Excavating Paper Squeezes:
Identifying the value of nineteenth and early twentieth
century squeezes of ancient Egyptian monuments, through
the collections of seven UK archives.

by

Charlotte Booth

A thesis submitted to the University of Birmingham for the degree of DOCTOR OF

PHILOSOPHY

School of History and Cultures
Department of Classics, Ancient History and Archaeology

University of Birmingham

May 2018



University of Birmingham Research Archive

e-theses repository

This unpublished thesis/dissertation is copyright of the author and/or third
parties. The intellectual property rights of the author or third parties in respect
of this work are as defined by The Copyright Designs and Patents Act 1988 or
as modified by any successor legislation.

Any use made of information contained in this thesis/dissertation must be in
accordance with that legislation and must be properly acknowledged. Further
distribution or reproduction in any format is prohibited without the permission
of the copyright holder.



‘Paper impressions or ‘squeezes’, of sculptures, which are invaluable for study, but which

are too readily thrown aside and lost,” Petrie’s Introductory Lecture.!

L Quoted in Janssen 1992: 99.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Paper squeezes were produced extensively in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
across Egypt and the wider Middle East and can be found in archives and museum collections
throughout the world. They are, in their simplest form, a one-to-one impression of carved

inscriptions, made of thick paper. They vary in size from a few centimetres to metres long.

Travellers to Egypt

In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries visitor numbers to Egypt were increasing.
Regardless of whether the visitors were tourists, travellers, pilgrims and archaeologists — all

may have produced squeezes.

Visitors to Egypt can loosely be divided into two groups — archaeologists or travellers (which
includes tourists, artists, businessmen and pilgrims) although at the time both groups came
from the same upper-middle or upper classes of society.! Travelling was an expensive
venture, and the act of travelling on a historical holiday was considered to be a ‘populist form

of respectability.”?

As early as the 1830s, the influx of tourists to Egypt was viewed as an irritant for many other

travellers as,

‘The overland passage to India [had] flooded the country with Englishmen, no fewer

than eight hundred persons having crossed the desert to Suez within the last nine

1 Mandler 1999: 126.
2 Mandler 1999: 129.
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months.”3

The difference between archaeologists and travellers is not clear, as many visitors to Egypt
were there for the monuments and antiquities* — whether to purchase or excavate. Most
visitors were involved to some extent in ‘exploration, anthropology, survey, collection,

excavation, plunder, theorizing and prophecy.’®

All visitors to Egypt used the same form of transport,® a dahebeya to sail the Nile, with
excursions to individual sites being taken by donkey, and camping under canvas when staying
away from the boat. The only difference was in the sites visited and the reason for travelling.
For example, Christian pilgrims visited Egypt in order to follow the holy family’s journey and

therefore visited different sites from the average antiquities traveller.

Pilgrims were considered by some to be superior to other tourists and travellers which was
why the diary of one pilgrim, Father Dolak (1870) was criticised at the time as being simply a
report on “touring”’, or a pleasure trip. He is enjoying himself, and he behaves like an amused

tourist, ‘with all the burden this term carries.”’

Paul and Janet Starkey make it clear in their Introduction to Egypt Through the Eyes of
Travellers that there is a distinct difference in visitor type when they list nineteenth-century
visitors to Egypt as a ‘stream of artists and poets, merchants and explorers, antiquarians,

nobles and eventually tourists.”®

The Starkeys present tourists as a distinct group of visitors and indicate travelling to Egypt as

3 Phillip Rhinelander, 1839 quoted in Oliver 2009: 99.
4 Mairs & Muratov 2015: 12.

5 Mairs & Muratov 2015: 12.

5 Navratilova 2009: 20.

7 Navratilova 2009: 20.

8 Starkey & Starkey 2002: vii.
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a poet or artist was different from travelling as a tourist. This distinction is one developed in

the nineteenth century and Dean A. Walker comments in 1891 that,

‘the ordinary tourist is to be pitied. He sees the principal places when tired from a hard
day’s ride. He has not the language, and for information must depend on the
‘Baedeker’ which is now on many points out of date, and on his dragoman, who thinks

he is not earning his pound a day if his stories fall below the maximum size.”®

According to Buzard,'© being a tourist in Egypt was about predictability and repetitiveness
whereas ‘travellers’ wished to find the total opposite, the ‘real’ Egypt, acting spontaneously
and travelling off the beaten track in an exotic and unpredictable way. This desire for a ‘real’
experience renders most tourists as being anti-tourist as they despise being classified as being

part of the predictable tourist group.

The abandonment of Western luxuries was what separated the traveller from the tourist and
Belzoni comments that Henry William Beechey (c.1789-1862), who accompanied him to Abu

Simbel,

‘after having weaned himself from those indulgences to which he was accustomed, ...

would make a good traveller.’*!

In 1833, the English officer C. Rochfort Scott travelled to Egypt and offered advice on how to

be less of a tourist:

‘With respect to the travelling dress, the Turkish, or rather Nizam, which is a variation

of it, is that which is generally recommended; but | must confess, that after some

® Mairs & Muratov 2015: 15.
10 Buzard 1993: 4.
11 Usick 2002: 16.
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personal experience in the matter, | would strongly advise travellers to save

themselves the expense of buying, and the bore of wearing, this cumbersome attire.'?

However archaeologist and collector Giovanni D’Athanasi (1836) recommended the opposite:

‘it will be of advantage to the traveller to appear in a European dress; for as the Turks
are in the habit of committing acts of violence on the Arabs, the latter whenever they
see any one approaching in Oriental costume take to flight as they would from death.
On the other hand, whenever they see the European dress, men, women, children and
even the aged are instantly on the alert; some offer you antiquities for sale, others

bring you bread, milk, butter &c.’*3

Throughout the history of archaeology in Egypt, visitors have been characterised as good or
bad depending on education and status, rather than behaviour. ‘Bad’ people are those who
are unscientific and lack certain knowledge, and tourists definitely fell within this group,
whereas the ‘good’ people are those who are scientific, systematic record keepers'# (i.e.
archaeologists and Egyptologists). In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, education was
not enough to separate the amateurs (tourists) from the professionals (archaeologists).
W.M.F. Petrie (1853—-1942) and Howard Carter (1874-1939) were both considered amateurs
as they lacked a university education and a classical background,* but were still thought of
as ‘good’ professional archaeologists. Montagu Ballard (1850 — 1936), on the other hand, who
conducted excavations at Giza in 1901-2 was characterised as a bad archaeologist as he ‘left

a horrific path of destruction as he ripped his way through the large cemetery, revealing its

12 Quoted in Oliver 2009: 101.
13 Mairs & Muratov 2015: 130.
14 Gange 2015: 83.
15 Gange 2015: 96.
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previously unsuspected riches to tomb robbers.’*® Such excavation or site clearance
techniques were not, however, unusual for the time but Ballard was considered to be an

amateur archaeologist and therefore his methods were criticized.

Even ‘good’ archaeologists, such as Amelia Edwards (1831-1892) and James Henry Breasted
(1865—-1935) damaged monuments. Edwards carved her name onto the walls of Abu Simbel
and Breasted was sacked from his first Nubian excavation for carving his name onto the
temple wall.l” Yet their training and status rendered their actions acceptable, and almost
beyond reproach, whereas tourists doing the same were heavily criticised by these

professional archaeologists.

Petrie commented on the behaviour of those he termed ‘gentlemen’ and ‘businessmen’, who
enthusiastically ‘squandered’ [thousands] ‘in doing harm’ where experts could make vast

improvements ‘with a hundred pounds intelligently spent.’18

Just as there was a fine line between travellers and tourists, there was also little

differentiation between tourists and archaeologists.

Squeezes for Research

Many tourists, archaeologists, travellers and pilgrims produced or purchased squeezes whilst
travelling in Egypt. Some scholars also used paper impressions to aid with publication (e.g.
Nina and Norman de Garis Davies),*® allowing them the resources to study tomb, temple and

stelae inscriptions away from the field.

16 Thompson 2016: 229.

7 Thompson 2016: 262.

18 petrie 1904: 3.

19See catalogue and the introduction in chapter 3.
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Petrie produced squeezes of Latin, Greek and Coptic inscriptions which he passed to Margaret
Murray to produce facsimiles that were then used in his publications.?’ He thanks her in the
Introduction of Koptos ‘for copying from the paper squeezes most of the inscriptions here

published.’?

Other researchers and visitors produced squeezes in order to make copies of the inscriptions,
using plaster, which could then be sold to museums (e.g. Robert Hay)*? or to create
reconstructions of the monuments (e.g. Giovanni Belzoni).?®> Tourists, on the other hand,
produced such impressions as forms of holiday souvenirs, alongside sketches and

watercolours. The latter is potentially considered more important than the former.

Squeeze production was considered an effective and simple means of producing accurate
records of carved inscriptions. The legacy of this activity is that surviving squeezes are
valuable primary resources of inscriptions and should be treated in the same manner as any

other archival resource.

Unfortunately, on painted surfaces, the water required to produce paper impressions caused

paint to lift and traces of colour can be found on the verso of some squeezes.?*

At the beginning of the twentieth century, it became prohibited to produce wet-paper
squeezes from ancient Egyptian monuments without special permission,?> and scholars and
tourists on the whole turned to alternative, less destructive means of recording the

monuments. However, squeezes were still made in the field following this 1904 legislation,

20 Drower 2007: 112.

21 petrie & Hogarth 1896: 2.

22See chapter 6.

2 See chapter 3.

24 See squeezes G003, G007, (plate 22) G041 (plate 26) in the catalogue.
25 petrie 1904: 61-62.
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such as Blackman and Fairman at Sesebi in 1936-1937,%° on behalf of the Egypt Exploration

Society.

Squeezes in Archives

As squeeze taking became the occupation solely of scholars with special permission,
thousands of squeezes previously produced by tourists and general researchers during the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries found their way through donations into archives
and museums, where in many cases they have remained unstudied for decades. Such neglect

is due to myriad factors, including financial restrictions and mass donations.

Whilst museums are happy to receive donations, often these ‘attic donations’ include items
the museum does not want?’ as they reflect the interests and collecting habits of individuals
and not the museum itself.?% This was a problem even during nineteenth-century excavations
when Petrie commented that, ‘one of the most difficult questions always is to know what may
be safely thrown away.’?® Petrie collected a great number of items that other archaeologists
threw away, such as pottery sherds, which proved to be invaluable as a dating tool. Owing to
such diverse collection techniques (both from excavations or donations) museum collections
are often a combination of groups of individuals’ collections3® which do not represent the
museum’s goals. Collectors often hope that through bequeathing their collections to family
members or museums they achieve some form of immortality, although this ‘is only possible

if the material is deemed by curators as being of “museum quality” and so arises the

26 See catalogue and chapter 8.
27 Pearce 1990: 71.

28 Swain 2007: 93.

2 Petrie 1892: 164.

30 pearce 1992: 36.
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importance of the coincidence of the public and private systems.’3!

Museum policy enables them to refuse certain items if they fall outside the expertise of the
museum, as long as advice is provided as to a more suitable institution.3> However, such

policies are relatively new to the museum sector and Thompson comments that,

‘it is clearly improper to expand an acquisitions policy unless the institution is able to
provide high standards of curatorial care ... many instances of neglect have resulted
from uncontrollable collecting and many museum stores contain unclassified residues

that are the legacy of passive collecting.’33

If it were not for such a passive collecting policy, squeezes may have been refused by museum
collections and ultimately lost. Squeezes, whilst being considered an archaic form of recording
that has been criticised for damage to painted inscriptions, are an invaluable, mostly

untapped primary source.

Their value lies in their one-to-one scale impressions of inscriptions which since the squeeze
was produced have often been damaged, removed, vandalised or simply lost. For example,
twelve squeezesin the Biblioteca e Archivi di Egittologia, Universita degli Studi di Milano made
by Victor Loret, depict the sarcophagus of Ay, before it was smashed up by treasure hunters

in 1896,3* and therefore provides an undamaged impression of the sarcophagus decoration.

Regardless of such potential value, some curators separate themselves from the collecting

habits of the nineteenth century ‘as a means of validating their own methods.’*> This is

31 pearce 1997: 48.

32 pearce 1990: 74.

3 Thompson et al. 1984: 74.
34 Piacentini 2008: 133.

35 Swain 2007: 94.
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reflected in the approach to squeezes in the field of Egyptology, where the potential damage
caused to ancient painted surfaces means they are often hidden away, despite being primary
sources of long-lost and damaged inscriptions. This potential damage caused during

production seems to override their value as archaeological records.

However, many squeezes made by archaeologists were never intended for permanent
storage as ‘squeezes can be fragile, which limits their accessibility and jeopardises the
historical data they hold.”?¢ They were a recording method that served a purpose and was not
then expected to exceed their intended life expectancy. The preservation in museums is more

accidental than intentional.

Some early researchers, clearly saw their potential value. For example Major Charles Kerr
MacDonald, donated his squeezes to the British Museum and sent them to Samuel Birch with

a letter stating:

‘I have taken two copies of the one and three of the other — And | shall feel obliged for
your keeping one copy of each for me as | feel a great interesting [sic] in this discovery
and hope that together with other inscriptions it may throw some light upon the

ancient history of this most interesting nation of the world.3”

He saw these squeezes held potential value in the future and wanted the British Museum to

care for them until their value could be realised.

Ideally, ‘stored squeezes should be regularly inspected for deterioration or other damage’3®

36 Ernst Herzfeld papers, N-84 (1923-24), November 22, 1923: 18.
http://www.asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/sq_making.asp#two (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
37 Baines & Parkinson 1997: 26.

