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Introduction

The fagade tombs of the Nabataeans are unique
among the funerary architecture of the ancient
world. They owe their distinctive design to the in-
genuity of the Nabataeans in combining architec-
tural elements from diverse cultures and adapting
them to local tastes and the geographical environ-
ment of Petra and Mada’in Salih to create original
forms of art and architecture. The facades of these
tombs have proved a rich source of material for
the study of Nabataean architecture. However, two
main issues regarding the tombs remain the topic
of scholarly debate: the funerary practices that took
place in them and the chronological relationship
between the different types of fagade. This is due
to the fact that at Petra the majority of the tombs
have been looted and re-used for a variety of pur-
poses since antiquity resulting in the loss of cru-
cial burial evidence and datable material such as
coins, inscriptions and ceramics. Historical sources
only confound the issue, since our sole reference
to funerary practices at Petra is Strabo’s statement
that the Nabataeans “treated their dead like dung”
(Geog. 16.4.26), a concept which does not accord
with the monumental tomb architecture and the
few burials that do survive.

Attempts at establishing a chronology for the
bulk of the facade tombs have been largely based on
stylistic studies of the fagades (e.g. von Domasze-
wski 1904: 137-91; more recently Netzer 2003:
13-36, 39-47), while burial practices have been
tentatively reconstructed according to the scant ev-
idence that remains in a handful of tombs and the
burials excavated in non-monumental shaft tombs
and pit graves (e.g. Bikai and Perry 2001: 59-78;
Perry 2002: 265-270; Schmid and Barmasse 2006:

220-227; Schmid ez al. 2008: 135-160). In order to
enhance our knowledge of these elusive subjects,
the current author conducted the first detailed ex-
amination of the interior architecture of the facade
tombs at Petra (Wadeson 2010b)!, which have only
become accessible in the last two decades follow-
ing the departure of the local Bdool tribe that in-
habited the chambers. In addition, several tombs
had their floors cleared in a World Bank-support-
ed project in 2003, which greatly facilitated their
study. By analysing the rock-cut installations for
burial and ritual inside the tombs in relation to the
few surviving inscriptions and excavated burials,
and comparing them with well-documented tombs
in the wider region, such as those in Jerusalem and
Alexandria, it has been possible to reconstruct cer-
tain funerary customs practiced by the Nabataeans.
These practices have both distinctive elements and
aspects related to the traditions of neighboring cul-
tures.

However, relevant to this paper are new findings
concerning the chronology of the facade tombs. By
analyzing the physical relationship of facade tombs
carved side by side at Petra and collecting examples
of relative chronology between tombs of different
types, a pattern emerged whereby the larger, more
complex facade types (e.g. Hegr and Double Pylon)
tended to be carved earlier than the smaller, simpler
versions of them (e.g. Step, Proto-Hegr, Single Py-
lon) (FIG. 1). This chronological pattern contrasts
with traditional typologically-based chronologies
in which tomb architecture at Petra developed from
simple to complex over time (Briinnow and von
Domaszewski 1904; Browning 1973). However, it
accords with the findings of more recent studies of
Nabataean sculpture, ceramics and classical-style

1 Wadeson, L. 2010. The Facade Tombs of Petra: from Exterior to

Interior. D.Phil. thesis, University of Oxford.
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1. Facade tomb-types at Petra (Briinnow and von Domaszewski 1904: figs 122, 126, 151, “159, 163, 174, 187, 192).
This image is reproduced with the permission of the publisher and copyright holder, Maney Publishing and Council for British
Research in the Levant. It originally appears in Wadeson 2010a: 51, fig. 2 (www.maney.co.uk/journals/lev ; www.ingentacon-

nect.com/content/maney/lev).

architecture (Schmid 2001: 367-426; McKenzie
2003: 165-91). The results of this novel study were
recently published in detail and are therefore only
summarized here (Wadeson 2010a: 48-69). The fo-
cus of this paper is on the social reasons behind
the changes in funerary architecture, which were
discovered through a comprehensive study of the
dated inscriptions on the Nabatacan facade tombs
at Mada’in Salih in relation to their interior plans
and facade types, and to the tombs at Petra. The
content of those inscriptions both confirms the new
chronology proposed for the tombs at Petra and
provides the key to understanding why the smaller

and simpler fagade types were introduced later than
their larger, more complex versions.

