
ANALYSIS OF THE EGYPTIAN MATERIAL IN 

THE COLLECTIONS OF THE MUSEUM 

OF TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

by 

ERIC DOUGLAS BROOKS, B.A. 

A THESIS 

IN 

MUSEUM SCIENCE 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

MASTER OF ARTS 

App 5«r^§^ 

December, 1998 



SOS 
TJ ACPCNOWLEDGMENTS 

\S'Jf I would like to thank my committee chair, Gary Edson, 

and members Dr. Eileen Johnson and Dr. Nancy Reed for the 

opportunity to work with the Egyptian material in the Museum 

of Texas Tech University. I would also like to thank my 

committee chair and members for their patience, assistance, 

and guidance throughout the lengthy process of completing 

this thesis. 

I would also like to thank Chris Baran, Tai Kreidler, 

Carter Lively, Kelly Mowery, and many other friends for 

their generous support and assistance. 

Finally, I would like to thank my parents without whose 

continuous love and support this project could not have been 

finished. 

11 

•ji'̂ n 'tm^^t^gtemm 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACfCNOWLEDGEMENTS ii 

LIST OF FIGURES iv 

CHAPTERS 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 
The Collection 3 
Goals and Objectives 5 
Conclusions 8 

II. OBJECTS ANALYSIS 9 
Ceramics 10 

Predynastic Jar 12 
Wedjat Eye 16 
Ushabtis 19 

Jewelry 23 
Bronze 32 
Wood 4 4 
Stone 68 

III. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT PLAN 77 

IV. SURVEY RESULTS 85 

V. CONCLUSIONS 94 

REFERENCES CITED 99 

APPENDIX: COPIES OF SURVEY RESPONSES 105 

111 



LIST OF FIGURES 

2.1 Predynastic Jar (1970-474) 13 

2.2 Wedjat Eye Amulet (1971-15) 17 

2.3 Ushabti (1970-478) 20 

2.4 Ushabti (1959-91) 21 

2.5 Necklace (1975-16) 26 

2.6 Earrings (1971-17) 30 

2.7 Isis Figure (1970-477) 34 

2.8 Osiris Figure (1970-476) 36 

2.9 Mummiform Box (1970-472) 46 

2.10 Wooden Boat (1972-65) 51 

2.11 Wooden Panel (1970-473) 59 

2.12 Unidentified Wooden Objects {19'^1-16) 66 

2.13 Limestone Panel (1970-471) 71 

4.1 Survey Questions 87 

IV 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Museums vary greatly in purpose, scope, size, 

complexity, subject matter, and methodology. However, all 

museums have one thing in common, i.e., collections 

(Ambrose and Paine, 1993). All museums fundamentally are 

alike in that they use objects for various purposes, 

including exhibition and research. As museums are defined 

by their collections, they have a responsibility to care 

for and preserve them. This responsibility includes 

proper storage, handling, exhibition, and conservation. 

As part of this care, museums also have a responsibility 

to collect and preserve information about their objects 

(Stone, 1984). 

The informational component of any object for which 

museums are responsible may be divided into two parts. The 

first part is documentation or data relating to the 

function, origin, composition, or cultural identification 

of the object. This sort of material may be derived from 

research or it may be collected directly from the source 

of the object when it is obtained. The other part of 

object information is collections management information 



or facts relating to the current condition, past and 

present care, and conservation of an artifact. This sort 

of data usually results from good record keeping and 

careful monitoring of collections (Schmiegel, 1995). 

Unfortunately, it is often the case that collections 

in museums are underdocumented or even undocumented. Some 

collections come to the museum with little provenance or 

identification. Others simply have never been researched 

and documented adequately. Many museums also suffer from 

poor record keeping that results in loss of collections 

management information. Without documentation and 

information, the collection loses much of its value as an 

educational and informational tool (Stone, 1984). Such 

undocumented collections often end up forgotten in the 

back of a storage room or the bottom of a cabinet. 

Further, the authenticity of such collections and the 

validity of ownership asserted by museums may be left open 

to question if documentation is inadequate (Pearce, 1990) . 

One common variety of museum collection that often 

suffers from documentation problems is the archaeological 

collection. The Egyptologist, Flinders Petrie, was quoted 

as saying, "Our museums are houses of murdered evidence" 

(Pearce, 1990:68). Often, archaeological material is of a 



singular or small group nature and comes with little or no 

documentation. Other times, archaeological objects are 

part of larger older collections that were documented in 

systems no longer in use today (Pearce, 1990). Further, 

archaeological material often is prioritized in museum 

collections in such a way that some collections are 

documented and others are put aside. 

The Collection 

One of the fundamental underlying missions of the 

Museum of Texas Tech University (henceforth, the Museum) . 

is to interpret life in arid lands (Museum of Texas Tech 

University, 1996). In keeping with this mission, the West 

Texas Museum Association (WTMA; now the Museum 

Association) acquired in the early 1970s a collection of 

art from arid countries such as Greece, Cyprus, and the 

Near East. One of the countries the WTMA sought to 

represent in the Art of Arid Lands Collection was Egypt 

(Museum of Texas Tech University, 1970-1972). The Museum 

purchased a number of Egyptian objects from an Egyptian 

woman named Susette Khayat who operated the Ancient Arts 

Gallery in New York (Museum of Texas Tech University, 

1970-1972). Ms. Khayat apparently obtained the items she 



sold to the Museum from her father and sister (Azeez and 

Marie) in Egypt (Khayat, 1970-1972). Mr. Khayat and Marie 

sold items from their personal collections and dealt in 

material bought from other collectors (Khayat, 1970-1972). 

The Museum's Egyptian Collection consists of 12 

objects covering a range of styles, functions, and 

materials. They include purely utilitarian items and 

symbolic objects. The Collection materials range from 

wood to stone to metal to ceramics. The objects cover 

Egyptian history from the Predynastic to the Greco-Roman 

Period. In general, the Egyptian Collection is a small, 

random sample of Egyptian art and culture. 

The 12 pieces from the Ancient Arts Gallery are 

augmented by a 13th piece, a small statuette acquired by 

the Museum in 1959. In the late 1950s, a Texas 

Technological College student named Ronald Monroe took a 

tour of the world and visited Egypt (Holleman, 1959). At 

the Egyptian Museum in Cairo, he acquired an ushabti or 

servant figurine. Upon return to Lubbock, Monroe donated 

the ushabti to the Museum. 

As a whole, the Collection is poorly documented and 

researched. Ms. Khayat identified and dated the pieces 

purchased from the Ancient Arts Gallery; the Monroe 



ushabti was identified by its donor. However, little 

supporting material is available to verify these 

identifications or provide context for the pieces. 

Provenance generally is lacking and no data establish the 

relationship between these objects and others like them 

elsewhere. Other than the information provided by the 

donors, no research or other materials have been generated 

for these objects. 

From a collections management perspective, even less 

information is available. The records relating to these 

objects contain no history of display, care, or 

conservation. The one exception is the Monroe ushabti 

whose catalog card shows that it was part of the Museum's 

Explorium hands-on display for an indeterminate time. 

Goals and Obiectives 
— 

The ancient Egyptian material in the Museum suffers 

from a lack of both documentary and collections management 

information. Further, the lack of information currently 

existing about this Collection may jeopardize the proper 

care and maintenance of it. Thus, it is imperative to 

generate data about this material to fill the 

informational void. Since the objects were acquired over 



two decades ago, finding the original owners would be 

difficult, if not impossible, and they likely would not be 

able to provide significant new information. Thus, other 

methods must be used to create documentation for this 

Collection. 

Given the need for documentation, a primary goal of 

the project is to research and analyze each of the pieces 

in the Egyptian Collection. Each piece is identified and 

dated to the extent possible. Materials and method of 

construction are examined. Each piece is compared and 

contrasted to other known pieces of the same kind. This 

comparison is accomplished through a survey of the 

literature on Egyptian artifacts and collections. Through 

this process, significant documentation information is 

developed for this Collection. 

Another major need for this Collection is more 

effective management. Thus, a second goal is to identify 

methods for caring for the Collection and recommendations 

for its use, maintenance, and conservation. This goal is 

accomplished by examination of the objects themselves and 

their environment as well as a survey of literature 

relating to the care of these types of collections. The 

proper methods for storage and care of the Collection are 



identified and proposals for action are proposed based on 

the analysis of the Collection and the literature survey. 

Little use of the Collection has been made during its 

time in the Museum. The role of these objects in the 

Museum needs to be defined. Conclusions about the value 

and use of the Museum's Collection are based on the 

literary and primary object research. The existing 

documentation indicates the Collection represents a range 

of times and places. As a unit, the objects do not 

represent Egyptian culture as a whole or even a particular 

part of it. Further, the objects are not representative 

of any particular technology or material. Expected 

research results will show that the best use of this 

material is in conjunction with other material for 

exhibition or study. 

An expected result of this study is a greater 

understanding of these types of small and seemingly 

unconnected collections in museums. To further this 

understanding, a survey has been made of six university 

museums that are part of the Big 12 Athletic Conference to 

see what Egyptian collections and/or other small 

collections of a similar nature they may have, and what 

role they play in those museums. 
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Conclusions 

The Egyptian Collection of the Museum is a largely 

unknown quantity. Because the documentation of it is so 

poor, the exact significance and value of it to the Museum 

are unknown. What is more, the physical condition of the 

Collection may be at risk as collections management 

information is lacking. This study attempts to document 

the Collection, thereby increasing the value of the 

objects not only to the Museum, but the community it 

serves. 
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CHAPTER II 

OBJECTS ANALYSIS 

When this study was undertaken, the Egyptian 

Collection in the Museum had not been documented in any 

manner other than by the identification provided by the 

owners from whom the Museum had acquired the objects. 

Through a survey of the literature, documentation and re-

identification of these pieces was completed. To 

facilitate analysis, the Collection was divided into 

groups according to material composition, i.e., ceramic, 

bronze, wood, and stone. This method commonly was used in 

the literature (e.g., Lucas, 1962; Rosati, 1988), is 

simple, and resulted in a manageable number of categories. 

An additional category of jewelry was utilized to address 

those objects that are composed of multiple materials and 

thus do not fit easily into general material category. 

For purposes of dating objects, the following time 

chart from Egypt and the Ancient Near East (Metropolitan 

Museum of Art, 1987) has been used: 



Table 2.1. Egyptian Chronology. 

PERIOD 

Predynastic 

Archaic 

Old Kingdom 

First Intermediate 

Middle Kingdom 

Second Intermediate 

New Kingdom 

Third Intermediate 

Late 

Ptolemaic 

DATES 

3500 

3200 

2700 

2200 

2000 

1800 

1570 

1100 

700 

330 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

- 3200 

- 2700 

- 2200 

- 2000 

- 1800 

- 1570 

- 1100 

- 700 

- 330 ] 

- 30 B 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

B.C. 

.c. 

DYNASTY 

None 

I - II 

III- VIII 

IX - XI 

XII 

XIII - XVII 

XVIII - XX 

XXI - XV 

XVI - XVII 

XXVIII - XXXI 

Ceramics 

Among Egyptian materials, one cf the most ancient 

and widely used is ceramics. By definition, ceramics are 

those materials made from silicates that have been 

hardened by heating (Rice, 1987). In the Egyptian case, 

ceramics mean primarily pottery (low and high fired 

tableware, tiles, and utensils) and faience (a glazed 

silicate material) (Rice, 1987). 

In pottery, the Egyptians made a wide variety of 

vessels (e.g., jars, pots, bowls, and cups), figurines, 

and other kinds of objects. Over the course of centuries, 

Egyptian vessels went through an evolution of form, 
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design, and material from very simple handmade vessels to 

highly refined wares (D'Amicone, 1988). 

The Egyptians mastered a variety of ceramics that was 

uniquely their own, i.e., faience. Faience was a ceramic 

ware made from ground silica (Lucas, 1962). This ware had 

a soft granular core and a hard shiny glaze (Lucas, 1962). 

Faience came in a number of colors generated by the 

introduction of oxides of transition metals such as iron, 

copper, nickel, or cobalt (Kaczmarczyk and Hedges, 1983). 

