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EDITORIAL FOREWORD

In the Foreword to the last volume of the Journal it was stated that the Society was
proposing, with the consent of the Department of Antiquities of the Sudan Govern-
ment, to explore the region west of Wadi Halfa, though it had been hoped that a return
to Sakkarah might also ultimately have been possible. This latter hope was not realized,
so that the whole season from November to March was devoted to exploring the site of
ancient Buhen, on the west bank of the Nile opposite Wadi Halfa, with the happy result
that Professor W. B. Emery, assisted by Mr. D. M. Dixon, has opened up a site which
appears to have endless possibilities.

Apart from a few Egyptian expeditions from the First Dynasty onwards, the history
of Buhen opens in the T'welfth Dynasty, when there was built there a fortress guarding
the north end of the Second Cataract, as a member of the string of fortresses erected at
this time to guard the southern frontier of Egypt, which during the Middle Kingdom
was regarded as including the Second Cataract. In the times of trouble and disturbance
which followed the Hyksos invasion of Egypt proper, the fortress and the town it en-
closed seem to have been stormed and sacked, and at the beginning of the War of
Liberation in the Seventeenth Dynasty all Lower Nubia as far north as the First
Cataract was under the sway of a Cushite ruler. Following on the recovery of Nubia by
the earlier kings of the Eighteenth Dynasty, Buhen was reoccupied and the fortifica-
tions rebuilt. A fine temple was erected by Queen Hatshepsut, and the old Middle
Kingdom fortress became a citadel about which grew up a much larger town with its
perimeter protected by a fortified wall and dry ditch on a new principle of military
architecture consisting of irregular rectangular salients with projecting towers, the
nature of which was established by a test clearance of a small area at the extreme north
end of the fortress. This disclosed that the main wall, 17 ft. thick, was originally 32 ft.
high, while the outer ditch was 22} ft. wide by 11 ft. deep, revetted with brick and
stone. This enlarged town seems to have remained occupied and secure until the final
collapse of Egyptian power in Nubia after the end of the Twentieth Dynasty.

The main work of the season, however, was directed to the Middle Kingdom fortifica-
tions of the citadel. Professor Emery writes:

Here we found the main walls 16} ft. thick which had been retained during the later period but
which had been strengthened by the construction of large exterior buttresses. At the base of these
walls, a wide brick-paved terrace had been built, beyond which was what appeared to be a sunk
roadway. As excavation progressed, it became obvious that this sunk roadway covered and followed
the original dry ditch of the Middle Kingdom fortress; consequently everything below it has lain
undisturbed since 1500 B.c. The removal of part of the terrace and roadway revealed the outer
defences of the original fortress, consisting of a rampart with its loopholed parapet overhanging the
scarp of the rock-cut ditch. The counter-scarp on the other side of the ditch was heightened by

brickwork, surmounted by a narrow covered way with what appears to be the top of a glacis behind
it. Projecting from the scarp at intervals are round bastions with double rows of loopholes arranged
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in groups of three centring on one single shooting-embrasure from which the defending archer could
direct his fire at three different angles downward on to the attackers in the ditch. Some conception
of the immense strength of these defences becomes obvious when we realize that an attacking force
must first storm the glacis, destroying any outposts concealed in the covered way, while under fire
from sling-shots and arrows directed from the main wall above. They would then have to descend
the steep counter-scarp, 193 ft. deep, to the foot of the ditch under an intense and organized cross-
fire from the loopholed ramparts and bastions behind which the defenders would be completely
concealed. Should they survive this ordeal, they would then have to storm the scarp and rampart
above it, only to find themselves in a narrow corridor at the foot of the main walls, which were at
least 33 ft. high.

The splendid preservation of the small portion of the fortifications so far cleared is
due to the fact that they were deliberately buried to form the foundations of later con-
structions, and it is clear that our beliefs as regards Egyptian military architecture are
about to undergo drastic revision. Small test excavations suggest that the town enclosed
by these walls may be equally well preserved, and it appears that the Society’s expedi-
tion has hit on a site which promises to be exceptionally fruitful and informative.
Under the terms of our agreement with the Sudan Government, the preliminary report
on which the above account is based will appear in fuller detail in the Sudan Antiquities
Department’s journal Kush, but a brief account with photographs will be found in the
Tllustrated London News for 21 June 1958.

It is with great regret that we have to record the death on 25 October 1957 of Hugh
Macilwain Last, who from 1936 to 1949 was Camden Professor of Ancient History in
the University of Oxford, and from 1949 until his retirement in 1956 was Principal
of Brasenose College. Although his main interest was Roman History, he became a
member of the Society in 1920; for a short while prior to 1935 Mr. Last served as Hon.
Secretary or Joint Hon. Secretary, but in that year he became Hon. Treasurer, an office
which he held until 1948, when he resigned it on his appointment to Brasenose. When
Mr. Last first undertook the Hon. Treasurership the Society’s finances were at a low
ebb, but during his term of office he proved a tower of strength, and it was largely
through his efforts that in 1948 we received the Treasury Grant which alone has en-
abled us to perform our manifest but costly duty to excavate and publish. When he
eventually resigned his Treasurership he left the Society’s financial affairs in a much
sounder condition than he found them.

We have also to deplore the death of Professor Gustave Lefebvre, the eminent French
scholar who did so much to train the younger French Egyptologists who are doing such
good work today. His most important publications were his Histoire des grands-prétres
d’ Amon Romé-Roy et Amenhotep, Le Tombeau de Petosiris, Grammaire égyptienne, and
Tableau des parties du corps humain. Since the above was set up we have also heard of
the death on 13 July 1958 of Lady Hopkin Morris, who for nearly twenty years most
ably served as our Hon. Secretary, and who is greatly mourned by all who knew her.

The Secretary of the Griffith Institute has asked us to make it known to members
that the late Mr. Guy Brunton’s drawings of button seal-amulets (63 cards bearing
1027 drawings) and some MS. notes are available in the Institute for study and research.
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AN EARLY STATUETTE IN SERPENTINE

By M. CASSIRER

AmoNG those Egyptologists who take an interest in the archaeology of Ancient Egypt
the complaint is often voiced that, though there are now a not inconsiderable number
of books on objets d’art, too many of these are content to reproduce, almost ad nauseam,
the well-known masterpieces of the big museums. Not only so, but the same illustra-
tions tend to turn up with monotonous regularity. Consequently, many lesser but
nevertheless delightful specimens, often tucked away in private collections, but perhaps
on the whole even more typical of that amazing culture, have suffered serious neglect
to the detriment of the scholar no less than of the aesthete. The superior attitude of
the savant—who, in the early stages of our science, it will be remembered, refused to
consider any monument not inscribed with an authenticating cartouche—has resulted
in our comparative ignorance concerning whole classes of such objects.

The high standard often to be found in the portrait statues of priests and officials
is exemplified in a black stone figure of a standing man (pl. I), which was bought in
a London shop in February 1957. It is 82 in. high. It has suffered only insignificant
damage. The attitude is the usual one, with the arms at both sides attached to the body.
The hands are holding the traditional ‘shamstaves’.

The man is stepping out with his left leg, and the base, which is rough on the under-
side, extends for over an inch beyond the toes, the nails of which are indicated. There
are a few scratches on the base, but no inscription. The modelling of the body is
vigorous, emphasizing muscles and breast, with a vertical division from chest to navel
above the plain, unadorned belt of the kilt. The latter is short, and folded from left to
right on the top and in the opposite direction below. These two parts are perpendi-
cularly pleated, whereas the middle piece, extending further down, has horizontal
creases. The head is interesting for the head-dress, which is of the short type that has
been aptly described as ‘arranged radially, like roof-tiles’. The workmanship is here
somewhat less careful in the part invisible in the frontal view, an observation which
does not, however, generally apply to the object. The tapering plinth on the back, for
instance, is meticulously carved and beautifully polished; it extends nearly to the
shoulders. The material is apparently serpentine, which takes a fine polish.

The precise dating presents some difficulty, though sculptures in the same style are
found in a few collections. A rather similar one, if slightly bigger, in the Walters Art
Gallery is described in Steindorfl’s catalogue as of black granite and dated Middle
Kingdom; it is said to have come from ‘Qena’.’ The figure now numbered 32187 at
the British Museum, which is on view, seems to be one of a group of 14, anciently as-
signed by Budge? to the ‘VIth-XIIIth dynasties’. This dating should be sufficiently

! Steindorff, Cat. of . . . Walters Art Gallery (p. 26), suggests ‘Dendera’ with a question-mark.
2 B.M. Guide to 4th, 5th & 6th Egyptian Rooms, p. 119.
B6533 B
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elastic to include the actual period of its manufacture. Acquired from a dealer, it is said to
have come from Abydos.! It is of the same material as the statuette under discussion and,
though slightly smaller and less carefully worked, clearly of the same type. It is at
present ascribed to the early Middle Kingdom, though the arguments in favour of this
dating are, admittedly, not entirely conclusive. The object here published more clearly
reflects the forceful, dynamic impact of the Old Kingdom, and it may well belong to its
closing phases.

1 This information is due to Mr. T. G. H. James. Aldred’s attempt to distinguish between an Upper and a
Lower Egyptian style of sculpture in his Middle Kingdom Art in Ancient Egypt (Tiranti, 1950) should be noted
in view of the possibility of a later dating than Dyn. VI.
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AN UNNAMED STATUETTE IN SERPENTINE
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A FRAGMENTARY DUPLICATE OF PAPYRUS
ANASTASI I IN THE TURIN MUSEUM

By RICARDO A. CAMINOS

IT is entirely due to the kindness of Sir Alan Gardiner that I am able to publish here
the remnants of a duplicate of the lengthy Ramesside composition which is preserved
in toto in the British Museum papyrus no. 10247, a hieratic manuscript better known
as Papyrus Anastasi I, the topic of which is a learned controversy in the guise of a letter
from the erudite scribe Hori to his friend and colleague Amenemopé. The hierogly-
phic transcriptions of the papyrus fragments that appear on the plates were made by
Sir Alan directly from the hieratic originals preserved in the Museo Egizio at Turin.
He also arranged and placed the papyrus fragments, and supplied me with elaborate
drafts from which my final drawings were executed. Furthermore, most of the notes on
the plates were written by him. It is a pleasure to acknowledge my deep gratitude to
Sir Alan for having entrusted me with the publication of his material.

There follows a conspectus of the contents of the accompanying plates.

Plate I1: Two papyrus fragments previously published by Farina, Riv. Studi Orientali,
13, 318-20. They have preserved the better part of one page containing a duplicate of
An. I, 8, 8-10, 7. These fragments and those mentioned below formed part of one
and the same papyrus.

Plate I11: Fragments from two consecutive pages. The small piece reproduced at the
top of the plate holds the remnants of the last three lines of a page, the text being that
of An. I, 21, 2—4. The six fragments in the lower portion of the plate must clearly
have belonged to the next page of the same papyrus; the page contained a duplicate of
An. I, 21, 422, 5.

Plate IV : Fragments appertaining to the page following that reconstructed on plate
I11, bottom. The page appears to have held a duplicate of An. I, 22, 523, 9.

Plate V: Fragments belonging to the page following that of which only the two pieces
on plate IV remain. Duplicate of An. I, 23, 9—235, 1. Published by Farina, op. cit. 320-1.

Plate VI: A fragment of the next page of the papyrus bearing parts of the text of
An. I, 23, 425, 4. Published by Farina, op. cit. 320 (1I).

Plate VII: Fragments from two consecutive pages. The fragment given at the top of
the plate is the upper left-hand end of a page; it hold words or parts of words belonging
to An. I, 27, 728, 3. The five fragments reproduced underneath obviously belonged
to the next page of the papyrus; they duplicate the last two lines of An. I (28, 7-8) with
an addition or continuation which is absent from the British Museum version. The
text of these five fragments has been published by Farina, op. cit., p. 322. On the
verso of the larger fragment are the remains of four lines of an administrative cursive
text, the top line reading ZZ X t&! "
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Great care has been taken to show on the plates, in outline, the size and shape of the
Turin papyrus fragments as accurately as possible. I have drawn the extant textual
matter with a heavy line, and all restorations with a light line. The superlinear numbers
in square brackets are the column- and line-numbers in P.Anastasi I. The restorations
follow as closely as feasible the British Museum version of the text; deviations from it
are pointed out in the footnotes. For the purpose of comparison the student may
utilize Gardiner’s transcription of the entire contents of P.Anastasi I in his Egyptian
Hieratic Texts. Series 1: Literary Texts of the New Kingdom, 1, 2 ff. The lengthy
restorations on the plates have been made with a view to helping the reader exactly to
locate the Turin fragments; the text of P.Anastasi I, which is the only complete version
of Hori’s letter known hitherto, has been deemed sufficient for the purpose, hence no
attempt has here been made to incorporate readings from other sources. For additional
duplicates of our text the interested reader may be referred to the list in Van de Walle,
La Transmission des textes littéraires égyptiens, 69 f., supplemented by Posener, Rev. d’Eg.
6, 43, 0. 3; also Cerny and Gardiner, Hieratic Ostraca, 1, 34, under P.Anastasi I.
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AN ARCHAIC REPRESENTATION OF HATHOR

By A. J. ARKELL

As regards my Brief Communication with the above title, published in this Journal
(vol. 41, pp. 125-6), Mr. Martin Burgess of the Department of Egyptology at Univer-
sity College, London, has shown great skill in reconstructing the bowl under my guid-
ance and with invaluable assistance with the reliefs from Miss Marjorie Howard of the
Institute of Archaeology. The result is shown in plates VIII and IX, and the actual re-
construction is described by Mr. Burgess in the article which follows. The photographs
of the reconstructed bowl largely speak for themselves, and emphasize the importance
of the bowl for students of religion in the First Dynasty. I have only to add to my ori-
ginal communication that study of the bird’s head has convinced me that it is not a
pelican as originally suggested, but the Saddle Bill or Jabiru Stork, Ephippiorhyncus
senegalensis (Shaw); see Cave and Macdonald, Birds of the Sudan, 62, a conspicuous
black-and-white bird standing over 4 ft. high, with a 12-in. red bill encircled in the
middle with a broad black band. It is still fairly common on rivers south of the Sobat
and Bahr el-Arab. It was frequently represented on reliefs of late predynastic-proto-
dynastic date, for example on the Carnarvon Ivory (FEA s, pls. 1 and 2) and the ivory
comb published by Theodore M. Davis (¥E4 3, pl. 33), and it seems likely that its con-
spicuous black-and-white colour led to its association with Hathor. Certainly the relief
of Hathdr’s head on this bowl makes it clear that she was the goddess of the night sky,
and the selection of black-and-white porphyry as the material for this striking piece of
temple furniture must have been due to its being reminiscent of the starry sky. One
wonders therefore whether the bowl itself may have been used for magico-religious
ceremonies intended to discern the will of Hathor by interpreting reflections of stars
seen in the bowl when filled with water.
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THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE HATHOR BOWL

By E. MARTIN BURGESS and A. ]J. ARKELL

A ToTAL of twenty fragments of black-and-white porphyry, six from the Ashmolean
Museum at Oxford and fourteen from the Petrie Collection at University College,
London, all originally from Hierakonpolis, were recognized to be parts of one large
fluted bowl. The reconstruction of this bowl has now been carried out, but the evidence
for the exact size and shape of the bowl proved so slender that it is necessary to publish
now not only photographs of the reconstruction, but also a statement of the evidence
and a description of the methods employed.

Porphyries vary very much in their appearance. Not only does the colour of the
matrix vary—in this case it is almost black with a tinge of green—but the colour, shape,
size, and distribution of the white phenocrysts vary so much from one porphyry to
another that we had no doubt that the fragments from the Ashmolean and from the
Petrie Collection were part of the same bowl. Proof came, however, when joins were
found between Ashmolean and Petrie Collection fragments. Where it was possible, the
fragments which joined were stuck together, but in one case the only evidence of a join
was the fracture of a white phenocryst and the total area of contact was too small to stick.

When all possible joins had been glued together, there were fourteen unconnected
pieces, most of them quite small. There were three fragments of the base ring (one from
the Ashmolean), three fragments of rim (all from the Ashmolean), a small fragment of
wall (Petrie Collection) with a portion of the rope decoration above the flutes, part of
one end of one of the handles (Petrie Collection) with pieces of wall (Ashmolean and
Petrie Collection) joining to it. There were also other small fragments of wall from both
museums, which contributed no evidence but which had to be incorporated in the
reconstruction.

A problem which arises in cases like this, where fragments of one object are possessed
by two or more museums, is that either some fragments have to be given up or re-
productions have to be made. In this case it seemed best to make castings of all the frag-
ments and to use them in the reconstruction. This method has the added advantage
that, when the reconstruction has been finished, the original fragments can still be
examined separately.

It was essential that the castings should be exactly the same size and shape as the
originals, with no trace of shrinkage or distortion. They were made of black plaster-of-
paris in rubber latex moulds by a technique already published (‘Casting Small Anti-
quities from Latex Moulds’, E. Martin Burgess, Rubber Developments, vol. 10, no. 1,
Spring 1957, pp. 2022, issued by the Natural Rubber Development Board). The black
castings were impregnated with polyvinyl acetate in a vacuum chamber (Museums
Fournal, 54, 125—7) and the white phenocrysts painted on their surfaces. The bowl was
reconstructed in plaster-of-paris with the castings included in it and placed in their
correct relative positions.
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The fact that the bowl was fluted, though it increased the work, made reconstruction
possible, for since the diameter of the bowl changes, the widths of the flutes change.
The size of the flutes on any single floating fragment was a guide to its position. The
first step was to find out how many flutes the original bowl possessed.

The bowl has two handles and each must have spanned the same number of flutes
with half the remaining flutes between them on each side. There must, therefore, have
been an even number of flutes. The base ring, of which three fragments remain, is a
representation of a grass ring bound with palm-leaves. From the fragments it could be
seen that there were pairs of bindings with a space between each pair. The flutes start
above the base ring, and some were found in association with one of the base fragments.
To every pair of bindings and their intervening space there are six flutes. As there must
be a definite number of bindings and spaces, the total number of flutes must be divisible
by six. One set of bindings and a space more or less would make a big difference to the
diameter of the base ring, and it was found that twelve sets, as well as being a con-
venient number to divide a circle into, produced a diameter which fitted the fragments.
Twelve sets of bindings and spaces would mean that the bowl originally had seventy-
two flutes carved on it. When working with hand-made objects it is never safe to assume
that one deduction, like the one above, gives a correct answer. There are variations
even on an object made with such precision as this bowl. It was necessary therefore
to check the number of flutes and arrive at a figure by another method.

The two largest wall fragments’ (pl. VIII, 2), one with part of a handle and the other
nearer the base, were linked by only the most tenuous of joins, far too small for stick-
ing. In order to fix them in the correct relationship one with the other, they were laid
flutes downwards and supported underneath until they were in the correct position
with the internal tool-marks passing in smooth curves from one fragment to the other.
Liquid plaster was then poured on to the inside surface of each fragment and the two
lots of wet plaster connected by iron bars. In this way, the originals could be brought
into the correct positions and later on the castings could be held together in the same
way. Having brought these two largest fragments together, it was possible to make a
horizontal plaster impression of an outside section of the bowl twelve flutes wide. This
impression, with its base ground flat so that the flutes were vertical and the flat surface
on a plane parallel with the planes of the base and rim, was moved about on a series of
drawn circles. The circle it fitted was 184 in. in diameter and any nine flutes made an
angle of 45° with its centre. If nine flutes made 45°, then 360° would require seventy-
two flutes.

It is hard to describe the methods employed so that the reader of the above two para-
graphs can see the process step by step in his mind’s eye without diagrams and photo-
graphs. All that is essential, however, is the fact that two methods were employed to
calculate the number of flutes, and both gave a result of seventy-two.