38 Woodhead 1959: 80.
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although unfortunately this is not often carried out. Should further deterioration happen, an
extremely valuable resource would be lost forever and, along with it, the only extant records

of some now-lost or damaged inscriptions.

As many curators are unaware of the potential information and conservation value of these
items and know they are unlikely to ever be displayed, squeezes are perhaps at the bottom
of a conservation work list. Many archives and museums do not have their own dedicated
conservation teams and contract such work out as necessary. Generally only items which are

displayed, consulted regularly or are under threat are conserved.?®

Now, in the modern digital era, there is an alternative and potentially cheaper form of
conservation. If an archival item is in critical condition, but unlikely to be consulted, the item
could be digitalised rather than undergoing full conservation.*® The premise that ‘no item

41 and potentially means once

shall be preserved twice’ is applicable to digital imaging,
digitalised, no further work will be carried out. Which items are digitalised and conserved in
this way are at the behest of individual curators or archivists*? who are also responsible for
traditional conservation.*® Unfortunately, if a squeeze is in such critical condition, it may be

considered less appealing for conservation* as its value, which resides in the visible

impression, becomes more difficult, if not impossible, to identify.

In regard to paper squeezes, ‘to stand still is to perish’* and any conservation is preferable to

none. In the collections studied for this thesis, only the squeezes at Bristol City Museum have

39 pearce 1990: 104.

40 Knell 2010: 443.

41 Conway 2010: 372.

42 Conway 2010: 373.

43 Conway 2010: 268.

4 Thompson 1979: 39.
4 Thompson 1979: 171.
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had any conservation work carried out.

Methodology

The current research is two-fold in nature. The first is a history of squeeze-making in the
discipline of Egyptology and the second aspect comprises a catalogue of 339 paper squeezes

taken from seven collections from small institutions in the United Kingdom.

Institutions like the Griffith Institute, Oxford, and British Museum, London, which hold
thousands of squeezes in their collections, whilst still being largely understudied, are perhaps
obvious starting points for researchers and likely recipients for funding, publication and future
research — and therefore are not included in the study. Smaller institutions which are not
readily associated with Egyptology will potentially remain unknown and understudied. It is

these collections which form the focus of the catalogue.

As many of the squeezes in the catalogue are not catalogued in their home institutions,
choosing the collections was to a certain extent arbitrary. It necessitated contacting a number

of small institutions and enquiring whether their inventory included squeezes.

Due to the nature of these documents, and the fact that many were donated upon the death
of the collector, such a method for research is not unusual. Attic-collections often comprise
mixed lots, which in addition to different museums’ collecting policy results in items ending
up in unusual and unexpected places. Donations to local museums may come from a variety
of people*® regardless of the types of collections traditionally held within the museum.
Sometimes since donations were made the aim of the museum may have changed, meaning

some items no longer fit its vision. For example, a small local museum in north London, the

%6 Swain 2007: 113.
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Grange Museum, has a collection of Egyptian, Greek and Roman antiquities.*” As the museum
is one which focuses on local history these items are therefore unlikely to go on display, even
though they were collected by local residents. Such collection and storage policies mean
researchers may find objects of interest, as in the case of this thesis’ squeezes, in places they

would not expect.

Initially, as a large and well-known institution for the study of ancient Egypt, the squeezes at
the Egypt Exploration Society, London, were not considered for inclusion in the catalogue, as
along with the British Museum and Griffith Institute, it is a first stop for most Egyptology
research. However, upon viewing the squeezes in the archive, it was clear they were
inadequately catalogued, mostly unpublished and, in some cases, badly stored and therefore

deserved to be included.

Some museums in which one may expect to find squeezes did not have them and other
museums have them on their acquisition lists, but no longer have them in the collections.
According to the 1863 catalogue of The National Museum, Edinburgh, for example, squeezes

form part of the collection:

‘Paper casts from sculptures on the walls inside the Tombs at Thebes, showing two
figures seated under the front of an Egyptian temple, figures presenting offerings,
hunting scenes, figures in procession, tilling, warrior in chariot, &c. —on the walls over

the cases.’#®

These ‘paper casts’ cannot be located in the museum and the catalogue does not state their

47 Booth 2005: 31.
8 personal correspondence from Margaret Maitland, Curator of the Ancient Mediterranean. 9 September 2013.
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origin. The curator of the Ancient Mediterranean believes they are likely to be part of the
Alexander Henry Rhind (1833-1863) collection, but no further information is available at

present.

Such loss of museum donations is not unusual, even though ‘there is a responsibility on
museum staff to know exactly what it is they are caring for and where it is at any one time.”*®
Keeping track of items can be difficult if they are inadequately catalogued and this problem
led to, The Manual for the Arrangement and Description of Archives, written by Muller, Feith
and Ruin in 2003.>° Further problems can occur when a collection is moved or the curator

changes. The latter may be a major influence on any collection.

One curator may view certain items differently from another and before laws were
introduced regarding artefact disposal, curators were in a position to dispose of ‘unimportant’
items as they saw fit. The issue of artefact disposal is one that has been debated publically
since 2014, following the sale of the statue of Sekhemka by Northampton Museum.>! This
was a high-profile case, although such disposal has been debated within museums for
decades. Two symposia — Museums Association Collections for the Future, London (2005) and
the National Directors’ Conference, London (2003) — debated the issue of museum curators
curating objects that are rarely consulted and never displayed. Each curator obviously argued
for the value of their particular artefact type and archival documents as worthy of saving.>?
Considering the dormant value of squeezes to researchers, it would be interesting to discover

how many squeezes have been the victim of artefact disposal policies and if it happened

49 Swain 2007: 107.

0 Roe 2005: 34.

51 Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art and Objects of Cultural Interest: The Statue of Sekhemka,
Case 14 (2014-15).

52 Swain 2007: 112.
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today, would the public outcry match that which was against the sale of the statue of

Sekhemka. See chapter 7 for a fuller discussion on this topic.

When approaching different institutions about accessing their squeeze collections, there was
often no way of knowing the number of squeezes held by them. Most were inadequately
catalogued, often as a group rather than individually. For example, all the squeezes at the
Egypt Exploration Society were catalogued under a single entry, comprising a series of

documents such as:

‘Squeeze — Sesebi. Blackman/Fairman 1936—1937. 40 squeezes of temple scenes and

inscriptions ...

The catalogue entry for the University of Aberdeen collection was even vaguer:

‘Bundle of images, some outlined in ink, of Egyptian Inscriptions, stele, etc.>¥

However, even such basic information is better than none and means the material can be
searched for.”* This is not the case with other collections, such as the Petrie Museum, London,
and the Marischal Museum, Aberdeen, which have no records at all regarding their squeezes.
Therefore, there was no way to estimate how many squeezes would eventually be included

in the catalogue when the process of collection was started.

Ideally, archival material should be accessible to the public, with suitable information readily
available, but such a lack of information is not unusual. Unfortunately, as many archives hold
thousands of items, a comprehensive catalogue for each is a huge task, beyond the budget of

many institutions and therefore, like conservation mentioned above, is only carried out for

%3 Ref: MS 3470/27/77.
>4 Roe 2005: 55.
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items considered most important — those that will be displayed, regularly consulted or are
most at risk. However, the Museum Association emphasised in 2004 that museums had an
obligation, albeit one that was not legally binding, to ‘preserve material for the future’, but

additionally, they ‘must take steps to ensure that more of their collection is used.>”

An additional problem with cataloguing is a lack of specialist staff in many institutions. With
reduced funding for many archives and museums, and curatorial staff being experts in

particular areas some artefacts, like squeezes, can be neglected.

In 2007, it was estimated that Egyptological material was present in more than 200 museums
in the UK, but there were only ten or twelve Egyptologists working in these museums.>® This
is not due to lack of qualified people, but a lack of funding. Therefore, any catalogue entries
produced may be done from acquisition notes and packaging of the material without the time
or resources to check the information is correct. Even in 2017 not all the acquisition notes
and century-old catalogue cards are totally digitalised and in Bristol City Museum, there is
some information on the hand-written and hand-typed catalogue cards that does not appear
in the online catalogue. Although in recent years, more online catalogues are appearing on

museum websites,*” they do not always include items in storage.

There has also been a changing trend in museum publications where catalogues of museum
or archival collections are no longer published, other than in a rudimentary form for tourists,
showing what is on display, or specialist exhibition catalogues. In the nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries catalogues were often published by type or department and included

55 Wilkinson 2005: 11 quoted in Caesar 2007: 13.
56 Swain 2007: 174.
57Swain 2007: 175.
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items which were in stores.”® Such volumes were useful as they encouraged curators to
research the collections, as well as enabling independent researchers to search the collections
off-site. In fact such catalogues, regardless of date, remain invaluable resources for modern

researchers.

Such monographs regarding the collections, both in store and on display, provided an
opportunity for the curator to share their knowledge, as often museum staff rely too heavily
on the knowledge of a long-term member of staff and should they retire or die the
information is lost.>® For example, the Chester Beatty archive holds a collection of Coptic
papyri known as the Manichean Codices, which were being conserved by Rolf Ibscher in the
1950s. However, the conservation work ‘came to a complete standstill ... due to the death of
the librarian Mr. Wilkinson and that of Mr. Merton, both of whom alone knew what still

needed to be mastered.’®°

Squeezes do not generally appear in museum catalogues (digital or hard-copy) of Egyptian
items and there are no collective volumes listing Egyptological archival material. Conversely,
in the field of classics, an early database that demonstrates the importance of squeezes is the
Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum (CIL), founded in 1853, and now incorporates eighty volumes

outlining Latin inscriptions, comprising as many as 20,000 squeezes.

‘They originate from Rome, Italy and the various provinces of the Roman Empire —
thus essentially from the Mediterranean area, Western Europe and the countries

along the River Danube.’®!

58 Swain 2007: 170.
59Swain 2007: 171.
60 Robinson 2015: 186.
61 Schmidt 2003:3.
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Whilst the CIL is a comprehensive collection and a starting point for Roman epigraphy studies

Schmidt acknowledges that it is,

‘A unique treasure-trove, whose real value we have not come to appreciate until

today’s age of virtual libraries and archives.’®?

A prime example of another good digital catalogue is the EAGLE (Europeana Network of
Ancient Greek and Latin Epigraphy) portal®® which aims to provide an online catalogue of
Greek and Latin inscriptions from twenty-five European Union countries. In November 2015,
the database included 150,000 items®* with the aim of eventually recording 1.5 million in
total. For each inscription, the plan is to include all known data regarding provenance and
date, current location and a translation of the text. The EAGLE portal is also connected to a
mobile phone application with reverse look-up, enabling people to take photographs of an

inscription which can then be matched in real time to the entry in the database.

Such a project is an immense undertaking and requires a dedicated team of researchers to
complete, something that is out of reach of the majority of museums and archives, especially

on such a large scale.

Whilst the database created as part of the catalogue, which is the focus of this thesis, cannot
attempt to match the standard of EAGLE, it follows a similar ethos, with the objective of

providing a foundation of information for each squeeze and the original inscription.

62 Schmidt 2003: 3.

53 http://www.eagle-network.eu/ (accessed 24 March 2016).

64 Liuzzo P. The New EAGLE Portal, a paper presented on 14 November 2015, British Epigraphy Society Autumn
Colloquium, London.
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The Data

The finalised group of collections included in the catalogue are;

Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology, UCL (sixteen squeezes)
e Egypt Exploration Society, London (ninety squeezes)

e Leeds Museum and Gallery (twenty-two squeezes)

e Bristol City Museum (fourteen squeezes)

e The Collection, Lincoln (sixty-three squeezes)

e University of Aberdeen Special Collections (sixty-one squeezes)

e Marischal Museum, Aberdeen (sixty-four squeezes)

In total, the catalogue® comprises 339 squeezes, and for each there is an entry with basic
details (size, material, colour traces) and an image of the original inscription has been located
where possible, enabling a direct contrast between the squeeze and the image as it exists

today.

Whilst seven collections are not representative of all archival institutes in the United
Kingdom, they provide a sample of the quality of available material, as well as the phenomena
of ‘duplicates’ across the collections with the same images, and in some cases the same paper,
indicating there was a squeeze-making industry. Such a sample catalogue provides a
foundation upon which further work can be carried out either on these collections or as a

template for work on other collections.

65> See CD ROM at rear of the thesis.
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Matching the Squeezes

One of the most time consuming, but ultimately rewarding aspects of researching the
catalogue entries was matching the squeezes with the original inscription. No specific
methodology was used, as this was dependent on the squeeze, the information available

about where it was taken and availability of publications, images or access to the site.

For example, the Alice Lieder squeezes from The Collection, Lincoln, were labelled with a
location, which provided a starting point. These labels were limited to a particular temple (e.g.
Karnak), or a specific king (e.g. Ramses Il) meaning locating the original within these temples
was often a difficult task. In many cases the squeezes had no labels or incorrect information
and therefore using artistic conventions, tomb discovery dates, royal names or locations
suggested a starting point. Quite often scenes are repeated throughout a temple and locating
the correct inscription could be based on small pieces of damage on the squeeze
corresponding with damage on the inscription. This was made more difficult by deterioration
of the scene since the squeeze was taken or conversely the reconstruction of a temple. For
example, the temple of Hatshepsut at Deir el Bahri was particularly challenging for locating
scenes, as when the squeezes were taken the temple was not the reconstructed monument
that is in evidence today and the blocks may currently be in an inaccessible part of the temple,

removed or destroyed.