More often than not, faience was blue or blue-green in 

color, but it ranged all the way from blue to yellow and 

white (Lucas, 1962; Kaczmarczyk and Hedges, 1983). 

Faience was used for many things in ancient Egypt but most 

often for smaller objects such as amulets, ushabtis, 

figurines, and jewelry. 

The Museum has objects in both the ceramic and 

faience categories. These objects are a predynastic jar 

(70-474), a Wedjat Eye amulet (1971-15), and two ushabti 

figures (1959-91 and 1970-478). 
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Predynastic Jar 

The only pottery object in the Egyptian Collection of 

the Museum is a small jar (70-474). It is a terra cotta 

(kiln-fired natural clay) jar (Home, 1953) 33cm long and 

11cm in diameter (Figure 2.1). It is red in color and 

bears no apparent paint or decoration. However, residue 

on the surface may be paint. The jar is a tapering 

cylinder, wider at the bottom than at the top, and with a 

rounded bottom. A small chip exists in the rim and a crack 

runs down the body of the vessel from the chip. According 

to the catalog card, a wooden stand came with the vessel 

although no such stand was assigned to the object. 

According to information in the accession and catalog 

records, jar 70-474 is Predynastic in age and identified 

as being of the Badarian culture. The Badarian culture 

flourished in the middle Nile Valley just south of Asyut 

and produced two types of wares: red with black tops and 

light red (Waite, 1950). The difference in color was due 

to a difference in firing technique. The red-topped ware 

was coated with a hematite slip and fired top-down in ash 

to burn the slip and cause the black top, while the red 

ware was not allowed contact with the ash (Waite, 1950). 

12 



Figure 2 .1 P r e d y n a s t i c J a r (1970-474). 
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The jar is of the red-only variety as it shows no black on 

the top. 

Another interesting aspect of this piece is its 

shape. The jar has a rounded bottom and tapers to a 

narrower opening at the top (Figure 2.1). Many examples 

occur of the reverse shape (jars with narrow or pointed 

bottoms and wide openings or at least wider tops with 

narrow openings). At the Oslo Etnografisk Museum, objects 

Em 10 524, Em 10 526, Em 10 540, and Em 19 143 are such 

examples of jars with narrow bottoms (Naguib, 1985). The 

Otago Museum in New Zealand also has a number of these 

narrow-bottomed vessels, including a Badarian light red 

ware example (Waite, 1950). Numerous examples of the 

narrow-bottomed jar occur in the collections of the 

Egyptian Museum of Turin (D'Amicone, 1988). Finally, the 

Kelsey Museum of Archaeology at the University of Michigan 

has a jar of the narrow-bottomed type in its Gurob Grave 

Group (Richards and Wilfong, 1995). 

The wide-bottomed, narrow top type jar like the 

example in the Museum Collection is described much less 

frequently in the literature. The Turin Museum has one 

jar that is vaguely similar in that it has a bottom wider 

than the top but it is flattened on the bottom and has a 

14 



much more flared lip than the Museum example (D'Air̂ icone, 

1988). Objects EM 10 532 and EM 10 518 m the Etnografisk 

Museum in Oslo are wider at the bottom than at the top but 

are bulbous and have pinched necks and flared rims 

(Naguib, 1985). The only representation of pottery that 

shows real similarity to the Museum's jar is pictured in a 

Theban tomb painting from the New Kingdom. It shows 

vessels with the rounded, wide bottoms, narrower openings, 

and decoration around their necks sitting on small stands 

covered with lids (D'Amicone, 1988). While this painting 

is distant from Predynastic times, it suggests a possible 

method of use for the Museum's jar. 

It is clear from the evidence presented that the 

Museum's jar is of a unique shape. The jar's shape seems 

to make questionable the identification of the jar as 

Predynastic. However, the Museum's nar is identical 

materially to others of the Badarian culture. Given the 

material likeness of the Museum's jar and the similarity 

to at least some other Predynastic jars, the Museum's jar 

is most likely Predynastic as indicated by catalog and 

accession records. The only other possibility is that the 

jar is a New Kingdom piece. This possibility, however, is 

15 



unlikely as the Museum's jar is not decorated or topped 

like the vessels in the Theban painting. 

Wedjat Eye 

The smallest object of faience is an amulet (1971-15) 

in the shape of the Wedjat Eye (Figure 2.2). The amulet 

measures 3.3cm by 3.3cm and is a deep turquoise faience. 

At some point (probably in modern times), it has been 

wired to hang on a chain. Although the amulet is in 

excellent condition, it shows small quantities of dirt and 

a small chip on its top, probably from the wire attached 

to it. 

The Wedjat Eye, or Eye of Horus, is one of the more 

common Egyptian amulets. It represents the eye of the god 

Horus, plucked out by his evil brother Seth and restored 

to a whole state by the god Thoth (Rosati, 1988) . It 

represents a state of wholeness and well-being and 

protection from evil (Rosati, 1988). The symbol is common 

in tombs and Wedjat amulets often were included with the 

dead to insure wholeness in the afterlife (Rosati, 1988) . 

The Wedjat Eye is made in many sizes and shapes and 

of almost any material. The Kelsey Museum of the 

University of Michigan has four amulets of four different 
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17 



materials: carnelian, red jasper, turquoise, and hematite 

(Richards and Wilfong, 1995). The eye also is applied to 

larger objects, such as the coffin of Ukhhotpe at the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 

1987). Faience eye amulets, however, are among the more 

common objects. The Cincinnati Art Museum has an example 

(1912.378) nearly identical to the one in the Museum's 

Collection, that was found in a woman's burial tomb (Capel 

and Markoe, 1996). The Egyptian Museum of Turin includes 

a Wedjat Eye with a rectangular border of open work, i.e., 

the material around the design has been cut out (Rosati, 

1988) . 

One thing that all of these eyes have in common is 

their design. The Wedjat Eye always is represented as an 

eye with a line going straight back and a curl going down 

from the bottom corner of the eye and curling up to the 

rear. This design is meant to represent the human and 

falcon elements of the god Horus (Rosati, 1988). 

The Museum's Wedjat Eye is one of a very common class 

of objects made from a very common material. Little about 

the Museum's Wedjat Eye serves to date the piece. The 

Wedjat Eye was in use in tombs as early as the Old Kingdom 

(Lurker, 1988). By the Middle Kingdom, the Wedjat Eye was 

18 



being produced along with a plethora of other symbols as 

an amulet to accompany spells in the Coffin Texts and the 

Book of the Dead (Richards and Wilfong, 1995). The 

Museum's Wedjat Eye, therefore, dates no earlier than the 

Middle Kingdom but neither material nor design reveals any 

further clue as to its age. The accession and catalog 

records provide no provenance to answer this question. 

Ushabtis 

Ushabtis are tomb statuettes. The Museum has two 

such statuettes. The small green figurine (1970-478) is 

5.1cm long and 0.55cm wide (Figure 2.3). It is made of 

faience but resembles a porous green stone. It shows much 

discoloration and wear, perhaps from being on display in 

the hands-on area of the Explorium. This ushabti also 

bears a small hieroglyphic inscription but the inscription 

is too worn to be legible. 

Ushabti 1959-91 is 9.1cm by 3.0cm (Figure 2.4). It is 

blue and not in good condition. At some point in the past, 

the face of the ushabti was broken off and reattached; the 

feet are missing. A large gouge occurs where the feet 

were detached. This ushabti is covered with dirt, small 

19 



F i g u r e 2 . 3 U s h a b t i (1970-478) 
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crystals are in the foot gouge, and the head shows a black 

substance on it. 

Ushabtis are among the more common objects found in 

Egyptian collections. They come in a wide variety of 

materials and sizes yet all served a common purpose. The 

ushabtis were placed in tombs to act as substitutes for 

the deceased in performing work in the afterlife and 

assisted with tasks the deceased was called on to perform 

(Baines and Malek, 1992). Over time, ushabtis evolved 

into two classes: workers and overseers. The overseers 

appeared as they did in life, while the workers were 

mummiform (i.e., shaped like a mummy) and often held the 

implements they needed to perform their specific tasks 

(Schaden, 1984). The ushabtis in the Museum's Collection 

are of the mummiform or worker variety. 

Worker ushabtis have the same shape and faience is 

the dominant material although other materials such as 

wood, stone, and various minerals are used (Baines and 

Malek, 1992). The Etnografisk Museum in Oslo has 107 

ushabtis that are made from these various materials. The 

bulk of this collection, however, is faience (Naguib, 

1985). The Kelsey Museum of the University of Michigan 

has ushabtis from a variety of materials but again, most 
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are faience (Richards and Wilfong, 1995). The Brooklyn 

Museum has a remarkable faience ushabti (37.123e) that has 

six colors of glaze. 

Not unlike the Wedjat Eye, the ushabti is a 

relatively common object. The term ushabti dates to the 

Old Kingdom (Lurker, 1988) but the production of the 

figurines dates to the Middle Kingdom (Richards and 

Wilfong, 1995). The Museum's examples are in no way 

exceptional. They are made of a common material and are 

unremarkable in style or design. The catalog cards date 

the Museum's ushabtis to the Late Period. Although little 

about them can be used to confirm or deny this date, one 

characteristic of the Museum's ushabtis indicates they 

could have their origin in an earlier period. Beginning 

in the New Kingdom, ushabtis commonly were inscribed with 

chapter six of the Book of the Dead (Lurker, 1988). Both 

of the Museum's ushabtis bear inscriptions that, while 

illegible, may be from the Book of the Dead. If so, these 

inscriptions would make the ushabtis no older than the New 

Kingdom. 
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Jewelry 

As craftsmen and artisans, the Egyptians excelled in 

many areas. They particularly were proficient and 

diversified in jewelry making (Lucas, 1962) . A vast array 

of jewelry from beads to beaten gold and diadems to toe 

rings is known. Jewelry was an important part of Egyptian 

life, serving many purposes including decoration, 

religion, and social identification (Phillips, 1996) . As 

a result of the importance of jewelry in Egyptian life, it 

became a prominent feature of art such as painting and 

sculpture, and was a major component of grave goods. The 

prominence of art in Egyptian society, the fact that it 

appears very early in Egyptian history, the number of 

technologies employed in its creation, and the 

survivability of Egyptian jewelry, show that it was among 

the most characteristic of Egyptian cultural products 

(Andrews, 1990). 

Among the very earliest and most common forms of 

jewelry in Egypt were beads. The use of beads dated as 

far back as 12,000 years ago (Lucas, 1962). The earliest 

beads were items such as shells or bones that were 

perforated naturally or could be pierced easily (Lucas, 

1962). Over the course of centuries, however, the 
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Egyptians developed a profusion of beads from a plethora 

of materials and utilized them to make an incredible array 

of jewelry. 

The Egyptian Collection of the Museum contains two 

pieces of jewelry: a beaded necklace (1971-16) and a pair 

of earrings (1971-17). The necklace is composed of three 

different beads strung on a string 96.8cm long (Figure 

2.5). The beads are made from amber, turquoise faience, 

and coral. The amber has been made into roughly circular 

beads that are flat on two sides and average 1.1cm in 

diameter by 0.55cm in thickness. The faience beads are 

narrow cylinders 2.0cm in diameter and 0.5cm in thickness. 

The coral beads are cylinders also, 0.5cm in diameter and 

0.5cm in thickness. The coral beads are of a cloudy pink 

variety. None of the beads show any added decoration such 

as painting or incising. 

The materials of which the beads in this necklace are 

composed were relatively common in Egyptian jewelry 

(Lucas, 1962). Amber (fossilized resin from various 

species of conifer), an imported material from the Levant, 

was used for the making of beads and of other items such 

as scarabs (Andrews, 1990). The use of amber cannot be 

confirmed prior to the New Kingdom and some objects that 
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appear to be amber were other true resins (Lucas, 1962). 

