KoM RABI®A, EZBET HELMI, AND SAQQARA NK 3507
A STUDY IN CROSS-DATING

David A. Aston

Students of Egyptian ceramics have long known
that New Kingdom pottery can be conventionally
divided into four typological phases, and that the
first of these is probably contemporary with the
reigns of Ahmose to Tuthmosis II. Unfortunately
this is also the worst known of the four phases, not
least because our scant knowledge of this period
comes almost entirely from tombs." What a relief
then, that excavations at Deir el-Ballas between
1983 and 1986, at Kom Rabi¢a, Memphis, between
1984 and 1990, and at Ezbet Helmi, Avaris, between
1989 and 2003 provided large quantities of settle-
ment material to balance the ceramic corpus known
from the cemeteries. Although only preliminary
reports have appeared from these places, it is, how-
ever, clear, that a schism is developing between the
(preliminary) dating of these sites, with consistent-
ly earlier dates being applied to the Memphite pot-
tery than to the Ezbet Helmi material. The work at
Deir el-Ballas unfortunately ended before any
worthwhile input could be contributed to the
debate. Tt is thus the purpose of this article to find
correlations, if any, between Kom Rabi‘a and Ezbet
Helmi, and to critically examine the dates so-far
given to the levels concerned.

A) Tue NEw KINGDOM BURIAL ASSOCIATED WITH
MasTABA 3507 AT SAQQARA

In the earliest preliminary reports concerning the
New Kingdom pottery from Kom Rabi¢a, much was
made of the similarity of the pottery from contexts
RAT 305 and RAT 365 to that found with an intact
burial situated on or near Mastaba 3507 within the
Archaic Necropolis at Saqqara, and it is as well to

Cf. BouRrRIAU, 1987, and for differences between cultic and

burial pottery at this time see SEILER 1994.

MERRILLEES, 1968, 28.

3 MERILLEES, 2001, 26. ‘A date of around 1525 B.C. for the
deposit cannot be too far wrong.’

' BouRrRrIau, 1981b, 31-32;

> JEFFREYS, SMITH and MALEK, 1987, 16.

5 BoURRIAU, 1991a, 140; 1997, 165.

begin this paper with that tomb group. Although the
number 3507 should really be applied only to the
archaic mastaba itself, I will, for the remainder of
this discussion, refer to the otherwise unnumbered
New Kingdom Burial as Saqqara N(ew) K(ingdom)
3507 (cf. Figs. 1-2). Saqqara NK 3507 has no internal
dating evidence, but was dated firstly by Merrillees
no later than his Dynasty XVIIIA (Ahmose-Tuth-
mosis 11), with the possibility that it could belong to
the second half of the Second Intermediate Period,”
and later, perhaps more dogmatically, to around
1525 BC.? In between it was dated by Bourriau to the
reign of Amenophis I, originally with some reserva-
tion,* but then more firmly by a comparison with the
material from Kom Rabi¢a, particularly contexts 305
and 365, dated to the reigns of Ahmose-Amenophis
I, which fits well with a scarab of Tuthmosis I, which
was deemed in a preliminary report to be in a near-
contemporary position,” that was found in a higher
context.” A dating into New Kingdom ceramic Phase
I (Ahmose—Tuthmosis 11), is also suggested by the
kohl pot, since kohl pots tended to be replaced some-
time during the reign of Tuthmosis III by kohl tubes,
so, provided this was not an antique, this would give
tomb NK 3507 a terminus ante quem before the later
part of the reign of Tuthmosis I11. Moreover the kohl
pot is an early type, since, as pointed out by Bourri-
au, the interior is carved out whereas the latest ones
tended to have a simple cylindrical tubular hole.”

At first glance, then, a dating into the reign of
Amenophis I seems entirely acceptable, but an exam-
ination of some of the other objects found in this
tomb might suggest pushing this group to the very
end of this ceramic phase.

<

BOURRIAU, 1981b, 40-41, AstoN B.G. 1994, 146-149. An
example with hollowed out interior, from Qustol, tomb
R46, comes from a tomb group which has been dated to the
reigns of Amenophis I1/Tuthmosis IV, though I see no rea-
son for dating this tomb so late. Cf. WILLIAMS, 1992, 17,
with the grave goods shown on pp. 221-222. In my opinion
this group should be similar in date to Saqqara NK 3507.
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Fig. 2 Tomb Group NK 3507 (after BOURRIAU 1991a, 138, with additions and renumbering to parallel Fig. 1)
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The Kerma beakers can be attributed to Gra-
tien’s Kerma Récente,” which, succeeding the Kerma
Classique phase, must be contemporary with the
Kighteenth Dynasty, although since no major
deposits of the Kerma Récente have yet been pub-
lished, a more exact date for this phase cannot be
given. However, despite the vivid descriptions of the
sack of Kerma given in the bibliography of Ahmose,
son of Ebana, there is no archaeological evidence for
the common assumption that the campaign of Tuth-
mosis [ put an end to the Kerman state.” It is possi-
ble, and by analogy with Avaris, even probable, that
the potters of Kerma continued to produce the same
pottery as before although for new masters, and the
cups per se need not necessarily predate the cam-
paign of Tuthmosis I.

The blue faience beaker, was, on account of its
rilled rim, thought by Bourriau to be from Kerma,
and, indeed many ribbed bowls were found there, but
these are of a different type, being wider, shallower,
and entirely ribbed over the entire surface.'” The
faience vessel from this tomb is perhaps more remi-
niscent of a copy of an early 18th Dynasty pottery
vessel than a Kerma beaker,'" and in terms of size, —
height 12.7 cm. and rim diameter 4.8 cm. — it is prob-
ably closest to a Theban pottery vessel found in a
context dated to the reign of Tuthmosis I11."

Of the faience copy of a Kerma tulip beaker,
nothing can be said since it appears to be unique and
its present location is unknown, however a similar
vessel comes from a grave at Dra Abu el-Naga, which
dates to the reign of Tuthmosis I11."

When considering the faience rhyton it is noticeable
that, with the exception of this example, all the other-
wise extant faience copies of Aegean rhyta found in
Egypt cluster around the middle of the 18th Dynasty."

8 BoURRIAU, 1991, 139 n.89 referring to GRATIEN, 1978, 224,

? As indeed pointed out by P.L. SHiNie, 1996, 81, and cf.

below page 218.

G. REISNER, 1923, 155, fig 182; A.J. MILLWARD, 1982, 142.

Cf. the photo with the pot, SMITH, JEFFREYS, MALEK, 1987,

p. 17 fig 3 said to part of the installations dug into the sand

at Kom Rabia, RAT 394 level V drawing no. 152; ¢f. also

Prrrie, 1897, 8 and pl. vii.20 from a tomb beneath the

mortuary temple of Tuthmosis IV: and WILLIAMS, 1992

type CJ-1d, from tomb R58 dated to the reigns of

Amenophis IT and Tuthmosis I'V.

2 SEILER, 1992, 128-129, Abb. 11. Cf. also Sowapa, 1999, 81,

pl. 47 no. TNE94:38, unstratified.

Anne Seiler, personal communication.

" R.B. KogHL, 2000, 96. The reference there to earlier
examples at Ezbet Helmi can be dismissed since the Ezbet

10

11

Note, too, that the earliest representations of such in
Egyptian tomb paintings are those from the tombs of
Amenweser T'T 131, Rekhmire TT 100 and Menkhep-
erreseneb, TT' 86, all of which date to the reign of
Tuthmosis 111, though how much reliance should be
placed on this is a moot point since few painted
tombs of the earlier Eighteenth Dynasty are extant.
However it may be telling that conical rhyta only
occur in the latest tombs to show scenes of Aegean
tribute."

There can be no doubt that the Egyptian pottery
from this tomb is best placed somewhere in the early to
mid Eighteenth Dynasty,whilst the flower pot, being
wide and shallow is probably earlier rather than later in
the phase, since the earlier examples tend to be wider
and shallower." At this point it is worth recalling
Williams' pertinent observation that flower pots are
not found in tombs of the earliest part of the Eigh-
teenth Dynasty, becoming common only during the
reigns of Hatshepsut and Tuthmosis I11, and dying out
by the reign of Amenophis II1'" which is undoubtedly
of interest when considering the date of NK 3507. This
observation is confirmed through a correspondence
analysis of the material found by the Scandinavian
Joint Expedition to Nubia, which convincingly demon-
strates that the vast majority of flower pots date no
earlier than the reign of Hatshepsut, with only 11 of
394 examples being found in the 97 earlier graves."

The Base Ring jug was recently re-examined and
fully published by Merrillees. It is of Astrom’s type
VID1dB! with three vertical ridges down the front of
the body. Unfortunately this type is not closely data-
ble, though the fabric and finish suggested to Merillees
that it was an early vessel, which he attributed to
LCTA2." The dating of Base Ring ware found in
Egypt has long been disputed. On one side stands

Helmi strata have since been redated. (cf. below page
214-217).

5 Cf. WACHSMANN, 1987, 69-70.

1 WiLLiams, 1992, 34-35. Note, however, that his shallow
type example comes from tomb R40 in which were also
found late style kohl pots and a mechak razor, and thus R40

presumably dates to around the beginning of the reign of
Tuthmosis 11 or a little earlier.

T WiLLiAvs, 1992, 34-35.

" SAVE-SODERBERGH/TROY, 1991, 44, 225-239, 241-244.
Altogether 680 burials were analysed, thus 11 flower pots
were found in the earliest 97, and 383 in the remaining 583
burials. In terms of numbers of the flower pots, 268 are
dated to the reigns of Hatshepsut/Tuthmosis IV, and 115
to the reigns of Amenophis I1I-Late Eighteenth Dynasty.

" MERRILLEES, 2001, 27.
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Merrillees, who believes that Base Ring I was import-
ed into Egypt during the Second Intermediate Peri-
od,” a position which finds some support from Bergof-
fen who suggests that the earliest Base Ring found in
(fanaan arrived during the MB TIC.*" If this is the
truth an attribution of this vessel to the reign of
Amenophis I causes no problems. On the other side of
the fence are Oren and Eriksson who are strongly of
the opinion that Base Ring I ware was not imported
into Egypt. or elsewhere in the Levant, before the
reign of Tuthmosis 111 (Oren) or just before (Eriks-
son). Of Merrillees” supposed 85 early Kgyptian tomb
groups, i.e. those dated before the reign of Tuthmosis
111, which contain Base Ring Ware, only two are asso-
ciated with inscribed objects datable to a given
pharaoh. One was found in the tomb of Minmontu,
with a stone vessel inscribed with the name of
Ahmose,” but stone vessels were often placed in
tombs long after they were originally made, whilst the
other comes from a tomb group which contained
scarabs of both Tuthmosis I and IT,* so can be no ear-
lier than the reign of the latter. Oren, one year after
Merrillees published his dates, had, also, on the basis
of the Cypriote pottery, disputed the dating, consid-
ering all these groups to be unreliable,” and would
move them into Merrillees” Phase XVIIIB at the ear-
liest. Eriksson has recently re-emphasized this belief,
though, on the basis of the Minmontu group, allowed
for a possible earlier introduction of the ware.” Since,
however, this is an isolated example, and, as far as 1
am concerned, unreliable context, this may be dis-
missed from the equation.

Thus two possibilities exist for the dating of this
tomb group; with Bourriau and Merrillees a dating in
the reign of Amenophis I, or with Oren and Eriksson
an implied date nearer the reign of Tuthmosis 111, to
which would also perhaps better fit the faience rhy-
ton. Against such a late date would be the kohl pot
and, perhaps, the remaining KEgyptian pottery,
though, of course, it should not be assumed that the
ceramic phases began and ended with the beginning
and end of a king’s reign. Phase I may well have
extended into the first years of Tuthmosis I1I's reign,

2 MERRILLEES, 1968, 147-168.

BERGOFFEN, 2001, 48.

* Tomb of Minmontu. Cf. LEGRAIN, 1908, 55 no. 12; MER-
RILLEES 1968, 120.

CARNARVON and CARTER, 1912, 64-88, pl. Ixviii.1; MER-
JALLEES, 1968, 120.

* OREN, 1969, 148

ERIKSSON, 2001a, 58.

For the excavations see JEFFREYS, MALEK and SMITH, 1987,

26

and thus Saqqara NK 3507 could well be that late.
The inexact dating of a single tomb group is, in the
wider scheme of Second Millennium chronology, of
little substance. Unfortunately this tomb group has
achieved some notoriety since the unsupported
Amenophis I date has been used, not only to date var-
ious contexts at Kom Rabic, but also to date Egypt-
ian contacts with Cyprus and Crete.

