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A small mound, known locally as Kom el-Farahy, stands c. 1.5m above the surrounding
cultivation approximately 800m south-east of the necropolis of Hagr Edfu (figs. 1–3).
Manfred Bietak (1979) had previously suggested, on the basis of his cartographic studies,
that the course of the river once ran between Kom el-Farahy and Edfu town. Vivian Davies,
director of the British Museum Expedition to Hagr Edfu, recognised the need to investigate
the floodplain and this isolated kom as important to understanding the past land- and
waterscapes of the floodplain between Edfu town and temple and the Hagr Edfu necropolis.
Understanding the past movements of the river is essential to the broader geographical
context of the necropolis and the journey between it and the town.
Experience of interpreting satellite data and maps and an understanding of the movements
of the Nile at Karnak (Bunbury et al. 2008a; Graham in press [a]), Memphis (Jeffreys 1985;
2008; Jeffreys and Bunbury 2005; Jeffreys and Tavares 1994) and Giza (Bunbury et al. 2009;
Lutley and Bunbury 2008) suggested to us that the kom formed as an island in the river.
Our two short seasons during February 2008 and 2009 have proved the robustness of the
interpretation of satellite images using the methods of Hillier et al. (2007) and Lutley and
Bunbury (Lutley 2007; Lutley and Bunbury 2008).
Historical and geographical background
Edfu was the capital of the second nome of Upper Egypt and became an important regional
centre from the Old Kingdom, with routes leading to Kharga Oasis to the west and the
resources of the Eastern Desert and Red Sea to the east (Kurth 1999, 269; Vernus 1986, 324–
5). Hagr Edfu, located 3.5km west-south-west of Edfu temple on the desert escarpment,
has burials dating from the Middle Kingdom to the Ptolemaic and Roman Periods (Davies
2006, 134; 2009, 25, 27; Davies and O’Connell 2009; Effland et al. 1999, 41; Effland 1999,
25, 28; Fakhry 1947, 47–8). These include the tomb of an important official of the early
New Kingdom, Sataimau, which along with other tombs and built structures have been
documented, mapped and conserved by the British Museum Expedition since 2001 (Davies
2006; 2008; 2009; Davies and O’Connell 2009).
According to Sauneron (1983, 28–9 n. 3), a ‘temple-haut’ mentioned in the Edfu texts
can be found either in the desert area to the south west or on the western gebel to the south.
Sauneron (1983, 28–9 n. 3) suggests that the site of the monastery at Hagr Edfu, described by
Weigall (1910, 347–8) as Mari Girgis, may be the location of this sanctuary (Davies 2009, 25).
In a visit to the site in 1951, Sauneron noted inscribed blocks dating to the New Kingdom
and Late Period included in the construction of the monastery. According to Meinardus
(1999, 245), the abandoned monastery was rebuilt by Bishop Hadr of Aswan in 1975 and
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consecrated in 1980. The Monastery of Saint Pachomius, Deir el-Amba Bakhum, is today a
thriving community and place of worship and pilgrimage.
Kom el-Farahy does not appear on either the 1991 E.G.S.A. 1:50000 or the 1943 Survey
of Egypt 1:25000 maps. The former gives a height of 83m for the floodplain in the general
area of Kom el-Farahy and the latter shows a contour height of 81.9m in the area close to
the kom. A dilapidated farmstead occupies the kom and the site appears to be a focal point
for the local farmers. Brief observations of ceramic fragments in the field immediately to the
south of the kom by Don Bailey in February 2007 suggest activity on the kom during the
Roman Period (Vivian Davies pers. comm. February 2007). However, Arthur Weigall (1910,
346) noted that a low mound, known as Kom el-Hedid, lying between Edfu and Hagr Edfu,
appeared to be the location of the remains of a small temple and town from the Ramesside
to Ptolemaic Period based upon fragments of pottery from the site. Whether or not they
are one and the same place remains to be established (Effland 1999, 22 n. 3). A fragment of
a column base was noted on the side of the major E-W canal in 2009 approximately 1km
east-northeast of Kom el-Farahy (24° 58’ 20.43” N, 32° 51’ 28.87” E). However, its recovery
during the dredging of the canal provides no context of its past location.
The survey methodology
The initial aim of the survey was to test the hypothesis that Kom el-Farahy was a former
island in the Nile. Our methodology comprised an integration of geoarchaeological and
geophysical fieldwork, conducted in 2008 and 2009. The geoarchaeological work was based
on a methodology developed at Karnak (Bunbury et al. 2008a), using an Eijkelkamp hand
auger to extract sediment. A sedimentological description and interpretation of the sediments
in terms of the past landscape were made and are recorded in the logs AL02 and AL03 (figs.
4–6). To date the sedimentary deposits, samples were sieved and all of the material was
retrieved from each core to a diameter of 2mm and larger (each core typically representing
10–20cm of depth) (see Bunbury et al. 2008a, 352, 359–60, 365; Graham and Bunbury 2005,
18) and the anthropogenic content was studied in the hope that we could assign chronological
parameters to the deposits.
In 2008 an auger (AL02) was carried out in the floodplain in a field of bersim (fodder)
plants (24° 58’ 12.4” N, 032° 50’ 50.1” E) just to the west of the visible mound of Kom elFarahy (figs. 7–8). This initial location was chosen as the possible flank of the proposed island
in the minor channel since this is where the best preservation of deposits occurs. It was also
hoped that material culture from the site would be present which would enable dating of the
sedimentary deposits. In 2009 a second auger (AL03) was conducted to the north of Kom
el-Farahy along the geophysical survey profile (24° 58’ 12.7” N, 032° 50’ 53.2” E) to assess
the nature of deposits revealed in the geophysical survey.
In 2009 a geophysical survey was also conducted to locate and map the remains of subsurface archaeological and geomorphological deposits relating to Kom el-Farahy and clarify
our interpretation of its formation as an island in the Nile (fig. 8). A further survey was
conducted at Edfu. In contrast to Kom el-Farahy, the site of the temple of Edfu is situated
on sandstone bedrock (Attia 1954, 15–16; Michalowski et al. 1950, 62; Vernus 1986, 324). It
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was hoped that a geophysical survey carried out to the west of the temple (fig. 9) would locate
the changing depth of the bedrock edge along the western flanks of the site and possibly pick
up any evidence of a former channel on this side of the bedrock outcrop.
The technique of Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT) was applied. This technique
relies on the passing of an electrical current through the earth, and the measuring of the
resistivity to the current at intervals (Clark 1996, 37; Scollar 1990, 321) to build up a profile of
the changing resistivity of material below the surface of the ground, enabling the archaeologist
to detect localised anomalies and features. This technique has been used with considerable
success in a number of environments (Gaffney 2008, 321–2; Keay et al. 2009; Maillet et al.
2005, 317–19; Strutt and Keay 2008) and has produced good results at Karnak (Bunbury et al.
2008b; Graham et al. forthcoming; Graham in press [b]).
The resistivity tomography data was collected using a Geoscan Research RM15 Resistance
Meter with PA3 configuration (figs. 10 and 11). An expanding Wenner array was used at
the site (Aspinall and Crummett 1997; Bates and Bates 2000) with measurements taken at 6
different levels, down to a depth of around 11m (fig. 12). The depth at which measurements
are taken corresponds approximately to half the distance between the individual probes, for
example if the probes are 6m apart they take readings 3m below the surface. In the Kom elFarahy profile the second traverse was at 6m spacing with the subsequent traverses increasing
the spacing by a further 4m. Thus the traverses recorded resistivity at depths of 1m, 3m,
5m, 7m and 9m down to 11m. The chosen resolution of data points reflected the questions
posed.
In addition to the ERT survey, a topographic survey was conducted along each of the
ERT profiles using a dumpy level and staff (fig. 13) to produce a model of the changing
elevation across the profiles. These data were then incorporated into the ERT profile model.
The resistivity data were processed in Res2Dinv software. The data were inverted in the
software using a least squares inversion (Loke and Dahlin 2002), with the topographic data
being incorporated into the dataset. A series of two-dimensional profiles were then produced
through the survey area.
Survey results
The results of the 2008 auger (AL02) shown in the log (fig. 4) revealed that a branch of the
Nile was present on the west side of the kom. The ceramic fragments in these river sediments
were dated to the New Kingdom (see table 1).
The coring at AL03 in 2009 was carried out to the north of Kom el-Farahy at the 224 m
mark along the 386m-long ERT profile (figs. 6, 8). The first two metres of AL03 contained
fragments of pottery and sandy silts. This then became finer between 2 and 4m, and then
became coarse and sandier at greater depth. The sediment size is broadly reflected in the
resistivity profile (see below), indicating the spread of archaeological material close to the
surface and the finer then coarser sediments at greater depth. No high resistivity material
appears below the thin scatter of measurements to suggest a more substantial near-surface
response derived from in situ structural remains. The ceramic fragments from AL03 still
need to be studied. They will hopefully shed light on the date of the deposits and further our
chronological understanding of the site.
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The results of the geophysical survey indicate a number of variations in the sediments of
the Nile valley at Kom el-Farahy and Edfu (figs. 15, 16). The range of measurements at Kom
el-Farahy (fig. 15) indicate the presence of the kom, with a spread of high resistivity material
overlying the general area of the kom (A), reflecting the ploughing out of sediment and clast
material across the fields to either side of the site between 160m and 244m along the profile.
Beneath this the main body of the kom is apparent (B) stretching from 176m to 224m along
the profile. Immediately to the west of the kom an asymmetrical change in the resistivity
values of the profile suggests the presence of a channel (C) shown up in the varying resistivity
values caused by the changing size of the sediment. Further to the west the resistivity values
in the area of AL02 support our interpretation of the auger data that this is part of a former
channel (figs. 4, 5 and 15).
A similar less well pronounced variation is visible to the east of the kom (D). Two larger
variations (E) and (F) are visible to the east. The first, running from 270m to 314m in the
profile, suggests the presence of an in-filled channel. The second running from 344m to
356m may well be associated with the existing drainage channel running between the fields to
the east of the kom (fig. 17).
By contrast less material was evident in the traverse to the west of Edfu (fig. 16), but the
bedrock of the outcrop is clearly visible in the eastern portion of the traverse at 134m along
the profile (G). In addition a slight asymmetrical variation in the deposits to the west of the
bedrock (H) is present, running from 114m to 120m in the profile. A second broader change
(I) running from 72m to 106m in the profile is visible. A broader channel (K) is also present,
running from 32m to 64m in the profile, with both divided by an area of high resistivity
readings (J), and an area of high resistivity (L) to the west.
Discussion
At the time of the New Kingdom the river had a minor channel between Kom el-Farahy and
Hagr Edfu, probably with a larger channel to the east of Kom el-Farahy. During the New
Kingdom the river, still close at hand, deposited flood silts around the site. The history of
occupation at the site is not at all clear from the studied ceramics retrieved from the augering.
There may have been continuous activity on the kom or a hiatus after the New Kingdom.
The fine grained sediment, mostly silt and clay at the top of the agricultural unit in auger
AL02, suggests that little if any sebakh has been applied to this part of the area, even though
it is evident at other points around the site. The Roman Period sherds from this unit suggest
activity on the site at that time. The distal floodplain silts found in auger AL02 between 0.6m
and 2.0m below the surface suggest that since the New Kingdom the river had migrated
eastwards away from Kom el-Farahy. The corollary of this migration of the Nile eastwards
since the New Kingdom is that it was migrating westwards until the New Kingdom, which
may have placed it back at the Edfu bedrock island in the Old Kingdom or earlier (fig. 18).
Observations of satellite images and maps reveal that in recent times the river has started to
migrate westwards back to the town of Edfu. The present-day stone block work and cement
armouring of the river bank at Edfu is an attempt to prevent both natural and anthropogenic
erosion of the riverbank (figs. 19 , 20) as well as providing a quayside for the cruise ships.
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The Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT) surveys at Kom el-Farahy and Edfu clearly
illustrate the changing nature and form of deposits within the floodplain of the Nile,
specifically relating to the presence of outcropping bedrock and the presence of koms derived
from the build-up of river sediments and the deposition of archaeological materials.
Results of the survey from Kom el-Farahy indicate the presence of high resistivity
sediment and clast material, showing the location of the kom in relation to surrounding finer
river sediment. The main body of the Kom rises at 170m along the traverse and disappears
in the profile at around 225m along the traverse. This main high resistivity anomaly measures
some 55m across, suggesting a relatively small feature within the surrounding river sediment.
The low depth higher resistivity readings that surround the main feature appear at a depth of
4–6m below the modern ground surface. These represent coarser grained sediments within
the Nile channel. Along the western edge of the kom, a channel is visible some 6m below the
ground surface, measuring some 28m across, and running from 152m to 180m in the profile.
The full depth of the channel was not reached in the profile due to issues of access to the
field to the west of the kom. The channel appears to be deep and narrow, running close to
the edge of the kom.
The features to the east of the kom appear by contrast to be shallower, changing at a depth
of 4m, but are much broader. The channel closest to the kom (D) measures 35m across,
with the second change in the depth of high resistivity readings (E) measuring 50m across,
running from 270m to 314m in the profile. A small channel appears at depth in the extreme
eastern part of the profile. This is situated directly below a modern irrigation channel, and
may result from the variation in readings caused by the modern channel (see fig. 17). A series
of near-surface measurements are visible across the area of the kom, located up to 1m below
the modern ground surface. These seem to represent the distribution of coarser-grained
sediment and ceramic material that has been ploughed out from the edge of the kom into the
surrounding fields. This is verified by the results of borehole AL03. The resistivity properties
in the profile appear to correspond with the percentage of clast inclusions and sherds in the
borehole data. It is interesting to note that there is less correlation between the sediment size
and resistivity values, although the lower portion of the resistivity does seem to correlate
with the coarser sediments and sands of the lower part of the borehole. Readings from the
ERT for the channel to the west of the kom (C) suggest a slightly steeper profile for the
deepest and highest resistivity values on the west side, corresponding to a lesser gradient in
the values on the eastern side where the kom rises. The lower resistivity values at shallower
depth indicate a more symmetrical profile. Although it is difficult to ascertain the exact nature
of the deposits from the resistivity values alone, it is possible that the asymmetry for the
deeper deposits is caused by a greater degree of erosion on the outer concave (western) side
of the channel, which evens out as the sediments become shallower and finer.
The data would suggest that the island is only about 55m wide. Without carrying out
further work we cannot be sure of length of the island. Differing geometries of the island
seem possible. It could be a ‘long thin’ (low width to length ratio) or a ‘short fat’ (high width
to length ratio) island (Graham in press [a], figs. 2–3). An island with ‘horns’ or ‘bars’ such
as the one found today in the river immediately east of Edfu is a further possibility (see fig.
2; Graham in press [a], figs. 4–6). However, if this were the case, then the east ‘horn’ of the
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island would have to be east of our ERT profile. Only further work will clarify the geometry
and history of the island.
To the west of the temple complex at Edfu the profile, while much shorter than the Kom
el-Farahy traverse, indicates the presence of changing sediments and two possible channels,
(I) and (K), and the surfacing of the Edfu bedrock in the eastern portion of the profile (G).
Most of the higher resistivity material is located at a depth of at least 4.5m below the
present ground surface, suggesting that there are no koms or other islands created by the
Nile channel along the profile. The bedrock appears to rise into the range of the profile at
120m along the profile. It then levels out and rises to the surface from 134m along the profile.
Due to the lack of any borehole data in this area, it is more difficult to assess both the true
depth of the coarser sediments at this point in the Nile valley, and to differentiate between
the bedrock and coarser river sediment. In general the sand of the valley appears to have a
higher resistivity value than the bedrock as it rises to the surface. Interpretation of the results
from both Edfu and Kom el Farahy is constrained by the limited depth to which the ERT
reached, ultimately caused by our restricted access to the fields in question. A deeper profile
that reaches 4–5m below the current level would enable us to confirm the presence of the
Pleistocene sands underlying the river channel.
Conclusions
The Electrical Resistivity Tomography survey and the augering at the sites of Kom el-Farahy
and Edfu were successful in locating the remains of the kom and associated channels and
material, and at finding possible channels to the west of the Edfu bedrock island. The
profile of the kom was recorded in the data, together with results linked to the distribution
of archaeological material in the ploughsoil to either side of the site. A series of possible
channels was also located. Similar features were also located immediately to the west of the
bedrock outcrop at Edfu.
Further geophysical survey, e.g. magnetometry and ERT, around Kom el-Farahy would
shed further light on the geometry of the former island and any evidence of structures. An
intensive surface survey of the surrounding fields for ceramic fragments and other material
culture would provide evidence of the chronology of activity at the site and together may
clarify the possibility that this is Weigall’s ‘Kom el-Hedid’. The investigation of other focal
points in the floodplain such as the farmstead east of Kom el-Farahy at 24° 58’ 09.36” N, 32°
51’ 29.06” E may also prove fruitful (see fig. 14). Further geophysical and geoarchaeological
survey in the floodplain and around Edfu would enable us to better understand the movements
of the river and the connection between Hagr Edfu and Edfu town and temple. It may even
allow us to shed light on the ancient landscapes that are mentioned in the documentary
sources (Grieshaber 2004).
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Depth (m)
0.0 – 0.6

Sediment / environment
Clay rich agricultural unit

Proposed date

0.6 – 2.0
2.0 – 5.2

Distal floodplain silts
Heavily vegetated mixed units of poorly sorted sands
and silts – possibly dumping

5.2 – 6.0

Two silt units, fining upwards probably proximal flood
deposits

New Kingdom sherds

6.0 – 7.0

Vegetated fining upwards unit, possibly island flank
material

Undated sherds

7.0 – 8.8

Marginal channel sands and silts

Undated sherds

Recent containing post-Pharaonic
and Roman sherds
Post-Dynastic sherds
Post-Dynastic sherds

Table 1: A summary of the main units encountered in AL02.

Fig. 1: Location map of Edfu.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/online_journals/bmsaes/issue_14/bunbury_strutt_graham.aspx

12		

BUNBURY, GRAHAM & STRUTT

BMSAES 14

Fig. 2: Satellite image showing locations of Hagr Edfu, Kom el-Farahy, Edfu town and temple and the two
ERT profiles (P1 and P2). An island with two ‘horns’ or ‘bars’ stretching downstream from the bar
head can be seen in the river (Background image: © Google Earth).

