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Abstract 
 

 This dissertation reconsiders the theory of The Royal Ka, first proposed by Lanny Bell in 

1985. This theory claimed that all aspects of ancient Egyptian royal divinity could be traced to a 

singule ka spirit, The Royal Ka, which was passed down the line of succession and was 

equivalent with the office of kingship. This implied that only one officeholder at a time could 

possess it, since it should have passed to a king’s successor after his death. This theory is thus 

complicated by texts, objects, and monuments that feature multiple officeholders. If the theory 

were valid, possession of The Royal Ka should have been clearly marked in such cases. If not, 

the reigning king would have forfeited not only his claim to the office but also his divinity. To 

this end, previous scholars have suggested multiple ways in which possession of The Royal Ka 

might have been marked. Such strategies, termed approaches, have relied on consistent markers 

of life and death, divine epithets, specific elements of royal regalia or iconography, and the like.  

 The first goal of this dissertation is to examine each of these approaches in order to 

determine their validity. The primary material examined consisted of royal sources dating from 

the late 17th dynasty through the reign of Akhenaten. The corpus includes examples of living 

kings before deceased officeholders, the contemporaneous existence of two living officeholders 

in a coregency, and officeholders before a hypostasis of their own divinity. Ultimately, it is 

demonstrated that not a single one of these approaches is consistently capable of detecting Bell’s 

Royal Ka. Though an approach might appear valid for an individual text, object, or scene, each 

eventually falls into contradiction. Without any means of determining possession of or even 

identifying The Royal Ka, the claim that it was the element solely responsible for the pharaoh’s 

divinity must be reevaluated. Connections were made between the kas of individual kings, but 

these were temporary homologies. This phenomenon should thus be viewed similarly to other 
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features of ancient Egyptian theology like syncretism. Such homologies, however, are too 

infrequent to have played any major role in the creation and maintenance of royal divinity. 

Instead, it is argued that royal divinity and perhaps divinity in general was multi-faceted, 

dynamic, and fluid. It cannot be reduced to a single source like the royal ka.  
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Introduction: General Approach and Goals 
 

The focus of this dissertation is the worship of other officeholders by the living pharaoh, 

but this is offered primarily as a point of entry into a much larger topic, Egyptian divine 

kingship. For the past few decades, there has been a noticeable effort to formulate a final solution 

for the problem of the pharaoh’s divinity with a theory by which all manifestations of Egyptian 

divine kingship might be explained.1 These approaches promote the existence of a single, 

underlying, and neat solution to the problem, but it will be argued that the proposed solution was 

only a small part of a much more complex and dynamic system. Such systems of power, 

especially those as successful and enduring as pharaonic kingship, must be flexible, but this need 

to adapt often creates internal contradictions. The task of transforming a human individual into a 

god is an especially complex and difficult one. As soon as one shred of humanity is masked with 

divinity, another divine element often collapses. The result is an incredibly nuanced and dynamic 

construction of divinity. Stability can only be introduced into the conception of a god-man 

through the establishment of dogma and doctrine,2 of which the Egyptians had none. The goal of 

                                                
1 This runs contrary to the Egyptian tendency to view problems from multiple, sometimes 
contradictory perspectives. This has most famously been referred to as a multiplicity of 
approaches or complementary viewpoints. For these approaches and terms, see Henri Frankfort 
and Henriette A. Frankfort, "Introduction," in The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man: An 
Essay on Speculative Thought in the Ancient Near East (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1977); John A. Wilson, "Egypt," in The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man: An Essay on 
Speculative Thought in the Ancient Near East (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1977). 
2 Even with imposed dogma this could be extremely difficult to resolve. For example, see Terry 
G. Wilfong, "The non-Muslim communities: Christian communities," in The Cambridge History 
of Egypt: Volume 1, Islamic Egypt, 640-1517, ed. Carl F. Petry (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 1998), especially 177, who described the Monophysite controversy, the debate 
over the human and divine nature of Christ.  
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this study is to show how one such neat, definitive theory, while ingenious in its own right, falls 

short of capturing the full ingenuity and dynamism of Egyptian theology. 

 Most theories of Egyptian sacred kingship have previously attempted to answer the 

question of whether or not the pharaoh was a god. For the most part, this question has been 

answered in the negative. Claims of outright pharaonic divinity have been denied, and an 

acknowledgement of an inferior level of divinity is usually suggested instead.3 Such approaches 

should be admired for their attempts to reach beyond the surface level and view the evidence 

with a very critical eye, but in the process they can seem to ignore ancient Egyptian claims to the 

contrary. For example, they posit underlying, human realities behind common but extremely 

loaded phrases like “good god,” “Horus,” and “son of Re.”4 Despite the prominence of such 

claims, however, the pharaoh’s divinity has occasionally been acknowledged in scholarship. 

Perhaps the best example of this is the fact that Egyptologists frequently rely on the term divine 

kingship and not sacred kingship. Though the merit of the distinction has recently and justifiably 

come into question,5 historically, divine kingship has implied that the king was in some way 

                                                
3 The arguments and motivations of scholars who have made such claims will be examined in 
detail below. Perhaps a representative example is Martin Bommas, Das ägyptische 
Investiturritual, BAR International (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2013), 187, who argued that hymns, 
like that to Senwosret III, which do seem to ascribe unlimited power to the king, are not actually 
religious in nature and can be discounted. 
4 One scholar who did take these titles seriously was Bengt Birkstam, "Reflections on the 
Association Between the Sun-God and Divine Kingship in the 18th Dynasty," in Sundries in 
honour of Torgny Säve-Söderbergh, BOREAS 13 (Stockholm: AB Kopia, 1984), 33. He noted 
that many texts emphasize the king’s divinity without dependence on the gods. 
5 For example, Greg Woolf, "Divinity and Power in Ancient Rome," in Religion and Power: 
Divine Kingship in the Ancient World and Beyond, ed. Nicole Brisch, Oriental Institute Seminars 
4 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2008), 243 has pointed out that 
concepts like god, the divine, or the sacred, cannot be easily translated from one culture to 
another. Similarly, Michelle Gilbert, "The Sacralized Body of the Akwapim King," in Religion 
and Power: Divine Kingship in the Ancient World and Beyond, ed. Nicole Brisch, Oriental 
Institute Seminars 4 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2008), 173-
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actually considered a god, while sacred kingship implied only that he was sacralized, meaning 

that the sacred qualities of the king stemmed from a higher power.6 The simple use of the term 

divine kingship thus in some way acknowledges the possibility that the pharaoh could be a god, 

despite other academic claims to the contrary. 

 The possible reasons why Egyptologists have consistently argued for human realities 

behind explicit claims of divinity are too numerous and complex to properly analyze here, but 

they seem closely related to the history of Egyptology and its place in academia. The position of 

Egyptology and its relationship with other fields (Classics, History, Religion, Anthropology, 

non- or pseudo-academic mystical or New Age thought, etc.) is somewhat unique. Because of its 

close relationship with the western world, beginning already in the Classical and Late Antique 

periods,7 Egypt can be either included in or expunged from ideologies of western inheritance. 

The resulting tension can be expressed in a variety of forms, some more suspicious than others. 

Some examples are the now outdated views concerning the decline of Greek culture because of 

                                                
174 called the division between divine and sacred a “hair-line” one based on Western, Christian 
theology. 
6 For the distinction between sacred and divine kingship, see Irene J. Winter, "Touched by the 
Gods: Visual Evidence for the Divine Status of Rulers in the Ancient Near East," in Religion and 
Power: Divine Kingship in the Ancient World and Beyond, ed. Nicole Brisch, Oriental Institute 
Seminars 4 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2008), 75-76. For a 
discussion of sanctification, especially in relation to medieval kingship, see Roy A. Rappaport, 
Ritual and Religion in the Making of Humanity, Cambridge Studies in Social and Cultural 
Anthropology 110 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 313-343.  
7 For this ambivalent relationship with Egypt, see Robert K. Ritner, "Implicit Models of Cross-
Cultural Interaction: A Question of Noses, Soap, and Prejudice," in Life in a Multi-Cultural 
Society: Egypt from Cambyses to Constantine and Beyond, ed. Janet H. Johnson, Studies in 
Ancient Oriental Civilization 51 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 
1992), 283, n. 281. 
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Egyptian contamination,8 the exclusion of Egypt from the so-called “axial civilizations,”9 the 

treatment of Egyptian culture as an unchanging ideal,10 the assumption by early scholars that 

Demotic, representing traditional Egyptian language and culture, was a linguistic “dead end” as 

opposed to the Christo-centric Coptic,11 attempts to prove the Egyptian and African origins of 

                                                
8 For the comments of Classical authors regarding the decline of formerly “pure” Greeks living 
in Egypt, see Polybius, Histories, XXXIV.14, trans. Evelyn S. Shuckburgh; Livy, History of 
Rome, XXXVIII.17.9-13, trans. William A. McDevitte. For similar claims in modern scholarship 
as well as the inverse, that Egyptian civilization entered a protracted decay after the Greek 
conquest, see Ritner 1992, 283-290. 
9 For the origin of the term, “axial age,” and its critique from an Egyptological (and implicitly 
anti-Orientalist) perspective, see Jan Assmann, "Axial 'Breakthroughts' and Semantic 
'Relocations' in Ancient Egypt and Israel," in Axial Civilizations and World History, ed. Johann 
P. Arnason, S. N. Eisenstadt, and Björn Wittrock, Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 4 
(Boston: Brill, 2005), 133-135. Yet, even when describing Egyptian intellectual breakthroughs, 
Assmann still acknowledged that these significant changes cannot be labeled as an “axial 
transformation.” For the basic defining characteristics of axial civilizations and those cultures 
that best fit this mold, see Johann P. Arnason, S. N. Eisenstadt, and Björn Wittrock, "General 
Introduction," in Axial Civilizations and World History, ed. Johann P. Arnason, S. N. Eisenstadt, 
and Björn Wittrock, Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 4 (Boston: Brill, 2005), 1-12 and 
153-154. The inclusion of Greek, Jewish, Chinese, and Indian cultures, with Christianity and 
Islam added as “secondary breakthroughs,” does seem to create and maintain an “us vs. them” 
paradigm. The fact that these arbitrary criteria seem to coincidentally identity cultures highly 
valued in the contemporary world also may be evidence of a circular argument. Ibid., 1-12, 
however, presented a contemporary take on axiality that attempts to repackage it as a critique of 
functionalist and evolutionist modes of thought. See, for example, the statement that “growing 
insight into the complexity and historicity of pre-axial civilizations- primarily those of the 
ancient Near East- is bound to raise new questions about the specific contribution of the axial 
age.” 
10 The popular misconception that Egyptian culture, art, and religion did not change for three 
thousand years seems quite common. It is perhaps not surprising that this corresponds well with 
the comments on the western characterization of the Orient in Edward W. Said, Orientalism  
(London: Penguin, 2003), 8.  
11 For these claims and their refutation, see Kurt Sethe, "Das Verhältnis zwischen Demotisch und 
Koptisch und seine Lehren für die Geschichte der ägyptische Sprache," Zeitschrift der deutschen 
morgenländischen Gesellschaft 79 (1925): 290-316. For the close relationship between Demotic 
and Coptic, see Janet H. Johnson, The Demotic Verbal System, Studies in Ancient Oriental 
Civilization 38 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute 1976), and the sources cited on 1, n. 1. Note, 
however, that the inclusion of Coptic Christianity in western heritage can also be inconsistent 
and problematic.  
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Greek, and therefore western civilization,12 and both scholarly13 and “mystical”14 theories 

stressing the origin of Christian traditions from Egyptian religious practices. Egyptologists have 

mostly chosen to stress Egypt’s possible influences on the western world. Yet, the looming 

specter of oriental despotism is still present, especially in discussions of Egyptian divine 

kingship. When Egypt is viewed through this orientalist lens, it immediately becomes an “other” 

in opposition to “us.” This has put pressure on Egyptologists, who wish to promote the 

importance of the culture, to provide the Egyptians with a more critical outlook, thereby proving 

their intelligence, value, and relevance to us. While it is hard to deny the existence of such 

pressures, it is also important to resist them. The value of any aspect of Egyptian culture should 

not be judged on how similar it is to our own, and just because certain Egyptian forms of 

intellectual discourse might not look immediately familiar to us does not mean they did not exist. 

They might simply be harder to recognize, since they are not spelled out for us in the ways we 

expect. Instead of attempting to apply our own ideals, we must look closely at the Egyptian 

approach and Egyptian intellectual solutions to complex theological problems. 

 It is understandable why approaches that posit a single solution to such problems have 

proven hard to shake, since they provide Egyptologists with a welcome respite of stability in the 

                                                
12 See the infamous Martin Bernal, Black Athena: The Afroasiatic Roots of Classical Civilization  
(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1987). 
13 For example, see David Frankfurter, Religion in Roman Egypt: Assimilation and Resistance  
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998), especially 19-22; J. R. Harris, "Introduction," in 
The Legacy of Egypt, ed. J. R. Harris (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); A. A. Barb, "Mystery, 
Myth, and Magic," in The Legacy of Egypt, ed. J. R. Harris (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 
1971). 
14 For example, see Tom Kenyon and Judi Sion, The Magdalen Manuscript: The Alchemies of 
Horus and The Sex Magic of Isis  (Orcas: ORB Communications, 2008). This book imagined 
Mary Magdalen as a priestess of Isis, the “Great Mother,” and thus tried to appropriate and 
combine “Egyptian” and Christian values in order to promote the veneration of a sacred, 
feminine mystique.  
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otherwise overwhelming fluidity of Egyptian religion. Ultimately, however, this forces scholars 

to ignore or explain away other primary sources that seem to disagree. While such 

methodologies have persisted in the study of Egyptian divine kingship, they have been very 

successfully refuted in more general studies of Egyptian religion. The work of Hornung and 

Assmann in particular has shown that Egyptian religion cannot be accurately classified as 

polytheistic, monotheistic, or even henotheistic.15 As they correctly argue, such categories are 

based on western, Christian conceptions of God and fail to take into account the multiplicity of 

compatible approaches present in the Egyptian sources.16 As the question of divine kingship in 

Egypt is obviously dependent on the understanding of the Egyptian concept of “god” in general, 

these perspectives would seem to be immediately relevant for the present topic. Yet, their 

approaches have not been embraced and other theories continue to dominate.  

 A study of kingship that seems well suited to avoid such tendencies is one that focuses on 

official royal sources of evidence for the worship of other officeholders by the living 

officeholder. The study of kings directly interacting with their predecessors (or coregents) 

reveals the pharaohs’ own methods of constructing, negotiating, and displaying their own 

divinity and that of their ancestors. In this sphere, humans, gods, and kings all intersect and 

interact in ways dictated or at least sanctioned by the state. In other words, this study is an 

attempt to understand how divine kingship was defined by the divine kings themselves. It is 

                                                
15 See Erik Hornung, Conceptions of God in Ancient Egypt: The One and the Many, trans. John 
Baines (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996); Jan Assmann, The search for God in ancient 
Egypt, trans. David Lorton (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2001). The two authors disagree, 
however, regarding the existence of a transcendent God in ancient Egypt. Hornung rejected this 
claim, but Assmann still saw underlying evidence for its validity.  
16 The best example of this is probably P Leiden I 350, which describes the conception of “God” 
as one, three, and millions. See Jan Zandee, "De Hymnen aan Amon van Papyrus Leiden I 350," 
Oudheidkundige Mededeelingen uit het Rijksmuseum van Oudheden te Leiden 28 (1948). 
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hoped that it will paint a clearer picture of the construction of pharaonic power without imposing 

preconceived notions of divinity on the Egyptian sources.  

The discussion above is not intended as a general criticism of theories of Egyptian divine 

kingship (a focused critique will be offered later) or an attack on the methodologies of previous 

scholars. It is rather meant to highlight some historical factors that have helped shape the 

approach of the present work. It is hoped that an explicit awareness of these influences will help 

to frame and ultimately increase the value of the present study.  

1.2. Previous Scholarship on Egyptian Sacred Kingship 

1.2.1. Early Scholarship 

The divinity of the Egyptian pharaohs has attracted the attention of Egyptologists, 

historians of religion, and the general public17 ever since the inception of the field in the early 

19th century. At that time, royal titles like “son of Re,” “good god,” and “Horus of the living” 

could be easily read by scholars who still struggled to understand the intricacies of the Egyptian 

language. The self-delusional divinity these epithets seemed to imply played well into 

contemporary stereotypes of oriental despotism, and some scholars of the time described the 

pharaoh as such.18 The translation of these titles and epithets coupled with the limited 

understanding of many other texts allowed Sir James Frazer to incorporate Egyptian kingship 

into his monumental work, The Golden Bough, first published in 1890. Frazer saw in the god 

Osiris and his association with the deceased king another example of the dying, vegetative god, 

                                                
17 An early popular conception of Egyptian kingship is reflected in Percy Shelley’s 
“Ozymandias,” whose title is a corruption of the throne name of Ramses II, Wsr-mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ.  
18 For a short summary of oriental despotism and Egyptology, see Jan Assmann, "Foreward," in 
Maat: The Moral Ideal in Ancient Egypt, ed. Maulana Karenga (New York: Routledge, 2004), 
xvii-xix.  
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whose successor, Horus, brought about rebirth and the renewed fertility of the earth.19 

Subsequent advancements in the decipherment of the Egyptian language, however, showed that 

Frazer’s treatment of the evidence was a gross oversimplification. As more primary Egyptian 

sources became available, Egyptian kingship could finally become the subject of its own in depth 

philological study. Alexandre Moret was one of the first scholars to carry out such an 

investigation, and it is startling how many of his conclusions are still echoed in contemporary 

scholarship.20 Moret did not attempt to definitively answer whether or not the pharaoh was 

divine; rather, he concluded that there were different occasions on which the king was invested 

with divine attributes. Furthermore, he continued that instead of being the result of delusions of 

grandeur, these divine identities were necessary for the pharaoh to properly worship and interact 

with the gods.21 Another scholar who stressed the divine identities of the pharaoh was Henri 

Frankfort.22 He brought attention to the fact that the pharaoh was not only equated with the 

traditional gods of kingship like Osiris and Horus, but also with gods like Seth and Amun- or 

Min-Kamutef. Frankfort’s work, which seemed to attribute a high degree of divinity to the 

pharaoh, was perhaps the most influential early work on Egyptian divine kingship, and it remains 

so even today.23   

                                                
19 See James G. Frazer, The Golden Bough  (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 
especially 74-75 and 449-451.  
20 See Alexandre Moret, Du caractère religieux de la royauté pharaonique  (Paris: Ernest 
Leroux, 1902). The lasting merit of this early work is a result of Moret’s precise philological 
methodology and reliance on primary sources.  
21 See ibid., especially 209-210, 230-232, and 280-281.  
22 See Henri Frankfort, Kingship and the Gods: A Study of Ancient Near Eastern Religion as the 
Integration of Society & Nature, Oriental Institute Essay (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1948). 
23 While many of its conclusions are still valid, it can be misleading when viewed in isolation. It 
is often the only study of Egyptian kingship cited by historians of religion and other non-
specialists. For example, his work is the only one cited in Marc L. B. Bloch, The Royal Touch: 
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An important counterpoint, however, was added by Georges Posener, who criticized 

previous studies for their almost exclusive reliance on monumental, royal sources.24 Posener 

rejected the divine nature of the king, seeing him instead as the personification of Egyptian 

society responsible for maintaining a reciprocal relationship with the gods.25 As a result of the 

arguments of Frankfort and Posener, the status of the king tended to vacillate between two 

ontologically different but hierarchically similar roles: the foremost of the human or the lowest 

of the divine. Both of these formulations correctly capture the role of the king as intermediator,26 

yet they leave the precise nature of the divinity of the king ambiguous. 

                                                
Sacred Monarchy and Scrofula in England and France, trans. J. E. Anderson (London: 
Routledge & K. Paul, 1973), 32, who called Egypt "the classic country of sacred royalty"; 
Francis Oakley, Kingship: The Politics of Enchantment  (Malden: Blackwell, 2006), 38-43 also 
cited only works by Frankfort. 
24 See Georges Posener, De la divinité du pharaon  (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1960), 
especially 1-14 for the critique that previous studies had focused almost exclusively on official, 
religious sources. 
25 See ibid., 41-42. 
26 For the pharaoh as intermediator, see Jan Assmann, Der König als Sonnenpriester, 
Abhandlungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Kairo 7 (Glückstadt: J. J. Augustin, 
1970), especially the oft cited text on 20-22. See also Ali Radwan, "Ramesses II as Mediator," in 
Fragments of a Shattered Visage, ed. Edward Bleiberg and Rita E. Freed (Memphis: Memphis 
State University, 1991), 221-225; Ali Radwan, Die Darstellungen des regierenden Königs und 
seiner Familienangehörigen in den Privatgräben der 18. Dynastie, Münchner ägyptologische 
Studien 21 (Berlin: B. Hessling, 1969), 105-106; Yasmin M. El Shazly, Royal Ancestor Worship 
in Deir el-Medina During the New Kingdom  (Wallasey: Abercromby Press, 2015); Hosam 
Refai, "Die Bestätigung im Fest: Zur Rolle der thebanischen Feste bei der Erneuerung der 
Königsmacht," Memnonia 9 (1998): 182; Ragnhild B. Finnestad, "The Pharaoh and the 
'Democratization' of Post-mortem Life," in The Religion of the Ancient Egyptians: Cognitive 
Structures and Popular Expressions, ed. Gertie Englund (Uppsala: Tryckeri Balder, 1989), 89-
93; Julia Budka, Der König an der Haustür: Die Rolle des ägyptischen Herrschers an 
dekorierten Türgewänden von Beamten im Neuen Reich, Beiträge zur Ägyptologie 19 (Vienna: 
AFRO-PUB, 2001), 99-101. For the case of Amenhotep I in particular, see Lanny Bell, "Aspects 
of the Cult of the Deified Tutankhamun," in Mélanges Gamal Eddin Mokhtar, ed. Paule Posener-
Kriéger, Bibliothèque d'Étude 97 (Institut français d'archéologie orientale, 1985), 38. It is, 
however, possible to overestimate the significance of the term intermediary. For example, ibid., 
33 stated that all cult images were intermediaries, which would imply that both kings and gods 
functioned as intermediaries. This creates a problem if trying to use the term in discussions of 
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As time went on, scholars began more and more to distinguish between the king as a 

mortal individual, who ran the day to day affairs of state, and the divinized king, who took part 

in religious affairs. Some scholars, echoing the conclusions of Moret, argued that the king was a 

spectacular human who could assume temporary divinity but only when he performed specific 

rituals.27 At the same time, it was also recognized that an extraordinary degree of divinity was 

ascribed to specific kings, for example, Amenhotep III and Ramses II.28 In his excellent study of 

the divinity of Ramses II, Habachi outlined the ideological programs crafted for the specific 

purpose of his deification.29 These were so carefully constructed that they targeted specific 

                                                
divinity. For this ambiguity, see Refai 1998, 182, who claimed that royal statues were 
intermediaries for the primary cult statue. 
27 See Winfried Barta, Untersuchungen zur Göttlichkeit des regierenden Königs: Ritus und 
Sakralkönigtum in Altägypten nach Zeugnissen der Frühzeit und des Alten Reiches, Münchner 
Ägyptologische Studien 32 (Munich: Deutscher Kunstverlag GmbH, 1975), 123 and 134-139; 
Dietrich Wildung, Egyptian Saints: Deification in Pharaonic Egypt  (New York: New York 
University Press, 1977), especially 3 and 27-28. This conclusion was also reached by Nicolas-
Christophe Grimal, Les terms de la propogande royale égyptienne de la XIXe dynastie à la 
conquête d'Alexandre, Mémoires de l'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, Nouvelle série 
6 (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1986), 554-556, who distinguished between the human 
individual and his titulary, which created only the image of a terrestrial god. 
28 For studies concerning the divinity of Amenhotep III, see W. Raymond Johnson, "Monuments 
and Monumental Art under Amenhotep III: Evolution and Meaning," in Amenhotep III: 
Perspectives on his Reign, ed. David O'Connor and Eric H. Cline (Ann Arbor: The University of 
Michigan Press, 1997); Arielle P. Kozloff and Betsy M. Bryan, Egypt's Dazzling Sun: 
Amenhotep III and his World  (Cleveland: Cleveland Museum of Art in cooperation with Indiana 
University Press, 1992), 106-108 and 198-203; Thomas Schuller-Götzburg, "Zur Vergöttlichung 
Amenophis III. in Ägypten," Göttinger Miszellen 135 (1993): 89-95; W. Raymond Johnson, 
"Amenhotep III and Amarna: Some New Considerations," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 
82 (1996): 65-82. For studies of the divinity of Ramses II, see Labib Habachi, Features of the 
Deification of Ramesses II, Abhandlungen des deutschen archäologischen Instituts Kairo 5 
(Glückstadt: J. J. Augustin, 1969); Jacques J. Clère, "Nouveaux documents relatifs au culte des 
colosses de Ramsès II dans le Delta," Kêmi 11 (1950); Marianne Eaton-Krauss, "Ramesses - Re 
Who Creates the God," in Fragments of a Shattered Visage, ed. Edward Bleiberg and Rita E. 
Freed (Memphis: Memphis State University, 1991), 15-23; Günther Roeder, "Ramses II. als 
Gott," Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 61 (1926): 57-67. 
29 See Habachi 1969.   
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geographical regions and were modified over time. In other words, context was crucial.30 

Habachi also insisted that for most rulers this type of deification was only possible after death.  

The deification of the king after death is in fact a commonplace assumption in all studies 

of Egyptian divine kingship.31 After death, the king became the god Osiris, and could therefore 

be granted all the privileges of a deity. The earliest preserved corpus of funerary texts, the 

Pyramid Texts, are in fact explicitly concerned with effecting this transformation, some spells 

literally turning the king into a god, limb by limb.32 In the New Kingdom, this post mortem 

deification was carried out in the mortuary temples. Placed in opposition to divine temples, these 

were traditionally understood as places for the worship of the ka of the deceased king as Osiris. 

The interpretation of these temples and the category “mortuary temple” itself, however, has 

come into question. For example, it is now recognized that these structures functioned during a 

king’s lifetime as well as after his death.33 Additionally, problems have also emerged concerning 

                                                
30 Ibid., 46-48 claimed that it was only due to the prosperity of specific geographic regions or the 
country in general that kings were assimilated with a region’s local gods or became deities in 
their own right. 
31 This is an incredibly common assumption. See, for example, Moret 1902, 279; W. M. Flinders 
Petrie, Religious Life in Ancient Egypt  (London: Constable & Company LTD, 1924), 16; 
Martina Minas, Die hieroglyphischen Ahnenreihen der ptolemäischen Könige: Ein Vergleich mit 
den Titeln der eponymen Priester in den demotischen und griechischen Papyri, Aegyptiaca 
Treverensia 9 (Mainz am Rhein: P. von Zabern, 2000), 64-66. Others, like Martin Bommas, "Die 
verstorbenen Könige im kulturellen Gedächtnis des alten Ägypten," KASKAL 5 (2008): 58 
assumed that the king was divine after death, but questioned whether divinity during his lifetime 
was not also possible. 
32 For example, see PT spell 213, §134-135. Here, the arms, shoulders, belly, back, backside, and 
legs of the king are Atum, while the face of king is Anubis. See the summary of such phenomena 
in Robert K. Ritner, "Divinization and Empowerment of the Dead," in Book of the Dead: 
Becoming God in Ancient Egypt, ed. Foy D. Scalf, Oriental Institute Museum Publications 39 
(Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2017), 111-112. 
33 For this and the refutation of previous interpretations, see Martina Ullmann, König für die 
Ewigkeit - Die Häuser der Millionen von Jahren: Eine Untersuchung zu Königskult und 
Tempeltypologie in Ägypten, Ägypten und altes Testament 51 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2002), 
XIX-XX and 668-670. 
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assumptions of royal deification after death by means of funerary texts.34 First, it is now 

recognized that the practices described in these spells were also performed in other, non-funerary 

contexts.35 Second, these texts were no longer a royal prerogative after the First Intermediate 

Period. This raises the question of how the special position of the king can be reconciled with the 

divinity of other deceased, non-royal individuals following the so-called democratization of the 

afterlife.36 If a private individual could make use of the same funerary literature and refer to him 

                                                
34 H. W. Fairman, "The Kingship Rituals of Egypt," in Myth, Ritual, and Kingship, ed. S. H. 
Hooke (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1958), 94 already noted that the status of the living 
king created a double problem for royal funerary rituals, which had to accommodate both a 
human and a god. 
35 See the comments of Grimal 1986, 545-557; Katja Goebs, Crowns in Egyptian Funerary 
Literature: Royalty, Rebirth, and Destruction  (Oxford: Griffith Institute, 2008), 26-30, who, 
talking specifically of crowns, noted the interdependence and intertwining practices of the daily 
cult for the gods, the transfiguration of the deceased, and the coronation of pharaohs. Note also 
the increasing awareness that even non-royal individuals could enjoy some of their post-mortem 
privileges, some of which have been taken as signs of deification, before death. For example, see 
Jacques J. Clère, "Deux statues 'gardiennes de porte' d'époque Ramesside," The Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 54 (1968): 146-148, who argued that statues of private individuals could 
receive offerings during the owner’s lifetime. 
36 For the divinity of non-royal individuals after death, see Alan Rowe, "Newly-Identified 
Monuments in the Egyptian Museum Showing the Deification of the Dead Together with Brief 
Details of Similar Objects Elsewhere," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 40, no. 1 
(1940): 1-50; Mark Smith, "Osiris and the Deceased," in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. 
Jacco Dieleman and Willeke Wendrich (Los Angeles: 2008) 1-6. But see also the comments on 
the latter in Robert K. Ritner, "Two Third Intermediate Period Books of the Dead: P. Houston 
31.72 and P. Brooklyn 37.1801E," in Millions of Jubilees: Studies in Honor of David P. 
Silverman, ed. Zahi Hawass and Jennifer Wegner, Supplément aux Annales du Service des 
Antiquités de l'Égypte 39 (Cairo: L'Institut français d'archéologie orientale, 2010), 178, n. 126. 
For an overview of the theory of the “democratization” of the afterlife, the usurpation of royal 
funerary prerogatives at the end of the Old Kingdom and the First Intermediate Period, see Harco 
Willems, Les textes des sacrophages et la démocratie: Éléments d'une histoire culturelle du 
moyen empire égyptien  (Paris: Éditions Cybele, 2008), 131-228. For objections to this term, see 
Harold M. Hays, "The Death of the Democratisation of the Afterlife," in Old Kingdom, New 
Perspectives: Egyptian Art and Archaeology 2750-2150 BC, ed. Nigel Strudwick and Helen 
Strudwick (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2011), 115-130; Mark Smith, "Democratization of the 
Afterlife," in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. Jacco Dieleman and Willeke Wendrich 
(Los Angeles: 2009) 1-16.  
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or herself as an Osiris, was he or she any less divine than the deceased king?37 This left scholars 

with a problem: they were clearly able to identify the special position of the king, but, because of 

the fluidity of practices between living and deceased and royal and non-royal, there seemed to be 

no solid ground on which to base a theory of Egyptian divine kingship.  

1.2.2. The Royal Ka 

In 1985, Lanny Bell claimed to resolve all of these issues in his article, “Luxor Temple 

and the Cult of the Royal Ka.”38 His theory maintained the hierarchical position of the king, 

reconciled the divinity of the king before and after death, and affirmed the distinction between 

the normal, human king and the divine one, who interacted with the gods. In this one article, Bell 

suggested the first comprehensive theory of Egyptian divine kingship. Based primarily on 

selected reliefs and inscriptions from Luxor temple, he claimed that all kings were human but 

that they achieved divine status only by merging with The Royal Ka, a single, divine ka passed 

down from king to king.39 The Royal Ka was thus equivalent with the immortal office of 

                                                
37 For an interesting approach to this question, see Finnestad 1989, 89-93. She suggested that the 
assumption of royal identity after death represented the immortality of the entire Egyptian 
community. This was one half of a social identity necessary for eternal life, the other being a 
familial social identity based on a father-son relationship.  
38 See primarily Lanny Bell, "Luxor Temple and the Cult of the Royal Ka," Journal of Near 
Eastern Studies 44, no. 4 (1985): 251-294. This theory was repeated or expanded in Lanny Bell, 
"Ancestor Worship and Divine Kingship," in Egypt in Africa, ed. Theodore Celenko 
(Indianapolis: Indianapolis Museum of Art in cooperation with Indiana University Press, 1996), 
56-58; Lanny Bell, "The New Kingdom 'Divine' Temple: The Example of Luxor," in Temples of 
Ancient Egypt, ed. Byron E. Shafer (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997), 127-184; Lanny 
Bell, "Divine Kingship and the Theology of the Obelisk Cult in the Temples of Thebes," in 5. 
Ägyptologische Tempeltagung: Würzberg, 23.-26. September 1999, ed. Horst Beinlich, et al., 
Ägypten und altes Testament 33 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2002), 17-46. 
39 There is as yet no consensus as to exactly what the ka is or even if it can be concretely defined. 
Because of this, the word will be left untranslated. Some common translations are “vital life 
force” or “double,” the latter of which is convincing but only from an iconographical 
perspective. For the ka, see Andrey O. Bolshakov, Man and his Double in Egyptian Ideology of 
the Old Kingdom, Ägypten und Altes Testament 37 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1997), especially 



 14 

kingship. The mortal king took possession of it during his coronation and renewed his claim to it 

during the Opet festival, which legitimized the individual, mortal ruler.40 Reliefs along the 

central axis of Luxor temple show how the human king was overwhelmed by his divine office 

during this festival’s performance. For example, the third register on the east side of the north 

wall of the vestibule (room VIII) shows a statue of the king followed by his ka.41 Here, both the 

king and the ka are captioned with their usual titles. On the west wall of this same chamber, 

however, some names are changed as the human king begins to be subsumed by his divine 

office. In the first register, the king, followed by The Royal Ka, runs before Amun.42 The king is 

identified by his usual throne and birth names, and The Royal Ka is still labeled as kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ 

nb tꜣ.wy “the living royal ka, the lord of the two lands.” The Horus name on this figure’s head, 

                                                
123-132, who provided a comprehensive summary of previous scholarship; Giacomo C. Borioni, 
Der Ka aus religionswissenschaftlicher Sicht, Beiträge zur Ägyptologie 20 (Vienna: Afro-Pub, 
2005); Ursula Schweitzer, Das Wesen des Ka im Diesseits und Jenseits der alten Ägypter, 
Ägyptologische Forschungen 19 (New York: J. J. Augustin, 1956). Previous scholars had also 
noticed the importance of the kꜣ ny-sw.t for the divinity of the king. See most significantly 
Fairman 1958, 99, who noted that the king’s ka can be equated with the office of kingship; 
Helmuth Jacobsohn, Die dogmatische Stellung des Königs in der Theologie der alten Ägypter, 
Ägyptologische Forschungen 8 (New York: J. J. Augustin, 1939), who saw a single ka as the link 
between the god-father and the king-son. For other examples, see Moret 1902, 224-230; Paul 
Barguet, "Au sujet d'une representation du Ka royal," Annales du Service des Antiquités de 
l'Égypte 51, no. 2 (1951): 205-215; Dietrich Wildung, "Göttlichkeitsstufen des Pharao," 
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 68 (1973): 557. 
40 This explains why pharaohs like Horemheb incorporated their coronation into the performance 
of the Opet festival. For the Opet festival, see John C. Darnell, "Opet Festival," in UCLA 
Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. Jacco Dieleman and Willeke Wendrich (Los Angeles: 2010) 1-
15. 
41 See PM II, 321; Bell 1985, 264, fig. 262; Al. Gayet, Le temple de Louxor, vol. 1, Mémoires 
publiés par les membres de la Mission Archéologique Française au Caire 15 (Paris: L. Marceau, 
1894), pl. XXXIV, figs. 139-140. The king is labeled with his Horus name, Ḥr Kꜣ-nḫt Ḫꜥ-m-
Mꜣꜥ.t, his throne name, Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ, and his birth name, Imn-ḥtp Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t. His ka statue holds 
a human-headed standard and has the king’s Horus name on his head. The texts before it read, kꜣ 
ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ nb tꜣ.wy “the living Royal Ka, the lord of the two lands.”  
42 See PM II, 322; Gayet 1894, vol. 1, pl. LIII, fig. 102. 
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however, now reads ḫnty kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w “foremost of all living kas,” a title which Bell 

identified as the name of The Royal Ka. This process continues in a neighboring scene of the 

king offering to Amun-Re. Here, The Royal Ka is not independently pictured, but two of the 

king’s usual names, the Two Ladies and Golden Horus names, have been replaced with ḫnty kꜣ.w 

ꜥnḫ.w nb.w “foremost of all living kas.”43 The transformation is completed in the bark sanctuary, 

where the king is shown alone on the third register of the east wall, apparently still 

unaccompanied by The Royal Ka. Since all five royal titles now read ḫnty kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w 

“foremost of all living kas,” Bell argued that the two have completely merged. It is actually The 

Royal Ka that is depicted, since the human king who possesses it has been overtaken by his 

office.44 

Based on this interpretation of carefully selected evidence, Bell concluded that it was not 

the king but only the office of kingship that was divine. This applied not only to reliefs in Luxor 

temple, but also to every attestation of the “deified” king. For example, images of the pharaoh 

with ram’s horns, like that of Ramses II in the tripartite bark sanctuary in the first court of Luxor 

temple, had previously been understood to mark the pharaoh’s assimilation with Amun and thus 

his divinity.45 Bell, however, argued that such scenes do not depict the king, but his “ka-

aspect.”46 Likewise, since he assumed that only gods could be worshipped, it was only the 

kingship and not the king that could receive prayers. He cited as an example the western statue of 

                                                
43 See PM II, 322; Gayet 1894, pl. LIII, fig. 101. 
44 See PM II, 324; Bell 1985, 278-280, fig. 278; R. A. Schwaller de Lubicz, Le temple de 
l'homme: Apet du Sud a Louqsor, vol. 2 (Paris: Caractères, 1957), pl. C-CI. Note, however, that 
the king’s usual throne and birth names are also provided in cartouches following the altered 
ones. 
45 See Bell 1985, 268-271 and the sources cited in nn. 289-293. 
46 See ibid., 270. 
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Ramses II before the colonnade hall in Luxor temple. The inscription on this statue, one of many 

given the title “Re of the Rulers,” requests that it take for itself offerings from before Amun-Re 

for the living Royal Ka.47 Since the inscriptions on similar statues explicitly state that they could 

also be the focus of prayers,48 Bell concluded that all these statues must represent The Royal Ka. 

In fact, he equated all examples of royal worship during the lifetime of the king with the worship 

of The Royal Ka.  

Bell’s theory is a bit less explicit about what happens to The Royal Ka after death, but he 

did offer a few statements on how death affected the divinity of the king. Since he argued for the 

existence of a single Royal Ka, equivalent with the office of kingship, it would follow that, upon 

the death of a king, The Royal Ka departed and was transferred to the new king during the 

coronation. Indeed, this is often how Bell described the process.49 The departure of kingship 

from the dead king did not, however, mean that the deceased pharaoh was once again mortal. 

After death, he was identified with Osiris and was thus deified.50 Bell was here able to rely on 

common assumptions regarding postmortem royal divinity (see §1.2.1.) and could thus leave this 

argument somewhat ambiguous. Since royal divinity after death was considered unproblematic, 

he did not need to account for it. 

                                                
47 dd mdw in iwn-mw.t⸗f wdn n=k ḥtp.w ꜥq.w pr.t m-bꜣḥ it⸗k imn-rꜥ n kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ rꜥ n ḥqꜣ.w 
“Recitation by Iunmutef: presenting to you offerings and provisions which came forth from the 
presence of your father, Amun-Re, for the living Royal Ka, Re of the Rulers.” For the 
hieroglyphic text, see Ute Rummel, Iunmutef: Konzeption und Wirkungsbereich eines 
altägyptischen Gottes  (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2010), pl. 15b. For other translations, see ibid., 307; 
Bell 1985, 259-260; Habachi 1969, 18-20. For Bell’s interpretation, see Bell 1985, 270-271. 
48 For the stele of Rehotep, which depicts a statue of Ramses, Ruler of the Rulers, that is capable 
of hearing prayers, see Habachi 1969, 33-34; Alexander Scharff, "Ein Denkstein des Vezirs 
Rahotep aus der 19. Dynastie," Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 70 
(1934): 47-51; Wildung 1977, fig. 23. 
49 See Bell 1985, 258 and 280. 
50 Ibid., 280. 
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If one examines the few instances where Bell did describe the worship of deceased kings, 

however, problems with the theory begin to emerge. For example, one might expect Bell to 

attribute postmortem royal divinity to a permanent, ontological change in the human king 

granted by the Royal Ka as its previous host in addition to his identification with Osiris. This 

would allow the living successor to possess The Royal Ka, while also distinguishing the dead 

king and elevating him above deceased, non-royal individuals. This is indeed how Bell explained 

the worship of royal colossi on the east bank even after the death of the king represented,51 since 

they represent not the individual king, but The Royal Ka. Yet, in his discussion of mortuary 

temples, Bell argued that since The Royal Ka has been passed to his successor, it was only the ka 

of the deceased, individual king that could be worshipped there.52 The office of kingship no 

longer played a part in the dead pharaoh’s divinity. Since, however, the ka of the king is still 

depicted in mortuary temples, the king must have possessed at least two kas:53 The Royal Ka, 

which he gained at his coronation, and his individual ka, the one with which he was born. While 

it is not a problem for a being to possess multiple kas,54 this does expose a problem of 

terminology. Where Bell distinguishes two entities, The Royal Ka and the ka of the king, the 

Egyptians had only one term: kꜣ ny-sw.t.55 This immediately raises the questions of how the two 

                                                
51 See ibid., 285-288, who here included similarly titled statues found in mortuary temples. 
52 See ibid., 280. 
53 This was explicitly stated in ibid., 287-288, but only regarding different manifestations of The 
Royal Ka.  
54 The sun god, for example, was thought to have fourteen since at least the 19th dynasty. See 
Borioni 2005, 102; Claude Traunecker, The Gods of Egypt, trans. David Lorton (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2001), 33-34. This was also noted by John A. Wilson, "Review of: Ernst H. 
Kantorowicz, The King's Two Bodies. A Study in Medieval Political Theology," Comparative 
Studies in Society and History 1, no. 4 (1959): 396. 
55 From this point on, these terms will not be used interchangeably. The Royal Ka will refer 
specifically to the divine office of kingship, identified by Bell and passed from king to king 
during the coronation. On the other hand, the ka of the individual king will refer to the ka with 
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can be distinguished, or, more importantly, whether there was actually a distinction at all. The 

dichotomy between The Royal Ka and the ka of the king further breaks down when one 

considers recent developments in the study of the so-called mortuary temples. As noted above, it 

is now understood that not only were these temples operational well before the death of a king, 

but also that their cultic function did not fall specifically in the mortuary realm.56 If it has been 

proved that these temples only received the label “mortuary” because of modern assumptions 

about death and divinity, it seems possible that these same assumptions could also be behind the 

distinction between The Royal Ka and the ka of the king, between royal divinity during a king’s 

lifetime and after his death. At the very least, a more nuanced and complete account of divinity 

before and after the death of an officeholder is necessary. On the other hand, we should also 

consider the possibility that this theory may be attempting to read modern conceptions of 

kingship onto the Egyptian evidence and that it should be completely reevaluated.  

1.2.3. The King’s Two Bodies 

In the closing pages of his article, Bell in fact admitted his reliance on a theory of 

kingship grounded in the western tradition. Specifically, he noted the similarity between his 

conclusions and those of Ernst Kantorowicz in The King’s Two Bodies:57 

I “discovered” the work of Kantorowicz while I was preparing a lecture on the royal ka 
for presentation at the Oriental Institute in July 1983; at that time it occurred to me that 
the system of Egyptian kingship which I was describing seemed to bear a striking 
resemblance to many elements of an old European doctrine regarding the special status of 
the reigning monarch… I immediately found case after case in which the Europeans had 
grappled with the same problems which the Egyptians had also faced more than three 

                                                
which he was born and which Bell claimed was worshipped after death in the mortuary temple. 
Note that this distinction is not found in Bell, who acknowledges the existence of both but 
referred only to “the royal ka.”  
56 See Ullmann 2002, especially XIX-XX and 668-670. 
57 See Ernst H. Kantorowicz, The King's Two Bodies: A Study in Medieval Political Theology  
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997). 
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millennia earlier. This fact should not be particularly surprising; there are certain 
common issues associated with the various theories of monarchical government and some 
basic questions which naturally recur concerning the person of the monarch… If we in 
the relatively young field of Egyptology can be assisted in our attempt to understand the 
Egyptian tradition of kingship, and the doctrine of the royal ka, by familiarity with the 
analytical techniques evolved in the long-established discipline of European political 
philosophy, we ought to be open to such influence.58 

There is much to be praised in the above quotation. Cross cultural comparisons and ethnographic 

analogies can open up new interpretations and force one to think about a topic from different 

viewpoints. It is also justified to note that Egyptologists can be influenced by outside theoretical 

approaches, whether consciously or not, as the field does not exist in a vacuum. On the other 

hand, this quote exposes several serious oversights and methodological issues. The first is Bell’s 

claim that the work of Kantorowicz was only used as a source of comparison after the theory of 

The Royal Ka had been finalized. From the terminology employed, however, the influence of 

Kantorowicz’s work seems to run much deeper. In other words, the similarity in their 

descriptions is no coincidence. For example, Bell relied on the term “dignity” when describing 

The Royal Ka.59 While apt for descriptions of medieval kingship, since the Latin dignitas is often 

found in the primary sources themselves,60 this loaded term should not automatically be applied 

to an Egyptian milieu, as it brings much of its medieval nuance with it. Similarly, the 

dichotomies of bodies natural and politic, mortal and immortal, and sacred and secular should 

                                                
58 Quoted from Bell 1985, 293-294. 
59 For example, see ibid., 258. 
60 The term appears throughout Kantorowicz 1997, but see especially 383-385 and following. 
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not be assumed to accurately represent Egyptian distinctions.61 Bell’s application of these 

medieval terms emphasizes superficial similarities but may cover up fundamental differences.62  

A second issue with the above quotation is a methodological oversight. Bell noted that 

Egyptology is a young field, which is indebted to other disciplines, and he stressed that 

Egyptology does not exist in a vacuum. When advocating reliance on other fields, however, he 

forgot that other fields are also similarly influenced and have their own complicated histories. 

Just because a theory originates in an older, more established field, does not mean it is entirely 

pure, a blank slate waiting to be universally applied. Recently, it has been pointed out that 

Kantorowicz, a Polish Jew with right wing tendencies who was forced to flee the Nazis, wrote 

The King’s Two Bodies partly as a reaction to the totalitarian ideals of Carl Schmitt.63 Schmitt, 

                                                
61 As noted already by Wilson 1959, 395. While Wilson made several valuable arguments in his 
review of Kantorowicz, Bell 1985, directly addressed some of the more problematic conclusions 
of his review. The implications of one passage, where he disagreed with Wilson, seem especially 
illuminating. When Wilson 1959, 396 noted that “analogy from the ancient Orient is still 
valuable, in contrast rather than congruity, as a warning rather than an illuminant,” Bell instead 
stressed the similarities between Egyptian and European thought. To me, it seems that Bell was 
challenging the Orientalist implications of Wilson’s argument: the Orient, the other, while still 
valuable, should never be confused with us. While this critique is certainly valid, one is left 
wondering whether this led Bell to entirely disregard the rest of Wilson’s conclusions by taking a 
staunch, reactionary position.  
62 Note that misleading analogies have been made by medievalists as well. Wilson 1959, 395-396 
is in fact a response to Kantorowicz’s suggestion in a footnote that the ka of the pharaoh might 
be another example of a second, immortal body. More recently, Stephen Greenblatt, "Fifty Years 
of The King's Two Bodies," Representations 106, no. 1 (2009): 65 noted that “much of the 
compelling force of Kantorowicz’s book resides in such moments, when European churchmen 
and lawyers are glimpsed in behavior befitting ancient Egyptians.” 
63 See Giorgio Agambem, Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life  (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1998), 91-92; Victoria Kahn, "Political Theology and Fiction in The King's 
Two Bodies," Representations 106, no. 1 (2009); Jennifer Rust, "Political Theologies of the 
Corpus Mysticum: Schmitt, Kantorowicz, and de Lubac," in Political Theology and Early 
Modernity, ed. Graham Hammill and Julia R. Lupton (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 2012), 102-123. 
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whose work was embraced by Nazi ideology,64 is best known for his argument that “all 

significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularized theological concepts.”65 In 

the chaotic German political climate following the First World War, Schmitt advocated rule by a 

single authority, who was bound to the legal authority but also transcended it. He took as his 

model a demystified Pope and the Roman Catholic Church, creating an explicit, singular source 

of secular authority based on sacred models. Kantorowicz, reacting against this, stressed the 

importance of political fictions, especially those like the corpus mysticum that extended beyond a 

single authority, since in these myths he saw a force that curbed authoritarian, particularly 

fascist, tendencies.66 Kantorowicz’s theories were thus a product of his particular circumstances, 

and their use as a universal means of understanding patterns of kingship should be questioned. 

