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Abstract

The reconstruction of archaeological remains andsrof
buildings and sites is a dilemma and a controvetse@me among
specialists, but the predominant and widespreadctimservative
view the reversible minimum interventions which @gainst
reconstruction . this paper exhibits this curreppraach and
confounds it with the warrants or justifications tauildings and
sites reconstruction 's remains and ruins partiul@ancient
Egyptian ones which have some particular conditipasid with
exhibition to the general criteria for reconstraatiholding the pass
with an overview of some proverbial reconstructianactices of
ancient Egyptian buildings (the temple of Hatshepdiel-Deir el-
Bahari, the white chapel of Senusret | , the EgyptAlabaster
Chapel of Amenhotep | and the Red Chapel of Hatsltegt
Karnak .
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1. Introduction

The reconstruction’) of historic and archaeological remains
and ruins of buildings and sites is a dilemma wiiak long been a
controversial subject among professional in arclago
conservators especially for those interesting i tmaterial
evidence of the past, where the owners of the ceatee approach
claim maintenance and emphasize the authenticitgatérials and
data (archaeology and documentary records) , pfetaslead the
public unnecessarily and that liberal approach tese@ontention
with respect to verification and emphasizes intetipe values ,
thereupon the adoption of the most of internaticc@iservation
charters and codes of the reversible minimum ieteions,
however, at the same time did not put these clzartdes for time
and type of intervention , the extent to which Iz Istopped and
there is no clear answer to the question as tohenehcomplete
buildings should be reconstructed, it was consdi¢hat the each
monument is particular and different case It ipproached on its
merits €), so reconstruction has always been one of thet mos

(%) Reconstruction means returning a place to a knearfier state and is distinguished from
restoration by the introduction of new materialoirthe fabric , see The Burra Charter
(ICOMOS Australia, 1999) Article 1.8 , and it diffefrom restoration which means returning
the existing fabric of a place to a known earli¢ates by removing accretions or by
reassembling existing components without the intotidn of new material, see : The Burra
Charter (ICOMOS Australia, 1999) Article 1.7, asllvees differs also from Re-creation which
means speculative creation of a presumed earliég sh the basis of surviving evidence from
that place and other sites and on deductions diammthat evidence, using new materials .
Above-mentioned According tdbhe Burra CharteflICOMOS Australia, 1999 and two of the
most recent charters address the specific issuesitbenticity and reconstruction: the Riga
Charter of 2000 ‘On Authenticity and Historical Restruction in Relationship to Cultural
Heritage’ and the ‘Nara Document on Authenticity’ 1994, It is worth setting out the
definitions provided by English Heritage in 2001t ‘English Heritage Policy Statement on
Restoration, Reconstruction and Speculative Redoreaif Archaeological Sites Including
Ruins’, which are adopted from the Burra Charter1889 , see also Catherine, W. ,
Preventive conservation of ruins: reconstructiahurial and enclosure , Chapter 5, in :
Conservation of Ruins , edited by John Ashurst ed., Butterworth-Heinemann is an imprint
of Elsevier , 2007 , p. 148 .

(®) See for example W.A. Oddy, ed. Restoration: IsAticeptable? , British Museum
Occasional Paper 99 , British Museum Press, Lond®94 and in Faut-il Restaurer les
Ruines?,(Actes des Colloques de la Direction durRaine.) Entretiens du Patrimoine(Paris:=
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controversial and debatable issues .and so thexenar many
professional experts in ruins and remains conservat

This paper runs contrary to the concept - promotimng
reconstruction of buildings and site's remains iamals particularly
the ancient Egyptian ones - which has been cetdraluch of the
theory of conservation and restoration that dewedoand diffused
worldwide €)- that the buildings may have a greater valuetsn i
current remaining incomplete case state - wheralaed building
or work of art that is incomplete is a very strame - than if it is
reconstructed , where the philosophy of * consexsdound ’has
spread 1) ,and support this philosophy which counters
reconstructions the following debates :

=Picard, 1991);Stanley-Price, N. , The Reconstomcthf Ruins: Principles and Practice, in:
Conservation Principles, Dilemmas and Uncomfortairigths , The Board of Trustees of the
Victoria and Albert Museum and Alison Bracker. Rsikd by Elsevier Ltd, in Association
with the Victoria and Albert Museum London , 2009.32.

(® had been going against traditions that providetiie regular renovation of buildings of
continuing religious or other functions. It is nomore widely admitted that it is the
preservation of the spiritual values of such buaigi ( * living heritage ' ) that is more
important than conservation of their physical fataione, and that theory was concluded and
followed by the question as to how far restorat&ould be taken and various attitudes
towards that such as disagreements over the extaviiich paintings at the National Gallery
of London should be cleaned, and what methods dhaeilused, led to official Commissions of
Enquiry in 1850 and 1853 and remarkably, a centatgr, were revived following the
criticisms by Cesare Brandi and others of what teeysidered the Gallery’s excessive
cleaning of early paintings , also in the ninetbargntury John Ruskin criticized in his critique
of the * stylistic restoration ' of historic buildgs that aimed at reviving earlier styles rather
than respecting the age-value and patina that ldibgihad accumulated through time . see:
Stanley-Price, N. , 2009 , op.cit.,p.32, 43 ; RArt' Cleaning Controversies, " Issues in the
Conservation of Paintings , eds. D. Bomford andLgonard (eds) (Los Angeles: The Getty
Conservation Institute, 2004) 425 — 547 ; Part \&st@ration and anti-restoration ,in :
Historical and Philosophical Issues in the Condesuaof Cultural Heritage , editors Stanley-
Price, N. , Talley, M.K., Jr. and A. Melucco Vacgati.os Angeles: The Getty Conservation
Institute, 1996 , p. 307 — 323; Stanley-Price, RDQ9, op.cit., p.32.

(%) similar in some ways to the urge to improve arect someone else’s text , both involve a
strong desire to see an object that is completaraagral to one’s own satisfaction, rather than
tolerate a creative work that has been diminisimeitisi intelligibility . see: Stanley-Price, N. ,
2009, op.cit.,p.32.
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2. Debates Contrary Reconstruction

2.1the core of international views as stated in thaid& Charter
(1964) and its subsequent (revised) documents #red LCOMOS
essential and traditions texts including the B@harter (1979), the
Florence Charter (1981), the Declaration of Dres(IE982), the
Lausanne Charter (1990) and the Nara Document §1894vell as,
the UNESCO Convention Concerning the ProtectiothefWorld
Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972) and the UNESR&robi
Recommendation (1976) establish a allowance against
reconstruction (which includessocation, interpretation, restoration
or replication {)of the -cultural heritage (which includes
monuments, groups of buildings and sites and lamkscof cultural
value as defined in Article 1 of the UNESCO Worleriage
Convention) , so the recognition contrary and aires of
reconstruction 9 outweigh the justifications for expressed in
international legislation and guidelines of the WoHeritage
Conventions and charters for example : reconstrastserve two
important functions: experimental research andpnégation. They
should, however, be carried out with great cautemas to avoid
disturbing any surviving archaeological evidenas] ¢éhey should
take account of evidence from all sources in orerachieve

(5)English Heritage Policy Statement on Restorati®econstruction and Speculative
Recreation of Archaeological Sites Including RuinBebruary 2001 , pp.17- 29.

(6) with excepting circumstances where reconstoncis necessary for the survival of the
place; where a ‘place’ is incomplete through damagealteration; where it recovers the
cultural significance of a ‘place’; or in respongetragic loss through disasters whether of
natural or human origin, and providing always thextonstruction can be carried out without
conjecture or compromising existing situ remains, and that any reconstruction is legible,
reversible, and the least necessary for the coaservand presentation of the site, see: The
Riga Charter (The delegations of Estonia, Latvidhuania, Belarus and Ukraine, together
with colleagues from ICCROM, Canada, the Unitedtestaof America and the United
Kingdom, assembled here in Riga, Latvia, from 2@r@4th October, 2000, for the Regional
Conference onAuthenticity and Historical Reconstruction in Réaship to Cultural
Heritage, initiated by ICCROM, at the invitation of the Ladawi National Commission for
UNESCO and the State Inspection for Heritage Ptiote®f Latvia, in co-operation with the
World Heritage Committee, and the Cultural Capfalindation of Latvia,) and see : English
Heritage Policy Statement on Restoration, Recocstmu and Speculative Recreation of
Archaeological Sites Including Ruins , Februar@20Qpp.17- 29.
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authenticity. Where possible and appropriate, rstantions
should not be built immediately on the archaeolalgiemains .

2.1.2 Charter of Venice (1964) states with regard to the
reconstruction of archaeological sites (Article :15) all
reconstruction work should however be ruled outly@nastylosis,
that is to say, the reassembling of existing batrdimbered parts,
can be permitted.’

2.1.3 the Lausanne Charter for Archaeological Heritage
Management (1990) (Article 7) recognizes the wuses o
reconstructions for experimental research andpnégation .

2.1.4 and in many subsequent (revised) documents oY émece
Charter such as the revised version (1999) of tmeeBCharter of
Australia ICOMOS, states:

Burra Charter (Article 1.8states acceptable reconstruction
on archaeological sites only in ( * the reassengpbh existing but
dismembered parts ') .

Also Article 20. (20 .1.) reconstruction is appnape only
where a place is incomplete through damage oragider, and only
where there is sufficient evidence

to reproduce an earlier state of the fabric. Ireraases,
reconstruction may also be appropriate as partudeaor practice
that retains the cultural significance of the place

20 .2. Reconstruction should be identifiable onselo
inspection or through additional interpretation.

2.1.5 most recently, a regional meeting in Eastern peirbas
agreed the Riga Charter (2000) which has wideriegipbdn and re-
establishes the presumption against reconstruetkmept in very
special circumstances and re-iterates that it musto way be
speculative .

2.1.6 international conventions legislation and guides-

generally contain little reference to reconstruttibut discourage
narrowly reconstructing incomplete buildings ( s®vifor example
international consensus, the obligations of UNESC®World

Heritage Convention (1972) , and generally the metroction of
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archaeological remains of buildings or sites otritits is permitted
only in particular estates (the Committee stressttit
reconstruction is only acceptable if it is carreat on the basis of
complete and detailed documentation of the origiadl to no
extent on conjecture). (para 24(b)(l).

2.1.7 for example English Policy Background : generaldgoce
and policy therefore is that speculative reconsioacis wrong
because it may damage original fabric and may affec
authenticity() ,also there is the potential damage that subatant
reconstruction or recreation might do to the omdjifabric. For
these reasons even valid additions to a monumerdt roe
‘reversible’ so that the original fabric is availalfor reassessment ,
also the proposals for reconstruction are intendeahole or in
part to improve a site’s interpretation, it is egsd to consider
whether the same result can be achieved by othansnealso any
proposals for reconstruction must be acceptablenms of their
impact not only upon the site itself but also @ansiétting ,they must
therefore be acceptable also in the context oflédwelopment plan.
2.2 The incoming of virtual realities technology and ther
multimedia facilitate making hypotheses of theldings and sites
offer a new way of seeing the past without reqggiriany
intervention into the physical remains on-site .