Fig. 3: A view of the Edfu floodplain from Hagr Edfu showing the southern part of the Monastery of Saint
Pachomius in the mid-ground and Kom el-Farahy and Edfu town in the background (photo:
A. Graham).
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Fig. 4: Summary log of the deposits recovered from the auger AL02 at Kom el-Farahy in 2008.
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Fig. 5: Sediment diagram for AL02 showing the sediment size, percentage of clast inclusions and sherds for
comparison with the changing apparent resistivity values from the 2009 ERT profile at Kom el-Farahy.
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Fig. 6: Sediment diagram for AL03 showing the sediment size, percentage of clast inclusions and sherds for
comparison with the changing apparent resistivity values from the 2009 ERT profile at Kom el-Farahy.
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Fig. 7: Omar Farouk (left) checks order of the individual extractions (‘cores’) taken from AL02, which is being
operated by the four men to the right. The palm grove of Kom el-Farahy is in the background to the
right (photo: A. Graham).

Fig. 8: Satellite image of Kom el-Farahy showing the locations of AL02 and AL03 and the ERT profile (P1)
(Background image: © Google Earth).
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Fig. 9: Satellite image of Edfu showing the location of the survey profile (P2) (Background image: © Google
Earth).

Fig. 10: Electrical Resistance Tomography (ERT) being carried out at Kom el Farahy. The workers are
positioned at the current and potential probes of the Wenner configuration, with the probes in this
photography set at 10m spacing (photo: Kristian Strutt).
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Fig. 11: Kris Strutt carrying out the ERT survey using a Geoscan Research RM15. Readings from the probe
array are being taken using the instrument pictured, and recorded for later importing and computer
processing (photo: Judith Bunbury).

Fig. 12: Diagram showing the position of probes for the Wenner array resistance tomography, with the first
traverse, to the left, probes are situated with 2m spacing. With the second traverse, to the right, probes
are positioned with 6m spacing, increasing the depth of the measurement.
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Fig. 13: Levels being taken along the profile at Kom el Farahy, allowing the topography of the site to be
integrated with the ERT data (photo: Omar Farouk).

Fig. 14: Stand of palm trees in front of a farmstead 1km east of Kom el-Farahy (photo: Judith Bunbury).
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Fig. 15: The ERT profile from Kom el-Farahy showing the topography (upper image) with the location of the boreholes, and main variations in the resistivity
added to the lower image. Elevation levels are based upon an arbitrary local datum; precise elevations have yet to be established.
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Fig. 16: The ERT profile from Edfu showing the topography (upper image) with main variations in the resistivity added to the lower image. Elevation
levels are based upon an arbitrary local datum; precise elevations have yet to be established.
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Fig. 17: Map showing the principal modern topographic features at Kom el-Farahy with the line of
the ERT profile and auger locations AL02 and 03 (map from hand-held GPS data: Judith
Bunbury).

Fig. 18: Diagram (not to vertical or horizontal scale) to indicate the proposed location of
the river relative to the Nile floodplain with time (t). The river location is shown in
blue, splitting of the river around islands is not shown for the sake of increased
clarity.
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Fig. 19: The riverbank at Edfu in February 2008 with stone block work and cement (photo: A. Graham).

Fig. 20:
		
		
		

The armoured riverbank of a former island to the east of Edfu. The upstream section (to the right)
is in good condition where as the section in the foreground is badly eroded. Most likely due to a
combination of human traffic on the bank and boat-generated wave erosion, as this is a ferry point
(photo: A. Graham).
http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/online_journals/bmsaes/issue_14/bunbury_strutt_graham.aspx
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The British Museum epigraphic survey at Tombos:
the stela of Usersatet and Hekaemsasen
W. Vivian Davies
The British Museum’s project at Tombos continued in 2008, with work concentrated on the
great victory stela of Thutmose I on the east bank and the other rock-inscriptions clustered
around it.1 Published here is our new record of one of these inscriptions, a stela dated to
the reign of King Amenhotep II, of which the only previous record is a hand-copy made by
the Lepsius expedition in 1844 (Fig. 1).2 Related material from other sites is included in an
Appendix below.
The Stela
The stela, measuring 700 x 530mm (max. width and height respectively), is located high
(about 2.6m above ground-level) on the eastern face of a large rock, close to the distinctive
sloping boulder that bears on its west face the Thutmose I stela (Fig. 2). It is reproduced in
photograph and facsimile drawing in Figures 3 and 4. Bruised rather than cut into the uneven
granite surface, with no dressing of the surface beforehand, it comprises a double scene,
with near-symmetrical content. Two male figures are shown, standing back to back, each
wearing a shoulder-length wig and long skirt secured by a knot at the waist, and with hands
raised in veneration of a cartouche containing the prenomen of Amenhotep II, the royal name
forming part of a longer inscription, which identifies the figures and labels their actions.3
Two columns of inscription were intended in each case but the first column in the left scene
was never completed. The scenes, which may originally have been finished in paint, are now
much eroded, with a number of the hieroglyphs incomplete, indistinct or lost. The content
and sense are, nevertheless, clear. In discussion of the stela hitherto, it has generally been
assumed that the two figures represent one and the same person, which turns out not to be
the case: the right figure represents the viceroy Usersatet; the left figure, the high-ranking
official Hekaemsasen.
1

2

3

PM vii, 174–5; Edwards and Ali Osman 1992, 18 (91/7a–d). For the location of the group, see the satellite
image, Davies 2008, 25, n. 3, colour plate V, 91/7a–d. The British Museum team comprised Vivian Davies
and Dr Derek Welsby, assisted by Ikhlas Abdel Latif Ahmed of the National Corporation of Antiquities
and Museums (NCAM), Sudan. Permission for the work was granted by the Director-General of NCAM,
Mr Hassan Hussein Idriss, and the Director of Fieldwork, Dr Salah Mohamed Ahmed. We were at Tombos
for six days, from 24th to 30th October, 2008, and once again enjoyed the hospitality provided by Radwan
Daoud Mahdjoub and his family. I am grateful to Diane Bergman, Griffith Librarian, Sackler Library,
Oxford, for assistance with an item of bibliography, to Claire Thorne of the British Museum for help in
preparing the illustrations for publication and to Marcel Mareé for his helpful comments on a draft of this
paper. A slightly abbreviated version of this paper appeared in Sudan & Nubia 13 (2009), 21–9.
LD Text, v, 244 (bottom right); cf. PM vii, 175; Säve-Söderbergh 1941, 156, n. 1; Dewachter 1976, 56; Der
Manuelian 1987, 94; Morkot 1991, 299; Edwards 1992, 18 ( 91/7c); Morkot 2000, 84; Budka 2002, 62;
Budka 2005, 112; Morris 2005, 192.
To be added to the list of scenes of royal-name veneration compiled and studied by Spieser 2000, 84ff.
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The Inscriptions
The right figure stands on a base-line before two columns of hieroglyphs reading: (1) rdit
i3w n nb t3wy sn t3 n nTr nfr Hr-tp anx wD3 snb nswt-bity nb t3wy (2) a3-xprw-ra di anx
in s3-nswt imy-r x3swt rswt4 Wsr-stt, ‘(1) Giving praise to the lord of the two lands, doing
obeisance to the perfect god5 on behalf of the life, prosperity and health of king of Upper
and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands, (2) Aa-khepru-Re, given life, by the king’s son
(viceroy), overseer of southern foreign lands, Usersatet’. The vertical line at the bottom left
of the second column represents the beginning of a frame, which was never completed.
The scene on the left is less finished than that on the right. The figure has no base line,
the rear hand is unfinished, and only two hieroglyphs of the first column of inscription were
completed. They read Hr-tp, ‘on behalf of ’, their presence confirming that the first line was
intended to be the same or very similar in content to its counterpart on the right. The second
column continues: a3-xprw-ra di anx in imy-r x3swt imy-r rwyt T3y xw ¡k3-m-s3-sn, ‘Aakhepru-Re, given life, by the overseer of foreign lands, overseer of the portal, fan-bearer,
Hekaemsasen’.
Comment
Usersatet is to date the only documented viceroy of the reign of Amenhotep II and is known
to have been in office by Year 23.6 He is attested as viceroy on a large number of monuments
located both in Egypt and throughout the Nubian Nile Valley: a fragmentary statue from
western Thebes (Deir el-Medina),7 a shabti-figure of uncertain provenance,8 a rock-cut statue
in a shrine at Gebel Silsileh,9 numerous rock-figures and inscriptions in the First Cataract
region (at Gebel Tingar10 and especially on Sehel Island),11 shrine no. 11 at Ibrim,12 a stela
from Wadi Halfa (originally probably from Buhen),13 a statue from Uronarti,14 two stelae from
Of the signs following the rs-hieroglyph, there remain only indeterminate traces.
On these commonplace formulae of veneration, see Sadek 1987, 202–3; Spieser 2000, 101ff.
6
Dewachter 1978, 73–90; Habachi 1980, 632; Simpson 1986; Der Manuelian 1987, 110–11 (III.3), 154–8;
Bács 2002, 56, 58 and 61; Gasse and Rondot 2007, 7 and 147; Török 2009, 172, no. 7.
7
PM i (2), 699; Maystre 1935-8; Urk. iv, 1487–9; Dewachter 1978, 86–8, Doc. 79;
8
Chassinat 1912, 161; Aubert and Aubert 1974, 37–8; Dewachter 1978, 88–9, Doc. 80; Bács 2002, 61, n. 60.
9
Caminos and James 1963, 33–4, pl. 25, fig. 1, S.4; Dewachter 1978, 85–6, Doc. 78.
10
Rock-inscription: Habachi 1957, 21–2, no. 11, fig. 6, pl. 6; Dewachter 1978, 84, Doc. 77. Fragmentary stela:
Habachi 1971, 187–8; Dewachter 1978, 83, Doc. 76.
11
Dewachter 1978, 80–83, Docs. 72–75; Gasse and Rondot 2003, 42, Table 1, no. 9, 43–4, pl. 4 and front
cover; Gasse and Rondot 2007, 7 and 147–54 (SHE 253-260).
12
Urk. iv, 1345–6, no. 391; 1490, no. 463; Caminos 1968, 59-60, 66, pls 24, 28, and 32; Dewachter 1978, 78–
80, Doc. 71.
13
Stela BM EA 623; PM vii, 141; HT vii, 11, pl. 34; Urk. iv, 1486–7, no. 460; Smith 1976, 199; Dewachter
1978, 77–8, Doc. 70; Davies 1991, 315 (1903); Mostafa 1993, 89, 95, no. 5; Zayed 1999.
14
Khartoum, SNM 32; Budge 1907, i, 488–9, 492, fig.; Dewachter 1974; Dewachter 1978, 76–7, Doc. 69; Van
Siclen 1982, 36–8, fig. 18, and 47.
4
5
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Semna, one of which is dated to Year 23,15 a stela found at Amara West,16 and two fragmentary
statues from Sai (see Appendix below, nos 1–2). The Tombos stela is a new addition to the
corpus and becomes his southernmost attestation, though he must surely have been involved
in Amenhotep II’s programme of building, temple-decoration and interventions at sites
further south, such as Pnubs (Dokki Gel), Tabo and Jebel Barkal, where monuments bearing
the name of the king, or datable to his reign, have been found.17 In the light of the erasure
of Usersatet’s name and/or figure (where present) in the rock-drawings on Sehel18 and on the
Semna stelae,19 it is worth noting that no such damage is present in the case of the Tombos
rock-stela.
Hekaemsasen (full name: Pahekaemsasen) was a dignitary well placed at court, as his
titles ‘fan-bearer’ (on the right of the king) and ‘overseer of the portal’ (of the royal palace)
indicate.20 He is known from a group of monuments first identified as belonging to the same
official by Dewachter.21 In addition to the Tombos stela, they comprise: funerary cones from
Thebes;22 the bottom of a dyad also probably from Thebes; and the bottom half of a seated
statue found at Jebel Barkal (for the statues, see Appendix below, nos 3–4). To these, a rockinscription on Sehel Island can now be added.23 The inscriptions on the Jebel Barkal statue
include the official’s full titulary showing that the title imy-r x3swt, ‘overseer of foreign lands’
Boston MFA 25.632 and 25.633; Dunham and Janssen 1960, 17, pl. 82 (MFA 25.632), and 43–4, pl. 39, c
(MFA 25. 633); Helck 1955 (MFA 25.632); Urk. iv, 1343–4, no. 390 (MFA 25.632); Dewachter 1978, 74–6,
Docs. 67 (MFA 25.632) and 68 (MFA 25.633); Der Manuelian 1987, 155–8, fig. 37 (MFA 25. 632); Leprohon
1991, 3, 160–63 (MFA 25.632) and 164–6 (MFA 25. 633). Boston MFA 25.632 is the stela that bears the year
date. For the dated monuments of the reign of Amenhotep II, see Hornung 2006, 203.
16
Louvre E. 17341; Fairman 1939, 142, pl. 16, 1; Urk. iv, 1484–6, no. 460; Dewachter 1978, 74, Doc. 66;
Delange 2001, 88–9, no. 24; Barbotin 2005, 156–7, no. 85.
17
Dokki Gel: Valbelle 2001, 229, 231, fig. 3, and p. xvii; Valbelle 2008, 89. Tabo: Jacquet-Gordon, Bonnet,
and Jacquet 1969, 110 (2); Jacquet-Gordon 1999, 257–8, pl. 1; Ullmann 2009, 256. Jebel Barkal: PM vii,
222; Reisner 1931, 81 [4]; Dunham 1970, 25, no. 3, 26, fig. 18; Der Manuelian 1987, 94; and the statue of
Hekaemsasen (see below Appendix no. 3). On the basis of a tribute scene in the Ibrim shrine (Caminos
1968, 65–71, pls. 28, 30–32), it has been argued that Amenhotep II also carried out a military campaign in
the south (Der Manuelian 1987, 92–3 and 155, disputed by Morris 2005, 190–1, with n. 257).
18
Simpson 1986, 902; Gasse and Rondot 2007, 147.
19
See refs. in n. 15, where there are varying views on the nature of the damage. On the basis of images of
the stelae kindly provided for me by Dr Rita Freed and Dr Denise Doxey, it seems clear that there was
deliberate damage to Usersatet’s image, titles and name on MFA 25.632 and to his titles and image on MFA
25.633. I am grateful to Drs Freed and Doxey for their helpful observations.
20
On the title ‘fan-bearer’, see Pomorska 1987, 32–3, 38, 111, no. 21; Roehrig 2005a, 70–72 with nn. 2, 14, and
15; on the function of the ‘overseer of the ruyt’, see Bryan 2006, 87–9.
21
1976, 53–60; Pomorska 1987, 111, no. 21; Der Manuelian 1987, 111–12 (III.4).
22
Davies 1957, nos 267 and 324. There are two examples of these cones, one of each type, in the British
Museum. These are EA 62688 (type 324), ‘fan-bearer, Pahekaemsasen’, and EA 62831 (type 267), ‘overseer
of the portal, Pahekaemsasen’. They were collected in Thebes by Norman de Garis Davies, who presented
them to the British Museum in 1930. There are three other examples, from the same source, in the
Ashmolean Museum: nos. 1972.540 and 1972.541 (type 324) and no. 1972.482 (type 267). The latter number
is a correction of that cited in Sudan & Nubia 13 (2009), 23 n.22. I am grateful to Dr Helen Whitehouse for
supplying information about the Oxford funerary cones.
23
Gasse and Rondot 2003, 45, pl. 6; Gasse and Rondot 2007, 155 and 498 (SHE 261).
15
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on the Tombos stela (and also the Theban dyad, see Appendix no. 4) is an abbreviated writing
of imy-r x3swt rswt, ‘overseer of southern foreign lands’.24 This is the stock second title of
the viceroy, who was the ‘overseer of southern foreign lands’ par excellence. It is otherwise
attested for a few select officials, who exercised special responsibilities within the southern
territories.25
Usersatet and Hekaemsasen are known to have been contemporaries, both serving King
Amenhotep II, but the Tombos stela is the first monument to show them together. What is
remarkable here is that Hekaemsasen is presented as equal in status to the viceroy. Although
the completion of the latter’s scene was clearly regarded as the higher priority, the only
substantive distinction between the two is that they are orientated in opposite directions,
the viceroy in rightward orientation, facing northwards towards the Thutmose I stela, his
counterpart facing southwards, towards the frontier zone and the heartlands of Kush.26
Hekaemsasen’s status might ultimately have been derived from his background. It is possible
that he was of Nubian (or mixed) origin, an ‘Egyptianised’ native prince,27 his southern office
reflecting his inherited authority among the indigenous communities. This suggestion receives
possible support from a point of palaeography in his Tombos inscription. The last sign in
the second column, the determinative of his name, shows the commonplace figure of ‘noble
squatting with flagellum’28 (compare the similar determinative of the name of Usersatet on
the right) but with a rare additional detail: on his head is depicted what I take (tentatively) to
be a feather,29 one of the stereotypical markers of Nubian ethnicity and status.30
It is clear that the rock-monuments at Tombos commemorate victory and appropriation.
This stela, with its unusual double scene, may symbolise the integration of the indigenous
elite into the Egyptian governance of Kush, a process known to have formed a significant
element of colonial strategy in the south.31
Cf. Dewachter 1976, 56, with n. 13. The new Sehel attestation (see n. 23) also once contained the full writing
imy-r x3swt rswt.
25
On the title, see Valbelle 2007, 168–72, who points out (p. 170) that Hekaemsasen is the earliest certainly
dated New Kingdom holder. To be added to the list of holders is a local successor of Hekaemsasen, the
‘scribe of silver, overseer of (southern) foreign lands, Siamun’ who was buried with ‘his mother, mistress of
the house, Weren’ in a substantial pyramid-tomb in the near-by ‘colonial cemetery’ at Tombos (Smith 2003,
137–43, figs 6.2–6.6; Smith 2008, 96–-105; Buzon 2008, 169–71, figs 2–3; Török 2009, 280–83). See also
now Bács 2009.
26
Cf. Dewachter 1976, 57, with n. 19; Der Manuelian 1987, 94, with n. 229.
27
So Morkot 1991, 299; Morkot 2000, 84; cf. Török 2009, 272.
28
Gardiner 1957, 447, A52.
29
The detail is deliberate (not an accidental mark), as is clear from the disposition of the plural strokes of sn,
which are grouped to the left to make room for it. It is not present in the other known writings of his name
when a determinative is included (as on the Khartoum and Cairo statues, see Appendix below, nos 3–4), so
it may have had special significance here.
30
Drenkhahn 1967, 28; Smith 2003, 6–7, fig. 1.2; Török 2009, 271–2.
31
Morkot 1991, 298–300; Morkot 2000, 81–90; Smith 2003, 84–6; Davies 2004; Davies 2005, 54; Roehrig
2005a, 70; Török 2009, 263ff. A recent bioarchaeological study indicates that ‘the colonial cemetery at
Tombos was composed of both native Nubians and immigrant Egyptians, suggesting that individuals from
both cultures contributed to the administration of Nubia during the New Kingdom’ (Buzon 2008, 177).
24
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Appendix
As a contribution towards a more fully documented corpus of related material, opportunity
is taken here to publish in photograph, with brief description, four of the pieces cited in
the report above, two bearing the name of Usersatet (both from Sai Island) and two of
Hekaemsasen (one from Jebel Barkal and one probably from Thebes). Three of these pieces
are housed in the Sudan National Museum (SNM), Khartoum; the other is in the Egyptian
Museum, Cairo.32
Usersatet
1. (Fig. 5) Part of a kneeling statuette of the viceroy Usersatet, made of grano-diorite. From Sai
Island (PM vii, 165). Noted, with (approximate) copy of inscription, by Vercoutter 1956, 72,
no. 10.33 Max. height: 120mm. Khartoum, SNM 33225. This is actually part of a stelophorous
figure (a section of the left arm survives), the stela bearing four damaged horizontal lines of
hieroglyphs with probably one other missing at the top. The inscription may be read: (1) ‘[A
gift which the king gives and Amen-Re, Lord of the Thrones of the Two Lands (?)] and (2)
Horus, the Bull, Lord of Ta-Sety, that they may give34 [….] (3) [… in] front of the lord of the
two lands, existence upon earth (4) in the praises35 of the king in the course (5) of every day
for the ka of the king’s son, Usersatet’.
2. (Fig. 6) Small fragment from a statuette, made of grano-diorite. From Sai Island. Max.
height: 55mm. Khartoum, SNM 33224. Decorated with the inscription (written vertically),
‘…king’s son, Usersat[et]…’ and the remains (face, front shoulder and lotus-flower) of a
female figure executed in raised relief. Previously unpublished.
These two pieces (from figures no doubt set up originally in a temple built or embellished
under Amenhotep II) belong to an interesting ‘cache of fragments from a number of statues’
unearthed by chance on Sai in 1939 and first drawn to attention by Arkell (1950, 34). They are
currently in store in the SNM. In addition to nos 1–2 above, they include, among numerous
other fragments, the remains of a sizable figure of a viceroy (name missing) of grano-diorite,36