Given the authority of the pharaoh and his primacy as intermediator with the gods,67 Schmitt’s 

theory may actually seem more applicable. Ultimately, however, the theories of both 

Kantorowicz and Schmitt appear unsuitable for analysis of Egyptian sacred kingship. There is no 

evidence that the Egyptians used legal fictions to limit the pharaoh’s power nor that his power 

was fully formulated in absolutist, legal terms divorced from myth. Some elements of both may 

apply, but they cannot be used unilaterally. 

                                                
64 See Rust 2012, 105; George Schwab, "Introduction," in Political Theology (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 2005). 
65 See Carl Schmitt, Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignity  
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005), 36. The first edition of this was published in 1922. 
66 See Rust 2012, 102-104; Greenblatt 2009, 64; Kahn 2009, 81 and 84-88. 
67 For example, the pharaoh was ideologically the high priest in every temple. See Byron E. 
Shafer, "Temples, Priests, and Rituals: An Overview," in Temples of Ancient Egypt, ed. Byron E. 
Shafer (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997), 9; Serge Sauneron, The Priests of Ancient Egypt, 
trans. David Lorton (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000), 30-32. 
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The final and most serious problem with Bell’s use of Kantorowicz is his understanding 

of the latter’s argument. Bell took Kantorowicz at face value and sought simply to identify the 

pharaoh’s two bodies.68 He defined the first as the mortal body of the human king and the 

second, the divine body politic, as The Royal Ka.69 When one looks to identify two similarly 

distinct bodies in Kantorowicz, however, things are not so simple. The title, if taken by itself, 

might imply that medieval sacred kingship was always conceived in terms of two bodies, but a 

more nuanced reading of Kantorowicz reveals that the issue was much more complicated. 

Kantorowicz did begin by highlighting the explicit claim of Tudor English jurists that the king 

had two bodies: a mortal, human body with which he was born, and a sacred and immortal body 

politic, which he received when he ascended the throne.70 He then set out to investigate the 

origin and development of this phenomenon in a careful and nuanced historical study. When 

doing so, Kantorowicz did frequently rely on these corporeal terms, even if these are not made 

explicit in contemporary sources.  

Yet, he also stressed that the body politic changed over time and was not necessarily 

conceived of as a physical human body, which could be easily equated with an office. Certainly, 

some conceptions do seem to correspond to something like this. For example, organological 

descriptions of the state indicate a second, unreal but physical body, and “The Crown,” a supra-

                                                
68 Bell was, however, somewhat ambiguous in his interpretation of Kantorowicz, stating that 
simple equivalences can be drawn, but also that the role of the ka should not be oversimplified, 
as it was “extremely complex with many obscure facets.” See Bell 1985, 293-294. 
69 See ibid., 258. For a similar distinction between ny-sw.t and ḥm already in the Old Kingdom, 
see Hans Goedicke, Die Stellung des Königs im alten Reich, Ägyptologische Abhandlungen 2 
(Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1960), 17-37 and 68. For a more recent discussion of these 
terms, see Elka Windus-Staginsky, Der ägyptische König im alten Reich: Terminologie und 
Phraseologie, Philippika: Marburger altertumskundliche Abhandlungen 14 (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 2006), 16-44 and 165-195. 
70 See Kantorowicz 1997, 3-23. 
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personal compound of rights and lands separate from the individual king, might seem to 

correspond with something like an office.71 Other manifestations of this body, however, cannot 

be so easily explained. For example, when discussing the conception of the king as a persona 

mixta in the work of an anonymous Norman author (the “Norman Anonymous”), Kantorowicz 

specified, “With the King’s Two Bodies the doctrine of the persona mixta seems to have no 

direct relation. The duplication expressed by the concept of the persona mixta refers to temporal 

and spiritual capacities, but does not refer to bodies natural and politic.”72 In other words, this 

double natured kingship was entirely different from that explicitly described in terms of two 

bodies by later English jurists. These examples show that the king’s two bodies were far from 

concrete. The second was an abstraction that could take many forms and be realized in many 

different ideologies.  

Though he is never explicit, Bell seems to have viewed The Royal Ka as the only 

possible realization of this abstract, divine body and thus the only source of royal divinity.73 

Other strategies of deification were not explicitly denied, but they were either not acknowledged 

or were justified through underlying equivalences with The Royal Ka. Given that Kantorowicz’s 

                                                
71 Yet even here the term office is an oversimplification, used only because of its accessibility to 
the modern mind. The concept of The Crown was far more abstract; Kantorowicz even titled his 
discussion of it, “The Crown as Fiction.” See ibid., 336-383. 
72 See ibid., 45-46. Kantorowicz did go on to suggest that the impersonal and immortal super-
body of the king might be found in the clericalization of the royal office, but he concluded by 
stressing that “the similarities between the two concepts, however, should not tempt us to 
overlook the fact that some perplexing ‘physiological’ difference prevails between the medieval 
‘geminate’ king and his two-bodied Tudor descendent.” Even if the king can be understood to 
have had two bodies in both periods, these were certainly not the same two bodies. The 
frontispiece of the Aachen Gospels seems to provide another example of a form of sacred 
kingship not easily equated with a body or office (though it could be described as corporeal). See 
ibid., 61-69. 
73 As explained above, Bell 1985, 255-256 claimed all attempts to explain the divinity of the king 
can be linked to his theory of The Royal Ka. 
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study of medieval kingship has revealed multiple forms of a divine body, it would be surprising 

if the Egyptians limited themselves to a single explanation for a similarly complicated problem, 

especially given the Egyptian tendency for fluidity and multiple approaches. It might not 

therefore be surprising to discover that in order to adhere to this single form of divinity, Bell’s 

arguments occasionally contradict themselves. For example, at one point he stated that The 

Royal Ka no longer determined the divinity of the deceased king.74 Earlier, however, when 

explaining why a statue of Tutankhamen in his tomb could be described as kꜣ ny-sw.t n Ḥr-ꜣḫ.ty 

Wsir ny-sw.t nb tꜣ.wy Nb-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ mꜣꜥ-ḫrw “the royal ka of Horakhty and the Osiris king, lord 

of the two lands Nebkheprure the justified,” he attributed these divine identities exclusively with 

the deceased king’s possession of The Royal Ka.75 Not only is this a contradiction, but it also 

does not explain how non-royal individuals, who never possessed The Royal Ka, were able to 

assume Osiris identities. 

Other strategies of deification seem not only inconsistent but also completely 

contradictory to this conception of The Royal Ka. Some scenes and texts, for example the birth 

scenes of Amenhotep III in Luxor temple and of Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari, stress the divinity 

of the king already from birth (for a discussion, see §3.2.2.5.).76 These recount how Amun 

assumed the form of the reigning king and impregnated the queen with the future divine king. 

This child was not deified by merging with The Royal Ka, a divine office assumed at the 

                                                
74 See ibid., 280. 
75 For the argument and the transliteration of the unpublished text, see ibid., 256. For the statue, 
see Kamal El Mallakh and Arnold C. Brackman, The Gold of Tutankhamen  (Toronto: Optimum 
Publishing Company Limited, 1978), 236-237 and pl. 257. 
76 For the birth of the divine king, see Hellmut Brunner, Die Geburt des Gottkönigs: Studien zur 
Überlieferung eines altägyptischen Mythos, 2nd edition ed., Ägyptologische Abhandlungen 10 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1964); Colin Campbell, The Miraculous Birth of King Amon-Hotep 
III and Other Egyptian Studies  (London: Oliver and Boyd, 1912). 
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coronation, but he possessed a divine nature ever since conception.77 Furthermore, a ka is created 

alongside the king in these scenes. The ka figure is clearly identified by the ka standard atop his 

head, above which is the king’s Horus name. Except for its age, this ka created specifically for 

the king is exactly the same as images of The Royal Ka, which he is supposed to have received 

only at his coronation. Once again it is impossible to distinguish between the two kas, further 

evidence that the distinction itself may be entirely artificial. In his discussion of these scenes, 

Bell left the identity of this ka unresolved. He seemed to imply that these figures show The 

Royal Ka, retrospectively attributed to the king since he was predestined to rule.78 Yet, this 

contradicts Bell’s insistent claims that there was only one Royal Ka and that it could only be 

assumed at the coronation. If this were to be identified as The Royal Ka, how would it be 

possible for the future king to possess it at the same time as his father?79  

                                                
77 This is also stressed in the dedicatory inscription of Ramses II in the temple of Sety I at 
Abydos. Here Ramses II claims kingship even while still in the egg. pr.n⸗i m Rꜥ [ḫr i]w dd⸗tn m 
(Mn-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| mnꜥ wi sꜥꜣ.n wi nb r-dr ds⸗f iw⸗i m hrd r-mn ḥqꜣ⸗i di.n⸗f n⸗i tꜣ iw⸗i m swḥ.t “It 
was from Re that I came forth, although you say, ‘it was Menmaatre who reared me.’ It was 
while I was a child, until my rule, that the All Lord himself raised me. It was while I was in the 
egg that he gave to me the land.” For this text, see Henri Gauthier, La grande inscription 
dédicatoire d'Abydos, Bibliothèque d'Étude 4 (Cairo: L'institut français d'archéologie orientale, 
1912), 8; Kenneth A. Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions II  (Oxford: B. H. Blackwell, 1979), 327; 
Deborah Sweeney, "The Great Dedicatory Inscription of Ramses II at Abydos (lines 1-79)," in 
Papers for Discussion Presented by the Department of Egyptology, Hebrew University, 
Jerusalem, ed. Sarah Groll (Jerusalem: Department of Egyptology, Hebrew University, 1985), 
245-246. Note the same sentiment is also found already in the Instruction for King Merikare, for 
which see Wolfgang Helck, Die Lehre für König Merikare, Kleine ägyptische Texte 6 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1977), 86. 
78 See Bell 1985, 257-258. 
79 This exact problem can be recognized in the royal funerary ritual in Renaissance France. Since 
the deceased king was not removed from the office of kingship until the moment of his burial, 
his successor was forbidden from attending most of the funeral. Otherwise, there would have 
been two kings of France, an intolerable contradiction. For the ritual and its interpretation, see 
Ralph E. Giesey, The Royal Funerary Ceremony in Renaissance France, Travaux d'Humanisme 
et Renaissance 37 (Geneva: Librairie E. Droz, 1960), 2. 
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This is not the only problem that results from a theory of a single, divine form of the 

king. It also forced Bell to see The Royal Ka as a hypostasis in all depictions and descriptions of 

the divine king, even when there is no evidence for its presence. For example, when discussing 

this shield of Tutankhamen, Bell assumed the king depicted there must in fact represent the 

divine form of the king, The Royal Ka. There is, however, nothing to identify the image of 

Tutankhamen on the shield as an image of The Royal Ka. The ka is not represented, and it is not 

mentioned in the accompanying texts, which liken the king to Seth, Montu, and Re.80 Bell argued 

that since the fan is a token of holiness and only The Royal Ka can be holy, then all images of 

the king, which include such a fan, are images of The Royal Ka.81  

 Bell pushed this argument even further, when he argued that all granite obelisks were 

actually representations of The Royal Ka.82 This is based not only on their vignettes, which often 

depict the divine election of the king, but also on their identification as tḫn, piercer or poker.83 

                                                
80 The choice of the deities Seth and Montu is not surprising given that the shield, already an 
instrument of war, shows the king trampling his foes. The text is not provided, but it can be read 
in El Mallakh and Brackman 1978, pl. 83. It appears to read, (1) ntr nfr ptpt ḫꜣs.wt ḥ(wi) wr.w n 
ḫꜣs.wt nb.t nb pḥ.t (2) mi sꜣ Nw.t pr mi Mntw ḥr(y)-ib Wꜣs.t (3) ny-sw.t bity nb tꜣ.wy (Nb-ḫpr.w-
Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ sꜣ Rꜥ mry⸗f (Twt-ꜥnḫ-Imn Ḥqꜣ-Iwnw-šmꜥ)| “(1) The good god, who tramples foreign 
lands, who smites the chiefs of every foreign land, possessor of strength (2) like the son of Nut 
(Seth), who went forth like Montu who resides in Thebes, (3) the king of Upper and Lower 
Egypt, Nebkheprure, given life, son of Re whom he loves, Tutankhamen Ruler of Southern 
Heliopolis.” 
81 For the fan as a sign of royal divinity and possession of The Royal Ka, see Bell 1985, 31-61. 
The fan does seem to have had divine associations, as argued by Katja Goebs, "‘Receive the 
Henu - that You May Shine Forth in it like Akhty’. Feathers, Horns and the Cosmic Symbolism 
of Egyptian Composite Crowns," in Royal versus Divine Authority: Acquisition, Legitimization 
and Renewal of Power, ed. Filip Coppens, Jírí Janák, and Hana Vymazalová, Königtum, Staat 
und Gesellschaft früher Hochkulturen 4,4 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2015). Yet, this was based 
on the fan’s resemblance to the ḫꜥ-glyph rather than The Royal Ka. 
82 See Bell 2002, 17-46. 
83 For Bell’s argument, see ibid., 19 and n. 17. For tḫn see Wb V, 327/3; Rami van der Molen, A 
Hieroglyphic Dictionary of Egyptian Coffin Texts, Probleme der Ägyptologie 15 (Boston: Brill, 
2000), 741. 
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Since the term can be applied to both obelisks and royal statues, Bell concluded that obelisks and 

statues were equivalent and that both were depictions of The Royal Ka. This pushes the 

conception of The Royal Ka as hypostasis to the extreme, viewing it as the major underlying 

reality behind several fundamental expressions of Egyptian religion. Yet by doing so, this 

example exposes a fundamental methodological problem. Given that the Egyptians themselves 

loved to play with fluidity and multiple meanings, on the one hand, it could be possible to argue 

that obelisks do depict The Royal Ka. Yet just because something can acquire a certain meaning 

does not mean that this meaning was always active or that all other meanings can be excluded. In 

the case of obelisks, for example, it may be possible that they were associated with The Royal 

Ka, but there is stronger and more explicit evidence for their association with Amun.84 In such 

cases, we should rely more heavily on the primary sources and accommodate the complementary 

viewpoints often found in them. If The Royal Ka, supposedly the most important element of 

kingship, was not explicitly marked by the Egyptians, then scholars should not reduce royal 

images entirely to this invisible element as a means to reaffirm its theoretical primacy.  

1.2.4. Reception of The Royal Ka 

Despite the criticisms provided above, the value or influence of Bell’s work should not be 

underestimated. His theories created the now standard paradigm with which to view Egyptian 

divine kingship. Since his contribution, few scholars have attempted to engage critically with his 

work. Instead, Bell is often cited as the definitive word on Egyptian divine kingship. But it seems 

unlikely that Bell intended his work, an article of under fifty pages, to be used in this fashion. By 

                                                
84 Further evidence that obelisks were not identified with The Royal Ka is their explicit 
identification not with the king but with Amun. In the Graeco-Roman period, for example, the 
name of this god could be written with an obelisk. See Wb I, 84/16. 
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pointing out that the king could have both human and divine manifestations and that the king’s 

ka was somehow involved, he was only providing an outline for the foundations of a theory of 

Egyptian kingship. At times, he even explicitly stated the preliminary nature of his work. For 

example, in his article on obelisks, he described his methodology and purpose as follows:  

I began with a hypothesis, developed out of a preliminary examination of a problem… 
Then I tested and refined the hypothesis in a detailed analysis of the full range of 
available relevant data… To the extent that my conclusions are incorrect, I fully expect 
them to be modified by colleagues. To the extent that my conclusions are correct, I 
expect them to serve as a basis for future progress in comprehending the complexities and 
subtleties of the [topic].85 
 

The present account of The Royal Ka’s possible shortcomings is not offered as an all-out 

rejection of his work but only as evidence that there is sufficient reason to take him up on his 

openness for criticism. 

Despite this explicit invitation, few scholars have attempted to critique Bell’s theory.86 

The resulting claims, which assume the existence of a unified, comprehensive theory of divine 

kingship based on The Royal Ka, are potentially problematic. For example, since Bell did not 

outline how or even if The Royal Ka changed over the course of the New Kingdom,87 this has 

                                                
85 Quoted from Bell 2002, 37. 
86 The majority of scholars simply cite Bell without further comment. Such works are too 
numerous to cite here, but see for example Yasmin M. El Shazly, "Royal Ancestor Worship in 
Deir el-Medina during the New Kingdom" (PhD Dissertation, Johns Hopkins University, 2008), 
443; Minas 2000, 64-66; Gay Robins, The Art of Ancient Egypt  (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1997), 18; Darnell 2010, 4-5; Perla Fuscaldo, "Aksha (Serra West): The Stela of Nakht," 
Göttinger Miszellen 119 (1990): 23; Jan Assmann, Death and Salvation in Ancient Egypt, trans. 
David Lorton (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005), 101; Refai 1998, 181; Rummel 2010, 
115-116; Ullmann 2002, 661-662; Birkstam 1984, 38. But see also David P. Silverman, 
"Divinity and Deities in Ancient Egypt," in Religion in Ancient Egypt, ed. Byron E. Shafer 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991), 70-71, who cited Bell’s theory, referring specifically to 
the coronation, as one of several programs of royal deification. 
87 While he was not explicit, Bell clearly recognized that The Royal Ka did change, at least 
during the Amarna period. He argued that Akhenaten attacked figures of The Royal Ka at Luxor 
Temple because of their divine nature. Since the ka arms themselves were spared, he viewed this 
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occasionally led to the assumption that it remained entirely unchanged.88 When this assumption 

is combined with the belief that The Royal Ka was the only source of the pharaoh’s divinity, it 

predicates the problematic conclusion that divine kingship also did not change throughout the 

New Kingdom. On the one hand, this extreme example demonstrates the necessity for a more 

detailed, historical study of the development of The Royal Ka and divine kingship in general.89 

On the other hand, it may signal that this conception of pharaonic divinity may need to be 

reevaluated.90 In fact, Waitkus’ recent study of Luxor temple has concluded that there is no 

evidence for its unique association with a cult of The Royal Ka.91 Other scholars have implicitly 

                                                
as the denial of any separation between Akhenaten and The Royal Ka. See Bell 1985, 291-292. 
For the defacement of these images, see Charles F. Nims, Thebes of the Pharaohs: Pattern for 
Every City  (London: Elek Books, 1965), 128. Hellmut Brunner, Die südlichen Räume des 
Tempels von Luxor, Archäologische Veröffentlichungen 18 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1977), 
20-22, however, did not mention the ka in his discussion of damage at Luxor Temple during the 
Amarna period. Bell’s suggestion is intriguing, but it requires further investigation. Bell 1985, 
291, n. 232 recounted that he was initially encouraged by Ray Johnson to further pursue this 
question. 
88 Catherine Chadefaud, Les Statues Porte-enseignes de l'Égypte Ancienne (1580-1085 avant J.-
C.): Signification et insertion dans le culte du ka royale  (C. Chadefaud, 1982), 156 concluded 
that for the most part iconography of The Royal Ka did not change from the Old through New 
Kingdoms. She did acknowledge that standards representing The Royal Ka were a New 
Kingdom innovation but did not go into any further detail. On the other hand, Wolfgang 
Waitkus, Untersuchungen zu Kult und Funktion des Luxortempels, vol. 1, Aegyptiaca 
Hamburgensia 2 (Gladbeck: PeWe-Verlag, 2008), 325, n. 2074 has pointed out that The Royal 
Ka is less frequently depicted in the Ramesside era. 
89 Giesey’s study of the funerary rituals in medieval and Renaissance France highlighted how 
sacred kingship can change dramatically over a relatively short period of time. The funeral of 
François I actually reveals two approaches towards sacred kingship, one based on royal dignitas 
and the other on developing legal maxims. By the reign of Louis XIII, this particular ritual had 
become obsolete and was abandoned, since kings constructed their divinity in new ways. See 
Giesey 1960, especially i-ii and 15-17. 
90 Akhenaten provides an obvious but instructive example of how dramatically divine kingship 
did change over the course of the New Kingdom. 
91 See Waitkus 2008, vol. 1, especially 279-281 and 314-325. He saw the temple as a cult for 
royal ancestors; the ithyphallic form of Amun was the royal ancestor par excellence who was 
regenerated by Amun-Re and the living king, not vice versa. 
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challenged its supremacy by mentioning it only in passing and focusing instead on other 

programs of deification.92 They thus acknowledge that there were multiple strategies of royal 

deification, as was also argued by Kantorowicz but left ambiguous by Bell.93  

It should also be recognized that Bell is not the only Egyptologist to have taken 

inspiration from Kantorowicz and applied The King’s Two Bodies in a problematic or 

underdeveloped way. Most make mention of the work almost casually, using it either as 

ethnographic analogy or established theoretical support for their own arguments.94 Others, while 

                                                
92 For example, Christophe Barbotin, Âhmosis et le début de la XVIIIe dynastie, Grands pharaons 
(Paris: Pygmalion, 2008), 96-99 claimed that the entire Ahmosid family, not only the possessors 
of The Royal Ka, experienced collective deification. Eaton-Krauss 1991, 15-24 described how 
Ramses II portrayed himself as the creator god. Paul J. Frandsen, "Aspects of Kingship in 
Ancient Egypt," ed. Nicole Brisch (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 
2008), 47-65 examined divine qualities of the king in terms of subjective and objective genitives. 
Katja Goebs, "King as God and God as King: Colour, Light, and Transformation in Egyptian 
Ritual," in Palace and Temple: Architecture- Decoration- Ritual, ed. Rolf Grundlach and Kate 
Spence, Königtum, Staat und Gesellschaft früher Hochkulturen 4,2 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
2011), 57-101 outlined the deification of the pharaoh through the assumption of multi-colored 
crowns and other regalia. Johnson 1996, 65-82 attributed the divinity of Amenhotep III and 
Akhenaten at Amarna to their respective identifications with the creator god and Shu. David 
O'Connor, "Beloved of Maat, the Horizon of Re: The Royal Palace in New Kingdom Egypt," in 
Ancient Egyptian Kingship, ed. David O'Connor and David P. Silverman, Probleme der 
Ägyptologie 9 (New York: Brill, 1995), 263-300 described the divinity of the king as expressed 
through royal palace architecture. 
93 Bell 1985, 31-59 described other divine identities assumed by the pharaoh, but, as recounted 
above, he implied these were only possible because of the king’s true, underlying identity as The 
Royal Ka. The Royal Ka would therefore be the single standard to which all other strategies of 
deification could be attributed. This also seems to be assumed by Chadefaud 1982, 153-161, who 
attempted to label all anthropomorphic standards as representations of The Royal Ka, since they 
were the objects of worship. 
94 For example, Rolf Gundlach, Der Pharao und sein Staat: Die Grundlegung der ägyptischen 
Königsideologie im 4. und 3. Jahrtausend  (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 
1998), 85 casually mentioned that the existence of two royal bodies, explicitly formulated in 
Tudor England, can already be seen on the Narmer Palette. Ludwig D. Morenz, "Die Götter and 
ihr Redetext: Die ältestbelegte Sakral-Monumentalisierung von Textlichkeit auf Fragmenten der 
Zeit des Djosers aus Heliopolis," in 5. Ägyptologische Tempeltagung, Würzburg, 23.-26. 
September 1999, ed. Horst Beinlich, et al., Ägypten und altes Testament 33/3 (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 2002), 138 cited Kantorowicz in support of his understanding of the pharaoh as 
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not explicitly citing Kantorowicz, have clearly been influenced by his identification of two royal 

bodies.95 Only Bommas has extensively explored the concept of two royal bodies and its 

applicability to Egyptian kingship.96 In his study of P. Moscow 314, the ritual of royal 

investiture, he frequently drew attention to the double nature of the king, which he claimed 

matched the conclusions of Kantorowicz.97 His detailed discussion extends to other fields98 and 

                                                
intermediary. Massimiliano Nuzzolo, "The V Dynasty Sun Temples Personnel. An overview of 
titles and cult practise through the epigraphic evidence," Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur 39 
(2010): 308 drew inspiration from Kantorowicz when arguing that 305th dynasty sun temples 
were designed to keep the two bodies of the king from separating. Kantorowicz has also been 
used by scholars studying other areas of the ancient Near East. For example, Theo van den Hout, 
"Death as a Privilege: The Hittite Royal Funerary Ritual," in Hidden Futures: Death and 
Immortality in Ancient Egypt, Anatolia, the Classical, Biblical and Arab-Islamic World, ed. J. 
Bremer, Theo van den Hout, and R. Peters (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 1994), 37-
75 applied the theoretical framework of two bodies to the Hittite royal funerary ritual. 
Complications seem to arise, however, when the medieval theory is actually applied and the 
Hittite king’s two bodies identified. The royal effigy is first said to represent the body natural, 
the king’s mortal body. Later, it was claimed that the effigy transcends death and represents the 
continuity of kingship, a function better suited to the immortal body politic. It is difficult to tell 
whether these small contradictions arise from the incompatibility of the medieval theory with the 
Hittite evidence or the fragmentary nature of the ritual text itself (the final day of the ritual 
describing the fate of the effigy is lost). For the text of the ritual itself, see Alexei Kassian, 
Andrej Korolëv, and Andrej Sidel'tsev, Hittite Funerary Ritual Salliš waštaiš, Alter Orient und 
Altes Testament 288 (Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2002). 
95 In his description of kingship in the Old Kingdom Goedicke 1960, 4, 17-37, and 68 
distinguished between two royal aspects, citing Moret and Frankfort as his theoretical 
foundation. The first was ny-sw.t, the concept of kingship, and the second was ḥm, the 
individual, mortal king. For a more recent discussion of these terms also in an Old Kingdom 
context, see Windus-Staginsky 2006, 16-44 and 165-195. Moving to the New Kingdom, Ronald 
J. Leprohon, The Great Name: Ancient Egyptian Royal Titulary, Writings from the Ancient 
World 29 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 11 saw a similar distinction inherent in 
pharaonic titularies. He claimed the throne name, implicitly representing the immortal body 
politic, was used for sacred affairs, while the birth name, representing the body natural, was used 
for mundane, administrative affairs. Here, he drew inspiration from Marie-Ange Bonhême and 
Annie Forgeau, Pharaon: Les secrets du pouvoir  (Paris: Armand Colin, 1988), 313-314, who 
saw a similar distinction. 
96 See Bommas 2013, 187-215. 
97 See ibid., 198-201.  
98 See ibid., 204-209. 
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even mentioned Egyptologists who have misapplied the theory.99 Despite this, his arguments are 

extremely abstract, which leads them to be somewhat muddled and contradictory. For example, 

when attempting to identify the pharaoh’s two bodies, he used a variety of dualities: the 

individual and the office, private and sacred or official, and sacred kingship and political 

theology.100 In the end, however, he seemed to argue that rather than look to bodies natural and 

politic, the pharaoh’s dual nature is more accurately captured by what he calls the Horus dogma, 

equivalent with the nature of the king, and the Re or Son of Re dogma, equivalent with the 

office.101 He expressed the king’s duality through these two divine associations, which were 

united in the ritual of royal investiture. Yet, he seemed intent on insisting that there were only 

these two pharaonic bodies. Once again, the existence of two bodies in a specific era of medieval 

Europe does not necessarily imply the existence of the same two bodies in Egypt. The King’s 

Two Bodies can definitely be used as a source of inspiration in studies of ancient Egyptian 

kingship, but it should serve to highlight the multivocality of the pharaonic body, not to limit it. 

In conclusion, it was necessary to analyze the reception of Kantorowicz and the theory of 

Bell in such great detail because both names have become so firmly imbedded in studies of 

Egyptian kingship. The fact Bell’s work is often assumed to be a pillar of stability in the fluid 

field of Egyptian religion has led to the problems described above. Particularly misleading is the 

assumption that Egyptian and medieval theologians and jurists were confronted with the exact 

same problems. While openness to outside theories or ethnographic comparisons should always 

be encouraged, here they allow superficial similarities to be treated as deeper equivalences. In 

                                                
99 See ibid., 201-202 and n. 1039. 
100 Ibid., 187 noted that sacred kingship and political theology are terms borrowed from the work 
of Jan Assmann. 
101 See ibid., 201-204. 



 33 

actuality, the two cultures were grappling with entirely different problems regarding sacred 

kingship. In Egypt, there was no Christ-like, dual-natured paradigm for the pharaohs to fall back 

on,102 nor did they have to define their sacred authority relative to that of the Pope and church. 

Just because cultures may have had similar practices does not predicate that they ascribed the 

exact same meaning to them.103  

An illustrative example of this is the anointment of both medieval monarchs and 

pharaohs during royal coronations or confirmations of power. In the medieval ritual, the oil was 

believed to have descended directly from heaven and was thus divine.104 When applied to the 

king during the coronation, the oil seeped into and was absorbed by the human, irreversibly 

                                                
102 Robert Ritner, personal communication on 2/15/15, pointed out, however, that the situation 
was reversed in the early Christian period. In this case, the Copts were able to rely on the god-
man paradigm of the pharaoh in order to understand the divinity of Jesus. 
103 For example, both Kantorowicz and his student, Giesey, flirted with the theory that the 
effigies in medieval funerals were direct descendants of those used in imperial Roman funerals. 
Superficially, both seem to have played the same role and confirm the presence of two royal 
bodies in medieval Europe and Rome. In his in-depth investigation of the problem, however, 
Giesey 1960, 145-154 concluded that the practices, while connected with the Roman rite by later 
Europeans, had no actual direct relationship. In his study of the imperial funerary ritual, Simon 
Price, "From noble funerals to divine cult: the consecration of Roman Emperors," in Rituals of 
Royalty: Power and Ceremonial in Traditional Societies, ed. David Cannadine and Simon Price 
(New York: University Press, Cambridge, 1987), 104 also denied a direct connection. He then 
issued the following warning: “comparison between an isolated element of a funeral, such as the 
treatment of royal effigies, is deeply misleading. Careful examination not only of the funeral as a 
whole, but also of its context is essential. French royal and Roman imperial funerals constituted 
parts of very different systems of power.” See also the musings of Aidan Dodson, "The King is 
Dead," in The Unbroken Reed: Studies in the Cutlure and Heritage of Ancient Egypt in Honour 
of A. F. Shore, ed. Christopher Eyre, Anthony Leahy, and Lisa Montagno Leahy, Occasional 
Publications 11 (London: The Egypt Exploration Society, 1994), 71-95 on the similarities and 
differences between ancient Egyptian and medieval European funerary practices. This does not, 
however, imply that it cannot be valuable to point out similarities across cultures as long as one 
is aware of the potential problems. See, for example, H. L’Orange, "Das Geburtsritual der 
Pharaonen am römischen Kaiserhof," Symbolae Osloenses 21 (1941): 105-116, who noted the 
similarities between the divine birth of Caligula’s daughter as described by Cassius Dio, the 
royal cult of the Ptolemies, and even the divine births of Hatshepsut and Amenhotep III. 
104 See Kantorowicz 1997, 338-339. 
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transforming him into a being who was both human and divine.105 It was thus the act par 

excellence which bestowed the king with divinity. Egyptian pharaohs were also anointed during 

their coronation and other rituals.106 At one point during the ritual of the Confirmation of Royal 

Power during the New Year, oil is even said to promote, or perhaps even transfigure the king. A 

closer examination of the Egyptian text, however, reveals that the medieval and Egyptian acts 

were much different. The passage reads:   

(2/1) ms bꜢs n ḫꜥ(.t) n ŠtꜢ.t rꜢ iy (2/2) mrḥ(.t) tn.t inm iy nh.t imy(.t) sꜢ Is.t rdi n Pr-ꜥꜢ 

ꜥ.w.s. r iwf⸗f ḫꜥ m Rꜥ iw Sḫm.t m tp⸗f Wsr.t m ḥꜢ.t⸗f sḫw⸗s s(w) m nšn.w(3)⸗s dw nh.t⸗s 

m sštꜢ.w ds⸗s ir(.t) Rꜥ ḫw Pr-ꜥꜢ ꜥ.w.s…. (2/6) ihy Sḫm.t BꜢst(.t) nḥm⸗tn Pr-ꜥꜢ ꜥ.(w.s.) m-ꜥ 

ꜥb.w m-ꜥ dḥr.w m-ꜥ nšn.w nb.t dw.w n rnp.t (2/7) tn107 

(2/1) Offering bꜣs-unguent for the appearance of Sheta.108 Spell: may (2/2) the oil, which 
distinguishes the skin, come. May the protection, which is in the son of Isis, which is 
given to Pharaoh l.p.h., come to his flesh, who appears as Re. Sakhmet is on his head and 
Wosret is on his forehead. May she protect him from her (2/3) evil ragings, her 
protection109 from her own secret (powers), the eye of Re protecting Pharaoh l.p.h…. 
(2/6) O Sakhmet and Bastet, may you save Pharaoh l.(p.h.) from impurities, from 
sicknesses, and from every evil raging for this year.110 

                                                
105 See ibid., 9-15. The unguent itself could still be identified as the divine element or charisma, 
but it was no longer separable from the human after transfiguration. See also the quote from the 
charter given to the Chapter of Rheims by Charles V in Bloch 1973, 77-78. 
106 Though the biblical practice of anointing officials is often traced back to Egypt, there is no 
Egyptian evidence for it besides the anointing of vassal kings in the Amarna letters. See Stephen 
E. Thompson, "The Anointing of Officials in Ancient Egypt," Journal of Near Eastern Studies 
53, no. 1 (1994): 15-25. 
107 For the text, see Jean-Claude Goyon, Confirmation du pouvoir royal au nouvel an [Brooklyn 
Museum Papyrus 47.218.50], Bibliothèque d'Étude 52 (Cairo: Institut Français d'Archéologie 
Orientale and Brooklyn Museum, 1972), pls. III and IIIA. 
108 Ibid., 89, n. 46 identified this as a name of Nekhbet. 
109 One text from the temple of Edfu also refers to nh.t protection but in reference to Shu’s 
protection of his father. Though much later, this demonstrates that gods also required protection, 
so it is unlikely the act was meant to deify either the father of Shu at Edfu or the king in the 
Ritual for the Confirmation of Royal Power. For this text from Edfu, see Emile Chassinat, Le 
Temple d’Edfou VII, Mémoirs Publiés par les Membres de la Mission Archéologique Française 
au Caire 24 (Cairo: L’Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale, 1932), 25, l. 15-26, l. 21. 
110 For Goyon’s translation, see Goyon 1972, 56-57. 
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First, it should be noted that this was just one of many acts performed during the course of the 

ritual; it was in no way the act which confirmed the pharaoh’s power. Second, while the unguent 

is indeed said to promote or uplift the skin, there is no reason to believe that this implied a 

permanent, fundamental change to the bodily existence of the king as it did in the medieval 

ritual.111 Instead, the passage repeatedly emphasizes protection over divine transfiguration. 

Given the context, the oil was not applied to pharaoh to make him a god but probably because 

the name of the specific type of unguent, bꜢs, punned on the name of the goddess, Bastet, who is 

mentioned as a protective force later in the text. As another manifestation of the Eye of Re and 

the Uraeus serpent,112 the application of this oil, perhaps even to the forehead, reaffirmed the 

pharaoh’s possession of his protective divine regalia. There are certainly divine associations 

involved here, as the oil and the protection it brings likens the king to Re, but this is a different 

style of deification than that provided by the medieval ritual. The oil of the Egyptian rite is one 

of several elements that endows the king with divine attributes for his protection while the oil in 

the medieval rite was the element responsible for transforming the body of the king into a god. 

                                                
111 The verb, tni (tni), is normally used to describe the promotion of officials or the distinction of 
speech, birth, or actions. There is, however, no reason for this to imply a specifically ontological 
transfiguration rather than a simple improvement or change in quality. For example, it could also 
be possible that the verb only implied that the oil moisturized and thus improved the skin. See 
Wb V, 374-375; Raymond O. Faulkner, A Concise Dictionary of Middle Egyptian  (Oxford: 
Griffith Institute, 2002), 305; Robert K. Ritner, "Review of H. J. Thissen, Die Lehre des 
Anchscheschonqi (P. BM 10508)," Bibliotheca Orientalis 44 (1987): 645. Of course it is unlikely 
that this passage in a royal ritual refers simply to a skin care routine, but this interpretation 
highlights the possibility that the verb may imply a different sort of transformation than that 
afforded by anointment in medieval coronation rituals.  
112 See John C. Darnell, "The Apotropaic Goddess in the Eye," Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur 
24 (1997): 35-48. 
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The anointment of pharaoh therefore has a specifically Egyptian meaning not applicable to 

medieval Europe; from this perspective, the similarities are superficial.  

1.2.5. Further Problems: Theories of Intermediate Divinity 

 Despite the present focus on The Royal Ka and Kantorowicz, not all contemporary 

scholars have relied on these sources when proposing theories of pharaonic divinity. While often 

less well defined and therefore more flexible, such theories can be equally problematic. One 

common approach is to propose an intermediate divinity for the king. This is not a term 

employed in such scholarship, but it serves as a categorical umbrella for a broad range of 

theories or even common assumptions. The origins of such theories lie in the arguments of 

Frankfurt and Posener, who viewed the king as either the foremost of the human or the lowest of 

the divine. Both of these formulations correctly capture the role of the king as intermediator, the 

representative of Egyptian society before the gods, but they leave his divinity undefined. 

 Not always realizing this, scholars have tried to assign a corresponding, intermediate 

degree of divinity to the pharaoh.113 The supporting argument most often made is based on a 

comparison of the royal epithet, ntr nfr, “good god,” with the divine epithet, ntr ꜥꜢ, “great god.” 

While both label their subject as a god, “good god” is claimed to indicate a lesser degree of 

divinity.114 It is true, in general, that “good god” is usually applied to kings, while “great god” is 

                                                
113 That role and rank are not always equivalent is also apparent from early Christological 
doctrine. Rober Ritner, personal communication 2/15/15, highlighted the example of Christ in 
Late Antiquity. He was at once an intermediator for humans while also of equal substance and 
divinity to God. 
114 Other terms often used are circumscribed, conditional, ritually acquired, or semi divinity. For 
example, see András Gulyás, "Symmetrical Repetition as a Principle of Decoration and the 
Confirmation of Royal Power in Luxor-Temple," in Mythos & Ritual: Festschrift für Jan 
Assmann zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Benedikt Rothöhler and Alexander Manisali, 
Religionswissenschaft: Forschung und Wissenschaft 5 (Berlin: Lit Verlag, 2008), 74-75; 
Goedicke 1960, 40-42; Katja Goebs, "Kingship," in The Egyptian World, ed. Toby Wilkinson 
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applied to “full” or “traditional” gods like Osiris or Horus the Behdetite. Yet, god is 

unambiguously specified in both cases,115 and there are no examples of demi-gods or semi-divine 

beings that also bear this epithet. In fact, Bommas has shown that the adjective nfr is often 

applied to the sun god, one of if not the chief deity of the pantheon.116 It seems like the only 

reason to take nfr as a mark of semi-divinity is the assumption that the king should be less divine 

than the gods. We should thus question whether this is a position supported by the Egyptian 

sources or one supplied by scholarly biases. Furthermore, there is much more fluidity in the use 

of these titles than is often claimed. For example, Amun-Re is called “good god” in a solar hymn 

from the reign of Amenhotep II117 and Ramesside kings are frequently referred to as great 

                                                
(New York: Routledge, 2007), 292; Jaromir Malek, "A Meeting of the Old and New. Saqqâra 
during the New Kingdom," in Studies in Pharaonic Religion and Society in Honour of J. Gwyn 
Griffiths, ed. Alan B. Lloyd, Occasional Publications 8 (London: The Egypt Exploration Society, 
1992), 68. 
115 This is noted by O. Berlev, "Two Kings - Two Suns - on the worldview of the ancient 
Egyptians," in Discovering Egypt from the Neva: The Egyptological Legacy of Oleg D Berlev, 
ed. Stephen Quirke (Berlin: Achet Verlag, 2003), 19. 
116 See Martin Bommas, "Der schöne Gott: Die Offenbarung der Götter an der Stirn des Königs," 
in Schönheit im alten Ägypten: Sehnsucht nach Vollkommenheit (Hildesheim: Gebrüder 
Gerstenberg, 2006). ibid., 77, however, seems to have been afraid of the implications of this 
argument, and clarified that the title did not bestow divinity but only similarity to divinity, thus 
reaffirming the solidly terrestrial nature of the king. 
117 See Maria M. Luiselli, Der Amun-Re Hymnus des P. Boulaq 17 (P. Kairo CG 58038), Kleine 
ägyptische Texte 14 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), especially XIV-XV, for a list of previous 
publications. But add the translation in Robert K. Ritner, "The Great Cairo Hymn of Praise to 
Amun-Re (1.25): P Cairo 58038 (P. Boulaq 17)," in The Context of Scripture, ed. William W. 
Hallo (New York: Brill, 1997). Bommas 2006, 75 claimed that Khnum and Amenhotep II are 
both referred to as good god on a stele from the temple of Khnum on Elephantine. There is, 
however, no reason to attribute the epithet to both god and king, when the text is only eulogizing 
the king. Khnum is only mentioned as one of the gods who loves the king. For the Elephantine 
stele, the upper portion of which is in Vienna and the lower in Cairo, see Michaela Hüttner and 
Helmut Satzinger, Stelen, Inschriftsteine un Reliefs aus der Zeit der 18. Dynastie, Corpus 
Antiquitatum Aegyptiacarum 16 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1999), 125-136; Pierre Lacau, 
Stèles du Nouvel Empire, Nos. 34001-34189, Catalogue général des antiquités égyptienne du 
Musée du Caire (Cairo: L'Institut français d'archéologie orientale, 1909-1957), 38-40, pl. XII. A 
duplicate version of the stele can also be found at Amada. See Urk. IV 1287-1299; Peter Der 
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gods.118 A lesser known and perhaps more peculiar example of this fluidity can be found on a 

small faience jar now in a private collection, which probably came from the Giza necropolis.119 

The text on this jar reads, nb tꜢ.wy (Mn-MꜢꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| mry Wsir ntr nfr ꜥꜢ, the lord of the two lands, 

Menmaatre (Sety I), beloved of Osiris, the good and great god.120  

Of course, these are very specific cases. They seem limited in their chronological range121 

and come from contexts in which it is clear that a god is assuming the role of a king or the king is 

being likened to a god. That the one title is associated with kings and the other with gods is not at 

issue. What is significant is that kings and gods could easily move back and forth between these 

two roles and their accompanying divine epithets, at least in certain periods. Given this fluidity, 

attempts to ascribe a strictly limited divinity to the pharaoh based on the epithet “good god” do 

not stand up to scrutiny. Note that the resulting semi-divinity this would imply is equally 

                                                
Manuelian, Studies in the Reign of Amenophis II, Hildesheimer ägyptologische Beiträge 26 
(Hildesheim: Gerstenberg Verlag, 1987), and the sources cited on p. 47. 
118 There are too many examples to give a comprehensive list, but see the stele of Rehotep in 
Habachi 1969, 33-34; Wildung 1977, 26, fig. 23; Scharff 1934. See also the examples in P. 
Harris I cited in Pierre Grandet, Le Papyrus Harris I, vol. 3, Bibliothèque d'Étude 129 (Cairo: 
Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1999), 24; Pierre Grandet, Le Papyrus Harris I (BM 
9999), vol. 2, Bibliothèque d'Étude 109 (Cairo: L'institut français d'archéologie orientale du 
Caire, 1994). 
119 For this and other small ointment jars, see Klaus Koschel, "Königliche Miniatursalbgefäße 
eines undokumentierten Fundkomplexes," Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur 29 (2001): 235-249; 
Klaus Koschel, "Salbgefäße ohne Ende? Königliche Miniatursalbgefässe eines undokumentierten 
Fundkomplexes," Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur 38 (2009): 131-150. 
120 See Koschel 2009, 135; Thomas Kühn, "Drei Fayencegefässe Sethos' I.," Kemet 16, no. 2 
(2007): 37-38. There are also examples of gods with the epithet, good god, in this corpus. For 
example, artemission.com item-no. 17.12357, now in a private collection, applies this epithet to 
Sokar, while nos. 71 and 102 apply it to Osiris. See Koschel 2009, 135-136 and 141. 
121 The chronological attestations of this, however, may span a greater range than is often 
assumed. For example, a section of the hymn of P. Boulaq 17 appears on a 17th dynasty statue. 
For this statute, BM 40959, from the temple of Mentuhotep at Deir el-Bahari, see E. A. Wallis 
Budge, Hieroglyphic Texts from Egyptian Stelae, &c, in the British Museum. Part IV  (London: 
Harrison and Sons, 1913), 12, pl. 50. 



 39 

problematic in the other direction. It would not make much sense for a god, especially Amun or 

Re, the head of the pantheon, to be called a good god if this implied a loss of full divinity.  

This theory based on epithets is by far the most common that attempts to extrapolate 

divine nature from the king’s role as an intermediator. There are others, however, that approach 

the problem from a different perspective. For example, one scholar concluded that kings and 

other royal figures were slightly less divine than gods because of their hierarchical position in 

artistic compositions.122 Outlined by Robins,123 these hierarchical principles state that the most 

important figure on a stele is the first in the upper register to face the viewer’s right, but this 

direction can change depending on the original orientation. Any figures that follow would be 

hierarchically inferior to the first. This principle might seem to apply when considering objects 

like S. Turin 50032.124 On the upper register, Amun occupies the most prestigious position, 

followed by Montu, and, then Amenhotep I. According to this interpretation, the stele would 

mark this king as less divine than Amun or Montu. A similar hierarchy is present on the less 

prestigious, lower register, where the goddess Rat-tawy is followed by the less divine Ahmose-

Nefertari.  

It is not difficult, however, to find other examples which show just how ill-suited these 

criteria are for determining divinity. On S. Turin 50029, Ptah is shown behind Amenhotep I.125 

                                                
122 See El Shazly 2008, ii. 
123 For this theory of hierarchy in Egyptian art, see Gay Robins, "Some Principles of 
Compositional Dominance and Gender Hierarchy in Egyptian Art," Journal of the American 
Research Center in Egypt 31 (1994): 33-40. Note that Robins did not include divinity in her 
discussion.  
124 See Mario Tosi and Alessandro Roccati, Stele e altre epigrafi di Deir el Medina: n. 50001 - n. 
50262, Catalogo del Museo Egizio di Torino 1 (Turin: Edizioni d'Arte Fratelli Pozzo, 1972), 64-
66 and 273. 
125 See ibid., 61-62 and 272. 
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The inscription before the figure who worships them does not even mention Ptah but focuses on 

Amenhotep I.126 Adhering to this approach would mean that Ptah has somehow lost his divinity. 

This methodology also breaks down when one considers the numerous examples of Isis standing 

behind Osiris. These certainly do not imply that Isis has lost part of her divine nature or was 

always less of a god than her husband. In both the cases of Isis and Ptah, their hierarchical 

placement signals only that these gods are less prestigious in this specific context; they are less 

important gods, not less than gods. While this approach may shed light on the relative 

importance of different gods within a single composition, it cannot be used to extrapolate royal 

divinity.  

1.3. Summary of the Problem 

 Now that the problem has been laid out in detail, it will be helpful to provide a short 

summary before suggesting a program of research. In the pages above, it has been demonstrated 

how the theories currently dominating the discussion of Egyptian divine kingship have been used 

in a somewhat overly simplistic manner. In particular, most attempt to analyze Egyptian kingship 

with a distorting, western lens. While outside theoretical perspectives may provide interesting 

sources of comparison, failure to realize the limitations of such methods can lead to misleading 

conclusions. In terms of divine kingship in the New Kingdom, The Royal Ka is at the center of 

the issue. The divine body politic of medieval political theology has been concretized, confined 

to a single form, and made the fountainhead of all forms of royal divinity. Yet, only a 

preliminary outline of this entity and the processes by which it operated have been proposed. It is 

                                                
126 The inscription reads wdn ḫ.t nb.t nfr.t wꜥb.t sp sn n kꜣ⸗k (Imn-ḥtp)| di ꜥnḫ m-dr.t Ḥwy mꜣꜥ-
ḫrw “offering everything good and pure two times for your ka, Amenhotep, given life, from the 
hand of Huy, the justified.”  
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particularly unclear how the divinity of the office holder was negotiated after his death and the 

accession of his successor, especially since recent developments have brought into question 

distinctions between practices for the living and the dead. Furthermore, it remains to be seen how 

The Royal Ka changed over time, given that major shifts in divine kingship are immediately 

recognizable over the course of the New Kingdom and beyond. As for more general claims that 

at first glance appear to be grounded solely in the Egyptian evidence, some of these too seem 

based on western assumptions. This is why, when critically examined, they also are overly 

simplistic and not flexible enough to account for the diversity of the material. A renewed study 

of divine kingship in the New Kingdom thus seems warranted, but such a large subject cannot be 

dealt with comprehensively in a single work. In order to investigate these issues in a targeted 

manner, an analysis of the royal worship of other officeholders is particularly well suited. Such 

practices are intimately tied to royal legitimacy and succession, the basis for which has been 

claimed to be The Royal Ka.  