Another challenge was the height of some of the original inscriptions, rendering them difficult
to examine. This was due to higher sand levels in the mid-nineteenth century, when the
squeezes were taken. In some cases the squeezes were taken at head height in the nineteenth
century, but since the sites have been excavated, these scenes are now located high on the

wall.
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For the squeezes of stelae (i.e. the Special Collections at the University of Aberdeen) the
starting point was examining publications of funerary stelae which matched a small number
of them. Some were identified as coming from the collection of the antiquarian Giovanni
Anastasi, which led to further research into the sale catalogues for the d’Anastasi auction in

1857.

The level of research required to acquire the basic catalogue information provided at the end
of this thesis is out for reach of most archives and museums because it was time consuming
and necessitated travelling to museums all over Europe as well as temples in Egypt — some of

which are difficult to visit in the current political situation (i.e. Middle Egypt, Nubia).

History of Squeeze-making

The other aspect of the research is to provide a comprehensive history and study of squeezes,
how to make them, why they were made and attitudes to the process and results. This has
included some experimental archaeology in order to learn the process of squeeze-making and
the practicalities of producing them. This started with producing squeezes using written
guides on the process whilst in Egypt, in order to get some perspective on drying times and
ease of manufacture. This was followed by a more structured practical epigraphy workshop

held at Oxford University in June 2016.

Along with the catalogue, such historical research could be a foundation in the study of
archival squeezes as primary resources, guiding more scholars to use them in their research.
The scope for future research is extensive and could include producing a database of all the
squeezes in the United Kingdom, Europe and perhaps the world, enabling lost and missing

inscriptions to be published, reproduced through 3D printing or reconstructed on-site.
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Research Question

Since the 2011 revolution in Egypt there has been an increase in looting, illegal excavation
and vandalism of ancient Egyptian monuments. This had followed decades of damage caused
by increased tourism, environmental damage and vandalism. This changed the approach to
Egyptological research with an increased focus on preservation and conservation. The key to
preservation and conservation is through post-excavation research which includes archival

excavation.

Squeezes are an important part of this archival approach to preservation, as they can be used
to produce one-to-one casts of tomb inscriptions, many of which have changed since the
squeezes were taken. In 2014, the first facsimile tomb was produced by the Spanish digital
technology and conservation company Factum Arte in order to prevent further damage to the
original tomb of Tutankhamun. It would be possible, using squeezes, to produce facsimiles of
tombs and inscriptions which no longer exist in reality. This would not only be a boost for
tourism and the Egyptian economy, but also for researchers and our knowledge of ancient

Egyptian history and the history of Egyptology.

This is essentially where the research question lies for this thesis. Considering the limited
research into anything other than individual squeezes, it would be premature and indeed
inappropriate to examine small details of squeezes as archival material — for example specific

production methods, materials or colour transference.

To fully explore where squeezes stand in the history and indeed the future of Egyptology as a
discipline it is also essential to discuss the value squeezes held at the time of manufacture,

and how this has evolved over the last 150 years and therefore what value they hold today.
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This value can determine what their use can be in regard to Egyptology and the history of
research. This will therefore provide a springboard from which further research projects could
originate by highlighting what can be learned from squeezes and therefore where their

inherent values lie.

It is the aim of this research to provide the foundation study on squeezes, offering a historical
background, an investigation into their value, not only as epigraphical records, but
conservational and social values, improving their status as primary resources in addition to
outlining the potential squeezes have for future studies. The scope of future studies and
research potential is broad and to date is not fully identified, but could include epigraphic
research of individual monuments, social history, and perhaps more pertinent at this point in

history, in reconstructive conservation in a non-invasive manner.
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Chapter 2

Squeeze Definitions

Paper Squeezes

A squeeze is an impression of a carved relief using a malleable material, the most common of
which is paper. Dependent on the material used squeezes can either be classified as wet or
dry. The former utilises wet materials (e.g. moistened paper, plaster, gypsum, latex, beeswax)

and the latter uses dry materials (e.g. tin-foil, dry paper).

A paper squeeze is commonly described as an ‘impression’ of a carved relief produced by
pressing wet, mouldable paper into the inscription and as it dries an indentation of the
original remains.! These can then be easily transported and studied away from the field and
‘should the occasion arise, squeezes of various fragments can be joined together. Often a

reading is impossible until the squeeze itself is at hand.”?

Paper squeezes have been known by a number of other names, including paper casts,® paper
impressions,* cliché moulds® or rubbings.® The latter term can also be applied to the technique
of using graphite or lead to rub over a raised surface creating a negative image of the original.”
In German they are abklatsch, in Spanish and Italian they are calco and in French they are

known as estampage.® All these terms describe the same thing, with no difference in use

!Woodhead 1959: Traunecker 1987: Petrie 1904: and Dorman 2008.

2 Schmidt 2003:4.

3Petrie 1931: 75-77., and 1863 Catalogue of The National Museum, Edinburgh, provided by Margaret Maitland,
Curator of the Ancient Mediterranean. Personal correspondence 9 September 2013.

4 Anonymous 1863-4.

5Sitch 2001: 7.

6Moss 1976: 108.

7 Moss 1941.

8 Schmidt 2003: 5.

32



other than the scholar’s personal preference.

As squeezes can be made from a variety of materials the classification takes the material as a
prefix — e.g. tin squeeze or gypsum squeeze. When the term is used without a prefix, a paper

squeeze is referred to.

The Smithsonian Institution Squeeze Project classifies squeezes as being ‘formed by pressing
soft, wet, mouldable paper, pulp, latex or plaster into a low relief inscription.’”® If the squeezes
are done correctly, ‘the result is a highly accurate reverse relief of the inscription and a

negative right-reading impression of the inscription.’'°

Although it is the most effective and robust method, the biggest criticism of wet squeezing is
irreversible damage to painted surfaces by removing pigment which adheres to the verso of
the impression. W.M.F. Petrie commented that the tombs of Nefermaat and Rahotep at

Meidum had been damaged by this process:

‘Elsewhere, Marriette or one of his helpers had removed more of the colour by wet-

squeezing.’!

Petrie does not specify here precisely what material had been used by Marriette to produce
the squeezes. He further adds in his Methods and Aims in Archaeology that ‘on all coloured

work, and many kinds of tender stones, wet squeezing is a crime, as it destroys the original.’*?

Latex Squeezes

Latex was also used for wet squeezing, which was more damaging to the painted surfaces of

% http://asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/sq_making.asp (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
10 Jacchei & Hamill 2014: 1.

1 Drower 1985: 174-5.

121904: 61.
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carved inscriptions than wet paper, but required less skill and equipment than paper squeeze-
making.!? Latex squeezes were made from a natural rubber emulsion mixed with titanium
oxide. This was painted over the required surface and a cloth placed on the wet latex to

strengthen it.

‘After a variable length of drying depending on the temperature, the percentage of
moisture in the air and the type of substrate, the liquid latex is transformed into a film

of rubber reinforced with fiberglass.’**

This reinforced squeeze takes an impression not only of the carved inscriptions, but also any
scratches on the wall to a degree not possible with paper squeezes. However, after some time
in storage, latex squeezes become brittle and therefore have a more limited lifespan than a

paper squeeze.

Whilst this method does not damage the stone itself, the inscription must be in good
condition and preferably on a dense stone with low porosity. However, latex squeezes cause
more damage to paintwork than wet paper squeezes and never really became popular in
Egyptology. Petrie comments that guttapercha (natural latex) squeezes are best if many casts

are to be made from the mould,*> indicating latex was used under certain circumstances.

Dry Squeezing

Despite the damage and subsequent condemnation by some scholars, wet paper squeezes
continued to be the most popular form of squeeze taking in the Egyptian field in the

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries due to the simplicity of required materials and the

13 Woodhead 1959: 80.
1 Traunecker 1987: 267.
15 petrie 1904: 66.
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ease of transportation. As a response to the damage caused by wet squeezing, Petrie

introduced a new method of dry squeezing where,

‘A sheet of thin paper is held over the stone, and it is pressed over each edge of the

cutting so as to leave a bend in the surface. Then, laid on a drawing-board, with an

oblique lighting, the bends are all drawn on with a pencil, checking by comparison with

the stone.’1®

Petrie used this method himself at Meidum in 1890-2 to squeeze some of the tomb images

where he emphasised the use of his fingers to ensure an edge, or a piece of India rubber

rather than a tool.)” This method is more time consuming than wet squeezing, due to the

additional process of pencilling in the image. Extra care is also needed before the pencil marks

Figure 1: Tin Squeeze made by Victor Loret. (Courtesy of

Biblioteca e Archivi di Egittologia, Universita degli Studi di
Milano.)

are in place not to flatten the
impressions which are fragile due
to their shallowness. Petrie
advised not rolling the squeezes
before pencilling and to pencil in
from the bottom right hand
corner® (presuming the
epigraphist was right handed). It

is possible that some of the de

Garis Davies squeezes from the Egypt Exploration Society (see catalogue) were produced

using this method. They are all pencilled in, and the indentations from the original inscriptions

16 petrie 1904: 62.
17 Drower 1985: 174-5: Petrie 1904: 63.
18 petrie 1904: 63.
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are extremely shallow.® In some instances they are almost unidentifiable as squeezes.

Other materials used for dry squeezing included tin, and five Ernst Hertzfeld squeezes at the
Freer Gallery of Art and Arthur M. Sackler Gallery Archives, Smithsonian, are made of this
material?®® as are twelve examples produced by Victor Loret at the Biblioteca e Archivi di

Egittologia, 2 Universita degli Studi di Milano (see fig. 1).

The process for making a tin squeeze involved gently beating the foil onto the object using a
soft toothbrush. It was then removed by rolling it onto a piece of beeswax, India rubber or
cotton wool in order to prevent the impression being flattened out. If no fixative is placed on
the back, the tin impression then needs to be soaked in water and sealing wax dripped on it

to form a sturdy backing.?? Petrie, as a pioneer of dry-squeezing, explains that,

‘Tin-foil is most useful for rapid impressions especially from a fragile or delicate object.
The thinnest should be used, such as is wrapped round chocolate. To preserve the
form of tin-foil it may be squeezed into place with a back of beeswax, and so form a
facing to a wax mould for casting a plaster positive. Or it may be pressed alone (forcing
it on with soft indiarubber or cotton wool) and then floated back up, on water, while
blazing sealing wax is dropped into it to form a backing. This mode is very handy for

coin impressions, which will travel safely in this form and look well.”?3

This method is best used for small portable items which would not be damaged by being

submerged in water, for quick impressions or for particularly fragile inscriptions rather than

19 E025 - E040.

20 David Hogg, personal correspondence January 20 2015.
21 patrizia Piacentini personal correspondence June 8 2015.
22 petrie 1904: 67.

2 petrie 1904: 67.
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large wall inscriptions.?* Once the foil has been removed from the object it can be cast in

plaster.

Jacques Jean Clere (1906—-1989) used this method for his squeezes now held at the Griffith
Institute, Oxford.?> There are fifteen folders of these squeezes — all impressions of small
portable objects that were found in antiquities shops and showrooms. As wet paper squeeze-
making on monuments was no longer permitted after 1904, and the Clere squeezes were
produced from the mid-1940s to the late 1980s,%® they were likely to be taken of objects held
in private collections.?” The light silver foil squeezes are mounted on a white chewing-gum-
like substance which formed a stable surface. Petrie believed that ‘in all cases thin gold-foil
would be far better than tin-foil; and such an impression might even be preferred to the

original object by some Oriental officials.’?®

He does not specify why gold-foil is preferable but gold-foil is very fine and likely makes more

clear, detailed impressions than coarser tin-foil especially for smaller pieces.

The tin (aluminium) foil squeeze is still utilised in the archaeological field today and in March
2015 the Karnak Great Hypostyle Hall Project, University of Memphis, used this method to
reach an awkwardly placed inscription on the lintel of the second pylon, which had been
covered by a later wall. The aluminium foil was inserted into the crack and pushed into the
inscription using a stick with a soft sponge on the end. Once the squeeze had been made, it

was photographed in raking light and Adobe Illustrator was used to produce an epigraphic

24 petrie 1904: 67.

25 Clére MSS.

26 http://www.griffith.ox.ac.uk/archive/holdings/isad/clerejj.html (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).

27 These have not been studied in any detail and are catalogued as a collection with no identification made of
the original inscription.

28 petrie 1904: 67.
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drawing. Due to the fragility of the foil, the squeezes are unlikely to be cast in plaster and will
instead be discarded?® once a record has been made. In this case, the production of the
squeeze was superior to the original inscription, as it was impossible to access it with a camera

or with the naked eye.3°

This thesis focuses primarily on wet paper squeezing, although there are some examples in
the catalogue which may have been produced using the dry paper squeezing technique.
Generally, the term squeeze or impression will be used to mean wet paper squeezes, unless
it is specified that dry paper squeezing is intended. When other materials are referenced, the

material will be placed as a prefix (e.g. latex impression, aluminium squeeze).

These definitions highlight the fragility of the materials used (paper, tin, latex) and a century
after production their very existence is threatened by neglect and decay. Now is the time to
take notice of this deteriorating source of information before they disappear losing the

information they hold within them.