I was able to view and photograph the Khartoum pieces, at the end of the 2008 season, through the kind
offices of Ikhlas Abdel Latif Ahmed; excellent photographs of the Jebel Barkal figure had previously been
taken by Janet Peckham of the British Museum Photographic Service. I am grateful to Dr Abdel Rahman
Ali, Director of the Sudan National Museum, for permission to publish the images here. I have not actually
seen the Egyptian Museum figure and owe thanks to Sabah Abdel Razek, a curator in the Museum, for
providing information and for organizing the images, which were taken by the Museum photographer,
Ahmed Amin. Permission to publish was kindly granted by Wafaa el-Saddik, Director of the Egyptian
Museum. Thanks are due also to Hassan Selim and Hisham el-Leithy for their assistance in various ways.
33
Also Vercoutter 1973, 13, with n. 18; Dewachter 1976, 60, n. 14; Dewachter 1978, 73, Doc. 65; MinaultGout 2006-2007, 288, with n. 58.
34
Reading di.sn, which is fragmentary but clear (and to be expected in the context).
35
Reading m Hswt, ‘in the praises’. All the signs are clearly present, if slightly damaged.
36
Vercoutter 1956, 71–2, no. 9, pl. viii = Khartoum, SNM 33130; max. height: 500mm.
32
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an inscribed fragment of grano-diorite,37 part of a kneeling statuette of a man holding before
him a large round libation bowl also of grano-diorite,38 and parts of a small dyad of a man
and woman, made of sandstone. They represent a wide variety of statue-types, all appearing
to date to Dynasty 18, buried perhaps as part of an official clearance of the Sai temple(s).39 It
is possible that further pieces in the cache belong to Usersatet, who was probably responsible
for the building-works on Sai undertaken by Amenhotep II.40 More information can be
expected to come from a detailed study of the group, which is long overdue.
Hekaemsasen
3. (Figs. 7–14) Lower part of a seated statuette of a man wearing a long ankle-length cloak
(its border indicated by a vertical line), his right hand placed flat and palm-downwards on his
right thigh, his left arm bent across the body just above the waist, the hand once holding an
object, possibly a fan, of which only the bottom end is still preserved. The feet are placed
closely together, with the nails of the toes neatly indicated, and rest on a thick pedestal
rounded at the front. The seat has a back-rest, from which rose a central back-pillar now
missing. Made of grano-diorite, finely worked and finished, and decorated with hieroglyphic
inscriptions arranged in columns, on the front, back and sides.41 Found at Jebel Barkal. Max.
height: 320mm; max. depth: 324mm; max. width: 162mm. Khartoum, SNM 1848. PM vii,
215. Small photographs of the front and sides and a hand-copy of the texts are published in
Dunham 1970, 28, no. 9, 30, fig. 24, pl. xxvii, D-F; a partial translation in Reisner 1920, 74, iv,
a. The texts may be read as follows.42
Front (single column running down along the centre of the lap and continuing between the
lower legs to the bottom end of the cloak): ‘Everything which comes forth upon the offeringtable43 of Amen-Re for the ka of fan-bearer Hekaemsasen’ (Figs. 8–10, 12).
Back (single column, bottom only; upper half with offering-formula missing): ‘overseer of the
portal, overseer of southern foreign lands, Hekaemsasen’ (Fig. 11).
Right side (five columns, reading right to left): (1) ‘A gift which the king gives and AmenRe, king of the gods, that he may give everything good and pure, (2) henket-offerings, all
vegetables, fresh water, with wine, milk, (3) and the reception of offerings in his temple for
the ka of the nobleman, (4) count, one uniquely efficient in the opinion of his lord, eyes of
Vercoutter 1956, 73, no. 11.
To be added to the corpus of such figures compiled by Wildung 1985.
39
Recent accounts of the pharaonic presence on Sai include Geus 2004, Minault-Gout 2006-2007, and Doyen
2009.
40
Vercoutter 1973, 21–3, pls. vii, viii (S.777a-b); Minault-Gout 2006-2007, 284–5, 288, 293, fig. 4 [a–b].
41
When complete, the statue might have looked something like the contemporary figure of the ‘fan-bearer
Mentekhenu’ (Berlin 19289; Roehrig 2005b), though with the fan held over the right rather than the left
shoulder, as the angle of the bottom of the fan-handle (if such it is) would suggest; cf. the position of the
fan on the statue of the ‘fan-bearer on the right of the king, Nakhtmin’ (Cairo CG 779; Borchardt 1930, 87,
pl. 143; Pomorska 1987, 82 and 129, no. 40, a).
42
There are several obvious errors in the transcription published in Dunham 1970, 30, fig. 24. I note only the
more serious.
43
The word for ‘offering-table’ here is x3t, while wDHw is preferred on the Cairo statue, no. 4 below (see
Gardiner 1957, 501, R2 and R3 with n. 1).
37
38
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the king (5) in the town of Upper Egypt,44 fan-bearer, overseer of southern foreign lands,45
Hekaemsasen’ (Fig. 13).
Left side (five columns, reading left to right): (1) ‘A gift which the king gives and Amen-Re, lord
of the thrones of the two lands, lord of heaven, that he may give (2) every praise in the royal
house, and all love (3) from the gods, for the ka of the nobleman, count, great confidant of
the lord of the two lands, (4) one to whom is said what is desired (lit. ‘what is in the heart’)46 in
as much as he is efficient, (5) fan-bearer, overseer of the portal, overseer of southern foreign
lands, Hekaemsasen’ (Fig. 14).
4. (Figs. 15–24) Lower part of a dyad of a man (right) and woman (left), shown seated,
wearing ankle-length skirt and dress respectively, the exterior hand, now lost, placed on the
thigh.47 The feet, close together in each case, rest on a pedestal rounded at the front. Made of
grano-diorite and decorated with hieroglyphic inscriptions, arranged in columns, on the front
of the figures and the right side of the seat; back and left side undecorated. Provenance not
recorded. Cairo, Egyptian Museum CG 989. Max. height: 285mm; max. depth: 360mm; max.
width: 300mm. Description, without photograph, in Borchardt 1934, 17, no. 989. The texts
read as follows.
Front of man (single column): ‘Everything which [co]mes forth upon the offering-table of
Amen-[Re] for the ka of overseer of foreign lands, Pahekaemsasen, justified’ (Figs. 21, 23).
Front of woman (single column): ‘Everything [which comes forth] upon {the offering-table}48
of Hathor, chieftainess of Thebes, for the ka of Duy, justified’ (Figs. 22, 24).
Right side (four columns, right to left): ‘(1) A gift which the king gives and Amen-Re and Osiris
that they may give a peret-kheru-offering consisting of bread, beer, (2) beef, fowl, everything
good and pure, which comes forth before (them) every day, (3) with myrrh, wine, milk, fowl,
haunches, and choice thing(s), (4) for the ka of overseer of foreign lands, Pahekaemsasen,
justified’ (Fig. 20).
Though now incomplete, these figures were sizable, well-executed pieces, made of a prestige
hard stone, confirming Hekaemsasen’s favoured status, as does the phraseology of the text
on no. 3, presenting him as the valued confidant of the king in language drawn from an elite
repertoire familiar in the Nubian domain from the inscriptions of viceroys. One epithet is worthy
of special note. This is irty n nswt m niwt ¥maw, ‘eyes of the king in the town of Upper Egypt’
(Right side, columns 4–5), where niwt, the ‘town’, should probably refer to Thebes, unless niwt
is a mistake for the plural niwwt, with the meaning ‘eyes of the king in the town[s] of Upper
For ¥maw, ‘Upper Egypt’, written as here with plural strokes, cf. Urk. iv, 1546, 14.
A hole in the stone immediately beneath the determinative (Gardiner 1957, 488, N23) of rsw(t) has caused
the sign to be misread in Dunham 1970, 30, fig. 24, left.
46
Reading imt-ib; cf. the parallel phrase in one of the Kumma inscriptions of the viceroy Seni: Dd.tw n.f ntt m
ib, ‘to whom is said what is in the heart’ (Caminos 1998, 12, pl. 15, 1, line 2)).
47
For more complete examples of this type of dyad, see Vandier 1958, 441, pl. cxliii; Berman 1999, 219–20,
no. 162.
48
The sign for wDHw, ‘offering-table’ (present in the equivalent inscription on the front of the male figure)
was accidentally omitted here.
44
45
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Egypt’,49 in which case it suggests that Hekaemsasen’s duties may have included oversight of
(Nubian?) centres of population in southern Egypt.50 As already noted above, this is the only
monument on which Hekaemsasen’s title-sequence is written in full.
The inscriptions on no. 4 give the full form of his name, Pahekaemsasen, otherwise
known from the funerary cones.51 The female figure, named _wy,52 probably represents his
wife, though she is not specifically identified as such nor does she have any title. The inclusion
of ‘Hathor, chieftainess of Thebes’ (@wt-Hr Hryt-tp W3st), in her offering-formula suggests
a Theban provenance for the piece.53 The cones from Thebes provide a clear indication that
Pahekaemsasen was buried somewhere in the Theban necropolis, another reflection perhaps
of ‘the high honour accorded to Kushite princes at the Egyptian court’.54 His tomb, like that
of Usersatet,55 is yet to be located.
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Fig.1: Lepsius expedition record of the Tombos stela (LD Text V, 244).

Fig.2: Tombos, recording the stela of Usersatet and Hekaemsasen (photos D.A. Welsby).
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Fig. 3: Tombos, the stela of Usersatet and Hekaemsasen.
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Fig. 4: Tombos, new record of the stela of Usersatet and Hekaemsasen.
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Fig. 5: Stela from a stelophorous figure of Usersatet, SNM 33225.
Courtesy Sudan National Museum, Khartoum.

Fig. 6: Fragment of a statuette with name of Usersatet.
SNM 33224. Courtesy Sudan National
Museum, Khartoum.
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Fig. 7: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan National Museum, Khartoum.
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Fig. 8: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan National Museum, Khartoum.
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Fig. 9: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, top view, SNM
1848. Courtesy Sudan National Museum,
Khartoum.

Fig.10: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, inscription
on top of kilt, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan
National Museum, Khartoum.

Fig.11: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, inscription on
back, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan National
Museum, Khartoum.

Fig.12: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, inscription on
front of kilt, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan
National Museum, Khartoum.
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Fig. 13: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, inscription on right side, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan National Museum,
Khartoum.
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Fig. 14: Seated statue of Hekaemsasen, inscription on left side, SNM 1848. Courtesy Sudan National Museum,
Khartoum.
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Fig. 15: Dyad of Pahekaemsasen and Duy, CG 989. Courtesy Egyptian Museum, Cairo.
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Fig. 16: Dyad of Pahekaemsasen and Duy, CG 989, top view. Courtesy Egyptian Museum, Cairo.

Fig. 17: Dyad of Pahekaemsasen and Duy, CG 989, left side. Courtesy
Egyptian Museum, Cairo.
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Fig. 18: Dyad of Pahekaemsasen and Duy, CG 989, back. Courtesy
Egyptian Museum, Cairo.

Fig. 19: Dyad of Pahekaemsasen and Duy, CG 989, right side. Courtesy Egyptian Museum, Cairo.
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Fig. 20: Dyad of Pahekaemsasen and Duy, CG 989, right side, detail of inscription. Courtesy Egyptian Museum,
Cairo.
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Fig. 21: Dyad CG 989, upper part of inscription
of Pahekaemsasen. Courtesy Egyptian
Museum, Cairo.

Fig.22: Dyad CG 989, upper part of inscription
of Duy. Courtesy Egyptian Museum,
Cairo.

Fig. 23:Dyad CG 989, lower part of inscription
of Pahekaemsasen. Courtesy Egyptian
Museum, Cairo.

Fig.24: Dyad CG 989, lower part of inscription
of Duy. Courtesy Egyptian Museum,
Cairo.
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The British Museum expedition to Elkab and Hagr Edfu,
2009
W. Vivian Davies and Elisabeth R. O’Connell
This preliminary report presents the results of the 2009 season at Elkab and Hagr Edfu:
Vivian Davies discusses the pharaonic tombs, with investigations on late antique Hagr Edfu
presented by Elisabeth R. O’Connell.1 A separate paper offers conclusions from a geophysical
survey of Edfu and Kom el-Farahy (Bunbury, Graham and Strutt 2009).
Elkab: the pharaonic tombs
The tomb of Bebi
A plan was made of the rock-cut tomb-chapel of ‘Commander of the ruler’s crew, Bebi’,
dating to the Second Intermediate Period (PM V, 184, 8 bis). It consists of a single rectangular
chamber with vaulted ceiling accessed from a staircase (Fig. 1). A burial-shaft is situated in
the floor of the chamber. It appears that, internally, only the rear wall was decorated, with
scenes and inscriptions done in incised work and painted. Present in the centre, lower half
of the wall, is a deep, round-topped niche, which may once have contained a funerary statue.
The cleaning of the decoration, begun last year, was completed (Fig. 2). Close examination
has revealed substantial remains of the initial draft of the decoration done in red paint.
Study of the palaeography suggests that the tomb of Bebi is near contemporary with that of
Sobeknakht.
The tomb of Senwosret
Senwosret was a governor of Elkab, probably during early Dynasty 12. A plan was made of
the accessible part of the tomb-chapel (PM V, 184), a rectangular chamber with vaulted ceiling,
entered from a central doorway (Fig. 3). Note that the present façade is largely a modern
construct. A second doorway is present in the centre of the rear wall, now blocked up but
probably giving access to another chamber, perhaps containing a burial-shaft. The walls and
1

The expedition took place between 28 January and 2 March 2009. The team consisted of Vivian Davies
(Director/Epigrapher), Marcel Marée (Deputy Director/Epigrapher), Elisabeth R. O’Connell (Assistant
Director/Epigrapher), Lamia El-Hadidy (Senior Conservator), Mohamed Badawy (Conservator),
Thomas Beckh (Ceramic Specialist), Judith Bunbury (Fluvial Geomorphologist), Marisa Fischer (Surveyor
Assistant), Angus Graham (Fluvial Geomorphologist), Günter Heindl (Archaeologist/Surveyor), Joel
Paulson (Land Surveyor), Ilona Regulski (Epigrapher), Alena Schmidt (Surveyor), Kristian Strutt (Fluvial
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ceiling were decorated with scenes and motifs in pure paint, the façade with inscriptions in
sunk relief.
Cleaning continued of the painted decoration, which is of high quality. Especially fine,
though now faded, is a scene on the west wall showing birds trapped in a net (Fig. 5). There
was further documentation of inscribed blocks originally from the façade (Fig. 4).
The arrangement and basic content of the decoration in Senwosret’s tomb is similar to
those of Sobeknakht, suggesting that the latter drew inspiration from the former.
An investigation was carried out of open tombs adjacent to that of Senwosret. In one of
the tombs, a fine inscription framing a stela emplacement and datable to early Dynasty 18
identifies the owner as ‘Ahmose’ (Fig. 6). Unfortunately, the stela itself is missing.
In addition to the above work, we continued to study the architecture and decoration of
the tombs of Sobeknakht and Renseneb and to make plans of related tombs.
Hagr Edfu: introduction and the pharaonic tombs
Very good progress was made with the survey of the site, with the location of over a hundred
tombs added to the new map. Detailed study continued of Tombs 1-3, and a tomb surmounted
by a mud-brick structure, possibly a pyramid, was also investigated. There was continued
planning of the visible Late Antique remains along the eastern escarpment, together with the
study of pottery and recording of Christian motifs present both in one of the tombs and on
top of the main hill (see below). A second season of geophysical survey in the floodplain,
centred on the site of Kom El-Farahy, proved to be very productive (see Bunbury, Graham
and Strutt 2009). An examination of antiquities from Hagr Edfu stored in the SCA magazine
at Elkab yielded much new information on the results of previous excavations at the site.
Tomb no. 1 (Sataimau) (Fig. 18, left)2
Particular attention was paid to the decoration on the innermost half of the south wall
of the niche. There are two main scenes, arranged in two horizontal registers (Fig. 7). The
upper consists of an offering list, partly damaged, originally comprising 60 items. Most are
traditional but some are less usual, including at least one entry designating a type of fish. To
the left of the list, two figures, identified as sons of the tomb-owner, are represented, the one
making offerings, the other libating.
The lower scene represents a procession of eight figures, facing right towards the back of
the niche, where originally there was situated a rock-cut statue, probably a dyad of the tombowner and his wife, now destroyed. The figures are damaged but are shown holding various
objects and implements that identify them as offering-bearers and officiants in the opening
of the mouth ceremony, with one represented in the garb of a sem-priest.
Tomb no. 2 (Fig. 18, middle)
The clearing of sand and debris, begun last year, was completed, confirming that there is no
internal burial shaft, unless it is situated just inside the entrance, an area partly covered by a
secondary mud-brick platform (see below).
2

The main results of work on this tomb, up to and including the 2008 season, are summarised in Davies
2009.
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Tomb no. 3 (Fig. 18, right)
Recording of secondary decoration on the south wall, consisting of various kinds of figures
and motifs, was begun. The wall bears a number of hieratic visitor-inscriptions,3 one of
which, dated to the reign of Ramesses II, was superimposed on the figure of a boat (Fig. 8),
showing that the latter was already in place.
Study was undertaken of the rock-cut statues in the tomb’s niche (Fig. 9).4 The group
originally consisted of four figures, a male (the tomb-owner), to his left two females (probably
his wife and mother), and to his right a smaller figure of a male child (probably his son). The
latter is now almost completely destroyed and the other three have suffered considerable
damage, with the faces obliterated.
The adult figures, all shown as seated, are over life-size, their maximum height being
approx. 2.1m. The females are shown as wearing sheath dresses and tripartite wigs, with
lappets ending just above the breasts, their arms placed on their thighs; the tomb-owner as
wearing a long cloak, with arms crossed (probably right across left), and a shoulder-lengthwig with lappets (mostly gone) which appear to be of a form ending in a point, a type of wig
especially characteristic of later Dynasty 12 and 13. There are remnants of red paint on the
male figure and red and white on the females.
The ‘Pyramid’-tomb (Figs. 10–11)
One of the more interesting of the other open tombs in the necropolis is located along
the same terrace about 200m to the south. Orientated east-west, it has a subterranean substructure, consisting of two chambers, accessed by means of a steep staircase (Fig. 10). The
inner chamber comprises a sunk central area surrounded on three sides (south, west and
north) by a raised mastaba with emplacements for anthropoid coffins. Staircase-tombs, their
date not yet determined, appear to be a feature of this area of the necropolis. Surmounting
the tomb and located above the burial chamber are the remains of a rectangular mud-brick
structure, suggestive of the base of a pyramid (Fig. 11). Further investigation is planned for
next season.
Late antique Hagr Edfu
In the 2009 field season, the expedition continued to incorporate late antique remains into a
topographical map of the site (A. Schmidt), refine architectural plans made in 2007 and 2008
(G. Heindl and M. Fischer), survey pottery (T. Beckh), conserve (L. el-Hadidy), and record
painted wall decoration (E. R. O’Connell and M. Marèe). Targeted areas included those
identified and prioritized in earlier seasons: Area 2a, Tomb D; Area 2c; Area 3, Tomb no. 2;
and the hill-top rock-shelter.

