-1055),
though stellar (including solar) and riverine determination of direction seem to have been the only forms
used by the Egyptians for architectural alignment.

5 This was the conclusion of Abitz, op. cit.

6 See R. Wilkinson, “Symbolic Location and Alignment in New Kingdom Royal Tombs and their
Decoration,” JARCE XXXI (1994), 79-86.

7 1. V. Cerny, The Valley of the Kings (Cairo, 1973), pp. 28-31.

8 R. Wilkinson, “Symbolic Location...,” pp. 82-83.

9 At the entrance to room N, to the left of the burial chamber, in the tomb of Seti I this orientation is
apparently reversed with Wadjet being shown on the left side of the entrance and Nekhbet on the right,
though this may be due to the fact that the Egyptians sometimes tended to view the decoration of side
rooms off the tomb’s main axis from the perspective of leaving these rooms.

10 Standing figures of Maat appear on either side of the entrance to the burial chamber of Horembheb,
and the juxtaposed heraldic plants are found in the tomb of Seti I. But it is with Ramesses II that the motif
of goddesses seated above the heraldic plants is set.

11 See the previous chapter by Professor Hornung in the present volume.
12 R. Wilkinson, “Symbolic Location...,” p. 86.

13 The development of the symbolic east-west axis of the royal tomb may also explain a number of
otherwise anomalous aspects of the later Ramesside monuments (for example, the rsy, found to the left
behind the burial chamber in the tomb of Ramesses IV), as I have pointed out elsewhere (R. Wilkinson,
“Symbolic Location...,” p. 86).

14 F. Abitz, “Decorations in the Tombs of Ramesses IX,” in C. N. Reeves, ed., After Tut ‘ankhamun:
Research and Excavations in the Royal Necropolis at Thebes (London, 1992), pp. 165-85.
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- Gates to the Underworld:
The Appearance of Wooden Doors in the

Royal Tombs in the Valley of the Kings'

Catharine H. Roehrig

Introduction

In June of 1994, I spent several weeks in the Valley of the Kings with the Theban Mapping
Project, making additions and corrections to plans that are currently being prepared for
publication.? Among other things, I was checking for the presence of door pivot sockets
that appear to be ubiquitous in the Ramesside tombs. In my search for these seemingly
minor details, I noticed a number of features around the entrance of the tomb of Ramesses
II (KV 7) that led me to believe that this king was the first of the New Kingdom pharaohs to
install a door on the entrance to his tomb. Time did not permit me to verify this theory in the
field, so I continued looking into the subject after returning to New York. The following
paper presents the results of this study: the evidence for the installation of doors in the
royal tombs in the Valley of the Kings, from the reign of Tuthmosis III (KV 34) to the reign
of Merneptah (KV 8). Since my research is based on published and archival material, and
I'have not yet been able to verify my findings in the tombs themselves, this paper should be
seen as a preliminary presentation of the material.

A brief description of the sources is necessary, because some of them proved to be far
less useful than I had hoped. Among the published sources on the royal tombs of the 18th
and early 19th Dynasties, few authors have noted with any care the existence or location of
doors. A notable exception is Howard Carter who excavated, at least in part, several of the
tombs that predate Ramesses II. Carter seems to have taken an interest in all methods of
blocking the doorways within the tombs and notes quite carefully the evidence for door
installation.® More recent studies by John Romer and Friedrich Abitz, though not specifi-
cally dealing with doors, nonetheless include careful descriptions of door installations in a
number of tombs. Unfortunately, the lack of detailed drawings and photographs sometimes
makes it difficult to place accurately on a tomb plan the features described.

Among the unpublished sources, I had great hopes for the photographs taken by Harry
Burton and other early photographers that are housed in the archives of the Egyptian De-
partment of the Metropolitan Museum of Art. Unfortunately, for the purposes of this study,
these were often disappointing. Most of the photographs were taken with a view to record-
ing only the decoration in a tomb. The architecture, and the way the texts and scenes are
integrated into the spaces created by this architecture, often were completely ignored. As a
result, the few photographs that record evidence for the installation of doors do so by acci-
dent rather than design.* '
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Through my long association with the Theban Mapping Project (TMP), I also had
access to the field notes and preliminary drawings of plans and elevations of the royal
‘tombs.’ It was the goal of the TMP to include all visible architectural details. As a result, I
was able to verify the existence of most of the door installations that have been noted
previously, and to identify several that, I believe, have not. However, as I mentioned above,
the plans are currently being checked for details. Unfortunately for my study, the tomb of
Ramesses Il was not among the first tombs to be checked (last June, I was merely able to
look into the first corridor through the modern metal gate), and I have several questions
that the plans and field notes could not answer. o

Types of Evidence for Doors

In the following text, I have chosen to refer to the passageways between chambers as
portals rather than doorways. This is done to avoid confusion, since the word “doorway”
seems to imply the presence of a door. As will be seen, during the 18th Dynasty most of the
“doorways” in a royal tomb were never intended to have doors. I will also identify the
various chambers and corridors of each tomb using letter designations based on those es-
tablished by Elizabeth Thomas in The Royal Necropoleis of Thebes.

Although no actual doors have been found in any of the royal tombs in the Valley of the
Kings, several different types of evidence indicate that they were quite common, at least in
the later tombs. Grooves, slots, and cylindrical sockets cut into the bedrock indicate the
intended locations of doors and the methods of installation. In a number of tombs, doors
were hung with the aid of a wooden beam set across either the ceiling or lintel, depending
on the design of the portal. Only one of these beams was found in situ, but numerous others
are attested by the slots and holes into which they were set. A more common method of
installation was to drill simple sockets for the door pivots. Once again, depending upon the
architectural design, these were carved either into the lintel and sill of the portal or into the
ceiling and floor of the following corridor. The upper socket is always cylindrical and
frequently quite deep, while the lower socket is often lengthened by a channel or groove
that would have allowed the lower pivot to slip into place more easily when the door was
being hung.® Such pivot sockets abound, especially in the later Ramesside tombs, but it is
not always clear whether they actually were used for the installation of functional doors, as
will be seen below. :

Another, more indirect type of evidence for doors in the royal tombs is found in several
ancient tomb plans of the Ramesside period. One of these is preserved on an ostracon in the
Egyptian Museum, Cairo (CG 25184).7 This was found in debris associated with the tomb
of Ramesses IX (KV 6), and the plan probably represents this tomb. Each of the portals
along the tomb’s axis is shown to be closed with a wooden door. Another ostracon, found
near the tomb of Ramesses IV (KV 2), and probably representing this tomb, depicts the
~ entrance of a Ramesside tomb closed with a double-leafed door that is secured with two
bolts.?

By far the most famous and most detailed ancient plan is preserved on a papyrus in
Turin.’ This fragmentary document shows the second half of the tomb of Ramesses IV (KV
2) from corridor (D) to the end of the tomb. Physical evidence in the tomb itself suggests
that the designer(s) intended to install double-leafed doors at each of the portals leading to
the burial chamber. However, the plan of the tomb was modified, and the addition of a ramp
leading from the middle of corridor (D), through chamber (E), and into the burial chamber

83



84

makes it doubtful that doors were ever installed in the last two portals.!® The Turin papyrus
shows the actual plan of the tomb, including the ramp that cuts through chamber (E). None-
theless, it also shows double-leafed wooden doors blocking each of the portals along the
tomb’s axis. These doors are secured with double bolts, and the hieratic inscription above
each of the axial portals reads “its door is fastened.”

The information in these ancient tomb plans suggests that, at least by the mid-20th
Dynasty, the perception was that the entrance and each of the axial portals of a royal tomb
were secured by double-leafed doors, whether or not there were actually functional doors
in place.

Eighteenth Dynasty Tombs

Although doors were common in the later Ramesside tombs, the preferred method of
blocking the entrance and several of the interior portals of 18th Dynasty tombs was to wall
them up with stones.!! In some cases, the walled-up portal was then covered with plaster
and decorated to resemble the surrounding wall of the chamber, thus hiding the existence
of the passageway.!? The difference in concept between the walled-up, hidden portals of
the 18th Dynasty and the 19th Dynasty doors that could be opened and closed, seems
striking until one realizes that, even in the 18th Dynasty tombs, some portals were blocked
with doors.

PLATE I: Photograph by Harry Burton, taken in 1928-29, showing the southeast wall of
the burial chamber (J) in the tomb of Tuthmosis III (KV 34).
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FIGURE 1: Plan and section of chambers F & J in the tomb of Tuthmosis ITI (KV 34).