B) NEw KiNeDoM LEVELS AT KoM RABICA

The excavations at Kom Rabi% took place over six
seasons, initially in an area of 500 square metres
which revealed settlement remains of the Third
Intermediate Period, Ramesside and Late Kigh-
teenth Dynasty occupation levels (Levels I-T1T).*
The excavation area was then drastically reduced to
two 5 metre wide strips along the northern and west-
ern sides of the original 20 X 25 m. square, which led
to the discovery of early Eighteenth Dynasty and
pre- New Kingdom levels (levels IV-VIII). The three
earliest levels, VIII-VTI are said to be of Late Middle
Kingdom date and were eventually buried beneath a
mass of collapsed mud brick debris. This debris was
then covered by a layer of sand (Level V), over one
metre high in places, which effectively sealed off the
Late Middle Kingdom structures from the New King-
dom levels, Levels IV-11. Level IV comprises a series
of buildings laid out on a different alignment to that
under the sand, and this new pattern was seemingly
respected throughout the remainder of the New
Kingdom. Unfortunately only a small segment of the
Level IV settlement was revealed in the northern five
metre strip. Levels 111 and II were excavated over a
larger area. Since Level 11 is clearly Ramesside, it will
play no further part in this paper.

Little New Kingdom pottery has so far been pub-
lished from Kom Rabi¢,” but the deposits which have
been partially made available to scholars are all dated
by reference to Saqqara NK 3507 and the unpublished
context RAT 782 supposedly similar to Dahshur com-
plex 7. but as it is not published the veracity of this
statement cannot be checked. These are RAT 289, 305,
365, 452, 530, 531, and 536. By analogy with Saqqara

15-18; JEFFREYS and MALEK, 1988, 17-20, JEFFREYS and
GIDDY, 1989, 1-8; GIDDY and JEFFREYS, 1991, 1-4; GIDDY,
1999, 1-4.

The principle publications, which include pottery drawings
are BOURRIAU, 1990b, 1991a, 1997, and BOURRIAU and
ERIKSSON, 1997. Other references to the Kom Rabi‘a mate-
rial are to be found in BOURRIAU, 1992; 2002, BOURRIAU
and NICHOLSON, 1992, BOURRIAU, NICHOLSON and SMITH,
2000, BOURRIAU, SMITH and SERPICO, 2001.
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NK 3507, RAT 305 and 365 are dated to the reigns of
Ahmose-Amenophis I. As well as the illustrated pot-
tery (Fig. 3), these contexts are also said to contain
body sherds of a Cypriote Base Ring I juglet, Cypriote
Red Lustrous Wheel-Made Ware (in addition to the
Cypriote Black Lustrous jug Fig. 3 no. 10) and a
Canaanite jar. The question of the dating of Base Ring
ware has already been referred to, and one sits either in
one camp or the other. This also affects the dating of
the Red Lustrous Wheel-Made Ware. The earliest pre-
sumed contexts in which (published) Red Lustrous
Wheel-Made Ware appear are Gurob 27, Aniba SA29,
RAT 349 and RAT 308/327/334 at Kom Rabica. Gurob
27, which has no internal dating evidence but also con-
tained Base Ring ware, was dated to the reign of
Amenophis I by the excavators, a date challenged by
Oren who dated it to the reign of Tuthmosis I11, whilst
Eriksson, slightly more conservatively dated this tomb
to between the reigns of Amenophis I and Tuthmosis
II1. Aniba SA29, although dated to the reign of
Amenophis I through a scarab of that king found in it,
was clearly in use to at least the reign of Tuthmosis
111, since it also contained an Egyptian pottery jug of
a type not known before then. Leaving aside the RAT
deposits, all the other Red Lustrous Wheel-Made Ware
contexts examined by Eriksson are assigned to the
reigns of Hatshepsut/Tuthmosis I1I. RAT 289 is also
dated to the time of Ahmose-Amenophis I, though
only one amphora handle from this deposit has been
published sofar.”® RAT 349 was apparently sealed by
RAT 308/327/334 in which was found the scarab of
Tuthmosis 1. Since neither of these contexts appears
on the part of the site matrix which has been published
one can assume that these contexts are somewhat
higher than 305 and 365, hence the logical sequence
which would place 305 and 365 contemporary with
Ahmose-Amenophis I, 349, by implication to
Amenophis [-Tuthmosis I, and 308/327/334 to Tuth-
mosis I. From the published matrix RAT 530 is con-
temporary with 305 and 365, all three being above the
sand layer which divides New Kingdom pottery styles
from Middle Kingdom pottery styles,” which, of course,
should not to be confused with a division between the

' BOURRIAU, 1990, 22%-23%

BoURRIAU, 1997, 163 (my italics).

BOURRIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 108.

31 BOoURRIAU, 1991D, 18.

3 BourrIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 108.

BOURRIAU in BOURRIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 108.
WARREN and HANKEY, 1989, 139; BoOURRIAU and ERIKS-
SON, 1997; MANNING, 1999, 202-204. Note, however that
WIENER, 2003, 371, still prefers to see it as LM TA, though

New and Middle Kingdoms. RAT 530 is only dated, on
ceramic evidence, between the reigns of Ahmose and
Hatshepsut,” though Bourriau at first dated the con-
text to the reign of Amenophis I,*" and subsequently,
less dogmatically, to anywhere between Year 22 of
Ahmose and the end of the reign of Tuthmosis 1.*
Reasons for defining a closer date are based on the
unsubstantiated assumption that the Kerma cooking
pottery found in RAT 452, “stratigraphically just a lit-
tle later” was brought there by Nubian mercenaries
before the sack of Kerma early in the reign of Tuth-
mosis 1.* RAT 530 is particularly important since it
also included a sherd, RAT 530.1301, of an Aegean
vessel. Although the sherd is not very large, current
opinion now favours its identification as a fragment of
a Minoan LM IB bridge spouted jar.* As with the
‘ypriote Base Ring Ware, there are two schools of
thought relating to the dating of LM IB. On the low
chronology such as that followed by Warren and Han-
key,” and Eriksson,” a correlation of LM IB with the
reign of Ahmose (perhaps earlier, if the sherd were
residual) would be impossible, whilst a dating to the
very end of the reign of Tuthmosis I would be more
acceptable since the Warren/Hankey/Eriksson start of
LM IB, which they argue is co-eval with the beginning
of the reign of Tuthmosis I11, would need only a slight
adjustment. However, not long before this sherd was
discovered, Kemp and Merrillees had argued that Late
Minoan IB appears to overlap with the later part of
the Hyksos period and the first part of the Iighteenth
Dynasty,” and this view has been championed in
recent years by Manning.” On such a high chronology,
Bourriau’s dating of RAT 530.1301 would be perfect-
ly acceptable. Also sealing the sand layer is RAT 293,
from which two P31 and one P33 Canaanite jar frag-
ments have been published.”

As can be seen from contexts 305 and 365, there
occur bowls with black rim bands, which we are told
elsewhere first appear in context RAT 740, which is
in the sand. Within RAT 707, dated to the late Sec-
ond Intermediate Period, and lying immediately
below RAT 740, a fragment of a Marl D amphora was
also found,” whilst bowls with ring (pattern) bur-

this is perhaps influenced by the supposed date of the con-
text.

% Conveniently, WARREN and HANKEY, 1989, 138-144; WAR-

REN, 1995, 13; IDEM, 1998, 326

ERIKSSON, in BOURRIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 98.

KeMpr and MERRILLEES, 1980, 254.

% Conveniently, MANNING, 1999, 202-208.

3 BOURRIAU, 1990, 23%-25%

0 Bourriau, SMITH and NICHOLSON, 2000, 18.

36
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nishing first appear in RAT 758, which is itself imme-
diately below RAT 740.

To sum up the following matrix can be produced:

Level 111

308/327/334 | Red Lustrous Wheel Made ware | Tuthmosis I scarab

349 Red Lustrous Wheel Made ware

Level IV

Black Lustrous;
Base Ring I:
305-365| Red Lustrous | Ahmose-Amenophis I
Wheel Made

ware

for some of the
pottery see Fig. 3

for some of the
pre sack of Kerma

452 Kerma ware under Tuthmosis T E)-otte_ry see
Figs. 5 and 7

for some of the
530 LM IB Ahmose-Tuthmosis I pottery see

Figs. 9 and 11

Contemporary

for some of the

settlement layers covering ten distinct strata, from rel-
ative strata a (= b/2) to relative strata h (a = b/2, b =
b/3, ¢, d, e/1.1, ¢/1.2, e/2, ~h)." Relative strata a and
b, (b/2-b/3) which can probably be dated to the reigns
of Horemheb and Amenophis TI1 respectively,” are
separated from the lower strata, ¢—h by a hiatus of
unknown duration. Although more pottery from
Kzbet Helmi than that from Kom Rabia has so far
been published, very little, with the notable exception
of those articles written by Hein,* has been accompa-
nied with reasoned chronological argument; most of
what has been published consists of catalogues in
which the pieces remain undated or are appended
dates which are not defended.** Nevertheless, from the
published sources and the pottery illustrated in Figs.
4,6, 8,10, 12, 14, 16, 18-21," it is clear that the pot-
tery from stratum c parallels most closely that from
Kom Rabi% Level 1V, whilst stratum d (cf. Figs.
22-24) probably parallels Level V. Moreover as an aid
to dating the levels at Ezbet Helmi, much is made of
the Cypriot imports, since they appear in a well-strat-
ified sequence as shown in the following chart. Also in
comparison with Kom Rabi¢a, 1 also list the first
occurrences of black rims, in stratum e/1.1, ring bur-
nishing in stratum d, and Marl D also in stratum d:

White Slip I, Base Ring I, White Painted VI, Black Lustrous,
¢ |Base Ring 11, Red on Black, Bichrome, White Lustrous, White
Slip 11, Marl D, Black Rims, Ring Burnishing

Base Ring I, White Slip I, Red Lustrous Wheel Made Ware,
Black Rims, Ring Burnishing, Marl D

e/l.1 Bichrome, Proto White Slip, Black rims, Base Ring I (?)

536 with, or earlier pottery see
than, 530 Figs. 13 and 15
Level V
Top of Sand Layer
. Ahmose—
289 Amenophis |
531 [contempo- Ahmose for some of the
rary with 289] Amenophis I [pottery see Fig. 17
740 black rims
- T | Second Inter-
707 Marl D amphora mediate Period
758 ring burnishing
Bottom of Sand Layer
782 Dahshur Complex 7

In essence this is very neat and undoubtedly accept-
able to proponents of a high chronology.

C) NEw KineDoM LEVELS AT EZBET HELMI

Excavations carried out since 1989 in six locations at
Ezbet Helmi, areas H/I-H/VI, have brought to light

O ¢f. Bierak, DoORNER, HEIN and JAiNosi, 1994, 20-3S;
BieETAK, 1996a, 63-83; IpeM, 1996b, 11-44; IpeEM, 2000,
185-205; BIETAK, DORNER, JANOSI, 2001, 27-119; BIETAK
and FORSTNER-MULLER, 2003, 39-50. Note in the first pre-
liminary report the relative strata are called stratum IV
and V. These can be correlated with d and e/1 respectively.
Relative strata a and b have also been renumbered b/2 and
b/3 respectively

* ASTON, 2001, 168-196.

** For publications with discussions of the date of the mater-

e/l.2 Proto White Slip, Bichrome
e/2 Proto White Slip

f Red on Red
¢g-h White Painted V

The first definite appearance of Base Ring I, and
Red Lustrous Wheel Made Ware in stratum d would
suggest that Kom Rabita contexts 305 and 365 with-
in Level IV are no earlier than stratum d, although
the suggested parallels and the Black Lustrous ware
are more reminiscent of stratum c. Similarly the first

ial, and its consequences see 1. HEIN, 1994, 39-43; KADEM,
1998, 547-553; EADEM, 2001a, 121-147; KADEM in: BIETAK
and HEIN, 2001, 174-18]1.

H FuscaLpo, 1997, 59-69; EapeMm, 2000; EAbrM, 2001,
149-166; EApEM, 2002, 167-186: EADEM, 2003, 69-82:
BreTak, 2001, 175-201.

45

Note some of the Ezbet helmi pottery illustrated in this report
comes from contexts to be published by Perla Fuscaldo.
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black rims in stratum e/l1.1 would suggest that Kom
Rabica context 740 in Level V. is no earlier than this
level. To all intents and purposes, however, the
Egyptian pottery from Ezbet Helmi strata ¢ and d,
cf. Figs. 4, 6, 8,10, 12, 14, 16, 1824, is basically iden-
tical, and must belong to the same ceramic phase,
and, as such, Kom Rabi‘a levels I11 and 1V could also
be equated with stratum d. For the sake of argu-
ment, however, | shall proceed with the assumption
that Kom Rabi¢a levels II1 and IV may be equivalent
to either Kzbet Helmi stratum c or stratum d.

It is the finds from relative stratum d that have
caused the major interest in archaeological circles,
since it is with this stratum that the fragments of
Minoan wall paintings are associated. These clearly
once adorned the walls of Palace I but had fallen off
before expansion of the palace in stratum c. At first
stratum d was dated to the Late Hyksos Period since
scarabs with the names of Ahmose and Amenophis |
were found in a domestic compound which abutted
(and is thus later than) the palace.” Subsequently it
was noticed that the palatial compound itself cuts,
and is differently aligned to, a Hyksos enclosure wall,
thus the palace must be later in time. Consequently it
was then dated into the very early Kighteenth
Dynasty."” As such this brings Ezbet Helmi stratum d
and Kom Rabiva strata II1-1V into the same absolute
time. This dating is supported by Fuscaldo’s analysis
of the Kerman pottery, from areas H/IIl and H/VI,
which is found in levels b/3-d. She suggests that all
the pieces found in stratum b/3 are from rubbish
deposits or derive from stratum ¢ walls,*® but the
sherds from ¢ and d are deemed by Fuscaldo to pro-
vide “more archaeological evidence for the presence of
Kermans in Egypt during the beginning of the 18th
Dynasty that must predate the destruction of
Kerma”.* Thus if the Kerman pottery found in rela-
tive strata c and d was brought to Ezbet Helmi before
Kerma was sacked by Tuthmosis I, then these two
strata must predate the end of the reign of Tuthmo-
sis 1. Moreover, since she points out that all these
pieces belong to the Classic Kerma Phase, rather than

* Brerak, DorNER, HEIN and JANost, 1994, 20-38.

