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REVISITING KV36
THE TOMB OF
MAIHERPRI

by Christian Orsenigo

The past two years have seen three books published
on Maiherpri and his substantially intact burial in
KV36, which have been authored by Dennis Forbes,

Konstantin Lakomy and the present writer.1 The one by Kmt’s
editorial director is an update of his 1998 Tombs.Treasures.
Mummies.2, which, along with studies published by Nicholas
Reeves and Aidan Dodson3, was the most comprehensive
treatment of the Tomb of Maiherpri, until the 2004 first-
time publication of the manuscripts of Victor Loret, the
discoverer in 1899 of KV36.4

The present article briefly retraces the main topics
presented in my above-mentioned publication, which re-

Opposite, The restored
painted & gilded carton-
nage funerary mask of
Maiherpri, found in
place on his mummy in
KV36, now displayed in
the Cairo Egyptian Mu-
seum, along with other
objects from the tomb. 
Digitally adapted image from In-
ternet photo © Heidi Kontkanen

Above, Entrance to KV36
as it appears today, part
of the shaft having been
removed by excavators.

Photo: Kmt/Forbes  
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sults from a study that began almost fifteen years ago, follow-
ing the acquisition by the Università degli Studi di Milano —
thanks to the efforts of Patrizia Piacentini (chair of Egyptol-
ogy) — of the almost-complete archive of Victor Loret. 

The archival documents concerning the excavation of
the Tomb of Maiherpri, on which my work was largely based,
are now preserved partly at the University of Milan and partly
at the Institut de France-Académie des Inscriptions and Belles-Let-
tres in Paris. Moreover, five glass plates — four reproduced here
— are also preserved at the Institut Victor Loret of the Uni-

versité Lumière-Lyon II.5 The documentation of the Institut de
France consists in a series of notes made by Loret (with all
probability during excavation),6 while the Milanese documen-
tation is comprised of very useful lists of objects coming from
the tomb, mainly for the purpose of their transportation from
the Valley of the Kings to the Cairo Museum (located at the
time of the discovery in 1899 at Giza, in the Palace of Khedive
Ismail Pacha). 

It is well known that the Maiherpri site is the first
non-royal tomb discovered — and we can say “almost-scien-
tifically” excavated — in the Valley of the Kings. The small
pit-tomb, undecorated, is accessible by a shaft offset to the
right, opening onto a rectangular chamber of 15.30 square me-
ters.7 The fully accurate story of the discovery of the Tomb of
Maiherpri had remained unknown until the revelations of the
Loret archive. From the analysis of those documents, it has been
possible to reconstruct, day by day, the stages of its discovery.8 

While the components of the Maiherpri burial furnish-
ings — displayed today in the Cairo Egyptian Museum — may
be discussed without difficulty, contrarily the problem of their
exact location within the tomb at the time of discovery has long
been the object of speculation by Egyptologists. It was only with
the appearance of the original excavation documents of Loret
and their publication in 2004 that the reconstruction of the lay-
out of the burial, as the Frenchman first encountered it, was
clearly established.

Since Loret never published the results of his excava-
tions of KV36, differently from what he had done — at least
in the form of a brief report — for his discovery of the tombs
of Thutmose III (KV34) and Amenhotep II (KV35), Egyptolo-
gistical researchers have all referred to the registers of the Cai-
ro Museum and to a volume of the Catalogue Général by Georg-
es Daressy, published in 1902.9 Moreover, they mainly took as
a starting point in their studies an article written by German ex-
plorer and botanist Georg Schweinfurth, who had visited KV36
before the transfer of the objects to Cairo, but only at the time
of its clearance.10 Schweinfurth’s article, published in the jour-
nal Sphinx in 1900,11 reiterated the observations which the scho-
lar had already made in the columns of a German magazine,
Vossische Zeitung, in 1899. Although the Sphinx article was
addressed to the general public, it was on the basis of the de-
scription given therein by Schweinfurth that it was thought,
for more than a century, the layout of the burial was known. 

