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| | Horemheb, Prince Regent of Tut‘ankhamun

One of the many problems connected with the final decades of the Eignteenth
Dynasty revolves around the exact nature of the position of Horemheb before
he finally became king. What was his precise rofe during the reign of
Tut‘ankhamun and what was his position v/s-7-v/s Ay both before and after
the 1atter had succeeded Tut‘ankhamun? The broad outlings of the dynastic
history following the Amarna episode are clear enough and need not be
discussed here at any great length: the young Tut‘ankhaten began his reign in
Akhetaten, the city of his birth, but before his second year he changed his
name to Tutfankhamun and abandoned Amarna in favour of Memphis,! the
traditionai royal residence, and Thebes, the seal of Amun, the god of kKingship
and the most important god worshipped in EQypt at the time. After @ reign of
at least 9 years he was succeeded by Ay, who reigned for another 4 years
before Horemheb ascended the throne. However, precisely becayse these
historical facts are so wetl-established and, at least al first sight, seem
perfectly straightforward, they have tended to obscure our appreciation of
the role played by Horemheb during the reign of Tutfankhamun, Of course it
has 1ong been recognized that Horemheb acted as regent for Tut‘ankhamun,
but the mere fact that Ay preceded him on the fhrone has led to the
assumption that even after Horemheb had become regent, Ay must in some
way have outranked him.2 On the other hand, this assumption depends to 2
great extent on one's appreciation of the events following Tutfankhamun's
sudden death which caused the temporary eclipse of Horemheb and led to Ay's
accession, and these events are still iargely unknown. |t seems best,
therefore, to approach the question with an open mind, and to start with an
examination of the monuments which document Horemheb's pre-roval career,

LCr, J van Dijk and M. £aton-Krauss, "Tutankhamun at Memphis™, M4 42 (1986), 35~41
and Chapter & below.

2 Thus Martin, M7# 1, 42 165. Even more cutspoken is Schulman, J4RGE 4 { 1985), 58-59,
who writes that “it was Ay who was the most powerful man in the land, though nominally after the
king, 11 would ther seem hardly credible, sine this was the case, that Horembab's power and
authurity in the tand would have, ot that time, exceeded Ay's, particularty 50 since Ay did follow
Tutfankhamdn on the throne while Horemheb remained a privalg subiect.” Cf., however, Martin,
Hidken fombs, 36: "He [1.8., Ay] was outranked by the generatissimo Horemheb "
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when the foundations for his fulure ascension of the throne of Egypt were
iatd.

Sources dating from the time before Horemheb's accession are nol
numerous.S |f we leave aside the vexed question of whether or not he is to
be equated with the Amarna official Paatenemheb, there are strictly speaking
only five inscribed monuments which come into this category.d First of all
there is the Memphite tomb, rediscovered in 1975 by the joint expedition of
the Egypt Exploration Society and the Leiden Museum; it includes a greal many
loose relief blocks in various museum coliections in Egypt, Europe, and North
America. Two statues showing Horemheb as a scribe are known, a virtually
complete one said to be from Memphis, which is now in the Metropotitan
Museum in New York,5 and a very damaged one from Karnak, now In
Cairo:® the latter is dated by cartouches of Tutfankhamun. An inscribed
doorway in the Louvre consisting of two Jambs and a round-topped lintel?
undoubtedly belongs to Horemheb as well. it was rejected by Hari (who
wrongly describes the monument as a sré/e fausse porfe) on the foliowing
grounds: certain titles found in the Memphite tomb are lacking from the
Louvre doorway, and the styie, the carving of the hieroglyphs, and the writing
of certain words (no details are given) date it clearly (" man/restement”) to
the time serore Amenhotep [V, Inmy obinion such an early date Is impossible
because of the elaborate pleated costume and the pointed "Nubian” wig of the

3 Amang the vast literature on Horemheb there are two manographs which desl extensively with
nis pre-royal career. in 1935 Kurt Ptiliger wrote & doctoral thesis on Aeremisy wnd oig
Amarnazert | but regrettably only the second part of this work, entitled Aaremisbs [ autbsehn bis
Zur Thronbesteigung , was subsequently published (Zwickau, 1936). In 1964 Robert Hari
publtished his Geneva thesis on Abremiel el /s reing Moutnegiemet, ou /g Fin dune dvnsstie , the
first part of which, some 130 pages, is devoted {0 the pre-royal career of Horemhned. inevitably,
both works ars now largely out of date due to the rediscovery of the Memphite temb.

40f. also the }ist, with brief discussion, in /774 |, 161-162.

2 MMA 23,10.1; see Hari, oo c/f, 42 for bibliographical references; /774 |, 22 n. 1 with P1,
{S5A-C:andsee P.F. Dorman et al., /e Melrgpolitan Museinn of Aré: Egyot and the Ancient Mear
Ffast (New York, 1987), 66-67 for a recent colour photograpt showing the statue without the
earlier restoration of the damaged nose. A fragmentary statue of an anonymous Late Eighteenth
Dynasty official in Sydney is assigned to Horemheb in & forthcoming article by Karin Sowada.

b Calro CG 42129 Heri, gp. ¢7f, 45ff. (bibl.) with Figs. 6-10 and P1. viii.
7 Louvre C 68-70; Hari, go ¢/, 18ff. (bibl.), Fig. T and P1. 1,



Kneeling figures of Horemheb, which date the monument to the end of the
Fighteenth Dynasty, not to the pre-Amarna era® | can find nothing in the
nieroglyphs to contradict this date. The Horemheb of the Louvre doorway is
not only Zmy-rms” wr (n nsw ) generalissimo (of the king)" but also bears
the title Jw-p% "Hereditary Prince” (standing on its own). It is highly
uniikely that there were two different men called Horemheb with this
combination of titles living at the same {ime, and there can be no doubt that
the Louvre doorway belongs to “our" Horemheb, Although it was clearly
designed for a vaulted mud-brick chapei, its dimensions (w. 0.92 m) make it
Impossible to allocate it to the Memphite tomb. 1T was apparently acquired by
Drovetti in Luxor;® one might speculate that it originally came from a
smatl votive chapel at Abydes.'C Finally, there is the Coronation Text
inscribed on the back of @ statue in Turin'' showing Horemheb with his
Queen Mutnodjmet and presumably dating from his first year as King.
Somewhal iess certaln is a relief piock from the Memphite fomb of
Ptahemhat Ty, ! in which an anonymous "royal scribe, Hereditary Prince, and
general” is shown heading a group of high officials attending the funeral of
the tomb-owner. Spiegelberg’> was the first to identify this anonymous
figure as Horemheb, and this identification has been widely accepfed. On the
other hand, Schulman'4 has rightly pointed out that the three titles
menttoned on the Berlin block were also held by Nakhimin, and since we do

8 The painted "Nubian” wig does not appear before the reign of Akhenaten and is originally worn
by Nefertiti only; see the discussion by M, Eaton-Krauss, G 56 (1981), 252-258, where the
eariier literature is cited. At Amarna non-roval individusis wearing this wig are usually female
attendants on the princesses, but male examples occur as well, e.q. J. D. Cooney, Amarna Reliers
rrom Hermapalis in Amer tean Colections (Brooklyn, 1965), No. 3S.

% This is the reason why it is assigned to the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty Theban tomb of (a
dgifierent) Horemheb (7T 78) in PM i2/2, 156 (called "frame of stela"), a connection rightly
rejected by both Hari, ag crf, 20-27,and A & A. Brack, Das Gréd des Haramheh Theben Nr. 78
(Mainz, 1980), 73-74.

10 similar doorways with a round-topped Jinte! are Leiden K. 9, Vienna 90, and Berlin 8172; all
three are inscribed with the so-catled "Hymn to Abvdes”, of. K4/ |, 35711

T Turin 1379, Hart, gp. crf, 208ff, {hibl.) with frontispiece, Figs. 60-63, and P1. xxxyiia~b,
12 Rertin 12411, the sa-called "Berlin Trauerrelief”, cf. PM 1112/2, 711-712.

13w Spisgetbery, “Die Datisrung des Berliner ‘Trauerreliefs'™, 245 60 ( 1925), 56-58,

14 4 R Schulman, “The Berlin Trauerrelief” (No. 12411) and Some Officials of Tuttankhamiin
and Av", JRRCE 4 (1965), 55-68.
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not krmow the exact date of the tomb of Ptahemnat Ty, it 15 possible that
Nakhtmin is meant, not Horemheb. tn addition to these monuments there are
the Restoration Stela of Tutfankiamun,'® which probably dates to the king's
first regnal year!® and which, although it does not mention Horemneb,
spumerates the reforms carried out while he acted as regenl for
Yut‘ankhamun,‘? and perhaps also the scenes and texts in the Specs of
Horemheb at Gebel es-Silsilah, 10

from a chronological point of view the Coronation Text (Fig. 3) 18
obviously the last in this series of documents, but al the same time 1t IS the
only one to give a more or less coherent, narrative account of Horemneod's
ore-royal career, and we shall therefore begin our discussion with this
inscription. Apart from the formal titulary at the beginning, the text can be
roughly divided into two sections 19 The first of these (11 2-12) deals with
the exalted position of Horemheb at the court of an unnamed King, which must

15 Cairo 06 34183 and the fragmentary duplicate CG 34184 + fr. Varille; Hari, gp o/, 128ff.
(bibl.) with Fige. 43-45 and P1. xxt-xxii.

18 fane J. R, Harris, "The Date of the 'Restoration’ Stels of Tutankhamin®, &7 S (1973), 9-11,
whose dating of the stela to Year 3 or 4 is based on the assumption that the name change from
Tutfankhaten to Tuttankhamun did not take place befors Year 3. Cf., however, M. Laton-Krauss,
Rior 47 (1990), 553 with n. 96, Harris himself admits that the available space at the beginning
of the text favours the restoration "Year 1"

V706 M74 1, 162 [6). This may have been the principal reason why Horemheb usurped the stela
after he had become king himself. Helck's suggestion that the great Decree of Horemheb might also
orginally have been a work of Tut‘ankhamun { F 48 [1973], 264-265) has been refuted by J.-
M. Krughten, /& Décret dHoremiel (Brussels, 1981), 212-213.

or M1 1,162 171, The two graffiti on the islands of Sehe! and Konosso ( 6/, 161 [4]) are
probably not by Horemhieb, Nor do | believe that there is any evidence o suggest that the Leiden stels
Iny. No. F 1926/1.1 {(W. D. van Wiingearden, OMR0 7 [19261, 1-3; id., /feesierwerken cer
Egptische kunst te Leicen {Leiden, 1938], no. 42; Pflliger, g2 o/f, 12-13) has anything o do
with our Horembieb; of. Hari, g o772, 17-18, who rightly rejects the connection, although Deth nis
statement that the name Horemheb is not attested before the 18th Dynasty and that only three men
heside the famous Horemheh bear this name (1.6, the Leiden stela, Louvre € 68-70, and TT 78) are
wrong: the name cecurs on a Late MK stela in Vienna (no. 65; ¢f. Ranke, APN |, 248: 7) and in
Lelden alene there are at least two further 18th Dynasty stelae mentioning a Horemheb (Y 1 and ¥
43, the latter [temp. Tuthmosis I¥] 1n fts turn connected with the famous Horemheb by Helck, 42
40 [1954]), 221-222; Jur verwsitung , 371-372, 487, agaln without any proof),

19 Ses for the text Sir Alan Gardiner, "The Coronation of King Harembiab", &4 39 (1953), 13-
3V.PLAL; ik IV, 2121-2124
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surely be Tulfanknamun, a position which he says he ewed to his local god
Horus of Hutnesu This god "distinguished his son in the sight of the entire
ceople” (1. 5) in preparation for the day that he wouid be given the Kingship,
andd this fact did not escape the attention of the king, who was "content with
s gealings and rejeiced at the choice of him™ (1 6). The king therefore
“appeinted him as Supreme Chief (~ -7y ) of the iand in order to enforce the
laws of the Two Shores as Hereditary Prince of this entire land (0% 7
tropn omifogar ) (1 6) Over a period of many years, Horembed thus "governed
the Two Lands as (the kKing's) deputy (s fr /an [Lwy )" (1 9) and the King's
courtiers as well as the rulers of foreign lands conducted their business with
him rather than with the king (I 10). At the beginning of the second part of
the text (1. 12) this extraordinary pogsition of Horemheb is again emphasized
by calling him not only “Supreme Chief" and "Hereditary Prince of this entire
jand”, but also "Eldest Son of Horus (s smsw n Arw)', 1.6 0f the king, a
title which can only refer to the posttion of the Crown Prince. The rest of the
text (1. 13-26) describes the actual coronation ceremonies and need not
concern Us here.,

Taken at face value, this unigue document presents us with a very clear
picture of Horemheb's pasition during the reign of Tutfankhamun: thal King
had not only appointed him as his deputy who effectively, and with the King's
explicit approval, ruled Eqypt, but he had also given him the position of
Hereditary Prince and Eldest Son of Horus, i.e. of Crown Prince, destingd 1o
eventually succeed him on the throne of Egypt. Gardiner has already stressed
this point, referring to the well known passage from the /nscription
veaicatoire of Ramesses 11, where he tells how he was chosen by hts father
Seti | to succeed him and was "inducted as Eldest Son and Hereditary Prince
upon the throne of Geb” 20 But can the text actually be taken at face value?
Some authors have indeed guestioned this. Alan Schulman, for exampie,
wondered " just how much titeral credence should be given to his [Horemheb's]
account .. of this appointment with its extraordinary powers for the
administration of Egypt ... Even in these earlier portions of his autoblography
[the Coronation Text} it is most likely that Horemheb would have exaggerated
his role and authority 1o put himself in the best possibie Tight, and 1o prepare

20 44 39 (1953), 110 Of KA/ 11,327, 13-14
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the reader of the text favorably for the later portion, by showing that when
he did finally take the throne, he was merely putting the diving stamp of
approval on a Fait secompls "1 On the other hand, Gardiner and others have
rightly pointed to the titles mentioned in Horemheb's Memphite tomb, titles
which on the whole agree very well with the picture emanating from the
Coronation Text, These scholars had to work from the many fragmentary
scenes an individual blocks Invarious museum collections. As a result of the
rediscovery of the tomb maost of these Dlocks can now be studied in their
original context, and a considerable number of additional inscriptions have
been found. The date of the tomb has now also been established beyond any
doubt as being the reign of Tutfankhamun. His cartouches, although later
usurped by Horemhéb as king, have been found on a block which adiging the
famous gold of honour scene, a large portion of which is in Leiden.22 The
royal couple depicted in this scene and in the adjacent scene 76, which shows
Horemheb acting as an intermediary between the king and a group of subject
foreign rulers, are therefore o be identified as Tutfankhamun and
‘Ankhesenamun. This makes it very unlikely from the start that any titles or
honours claimed by Horemheb in the inscriptions in the tomb are fictitious:
the Coronation Inscription may, according to some, have been composed in
order to re-write history, but the same cannot possibly be said of the
Inscriptions in the Memphite tomb, which are contemporary with Horemheb's
pre-royal career and which must, at least in theory, have been composed with
the king's consent. A comparison of the tomb with the Coronation Text is
entightening 23 The Coronation Text begins by saying that the king "rejoiced
at the choice of him”; in the tomb Horemheb was “chosen by the king above
the Two Lands in order to govern the people”. He was, according to the
Coronation Text, appointed as "Supreme Chief of the Land”; in the tomb he
calls himself "Great Chief of the People’, "Great Chief of the Entire Lang”,

2V RCE 4 (1965, 60-61. See slso Helck, Der Finfluss der Militériiiprer in dor 18
anpliscnen Dvnestie (Leipzig, 1939), 81.