The earliest evidence for the use of doors in the Valley of the Kings is found in the
tomb of Tuthmosis ITI (KV 34, see fig. 1), where each of the four small rooms off burial
chamber (J) was once blocked with a single-leafed wooden door.! The doors were hung
with the aid of narrow strips of wood fixed at the outer edge of the soffit and sill of each
portal; and a lip of plaster, against which the door could be closed, was built up along the
reveals of the jambs. The wooden strip in each soffit was originally hidden by the plaster
and decoration on the burial chamber walls, but this was damaged when the wood was torn
out by ancient vandals (pl. I).!* There is no evidence that doors were installed on any of the
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axial portals in this tomb or in either of the other royal tombs in the Valley of the Kings that
are usually attributed to this reign.!

The first time a door is used to block a portal along the axis of a royal tomb is in the
next reign, in KV 35, the tomb of Amenhotep II. Not surprisingly, it was installed on the
portal leading into burial chamber (J) from the preceding corridor (in this tomb, corridor
(G), see fig. 2). The physical evidence suggests that a single-leafed door, hung at the left,
was placed in front of the portal at the end of corridor (G), and was hung with the aid of a
wooden beam. To install this beam, a rectangular hole was cut into the wall at ceiling level
on either side of the corridor—a narrower one at the left, and a wider one at the right which
allowed the beam to be slipped into place. Another rectangular hole, perhaps for a bolt, was
cut about half way up the right wall, near the portal (this is not shown in fig. 2). The floor
of (G) has a gentle downward slope, but, near the end of the corridor, the floor has been
levelled in an area forming a somewhat irregular arc which would have allowed the door to
swing open against the left wall.

As will be seen below, the fact that this door opens towards a person entering the tomb
and is hung at the left makes it something of an anomaly. After KV 35, doors installed
along the main axis of a tomb always open in, making progress into the tomb more
convenient.'® For as long as single-leafed doors continue to be used, they always are hung
at the right, not at the left as here. Considering these later preferences, it seems likely that
the decision to add the door in KV 35 was made after most of the work of excavating the
tomb had been completed. In this case, its odd positioning was probably dictated by the
existing architecture. In order for the door to open in, it would have had to be installed on
the (J) side of portal 7. This would have been an awkward installation due to the height of
the ceiling and the depth of the step from the doorsill to the floor.!” Placing the door at the
end of corridor (G) would have been much easier, although the sloping floor of the cham-
ber had to be levelled.!®

In the tomb of Tuthmosis IV (KV 43), the next in the sequence of royal tombs, doors
were installed in the same locations as in KV 35 (see fig. 3). Each of the four subsidiary
chambers off burial chamber (J) was provided with a single-leafed door which was hung at
the right and, when closed, could be bolted into a hole in the left jamb.!® The doors were
hung with the aid of a wooden beam set across the inner edge of the soffit of each portal.
One of these beams was found in situ when the tomb was uncovered in 1903.2°

There was also a door blocking the portal leading into burial chamber (J) of this tomb,
but the design and method of its installation was an improvement over the corresponding
door in KV 35. As in all royal tombs of the 18th and early 19th Dynasties, the portals along
the axis of KV 43 are quite thick from beginning to end, the reveals sometimes measuring
more than a meter in length. However, portal 9 in this tomb, the one between antechamber
(I) and burial chamber (J), is exceptionally long and has two levels of jambs and lintels.
This is the first occurrence, in the Valley of the Kings, of a type of portal in which the first
lintel and pair of jambs act as a kind of stone door frame against which the door may be
closed.?! This architectural feature, in a somewhat modified form, becomes quite common
in later tombs, although the simpler type of portal, with its single pair of very thick jambs,
continues into the early 19th Dynasty as the dominant type.?? For lack of a better term, 1
will refer to the more complicated variety as a compound portal.
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FIGURE 2: Plan and section of chambers G & J in the tomb of Amenhotep IT (KV 35).
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FIGURE 3: Plan and section of chambers H-J of the tomb of Tuthmosis IV (KV 43).




In KV 43, the door in portal 9 is again
hung with the aid of a wooden beam. Just
beyond the first pair of jambs as one enters
the portal, a hole has been cut into the sec-
ond reveal on either side near the soffit, and
a socket for the lower door pivot has been
cut into the right corner of the sill. Because
of the unusual length of this section of portal
9, the open door would have rested against
the right reveal without jutting out into the
burial chamber. In this way, the door, when
open, would not have impeded any official
activity within the tomb. The ability to hide
the open door inside the portal itself, an emi-
nently practical aspect of this design, was not
repeated in the succeeding 18th Dynasty
tombs, although it reappears later in the some
of the Ramesside tombs, beginning with KV
8, the tomb of Merneptah.

At this point, it is interesting to note the
progressive adaptations in the installation of
doors as they are incorporated into the de-
sign of the royal tomb. In the tomb of
Amenhotep II (KV 35), the addition of the
door at the end of corridor (G) is somewhat
awkward, opening, as it does, into the face
of someone entering the burial chamber. In
fact, the striking difference between the lo-
cation and orientation of this door and those
that follow seem to indicate that its installa-
tion in KV 35 was not part of the original
plan. By the next reign, in the tomb of
Tuthmosis IV (KV 43), the installation of the
door has been more carefully thought out and
has become an integral part of the design of
the tomb. The doors on the four subsidiary

~—
! J I3
s d;
Portal 8 Portal 9
KV 57
Jdd
0 . 5m u d

Jc

FIGURE 4: Plan and section of chambers H-J
of the tomb of Horemheb (KV 57).

chambers off (J) show even more of a change from the first, rather shoddy, installation of
subsidiary doors seen in the tomb of Tuthmosis III (KV 34)?* to the much more sophisti-
cated method evident in the tomb of his grandson, Tuthmosis IV (KV 43).

The next royal tomb, WV 22, was excavated in the Western Valley of the Kings, hence
the designation WV. The foundation deposits are inscribed with the name of Tuthmosis IV,
but the only name that appears in the tomb’s decoration is that of his son, Amenhotep III.
As in the previous two royal tombs, a door was installed at the entrance to the burial cham-
ber of WV 22. Once again, it was a single-leafed door that opened to the right and was hung
inside a compound portal with the aid of a wooden beam. In this tomb, however, the door
would have protruded somewhat into burial chamber (J) when it was opened. Neither of the
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Theban royal tombs immediately following
Jd WYV 22 seems to have had any doors.?* How-
ever, since KV 62 (Tutankhamun) was not
designed as a royal tomb and WV 23 (Ay)
has an abbreviated plan, this is not surpris-
ing.

In the last royal tomb of the 18th Dy-
nasty, that of Horemheb (KV 57), a second
door is added along the axis (fig. 4). At the
end of the tomb, a single-leafed door was
placed on the entrance to antechamber (I)
as well as on the entrance to burial chamber
(J). As one would expect, both doors were
installed within compound portals and both
opened in and to the right. In contrast to the

earlier tombs, however, the designer of KV
-—-—-I 57 dispensed with the use of wooden beams
to hang the doors, and this practice does not
KV 17 Jc reappear until several generations later, in the
tomb of Ramesses II (KV 7).

1
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Early Nineteenth Dynasty
- Tombs
Portal 8 Portal 9 The founder of the 19th Dynasty,
Ramesses I, began a typical royal tomb in
I the central part of the Valley of the Kings.
| J However, the plan was cut short, and there
is no evidence of doors. Ramesses’ son, Seti
I, built a fully developed royal tomb, KV
FIGURE 5: Plan and section of chambers H-J 17. It is quite similar to Ho.remheb’s‘ tomb
in the tomb of Seti I (KV 17). (KV 57), ’and doors were installed in the
. same two axial portals, those leading into
(D and (J) (fig. 5). Both doors open in and
to the right. The plan of the tomb, with its
steeply sloping corridors and long portals, indicates that the designer(s) did not intend to
install other doors along the axis. However, there is evidence that another door eventually

was installed. -

If one examines the entrance of KV 17, it is clear that, at some time after the tomb’s
completion, a double-leafed door was hung just beyond the first portal (see fig. 6). The
various sockets and channels cut around the inner face of portal 1 suggest that the door
leaves were installed in a rather makeshift fashion. To allow the leaves to swing inward
without hitting the sloping ceiling, they had to be hung quite low, leaving a fairly large
opening between the top of the closed door and the soffit of portal 1. In order to close this
gap, an irregular horizontal channel was cut into the decorated surface of the inner face of

each jamb near the ceiling so that a piece of wood could be installed (see pl. IT). This is the
first time that a double-leafed door is used in a royal tomb in the Valley of the Kings. The
choice of this type of door is not surprising under the circumstances. It would have been



KV 17

FIGURE 6: Plan and section of corridors A-B in the tomb of Seti I (KV 17).

impossible to install a single-leaf door in this position without cutting out a large portion of
the ceiling, a task that would have required a great deal more effort. '

The reason for the seemingly last-minute installation of a door in this position is by no
means clear. Seti’s tomb contains a number of well designed additions to the royal tomb
plan, including the beautifully vaulted ceiling of the crypt, with its exquisite astronomical
decoration. This is also the first tomb in which every chamber along the axis is decorated,
from the burial chamber through corridor (B) and including the inner face of portal 1 which
was damaged by the addition of the doors.?> The awkward installation of the door leaves
suggests that they were not put in place at the request of Seti I, whose tomb designer might
be expected to have found a more graceful solution to the challenge of placmg a door
where no door was meant to be.
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FIGURE 7: Plan and section of chambers H-J in the tomb of Ramesses II (KV 7).

