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Abstract
The 201%easoc oncentrated on Temple Ab6s First Court
revealingwhat are probablthe remains of sphinx bases. Thant two rooms of thélitocris Chapel in
t he «c our tcorserveee tulty bleased. Five of the eight columns on the north side of the court
were reerected on new bases. The rear half of a sphinx on the west side of the court was restored and
it and the upper half of a statue of Ras®s Il were placed on makas and the badbjeteriorated
lower halves ofwo granite royal statuegere protected from windblownso®.t udy of t he s
Sakhmet statues and the Montuemhat Crypt in the Mut Temple continued.

Fokkkkkk Aok
The archaeological expedition to the PretwfdVut at South Karnak is a project of the Brooklyn
Museum conducted under the auspices of the American Research Center in Egypt and with the
permission of the Ministry of AntiquitiesThe 20D season took pladeebruary 423.
All excavation and presvation work took place in the First Court of Temple A in the northeast

corner of the site.

Excavation
South side of the court
This season we fexposed the Nitocris Chapahthe easendof the court(discovered in

1980¥ and thestructureat the west end (uncovered in 1999) that containgairaf limestone
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2The chapel is attributed to Nitocris | based on a lintel found besidetha pel t hat bears her name.
Monument in the Precinct of Mut with t heetdlaAnibusAglyptit he God
Studia in Honorem Bernardi V. Bothmer a Collegis, Amicis, Discipulis ConsdBptessels, 1983), pp. 542
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rectanglevounded by sandstone walls on three sides and the east theeSafcond Pylon on the
fourth2 We thenexcavated the area betweér chapel and the western structiaréry to establish
how they relate to each other. Fig. 1 shows the area ahthend of the 1999 seasamd the beginning
of the 2019 seasofig. 2 isphotograph of the south side of the court at the end of 2018@ad of
the features in the area

Maurice Pillet excavatedemple Ain 1923-25. In the First Court & noted colonnades along
the north, eastand south sitesn d s ai d t hat fi " -cdloinements de tetteacaur s u d ,
furent fermés par un petit mur en caledirl a hHe was wrong on two counts. First, there is no
colonnade along theastside of the courtust thelimestone bases of titeo columns flankinghe
approach to the Third Pyloithey are different in sizend style from theolonnades on the north and
southsides of the courfThe columrnthat he drew in front of the sed column from the east in the
north colonnaden his 1938 plan of the templeas either disappeared entirely or was reconstructed
by Pilletfrom straycolumn drums, of which there was a joiin this area (see below)ye found no
trace of a column base this seadaranunpublished ptograph of theourt’, the columrhis plan
showson the west wall of the Nitocris chaggpears to bacolumn drunresting on the chapel wall
not a columron a basgit is no longer present

Secondl y, t hecolbnhemers tare moeinteficelumnar walls. The caleng the
c o ur t sidecareoalyg e the walls dhe Nitocris Chapelvhose outlingne shows on his plasut
doesndt r ehapeldmsonteern@adonnade rests on a tall footing (mainly limestone) that
does not fclosed the ckdm®n h dlddgddphsdublishadtaide r s up p «
unpublisheglit seems that he did not excavdies area below the modern swéa

*R. Fazzini, i Pr el i @00h3easyns ¢t Eigddwvork at tleerPrectinkt of the S@idess Mut at South
Kar n ASAE, T (2006)pp. 8594; also available online atww.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mut

‘M. Pillet, ARapport s ul923)ASAE23 fasa.2,pp ¥363d;81. KRr hakd, (fiRaRpor
travaux de Karnak (19249 25) : X. Enceinte de Mout. Le TABAERPSI(1®25rt | e st
pp. 14109.
® |bid., p. 18
°M. Pillet, fALe Temple de KhoASAEIBdphIXXXVILbencei nte de Mout

"Les archives photographi g umageBd3¥l 6Ma ufr Kk dereple®amséll € Mouts wur | 6 £g
de | 60Ouest 29 avril 192506 (Service Image de | a Maison de

https://www.mom.fr/pillet/index.php/objet/vignettes/action/view/frmObjetID/196tHd April 2019)
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Nitocris Chapel

After clearing the windblown earth that had partially buried the ttwems chapel since 1980
we removed the jumble of small, decayed limestone blocks that filled the first Beomath it we
discovered a paving of sandstone antkktone on which the walls of the first room were built (fig. 3).
Theshallow hole irone of the sandstorocks contained onlyearth and limestone chips.

The wall between the first and second rooms sits on this same stone foundation/paving, but the
eas and west walls of the second room are built on earth that is the same level as thenpaeing
extends a short distanoatsidethe west wall of the first roorfsee plan, fig2) although there is no
evidence of pavi ng b.evgrpdechyetrtices ofpéviagpwere also foend st wa l
north of the c¢ha peakebfthe weasteafoaf n cteh. e tichies quBohaES
situ, with the granite door pivot still in place. Nearby we foundateespondindplock for the east
sideof theentrancealong with its granite pivotvhich we put back in approximately their original
position(fig. 4). The door pivots are several centimeters above the level atthlg-revealed
paving/flooring in the first room. This suggests either thate was a gap between the bottom of the
door and the paving (unlikely?) or that the paving uncovered this year is the foundation course on
which thewalls and the actual floaf the room(represented by the broken limastdblocks in the
room?) was buil

Neither the wall between the first two rooms nor the limestone blocks along the west side of
room one are bonded Itinentirely possible tha thé wakdoaway betiveeww a | | ¢
the first two rooms was built on the limestone flooriihgt once covered both rooms, of which only
the section forming the base of the wall/doorway is presenvgitL. It rests on the same sandstone
and limestone supports the first room. A sandstone block of that foundation projects several
centimeters intéhe northeast cornef room twoand several smaller pieces of limestone are visible
under the center of the south side of the \{all 5).

