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Abstract:

This study investigates a selection of floral bouquets discovered in the tomb
of Tutankhamun, which were exhibited in the Egyptian Museum (Cairo) and
subsequently transferred to the Grand Egyptian Museum (GEM), Giza. The
analysis identified five species of flowering plants with mythological and eth-
nobotanical significance, belonging to five genera and five families. Plant
identification was based on the gross morphology of various organs, including

Keywords: leaves and fruits. The results of the observations conducted on these objects
Bouquets are presented below, with a particular focus on identifying the plant species
Ethnology used and analyzing their methods of manufacture. These findings are then
Morphology discussed in comparison with other parts of the same bouquets, which are
Mythology now dispersed across various museums.
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1. Introduction

Since ancient times, the Egyptians have demonstr-
ated a deep appreciation for flowering plants, skill-
fully arranging them into bouquets and garlands for
various ceremonial purposes. These decorative floral
arrangements held symbolic significance in joy,
mourning, and triumph rituals. The selection and
diversity of plant species used in these arrangements
often reflected changes in natural vegetation and
may indicate the introduction of new flora during
different cultural periods. In this context, a bouquet
denotes a meticulously assembled collection of plant
elements—branches, leaves, flowers, or fruits—
chosen for their visual appeal, including size, color,
and scent. The art of bouquet-making involves sp-
ecific techniques, such as twisting, braiding, and
wrapping. This paper highlights the aesthetic and
cultural significance of this ancient practice.

2. Mythic Significance of the Bouquet

3.1. Funerary context

Floral bouquets held important symbolic signifi-
cance in the funerary practices of ancient Egypt,

embodying both ritual and mythological meanings.
They were frequently used as offerings during burial
ceremonies and subsequent commemorative festivals
in the necropolis. Examples of bouquets in the Th-
eban tombs depicted as adorning the funerary boat
or equipment during the burial rituals are frequent.
Bouguets made of papyrus and (possibly) poppy flo-
wers appear on the top and the end of Neferhotep’s
coffin as it is transported to the tomb (42, pl. XX)
[1]. Similar arrangements decorate the model boat
and the jar stands during the funeral procession of
Userhet, along with garlands (25-26; pl. XIII) [2].
Mounted bouquets are also depicted in front of the
coffins of Nebamun and Ipuki (TT 181), during
sce-nes where two women perform lamentations.
A priest carries out a purification ritual [3], fig. (1).
A comparable, though more damaged, scene appears
in the tomb of Ramose (TT 55), where a mounted
bouquet is shown in front of his anthropoid coffin

[4].
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Figure (1) mounted bouquets used during a funerary procession
from TT 181

The texts accompanying New Kingdom iconograp-
hic sources highlight the importance of floral offerings
as essential sustenance for the deceased Ka. In his
tomb (TT 85), Amenemheb, “Tenant of the soldiers,”
receives bouquets from his son and another family
member, specifically for his Ka (Urk. 1V, 915.12-
916.11) [5]. Likewise, bouquets are brought to Am-
enmose, Steward in the Southern City, for his Ka
(Urk. IV, 1022.15-1023.6; TT 89). Another Amen-
mose, Captain of Troops and Eye of the King in
Retenu, is depicted similarly: seated behind a table
of offerings, he receives a bouquet of Amun for his
Ka from his son, a wab priest of Amun (TT 42) [6].
The sculptor Ipuy and his wife are also shown seated
as their children present them with short bouquets,
integrated into the broader food offering, suggesting
that they played a dissimilar function (42; pl. XXV)
[2]. These scenes highlight the ongoing need for
such offerings after death, as nourishment for the
Ka. The connection of the bouquets and the Ka of
the deceased seems to be confirmed by the fact that
in some tombs (Kha’emhat, Amenhotep-si-se), trad-
itionally reserved for the tomb owner, a chair was
piled with floral arrangements, suggesting that the
bouquets stood in for the departed in a subtle alleg-
ory of absence and death, as indicated by Brovarski
[7], fig. (2). In the archaeological experience, these
arrangements were also commonly found placed in
the burial chamber (e.g. tomb of two sculptors at
Thebes), affixed to the four corners of the sarcop-
hagus [8,9].

Figure (2) mounted bouquets piled on the chair as a “substitute”
of the receiver person (from the tomb of Kha’emhat)

[71.

The deeper symbolic functions of these bouquets
have also been examined by Mostafa, who investi-

gated the religious significance attributed to specific
plant species. Each had a distinct significance [10].
Papyrus, for instance, was linked to the goddess
Hathor, while lotus flowers, symbols of renewal and
rebirth, were sacred to the god Nefertem. According
to Mostafa, floral bouquets were not just decorative;
they were mythologically charged offerings crucial
to securing the well-being of the deceased in the
afterlife [10]. Further, because plant materials were
easy to gather from gardens, the practice of offering
bouquets was widespread across different social cla-
sses, as noted by Barakat; bouquets provided an
accessible yet meaningful tribute, available to nearly
everyone [11]. Together, these observations reveal
the complex layers of meaning embedded in the
practice of floral offering. More than simple gifts,
bouquets served as artistic expressions of grief,
religious devotion, and hope for life beyond death.
3.2. Divine and royal use