1.4. The Royal Worship of Officeholders 

 The worship of other officeholders by the living pharaoh must have created a space in 

which he was forced to define his own divinity and power in relation to theirs. This could yield 

important benefits for the living monarch, but other kings could also be very dangerous if 

mishandled. On the one hand, the living king was obligated to carry out the mortuary cult of his 

predecessor just as any eldest son was ideologically responsible for the burial and cult of his 

father. Successful handling of this duty would confirm the one performing the ritual as the 

rightful heir to the throne, even if there were no familial relationship.127 Furthermore, kings 

                                                
127 For example, Tutankhamun’s vizier and later successor, Aye, had himself depicted carrying 
out funerary rites for the king in his tomb. 
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could paint themselves not only as the successor of their fathers but of any of the great kings of 

Egypt, thus directly associating themselves with their ancestor’s accomplishments. On the other 

hand, the coexistence of two officeholders would represent a potentially threatening situation to 

the power of the living king according to the theory of The Royal Ka. Since there was only one 

ka that represented the divine office of kingship, the living pharaoh should have accordingly 

taken steps to stress his own possession of it. This could have been accomplished in a variety of 

ways, which are referred to below as approaches for detecting The Royal Ka. These include, for 

example, the use of specific crowns, epithets, or markers of life and death. Failure to mark the 

living officeholder’s own possession of The Royal Ka could potentially result in its possession 

by another and thus the loss of his own status and divinity. Practices associated with the royal 

worship of officeholders are therefore critically important to royal divinity.  

Ancestor cults in general have recently received a great deal of scholarly attention,128 but 

very few of these studies have focused specifically on royal ancestors. Those that have are either 

                                                
128 For private ancestors and ancestor cults, see Robert J. Demarée, The Ax iqr n Ra-Stelae: On 
Ancestor Worship in Ancient Egypt, Egyptologische Uitgaven 3 (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut 
voor het Nabije Oosten, 1983); John Baines and Peter Lacovara, "Burial and the dead in ancient 
Egyptian society: Respect, Formalism, Neglect," Journal of Social Archaeology 2, no. 1 (2002): 
5-36; Karen Excell, "Ancestor Bust," in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. Jacco Dieleman 
and Willeke Wendrich (Los Angeles: 2008) 1-5; Florence Friedman, "On the Meaning of Some 
Anthropoid Busts from Deir el-Medîna," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 71 (1985): 82-97; 
Nicola Harrington, "From the Cradle to the Grave: Anthropoid Busts and Ancestor Cults at Deir 
el-Medina," ed. Kathryn Piquette and Serena Love, Current Research in Egyptology 4 (Oxbow 
Books, 2005), 71-88; Nicola Harrington, Living with the Dead: Ancestor Worship and Mortuary 
Ritual in Ancient Egypt  (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2013); Jean L. Keith, Anthropoid Busts of Deir 
el Medineh and Other Sites and Collections, Documents de fouilles 49 (Cairo: Institut français 
d'archéologie orientale, 2011); Clare Plater, "Aspects of the Interaction between the Living and 
the Dead in Ancient Egypt" (D. Phil. Thesis, University of Liverpool, 2001), and the summary of 
previous scholarship provided therein. Many of these studies focus on the so-called ancestor 
busts, which might have been objects of veneration similar to the anthropomorphic standards 
described by Chadefaud 1982. 
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narrow in focus,129 extremely broad,130 or examine the veneration of deceased kings by private 

individuals.131 Only Redford’s study of king lists, annals, and daybooks approaches a corpus of 

evidence for the worship of royal ancestors. However, he includes only scenes or texts in which 

more than a single royal ancestor is mentioned.132 This is because the work is intended not as a 

treatise on divine kingship but as an examination of the Egyptian conception of the past. 

One reason why a comprehensive study of the royal ancestor cult in the New Kingdom 

has not been attempted is because of the potentially overwhelming size of the corpus. In order to 

                                                
129 See Labib Habachi, "Devotion of Tuthmosis III to his Predecessors: A Propos of a Meeting of 
Sesostris I with his Courtiers," in Mélanges Gamal Eddin Mokhtar, ed. Paule Posener-Kriéger, 
Bibliothèque d'Étude 97 (Cairo: Institut français d'archéologie orientale, 1985), 349-361; Gabi 
Hollender, Amenophis I. und Ahmes Nefertari: Untersuchungen zur Entwicklung ihres 
posthumen Kultes anhand der Privatgräber der thebanischen Nekropole, Deutsches 
archäologisches Institut Abteilung Kairo, Sonderschrift 23 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2009); W. 
Raymond Johnson, "Honorific Figures of Amenhotep III in the Luxor Temple Colonnade Hall," 
in For his Ka: Essays Offered in Memory of Klaus Baer, ed. David P. Silverman, Studies in 
Ancient Oriental Civilizations 55 (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 
1994), 133-144; William Murnane, "Egyptian Monuments and Historical Memory: New Light 
on the Ancients' 'Uses of the Past' from the Great Hypostyle Hall at Karnak," KMT: A Modern 
Journal of Ancient Egypt 5, no. 3 (1994): 14-24; Serge Sauneron, "La tradition officielle relative 
a la XVIIIe dynastie d'apres un ostracon de la Vallée des Rois," Chronique d'Égypte 51 (1951): 
46-49. Other such studies focus solely on the so-called Ritual for Amenhotep I. For example, see 
Harold H. Nelson, "Certain Reliefs at Karnak and Medinet Habu and the Ritual of Amenophis I," 
Journal of Near Eastern Studies 8, no. 3 (1949): 201-232; Harold H. Nelson, "Certain Reliefs at 
Karnak and Medinet Habu and the Ritual of Amenophis I-(Concluded)," Journal of Near 
Eastern Studies 8, no. 4 (1949): 310-345; Kara Cooney and J. Brett McClain, "The Daily 
Offering Meal in the Ritual of Amenhotep I: An Instance of the Local Adaptation of Cult 
Liturgy," Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions 5 (2005): 41-78. See also Minas 2000, for 
lists of royal ancestors in the Ptolemaic period. 
130 For example, see Frankfort 1948, 89-98, who discussed mythic corporations of royal 
ancestors like the souls of Nekhen and Pe rather than specific individuals. 
131 Teresa Moore, "The Good God Amenhotep: the Deified King as a Focus of Popular Religion 
during the Egyptian New Kingdom" (PhD Dissertation, UC Berkeley, 1994), discussed private 
and royal sources for the cult of Amenhotep I; El Shazly 2008, focused on royal ancestor 
worship by private individuals at Deir el-Medina, but did include some royal examples; Budka 
2001, examined evidence for the veneration of royal individuals on thresholds of private houses. 
132 See Donald B. Redford, Pharaonic King-Lists, Annals, and Day-Books : A Contribution to 
the Study of the Egyptian Sense of History, SSEA Publication 4 (Mississauga: Benben, 1986), 1. 
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limit the scope of the present work, only evidence for officeholders as the agents or objects of 

cultic practices also involving the living officeholder will be considered. Such examples will 

help provide answers to many of the research objectives outlined above, since they reveal how 

kings defined their divinity in relation to that of their ancestors. The sources collected will extend 

across a variety of media, including objects, architecture, and reliefs. 

On the other hand, examples of usurpation133 or conscious emulation of other 

officeholders134 will not necessarily be included, since the consideration of such practices would 

extend well beyond the focus on royal divinity. Yet, while an exhaustive catalogue of such 

evidence will not be presented, such material will be incorporated into the discussion if it 

represents a good source for comparison or it contains otherwise relevant information. Issues of 

usurpation and emulation also raise pragmatic constraints of adding one’s name to the monument 

of an earlier officeholder. The successor of a king who died young or unexpectedly, for example, 

might have had a greater opportunity to add his (or her) name to their predecessor’s monument, 

which would result in a skewed sample of evidence. Such potential issues should be considered 

and will be taken into account (see §5.3.). 

Evidence for the cults of deceased, non-royal individuals will occasionally be considered 

on a limited basis.  In this case, there is fortunately a copious amount of previous scholarship on 

which to draw.135 In terms of chronology, this study would ideally include evidence from the 

Second Intermediate Period through the entire New Kingdom and into the Third Intermediate 

                                                
133 See, for example, Hatshepsut’s usurpation of a bark chapel of Thutmosis I in William 
Murnane, "Unpublished Fragments of Hatshepsut's Historical Inscription from her Sanctuary at 
Karnak," Serapis 6 (1980): 94. 
134 See, for example, Thutmosis III’s reproduction of a nearby scene of Senwosret I at Karnak in 
Habachi 1985, 349-359 and pls. 341-344. 
135 See note 131 above. 
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Period. Practical considerations, however, will make it necessary to limit the material considered. 

Since the purpose of this work is to examine the theory of The Royal Ka in order to further our 

understanding of the divinity of the pharaoh, the study will cover a chronological range of 

periods from which this theory has been derived. The discussion will thus begin with the end of 

the 17th and beginning of the 18th dynasties, when a local Theban family found themselves in 

need of defining themselves in relation to not only their immediate predecessors but also to 

previous kings or a united Egypt. The reign of Hatshepsut, which is often thought to have begun 

a new chapter in Egyptian divine kingship,136 will also be included, with a particular focus on her 

coregency with Thutmose III, a period when two officeholders somehow existed simultaneously. 

The study will conclude with the deification of Amenhotep III and the Amarna Period, a time 

when fundamental conceptions of kingship and divinity were potentially in flux.  

                                                
136 See, for example, Daniel Polz, Der Beginn des Neuen Reiches: Zur Vorgeschichte einer 
Zeitenwende, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut Absteilung Kairo Sonderschrift 31 (New York: 
Walter de Gruyter, 2007), who argued that it was actually Hatshepsut who initiated many 
practices associated with the New Kingdom. See also Nicholas Reeves, Akhenaten: Egypt's 
False Prophet  (New York: Thames & Hudson, 2001), who linked the revolutionary changes in 
divine kingship during the Amarna period to Hatshepsut’s reliance on the clergy of Amun. 
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2. The Late 17th Dynasty through the Reign of Thutmose II 
 
2.1. Introduction 

Now that the theory of The Royal Ka has been shown to be potentially problematic, this 

chapter will examine specific pieces of evidence from the late 17th dynasty through the reign of 

Thutmose II and test whether these can be used to support the existence of such a ka. As 

discussed in the introductory chapter, this will be done through the lens of the royal ancestor cult, 

for which there are plentiful if fragmentary sources for that time. Each object or monument will 

be examined according to multiple approaches that could theoretically be used to detect Bell’s 

Royal Ka. Evidence will also be compared and contrasted, as approaches that may appear valid 

for a single object may be proven unsatisfactory when tested on another. Central to each of the 

approaches discussed in this chapter are concepts of kingship and divinity, which should first be 

defined before turning to the approaches themselves.  

2.1.1. Definition of Terms 

 Kingship and king will be understood to apply only to a holder, past or present, of the 

office of ny-sw.t. Royalty, on the other hand, applies to individuals beyond the singular 

officeholder and includes those associated with him through family, such as princes (sꜣ ny-sw.t), 

princesses (sꜣ.t ny-sw.t), sisters (sn.t ny-sw.t), queens (ḥm.t ny-sw.t), and mothers (mw.t ny-sw.t). 

As a comprehensive analysis of all these royal individuals would be well beyond the scope and 

goals of this study,1 this chapter will focus on a select group of these individuals, who are shown 

                                                
1 For the importance of princes in the 18th dynasty, see the forthcoming dissertation of Megara 
Lorenz of the University of Chicago. For discussions of royal women during this period, see Gay 
Robins, Women in Ancient Egypt  (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993), 26-27; Gay 
Robins, "A critical examination of the theory that the right to the throne of ancient Egypt passed 
through the female line in the 18th dynasty," Göttinger Miszellen 62 (1983); Polz 2007, 376; Bill 
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interacting with the officeholder directly. In these cases, they will be discussed only insofar as 

their divinity can be contrasted with that of the king. 

 Unlike royalty, the concept of divinity is more difficult to define, since the term does not 

necessarily designate only a single type of supernatural being. Most scholars recognize several 

distinct forms of beings that would fall under the umbrella of divinity, for example, gods, the 

king or The Royal Ka, the dead as Osiris, akhs, demons, and supernatural beings, but it is 

uncertain whether each group possessed an equal degree of divinity or whether each were 

considered ontologically distinct from the others.2 For example, some deny the existence of any 

category of beings between gods and men, such as demi-gods or heroes,3 while others support 

intermediate categories but define these according to different criteria.4 

                                                
Manley, "Some images of the king and queen together in stele of Ahmose I," Trabajos de 
Egiptología: Papers on Ancient Egypt 1 (2002): 43-44. 
These women have often been situated in a complex historical narrative that attempts to explain 
issues of royal legitimacy, the power of Hatshepsut, and even the importance of the office of 
god’s wife in the Third Intermediate and Late Periods. The prominence of this latter group, 
however, should not be seen as a direct evolution of the same office during the New Kingdom. 
For the important differences between the two, see Robert K. Ritner, "Fictive Adoptions or 
Celibate Priestesses?," Göttinger Miszellen 164 (1998): 85. 
2 A particularly confusing example is the case of akhs and demons. Rita Lucarelli, "Demons 
(benevolent and malevolent)," in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. Jacco Dieleman and 
Willeke Wendrich (Los Angeles: 2010) 2 noted that these are clearly different categories of 
beings. But also see W. Crum, A Coptic Dictionary  (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939), 89a for the 
Greek equivalent of Coptic ⲓϧ, the derivative of earlier ꜣḫ, as δαιµόνιον “demon”.  
3 See, for example, Detlef Franke, Das Heiligtum des Heqaib auf Elephantine: Geschichte eines 
Provinzheiligtums im Mittleren Reich, Studien zur Archäologie und Geschichte Altägyptens 9 
(Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag, 1994), 132, who denied the existence of half-gods, the 
only exception being the king and later Imhotep and Amenhotep son of Hapu. The defining 
characteristic in these cases is that all were the offspring of both gods and humans. See also 
Herodotus II.50, who denied that the Egyptians acknowledged (νομίζουσι) heroes. 
4 For example, Hans Bonnet, Reallexikon der ägyptischen Religionsgeschichte  (Berlin: Walter 
de Gruyter & Co., 1952), 856 claimed that beings between gods and men did exist but that the 
distinction was not one of quality but quantity of divinity. Hannes Buchberger, Transformation 
und Transformat, Sargtextstudien I, Ägyptologische Abhandlungen 52 (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1993), 318-319 and 320 claimed that living humans were the only group not 
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The situation is especially complicated when comparing the divinity of a god with the 

divinity of a deceased individual as an akh or as Osiris. Beyond this, further distinctions between 

the divinity of deceased private individuals, deceased members of the royal family, the living 

king, and deceased kings must also be considered. As noted in the introductory chapter, Bell 

contrasted the divinity of the living king by means of The Royal Ka with the divinity of the 

deceased king as Osiris, but he did not specify whether this Osiris status was different from that 

achieved by royal and non-royal non-officeholders. To clarify this, it might seem helpful to 

compare the divinity of the deceased king with that of exceptional deceased individuals who 

were not officeholders, such as Heqaib or Imhotep.5 Yet, their divinity has also been variously 

interpreted. On the one hand, there is reluctance to assign to them the status of full gods, and 

instead they are inserted somewhere on a divine spectrum, usually as demi-gods.6 At the same 

                                                
considered divine but that the deceased did not transcend to a higher realm of existence or 
experience apotheosis upon their death. Instead, death itself automatically predicated divinity. 
Henry G. Fischer, "Biꜣ and the Deified Vizier Mḥw," Journal of the American Research Center 
in Egypt 4 (1965): 52 claimed that deification was relative but that even deceased human beings 
never achieved the same status as the gods. Hans Goedicke, "Vergöttlichung," in Lexikon der 
Ägyptologie 6, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1986), 
989 pointed out problems with the term “deification,” arguing that if one speaks of it in relation 
to the king or private persons, it should equally be applied to cult statues and sacred animals. See 
also Anthony Leahy, "Ḫnsw-iy: A Problem of Late Onomastica," Göttinger Miszellen 60 (1980): 
71, who placed deceased individuals on the same level as great gods through theophoric naming 
patterns.  
5 These were usually extraordinary figures, distinguished by their achievements during their 
lifetime. For a list of such individuals, see Herman de Meulenaere, "Verehrung verstorbener 
Privatleute," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 6, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1986); Dietrich Wildung, Imhotep und Amenhotep: Gottwerdung im 
alten Ägypten, Münchner ägyptologische Studien 36 (Munich: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 1977); 
Robert K. Ritner, "Review of: Dietrich Wildung, Imhotep und Amenhotep: Gottwerdung im 
alten Ägypten," Journal of Near Eastern Studies 43, no. 4 (1984). Fischer 1965, 49 claimed that 
an architrave from the early 46th dynasty tomb of Bia provides the first evidence for the 
deification of such an individual. 
6 See, for example, de Meulenaere 1986, 974, who identified Imhotep and Amenhotep son of 
Hapu as the greatest demi-gods.  
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time, however, they could also be referred to as ntr or Osiris and could be classified with divine 

determinatives.7 It thus seems as if their divinity was similar to that of any other ntr.8 Yet, 

scholars are still hesitant to identify such individuals as deities, or, if they do, claims regarding 

the extent of their powers or divine status are somewhat inconsistent.9 There is thus no clear 

category of divine being to which the king, living or deceased, can easily be compared, and 

scholars even debate the existence or defining criteria of such categories. 

As a result, the perspective adopted here is that nuances of divinity remain difficult to 

define. At a basic level, the term denotes a permanent, super-human ontological status different 

from that of normal, living people. This includes traditional gods like Amun or Ptah, any 

deceased individual who has become an akh or is identified with Osiris, and the living king. 

                                                
7 See ibid., 973; Franke 1994, 132; Fischer 1965, 52, who noted that while the divine 
determinative is possible, the noble determinative is more common. For the fluidity of the terms 
ntr and ꜣḫ, both of which could be applied to gods and deceased humans, see Demarée 1983, 
190-195. 
8 A particularly instructive example is the case of Heqaib, a former nomarch who ruled at 
Elephantine during the late Old Kingdom and was later worshipped in a sanctuary on the island 
throughout the First Intermediate Period, Middle Kingdom, and into the Second Intermediate 
Period. According to earthy ranks and titles, Heqaib was technically the king’s inferior, yet his 
cult was still the focus of royal attention. For the cults of Heqaib, see Labib Habachi, "Heqaib," 
in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1977); Franke 1994. 
9 Heqaib serves as a good case study. Labib Habachi, Elephantine IV: The Sanctuary of Heqaib, 
Archäeologische Veröffentlichungen 33 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1985), 161-163 called him 
a powerful local deity, deified very shortly after his death, whose cult never extended beyond the 
area of the first cataract. He also claimed that the occurrence of his name in the offering formula 
emphasizes Heqaib’s status as a god. In the same discussion, however, his divine status seems to 
be more fluid, as Heqaib was said to be “not only considered as a saint, a semi-god but also as a 
god.” John Baines, "Practical Religion and Piety," Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 73 (1987): 
86-88 labeled him as an intermediary. Franke 1994, 134 pointed out some important distinctions 
between the cult of Heqaib and that of other gods. For example, he noted that Heqaib’s sanctuary 
was called ḥw.t-kꜣ or rꜣ-pr but not ḥw.t-ntr and that he did not possess wab priests of his own, 
although wab priests of other gods were assigned to him. For a detailed discussion of the divinity 
of Heqaib, see ibid., 131-146. 
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Their divinity can often be indicated by specific labels such as ntr, Horus, or Osiris, but these are 

not always necessary, as divinity can also be inferred through context. In other words, just 

because the king is not called ntr or Horus in a specific context does not mean that he was 

categorically not divine. Beyond this basic understanding, however, assumptions will not be 

made regarding specific forms or degrees of divinity. In other words, the question of whether the 

divinity of the living king was of the same quality or quantity of that of the deceased king will 

remain open, as one goal of this study is to further clarify this distinction via a closer analysis of 

The Royal Ka and its previous hosts. 

2.1.2. Approaches for the Detection of The Royal Ka 

 Now that terms such as kingship and divinity have been defined, the next section will 

examine how these appear and intersect in a number of different approaches, which might 

theoretically be used to identify The Royal Ka. To clarify, the scholars who proposed the 

following approaches did not suggest them specifically with Bell’s Royal Ka in mind, unless 

otherwise noted. Some pertain to royal divinity more generally while others concern issues of 

translation, but all can be extrapolated to apply to Bell’s theory. 

2.1.2.1. Living Versus Deceased (ꜥnḫ Versus mꜣꜥ-ḫrw, Horus Versus Osiris) 

 As mentioned in the introduction (see §1.2.2.), Bell’s theory of The Royal Ka requires a 

strict dichotomy between life and death. As there was only a single Royal Ka and a single office 

of kingship, only one person, the living pharaoh, could possess it at a time. As soon as its 

possessor died, the ka departed from the previous hosts and entered the body of the new king 

during the coronation. Only living kings therefore were divine via The Royal Ka; deceased kings 

were divine through their identification with Osiris. Bell did not further discuss the consequences 

of this, but implicit in this system is that it would be impossible for more than one king to 
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possess The Royal Ka at the same time.10 Possession of The Royal Ka might thus be indicated by 

markers of life and death; kings said to be alive possessed it while those said to be dead did not. 

Theoretically, this distinction might take on an extra degree of importance when the king 

interacted with previous officeholders, as his own status was at stake. A failure to indicate that a 

predecessor was deceased could have affected his claim to The Royal Ka and thus the office. 

One set of markers that might possibly distinguish living from dead kings is the epithets di ꜥnḫ or 

ꜥnḫ d.t and mꜣꜥ-ḫrw. The former, “given life” or “living forever,” are explicit claims that the 

person to whom it is applied possessed life and was, at least from a certain perspective, still 

alive.11 The latter, “true of voice” or “justified,” indicates that an individual was vindicated in the 

court of the afterlife and was admitted into the company of Osiris as an akh, an event that took 

place after death.12  

Since most individuals examined below are kings, Horus and Osiris identities might also 

be used to mark life and death as living son and deceased father. When the living officeholder 

interacted with a predecessor, he might have stressed his Horus identity over the deceased’s 

Osiris identity. Since the living king was the incarnation of the god Horus, one of the gods most 

                                                
10 Compare the situation at the funeral of François I of France, where the heir, the future Henry 
II, had to remain invisible, since royalty was still focused on his dead father. See Giesey 1960. 
11 For the epithet and its application to the living king, see Alan H. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, 
Third Edition ed. (London: Oxford University Press, 1973), 295, §378; Bengt Birkstam, "Given 
Life Like Re Eternally - A Royal Epitheton," in From the Gustavianum Collections in Uppsala, 
1974, ed. Sture Brunnsåker and Hans-Åke Nordström, Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis 6 (Uppsala: 
Uppsala University, 1974), 15-17. 
12 It has been pointed out, however, that the epithet can be applied already during one’s lifetime 
to anticipate this status after death. See Budka 2001, 50; Denise M. Doxey, Egyptian Non-Royal 
Epithets in the Middle Kingdom: A Social and Historical Analysis, Probleme der Ägyptologie 12 
(Boston: Brill, 1998), 92-93; Cornelius von Pilgrim, Elephantine XVIII: Untersuchungen in der 
Stadt des Mittleren Reiches und der Zweiten Zwischenzeit, Archäologische Veröffentlichungen 
91 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1996), 250-251, n. 776.  
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often associated with the office of kingship,13 this identity would also reaffirm his possession of 

The Royal Ka. Further evidence for this could be the fact that the king’s Horus name was often 

used to label images of what Bell identified as The Royal Ka. 

2.1.2.2. Crowns 

 The presence or absence of certain crowns might provide a different approach for 

detecting possession of The Royal Ka. This might be done in several different ways. On the one 

hand, some scholars have explicitly identified certain crowns as markers of The Royal Ka.14 

Their presence would thus indicate that the wearer possessed it. On the other hand, others have 

suggested more generally that investiture with crowns was the means of royal deification or that 

each crown represented a specific feature of kingship or divinity.15 An accumulation of crowns 

on one king as opposed to a single crown on another might thus indicate that the former was in 

possession of a greater quantity of divine powers and therefore more divine than the latter. For 

example, if a reigning king depicted himself wearing the Double crown, the White crown, and 

the nemes as opposed to an ancestor with only the Red crown, this might mark the living king as 

                                                
13 See, for example, Frankfort 1948, 36-47; Wolfgang Schenkel, "Horus," in Lexikon der 
Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1980). 
14 See Sandra A. Collier, “The Crowns of Pharaoh: Their Development and Significance in 
Ancient Egyptian Kingship” (PhD Dissertation, University of California Los Angeles, 1996), 87, 
who claimed the khat crown was connected with the ka of the king, though it is unclear whether 
this refers to the ka of the individual or The Royal Ka; El Shazly 2015, 54-55, who assumed 
Collier meant The Royal Ka and disagreed, claiming that the nemes was the crown associated 
with The Royal Ka; Barguet 1951, 205-215, though it is unclear whether he meant a ka of a king 
or The Royal Ka, as he was writing approximately thirty years before Bell published his theory. 
See also Katja Goebs, "Untersuchungen zu Funktion und Symbolgehalt des nms," Zeitschrift für 
Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 122, no. 2 (1995): 154-181, which will be discussed in 
more detail in the following chapter. 
15 This claim was made already by Moret 1902, 209-210. For a more nuanced version, see Goebs 
2008; Goebs 2011, 57, who pointed out that the bestowal of crowns in both the coronation and 
the daily temple ritual raises questions of divinity, since gods presumably did not have to be 
deified. 



 53 

possessor of more aspects of divine kingship and thus more divinity than the deceased king. Such 

an approach again raises the question of quality versus quantity of royal divinity, but it has the 

potential to distinguish the divinity of interacting officeholders in some manner. 

2.1.2.3. Prenomen Versus Nomen 

Another approach that might be used to mark possession of The Royal Ka is the use of a 

king’s prenomen instead of the nomen, since there have been attempts to map distinctions of 

divinity onto these names.16 Such arguments have claimed that the prenomen, the solar name 

taken on accession to the throne (translated here as “king of Upper and Lower Egypt”), 

represented the divine form of the king, which could be worshipped and which was used when 

relating him to the divine sphere. In contrast, the nomen or birth name (“son of Re”) represented 

the person or human reality of the king and the terrestrial function of the government. This 

distinction of nomenclature, though not discussed by Bell, can be connected to the theory of The 

Royal Ka through the emphasis of the prenomen’s solar aspects and its assumption upon 

accession to the throne. The name’s solar quality indicates a solar as opposed to Osirian form of 

divinity. Furthermore, the fact that it was only assumed during the coronation connects it with 

the assumption of The Royal Ka, the divine office. When placed in Bell’s framework, the name 

would relate to the divinity of the king by means of The Royal Ka as opposed to his postmortem 

divinity as Osiris.  

2.1.2.4. Ntr nfr, “Good God,” as an Explicit Claim of Divinity 

 The presence of the epithet ntr nfr, translated traditionally as “good god,” can be taken as 

an explicit claim of divinity and therefore perhaps of The Royal Ka. As has been discussed in the 

                                                
16 For this distinction, see Bonhême and Forgeau 1988, 313-314, whose argument was largely 
based on the coronation decree of Thutmose I for the king’s son of Kush, Turi. 
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introductory chapter, scholars have been hesitant to acknowledge that this epithet signaled the 

divinity of the pharaoh. Instead, it was often claimed that it indicated a status lower than that of 

the traditional, great, or full gods. As has been discussed above (see §2.1.1.), it remains to be 

seen what type or degree of divinity such a status might imply, but it cannot be denied that this 

commonly used epithet explicitly labels the pharaoh as a divine being. Additionally, since nfr 

has been connected with the solar, creator god,17 “good god” might be used to distinguish the 

living, solar king from the deceased Osirian king and thus The Royal Ka of the living 

officeholder from the personal kas of deceased ones. 

2.1.2.5. Ntr nfr, “Young God,” as a Mark of the Living King 

 The same epithet, ntr nfr, might also be used to detect The Royal Ka if the alternate 

translation “young god” is adopted. This translation, first proposed by Stock18 and later Berlev,19 

rejected the traditional interpretation of nfr, claiming that philosophical concepts of beauty or 

goodness touch on only a small aspect of the term and are too abstract. They instead saw ntr nfr 

as the earthly counterpart of ntr ꜥꜣ, “great god,” a status which the king originally had as Horus 

but lost with the rise of solar religion in the 4th dynasty, when he became the son, the junior 

partner, of a great god. Based on this, they proposed to translate nfr as “young” and ꜥꜣ as “old,” 

distinguishing on a generational level the living king on earth from his father, the sun god, in 

heaven. This can be connected to The Royal Ka because of the claim that ntr nfr could only be 

applied to the living king. Deceased kings as Osiris, the older father of the current king, could 

not claim the title. They did acknowledge that by the New Kingdom it could be applied to Osiris, 

                                                
17 See Bommas 2006. 
18 See Hanns Stock, Ntr nfr = der gute Gott? , Vorträge der orientalistischen Tagung in Marburg 
(Hildesheim: Gebr. Gerstenberg, 1951). 
19 See Berlev 2003. 
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since he was still considered a king, and that the term was first and foremost a kingly title, but 

they stressed that this was only a secondary use.   

2.1.3. The Upper Chronological Limit of the Study 

 Now that possible approaches to detect The Royal Ka have been discussed, the final 

question to address is when exactly to begin a study of divine kingship in the New Kingdom. The 

obvious answer might seem to be the reign of Ahmose, the first pharaoh of the New Kingdom, 

since the Egyptians themselves recognized his reign as the beginning of a new era.20 The 

beginning of the New Kingdom need not, however, signal the beginning of “New Kingdom 

divine kingship.” In other words, reunification did not imply the sudden apotheosis of Ahmose. 

In fact, given the ideological claims necessary to support the wars of reconquest begun by his 

predecessors, it would be surprising if royal divinity were not already well established by the late 

17th dynasty.  

                                                
20 See, for example, The Epigraphic Survey, Medinet Habu- Volume IV: Festival Scenes of 
Ramses III, Oriental Institute Publications 51 (Chicago: The University of Chicago, 1940), pl. 
213, which shows a procession of royal statues carried during the Min festival. The top row 
begins on the left with Menes, who is followed by Mentuhotep II, Ahmose, and then the other 
legitimate pharaohs of the New Kingdom. By placing Menes, Mentuhotep II, and Ahmose before 
the chronological sequence, the reliefs mark the first rulers of three distinct historical eras. This 
is also noted by El Shazly 2015, 233 and 236, who mentioned the prominence of dynastic 
founders in sequences of royal ancestors. Manetho also indicated a dynastic break between the 
reigns of Kamose and Ahmose, even though the royal family did not change. Political 
reunification brought with it other noticeable changes as well, for example, the rise of 
imperialism, the desire to expand the boundaries of Egypt, and the expansion of the 
administrative system. See Paul J. Frandsen, "Egyptian Imperialism," in Power and Propaganda, 
ed. Mogens T. Larsen, Mesopotamia: Copenhagen Studies in Assyriology 7 (Copenhagen: 
Akademisk Forlag, 1979); Barry J. Kemp, "Imperialism and Empire in New Kingdom Egypt," in 
Imperialism in the Ancient World, ed. P. Garnsy and C. Whittaker (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1978); Betsy M. Bryan, "The Eighteenth Dynasty Before the Amarna Period," 
in The Oxford History of Ancient Egypt, ed. Ian Shaw (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2000), 269-271; David O'Connor, "New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period," in Ancient 
Egypt: A Social History, ed. B. Trigger, et al. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 
207-218. 



 56 

There are also problems with beginning the present study where Bell began his. His 

theory of The Royal Ka outlined the paradigm for royal divinity throughout the New Kingdom, 

but most evidence presented was limited to a rather small chronological range: from the reign of 

Hatshepsut to that of Ramses II. From there, the theory was generalized to apply to the entire 

New Kingdom, but exactly what is meant by this is somewhat unclear. On the one hand, Bell 

explicitly identified The Royal Ka as a breakthrough of the New Kingdom.21 On the other, the 

iconography of The Royal Ka clearly predated this; for example, a figure matching his 

description appears frequently on the White Chapel of Senwosret I and is mentioned on the 

chapel of Mentuhotep II at Dendera.22 Furthermore, Bell took the prototype of the royal 

processional bark, which he identified as the bark of The Royal Ka, to be that of Senwosret III.23 

This left open the possibility that The Royal Ka dated back to the Middle Kingdom and the 

reigns of Mentuhotep II, Senwosret I, and Senwosret III.24 The date of the initial invention of 

The Royal Ka is thus ambiguous. 

 As the present study is largely an expansion and response to Bell’s claims, which were 

firmly anchored in the 18th and 19th dynasties, Middle Kingdom material is not considered here. 

                                                
21 See Bell 1985, 252. 
22 For the ka on the White Chapel of Senwosret I, see Pierre Lacau and Henri Chevrier, Une 
chapelle de Sésostris 1er a Karnak, vol. 1 (Cairo: IFAO, 1956), especially 189-192. For 
Mentuhotep II’s chapel at Dendera, see Labib Habachi, "King Nebhepetre Menthuhotp: His 
Monuments, Place in History, Deification and Unusual Representations in the Form of the 
Gods," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 19 (1963): 19-28. 
See more generally Ahmed Hamden, "An Iconographical Study of the Royal-ka during the 
Middle Kingdom," Society for the Study of Egyptian Antiquities Newsletter Winter 2015, no. 1 
(2015). 
23 See Bell 1985, 261, n. 255.  
24 The Royal Ka, or at least a kꜣ ny-sw.t bi.ty, seems to go back even further to the Old Kingdom, 
when it is found in the inscription of Harkhuef from the reign of Pepy II. For this ka attestation, 
see Windus-Staginsky 2006, 209. 
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On the other hand, however, it is important to contextualize New Kingdom kingship by looking 

to the immediately preceding Second Intermediate Period, when historical circumstances placed 

the definition and practice of royal power in flux.25 Kings ruled contemporaneously in different 

areas of the country,26 and the degree of conflict between them, at least before the middle of 17th 

dynasty, seems to have been overestimated.27 The political climate of the early Second 

Intermediate Period thus seems to have tolerated the existence of multiple royal bodies, which 

would have complicated possession of a singular Royal Ka, if it did exist already in the Middle 

Kingdom. On the other hand, the campaigns of the 17th dynasty to reassert a royal monopoly 

signal that the presence of other kings had become unacceptable. Accordingly, an attempt was 

made to reconstitute royal authority in a single person or closed group, which defined itself as 

the preserver of true Egyptian culture against that of foreign invaders. The present study does not 

seek to answer whether this involved the adoption of Middle Kingdom models of divinity or the 

creation of a new program of kingship, but it will investigate whether this (re)constitution of 

royal divinity can be traced to The Royal Ka. 

2.2. Chronological Outline and Discussion of the Evidence 

2.2.1. The Late 17th Dynasty through the Reigns of Seqenenre Tao and Kamose 

2.2.1.1. CG JE 67857, Wooden Panel of Intef VII from Deir el-Bahari 

                                                
25 See Stephen Quirke, "Ways to Measure Thirteenth Dynasty Royal Power from Inscribed 
Objects," in The Second Intermediate Period (Thirteenth-Seventeenth Dynasties): Current 
Research, Future Prospects, ed. Marcel Marée, Orientalia Lovaniensi Analecta 192 (Walpole: 
Peeters, 2010). 
26 See especially Kim S. Ryholt, The Political Situation in Egypt during the Second Intermediate 
Period c. 1800-1550 B.C., Carsten Niebuhr Publications 20 (Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum 
Press, 1997). 
27 See Nadine Moeller, Gregory Marouard, and Natasha Ayers, "Discussion of Late Middle 
Kingdom and Early Second Intermediate Period History and Chronology in Relation to the 
Khayan Sealings from Tell Edfu," Ägypten und Levante 21 (2011). 
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 No late 17th or early 18th dynasty evidence survives of the living king directly interacting 

with an earlier officeholder before the reign of Amenhotep I. Yet, there are indications that 

certain practices of ancestor worship, which are visible later, probably existed already during this 

period. This is especially true in the case of Mentuhotep II, a royal ancestor held in reverence by 

the early 18th dynasty. 28 This is not surprising given that the late 17th and early 18th dynasties 

were trying to emulate his reunification of the country and thus attempted to associate 

themselves with him.29 Early evidence of this is a wooden panel from the mid 17th dynasty, CG 

JdE 67857, made by Nubkheperre Intef VII30 and found in the temple of Mentuhotep II at Deir 

el-Bahari in western Thebes (see figure 2.1).31 The panel bears a single line of text at the bottom 

that extends from the center in both directions. From the center to left, the text reads ꜥnḫ ntr nfr 

nb tꜣ.wy sꜣ Rꜥ (Ini.n-it⸗f)| […] “may the good god live, lord of the two lands, the son of Re, Intef 

[…].” That from the center to the right reads ꜥnḫ ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy ny-sw.t bi.ty (Nbw-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| 

                                                
28 The 18th dynasty continued a long tradition of pharaohs associating themselves with 
Mentuhotep II, a practice attested since the 12th dynasty. For evidence of his veneration at Deir 
el-Bahari by Senwosret III and Sobekhotep IV, see Edouard Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at 
Deir el-Bahari Part I, Memoir of the Egypt Exploration Fund 28 (London: The Egypt 
Exploration Fund, 1907), 57-60 and 69, pl. XXIV. 
29 See Alfred Grimm and Sylvia Schoske, Im Zeichen des Mondes: Ägypten zu Beginn des Neuen 
Reiches  (Munich: Staatliche Sammlung Ägyptischer Kunst, München, 1999), 47. 
30 The number assigned to this Intef follows Ryholt 1997. For the complications with this and 
alternative suggestions, see Thomas Schneider, "The Relative Chronology of the Middle 
Kingdom and the Hyksos Period (Dyns. 12-17)," in Ancient Egyptian Chronology, ed. Erik 
Hornung, Rolf Krauss, and David A. Warburton, Handbook of Oriental Studies, Section One 83 
(Leiden: Brill, 2006), 183-192. 
31 For the publication, see Moharram Kamal, "Gift of His Majesty King Farouk Ist to the 
Egyptian Museum," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 38 (1938): 19-20, pl. IV, who 
called the king Antef VIII. The panel as well as its find spot was also mentioned in Dieter 
Arnold, "Deir el-Bahari," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 1, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Eberhard Otto 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1975), 1008. 
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mr⌈y⌉ [Imn nb ns.w]t32 tꜣ.wy ⌈di ꜥnḫ⌉, “live the good god, the lord of the two lands, the king of 

Upper and Lower Egypt, Nubkheperre, belov⌈ed⌉ of [Amun lord of the throne]s of the two lands, 

⌈given life⌉.” 

Despite this short text and the general dearth of information pertaining to this panel (for 

example, it is not known to what kind of structure or piece of furniture the panel originally 

belonged), it is possible to make some basic observations relevant to Bell’s Royal Ka. The fact 

that it comes from the sanctuary of the temple of Mentuhotep II33 demonstrates reverence for this 

king, but it is difficult to be more specific, since the texts stress only that the king is beloved of 

Amun; no explicit connection with Mentuhotep II is made (or preserved). Yet, the panel’s 

placement in the temple of this king is implies that Intef VII did in some way desire to be 

associated and to interact with his predecessor. This interaction could imply that possession of 

The Royal Ka could have been at stake.  

In this regard, Intef VII’s self-presentation deserves comment. The preserved texts in 

both directions are notable for their use of the epithet, “good god.” As noted in §2.1.2.4., this is 

an explicit claim of some form of divinity. Since this title is also the first provided in both 

directions, it can be understood hierarchically to be the most important.34 Of course, the use of 

                                                
32 The name and titles of Amun have been hacked out, indicating that this object was still visible 
in the temple during the Amarna period.  
33 For the find spot, see Arnold 1975, 1008. Further evidence of Intef VII’s activities at Deir el-
Bahari could be several inscriptions on the enclosure wall of the 11th dynasty temple that bear the 
phrase “Intef, given life,” as noted in H. E. Winlock, The Rise and Fall of the Middle Kingdom in 
Thebes  (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1947), 64-65, pl. 38A. Winlock believed this 
Intef to be a son of Mentuhotep II who predeceased him, but it is entirely uncertain to which 
Intef these inscriptions refer.  
34 For the rank and order of titles, see Klaus Baer, Rank and Title in the Old Kingdom  (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1960). 
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this epithet was not an invention of Intef VII, and it has a long history of earlier and later use.35 

From its appearance on the panel, it is clear that Intef VII was able to call himself a god in the 

presence of a royal ancestor, who could also be called a good god.36 Yet, given the poor state of 

preservation of the 11th dynasty temple and overall lack of context for this title, Intef VII’s 

monument, and its function, it is impossible to further evaluate whether Intef VII’s divinity was 

distinguished from that of Mentuhotep II37 and if this can be traceable to possession of Bell’s 

Royal Ka. 

2.2.1.2. Louvre E 15682, Statue of Prince Ahmose 

 The panel above implies the veneration of royal ancestors, but it is not until the reign of 

Seqenenre Tao that explicit evidence for the worship of a member of the royal family by a king 

of the 17th dynasty survives. Yet, the figure worshipped is not a past officeholder like 

Mentuhotep II, to whom the rulers of the 17th dynasty desired to liken themselves, but a 

deceased, young member of the king’s family, the prince Ahmose. A statue of him, now in the 

Louvre (E 15682), shows a young man seated on a throne.38 The identity of the figure is clearly 

                                                
35 Note that this is not the first use of these epithets during the 17th dynasty. For example, see 
Polz 2007, 323, Kat. 319, Abb. 392 for a socket of a statue, which applies the epithets “good 
god” and “lord of the two lands” to Sobekemsaf II.  
36 For example, this epithet is applied to Mentuhotep II on the lunette of Senwosret III’s stele 
dedicated to this king also found at Deir el-Bahari. See Naville 1907, pl. XXIV. 
37 For example, proponents of Stock and Berlev’s interpretations of ntr nfr as “young god” or 
“living god on earth” might attempt to contrast Intef VII’s divinity as such with that of 
Mentuhotep II. Without further evidence and the lack of context for Intef VII’s use of this title in 
the 11th dynasty temple, however, it is impossible to make any conclusions. 
38 For the statue see primarily Barbotin 2008, 96-97; Christophe Barbotin, "Un intercesseur 
dynastique à l'aube du Nouvel Empire. La statue du prince Iâhmès," La Revue des Musées de 
France, Revue du Louvre 55, no. 4 (2005): 19-28 and 19, nn. 12-15 for a summary of previous 
scholarship. It unfortunately does not have a provenance, but ibid., 26 suggested that it might 
come from Dra Abu el-Naga, Abydos, or Karnak. The statue has a few unique elements like 
traces of gilding on the sandals and a small niche on the back of the statue’s head, presumably 
for the attachment of a crown or diadem. Both of these features normally only appear on statues 
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established by inscriptions; for example, the text on the belt of his kilt reads sꜣ ny-sw.t Iꜥḥ-ms, 

“the son of the king, Ahmose.” In the preserved offering formula on the central back column of 

the throne, Ahmose’s name and title are given in a bit more detail.39 Here the offering is said to 

be for the kꜣ n sꜣ ny-sw.t smsw Iꜥḥ-ms mꜣꜥ-ḫrw, “the ka of the eldest son of the king, Ahmose, the 

justified.” Texts in vertical columns on the front, sides, and back of the throne provide further 

information about the identity of this prince and the reason for the statue’s creation.  

Text to the left40 of the statue’s legs continuing on to the top of the footrest (Barbotin’s 
column C):  

 
in ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy sꜣ Rꜥ (T-ꜥꜣ)| di ꜥnḫ d.t sꜥnḫ rn⸗f41 ir⸗k n⸗f smw42 nfr m hr[.t] hrw  

 
“It is the good god, the lord of the two lands, the son of Re, Tao, given life forever, who 
causes that his name live, so that you (prince Ahmose) might do good things for him 
(Tao) daily.” 

 
Text in two vertical columns on the left of the throne:43 

 
                                                
of kings, as noted by ibid., 24. Barbotin also pointed out that the large size (1.03 m x 0.36 x 0.56 
m) makes the statue somewhat anomalous, as statues of this size are otherwise unknown for the 
period. Yet another strange feature of this statue is the intentional measures taken to neutralize 
the potential mobility of the prince. Holes, presumably for binding ropes, painted in red were 
first carved near the limbs of the statue. This was apparently considered insufficient, and the 
figure’s arms and legs were then intentionally hacked out. This was not a damnatio memoriae, as 
pointed out by ibid., 24-26, since the prince’s name and the majority of his features were left 
intact. The alterations seem to have been intended to prevent the statue from undertaking any 
harmful actions, while still allowing the name of Ahmose to live. For binding, the color red, and 
general immobilization, see Robert K. Ritner, The Mechanics of Ancient Egyptian Magical 
Practice, Fourth ed., Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 54 (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2008), especially 111-172. 
39 There is another offering formula that extends from the right of the figure’s legs to the top of 
the footrest, but the text giving prince’s name and titles has been lost. 
40 Note that all directions are given from the viewer’s perspective unless otherwise noted.  
41 The same phrase is repeated on the right column on the back of the throne.  
42 For the word smw, see Rainer Hannig, Großes Hanwörterbuch, Ägyptisch - Deutsch (2800-
950 v. Chr). Kulturgeschichte der antiken Welt 64 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1995), 701a. See 
also Wb IV, 120/11-13 for sm as a transitive verb attested in the Middle Kingdom, especially 
used to express care for widows, the hungry, and those whose mother has passed away. 
43 The text in two columns on the right of the throne is nearly identical, except in the specific 
titles and epithets of the daughter of the king, Ahmose.  
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(1) in sn.t⸗f sꜥnḫ rn⸗f sꜣ.t ny-sw.t wr.t Iꜥḥ-ms (2) ir⸗k n⸗s sm nb nfr m hr.t-ntr sꜣ.t ny-sw.t 
Iꜥḥ-ms 

 
“It is his sister who causes that his name live, the great44 daughter of the king, Ahmose, 
so that you might do everything good for her in the necropolis, the daughter of the king, 
Ahmose.” 

 
Text in the left column on the back of the throne: 

 
in sꜣ.t ny-sw.t wr.t hnm.t nfr(.t) ḥd.t45 Iꜥḥ-ḥtp (s)ꜥnḫ rn⸗f 

 
“It is the great daughter of the king, the good one who puts on the white crown, Ahhotep, 
who (makes) live his name.” 

 
 The importance of this statue for the purposes of this study rests on the divine identity of 

prince Ahmose46 in relation to that of the king. This is not a matter of comparing the divinity of 

officeholders, those who bear or bore The Royal Ka, but of an officeholder and a deceased 

member of the royal family. The offerings are for the ka of the prince and not The Royal Ka, and 

                                                
44 Or perhaps “elder,” as suggested by Barbotin 2005, 24. 
45 Or perhaps hnm.t ḥd.t nfr(.t). For this phrase, see Wb III, 378/20; Silke Roth, Die 
Königsmütter des Alten Ägypten von der Frühzeit bis zum Ende der 12. Dynastie, Ägypten und 
Altes Testament 46 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2001), 229. 
46 Ahmose is identified as the eldest son of Seqenenre Tao, which by all indications should be 
taken at face value. More debatable is whether this Ahmose is the same Ahmose-Sapair, who 
was venerated later in the New Kingdom alongside Amenhotep I. For the suggestion that this 
Ahmose was indeed Ahmose-Sapair and that this figure’s later veneration was directly inspired 
by this statue, see Barbotin 2008, 97; Claude Vandersleyen, "L'identite d'Ahmes Sapair," Studien 
zur altägyptischen Kultur 10 (1983): 311-324; Yasmin M. El Shazly, "Divine Princes in Deir el-
Medina," in Joyful in Thebes: Egyptological Studies in Honor of Betsy M. Bryan, ed. Richard 
Jasnow and Kara Cooney, Material and Visual Culture of Ancient Egypt 1 (Atlanta: Lockwood 
Press, 2015), 424. More often, however, Ahmose-Sapair has been identified as the short-lived 
son of pharaoh Ahmose, who was portrayed on the Donation Stele and whose mummy was 
found in the Deir el-Bahari cache. See, for example, Grimm and Schoske 1999, 41; Michel 
Gitton, Les divines épouses de la 18e dynastie, Centre de Recherches d'Histoire Ancienne 61 
(Paris: Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1984), 15, n. 30; Claude Vandersleyen, 
"Sapaïr," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 5, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1984), 385-386. Chris Bennet, "Thutmosis I and Ahmse-Sapaïr," 
Göttinger Miszellen 141 (1994): 36, on the other hand, has argued that Ahmose-Sapair should be 
identified as a descendent of the Ahmosid line and father of Thutmose I. For a brief summary of 
the debate, see Aidan Dodson, "Crown Prince Djhutmose and the Royal Sons of the Eighteenth 
Dynasty," Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 76 (1990): 91-92 with notes. 
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this is not surprising, since Ahmose never held the royal office. Furthermore, the prince does 

good things specifically in the necropolis, which indicates that he was dead at the time of the 

statue’s production and that he predeceased his father. Even if he were designated for future 

possession of The Royal Ka, this and the apotheosis which is believed to have accompanied it 

never came to fruition. Yet, Bell recognized the distinction between The Royal Ka and the ka of 

each individual even in the case of officeholders.47 A brief comparison of the divinity of king 

and prince is therefore justified, since this can later be compared with the divinity of the living 

and deceased king, who did previously possess The Royal Ka.  

