Epigraphic notes on the
aleph-sign (Gardiner G1)
in the second half of the
Eighteenth Dynasty

and beginning of the
Nineteenth Dynasty

Abstract: The paper considers the hieroglyphic writing of the
aleph-sign (Gardiner G1) in royal monumental architecture

as a dating criterion. A certain epigraphic feature of the sign
appears to be particularly characteristic of the second half of
the Eighteenth Dynasty and the beginning of the Nineteenth
Dynasty. The characteristics of the sign are discussed mainly in
reference to the renewal texts, concluding with some remarks on
the chronology of the restorations of reliefs in the Hatshepsut
temple at Deir el-Bahari.
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THE ALEPH-SIGN

Peculiarities of Egyptian writing may date texts to given
periods. Single signs can similarly be used as a dating
criterion as demonstrated by J.H. Taylor for the Third-
Intermediate-Period writing of the sign representing
awick of twisted flax (Gardiner V28) (Taylor 2006). The
aleph-sign may actually be a diagnostic sign of this kind
for royal monumental texts of the period from the end
of the Eighteenth to the beginning of the Nineteenth University of Warsaw, Faculty
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EGYPT

The alphabetic sign of the Egyptian
vulture was often confused with the
sign representing the buzzard (Gar-
diner G4) in hieroglyphic writing (e.g.,
Griffith 1898: 19; Gardiner 1994: 467).
This confusion is not the subject of the
present paper, but there is one feature
that constitutes a point of departure for
a discussion of the aleph-sign. It is the
back of the bird’s head which is appar-
ently the only significant difference be-
tween the two signs: the buzzard’s head
is more rounded whereas that of the
Egyptian vulture is flacter. This feature

of the aleph-sign is emphasized in Old
Kingdom hieroglyphic writing where the
feathers form a crest (as in the model sign
adopted by Fischer for his calligraphy,
Fischer 1988: 9) [Fig. 1]. However, the fea-
ture fails to be apparent in the Middle
Kingdom [Fig. 2] and Eighteenth Dynas-
ty [Fig. 3:a] examples: the Middle King-
dom signs from the kiosk of Sesostris I
(Lacau and Chevrier 1956: 261; 1969:
Pls VIIL, 1X), the temple of Mentuhotep
at Deir el-Bahari (Arnold 1974: 47), the
tomb of Djchutyhotep at el-Bersheh (Grif-
fith 1898: Fig. 120), the Eighteenth Dynasty
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Fig. 1. Aleph, Old Kingdom (After Fischer
1988: 9 | drawing E. Kopp)

Fig. 2. Aleph, Middle Kingdom (After Lacau and
Chevrier 1969: PI. VIII 4 | drawing E. Kopp)
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Sun Cult Complex

Vestibule of the Chapel of Tuthmosis I,
Complex of the Royal Mortuary Cule F#=

Fig. 3. Aleph, Eighteenth Dynasty, Temple of Hatshepsut, Deir el-Bahari (A - after Karkowski 2003:
PI. 38 | drawing E. Kopp; B - PCMA UW Temple of Hatshepsut Project | photo M. Jawornicki)
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examples from the temple of Hatshepsut
at Deir el-Bahari (Griffith 1898: Fig. 4;
Karkowski 2003: P1. 38) and the tomb of
Paheri at el-Kab (Griffich 1898: Fig. 73).
This last graphic rendering of the bird is
actually treated as the conventional and
classic form of the aleph-sign.

The feathers appear again on some late
Eighteenth and carly Nineteenth Dynasty
temple reliefs. A few additional ways of
marking the back of the bird’s head are
observed in this period [Figs 3:b, 4—6].
A survey of royal monuments suggests
that the aleph-sign was written differ-
ently in the reigns of different kings. No
clear time frame can be placed on the
use of the sign for a number of reasons.
Patterns of text and scene transmission

in Egypt were complex, and recurring
motifs from the past were a common fea-
ture in Egyptian culture. Moreover, the
building, rebuilding, and restoration of
the larger monuments, such as temples,
by successive kings often obscures the
different phases. Lastly, changes of rulers
were not transposed directly into changes
of artistic conventions.