Beyond funerary contexts, floral bouquets in ancient
Egypt held significant importance in both divine
worship and royal ceremonies, reflecting their deep
symbolic and ritual value across religious and poli-
tical domains. Presenting bouquets to the king served
not only to invoke divine protection, stability, and
victory, but also, as Dittmar suggested, to express
loyalty to him and as an honorific gesture. This
explains why bouquets appear during events such
as royal victories or enthronements [12]. A notable
example is found on the north colonnade of the first
court at Medinet Habu, where Ramesses |11 is shown
in his chariot with Asiatic captives, greeted by offi-
cials offering bouquets [13]. This tradition continued
into the Ptolemaic period, when priests presented
bouquets to returning victorious kings as a sign of
allegiance and gratitude, reinforcing the connection
between priesthood and royalty. Derchain describes
how, even during the Roman period, floral offerings
maintained a structured format, as seen during Emp-
eror Vespasian’s visit to the Serapeum in Alexandria
[14]. These elaborate and symbolically charged arr-
angements were visual affirmations of divine favor
and royal power. The gesture is also documented
in the tomb of Nebamun (TT 90), where the tomb
owner is depicted offering Syrian prisoners to the
king for his Ka, while holding a papyrus bouquet
(33, pl. XXVIII) [2]. A similar gesture appears later
in the statue of the priest Hor (Kairo CG 42230),
which dates to the third intermediate period, appr-
oximately the 9" century BC. In this statue, Hor is
shown presenting a bouquet of the Lord of Thebes to
the king during his enthronement, a symbolic act
associated with loyalty, protection, and wishes for a
prosperous reign, reinforcing the symbolic themes
of allegiance and royal blessing [12,15]. Likewise,
Amenhotep, Prophet of Amun, is shown offering a
mounted bouquet to the king after presenting
goods produced for temple rituals, accompanied
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by a prayer for divine favor (12-13, pl. XI, TT75)
[1]. Bouquet offerings also featured prominently in
temple rituals. Priests and kings regularly presented
them during daily liturgies and major festivals. For
example, at the Festival of Min in Medinet Habu,
mounted bougquets adorned the platform bearing the
god’s image, as well as the offering table before him
(Medinet Habu IV, taf. 200). Similarly, floral arra-
ngements embellished the offerings made to Amun-
Ra during the final day of the Opet Festival (Il, pl.
198) [16], and decorated the shrine of Sokar’s bark
during his festival at Medinet Habu (taf. 221) [17].
The Valley Festival also placed a significant emp-
hasis on bouquet offerings [18]. The scale of such
offerings is evident in P. Harris I, which lists tho-
usands of bouquets dedicated to religious festivals:
3.100 mounted bouquets, 15.500 perfumed flower
bouquets, 32.140 waterlily bouquets, and 68.200
papyrus bouquets for the Amun and Opet festivals
(P. Harris I, 21a) [19]. Even more remarkable num-
bers are recorded for the rituals instituted by Ramesses
111: 483.000 papyrus bouquets (P. Harris I, 36b, 12)
[19], and 1,150.000 rnp.wt bouquets (P. Harris I,
374, 8) [19]. Additional offerings include bouquets
for the Nile (114.804 units; P. Harris I, 40b, 4-5)
and for Ptah (21.000 units; P. Harris I, 56a, 9-10)
[19]. Mounted bouquets are also found among the
daily offerings at Medinet Habu [20] (KRI V, 129,
8) [21]. Van der Walle observed that, during the
New Kingdom, offering bouquets to Amun became
an essential element of royal temple rituals [22].
Further, Sauneron also noted the ritual offering of
bouquets to Khnum-Re at Esna, especially after
the Nile inundation, when the flowers used were
seasonal and fragrant, reflecting a reverence for
both divine provision and the cycles of nature
[23]. Tackholm & Drar observed that bouquets were
commonly placed behind divine statues and featured
among offerings during temple festivals [9]. They
also played a decorative role in temple architecture,
symbolically integrated into sacred space, fig. (3).
Kantor argued that some temples had official pos-
itions dedicated to preparing these floral offerings.
Remarkably, she showed that bouquets were som-
etimes “given” by deities to chosen worshippers,
who would then take them home as sacred tokens of
divine interaction, a personal blessing, and spiritual

reward [24].
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Figure (3) an offering tab e carrying small bouquets to Osiris,
from the two Ramesside tombs at Thebes [2]

Outside the temple, private individuals also offered
bouquets to the gods or deified kings to seek favor.
These scenes are frequently depicted in Theban tombs.
Neferhotep, Chief Scribe of Amun, is shown pres-
enting a waterlily bouquet before the naos of Osiris
and Hathor, while his wife Meritra follows with a
papyrus bouquet and a sistrum (54-55; pl. XXX) [1].
In another scene, Neferhotep offers both a mounted
bouquet and a waterlily bouquet to Amenhotep |
and his mother, patron deities of the necropolis. The
accompanying inscription specifies the vegetal nature
of the offerings (rnpj.t, the aw of Punt, waterlily
flowers) and includes a prayer for sustenance for
his Ka (61-62; pl. LI) [1]. A similar image is found
in Userhat’s tomb, where his wife offers a papyrus
bouquet to Osiris alongside family members, with
bouquets also adorning the god’s naos and included
among the food offerings (9; pl. V) [2]. Together,
these examples underscore the central and multi-
faceted role that floral bouquets played in ancient
Egyptian religious and royal culture. More than dec-
orative objects, they were potent symbols of loyalty,
piety, divine favor, and spiritual continuity.

3. Components and Structures of Bouquets
in Ancient Egypt
Floral bouquets are attested throughout the ancient
Egypt entire history, exhibiting remarkable diversity
in both composition and structure. These variations
reflect shifts in cultural customs, religious symbo-
lism, and social stratification. Over the centuries,
bouquets evolved in their form, materials, and sym-
bolic function, ranging from simple plant clusters to
elaborately crafted ceremonial arrangements. For the
earlier periods (the Old and Middle Kingdoms), the
available sources are predominantly iconographic,
although scattered twigs have occasionally been dis-
covered in tombs dating to the Middle Kingdom
[25,26]. Bouguets from the Old and Middle King-
doms are generally quite simple in design, although a
higher level of complexity may be obscured by a
stylized mode of representation. During this period,
bouquets are typically depicted as consisting solely
of waterlily or papyrus flowers, usually represented
by three stems tied together with a vegetal strip or
blade of grass at one or two points perpendicular
to the stems (figs. 1-25) [12]. Alternatively, the stems
of waterlily flowers spiral around those of papyrus,
as it is found in the mastaba of Kagemni (6™ dynasty).
A dramatic transformation in bouquet manufact-
uring occurs during the New Kingdom, when its
structure becomes significantly more complex. Fir-
stly, the number of plant species employed increases
substantially. Based on the extensive review of the
iconographic sources compiled by Dittmar, the
following species appear to have been used in
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bouquet production: waterlily flowers (white and
blue varieties), papyrus, cornflower, chrysanthem-
um, poppy, bindweed, mandrake (fruits), and persea
(fruits and leaves). Archaeobotanical analyses of
materials predating the Ptolemaic period have at
times confirmed these identifications and even exp-
anded the list [12]. According to these studies, the
following species were included in New Kingdom
bouquets: leafing and flowering branches of persea
(Mimusops laurifolia (Forssk.) Friis.), olive (Olea
europaea L.), Assyrian plum (Cordia myxa L.),
grapevine (Vitis vinifera L.), sycamore fig (Ficus
sycomorus L.), toothbrush tree (Salvadora persica
L.), a Rosaceae species (possibly Malus sp.); pom-
egranate fruits (Punica granatum L.), flowerheads
of Egyptian acacia (Acacia seyal Delile), petals of
marshmallow (Alcea rosea L.), flowering twigs of
Indian sphaeranthus (Sphaeranthus suaveolens (Fo-
rssk.) DC.) and Ceruana pratensis Forssk.; culms
of common reed (Phragmites australis (Cav.) Trin.
ex Steud.) and papyrus as structural supports; and
strips of date palm (Phoenix dactylifera L.), doum
palm (Hyphaene thebaica (L.) Mart.), halfa grass
(Desmostachya bipinnata (L.) Stapf), and papyrus
for binding (p. 11, fig. 12; 166, fig. 152 [27-29]. Twigs
of sweet clover may also have been present in the
tomb of Kha, though their identification remains
tentative (caption of fig. 12) [27]. The involucre of
a cornflower has likewise been identified as possibly
part of a bouquet [29]. This overview highlights not
only the apparent increase in decorative plant species
compared to previous periods but also suggests that
common reed may have supplanted papyrus as the
more frequent (and perhaps more suitable) structural
support. Bouquet construction methods also appear
increasingly diverse and complex during the New
Kingdom. It is within this period that textual attes-
tations of the two most used ancient Egyptian terms
for “bouquet” first appear: nj and ms. According to
the Worterbuch der agyptischen Sprache, nh (Wb
I, 204.3-5) Erman & Grapow is translated as “bou-
quet” [30]. It probably denoted mainly simple or
unmounted bouquets, but at least once has been
found coupled with the determinative M240 (¥), and
on this occasion must have indicated a mounted
(or formal) bouquet [31]. Conversely, ms (Wb I,
136.1) [30] specifically refers to mounted bouquets
since it is marked by the determinative (M240 $)
read in the same way, suggesting it as the main word
to indicate formal (or mounted) bouquets. The word
‘bw, instead, suggested by Keimer (1924: 123-5),
Keimer also to indicate big (formal) bouquets, take
its denotation as an extension of its original meaning
as “lettuce”, a vegetable whose shape recalls the one
of a bouquet, but the term also possibly maintains a
certain link with the latter as part of the composition
of the bouquets it indicated [32]. Although a more