2 Erika Feleg, from the Karnak Great Hypostyle Hall Project, personal correspondence March 2 2015.
30 schmidt 2003: 4.
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Chapter 3

Literature Review

Overview

Scholarship on squeezes as a subject in their own right is minimal, as they tend to be treated in
academic works as a tool to aid the study of other topics, rather than being the focus of their own
research. This includes the process of making squeezes either in contemporary records or modern
reports. Such texts become conspicuous by their absence. This lack of scholarship on squeezes is

reflected in the short bibliography at the end of this thesis and highlights the importance of this

research in the history of Egyptology, as well as the study and

conservation of ancient Egyptian monuments.

The question of why squeezes do not feature in many
papers, even on discussions of technique or reference
to taking squeezes in travel guides and archaeological

reports, is one that is not easy to address. Either those

making squeezes believed the process too mundane to

Figure 2: Cast made from a squeeze
from the Mastaba of Akhethetep. report or any records have been long forgotten in

(de Garis Davies 1901: Frontispiece.)

archival diaries.

Squeezes were either taken or purchased by travellers as holiday souvenirs or produced by
Egyptologists. For the latter group these were then used to illustrate their publications,
generally as a means of producing line-drawings, facsimiles or casts. For example, the

frontispiece of de Garis Davies’ book on the mastaba of Akhethetep comprises a photograph

39



of a cast produced from a squeeze (see fig. 2).

Casts produced from squeezes are a one-to-one scale image with the same damage, cracks,
and stone texture as the original and therefore could be studied extensively without causing
damage to the original. In order to produce casts from a paper squeeze, the squeeze needed
to be heated and brushed with beeswax to prevent the plaster sticking to it. Between each
casting, oil was brushed on top of the beeswax to prevent it transferring to the cast. It is
recorded that ‘several casts can be taken from one paper, if it is carefully handled in peeling

it from the plaster each time.”?

However, not all professional squeeze taking was for archaeological publication. In the late
1880s, Petrie was funded by the British Association for the Advancement of Science (BAAS)
and Francis Galton (Charles Darwin’s half-cousin) in the late 1880s to travel to Egypt to collect
ancient images of non-Egyptians for the BAAS eugenics research. Challis discusses this project
in The Archaeology of Race: The Eugenic Ideas of Francis Galton and Flinders Petrie.? Petrie
was provided with a list of races to collect, which were mostly from the nineteenth dynasty
battles of Sety | and Ramses Il, as a representative sample of the racial types of the time. The
images were collected in the form of forty photographs and 200 squeezes ‘where there is no
paint to be injured.”* These were then made into casts. Petrie comments on the choice of

using squeezes over photographs.

‘It was obvious that it would be impossible to place a camera twenty feet up opposite

a wall; so | concluded to take squeezes of all the heads, and then in England to cast,

! de Garis Davies 1901b: Frontispiece.

2 Petrie 1904: 66.

3 Challis 2013: 85-106.

4 A letter from Petrie to Galton, UCL Galton Archives: 1 November 1886 quoted in Challis 2013: 96.
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and photograph the casts.

‘Thus paper casts were taken; the plaster casts from the paper were all photographed,
and copies issued to order. The casts, after being exhibited at South Kensington, were
accepted by the British Museum. They were put on a high wall above the staircase, in
bad light, painted dark to ensure their invisibility. They have since under Dr Hall’s

direction, been brought down into accessible use.”®

Petrie photographed the casts, some of which he coloured before they and the squeezes were
displayed in Manchester, in 1887, at the BAAS meeting, then at South Kensington Museum
under the Palestinian Exploration Fund, before being sent to the British Museum.® The casts
are currently still there, but the squeezes themselves are missing. It would be intriguing to
identify whether the colours used in Petrie’s casts were true to the original or were guided by
his pre-conceived ideas of race, and this would be a valid piece of future research on this set
of casts. This could potentially be a challenging piece of research as most of the impressions
taken by Petrie were labelled with little more than the ‘foreign race’ depicted so identifying

the original inscription may be difficult.

In modern research in Egyptology, as squeezes are no longer used in the field, the process of
squeeze-making is not, as a general rule, discussed. Egyptologists can be dismissive of the
value of squeezes, claiming squeeze taking ‘would not be acceptable nowadays,’” which whilst
true does not detract from the value of these records. This is one of the marked differences

between Egyptologists and Mediterranean archaeologists, who have a very different

5 Petrie 1931: 75-77.
6 Challis 2013: 46-9.
7 Malek 2007: 24.
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approach to squeezes. There is more information on Mediterranean squeeze taking than in
Egyptology, as they are able to see beyond the potential damage, to their practical
implementation and value as a research tool. Additionally ‘squeezes are still made both in the
field (in the Mediterranean) and in museums,’® as well as being taken of Greek and Latin

inscriptions in Egyptian temples.®

The literature on classical epigraphy includes Caminos (1976), who provides a summary of
recording techniques in the field of Egyptology, starting with Karl Lepsius in the 1840s and
continuing until Dows Dunham and William Kelly Simpson’s book in 1975 on Meresankh lll's
mastaba.'® He then discusses the value of squeeze taking for Greek and Latin graffiti in ancient
Egyptian temples and monuments, such as the Colossi of Memnon and Philae,!! indicating
that those studying Graeco-Roman Egypt were still employing squeezes in their research as

late as the 1970s whereas Egyptologists had been restricted in this technique since 1904.12

Squeeze Production

It is possible that the reason contemporary records of squeeze taking do not exist in any
quantity is because the process was a means to an end. Squeezes were essentially created as
a mould in order to make a cast of the original inscription, which could then be studied closely
away from the field without causing damage to the original monument. Their temporary
function and therefore limited lifespan is closely correlated with their negative reputation,

which renders squeezes to be considered by some as unimportant and therefore worthless.!3

8 Benet Salway, personal correspondence 22 April 2014.
° Caminos 1976: 15.

10 Caminos 1976: 3-25.

11 Caminos 1976: 16.

12 petrie 1904: 61-2.

13 Thompson 1979: 37.
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Many of these squeezes have served their preliminary purpose and have not yet been re-

categorised to serve a secondary purpose.

Even in chapters or articles on epigraphy, only small sections are dedicated to squeeze-

making. Petrie in his Methods and Aims in Archaeology describes how,

‘a tough rag paper without much size should be used: but good newspaper will do.
The tougher the paper when wet the better. The stone must be thoroughly cleaned
and soaked ... The sheet is then put in a basin of water, rolled about to soak and then
gathered into a ball and rolled between the hands to break the grain and then laid on
the stone ... gently beaten with a spoke-brush®* until it is pushed into the hollows?®> ...
finally a severe beating is given, as violent as can be done without tearing the paper ...

when quite dry and hard the cast may be carefully peeled off.’%®

Dorman’s paper in Wilkinson’s Egyptology Today also includes a short paragraph dedicated
to squeeze-making. Dorman explains the process of squeeze-making as essentially adding wet
pulped paper to the wall which, when dry, was peeled away producing a reversed image in
one-to-one scale. He does not mention any of the positive aspects of this type of record,

focusing entirely on the damage.

‘Unfortunately, this method exposed the object to moisture and the squeeze

frequently removed paint layers and flakes of stone as well.’’

14 A spoke-brush is a brush where the bristles are grouped and then evenly spaced — like a toothbrush - rather
than a single-group of bristles like a paintbrush.

15The From Stone to Screen website of the University of British Columbia have produced some videos of squeeze-
making and demonstrates how hard the brush needs to be beaten. http://fromstonetoscreen.com/squeeze-
collection/ (accessed 31 March 2016).

16 petrie 1904: 60.

17 Dorman 2008: 86.
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Hankey, in her biography of Arthur Weigall, discusses the taking of squeezes in the
eighteenth-dynasty tombs between Deir el Bahri and the Ramesseum on the west bank at

Luxor. She explains that,

‘Some had taken wet squeezes — that is, they had pressed wetted paper onto the
paintings so as to take coloured prints — draining the colour from the originals and

leaving streaks and smears behind.’18

However, it seems unlikely that Hankey has studied squeezes in any depth, as the colour does
not transfer evenly and would be an ineffectual means of getting a coloured print of a painted

inscription. Colour transference is discussed further in chapter 8.

Even in such volumes as France’s Rape of Egypt, which focuses on the European destruction

of Egypt’s heritage, squeezes are only mentioned in passing.

‘Lepsius had spent four years touring the Egyptian collections in England, France,

Holland, and Italy learning the art of making squeezes and tracings of inscriptions.’*®

The most comprehensive guide to squeeze taking was written by Woodhead (1959)%° and
provides guidance on the type of paper and brush needed and the exact technique.
Woodhead was also an advocate of liquid latex to make squeezes, although as this really
needs to be carried out on a flat surface, the author stipulates latex is better for museum

work than ‘casual squeeze-taking in the field.!

Another article describing the practicalities of making squeezes specifically in the field of

8 Hankey 2007: 76.

1% France 1991: 120.

20 Woodhead 1959: 79-83.
21 1959:81.
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Egyptology was presented by Traunecker (1987).22 He describes the process of creating paper

and liquid latex squeezes with an outline of the pros and cons of each system.

Latex squeezes produce very good impressions of the wall image but become brittle if not
stored correctly. Paper squeezes on the other hand are easier to store and cheaper to
produce. They take some skill to create, as wet paper is fragile, but produce adequate

facsimiles of the inscription. Woodhead actively encourages the taking of squeezes, as,

‘a small personal squeeze collection is within reach of any classical scholar interested
in the subject: it is a possibility, furthermore, which seems to have been overlooked
by schools, where the importance of inscriptions in the teaching of ancient history is
perhaps less appreciated than it might be: here squeezes would provide the most

useful illustrative material.’23

Woodhead is here referring to taking squeezes of Greek inscriptions and as squeeze taking in
Egypt had been prohibited for more than half a century before the book was written, it could

not be applied contemporaneously.

Dorman, on the other hand, believes as a research tool there is,

‘limited application: the squeeze produces a copy at a one-to-one scale, it cannot be
handily reproduced for dissemination to scholars at large, and it cannot easily be

edited to delete extraneous features of the wall surface.’?

Earlier in the article he states that whilst one-to-one scale drawings are accurate and

22 Traunecker 1987: 267-9.
231959: 83,
24Dorman 2008: 86.
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therefore valuable, they are cumbersome.?®> Whereas a drawing can be easily reduced, the

same cannot be done with a squeeze.

Peck, in his 2012 paper,?® investigates the contrary view of the importance of one-to-one scale

casts in teaching and, more salient, the preservation of,

‘images and inscriptions once known and now lost. This is especially true of artefacts
cast and recorded in situ that have since become damaged or have disappeared
completely as the result of vandalism, natural weathering due to exposure, or modern

atmospheric pollution.’?’

Although Peck is referring to casts, this sentiment can just as easily apply to the means of

producing casts, namely their moulds and squeezes.

He adds valuable discussion on nineteenth-century museums collecting casts as an alternative
to real objects (should they be unavailable). Some such cast collections, like that of the
Victoria and Albert Museum, are still extant today. Peck emphasises that the main value of
casts (and the same could be said of squeezes) is ‘the preservation of information that has

been lost, damaged or otherwise altered.’?®

An important question that arises from this article is the difference in attitude to casts than
to squeezes. Casts, when made directly from the objects, were potentially more damaging to
the monuments than squeeze taking and Amelia Edwards (1831-1892) comments on the

residue left by the cast-making of Robert Hay at Abu Simbel. She decided to remove the

25> Dorman 2008: 85.
26 peck 2012: 71-5.
27 peck 2012: 71.

2 peck 2012: 74.
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remnants of the plaster left behind and disguise any ‘ghastly splotches, which for so many
years have marred this beautiful face as with the unsightliness of leprosy,’?® by staining them

with coffee.®

Hay’s casts are discussed briefly in Egypt Revealed: Artists-Travellers in an Antique Land. The

author states:

‘Though it is possible to make plaster casts without damaging the monuments in Hay’s

time the methods used were fairly casual.’3?

Although cast making caused as much, if not more damage to monuments as squeezes, it is
considered acceptable to visit a cast gallery and indeed Hay’s cast of the colossi of Abu Simbel
was displayed in the British Museum for a number of years. However, no squeeze gallery or
even a squeeze exhibition currently exists. Again, a striking contrast between squeezes and
casts are the numerous written works referring to casts and cast galleries. Pearce in her 1999
book On Collecting dedicates a section to collections of casts which started in the eighteenth
century. This was seen as an alternative to collecting original marbles (such as Lord Elgin, Ince

Blundel, Townley and Arundel).??

The subject of casts is also included in Kurtz’s3? discussion on the acceptance of classical art
in Europe from the fifteenth to the nineteenth centuries. From the earliest times, casts of
classical statues were used by artists to study form and there is evidence that Rubens (1577

—-1640) purchased casts alongside paintings and classical antiquities.3* In earlier centuries, the

2 Edwards 1887: 309.
30 Edwards 1887: 309.
31 James 1997: 147.

32 pearce 1995: 363.
33 Kurtz 2004: 36-7.

34 Kurtz 2004: 35.
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production and transportation of casts was prohibitive in cost, and was limited to cardinals
and nobility.3> By the nineteenth century, they were more widely available and were sold as
tourist souvenirs to those on the Grand Tour. It became common for tourists to bring back

casts to decorate their gardens as a means of demonstrating their wealth.3®

Whilst they were always identified as being copies, casts held the same value as genuine
marble statues and were eventually considered to be historical material in their own right. In
1864, casts were considered so important there was an international convention for
promoting universal ‘Reproductions of Works of Art.”3” In fact, the presence of casts of Greek
statues at the University of Oxford influenced the teaching curriculum and there was a
request in 1852 for lectures on art ‘especially that of Greece.’38 It was to be another century

before there was a professorship in the History of Art at Oxford.