22 MTH 1, stene 72; see for the cartouches P1. 96 (lower) and 108 with the commentary on p.
88.

23 Far the location in the tomb of the individual titles cited in the following paragraph see the hsis
provided in M74 1, 162- 164, as well as the index, 2, 171-174.
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Foramast of the Two Lands™. in the Coronation Text, Horemheb 15 given the
nosition of "Hereditary Prince of {his Entire Land”; iikewise the 1nscriptions
in the tomb cal) him "Hereditary Prince of Upper and Lower Egypt” and the
fitle "Hereditary Prince” (#v-27 ) on its own, ie nol as part of the
stereatype sequence Fy-pt hity=" Sgiwly-0ily  smr-w'ly el 1S very
frequent in the tomb and often stands alane. Helck and Gardiner have ampiy
demonstrated that the title Jy-p¢ when 1t stands alone contains the
nations of “anctent descent and lawful inheritance” and is virtuatly
SYNoNymous with our "Crown Prince" 24 |n this function Horemheb governs
the Two Lands as the king's deputy, according to the Coronation Text (sw A
i Eawy); in the tombd he is calleg "Deputy (' } of the King in every
place”, "Deputy of the King {or: of His Majesty) in the Entire rand’. The
Coronation Text says that he “enforced the laws of the Two Shores”; in the
tormb he “leads the Two Lands and establishes the laws (s Apw <) of the
Two Shores” In the Ceoronation Text, the king's counciilors come 1o him
bowing at the gates of the Palace, in the tomb he 1S the "foremaost” Gr the
“qreatest of the greatest of the king's courtiers”, the one "who repeats the
speech of the king to his courtiers”. The line in the Coronation Text which
says that “the chieftains of the Nine Bows approached him and paid honour 1o
him 35 to a god” is not matched by a title in the tomb, but the famous scene
showing Horemhel acting as an intermediary between the king and a group of
subject foreign ruiers itlustrates it ejoguently. The only title in the
Coronation Text which is, perhaps just by chance, not directly paralleied in
the tomb i5 that of "Eldest Son of Horus" But this title does occur in the
neighbouring tomb of Horemheb's intimate colieague and collaborator Maya.
Maya's tomb was almost certainly built at roughly the same time as that of
Horemheb. Its magnificently decorated pylon gateway contains a Iong
autobiographical inscription, which is of great interest, even though it IS
untorturately incomplete 28 For our present purposes the final line is

24 Gardiner . JE4 39,10 ¢f, Helck, Der Finfluss der Miltariihrer , 80-82; 10., " Rovt auf dem
Thron des Gep ™, Orienialtia 19 (1950), 416-434; Gardiner, A£0 |, 14*-19%,

29 This is a royal epithet, found a5 the Aepdy name of Amenhotep Hi1, the last king before the
Amarna interval; ¢f, Maya's use of the second half of the same name, sz (Js), which
Tuttankhamun himself also incorporated into his titulary, see %22 71, 8 = belaw, p. 79,

20 ¢f my preliminary remarks on this text in J&4 74 (1988), 12.

18



especially relevant. It too is incomplefe, but the text does seem to indicate
that it was the Eldest Son (ss smsw ). who ordered the building of Maya's
tombd. Given the date of Maya's funerary monument, this "Eldest Son" can
hardly be anyone else but Horemheb.

Not onty Horemheb's tities and functions prove to be in perfect agreement
with each other In the Coronalion Text and the Memphite tomb, however,
There is yet another striking parallel between the two texts, one which

throws Turther light on Horemheb's postiion under Tutfankharmun, In the
Corenation Text, Horemheb compares himself as Hereditary Prince with the
god Thoth: "All his plans were like (i.e, as well-balanced as) the gait of the
Ibis, his actions were the image of the Lord of Hesret, he rejoiced at Ma‘at
like the Beaky One” (1. 8) and, 1ike Thoth, he "wakes up in the morning in order
to present Ma‘at" 2’ This extraordinary comparison with Thoth, which is
only rarely attested elsewhere, <8 1s paralleled 1n the text on the great stela
of Horemheb in the British Museum, which was originaily set up in the Outer
Courtyard of the Memphite tomb4% The lunette of the stela depicts
Horembheb adoring Re‘-Harakhty, Thoth, and Ma‘at. The main text of the stela
15 a long Hymn to ReY which ends with the statement that Horemheb
‘presents Ma‘at to your Majesty (Re) datly” (il. 17-18). At the end of the text
the other two deities are briefly invoked, and here Thoth receives the
following address: "May you cause the royal scribe Horemheb 1o stand firmly
by the side 0f the sovereign, as vou are at the side of the Lord of the
Universe, as vou foster him when he comes forth from the womb" (11 19-201.
Horembheb thus compares himself 1o the god Thoth who raises the yeung sun-
qod.2Y Just as Tut‘ankhamun as the divine pharaoh is the living incarnation
of Re® upon earth, so Horemheb presents himself ex o7/7icio as the living

27 Maya also "enters the palace bear ing Ma‘at”, ¢f. n. 25 shove.

28 The vizier Rekhmirs in particular calls himself the "heart" of the king and implicitly defines
his relation to the King as that of Thoth vis-a-vis Ré¢, see G. Posener, Jg /g diviniie au pharaon
(Paris, 1960), 10-11,

29BM551 = MTH 1 10, 7.

SOt pTH 1, 31 with o, 13, €1, the epithet of Queen Tiy standing behind her hushand Amenhotep
It won.s m sms fm k mitiit sms £ "she is in the following of Your Majesty like Mafat following
Be™™, 7e Tomb of Kheryeft Theban Tome 1272, by the Epigraphic Survey (Chicago, 1980}, Pl.

24-2%.
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ermbodiment of Thoth, RETS deputy on earth,

There may even be another, more subtle reference to this tdentification
in the tomb. On the South wall of the inner Courtyard a great scene Shows
Horemhet bang awarded the geld of hohour by Tut‘ankhamun in recognition of
his military achievements3! The cartouches of the king and the words
"given life like RE" are orientated towards the left, in the same direction as
the figure of the king underneath. in front of the cartouches there s a further
epithet, describing the king as "beloved of" a god whose name ends in ... J).
Theoretically, this god could be either Ré‘-Harakhty or Thoth (Dpwiy ), but
the former's name is rarely spelled with the group -4y, at least not in the
tomb, where his name occurs in many inscriptions3Z The text is therefore
probably to be read as "beloved of Thoth”, but where is this god? in simifar
scenes which show the king enthroned, when he is catled beioved of a certain
god or goddess, the epithet is wsually added teéAind the cartouches and
follows the same orientation as the cartouches.®> In the case of Horemheb,
the epithet stands sa/ore the cartouches and faces in the opposite direction
to the cartouches. Such an arrangement normally occurs when the King Is
directly facing the deity in question,3% which is not the case here. Or is it?
Perhaps the most likely interpretation of this curious arrangement is that
the epithet refers to the major figure facing the King, that of Horemhed
himself: the god Thoth is present in the person of Horembheb. A parailel can be

3V M7 1L ne. 72, PY 107-108. SeeFig. 4.

S20f pHT |, 88, where (RE-)Harakhty is preferred. The only writing of this name with the
ending - 4w otours tn & Aorizonts! 1ine on the BM stela (1. 3), where the context puts emphasis on
the three separate elements composing the name of the qod A7 pw, frw Jh{ "He 1s ReY, Horus of
the Horizon®; ef. the "normsl” writings in 1. 1 and in the Tunetie of-the stels,

33 5eg, e.g., Tuthmosis |1} "beioved of Osiris” in TT 161, L. Manniche, &4 72 (1986), 68-69,
no. 62 Tuthmosis i1 "beloved of Amun-Re™ in 77 89, C. K. Wilkinson and M. Hill, Zgplian Wall
Paintings: The Matrapoitian [Huseum of Arl's Coflaction of Facsimrles (New York, 1983), 27 Fig.
20 Amenhotep (i “beloved of Amun—Re!", also in TT 89, A Radwan, Jrwe Darsteliungen &s
raparandn Konias und seingr Familisnsmmhdrigen in don Privolgrdbarn dr 18 Dynasis
(Berlin, 1969}, P1. xxi.

34 See, e.g., Amenemhat || “beloved of Min”, H. G. Fischer, 7/4e Orrentation of Fieragiyphs, Part I
Reverssls (New York, 1977), 104 Fig. 106; Tuthmosis 1V "beloved of Amun-Re™, BM 1515 =J.
Vandier ¢'Abbadie, L8 chapelle de £hé {Cairo, 1939), P1. xii; Horembeb "bDeloved of Taweret™ in
Gebel es-Silsilah, L2 1, 120a; Ramesses 11 "beloved of Atum", G. Roeder, Der Felseniempel von
Bet el-Wwali (Cairo, 1938}, PI. 43
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Fig. 4 Rekhmirgf and Tuthmosis 111 "beloved of [Ma‘at]".
After N. de 6. Davies, 7he Tomb of Rekhi-mi~-Ré* 8t Thebes, Pl xiii-xiv.

Fig. 5. Horemheb and Tutfankhamun "beloved of ' Thoth?".
After 2774 |, P1. 107-108.
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found in the tomb of the vizier Rekhmire® (TT 100} in a much damaged
scene3® the vizier stands before Tuthmosis [11 who is shown enthroned in a
kKiosk (Fig. S). The king iz identifled by a short text which includes his
cartouches; in front of these and written in the opposite directicn is the
epithet "beloved of [.]°. The name of the deity has been erased; Davies
suggested "[Amdn, lord of the thrones of Egyptl)’, presumably because he
ascribed some other erasures in the tomb to the "Atenists™. In another
scene, 3 however, Rekhmirg’ is shown "holding a court session to hear cases
irs the hall of the vizier” whiie seated under a baldachin which is supported by
six celumns, each of these cotumns i insceribed with a small panet containing
the cartouches of Tuthmaosis HI and, facing these, the epilhel "beloved of
Ma‘at”. Underneath the cartouches and the epithet, and agreeing in direction
both with the figure of the vizier and with the epithet are inscribed the name
and titles of Rekhmird®, In two further texts elsewhere in the tomb®? the
name of the goddess Ma‘at has been reversed to correspond with the direction
of the figure of the tomb-owner, presumably, as Fischer has suggested,
because Ma‘at "was thought to emanate from the person of the Vizier"3% in
both the kiosk scene and in the court session scene the figure of the vizier
has been completely erased, and it is very probable that the erasure of the
epithet in the kiosk scene was carried out at the same time, and that it once
read "beloved of Mafatl". Ma‘at, the goddess of justice and order, 15 embodied
in the person of the vizier, the highest judicial authority of the land apart
from the king himselr.39 In the scene in the tomb of Horemheb the same

33N, de 6. Davis, 7he Jomb of Rekh-mi-Rer st Thebes (New York, 1943), 16, P1. xiti-xiv.

36 oo ort, 30-31, Pl xxiv-xxv.

37 oo, ort, P Ixiv (middle register) and 1xvi (upper register).

38 Fischer, 77e Orientation of Higroglvohs |, 90-92,

39 Two further examples, both invelving & reversal of the epithet "beloved of Amun™ ocour in the

Theban tombs 73 and 106, In TT 732, the tomb-owner offers New Year gifts o Hstshepsut who is

seated in the throne kiosk (7. Save-Soderberah, four Eightesnth Dynasty Tombs {Oxford, 19571,
Pl i-i1i). Behind him, however, are several statues of Amun, snd the scene undoubtedly takes piace

in the temple of Amun (cf. PM |2/1, 143), which suffices to explain the reversal of the epithet. The
same probably applies to the reward scene in TT 106 (Paser), see S. Gabra, Zes conseils o®
onctionnaires gans | Egvole pharsonigue (Caire, 1929), P1. iv; the only other scene on the wall,
which immediately follows it (¢f. PM 12/1, 221 [S]-[6]) shows Paser inspecting the work of
craftsmen in the Temple of Karnak. The reward ceremony may therefore also have taken place in the
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gevice 15 used Lo demonstrate that Horemheb embodies the god Thoth, This
Intimate relationship between Horemheb and Thoth is also documented in the
texts on the Metropolitan scribe statue of Horemheb, in which he again says
of nimself: "I am one who establishes the laws for the king (snmn Aow »
nsw ) and gives instructions to the courtiers, being one skilled of speech* 40
Qf course ane might expect a connection with Thoth on a statue which depicts
the owner a3 a scribe, but the lengthy hymn to Thoth inscribed on the scroll
held by Horemheb clearly goes beyond this. Assmann has commented on the
emphasis on iaw and tegislation, on memory and knowledge in this text, and
nas characterized the hymn as a "self-portrayal of Horemheb" in which he
defines his relation to the king in terms of the relationship between Re and
Thoth 41

Perhaps we may even take the argument one step further. In his new
edition of the Book of the Celestial Cow, Hornung has argued convincingly
that this religious composition does not date back to the Middle Kingdom or
the Second Intermediate Period, as has often been maintained, but is a newly
created text from the end of the Eighteenth Dynasty, composed either during
the reign of Amenhotep 1t or, perhaps more likely, immediately after the
death of Akhenaten.4Z As a matter of fact, the earliest, albeit incomplete,
version of the text ig found on the Shrines of Tutfankhamun, The subject of
the text 15 well known: when Re has become old and grey, mankind begins to
piot against him; RE¢ then decides to order his daughter, the fierce lioness
Hathor-Sakhmet, to annihilate them; after a while he regrets his decision,
however, and with the famous beer-with-red-ochre trick he manages to save
some of them. But Re‘ no longer wants to rule mankind and retreats onto the

temple, hence again the reversal, In all of the cases discussed the king is supposed to be in the
presence of the deity mentioned in the text, whether this deity is aciually depicted or not; of. the
imiut-symbols from the tomb of Tut‘ankhamun (nos. 194 and 202), inscribed with his cartouches
pius the reversed epithet "beloved of Anubis™, H. Carter, 7he 7omb of 7wl Ankh Amen 1
(London/New York, 19273, P1 vi.

40 |nseription sround base, 2 (b-c}, see H. E. Winlagk, 4 10 {1924), P, iv.

414, Assmann, Agptische Hemnen und Gabele (Zirich/Munchen, 1975), 631-632; of alsp
Priliger, Aarembel | 44-45,

2 € Hornung, Der dipptische Mythes ven cer Himmeiskun: Eine Ativiogie ges Unvollikommenen
{ Fraaburq/Gottingen, 1982, 79-81.



pack of the Celestial Cow to become “the 014 One who is in the Netherworld”.
He then summicns the god Thoth and orders him to govern the worid in Nis
stead: "Now that | am here .. and will bring light and sunshine in the
Netherworld, you shall be there and write (1.e. administer) [and bring peace ¢
those who are there, whom we had created and who yet repelied against us. ..
You will take my place, my successort You will be addressed as Thoth
Successor of REAI™4S Of course one can read this text as a mythological
story only, as a story which expiains the function of Thoth as the moon-god
repiacing the sun-god at night, when the 1atter shines in the Netherworld. But
the emphasis on administration and peaceful rule suggests a further
implication. Would it be too far-fetched to view this text as the mythological
sxpression of the political situation of the time, as a religious sanctioning of
the position of Horemheb who effectively ruled Egypl Instead of the King,
bringing back peace and law and order after the chaos which was the result of
Akhenaten's rebellion? One 15 reminded of another passage fn the Coronation
Text, where Horemheb says that "he was summoned before the sovereign
when chaos had broken out in the patace, and had opened his mouth and
answered the king and reassured him with the words of his mouth” (1. 7). This
might well mean that it was Horemheb who advised the king to abandon
Amarna and make a fresh start at Memphis and Thebes. This would imply that
Horemheb seized power immediately after the death of Tutfankhamun's
predecessor. Such an early date may seem rather surprising, but it tends to be
confirmed by evidence from the Memphite tomb, as we shall seée in the
following paragraphs. To this end we shall now proceed with a survey of its
building history and of the various stages of its decoration.

NoT a great deal is known yet about the building process of Late Eighteenth
Dynasty and Ramesside tombs in Memphis. A unigque group of three papyri from

the reign of Ramegses H14% found in one of the smaller rooms tn the mastaba

45 od. Hornung, verses 230-238. The passage between [] is omitted from the version on the
Shrines of Tuttankhamun, which breaks off in the middle of verse 234; that it does nevertheless
belong 1o the original version of the text is very likely, however, since, when ihe text resumes in
verse 306 it does so in the third pers. sing. which refers back to verse 287, where the man who
reciies the text is introduced.