A large number of standard temple
ritual scenes of the New Kingdom do not
include the aleph-signs. They appear more
commonly in temple scenes of festivals
and war representations. Morcover, during
the New Kingdom, and especially during
the Ramesside period, verbs such as m33,
km3, dw3 were usually written without the

aleph-sign. Therefore, the present study is

Colonnade Hall, Luxor temple

Colonnade Hall, Luxor
temple

Golden mask of
Tutankhamun, JE 60672

Fourth golden shrine of
Tutankhamun (1319)

Fig. 4. Aleph, Tutankhamun (A - compare Epigraphic Survey 1994: PI. 20; B - after Epigraphic
Survey 1994: PI. 119; C - after Schulz and Seidel 1997: 235, line 6; D - after Piankoff 1951: PI. 20 |

drawing and photo E. Kopp)
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based on royal renewal texts, the inscrip-
tions in which the sign appears with rela-
tive rcgularity. These texts are understood
princip:d]y as texts that introduce, using
the formula sm3wy mnw ‘the renewal of
monuments’, the name of a restorer or
beneficiary (such as the posthumous cult
of a previous king) in the context of a re-
stored relief Such inscriptions are the
most typical for the post-Amarna resto-
ration of reliefs (Grallert 2001: 71). Other
sources, including ones on material other
than stone, were called upon when these
texts were insufficient, especially as the
verb sm3wy is frequently not preserved
or is written with the quai] chick variant
of the sign instead of the aleph.

The renewal texts were studied as
a group (Grallert 2001), but also in the
context of the reign of Seti I (Brand
2000). The restoration activities of this
ruler, attested in these short texts, are
outstanding compared to both earlier and
later periods. There are some reasons for
this state. Tutankhamun and Horemheb
sporadically used renewal texts starting

with sm3wy mnw (Grallert 2001: 69) and
Horemheb usurped the monument of
his predecessors (Brand 1999: 114; 2000:
46—47, 117-118), replacing the cartou-
ches of former restorers with his own.
Tutankhamun, Ay and Horemheb merely
completed older monuments or added
specific parts to them (Brand 1999: 114).
The presumed absence of standardizing
formulac could be another explanation
(Brand 1999: 114; 2000: 116). Instead, Late
Eighteenth Dynasty formulae replaced
the restorer’s name with that of the ben-
eficiary, that is, the previous king,
Ramesside renewal texts atceributed
to Ramesses II, which are practica]ly
limited to the Temple of Hatshepsut at
Deir el-Bahari (Grallert 2001: 640-641),
are infrequent, especially compared with
the restoration activity of Seti I (Grallert
2001: 69, 619—623). Seti [ is best known
for his restorations; his sm3wy mnw in-
scriptions were always inserted in well
visible places (along processional ways,
in gateways, lunettes of stelae, facades of
pylons), also in the temples outside the

Medinet  Habu, Eighteenth
Dynasty Temple—Horemheb

J
£l

Karnak—Seti I

S~

Jll

Deir el-Bahari, Complex of the
Royal Mortuary Cult, Vestibule
of the Chapel of Hatshepsut

Fig. 5. Aleph, Horemheb-Seti | ( A - after Epigraphic Survey 2009: PI. 11:17; B - after KIU 4388;
C - PCMA UW Temple of Hatshepsut Project | drawing E. Kopp)