The reconstruction of the bowl could then proceed, starting with the base (pl. IX, 2).
The three base fragments had to be arranged round a circle of the correct size so that,
when the base ring had been completed in plaster, the existing bindings and spaces
would be so placed that there was room to carve the missing bindings and spaces
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between them. A cushion-shaped disk of plaster was made of which the upper contour
fitted the fragments inside the base ring. The diameter of this disk, 5% in., was that which
would make the base ring the correct size to carry twelve sets of bindings and spaces.
The top surface of the disk was divided into twelve equal segments by lines radiating
from the centre. The three fragments were fixed to the disk so that the beginning of each
set of bindings and spaces was opposite one of the radiating lines. The spaces between
the fragments were filled with plaster, and the locating disk removed.

The two largest fragments of wall were fixed together by the method already de-
scribed. The castings were stuck with water-soluble glue to the plaster impressions of
the insides of the fragments. The missing pieces near the join were replaced with plaster
and then the backing was soaked in water to soften the glue and the two castings were
left fixed in the correct relative positions.

The lower end of the largest fragment of wall did not join the largest fragment of base
(pl. VIII, 2, and pl. IX, 2). However, the thicknesses, the sizes of the flutes, and the
curvature of the inside striations were so similar that the bottom of this wall fragment
must have occupied a position at about the same height as the top of the base fragment.
It was decided, therefore, to fix the wall fragment so that its lower end butted up to the
upper end of this base fragment. It had to be supported so that the flutes on both pieces
were in line with each other, so that the horizontal curve of the wall was part of a circle
whose centre was over the centre of the base ring, and so that the contour line of the wall
in profile ran smoothly into the profile of the base fragment as it stood out from the
base ring. When this had been done, it was possible to measure the distance to the
centre of the bowl from the point on the wall where the impression of curvature had
been made. This distance, 9% in., agreed with the previous calculation of the total dia-
meter at that particular height. In other words, the correct placing of the wall fragment
had been confirmed. The wall fragment was fixed in position with more plaster, so that
now an internal and external outline of the bowl had been established to the top of the
handles.

This internal and external outline had to be copied all round the base unit, so that
the shape of the bowl was uniform on all sides. A plasticine former, keyed on to a back-
ing of plaster to give it rigidity, was made inside the upstanding fragment of side wall.
It reached to the centre point on the floor of the bowl and to the level of the top of the
handle. This former was then moved about the centre point through 180° and then
through 9o° each way and so on, plaster being applied outside it, until the walls of the
bowl had been built up all round.

To fashion the outside surface a plaster templet, cast from the outline of the wall
fragment, was moved round the outside, the surface being carved down to fit it. Before
flutes are attempted, it is essential to have an accurate surface to work on. This surface
was at the level of the crests of the flutes.

More plaster was now added above the level of the handles, and so shaped that the
inside and outside curvature of the bowl walls continued smoothly upwards.

The handles presented a number of problems, the greatest being that there was no
evidence for their original length. Here again the flutes came to our assistance. The
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handles must have been a certain number of flutes long, and one too few or too many
would make a great difference in the proportion of the handles to the bowl. Evidence
suggests that this squat type of bowl evolves from a wide mouth, narrow rim, spherical
shape, and short fat handles to a more squat form with wider rim, narrower mouth, and
longer and thinner handles. In any case the proportions of the various parts do seem
to agree: i.e. if the rim is wider and the mouth smaller in relation to the external dia-
meter, then the handles are longer and thinner.

In the University Museum in Manchester there is a large bowl of black-and-white
porphyry which was also found at Hierakonpolis (Quibell and Petrie, Hierakonpolss, 1,
pl. 38). Measurements were made of this bowl and of another which is in the Petrie
Collection, University College, London (Petrie, Prehistoric Egypt, pl. 36, 64) and the
proportions were used to help in deciding how long the handles on our reconstruction
should be in relation to the external diameter and the mouth and rim diameters. The
proportions gave us lengths for the handles of the Hathor bowl of 5-02 in. to 5-5 in. The
other bowl in the Petrie Collection gave proportions which would make the Hathor bowl
handles anything from 7-06 in. long to 8-88 in. long. According to the proportions the
Hathor bowl appeared to be somewhere between the other two bowls in development.

A porphyry bowl of similar design with a base ring and fluted surface, found at
Nakada, now in Cairo and published by J. de Morgan (La Préhistoire orientale, 11,
195), has handles with nine flutes on them. It is usual to have an odd number of flutes
or mouldings on any object as the eye is drawn to the central one and unity is obtained.
Nine flutes would make the handles of the Hathdr bowl 61 in. long.

The length of the handles having been decided, it was possible to cast them in their
proper places with the mould cored to produce the horizontal hole. The only remaining
part of one of these holes tapers slightly towards the centre of the handle. The drilling
of the hole would have been done from both ends and it was found that, if the hole was
to emerge on the other side at the level of the outside contour of the bowl, the same size
and on the crest of one of the flutes, the handles had to be nine flutes long.

The flutes were now lightly drawn out all over the bowl and the remaining fragments
fitted in. The most important of these was the small fragment with the evidence of the
rope decoration (pl. VIII, 1). It was hard to place this fragment, and even now the rope
may not terminate the flutes at the correct height. Once again the fluted bowl in Cairo
mentioned above was used as evidence, and its rope appears to be midway between
the top of the handles and the underpart of the rim. This positioning appeared to agree
with the general shape of the fragment in question and with the size of the flutes on it.
The other fragment whose original position was at all certain was a fragment of wall
with, at its top, traces of the bottom of one of the handles. Not only was its thickness
wrong, but there was not really room to put it under the left-hand end of the existing
handle. It was finally placed under the right-hand end of the opposite handle (pl. VIII, 2).

Meanwhile the rim was being reconstructed (pl. VIII, 1; pl. IX, 1). There is no linking
fragment between the rim and the bowl, so the evidence for the size and shape of the rim
and mouth was worked out separately. One of the three fragments of rim not only carried
parts of the Hathor head but gave part of the top surface of the rim, the mouth, the
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inside wall as it sloped away from the mouth, and a small portion of worked surface
underneath the rim on the outside of the bowl (pl. IX, 3). From this fragment could be
seen the depth of the mouth and the thickness of porphyry between the mouth and the
underneath of the rim. One of the other rim fragments, the one with the left horn of the
Hathor head, showed the width of the rim outside before it joined the bowl (pl. IX, 3).
Added together these fragments gave us the total width of the rim, which was 3 in.
There was enough outside edge of the rim for the fragments to be compared with drawn
circles. The total diameter was found to be 13 in., giving a mouth diameter of 7 in.

Two concentric circles of 7-in. and 13-in. diameter were drawn out on paper which
was stuck on glass. On the smaller circle and inside it a vertical plasticine wall was
built to the height of the depth of the mouth. Outside the outer circle another vertical
wall was built to a height suitable for the outside of the rim. The paper between the two
walls was now cut away and the fragments of rim could be moved round on the glass.
Strips of glass were fixed on top of the outer wall projecting inwards so that they just
touched the outside fragment of rim as it was moved round. Strips of glass were also
arranged to overhang the rim area from the inner wall at the angle at which the inside
of the bowl sloped away from the mouth. The inner fragment of rim was placed with
the area of mouth surface against the inner wall. Then the mould was filled with plaster
at one pouring. The resultant cast required little carving and the top surface of the rim
was quite flat, an accurate surface for drawing out and carving the relief.

We are much indebted to Miss Marjorie Howard, of the Institute of Archaeology,
London University, for her reconstruction drawings of the Hathor head and the Jabiru
Stork (pl. IX, 3. 4). Of the Hathor we had a fragment with the left horn, its star, and part
of one point of the six-pointed star over the brow. We also had the vital fragment with
part of the neck of the Hathor, the right ear and star, and part of the eye with its strange
V-shaped lower lid. The nose was missing, as were the lips and eyebrows. In the re-
construction, the parts for which we had no evidence were copied from the Hathor
heads on the slate palette of Narmer, also from Hierakonpolis and of about the same
date. These heads have chins, but the fragment from which we were working showed
that our Hathor had no chin.

The outline of the Hathor head was drawn on the plaster rim round the cast of the
existing fragment. Then the area of the left horn was cut away and the cast of the second
fragment fixed in position. The missing parts of the head were then redrawn.

We did not know from what part of the rim the stork came; probably the rim was
covered with carved relief, especially as porphyry is a hard stone and the less back-
ground there was to cut away the better. However, having no evidence for more relief,
the stork was placed opposite the Hathor head. First the cast of the fragment with the
head and neck of the stork was fixed in the rim and then the reconstruction of the rest of
the bird was drawn on the plaster. This drawing was based on the numerous representa-
tions of the Jabiru stork on ivories of the same period. The carving was now carried
out, the rest of the rim being sunk to the level of the surrounds of the existing relief.
When both the flutes and the rope decoration had been carved, the rim was positioned
over the bowl and the two united with plaster.
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Finally, the plaster was hardened by painting it with polyvinyl acetate dissolved in
toluene, the plaster surface was painted a dark greenish grey with water paint, and the
whole varnished with a dilute solution of polyvinyl acetate.
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ONLY ONE KING SIPTAH AND TWOSRE NOT
HIS WIFE

By SIR ALAN GARDINER

THE conclusions announced in the heading to the present article are in flat contra-
diction of what I stated, or at all events implied, in an earlier article published no more
than four years ago. The evidence here to be adduced is, however, quite distinct from
that which I previously used, and must, I think, first of all be considered on its own
merits. This having been done, it will remain to discuss whether the contradiction
cannot be somehow disposed of.

In 1912 there appeared, much delayed in the printing, an article by Daressy showing
that on King Sethos IT’s death in his sixth year he was succeeded by a (ofjjl3e &L 3213 )
Ra‘messe-Siptah with the prenomen @ﬂﬁj‘ﬁ) Sekhatenréc-setpenréc.! This un-
equivocal information was furnished by a limestone ostracon found in the Biban el-
Molik by Theodore Davis and better edited later by Cerny in his catalogue of the
hieratic ostraca in the Cairo Museum.? Just about the same time that Daressy wrote
his paper the same prenomen and nomen came to light in a graffito discovered by
Barsanti at Abu Simbel and published by Maspero in Ann. Serv. 10, 131 fI.3 Neither
scholar was at the time aware of the discovery disclosed by the other, but their reaction
was the same in both cases. In his excavation of the Serapeum of Memphis half a
century earlier Mariette had found a small vase with the cartouches of Neferkarée
Ramesses IX contained within a larger vase inscribed with the prenomen Sekhatenré¢-
meryamiin and the nomen Ratmesse-Siptah# and on the strength of this material
proximity had argued that the Ratmesse-Siptah in question must belong to the Twen-
tieth Dynasty like the Neferkar&¢ in whose company he was found. Both Daressy and
Maspero realized the falsity of this deduction, and identified the Ratmesse-Siptah of
the Serapeum with the earlier king of the name with whom they were each separately
concerned. The small difference of the epithet === at the Serapeum and the epithet
“~0 on the ostracon and at Abu Simbel obviously could not stand in the way of these
identifications.

This point being settled, there still remained the problem of the relation, if any, of
Sekhatenré¢-setpenré¢ Ra‘messe-Siptah to a more often named King Siptah bearing the

renomen (0% © *~o) Akhenrét-setpenré¢ and the nomen (2§59 §) Merenptah-
P s, p oK 1o p

Siptah.s This is the matter now particularly interesting me, together with the date or

I Rec. trav. 34, 39 ff.

2 No. 25515, see Ostraca hiératiques (CCG), pl. 9, with p. 12* of the text volume.

3 Also Porter and Moss, viI, 99, (11).

4 Porter and Moss, 111, 207, under E’.

5 Gauthier, Livre des rofs, 111, 140 ff. On his coffin found in the tomb of Amenophis II the roughly written
prenomen substitutes mry-Imn for stp-n-Rr, the nomen not being given, see Elliot Smith, The Royal Mummies,
pl. 6o. There are many small variations in both cartouches.
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dates involved. Baldly stated in the above terms, it might seem fantastic to assert the
identity of two Siptahs who differed not only in their nomen, but also in their prenomen,
yet both Daressy and Maspero realized that there was here a question which would have
to be faced. Even if the identity could not be fully proved, there was at least a link
that could not be ignored ; graffiti previously recorded at Aswan,* Sehél,2 Abu Simbel,3
and Wadi Halfa+ had revealed the existence of a King’s Son of Kush Sety who had been
installed in his office in year 1 of Ratmesse-Siptah and was still holding the post in
year 3 of Merenptah-Siptah.s The prenomen of Ratmesse-Siptah not yet being known,
it was all the easier to accept Breasted’s view—unfortunately mixed up with some un-
tenable conjectures—that there was a sole King Siptah who ‘was at first called Ramses-
Siptah and later Merneptah-Siptah’,5 and this view he could still hold whilst accepting
Lepsius’s well-founded assertion that in the tomb of Merenptah-Siptah’s queen
Twosre the cartouches of Sethos II were superimposed upon those of Merenptah-
Siptah. Breasted’s position in 19o6 thus was that Ratmesse-Siptah and Merenptah-
Siptah were identical and that the bearer of those names reigned before Sethos II.
Daressy, on the other hand, forgetting or else disagreeing with Lepsius, continued to
regard Ratmesse-Siptah and Merenptah-Siptah as separate kings reigning immediately
after one another in that order, and on the evidence of his ostracon located them as suc-
cessors of Sethos II. Maspero, knowing nothing about the ostracon, expressed no
opinion as to the date of the Siptah king or kings,” but maintained their identity in spite
of the new Abu Simbel graffito giving to Ratmesse-Siptah a prenomen different from
that of Merenptah-Siptah. For this he had two excellent reasons, first the reappearance
in his new graffito of the Nubian viceroy Sety and secondly the Horus-name 33 % } 5*

|27 ==Y 1 ‘Strong bull, beloved of Hatpy (the Inundation god) who makes every
land to live by his spirit’. Now when Theodore Davis, in the last days of December
1905, had discovered the tomb of Merenptah-Siptah, he found on the outer jamb of

the entrance the titulary § @ Iyﬂ e EX @%i =2 ?g@ 02 {)‘Horus-Ré.

Strong-Bull-beloved-of-Hatpy, the King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Akhenrét-setpenré,
the son of Reé¢, Merenptah-Siptah’, with the variant 53 3 9« as the Horus-name on
the opposite jamb.8 In his article on the Abu Simbel graffito Maspero at once realized
the great improbability that the otherwise completely unattested Horus-name ‘Strong-
bull-beloved-of Hatpy’ should be given to two different kings.? So commonplace

I Porter and Moss, v, 245. 2 Ibid. 251, ¢6.

3 Ibid. vi1, 8 (g).

+ Ibid. 134, 6 w.

5 The references to Sety are conveniently tabulated by Reisner in ¥EA 6, 48; texts and translations by
Maspero will be found in Th. Davis’s book mentioned below, n. 8.

6 Ancient Records, 111, §§ 639~41.

7 He had previously maintained that the two Siptahs, whom he like Breasted regarded as identical, had
preceded Sethos I1, see Th. Davis’s book, p. xxviii. Reisner (JEA 6, 49, bottom) seems mistaken in thinking
that Maspero ever explicitly placed Siptah after Sethos II.

8 Theodore Davis, The Tomb of Siphtah, London, 1908, pp. xiii and 14. Wr phty mi Tmn appears to occur
as the Horus name of MerenrehSlptah the usurper of the stela B of Amenmesse in the temple of Kurna,
see Caminos in Firchow, Agyptologische Studien, p. 25.

9 Ann. Serv. 10, 137.
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a Horus-name as Wr-phty might indeed occur with more than one king,! but not
Mr[y]-Hpy. This argument acquires additional force from Ostr. Gardiner 10 recently
published by Cerny and myself in our Hieratic Ostraca, pl. 17, 4; here in a full titulary
of Akhenré-[setpenré(] Merenptah-Si[ptah] dated in his year 5 the Horus-name Mry-
Hepy receives the further adjunct snh ¢ [nb m kif] exactly as in the Abu Simbel
graffito, where it is assigned to Ra‘messe-Siptah. This supplies a very strong ground
for maintaining the identity of Ratmesse-Siptah and Merenptah-Siptah, and taken in
conjunction with the naming of Sety as Nubian viceroy, constitutes a wellnigh un-
answerable case for that view; surely few scholars will accept the contention that be-
cause Sety was a very common name at this period there may have been more than one
viceroy of the name. Von Beckerath,2 who argued on much the same lines as I have done,
made two very good points in observing (a) that while we possess separate tombs for
Sethos II, Amenmesse,3 and Merenptah-Siptah, we have none for a separate Ratmesse-
Siptah, and () while of the few dated records of Merenptah-Siptah three belong to
year 3 and one each to years 5 and 6, none belongs to year 1, the only year attested for
Ratmesse-Siptah. If we are asked to explain why King Siptah adopted a new form of
name between years 1 and 3, we can only reply that we cannot do so, but that troubled
events were evidently in progress and they must have been the cause. We can now add,
however, that evidence is accumulating to indicate that royal names were by no means
as stable and immutable as was formerly believed: Phiops I appears to have used the
prenomen Nefersahor before finally giving the preference to Meryré¢;s if the arguments
of Stock, von Beckerath, and myself are sound Menthotpe I changed his titulary not only
once, but twice ;% and no one has, to my knowledge, contested the fact that Ramesses IV
elected at the beginning of his reign to be known as Usimatré¢-setpenamiin before
substituting the element | Hks- for { Ws[r]-.7

Thus far I have added but little to the evidence adduced by others, but more remains
to be said. Two Cairo ostraca,® one of them that first published by Daressy, quote a
vizier Pratemhab who was in office in year 6 of Sethos 11, and three graffiti in the Wadi
Hammamat? all associate him with the same king, whose cartouches he is seen wor-
shipping in two of the cases. In the famous indictment for crime P.Salt 124 the accused
Pnéb is said (rt. 1, 3) to have bribed Pratemhab with six servants who had belonged to
the accuser’s father, and the words wnw m t:¢y ‘who had been vizier’ show that Pratem-
hab no longer occupied that position. The more closely we study P.Salt 124, the more

I About this period it occurs also, so far as I can see, only with Gauthier, Livre des rois, 111, 133, xiii; 136,
xxviii; Ostr. Cairo 25560 vs.; so too doubtless at the end of P.Sallier 1, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, p. 88.

2 Tanis und Theben, 72.

3 1 find the name of this king given as Amenmose by a number of scholars who ought to know better,
since the s is invariably written twice. On the analogy of Ra‘messe I here write Amenmesse.

4 Von Beckerath, op. cit. 71, wrongly states that Sety was still viceroy in year 6 and this error is repeated
by Helck on p. 39 of the article quoted below, p. 17, n. 1. Some time before year 6 Sety had been replaced by
a viceroy Hori who does not concern us here, see ¥EA 6, 49.

5 Moller in ZAS 44, 129; also Anthes, Felsinschriften von Hatnub, p. 13 with pl. 4.

¢ Mitt. d. deutsch. archdolog. Inst., Kairo, 14, 42 fI.