Unlike room one,he east and/est walls of the second roonere built on earthThe footing
of the soutltolonnade divides the second and third rooms, with two columns of the colonnade
flanking the entrance to the rear roomhich is unexcavated he floor of the second room was
completely robbed owtnd wadilled with broken stone. Among the sandstone béoaie twdarge
fragments of a palmette column capital, and fragments of column drums. What we hoped were remains
of the floords paving turned out to blefthdunchp!| ac
of a sandstone sphinx (fi§)® thatis almost the same size as the rear half of a systiiitixg on a base

8 Expedition no. 30M.2. H39.7 cm; W: 17 cm; D: 48 cm
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in front of the north wing of the Third Pylon (fig5). That and the similarity in the treatment of the

Il i onds c | awses suggestsohe iaunshcdisdoyeredithisry@grone have stood in front

of the pylonds south wing as a pendant to the 1
sphimesat the west face of the Third PylSThe rear half of the northern one still sits on a base
(whetheroriginal or placed by P#t is unknown), but except for the fragment found this year, the

southern sphinx and its base have both disappeared.

Once the second room was cleared and photographed, we laid down plastic sheeting to inhibit
the growth of grass. On top of it we placeldyer of sand topped with gravel. We also laid sand and
gravel in the first room and the area north of the chapel.

The two raised blocks against the rear wall of the chapel (i.e., the south wall of the court) were
tilted. We straightened and leveled thesmpporting them with baked brick. We also straightened a
large block that was part of the west wall of the rear room and moved a stray block that lay on the

column in the chapel-shraghtenedsbtockwa | | onto the newl

The Western Structure

Like the Nitocris Chapel, the feature at the west side of the court had also become buried in
blown earth sice 1999 andthe two limestoneectanglesiad deteriorated considerabseg fig. },
but we were at least able to define their edges. Betweenghariot second (counting from the west)
we uncovered a hardpack surface that is 18 cm below the bottom of the row of blocks forming the
north wall of the later structure. Abutting the southwest corner of the second base are the remains of a
paving(first seen in 1999Yhat must be contemporary with the bases. This paving sits about 23 cm
below the bottom of the south wall of the later structure.

A small trench along the west face of the s¢
indeed, the fouration course of th&eature with a narrow foundation trench (c. 15 cm wide) filled
with a mix of sand and dirt. The block itself is preserved to a height of ¢c. 70 cm.

The structur eds lweswre blockatthe north eddadthreesquar n e
sandstone blocks of which the south block runs

area in 1999, we found the remains of a second course of limégtaib&e in fig. 7) but by 2019 this

° Pillet, ASAE25, p. 18.

YR, Fazzini, f@APrel i{00h3easyns & Eigdwark at tlerPretinit f the Gdldess Mut at South
Kar n ASAE, (2006), pp. 894
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had completely disappeared. The wall is laid alight angle to the Second Pylon and appears to have
been cut by the pylon(gs.2d§onstruction in Dynast.
The western st rsoompogedeféamw slndstonblocksduilt against the
footing of the raised colonnadad reshg on a layer of earth that covered the pawabind the
second rectanglsee above). They thus postdate both the bases and the colonnade. The westernmost
block rides over the footing of the Second Pylon, indicating that this feature postdates constfuct
the pylon as well
The str uct ucorgainsa variety df locks @de ffigs. 1, 2). There are two large
sandstone blocks laid eagest but they are flanked by smaller blocks laid neahth** The
westernmost block hasround hte andthe remains of a channdéd may have been a door socket, but
since there is evidence of a second course riding over this one (see liebpyssible that is
simply a reused block built into the foundations rather than a functional part of thetustult abuts
the | imestone block at the north end of the fe:
East of the large blocks &srow of rectangular sandstone blocks carefully aligned with the
north edge of the rectanglésach has a longitudinal chanmetierrupted byat least oneircularhole
(figs. 2, 9. One block has a separate square hole while another has a square hole connected to a
channel. Our best guess is that these blocks once served as the foundation for a structure made of a
lightweight and/operishable mate&l such as wood, perhaps a screen around a shrae=n a shrine
itself, with the circular holesolding postand the channeupportinghe bottoms of panelfatricia
Spencer has identified a type of temfuimiture calleda sbxt,a wood screen,ften gilded or covered
in metal, but her examples all had feet andld be rearranged at ne&d
Theeastwall (the boundary between the west and central areas of the duutgt)the base of
the footing on which the columns stand and adjoingthes t er nmost bl ock of the
The sandstamblock at the north end of theall rides over the blocks that form the foundation of the
north wall of the feature, confirming that the whole is a single unit.
When we excavated in 1999, we folthat the holes in the odd northern blocks were filled
with sand, and the westernmost block of that wall sat on a mix of sand and limestonthehgpwas
al so evidence of sand .mdhosrsugpestotihat vihdnehe Westarnctime e 6 s N «

(whatever it is) was built, a sand foundation was laid for the northewdlperhaps for a paving to its

1n 1999 there were a few smaller blocks laid along their south edge as well, to create an evethéreofdh side of the

wall, but these small blocks are no longer present.