Because Egypt is bordered by the Mediterranean Sea on the 

north and by the Red Sea to the east, certain materials 

from the sea were available for use in Egyptian arts and 

crafts. Coral was one such material. While a number of 

different kinds of coral are formed in the Mediterranean 

and Red Seas, only the red and white branching coral and 

red pipe coral were used in Egyptian jewelry (Lucas, 

1962), although not much prior to Ptolemaic times 

(Andrews, 1990) . These varieties often were fashioned 

into beads or amulets and smaller branches often were 

drilled and hung on necklaces (Lucas, 1962). 

Pipe coral occurs in natural tubes like organ pipes 

and was cut into beads or broken into stringable pieces 

since predynastic times (Lucas, 1962). The coral in the 

necklace was fashioned into short cylinders with diameters 

just slightly less than their length. While their color 

makes it certain that these beads are of red coral, it is 

difficult to tell whether it is pipe or branching. 

Of the three bead materials found in the necklace, 

faience was by far the most common. Because it was so 

shapeable and usable in place of many other kinds of 

jewelry material, faience was used frequently from the 
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Predynastic Period forward (Andrews, 1990). The faience 

cylinders in this piece may date to the Predynastic Period 

as they are blue, one of the two colors in use since that 

time (Andrews, 1990). 

Numerous examples of bead necklaces occur in the 

literature. The University Museum of the University of 

Pennsylvania has two necklaces with faience beads, neither 

of which are cylindrical (Amarillo Art Center, 1993). The 

Cincinnati Museum of Axt has a number of necklaces that 

have faience beads. Necklace 1915.485 has cylindrical and 

spherical green beads. Four others (1924.293 a, 1924.292, 

1927.362, and 1927.368) all include faience beads in blue, 

red, and yellow and in cylinders, spheres, and disk shapes 

(Capel and Markoe, 1996) . However, the Cincinnati Museum 

collection has no examples of faience with either coral or 

amber. 

The Museum's necklace presents questions with regard 

to dating and identification. The three materials are 

from different periods in Egyptian history. While all 

three materials were in use during the Ptolemaic Period, 

no evidence is found in the literature to indicate that 

the materials ever were used together. The answer to 

these questions lies in a letter to the director of the 
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Museum from Susette Khayat in which she stated that her 

mother made the necklace from beads taken from several 

other necklaces (Khayat, 1970-1972). This piece was never 

in existence historically and has no singular date or 

identifiable use because it is not of ancient origin. 

Individually, the amber beads date no earlier than the New 

Kingdom, the coral beads date to the Ptolemaic era, and 

the faience beads could be dated any time from the 

Predynastic Period forward. 

The earrings (Figure 2.6) in the Museum's Collection 

are gold hoop earrings made from sheet gold and gold wire 

with small carnelian balls. They measure 2.19cm wide and 

1.56cm long. The gold has been worked into the shape of 

small animal heads into the mouth of which has been 

inserted the carnelian balls. The earrings are 

constructed with posts to be inserted into pierced ears. 

Through the course of time, the soft gold heads have been 

crushed and flattened, obscuring their original form. 

Earrings as a form of jewelry were common in Egypt 

although they did not come into being until about 1600 

B.C. at the end of the Second Intermediate Period of 

forms, the earliest being simple hoops that were worn 

(Phillips, 1996) . Egyptian earrings took a wide variety 
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exclusively by women (Andrews, 1990). Over the course of 

time, earrings evolved and became much more complex as 

their popularity increased. From the hoops came a number 

of more complex circular designs such as rings of multiple 

metal tubes soldered together and tubes made in halves and 

joined (Andrews, 1990). 

Another form that became popular in Ptolemaic times 

was a type of earring made from a cone of folded metal. 

These earrings often were shaped into animal heads such as 

bulls or antelopes (Andrews, 1990). The earrings in the 

Museum are of this variety. Several examples of these 

earrings exist in the literature. 

The British Museum has a pair of antelope-headed 

earrings (67399 and 67400) that have wire shank hooks that 

are wrapped in wire and hook into a loop in the antelope's 

mouth (Andrews, 1990). The British Museum also has a 

Greco-Roman earring with a bull head that is adorned with 

the solar disk of Hathor (Andrews, 1990). The Egyptian 

Museum has both bull and antelope earrings that are nearly 

identical to the ones in the British Museum (Vilimkova, 

1969). Although the Indiana Museum of Art has Greek 

animal head earrings, they are very similar to the 

Egyptian models. Earrings 70.105.13.B-C and 70.46.2.B.1-2 
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are lion-headed earrings with braided loops (Rudolph, 

1995). Earrings 70.46.1.B.1-2 have goats heads and are 

mounted on single wire loops (Rudolph, 1995). 

All of these pieces have a common design in that they 

all have animal heads and wire loops and they are made of 

gold. They are of a style common throughout the Greek-

Egyptian world. One major difference between these and 

the earrings in the Museum's Collection is that the 

Museum's earrings have the small beads. This feature 

makes the Museum earrings unique and is unexplained in the 

literature. 

All of the pieces in the literature date to the Late 

and Ptolemaic periods. Rudolph (1995) indicates this 

style of earring to be of Greek origin. The Museum's 

example probably dates to the Ptolemaic Period after the 

arrival and conquest of Alexander the Great, when Greek 

influence became significant in Egypt (Baines and Malek, 

1992). Lack of provenance makes an exact date impossible. 

Bronze 

The Egyptians did a great deal of metal work in a 

variety of metals including gold, silver, electrum, 

copper, lead, and platinum (Lucas, 1962). One other metal 
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not often associated with ancient Egypt but used by 

Egyptians is bronze. Bronze is defined as an alloy of 

copper and tin with small amounts of other elements such 

as zinc, phosphorus, and aluminum (Lucas, 1962). In 

ancient times, the alloy was composed of only copper and 

tin and whatever trace elements that might have been 

present in the raw materials from which it was melted 

(Lucas, 1962). 

The Collection of the Museum contains two statuettes 

that are made from bronze. The first is a small statuette 

(1970-477) measuring 11.5cm tall and 3.3cm wide (Figure 

2.7). The goddess Isis is in a seated position and holds 

the baby Horus in her arms and up to her breast, suckling. 

Overall, the figure is coated with an even brown patina 

(layer of oxidized metal). The piece is not overly 

complex and does not show great detail. The body is 

smooth with little depiction of clothing or decoration. 

On her head, Isis wears a crown composed of a disk and 

horns. The figure has been mounted onto a wooden block in 

modern times for display. 

This statuette is a representation of two of the more 

important gods of ancient Egypt in a relatively common 

motif (Wilkinson, 1992). Isis and Horus, two-thirds of a 
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triad of deities that included Osiris, were worshiped 

across Egypt (Baines and Malek, 1992). In Egyptian 

mythology, Isis was the mother of Horus and Osiris his 

father. Among other ascriptions, Isis was identified with 

creation, fertility, and magic; Horus was associated with ' 

kingship and believed to be the god that the pharaoh 

became upon death (Lurker, 1988). Thus, this particular 

representation shows Isis as mother of king or god, much 

like the Virgin Mary in later Christian belief. This 

depiction of Isis is called mut-netcher (Wilkinson, 1992). 

The motif is carried over in some representations of 

pharaohs being nursed by their mothers. For example, the 

calcite figure of Pepy II and his mother Ankhesmeryra in 

the Brooklyn Museum shows her holding the young king 

(Capel and Markoe, 1996). 

The other bronze figure (1970-476) is of the god 

Osiris (Figure 2.8), judge of souls and god of the 

afterlife (Baines and Malek, 1992). The statuette 

measures 13cm tall and 3.3cm wide. Osiris is depicted in 

the seated position, hands crossed over his chest, and 

holding the crook and flail. The body is mummiform. and 

unadorned and the head bears the white crown of Upper 

Egypt. On either side of the head, near the bottom of the 
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crown, are rectangular holes. These holes appear to be 

sockets and may have held plumes or feathers attached to 

the crown. Like the Isis figure, the Osiris figure is 

covered with a uniform patina and no decoration. 

Osiris is a member of the Isis-Horus-Osiris triad. 

He was the husband and brother of Isis and father of 

Horus. Osiris was associated with dying vegetation, 

rebirth, the death of pharaoh, and the afterlife (Baines 

and Malek, 1992). The Museum's figurine is a depiction of 

Osiris, judge of souls and god of the afterlife, in 

mummiform (shaped like a wrapped mummy) , which is how he 

most commonly is depicted (Lurker, 1988). Like the Isis 

figure, the Osiris figure has been mounted on a wooden 

block in modern times for display purposes. 

The earliest use of bronze in Egypt was at some point 

in the Old Kingdom, but it was not until the First 

Intermediate Period that Egyptians used bronze with any 

frequency (Bianchi, 1990). At this time, bronze was 

poured into a mold and cast as a solid piece (Vassilika, 

1995), most likely using the lost wax technique (Bianchi, 

1990). This process involved creating a wax model of the 

item to be cast and encasing it in clay or other heat 

resistant material. The clay case was heated until the 
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wax melted leaving a void in the desired shape for the 

bronze piece inside the clay. Bronze then was poured into 

the clay and allowed to cool at which time the clay was 

removed, exposing the bronze figure (Bianchi, 1990). 

Over the course of time, the art of casting bronze 

declined in Egypt until it reached a low in the New 

Kingdom as indicated by an extreme scarcity or even lack 

of objects from those times (Bianchi, 1990). Towards the 

end of the Third Intermediate Period, and even more in the 

Late Period, bronze casting reappeared as an art form 

(Vassilika, 1995). One of the major uses of bronze in the 

Late Period, particularly by the Sixth Century B.C., was 

the production of votive figures of the gods and goddesses 

(Vassilika, 1995). The figures in the Museum's Collection 

seem to be of this type and period, and are compared with 

others of this type and period. 

Object E 4916.1954 in the Fitzwilliam Museum at 

Cambridge University is a cast statue of Min-Amun, a god 

with combined characteristics of the gods Amun and Min. 

This particular figure has the phallus and flail attached 

to the main body (Vassilika, 1995). This example lends 

credence to the possibility of the holes in the head of 

the Osiris figure in the Museum's Collection being slots 
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for additional parts. Figurine E 160.1954 is the god 

Ptah, god of mummification. This piece shows two 

treatments that set it apart. It has gold inlay on the 

wrists and collar and the patina on this piece may have 

been applied intentionally (Vassilika, 1995). 

In the collection of the Virginia Museum of Fine 

Art, statuette 57-20n is a figure of the cat-headed 

goddess Bastet. It is highly decorated with herringbone 

and dot lines on the goddess' dress and an earring in her 

pierced ear. The goddess also is holding several 

ceremonial objects in her hands. Statuettes 57-21 and 

55-6-1 are also Bastet, but they show Bastet depicted as a 

cat. Statuette 63-21 is the god Nefertum in an elaborate 

headdress while 57-27 is of Sekhmet, the lion-headed 

goddess, with little detail of the clothing or accessories 

with the exception of the uraeus (cobra) on Sekhmet's head 

(Virginia Museum, 1973). Statuettes 57-23 and 57-26 are 

of Anubis and Neith respectively. They are clothed but 

largely unadorned, although Anubis wears a kilt-like 

skirt. They also share the characteristic of hands 

pierced to hold objects of some kind (Virginia Museum, 

1973) . 
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At the Yale Art Museum, statuette YAG 1945.169 is the 

deified official and architect Imhotep. The Yale Art 

Museum also has in its collection a statuette of Horus as 

a youth (Scott, 1986). The collection of the British 

Museum contains a number of bronzes of deities of the Late 

Period. The British Museum has statuettes of the 

goddesses Maat and Neith (Arundale and Bonomi, 1842-1843) 

and two different representations of Thoth, god of scribes 

and knowledge. One (no accession number) is carrying the 

Wedjat Eye and the other (no accession number), has a 

highly decorated white crown (Arundale and Bonomi, 1842-

1843). The Walters Art Gallery of Baltimore has a 

statuette (54.2067) that is a representation of the 

protective goddess Tawaret (Capel and Markoe, 1996). 