extensive search for its attestations would be necess-
ary, the word may then be proposed to be a specific
case of formal bouquet. It is possible instead to su-
ggest that the opposition n4-ms may have broadly
corresponded to two primary categories of bouquet
manufacture in the New Kingdom: unmounted and
mounted bouquets. Finally, a third word, ddm.t (Wb
5, 634.7-18), Erman & Grabow may have indicated
bouquets without an internal support or core of culms.
The word indeed was generically used to indicate
a “heap” of a certain material and may be translated
as “bundle” of vegetal material when coupled with M2
(W) [30]. To the nh-group, long unmounted bouquets
similar to those from earlier periods can be included.
They are still depicted as composed of rigid papyrus
culms forming a central core, spirally bound—often
with a Convolvulus sp. vine (figs. 27, 31) [12]. Wate-
rlily flowers and buds are then included as decorative
species, though illustrations are unclear as to whether
their stems were integrated into the core or affixed
only at the top with a perpendicular binding. These
bouquets are typically long, thin, and rigid, though
their tops are sometimes shown to droop under the
flowers’ weight. Several examples from the tomb of
Tutankhamun (nos. 1658, 1659, and 1660, see below)
may belong to this category. They consist of a central
core made of reeds (Phragmites australis), Cyperus
spp. stems, or date palm midribs, serving as a handle
to which branches of Mimusops laurifolia and olive
were affixed. A second group includes shorter versions
of the above, also composed of reed and/or papyrus
culms forming a handle, to which leafy branches
of a second species are attached (figs. 118-119; 141-
145) [12]. Although frequently illustrated, these bou-
quets are seldom recovered archaeologically. Some
examples (possibly dating to the Late Period rather
than the New Kingdom) have been found at Dra Abu
el-Nagga (forthcoming publication). Even simpler
short bouquets are also attested. These lack a central
core and consist only of branches tied together at one
end, thus forming a handle, or at the center, resulting
in a bundle-like appearance. This type of bouquet is
the most common found in the archaeological expe-
rience. Specimens composed of loosely tied Mimusops
laurifolia twigs were discovered in Tutankhamun’s
tomb (see below, nos. 507, 508, 509, and possibly
1348). Bouquets of similarly tied persea twigs were
found at the foot of Meryet-Amun’s coffin (p. 52,
pl. XLVI) [33]. Further examples come from TT11
[28], dated to the Eighteenth Dynasty but reused
in the Twentieth-Twenty-first Dynasties, consisting
of one or two plant species tied with date palm
strips or cereal culms. Bouquets from Kha’s tomb
are unusual, appearing to be formed of three small
bunches, each composed of three or four papyruses
(?) culms or strips, bound together with persea twigs
and sweet clover culms, and further tied at the base
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(fig. 12) [27]. Numerous other examples of this
type have been published by Hamdy (43-45, 49-50,
52, 54-60) [29]. A related but more complex form is
represented by long or short mounted (or formal)
bouquets, described by Hamdy [31]. These include a
stiff core—typically of reed or papyrus—tightly
bound at the base, likely with palm or grass strips.
Around this core, decorative elements were added
in a tiered fashion, resembling architectural floors,
and arranged circularly around the center. These
were inserted deeply into the core and further tied
perpendicular to it with vegetal strips. Decorative
elements typically consisted of flowers (e.g., wat-
erlily, poppy, cornflower), buds, or a flower—fruit
combination (e.g., mandrake, persea). In iconography,
such bouquets are characterized by especially elab-
orate and often drooping tops (see [12]: 35, 38, 41,
47-49, 52, 76, 92, 95, 105, 135). Archaeologically,
their identification may be hindered by preservation
issues. Examples include bouquets with Phragmites
australis cores to which persea branches and gra-
pevine leaves are alternately attached (32-34) [29].
Another example—possibly ashort, mounted boug-
uet—consists of an unidentified plant core encircled
with marshmallow petals beneath a layer of Acacia
seyal flowers (53) [29]. Lastly, one should mention
bouquets shaped as the ankh symbol, illustrated in
New Kingdom iconography (147 n.3; 161 n.2) [31].
To our current knowledge, such forms have not been
recovered archaeologically. However, it is notew-
orthy that Coptic bouquets were designed in the
shape of the Christian cross, mirroring the ankh form
[34]. The evolution of floral bouquets in the Roman
period is evidenced by the case studies of [35] and
Douch [36]. The former provided a detailed account
of bouquets discovered with middle-class female
mummies from the Antinde Necropolis at Sheikh
Ebada (2nd-4th centuries AD). These bouquets
not only adorned the deceased but also conveyed
ethnic and religious identity: *) A Byzantine Chris-
tian woman (3 century AD) had numerous young
date palm (Phoenix dactylifera) leaflets on her chest,
along with flowering Sesbania sesban branches—
possibly remnants of her funerary bouquet. *) A Leu-
kyone woman of Asiatic origin (3™ century AD) had
a compact bouquet composed of Citrus medica leaves,
with a central structure of grapevine branches. *)
A woman named Thais (4" century AD) had bot-
anical remains and date palm leaflet strips placed
on her chest. Bonnet identified nine plant species
from the site and observed that Citrus medica had
by then been integrated into middle-class funerary
practice, suggesting an evolving floral symbolism
[35]. Similarly, Barakat & Baum, analyzed numerous
bouquets from the Roman necropolis at Douch
(15-4" centuries AD). They noted the incorporation
of new Mediterranean species such as myrtle (Myr-