1 Grallert (2001: 2930, 67-73) distinguished two groups: Widmungsvermerke (riv) for the post-

humous cult of the king and the proper Restaurierungsinschriften (Rv) naming the royal restorer.
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Theban area. It is thought, however, that
the restorations were already completed
(Brand 1999: 114; 2000: 116-118), hence the
texts were unlikely to refer to the actual
restoration. Nonetheless, this aspect of
the renewal inscriptions is beyond the
scope of the present paper.
Tutankhamun was responsible for
the first post-Amarna restorations as
stated on his stela (CG 34183). Of the
four monumental renewal inscriptions
(Grallert 2001: 615-616), two are found
on blocks reused in the temple of Mer-
enptah, originally part of the temple of
Amenhotep I1T in Western Thebes (Bickel
1997: 103-104, 118-119, Pls 70 and 80).
The beginning of one of these inscrip-
tions is lost, while the other one contains
a regular aleph; Seti I usurped the car-
touches of Tutankhamun in both cases.
Tutankhamun’s cartouches in texts from
the temples in Karnak and Luxor were

usurped by Horemheb. The two renewal
inscriptions of Tutankhamun from the
sixth pylon of Tuthmosis IIT in the temple
of Karnak are different in style. A clas-
sical aleph appears in the southern part,
while the sign in the text in the north-
ern part has a head the back of which
is more triangular than square (Brand
1999: 115-117, Fig. 1; KIU 3474 and 3478
respectively). Some back-head stylisation
is noted also in the renewal text on the
eastern section® of the north wall of the
Colonnade Hall at the Luxor temple (Epi-
graphic Survey 1994: P. 119) [see Fig 4:b].
Such atypical writing of the aleph-sign
occurs in other parts of the Colonnade
Hall as well [see Fig. 4:a]. The decoration
sequence of this part of the temple is one
of the most complicated ones because
of the many stages of recarving. It was
constructed by Amenhotep I11, in whose
time the decoration was commenced,

Fig. 6. Aleph, Ramesses II: A - Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Hatshepsut, Southern Lower Portico;
B - Gurna, Temple of Seti |, facade (A - Compare Naville 1908: PI. CLVII; B - photo E. Kopp)

2 Photos of KIU 3478 show two renewal texts in the northern part; similarities are noted in
both cases.

3 The text in the western section is written by means of the group combining a quail chick and
a sickle (Gardiner G 46).

226



but most of the interior reliefs were ac-
complished under Tutankhamun; only
the southernmost part was carved in the
times of Seti I based on Tutankhamun’s
cartoons (Epigmphic Survey 1994: xvii)
and the facade was decorated by Ay (Epi-
graphic Survey 1998: xviii). Horemheb
limited his input to the usurpation of the
cartouches (Epigmphic Survey 1994: xvii).
An aleph—sign with a triangu]ar shapc of
the feathers at the back of the head [see
Fig. g:a-b] is clearly attested in the parts
dated to the reigns of Tutankhamun (e.g.,
Epigraphic Survey 1994: Pl. 20) and Seti I
(Epigraphic Survey 1998: Pls 196 and 197).
Other monuments of Tutankhamun are
not consistent in presenting this feature
of the aleph-sign. The alephs are regular
on the restoration stela (CG 34183) and
on the golden shrines except for a vari-
ant with the feathers more raised at the
back of the head (Piankoff 1951 Pl. 20).
This is not a frequent variant at this time
[sce Fig. 4:d].* One should also note the
different writing of the aleph on ushebti
figurines from the tomb of Tutankha-
mun (Piankoft 1955: Pls 62, 63). The bird’s
head with the feathers is treated there as
a slightly wavy and narrow line [compare
Fig. 6:a]. Such a form of writing is also used
in inscriptions of Horemheb, Seti I and

Ramesses 11, especially where the writing
demonstrates the typical Ramesside man-
ner of long and narrow signs. The narrow
form [sce Fig. 6:a] is encountered, e.g.,on
a decree of Horemheb (Kruchten 1981:
Pls VIII-XII and KIU 5085), in renewal
texts of Seti [ on stelae (CG 34026 and CG
34025) and on an obelisk of Hatshepsut
in Karnak (KIU 3333), in the Ramesseum
(pcrsonal observation) and in inscriptions
on the facade of the Gurna temple of Seti I
[see Fig. 6:b].