*7 BIETAK and MARINATOS, 1995, 62; JANOST, 1995, 63-71. Cf.
also, BIETAK, 2000, 194-195.

B Fuscanpo, 2002, 174175, nos. 6-8, 10, 11.

* FUscALDO, 2002, 172, and reaffirmed by personal commu-
nication, Spring 2004.

" BouRRIAU, 1991a, 136.

FFuscaLDpo, 2000, passim. That Locus 66 belongs in stratum

e/2 is clear from the report of BIETAK, DORNER and JANOSI,

the later Kerma Récente, one presumes, though it is
not stated, that Fuscaldo would argue that stratum c
should be no later than the reign of Ahmose, since,
conventionally, this is the latest secure date for Classic
Kerma pottery in Egypt.”” In so doing she clearly
sides with Bourriau’s dating of Kom Rabi¢a, and con-
tra Bietak’s current position, would place the Minoan
frescoes in the late Hyksos Period. Since, however, she
also ascribes Locus 66 which comes from level /2 to
the late Hyksos Period,” it follows that, for her, stra-
tae/l.2, e/1.1, and d must all be very short, since e/1.2
must date from Ahmose’s Year 22 (sack of Avaris) at
the earliest. Then for Kermans to be in Ezbet Helmi
before the sack of Kerma, based on the presence of
Kerman sherds in strata d and ¢, it follows that the
sack of Kerma took place sometime within the dura-
tion of stratum c. Therefore strata e/1.2, e/1.1, d and
the beginning of ¢ must be fitted between Ahmose’s
Year 22 and the sack of Kerma during the early reign
of Tuthmosis 1.

That strata d and ¢ could be dated as early as
Ahmose or Tuthmosis I, thus favouring the dating
suggested by Bourriau, gains support from a prelimi-
nary analysis of Carbon 14 samples. At a conference
in Vienna in January 2004, Walter Kutschera, indi-
cated that although the Carbon 14 dates from samples
taken from the Middle Kingdom levels at Tell el-
Dab¢a are roughly equivalent to the dates suggested
by Bietak on archaeological grounds, samples from
later levels are consistently earlier. Thus if stratum
D/2 (= Ezbet Helmi stratum e/2) is up to 100 years
earlier in (real) time than one supposes, then there
would be no problem, for example, to date strata e/1.2
to the late Hyksos Period, which would thus indicate
that at Ezbet Helmi, there exists a later Hyksos level,
not present on the main tell, or that D/2 is longer than
previously thought, as already suggested by Man-
ning.” This chain of thought results in two differing
scenarios depending on whether the Kerman sherds
are as late as the reign of Tuthmosis I, or whether the
fact that these sherds being only Classic Kerma, and
not Kerma Récente, are no later than the reign of

2001, 33, although this is never stated in Fuscaldo’s publi-
cation of the pottery from this locus.

It is thus somewhat perplexing that in her publication of a
catalogue of Base Ring sherds from areas H/IIT and H/VI
strata d to the Ramesside Period, Fuscanpo, 2003, 70, she
mentions Oren’s and Eriksson’s dates for this material (no
earlier than, or just before Tuthmosis I11), rather than those
of Merillees (late Second Intermediate Period onwards).

% MANNING, 1999, 325-329.
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Ahmose. Then, with the reign of Tuthmosis I falling
in stratum c, stratum e/l.1 could then date to
Ahmose, d to Amenophis I and ¢ to Tuthmosis 1, in
exact parallel to the dates proposed for these levels at
Kom Rabi‘. Base Ring I would then appear first at
Ezbet Helmi during the reign of Amenophis I, Mer-
rillees” dating of Base Ring Ware would be proved
correct, the Minoan frescoes would date to Amenophis
I, and the hiatus between strata ¢ and b/3 would be
co-eval with the reigns of Tuthmosis [II-Tuthmosis
IV. If the reign of Ahmose falls in stratum ¢ (Classic
Kerma sherds), then e/1.2, ¢/1.1 and d must all fall
into the Hyksos Period, Base Ring must occur within
the Second Intermediate Period, as Merrillees sup-
posed, the Minoan frescoes would be late Hyksos, and
the hiatus between ¢ and b/3, would cover the reigns
of Tuthmosis I-1V.

By contrast, however, Hein has consistently
argued for a different scenario. Ceramic studies from
Kzbet Helmi areas H/I, H/II, and H/V are used by
Hein to date stratum d to the reign of Hatshepsut —
early Tuthmosis I11, with the possibility that it could
start as early as Tuthmosis I, and to equate stratum
¢ with the reign of Tuthmosis I11 extending into the
reign of Amenophis I1.>* Hein has also attempted to
date the Kerman sherds found in areas H/I, H/IV
and H/V from the Egyptian pottery in the contexts
with which it was found, with the result that, contra
Fuscaldo, she would date the levels with Kerman
sherds from the early Kighteenth Dynasty on into
the reign of Tuthmosis TT1.”

From the publications of the Cypriote material
from Kzbet Helmi,” it is obvious that Bietak and
Hein favour the dating proposed by Oren and Eriks-
son. It is also clear, however, that the Cypriote pottery
can be used in support of either a high chronology
(Merrillees/Manning) or a low one (Oren/Eriksson),
thus, in itself, it cannot date the levels neither at Kom
Rabi¢a nor at Ezbet Helmi, and one must be wary of
falling into a circular argument. An examination of
the Egyptian ceramic material from Kom Rabi‘a lev-
els ITIT-V and Ezbet Helmi, in particular area H/VI,
strata e/1.1 to ¢, do, in fact, provide a number of hints

* HRIN, 1995, 554, 2001a, 140; 2001¢, 242.

 HRIN, 2001b, 199-212.

% Brerak and HEIN, 2001; HEIN, 2001c.

T HuGHES, 1963, 129; KNUDSTADT, 1966, 172.

M NAGEL, 1938, 129 no. 10.

AsToN, forthcoming

AsTON, forthcoming

For the vessel see HOLTHOER, 1977, pl. 22 type AOI1, and
for the date, TROY, 1991, 223, 264.
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indicating, to my mind, that a date in the reigns of
Hatshepsut—Tuthmosis III is perhaps more likely
than an earlier one. Firstly the presence of a Marl D
amphora in RAT 707 in Level V, and the first appear-
ance of such at Ezbet Helmi in stratum d is telling.
Unfortunately little can be said about Egyptian
amphorae before the reign of Tuthmosis I, since very
few early New Kingdom amphorae have been pub-
lished with enough fabric details to know whether the
vessels concerned are genuine Egyptian vessels, or
whether they are Canaanite imports. Egyptian made
amphorae are certainly known in late Hyksos levels at
Tell el-Dabca, where they were produced from Nile
clay, but the earliest unequivocally dated Egyptian
amphorae of the New Kingdom must be those with
the stamped cartouches of Tuthmosis I known from
Serra East,” Deir el-Medineh™ and East Karnak
(Naga al-Tawil).”” For those from Serra East and Deir
el-Medineh, no indication of the fabric is given,
though that from Naga al Tawil is definitely of Marl
D.* An amphora found in cemetery 185, tomb 196 at
Fadrus is dated to the Eighteenth Dynasty before the
reign of Hatshepsut by correspondence analysis,”
but, from the published fabric description it is not
clear whether the vessel is of Egyptian or Canaanite
origin. Many evidently Egyptian amphorae, since
they bear stamped cartouches on the shoulder, are
known from the reigns of Hatshepsut and Tuthmosis
111, though again no indication of fabric is given.
Numerous examples of such amphorae, are known
from the nécropole de I'Est at Deir el-Medineh,™
whilst the next datable, indubitably Marl D,
amphorae are those from Theban Tomb 87, which are
assumed to belong with the first use of the tomb, i.e.
to the time of the original owner, Nakhtmin, who was
in high office from the reign of Hatshepsut to at least
Year 34 of Tuthmosis ITI,* and those from the tomb
of the three foreign wives of Tuthmosis I11, of which
the pottery assemblage found therein is dated to the
end of the reign of Hatshepsut or to the beginning of
Tuthmosis” sole reign.” From the reign of Tuthmosis
IIT onwards Marl D amphorae become extremely com-
mon, and many have been found in well dated con-

2 BRruvERE, 1937, 93, with an illustration of a complete ves-
sel on p.95, fig, 48.1, though this one does not appear to be
stamped.

9 GUKSCH, 1995, 82, Abb 36a—d. The vessels were shown to
the present writer by Heike Guksch, and it is clear that
these are of the coarse (Marl (&) variety.

S LinvQuist, 2003, 73, 76, 101-103, figs. 75a—e, T6a-h, T7a-b.
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texts, or bear dockets referring to year dates of given
kings. From the above it is clear that, when RAT 707
is left out of the equation, the earliest datable Marl D
amphorae can be assigned to the reign of Tuthmosis I,
yet they do not become common until the reign of
Tuthmosis T11. It may be argued, of course, that the
lack of examples before the reign of Tuthmosis T is
simply due to chance, and that they were already
being made as early as the Second Intermediate Peri-
od, the date assigned to the handle found in RAT 707,
but this would be an argument ex silentio, and is better
avoided. However, not only does one have to explain
the gap between that found in RAT 707 and the oth-
erwise first datable examples in the reign of Tuthmo-
sis 1Y one also has to explain why such Egyptian
amphorae were suddenly produced during the Second
Intermediate Period. Canaanite Jars, which the earli-
est Marl D amphorae copied, had been imported into
Egypt since at least the Late Twelfth Dynasty,” and
the most logical reason why the Egyptians would need
‘home-made’” amphorae is that they must have begun
producing their own wine in sufficient quantities to
need wine jars in which to keep it.” Thus the question
has to be asked how and why this should have come
about. Although wine was clearly a favourite of the
Hyksos, being both imported — witness the large num-
ber of Canaanite jars found at Tell el-Dabca,”™ — and
home grown, since Kamose specifically refers to the
vineyards of Avaris,” — surprisingly few wine jars
(that is Canaanite jars) or fragments thereof, have
been found outside of the Delta in early Eighteenth
Dynasty contexts. Those that have been found were
probably appreciated more for their practicality than
their contents, since even those found in royal tombs
had been reused for holding beer.”” Thus it may be
supposed that the conquest of the Kastern Delta,

% Note that at Dra¢ Abu el-Naga, a number of amphora
sherds are found in Seventeenth and early Eighteenth
Dynasty tombs, but significantly none are of Marl D —
Anne Seiler, personal communication. From Seiler’s
description of the fabric of these sherds, it is possible that
they may derive from the oases where similar sherds,
Hope’s fabric B23, have also been found in Seventeenth and
early Eighteenth Dynasty tombs. Cf. Horg, 2002, 99.

ARNOLD Do., ArRNOLD F., and ALLEN S., 1995; MCGOVERN,
2000, 31-40; ASTON, 2002, 44-45; SCHIESTL, 2002, 346-348.
Whilst such jars could have also been used for transporting
other contents, it is noticeable that analysis of the fabrics
found in the earlier levels at Memphis seem to indicate that
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those found in the earliest New Kingdom levels were used for
wine (fabrics, P31, P33), and only with the fabrics found in
later levels were Canaanite jars used for transporting pistachio
resins and honey (P11, P30) or oil (P40, P46). Cf. SERPICO and

and subsequent raids into Palestine by the first
pharaohs of the Highteenth Dynasty brought the
Eighteenth Dynasty elite not only into contact with
wine as a drink, but also, and more importantly, into
acquaintance with vintners able to produce it, the
latter clearly being persuaded to ply their trades for
their new Egyptian masters.” At this time it is prob-
able that new vineyards were planted ‘on the western
river’, i.e. somewhere in the Western Delta, since this
is where most of the wine came from that supplied
Malkata, Amarna, and the tomb of Tutankhamun.
Thus if a large native wine industry developed as a
consequence of the conquest of the Eastern Delta,
then the need for amphorae in the early Highteenth
Dynasty would be explained. Indeed Bourriau is of
the same opinion supposing that ‘royal encourage-
ment of viticulture in the Delta at the beginning of
the Eighteenth Dynasty suddenly required transport
amphorae.”™ Tt is hard to see, therefore, why Marl D
amphorae should have been produced before the con-
quest of Avaris, and before the royal encouragement
of wviticulture by the early Kighteenth Dynasty
pharaohs. The presence of a Marl D amphora frag-
ment in RAT 707, therefore, suggests the fact that
RAT 707 postdates the beginning of the Eighteenth
Dynasty.

