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INTRODUCTION. 
In 1907 the Egypt Exploration Fund, through Professor W. M. 

Elinders Petrie, presented to the British Museum a collection of skulls of 
mummified animals from Gizeh dating from approximately 600-200 B.C. and 
consisting of one hundred and ninety-two cats. seven mongooses, three dogs 
and a fox. 

The cats were examined by th? late Mr. Oldfield Thomas (1907), who, 
exhibiting an iinwonted hesitancy. said : " The skulls form a wonderfully h e  
set, which will no doubt prove of great value when someone arises with time 
and taste to work out such things in detail. I never saw so fine a series before. 
There are one hundred and ninety-two cats' skulls*, mostly Pelis ocreata, but no 
doubt some are F .  chaw. They are, however, a wonderfully varying lot, and 
would require much work for every one to be certainly and exactly determined." 
The box containing the specimens seems then to have been put in store and 
forgotten, and Pocock (1951) recorded only one skull of an Egyptian mummified 
cat in the British Museum. 

During the latter part of the nineteenth century and the first few years 
of the twentieth century mummified cats mere dug up in very large numbers 
a t  Bubastis and other places in Egypt. They were spread upon the land as 
manure and also shipped abroad for the manufacture of fertilizers ; the single 
specimen referred to by Pocock being from a consignment of nineteen tons sent 
to England for this purpose. It seems that this is one of those cases where an 
object is considered to be so common as to be unworthy of preservation in 
museums-until it is too late. For it appears that specimens are now scarce 
and that the collection undei eonsitleration is likely to  be one of the largest 
preserved from any one localitj . 

\'IE\f 5 01' PK.EVIOITb AUTHORS. 

l!;hiwibei.g ( I  853) was one of  the earliest authors to discuss the systematic 
He described them as being intermediate mummified cats. 

* There n i t .  iiow oiic t r r i i r ( h t v l  ( i i i ( 1  i i i iw t \  4 w l k  111 tl ic,  rollertion . iwmhers R.M. 
5.8.3.1-160 a~ltl 163-202. 



in size between chuw ant1 ratus, and having a long snout and medium tail. 
He named the species Febis biLbas.tis: adding that, tmniculuta was also sacred 
iLnd that both bubnstis and ttutzicidulu were tloniesticated. 

Blainville (1843) identified some specimens of mummy cats as ttiumiculutu 
1 --=Pelis dihyca libyca Forst'er] and others as a larger form agreeing with hubastis. 
111 atldition, lie referred to E'ebia ch,uzbs a mummied head, which came t,o him 
t,hrough AI. Desiioyers, the librarian of the Paris Museum. 

Nehring (1889) examined a series of eighty-nine skulls from Beni Hasau 
dating from about 2000-1000 n.c. and found four or five skulls which he 
identified as P. chaw or possibly F. ser*~:aI. The largest of these had an overall 
length of 144 mm., a zygomat,ic width of 86 mm. and a Pm4 of 15-8 mm. The 
remainder he divided into two forms, a larger one with lmsilar length about 
85-98 mm. jcondylobasal lengths approximately 96-108 mm.] and a smaller 
with basilar length about, 70-83 mm. [condylohasal lengths approximatel?. 
79-94 mm.]. The larger he assigned to E.  ccrliyutu Lf''. libycu ocreutn Gmelin] 
arid the smaller to P. ma~ticisZa.ta. But he added that t,he dividing line between 
t'he t,wo was not clear. 

Lortet K. Gaillard (1(303), in their work on the mummified fauna of Egypt. 
cxamined a series of' over fifty skulls of mummified cats from Sabl-Antar 
belonging to the Lyon Nuseum. These t,liey divided into two forms : a larger, 
corresponding t,o the wilt1 E.  mumiciilatu Cretzsehmar of Tunisia [= Pelis libyca 
libyca Forster] and a smaller, which they referred to as F .  rrmzicudata Tar. 
domesticu, anci which t'hey compared to the modern domestic cat of Europe 
anci Egypt. They advauced the t'heory that the larger form was only loosely 
domesticated, living amongst human Iiabitations hit, finding its own food, 
whereas the smaller form was truly domesticated. 

Lortet 8: Gaillard gave the following measurement's (in millimetres) for the 
two forms (four specimens of each) : 

[('ontlylobasal leiigth 
Busila~ length. approximately.1 

78, 79, 79, 84 

- - __ __ - - - - - . - -- - ____ _. 