3

4

The hieratic inscriptions are being prepared for publication by Robert Demarée, see Davies 1009, 39–40, ns.
4, 11.
See Davies 2008, 40, pl.II.
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Area 2a, Tomb D
In 2007, a painted decorative programme was identified in Tomb D (Fig. 12) and a selection
of its dipinti copied. During 2009, the entrance of the tomb was cleaned for planning and
elevations taken in the northwest and northeast corners of the first chamber and over the
threshold in the second chamber. The tomb contained wind blown sand and modern debris
suggesting that it was cleared at some point prior to the British Museum expedition to Hagr
Edfu. Conservator Lamia el-Hadidy’s careful removal of wasp’s nests, dirt and carbon from
the walls of the first chamber of the tomb revealed further details of the known programme
and additional dipinti, painted in yellow below (Fig. 13). Most of the programme, consisting
of six crosses and two Coptic inscriptions framed in guilloche bands, was systematically
copied (Fig. 14).
Area 2c
Area 2c consists of several terraces of rock-cut tombs opening at different elevations (Figs.
15–16). In 2008, the area was planned and, in 2009, several sections were drawn in an effort
to clarify relationships between tombs and mud brick architecture now largely destroyed (Fig.
17).
Area 3, Tomb no. 2
Tomb no. 2 is adjacent to and comparable in size with Tomb no. 1, the tomb of Sataimau
(Fig. 18). The unfinished tomb lacks a courtyard and original decoration, but graffiti on its
façade and on the north and south interior walls indicate that it was at least periodically active
in the pharaonic period (see Davies 2006, 13–14, fig.4 pl.IV). In 2008, the BM team copied
two large cross dipinti surviving on patches of plaster on the north and south interior walls
and I. Ralston cleaned Tomb no. 2 for planning. The debris of windblown sand yielded
numerous fragmentary finds, including human remains and linen (probably belonging to
plundered mummies), ceramics, fragmentary wooden objects, leather, three small fragments
of uninscribed papyrus, cordage, and other organic material. T. Beckh’s 2009 analysis of the
ceramics confirmed that fragments of the same pot were discovered in different loci attesting
the mixed character of the contents of the tomb. Nevertheless, numerous ceramics could
be largely reconstructed, including Late Period (eighth- to seventh-century BC) ‘sausage jars’
(typically used to store embalming equipment) and at least ten late antique pots, including fine
ware dating from the sixth- to ninth-century AD. One jar base was reused as an inkwell. It is
tempting to consider that the late antique pots constitute an assemblage relating to Tomb no.
2’s Christian phase of use; however, given the mixed contents of the debris, the periodic reuse
of Hagr Edfu into the twentieth-century, and the activities of modern official and unofficial
excavators, it is possible that this material originated elsewhere at the site.
Today the entrance of Tomb no. 2 is blocked by a mud brick wall, which stands to a height
of c. 120cm above floor level outside the tomb (Figs. 19–20). Until recently, Tomb no. 2 was
accessible from Tomb no. 1 where a natural fissure in the rock had been expanded into a
corridor. Thick mud plaster covers the walls of the corridor. The southeast corner of the
tomb was left unfinished and, along the length of the eastern end of the tomb, stands a mud
plastered platform, perhaps built to level out the unfinished floor. Standing c. 40 cm. above
the rock-cut floor of the original tomb, the platform abuts the mud brick wall blocking the
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original entrance. On the platform, and within the original doorframe, is a mud-plastered
mud brick installation comprised of two compartments. The stone of the left-hand door
jam has been hacked into a rough niche at a height of c. 60cm. from the top of the platform.
The dimensions of the niche measure a maximum of 38cm (h) x 35cm (w). On the righthand side, at approximately the same height, a built up section of the mud brick installation
provides a shelf. A thick mud plaster covered by whitewash is partly extant upon the upper
surfaces of the east wall. The west wall is dominated by a large niche, made to hold statues
comparable in placement to those in Tombs 1 and 3. The interior of the niche is covered in
a thick mud plaster.
Hill-top rock-shelter
A rock-shelter on the summit of Hagr Edfu contains inscriptions dating probably from
the Old Kingdom to the present (Fig. 21). In 2009, seven Coptic rock-inscriptions were
systematically copied. Six are located on the west side of the shelter and a single inscription is
written on a narrow ledge facing south. The texts consist of nomina sacra and personal names,
including Apa Dios (Fig. 22).5
Coptic ostraca in the Elkab magazine
Two visits to the Elkab magazine on 2 and 11 Feb 2009 confirmed the location of material
excavated at Hagr Edfu prior to the British Museum Expedition’s work at the site and reported
by G. Gabra (1991). Some 85 Coptic ostraca are stored in a wooden box. Less than half
(37) of the c. 85 ostraca are numbered in the sequence 81.000–81.050, the ‘81’ apparently
recording the year of excavation. The ostraca count must remain approximate because some
objects have broken into two or more fragments (e.g., 81.018, now in three fragments, two of
which are numbered) and there may be additional joins (e.g., an unnumbered ostracon now
in three fragments).
Only one ostracon is complete (81.001) and the rest are fragmentary. Most ostraca are
inscribed with only a few incomplete lines of text. Nevertheless, it is possible to make
several points. First, many of the texts are letters, some of which begin with a request in
an introductory formula common in texts known from the Theban region and dating to the
seventh- and eighth-century (Biedenkopf-Ziechner 1983, 216–17). Second, the titles of men
whose names appear in the texts are consistent with an ecclesiastical or monastic milieu,
e.g., bishop, deacon, apa, and familial terms typically used to address monks and clerics, i.e.,
‘my holy father,’ and ‘your fatherhood.’ The most common name is Ammonios, appearing
on up to five ostraca, once or twice as Apa. The occurrence of the name Dios twice, once
as Apa, recalls the same name appearing in a dipinto in Area 1 and in an inscription in the
rock-shelter. Third, the lack of extended addresses and farewells, and relative informality
suggests that we are dealing with a small number of individuals who corresponded within a
fairly closed group (cf. Boud’hors 1999, 4). A mention of ‘papyrus’ (chartês) on one ostracon
(81.010) suggests that materials for more formal writing were available to the inhabitants of
the region. The ostraca from the 1981 excavation will be the subject of an in-depth study by
Anke Blöbaum.
5

For a preliminary account of the hieroglyphic inscriptions in the shelter, see Davies 2006, 134, pls. VI–VII.
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Conclusion
Future work will concentrate on clarifying the chronological horizons of the site and the
character of activities undertaken there in Late Antiquity.
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Fig.1: Elkab. Plan of tomb of Bebi.
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Fig. 2: Elkab. Tomb of Bebi. Decorated rear wall of tomb, now cleaned.
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Fig. 3. Elkab. Plan of tomb of Senwosret.

Fig. 4: Elkab. Tomb of
Senwosret. Fragment
of façade.
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Fig. 5: Elkab. Tomb of Senwosret. Section of bird-trapping scene on west wall.
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Fig. 6: Elkab. Stela emplacement of a man called Ahmose.
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Fig.7: Hagr Edfu. Tomb of Sataimau. Decoration on south wall of niche.

2009

http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/online_journals/bmsaes/issue_14/davies_oconnell.aspx

2009

ELKAB - HAGR EDFU 2009

64

Fig.8: Hagr Edfu. Tomb no. 3. Secondary decoration including hieratic inscription.

Fig. 9: Hagr Edfu. Tomb no. 3. Statues in niche.
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Fig. 10: Hagr Edfu. Plan of ‘pyramid’-tomb.

Fig. 11: Hagr Edfu. Planning of the ‘pyramid’-tomb in progress.
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Fig. 12. Hagr Edfu. Area 2b.

Fig. 13: Hagr Edfu. Area 2b, Tomb D. Conservation work in progress.
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Fig. 14: Hagr Edfu. Area 2a, Tomb D: cross dipinto in second chamber.

Fig. 15: Hagr Edfu. Area 2c, view west.
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Fig. 16: Hagr Edfu. Area 2c.
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Fig. 17: Hagr Edfu. Area 2c, sections A-B, C-D, E-F, G-H, I-J.
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Fig. 18: Hagr Edfu. Area 3, plan of Tomb nos. 1, 2 and 3.
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Fig. 19: Hagr Edfu. Area 3, section of Tomb nos. 1 and 2.

Fig. 20: Hagr Edfu. Area 3, Tomb no. 2, view east.
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Fig. 21: Hagr Edfu. Hill-top rock-shelter, view south-east.

Fig. 22: Hagr Edfu. Rock-inscriptions including the name Dios and a nomen sacrum.
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Introduction
The last twenty years have seen substantial developments in our knowledge of Hittite history
and political geography, and it is thus timely to review the context and significance of the
‘Arzawa Letters.’1 These two tablets from the el-Amarna archive, EA 31 in the Egyptian
Museum (Cairo) and EA 32 in the Vorderasiatisches Museum (Berlin), are written in a
language unknown at the time of discovery, but were from the start partially intelligible in that
the introductory and greetings formulae, together with the logographic writings, indicated
the general content of the documents, such as arrangements for the dynastic marriage of
a daughter, exchange of envoys and list of dowry. EA 31 could be seen to be a letter from
‘Nimudria (later by emendation to wa read Nimuwaria) Great King, King of the land of Egypt,’
to ‘Tarhundaradu, King of the land of Arzawa.’ Nothing then was known of this man or his
country, but the elaborate greetings formulae contained sufficient indications to permit the
tentative identification of the language ‘Arzawan’ as being Indo-European (Knudtzon 1902;
Singer 2005). ‘Nimuwaria’ was, of course, recognised as the Cuneiform rendering of the
throne name of Amenophis III (nb-mAat-ra).
The excavation and reading of the Boğazköy texts from 1906 onwards, and the decipherment
of Hittite from 1915, revealed much of Hittite history and geography, thus gradually clarifying
the contexts of the Arzawa letters. The language was identified as Hittite (Nesite) and indeed
the request of the scribe in EA 32 to be answered nesumnili (‘in the language of the Nesians’)
was understood (Hrozný 1931). The alternation in the Hittite Laws of the toponym Arzawa
with ‘Luwiya’ in an earlier recension associated Arzawa with the language ‘Luwian,’ which was
in the process of being recognised. Geographically, attempts to locate Arzawa have moved
gradually westwards, from Cilicia (Forrer 1926), through Pamphylia (Goetze 1940), to the
west coast of Anatolia (Garstang and Gurney 1959), where it has settled, although attempts
to draw it back from the Aegean littoral to the eastern Mediterranean have continued up to
the 1980s.
Arzawa and the Hitties
Knowledge of Arzawa was placed on a firm footing by Susanne Heinhold-Krahmer’s
Arzawa (1977), which assembled and reviewed the textual references in painstaking detail.
She established a clear distinction between Arzawa proper (‘Arzawa im engeren Sinn’) and
greater Arzawa (‘Arzawa im weiteren Sinn’), a political federation embracing several ‘Arzawa
Lands,’ of which Arzawa proper formed the core. At the time of its greatest power in the
1

This paper was originally presented at Egypt and the Hittites, International Egyptological Colloquium, The
British Museum, London, 13–15 July 2005.
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reign of Tarhundaradu, Arzawa was united under one paramount king, hostile to and serious
rival of the land of Hatti. This power however was conclusively shattered by Mursili II in his
great western campaign of years 3 and 4 (c. 1306–5 BC) (Beal 2000, 82–85). After defeating
the Arzawan army on the Astarpa River, the Hatti-Arzawa frontier, Mursili marched on the
capital Apasa, whence the king Uhhaziti fled ‘across the sea to the islands’ (as we may now
translate following Starke 1981; see also Beal 2000, 85 n. 21). After further fighting extending
into the following year to mop up pockets of resistance and reduce the revolted Seha River
land, Mursili imposed what was to be a durable settlement on western Anatolia, breaking
up Arzawa into its constituent kingdoms, Mira (with Kuwaliya), the Seha River land (with
Appawiya), and Hapalla. On the throne of each he placed an Arzawan prince, whose loyalty
to Hatti he sought to secure by treaty and various inducements. These treaties, recovered in
more or less complete versions in the Boğazköy archives (see Beckman 1996, nos. 10, 11, 12),
form together with Mursili’s Annals the main documents for the treaty settlement. HeinholdKrahmer argues convincingly that Arzawa proper did not continue a separate existence as one
of the Arzawa lands, but that it was subsumed into the kingdom of Mira (1977, 137; contra
Beckman 1996, 82). In the following reign, Mursili’s son Muwatalli, bound by treaty a further
Arzawan land, Wilusa, under its king Alaksandu (Beckman 1996, no. 13). Since this Arzawa
land is nowhere mentioned by Mursili in his surviving accounts of the west, it presumably lay
beyond his purview.
Location
The location of Arzawa, proper and greater with its constituent lands, also of Arzawa cities and
neighbouring lands, is considered in detail by Heinhold-Krahmer, along with the suggestions
of previous scholars (1977, 317–68), but if the book has a weakness it lies in the reluctance
of the author to express a view of her own, or even, extraordinarily, to include a map on
which locations could, however tentatively, be suggested. Perhaps this was prudent at the
time of writing. In the last twenty years, however, new discoveries have radically transformed
the picture. These discoveries bearing on the location of the Arzawa lands include the
excavation at Boğazköy, in 1986, of a new treaty inscribed on a bronze tablet, published in
1988, and the simultaneous publication of the monumental Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription
YALBURT (discovered 1970–1971). The new reading of the KARABEL relief inscription
in 1996 (published 1998), which had been known since the early 19th century, added further
information.
The Bronze Tablet treaty between Tudhaliya IV and his cousin Kuruntiya, King of
Tarhuntassa (Beckman 1996, no. 18C) established the size and importance of Tarhuntassa
and that its western border was at Parha, on the river Kastaraya. Parha is securely identifiable
as classical Perge on the river Kestros. The text indicates that beyond this lay the Lukka lands,
thus in the general area of classical Lycia, which was confirmed by the Yalburt inscription.
Here the campaign of Tudhaliya IV against Lukka includes the conquest of towns with names
unmistakeably identifiable with classical Lycian toponyms (Poetto 1993, 75–82): Awarna
(=Aramaic ’wrn, classical Xanthos), Pinali, Talawa, Patara and Wiyanawanda, equivalent to
Pinara, Tlos, Patara and Oenoanda in classical sources. Effectively, this new information
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showed southern Anatolia, west of Kizzuwatna (long since identified with Cilicia), was
occupied by Tarhuntassa and the Lukka Lands, thus that the Arzawa lands could not be
located here, as had been proposed.
The reading of the KARABEL relief inscription as the work of Tarkasnawa, king of
Mira, the same man as the owner of the silver ‘Tarkondemos’ seal, indicated that the Karabel
pass, carrying the road from Ephesos to Sardis, marked the frontier between the two most
important Arzawa lands, Mira to the south and the Seha River land to the north (Hawkins
1998).2 These further Hittite toponyms, identifiable with classical ones, fit well with, thus
corroborate, these locations. The land of Lazpa, lying across the sea and in the sphere of
interest of the king of the Seha River land according to the Manapatarhunda letter (Houwink
ten Cate 1983/4, 38), has long been accepted as the island of Lesbos. Apasa, the royal city
of greater Arzawa, whence its king fled by boat to the islands according to its sole attestation
in Mursili’s account of his western campaign (see above), has been identified as Ephesos
(Garstang and Gurney 1959, 88). The ongoing discovery of Late Bronze Age remains at that
site (Büyükkolancı 2000) provides archaeological corroboration. The city Millawanda, linked
to the kings of Arzawa and Ahhiyawa and apparently raided by the Hittites in Mursili’s third
year according to an unfortunately fragmentary passage in the Extended Annals (Goetze
1933, 36–39), was identified as Miletos as early as 1929 (Hrozný 1929, 329), which has been
variously accepted or disputed. Millawanda is attested in two other principal sources. The
Tawagalawa letter (Sommer 1932, 2 ff.),3 probably written by Hattusili III, shows that it lay
on the sea aside from the Hittite king’s route to the Lukka lands and was under the authority
of king of Ahhiyawa. The Milawata letter of Tudhaliya IV shows its frontier to have been
the object of a joint initiative of the Hittite king and the king of (probably) Mira (Hoffner
1952; Hawkins 1998, 19). These indications of location support the Miletos identification, as
does the archaeological evidence that Middle-Late Bronze Age Miletos was a Minoan, then
Mycenaean, colony (Niemeier 1997). This has now been generally accepted and philological
objections deftly bypassed (Morpurgo Davies in Hawkins 1998, 30f., n. 207). Thus these
toponyms, Lazpa, Apasa and Millawanda, join the group of Bronze Age predecessors
of classical place names: in the Lukka lands (Lycia), Awarna, Pinali, Talawa, Patara, and
Wiyanawanda; in Tarhuntassa, Parha on the river Kastaraya and Ikkuwaniya (Ikonion); and in
Cilicia, Tarsa and Ataniya (Tarsus, Adana).
The Arzawa letters: translation, context and notes
Contrary to the view of the recent edition, where EA 32 is described as the reply to EA 31
(Haas apud Moran 1992, 101–3), the reverse is surely the case as seen by previous editors
(Hrozný 1931, followed by Rost 1956 and Kühne 1973). I offer here a new English translation,
followed by a brief discussion of context and some notes on specific points.
EA 32 (Fig. 1)
[The first tablet of the letter is not preserved]
2
3