Following the discovery of the original documents of

Victor Loret (1859-1946) was director of the Egyp-
tian Antiquities Service when he discovered KV36
in 1899. He tendered his resignation towards the
end of that year & never published the tomb.

Amenhotep II - KV35
Maiherpri - KV36
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Principal Finds of Victor Loret
in the Valley of Kings, 1898-99

Loret’s two seasons of excavating in
the Valley of the Kings were focused
in the southern part of the Royal Val-
ley, where he located the tombs of
three early-18th Dynasty kings, as
well as that of the fanbearer Maiher-
pri. Left, Detail of the excavator’s
personally annotated map of the VOK,
showing his finds there, plus the son-
dages he dug in the process (KV36
circled). Wilbour Library of Egyptology
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Loret, it was clearly demonstrated that the situation at the time
of the discovery of the KV36 was somewhat different from the
description by Schweinfurth and by the scholars who subse-
quently had followed it. It is evident that Schweinfurth visited
the tomb before the objects were transported to Cairo, but only
when the clearance was already well advanced. It is sufficient
to compare the general plan (shown here, pp. 36-37) which I
have produced with reference to the data provided by Loret in
his notes rather than other plans published prior to 2004, in or-
der to appreciate the importance of the discovery of the docu-
ments relating to the Tomb of Maiherpri.

Even though the funerary equipment of KV36 was
partially plundered in antiquity, it constitutes a rather homoge-
neous group of items. This may be the reason why it has at-
tracted the attention of so many Egyptologists since its discov-
ery.12 What emerges from the analysis of the furnishings of
Maiherpri’s tomb is that some objects which one could expect
are missing. For example, no daily-life furniture, clothing or
linens were present — if we exclude the two gazelle skin loin-
cloths contained in a small wooden box discovered by Howard
Carter outside the tomb in 1902.13 Additionally there is the ab-
sence of metal vases, attested in several funerary equipages from
tombs belonging to élites of the Eighteenth Dynasty — such as
were found in the fully intact burial of Kha and Merit (TT8), to
name only one among them. I am convinced that it is not be-
cause Maiherpri enjoyed a “special” status that there were not
certain categories of objects among his funerary furnishings,

but rather because these probably had been looted in antiquity.
Regarding ancient illegal activities in KV36, Egyp-

tologists hold different opinions, but the more likely in my view
is the one expressed by Catharine Roehrig, for whom “the theft
represents an official recycling of valuable resources rather
than a random robbery.”14 

Despite such looting the tomb contained more than
100 items other than several fragments recovered among the
debris during its clearance, as Loret noted in two of the three
lists referring to the objects being sent to Cairo. In my last pub-
lication on KV36, I presented for the first time the complete
transcription of these three manuscripts preserved in the Loret
Archives at Milan, the first two of which had not been previous-
ly published.15 These documents, as mentioned above, refer to
the transport to Cairo of the objects from the tomb following
excavation; cross-referencing the data contained in these manu-
scripts, it has been possible to reconstruct the content for all of
the sixteen wooden crates shipped by Loret. The objects were
distributed into different boxes according to their dimensions,
or grouped for typology. Among them crate number 8 contain-
ed coffin CG 24004, which held the mummy of Maiherpri; but
that fact was not mentioned by Loret in his notebook.

It was not until two years after its discovery that the
mummy was removed from the coffin, for unwrapping and ex-
amination at the Giza Museum in March of 1901.16 Although
looted in antiquity, the mummy was very well preserved and
retained its gilded-cartonnage funerary mask. The abdominal

Left, Another view of the shaft of
KV36, as it appears today in the
Valley of the Kings. A good portion
of one side has been cut away by ex-
cavators, probably to facilitate remov-
al of the tomb’s contents in 1899.
Below, Closeup view of the KV36
shaft, showing that it is filled at the
bottom with modern debris, so that
only the top of the doorway is visible.