44 cairo JE 52002-52004. Only the first of these papyri hss been published so far, see P.
Posener-Kriéger, "Construire une tombe a Vouest de Mn-nfr (P. Caire 52002)", Agt 33
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of Ni‘ankhba®® afong the north sSide of the Unas Causeway at Saqqara
Containg areport on the daity progress of the work on the tomb of the official
May under the supervision of the scribe Bugentuf. Only the very first stages
are documented, however: assembling the work force and their provisions and
tools, clearing the terrain,4® and, in the second papyrus, an activity
described as &7, perhaps teveiting the bedrock with a layer of rubble, 4’ and
the beginning of the actual building with blocks of stone (#r bt 38). A
further papyrus, dating from Year 16 of Ramesses i, and now partly in
vienna, partly in New York,4? undoubtedly pelongs to the same dossier, even
though it was obviously found long before the Cairo group.S0 Unfortunately
the fext is very fragmentary, especially in the portion containing the journal,
the activities mentioned inciude the arrival of a load of gypsum and of
further suppiies for the workmen, and the cutting of stones. Work on the site
began on tY o7 © of Year 13 and the 1ast entry is an urknown day in 111 /¢
of the following vear, a period of at least seven months. Within this period no
mention 1s made of any sculptors or painters decorating the tomb, and the
time necessary to finish the whole project must have been considerably
tonger. Lack of comparative material makes it impossible to judge whether

(1981), 47-58, although both it and JE 52003 are available in {ranscriptions by Kitchen (K &/
¥ii, 263-268). The third papyrus, said to be a Istter, remains unpublished.

45 That this is the exact provenance of the papyri, and not merely the ares "pras du mur denceinte
sud de la Pyramide & Degrés, dans ie sable" (Posener-Kriéger, 47) can be inferred from .. E.
Quibell/A. Qlver, "An Ancient Egyptian Horse", AS4F 26 (1926), 172-176. The large Qid
Kingdom mastaba with a mairn hatl of about 12 metres square containing 16 pitlars mentioned by
Quibell s the Sixth Dynasty mastaba of Ni‘ankhba, for which see PM [112/2, 629-630,

4 The term used here { 27 ) probably implied the demolishing of earlier structures, like the
remains of Old Kingdom mastabas,

47 This meaning would also suit the only other acourrence of the word, pLansing 12:1, where one
might translate “it (i.e. the mansion which Rafia has butlt for himself)} is well-founded like a work
of eternity™; ef. R, A. Camines, Zale fgvptian fiscellanies (Lendon, 1954), 414,

46 4 v 554, 14,
49 pvienna 38 + MMA 3569: K47 VIT, 268-273.

%0 The connection between these papyri is evident from the occurrence of the names of both
Bugentuf and of 3 songstress of Thoth called Tarenenet who 15 mentioned several times in oCairo JE
52003, apparently acting as an agent for Bugeniuf's principal. The Yienna papyrus was parily
published by E. von Bergmann 1n 1886; its provenance 15 urnkrnowrn.
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the bullding nistory of this Twentieth Dynasty tomb represents a typica
czse, but even if it does not it seems fair to assume that the tomb of
Horemheb, which is much larger and hetter constructed than most Ramesside
tombs, must have taken at least a year to build and orobably much longer 1o
decorate. Although the two types of monument are not wholly comparable, and
the number of workmen empioyed at the Memphlfe fomb of Horembeh 13
unknown, the time needed Lo complete aroyal tomb in the Valley of the Kings
may give a further indication of the time involved. Cerny noted that it took
anout two years to cut a reyal tomb and that decorating it took much longer
thar that.°! in one Twentieth Dynasty tomb the decoration was finished in
Year 4,52 but this concerns only a painted decoration, ngt the much more
time-consuming carving of reliefs. The underground parts of Horemheb's
Memphite tomb are roughly half the size of his later royal tomb and largely
undecorated, but the additional construction and decoration of the
superstructure probably balances this out. All in all, it would seem to be safe
o assume that the whole project would have taken about three or four years
to complete. Of course the actual time involved may have been even longer if,
as seems Hkely from the architectural evidence, the work did not continue
uninterrupted bul was execuied in stages.

Three building phases have been distinguished in the publication of the
tomb.9Y 1t is thought to have originally consisted of a structure of fairly
modest size with two courtyards, rather like the neighbouring tomb of
Ra‘mose, except for the fact that Horemheb's inner courtyard, unlike
Ra‘mose's, contained a limestone pavement and revetment as well as 16
piliars. The original, undecorated cuter courtyard was then turned into 2
statue room flanked by two magazines and a new outer courtyard was added
on its east side. finally, the north and south walls of this new outer

31 nap3 it 622,

N2 D, valbelle, 7es auvriers e Ja tombe” Deir e/-Méadineh é I'épogue rémesside (Le Caire,
1985), 91.

98 m7H 1 8-15. (tshould be pointed out that the two descriptions of the three phases given there
(pp. 8~10and 10-15 resp.) do not quite sgree. Thus the building of two west-east walls abuiting
the east wall of the Inner Courtyardare part of Phase t (p. 10 with Fig. 2}, whereas on p. 13 the
construction of these walls is ascribed to Phase 2 (b). Simtlarly, the sutdivision of the supposed
original outer courtyard to form a Statue Room fianked Dy magezines is first described as being part
of Phase 2 (p. 10 with Fig. 27, then as Phase 3 {¢) {p. 14},
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courtyard were exiended, and its east wail demoiished and replaced by a
great pylon. A forecourt, as yet incomptletely excavated, was added on the
east of the pylon. The reconstruction of these three phases is due to the much
admired work of Kenneth J. Frazer and is based on the examination "of the
foundations, the brick sizes, the courses and jointing of the core structure,
the inclined or battered east faces of the three main cross-walls (pylons),
the original and later gate spaces, the wall mud-plasier and its gypsum
finish, and finally the limestone architecture and the wall revetment" >4
Since these investigations were carried out, however, more comparative
material has come to Hght, notably from the excavation of the contemporary
tombs of Ra‘mose and Maya, and some of the features which were originaily
thought to indicate a change of plan can now be observed in the tomb of Maya
as well. While this does not automatically imply that no such cfianges did in
fact occur, 1L does mean that they are perhaps rather less ceértain than
indicated in the publication. In my opinion, the anly change of plan which 15
beyond doubt i3 the 1ast one, the extension of the Outer Courtyard and the
addition of the great pylon. Not only do remnanis of the original east wall
survive under the pavement of the Outer Courtyard, but the bricks of the
exiended part of the north and south walls have been laid in a different
manner from those of the original walls.®> 1t is probably no coincidence that
the Outer Courtyard is the only area to show a significant difference in
architectural lay-out between the tombs of Horemheb and Maya, which are
otherwise very similar indeed. Maya's Outer Courtyard contains a mud floor
and, at 1ts west end, a paved portico with six cotumns; the main pylon i3
entirely built of mud-brick, only the actual gateway being supplied with a
iimestone pavement and revetment. Ralher than supposing thal Maya's
forecourt was unfinished at his death,®® it seems much more tikely at the
moment to assume that Horemhen's OQuter Courtyard was at first designed 1o
ook very simitar to that of Mava, with a single row of coiumns at its west
end, a mud tioor, and mud-brick walls. Only at some laier stage was it
decided to turn this courtyard into a true peristyie court, with a limestone

2 pmT |, 910,
S 8ew 741, P1 S {belween B-B and the pyion) and 11 (upper).
26 E4 74 (1088). 4.
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savement and impiuvium ang a pyion ¢ased with limestone blocks. The
orestigious doubling of the row of columns on the west side necessitated the
extension of the courtyard and hence the removal of its original east wall.
Presuraably the Vimestone revetment of the Outer Courtyard was also added
at this stage, 7 which would explain why its relief decoration was left
anfinished despite the fact that work on the fomb, as we shall see shortly,
was probabiy begun as early as the first year of Tut‘ankhamun.

in general, the earliest part of a tomb {o be decorated was the central
chapel in the west, from there the work proceeded eastward. This was the
iogical procedure, for if the tomb-owner died before the work on his funerary
monument was completed, it was important for at {east the offering chapel,
the most essential part of the superstructure, to be finished>® Later
extensions of the building were added to the front (l.e., the eastern side) of
the monument, not to the area containing the chapels. Since the decoration of
Horemheb's tomb, apart from the reliefs in the Outer Courtyard which we
have assigned to a later extension of the original, undecorated courtyard,
appears Lo have been finished, there is no direct evidence that here, too, the
work of the outline draughtsmen, sculptors, and painfers began in the
westernmost parts of the tomb. Nevertheless, it is probabiy significant that
the ¢nly surviving references, apart from (uninscribed) statues and a 1005e
stela fragment, to Horemheb's first wife Amenia, with whom he originatly
intended to be buried in the tomb, occur tn the Central Chapel®® and in the

97 At present there is no firm evidence that the Outer Courtyard of Maya ever contained a decorated
limestone revetment outside the roofed area of the portico.

S8 in the tomb of Paser even the central stels was left unfinished {Martin &f &/ , e Tomb-
chapels of Pasar and Ra'la 8l Saqgdra , P1. 7, 8, 13), and work on ihe walls of {he chapel had anly
just begun when the owner died { /27 , P1, 11). "Looss” elements tike round-tepped stelas and
statuary may, at least in some cases, have been commissioned elsewhere, then set up in the tomb
before the decoration of the latter was completed. This would explain why such largely unfinished
tombs &5 those of Paser or Ra‘mose contained beautifully and compietely carved stelae { Paser: BM
165; see ap. ¢/t |, P1 8-9, Ra‘mose: Berlin 7306; see PM 1112/2, 733}, and also why such stelse
often differ in style and quality from the rest of the tomb decoration, cf., apart from the case of
Faser, the stelae and reliefs in the tomb of Apuia J. E. Quibsll & A. G. K. Havter, 7&f7 Avremid,
Aarth Sige {Cairo, 1927}, Pl 9 {roud-topped stela) and P1. 10-13 ( reliefs and central stela).

59 Black 112a, M74 |, P1 125 1t has been correctly relocated in the Central Chapel by Charles
C. Yan Siclen i, "The Memphite Tomb of Horemheb ang its Cult Chapel”, #4 6 (1990}, 195-203,
although 1 must be stressed ihat the rest of his reconstruction of the Centrat Chapel s
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inner Courtyard.©?

So far we have only discussed the superstructure of the tomp.
interestingly, however, the substructure, entered through the main shaft
(Shaft ive1), can also be shown to consist of an original section and a later
extension (Fig. 6} The shaft itself is, like so many New Kingdem tomb shafts
in the area, a re-used O1d Kingdom one, the burial chamber of which (Room M)
was taken as the starting point for the cutting of a series of further shafts,
rooms and passages which originally ended with Room H®Z This first phase
contained two large rooms, £ and H, thought to have been intended as the
burial chambers of Horemheb's first wife and of Horembed himself,
respectively. Only Room F actually fulfilied tts purpose, as 15 evident not only
from the remnants of decayed waood (presumably of ong or more coffins} and
of a black substance on the side of the sarcophagus pit, but aiso from the fact
that the corridor (E) leading to it {and to it only) was Dlocked off and
sealed®3 A number of inscribed fragments of wine amphorae®? found in
Room F and in some areas higher up (A, B, C, E, and L)% mention "the
Hereditary Prince, the royal scribe Horemheb” and a Year 198 of an unknown

demonstrably wrong. Amenia is also shown inscenes 113 and 114 (+ Fig. 19A, mentioning sm/
mré [F11) in the entrance passage of the Central Chapel, though in both scenes only her feet
survive,

60 Column panel 91, 74 |, P). 126. Although many more column panels survivs from the Outer
than from the Inner Courtyard, those from the Quter Courtyard all depict Horemheb on his own, see
MTH V, PL 36-40. Scene 4 (M74 1, 28, PL 20; of. &4 63 [1977], 18 [1]) in the Quter
Courtyard is, as | hope to demonstrate elsewhere, of Ramesside date.

61 we shall not deal with the other three shafts here. Shaft i is an 01d Kingdom shaft which was left
untouched by Horembeb's builders and which was only re-used in the Ramesside perind; Shafts i
and iii were, in my opinion, cut down through the partition walls between Chapels C-L in the Late
Period, & cammen phenomenan af Sagaéra, and did not vet exist 1n the New Kingdom (see /774 1,
t371F. for a different view, but of. now alsa 748 Ardkn Tomos of Memphis, 91).

82 Sog the plans of the substructure in 2774 |, Figs. 23-25 (pp. 141-143).

65 MK 1, 147-148,

b4 A fotal of 7 dockets of this type was recorded, although some of them are incomplete fragments. |
was able to examine most of these in 1983, they will be published by Dr C. J. Eyrein /74 11,

60 The amphorae ware obviously taken out of Room F by the robbers in order 1o inspect them under
petter Tght conditions; none of these dockets were found in Room H or bieyend

66 Not Year 2, as repeatediy stated 1n various preliminary reports, see 4 64 (1978), 9, 4
6S (1979}, 16, L Zppptofogieén 1979 1| (Peris, 1982), 276,
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knd

These wine dockets almost certamnly provide us with the approximate
date of the burial of Amema, Horemheb's first wife, and conseguently with a
termings ante guem for the earliest stages of the construction of the tomb
in which she was interred. |1 15 therefore of ¢rucial importance to establish
whether the Year 1 date refers to the reign of Tut‘ankhamun or to that of his
suyccessor Ay, Martin®? has repeategly arqued in favour of the latter
possibility, even though in the final publication of the tomb the question was
left open. The evidence suggesting Ay consists of two very fragmentary seal
impressions over the doorway of Corridor E which leads to the burial
chamber 88 and two limestone plagues with the prenomen of Ay ®2 The
evidential value of these finds, however, is, in my opinion, highly
questionable, at least as far as their bearing on the date of the burial of
Amenia 1s concerned. The traces on the seal impressions are so minute and
their reading is 5o probtematical that their connection with Ay must remain
duhious; n fact, they may well represent a form of the necropolis seal with
the lackal over nine bound enemies, which 15 alse found on the blocking of
passage L.70 The two plaques, as well as an associated miniature stela
shaw ing an unnamed king {(probably also Ay), come from the bottom of Shaft
iv and from the adjacent passageway to room A, north of G.e, 7 front of)
the first blocked and sealed doorway.’! Their small size (h. 6.6 cm and 5.0
cm, resp.) and poor quality as well as the fact that they are made of
limestone suggests thalt they were not part of the burial equipment, but
carved /n s/tv from stone chippings and intended as amulets or volive
objects by the workmen employed in the construction of the tomb. Similar
miniature objects of limestone were found during the excavation of the

5701 ¢ Fguptolagiaen 1979 |1, 276, The Hidkn Tombs of Memphis, 93.

80 M7 1, 147 with Fig. 28, where their interpretation is called problematical.

€3 54 64, P1. ii1: 2 (Cat. 61 Excav. No. 77-581) and 65, P1. iti: 3 (Cat. 65; Excav. Mo, 78-
S8} cee also the miniature limestone stela showing an anonymous king, 44 64, P iii: 1 {Cat.
62 Excav. No. 77-562). The Cat. Nos. are those of the forthcoming publication by H. D. Schneider,
MTA 1, towhom | tender my singers thanks for information on their provenance,

O MTH T, 145 with Fig. 27,

1 Cat. 65 i3 from the bottom of the shaft tiself, Cat. 61 ang 62 are both from the area immediately
DEYANG.
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petghbouring tomp of Tia, sometimes in association with arfists skelches on
nottery sherds. Their provenance strongly suggests that they are in fact Lo e
consigered as intrusive material from gpove g¢round which al some stage
during the work was swept or thrown down the shaft, which must have been
teft apen for a considerable time after the bumal of Amema. Bul even if they
were originally deposited downstairs, alt that these plagues indicate 1s that
work on the tomb of Horemheb was still (or again) in progress after Ay had
pecome king. while none of this proves that the Year 1 mentioned In the wine
dockets from Room F cannot possibly refer to Ay, the case for a date in the
reign of Tutfankhamun is, 1 believe, much stronger.