A special form of writing is attest-
cd on the famous golden mask of Tut-
ankhamun JE 60672, bearing the text of
the Book of the Dead Spcl] 151 with the
Gliedervergottung (Beinlich and Saleh 1989:
82-83) [see Fig. 4:c|. Such a wider draw-
ing of the back of the bird’s head is also
known from the renewal texts of Horem-
heb and Seti L In the case of the former
ruler, there is one inscription (Epigraphic
Survey 2009: 15-16, Pl 11:17) with such
a rendering of the sign [see Fig. 5:al5 As
for Seti I, some renewal texts from Kar-
nak attest to this variant (KIU 4388,
KIU 3347) [sce Fig. 5:b] as do other texts,
c.g., the record of the northern wars
(KIU 1018). Seti’s restoration program is
generally dated to the early parts of his
reign (Brand 2000: 117)7 and it is tempting

4 Alchough it appears in some reliefs of Seti I and in reliefs of the temple ac Medinet Habu

(Epigraphic Survey 1940: Pls 218:1, 219).

5 More texts from other parts of the Eighteenth Dynasty temple are to be published by the

Epigraphic Survey. Two more texts have the renewal formulae written with the aleph, whereas

the bulk of renewal texts used the composite group with the quail chick and the sickle (Gar-
diner G 46) (Grallert 2001: 365-366, 617-618).

6 Southern jamb of the doorway of Amenhotep II at Karnak; the beginning of the restoration

text is illegible on the northern jamb. Compare also Locben 1987: P1. 3b.

7 The writing of the prenomen of Seti I on the architraves of the Colonnade Hall of the Luxor

temple (Epigraphic Survey 1998: Pls 196 and 197) suggests an early date (Brand 2000: 92 and

Note 134).
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to date the wider sign [see Fig. 5:a—c] to
the reigns of Tutankahmun, Horemheb
and carly Seti 1. It is because it does not
appear in any of the Ramesses II renewal
texts, and if it does, it is the thin variant
[sce Fig. 6:al, as in the case of especially
the southernmost Lower Portico (so-
called Portico of Obelisks) of the Temple
of‘Hatshcpsut at Deir el-Bahari (Naville
1908: Pls CLII, CLVII).? In other porticos,
inc]uding the northern lower one, if the
renovation formula is preserved, a stand-
ard aleph is used without any modifica-
tion at the back of the bird’s head (com-
pare, e.g., Martinez 2007: PL. XXXVII; not
all restoration texts have been publishcd).
Some additional observations support
the impression that the narrow-head
variant [see Fig. 6:a,b] could be consid-
cred as typical of the writing from the
lace Seti I—Carly Ramesses IT reigns (pcr—
haps the first two decades of the latter’s
reign). However, the broader time range
of the attestations is notable. The sign is
used in the decree of Horemheb. Such
writing is present in the Ramesseum,
which was decorated between the 5th
and 21st year of Ramesses 11 (Lccuyot
n.d.: 1). It appears also on the facade of
the temple of Seti I at Gurna where the
decoration was presumably executed af-
ter year 20 of the reign of Ramesses 11

(Brand 2000: 245). A standard bird sign
was used alongside the atypical variants
also in the renewal texts of Seti I (e.g., the
doorjamb of the east gate of the southern
court of the sixth pylon in the temple at
Karnak, see KIU 4723). As in many other
cases, ancient Egyptians were never con-
sistent in their (stylistic) choices, which
were dependent on the circumstances
(c.g., space, personal skills, untraceable
circumstances). Other factors, such as
individual training and craftsmanship. or
type of monument, should also be taken
into consideration.