tus communis), marjoram (Origanum majorana),
and rosemary (Salvia rosmarinus), reflecting chan-
ging botanical preferences [36]. Botanical studies
of preserved bouquets of the New Kingdom and
later times have contributed significantly to our
understanding of their historical components and
how these may have reflected changes in plant culture
and ongoing political and economic relationships
of Egypt with the surrounding different traditions.
Indeed, already Schweinfurth, who analyzed floral
remains collected by Maspero and Schiaparelli from
multiple archaeological sites, including Gebelein and
Dra Abu EI-Nagga, highlighted the inclusion of native
and foreign plant species such as the Indian Spha-
eranthus suaveolens [37]. From a social perspective,
instead, Schweinfurth observed that the size and
richness of offering bouquets were often proportional
to the donor’s gratitude and the magnitude of the
favour sought from the gods. Thus, floral offerings
were deeply personal expressions of devotion, tailored
to individual religious experiences [38]. clearly em-
phasized the significance of studying the forms of
ancient Egyptian bouquets. He conducted an ext-
ensive comparative study of ancient and modern
Egyptian floral traditions. His research revealed
remarkable continuity in manufacturing techniques
between ancient bouquets and those still in use in
Sinai and the Near East, as well as smaller, Tunisian-
style bouquets employed in festive contexts, Fig. X
[31,34]. In ancient Egypt, funerary plants represent
mourning and reverence for the dead and the promise
of rebirth and eternal life, reflecting the civilization’s
deep spiritual connection to the natural world and
the afterlife. This overview of bouquet components
and structural variations reveals the Egyptians’ aes-
thetic sensibilities and the deep ritual, mythological,
and social meanings embedded within their floral
traditions. This paper aims to document Tutank-
hamun’s individual bouquets and scattered floral
fragments housed in museum collections. This included
obtaining precise measurements and high-resolution
photographs to record key morphological characte-
ristics. The documentation serves multiple purposes:
to analyze aspects of their manufacture, to confirm
the botanical identification of the species present,
and, in many cases, to identify and record additional
species that have not been previously documented
or published.

4. Methodology

This investigation focuses on the botanical analysis
of floral bouquets discovered in Tutankhamun's
tomb, dated to the 18" dynasty. The bouquets were
initially housed in the Egyptian Museum, Cairo, and
were recently transferred to the Grand Egyptian Mu-
seum (GEM), Giza. The specimens examined are
part of the official collection and are catalogued in
ascending numerical order according to their exhi-
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bition numbers at the Egyptian Museum in Tahrir.
The museum's documentation process used basic
but effective instrumentation. Photographic records
were obtained using a Canon PowerShot A95 camera
equipped with a 7.8-23.4 mm lens. For macromor-
phological characteristics, including shape, texture,
and organ structure, standard measuring rulers and
strings were used to observe finer details not visible
to the naked eye (detached leafy branches, stems,
leaves, flowers or floral parts, and fruits). A 20x mag-
nifying glass and a binocular microscope (Nikon
31379) were utilized to examine minute features and
surface characteristics. For anatomical characteristics,
epidermal strips were taken from ancient samples
of palm, grass, and sedge leaflets, and these were
compared to recent specimens to facilitate accurate
identification. For accurate identification, the obs-
erved features were systematically compared with
authenticated herbarium specimens housed in B
(Berlin-Dahlem), CAI (Cairo University Herbarium),
and CAIM (Herbarium of the Agricultural Museum,
Cairo), the abbreviations listed according to the
Index Herbariorum 8" edition, 1990. Where possible,
comparisons were also made with fresh plant spe-
cimens. During the identification process, a wide
range of floristic keys and reference publications
were consulted, including relevant archaeobotan-
ical reports from Egypt and other regions. These
resources were used alongside illustrations and pho-
tographic plates to ensure consistency and accuracy.
Each plant specimen was assigned a valid Latin name,
and the currently accepted synonyms were listed fo-
llowing the most up-to-date taxonomic literature
covering wild and cultivated flora of Egypt. In cases
where photographic documentation did not adequately
reveal the structure of certain plant parts, diagram-
matic illustrations were prepared to represent the
bouquet and garland compositions visually. This
integrated approach, which combined microscopic
analysis, comparative botany, and visual docume-
ntation, ensured a comprehensive and accurate id-
entification of the botanical components used in
Tutankhamun’s funerary bouquets. In this study,
we will refer to the exhibition numbers assigned
by the Egyptian Museum, as cited by the authors
in their analysis of Tutankhamun’s bouquets. Carter
numbers will be provided in parentheses, e.g., 507
(Carter no. 051).

5. Results

All the floral bouquets examined in this study
originate from the tomb of Tutankhamun in the Val-
ley of the kings, uncovered during Carter’s excav-
ations in 1922, fig. (4). Based on the archaeological
context and distinct stylistic characteristics, these
specimens are securely dated to the Eighteenth dy-
nasty. The seven bouquets are exceptionally well
preserved, exhibiting no signs of mold, decay, or

other biological deterioration. They were housed
under a protective display showcase, allowing clear
visibility and long-term conservation. All identifyca-
tions are consistent with those cited by Germer [39].

% i) ",

Figure (4) Tutankhamun tomb (Reproduced with permission of
the Griffith Institute, Univ. of Oxford) (After: http://
www.griffith.ox.ac.uk/tutankhamundiscovery.html)

Table (1) presents a detailed overview of the archival
and museum reference information for each of the
seven recovered floral bouquets. Each item is listed
with its current exhibition numbers assigned by the
Egyptian museum, grand Egyptian museum for disp-
lay and curatorial tracking, original excavation number
(Carter no.), photographic reference (Burton no.),
official registration number in the Egyptian museum
in Cairo (JE no.), and special register number (SR).

Table (1) catalogue of the seven floral bouquets discovered in

the tomb of Tutankhamun
e— GEM Carier Barton photographn ae
(s e Egyplian Musewm, Caire) 0

s 1Hm
w9 15894
1348 14281 {
1658 15893 205}
s s s
1660 178 17y

ray Nuttall Handlist

Smal bongact
Bouquet of leaves
Small boagart
Bouquet of persea twigs
Large funerary bouquet

{0006, 0007, 09160069}
[0006. 007, 0016, 070}

4.1. No. 507 [Carter no. 051]

Small funerary bouquet measures approximately
39 cm. The leafy portion reaches a maximum width
of about 14.5 cm, and the handle extends roughly
13.5 cm. It comprises seven leafy branches of the
Persea (Mimusops laurifolia), which are carefully
tied together just below the foliage. The binding is
made from strips of an unidentified material, pos-
sibly a wisp of grass or a thin strip of date palm. A
single seed of Citrullus lanatus was observed resting
on the leaves of the Persea branches. While the
plant species correspond with those identified by
Germer [39], the authors note some uncertainty
regarding the exact nature of the binding material,

fig. (5).

Figure (5) small bouquet no. 507 [Carter no. 51] (Reproduced
with permission of the Griffith Institute, Univ. of
Oxford)

S1 80



= Carter’s card & transcription

1) Position: North end of chamber, between statues.