It seems more likely that the doors were installed sometime after Seti’s death by
Ramesses II. This may have been done in order to provide some temporary measure of
security while the tomb was being provisioned between Seti’s death and his funeral. How-
ever, since the tomb was decorated all the way to the entrance with funerary texts, this door
may have been intended to protect an area that had been ritually purified. Or, again because
of the presence of funerary texts immediately inside portal 1, the doors may have been
deemed necessary to close off the very entrance to the netherworld until the king was
buried, the tomb was permanently sealed, and the entrance hidden. Whatever motivated the
addition of double doors to the entrance of KV 17, it was probably at this time that Ramesses
and his designer(s) began planning a number of alterations to the royal tomb plan that are
evident in Ramesses’ tomb (KV 7).

As one would expect by this time, in KV 7, the portals leading into antechamber (I) and
into burial chamber (J) both have been designed with compound jambs and lintels, suggest-
ing that they were fitted with doors (fig. 7). No pivot sockets were recorded on the TMP
plan or in the field notes, but both portals are damaged and the upper pivot sockets may
have disappeared.?® One would expect to find the pivot holes at the right side of each soffit,



but it is possible that KV 7 deviates from the norm in
these two locations. The plan of this tomb is unusual in
that its axis turns 90 degrees to the right, instead of to the
left, as in all earlier tombs that make a single right angle
turn. At the entrance into antechamber (I), the Egyptian
builders might have hung the door on the left so that it
would have opened against the left wall rather than into
the center of the chamber. Owing to what appears to be a
miscalculation on the part of the builders, burial cham-
ber (J) is slightly off-axis with the result that the left jamb
of portal 9 is longer than the right jamb. Having a door
hung at the left and open against this jamb would have
been more practical. Further examination of these two
portals is obviously required and might produce some
interesting information.?’

Farther inside the tomb, there is a proliferation of
subsidiary chambers, each fitted with a compound portal
and a single-leafed door hung at the right. This is the first
time that the more elaborate compound portal is used on
every subsidiary chamber off (J), but this is a relatively
minor innovation in the overall development of the royal
tomb plan.?® The truly significant changes made by
Ramesses II and his tomb designer(s) occur at the en-
trance to the tomb (fig. 8), where the portal leading into
corridor (B) is provided with a door and the first element
of the tomb, (A), has been substantially redesigned.

These two innovations will be dealt with separately,
beginning with the door on portal 1. None of the royal
tombs that precede KV 7 were designed with the inten-
tion of using a door to block the first portal. In every
tomb from KV 34 (Tuthmosis III) through KV 17 (Seti
I), the soffit of portal 1 slopes. Inside the tomb, the ceil-
ing of corridor (B) continues on the same sloping plane
as the soffit of the preceding portal with no lintel sepa-
rating the two (see fig. 9). This design precludes the use
of a door which, depending on where it was hung, would
be prevented from opening in by the sloping ceiling of
(B) or out by the sloping stairway of (A).

The same design has been used in KV 7 (fig. 8), but
a new feature has been added. A section of the ceiling at
the beginning of corridor (B) has been cut away, creating
a level area long enough to allow a very large single-
leafed door to be opened into the corridor. Rectangular
holes also have been cut into the corridor walls at ceiling
height to secure a wooden beam used in hanging the door.
This is the first use of a wooden beam since the time of

PLATE II: Photograph by
Harry Burton of the inside
of the left jamb of gate 1 in
the tomb of Seti I (KV 17)
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FIGURE 8: Plan and section of corridors A-B in the tomb of Ramesses II (KV 7).

Amenbhotep III. The size of this portal would have required a huge single-leafed door to
cover the opening, and it is possible that the beam was thought necessary to provide a more
secure anchor for the upper pivot. As will be seen below, the builders changed their minds
about using a single-leafed door.

The levelled section of the ceiling is frequently incorporated into the design of later
royal tombs, both in corridor (B) and in other places where a door must open into a sloping
corridor. But in the tomb of Ramesses II, this feature seems to have been added after the
majority of the work on the tomb was completed. To see this, one only has to look at the
layout of the-decoration on the left wall just inside corridor (B), The scene of the king
facing Ra-Horakhti is a close copy of one found in the same position in KV 17 (fig. 10), the
tomb of Seti I. In the earlier tomb, the triangular space above the heads of the two standing
figures has been filled with a winged cobra whose shape conforms to the slope of the
ceiling (fig. 10a). The same winged cobra may be seen in KV 7, indicating that the decora-
tion was designed to accommodate another sloping ceiling (fig. 10b). The triangular area
above the snake’s back, created when the ceiling was levelled for the installation of the
door, has been left slightly rough and undecorated, suggesting that this was done after the
scene was laid out, or even after it was completed. A similar rough triangle may be seen
above the text on the opposite wall.
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FIGURE 9: Plan and section of corridors A-B in the tomb of Ramesses I (KV 16).

Another feature of the entrance also suggests that the work of excavating the tomb was
completed before the problems of installing a door at this location had been solved. In KV
7, as in earlier tombs, the floor around the entrance slopes sharply. This would have left the
end of an open single-leafed door hanging up to 60 cm. above the surface, and would have
forced a person entering the tomb into the awkward task of opening the door while walking
down a sloping floor. In later tombs, the surface beneath the arc of an opening door is
always level (see, for example, the entrance of KV 8, fig. 14). Evidently, the builders also
found this installation awkward; or, perhaps, they found that a single-leafed door of the
size required was too heavy. In the end, a double-leafed door was installed instead, as may
be seen from the presence of pivot sockets on both sides of the corridor.

Besides being the first New Kingdom king to install a door on portal 1 of his tomb,
Ramesses made other significant alterations in the royal tomb plan. All of the previous
kings’ tombs in the Valley of the Kings, including those of Ramesses I and Seti I, were
excavated in such a way that their entrances could be hidden from view after the burial of
the king. In these tombs, the initial architectural element, (A), is invariably a steep stair-
way. In the earlier tombs, (A) is an open stairway leading directly to the first portal which
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FIGURE 10: Comparison of the decoration on the left wall of corridor (B) in the tombs
of Seti I, Ramesses II, and Merneptah. (Drawings by B. Girsh).




PLATE III: Photograph by Harry Burton of the decoration on the left wall just inside
gate 1 (corridor B) in the tomb of Seti I (KV 17).
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FIGURE 11: Plan and section of corridors A-B in the tomb of Tuthmosis III (KV 34).

is carved into the same vertical plane as the cliff face above (see the entrance of KV 34, the
tomb of Tuthmosis IIL, fig. 11). In the later tombs, especially those of Horemheb, Ramesses
I and Seti I, stairway (A) tunnels more directly into the hillside or cliff, creating an over-
hang of bedrock that sometimes covers as much as half of the stairway and constricts the
opening to the surface.?’ In all of these tombs, when the time came to hide the entrance, the
first portal was blocked with stones and sealed with mud plaster, stairway (A) was then
filled with excavation debris and rubble, and the location of the tomb was camouflaged to
resemble the surrounding landscape.

“Unlike his predecessors, Ramesses II seems to have been much less concerned with
hiding the entrance to his tomb. He had stairway (A) redesigned to be more open (compare
figs. 10A & 10B). The overhang was raised, letting in more light. The steep staircase that,
in the tomb of Seti I, had a slope of approximately 35 degrees, became a ramp flanked by
shallow stairs with a slope of about 20 degrees.>? Although his father was the first king to
decorate all of the chambers inside a royal tomb, Ramesses was the first king to decorate
the outside of his tomb and the reveals of the jambs of the first portal. These alterations to



KV 57

FIGURE 12: Plan and section of corridors A-B in the tomb of Horemheb (KV 57).

(A) and the installation of a door on portal 1 suggest that Ramesses did not intend to hide
the entrance to his tomb, and may even have expected it to be re-entered after his funeral.

Assuming that Ramesses intended to have KV 7 re-entered after his death, two more
alterations inside the tomb needed to be accomplished. As has been mentioned above, in
the completed royal tombs of the 18th Dynasty, and in the tomb of Seti I, as well, portals 4
and 5 on either side of well chamber (E) generally show evidence of having been blocked
with stones, and it seems likely that these two portals, along with the entrance to the tomb,
were always blocked immediately after the burial of the king. In KV 7, portals 4 and 5 were
designed with the same simple, thick jambs found in these portals in all previous tombs.
Clearly, there was no intention, when the tomb was planned and excavated, of placing
doors on, or in, either of these portals. However, during his research for a monograph on
the significance of chamber (E) in the royal tombs, Friedrich Abitz found one preserved
pivot hole indicating that a door had been hung on the (F) side of portal 5.3!
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FIGURE 13: Plan and section of chambers D-F in the tomb of Ramesses II (KV 7).