7 Gauthier, Livre des rois, 111, 178.

8 Cerny, op. cit. 25515, rt. I, 3; vs. 4, 3; 25538, 2.
9 Couyat and Montet, nos. 46. 239. 246.
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evident it becomes that Pnéb had taken advantage of the prevailing situation to purloin
things that were to have been used at Sethos II’s funeral (see rt. 1, 6-8) and had shown
his disregard for the defunct king by quarrying stone at the latter’s tomb for use at his
own (rt. 2, 5). I gain the impression that the accuser Amennakhte was trying to get
Pnéb removed from the office of ‘chief workman’ which he had obtained as a result of
his bribe to Pratemhab and that the papyrus is likely to have been written very soon
after Sethos II’s death. If so, the picture can be combined with the long series of Cairo
ostraca where Ratmesse-Siptah first comes into view. Before the end of that king’s first
year a new vizier Hori! is found busying himself with the affairs of the necropolis, and
he can hardly be other than the vizier Hori who is found together with the cartouches of
Akhenréc-setpenréc Merenptah-Siptah in a graffito copied by Petrie on the road leading
southwards from the town of Aswin.z The same vizier is found associated with the same
pair of cartouches on the highly interesting hieroglyphic ostracon belonging to the
Boston Museum edited by Cerny in the present volume. These two pieces of evidence,
combined with the ostracon first published by Daressy, place the equation of Ratmesse-
Siptah and Merenptah-Siptah beyond the shadow of a doubt, for no judicious scholar
will wish to postulate two separate viziers of the name of Hori, each holding office
under a separate king Siptah. It is true that Weil, in his excellent but somewhat out-of-
date work? on the Ancient Egyptian viziers, classified the Horiof the Nineteenth Dynasty
under six different heads, but both Cerny and Helck believe that it is the same person
who is referred to in every case, and that he lived on into the time of Ramesses II1.

The main purpose of the article published by me in ¥EA4 40, 40 ff. was to summarize
the results obtained by my friend Caminos in an elaborate investigation of the tomb
of Queen Twosre, no. 14 in the Biban el-Molik. Two representations of a king were
found there accompanied by cartouches that had been erased and replaced by others,
and I had asked Caminos to ascertain whether the names of Merenptah-Siptah were
the originals, as Lepsius following the example of Champollion had maintained, or
whether the priority was to be given to Sethos I1, as Ayrton had later asserted. Caminos
devoted to this commission a care and a thoroughness such as I had never expected,
making diagrams of every scene throughout the entire length of the tomb and adding
comments wherever cartouches or royal titles occurred. This admirable work had, how-
ever, the disadvantage of being too extensive to be published in full, so that it fell to
my lot to prepare a brief statement.* Caminos’s final verdict, supported by other com-
petent scholars examining the tomb with him or independently, was decisive in favour
of Lepsius: the cartouches of Sethos II had been superimposed upon those of Siptah
and not vice versa, suggesting that of the two kings Merenptah-Siptah was the earlier
and consequently to be distinguished from Ratmesse-Siptah, known from the Cairo

I For references see Cerny, op. cit., Index, p. 115.

2 Petrie, A Season in Egypt, pl. 10, no. 278. The cartouches of this graffito are given also in J. de Morgan,
Catalogue, p. 27, no. 208, but without the name of Hori.

3 A. Weil, Die Veziere des Pharaonenreiches, p. 108, bottom.

+ It must be emphasized that the state of affairs there disclosed is considerably more complicated than is
admitted in my summary. For complete knowledge of the facts scholars will need to consult Caminos’s material
in the Griffith Institute at Oxford.
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ostracon to have been Sethos II's successor. I confess I had hoped that Ayrton’s view
would prove correct, in which case the identity of Ra‘messe-Siptah and Merenptah-
Siptah would have been further confirmed, as I had long believed on the strength of
the evidence set forth in the first part of the present paper.

Ayrton’s contention having proved to be mistaken, it was logical to draw the opposite
conclusion, and to admit that Merenptah-Siptah reigned before Sethos II, a conclusion
which entailed the further admission that Merenptah-Siptah and Ra‘messe-Siptah
were separate kings. Having now, however, had occasion to study the situation afresh,
I am convinced that my original opinion was correct, and that accordingly the un-
deniable superimposition of Sethos II's cartouches over those of Merenptah-Siptah
does not carry with it the chronological implication which others beside myself have
over-hastily supposed. It is, in fact, becoming more and more evident that the chrono-
logical deduction from superimposed cartouches is highly precarious, and must give
way to other considerations whenever these are sufficiently strong. The long and tedious
controversy in which Sethe was the protagonist ended in the general acceptance of the
view that the insertion of the names of Tuthmosis I and II over that of Hashepsowe
was due, not to those kings, but to Tuthmosis ITI.” We need to realize that the carving
of one pair of cartouches over another may sometimes have been the work of a person
or persons interested to support the pretensions of a Pharaoh earlier in date. This does
not mean, of course, that the secondary cartouches were never due to a king actually
posterior in point of time; in the tomb of T'wosre herself the last usurper everywhere
was Setnakhte, and Setnakhte is known to have reigned later than any of the three other
royalties there mentioned ; so too the substitution of the titulary of Merenptah-Siptah
over that of Amenmesse on two stelae in the temple of Kurna certainly corresponds to
the actual historical order.2 However, in the case before us, as well as in that of a block
discovered by Petrie at Memphis where precisely the same superimposition has been
found,3 there are ample grounds for denying that Sethos II was alive at the time, as
will be seen by considering some of the consequences which would have ensued if
Merenptah-Siptah had preceded him as king.

In the scene on the right-hand wall of the Entrance Corridor T'wosre is seen standing
behind Merenptah-Siptah and described as King’s Great Wife. Siptah would thus have
been her husband, since ex Aypothesi her marriage to Sethos II took place only later. Can
we imagine that a proud Pharaoh of adult age would have suffered his spouse to equip
herself with a great tomb in the sacred burial-ground from which queens had hitherto
always been banned ?# And if Twosre was already in possession of such a tomb when
she became the wife of Sethos II would she have condescended to wear a bracelet de-
picting her standing humbly to pour wine into the goblet of her seated husband ?5 And

1 See particularly Edgerton, The Thutmosid Succession and the summing-up in Vandier and Drioton, L’ Egypte,
3rd ed., 383.

2 See Caminos’s article in Firchow, Agyptologische Studien, 17 ff.

3 Rigqgeh and Memphis, vi, pl. 57, 23, with p. 33.

4 It is true that Hashepsowe had a tomb in the Valley, but she had it in virtue of her claim to be King of
Egypt, not a mere queen.

5 Th. Davis, op. cit., pl. [11].
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lastly, if a separate king Ratmesse-Siptah had succeeded that husband upon the throne,
would Twosre ever have found the opportunity, which she ultimately did find, of de-
claring herself King of Upper and Lower Egypt?

It is doubtless impossible, with the meagre data at our disposal, to present a historical
picture accurate in all details, but at least some features of the situation stand forth
clearly, so that a tentative reconstruction may be justifiable. This will be found to differ
in some respects from that given by Helck in an article! with which I became acquainted
only after half of the present paper was written, but at all events one must admire the
skill and ingenuity with which he has stated his case, and the industry with which he
has collected all the relevant material. This having been said, I find it better to go my
own way. That T'wosre was at some time Sethos II’s principal wife is certain from the
jewellery of which one item has been mentioned above. She may have been preceded
in that position by a King’s Great Wife Takhate mentioned on a colossal group in the
Cairo Museum where she appears to stand beside Sethos I1.2 However, notes which I
owe to the kindness of Edgerton state that he found the name of Sethos II to be secon-
dary on this statue, as well as on another of the same type which he saw in the temple of
Karnak ; this T'akhace was possibly a daughter of Ramesses I1,3 and almost certainly the
mother of the ephemeral Pharaoh Amenmesse,* but she does not concern us here.
To return to T'wosre, it now seems certain that wherever she is designated King’s Great
Wife, the relationship intended was due to her marriage with Sethos II; a good reason
for refusing to recognize her as the wife of Merenptah-Siptah has been given above.
But if Siptah was not her husband, what can have induced her to depict him as her
partner in her own tomb? The explanation may, I fancy, be found in the role played
by the great minister of state Bay who likewise took the liberty of providing himself
with a tomb in the Bibin el-Molik.5 As Helck cleverly argues, Bay may have been of
Syrian origin, since he is given at Aswan® the additional name i~ 2977 Ra‘messe-
Khatmentéru resembling other names given to foreigners who rose to high stations at
the Court.” In three distinct places® he assumes the proud title of Q7 — B«
‘Great Chancellor of the entire land’, and in each case he is shown in close proximity
either to a figure of Merenptah-Siptah or to that king’s cartouches. Of great interest is
the attribute £5 } {1~ # =] = (7" applied to Bay in the West Silsila inscription and again
in corrupt form in that from Aswan.? This de Rougé had translated ‘establishing the
king on the seat of his father’,’* a phrase curiously reminiscent of an epithet smn wrw hr
st-sn ‘establishing the great ones on their seats’ given to the important Nubian official

v Zur Geschichte der 19. und 20. Dynastie in ZDMG 105, 27 fI.; see particularly 44 ff.

* Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten (CCG) 4, no. 1198, with pl. 16g.

3 Gauthier, Livre des rois, 111, 112, no. 57.

+ Ibid. 129—-30.

5 No. 13, see Porter and Moss, 1, 18. The name is lost, but the owner’s title suffices to prove his identity.

6 Leps. Denkm. 111, 202¢, reproduced with all evident mistakes in J. de Morgan, Catalogue, 28, 6. This is one
of the stelae where the viceroy Sety is also depicted.

7 See further below, p. 21.

8 At West Silsila, Porter and Moss, v. 211 (38); Aswin, see above p. 13, n. 1; and at Amada, Gauthier, Le
Temple d’ Amada, pl. 21, and p. 108, where the legend is copied badly, corrected later in Ann. Serv. 24, .

9 See the last note for references.

1o E. de Rougé, (Euvres diverses, 111, 291. Reisner, loc. cit. 49, agreed with the view taken here.

B 6533 D
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Hori son of Kama in the same reign.! It is incomprehensible to me why Breasted,?
later approved of by Maspero,3 should have preferred the rendering ‘whom the king
established in the seat of his father’, a weak and almost meaningless alternative, cer-
tainly more open to grammatical objection than de Rougé’s version. Bay’s claim to have
been a ‘king-maker’ is both striking and probable. His title and name are preceded in
the Aswian graffito by the words rwi grg, di msct ‘banishing falsehood and granting truth’,
while in a damaged inscription at Thebes,* Bay addressing a hymn of praise to Meren-
ptah-Siptah says di-n-i irt-i hr-k we-tw ‘1 placed my eye upon thee alone’, phrases which
may or may not refer to Bay’s instrumentality in raising Siptah to the kingship. It must
be observed that de Rougé’s interpretation implies that Siptah was the son of a king,
who can only have been Sethos I1I, but it is doubtful whether he was the 1&. | —_ &.°2}
‘king’s son Ratmesse-Siptah’ who owned a Book of the Dead now in the Florence
museum ;5 note that Ramesses 11 had a son of the name of Siptah, but without the pre-
ceding adjunct Ra‘messe.® The small temple of Sethos II at Karnak? was dedicated as
a reward to ‘the hereditary prince (iri-prf) and eldest son of the King Seti-merenptah’,
but of this son nothing more is heard. The mother of our King Siptah is unknown, but
we may perhaps guess that she was a Syrian concubine. It looks as though at the time
of his accession he was a mere boy unable to assert his own rights; if the mummy found
in the tomb of Amenophis II in a coffin roughly inscribed with his name is really his,?
he was at death still only a young man,? and he is known to have reigned more than
five years.1° It is thus easy to conjecture that his Pharaonic status was the result of an
agreement between Bay and Twosre, an arrangement to the advantage of all three. Twosre
may have needed to be conciliated as the widow of Sethos II, and perhaps also as the
rightful heiress, though in her tomb there is only one example of the title 7prz¢ and that
a somewhat doubtful one.’* The scenes in her tomb where Siptah is depicted might well
have dated from a time when she did not as yet venture to proclaim herself king. I pic-
ture her to myself as occupying much the same position towards the young king as
Hashepsowe had occupied towards Tuthmosis III, a sort of guardian during his mino-
rity. On the left-hand wall of her tomb there is a representation where at first sight she
does not appear to be present; Siptah is shown offering Truth to Isis, who is described
as ‘Isis the great, the god’s mother’ and says, ‘I give thee the duration of R&¢, and the
years . . .";12 I cannot help asking myself whether Isis here dees not symbolize Twosre
in the act of bestowing the kingship on her step-son Siptah. The replacements

I Randall-Maclver and Woolley, Buhen, 38.

2 Ancient Records, 111, 274, 279.

3 Th. Davis, op. cit., p. Xix.

4 Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari, 11, pl. 10 K.

5 Naville, Das dgyptische Todtenbuch, Einleitung, 8s.

6 Gauthier, op. cit. III, 100, nO. 43.

7 Chevrier, Le Temple reposoir de Seéti II a Karnak, 39, 45, 46, 56; depicted behind Sethos II in pl. 7.

8 Daressy, Cercueils des cachettes royales (CCG), p. 218 and pl. 61 ; Elliot Smith, The Royal Mummies, pl. 60;
the attribution receives some support from the fragment of a pottery vase with his name found in the same
tomb, Daressy, Fouilles de la Vallée des Rois (CCG), no. 24880, p. 216.

9 Elliot Smith, op. cit. 72.

10 See the Wadi Halfa graffito quoted above, p. 14, n. 4. 11 YEA 40, 42.
12 Leps. Denkm. 111, 201, b; the actual figure of Truth has there been omitted.
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of the name of Sethos II throughout the tomb might have been effected when she no
longer wished her association with Siptah to be remembered, but was unable to sup-
press the fact of her marriage to his predecessor. Later days refused to regard either
Siptah or T'wosre as legitimate Pharaohs; in a procession of royal statues at Medinet
Habu the immediate successor of Sethos II is Setnakht.!

It would have been difficult to depict the close association of Bay, T'wosre and
Siptah more convincingly than is done in two complementary scenes on opposite sides
of the entrance to the vestibule in the Nubian temple of Amada.? The name of the
dedicator is given in an identically worded column to right and left ; this Piay, though not
given that title elsewhere, was a ‘captain of troops’ (hry pdt) known to have visited Kush
to receive tribute in the third year of Merenptah-Siptah.3 The Amada scenes must be
later than year 1, since the form of Siptah’s nomen is no longer Ra‘messe-Siptah. To
the left Bay is shown squatting in an attitude of adoration before the cartouches of
Merenptah-Siptah; opposite, on the right, the ‘god’s wife, Great King’s (Wife),
mistress of the T'wo Lands, T'wosre-loved-of-Mut’ jingles her sistra in the direction of
the royal cartouches. The relationship of the same three personages seems reflected in
each possessing a tomb in the Biban el-Molik, and it is not impossible that all three
tombs were started about the same time; that of T'wosre was begun in year 2, doubtless
of Siptah, as we learn from the Cairo ostracon J. 72452, from the beginning of which,
through the kindness of Cerny, I was able to quote a translation in my previous article.*
Cerny has now shown me another ostracon (Cairo J. 72451) dated in a year 3, fourth
month of Inundation, day 20, which records the amount of work done on that day in the
tomb of the Chancellor Bay; there is a slight doubt about the reading of the title and
name here, but it would be difficult to find a plausible alternative. The lack of animosity
between Twosre on the one hand and Bay and Siptah on the other seems reflected
in the presence of Siptah in the queen’s tomb, but the good feeling was hardly reci-
procal. In Siptah’s own tomb the queen is never mentioned; it remains to be explained
why, as I have learnt once again from Edgerton’s notes, the king’s cartouche was on the
inner walls, with one solitary oversight, everywhere erased only to be restored later in
crude paint. In the foundation deposits of the funerary temple of Siptah discovered by
Petrie to the north of the Ramesseum Bay is constantly mentioned,s but T'wosre re-
ferred to only by a solitary stray scarab with her name written as T'wosre-setpenmiité
almost as in the Amada relief above described. Twosre’s own funerary temple, situated
to the south of the Ramesseum, must date from later, when the connexion with Siptah
had broken down or ended with his death, for the foundation deposits all testify to her
claim to be king.” She had now adopted a second cartouche Sitré¢-meramiin whilst re-
taining her old name in the form T'wosre-setpetenmiit. At Thebes the title ‘King of Upper

I Festival Scenes of Ramses 111 (Chicago, Medinet Habu, IV), pl. 207; cf. too pl. 203.

2 For the reference, see above, p. 17, n. 8.

3 Randall-Maclver and Woolley, op. cit., pl. 12, 7 with p. 26; pl. 16, with p. 39; also p. 43.

+ JEA 40, 43, n. 3.

5 Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes, pl. 17, no. 12; pl. 18, nos. 10, 11, 12, 13.

6 Op. cit., pl. 16, no. 7, see p. I5.

7 Op. cit., pls. 16: 17, 2, the latter a sandstone block showing both cartouches preceded by nb t:wy and nb
hrw respectively.
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and Lower Egypt’ prefixed to the new nomen Sitré-mer[amiin] is found only once on
a winejar.! Most of the pieces of glaze found by Petrie at Serabit el-Khadim show only
the name Sitré--meramiin, but one piece combines with this the second cartouche
Twosrét-setpetenmiit.2 But by far the clearest and most indisputable testimony to
Twosré?’s kingship is seen in two limestone bricks said to come from Kantir3 of which
one is reproduced in the accompanying figure ; the inscription, which reads, ‘The Man-
sion of Millions of Years of the King of Upper and Lower Egypt Sitré&-meryamiin in
the House of Amiin, the son (sic) of Ré¢ T'wosré¢-setpetenmiit’, mentions this female
king’s funerary temple at Thebes, which may also have
been referred to on the stela of Bilgai, though with only
a single cartouche and that erased.# Helck,5 who agrees
with me that the stela of Bilgai commemorated a chapel
in the Delta built by Twosre, preferred to restore the
name of Siptah in the erased cartouche, and though
thinking that in this he was wrong, I accept his ingenious
identification of the steward Pbes mentioned there with
the steward Pbes named on a wine-jar found in the
funerary temple of Siptah.6

I no longer see any objection to attributing to T'wosre
the dates of years 6 and 7 found in a sideroom of her
tomb,? nor the date in year 8 contained in Ostr. Cairo
25293 published by Daressy ;8 but it must be admitted
that there is here no certainty. I have always believed
that the Thu6ris® whom Manetho places at the end of
the dynasty, with a reign of seven years, gives in distorted
form the name of T'wosre, though there misrepresented |
as a male. This would be the third example in Egyptian |
history of a woman bringing a dynasty to a close. There
is good reason for thinking that Twosre was buried in =~
her own tomb, since the jewellery found by Theodore Davis in an uninscribed cache!®
must have been part of her funerary equipment, perhaps secretly hidden in order to save
it from the rapacity of Setnakhte.!” Her mummy is lost, unless it be that of a woman

t Op. cit., pl. 19, 2.

) ZS.See‘ the references in Gardiner, Peet and Cerny, The Inscriptions of Sinai, pp. 1856 to Petrie’s Researches
in Ownat.

3 Hayes, Glazed Tiles from a Palace of Ramesses II at Kantir, pl. 1, with p. 7.

4 ZAS 50, pl. 4, 1. 15; see my note YEA 40, 44, n. 2.

5 Loc cit. 49. It is improbable that the stela erased the name of more than one royal person, and his restora-
tion in the two earlier cases is grammatically impossible; a title following a proper name would have to be
preceded by the definite article.

°dPetrie, op. cit., pl. 19, nos. 6. 10. The proper name is badly written or copied, but Cerny agrees about the
reading.

7 }'EgA 40, 43. 8 Ibid., n. 3.

9 Perhaps there has been some contamination with the Thuéris named by Plutarch, De Iside, 19 as Typhon’s
concubine; obviously she was the hippopotamus goddess T7-wrt.