2.3the possibility of mislead of public visitors ,h&tars and even
professionals in case of incorrect or inaccurat®mstructions -
which are based on a conjecture , not on extemgeamentations -
growing an ethical case of imparting inaccuratenmfation and

(') PPG 15 (paras C5 - C6), the British Standard ba frinciples of the conservation of
historic buildings (BS7913: (1998); paras 6.2.4 {#3.2.1-3), and in English Heritage’'s own
publications (e.g. Brereton, Principles of Reppp,5-6) (the Draft Guidelines) , These general
principles hold good for both buildings in use afat ruins and archaeological sites.
Restorations or reconstructions of ruins and armlogécal sites are more problematic than
those of buildings in use, because less evidenséves and the potential for speculative work
is higher. Reconstruction can also frequently beemdestructive of significant fabric or

structures. There can also be more pressure fogatens of structures or parts of structures .
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knowledge {) , to say nothing of the possibility of puncture
render and let slip of the inaccessible archaecégestimonies on
which are depended when reconstructed , destrayingniting
options of future scientific research when find iaddal evidences
in future {) .

in addition to what explained above ; the disaaag pulling
apart of landscape and context values , where steated
building in a ruined archaeological site and lamagisccould distorts
visual and spatial relationships , and also fotainse If only one or
two buildings are reconstructed on a flat archagichl site and
context, they tend to take visitors notice , attemtand desire to
circulate around this one or two buildings withspibility of
enhancing an appreciation of the original form ledste particular
buildings but the inequalities of scale will riskmdnishing an
understanding of the site as a whole , such dsarsite the temple
of Hatshepsut at Dier El-Bahary in Luxor (accordiogthis view
point)getting distortion of site interpretation whéhe complexities
of long archaeology are discontinued and enscomcease of

(®) for example the reconstruction of Pyramid B ataTin Mexico depending on conjecture
and comparative testimony from other pre-Colombgites has misled the professional,
scholars and lay publics , see : Molina-Montes; Archaeological Buildings: Restoration or
Misrepresentation, ”

Falsifications and Misreconstructions of pre-Colismbart, Dumbarton Oaks, pp. 14 — 15 ;
October 1975, ed. E.H. Boone (Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oakstitute of Meso-
American Studies, 1982) 125 — 141, also see : Statice, N. ,op.cit. , 2009 , p.38.

(® for example The ICOMOS Charter for the Protectiand Management of the
Archaeological Heritage (1990), Article 7, evidgntlas this risk in mind: * Where possible
and appropriate, reconstructions should not be boihediately on the archaeological remains
and should be identifiable as such. ' The horizoditgplacement of any reconstruction work to
another site as ‘ experimental archaeology ' avoidis problem, as does ‘ vertical
displacement ' to some extent — | is refered topteetice in Japan of leaving a layer of earth
or concrete to separate the original subsurfaceairemfrom the foundations of the
reconstruction , see : Kanaseki, H. “ ReconstrgciirRuin from Intangible Materials,Nara
Conference on Authenticity UNESCO World Heritage Centre, Agency for Cultubdfairs
Japan, ICCROM, ICOMOS, ed. K.E. Larsen (Trondhélapir, 1995) 337 — 338; Okamura ,
K. and Condon, R. “ Reconstruction Sites and Edoeain Japan: A Case Study from the
Kansai Region, ” The Constructed Past. Experimehitathaeology, Education and the Public ,
One World Archaeology 36, eds. P.G. Stone and Pl&el (London: Routledge, 1999) pp.63
- 7523, , also see : Stanley-Price, N. ,o0p.&0Q9 , pp.38-39, 45.
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reconstructing a single period feature sacrificthg evidence of
other periods buildings and attention to them mgthe {°) .

2.4 the reconstructions tend to reflect and expressutabeeir

creators, rather than being honest re-procreatidribe original

which is prone to other influence8)(with difficulty or sometimes
impossibility of achieving and preserving autheityicouldn’t-

with few exceptions-fulfill the analogical requeststhe international
conservation charters and codes of the reversibi@inmam

interventions that they be based on full,completsl &xtensive
documentation,and include conjecture to some exteatause the
remains could hard provide all required documeoitaf) .

2.5 financial problems particularly the reconstructame very cost
projects and political authorities focus on spegkacbuildings and

(*) such as At Knossos the visitor and even thelacttan forget that Knossos is the largest
Neolithic site on Crete which is one of the twogkest Greek and Roman sites on the island.,
see : Papadopoulos, J.K. “ Knossos, ” The Consgervaif Archaeological Sites in the
Mediterranean Region: an International Conferencgamized by the Getty Conservation
Institute and the J. Paul Getty Museum, 6 - 12 NI895 , ed. M. de la Torre (Los Angeles:
Getty Conservation Institute, 1997) 115. and onAbmpolis of Athens, almost all evidence of
post-Classical building had already been demolishéle

nineteenth century as part of the post-Independgiarification of the remains of Classical
Greece, thus facilitating the current project, sevi other examples of political pressures
requirement a specific historical occupation phasee emphasized on a multi-period site, see:
Mallouchou-Tufano, F. “ Thirty years of anastylosisrk on the Athenian Acropolis,1975 -
2005, "Conservation and Management of Archaeological Sidéslume 8, Number 1(2006):
pp.27 - 38; and for example, Killebrew, A. “ Refliens on a Reconstruction of the Ancient
Qasrin Synagogue and Village, ” The Reconstructedt.PReconstruction in the Public
Interpretation of Archaeology and History , ed..JJldmeson (Walnut Creek: Altamira Press,
2004)pp. 127 - 146 ; Stanley-Price, N.,0p.cit020p.39 ,46

(*) See for instance: Lounsbury, C.R. “ Beaux-artgald and colonial reality: the
Reconstruction of Williamsburg's Capitol 1928-1934Journal of the Society of Architectural
Historians, 49.4 (1990): 373 — 389 ; Palyvou, C. “ Architeetand Archaeology: the Minoan
Palaces in the Twentyfirst CenturyTheory and Practice in Mediterranean Archaeologyd O
World andNew World Perspective€otsen Advanced Seminars 1, eds. J.K. Papadapauoth
R.M. Leventhal (Los Angeles: The Cotsen Institutéichaeology, University of California at
Los Angeles, 2003) 218 — 219;See also the stripimgtograph of the North Lustral basin at
Knossos as restored in 1929 reproduced here aseFHgl; Stanley-Price, N.,op.cit., 2009 ,
p.37.

(*» also compare the monumental scale of the reamistt Stoa of Attalus in the Athens
Agora, already referred to the Gymnasium of thenBait Sardis anByramid B, Tula, Mexico,
as restored by Jorge Acosta, 1941 , see Stanleg;Mi ,op.cit. , 2009 , p.40.
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sites more than requisite ones , the decision badctiteria that
define their scope and result, are not usuallyhef wiews of the
professionals and sometimes had been undertakeoofanption
and political reasons (revise many cases of htsib@airo in Egypt
and reconstruction project of Babylon in Irad) (

2.6 the buildings and sites remains and ruins are mo@ional of
archaeological and historical - if they are letresy remained - than
if they are reconstructed .

But reconstruction of remains and ruins - whichrespnts in
many respects an extreme example of restoratiobuidings and
sites from the past whose existence was documenitearily from
their excavated remains or their documents plus paoative
analysis before being reconstructed through reée®n literary or
pictorial - to their previous existence, and itmainly through their
insubstantial visible remains that they have becémawvn again
(**) - that are well thought out , researched and ofonnal damage
or destruction to the original archaeological rama including
measures to preserve any remains , materials,résatand spatial
relationships based on the accurate duplication fedtures
documented through archaeology conservation, amthesearch
rather than on conjecture and meets tolerable atdrd of
authenticity and pragmatism and does not come wuméaceptable
limits of conjecture and supposition and preseaughenticity the
main role of archaeology conservation - should bestlered as

(*¥ Parapetti, R. “ Recenti Interventi sul PatrimoAizheologico in Iraq, 'Restaura Volume

19, Number 110 (1990):pp. 94 — 102. also see I8tdrice, N. , 2009, op.cit., pp.40- 41, 46.
(** This paper concentrates on buildings and sitesires which differ from those have not
documents or references whose reconstructions feee @eferred to as re-creation are highly
conjectural.) , also differ from those buildingsdasites that have been reconstructed
immediately following a natural disaster or a wahese differ because there usually exists
ample documentary evidence of the destroyed bgjdinand differ from vanished buildings
and sites , standing on the basis of shabby doduamehevidences, for more see : H. Stovel, “
The Riga charter on authenticity and historicalorestruction in relationship to cultural
heritage: (Riga, Latvia, October 2000)Cbnservation and Management of Archaeological
Sites, Volume 4. Number 4, (2001): 240 — 244; N. Dushkii Reconstruction and its
Interpretation in Russia — 2, Proceedings of th€onservation: Principles, Dilemmas and
Uncomfortable Truths .
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interpretive , preservation, management and edugatitools
according to some of the competent institutions agdncies of
conservation'{) .

3. Warrants for ancient Egyptian buildings and sites
reconstruction 's remains and ruins(*°)

3.1 Ancient Egyptian remained sites and buildingsyehapecial
problems (the success or failure of any schemesodmrstruction
must be judged in its local, regional and natiamaitexts t')), they
have considerable archaeological and historicabimamce, values
and significances which would be lost in wholly partially
particularly in sequence of continuous neglect @madlition
incidence , specially with the presence of mosthefse ruins and
remains on the semi-isolated outskirts of the deseyas far from
the control of officials from the Ministry of Staté Antiquities and
under weak guards- withlow non-rewarding satarieare
responsible for large ample areas, and with lowucal and
archaeological awareness, and under low financial
and technical possibilities in gener&) ( so :

(*) such as the United States National Park Serl&sSjj, Jameson, John H., Jr., Introduction:
“Archaeology and Reconstructions”. In The Recordrd Past: Reconstructions in the Public
Interpretation of Archaeology and History, editeg John H. Jameson, Jr., Walnut Creek,
AltaMira Press, 2004, p. 1-18.

(* According to the Lausanne Charter Internationali@r for Archaeological Heritage
Management (1990) reconstructions serve two impofftanctions: experimental research and
interpretation, It should be , however, be carriedt with great caution, surviving
archaeological evidence, and they should take atazfuevidence from all sources in order to
achieve authenticity. where possible and appragriaéconstructions should not be built
immediately on the archaeological remains, and lshioe identifiable as such .

(*") see:Catherine, W. pp.cit. , 2007 , p. 149 .