2p. Spé&mxterags fla t er m fJBAG66 (A980),pm #6464 screen, O
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north (see below)while the east wall was built directly on the third rectangle and the west wall
directly ontherow of sandstone and limestblocks close to the pylon. The interior of the space was
then leveled up with earth, probably at least to the top of the limestone rect@ihglesuth wall was
built on this landfill. Whether the new structure formed a platform or was the foundatiomef@r
more chapels we will never know as not enough rem¥ifesalso cannot determinehether the
limestone rectangles remained exposed and served as partial flooring for the new stioetever, it
seems clear that it was intended to be raised abheveest of the paving of the court. The Nitocris
Chapel, the small buildinge the central area (see belot¥)e north colonnadand the two limestone
column bases bs$it on roughly the same level

In 1999 twothin sandstone blocks ran east from tioetheast corner of the western feature,
with another block oriented norouth forming a corner (figf). They rested on the sand layer but are
no longer present. Excavation of the central area in 2019 showed that the sand continued to the east
along he north baulk, but no architectural elements were found. From the scant evidence found in
1999, we speculate that the sand was perhaps the foundation for a new pavingumtjtaed

contemporary with the construction of the western structure

The Cental Area

When we removed the surface dirt from the centralaeewere able toconfirm thatthe east
wall of the western structure, which divides the west and central ar@aguilt onthe earlier
sandstone and limestone feattirat extends on both sides of the wéle discovered two more
limestone or limestone and sandstéesuredo its east(figs. 2,10), bringing the totabf rectangular
(or formerly rectangular) featurés five, including the two limestone rectangieshe western
structure All are a maximum of3 mlongby 1.6-1.8 m wide Although the spacing appears uneven
(given the degree of damage to the blo¢ks)similar sizesalong with the absence of amglication
of walls, suggestshat what we have are the remamfishe bases osphinxesor ramsrather than the
foundations of a number of chapels

A smallsandstonéuilding (a chapel?riented eastvestwas built against theast wall of the
western structure, whidiiad beencuback sl i ghtly to accommadlitat e t h
chapel(?) ighuseither contemporary with or slightly later than thall against which it was builtts
north and south walls asdt directlyon the remains of the third afaurth bases (amting from the
west).The sandstone is in very poor condition, so it is difficult to determine if we have the actual

entrance to the chapel(?) at the east end, where the sandstone blocks project just beyond the edge of th
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fourth baselt is possible thathe space betwedhe chapel(?and the colonnade formed another
room/chapel, buf so nothing remainsTraces osandstone wallgsisible in fig. 10) were found on the
easternmost base, but too little remains to detertheiefunctionor eventheir orientation.Only the

lowest course of both structunesmains

Dating

Given what little remains, it is impossible to date any of these structures precisely, but we can
at least determine the sequence of construction.

The limestoneand mixed limestorisandstondases are the earliest constructions in the area.
When the western bases were first uncovered in 1999, the little pottery associated with them was
primarily New Kingdom, with a number of characteristic bhpsnted sherds he foundation of the
western structureds west wall may be contempor
have been cut by the construction of the Second Pylon in Dynagfig.28). The western structure
itself was built sometiméuringorafteDynasty 25 as its south wall r
The small <chapel (?) agai nst-dateltDgnassty25The chapelratethlies e a ¢
east end of the court, dedicated by Nitocris | of Dynasty 26 is thepotdytially databldéeature on
this side of the courBut what date are the five limestone/sandstectangle®

Sphinx Bases?
Thetomb of Khabekhenet (TT2)vho lived during the reign of Ramessesntludes a relief of
the Mut Precinct angpresumably}he aredetwea it and the 18 Pylon(fig. 12). Until now it has
only been published as skefGtThe late Agnés Cabrol suggested thattwo rows of rams shown to
the left (=north) of the Mut Temple and perpendicular to its axeyea dromosof at least ten rams
leading to Temple A that had been built by Amunhotep #ihdwas still in place in the reign of
Ramesses (> Shearguedthat Pinedjem used themsfrom this dromos (of which only ten are
represented inthereliend not r ams f r o npleéfdiiiontal Yearponkhé Wests T e |
Bank to create the droraof 124 ramsn front of the Khonsu Tempf&.