10 Th. Davis, op. cit., pp. 30 ff. I As suggested by Lefebvre, Muséon, 59, 217.
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found lying in the coffin-lid of Setnakhte among the royal mummies discovered by
Loret in the tomb of Amenophis 1.1

Of direct relevance to the subject of the present article is the question of the Syrian
usurper whom a famous passage of the Great Harris Papyrus (75, 4-5) places at the
close of the period of anarchy and misery ended by the accession of Setnakhte and
the ushering in of a new era of prosperity and happiness. Von Beckerath emphasized
the traditional, purely literary character of this retrospect, but realized that the ‘Syrian
Arsu’ must have been a real person,? perhaps a foreigner designated as his successor by
Siptah. Helck, while agreeing with the general standpoint of von Beckerath, ventured
the daring suggestion that this foreigner was none other than Siptah himself. Helck’s
arguments are well worth careful consideration, and much that he has written on the
subject is perfectly sound. That the period between the end of the Nineteenth Dynasty
and the beginning of the Twentieth was very short is proved by the continuance in
office under Setnakhte and even later of both Siptah’s vizier Hori and the latter’s name-
sake the son of Kama who was viceroy in Nubia. Instances are then quoted of Syrian
butlers who rose to high office under Ramesside kings and were given new names, like
the Runssw-mryimnmir¢ whose Semitic name was Bnisn—Helck’s collection of refer-
ences here is very valuable. Unfortunately, however, the conclusion which he draws
overlooks another far more plausible possibility pointed out to me by Cerny. May not
the Syrian Arsu ({£) =" 4¢) %) have been none other than the chancellor Bay who played
so large a part in placing Siptah on the throne? As mentioned already above, Helck
himself pointed out that Bay received an additional name Ra‘messe-Khatmentéru’
which suggests his foreign origin. If my conjecture holds good that Siptah was at his
accession a mere boy and a pawn in the hand of Bay, Cerny’s guess, though admittedly
no more than such, gains enhanced likelihood. Helck did not mention the epithet twice
given to Bay on which depends his claim to have been a ‘king-maker’; if de Rougé’s
translation of this was sound, Siptah was a king’s son, and even if his mother was of
Syrian birth that would surely disqualify him from being the Arsu mentioned in the
Harris Papyrus. But it is time to call a halt to these speculations.

I'am acutely aware that to have produced two diametrically opposite theories within
a single quinquennium and without much new accession of facts is not calculated to in-
spire confidence. Having, however, reverted to my original view I felt it my duty to
argue out the problem afresh. Of course I accept everything that Caminos has had to
teach me about Twosre’s tomb, though now repudiating the conclusions which I based
thereupon. At the same time I do not guarantee the story which I have here tried to tell.
More evidence is required before anything like certainty can be elicited in this trouble-
some problem.

Postscript
The present article was completed before I read L. Christophe’s contribution to the

I Elliot Smith, op. cit. 81 ff.

2 Tirsw is a not a Semitic name, but there was a necropolis-workman of the name of Trw-sw, e.g. Cerny,
Ostraca hiératiques non littéraives de Deir el Médineh, 11, 164, ii, 7. The strange Egyptian habit of giving altered
or fictitious names to undesirable persons is well illustrated in the Lee and the Turin judicial papyri.
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same subject in Bibl. Or. 14, no. 1, pp. 10-13. It will be found that his reconstruction
differs fundamentally from mine. It was not until even later that my attention was drawn
to von Beckerath’s much more valuable article Die Reihenfolge der letzten Kénige der 19.
Dynastie in ZDMG 106, Heft 2 (1956), 241 ff. No useful purpose would be served, in
my opinion, by a detailed discussion here of the points of agreement and of disagree-
ment between us, and I will merely remark that the main difference between my view
and that of my German colleagues seems to lie in the emphasis that I lay upon the youth
of King Siptah and upon the role played by the chancellor Bay.! It is surely an other-
wise unheard-of thing that an official, however important, should have intruded his
name into his sovereign’s foundation deposits.

I One small question addressed to von Beckerath: What evidence has he that Twosre was ever called a ‘king’s
daughter’, see his p. 242, under A(e)?
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A HIEROGLYPHIC OSTRACON IN THE MUSEUM
OF FINE ARTS AT BOSTON

By JAROSLAV CERNY

THis curious ostracon in the Museum of Fine Arts at Boston (No. 11.1498) was copied
by me as long ago as January 1955, and though Mr. Dows Dunham, who was then in
charge of the collection, gave me permission to publish it at that time, it is likely that
it would have remained unpublished for many years had I not rather light-heartedly
promised Sir Alan Gardiner to write a note on it for the current number of this Journal,
in which he himself refers to it (above, p. 15). I am therefore bound to honour my
promise, albeit with some hesitation, since on the actual purpose of the ostracon I can-
not offer more than a guess and much of the inscriptions remains obscure to me. On the
other hand, though the result of my efforts to interpret it is to me unsatisfactory,
there is perhaps some justification in making known a document which is not clear in
every respect, in the hope that others may succeed where I have failed.

The limestone flake measures 17 X 13 cm. and is inscribed on both sides. The photo-
graphs reproduced on pl. X (also kindly supplied by Dunham) speak for themselves,
so that it is not necessary to describe the disposition of the texts on the two surfaces of
the piece.

The side which I shall arbitrarily call the recto displays down the centre two vertical
lines of hieroglyphs damaged at the top:

(1) [A4 boon which the king gives to Amun], Mut and Khons,' that they may give an
eternity as a king of the Two Lands, everlastingness as a ruler and joy to the King of Upper
and Lower Egypt Akhenréc-setpenréc, [Son of] Réc (2) [Rarmesse]-Siptah, beloved of
Amen-Réc, King of the gods, Lord of heaven, and Ruler of the Ennead, given life, duration
and dominion like Réc for ever and ever.

To the left three lines of hieroglyphs run from left to right:

(1) [Words spoken by)? Hori, Vizier and Steward of the Mansion of Millions of Years of
the King of Upper and Lower Egypt Akhenrec-setpenreéc in the estate of Amin on the west
of Wese. He says in praise: (2) . . .,> Amen-Rec! Thine* is life, favours are under thy
authority, wealth, the duration of life, esteem and burial are by the command of thy ka.
Give favour to the heart of the Vi[zier (3) Hori, since he is valiant . . . under my possessions
to be a servant of the Lord of the gods.

1 Figures of the three deities stand each on the hieroglyph == with their names written in front of them in
small hieroglyphs. The top of the figure of Amun is lost. Di-sn postulates the formula ;LA‘ , at the top of the

line.
2 The tail of ™ is clear and the trace beneath suits ¥. Restore qum.
3 Obscure traces resembling 7//%6

Z

+ Twt, Erman Neudg. Gramm.?, § 109.
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To the right of the two vertical lines is placed another hieroglyphic text, this time
running from right to left:

(1) . . . of the herdsman of the vizier Hori, Pekharemwese of Memphis, with (?) cattle
entering into his possession to (?) Amen-Rec, (2) . . . his creations, Aman being in Pnubs.!
Thus said Amiin when making his appearance > As for the vizier who shall move [this stela
from) its [place],3 he shall not be satisfied with justice and shall not follow Amin on any of
his festivals. As for whosoever shall* . . . (4) content of heart and following the Lord of the
gods.

The verso (|1) contains in its right-hand half four vertical lines of hieroglyphs the
beginnings of which are lost:

(1) ... mayst thou wake up at (?) four and rise at daybreak (?),5 may thy limbs be clean so
that thou mayst put on fine linen, (2) . . . [all] beautiful [things?], may thine heart get
drunken and thy face brighten while thou art in joy® every day, to the ka of (the rest of the
line is left blank). (3) . . . good . . are in the hands? of Amuan. Things can be left to (?) him8
who knows how to keep safe whoever follows him and is useful to [his] partisan, (4) . . . every
venerated one in (?) the light of the sun-disk of heaven, to the ka of (blank).

The left-hand half is occupied by twelve lines in hieratic written upside down in
relation to the vertical lines of hieroglyphs. This hieratic is very faint, so that a tran-
scription of at least the first two lines must be given here: (1) 7)) L. oczatnt 1! (2)
BRI Fourth month of summer, day 14. Thirty-ninth day of the Madjoy. Then
follows "G\, o ©\nnna1 fOrtieth day, forty-first day, and so on till "\00" 1 sixty-sixth
day in line 12, the sixty-third day and sixty-fifth day being covered by a modern label.

As Gardiner points out (p. 15 above), the main interest of the ostracon lies of course
in the association of the well-known vizier Hori with the king Rat‘messe-Siptah. It
seems to have been set up as a substitute for an elaborate and therefore more expensive
stela by the herdsman of the vizier Pekhatemwese. His name, unattested elsewhere,
seems to mean ‘He of (na-) Khatemweése’, Khatemwése being the famous high-priest of
Memphis, and a son of Ramesses II. Pekhatemwése belonged to Mempbhis, as did also
the vizier Hori.? The provenance of the ostracon, however, is more likely to be Thebes,
where ostraca were commonly used for a similar purpose.’® The vizier Hori paid many

' The determinative L3 shows that P;-nbs is a building or a locality, though probably not the town Pr-nbs,
[Ivov, in Nubia (Wh. 11, 246, 1).
2 Evidently an oracular statement made at a festival of Amin.

* Restore T[0T} 21 @) [T L8 LI &
t="o=k7
5 %I lg) is unknown; is it a forerunner of wny, oyoe, ‘light’?

=N AAE A aat

T

8 1&;‘5@??_ with redundant ¥ .

9 Cf. the base of a stela Turin 9498: k?&{] 5[] ! yﬂTg fﬁ@ (my own copy; quoted by Bruyére, Rapport

sur les fouilles de Deir el Médineh (I933-1934), p. 56); also an unpublished hieratic ostracon at Cairo from

Mond’s excavations at Kurnah: k?kq ﬁo%m ‘wﬂm'% A

10 See, for example, Vandier d’Abbadie, Catalogue des ostraca figurés, nos. 2407, 2631, 2633, 2650, 2656;
Brunner-Traut, Die altdgyptischen Scherbenbilder, nos. 10, 14, 77, 78, 79, 82, 86, 87, go.
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visits to Thebes in the performance of his duties,’ and was probably accompanied by
some of his people from Memphis. The religious character of the ostracon did not
protect it from being used profanely for a note concerning the length of the stay of the
Madjoy-police.

It is perhaps worth mentioning that the forms of the hieroglyphic signs of the ostracon
show a striking similarity to, if not identity with, those of a draughtsman responsible
for the inscriptions in some of the tombs at Dér el-Medinah, about the end of the Nine-
teenth Dynasty. But the elaboration of this point requires much fuller demonstration
than is possible or even desirable here.

1 He is often mentioned in hieratic ostraca from the Valley of the Kings, cf. Cerny, Ostraca hiératiques (CCG),
nos. 255175, 1; 25536, 1; 25537, 1. 4; 25792, 0; 25794, 1. 2; 25831, 3.

B 6533 E
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THE TOMB OF A PRINCE RAMESSES IN THE
VALLEY OF THE QUEENS (NO. 53)

By JEAN YOYOTTE

IT is well known that four sons of Ramesses III had tombs prepared in the Valley of the
Queens. At the end of the southern wadi are situated the tombs of Khatemwese (no. 44), of
Sethikhopshef (no. 43), and of Prathiwenmaf (no. 42), while the tomb of Amenhikhop-
shef (no. 55)! lies in the main wadi. As far as I am aware it has never been noticed
that a fifth tomb in the site must also be assigned to a prince of the T'wentieth Dynasty.
This tomb, the entrance of which opens at a distance of 20 metres east of the entrance
of the tomb of Amenhikhopshef (no. 55), is numbered 53; its plan is given here, fig. 1.
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It has never been cleared systematically. Its entrance passage and the vaulted ante-
chamber (I) are blocked by such a heap of rubbish that the visitor is forced at first to
proceed on all fours. The interior rooms (II-VI) are similarly obstructed by stones and
flakes detached from the walls, though to a lesser height, so that to visit them is less of
a hazard. All the rooms have suffered from a fire in the same way as those of the tombs
of Sethikhopshef and Prathiwenmaf. Some walls are entirely blackened by soot, and
of the thin layer of plaster which once covered them nothing still remains in place but

I Porter and Moss, Top. Bibl. 1, 40-41 and 44. See also Bruyere, Bull, Inst. fr. 25, 157-62.
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shapeless patches baked and reddened by fire. The surface itself of the limestone has
deteriorated almost everywhere. Lepsius had seen in the antechamber (I) a fragment
of plaster casing containing the name and prenomen of Ramesses III written in the
same orthography as in the four known tombs of this king’s sons (Leps., Denkm., Text
111, 229, a); this fragment supplying the exact date of the tomb is now lost. Neverthe-
less, a few elements of decoration can still be identified in passage II and in room V.1

In the passage (II) one can apparently discern two successive decorations super-
imposed. Originally the surface of the limestone was directly decorated with shallow
painted reliefs. Subsequently these sculptures were re-dressed and covered by a coating
of plaster which was again sculptured and painted. On both occasions the top of the
walls of the passage was decorated with a frieze of khakeru exactly similar to those in
tombs no. 44 and no. 55. Remains of the two superimposed friezes are clearly visible at
various points of the passage (B; C-D; E; F); they were practically identical but did not
exactly coincide.

ol = f 0
At s .
e oy IS =

= 1M »2

wr A =

Fic. 2 Fi1c. 3 Fic. 4

The west jamb of the door of the passage preserves at A traces of the old khakeru
frieze and of a design which is now indistinct. These designs are still covered by a large
piece of plaster belonging to the second decoration. This fragment of casing, which bears
a text in vertical columns, has lost all its colour, but the signs are still quite legible
(fig. 2): ‘Words spoken by [Nepht]hys, mistress of the West : I give thee water of Epet-sut(?)
which is the great inundation (h¢py wr) manifesting itself (bp[r]?). ..." The signs show
the fairly typical character shared by various tombs of the Valley of the Queens and
especially by the four tombs of princes of the reign of Ramesses III (note in particular
the form of { with two loops only). The legend shows that the goddess Nephthys was
here represented pouring water on the palms of her hands (nyny) for the benefit of the
deceased. This subject is fairly common in the tombs of Ramesside kings and princes;
it is, however, striking to find a similar representation of ‘Nephthys, mistress of the
West’ on the west jamb of the door of the passage—that is, in an exactly corresponding
position—in the tomb of Amenhikhopshef.2

I T have indicated in the present article all the elements of decoration which I was able to detect on three
successive visits in April and May 1956. I noticed then that the poor remains were deteriorating more and more
every day. 2 Colin Campbell, Two Theban Princes, 74.
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At D a few traces of painted signs survive on the surface of the limestone (fig. 4),
showing that the passage (II) of tomb no. 53 was decorated with vignettes and texts
taken from chapter 145 of the Book of the Dead, exactly as in the corresponding pas-
sages of the tombs of Amenhikhopshef and of Khatemwése;! the remains of phrases
which can be restored ([sbht . . .|nt wr[dw[-ib), rh-[kwy); [rn] n [ntr] s; [¢n] belong un-
doubtedly to the opening common to the invocation of each of the ‘porches’ (sbh?)
enumerated in this chapter 145. The pharaoh whose head, titles, and protecting solar
disk ([Bh]dty) are partly visible at point C (fig. 3) introduced the deceased to the porch.
Now, the regular intervention of the king as mediator between the dead prince and the
funerary gods or genii is precisely the well-known characteristic feature of the tombs
of the sons of Ramesses I11.2 The remains of levelled-out texts reproduced in figs. 3
and 4 belonged to the earlier decoration, but a few pieces of plaster existing at the same
spot seem to indicate that the same theme of porches had been adopted in the second
decoration in plaster.3

The analogies between no. 53 and tombs nos. 42, 43, 44, and 55 would probably not
suffice to prove that tomb no. 53 was that of a royal prince, if the only element of
decoration of some importance still preserved in Room V had not miraculously trans-
mitted the name of the deceased. At point G a large piece of plaster (fig. 5) still adheres
to the wall. Its paint is relatively well preserved, and though the colours have deterio-
rated a little under the impact of the fire the same ornamental technique and the same
painter’s colour scheme are found here as in the tombs of the four royal sons already
known.# On the left can be read the'end of a horizontal line of text which formed the
legend of ‘[Anubis imy Wt, who presides in the god’s booth’. From this it can be concluded
that a recumbent Anubis, facing the door, occupied the upper register in the left-hand
part of this wall.5 To the right of this Anubis one can see a standing person whose blue
wig is partly preserved on the lower border of the piece of plaster; above this coiffure
the end of the legend of this person still exists: 2% () [31°=[11S=80
‘..., born of the great [king’s] wife, [king’s] son, Ramesses’.6 A little to the right of the
large piece of plaster, at the point H, another fragment of text, much deteriorated,

t Ibid. 40-53, 74-81, 107-16; Schiaparelli, Relazione sut lavori della Missione archeologica italiana in Egitto,
1, Esplorazione della ‘Valle delle Regine’ nella necropoli di Tebe, 149-53, figs. 111-13.

2 Colin Campbell, op. cit. 18: ‘in both tombs also, the father appears acting as the sole mediator, the “magic
voice” of his sons.’

3 In its first stage the tomb seems to have been of the same type as the intact tombs of the sons of Ramesses
III. The fact that the decoration was altered does not necessarily imply a change in the ownership. It may be
a question of repairs or improvements. It would be necessary to verify whether the other tombs of royal sons,
the plastering of which is well preserved, contain under the layer of plaster traces of earlier sculpture. In any
case, until more information is forthcoming it would be rash to assume any historical drama to explain the
double decoration of tomb no. 53.

+ Where the upper layer of paint has fallen off in patches the lines of the signs remain clearly imprinted in
the plaster. The background was white, the signs =, tJ, &c. blue, H , =, were red. After the fire the white
had become pink, the blue turned mauve, and the red changed into orange.

5 The subject and the text must be reconstructed from the similar figure found at the exactly corresponding
spot (that is in the third room in the axis, east of the door) in the tomb of Queen Titi (no. 52), see Bénédite,
Le Tombeau de la reine Titi (Mém. Miss. Arch. Frang. V), p. 402 and pl. 5.

6 The expression ms(w)'n hmt-nsw wrt figures in the titulary of Amenhikhopshef (Colin Campbell, op. cit.
17). This parallel justifies our restoration.
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preserves the title of nb t;wy and the border of a vertical cartouche, proving that this
Ramesses was preceded by the king. Judging by the size and the orientation of the signs
preserved, these persons occupied the entire height of the wall and walked towards the
interior end of the tomb. Like the scenes in the other princes’ tombs, this representation
therefore showed the ruler conducting his son and introducing him to the divinities of
the netherworld.

The large fragment of plaster, which in principle belongs to the second decoration
of the tomb—if, of course, room V ever received two successive decorations—is
sufficient to prove that tomb no. 53 of the Valley of the Queens was made or re-made
for the son of a king and of a great king’s wife, a certain Ramesses. The situation and
the plan of the tomb and likewise the epigraphy, the polychrome decoration, and the
content of the scenes, which are comparable to or are identical with what is found in
tombs nos. 42, 43, 44, and 55, suggest that this Ramesses, like the owners of these
tombs, was a son of Ramesses III. The prince of tomb no. 53 is therefore very probably
identical with the ‘King’s son Ramesses’ who is known from at least two documents of
the reign of Ramesses I11, a lintel in Florence Museum! and a relief from the temple of
Ramesses IIT at Karnak.? These two documents inform us that the prince was king’s
scribe and general (mr-msc); the lintel proves that at a certain moment he was heir
presumptive to the throne (r-pct).3 At first sight it is tempting to assume that Ramesses,
king’s son and general, is the same as the king’s son and general Ramesses whose legends
were inscribed later in the great temple of Medinet Habu on the south wall of the great
court and in front of the first figure of the famous and enigmatic procession of princes.*
On the other hand, it may be that the Ramesses known from the lintel in Florence, the
relief at Karnak, and tomb no. 53 isthe prince who became later the Pharaoh Ramesses I'V.
On these latter points I leave the decision to others more conversant with the intricate
problems presented by the genealogies of various kings named Ramesses.5

! Schiaparelli, Museo archeologico di Firenze, Antichita egizie, 1, 332—3, no. 1602; Berend, Principaux monu-
ments égyptiens du Musée de Florence, 101, no. 4019 (cf. Gauthier, Livre des rois, 111, 176, n. 2). Schiaparelli
indicates that the relief is of ‘calcare coperto di una vernice gialla smaltata’. Berend says ‘recouvert d’un émail
grisatre’. It would be worth while to verify whether the varnish of this stone—presumed to have come from
the tomb of this Ramesses—is not in reality a layer of burnt plaster.