Prince Ahmose might not have achieved divinity through possession of The Royal Ka, 

but this does not imply that he was not divine. Some form of divinity does seem to appertain to 

him, since the statue of the prince is said to possess superhuman power so effective that the king 

and royal women appeal to him for sm(w) (nb) nfr, “all good actions / things.” But the efficacy 

of his power is also contextualized, and it is specified as being in the necropolis. As one who 

could wield superhuman powers after death and intervene in the affairs of the living, the prince 

can be identified as an akh, a member of the blessed, justified dead.48 Even though the prince is 

not explicitly labeled as ntr “divine” unlike the king, who is called ntr nfr, the sphere of efficacy 

                                                
47 See Bell 1985, 260. 
48 As an appeal by the living addressed to an akh, the statue can be considered a three-
dimensional representation of a letter to the dead. For this claim, see Barbotin 2005, 24. This 
statue is the only such three-dimensional, royal letter from the New Kingdom, but it can be 
compared with a statue base donated by a daughter of Psamtek I to Amenhotep son of Hapu. The 
inscription on that statue specifies that it was donated so that Amenhotep would cure her eyes. 
For this statue, see Wildung 1977, 277-278; Henri Wild, "Ex-voto d'une princesse saïte à 
l'adresse d'Amen-hotep-fils de Hapou," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts 
Abteilung Kairo 16 (1958). For letters to the dead in general, see Sylvie Donnat-Beauquier, 
Écrire à ses morts  (Grenoble: Jérôme Millon, 2014); Alan H. Gardiner and Kurt Sethe, Egyptian 
Letters to the Dead, Mainly from the Old and Middle Kingdoms  (London: The Egypt 
Exploration Society, 1928); Ritner 2008, 180-183 for a discussion and list of additional sources. 
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and larger cultural context indicate that he was still considered divine. The recognition of 

Ahmose’s divinity as an akh, however, broaches the larger issue of the nuanced distinctions 

between Royal Ka divinity and the divinity of both deceased kings and non-officeholders. 

Additionally, it should be asked whether Ahmose’s association with the king and royal family 

distinguished him from other akhs or deceased kings. It is impossible to explore answers to these 

questions based on this single statue, but these issues will be considered later when additional 

evidence becomes available.  

2.2.2. The Reign of Ahmose 

2.2.2.1. CG 34002, Tetisheri Stele 

 The Tetisheri stele outlines the origins of and donations to the cult of Tetisheri by 

Ahmose and his wife, Ahmose-Nefertari.49 It was found in situ in her temple, which is located 

between the temple and tomb of Ahmose at Abydos. The lunette shows mirror scenes of Ahmose 

dedicating offerings to Tetisheri, whose two images are seated back to back on thrones. Both 

scenes are situated entirely beneath a winged disc.50 Ahmose is identified as (1) Ḥr Kꜣ-m-Wꜣs.t 

(in serekh) (2) ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Nb-pḥ.ty-Rꜥ)| (3) sꜣ Rꜥ n h.t⸗f (Iꜥḥ-ms)| (4) di ꜥnḫ d.t, “(1) Horus 

the Bull in Thebes, (2) the good god, lord of the two lands, Nebpehtyre, (3) the son of Re of his 

body, Ahmose, (4) given life forever.” Tetisheri is labeled as (1) ḥm.t ny-sw.t mw.t ny-sw.t (Tti-

                                                
49 For the publication of the stele, CG 34002, see Urk. IV, 26-29; Andrea Klug, Königliche 
Stelen in der Zeit von Ahmose bis Amenophis III, Monumenta Aegyptiaca 8 (Turnhout: Brepols, 
2002), 15-21; Lacau 1909-1957, 5-7, pls. II-III. 
50 Robins 1997, 143-144 pointed out that the use of the winged disc on stelae is itself a sign of 
royalty or divinity. Gods, kings, and members of the royal family were usually placed under the 
wings of the disc, while non-royal figures stood beneath udjat eyes. 
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šri)| (2) ꜥnḫ.ti d.t, “(1) the wife of the king, the mother of the king, Tetisheri, (2) living 

forever.”51  

Even though the stele shows the king before his grandmother and not another 

officeholder, it is still possible to analyze the monument in terms of the royal ancestor cult and 

royal divinity. The Horus name of the king might mark his possession of The Royal Ka as the 

living king (see §2.1.2.1.). This divinity is perhaps further reiterated by his explicit labeling as 

ntr nfr, “good god” (see §2.1.2.4.). Tetisheri on the other hand would have been considered 

divine through her identity as an akh, since she was a non-officeholder who was deceased by the 

time of the stele’s erection. The stele would thus show the king as divine by means of The Royal 

Ka and Tetisheri as divine by means of having achieved akh-status. Given the epithets of 

                                                
51 The title “(great) royal wife” is not usually used for Tetisheri. In most cases, she is called only 
“mother of the king.” See, for example, the Armant stele of Ahmose in H. M. Stewart, Egyptian 
Stelae, Reliefs and Paintings from the Petrie Collection. Part One: The New Kingdom  
(Warminster: Aris & Phillips Ltd., 1976), 1, pl. 1; Klug 2002, 47-48. This stele shows Ahmose 
followed by Tetisheri, who both face the god Montu. However, since only the very beginning of 
their titles and the top of Ahmose’s white crown is preserved, a detailed discussion is not 
provided here. For additional evidence for the worship of Tetishiri, see a now missing seated 
statue of the queen, where she is called mw.t ny-sw.t (Tti-šri)| mꜣ[ꜥ.t-ḫrw …] “mother of the 
king, Tetisheri, the ju[stified …]. This statue was not donated by Ahmose I but by imy-rꜣ Sn⸗i-
snb sꜥnḫ [rn⸗s …], “the overseer, Seniseneb, who makes [her name] live […].” The other 
recorded texts on the statue are offering formulae. For its publication, see Henri Gauthier, 
"Monuments et fragments appartenant à l'Institut français d'Archéologie orientale du Caire," 
Bulletin de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 12 (1916): 128-130, pl. II. In his argument 
concerning the more well-known statue of Tetisheri, BM 22558, now recognized as a fake, W. 
Vivian Davies, The statuette of Queen Tetisheri: A reconsideration, British Museum Occasional 
Paper 36 (London: British Museum 1984), suggested that this poorly preserved statue was the 
model on which the forgery was based. Furthermore, compare Seniseneb’s statue of Tetisheri 
with a statue from Thebes now in the Kestner Museum in Hanover, Inv. 1935.200.106. The text 
on the statue, published in Irmgard  Woldering, Ausgewählte Werke der aegyptischen Sammlung  
(Hannover: Kestner-Museum, 1955), 65-66, pl. 26 is not visible, but a translation is provided. 
This states that the statue was donated to a woman, Tetiseneb, by her daughter and a royal sandal 
maker. All these statues are quite similar and indicate the existence of similar practices for 
ancestors in both the royal and elite spheres.  
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Tetisheri and the context of the image in the lunette, however, this interpretation is overly 

simple.  

On the lunette, both Ahmose and Tetisheri are said to be living forever. It is 

understandable why this epithet could be applied to the living divine king, but it at first seems 

surprising to find it used for Tetisheri. “Living forever,” or a similar epithet like “given life,” 

seems to mark the person to whom it is applied as alive (see §2.1.2.1.). In his article, Bell was 

clear that only divine beings can be worshipped or receive offerings,52 as Tetisheri does in the 

lunette. Since she is a non-officeholder and is marked as living, however, Tetisheri should not be 

divine and should not be able to receive a cult. Given the overall context of the stele and the fact 

that these offerings seem to derive from her funerary cult, one would expect her to be labeled as 

mꜣꜥ.t-ḫrw, “justified.” Since this epithet implied that an individual has been vindicated in the 

court of the afterlife and admitted to the following of Osiris as an akh, this would provide her 

with divinity and allow her to receive offerings. This epithet is in fact used for her in the text on 

the body of the stele. Ahmose there remarks (7) …ink (8) pw sḫꜣ.n⸗i mw.t mw⌈.t⌉(⸗i) mw.t it(⸗i) 

ḥm.t ny-sw.t wr.t mw.t ny-sw.t (Tti-šri)| mꜣꜥ.t-ḫrw…, “(7) …as for me, (8) it is because I have 

remembered the mother of (my) moth⌈er⌉, the mother of (my) father, the great wife of the king, 

the mother of the king, Tetisheri, the justified….” Tetisheri’s titles in this text are largely the 

same as those in the lunette above (she is further qualified as the “great” wife of the king in the 

body of the stele), but here she is dead, “justified,” while above she is alive, “living forever.” The 

reason why she is said to be both living and dead on the same stele is provided by the same 

passage translated above. As Ahmose recounts, the king remembers the queen as a living 

                                                
52 See Bell 1985, especially 259-262, 269-271, 280, and 283-284. 
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woman, and it is this memory which is depicted in the lunette. This also explains why Ahmose-

Nefertari is mentioned on the body of the stele but not shown on the lunette; she is not 

remembered by the king but only present at the time of his recollection. 

This resolves one issue, but it reveals a larger problem with Bell’s Royal Ka and the 

understanding of divinity on which it depends. As explained in §2.1.2.1., the existence of The 

Royal Ka relies on strict dichotomies between life and death and human and divine. On the 

lunette of the stele, however, all of these dichotomies appear confused and overlapping. On the 

one hand, Tetisheri is represented as divine and deceased, since she receives a funerary cult. On 

the other hand, however, the Tetisheri that receives this cult is the living image remembered by 

Ahmose. Yet, this does not invalidate the queen’s ability to receive offerings or her divinity. This 

has two possible implications. The first is to abandon the assumptions that only divine beings 

may receive cults or that “living forever” and “justified” can be taken as markers of life or death. 

Another, more attractive possibility is to view the queen as possessing multiple, overlapping 

identities. She is represented both as a living mortal queen and a divine akh on the same stele and 

even in the same image. This interpretation reveals Bell’s dichotomies to be problematic, since 

markers of life and death and the divine statuses they predicate cannot be neatly separated. If 

Tetisheri is shown to be living, dead, divine, and human all at once, the strict distinctions on 

which the existence of The Royal Ka depends fall into contradiction. From this perspective, it 

seems meaningless to define Tetisheri categorically as either human or divine. Instead of 

understanding concepts like divinity and death as inflexible categories, a richer and less 

contradictory analysis is achieved if such categories are abandoned in favor of a more fluid 

conception of divinity.  
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Further complicating the divinity of Tetisheri and the position of The Royal Ka is her 

hierarchically superior position on the lunette. Since she is seated and receives offerings from the 

standing king, she is therefore shown as the most prestigious figure. Bell did not explicitly 

compare the divinity of The Royal Ka with the divinity of other divine individuals. Yet, his 

emphasis of The Royal Ka over the ka of each individual king implied that The Royal Ka, the 

divinity of the office, should be superior to the divinity of an individual after death. From this 

perspective, Ahmose I should be superior to Tetisheri, whether she is considered either a living 

human or a divine akh. Yet, the Tetisheri stele clearly does not reflect this. The purpose of the 

stele and the overall context allows Tetisheri to claim the hierarchically superior position. This 

hierarchy does not necessarily imply that Tetisheri was more divine than Ahmose53 but only that 

principles of compositional hierarchy cannot be used to determine divinity.54  

2.2.2.2. Worship of Other Kings 

Given the absence of pictorial or textual evidence for the direct worship of past kings 

before the early 18th dynasty, Bell’s theory has thus far been analyzed mostly in terms of the 

divinity of the king as compared with that of his family members. There is plentiful evidence for 

the king’s veneration of previous officeholders during the reign of Amenhotep I, but there is only 

one fragmentary and ambiguous example from the reign of Ahmose. This does not directly show 

Ahmose with a previous officeholder, but it may indicate interest in the cult of Mentuhotep II at 

Deir el-Bahari. The stele is unprovenanced, but it is part of a collection of other objects known to 

                                                
53 Compare with the comments of Klug 2002, 15-21, who seemed to recognize the ambiguity and 
remains non-committal, saying only that Tetisheri was granted the position of a god on the 
lunette.  
54 For the connection of hierarchies of divinity with principles of compositional hierarchy, see 
§1.2.5.; El Shazly 2008, ii; El Shazly 2015, 236-237. 
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have come from the area.55 Only the lunette and the first three and a half lines of text are 

preserved. The lunette shows Ahmose offering wine to Amen-Re, Lord of the Thrones of the 

Two Lands. The text on the body of the stele is a record of (1) tꜣš rsy iꜣbty ḥnk.n ny-sw.t ⌈bi.ty⌉ 

(2) (Nb-pḥ.ty-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ n h.t⸗f (Iꜥḥ-ms)| di ꜥnḫ d.t, “(1) the southeastern boundary (of the land), 

which the king of Upper and ⌈Lower⌉ Egypt, (2) Nebpehtyre, son of Re of his body, Ahmose, 

given life forever, donated.” The stele might thus have originally marked the southeastern 

boundary of land donated to Amun-Re at Deir el-Bahari.56 If so, it may show interest with the 

site and Mentuhotep II’s temple, a trend already attested under Intef VII that grew during the 

reign of Amenhotep I. On the other hand, it might relate to a local Theban cult for this king, but 

evidence for such a cult is otherwise unattested.57 Obviously, the context and content of this stele 

are too ambiguous to derive any secure conclusions, but it is worth mentioning, since it may 

anticipate practices that become visible during the reign of Amenhotep I.  

2.2.3. The Reign of Amenhotep I 

2.2.3.1. Amenhotep I’s Chapel for Ahmose at Abydos 

With the reign of Amenhotep I comes the first evidence for Bell’s Royal Ka in the 

context of ancestor worship. This is a fragment of relief from Amenhotep I’s Osiris chapel at 

                                                
55 For the stele, see I. E. S. Edwards, "Lord Differin's Excavations at Deir El-Bahari and the 
Clandeboye Collection," Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 51 (1965): 24-25, pl. X/23. 
56 See ibid., 24. 
57 Ahmose’s cult is not known from Thebes but is well attested at Abydos. For the cults of 
Ahmose at Abydos, see Stephen P. Harvey, "The Cults of King Ahmose at Abydos" (PhD 
Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1998). These cults continued to function for some time, 
as is attested by a stele recording an oracle of Ahmose from the reign of Ramses II. For this stele, 
see Jacques J. Clère, "La légende d'une scène d'oracle," in Festschrift für Siegfried Schott zu 
seinem 70. Geburtstag, ed. Wolfgang Helck (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1968); Georges Legrain, 
"Un miracle d'Ahmès Ier à Abydos sous le règne de Ramsès II," Annales du Service des 
Antiquités de l'Égypte 16 (1916).  
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Kom es-Sultan, Abydos.58 This building, later incorporated into Thutmose III’s temple, is badly 

damaged, and only a few reliefs survive. The presence of both Amenhotep I and Ahmose in its 

decorative program has led to much speculation as to the building’s intended function. Harvey 

interpreted the building as the location for a cult of Ahmose carried out by the living king, 

analogous to later 18th dynasty temples of millions of years in western Thebes.59 He also related 

the structure to the “personified Royal Ka,” noting that it stood directly above a 6th dynasty ka 

chapel. Kemp on the other hand saw the building as an Osiris temple that included a cultic suite 

for Ahmose.60 Given the fragmentary nature of the surviving evidence, the overall identity and 

function of the chapel must remain ambiguous, but it is clear from relief fragments that 

Amenhotep I constructed the chapel for both Osiris and his father, Ahmose. 

Among these fragmentary images is one which names and depicts a ka spirit matching 

Bell’s description of The Royal Ka (see figure 2.2, lower left relief fragment). It preserves a 

single line of text between a torso of Osiris on the right and a left arm on the left. The text 

between them, ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w, “foremost of living kas,” reads from left to right and can therefore 

be associated with the human figure whose arm is visible. This is a slightly abbreviated version 

of the epithet “foremost of all living kas,” which Bell connects with The Royal Ka.61 A second 

                                                
58 For publication and discussion of this fragmentary monument, see W. M. Flinders Petrie, 
Abydos I  (London: The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1902), 29-30 and 43-44, pls. LXII-LXIV and 
frontispiece; W. M. Flinders Petrie, Abydos II  (London: The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1903), 18, 
pls. XLVIII and LVII; E. R. Ayrton, C. T. Currelly, and A. E.  Weigall, Abydos III  (London: 
The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1904), 51, pl. XXI; Barry J. Kemp, "The Osiris Temple at 
Abydos," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 23 (1968): 140-
146, fig. 141; Harvey 1998, 92-95 and 412-413, fig. 417. 
59 See Harvey 1998, 92-95. 
60 See Kemp 1968, 142-143. 
61 See Bell 1985, especially 267. In support of this, he cited Peter Kaplony, "Ka," in Lexikon der 
Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1980), 
281, n. 223.  
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fragment shows a partially preserved anthropomorphic ka figure (see figure 2.2, upper left relief 

fragment). Only the back-right shoulder and headdress survive, but the lower left side of a ka 

sign can be seen on its head. The inscription behind it reads [kꜣ ny]-⌈sw.t⌉ ḫnt dbꜣ.t […],62 “The 

⌈Roy⌉[al ka], foremost of the robing room […].”63 Despite the clear existence of the figure that 

Bell identifies as The Royal Ka, it is impossible to determine with whom the figure was 

associated or how exactly it was related to Amenhotep I, Ahmose, or both. Any interpretation 

beyond the existence of a figure matching Bell’s description must therefore remain guesswork. 

Other, better-preserved reliefs from the same structure, which do not portray Bell’s Royal 

Ka, do show Ahmose in the chapel of his successor (see figure 2.3). Most of the surviving scenes 

show Amenhotep I wearing the white or red crown before Osiris, lord of Abydos or Foremost of 

the Westerners, who wears the white crown, a tight white robe, and a red cloth around his neck. 

One figure towards the far left, however, which on the facsimile resembles an Osiride figure, is 

quite distinct. The usual red cloth around the neck is missing, he wears the red crown instead of 

the white, and he has a straight, royal beard instead of a curved one. Furthermore, it is clear from 

a photograph of the block that he is not dressed as Osiris in a tight-fitting white robe; the figure’s 

red skin is not covered by a garment (see figure 2.4). The accompanying texts, though 

fragmentary, clearly identify this figure as Ahmose. The surviving portions (see figure 2.3) read 

[… s]ꜣ [R]ꜥ ⌈n⌉ [h.t⸗f (Iꜥ]ḥ-ms)| [di ꜥnḫ] mi [R]ꜥ “[… s]on of [R]e ⌈of⌉ [his body, A]hmose, 

[given life] like [R]e.” The figure facing Ahmose unfortunately has not survived, so it is 

impossible to comment on whether this could have been Amenhotep I or what the precise 

                                                
62 The top of an additional sign is visible below the house determinative, though I am uncertain 
as to whether this is the top of a mi or an ꜥnḫ. 
63 For the epithets of the ka of the king, see Schweitzer 1956, 55-57. Compare this epithet with 
ḫnt pr-dwꜣ.t, attested on the alabaster chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I, §2.2.4.1. 
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relationship between both kings was. This scene can, however, be compared with other images 

of Amenhotep I before Osiris from the same chapel. For example, in two scenes to the immediate 

left of the scene with Ahmose, Amenhotep I is shown wearing the white crown before Osiris (see 

figure 2.3). In the text labeling these scenes, the king is called ny-sw.t bi.ty nb ir.t ḫ.t (Dsr-kꜣ-

Rꜥ)| “king of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of ritual, Djeserkare” and ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy nb ir.t ḫ.t sꜣ 

[Rꜥ] ([Imn-ḥtp])| “the good god, lord of the two lands, lord of ritual, son of [Re, Amenhotep].64 

Even though Bell’s Royal Ka does not appear in the surviving portions of these scenes, it 

might be possible to use these reliefs to identify The Royal Ka by means of the approach that 

attempts to map distinctions of divinity onto the royal prenomen and nomen (see §2.1.2.3.). 

Here, Amenhotep I is identified as “good god,” “son of [Re],” and “king of Upper and Lower 

Egypt,” but the surviving depiction of Ahmose names him only as “[s]on of [R]e.” If viewed 

through the framework of The Royal Ka, it might be suggested that Amenhotep I could be 

named by both nomen and prenomen, since as the reigning king he was both human by birth and 

divine through his possession of The Royal Ka. According to this, his prenomen and the title 

“good god” would highlight his divine identity as The Royal Ka, while his nomen would mark 

only the human king, who possessed a ka like that of everyone else. Ahmose, on the other hand, 

could only be addressed by his nomen, since he was deceased and no longer possessed The 

Royal Ka.65 The fragmentary nature of the evidence, however, makes it difficult to comment on 

                                                
64 The facsimile in Petrie 1902, pl. LXII shows a blank cartouche. Presumably this reflects 
unrestored Amarna damage.  
65 A coregency, as has occasionally been proposed for the reigns of Ahmose and Amenhotep I, 
would further complicate the issue. This would imply that Ahmose might also be considered 
alive here and that he therefore also could have possessed The Royal Ka. For the suggestion of a 
coregency, see William Murnane, Ancient Egyptian Coregencies, Studies in Ancient Oriental 
Civilization 40 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1977), 114-115. 
For a summary of related arguments, see Günther Vittmann, "Was there a coregency of Aḥmose 
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possible Osiride or any other form of divinity that Ahmose may have possessed. His iconography 

appears distinct from that of both Amenhotep I and Osiris, but to what extent this is so is unclear. 

In general, it is dangerous to draw firm conclusions when so little of the structure is preserved, 

and more evidence must be analyzed before concluding whether the premonen and nomen can be 

used to mark possession of The Royal Ka and distinguish different forms of royal divinity.  

2.2.3.2. CG 34165, Stele from Gebelein  

Amenhotep I also connected himself with Ahmose on a fragmentary stele from Gebelein, 

CG 34165 (see figure 2.5; in the description below, columns have been numbered 1-9 from left 

to right).66 Unfortunately, no picture is published and its exact date is unknown, but it is assumed 

to date to the reign of Amenhotep I.67 Lacau described the limestone stele as having two main 

registers, the first of which contains two groups of texts. The group on the right has three 

surviving columns (column numbers 7-5) that read right to left and a fourth on the right, which 

                                                
with Amenophis I?," Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 60 (1974): 250-251; Harvey 1998, 33-35. 
The argument for this coregency is based not only on objects which bear the names of both 
kings, but also on the specific titles given to Ahmose-Nefertari on the Maasara stelae of Ahmose. 
She is called not only ḥm.t ny-sw.t, “wife of the king,” and sn.t ny-sw.t, “sister of the king,” but 
also mw.t ny-sw.t, “mother of the king.” This has led to the suggestion that both her 
husband/brother, Ahmose, and her son, Amenhotep I, must have been kings at this time. There is 
no reason, however, to assume that these titles must imply that Ahmose was still living at the 
time. After his death, she would still have been the “wife of the king,” as well as now being 
“mother of the king.” For this reason and since the existence of a coregency in general is not 
often accepted, the possibility has been rejected here. For the publication of the twin Maasara 
stelae, see Urk. IV, 24-25; LD III, 3. See also the comments in ibid., 60-61 regarding their state 
of preservation. Since Luxor temple is of paramount importance to Bell’s theory of The Royal 
Ka, it should also be noted that a passage in the Maasara stelae had previously been understood 
as the first known attestation of this temple, Ip.t-rsy.t. However, this has since been convincingly 
reread as Ip.t-s.wt, “Karnak.” For this reading, see Ullmann 2002, 17-25. 
66 For the publication of this stele, see Lacau 1909-1957, 205. 
67 See Elisa Fiore Marochetti, "Gebelein," in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. Willeke 
Wendrich (Los Angeles: 2013) 5, who cited the stele as proof of royal activity at Gebelein during 
the early 18th dynasty. 
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reads left to right (column number 8). The text names (7) ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (6) (Dsr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| (5) di 

ꜥnḫ d.t (8) mr(?)68 Ḥw.t-Ḥr d[t…]69 “the good god, lord of the two lands, Djeserkare, given life 

forever, beloved of Hathor, for[ever…].”70 The group on the left preserves three columns 

(column numbers 2-4). The two in the center read left to right, and the last legible one on the left 

reads right to left. These name (3) ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy (4) (Nb-pḥt.t-Rꜥ)| (2) mr [..] d.t […]  

“the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands, Nebpehtyre, beloved of [..] forever 

[…].” 

When read through the lens of Bell’s theory, this stele might also support the existence of 

The Royal Ka. First, only Amenhotep I, the ruling king and possessor of The Royal Ka, is 

explicitly called divine; his epithet “good god” is replaced by “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” 

in the case of Ahmose. Furthermore, since only Amenhotep I is “given life,” this might indicate 

that only he was alive at the time of the stele’s creation. He would thus be the current possessor 

of The Royal Ka, which had departed Ahmose at the time of his death. It would then follow that 

only Amenhotep I is eligible to be called ntr nfr, since only he possesses The Royal Ka (see 

§2.1.2.4.). Ahmose is still permitted to retain his royal titles, “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” 

and “lord of the two lands,” but he is not divine except through a possible identification with 

Osiris, for which there is no evidence here. 

Such a reading, however, contradicts the logic used to identify Bell’s Royal Ka already 

discussed above. Specifically, the stele complicates the divine connotations of the prenomen and 

the nomen discussed in the context of the Abydos reliefs (see §2.1.2.3. for this approach and 

                                                
68 The question mark is included in Lacau’s publication. 
69 Because of the fragmentary nature of the text and frequent changes in the order and direction 
of the columns, column numbers have not been provided here. 
70 The association with Hathor is not surprising, since she was the local goddess of Gebelein.  
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§2.2.3.1. for the Abydos reliefs). According to the theory of The Royal Ka, Ahmose as a 

deceased king should not be considered divine except through his identification with Osiris. 

Here, however, the prenomen, thought to mark the divine, solar form of the living king, i.e. 

Bell’s Royal Ka, is used for Ahmose. In the case of the Abydos reliefs, it was suggested that the 

lack of this title might indicate that the same king did not possess The Royal Ka, since he was 

dead. Even though both monuments were most likely made after his death, one applies the 

prenomen to Ahmose and the other does not. Given this inconsistency, it seems that the 

distinction between prenomen and nomen cannot be used as evidence for Bell’s Royal Ka, and 

neither this stele nor the reliefs from Abydos can be used to identify it. 

2.2.3.3. CG 39376, Statue of Renenutet from Abydos 

Amenhotep I and Ahmose also appear together on a small limestone statue of Renenutet 

from Abydos, CG 39376.71 The statue was found in the casement of Ahmose’s Tetisheri complex 

located between his mortuary temple and tomb at Abydos. It shows the goddess Renenutet with a 

small, badly damaged figure seated on her lap.72 Two vertical columns of text run down the front 

of the throne and on to the top of the footrest, one on either side of the goddess’ legs. That on the 

left reads ntr nfr (Nb-pḥ(.ty)-Rꜥ)| mry Wsir nb Ꜣbdw [di] ꜥnḫ,73 “the good god, Nebpeh(ty)re, 

beloved of Osiris lord of Abydos, [given] life.” The column of text on the right reads ntr nfr 

                                                
71 For the publication of this statue, see Ayrton, Currelly, and Weigall 1904, 36 & 54, pl. L; 
Georges Daressy, Statues de divinités, Nos. 38001-39384, Catalogue général des antiquités 
égyptiennes du Musée du Caire (Cairo: L'Institut français d'archéologie orientale, 1906), 345, pl. 
LXIII. 
72 For the goddess Renenutet and her role in rearing the king, see Christine Beinlich-Seeber, 
"Renenutet," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 5, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf 
(Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1984), 232; Bonnet 1952, 803-804. 
73 Daressy provided the final two signs, which are unfortunately not visible in the published 
photographs, at the end of the column naming Ahmose. He included a missing sign followed by 
an ankh, which almost certainly should be read [di] ꜥnḫ, “given life.” 
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(Dsr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| mry Rnwt(.t) nb(.t) kꜣ ḥnw.t tꜣ.wy, “the good god, Djeserkare, beloved of 

Ren(en)ut(et), lady of the ka(?),74 mistress of the two lands.”  

Again, it at first seems possible to use a few of the approaches described in the 

introduction to identify The Royal Ka. Both Ahmose and Amenhotep I are called “good god,” 

explicitly marking both as divine (see §2.1.2.4.). By itself, this might indicate that they possessed 

the same form or degree of divinity. Yet, the two kings can be distinguished by the epithet, 

“beloved of Osiris,” used for Ahmose. Since the king was often identified with Osiris in 

mortuary contexts, this epithet might mark Ahmose as dead (see §2.1.2.1.). This would permit 

the existence of two “good gods” on the same statue, since the divinity of Ahmose would depend 

not on The Royal Ka but on his death and identification with Osiris. Note, however, that this 

logic contradicts two other approaches used to identify The Royal Ka. The first concerns the 

epithet di ꜥnḫ, here applied to Ahmose, as a marker of the living king (§2.1.2.1.). If Ahmose 

must be marked as dead through his identification with Osiris, then this epithet cannot be relied 

on to designate the living king and The Royal Ka. The contradiction involves the application of 

“good god,” which was supposedly used to distinguish Amenhotep I from Ahmose on the 

Gebelein stele discussed above (see §2.2.3.2.). In the context of that stele, the epithet was needed 

                                                
74 The reading of the goddess’ first epithet is tentative. The passage is not visible on either of the 

published photos, and it is reproduced without comment as  in Daressy 
1906, 345. One possibility is to read nb(.t) kꜣ ḥnw.t tꜣ.wy, assuming that the signs for the word 
ḥnw.t have been metathesized. Problems remain, however, since nb.t kꜣ does not appear to be an 
epithet used for Renenutet. The only attestations of the phrase come from the Graeco-Roman 
period, when Nb(.t)-kꜣ was the name of a lion-headed snake goddess who ruled over the first day 
of the month of Thoth in calendar lists. One might, however, see Renenutet as implicitly 
associated with kas as the mother of Nebehkau. For this association, see Goebs 2008, 330-331. 
For Renenutet, see Christian Leitz, Lexikon der ägyptischen Götter und Götterbezeichnungen, 
vol. 4, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 113 (Dudley: Peeters, 2002), 147. 
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to mark Amenhotep I as the living divine king and possessor of The Royal Ka as opposed to the 

deceased Ahmose, who is titled “king of Upper and Lower Egypt.” This approach cannot be 

correct, however, since “good god” is applied to both kings on the Renenutet statue. Even if 

Ahmose’s epithet “beloved of Osiris” marks him as divine only through his identification with 

Osiris, it is clear that “good god” is not a reliable method by which to determine possession of 

The Royal Ka. This statue proves that, like the prenomen and nomen, the epithets “given life” 

and “good god” cannot be used to detect or prove the existence of Bell’s Royal Ka.  

Furthermore, the same conclusion must be reached if the translation of ntr nfr as “young 

god” is adopted (see §2.1.2.5.). This alternate approach attempts to use the epithet to mark the 

living officeholder and possessor of The Royal Ka, contrasting his divinity with that of the 

deceased king, who was no longer a “young god.” If this were true, however, one would expect 

this epithet to be applied here only to Amenhotep I and not Ahmose. Instead, both are clearly 

“young gods.” This does not invalidate Stock and Berlev’s proposed translation, as the statue 

might have stressed the youth of both the current king and the deceased king, whose rebirth was 

desired. It only proves that this alternative approach to ntr nfr cannot be used to determine 

possession or existence of Bell’s Royal Ka.  

2.2.3.4. Monuments of Amenhotep I at Deir el-Bahari 

 Ahmose was not the only king included in the ideological program of Amenhotep I. 

Evidence for royal interest in Deir el-Bahari and Mentuhotep II, speculative under Ahmose (see 

§2.2.2.2.), is clearly visible during the reign of his successor. Building activity and dedications at 

the site, already attested under Intef VII (see §2.2.1.1.), intensified, and during the reign of 

Amenhotep I, fragmentary remains suggest that this king constructed his own temple next to that 
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of Mentuhotep II.75 Known primarily from mudbricks bearing the name of Amenhotep I and 

Ahmose-Nefertari and a mudbrick wall (discovered when a wall of Hatshepsut’s temple 

accidentally collapsed during the removal of Naville’s ramp), the building has been 

reconstructed as a small mudbrick structure, which was later demolished and replaced by 

Hatshepsut’s stone temple. Little is known about its architecture76 or its associated cultic 

practices.77  

2.2.3.4.1. Statues of Amenhotep I and Mentuhotep II from Deir el-Bahari 

 One set of finds associated with the building, however, does clearly liken Amenhotep I to 

Mentuhotep II. This is a group of statues found at various locations along the causeway of 

Mentuhotep II, which was adapted to service Amenhotep I’s temple.78 These show Amenhotep I 

in Osiride form wearing either the Red, White, or Double crown. He is dressed in a tight, white 

garment, either the shorter sed robe or the longer robe worn by Osiris (see figure 2.6).79 The form 

                                                
75 For the temple of Amenhotep I at Deir el-Bahari, see H. E. Winlock, "The Museum's 
Excavations at Thebes," The Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York 19 no. II 
(1924): 14-16; Franz-Jürgen Schmitz, Amenophis I.: Versuch einer Darstellung der 
Regierungszeit eines ägyptischen Herrschers der frühen 18. Dynastie, Hildesheimer 
ägyptologische Beiträge 6 (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1978), 94-95. 
76 Bryan 2000, 226 suggested reconstructing the monument with a pyramid but noted that only a 
few blocks have been found in situ. 
77 Its name, Akh-sut, does survive in a list of temples receiving monthly offerings in the tomb of 
Ineni. The Ꜣḫ-s.wt, “Excellent of Places,” is named immediately after the Meni-set, the temple of 
Amenhotep I and Ahmose-Nefertari. See Urk. IV, 71. It is also mentioned in parallel with 
Hatshepsut’s temple, Dsr.t(-dsr.w), on an 18th dynasty ostracon, CG 25667, from Deir el-Medina. 
For the ostracon, see Jaroslav Černý, Ostraca hiératiques, Nos 25501-25832, Catalogue Général 
des Antiquités Égyptiens du Musée du Caire (Cairo: L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 
1935), 54, 74*, pl. LXXI. 
78 See Zbigniew E. Szafrański, "Buried Statues of Mentuhotep II Nebhepetre and Amenophis I at 
Deir el-Bahari," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 41 
(1985): 257-263 for general comments and 258-260 for a complete list of Amenhotep I’s statues 
from the area.  
79 For the distinction between the shorter sed robe and the longer one of Osiris, see Dieter Arnold 
and Dorothea Arnold, "A New Start from the South: Thebes during the Eleventh Dynasty," in 
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and style of these statues noticeably mimic those of Mentuhotep II, which have been found along 

his causeway, in the temple’s court, and in the Bab el-Hosan (see figure 2.7).80 With these 

statues, Amenhotep I created a direct link between himself and Mentuhotep II; the two are 

visually indistinguishable.81 It is not surprising that Amenhotep I would seek to make this 

connection, since this king also ruled over a newly reunified country and Mentuhotep II’s 

temple, associated with a prosperous phase in Egyptian history, was still the most lavish 

monument in western Thebes at the time. While the statues do draw obvious, visual parallels 

between the two kings, the texts on Amenhotep I’s statues do not mention Mentuhotep II. 

2.2.3.4.2. Stele BM EA 690 

Fortunately, the two kings are visually and textually related on a single stele. This stele, 

BM EA 690,82 was found near the causeway of Mentuhotep II and is broken towards the bottom 

of the lunette (see figure 2.8). The preserved register depicts four figures, three of Amenhotep I 

                                                
Ancient Egypt Transformed: The Middle Kingdom, ed. Adela Oppenheim, et al. (New York: The 
Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2015), 50-52; Naville 1907, 26. Szafrański 1985, 257 recounted 
that the upper portion of at least one statue was covered in cloth, like that of Mentuhotep II found 
in the Bab el-Hosan. Strangely, the face of this statue had also been hacked off, indicating an 
apparent attack on the person of Amenhotep I. Ibid., 261-262 speculated that the statue was 
attacked during the proscription of Hatshepsut, as it was confused with one of hers. Some statues 
appear to have been standing during the Amarna period and show Atenist damage, while others 
were probably buried during the construction of Thutmose III’s causeway.  
80 See Dieter Arnold, The Temple of Mentuhotep at Deir el-Bahari, Publications of the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art Egyptian Expedition 21 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1979), 46-49, 
Frontispiece, pls. 23-27, 42, and 49. 
81 For the artistic influence of the early Middle Kingdom on the early New Kingdom, see Dimitri 
Laboury, "Citations et usages de l'art du Moyen Empire à l'époque thoutmoside," in 
Vergangenheit und Zukunft: Studien zum historischen Bewusstsein in her Thutmosidenzeit, ed. 
Susanne Bickel, Aegyptiaca Helvetica 22 (Basel: Schwabe, 2013), 13-15. 
82 For the publication of this stele, see Christian Leblanc, "Le culte rendu aux colosses 
"osiriaques" durant le Nouvel Empire," Bulletin de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 82 
(1982): 296-299, pl. XLIX, who called it BM 374/690; E. A. Wallis Budge, Hieroglyphic Texts 
from Egyptian Stelae, &c., in the British Museum. Part VI  (London: Harrison and Sons, LTD., 
1922), 9, pl. XXX; Naville 1907, 60 and 69, pl. XXVb. See also Schmitz 1978, 94.  
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and one of Mentuhotep II, on both sides of a large, central offering table, which they face.83 The 

posture of the four figures is identical; each stands erect, is clothed in a tight-fitting sed robe, and 

has each hand balled in fists at the chest. The two on the left wear the White crown, the first 

figure on the right the Double crown, and the rightmost figure the Red crown. All except the last 

statue on the right stand before a round-topped pillar, the back pillar of a statue. A similar pillar 

is visible near the feet of the statue on the right, but it does not extend past the figure’s posterior. 

The general appearance and iconography matches perfectly the statues of Amenhotep I and 

Mentuhotep II described above.84 Leblanc even noted that the missing round-topped back pillar 

on the figure of Mentuhotep II to the far right is a faithful visual representation, since the statues 

of Mentuhotep II lack this feature.85 The exact date of this depiction remains uncertain, but, since 

the stele so accurately portrays the statues, it is extremely likely that they were standing at the 

time of its creation. A large number of the statues were buried during the reign of Thutmose III, 

when he altered the causeway along which they were displayed,86 so it is most likely that the 

stele dates to the period before the reign of Thutmose III, if not to the reign of Amenhotep I 

himself. It thus provides evidence for the interaction of Amenhotep I with his ancestor during a 

period at least roughly contemporary with his reign.  

 The statues are identified by four cartouches in the center above the offering table and 

one before the figure of Mentuhotep II on the far right, which wears the Red crown. In the 

                                                
83 There are four braziers burning on the table, and a flower extends towards the nose of each 
figure, giving life to and rejuvenating him. For the flower as a means of regeneration, see 
Leblanc 1982, 298, n. 293, and the sources cited there. This function was based on and 
reinforced by a word for bouquet, ꜥnḫ. See Wb I, 204/3-5; Hannig 1995, 159b. 
84 See Szafrański 1985, 260-261. 
85 See Leblanc 1982, 297-298. 
86 For the date of the burial of the statues, see Szafrański 1985, 261-262. 



 81 

center, the two cartouches on the left read right to left and are associated with the first and 

second figure, both of whom face right. These cartouches are identical to those associated with 

the first figure on the right, which read left to right. Both read (1) (Dsr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| (2) (Imn-ḥtp)| 

“(1) Djeserkare (2) Amenhotep,” the prenomen and nomen of Amenhotep I. The cartouche to the 

far right, however, identifies that figure as (Nb-ḥp.t-<nb>-Rꜥ)|, an error for Nebhepetre 

Mentuhotep II.87 It is important to note that aside from the crowns, both kings are depicted with 

the exact same royal iconography. In other words, one does not appear more like an officeholder 

than the other. It might, however, be significant that Amenhotep I is shown with more crowns 

than Mentuhotep II. The former possesses the White and Double crowns, while the latter is only 

endowed with the Red crown. Given that crowns provide their owners with specific powers (see 

§2.1.2.2.),88 it is possible that this distribution was meant to mark Amenhotep I as superior to 

Mentuhotep II.89 Yet, this distribution of crowns does not diminish in any way the identity of 

Mentuhotep II; he is still clearly a king. This is further emphasized by the sed garments that both 

kings wear. As the festival was associated with the renewal and continuation of kingship,90 these 

garments would have perpetuated the kingship of both Mentuhotep II and Amenhotep I well after 

their deaths. Since both were still clearly in possession of their office, according to Bell, this 

                                                
87 For a discussion of the erroneous extra nb, see Leblanc 1982, 297, n. 291. 
88 See Goebs 2008. 
89 For a summary of claims that the Red crown marked the junior partner of a coregency, see 
Vanessa Davies, "Hatshepsut's Use of Tuthmosis III in Her Program of Legitimation," Journal of 
the American Research Center in Egypt 41 (2004): 63, nn. 60-61. If the stele was simply a 
depiction of physical reality, it is also possible that the distribution of figures and iconography 
was a reflection of the statues that were still standing at the time of its creation.  
90 For the Sed festival, see Karl Martin, "Sedfest," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 5, ed. Wolfgang 
Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1984); Erik Hornung and Elisabeth 
Staehelin, Neue Studien zum Sedfest, Aegyptiaca Helvetica 20 (Basel: Schwabe, 2006). 
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must imply that both were still in possession of The Royal Ka. Yet, this contradicts Bell’s theory, 

since The Royal Ka should have departed each king at the time of his death.  

The stele also provides further evidence that distinctions of divinity cannot be mapped 

onto the prenomen and the nomen, with or without the accompanying titles. Here, both names 

are used for Amenhotep I, who may have been alive at the time of the stele’s creation, but only 

the prenomen, the solar name for the living officeholder, is used for Mentuhotep II, who had 

been long dead. Furthermore, this approach cannot be supported if the stele is to be dated after 

the death of Amenhotep I,91 since both kings would then theoretically only be divine through 

their identification with Osiris. Once more, it must be concluded that Bell’s Royal Ka cannot be 

detected here.  

2.2.3.5. Worship of The Royal Ka at Karnak? 

Before concluding the reign of Amenhotep I, one final piece of evidence relevant to The 

Royal Ka should be considered. This is not a cult carried out by a king for one of his ancestors 

but a cult of the king in general, in which Amenhotep I himself was the primary beneficiary. This 

is attested by series of monuments and renovations carried out in the temple of Amun at 

Karnak.92 None of these structures survive today, since they were destroyed and rebuilt by 

                                                
91 Leblanc 1982, 298 argued that the stele was erected on the occasion of Amenhotep I’s first sed 
festival or at least to commemorate it. 
92 For monuments of Amenhotep I relating to his cult at Karnak, see Catherine Graindorge, "Der 
Tempel des Amun-Re von Karnak zu Beginn der 18. Dynastie," in 5. Ägyptologische 
Tempeltagung: Würzburg, 23.-26. September 1999, ed. Horst Beinlich, et al., Ägypten und altes 
Testament 33 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2002); Catherine Graindorge, "Les monuments 
d'Amenhotep Ier à Karnak," Egypte Afrique & Orient 16 (2000); Catherine Graindorge and 
Philippe Martinez, "Programme architectural et iconographique des monuments d'Amenophis I a 
Karnak," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 74 (1999); Catherine Graindorge and 
Philippe Martinez, "Karnak avant Karnak: Les constructions d'Aménophis Ier et les premières 
liturgie amoniennes," Bulletin de la société française d'égyptologie 115 (1989); Bernadette 
Letellier and François Larché, La cour à portique de Thoutmosis IV, Études d'égyptologie 12 
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Thutmose III, but Thutmose III incorporated Amenhotep I into his monument, acknowledging 

his ancestor’s role in founding this cult.93 The monument is known from approximately 800 

unpublished blocks and 500 additional unpublished fragments, which have been found mostly in 

the 3rd pylon, the “cour de la cachette,” the foundations of the monuments of Amenhotep III in 

North Karnak, and the area between the 4th pylon and the Akh-menu. While these blocks of 

Amenhotep I represent the first large scale evidence for a cult of the king at Karnak during the 

New Kingdom, it is likely that these replicate an earlier series of monuments of Senwosret I.94  

Scholars have offered a variety of interpretations of the overall cultic program of the 

structure. Some are general comments on the continuity of kingship, the legitimacy of the 

reigning pharaoh,95 or the general maintenance and satisfaction of the king, all of which created a 

link between the cult of Amun and the cult of the living king.96 Other, more specific 

interpretations, however, are notable for the prominence that they give to The Royal Ka. These 

concluded that it was none other than The Royal Ka itself that was worshipped here. The 

constructions of Amenhotep I at Karnak would thus be the forerunner of those of Amenhotep III 

                                                
(Paris: Éditions Soleb, 2013), pls. 230-237; François Larché, "A Reconstruction of Senwosret I's 
Portico and of Some Structures of Amenhotep I at Karnak," in Causing His Name to Live: 
Studies in Egyptian Epigraphy and History in Memory of WIlliam J. Murnane, ed. Peter J. Brand 
and Louise Cooper, Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 37 (Boston: Brill, 2009). See 
also the forthcoming publication of this monument by Luc Gabolde.  
93 For comments on the inclusion of Amenhotep I in the chapels of Thutmose III, see Graindorge 
2000, 35; Graindorge and Martinez 1989, 51-52; Pierre Lacau, "Deux magasins à encens du 
temple de Karnak," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 52, no. 1 (1952): 191. For a 
detailed discussion of the chapels of Thutmose III, see the following chapter.  
94 For the dependence of Amenhotep I on the precedent of Senwosret I, see Graindorge 2002, 84; 
Graindorge 2000, 26; Laboury 2013, 13; Martina Ullmann, "Thebes: Origins of a Ritual 
Landscape," in Sacred Space and Sacred Function in Ancient Thebes, ed. Peter F. Dorman and 
Betsy M. Bryan, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 61 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of 
the University of Chicago, 2007), 11-12; Habachi 1985, 356 and 359. 
95 See Graindorge and Martinez 1989, 36. 
96 See Graindorge 2000, 27-30. 
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at Luxor temple, the temple on which the theory of The Royal Ka is based. Since the cult was by 

nature of its location associated with the worship of Amun, this created and reinforced the 

connection between Amun and The Royal Ka.97 It was argued that further evidence for this is the 

presence of Temples of Millions of Years (likely called ka chapels in earlier periods) in Karnak 

temple.98 Yet, such interpretations fail to take into account Bell’s ambiguous distinction between 

The Royal Ka and the ka of the individual king.99 There is no evidence to prove that it was 

exclusively The Royal Ka as opposed to the ka of Amenhotep I which inhabited the cultic 

images here on the east bank as opposed to the individual kas of later kings that were worshipped 

in their Temples of Millions of Years on the west bank. Furthermore, the exact nature of the 

proposed connections between the king, The Royal Ka, and Amun-Re also remains ambiguous. 

Unfortunately, very few blocks have been published, and in the absence of a complete published 

record any further conclusions drawn from the monuments of Amenhotep I at Karnak must 

remain speculative.  