2) Dimensions: Max. L. 40. W. across the widest
point 12. Stalks to the beginning of leaves 21.

3) Description: Consists of 7 main stalks, with a few
more added higher up. Just below leaves tied
round with a sliver of bark? Only leaves left, no
trace of flowers. To be identified later.

4) Remarks: Sprayed with a strong solution of cell-
ulose acetate in acetone, fig. (6).

507

4.2. No. 508 [Carter no. 142,]

Small funerary bouquet measures approx. 39 cm.

The maximum width of the leafy portion is about

13.5 cm, and the handle extends to roughly 26 cm.

It comprises seven leafy Persea branches (Mimusops

laurifolia), arranged together without any visible

binding strips, fig. (7).

= Carter’s card & transcription

1) Position: Under lion-head couch, below stools 140

2) Dimensions: L. 4.2, max. W. 18. L. of stalks 21.

3) Description: 6 stems, bare of leaves below, bun-
ching to 18 cm. wide above.

4) Remarks: Sprayed with strong celluloid solution
in amyl acetate.

2) Dimensions: The total L is about 43, leaves begin
about 20 up. A few extra leaves were fastened
onto these main branches.

4) Remarks: Same leaf as in large bouquets? kind.
Sprayed with a solution of celluloid in acetone.
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4.3. No. 509 [Carter no. 0194]

Small funerary bouquet measures approximately

37 cm in total length. The maximum width of the

leafy section is about 13 cm, and the handle mea-

sures approx. 17 cm. It comprises around ten leafy

branches of Persea (Mimusops laurifolia), arranged

without any visible binding strips. The bouquet is in

excellent condition, with no signs of deterioration,

fig. (8).

= Carter’s card & transcription

1) Position: Against the wall, to the right of the ent-
rance, a small bouquet consisting of about a dozen
branches.

Figure (8) small bouquet no. 509

4.4. No. 1348 [Carter no. 198]

Small funerary bouquet measures approximately

40 cm in total length, with the maximum width of

the leafy section being about 20 cm and the handle

measuring 17 cm. It consists of around ten leafy

branches of Persea (Mimusops laurifolia), arranged

without any visible binding strips, fig. (9).

» Carter’s card & transcription

1) Position: On the floor between the end of the
shrine (207) & west wall of the sepulchral cha-
mber (near 205)

2) Dimensions: L. 0.4. Breadth 0.16.

3) Description: A bunch of ten twigs of Persea (Mi-
musops schimperi) with a fragment of a leaf of
a reed.

4) Remarks: One twig appears to have been cut off
the branch by a knife; the other twigs were bro-
ken off. Photographed 1/3 rd.

1348

Figure (9) small bouquet no. 1348

4.5. No. 1658 [Carter no. 205]

Large funerary bouguet measures 167 cm in total
length, with a maximum W. of 73 cm across the
leafy portion. The handle extends up to 84 cm in
length and has a diameter of approximately 7 cm.
It is composed of several leafy branches of Persea
(Mimusops laurifolia), accompanied by a few bra-
nches of Olive (Olea europaea). These are secured
onto five culms of common reed (Phragmites aus-
tralis) and bound together using strips of Date palm
(Phoenix dactylifera) leaflets. The handle is wrapped
in large Persea leaves, with additional Date palm
leaflet strips binding the distal end, fig. (10).

= Carter’s card & transcription

1) Position: S.W. corner of sepulchral chamber,

leaning against the S. wall.
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2) Dimensions: Total L 1.67. Breadth at top 0.53.
Depth 0.19.

3) Description: Composed of twigs & branches of
the Persea (Mimusops schimperi) & olive (Olea
europaea) tied upon a support of stems of the
reed (Arundo donax), papyrus, & pieces of the
windribs of leaves of the date palm. The handle
of the bouquet is covered with large leaves of
the Mimusops closely bound round with strips
of leaves of the date-palm. The twigs of the upper
part of the bouquet have been kept in place by
transverse pieces of midribs of date palm leaves.

4) Remarks: No flowers and only a single immature
fruit of Mimusops. The twigs & branches have
not been cut from the trees, but torn. Many leaves
have been partly eaten by larvae. Fungoid? growth
of two kinds upon stems & leaves. Photograph
of the detail of the handle of the bouquet.

5) Boodle: Small part of Mimusops schimperi.

6) Hochst: A kind of [...]-tree. treatment. Sprayed

with a solution of celluloid in amyl acetate

@A e
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Figure (10) large bouquet no. 1658

4.6. No. 1659 [Carter no. 018]

Large funerary bouquet stands erect, originally pos-
itioned against the wall to the right of a doorway. It
measures 193 cm in total length, with a max. W of
56 cm across the leafy portion. The handle reaches
a max. L of 74 cm and has a diameter of approx. 6
cm. Approx. 19 cm up from the base, the unbound
ends of about ten branches are visible. Above this
point, the handle is tightly wrapped with large Persea
(Mimusops laurifolia) leaves, applied individually
and formerly held in place by a binding of reed
strips, now largely deteriorated. A triangular frame
of reed stalks, 34 cm wide, is situated above the
wrapped section, above which the branches appear to
have been loosely arranged. At its widest point, the
object measures approx. 60 cm. There is no evidence
of flowers. The botanical composition includes sev-
eral leafy branches of Persea and a few of Olive
(Olea europaea), secured onto a support structure
formed of three culms of common reed (Phragmites
australis) and three woody leaf axes of Date palm
(Phoenix dactylifera). The distal end of the handle
is closely bound with Date palm leaflet strips. The
entire object was treated with a solution of celluloid
in acetone, fig. (11-a & b).

» Carter’s Card & transcription
*) Position: Standing erect, against the wall to the
right of doorway. 19 up from bottom, unbound
branch ends, about 10 of them.
The rest of the handle above this bound round tig-
htly with leaves applied singly. They were held in
place by a binding of reed strip, now almost entirely
disappeared. Above a triangular frame of reed stalk.
Above, apparently branches were loose. About 60
cm wide at widest point above. W of triangular
frame 34 cm. Diam. of handle about 6. No trace of
flowers. Leaves to be identified later. Sprayed with
a solution of celluloid in acetone.

Al
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Figure (11) a. & b. large bouquet no. 1659 [Carter no. 18] (Re-
produced with permission of the Griffith Institute,
Univ. of Oxford)

4.7. No. 1660 [Carter no. 017]

Large funerary bouquet measures 161 cm in total

L, with a max. W of 61 cm across the leafy portion.

The handle reaches up to 62 cm in length and has

a diameter of approx. 5.5 cm. It is com-posed of

several leafy branches of Persea (Mimusops lauri-

folia) and a few branches of Olive (Olea europaea),
tied onto supporting culms of common reed (Phra-
gmites australis) and papyrus (Cyperus papyrus).