First of all, as we shall see below, it is almost certain that Horemnhed
was no longer Hereditary Prince after Ay had mounted the throne, as 1s
evident from the fact that at least two other persons bear the title 77
during Ay's reign, as well as from the decoration of Horemheb's tomp itself.
Furthermore, there 1s a seal impression on & sherd of a wine amphora which
mentions "the Estate of the Alen in Heliopolis'.’¢ The same seal impression
i5 “the most common by a long way" of those found on stamped jar-handies at
Amarna. /S 1ts exact originatl provenance within the underground complex 1S
uncertain, but, unless the amphora in question was re-used, for which there
is no evidence, ¥ it makes most sense to connect this seal impression with
the Year 1 dockets associated with the burial of Amenia > Although the
vintners emploved at the various estates of the Aten still used the old
designation “"wine from the Estate of Aten (pr #»2) in Year 9 of
Tut‘ankhiamun, 7© when the Aten temples to which these vineyards belonged

72 Excav. No. 77-547; ¢f. &4 64, 9,

73 W w. Falrman, in & 111: 1, 182 with Fig. 23 A, B; cf. 034 11, 108 {"a very common
design™) with PL lvii AA. On the Aten Temple in Heliopolis see B. Lohr, "Ahaniatl in Heliapolls™,
27 11 (1974), 33-38, who notes that during the reign of Tut‘ankhamun the cult of Amun was
re~ingtalied in Heliopolis ( referring 10 6. Daressy, AS4E 18 [1919], 205).

79 Twn further ses} impressions, both on jar-handles, give the prenomen (Excav. No. 77-378)
and the nomen (Exeav. No. 77-597) of Horemheb as king; of. 44 64, 9 with P1 111 3,

73 The alternative possibility is ta connset it with the tater buriat of Year 13 of Horsmheb as king,
whirh is sertainly much more difficult, although perhaps nat entirely impossibie.

16 ) Lerny, Miaratic Inseriptions from the Temt of Tultenthamin (Oxford, 1965, Nos. 18,
20-22. A "Templeof the Aten” { Aw? 24 /in ) in Memphis 18 mentioned as late as the early vears of
Sett | (KA |, 279 143, and this has been interpreted to indicate that this lemple was still
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were probably no longer functioning as such, the frequency of this particular
seal impression al Amarna itself suggests that the Year 1 mentioned in the
dockels 15 that of Tut‘ankhaten, who began his reign at Amarna The wine
gockets themselves may provide additional confirmation; in most of them,
the vineyard Trom which the wine came is called "the 6% of the Hereditary
Prince, the royal scribe Horemheb". Helck has shown that in Year 13 of
Akhenaten the designation of the vintner on Amarna wine dockets changed
from the customary fry-kimw to Hry-£7 and that this designation was used
untit Year 1 of Tut‘ankhamun, when the older name was re-introduced.’? The
Year | dockels from the Memphite tombd of Horemheb do not mention the
vintner, but the word 4% on its own does not, as far as | can see, occur in
Amarna dockets befere Year 13 either,’8 and the vineyard/vintner
combinations a%fﬁry—»{';m?w or #Jumw / Hry-027 in one single docket .do not
exist.’? Taken together, the seal impression mentioning the Aten Temple of
Hellopolis and the Year | dockets strongly suggest that the burial of Amenia
took place not long after the wine harvest of Year 1 of Tutfankhamun.
Consequently, work on the construction of the tomb must already have begun
inYear 1, and this in turn agrees well with the evidence of the retiefs in the

functioning at that time (Helck, Gesehionte des Alten Agyplen, 179 B. Lshr, S4¢° 2 [1975], 146~
147). The text desls with the confiscation { #2m ) of timber from temples and private houses in
Mermphis, and Helck has drawn attention to the astonishing quantity of high guslity imported timber
which was in privete hands in thase days ( Maierig/fen ¥, 296}, One wonders whether this could
nave been the result of the Tooting of the traditional temples after they had been closed down by
Akheniaten,

1w Helek, 277 60 (1965), S60-561; id., Matarsslien IV, 728, Of. also J. Lerny. JE4 50
(1964), 38-39, R. Krauss, Las fnde der Amarnsazert (Hildesheim, 1978), 6, 179-181. 1 fail to
see why any Year | docket from Amarna slways has to refer to Smenekhkaré! and not to
Tutfankhamun just becauss Years 2 and 3 can only be the former’s, as Krauss has argued if
Tuifankhamun abandoned Amarns before the wine harvest of his Year 2, as seems likely, his [ater
vears are not {0 be expected there, but Year | dockets could refer to sither of the two kings. Cf.
Helck's ravision of his garlier opinion, (F 44 (1969), 207.

G, however a4 111, PY. Ixxxvi: ST, mentioning 8 44mw in Year 17; on the other hand, the
unpublished docket BM 55679 appears to mention al Ary'l- 6% inYesr 10 (Cerny, oo o7t ).

79 The combination of the term 47 <7 for the vinevard and fry-£4mw for the vintner is common
in Ramesside wine dockels, see .. W. Spiegelberg, Aierstic dstrake & Papyr? found by o F
Gitaelr, in the Ramasseum, /395-6 (London, [ 1898]), Nos, 142, 143, 156, 162, 175 ete.: Y.
koenig, Caldlogue des Bliguetias & Jarras higratigue o Deir el-/7édine 1 {Caire, 1980), no.
6375,
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superstruciure.

AS we have already seen, depictions of Amenia occur only in the Central
Chape! and In the adjacent inner Courtyard. In the Cenfral Chapel she IS
depicted as 2 standing female mummy supported by the goddess Nephthys,80
This is a highly unusual, if not unigue scene, not only because of the deplction
of Nephthys, 8t but also because female mummies receiving funerary
offerings independent of their deceased husbands are exceedingly rare in
private tombs before the end of the New Kingdom. The wife of the tomb-
owner i of course often depicted receiving offerings together with her
hustiand, and sormetimes the mummies of the couple are shown together in the
funerary rites. Usuaily, however, it ts the husband's mummy which 15 depicted
while the bereaved widow is shown kneeling in front of him and weeping,
even though in actual tife she must in many cases have died before him. |
know of no other cases where the mummy of the tomb-owner's wife 1S
depicted in this manner, and it s hard fo avoid the conclusion that this
narticular scene in the Central Chapel of Horemheb indicates that Amenia had
aiready died when this chapel was decorated. If this is correct, 1t means that
she died during the reign of Tutfankhamun, for the reilefs In the [nner.
Courtyard, and hence those in the Central Chapel, are firmly dated to that
reign by the {wofold depiction of Tul‘ankhamun and his Queen. If, then,
Amenia had died towards the end of Year 1 or in the first half of Year 2 of
Tutfankhamun, her burial chamber must have been ready by the time the
offictal seventy-day pertod of mummification was over. The ptanning of the
whole project and the early stages of the work must therefore have begun as
early as Year 1 of Tutfankhamun, and possibly even earlier. The reliefs in the
inner Courtvard are dated by the fragmentary and usurped cartouches of
Tut*ankhamun, in which traces of the epithet Aqs 7wnw smw "Ruler of
Southern Heliopolis (Karnak)" survive, they were, therefore, certainly carved
after the name change from Tut‘ankhaten to Tut‘ankhamun and the

90 M7 L 114-115 with PL 125,

81 perhaps this scene shows the goddess not so much as sister of Isis, but as & female counterpart
of Anubis, who is often shown supperting male mummies in comparable scenes (e.q., +J. E. Quibell,
78 Monastery of Aps Jersmiss [Cairo, 19121, P Ixxix: 1) and who is sometimes called a son of
Nephthys, cf. H. te Yelde, Selh, @odor Contusion (Leiden, 1967), 29-30,
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abandonment ¢f Amarna.82 The chapels and the inner Courtyard, and almost
certainly the whete tomb as it was originally designed, were therefore bullt
and decorated within the first four years of the reign of Tut‘ankhamun, Such
an early date agrees well with the occurrence of a military regiment called
- "Beloved of the Aten” in scene 79 on the west wall of the Inner Courtyard 83,
a name which is hardly to be expected after the beginning of the reign of
Tutfankhamun; thdeed, 1t has been taken as an indication that the whole tomb
must date to the reign of Akhenaten84 An early date is also suggested by
the Amarna-like style of the representation of the royal couple fn scene
768% and by the manner in which the two figures of Horemheb, standing back
{0 back, have been depicled in this scene: a close parallel for this is found in
the Theban tomb of Ra‘mose (TT 55), which dates to the reign of Amenhotep
|y.86 -

The date of the last phase in the construction of the tomb, the extension
of the Outer Courtyard, is considerably more difficult to establish. The relief
decoration in this part of the superstructure was never finished, obviously,
the work on the tomb was abandoned at some stage. Unfortupately, no
cartouches have survived In the preserved parts of the Quter Courtyard which
could help us determine when this happened, but two points th Horemheb's
career immediately spring to mind. the death of Tut‘ankhamun followed by
the presumed temporary ectipse of Horemheb, or the death of Ay followed by
the accession of Horemheb as King of Eqypt. In itself it is not impossible that
Horemhed decided at some 1ater point th the reign of Tutfankhamun to extend
his funerary monument, which had been completed a few years before, even
theugh the reason for such a decision remains unclear, particularly since a
promotion, the prime occasion for an enlargement of the fomb, was hardly
possivie 1n his case: the next step up the scale from being Hereditary Prince
and Deputy of the King in the Entire Land, the titles held by Haremheb since

82 {f van Diik/Eaton-Krauss, MOA4/& 42 (1986), 25, For the usurped cartouche in scene 76
{ Mo=fiporw=~R7Yysee M7TH L, 97n. 7.

3B M7 8 P 1T,

844, . Cooney, A 30 {19447, 2-4; of. also Gardiner, &ppt of the Pharaohs {Oxford, 1961),
244 {contrast F4 39 [1953], 9, where he stil) opted for the reign of Tut’ankhamun ),

8o p174 1, P 110 A- 115 and the commentary on this aspect, p. 84,

SOPM /Y, VEO (120 1 Davies, Zhe Zomb of the Vizier Ramose {London, 1941), P1. xxxiv; M.
Baud, L85 dessins sbauchkes ae 13 necropoke hepaine {Cairn, 1935}, P1. xi.
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the early vears of Tutfankhamun, was nothing less than the Kingship itself,
and this was still in the lap of the gods. On the other nand, there 15 some
circumstantial evidence to suggest that this iast stage in the construction of
the tomnb does indeed belong to the reign of Ay, In the section dealing with the
hurial of Amenia and with the early history of the tomb we have interpreted
the two limestone plaques with cartouches of Ay (and the miniature stela
depicting an anonymous king, probably Ay) found at the bottom of the shaft
and in the adjacent area in front of the first blocked doorway as being
products of the workmen employed in the consiruction ¢ the monument,
rather than objects from the burial equipment of Amenia. If This 18 correct, It
follows that some work on the tomb was carried out during the reign of Ay,
Tneoretically, this coutd have been work in the underground complex only,8/
nut if we assume that work on the decoration of the Outer Courtyard was
abandened at the death of Tutfankhamun, we are faced with the somewhat
unlikely situation that work underground was continued or resumed during the
reign of Ay, white at the same time the unfinished decoration of the Outer
Courtyart was teft untouched. |t seems more likely that the extension and
decoration of the superstructure was carried out during the reign of Ay, and
this assumption agrees well with the indications provided by the decoration
itself,

Unfortunately, not a great deal remains of the Himestone reveiment in the
Quter Courtvard; judging from the surviving blocks, work had progressed
furtner on its north than on its south wall, but the timestone casing of the
pylon was left completely undecorated. On the other hand, the relief panels on
the columns appear to have been nearly finished the seenes and texts have
been carved, and only the pleating of Horemheb's costume ts lacking. Six more
or 1ess complete panels plus a considerable number of fragmenis have
survived.88 wnen one compares the titles mentioned on these column panels
with the titles elsewhere in the tomb, a striking difference emerges: there is
not a single occurrence of the title 7y-p¢ "Hereditary Prince” standing on
its own, 1.e with the meaning of Crown Prince, in these inscriptions, nor is
there any reference to Horemhef's position of King's Deputy. The tLille

87 Byt see p. 32 above, where an original provenance afove ground is suggested for these plaques.
88 pM74 1, Pl 26-40
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“Hereditary Prince” occurs only in the stereciype sequence ry—p% /fsly-°
{saswiy=bity ) smrwy, agroup of purely honorific titles held by many high
officials which totally lacks the implication that the holder was Crown
-Prince. The only exception is fragment 39d ("the Hereditary Prince
Horemheb”), but this fragment was actually found in the inner Courtyard, as
was duly noted In the publication,3% and there can be no doubt that it does
indeed belong to a column in that part of the tomby; not onty is it the only
retief panel to show the pleating of Horemheb's costume, but tt also contains
a kneeling figure of Horemheb preceded by 5 columns of text only, as on the
two surviving panels in the [nner Courtyard,?? without the deities shown on
the panels from the Quter Courtyard. The absence of the atl-important Fy-
o7 title must be sfgnificant, and since 1T 1s almost certatn, as we shall see,
that Ay appointed someone else to this function, it provides further
confirmation that the extension of the Outer Courtyard is to be dated to the
reign of Ay.9!

This teads us to the most crucial scene in the Quter Courtyard, which is
at the same time perhaps the greatest masterpiece to have emerged from the
excavation of the tomb, the relief block No. 21 (Fig. 7).92 This block shows
two main figures, one of whom is depicted on a much larger scale than the
olher. The smaller man on the left has obviously just been awarded the gold
of honour by the man on the right. Above the scene are the tantalizing ends of
sevenr columns of text, but as with so many isolated blocks, the most
impartant part of this text was inscribed on the missing biock which was
once positioned above it. The names of both men were doubtless mentioned in
the missing portion, and their identification is the major problem in the
interpretation of the scene. In the publication it 1s first pointed oul that,

83 pHT |, 48,

30 A4 1, P1. 126, Nos. 90 8nd 91,

#1} strongly suspect that the inner dooriambs of the Statue Room entrance {nos. 57 and 58; /4
I, P1. S0, S6-57) also belong to the last phase of the decoration, temp. Ay. No. S8 i3 unfinished fo
the same extent as the column panels in the Quter Courtyard, while no. 57 15 even Jess finished.
Although the tities inscribed on these jambs are stilt of the highest order . the title /v-27 i3 no
:onger among them.

II M 1, 40-43, P 32, 34 The Hiden Tambs of Mempnie. 54~55, Fig 16; H. D. Schneider,
L& Lossiors dArchesiope Yan-147 (1990}, 87 (colour ghotograph),
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although one would obviously expect the farger Tigure to be the King, who I
shown rewarding high of ficiats with the gold of honour in ail known paraltels
of the scene, the king cannot be meant here, since the dress worn by the large
figure bears no roval characteristics. Two possible solutions are then
suggested: either the larger figure is thal of Ay before he became King,
rewarding Horemheb with the gold of honour, or it 15 that of Horemnheb
himself, "exercising quasi-royal powers in deputizing for the sovereign in a
ceremonial in which hitherto the king had been the chief participant. The
amatler figure wouid then be 3 high-ranking contemporary of Horemheb in the
army or civil administration. The direction of the text relates to ihe large
figure, and the titles mentioned are elsewhere used of Horemneb in the
torp”. 93 This last option is considered to be the correct one, and the
smatler figure is then tentatively identified as Para‘messu, who, after
Horemheb had become king, was appointed Hereditary Prince and who
eventually succeeded him as Ramesses 194

There are some siightly disturbing features in this interpretation,
however. First of all, there is the total tack of parallels, despite the
considerable number of gold of honour scenes in tombs at Thebes, Amarna,
and elsewhere, inciuding the scene in the tnner Courtyard of the tomb of
Horemheb itself. In all of these scenes it is the king who rewards his servant
with the gold of honour, not a private individual. That Tut‘ankhamun "was
perhaps considered too young to perform this duty"®> is beited by the scene
in the Inner Courtyard, which was certainly decorated before the Outer
Courtyard, that the king "might even have been inCapacitated on this
occasion 98 tacks cregibility, for it ts far more lkely that the ceremony
would then have been postponed until he was again abie to perform it. Even If
one assumes that the king was not always personally present at the

93 pMTH L, 42,

94 jpid. 42-43. The same interpretation is adopted in /e Hidkn Tombs of Mempliis, 54, and by
Schneider . Aaenix 22, 17. The "goid of honour" scene in the tomb of Neferhotep (TT S0) quoted by
Schneider, where Maya is involved in the ceremony, is not a true parallel: it is King Horembheb
himself who is shown rewarding Neferhotep, not Maya, who merely acts as an intermediary between
Neferhotep and the king and who is depicted facing the king, not the recipient of the honaurs.