13 For a sketch, see A. Cabrol, "Une représentation de la tombe de Khabekhenet et les dromos -deidkaroakelles
hypothéses,Centre KarnakX (Paris, 1995), pl. 5

14 Cabrol,Karnak X, pp. 54, 56.
15 A, Cabrol,Les voies processionnelles de ThékisA 97 (Leuven, 2001), p. 238

16 Cabro| Karnak X, p. 55 Cabrol,Voies processionnellep. 254 266268
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The existence of fivprobablesphinxbasesincovered this seasonn Templ e AOGs Fir
might lend credence to this theory, althougime bearany inscription. V¢ havealsonot excavated
the north side of the court to determine if there ésrmespondingow of bases therélowever, there
are problems witlC a b r thelorg. s

First,shewa incorreci n descri bing Templdce Al Gaesn den intge Ad
d e M& Agnotéd elsewher@emple A remained outside the Mut Precinct until the time of
Tahargain an area calletpet or Opet*® While traditionally ascribed to Amunhotep Ifip part of the
present temple can be dated toreign® We do not know either h e t @ame br &@sfusiction
until late in the reign of Ramesses I, by which time it had been enlargdthdrmcome a Temple of
Million s of Years? Until Dynasty 25, the MuPrecinct consisted only of the Mut Templalahe
Isheruandextended no further north than tivee of the present First Pylon. kgestern limit waghe
enclosure walalong the west side of thgheruinto which agateway inscribed for Thutmosis 11l and
Thutmosis Il (probably replacing Hatshepsuas sef” Thearea north of the Ramesses Ill temple and
thenorthwest quadrant of the precinct (west of the Taharga @@®rra incognitaas far as the New
Kingdom is concerneldecausehe whole area is covered with the remains of Ptolemaic and Roman
Period structures that have not been excavated.

As for the area between thest wing of theMut Templ eds Fd4"centuryBCy | on
north enclosure walleni t her Br ookl ynés excavations nor the

basewr, indeed, of anyemplestructures predating Dynasty.254 t was not until Tah

7 Cabrol,Karnak X, p. 56.

18 Most recently, R. Fazzini, in R. Fazzini and J. van Dijk (ed$ Gateway in the First Pylon of the Mut Temple, South
Karnak: History, Decoration, Inscriptiond.euven, 2015)p. 5 and n. 5.

¥ The limestone statues of Thutsis IV,rec ar ved f or Ramesses | | a fPdlet, ARAE25d 1 n t h
p. 16)are not necessarily original to the temple and may have been brought there to be broken up when the site was used as

a quarry.

? Fazzini, The Gateway in thEirst Pylon p. 5, n. 2See also, R. Fazziibhe Br ookl yn Museumés 2017
Fieldwork at the Precinct of Mut, South Karngip. 24 and figs. 67; online atwww.brooklynmuseum.org/featuresiit

% Fazzini, The Gateway in the First Pylop. 5, n. 1 for references.

#2The SCA uncovered a Middle Kingdom mud brick building, probably domestic, several centimeters below the modern
ground level just inside theestwing of thePropylon. Its orientatin was di f ferent to that of t

Unpublished; personal observation in 2€0102.
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this area was brought into the Mut Precinct, his new western gate creating a new processional way to
Temple A%

While the base of a fifth pair of ranssclearin the Khabekhenetelief, the rest of the upper
part of the wall is too damaged to teltlie dromos continued to the top of the wall ot stopped at
the entrance to a buildinG.abrol has opted to see the dromos as terminatiadpailding, which she
identifies asTemple A2

Whetheror nottherewas a building at the top of the scene, the dromos in the relief is clearly
Nfrseaeandi ngo, t haavisofatempedSitnaowwe t hempltdheAds Third
time of Ramesses |l (it bears his name), this interpretation is possilthe sphinx bases uncovered
this yearcouldbe the remnantsf such a dromos. This would only wottoweverj f Khabekhene
relief was carved eaadiflRgmesenll isRceeditedsvighebsildirig hadanlythee i g n
Forecourt described below, but an early version the Second Pylon as well (the existing Second Pylon
dates to Dynasty 25l is more likely that some version of the Second Pgloeadyexisted to the
west of vhich Ramesses Il adddis forecouranda mud brickpylon sheathed in limestone in front of
which he erected two colossal statues and two stelathe end ohisreign thereforethetheoretical
dromoswastwo courtsremoved from the new front of thenhple.

The row of blocks forming the wesGowtmaybst r uc:t
the remains of an earlier wall or pylon cut in Dynasty 25 by construction of the Second Pylon. As
noted above, this row of limestone and sandstone b(6igks) is oriented at a slight angle to the
existingpylon. It is unlikely that it represents another sphinx laastindimestone block at the north
end of the row extends beyond the line of the bases, while the southernmost sandstone block, as stated
above, runs under the south walltb€& later construction

In the New Kingdom,lte area betweehemple Aand theapproach tahe Mut Templevas
outside theparvis of bothtemples. Logically, a processional waleading wesfrom Temple A would
have intersected the road/processional thay ran north from the Mut Templassuming one

existed® However,excavations in th& e mp | Eoresodirandin the areanorth of the east wing of

#dem.,p. 5, n. 5 for citations.
24 Cabrol,Karnak X, p. 52.

% |f there were a dromos north of the Mut Temple, its remains lie under the pair of porches built in front of the Mut Temple

by MontuemhatThe only sphinxes in the area are the two rams of Talthatjgtood at the north endbthe East and

West PorchesSsee R. Fazzinf A Scul pture of King Taharga (?) in the Prec
Mélanges Gamal Eddin MokhtrBdE XCVII, 1 (Cairo, 1985), pp. 29306; anddem, #APr el i mi nar y- Repor
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t he Mut Te mp havdevealednoreidencef gnytbiny that could be a sphinx baSe.
Indeed, he space west of the Forecourt where the sphinxes would have stood is occupied by a six
columned porch (two pairs of three columns) that presumably dates to Ramesses Il or later.