The handle is sheathed in large Persea leaves, which

are tightly bound with strips of Date palm (Phoenix

dactylifera) leaflets. Notably, a single immature

Persea fruit, measuring 2.5%2 cm, was observed on

the object. The identification of materials includes

Papyrus and Common reed culms, Persea leaf cov-

erings, and Date palm bindings, fig. (12-a &).

= Carter’s Card & transcription:

1) Position: Leaning against wall on right side of

doorway. No evidence

as to original position.

2) Dimensions: See sketch.

3) Description: Bundle, consisting of branches of
two kinds of leaves, fastened to a framework
of reed (?) sticks, and arranged like a bouquet
with handle at bottom. Handle bound round with
strips of reed or bark. W. of frame 40 Max. W 57
and thickness about 25 Diam. at bottom 5
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4) Treatment: Repeated spray with dilute celluloid
solution (in amylacetate) followed by repeated
strong celluloid solution (in amylacetate).

MR 4\ LT iy /-
Figure (12) a. & b. large bouguet no. 1660 [Carter no. 17] (Rep-
roduced with permission of the Griffith Institute,
Univ. of Oxford)

6. Discussion

6.1. The species

Five plant species were identified as components
of Tutankhamun's funerary bouquets: two species
were used for decorative purposes, while three were
employed as structural elements. The two decorative
species were the persea [Mimusops laurifolia (Forssk.)
Friis = Mimusops schimperi Hochst. ex A. Rich.] and
the olive [Olea europaea L.]. Leafy branches of var-
ying sizes were used from both species, depending
on the specific bouquet. These two plants share
several characteristics: they are evergreen and thus
available year-round; they have glossy, leathery
leaves; and they are not native to the Egyptian flora.
The former is restricted to the mountainous regions
surrounding the Red Sea and the Gulf of Aden. Its
distribution includes Northeast Tropical Africa (spe-
cifically Djibouti, Ethiopia, Eritrea, and Somalia),
the Arabian Peninsula, including Saudi Arabia and
northern Yemen, within temperate Asia. Additional
records exist from Sudan (Northeast Tropical Africa)
and Uganda (East Tropical Africa). While its his-
torical distribution may have extended into Upper
Egypt, the lack of supporting data makes it more
plausible that it was cultivated locally for ornamental
or other utilitarian purposes [40]. The olive, in con-
trast, is native to the Mediterranean region and was
likely introduced into Egypt as a cultivated species
during the New Kingdom (170-172) [41]. This is
supported by both the presence of a Semitic-derived
name (dt, Wb V, 618, 4-6) [30] and depictions from
the Amarna period [42], although earlier attestations
are also known, probably as imported material [43].
Both species are well known for their use in funerary

floral compositions, particularly bouquets from the
New Kingdom. The persea is employed in all seven
of Tutankhamun’s bouquets, both in simple forms
(without internal support) and in those supported
by structural elements. Leafy branches of persea
are frequently attested for such use during the New
Kingdom. Persea appears in the funerary bouquets
of Kha, fig. (12) [27], where it is found alongside
papyrus culms and possibly sweet clover, and in
the tomb of Queen Merytamun, where it is the sole
decorative component [33]. In tomb TT11 at Dra
Abu el-Naga, dated to the reign of Thutmose Il (ca.
1480 BCE), persea appears in 34 of the 50 recorded
bouquets and is the only decorative species used in
each [28]. Furthermore, of the 24 bouquets published
by Hamdy [29] from the New Kingdom and housed
in the Cairo museums (excluding those of Tutan-
khamun and Queen Merytamun), 10 include persea
leafy branches, four of which use it as the sole dec-
orative plant. In some instances, persea branches
are paired with vine leaves (32-34, 43) [29], once
with Salvadora persica L. (54), and possibly once
with both (50) [29]. These bouquets include both large,
supported forms (3 examples) and simple, unsuppo-
rted types (7 entries). According to the catalogue data
published by Hamdy [29], persea bouquets have also
been found in the tomb of a priest of Amun (43-44),
the tomb of Maiherperi (45) [29], and the tomb of
Sennedjem (52) [29], whose botanical remains have
been recently re-published [44]. Notably, two fruits
of Mimusops laurifolia (Forssk.) Friis were identi-
fied among the Tutankhamun bouquets, both from
large compositions (nos. 1658 and 1660). The fruit
is an ovoid, orange-yellow, sweet, and fleshy berry,
measuring 1.5-4x1 cm. Unlike the evergreen leaves,
the fruit is only seasonally available, typically in
August, which provides a potential temporal marker
for manufacturing the bouquets and thus the funeral
itself. This inclusion also aligns well with New
Kingdom iconography of bouquets, which occasi-
onally depict fruit-bearing branches (e.g., pl. 19,
third register) [3]. The extensive use of the persea in
funerary contexts is not easily explained. As Baum
[45] observed, textual evidence designating the persea
as a sacred tree is relatively rare. If the word swb
(Wb 1V, 435, 10-15) [30] is accepted as referring to
the persea, New Kingdom texts link it only once
with Hathor (pBologna 1094, 11.2) and once with
Khonsu (Pushkin I, b, 127). Moreover, roots found
at the entrance and courtyard of Hatshepsut’s mor-
tuary temple at Deir el-Bahari have been identified
as belonging to the persea tree (148, n.8) [40].
According to Koemoth [46], the tree may have been
considered akin to the sycamore [Ficus sycomorus
L.] or desert date [Balanites aegyptiaca (L.) Delile],
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i.e., one of the “trees of the horizon” that flank the
rising sun in funerary texts, symbolizing rebirth [46].
This is supported by a stela from Taharga (251-26%
dynasties) in the temple of Kawa, which mentions
a statue of Amun-Ra between two such trees that
[46] quotes. Interestingly, in the Tale of the Two
Brothers, two persea trees emerge from the two
drops of the blood of one of the brothers after he is
transformed into a bull, and the trees are described
as flanking the entrance of the pharaoh’s palace
(BM EA 10183, recto, 17.1; [47]. The tree’s ass-
ociation with rebirth is also suggested in a passage
of love poetry, in which a girl collects its branches
at the opening of the river’s canal (Harris 500,
3.13-4.1); [48]. Its fruiting season coincides with the
start of the Nile inundation and may thus symbolize
its announcement [45]. Additional textual references
describe the persea as medicinal: its inner bark or
sap is mentioned as a treatment for skin burns [49].
Though infrequently cited for this use, one instance
records the use of its cooked, ground branches in a
magical context (p Cairo JE 52000, recto 4, 2).
Finally, its fruit appears among the luxuries enjoyed
by the Theban elite during New Kingdom banquets
and feasts, presumably depicted as orange ovoid
berries [40]. The second decorative species, the olive,
is comparatively less attested in bouquets. Three
examples of bouquets composed of olive leafy bra-
nches and a Rosaceae species have been found in
TT11 [28]. Of the 46 entries listed by Hamdy [29],
the only complete New Kingdom examples are from
Tutankhamun’s tomb, where olive branches were
exclusively used in large bouquets, always in com-
bination with persea. Olive leafy branch remains,
possibly originally from bouquets, have also been
found at Dra Abu el-Naga (20"-26™ dynasties) and
Gebelein (Ptolemaic period), paired with persea in
both cases (59, 64-65 [29]; 24 [26]). A bouquet com-
posed solely of olive has been published by Hamdy
[29] (66) and dated to the Roman period. Bouquets
with olive branches dated to the same period are
also known from Douch (p. 21, table 3; 23) [36].
(24 [26]) additionally mentions olive twigs, pres-
erved in Berlin museums, ranging from the 11%
dynasty (tomb of Any at Gebelein) to the 19" dyn-
asty (tombs of Kent and others from Dra Abu el-
Naga). A single olive leaf is reported by Germer [26]
(23) from a bouquet in the tomb of Amenophis II.
The use of olive in Egyptian funerary bouquets may
only be fully understood considering Roman-era texts.
While no ritual references are known from the Phar-
aonic period, Roman sources explicitly mention olive
bouquets offered to the deceased on specific dates—
e.g., the 22" of Khoiak (pBM 10507, line 1V, 22)
or the 26" (P. Harkness, line 11, 13-14). These offer-