The first part of this paper provides an overview
of the typology and chronology (both traditional
and novel) of the facade tombs at Petra. The re-
sults of the analysis of the Mada’in Salih tombs and
their inscriptions will then be presented and it will
be argued that changing types of tomb ownership
played a significant role in the design and layout of
the tombs. In conclusion, it will be suggested that
social change in both the Nabataean kingdom and
the wider region during the Ist century AD was a
significant factor motivating the developments in

-508-



NABATAEAN FACADE TOMBS: ANEW CHRONOLOGY

funerary architecture, burial practices and possibly
other aspects of Nabataecan material culture.

The Facade Tombs at Petra

At Petra, 628 facade tombs have been recorded as
carved in the sandstone rock-faces of the wadis
and mountains surrounding the city centre (Nehmé
2003b: 158). Several tombs are in isolated posi-

tions, such as Tombs 276, 559 and 6762 (FIG. 2),
and these tend to be part of large funerary complex-
es, typically including triclinia, platforms, basins,
cisterns or reservoirs, all crucial to the funerary rit-
uals taking place at the tomb. However, the major-
ity of tombs are clustered in groups, the most con-
centrated being in the Street of Facades and Wad1
al-Mu‘aysira (FIG. 3). Due to their monumental,

2. Double Pylon Tomb 276, Wad1 Far-
asa, Petra (Photo by L. Wadeson).

3. Street of Fagades, Petra (Photo by

L. Wadeson).

2The numbering system of Briinnow and von Domaszewski (1904)
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decorative fagades, they are prominent in the land-
scape and are visible from considerable distances.
It ought to be remembered that many of the fagades
were once plastered and painted and this would
have created a remarkable effect in contrast to the
natural hues of the sandstone (McKenzie 1990: 33,
117; Shaer 2000: 133).

Typology
According to the carved decoration on the facades,

the tombs can be divided into the following eight
types: Single Pylon, Double Pylon, Step, Proto-
Hegr, Hegr, Arch, Simple Classical and Complex
Classical (Wadeson 2010a: 51-2) (FIG. 1). These
groupings and their nomenclature are slightly mod-
ified from those first suggested by von Domasze-
wski (1904: 137-91). During the author’s docu-
mentation of the tombs at Petra, 441 tombs were

identified as belonging to one of the eight types.
Apart from the Arch and Classical tombs, the re-
mainder of the types are characterised by the crow-
step motif. Notably, 86% of the tombs have crow-
steps carved on their facades (often with elements
from classical architecture), while 14% have only
classical motifs, testifying to the crowstep’s impor-
tance as a component in tomb design.

Besides the traditional stylistic basis for the
typology of the facades, the author’s dimensional
study of the tombs discovered that the types are also
differentiated by the size of their facades (Wadeson
2010a: 52-3). Each type was found to have a dif-
fering average facade width and its own range of
dimensions. These data are presented in the chart
in (FIG. 4), in which the facade types have been
ordered from smallest to largest according to their
average width. Notably, it is observed that the

6000
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Arch Single Pyl Simple St Proto-H Double Pyl H Complex
rc ingle Pylon Classical D roto-Hegr ouble Pylon egr Classical
]- Maximum widih (m) 440 800 697 700 800 1519 1745 4900
1. Minimum width (m) 113 216 202 286 272 285 350 724
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Facade Width Statisticsby Tomb Type
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4. Chart of fagade width statistics according to tomb-type at Petra (in order of average width).
This image is reproduced with the permission of the publisher and copyright holder, Maney Publishing and Council for British
Research in the Levant. It originally appears in Wadeson 2010a: 53, fig. 5 (www.maney.co.uk/journals/lev ; www.ingentacon-

nect.cony/content/maney/lev).
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tombs with a simpler type of facade design, such
as the Arch, Single Pylon, Step and Simple Classi-
cal types, tend to be smaller than those with more
complicated facade designs, such as the Double
Pylon, Hegr and Complex Classical types. It can
thus be concluded that the smaller tombs are sim-
pler versions of the larger tombs in terms of their
design (i.e. Single Pylon tombs are a simplified ver-
sion of Double Pylon tombs, Step and Proto-Hegr
tombs are a simplified versions of Hegr tombs, and
Simple Classical tombs are a simplified version of
Complex Classical tombs). The smaller, simpler
tombs are also more standardised in terms of their
dimensions, suggesting they were more regularised
as types.