It is striking that the renewal texts
of Ramesses II in Deir el-Bahari (with
the exception of the southern Lower Por-
tico) generally use the classical form of
the Middle Kingdom sign [see Figs 2—3:al.
In this case, the proposed dating of the
restorations is the first 20 years of the
reign of Ramesses II on the grounds of
the writing of the cartouche names (e.g.,
Martinez 2007: 160). The nomen had
been changed by year 21 from a shorter
form R-ms-s(w) to the longer R-ms-
sw (Kitchen 1979: 387; Spalinger 1980:
95-97). The prenomen also took a long-
er form, with the epithet stp-n-R¢ by
the end of year two and the relief was
changed from raised to sunken before the
end of year two (Brand 2000: 38; Brand,

8 The verb km3 in the temple of Prah at Karnak, dated to the reign of Ay, has such an aleph-sign
(KTU 258).
9 See also the uppermost, lefe-side samplc of the renovation text of Ramesses 11 (Martinez 2007:

PL. XXXVII), which corresponds to the renewal text on the south wall (Naville 1908: P1. CLII).

[t seems unclear how accidental the back line of the alephs head is because the cut line seems to

be destroyed. However, the aleph with a line was certainly carved on the west wall [see Fig. 6:al,
be d yed. H he aleph with a1 ly d on th 1l [see Fig. 6:al

contrary to the suggested ordinary writing by Naville (1508: PL. CLVII). Additionally, it scems

that the shorter nomen should be restored here. The alephs of the upper registers (Naville 1908:
Pl. CLIV) could have been of the ordinary kind, bu it is difficult to judge the small and thin

hicroglyphs carved on the destroyed surface.
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Feleg, and Murnane 2018a: 18 and Note
123). The narrow bird’s head variant daced
to the reign of Ramesses II could have
been an earlier tradition inherited from
Horemheb and Seti I and abandoned
during the following years. A change of
this kind was noted in the temple ico-
nography from year two of the reign of
Ramesses I (Lurson 2005). The continu-
ation of iconographical characteristics
attributed to Seti [ surely depended on
the draftsmen and sculptors during the
transition from the reigns of Seti I to
Ramesses II (Brand, Feleg, and Murnane
2018a: 17-18). A representation with the
sm3-13.wy scene from the east wing of

the south wall of the Hypostyle Hall in
the temple at Karnak (Brand, Feleg, and
Murnane 2018b: Pl. 69) could be a case
in point. The spccchcs of the gods start
with the same verb sm3, but the aleph on
the right side of the speech of Horus is
carved in the style with a wider head [see
Fig. 5], whereas that on the opposite side
of the speech of Thot shows a standard
aleph with a rounded back of the head.
This part of the temple was executed in
the first two years of Ramesses II (Brand,
Feleg, and Murnane 2018a: 20, 123), but
the decoration was initiated by Seti 1,
hence the noted stylistic influence of the
latter in the royal figures.

ORIGIN OF THE ALEPH-SIGN VARIANT

Variants of the sign could have been a lo-
cal (Theban) affair, but there are examples
of a different writing of the aleph—sign in
other parts of Egypt as well, e.g., stela of
the first year of Seti I from Kom el-Lufi
in Middle Egypt (Kessler 1983), temple of
Seti I in Abydos (e.g., Calverley, Broome,
and Gardiner 1933: P1. 18). In the restora-
tion texts of Seti I in the tcmplc of Am-
ada, classical alephs are used, whereas on
E]ephantine the begirming of the renewal
text is lost.

The irregularities of the sign could
suggest a different model of exccution.
Traditional forms may have been
preferred, especiaﬂy in standard religious
texts and formulae, because they would
have been taken from established
pattern books. However, the issue of
the transmission of texts to the final
surface is Wide]y debated and there
are several different approaches to the
subject. Handwriting (hieratic), cursive

hieroglyphic and hieroglyphic copies
are all considered as having been used
in the decoration process (c.g., Haring
2015; Lischer 2015). One would agree
with Haring’s proposition that the
model for the hieroglyphic text should
also be hieroglyphic (Haring 2015: 79).
Unfinished tombs, like the royal tomb of
Horemheb, show hicroglyphic cartoons
being used (Hornung 1971); the alephs
have there a classical form of the back
of their heads.