Abitz also found evidence that a door had been hung on the (D) side of portal 4 using a
door beam set across the corridor at ceiling level (see fig. 13). A door hung in this position,
in front of a portal at the end of a corridor, would have opened into the face of someone
entering the tomb; a circumstance that had been studiously avoided in the Valley of the
Kings since it occurred in KV 35, when the first door was hung on an axial portal of a royal
tomb. This does not indicate a change of preference on the part of Ramesses II and his
builder(s). Rather, it indicates a change in plan that occurred after the tomb had been exca-
vated.>? This interpretation is supported by another feature of corridor (D) that is recorded
in the TMP drawings. It is clear from the section drawing in fig. 14 that the floor was
intended to have a uniform slope from the beginning of portal 3 to the beginning of portal
4. However, about two-thirds of the way along corridor (D), there is a steep drop where a
large section of floor has been levelled to allow the door to open back into the corridor. As
was true at the entrance to the tomb, where the ceiling had to be cut away, the levelled
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FIGURE 14: Plan and section of corridors A-B of the tomb of Merneptah (KV 8).

section of floor in corridor (D) is large enough to have accommodated a single-leafed door,
though it seems more likely that a double-leafed door was eventually installed.??

By the reign of his successor, Merneptah, the alterations Ramesses II made to the en-
trance of KV 7 had been fully integrated into the royal tomb plan. Although one would not
know it from the modern lay of the land, the design of the entrance of Merneptah’s tomb,
KV 8 (fig. 14), is very similar to that of his father. Like KV 7, it begins with an entryway
consisting of a central ramp flanked by broad, shallow, slightly sloping stairs, and leading
to a decorated facade.3* If one examines portal 1, it is clear that, from the outset, the door
was an integral part of the plan. Like his father, Merneptah used a double-leafed door,
which was subsequently the only type installed along the axis of a royal tomb. Unlike KV
7, the first portal of Merneptah’s tomb has compound jambs and these are made long enough
to hold the open door leaves (the first time this has happened since it occurred in the tomb
of Tuthmosis I'V, when the compound portal was introduced into the Valley of the Kings).
In spite of this,?’ the builders unnecessarily, and extravagantly, levelled off the ceiling at
the beginning of corridor (B), creating more wall space for decoration, and leaving an
overhanging panel more than a meter deep across the width of the corridor. The texts and
decorative elements used in the two previous tombs were redesigned in a grand manner to
fill the larger wall space (see fig. 10c), and the overhanging panel was decorated as well.3¢
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PLATE IV: Photograph by Harry Burton of the west wall of the burial chamber in the
of Tuthmosis III (KV 34).

tomb




Merneptah’s tomb faces almost due east and, assuming that the doors were ever opened,
the configuration of portal 1 and the beginning of Corridor (B) would have made the en-
“trance of KV 8 quite spectacular with the rising sun shining on the decorated panel above
the portal and bright light pouring through the open door, illuminating the decoration on
the walls and the overhang just inside the corridor.

Conclusions

It is clear that by the end of the 18th Dynasty wooden doors had become an accepted,
and, perhaps, even a necessary component in the design of the rooms closely connected to
the burial chamber of a king’s tomb. However, in this period, doors never were used to
replace or even to reinforce the stone blocking commonly found at the tomb entrance and
on either side of well chamber (E). If the Egyptians were not using doors as a replacement
for stone blocking, what was the purpose of the doors?

From his careful observation of the architecture inside the tomb of Tuthmosis III (KV
34), John Romer suggests, convincingly, that the doors in this tomb were used to secure the
subsidiary chambers after they had been filled with funerary goods, but before the decora-
tion of the burial chamber had been completed. In this case, the tomb would have been
stocked and the chambers sealed sometime before the actual funeral of the king. While this
may be the reason for the use of the rather insubstantial and very awkwardly installed doors
on the subsidiary chambers in KV 34, other explanations also come to mind for the subsid-
iary doors and, especially, for the door at the entrance to the burial chamber.

For example, it is possible that the subsidiary chambers in the 18th Dynasty royal
tombs not only contained provisions and funerary furniture, but also were sometimes used
for the burials of members of the king’s immediate family who died during his reign: his
mother, his wives, his infant and adolescent children. If this were the case, the doors on the
side chambers off the burial chamber might have served as a way to secure the lower sec-
tion of the tomb temporarily without seriously impeding later official access. Or, these
doors might have acted as a method of sealing off an area of the tomb that had been ritually
purified and was already serving as part of the Netherworld.

During the first few reigns of the 18th Dynasty, queens seem to have been buried either
in deep shaft tombs, or in cliff tombs. During the reign of Tuthmosis III, however, there is
a change. Although this king buried three of his foreign wives in a remote cliff tomb, the
name of his chief wife, Meretre Hatshepsut, was found on the foundation deposits of KV
42, a tomb with a modified royal plan that is located just below his own at the southern end
of the valley. KV 42 was never used for a royal burial, and the ultimate resting place of this
queen is not known. In fact, no separate tomb has as yet been identified for any of the later
18th Dynasty queens.?’

The mummies of a number-of unidentified women and children, presumably members
of the royal family, were found in the two royal caches in the Valley of the Kings (KV 35)
and Deir el-Bahri (TT 320). In support of their having been buried initially in one or an-
other of the royal tombs, there is evidence suggesting that one of the suites of subsidiary
chambers off (J) in the tomb of Amenhotep III (WV 22) was intended for the use of his
chief wife, Queen Tiye.3# Suites of rooms connected to the burial chamber show up for the
first time in this tomb, but Amenhotep III may just have been architecturally providing for
a practice that had been occurring for several generations.
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In the 18th Dynasty, the door that appears on the portal leading into the burial chamber
may have had a more symbolic function than those on the subsidiary chambers. From the
time of Tuthmosis III, door leaves are shown blocking the passage to the Netherworld in
the representations of the Amduat that are painted on the walls of the burial chamber (see
pl. IV). Although the entire tomb was probably associated with the passage to the
Netherworld, the burial chamber was undoubtedly more closely associated with this realm.
When the first axial door was installed on the entrance to (J) in the tomb of Amenhotep II,
it may have been viewed as closing off the actual entrance to the Netherworld, symbolized
by the texts on the walls of the chamber beyond, and later, by the presence of the king’s
mummy.

In the early Ramesside tombs, when the funerary texts are extended all the way to the
entrance of the tomb, a door is placed on the first portal, which perhaps is now more closely
associated with the actual entrance to the Netherworld. By the reign of Ramesses II, the
tradition of hiding the tomb entrance is abandoned, and the outside of the first portal is
even decorated. In some respects, the decorated portal, with its bolted double door, is vaguely
reminiscent of the traditional false door.3° However, these doors could have opened, unlike
false doors, and unlike the stone and rubble blocking of earlier New Kingdom royal tombs.
From the time of Ramesses II, the stone blocking on either side of well chamber (E) is also
abandoned in favor of doors, suggesting that there may have been some sort of ceremonial
use of this and later royal tombs either during the king’s life, or after his death.

Ramesses’ successor, Merneptah, chose a location that allowed his tomb to face almost
due east, making the tomb’s entrance more truly a gate to the West. The axis of KV 8 is
straight for the first time, and its stairways and corridors have a nearly uniform slope.
Although this slope is interrupted twice, by chambers (E) and (H), neither of which has a
stairway cut into its floor, when one is standing in the burial chamber, a substantial amount
of light filters down from the entrance, even in the afternoon. At dawn, though the rays of
the sun itself may not ever penetrate into chamber (J), a great deal of bright light would
have flooded into the tomb and one is tempted by the image of the sun god, passing through
the gates of the Netherworld, to bring about the momentary rebirth of the king below. This
image cannot have been lost on the Egyptians. Although it is very doubtful that the doors
along the axis of the tomb were opened at dawn each day, it is at least possible that some
kind of ritual rejuvenation of the royal spirit took place at least once after the death of the
king.

— Metropolitan Museum of Art

NOTES:

1 I would like to thank Dr. Ann Macy Roth of Howard University, and my colleagues in the Department
of Egyptian Art,”Dr. Dorothea Arnold, Dr. Dieter Arnold, and Ms. Marsha Hill for their helpful comments
on the subject of doors in general and on this manuscript in particular.