Similar patterns were observed in the analysis
of the tomb chambers, which were documented
and studied in detail for the first time. Among the
tombs surveyed, 97% have a single square-shaped
chamber centred on the doorway in the facade. An
analysis of the dimensions of the chambers accord-
ing to their type of facade revealed that the larg-
est facades with a more complicated design tend
also to have the largest burial chambers, while their
simpler versions have smaller burial chambers
(Wadeson 2010a: 58-60). For example, the aver-
age square root of the chamber floor area of Hegr
tombs is 7.17 m, while that of Step tombs is 5.18 m
and that of Proto-Hegr tombs is 6.15m. These data
are summarised in TABLE 1. Again, the smaller
tombs tend to be more standardised in terms of
their chamber dimensions.

Besides these new findings on the relationship
between the facade type of a tomb and its size, it
was also discovered that the arrangements for buri-
al differed among the tombs. Burial installations

are carved in the walls and floors of the chambers
and include five distinct forms: loculi, loculus-
chambers, recesses, burial niches and floor graves
(Wadeson 2010a: 60-1). The most commonly oc-
curring are loculi, tall openings in the walls that are
deeper than they are wide, and graves carved in the
chamber floor (FIGS. 5 - 6).

By analysing the presence, number and location
of the burial structures according to the facade type
of the tombs, it was found that among the non-clas-
sical tombs, those with the largest and more com-
plex facades, such as the Hegr tombs, were more
likely to have loculi carved in their chamber walls,
arranged evenly and symmetrically according to a
specific plan (Wadeson 2010a: 62-63). For exam-
ple, Hegr Tomb 676 has 15 loculi carved in its back
and side walls, almost identical in size and evenly
placed (FIG. 7). The tool-work is also particularly
neat in this chamber, demonstrating the high qual-
ity that was aimed for in its carving. Similarly,

5. Loculi in Hegr Tomb 361, Petra (Photo by L. Wadeson).

Table 1. Petra: Statistical Summary of Square Root of Chamber Floor Area According to Fagade-Type.
This table is reproduced with the permission of the publisher and copyright holder, Maney Publishing and Council for
British Research in the Levant. It originally appears in Wadeson 2010a: 59, Table 5 (www.maney.co.uk/journals/lev ;

www.ingentaconnect.com/content/maney/lev).

No. of Max. Square Min. Square Average Square | Median Mode Standard Deviation Range
Facade Type Chambers Root (m.) Root (m.) Root (m.) (m.) (m.)
Measured

Arch 16 6.41 2.839 448 4.44 n/a 0.90 3.52
Single Pylon 52 6.62 2.59 456 442 4.88 0.97 4.03
Step 8 5.78 4.32 5.18: 5.28 n/a 0.44 1:46
Double Pylon 51 11.16 2.39 ;536 5.11 5.08 1.43 8.77
Simple Classical 8 6.96 432 0585 5.96 n/a 0.95 2.64
Proto-Hegr 38 8.96 4.26 6.15. 5.77 n/a 133 4.70
Hegr 27 12 4.29 oA & 7.01 n/a 1.99 7.71
Complex Classical 6 18.03 9.31 128677 ] 12.85 n/a 3.19 8.72

average square root of their chamber floor area.

Notes: The number of tomb chambers measured includes only those that are finished and were able to be completely recorded. It excludes tombs with a tall loculus in place
of a chamber and shaft tombs that had a fagade added at a later stage. The mode was not always available in every instance. The fagade types are ordered according to the
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6. Floor graves in Single Pylon Tomb 545, Wadi al-Mu‘aysira
West, Petra (Photo by L. Wadeson).

Tomb 781 is characterised by a neat arrangement
of loculi in its walls, but in this case they culmi-
nate in a subsidiary chamber carved in the middle

7. Loculi in Hegr Tomb 676 (view towards back right corner),
Mughur an-Nasara, Petra (Photo by L. Wadeson).

of the back wall and elaborated by carved architec-
tural decoration (FIG. 8). Within this chamber is an
arched recess, presumably for the owner(s) of the
tomb given its prominent placement and large size>.
These well-planned tombs were likely intended for
the burial of a family unit, and there is often a so-
cial hierarchy evident in the inclusion of a larger,
more prominent burial place in the back wall.
Quite the opposite is observed in many of the
smaller tombs with simpler facades, particularly
the Single Pylon and Step tombs. These tombs are
more likely to have graves carved in their floors,
than monumental structures in the walls. In ad-
dition, those with loculi in the walls tend to have