Cursive hieroglyphs are used in the
text on the golden mask of Tutankha-
mun, where a new variant of the aleph [see
Fig. e appears. Based on the appearance
of the sign, its style should be classified
as 3a, in use from the Twelfth Dynasty
onwards (but the most common in the
c:lrly Eightccnth Dynasty and the Am-
arna Period) in inscriptions with incised
hieroglyphs on metal and wood (Fischer
1976: 41—42, Fig. 4). This raises the ques-
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tion of how much the hieroglyphic texts
were based on cursive hieroglyphs. Hi-
cratic affinities for some signs, includ-
ing the aleph, are clearly excluded (e.g.,
Graefe 2015: 123, Fig. 12). Generally, cur-
sive hierog]yphs have their own distinct
tradition of forms independent of the hi-
croglyphic and hieratic writings (Fischer
1976: 43). The intrusion of cursive hiero-
glyphs and hieratic on stone inscriptions
from different periods is also noted, but
not attested for the aleph (Fischer 1976:
43—44). The chronological uniqueness of
this sign could perhaps be exemplified by
Pap. N. York MMA 39.9.19, dated to the
Nineteench Dynasty,'" which exhibits fea-
tures of cursive writing type 3a, ;11though
using the traditional shaped aleph-sign
(Graefe 2015: Figs 8, 12). As a matter of
fact, the proper palacography of cursive
signs if existing, would give the answer
rcgarding the origin of the pcculiar aleph
sign in the end of the Eighteenth Dynasty.

Under such circumstances, the influ-
ence of cursive writing on the aleph-sign
during the post-Amarna period seems
possible. In the light of this conclusion,
the case of the aleph from the south
wall of the Vestibule of the Chapel of
Tuthmosis I in the Temple of Hatshepsut
at Deir el-Bahari is conspicuous (Barwik
and Dziedzic forthcoming) [see Fig. 3:b].
A version close to the Tutankhamun vari-
ant was carved on the carly Eighteenth
Dynasty relief with personiﬁcations of
the three seasons of the year. There are
two possible explanations for such writ-
ing. Either the aleph-sign with a modeled
back of the head was known and used

carlier or it was present there as a carcoon
copy for the raised relief decoration and
remained uncarved until the first restora-
tions made by the post-Amarna rulers,
i.c., Tutankhamun and others. In Egypt,
the building and decoration processes
were separate. Unfinished royal monu-
ments (e.g., KV 57, the tomb of Horem-
heb) or monuments carved with reliefs
by successors using paintcd outlines are
well known, e.g., the Festival Colon-
nade Hall at the Luxor temple and the
temple of Seti I at Abydos completed by
Ramesses [T and Merenptah (Brand 2000:
167-170). Polychrome cartoons are also
thought to have played the role of tempo-
rary reliefs, as for instance in the temple
of Seti I at Abydos and the Hypostyle
Hall at Karnak (Brand, Feleg, and Mur-
nane 2018a: 8). The latcer instance could
also be supported by the unfinished scene
on the northern part of the cast wall of
the Chapel of Tuthmosis I (Barwik and
Dziedzic forthcoming).

Individual artistic style should not
be considered with regard to the origin
of the sign. It is more probable that its
further usage and dissemination could
depend on scribal education and the itin-
erant craftsmen travelling from project
to project. The use of the sign variant
with narrow head [see Fig. 6:a,b] in other
than royal context is certain, e.g., TT 19,
the tomb of Imenmes (C.g., Karlshausen
2009: Pl. 24) dated to the first half of the
reign of Ramesses I (Kampp 1996: 200).
However, a private context for the ori-
gin of the discussed signs would require
a separate study.

10 According to the dating in the database of the Totenbuch Projekt (heep://totenbuch.awk.nrw.

de/).