Kmt/Forbes photos

Left, Isometric rendering of the
KV36 shaft & single asymmetric-
al chamber.  Internet graphic  

25 Kmt



Top, Maiherpri’s very large (nine-foot-long) bitumen-coat-
ed sarcophagus, decorated with text bands & funerary fig-
ures in thin gold-foil veneers. The lid is pitched with end
boards & there are no runners. It’s great size would have
prevented it being lowered through the vertical entry shaft
of KV36, so it was almost certainly assembled in the tomb.
Daressy, Fouilles Above, the sarcophagus as it is displayed to-
day in the Cairo Egyptian Museum; it contains the large
outermost coffin of Maiherpri. G.B. Johnson photo   

Below, Gold-foil funerary de-
ity on the KV36 sarcophagus.
Right, Maiherpri’s name in a
text band on same. 

Kmt/Forbes photos 
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incision made during the embalming was still covered by a
plaque of gold. In addition to a hearth scarab and a dozen jew-
ery objects which were found among the bandages, on the
mummy itself or scattered in the coffin, I must point out the
presence of two gold pieces, discovered on the soles of Mai-
herpri’s feet, apparently part of a gold pair of sandals; this kind
of footwear were a royal prerogative and they have to be inter-
preted, in my opinion, as a further sign of the high social-sta-
tus enjoyed by Maiherpri at court; other New Kingdom examp-
les of such precious-metal sandals have survived only for roy-
al mother-in-law Thuyu, Tutankhamen, a child of Tausret and
the three foreign wives of Thutmose III.17 

Unfortunately, Maiherpri is only known from the in-
scriptions on the objects of his funerary
equipment.18 What is certain is that he
enjoyed a high position within the royal
entourage, as well as received special fa-
vor from the king; hence the rare — albe-
it not unique — privilege of his having
been buried in the Valley of the Kings.

Maiherpri is usually mentioned
as “Child of the Kap,” an institution con-
nected to the royal palace, which flour-
ished particularly during the Eighteenth
Dynasty and to which many Egyptian roy-
al children as well as other youths — of-
ten of foreign origin— were associated.
This is not at all surprising, if one con-
siders Maiherpri’s ethnic origins (see be-
low). I am persuaded that his association
with the Kap signifies nothing more than
the fact that he had received an Egyptian
education and military training, just like
his comrades — both native-born and
those otherwise associated with the Crown.
In the inscriptions on the objects of his
funerary equipment, Maiherpri is never
referred to as “Son of the King.” In my
opinion this lack of such reference ex-
cludes the possibility of his having been
the offspring of a ruler by one of his for-
eign wives, which differs from what has
occasionally been stated in Egyptological
literature (see note 26 below).

However, it would seem that
Maiherpri attached particular importance
to his function as “fanbearer,” because
this title occurs on all inscribed objects
among his funerary equipment. While the
fanbearer title is the most frequently at-
tested, Maiherpri is also called “fanbearer
of the Lord of the Two Lands,” accompa-
nied by the epithet “praised of the perfect
god” — and also “fanbearer on the right
of the King.” The latter could represent
the highest point in Maiherpri’s career.

This close connection to the king also emerges from
his funerary papyrus, in which Maiherperi is additionally ad-
dressed as “one who follows the King in his marches to the
Northern and Southern foreign countries,” as well as “compan-
ion of the King.” Regarding this I have reservations about Mai-
herpri actually having had a military career. Rather, I am con-
vinced that this might represent a case similar to that of offi-
cers — recently studied, for example, by J.J. Shirley  — “who,
despite carrying military epithets, and/or being present on cam-
paigns, were functioning as civil officials.”19

Some objects from his funerary equipment lead me to
think that Maiherpri, rather than having been a “true” military
man, simply had a particular predilection for — continues p. 30

