MOSTAGEDDA 1874 AND GUROB 23: NOTES ON SOME RECENT
RADIOCARBON DATES AND THEIR IMPORTANCE FOR EGYPTIAN
ARCHAEOLOGY AND CHRONOLOGY'

By Astrid Hassler and Felix Hoflmayer

1. INTRODUCTION

Radiocarbon in Egyptology is still not a very com-
mon tool for dating archaeological contexts. For
the New Kingdom, there are still too few sites
where well selected short-lived samples from reli-
able contexts have been collected and tested or
where a sequence of radiocarbon dates exists.
Reliable data are known from the settlement of
Tell el-Amarna;? perhaps the biggest assemblage
of radiocarbon dates from a single site in Egypt is
the soon to be published sequence from Tell el-
Dabca. However, not all dates confirm the histori-
cal chronology of Egypt, in fact the Tell el-Dabca
sequence seems to have a remarkable offset of
about 100 to 120 years compared to the dates
assigned by the excavators.” More radiocarbon
dates from well-dated contexts are needed in
order to check the reliability of the Egyptian his-
torical chronology and to check whether any envi-
ronmental influences may affect the relative
amount of radiocarbon of the respective sample
(such as, for example, any possible reservoir
effect due to groundwater from the Nile in the
case of the Tell el-Dabca sequence). On the
whole, every single addition to the existing limit-
ed corpus of radiocarbon data is most welcome.
A recent contribution by Jenefer Cockitt and
Ann Rosalie David published in Current Research in
Egyptology 2007 provides us with more high-quali-
ty radiocarbon data from four burials ranging
from the late First Intermediate Period up to the
29th Dynasty." Although the selected samples
(mostly parts of mummies) should be representa-
tive for the time of the burial, two cases

We wish to thank Neal Spencer and the curators of the
Department of Ancient Egypt and Sudan of the British
Museum for their help, Anne Seiler for useful remarks
concerning Mostagedda 1874 and David Aston for com-
ments on Gurob 23 and for checking our English.
SWITSUR 1984; HASSAN & ROBINSON 1987.

’ See WIENER 2006, 332 fig. 2.
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(Mostagedda 1874 and Gurob 23) offer dates
which seem to be in conflict with the archaeolog-
ical interpretation. However, Cockitt and David
argue that these contexts are to be dated accord-
ing to the respective radiocarbon evidence. In the
following, we would like to discuss both contexts
and present evidence that the published radio-
carbon dates and the archaeological evidence are
in conflict. In the case of Mostagedda 1874 the
observable radiocarbon offset might require the
same (as yet unknown) explanation as the com-
parably higher radiocarbon dates for the early
Late Bronze Age in the Aegean, whereas in the
case of Gurob 23 no explanation can be offered at
present.

2. MOSTAGEDDA 1874

The site of Mostagedda was excavated by the
British Museum Expedition to Middle Egypt in
the late 1920s and published by Guy Brunton in
1937.° According to the excavator burial 1874 was
found undisturbed and consisted of a female
body with plaited hair, a wooden coffin, cloth
wrappings, several beads and two scarabs, two
stone and two pottery vessels (a bowl and a beaker
jar). Beads and scarabs were found at the neck,
whereas the stone vessels were found behind the
pelvis. The pottery bowl was found inverted over
the beaker jar.’ Both stone vessels, a kohlpot and
a miniature drop-shaped alabastron, were drawn
and published,” whereas for the pottery vessels
only drawings of the respective types exist. The
bowl belongs to type 7G,* the jar to type 20F’ of
the BSAE New Kingdom pottery corpus. The

* CockiTt & DaviD 2007.

BRUNTON 1937.

® BRUNTON 1937, 134, pl. 70 no. 1874 and pl. 71a no.
1874.

BRUNTON 1937, pl. 68 no. 35 and 44.

Type published in: BRUNTON & ENGELBACH 1927, pl. 33.
Type published in: ENGELBACH 1923, pl. 42.

© o
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OxCal v4.0.5 BRONK RAMSEY (2007); r:5; IntCal04 atmospheric curve (REIMER et al.2004)
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Fig. 1 Calibrated date range for the sample from Mostagedda 1874. Calibration was done using
OxCal 4.0.5 (BRONK RAMSEY 1995; BRONK RAMSEY 2001) and the internationally recommended
IntCal04 radiocarbon calibration data set (REIMER et al. 2004)

bases of both scarabs are unmarked."” Today these
objects are held by the Department of Ancient
Egypt and Sudan of the British Museum.'