95 pHr iy, 42,

% pi
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ceremony, iU 1S uniikely that his absence would then have been emphasized in
a scene 1n which the tomb-owner obviously took great pride. After all,
priests deputized for the king in the temple ritual as a matter of course, but
1T 15 the King himself who is shown performing these rituals in the temple
retiefs, not the priest representing him. 1t is certainly true that the text
Inscribed above the scene agrees in direction with the larger figure and that
the titles mentioned in the first column of this text are those of Horemheb,
buf this Can be expiained by comparing it with a scene in the Amarna tomb of
Meryre® 97 Here the tomb-owner receives the gold of honour from Akhenaten,

who, incidentally, is leaning on a staff in much the same way as the large
figure on the block;?® the text inscribed in front of the figure of the king
records Nis speech: "what is spoken by the King of Upper and Lower Egypt ... -
Let the Overseer of the Treasury reward the High Priest of the Aten in
Akhetaten Meryre’, put gold around his neck, on his back, and on his feet,
because of his obedience to the inafructions of Pharaoh ... The titles of
Meryre® happen to be nscribed at the end of the first column, but because
they form part of the speech of the king, they agree in direction with his
figure, not with that of the much smaller figure of Meryre¢9? The same
might easily apply to the scene on the block of Horemheb, '90 and the position
of the titles of Horemheb mentioned on it do therefore not necessarily mean
that the larger figure must be him rather than the king In fact, the way the
larger figure stretches out his right arm and his open palm towards the
recipient of the honours and the group of servants who are adjusting the gold
of honour around his shoulders suggests that he is indeed addressing them, 101

97 N. de G. Davies, /e Rock Tombs of £7Amsrns | (London, 1903}, P1 xxx. Sea Fig. 8.
SECf MTH L, 4201

%9 Similarly, Seti | addresses his courtiers in a reward scene from the tomb of Hormin at Saggéra
(LouvraC 213): " Give a great quantity of gold to the praised one, the oversser of the royal harim
Hormin,.. ", cf. KA/ |, 309 4,

100 11 should also be noted that the king’s spesch refers to the recipient of the honours in the third
per-son; not enough survives of the text on the Haremheb block 1o epabie us to see whether this was
e case here 100, but it may be significant that the anly suffix found in it is the third pers. sing -/
ingcol 6

O ¢f the gestures of Horemheh and the Egyptian interprefer in scene 76 in the inner Courtyard,
MIH 1, PYL 111-115, or the exchange between the chief of police and the vizier in the tomb of
Mahu, Davies, Amarss 1Y, P, xxvi, to mention only two examples.
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Fig. 7. Relief block no. 21 from Horemheb's Quter Courtyard
Reproduced from /774 |, P1. 34,
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Fig. 8. Reward scene in the tomd of Meryra¢ at Amarna.
Reproduced from N. de G. Davies, 74g Kack Tombs of £ Amerng |, P1. xxy.
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| therefore propose to identify the larger figure as that of the king The
smaller figure, with its remarkably realistic features, would then be that of
Horemheb himself, and the relief would thus provide us with the only
surviving "true” portrait of the great man.

Obviously, the main obstacle to the proposed identification remains the
dress of the larger figure. Since the head and shouiders of this man are
missing, it is impossible to say whether he wore any crowns or whether an
original (as opposed to an added) urasus was attached to his brow. The
pleated costume shown on the block is worn by Horemheb himself 1n several
reliefs in the tomb as well as by many other non-royal officials from the
tate Eighteenth Dynasty onwards. Similar, aitbeit not wholly identical,
pieated costumes are sometimes worn by royal figures as weil, but they are
almost atways distinguished by the royal "sporran” or decoraied panel
attached to the front of the lower part of the dress. Exceptions do occur, but
they can usually be explained by other features. Symbelfc representations of
Tutfankhamun %2 and Ramesses 11103 as a child show the king in a pleated
costume without the sporran, but its absence may be Inhérent to the childlike
depiction of the King, or it may simply be due to his squatting posture. In 2
scene In the burtal chamber of Tut‘ankhamun and in another on his small
goiden shrine the king does not wear a sporran either, but in both cases the
skirt is supplied with pleated sashes not normally worn by private
individuals. 104 This latter type of dress is also regularly worn by Akhenaten,
as in the reward scene In the tomb of Meryres,'0° put in some other cases,
especially in "domestic” scenes, he wears a simple pieated costume without
any royal attributes.!V® A headless Amarna style statuette of the aged
Amenhotep [ in the Metropolitan Museum, New York!'07 does not bear any
royal characteristics efther, and were it not for its inscriptions, the statue

102 Mintment container from the tomd, no. 240 445 ; see H. Carter, gz o7¢, t, P1. Ixxiv.

103 { gizvre N 522 {. Desroches Noblecourt, in Ramses /e orand (Paris, 1978), p. xxi; & Ziegler,
[he loiere: Lquplion Antiquities (Paris, 1990}, colour plate on p. 42,

Hd pr 1272 570 (8): 2 (Tuttankhemun [not Ayt before Nut making 2227 ); M. Eaton-Krauss &
E. Graafe, 7he Small bulden Shring rrom the Tomb of Tutankhemun {Oxford, 1985), P1. xvi,

3 See . 97 ahove.
YO £ q., Davies, Amaras 11, P1xil, xxiil, ¥lvi; 111, PLoiv, 15 VI, P il
HO7 MMA 30.8.74. W. C. Haves, The Scepler of fgvpt 1) (New York, 1959), 236-237, F1g. 142,
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raght be taken for 2 representation of @ non-royal person. Admitiedly, nong
of the examples quoted show the kKing in quite the same ¢osturng as the iarge
figure on the block of Horembieb, but the examples cited above prove that its
tdentification as the figure of a King is not entirely 1impossible. But which
king?

Given the date of Horemheb's funerary monument, only twa Kings could
nave peen depicted here: Tut‘ankhamun or Ay, Tut‘ankhamun is already shown
rewarding Horemheb with the gold of honour in the inner Courtvard, which, as
we have seen, was definitely bullt before the Guter Courtyard, and uniess the
scene in the latter refers to a specific event later in the reign, it 1S perhaps
not very likely that such a scene should be depicted twice if, on the other
hand, the decoration of the Quter Courtyard was carried out during the reign
of Ay, as we have suggested above, he might very well be the King on the
relief. Ay is perhaps the only king of the period who mighi conceivably be
shown In & dress which to all intents ang purposes is that of a private
official. There is some evidence to suggest thal Ay only became King as a
femporary solution to the problem of succession posed by Tut%nkhamun's
sudden death, and that he was no more than a kind of “caretaker” king. '98 Not
only the inciusion of Ay's pre-royal title /-nfr "God's Father” in hs royal
cartouche, which went against all tradition,'C% points to the unusual
character of Ay's Kingship, but aiso the scenes in the tomb of Tut‘ankhamun
and in his own royal tomb. in the former, Ay is shown as "Lord of the Ritual”
(n& fri-pt), performing the Opening of the Mouth rites for the mummy of his
deceased predecessor, a scene not found in any other royal tomb. This scene
reflects the abnormal character ¢f Ay's position and it s generally agreed
that it serves to stress the legitimacy of his accession.!'0 He is shown
wearing the legpardskin of the Sem priest, and apart from the blue crown
nothing in his attire distinguishes his figure as roval; had the head (and the
text Inscribed above the figure) not been preserved it could easily have been
taken for a non-royal priestly figure. The king 1S hardly ever represented

108 W . Murnane, 74e Read to Kaoksh (Chicag, 1985, 230. The term “caretaker status” used
there is dropped from the second, revised edition of the book {1990, pp. 135-1326), but the
generai ides of Ay as an interim king has remained the same.

W9 . Schaden, /e car's Father Ay (diss, University of Minnesota, 1977), 220 wih . 1S,
1O Murnane, gz 272, 231 0. 80; 2nd. ed., 134,
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wearing the leopardskin of the Sem priest; even when he is shown officiating
in temple reliefs he is dressed in royal attire, not as a priest, and when he is
present In bark processions it is the Sem priest who is shown wearing the
reopardskin, not the king Only in exceptional circumstances is the king
nimself dressed as a Sem priest, as in 2 scene in the Hypostyie Hall in
Karnak,' 1! where §t was probably, as Sethe has shown, prompted by the fact
that the office of High Priest of Amun was vacant at the time !tZ |n the
tempie of Khonsu, Herihor is also shown officlating wearing the
leopardskin, ! 19 but his royal status is even more ambiguous than Ay's. In his
own royat tomb, three scenes show Ay and his wife Ty hunting and pulling
papyrus in the marshes,' !4 scenes which are unique for a royal tomb but
extremely common . in private tombs. ! 1S in the Theban tomb of Nay (TT 271),
the cartouche with the prenomen of Ay occurs without the preceeding title
nsw /Ly or any other royatl title; the owner 15 simply called "praised one of
Kheperkheperurg” 116 Such a designation is unparalieled outside a few fixed
combinations tike toponyms or dates, as Helck has rightly pointed out.t17
There 15 also the curious fact that in the funerary temple which Ay completed
for his deceased predecessor,!!'S he refers to Tutfankhamun as his "son”,
despite the fact that as the living Horus-King he should call the dead Osiris-
King Tut@ankhamun his “father”, as is implied by the scene in the latter's
ourial chamber. All of these anomalies point {o the abnormal status of Ay's
Kingship, and such a status could easily be reflected in the scene in
Horemneb's Outer Courtyard as well. if the large figure on the binck is indeed
Ay as king, then the unfinished palace scene on the opposite south wall of the

PHUpM 112, 45 (154): 11,15 ¢f, J. Lauffray, Karnat oEgeple Domaine div divin (Paris, 1979)
42 Fig. 25.

12 3ethe, "Ramses {1, als ‘erster Prophet des Amun”, Z45 58 (1923}, 54,

136, Foucart, ZaBelle Féte e s vollse = BIFA0 24 (1930), P\, xiil; The Temple of Kronsu 1
Deenes of King Herihor i the Courd, by the Epigraphic Survey (Chicago, 1979),P1. 19,21,

tidp Piankoff, "Les peintfures dans 1a tombe du ror AT™, M4/ 16 (1958), 247-251, P1 xxi.
FI5C1. the indexes in PM 12/1,467: 17a,b, f: PM 111271, 355: 1 a-¢: 1112/2, 903: 1 a-c.

18| Habachi & P. Anus, Le tombesi gk Nay' @ Gournet Marei (N¢ 277) (Caire, 1977), 17 Fig,
2, Pl iv A,

117 Helok , (o 43 (1973). 755,
V10 Schaden, gz o/f, 1481F, 1S3-101; M. Ealon-Krauss, A0 44 1988) 1-11
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Courtyarg would presumably also have depicted Ay, had it heen compieted

The date of the second phase of the substructure of the tomb 1S
croblematic AD some peint in time a staircase was cul in the rloor on the
north side of Roorn H which made the false door, carved in the north wall of
the roorm, redundant. Proceeding from the staircase, a further series of rooms
and corridors were cut which have a distinctly royal character 119 If the
piagues of Ay found in the shaft really come from the underground parts of
the tomb, and not, as we have suggested above, from above ground, it would
mean that work on the substructure was carried out during the reign of Ay.
The royal character of the second phase is difficull to reconcile with such a
date, however, for it is almost certain that Horemheb was at thal stage no
longer acting as Crown Prince and King's Deputy. Of course one might
speculate that the extension of the underground complex was already weli on
115 way when Tut®ankhamun died, and that during the reign of Ay work was
going on in the last, unfinished rooms. Presumably, work was then abandoned
with the death of Av and Horemheb's own accession. The time span implied Dy
this scheme is rather long, however: if the "royal tomb" plan had been begun
guring the reign of Tut‘ankhamun and reached a point where it could no longer
be altered to a more ordinary plan at the death of the king, we have a period
of at Jeast another three years until the death of Ay, which, even for a tomb
as large as that of Horemheb, seems oo fong.

A possibitity which cannot be ruled out altogether is that the whole of
the extension of the underground complex was due to Horemheb as King. Al
first sight such a date may seem rather unlikely, for although uraei were
added to many of the figures of Horembed In the superstf‘ucture once he had
become king, and the cartouches of Tut‘ankhamun were altered to give the
narnes of Heoremheb himself, no attempt was made to turn It into a proper
royal monument. On the other hand, there are some arguments in favour of a
late date. The royal tomb of Horembeb in the Valiey of the Kings (KV 373 is
unfimished, and even though it is large and most lavishly decorated with
painted raised reliefs, a period of at least 13 years - the minimum length of
his reign - should have been fong encugh to complete 1t If it was begun In his

V9 71, 150~ 156 ¢f. Fig. 24-25 and P1. 7. The closest parallels for is plan are the tombs of
Tuthmosis 1¥ (KY 43) and amenhotep |11 { WV 22},
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first vear, as appears 1o have been normal. A comparison with the tomb of
aeti b KV 17), who prabably reigned for not much longer than 11 years,
confirms this, Seti's tomb is comparabie in size and quality of decoration to
that of Horemhet, and although it 15 not quite finished either, its decoration
IS MUCh more extensive, beginning as it does In the first corridor (A),
immediatety beyond the entrance stairway, whereas reliefs in Horemheb's
tomb do not appear until the well room (E); yet Seti managed to get all this
work done within a shorter period of time than Horemheb had had at his
gdisposal, assuming that both tombs were pegun in their owners’ Year 1. The
hastily finished tomb of Ramesses | (KY 16) is less than half the gize of
Horemheh's and oniy has a painted decoration, but even so it gives a good
indication of what could be achieved within a period of one and a half vears
at the most.'2Y In her study of the workmen's village of Deir el-Meding,
Dominique Valbelle has suggested that work on the royal tomb of Horemheb
did not begin before his Year 7. Two Ramesside ostraca document a major
reorganisation of the work force in this year, which included an extension of
the village itself, by the mayor of Thebes, Djehutymose, an event which was
important enough to be used as a point of reference as iate as the reign of
Ramesses |1, Moreover, an inspection and restoration of the tomb of
Tuthmosis 1V by the Overseer of the Treasury Maya accompanied by the same
Djehutymose took place eariy in the following Year 8. These facts would
agree very well with the start of a major new project in the Valley of the
“Kings 121 1 work on Horemheb's royal tomb was not begun until his Year 7 or
g, it is quite possible that he originally intended to be buried in the Memphite
tomb even after he had become King, This would provide a better explanation
for the royal features of the underground complex, which 15 unparaileied even
for the few high-ranking private individuals who were granted a tomb in the
Valley of the Kings. |t would also explain why the Memphite tomb was used in
or shortly after Year 13 for the burial of Queen Mutnodimet,’24 for 1f the
royal tomb was only begun in Year 7 or 8, the work was probably stili in
progress when she died. 123

Y2001 D valbelle, Lesanriersae ks lombe”, 163,

21 pn ot 150-162. For the restoration of the 1omb of Tuthmesis Y see C. N. Reeves, ¥s/iow pr
the Kings: The daeling of & rove! racropa/rs (Landan/New Yark, 1990), 36-37