Two detail views of Maiherpri’s large outer coffin seen resting today in the KV36 sar-
cophagus. It is an example of the bitumen-coated with gold-foil decoration “black”
coffins popular in the 18th Dynasty. Kmt/Forbes colorized photos
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Maiherpri’s Inner Coffin & A Spare
The fanbearer’s anthropoid inner coffin (above G.B. Johnson photo &
two views at left Daressy, Fouilles) is covered entirely on its exterior with
thin gold foil over lightly encised text bands & decorative details
carved in gesso. The eyes & brows are inlaid. It was found within
the outer coffin & sarcophagus & contained the mummy of Maiher-
pri. Its dimensions were not published by Georges Daressy in his
Fouilles volume of the Catalogue Général.Strangely, there was an
unfinished empty third coffin in KV36, the basin found resting up-
side down on the floor of the burial chamber, the lid beside it, seen
below (G.B. Johnson photo) & in detail views at bottom & opposite (ad-
apted from ©Heidi Kontkanen online photos). Made of cedarwood & a little
over seven feet long (2.18 m.), it is decorated with gilt-on-gesso text
bands & funerary figures, the wig-covering stripes alternately gild-
ed & painted blue, the face gilded with inlaid eyes. Almost certainly
the raw cedarwood of both basin & lid was meant to be covered in
bitumen, making it a “black” coffin of the period. Why it was aban-
doned in KV36 is a puzzle.
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sporting activities. In particular, I am referring to two quivers,
two arm braces and several arrows (around seventy in num-
ber). Since the inscriptions never specify Maiherpri either as
an archer in the army or as a soldier, it is more realistic to in-
terpret this set of objects as the equipment of a hunter, which,
with the exception of bows, is complete.20 This luxury equip-
ment could represent a gift from the king, as a reward to a
faithful companion, and could testify to Maiherpri’s assiduous
presence beside the king during his hunting parties. Several in-
scriptions make references to the active participation of youths
from the “Kap” in this sort of activity.

In conclusion regarding Maiherpri’s status, perhaps I
should also point out among the goods with which he was in-
terred the presence of two dog collars, which suggests he pos-
sibly was a caretaker of Pharaoh’s hunting hounds.

As was already thought at the time of the discovery of
the tomb — from observation of his depictions on his funerary
papyrus, where he appears with brown/black — continues pp. 35

Maiherpri’s canopic chest at top (Daressy, Fouilles) is shrine-shap-
ed on runners with a cavetto-cornice lid,  bitumen coated & de-
corated with gilt text bands & funerary deities. Fifty-two cm.
square, it stands 59.0 cm. high. The fanbearer’s four calcite
canopic vessels seen above (Internet photo) are mismatched, the
jars & human-headed stoppers of two differing sizes (26.0 &
28.0 cm. h.) & styles, the faces certainly not meant to be por-
traits. When found they were swaddled in linen with only the
faces exposed. The incised inscriptions are filled with blue paste. 
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The well-preserved Book of the
Dead found in KV36 was per-
sonalized for Maiherpri, where-
in he is depicted in vignettes
(two examples above & left) ac-
companying the various spells
with dark-brown skin (as oppos-
ed to the standard red hue for
Egyptian males) & with curly
hair (or wig). The exception is
the vignette with his ba shown
flying towards Osiris & judgment
scales (below). Cairo Egyptian Museum



The so-called “Osiris bed” found in KV36 (above) is the earliest intact example of
this New Kingdom funerary furnishing symbolizing rebirth (a partial framework for
one had been found by Loret in KV35). It is comprised of a flat wooden base covered
by a reed mat & layers of linen, onto which a silhouette of Osiris was painted in bi-
tumen & then spread with a mixture of soil & barley seed. In the darkness of the
tomb, the latter germinated & grew to a height of six to eight centimeters.

Daressy, Fouilles

Two colored-leather dog collars found
in KV36 (above) may indicate that
Maiherpri was in charge of Pharaoh’s
hunting hounds. The top one (Cairo Egyp-
tian Museum) has a tooled horse-design &
bronze bosses. The bottom one (Kmt/
Forbes photo) is embossed with a design
of gazelles being downed by panthers.

Small multi-colored glass
vessel found among the
KV36 burial goods. 