(*¥ as well as the great burden borne by that ministe large amount of archaeological sites
and buildings , ruins and remains, whether underggtoor above that in need to detection ,
recording and preservation, and finally the infiymapplication of domestic laws, which
courage agricultural and population encroachmerd th@ location of those remnants plus
the damage caused by the establishment of irrigatidustrial projects,and other

civil projectsthat will damage and sometimes de&atayy for the ancient Egyptian
remnants and ruins of sites and buildings .
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3.2 Site and buildings conservation and preventive coesvation

; reconstruction, by showing that the site is beaagjvely used,
helps protect it from development pressures; alteraly, it may
serve to stabilize precarious ruined structuresd H a salvage
excavation , remains or ruins has taken place vamck of modern
urban , industrial activities , irrigation projects commercial
development, and continuous neglect or demolitiocidence |,
reconstructing the building whose remains have be&eravated
,declared or survived can prevent the alternatexesbpment going
ahead 1) (preventive conservatiod%) being justified in order to
stabilize these remains or ruirf§(then the reconstruction of these
remains and ruins primarily achieve protection prelentive
conservation of their risk- prone conditions tha¢ntioned above
(for example prevent immovable remains from furtdecay , and
prevent movable remains from neglect, demolitionrabbery),
where concern for preservation through reconswuocthat led to
his interest in site presentation, rather thannioge common path
of a concern for site presentation leading to retoiction , and

(*%) Okamura, K. and Condon, R. “ Reconstruction Site$ Education in Japan: a Case Study
from the Kansai Region, The Constructed Past. Experimental Archaeology,cBtion and
the Public, One World Archaeology 36, eds. P.G. Stone and Pl&hel (London: Routledge,
1999) 63 — 75.

(*®) The reconstruction is a part of conservation mfaachaeological site or a building may
potentially involve an element of restoration oraestruction as well as repair, alteration, use,
management and interpretation, and the aim of eceasen —including reconstruction -is to
retain the values of the site and to avoid damsee,.

(®Y for stabilization of ruins ; the classic caserefonstruction (or reconstitution as he called
it) being justified in order to stabilize excavatadns is Arthur Evans ' work at Knossos,in
fact, as C. Palyvou perceptively observes, it &&ans ' concern for preservation through
reconstruction that led to his interest in sitespreation (aided also by his communication
qualities as a journalist), rather than the monmmroon path of a concern for site presentation
leading to reconstruction, then the above-mentiopethts resumes some of the main warrants
that have been justified for reconstruction of tmfjs from excavated remains, see : A.E.
Evans, “ Works of reconstitution in the palace afds€sos, "Antiquaries Journafolume 7
(1927): 258 — 267 ; 16 . C. Palyvou, “ Architectamed Archaeology: The Minoan Palaces in
the Twentyfirst Century, "Theory and Practice in Mediterranean Archaeologyd @Vorld
andNew World Perspectivegotsen Advanced Seminars 1, eds. J. K. Papadmpand R.M.
Leventhal (eds) (Los Angeles: The Cotsen Institfté\rchaeology, University of California
at Los Angeles, 2003), 205 — 233.
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these points summarize some of the main justiboasti
reconstructing buildings from excavated remains ramus .

3.3 the reconstructions provide us with :

3.3.1a three dimensional encounter with history to Wwhpeople
can relate and comprehend within their own expegen

3.3.2 spatial and dimensional reality and intimacy tatenial
culture, a sense of space for the visitor that oaba accomplished
by story telling or two-dimensional and even 3-diusienal scale
models , It is a way is not always successfl (

3.3.3 three-dimensional “reality” and scale , 3D mogdelstual
reality and (game engines) as tools for suppoirafpaeology and
the reconstruction of ancient Egyptian remaineelssand buildings
physically and esthetically has resulted in a greatiety of
reconstructions .

So the reconstructions of the ancient Egyptiandgjs and
Site's remains and ruins are living attempts farsseof the past ,
and bring it to life for the public, as long as\ttee presented and
understood as the attendant generation’s attemmasstarect and to
memorialize the antecedents with using technologyartistic
expression to convey archeological information arsights to the
public to create impressions that enable visitorsyike emotional
connections to archaeological and historical resdhat help them
to understand and relate to the context, meanmdysanificance of
the resource also achieve more effective inteapfioets, via
reaching out to our site managers, interpretens; guides and
educators and arming them with the knowledge arterstanding

(*? for example : the Poet’s House Restored.’ Sirliit Gell, Pompeiana: The Topography,
Edifices and Ornaments of Pompeii, the Result ef Bxcavations where technologies of
diorama and cinema., they promise to finish théupé&; proclaim an authoritative vision, and
to preserve evidence of fragile reality, but ir@tlig, some of those reconstructions are already
defunct, long predeceasing their Pompeian moddisirTbuilders are, apparently, repeatedly
surprised by the unsatisfactory nature of the rstrantion which cannot find its own purpose
(as opposed to those, like Getty’s villa, which gireen their own function)-empty and lifeless,
its over-determinism rejecting the imaginative citmition of the visitor , see : Hales , S. and
Paul , P., Introduction: Ruins and Reconstructions. Pompeii in the Public Imagination from
Its Rediscovery to Today (Classical Presences)or@niversity Press, USA , 2012.
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of how archaeology can contribute to people’s sefhsgentity and
ultimately improve their lives.

In the present-day current of ancient Egyptiaessiand
buildings tourism, we can hope that, in the futumnly
reconstructions that are well researched and damalrdamage to
them will be considered as management and education
alternatives{).

We have not depend only on traditional methode®gnd
analytical techniques in our reconstruction , bathave to explore
the interpretive potential of cognitive imagery ttreacheological
information , buildings and sites can inspire , have to use the
cogency of artistic expression to impart archeaalinformation
and insights to the public , we have use the atogezal record to
enhance the visitors experience, and, working withtour guides
and site managers to create opportunities for orsitto form
intellectual and emotional connections to the magsi, values ,
significance and context of archeological inforroatiand the
people and events that created them, tell theestasf Ancient
Egypt's cultural heritageattractively, thereupon subsequently
archaeology can contribute to people and archagdimgrism ’'s
sense of identity and ultimately improve their khesdge and
experience , reaching to reconstructions thawdtde considered
as management and education substitutes .

3.4 even for the concept which has been representeaitt of the
theory of conservation and restoration that dewedoand diffused
worldwide that the buildings may have a greateu®aih its current
remaining incomplete case state - as mentionedeearit -at the
same time - did not put these charters rules foe tand type of
intervention , the extent to which he has stopped there is no
clear answer to the question as to whether incameildings
should be reconstructed, it was considered thaedlcb monument
Is particular and different case It is be deemed®merits , in the

(*® Jameson, John H., Jr., 2004, op. cit., p. 1-18.
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same time also there are World Heritage Convertiten, justify
and accept reconstruction only in exceptional ecnstances and
with specific controls, and restrictions set by)(24

3.5 as interpretive , presentable and educational tosl ;
regarding the reconstruction process can be almorative research
project, and the resulting building or site is amportant
educational tool for visitors , If interpreted exsevely , this
justification holds true for the great majorityreconstructed sites ,
a reconstructed building or site has the poterttahave a high
educational and research value, the comprehensiveegs of
researching, testing and building unfailingly leatts a better
understanding of the past by specialists and &ble¢nefit by non-
specialists from the new knowledge collected duting process
and from viewing the built embodiment of it, soe tleconstructions
can play an important role as a background foripubterpretation
and education according to the firm linking valubstween
environment and buildings & sites , whereas thaesmdEgyptian
buildings and sites remains sites are not justtgoeeic feature,
monuments and places or even context , but thdydecand bear
numerous of importance and values for more sedabrsisitors
either locals, site visitors or the larger publiaterpretation and
education can explain their entire meanings pddrbu
reconstructions can produce and contribute - lbac&ground- in
forming intellectual and emotional connections the values and
significance of archaeological buildings and sites with
multicultural audiences according to modern pubiierpretation
programs which look for introducing a multifarioo$ colors to
multicultural audiences that result in a greatedarstanding and
appreciation of past activities, as well the présgon of the
archaeological buildings and sites itself - viaamstructions - to
the general public is an ultimate method of prongtian
understanding of the archaeological origins andebigpment of

(**) see: Stanley-Price, N. , 2009 , op.cit.,p.34.
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modern societies , in addition to be the most ingdrmeans of
promoting an understanding of the need for its qmiodn , also
presentation and information should be conceived gsopular
interpretation of the present state of knowledged @ must
therefore be revised frequently, taking accounthefmulti-featured
approaches to an understanding of the g3st (

3.6 retaining - partially or wholly - the archaeologial ,
historical , architectural , esthetical , symbolicand national
values ; where the reconstructions of these ancient Eagypt
buildings and sites have returned them to theivipts existence,
and it is mainly through their insubstantial vigilsemains that they
have become known again through bringing them feo fbr the
public, retaining , maintaining and revealing -t@dly or wholly —
their archaeological , historical , architecturakthetical , symbolic
and national values significances .

3.7 attraction visitors and tourists ; the reconstruction of ancient
Egyptian buildings and sites of attracts many @rsitwho would
not otherwise visit them , thus can creates nationeome for the
public authority (mainly the Ministry of State ofnfiquities that
manage them plus tourism associations) or priaatthorities
(tourism companies ) and individuaf§) ( the striking examples in
this point are the reconstruction of temple of @uélatshepsut at
el-Deir el-Bahari (west Thebes , Luxor) and theoretructions in

(®) loc.cit.

(®) the aims of the considerable massive reconsbruaif pre-Hispanic sites in Mexico,
Guatemala, Belize and Bolivia (Tiwanaku) in the @9%nd 1960s was attraction tourists and
tourism promotion , as well as demonstrating naliqgride in the pre-Colombian past , see :
A. Molina-Montes, “ Archaeological Buildings: Resttion or Misrepresentation, ” in ed. E.H.
Boone, Falsifications and Misreconstructions of pre-Coluarbart, Dumbarton Oaks 14 —

15 October 1975, (Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oalstitliie of Meso-American Studies,
1982) 125 — 141; D. Sch velzon,La Conservaci o n del PatrimonioCultural en Am eari
Latina. Restauraci o n de Edificios Prehisp a niemsMesoam e rica:1750 — 198Buenos
Aires: Instituto de Arte Americano e Investigacisrigst é ticas “ Mario J. Buschiazzo, ” 1990)
; Stanley-Price, N. ,op.cit. , 2009 , p.36-37.ald®e proposed reconstruction of the
Hwangnyongsa Temple in Gyeongju (Republic of Kords®gs aimed the economic
development of the city, especially through incegaturism, and not its potential re-use as a
Buddhist temple , see : Stanley-Price, N. ,0p,@d009 , p.36-37
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the Open Air Museum at Karnak (east bank , Luxding white
chapel of Senusret | , the Red Chapel of Hatshepadt the
Egyptian Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep |, whichhwiit their
reconstruction many visitors who have been attthdte them
would not otherwise visit them , thus have contigouin national
income increase .
3.8 the gap between the statements of Charters and tWgorld
Heritage Convention guidelines and actual practice of
reconstruction

Although the international reference and standaclthents
and the crescent number of Charters and its subsédrevised)
documents guiding conservation (reconstructionjactices have
had a strong weight and restraints on these peactibut within the
field of built heritage there is a particular caseconstruction that
exposes a visible deviation and variance betwearciptes and
practice and application, where in reality, thactires of these
international documents have prevented neither dbetinued
practice of reconstruction nor the inscription otes with
reconstructed buildings on the World Heritage Lmsir new
reconstructions on sites already so inscribeds Istriking that a
recent volume of essays on site reconstructionsagts but one
reference to the Charter of Venice, and mentionsgld\deritage
only in the context of sites inscribed on the Libat feature
reconstructions?(), so there is a gap between the statements of
Charters and the World Heritage Convention guigsliand actual
practice , thus on-site reconstructions are commenere

(*") for example the prehistoric Aztec Ruins and M¥sade in the USA. It is as if such
reconstructions are justified for their public imtestation value whether or not they meet the
criteria of international restoration documents reality, and not only in the USA, despite the
almost universal consensus of the charters aga@winstruction unless firmly based on
evidence, it still holds a strong appeal - bothdoltural heritage managers and for the public,
so there is a duplicity and ambivalence betweetifigetion for the reconstruction of buildings
and sites remains and ruins and the argumentssadgha practice, see: Jameson, John H., Jr.,
2004, op. cit., pp. 7-8.
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archaeological ruins have been partially rebuihd aoofs and
columns have been re-erected all time .
4. So the general Criteria for reconstruction:
4.1 Reconstruction should retain the significancehefgite partially
or wholly .
4.2 Must be based on a full understanding of the manismand
buildings of a site including buried and above grstructures, as
well as landscape etc. (which includes a site dasmn , its
significance and its impressionable analysis and fhture
management , repair and overall conservation plad #&s
objectives and proposals.),and the assessmeignificance either
archaeological , historical , aesthetical , axistiarchitectural ,
symbolic , national or technological, as well asdscape, natural,
or other values .