The theoreticahorth-southdromosfrom the Mut Templ@nda shortdromos in front of
Temple Amight haveconnected wittthe southern end of the dromos from th& B§lon?’ whose
southernmostriosphinxes are partially hidden by the Ptolemaic Propylon anebsbed almost to the
Mut Temple propem late Dynasty 18Since there seems to have been a close connection between the
cult of Mut and that of AmuiRe-Kamutef?® it is possible that such a pair of dromoi (i.e., esst
dromos from the Temple A to tiMdut Temple approach and sowutbrth dromos from the Mut
Temple)would have related to cultic activities involving the barque station on the west siderads
from the 18 Pylonand the AmurRe-Kamutef temple on the east side, both of which existed fhem
time of Hatshepsut

The lack of fomdations of sphinx basesrth of the Mut Temple and west of Temple-Ain
factanywher e but i n T-esmag deenitiegroof against the existenoe of sphinxes
in the areabut if they didexist, they were rigorously and completely removed at some point.

Anotherar gument against Cabrol ds theory is spac
Amunhotep I Il rams that Pinedj &m@onpwititwceeranmsf or t he
west of thePropylon (her B67) andtheeightr ams now i n front of the wes
First Pylon(her B1421)i are from the same source and that that sourceheadut Precinct’ If we
arerightand he ar ea west axfswasroteartdf cultic attigitesin Dyriasty 18

2001 Seasons of Fieldwork at the Precit of t he Godde s ASARUX(20@6), ppB®4u(Bldo Kar nak, o

available online atvww.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mut

®We found no traces of sphi nxdorr airm btahsee sa riena Theempw eee nA dTse nirpol
approach to the Mut Temple. The row of rams and sphinxes along the enclosure wall east of the precinct entrance are not in
their original location. The rase of blocks of Montuemhat and Horwedgadme of the bases suggests that they were

lined up here sometime in the Late Period.

" For a discussion of the history of this dromos, see Caoigsprocessionnellep. 220236.
28 Cabrol,Voies processionnellgp. 26526

%9 Cabrol,Voies processionniek p. 265.

% 1dem.,pp. 239241, 261

3As shown on Voiestproaedsionsellgp.l7@4n :


http://www.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mut
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there is simply no room for such a large number of rams amaumdthe New Kingdom Mut Temple
and Temple A.

Cabrol also argued that the Henuttawy inscriptions on two Sakhmet statues (one still in the Mut
Templebds First Court) shoubferPbeedpeer moetedt e
se trouvaient ° | 6or i gi neHemttawy wadable tofisg Sdkihmet e mp | e
statues into the nowacant space and-serange the sphinxes/rams remaining at the site. This may be
true for theSakhmestatues found among the rams in front ofwhest wing of theMut Te mp |l e 6 s
Pylon,twoofwhi ch bear Pi nedj e nbtlsestategemne , t baett espuaeds kE
(which would have been thparvisof the temple in Dynast®1), which neatly line the sides of the
court. Given how often these statues have beanramged, howevewe cannot be certaiwhere they
st ood i n He Again thaugh doevidencennésphibases was found in the Firsb@t

And finally, there is the matter of the size of the Amunhotep Ill rams and of the bases in
Templ e AO0sAldhgwi ¢th G@dwer tr.ams of the Khonsu-Brempe
(west of the Propylon)andBi21 ( pl aced i n front of the west wi
by Pinedjem | and Henuttaw$jareall 3.5 m long by 1.4 m widevhiletheb ases in Templ e
Court are only 3 m long by 258 m wide® Based on size alone, therefotdsiunlikely that those

rams once stood dhebasesn Temple A

What do the Khabekhenet rams represent?

It is not necessary to see the five pairsamns in the Khabekhenet relief as representing a
dromos perpendicular to the Mut Templ¢hile the rams are perpendicular to thleery they are on
the same orientation as the Mut Temple and its col@sdirol said thaspace on the wall limited what
could be shown to Al es f adetaébtefigaréepetindisperisablasars® s d a
| oc al i*amdtevplaimedhatthe lack of trees along the north row of rams may be because the
large figure of AmurRe-Kamutef took up the space wiehe trees would have been shown (although

she does admit that there may have been no trees on thi¥ tsiit)not possible, therthat the ten

32 Cabrol,Voies processionnellepp. 241254 for the Khonsu dromos; pp. 2861.

¥ Depending on the state of preservation. The best preserved is the second base from the west. Its north edge meets the
foundations of the western structuredés north wall Jl and i

length, which is 3 m.
3 Cabrol,Voies processionnellgp. 265.

% Cabrol,Voies processionnellgp. 443 We found no evidence of tree pits behind the sphinx bases in Temple A.
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ramsrepresent a nowanished dromos that led north to meet the processional way from'ttrytbd
and/or thebarque station and AmelRe-Kamutef temple (both apparently important to the ritaking
place within the Mut Tempf&? They were shown apparénperpendicular to thisheru and the Mut
barquesimply because there was no room to diggle dromosn its proper orientation.

If one insists on the Khabekhenet dromos being perpendicular to the Mut Temple, then it is also
possible (although again unprovable) that it ran west from the southernmost pair of criosphinxes of the
10" Pylon dronoseitherto a quay at which the sacred bar¢gievould be placed on boats to continue
the procession on the Nile tar the road/processional way leading tolth&or Temple The latter
dromos wa®ventually replaced by the Nectanebo drory®n this sugestion, however, requires no

connection with Temple A.