ings were likely associated with the Khoiak festival
and the myth of Osiris's death and resurrection, sug-
gesting the bouquet may have symbolized rebirth.
The three structural plant species identified in Tut-
ankhamun’s bouquets are the common reed (Phr-
agmites australis (Cav.) Trin. ex Steud.), papyrus
(Cyperus papyrus L.), and date palm (Phoenix dac-
tylifera L.). All three were employed as structural
support for the long bouquets, with the latter also
serving as a binding material. Both Phragmites aus-
tralis (Cav.) Trin. ex Steud. and Cyperus papyrus L.
are native to Egypt and commonly found in riparian
habitats. In the bouquets, they were used for their
culms. The former has been attested in Egypt since
the Predynastic period [41]. Characterized by its dis-
tinctive unilateral inflorescence, this species is likely
the model for the monophonetic hieroglyph -j (i,
M17). While [50] records its name as jsw, a depi-
ction in the chamber of the seasons in the temple of
Nyuserre (5™ dynasty) (fig. 11) [51] labels it as m3.t.
The plant is best known for its use in plaited objects
[52]. However, its identification in ancient floral
artefacts has often been hampered by insufficient
botanical analysis, frequently resulting in confusion
with Arundo donax L. The identification presented
here therefore represents an important step forward
from earlier research [39]. Consequently, publications
explicitly recording Phragmites culms in bouquet
manufacture remain rare and recent. To date, the
only additional known examples are four bouquets,
three intact large ones and one fragmentary speci-
men, belonging to the 18" dynasty and held in Cairo
museums (32-34) [29]. The second support species,
papyrus (Cyperus papyrus L.), is among the most
iconic plants of ancient Egyptian culture. It is the
prototype for numerous hieroglyphs and has been
archaeologically attested from the Predynastic period
through all subsequent phases of Egyptian history
(p. 96-99) [41]. Given its cultural prominence, num-
erous names have been attributed to the plant and
its various parts [50]. Its leaves were widely used
in basketry [52,53], table 1; [54], table 1). While the
presence of papyrus as an internal support element
in bouquets is well attested in iconography, sugg-
esting its continuous use since the Old Kingdom,
it is rarely identified in archaeological reports. Apart
from the bouquets of Kha, where papyrus was noted
(though not clearly as support or decorative material),
the bouquets of Tutankhamun represent the only
well-documented example of papyrus being used
in this way. In this case, papyrus was employed in
the construction of a single large bouquet, item no.
1660. Finally, the woody axes of the date palm (Ph-
oenix dactylifera L.) were used as a support structure
in one bouquet only, no. 1659. To the best of current
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knowledge, this is a unique example of such use
in ancient Egyptian floral arrangements. More com-
monly, date palms were utilized for their leaflets,
from which strips were made and used as binding
materials. These strips are the only binding materials
positively identified in Tutankhamun’s bouquets,
aside from item no. 507, which may also employ
another species for binding. However, three bouquets
(nos. 508, 509, and 1348) no longer preserve any
traces of binding. Although Phoenix dactylifera L.
is not strictly native to Egypt, it has been cultivated
there since the Early Neolithic [55], and should be
considered fully integrated into Egyptian flora. Alo-
ngside papyrus, it ranks among the most emblematic
trees of ancient Egyptian plant culture, particularly
due to its edible fruits. The pseudo-wood of the date
palm had a wide range of practical applications [56],
and its leaves were commonly employed in basketry
[52,53]: table 1). Its widespread use as a binding
material in ancient bouquets is probably underre-
presented in the literature, due to a general lack of
attention to binding materials in earlier publications.
For example, in the assemblage of 50 bouquets from
tomb TT11, 48 were bound with Phoenix dactylifera
strips [28]. In Hamdy [29] publication on bouquets
in the Cairo museums, 25 of 31 bouquets with pres-
erved bindings were recorded using date palm strips.
A final note should be made regarding a seed of
Citrullus sp. found resting on a persea leaf in boug-
uet no. 507. This seed is likely a fortuitous inclusion
and should not be considered an intentional component
of the bouquet. However, it is worth noting that [57],
in his recent doctoral dissertation, identified as many
as 1586 seeds of Citrullus lanatus (Thunb.) Matsum.
& Nakai among the plant remains recovered from
Tutankhamun’s tomb.

6.2. The manufacturing

The material for the manufacturing of the Tutankha-
mun bouquets must have been presumably harvested
from cultivated spaces, such as gardens. This is
certain for the persea and olive branches, since, as
underlined, as not native species, but it is also likely
for the palm date leaflets and the papyrus, attested
in the iconography of gardens in the New Kingdom
time fig. 109 and fig. 136 [58], and possibly for the
common reed. In such a case, it can be expected
that such gardens had an artificial body of water,
such as a lake. Little is known, however, whether
such cultivations were coming from the king’s pa-
lace and gardens or instead the temples were charged
to prepare such offerings. In the New Kingdom time,
titles and professions linked to the temple were
certainly known with the task of preparing the plant
offerings (certainly including the bouquets) and of
taking care of the gardens where these species were
grown. During the 18" dynasty, Nakht held the title