The river Seha can probably be identified with the classical Hermos.
A new translation by Miller (2006) presents a more coherent version of this difficult text.
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(1) See, this message which Kalbaya
(2) spoke to me (saying): ‘Let us
(3) make ourselves a marriage-alliance,’
(4) [now] I do not trust Kalbaya.
(5) He spoke it verbally, but on a tablet it
(6) was not set down.
(7) Now if truly my daughter
(8) you are seeking, will I not indeed
(9) give (her) to you? (Of course) I will give (her) to you!
(10–12) Now dispatch Kalbaya back to me with my envoy in haste,
(12–13) and write back this matter to me by tablet.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------(Note by scribe)
(14–15) The scribe who reads this tablet
(15–18) may Nabu king of wisdom and the Sun-God of the Gatehouse duly protect him,
(19–20) and may they duly hold (their) hands around you!
(21–3) You, Scribe, duly write to me, also put your own name after.
(24–5) The tablets which they will bring, always write in Hittite (nešumnili).
EA 31 (Figs. 2)
(1) Thus says Nimuwaria, Great King, King of the land of Egypt,
(2) to Tarhundaradu, King of the land of Arzawa, speak.
(3) With me (it is) well, my houses, my wives, my sons,
(4) the nobles, my army, my horse,
(5) anything of mine within my lands
(6) all (is) well.
(7) With you may all be well,
(8) your houses, your wives, your sons, the nobles,
(9) your army, your horse, anything of yours
(10) <within> your lands, may all be well.
(11–12) See, I have sent you Iršappa, my envoy.
(12–13) Let us see the daughter whom they will bring to My Majesty for marriage.
(14) For her (he will?) pour oil on her head.
(15–16) See I have sent you one nice gold (zu)halaliya.
(17) The works for which you wrote to me (saying):
(18) ‘Send them to me,’ I will send them to you afterwards.
(19–21) Dispatch back to me your envoy and my envoy at once and let them come,
(22–4) and they will come and bring you the bride-price for your daughter
(23) - my envoy, but the envoy who came (as) yours, he has died (?).
(25–6) Bring me people of the Gasga-land. I have heard …. everything.
(27) Now the land of Hattusa has been frozen (?)
(28–9) Now see, I have sent you a consignment duly by the hand of Iršappa my envoy:
(30–8) (list of presents).
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Hrozný, the first translator and editor of EA 32 (1931), already understood the context.
The two letters belonged together, unsurprisingly, since they are the only two Hittite language
documents of the Amarna Archive and represented an exchange between the Egyptian and
Arzawan kings. EA 32 was the second tablet of two, the first not having survived, and EA 31
was the response to this letter. Nimuwaria (Amenophis III) had sent Kalbaya to the Arzawan
king with a verbal message (delivered in Hittite?), also perhaps a tablet (depending on how
we understand the passage), which would presumably have been written in Akkadian, thus
probably unintelligible to the Arzawans. Hence the request of the Arzawan king for a proposal
in writing (by tablet) and of the Arzawan scribe for a tablet written in Hittite.
To reconstruct the exchange: (1) Kalbaya arrived in Arzawa with a verbal proposal, possibly
also an Akkadian tablet, for a marriage alliance; (2) Tarhundaradu distrusted the verbal
proposal and could not find it in the unintelligible tablet; (3) Tarhundaradu sent back Kalbaya
with an Arzawan envoy, carrying EA 32 and its first tablet; (4) Amenophis III responded by
sending EA 31 with Iršappa to view the prospective bride, and a promise that Iršappa and a
new Arzawan envoy (the previous one having died [?]) on returning to Egypt will return to
Arzawa with the bride-price. The remarks on the Gasga people and the condition of Hattusa
require further consideration below. The concluding list of presents, sent by the hand of
Iršappa, is clearly distinct from the forthcoming bride-price.
Notes on recent considerations of individual words and phrases

EA 32
(2) man(-wa-nas) : for man optative, seenow CHD L-N, s.v. man a 1′a′2′′, including this passage.
(3) ishanittaratar : hapax legomenon, association with eshan-, ‘blood’ from Hrozný (1931), onwards,
rebutted by Puhvel, HED 2-s.v., who derives from ishai-, ‘bind.’
(8) UL imma : introducing rhetorical question, see CHD L-N, s.v. natta c 9′, following Rost’s treatment.
(25) nešumnili : ‘in Hittite,’ as read and identified by Hrozný (1931); full biobliography now in CHD L-N,
s.v. URUnišili.
EA 31
(5) and (9) pippit : in the regular greeting formulae this clearly corresponds to Akk. mimmû, ‘anything.’ For
a bibliography of the discussion of this word, which is not found elsewhere, see now CHD P s.v.
(24) aggas : accepted as variant form of 3 sing. pret. of ak(k)-, ‘die,’ properly ak(k)is, also akta, see HWb2,
s.v. ak(k)-, also Puhvel, HED1, s.v. ak(k)-.
(26) zinnuk : Güterbock’s interpretation, deriving this word from zinna -, ‘finish, end,’ is rebutted by
Starke (1981) on the grounds of unexplained formation, offering instead an interpretation as a
phonetic transcription of an Egyptian phrase into Cuneiform, the equivalent of Akk. ša (atta)
tašpura, ‘what you have written.’ Nothing better has yet been offered.
(27) igait : verb now established as denom. from eka-, ‘ice, cold,’ thus ‘cool down, be cold, freeze’ (Puhvel,
HED 2, s.v. eka-). Form seems to be 3 sing. pret. active of verb, otherwise med. pass. The old
interpretation ‘burst, break up,’ was based on the passage describing what a hot stone does in water
(“hisses, igai-s and is silent”), see Neu 1968, 68f. By emendation igait<ta>, Starke (1981) obtains a
usual 3 sing. pres. med. pass., and interprets ‘is cold, frozen,’ as an Egyptian idiom, ‘is peaceful.’ It
seems preferable to accept the tense as pret. active, and to understand the idiom in terms of the
perceived historical context (the bad situation of Hattusa) as ‘has been frozen,’ i.e., ‘paralysed.’
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Conclusion
Although the precise relative chronologies of the Hittite and Egyptian kings are uncertain,
it is clear that Suppiluliuma’s reign coincided with that of Akhenaten (Niphururiya) and
correspondingly the reign of his father, Tudhaliya III, coincided largely with that of Amenophis
III. The king of Arzawa, Uhhaziti, who was defeated by Mursili II in his third year and died in
his fourth, is recorded as having had dealings with Suppiluliuma (over Puranda: Goetze 1933,
58, iii B 26–27). Tarhundaradu will have been a more or less direct predecessor of Uhhaziti
and, as a contemporary of Amenophis III and doubtless also of Tudhaliya III, probably of
the preceding generation. For the two generations before Tudhaliya III, the reigns of his father
Arnuwanda I and grandfather Tudhaliya I/II, the ‘man of Arzawa,’ Kupanta-dKAL (I), is
known from the Indictment of Madduwatta and the Annals of Arnuwanda I, where he seems
to have been the ruler of Arzawa, a position possibly wrested from him by Madduwatta. Thus,
the known rulers of Arzawa, not necessarily an unbroken line and of unknown affiliations,
include Kupanta-dKAL I (contemporary of Tudhaliya I/II and Arnuwanda I), Tarhundaradu
(contemporary of Amenophis III) and Uhhaziti (contemporary of Suppiluliuma I and Mursili
II, who put an end to the unified Arzawan Kingdom). Important information on western
Anatolia is reported to be found in a group of texts, mostly letters, excavated at Ortaköy, but
unfortunately only one of these has so far been published (Süel 2001), dated by the excavator
to the period of Tudhaliya III. This reports the hostile movements of Kupanta-dKAL, [Tar]
hunnaradu and the sons of Kupanta-dKAL, [Ma]sduri, Piyamaradu and Kupantazalma.
The Arzawan names are striking. If the dating to Tudhaliya III is established, two of the
names reappear in later Arzawan history: Masduri, king of the Seha River land at the time of
Tudhaliya IV, and Piyamaradu, active in the reigns of Muwatalli II and Hattusili III.4 But more
significant is the likelihood that Tarhunnaradu is the same individual as Tarhundaradu, king
of Arzawa, probably not yet in his royal office. It is also within the bounds of possibility that
Kupanta-dKAL might be the ‘man of Arzawa,’ active in the reigns of Tudhaliya’s father and
grandfather Arnuwanda I and Tudhaliya I/II (to bridge the three generations he would have
to have been young at the beginning and old here). The relationship between Kupanta-dKAL
and Tarhunnaradu is not clear: as it is expressed, the latter does not appear to be considered
one of the sons of the former, though if the historical identities are right, he would have
been a successor.
The statement of Amenophis III that ‘the land of Hattusa has been frozen’ has been
variously understood in the past and even now that the meaning of the verb has been pinned
down to ‘grow cold, freeze,’ its interpretation remains somewhat elusive (see above). ‘The
land of Hattusa has been frozen’ is generally understood (contra Starke 1981, 225) to refer to
a catastrophic situation, specifically the disastrous series of events of the reign of Tudhaliya
III, known as the ‘concentric invasions,’ when, according to the historical preamble of a
decree of Hattusili III (KBo VI 28), ‘from this direction, from the Lower Land, the enemy
of the land Arzawa came and he too ravaged the Hatti lands and made [Tuw]anuwa and
Uda his frontier.’ That Arzawa should overrun the Lower Land (south Konya plain) as far as
Tuwanuwa (Tyana/Kemerhisar) must mark a high point of Arzawan power and a grievous
4

Süel’s attempt to identify the Piyamaradu of the Ortaköy letter with the homonymous man of the
Manapatarhunda and Tawagalawa letters is surely misconceived.
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blow to Hatti. It should have occurred in the reign of Tarhundaradu and would explain the
‘Great King’ style greetings accorded to him by Amenophis III and the proposed marriage
alliance. The fight back by Hatti under Suppiluliuma I involved first the expulsion of Arzawa
from the Lower Land and later a campaign into Arzawa itself, though the record of these
events in his Annals is fragmentary (see Güterbock 1956, 75–77, 79–81, frags. 14–15, 18–20).
The final defeat of Arzawa was reserved for his son Mursili II, who, as noted above, split
the kingdom into three vassal states, Mira, the Seha River Land and Hapalla, bound to him
by treaty. A fourth, Wilusa, was subsequently added by Muwatalli II. Some evidence suggests
that in the waning days of the Hittite Empire, the kingdom of Mira was regaining some of
the former Arzawa’s power (Hawkins 1998, 18–21). Tarkasnawa with his digraphic silver seal
(‘Tarkondemos’), his seal impressions from Boğazköy and his rock relief at Karabel, seems
to have been a figure of comparable status to Kuruntiya of Tarhuntassa, and as a younger
contemporary of Tudhaliya IV he was probably his addressee in the Milawata letter. Parhuitta
(Mašhuitta), the recipient of a letter from a Hittite king, perhaps Suppiluliuma II, addressing
him with the same Great-King courtesies as his forebear Tarhundaradu had received from
Amenophis III, was probably also King of Mira.
One further piece of evidence on the Arzawa letters may be reported here. A project
analysing the clay of the Amarna Letters has just been published (Goren et al. 2004, 45–47),
which includes the clay of EA 32. The report concludes that ‘a provenance for EA 32 in
northern Ionia, or even Aeolis seems very probable.’ EA 31, being in the Egyptian Museum,
was not available for analysis, but would be expected to compare with the clays of the other
tablets written by the Egyptian king (Goren et al. 2004, 29), which are assumed to be file copies
retained at Amarna. Other incoming letters from different countries are shown generally to
agree with clay types of their place of origin, so the clay is very significant and a welcome
indication of the probable whereabouts of the king of Arzawa at the time of writing.
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Fig. 1: Recto and verso of fired clay tablet from Tell el-Amarna (EA 32). Vorderasiatisches Museum der Staatlichen
Museen zu Berlin Inv.-Nr. 342. Photograph courtesy of Vorderasiatisches Museum. Cuneiform copy
after Götze 1930, no. 2.
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Fig. 2: Cuneiform copy after Götze 1930, no. 1. Recto, side and verso of fired clay tablet from el-Amarna (EA 31). Egyptian Museum, Cairo JE 12208 (CG 4741).
Photograph courtesy of Egyptian Museum (photographer Ahmed Amin).
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Studies of ancient Egyptian footwear.
Technological aspects. Part VII. Coiled sewn sandals
André J. Veldmeijer
Footwear in ancient Egypt was common, and although manufacturing techniques were
fairly limited, the variation in forms is quite large. The present paper presents yet another
category of fibre sandals: coiled sewn sandals (Fig. 1). As usual in studies of ancient Egyptian
footwear, this paper focuses on the technological aspects and includes a description. Other
aspects will be discussed only briefly and will be dealt with in more detail at a later stage of
the project. Footwear terminology follows Goubitz et al. (2001). Terms that are used to refer
to the various directions of the foot and its footwear are explained elsewhere (Veldmeijer
2008/2009, 105).
The technique in which a horizontal bundle of material is fastened to another bundle by
wrapping with a strip of vegetable material is referred to as ‘sewing’ (Figs. 2 [a, d]; Veldmeijer
2006/2007, 71; Veldmeijer, in press [a]; Veldmeijer, in press [b]). The term ‘coiling’ should
be used when a length of fabric (this can be a bundle of unworked material, but also, for
example, a plied string) is coiled and secured by means other than wrapping and sewing
(Fig. 2 [b]). This method can be, for instance, stitching horizontally through and at right
angles to the coils. Coiling is often seen in basketry (see for example Gourlay 1981a; 1981b;
Wendrich 1999) and sandals (Veldmeijer, in preparation). The difference, however, between
coiled sandals and coiled sewn sandals (Fig. 2 [c]) is that in the former, the coil is secured by
stitching as explained above, whereas in the latter the coiled bundles are wrapped with strips
that sew the coils together (Fig. 2 [d]). Sewn and coiled sewn sandals are comparable to a
certain extent (Veldmeijer, in press [b]).
Description
Coiled sewn sandals are a rather small group that includes specimens in the British Museum,
the Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology (UCL) and one possible example from Mersa/
Wadi Gawasis (Table 1).
Sole
The soles are made of a bundle of halfa grass,1 which is coiled. In the middle of the sandal,
the coiling might start by including the end of the bundle together with the first coil in the
winding (Fig. 2 [c]), or not (Fig. 3 [b]). Sewing with small strips of dom palm leaf secures the
coils; in doing so, the strips wrap the bundle (Fig. 2 [d]). In this, the manufacturing technique
is the same as in sewn sandals. In contrast to sewn sandals, in coiled or coiled sewn sandals,
no edges are attached because there are no ends to finish: the coiling itself already results in
1

The identification of the material is preliminary; study and identification, together with archaeobotanists Dr.
C.R. Cartwright (Science Group, British Museum, London) and Dr. A.J. Clapham (Worcester Archaeological
Services) is still in progress.
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a strong edge. However, one of the studied examples, Petrie Museum UC 28314iii (Fig. 2 [c],
double arrow), shows a very thin outer bundle. This edge is not functional in contrast to the
edge in sewn sandals where it secures the ends of the horizontal bundles (Fig. 2 [a]).2
Among the few examples of coiled sewn sandals, two shapes can be distinguished (Table 1,
Figs. 3, 4), both of which are made using different techniques. At least one, but possibly three,
sandals (Table 1) are longitudinally symmetrical and thus straight, with a slightly constricted
waist (cf. Type A of sewn sandals). Towards the front, the lateral as well as the medial edge
diverge outward and terminate in a rounded toe.
Sandal EA 4432 has a shape that compares well with type B of sewn sandals. These two
sandals differ from the other categories in that they are clearly swayed, that is the shape
indicates for which foot the sandal is meant, and have a strongly pointed big toe area. The
heel is rounded and the medial edge is almost completely straight until the curvature of the
heel and big toe. The lateral edge is curved, giving the waist a slightly constricted appearance.
Towards the front, the lateral edge runs distinctly outwards, thus creating the largest width
of the sandal. The front gently curves towards the big toe. The shapes of the left and right
sandals of EA 4432, however, are not exactly the same.3 Nevertheless, they are registered as a
pair, but it is questionable if they were originally a pair (Fig. 3 [a]). The big toe area in the left
one is much more square relative to the right one, resulting in a straighter medial edge. The
right sandal has a centre that is comparable, although it does not show the triangular start:
the bundle is much thinner and could therefore be folded more tightly. The main difference,
however, is the fact that the first bundle is coiled one time, the end of which tapers and finally
terminates at the first bundle, at the same level as the slits for the back straps. On the other
(lateral) side, a new coil is started at about the same level, forming the second coil on this side
(double arrow in Fig. 3 [a]); it continues on the medial side as the third coil. Thus, the increase
of width of the front part of the left sandal is done by increasing the width of the coils in the
front half; with the right sandal, however, the width is increased by inserting extra, tapering
coils.
Strap complex
Two different strap complexes can be identified. One is comparable to the type of straps seen
in sewn sandals (Veldmeijer, in press [a]; in press [b]) but not much is left; only the attachment
of the back strap to the edge of the sole is left in two examples (Table 1). The other type
is best represented by the pair of sandals in the British Museum (EA 4432, Fig. 3 [a]). The
front strap is a broad strip of papyrus, which is inserted between the bundles at the front,
and secured with a half knot.4 The other end is folded, and originally looped around the back
strap, which is now almost entirely lost. However, the ends of the papyrus back strap are still
in situ, showing that these are inserted between the second and third bundle (seen from the
outermost bundle), rather than being attached to the outermost coil (Fig. 3 [a]). Each one is
secured at the ventral surface by means of an overhand knot (Fig. 3 [a], inset of ventral view).5
2
3