Must not be hypothetical or speculative but basedhe
best available evidence .
4.3 preparing a detailed investigations , tests ,eysvand analysis
of the building or the site which will be relatéal the proposed
reconstruction?) .

(*®® such as proper nicety survey and analysis obtlilding or site should normally

take the form of a set of plans and elevationsablpof resolution at an appropriate scale
(usually at least 1:20 or 1:50) identifying surmigiremains or ruins , those drawings should be
analyzed to identify all previous phases of alterata short report should be prepared to
accompany the drawings, placing that detailed amalyn the context of the overall
understanding of the site and its significance ostin the Conservation Plan These drawings
should be used as a basis for a set of drawingsiakm what is proposed, which will clearly
identify the relationship between existing remaamsl what is proposed, the drawings should
be accompanied by a method statement and spéicificlor work , the method statement
should explain what measures will be taken to pitat&isting remains during works, as well as
details of the materials and techniques to be usettie new work , the method statement
should also explain what arrangements will be nmfadeéhe ongoing analysis of the structure
during works, and for the creation of a proper rdaaf the research, analysis, investigation and
work , It is likely a archaeology conservator wikked to be part of the team supervising the
work ,the role of this conservator will be to upsldhe base drawings as new information is
revealed, and to feed the results of their analpsisthe day to day decision making process ,
at the end of the works, they should prepare d fiaort detailing what has been found and
the work undertaken ,this will in turn feed intotute revisions of the conservation=
=/management plan, se&nglish Heritage Policy Statement on Restoratidte¢onstruction
and Speculative Recreation of Archaeological Sitekiding Ruins , February 2001, Annex 6.

-29 -



(11) el G DU plall AaTY) dlaa

4.4 Must not damage or impact on remaining monumeottahe
original or archaeological context of the site venselect the least
damaging option minor losses of monument , befooeking up
detailed designs, since these should be availavléuture study
and research , their implementation should notanegly affect
archaeological contexts elsewhere including diedti deposits
below ground as well as visible structures abovyadr should they
adversely affect the setting or appearance o$itee

4.5 We have to attach to the information availablehat gite a full
analysis of the proposed reconstruction againgtilae evidence
from the site or building plus other evidences whian be useful,
and more valuable .

4.6 We have to implement a long-term benefits analgéithe of
the proposed reconstruction , which should relatéhe defined
values of the site and should identify both diteenefits to the site
as well as other wider benefits and an assessofight research
benefits of the proposed reconstruction .

4.7 Reconstruction should be clearly distinguishdtden original
remains and the grounds for reconstruction shoudd clearly
explained to visitors%) and esthetically acceptable , so it must be
vital, practical and has positive impact on thee’sitfuture
maintenance and management .

4.7 Reconstruction must be reversible and can bevedd they
are proved to be not appropriate.

4.8 Reconstruction must achieve educational , ingtgbional and
research goals .

4.9 Reconstruction must a part of an overall cors@m strategy
for the site with approval and acceptance of Coadi®n Plan or
Conservation Statement for the site in terms ofithgact of the
reconstruction on the overall value of the sitevali as directly on
its archaeological content .

(29) English Heritage Policy Statement on RestomatiReconstruction and peculative
Recreation of Archaeological Sites Including RuinBebruary 2001 , pp.17- 29.
(30) loc. Cit..
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5. Some proposed rules for ancient Egyptian buildigs and sites
reconstruction

Regarding to existence of gap between the statsment
Charters and the World Heritage Convention guigsliand actual
practice — as mentioned earlier - and to make anical between
warrants for reconstruction and arguments against i

5.1 Ancient Egyptian remained sites and buildings, enapecial
problems, they have considerable archaeological l@stbrical
importance, values and significances which wouéd lbst in
wholly or partially particularly in sequence of ¢mmuous neglect or
demolition incidence , especially with the preserafanost of
these ruins and remains on The semi-isolated atgsii the desert
areas far from the control of officials from the ri&try of State of
Antiquities and under weak guards- with low nemwarding
salaries - are responsible for large ample areas] with
low cultural and archaeological awareness, and logefinancial
and technical possibilities in  general, as well thes
great burden borne  bythat ministry the large arboun
of archaeological sites and buildings, ruins ancemains,
whether underground or above that in need to detegtecording
and preservation, and finally the infirmity apptiom of domestic
laws, which courage agricultural and population reachment
and the location of those remnants plus the damagged by the
establishment of irrigation , industrial projectand other civil
projects that will damage and sometimes devastébinthe ancient
Egyptian remnants and ruins of sites and buildings

not mention carrying out a clumsy, an inapproprigeairs
or ignorant restorations .

5.2 depending only a few and weak excavated evidemce i
reconstructing building -must be considered a @@a more than
reconstruction , so we have not depend on stroitgerces either
available evidence from the site or building or esttevidences
which can be stronger , with preparing enough stigations ,
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tests, surveys and analysis of the building or she for the
proposed reconstruction .

5.3 The remaining evidence for the former buildingte must be
fully documented, preserved and always available the next
investigators and generationd) (

5.4 Reconstruction must achieve better appreciatioie values
(significances or importance) of building or burds of a site
(including the landscape value) of this site thiathese buildings
are left in a ruined state (the ruin as a sourceggiration or as a
memorial are more emotional of archaeological aistbhcal - if
they are let as they remained - than if they arenstructed) .

5. 5 Reconstruction must not destroy the remainingleavte of
multi-ages of the former building or a site (musispect the
integrity of a building or a site that has develdplerough time and
in case of removal evidence of any one age opgern the favor
of the reconstruction of other evidence age orqggenmnust be
justified and fully documented and make them inggade to
access, avoiding any negative impact on the origeraains such
as displacement vertically or horizontally.

5.6 Reconstruction must achieve direct and indirecebento the
site or building ; esthetical , preventive, struatueducational ,
interpretational and research scopes .

5. 7 Reconstruction must a part of an extensive approva
conservation plan and with acceptance of nationdliaternational
conservation experts.

5. 8 The strengths and limitations of these evidencesthim
reconstructions must be interpreted clearly withouslead or
misinform to all public visitors .

5. 9 Reconstruction must be reversible and can be rechdvthey
are proved to be not appropriate.

5.10 wrong or erroneous reconstruction in the past cooé
preserved and retained as they are reconstrucéisnsart of the

() A scientific obligation to allow (built) hypothes to be verified or rejected, see: Stanley-
Price, N., 2009 , op.cit.,p.41.
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history of ideas , possessing their own value dflecting the
history of taste and idea¥)(

5. 12 Reconstruction must not blockade conveying totors
accurate information , data and knowledge namedyfitkelity of a
reconstruction to the current state of knowledgews have to
apply visibility of the intervention such as by &ppg differences
in the technique or texture of materials or morgisigly by using
guite modern materials .

6. An overview of some reconstruction practices
6.1 The reconstruction of temple of Hatshepsut atl-®eir el-
Bahari
The Hatshepsut’'s temple had not been a victine@décts of

the backdrop natural rock only but also of usungratiof
monuments, destruction related to
Hatshepsut'slamnatiomemoriae, destruction of the monuments of
lesser figures not related to actions against Hgisht, destructions
of theAmarnaperiod, destructions that are not dated, and repai
carried out by later pharaohs, usually regardingsaes
of Amun(®*®) , and regarding destruction of the temple the ruiagew
subsequently used as a burial ground in the Thtdrinediate
Period also the shaft tombs hewn into the rockyrflof the
temple’s chapels held the remains

of high priests of the temples of Amun and MontiKarnak
and members of the royal family in the times of Tiveenty-third

(®) as in Evans * work at Knossos, see: Stanley-PNce 2009 , op.cit.,p.42 .

(*® The destruction of Amun’s figure in Hatshepsuémple at Deir el-Bahari, for example, is
likely attributable to persons acting for Akhenaterthe Amarna revolution, not to Tuthmosis
Il or his successor in their separate action ajdime image of Hatshepsut and her claims to
the pharaoh’s position and power. The destructibiSenenmut’'s tomb reliefs and artifacts
related to his role in Hatshepsut's court has kmbuted by separate scholars to Tuthmosis
and to Hatshepsut. Furthermore, the value of theviin the temple made specific blocks
targets for thieves and archaeologists who behaeeg much like thieves. Queen Ahmose’s
head, for example, from the Birth cycle at DeiBalhri, disappeared into the Castle Museum
of Norwich in 1843, where it remained lost in stggauntil sold with other artifacts to
Liverpool in 1956 , see : Dodson, Aidan. "Two RoRitliefs from the TEmple of Deir el-
Bahari."The Journal of Egyptian Archaeolo@y (1988): 212.
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and Twenty-fifth Dynasties, So far 15 burial shalftave been
discovered , all were plundered already in Antigulttut based on
surviving elements of the tomb equipment, it watedrined that
the vizier Padiamonet was buried in the Chapel atshepsut
during the reign of Piye of the Twenty-fifth Dynastthe disturbed
and mixed fill of the shafts has also yielded eletseof the
furnishings from the Coptic church that once

occupied the Chapel of Hatshepgt} .

The last , long and large reconstruction of thequei, three
colonnaded terraced temple of Queen Hatshepsat-@eir el-
Bahari at Qurna at the west bank of Thebes (theenmoduxor) in
the autumn of 1961 by the (ESA) in conjunction WRICMA) () ,

(**)see :Zbigniew E. Szafraski , Deir el-Bahari Temple of Hatshepsithe Temple of Queen
Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari , Ministry of Cultur&he Supreme Council of Antiquities in
Association with The Polish Centre of Archaeologyairo, 2000; Queen Hatshepsutd her
Temple 3500 Years Later , Editor : Zbigniew E. $a@ki , Warsaw University , Polish
Centre of Mediterranean Archaeology in Cairo , AgenReklamowo-Wydawnicza A
Grzegorczyk,Polish-English Edition , 2001.