In the Late Period, bronzes were cast in the 

likenesses of many gods and goddesses. Many collections 

have the Osiris and Isis-with-Horus statuettes. The 

Osiris (55-32-2) at the Virginia Museum is mummiform with 

the white crown and plumes. It has the unusual feature of 

inlaid ivory eyes. The Isis and Horus statuette (55-32-1) 

shows Isis suckling Horus. This statuette has gold inlaid 

eyes and Isis wears a headdress composed of the solar 

disk, cow horns, and the uraeus (Virginia Museum, 1973). 
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The crown and solar disk are a head wear borrowed from the 

goddess Hathor (Capel and Markoe, 1996). In the 

Cincinnati Museum of Art, a statuette of Isis suckling 

Horus (1947.99) wears the solar disk and horns of Hathor 

and the uraeus headdress (Capel and Markoe, 1996). 

The Field Museum of Chicago has an Isis statuette 

(173236) similar to these with one major difference. 

While this statuette shows Isis suckling Horus, unlike the 

others, this Isis has no headdress but is surmounted by a 

scorpion. This representation of Isis with the scorpion 

is an assimilation of Isis and either Selket or Hededet, 

two goddesses who were associated with the ability to 

protect against scorpions (Capel and Markoe, 1996). 

The Boston Museum of Fine Arts has both Osiris and 

Isis statuettes. The Osiris statuette (08.260) is 

detailed and may be from a palace 'workshop (D'Auria et 

al., 1988). It is wearing the white crown, plumes, and has 

ram's horns attached to the crown to represent power. It 

also has a gold inlay necklace that is inlaid on the back 

of the figure. The eyes also are inlaid. The Isis (no 

accession number) in the Boston Museum of Fine Arts is 

much like those in the Virginia Museum and the Cincinnati 

Museum of Fine Arts in that it is of Isis suckling Horus 
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and wearing the headdress of Hathor. This one also wears 

a curly wig particular to the goddess Mut, a mother 

goddess, emphasizing Isis as mother (D'Auria et al., 

1988). 

Another collection with Isis and Osiris statuettes is 

the collection of the Yale University Art Museum. The 

Osiris (YAG 1956.33.8) in the Yale Art Museum is somewhat 

less decorated than the one in Boston in that it has no 

inlay. It does, however, have other more decorative 

elements. The crown is very elaborate, including the 

white crown, plumes, ram's horns, and uraei. This 

statuette also has finely incised decoration all over the 

collar, crook, and flail. The Isis and Horus statuette 

(Ph.B. 1908) depicts Isis in the Hathor headdress (Scott, 

1986). 

The British Museum has a statuette of Osiris (no 

accession number) in a seated position. Osiris is sitting 

as though on a throne and surmounted by a solar disk 

adorned with the eye of Horus. The bronze is inscribed 

with a statement identifying the figure as Osiris the Moon 

and giving the name of the owner (Arundale and Bonomi, 

1842-1843). The statuette of Osiris standing (no 

accession number), similar to those in the other 
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collections, has little decoration and wears only the 

white crown and plumes (Arundale and Bonomi, 1842-1843). 

From the number and variety of examples given, bronze 

statuettes of the sort found in the Museum's Collection 

were common and came in many different designs. The 

diversity and frequency lies in the religion of the 

ancient Egyptians. The ancient Egyptians worshiped a 

large number of gods and goddesses representing many 

aspects of life. These gods and goddesses were largely 

regional in that various districts worshiped their own 

deities (Scott, 1986). The bronze statuettes, including 

those in the Museum's Collection, were a common item for 

personal worship and donation to temples in the Late 

Period in Egyptian history (Scott, 1986). Given the number 

of Egyptian deities, it is reasonable to expect a 

similarly large number of statuettes to represent them. 

The Museum's Collection includes only two common 

varieties of these statuettes. Some gods and goddesses 

were worshiped all over Egypt and became universal gods 

(Baines and Malek, 1992). Among the major members of the 

group of universal gods were Osiris and Isis which 

accounts for the frequency of Isis and Osiris statuettes 

and their presence in many collections. These local and 
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universal gods frequently were ccirJDined or ascribed with 

qualities of other divinities (Capel and Markoe, 1996). 

For example, the solar disk and horns headdress surr.ounted 

several of the bronzes of Isis including the Museum 

statuette. In the New Kingdom, Isis was ascribed with many 

of the characteristics of other goddesses including Hathor 

(Capel and Markoe, 1996). The solar disk and horns on the 

Museum statuette represent this association and 

particularly the aspect of Hathor relating to kingship 

(Capel and Markoe, 1996). 

The Museum's bronze statuettes are much like the 

examples cited in construction and style. They appear, 

then, to be typical Sixth Century B.C. votive statuettes. 

Wood 

As a civilization, Egypt flourished in a relatively 

restrictive environment. It rose and became the most 

powerful society on earth at the time based on a band of 

fertile sediments along the Nile that was and is, m 

places, only a few miles wide. The desert was on either 

side of the Nile. This peculiar environmental condition 

resulted in a land rich in some resources and very poor 

others. One resource that particularly was scarce for 
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Egyptians was wood. Wood, however, was used heavily by 

the ancient Egyptians and with a high degree of skill. To 

meet their wood needs, the Egyptians utilized the few 

species they could find in their own land and supplemented 

that with large quantities of imported wood from the 

Levant, Southwest Asia, and East Africa (Lucas, 1962). 

With the wood they found at home or acquired abroad, 

the Egyptians fashioned a great many items and mastered a 

number of woodworking skills. The Egyptians developed a 

wide variety of carpentry tools and gained excellence in 

the cutting, joining, and finishing of wood to make 

furniture and other items such as coffins (Leospo, 1988). 

The Egyptians also became carvers of renown, creating a 

variety of figures and statues. In the Museum's 

Collection, four examples of the woodcraft of ancient 

Egypt were found: a mummiform box (1970-472), a wooden 

boat (1972-65), a painted wooden panel(1970-473) , and a 

pair of carved pieces identified as a sewing set (1971-

76) . 

The mummiform box (1970-472) is a wooden container in 

the shape of a human mummy 52.8cm long, 11.3cm wide, and 

9.4cm tall (Figure 2.9). It is halved lengthwise for 

opening and each half has been hollowed to create an inner 
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compartment with a total height top to bottom of 3.3cm. 

The bottom is extended to form a rectangular tab that fits 

into a block that serves as a base and allows the whole 

piece to stand upright. The sides are pegged to secure 

them but most of the pegs are no longer present. The box 

has cracked in a number of places, with a large crack down 

the left side, a large crack at the head, and a small one 

in the middle. 

This box was at one time much more decorated than its 

present condition demonstrates. It was once painted 

overall, but the paint is now mostly gone, existing only 

in small spots and flecks. The face on the box probably 

had a beard that was socketed into place, but that too has 

been lost and now only the hole is left in the chin. 

Inside the hollowed chamber of the box, near the top edge 

of the bottom on one side are several small concretions. 

They are black and rather tar-like in appearance. On close 

examination, these spots appear to contain a gauze-like 

material. Without removing the residue and analyzing it 

with a microscope or by chemical means, it is impossible 

to identify it. To the eye, however, the appearance of 

the substance is like the wrapping of a mummy. These 
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minuscule spots of black residue may be the key to the use 

of the piece. 

In the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, a mummiform box 

(72.4901) is almost identical to the one in the Museum's 

Collection. It is wood, stands 28.3cm tall, was at one 

time painted white, and has a hollow compartment inside 

(D'Auria et al., 1988). Among the differences are a dowel 

rod that extends through the base and holds the box to the 

base and a hole on the head of the box, perhaps to hold a 

tenoned headdress (D'Auria et al., 1988). This box 

apparently is intended to hold a papyrus scroll such as a 

section of the Book of the Dead to guide the deceased in 

the afterlife (D'Auria et al., 1988). Evidently the 

placement of papyrus cases had become the custom in the 

Eighteenth dynasty, the first such box being found in the 

tomb of Amenhotep II (D'Auria et al., 1988). This figure, 

and others like it, represent Osiris and along with the 

Book of the Dead papyri, ease the transition to afterlife. 

By the Third Intermediate Period, these Osiris 

figures become more complex. They are painted with much 

more detail and color, and a tall headdress of plumes, 

ram's horns, and the solar disk was added. The Boston 

Museum of Fine Arts has one of the more complex figures 
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(03.1625a-d). The Kelsey Museum of the University of 

Michigan also has this more complex variety of mummiform 

box (88768). This style of artwork is referred to as the 

Ptah-Sokar-Osiris figure (Richards and Wilfong, 1995). 

These figures do not contain papyri as the Osiriform ones 

do, but rather contain a "corn mummy" or effigy mummy made 

of grain and clay (D'Auria et al., 1988). This type of 

mummy is another form of protection for the deceased in 

the journey from life through death to rebirth in the 

afterlife (Richards and Wilfong, 1995). 

If the quantity of residue in the cavity of the 

Museum's mummiform box is wrapping and resin, then the box 

would be of the type holding a corn mummy. However, the 

Museum's figure looks like the Osiriform papyrus box and 

not like the Ptah-Sokar-Osiris figures. A Kelsey Museum 

mummiform box (88802) may provide a solution. This 

mummiform coffin has a falcon head that contains a corn 

mummy in the form of Osiris (Richards and Wilfong, 1995) . 

This object is very similar to the Museum's box in that it 

shows no complex painted designs or headdresses. The 

Museum's mummiform box may be a corn mummy case like the 

Kelsey figure and perhaps they both are transitional art 

forms from the late New Kingdom or early Third 
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Intermediate Period between the Osiris papyrus cases and 

the Ptah-Sokar-Osiris corn mummy coffins. 

The mummiform box in the Museum's Collection is a 

funerary piece designed to be buried with the dead. 

Several of the other wooden objects also are burial 

artifacts. The wood model of a boat (1972-65) is 39.6cm 

long and 8.8cm wide (Figure 2.10). This boat carries 

seven crewmen consisting of five rowers, a steersman, and 

a lookout. Between the lookout and the front oarsman, two 

thirds of the way from the rear of the boat, is a 

rudderpost painted brown and white in alternating bands. 

The boat occupants are arranged in a formation of one 

followed by two pairs followed by one behind the 

rudderpost. A standing individual faces the rear of the 

boat in front of the rudderpost. At the fore is a small 

cone that appears to be cargo of some sort. Two 

additional separate pieces are an oar and a less well-

defined object that may be a rudder. 

The boat originally was painted overall in white but 

that paint mostly has disappeared. The paint on the crew 

and passengers largely has worn away, especially in the 

facial area. In many places, the wood is worn and 
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abraded. In the rear of the boat, a 3.7cm section of the 

hull is missing. Finally, the rear figure has been 

reattached. 

The Nile formed an integral part of the everyday 

lives of Egyptians and became an important feature of 

their spiritual lives as well. One of the main functions 

of this relationship with the river was the development of 

watercraft. The Egyptians were among the most 

accomplished boat builders and sailors of their time. 

This maritime mastery was exhibited very well in the boat 

models made by the Egyptians to be placed in tombs. Boats 

of a wide variety were placed in tombs in nearly all 

periods of Egyptian history, although they were most 

common in the First Intermediate Period and the Middle 

Kingdom (D'Auria et al., 1988). 

In general, these boats fall into two primary 

categories: those being rowed upstream, and those being 

sailed downstream (Breasted, 1948). This dichotomy of 

boats represents the fact that boats on the Nile were 

sailed north with the current and winds, and rowed south 

against the stream. In many tombs, boats are placed in 

pairs, one with sails facing north and one with oars 

facing south (Breasted, 1948). Within the rowed versus 
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sailed dichotomy, numerous variations of boats exist, 

including papyrus and wooden craft, working craft, and 

funerary craft. 

The earliest boat models found in Egypt are from 

Predynastic tombs. These are very simple clay pieces, 

molded by hand and without crew or attachments such as 

rudders or sails. The Musee Des Antiques Nationales in 

Saint-Germain-en-Laye, France has two such models 

(Needier, 1984). A clay model of a high prowed boat 

(58.220) is a hand-molded model with small rectangular 

compartments in it. Given the shape of the boat, it 

probably represents a papyrus vessel. Such vessels are 

made from reeds bound together and bent upward at the ends 

(Breasted, 1948). The other boat (77.754) is only a few 

fragments but those pieces resemble the first clay boat. 