An alternatesuggestion for the Temple A Sphinxes

There is anothgwossiblegroup of sculpturestill in the precincthat could have stood in
T e mp | parviain the New Kingdom. Cabrol notedatthe threesphinxes along the enclosure wall
east of the Propylon (her A3) and two sphinxes in Turin that Rifaud removed from the Mut Precinct
in the 19" Century are virtually identical’” She suggested that two other sphinxes, just east of Chapel
D (her A1213), are similar enough to be part of the same gfoone is in its original position. Of
the sculpturegast of the Propylon, orsphinx A2, second from the east end of the yand the ram
at the west end of the rofluer B5)rest on bases thatclude blocks from monuments of Dynasties 25

and 26 The bases of the sculptures west of the Propylon are either too fragmentary to be datable or

3 Cabrol,voies processionnellep.265
3" Turin, Museo Egizio, A1408, A1409
% Cabrol,Voies processionnellepp. 270278.

¥Cabrol 8s suggest i-B5maydhtato Dynaste 2Véies prbcessionneflep, B6D) is incorrect as the
base of the westernmost ram (B5) included at least ense@ block naming Montuemndthis bae was not visible when
Cabrol visited the site as the ram had not yet been righted and placed on a n&wrihaserestoration of some of these

sculptures, seBR. FazziniReport on the Brooklyn Museumds 20 @dilesSMuason o

at South KarnaKonline atwww.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mup. 8 and fig. 3n Re port on t he Br ookl y
2006 Season of Fieldwork at the Precinct of the Goddess Mut at Sauth KAISAE81 (2007), pp. 107 and fig. 10; and

The Brooklyn Museumdéds 2010 Season of Fi el dninelat at t he Pr
www.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mup. 13 and figs. 4243 (Horwedja chapel whose lintel wasuged in the base of

sphinx A2)



http://www.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mut
http://www.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mut
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are missing altogether, the statues resting directly ofi%&icording to her, all seven sphinxes can be
dated to Ramesses Il and, along with a imissing eighth sphinx, may have formed a dromos in
front of his temple southwest of the Mut Temple. This is entirely possib¢ealso possible (although
unproven by excavation) that this short dromos condegtih the road that presumabign west from
the Thutmoside gateway in the New Kingdom enclosurewalwhi ch was stil |l the
limit in the Ramesside Perio@here is no need to posit a dromos running any further north. As stated
above, thee was probably no processional way in this area leading to TenmgdeCAabrol shows in
herschemdunt i | the time of Taharga, by whfch ti me
Betsy Bryarnand Arielle Kozloffhaveargued that the two Turin sphinxedalariginally to
Amunhotep Il and were rearved in the Ramesside Perf3dhis is entirely plausiblgiven the
extent of Ramesside-ese of the monuments of earlier reigns
As to the number of sphinxes, at the time that Cabrol was working, only thespininx east of
the Propylon (her A3) still had its head. Since then, however, we have found two more heads, one of
which we were able to restore@a b r o |the sastérdmost sphirfig. 13).** The other head did
not fit on A2 nor on any of the sphies west of the Propyloibut is the same size and style as the rest

Theoretically, then, we now have evidence of a group of at least eight androsphinxes that might date to

““On p. 255, Cabrol says the sphinxes along the Mut Templ
aligned with the axis of Temple A. It seems to us, rather, that they are oriented to the walls against which the are lined up

which hapgns to coincide with the axis of Temple A. Their grouping is too random to suggest an actual dromos.
“1 Cabrol,Voies processionnellep. 704

“R. Fazzini and W. Peck, AThe Precinct of Mut During Dyn
JSSE XI, 3 (1981), p. 120

“3B. Bryan in B. Bryan, A. Kozloff, L. Berman (edsB,gy pt 6s DazzI| i ng Sun: (ékm@ahotep | I
Cleveland, 199),p.22324, n. 5; A Kozl off (cited by Cabrol aesl B. Bry
by RamessesilA St udy of Tool Skéinkematienal Con@ess of Eggpwlegy: Abstracts of Papers

(Turin, 1991) pp. 25859

““See R. Fazzini, fAReport on the Brooklyn Museumds 2005 S
South Karnako (onl i neawwbOoklybnuseumaorg/deatires/niBeath heatld havigaees af red

on their necks and face, and the head ohAgda trace of yellow on the forehead band of the nemes.


http://www.brooklynmuseum.org/features/mut
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Amunhot ep ®Clabd o I3@rs iABRMH3. andthe two Turin sphinxes are &lm long x 0.9
mwide sotheywoul d fit on the bases wuncovered in Temp

We suggest, therefore, there was, indeed, a dromos jpathis of Temple A in the New
Kingdom, but that it weemade up of five pairs gphinxeqof which two spinxes are now missing)
rather than 62 pairs of rams. These sphinpeesarved in the Ramesside Periathy have been moved
to form the dr onmemple Which wak autsidestise at Predintt ansl the
construction of the final enclosure waih the ' century BC They were brought back into the
precinct sometime after Dynasty g@obably during the Ptolemaic Periat)d placed on new bases
along the north enclosure walhere they now stand

Cabrolsaid thathe sphinxes and the ramsid) theenclosure wall and theest wing of the
Mut Templ e basr eFifrrs@p aPrytl ioensuesd qui cor@spdnd aicelui duxeeples s t
A 6*® While technically true,ri our opinionthe assumption of their purpoiseincorrect. The
orientation of the sculptures is to the north enclosure wall andthé T e RrgtIPyod, svhich
happen to be perpendicular to Temple A. The intentional arrangement of the sculptures on either side
of the Propylon (ramslosest to th@recinct entrancthen sphinxes) would seem to confirm this for
the sculptures along the enclosure wHfle rams along the First Pylane notnecessarilyhe south
half of a dromos of pairs of statues.