Cairo Egyptian Museum

A small blue-glazed
shallow bowl found in
KV36 is similar to oth-
ers from numerous
mid-18th Dynasty tombs.
Its interior surface is
decorated in black line
by flora, a nursing ga-
zelle & three Nile fish.
The anterior side has
an open water-lily de-
sign. 

Cairo Egyptian Museum

Maiherpri would seem to have been a
sportsman in life, judging from the
archery equipment interred with him,
including two embossed-leather bow
cases & a quantity of arrows, plus two
wrist guards. The larger bow case is
decorated with Asiatic designs, reflect-
ing foreign influences in the fanbear-
er’s time. Daressy, Fouilles
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Except for when the head was x-rayed in 1984, the
mummy of Maiherpri lay undisturbed in its coffin
at the Cairo Egyptian Museum, following Georg-
es Daressy’s 1901 examination. Not part of the
2004-05 Egyptian Mummy Project, it however was
included in a 2010 study of Museum mummies to
study atheriosclerosis in ancient Egyptians, at
which time it was photographed & the images ap-
peared on the Internet (above, right & below).
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The Mummy of Maiherpri
lthough disturbed in antiquity by those who looted
KV36, the mummy of Maiherpri was found by Vic-
tor Loret resting in his two coffins, the funerary
mask still in place. The remains were not fully un-
wrapped & studied until March 22, 1901, by Cairo
Museum curator Georges Daressy, who then pub-
lished his observations in the Fouilles, 1898-1899
folio volume of the Catalogue Général.

Daressy wrote that Maiherpri was short in life (5 ft.
4.75 in./ 1.64 m.) & had a slen-
der physique. The mummy’s skin
is dark brown. Daressy thought
he was young, not having lived
much past his 20th year — al-
though recent examination has
upped the age at death to be-
tween 25-30.

The forehead bulges & the
chin recedes slightly, with an
overbite. Both ears are pierced
for earrings. What is most un-
usual about the head is that it
is shaved bald, but then adorn-
ed with a “wig” formed of wicks
of black hair, in tendrils glued
directly onto the scalp, so that
it appears to be natural hair. 

The body is laid out with
arms extended full length, the
fingers of the left hand flexed.
The nails are manicured, each
finger wrapped separately with
fine linen. 

The penis is present with
no evidence of circumcision.

All limbs are dessicated to
skin & bones. The torso seems
to be padded. The emblamer’s
incision is on the lower-left side
& “sealed” with a leaf-shaped
gold plate. Peculiarly, the skin
was removed from the soles of
the feet, which had remnants
of gold sandals. DCF         

A

Daressy, Fouilles 



Four of Victor Loret’s
glass-plate photographs
of objects from KV36,
made at the time of the
tomb’s clearance in early
April 1899. Reproduced
here with permission of
the archives of the Uni-
versité Lumière-Lyon II.
Right, Loret’s field note-
book recording the posi-
tions of the KV36 objects.
Institut de France Académie des
Inscription et Belle Lettres, Paris

Kmt 34



skin and wearing a short curly wig — Maiherpri’s ethnic ori-
gin was conclusively determined by the examination of his
mummy (which, as already mentioned, took place in Cairo in
1901): Maiherpri has long been defined as a Nubian, or partly
so. Another hypothesis was advanced about a more-general sub-
Saharan ethnicity, in an unpublished study by James E. Harris,
who x-rayed the skull of the fanbearer in 1984.21

What emerges from the representations of Maiherpri
in his funerary papyrus, as well as from his mummy being bur-
ied with a non-Egyptian wig, is a strong signal of his desire to
emphasize his origins as a foreigner who was well integrated
into the Egyptian élite.22 At the same time, it has to be said
that, as with other foreigners at the court of Pharaoh, Maiher-
peri had received — or had chosen — a name which evoked
his abilities and skills. In fact, if we accept for prj the meaning
“arena/battlefield,” his name could be translated as “Lion on
the Battlefield.”