In Dynastic times, boats become much more complex and 

varied, with wood as the medium of choice for making model 

boats (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987). The Virginia 

Museum has a Middle Kingdom wood boat model (53-30-3) that 

is of the rowed variety. The boat has a crew of eight 

rowers of which two have oars. Facing the rowers on this 

boat is the captain or steersman. This model also has a 

steering oar and oarpost. The crew have arms extended and 
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seem to be kneeling or sitting. They are wearing white 

kilts (Virginia Museum, 1973). 

A very different kind of boat is found in the 

collection of the Boston Museum of Fine Arts. This model 

is a papyrus boat (04.1779 a-c) similar to the Predynastic 

clay model but made of wood. The seven persons aboard 

this craft consist of five crew and two passengers. The 

passengers are a mummy and an attendant (D'Auria et al., 

1988). The mummy and attendant sit under a canopy in 

front of the steersman and steering oars. Three other 

crewmen stand in front of a pole as though holding ropes. 

These crewmen apparently are tending a sail that has 

disappeared from the mast. At the front of the boat is a 

guide (D'Auria et al., 1988). 

A boat similar but more simple than the Boston Museum 

one is in the collection of the Yale University Art 

Gallery. This boat (YPM 235852) is a wooden sailing craft 

with six crewmen. The crewmen are standing upright with 

arms outstretched or reaching for ropes. The crew is 

arranged in two groups of three at the front and rear of 

the boat. While the steering oarpost is present, the 

steering oar is gone, as is the sail and its rigging 

(Scott, 1986). 
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In the Egyptian Museum, a famous and spectacular boat 

model (36) is one of the seven found stacked in the 

treasury of the tomb of Tutankhamen (Gilbert et al., 

1976). This craft is finely carved with a long tapering 

upswept bow and stern. The sides of the bow and stern 

have been painted with a complicated red, green, and blue 

design. At the stern are two steering oars attached to a 

frame. At both ends of the boat are deck structures 

consisting of planks laid as a floor with painted railing 

panels. In the middle of the boat is a large two-tier 

cabin painted in a checkerboard pattern. This boat has 

neither oars, sail, nor crewmen. Considering this 

configuration, it is most likely a towed ceremonial barge 

(Gilbert et al., 1976). 

Perhaps the most complex and detailed of all boat 

models are those from the tomb of Mekutra (Metropolitan 

Museum of Art, 1987). One such model is in the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art (20.3.1). This brown boat has 

a white and brown deck that is higher at the stern than at 

the front. It is crewed by 12 rowers, a man with a 

sounding line, a steersman, several servants, and 

musicians (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987). The rowers 

stand in pits with one leg down in the pit and one leg on 
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the edge. The musicians and servants attend Mekutra in a 

cabin with barred windows and painted with a checked 

pattern. On the cabin walls are painted representations of 

leather shields. It appears that all oars are present and 

in their original rigging, including the steering oar. 

Nearly all of the rope seems to be intact on this vessel 

(Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987) . 

The model boat in the Museum's Collection is similar 

to several of these vessels and very different from 

others. The Museum's boat model is not as detailed as the 

boat from Tutankhamen's tomb and nowhere near as complex 

as the Mekutra model from the Metropolitan Museum of Art. 

It lacks ropes and tack and many of the oars are missing. 

The boat has seven crew members; the helmsman is in the 

standard squat position in the stern of the boat and the 

sailors are kneeling. An unusual feature is the position 

of the lookout. Normally, the lookout does what his name 

implies, i.e., he looks forward to see what is coming 

(Breasted, 1948). In the Louvre, a boat model (3 12027) 

has the lookout facing forward from the front of the boat 

(Breasted, 1948). In the Royal Scottish Museum, a boat 

model (1921.1658) is like the Museum's boat model in 
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having a lookout looking back into the boat in the 

incorrect position (Breasted, 1948). 

The only other notable characteristic of the Museum's 

boat model with respect to people is that the boat lacks 

any owner or passengers. No mummy is aboard the Museum's 

boat. Many boat models include mummies being transported 

as a result of the Osiris myth in which Osiris was 

transported via watercraft to his final resting place 

(D'Auria et al., 1988). The model boat, thus, provided 

transportation for the deceased Egyptian to the afterlife. 

Given the lack of a mummy aboard the Museum's craft, it 

must not have been a ritual boat model. Rather, boats 

also are made to serve the same purpose as ushabti 

figures, i.e., to serve the deceased in the next life. 

The Museum's boat model probably is a rowed transport 

boat. The Museum's boat model does not have any 

particular characteristics in which to use to confirn a 

date. As boats (and tomb models generally) were most 

common in the First Intermediate Period and Middle 

Kingdom, this time span of 2200 B.C. to 1800 B.C. is the 

likely age. 

The other funerary object made of wood in the 

Museum's Collection is not a whole object but part of one. 
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It is a painted wooden panel (1970-473) that appears to be 

the end board of a mummy case (Figure 2.11). It is 34.1cm 

wide, 11.3cm long, and 1.7cm thick. The panel has been 

painted with a common funerary motif showing a solar boat 

containing a deceased person with the gods Anubis, Horus, 

and a deity that is less clear but appears to be Osiris. 

Boatmen are rowing these passengers. A blue, black, and 

brown border surrounds this scene. All of the paint seems 

to be painted on a cream-colored background. The piece is 

pegged together with other boards and a number of pegs 

remain in the piece as evidence of this joining technique. 

Like the boat model, this object is not in very good 

condition. The paint is flaking in places and shows small 

quantities of a crystallized accretion in places on the 

brown-painted areas. The wood is dry and cracking in 

places, and has become porous. Also, small holes appear 

to have been caused by insects. 

As this wooden panel is part of something else and 

not a complete artifact, it is difficult to provide a 

viable comparison to similar objects in other collections. 

The incompleteness also makes it difficult to place into a 

class for comparison. 
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Figure 2.11 Wooden Panel (1970-475) 
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The image on the piece is of a boat bearing the gods 

Horus, Osiris, and Anubis accompanying the deceased while 

being rowed by a boatman. This image is an important one 

in Egyptian religion and represents the journey of the 

deceased to rebirth in the afterlife (D'Auria et al., 

1988) . This image is taken from a particular text called 

the Book of Amduat that was one of a group of related 

works called "coffin texts." These texts are painted most 

often on wooden coffins and sometimes on tomb walls or 

papyri. They serve to guide and protect the deceased to 

the afterlife (D'Auria et al., 1988) 

The Fitzwilliam Museum of Cambridge has a Third 

Intermediate Period coffin that is of this variety. The 

coffin of Nekhtefmut (E.64.1896) is a highly decorated 

mummiform coffin. It is covered with scenes from the Book 

of the Dead. Among others, scenes occur of the solar 

barques of dawn and dusk on the shoulders (Vassilika, 

1995) . This coffin is composed of joined panels of wood 

that seem to be like the Museum's panel (Vassilika, 1995). 

Coffins are not the only objects with the funerary 

text design. Two wooden stela in the collections of the 

Egyptian Museum of Turin bear images and text from the 

Coffin Texts and the Book of the Dead. One stela (1597) 
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is painted wood and contains an image of a woman nakmg 

offerings of food and text describing and explaining the 

image. The other stela (1637) is wood that is painted 

with four registers or bands of decoration (Niwinski, 

1988) . The second register contains the solar boat scene 

from the Book of Amduat that appears on the Museum panel. 

Stela 1637 includes more elements such as a group of six 

baboons and a hieroglyphic inscription. The quality of 

the artwork on this object is much greater and the image 

is much finer and more detailed than that of the Museum's 

panel. The Museum's panel and the Egyptian Museum of 

Turin stela register, however, look very much alike, 

having similar coloration and bordering. Whether the 

Egyptian Museum stelae are composed of conjoined panels or 

are singular pieces is not discussed by Niwinski 

(Niwinski, 1988). 

The Boston Museum of Fine Arts has a number of 

painted wooden objects that are related to the Museum's 

panel. A model coffin (02.31) of the Saite Period is 

intended to represent the coffin of Osiris and hold body 

parts such as the penis and intestines (D'Auria et al., 

1988) . The coffin is a small rectangular box with upright 

posts at the four corners topped with falcons and an 
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arched top. Both sides of the coffin lid bear images cf 

divine boats. On one side of the lid is a papyrus boat on 

which the deceased makes offerings to Osiris and Isis; the 

other side shows the solar boat image found on the 

Museum's panel. In addition to the solar boat, the coffin 

lid also contains an inscription and the child form of the 

sun god Re at the front of the boat (D'Auria et al., 

1988). 

A Third Intermediate Period coffin (54.640) is the 

inner coffin of a two-coffin set. The imagery on this 

coffin is much smaller in size than on other examples, but 

the coffin is so covered with this imagery that little 

empty space remains (D'Auria et al., 1988). The solar 

boat image appears on this coffin near the center of the 

lid. It is the same boat but has only the solar disk 

instead of people or deities. This coffin is made of 

panels that are long and thin and joined vertically. 

Thus, the boat is painted over multiple panels unlike the 

Museum's panel. 

A third object of relevance in the Boston Museum of 

Fine Arts is a footboard (23.1476) from a coffin of the 

Second Intermediate Period. This footboard has holes for 

dowels to join it with the rest of the coffin. It shows a 

62 

timm 



goddess between two bands of hieroglv-phic text. This 

design with a picture between border bands is typical of 

Middle Kingdom coffins. The goddess is facing left. 

Burial practice dictates that the deceased be buried 

facing left and the footboard was painted facing the same 

way (D'Auria et al., 1988). 

The Robert H. Lowie Museum in Berkeley has a stela 

(6-19980) bearing the solar boat image found on the 

Museum's panel. It is a limestone stela of the Thirtieth 

Dynasty. It has four registers of inscription of which 

the second from the top includes the solar boat (Fazzini, 

1975). The boat on the stela is very similar to the 

Museum's boat but more stylized. The main difference 

between the two boats is the lotus-shaped stern of the 

Lowie boat. This boat also is shown sailing away from the 

rising sun into the west (Fazzini, 1975). 

The Brooklyn Museum has a panel (1995.112) froT. a 

coffin of the Middle Kingdom. This object is a long 

rectangular panel with two registers of text at the top 

and three groups of offering items divided by bands of 

text below (Capel and Markoe, 1996). Rather than showing 

a coffin text or the Book of the Dead, this panel instead 

illustrates goods being offered to the deceased in the 
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afterlife. Offering texts and depictions started in the 

Old Kingdom with coffins that bore a single line of text 

and evolved to the form in this panel by the First 

Intermediate Period (Capel and Markoe, 1996). The panel 

at the Brooklyn Museum is a bridge between the less 

decorated Old Kingdom coffins and the coffin texts of the 

Second Intermediate Period onward. Another panel that 

exemplifies later coffin art and includes art similar to 

the design on the Museum's panel is in the Hermitage in 

Saint Petersburg. The Hermitage panel (785) is a coffin 

panel that shows a myriad of images including a cow of 

Hathor, a cobra-headed god, Anubis, and in the lower left 

corner, a temple on a body of water (Piotrovsky, 1974). 

On the left side of the picture are three columns of text 

This object shows great life and action in the images it 

displays. For example, the Uraeus god appears to be 

receiving offerings along with the cow goddess. The 

Museum's panel is much the same in that it shows a boat 

being rowed and gods interacting with the deceased. 

The wooden panel in the Museum's Collection shows a 

scene from a very important Egyptian religious text, the 

Book of Amduat. The book of Amduat dates to the New 

Kingdom and was part of the Coffin Texts, a group of 
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funerary texts (D'Auria et al., 1988). The wooden panel 

probably is part of a New Kingdom coffin or burial 

furnishing. The size dictates that it was from a coffin. 

The final wooden object in the Museum's Collection is 

the most enigmatic of the whole collection. It is 

identified in the accession record as a sewing set 

(1971-76). It is two separate pieces of wood, apparently 

both carved by hand (Figure 2.12). One is 7.7cm long and 

0.8cm in diameter and has been shaped into a dowel. At 

each end are notches that are 2.2cm long and very narrow 

(0.1cm wide). The other piece is a flat rectangular wood 

chip 5.5cm long, 2.2cm wide, and 0.5 centimeters thick. 