8. Reconstruction drawing of the inte-
rior of Hegr Tomb 781, al-Khubthah,
Petra (drawing by Qais Tweissi).
This image is reproduced with the
permission of the publisher and
copyright holder, Maney Publishing
and Council for British Research in
the Levant. It originally appears in
Wadeson 2010a: 62, fig. 11b (www.
maney.co.uk/journals/lev ; www.in-
gentaconnect.com/content/maney/
lev).

drawing:Qais Tweisst 2006

3 This arcosolium was recently cleared and excavated in the first
season of the International al-Khubthah Tombs Project (IKTP) di-

rected by the author: http://www.auac.ch/iktp/
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9. Loculi in Single Pylon Tomb 146, Theatre, Petra (Photo by
L. Wadeson,).

them randomly arranged in different parts of the
chamber, such as the far corners of walls (Wade-
son 2010a: 62). These usually vary in size and are
crudely executed (FIG. 9). Examples include the
loculi in Tombs 143, 146, 283, 436, 513 and 602A.
The plan of these burial chambers suggests that
different factors influenced their arrangement from
those of the larger, more organised tombs. These
factors will be revealed when the Mada’in Salih
tomb inscriptions are considered below. Firstly,
the new evidence from Petra for a relative chronol-
ogy between the various tomb-types just discussed
will be presented to demonstrate the chronological
distinction between the large, complex tombs and
their smaller, simpler versions.

Chronology

According to the little evidence that exists for dat-
ing the facade tombs at Petra, such as the grave
goods found upon clearance of a handful of tombs
and the few surviving inscriptions, it seems that
facade tombs existed by 50 BC and continued to
be carved after the Roman annexation (AD 106),
as late as AD 129 (see Wadeson 2010a: 54, Table
3). The earliest dated tombs are those of the Hegr
type (Tombs 62D and 62E), discovered beneath
the Khazneh during the courtyard excavations con-
ducted by the Department of Antiquities (Farajat
and Nawafleh 2005: 373-93). Since these tombs are
related to the early gravel road of the Siq, they have
a terminus ante quem of 50 BC, when that road was
replaced by a paved one (McKenzie 2004, 559;
Ruben 2003, 35-40). The latest dated tomb is that
of Sextius Florentinus, a Complex Classical tomb
carved at the base of al-Khubthah. The Roman of-

ficial, to whom the tomb was dedicated according
to the Latin inscription on its facade, was gover-
nor of Arabia in AD 127 and was succeeded by AD
130, as indicated by Greek papyri from the Cave of
Letters (CIL III 1414810; Yadin 1962: 259; Negev
1977: 597; McKenzie 1990: 33). Thus, the tomb
should be dated to around that period, unless it was
re-used, as has been suggested by several scholars
(Negev 1977: 598; Freyberger 1991: 1-8).

However, it remains unknown when the first fa-
cade tombs were carved, what type they were and
how the types developed. Scholars have attempted
to establish a typologically-based chronology for
the tombs, based on stylistic studies of their facades
and an assumed development in design from sim-
ple to complex with time. The first chronology was
proposed by von Domaszewski early in the 20th
century, who argued that the more complex facade
types developed out of the simple ones, with each
type staying in use once introduced (1904: 137-
91). He suggested that the earliest tombs in Petra
were the Single Pylon tombs, out of which devel-
oped the Double Pylon, Step and Proto-Hegr tombs
(FIG. 1). The culmination of the crowstep fagades,
he believed, came with the Hegr tombs, which he
dated to the reign of Aretas IV (9 BC - AD 40) ow-
ing to their presence in Mada’in Salih during this
period. Finally, he dated the classical tombs to the
2nd century AD, in the opinion that the classical ar-
chitectural elements were Roman-influenced rather
than Greek.

According to von Domaszewski, this chrono-
logical sequence is reflected in the topographical
location of the tombs. He assumes that the tombs
carved higher up in the rock-faces, which are usu-
ally the larger, more complex types, should be dat-
ed later than those carved below (1904: 137, 146,
190) (FIG. 3). However, it is likely that the large,
and supposedly more expensive, tombs, such as the
Hegr and Double Pylon types, were placed in high
positions where they could be highly visible in the
landscape, less accessible to looters and protected
from flooding at the level of the wadi bed.