230



ANCIENT RESTORERS IN THE TEMPLE OF HATSHEPSUT
AT DEIR EL-BAHARI

The special writing of the sign is also at-
tested in a restored divine name in the
procession of gods in the Vestibule of the
Chapel of Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari
[see Fig. 5:c]. The last divine ﬁgurc of the
lowest register in the southern part of the
west wall is identified by the name I3w(.f)
(Leitz 2002: 100); a goddess is certainly
intended judging by the female figure.
The special writing in this case brings
additional information on the ancient
restoration works in the tcmplc of Hat-
shepsut at Deir el-Bahari, especially on
the Upper Terrace.

The restoration of texts and reliefs
on the Upper Terrace differs from those
in other parts of the temple by the to-
tal absence of any direct information
about who completed the work. Other
clues are needed in order to date these
;mepigmphic restorations. Iconographic
features of the restored reliefs show that
they are evidently early, namely from
the end of the Eightccnth Dynasty, be-
tween the reign of Tutankhamun, and
Horemheb or later under Seti I (Mar-
tinez 2007: 158—159). Moreover, the res-
toration technique is also distinctive: on
plaster, it is at Horemheb's order, if sunk
relief, then it is typical of Ramesside
work (Karkowski 2003: 50). However,
Seti I and Ramesses II used both types
of relief, differing in style (Brand 2000:
27-28, 36-38; Brand, Feleg, and Murnane
2018a: 18). Restorations of Ramesses 11
on the Upper Terrace are attested by
two fragments of restoration texts in
the courtyard (Grallert 2001: 407). Res-

torations earlier than Ramesses II are
indicated by only two texts atcributed
to Horemheb (Grallert 2001: 407, 617)
and the restored scenes dated to his
reign, representing barks in the sanc-
tuary of Amun on the Upper Terrace
(Karlshausen 2009: 43-45). Restorations
by Tutankhamun are not supported by
any direct evidence (Grallert 2001: 407;
Martinez 2007: 158-159).

The special writing of the aleph-sing
in the Vestibule of the Chapc] of Hat-
shepsut should be viewed as evidence for
restorations made by the rulers of the
post-Amarna period, that is, between
Tutankhamun and Seti I. Additionally,
the recutting of restored divine ﬁgurcs
with visible traces of the earlier outline,
so-called secondary restorations, show
that figures of gods could have been re-
stored in a different scale than the origi-
nal figures, smaller for Tutankhamun
and largcr for Horemheb (Brand 1999:
115-116). Such larger restorations are at-
tested, among others, in the scenes of the
procession of the gods in the Vestibule of
the Chapel of Hatshepsut in the Royal
Mortuary Cult Complex. The restored
representations there are larger than the
original traces and, in gcncral, thcy are
also of different height, suggesting that
the restorations were done in stages. Res-
toration work extending beyond year 21
of the reign of Ramesses IT is attested
by rcccntly publishcd graﬁiti (Barwik
2013: 99—101), noting simply the names
of workers from the fourth decade of the
reign of Ramesses I who may have been
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engaged in the restoration work. Conse-
quently, the process of the restoration of
the scenes and accompanying texts in the
Tcrnplc of Hatshcpsut at Deir el-Bahari
could have been more drawn out, carried
out in stages that can be traced thanks
to a combination of iconographic and
cpigraphic features, rather than as the
action of a single ruler as stated in the
renewal texts of Ramesses I1I.

A scene at Deir el-Bahari would con-
stitute evidence for a two(?) stage res-
toration. The temple at Karnak offers
also a parallel in the decoration of the
Hypostyle Hall, which shows the com-
plcxity of the restoration and decoration
process, especially when considering
a change from raised to sunk relief in the
reign of Ramesses II (e.g., Brand, Feleg,
and Murnane 2018a: 18). In light of the
above, the Ennead scene on the south
wall of the Middle Portico (Birth Portico)
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