One end of the rectangle is flared out and rounded and 

slightly wider (2.6cm) than the other. Neither of these 

pieces is adorned, marked, nor painted. 

The identification of the Museum pieces as a sewing 

set is rejected. The piece purported to be a needle 

(Figure 2,12) does not appear to be a needle. It has no 

point or eye to take a thread, but has the long slits at 

each end. The other piece could be used as a spool 

(Figure 2.12), but has no characteristics that define it 

as one. For example, no grooves or marks are found of the 
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Figure 2.12 Unidentified Wooden Objects (1971-76) 
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sort made by thread being tightly wound onto a spool. No 

marks occur on this piece. 

No examples of anything like either of these pieces 

have been found in a search of the literature. Nothing 

similar was found in the collections of the British Museum 

(Arundale and Bonomi, 1842-1843); the Metropolitan Museum 

of Art (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987); the Egyptian 

Museum of Turin (Roveri, 1988); the Brooklyn Museum 

(Fazzini, 1975; Needier, 1984); the Hermitage (Piotrovsky, 

1974); Yale University Art Gallery (Scott, 1986); or the 

Virginia Museum of Fine Art (Virginia Museum of Fine Art, 

1973). An examination of objects from an exhibit entitled 

"Mistress of the House, Mistress of Heaven" dealing with 

the lives of women in Egypt and in which one would expect 

to find such items as sewing needles or spools yielded no 

similar objects (Capel and Markoe, 1996). No such objects 

were included in exhibits at the Amarillo Art Center 

(Amarillo Art Center, 1993), the Kelsey Museum of the 

University of Michigan (Richards and Wilfong, 1995), or 

the Boston Museum of Fine Arts (D'Auria et al., 1988). 

The Schimmel Collection contained no objects of a like 

nature. General sources such as Atlas of Ancient Egypt 

(Baines and Malek, 1992), Egyptian Art (Vassilika, 1995), 
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or "Woodworking: Furniture and Cabinetry" (Leospo, 1988) 

contained no information useful in identifying the 

objects. The only sewing equipment found consists of 

needles of bronze, ivory, and faience (Roveri, 1988). 

The identification of these pieces is complicated by 

the lack of provenance. The accession and catalog records 

give no information except that these pieces date from 

1400 B.C. and come from Thebes. No context from which to 

gain clues about these objects exists. These pieces have 

no identifying marks and are unadorned. They are quite 

crude and appear to have been hand carved and may be 

objects unique to an individual. 

The only possibility suggested in the literature for 

identification of object 1971-76 is that these wood pieces 

may be parts from a boat model. Several examples in the 

literature (e.g., the boat from Tutankhamun's tomb [36] 

[Gilbert et al., 1976]; the Yale boat [YPM 235852] [Scott, 

1986]; and the Virginia Museum boat [53-30-3] [Virginia 

Museum, 1973]), have at one time had sails, oars, or 

rudders. The Museum's object 1971-76 is comprised of 

pieces of wood that resemble mast parts, sail poles, or 

other boat parts. However, lack of provenance precludes 

confirmation of this possibility. 
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Egyptian culture suggests several other possible uses 

for object 1971-76. Egyptians, particularly women, wore 

make-up (Capel and Markoe, 1995). These pieces are of a 

size and shape that could have been used for applying 

cosmetics. However, if this were the case, it is 

reasonable to expect cosmetic residue or evidence of 

additional parts in the slits of the long piece. No such 

material or evidence occurs. Another possible use of the 

pieces was as writing instruments. The Egyptians produced 

papyri with written and illustrated passages (Lucas, 

1962). The objects also may have been tools or parts of 

tools for painting of tombs. 

Stone 

While the Egyptians excelled in the creation of 

ceramic, jewelry, bronze, and woodwork pieces, they 

attained their greatest achievements in stone (Lucas, 

1962). The Egyptians were concerned greatly with eternity 

and living on after death, so they committed their most 

important and monumental works to a material suited for 

immortality. The pyramids, the temples, and even the key 

to the Egyptian language all share one thing in common: 

they are made of stone. 
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In the pyramid of Khufu at Giza, the Egyptians 

assembled a mountain of stone 137m nigh and covering 32 

hectares. They assembled this mountain from blocks 

weighing many tons and without the wheel or anything much 

above a hand tool (Baines and Malek, 1992). 

While the great monuments are the best known works of 

stone in Egypt, they are not the only works. The Rosetta 

Stone, housed in the British Museum, for example, is the 

key to the Egyptian language. It is comprised of three 

copies in three different scripts and two languages of the 

same Ptolemaic missive chiseled into hard basalt (Baines 

and Malek, 1992). 

The Museum Collection contains one stone object. A 

limestone panel (1970-471) is 38.5cm wide, 30.3cm long, 

and 4.4cm thick (Figure 2.13). The panel has been carved 

with a scene of a goddess and offerings. To the left 

side, a goddess with a reed headdress is depicted. On the 

other side are three offering jars and three lotus 

blossoms. At the top is a row of three ducks over a 

symbol consisting of six circles over a long thick line. 

The stone is intact and free from damage except for a 

large pit in the stone at the bottom of the arm of the 

goddess (Figure 2.13). This object appears to have been 
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Figure ̂ .i-^ 
Limestone Panel (1970-471) 
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cut from a wall or larger object. The edges show grooves 

and all surfaces are moderately finished. No evidence of 

surface paint or other added adornment occurs. The panel 

has been mounted onto a metal base that fits into two 

holes in the bottom of the plaque. 

This panel is like the wooden panel in that it is 

part of a larger object. However, unlike the wooden 

panel, it is harder to tell of what sort of object this 

piece is a part. The Schimmel Collection (Muscarella, 

1974), a private collection of Egyptian antiquities in 

Europe, contains a number of reliefs that can be compared. 

A relief or carving (169) from a Sixth Dynasty tomb 

(Muscarella, 1974) shows an official on the wider side and 

a female on the narrow side with offerings. The official 

on this piece is in the distinctive foot-forward striding 

pose common in the Old Kingdom. The female is carrying a 

jug and what appears to be an animal or animal parts; she 

is depicted below racks and tables with jars and bowls of 

other offerings. The relief includes an offering 

inscription alongside the image of the official. This 

object also shows the two distinct styles of carving stone 

reliefs. The official is carved into the stone and, thus, 

the image is lower than the surface of the object. The 
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female is a raised carving in which the surface has been 

removed leaving an image standing out above the background 

(Muscarella, 1974). The Museum's carving is carved into 

the stone. The images on the Schimmel panel, like those 

on the Museum's panel, are incomplete and interrupted by 

the edge of the stone. Parts of the images are missing 

and would seem to be on an adjoining piece. 

The Schimmel Collection also contains a group of 

reliefs from the city of Amarna (Muscarella, 1974) . These 

objects are from the New Kingdom and, more particularly, 

the Amarna Period or the reign of Akhenaten. The images 

depicted are remarkably lifelike and show great motion and 

activity, including nudes not often seen in Egyptian art. 

The Museum's panel shows none of this life or candor. The 

Schimmel reliefs also include several offering scenes 

showing various persons holding offerings to Aten, the 

solar disk god (Muscarella, 1974). These scenes are much 

more lifelike and active than those in the Museum's panel. 

Another collection containing several examples of 

Egyptian stone carvings for comparison is that of the 

Virginia Art Museum. A small panel (66-33) shows butchers 

slaying a sacrificial ox (Virginia Museum of Fine Art, 

1973). It is a raised relief typical of a Fifth Dynasty 
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scene of daily life (Virginia Museum of Fine A.rt, 1973) . 

Like the Museum's panel, it is an incomplete image. A 

stela (61-40) shows a king and his offering items. The 

recessed relief has been painted. The figure on this 

stela is in the Old Kingdom foot-forward pose. Like the 

Museum's panel, this object is fragmentary. Another 

offering scene (63-45) shows a man giving incense to Horus 

(Virginia Museum of Fine Art, 1973). This object is more 

like the one in the Museum's Collection in that it shows 

a person making offerings to a god. However, unlike the 

Museum's panel, it is made of red granite. 

At the Metropolitan Museum of Art, a stela (112.184) 

from the First Intermediate Period shows a noble seated 

before a table piled high with offerings of food behind 

which several servants hold lotuses and offering jars 

(Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987). It is a raised relief 

and has been painted. Unlike the Museum's panel, this 

stela is intact and complete. Another stela (12.182.39) 

is of a much later dynasty. It is a New Kingdom stela 

from the reign of Amenhotep III. On it, the Royal Scribe 

Senu is depicted worshiping Hapu and Imsety, two of the 

four Sons of Horus (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987). 

These figures are elegant, slim, and show a sort of 
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gracefulness. They are rather distinct from the m.ore 

muscular and powerful Old Kingdom figures. A third relief 

(13.180.21) is a fragment from a temple of Ramses II. 

Depicted on this object are groups of soldiers who have 

been crushed and lay wounded (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 

1987). This object represents a style of royal art 

designed to commemorate the might of pharaoh, unlike the 

Museum's panel that has a religious significance. 

The Brooklyn Museum has several stone carvings of 

note. A limestone relief fragment (68.150.1) shows three 

women receiving libations, perhaps from a goddess. The 

piece is a recessed relief, and is of a Rammessid style 

(Fazzini, 1975). It appears stylistically similar to the 

Museum's panel. A stela (07.422) from the Late Period 

shows a priest making offerings on a table to Osiris and 

Isis. It is carved into a stone with a black surface and 

white inner layer, leaving a white design on the black 

background (Fazzini, 1975). 

A large number of stone reliefs occur in the various 

Egyptian collections. They show a wide variety of stone 

type and subjects. The subject of the Museum's panel, 

offerings made to a god, is a common one and has several 

forms ranging from an individual offering objects to a god 



to the table scenes. Most of these objects are 

incomplete, either having been removed from their original 

location for reuse or for acquisition by collectors. 

The incompleteness of the Museum's panel makes exact 

identification and dating impossible. Examples of 

similar pieces have been found from the Sixth Dynasty 

(Muscarella, 1974) to the Late Period (Fazzini, 1975). 

The Museum's stone panel is not from the Amarna Period as 

it does not display the naturalism or action typical of 

that period (Muscarella, 1974). The Museum's panel does 

seem to be similar to the Late Period example in the 

Brooklyn Museum (Fazzini, 1975) . The Museum's panel may 

be of that period but it is too fragmentary to identify it 

as such. 
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CHAPTER III 

COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Collection is housed in the new Art storage room 

of the Museum. The Art storage room is a climate-

controlled area with the temperature maintained at 21.1°C 

and relative humidity stabilized at 50%. The lighting in 

the Art storage area is fluorescent with filter tubes 

covering the fluorescent bulbs. The air in the Art 

storage room is filtered for dust and other particulates. 

The climate control standards utilized by the Museum 

are adequate for the needs of the Egyptian Collection. 

The temperature and relative humidity are maintained at 

levels considered acceptable for storerooms housing a 

variety of materials (Appelbaum, 1991). Even though the 

lights in the Art storage area are fluorescent and, as 

such, give off a large quantity of ultraviolet light that 

causes chemical breakdown in museum objects (Appelbaum, 

1991), they have been covered with sleeve filters that 

ameliorate this effect. The air in the Art storage area 

is filtered and the objects all are free of dust or other 

particulates. 
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Except for one object, the Collection currently is 

stored in adjoining steel storage cabinets on fixed 

shelves. The cabinets are ordinary office-style, non-

museum quality cabinets with microfoam-padded, adjustable 

shelves. The limestone stela is stored in the open 

storage area on a microfoam pad on an open shelf. The 

shelf is padded with microfoam and constructed of latex-

sealed plywood in a steel frame. 