P. manzculutu 84, 86, 85, 90 94, Wi, Si ,  100 
P .  ni. var. dortze5tccu 88, 89, 89, 94 

Pm ' . 
11-12 
10-1 1 

__I____ 

I , I 

Apart from these measurements, Lortet 8: Gaillard said that  the larger form 
may be distinguished from the smaller by t,he different ratio of the facial length 
to the cranial length". In  the larger form it is over 50 per cent and in the 
smaller it i s  under 50 per cent (the two examples they gave were 54.6 per cent 
and 47.3 per cent respectively). The smaller ratio, they said, corresponds to 
that of the modern domestic cats of Europe and Egypt,. These authors went 
on to say that in the larger Felidae the ratio facial-lengthicranial-length 
increases, and they mentioned as an example a leopard skull from Cochin China 
in the Lyon Nuseum in which the ratio was 63.4 per cent. It seems odd, then, 
that  Lort,et & Gaillard, having made this observation, should yet regard this 
particular ratio as a taxonomic character of importance in itself. It would 
appea,r t,hat this is a ease ofallometric growth, and that the larger ratio is simply 
a, reflection of larger absolute size : perhaps correlated with a requirement for 
proportionately larger and stronger masticating arrangements. With this in 
mind, the series of domestic cats in tJhe British Museum has been examined. 
There i s  much individual variat'ioii. but the largest individuals have the above 
yatio about 56.6 per cent and the sniallest 46.1 per cent (other members of the 
Felidae give the following approximate results : F .  cham 56 per cent, F ,  lynx 
60 per cent, F .  tiyris 80 per cent, i?. leo 81 per cent). 

* Their jm:*irr/ lerrytli is mensurcttt froiir t,hr iiicisi\,r alvtwli to  1 1 ~ t .  fi.uiitu-iiasa1 siiturt,, 
aiid their crwmi! / ~ y q t / /  from th t -  hni i to- iwsal  sn tuw t o  t l i t .  u ~ ) ~ i t * i '  vtlyc: of' 1 I N .  foramen 
I nagnum. 



T H K  SKULLS VKON G I Z E H .  
I ,  1 o turn now to the collectioii of one hiincl!.etl and iiinety skulls fi.oni (iizeii. 

which all appear t o  be adult. Three of these are c!curly separ&ie from the  
remainder by reason not only of t,he size of tlie skull itself but. also of the six(. 
of the t,eeth ; they appear t.o be P~bis cl iucr~.  Their mtawreineiits (in millinwtix~sj 
compared with modern chuus from Egypt are : 

~. 

4liciiiiiiLfred i w i ,  

K 31 5.8.3.1 
J 1 . M  5.8 .3 .2  
H A .  7.8.3 :3 

F. d l f l l f \  tIllOtLCl1 

H 31 97.3.12.13 
I 3 . M .  98.6.t5.2$ 
J3.M 39.7.7.34943 
H.M. 09.7.1.15J 

B.M. 92.5.22.1 i 
H.M. 99.7.15.1', 

tm. 9~.6 .5 .31*  

n.M. 98 .6 .5 .4~  

o\.t!rn11 
lerigth. 

* Sub-adult. 

15.2 
14.0 
14.3 
14.1 
14.1 
13.5 

A difficulty The remainder do not appear to be separable from each other. 
which presents itself at once is, of course, that the sex of the specimens i s  
unknown. It is possible that the collection represents two distinct species, 
separable by size, and that the measurements of the male skulls of the smaller 
form overlap those of the female skulls of the larger. But if this were the case 
it should be possible with a, series such as this to detect the fact statistically- 
and the figures do not yield any such result. And as suggested above, i t  seems 
improbable that two races of the same species of domesticated or semi- 
domesticated cat, so similar in size, should remain distinct while living together. 
One would certainly expect them to  interbreed and that this ~voiild lead to the 
differences between them becoming obliterated. 

Apart from F.  chaw, which occurs relatively infrequently as a mummy 
i~nd may therefore not have been domesticated at  all, there seems to be no 
good evidence for there having been more than one species of cat domesticated 
and held sacred by the ancient Egyptians ; this form of cat has not survived 
to the present day. What light (lo the Gizeh specimens throw on its status and 
probable origin Z 

Fig. 1 shows tlie distribution of the coiidylobasal lengths of one hundced 
and seventy-eight of the skulls of mummified cats from Gizeh (the whole 
collection of one hundred and ninety skulls appears, as mentioned above, 



804 T. C .  S. MORRlSON-SCOl'T 

Figure 1. 

Condylobasal lengths of the skulls of mummified cats (othei than clarccsa) horn Gizeh, compared with 
those of Felts Izbycct and domestic cats (Pel25 c o t i t s ) .  ( hthmet ic  probability paper.) 

to be composed of adult individuals but twelve of them are imperfect), both as a 
histogram and as a curve drawn on arithmetic probability paper. Condylobasal 
lengths are similarly shown for all the available adult skulls in the British 
Museum of Felis libyca (forty-three males, forty-two females and six not sexed), 
and of domestic cats ( F .  catus, twenty-six malei, twelve females and twenty 
not sexed, from different parts of the world). 