2 In the last few years, a number of tombs have been opened to tourists for the first time in decades. In-
the process, their entrances have been cleared and features are visible now that could not be recorded when
the measurements were taken and the plans drawn. B

3 See especially Carter’s own description in T.M. Davis, The Tomb of Tuthmosts v (London, 1904);
reference to his notes in the Griffith Institute by E. Thomas, The Royal Necropoleis of Thebes (Princeton,
1966), p. 83.
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4 T would like to thank Dr. Dorothea Arnold, Lila Acheson Curator in Charge of the Department of
Egyptian Art, for permission to publish several of these photographs.

5 I would like to thank Prof. Kent R. Weeks for permission to use this material. The preliminary
drawings were done in the field by Richard Smith and Bruce Lightbody. The plans used to illustrate this
paper are based on the TMP field drawings, but are not exact copies. In an attempt to show the original
architect, I have omitted modern features such as metal doors at the tomb entrances and wood, metal, or
concrete stairs and doorsills. I have also restored door jambs that were removed in ancient times, usually to
allow passage of a sarcophagus into the tomb. My special thanks go to Dr. James P. Allen and Mr. Barry
Girsh, both of the Metropolitan Museum’s Egyptian Department, who helped me with the computer
drawing program that produced the plans.

6 Beginning in the early 20th century, the construction of wood or metal staircases, the introduction of
electricity, and the levelling of floor surfaces in order to facilitate access to tourists has often covered up the
evidence of the lower pivot sockets and/or grooves. Sockets in the lintel soffits and ceilings, though less apt
to have been covered up, sometimes also have been sacrificed to necessary security measures or consolida-
tion work.

7 Published by G. Daressy, Ostraca (1901), p. 35, pl. XXXII.
8 This was discovered by T.M. Davis in 1905 and is noted in The Tomb of Siptah (London, 1908), p. 7.

9 The most easily accessible reproduction of this papyrus is in Journal of Egyptian Archaeology IV
(1917), pl. 30.

10 In both places, pivot sockets may be found in the ceilings and in what are now ledges on either side
of the ramp. These ledges probably represent the original floor level before the ramp was excavated. No
new sockets were ever drilled into the ceilings, nor are any evident in the ramp. If doors were installed in
either position, they must have remained open, for neither set of doors could have been closed without
leaving a gap of a meter or more from the bottom of the door to the surface of the ramp.

11 In completed royal tombs of this dynasty, some evidence of stone blocking almost always has been
found in portals 4 and 5, those on either side of chamber (E), the well.

12 Portal 5, the passage from chamber (E) into the rest of the tomb, is treated in this fashibn in every
18th Dynasty tomb in which (E) has an excavated well. The portal leading from the decorated antechamber
to the burial chamber is also camouflaged in this way in KV 43 and WV 22 (Tuthmosis IV and Amenhotep
1I0).

13 For a more complete discussion of the doors see J. Romer, “The Tomb of Tuthmosis I11,” MDAIK 31
(1975), 329-31. As will be seen below, a number of later 18th Dynasty royal tombs continued to use
single-leafed doors to close the small storage rooms off of the burial chamber. It is also possible that the
subsidiary chambers in an earlier royal tomb, KV 20 (Hatshepsut), were provided with doors, but no door
sockets were noted by the Theban Mapping Project and the stone is so poor that such evidence may no
longer exist.

14 Necessary consolidation work done since Burton photographed the tomb has made this damage less
obvious, although it is still possible to detect.

15 These are the other two tombs with oval burial chambers: KV 38, used by Tuthmosis III for the
reburial of his grandfather, Tuthmosis I; and KV 42, begun but never used for the burial of Queen
Meretre-Hatshepsut, principal wife of Tuthmosis III.

16 There is one exception to this general preference which occurs in the tomb of Ramesses I1. But the
door in question was added after the tomb had been excavated, and its position was probably dictated by
necessity, as is the case here in KV 35. As far as I know, except in KV 35, where the doors on the subsid-
iary chambers seem to have opened out into the burial chamber, all of the doors on subsidiary chambers
also opened in as one entered each chamber. However, I would need to check this in the tombs themselves
to be certain.

17 A door in this position also would have swung 180 degrees before it was stopped by the burial
chamber wall. The positioning of doors in later tombs suggests that the Egyptians preferred to have the
door swing no more than 90 degrees when opened.



106

18 A careful examination of the floor from the beginning of portal 6 through the end of corridor (G)
might yield some interesting information regarding at what stage the door was installed. Looking at the
TMP plan, it seems possible that the entire floor of corridor (G) was recarved to accommodate the door (the
dotted line on my elevation drawing indicates the possible slope of an earlier floor level). The installation
seems to have been carefully executed, suggesting that the door was not just a quick, last-minute addition.

19 In KV 35, each of the portals into the four subsidiary chambers also has a hole in the left jamb,
suggesting that these had doors as well. However, pivot sockets were noted by the TMP, and the chambers
need to be checked.

20 This was in the portal leading into (Jc).

21 This type of portal is used from the Old Kingdom onward, more often in built stone architecture
such as temples and mastaba tombs, but also in rock-cut tombs. In most domestic architecture, one would
expect to find the door frames added separately.

22 It should be noted here that axial doors are only hung inside compound portals, never inside simple
portals. When a door is associated with a simple portal, the door is hung beyond the portal, just inside the
following corridor. Also, after the tomb of Amenhotep II, when the entrance to a chamber is closed with a
door, the chamber is always preceded by a compound portal inside which the door may be hung.

23 Described in detail by Romer, op. cit.
24 T have not considered the tomb of Akhenaten at Amarna in this paper.

25 In previous fully developed tombs, only burial chamber (J), well chamber (E), and (beginning with
Tuthmosis IV) antechamber (I) were decorated.

26 Since the floor in this part of the tomb is buried beneath a thick layer of waterborne debris, there is
obviously no visible evidence for the lower sockets.

27 It is always possible that there were double doors on these portals, or that no doors were ever
installed. However, at this period, one would expect to find single-leafed doors in these positions, and one
would expect to find the pivot sockets whether or not the doors were ever installed.

28 As noted above, the addition of subsidiary chambers begins several generations earlier in the reign
of Amenhotep III and is continued in the tombs of Horemheb and Seti 1. But only three of these chambers,
one in KV 57 and two in KV 17, are designed with compound portals.

29 Judging from the TMP plans, a very slight overhang may occur for the first time in the tomb of
Tuthmosis IV (KV 43), but the entrance is quite rough and it is difficult to tell from the plan whether the
overhang was man-made or natural. In the tomb of Amenhotep III (WV 22), the overhang is more clearly
defined, and it continues to be a feature of royal tombs through the next two dynasties. It is also found on
some, but not all, non-royal tombs from the late 18th Dynasty onward.

30 In tombs earlier than Seti I, the slope can be more than 40 degrees. In tombs later than Ramesses II,
it steadily becomes less and less until it is almost unnoticeable in the tombs of Ramesses IX (KV 6) and
Ramesses XI (KV 4).

31 F. Abitz, Die Religiose Bedeutung der sogenannten Grabrduberschdchte in den dgyptischen
Konigsgrabern der 18. bis 20. Dynastie, Agyptologische Abhandlungen 26 (Wiesbaden, 1974), p. 33.

32 In KV 7, the door could not have been hung on the (E) side of portal 4 because (E) in this tomb was
an excavated well. The length of portal 4, from (D) to (E), is not' enough for it to be redesigned into a
compound portal in which the door could be hung. A door jutting into (E) would probably have interfered
with whatever kind of bridge was used to pass over the well.

33 On p. 39 of AA 26, Abitz states that double-leafed doors were used on both portals from the time of
Ramesses II on, but the evidence he cites for KV 7 does not clearly indicate which type of door was
installed in either place.

" 34 At certain times of day, when the light is right, the outline of this stairway may be seen on the
bedrock wall along the left side of the modern pathway.

35 And perhaps because the feature had been used in the previous tomb.

36 Itis interesting to note that, in his version of the scene, Merneptah wears an elaborate atef crown
which extends somewhat higher than the large sun disk on the head of Ra-Horakhti, thus making the image
of the king more imposing than that of the god.



37 Although the body discovered in KV 55 has sometimes been identified as that of Queen Tiye, this
tomb was certainly not originally constructed for her, and probably not for any other royal personage.
Horemheb’s wife, Mutemwiya, seems to have been buried at Saqqara, in the tomb he was preparing for
himself before he became king. From the time of Ramesses I, many royal women and children were buried
in the Valley of the Queens.

38 Shabtis and other objects with Tiye’s name were found in the tomb. See Jiro Kondo’s paper in this
volume for further discussion on the use of the subsidiary rooms off of (J) in WV 22.

39 It would be interesting to know which direction the false door was thought to open. In many detailed
renderings, the door pivots are shown, giving the impression that the door is hung on the outside of the
portal and opens out. But the representation of the pivots may just be an artistic convention that requires the
entire door to be shown.
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Evidence of the Alterations to the Canopic Jar
Portraits and Coffin Mask from KV 55!