Storing the objects in two cabinets on fixed shelves 

presented several conservation problems, not the least of 

which was that it necessitated moving other objects to 

locate those in the Collection. Ideally, the Collection 

should be housed together in one cabinet, and preferably 

on adjoining shelves in that cabinet. Any cabinets used 

for storage should be of museum quality with an 

electrostatically applied powder paint finish, good rubber 

gaskets, and rolling drawers. This type of cabinet and 

finish does not off-gas or react with the objects housed 

in them (Moore and Williams, 1995). The cabinets and 

shelf currently containing the Museum's Egyptian 

Collection may be now or in the future off-gassing or 

reacting with the objects. Cabinets with gaskets also 

allow for greater environmental stability for the Egyptian 
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objects by creating a micro environment within the cabinet 

that can be regulated separate from the general climate 

controls of the storage room. Having movable drawers 

eliminates the need for moving objects to get to other 

material and allows the objects in the Collection to be 

viewed without taking them out of the cabinet (Bradley, 

1992) . 

The objects also needed to be rehoused in acid-free, 

preferably lignin-free material, a task that largely was 

accomplished during the course of this study. Lignin-free 

material lacks the chemicals found in tree products and 

pulp that break down into acids (Burgess, 1995) . Housing 

objects in lignin-free boxes or wrapping them with acid-

free alkaline buffered tissue protects them from the 

introduction of acids into the object and transmission of 

acids between objects (Burgess, 1995). Ideally, the boxes 

should be padded with plastic foam materials such as 

polyethylene, polystyrene, polypropylene or polyester. 

These materials are chemically inert and prevent the 

objects from moving when drawers are opened or closed, or 

when boxes are moved (Baker, 1995). With the exception of 

the limestone stela, each object in the Collection has 

been re-housed in an acid-free, lignin-free box and 
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wrapped in acid-free alkaline buffered tissue and 

microfoam padding. 

Aside from the conservation issues affecting the 

Collection as a whole, each object presented its own 

conservation concerns. The Museum jar (70-474) is stable, 

in very good condition, and the crack and chip show no 

signs of deteriorating. It is housed in one of the two 

steel cabinets in an acid-free, lignin-free box with 

microfoam padding around it. While this packaging is 

sufficient, cutting out an ethofoam block to the shape of 

the jar would make it even more secure. Given the 

delicate nature of this object, it needs to be stored in 

such a way as to prevent contact with other objects when 

the cabinet is opened or closed and to avoid movement of 

the object (Daintith, 1992). 

The Wedjat Eye (1971-15) is stable and shows no signs 

of deterioration. Due to its need to be isolated and 

immobilized, it has been placed into one of the cabinets 

in a small, acid-free, lignin-free box with microfoam 

padding. The wire that was placed on the eye needs to be 

removed to avoid further damage to the piece. 

The ushabtis are stable but not in good condition. 

The repair to ushabti #1959-91 where the face was 
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reattached should be examined to determine what, if any, 

effects it may be having upon the overall object and 

whether the repair needs to be re-done. Because the 

ushabtis should be isolated and housed so as not to move 

or contact one another, they have been placed in acid-

free, lignin-free boxes with microfoam padding. 

In general, the condition of the jewelry is stable, 

but several things have been done to insure the safety of 

these objects. The earrings (1971-17) already have been 

crushed. Therefore, to prevent further crushing, the 

earrings have been placed in a small acid-free, lignin-

free tray with acid-free alkaline buffered tissue padding. 

The primary concern with the necklace (1975-16) is the 

string. The beads were strung in modern times on a modern 

string. The type of string is unknown, as is what effect 

it may be having on the beads. The string has yellowed 

and is brittle and, therefore, not stable. It is 

unsuitable for storage or exhibit purposes. The string 

should be removed and the beads left unstrung in sealed 

containers. The necklace has been repackaged in an acid-

free, lignin-free tray with acid-free, buffered tissue 

paper. 
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The bronze statuettes (1970-476 and 1970-4'77) have a 

very even patina or layer of surface metal that has been 

altered chemically over time in the process called 

corrosion (Guldbeck, 1985). The corrosion appears to have 

reached a stable state and is not active. Removal of the 

patina would open the surface to greater corrosion, and 

perhaps eliminate an artistically added element of the 

object (Newey, 1992). The bronze statuettes have been 

wrapped in microfoam sheeting and placed in acid-free, 

lignin-free boxes. 

The four wooden artifacts (1970-472, 1970-473, 1972-

65 and 1971-76) have a number of conservation problems. 

Among other things, the objects are cracking, paint is 

flaking in places, and insect damage has been found on 

some parts. Most of this damage is not active. At this 

time, the best treatment for these objects is careful 

monitoring. Wood is highly susceptible to the environment 

and careful monitoring minimizes damage to these objects 

(Guldbeck, 1985). The items have been placed in acid-

free, lignin-free containers and padded with microfoam and 

acid-free alkaline buffered tissue paper. The tissue 

paper is alkaline-buffered to neutralize acid migrating 

from cellulosic wood (Burgess, 1995). 
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The limestone panel (1970-471) shows some damage such 

as pitting but, in general, appears to be stable. 

Limestone is soft and susceptible to mechanical damage and 

degradation by atmospheric conditions (Dinsmore, 1992). 

As long as the object continues to be stored in a clean 

environment free from dust and particulates, atmospheric 

damage can be avoided. This object is mounted on a metal 

stand. This stand needs to be checked to insure that it 

is not causing mechanical damage to the panel and that the 

metal in the stand is not reacting with the limestone. 

Plastic tubing could be applied to the stand to protect 

the stone panel. Because the stand could not be removed 

easily and insufficient space was available in the 

cabinets in which the rest of the Collection is housed, 

the limestone panel remains on the shelf in large object 

storage. If possible, the stand should be removed. The 

panel should be wrapped in acid-free unbuffered tissue, 

padded with microfoam and placed in a cabinet drawer. The 

panel must be secured to prevent it from moving and 

damaging the images on either side. Securing the panel 

could be accomplished by cutting an ethofoam block or 

blocks to fill the rest of the drawer or by placing the 

panel in an acid-free, lignin-free box. 
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In order to effectively manage this Collection, 

record keeping and care of the objects must be improved. 

The catalog and accession records should be updated to 

include information revealed by this study. Records of 

maintenance and conservation need to be developed to 

document what problems have been discovered, what 

treatments have been undertaken, and when. Records of use 

and movement also aids in management of the Collection. 

Periodically inventorying the Collection needs to be 

undertaken to provide more accurate, up-to-date collection 

information. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SURVEY RESULTS 

In order to further understand the role and purpose 

of the Egyptian Collection of the Museum of Texas Tech 

University, a survey was made among schools in the Big 12 

Athletic Conference to determine the existence of other 

similar collections and their uses. This group of 

universities was selected because Texas Tech University 

was a participant in the Conference. The American 

Association of Museum Directory of Museums was consulted 

for Big 12 schools that might have museums with 

collections similar to the Museum's Collection. Six were 

identified: University of Kansas, University of Texas, 

Baylor University, University of Nebraska, University of 

Missouri, and University of Oklahoma. Surveys were sent 

to the Spencer Museum of Art at the University of Kansas, 

Texas Memorial Museum at the University of Texas, Strecker 

Museum at Baylor University, University of Nebraska State 

Museum, Missouri Museum of Art and Archaeology at the 

University of Missouri, and Oklahoma Museum of Natural 

History at the University of Oklahoma. 
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The survey was designed to find out whether each of 

the museums questioned had Egyptian materials, of what 

kind, and to what use that museum put their collection. 

To elicit this information, a questionnaire was created 

containing six questions with a choice of answers to be 

checked by the respondent (Figure 4.1). The survey was 

sent with a cover letter explaining its purpose and 

containing a solicitation for additional comments. 

Of the six institutions that were sent 

questionnaires, four responded: Missouri Museum of Art and 

Archaeology, University of Missouri; Strecker Museum, 

Baylor University; Oklahoma Museum of Natural History, 

University of Oklahoma; and Nebraska State Museum, 

University of Nebraska. Copies of the responses are 

included in the Appendix. 

The respondents indicated that they had Egyptian 

collections. These collections ranged in size from four 

objects at Baylor to approximately 200 at Nebraska. The 

responses showed that these museums had many of the same 

sorts of objects that the Museum has. Ushabtis and Osiris 

statuettes were the most common objects. Other objects 

held by multiple respondents included jewelry and the Isis 

figure. Of the four respondents, Missouri indicated the 
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Does your museum collection contain ancient Egyptian 
objects? 

Yes No 

Approximately how many artifacts are included in 
your ancient Egyptian collection? 

The following list is indicative of the ancient 
Egyptian objects included in the Museum of TTU 
collection. Please mark 
objects in your museum. 

Ushabtis 
Osiris figure 
Wedjat eye amulet 
Painted wood panel 
Boat model 
Mummiform 

those that relate to 

Predynastic jar 
Sewing kit 
Jewelry 
Limestone stela 
Isis figure 

The Museum of TTU is reviewing the appropriateness 
of the Egyptian material to the overall scope of 
collections. Does your museum collections policy 
allow for ancient Egyptian artifacts? 

Yes No 
Specifically Inclusively 

For comparison purposes, does your museum have 
(other) small collections that are outside the 
primary thrust of the Mission Statement but fit 
within the overall scope of the museum? 

Yes No 

If the answer to question No 
those artifacts used? 

As a study collection 
For exhibition 

5 is yes, how are 

For comparison 
"other 

Figure 4.1 - Survey Questions. 
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greatest range of objects, having seven of the possible 

eleven choices. 

The most important information was in the final three 

questions. Three of the four institutions indicated that 

their Egyptian material was within their scope of 

collections; only Baylor replied that its Egyptian 

material was no longer within its scope of collections. 

All four museums responded that they have other small 

collections not directly related to their primary purpose, 

but within their scope. Finally, a range of answers was 

given to the question concerning use of such small 

collections. These answers included exhibition, study 

collections, comparison, and as material for a 

conservation technique demonstration. 

These responses reveal a number of things with 

reference to the Museum's Collection. First, they show 

that the Museum's Collection is not unique. It appears 

that many of the objects held by the Museum are held by 

other museums. The survey responses also indicate that 

Egyptian material is within the mission of most of the 

museums responding. Given the Museum of Texas Tech 

University mission of interpreting the life and nature of 

arid lands, Egyptian material could fit within a defined 
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scope of collections. The survey also demonstrates that 

the problem of small, unrelated collections is common. 

Finally, the survey provided several possible uses for the 

Museum Collection, those being exhibition, study and 

comparison, or as material for other special projects. 

The Museum's Collection is a small random assortment 

of objects that does not present any potential for exhibit 

on its own. Furthermore, some of the Museum's Egyptian 

objects are not in sufficiently good physical condition 

for exhibition. For example, a section of the wooden boat 

(1972-65) is missing, the wood is worn and abraded, and a 

figure has been reattached. The necklace and misidentifled 

"sewing set" are inappropriate for exhibition. The 

necklace (1975-16) is not an actual historic piece and is 

a misrepresentation of Egyptian jewelry. No confirmation 

of the identity of the pieces in the misidentifled "sewing 

set" (1971-76) could be found. In general, therefore, 

exhibition is probably the least desirable use for the 

Collection at the Museum. 

The surveys also suggested special projects as a 

potential use for the Museum Collection. As an example of 

one such special use, a survey respondent replied that 

their institution used some of its Egyptian material for 
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conservation training. While the Museum may consider 

allowing the objects in its Collection to be used for 

special programs such as this, the potential for damage to 

or destruction of the objects must be considered. The 

benefits to be derived from such a project must be weighed 

against the value of the Museum's Collection for the 

purposes of study and comparison and exhibition. 

The final use suggested by the survey respondents, 

and perhaps the best use of the Museum's Collection, is 

for study and comparison. The Collection should be kept 

in storage and made available to students and scholars for 

examination and research. This use subjects the objects 

to the least exposure and under controlled conditions when 

such exposure occurs. When used for this purpose, the 

objects may be brought out of storage only when needed and 

their handling and use when out of storage can be 

regulated strictly. This usage also works to the strength 

of the Collection as an assortment of unique and 

informative individual objects that do not have much 

meaning as a whole. Additionally, the use of the Museum's 

Egyptian Collection as study and comparative material 

fulfills a major role of the Museum. Like university 

libraries, museums are repositories of information to be 
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used by the students whom rp.useums serve to further their 

studies (Myers, Appendix:109) . 