Identification of Individual Blocks

In contrast to the numerous works on casts and cast galleries, the most common way
squeezes appear in scholarship is as a tool for reconstructing damaged inscriptions or scenes
or for re-evaluating old translations. One of the earliest papers of this kind was C.L.R’s 19143°
article on the thirtieth dynasty sarcophagus of Ureshnofer. The hieroglyphs inscribed on the

sarcophagus were studied using squeezes of the original which were,

‘Un-rolled on the walls of one of the working rooms of the Egyptian Department, with

the confusing mottled gray of the diorite eliminated, the several scenes and texts

35 Kurtz 2000: 123.
36 Kurtz 2000: 132.
37 Kurtz 2000: 203.
38 Kurtz 2000: 195.
39C.L.R. 1914: 112-120.
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could be more readily examined and an opinion reached as to their artistic value and

their identity.”°

The author makes it clear that it was easier to identify the hieroglyphs on the squeezes than

on the stone itself, highlighting one of the strengths of using squeezes in research.

In 1979 Assmann*! was able to reconstruct two blocks in the British Museum using squeezes
from the Griffith Institute, Oxford, made by Spiegelbergin 1899. The tomb is now lost and the

only records of the inscriptions can be found in these squeezes.

Caminos (1976)*2 comments that once squeezes were made in the field and returned to the
museums and archives, they were used alongside photographs and drawings to produce
publications. Transcripts were generally checked against drawings and photographs rather
than the monument itself*® and squeezes could be particularly useful, as often they were the

closest thing to the original monument that scholars had access to.

Baines and Parkinson* record using squeezes to reproduce Sinai Inscription 13 dated to the
reign of Djedkara (fifth dynasty) from a rock inscription at Maghara, Sinai, which has been
lost. The earlier publications of the inscriptions (1917 and 1952) were based on a series of
squeezes taken by Major Charles Kerr MacDonald in 1959-60 and are currently in the British

Museum. The importance of preserving such inscriptions is emphasised.

‘A document like this inscription raises issues of the preservation of evidence and of

genre. This is the only Old Kingdom inscription of its date from the Sinai that has a

40 C.L.R.1914: 115.

41 Assman 1979: 54-77.

42 Caminos 1976: 3-25.

43 Caminos 1976: 6.

44 Baines & Parkinson 1997: 9-26.
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relatively informative record, rather than an apotropaic image, including both royal

and non-royal elements.’*

The article, whilst primarily focusing on the inscription itself does highlight the importance of
squeezes as historical records. The original inscription was in the ‘Cave at Magarah’, the
location of which is now uncertain.*® Therefore, the only record of this inscription can be

found in these squeezes.

Bierbrier studied a squeeze of a stela,*’ also in the British Museum, labelled as an ‘unknown
object of the Vizier Rahotep’. This squeeze was made by James Burton (1788-1862) or his
assistant Charles Humphreys. Much of his squeeze collection is unpublished and has not been
catalogued. It remains wrapped in original newspapers from 1829-1855. The squeezes were
taken of monuments in the Duke of Northumberland’s Alnwick Castle Collection now in

Durham.

The stela was eventually located in Durham University Oriental Museum, in a basement store.
This stela of Rahotep had originally been published in 1880, but labelled incorrectly and
without an image, so was ‘effectively’ lost until Bierbrier matched it with the squeeze.
Additionally, the squeeze provided a new variant on the name of the owner, enriching the

lexicon of Egyptian hieroglyphs.*®

The squeezes of Alice Lieder have been the focus of a number of articles as she and her
husband, Reverend Johann Lieder, were rather prolific squeeze takers (see chapter 8). Malek

in 1976 discussed the Amherst 213 stela, which belonged to the High Priest of Memphis

4> Baines & Parkinson 1997: 21.
46 Baines & Parkinson 1997: 11.
47 Bierbrier 1994: 407-411.

48 Bierbrier 1994: 10.
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Ptahemhet Ty, which was probably discovered in Saggara. It originally formed part of the
Lieder collection of objects that was sold to W.A. Tyssen Amherst (Later Lord Amherst) in
1861. In 1921, this stela was sold at Sotheby’s, before it had been published. The current
location is not known and the only evidence remaining of the inscription are two squeezes

made by Alice Lieder, currently held in the Griffith Institute.

In 1986 Malek*® published a number of Lieder squeezes taken in Memphis at the temple of
Ptah, of various statues that are now either scattered around the world in different museums
or their current location is unknown. Some of the objects under discussion in this article were
later published by Brugsch (1855)>° who had ‘improved’ his original drawings for publication,

but in the process rendered them inaccurate.

It is possible that, as reading hieroglyphs was in its infancy at the time, accurate copying was
a difficult task, especially from damaged inscriptions and may even have been secondary to
aesthetics. Conversely, in the discipline of classics, accuracy was tantamount. In 1546, Donato
Giannotti wrote to Piero Vettori wanting to reassure him of the accuracy of the copies of his

Latin texts:

‘They were given to me by a person who transcribed them carefully, and | have done
my best to copy them exactly as they were, and | don’t think | have made any

mistakes.””!

As Latin was easily read in the sixteenth century, then perhaps there was more urgency in

recording accurately and some epigraphists were using the inscriptions to check spelling

4 Malek 1986: 101-12.
50 Brugsch 1855.
5! Stenhouse 2005: 46.
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rather than the monument upon which the inscription appears.>?

Aesthetics in Egyptology was sometimes prized above accuracy and Bednarski comments in
his study of Frédéric Cailliaud (1787-1869) that a feature of ‘early nineteenth-century
manuscripts, is unashamed, or even intentional, inaccuracy.””® This means the Lieder
squeezes discussed by Malek are the most accurate rendering of these statues available until

the originals can be re-located.

A later study of Lieder’s squeezes was carried out by Hamernik>* which primarily discussed
the reproduction of the texts from two sarcophagi, belonging to Tjaiharpata and Esshu-
Tefnut. Brugsch, 1862, published the first part of Recueil de Monuments Egyptiens, where he
claimed the drawings were his own record of texts. However, the dates indicate he would
have been unable to have made the copies from the monuments himself and in a letter he
mentions he used squeezes made by the Lieders for his drawings. In total Brugsch used more
than fourteen metres of squeezes (exterior of the coffin 7.97 metres and interior 6.12
metres). In the Griffith Institute, only three of these squeezes from the sarcophagus of Esshu-

Tefut remain.>®

Study of Tombs

The movement of portable objects like statues and stelae can sometimes be difficult to trace
meaning squeezes can be incredibly important in modern research. The same can be said for
structural inscriptions on temple and tomb walls, which can also go missing or can be

vandalised or removed. In the evaluation of tombs in Tell el Amarna, the Valley of the Kings

52 Borghini & Manuzio in Stenhouse 2005: 47 & 49.

53 Bednarski 2014: 91.

5 Hamernik 2000: 168-72.

55(17.1) 51 x 17cm, (17.2) 31 x 17 cm, (17.3) 29 x 17 cm.
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or Sheikh Abd el Qurna, squeezes are discussed in two different ways. They are either
presented in their capacity for causing damage to the painted inscription or for the more
positive use of recording missing or damaged scenes or checking earlier drawings for

accuracy.

The American Research Centre, Egypt (ARCE) reports on the tomb of Sety | (KV17) record all
the damage in the tomb. They describe the damage caused by squeeze taking, with the
intention of recording it whilst highlighting the extent of restoration work needed. Two
reports were written in 1999, one by Baldan, entitled Polimethodological Research on
Samples taken from Wall Painting Found in the Tomb of Seti | and the other by Vazio, entitled
Study of the State of Preservation of the Decoration of the Tomb of Sety I. The latter provides
an interesting overview of the layering of squeezes over the decades, starting with wax
squeezes of Giovanni Belzoni, followed by gypsum examples by Robert Hay and then
numerous anonymous paper squeezes. The paper squeezes caused the least damage,
whereas wax squeezes left a brown residue and gypsum squeezes removed the plaster, with
the result that the walls ‘are stripped going back to bedrock’.>® Whilst the tomb of Sety | is an
extreme case, as 600 or more squeezes were made of a single image, it shows how the
accumulation of squeeze taking took its toll on the tomb walls. Following these reports came
the 2003 Jones article®” which made the information from these reports readily available to a
wider audience. The ARCE reports also record that the tomb decoration has deteriorated even

in the places where squeezes had not been taken.

‘In the small areas where squeezes have not been made, there are still many losses

56 Jones 2003: 259.
57 Jones 2003: 252-61.
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and abrasions of the pictorial layer.’>8

This makes it clear that whilst excessive squeeze taking is detrimental to tomb decoration, it

is not the only cause of damage.

For example Jones discusses cracks in the natural rock that open onto the Valley, meaning
over the centuries rainwater had seeped into the tomb, causing damage to the decorated
surfaces.>® Further damage was caused by a flash flood in 1818, after Belzoni had cleared the
tomb and filled Room D (The Well) with debris to facilitate the removal of the sarcophagus.
This created a watercourse, enabling water to flow straight through the tomb into the lower

chambers which for centuries had remained safe.®®

Belzoni was assisted by Beechey in the tomb of Sety | and wrote to Thomas Young referring

to their work in the tomb:

‘Belzoni has made moulds of every individual object in the tomb; accurate drawings
of the whole have been executed on a small scale ...The journey produced a vast and
important portfolio of over 1500 drawings and plans recording the monuments and

ancient sites, many of which are now damaged or lost.’®!

At the start of the letter, the squeezes (moulds) are mentioned, but are not included in the
summary later provided of records taken. Squeezes of this tomb have proven to be valuable
and Mosjov®? uses the tomb of Sety | to discuss the Books of the Underworld and how the

squeezes helped the research. Mosjov’s article starts with a general report on the tomb

58 Vazio 1999: 181.
%9 Jones 2003:254.
%0 Jones 2003: 253.
61 Usick 2002: 20.
622001: 489-506.
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condition since discovery in 1817. She discusses Belzoni’s wax-squeezes taken of the most
interesting scenes and records how they removed almost all the colour on painted scenes.
However, she fails to mention that Belzoni was in fact aware of the potential danger to the

scenes and states in his Narratives that:

‘The greatest difficulty was to take an impression of the figure without injuring the

colours of it.’63

Considering that Champollion, Lepsius® and others removed pieces of wall carving rather

than simply copying or squeezing them, this seems the lesser of two evils.

Belzoni made casts from his squeezes in order to recreate the tomb in London and then Paris.
This exhibition was to be held in William Bullock’s Egyptian Hall in Piccadilly, London. It cost
£16,000 to construct,® and opened in May 1821. The exhibition comprised a fifty- foot cut-
away of the tomb of Sety | which was constructed using the drawings and watercolours of

Belzoni and Ricci.®®

As the dimensions of the tomb were too large to recreate the whole sepulchre, Belzoni
decided to reproduce a scale model of the tomb, which in itself was fifty feet long.
Additionally, he made a model of the portico at Philae based on squeezes he had taken

there.®’

The most important aspect of the exhibition was the life-size reproduction of two of the main

rooms of KV17 which were recreated using his wax squeezes. The rooms were selected; ‘one

63 Belzoni 2001: 229.

64 Shortly after Lepsius’ expedition to Thebes in 1842-5 scenes from the tomb of Khaemhat (TT57) were removed
from the wall and placed in the Berlin Museum. See catalogue P007, L002, BOO1, M0O7, BOO09.

5 Hume 2011: 211.

% Hume 2011: 211.

57 Mayes 1959, 258-9.
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for its great beauty, and the other for the instructive character of its emblematical

representations.’®®

One of the rooms, the Room of Beauties (Room E/e figure 10) was twenty feet by fourteen
feet (6.10 x 4.27 metres). Plaster of Paris casts were made from his squeezes and were painted
to match the originals using Belzoni’s and Ricci’s drawings as a guide. It is thought that Belzoni
and his wife Sarah did the majority of the painting and cast work themselves.®® The exhibition

opened on May 1 1821 and The Times commented that:

‘Every eye, we think, must be gratified by this singular combination and skilful
arrangement of objects so new and in themselves so striking ... The mechanical
ingenuity and indefatigable diligence by which Mr. Belzoni has been enabled thus to
transport to the arena of European controversy the otherwise immovable excavations
of Egypt reflect no less credit upon him as an artist than his sagacity and success in
discovering the subject matter of this extraordinary exhibition has distinguished him

above all European travellers in modern times.””°

On the first day of the exhibition, 1,900 people entered, in particular to see ‘Belzoni’s Tomb’.
Unfortunately by the winter of 1822, ticket sales for the exhibition had dropped. Then a storm
caused a leak in the roof of the Egyptian Hall, which damaged some of the Plaster of Paris
reliefs. The exhibition was due to close in April 1822 anyway, so the irreparable damage did

not have too much impact on the exhibition itself.

68 Catalogue quoted in Mayes 1959: 261.
59 Mayes 1959: 259.
7O Mayes 1959: 260.
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Once the exhibition closed, the contents were sold by Sotheby’s on 8 June 1822.7%
Unfortunately, the records of the Sotheby’s sale were destroyed by bombing during the
Second World War,”?> meaning the only example of the catalogue is an annotated copy in the

British Library. The catalogue tells us Lot 1 comprised:

‘A facsimile executed in Plaster of Paris of the two principal apartments in the tomb
of Psammis including the four pillars. It covers a space of about 200 feet in length, 7—
8 feet long in which there are 62 figures in bas relief, about 4 feet 6 high, 181 ditto, 2

feet high, also various pieces in plaster of Paris.’