2.2.4. The Reign of Thutmose I 

 The reign of Thutmose I represents an interesting challenge for the present study. On the 

one hand, Bell claimed that this king laid the groundwork for the cult of The Royal Ka and its 

association with Amun-Re as a universal god, especially by means of obelisks.100 On the other 

hand, it is difficult to evaluate this by means of ancestor worship, since Thutmose I seems to 

                                                
97 See especially the comments of ibid., 34. 
98 See Ullmann 2007, 12. 
99 There are several published fragments showing Amenhotep I followed by a ka. For these 
reliefs, see especially Graindorge and Martinez 1989. Amenhotep I and this ka are shown before 
various forms of Amun or seated before offerings, but they never appear before another king or 
another image of Amenhotep I himself. A detailed description has therefore not been provided. 
100 See Bell 2002, especially 18. 
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have largely ignored his immediate predecessors. Instead, he stressed his acceptance by very 

distant ancestors and “great gods” rather than his 18th dynasty predecessors.101 Perhaps the best 

example of this is his Abydos stele, on which Thutmose I describes his relationship with Osiris 

and other local, Abydene deities.102 Likewise there is no mention of immediate ancestors on his 

Tombos stele. This is particularly surprising, since it describes his accession to the throne and is 

dated to the second year of his reign.103  

 How then might the theorized importance of The Royal Ka during the reign of Thutmose 

I be reconciled with the contemporaneous lack of evidence for ancestor worship? One possible 

answer would be that interactions between the possessor of The Royal Ka and previous 

officeholders were problematic and therefore avoided, but this is contradicted by evidence for 

such interactions before but particularly after his reign. Instead, the answer most often proposed 

is that Thutmose I stressed his relations with the gods and not earlier kings of the 18th dynasty 

because he had no connection with these pharaohs by birth. He originally came from a non-royal 

                                                
101 See Bryan 2000, 231-232. 
102 For the relations between Thutmose I, the gods, and his ancestors on the Abydos stele, see 
ibid., 232. For the stele itself, CG 34007, see Urk. IV, 94-103; Lacau 1909-1957, 13-15; Klug 
2002, 59-64; Beate Hofmann, Die Königsnovelle "Strukturanalyse am Einzelwerk", Ägypten und 
altes Testament 62 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), 132-140. There is only one mention of 
ancestors, immediate or distant, and it is in the context of surpassing their achievements. The 
passage, largely restored at the end of line 19 and the beginning of line 20, reads …di⸗i ḥꜣw ḥr 
ir.t.n kywy ny.w-sw.t ḫpr.w hr-ḥꜣt⸗i, “…so that I might increase (lit., give an increase on) that 
which other kings, who came into being before me, had done.” 
103 For the Tombos stele, see Urk. IV, 82-86; LD III, 5a; Klug 2002, 71-78. Of his heritage and 
relation to his predecessor, Thutmose I says only in line 3, ti ḥm⸗f it.n⸗f iwꜥ.t⸗f “Indeed, as for 
his majesty, he seized his inheritance.” He thus portrays himself as the legitimate heir to the 
throne without explicitly naming Amenhotep I or specifying his relation to him. It should also be 
noted that the word ḥm is here written on a divine standard, on which the Horus falcon is also 
standing. This shows that, at least by the New Kingdom, this form of the king could be 
considered divine. For the proposed distinction between terrestrial ḥm and divine ny-sw.t in the 
Old Kingdom, see Goedicke 1960; Windus-Staginsky 2006. 
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background and only later married into the ruling family.104 Despite the general lack of evidence 

for Thutmose I’s worship of past kings and the reasons for this, there is at least one monument 

on which he does interact with his royal predecessor in ways that have important implications for 

Bell’s Royal Ka.  

2.2.4.1. The Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I 

 Both Thutmose I and Amenhotep I appear on the alabaster bark chapel at Karnak, today 

reconstructed in the Open Air Museum.105 On both interior and exterior north façades and the 

                                                
104 For this claim, see Bryan 2000, 230-231; Florence Maruéjol, Thoutmosis III et la corégence 
avec Hatchepsout, Les Grands Pharaons (Paris: Pygmalion, 2007), 20; Gun Björkman, Kings at 
Karnak: A Study of the Treatment of the Monuments of Royal Predecessors in the Early New 
Kingdom  (Uppsala: Kå-We Tryck, 1971), 62; David A. Warburton, Architecture, Power, and 
Religion, Beiträge zur Archäologie 7 (Berlin: Lit, 2012), 23; Helen Jacquet-Gordon, Karnak-
Nord VI: Le trésor de Thoutmosis Ier, La décoration, Fouilles de l'Institut Français 
d'Archéologie Orientale du Caire 32 (Cairo: L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1988), 
214-216. The monument most often cited as evidence of this is the coronation decree for Turi. 
On the copy from Buhen now in Cairo, the lunette shows the king followed by Ahmose, a sister 
of Amenhotep I, and then Ahmose-Nefertari. A third woman is mentioned in the body of the 
stele, the mw.t ny-sw.t Sn⸗i-snb “the mother of the king, Senisenb,” the birth mother of 
Thutmose I. Because Seniseneb is not called “wife” or “daughter of the king” and she is not 
depicted on the lunette, scholars have taken this as proof of her non-royal background. Ahmose 
is given more prominence here, since she represented Thutmose I’s connection to the ruling 
family and legitimized his claim to the throne. For this argument, see Klug 2002, 69-70; Robins 
1993, 44-45. For the publication of this stele, CG 34006 + ST 9, see Urk. IV, 79-81; Klug 2002, 
65-70; Lacau 1909-1957, 11-13, pl. V. For the identity of Ahmose, see Klug 2002, 70; Wilfried 
Seipel, "Ahmose," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 1, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Eberhard Otto 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1975). 
105 For the publication of this chapel, see Letellier and Larché 2013, 106-108, dépliants 124-133, 
pls. 230-237; Henri Chevrier, "Rapport sur les travaux de Karnak (1947-1948)," Annales du 
Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 47 (1947): 165-169, pls. 124-126; M. Pillet, "Rapport sur les 
travaux de Karnak (1923-1924)," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 24 (1924): 56-
57; M. Pillet, "Rapport sur les travaux de Karnak (1922-1923)," Annales du Service des 
Antiquités de l'Égypte 23 (1923): 113-117, pl. III/112; M.  Pillet, "Rapport sur les travaux de 
Karnak (1921-1922)," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 22, no. 235-260 (1922): 
238-240, pl. I. The remains of this monument were found reused in the third pylon, but its plan 
and the scenes on its interior façades indicate that it was likely the central bark chapel of Amun 
at Karnak. 



 87 

interior south façade,106 the only pharaoh shown is Amenhotep I. Only the exterior southern wall 

depicts Thutmose I, but the two kings are separated and never directly interact. This led the 

original excavator to hypothesize that Thutmose I had actually usurped this portion of the 

monument from Amenhotep I, but subsequent investigations showed no traces of erasure or 

alteration. The images of Thutmose I are original, indicating that he was either incorporated into 

the decorative program of the chapel from the beginning or he completed the unfinished 

monument of his predecessor.107 

Even though the kings do not worship one another or directly interact, one feature of the 

decorative program warrants extensive comment. The final scene on both exterior façades 

depicts the king before Amun(-Re)-Kamutef. Of particular interest here is the presence of a ka 

figure matching Bell’s description of The Royal Ka behind the king in both scenes (see figures 

2.9-2.10). The ka is depicted anthropomorphically, holding a human-headed standard in one 

hand and an ankh in the other. On its head is the respective king’s Horus name enclosed in a 

serekh, on top of which perches Horus, who wears the double crown. The serekh sits on a ka 

sign, which itself rests on a divine standard. Aside from the Horus name of each king, texts 

above the figures further identify them. The serekh on the north wall decorated by Amenhotep I 

(see figure 2.10) reads Kꜣ-wꜥf-tꜣ.w “The Bull Who Subdues Lands,” the Horus name of 

                                                
106 The identification of the south and north sides of the structure has been determined 
iconographically, since the building was not found in situ. On the façade showing Thutmose I, 
the king wears the White crown in one of three scenes and is associated with Nekhbet in all 
three. On the façade showing Amenhotep I, the king wears the Red crown in one of three scenes 
and is associated twice with Wadjet and only once with Nekhbet. For the orientation, see 
Chevrier 1947, 167. 
107 Pillet 1923, 117 noted that the reliefs are so similar that they were probably carved by the 
same artists. This seems to indicate that even if the monument was completed after the death of 
Amenhotep I work continued without major interruption. 
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Amenhotep I.108 The text further above the figure’s head reads kꜣ109 ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ ḫnt pr-dwꜣ.t nb 

tꜣ.wy ⌈d⌉i⸗f110 ꜥnḫ, “the living Royal Ka, foremost of the house of the morning,111 lord of the two 

lands, may he give life.” On the south exterior wall decorated by Thutmose I (see figure 2.9), the 

serekh contains that king’s Horus name, Kꜣ-nḫt Mr-Mꜣ[ꜥ.t] “The Strong Bull, Beloved of 

Ma[at].”112 The text above the figure on this wall is similar but not identical to that on the north. 

It reads kꜣ113 ny-sw.t [ꜥ]⌈nḫ⌉ ḫnt dbꜣ.t ḫnt pr-dwꜣ.t, “the [li]⌈ving⌉ Royal Ka, foremost of the 

robing room, foremost of the house of the Duat.”  

Given the presence of two of Bell’s Royal Kas on this monument, it seems necessary to 

first attempt to reconcile this according to his theory. From this perspective, the two kas must be 

different manifestations of the same figure, the single Royal Ka passed down from king to king. 

The change of names would be inconsequential and only reflective of the decorative history of 

the monument. In other words, the two images would depict the same Royal Ka at two different 

times. When the north wall was carved, Amenhotep I was in possession of it. By the time the 

south was decorated, however, he had died, and the ka had passed to Thutmose I. This 

                                                
108 See Jürgen von Beckerath, Handbuch der ägyptischen Königsnamen, Münchner 
Ägyptologische Studien 49 (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1999), 133. 
109 The ka sign is placed on a divine standard. 
110 The arm is clearly visible, but whatever was in its hand has been lost. The following sign is 
almost certainly the 3rd person masculine singular suffix pronoun, which can be restored via 
comparison with other examples on the same wall. Since the ankh is clearly visible, the most 
likely reading is di⸗f ꜥnḫ.  
111 For the pr-dwꜣ.t, see Aylward M. Blackman, "The House of the Morning," Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 5 (1918). Compare with the epithet ḫnt dbꜣ.t attested on the south exterior 
wall of this same monument and the chapel of Amenhotep I at Abydos (see §2.2.3.1. and figure 
2.2). 
112 See von Beckerath 1999, 133. 
113 This ka sign is also placed on a divine standard. 
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interpretation thus sees a homology between the two kas, stressing their similarities but glossing 

over their differences.  

On the other hand, the possibility that these figures do not show The Royal Ka but two 

distinct kas of two distinct kings should also be considered, since they are given different names 

that clearly associate them with each respective king. Additionally, the identifying texts while 

similar are not identical. Both kas are called “foremost of the house of the morning,” but only 

that of Amenhotep I is called “lord of the two lands,” normally a title of the king himself. On the 

other hand, only Thutmose I is called “foremost of the robing room.” Furthermore, only 

Amenhotep I’s ka on the north wall “give[s] life,” presumably to the king. This phrase is often 

used in scenes of the king worshipping the gods; he provides offerings in the hope that they will 

give him life in return.114 The fact that the ka associated with Amenhotep I, who was presumably 

dead at the time of the chapel’s completion, has an additional title of hegemonic rule (lord of the 

two lands) and gives life to him seems to complicate a scenario in which Thutmose I and not 

Amenhotep I would have possessed The Royal Ka at the time of the chapel’s completion. If this 

were true, why did Thutmose I not perfectly mimic, if not alter, the ka shown with Amenhotep I 

in order to stress his possession of The Royal Ka? The possibility that the two represent entirely 

different kas, that of Amenhotep I and that of Thutmose I, should thus be seriously considered. 

From this perspective, both would bear some similar titles because of the similar identities of 

their possessors, but both kas would be fundamentally distinct. 

 Neither of these interpretations of similarity or distinction, however, takes into account a 

small detail present in the reliefs. A close examination shows that the feather held by the figure 

                                                
114 For the gods’ gift of life, see Hornung 1996, 199-201. 
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on the north wall of Amenhotep I passes behind his back and that his was scepter passes over his 

thumb (see figure 2.10). On the south side of Thutmose I, however, the feather is shown in front 

of the figure and his thumb covers the scepter (see figure 2.9). The pair can thus be understood as 

a symmetrical reversal with the “normal” figure on the south wall and the “reversed” on the 

north.115 The product of aspective representation, this alteration is made to mirror images of the 

same figure in order to keep both facing right, the most prestigious direction. As a result, the 

arms of the northern ka figure were swapped in order to maintain the appropriate directionality. 

Similar reversals are noticeable for the mirrored figures of Amun on the north wall, since they 

correspond to images of the god on the south wall. Interestingly, however, the figures of 

Amenhotep I on the north wall are not reversed. This is because there was no corresponding 

mirror image on the other side, the king being replaced there by Thutmose I. The fact that a 

reversal was permitted in the case of the kings’ kas but not for the kings themselves implies that 

the former could be considered identical but the latter could not. Some degree of identification or 

homology was therefore recognized between kas. Even though they are given unique names and 

epithets, the kas can also be understood as a single entity. They are thus both distinct and 

identical at the same time; both perspectives are valid and the homology does not invalidate their 

individuality. This interpretation, unlike those above, does not demand consistent similarity or 

distinction but stresses the fluid identities of the ka figures. On the one hand, two different ka 

spirits of two different kings can be distinguished, as is clearly indicated by their names. On the 

                                                
115 For reversals, see Henry G. Fischer, The Orientation of Hieroglyphs: Part 1. Reversals, 
Egyptian Studies 2 (New York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1977); Ann M. Roth, 
"Twisted Kilts: variations in aspective representations in Old Kingdom mastaba chapels," in Old 
Kingdom, New Perspectives: Egyptian Art and Archaeology 2750-2150 BC, ed. Nigel Strudwick 
and Helen Strudwick (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2011), 235. 
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other, both were identical in a way that matches Bell’s description of The Royal Ka, and both 

were given identical iconography and similar epithets. This fluid approach therefore 

accommodates the homology created by The Royal Ka but also acknowledges undeniable 

differences between the two figures that Bell’s theory glossed over.  

2.2.4.2. Fragmentary Evidence for Ancestors at North Karnak 

 The alabaster chapel is the only surviving monument which shows Thutmose I together 

with a previous officeholder.116 There are, however, two fragmentary pieces of evidence to 

suggest that he incorporated ancestors into a different structure, his Treasury in North Karnak.117 

Unfortunately, all that survives of the relevant scenes are a small number of relief fragments, 

which only provide the names of other officeholders. The first is a series of fragments depicting 

an ished-tree with the name of Senwosret I on at least one of the leaves.118 The second series of 

fragments shows traces of Ahmose’s nomen and his Nebty name, Twt-ms.wt.119 Interestingly, 

the excavator has argued that the paleography of this second group dates not to the reign of 

                                                
116 Additional evidence for Thutmose I’s veneration of his ancestors might be an architrave from 
the Meni-set, the temple of Amenhotep I and Ahmose-Nefertari in western Thebes. 
Unfortunately, the architrave only provides a single line of text, which gives the nomen, 
Thutmose, followed by an epithet. It is difficult to determine the identity of this Thutmose, but, 
as Charles Van Siclen, "The Temple of Meniset at Thebes," Serapis 6 (1980): 185 pointed out, 
the accompanying epithet is used only once for Thutmose I but seven times for Thutmose II. The 
architrave will therefore be considered in the context of the latter’s reign. 
117 This is noted by Bryan 2000, 232.  
118 See Jacquet-Gordon 1988, 214-217, pl. LXIV-LXV; Laboury 2013, 14-15, fig. 11; Rolf 
Krauss, "Das Kalendarium des Papyrus Eber und seine chronologische Verwertbarkeit," Ägypten 
und Levante 3 (1992): 87. Another fragment may preserve the throne name of Senwosret I, but, 
as only [(…ḫp]r-kꜣ)| is preserved, it is unclear whether this is the name of Senwosret I or 
Thutmose I. Jacquet-Gordon interpreted the presence of Senwosret I as further evidence that 
Thutmose I was not a son of Amenhotep I, since he associated himself with this Middle 
Kingdom pharaoh rather than his direct predecessor. For the significance of Senwosret I 
throughout the early New Kingdom, see Laboury 2013, especially 14. 
119 See Jacquet-Gordon 1988, 90-92, pl. XXIII for fragments C126bis/121 and 
C230/122+C232/121. 
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Thutmose I but that of Ahmose. It therefore seems that Thutmose I did not commission new 

reliefs showing Ahmose but simply had some of his predecessor’s work incorporated into his 

own monument and its decorative program. Given the fragmentary state of both of these scenes, 

their date, and their lack of context, it is impossible to say more regarding ancestor worship or 

The Royal Ka. 

2.2.5. The Reign of Thutmose II 

 When examining evidence for the veneration of other officeholders during the brief reign 

of Thutmose II,120 the greatest challenge is to distinguish between practices that should be 

attributed to his reign and those later undertaken by Hatshepsut and Thutmose III in his name. 

Usually there are clear indications that a certain monument has a later date, for example, when it 

has been reworked and his name added.121 Occasionally, however, it can be extremely difficult to 

determine whether to date a monument to the reign of Thutmose II or his immediate 

successors.122 The small selection of objects mentioned below is therefore offered with some 

hesitation.  

                                                
120 He is estimated to have ruled for approximately three years. 
121 It can be possible to reach such a conclusion even if the published report does not mention 
traces of damage or recarving. See, for example, a wooden door, MMA 22.2.26, purchased in 
Gurna and published in H. E. Winlock, "Notes on the Reburial of Tuthmosis I," The Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 15, no. 1/2 (1929): 65-66, pl. XI/61. The texts on this door associate 
Thutmose I and Thutmose II, but there are strong indications that the name of the latter is a 
palimpsest. First, there are traces of several feminine endings on words like nb.t and di.t ꜥnḫ. 
Second, the inscription mentions the Chenemet-ankh, the temple of Thutmose I, which is not 
attested before the reign of Hatshepsut. 
122 See, for example, a black and white spotted granite statue now in Turin. The statue, Turin 
1374, most likely represents Thutmose I, but the texts provided by Sethe in Urk. IV, 143 also 
mention the name of Thutmose II. From this information, it would thus seem that Thutmose II 
dedicated the statue to Thutmose I. Recent research, however, has revealed subtle but convincing 
evidence to the contrary. First, the texts appear mutilated, and the style of their carving does not 
match that of the statue’s sema-tawy motifs. Second, the name that Sethe records as 
Aakheperenre is almost entirely illegible; only the Rꜥ is visible. Even if the restoration of his 
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2.2.5.1. Limestone Vase Naming Thutmose II and Thutmose I 

The clearest evidence associating Thutmose II with an ancestor is a “crystalline 

limestone” vase bearing the names of Thutmose II and Thutmose I now in three fragments (see 

figure 2.11).123 It was found near the entrance to the burial chamber in KV 20, the tomb of 

Hatshepsut, but there is no evidence to support a date for its original production later than the 

reign of Thutmose II. It is more likely that Hatshepsut had the vase moved to her burial chamber 

during her reign.124 Five columns of texts are preserved. Numbering the columns from left to 

right, one through four are read mostly right to left, while the fifth is read left to right. Yet, the 

                                                
name is correct, the mutilation indicates that it was only later added, most likely by Thutmose III 
to replace that of Hatshepsut. For recent publications of the statue and the revised date, see 
Roland Tefnin, La statuaire d'Hatshepsout: Portrait royal et politique sous la 18e Dynastie, 
Monumenta Aegyptiaca 4 (Bruxelles: Fondation Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth, 1979), 62-65, 
pl. XVb; Ingegerd Lindblad, Royal Sculpture of the Early Eighteenth Dynasty in Egypt, 
Medelhavsmuseet Memoir 5 (Stockholm: Berlings, 1984), 56-57, pls. 35-36. For the older 
interpretation of this statue as a donation of Thutmose II for Thutmose I, see the list of sources in 
Tefnin 1979, 62, n. 64. 
123 For the publication of the vase, see Theodore M. Davis, Edouard Naville, and Howard Carter, 
The Tomb of Hâtshopsîtû, Theodore M. Davis' Excavations: Bibân El Molûk (London: Archibald 
Constable and Co., Ltd., 1906), 108, fig. 104. There is another, almost identical alabaster vessel 
that also names Thutmose II and Thutmose I. It has not been discussed in detail here to avoid 
repetition. The only difference in the text is an apparent scribal error in the name Thutmose, 
which reads (Dḥwty-ms-<kw>)|. Since only a transcription of the glyphs is provided by the 
publication, however, it is impossible to check this against a photo of the original. The 
provenance of this second vessel is also different. Daressy noted that it was found not in the 
tomb of Hatshepsut but in the tomb of Thutmose I, presumably KV 38 constructed during the 
reign of Thutmose III. While a date during the reign of Thutmose III is certainly possible, it is 
equally likely that the vase was made earlier and later moved there together with many other 
objects from elsewhere. For the publication, see Georges Daressy, Fouille de la Vallée des Rois 
(1898-18990, Nos 24001-24990, Catalogue général des antiquités égyptiennes du Musée du 
Caire (Cairo: L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1902), 300. It is also mentioned in John 
Romer, "Tuthmosis I and the Bibân El-Molûk: Some Problems of Attibution," The Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 60 (1974): 120. 
124 Further evidence for dating the vase to the reign of Thutmose II and not Hatshepsut could be 
the theory that KV 20 was not originally constructed for the queen. See, for example, Romer 
1974, who claimed the tomb was originally for Thutmose II.  
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columns cannot be read straight through from right to left or left to right. In one instance, where 

the writing of the epithet mꜣꜥ-ḫrw begins in column three and ends in four, the epithet must be 

read in a slightly different order than the rest of the columns. 

(2) ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-n-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ  
(1) ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n it⸗f 
(4) ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)|  
(3) sꜣ Rꜥ mry⸗f (Dḥwty-ms)| mꜣꜥ- (4) ḫrw ḫr 
(5) Wsir ḫnty.<w>-imnty.w  

 
The good god, lord of the two lands, Aakheperenre, given life, it was for his father, the 
good god, lord of the two lands, Aakheperkare, son of Re, whom he loves, Thutmose, 
justified before Osiris Foremost of the Westerners, that he made his monument.  

 
The non-sequential order of columns might make the text appear strange at first, but the context 

makes it general meaning clear. The deceased Thutmose I is justified before Osiris, a status 

reiterated by the orientation of his prenomen in the fourth column that faces the name of the god 

in the fifth. Thutmose II on the other hand is the donor of the “monument,” who made it for his 

father, Thutmose I. The inscription can thus be understood as a dedication scene adapted from a 

complete tableau of image and text into five short lines of hieroglyphs. The strange order of mꜣꜥ-

ḫrw in columns 3 and 4 can be attributed to spatial limitations.  

 As regards Bell’s theory, the vase is further proof that the epithet, ntr nfr, whether 

translated as “good god” (see §2.1.2.4.) or “young god” (see §2.1.2.5.), cannot be used to 

identify The Royal Ka, since it is used for both kings. Given this, one might then be tempted to 

rely on markers of life and death, di ꜥnḫ and mꜣꜥ-ḫrw, to distinguish the divinity of the kings (see 

§2.1.2.1.), but this approach also has already been proven invalid (see §2.2.3.3. and §2.2.2.1.). 

Beyond this, however, there is one ambiguous feature that deserves comment. This is the nomen, 

Thutmose, that appears in the central column between the prenomina of both kings. Based on 

column order and the fact that the prenomen usually precedes the nomen, it should be associated 
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with Thutmose I, but the identical names of both kings together with the fact that the nomen of 

Thutmose II would otherwise be absent makes it tempting to read this column twice, once for 

each king. From this perspective, the name would be purposefully ambiguous, applying to both 

Thutmose I and Thutmose II in a manner similar to the ka figures of Amenhotep I and Thutmose 

I on the alabaster chapel (see §2.2.4.1.). A homology would be expressed by the central column 

of text, but the throne names to either side would immediately reaffirm the distinction between 

the two kings. In other words, the vase might also express a fluid understanding of the two kings, 

who can be described as a single individual without losing their individuality. This possibility 

will continue to be explored below as more evidence becomes available.  

2.2.5.2. Statue of Mutnofret 

Another piece of evidence for royal ancestor worship under Thutmose II does not 

concern the king’s veneration of Thutmose I or any other previous officeholder but a member of 

the royal family, Mutnofret, the wife of Thutmose I and mother of Thutmose II. A statue of this 

woman was found in the north portion of the vestibule of the chapel of Wadjmose,125 a structure 

located near the southern enclosure wall of the Ramesseum in western Thebes. It was probably 

built during the reign of Thutmose I and is named by scholars for his son, Wadjmose.126  The 

                                                
125 For the publication of the statue, see Urk. IV, 143; Ludwig Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten 
von Königen und Privatleuten im Museum von Kairo, Nr. 1-1294, vol. 2, Catalogue Général des 
Antiquités Égyptiennes du Musée du Caire (Berlin: Reichsdruckerei, 1925), 121, pl. 197; 
Georges Daressy, "La chapelle d'Uazmès," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 1 
(1900): 98-99; M. G. Maspero, Le musée égyptien, vol. 1 (Cairo: Imprimerie de l'Institut 
Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1890-1900), 3-4, pl. 1; Anne-Marie Loyrette, "Les monuments 
du prince Ouadjmès," Memnonia 3 (1992): 132 and the full bibliography provided on 138, n. 
113. It was the discovery of this statue which led to the discovery of the entire chapel.  
126 El Shazly 2015, 424, however, suggested that the chapel was built not during the reign of the 
prince’s father, Thutmose I, but during that of the prince’s brother, Thutmose II. For the chapel, 
see PM II, 444-446; Guy Lecuyot and Anne-Marie Loyrette, "La chapelle de Ouadjmès: Rapport 
préliminaire - II," Memnonia 7 (1996): 111-122, pls. XXX-XXXIII; Guy Lecuyot and Anne-
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statue depicts Mutnofret wearing a vulture headdress and seated on a throne. Two columns of 

text, the first on the viewer’s left and the second on the right, are located on either side of the 

figure’s legs and indicate that the monument was a gift of her son. (1) ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-n-

Rꜥ)| ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f (2) n mw.t⸗f ḥm.t ny-sw.t mw.t ny-sw.t (Mw.t-nfr.t)| mꜣꜥ.t-ḫrw “(1) The 

good god, lord of the two lands, Aakheperenre, it was for his mother, the wife of the king, the 

mother of the king, Mutnofret, the justified, that he made his monument.”  

Since this statue depicts a queen and not a former officeholder, it cannot be used to detect 

The Royal Ka by contrasting the living king with his ancestors. Like the statue of prince Ahmose 

(see §2.2.1.2.) and the Tetisheri stele (see §2.2.2.1.), however, it is relevant to larger differences 

between the divinity of living and deceased officeholders, whose divinity can be connected with 

The Royal Ka, and other deceased royal and non-royal individuals. Unlike Tetisheri, who is 

worshipped as deceased but also said to be “living forever,” Mutnofret is simply called mꜣꜥ.t-ḫrw 

“justified.” This presents her as deceased and a member of the blessed dead. She can thus be 

identified as divine through her identity as an akh like prince Ahmose. Yet, the dedication of her 

statue also differs from that of the prince. Specifically, the formula used to express the donation 

                                                
Marie Loyrette, "La chapelle de Ouadjmès: Rapport préliminaire - I," Memnonia 6 (1995): 85-
93, pls. XIII-XVI; Loyrette 1992, 131-140, pls. XXIV-XXIV; Anne-Marie Loyrette, "Un 
monument de la XVIIIème dynastie en bordure du Ramesseum : La chapelle d'Ouadjmès," 
Memnonia 1 (1990/1991): 119-125; W. M. Flinders Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes  (London: 
Bernard Quaritch, 1897), 3, pl. XXVI. For objects from the chapel, see Daressy 1900, 97-108. 
Modern scholars have named this structure after prince Wadjmose, but it is not certain that it was 
specifically for the prince’s worship, and a variety of different interpretations have been 
suggested. For example, Lecuyot and Loyrette 1996, 117-119 suggested that the chapel was only 
constructed by Wadjmose but intended for the worship of other deities. He further clarified, 
however, that it can only be considered a “divine temple” if constructed during the prince’s 
lifetime. If not, the term “funerary temple” is offered instead. On the other hand, S. Snape, 
"Ramose restored: a royal prince and his mortuary cult," Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 71 
(1985): 182; El Shazly 2015, 424 saw it as the temple not only of the divinized prince but of 
Thutmose I’s entire family. 
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is different. Whereas the dedicators of Ahmose’s statue stressed their familial connection to the 

prince, Thutmose II employs the royal donation formula, ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n DN, with Mutnofret 

in the place of one of the traditional gods.127 It is difficult to base any conclusions on only three 

pieces of evidence, but, between the statue of Ahmose, the Tetisheri stele, and the statue of 

Mutnofret, a trend does seem to emerge. Dedications to royal family members employed a 

private donation formula in the late 17th dynasty, but this had been replaced by the royal donation 

formula in the 18th dynasty. Whether this change in formula indicates a change in the divinity of 

members of the royal family as compared to that of other deceased individuals will be considered 

in later chapters as more evidence becomes available (see §3.1.1.3. and §4.2.2.3.).  

2.2.5.3. Architrave of Thutmose II from the Meni-set 

 One final object that might point to the veneration of ancestors by Thutmose II is an 

architrave from the temple of Meni-set.128 The Meni-set was located south of Dra Abu el-Naga 

approximately 500 m west of Sety I’s Gurna temple and housed cults for Amenhotep I and his 

                                                
127 The phrase is not used exclusively by kings in the context of divine dedications, but private 
examples of its use in dedications to gods, family members, or superiors are limited and strictly 
regimented. For example, it is used for ancestors in the tombs of nomarchs in the late Old 
Kingdom and for gods by the high priests of Amun and divine adoratrices during the Third 
Intermediate Period. For a study of these formulae, see Silke Grallert, Bauen - Stiften - Weihen: 
Ägyptische Bau- und Restaurierungsinschriften von den Anfangen bis zur 30. Dynastie, 
Abhandlungen des Deutschen archäologischen Instituts Kairo 18 (Berlin: Achet, 2001), 
especially 61-92 for the comparison of royal and private examples. See also J. Brett McClain, 
"Restoration Inscriptions and the Tradition of Monumental Restoration" (PhD Dissertation, 
University of Chicago, 2007). For the grammar of the formula, see Edward W. Castle, "The 
Dedication Formula ir.n.f m mnw.f," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 79 (1993); Edward 
W. Castle, "Further Observations on the Dedication Formula ir.n.f m mnw.f," The Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 80 (1994). 
128 For the architrave, see Van Siclen 1980, 184-185, fig. 186/182; Wilhelm Spiegelberg, Zwei 
Beiträge zur Geschichte und Topographie der thebanischen Necropolis im neuen Reich  
(Strassburg: Schlesier & Schweikhardt, 1898), 4. 
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mother, Ahmose-Nefertari.129 The architrave is the only example of Thutmosid royal patronage 

at the site, and it is difficult to extract any further information given its state of preservation. 

Found near the southern area of the temple, it bears only a single, fragmentary line of text 

running from right to left. It reads [… (Dḥw]ty-ms Ḫꜥ-nfr.w)| di ꜥnḫ d.t “[… Thu]tmose 

Khaneferu, given life forever.” The architrave is clear evidence for Thutmosid interest in the 

cults of Amenhotep I and Ahmose-Nefertari, but it is impossible to definitively conclude to 

which Thutmose the inscription actually refers. One clue is provided by the epithet Khaneferu, 

which Van Siclen claimed is used only once for Thutmose I but seven times for Thutmose II.130 

It is thus more likely that the lintel bears the name of Thutmose II, but it is still impossible to 

determine whether this should be dated to his reign or exactly how he was represented before 

Amenhotep I. It is therefore impossible to offer any comment on how Thutmose’s treatment of 

Amenhotep I might be relevant to The Royal Ka.   

2.3. Conclusion 

 Throughout this chapter, a variety of approaches have been used in an attempt to identify 

The Royal Ka described by Bell. These were all based on the premise that only the living 

officeholder could possess and be divine by means of The Royal Ka, while his ancestors could 

                                                
129 For the temple, see Van Siclen 1980; H. E. Winlock, "A Restoration of Reliefs from the 
Mortuary Temple of Amenhotep I," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 4 (1917); Phillipe 
Derchain, "Débris au temple-reposoir d'Aménophis Ier et d'Ahmes Nefertari a Dra' Abou'l 
Naga'," Kêmi 19 (1968). It is often referred to as their “mortuary” temple, but there is no 
evidence that the temple was actually constructed until well after their death. Van Siclen 1980, 
184-185 noted that its limestone polygonal columns point to an early 118th dynasty date, and the 
general plan seems analogous to Thutmose III’s Ptah temple at Karnak and Hatshepsut’s south 
temple at Buhen. The names of Amenhotep I and Ahmose-Nefertari have been found at the site, 
but otherwise only Ramesside royal names are attested, with the exception of the architrave 
currently under discussion. 
130 See Van Siclen 1980, 185; von Beckerath 1999, 135. 
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only achieve divinity through their identification with Osiris. The expression of the divinity of a 

living king and an ancestor should therefore be different, though the quality or quantity of this 

difference was still in question. Each approach examined royal divinity in a different light and 

attempted to use specific markers in order to distinguish these divine identities. All approaches, 

however, failed to distinguish the officeholder from his ancestors or were shown to be 

inconsistent and therefore invalid. In other words, it was occasionally possible to posit an 

argument for the identification of Bell’s Royal Ka, but only when each object or monument was 

viewed in isolation. The results, which have been discussed for each monument or object above, 

are summarized in the tables in the appendices.  

 The fact that none of these approaches have led to the clear identification of The Royal 

Ka can be interpreted in several ways. On the one hand, it is possible that an approach not yet 

considered might be used to consistently determine possession of The Royal Ka and prove the 

theory valid. New approaches will therefore be considered in each of the following chapters, as 

more evidence becomes available and new scholarly opinions are offered. On the other hand, if it 

proves true that living officeholders were either unable or did not choose to consistently 

distinguish their divinity from that of their ancestors, the uniqueness of The Royal Ka may need 

to be reevaluated. For example, if living kings did not stress their claim to The Royal Ka over 

that of another officeholder, it may be that multiple kings, whether living or deceased, could 

possess it at once. How exactly this revised theory would work remains to be seen. Perhaps all 

kings shared the same Royal Ka in perpetuity, perhaps one-time possession of it created an 

irreversible change in the body of a king, forever marking him as one of its hosts, or perhaps 

deceased kings could reclaim possession of it in specific circumstances. 
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 Another possibility, however, must also be considered: that The Royal Ka was not 

detectable here because The Royal Ka, as described by Bell, does not accurately represent the 

system of Egyptian divine kingship. In other words, a single Royal Ka may not have existed. In 

this case, an alternative theory must be suggested. It would be too premature to offer any definite 

conclusions, but some interesting suggestions can be offered based on the evidence already 

discussed. As demonstrated by the alabaster bark shrine of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I (see 

§2.2.4.1.), the kꜣ ny-sw.t did play an important role. Specifically, it was observed to be a point of 

homology between kings, whereby two separate individuals could be understood as one, single 

entity without negating their independent identities. The divinity of kings and kingship might 

thus be understood more fluidly. From one perspective, each officeholder was a unique 

individual; from another, each was identical as a possessor of the office, and it was the kꜣ ny-sw.t 

that permitted this homology. Kings did not define their divinity in only a single way but could 

move between multiple roles or have several accumulated upon them at once. Something similar 

was observed for a member of the royal family, Tetisheri, on her stele (see §2.2.2.1.). On the 

lunette, Tetisheri is both living and deceased, and one role does not cancel out the other. Given 

these two examples, it might be tempting to interpret the statue of Renenutet (see §2.2.3.3.) in a 

similar manner. The goddess holds on her lap a single figure, but, given the role of Renenutet as 

both rearer of the living king and mother of the deceased,131 the identity child on her lap could be 

understood fluidly. From this perspective, the single figure could represent both Amenhotep I 

and Ahmose. Such a reading must, however, remain speculative, as the statue is too badly 

damaged to draw any firm conclusions. Yet, such an example shows how a more fluid theory of 

                                                
131 See Leitz 2002, vol. 4, 687. 
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kingship might work. This alternative theory will continue to be considered in the next chapter, 

in which coregencies and multiple royal bodies raise further issues regarding the possession and 

existence of a single Royal Ka.  

 



 102 

3. The Coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III 
 
3.1. Introduction 

 This chapter will continue to attempt to identify and determine possession of The Royal 

Ka. It will begin chronologically where the previous chapter ended: the coregency of Hatshepsut 

and Thutmose III. Coregencies in general are of critical importance for the present study, since 

they complicate the narrative of a single divine ka passed down from king to king. If two living 

royal bodies could exist contemporaneously, it raises the question of how a single ka, which was 

theoretically the only entity responsible for the king’s divinity and claim to the throne, could 

have existed. Further complicating the matter is Bell’s suggestion that it was Hatshepsut who 

initially developed the theological system of Luxor and therefore The Royal Ka.1 The apparent 

incompatibility of these two claims implies that the system of royal divinity, at least during this 

period, may have been more nuanced and flexible than previously described.  

 In order to investigate how such a system might have worked, this chapter will continue 

to employ approaches to detect possession of The Royal Ka when multiple officeholders are 

present. Approaches already refuted in the previous chapter will be referenced but will not be 

discussed in detail again, unless such a discussion would highlight new information. At the same 

time, this chapter will also consider the possibility of clarifying or reevaluating aspects of The 

Royal Ka. For example, did such a ka move back and forth between coregents, was it shared, or 

was it possible for it to geminate? Finally, the more fluid approach to The Royal Ka and 

pharaonic kingship mentioned at the end of the previous chapter (see §2.3.) will continue to be 

explored as will the merits of reframing The Royal Ka along the lines of this new paradigm. 

                                                
1 See Bell 1985, 290. 
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 Chronologically, the chapter will begin with the early, independent reign of Thutmose III. 

It will then proceed through the coregency and conclude with the independent reign of Thutmose 

III. Monuments of Thutmose III that date to after the death of Hatshepsut, the Akh-menu for 

example, will be discussed in the following chapter. Those monuments made during the 

coregency but later modified by Thutmose III, however, will be included here. This is done not 

only to avoid repetition but also to permit careful consideration of how the presentation of other 

officeholders and the underlying theological program may have been modified with the death of 

Hatshepsut. 

3.1.1. Approaches for the Detection of The Royal Ka 

3.1.1.1. Compositional Hierarchy 

 As was briefly mentioned in the previous chapter (see §2.2.2.1.), at least one scholar has 

attempted to use principles of compositional hierarchy to determine royal divinity. These 

principles, outlined by Robins,2 were employed by El Shazly in her study of the royal ancestor 

cult in order to detect hierarchies of divinity.3 She argued that any figures that follow the first in 

the upper register to face the viewer’s right would be hierarchically inferior to the first not only 

in terms of contextual status but also in terms of divinity. This hierarchy can be applied not only 

to two-dimensional representations but three-dimensional spatial arrangements as well. For 

example, Hatshepsut is usually shown on the south and west walls at Deir el-Bahari, which 

allows her to face the most prestigious direction. Thutmose III on the other hand is favored on 

                                                
2 See Robins 1994, 33-40.  
3 See El Shazly 2008, ii; El Shazly 2015, 236-237. Note that she did not directly mention The 
Royal Ka in the context of these arguments.  
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north and east walls, which leads to his facing left. The implications are thus that south and west 

were superior to north and east.4  

 The Royal Ka is not explicitly mentioned in the context of these arguments, but such 

principles could theoretically be used to detect it. For example, if the living king were placed in 

the hierarchically superior position and a deceased officeholder followed, this might signal that 

Royal Ka divinity was superior to Osirian divinity. The problems with such an approach have 

already been outlined in the introductory and preceding chapters (see §1.2.5. and §2.2.2.1.), but it 

is worth considering here, since this basic approach can be connected with others discussed in 

this chapter (see §3.1.1.2. and §3.1.1.4.). In these ways compositional hierarchy might be used to 

identify The Royal Ka. 

3.1.1.2. Thutmose III as Menkheperre versus Menkheperkare 

 An approach that might be used specifically to detect Thutmose III’s possession of The 

Royal Ka is the appearance of a variant of his prenomen. His original prenomen, used from his 

accession to the end of his reign, was Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ “Enduring is the Manifestation of Re.”5 During 

the time of his coregency with Hatshepsut, however, the variant Mn-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ “Enduring is the 

Manifestation of the Ka of Re” is also found.6 Despite the supposed lack of an overarching 

pattern to the use of this name, some scholars have seen this as a marker of Thutmose III’s lower 

                                                
4 See Nathalie Beaux, La chapelle d'Hathor, Temple d'Hatshepsout à Deir el-Bahari, vol. 1, 
Memoirs de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 129 (Cairo: Institut Français 
d'Archéologie Orientale, 2012), 203; Marta Sankiewicz, "The 'co-regency' of Hatshepsut and 
Thutmose III in the light of iconography in the temple of Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari," in 
Current Research in Egyptology 11, ed. Maarten Horn, et al. (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2011), 
141-142. 
5 For an alternate translation, “The Established One of the Manifestation of Re,” see Leprohon 
2013, 98. 
6 The an altnerate translation, “The Established One of the Manifestation of the Ka of Re,” see 
ibid. See also von Beckerath 1999, 136-137.  
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status, inferior kingship, and thus his lack of The Royal Ka.7 Conversely, it should be considered 

whether the addition of this ka element was meant to confirm his possession of The Royal Ka. A 

third option is to see this ka as a means of linking the names of Hatshepsut, Maatkare, and 

Thutmose III, Menkheperkare by including the same element in both names.8 This is especially 

interesting given the previous suggestion that The Royal Ka may have been a means of creating a 

homology between multiple officeholders (see §2.3.). The distribution of this name and its 

relationship to The Royal Ka therefore deserves careful consideration.  

3.1.1.3. Royal Versus Private Dedication Formulae 

The distinction between the royal and private dedication formulae might also be used to 

detect The Royal Ka. Like some other approaches discussed above, scholars have not previously 

linked either of these formulae with Royal Ka divinity, but the connection can be inferred. The 

royal dedication formula, ir.n RN m mnw⸗f n it⸗f DN, is found on royal monuments since the late 

Old Kingdom. It states that a king made his monument for a divinity who is referred to as a 

family member, usually a father or mother. It was also used on the statue of Mutnofret dedicated 

by Thutmose II (see §2.2.5.2.), presumably since his mother was deceased and could therefore be 

identified as divine through her association with Osiris. As its name implies, the formula could 

only be used by an officeholder. The dedicator would thus be divine by means of the royal office 

and possession of The Royal Ka. This formula and the divinity it implied might then be 

contrasted with the private dedication formula, in PN sꜥnḫ rn⸗f. This formula was already 

encountered on the statue of Ahmose (see §2.2.1.2.), where Seqenenre Tao and royal women 

used it to describe their donation to the prince. Its use there as opposed to the royal donation 

                                                
7 See Davies 2004, 60-63. 
8 See ibid., 63. 
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formula might have signaled that this officeholder was still in the process of (re)constituting 

traditional forms of royal divinity and thus that he did not yet possess The Royal Ka.9 It is 

therefore worth asking whether this approach can be used to identify the dedicator as a divine 

officeholder and by extension a possessor of The Royal Ka. 

3.1.1.4. Crowns (reprise) 

 The possibility of using crowns to distinguish the divinity of officeholders was already 

considered in the previous chapter (§2.1.2.2.). There it was suggested that the accumulation of 

crowns upon one officeholder might be used to distinguish divine states. Later in that chapter 

(see §2.2.3.4.2.), however, it was concluded that this cannot be used to detect The Royal Ka. In 

this chapter, the approach is not based on the number of crowns but the identity of the crowns 

themselves. This mainly concerns the pairing of two sets of crowns. The first is the nemes and 

khat / afnet crowns.10 These have been linked to specific divine states and functions. For 

example, since the khat / afnet was not worn by gods but only goddesses,11 one might argue that 

it would mark its wearer as less divine than another officeholder who wore the nemes. Yet, this 

                                                
9 In her discussion of this phrase, Grallert 2001, 98-108 identified this as a private expression 
used only a few times by kings. In her discussion of the same phrase, M. Nelson-Hurst, "'…who 
causes his name to live': the vivication formula through the Second Intermediate Period," in 
Millions of Jubilees: Studies in Honor of David P. Silverman, ed. Zahi Hawass and Jennifer 
Houser Wegner, Supplément aux Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 39 (Cairo: 
Conseil Suprême Des Antiquités De L'Égypte, 2010), did not explicitly identify it as non-royal, 
but this can be loosely inferred. She explicitly discussed the statue of Ahmose as an example of 
familial relationship used by the royal family during a time when the distribution of actors was 
changing. This led to overlap where the non-royal phrase was used by royalty. 
10 Marianne Eaton-Krauss, "The Khat Headdress to the End of the Amarna Period," Studien zur 
altägyptischen Kultur 5 (1977): 23 with n. 17 explained that scholars often move back and forth 
between the khat and afnet without explanation. She claimed that khat was more specific while 
the afnet much more general. More recent publications, for example Goebs 2008, referred to it as 
khat / afnet. This is the convention that has been adopted here. 
11 See Eaton-Krauss 1977, 29.  
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logic would only work if goddesses were less divine than gods. Certainly, goddesses could be 

shown in an inferior position to their male counterparts, but there is no evidence that the reason 

for this was an inferior or less-prestigious form of divinity (see also §3.1.1.1.). Even if a sharp 

distinction of divinity is not explicitly made between the nemes and khat / afnet, it has been 

claimed that the nemes was the superior crown,12 and it should be considered whether this 

superiority might be traced to divinity.  

 The second set of crowns is the Red and White crowns. The apparent superiority of south 

over north (see §3.1.1.1.) has been extended to the iconography that symbolized each geographic 

region. Additionally, it has been noted that Hatshepsut wears the White crown much more often 

than the Red and that the Double crown was avoided when the two coregents were depicted 

together.13 It might thus be concluded that the superiority of the White crown over the Red could 

be used to determine superior divinity and possession of The Royal Ka. Once again, scholars 

have not explicitly argued for the sharp distinction of divinity in this context, but it should be 

considered whether this superiority might be connected with hierarchy, divinity, and thus The 

Royal Ka.  

3.1.1.5. Festivals 

                                                
12 See Marta Sankiewicz, "The Iconography of Co-rule at Deir el-Bahari: Hatshepsut and 
Tuthmosis III in the Statue Room of the Main Sanctuary of Amun," Polish Archaeology in the 
Mediterranean 24, no. 2 (2015): 166. If the nemes were indeed the superior crown and marker of 
The Royal Ka, then it should indicate the living king. Katja Goebs, "Crown (Egypt)," ed. Jürg 
Eggler, Iconography of Deities and Demons in the Ancient Near East (Fribourg2015),  
https://www.academia.edu/11958136/Crown_Egypt_for_IDD_. 7-8, however, highlighted the 
funerary associations of this crown. According to Bell, this should have excluded its connection 
with The Royal Ka. An interpretation of this crown that attempts to ascribe a single meaning or 
hierarchy to it thus already appears problematic. 
13 See Davies 2004, 57-64; Sankiewicz 2011, 142. 
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 According to Bell, the celebration of the Opet festival played a crucial role in the 

theology of The Royal Ka. Specifically, he claimed it was the occasion when the king and Amun 

traveled to Luxor in order to reaffirm the king’s possession of The Royal Ka, which gradually 

overwhelmed the mortal king during the festival’s performance.14 During the 18th dynasty, this 

was one of the two most important Theban festivals, the other being the Valley festival. The 

Valley festival has also been linked with The Royal Ka,15 with scholars claiming that its goal 

was the mystical union of the king and Amun16 or the connection of Amun with the royal kas of 

deceased officeholders.17 Also relevant is the contrast that has been drawn between the two 

festivals. Specifically, the purpose of the Opet festival has usually been said to be the renewal of 

the living king while that of the Valley festival was the renewal of deceased kings.18 This 

distinction raises the possibility that the former was focused on The Royal Ka and the latter on 

the individual  kas of officeholders. The performance of festivals is therefore worthy of careful 

                                                
14 See Bell 1985. For the Opet Festival in general, see Darnell 2010, and the sources cited 
therein. 
15 For the Valley Festival, see Siegfried Schott, "Das schöne Fest vom Wüstental: Festbräuche 
einer Todstadt," Abhandlung der Geistes und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 11 (1952); George 
Foucart, "La belle fête de la vallée," Bulletin de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 24 
(1924); Silvia Wiebach, "Die Begegnung von Lebenden und Verstorbenen im Rahmen des 
thebanischen Talfestes," Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur 13 (1986). 
16 See Monika Dolińska, "Some Remarks About the Function of the Tuthmosis III Temple at 
Deir el-Bahari," in Ägyptische Tempel - Struktur, Funktion und Programm (Akten der 
Ägyptologischen Tempeltagungen in Gosen 1990 und in Mainz 1992), ed. Rolf Gundlach and 
Matthias Rochholz, Hildesheimer ägyptologische Beiträge 37 (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1994), 
36-37. 
17 The comments of Ullmann 2002, 94 are particularly intriguing in this regard. She saw the 
festival as the means of connecting the cults of present and past officeholders, which she calls 
“der Kult des königlichen Kas,” with the cult of Amun on the east. While clearly drawing from 
the cult of The Royal Ka, she also acknowledged the existence of multiple royal kas.  
18 For this contrast, see Refai 1998, 183. See also Masashi Fukaya, "Distribution of Life Force in 
the Festival of the Valley: A Comparative Study with the Opet Festival," Orient 42 (2007): 103. 
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analysis, since it might help clarify the difference between The Royal Ka and the kas of 

individual kings. 