(*> (ESA) Egyptian Service of Antiquities , (PCMA)ethPolish Centre of Mediterranean
Archaeology of Warsaw University in Cairo , whan 1961 KazimierzMichatowski sent
Polish scholars and conservation specialists to &dBahari, were the latest in a long series of
travelers and researchers visiting the sibefore that ;the first to leave a description o th
abandoned Coptic monastery that had once stoodopnot the ruins of the temple of
Hatshepsut was the famous English explorer RicRawbcke who stopped here in 1737. Jean-
Francois Champollion copied the texts from the terspgranite portals and the walls of the
Main Sanctuary of Amun-Re. John Gardner Wilkinsartraduced the nameDeir el-
Bahari(Northern Monastery) in world literature in 1835ickard Lepsius followed with the
identification of the ruins as a temple of Hatsh#p&fegular excavations were started by
Auguste Mariette, the founder of the Egyptian Autiigs Service, after which two institutions
of great merit for Egyptological studies moved irhe first was a mission of the Egypt
Exploration Fund (EEF) directed by Edouard NaviBetween 1893 and 1899 it managed to
clear the Upper Terrace and most of the buriedtgards, chapels and colonnades, Roofs were
installed over the Portico of the Obelisks andpbgicoes of the Middle Terrace. The walls of
the Main Sanctuary of Amun-Re were reinforced amtavisional protection was carried out
of the Sun Altar, Royal Cult complex, Hathor Chapetl Lower Northern Portico, ten years
later Herbert E. Winlock arrived in Deir el-Bahatithe head of a mission of the

Metropolitan Museum of Art which stayed there fdwetnext twenty years (1911-1931),
penetrating the terraces and the two ramps of tieovwered templesee :Zbigniew E.
Szafraski , Deir el-Bahari Temple of Hatshepsufthe Temple of Queen Hatshepsut at Deir
el-Bahari , Ministry of Culture , The Supreme Coailioé Antiquities in Association with The
Polish Centre of Archaeology , Cairo, 2000; QueeatsHepsutnd herTemple 3500 Years
Later , Editor : Zbigniew E. Szafiaki , Warsaw University , Polish Centre of Mediterean=
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before this time and after about a century since ¢bmplete
discovery of this temple - of Thebes formation lstame plateau
amphibackground®{) - presented only the reconstructed lower and
middle terraces .

This temple and the other terraced temples - omtiteotep
Nebhepetre and Thutmose Il - which are architedtuock
complex at el-Deir el-Bahari , it was built of léc@Thebes
formation) limestone blocks which quarried from gies situated
on the way the temple dominates the va(feys. 1-4) .

For defects of the backdrop natural rock the terhpke been
suffering of several paleo-landslides , where tagy\Yarge slump-
block slide originating in the Theban hills to therthwest as a
result of slumping and translational block slidimg a large
limestone block of the competent bedrock Thebesnkbon, in
consequence of underlain by the weak poorly inedrainstable
shale of Esna Shal&) this causing parts of a hillside to break apart
has happened in the past, and has done smashuiensegof falling

=Archaeology in Cairo , Agencja Reklamowo-WydawaicA Grzegorczyk,Polish-English
Edition , 2001 GODLEWSKI, W.Le monastére de St Phoibammdbdeir el-Bahari V,
Varsovie 1986 ; WYSOCKI, Z.,The temple of QueendHapsut at Deir el-Bahari. Its original
form, MDAIK 42,1986, pp. 213-228, pls. 30:BARWIK, M.,New data concerning the Third
Intermediate Period cemetery in the HatshepsutleatpDeir el-Bahari, in: N. STRUDWICK
and J.H. TAYLOR (eds)The Theban Necropolid.ondon 2003, pp. 122-130, pls 76-96.
PAWLICKI, The Temple of Queen Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bal@airo 2000; SZAFRASKI ,
Z.E. (ed.),Queen Hatshepsut and her temple 3500 years, [starsaw 2001LAJTAR, A. ,
Deir el-Bahari in Hellenistic and Roman Perigd3JP Supplement 3, Warsaw 2006.
NAVILLE, The Temple of Deir el-Bahariondon 1895-1908, vols: | (EEF 13) 1895; Il (EEF
14) 1896; Il (EEF 16) 1898; IV (EEF 19) 1901; VHE 27) 1906; VI (EEF 29) 1908 ;
WINLOCK, H.E., Excavations at Deir el-Bahari 1911-1931INew York 1942 ;
LASKOWSKA-KUSZTAL, E., Le sanctuaire ptolémaique de Deir el-Bahd@keir el-Bahari
I, Varsovie 1984

(*® the genius architect Senenmut has embedded aftddrie into the landscape of the
tremendous plateau which includes - about fifgtens away the valley of kings including
Hatshepsut her (him)self - and pitting the innerns@sctuary of the annual visit of the statue
of Amun in the plateau to be closer to her tabdenac

(®") Watkins, et al, 2007; Watkins, C. and Rogers, 2005. Analysis of Composite Bedrock
Megalandslides in the Colorado River Corridor, Ara. Association of Engineering
Geologists, Program with Abstracts, 2005 Annual fibge _Doyle, B. , Analysis of the Sheik
‘Abd el-Qurna Landslide, Luxor, Egypt ..
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these detached slide parts on Hatshepsut ,Menfubot® and
Thutmose Ill mortuary temples which have been subgso to
hazards of space expansion of faults above andhildgf falling
monstrous parts of rocks .

6.1.1 Justifications and an overview of reconstruaans of the
temple

6.1.1.1the temple has considerable archaeological anorital
importance, values and significances , which wolbé lost in
wholly or partially particularly in sequence of ¢mmuous neglect or
demolition — according to what mentioned above emghs this
temple has special problems where has been subhjextdamage
and squash by falling of sliding broken parts ofkahop plateau -
in addition to ancient usurpation of monumentstrdeson thus it
had been mere ruins situated under abandoneddQoptiastery
(figs. 5 -7)- with the exception of a few scientific and do@ntary
works as mentioned above til the mission of the Egypt
Exploration Fund (EEF) directed by Edouard NavilRetween
1893 and 1899fig. 8) it managed to clear the Upper Terrace and
most of the buried courtyards, chapels and coloesiadoofs were
installed over the Portico of the Obelisks and pbeticoes of the
Middle Terrace . The walls of the Main SanctuafyAmun-Re
were reinforced and a provisional protection wasied out of the
Sun Altar, Royal Cult complex, Hathor Chapel anaveo Northern
Portico fig. 9) , that Herbert E. Winlock (1911-1931) at the he&ad
a mission of the Metropolitan Museum of Art had gteated the
terraces and the two ramps of the uncovered temple
6.1.1.2and lastly about forty years of co-operation bemE&SA)
Egyptian Service of Antiquities and (PCMA) the BbliCentre of
Mediterranean Archaeology of Warsaw University iairG since
1960, where they had begun the last , long ancelaggonstruction
of temple in the autumn of 1961 , where this retoiesion has
acquired its justification of the following aspects

6.1.1.2.1 a full understanding , full , complete and exteasiv
documentation of the temple and buildings of a sitduding, as
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well as landscape etc. (which includes a site dasmn ,its
significance and its impressionable analysis and fthture
management , repair and overall conservation plad &s
objectives and proposals.), and its previous studiel works from
1737till 1960 (refer tofigs. 5 9) , whereas implemented measures
to preserve any remains , materials, features, apdtial
relationships based on the accurate duplication fedtures
documented through archaeology conservation, amthesearch
rather than on conjecture and meets tolerable atdrd of
authenticity and pragmatism and does not come uméaceptable
limits of conjecture and supposition and presemghenticity as
following :

- the Polish scholars and conservation speadlisDeir el-Bahari,
were the latest in a long series of travelers aseéarchers visiting
the site , and have compassed the acquaintancexgedtise full
understanding of the temple and buildings of aaite the previous
studies .

- The works of reconstructions 1961- 1968°)

The mission achieved prodigious work of extensive
documenting the remains of the Upper Terrace aadhithusands of
blocks lying in the stores including tracing thecaation and the
texts and photographin(igs.10 -12)reaching fit this enormous
jigsaw puzzle together, resulting in a theoretaradl reconstruction
of the representations ,plus noting of all the teegs, damages and
restorations, bringing out all the minor lines, lias hieroglyph
traces, changes in the surface texture of the evablock, also the
decoration of most of the walls of the Upper Teera@s thus cast
in hundreds of square meters of plastic film, tmgcpaper and
ordinary paper , plus protection and reconstrucbbmparticular ,
architectural elements of the building were undetaeven while
the studies of the decoration continued , the rsitoation

(*®see :Zbigniew E. Szafraski , op.cit., 2000; Queen Hatshepant hefTemple 3500 Years
Later , Editor : Zbigniew E. Szaffigki ,op.cit. , 2001.
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envisaged at the time by (EAO) was an undertakimg am
enormous scale.
- The works of reconstructions 1968 — 2008°)

The works was pushed toward new directions. It deasded
in consultation with the EAO to reconstruct fullgrtain parts of the
temple, thus, the Upper Portico and the walls efWipper Terrace
were restored to their full heighty addition to reconstruction of
several destroyed architectural members of linmestquarried
immediately next to the ancient Pharaonic quataeated north of
West Thebes, up to 200 workers were employed a&stion this
huge reconstruction project , At the foot of tleek cliff rising
vertically above the temple, the Queen’s architbeis constructed
a platform designed to protect the building frorok®walls,as well
as the reconstruction of the protective platforthge, Upper Terrace
was restored ,The Upper Terrace of the temple \as most
important element of the entire buildindgz:ragments of this huge
jigsaw puzzle of stone blocks were put back togetti® scenes,
eight statues havebeen restored out of surviviagnfients, the
conservators’ efforts have made many of the desttayames of the
Queen ecipherable again. Two fragments of uraendoduring
excavations were returned to their place on theh®ad of the
statues, the two ramps leading to the Middle angddplerrace
respectively were restored. At the foot of the uppenp, statues of
two royal falcons sitting on the backs of huge esbwere
reconstructed. The writhing bodies of the serpdniyped the
ramp’s balustrade, reconstruction of walls of thgper Courtyard
and their scenes , restoration of the west wathefCourtyard and
four statues of ten of the larger niches Osiridatuges |,
reconstruction of the walls of the Festival Courty#o their full
height identified the position of sockets in thehatrave, leading in
effect to a determination of the number and arrerege of the
columns. Initially, the courtyard had two rows aflumns on all