A single hair sample from the head of the bur-
ial was submitted to Oxford Radiocarbon Acceler-
ator Unit (ORAU) for radiocarbon dating."” The
calibrated date range for this sample is 1690-1610
at the lo-margin and 1738-1709 (7.6%), 1696—
1602 (72.1%) or 1591-1532 (15.8%) at 2c. The
calibrated radiocarbon age therefore suggests a
date for this burial in the late 13t Dynasty or the
very early Hyksos period (see Fig. 1)."” Instead of
accepting this date uncritically, one should at
least take into consideration the associated grave
goods to check whether or not this date can be
substantiated. In the publication this tomb is list-

' BrRUNTON 1937, pl. 69 no. 46, 47.

Regrettably the current whereabouts of pottery vessel
7G are unknown.

12 CockitT & Davip 2007, 47-49.

¥ KrrcHEN 2000, 49.

BRUNTON 1937, pl. 70. It has to be noted that although
Cockitt and David based their conclusions on the

ed under the heading ‘Second Intermediate Peri-
od and Pan-Graves’."

Suggesting a precise date for this burial based
on the associated objects is not easy but some
arguments may be put forward which seem to
imply a date in the early New Kingdom. The over-
all form of the pottery vessel 20F (Fig. 2a, b) finds
parallels in contexts of the 17t Dynasty,” but this
type is still represented in the early 18t Dynasty
up to the time of Thutmose III. It occurs in
Badari cemetery 5500, tomb 5545 together with
pottery of the 18t Dynasty, an imported Base Ring
juglet, and a scarab with the name of Thutmose
II1."° Robert Merrillees dated this burial to his pot-
tery phases A and/or B of the 18" Dynasty
(Ahmose to Thutmose III), however later materi-

assumption that this burial belongs to the pan-grave
culture nothing in the excavation report can be found
to confirm this statement. In fact, burial 1874 is not
marked as a pan-grave in the tomb register.

' See SEILER 2005, Falttafel 6 no. 4.

Tomb register: BRUNTON 1930, pl. 23; Scarab: BRUNTON

1930, pl. 34 no. 19.
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Fig. 2 a) Mostagedda 1874: BM EA 63020. Height: 19.4 cm; Diameter (rim): 7.7 cm. (Courtesy of British Museum);
b) Pottery type 20F of the BSAE New Kingdom pottery corpus (after ENGELBACH 1923, pl. 42 type 20F)

al of the 19t Dynasty was found as well."” Anoth-
er example of pottery type 20F was found in an
intrusive burial of the New Kingdom in Qau,
south cemetery burial 316" together with Red Lus-
trous Wheel-Made ware."” Merrillees dated this

a)

tomb to pottery phase A of the 18t Dynasty
(Ahmose to Thutmose 11).%

The small calcite kohtpot is typical for the early
18th Dynasty as well (Fig. 3a, b). In the early New
Kingdom these pots tend to have much thinner

b)
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Fig. 3 a) Mostagedda 1874: BM EA 63345. Height: 6.3 cm; Diameter (rim): 5.6 cm. (Courtesy of British Museum);
b) Mostagedda 1874 (after BRUNTON 1937, pl. 68 no. 35)

7 MERRILLEES 1968, 92.
'® Tomb register: BRUNTON 1930, pl. 22.

19 FRIKSSON 1993, 192 cat. no. 184.
20 MERRILLEES 1968, 91.
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a)

Fig. 4 a) Mostagedda 1874: BM EA 63341. Height: 5.7 cm; Diameter (rim): 2.9 cm. (Courtesy of British Museum);
b) Mostagedda 1874 (after BRUNTON 1937, pl. 68 no. 44)

and more everted rims compared to earlier
types.”’ This vessel belongs to Barbara Aston’s
type 164, which is dated to the early 18th
Dynasty.” Another feature of late kohtpots is that
the interior is not carved out but is just a simple
cylindrical tubular hole.” A kohlpot belonging to
the same type was found in Gurob 245 together
with an imported Mycenaean alabastron dateable
to LH ITA.** This tomb can be dated to the early
18t Dynasty up to the time of Thutmose III.*
These types are also known in the Levant from
MB IIC to LB IA contexts.*

The small drop-shaped alabastron seems to be
an earlier type and unfortunately cannot be dated
very precisely (Fig. 4a, b). It resembles Barbara
Aston’s type 146, which is dated to the Middle
Kingdom and the Second Intermediate Period.”
Similar vessels are also known in the Levant from
MB IIC contexts.*

21 B.G. AstoN 1994, 147-148 types 163—164; Sparks 2007, 53.

2 B.G. ASTON 1994, 148 type 164.

% BouRRIAU 1991, 139; D. AsToN 2003, 207; SPARKS 2007, 53.