of “bearers of the divine offerings of Amun” and
the title of “gardener of the divine offerings of Amun”
[59]: 56, n.1; 58, n.2], while two of his sons had
the title of gardeners only and one of bearer only
[59]: 59, 11.5-7]. Nedjemger, the “Overseer of the
garden in the Ramesseum in the estate of Amun”,
under the reign of Ramesses 11, is shown in a scene
of his tomb (TT 138) seated while receiving floral
garlands and bouquets by the gardeners, probably
one of the tasks that he must also have executed in
life. Above the latter, P. Lansing 3,7 [60] also men-
tions among the jobs to be opposed to one of the
high professions of the scribes a jr.z htp (with herbs
determinative, lit. “maker of the vegetal offers”),
which can be a maker of the bouquet, then a distinct
profession from the former. It is possible then the
palace had its own gardens and gardeners in charge
of the vegetal offerings and that these could have
prepared them on the occasion of the death of Tutan-
khamun, or that the task of preparing such offerings
was carried out by a temple institution and its profes-
sionals. The homogeneity of the bouquets’ measu-
rements (all around 40 cm in length for those without
support, and around 160-190 cm for those with a
support), however, speaks of a well-studied and not
casual manufacturing carried out by one “workshop”
or environment. Further, the analysis of the bouquets
also permits some interesting notes about the harv-
esting methods. The persea branches of no. 1658,
for instance, appears not as cut with a knife but
torn from the tree, while at least one twig of no.
508 appears as cut with a knife (the others as broken
off). No particular regard seems to be given between
the two methods. The forms in which Tutankhamun’s
bouquets were composed have already been partly
addressed in the introduction. As noted, the bouquets
fall into at least two main categories. Four of them
(nos. 507, 508, 509, and 1348) correspond to the
“simple” type—that is, bouquets without internal
support and of relatively small dimensions. Com-
paranda for such examples are numerous and were
outlined above. The remaining three bouquets, by
contrast, belong to the “with support” and “large™ (or
“long”) category. It is not, however, straightforward
to classify these as “formal” or “mounted” bouquets—
defined here as floral arrangements fixed or structured
onto a base or internal support, as opposed to loose
hand-held bundles. In ancient Egyptian iconography,
mounted bouquets are typically characterized by
the arrangement of different species in tiered layers,
perpendicular to the central support. That specific
feature, however, appears to be absent or unclear in
the present examples. In the case of Tutankhamun's
bouquets, the two species (persea and olive) do not
alternate in regular tiers. Although some evidence
of composite bouquets is also known at the archa-
eological level (see introduction), it is also possible
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that a distinction between “(long) mounted bouquets”
and “large (or long) bouquets with support” may
be too rigid and that the iconographies of mounted
bouquets often wanted to represent “in layers” what
in reality were instead only juxtaposed. It is therefore
likely that the three large bouquets of Tutankhamun
may have also been considered in ancient times as
“ms”, that is, mounted bouquets. In this regard,
the presence of the persea fruits found in two of
these bouquets, the funnel structure of bouquet no.
1659, and the frame structure of no. 1660, both
unique to the authors’ knowledge, both recalling
the idea of mounted bouquets, may perhaps speak
in favor. A more extensive study on the various
types of bouquet manufacturing and on the defi-
nitions that the ancient Egyptians could have had
of these, therefore, seems necessary. Comparanda
for large bouquets with support are also reported
in the introduction.

6.2. The place of deposition and use

The exceptional preservation of Tutankhamun’s tomb,
virtually undisturbed since its sealing, offers a rare
and valuable opportunity to study the placement
of botanical offerings, particularly floral bouquets,
within a New Kingdom (royal) burial context. The
original position of the seven recorded bouquets can
be determined thanks to Howard Carter’s detailed
notes. It must be noted, however, that for the no.
1660, he also adds “No evidence as to original
position”, implying that its place of discovery marked
on his card may not be the original one. According
to the information he provides us, five bouquets
(nos. 507, 508, 509, 1659, and 1660) were discovered
in the antechamber, while two (nos. 1658 and 1348)
were found in the burial chamber. Of those from
the antechamber, bouquet nos. 509, 1659, and 1660
were positioned against the east wall, to the right
of the entrance, and then towards the north side of
the room. The last two were standing together, while
the first one was lying on the left side, together
with a reed circle, a lid of a rectangular rush basket,
several pieces of papyrus matting, and a 40 cm
long reed (Burton photo no. p0016). Bouquet no.
507 was instead located at the “north end of the
chamber,” not far from the other two, “between
statues”. These were the two life-size black and
gold guardian statues placed at either corner of the
north wall, which led to the burial chamber and
faced each other. Between these statues, on the floor
and against the north wall, various pottery and faience
vessels had been arranged along with what appears
in the archival photograph (Burton photo no. p0017)
to be a large quantity of reed culms, on top of which
the bouquet had been placed. Bouquet no. 508 was
also located in the northern part of the antechamber,

but towards the west side. Carter notes that it was
placed beneath the folding chair numbered 140
(according to his inventory), which was itself stacked
above a similar chair (Carter’s no. 139). Both chairs
were positioned behind a solid ebony child’s chair
(Carter’s no. 39), all of which were situated beneath
a lion-headed couch leaning against the west wall.
In Burton’s photographs (nos. p0039 and p0040),
the bouquet appears indeed beneath chair no. 140,
though not between it and chair no. 139. Instead,
it seems to have been placed further back towards
the wall, resting atop three stool legs (no. 142b)
and three stool cross-bars (no. 149, according to
Carter’s numbering). The two bouquets in the burial
chamber (nos. 1658 and 1348) were found near one
another. Bouquet no. 1658 was positioned against
the south wall of the burial chamber, which is adjacent
to the north wall of the antechamber, in the northwest
corner of the burial chamber itself. The smaller bou-
quet, no. 1348 was found on the floor nearby, though
closer to the west wall of the burial chamber, thus,
near the side of the shrine toward which the head of
the Pharaoh was oriented. This placement is partic-
ularly noteworthy as it contrasts with, for example,
the bouquets of persea found at the foot of Queen
Merytamun’s sarcophagus [33] but aligns with the
symbolic notion of the deceased’s journey westward.
Finally, it is worth noting that all the bouquets were
situated in relatively close proximity to one another.
If one assumes that the burial chambers were filled
in accordance with the sequence of the funerary
procession, it is plausible that the bouquets were
brought in during this procession and placed without
significant spatial separation.

7. Conclusions

The re-examination of Tutankhamun’s bouquets has made
it possible to identify at least five plant species used in
their construction, and to clarify the nature of the reed stems
used as structural supports. Contrary to earlier research,
these supports have now been definitively identified as
Phragmites australis rather than Arundo donax. Botanical
analysis of the structural components of the bouquets,
including both supports and binding materials, is particularly
significant, as such data remain scarce in the existing
literature. Both decorative species used in the bouquets
are symbolically linked to the concept of the deceased's
rebirth and have well-documented funerary associations.
Moreover, the bouquets represent one of the few intact
and well-contextualized New Kingdom examples of leafy
olive branches. Although similar shape type of bouquets
are known from the New Kingdom, the case of Tutankhamun
highlights the urgent need for a broader study of such
artefacts, incorporating textual and iconographic evidence
as well. Finally, the near-intact state of the tomb allows
for a reliable reconstruction of the original placement of
the bouquets within the burial space. These were not
concentrated on a single cardinal point but were nonetheless
located in a clearly defined area of the tomb: on opposite
sides of the wall separating the burial chamber from the
antechamber.
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