Earl L. Ertman

Much controversy surrounds the so-called tomb of Queen Tiy, KV 55, and the burial in it.?
The end of the analysis and rebuttals is nowhere in sight. There are now several variants to
the spelling of the Queen’s name in use (Tiyi, Tiy, Tyi, Tiye) and as many theories as to the
identity of the body in the coffin found there. It has also been theorized that more than one
burial took place in that tomb.

Many suggestions have been put forth as to who was originally represented by the
canopic lid portraits and whether in fact the present lids were made for the jars they cap.
Several early theories proposed Akhenaten’s portrait* and later Nefertiti> as the person
depicted on the tops of these funerary containers. However, neither of these individuals
could have been the original subject as the lids were carved for someone who was not a
king or chief queen since separate uraei and other modifications had to be added later for
these objects to be suitable for a royal burial. While the range of possible candidates has
narrowed, some differences of opinion still exist as to who was initially portrayed.® That
the lids and jars were made for Kiya appears to be the case.’

My inquiry will review and interpret the visual evidence of the lid portraits and the
coffin mask. Following my analysis, some information from the physical inspection of the
three canopic jars and lids in the Cairo Museum on 23 October 1994 by Ted and Lyla Brock
will be forwarded.

The remains of inscriptions on the body of these jars are most important and have been
discussed by Krauss and Martin. An initial step in making these canopic jars usable for the
burial found in KV 55 was the cutting away of the inscriptions from the bodies of the jars.?
Dodson indicates that the inscriptions were possibly removed in two stages, first Kia’s
name and titles, then the double cartouches of Akhenaten and the Aten.’

In their original form the head on each lid bore an unadorned Nubian wig.!® Many
individuals, bgoth male and female, and of various ranks and positions, are shown during
the reign of Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten wearing this type of wig.!! Kings and the chief
queen normally wore a uraeus or uraei when they wore this wig. For the burial or reburial
of aking or chief queen this royal cobra insignia had to be added to each portrait head since
it was not initially present. A hole was drilled into each of the foreheads and a separate
hood and head of the protective cobra was affixed. When viewing the canopic lids in their
museum cases, where material remains in the drilled uraei holes, this material appears to be
of a different type than that which was used for the lids. To create individual bodies for
each of these uraei, strands of hair were reworked and combined. Krauss in his article on



these canopic stoppers illustrated the top of one of the heads which shows how the uraeus
body was formed.!? In combining hair strands to form the serpent’s body, one groove was
“eliminated which previously divided and separated these strands of hair.!* In places a por-
tion of the original groove remains since they were carved too deeply to be totally masked
by the reduction and merging of the strands of hair. This can be verified by looking at the
lowest row of curls under the drilled hole.'* Here the individual grooves remain, but there
is no corresponding groove above the hole. Aldred indicated that he and Guy Burton had
both noted that the cobra bodies had been created by cutting into the hair strands of the
wig.13 :

Perepelkin believed that the wigs of the stoppers underwent two transformations, “Hence,
originally there had been no royal uraei on the heads belonging to the jars . . . They were
added later, but still later they were hacked out—possibly, when the inscriptions were be-
ing effaced.”'® Besides the addition of individual uraei to the brows of all four of these
portrait heads, another change was needed before these stoppers could fulfill their intended
purpose. This was the re-working of the Nubian wigs at the brow on all four heads, a fact
which seems to have gone unnoticed or was thought to be of no importance since it does
not appear in commentaries on this burial equipment, as far as this writer has been able to
determine.

In a close-up profile view of the canopic jar stopper in the Metropolitan Museum of Art
(no. 30.8.54),!7 one can detect the re-cutting over the brow and see that this newly carved
arc is not parallel to any of the original layers created by the overlapping rows of curls.
Catharine Roehrig has been kind .enough to inspect the canopic lid in the Metropolitan
Museum and she confirms my belief indicating in a letter that, “The canopic jar lid ... has
certainly been recarved at the brow where the lower layers of curls have beencut back in an
arc.” I gratefully acknowledge her assistance. A look at the Nubian wig in representations
of male and female heads, both private and royal, during the Amarna period, reveals that
the curls of the wig generally come down all the way to the brow over the forehead, and
with the side curls frame the face.!® This is not the case with the wigs on the canopic jar
stoppers. There must be a reason for this deviation.

Why would this re-cutting have been necessary? During the latter part of Dynasty
XVIII, the addition of a uraeus to the original wig was not all that was required for the
proper representation of a king (and probably not for a “great royal wife”/*“chief queen”
either).

A gold temple or browband was also needed on their representations. This gold band
has been discussed by me in one article with another one forthcoming.!® The representa-
tion of gold browbands is riot widely recognized or understood. The gold browband is not
obvious on images which have lost their color, nor to most viewers when a king wore the
nemes or other royal head-covering which included a gold browband. Further, where a
royal representation is created in gold, the browband is not as noticeable since it does not
stand out by a change in color or value. I am not aware of any documentable representation
of Hatshepsut or Tuthmosis III wearing the gold browband with a wig. The earliest sure
evidence of this combination, known to me, is from the reign of Amenhotep I1.2° Further
study may prove its use as early as the reign of Amenhotep L,2! even if it was not immedi-
ately continued in subsequent reigns. The gold browband is more frequently seen on repre-
sentations of Tuthmosis IV and Amenhotep III and became quite common as later New
Kingdom rulers were more often pictured in wigs and without crowns.?? Both King
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PLATE II: Detail of Plate I.

PLATE I: Late Period Head, perhaps
of Nectanebo. Photo: Staatliche
Sammlung Agyptischer Kunst,
Miinchen. AS 5550




Amenhotep III and Queen Tiy wore the gold temple-band under wigs as many examples
indicate.?3 A detail of the portrait of Queen Tiy from the wooden shrine in KV-55 clearly
delineates this gold band at the brow of her tripartite wig.2*

The use of this gold browband under wigs continued in the following reign. Not all
representations of Nefertiti portray her with this gold band, but a goodly number exist,
indicating that this combination was common during the reign of Amenhotep IV. Only
occasionally is Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten shown wearing the Nubian wig or for that matter
any wig, since he seemed to prefer crowns. He wore the Nubian wig with a browband in a
relief from the Haifa Collection of Dr. Reuben Hecht.?> The king’s browband is clearly
differentiated from the wig in this representation as the former has no vertical indentations
indicating rows of hair.

These gold bands are shown on the lid of an ivory box from Tutankhamun’s tomb
(Cairo 61477) where Queen Ankhesenamun hands bouquets of flowers to her husband.?®
Much of the gold foil remains from the king’s browband; it is not as easily seen on the
forehead of the queen in some photographs, but it is present. Any good color photograph of
the famous throne of King Tutankhamun (Cairo 62028) will also illustrate the use of gold
temple-band on the brow, under the base of the queen’s wig. A line is present under the
king’s wig which undoubtedly marks the lowest edge of the band which was originally
applied in gold foil, now lost. Ted Brock pointed out to me Claude Vandersleyen’s discus-
sion at Highclere Castle that other gold details are missing from Tutankhamun’s throne.?’
The missing foil from the king’s brow, under his wig, was not mentioned, but at that time
no one was aware that this element was significant. Vandersleyen cited Marianne
Eaton-Krauss’ study, which suggests that extended use of the throne was a factor in the loss
of part of the surface decoration.?®

The head cloth worn on the mummy of Tutankhamun was held in place by a gold
browband as Carter indicates, “Around the forehead ... was a broad temple-band of bur-
nished gold ... This band held in place ... a fine cambric-like linen Khat head-dress ...”?°
This band is evident on the painted image of Tutankhamun’s mummy on the east wall of his
tomb and on his image as a living king facing the goddess Nut on the north wall.3® More
importantly for comparison are two images of Osiris.3! On the left in the scene from the
north wall, Tutankhamun embraces Osiris whose crown is plain, without a gold browband,
while further to the right on this same wall, Tutankhamun’s image as Osiris includes the
gold browband since this figure represents the boy-king in the trappings of this deity. It is
clear at least for Tutankhamun that the gold browband was worn in life and in death. Many
of Tutankhamun’s wooden shabtis which wear wigs are provided with gold browbands.3? It
is not surprising that later kings wore this gold browband with wigs, as King Siptah does in
a scene from in his tomb.>> The browband is also found on some ostraca, especially of

Ramesside date, indicating that artists were well aware of its presence and often portrayed
~ it.34 Nefertari is shown wearing this gold browband in her tomb paintings under a wig.3
During the Late Period, kings continued to wear the gold browband under wigs. An ex-
ample is Munich AS 5550 possibly depicting Nectanebo® (pls. I-II). In a front view the
browband is not visible, but in profile it is shown on the temple in front of the ear and under
the curls of the wig where the wig locks do not overlap and cover this gold band.