While the survey results suggest possible uses for 

the Museum's Collection, perhaps the larger question, and 

one that can be answered only by the Museum itself, is 

whether the Collection will be used for any purpose. 

History indicates that it will not. Although the Museum 

has owned the objects in the Egyptian Collection for more 

than 20 years, no record exists that it has been used. If 

the Collection is not used for any purpose, then it has no 

value to the Museum and consideration should be given to 

divestiture of the Collection. Deaccessioning could be 

accomplished by either a sale or transfer of the objects, 

either as individual objects or as a collection. Ideally, 

transfer would be to another institution or by exchanging 

the objects for objects or collections that would 

complement or enhance the value of other collections 

within the Museum. 

While it was beyond the scope of this study to locate 

a recipient for the Collection, survey results indicate 

that the University of Nebraska State Museum might be 

interested in acquiring the Museum's Collection. The 

Nebraska Museum recently substantially increased the size 
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of its Egyptian collection by transfer from another museum 

(Myers, Appendix:109). Their Egyptian collection recently 

had been studied in detail by several graduate students. 

Alternatively, the Missouri Museum of Art and Archaeology, 

with its large Egyptian collection, might find that the 13 

objects in the Museum's Collection would enhance the value 

or usefulness of its own collection. 

If the Museum determines that its Egyptian Collection 

is of little or no value, inquiry as to whether either of 

these institutions would be interested in acquiring the 

Museum Collection should be made. In addition to 

determining whether these institutions have an interest in 

acquiring the Museum's Egyptian Collection, inquiry should 

be made as to whether either museum is interested in 

disposing of objects or small collections that may be of 

value or interest to the Museum. Such an exchange of 

small collections of unrelated objects would work to the 

benefit of each of the institutions by enhancing their 

ability to not only fulfill their mission, but to limit 

the objects it houses and maintains to those that fit 

within their scope of collections. 

In summary, the Museum's Collection is a small, 

random assortment of objects with no potential for 
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exhibition on its own. The survey results indicate that 

such collections are a problem common to other museums and 

that uses for such a collection are limited. 

Historically, the Museum's Collection has not been used 

for any purpose and, therefore, the Museum should give 

consideration to deaccessioning the Collection. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Museum of Texas Tech University has a collection 

of Egyptian artifacts that are unutilized and only 

minimally documented. The Collection is not 

representative of Egyptian art but is a random sample of 

various kinds of arts and types of materials. The 

objectives of this study have been to provide 

documentation for the objects, record the condition of the 

objects, make recommendations for care of the objects, and 

determine the significance and possible use of the 

Collection. 

The minimal documentation for this Collection 

provided no avenue for seeking additional information. 

The material in the catalog files identified the objects 

as particular things and even gave dates, but contained 

little description or context. The existing information 

gave no understanding of the place of the objects in the 

greater collection of Egyptian antiquities in the world. 

In order to create the documentation necessary for 

the Museum's Collection, a thorough literature review was 

performed. Most of the identifications given in the 
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Museum records were shown to be generally correct. 

Exceptions were the necklace and the "sewing set." The 

necklace was found to be a modern assemblage of historic 

pieces and, therefore, of limited value in its current 

state. The necklace should be disassembled and 

reclassified as three groups of Egyptian beads. The 

"sewing set" was problematic and incorrectly identified. 

Despite a literature search of several collections and 

exhibitions, no information could be found to identify the 

pieces. Further, given the lack of provenance, 

identification is probably impossible. 

Most of the objects were placed into context with 

other objects like them. The bronzes were a fairly common 

religious item in the Late Period of Egyptian history. 

The Wedjat Eye amulet, also common, was an important 

symbol in Egyptian religion and daily life. The ushabtis 

were an extremely common but important item in Egyptian 

funerary practice. The mummiform box and model boat were 

important in New Kingdom and later Egyptian funerary 

practice. The earrings certainly were of the Late or 

Ptolemaic Period and are of a type common in Greco-Roman 

Egypt and Greece. It was difficult to assess and identify 
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the wooden panel and limestone stela because they were 

incomplete. 

The condition of each object was noted and generally, 

they are in good condition and relatively stable. Several 

objects showed significant damage and even previous 

repair. However, all objects showed no active decay or 

immediately threatening problems. Several objects were 

placed directly on shelves and exposed to other objects 

and others were in acidic, decaying containers. With the 

exception of the limestone stela, all of the objects now 

have been rehoused in acid-free, lignin-free boxes and 

microfoam sheeting to isolate and protect them from 

mechanical and other damage. Some minor preventive 

maintenance measures, such as the removal of the wire in 

the Wedjat Eye, the removal of the necklace string, and 

the rehousing of the stela, still remain to be done. 

Perhaps the most important objective for this study 

was to determine the significance of the Museum's 

Collection and its possible uses. On initial inspection, 

this Collection appeared to be a random assortment of 

interesting but unrelated Egyptian objects. The research 

bore this statement out. The objects in the Museum's 

Collection ranged in time from the Predynastic to the 
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Ptolemaic periods, from sites all over Egypt and possibly 

elsewhere, and were not representative of Egyptian 

culture. Few in number (13), several objects were 

duplicates or very similar in nature. 

The museums surveyed responded with a number of uses 

for their Egyptian materials. Study and comparison seemed 

to be the most common uses, followed by exhibition. One 

institution indicated that some of its Egyptian material 

was used for demonstration of conservation techniques. 

The most appropriate use for the Museum's Collection is 

comparison and study. This usage is deemed appropriate 

because the Collection is a group of interesting objects 

with some meaningful informational value individually, but 

of little significance as a whole. Using the Collection 

for study and comparison also allows for the greatest 

security by restriction of access. If the Collection is 

not likely to be used for any purpose, the Museum should 

divest itself of the Collection, perhaps by transfer to 

another institution where it will be used. 

When this study was begun, the Museum of Texas Tech 

University had a collection of Egyptian objects that was 

poorly documented and of little value as a whole or 

individually. This study has provided documentation for 
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the objects and increased their value individually to the 

Museum. This study also has determined that the greatest 

value of these objects is as individual objects to be 

studied and compared to other objects. Thus, the Museum 

may now begin to look at its Egyptian objects as Egyptian 

objects, important and interesting, but not as an Egyptian 

Collection. 
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Questionnaire as part of a Master's Thesis in Museum bdidAce— 
Museum of Texas Tech University. Lubbock, Texas 
Eric Brooks 

Please assist with this brief survey relating to ancient Egyptian 
artifacts. The objective Is to determine the type of Egyptian material in 
the collections of Big 12 Universities and the way the objects arc used. 

The Museum of Texas Tech University collections include a relatively 
small number of artifacts from ancient Egypt. ^ 

1. Does your museum collections contain ancient Egyptian objects? 

3. 

IOCS 

Yes No 

2. Approximately how many artifacts are included In your ancient 
Egyptian collection? / g g 

The following list is indicative of thc-ancient Egyptian objects 
Included in the Museum of TTU collection. Please mark those 
that relate to objects in your museum. 

X Ushabtis 
X. Osiris figure 
X Wadjet eye amulet 

Painted wood panel 
X Boat model 

Mummiform box 

X Pre-dynastic jar 
Sewing kit 

X Jewelry 
/< Limestone Stela 

Isis figure 

4. The Museum of TTU is reviewing the appropriateness of the 
Egyptian material to the overall scope of collections. Does your 
museum collections policy allow for ancient Egyptian artifacts? 

> 1 Yes No 
Specifically V Inclusively 

5. For comparison purposes , does your museum have (other) small 
collections that are outside the primary thrust of the Mission 
Statement but fit within the overall scope of the museum? 

• X Yes No 

6. If the answer to quesUon No. 5 is yes. how are those artifacts 
used? 

X! As a study collection X For comparison 
For exhibition V Other co«̂ ;̂<«•v«̂ '̂•̂ '̂ ' -̂ cU.̂ w*^ <Je-̂ „f̂ r<̂ .,cv̂  

Please include your comments on the reverse of this questionnaire and 
re turn to Eric Brooks in the enclosed envelope. Thank you for taking 
your time to respond to this inquiry. Your assistance is greatly 
appreciated. 
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-̂  Oklahoma Museum of N a t u r a l H i s t o r y 
yues t ionna i re as part of a Master's Thesis in Museum Science 
Museum of Texas Tech University. Lubbock. Texas 
Eric Brooks 

Please ass is t with this brief survey relating to ancient Egyptian 
artifacts. The objective is to determine the type of Egyptian material in 
the collections of Big 12 Universities and the way the objects are used. 

The Museum of Texas Tech University collections include a relatively 
small n u m b e r of artifacts from ancient Egypt. ""̂  

1. Does your museum collections contain ancient Egyptian objects? 
V Yes No 

2. Approximately how many artifacts are included in your ancient 
EgypUan collection? 1^ - ? O 

3 . The following list is indicative of the eincient Egyptian objects 
included in the Museum of TTU collection. Please mark those 
tha t relate to objects in your museum. 

"^ Ushabtis Pre-djniastic j a r 
v ^ Osiris figure Sewing kit 

Wadjet eye amulet Jewelry 
Painted wood panel Limestone Stela 
Boat model Isis figure 
Mummiform box 

4. The Museum of TTU is reviewing the appropriateness of the 
Egyptian material to the overall scope of collections. Does your 
m u s e u m collections policy allow for ancient Egyptian artifacts? 

v ^ Yes No 
Specifically Inclusively 

5. For comparison purposes, does your m u s e u m have (other) small 
collections tha t are outside the primary th rus t of the Mission 
Sta tement bu t fit within the overall scope of the museum? 

^ Yes No 

6. If the answer to question No. 5 is yes. how are those artifacts 
u sed? 

As a s tudy collection For comparison 
^^ For exhibition Other 

Please include your comments on the reverse of this quesUonnaire and 
r e tu rn to Eric Brooks in the enclosed envelope. Thank you for taking 
your time to respond to this inquiry. Your assistance is greatly 
apprec ia ted . 
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s t r e c k e r Museum, Baylor U n i v e r s i t y 

Questionnaire as par t of a Master's Thesis in Museum Science 
Museum of Texas Tech University. Lubbock. Texas 
Eric Brooks 

Please assist with this brief survey relating to ancient Egyptian 
artifacts. The objective is to determine the type of Egyptian material in 
the collections of Big 12 UniversiUes and the way the objects are used. 

« 

The Museum of Texas Tech University collections Include a relatively 
small number of artifacts from ancient Egypt ^ 

1. 

2. 

3 . 

es your museum collections contain zuicient EgypUan objects? 
' Yes . No 

Approximately how many 
EgypUan collection? 

^ acts are Included in your ancient 

The following list is Indicative of the ancient Egyptian objects 
included In the Museum of TTU collection. Please mark those 
that relate to objects in your museum. 

Ushabtis 
Osiris figure 
Wadjet eye amulet 
Painted wood panel 
Boat model 
Mummiform box 

. ^ 

V 

Pre-dynastic j a r 
Sewing kit 
Jewelry 
Limestone Stela 
Isis figure 

VWnj. 

4. The Museum of TTU is reviewing the appropriateness of the 
Egyptian material to the overall scope of collections. Does your 
museum collecUons policy allow for ancient Egyptian artifacts? 

Yes Y^ No — V«aT »JoW 
Specifically Inclusively 

For comparison purposes, does your museum have (other) small 
collections tha t are outside the primary thrus t of the" Mission 

Ltement bu t fit within the overall scope of the museum? 
Yes No sg 

If the answer to quesUon No. 5 is yes. how are those artifacts 
used? NJ 

A For comparison 
Other S 

As a study collection 
For exhibiUon 

Please include your comments on the reverse of this questionnaire and 
return to Eric Brooks in the enclosed envelope. Thank you for taking 
your time to respond to this inquiry. Your assistance is greatly 
appreciated. 
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