# BRUNTON & ENGELBACH 1927, 13, pls. 14 no. 4; 24 no.
245; 45 no. 245.

» BRUNTON & ENGELBACH 1927, pl. 24; MERRILLEES 1968,
195; KEmp & MERRILLEES 1980, 242; WARREN & HANKEY
1989, 144; WARREN 2006, 313.

However, according to the pottery and the
kohltpot, a date in the early 18t Dynasty up to the
times of Thutmose III seems likely. The historical
chronology of the New Kingdom is regarded as
being relatively precise and the beginning of the
18t Dynasty can be dated to 1550/39.* A rather
broad date range for burial Mostagedda 1874
from 1550 down to the times of Thutmose III
(sometime after 1479)* may be proposed here.
Although a date in the very beginning of the 18th
Dynasty might be still compatible with the very
youngest side of the 2c-margin of the calibrated
date range, it is clear that the highest probability
lies well before the possible date range suggested
by archaeological dating (see Fig. 1).

It is interesting to note that the uncalibrated
date for this burial is similar to dates which are
regarded as representative for the Santorini erup-
tion in the late LM IA period. Mostagedda 1874

% See SPARKS 2007, 318-319 nos. 475-492.

7 B.G. ASTON 1994, 142 type 146.

2 SpARKS 2007, 287 no. 89 and 97.

2 HeLcK 1987; HORNUNG 1987; KITCHEN 1987; BECKERATH
1997; KiTcHEN 2000; KiTCcHEN 2002; HORNUNG, KRAUSS
& WARBURTON 2006; MULLER 2006; KITCHEN 2007.

% KircHEN 2000, 49.



has a radiocarbon age of 3353+30,” whereas the
Santorini eruption has an uncalibrated age of
3344.9+4.5 according to the model put forward
by Sturt Manning and others.”™ It is a well known
fact that the absolute date for the Santorini erup-
tion is disputed and that archaeology offers dates
100 to 120 years younger compared to radiocar-
bon.” The archaeological date of the eruption is
based on dateable Egyptian material found in
Aegean contexts and vice versa. According to the
synchronisation of the Aegean relative chronolo-
gy with Egypt, Thera erupted in the early 18t
Dynasty, perhaps somewhere between 1550 and
1500. In this respect it is interesting, that this sin-
gle date from Mostagedda 1874 reflects the same
offset as the early Late Bronze Age dates from the
Aegean. Of course more dates from early New
Kingdom contexts are needed to confirm or alter
this picture. But if this impression holds true, one
has to explain a phenomenon that affects dates in
the entire Eastern Mediterranean.

3. GUROB 23

Tomb 23, or ‘the tomb of Res’, as it is frequently
called, was discovered by Flinders Petrie in his first
season at Tell Abu Gurob in the winter of
1888-1889.”" The tomb belongs to a cemetery
which is located beneath the Ramesside town and
may be connected to this phase of Gurob’s history.
However, the foundation of the town took place in
an earlier period, namely the time of Thutmose
III,* habitation continuing during the later 18t
Dynasty” and Ramesside times. The tombs are
quite plain, consisting of a tomb shaft and a single
chamber, while in some cases two chambers with
two different burials are sharing one shaft.”’

' CockiTT & DaviD 2007, 48 fig. 3, 49.

%2 MANNING, BRONK RaMSEY, KUTSCHERA, HIGHAM, KROMER,

STEIER & WILD 2006, 567 fig. 2. A slightly younger date

is proposed by Walter Friedrich and others, see

FRIEDRICH, KROMER, FRIEDRICH, HEINEMEIER, PFEIFFER &

Taramo 2006. Further dates from a coastal context at

Palaikastro, Crete, which is regarded to represent the

effect of a tsunami triggered by the eruption come

down to 3350425, see BRUINS, MACGILLIVRAY, SYNOLAKIS,

BeNjaMINI, KELLER, KiscH, KLUGEL & VAN DER PFLICHT

2008, 207.