Despite the assumptions in von Domaszewski’s
chronology, it has still largely been adhered to in
scholarship with only minor modifications (Ken-
nedy 1925: 38, 45; Browning 1973: 79; Netzer
2003: 13-36, 39-45, 46-7). McKenzie’s work on
the classical facades proved that these tombs were
carved as early as the 1st century BC and were in-
fluenced by Hellenistic architecture, rather than
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Roman (1990: 33-59). By studying the relationship
between the mouldings on the tombs and those on
dated monuments in the city, as well as the dated
tombs at Mada’in Salih, she also demonstrated that
there was a simplification in the classical archi-
tectural decoration with time (1990: 24-5; 33-59).
However, the traditional sequence proposed for the
non-classical tombs has not been rigorously re-as-
sessed.

As a result of the author’s detailed documenta-
tion and study of the facade tombs at Petra it has
been possible to suggest a new chronological se-

Table 2. Petra: Relative Chronology of Fagade Tomb-Types.

quence for the non-classical facades (Wadeson
2010a: 56-7, 65-6). This is based on an analysis of
the physical relationship between tombs of differ-
ent fagade types carved side by side. The interpre-
tation of this relationship was only possible having
established the various stages involved in carving
the tombs and having determined the typical form
and dimensions of the facades and their burial
chambers. Examples were collected where it was
possible to tell which tomb was carved first among
pairs or groups of tombs. These are listed in TA-
BLES 2 and 3, depending on whether the relative

This table is reproduced with the permission of the publisher and copyright holder, Maney Publishing and Council for
British Research in the Levant. It originally appears in Wadeson 2010a: 56, Table 4 (www.maney.co.uk/journals/lev ;

www.ingentaconnect.com/content/maney/lev).

Typological Relation Tombs

Basis for Chronological Difference

115 (Double Pylon) < 116 (Single Pylon)

Tomb 116 is carved perpendicular to Tomb 115, in its left rock
wing; it faces north, while all the other tombs in this group
face east.

Double Pylon < Single Pylon

210 (Double Pylon) <211 (Single Pylon)

Tomb 211 is carved in the right rock wing of Tomb 210; it is
much smaller and fitted into the space due to the rock edge to
the right.

549 (Double Pylon) < 548 (Single Pylon)

Tomb 549 has the more prominent position, while Tomb 548
is fitted into the available space to the left and partly obscured.

Double Pylon < Proto-Hegr

575 (Double Pylon) < 576 (Proto-Hegr)

Tomb 575 has the more prominent position, whereas Tomb
576 is fitted into the available space in the corner.

782 (Double Pylon) < 781 (Hegr)

The carving of the frontal area of Tomb 781 destroyed the left
part of Tomb 782°s facade.

Double Pylon < Hegr

824 (Double Pylon) < 825 (Hegr)

Tomb 824 obscures Tomb 825; Tomb 825 is fitted into the
CcOoImer space.

Hegr < Double Pylon

803 (Hegr) < 802 (Double Pylon)

Tomb 802 is carved in the left rock wing of Tomb 803.

Hegr < Simple Classical

270 (Hegr) <269 (Simple Classical)

Tomb 269 cuts into the left rock wing of Tomb 270 and is
fitted into the available space; Tomb 270 is the more visible
and is aligned with the monumental gateway.

Hegr < Complex Classical Classical)

62D/62E (Hegr) < Khasneh (Complex

The tops of the Hegr tombs were destroyed with the carving of
the Khasneh above them.

Single Pylon = Proto-Hegr

G605 A (Single Pylon) = 605 (Proto-Hegr)

Two different tomb facades carved at the same time.

Single Pylon = Step or Proto-Hegr

338 (Single Pylon) = 339 (Step or Proto-Hegr)

Tombs 338 and 339 have unfinished fagades to the same
degree; they were carved together and share the same working
platform.

Proto-Hegr = Step

530 (Proto-Hegr) = 531 (Step)

Tombs 530 and 531 are unfinished to the same degree and
offset from one another so as to maximise the interior space.