152 See for now Martin, in £ fguptolagieen 1979 11, 275-278 and €. Strounal, i, 317-322
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The resuits of our investigation of Ine bulding natory of Horembeh's
Memphite tomb may De summarized as follows work was begun in Year | ¢f
Tutfankhamun, and was still in ifs very early stages when Horemheb's first
wife Armeria died She was buried n Roorn F of the underground complex in
the secord haif of Year 1 or the first half of Year 2 of Tutfankhamun. wWhether
ali of the underground rooms from A to H were already Tinished at that stage,
ar whether work continued after rooms E and F had been blocked and sealed
remains uncertain  Above ground the first phase of the butlding was
compieted, with three chapels, a peristyle inner Courtyard, a Statue Room
flanked by magazines, and an open, mud-brick Outer Courtyard which may or
may not have included a portico with six columns at its west end. The relief
decoration was prabably begun 1n the westernmost part of the tomo very
early in the reign of Tut‘ankhamun, perhaps shortly after the time of
Amenia’s death; the decaration of the thner Courtvard dates from the time
after the king's abandonment of Amarna and the name change from
Tutankhaten to Tutfankhamun. The whole of the first version of the tomb
including its decoration was probably finished by the end of Year 4,

For the second version of the tomb the original, undecorated Outer
Courtvard was extended eastwards and turned into a peristyle court with
pavement, yimphuvium, a limestone revetment, and a massive pylon cased with
timestone Llocks This later extension dates 10 the reign of Ay, its relief
decoration was still unfinished when that king died and Horembeb himself
mounted the throne. The underground complex was also considerably extended,
1Ts plan was directly modelied on the royal tombs of the last kings of the
bighteenth Dynasty before the Amarna Period. The date of this extension
remains uncertain, but 1t 15 not impossible thal it dates from the first seven
years or 56 of Horemheb as King. in his Year 13 it was used for the buriai of
his gueen Mutnodjmet,

43 preparations for the burials of both Tive, wife of Amenhotep 111, and Nefertiti appear 1o have
been made in ihe tombs of their husbands, see for the former Reeves, go ¢7f, 39, 246, and for the
tatter Martin, /he Roval Tomb s £7-9Amarna || (Landon, 1989}, 50. Av's queen Ty oo appears tg
nave peen buried in his royal temb, or if she was nat her burial was certainly intended there, since
che is depicted with him in the paintings of the burial chamber. The Vatley of the Queens anly
acquired the status tmplisd by its modern name in the Nineteenth Dynasty, see . Leblang, 72 sef
rararou: (ing nacrapole g Thebes-Cest ef son histeira | (Catro, 1989), 14-20
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Now that we have established the date of the various parts of the Memphite
tornb with a reasonable degree of certainly, we are in a better position to

evaluate the role played by Horemheb during the reigns of his two
predecessors. The titles and offices mentioned in the tomb, and especially
these of Hereditary Prince and Deputy of the King, make it perfectly ¢lear
that the description of Horemheh's pre-royai career in his Coronation Tex{ is
basically correct. 1t 15 fully supported by inscriptions dating to the period
hefore he became king, in other words, the Caoronation Text reflects
historical facts rather than being a deliberate distortion of the facts. Not
onty did Horemheb act as Tutfankhamun's regent, but he was officially
appointed as the kKing's Crown Prince, destined to succeed him on the throne
of Egypt in the event of the King dying without issue. The designation iy-0%
IS the most prominant title in the entire tomb; it is not only found in
enumerations of titles on doorjambs and the like, where it is often the last
title before Horemheb's name, but in several instances where Horemheb 15
referred to without his name being mentioned, it and no other title is used, as
in the titles of subordinates ltke "the private secretary (&5 57) of the
Hereditary Prince, Sementawy”, iater replaced by "the army scribe (85 ms87)
of the Hereditary Prince, Ra‘mose“,m‘* or the "army scribe of the Lord of the
Two Lands and deputy in place of the Hereditary Prince”.'2% Horemheb was
apviously known and referred to as "the Hereditary Prince” per se, just as Ay
is referred 10 as "the God's Father” (o7 #-a¢¢) in his Amarna tomb. 120 |n this
respect the "Hereditary Prince” title takes prommnence even gver Horemheh's
chref military titie, my-r ms® wr of imy-r myw-r ms° "Generalissimo”.
The title 7y-ot occurs everywhere in the first version of the tomb, from
the Central Chapel'27 to the west wall of the Outer Courtyard; 28 on the left
a

24 ogne nos. 56 ani 70,

125 Biock ro. 10T, Further instances includa ). 1 of the BM stelfa (no. 7), the Zizinia Block (no.
59}, the column panet no. 390 (see p. 37 sbove), and the abacus fr. no. 40ah (not from the Quier
Courfyard, as imptied in A74 1, 48-49 but found in the neighbouring tomb of Ra‘mgse in 1986,
ang protably originatly {rom the inner Courtyard),

125 0f Schaden, a2 /¢, 65. In the pylon gateway of the tomb of Maya a man called Ptahmose is
oslled "the private zecretary of the avarseer of the Treasury” { s8 7 # pJ imv-r pr=-p7),
without addition of Mava's name, of 44 74 (1988), 13 n. 23
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nang outer doorjamp (no. 8) of the original entrance gateway it is expanded to
"Hereditary Prince of Upper and Lower Egypt” All of these parts of the tomb
date 1o the early years of Tutankhamun, and the wine dockets associated
with The burial of Amenia which we have assigned to Year 1 of Tut“nkhamun
also calt the tomb-owner "The roval scribe, the Hereditary Prince Horemheb”
It is therefore very likely that he was appointed Crown Prince immediately
following the accession of Tutfankhaten, and that he was already in function
when the important decision Lo leave Amarna was made.

Whether Horemheb's appoiniment was seif-instigated is a moot point;
ever if it was, and, considering the age of the king at his accession, it is hard
£ escape such a conciusion, it would still be recorded in official inscriptions
3s the King's personal decision. His appointment was only due to the
exceptional circumstances of the time, the previous king had died, and
Tutankhaten was the oniy male member of the royal family who was still
alive, tarlier in the Dynasty, when Tuthmosis IV had died, the king's eidest
son angd successor Amenhiotep 11 had been only aboul twelve years of age, but
as he had had several younger brothers,!29 there had been no need to appoint
an outsider as Crown Prince, and the young king's mother Mutemwia had acted
as regent. No such options were open when Tutfankhamun mounted the throne.
This itself raises a serious objection against the common assumption that Ay
outranked Horemheb, either because of his supposed blood links with the
royal family or for other reasons. Had this really been the case, then Ay
would have been the jogical candidate for the position of Hereditary Prince
and King's Deputy, not Horemheb,

there is no indication that Horemheb always intended to succeed
Tut“ankharun; obviously not even he could possibly have predicted that the
king would die without issue. S0 jt must always have been understood that

127 A recently found block deriving from the southern “screen wall” in the Central Chapel, see 44
77(1991), 17-18 with Pt ii; 3-4.

128 p74/ 4,108 6, 7,9, 10, 11, and 14

129 The evidence provided by scenes In the Theban tombs 64 and 226 {s somewhat confusing, but TT
64 in pariicutar appears o depict Amenhotep IF as Crown Prince with a number of younger
brothers, of. the discussion by 8. M. Brvan, 7he Reign of Thuimess /¥ { Baitimore/London, 1991),
53-57.

130 specutations that Horemheb murdered Tut‘ankhamun Jack ail foundation, as does the suggestion
that "Ay's gnawing ambition for power may well have driven him to murder” (N. Resves, 7%
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[is appointment as Crown Prince would end as 50on as the King produced an
helr, and that he would succeed Tutfankhamun only in the eventuality of an
garly and/or childless death of the sovereign. There can be no doubt that
hobody outranked the Hereditary Prince of Upper and Lower Egypt and Deputy
of the King in the Entire Land except the king himself, and that Horemheb was
enlitled Lo the throne once the king had unexpectedly died without issue, This
means thal Ay, nol Horemheb, must be considered a usurper, and that it is
Ay's, not Horemheb's accession which calls for an explanation. Why was Ay
able 10 ascend the throne upon the death of Tutfankhamun, despite the fact
that Horemheb had at that time already been the official heir to the throne
for almost ten years?

Unfortunately - there is no direct evidence to answer this question. |
beileve that a sofution may well have to be sought in Egypt's foreign affairs
and the impact these had on the political situation at home. This is not a
study of Egypt's relatfons with the various powers in Northern Syria at the
end of the Eighteenth Dynasty, and we will have to be brief.!3! During the
Amarna Period and after, Egypt was involved In a struggle with the Hittites
over territories in Northern Syria and Palestine which had formerly belonged
either o her or to the Kingdom of Mitanni, with whom Egypt had maintained
good relations since the days of Tuthmosis [V. From the Hittite documents
KNOWN 2S 78 Deeds of Shupp/luifuma 192 and other sources 1t 1S ¢lear that
shortly before the time of Tutfankhamun's death the Egyptians had launched
an attack on Qadesh from the south, while at the same time their Hurrian
allies had attacked a Hittite garrison stationed in Murmuriga, a town which
had recently been conquered by the Hittites It did not take the Hittites long

complele Tutankhamur [London, 1990], 33). Surely, if anyone would have wanted to do away with
futfankhamun, the time to do so would have been the days following the death of the last Amarna
king, when he was a boy of gight or aine, not after a successful reign of more than nine yvears.
Actually, the cause of Tut‘@nkhamun's death is unknown, see M. Eaton-Krauss, £ 47 (1990).
S54-S5C8 withon. 107-108,

131 Far an admirable account of these matters see W. J. Murnane, 74 2uad {o Fadesh A Historical
Intergreialion of the Bsttie Reliers of K ing Sety / &t Karnat (Chicagn, 1985), especially pp. 1-51
ang 177-242 {reviseded,, 1990, pp. 1-38 amd 11S-144),

'S2H G Gitterbock , "The Deeds of Suppiluiiuma as toid by his son, Murdili 117, /oS 10 { 1956}
Ai-68, 75-498, 107130
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toy ratabiate, howaver: they recapiured Murmuriga and Shuppiluhuma aiso sent
troops to the south which penetrated into Egyptian territory and dealt the
Egyptians a serious biow at Amga. Shortly afterwards the Hitlites cenguered
Carchemish, the last ndependent city state in the former ierritory of
Firtanni,

As has recently been shown by Bryce, Hittite sources state unequivocally
that the Eqgyptian defeat at Amga and the sudden death of Tulankhamun teox
olace around the same time, in the late summer or early autumn 199 These
events were followed by the famous so-catled Papamimzy episode” kram
The Deeas of Shuoplivhivma and other Hittite sources it emerges that after
the death of Mibhururiva, who on philalogical and historical grounds can onty
he Ap-ferw-R7, Tutfankhamun, 134 his widow ‘Ankhesenamun “who was
Dahamunzy’ (= Eg. ¢5 ame nswe 199) wrote to Shuppiluliuma asking him for a
son: "My hushand died. A son 1 have not. Bul 10 thee, they say, the song are
many. |f thou wouldst give me one son of thing, he would tecome my husband.
Never shall | pick out a servant of mine and make him my hushand!”.'5¢ This
extraorcinary request greatly surprised Shuppiluliuma; in fact, he suspected
that the Egyptians wanted 1o have a son of his in order te use him as a
hostage in the dispute over Amaga.!®/ The result was a long period of delay
during which Shuppiluiiuma sent an envoy to Egypt to investigate the truth ot
the matter. This envoy did not return until the following spring, bringing with
nim a second letter from the queen, repeating her regquest, and an tEgyptian

1337 1 Bryes, "The Death of Niphururiva and its Aftermath”, (&4 76 (1990), 97- 105.

134 £ Fdal. JMES 7 (1948), 14-15; K. A Kitchen, &4 71 (1985), Raviaws Supplemant, 44;
Murnane, Fhe Raad o Kadsty , 225-232 (revised ed., 131-137); Bryce; 44 76 (1990}, 97-
10%. The recent attempt by 6. Mayer, &7 126 (1392}, 87-92, to resurrect al lsast the
noesihlity of the equation with A -Aarw-A¢, Akhenatan, is in my opinion unconvinging, since she
hases her argument onh an entirely hypothetical misundsrstanding of the Egypiian prenomen by the
Hittites, not on existing philalogical svidencs, despite her conclusion that there are "no serious
phiiological objections” aginst the aquation with Akhenaten. The very serious philoiogical
objections, conveniently summarized by Kitchen, remain unchanged. As far as historical
sansiderations are concerned, the fact that Tutfankhemun was the only King who actually died
withaut any male heirs is, it seems to mae, decisive, and the squation with A-foarw-A7 therefore
hardly requires any "special pleading” (Murnane, gz ¢7f, 232, reviseded., 136),

135 W Federn, “Dahamunzu (KBoY 6 111 8)", 35 14 (1960, 33.
30 Giterback, ap o7, 94
137 sprg 97




messenger who was £o explain the situation Lo Shuppgiluliuma and convince
him of fhe gueen's honourable intentions. In this he succeeded, and
Shuppituliuma's son Zannanza's® was finally sent to Egypt. He would never
arrive there, however, for he was murdered on the journey,

It Horempeh was Tutfankhamur's heir designate, and the titles in his
Memphite tomb as well as his own {ater Coronation Decree leave little doubt
that this was indeed the case, ‘Ankhesenamun's action becomes even more
remarkaple. At the death of Tut®ankhamun, Horemheb was fully entitled to
becorne the next King of Egypt, yet ‘Ankhesenamun passed him over and wrote
te Egypt's enemy for a son to succeed her deceased husband. in view of
doremben's legitimate ¢laim to the throne, there can be little doubt that the
gueen fiad a very specific person in mind when she assured Shuppiluliuma that
she would "never take a servant of mine and make him my husband”. Whether
her motives were personal or political, or both, she clearly did not want to
marcy Horemneb and thereby make him King. That the principal motive was a
potitical one is suggested by the outcome of her marriage with a Hittite
prince, had Wb actually happened Murnane has therefore rightly interpreted
‘Ankhesenamun's overtures as a peace initiative, prompted by those who were
withng 1o come to ferms with the Hittites in Syria. Her marriage with
Zannanza would have been a diplomatic one, arranged in order to seal a pact
between Egypt and Hatti.'®? This interpretation is confirmed by the queen's
second (7) letter, in which she expresses her desire that Eqypt and Hatti
shoutd become “one country” through her marriage with a son of
Shuppilutiuma's, ' 40

138 | remain unconvinged by Liverani's Interpretation of Za-gn-ns-an-z8 ( -85 ) as the Egyptian
ttle srn 25w Quite apart from the fact that the title is s/asw | not s 7 7sw (as Liverani admits
nimself} and the dubious vocalisation of the word nsw (cf. -wn-2w  in De-pa-mu-un-2u{ ~us)),
the suggested anatogy with Dahamunzu = &7 Amf nsw would require the defirite article o
*P/Bazannanza. Even iV the Deass of Shuppitulivma quote from an Egyplisn letter when they
mentton Zannanza's death, as | iverani arques, it seems unlikely that they would refer fo the Hittite
orince with an Egyptian tifle rather than with his own name, which must have been familiar to the
Hittite annalist. See M. Liverani, "Zennanza”, Stugi Micenel ed Fgen-Anstoiior 14 (1971), 161-
162,

139 Murnane, /he Fosd o Kadesh, 35-36 (revised ed., 20). Seealse C Aldred, 2443 11, 89

1R E Fdel, "Lin neugefundenss Brieffragment der Witwe des Tutanchamun aus Boghazkdy”, in
Orientalistiks <. Meanarooni cranstveni simpaciy Frobilemi Staregs £gipia” (Liubljana, 1978),
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A Maer probiem In any assessment of the events following the death of
Tutfankhamun 15 the unusuatly long time which appears 10 have passed
petween his demise and his burial. From the Hittite sources it is clear that he
st have gied in iate summer, towards the end of August.!#! if the normal
seventy-day period needed for the mummification of the king's pody and the
preparations for his funeral was observed, he would have been buriea in the
first half of November. Botanical evidence from his tomp suggests, however,
that the burial did not take place until the fotlowing spring. Bryce has
therefore argued that the burial was delayed Tor a constderable period, and
that the throne was left vacant for several months, pending the outcome of
‘Ankhesenamun's appeal to Shuppiluliuma 94 Murnane also considered this
option, but rejected i, arguing that if the king was buried by the end of April
at the 1atest, the time for Zannanza to reach Egypt in time for the burial was
uncomfortably short, given the fact that, according to J7Ae Jeeds of
Shuppiluliuma , the Hittite envoy only arrived back in Hatti with the queen's
messenger "when it became spring”.! 4% He therefore prefers an alternative
solution, which assumes that Ay miounted the throne immediately, "{o stave
oft other ambitious 'servants’, perhaps, and to fill the necessary role of
Horus, successor to the dead Qsiris, until Ankhesenamon couid wed her
Hittite prince". He also draws attention to the fact that “the royal myth
maintained that on the morning foliowing the death of his predecessor the
new king ‘arose’ on the Horus Throne of the Living®, and that an interregnum
during which no one was pharach is therefore unlikely. ' 44

Both Bryce and Murnane assurmed thal Tut‘ankhamun's burial togk place
between the middie of March and the end of April, a date based on Newberry's

33-35 (of Edel’s own summary in A£8 80.465).