2 Reliefs and Inscriptions at Karnak, 1, Ramses’ III Temple, pl. 18 a, col. 10; cf. Seele in Agyptologische
Studien H. Grapow zum 70. Geburtstag gewidmet, 309.

3 Medinet Habu, 11, pl. 111, cols. 34—35; cf. Seele, op. cit. 299.

4+ Leps., Denkm., 111, 214 ; statement of problems in Drioton-Vandier, L’ Egypte, 3rd edn. (1952), 388-9, and
Seele, op. cit. 300 fI.; Nims, Bibliotheca Orientalis, 14, 137-8.

s J’adresse ici mes meilleurs remerciements au Prof. J. Cerny — en compagnie de qui j’ai pu examiner le
précieux fragment G — d’avoir bien voulu traduire en anglais le présent article. —J. Y.
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QUEEN ESE OF THE TWENTIETH DYNASTY AND
HER MOTHER

By JAROSLAV CERNY
THE queen }NST T ({Sal ) ‘great King's-mother, mistress of the Two Lands Ese,

to whom belongs the tomb no. 51 in the ‘Valley of Queens’,! was a & ‘daughter’ of
TISmn T ANT A, elsewhere in the tomb called = )% T Tl W=/,} (in the
passage, on the left) or ‘= J% T I WN-_%,. The parent with this strange name was
held to be a man, and therefore the father of the queen, by Lepsius,? Brugsch,? Sethe,*
Isidore Lévy,5 Gauthier,% and Peet.”

Lepsius was led to this conclusion by the determinative of the name which he gives
as 44,8 but when I visited the tomb I saw no beard on the sign in my first example,
and in the second the upper part of a sitting woman with o on the head could clearly
be seen.?

Hbldnt or Hbldt was therefore a woman, the mother of Queen Ese, and if so, this
Queen Ese must be identical with Ese, the Queen of Ramesses 111 known from a statue
of this king at Karnak,® on which she is represented at his side. Lepsius!! read her name

, but this can easily be emended!? into 5 A3 =% ) I ‘Eset, she

of 3 (i.e. the daughter of) Hmdrt’, and in view of the well-attested interchange of
m and b in Egyptian, there can be no doubt that Hbld(n)t and Hmdrt are identical. The
metathesis of 4 and / (or 7) is no serious obstacle.

We now come to a third source where this name occurs, also, with a slight variation,

I For bibliography, see PM 1, 41. 2 Leps., Denkm., Text, 111, 234.
3 Geschichte Agyptens unter den Pharaonen, pedigree opposite p. 456, and p. 618.
4 Untersuchungen, 1, 62. 5 Revue sémitique, 8 (1900), 188—9.

6 Le Livre des rois, 111, 174 (LXXXI, B). He registers Ese twice, loc. cit., as wife of Ramesses I1I, and p. 201
(XXXIII) as mother (?) of Ramesses VI. To judge from his words on p. 174, he believed that these were two
distinct persons though both named in the tomb no. 51; in reality only one Queen Ese appears in this tomb.

7 JEA 11, 40.

8 Leps., Denkm., Text, 111, 234. His inscription is written from right to left and is now destroyed. It is
identical in wording with my first example which, however, runs from left to right.

9 That Lepsius’ wrong determinative is not a mistake of the editor of his notes is proved by the identical
sign appearing in Lepsius, Konigsbuch der alten Agypter, 1, no. 493. To suit better his entry Lepsius changed
there—however incredible it sounds—the word § of the inscription into qa&. ‘her father’!

10 PM 11, 95. T‘.—Leps., Denkm., 111, 207g.

12 The bad photograph in Reliefs and Inscriptions at Karnak, 11, pl. 124, C, gives no help.

13 K, from ¢;-nt ‘she of’, Coptic Ta-; see Erman, Neudg. Gramm. § 12%7. Erman actually gives no examples of
t;, ‘the daughter of’, but see Spiegelberg, ZAS 54, 107.



32 JAROSLAV CERNY

namely, two sandstone blocks seen by Lepsius at Dér el-Bakhit to the west of Thebes.!
They show the top of a representation in which a naos was carried in procession on a
bark surrounded by fan-bearing priests. The god in the shrine is ‘Amen-Ré¢, Lord of
the Thrones of the T'wo Lands’. In front of him stood the king, whose figure is lost, but
who was ‘Good god Usi[ma¢Jréc . . .’. Above the representation are the remains of
three lines of inscription which may be translated and understood as follows :2

(1) [Year . . ., month . . ., day . . ., under his majesty the King of Upper] and
Lower Egypt, [Lord] of the Two Lands, [Usijmaté, [Son of] Ré¢, [Lord] of
appearances, Ramesses,? the god, ruler of On. On that day [the son of Amiin] of
his (own) body [presented himself]* before this god . . .

(2) .. . [on] his beautiful [festival]s of the Valley, while one was in the great fore-
court of Amiin, to establish the name of® the god’s wife, pure of hands, of Amen-
Ré¢, King of the gods, the King’s daughter, Mistress of the T'wo Lands, the god’s
votaress Ese. . . .

(3) [in the presence of the King (?)] together with the King’s mother C:jﬂﬁ{x‘{ 1
and the Overseer of the City, the Vizier Nehy.” And Amen-R&¢, King of the

gods, Mit and Khons saluted her and foretold her good things till . . . .

The title ‘King’s mother’ 1.\ of this Hmdrt will have to be interpreted as ‘King’s
mother-in-law’, since she can hardly be the mother of Ramesses III and of his Queen
Ese as well.

Peet8 further tentatively identified Hmdrt of the blocks of Dér el-Bakhit with
G285 0N 43) whose tomb (& c3) was plundered towards the end of
the Twentieth Dynasty.9 This tomb could hardly have been situated elsewhere than
in the Valley of the Queens and is now either completely destroyed or one of the
numerous anonymous tombs of the Valley.

The question of the identity of the names Hbrdt, Hmdrt, &c., has been settled by
Dévaud!® who cleverly recognized that this is an Egyptian transcription of the Semitic

v

name of meadow-saffron, Hebrew n7gan, Assyrian habasillatu, Syriac l&&}»...

I Leps., Denkm., 111, 218a. b, better op. cit., Text, 111, 101.
2 For a slightly different translation, see Sander-Hansen, Das Gottesweib des Amun, 29.

3 Though Lepsius’ copy suggests that O[‘H@ i.e. Ramesses I1I was later altered into g\j, i.e. Ramesses VI,

Ramesses I1I must have been the originator of the inscription. ( o‘!% ...is given, though hatched, by Lepsius in

the vertical line and the installation of the ‘god’s votaress Ese’ could only have taken place under Ramesses 111
and not under Ramesses VI in whose reign she was given a tomb, and therefore died and was buried.

+ The verb used was probably %\ 5 Read [_Ri‘lq@p] [ﬁ': m[]@f’w_v;

. . . Ee—yd . -
6 Disregarding — as superfluous. Sander-Hansen translates ‘to fix her name as’ emending into — 9.

7 m is fairly clear, but a vizier of this name is known only from the fragment of a statue found by Bruyére
in the temple of Dér el-Medinah (Bruyére, Rapport sur les fouilles de Deir el Médineh (1935-1940), p. 109,
fig. 186). Weil, Veziere, 112, note, interprets the signs as ntyw which gives no sense; the two titles of the vizier
must be followed by a name. 8 JEA 11, 40.

9 P.Brit.Mus. 10052, 1, 15—16; see Peet, Tomb Robberies, pl. 25, and Text, p. 139 and 143.

10 Kémi, 2, 7, n. 4, independently from Isidore Lévy, Revue sémitique, 8 (1900), 188—9. The latter explained
well the name of the mother, but went, of course, astray as to the supposed name of the father.
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The name of the plant! being feminine in Semitic, it is, of course, only suitable as
a proper name for a woman, a further proof for Hbldt being the mother, and not the
father, of Queen Ese.

Ese was given her tomb as a ‘favour of the King’ Ramesses VI2 and is there called
the ‘great King’s mother’ and ‘Mistress of the Two Lands’; she was clearly the mother
of Ramesses VI who died during his short reign. Ramesses VI was therefore a son of
Ramesses III and not of a Prince Ramesses, otherwise unknown, as Sethe3 supposed.
Ese’s mother Habadilat, called ‘King’s mother’ at Dér el-Bakhit and ‘King’s wife’ in
P.Brit.Mus. 10052, must have been the wife of one of Ramesses III's predecessors,
though manifestly of foreign origin. She cannot have been merely the wife of an
Asiatic ruler, since she lived in Egypt, has her name enclosed in a cartouche, and was
buried at Thebes, presumably in the Valley of the Queens, like her daughter Ese.* By
marrying her daughter Ese, Ramesses 111 might have gained or at least strengthened his
claims to the throne. For all we know she might even have been the wife of Ramesses I1I’s
father Setnakht and Ramesses III’s step-mother, which would make her title ‘King’s
mother’ in Ramesses III’s reign even more justified. Ramesses VI named his own
daughter, borne to him by Queen Nub-khesbed,s after his mother Ese.

The inscriptions on a statuette of Ramesses VI in Cairo® will have to be re-examined
to see who is the ‘god’s wife, King’s mother, . . . ( %f%\)’ whom they mention, and
whether it is permissible to read the name as Habadilat, the name of this king’s grand-
mother.

Since we have thus recognized Ramesses VI as a son of Ramesses 111, there is no-
thing to prevent us from identifying the prince heading the representation of a series of
the sons of Ramesses IIT at Medinet Habu.” The figures were cut under Ramesses I11,
but the titles and names of the princes were inserted later. This was done in two
instalments. On the first occasion the first three figures were provided with legends;
the first prince with the name of Ramesses in a cartouche, the second and third figures
jointly with the name of Ramesses without a cartouche and the cartouches of Nebmatré«-
miamiin and Ramesses-Amenhikhopshef-neterhekone, that is Ramesses VI. Still later
seven further figures received names, the first of these, that is the prince no. 4, the name
of Sethikhopshef and the cartouches of Usimarét-akhenamiin and Ramesses-miamin-
Sethikhopshef, that is Ramesses VIII.

! The new Assyrian Dictionary of the Or. Inst. of the University of Chicago gives the meaning of habasillatu
as ‘fresh shoot of a reed’, but surely this cannot be the primary meaning, which must have been the name of
a flower to be given to a woman. The sign  at the end of the name in the inscription of Dér el-Bakhit does
not support the identification with the Semitic plant-name as Isidore Lévy thought. It is not a determinative,
but it is generally supposed to be a writing of m:r-hrw ‘true of voice’ (see Wb. 11, 17, 177 and 18). It occurs again
after the name of Ese, daughter of Ramesses VI, and her mother Nubkhesbed (Petrie, Koptos, pl. 19, 2) and
often later. It is curious, however, that on the Koptos stela it is included in the cartouche, and msrt-hrw, written
~or —)7::! in the ordinary way, follows outside the cartouche as well.

2 Leps., Denkm., 111, 224, a, now almost completely destroyed, but the reading is confirmed by the remains
of the corresponding inscription on the right jamb.

3 Untersuchungen, 1, 63—64. 4+ The tomb of Ese (no. 51) is mentioned in Pap. Abbott 4, 16.

5 Petrie, Koptos, pl. 19, 2 (PM v, 129—30).

¢ Legrain, Statues et statuettes (CGC), 11, no. 42153 (pl. XVI and p. 19); Scharff in Studs in memoria di Ippolito
Rosellini, 1, pl. XXXIII, 2. 7 Leps., Denkm., 111, 214a. b, and 214c.

B 6533 F
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It is therefore natural to see in the very first prince Ramesses the future king Ra-
messes IV, as was done by Petrie! and others before him despite the fact that no further
distinctive cartouche was added to his name. Sethe? and Peet,3 to whom detailed
discussions of these two series of princes are due, objected that since the mother of
Ramesses VI, Ese, in her tomb no. 51 was called ‘King’s mother’ but not ‘King’s wife’
she was not married to a king ; they therefore decided that the prince no. 1 was the father
of Ramesses VI, ‘who never was king, but who, according to his son’s belief, ought to
have been. Consequently he [i.e. Ramesses VI] inserted him in the list with a cartouche,
but could find no more specific name for him than Ramesses.’* This line of reasoning
has been accepted by Seeles but becomes impossible once it has been recognized that
Ramesses VI was a son of Ramesses III. The first prince must have also been a son
of Ramesses III and there is no obstacle to seeing in him Ramesses IV, whose other
name was not added because there was not room enough for it.

In a detailed discussion of representations of Ramesses III’s sons throughout the
reliefs at Medinet Habu, Seele® has shown that their names were originally left blank,
and he finds a very plausible explanation of this strange fact by assuming that the reliefs
were copied from earlier scenes of Ramesses II. In two cases only names were added
later, one being the list of princes with which we have dealt above. The second is a relief
on the facade of the window of royal appearances’ representing two princes watching
military games. The first of them had an uraeus added later on his forehead along with
his name and titles ‘King’s son, commander-in-chief of the army, Ramesses, true of voice’.
In the temple of Ramesses I1I at Karnak,® however, two princes are figured with their
names: ‘King’s scribe, commander-in-chief of the army, King’s beloved son of his body,
Ramesses, true of voice’ and ‘King’s scribe, commander of horses, King’s beloved son of his
body, Ramesses- Amenhikhopshef, true of voice’.

It is difficult to imagine how a simpler and more natural explanation could be sug-
gested than that the second case at Medinet Habu represents the king’s eldest son
Ramesses, and the relief at Karnak the same Ramesses and the son next to him in
seniority Ramesses-Amenhikhopshef, and that these are precisely those sons who later
came to reign as Ramesses IV and Ramesses VI. In the list of princes they bear the
same titles ‘commander-in-chief of the army’ and ‘commander of horses’ respectively
and as kings their second cartouches (%2 -name, that is, the names which they re-
ceived at birth) are Ramesses? and Ramesses-Amenhikhopshef, though this latter then
always has the addition ‘god and ruler of Heliopolis’.

Before they became kings they both had their tombs prepared in the Valley of

! A History of Egypt, 111 (3rd ed.), 137, 139. 2 Untersuchungen, 1, 62—63.

3 YEA 14, 55. 4 Peet, loc. cit. 55.

s In Agyptologische Studien H. Grapow zum 70. Geburtstag gewidmet, 303 fI.

6 Loc. cit. 299 ff. 7 Medinet Habu, 11, pl. 111, ll. 34-35; cf. Seele, loc. cit. 299.

8 Reliefs and Inscriptions at Karnak, 1, pl. 18, 1l. 10 and 11. The inscriptions are contemporary with the re-
lief, see Seele, loc. cit. 309.

9 Ramesses IV is often given this simple name of Ramesses without any addition, e.g. at Wadi Hammamat
(Couyat and Montet, no. 222), on a stela from Koptos in Cairo (Rec. trav. 11 (1889), 91), in the hypostyle hall
at Karnak (Gauthier, Le Livre des rois, 111, 183, XXIIIB), in the temple of Khons at Karnak (Gauthier, loc. cit.

111, 184, XXIV, c and p), &c.
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Queens: that of Ramesses was identified by Yoyotte! as tomb no. 53, while the well-
known tomb no. 55 belonged to ‘. . . King’s scribe, commander of horses of the place of
chariotry of Usimaréc-miamin, King’s son, Amenhikhopshef’. Both must have been sons
of Ese, since Amenhikhopshef was ‘born of the god’s wife, god’s mother and great King's
wife’> and in tomb no. 53 Yoyotte and I could just decipher that Ramesses was ‘born of
the great [King’s] wife’ too. That Ese was a ‘great king’s wife’ we know from the in-
scription on the statue of Ramesses III at Karnak,? and that she was a ‘god’s wife’,
from the inscription from Dér el-Bakhit discussed earlier in this article.

The one who is missing in the list of princes at Medinet Habu is Ramesses V, whose
place ought to have been between Ramesses I'V and Ramesses VI. That he was not ad-
mitted to the series was either because he was not recognized as a legitimate ruler later,
when the cartouches were added, or because he was not a son of Ramesses 111, whose
sons the series purported to represent.

This latter explanation seems to be the correct one, since Ramesses V can be shown
to have been very likely a son of Ramesses IV. On the thickness of a door in the

temple of Khons at Karnak a 7% ([}]"7"2nl) is represented* before Khons, but the
figure and name of the king standing opposite her are destroyed. This part of the temple
was built and decorated by Ramesses IV, but Ramesses III is also represented and
named several times in a near-by room. It has, however, been pointed outs that this
Tintipt must be the same person as the owner of tomb no. 74 in the Valley of the
Queens,® a queen whose name is written (mﬂ or (*x§)¥1°5 ) and similarly.?
She was ‘(great) King’s wife’ and ‘great King’s mother’.8 She could not be the wife of
Ramesses 111, who was Ese, nor the wife of Ramesses VI, who was Nubkhesbed, but
she might well have been the wife of Ramesses IV, as was hesitatingly assumed by
Gauthier.? She might then have been the mother of Ramesses V, who is, in fact, absent
from the list of Ramesses III’s sons at Medinet Habu.

The only one among the queens of the first half of the Twentieth Dynasty who
remains to be placed is the ‘great King’s wife and King’s mother’ @\\q Q’E} or (NI
She is once represented sitting behind and adored together with Setnakht on a stela
from Abydos,™ so she cannot be other than the wife of this king. Since, however, she
is represented again on two blocks, also from Abydos, following, without any title,
Ramesses III'* we can legitimately conclude that she was the mother of Ramesses III.

I See his note in the present volume of ¥EA, p. 26.

2 Sander-Hansen, Das Gottesweib des Amun, 47, note 3, quoting Colin Campbell, Two Theban Princes, 114.
3 Leps., Denkm., 111, 207g. 4 Maspero, Rec. trav. 32, 88 (PM 11, 83).

5 Sander-Hansen, Das Gottesweib des Amun, 8, n. 1. 6 PM 1, 48.

7 See, for variants of her name and her titles, Champollion, Not. descr. 1, 403. Her name occurs as Duaten-
topet in the title of the usurper of the Theban tomb no. 346, who is ‘overseer of the women of the Royal Harem
of Duatentopet’ (Davies—~Gardiner, Seven Private Tombs at Kurnah, pl. 40 and p. 56).

8 In the second room, east wall, north of the door, col. 2 of the text in vertical columns and, similarly, Cham-
pollion, Not. descr. 1, 403 (lower 2nd from right), contrary to Sander-Hansen’s statement, op. cit. 8, n. 1.