The annotated catalogue states this lot was purchased for £490 which has a modern
equivalent of £20,540.73 The name of the buyer was not recorded but these casts later ended
up in the collection of John Ruskin, who became a consultant for Robert Hay on the best

means of dealing with plaster casts.”® It is possible he was the purchaser at the 1822 auction.

Belzoni’s exhibition only drew further attention to the tomb of Sety | and subsequently more
damage by visitors. The beauty of the tomb drew a lot of interest from squeezers and artists

who entered the tomb. Henry Salt described the tomb in 1818.

‘A brilliant discovery has been made of a new king’s tomb, exquisitely painted, and

with the colours as fresh as on the day it was completed; it throws everything else ...

"1 The catalogue was published as ‘A catalogue of the collection of antiquities, the fruits of the researches of Mr.
John Belzoni, in Egypt, Nubia, &c.: with...the tomb of Psammis ... the porticoes of the temple in the island of
Philae ... statues executed in granite, found in the temples of Carnac ... various mummies, in high preservation
... which will be sold by auction, by Mr. Robins, (of Warwick House, Regent Street,) at the Egyptian Hall, Piccadilly,
on Saturday, 8th June, 1822.’

72 Harry Dalmeny, Sotheby’s UK Director personal communication 4 April 2016.

73 Conversion via http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/currency/results.asp#mid (accessed 11 May 2016).

74 Tilley 1984: 73.
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as far as colour goes completely into the background.””>

Scenes Represented

Other scholarly research focuses more on the images depicted on squeezes.

Newberry (1928) briefly discusses a squeeze from the L’'HOte papers which he consulted in
order to read a cartouche of Smenkhkare in the tomb of Meryre Il at Tell el Amarna. This
squeeze enabled him to identify inaccuracies in the drawings and interpretations of other

scholars.’®

The tomb of Khaemhat (TT57) in Abd el Qurna is a greatly squeezed tomb, with fifty-six

included in the catalogue in chapter 10 and Appendix 1.

The 1989 article by Malek and Miles,”” draws on the 143 Khaemhat squeezes housed in the
Griffith Institute. The authors look in particular at the mourning scene,’® which depicts a
number of young women carrying babies in slings which they believe may represent foreign

nurses.

Two small collections, one of sixty-four squeezes and another of fifty-eight, in the Museum of
Fine Arts, Boston, is discussed in Dunham’s 1936 article.” They were donated to the museum
in 1878 and 1886 by an unknown donor. Thirty of the squeezes from the tomb of Khaemhat

(KV57) are listed,?° described, and references to Loret (1884),%! and Porter and Moss®? are

7> Hume 2011: 151.

76 Newberry 1928: 5.

771989: 227-9.

78 Catalogue BO11 (plate 9).

7° Dunham 1936: 173-177.

80N.B., Durnham’s ‘E” is P0011, P002, LO10, ‘T’ is P012, ‘G’ is M005, ‘BB’ is P015, M006, L0OO3.

81 Mémoires Publiés par les Membres de la Mission Archéologique Francaise au Caire (Paris). Arch I.
82 porter & Moss 1960.
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made. He also states that,

‘the possibility that some of the monuments thus recorded may have been lost or
damaged in the interval has made it a scientific obligation to examine the material
with a view to determining whether it includes anything at present unknown or

inadequately recorded.’®3

Galdn and Menéndez®* in their 2011 article did exactly this. The article concerns the
eighteenth-dynasty tomb of Hery (TT12) in Dra Abu el Nag’a. It was visited first by Jean-
Frangois Champollion (1790-1832) and Ippolito Rosellini (1800-1843) in 1829, who made
notes of the most interesting (to them) inscriptions and scenes in the tomb, which Galan and
Menéndez used to reconstruct the now damaged texts. These had to be used in conjunction
with other records made by Spiegelberg (1870-1930) on his visit between December 1895
and January 1896.%° Richard Lepsius (1810-1884) recorded inscriptions in the tomb in 1844
which showed signs of attempts to remove them from the wall. From the records of these
three visitors, it has been possible to reconstruct the family of Hery and to date the tomb to

the time of Queen Ahhotep (seventeenth dynasty).

When Wilhelm Spiegelberg visited the tomb in 1895/1896 he made a set of thirty-eight
squeezes of the south-west wall of the corridor. These were sent to Jean Capart in 1910 and
in 1926 Spiegelberg requested that Capart send them to Francis Griffith, hence they are now
in the Griffith Institute.®® As there was no paint on the original inscriptions the squeezes

caused little damage to the wall, other than lifting some red paint from Demotic graffiti. The

83 Dunham 1936: 173.

84 Galan & Menéndez 2011: 143-66.
85 Galan & Menéndez 2011: 147.

86 Galan 2015: 158.
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authors, however, highlight some of the damage intentionally inflicted to the walls bearing

the funerary banquet scene.

‘The reliefs were the target of robbers between Champollion’s (1829) and Lepsius’s
(1844) visits. The Spiegelberg squeezes show the areas that were marked out in

preparation for the theft, but which were not removed by 1896."%’

Due to substantial damage to the scenes since 1896, ‘Spiegelberg’s squeezes are therefore
essential for analysing the composition of the three sub-scenes or sections of which the

banquet scene is composed.’8®

Sethe visited the tomb of Hery in 1905 and his squeezes show the tomb was in the same
condition as when Spiegelberg was there. However, between his visit and that of Norman de
Garis Davies in 1926, the tomb was robbed extensively resulting in many missing pieces.

Further vandalism was caused following a robbery and Ahmed Fakhry explains that,

‘When tomb no. 51 was attacked by cutting five pieces from it in 1941, one of the two
guards of the zone was honest and he feared lest in his absence the thieves should
return and cut more pieces ... therefore in order to keep them away he disfigured all

the faces in the tomb.’8?

He hacked out the noses on some of the surviving images, albeit with good intentions.

Gardiner comments that such robbery and vandalism was not that unusual:

‘It would be easy to point to a dozen tombs that have thus been excavated, and, after

a few inscriptions had been copied, abandoned to their fate without a thought. It is

87 Galan & Menéndez 2011: 157.
88 Galdn & Menéndez 2011: 159.
8 Fakhry 1946: 33.
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just such tombs as these that have suffered to the greatest extent. When attention
has once been called to a tomb, the native will begin cutting out fragments as soon as
the excavators’ back is turned (...) the most dangerous period for a tomb is that

immediately following upon its first discovery.’®

This was reiterated further by Petrie, who recalled in the introduction to Koptos that each day
he and Quibell would try to identify the ‘spy’ on site who was trying to find out what had been
discovered of any importance so he could return after dark to illegally excavate. These spies

were normally from the village and therefore the guards would not prevent them entering.”!

The squeezes from the tomb of Hery produced by Spiegelberg provide the only images of the
stolen scenes and Galdn and Menéndez used them in an attempt to identify these missing
pieces. Using this method, they were able to re-locate two stolen blocks — one in the
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, and the other in the Petrie Museum, London,
(UC14549).°? The Metropolitan Museum block had been donated by Mrs Morton Nichols and

was likely purchased in Luxor in 1904.%3

This article ‘not only publishes Hery’s banquet scene, but also highlights the relevance of

archival research when studying an ancient monument.’?*

Galan and Menéndez'’s paper is followed by another, concerning the tomb of Djehuty (TT11)
which was also visited by Spiegelberg in the 1890s and, as in the tomb of Hery, there are

aspects of the biography stela that are missing today, but are represented by the squeezes.””

% Quoted in Galdn 2015: 168.

91 petrie & Hogarth 1896: 1-2.

2 Galadn & Menéndez 2011: n84.
% Galan & Menéndez 2011: 165.
% Galan & Menéndez 2011: 166.
% Galdn 2015: 165.
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Galan and Menéndez were not the first scholars to use squeezes to locate missing scenes as
Moss (1941) used John Williams’ rubbings to identify stelae and monuments that had been
sold on the open market. Whilst the majority of his rubbings were of items in the British
Museum, ‘there remained a few unidentified objects, which must now be in some museum
or private collection’® indicating that any one-to-one facsimile is valuable when the original

inscription or image has since disappeared.

Whole Squeeze Collections

Studies of entire collections of squeezes are rare. A singular example of works based on an

entire collection is that of Malek on the squeezes of Alice Lieder.

In 1974 Malek®” wrote about the Senedjemib Inti squeezes taken by the Lieders currently in
the Griffith Institute. This tomb is in the north-west corner of the Great Pyramid complex at
Giza and comprises two tombs —one for Senedjemib Inti (G-2370) and another for Senedjemib
Mehi (G-2378). Both tombs were originally excavated in 1842-3 by Richard Lepsius.?® The
Lieders cleared the sand which Lepsius had placed over the chapels of Inti and Mehi, in order
to take their squeezes, although they did not clear the wall to floor level. They never published

their work.??

In the late nineteenth century the villagers of Kafr-el Haram carried out illegal excavations at
the site and removed a number of blocks. One block was removed from the offering room of

Senedjemib Mehi and was sold to the Field Museum of Natural History, Chicago, in 1898.1%°

% Moss 1941: 10.

% Malek 1974: 21-23.

%8 Brovarski 2001: inside jacket cover.
9 Brovarski 2001: 5.

100 Brovarski 2001: 8.
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Since the excavations of Lepsius in 1842—83, the decoration within the tomb of Senedjemib
Inti (G-2370) has deteriorated further and the southern end of the west wall in room IIl has
since collapsed.1®! Post-1850 saw robbers removing the ceiling blocks and stealing as many

as three registers of decoration from ‘above’.10?

The Lieder squeezes are particularly poor in quality, made from a coarse brown paper, with
the hieroglyphs outlined in pencil. Malek highlights the errors in these outlines, which he
suggests were due to the Lieders’ lack of proficiency in reading hieroglyphs.1°® Additionally,
the condition of the squeezes is generally poor, with tears and holes in the paper, making

some details difficult to make out.

In 1991, Magee and Malek!®* worked on further Lieder squeezes held as a group in The
Collection, Lincoln (previously the Grantham Collection), looking at the highlights of the
collection in order to bring it to public attention. Sadly, it lacks any detailed information on
the individual squeezes, which is addressed in the catalogue at the end of this thesis and

associated discussion.

In regard to the collection of squeezes held at Leeds Museum and Gallery, Sitch'®®> wrote a
short article about those from the tombs of Paser (TT106) and Khaemhat (TT57). The material
was discovered in the museum store in 1998, although it is believed they were donated by
George Morley (1802-1867) in 1863—4. The only mention of ‘soft paper impressions’ can be

found in the Leeds Philosophical and Literary Society’s forty-fourth report.

101 Brovarski 2001: 5.

102 Brovarski 2001: 9.

103 Also addressed in Brovarski 2011: 59.
104 Magee & Malek 1991: 195-7.

105 Sjtch 2001: 7-10.
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The Sitch article provides a brief biography of George Morley and suggests he bought the
squeezes rather than produced them himself, based on information from Morley’s grandson
who currently lives in Jersey. The article is more about awareness than an active study of the

material and since 2001 no further work has been done.

A much larger collection of squeezes, by SirJ. Gardiner Wilkinson, held by the British Museum,
numbers 5,500 and Moss and Burney in 1976% published a summary of their work on this
collection. They were able to identify most of the squeezes and arrange them in topographical
order to be used by future scholars. The sites are listed with the number of squeezes taken at
each site, with 240 for the tomb of Sety | (KV17) and even more, 441, taken at the tomb of
Senemioh (TT127). No analysis is made on any of the squeezes and the study really forms a
foundation for future work. This collection has not been included in the catalogue as it is too

extensive and warrants a much larger platform than available here.

A much smaller collection is that of the Biblioteca e Archivi di Egittologia, Universita degli
Studi di Milano. This is published as the entire archival collection of Victor Loret, rather than
solely concentrating on his squeezes. Two publications by Piacentini make reference to the
tin, plaster and paper squeezes, with a brief discussion on the inscriptions that were
squeezed. The plaster and tin squeezes were primarily of wildlife, including fish and

ichneumon (mongooses) which Loret used as a means of identifying species.%”

Twelve of his paper squeezes were taken of the sarcophagus of Ay before it was smashed by
a treasure hunter in 1896. The squeezes are accompanied by drawings of the sarcophagus,

with the squeeze locations marked. When the sarcophagus was reconstructed in 1990 by the

106 Moss 1976: 108-9.
107 pjacentini 2008: 57.
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Supreme Council of Antiquities, these squeezes and illustrations may have aided the

process.1%®

Museum and Collection Studies

This thesis is essentially a study of squeezes as artefacts in their own right. As they are all
housed in museums and archives, it is also a study of museums and their collecting, disposal
and conservation policies. A great deal has been written over the decades on museum studies
and the nature of collecting,!% the complex theories surrounding value!® and the enormous

responsibility held by museum staff as guardians of heritage.!!?

Modern museums are the result of a long history of artefact collecting and display. The
earliest university art museum was Oxford (Ashmolean)'? which opened in 1683 with a

pedagogical purpose.

In the late eighteenth century, the British Museum was formed, with access by written
request only.!’® There were so many requests that the tours became brisk, silent affairs,
where visitors were requested to keep conversation to a minimum. This naturally disgruntled

some patrons:

‘In about thirty minutes we finished our silent journey through the princely mansion,
which could well have taken thirty days. | went out much about as wise as | went in ...

| had laid more stress on the British Museum than on anything else which one should

108 pjacentini 2008: 133.