3.2. Chronological Outline and Discussion of the Evidence 

3.2.1. Historical and Thematic Introduction 

 One may refer to the reign of Hatshepsut, but it should be remembered that she never 

ruled completely independently. Scholars have estimated that she reigned twenty-two years, but 

these years were dated not to her name but that of Thutmose III.19 This is because Hatshepsut did 

not suddenly seize power upon the death of her husband, Thutmose II, and permanently cast 

aside her stepson.20 Instead, she carefully constructed her power and experimented with different 

iconography before declaring herself king.21 As clear, detailed descriptions of this process have 

already been provided,22 it is not necessary to fully recount it again here. Yet, a brief outline is 

                                                
19 For Hatshepsut’s use of Thutmose III’s regnal years, see Peter F. Dorman, "The Early Reign of 
Thutmose III: An Unorthodox Mantle of Coregency," in Thutmose III: A New Biography, ed. 
Eric H. Cline and David O'Connor (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2006), 53; 
Jean-Luc Chappaz, "Un cas particulier de corégence: Hatshepsout et Thoutmosis III," in 
Individu, société et spiritualité dans l'Égypte pharaonique et copte: Mélanges égyptologiques 
offerts au Professor Aristide Théodoridès, ed. Christian Cannuyer and Jean-Marie Kruchten 
(Brussels: Association Montoise d'egyptologie, 1993), 95-96. For example, a graffito from year 
one at Saqqara mentions only the name Menkheperre and is silent regarding Hatshepsut. For this 
graffito and its implications, see Peter F. Dorman, "Hatshepsut: Wicked Stepmother or Joan of 
Arc?," The Oriental Institute News and Notes 168 (2001): 3. 
20 See Dimitri Laboury, "How and Why Did Hatshepsut Invent the Image of Her Royal Power?," 
in Creativity and Innovation in the Reign of Hatshepsut, ed. José M. Galán, Betsy M. Bryan, and 
Peter F. Dorman, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 69 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of 
the University of Chicago, 2014), 51. 
21 See Dorman 2006, 52. 
22 See primarily the excellent and incredibly detailed work of Laboury 2014. For the precise 
chronology of her early monuments at Karnak, including their reworking, see Luc Gabolde, 
Monuments décorés en bas relief aux noms de Thoutmosis II et Hatchepsout à Karnak, Mémoirs 
publiés par les membres de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 123 (Cairo: L'Institut 
Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 2005), 2. 
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helpful, as the specific monuments discussed below can then be easily situated into an 

overarching framework.  

 Initially from approximately years one through five, Thutmose III was the nominal king, 

and Hatshepsut only appeared in the manner of a traditional regent. Between years five and 

seven,23 however, Hatshepsut gradually expanded her presence in royal iconography. She 

appeared still in her role as god’s wife but in positions normally reserved for the king. At first 

she included Thutmose III but later had his name and image erased and replaced with her own or 

that of Thutmose II. Her daughter with Thutmose II, Nefrure, was also frequently included in 

these scenes. This was likely done to stress Hatshepsut’s branch of the royal family over that of 

Thutmose III, who was the son of a lesser wife of Thutmose II, Isis.24 In year seven, Hatshepsut 

went even further and entirely discarded Thutmose III from her iconography. She had herself 

depicted as queen and took the throne name Maatkare.25 In her new role as a ruling queen, 

Hatshepsut drew on the precedent of queen Nefrusobek, the last ruler of the 12th dynasty.26 Yet, 

                                                
23 The change in iconography is unlikely to have occurred before year five, as two stelae from 
that year still name Thutmose III as the sole ruler. For these stelae, see Dorman 2001, 4. 
24 For the parentage of Nefrure and Thutmose III, see Christine Meyer, "Neferure," in Lexikon 
der Ägyptologie 4, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
1982), 382-383; Donald B. Redford, "Thutmosis III.," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 6, ed. 
Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1986), 540-548. 
25 For the earliest attestation of Maatkare, what would later become her prenomen, see Urk. IV, 
34. Later in her reign on the Red chapel, Hatshepsut would retrospectively describe her 
coronation. She recounts, …sfḫ<t> ḫꜥ.w ḥm.t ntr wts⸗s hkr.w Rꜥ šmꜥ⸗s mḥw⸗s ꜣbḫ m tp⸗s “…the 
crowns of god’s wife having been removed so that she might wear the ornaments of Re, her 
white crown and her red crown being joined with her head.” For the text, see Pierre Lacau and 
Henri Chevrier, Une chapelle d'Hatshepsout à Karnak  (Cairo: Le Service des Antiquités de 
l'Égypte - L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1977), 116. See also Laboury 2014, 67. 
For the precise date of her accession, see Dorman 2006, 49. 
26 For Hatshepsut’s reliance on the iconography of Nefrusobek, see Laboury 2013, 20; 
Sankiewicz 2011, 133. For Hatshepsut, Nefrusobek, and other women as female Horuses, see 
Lana Troy, Patterns of Queenship in ancient Egyptian myth and history  (Uppsala: Uppsala 
University, 1986), 139-143. 
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because of Thutmose III, reliance on the iconography of Nefrusobek alone was not sufficient to 

secure her power.27 Thutmose III, as the living male Horus, would still have prevented 

Hatshepsut from being recognized as king.28 Her solution was to construct a more masculine 

image, and her feminine features were altered to show her either strictly as male or as male with 

feminine pronouns.29 This masculinization was accompanied by the reintroduction of Thutmose 

III and the queen’s adoption of an additional epithet, Chenemet-ankh.30 

 By year eight,31 Hatshepsut and Thutmose III were ruling together in a true coregency. 

Both were clearly kings, but the status of Thutmose III in this arrangement has been variously 

interpreted. Some have claimed that Hatshepsut always placed Thutmose III in the inferior 

position, stressing his junior or subservient status.32 Other scholars stressed the at least nominal 

equality of both kings33 or even how both complemented one another to form a single image of 

                                                
27 For this observation, see Laboury 2014, 87. 
28 For this claim, see Gay Robins, "The Names of Hatshepsut as King," The Journal of Egyptian 
Archaeology 85 (1999): 112. 
29 See, for example, Dorman 2006, 52; Beaux 2012, vol. 1, 201, who noted the use of both 
masculine and feminine versions of ntr nfr in the Hathor chapel at Deir el-Bahari. 
30 See Laboury 2014, 71. For the royal names of Hatshepsut in general and their relation to her 
ideological program, see Robins 1999. 
31 Laboury 2014, 84 suggested that the complete change from regent, to ruling queen, to male 
king took place within a single regnal year. 
32 See, for example, Sankiewicz 2011, 142; Dorman 2006, 57; Lacau 1952, 189-190. 
33 See, for example, Andrzej Ćwiek, "Red, yellow and pink. Ideology of skin hues at Deir el-
Bahari," Fontes Archaeologici Posnanienses 43 (2007): 62; Suzanne Ratié, La reine 
Hatchepsout: Sources et problèmes, Orientalia Monspeliensia 1 (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 136. 



 112 

kingship.34 What is clear is that Thutmose III now played an important role in the ideological 

program of Hatshepsut,35 and he would continue to do so until the end of their coregency.  

 When Hatshepsut died in year twenty-two of his reign,36 Thutmose III began portraying 

himself independently but otherwise displayed no remarkable hostility to his former coregent. It 

was not until the forty-second year of his reign that Thutmose III began attacking her images and 

monuments.37 This iconoclasm will henceforth be referred to as the proscription. Yet, these 

attacks were for the most part related to issues of succession. Hatshepsut had been god’s wife, 

daughter of Thutmose I with his chief wife, and chief wife of Thutmose II. Thutmose III, on the 

other hand, was the son of Thutmose II and a lesser wife. This meant the bloodline of Hatshepsut 

could have threatened Thutmose III’s heirs. In order to secure the position of his heir, the future 

Amenhotep II, Thutmose III attacked her images and royal status, eliminating her and her 

prodigy from history.38 Even so, the manner and thoroughness of her erasure was incredibly 

inconsistent. Once destroyed, her figures and titles could be left as hacked surface or replaced 

with those of Thutmose II or even an iconographic group such as a pile of offerings. In other 

                                                
34 See, for example, Lana Troy, "Religion and Cult during the Time of Thutmose III," in 
Thutmose III: A New Biography, ed. Eric H. Cline and David O'Connor (Ann Arbor: The 
University of Michigan Press, 2006), 132, who described the dual kingship of Hatshepsut and 
Thutmose III as “the harmonious combination of two complementary parts of a single equation”; 
Laboury 2014, 89-90, who called them “avatars of the same royal power”. 
35 For Hatshepsut and Thutmose III together, see Laboury 2014, 51-52; Sankiewicz 2011, who 
provided a complete list of attestations of Thutmose III at Hatshepsut’s Deir el-Bahari temple; 
Davies 2004, who collected ninety-four examples. 
36 For the date of Hatshepsut’s death, see Dorman 2006, 57-58; Dorman 2001, 1. See also Ratié 
1979, 138 for the claim that Thutmose III noticeably increased his power in year sixteen. 
37 For the date of the proscription of Hatshepsut, see primarily Charles F. Nims, "The date of the 
dishonoring of Hatshepsut," Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 93 (1966). 
38 For the motivation behind the proscription of Hatshepsut, see Dimitri Laboury, "Royal Portrait 
and Ideology: Evolution and Signification of the Statuary of Thutmose III," in Thutmose III: A 
New Biography, ed. Eric H. Cline and David O'Connor (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan 
Press, 2006), 265-267; Dorman 2001, 1-2. 
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cases, her reliefs were barely even altered.39 Whatever the case, the proscription appears to have 

achieved its desired goal, and Amenhotep II followed Thutmose III as king, as will be discussed 

in the next chapter. 

 As a final note, the artistic styles used during each stage of these iconographic and 

ideological programs should also be noted, since these often mimiced those of previous 

generations. For example, Hatshepsut’s masculinization was accompanied not only by the 

reintroduction of Thutmose III and the promotion of Thutmose I,40 but also by her use of the 

early Thutmosid style of royal artistic representation.41 Later, however, this idealized emulation 

of the past grew more flexible. Built later in the coregency, for example, Hatshepsut’s temple at 

Deir el-Bahari demonstrates emulation of Mentuhotep II, and two of her sphinxes seem to have 

been made in the style of Amenemhat III.42 After Hatshepsut’s death, Thutmose III slightly 

altered the artistic style, possibly to reflect his own identity.43 With the proscription, however, 

Thutmose III implemented a markedly new artistic style, presumably in order to distance himself 

from Hatshepsut.44 Given this complex history of small stylistic changes, erasures, and 

                                                
39 See, for example, Björkman 1971, 31, who noted the inconsistency of damage to her image 
and titles on the Red Chapel. It is occasionally difficult to tell whether this inconsistency is due 
to the dismantling of the object, intentional avoidance, or accidental oversight.  
40 See Laboury 2014, 83. 
41 See Laboury 2013, 15-22. The early Thutmosid style was itself an imitation of that of 
Senwosret I. 
42 Since this later style was based not on one specific period of history but on an eclectic 
combination of styles, it has occasionally been called “neo-classical.” For this label, see Pascal 
Vernus, "La grande mutation idéologique du Nouvel Empire: Une nouvelle théorie du pouvoir 
politique. Du démiurge face à sa création," Bulletin de la société d'égyptologie, Genève 19 
(1995): 81; Laboury 2013, 16. 
43 See Laboury 2006, 267-272, who cited the Akh-menu, built in year twenty-four, as an example 
of this style. 
44 See ibid., 263. See more generally Dimitri Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III: Essai 
d'interprétation d'un portrait royal dans son contexte historique, Aegyptiaca Leodiensia 5 
(Liège: Centre Informatique de Philosophie et Lettres, 1998). 
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palimpsests and the limits of some earlier publications, it can occasionally be quite difficult to 

correctly date or historically interpret a monument.45 Fortunately, recent publications have 

tended to conscientiously note any recarving, and in most cases a correct date can be suggested 

based on the historical and stylistic outline just provided. 

3.2.2. Monuments from the Regency of Hatshepsut 

3.2.2.1. The Temple of Semna 

  According to an inscription on the exterior east wall of the main face of the temple of 

Semna, Thutmose III began work on it in the second year of his reign.46 This makes it one of if 

not his earliest major monument. The temple of Thutmose III probably replaced an earlier brick 

and stone temple of Thutmose I, which itself replaced a Middle Kingdom original. Semna is 

located just south of the second cataract in Lower Nubia on the west bank of the Nile. The 

temple itself is situated so that its axis runs south to north, parallel to the river. Since the temple 

dates primarily to the early reign of Thutmose III, when Hatshepsut was only a regent, she does 

not play a role in the majority of scenes relevant to a discussion of The Royal Ka. Instead, the 

officeholder most often depicted in the temple together with Thutmose III is Senwosret III, the 

Middle Kingdom pharaoh famous for his Nubian conquests.47 It is widely known that Senwosret 

III was worshipped in the area during the New Kingdom, but the precise nature of his divinity 

                                                
45 For this potential problem, see Sankiewicz 2011, 131. 
46 For the hieroglyphic text providing the date, see Ricardo A. Caminos, Semna-Kumma I: The 
Temple of Semna, Archaeological Survey of Egypt 37 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 
1998), pl. 25. Laboury 2014, 56-60 also discussed the history of construction of the temple. He 
saw it largely as the work of an independent Thutmose III without many mentions of Hatshepsut 
as a ruling power. For the publication of the temple in general, see Caminos 1998; Janusz 
Karkowski, "Quelques remarques sur les temples de Buhen," Études et Travaux 10 (1978). 
47 For an overview of Senwosret III as a god in Nubia, see Khalid el-Enany, "La divinisation 
posthume de Sésostris III en Nubie," in Sésostris III: Pharaon de légende, ed. Fleur Morfoisse 
and Guillemette Andreu-Lanoë (Lille: snoeck, 2014). 
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remains ambiguous. Often he has been treated as an exceptional pharaoh like Ramses II,48 who 

achieved the status of a traditional deity through extraordinary actions during his lifetime. Yet, it 

is unclear whether this divinity superseded his status as a former officeholder or how this might 

have involved The Royal Ka. 

 This is somewhat clarified by a scene on the eastern outer wall. Thutmose III stands 

before thirteen columns of texts and Senwosret III, who sits enthroned in a kiosk.49 The figure of 

Thutmose III on the far left of the scene is badly damaged,50 but the text above his head is well 

preserved. It reads (1) Ḥr Kꜣ-nḫt Ḫꜥ-⌈m⌉-Wꜣs.t (in serekh) (2) ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| (3) 

ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy (⌈Mn⌉-[ḫpr]-⌈Rꜥ)|⌉51 (4) di ꜥnḫ d.t wnn⸗f ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w mi Rꜥ d.t “(1) 

The Horus, The-Strong-Bull-Who-Appeared-⌈in⌉-Thebes, (2) the good god, lord of the two lands, 

Menkheperre, (3) the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands, ⌈Men⌉[kheper]⌈re⌉, 

(4) given life forever. It is as the foremost of all living kas that he exists like Re forever.” 

Senwosret III sits facing Thutmose III under a kiosk to the far right (see figure 3.1). He wears the 

double crown and is followed by an anthropomorphic ka figure with the king’s Horus name, Ntr-

ḫpr.w, enclosed in a serekh and resting on ka arms. A small, seated figure of Dedwen, called 

Ddwn ḫnt Tꜣ-sty di⸗f ꜥnḫ “Dedwen, foremost of Nubia, who gives life,” extends an ankh to the 

Horus falcon atop the serekh. There are seven additional columns of texts above the king’s head, 

which read left to right. These texts read (1) Ḥr Ntr-ḫpr.w (in serekh) (2) ntr nfr nb ꜣw.t-ib nb 

                                                
48 For the deification of Ramses II in Nubia, see Habachi 1969. 
49 See Caminos 1998, 41-48, pls. 23-26. 
50 Ibid., 42 noted that his figure has been maliciously hacked, but does not provide any more 
information. It is unclear exactly when this took place, and a modern date cannot be ruled out.  
51 For this odd repetition of the king’s prenomen, see ibid., 42-43, who confirmed the reading but 
was unable to offer an explanation. Given the erasure of Thutmose III on other monuments from 
the early reign of Hatshepsut, perhaps the king’s name was erased and later incorrectly restored.  
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ḫꜥ(.w) it nfr (3) sꜣ Rꜥ n h.t⸗f (4) (S-n-Wsr.t)| (5) kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ (6) ḫnt dbꜣ.t (7) ḫnt pr-dwꜣ.t “(1) 

The Horus, Divine-of-Forms, (2) good god, lord of joy, lord of crown(s), who seized the white 

crown, (3) son of Re of his body, (4) Senwosret. (5) The living Royal Ka, (6) foremost of the 

robing room, (7) foremost of the house of the morning.” 

 What is most striking about this scene is that, according to Bell’s theory, it would contain 

two Royal Kas, one associated with Thutmose III and one with Senwosret III. Senwosret III’s is 

depicted anthropomorphically. That of Thutmose III’s is not shown independently of the king, 

but the epithet “foremost of all living kas” would signal its presence. Both kings also seem to be 

endowed with life. Thutmose III is marked as “given life” in the fourth column of texts above 

him and in the second column of the longer inscription placed between the two kings. The same 

epithet is not used for Senwosret III, but Dedwen physically gives life to the figure of Horus, the 

incarnation of the living king, associated with his name. Both kings are thus not only shown as 

officeholders but as living officeholders. This presents a scenario of two kings simultaneously 

possessing what is theoretically a single Royal Ka and a single divine office, a situation that 

according to Bell should not be possible.  

 The long text separating the two kings provides some explanation of how such a situation 

might have been possible. The text is mostly concerned with Thutmose III’s reinstatement of 

offerings first initiated by Senwosret III.52 At first, the text speaks of the actions of Senwosret III 

in the past. (3) imi ḫt⸗tw pꜣ ḥtp.w-ntr ir.n ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy nb ir.t ḫ.t (Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| Ḥr Ntr-

                                                
52 The beneficiaries of these offerings are primarily Dedwen and Khnum, but Meretseger, a wife 
of Senwosret III, is also mentioned followed finally by what appears to be the name of 
Senwosret III. Ibid., pl. 25, l. 12 shows a cartouche, but it seems to read ⌈Mn⌉-kꜣ[.w]-Rꜥ instead 
of Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ. Ibid., 44, however, translated “Khaꜥkaurē” without comment, leaving it unclear 
whether there is an error in the facsimile or the translation and commentary.  
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ḫpr.w (in serekh) [?]53 ⌈n ntr.w nb⌉[.w …] “Cause that one inscribe the divine offerings, which 

the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, the lord of the two lands, the lord of ritual, Khakaure, the 

Horus Divine-of-Forms, made ⌈for all the gods⌉ […].” Later, however, the text shifts to describe 

the period when Senwosret III was not a past officeholder but the living king. (5) …iw ny-sw.t 

(Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| m tꜣ ḫr ꜥnḫ.w iw ꜥnḫ⸗f ⌈m⌉ […] ⌈ib mi Rꜥ-Ḥr-ꜣḫ⌉[.ty…] “(5) …The king Khakaure 

was on the earth before the living. He lives ⌈in⌉ […]54 ⌈heart like Re-Horakh⌉[ty].” The fact that 

the text imagines the world during Senwosret III’s lifetime might explain the presence of two 

Royal Kas. Just as Ahmose I remembered Tetisheri during her lifetime on her stele (see 

§2.2.2.1.), so also Thutmose III would remember Senwosret III as alive and on earth. As a king 

who was both living and dead at the same time, Senwosret III would possess both Royal Ka 

divinity and Osirian divinity. This interpretation would allow both kings to possess The Royal 

Ka without violating the basic assumptions of the theory.  

 The same cannot be said, however, of two other scenes of Thutmose III and Senwosret III 

that also mention The Royal Ka. On the inner eastern and western walls of the sanctuary, 

Thutmose III is shown before a large amount of offerings and the bark of Senwosret III.55 On the 

western wall, there is no ka figure behind the king, but a column of texts records that wnn⸗f ḫnt 

kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w mi Rꜥ d.t “It is he as the foremost of all living kas that he exists like Re 

forever.” The text above the king provides his name and various epithets, including “given life.” 

An offering formula before him describes Senwosret III as the beneficiary of his actions. ḥtp di 

                                                
53 Despite the damage here, it seems like nothing followed the serekh in this column. 
54 Caminos 1998, 43 and 45 suggested “contentment of(?)”. 
55 See ibid., 94-97, pls. 49-50 for the eastern wall and 111-118, pls. 157-159 for the western wall. 
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ny-sw.t Gb ḫꜣ m ḫ.t nb(.t) nfr.t wꜥb.t n ([Ḫꜥ]-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| “an offering which the king gives to Geb 

(being) a thousand of every good and pure thing for Khakaure.”  

 On the eastern wall, Thutmose III is also said to be “given life,” and here he is followed 

by an anthropomorphized ka standard (see figure 3.2). Strangely, it does not include ka arms and 

it is not the king’s Horus name but his prenomen, Menkheperre, that rests on the divine 

standard.56 Nevertheless, the texts above make it clear that this is the kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ “the living 

Royal Ka.” Furthermore, the back arm of the standard appears reversed, since the feather passes 

behind the pole rather than over the front.57 Just as on the alabaster chapel of Amenhotep I and 

Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.), the preceding figure of the king shows no such reversal. Unlike the 

alabaster chapel, however, here there is no corresponding image of this ka on the opposite wall. 

Normally, a symmetrical image is required to permit such a reversal. In order to explain this, 

proponents of Bell’s theory might turn to the epithet “foremost of all living kas” on the opposite 

wall. Since it is claimed to mark the Royal Ka, perhaps it was sufficient to hint at its physical 

presence without actually depicting it. The Royal Ka could thus be understood to be present, 

even if not depicted independently from the king.58 

 On both the eastern and western walls, Senwosret III is the object of Thutmose III’s 

veneration (see figure 3.3). He is shown dressed in a sed robe and enthroned in a shrine on an 

elaborate ceremonial boat with multiple standards. The accompanying texts above and behind 

                                                
56 This representation of The Royal Ka does not perfectly match Bell’s description, but it is not 
uncommon during the reign of Thutmose III. Another example will be discussed at Deir el-
Bahari (see §3.2.3.2.5.). There is an additional example on the northern interior wall of the bark 
shrine of the Small Temple of Medinet Habu. 
57 The facsimile provided by Caminos 1998, 49 shows damage over the front hand, making it 
impossible to tell whether this arm too has been reversed. 
58 See the comments of Waitkus 2008, vol. 1, 314, who argued that the ka can still be present 
even if not depicted. 
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him differ slightly between the two walls. On the western wall, he is (1) sꜣ Rꜥ mry⸗f (2) (S-n-

Wsr.t)| (3) di ꜥnḫ (4) wnn⸗f ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb(.w) (5) ḫꜥ.w m ntr pn nfr (6) mi Ptḥ ḥr s.t wr.t 

“(1) the son of Re, whom he loves, (2) Senwosret, (3) given life. (4) It is as the foremost of all 

living kas that he exists, (5) he having appeared as this good god (6) like Ptah on the great 

throne.” On the eastern wall (see figure 3.3), he is (1) ny-sw.t bi.ty nb ir.t ḫ.t (2) (Ḫꜥ-⌈kꜣ.w⌉-Rꜥ)| 

(3) di ꜥnḫ (4) wnn ny-sw.t (S-n-Wsr.t)| (5) ḫꜥ.w m ny-sw.t tꜣ.wy (6) mi Tm m Ip.t-s.wt “(1) the 

king of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of ritual, (2) Kha⌈kau⌉re (3) given life. (4-6) It is having 

appeared as the king of the two lands like Atum in Karnak that the king Senwosret exists.” 

 The first thing to note is that Thutmose III is associated with The Royal Ka on both 

eastern and western walls. On the other hand, Senwosret III’s possession of it is indicated 

through the epithet “foremost of all living kas” only on the western wall, whereas his continued 

appearance as king of the two lands is stressed on the eastern wall. Yet, it does not seem 

appropriate to distinguish the divine kingship of two figures of Senwosret III based on this 

epithet alone. First, if The Royal Ka is to be understood as the divinity of the office of kingship, 

Senwosrest III’s possession of it is also stressed on the eastern wall, which mentions the 

perpetuity of his kingship. Secondly, Senwosret III is only explicitly called divine on the western 

wall (“this good god”), but, according to Bell, all images of the king in a ceremonial royal bark 

were actually images of the divine Royal Ka.59 There is a contradiction here. If only the 

Senwosret III on the western wall is said to possess The Royal Ka, then only that figure of the 

king should be divine by means of it. Yet, the king is shown on both walls in a royal bark, which 

is supposed to mark divinity and possession of The Royal Ka. It thus appears as if the absence of 

                                                
59 See Bell 1985, 260-261. 
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the epithet “foremost of all living kas,” cannot be used to prove that a figure did not possess The 

Royal Ka. This throws the specific connection of this epithet with The Royal Ka somewhat into 

doubt. This question of the relationship between “foremost of all living kas” and The Royal Ka 

will continue to be considered below.  

 Another notable feature of these interior reliefs is that they both specifically mark 

Thutmose III and Senwosret III as “given life.” This reaffirms that both were shown as living 

officeholders. The application of this epithet here can be compared with the scene from the outer 

eastern wall discussed above. There it was suggested that both Senwosret III and Thutmose III 

were able to possess The Royal Ka only because the living image of Senwosret III was a 

memory. On the inner walls of the sanctuary, however, there is no indication of this. On the 

contrary, his kingship is perpetuated by his sed robes and the accompanying inscriptions, which 

stress the endurance of his kingship. There is thus no way to avoid the conclusion that these 

scenes show two officeholders in possession of what was claimed to be a single Royal Ka.  

 The similarities drawn between Thutmose III and Senwosret III extend beyond simple 

possession of the office of kingship and The Royal Ka. In an inscription to the far right of the 

scene on the western wall of the sanctuary,60 Thutmose III appears again, this time embraced by 

the god Dedwen, who addresses him. sꜣ(⸗i) mry(⸗i) nfr.w(y) mnw pn nfr / irw.n⸗k n sꜣ(⸗i) 

mry(⸗i) ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| srwd.n⸗k rn⸗f n nḥḥ ir⸗k ꜥnḫ.ti  “my son, whom I love, how 

beautiful is this good monument, / which you made for my son, whom I love, the king of Upper 

and Lower Egypt, Khakaure. It was so that you might live that you made strong his name for 

eternity.” Both are described with the same royal prerogatives and both are beloved sons of 

                                                
60 See the last two columns of text on Caminos 1998, pl. 57. 
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Dedwen. A degree of similarity is thus created between the two kings. Yet, unlike on the 

Alabaster Chapel, this comparison does not go as far as homology. The kings possessed the same 

office and are both the son of a deity, but they are always distinguished from one another in both 

name and body.  

 The scenes from Semna discussed above are those that allow the most definitive 

conclusions to be made, but there are others that might shed further light on the divinity of the 

two kings. One example where it might be tempting to label Senwosret III as a “traditional” deity 

is a lunette-shaped relief on the western wall of the south exterior face of the temple’s sanctuary 

(see figure 3.4).61 Thutmose III stands on the left. He wears the nemes and is followed by The 

Royal Ka. This ka is represented as an anthropomorphized standard with one of the king’s Horus 

names atop ka arms.62 Dedwen stands opposite Thutmose III and extends life to his nose in 

exchange for construction of the temple. Senwosret III is shown behind Dedwen. He wears the 

White crown and holds a was scepter. The texts above both kings are somewhat damaged but 

still legible. That over the head of Thutmose III reads [n]tr [n]fr nb ir.t ḫ.t / [(]Mn-ḫpr-[Rꜥ])| / 

di ꜥnḫ ⌈dd⌉ / mi Rꜥ d.t “the [g]ood [g]od, lord of ritual, Menkheper[re], given life and ⌈stability⌉ / 

like Re forever.” The text above the king’s Horus name on the ka standard is especially poorly 

preserved, but it is possible to make out ⌈kꜣ n⌉[y-sw.t] ⌈ꜥnḫ⌉ “the living Royal Ka.” The text above 

                                                
61 See ibid., 17-18, pl. 13. The bottom of the scene is obscured by the later inscription of 
Katimala.  
62 For Thutmose III’s Horus name as Kꜣ-nḫt Mry-Rꜥ, see von Beckerath 1999, 136-137. He 
claimed that this name was only used after year 21 of his reign, right at the end of and after the 
coregency period. Since, however, the scene does not directly involve the construction of 
Hatshepsut’s kingship, a precise date is not critical.   
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Senwosret III reads [(]Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| / [n]b tꜣ.wy “Khakaure, lord of the two lands,” while that 

behind him reads ir⸗k ꜥnḫ.ti m[i] Rꜥ […]63 “may you live like Re […].” 

 The precise relationship between Thutmose III and Senwosret III in this scene is 

somewhat unclear, but it seems possible to interpret it according to Bell’s theory. Since the 

anthropomorphic ka standard and its caption, “the living Royal Ka,” are only associated with 

Thutmose III and not Senwosret III, this might signal that here, unlike in the scenes in the 

sanctuary discussed above (see figures 3.2-3.3), only Thutmose III possessed The Royal Ka. This 

interpretation would resolve the divinity of the living king, but it leaves that of Senwosret III 

uncertain. He is not in any way marked as deceased or associated with Osiris, but some form of 

divinity seems applicable. Senwosret III’s position is also unclear according to the approach of 

compositional hierarchy (see §3.1.1.1.). He stands on the right with the god Dedwen, but he 

occupies a secondary position there. The crowns of each king are also of little help (see 

§3.1.1.4.). The White crown associates Senwosret III with the south, the region he conquered, 

but it would be difficult to argue that this makes him any more or less divine than Thutmose III, 

who wears the nemes.64  

 The relationship between the two kings is somewhat clearer on the outer lintel and jambs 

of the southern main doorway of the sanctuary (see figure 3.5).65 On the lintel, Thutmose III 

offers to Dedwen and Khnum, who are seated back to back in the center, the former on the west 

and the latter on the east. The texts on the western doorjamb contain a royal donation formula for 

                                                
63 It is unclear whether the text ended here or continued with an additional epithet.  
64 The distinction between the White crown and the nemes has not previously been understood to 
reflect different states of divinity, but see §3.1.1.4. for the comparison of other crowns and 
§3.2.3.2.4. for the refutation of this approach. 
65 See Caminos 1998, 33-37, pl. 20. 
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Dedwen. ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n it⸗f Ddwn ⌈ḫnt⌉ [Tꜣ-sty…] “the good god 

Menkheperre, it was for his father, Dedwen, ⌈foremost⌉ [of Nubia], that he made his monument 

[…].” The texts on the eastern jamb are practically identical, but they were not inscribed for 

Khnum, the god on the eastern section of the lintel, but for Senwosret III. ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| 

ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ (⌈S-n-Wsr.t⌉)| ⌈di⌉ [ꜥnḫ…] “the good god, 

Menkheperre, it was for the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, the son of Re, 

⌈Senwosret, given⌉ [life] that he made his monument […].”  

 Since he replaces Khnum and appears in the same context as Dedwen, one might claim 

that Senwosret III had the same general status as these gods. Yet, as was discussed in the context 

of the western interior wall of the sanctuary, Senwosret III in his identity as a divine officeholder 

was one of the gods to whom the temple was dedicated. His placement on this doorjamb alone 

therefore does not prove that he was a traditional deity rather than a divine officeholder or even 

that these were differing forms of divinity. An approach that relies on royal versus private 

donation formulae to detect divinity (see §3.1.1.3.) would also label Senwosret III as a god, since 

he appears as the beneficiary of such a formula. But again, this would provide no indication as to 

whether he was divine by means of The Royal Ka or another form of divinity. From this 

perspective, the figure of Thutmose III is clearly divine, but his divinity does not seem to have 

been constructed purely in terms of either a traditional god or an officeholder. It is much more 

fluid and moves between these two roles.66  

                                                
66 The scenes discussed represent the interactions of Thutmose III and Senwsoret III at Semna 
most relevant for this study. For other examples of the two kings together, see the following 
pages and plates from ibid. The frieze over pillars to the east of the main sanctuary, 66, pl. 32, 
names Thutmose III as beloved of Senwosret III. On the east and west sides of architraves over 
the two southern columns on the west side of the sanctuary, pl. 45, Thutmose III uses the royal 
dedication formula for Senwosret III. On the southern pillar from the same western portico, pl. 
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3.2.2.2. The Netjery-menu 

 Hatshepsut did not play a large role in the temple of Semna, a temple dating to the very 

early reign of Thutmose III. It was not long, however, before she began to promote her own 

position even to the detriment of her stepson. This is visible from the surviving fragments of the 

Netjery-menu, a building that probably once stood east of the Thutmosid temple at Karnak.67 The 

monument is no longer in situ, but it can be partially reconstructed from approximately two 

hundred and four blocks and fragments mostly from the cour de la cachette. These bear the 

names of Thutmose II, Thutmose III, Hatshepsut, and Hatshepsut’s daughter with Thutmose II, 

Nefrure. Despite the presence of all these royal figures, the officeholders rarely interact.68 More 

often they act in parallel to one another. For example, the recto of Wall 5 depicts two images of 

Amun seated back to back.69 That on the right is offered wine by a kneeling Thutmose II while 

                                                
47, Senwosret III embraces and holds an ankh to the nose of Thutmose III. The eastern face of 
the same pillar also states that Thutmose III is beloved of Senwosret III. On the northern portion 
of the eastern exterior wall, 58, pl. 29, Isis recounts how Thutmose III built his monument for 
Senwosret III. On the inner face of the main doorway of the sanctuary, pl. 48, Senwosret III is 
mentioned together with other gods in another royal dedication formula. In another scene on the 
eastern interior wall, pls. 51-53, north of the one discussed in detail above, Thutmose III, this 
time without a following ka, offers to a bark of Amun, but the texts above mention the 
monument that he made for Senwosret III. See also Caminos 1998, for the interactions of 
Thutmose III and Senwosret III in the nearby temple of Kumma. On the inner face of the 
southwestern wall of vestibule C, 49-50, pl. 40, a seated Thutmose III is embraced by Khnum 
from behind and receives life from Senwosret III. On the nearby interior door lintel of the 
southern passage from rooms B to C, pl. 41, the prenomen of Senwosret III follows the titles of 
Thutmose III.  
67 For the Netjery-menu, see Gabolde 2005, 3-98; Laboury 2014, 63-67. 
68 For this observation, see Gabolde 2005, 11, who suggested that the decorators purposefully 
avoided placing the officeholders in proximity to one another. 
69 See ibid., pls. X-X*. Another example, the verso of Wall 2, shows two scenes of offering 
before two Amuns. Thutmose II offers to an Amun on the right, while Hatshepsut offers to an 
ithyphallic Amun on the left. For this scene, see ibid., 37, pl. IV-IV*, who also noted that the 
name of Thutmose II replaced that of Thutmose III. This is not the only monument from Karnak 
where Thutmose II and Hatshepsut appeared in parallel scenes. See, for example, ibid., pls. XLI-
XLI* for a scene from a wall of the “niched monument”. For this monument in general, see ibid., 
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Hatshepsut does the same on the left. The parallel placement of Thutmose II with his queen, 

Hatshepsut, might make it appear as if the monument dates to his reign, but construction likely 

did not begin until after his death.70 Additionally, many attestations of his name are in fact 

palimpsests carved over the name of Thutmose III.71 There are also a few occasions where 

Thutmose III’s name has been replaced with that of Hatshepsut.72 Based on these recarvings, the 

monument can be dated to the early reign of Thutmose III, when Hatshepsut began her accession 

to power. The monument was later altered as she prepared for her own kingship around year 

seven,73 and Thutmose III was pushed aside and replaced. 

 As mentioned above, the royal figures are most often shown independently, but some 

scenes are still relevant to the present study.74 In a comparatively well-preserved scene, 

Thutmose II, followed by Nefrure and Hatshepsut, stands behind a pile of offerings for Amun 

(see figure 3.6).75 The names and titles of all three figures are very fragmentary, but the titles of 

                                                
129-140; Laboury 2014, 67-68. For a parallel to this scene from the Netjery-menu but with 
Thutmose III instead of Thutmose II, see Luc Gabolde and Vincent Rondot, "Une chapelle 
d'Hatchepsout remployée à Karnak-Nord," Bulletin de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie 
Orientale 96 (1996): 206-208, fig. 215. These blocks come from a chapel from the early reign of 
Thutmose III, later found reused in constructions of Amenhotep III at North Karnak.  
70 See Gabolde 2005, 15-16, who dated it to the early reign of Thutmose III based on the lack of 
epithets in the cartouche of his nomen. 
71 See ibid., 10-12. Laboury 2014, 65 noted that the recarving is so thorough and careful that 
there are likely additional, unrecognized examples. 
72 See Gabolde 2005, 12-13. 
73 While they agree on the date of construction, Gabolde and Laboury disagreed on the time of its 
disassembly. Laboury 1998, 536 argued that it was dismantled shortly after its erection, before 
the erasure of Thutmose III could be completed. Gabolde 2005, 12 on the other hand argued that 
Thutmose III was still included in the ideological program, though placed in a subservient 
position. 
74 Most scenes that bear the names two or even three of these royal figures are so fragmentary 
that little to no information relevant to The Royal Ka can be extracted. See, for example, 
Gabolde 2005, Wall 8 recto, pls. XVI-XVI*, and Wall 8 verso, pls. XVII-XVII*. 
75 See ibid., Wall 2, recto, pl. III. 
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Hatshepsut are the longest and most elaborate. Whereas some names and basic epithets of 

Thutmose II are provided in five short columns, those of Hatshepsut span seven columns. She 

bears some traditional, queenly titles, such as wr.t ḥs.t wr.t imꜣ.t,76 but others indicate greater 

ambitions. For example, she is called ḥnw.t n.t tꜣ r dr⸗f “mistress of the entire land,” ꜥꜣ biꜣ.t m pr 

it⸗s “great of marvels in the temple of her father (Amun),” and ḥnw.t tꜣ.wy “mistress of the two 

lands.” Finally, she is referred to as ꜥnḫ.ti dd.ti wꜣs.ti ꜣw-ib⸗s mi Rꜥ d.t “living, stabile, exercising 

dominion, she being happy like Re forever,” which perfectly parallels the epithets of Thutmose 

II, “given life, stability, dominion, and health, he being happy like Re forever.” Some of these 

titles like “mistress of the two lands” are attested earlier, especially for extraordinary queens like 

Ahhotep, but the accumulation and expansion of such titles and epithets certainly demonstrates 

her unique position and a search for an appropriate means to express it. At no point, however, is 

Hatshepsut shown with The Royal Ka.  

 On the other hand, what should be Hatshepsut’s personal ka is mentioned in three scenes. 

It appears in a column of text to the left of an extremely fragmentary scene of Amun, in another 

text below a scene of her offering incense to Amun, and in a better-preserved copy of the latter 

text at the bottom of another scene of her before Amun.77 In all three examples her ka is shown 

on a divine standard, but it is never in the context of any titles or iconography of The Royal Ka. 

The text of the third, better preserved attestation reads mry.t(⸗i) ꜥnḫ.ti dd.ti wꜣs.ti snb.ti ꜣw-ib⸗s 

ḥnꜥ kꜣ⸗s mi Rꜥ d.t / ꜥnḫ dd wꜣs nb snb nb ꜣw.t-ib nb r rd.wy dr.t ntr ḥm.t ntr tn “my beloved, 

(may you be) living, stable, exercising dominion, and healthy, she being happy together with her 

                                                
76 Compare these with, for example, the Tetisheri stele (§2.2.2.1.), where the same titles are used 
for Ahmose-Nefertari.  
77 See Gabolde 2005, Wall 3 verso, pls. VII-VII*, Wall 1 recto, pls. I-I*, and Wall 4 verso, pls. 
IX-IX* respectively. 
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ka like Re forever, / all life, stability, and dominion, all health, and all happiness being at the feet 

of the hand of the god, this god’s wife.” The fact that Hatshepsut’s ka is placed on a divine 

standard does not necessarily distinguish her ka from that of non-royal or royal individuals, since 

their kas too could be shown on such standards. Even so, it might be tempting to see this as the 

introduction of some form of ka theology in preparation for her claim of the royal office. On the 

other hand, she might simply be including her ka as another, critical element of her being. A 

detailed study of the kas of private versus royal individuals would be necessary to make such a 

conclusion. Whatever the case, however, this does not prove that she claimed The Royal Ka at 

least at this early stage.78  

3.2.2.3. Bark Shrine of Tura Limestone 

 The Netjery-menu was not the only early monument of Hatshepsut that she altered 

shortly after construction. A good example of this is a fragmentary bark chapel of Tura 

limestone, the blocks of which are today scattered in the Open Air Museum and in the Sheikh 

Labib magazine at Karnak.79 The decorative program of this monument represents the next stage 

in Hatshepsut’s assumption of kingship, when Thutmose II was still widely depicted and 

Hatshepsut began to masculinize herself. A good example of this is an extremely fragmentary 

scene of Hatshepsut before Amun.80 Only the tops of the figure’s crowns and some of their titles 

are visible, but it is clear that the scene has been altered. The title ntr.t nfr.t “good goddess” has 

been added before Hatshepsut’s cartouche, and her name has been changed from Hatshepsut to 

                                                
78 As a point of comparison, see the verso of the same wall, Wall 1, where Thutmose II is called 
the “foresmost of all living kas.” 
79 For this chapel, see Gabolde 2005, 99-128; Laboury 2014, 68-70. 
80 See Gabolde 2005, 106-107, pls. XXXV-XXXV*. 
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Maatkare, her prenomen assumed upon accession to the throne. Yet, she still wears a crown with 

two long plumes, that of a god’s wife, instead of one of the traditional crowns of kingship.  

 In a scene where she interacts with another officeholder, however, her image has been 

altered in a different way. On the left exterior wall, she is shown twice, first on the left behind 

Thutmose II offering cattle for Amun and second on the right before the ithyphallic Amun (see 

figure 3.7).81 On the left, the fragmentary cartouche above her reads “Maatkare.” The image on 

the right is less well preserved, but it is clear that her epithets have been changed from iry.t-pꜥ.t 

wr.t to ny-sw.t bi.ty. Unlike in the aforementioned scene, her crown has been changed into a 

nemes and the object in her hands into a heqa-scepter. Her body has also been masculinized by 

broadening her shoulders and separating her legs. Most significant for the purposes of this study, 

however, is the extremely fragmentary Royal Ka standard visible on a block below the scene of 

her and ithyphallic Amun. Since it is unclear whether this Royal Ka is associated with her or 

Thutmose II, who is also depicted as a living officeholder on the bark shrine, any analysis must 

remain speculative. Nevertheless, it would be tempting to see this ka in the context of 

Hatshepsut’s other claims to the royal office. 

3.2.2.4. Alabaster Makeup Jar  

 One final piece of evidence that dates to the period before the coregency proper and 

features a royal ancestor is an alabaster makeup jar donated by Hatshepsut to her mother, 

Ahmose.82 Ahmose, the wife of Thutmose I, was not an officeholder, but the jar is relevant to an 

approach that might be used to detect The Royal Ka. The inscription on the jar, which possibly 

                                                
81 See ibid., pls. XXXVI-XXXVI*. 
82 See Urk. IV, 192-193; Friedrich W. von Bissing, Steingefässe, Catalogue Général des 
Antiquités Égyptiennes du Musée du Caire (Vienna: Adolf Holzhausen, 1907), 96, pl. IX, no. 
18486; Ratié 1979, 48 and 78. 
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comes from western Thebes, reads ḥm.t ntr ḥm.t ny-sw.t wr.t (Ḥꜣt-šps.t)| ir.n⸗s83 n mw.t⸗s ḥm.t 

ny-sw.t wr.t (Iꜥḥ-ms)| mꜣꜥ.t-ḫrw ḫr Wsir84 “the god’s wife, the great wife of the king, Hatshepsut, 

it was for her mother, the great wife of the king, Ahmose, justified before Osiris, that she made 

(the jar).” Interesting here is Hatshepsut’s use of a modified royal dedication formula. As 

mentioned above (see §3.1.1.3.), the royal dedication formula, ir.n RN m mnw⸗f n DN, might 

mark its user as an officeholder and thus as the possessor of the divine Royal Ka. It has already 

been encountered in a similar context on the statue donated by Thutmose II for his mother, 

Mutnofret (see §2.2.5.2.). Thutmose II was not in the process of constructing his kingship, 

however, so his possession of The Royal Ka was not in question. If the approach proves to be 

valid, it might be possible to see Hatshepsut’s use of a modified formula on this jar as a sign of 

modified or intermediate kingship and therefore divinity. Once again, however, more evidence 

must be considered before any conclusions can be made.  

3.2.2.5. Conclusion: Hatshepsut’s Assumption of The Royal Ka 

 Based on the evidence above, the question of exactly when Hatshepsut assumed 

possession of The Royal Ka remains unanswered. It is as yet unclear whether she assumed this 

ka spirit or any others at the time of her accession to the royal office and how these might have 

differed from her own personal ka with which she was born. Other sources must therefore be 

consulted if any conclusions are to be suggested. Fortunately, a retrospective description from 

later in her reign sheds some light on these problems. At Deir el-Bahari, a series of reliefs 

                                                
83 The glyphs provided by von Bissing and Sethe are somewhat different. Sethe gave the normal 
writing of this verb, but von Bissing showed not the standard eye, Gardiner D4, but the eye with 
extending tears, D9. He also gave the following n as only a straight line, next to which he noted 
“(sic).” 
84 Von Bissing omitted the first sign of Wsir and noted “(sic).” 
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describe the events leading to Hatshepsut’s divine birth.85 These date to the period of her 

coregency with Thutmose III, well after she had claimed the office of kingship. In the course of 

her birth, the god Khnum sculpts two figures of the young queen on his potter’s wheel, the 

second of which is Hatshepsut’s ka.86 The texts above the scene describe the gifts of life, 

sustenance, and dominion that Khnum gives to her. Behind Khnum is a final, longer column of 

text that also describes a gift. di.n(⸗i) n⸗t wnn ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w ḫꜥ.ti m ny-sw.t bi.ty Šmꜥ 

Mḥw mi wd.n it⸗t Imn-Rꜥ mrr tn “It was as the foremost of all living kas that I gave to you 

existence, you having appeared as king of Upper and Lower Egypt according to what your father 

Amun-Re, who loves you, commanded.”87  

 The Royal Ka, here identified by the epithet “the foremost of all living kas,” is one of 

several gifts given to Hatshepsut by Khnum according to the command of Amun. The timing of 

this gift is of critical importance. Since the scene shows the formation of Hatshepsut on the 

potter’s wheel, the text may imply that Hatshepsut received this ka not on her accession to the 

throne but at the time of her birth. This would complicate Bell’s theoretical outline of its 

assumption and transfer. If one wishes to interpret these scenes according to the current 

understanding of The Royal Ka, however, one might argue that the texts do not describe the 

transfer of this ka to Hatshepsut at the time of her birth but are purely retrospective. In this way, 

they would only foreshadow the gifts she will eventually be given upon her accession to the 

                                                
85 For the divine birth of Hatshepsut and its depiction, see Urk. IV, 216-234; PM II, 347-348; 
Edouard Naville, The Temple of Deir El Bahri, Part II: The Ebony Shrine. Northern Half of the 
Middle Platform, Egypt Exploration Fund 14 (London: The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1896), pls. 
XLVI-LV; Brunner 1964; Ratié 1979, 93-121. 
86 The image provided in Naville 1896, XLVIII does not explicitly show the second figure as the 
queen’s ka, but this can be inferred from later iterations of the same events. See, for example, 
Brunner 1964, pl. 13.  
87 For the text, see Urk. IV, 223; Naville 1896, XLVIII. 
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throne. Yet, there is nothing to indicate that Hatshepsut’s receiving of The Royal Ka was not 

contemporaneous with the rest of the action. The use of the sdm.n⸗f places the text in the past, 

and, earlier in the text, Khnum specifically states that iy.n(⸗i) n⸗t r qmꜣ⸗t “It was in order to 

create you that I came to you.”88 This establishes that the action takes place at the time of 

Hatshepsut’s creation. Since all following clauses also begin with an initial, emphatic sdm.n⸗f, 

there is no reason to assume the gifts and creation take place at different times.  

 The apparent bestowal of The Royal Ka at the time of Hatshepsut’s birth, during the reign 

of Thutmose I, rather than upon her accession to the throne is a break with Bell’s theory of The 

Royal Ka. It is possible to interpret the implications of this in several ways. One possibility is 

that Hatshepsut broke with precedent during her reign when she claimed possession of The 

Royal Ka from birth. This was done retrospectively in order to secure her position as 

officeholder. This would imply that The Royal Ka operated as Bell described during previous 

reigns. After this precedent was established, however, the movement of The Royal Ka down the 

line of officeholders would be forever complicated, since possession would no longer be 

connected only with the office but with birth. In other words, Hatshepsut may have solved a 

problem relevant to her own kingship but also caused larger problems for the current system. 

Another possibility is that Hatshepsut’s claims did not create a new precedent but were a well-

established feature of kingship. Other kings may also have claimed possession of The Royal Ka 

from birth in sources that do not survive, and the system may have accommodated such claims.  