% ibid .
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four sides, installation of third row of columns @re eastside of
the entrance, reconstruction , restoration andngewment spatial
relationship of the Courtyard to the Chapel of Hefsut, re-
erection of architraves , restoration, recreatiod seconstruction
the Main Sanctuary to its former magnificence, rstaniction and
restoration of two of mummi-form statues of Hatshépln the
longer walls of the Bark Hall to their original posn |,
reconstruction of the short ramp with steps dowa thiddle,
reconstruction of the west wall of the second chape its niche
leading to understanding of the layout of the oradjisanctuary ,
restoration of the gilded reliefs of the Ptolemzhapel , restoration
of the Ptolemaic Portico , reconstruction of thoeg of four walls
of Mortuary Cult Chapels and to the north the S@alt Complex.
to their full height. restoration of the undecodhtealls of the
courtyard concentrated sunlight, by using white estone |,
restoration of Many of the lost elements of therddt architecture
were in new limestone , preservation the decoratibthe partly
rock-cut Upper Chapel of Anubis was entered frowhoar in the
north wall , surviving more than a third of the seingular vault of
the Ritual of Night and Day Hourand the rest, pieced together
from fragments, is stored and awaits reconstructioonservation
of The decoration of the portico of the Lower CHapfeAnubis of
the Middle Terrace , stabilization of some wall fidations with
appropriate supporting structures , reconstrucaod fitting of
some blocks of new excavations into the reconsttuetalls and
the restoration work was finished on the Festivaui®ard, the
Coronation Portico and the Main Sanctuary of Amum-tRen the
most important part of the Upper Terrace was opdaaésearists
and tourists from all over the world , the reconstion respects
historical truth and it reflects the main interoatl legal acts in this
respect, as much as comprehensive restoration gooce and
aesthetic trends current in the field of restoratieday, in the end
effect, the mission has been able to discover awe slifferent
phases in the functioning of the temple throughtet more than
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2600 years of its existend®), today and after reconstructing the
temple particularly the upper terrace , the upmarrtyard and the
sanctuary visitors have been coming from everywihetée world
to visit this reconstructed temple which whsought to life for the
public to resurrect and to memorializ€figs. 13 -15)

6.1.1.2.2 so without that reconstruction the ruins and remain
( fixed or movable buried or exposed in the fornscéittered blocks
and parts )refer tofigs. 5-12) would be threatened by neglect or
robbery , so the reconstructions of these ruinseharevent the
alternative development going ahead (preventiveseosmtion)
being justified in order to stabilize and preseihvese ruins.
6.1.1.2.3These reconstructions have taken part in retainingy
temple’s values without damaging or impact on sung
monumental or the original or archaeological crntd the site ,
whereas they have achieved better appreciatiohesiet values of
the temple than if it is left in a ruined state .

6.1.1.2.4These reconstructions have not damaged or impacted
the remaining monumental or archaeological coraéxte site and
had selected the least damaging option and minssek of
monument.

6.1.1.2.5 More detailed survey and analysis of the temptkideen
prepared .

6.1.1.2.6 These reconstruction achieved their goals in tesfrem
analysis of the long-term benefits either reldtethe values of the
temple or other wider benefits (such as researchefiis or
educational and interpretational ones)) .

6.1.1.2.7these reconstructions at the end have providedtuas va
three dimensional encounter with history , spatrad dimensional
reality and intimacy to material culture, a sen$esmace for the
visitor that cannot be accomplished by story tgllior two-
dimensional and even 3-dimensional scale modelshwlhis a way

(*)see : Zbigniew E. Szafiiaki , op.cit., 2000; Queen Hatshepsut and her Te3B00 Years
Later , Editor : Zbigniew E. Szaffiaki ,op.cit., 2001.
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iIs not always successful and have resulted phygicahd
esthetically reconstructions .

6.1.1.2.8the evidences in the reconstructions have beerpneted
clearly without mislead or misinform to all publrtsitors .
6.1.1.2.9 these reconstructions in the temple have conveged
visitors accurate information , data and knowledghieving the
fidelity of a reconstruction to the current stateknowledge have
applied differences in the technique and textur@e& materials
from the same original quarries whereas are cleistynguishable
from original monument, visually acceptable; theougrds for
reconstruction and clearly explained to visitffigs. 13 -26)
6.1.2the only two comments on these reconstruction are
6.1.2.1the first one is the reconstruction of fully camtparts of the
temple (the Upper Portico and the walls of the UWpperrace in
addition to the protective platform which had bes#signed to
protect the building from rocks walls which areings vertically
above the temple) , and the paper supposes tlaisteaction :

- plays an important role in preventive consenatgenerally ,
powerful capping and protection from rockslides .

- were implemented - in consultation with the EggmptAntiquities
Organization - according documentation through aeckogy
conservation, archival research rather than onectunje and meets
tolerable standards of authenticity and pragmats does not
come up to unacceptable limits of conjecture arnpesition and
preserves authenticity and that is the main roleawhaeology
conservation as mentioned earli&j (

6.1.2.2the second one is that the project's responsililgy not
taken in its account and consideration the maisead demolition;
possibility of falling immense parts from the baoiol calcareous
plateau as a result of paleo-landslides in the &belormation
limestone and which is non homogeneous with theals Esna
Shale which has happened in the past, and couloEnap any time

(**) Jameson, John H., Jr., op.cit, 2004, p. 1-18.
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not only to temple of Hatshepsut but also to Meatap and
Thutmose Il mortuary temples , in addition to ®dbjon to hazards
of expansion of faults in Theban plateau above témple
subsequently falling partially or wholly blocks xfcks (the writer
has some suggestions of preventive conservation ti@se
phenomena, which —with God willing- would be thepito of
forthcoming paper) .
6.2 The reconstruction of the white chapel of Sentet | (
The white chapel of Senusret | is a small, simgad
consistent structure (platform is 1.2m high) buft limestone
almost square (6.8 x 6.45 meters) , most notatets plenty
inscriptions, It had been probably built during teenarkable purity
of form in this structure is echoed in the ausyeoit the temple at
Qasr el-Sagha. It has a shallow staircase withrdraderamp at
either end led up to the small rectangular buildisituated on a
platform, in which Senusret | himself possibly sathroned during
part of his Sed festival. Sixteen square and obloiigrs (where
there are twelve pillars around the outside ofkibsk, with another
four in the interior) (all measure 2.6m height aard 0.6m across
and 0.6m deep) , these pillars — which are decbraith raised
reliefs on all four sides - support a complete reath a cavetto
cornice, a type of concave moulding decorated \tves at the
top of a wall, It is thought to imitate the overlgaof a wall made of
reed matting. the corners of the building have samular torus

42)

(42) see : Baines, J.and Malek, J. , Atlas of Amiciegypt, Les Livres De France , 1980;
Clayton, Peter A., Chronicle of the Pharaohs (Tké@RBy-Reign Record of the Rulers and
Dynasties of Ancient Egypt) , Thames and Hudson Lt8994; Wilkinson, R. H ., The
Complete Temples of Ancient Egypt, Thames and Hudgd , 2000 ; Shaw, I., The Oxford
History of Ancient Egypt, Oxford University Presg8D00 ; Barcocas, C., Monuments of
Civilization Egypt, Madison Square Press; Gross@®uhlap, 1972; Wood, R., Egypt in Color,
McGraw-Hill Book Company , 1964; Blyth, Elizabeth0O06).Karnak: Evolution of a Temple
London: Routledge. p. 15. ; Lacau, P &, Chevrlér,(1969).Une Chapel de Sesostris ler
Service des Antiquities, Cairo ..
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roll moulding, which also imitates the architectafea reed hut ,
the pillars around the outside are separated byblawstrades with
rounded tops, creating a building that has a vpgndeel to it , The
different nomes of Egypt (the administrative cesitere recorded
in columns on the parapet (base). Within the chafied god

depicted with Senusret | is usually Amun-Re indusse of the god
of procreation and fertility, Min.

This chapel is the little pavilion (kiosk) builtif&enusret I's
first jubilee (Sed) festival, it is probable tharfbisret's festival was
held in his 31 year of rule ©). It was probably built to house the
royal barque and is sometimes referred to as ajligashrine”, it is
popularly known as the White Chapel.

It was converted during the reign of 12th Dynasiggk
Amenembhat Il or Amenemhat IV, into a bark shritiee(altar of
rose granite within the chapel today probably dateshis time,
despite the change in function, the shrine probadyained in its
original location, later subsumed within the feativhall of
Thutmose 11 {% .

It had been disassembled and used as fill in Akphlll's
Third Pylon at Karnak during the 18 Dynasty (where the king
dismantled the white chapel during his renovatidntlee area
around the festival hall of Thutmose Il and useaagtfill in his
newly constructed Pylon Ill), and at the end of 1%h century, a
large part of this massive pylon toppled over dyiian earthquak .
6.2.1 The reconstruction of the chapel

In 1924, the director general of the Egyptian Anitigs
Service, Pierre Lacau, ordered his director of wosk Karnak,

(**) where the king could sit on a double thrown. Hdile the floor between the four central
columns indicate the use of poles to hang banndiaghthe king from the public eyes. One
scholar has suggested that after the end of thiegufestival, statues of the king were placed in
the kiosk to sit on the double throne .

(** Lacau, Pierre and Henri Chevrier (1956), Une ellagle Sésostris ler & Karnak. Le Caire:
Institut francais d'archéologie orientale du
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Henri Cheuvrier, to repair this Pylon, but in ordedo so, the pylon
had to be dismantled ,It took years to do so, beeatucould only
be done when the Nile was in a low phase, due dargt water,
during this work, Chevrier discovered some 951 kdoc¢hat
belonged to a total of eleven different structuhes had been used
as fill within the pylon, while many of the blockgere damaged,
their reliefs were often in outstanding conditidog to the layers of
mortar which had both bound them together and ptete the
blocks , for the blocks belonging to Senusret'spehavere easy to
identify because of their exquisitely carved raiahd inscriptions .

This work progressed slowly, but orderly, wherée took
many years to carefully arrange the layout of thecsure like a big
jigsaw puzzle on paper and after determining thep@r block
orientation and placement, Chevrier was able tonsituct almost
completely the Chapel between 1927 and 1930 f #tleopieces were
carefully removed and were then assembled andubdgwas finally
put together in 1940 the result was that smallpdpesk that is seen
today in open-air museum in Karnak .

The White Chapel as a structure is considered byynmrpe
the most elegant, as well as the oldest structuiéarnak today“P).
(figs. 27 -35).

6.2.2 The reconstruction digitalmodeling of the chapel

Depending on the plan and axial drawings of Carlidt
model of the chapel was matf®(,where it was systematically
photographed in its present location the OpenMAiseum so that
each face of the building could be reconstructedhenmodel as it
appears today at Karnak then a blank limestonepattas added
to the areas that could not be photographed agwit of the reliefs

(*® Chevrier thought that the structure may have dreen covered in gold foil, so it could have
been all the more glorious, also the White ChapeVides one of the earliest records of a "river-
unit". This is a measurement that appears to qoores to 20,000 cubits in length, or about 10.5
kilometers , see: Lacau, P &, Chevrier, Hne Chapel de Sesostris 1&ervice des Antiquities,
Cairo, 1969

(*® Carlotti, J.-F., “Contribution & I' étude métrgique de quelques monuments du temple d’Amon-
Ré a Karnak.” Cahiers de Karnak, vol. X, 1995, 63;Jds. IX-X .
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and texts on the model reflects the actual laybtit® stones in the
white chapel today*() (figs. 36 - 38).

There is a debate about the original location ofdhapel , it
may have remained outside the temple of Amun-Ra tersglaer
enclosure wall during the Middle Kingdom, it wasesried on a North-
South direction, with a stepped ramp on each @igs. 39 - 44)

6.2.3 TheWarrants for reconstruction of the chapel

6.2.3.1 This reconstructions have contributed to retainthg
chapel’s importance, values and significances ¢lwiiould be lost
partially if their blocks have remained in &®ror of Karnak ,
and they have achieved better appreciation of tkakees of the
chapel than if they have been left in magazineso, tlss
reconstructions achieved the preventive consenvatio

6.2.3.2 This reconstructions have retained two particular
significance the first is that this chapel is thaly building of
Senusret | which had been lost and was found , evltegre are
evidence of at least 35 sites where he built, yettrof this work is
lost to us ( where he constructed a number of tesnfiom the
Delta to as far south as Elephantine at modern Aswwluded
structures at Thebes) .