149t Revee, g o7, 104 That it cannot have been earlier is confirmed by the fact that wine from
Year 10 couwdd stilt be included in the tomb, since the wine harvest took place in late summer, seg A,
Lucas and J. R, Harris, Ancient Epeptian Materials and industries (London, 19629), 18; in
Graeco-Roman times the vintage in the Fayyum ook place between the end of July and the beginning
of September, see M. Schnebel, 24e Langwirtschart im hellenistischen Agypten (Minchen, 1925),
275010,

{42 Bryce, gz ¢/f, 104-105.
143 Murnane, gz ¢, 231-232,
144 op. oif, reviseded., 133-134 (cf. first ed., 229).
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butanical investigation of the wreaths found in the tomb.!4® However, a
recent re-examination of this and other botanical material by Renate Germer
suggests that the burial actually took place in February or early March 146 |f
(his 18 correct, then it is clear that a delay of the burial until the arrival of
Zannanza &s envisaged by Bryce is no longer possible: Shuppiluliuma's envoy
had only returned from Egypt "when it became spring,'47 and if
Tutfankhamun's burial took place in the first half of March at the tatest, it is
Clear that Zannanza would never have been able to reach Egypt in time. The
funeral was led by Ay, who must therefore have mounted the throne well
betore the news of Zannanza's murder arrived in Egypt.

Buk if Tutankhamun’s funeral was not delayed because of the time needed
until Zannanza could perform the burial rites, why was it delayed at all, as
the botanical evidence appears 1o indicate? In fact, this botanical evigence
itsell may well need some gualification. It consists of two groups of plant
remamns, viz, the wreaths on the ¢offins and a bouquet of persea twigs
(Mmusops schimper? Hochst) containing a number of unripe fruits. The
fiower petals used in the wreaths derive from various species which blossom
in the spring, the earliest of which is the blue lotus (Mumpnsea coerules
Sav.), which flowers from December to March 148 |t is always silently
assumed that when these wreaths were put on the coffing of Tut‘ankhamun
the flowers used in them were still fresh, but this seems highly questionable
to me. Germer notes that Tut‘ankhamun's wreaths differ very little from
those found in tombs of private individuals; 49 other kings too had similar
floral collars. It is hard 1o believe that they were not supplied with wreaths
iT they happened 1o die at 2 time when the flowers were cul of season. All
thal these wreaths tell us is that the fiowers used in them were readily
avatlaple fresh when they were manufactured, for, as Hepper noteg, it {5

5 p £ Newberry, in H. Carter, 78 Jomb of Tut-AnksAmen || { London/New York, 1927),
189-196.

Y45 R Germer, Die Pisncenmeterisiion aus gem Grab ces Tutanchsmun ( Hildeshgim, 1989), 25-
26
47 Giterbock , ap ¢, 96,

V45 Germer, o oif, 25 Newberry wrote that “slthough the water-)ily blossoms in the ditches
ang stagnant poois of Lower Egypt from July 1o November, 11 ts very probable that being cultivated
i gargen tanks at Thebes B would flower much earlier in the vear”, a7 o/, 196.
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impossibie to fold ieaves that are aiready dry. U it seems very iikely that
¢rice they were sewn into collars they could fuifill their purpose just as well
when (hey were dry, for the petals retained their cclours for a very ong
time 191

The persea pouguet containing unripe fruits provides more conclusive
evidence, Simiiar stick bouguets consisiing of dranches and twigs of
avergreen trees ltke persea or oiive have been found in other tombs as well,
and there were several more (apparently without fruits) in the tomb of
Tutfankhamun. Since no flowers were included in such bouguets their ra/son
Jetre must have been the fresh green leaves, symbolic of youthfulness,
vigour, and the renewal of life. The presence of unripe fruits In this
particular bougquel (Carter's no. 203) indicates that its twigs were forn from
the tree in February or early March at the latest,'S< and it was therefore put
Inside the tomb around that time of the year. But does this really document
the date of Tutfankhamun's burial? To answer this guestion we have {o
consider its exact location within fhe tomb: it stood leaning against the
south wall in the southwest corner of the burial chamber.'>% Since the tomb
was very small for a royal tomb and an incredible number of objects, both
targe and smali, had to be Ntied inLo a very confined space, the 1091511Cs of
the main stages of the burial can be worked out fairly easily.'>4 The so-
called Treasury, which is accessible from the burial chamber only, had to be
stocked Tirst, 1L contained such essential ohjects as the canopic shring, the
‘mystery chest” with the recumbent Anubis jackal on its 1id, the black-
varnished shrines with the gilded statuettes of divinities, the gilded head of
the Hathor cow, and the Osiris bed These objects were probably deposited in

VSO £ N. Hepper, Phraraoh’s Flowers: The Botanics! Treasures of Tutanthemun (London, 1990),
10

15T The enlours of the wreaths found in the coffins of some kings in the Deir el-Bahari cache were
stitl preserved when they wera discovered in 1881, of, Mewberey, gz ¢77, 189 1t 15 worth noting
that the rubrics of the "spells for wreaths of vindication™ in the Book of the Dead (BD 13-20}, to
which both Newberry and Germer refer, do not specify the use of fresh wreaths.

32 Germer, gz o/, 25. Carter notes that they were not cut from the iree but torn, of. #64r, 22.

193 Germer, an o2, 21-22. Ci Carter's plan of the burial chamber publisned by Reeves, 7
Lempiala Tutankheman, 85,

1290f Reaves, g7 o7t 210,




the tomb on the day of the actual burial, since the canopic shrine and the
‘mystery chest” are often shown in funeral processions together with the
coffins and mummy. Affer the King's mummy had been placed inside the
innermost coffin, and the 1ids of the three coffins had Deen put in position,
itself a delicate and time consuming operation, the process of mounting the
four gilded shrines began. The space between the outermost shrine and the
walls of the burial chamber was no more than two feet and its roof almost
touched the ceiling, and putting the heavy wooden shrines into posttion in
this exceedingly cramped space must have been an extremely qifficull and
time consuming procedure. 10 Although they were of course new at the time
and not nearly as fragile as they were when they were found some 3250 years
later, the time needed f0 dismanile the shrines still gives a good indication:
1t took Carter and his assistants "eighty-four days of real manual abour”, >0
nearty three months, Even if we assume that a number of panels were placed
against the west and north walls of the chamber!>7 in advance of the burial,
as seems logical, it must still have taken a considerable time to erect the
shrines, especially since they did not fit exactly at first and required
trimming. The paintings on the walls of the burial chamber were probably
execuled after the erection of the shrines, because they wouid otherwise
have been damaged by the paneis teaning against them and by the movements
of the workmen assembling the shrines. The west, north, and 2ast watls were
painted first; the decoration of the south wall had to wait untit a partition
wail of solid masonry bonded with heavy 1ogs of wood had been erected
between the burial chamber and the antechamber. Only after this wall had
been cavered with a coat of plaster could it be painted.!3 Then, and only
then, could the various objects in the narrow space between the shrines and
the walls of the burial chamber be put in position. The bouguet of persea

193 Carter, 748 Tomb of Tut-AnkhAmén W, 39-48. Carter notes that the various sections weighed
"from a quarter to three~-quarters of & ton”,

156 spig, 41,

157 The east and south walls could not be used for this oUrpose because the panels would then have
prevented access to the Treasury and to the Burial Chamber ilself.

Y98 That the south wall was decorated later and perhaps also by different artists than the other
walls is confirmed by the use of & different grid on the south wall, see G, Robins, "The proportions of
figures in the decoration of the tombs of Tutankhamun (KY 62) and Ay {KY 23)", &7 72 (19843,

27-32
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Twigas was found eaning agatnst the south wall, the last fo be decorated The
date suggested by the unripe fruits contained in it thus applies 1o the time
st befare the plocking and sealing of the doorway teft in the south partition
wall of the burial chamber, znd not io the fime of the actual burtal of
Tutfankhamun's mummy.'>? [f the king died at the end of August and his
funeral took place after the usual period of seventy days, at the beginning of
November, a date early in February for the blocking and sealing of the burial
chamber does not seem wholly impossidle in view of the time involved in the
operations outlined above, which must have taken weeks rather than days.
Even if there was a delay, it cannot have been one lasting nearly half a year
as envisaged by Bryce, and a short delay, say of a few weeks, could easily be
explained by the young king's death having been so sudden and unexpected, and
by the time needed to find a3 suitable burial place and to assemble the
extensive funerary equipment.

From the above it is virtually ceriain thal Ay mounted the throne
immediately upon the death of Tut‘ankhamun and that there was no
interregnum to allow Zannanza to reach Egypt in time for the burial. Since it
was Horemheb, not Ay, who was iegally entitied to the throne, an explanation
rmust be sought for AY's coup Jétal We have already seen that Egypt was
involved in a mititary confiict with the Hittites in Northern Syria at the time
of Tutfankhamun's death. This lends support to the idea, first put forward by
Helck, 160 that Horemheb, being the great commander-in-chief of
Tutfankhamun's army, was on the battiefield in Northern Syria when the king
died, and that he was directly or indirectly invoived in the defeat of the
Fgyptians at Amqga. After all, the reliefs and inscriptions in the Inner
Courtvard of the tomb demonstrate that he had been leading Tut‘ankhamun's
eartier military campaigns in Syria, and in one inscription he boasts that "his
name was renowned in the land of the Hittites when he Uravelled

152 This in turn proves that the wreaths found on the coffins consisted not of fresh but of dried
flowers: the ferminus enle guem suggested by the fMowers 1s the end of Mareh, which is /lgr than
the date of the persea bougquet, whereas logically it should have been gz//gr than the bouguet.

YO0 W Helck, Zur Yerwaltung des 175t ieren und Newen Reiches (Leiden, 1998}, 373-374; id.,
Die Beziehungen Aqyotens cu Vorcerasion im 3 und 2 Jshrtsusend v Chr. (Wiesbaden, 1971),
132, Heiok's idea was dismissed as "unbegringete Spekuiation”™ by £, Hornung, a5 6rab s
Haremhal im Tal der Kamige (Bern, 1971], 16
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northwards” 191 The impression that Horembeb was abroad at the time of the
crisis at home which resulted from the sudden death of Tutfankhamun is
further sirengthened by the startling fact that Horemheb does not seem to
have been involved at gl in the burial arrangements for Tutfankhamun,
despite his very ciose association with the king wnen the latter was stifl
alive. kven a relatively obscure person like Nakhtmin, who was probably a
relative of Ay, and, it should be noted, a subordinate of Horemheb in the army,
was allowed to donate a set of shabtis to the dead king, as did Horemheb's
ciose colleague Maya %2 It 15 sometimes suggested that the man shown
closest o the bler in the funeral procession of Tutfankhamun in the paintings
In 1its burial chamber represents Horemneb. 183 From the paraltlel on the Berlin
“Trauverrelier” it seems likely that this man does indeed represent the #y-
£, but that this function was stil} held by Horemhedp at the time 15 very
doubtfui. Even if this figure does represent Horemheb, however, it is
distinctly odd, to say the least, that a man who had been the deceased king's
Crown Prince designate should be depicted in such a casual and wholly
ANCNYMIOUS way.,

1T 15 hard to imagine that ‘Ankhesenamun could have gof away with her
actions had Horemhieb been in residence at the time of Tutankhamun's death.
If, nowever, he was in Northern Syria when the king died, the queen and the
peace Taction at court who supported her had the perfect opportunity to take
action behind his back. Horemheb, being the great commander of EQypt's army,
and morecver eéngaged i a military conflict with the Hittites at the very
moment the queen wrote o EqQypt’'s enemy, was probably not among the peace

\o1 74zinta Block, ~74 1, P1 91 and the translation and commentary on p. 80 Evidence for &
oyrian campaign under Tutfankhamun is also provided by scenes on the Jatter’s Karnak funerary
thape! which was compleled by Ay, and by simflar scenes on blacks from another structure of
Tut@nkhemun himseif, see for the time being Eaton-Xrauss, M24/4 44 (1988), 6-7. One scens,
whicht 13 associated with Tutankhamun rathier than Ay, includes the depiction of the siege of a Hittite
fortress (personal communication by W. R. Johnson, Chicago House, Luxge, whe is currently
reconstructing the retiefs ).

52 Nakntmin: S shabtis, Carter's nos. 318a, ¢, 3301, k; Maya: shabti no. 318h; miniature eoffin
{no. 3317 with statuette of mummy on bier (ne. 331a) and set of bronze implements {no. 231h).
For ihe fexis on these objects see B Beinlich and M. Saleh, Carpus dor Hisroghpbischen
Insehriiien sius dem Grab des Tulsnchamun {0xford, 19893, 140-141, 164-167.

183 Ses for example Melok , Aiirtariibrer, 84, Hornung, Das 6rab des Hsrembab, 17
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faction 169 and must nave considered ‘Ankhesenamun's intlialive as a stab in
the back. Considering these circumstances, 1t 18 not al ali impossibie ithat
Horemnieh was responsible for the murder of the Hittite prince, as has often
peen suggested. 'O

News of Tutfankhiamun's sudden and unexpected demise must have reached
Horemheb at arocund the same time as the queen's first letter reached
Shuppiluliuma, who was also in Northern Syria at the time, preparing his
assault on Carchernish. The seventy-day period between death and burial
should have been sufficient for Horemheb to travel back to Egypt and take
matters in hand. whether he did 50 or not we do not know, but even 1f he Giq,
it was probably too late when he arrived home. for Ay had Torstalied ms
aciions by mounting the throne as an interim “King® who was going to rule
Egypt together with ‘Ankhesenamun until she could marry Zarnanza and make
him king Horemhel was thus confronted with a @/t accomp/i The famous
iue fayence ring with the joint cartouches of Ay and ‘ Ankhesenaraun 60
probably dates from this period 11 has often Deen inlerpreted as evidence Tor
a marriage between the two, arranged to legitimize Ay's kingship, but this is
not very likely since Ay's later monuments show that his Oreat Royal Wife
was that same Ty with whom he 15 aiready shown on his pre-royal
monuments, including bis Amarna tomb. Such a marriage would aiso run
counter to ‘Ankhesenamun's letters to Shuppiiuliuma in which she had
stressed more than once that she did nol wish to marry one of her
subordinates. | would therefore suggest that the ring documents a short
period of co-regency of ‘Ankhesenarun and Ay, in which the latter functioned
as an “interim” king until the arrival of the Hittite prince. Only later, when
the Hittite option had fallen through, was Ay's kingship made permanent, and

o9 |f we are right in assuming that the Restoration inscription of Tutfankhamun reflects the
policies of Horemheb as princs-regent {cf. above p. 14), the passage which says that when, during
the reigns of Tutfankhamun's predecessors, “an [army] was sent o Syria to extend the frantiers of
Egvot it met with no success at all” (1. 9) hardly testifies to Horemfeb's willingness {o come 10
terms with the Hitlites.

6% Chr. Desraches~Noblecourt, Jutantpamen: L ire and aeath of & pharaoh (London, 1963), 276,
Helck , Baziehungen Agvplens 2u ¥orderssien, 182, Murnane, go. o, 35,

Heo p £ Newherry, "King Ay, the successer of Tutfankhamin®, &4 18 {1932), 50-52, Fig 1;
R Krauss/D Ullrich, "Ein glaserner Doppelring sus AHagypten”, P4 19 (1982), 199-212.
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from then on ‘Ankhesenamun disappears from the scene.