 A third option would be to argue that the epithet “foremost of all living kas,” the phrase 

signaling Hatshepsut’s possession of divine kingship from birth, should not be interpreted as a 

                                                
88 See Urk. IV, p. 223; Naville 1896, XLVIII} 
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marker of The Royal Ka. It has already been argued that a lack of the epithet did not necessarily 

imply an individual’s lack of possession of The Royal Ka (see §3.2.2.1.), so perhaps it also did 

not indicate possession. If this were indeed the case, then “foremost of all living kas” here would 

mark not the single Royal Ka but a personal ka of Hatshepsut.89 This personal ka would of 

course still be extraordinary and hierarchically superior to those of other humans, but it would 

not fundamentally differ in nature from any other ka. This possibility will be expanded on as 

more evidence becomes available. For the moment, it is at least clear that Hatshepsut came to be 

“foremost of all living kas” at the time of her birth.  

3.2.3. Monuments from the Coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III  

 By year twelve, Hatshepsut and Thutmose III were both depicted as officeholders ruling 

together in a true coregency. An inscription from Tangur West, a site in Lower Nubia just south 

of Semna, is the oldest dated monument on which both their names are found, and both appear 

there as ruling monarchs.90 ḥsb.t 12 ꜣbd 3 pr.t sw 12 / ḫr ḥm n ntr nfr (Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ / ḫr 

ḥm n ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ “year 12, third month of winter, day 12 under the majesty of 

the good god, Maatkare, given life, (and) under the majesty of the good god, Menkheperre, given 

life.” In this text, the names of both kings are inserted into the royal dating formula through 

repetition, and they share one set of regnal years.91 Also of note is the fact that both are called ntr 

                                                
89 Note that the queen is occasionally said to have multiple kas. See, for example, Urk. IV, 255, l. 
14. 
90 For this inscription, see Fritz Hintze and Walter-Friedrich Reineke, Felsinschriften aus dem 
sudanischen Nubien, Publikation der Nubien-Expedition 1961-1963 1 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 
1989), 172 and 239, no. 562; Walter-Friedrich Reineke, "Ein Nubienfeldzug unter Königen 
Hatschepsut," in Ägypten und Kusch, ed. Erika Endesfelder, Karl-Heinz Priese, and Walter-
Friedrich Reineke, Schriften zur Geschichte und Kultur des alten Orients 13 (Berlin: Akademie 
Verlag, 1977), 369-376; Laboury 2014, 83-84. 
91 Compare this dating system with that used during the Middle Kingdom, for example, on the 
stele of Intef, which dates to the coregency of Amenemhat I and Senwosret I. The major 
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nfr, further proving that this title cannot used to determine possession of The Royal Ka whether 

translated as “good god” (§2.1.2.4.) or “young god” (§2.1.2.5.). Additionally, both are 

specifically said to be “given life,” which would imply that both were living officeholders. This 

simple inscription thus presents two living, divine officeholders, both of who should possess The 

Royal Ka. Yet, there might still be ways of promoting the divinity of one king over the other. For 

example, it could be suggested that the secondary and thus inferior position of Thutmose III in 

the text implies a different form of divinity. Because of this, approaches that attempt to detect a 

singular Royal Ka will still be considered alongside interpretations that attempt to expand or 

revise Bell’s original theory.  

3.2.3.1. The Southern Temple of Buhen 

 The southern temple of Buhen, a site in Lower Nubia just north of the second cataract, is 

a good place to begin a discussion of divine kingship during the coregency proper.92 It has been 

suggested to be the location where the cartouches of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III appeared 

together in balance for the first time,93 and it is also possible to detect multiple phases of 

Hatshepsut’s ideological program from both before and after masculinization. Before 

masculinization, Hatshepsut was represented with Thutmose II rather than Thutmose III, though 

                                                
difference is the existence of two separate dates, year thirty and year ten, for each king. For this 
stele, CG 20516, see H. Lange and H. Schäfer, Grab- und Denksteine des mittleren Reiches im 
Museum von Kairo, no. 20001-20780, vol. 2, Catalogue Général des Antiquités Égyptiennes du 
Musée du Caire (Berlin: Reichsdruckerei, 1908), 108-111. 
92 For the temple of Buhen in general, see Ricardo A. Caminos, The New-Kingdom Temples of 
Buhen, Volume I, Archaeological Survey of Egypt 33 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 
1974); Ricardo A. Caminos, The New-Kingdom Temples of Buhen, Volume II, Archaeological 
Survey of Egypt 34 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1974); Karkowski 1978. For the 
development of Hatshepsut’s ideology there, see Laboury 2014, 76-77; Dorman 2006, 51; 
Dorman 2001, 5-6. 
93 See Dorman 2006, 51. 
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it appears that the two were never shown directly interacting.94 Despite the fact that many scenes 

are only preserved as high as the figures’ feet, it can be determined through the position of the 

feet themselves that Hatshepsut wore a female costume.95 During this time, Hatshepsut was 

therefore still a queen.  

 After claiming the kingship, Hatshepsut had these images altered to display her new 

masculinization. It is also at this time by the latest that Hatshepsut introduced the figure that Bell 

identified as The Royal Ka into her iconography. On the northern end of the west wall of the 

inner sanctuary (see figure 3.8),96 Hatshepsut is shown in male form. Only the lower half of this 

scene is preserved (from the waist of the figures down), but the texts indicate that Hatshepsut 

offered incense to Horus of Buhen. She wears the pointed kilt and a bull’s tail, and her legs are 

shown striding forward as they would be for a man. Traces of an original phase of carving, 

however, give away her sex. In the column of text on the far right, feminine pronouns, erased 

during the proscription, are still visible. There are also traces of the queen’s initial posture and 

costume. She was first depicted with feet together and wearing a long dress, but this image was 

later altered after proclaiming herself king.  

                                                
94 For scenes of Thutmose II in the southern temple of Buhen that have not been identified as 
later palimpsests, see the following sections of Caminos 1974, vol. 1. On pl. 76, Thutmose II is 
shown before Horus on the north wall of the inner sanctuary. On pl. 66, his names appear on the 
outer doorjambs of the doorway to the inner sanctuary. Note that the inner jambs of this same 
door, pl. 72, originally bore the names of Hatshepsut and were later changed to those of 
Thutmose II. See also Caminos 1974, vol. 2, pl. 97, where the names of Thutmose II and 
Thutmose I appear on different sides of column 50. It is, however, unclear whether the name of 
the former is original or a palimpsest.  
95 See also Caminos 1974, pl. 65 for the northern wall of the southern room. Note that the scene 
has been recarved, but the first phase of decoration is still detectable. Dorman 2006, 51 saw an 
iconographic shift in this scene. He argued that though Hatshepsut still wears a dress her feet 
have been spaced further apart. She would thus be shown with male posture while still in female 
form. 
96 See Caminos 1974, pl. 77; Karkowski 1978, 77, fig. 10. 
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 The figure standing behind Hatshepsut is also of crucial importance, as this was an 

anthropomorphic male Royal Ka with the ka glyph and serekh on his head. As discussed in the 

context of Hatshepsut’s regency, the question here is whether the image of male The Royal Ka is 

original to the scene of Hatshepsut as a woman or whether it was only added after she claimed 

male identity. Unfortunately, the published description of the relief makes it impossible to reach 

a definite conclusion. On the one hand, there is no indication of recarving on or in the vicinity of 

the ka figure. On the other hand, Karkowski’s review of the publication of the temple showed 

that it occasionally failed to note palimpsests. The issue must therefore remain inconclusive,97 

but it is tempting to wonder whether Hatshepsut’s masculinization was accompanied by her 

claim of the masculine Royal Ka. Whatever the case, it is clear that by the time of her 

masculinization Hatshepsut possessed The Royal Ka. This is possibly confirmed by a relief from 

the exterior south wall that initially depicted Hatshepsut running before Satet.98 The column of 

text behind her contained the epithet “[foremost of] all living [kas],” which Bell claimed 

identifies The Royal Ka, though hesitations about the accuracy of this conclusion have already 

been mentioned above (see §3.2.2.1. and §3.2.2.5.).  

                                                
97 Some additional evidence for Hatshepsut’s possible assumption of The Royal Ka only during 
the final phase of her accession to the office is two scenes where Hatshepsut was originally 
followed by a smaller female figure, likely Nefrure. This figure was later replaced with a ka 
standard. For these scenes, see Caminos 1974, 23-27, 29-31, and 33-34, pls. 29-30, pl. 33, and pl. 
37; Karkowski 1978, 73. The question of whether female officeholders had either a masculine or 
feminine Royal Ka once again invites comparison between Hatshepsut and Sobeknefru. 
Unfortunately, the names and titles of the earlier queen that do survive do not depict or mention 
anything matching Bell’s Royal Ka, but the sample size is not large enough to see this lack of 
evidence as significant. The queen’s Horus name, Mry.t-Rꜥ, is attested but not with ka arms 
embracing the serekh. For Sobeknefru, see Jürgen von Beckerath, "Sobeknofru," in Lexikon der 
Ägyptologie 5, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1984), 
1050-1051 and the list of monuments cited therein. 
98 See Caminos 1974, pl. 38. 
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 At the same time that Hatshepsut claimed masculine identity Thutmose III also 

reappeared in her ideological program. This can be seen at Buhen on the inner doorjambs of the 

passage between the vestibule and the bark room,99 where the cartouche of Thutmose III was 

placed on the northern jamb and that of Hatshepsut on the southern. Here both officeholders are 

described as beloved of Horus of Buhen, but there is less parallelism on two other doorways in 

the vestibule where their names also appear in balance. On the outer doorjambs of the passage 

from the vestibule to the north room, the name of Thutmose III appears in two columns of texts 

on the southern jamb and that of Hatshepsut in two columns on the northern jamb, though her 

cartouches were later altered for Thutmose II.100 In the first column of text, Thutmose III is 

beloved of Horus of Buhen. On the second he is mry Is.t mw.t ntr di ꜥnḫ d.t “beloved of Isis, the 

god’s mother, given life forever.” In the first column of text on the north, Hatshepsut is also 

beloved of Horus of Buhen, but in the second she is not beloved of Isis but mry[.t] Mikt nb.t Pr-

nw ꜥnḫ.ti d.t “beloved of Miket, lady of the Per-nu, living forever.”  

 As is indicated by the declarations of life that follow their names and titles, both 

Thutmose III and Hatshepsut are described as living officeholders, meaning that according to the 

theory of The Royal Ka both should be considered divine. Yet, a distinction between them might 

be found in the divinities with which they are associated. The goddess Miket is somewhat 

                                                
99 See ibid., pl. 55. 
100 See ibid., pl. 47. 
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obscure,101 but her association here with the Per-nu, the primordial shrine of Lower Egypt,102 

presents her as an old, primordial deity. Thutmose III’s association with Isis is more 

straightforward. As the male living Horus, Isis takes on the role of his loving mother. These 

associations may speak to the real generational gap between the two officeholders. Hatshepsut, 

the older, senior partner is more fittingly associated with a primeval goddess, while Thutmose 

III, by association with Isis, the mother of Horus, takes on the role of this younger deity.103  

 This pattern is also visible on the doorjambs just south of the one just discussed, those 

from the passage from the vestibule to the bark room.104 Once again, Hatshepsut originally 

appeared on the northern jamb and Thutmose III on the southern, and the first column of text on 

both jambs associates the kings with Horus of Buhen. The second column on the south states that 

Thutmose III is mry Ꜥnq.t nb.t Ꜣbw rsy “beloved of Anuqet, lady of southern Elephantine,” while 

that on the north says that Hatshepsut is mry[.t] St.t nb.t Ꜣbw rsy “beloved of Satet, lady of 

southern Elephantine.” The generation gap between the two monarchs again seems hinted at by 

their divine associations. Thutmose III is beloved of Anuqet, the child in Elephantine’s divine 

triad, while Hatshepsut was associated with Satet, the mother of Anuqet. Based on these two 

                                                
101 For this goddess, see Wolfgang Helck, "Miket," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 4, ed. Wolfgang 
Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1982), 125; Tohfa Handoussa, "The 
Goddess Mikt," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 71 (1987); Labib Habachi, 
"Divinities Adored in the Area of Kalabsha, with a Special Reference to the Goddess Miket," 
Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 24 (1969); Christian 
Leitz, Lexikon der ägyptischen Götter und Götterbezeichnungen, vol. 3, Orientalia Lovaniensia 
Analecta 112 (Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 243-244. 
102 For the Per-nu, see Wb I, 517/5; Hannig 1995, 280-281. 
103 See also Habachi 1969, 177, fig. 173 for a scene of Ramses II with Miket from Beit el-Wali. 
Here the king is embraced by the goddess who says to him ink mw.t⸗k Mikt nb.t / [Pr]-wr nb.t 
p.t ḥnw.t ntr.w nb.w “I am your mother, Miket, lady / of the [Pr]-wer, lady of heaven, mistress 
of all the gods.” Here Miket, like Isis in the text at Buhen, is also described as the king’s mother, 
but she is still associated with a primordial shrine, the Per-wer.  
104 See Caminos 1974, pl. 47. 
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examples, it is possible that they permitted a subtle distinction to be made between the junior 

kingship of Thutmose III and the senior kingship of Hatshepsut, though a comprehensive study 

of all divine associations in the temple would be necessary to prove this conclusively. Regardless 

of whether this was consistent, it is important to note that in both examples there is no indication 

that such a distinction affected the basic divinity of either king or their claim to the office of 

kingship. Instead, it might be thought of as a way for the two officeholders complement one 

another. They are both still kings as both Anuqet and Satet are gods; their kingship is simply 

expressed in different ways to reflect physical reality.105   

3.2.3.2. The Temple of Deir el-Bahari 

 Hatshepsut’s temple at Deir el-Bahari contains an incredible amount of evidence for the 

queen’s interaction with other officeholders. The choice of location itself demonstrates reverence 

for Mentuhotep II,106 visible already during the late 17th and early 18th dynasties (see, for 

                                                
105 Some additional scenes at Buhen should also be noted. Thutmose I and II appear several 
times in the temple, but these images date to the proscription and do not show the officeholders 
interacting. Thutmose III also appears once with Senwosret III, but the scene, which shows 
Senwosret III wearing the White crown and giving life to Thutmose III who wears the Red 
crown, does not add any new information relevant to The Royal Ka. For the refutation of these 
crowns as a means to identity The Royal Ka, see §3.2.3.2.4. For this scene, see Caminos 1974, 
pl. 91. Finally, multiple officeholders appear in different phases of a relief on the southern 
portion of the exterior western wall. This scene describes the rearing of Thutmose III by Dedwen 
and depicts his coronation. The far right initially showed Senwosret III before Satet, but soon 
after carving a doorway was cut to the left of these figures and the wall recarved. Senwosret III 
was erased and Satet turned around to extend life to a newly added figure, Hatshepsut. Here she 
was still named by her titles as queen and god’s wife, but in Caminos’ translation of the erased 
text, she stressed her own inheritance. During the proscription, Hatshepsut was also erased along 
with the text above her. The space was mostly left empty and only partially filled by extending 
the arm of Satet and giving her a was scepter. For this scene and its different phases, see 
Caminos 1998, 79-84, pls. 38-43; Laboury 2014, 56-60, figs. 59-10. 
106 For the reverence of Mentuhotep II, see also a small alabaster bowl with a dedication text 
along the rim. The inscription reads ntr nfr (Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n it⸗f (Nb-ḥp.t-Rꜥ)| 
mꜣꜥ-ḫrw “the good god, Maatkare, it was for his father, Nebhepetre, the justified, that he made 
his monument.” Like the evidence discussed in the previous chapter, this bowl might be used to 



 139 

example, §2.2.1.1. and §2.2.3.4.), and there are a large number of scenes of the queen together 

with Thutmose III, her coregent, and other royal ancestors. Given the large number of such 

scenes (for example, one hundred and two depictions of Thutmose III and one hundred and 

fourteen depictions of Thutmose II)107 and the fact that many reveal no additional information 

regarding The Royal Ka, every single example will not be considered here.108 Instead an attempt 

will be made to programmatically examine cases relevant to interactions with one particular 

ancestor, different possible approaches for detecting The Royal Ka, or revisions of Bell’s theory. 

In order to further avoid an overwhelming cluster of data, different areas of the temple will be 

considered separately, though effort will always be made to reference similar, comparative, or 

otherwise relevant scenes in other sectors.  

3.2.3.2.1. The Ancestor Suite for Thutmose I 

 A good place to begin is a location specifically designed for the worship of a previous 

officeholder. Located off the north-south axis of the temple’s upper court, this suite of rooms 

contains chambers for the cults of Hatshepsut and Thutmose I.109 The room dedicated to 

                                                
support the theory of The Royal Ka, since it marks Hatshepsut, the living officeholder, as divine 
and Mentuhotep as deceased through the epithet “justified.” It was previously proved, however, 
that such markers cannot be consistently relied upon to identify The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.1. and 
§2.2.3.3.). Note also the masculine pronouns used for Hatshepsut. For this bowl, 
Medelhavsmuseet Stockholm Inv. Nr. MM 14385, see Bengt J. Peterson, "Hatschepsut und 
Nebhepetre Mentuhotep," Chronique d'Égypte 42 (1967); V. Anthony Donohue, "Hatshepsut and 
Nebhepetre' Mentuhotpe," Discussions in Egyptology 29 (1994); Björkman 1971, 43. 
107 For these figures, see Sankiewicz 2011, 139; Zygmunt Wysocki, "The Temple of Queen 
Hatshepsut at Deir el Bahari: Its Original Form," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen 
Instituts Abteilung Kairo 42 (1986): 226, respectively. 
108 The interaction of Thutmose III and Hatshepsut within the temple has also been thoroughly 
studied, most comprehensively by Sankiewicz 2011. 
109 For the chamber of Thutmose I, see PM II, 361, pl. XXXVI/3/room IV; Edouard Naville, The 
Temple of Deir El Bahari, Part V: The Upper Court and Sanctuary, Egypt Exploration Fund 27 
(London: The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1906), 6, pl. CXXIX. 
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Thutmose I is somewhat poorly preserved, and there are no published records of the south wall. 

Fortunately, fragmentary scenes from the north wall are better preserved, and the false door that 

once stood on the west wall has been published and is now in the Louvre (C48).110 The north 

wall depicts Thutmose I enthroned before piles of offerings. Naville stated that Hatshepsut was 

originally shown at the end of the room acting as priest for her father, but her figure is erased and 

not visible in the published scene.111 Behind Thutmose I stands an anthropomorphic Royal Ka 

with the ka standard on its head embracing the king’s Horus name. The false door shows an 

image of Thutmose I in the top center seated before an offering table with a ka sign on it (see 

figure 3.9). He is given life by Amun, whose figure was hacked out during the Amarna period. 

There are multiple registers of both horizontal and vertical texts around this scene. In the last 

vertical column on the left, Hatshepsut recounts her donations to her father. Ḥr Wsr.t-kꜣ.w (in 

serekh) ny-sw.t bi.ty nb ir.t ḫ.t ([Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ]-Rꜥ)| ir.n⸗s m mnw⸗s n it⸗s “the Horus Wosretkau, king 

of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of ritual, [Maatka]re, it was for her father that she made her 

monument.”  

 On the false door, both officeholders are presumably divine, Thutmose I by means of his 

death and Hatshepsut as the living king by means of The Royal Ka. Yet, though Thutmose I is 

associated with mortuary deities like Osiris and Anubis, he is not said to be “justified” and 

therefore deceased but “given life.” The stele is thus further proof that strict distinctions between 

life and death should not be relied upon to detect possession of The Royal Ka (see approach 

§2.1.2.1.). This may be further demonstrated by the fragmentary scene on the north wall showing 

Thutmose I with The Royal Ka. Since he was deceased, one would expect Hatshepsut and not 

                                                
110 For the false door, see Winlock 1929, pls. XI-XIII. 
111 See Naville 1906, 6, pl. CXXIX. 
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Thutmose I to possess The Royal Ka in this room. Unfortunately, the published record does not 

contain a comparable figure of Hatshepsut or her Royal Ka, so there is no way to definitely 

conclude whether only Thutmose I or both officeholders possessed it. 

3.2.3.2.2. The Coronation Inscription 

 Thutmose I also appears in a context closely connected with The Royal Ka and its 

transmission.112 On the northern wall of the middle colonnade, Thutmose I designates Hatshepsut 

as his heir in what is commonly known as the coronation inscription.113 Thutmose I names 

Hatshepsut as his successor, a significant act since this would also have indicated his intention to 

transmit The Royal Ka from himself to her. In the scene, Thutmose I is seated on a throne and 

wrapped in a tight fitting robe (see figure 3.10). His hands extend from it in a manner similar to 

that of Osiris in the chapel of Amenhotep I from Abydos,114 but the garment he is wearing seems 

                                                
112 Thutmose I is also mentioned on the upper register of the northern portion of the middle 
colonnade. There he and Hatshepsut journey throughout the country in order to visit its gods and 
their cult centers. Thutmose I is mentioned only once. ir sp nb [n w]dꜣ ḥm.t⸗s r Tꜣ-mḥw m-ḫt it⸗s 
ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| ꜥnḫ d.t… “as for every occasion [of] her majesty’s [de]parture to 
Lower Egypt following her father, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Aakheperkare, living 
forever…”. These events, taking place during the lifetime of Thutmose I, still portray him as the 
living officeholder. They do not prove that Hatshepsut already possessed The Royal Ka but 
neither do they provide evidence against this. For this scene and the accompanying texts, see 
Urk. IV, 246; Edouard Naville, The Temple of Deir El Bahari, Part III: End of Northern Half 
and Southern Half of the Middle Platform, Egypt Exploration Fund 16 (London: The Egypt 
Exploration Fund, 1898), 2-4, pls. LVII-LVIII; Ratié 1979, 111-112. See also Urk. IV, 266-274; 
LD III, Bl. 18, for another example of Hatshepsut’s selection as heir by Thutmose I on the 8th 
pylon at Karnak. For another poorly published “coronation” scene of Thutmose I and Hatshepsut 
at Deir el-Bahari, see PM II, 356; Edouard Naville, The Temple of Deir El Bahari, Part VI: The 
Lower Terrace, Additions and Plates, Egypt Exploration Fund 29 (Boston: Egypt Exploration 
Fund, 1908), CLXVI-CLXVII; Kurt Sethe, Das Hatschepsut-Problem noch einmal untersucht, 
Aus den Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften Jahrgang 1932. Phil.-
Hist. Klasse 4 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1932), 78; Janusz Karkowski, Deir el-Bahari VI: The 
Temple of Hatshepsut, The Solar Complex, Deir el-Bahari 6 (Warsaw: Éditions Neriton, 2003), 
59, n. 16, who noted the problems with Sethe’s description. 
113 See Urk. 255-265; Naville 1898, 5-9, pls. LX-LXIV. 
114 See §2.2.3.1. and Petrie 1902, pls. LXII-LXIII. 
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to be the shorter sed robe rather than the longer one of Osiris. Any definitive comments on his 

costume are impossible, however, as damage from the erasure of a small figure of Hatshepsut 

before him now partially obscures the king’s legs. The king wears the khat / afnet bag crown and 

not the White or atef crown, which seems to further speak against his identification with 

Osiris.115 Most of the iconography of the queen is lost, but it is clear that she wore a bull’s tail. 

Both royal figures were on a platform covered by a shrine.  

 The text is long, but several passages are worth discussing in detail. The text opens with 

Thutmose I perceiving that his daughter is fit for kingship. mꜣ sy ḥm n it⸗s ntr116 pn ntr.wy qmꜣ⸗s 

wr.t ḫnt ib⸗s ꜥꜣ wrr.t⸗s… iꜥ.n sꜥḥ sḫm.ty⸗s n ir.t kꜣ⸗s117… “may the majesty of her father, this god 

see her. How greatly divine is her creation, her heart foremost, her double crown great… It was 

because of the action of her ka that the nobility of her double crown arose…”.118 Thutmose I then 

speaks directly to his daughter, saying mi r⸗t ꜣḫ⸗t di.n(⸗i) m hnw-ꜥ.wy⸗i mꜣ⸗t tp-rd⸗t m ꜥḥ ir⸗t 

kꜣ.w⸗t šps.w šsp⸗t sꜥḥ sḫm.ty⸗t ꜣḫ⸗t m ḥkꜣ.w⸗t… ḥtp⸗t m iwꜥ.t ntr ms tn… “Come so that you 

might be effective. It was so that you might see your governance in the palace, so that you might 

make your noble kas, so that you might receive the nobility of your double crown, so that you 

might be effective with your magic… so that you might be satisfied with the inheritance of the 

god who bore you that I have placed (you) in my embrace.”119 The text concludes with a long 

speech of Thutmose I before the court, who swear an oath to obey Hatshepsut as his successor.  

                                                
115 For the khat / afnet crown and the claim that it was worn only by kings and goddesses and not 
by gods, see Eaton-Krauss 1977, 29. 
116 Whether the ntr sign should be transliterated or whether it is only a determinative is 
debatable. Whatever the case, it identifies Thutmose I as divine, which is why it has been 
included here.  
117 The ka sign rests on a divine standard. 
118 For the text, see Urk. IV, 255/4-9. 
119 For the text, see ibid., 255/12-256/5. 
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 Before delving into the king’s speech, the divinity of Thutmose I should first be clarified. 

Throughout the text, the divine falcon on a standard, Gardiner G7, is frequently used for him, 

whether as determinative, first person suffix pronoun, or title. The manner of his divinity, 

however, is somewhat ambiguous. Since he was dead at the time of carving, it is possible that his 

divinity was based on his identification with Osiris, but his representation with the khat / afnet 

and what appears to be sed robes speaks against this. Since the purpose of the sed festival was to 

renew the powers of the individual king and his fitness for the kingship,120 it seems that it is not 

his death that is stressed but the perpetual nature of his status as an officeholder. This would 

place Thutmose I as a living monarch, divine through possession of The Royal Ka, rather than as 

a deceased king, divine through his identification with Osiris. One might therefore expect 

Thutmose I to possess The Royal Ka while at the same emphasizing that Hatshepsut, as his heir, 

will be the next to receive it.  

 The coronation text does speak of Hatshepsut and her ka(s), but not in such a simple 

manner. First, the actions of her ka are just one quality that make Thutmose I recognize her as his 

successor, but it is unclear whether or not it is The Royal Ka to which he refers. The current 

passage is explicit that the divinity of her creation was great. This presumably implies she was 

divine from the time of her birth. Yet, she seems to receive additional “noble kas” later in the 

passage together with her assumption of crowns and magic. Significantly, this occurs when 

Thutmose I asks his daughter to come so that he might embrace her. Since an embrace is the act 

by which it has been suggested that ka transmission took place,121 this implies that she received 

                                                
120 See Martin 1984. 
121 For ka transmission via embrace, especially of father and son, see Kaplony 1980, 275; 
Schweitzer 1956, 46, 49-50, and 66. 
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these kas after her birth and during the events described. Yet, she does not receive The Royal Ka 

but several noble kas.122 The use of the plural suggests an amount greater than or equal to three, 

which would imply that she possessed and received more than The Royal Ka and her personal 

ka.123 The fact that it remains uncertain which if any of the kas she received upon creation or 

coronation was The Royal Ka casts its importance into doubt. If The Royal Ka was the ultimate 

source of royal divinity and legitimacy, why would it not be specifically stressed here? Instead of 

focusing on a singular Royal Ka, this text describes the queen’s ka(s) more elaborately and as 

both one and many (singular in the first cited passage, plural in the second). Additionally, it is 

difficult to determine which if any of these kas bestowed divinity, given the competing claims of 

divinity from creation in the scenes of her birth and divinity from coronation in the coronation 

inscription. In other words, she seems to have been born divine but also to have received divine 

powers at the time of her embrace by Thutmose I. It thus appears as if the system by which The 

Royal Ka was transmitted was much more complicated than previously thought or that it did not 

in fact play a significant role in either the assumption of the throne or divinity of Hatshepsut.   

3.2.3.2.3. The Upper Anubis Chapel 

 Thutmose I can also be found at Deir el-Bahari in the Upper Anubis Chapel, but there he 

appears with other members of the royal family. Perhaps because of this, this chapel together 

with its lower counterpart has been identified as a location for the performance of the royal 

                                                
122 See also Urk. IV, 230, l. 15 for Hatshepsut’s possession of multiple kas at the time of her 
birth, …mnꜥ ḥm.t⸗s ḥnꜥ kꜣ.w⸗s nb.w… “…the nursing of her majesty together with all her 
kas…”.  
123 In this way, her possession of multiple kas could be compared to those possessed by deities. 
For the multiple kas of the sun god, see, for example, Borioni 2005, 102; Traunecker 2001, 33-
34; Wilson 1959, 396. 
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cult.124 Hatshepsut and Thutmose I originally appeared on the north (back) wall of the first 

chamber standing before the imy-wt fetish, but the fetish and queen have been completely 

erased.125 Thutmose I is shown again on the northern wall of the second (niche) room (see figure 

3.11).126 Here, however, he is accompanied not by Hatshepsut but by his mother, Seniseneb. 

They stand facing a group of offerings and another imy-wt fetish, which has also been 

destroyed.127 Opposite this pair on the south wall of the same room stood a parallel scene of 

Hatshepsut and her mother, Ahmose, before Amun-Re.128 Since the figure and titles of 

Hatshepsut was later obliterated during the proscription, it is impossible to directly compare the 

two officeholders.129 

                                                
124 For the Anubis chapels and ancestor worship, see Maciej G. Witkowski, "Le rôle et les 
fonctions des chapelles d'Anubis dans le complexe funéraire de la reine Hatshepsout à Deir el 
Bahari," in Akten des vierten internationalen ägyptologischen Kongresses, München 1985, ed. 
Sylvia Schoske, Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur Beihefte 3 (Hamburg: Helmut Buske, 1989), 
436-437, who connected the rituals depicted in the vestibule of the lower chapel with the ritual of 
Amenhotep I. For the Anubis chapels in general, see Zbigniew E. Szafrański, "Deir el-Bahari: 
Temple of Hatshepsut, Season 2005/2006," Polish Archaeology in the Mediterranean 18 (2008); 
Zbigniew E. Szafrański, "Imiut in the 'Chapel of the Parents' in the Temple of Hatshepsut at Deir 
el-Bahari," in 8. Ägyptologische Tempeltagung: Interconnections between Temples, ed. Monika 
Dolińska and Horst Beinlich, Königtum, Staat, und Gesellschaft früher Hochkulturen 3,3 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010); Witkowski 1989; Maciej G. Witkowski, "Quatre saisons de 
travaux de documentation dans les chapelles d'Anubis au Temple de la Reine Hatshepsout à Deir 
el-Bahari," Études et Travaux 14 (1990). 
125 For the imy-wt fetish, see Terence DuQuesne, "Jmjwt," in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, 
ed. Willeke Wendrich, et al. (Los Angeles: 2012); Ursula Rössler-Köhler, "Imiut," in Lexikon 
der Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
1980), 149-150. For a parallel scene without Thutmose I from the lower Anubis chapel, see 
Witkowski 1990, 387, fig. 310. 
126 See Szafrański 2010, 191, figs. 199-110; Szafrański 2008, figs. 1-2. 
127 There appears to be a feminine t associated with Thutmose I’s epithet ntr nfr, but there is no 
indication that this was originally a figure of Hatshepsut. Also of note is that two signs from the 
texts above the king and his mother, possibly a vulture and a Horus falcon, have been hacked. It 
is unclear whether this should be attributed to the proscription or Atenist damage. 
128 See Szafrański 2010, 192, fig. 111. 
129 Interesting, the texts associated with the two queens differ. Ahmose is given more traditional 
titles and called ḥm.t ny-sw.t wr.t sn.t nb tꜣ.wy (Iꜥḥ-ms)| ꜥnḫ.t[i] dd.ti d.t “great wife of the king, 
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 These scenes and the chapel itself have been interpreted as the promotion of a royal 

matriarchy by Hatshepsut.130 By including the mothers of Thutmose I and Hatshepsut, 

Hatshepsut stressed the female side of the royal family and the association of these women with 

the officeholder. By promoting the position of these women, it was argued that Hatshepsut 

attempted to legitimize a matriarchy, which she might have expected to continue after her death 

with her daughter, Nefrure. If this was the case, it is striking to note the absence of The Royal Ka 

from this chapel. Yet, given that ka transmission is thought to have taken place from father to 

son along the patrilineal line, this is perhaps not surprising. In this case, Hatshepsut may have 

been attempting to find a female alternative to The Royal Ka. In this regard, Karkowski’s claim 

that the figure of Thutmose I in the scene with Hatshepsut before the imy-wt replaced an earlier 

Royal Ka of Hatshepsut are extremely intriguing,131 but more information regarding the 

decorative phases of the chapel would be necessary before making any conclusions.  

3.2.3.2.4. Hatshepsut and Thutmose III in the Hathor Chapel and Beyond 

 By far, the two officeholders most often in contact at Deir el-Bahari are Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III. This mostly involved the juxtaposition of their names on door lintels and jambs, 

many of which will be discussed below, but there are a few scenes where both kings are visually 

represented as well. For example, the two offer to Hathor on the north and south walls of the 

                                                
sister of the lord of the two lands, Ahmose, living and stable forever.” The first titles of 
Seniseneb are somewhat obscure, since two of the three signs in the first column of text were 
later erased. The remaining one shows a bee. The final two columns are more straightforward, 
reading ḥnw.t tꜣ.wy (Sn-snb)|ꜥnḫ[.ti] dd[.ti] d[.t] “mistress of the two lands, Seniseneb, living 
and stable forever. The different titles here may reflect Senisenebs non-royal origins, which 
prevented her from being labeled as sister or even wife of the king (see §2.2.4.).  
130 See Szafrański 2010, 192. 
131 See Karkowski 2003, 49, n. 10. 
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innermost sanctuary of the Hathor chapel (see figs. 12-13).132 The scenes are almost identical, 

but there are small differences. On both walls, the kings kneel in identical poses with Hatshepsut 

before Thutmose III. Both are “given life,” and both wear similar costumes. The only difference 

is that Hatshepsut wears the nemes and Thutmose III the khat / afnet crown. The object of their 

veneration is a large image of Hathor as a cow with a smaller figure of Amun under her head. In 

both scenes, only Hatshepsut suckled from the udder of the goddess, and the recitation by the 

goddess mentions only Hatshepsut. 

 There are, however, three small differences between the north and south walls. In both 

scenes, Hatshepsut offers milk, but Thutmose III offers wine on the south wall and cool water on 

the north. Secondly, Horus Behdety is shown as a falcon above Thutmose III on both walls, 

while Nekhbet appears above Hatshepsut on the south and Wadjet on the north. The last 

difference concerns the gender of Hatshepsut in the accompanying texts. On the south she is 

called sꜣ.t Rꜥ “daughter of Re,” and the text behind both kings states that all protection, stability, 

dominion, and health are ḥꜣ⸗s “behind her.” The north meanwhile calls her sꜣ Rꜥ “son of Re,” and 

the text behind the kings reads ḥꜣ⸗f “behind him.” 

 Despite small differences, the overall impression is that the two kings appear identical, 

almost as if a single king has been geminated. If each were shown independently, each would 

                                                
132 See Nathalie Beaux et al., La chapelle d'Hathor, Temple d'Hatshepsout à Deir el-Bahari, vol. 
3, Memoirs de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 129 (Cairo: Institut Français 
d'Archéologie Orientale, 2012), 149-156, pls. 139-140. Note that the two coregents also seem to 
have appeared together on the north section of the east wall of second hypostyle hall in Hathor 
chapel, but the scene is unfortunately very poorly preserved. For this damaged scene, see 
Nathalie Beaux et al., La chapelle d'Hathor, temple d'Hatchepsout à Deir el-Bahari II - Façade 
et salles hypostyles, vol. 1, Memoirs de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 133 (Cairo: 
Instltut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 2016), pl. 15. 
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easily appear as a fully-fledged officeholder. Yet, the subtle differences between the two allow 

the possibility of applying approaches that might distinguish one as the possessor of The Royal 

Ka. The first approach might be to ascribe different divine states to each king based on the crown 

that they wear (see §3.1.1.4.). Since Thutmose III wears the khat / afnet and Hatshepsut wears 

the nemes, one might argue that the former identifies Thutmose III as a mortal while the latter 

reflects the divinity of Hatshepsut. The problem with this argument (see again §3.1.1.4.), 

however, is that goddesses, though they may be shown behind gods, are still divine beings. A 

crown associated with them can thus not be used without further explanation to mark mortality. 

An alternative approach would be to interpret the crowns as representing different facets of 

kingship. According to Goebs, the nemes had solar connotations as opposed to the khat / afnet, 

which had lunar or nighttime connotations.133 Rather than mark divinity and mortality, the 

crowns would instead associate the king with the sun or the moon and day or night, depicting the 

kingship of the two in complementary terms.  

 A complementary approach might find further support with the offerings of each king. 

Hatshepsut offers milk, which was probably the offering par excellence to Hathor of Deir el-

Bahari, since it was involved in important rituals at the temple.134 With the most important 

offering being given by Hatshepsut, she is shown as the superior partner, but Thutmose III is able 

                                                
133 See Goebs 2008, 138-139; Goebs 1995.  
134 For rituals involving milk at Deir el-Bahari, especially in the context of the Valley Festival, 
see Janusz Karkowski, "Notes on the Beautiful Feast of the Valley as represented in Hatshepsut's 
temple at Deir el-Bahari," in 50 Years of Polish Excavations in Egypt and the Near East: Acts of 
the Symposium at Warsaw University, 1986, ed. Stefan Jakobielski and Janusz Karkowski 
(Warsaw: Cieszyńska Drukarnia Wydawnicza w Cieszynie, 1992), 160-161, fig. 164; Siegfried 
Schott, "Das Löschen von Fackeln in Milch," Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und 
Altertumskunde 73 (1937); Hartwig Altenmüller, "Löschen der Fackeln in Milch," in Lexikon der 
Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowtiz, 1977), 
1078-1079. 
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to complement this gift with other, standard offerings. This allows the two kings to perform 

multiple rituals pertaining to the cult and fulfill the many duties of kingship while still 

maintaining a hierarchy. The same could also be said regarding the deities hovering over each of 

their heads. In this case, Horus is associated with Thutmose III on both walls, while Hatshepsut 

is identified with the titulary goddesses of Upper and Lower Egypt. Given the solar connotations 

of her headdress, this might reinforce the role of these goddesses as the eye of Re, the uraeus 

serpent on the head of the sun god.135 This would show Hatshepsut not as Horus but as the solar 

deity. The association with Horus on the other hand would portray Thutmose III as the junior 

partner to Hatshepsut. In this way, they would both be divine and work together to construct a 

multifaceted picture of divine kingship. 

 As has been mentioned above, however, just because both kings can be understood to 

complement one another does not mean they were hierarchically equal, and several approaches 

have attempted to equate this hierarchy with distinctions of divinity. In the reliefs in the 

sanctuary of the Hathor Chapel discussed above, Hatshepsut appears before Thutmose III in the 

superior position (see §3.1.1.1.), and scholars have pointed out that this was representative of the 

norm.136 Such expressions of hierarchy also extended to other spatial arrangements in the temple 

(see §3.1.1.1.). For example, on the doorway of the entrance to the vestibule of the Hathor 

                                                
135 For the eye of the sun god as the uraeus serpent, see Raymond O. Faulkner, "The Bremner-
Rhind Papyrus-III," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 23, no. 2 (1937): 172. For Nekhbet 
and Wadjet as uraei and eyes of the sun god, see Matthieu H. van Voss, "Nechbet," in Lexikon 
der Ägyptologie 4, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
1982), 366-367; Christian Leitz, Lexikon der ägyptischen Götter und Götterbezeichnungen, vol. 
2, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 111 (Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 270-271. 
136 For the observation that Hatshepsut was always shown as hierarchically superior to Thutmose 
III, see Beaux 2012, vol. 1, 206; Dorman 2006, 57; Lacau 1952, 189-190; Sankiewicz 2015. 
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chapel,137 only Hatshepsut’s name originally appeared on both sides of the exterior lintel’s 

symmetrical inscription. She also occupied the left, southern doorjamb of this doorway, and 

Thutmose III only appears on the northern jamb. The inscriptions and iconography seem 

identical for both kings, though it is difficult to be certain whether this was original, since texts 

connected with Hatshepsut have been recarved. Interestingly, however, Thutmose III is not 

labeled with his usual prenomen, Menkheperre, but a variant of it, (Mn-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| 

“Menkheperkare” (see §3.1.1.2.).  

 The same hierarchy can also be found on the opposite, inner doorway. On that lintel, 

Hatshepsut’s name is again the only one mentioned.138 Texts and images on the jambs extend 

from the passageway and onto the inner, eastern wall of the vestibule. Hatshepsut with Royal Ka 

is depicted on the wall south of the doorway, and Thutmose III, again called Menkheperkare, is 

shown without a similar ka figure on the north.139 Because The Royal Ka is only represented 

with Hatshepsut on the south,140 this might support an approach where the geographic 

distribution of royal figures in the temple can be traced to their divinity and possession of The 

Royal Ka (see §3.1.1.1.). It might also imply that the variant prenomen of Thutmose III, 

Menkheperkare, reflects his lower status and lack of Royal Ka divinity (see §3.1.1.2.). 

 The pattern does not only apply to the north and south distribution of figures but to east 

and west as well. For example, on the lintel and doorjambs of the eastern inner niche of the south 

wall of the bark sanctuary in the Hathor chapel, Hatshepsut’s names and titles appear on the 

                                                
137 See Beaux et al. 2012, vol. 3, 10, pl. 11. 
138 See ibid., pl. 2. 
139 See ibid., pls. 5-6. 
140 There are many other examples of Hatshepsut’s Royal Ka at Deir el-Bahari. See, for example, 
the upper section of the north wall of the sanctuary, published in Naville 1906, pl. CXLIV. 
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western jamb and western half of the lintel, and those Thutmose III appear on the eastern ones.141 

Since south and west, the directions connected with Hatshepsut, were considered more 

prestigious than east and north (see §3.1.1.1.), one might be tempted to use composition 

hierarchy argue that Hatshepsut was not only hierarchically superior but also more divine than 

Thutmose III.142  

 It has been claimed that such hierarchies were established not only through geographical 

distribution but also through iconography. Specifically, their crowns might also have reflected 

divinity. Since Thutmose III is more often on the north, he is more often shown wearing the Red 

crown.143 As discussed above (see §3.1.1.4.), this might be connected with hierarchies of divinity 

and The Royal Ka. There is, however, ample evidence against the potential claim that only the 

White crown marked the possessor of The Royal Ka. On the south wall above the doorway of the 

Night-Sun Chapel in the solar complex at Deir el-Bahari, the relief originally depicted 

                                                
141 See Beaux et al. 2012, vol. 3, pl. 33. Only Hatshepsut was named on the lintel and jambs of 
the western niche on the same wall on pl. 34. 
142 For additional examples of this spatial arrangement of the two kings in the Hathor chapel at 
Deir el-Bahari, see the following in ibid. On pl. 21, only Hatshepsut is named on the lintel and 
jambs of the doorway of the southwestern niche of the vestibule. As for its northeastern 
counterpart on pl. 25, Hatshepsut is named on the jambs and south side of the lintel but 
Thutmose III appears on the north side of the lintel. On pl. 29, the name of Hatshepsut appeared 
on both jambs and the south side of the lintel of the gateway to the bark sanctuary, while the 
name of Thutmose III is given on the north side of the same lintel. For the same pattern in the 
solar complex at Deir el-Bahari, see Karkowski 2003, 58-60 and n. 16, which noted the same 
arrangement in the bark room of the main sanctuary. For an example from the lower Anubis 
shrine, see Witkowski 1990, 379, fig. 375 for the doorway of the northern niche in the columned 
hall, where the name of Hatshepsut appears on the west side of the lintel and that of Thutmose III 
on the east. 
143 See the numerous examples of Thutmose III wearing the Red as opposed to White crown 
collected by Sankiewicz 2011. Most of these examples shown Thutmose III independently and 
without Hatshepsut.  
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Hatshepsut and Thutmose III kneeling and offering before an enthroned god (see figure 3.14).144 

Hatshepsut is positioned before Thutmose III and therefore occupies the superior position, but 

the suggested reconstruction shows both kings wearing the White crown. Since neither wears the 

Red crown here, both kings would possess The Royal Ka. Thus an approach which relies on the 

difference between Red and White crowns (see §3.1.1.4.) cannot consistently be used to 

distinguish the possessor of The Royal Ka. 

 Other sources unambiguously support the conclusion that consistent distinctions of 

divinity cannot be mapped onto these crowns. A stele currently in the Vatican Museum, Museo 

Gregoriano Egizio 22780, depicts Hatshepsut in the Blue crown and Thutmose III behind her in 

the White.145 Even though Thutmose III once again is shown in the inferior position, his crown 

cannot be used to support claims of inferior divinity. Thutmose III’s possession of the White 

crown is also clearly affirmed by texts at Deir el-Bahari. On the northern, inner face of the east 

wall of the vestibule of the Hathor Chapel already mentioned above,146 Thutmose III wears the 

atef crown and stands before Hathor. The speech of the goddess, however, affirms his possession 

of additional royal regalia and any divine powers these might have bestowed. dd-mdw in Ḥw.t-

                                                
144 See Karkowski 2003, pl. 22. The figure of Hatshepsut was later destroyed and replaced with a 
pile of offerings. Another potential example of Thutmose III wearing the White crown might be 
found on the outer doorway to the main sanctuary of the temple. The scene, published in Naville 
1906, CXXXVII, shows two images of Hatshesput and Thutmose III, the latter behind the 
former, on both sides of the lintel. Those on the south wear the White crown and those on the 
north the Red.   
145 See Urk. IV, 311-312; Klug 2002, 90-93; Jean-Claude Grenier, Museo Gregoriano Egizio, 
Guide Cataloghi Musei Vaticani 2 (Rome: "L'Erma" di Bretschneider, 1993), 12, pl. 13. The 
stele is unprovenanced and was in a private collection until 1819, but the scene strongly hints at 
its original context. Hatshepsut and Thutmose III face left and stand before Amun, who has been 
hacked out and subsequently restored. Kheftethernebes, the personified mountain of western 
Thebes, stands behind Thutmose III and faces right. The scene can thus be understood to take 
place at Karnak, where the kings worship Amun with the western mountain behind them.  
146 See Beaux et al. 2012, vol. 3, pl. 6. 
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Ḥr ḥr.t-tp Wꜣs.t sꜣ(⸗i) mry n s.t-ib(⸗i) / nb tꜣ.wy (Mn-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| nfr tꜣ pn šsp⸗k ḥd.t / grg⸗f n.t m 

/ ḥꜣ.t⸗k wts⸗k / nb.ty ḫꜥ⸗k im⸗sn ꜥnḫ.t(i) d.t “Recitation by Hathor, the mistress of Thebes: (my) 

son, beloved of (my) affection, / lord of the two lands, Menkheperkare. The land is good, since 

you have received the White Crown, since he established the Red Crown on / your forehead, 

since you raised up / the Two Ladies. May you appear with them living forever.” Even if not 

often shown wearing the White crown, this text reveals that Thutmose III did possess it just as he 

possessed the Red. The crown with which he was depicted thus seems to have been determined 

by geographical context and not divinity. It is possible that hierarchy and his inferior position in 

relation to Hatshepsut also played a role, but this hierarchy does not reveal anything about his 

divinity. 

 More complicated in this regard is the variant prenomen of Thutmose III, 

Menkheperkare. As discussed above (see §3.1.1.2.), the additional ka element in this name might 

be taken either as an indication of lower status or as a mark of his possession of The Royal Ka. 

The fact that it was used only during the coregency and not after the death of Hatshepsut147 

connects it specifically with this period and the existence of multiple kings. From the name 

alone, it is impossible to conclude which if either of the above suggestions is correct, and there 

are no surviving texts that elaborate on the purpose of the variant. There is only a single scene 

that might supply a bit more information regarding this name and its possible relation to The 

Royal Ka. Behind the Hathor cow on the north wall of the bark sanctuary in the Hathor 

Chapel,148 there are six small figures in three registers (see figure 3.15). The identity of those 

figures in the upper four compartments is somewhat obscure, especially since these have all been 

                                                
147 For the use of this prenomen only during the coregency, see von Beckerath 1999, 136-137; 
Naville 1906, 6. 
148 See Beaux et al. 2012, vol. 3, pl. 32; Beaux 2012, vol. 1, 128-137. 