The second is that chapel after reconstructiornesdldest
structure in Karnak today .
6.2.3.3 Survival almost all the blocks of the chapel in tdoge of
the third pylon even some of these blocks whichewdamaged,
their reliefs were preserved because of the lagersortar which
had flanked and wrapped them together and had qteatehem
from ravage .
6.2.3.4 The least damaging option has been selected In
reconstruction.

(*") Carlotti, J.-F., op.cit.; Strauss-Seeber, Christi“Bildprogramm und Funktion der Weissen
Kapelle in Karnak,” in Agyptische Tempel-- Struktufunktion und Programm : Akten der
Agyptologischen Tempeltagungen in Gosen 1990 und irainM 1992. Hildesheim:
Gerstenberg,1994, pp.287-318.
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6.2.3.5 This reconstructions based on extensive documentati
rather than on conjecture and meets tolerable atded of
authenticity and pragmatism and does not come umaaceptable
limits of conjecture and supposition and preseraethenticity ,
where the whole components of the building havenlmevived
and had been easy to identify because of theirisitgly carved
reliefs and inscriptions .

This reconstructions had its right slow time indst by
Chevrier where he took many years in careful @eahe layout of
the structure like a big jigsaw puzzle on paper aftel determining
the proper block orientation and placement, andmnsitucted on
the paper between 1927 and 1930 , after that dleopieces were
carefully transported and were then assembled laaguizzle was
finally put together in 1940 .

6.2.3.6 The same as mentioned earlier in the reconstruaiion
temple of Hatshepsut at el-Deir el-Bahari thisorestructions of
the chapel at the end have provided us with : reetkdimensional
encounter with history , spatial and dimensionaalitg and
intimacy to material culture, a sense of space amihysical and
esthetical reconstructions .

6.2.3.7 the reconstructionhas attracted visitors and tourists
and has been used as interpretive , presentable aeducational
tools

6.2.4the only comment reconstruction is about the nagiocation
of the chapel where there has been a debate albeuew may had
been outside the temple of Amun-Ra temple’s inmefasure wall
during the Middle Kingdom,it was oriented on a Nwe&outh
direction, and of course this location has beszupied later with
another archaeological buildir{gefer to figs. 39 - 44) , soHenri

Chevrier was forced to select an alternative lotain the open
museum in Karnak .
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6.3 The reconstruction of the Egyptian Alabaster Chpel of
Amenhotep |

It is a small barque chapel is (6.75 metreg l(@eep) , 3.6
metres wide (across) and 4.5 metres tall(high)pimally nestled
between a pair of screen walls, with solid sidelsvahd doorways
at both ends were originally - according to theciiqions- fitted
with double leaved doors of solid copper (is makely wood
sheathed in copper) and decorated with gold figures was
decorated inside and out with reliefs, including (be inside) the
earliest surviving depiction of the sacred bardself,

This chapel originally had been built by Amenhoted 525
BCE to 1504 BCE from Egyptian alabaster, as a Irigjemce to
house the bark of Amun-Ra., wooden doors on thmehkrshort
ends could be closed to protect the sanctity of gbd. Left
incomplete by Amenhotep |, the decoration on thapelis south
wall was finished by Thutmose I. it had been therroafed
rectangular structure made of large blocks of Egyptlabaster
with access doors on its short sides. the inteelef scenes are the
oldest surviving depictions of the sacred barkh& statue of the
god Amun-Ra of Karnak. Each of the chapel's extesides were
decorated with a single scene related to templavéds , then
modified by Hatshepsut - 1479 BCE to 1458 BCE whay rhave
moved the bark from the central area of the terpla position
along the southern festival processional, justis@aist of her new
pylon (the seventh pylon). In its place she eredted own bark
shrine, the "red chapel.", , then destroyed by ifloge Il 1425
BCE - who destroyed the Red Chapel as well - he mmaye
dismantled or moved the shrine, and built an idahtEgyptian
alabaster chapel near the seventh pylon and gaveek shrine the
same name as the shrine of Amenhotep I,where thenAatep |
chapel was placed at this time is unknown , latethie reign of
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Amenhotep lll, the Egyptian alabaster chapel wasl&s fill in the
king's construction of the third pyloff)

The only building of Amenhotep ") that is still visible at
Karnak (after it has been reconstructed in the GpeMuseum out
of blocks which were found in Pylon 11f}) .

like so many others, this building was demolishegd b
Amenhotep IIl and the stone used as ballast imthed Pylon.

there has been some debate as to where the chapeéldy
stood because the original location of the chapeinknown but a
site alongside the southern approach is generaltgréd (') , it
also may have stood in the so-called "Middle Kingd@ourt,"
serving as the main bark shrine for the portabk& bd Amun-Ra.
for the temple under Amenhotep | ,also there isiggestion that
has received wide support is that it was locatest wéthe Sacred
Lake, near where the Seventh Pylon was later lamitt where a
similar shrine built by Tuthmosis Il now standstfatructures had
the same name (‘Amun, Enduring of Monuments’) .

However, it is now generally believed that it wasved
there by Hatshepsut from the spot now occupiedhkyshrine of
Philip Arrhidaeus (and, before that, her own barsjugne).

6.3.1 For the reconstruction of this Chapel of Amemotep | and
reusing their blocks by Amenhotep Il in his ThiRylon and
digital modeling and The hypothetical original locations tbé

(“® Grimal, N., A History of Ancient Egypt. Librairi&rthéme Fayard, 1988.

(*) In addition to his other works, Amenhotep alsdltba jubilee pavilion that was almost
identical to the White Chapel of Senusret | rightvd to the style of relief carving, which is so
similar that it is sometimes impossible to distiisputhem

(*® The Third pylon at Karnak, which had been bujitAmenhotep IlI, collapsed partly at the
end of the 19th century, In 1924, the directonagal of the Egyptian Antiquities Service,
Pierre Lacau, ordered his director of works at l&rrHenri Chevrier, to repair this pylon, but
in order to do so, the pylon had to be dismantladg the material which taken down and used
as filling showed to had been come -originallyenir no less than eleven different buildings,
had been material, this material now forms thesbathe Open Air Museum at Karnak, that is
the reason for the existence of the Open Air Museum

(*) Blyth, Elizabeth, Karnak: evolution of a templeondon ; Strudwick, Nigel & Helen,
1999, Thebes in Egypt , 2006.
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chapel ). (figs. 45 - 44) nearly the same condition , same
justifications and the same comment on the aboaetice .

6.4 The reconstruction of the Red Chapel of Hatshespit

6.4.1 Description(*®)

The Red Chapel of Hatshepsutor the Chapelle Rouge
(the name is regarding to red quartzite from whishupper portion
was built ) originally was constructed as a bargjuene during the
reign of Hatshepsut , who began the creation & #tithe end of
her reign (between the year 17 and 20), this chap$§dlace of the
heart of Amon", or "favourite Place of Amon") waddanded to act
as resting place for the sacred barque of the dignaisd guardian
God of Thebes.

It was initially destined to replace a buildingtidg from
Amenhotep |, the Alabaster Chapel , the erectiothefred chapel
comes within the framework of a vast political prag of the
Pharaoh-queen, essentially centred on her conderacognition,
she proceeds with the progressive occupationefhin sites of
Karnak: planning within the heart of the offeringapels of the
temple, planning of the Western and Southern extiesnof the
temple, and construction of the Red Chapel.

(*» References and Sources of Model Construction :a@arlotti, Jean-Francois (1995),
“Contribution a I' étude métrologique de quelquesnoments du temple d'’Amon-Ré a
Karnak.” Cahiers de Karnak, vol. X, 65-127; Grairgly Catherine (2002), “Der Tempel des
Amun-Re von Karnak zu Beginn der 18.Dynastie,” irgyptologische Tempeltagung:
Wiirzburg, 23.-26. September 1999, vol. 5. : 83-@daindorge, Catherine and Philippe
Martinez (1999), “Programme architectural et icaragpdpique des monuments d'’Amenophis | a
Karnak.” Annales du service des antiquités de litigy vol. 74, 169-182; Blyth, Elizabeth
(2006), Karnak: evolution of a temple. London: Reddje; Graindorge, Catherine and Philippe
Martinez (1989), “Karnak avant Karnak.” Bulletin ¢k Société francaise d'égyptologie, vol.
115, 36-55. , for more reading see : Graindorgegh&me and Philippe Martinez (1989),
“Karnak avant Karnak.” Bulletin de la Société frarsg d'égyptologie, vol. 115, 36-55. ;
Larché, Frangois (2007), “Nouvelles observationslest monuments du Moyen et du Nouvel
Empire dans la zone centrale du temple d’Amon."i€atle Karnak, vol. XllI, 407.

(*®Laccau , P., Chevrier, H. , Une chapelle d'Hatshapa Karnak. IFAO 1977; Harchpsout,
femme pharaon. Dossiers d'Archéologie N°187 S, Ndwe 1993; Golvin, J.C., Goyon J.C. :
Les batisseurs de Karnak, Presses du CNRS, 198iffray, J. : Karnak d'Egypte. Domaine
du divin, Presses du CNRS, 1987; Ratie, S. : LmeRelatchepsout. Sources et problemes,
Lugdunum Batavorum E.J.BRILL, 1979 ; Larche, F.'anastylose de la Chapelle Rouge,
Revue Egypte N°17, May 2000 (number completely tixvto the queen Hatshepsut).
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The Chapel has the form of a rectangle (consisteofopen
courts )of 17.30 x 6.30 x 5.5 m high metres, theatle of the
vestibule is 7.70 metres high, while that of thecsaary is only
5.77 metres. it contains three doors in the sameenkions and
installed at the same level.

The chapel was not covered , and its paved flopergectly
abutted, except around the central blocks, whiehsarrounded by
a gully. the central part was therefore clearlgmted to receive the
water of purification used at the time of the rit@garemonies .
Its upper portion is made of red quartzite, thenftation is built of
granodiorite.Black , which in turn was used withamgite in its
construction , In the center of the first of thoeeirts (vestibule sits)
contained in the building, is a basin, probablydusehold a model
of a barque, In the centre of the a vat in diongsently excavated,
but which was probably originally a full block- entded to act as a
support to the Sacred Boat, in the center of tmernrcourt, two
rectangular stone slabs mark places where statugsrgues might
have been placed From the vestibule, it is necgdsadescend a
step of 20 centimetres to enter into the sanctaay which is
therefore slightly lower, and similarly it will beecessary to go
back up a step at the other extremity to reachdthestep of the
rear door of the sanctuary. the separation is neadgent by an
advance of the internal wall .

The alter of rest was situated inside the templethaf
divinity, the Red Chapel's first vocation is to k&ethe boat of
Amon.

Access to the internal altars of rest of the temypims
reserved only for the priests ,on the contrary,sioet of the
surrounding wall of the temple, altars of rest war@art of the
public route of the God .