4
5

The third core that is sometimes seen is, however, decorative rather than functional.
Note that in sewn sandals, the shape of the left and right sandal is in most cases, but especially in the B- and
C-types, exact mirror images.
See Veldmeijer (2006).
Ibidem.
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Note that at one side of the strap, the grass bundle has, seemingly, not been sewn, which
can be seen at the outer side of one, and at the inner side of the other, strap. However, the
stitches wrapping the adjacent bundle shows that a stitch went through it originally (Fig. 3 [a]
inset, arrow); possibly the stitches were worn away due to the movement of the back strap.
This observation is supported by the fact that the left sandal shows the same condition.
Production and wear
The production of coiled sewn sandals consists of various stages. First, the material was
collected and prepared, for which the reader is referred to Wendrich (1999, 273–82), who, in
her work on ancient Egyptian basketry, gives much attention to this topic.
Usually the grass is halfa-grass (Desmostachya bipinnata or Imperata cylindrical), which has
been used extensively in Egypt throughout history. Sewing is done with strips of dom palm
leaf (Hyphaene thebaica), a plant which was used extensively for basketry, matting and related
objects (e.g. Greiss 1949, 252–3; Murray 2000, 620–1; Wendrich 1999, 274–7). Papyrus
(Cyperus papyrus) was also used extensively in ancient Egypt, especially for the production
of papyrus sheets for writing (Leach and Tait 2000). As already pointed out by Lucas (1948,
130), papyrus was never used much for basketry (but was sometimes used to make boxes)
and seems to have been of limited use in footwear, despite the reference to papyrus sandals
in texts (see also Veldmeijer, in press [a]). Papyrus was, however, often used for making the
strap complex.
After preparation of the material, the grass bundle was, depending on the type of beginning,
folded. Taking the left sandal of EA 4432 as an example, the first coil was wrapped but the
true sewing would start as soon as the second coil was laid against one side of the first coil.
The stitches, while wrapping the coil, went through the first bundle and its stitches.6 This
process continued by adding more coils. When the required shape and size was obtained, the
end was, at least in the British Museum example, tucked in the last winding at the heel (Fig. 3
[a]). Finally, the straps were attached.
The weakest part of sandals is the straps, which are often broken off at the attachment
with the sole. As in all footwear, the most severely worn spots of the sole is at the ventral
surface, but especially the heel, caused by dragging. The Petrie Museum sandal (UC 28314iii,
Fig. 2 [b]) also shows severe wear of the dorsal surface of the heel, consisting of the damage
of the fibre, the impression of the heel of the foot in the sole and accumulated dirt.
Date and Distribution
Our knowledge of dating and distribution is fairly limited, due to the fact that much material
in collections is without an archaeological context. There are, however, some dated examples.
The Italian-American expedition at Mersa/Wadi Gawasis has unearthed several caves in
6

In UC 28314iii, figure 2C, however, the stitches do not go through the stitches of the previous coil but
rather in between them, cf. Veldmeijer (In press [b]). This is also observed in basketry (Wendrich 2000: 259,
260, figure 10.6a, b).
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which remains of boats, including their equipment, such as bundles of ropes, were left by the
Egyptians after their seafaring missions to Punt.7 In front of the caves, part of a coiled fabric
(Fig. 5) was found in a Middle Kingdom context during the 2005-06 season (K.A. Bard and
R. Fattovich, pers. comm.). Although incomplete, enough is preserved to demonstrate the
manufacturing technique, but the material is much more difficult to identify. The material is
not papyrus, as has been suggested elsewhere (Zazzaro 2007, 196). The cores of the bundles
most likely consist of grass, while the sewing strips might be palm. The measurements of the
excavated remnant are inserted in the table, but we should bear in mind that, when still in situ,
the length was substantially larger and extended well over 30cm. Due to the bad preservation,
we cannot entirely rule out the possibility that the object is the (part of a) base of an oval
basket (contra Zazzaro 2007, 196, who identified the remnants as ‘papyrus sandal’). Note that
there was no indication of waist or straps, although this in itself is not a proof against it being
a sandal. Examples of oval baskets are abundant in Egypt and the coiled sewn technique is
a well-known basketry technique, usually referred to as ‘coiling’ (for details on this technique
see Wendrich 1999, 182–6; 2000, 255–61). For comparable examples from the New Kingdom
community at Deir el-Medinah, see Gourlay (1981a, pls. X, XI)). Moreover, a comparable
but larger piece, which is certainly a basket bottom, was found during the 2006-07 field
season in one of in area WG39, inside Cave 3. Possible additional support is the fact that the
Mersa Gawasis ‘sandal’ was found in front of the caves: also in front of the caves, albeit in a
different area, other storage devices such as wooden boxes were discovered.
Discussion
The differences in the ‘pair’ of sandals in the British Museum (EA 4432) are substantial,
suggesting they were not a pair originally. This, however, does not necessarily mean that
they were not worn as a pair: perhaps the broken sandals of two pairs were discarded and a
new pair was made with the two intact ones. The two sandals show fundamental differences
in manufacturing technology: one is shaped by using bundles of a larger diameter, whereas
the other one is widened at the front by inserting extra bundles, which suggests different
traditions in sandal making. This, in its turn, could be an indication of different workshops.
Although the types of footwear in ancient Egypt are fairly limited, the variety within these
types is enormous. Even with the biases in the archaeological record, as mentioned elsewhere
(Veldmeijer, in press [a]), we are able to date sandals, albeit less precisely than one would like.
The manufacturing technique, i.e. the sewing of bundles, is attested for basketry in prehistoric
times. The sewing technique in footwear can at least be traced to Middle Kingdom times. One
of the important criteria of dating footwear is shape. Coiled sewn sandals of straight shape
are probably of Middle Kingdom date; this shape is also found in sewn sandals (so-called
Type A). The swayed shape (Type B in sewn sandals), however, is only found in the Middle
Kingdom (Montembault 2000, 47–50; Veldmeijer, in press [b]; Vogelsang-Eastwood 1994,
142). Although iconography is beyond the scope of this work and will be dealt with in a later
7

There are excavations reports for each season, edited by the directors, available at www.archaeogate.org/
egittologia. See also the final report of the first five seasons, Bard and Fattovich 2007. For a general account
see Bard and Fattovich 2006, 1–3; Bard et al. 2008.
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phase of the research on ancient Egyptian footwear, a survey suggests that this shape only
occurs in reliefs and paintings of the Middle Kingdom. Moreover, the well-known wooden
tomb sandals of Middle Kingdom times are often in this shape (although other shapes occur
as well).
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Mersa Gawasis
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Mersa Gawasis

Hawara

Hawara

UC 28314ii

UC 28314iii

Hawara

UC 28314i
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Archaeology
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Egyptian
Archaeology

EA 4432∞

British Museum

?

Identification Provenance

Collection/
Excavation

Middle Kingdom

Middle Kingdom?

Middle Kingdom?

Middle Kingdom?

?

Date

Width (preserved): 7.5
Length (preserved): 200
Length (as discovered): 320

Heel width (preserved): 88
Front width.
(preserved): 111
Length (as preserved): 210

Heel width: 78
Front width: 111
Length: 233
Heel width: 81
Front width (preserved): 94
Length (preserved): 183

Heel width: 84.5
Front width: 122.3
Length: 295

Measurements (mm)

Sole

?
?

?

Back strap: tied to outer
edges.#

Back strap: inserted
between bundles; front
strap looped around
back strap; secured at
ventral surface with
knot.*
Back strap: tied to outer
edges.#

Strap complex

End of
bundle is
first coil

?

End of
Back strap: tied to outer
bundle
edges.#
included
in first coil

End of
bundle is
first coil
End of
bundle is
first coil

Shape Start of
Coiling
End of
bundle
included
in first coil

Table 1: Coiled sewn sandals
∞
		
Registered as a pair, but see below
*
		
The looping of the front strap is also seen in sewn sandals, but the attachment of the back strap differs.
¶
		
Measurements taken from photographs
		 # Comparable to the attachment of the back strap in sewn sandals.
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Fig. 1: Artist’s impression of coiled sewn sandals, based on British Museum EA 4432 (Fig. 3). Drawing by M. H. Kriek.
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Fig. 2: Three sandals, made with closely connected manufacturing techniques. Scale bar in cm.
		 [a] Dorsal surface of sewn sandal, Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung Berlin ÄM 616.
Photography by E. Endenburg, courtesy of Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung Berlin.
		 [b] Dorsal surface of coiled sandal, Petrie Museum UC 28308. Photograph copyright of the Petrie
Museum of Egyptian Archaeology (UCL).
		 [c] Dorsal surface of coiled sewn sandal, Petrie Museum UC 28314iii.
		 Inset: detail of the start of the coiling in the centre of the sandal. Photograph copyright of the Petrie
Museum of Egyptian Archaeology (UCL).
		 [d] Construction drawing of the sewing technique in footwear. Drawing by E. Endenburg. Not to scale.
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Fig. 3: Two coiled sewn sandals.
		 [a] British Museum EA 4432, from left to right, dorsal surface of the left and right sandals (showing the
differences in shape as well as the difference in the way the coiling and sewing were started) and ventral
surface of the right one. Note that the front strap is detached and inserted in the wrong side. The double
arrows point to the extra bundles in the right one.
		 Inset bottom left: detail of the start of the coiling in the centre as well as the finishing at the outer edge
of the left sandal. The arrows point to the bundle that lacks the stitching.
		 Inset bottom right: the straps are fastened at the ventral surface by means of a half knot.
		 Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British Museum.
		 [b] Petrie Museum UC 28314i, dorsal surface. Photograph copyright of the Petrie Museum of Egyptian
Archaeology UCL.
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Fig. 4: Coiled sewn sandals occur in two different shapes.
The left one is a straight sole (symmetrical
longitudinally) and is similar to Type A of sewn
sandals. The right one is a swayed model (the shape
indicates the foot) and is similar to Type B of sewn
sandals. Drawings by A. J. Veldmeijer. Not to scale.

Fig. 5: Coiled basketry or coiled sewn sandal, cid_ED40221A-B783-4D3C-A30F-0EC0688E0348, found in
front of the caves at Mersa/Wadi Gawasis. Courtesy of University of Naples ‘l’Orientale’/Boston
University Expedition at Mersa/Wadi Gawasis.
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Studies of ancient Egyptian footwear.
Technological aspects. Part XII. Fibre shoes
André J. Veldmeijer
Introduction
Footwear in ancient Egypt was varied, ranging from simple, undecorated sandals to beautifully
decorated open and closed shoes. Footwear was made of vegetable materials (such as palm
leaf and grass), leather, wood or metal or a combination of several of these.
Open shoes are made of vegetable materials, predominantly palm leaf, but palm fibre and
papyrus are also occasionally used. Thirty-two shoes have been studied. This represents part
XII of the series on the technological aspects of footwear, as part of the Ancient Egyptian
Footwear Project (AEFP); the publication of the footwear of Tutankhamun includes a
detailed explanation of the project, the objective of the series as well as an annotated glossary
(Veldmeijer in press [a]).
The category ‘open shoes’ within the group ‘fibre shoes’ can be divided in two types and
four variants:
Group		

Category		

Type		

Fibre shoes
Open shoe		
Partial upper
								
						
Full upper
								

Variant		
Short toe
Extended toe
Upright upper
Flexible upper1

The classification is mainly based on the shape of the upper as well as the presence or
absence of an extended toe. The shape of the sole has not been used in classification, because
they are, with few exceptions, the same. The shoes of the type ‘partial upper’ has an upper
that does not run along the entire perimeter, but rather ends at either side of the pointed,
upwards curled tip of the toe (Figs. 1–2). This type can be further divided in two variants:
the short-toed-shoes have a short, slightly upwards curled toe (Fig. 1). The second variant,
however, has a large extended toe that curls backwards to the back straps where it is secured
together with the front strap (Fig. 2). The other type of fibre open shoes has an upper that
runs along the entire sandal’s edge (Fig. 6). Again we distinguish two variants: in the shoes
presented here, the upper is relatively low but inflexible. It stands, therefore, upright. The
second variant has a flexible upper that covers the sides of the foot, but these are not among
the presented material (see Veldmeijer in press [d]). Note that one of the shoes (Ashmolean
Museum 1956.120) comes very close to the ‘flexible upper’-variant.
The descriptions are kept as general as possible and therefore the reader is referred to
Table 1 for details. However, as in fibre sewn-edge plaited sandals (Veldmeijer in press [e]),
albeit to more limited extend, there are exceptions in general layout. These small differences
1

Shoes with flexible upper are not discussed in the present paper..
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might be an indication of different sandal-makers or workshops and/or be an indication of
regional preferences. Whenever necessary to enhance clarity of the text, the specimens will
be named rather than that the text relies on reference to the table.
Sole: Partial upper shoes2
The heel of the variant with a short toe (Fig. 1) is rounded, from which the width at both
sides does not (or only slightly, but, if so, continuously) increase towards the front. In other
words, there is no constricted waist. It ends in a pointed toe, which is slightly off centre but
too little to be able to recognise, in most cases, for which foot the shoe is meant. In general
the sole is rather short and wide, but Oriental Institute E 7189 is rather elongated. Moreover,
the sides of the sole do not increase in width equally: one side is more distinctly curved than
the other. Usually, this is the lateral side, but here it is not exactly certain which side it is: the
shape of the sole suggests that is was meant for the left foot but the position of the front
strap, slightly off centre as to fit better between the first and second toe, suggests a right
shoe. Seemingly, this is a mistake of the sandal-maker. British Museum EA 4460 shows a
comparable condition. The pair British Museum EA 4459 shows a slightly constricted waist.
The pair Leiden AU 10 (Fig. 1 [b]) has an even more distinctly constricted ‘waist’, even though
the constriction is more or less halfway the length of the sole, rather than more towards the
heel as is usually the case. British Museum EA 36201 has a highly shaped sole. Here, the
lateral side shows a distinct curvature of the front half, resulting in a sole that indicates for
which foot the shoe was meant (swayed).
The shape of the sole of the variant with an extended toe (Fig. 2) is largely comparable,
save for the toe-part. However, a squarish heel is sometimes seen (for example in Leiden
AU 11/12 in Fig. 2 [e]).3 Several examples are more elongated in shape, of which British
Museum EA 55410 (Fig. 2 [d]) and Hildesheim 1646 are the best examples. The toe itself
might continuously decrease in width4 or continues from the tip of the sole proper as a
narrow ‘rod’.5
It is often not possible to determine how many midsoles there are due to the completeness
of the specimens, but the presence of at least one midsole is observed in all but two shoes:
Ashmolean Museum 1887.2721 most likely had no midsole and the presence of (a) midsole(s)
is uncertain in British Museum EA 36204. The soles are made of an ‘over one, under one’
plaited fabric (cf. Veldmeijer 2008/2009b) of palm leaf, which might be folded several times,
depending on how thick the sole needed to be (Fig. 2 [c]). This plaited fabric, the folded
element of which might be smaller than the width of the sole proper, usually only makes
up the mid- and treadsoles: often, the insole is an additional layer that is manufactured in a
decorative fashion. Thus an aesthetic effect is created that obscures the plaited fabric as well
as the stitching of the lower sole layers (see below). Only decoratively ‘plaited’ fabrics are seen
2
3
4
5

‘Decorative layer’ refers to a layer that obscures the main layer of the upper.
But also Hildesheim 1646, Ashmolean Museum 1887.2721, Egyptian Museum SR 5234.
Ashmolean Museum 1887.2721, Leiden AU 11/12, Turin 6509.
Egyptian Museum SR 5234, Egyptian Museum JE 30606, Turin 6510, British Museum EA 55410, British
Museum EA 4464, Hildesheim 1646.
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in this type, besides the ‘over one, under one’ fabric of which the other sole layers are made
as well (Fig. 3).6
The treadsole might have lengthwise running rows of stitching (Fig. 4 [a]), but others are
without. Stitching of the sole is done to further secure the sole layers and hence make them
stronger against wear. However, the prime reason for sewing the entire sole, as is seen in some,
might offer better resistance against wear rather than further secure the sole layers. These
stitches are applied to at least the treadsole and one of the midsoles, but in all cases in which it
could be observed, the stitching secures all midsoles; the above-mentioned decorative insole
is added to obscure the stitching (and plaited sole layers?). The quantity of stitching varies.7
The rows start at the heel, run towards the toe and stop short of the tip of the sole proper
in some examples.8 In the extended toe variant, sewing is less often seen.9 They all terminate
shortly before the toe starts to extend. The addition of braids along the perimeter is seen only
ones in the partial upper type: Leiden AU 10 (short toe variant, Fig. 1 [b]). Another type of
reinforcement is seen in British Museum EA 36203 (Fig. 1 [d]): a woven or twined layer made
of zS2 string is covered with a black substance that is most likely ‘melted’ leather,10 which
is secured to the ventral surface of the plaited ‘treadsole’. Remnants of leather can also be
seen at the ventral surface of the treadsole in Egyptian Museum JE 30606. Judging the black
discouloration of large part of the rest of the sole, it might have had a leather treadsole.
The ventral side of the tip of the short toe shoes might be decorated too.11 It is seen more
often in the extended toe variants,12 which is understandable as with these backwards curled
toes the ventral surface is one of the first things one would see when looking down.
The edge in partial upper shoes is in construction the same as seen in sewn-edge plaited
sandals (Veldmeijer in press [e]) and sewn sandals (Veldmeijer in press [a]; in press [b]). Such
an edge consists of a row, or several, of cores along the perimeter of the sole that sandwich
the sole. The cores are secured with strips of palm leaf (Fig. 5 [a]). An edge consists of one
core in the short toe as well as the extended toe variant, but with few exceptions: the well
made short toe shoe British Museum EA 36204, and the extended toe shoe Turin 6509 has
an edge that consists of two cores (but in Turin 6509 only until the start of the extended toe,
Fig. 2 [a]).13 In contrast to the edges in sewn sandals, they are often rather coarsely made and
in all cases substantial thicker. Occasionally, the edge is reinforced with stitches at right angle
Extended toe variant, see Fig. 2 [a]: Egyptian Museum SR 5234 and JE 30606, Ashmolean Museum
1887.2721, Leiden AU 11/12; Fig. 2 [b]: Turin 6509, Hildesheim 1646; Fig. 2 [c]: British Museum EA 4464,
British Museum EA 55410, Turin 6510.
7
British Museum EA 4460 has only one row lengthwise through the centre; British Museum EA 4463 (Fig.
1 [c]) has two additional rows at the sides of the sole just inside the attachment of the edge; Ashmolean
Museum 1922.85 has five rows, British Museum EA 4461 seven and British Museum EA 4459 even more
(possibly nine).
8
British Museum EA 4459, British Museum EA 4460, British Museum EA 4463, Berlin AM 6992.
9
Only seen in Turin 6510 (which might have five rows, Fig. 2 [d]), British Museum EA 55410 (three rows, Fig.
2 [d]) and Hildesheim 1646 (five rows).
10
In moist condition, cured leather and rawhide, turns into a resinous mass, usually referred to as ‘melting.’
11
Present in the short toe variants Ashmolean Museum 1922.85 and British Museum EA 36204.
12
Ashmolean Museum 1887.2721, Leiden AU.11/12, Turin 6509, British Museum EA 55410.
13
The unidentifiable shoe British Museum EA 26930 has a two-core edge too.
6
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(arrows in Fig. 1 [c], 2 [a]), which is inserted between the two cores that sandwich the sole.
The type of stitching is comparable to those that are used for the stitching of the sole (Fig.
4 [a]).
Sole: Full upper shoes (upright upper variant)
The shape as well as the construction (including the edge) of the sole in full upper open shoes
(Fig. 6) is comparable to the majority of the partial upper type (rounded heel, slightly but
continuously increasing in width towards the front), but more often the sole is more distinctly
shaped. Several shoes have a distinct waist but are still symmetrical in the longitudinal plane
(straight sole).14 Others are even more distinctly shaped and can be referred to as ‘swayed’.15
Remarkable is the curvature of the entire sole seen in British Museum EA 4462 (Fig. 6
[b]). Such an overall curvature in the longitudinal plane is sometimes seen in leather sandals,
especially those from Amarna (Veldmeijer in press [c]). It has been suggested that this would
be a feature of preservation, but the fact that they all curve towards the medial side and is
extremely rare outside Amarna, seems to point to a deliberate shape (Veldmeijer 2009a, 4).
British Museum EA 4462 (Fig. 6 [b]) supports this suggestion.
The soles are in their overall construction comparable to the soles of the partial upper
type (see above). Decorative insoles are present in all examples and consist either of a finer
and more elaborately plaited layer16 or transversely placed strips (Fig. 7).17
More often, the treadsole has additional elements to reinforce the sole. These might be
braids that are attached along the perimeter and lengthwise down the centre.18 One specimen19
has only stitching through the soles, and three specimens have an entire sole of woven palm
leaf strings.20 In addition to this layer, a leather layer is seen in British Museum EA 4462 (Fig.
6 [b]), the edges of which have been sewn with the strings of the woven layer of strings.
All shoes have reinforcement stitching at right angle to the sole’s edge, which are the
same type of stitching as seen in the partial upper type (Fig. 4 [a]). However, in Liverpool
1969.112.21 a different type of stitching is used (Fig. 4 [b]). In sewn-edge plaited sandals, all
but one sandal with reinforcement at its sole’s edge has stitches as seen in Fig. 4 [a], but sandal
Berlin AM 3324 has the same type of stitching as in Liverpool 1969.112.21 (Veldmeijer in
press [e]).