9 Le Livre des rots, 111, 190. 10 Cairo JE 20395, Mariette, Abydos, 11, 52 (left) (PM v, 51).

1 One in Cairo JE 36339, Petrie Abydos, 11, pl. 35, (8), the other at Brussels E 584. For bibliography of both
see PM v, 43.
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Sinceitseems established that Ramesses I11 was the son of Setnakht! and Ramessse IV
the son of Ramesses III,2 we can reconstruct the family tree of the first half of the
Twentieth Dynasty in the following way:

?
Tiy-mienése-- Setnakht-+Habadilat

l -
Ramesses III + Ese

e ——

| I ]
Ramesses IV+4Taope Ramesses VI4+Nubkhesbed Ramesses VIII
\“—_—‘ﬂ‘_'—“J — ~ J

Ramesses V4+Henwotte3 Ese,
‘god’s wife of Amun’

It is perhaps worth pointing out that with the mutual relationship of Ramesses IV,
V, and VI, as accepted here, agree their ages as far as they could be established during
the unwrapping of their mummies. Ramesses IV was ‘at least fifty years and probably
more’,* as one would expect of the son of a king who reigned for over thirty years.
Ramesses VI was ‘probably not beyond middle age’,5 which would also accord well for
a younger brother of Ramesses IV. On the contrary Ramesses V, who is believed to
have been a son of Ramesses IV, was found to be ‘much younger than his predecessor’.

Postscript

My article was already in the Editor’s hands when I received the May/July number
of Bibliotheca Orientalis, vol. 14, with Nims’s review (pp. 136-9) of Agyptologische
Forschungen, where he devotes more than two columns to Seele’s article on the family
of Ramesses III and offers a discussion of the two lists of princes from Medinet Habu.
Nims’s remarks are of considerable importance in view of the fact that he is one of the
epigraphers responsible for plates 299 and 301 containing these lists, which are to ap-
pear in the forthcoming fifth volume of Medinet Habu. I have let my article stand, and
prefer to add this postscript, pointing out that Nims agrees with me that the first prince
Ramesses represents Ramesses IV. He also shows that this figure was inscribed by

1 Of the references given by Peet, ¥EA 14, 57, n. 2, only P.Harris 75, 10—76, 2 is a safe proof of this parentage.

2 The evidence for this is enumerated by Seele in Agyptologische Studien, &c., 307, n. 4 (P.Harris 22, 3-4;
23, 2; 42, 4-5; 560, 3; 66b, 5; 79, 5. In all these passages speaking of Ramesses IV, his predecessor Ramesses 111
calls him ‘my son’).

3 Her estates are mentioned in P.Wilbour as well as those of another possible Queen of Ramesses V
Twertenro (Gardiner, The Wilbour Papyrus, 11, 157).

4 G. Elliot Smith, Bull. de I'Inst. d’Egypte, s5th ser., 1 (1907), 60. According to the French résumé (loc. cit.
66) the mummy offers ‘I’aspect d’un homme d’4ge moyen’.

5 Loc. cit. 63. According to The Royal Mummies (CGC), 94, ‘apparently middle-aged—probably older than
Ramesses V, but younger than Ramesses IV’.

6 Loc. cit. 61. ‘Mort dans la force de I’4ge’, says the French résumé, on p. 65.
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Ramesses IV himself and refers also to the examples of this Pharaoh’s name in its
simple form, Ramesses, as I have done above, p. 34, n. 9. Moreover, he draws
attention to the titulary of Ramesses IV below the two processions of princes, an
eloquent feature to which I did not pay enough attention when taking my notes at
Medinet Habu in 1926. Everyone agrees that the second and third figures represent
one person only, namely Ramesses VI. Nims also thinks that the fourth figure is
Ramesses VIII, but while I have suggested that this Ramesses VIII was a further son
of Ramesses III (in which case the intervening Ramesses VII was perhaps a son of
Ramesses VI), Nims thinks that Ramesses VIII was a son of Ramesses VI, and was
followed on the throne by Ramesses VII. The chronological order of the two kings
whom we call Ramesses VII and VIII is of course hypothetical, and there would be
no objection to the reversal suggested by Nims did it not raise the fundamental
problem of the intended identity of the procession as a whole. It seemed to me that
by proving that the first three figures were two sons of Ramesses I11, and by admit-
ting that the fourth (Ramesses VIII) was also his son, there was nothing to prevent
the conclusion that the remaining persons in the procession also represented sons of
the Temple’s founder, as was undoubtedly the intention when these uninscribed figures
were originally carved. Nims is now inclined to view them as sons of Ramesses VI (as
did Sethe and Peet), but I do not feel tempted to subscribe to this proposition until
more evidence is forthcoming to support it.

Through the kindness of the Director of the Epigraphic Survey of the Oriental
Institute of the University of Chicago at Luxor Miss Moss has received two photo-
graphs of the inscription of the west statue of Ramesses III in the temple of Mut at
Karnak (neg. nos. 10981-2) which she has allowed me to examine. The cartouche of
Queen Ese has suffered considerably since Lepsius’ time, especially in its lower part.
The photographs show that Lepsius’ reading is essentially correct, though there is
enough room for [=] in !5 and for the required [«] in “Z7), while in Lepsius’ copy the
« coalesced with the base of {} above it. The most important thing, however, is that
Lepsius’ | can still be seen with sufficient clearness, so that it is not Lepsius’ copy
but the ancient sculptor himself who needs emendation. An ancient mistake of | instead
of | to transcribe 3 is unexpected, but understandable in an unfamiliar Semitic name.
The || properly corresponds to ¥ or ¥ (see Burchardt, Die altkanaan. Fremdworte, 1,
§ 107, for details), but never to X. A Semitic *N?®2n is without etymology.
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THE PERSONAL NAME OF KING SERPENT

By SIR ALAN GARDINER

As a firm believer in the theory set forth by Grdseloff, Ann. Serv. 44, 279 foll., or
alternatively in some theory closely resembling it, I am convinced that the e following
the nbty-title on the famous tablet from Nakada is really the draughtsboard mn and that
it consequently spells the name of the defunct Menes. If the reader will now consult
H. Muller, Die formale Entwicklung der Titulatur der dgyptischen Konige, 54 foll., he
will find that in every early example of the nbty-title or the combined #nsibiya and nbty
title what immediately follows is a name of the king; to Miiller’s evidence may be added
Sn as the name of the Pharaoh Kata! and the priestlike figure representing Semempses
on the Cairo fragment of the Palermo stone.? It seems to follow that the like must be
true of the tablet of King Serpent discovered by Emery in Tomb No. 3504 at Sakkara.s
But what can be the reading of the two struc-
tures following the nbty-title within the palace-
like building here described as being visited or
having been erected (for schr?)*? There can
be no doubt as to what is represented by the
object below the &/-crown here replacing the
uraeus of the nbty-title; it is an excellent and
exact picture of the Pr-nw or Pr-nzr which was
the sanctuary, or according to Sethe the palace,
of the Lower Egyptian capital at Buto; corre-
spondently the structure beneath the vulture
must be a rough delineation of the Pr-wr, al-
though it admittedly bears no pictorial resem-
blance to the ¥ regularly employed for the
Hieraconpolite edifice, the sole point of similarity lying in the abnormal size of the sign
as used hieroglyphically, compare the examples collected in Emery, Hor-Aha, p. 99.
These two signs juxtaposed are frequent in the Pyramid Texts in the writing of the
familiar dual word |<-i7fi itrty; without preceding phonetic signs as in King Serpent’s
tablet, Pyr. 256a. I conclude, then, that the personal name of the Serpent-king, to give
it a fictitious English vocalization, was Iterty. This is the more probable, since the later
sources show it- to have been the two first elements of the name; the Abydos list has
=%\, the Turin Canon perhaps 7/ \ |, while Manetho, lumping together the second,
third, and fourth kings of Dyn. I, uses Athothis for the three.

' Ann. Serv. 44, 281, fig. 28. 2 Loc. cit. 284.

5 Great Tombs of the First Dynasty, 11, 102, fig. 105; also ibid., pl. 35.

4 A similar use of rhc in Royal Tombs, 11, 3A, no. 5; in the two scenes in the Step Pyramid reproduced in
FEA 30, pl. 3, figs. 3. 4; also in Palermo Stone, rt. 3, nos. 1. 9, where Schifer rendered ‘Aufenthalt in’.
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But would it not be very strange to have a dual word as the name of a king: And
what could it mean? To the first of these questions a very satisfactory answer can be
given. In Pyr. 577 we read the punning utterance ‘Horus has caused the gods to unite
with thee, that they may fraternize with thee (§n-$n ir-k) in thy name of T'wo-Stelae
(Snwti?) and that they may not repudiate thee (twr-sn tw) §\ . =~ |<§7[] in thy name
of Two-Sides (Ttrti)’; so in T.P.M.N. As Sethe has pointed out,’ one of the scribes of
N has substituted rn-sn for rn-k, making the suffix refer to the gods (Pyr. 1830); doubt-
less he was embarrassed, as I imagine my readers to have been, at the employment of a
dual word as the name of a particular king. But now I must justify my translation of
that name as “T'wo-Sides’. In Mercer’s Excursus XX on the word itrt he has quoted the
note (FEA 30, 27, n. 3) in which I maintained, as against Sethe, that the 7 and [f
depicted primitive temples or shrines, not royal palaces; but unfortunately he, like
everyone else so far as I can see, has disregarded my contention with regard to the word
itrt. After reviewing the evidence with care, I am more persuaded than ever that this
word means fundamentally a ‘row’ or ‘side’ or ‘line’, not any sort of single building. In
secular contexts ‘row’ is often a convenient rendering, see Wb. 1, 148, 6. 7; in the court
of the Vizier the high officials are ranged m itrty in two rows or lines in front of him.2
I explained the determinatives in the Pyramid Texts as due to recollection of the two
opposite lines of shrines at the Sed-festival, the Upper Egyptian shrines having the
appearance {7 and the Lower Egyptian ones the appearance [[|. Various passages in
the Pyramid Texts demand this meaning. For example, in Pyr. 1297 (cf. 1369, 2017),
where we read “The Upper Egyptian itrt and the Lower Egyptian itrt came to him
bowing down’, it is obviously not alone the Hieraconpolite and Butite deities who
perform this act of homage, and still less the actual buildings in which they dwell; the
reference is rather to the gods of the two halves of the country strung out each in a line
or a row in the Upper and Lower Egyptian directions; in the article above quoted I
found it convenient to render itr¢ by ‘conclave’. Similarly when the dual étr#i is followed
by pt ‘sky’ or skt ‘horizon’ (Pyr. 757, 1541, 1862); in the first of these passages we might
perhaps render “Thou findest R&¢ standing and waiting for thee; he takes hold of thy
hand and guides thee in the two sides of heaven’; Mercer, following Sethe, translates
‘he leads thee into the double itrt-palace of heaven’, which to my mind conveys but
little sense. I presume, therefore, that on the tablet of the Serpent-king, whether his
postulated name Iterty is to be taken simply as ‘“T'wo-Sides’ or as a nisbe ‘He of the Two
Sides’, the reference will have been to his dominion over both Upper and Lower Egypt.

I am well aware that my argumentation in this matter shows regrettable gaps and
awkwardnesses; for example, I have omitted to mention that Ranke, in his Agyptische
Personennamen, 189, 25—26; 190, 1 foll., lists several compound proper names introduced
by the nbty group; these, however, occur at rather later periods, and in very different
contexts. If it be conceded, as I hope it will be, that the two buildings following the
nbty-title on King Serpent’s tablet are to be read as a royal name, then surely it will be
found impossible to draw any other conclusion than has here been suggested.

1 Ubersetzung und Kommentar, 111, pp. 83-84. 2 Urk. 1v, 1104.
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THE LAND OF YAM

By D. M. DIXON

OUR most important source on the land of Yam! is the autobiography of Harkhuf,2 who
made four journeys thither. For the first3 of these no details are furnished beyond the
statement that the whole enterprise, including the journey there and back and the stay
in Yam, took seven months.

On his second journey Harkhuf set out ‘on the Elephantine road’.# Now hitherto it
has been generally assumed that this phrase means ‘on the road which leads from Ele-
phantine’, and that Elephantine was therefore the starting-point of the journey.s
However, a few lines later Harkhuf states that on his third journey he ‘set out from . . .
[a place the name of which is partially destroyed] upon the oasis road’,® which can only
mean that he set forth from this place on the road which led to (or via) the oasis.? On
this analogy hr wst sbw should mean ‘on the road which leads to (or via) Elephantine’.
This would imply that Harkhuf’s starting-point lay farther north than Elephantine.8

Now after he had returned to Egypt and buried the body of his father Mekhu, Sabny
sailed downstream to Memphis® with the products which Mekhu had obtained and
presented them to Pharaoh.!® Similarly, at the conclusion of his successful punitive
campaigns in Nubia, Pepinakhte took a large number of the prisoners with him to the
Residence (Hnw).!* Harkhuf himself mentions the Yamite escort which was returning

I Apart from this inscription, Yam (Ims>T:m) is mentioned, along with other localities, in the Dahshar
Decree of Phiops I (Urk. 1, 209, 16), on an unpublished statuette in the Cairo Museum (Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 173),
and in the inscription of Weni (Urk.1, 101, 14; 109, I). The older and standard writing of the name is q }0 &w
which occurs for the first time in the reign of Phiops I (Urk. 1, 209, 16) and thereafter frequently (Urk. 1, 101,
14; 124, 11; 125, 13, 15; 126, 7, 10, 11; 127, 5, 11; 128, 8; 129, 4, 12). The variant QKO&DM Tim occurs
for the first and only time in the reign of Merenré< I (Urk. 1, 109, 1).

In the Achtungstexte, dating from the M.K., appear the names of two unidentified Nubian localities Tsm-n-Cs
and Trm-wtn (?) (Posener, Princes et pays d’Asie et de Nubie (1940), 59; cf. E. Edel, Adgyptologische Studien,
herausg. v. O. Firchow, Berlin, 19535, 67, 70). Whether or not these are to be connected with the Sixth Dynasty
T:m is not clear. In any case it is doubtful whether they could be used as evidence for the location of Yam in
the O.K. The most that can be said is that 7sm appears to have survived as an element in the names of two
unidentified localities in Nubia which may have included parts, or formed part, of the territory occupied by
the O.K. Yam.

2 On the transliteration and meaning of the name, Hr-hwy-f ‘Horus, he protects’, see Edel, Ag. Stud. 51, n. 1.

3 Urk. 1, 124, 9-15. 4+ Urk. 1, 125, 1.

5 E.g. Breasted, Anc. Rec. 1, p. 153, note h; Yoyotte, Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 174 (‘la seconde mission qui partit . . .
“par la route d’Eléphantine”, emprunte la piste qui, a partir du Ier nome, se dirige vers Kourkour’); 176 (‘une
autre [route] partait d’Eléphantine’). This view is based on the fact that it was at Elephantine that the expedi-
tion-leaders had their homes and were buried. A mass of correspondence belonging to them was found on the
island. 6 Urk. 1, 125, 14.

7 The interpretation ‘I set forth from . . . on the road which leads from the oasis’ would give no satisfactory
sense.

8 1t would obviously be absurd to assume that Harkhuf, on his way to Yam, set out ‘on the road to Elephan-
tine’ from a point south of it.

9 H@ Inb ‘the Wall’. 10 Urk. 1, 139, 3—4-. 11 Urk. 1, 133, 14-15; 134, 6-1I0.
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with him to the Residence after his third journey,! and at the conclusion of the fourth,
he is ordered by the young Phiops II to ‘come downstream to the Residence imme-
diately’.? Memphis was thus certainly the terminus of these expeditions, and Edels
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not unreasonably suggests that the expedition-leaders may have remained in Memphis
at the conclusion of their journeys until again called upon to undertake a fresh mission,
especially if no great length of time elapsed between the journeys. It is thus very likely
that Harkhuf had travelled north to the royal residence at Memphis at the conclusion

r Urk. 1, 127, 5-6. 12. 2 Urk. 1, 129, 15; cf. 130, 16. 3 Ag. Stud. 64.
B6533 G
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of his first expedition to report to the king the results of his mission, to present the
products he had acquired, and to receive further instructions.

He will then have set forth from Memphis! along the banks of the Nile ‘on the road
which led to Elephantine’,? his home, where perhaps he tarried awhile before continuing
his journey to Yam. No details, however, are given of this outward route beyond
Elephantine.

Thus Elephantine, though certainly a point on Harkhuf’s route to Yam, was not the
starting-point. The eight months, therefore, given as the duration of this mission, and
likewise the seven months for the first expedition, represent, as Edel® has rightly seen,
the time taken to travel from Memphis to Yam and back, including the stay in that
country.

I cannot, however, agree with Edel that this fact (i.e. that Memphis was the starting-
point) enables us to utilize these indications of time to determine the approximate
location of Yam.+ Edel represents the whole journey from Memphis to Yam and back
by 2x and takes as an average day’s march for a caravan of several hundred asses,
15 km. Ignoring any rest days en route, and allowing ten days for Harkhuf’s stay in
Yam, he obtains the equation 2*+-10 = 210, this last figure corresponding to the
duration of the first mission, viz. seven months of thirty days. Hence x (i.e. the distance
one way only, Memphis to Yam) = 1,500 km. Now 1,500 km. south from Mempbhis,
presumably as the river flows, would place Yam in the vicinity of Sedeinga, about
250 km. south of Wadi Halfa. The figure 240 days (eight months) for the second
mission, gives ¥ as 1,725 km., which would point to a position beyond the Third
Cataract near Dongola el-Ordi. Between Sedeinga and Dongola el-Ordi lay the
trading-centre at Kerma, which Edel claims was already in existence during the Sixth
Dynasty.

Now quite apart from the correctness or otherwise of this last point, Edel’s method is
open to criticism. Inthefirst place, the correctness of the estimate 1,500 km. obviously de-
pendsupon (a) the estimate of ten days for the length of the stay in Yam being reasonably
near the mark; (b) that all the remaining 200 days of the first mission were spent on the
march; and (c) that the estimated rate of 15 km. per day during these 200 days is also
reasonably close. Now the ten-day period allotted for the stay in Yam can hardly be
anything more than a guess, while the assumption that all the remaining days were
marching days seems quite unjustifiable, even for the purpose of an approximation.
Harkhuf must surely have halted en route, if only to rest and water his asses, especially

T It is possible that a careless sculptor has omitted some words after pr-n-(?) in Urk. 1, 125, 1. Was the text
meant to read pr-n:(f) [m-+place-name = Memphis] hr wst 2bw? ‘I set forth [from Memphis] on the road which
leads to [or ‘via’] Elephantine.” On the other hand, in the parallel statement, Urk. 1, 125, 14, the place-name
governed by m is certainly not Memphis. It is possible, as Edel suggests (dg. Stud. 64), that reference to
Memphis as the point of departure was omitted in both cases as being self-evident.

2 The only puzzling thing is why Harkhuf should have chosen to travel from Memphis along the bank of
the Nile when it would have been so much quicker and more convenient to have travelled by boat to Elephan-
tine and there transferred on to asses the trade-goods brought from the Residence. However, there seems no
getting away from the text; there is no doubt that w¢, though it is also used with reference to travel by water
(e.g. Urk. 1v, 322, 7), here refers to land travel, especially in view of the parallel usage in Urk. 1, 125, 14.

3 Ag. Stud. 63-65. + Ibid. 66.
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if the distance to Yam was anything like Edel’s estimate. It is possible, too, as has been
suggested above, that Harkhuf, after travelling from Memphis, lingered awhile at his
home in Elephantine. Consequently, in addition to the days spent in Yam, an unknown
number must be deducted for halts en route. The estimated travel rate of 15 km. per
day is presumably based on that of a modern caravan of asses, unless this figure too is
a guess.! However, even if Edel’s figure of 3,000 km.2 as the distance from Memphis
to Yam and back is retained, we have no right to assume that the distances Harkhuf
covered from Memphis to Yam and from Yam to Memphis were even approximately
the same, since we have little idea what routes he followed. If his routes of advance and
return were not identical, one of them will almost certainly have been longer than the
other. Hence the division by two of the estimated total distance travelled by Harkhuf
from Memphis to Yam and back will not give even the approximate distance of Yam
from Memphis unless we know that he had followed the same route there and back.3
Finally, even if this point, too, be ignored and 1,500 km., as the river flows, be accepted
as the approximate distance of Yam from Memphis, it would place the former in the
vicinity of Sedeinga or Dongola el-Ordi only if we could be certain that the route
Harkhuf took had followed the course of the river for the whole of these 1,500 km. If
he did not follow the Nile all the way, but deviated from it across the desert, he may
quite easily have covered 1,500 km. without getting anything like as far south as
Sedeinga. On the second journey we can be certain that Harkhuf followed the Nile only
as far south as Elephantine, while on the third he followed the river only as far as
Abydos, from whence he crossed the desert to Khargah; and from thence his route is
uncertain.