Key: < earlier than
= contemporary with

Table 3. Petra: Relative Chronology of Fagade Tomb-Types According to their Interior Arrangements.
This table is reproduced with the permission of the publisher and copyright holder, Maney Publishing and Council for
British Research in the Levant. It originally appears in Wadeson 2010a: 66, Table 9 (www.maney.co.uk/journals/lev ;

www.ingentaconnect.com/content/maney/lev).

Typelogical Relation

Tombs

Basis for Chronological Difference

Hegr < Arch

586 (Hegr) < 585 (Arch)

The loculi in the left wall of Tomb 586 caused the
chamber of Tomb 585 to extend to the left.

Double Pylon < Hegr

826 (Double Pylon) < 825 (Hegr)

Tomb 826 has loculi in its left wall, whereas Tomb
825, to the left has no loculi and is set higher.

Double Pylon < Single Pylon

101 (Double Pylon) < 100 (Single Pylon)

Tomb 101 has loculi in its left wall, whereas Tomb
100 to the left has only loculi in its back wall. Tomb
101 has no loculi in its right wall as it was aware of
Tomb 102 (Double Pylon) to the right.

210 (Double Pylon) < 211 (Single Pylon)

Tomb 210 has loculi in its right wall, allowing no
space for loculi in the left wall of Tomb 211.

194 (Double Pylon) < 195 (Proto-Hegr)

The rock edge to the left of Tomb 195 has been
created with the carving of Tomb 194. For this reason
there are no burial features in the left wall of Tomb
195 and the chamber extends to the right.

Double Pylon < Proto-Hegr

575 (Double Pylon) < 576 (Proto-Hegr)

The chamber of Tomb 576 is pushed to the right due
to that of Tomb 575. However, it seems that the loculi
in the right wall of Tomb 575 were carved later as
they cut into the chamber of Tomb 576.

Double Pylon = Proto-Hegr

477 (Double Pylon) = 476 (Proto-Hegr)

These tombs respect each other’s interior space,
suggesting they were contemporary.

Proto-Hegr < Simple Classical

648 (Proto-Hegr) < 647 (Simple Classical) | lowered with the carving of Tomb 647. The chamber

The ground level of the chamber of Tomb 648 was

of Tomb 647 extends more to the right.

Key: < earlier than
= contemporary with
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chronology was determined through the facades or

the interiors of the tombs. Also listed is the chrono-

logical relationship between specific tombs and the
reasons for this.

The following were found to be the most com-
mon grounds for determining the relative chronol-
ogy between two tombs:

1. One tomb is carved in the exterior rock wing of
another tomb proving that it post-dates it (e.g.
Single Pylon Tomb 211 is carved in the right
rock wing of Double Pylon Tomb 210 (FIG.
10); Double Pylon Tomb 802 is carved in the
left rock wing of Hegr Tomb 803).

2. Part of a tomb was destroyed with the carving of
another tomb at a later period (e.g. Hegr tombs
62D and 62E had their tops removed with the
carving of the Khazneh above; the left part of
Tomb 782 was demolished with the creation of
the courtyard of Tomb 781).

3. When one tomb is carved in a prominent po-
sition and uses the rock space liberally, while
another tomb appears to be squeezed into the
available space and partly obscured, it is as-
sumed that the latter tomb was carved later (e.g.
Proto-Hegr Tomb 576 appears to be squeezed
into the corner space to the right of Double
Pylon Tomb 575; Double Pylon Tomb 824 ob-
scures Hegr Tomb 825, which is fitted into the
corner space behind).

4. Pairs of tombs unfinished to the same degree

reasonably began to be carved at the same time

(e.g. Single Pylon Tomb 338 and Step [or Pro-

to-Hegr] Tomb 339; Proto-Hegr Tomb 530 and

Step Tomb 531 [FIG. 11]).

5. When the chamber of one tomb is not centred
on the entrance, but extends either to the right
or left owing to a pre-existing chamber of a
neighbouring tomb or its burial installations
(e.g. the chamber of Proto-Hegr Tomb 576 had
to extend to the right as the chamber of Double
Pylon Tomb 575 had already utilised the space
either side of its facade; the loculi in the left wall
of Hegr Tomb 586 caused the chamber of Arch
Tomb 585 to extend to the left).

6. The carving of one burial chamber destroyed
the chamber of another tomb (e.g. the chamber
of Simple Classical Tomb 647 cut into that of
Proto-Hegr Tomb 648; as a result the chambers
were joined and the floor level of the latter tomb
was lowered).