Returning to the canopic portraits, the addition of browbands to the heads of these
canopic jar lids from KV 55 may have included gold foil applications over this recut area.
The gold, if present on the newly cut bands, could have easily been removed when the uraei
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PLATE III: Face and gold mask of coffin from KV 55, Egyptian Museum, Cairo
(J 39627). Photo by George B. Johnson.




were snapped off. The mere carving of them may have sufficed in times of urgency | to have
had them function as desired.

Martha Bell posed the question in regard to the damage to the head of the mummy
from tomb 55 by saying, “... it seems unimaginable that the mummy did not originally have
a mask or some more elaborate headgear than the vulture pectoral. At least some of the
damage to the head could have occurred when a mask or other Atenist regalia was re-
moved.”?’

Dodson in a GM article indicates, “It is likely that the mummy had originally been
equipped with a helmet-mask, of the kind found on all high-status corpses of the Eight-
eenth Dynasty.”38

It does indeed appear strange that the mummy from KV 55 did not have a gold face
mask, since later kings from Tanis and even a general named Wen-djeba-en-djed buried in
a chamber of the royal tomb of Psusennes possessed a gold face mask.* Let me hasten to
point out that the face mask of the general, who was a commoner, had no browband as
these were reserved for the king and chief queen. At the minimum, one would expect that
the body from KV 55 possessed a gold temple-band, similar to those worn on Tutankhamun’s
mummy. Although it has yet to be firmly established what association these gold browbands
may have had with a specific deity, gold was thought to be the “...flesh of the sun and of the
gods...”**—and as such would appear to have been acceptable even to an Atenist. The lack
of a gold browband on the mummy’s head may be more significant in light of the re-working
of the four canopic portraits to include this band by cutting down a portion of the valanced
wig curls to create it.

A close look at the face and w1g on the coffin lid from KV 55 (JE 39627) (pl. II-IV)*!
indicates that they too were altered beyond the addition of a uraeus and false beard. We
must shift the course of this study briefly and attempt to determine whether the area be-
neath the broken face mask was created as a portrait of the individual for whom this coffin
was originally intended. The surface of the wood suggests, even in its present crazed con-
dition, that worked contours of a face may have been present. The thin bridge of the nose
and cavities for inlays of the eyes would probably not have been essential if a metal mask
was intended to cover them. Surely the general facial contour would have to be defined so
as not to hinder the placement of the mask above it.

Perepelkin indicated that agents, possibly under Horemheb, entered the
tomb and:

They expunged the king’s names on the coffin and tore off a greater part of the
gold mask, mainly the lower part of it, but left the forehead intact. During the
previous modification the gold mask, bearing Kia’s features, was sure to have
been replaced by a similar mask bearing resemblance to Amenhotep 1V, whose
features were distinctive only below the forehead. The now exposed wooden base
disclosed the features of Kia, just as did the heads on the stoppers of the canopic
jars, so there was no need to destroy them.*?

This statement indicates that the wood under the mask was fashioned into a portrait of
Kia. It also indicates that this coffin bore a gold mask with the features of Kia, which was
replaced. There are no parallels for a queen of the late 18th Dynasty to have had a gold
metal face mask (not gilded cartonnage) on her coffin, since no intact queens’ burials have
been found for comparison.
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PLATE IV: Angled view of face of coffin from KV 55. Photo by George B. Johnson.




Let us review the evidence for and against there originally being a gold mask of Kia on
the coffin from KV 55. The quality of this coffin points out the very high status once
accorded this queen. Kiya’s title, “the favorite,” cited byFrankfort, Pendlebury and Redford*?
which is attested in year 6 was presumably given her by Akhenaten, but the inclusion of a
gold mask for its lid, although possible in the Amarna Period, would seem highly unusual.
Perepelkin offers no evidence for his statement that the remains of the present gold mask
replaced an earlier gold mask bearing Kia’s features.

Circumstantial evidence relates to the remains of the gold mask itself. First, we must
review some basic facts. The wig is of the non-royal type for a coffin of a king used during
this period, judging from Tutankhamun’s burial equipment and earlier and later examples.
While it was made for a person of high status (not a king or chief queen), it would not
originally have had a uraeus. Without a uraeus marking rank, it would not have had a gold
browband either. :

From photographs, and views of the coffin lid through its glass case, one can see that
an incised or chased line indicating a temple-band is present on the remains of the face
mask above the eyebrow (see pls. III-1V). This browband was either cut into the original
mask fitted to the coffin lid or was formed on a replacement face that was added to the lid
for the special individual buried therein. In view of certain evidence from this burial, it may
be tempting to conclude that the coffin mask was pressed into service for another occupant
by being reworked rather than adding a new gold mask to the lid of the coffin. This would
indicate that a gold mask was originally present on the coffin which was then modified. In
question is the line of the incised browband which may have been added to the mask while
the face plate and wig were in place as a unit on the coffin lid. Evidence of this is the
diminished depth of the browband line itself which seems to trail off toward the temples as
it disappears beneath the wig. There would have been less room for the tool used to create
this line as the face curved and sank below the wig toward the temples. Does the supposed
“re-working” of this detail on the face mask of this coffin lid confirm the speed with which
alterations were carried out for the re-use of this funerary equipment? The possible hasty
addition of the browband to the face mask may indicate that this mask originally portrayed
Kiya and had not been replaced. Had a different face plate been added to this coffin for the
re-use and burial, the temple-band would be expected to have been executed more evenly
and the head covering modified to reflect the ruling personage for whom this coffin was
adopted. Of interest is the distance from the eyebrows to the top of the mask which is
similar in proportion to the gold mask of the general (n. 39), possibly indicating that the
browband line was added to an existing mask.

If the canopic portraits of a royal female were adequate for this burial, after modifica-
tion to the wigs and the addition of uraei, one might assume that the modified portrait on
the coffin lid would also have been adequate once a uraeus was attached to the wig, a
browband incised on the gold mask and a beard added. On the other hand, we are not sure
of the techniques employed in preparing the wooden area directly under the mask, which
was badly deteriorated by water leaking into the tomb. We have conflicting visual evi-

dence. Would facial features have been created in the wood beneath a gold face mask? I had

always thought that the gold face mask had been added to the coffin lid for its last occu-
pant, but the evidence of the diminished depth of the browband near its outer edges and the
distance between the eyebrows and top of the mask appears to indicate otherwise. Besides
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the diminished depth of this line, the limited area (from above the eyebrows to the top of
this metal insert) on which to incise the browband appears smaller than the same area on
Tutankhamun’s helmet mask and other similar royal examples. Together the details of place-
ment and inconsistent depth of the browband seem to militate toward a view that the gold
face mask was probably original to the coffin and was altered for royal use. (Visual analy-
sis from photographs and seeing the coffin from outside its case should be confirmed by a
physical inspection of the area beneath the mask). Once the additions of the beard, uraeus
and browband were in place (plus the inscriptions on the lid), this was no longer an image
of Kiya, and was subsequently attacked.

The alterations to the coffin and its mask, and to the four canopic jar portraits (by
cutting browbands and adding uraei), fulfilled the burial requirements necessary for the
interment of a ruling member of the royal family in KV 55. In essence a headdress also
worn by non-royal individuals was modified and made to appear royal. Conflicting views
remain regarding the identity of the individual who was interred in the coffin in this tomb.

The physical inspection of the Cairo canopic jars and lids by Ted and Lyla Brock indi-
cates that:

The flow marks inside the jars may conform to the position of the canopics in the
niche in tomb 55; thus, it seems they were put there while the material was still
viscous or fluid. This material looks like unguent, and may have been poured over
the organs interred therein. The internal marks inside the jars show that the fluid
level was over 2/3 full. There may have been cartouches on the front and back of
the lid collars. One of the uraei, still in its drilled recess, looks like it is made of
translucent alabaster which appears pale grey in value. The interior of the lids
were carved out ina “V” [shape].** '

It would be unwise to speculate on the information available from photographs and
notes so recently gathered during the Cairo Museum inspection. The comments included
herein will have to suffice for the present. A joint publication is planned which will enlarge
the scope of this research on the canopic jars from KV 55 once we have had time to deter-
mine the significance of certain details and after the Metropolitan Museum jar and lid has
been reinspected.

— University of Akron

NOTES:

1 1 thank Lyla Brock for reading an early draft of this paper and for her editorial comments and
suggestions.

2 For a recent summary and bibliography see T. Davis et. al., The Tomb of Queen Tiyi, intro, and biblio.
by Nicholas Reeves, 2nd. ed. (San Francisco, 1990). Referred to in the bibliography, but not published at
the time is Martha Bell, “An Armchair Excavation of KV 55,” JARCE XXVII (1990), 97-137.