The stratum d fragment 8912X, Fig. 24b, is clear-
ly the upper part of a figure vase. It is made of a red
slipped and burnished marl with additional decora-
tion in black, and, although fragmentary, clearly
belongs with a small, but well-known group of female
pottery figurines. These can be conveniently divided
into two kinds — kneeling figures representing wet
nurses, and standing women representing servant fig-
ures or musicians.” Although not enough is preserved
to determine whether 8912X should be considered a

WHITE, 1998; SERPICO, 2000, 458-9; EADEM, 2003; SERPICO,
BOURRIAU, SMITH, GOREN, STERN and HERON, 2003, 373.
% McGOVERN, 2000, 31-40.
% SMmrTH and SMITH, 1976, 60, 74.
Note that an analysis of the residue remaining in the
Canaanite jar found in the tomb of Meryetamun, revealed
the contents to have been beer, WINLOCK, 1932, 32. Accord-
ing to Emery’s records, the Canaanite jar found in NK 3507
contained milk: BourRRIAU, 1991a, 139.
Cf. the clear reference to the vintner Khor, ‘the Syrian’,
Havgs, 1951, 102.
Bourriav, forthcoming.
MurrAY, 1911, 40-46; DESROCHES-NOBLECOURT, 1952,
49-67; BRUNNER-TRAUT, 1970a, 35-48; EADEM 1970Db,
145-64, RaND, 1970, 209-212; BoURRIAU, 1981la, 34-36
nos. 47-50; EADEM, 1987, 90-93 sections 7.3—-11; DORMAN,
2002, 21-24.
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wet nurse or a servant figure; in terms of dating this
is of little consequence, since all the examples dis-
cussed by Bourriau can be dated between the reigns
of Tuthmosis 11T and Amenophis I11.

In Ezbet Helmi stratum d, a small ring-based car-
inated bowl, 8963Q), Fig. 22¢, with a red rim and
‘splash decoration” on the interior comes from Locus
4901. Pots with such decoration are not uncommon. A
number of open forms with similar decoration were
found in tombs 195, 316, 420, 507, 511, 515, 517
and 598 at Fadrus.™ The Fadrus cemetery was sub-
jected to a correspondence analysis by Lana Troy,
who was thus able to separate the tombs into three
main chronological phases, divided into seven sub-
phases, which, in real terms, were equated with (1) the
early Kighteenth Dynasty pre-Hatshepsut (IFadrus
la—b); (2) Hatshepsut/Tuthmosis I11-Tuthmosis 1V
(Fadrus Ila—c) and (3) Amenophis III-Late 18th
Dynasty (Fadrus ITTa—b).” As a result of this analy-
sis, tomb 195 was placed in phase Ib; 420 and 598 in
phase Ila; 507, 511, and 517 in phase 1Ib; and 316 in
phase Ile, whilst 515 could only be assigned a broad
date range encompassing phases I1b—II1b. Thus with
the exception of the bowl from tomb 195, all these ves-
sels can be placed in the period co-eval with the reigns
of Hatshepsut/Tuthmosis III-Tuthmosis IV. Yet
another flat-based bowl with red rim on the interior
and exterior with red splashes on the interior, was
found at Qustol in cemetery R tomb 43, which was
dated by Williams to the reign of Amenophis III or
1V, with the possibility that it could be a little earlier.”
Large deep flat based bowls with ‘splash decoration’
were found within a disturbed foundation deposit of
Tuthmosis I1T at Deir el-Bahri.™ Bowls with incurved
rims and flat or raised bases, with ‘splash decoration’
on the interior are found in the valley of the Three
Pits.™ The tombs found in the Valley of the Three Pits
were dated by their excavators to the reign of Tuth-
mosis I11, through an analysis of the coffin fragments,
ceramic forms, and faience balls found in some of
them. Such a date is confirmed by the discovery, in
tomb B, of a Menkheperre sealing, which cannot have
been made before the reign of Tuthmosis TT1.*" The
recent publication of the tomb of the three foreign

™ HOLTHOER, 1977, 85, pl. 18, FP2/IR/3R/d-f; 113, pl. 24,
CC6/ITR/3D/f-g; 116, pl. 25 CUL/IR/3R/d—e; 118, pl. 25,
CU3/IR/3R/c—e; 119, pl. 26, CU4/IR/3R/d—e; 124, pl. 27,
PL3/IR/3R /d—e

Troy, 1991, 223.

WiLLiams, 1992, 213 fig. 56d.

WILLIAMS, 1992, 17.

SZAFRANSKI, 1997, 63 nos. 5, 7.

[C RIS R |
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wives of Tuthmosis ITI reveals that yet more of these
bowls were associated with that tomb.® On the basis
of a number of parallels, the pottery assemblage
found in this tomb was dated to the end of the reign
of Hatshepsut or the beginning of Tuthmosis 11I’s
sole reign.” Thus the example from Ezbet Helmi stra-
tum d seems to fit best somewhere within the reign of
Tuthmosis I11I, rather than earlier in the Dynasty. In
this respect it should be noted that one of the vessels
of type 7 found in the RAT 530 random sample is
described as having irregular splashes of red slip on
the inside.” This suggests that this bowl is yet anoth-
er example of the bowls with splash decoration just
discussed, with, if true, the subsequent implication
that RAT 530 ought also to date within the reign of
Tuthmosis IT1. Of course it is possible that this type
of vessel with splash decoration may have a long life-
span, and examples could have been produced much
earlier with the painted vessels found in Tuthmosis 11
contexts all being late examples. This, however is also
an argument ex silentio, which would create a gap
between the otherwise undated Ezbet Helmi and Kom
Rabiva vessels and the datable examples listed above.
I would suggest that it is more logical to assign the
undated Ezbet Helmi and Kom Rabi‘ pots to the
reign of Tuthmosis I1I thus bringing them into line
with the other datable vessels. In stratum d at Ezbet
Helmi, there is also a pottery rhyton.* As mentioned
in the discussion of the tomb group Saqqara NK
3507, all the otherwise extant faience copies of
Aegean rhyta found in Egypt cluster around the mid-
dle of the 18th Dynasty, in particular the reign of
Tuthmosis T11.* Whilst the Ezbet Helmi example is
made of pottery, not faience, its presence with vessels
that seem to belong in the reign of Tuthmosis 111 is
probably significant.

From what has been written above, therefore, 1
would suggest that stratum d should be dated to the
reigns of Hatshepsut-Tuthmosis 111 and stratum c
to the later reign of Tuthmosis 111, which is thus in
close agreement with the work of Hein.

A dating of stratum d into the reign of Tuthmosis
IIT has consequences on the Nubian pottery found in
these levels and on the date of black rim bands, both

™ LOYRETTE, 1997, 186, fig. 6f, 6i.

8 LOYRETTE, 1997, 180-184.

SULILYQUIST, 2003, 94, figs. 59%e—g, 60d, 97 fig. 64i.
8 LILYQUIST, 2003, 76.

¥ BoURRIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 114, fig. 6 no. 7.
¥ Vessel 7545, HEIN, 1998, 550.

% KOEHL, 2000, 96.
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of which may now be examined in turn. Since, con-
ventionally the Classic Kerman sherds could not have
reached lizbet Helmi any later than the reign of
Ahmose, nor the Kerman cooking pot sherds after the
middle of the reign of Tuthmosis I, unless they are
residual, how then can this be explained ? It may, of
course, be argued that the presence of Kerman cook-
ing pot sherds are against such a chronology, but
Bouriau’s argument, followed by Fuscaldo, that such
sherds predate the campaign of Tuthmosis I collapses
when, in a later work, Bourriau indicates that those
found at Memphis were made locally, from a special
fabric specifically manufactured only for the produc-
tion of Nubian style vessels.” Since similar sherds are
also found at Kzbet Helmi in contexts presumably
datable to the reign of Tuthmosis I11, this would per-
haps suggest that the presence of Nubian cooking
pots has a culinary rather than political reason, in
much the same way as modern European cooks use
woks to prepare traditional Chinese food. Alternative-
ly one might argue that after the sack of Kerma by
Tuthmosis I, Kerma was not entirely destroyed, as
obviously Avaris was not completely razed when the
Hyksos were expelled, and that the survivors contin-
ued to trade, or bring with them, such cooking pots
northwards. As such, Kermans and their cooking pots
could have continued to emigrate to Avaris during the
reigns of Tuthmosis I-111. Indeed the fact that Tuth-
mosis 11, Hatshepst and Tuthmosis 111 all led cam-
paigns into Nubia indicate that the Kerman state was
certainly not wiped out as a result of Tuthmosis I’s
sack of its principal city. However, since the Kerman
(style) cooking pots found at Memphis are now con-
sidered to be locally made, I tend to favour the first of
these two hypotheses.

The presence of black rims on pottery as a decora-
tive style is traditionally assumed to have developed at
the end of the Second Intermediate Period,” though
there is no real evidence for such a belief. It can be
traced back to the bowl, which is very similar to that
from KEzbet Helmi, stratum ¢, (8909K, fig. 12¢) found
with the intact burial discovered by Petrie at Qurneh,
which, on the basis of a rishi coffin, was dated by him
to the Seventeenth Dynasty since Seventeenth
Dynasty royal coffins are of similar style.® This Sev-
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BOURRIAU, SMITH and NICHOLSON, 2000, 18, 32.

S BOURRIAU, 1981, 74; ASTON 2003, 142, but the discussion in
this paper leads me to reject the Seventeenth Dynasty date
for black rims.

% PrTRIE, 1909, 6-10.

8 EREMIN, GORING, MANLEY and CARTWRIGHT, 2000.

2 Cf. DawsoN and ELLIOT SMITH, 1924, 89-90.

enteenth Dynasty date has been defended in the most
recent discussion of this group,” on the grounds that
the style of mummification is consistent with Seven-
teenth Dynasty mummification techniques. However
the factors quoted by Eremin, Goring, Manley and
Cartwright, viz the poor tissue preservation, the pres-
ence of some brain material and the unbroken nasal
bones, indicative of little emphasis being placed on the
actual preservation of the body, and the non-removal
of the brain is also still current during the early Eigh-
teenth Dynasty.” Secondly they suggest that this bur-
ial is that of a Seventeenth Dynasty queen simply on
the location of the burial, in roughly the same general
area as other known Seventeenth Dynasty royal buri-
als. They also point out, however, that the gold earrings
associated with this burial would appear to be the ear-
liest noted example of an open-ended form which sub-
sequently became popular in the New Kingdom, thus
they. themselves, also leave the way open for a dating
into the early New Kingdom. Later excavations at the
Nécropole de I'Est at Deir el-Medineh,” brought to
light more rishi coffins in combination with amphorae,
stamped with the cartouches of Hatshepsut and Tuth-
mosis I11, and it is now known that such coffins extend
from the Seventeenth Dynasty well into the reign of
Tuthmosis I11.”” In her examination of Petrie’s
Qurneh burial, Bourriau has drawn attention to anoth-
er rishi coffin, that of Rennefer, wife of Neferkhewet,
keeper of palace documents under Hatshepsut. Pro-
viding Rennefer did not long predecease her husband
that coffin can thus be dated to the reign of Hatshep-
sut. In its style of decoration it bears two transversal
bands as part of the design. These transversal bands
are also found on the coffin of Rai, wet nurse to
Ahmose-Nofretari, but are not found on any of the
Seventeenth Dynasty royal coffins. Since these bands
are not found on the Qurneh burial coffin, Bourriau
concludes, with Petrie, that the Qurneh burial should
also be dated to the Seventeenth Dynasty. However,
the rishi coffin found in tomb 1389 at Deir el-Medineh,
is also of the type without transversal bands.” The
man buried in this coffin was accompanied by various
grave goods including a double kohl tube (not pot) of
wood and a mechak razor, both of which are indicative
of a date no earlier than the reign of Tuthmosis 111,

T BRUYERE, 1937.

22 TAYLOR, 1989, 30.

% For the coffin, BRUYERE 1937, 26 fig. 10; for the tomb
group as a whole, BRUYERE, 1937, 197-201.