With Tut‘ankhamun dead and Ay on the throne of £EQypt, Horemheb's
chances of becoming king himself ooked slim. The absence of the Jry—o%
titie Trom the Quter Courtyard of his Memphite tomb suggests that he was
stripped of fiis crown-princely title, and this is corroborated by the fact that
iwo oiner high officials were appointed Jv-£7 within the short reign of Ay,
Although we do not know which of the two men held the office first, it
appears that Ay originally gave the office to his chief physician { sy sunu )
ang chamberlamn { rmv-ip nsw ) Nay. This man owned a large rock-tomb in the
nilis of Qurnet Mura®i (TT 2713167 which is orientated towards AY'S moriuary
temple at Medinet Habu It is almost compleiely undecorated: only the
pyramid chapel apove the tomb contains a painted decoration which includes 2
mutiiated cartouche of Ay, Even here many columns of text were left blank
and the temb was therefore almest certainly unfinished when Nay died. The
titles listed in the inscriptions in the tomb include those of #v—o7 as weli
as fry=to G [ L0 r-an i ?], "Great Chief in [the Entire Land?]" and Ay wr
n L& r-gr7 ), "Supreme Chief in {the Entire Land?]",'®® both tities held by
Horemneb when he was Hereditary Prince. It may seem strange that a chief
physician was given such an elevated position, but L should be remembered
that the same combination of the titles of wy sunw and Arv-ip nsw 1s also
found 1In the case of Akhenaten's chief physician Pentu, who subsequently
became vizier under Tut‘ankhamun '®? The names of Nay's parents have not
survived, and for all we know he may have been a relative of Ay
interestingly, he also bears the title #-nf7 "God's Father”,

The other man who held the fitle Hereditary Prince was the same
Nakhtimin who had denated five shablis to Tutfankhamun's funerary equipment.
Gn these he is only called /- ms< "general” and in one case "fan-bearer on
he right of the King", but on the back of the fragments of a superb statue-
group of indurated limestone in Cairo! 70 he calls nimself iy-0% ss-nsw

167 Habachi and 2. Anus, e fombeay de Mav' & Gournel Marer (K9 2710 {Cairo, 1977)

08 on iz, 27-30

163 Cerny, Higratne IRSCrIpiions 1rom the Tomb of Tul ankheman, 4.

176 06 779 A-B {JE 31629}, see for the insoripiion on the back Helok, 4. 1¥, 1908 Cwrongly
wled 0 the reign of Amenhoten i1 and the photograph in . L B, Terrace and H. G Fischer
Tregsures of Eguotion Art trom The Caire Mussum ([ Boston/Londan, 1970), 128
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- m$ wy "Hereditary Prince, roval scribe, generaiissirmo” and also s
psw "king's son” The latter fitie is followed by a single n, preserved on the
edge of the fragment, the foliowing signs are missing. Spiegelberg! 71 has
uggested that the missing part of the titie pe restored as sfasw 7 FAS ]
"King's Son of Kush”, the official title of the viceroy of Nubia which did not
imply that the bearer was a son of the King, and i this he 15 foslowed by
Schulman, who speculates “that Nakhtmin, 2 potential threal 1o Horemieb,
was serit 10 Mubia in order to get him out of the way" 172 On the other hand,
the names of the viceroys of Nubia of the end of the Eighteenth Dynasty are
well known: Huy served under Tutfankhamun and Paser under both Ay and
Horemnen ' 73 Moreover, the “troop commander of Kush™ (Ary-odt 7 KS)
Nakhtmin with whore Schulman would identify the purporied viceray appears
to be the owner of the Ramesside tomb TT 282.174 The only title attested for
this man is that of troop commander, and had he been promoted to the rank of
king's Son of Kush, he would surely have mentioned this titie on his funerary
obiects, It ts far more likely that the »# Tollowing Nakhitmin's tities on the
statue fragment is the beginning of his name A[{/4¢~Tw ] and that his title
King's Son should be taken as indicating that Nakhtmin was a relative of Ay.
He cannot have been a son of Ay, though,)7® for on another broken statue-
group in Caire,!7® which also calls him "generalissimo”, the name of his
mother is preserved, she i3 the owust Mow smyé nit) sst Twy "adoratrice of

i

1
I

OV, Spiegelberq, "varis, XC.-Uber ewne Statuengruppe des Kairener Museums™, #7 28 (1906,
177-178,

172 p. R. Schaslman, “Excursus on the ‘Military Officer” Nakhtmin®, J4RCF 3 (1964), 124-126;
W, JARCE 4{1965), 62,

75 Nos. 14and 15 in L. Habachi's tst in 4 111, 633,

174 | Habachi, "Miscellanes on Viceroys of Kush and their Assistants Buried in Dra¢ Abu £1-Naga!,
South”, JARCE 13 (1976), 113-116 (reprinted in Sixteen Studies on Lower Nubiz [Cairo,
tag1], 111-115). Cf. also M. Dewachier, 8//40 79 (1979}, 311-317; R. Morkat, mepwawe!
1{1989), 4.

V7S Thus C aldrad, Athensien. Pharaoh of Fyvpl: A New Stugy (London, 19681}, 92-93, who would
restore the text as s/ 2sw # { AL/ ], "King's bodily son™.

176 i 35526 said 10 be from Sheikh ‘Abd el-Ourna (Soiegelberg, 4o ¢it, 177). The statue 15 of
the same mater1al as 06 779 and shows Nakhimin seated between his mother and his (anonymous)
wife, it remains unpublished, apart from its nscriptions, of Helck, ré ¥, 1902-1909.
Cellated inJanuary 1990,
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Min, songstress of 1sis, luy”. The name of the father 15 not mentioned, but
sinCe Ay's wife i3 called Ty and there is no evidence to suggest that he had
ancther wife, Ay cannot have been Nakhtmin's father. Perhaps Nakhtmin was a
grandson of Ay, after all, Ay must have been quite advanced in age when he
mounted the throne: he was born during the reign of Amenhotep {Il and was
oid enough o have been Akhenaten's tutor,!77 while his wife Ty had been
Queen Nefertit's nurse. A family relationship between Nakhtmin ang Ay is
also suggesied by the titles held by Nakhtmin's mother, for Ay is thought to
have come from AKhmim, where as king he dedicated a rock-shrine to iMtn and
1515 and the other gods of Akhmim.!7% The inscriptions on the facade of this
shrine mention a Nakhtmin who was "Overseer of Works of Min in Akhmim"
and who may oe the same man as the Nekhtmin who was High Priest of Min
and Isis and Overseer of works in Ay's mortuary temple at Medinet Habuy,
known from stelae in Berlin, Paris, and Geneva.!’? This man has sometimes
been identified with the military officer Nakhtmin, but this is perhaps not
very likely since the latter does not mention anv sacerdotal titles, nor does
the priestly Nakhtmin refer to any military offices.!89 Either of the twe men
may be identical to the Nakbtmin whe was married to a sister of Ay's gueen
Ty ¢alled Mutemnub and who had a son called Ay who was Second Priest of
Arnun and High Priest of Mut as well as Steward of the Estate of Queen Ty in
the Domain of Amun during the reign of his namesake.81 while all this falls
short of proving that Ay and the general Nakhtmin were rejated, such a
relationship is very probable 182 1t appears, then, that Ay not only promoted

701 Brunner, "Der ‘Gottesvater als Erzieher des Kronprinzen”, Z45 86 {1961), 90-100.

178 Of Schaten, 7#e God's Father Av | 2558-259.

¥79 Schaten, op ¢z, 263-266; Sthulman, JIRCF 4. 61 nn. 64-65; R Har1, "Les stéles de
Makhtmin, Premiere Prophete de Min et d'isis”, (eweva: Bulletin du Musee FArl st dHsioire oo
seneve 2511575),5-12,

180 o1, Sehutman, JEIRCE 4, 61-62.

181 Brooklyn 56.174.1,; R. A Fazzini, /mages for Flernity (San Franciscs/Brooklyn, 1975), 86-
B7,n0. 71; S Sauneron, Aém/ 18 (1968}, 66-78, Pl xii-xiii; T. G. H. James, orpus of
Heralyplie fnscriplions in the Brookivn Museum | {Brooklyn, 1974), P1. lxxxiv, no. 425. Cf.
schaden, ao oif, 267-269,

WL0f, ) Yoyotte and J. Lipez, S 26 (1969), 14: “I} importera . de se demander s ce
dignitare .. aétail pas un s ou un parent du roy Al seus leguel 11 aurait été promu heritier
presomptif avec tes titres de 707 et de s/-mswe (comparer le £as du futur roi Horemheh ",
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this Nakhtmin 10 the rank of "generalissime” but 2iso gave im the position of
Hereditary Prince, both of fices previousty heid by Horemsheb. '8

Horemhelr, in gther words, was put on the sidetines. He retained his rank
of dmiv-r ms” wr and a nuriber of ofher eievated titles and epithets, dul ne
was no longer Hereditary Prince and he may no tonger have been in active
service. This 13 suggested by the title "overseer of priests of Horus Lord of
Seby” which occurs only once in the tomb, 184 on the inner doorjambs of the
entrance of the Statue Room, the decoration of which we have assigned Lo the
reign of Ay.'8% This Horus of Seby is completely unknown from any other
sources, and be has tentatively been connected with Horus of Hutnesuy,
Harembeb's supposed birthpiace, 188 who plays such an important rote in the
Coronation Text. Helck has shown that nigh officials oftenreceived the office
of "overseer of priests” { sm-r pmw-nir) of the deities of their birthplace
a5 a "prebend” 187 Perhaps this was part of the compensation Horemheb
received when he was forced to relinguish his high position at courl. The
great reward scene on the north wall of the Outer Courtyard, in which
Horemheb, shown as a man "of fairly advanced age, though not necessarily
elderly”, receives the gold of honour from the hands of King Ay, may well
commemorate this occasion. The gold of honour would then amount {0 2
"golden hapdshake” given to Horemheb when he was pensioned off.

This scene also suggests that Horemheb had resigned himself to his fate,
at least temporarily. Perhaps he was only biding his time; at any rate il 1S
unlikely that Ay's accession was part of a political deal struck between Ay
and Horemheb, as nas been suggested. Such an arrangement between the two
men is made improbable by the subsequent treatment of the monuments of
both Ay and Nakhtmin after Horemheb finally became king. How Horemheb's
accession finally came about is unknown. Maybe the death of Ay enabled him

M35 Cf Helck, MO4/& 37 (1661), 214-215. in this article Helck repeats his assumption that
during the reign of Tutfankhamun Horemheb himself hiad also received his 7rp-p7 title from Ay, a
view based on the misconception ihat Ay outranked nim. COf. already Der £/inriuss dbr
Militeriihrer, 51,

184 pr717 | no. 58.

185 sean. 91 above.

V86 Byt see the sceptical note i 774 1,59 n. 4.
&7 Helek, Jur verwsliung, 371,222-223.



Lo push Nakhimin aside, or perhaps Nakhimin had already died before Ay. Once
Horemheb was xing, he erased all depictions of Ay as a high official on
monuments of Tutfankhamun. '8¢ Ay's royal monuments received a similar
treatment, which differed from Horemheb's handling of the monuments of
Tut‘ankhamun. The Tatier were mostly usurped in the usual fashion, although
some half-hearted excepiions do occur, especlally iater in the reign of
Horembeb; %Y most notabiy, nowever, Tulfankhamun's tomb was left
untouched. By contrast, Ay's cartouches were not just usurped, but in some
cases hacked oul without Deing replaced by Horemheb's own, and the figures
and names in Ay's royal tomb were deliberately gestroyed.!90 The statues of
Nakhimin were attacked too; not only were his names and tities hacked out,
but even the statues themselves were smashed.!91

A particularly interesting erasure occurs on the Coronation Stela of
Tut“ankhamun. The cartouches of Tut‘ankhamun have been replaced by those of
Horemheb, but the two figures of ‘Ankhesenamun which once stood behind
those of Tut‘ankhamun have heen thoroughly erased.!?? It would have been
easy for Horemheb to repiace her cartouche with that of his own gueen

185 M. Gabolde, Ay, Toutankhamon et les martelages de la stdle de restauration de Karnak (06
34183}, BSfe 11(1987), 37-41

109 Of Faton-Krauss, M4 44, 11,

Y90 Scriaden, gp off, 280-783, attributes the desecration of Ay's roval tomb to the Ramessides,
but later he makes a sirong case for Horsmbeb being the instigator, see HMEZE 21 {1984), 53-
62 He rrightly points out {n. 62) that a damnalio memorize as evidenced by the treatment of Ay's
tomb "would appear most likely 1o have been ordered by someone with a more personal interest, that
is, & contemporary of Ay (a younger contemporary no doubt, but still a contemporary)”, and aiso
that 1he Ramessides merely continued Horemheb's policy regarding the monuments of the'heretic
kings", "had Horemheb left Ay's fomb intact, in ail prabability the Ramessides would have done
Hkewise".

191 W Helck, "Nechtmin®, in: ZA4 1y, 371. The famous dvad CG 779 was destroved almost
completely; on the statue group Cairg JE 36526 the name of Maxhtmin was erased on the front,
although it escaped attention on the back. Perhaps a3 mutilated stela fragment from Giza alse once
showed Makhimin adoring Tut‘ankhamen, see J. van Ditk/M, Eaton-Kraus, 044 42 (1986), 37,
92 Gabalde, ap ort, has argued that the erased figura was Ay, bt see M. Eaton-Krauss, A1 47
(Y2605, 954 n. 97, whose interoretation of the traces has been confirmed by & renswed
examingtion of the steks in the Cairg Mussunm in Feb. 1993 carried out with the kind permission of
e 1 Saieh by the prasent writer inthe company of G T Martin With the aid of a ladder and raking
Haht, clear traces of the originat figures and, on the left hand side of the Junetie of the titie Am/
s wrd tomld DE s2en
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ose That Roremned

, but this is highly

Mutnodimet, dut fg Chose 16 do stherwize One mighl sup;
had not yet married Mutnodjmet when he usurped the ste:
uniikely, not oniy because a king could not easiiy do without & queen, but 3isc
hecause there i5 evidence o suggest that Mutnodjmet was of nen-royal
descent, 193 and therefore married to Horemheb before he became king. A pre-
roval marriage of Horemheb ang Mutnodimet 15 also probabie because of the
early death of Amenia, his first wife, apart from Amenia and Queen
Muthodjmet we know of no other wives of Horemhed. Obviousiy the a@mnalio
memoriae of ‘Ankhesenamun withessed by the erasures on the Restoration
Stela was inspired by personal motives; after all, it had been ‘Ankhesenamun
who had turned against Horemheb at the most crucial moment in his pre-royal
career

Thus Horemheb finally ascended the throne for which he had been
destined some thirteen years before. And, as if to prove that his claim to the
throne had been a legitimate one because he had been given the offices of
Hereditary Prince and Deputy of fhe King in the Entire Land, he gave these
very same tities to his own future successor, his vizier Para‘messy, who was
to become Ramesses ).

20

193 ory one of her canopic jars in the British Museum (BM 36635; Hart, Aoremaeat, Fig 58) she
i5 called smat nil) Tmn, hsyt ndt) Hwi-Hr "songstress of Amun, praised one of Hathor", titles
which are often menticned 1n connection with the wives of private officials, but are abselutely
unigue for a gueen tefore the Twenty-first Dynasty, see L. Troy, fsiterns of Quesnship in sncient
fgplisn myth gnd fistory (Uppsala, 1986), 74. This makes it even more unlikely that
Mutnodimet is fo be tdentified with Mutnodimet/Mutbeneret, sister of Nefertiti, whom he is
suppesed to have married in order to legitimize his kingship. Several Eighteenth and early
Nineteenth Dynasty queens were of non-royal descent, the most famous case being Amenhotep 11178
spouse Tive, or at teast their royal background, 1f there was any, 1§ not confirmed Oy our sources.
Nefer{iti's own descent is obscure and tt 18 highly dubiocus that her status as Akhenaten's queen would
have made her sister a suitable candidate for the legitimization of Horemheb's kingship. The
legitimacy of Horemheb's rule did not depend on & Yink with ihe previous royal family, but on his
personal election by his god Horus of Hutnesu, as he himself emphasizes in the Coronation Text.
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