3 Reeves, introduction and annotated bibliography in Davis, op. cit. Aidan Dodson reviewed Martin’s
ideas that the New York jar and lid fit poorly in The Canopic Equipment of the Kings of Egypt (London,
1994), p. 58 [hereafter cited as Canopic Equipment]. Dodson then stated, “The rework of the canopics
would appear to have included the substitution of new lids, to which uraei were added ...” (p. 59).

4 Davis, op. cit., n. 47, p. xviii.
5 Davis, op. cit., n. 61.
6 See Dodson, n. 7 infra, who seems to favor one of the daughters of Akhenaten as the individual
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represented by these canopic portraits. Also, Canopic Equipment, p. 57, “... the profile of the faces [of the
canopics] being particularly reminiscent of the depiction of Ankhesenamun on the throne back of
Tutankhamun.” There are those who believe that this throne originally pre-dates Tutankhamun’s reign and
thus may not depict Ankhesenamun.

7 Nicholas Reeves summarized the information of the authors who attributed the four canopic jars to
Kiya, in Davis, p. xii. Also see, L. Berman in A. Kozloff and B. Bryan, Egypt’s Dazzling Sun: Amenhotep
Il and His World (Cleveland, 1992), chapter X, pp. 309, 311 and n. 21 [hereafter cited as Egypt’s Dazzling
Sun ]. 1. 1. Perepelkin, Taina zolotogo groba (Moscow, 1969), (translated as G. Perepelkin, The Secret of the
Gold Coffin [Moscow, 1978] and R. Krauss in “Kija - ursprungliche Besitzerin der Kanopen aus KV 55,”
MDAIK 42 (1986), 67-80 are among the first to indicate that the remains of the inscriptions on the canopic
jars originally belonged to Kiya. Since Reeves’ publication see Aidan Dodson’s remarks in “KV 55 and the
End of the Reign of Akhenaten,” Sesto Congresso Internazionale Di Egittologia , vol. 1 (Turin, 1992), pp.
135-8, and “On the Origin, Contents and Fate of Biban el-Moluk Tomb 55,” GM 132 (1993), 21-29. In the
latter he seems to regard the canopic lids as portraits of Meryetaten rather than Kiya (pp. 22-3 and n. 17).

8 Peter Dorman mentioned that the collar was re-cut and the inscription removed from the front of the
Metropolitan canopic jar in Egyptian Art, reprinted from BMMA (Winter, 1983/4), 40. Undoubtedly a
similar treatment of re-cutting and removal was accorded the other three canopic jars as well.

9 Canopic Equipment, pp. 57-8.

10 C. Aldred, “Hairstyles and History,” BMMA 15 (February, 1957), 141-47.
11 See n. 18 infra.

12 Krauss, op. cit., pl. 2.

13 Davis, op. cit., pls. XVII, XIX.

14 Davis, op. cit., pls. XV, XVIII, XIX.

15 C. Aldred, Akhenaten, King of Egypt (London, 1988), p. 205. This is contrary to Geoffrey Martin
who wrote in “Notes on a Canopic Jar from King’s Valley Tomb 55,” Melanges Gamal Eddin Mokhtar, vol.
II (Cairo, 1985), p. 113, that the “... tail of the serpent was an integral part of the original design and not a
later addition.”

16 Perepelkin, op. cit., p. 82.
17 Dorman, Egyptian Art, cover.

18 Among many examples see, C. Aldred, Akhenaten and Nefertiti (New York, 1973), n. 61, p. 138
(collection of Elie Borowski); n. 67, p. 143 (Brooklyn 60. 197.4); n. 105, p. 177 (Metropolitan 31. 114.1);
n. 129, p. 196 and n. 130, p. 197 (Norbert Schimmel Collection). These are now in the Metropolitan
Museum of Art, see Ancient Art: Gifts from the Norbert Schimmel Collection (1992), reprinted from BMMA
36 (Spring, 1992), n. 36, p. 57 and cover and pp. 26-7. For royal representations see Aldred, Akhenaten and
Nefertiti , n. 23, p. 109 (Cleveland, 59.188). It is difficult to reconcile the fact that this royal head, undoubt-
edly of Nefertiti, has no browband visible at the base of her wig nor do two other representations of her
show them, n. 18, pp. 104-5 (Brooklyn 41.82). Many examples do exist of Nefertiti wearing a wig with a
browband. In contrast a representation of Akhenaten wearing this wig has a browband, n. 27, p. 113
(Collection of Dr. Reuben Hecht), as does the queen, n. 48, p. 126 (Brooklyn 35.1999). The latter is seen in
a larger format and in color in E. Bille-De Mot, The Age of Akhenaten (London, 1966), pl. XV, where the
browband is clearly differentiated from the wig as the former has no vertical indentations indicating rows of
hair. -

19 See my initial comments in “Another Look at a Relief of King Akhenaten from the Harer Family
Trust Collection and the Use of Streamers During the Amarna Period, “ JSSEA, XX (1990), 108-112. Also,
“More Comments on New Kingdom Crown Streamers and the Gold Temple-band They Held in Place,
JSSEA, which will appear shortly. Worn with a wig or headdress, this gold temple-band was a royal
requirement from at least the end of the reign of Amenhotep III into the Ramesside Period and possibly as
late as Dynasty XXX.

20 See my remarks in, “More comments... Place,” n. 21 where Karol Mysliwiec in Le portrait royal
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dans le bas-relief du Nouvel Empire (Warsaw, 1976), pictures many relief examples including: Seti I, figs.
204-8, 211, 213, 215, 217 ; Ramesses II, fig. 253. For some three-dimensional examples see, J. Vandier,
Manuel d’ archeologie egyptienne , vol. 111, Les grandes epooques , La statuaire (Paris, 1958), CXXV 5,
CXXVI 2, CXXVII 2, 5 CXXXI 3, CXXXVI 2, of Meryamun, daughter and wife of Ramesses II—the
presence of the gold browband under her wig confirms that she is operating as the chief queen of Ramesses
II. See other sources for colored photographs which verify the gold band.

21 Mysliwiec, op. cit., fig. 25; D. Forbes, “Amenhotep I: Last King of the 17th Dynasty? or Fifth of the
18th?” KMT' 5 (Summer, 1994), 22-23, top.

22 See examples n. 20supra . For some representations of Amenhotep III with this temple band under/
with a wig in one source see, Egypt’s Dazzling Sun , fig. IV. 23, p. 102 (Luxor J. 45); fig. V. 22, p. 141
(North Karnak S 6); n. 8, pp. 159-60, color pl. 9, p. 124. (Cleveland 61.417); n. 20. p. 198 (Boston 1970.
636); n. 21, p. 200 (Cairo JE 38596); n. 54, p. 288 (SMPK Berlin 14503); for Tiy: n. 26, p. 209 (SMPK
Berlin 21834); n. 27 (left, of Tiy), p. 211 (Hildesheim 53); probably n. 28, p. 212 (Munich AS 5873).

23 Cf. the same figures as referred to in n. 22.

24 Davis, pl. XXX. This detail is difficult to see due to size, but it is evident in the drawing, pl. XXXIV.
25 Seen. 18 supra.

26 1. E. S. Edwards, Treasures of Tut ‘ankhamun (New York, 1976), pl. 33.

27 C. Vandersleyen, “Royal Figures,” in After Tut ‘ankhamun, C. N. Reeves, ed.(London, 1992), pp.
76-77. The missing foil from the king’s brow, under his wig, was not mentioned, but at the time no one was
aware that this element was significant.

28 Ibid ., citing Marianne Eaton-Krauss’ study, n. 35, Die Throne Tutanchamuns: Vorldufige
Bemerkungen, “GM 76 (1984), 7-10, which suggests that extended use of the throne was a factor in the loss
of part of the surface decoration.

29 N. 19 supra, and Carter’s remarks on these browbands in place: H. Carter, The Tomb of Tutankhamen
(New York,1972), p. 144, for illustrations, pp. 143 and 231; also, D. Forbes, “Abusing Pharaoh,” KMT 3
(Spring, 1992), 59 and 65.

30 [D. Forbes], “KV-62: Its Architecture and Decoration,” KMT 4 (Winter, 1993-4), 43, bottom.
31 Op. cit., pp. 44-5.

32 Reeves indicates that thirty-five of Tutankhamun’s shabtis wore the Nubian wig (The Complete
Tutankhamun [London, 1990], pp. 138-9). Many of these are on display in the Cairo Museum with the
wooden examples clearly illustrating a golden browband. In fact one figure wearing a wig is without a
uraeus, but with a browband. Their numbers are not indicated in their display cases. Where a royal image is
created in gold, the temple-band is not as noticeable, cf. the gold mask or coffins of Tutankhamun.

33 In black and white photographs the gold browband is not as easily distinguished. For this representa-
tion in color, even if it is a painting of the relief portrait, see KMT 4 (Spring, 1993)<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>