On the other hand, further analyses recently carried
out on his mummy – as part of a scientific study of atheroscle-
rosis in ancient Egypt – solved the much debated topic of Mai-
herperi’s age at the time of his death, which was definitely set
at between twenty-five and thirty years, as opposed to Dares-
sy’s estimate of twenty years.23

Differently from the problem concerning his age at
death, the date of the burial of Maiherpri remains an open
question. My position relative to this topic is very close to that
of Catharine Roehrig, who once more called the problem into
question on the occasion of the exhibition on Hatshepsut at the
New York Metropolitan Museum of Art in 2006. The only cer-
tain evidence for the dating of the burial is small piece of linen
from the fanbearer’s mummy with the Hatshepsut's prenomen
cartouche (Maatkare) inscribed on it. Since the first years fol-
lowing Loret’s excavations and starting from this clear piece
of evidence, various experts dated the burial of Maiherpri —
taking in consideration as well the typology of the objects be-
longing to the KV36 funerary equipment and the location of
the tomb in the Valley of the Kings — to between the reign of
Hatshepsut (terminus ante quem non) and that of King Amen-
hotep III. 

Roehrig suggested a much earlier period for the bur-
ial than that proposed by many others. According to her, in fact,
the burial dates to a period between the death of Hatshepsut
and the systematic destruction of her name and images approx-
imately twenty years after the death of the female pharaoh. Her
arguments are mainly based on the typology of some of the ob-
jects constituting the KV36 funerary equipment, such as Mai-
herpri’s cartonnage mask, which belongs to the same type as
that of Hatnefer (Senenmut’s mother); the inner coffin, which
has an “archaic” form with the long wig-lappets of the early
Eighteenth Dynasty; the “unused” coffin, which has the same
broad, wide-eyed face with a slightly pointed nose of some
representations of Hatshepsut.24

From my point of view, I am convinced that, when
dealing with the date of Maiherpri’s burial, the resemblance
between many objects from KV36 and other objects found in
the tomb of the three foreign wives of Thutmose III at Wadi
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In 1902 Howard Carter, working for Theodore
Davis, found a yellow-painted small wooden
box (right) naming Maiherpri & containing two
gazelle-skin loincloths. The box & top loincloth
went to the MFA, Boston; the other (below) was
seemingly stolen from Chicago’s Field Museum,
which had been given the garment by Davis. 

Archival photos
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The Author’s diagram of the 
placement of objects in KV36,
based on Victor Loret’s own

field notes & sketches.



gabanât el Qurûd25 — such as the canopic jars and the magnif-
icent ointment vases in calcite. Moreover, jewelry found in his
tomb and on the mummy of Maiherpri is also very similar to
some items from that royal burial, namely the faience bracelets,
a carnelian bead and a polychrome-glass “eye” bead, as well as
an inlaid water-lily bud.

However, it has to be said that other experts do not
share the opinion that Maiherpri’s burial took place sometime
between the death of Hatshepsut and the destruction of her
monuments, but occurred later, between the reign of Thutmose
IV and Amenhotep III, as mentioned before. Among their main
arguments: the similarities of Maiherpri’s sarcophagus and out-
er coffin to those of Kha and Merit and also to Yuya’s and Thu-
yu’s, as well as the close similarity of Maiherpri’s canopic
chest to those of the royal in-laws of Amenhotep III.26 

In my opinion I do not find so relevant other argu-
ments as the strict similarity of Maiherpri’s glass flask with
the glass fragments found in KV35 and the two extant exam-
ples from TT8, since earlier evidences have to be recognized
in the glass fragments — similar as well — found in the Tomb
of Thutmose III (KV34) and in KV38.27 Moreover, I am firm-
ly convinced that it is very unlikely that a cartouche of Hat-
shepsut would have been left in place on a linen sheet used in
a Valley of the Kings’s burial following the systematic de-
struction of the Queen’s name that impacted monuments far
less important than a tomb in the royal necropolis of Waset. 
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