Based on all the collected examples of a relative
chronology between two tombs of different types, a
pattern emerged in which the larger, more complex
tombs, such as the Hegr and Double Pylon, tended
to be carved earlier than their smaller, simpler ver-
sions, for example the Single Pylon, Step and Pro-
to-Hegr tombs. This contrasts with the traditional
chronologies proposed for the tombs, in which the
simpler, smaller tombs pre-dated the larger, more
complex ones. It is, however, in accordance with

10. Double Pylon Tomb 210 and Single
Pylon Tomb 211 (in shade), Wad1
Farasa, Petra.

This image is reproduced with the
permission of the publisher and
copyright holder, Maney Publishing
and Council for British Research in
the Levant. It originally appears in
Wadeson 2010a: 57, fig. 6 (www.
maney.co.uk/journals/lev ; www.in-

gentaconnect.com/content/maney/
lev).
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the results from the dimensional study of the tombs.
This revealed that the smaller, simpler tomb-types
were much more standardised in terms of their size
than the larger tombs, which would be expected
if they were later in the series and tomb carving
had possibly become more industrialised and space
more of an issue.

According to this new study of the facades and
mteriors of the tombs at Petra, the larger tombs
with more complex facade design and a neat inte-
rior plan, such as the Hegr and Double Pylon types,
were introduced earlier than their smaller, simpler
versions with less well-designed interiors, such as
the Single Pylon, Step and Proto-Hegr types. Thus,
we are observing a simplification and standardisa-
tion in the funerary architecture and changes in the
organisation of the burial space. We now turn to the
Nabatacan fagade tombs at Mada’in Salih, the in-
scriptions on which confirm this new chronological
sequence and provide the reasons for the changes
in funerary architecture.

The Facade Tombs at Mada’in Salih

Mada’in Salih (ancient Egra), the southernmost
outpost and commercial centre of the Nabataean
kingdom, is the only other major site where many

11. Unfinished Tombs 530 and 531,
Wadi Mu‘aysira West, Petra (Photo
by L. Wadeson,).

facade tombs comparable to those at Petra are
found*. The city is situated approximately 460km
south-east of Petra and ca. 170km inland from the
coastal city of el-Wedj on the Red Sea, in modern
Saudi Arabia (FIG. 12). Similar to Petra, it has a
central settlement area surrounded by rocky out-
crops (FIG. 13). However, unlike Petra, it lies in a
sandy basin rather than a valley and the rock for-
mations differ in appearance (Wenning 1996: 253).

The 94 recorded fagade tombs at Mada’in Salih
are carved in the various rocky outcrops surround-
ing the settlement area, including Jabal al-Mahjar
to the north, Qasr al-Bint to the northeast, Jebel al-
Ahmar to the south and Jebel el-Khraymat to the
west (Nehmé ez al. 2006a: 76). There are also sev-
eral isolated tombs to the south of the site, includ-
ing Qasr el-Ferid (IGN 1105), Qasr es-Sane (IGN
102) and Tomb D’ (IGN 109). The most thorough
documentation of these tombs was first made by
Jaussen and Savignac from their visits in 1907 and
1909-10, who focused on recording and describing
the fagades rather than the interiors (1909: 112-
131, 307-404; 1914: 78-108). However, in the last
decade the Saudi — French Archaeological Proj-
ect (2000 - present) has carefully recorded all the
chambers making the documentation of the tombs

4 A few similar facade tombs have been noted at el-Bed’ (Mugha’ir
Shu’ayb) in Saudi Arabia: Rihani 2004: 371-78.
> Both the Jaussen and Savignac and IGN (French Institut

Géographique National) numbering for the tombs are used in this
study.
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12. The Near East and Egypt (Map by
A. Wilkins).

complete (Nehmé er al. 2006a: 41-124; 2006b:
59-90). Since we await the final publication of
this data, the current analysis of the Mada’in Salih
tombs is based on the information provided in pre-
liminary reports of the Saudi — French project and
the work of Jaussen and Savignac. The inscriptions

13. General view of tombs (facing east
towards Qasr al-Bint), Mada’in
Salih (Photo by Mahmoud Hawart).

on the tombs have been examined in detail by John
Healey (1993). His work is invaluable to the cur-
rent study, which makes the first in-depth exami-
nation of the relationship between the information
in the inscriptions and the facade type and interior
arrangement of the tombs.
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