109 pegrce 1990:, Swain 2007:,Pearce 1997:, Pearce 1995:,Basin 1967:, Hooper-Greenhill 1992.

110 These arguments are discussed in chapter 7.

111 Merriman 1991: 1 quoted in Carman 2002: 5.

112 some scholars believe the earliest museum dates to 530 BCE and was curated by Princess Ennigaldi-Nanna,
the daughter of the last king of the Neo Babylonion Empire. However, the discussion here is regarding collection
practices and no evidence from the Ennigaldi-Nanna Museum is available on this.

13Basin 1967: 144-7.
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see in London. It was the only sight which disgusted me ... ‘14

Hooper-Greenhill discusses how museums have developed, and explores the transition from
cabinets of curiosities in private houses to national museums, using the Louvre, Paris, as a
case study. Its foundation was a reaction to the revolution and enabled the wealth and
antiquities of the rich to be available to the masses.'®> Originally, aesthetics were the most
important element of displays, with artefacts arranged according to themes, material or size,
regardless of provenance or artist. They were ‘left un-numbered and unlabelled in order to

give enlightened amateurs the privilege of deciding on authorship.’®

Basin, in his 1967 publication, discusses at length the history of museums with numerous case
studies.’’” Moving on from these aesthetic displays, by the nineteenth-century museum
structure developed into the discipline of History of Art, with artefacts classified and displayed
to tell a story.’® Pearce (1995) in her On Collecting discusses the development of museums
and how they have changed over the centuries. At the Royal Viennese Collection in Belvedere
in 1776, the collection was laid out so ‘a walk through the galleries was a walk through art
history.”**° Everything was laid out in categorised art schools and time periods.'?° Such an
approach to art history was a common one, with items presented in chronological order to
demonstrate low and high points of artistic talent,’?! as well as demonstrating how the
present was a product of the past. Such an approach was introduced by Johann Joachim

Wincklemann in 1764, in his seminal work The History of Ancient Art. Greek art was seen to

114 A visitor from Birmingham quoted in France 1991: 64.
115 Hooper-Greenhill 1992: 174.

116 Basin 1967: 151.

117 Basin 1967.

118 Hooper-Greenhill 1992: 182 & 186.

119 pearce 1995: 127.

120pearce 1995: 127.

121 pearce 1995: 124.
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be of a particularly high calibre, whereas Egyptian art,

‘though well cultivated has been checked and arrested in its growth by a worm, or
other casualties; for it remained unchanged, precisely the same, yet without attaining

its perfection until the period when Greek kings held sway over them.’1??

Modern museums are a very different to these nineteenth-century typological displays and
have education as the key feature. The concept of a modern museum in general is treated as

123 which for many museums is children. For this reason,

a business and has a target audience,
items like paper squeezes are not exciting enough for them and instead they are regaled with

interactive displays, reconstruction videos and dressing up areas.

One of the most relevant aspects of Hooper-Greenhill’s 1992 text, in regard to squeezes, is
how over the centuries a single artefact can be interpreted in different ways. Using an image
of the Madonna as a case study, she highlights that in the sixteenth century the Madonna
may have been considered a spiritual and religious item valued for the gold and lapis
inclusions. In a nineteenth-century cabinet of curiosities it would be valued according to who
owned it or who painted it, with age being key to value. In the modern world, value is
attributed according to who owned it, who painted it and also what it may have represented
and who may have witnessed it. She argues that an object does not have a single identity, one

that is constant, and the importance, identity and value is dependent on the audience.'?*

This idea is also the focus of Mukarovsky’s 1936 work on Aesthetic Function, Norm and Value

as Social Facts. Although he is discussing art in general he states, ‘in the History of Art we see

122 Winckelmann 1873: 191-2.
123 Hooper-Greenhill 1992: 211.
124 Hooper-Greenhill 1992: 195-6.
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all too often that the value of a particular work changes over time from positive to negative,
or it might slip form a high exceptional value to average and vice versa.’ 12> These changes are
attributed to different influences including economics, fashion and ‘dynamics of social
interrelations.”*?® This is particularly applicable to the squeezes included in this study, as their
value has changed since manufacture and will continue to change as research is carried out
and more information is discovered about each one. Such changes in value and the catalysts

behind these changes will be discussed at length in chapter 7.

Pearce, in her 1995 publication, also discusses this topic of changing value and perceived
importance of artefacts over time. She emphasises that the original meaning attached to an
object is subjective and therefore can change, rendering an object as more or less

‘important.’t?’

This leads to the archaeological theory concerning the transient value of artefacts and in
particular Clifford’s Art Culture System, where items are assessed according to certain criteria
to ascertain whether they are art, non-art, authentic or inauthentic. How each artefact is
classified affects the value placed on it. An artefact with some age is ‘endowed with a sense
of depth by their historically minded collectors.”*?® Such a basic classification eliminates
tourist souvenirs from being considered valuable artefacts. However, should these souvenirs
come from non-western societies, they could be classified as scientifically cultural artefacts
or even aesthetic works of art and therefore have a value attached to them.'?° Additionally,

if artefacts have been produced by vanishing cultures or skills, their value is increased further

125 Mukafovsky 2015: 296.
126 MukaFovsky 2015: 298.
127 pearce 1995: 141.
128 Clifford 1988: 222.
129 Clifford 1988: 222.
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due to their potential rarity. Perhaps this is where the technique of producing squeezes is
where these artefacts fit in. Conversely, value of art can be arbitrary — dependant on fashion,

pricing processes within the art market,'3° or even the artefacts’ utility.*3!

Darvill, in his model of valuing archaeological resources, has no less than nine sub-categories
in his ‘Use Value’ category.'3? The more useful an object is, the more valuable it is considered
and in general tourist souvenirs are thought to have no use. However, just because something
has no use, it does not mean there is no value, although assessing that value can be
problematic.’®3> Mason maintains that such non-useful items can also hold a cultural value in
the sense they can be craft-related. Unfortunately, the value of craft-related skills is often lost
among broader aesthetic or historical values and can be overlooked.'3* The key with squeezes

is identifying whether they have a use, and if not what their inherent value may be.

The transient nature of museum interest and cultural or historic value is further emphasised
in Thompson’s work, regarding Rubbish Theory, where he categorises artefacts as belonging
to one of three categories — transient (decreasing value), durable (increasing value) or rubbish
(zero value).*®® In order to understand value, and in particular the transient nature of value,
‘we must study rubbish,’*3¢ Objects can move between these categories according to fashion,
ethics, museum policies, research or adaption. Museums generally hold the items which are
considered ‘durables’*3” which after a time can then enter the ‘rubbish’ category or vice versa.

Pearce (1992) also discusses Thompson’s theory in her paper on value of objects as collections

130 Clifford 1988: 223.

131 pearce 1992: 58.

132 Quoted in Carver 1996: 46.

133 Mourato & Mazzanti 2002: 54.
134 Mason 2002: 12.
135Thompson 1979: 7 & 9.

136 Thompson 1979a:12.

137 pearce 1992: 34.
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as well as museum pieces. Collections are a means of organising a chaotic world and provides
a certain element of immortality to the collector, either through passing the collection on to
a family member or to a museum.'3® Pearce emphasises the importance of souvenirs and the
changing ideas of souvenirs in museums. An item with a humble origin is not necessarily
valueless,'3 as any souvenir is a connection between the past and the present and can be a
valuable reminder of historical events, famous people and an indicator of the nature of

collecting as a pastime.140

In Pearce’s Archaeological Curatorship she discusses the very nature of collecting and the
associated legislation. Generally, the Code of Conduct for Museum Curators prohibits
uncontrolled acquisition of artefacts, as ‘many instances of neglect have resulted from
uncontrollable collecting, and many museum stores contain unclassified residues that are the

legacy of passive collecting.’4!

Most museums and archives have a reserve collection, comprised of items which for varying
reasons are not, and may never be, displayed. Pearce discusses some of the causes of reserve
collections. These could be the result of passive collecting, or the result of unwanted,
uninteresting and valueless objects donated to a museum along with something extremely
desirable and relevant for the museum’s collection. It would be unethical to accept the
donation and then discard the ‘uninteresting’ items. Therefore, many museums have an

expanding reserve collection.

Pearce continues with a discussion regarding the expectations and responsibilities of the

138 pearce 1992: 55.
139 pearce 1992: 24.
140 pearce 1992: 72.
141 pearce 1990: 74.
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museum towards the reserve collections, which includes appropriate storage, conservation
where possible, documentation of each item and accessibility to the general public. Such
responsibilities are carefully monitored as museums are often publically funded and therefore

need to be accountable to the public for their actions.'*?

Due to a lack of resources (financial and personnel)'*? upholding all of these responsibilities
is not always possible and often it is the catalogue and conservation that suffer. Whilst many
curators cannot always pay due attention to the material in the stores, by protecting them
these items have research potential which in turn could attract further revenue for the

institution.1#4

Caesar addresses accessing reserve collections using the Science Museum, London, as a case
study. She highlights that 90% of the Science Museum collection is in permanent storage.
These stores were opened to the public in 2004 and 2005.1#° Before the store tour, visitors
hoped to see ‘unusual objects and interesting stories’, and ‘something very interesting and

rarely seen.’146

Caesar emphasises that providing access to the stores is not sufficient without some form of
interpretation. The Science Museum’s themed store tours were run by curators whose
expertise fell within the chosen theme. The visitors believed the interpretation provided by
the curators helped with their understanding of the collections and ‘many agreed that the

experience had exceeded their expectations’.'#’

142 Carman 2002: 149.
143 pearce 1990: 116.
144 pearce 1990: 125.
145 Caesar 2007: 4.

146 Caesar 2007: 8.

147 Caesar 2007: 8.
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Many museums open their stores to the public, including the British Museum and the
Museum of London. Even in Egypt Hawass commented that Egyptian museums ‘can no longer

7 148

simply be warehouses for storage with outdated displays although the stores of the

Egyptian museums are not open to the public.

Research in museums and archives is becoming a valuable activity and Swain introduced the
idea of museum archaeology in 2007. The author postulates that a museum collection has
many levels of research which extend beyond the historical value of the item itself. For
example, many of the Grand Tour antiquity souvenirs have lost their provenance and it can
be difficult to ascertain whether they are genuine or illicit antiquities.’® In cases like this,
different aspects of the artefact can be examined, such as information about the donors and
their interests with regard to collecting. This is extremely relevant for the study of squeezes
as their value lies in the information available about them or their manufacture, rather than
simply their physical form. Many museum and archive collections were the result of collecting
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and reflect social expectations, trends and

interests of the time which maybe, and often are, different to those of a modern museum.*>°

The act of donating to a museum can provide information about the individual collector and
thereby can attribute value to the object. Some collectors bequeath items to museums in an
attempt to achieve a certain form of immortality,*>! and the same could perhaps be said of
families donating items following the death of the collector. However, the majority of items

accepted by museums are a reflection of the curators’ interests, the aims of the individual

148 Hawass 2005:8.
149 Swain 2007: 95.
150Swain 2007: 93.
151 pearce 1997: 48.
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museum or its collection policy.

As individual collecting habits can be unexpected, once donated to museums they can help
form unusual and therefore unexpected inventories of artefacts. For researchers, this can
prove problematic, as to discover all examples of a particular object type requires extensive
background research to identify the objects held by particular institutions. This is made more
difficult by a lack of comprehensive catalogues for many collections and the end of museums
publishing object catalogues in book-form, other than those in connection with specific

exhibitions.

Large institutions like the British Museum, which have more resources than most, in one year
(1996) published sixty-eight monographs, 184 referenced papers and catalogues and 518
lectures about their collection.’®> However, most museums have very limited resources and

may not even have a clear understanding of the scope of their collections.

Some curators specialise in particular artefact types and may know little outside their
speciality. For example, the Special Collections curator from the University of Aberdeen was
unable to comment on the number of squeezes held in the collection as they were simply
catalogued as a ‘Bundle of images, some outlined in ink, of Egyptian Inscriptions, stele, etc,’*>3
and they had not been studied previously. This is not intended as a criticism, as most

collections are bigger than one individual can hope to study or research in any depth.

Heritage Crime

A subject that has been a feature of Egyptology since the nineteenth century is heritage crime,

152 Swain 2007: 174.
133 Ref: MS 3470/27/77.
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which can manifest itself in the form of theft, as witnessed in the tomb of Senedjemib Inti,

destruction or graffiti, as in the tomb of Hery.