Leiden 1942.12.3/4, British Museum EA 68227, Petrie Museum UC 30839, Petrie Museum UC 30544 and
Liverpool 1969.112.41.
15
National Museums of Scotland 1956.120, British Museum EA 36217, British Museum EA 4462.
16
National Museums of Scotland1956.120, British Museum EA 4462, British Museum EA 68227, British
Museum EA 36217, 1942.12.3/4.
17
Berlin AM 18448, Petrie Museum UC 30839 and possibly Petrie Museum 30544.
18
Leiden 1942.12.3/4 (two braids lengthwise down the centre), British Museum EA 68227 (four braids
lengthwise down the centre, Fig. 6 [c]).
19
Berlin AM 18448.
20
National Museums of Scotland 1956.120, British Museum EA 36217, Petrie Museum UC 30544.
14
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Upper: Partial upper shoes
In the partial upper type, the upper does not run along the entire perimeter, but rather ends
at either side of the pointed, curled tip of the toe. Here, the height of the upper decreases
and thus fits roughly the height of the curled toe in the short toe variant. Although the upper
never falls over the ankle, there is some variation in height (Table 1): the height of the upper
in Ashmolean Museum 1886.366, for example, is limited whereas in other examples, such as
Berlin AM 6992 (Fig. 1 [a]), it is much higher and must have extended almost to the ankle. It
is, as with the identification of the sole layers, often not possible to be exact on the number of
layers of which the upper is made. However, examples of which there are only two layers are
rare. Usually, the strength of the upper is obtained by a plaited strip, which might be folded
as to create a double or triple layer. The inside might be clad with a separate layer, most often
consisting of vertical strips. Usually the outer layer is decorative and, again, separated from
the rest of the layers but in some specimens this outer layer is of the same construction as
the inner layer. In several examples the main plaited layer is also the outer layer,21 but in others
an additional plaited layer, less coarse, is added.22 Most often seen, however, is a woven fabric
of very narrow strips in a diagonal pattern (Fig. 5 [b]). The upper in the short toe variant
Ashmolean Museum 1886.366 consists only of the plaited fabric. The outer layer is plaited in
overlap in short toe shoe Ashmolean Museum 1922.85, as is sometimes seen with the insole
as well (Fig. 3 [a]).
The extended toe variants Ashmolean Museum 1887.2721 and British Museum EA 4464
(Fig. 2 [c]) have an additional, woven outer layer, but no additional inner layer; shoes Turin
6510 (Fig. 2 [b]) and Hildesheim 1646 have an additional inner layer of vertical strips but no
additional outer layer. A fabric in overlap is seen in British Museum EA 55410 (Fig. 2 [d]).
Another exception on the usual composition of the upper is British Museum EA 36204,
which has a layer of vertical strips between the main plaited fabric and the decorative, woven
outer layer.
The edge of the upper in all specimens is the same: at the ventral and dorsal edges, the
layers are sandwiched with cores that are secured by sewing with palm leaf strips; in this, it is
comparable to the construction of the soles (Fig. 5 [a]). The upper is attached to the sole by
running stitches that are usually small at the upper and long at the sole (Fig. 5 [c]). They insert
into the corner of the upper’s edge as well as the inner corner of the sole’s edge. Ashmolean
Museum 1888.366 has, at the heel, several additional stitches vertical to the sole and upper
(cf. the full upper shoes Berlin AM 18448 in Fig. 6 [a]). An exception to this sole/upper
construction is shoe Turin 6510 (Fig. 2 [b]) which shows closely-spaced stitching that might
be of the same type as those that are used to sew the sole layers (Fig. 4 [a]).

Short toe variant: Leiden AU 10, British Museum EA 4459, British Museum EA 4463 (Fig. 1 [c]), all of
which have a vertical strip inner layer.
22
Short toe variant: British Museum EA 4460 and British Museum EA 36203 (Fig. 1[d]), the latter of which
has a comparable inner layer.
21
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Upper: Full upper shoes (upright upper variant)
A reference to the partial upper shoes can be made for the construction of the upper in the
full upper shoes, except for one feature: the upper runs along the entire perimeter, the two
ends of which meet and are secured in overlap with vertical stitches through all layers. If the
upper has decorative layers at one or both sides, the overlap is obscured and hence the overlap
could not be determined. The extent of this overlap varies from relatively small23 to examples
in which the overlap continues after being secured, resulting in an extra layer at the medial
side.24 The height of the upper varies from very low25 to relatively high.26
The upper shows many variations. In Leiden 1942.12.3/4 it is plaited, but although the
pattern is the same as the insole (‘over two, under two, shift one’), for the upper, narrower
strips of palm leaf are used. Both, insole and upper, however, differ from the main plaited
fabric of the sole (‘over one, under one’). In National Museums of Scotland 1956.120 and
British Museum EA 36217 (Fig. 6 [d]) it is made of decorative plaited fabric (‘over two, under
two, shift one’) that is the same as the insole. The upper in Berlin AM 18448 (Fig. 6 [a]) equals
the sole’s fabric and has no separate decorative layers. A plaited decorative outer layer is seen
in British Museum EA 4462 (‘over two, under two, shift one’, Fig. 6 [b]); the plaiting is the
same as for the insole but done with narrower strips. The inner layer, however, is the same as
the insole. British Museum EA 68227 (Fig. 6 [c]), Petrie Museum UC 30544, Petrie Museum
UC 30839 and Liverpool 1969.112.41 have decorative inner and outer layers of vertically
placed strips, the main layers, however, being of plaited ‘over one, under one’ fabric.
The dorsal and ventral edges of the upper are made with cores at both sides of the fabric
and sewn, but in some examples, the dorsal edge (and not the ventral edge) is wrapped with
a strip of palm leaf without a core (and in Leiden 1942.12.3/4 only includes some fibres but
not a real core). In all these cases, the upper are made of a plaited fabric of intended height,
showing a finished edge rather than being cut to the required height.
Also the way the upper is attached to the sole is comparable to partial upper shoes. In
British Museum EA 4463 (Fig. 1 [c]), British Museum EA 36217 (Fig. 6 [d]), Berlin AM
18448 (Fig. 6 [a]) and National Museums of Scotland 1956.120 (Fig. 6A), however, the upper
is secured with stitches vertical to the upper and sole. Perhaps this is related to the cordage
sole, which was attached before the upper and sewing in the usual way was made impossible,
although this does not explain the choice of the stitching for Berlin AM 18448 as this shoe is
without a cordage sole layer.
Strap complex: Partial Upper Shoes
The strap complex is much comparable to those described for sewn-edge plaited sandals
(Veldmeijer in press [e]) to which the reader is referred for a detailed description. Here,
For example National Museums of Scotland 1956.120.
Such as British Museum EA 36217.
25
For example, Liverpool 1969.112.41.
26
British Museum EA 36217.
23
24
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emphasis is on additional information that is relevant to the different kind of footwear
(sandals versus shoes).
The front strap is inserted slightly off centre but two examples of shoes of which the sole
is (slightly) swayed, show that this is done erroneously.27 The back straps are attached to the
sole, outside the upper, and run over the upper inwards. The front strap is attached in the
middle of the back strap. Usually the back straps are tied to the sole’s edge, simply by wrapping
the cladding around (Veldmeijer in press [a], fig. 3.6), but in Hildesheim 1646, the cores of
the straps are inserted in the sole, shortly inside the edge proper. Some extra attention might
be given to the way of tying the back straps to the sole,28 but this is rare. In the extended toe
shoes, the tip of the toe is usually tied to the front strap, and the front strap to the back strap.
Due to the fact that most shoes have intact straps, it is difficult to ascertain whether the front
strap was pulled through the back strap as seen in sewn-edge plaited sandals (Veldmeijer in
press [e]), but seemingly, usually it was not.
Strap complex: Full upper shoes (upright upper variant)
The front strap, consisting of a core that is clad, is attached to the back strap (with the same
composition) by looping the core around it and secure it with the cladding. This contrasts to
the common construction in sewn-edge plaited sandals, where the core of the front strap is
inserted through the back strap (Veldmeijer in press [e]). There are several exceptions to this
construction. Petrie Museum UC 30544 has a strap complex made of (cabled?) string, but still
the front strap is looped around the back strap. The cores of the strap complex in National
Museums of Scotland 1956.120 consist of loosely s-spun palm fibre around which palm
leaf strips are plaited as cladding (mostly lost). The construction is an exception for another
reason as the front strap is not attached to the back strap but runs diagonally over the upper
and are themselves secured to the sole (sometimes referred to as ‘Y’ binding as opposed to
the usual ‘T’ binding). The construction is often seen in fibre, composite sandals.
Production and material29
The sequence of production does not show surprises. The sole is made first after which the
upper is added. Lastly, the strap complex is added and, if there is an extended toe, secured
to it.
Identification of the exact species of the material is forthcoming30 but the majority of
the specimens consist of palm leaf. Many of the full upper shoes, however, are made with
a different type of vegetable material, which is much thicker and woodier. On the basis of
comparison with other objects, this might be reed.
British Museum EA 4460 and Oriental Institute E 7189.
Egyptian Museum SR 5234 and Egyptian Museum JE 30606.
29
For the preparation of the material, the reader is referred to Veldmeijer (in press [b]) and references therein,
as the preparation for sewn sandals is comparable to that for those discussed here.
30
Cartwright et al. (forthcoming).
27
28
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The fragment of a sandal31 or open shoe32 in the Louvre is made of date palm (Phoenix
dactylifera; Montembault 2000, 33) whereas two pairs of partial upper, open shoes with a short
toe33 in the Louvre are made of dom palm leaf (Hyphaene thebaica; Montembault type B (N
1306, N 1308 = E 2568); cf. British Museum EA 4463, Fig. 1 [c]) and one pair is made of
date palm leaf (Montembault type B [N 1314]). Teeter (2003, 110) identified the material of
the pair Oriental Institute E 7189 erroneously as palm fibre and reed. According to Gourlay
(1981a, 61–2; 1981b, 55–6), the shoes from Deir el-Medinah, which are the extended-toe
variant, are made of palm leaf - but the species has not been mentioned - and papyrus.
According to the records of the Petrie Museum, the full upper shoe Petrie Museum 30839 is
made of dom palm leaf (outer layer of the upper), papyrus (Cyperus papyrus; inner layer of the
upper) and date palm leaf (wood strips, but it is uncertain what is meant with this). A pair of
partial upper shoes with a short toe from the Rafalovitch collection is reported as being made
of ‘rush’ (Berlev and Hodjash 1998, 151) but most likely this is wrong: ‘rush’ is often used to
indicate vegetable matter.
Wear and repair
The contrast in wear between the shoes is large. Some do not show wear at all, such as
Egyptian Museum SR 5234 and Hildesheim 1646, whereas others are entirely worn, such
as Petrie UC 30839. Generally, the wear in the partial upper, and of these more specifically
the extended toe variant, is nearly absent. The shoes show the usual spots of wear: the heel
(especially the thick sole’s edge) and at the ball of the foot. Wear that is more specific for these
fibre shoes is the rubbing of the inner layer of the upper including the edge (a good example
is Berlin AM 6992 in Fig. 1 [a]), but is rare nonetheless. A nice example of wear can be seen
in Leiden AU 10, where the owner walked, with its heel, on the upper (especially evident at
the right shoe) due to which the upper is pushed towards the sole. The ventral surface of this
shoe also shows almost entirely worn-through braids. In British Museum EA 4464 (Fig. 2 [c])
and Liverpool 1969.112.41, the entire treadsole is worn away although the upper, including
the straps and extended toe, are complete (save for holes in the heel). Extensive wear of the
ventral surface of the treadsole is also visible in British Museum EA 4459, but here the upper
too has suffered. One shoe shows a very characteristic wear pattern of the sewing that is
comparable to the worn through leather thongs that are sewn through plaited fabric in the
so-called ‘leather reinforced plaited sandals’ from Qasr Ibrim (Veldmeijer 2008/2009a). The
lack of the leather treadsole in Egyptian Museum JE 30606 might be because it is worn away,
but this seems unlikely because the rest of the shoe does not show wear at all. Possibly, the
attachment has come loose, or the leather was taken away to be used for something else. In
some shoes, dirt still adheres to the sole, which is a clear sign that the shoe has been worn.
However, more difficult to explain is the difference in wear in, for example, the pair of shoes
Leiden 1942.12.3/4: the degree of wear of the left shoe is much more distinct at the sole as
See Type A3 in Veldmeijer (in press [e]).
See Fig. 2 [b].
33
See Fig. 1.
31
32
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well as the upper. Possibly, the owner produced much more pressure on the left shoe, perhaps
because he or she either dragged his/her left leg or limped.
The strap complex is often damaged but usually remnants are still present, which suggest
that, by comparison with for example the papyrus strap complex in sewn sandals, it is much
stronger. This, as well as the absence of wear in some other shoes, despite the fact that straps
might be broken or torn due to use, shows that footwear made of vegetable materials are
quite tough and resilient.
Comparison and discussion
Comparison with other fibre shoes is limited as there are no other fibre open shoes (except
for the variant flexible upper of the full upper shoes, see below). As is explained elsewhere
(Veldmeijer in press [f]), the shape of the upper in partial upper shoes compares with those in
leather open shoes or the open shoes of Tutankhamun that are made of a variety of materials
(Veldmeijer in press [a]). In Tutankhamun’s shoes, however, the upper does not run all the
way to the tip of the sole, but terminates distinctly posterior to it.
Comparison with fibre sandals is more illuminating and reveals a close relation with sewnedge sandals to such an extent that we can conclude that the shoes are based on these sandals:
the material, the construction of the sole (including the occasional presence of a decorative
insole), the construction of the edge and the strap complex all are generally similar.
The partial upper shoes of the extended toe variant show two distinctly different extended
toes: in one group, they decrease in width continuously, resulting in a triangular tip. The toe
in the other group abruptly decreases in width and continues as a narrow ‘rod’ towards the
attachment with the back straps. These different shoes can be linked with B4 and B3 sewnedge plaited sandals respectively, in which the extended toe shows a similar layout. The two
pairs British Museum EA 55410 (Fig. 2 [d]) and British Museum EA 55411 (Veldmeijer in
press [e]: Fig. 8 [c]) are the same, except that pair British Museum EA 55410 has an additional
upper; the other pair are sandals.
Full upper shoes with an upright upper also show a remarkable comparison with some
types of sewn-edge plaited sandals. The soles of sandals D1 and D2 compares with the
shoe’s soles in their shape and construction, including the occasional presence of braids at
the ventral surface of the treadsole. These shoes differ from those with a flexible upper (see
Veldmeijer in press [d]) in the fact that the upper is inflexible and stands upright, hence the
name. The upper in the other variant is flexible and closely encloses the foot but not entirely:
the dorsal surface of the foot remains bare. Moreover, the upper usually is stitched on top of
the sole and the sole itself might be made of plaited palm fibre or even the more comparable
plaited palm leaf fabric, but always without a sewn edge. Equally, the dorsal and ventral sides
of the upper in the type with a flexible upper are always without a sewn edge.
Sewn sandals show features seen in fibre open shoes too (Veldmeijer in press [a]; in press
[b]), but this is limited to the sewn edge and, as explained, the occasional use of papyrus
straps. The use of isolated strips of vegetable materials is also seen in the soles of fibre
composite sandals, as is the use of braids at the ventral surface of the treadsole.34
34