See WARREN 2006; BIETAK & HOFLMAYER 2007; WIENER

2007 with references.

* PeTRIE 1890, 38-39.

% BRUNTON & ENGELBACH 1927, 3, pl. 48 no. 1 mention
and illustrate a large number of bricks from the tem-
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Tombs 22 and 23 were found sharing the same
shaft, being situated opposite each other.” Due to
Petrie’s thoughts about the two tombs on the one
hand and some confusion in the differentiation
of the finds from both tombs on the other, one
must not consider tomb 23 as a completely closed
context, though it was found undisturbed, but
also have a look at the situation of tomb 22.

Petrie describes the first of the two tombs (22)
as being occupied by a badly decayed wooden cof-
fin with light yellow hieroglyphs and decoration
on a black ground. He mentions that, although it
was difficult to read the crumbling inscriptions,
he could make out the name of the owner of the
coffin, Amenemopet. Two eyes made of alabaster
and glass paste are described as belonging to this
coffin. Inside was a body with a small statuette
lying on its breast.” The translation of the inscrip-
tion being situated on the base of the statuette is
slightly problematic, but mentions again the
name Amenemopet and her daughter Res.” Thus
Petrie deduced that tomb 22 was owned by a
woman named Amenemopet, who apparently,
following the inscription on the coffin, was a func-
tionary of the domain of the god Amun. He also
found a broken headrest inside the coffin and a
ring made of bronze, situated on the fore finger
of the mummy’s left hand. Outside the coftin
itself, standing to the left and right of its feet, two
pottery jars were found.”

Tomb 23 also contained a coffin, though Petrie
does not mention its design in the publication. It
was occupied by a body with light hair and a copi-
ous black wig, which covered the fair, natural hair.
Petrie was fascinated by this fact and made it the
basis for his theory that there must have been a

ple, which were stamped with this king’s name. See also
Kemp 1978 for a re-interpretation of the temple as a
palace. PETRIE 1890, 32, pl. 22 no. 2 and PETRIE 1891,
20, pl. 24 no. 3 mention two stone lintels bearing the
name of Thutmose III.

* Indicated for example by the ebony head of Queen Tiy,

found by Ludwig Borchardt in 1911, see BORCHARDT

1911.

7 PETRIE 1890, 38-39.

% PETRIE 1890, 38.

¥ PETRIE 1890, 38-39.

* Note that this is Petrie’s reading of the text. In her dis-

sertation, Martha Bell has proposed another interpre-

tation (BELL 1991, 27), calling Res the father of Amen-

emopet.

1 PerrIE 1890, 38-39.
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Fig. 5 Gurob 23 (PETRIE 1890, pl. 28 no. 1)

foreign community in the town of Gurob.” As in
tomb 22, the body had a bronze ring on its left
fore finger, and beneath its head Petrie found two
broken kohltubes made of reed and a kohlstick; at
the body’s feet he traced a rotten ushabti. Very
important for further consideration of the date of
this tomb is the discovery of a Mycenaean stirrup
jar next to the head of the body.*

As tomb 23 was in the immediate vicinity of
tomb 22, in fact sharing the same shaft, Petrie
deduced, that the person ‘Res’, who was men-
tioned on the statue-base found in tomb 22 must
be the owner of tomb 23, thus in the publication
he called it the ‘tomb of Res’.* However, no object
in tomb 23 mentions this name, thus making any
relationship between the two bodies as well as a
sequence of the two burials (Res being the daugh-
ter of Amenemopet) theoretical at most.

The contents of both tombs were distributed
to various museums and not all of the finds are
possible to trace nowadays. Consequently, one has
to rely on the accuracy of the drawings in the pub-
lication in some cases.

The following finds can be located:

Wooden statuette from tomb 22: Cairo Museum,
JdE 28748, CG 814"

-

2 PETRIE 1890, 39-41.
® PETRIE 1890, 39.
“ PrTRIE 1890, 39.

N

v

Fig. 6 Gurob 23 (PETRIE 1890, pl. 23 no. 77)

Fig. 7 Gurob 22 (PETRIE 1890, pl. 23 no. 76)

Mycenaean stirrup jar from tomb 23 (Fig. 5):
British Museum, A987

The bulk of the material went to Manchester
Museum, though there seems to be a slight con-
fusion concerning the origin of the respective
finds, the contents of tomb 22 and 23 being
mixed up in the inventory and catalogue. It men-
tions the following items as coming from a tomb
containing a body with yellow hair and a copious
black wig and being found together.