For kohl tubes as opposed to kohl pots, see above xxx, and
for the razors see KRIKSSON 2001b. Note if the razor shown
in BRUYERE, 1937, 81 fig. 40 is from tomb 1389, then the
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and, what is more telling, some of his accompanying
boxes were sealed with seals of Tuthmosis 111, hence
Bourriau’s argument for the date of the rishi coffin
found by Petrie falls, a point already mentioned by
Eriksson.” That the Qurneh burial could be later than
Petrie supposed, however, is also indicated by the
bronze cutter (linen cutting knife) found with it, which
finds ready parallels within, inter alia, Abydos
Garstang tombs E.10, E.176, E.268 and E.294.” That
from tomb E.10 was found with a scarab of Tuthmosis
II1. The pottery from tombs E.10 and E.176 is so sim-
ilar that I£.176 must also be of the same date,”” whilst
E.258 and E.294, an intact burial in which the cutting
knife was found in association with a mechak razor, a
double kohl tube, Base Ring ware, Red Lustrous Wheel
Made Ware, both contain pottery traditionally dated
to the reign of Tuthmosis I11. Although Petrie dated
the knife found in the Qurneh burial to the Seven-
teenth Dynasty, he seems to have subsequently
changed his mind since in a later publication he dated
such knives to the reign of Tuthmosis I11, pointing out
that they are different to one found in a context dated
to the reign of Tuthmosis 1" Moreover it should be
noted that the pottery found with Petrie’s Qurneh bur-
ial is indisputably later in style than that associated
with the Seventeenth Dynasty tomb of Nubkeperre
Intef located in Dra Abu el-Naga.” At this point it is
probably significant to recall that among the relative-
ly intact Theban tomb groups collected by Tyson
Smith, none of those dated before the reign of Tuth-
mosis ITI, with the exception of Petrie’s Qurneh bur-
ial, which he accepted as of Seventeenth Dynasty date,
contained black rimmed pottery.'” With the removal
of the Qurneh burial, it is hard to pin down the earli-
est undoubted evidence for black rim bowls. Many can
be found in tomb contexts which clearly belong to, or
were last used in, the reign of Tuthmosis ITI, but any-
thing which is unequivocally earlier is hard to find. A
bowl with a black rim was found in Gurob tomb 26
together with a scarab of Amenophis I, which thus
acts as a terminus post quem. Black rimmed bowls are

razor is of Kriksson’s type 2. Eriksson had noted that the
type from tomb 1389 is unknown. BRUYERE, 1937, 81 fig. 40
shows a double kohl tube, the razor and an ointment spoon,
but the accompanying text refers only to the double kohl
tube which is stated to come definitely from tomb 1389.
ERIKSSON, in BOURRIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 100.
(GARSTANG, 1901, 12, pl. xvi.

I fail to understand why GARSTANG dates E.176 to the reign
of Amenophis ITI — GARSTANG, 1901, pls. xvi, xxvii. The
tomb group has been extensively discussed by MER-
RILLEES, 1968, 100, and ERIKSSON, 1993, 89-91.

95
96
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found in the filling material associated with tomb
K93.11 at Dra Abu el-Naga,'""" which along with tomb
K93.12, is currently thought to be the original tomb of
Amenophis I and Ahmose-Nofretari,'” thus if the
ceramic material can be associated with the first use of
this double tomb, this would be a further indication
that black rims developed during the reign of
Amenophis I. At best, therefore, it would seem that
black rims developed sometime between the reigns of
Amenophis I and Tuthmosis II1. This is in keeping
with the strata at Kzbet Helmi since if stratum d
should be dated to the reign of Tuthmosis 111, it fol-
lows that e/1.1, where the first black rims occur, should
be a little earlier. At Kom Rabi¢a the first black rims
appear in RAT 740, just above RAT 707 with the Marl
D amphora. Thus if RAT 707 should be reassigned to
the early Eighteenth Dynasty (see above), then the
black rims in RAT 740 would fit perfectly in sequence,
since RAT 740, being above 707, should also date to the
EKighteenth Dynasty — within the reign of Amenophis
I at the earliest. However if we date the Marl D
amphora no earlier than the previously earliest known
examples (Tuthmosis I), and recall that the first ring
burnishing, which at Ezbet Helmi is first found in stra-
tum d, occurs below the first black rim, then Stratum
V could indeed be considerably later.

Whilst the above arguments are perhaps only
superficial, it seems to me more logical than the pre-
viously published dates for the ceramic sequence at
Kom Rabi‘a. Paradoxically the recent publication of
the New Kingdom and Post-New Kingdom objects
from Kom Rabi% by Lisa Giddy not only strength-
ens the case for a re-dating of levels II11-V but would
seem to support the dating suggested by the materi-
al from Ezbet Helmi. She records that throughout
Level 111 there are, in addition to that of Tuthmosis
I (deposit RAT 308),'"" also scarabs of Amenophis I1
(RAT 423),""* Tuthmosis IV (RAT 534),"” and two of
Amenophis I11 (RAT 565 and 738)'" along with two
finger rings of Tutankhamun (RAT 432 and 1103)."”
Since no matrix has yet been published for this level,

% PrTRIE, 1917, 50-51, pl. Ixii:17-20.

9 (f. SEILER in PoLz and SEILER, 2003, 49-72
10 PysoN SMmiTH, 1999, 193-231.

""" SEILER, 2003, 338-343, and forthcoming.

192 Porz, 1995, 217.

15 Gippy, 1999, 62—3, no. 990.

™ Gippy, 1999, 68, no. 1403.

% Gippy, 1999, 70 no. 1776.

1 Gippy, 1999, 64, nos. 1779 and 2015.

7 Gippy, 1999, 105 no. 1420, 108 no. 2694.
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it is possible that 432 and 1103 are higher than 565
and 738, which are higher than 534, which is itself
higher than 423, which is higher than 308, thus level
11T could extend throughout the Eighteenth Dynasty
from the reigns of Tuthmosis I to Tutankhamun.
However RAT 565, with the scarab of Amenophis I11
is ascribed to level ITIb, thus the latest phases of
level II1b are already no earlier than the reign of
Amenophis III, and RAT 423 with the scarab of
Amenophis 11 comes from the higher Level I11a, thus
the scarabs are not in sequence. Moreover (diddy also
publishes a plaque from a Level IV wall (context
RAT 332) inscribed with the cartouche of Tuthmosis
11T (Men-Kheper-Re)."” Thus if level IV continued to
the reign of Tuthmosis I11, and level 11Ib to the reign
of Amenophis III, it is clear that the Tuthmosis I
scarab found in RAT 308 was an old one at the time
of deposition, and can thus play no part in the dating
of the pottery found with or beneath it. In addition
an incomplete kohl pot with a simple cylindrical
tubular hole, rather than having the interior hollowed
out, was found in RAT 289 within Level V.'"” Such
vessels with a tubular hole apparently do not occur
before early Dynasty 18."" It thus seems obvious
that the previously proposed Kom Rabi‘a dates
should be brought down later in time.

The similarities between Ezbet Helmi strata d and
¢ and Kom Rabita Levels IV and V cannot be
ignored. From the above it is apparent that Helmi
(H/VI) strata c¢—d are probably contemporary with
RAT 308/327/334 down to 740. Since the arguments
outlined above indicate that stratum d should be con-
temporary with the reign of Tuthmosis 111, then the
dating of the Ezbet Helmi strata should fall within
either one or the other of the two following schemes

A ) Scheme one

¢ = Amenophis II/Tuthmosis IV

d Tuthmosis 111 late

e/l.1 = Tuthmosis 111 early (Hatshepsut)
e/l1.2 = Tuthmosis I/IT

e/2 =~ Ahmose-Amenophis |

R

% Gippy, 1999, 73-74 no. 1111. Note that GIDDY suggests
that the plaque could have been made in the Nineteenth
Dynasty, but as she says, this would contradict the strati-
graphic position of the piece. For our purpose, what is
important is that the piece can obviously be no earlier
than the reign of Tuthmosis 111.

" GInDY 1999, 262, pl. 57, stone vessel no. 1827,

"0 BourRIAU, 1981, 40-41; B.(X. ASTON, 1994, 146-149.

" Hence the current position, BIETAK, DORNER, JANOSI,

B) Scheme two

c = Tuthmosis 111 late
d = Tuthmosis 111 early (Hatshepsut)
e/l.1 = Tuthmosis I/I1

R

e/l.2 Ahmose-Amenophis I
e/2 = Late Hyksos

In either case stratum d, and hence, incidentally, the
date of the Minoan frescoes, would fall within the
reign of Tuthmosis IT1.""" Of the two schemes, the sec-
ond is perhaps preferable since this allows time for a
hiatus between ¢ and b/3. The consequences of dating
stratum d to early Tuthmosis III are immediately
apparent in relation not only to the date of the levels
at Kom Rabita, but also to the dating of Saqqara
NK 3507. From what has gone before it seems obliga-
tory to date Memphis Level I11 to the late Eighteenth
Dynasty, Level IV to the reign of Tuthmosis I11, and
Level V to the Eighteenth Dynasty no earlier than
the reign of Amenophis I, and no later than the reign
of Tuthmosis 111, and, moreover, the sand layer at
Memphis would have to be dated entirely within the
EKighteenth Dynasty, as Eriksson has already pre-
sumed."? If RAT 305, 365 and 530 should date to the
reign of Tuthmosis I11, it follows that Saqqara NK
3507 must also come later in time, and together this
has an impact on the Cretan and Cypriote pottery
sequence found in Egypt.

The removal of a pre-Tuthmosis I context for the
Late Minoan IB bridge spouted jug from RAT 530,
and a re-dating of that context into the reign of Tuth-
mosis I11 places that LMIB sherd into the (generally)
accepted position that no Late Minoan IB pottery is
found in Egypt before the reign of Tuthmosis TT1.""* Tt
should also be pointed out that the Memphis sherd, as
long as it was dated prior to the end of the reign of Tuth-
mosis [ was the only secure Egyptian evidence for dat-
ing the beginning of LM IB before the reign of Tuth-
mosis 111, since all other examples of LM IB sherds
found in Egypt do not come from undeniably early
contexts. In fact there is so little LM IB pottery found
in Kgypt, that Egypt should probably play no role in

2001, 44-45, following pottery analysis by Hein. Since
Tuthmosis Il only reigned three years, it is probably
unlikely that we will ever be able to differentiate pottery
of the reign of Tuthmosis I1 from that of Tuthmosis 111,
thus a dating of the frescoes into the reign of Tuthmosis
II cannot be entirely excluded

ERIKSSON, 2001a, 56.

3 WARREN and HANKEY, 1989, 138-142; ERIKSSON, in

BOURRIAU and ERIKSSON, 1997, 100-101.
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determining the dating of the LM IB, but nevertheless
it is as well to review what little evidence there is.""* An
incomplete LM 1B baggy alabastron, was found in Sed-
ment tomb 137,'"” although unfortunately some confu-
sion exists as to what was, and what was not, found in
that tomb, since some of the objects (reputedly) from
that tomb, now in Chicago, do not tally with the
objects as recorded on Petrie’s original tomb cards.'"”
The tomb group itself cannot be dated. Petrie was of
the belief that this part of Sedment was not used
before the reign of Tuthmosis 111, and indeed a scarab
of this king was found in a neichbouring tomb, 279. In
their discussion of the tomb contents Kemp and Mer-
rillees conclude that the contents of tomb 131 seem to
belong to the first part of the Eighteenth Dynasty, and
in any case cannot be earlier than the beginning of this
Dynasty."” A second sherd comes from Abydos tomb
328," but once again this tomb group is not indepen-
dently datable. Moreover there is a possibility of mix-
ing of the contents with tomb 301, since access to 328
may have been gained from 301 by means of a robbers’
tunnel. Nevertheless two Egyptian pots, one from 328
and one from 301 — no others are listed on Garstang’s
notes —are well known types which are found both dur-
ing the Late Second Intermediate Period, and during
the early Eighteenth Dynasty, up to and including the
reign of Tuthmosis I1I. A date in the Hyksos Period
with Kemp and Merrillees'” is thus possible but not
proven. No other definite LM IB pieces have been
found in Egypt, though there are three other famous
pieces, which, as Kemp and Merrillees rightly point
out, can be considered as LM 1B or Late Helladic ITA
depending on the academic bias of the beholder, and
are thus best left out of the discussion."™

The dating of stratum d at Ezbet Helmi, and its
consequent effect on the Kom Rabi‘a Levels 111 and
IV, however, does play a significant role in the dating
of the Late Cypriot pottery sequence as it is found in
Egypt. The sequence shown above (page 000), shows,
that at Ezbet Helmi, Proto White Slip is first found in

M ¢f, Kemp and MERRILLEES, 1980, 226-249: WARREN and
HANKEY, 1989, 138—144; MANNING, 1999, 202—208.

> PrrrIE and BRUNTON, 1924, pls. xlviii-xlix; Kemp and

MERRILLEES, 1980, 228-231.

KEeMP and MERRILLEES, 1980, 229-231. Personally I sus-

pect that the wooden Sons of Horus supposedly found in

this tomb actually came from tomb 131 cf. AsTON, 1996, 40.

"7 Kemp and MERRILLEES, 1980, 231, 253.

"8 This tomb group was not published in the report of the
excavator, GARSTANG, but see KEMP and MERRILLEES
1980, 232-240.

M Krmp and MERRILLEES, 1980, 240, 253.