See above for more differences between the sewn-edge plaited sandals and fibre composite sandals.
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There is a distinct difference in refinement of the manufacturing technology: some shoes
(and almost all full upper ones) have coarse, thick and heavily reinforced soles, which clearly
suggests that they were made to be used intensively and/or were made to withstand great
forces. Others, however, are far more delicate, suggesting they were made for a different
purpose. This might be a reflection of status,35 but in order to confirm or reject this conclusion,
more research on the context is needed.
The lack of reliable dates of the material presented here makes any statement on the
development in time suggestive. Many specimens, mainly the full upper types but also some
of the partial upper types with extended toes, are tentatively dated somewhere after the
pharaonic era without being based on empirical data. Moreover, if one or two shoes have
been dated to a certain era beyond any doubt, it still does not mean that all of these shoes
belong only to that era: before the age of industrialisation, fashion did exist but was of a
different nature and footwear types existed for a much longer period of time. For example,
the well-dated sewn sandals were, largely unaltered, used at least from Dynasties 18–21 (i.e.
500 years), although it should be noted that these particular fibre sandals were clearly a status
symbol (Veldmeijer in press [a]). Dating on the basis of 2-dimensional art36 has proven of
limited value for sandals, but this is even worse for shoes: depictions of Egyptians wearing
shoes are extremely rare.37 Moreover, problems arise with matching the depicted footwear
with the archaeological record: according to Van Driel-Murray (2000, 315), the big increase of
the toe to such an extend that the toe is secured to the back strap, became popular somewhere
after Dynasty 22, but the archaeological record suggests that these extended toes started to
occur much earlier (see below). Possibly, depicting such footwear in 2-dimensional became
popular after Dynasty 22, which might indicate a change in status of this particular type of
footwear. Moreover, footwear with a large, backwards curled toe is also seen in leather shoes
and sandals and these are dated to Dynasty 18 (Montembault 2000, 205) and later (Van DrielMurray 2000, 315–16; Veldmeijer 2009c, 16–17).
As explained, the shoes are based on sandals and, fortunately, these are slightly better
dated. This suggests that the partial upper shoes with a short toe are of pharaonic date,
possibly emerging for the first time in the New Kingdom. At least some of the extended toe
variant can be dated to the same era (New Kingdom), judging the dating of the sandals on
which they are based. This is supported by the finds from Deir el-Medinah, which are firmly
dated to Dynasties 18–20. When they exactly came into use is as yet unknown, but possibly
the shoes are older: as explained elsewhere (Veldmeijer 2009d, 4–6), Petrie has found leather
open shoes at Kahun that might be dated to the Middle Kingdom (Petrie 1890, 28).
Several of the full upper type are dated and point to the Late Period. It is, however, not clear
when they emerged and how long they were in use. Interestingly, shoe Liverpool 1956.120
and the shoes from Douch (Dunand 1992, pl. 90 [1, 2-4]) are more or less intermediate
between the shoe with upright full upper and the shoes with a flexible upper. Unfortunately,
the context is disturbed, leading to uncertain date, but for one a Roman date is suggested
(Dunand 1992, 33). If these shoes are indeed younger than those presented here, but older
Cf. sewn sandals in Veldmeijer (in press [a]; in press [b]).
For example, Alfano 1987. Iconography is beyond the scope of the present paper and will be dealt with in a
later phase of the AEFP. But see Veldmeijer (in press [a]).
37
An explanation for this absence for leather shoes might be related to chariotry, see Veldmeijer (2009b).
35
36
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than the ones from Ismant el-Kharab (3rd-4th century AD) mentioned by Bowen (2002, 101)
and Qasr Ibrim, which are dated to 400 AD or later, it might be that the flexible upper shoes
evolved from the upright upper shoes (see also Veldmeijer in press [d]).
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SR 5234

-
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-
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Egyptian Museum

EA 55410

British Museum

9.4

16

app.
16

38.5

Upper height

88.2

Reinforced?
N

Upper length

6.4

Sewn edge rows
1

(outer layer)

960

Treadsole reinforced?
N

Layers

Pair

Midsole layers
-

Outer layer decorated?

EA 4464

Insole decorated?
Y

Strap complex diameter

-

Sole thickness
5.7

Back strap diameter

-

Sole width (strips treadsole)
18

Front strap diameter

British Museum

18

Right

Sole width (strips insole)
app.

-

Date
(inner layer)

1887.2721

-

Provenance
Upper width strips

Ashmolean Museum

extended toe

Partial upper,

Shoe

Table 1: Summary of the most important features and measurements of fibre open shoes.
		
# Measurements taken from a photograph
		
* Average measurements
		
All measurements are of the shoes as preserved. In pairs, measurements are taken of the best preserved one. Measurements of the waist have not been
included, unless the specimen’s waist is (distinctly) constricted. Since the shoes do not have a constricted waist, the measurement of the width of the
shoe at the attachment of the back straps is referred to as ‘waist’; it includes the attachment of the back strap. The width at the front is measured at the
end of the upper. The height of the anterior part of the upper is measured just before it tapers into the pointed front end. In Type C, the upper is of
the same height throughout.
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-

Measurements or the right shoe.

Note the low upper.

dorsal surface of the curled toe.

Note the decorated cover of the

inserted in sole.

Length sole app. 280. Back straps

Measurements of the right shoe.

surface toe (cf. insole).

E.Xl.34. Decorated cover of dorsal
1

N

Y

Y

Additional number: E20bis Mon.

1

2

At

Y

N

least

1

least

At

1

least

than the rest of the sole.
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-

-

At

-

Sole width (waist)

Hildesheim 1646

Sole width (strips insole)

-

Sole width (strips treadsole)

Leiden AU 11 & 12 -

Sole thickness

-

N

Reinforced?

-

1

Upper height

Turin 6510

N

Upper length

-

1?

(outer layer)

Turin 6509

Y

Upper width strips
the edge, which is slightly thicker

75.6

(inner layer)

18.9 9.9-18.9 5.9

88.4

Upper width strips

Thebes

530

Layers

(SR 5204)

Pair

Outer layer decorated?

thickness: the measurements include

-

Strap complex diameter

10.6-

Date
Back strap diameter

JE 30606

Provenance
Front strap diameter

Egyptian Museum
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Kingdom?

-

EA 4463

-

-

New

-

-

Right

Left

260

270

81.4

92

84.9

290 100.6

remarks 270

See

Pair

12

10

3.5

11.5

61.8 (avg)

85.2

69.3

72.7

9.2

9.2

19

6

app. 10 8.5

11.5

-

Y

Y

Y

Y

1+

3+

3+

1+

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

1

1

1

1?

1

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

37

47.5

44

41.5

52

-

-

-

-

-

2

12

9.5-21.7

3.5

24

-

14.5

-

-

-

3?

5?

5

5?

2

4

4

N

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4.5

7.8

5

6.6

-

-

-

5

-

-

-

-

-

-

treadsole.

excluding the sole. Dirt adheres to

height of the heel of the upper is

right angle to sole. Measurement

use. Upper secured with stitches at

Lining of upper much worn due to

Much damaged. Slightly worn?

suggests left: mistake?

suggests right, but shape sole

Slightly worn. Position front strap

worn. At least several midsole layers.

shaped sole. Much damaged and

Treadsole largely lost. Slightly

Measurements of the left shoe.

toe is covered.

heel includes the sole. The curled

Measurements of the height of the

6992.1. Z-346.

acceptance it is indeed a pair with

Part of upper. Orientation on

Additional number: Z-346.

heel includes the sole. Much worn.

Measurements of the height of the

Remarks
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British Museum

EA 4461

British Museum

EA 4460

British Museum

-

Y

-

11-23

-

6.6

40

EA 4459

18

-

14.5

app.

17

-

2

British Museum

72.8

-

-

app.
330 100.6

-

45

12-22

Left

Y

N

1922.85

Sole width (waist)

Ashmolean Museum

-

1

Upper width strips

-

app.
10.5

Y

Treadsole reinforced?

app.

Midsole layers
1?

Sewn edge rows

10.5

Insole decorated?
N?

Reinforced?

-

Sole thickness
6.9

Upper length

-

Sole width (strips treadsole)
10.5

(outer layer)

10.5

(inner layer)

app.

Sole width (heel)
58.2

Upper width strips

Right? 275

Sole width (front)
60

Layers

-

Sole length
165

Upper height
app.

Outer layer decorated?

-

Orientation
Left

Sole width (strips insole)
app.

Strap complex diameter

Thebes?

-

Date
Back strap diameter

Berlin 6992.2

Thebes?

Provenance
Front strap diameter

Berlin 6992.1

short toe

Partial upper,
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Berlin AM 18448

Full upper

Elephantine -

Roman

7189

Fayum

Ptolemaic-

Oriental Institute

-

300

Right

143

remarks 335

See

Left

61.1

73.6

92

-

-

-

66

52

89.3

80

69

8

14

app.
10.5

24.5 9-17.7

19.8-

10-16 app. 10

15.5

5.9

-

12

10.5

Y

Y

Y

Y

1?

1

least

At

1

Y

N

Y

Y

1

1

1

1

Y?

Y

Y

Y

35.8

-

47

28

33

-

-

-

-

-

4

3?

9.3-12

app. 10

-

2

2

2

app. 12 3?

9

wefts) app. 17

and

2 (warps

9.3-12

6-9

1

3.3

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

-

-

-

6

-

-

5

3.2

-

-

-

-

All layers of the upper are made of

-

-

-

-

-

plaited fabric of the sole is folded.

37. LA119a. Unclear how often the

Additional number: E23 Mm. E.Xl.

Highly shaped sole. Well made.

6.3 the same fabric.

angle to sole.

Upper secured with stitches at right

position of the front strap right.

the sole seems to indicate left but

uncertain but likely. The shape of

The toe is missing: classification

the sole.

of the height of the heel including

Upper is very low. Measurement

repaired.

lengthwise at least once. Worn and

1
least

1886.366

-

73

of Scotland

220
At

Pair

Y

3.3

Plaited fabric of upper folded

2

-

least

Y

34

melted leather). It obscures the edge.

with a black substance (most likely

layer made of zS2 string and covered

The treadsole is a woven or twined

Remarks

At

?

National Museums

-

Y

Treadsole reinforced?

-

8.1

Reinforced?
-

Upper height

16

Sewn edge rows
-

Upper length

18.5

Midsole layers
2?

(outer layer)

69

Insole decorated?
Y

Upper width strips

Leiden AU 10

Sole width (waist)
72

Sole thickness
6

(inner layer)

94.5

Sole width (strips treadsole)
-

Upper width strips

340

Sole width (strips insole)
4.5

Layers

Pair

Sole width (heel)
48.5

Outer layer decorated?

-

Sole width (front)
62

Strap complex diameter

-

Sole length
235

Back strap diameter

EA 36204

Orientation
Right

Front strap diameter

British Museum

Kingdom?

-

EA 36203

Date

New

Provenance

British Museum
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Orientation

Sole length

Sole width (front)

Sole width (waist)

Sole width (heel)

Sole width (strips insole)

Sole width (strips treadsole)

Sole thickness

Insole decorated?

Midsole layers

Treadsole reinforced?
-

26.6

-

-

2.3

3.5

2.3

app. 5

2

2

-

N 2.8

N

-

7

-

-

treadsole (perhaps also insole?).

straps insert between upper and

sole obscured by treadsole. Back

Treadsole is woven cordage. Edge

Late Period? Left

265

70

-

54

-

-

22

12.8

11.2

Y

Y

1

1

?

1

1

33.5

?

51

Y 36-41

Y?

-

-

-

-

3

10

-

15

10

2?

2

3

-

N

-

N 4.9

Y

-

-

6.3

the sole. Note the square, slightly

sole. Height of the heel is including

secured with stitches at right angle to

Treadsole is woven cordage. Upper

thick edge.

braids, not with sewing. Note the

The treadsole is reinforced with

Measurements of the right shoe.

2.7/2 notched front. ‘Y’-strap.

-

11

VELDMEIJER

1956.120

-

85.5

1?

least

-

Y

of Sctoland

273 103.2

14.1

At

Pair

-

National Museums

-

7.5

11.3

-

93

12.3 & 4

104

5.5-

124

Leiden F 1942/

320

Slightly worn.

Left

braids; no stitching. Dirt at treadsole.

-

EA 68227

Saqqara

British Museum

Reinforcement of the treadsole with

angle to sole.

0?

41

Upper secured with stitches at right
2?

-

EA 36217

Y

?

Diameter of strings treadsole: app.

Treadsole covered with leather.

lining of upper but strips are wider.

Fabric of insole comparable to

Remarks

British Museum
5.7

2?

Sewn edge rows

-

Y

Reinforced?

2.5

16.2

Upper height

37.6

-

Upper length

-

5.5

(outer layer)

49.2

47.7

Upper width strips

130

-

(inner layer)

Pair

70

Upper width strips

-

225

Layers

-

Left

Outer layer decorated?

black substance that covers the sole.

-

Strap complex diameter
3.5/5.2 but badly visible due to

-

Date
Back strap diameter

EA 4462

Provenance
Front strap diameter

British Museum
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EA 26930

British Museum

Berlin AM 26551

Inidentifiable

1969.112.41

Liverpool

1?

Y?

1

Y

Y

app.

40

-

-

-

app. 15 app. 15

-

3

3

Y

Y

app.

-

-

3.6

-

4.1 at heel, sewn with strips, as repair.

6.4/ 10.7/ treadsole. Note waddle of palm fibre

Straps made of cordage; cordage

Remarks

-

-

Saqqara

to label)

-

-

Late Period

Left

-

Left

240

-

99.8

-

300 117.5

97

-

-

-

78.2

-

92

15

-

-

20

-

-

6.4

-
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Y

-

Y
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1
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-

1
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Y

-

Y

2

-

1

Y

-

Y
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42.4
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-

160

-
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-

3.5

10

-

3.5

2

-

3

Y

-

Y

-

-

-

5

-

-

4.3

7.1.

Piece of upper. Thickness upper:

Worn.

app. 4 Tip of toe is missing.

-

-

measurable.

in sole. Width strips sole layers not

Y

Insole decorated?
Much worn. Back straps inserted

-

1

Upper width strips

(according
-

Y

(inner layer)

debris
-

1?

Midsole layers

85

Sole thickness
-

Treadsole reinforced?

-

Sole width (strips treadsole)
-

Sewn edge rows

330

Sole width (strips insole)
-

Reinforced?

?

Sole width (heel)
109

Upper length

app.

Sole width (waist)
-

(outer layer)

Late Period

Sole width (front)
114

Upper width strips

I. Temple

Sole length
315

Layers

II. Sector

Orientation
Left

Outer layer decorated?

/Ptolemaic

Strap complex diameter

Petrie UC 30839

-

Petrie UC 30544

Upper height
app.

Back strap diameter

Dynasty 30

Date
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Fig.1 [a]: Partial upper, short toe. Left shoe Berlin AM 6992.1 in lateral, dorsal, medial and ventral view
respectively. Note the decorative outer layer of the upper as well as the reinforcement stitches on the
sole. Photography by E. Endenburg. Courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung
Berlin. Scale bar in cm.

Fig.1 [b]: Partial upper, short toe. The pair Leiden AU 10 in dorsal and ventral view respectively. Note the
folding of the heel as well as the heavily reinforced ventral surface of the sole. Photography by E.
Endenburg. Courtesy of the National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 1 [c]: Partial upper, short toe. Right shoe British Museum EA 4463 in ventral, dorsal and lateral view
respectively. The arrow points to the reinforcement stitches of the edge. Photography by A. ‘t Hooft.
Courtesy of the British Museum, London. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 1 [d]: Partial upper, short toe. Right shoe British Museum EA 36203 in ventral view to show the cordage
treadsole that is covered with ‘melted’ leather(?). Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British
Museum, London. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 2 [a]: Partial upper, extended toe. Left shoe Turin 6509 in dorsal, medial and anterior views respectively.
Note the reinforcing stitches on the edge. Photography by E. Endenburg. Courtesy of the Museo
Egizio, Turin. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 2 [b]: Partial upper, extended toe. The pair Museo Egizio 6510 in dorsal view, the left one in lateral and
anterior view. Photography by E. Endenburg. Courtesy of the Museo Egizio, Turin. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 2 [c]: Partial upper, extended toe. The pair British Museum EA 4464 in dorsal and ventral view
respectively. Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British Museum, London.

Fig. 2 [d]: Partial upper, extended toe. The pair British Museum EA 55410 in dorsal and
ventral view respectively. Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British
Museum, London. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 2 [e]: Partial upper, extended toe. Leiden AU
11/12 in dorsal view. Courtesy of the
National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden.
Photography by E. Endenburg. Scale bar in
cm.
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The different decorative insoles in the partial upper open shoes in sequence of number of occurrence.
[a] The strips are positioned at each half of the length of the sandal diagonally and run over each
other in the middle (see fig. 2 [d])
[b] As [a] but here the strips are plaited ones, forming a decorative pattern lengthwise down the centre
(see fig. 2 [a]).
[c] Plaited ‘over one, under one’ fabric (see fig. 2 [c]). Sometimes this plaiting is done diagonally rather
than at right angle (see fig. 2 [b]). Not to scale. Drawings by E. Endenburg.

Fig. 4: Stitching in fibre open shoes.
[a] The stitches that are used for sewing the sole as well as for reinforcement of the edge in fibre open
shoes are the same as used for this purpose in sewn-edge plaited sandals.
[b] Liverpool 1969.112.41; another type of stitches are used to reinforce the edge, though noted only in
this example
Not to scale. Drawing by E. Endenburg/A.J. Veldmeijer.
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Fig. 5 [a]: The edge of the sole in fibre open shoes consist of two cores
that sandwich the sole and is secured by sewing with a palm leaf
strip. Sometimes a second core is attached. Cf. sewn sandals.
The edges of the upper is in most specimens constructed as the
sole’s edge.

Fig. 5 [b]: Often the outer layer of the upper in partial upper shoes is decoratively woven. Detail of Oriental Institute E7189. Photography
by E. Endenburg. Courtesy of the Oriental Institute Museum
Chicago. Scale bar is 10 mm.

Fig. 5 [c]: The upper is attached to the sole with running
stitches. Usually these appear short at the upper
but long at the ventral surface of the treadsole.
Not to scale. Drawing by E. Endenburg/A.J.
Veldmeijer.
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Fig. 6 [a]: Full, upright upper. Right shoe Berlin AM 18448 in medial, dorsal, lateral, ventral and posterior view
respectively. Note the way that the upper is attached to the sole (arrow); in contrast to the usual
construction, here it is only secured with stitches at right angle (cf. Fig. 5 [c]). Photography by E.
Endenburg. Courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung Berlin. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 6 [b]: Full, upright upper. Left shoe British Museum EA 4462 in dorsal and ventral view respectively. Note
the curvature and the additional leather layer. Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British
Museum, London. Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 6 [c]: Full, upright upper. Left shoe British Museum EA 68227 in dorsal and ventral view respectively. Note
the braids at the treadsole. Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British Museum, London.
Scale bar in cm.
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Fig. 6 [d]: Full, upright upper. Pair British Museum EA 36217 in ventral view to show the cordage treadsole.
Photography by A. ‘t Hooft. Courtesy of the British Museum, London. Scale bar in cm.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/online_journals/bmsaes/issue_14/veldmeijer_b.aspx

2009		

FIBRE SHOES

129

Fig. 7: Decorative insole in full upper open shoes.
[a] Elaborately plaited ‘over two, under two, shift one’ fabric (see Fig. 6 [b]).
[b] Transversely placed strips, which are secured with tiny stitches at the edge (see Fig. 6 [a]). Here, the
strips slightly overlap. Not to scale. Drawings by E. Endenburg.
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