MM 705: some light yellow hair

MM 706: fragments of a wooden kohl-tube with
incised pattern at both ends; fragments of a

¥ BorcHARDT 1930, 108, pl. 150 no. 814.

 FORSDYKE 1925, 132-133, fig. 256.



reed kohltube and pieces of a wooden and a
bronze kohkstick.

MM 707: bronze ring, found on the finger of the
mummy: the bezel is said to show two uraei
over a nbsign, between them a dd-pillar and
surmounted by the sun disc (Fig. 6).

The next two items are explicitly listed as
belonging to the tomb of Res."

MM 708: Eyes from a coffin made of alabaster,
black stone and glass.

MM 709: Bronze ring, found on the finger of the
mummy, the bezel showing two crowned uraei
over a nbsign and flanked on one side by a nfi
sign (Fig. 7).

However, looking at Petrie’s descriptions and
drawings, one clearly sees that the two rings must
have been transposed, as the description of Res’
ring fits the one from tomb 22 and wvice versa."
Additionally, the alabaster eyes belong to the cof-
fin of tomb 22* and not to the tomb of Res. Note
that the catalogue does not mention tomb 23 (or
tomb of Res) as the origin of the light hair and
the toilet objects. (Apparently, as it was of great
importance for his theory about foreigners in
Gurob, Petrie kept some of the yellow hair deriv-
ing from the tombs for his study collection; today,
it is held by the Petrie Collection of University
College London.”)

Whether this problem derived from Petrie’s
publication, i.e. that he mixed up his own notes
about the find spots of the objects, or whether
there was any confusion during the registration
process in Manchester is not clear. In conse-
quence, one cannot clearly differentiate between
the two tombs anymore; therefore it is necessary to
treat the finds of both graves as a kind of entity.

47 GrirrITH 1910, 62.

* PeTRIE 1890, pl. 23 no. 76 and 77.

* PETRIE 1890, 39.

% UC 30137-30139 are three samples of long, yellow
curly hair, said to be coming from Gurob; unfortunate-
ly, there seems to be an uncertainty about the exact ori-
gin of the material. The database entries give as find
spot tomb 23 or 24; PETRIE 1890, 39 states, that the
body in tomb 24 also had yellow hair. Moreover, the
UCL hair samples do not resemble the material from
Manchester, as this hair is very short and straight; as
Petrie does not mention the exact appearance of the
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On the other hand, the find spot of the Myce-
naean stirrup jar is fairly secure, as Petrie men-
tions the moment of discovery in the publica-
tion.” The vessel is a complete globular stirrup jar
FS 171. Body decoration is painted in orange
colour which is worn off in some places. The
slightly domed disc on top of the false neck is dec-
orated with concentric circles; the two fully paint-
ed handles have two reserved triangles. The spout
reaches almost up to the disc, the space in
between is very narrow. There is a painted band
around the foot of the spout and false neck, the
lip of the spout shows slight traces of paint. The
body itself is decorated with two groups of thin
lines flanked by broad ones, the ring base is paint-
ed. Whether or not there are concentric circles
on the base cannot be said at present. The vessel
can be dated to LH IIIA2 or LH IIIB;** due to the
domed disk and the single band around spout
and false neck it seems more probable to date the
piece to the phase LH IIIB.

How can we date tomb 22 and 23? As we do
not have any sign of a king’s name in both of the
tombs, we have to rely on the other objects found
in the graves, turning our attention towards the
possibilities of dating them through stylistic
attributes:

Two broad necked pottery jars are said to
come from tomb 22, Petrie shows one of them in
his publication (Fig. 8);” where they are today is
not known. The jars find very close parallels in
the Ramesside city of Piramesse/Qantir™ as well
as in Sedment” and Harageh.” Therefore, a 19t
Dynasty date is proposed here for the vessels from
tomb 22.

Tomb 23 held two neckless slender storage
jars, one example is shown by Petrie (Fig. 9),”
and the whereabouts are unknown. Parallels are

natural hair, it may be at least problematic to find out
the true place of origin.

' PETRIE 1890, 45.

% SrusBiNGs 1951, 94; Wace 1957, 221, fig. 3; BUCHHOLZ
1974, 445; HaLL 1980, 30; BELL 1983, 79; WARREN &
Hankey 1989, 148; BELL 1991, 25.