I think that enough has now been said to show once and for all that the indications
of time mentioned in the accounts of Harkhuf’s first and second journey are by them-
selves quite useless for determining even the approximate location of Yam.+ However,
I would emphasize that it is not the location of Yam in the Kerma region that I query,
though I think it improbable, so much as the method employed to locate it there.

Harkhuf’s route on his return from his second journey to Yam led through Mchr,
Trrz, and Trtt in the land of Trrtt.5 We are also told that he passed through (‘descended

1 As far as I know, the travel rate of a caravan of asses is not mentioned by any ancient source, and one
presumes Edel’s estimate is not based upon the rate of progress of a camel caravan. Cf. Sive-Séderbergh,
Agypten und Nubien (Lund, 1941), 19. 2 I.e. 200 days at 15 km. per day.

3 In the case of the third mission, at least, we know that he did not do so. On the outward journey he
travelled via Khargah, but returned via Ztw, Trrtt, and Wiwst, which lay in the Nile Valley.

4+ Cf. Save-Soéderbergh, op. cit. 17-18. The most that can be said of them is that 7-8 months seems to have
been the average duration of a mission to Yam and back. On his third journey, for which no time is mentioned,
Harkhuf thought it necessary to write to the Pharaoh informing him that he had gone after the Yamite chief
(Urk. 1, 126, 7 f1.). His reason for so doing was presumably because this incident had caused a delay which
would prolong the duration of the mission beyond the normal 7-8 months. There are certainly no grounds for
Edel’s assumption that the second journey ‘seiner lingeren Dauer entsprechend ein gutes Stiick weiter nach
Siiden fiihrte als der erste’ (Ag. Stud. 67). He is probably right in regarding the Tm:sw mentioned in Phiops 1I’s
letter to Harkhuf (Urk. 1, 128, 12) as a district within Yam, but it does not follow from the absence of previous
mention that it was the furthermost point which Harkhuf reached in that land.

s Urk. 1, 125, 2-3. So Yoyotte, Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 176, followed by Edel, Ag. Stud. 70, 71—72. For this use of
apposition see Gardiner, Eg. Gramm.3 § 9o, 3.
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from’) Z3tw as well as Trrtt and explored both countries,! which at that time were
under the rule of a single chieftain.z To these points we shall recur later.

On his third journey Harkhuf, as already stated, set out from a place the name of
which is partially destroyed, on a road which led to (or via) an oasis.? Now we have seen
that the starting-point of nearly# all these journeys to the south was Memphis and there
is little doubt, therefore, that it was from Memphis that Harkhuf set out on his third
mission. However, the partially destroyed name of the point at which he embarked on
the road to the oasis is not that of Memphis, so that if he originally set out from this
city and travelled along the Nile, he must at some point have left the valley in order to
take the oasis route. It is important to establish approximately where this point was,
since only if we know this can we gain any idea which oasis is meant.

Now the destroyed name is certainly not Elephantine, so that there can be no
question of the oasis route being that from Elephantine to (or via) Kurkur or Dunkul.s
Sethe,® who is followed by Yoyotte,” restored the broken sign as the nome-sign of the
7th Upper Egyptian nome of Diospolis Parva. According to Edel’s recent collation,?
the sign is a very developed or debased form? of the nome-sign of the 8th Upper Egyptian
nome of Abydos. Since from both these points roads lead to the Oasis of Khargah,
whichever of the two readings one accepts,° there seems little doubt that by the ‘oasis
road’ is meant that to Khargah.!!

Why Harkhuf should have travelled via Khargah is not clear. It has been suggested
that he may have experienced some difficulty with the chief of Z:tw and Trrit during
his return from the second journey, and therefore deemed it expedient to make a detour
to avoid these countries.’> However, even if this were so, it would not by itself explain
his decision to travel via Khargah, for if his object in taking an oasis route had been
solely to by-pass Zstw and Trrtt, which on any view must have lain well south of the
First Cataract (see above), he need not have left the Nile Valley as far north as
the latitude of Khargah, but could quite safely have followed the river as far south as
Elephantine, as previously, and then have made a detour via the oases of Kurkur and
Dunkul.!3 The fact that Harkhuf did not follow this route (see above) suggests that

t Urk. 1, 125, 8-9, whs+-country as direct object (cf. Urk. 1, 208, 15; 209, 1). Harkhuf’s explorations, how-
ever, could not have been very thorough, since even after he had ‘explored’ Z:;tw and Trrit, he still needed
a guide amid ‘the paths of the ridges (¢zwt) of Trrit’ on his return from the third journey (Urk. 1, 127, 9).

2 Urk. 1, 125, 8. 3 Urk. 1, 125, 14.

-

4 Sabny received the news of his father’s death while he was at Elephantine, | Cl', (Urk. 1, 136, 8) and

travelled from thence to recover the body. But this was doubtless an exceptional case (cf. Edel, op. cit. 64, n. 3;
Breasted, Anc. Rec. 1, § 367 and note d).

5 This seems generally agreed (cf. Yoyotte, Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 174; Edel, op. cit. 63), though Sive-Séder-
bergh, op. cit. 28, thinks Harkhuf did travel via Kurkur and Dunkul.

6 Urk. 1, (2nd edn., 1933), 125, note a. 7 Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 174.

8 Winter of 1950-1; Ag. Stud. 62-63, 73~75. 9 ‘. .. einer allerdings sehr fortschrittlichen Form.’

10 Edel, op. cit. 63, gives good reasons for preferring Abydos.

11 This fact is additional proof, if any is needed, that the starting-point of the journey was Memphis. Had
Elephantine been Harkhuf’s point of departure, he would never have travelled from thence first to Khargah
and then to Yam.

1z Cf, Save-Séderbergh, op. cit. 19, 28.

13 Unless, of course, these oases were also subject to the authority of the chief of Zztw and Trrtt. But of this
there is no evidence.
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the visit to Khargah may not have been entirely, if at all, connected with Yam. Possibly
Harkhuf had been entrusted with the transaction of some official business at Khargah,
which could be conveniently disposed of on his way to Yam. However that may be, from
the point when Harkhuf reaches Khargah, his route is uncertain. There are, of course,
various possibilities, but the discussion of these is best deferred until later.

When Harkhuf eventually arrived in Yam, he found, no doubt much to his annoy-
ance, that the ruler of that country had gone off! on an expedition ‘to smite the land of
Tmh as far as the western corner of heaven’.? Leaving his asses and most of his goods
at the chief’s residence, Harkhuf, probably with a few companions and a Yamite guide,
set out after him.3

Now, one may ask, why did Harkhuf think it necessary to pursue the chief of Yam,
and what did he do when he found him? Though the formal consent, and possibly also
the presence, of the Yamite chieftain may have been necessary before bartering could
commence, this by itself would not have been sufficient to send Harkhuf chasing after
him. One cannot easily imagine the representative of Pharaoh, arriving after a long and
doubtless tiring journey at a miserable native village and being told that the chief
was away, promptly going after him merely in order to tell him that he had arrived to
trade. He would have been much more likely to have sent one of the chief’s own servants
after him to inform his lord of the arrival of the Egyptian traders. The Egyptians in the
meantime would make themselves comfortable and await the chieftain’s arrival. Hence
one cannot agree with Edel that Harkhuf’s purpose in following the chieftain was merely
‘um seine Ankunft anzuzeigen’.# There must have been some more pressing reason.

One can well appreciate Harkhuf’s alarm on being told on his arrival that the
chieftain had gone to war. Harkhuf may well have feared that the outbreak of inter-
tribal hostilities would have the effect of closing the whole area to future Egyptian
commercial activity. It might also have an adverse effect on the flow of recruits from
Yam and T'mh, for in the previous reign these lands were among those which had fur-
nished soldiers to Weni’s army.5 Harkhuf would thus have every reason to follow the
chief in order to avert, if possible, such a calamity.6

Holscher,? though he has rightly perceived the purpose of Harkhuf’s pursuit of the

! T’&, 3rd m. sing. Old Perfective, lit. ‘I found the chief of Yam, he having gone etc.’ (cf. Edel, op. cit.
52, 67-68; Gardiner, AEO 1, 116*). Harkhuf did not meet the chief of Yam while he (Harkhuf) was on the
road, as Yoyotte thinks (Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 174, 177). Quite apart from the grammatical understanding of the
passage, such an interpretation would accord ill with Harkhuf’s next statement, that he set out for Tmh after
the chief (Urk. 1, 126, 2). He did not ‘accompany’ him to T'mh as Yoyotte says (op. cit. 52, 177). What possible
purpose could there have been in his doing so ? Even had Harkhuf met the Yamite force on its way to Tmh, he
would surely have dissuaded the chieftain from his project there and then.

2 Urk. 1, 125, 17-126, 1. Does the ‘western corner of heaven’ really designate a locality? The expression
‘to smite someone as far as the western corner of heaven’ does not seem to occur elsewhere. Is it possible that
we have here a slang expression, comparable perhaps to the English ‘to hit someone for six’, i.e. beyond the
boundary? Harkhuf would then be quoting, from the mouth of one of the chief’s retainers who had remained
in Yam, the colourful expression with which his lord had announced his intention of chastising Tmh. If the
expression was a piece of Yamite slang, this might explain why we do not come across it elsewhere in Egyptian.

3 Urk. 1, 126, 2. + Ag. Stud. 54. 5 Urk. 1, 101, 14, 16.

6 It is to be noted, incidentally, that Harkhuf does not say that he actually reached Tmh. Presumably, there-
fore, he succeeded in overtaking the chief of Yam before the latter reached his objective.

7 Libyer und Agypter, 25, n. 5.
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chief, has, in common with most other commentators, failed to realize the meaning of
shtp in this passage. Now it follows from the fact that Harkhuf wished to avoid any
conflict, that he himself would not have used force against the chieftain of Yam. He
may, in any case, not have been in a position to do so. The fact that, on his return from
Yam via Trrit, Z:tw, and Wiwst, the ruler of those countries appears to have been
deterred from attacking him only by the presence of an escorting force of Yamites,’
would indicate that Harkhuf’s own party was comparatively small and, hampered as
it was by pack-animals? and goods, would have been powerless to deal with any large
force. Moreover, the fact that the Yamites provided Harkhuf with an escort for the
return journey3 is proof of peaceful, friendly relations, for an unwilling escort con-
scripted from a recently chastised people would have been more of a menace than a
help to the Egyptians.# The sense, therefore, of shtp cannot be that Harkhuf ‘pacified’
the chief of Yam by force or ‘reduced him to subjection’.

Though Edel has realized this, according to him the meaning of shtp here is ‘zu-
friedenstellen (durch gute Bezahlung)’, and he thinks that this refers, not to Harkhuf’s
action upon overtaking the chief of Yam, but to the barter which took place in Yam
after the chieftain’s return with Harkhuf, whose sole object in going after him had been
to announce his arrival.5 Edel is led to this interpretation by his understanding of the
next statement, that the chief ‘praised all the gods for the sovereign’s sake’. This idiom,
dws ntr(w) n X ‘to praise the god(s) for someone’, is a regular expression for ‘to thank
someone’ and is especially used of returning thanks for satisfactory payment. Hence Edel
concludes that Harkhuf, by generous payment for the goods he received, so satisfied
(‘zufriedenstellte’) the chief of Yam that the latter ‘gave thanks to the sovereign’.6

My only criticism of this interpretation is that by dissociating shtp from Harkhuf’s
action on overtaking the chief, we are left with no satisfactory reason for his pursuit of
the Yamite. It seems to me more likely that sh#p refers to Harkhuf’s treatment of the
chief on the road to T'mh. However, it seems possible to connect shzp and the following
sentence both with this incident and the trading in Yam, with slight modification of
Edel’s rendering. Thus Harkhuf, on hearing of the chief’s intentions, set out after him
and on overtaking him he ‘calmed him down’ (shtp) and reasoned with him, perhaps
pointing out that he would be working against his own interests in stirring up war,
since this would result in the interruption of commerce. Doubtless realizing the wisdom
of this argument, and perhaps gratified by a presentation of sample goods, the chief
‘gave thanks to the sovereign’ and accompanied Harkhuf back to Yam.” There Harkhuf
will have ensured that bartering took place to the chief’s satisfaction.8

1 Urk.1, 127, 4 fl. 2 Urk. 1, 126, 17. 3 Urk. 1, 127, 4-6. 4 Cf. Ag. Stud. 54. 5 Ibid. 53-54.

6 Ibid. 72. It is the ‘sovereign’ whom the Yamite thanks, not Farkhuf. Trade with these countries was a
royal monopoly (Save-Séderbergh, op. cit. 20; Edel, op. cit. 54).

7 [t is not quite clear from the text at what point, whether before or after his pursuit of the Yamite, Flarkhuf
dispatched his message to the Pharaoh (Urk. 1, 126, 7-10 = Edel, op. cit. 54, Abb. 1, Z. 1-2) informing him
of the incident. Apparently it was after his return to Yam with the chief. Harkhuf may then have realized that
the incident would mean prolonging the duration of the mission beyond the normal 7-8 months (cf. p. 43, n. 4)
and accordingly deemed it advisable to inform Merenréc of the circumstances. It is also possible, however,
that he sent the message before setting out after the chief.

8 Urk. 1, 126, 11 = Edel, op. cit. 54, Abb. 1, Z. 2; i.e. $htp in connexion with the bartering which took place
in Yam = ‘satisfy’.
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At the conclusion of his business, Harkhuf, accompanied by an escorting force of
Yamites, set out on the return journey to Egypt via the countries of Trrit, Z:tw, and
Wswst. Through the first two, at least, of these! he had travelled on the return from his
previous mission.

Now at that time Z:tw and Trrit were under the rule of one chief, whence it has been
concluded that they bordered one another. Furthermore, Wiwst must have adjoined
them, or at least one of them, since on the return from this third expedition Harkhuf
found a single chieftain ruling over Trrtt, Zstw, and Wrw:t. Finally, since Wswst was
the last of the three to join the coalition, it cannot have lain between the other two.2

Now it is clear from its occurrence in Old Kingdom inscriptions alongside other
names which are certainly those of localities in Nubia, that Wrwst at this period desig-
nated a restricted portion only of Lower Nubia;? and the inscription of Pepinakhte
indicates that it lay north of Trr#t.# Evidence for its exact extent, however, is lacking,
but it seems very doubtful whether this can be determined on the basis of Middle
Kingdom evidence, for by that period the name had evidently already been extended
to cover Lower Nubia from Biggah at least as far south as Korosko.5

On the basis of a rock-inscription dating from the reign of Phiops I at Tumas,® about
30 km. upstream from Korosko, which commemorates an official who had been sent
thither to explore (wb;) Trrtt, it has been concluded that Tumas lay within the district
so named.”

Since W:w:t stretched northwards from 7rrtt probably as far as Biggah, Z:tw must
have lain either between Trr¢t (Tumas) and Wiwst, or upstream of Trrtt. Now we do not
know the northern boundary of 7rrtt or the southern limit of W»w:t, and it is possible,
therefore, that Trrit stretched downstream from Tumas® and had a common frontier
with W;wst, in which case Z:tw must have lain south of Tumas. Even if Tumas be
regarded as the northern limit of Trr#t, Z:tw may still have lain upstream from that
country if we assume that the space between Tumas and the southern frontier of Wswst¢
was too small to accommodate it.?

On the other hand, we do not know how large or small a country Z:tw was. It is
noteworthy that unlike 7rr#¢, which occurs frequently in the inscriptions of the Old
Kingdom!° and was evidently a kingdom of some importance, Z:tw is not mentioned

! Harkhuf may on his second journey also have passed through W:wst, mention of which was accidentally
omitted, cf. Urk. 1, 126, 15; 127, 4. 2 Sive-Séderbergh, op. cit. 16. 3 Loc. cit.

4 Urk. 1, 133, 9—10: ‘The majesty of my lord sent me to hack up Wrw:t and Trrtt.” Pepinakhte’s campaign
was launched southwards from Egypt. Hence W;wst, as the first country he reached, is mentioned first. In like
manner, Harkhuf, travelling from south to north on his return, reached W>w:t last and hence it is mentioned
last (Urk. 1, 126, 15; 127, 4). I think Sive-Séderbergh, op. cit. 14, is a little too sweeping in his statement that
‘wir aus der Reihenfolge in der Aufzihlungen der siidlichen Gebiete nichts schlieBen kénnen’.

5 On this see my Brief Communication in this volume of the Journal. 6 Urk. 1, 208-9.

7 So S#ve-Sdderbergh, op. cit. 15 (with references to previous discussions); Gardiner, AEO 1, 75*; Yoyotte,
Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 176.

8 Especially if the wswt nt tzwt nt Trret of Urk. 1, 127, 9 be identified as the stretch of hill country between
Tumas and Medik (so Sdve-Séderbergh, op. cit. 28-29; Yoyotte, loc. cit. 177 and n. 2; Edel, op. cit. 73, n. 2).
On the other hand, zzwt would perhaps more suitably describe the broken, hilly country east of the Nile.

9 This is evidently the opinion of Sive-Séderbergh, op. cit. 16, cf. map.

10 Urk. 1, 101, 13; 109, I; 110, 15; III, I0; 125, 8; 126, 15; 127, 4; 133, 10; 208, 15; 209, 16.
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outside the biography of Harkhuf, whence it might be inferred that it was the weaker
and smaller of the two original members of the coalition and hence could perhaps be
fitted in between Trrtt and Wiwst if these did not have a common frontier.!

The crucial words, however, following a lacuna, are: {\ =T wRNE$E w2
‘... in the south [lit. ‘front’] of Zrr#t [and] in the north [lit. ‘back’] of Z:tw’, whereby
obviously two limits are being referred to. To Gardiner, bound by his location of Z:tw
between Trrtt and Wrwst,3 these words could convey little sense if the south of Trrtt
were contiguous with the north of Zstw.¢ Yet, as is clear from Edel’s restoration of the
text, this is precisely the case.

After mentioning his message to the Pharaoh regarding the incident with the chief
of Yam on the road to T'mh, Harkhuf continues:s ‘Now after I had satisfied that chief
of Yam, [I returned viaé X, which is] in the south of Trrtt and in the north of Z:tw, and
I found [there] the chief of the united lands of Trrtt, Zstw, and Wiwst.

The destroyed place-name X thus designated a certain district or point which was
so situated that it could be described as being both ‘in the south of Trr#¢ and in the
north of Z:tw’. Now such a description would only make sense if the locality in question
lay on the common border between the two countries, with Zstw lying south of Trrtt.7

However, the upstream limit of the latter, and therefore also of Zstw, is unknown.
In view, however, of the possibility considered above that Zstw was a comparatively
insignificant state, it may not have occupied much territory.®

Information on two other lands mentioned in the inscriptions of the Old Kingdom,
viz. Kz;w® and Md;, is very meagre. Evidence bearing on the location of the latter at
this period is wanting.!® If, however, Mds be regarded as the area inhabited by a nomad
tribe,!’ we cannot expect to locate it within a closely defined area; it will probably have
lain in the desert east of the Nile. On the other hand, if it was the home of a reasonably
settled population, it will presumably have lain in the Nile Valley, and probably no

1 According to Gardiner (AEO 1, 75%), an intermediate location for Zstw may also be inferred from the
order in which it is mentioned. However, although, as we saw above (p. 47, n. 4) in discussing the location
of Wswst, there are a few cases in which one may be justified in attaching some significance to the order, I do
not believe this is one of them. It is true that the phrase ‘the chief of Trrtt, Z:tw, and Wsw3t’ occurs twice within
a few lines (Urk. 1, 126, 15; 127, 4), but in an earlier passage the order is reversed, as Gardiner himself observes
(op. cit. 11, 270%, n. 2). Any attempt to locate Z:¢zw downstream of Trrtt would have to be based on the assump-
tion that the frontiers of Trrtt and Wrwst did not coincide and that Zstw, being a small state, could be accom-
modated between them.