116

stratum e/2 and continues into e/1. Base Ring I may
occur in stratum e/1.1,"" though it is not sure that the
sherd in question is really Base Ring ware, whilst
White Slip I, definite Base Ring I, and Red Lustrous
Wheel Made Ware first appear in stratum d, continu-
ing into stratum c and beyond whilst Base Ring IT and
White Slip II first appear in stratum c. It should here
be noted that the dates used by Louise Maguire in her
1995 paper which correlates the Late Cypriot wares
with the Late Hyksos levels at Ezbet Helmi'* is based
on the first preliminary dating of these levels, and
must be abandoned. The presence of a possible Base
Ring I in an e/l.1 context, and unquestionable Base
Ring ware not before stratum d tends to favour the
hypothesis of Oren and Eriksson that Base Ring Ware
is not found in Egypt, until, or shortly before, the
reign of Tuthmosis 111 (cf. above p. 000). Contra such
a position, however, is the Base Ring jug found below
the sand level at Kom Rabia and the report of a Base
Ring sherd from Tell el-Dab¢a area A/Il stratum
D/2."” The Kom Rabi‘a Base Ring jug has become
famous although neither the piece in question nor its
context has been published.” Since it comes from
below the sand layer it has always been dated to the
Second Intermediate Period, however if the sand, as
argued here, was not deposited until some time in the
Eighteenth Dynasty, the vessel could be of Kigh-
teenth Dynasty date and still lie below the sand.
Moreover, Merrillees points out that the vessel comes
from a rubbish dump,"” which thus may have been
tipped there just before the sand was dumped in order
to make a clean foundation for the new buildings of
Level IV. Moreover in a discussion of this context with
Janine Bourriau and Dorothea Arnold in Vienna in
1996, the profile appears to show that this vessel
comes from tip lines behind a wall which indeed were
sealed by the sand, but if the tip lines were cut by the
sand, then, as Dorothea pointed out, the vessel could
have travelled down to its current position from a
higher level. In any case until both the pot and the

120 Kemp and MERRILLEES, 1980, 240-245; WARREN and HAN-
KEY, 1989, 144.

21 Bierak, 2003, 26.

122 MAGUIRE, 1995, 63.

% MAGUIRE, 1992, 117 fig. 2.

21 The jug is mentioned, inter alia by, MERRILLEES, 1992,

50-51; IpeEM. 2001, 27; KRIKSSON, 1992, 169, KADEM,

2001a, 56; BIETAK, 1986, 86 n. 85; MANNING, 1999, 120 and

notes 552-557; IpeM, 2001, 76, 86; BERGOFFEN, 2001, 46;

BieTak and HEIN, 2001, 172 n.5.

MERRILLEES 1992, 51.
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archaeological context are fully published, it seems
archaeological nonsense to build chronological theo-
ries on this one pot, and it should not be considered in
any discussions of Base Ring Ware found in Egypt. As
for the reputed stratum D/2 Tell el-Dabca piece, TD
5054, it comes from A/II-p/22 planum 1, in a context,
K2581, which is mixed with New Kingdom sherds,
and thus the date of the Base Ring fragment cannot
be determined. In any case stratum D/2 on the tell lay
immediately below the surface, and is not a good stra-
tum in terms of well-dated contexts. Indeed D/2
deposits which come from the tell are probably best
avoided, no matter what kind of pottery is under dis-
cussion, but in terms of Base Ring ware, it is perhaps
significant that in area A/V where the D/2 strata were
better preserved no Base Ring sherds were found in
that stratum.” Thus the Ezbet Helmi evidence is
strongly suggestive of the fact that Proto White Slip
was already present in Egypt during the Hyksos Peri-
od, that Base Ring I Ware appeared shortly before the
reign of Tuthmosis I11; and that White Slip I proba-
bly did not arrive before the reign of Tuthmosis I11,
whence it arrived along with Red Lustrous Wheel
Made Ware; and that Base Ring IT and White Slip II
first appeared late in the same reign. However should

(
éﬁ.s_-;
Nile B2 Uncoated

1S

A

Nile B2 Uncoated

Eriksson be proved right in that Base Ring II is not
found in Egypt until after the reign of Tuthmosis
II1,"*" then stratum ¢ must extend later in time, or
Scheme One of the two proposed chronological
schemes outlined on page 000 would have to be adopt-
ed. This, whilst moving the earliest Base Ring found at
Fzbet Helmi into the reign of Tuthmosis I1I, would,
however, move the Minoan frescoes well on into the
same reign, something which our Aegeanist colleagues
would perhaps find too hard to swallow. The hiatus
between strata b and ¢ would also come down to prac-
tically nothing, thus it seems on the whole better to
assume that Base Ring II was indeed beginning to
appear late in the reign of Tuthmosis I11,"* even
though it may not have become common until the
reign of Amenophis III. Since in overall terms the
amount of Cypriote sherds found at Ezbet Helmi are
numerically small, and because they are broken and
therefore sherdage, it may be argued that this does not
mean much." However, the fact that they occur in the
correct ceramic sequence is suggestive and surely can-
not be mere chance. Since the same sequence for
ypriot imports can be traced in Palestine, it is prob-
able that this also reflects both their floruit and their
date of production on Cyprus itself.

2
Nile B2 Uncoated

E(g/

3 Nile B2 red slipped . . 6
Nile B2 red slipped burnished  Nile B2 black rim on red slipped

5

—1 =
8
7 Marl A2
Marl B

9
Marl A4

10
Cypriot Black Lustrous

Fig. 3 Kom Rabita RAT 305-365, 1:4
(after BOURRIAU 1991a, 135)

20 MAGUIRE, 1992, 117, figs. 2-3.
2T ERIKSSON, 2001a, 65.

128 (f. also BERGOFFEN, 2003, 405.
29 (f. MERRILLEES, 2001, 28.
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_ /

L4023
Nile B2 red slipped in
Cf. fig. 3 no. 2

A

89550
Nile E red slipped
Cf. fig. 3no. 4

T

8955E
Import ?
Cf. fig. 3 no. 8

p T

L4020

Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

Cf. fig. 3 no.
(§

L4553B
Nile E uncoated
Cf. fig. 3no. 1

S

8968
Marl F Uncoated
Cf. fig. 3no. 7

Fig. 4 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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1. Nile B2 uncoated

~ N\

Nile B2 uncoated

N

~ |

V4

3. Nile B2 red slip in

4. Nile B2 uncoated

5. Nile B2 uncoated

/
6. Nile B2 uncoated

~ | =

7. Nile B2 uncoated
<< I

/‘

8. Nile B2 uncoated

9. Nile B2 red in, red rim out
.

— ))

10. Nile B2 red in and out, burnished on rim

_ | 4

11. Nile B2 red in and out

= I

12. Nile C S .
13. Nile B2 red in

14. Nile B2 red out

15. Nile C
16. Nile B2 red out

17. Nile C
Fig. 5 Tomb Group NK 3507 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 118)
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8959H
Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 5 no. 2

8948S
Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 5 no. 1

%——*"*Qi: =/

\

L4403
- cf- fig. 5no. 7

8948W
Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 5 nos. 6, 8

. L4552 8948A
Nile E uncoated - cf- fig. 5 no. 5 Nile E red slip in, red rim out - cf. fig. 5 nos. 10, 11

:

89480
Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 5no. 9

—

L4553
Nile B2 red slipped - cf. fig. 5 no. 17

i

8955L
Nile E white slip - cf. fig. 5no. 15

Fig. 6 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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1. Nile B2 uncoated

— |~ ST 7

3. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

2. Nile B2 red slip in and out, ring burnished in

N Z

4. Marl B uncoated

— | =

5. Nile B2 red slip in and out 6. Nile B2 red slip in and out, burnished in

E"_—_ } 7. Nile B2 red rim on uncoated

9. Nile B2 uncoated

~—t—F

8. Nile B2 uncoated - base to 7

10. Nile C uncoated

¢ AN ==

12. Nile B2 red slip out

11. Nile C uncoated

Fig.7 Kom Rabi% RAT 452 Purposive sample 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 119)



Kom Rabi‘a, Ezbet Helmi, and Saqgara NK 3507: A Study in Cross-Dating 227

DN 4
- b
8945M 8951
Nile B2 red slip, ring burnished in Nile B2 red slip in and out
cf- fig. 7 no. 6

- cf. fig. 7no. 2

Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 7 no. 12

Nile E red slip in and out
cf. fig. 7no. 5

S

£ L4379
Nile E red slip in and out
89450 -cf. fig. 7no. 7
Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 7 no. 1
& L4023
. . . h
Nile E black rim on red slip in and ot
- cf. fig. 7no. 3 L4379

Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 7 no. 9

Fig. 8 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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1. Nile B2 uncoated

\ | 7

2. Nile B2 uncoated

< R

3. Nile B2 uncoated 4. Nile B2 uncoated

~ = —

5. Nile B2 red slip in and out

6. Nile B2 red rim on red slip in and out

N4 Nl 4

7. Nile B2 red slip in and out, ring burnished 8. Nile B2 red slip in and out, ring burnished in

N~— Z — | 2

9. Nile B2 uncoated 10. Nile B2 uncoated

—_ l 2 T

11. Nile B2 red rim on uncoated 12. Nile B2 uncoated

0

13. Nile B2 red slip in, red rim out ) o ) )
14. Nile B2 red slip in and out, burnished in

e T

16. Nile C uncoated

15. Nile B2 uncoated

R 7

17. Nile B2 uncoated 18-. Nile B2 red
slip in and out

Fig. 9 Kom Rabi RAT 530 Random sample 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 114)
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8948E

Nile E red rim on red in and out
- cf. fig. 9 no. 11

Nile E red slip in
- cf. fig. 9 no. 10

Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 9 no. 4

8946E
Nile B2 uncoated
- cf. Fig. 9, nos. 13, 14

S 7 1) 510

¢ g
L4023 L4202 L4003
Nile E red rim on red slip in and out Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 9 no. 16 Nile B2 red slip out
- cf. fig. 9.no. 6 - cf. fig. 9 no. 17
h /
L4023

Nile B2 uncoated - cf. fig. 9 no. 5

8947TM
Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 9 no. 3

Fig. 10 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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N I = 7

2. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

\ | J <

5. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

= ==reg

4. Marl B uncoated E l ;j
7. Nile B2 red slip, ring burnished in

6. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

8. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

——

=

9. Nile B2 uncoated

= T

10. Nile B2 red rim on red slip in, ring burnished

= =

11. Nile B2 red rim on red slip in and out

O =

12. Marl A3 13. Marl B uncoated

e

—— P 15. Nile B2 uncoated
[ :

14. Marl B uncoated i l l; N

16. Marl A4 uncoated

Lo -

17. Marl A2, black decoration
Fig. 11 Kom Rabi®a RAT 530 Purposive sample “New Kingom Style” 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 116)
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a )
8945V ° 8945M
Nile E red slip in and out Nile E red slip in
cf. fig. 11 no. 1 - cf. fig. 11 no. 7
8909K
Nile E black rim on red slip in and out, burnished
cf. fig. 11 no. 8
dx;/ . f ;
L4552 L4023
Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out Nile E black rim on red slip in and out
- cf. fig. 11 no. 2 -cf. fig. 11 no. 5

g
Marl B uncoated
- cf. fig. 11 no. 14
8947E
Marl, black decoration h
- cf fig. 11 no. 17 L4379

Marl A4 uncoated
- cf. fig. 11 no. 16

IFig. 12 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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< | =

1. Nile B2 uncoated

N | =

2. Nile B2 uncoated

N 7

3. Nile B2 uncoated

\ | 7

4. Nile B2 red slip in and out

~ | 7 =~

5. Nile B2 uncoated 6. Nile B2 uncoated

7. Nile B2 red rim on uncoated

— —

8. Nile B2 uncoated

~—1 7

9. Nile B2 uncoated

10. Nile B2 red rim on red slip in and out

\ | 7 ST 7

11. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out 12. Nile B2 black rim on red slip in and out

(

A 14. Nile B2 red slip out

13. Nile B2 red slip in and out, burnished in

Fig. 13 Kom Rabita RAT 530 Random sample 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 112)
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8908R 8946U
Nile E black rim on red slip in and out Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 13 nos. 1-2
- cf. fig. 13 no. 12

8946P 8948W
Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 13 no. 3 Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 13 no. 6

L4552 L4020

Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 13 no. 5 Nile B2 red rim on uncoated out, red slip in
-cf. fig. 13 no. 8

g —

L4829
Nile E red rim on uncoated out, red slip in
- cf. fig. 13 no. 13

h

Nile E red rim on uncoated out, red slip in ) - L4403
- of. fig. 13 no. 10 Nile E red slip in - cf. fig. 13 no. 7

Fig. 14 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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= ~_ |7

1. Nile B2 red rim on red slip in and out 2. Nile B2 red in, ring burnished

= o= ~t=

3. Marl B uncoated 4. Nile B2 uncoated 5. Nile B2 red slip burnished

= = |

7. Nile B2 red rim on red slip out

6. Nile B2 red slip out m

8. Marl A4 uncoated

|l

10. Nile B2 red slip

3

9. Marl A2 dark red decoration

2 Y iR

11. Marl A2 black decoration 12. Marl A4 black decoration

N

13. Nile B2 uncoated 14. Nile B2 uncoated 15. Nile B2 uncoated

Fig. 15 Kom Rabi®% RAT 536 Purposive sample 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 113)
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8946H
Nile E red rim on uncoated

- cf. fig. 15 no. 1

L4403
Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 15 no. 6

d
89550 L4001V 20
Nile E - cf. fig. .
Nile E uncoated Marl A4 uncoated - cf. fig. 15 no. 8 ile E uncoated - cf. fig. 15 no.15
-cf. fig. 15 no. 14
g
Bichrome L4023
Nile E red slip out

- cf. fig. 15 no. 7

Fig. 16 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4



236 David A. Aston

1. Nile B2 red slip in

2. Marl B uncoated

‘ N

3. Nile E uncoated

S TN

4. Marl A4 uncoated 5. Marl C uncoated

1) ¢ S

7. Bread Mould

6. Bread mould 8. Nile B2 white Sllp out

9. Nile B2 uncoated

"