Harding (1949) proposed the use of arithmetic probability paper in 
systematics for the analysis of polymodal frequency distributions, but this 
method of discriminating between different forms seems to involve certain 
assumptions which should only be made with considerable reserve, especially 
in relation to material such as these mummified skulls. However that may be, 
probability paper does. as he points out, provide a quick and simple method 
of estimating means and standard deviations of populations , that is the use to 
which i t  has been put in this case, and 1 am indebted not only to Dr. J. P. Harding 



NUMMIFIED CATS OF ANCIENT XOYPT 8M 

but also to Dr. H. W. Parker for advice on statistical treatment. The results 
are as follows : 

Number of 
specimens. 

Murnmi$ed cats 178 
Felis libyca 91 
Pelis c a t w  58 

Standard 
Mean coiidylobasal length. deviation. 

94.75 mm. (83-112) 5.55 
85.75 mm. (74-99) 6.35 
81.60 mm. (69-95) 6.40 

I 

_ _ _ _ ~  
Milumw~jiefied cats 

Pelis catus 
Felis libyca 

Number of Standard 
specimens. Mean leiigth of Pm4. deviation. 

160 11.27 min. (9.5-13.1: 0.68 

9.85 mm. (8.4-10.9) 0.55 

-~ - 

113 11.00 mm. (9.2-1%-5) 0.73 

61 I 



collar and gnawing a bone, thus indicating complete domestication. Another 
good illustration is the painting in Tomb 111 at  Beni Hasan (Griffith, 1900). 
This shows a slender, long-legged cat with a long, ringed t,ail and long ears, 
the latter wit>h no markings. The face is long and the bridge of the nose 
convex. The animal is balanced 
on a papyrus stem, as is the cat which is acting as a retriever in the well-known 
Thebes painting, one of t'he ones mentioned above. called '. Fowling in the 
marshes ". 

Writers on ancient Egypt seem confused about the nature of the cats 
depicted. as well they might be, and appear to be quoting from early authors 
such as t.he ones mentioned a t  the beginning of this paper, and from each 
other. It is truly remarkable what force opinions seem to acquire through 
being put into print, especially the pronouncements of nineteenth centurj- 
professors. One writer (Morant, 1937) makes it yet more difficult by misquoting 
Lortet & Gaillartl to the effect that there were two species of cat sacred to the 
ancient Egyptians : the commonest being a large form (R. maniculata) and the 
other being smaller and like our domestic cat (E". chaus) ! 

Mr. & Mrs. Langton (1940), in their monograph dealing with statuettes, 
amulets a,nd all kinds of figures of cats in ancient, Egypt, say that the animals 
seem to be divisible into two kinds : ( I )  long-eased and sharp-nosed, which 
they refer to chaus and ( 2 )  short-eared and blunt-nosed, which they call ocreata. 
The Langtons add : " Another strange happening is the variation in the length 
of the tail, which in nature is fairly constant, but, in Egyptian art is very 
unequal ". But chaus is noticeably short in the tail whereas ocreata [- Zibyca] 
is long-tailed (the ratio of tail to head-and-body is under 40 per cent in the 
former and over 60 per cent in the latter). So if their ascriptions are correct 
then there is nothing very strange in the figures reproducing this difference. 
It is not clear, however, on what evidence the ascription to chaus rests, since 
the tails of the figures illustrated, though somewhat variable, do not seem to 
include any short enough for chaus. This may be yet another result of the 
confusion mentioned above. I am indebted to my colleague Mr. I. E. S. 
Edwards, of the Department of Egyptian and Assyrian Antiquities, for bringing 
the above works to my notice. 

S U W Y .  
A series of one hundred and ninety skulls of mummified cats, excavated 

a t  Gizeh, and dating from approximately 600-200 B.c., has formed the basis of 
an enquiry into the identity of the cats of ancient Egypt. Statistical analysis 
of the measurements of these s,kulls, and a critical examination of the available 
evidence, lead to the view that two forms of cat were mummified. The 
larger form, which is not so common as a mummy, and which may or may 
not have been domesticated, represents Felis chaus. The smaller, and by far 
the commoner, mummies were thought by Ehrenberg (1833) to represent two 
forms, one larger than the other, and Ehrenberg's view has been adopted by 
many subsequent authors. But the evidence does not support this view and, 
apart from the large chaus, the cats mummified by ancient Egyptians appear 
to represent one form only, the skulls of which agree closely with those of the 
wild Felis libyca Forster, from which i t  was probably derived. If this view 
is correct this form should be known as Felis Zibyca bubastis Ehrenberg, 1833. 

From paintings and figures it seems that bubastis, which was certainly 
domesticated, was a ginger-coloured cat, with rather long ears and legs, and 
with a long, ringed tail. 
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