6.4.2 Destruction

After Hatshepsut's death, Red Chapel was dismaulileihg
the reign of Thutmose IIl. It originally was thougkhat the
destruction of the chapel was part of the prosiompodf Hatshepsut
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that occurred beginning in year 42 of Thutmoseslheign. This
was when he was an old man and during a co-regeitisyhis son
from a minor wife ( That son would become Amenhdtep

It was slightly modified, by her successor and meph
Thutmosis IlIl. who will subsequently dismantleatgursue his own
architectural program , where there are a new relsdaas shown
evidence of additions to the top blocks of the rehrthat show
Thutmouse IlI without Hatshepsut and claiming thepmel as his
own. This would imply that it was a completion bEtchapel, that
was unfinished after her death without any distondeaof the work
completed by Hatshepsut.

Yet after his year 42-during his next co-regencghvis son-
Thutmose IlI's own building projects at Karnak swhthe Hall of
Annals deliberately conceal inscriptions and demonarelating to
Hatshepsut and many decorations of Hatshepsut erased. The
blocks that have been found from the Red Chapeleklier, show
some random and incomplete erasures. Many of tiekblhave no
erasures on multiple sides. This phenomenon hasedasome
archeologists to believe that the attacks against images of
Hatshepsut occurred after the Red Chapel had besmndtructed
and the blocks had been stacked so that they dmailceused in
other building projects.

The original location of the chapel remains undsrate, but
it might have been in the central court of the teEmp
of Amun at Karnak ( the "Court of Feasts"Tdfutmosis II) ,
alternatively, it might have been situated betwdentwo obelisks
that Hatshepsut erected in this place, in fronthef set of rooms
called "The Palace of Maat", and placed immediaitelfront of a
mud-brick and limestone temple remaining from thaddie
Kingdom. To the north and south of the Red Chapebd a
collection of smaller sandstone cult shrines knovas
the Hatshepsut Suite.

After it had been deconstructed, parts of the Riealp€l were
used in the later building projects of other phasaat Karnak. The

-51 -



(11) el G DU plall AaTY) dlaa

two black granite doorways of the chapel were macethe main
door to Thutmose III's north suite at tRalace of Ma’atand the
door leading into the southern columned court ie tBixth
Pylon. Amenhotep Il also used some of the blocksnfthe Red
Chapel in the construction of the Third Pylon, muater in the
eighteenth dynasty, the remaining blocks ended aipgbused in
other monuments built at Karnak, for example in fthendation of
the temple of Ptah, in the Ninth Pylon.

Many of the blocks from the disassembled Red Chapet
rediscovered in the 1950s inside the walls of osfierctures.

6.4.3 Reconstruction*")

This aspect has been well studied by Gérard Homamn,
which it is referred to his site, in particular "tdaepsut”. Another
hypothesis on the position of the red Chapel camfobed on the
Centre of French-Egyptian Studies of the TemplesKafnak
(CFEETK).

This chapel is unique in creation since it is phdpdhe first
"prefabricated” in stone in the history of the WlrRecently, the
Red Chapel was reconstructed by the care of (CREHly
anastylose (created from various sources and rakefor about
300 of the essential blocks come out of the iwfilthe 3rd pylon of
Amenhotep Il and that were preserved until novecattered form
in the Open Air Museum of the temple. The recamtdion
required the collaboration of several specialtiegchitects,
conservator stone mason, designer, epigraphistpgtapher, etc.
because the understanding of the monument remdiffexlilt , see
Some examples of pre-reconstruction studies andrdentation of
the Red Chapelfigs. 56-63

So for example, the decoration of the blocks wdide li
contributive, because it hardly ever depends onvérécal joints,

(**) In 2001, when the Supreme Council of Antiquitiesided to rebuild the Red Chapel of
in the Open Air Museum, the process, like all af snodern lives, happened much quicker
(though still a number of years), as they fed thehigectural elements of the building into a
computer. The results are splendid.
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and even the horizontal joints , with guiding oé teurvey of the
notches of control levers and dovetails used imthaipulation and
assembly of the blocks.
Fortunately, the walls contained a windfall whidrmitted one to
distinguish the elements of the internal and oet$atings ,
the reconstruction of the chapel used blocks of gedrtzite
(originating from the Djebel Akhmar, the "red moaint' situated
close to Heliopolis) and of grey diorite , see nf@oexamples
during the execution of reconstruction of the @& Figs. 64 -
69), , the chapel was entirely preassembled on tbengl , and
today, over three hundred blocks from the chapel ae displayed
in their original context at the Open-Air Museumkarnak (Figs.
70-75.
6.4.4 TheWarrants for reconstruction of the chapel
6.4.4.1 This reconstruction has retained the chapel's hasl
achieved the preventive conservation .
6.4.4.2 This reconstructions have retained a particulgnifscance
the chapel is unique in creation since it is prdpabe first
"prefabricated"” in stone in the history of the Worl

6.4.4.3 Survival almost all the blocks of the chapel in tuge of
the third pylon even some of these blocks whichewsamaged,
their reliefs were preserved because of the lagersortar which
had flanked and wrapped them together and had qteatehem
from ravage .

6.4.4.4 The least damaging option has been selected In
reconstruction.

6.4.4.5 This reconstructions based on extensive documentati
rather than on conjecture .

6.4.4. 6 This reconstructions had its right slow timestady

6.4.4.7 The reconstruction of the chapel at the end haveiged
us with : a three dimensional encounter with mstospatial and
dimensional reality and intimacy to material cufua sense of
space and a physical and esthetical reconstructions
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6.4.4.8The chapel was reconstructed with the originalemals and
was erected on the original location .
6.4.4.9 The reconstruction has attracted visitors andigtaiand
has been used as interpretive , presentable amadtohal tools
the reconstruction has attracted visitors andstsuiand has

been used as interpretive , presentable and ednahtbols .
7.The last comment this paper cites that not all reconstructions of
the ancient Egyptian buildings and Site's Remais Ruins have
justifications or warrants where Some of these mstroctions
depended only a few and weak excavated evidence in
reconstructing building and they are consideredaeation more
than reconstruction .
( for example the Satet temple of Senusret | apltdatine island
(Aswan) see Figs. 76-83.
8. Conclusion

Although the predominant and widespread approddcheo
reconstruction of archaeological remains and rainsuildings and
sites is the conservative view the reversible minmimnterventions
which is against reconstruction . this paper swiupstream this
current approach and confounds it with the warraots
justifications for buildings and sites reconstranti's remains and
ruins particularly ancient Egyptian ones which haeme particular
conditions ,exhibiting an overview of some strikireconstruction
practices of ancient Egyptian buildings .
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Figs. 13 Temple of Hatshepsuaind the other terraced temples - of Mentuhotep
Nebhepetre and Thutmose Il - which are architatttock complex at el-Deir
el-Bahari , it was built of local (Thebes formafjolimestone blocks which
quarried from quarries situated on the way the tengmminates the valley
these temples have been suffered frdefects of the backdrop natural rogk
which has done smash in sequence of falling slattsp
Figs. 4 Temple of Hatshepsut view from the northeast.

2 o

Figs. 5-7Temple of Hatshepsut had been mere
ruins situated under abandoned Coptic monastery
with the exception of a few scientific and
documentary works , before excavations of Edouard
Naville, Between 1893 and 1899
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Fig. 8 Temple of Hatshepsut the excavations of Edouadlld, Between
1893 and 1899

Fig. 9 The temple after theexcavations 1896where the walls of the Mair]
Sanctuary of Amun-Re were reinforced and a promaigrotection was
carried out of the Sun Altar, Royal Cult complexathbr Chapel and Lowef
Northern Portico ,till Herbert E. Winlock (1911-1B3and his mission had
penetrated the terraces and the two ramps of thevened temple .

Figs. 10-11the remains of the Upper Terrace and courtyard rbethe
beginning of 1961works where the thousands of Ksldtad been laid i
rows then transported to the stores then the diéoorand the texts had be
traced , photographed and documented in awaéaafistruction

Fig. 12 the
remains of the
Upper Terrace
and courtyard in
the early 1969
before the
beginning of
works in 1961
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Fig. 13The main sanctuary , Bark Hall
and Hall of the Offering Table and
Ptolemaic Sanctuary (the upper terrade)
after reconstruction .

Fig. 14 Solar Cult Complexthe upper
terrace) after reconstruction .

Fig. 15Festival Courtyardthe upper
terrace) after reconstruction .

Figs. 16-18 The statues dflatshepsut
after re-erection against the pillars of
the upper portico and the eastern ends
of its lateral walls
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Fig. 19Temple of Hatshepsut(Upper Terrace) at the beginofrworks on the temple
in (PCMA Archives)

Fig. 20Temple of Hatshepsut (Upper Terrace) after recoostm
(Photo M. Jaworniak
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Fig. 21 The hypothetical
reconstructiorof the temple by E.
Brune , 1866 .

Figs. 22-23The hypothetical
reconstructionn form of

miniature model of the temple of
Hatshepsut ,Mentuhotep Nebhepetr
and Thutmose IIl by Z.E.Szafranski

11

Figs. 24-26 The templeafter
reconstructing particularly
the upper terrace , the upper
courtyard and the sanctuary
visitors have been coming
from everywhere In the world
to visit this reconstructed
temple which wasbrought to
life for the public to resurrect
and to memorialize
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Figs. 27-35 The white chapel of Senusret | after reconsitondh open-air museum in
Karnak by HenriChevrier who accomplished his work slowly, but sysatically, where
he took many years to carefully arrange the lagdtite structure like a big jigsaw puzzl
on paper and after determining the proper blooknation and placement, Chevrier was
able to reconstruct almost completely the Chapelden 1927 and 1930 , all of the
pieces were carefully removed and were then assehabild the puzzle was finally put
together in 1940 the result was that small, opeskkthat is seen today .

1%
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i

Figs. 36-38 The white chapel of Senusret | reconstructionleh@epending on the plan and
axial drawings of Carlotti , where it was photodrag in its present location the Open Air
Museum and each face of the building was recorsiriuon the model as it appears today at
Karnak then a blank limestone pattern was adddidet@areas that could not be photographed
the layout of the reliefs and texts on the modiécts the actual layout of the stones in the white
chapel today .

1]

Figs. 39-44The hypothetical original locutions of the chapilmay have remained outside th
temple of Amun-Ra temple’s inner enclosure walliy the Middle Kingdom,it was oriented
on a North-South direction, with a stepped ramgach side .

-61-



(11) el G DU plall AaTY) dlaa

Figs. 45-52 The chapel of Amenhotdpafter reconstruction in open-air museum in Karnak
Figs. 53- 55 The hypothetical original locutions of the chapel
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Figs. 56-63 Some examples of pre-reconstruction studiesddacdmentation of the Red
Chapel
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Figs. 64-69 During the execution of reconstruction of Bed Chapel
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Figs. 70-73 The Red Chapel after reconstruction in opemraiseum in Karnak .
Figs. 74- 75The hypothetical digital modeling reconstructafrthe Red Chapel.
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Figs. 76-84 Show that not all reconstructions of
the ancient Egyptian buildings and Site's Remains
and Ruins have justifications or warrants where the
Satet temple of Senusret | at Elephantine island
(Aswan)

depended only a few and weak excavated evidence
in reconstructing building and they are considexed
recreation more than reconstruction .

- 66 -