E=t—>

11. Nile B2 red slip out

10. Nile B2 red slip in and out

12. Marl C uncoated

Fig. 17 Kom Rabi%a RAT 531, Random and purposive samples 1:4 (after BOURRIAU/ERIKSSON 1997, 110-111)
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8945L L4117 ¢ ]
Nile E red slip in - ¢f. fig. 17 no. 1 Bread mould cf. fig. 17 no. 6 L4251A

Marl C uncoated - cf. fig. 17 no. 5

s N\

d
L4202 L4003
Marl C uncoated - cf. fig. 17 no. 5 Nile E uncoated - cf. fig. 17 no. 3
- - /7
f = X .
L4727 L4593
Nile B2 red slip out - cf. fig. 17 no. 11 Nile C - cf. fig. 17 no. 7

L4251A

Marl F uncoated

Fig. 18 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — various contexts 1:4
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=

L4202
Nile B2 red slip with black decoration

8948X
Nile E uncoated

L4798
Nile E red slip burnished

L4202

8947K
Marl B uncoated

8948J
Nile E red rim on uncoated

L4403
Nile E red rim on red slip in and out

8954C
Nile E red slip in and out

L4202
Nile E uncoated

14403 8957C
Nile E uncoated Nile E red slip in, red rim on uncoated out

L4553A
Nile E uncoated

Fig. 19 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — more typical vessels, various contexts 1:4
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8946K
Marl F uncoated

8948H
Nile E red rim on uncoated

8945K
Marl D cream coated

Fig. 20 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — more typical vessels, various contexts 1:4
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89450
Marl A4 uncoated

8959K
Nile E uncoated

8959]
Nile E uncoated

8947Y
Nile E red slip out

8946G
Nile E uncoated

Fig. 21 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum ¢ — more typical vessels, various 8908S
contexts 1:4 Marl B uncoated
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= =7 Sl

8958L L4813
Nile E uncoated Nile E uncoated L4813
Nile E red slip in

‘ C89STM 8961V _  Be3Q _
Nile E red rim on red slip in and out Nile B2 red slip in and out Nile E red rim and splash decoration

i L4813
h 8957L Nile B2 uncoated 89570
Nile E red slip in Nile E red slip in

m 89592

8951W 89577 Nile E uncoated

Nile E red rim on red slip in and out Nile E red slip in, red rim on uncoated out

O

n 8958F
Nile E uncoated

p 8058M
Nile E uncoated 9  L48I3
8961X Nile E red slip out

Nile E uncoated

8961Z
Nile E red slip burnished

Fig. 22 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum d — typical vessels, 1:4
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‘ 8970C 8959A 8958Y
Nile E uncoated Nile E uncoated Nile E uncoated

L4813
Nile E red rim on uncoated

8938D
Nile E red slip out

8959G
IFig. 23 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum d — typical vessels, 1:4 Nile E red rim on uncoated
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8964K
Bichrome

Marl A2 red slipped, black decoration

N

8962W
Marl A3 burnished

L4813

Marl F uncoated

8958H
Marl F uncoated

8957Y
Marl F uncoated

Fig. 24 Ezbet Helmi H/VI, stratum d — typical vessels, 1:4
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POSTSCRIPT

In writing this article I ignored, perhaps too cava-
lierly, the fact that pottery styles changed at differ-
ent times in different parts of the country so that,
for example, new pottery fashions at Kom Rab¢ia
could have evolved earlier than they did at Hzbet
Helmi. There is surely no doubt among ceramicists
that pottery of the Tuthmosid era developed from a
southern (Upper Egyptian) tradition, and thus,
from a purely diffusionist point of view this new
style ought to have reached Kom Rab¢ia before it
reached Ezbet Helmi. If this new (New Kingdom
style) pottery arrived at Kom Rab¢ia, say one gen-
eration before it was adopted at Kzbet Helmi, then

one could accept an earlier date for the Kom Rab¢ia
levels and a later date for those levels with the same
material at Ezbet Helmi, thus justifying the prelim-
inary dating given to both sites. However, whilst this
might satisfactorily explain the similarities between
the native Iigyptian ceramics, it does not work when
one considers the imported pottery, since one would
have to postulate that the Cypriot pottery types
found, both at Kom Rab¢ia and Ezbet Helmi, also
reached Kom Rabvtia one generation before they
reached Ezbet Helmi. For this reason I believe that
the Kom Rab¢a and Ezbet Helmi levels are contem-
porary with one another whether, in real time, that
is the high chronology of Kom Rabtia or the low
chronology of KEzbet Helmi.



Kom Rabi‘a, Ezbet Helmi, and Saqgara NK 3507: A Study in Cross-Dating 245

Bibliography

ARNOLD Do., ARNOLD, F. and ALLEN, S.

1995  Canaanite Imports at Lisht, the Middle Kingdom
Capital of Egypt, AL 5, 13-32.

AsTON, B.G.

1994 Ancient Egyptian Stone Vessels, SAGA 5, Heidelberg.

AstoN, D.A.

1996  Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom and Third
Intermediate Period (Twelfth — Seventh Centuries B('),
SAGA 13, Heidelberg.

2001 The Pottery from H/VI Sud Strata a and b: Prelimi-
nary Report, AL 11, 168-196

2002  Ceramic Imports at Tell el-Dab¢a during the Middle
Bronze IIA, in: M. Bierak (ed.), The Middle Bronze
Age in the Levant, CChEM 3, Vienna, 43-87.

2004  Amphorae in New Kingdom Egypt, Proceedings of

the SCIEM 2000 Late Bronze Age Conference, Vienna,
30th of January 200315t of February 2003, A &L 14,
175-214.

BERGOFrEN, C.

2001  The Base Ring Pottery from Tell el-Ajjul, KVHAA
Konferenser 54, 31-50.

2003  The Cypriot Pottery from Alalakh: Chronological
Considerations, in: M. BIETAK (ed.), The Synchronisa-
tion of Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the
Second Millenium BC. I, CChEM 4, Vienna, 395-410.

BieTax, M.

1996a  Avaris. The Capital of the Hyksos, London.

1996b Le debut de la XVIII® Dynastie et les Minoens a
Avaris, BSFE 135, 1996, 11-44.

2000  Rich Beyond the Dreams of Avaris: Tell el-Dab‘a and
the Aegean World, 4BS4 95, 185-205.

2001  Towards a Chronology of Bichrome Ware? Some
Material from “Ezbet Helmi, and Tell el-Dab‘a,
KVHAA Konferenser 54, 175-201.

2003 Science versus Archaeology: Problems and Conse-
quences of High Aegean Chronology, in: M. BIETAK
(ed.), The Synchronisation of Civilisations in the East-
ern Mediterranean in the Second Millenium BC. 11,
CChEM 4, Vienna, 23-33.

BieTak, M., DorNER .J., HEIN, 1., JANOSI, P.

1994  Tell el-Dab‘a — Ezbet Helmi. Vorbericht iiber den
Grabungsplatz H/T (1989-1992), A &L 4, 20-38.

BieTak, M., DORNER, 1., JANoOsI, P.

2001  Ausgrabungen in dem Palastbezirk von Avaris. Vor-
bericht Tell el-Dab‘a/Ezbet Helmi 1993-2000, A L
11, 27-119.

BieTak, M., FORSTNER-MULLER, 1.

2003 Ausgrabungen im Palastbezirk von Avaris. Vorbericht
Tell el-Dab‘a/Ezbet Helmi Frithjahr 2003, AL 13,
39-50.

BieTak, M., HEIN, 1.

2001  The Context of White Slip Wares in the Stratigraphy

of Tell el-Dab¢a and Some Conclusions on Aegean
Chronology, in: V. KARAGEORGHIS (ed.), The White
Slip Ware of Late Bronze Age Cyprus, CChEM 2, Vien-
na, 171-194.

BIETAK, M., MARINATOS, N.

1995  The Minoan Wall Paintings from Avaris, A &L 5, 49-62.

BOURRIAU, J.

1981a  Umm el-Ga‘ab, Pottery From the Nile Valley, Cambridge
1981.

1981b  Nubians in Egypt During the Second Intermediate
Period: An Interpretation Based on the Egyptian
Ceramic Evidence, in: Do. ARNOLD, (ed.), Studien zur
altigytischen Keramik, Mainz 1981, 25-41.

1987a Cemetery and Settlement Pottery of the Second
Intermediate Period to Early New Kingdom, BES 8,
47-59.

1987b  Pottery Figure Vases of the New Kingdom, CCH 1,
81-96.

1990a The Pottery, in: P. LACOVARA, Deir el-Ballas, Prelimi-
nary Report on the Deir el-Ballas Expedition,
1980-1986, ARCE Reports 12, Winona Lake, 15-22.

1990b Canaanite Jars from New Kingdom Deposits at Mem-
phis, Kom Rabica, Kl 21, 18%-26*

1991a  Relations Between Egypt and Kerma During the Mid-
dle and New Kingdoms, in: W.V: DAVIES (ed.), Hgypt
and Africa, London, 129-144.

1991b  Memphis/Kom Rabi‘a 1990, BCEg 15, 17-18.

1992 The Memphis Pottery project, C4.J 2, 263-268.

1997  Beyond Avaris: The Second Intermediate Period in
Egypt Outside the Eastern Delta, in: E.D. OREN (ed.),
The Hyksos, New Historical and Archaeological Perspec-
trves, Philadelphia, 159-180.

2002 Fabrics of the Oasis Amphorae of the New Kingdom
from Memphis, Kom Rabi‘a, in: R. FRIEDMAN (ed.),
Egypt and Nubia. Gifts of the Desert, London, 113-115.

forthe. The Beginning of Amphora Production in Egypt, in
The Social Context of Technological Change. Egypt and
the Near Kast, 1650—1150 BC. 1I. Oxford.

BOURRIAU, J., ERIKSSON, K.

1997 A Late Minoan Sherd from an Early 18th Dynasty
Context at Kom Rabi‘a, in: J. PHILLIPS (ed.), Ancient
Egypt, The Aegean and the Near East. Studies in Hon-
our of Martha Rhoads Bell, San Antonio, 95-120.

BoURRIAU, J., NICHOLSON, P.T.

1992 Marl Clay Pottery Fabrics of the New Kingdom from
Memphis, Saqqara and Amarna, JEA 78, 29-91.

BoOURRIAU, J., SMITH, .M., N1cHOLSON, P.'T.

2000  New Kingdom Pottery Fabrics. Nile Clay and
Mixed/marl Clay Fabrics from Memphis and Amarna,
EES Occasional Publications 14, London.

BoURRIAU, J., SMITH, L.M., SERPICO, M.

2001 The provenience of Canaanite amphorae found at



246 David A. Aston

Memphis and Amarna in the New Kingdom, 113-146,
in: A.J. SHORTLAND, (ed.), 2001.

BRUNNER-TRAUT, E.

1970a Gravidenflasche: Das Salben des Mutterleibs, in: F'S.
Kurt Galling, Tibingen, 35-48.

1970b  Das Muttermilch Kriiglein: Ammen mit Stillumhang
und Mondamulett, Die Welt des Orients 5, 145-164.

BRUYERE, B.

1937 Rapport sur les fowilles de Deir el-Medineh (1934-1935)
Deuxieme Partie: La Nécropole de U'Est, FIFAO 15,
Cairo.

DawsoN, W.R., ELLIOT SMITH, G.

1924 Egyptian Mummies, London.

DESROCHES-NOBLECOURT, (.

1952 Pots anthropomorhes et recettes magico-médicales
dans I'Egypte ancienne, RdE 9, 49-67.

Dormax, P.F.

2002 Faces in Clay, Technique, Imagery and Allusion in a
Corpus of Ceramic Sculpture from Ancient Egypt, MAS
52, Mainz.

EARL 0F CARNARVON, CARTER, H.

1912 Five Years™ Exploration at Thebes, Oxford.

EreMIN, K., GORING, K., MANLEY, W., CARTWRIGHT C.

2000 A 17 Dynasty Queen in Edinburgh?, KMT 11/3, 32-40.
ERIKssoN, K.O.

1992 Late Cypriot I and Thera: Relative Chronology in the
Eastern Mediterranean, in: P. ASTROM (ed.), Acla
Cypria 3. Acts of an International Congress on Cypriote
Archaeology held in Goteborg on 22-24 August 1991,
SIMA PB 120, Jonsered, 152-223.

1993 Red Lustrous Wheel-Made Ware, SIMA 103, Jonsered.

1996  Preliminary Observations relating to the Late Bronze
Age Aegean and Cypriot Pottery found in the Egypt
Iixploration Society’s Excavations of the Settlement
at Kom Rabi¢a (Memphis), unpublished

2001a  Cypriot Ceramics in Egypt During the Reign of Thut-
mosis I1I: The Evidence of Trade for Synchronizing
the Late Cypriot Cultural Sequence with Egypt at the
Beginning of the Late Bronze Age, KVHAA Konfer-
enser 54, 51-68.