Edwards, in her A Thousand Miles Up the Nile (1887), laments the deterioration of the
monuments,’>* but as tourism increased, damage to the monuments also increased, until as

late as 1922, when laws were put in place to prevent antiquities being removed from Egypt.1>>

Gange, in his 2015 article The Ruins of Preservation: Conserving Ancient Egypt 1880-1914,
discusses the conflict of interest at this time between conserving and protecting the
monuments and keeping donors compliant with a supply of antiquities. In addition, there was
little incentive for the Egyptian villagers to pass any finds onto the government as they were
not recompensed for their honesty. Any reward took weeks, months or years to be presented
and was often in the realm of three to five Egyptian pounds. Villagers could expect to receive

considerably more from the antiquities dealers.*>®

Since the 2011 revolution in Egypt, heritage crime has increased dramatically and now also
includes land-grabbing, illegal excavations and looting of museums, sites and storerooms. The
majority of scholarship recording post-2011 heritage crime is anecdotal in nature, such as
Redmount’s article on the site of El Hibeh and the results of mass looting and illegal
excavation.'® Hanna, in her attempt to bring the crimes committed to the attention of the
world, launched a Facebook and Twitter campaign, where she reported daily atrocities. She

also wrote in the Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology and Heritage Studies,>®

154 Edwards 1887: 353.
155 Gange 2015: 87.

156 Habachi 2001: 30-1.
157 Redmount 2013.
158 Hanna 2013.
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summarising the forms of crimes being carried out.?® Ikram adds to the discussion with an
article about land-grabbing and looting as a means of appeasing international collectors,

many from the Gulf States who wish to furnish new museums.6°

News reports are another useful resource for anecdotal evidence on the extent of crime being
carried out in Egypt, although this is limited only to the crimes of international interest such
as the looting of the El Bersha tomb of Djehutyhotep,'®! the destruction of the Mallawi

162

Museum, the theft from Luxor Temple'®? and the death of two guards who were protecting

the site of Deir el Bersha from looters in February 2016.163

Published volumes written on the subject of heritage crime are also anecdotal in nature as
the issue is an international one and affects all monuments and archaeological or historical
sites. Chabiera (2011) edited Stop Heritage Crime, which looked at different approaches to
tackling thefts, damage and destruction, primarily in Poland, but with additional international
articles. In particular, Kolinski’s article on illicit trade and heritage crime in Irag can be applied
to the Egyptian post-2011 situation as such political instability is comparable to a conflict
situation. In this article the author discusses the causes of such crimes which includes the
collapse of central authority, local opportunities as a result of lack of military or police,

poverty and a distancing from the culture that produced the heritage.'%

There are various projects in place aimed at trying to prevent stolen items being sold on the

art market. These are generally in the form of online databases and includes Saving

159 Hanna 2013: 373-4.

160 |kram 2013: 33.

161 http://www.archaeology.org/news/3313-150526-egypt-djehutyhotep-tomb (accessed 20 January 2016).

162 http://luxortimesmagazine.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/exclusive-photos-of-stolen-antiquities.html (accessed
20 January 2016).

163 http://art-crime.blogspot.co.uk/2016/02/one-killed-one-injured-at.html (accessed 29 March 2016).
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Antiquities for Everyone (SAFE), which concentrates on public awareness,'®> and the
International Foundation for Art Research which has launched an art database listing stolen
items.1%® Raising awareness of the situation of art crime and looting is considered so
important that Futurelearn, an online learning hub ran a course in February 2016 on
Antiquities Trafficking and Art Crime prepared by the University of Glasgow.!®’ This attracted

11,000 students from all over the world.162

In light of the increased awareness of heritage crime, as well as the increase in heritage crime
itself, squeezes could be a fundamental tool in locating missing tomb scenes or stelae but also

could be vital for reconstruction of such missing items.

This potential was highlighted by Galan and Menéndez in their work recovering stolen blocks

169

from the tomb of Hery,'*® and is further emphasised by the research presented in the

catalogue (chapter 9) where missing inscriptions could be restored.”®

Although studying squeezes cannot prevent heritage crime or help recover items, they can
potentially ensure items stolen, lost or damaged do not remain lost, but can potentially be

studied once more.

Conclusions

Whilst squeezes have been included in a number of articles and studies over the last 150

years, they have been approached solely as a tool in wider research by a few scholars.

165 Chabiera 2011: 147.

166 Chabiera 2011: 146.

167 https://www.futurelearn.com/courses/art-crime/1/todo/2567 (accessed 29 March 2016).
168 Donna Yates, University of Glasgow personal correspondence 30 March 2016.

169 Galadn & Menéndez 2011: 143-66.
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They have not been approached as a subject in their own right, that of a valid archaeological
and potentially commercial recording technique of the nineteenth century. Additionally, very
little has been completed on entire collections and what relevance these can potentially hold

in regard to social studies, history of collecting and history of travelling.

There is also very little to connect the study of squeezes with conservation or restoration of
missing inscriptions — arguably one of the more valuable elements of research attributable to
paper squeezes. This piece of research endeavours to fill this gap and provide a foundation
for further research into the field of squeezes and nineteenth century recording techniques

as well as demonstrate the innate value these items hold.
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Chapter 4

Current Squeeze Projects

Paper squeezes are greatly understudied in the Egyptological discipline and this is a trend
reflected worldwide. Whilst a small number of conservation projects have been carried out
in the United States of America and Europe over the last few years on paper squeezes, they

are primarily from Near Eastern rather than Egyptian collections.

The projects vary in scope; some dealing with entire collections and others with squeezes of

specific monuments or sites of interest to the home institution.

Smithsonian Institution Squeeze Imaging Project, USA

The Smithsonian Institution Squeeze Imaging Project! has been working with the Freer Gallery
of Art and the Arthur M. Sackler Gallery Archives, which house 383 squeezes from part of the
Ernst Herzfeld papers dating from 1911-1934. They were taken at various sites in the Near
East and are comprised of a combination of high grade thick paper and low-grade cigarette
paper. Herzfeld records: ‘I did them all with cigarette paper, folded three times. The result is

good.”?

The website highlights that ‘squeezes can be fragile, which limits their accessibility and
jeopardizes the historical data they hold’ but they have been fundamental for study of a
number of archaeological sites as ‘the squeezes he created for temporary reference have

helped scholars access information from monuments that for many reasons may no longer

L http://asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/default.asp (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
2Ernst Herzfeld papers, N-84 (1923-24), November 22, 1923: 18.
http://www.asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/sq_making.asp#two (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
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be available.”?

In 2010, the Freer Gallery of Art and Arthur M. Sackler Gallery Archives received a grant from
the Smithsonian Institution's Collections Care and Preservation Fund to preserve these

squeezes.

They used an imaging technique called Reflectance Transformation Imaging (RTI) to digitise
the squeezes in a way that enabled the user to manipulate the image to enhance the

inscription recorded on it.

‘Scholars will be able to find intellectual and physical information that was previously
not known to exist or had thought to have been lost. This will allow researchers to

learn more from the digital images than they could from the physical object.’*

Squeezes are considered by the Smithsonian Institution Squeeze Imaging Project as an

important research tool because they,

‘have come to play an increasingly important role in scholarship. They make it possible
to learn about ancient cultures even when original inscriptions have deteriorated to
the point of illegibility, archaeological sites are inaccessible, or research funds do not
support onsite visitation. Plaster casts and squeezes of ancient monuments created
for museum collections have facilitated proper translation of past languages, which in

turn has provided a window into past cultures.””

3http://www.asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/ (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
4 http://www.asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/ (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
5 http://asia.si.edu/research/squeezeproject/sq_making.asp#three (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
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Each squeeze has been scanned and is currently online® with a description of what the

inscription is and the location, should it be known.

The digitization of the squeezes is a preliminary step in conserving the squeezes and ensuring
they are maintained for future generations. However, little other research has been done on
individual artefacts in this collection. The online database contains a zoomable digital image
and many entries record a title and dimensions specific to each squeeze. Other general
information includes the date of the collection (1879-1948) and general cataloguing
information. For example ‘Arabic No. 55: [no neg]. Seven squeezes or pencil rubbings of

inscribed border.’

Therefore there is clearly more work to be done on this collection which could start with a
description of the scene depicted — as even when using the zoom function on the digital
imagery not all the inscriptions are clear — as well as an indication of the location and status

of the original item.

Cornell University Library Conservation Project, USA

In 2013 Cornell University Library selected ninety of its 200 squeezes from the Near East for
conservation under the supervision of the Cornell University Library Conservation Project.
Those chosen contained an important inscription from the Monumentum Ancyranum in

Ankara, written in Greek and Latin.’

5 http://collections.si.edu/search/results.htm?view=grid&date.slider=&fq=-
object_type%3A%22Maps%22&q=Ernst+Herzfeld+papers+Squeezes+series+6&dsort= (2014) (accessed 9
March 2015).

7 http://blogs.cornell.edu/culconservation/2013/12/13/epigraphic-squeezes-part-i/ (2013) (accessed 9 March
2015).
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These squeezes were taken in 1907 by Cornell professor J.R.S. Sterrett (1851-1914), who from
1901 went on expeditions to Turkey and the Near East. Some of his squeezes are unique and
in 1904-5 he travelled to Ankara, to the Roman temple of Augustus, and took the first squeeze
of the text relating to the deified emperor. This has since been digitised at the library as part
of the Grants Program for Digital Collections in Arts and Sciences.® The conservation
objectives were to ‘clean and stabilize the squeezes before digitisation’ and to ‘provide a

permanent storage solution.”

The paper, which was identified as durable, was examined and discovered to be flax-based,
which enabled it to survive the squeeze-beating process and the passing of more than a
century in stores.!® The squeezes all had a lot of surface dirt, dust and inactive mould which
had become ingrained in the ridges of the squeeze. In order not to damage the squeezes, only
loose surface soil was removed using a NILFISK HEPA vacuum before being cleaned with
Absorene sponge erasers and latex free sponges.!! Once cleaned, the squeezes were placed
in archival folders and stored in flat units so they were safe from any further deterioration
and yet were still accessible to scholars, or they were placed in custom-made sink-mats. The
intention is for all of the squeezes to be scanned and made available as an online resource for
Roman history and epigraphy scholars at the Cornell Collections of Antiquities. The digitally-

imaged squeezes will eventually be reconstructed in three-dimension.

This conservation project has had previous background research carried out on the squeezes

8 http://blogs.cornell.edu/culconservation/2013/12/13/epigraphic-squeezes-part-i/ (2013) (accessed 9 March
2015).

% http://blogs.cornell.edu/culconservation/2013/12/13/epigraphic-squeezes-part-i/ (2013) (accessed 9 March
2015).
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as those chosen for conservation have a precise date of manufacture as well as epigraphical
information of the scenes depicted and their importance and value within the discipline. This
is a stark contrast to the Smithsonian Institution Squeeze Imaging Project discussed above,
which concentrated on digitalisation but with no recorded information about the squeeze or
the image depicted. It does, however, need to be noted that the Cornell project focuses only
on ninety squeezes rather than their whole collection and research facilitated choosing which
ones to work with.

The Canadian Epigraphic Mission of Xanthos Letoon (Lycia) Project

Since the 1890s, The Canadian Epigraphic Mission of Xanthos Letoon (Lycia) Project has been
collecting squeezes from this region of Turkey and ‘a collection of photos and squeezes

preserved at the Université Laval is being built.”*?

In addition to maintaining the archive of these nineteenth and early twentieth-century
squeezes, the project still actively produces squeezes in the field. During the 2006 season in
Letoon, the objective was to record 689 complete or fragmentary inscriptions, with the aim
that ‘this material will all be photographed and squeezed.’*3 This was on-going until 2010,
when squeezes were also being made of published inscriptions for ‘archival purposes’. This
has created an archival record of each inscription that can be compared to previous published

works or earlier records of the monuments:

‘Studying these texts again is not in vain because comparing stones and published

texts can sometimes bring about improvements in reading or editing the texts.’!4

12 http://www.xanthos.hst.ulaval.ca/eng/objectifs_eng.htm (2006) (accessed 9 February 2015).
13 http://www.xanthos.hst.ulaval.ca/eng/2006_eng.htm (2011) (accessed 9 February 2015).
1% http://www.xanthos.hst.ulaval.ca/eng/objectifs_eng.htm (2006) (accessed 9 February 2015).
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A secondary aspect of the project was to match squeezes currently in the archive with the
original inscription in the field. When trying to locate the original inscriptions, the team was
only able to locate sixty-seven of the 134 texts,> meaning the squeeze was the only surviving
record of some inscriptions. This renders these squeezes as important archaeological records

and worthy of conservation.

This project is in line with the current research and the catalogue in Appendix 1, as the
Canadian Mission is not only maintaining a vast collection of squeezes but is also analysing
each squeeze and trying to match it with the original. This enables the value of the squeeze
to be categorised, with those of ‘unidenitfied originals’ potentially being more valuable than
those with matched originals. In addition they continue to collect inscriptions ensuring that
currently accessible archaeological material is recorded for future generations and future

researchers.

Department of Classical, Near Eastern, and Religious Studies of the University of British
Columbia, Canada

The Department of Classical, Near Eastern and Religious Studies of The University of British
Columbia is working on a project to digitise its collection, which amounts to 1,051 squeezes,
which are between forty and seventy years old. The vast majority of the squeezes were made
in Greece by Malcom McGregor and were donated to the University of British Columbia in

1975.16

This squeeze project was started ‘as their utility as a resource for countless members of the

department is undeniable.’’” Due to the size of the squeezes, they are difficult to handle in

15 http://www.xanthos.hst.ulaval.ca/eng/photographies_eng.htm (2009) (accessed 9 March 2015).
16 http://fromstonetoscreen.com/squeeze-collection/ (2014) (accessed 21 March 2016).
17 https://fromstonetoscreen.wordpress.com/about/ (2014) (accessed 9 February 2015).
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the classroom and the project will therefore facilitate the studying of these inscriptions

without causing further damage to them.

Digitisation of the collection of squeezes is the first step in preservation of these epigraphic
records, and something all archival collections should be attempting to do. The UBC have
identified that digitisation makes the material easier for study, which is something that has
not yet widely been adopted in the discipline of Egyptology, but it also means the material is

available for worldwide dispersal.

Before digitising the squeezes on the From Stone to Screen’® website, they were identified
either using the index written by Professor Nigel Kennell in the 1970s or notes of Professor
McGregor which includes museum accession numbers. However, some of the squeezes 