% PeTRIE 1890, pl. 21 no. 62.

* D. AsToN 1998, 309 no. 983.

% PETRIE & BRUNTON 1924, pl. 61 no. 85.

% ENGELBACH 1923, pl. 44 type 39N.

7 PETRIE 1890, pl. 21 no. 49.
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Fig. 8 Gurob 22 (PETRrIE 1890, pl. 21 no. 62)

to be found in Piramesse/Qantir,” Saqqara,” Tell
el-Amarna® and Deir el-Medineh.® Therefor, the
vessels from tomb 23 should be placed in the late
18th or early 19t Dynasty.

Additionally, Petrie mentions a yellow-on-black
coffin in tomb 22. This kind of coffin is in use
from the early 18™ Dynasty onwards until the
post-Amarna period;” at least, this is the case for
the capital city of Thebes. In Gurob however, a
town which has to be considered more provincial,
this kind of coffin style shows up quite frequently
and was used at least until the time of Ramesses II,
as for example tomb 605 from this area clearly
shows.?® For this reason, the find of this kind of
coffin in tomb 22 does not contradict a date in
the 19th Dynasty, but, considering the parallels as
well as the pottery dates, recommends it.

% D. AsToN 1998, 311 no. 999.

¥ D. AsToN 1991, pl. 48 no. 45.

% PeET & WOOLLEY 1923, pl. 25 no. 205.

' NaceL 1938, pl. 81 no. 4.

52 TAYLOR 1989, 33-34; NIwINSKI 1984, 437-438.

% BELL 1983, 65. Apart from the coffin, this tomb also
contained a scarab inscribed with the name of Ramess-
es II, as well as a LH IIIB stirrup jar. There are several
other examples of post-Thutmoside-period yellow-on-
black coffins from this area, for example a coffin from
Gurob tomb 21 (PeTRIE 1890, 38), or a coffin from Sed-

Fig. 9 Gurob 23 (PETRIE 1890, pl. 21 no. 49)

Neither the two rings™ nor the other pieces
are closely dateable, so one has to rely on the
dates provided by the pottery and the coffin. In
consequence, and considering also the Myce-
naean stirrup jar, the two tombs have to be dated
to the 19th Dynasty, as Petrie has already pro-
posed.

A hair sample from tomb 23 was submitted to
ORAU for radiocarbon dating.” The results are
1501-1441 at the lo-margin and 1598-1595 (0.3
%), 15631-1415 (95.1 %) at 26 (Fig. 10), which
equates with the Thutmoside period in the early
to mid 18% Dynasty.” It is clear that these dates
are in conflict with the archaeological dating as
the 19t Dynasty started about 1295 (start of
Ramesses 1).%” Unfortunately it is not possible to
explain this offset today. At least on archaeologi-

ment grave 1955 (PETRIE & BRUNTON 1924, 31). Note

that Petrie does not mention a yellow-on-black coffin
for tomb 23 as Cockitt and David state in their article:
COCKITT & Davip 2007, 50.

% Parallels for MM 707 (coming from tomb 23): PETRIE &
BRUNTON 1924, pl. 43, 59; BRUNTON & ENGELBACH 1927,
pl. 25, tomb 227.

% CockITT & DavID 2007, 49-50.

% KrtcHEN 2000, 49.

7 KiTcHEN 2000, 49.
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OxCal v4.0.5 BRONK RAMSEY (2007); r:5; IntCal04 atmospheric curve (REIMER et al. 2004)
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Fig. 10 Calibrated date range for the sample from Gurob 23. Calibration was done using OxCal 4.0.5
(BRONK RAMSEY 1995; BRONK RAMSEY 2001) and the internationally recommended IntCal04 radiocarbon
calibration data set (REIMER et al. 2004)

cal grounds it seems impossible simply to apply
the radiocarbon dates to these burials.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Radiocarbon dating can be a very useful dating
technique if well-selected samples from good (i.e.
dateable) contexts are tested. However, one
should not uncritically accept these dates but con-

sider the archaeological material as well. Conflict-
ing dates may contribute to the discussion of
Egypt’s historical chronology and/or the dating
of archaeological objects like pottery or stone ves-
sels. Only with consequent sampling and radio-
carbon dating (as at Tell el-Dabca) this method
can be reasonably applied and be a considerable
helpmate for Egyptology.
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