2001b A Close Shave: the new evidence for chronology of
Egyptian New Kingdom mechak razors, in: P.M. Fis-
CHER (ed.), Contributions to the Archaeology and Histo-
ry of the Bronze and Iron Ages in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean. Studies in Honour of Paul Astrom, Vienna,
183-199.

2001c  Cypriote Proto White Slip and White Slip I: Chrono-
logical beacons on Relations between Late Cypriote I
Cyprus and Contemporary Societies of the Eastern
Mediterranean, in: V. KARAGEORGHIS (ed.), The White
Stip Ware of Late Bronze Age Cyprus, CChIEM 2,Vien-
na, 51-64.

FuscaLpo, P.

1997 A Preliminary Report on the Pottery from the Late

Hyksos Period Settlement at ‘Ezbet Helmi (Area
H/I11, Strata D/3, D/3-D/2 and D/2), AL 7, 59-69.
2000  Tell el-Dab‘a X, Part 1, Locus 66, UZK 16, Vienna 2000.
2001  Preliminary Report on the 18" Dynasty Pottery from
‘Bzbet Helmi Area H/III-t—u/17 (The Bathroom),
AdL 11, 2001, 149-166.

2002  The Nubian Pottery from the Palace District of
Avaris, at “Ezbet Helmi Areas H/I11 and H/VI Part 1.
The Classic Kerma Pottery from the 18th Dynasty;
AdL 12, 167-186.

2003  The Base Ring Wares from the Palace Complex at Tell
el-Dabca (“Ezbet Helmi Areas H/ILI and H/VI), A &L
13, 69-82.

(GARSTANG, oJ.

1901 Kl Arabeh, BSAE 6, London.

Gippoy, L. L.

1999 The Survey of Memphis I1. Kom Rabi‘a The New King-
dom and Post New Kingdom Objects, EES Excav.Mem.
64, London.

Gippy, L.L.., JEFFREYS, D.G..

1991 Memphis, 1990, JEA 77, 1-6.

GRATIEN, B.

1978 Les Cultures Kerma: Essai de Classification, Lille.

GUKSCH, H.

1995 Die Griber des Nacht-Min und des Men-cheper-Ra-seneb
Theben Nr. 87 und 79, AV 34, Mainz.

Havgs, W.C.

1951  Inscriptions from the Palace of Amenhotep 111, JNES
10, 35-56, 82-112, 156-183, 231-242.

HEIx, 1.

1994  Erste Beobachtungen zur Keramik aus “Ezbet Helmi,
AdL 4, 3943

1998 ¢Ezbet Helmi, — Tell el Dab¢ Chronological Aspects
of Pottery, in C. EYRE (ed.), Proceedings of the Seventh
International Congress of Egyptologists, Leiden, OLA
82, 547-553.

2001a  Untersuchungen und Vorlaufige Bilanz zur Keramik
aus °Ezbet Helmi, Speziell Areal H/V, A&L 11,
121-147.

2001b Kerma in Auaris, in: C.B. ARNST, I. HAFELMANN and

A. LOHWASSER (eds.), Begegnungen. Antike Kultwren im
Niltal, Leipzig, 199-212.

2001¢  On Bichrome and Base Ring Ware from Several Exca-
vation Areas at “Kzbet Helmi, KVHAA Konferenser 54,
231-247.

HoLTHOER, R.

1977  New Kingdom Pharaonic Sites. The Pottery, SJE 5:1,
Lund.

Hore, C.A.

2002, Oases Amphorae of the New Kingdom in: R. FRIED-
MAN (ed.), Hgypt and Nubia. Gifts of the Desert, Lon-
don, 95-131.

Huches, G.R.

1963  Serra East. The University of Chicago Excavations



Kom Rabi‘a, Ezbet Helmi, and Saqgara NK 3507: A Study in Cross-Dating 247

1961-62. A Preliminary Report on the First Season’s
Work, Kush 11, 121-130.

JANost, P.

1995  Die stratigraphische Position und Verteilung der
minoischen Wandfragmenten den Grabungsplitzen
H/I und H/IV von Tell el-Dab‘a, Ad-L 5, 63-71.

JEFFREYS, D.G.. MALEK, J., SMITH, H.S.

1987  Memphis 1985, JEA 73, 11-20.

JEFFREYS, D.G., MALEK, J.

1988  Memphis 1986, 1987, JEA 74, 15-20.

JEFFREYS, D.G., GipDY, L.L.

1989  Memphis 1988, JEA 75, 1-11.

1991  Looking for Memphis, Egyptian Archaeology 1, 5-8.
KeMp, B.J. MERRILLEES, R.S.

1980  Minoan Pottery in Second Millenium Egypt, Mainz am
Rhein

KNUDSsTADT, J.E.
1966  Serra East and Dorginarti. The University of Chicago

Excavations 1963-64. A Preliminary Report on the
First Season’s Work, Kush 14, 165-186.

KorHL, R.B.
2000  Minoan Rhyta in Egypt in: A. KARETSOU (ed.),

KPHTH-AIT'YIITOZ. IloAitiouikoi Seopol tpidv yiAt-
etiov, Athens, 94-100.

LEGRAIN, G.

1908  Notes d'inspection, ASAE 9, 54-60.

LiLyquisr, C.

2003 The Tomb of Three Foreign Wives of Tuthmosis 111,
New York.

LOYRETTE, A.M.

1997  Les Tombes de la Vallée des Trois Puits a Thebes-
Ouest, Memnonia 8, 177-195.

MAGUIRE, L.

1992, A Cautious Approach to the Middle Bronze Age
Chronology of Cyprus, Ad:L 3, 115-120.

1995  Tell el-Dab¢a. The Cypriot Connection, in: W.V.
Davies and L. SCHOFIELD (eds.). Egypt, The Aegean
and the Levant, Interconnections in the Second Milleni-
wm BC', London, 54-65.

MANNING, S.

1999 A Test of Time, Oxford.

2001 The Chronology and Foreign Connections of the Late
Cypriot 1 Period: Times They Are A-Changin,
KVHAA Konferenser 54, 69-94.

McGOVERN, P.E.

2000 The Foreign Relations of the “Hyksos”. A Neutron Acti-
vation Study of Middle Bronze Age Pottery from the
Fastern Mediterranean, BAR Int.Ser. 888, Oxford.

MERRILLEES, R.S.

1968, The Cypriote Bronze Age Pottery Found in Egypt, SIMA
18, Lund.

1975  The Cypriote Bronze Age Pottery Found in Eqypt, A
Reply, RDAC 81-90.

1977  The Absolute Chronology of the Bronze Age in
Cyprus, RDAC 33-50.

1992 The Absolute Chronology of the Bronze Age in
Cyprus: A Revision, BASOR 288, 47-52.

2001 The Cypriote Base Ring I Jug from a Secondary Bur-
ial in Saqqara Mastaba 3507, KVHAA Konferenser 54,
23-30.

MiLLWARD, A.J.

1982 Rilled Cup, no. 138, in: Egypt’s Golden Age. The Art of
Lwing in the New Kingdom, Boston, 142.

MURRAY, M.A.

1911  Figure Vases in ligypt. in: E. KNOBEL (ed.), Historical
Studies, London, 40—46.

NaGeL, G.

1938 La céramique du Nouvel Empire, FIFAO 10, Cairo.

OREN, K.

1969  Cypriot Imports in the Palestinian Late Bronze I Con-
text, OpAth 9, 127-150.

PELTENBERG, K.J.

1974  Appendix I. The Glazed Vases, in: V. KARAGEORGHIS,
Kition I. The Tombs, Nicosia, 105-143.

PrTrIE, W.M.F.

1897  Six Temples at Thebes 1896, London.

1909  Qurneh, BSAE 15, London.

1917  Tools and Weapons, BSAE 30, London.

PeTrRIE, WM. F BRUNTON, G.A.

1924 Sedment [1, BSAE 35, London

Povz, D.

1995  Bericht iiber die 4. und 5. Grabungskampagne in der
Nekropole von Dra® Abu el Naga‘/Theben West,
MDAIK 51, 207-225.

Porz, D., SEILER, A.

2003 Die Pyramidenanlage des Konigs Nub-Cheper-Re Intef
in Dra® Abu el-Naga, SDAIK 24, Mainz.

RaxD, H.

1970 Figure Vases in Ancient Egypt and Hebrew Midwives,
1EJ 20, 209-212.

REISNER, G.

1923 EBxcavations at Kerma IV-V, Harvard African Studies
6. Cambridge, Mass.

SCHIESTL, R.

2002  Some Links between a Late Middle Kingdom ceme-
tery at Tell el-Dabca and Syria-Palestine, in: M.
Bierak (ed.), The Middle Bronze Age in the Levant,
CChEM 3, Vienna, 329-352.

SEILER, A.

1992 Die Keramikbearbeitung, MDAIK 48, 124-129.

1993 Grab und Kult. Zwei ‘ungestorte’ Schachtgriaber in
der Nekropole von Dra¢ Abu el-Naga, M.A. Thesis,
University of Heidelberg.



248 David A. Aston

1994  Archiologisch fallbare Kultpraktiken in Grabkontex-
ten der frithen 18. Dynastie in Dra¢ Abu el-Naga/The-
ben, in: J. AssMANN, K. DzioBek, H. GUKscH, K.
Kawrr, (eds.), Thebanische Beamtennekropolen, SAGA
12, Heidelberg, 185-203.

2003  Die Keramik zweier Nutzungsphasen des Grabes
K93.11, MDAIK 59, 343-351.

SERPICO, M.

2000  Resins, Amber and Bitumen, in: P.'T. NICHOLSON, I.
SHAW (eds.), Ancient Egyptian Materials and Technolo-
gy, Cambridge, 430—474.

2003  Quantifying Resin Trade in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean During the Late Bronze Age, Aegacum 24,
223-230.

SERPICO, M., BOURRIAU, J., SMITH, L., GOREN, Y., STERN, B.,

HERON, C.

2003  Commodities and Containers: A Project to Study
(Canaanite Amphorae Imported Into Egypt During
the New Kingdom, in: M. BIETAK, (ed.), The Synchro-
nisation of the Civilisations in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean in the Second Millenium BC. 11, CChEM 4, Vien-
na, 365-375.

SERPICO, M., WHITE, R.

1998  Chemical analysis of coniferous resins from ancient
Egypt using gas chromatography in: C.J. EYRE (ed.),
Proceedings of the Seventh International Congress of
Egyptologists, 1037—48.

SHINTE, P.L.

1996 Ancient Nubia, London/New York.

SHORTLAND, A.J. (ed.),

2001 The Social Context of Technological Change. Egypt and
the Near Kast 1650—1550 BC', Oxford.

SMITH, L. BOURRIAU, J., SERPICO, M.

2000  The Provenance of Late Bronze Age Transport
Amphorae found in Egypt, Internet Archaeology 9.

SwMiTH, H.S., SMITH, A.

1976 A Reconsideration of the Kamose Texts, ZAS 103,
48-76.

SwyiTH, S.T.

1992 Intact Tombs of the Seventeenth and Kighteenth

Dynasties from Thebes and the New Kingdom Burial
System, MDAIK 48, 193-231.

Sowapa, K.

1999  The Pottery, in: K. Sowapa, T. CALLAGHAN, P. BENT-
LEY, The Teti Cemetery at Sagqara IV, ACE Reports 12,
Warminster, 73-91.

SZAFRANSKI, Z.

1997  Foundation Pottery Deposit found at The Djeser-
akhet Platform (Part I). The Temple of Tuthmosis
I1I at Deir el-Bahari, in: Warsaw Egyptological Stud-
ies 1. Bssays in Honour of Prof. Dr. Jadwiga Lipinska,
53-64.

TAYLOR, J.H.

1989  Kgyptian Coffins, Princes Risboroough.

Troy, L.

1991 The Cemetery at Fadrus (no. 185), in: T. SAVE-SODER-
BERGH and L. Troy, New Kingdom Pharaonic Sites.
The Finds and The Sites, ST 5:2, Uppsala, 212-293.

WACHSMANN, S. M.

1987  Aegeans in the Theban Tombs, OLA 20, Leuven.

WARREN, P.M.

1995  Minoan Crete and Pharaonic Egypt, in: W.V. DAvIES
and L. SCHOFIELD (eds.), Kgypt, The Aegean and the

Levant, Interconnections in the Second Millenium BC,
London, 1-18.

1998  Aegean Late Bronze 1-2 Absolute Chronology — some
new contributions, in: M.S. BALMUTH and R.H. TYKoT
(eds.), Sardinian and Aegean Chronology: towards the
resolution of relative and absolute dating in the Mediter-
ranean, Oxford, Studies in Sardinian Archaeology V.,
323-331,

WARREN, P.M., HANKEY, V.

1989  Aegean Bronze Age Chronology. Bristol.

WIENER, M.

2003 Time Out: The Current Impasse in Bronze Age
Archaeological Dating, Aegaeum 24, 363-399.

WiLLiams, B.B.

1992 New Kingdom Remains from Cemeteries R, V, S and W at
Qustol and Cemetery K at Adindan, Chicago.

WiNLoCK, H.E.

1932 The Tomb of Queen Meryetamun at Thebes, New
York.