2 Urk. 1, 126, 13—14. 3 AEO 1, 75*. 4 Ibid. 11, 2770%.

s For the restored text upon which the following translation is based, see Edel, op. cit. 54 (Abb. 1, Z. 3),
60-61.

6 Lit. ‘descended from’. Edel, op. cit. 60, 72, translates ‘stieg ich herab nach...’. Cf., however, p. 52, n. 2
below.

7 On the analogy of a passage in P.Anast. I11, 7, 4, in which the Delta residence of the Ramessides is referred
to as ps hnt n hust nb, p2 phwy n Kmt, Edel, op. cit. 61, identifies X as the residence of the Nubian chief and
thinks that, in all probability, it is identical with the ‘house of the chief of Z:tw and Trrtt’ via which Harkhuf
had returned from his second mission to Yam (Urk. 1, 125, 8). Like Pr-Remssw, it will thus have lain on or
near the border between two countries, Zztw and Irrtt, doubtless for ease of control, and have remained the
residence even after W»w:t had been added to the coalition.

8 Contra Save-Soderbergh (op. cit. 16, map), who shows it as occupying a considerable stretch of territory.

9 Urk. 1, 101, I5. 10 For the later evidence see AEO 1, 76* ff.

11 Cf. Save-Soderbergh, op. cit. 18.
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farther south than the Second Cataract, for the desolate nature of the Batn el-Hagar,
which commences a little south of Halfa and stretches upstream for 100 miles,! pre-
cludes its location in that area;? and that it cannot at this time have lain south of the
Batn el-Hagar seems clear from the circumstances that it furnished recruits and work-
men to Egypt,3 and that its chief appeared at the First Cataract to do homage to
Merenréec 1.4

On the position of K»»w we know nothing. However, I conclude from the fact that
it is mentioned but once, and then only at the end of the list of NAsi-lands, that it was
a small, unimportant state, which, if it did lie in the valley, may have been either north
or south of Mds, but, for the same reasons, almost certainly north of the Second
Cataract.

Before considering now the location of Yam, let us review the data on this land.
First, the negative points. No conclusion regarding the position of Yam can be drawn
from the order in which it is mentioned, since this varies in every case.> The products
with which Harkhuf returned from Yam likewise afford no guidance in locating that
land, since Harkhuf does not say that they were native to it; they may thus have been
acquired from elsewhere.® Even if they were native to Yam, the identification of some of
them is uncertain, and the area of distribution of the remainder at that time is unknown.
Finally, we have seen that the indications of time mentioned in the accounts of the first
and second journeys are valueless for locating Yam.

Turning now to the positive data, the first point to be noticed is that the products
enumerated were obtainable only in Yam,? either because they were native only to that
country or because its position was such as to enable it to corner these goods, if they
came from further afield, before they could reach the other lands. Secondly, Yam was
not a member of the Zstw-Trrtt—Wswst coalition. Moreover, it was evidently capable
of mustering a sufficiently imposing force to be able to escort Harkhuf right through
the coalition’s territory and to overawe its chief into aiding the Egyptians.8 Thirdly,
not only was Yam able to overawe the coalition, but it was also able to treat Egypt
quite coolly. Thus at the beginning of the reign of Merenré I, the chiefs of Md;,
Irrtt and Wiwst travelled to the First Cataract to do homage and obeisance to the
Pharaoh.? There is no mention, however, of the chief of Yam, who evidently felt under

' Cf. H. E. Hurst, The Nile (1952), 74.

2 One could conceivably use the fact that workmen and troops from Md; were employed by the Egyptians
to support the location of this land in the Batn el-Hagar. The argument would then be that it was so difficult
to scrape a living from this desolate tract that its inhabitants were driven to seek service in Egypt. However,
it seems one would have to draw a similar conclusion from the appearance in the Egyptian service of Yamite
troops. But the rest of the data on Yam cited above, pp. 49 ff., would not support such a conclusion.

3 Urk. 1, 101, 14; 109,-2. 4 Urk. 1, 110, 15; 111, 10. Cf. AEO 1, 74*.

5 Cf. Save-Séderbergh, op. cit. 14-15.

6 The pygmy obtained on the fourth expedition is explicitly stated to have come from the Iand of the Horizon-
dwellers (Urk. 1, 128, 15-16; cf. also Kuentz, Bull. Inst. fr. 17). Harkhuf, incidentally, does not say that he
himself had been to that land.

7 There is, it is true, a reference in the inscription of Sabny to sntr, elephant-tusks, etc., apparently from
elsewhere in Nubia (Urk. 1, 137, 9-10), but the text at this point is too battered for any definite conclusions
to be drawn.

8 Urk. 1, 127, 4-9. 9 Urk. 1, 110-11.
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no obligation to put in an appearance. Finally, Yam supplied soldiers and workmen to
Egypt.! From these facts it may be inferred that Yam was, comparatively speaking,
a rich, powerful, and populous state, and possibly quite a large one. Moreover, unlike
Wsw:t and Trrtt, Yam was probably so situated that it felt able safely to hold aloof from
any acknowledgement of Egyptian power.? In fact, the impression one gains is that
throughout their dealings with Yam, the Egyptians, whatever feelings of contempt
they may have entertained privately for the Yamites,? conducted themselves as though
dealing with equals;* and this could surely only have been because they realized the
impracticability of exerting pressure on Yam. But in what direction from Egypt did
Yam lie and how far afield ?

Yoyottes would locate Yam in the oasis of Dunkul, since, like Yam, it is accessible
from Elephantine, Khargah, and Tumas, which lay within Trr#t. However, though such
a concentric position for Yam would accord reasonably well with the above-cited data,
it is not free from difficulties. In the first place, Dunkul, at the present time at least, is
rather a miserable little oasis, certainly not a likely spot for the rich and populous
country which we may envisage Yam to have been. One could, of course, retort that
conditions may not have been the same then as now. However that may be, there
remains the time difficulty. If Elephantine had been Harkhuf’s starting-point, as
Yoyotte thinks, it is incredible that a mission from thence to Dunkul and back should
have taken 7-8 months to accomplish, even allowing for a longish stay there and possible
delays en route. Even with Mempbhis as the point of departure, the difficulty is hardly
less.6

One has also to consider the question of the location of 7%-T'mh, which Yoyotte
would place in the oasis of Dakhlah. Now the most convenient route from Dunkul to
Dakhlah is via Khargah, but had the Yamite force taken this road, it would surely have
met Harkhuf’s party on the way ; unless, of course, it had passed through Khargah just
before Harkhuf arrived there. But had this been the case, the passage through any part
of the oasis of a large force of fighting men would hardly have passed unnoticed by the
inhabitants, who would surely have informed Harkhuf on his arrival there. As it was,
however, Harkhuf did not learn that an expedition had been dispatched to 7mh until
he arrived in Yam. Any other route from Dunkul to Dakhlah would have involved
a lengthy desert march—even as the crow flies the distance between the two places is
about 350 km.—during which the force would have been dependent for water on small,
scattered wells; while the only means of transport available would be asses, which

1 Urk. 1, 101, 14; 109, I.

2 Later, however, in Merenré’s reign, when they had been banded together, even W:wst and Trrtt apparently
felt strong enough to assert themselves by demanding transit-dues (tongo) from the Egyptians.

3 Cf. Urk. 1, 126, 11: hks Tms pf ‘that wretched chief of Yam’. For this force of pf see Gardiner, Eg. Gramm.3
§ r12. Harkhuf was probably still feeling a little sore at the thought of the time and energy wasted in pursuing
the Yamite on the road to Tmh.

4 Such also was undoubtedly the case in the trade with Punt, both at this time and later. Cf. Kees, Kultur-
geschichte, 124 : ‘man verhandelt, gibt selbst Geschenke und bewirtet die zum Empfang erscheinenden Landes-
hauptlinge. Damit erwirkte man die Erlaubnis [italics mine], nach Belieben Ebenholz zu schlagen, Weihrauch
zu sammeln . . .

5 Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 176. 6 Cf. Edel, op. cit. 68.
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cannot go more than a couple of days without water.! Finally, there is no positive
evidence that Dakhlah, or any of the other oases for that matter, was inhabited by
Tmh-people. There is, admittedly, a Nineteenth Dynasty inscription in which a
Ts-Tmh is mentioned which was accessible from Sebua,? but the most one can reason-
ably infer from this is that settlements of I'mh-people were to be found in one or more
of the oases of the western desert at the period in question. It could certainly not be
used as evidence for their presence here in the Old Kingdom.3

Now the data on Yam listed above could also support its location in the Nile Valley.
Among other points, we noted that the products with which Harkhuf returned from
Yam were apparently obtainable only in that land, whether they were native to it or not;
that Yam was not a member of the Nubian coalition; and that its chief did not appear
at the First Cataract to do homage to the Pharaoh. Accordingly, if Yam did occupy a
stretch of the Nile Valley, it will, in view of these facts, probably have been the farther-
most upstream of all the Nubian lands.# Junkers would identify Yam with the Mahass
country, and a similar location (north or south of Kerma) is proposed by Edel.6 Now
Dar Mahass or the Kerma area can be reached by land? from Memphis either by
following the course of the Nile most of the way, or, if one wishes to avoid Lower
Nubia, by leaving the river at Elephantine and marching through the desert via the
oases of Kurkur and Dunkul to Selima, and from thence to the Nile again at Sakiet
el-"Abd.8 It is by one of these routes that Harkhuf would have had to reach Dar Mahass
or the Kerma area after leaving Elephantine on the second mission.

A quicker route leaves the Nile at Asyiit or Abydos, crosses the desert to Khargah,
and from thence runs south via El-Sheb as far as Selima. This route, part of the so-
called Forty-days Road (Darb el-Arbatin), though very arduous, was chosen in preference
to the Nile by the Arab caravans travelling to Darfur;® and it is presumably the route
Harkhuf would have had to take on his third journey, on which he reached Yam from
Khargah.

T Cf. Sive-Soderbergh, op. cit. 19. It is true, of course, that the Egyptian expeditions, which must them-
selves have been rather primitive (Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 178, n. 1), covered considerably more than 350 km. on
their journeys from Memphis to Yam. But even so, whether Yam lay in Dunkul or somewhere in the Nile
Valley, for the greater part of the journey thither the Egyptians would have been able to travel along the river
(or in the case of Harkhuf’s third journey, through the well-watered Khargah depression) and be thus assured
of water-supplies. There could certainly have been no question of Egyptian caravans of hundreds of asses
undertaking long desert marches, cf. above. One must remember, too, that the Yamite expedition to T%-Tmh
was a military one. It would not have been sufficient, therefore, merely for it to arrive there with perhaps a
quarter of its troops having perished en route.

z Yoyotte, Bull. Inst. fr. 52, 177; id. Bull. Soc. frang. d’Egyptologie, 6, 9-14 (I have not had access to the
latter). Cf. Edel, op. cit. 68.

3 The theory (Holscher, Libyer und Agypter, 49) of a south-to-north movement of Tmhw in the period be-
tween the Old and Middle Kingdoms lacks definite evidence.

+ Contra Gardiner (AEO 1, 75*; 11, 271%), who inverts the order of Md; and T:m, placing the latter farther
downstream.

5 Ermenne, 39; cf. Save-Séderbergh, op. cit. 17. Junker’s work was not accessible to me.

6 Op. cit. 66-67.

7 There is no suggestion that Harkhuf travelled any part of the way to Yam by river. In any case, on the
Nile from Halfa to Kerma, a distance of about 250 miles, there is no continuous navigation (Hurst, The Nile,
73—74; cf. Reisner, Sudan Notes and Records, 12 (2), 147).

& From Sakiet el-‘Abd to Selima is a three days’ journey by camel (ibid. 9 (2), 37). 9 Ibid. 12 (1), 64.
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Now Harkhuf returned (‘descended’) from his second mission to Yam via (‘from’, m)
‘the district of the house of the chief of Zstw and Trrt£’,* which lay in the Nile Valley.
Accordingly, if Yam lay in the Mahass—Kerma region, he may have followed the Nile
all the way from thence to the chief’s residence. On the other hand, it is possible to
leave the river at Sakiet el-¢Abd, travel to Selima, and continue from thence through
the desert. Had Harkhuf taken this route, he would have had to deviate from it at some
point and descend into the valley somewhere north of the Second Cataract. This,
apparently, is what Edel thinks Harkhuf did, for he renders 4; m in Urk. 1, 125, 8 as
‘herabsteigen in’2 (an expression frequently used of descending into the Nile Valley
from the higher deserts on either side),? thus implying that prior to going down into
the valley, Harkhuf had been travelling from Yam through the desert.# However, the
necessity of procuring regular and adequate supplies of water for his 300 asses makes
it unlikely that Harkhuf can have travelled any considerable distance through the
desert.5 If, then, Yam had lain in the Mahass-Kerma region, the only sure means of
getting there and back would have been by keeping fairly close to the Nile for most of
the journey.

Apart, however, from the question of the routes to Mahass or Kerma, the fact that
Yam, like Wrw:t, Trrtt, and Md;, supplied Egypt with both troops and labourers,
militates against its location so far south. Thus it is hard to believe that for the simple
job of cutting and hauling acacia-wood in W;wst,% for which ample man-power was
available near at hand, workmen should have been summoned from as far afield as the
Kerma area.” Edel® counters this objection by supposing Yam to have begun farther
north, but this view is based merely on the assumption that the 7ms;w mentioned in
the account of Harkhuf’s fourth journey® was the farthermost point reached in Yam.
This we have already seen’® cannot be proved, and since Edel’s location of T%-Tmh in
the ‘Steppengebiet westlich des Niltals zwischen Kerma und Alt-Dongola (Dongola

1 Urk. 1, 125, 8. According to Edel (op. cit. 61), he will also have travelled via this place on his return from
the third mission.

2 QOp. cit. 72: ‘Ich stieg (aber) herab in die Gegend des Hauses des Herrschers von Ztw und J¥rtt, nachdem
ich diese Fremdlinder erkundet hatte.” Cf. his translation of [k m] in Urk. 1, 126, [12]: [‘stieg ich herab
nach . . .’]. “To go down, descend into’, however, is usually 4s r in Middle Egyptian, as also in O.K. inscrip-
tions (e.g. Urk. 1, 52, 6; 53, 6; 83, 9; 130, 6 [= to go down to a boat, i.e. embark]; 137, 7; 149, 17; 189, 8;
199, 12 [to descend into the tomb]; 296, 1). However, 4s m does occur with this meaning in the Pyramid Texts,
though here too As 7 is also found.

3 E.g. Urk. 1, 149, 17 [read . for }]; de Buck, Eg. Readingbook, 1, 88, 15; further examples Wb. 11, 472, 17.

4 Edel’s translation, according to which Harkhuf would have descended into the Nile Valley only after he
had ‘explored’ (wbs) Zstw and Trrtt, would also imply that the territory of these two states extended from the
valley into the higher desert.

5 When asses are employed on long journeys, it is only in mixed caravans with camels, which carry fodder
and water for them (Sive-Soderbergh, op. cit. 19; cf. Burckhardt, Travels in Nubia, London, 1819, 163 ff.).

6 Urk. 1, 108, 14 f.

7 It is not a question here of the Egyptians employing a number of odd Yamites who had drifted north to
seek work, as was probably the case with the Yamite soldiers who enlisted in Weni’s army (Séve-Séderbergh,
op. cit. 26), for the inscription makes it quite clear that the Yamite labour was an organized force provided by
the chief of Yam himself (Urk. 1, 109, 1~2), though in view of our information on Yam (pp. 49 f.), the state-
ment that the chief himself took part in the work is probably not to be taken literally.

8 Op. cit. 67. 9 Urk. 1, 128, 12. 10 Cf. p. 43, n. 4.
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el-Agusa)’! depends upon his location of Yam in the region north or south of Kerma,
it too must be rejected.

It seems to me that if Yam is to be located in the Nile Valley, it is unlikely to have
lain farther south than the Second Cataract. Indeed, in view of the uncertainty regard-
ing the exact location and extent of all the Nubian lands, and the possibility that two
of them, Ks/w and Mds, lay in the desert, Yam may have lain considerably farther
north than the Second Cataract and have adjoined Z:tw upstream, in which case it will
have occupied the stretch of the valley from the unknown southern limit of this land
perhaps as far as the neighbourhood of Halfa. If so, Harkhuf would have reached it
on his second mission, after leaving Elephantine, either by travelling through the desert
via Kurkur to Dunkul, from whence he could reach the valley again at Tumas and then
follow the course of the river; or, more probably, by continuing along the bank of the
Nile, thus passing through W;wst, Trritt, and Z:tw. Though only the last two are men-
tioned in the account of the return, the omission of Wswst is probably purely accidental
in view of its occurrence in the account of the next journey. The omission of any
reference at all to either Mds or Ki:w could be taken as an indication that they did not
lie on Harkhuf’s route through the valley and hence probably lay in the desert to the
east of it.

On the third mission Harkhuf reached Yam via Khargah. Accordingly, he would
probably have travelled from thence via Dunkul to the Nile at Tumas, and then con-
tinued along the river bank. The fact that Tumas lay within Zrrtt, upstream of which
lay Z:tw, with both of which lands Harkhuf at some stage in his travels apparently
experienced some difficulty, in no way tells against this view. All commentators, it is
true, have assumed that the difficulties which Harkhuf is presumed to have encountered
arose in the course of the return from his second mission and that he was therefore
anxious to avoid Zstw and Trrtt on the next journey. This view, however, is based merely
on the fact that on the third mission Harkhuf chose to travel to Yam via Khargah, the
inference being that his purpose in so doing was to by-pass Zstw and Trrtz. However,
we have already seen that had this indeed been his object, he could quite safely have
accomplished it without travelling via Khargah, and that the reasons which impelled
him to travel via this oasis may have been in no way connected with the attitude of
Z:tw and Trrtt. The difhiculties, therefore, which Harkhuf encountered with the chief-
tain of these lands may have arisen, not during the second mission, but in the course
of the outward journey to Yam on the third. Hence Harkhuf’s precaution to provide
himself with a Yamite escort before venturing to return through these lands.

It must be admitted, however, that the location of Yam in the Nile Valley north of
the Second Cataract also has its difficulties. In the first place, the evidence for the
location of Md: and K:;w in the desert is very slender. One might also question whether
it could reasonably be said of a country whose southern limit lay at Halfa, that its loca-
tion was such that it could feel safely able to hold aloof from acknowledgement of
Egypt (a point which could also be raised in the case of the location of Yam in Dunkul).
It is worth recalling that the Egyptians had penetrated as far upstream as the vicinity

I Op. cit. 68.
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of Wiadi Halfa as early as the First Dynasty.” It might also be objected to this location
that if Yam had occupied a portion of the valley northward from Halfa, Harkhuf would
have been more likely to have travelled thither and back by boat, for navigation as far
as Halfa presents no problems.

Finally, one has to consider the location of T3-Tmh. An expedition from the Halfa
region to Khargah? or Dakhlah would presumably follow the Nile as far as Tumas and
from thence cross the desert via Dunkul. However, it would be rather an ambitious
undertaking, even for the powerful Yamites, and Gardiner3 rightly doubts whether it
would have been within their capacity. In any case, t