East of the Propylon the two rams and three s@srsit on bases that are evenly spaced, with
chapels betweesome of the sculptures (fig. L13Vest of the Propylon, however, the sculptures are
much less organizegigs. 14a, 15)the three ram@6-8) being squashed together on very short bases
(restorel by the SCA), with the remains of the fourth réB®)*’ resting on a heap of dirfter a gap
comesthe large sphinx of Ramesses Il (Ai1Bathas been turnephrallel to the enclosure walt and
the next sphinx (Allflank a square sandstopktform d unknown use (fig. 16 The dislocation of

the Ramesses Il sphinx may have happened wherathieedstone and baked brick drain was cut

> The paws and fragments of an eighth sphinx and perhaps the remains of its base were also uncovered east of the two
sphinxesbeside Chapel ) Ca b r o-l¥see fi§. 14 strengthening the argument that there were at least eight such

sphinxes.
“6 Cabrol,Voies processionnellgp. 255.

““Some confusion arises here with dbdapb25p$hé groupsBIntiteB8jbatg of t
the scul ptur e i nhoféntalslicemioasain bodyqsee fig. 44adtmno fieada We suggest that
references to AB90 should be amended t adEhi2B®@.dhelogationafh does

fi Bois also incorrectwith B6-8 it standsalong the enclosure wall not in front of the Mut Temple.
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through the enclosure wall, presumably in the Roman Period. The final two sphinxes3)pdr2 also
closer togetherhian they should beyith the remains of another sphinx and base just to thei(feast
14b).
A similar rearrangement took place at the we
five rams (B1418) are evenly spaced if decayed, but thettase (B1921) were moved off their
bases and crammed together on a new support against the fifthg.ab8a). The spacedbetween the
original kases were filled with mud bricnd a new structuref mudbrick faced with stonevas built
in the space tarams once occupied (fig. 15lWe have suggested elsewH&rae possibility that this
structure (which includes tesed blocks of Ramesses Il and Nectanebo II) and the construction on top
of the Taharga Gate wall were built during the Ptolemaic Perioc#tecdirect access from Chapel D

to thelsheruby cutting through the stiéxisting Thutmoside enclosure wall.

Preservation and Restoration
South side of the court

Aside from the work in the Nitocris Chapel, the expedition straightened the columns in the
south colonnade, supporting them with baked britkhopes of preventing the area excavated this
year from becoming buried in earth again, we built a brick waligathe norttedge of the excavation
(fig. 11).

North wall of the courtandthe east face of the"2Pylon
We discovered that the | owest course of the
badly, to the point that we feared the wall wooddlapse. A nearby (but smaller) area of the east face
of the 2¢ Pylon wasn a similar condition (fig. 7). Given the importance of the Taharqa birth reliefs
on the north wall, we made repairing these walls our first pridrig. conservators cleareceth

decayed stone and replaced ithwitew sandstone blocks. (fig.)18

Sphinx and statues
At the west end of theorth side of theourt two lower halves and one upper half of statues of

Ramesses Btand at the face of the Second Pylon. In front of ttienrear portion of a sphiray

®R.FazziniThe Brooklyn Museumés 2010 Season of Fieldwork at

(www.brooklynmuseum.org/features/myip. 12 and figs. 3@9
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tilted in the earth (fig. 19 The statues, at least, were discovered by Plletit he makes no mention
of the sphinx

We movedhe sphinxonto amastabaast ofthe statuesvhere it could be restorewe planned
to do the same for the Ramesses |l statues, but except for the upper portion this proved impossible.
Pillet hadrepaired thestatue on théeft but did not move either oneom thepaving in front of the
SecondPylonwhere they had been fouffth. 20). However, the present level of the court is c5056

cm above the ancientpavigi nce Pil |l et doesndét seem to have

it is possible thate merely clearedround the bas andepaired the one on the léftsitu. In the
intervening years, dirt had again encumbered the lower parts of thelsiaase

The lower halves proved to be too fragile to move. All we could do was clear an area around
them and build a low bakdatick wall to try to protect thenT.he upper half of the statue was placed
on anew base that both supports its uneven lower surface and protects it from groundiwater
protective barrieisolates the bottom of the statue from the surface dfdise Fig. 21 shows all three
statuesand the sphinafter restoration.

The Colonnades

The north and south colonnades each consist of a single row row of eight cylindrical columns
with palmiform capitals, fragments of which Pillet discovered during his excavatidwesording to
Pillet, palmiform capitals disappeared from use after the Middle Kingdom, reappearing only in the
Ptolemaic Period' However, Dieter Arnold notes that palmiform columns remained popular in the
Late Period? The capitals found by Pillet asimpler than later versions, liag no details beyond the
frondsdcentral vein. The bases of the columns in both colonnades are c. 145 cm in diameter and
support columns that are c. 85 cm in diameter.

The colonnade on the south side of the court wdsdyuthe raised footing that runs the length
of the court and is composed primarily of limestone blocks that appear to be contemporary with the
sphindrambases. However, as we discovered when we began to restoa@ttherncolumnsthis
col onnade r est s odginalgavirtg|ngw. d5¥50 dmbetow maderm groansl level.

“9pillet, ASAE25, p. 17.
0 pillet, ASAE25, p. 18 anddem, ASAE38, p. 476 and fig. 67 on p. 477.
*Ipillet, ASAE38, p.47677.

2D. Arnold, Temples ofhe Last Pharaoh@ew York, Oxford, 1999), p. 296.

€
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Two larger limestone column bases flank the approach to the Third Pylon. The southern
column also rests directly on the paving of the court (we havexcatvated the northern column). The
remains of two displaced, lower column drums from this pair indicate that they were of the bulbous
type with the usual triangular plant motif around the base. It is probable that the two large fragments of
acampaniformp al mette column capital found in the ruli
belong to one of these columns, having either been dumped there when the area was being quarried for
its stone or fallen there when the column collapsed. According to Athtid, palmette capital
developed during Dynasty 26 and remained popular through the Roman Period. Thus these two
columns could have been erected at about the time of the Nitocris Chapel or during the Ptolemaic work
in the temple, when the Third Pylon wasej a new gate.

Of the eight columns of the north colonnadely seven were stillisible. The two at the west
end are still vertical, but the columns in the center consist of a single column diwmlging at odd
angles (fig 2a) andthe sixth columrirom the west had disappeared completelpn  Pi | | et 6s t i
two eastern columns still stood to a height of four column drums, but they had collapse¢hkesince
There was also a disorganized cluster of column drums to the south of the eastern @mamns
22b). We initially determined to rerect the two eastegolumns and deaststraighten up the ones to
their west.

In clearing the diraround the easternmost (eighth) columbudd a new basewe disovered
the original column basef which no trace was visible on the modern surfs¢e.clearedhebase
entirely and foundgt to be made of twpiecessandstone, both of which weggtremelydecayedfig.

23). The basstands ot h e ¢ o u r padirsg made of imestaane and sarmst and also very
deteriorated. The base of the second column (cleared only enough to define its size and location) was
in similarly poor condition.

Because we had neither the time nor the resources to cottsesedbasesve covered them
with plastic adl a layer of clean sand to protect them and built new bases above fhieeotdmaining
columns were then put back in place on the new bases.

The base of the third column from the east lay under the the pathway to the Taharga
circumcision scene built &RCE (there had been no trace of the column base on the surface). At the
request of Ahmed dleithy, we uncovered this column base and treated it as we had the ones to the
east. We used the more stable of the column drums from the disorganized cleiardahis
column as well. The drums that were twoken or fragile to bee-assembledavere placed on baked

%3 Arnold (op. cit.,p. 296)illustrates three examples (fig. 256).
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bricks in front of the north wing of thé®®ylon. All the columnsn the north colonnadare shown in
fig. 24.

Miscellaneous

The two large pieces diie palmiformcolumn capitant t he west face of th
north wing (to the right in fig. 28) were placed onlaase arranged so that the full circumference of
the caital could be seen (see fig})2

A ceiling block flom the gate in the Third Pylon was placed on bricks against the south face of
the pylonds north wing. Finally, the sandstone
the north wing of the Third Pylon was straightened and placed on bakkdBwth are visible in fig.
25.

Study and Documentation
Documentation oakhmestatues
We continued our doSakhmestattiea, confommng mdasutemmeants taken e 6 ¢
in 2017and 2018nd rephotographing texts and features as needed. Our intent is to parblish
inventory and historyoh | | t h e SaRhmestatuesavithin the next year or so.

Montuemhat Crypt

We continued the study and documentation of the Montuemhat Crypaliarga Crypt) set
into the east walCoum Whilethecryils tt @etp| b astbasece en p
on squeezes, no photographs of the actual texts have ever appeared. It is our hope to correct that lack in
the coming year

*J.LleclantMont uemhat . Quatri me ProphBdE XX¥AVWonhCaiPmro nt®6 M), |
lachapelledutempl de Mout 7 Kar n-23B,pls. DXVELXXI; R4ARjtreer, ThepLibyard An8rchy.

I nscriptions from Egy pAtldnt, 2008)i rfidl 616n.t eMunme dTlieanipel eP elrnisocdr i pt i
556-554.
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Fig.1Gener al view south of Temple A6s First Cc¢
the 2019 season. The Nitocris Chapel and the limestone features have become almost completel
in windblown earth.



20

suojsow

9J9A02UN SBINONIIS 8y} Jo ue|d e
pue (do1) uoseas ayi Jo pua ay 1e
unaaj} Jo apis yinos ayL g “bi4




21

Fig. 3The paving (or foundatioooursé of the first room of the Nitocris Chapel

Fig. 4 The Nitocris Chapel at the end of the season, with the east door jamb reposition:

Fig. 6 The haunch of a sphinx found in the
stones in room two.

Fig.5 View north of room two with sandstone and limestone foundation blocks projectir
from the roomdéds north wall