 154 

hacked out and recarved. The identity of the bottom two is more secure. The first on the bottom, 

which has also been recarved, shows a Royal Ka standard holding the usual feather and human 

headed standard.149 Possibly because it was squeezed into a small space, the serekh depicts only 

the palace façade; there is no royal name included. The usual ka arms embracing the serekh have 

also been omitted. The text before the standard states “may he give all life, stability, dominion, 

and happiness.” Given the recarving, it is impossible to know whether this recarved version 

matches the initial decoration, but Beaux suggests the same standard might have originally 

contained Hatshepsut’s Horus name or prenomen. The reason for the latter suggestion is the final 

small figure behind this one. This is another unusual ka standard, on which the variant prenomen 

of Thutmose III, Menkheperkare, sits in a cartouche embraced by ka arms. The anthropomorphic 

standard is otherwise the same as that held by the serekh before it. Unlike the preceding figure, 

however, this prenomen and standard are original and were never erased. The text before it reads 

“may he give all life, stability, dominion, and health.” Though it is difficult to suggest the precise 

meaning of these two figures, the second unaltered but somewhat unusual ka standard almost 

certainly indicates that Thutmose III possessed The Royal Ka during the coregency.150 

 With so little information, it is difficult to suggest a conclusive reason for the use of 

Thutmose III’s variant prenomen both here and throughout the temple. Yet, its connection with 

The Royal Ka in the scene just discussed implies that even if the name indicated Thutmose III’s 

lower status, this inferiority did not mean that he did not possess The Royal Ka. Since The Royal 

Ka appears here associated with the variant prenomen of Thutmose III and other scenes from the 

                                                
149 Note that the head on this standard has also been destroyed and recarved.  
150 For another example of a Royal Ka giving gifts to the king, see §2.2.4.1. 
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temple depict Hatshepsut’s Royal Ka,151 it cannot be concluded that either Thutmose III or 

Hatshepsut possessed it exclusively. It thus seems as if an approach based on the variant 

prenomen cannot be used to mark divinity or possession of The Royal Ka, but there must have 

been some purpose behind its use. One suggestion mentioned above (see §3.1.1.2.) was that the 

additional ka element in Menkheperkare was intended to create a link between Thutmose III and 

Hatshepsut, whose prenomen was Maatkare.152 This brings to mind the alabaster chapel of 

Amenhotep I and Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.), where The Royal Ka was used to create a 

homology between the two officeholders. Here, however, ka element in Menkheperkare’s name 

did not in itself represent The Royal Ka, since additional ka arms were also included on the ka 

standard, on which the cartouche rests. It would thus seem to be the ka arms below rather than 

inside the cartouche that created the link between the two kings.  

3.2.3.2.5. The Main Sanctuary  

 Several officeholders and royal ancestors appear in the main sanctuary of Deir el-Bahari. 

The scene most directly relevant to The Royal Ka appears on the lunette of the interior eastern 

wall (see figure 3.16). Hatshepsut and Thutmose III are shown in parallel scenes of offering to 

Amun, whose two figures sit back to back in the center.153 Both kings are shown kneeling. 

Thutmose III wears the White and Hatshepsut the Red crown,154 but Hatshepsut’s figure was 

                                                
151 For Hatshepsut’s Royal Ka, see for example Beaux et al. 2012, vol. 3, pl. 5, discussed above; 
Edouard Naville, The Temple of Deir El Bahari, Part IV: The Shrine of Hathor and the Southern 
Hall of Offerings, Egypt Exploration Fund 19 (London: The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1901), pl. 
CX from Hatshepsut’s offering chamber, later erased during the proscription.  
152 For this claim, see Davies 2004, 63. 
153 See Naville 1906, CXXXVIII. 
154 Note that since Hatshepsut wears the Red crown and Thutmose III the White, this is 
additional evidence that crowns do not establish a consistent hierarchy or permit detection of The 
Royal Ka. 
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erased during the proscription. Behind each king is an anthropomorphic ka standard, which 

according to Bell represented The Royal Ka. Both hold the usual feather and human-headed 

staff, and both have the respective king’s Horus name in a serekh embraced by ka arms. 

Furthermore, the arms of Hatshepsut’s ka are depicted normally, but those of Thutmose III are 

reversed, since the feather passes behind the central pole.155  

 This relief provides further, conclusive evidence that the theory of a single Royal Ka 

should be revised. It also lends further support for the more fluid understanding of this ka 

proposed in the previous chapter (see §2.3.). The presence of two Royal Kas, each with the 

respective king’s Horus name, indicates that it was possible for more than one officeholder to 

possess such a ka at the same time. Unlike the examples discussed in the previous chapter (see 

especially §2.2.4.1.), this cannot be a coincidence of later modification or completion. Since the 

relief was executed during a period with two living officeholders, it is proof that the conception 

of a single royal ka spirit, which can only inhabit one individual at a time, must be reevaluated. 

Once again, however, some degree of homology between the kas is suggested by the reversal, 

theoretically only possible when a corresponding image of the same figure is present on the 

                                                
155 One final ka sign is visible on the relief, though it is badly damaged. The bottom of ka arms is 
visible between the central discs of two vertically stacked winged discs. The text above the ka 
sign has been completely lost. It is possible that this sign and the sun disc above were used to 
write elements of Hatshepsut’s name, Maatkare, but the space does not necessarily seem 
sufficient to accommodate this writing. For examples of the winged disc used to write the name 
of the king, see The Epigraphic Survey, The Tomb of Kheruef, Theban Tomb 192, Oriental 
Institute Publications 102 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1980), 
pls. 8-9 for a prenomen of Akhenaten, who is called ti.t Rꜥ with the name embraced by ka arms. 
See also the western wall of the Hathor sanctuary in Beaux 2012, vol. 1, pl. 41, where the disc is 
used for Maatkare but there are no ka arms. For the use of this disc as the “Re” element in royal 
names in general, see Randy Shonkwiler, "The Behdetite: A Study of Horus the Behdetite from 
the Old Kingdom to the Conquest of Alexander" (PhD Dissertation, University of Chicago, 
2014), 117-120. 
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opposite wall.156 The scene can thus be interpreted very similarly to the Alabaster Chapel of 

Amenhotep I and Thutmose I. The kas of the kings are not entirely different nor are they entirely 

the same. They provide a connection between the two but do not negate their individuality. This 

also implies that the divinity, which this Royal Ka was said to bestow, applies equally to both 

Hatshepsut and Thutmose IIII.  

 A few other scenes from the main sanctuary should also be noted. On the east end of the 

south wall of the second room of the main sanctuary, Hatshepsut offers incense pellets to 

Amun.157 On an opposite scene on the north wall, Thutmose III does the same, but there is he 

called ḫnty kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w “foremost of all living kas.”158 According to Bell, this should mark 

Thutmose III and not Hatshepsut as the possessor of The Royal Ka. The validity of this 

assumption, especially as regards proof of Hatshepsut’s lack of possession, however, has already 

been challenged (see §3.2.2.1. and §3.2.2.5.).159 It seems safer simply to take its application here 

as further evidence that this epithet was not exclusive to Hatshepsut. 

 Hatshepsut’s parents, Thutmose I and Ahmose, also appear in the main sanctuary.160 

These scenes, however, are not published as a whole, so it is difficult to precisely relate them 

either with each other or with other figures of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III. Thutmose I and 

                                                
156 See Fischer 1977; Roth 2011. 
157 See Ćwiek 2007, fig. 7. 
158 See ibid., fig. 8. 
159 Interestingly, it has been noted that the figure of Hatshepsut, while masculine, still had some 
non-masculine features. This is especially true for the color of her skin, which was originally 
pink but later painted red. For these observations, see ibid., 24. 
160 For a more detailed discussion of these figures in the context of the upper Anubis Chapel, see 
§3.2.3.2.3. 
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Ahmose are shown on the north161 and south162 walls of the bark room of the main sanctuary. 

Ahmose is depicted at least once more in a niche on the north wall, where she is shown seated 

before offerings.163 In all three examples, Thutmose I and Ahmose are always called mꜣꜥ(.t)-ḫrw 

“justified,” thus portraying them as deceased.164 As members of the justified dead, they would be 

divine through their identification with Osiris, and their presence would thus not further 

complicate the theory of The Royal Ka.  

3.2.3.3. The Red Chapel 
 
 In addition to Deir el-Bahari, the other monument on which Hatshepsut and Thutmose III 

frequently interact is the Red Chapel, currently reconstructed in the Open Air Museum at 

Karnak.165 In fact, the officeholders are shown together so frequently that a complete catalogue 

of every example would be an in depth study in its own right. Just as at Deir el-Bahari, 

Hatshepsut is still clearly the superior partner, appearing approximately four times more often 

than Thutmose III, who is entirely excluded from political scenes like the coronation.166 After 

Hatshepsut’s death, however, Thutmose III continued the decoration of the chapel, shifting the 

focus to his own kingship.167 He then had the entire structure dismantled. This must have 

occurred right around the forty-second year of his reign, since some figures of Hatshepsut show 

                                                
161 See Ćwiek 2007, fig. 4; Naville 1906, 10, pl. CXLV. They stand behind a much smaller 
figure of the princess Nefrubity.  
162 See Ćwiek 2007, fig. 2. The small figure of Nefrubity is included here as well.  
163 See Naville 1906, pl. CXLVII. 
164 On the north wall, Thutmose I is called mꜣꜥ ḫr ntr ꜥꜣ, which is likely an error for mꜣꜥ-ḫrw ḫr 
ntr ꜥꜣ. 
165 For publication of the chapel, see Franck Burgos and François Larché, La chapelle rouge: La 
sanctuaire de barque d'Hatchepsout, vol. 1 (Paris: Éditions recherche sur les civilizations, 2006); 
Lacau and Chevrier 1977. 
166 For this observation, see Laboury 2014, 51-52. 
167 For the date of the chapel’s completion and its dismantlement, see Laboury 2006, 269-272. 
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traces of damage associated with the proscription, but the majority do not. This seems to indicate 

that the monument was taken down shortly after the proscription was begun but before all the 

queen’s images could be erased.  

 Unlike at Deir el-Bahari, the only two officeholders featured on the Red Chapel are the 

coregents.168 The majority of the scenes in which they both appear either does not mention The 

Royal Ka or involves approaches for detecting it already proven to be unsatisfactory. The one 

major exception is those scenes pertaining to the celebration of festivals, especially the Opet and 

Valley festivals. Not only have these festivals been closely connected with divine kingship, but 

they might also contribute to our understanding of The Royal Ka (see §3.1.1.5.). Since the Red 

Chapel preserves some of the best evidence for the performance of both festivals,169 it is worth 

analyzing these scenes in some detail. More blocks pertaining to the Opet festival have been 

preserved, so this group will be discussed first.  

 The Opet festival scenes are found on the exterior south wall of the Red Chapel, and the 

action progresses from right to left. The first preserved scene shows the bark of Amun “resting 

on the great place in Karnak.”170 Only Hatshepsut was originally depicted worshipping it, but her 

image has been erased. Hatshepsut and Thutmose III were shown together in the next scene, 

                                                
168 The funerary temple and a canal of Thutmose I are briefly mentioned on the Red Chapel but 
only in the context of a geographic procession. See Lacau and Chevrier 1977, 79-80. Otherwise 
Thutmose I appears only once, again in the context of a geographic locale which bears his name, 
sḥ-ntr pn [n ny-sw.t wꜣḥ it] Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ mꜣꜥ-ḫrw. The text has been restored and edited by 
Murnane 1980, 91-93. 
169 For other evidence for the Opet festival, see The Epigraphic Survey, Reliefs and Inscriptions 
at Luxor Temple- Volume 1: The Festival Procession of Opet in the Colonnade Hall, Oriental 
Institute Publications 112 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 1994); Darnell 2010. For other 
sources for the Valley festival, see Karkowski 1992; Jadwiga Lipińska, "Deir el-Bahari: The 
Temple of Thutmosis III," in Seventy Years of Polish Archaeology in Egypt, ed. Ewa Laskowska-
Kusztal (Warsaw: Polish Center of Mediterranean Archaeology, 2007); Schott 1952. 
170 See Burgos and Larché 2006, vol. 1, 53, block 226. 
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where the bark of Amun departs Karnak for Luxor.171 The queen has been erased here too, but it 

seems as if both pharaohs originally wore the same costume, were given the same titles, and 

offered incense. The only difference is the presence of an additional column of text behind 

Thutmose III. This reads ⌈wnn⸗f ḫnt⌉ kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb ḫꜥ ḥr s.t Ḥr “it is as the foremost of all living 

kas that he exists, he having appeared on the throne of Horus.” The placement of the text behind 

Thutmose III and the choice of the third person masculine singular pronoun over the third person 

plural indicates that the statement applies specifically to Thutmose III. According to Bell, this 

would mark Thutmose III and not Hatshepsut as the possessor of The Royal Ka. It has already 

been demonstrated, however, that the absence of this epithet does not prove lack of possession 

(see especially §3.2.2.1.).  

Furthermore, the next scene applies the phrase to Hatshepsut, where she unambiguously 

possesses The Royal Ka. This episode of the festival shows the bark of Amun resting in the first 

of several bark stations which lined the festival route (see figure 3.17).172 Hatshepsut stands 

before it and offers incense. The form of the bark station itself is also relevant to the divinity of 

the king during the festival, since two Osiride statues of the queen are included in its design and 

stand on both sides of the structure. That on the left and closer to Hatshepsut has been badly 

damaged during the proscription, but that on the right wears the White crown and is called 

(Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| [mry.t] Im[n] “Maatkare [beloved] of Amu[n].” Behind the queen is an 

anthropomorphic ka standard, on which the Horus name of the queen, Wosretkau, is embraced 

by ka arms. Two short columns of text above identify it as kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ di⸗f ꜥnḫ nb “the living 

Royal Ka, may it give all life.” One final column of text behind the standard repeats the epithet 

                                                
171 See ibid., 52-53, blocks 300 and 226. 
172 See ibid., 52, blocks 26 and 300. 
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found in the preceding scene except with feminine pronouns. wnn⸗s ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb ꜣw-ib⸗s mi 

Rꜥ d.t “it is as the foremost of all living kas that she exists, she being happy like Re forever.” 

 As mentioned above, the epithet “foremost of all living kas” that was used only for 

Thutmose III in the previous scene is now applied only to Hatshepsut. In fact, this epithet seems 

to somewhat consistently alternate between Hatshepsut and Thutmose III across all scenes of the 

Opet festival on the Red Chapel. In the episode depicting the bark of Amun being transported 

from the fifth to the sixth stations, for example, only Hatshepsut is shown, and a column of text 

behind her reads wnn sꜣ.t Rꜥ (Ḥꜣt-šps.wt Hnm(.t)-Imn)| ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb d.t “It is as the 

foremost of all living kas that the daughter of Re, Hatshepsut United-with-Amun, exists 

forever.”173 In a scene showing Hatshepsut and Thutmose III before the bark of Amun as it 

appears from a festival hall, on the other hand,174 Hatshepsut is said to be “given life,” but the 

phrase ⌈wnn⸗f ḫnt⌉ kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb ḫꜥ m ny-sw.t bi.ty “it is as the ⌈foremost⌉ of all living kas that 

⌈he exists⌉, he having appeared as king of Upper and Lower Egypt” is applied only to Thutmose 

III.175 In the immediately following episode, however, the epithet is once only used for 

Hatshepsut. This scene shows Hatshepsut running with the Apis bull before the bark of Amun, 

which rests in the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I.176 A column of text behind 

her reads wnn⸗s ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb ḫꜥ.t(i) ḥr s.t Ḥr d.t “it is as the foremost of all living kas that 

she exists, she having appeared on the throne of Horus forever.” This alteration of the epithet 

between Hatshepsut and Thutmose III is solid evidence that the presence or absence of it cannot 

                                                
173 See ibid., 46-47, blocks 170 and 169a.  
174 See ibid., 62, block 176. 
175 “King of Upper and Lower Egypt” is determined by the heraldic plants of Upper and Lower 
Egypt together with city determinatives.   
176 See Burgos and Larché 2006, vol. 1, 63, block 102. 
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be used to prove possession of The Royal Ka. Otherwise one would be forced to make the rather 

illogical claim that it jumped back and forth from scene to scene between the two officeholders, 

one of whom was forced to completely surrender divinity each time.  

Another notable feature of the Opet festival scenes are the Osiride statues of the 

Hatshepsut, which appear already in the episode showing the bark of Amun resting in the first 

bark station (see figure 3.17). That these statues were not just architectural features but physical 

extensions of the queen’s person is proved by their erasure during the proscription.177 Though the 

texts only speak of the queen worshipping Amun, the placement of these colossi allowed 

Hatshepsut to offer to her own image as well as the bark of Amun. In other words, the queen 

worships herself. According to Bell, this would imply that the image being worshipped was not 

in fact the human queen but The Royal Ka. Indeed, a Royal Ka does appear in this scene, but it 

seems to belong to the worshipping queen rather than to the worshipped statue. Nevertheless, one 

might argue that the presence of such a ka was necessary to permit self-worship, but, for this 

conclusion to be valid, The Royal Ka would have to be present in such scenes throughout the 

festival.  

 The next scene shows the bark of Amun departing the first bark station.178 Hatshepsut 

and Thutmose III follow and wear identical costumes. This gives the appearance of perfectly 

geminated monarchs. Their titles, including the prenomen, “good god,” and “given life,” are also 

almost entirely identical. Note that this further disproves the use of the prenomen (see §2.1.2.3.), 

the epithet “good god” (see §2.1.2.4-5.), or the distinction between life and death (see §2.1.2.1.) 

                                                
177 See, for example, ibid., 50, block 305 for the third bark station. 
178 See ibid., 51, block 26. 
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as a means of detecting The Royal Ka. The next several episodes of the festival either do not 

preserve the image of an officeholder or are entirely lost.  

Fortunately, the queen, her colossi, and the bark of Amun are once again visible in a 

scene of the bark in the fourth station (see figure 3.18).179 Thutmose III is not present. Here the 

queen once again offers to the bark of Amun and by extension herself, but she is called by her 

nomen and feminine endings appear in her titles. The colossi also have slightly different names. 

That facing the queen and wearing the Double crown is again “Maatkare beloved of Amun,” but 

that on the back of the shrine and wearing the White crown is “Hatshepsut United-with-Amun 

beloved of Amun.” Significant here is the absence of The Royal Ka or any potential evidence for 

it. Hatshepsut worships herself, yet no ka figure or ka epithet is present, as was supposedly 

required. Furthermore, it cannot be claimed that possession of The Royal Ka was signaled by the 

first statue’s prenomen. Not only has the approach which relies on the distinction between 

prenomen and nomen already been disproven (see, for example, §2.2.3.2.), but the other Osiride 

statue bears the nomen of the queen. One might then turn to the White crown of this latter figure 

versus the Double crown of the former as a sign of lower divinity, but this approach too has 

already been proven invalid (see §2.2.3.4.2.). It therefore appears as if The Royal Ka was not 

necessary for worship of an officeholder to take place nor can it be understood to be the 

underlying nature of the worshipped monarch in this scene.  

                                                
179 See ibid., 49, block 135. For additional examples of the officeholders before Osiride statues 
of Hatshepsut, see the following episodes from the Opet festival. For the scene of the bark of 
Amun resting in the fifth station, see ibid., 47, block 169a-b. For the final surviving scene of the 
trip to Luxor, showing Hatshepsut worshipping the bark of Amun in the sixth station, see ibid., 
46, block 170. 
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One final scene significant to a discussion of The Royal Ka shows Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III again, this time in the royal bark, which tows the bark of Amun (see figure 3.19).180 

Both kings wear the long, tight-fitting robe usually associated with Osiris and are seated on 

thrones beneath a kiosk. Hatshepsut wears the White crown and is seated before Thutmose III, 

who wears the Red crown. Both are labeled with their respective prenomen and are called “good 

god.” Any approach previously proposed to detect The Royal Ka here such as crowns (see 

§3.1.1.4.) or compositional hierarchy (see §3.1.1.1.), has already been shown to be unsatisfactory 

(see §3.2.3.2.4.). The apparent Osirian depiction of the coregents, however, should be noted. As 

mentioned above (see §3.1.1.5.), the Opet festival was theorized to be for the renewal of the 

living king and the Valley festival for the renewal of the deceased king. The form of royal 

divinity stressed during the Opet festival should thus be Royal Ka divinity as opposed to Osirian 

divinity. Yet, in this scene of the Opet festival, both kings seem to have Osirian aspects, and 

neither is explicitly said to be living. While no firm conclusions can be made from this image 

alone, it hints that the strict division between the festivals and their function as relates to royal 

divinity may not be accurate.181  

 The scenes on the Red Chapel relating to the Valley festival are not as well preserved, 

and only a few episodes from the festival’s celebration survive on the north wall. Those that do, 

however, display many of the same features found in the Opet festival. A scene of the bark of 

Amun resting in the “great place” in Deir el-Bahari, for example, (see figure 3.20), depicts a 

                                                
180 See ibid., 61, block 171. For the drinking song mentioning Hatshepsut found on blocks 104 
and 171, see Kurt Sethe, "Die beiden alten Lieder von der Trinkstätte in den Darstellungen des 
Luksorfestzuges," Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 64 (1929). 
181 On the other hand, this could hint that the assumed connection between this robe and Osiris is 
incorrect. 
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setting almost identical to the bark stations used during the Opet festival.182 An Osiride colossus 

of the queen is shown in front of the station, possibly a reflection of the actual architecture of the 

upper court of the temple of Deir el-Bahari itself. Like those mentioned in the context of the 

Opet festival, this colossus is also named “Maatkare beloved of Amun.” Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III are shown before a pile of offerings for Amun. Hatshepsut consecrates these 

offerings, and Thutmose III offers incense. Both are identified with the prenomen, and both are 

qualified as “given life.”  Only Thutmose III, however, is called “good god,” and only he is said 

to be “foremost of all living kas,” but both of these epithets have already been shown to be 

incapable of consistently identifying The Royal Ka.  

 Most scenes of the return trip from Deir el-Bahari, like that showing Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III following the bark of Amun as it leaves for the river,183 are closely paralleled by 

scenes from the Opet festival on the south wall of the Red Chapel. The next group of scenes 

replicates the river journey that already appeared in the context of the Opet festival. The block 

that depicted the royal bark with the kings seated within it has unfortunately been thoroughly 

damaged,184 and the other block that showed both monarchs standing on the bark of Amun, the 

Userhat, with Hatshepsut at the prow and Thutmose III the stern is also poorly preserved.185  

The next episode is another almost identical copy of a scene from the Opet festival. 

Hatshepsut and Thutmose III stand before the bark of Amun when it appears from inside the 

festival hall.186 On this block, both kings are “given life,” but it is only Thutmose III who is said 

                                                
182 See Burgos and Larché 2006, vol. 1, 99, block 273. 
183 See ibid., 114, block 126. 
184 See ibid., 112, block 279. 
185 See ibid., 115, block 291. 
186 See ibid., 111, block 303. 
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to be “foremost of all living kas.” The alteration of this epithet between Hatshepsut to Thutmose 

III is once again observed in the final preserved scene of the Valley festival. This is also an 

almost exact parallel to the Opet festival scene of Hatshepsut running with the Apis bull before 

the bark of Amun.187 Here Hatshepsut is also called “foremost of all living kas.” The only major 

difference is that on the south wall the queen wears the White crown while here she wears the 

Red.  

 The similarities between the Opet and Valley festivals on the Red Chapel challenge the 

claim that each focused on a specific but different form of the divine king. These similarities 

pertain not only to the basic programs of the festival themselves, for example, the water 

procession or running with the Apis bull, but more importantly to the ideology of kingship 

during these episodes. Because the blocks relating to the Valley festival are less well preserved, 

however, the extent to which this was so remains somewhat ambiguous. Fortunately, reliefs from 

the upper court at Deir el-Bahari fill in some of these gaps. Located on the east wall north of the 

granite doorway of the court, one scene depicts the navigation of several boats in the context of 

the Valley festival (see figure 3.21).188 Because of the limitations of the publication and the 

fragmentary nature of the scene, the exact sequence of events is difficult to reconstruct, but it is 

clear that the barks of both coregents are shown, though Hatshepsut’s name was later changed to 

that of Thutmose II. The largest figure in the boats is an Osiride figure of a king wearing the 

White crown whose name is not preserved. The costume and posture of this figure is similar to 

                                                
187 See ibid., 110, block 128. 
188 For the scenes, see PM II, 358; Naville 1906, 3-4, pl. CXXII. For the texts, see Urk. IV, 309-
310. For the identification of this festival and the location of these images in the upper court, see 
Karkowski 1992, 155. 
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that of the figures that appeared in the context of the river navigation of the Opet and likely the 

Valley festivals on the Red Chapel. 

 Given these similarities, it does not seem possible to conclude that the Opet festival 

focused on the living divine king, i.e. The Royal Ka, while the Valley festival focused on the 

divine form of deceased kings. The general appearance and kingship program of the coregents 

appears almost identical for both festivals. Both monarchs are described as “foremost of all 

living kas” and are possibly shown in Osiride form during both Opet and Valley festivals. It is 

true that a Royal Ka standard appears only associated with Hatshepsut during the Opet festival, 

but given the other similarities this seems attributable to chance preservation. This does not 

imply that the performance and program of the two festivals were identical but only that it is not 

possible to conclude that the Opet festival focused specifically on The Royal Ka while the Valley 

festival did not. These scenes also offer further proof that the absence of the epithet “foremost of 

all living kas” cannot be used to prove lack of possession of The Royal Ka. The epithet is applied 

alternatingly to Hatshepsut and Thutmose III. There are several possible reasons why the phrase 

*wnn⸗sn ḫnty kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w “*it is as the foremost of all living kas that they exist” was not 

employed,189 but none of these imply that Thutmose III did not also possess a Royal Ka. 

3.2.3.4. Obelisks  

 One type of monument from the coregency specifically connected with The Royal Ka by 

Bell is the obelisk. While not an innovation of Hatshepsut’s reign (see §2.2.4.), her obelisks, 

unlike those of Thutmose I, also bear the name of her predecessors Thutmose I and II and her 

                                                
189 Perhaps the phrase was considered too formulaic to be altered, so it was only applied to one 
coregent at a time. Another possibility is that it reflects a traditional belief that only one person 
was allowed to appear on the throne of Horus at a time. A solution was to distribute this title 
between the two coregents. 
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coregent, Thutmose III. Furthermore, Bell has identified all “colossal monolithic rose granite 

obelisks” as “statues of the deified king.”190 He called this divine form the “deified king” rather 

than The Royal Ka, but the similarities he drew between obelisks and images of the king at 

Luxor temple imply that this is indeed the form of divinity to which he was referring.191 Bell’s 

argument focused mostly on the form or body of the entire obelisk and the theological 

justification for understanding this as the mystical, second body of the king. As evidence of this, 

he cited the image of Amun laying hands on the king, the gesture “by which the royal ka was 

transmitted from God to King (from Father to Son),”192 and stressed its frequent appearance on 

such obelisks. This connection between obelisks, ancestors (whether gods or officeholders), and 

The Royal Ka makes any reference to such an officeholder on these monuments critically 

important for the present study. 

3.2.3.4.1. Obelisks Dedicated to Thutmose I 

 Hatshepsut erected two obelisks dedicated to Thutmose I in the wadjyt hall of Thutmose I 

behind the fourth pylon at Karnak.193 The northern one is still in situ, and the southern one is 

toppled and currently rests prostrate on the west side of the sacred lake. There are eight scenes at 

the top of each side of each obelisk. Both Hatshepsut and Thutmose III appear in these reliefs, 

                                                
190 See Bell 2002, 17. 
191 The reason for the lack of emphasis on The Royal Ka in this work might be Bell’s reliance 
instead on the term d.t used on the base of one obelisk to describe the monument. Drawing on 
{Assmann, 1995 #577@94-95, 144, and 160’s interpretation of this term as “the Cosmic God’s 
Mystical Body,” he likely chose similar terminology to draw a closer comparison between his 
work on The Royal Ka and the mystical, second body of Kantoworicz. For the most relevant 
passages, see Bell 2002, 20-22, 27-29, and 36-37. 
192 See ibid., 21. 
193 For these obelisks, see Urk. IV, 356-373; LD III, 22-24; {Carlotti, 2003 #371@273-
283;Habachi, 1977 #708@59-66, pls. 13-15} Their erection is described in the tomb of Ineni, for 
which see Urk. IV, 55-56. 
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but they do not directly interact. Furthermore, the only approaches which might be used to 

determine which of the coregents possessed The Royal Ka are the accumulation of crowns (see 

§2.1.2.2.) and the epithet “good god” (see §2.1.2.4.), and these have already been shown to be 

unsatisfactory (see, for example, §2.2.3.4.2. and §2.2.3.3.).194 On the other hand, the texts 

mentioning Thutmose I are unique and warrant discussion. The name of this officeholder appears 

most prominently on the east face of the standing northern obelisk in the vertical column of text 

that runs from top to bottom.  

Ḥr Wsr.t-kꜣ.w (in serekh) ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| mry.t Imn-Rꜥ ir.n ḥm.t⸗s rn n it⸗s 
smn ḥr mnw pn wꜣḥ ḫft rdi.t iꜣw n ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| in ḥm n ntr pn šps 
ḫft sꜥḥꜥ tḫn.wy wr.wy in ḥm.t⸗s m sp tpy dd pw in nb ntr.w in it⸗t ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-
Rꜥ)| di tp-rd smn.t tḫn.w iw ḥm.t⸗t r wḥm mnw ir⸗t ꜥnḫ.ti d.t195 

 
The Horus Powerful of Kas, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Maatkare, beloved of 
Amun-Re. It was when giving praise to the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, the lord of 
the two lands, Aakheperkare, by the majesty of this noble god when erecting the two 
great obelisks by her majesty as the first occasion that her majesty established the name 
of her father on this enduring monument. It is a speech by the lord of the gods: “It was 
her father, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Aakheperkare, who gave the instruction 
for establishing obelisks. Her majesty will repeat (such) monuments so that you 
(Hatshepsut) might be living forever.”  

 
 The text concerns the erection of the obelisk itself and stresses the fact that Hatshepsut 

included the name of her father on it. This was done when, or perhaps in accordance with, giving 

praise to Thutmose I. Despite this, however, The Royal Ka is surprisingly absent, and it is not 

mentioned or depicted. Hatshepsut is given more names and titles than her father, but there is no 

                                                
194 Unfortunately, these scenes are poorly published. LD III, 22-24 still seems the best source, 
even if the images are small and difficult to see. See also E. A. Wallis Budge, Cleopatra's 
Needles and Other Egyptian Obelisks  (London: The Religious Tract Society, 1926), 106-109 for 
the top sections of these scenes. 
195 For the text, see Urk. IV, 358; Jean-François Carlotti and Luc Gabolde, "Nouvelle données 
sur la Ouadjyt," Cahiers de Karnak 11, no. 1 (2003): 274-275. Note that there is a parallel but 
less well-preserved text on the east face of the northern, toppled obelisk. For this text, see Urk. 
IV, 359-360. 
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indication that only she possessed The Royal Ka. Both appear as kings of Upper and Lower 

Egypt, and neither is explicitly marked as deceased. It is instead the historical perspective of 

these events that is highlighted. Hatshepsut erected obelisks, a practice which her father 

established, and she wants to reap the same benefits from it as he did.  

 Thutmose I’s name appears again on the western side of the base of the same obelisk. As 

noted by Bell, the texts on the base contain many interesting theological points related to 

initiation and the d.t body of the monument, but Thutmose I’s name again appears in what seems 

to be a mostly historical context.  

(14) …ink pw sndm.n⸗i m ꜥḥ sḫꜣ.n⸗i qmꜣ wi (15) ib⸗i ḥr ḫrp⸗i r ir.t n⸗f tḫn.wy m dꜥm 
bnbn.t⸗sn ꜣbḫ m ḥr.t m iwny.t šps r-imytw (16) bḫn.ty wr.ty n ny-sw.t kꜣ nḫt ny-sw.t bi.ty 
(Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| Ḥr mꜣꜥ-ḫrw…196 

 
(14) …It was I who was sitting in the palace who remembered the one who created me, 
(15) my heart driving me to make for him two obelisks from electrum, their tips mingling 
with heaven in the noble columned hall between (16) the great pylon of the king, the 
strong bull, king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Aakheperkare, Horus, the justified…. 

 
Once again, Thutmose I is only mentioned for his monuments at Karnak, which help establish 

the location of Hatshepsut’s obelisk. Yet, his titles are more expansive than might be expected. 

The combination of the epithets “Horus” and “justified” portrays Thutmose I as both a living and 

deceased officeholder at the same time. Overlapping claims of life and death have already been 

discussed (see §2.2.2.1.), but it is interesting to find such an example on a monument, which Bell 

claimed represents divine kingship. The use of both here suggests that Royal Ka divinity and 

Osirian divinity can in fact overlap and should not necessarily be considered separate states of 

being, as was required by the theory of The Royal Ka. The inclusion of “mighty bull,” likely a 

reference to the Horus name of Thutmose I, Kꜣ-nḫt Mry-Rꜥ, is also notable. Appearing in the 

                                                
196 For the text, see Urk. IV, 365. 
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Horus name of almost every New Kingdom pharaoh, it stressed strength and especially sexual 

vitality. In the formulation of Kamutef, the bull also conveyed the undying nature of kingship, 

since the king impregnated his mother as his own father. The overlap of Royal Ka and Osirian 

divinity combined with this interpretation of “strong bull” affirms the obelisk’s association with 

divine kingship, specifically the immortal nature of the office.  

 It does not, however, support a conception of royal divinity consistent with the theory of 

The Royal Ka. There is no representational or textual attestation of The Royal Ka in the passages 

mentioning Thutmose I. In fact, the text portrays Thutmose I as a living Horus, which would 

complicate Hatshepsut’s possession of it, since she was also a living Horus. This does not rule 

out Bell’s claim that the monument represented the divine king, but it does indicate that whatever 

divinity it did represent was not defined by or limited to Bell’s Royal Ka.  

3.2.3.4.2. Obelisks of Thutmose II Erected by Hatshepsut 

 Another pair of obelisks erected by Hatshepsut that also mentions a former officeholder 

is unfortunately very poorly preserved. Today, these obelisks exist only in fragments, but they 

originally stood before the fourth pylon in the festival hall of Thutmose II.197 Most of the names 

                                                
197 For these obelisks, see Luc Gabolde, "À propos de deux obélisques de Thoutmosis II, dédiés à 
son père Thoutmosis I et érigés sous le règne d'Hatshepsout-pharaon à l'ouest du IVe pylône," 
Cahiers de Karnak 8 (1987); Luc Gabolde and Catherine Grataloup, "Compléments sur les 
obélisques et la 'cour de fêtes' de Thoutmosis II à Karnak," Cahiers de Karnak 11, no. 2 (2003); 
Georges Legrain, "Rapport sur les travaux exécutés à Karnak du 31 octobre 1902 au 15 mai 
1903," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 5 (1904): 10-11; Paul Barguet, Le temple 
d'Amon-Rê à Karnak: Essai d'exégèse, Recherches d'archéologie, de philologie et d'histoire 21 
(Le Caire: Impr. de l'Institut français d'archeologie orientale, 1962), 138, n. 136, pl. XVIIc, 
showing a block reused in the foundation of the bark chapel of Philip Arrhideus. The foundations 
for these have been located under the third pylon. Their bases were later moved to North Karnak 
where they were used to support two other obelisks.  
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and titles on these blocks are those of Thutmose II,198 but the majority are palimpsests replacing 

earlier names and titles of Hatshepsut.199 Gabolde noted, however, that the traces of the Horus 

and Nebty names of Thutmose II on fragment 9 are original.200 Because of this, it was speculated 

that Thutmose II began construction of these obelisks, but he died before their completion. Later, 

Hatshepsut executed most of the decoration and had them erected. Even if this timeline is 

correct, there is still not enough preserved to significantly add to an analysis of obelisks as a 

representation of the divine king or The Royal Ka. 

3.2.3.5. The Small Temple of Medinet Habu 

 The final monument with plentiful evidence for the interaction of the coregents is the 

Small Temple of Medinet Habu. This temple also serves as a good conclusion to the coregency 

in general, as the program of proscription there sheds light on some intriguing aspects of The 

Royal Ka specifically related to the reign of Hatshepsut. The relevant areas in the Small Temple 

are the western sanctuaries, the decoration of which was begun during the coregency and 

completed under Thutmose III.201 This part of the temple is divided into three main sections: a 

central axis dedicated to Amun, a southern suite for the ithyphallic form of this god, and the 

northern “king’s chamber” for the cult of Thutmose III.202 In later periods, the temple was 

theologically important as a location for the celebration of the Decade festival, when Amun-Re 

                                                
198 Thutmose I is also mentioned once, though his cartouche is only partially preserved and the 
context in which he appeared is unclear. Gabolde speculated that it is a palimpsest. For the 
fragment with the name of Thutmose I, see Gabolde 1987, 146-147, fragment 110. 
199 For example, ibid., 144-148 noted that fragments 146-148 and 111-114 initially bore the 
name of Hatshepsut and not Thutmose II. 
200 See ibid., 146-147. 
201 For the publication of the sanctuaries of the Small Temple, see The Epigraphic Survey, 
Medinet Habu- Volume IX: The Eighteenth Dynasty Temple, Part 1: The Inner Sanctuaries  
(Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2009). 
202 For the different axes and their functions, see ibid., xxiii-xxiv. 
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regenerated his primordial form and other ancestral deities.203 While there are only three 

probable references to the Decade festival during the 18th dynasty,204 the iconographic program, 

especially that of the southern suite, shows that the site’s association with ancestors was already 

well established.205 Based on the importance of ancestors and the primeval form of Amun, 

scholars have linked this temple with The Royal Ka. For example, Dorman stressed the similarity 

of its cultic program with that proposed by Bell for Luxor temple, describing it as a location 

where the ancestors and the ithyphallic form of Amun infused kingship with ka force by means 

of their regenerative powers.206 

 It is perhaps not surprising then that The Royal Ka is granted a prominent position on the 

western wall of the sanctuary of ithyphallic Amun (see figure 3.22).207 In two almost identical, 

mirrored scenes the coregents bend forward in order to embrace images of Amun. Hatshepsut, 

later replaced with Thutmose II, was on the more prestigious south side and Thutmose III on the 

north. Aside from the feminine endings and the names within the cartouches, the texts are 

identical. The same can be said of the two columns of texts behind each god in the center of the 

                                                
203 For the theology of the small temple in the Late Period and beyond, see Winfried Barta, 
"Kematef," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1980), 382-383; J. Brett McClain, "The Cosmogonical Inscriptions of 
Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II and the Cultic Evolution of the Temple of Djeser-set," in Perspectives 
on Ptolemaic Thebes, ed. Peter F. Dorman and Betsy M. Bryan, Studies in Ancient Oriental 
Civilization 65 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2011); Kurt Sethe, 
Amun und die acht Urgötter vom Hermopolis: Eine Untersuchung über Ursprung und Wesen des 
ägyptischen Götterkönigs, Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
Philosophish-Historische Klasse (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1929); Kara Cooney, "The Edifice 
of Taharqa by the Sacred Lake: Ritual Function and the Role of the King," Journal of the 
American Research Center in Egypt 37 (2000): 34-37. 
204 For these references, see Survey 2009, xxix-xxxi. 
205 For the possibility of such a cult at Medinet Habu already during the Middle Kingdom, see 
Ullmann 2007, 9-10. 
206 See Survey 2009, xxxi-xxxii. 
207 See ibid., 56-57, pls. 80-81. 
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wall. Here even the feminine pronouns of the queen originally appeared in both the north and 

south columns,208 which allowed Hatshepsut to make herself the beneficiary of both sets of 

divine gifts. Most importantly, both kings are also followed by mirrored Royal Kas, which take 

the form of anthropomorphized standards with ka arms embracing a serekh containing each 

king’s respective Horus name. They also bear the usual human-headed standard and feather. The 

fact that these two officeholders both possessed Royal Kas has already been established (see 

§3.2.3.2.5. for the scene from the main sanctuary at Deir el-Bahari), and this scene at Medinet 

Habu further indicates the need to revise the theory of a singular Royal Ka. 

 There are a few details, however, which distinguish this scene from that at Deir el-Bahari 

and those discussed in the previous chapter. Two of these details concern the original scene, 

while two others deal with changes made during the proscription. First, the texts relating to both 

Royal Kas are slightly different. That associated with Hatshepsut’s ka is kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ ḫnt pr-

dwꜣ.t “the living Royal Ka, foremost of the house of the morning.” On the other hand, that of 

Thutmose III is kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ ḫnt dbꜣ.t “the living Royal Ka, foremost of the robing room.” This 

distribution of epithets between two Royal Kas was already encountered on the Alabaster Chapel 

of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.). There the complementary nature of these figures 

and epithets is reinforced by the reversal of The Royal Ka (for the same reversal at Deir el-

Bahari, see §3.2.3.2.5.), proving that a homology was made between the two. The relief at 

Medinet Habu, however, is much stranger, as both figures appear reversed. Based on the 

Alabaster Chapel and Deir el-Bahari, one might expect this for The Royal Ka of Thutmose III on 

the north, but it is surprising to see the feather of the southern standard of Hatshepsut pass behind 

                                                
208 These pronouns were changed to masculine at the time of the proscription. 
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the pole as well. The reason why neither king was shown in the dominant, unreversed position 

remains unclear.  

 The final two details of interest involve changes made to the wall when the southern half 

was altered for Thutmose II. First, the ribbon draped around the neck of this officeholder was 

purposefully erased at the time of the reworking, but the ribbon around the neck of Thutmose III 

was left unaltered.209 The reason for this is unclear, but the publication speculated that the ribbon 

was associated with the living king and that erasing Thutmose II’s emphasized Thutmose III’s 

role as the only living officeholder. If this were true, the ribbon would have been erased by 

Thutmose III to mark Thutmose II as deceased. While the significance of this detail remains 

speculative, another detail does hint that there was a desire to distinguish the officeholders. The 

nomen of Thutmose III, Dḥwty-ms Nfr-ḫpr, is original,210 and the Thoth glyph is written with an 

ibis on a standard. The same element in the nomen of Thutmose II, Dḥwty-ms Mry-Imn, on the 

other hand, is written with a seated deity with an ibis head. This form of the Thoth glyph can be 

observed elsewhere in the temple. For example, it is used in the cartouche of Thutmose II but not 

those of Thutmose III on the lintel and doorjambs of the doorway from the dyad chamber to the 

vestibule.211 Additionally, it appears in the cartouches of both Thutmose I and Thutmose II, 

                                                
209 For the purposeful erasure of this element and a possible explanation for it, see Survey 2009, 
56. 
210 For the erasure and replacement of the epithet Nfr-ḫpr in the Small Temple, see ibid., xxxiii. 
A possible explanation for this might be related to the translation of nfr as young (see §2.1.2.5.). 
Nfr-ḫpr might be understood as “young of form,” signaling the youth and by extension junior 
status of Thutmose III. After the death of Hatshepsut, Thutmose III might have erased and 
replaced it to show his maturity. Here, however, it may have been appropriate to preserve the 
epithet, since Thutmose III would have still considered himself younger than Thutmose II. Note, 
however, that ntr nfr as “young god” has already been shown to be unsatisfactory for identifying 
The Royal Ka (see §2.2.3.3. and §2.2.5.1.), so this epithet cannot be taken as proof of Thutmose 
III’s possession or lack of possession of it. 
211 See ibid., pl. 57. 
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which replaced those of Hatshepsut on the interior lintel and jambs of the passage from the dyad 

chamber to the sanctuary of Amun.212  

 This practice was not entirely consistent,213 but the overwhelming frequency of the seated 

bird-headed deity being used for the names of Thutmose I and II but not Thutmose III seems 

significant. Since the use of fully avian glyph seems reserved for the living officeholder, it 

creates a distinction between him and his deceased predecessors. Returning to the west wall of 

the sanctuary of ithyphallic Amun with two Royal Kas (see figure 3.22), this interpretation has 

significant implications for The Royal Ka. As has already been demonstrated, markers of life and 

death are not reliable for determining possession of The Royal Ka. This is the case for the 

present scene as well, where it is clear that both Thutmose II and III are followed by such kas. 

Even if Thutmose II’s Royal Ka is only a retrospective depiction of his possession of it during 

his lifetime, the overlap of this and his deceased status was not considered problematic. While 

the small distinction between the Thoth glyphs and more speculatively the erasure of the ribbon 

might subtly identify him as a deceased, the overall impression of the scene is one of homology. 

The kings and their kas are for the most part mirrored images of one another. As was the case 

with the Alabaster Chapel and the sanctuary at Deir el-Bahari, the presence of these subtle 

differences does not invalidate the homology.  

 Other scenes from the temple show that Thutmose III did not always prioritize his own 

status as the living possessor of The Royal Ka. On the north wall of the vestibule, for example, 

                                                
212 See ibid., pl. 30-31. For another example, see ibid., pls. 42-43 for the door lintel and jambs on 
the doorway from the sanctuary of Amun to the naos chamber. See also ibid., pls. 44-45 and 68-
69. 
213 See, for example, ibid., pls. 58-59 for the doorjambs of the doorway from the vestibule to the 
dyad chamber. Here the ibis on a standard is used to write the nomen of both Thutmose II and 
Thutmose III. 



 177 

Hatshepsut was originally depicted twice before Amun, first in his ithyphallic form and second 

in his normal form (see figure 3.23).214 A single line of text behind the queen offering milk to the 

ithyphallic Amun initially read wnn[⸗s]215 ḫnt kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb⌈.w⌉ mi Rꜥ d.t “it is as the foremost 

of all living kas that [she] exists like Re forever.” Following Bell, one might expect Thutmose III 

to claim this epithet post proscription in order to signal his possession of The Royal Ka and his 

position as the living officeholder. When Thutmose III altered these reliefs, however, he recarved 

the scene so that the epithet applies to Thutmose II, who offered to ithyphallic Amun. According 

to Bell, this would mark Thutmose II and not Thutmose III as the possessor of The Royal Ka. It 

should also be noted that the adjacent scene of the queen before Amun was changed for 

Thutmose I and not Thutmose III. 

 The reason why Thutmose III altered this relief so that a different officeholder possessed 

The Royal Ka might be found in the context of the Small Temple itself. As mentioned above, the 

southern axis was dedicated to the ithyphallic form of Amun and the central axis to the standard 

form of the god. At the time of the temple’s erection, both axes heavily featured Hatshepsut but 

also included Thutmose III. The distribution of officeholders after recarving, however, was 

noticeably different. In the reliefs along the main axis of Amun, figures of Hatshepsut were 

replaced mostly by offering tables and jar stands, despite the fact that it would have been easier 

to simply change the name of the royal figure.216 Additionally, the cartouches there were often 

erased and not recarved. This differs remarkably from the alterations made in the rooms along 

the southern axis of ithyphallic Amun. There Hatshepsut was only once replaced with a ritual 

                                                
214 See ibid., pls. 66-67. 
215 The feminine pronoun was erased at the time of the proscription. 
216 For a summary of the program of recarving along the central axis, see Survey 2009, xxvi. 



 178 

object, the lettuce often associated with ithyphallic deities.217 Otherwise her figure was left 

intact, but the cartouches were changed for either Thutmose I (two examples) or Thutmose II 

(seven examples).218 This distribution makes perfect sense when compared with the other major 

cult site for ithyphallic Amun, Luxor Temple. Kingship and royal ancestors were obviously 

central to Bell’s understanding of this cult, and Waitkus, expanding on and revising Bell, has 

also concluded that Amun of Luxor was an ancestral god. He therefore identified this god with 

the living king’s father.219 This is why the inclusion of ancestors, Thutmose III’s fathers, was 

favored along the southern axis as opposed to the central axis.220  

 Now that the general presence of Thutmose I and II in the southern chambers has been 

explained, it still remains to account for why Thutmose III would have granted possession of The 

Royal Ka to Thutmose II instead of claiming it for himself. The physical reality of the coregency 

demanded that Hatshepsut also show Thutmose III as an officeholder, which led to multiple 

contemporaneous possessors of The Royal Ka. Such a system allowed Hatshepsut to claim The 

Royal Ka, while also accommodating the existence of Thutmose III. After her death, however, 

Thutmose III was under no such constraints. During the proscription, he as the only living 

officeholder could have usurped every image of Hatshepsut for himself in order to reclaim the 

monopoly on The Royal Ka. Indeed, one would expect him to have done this if The Royal Ka 

                                                
217 For the association of lettuce with ithyphallic deities, see Renate Germer, "Lattich," in 
Lexikon der Ägyptologie 3, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1980), 939. 
218 For a summary of the program of recarving along the south axis, see Survey 2009, xxvi-xxvii. 
219 See Waitkus 2008, vol. 1, especially 279-280. 
220 Previous officeholders are treated with honor in the southern suite of rooms, but a somewhat 
disparaging claim regarding them is found along the central axis on the west portion of the 
southern wall of the dyad chamber. There Amun says that Thutmose III, by building the 
monument, did that ḫm.n bity.w  “of which (other) kings were ignorant.” For the scene and text, 
see Survey 2009, 23-24, pls. 20-21. 
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really was the ultimate source of pharaonic divinity and the basis of all claims of kingship. Yet 

instead he chose to inscribe some of these scenes, like that on the western wall of the sanctuary 

of ithyphallic Amun (see figure 3.23), for Thutmose II, who was also permitted a Royal Ka or at 

least the epithet with which Bell associated it. Clearly then a situation where two kings were 

shown with Royal Kas was not considered incompatible with the office of kingship even after 

the coregency.  

 The connection of the temple with the king’s forbearers also allowed Thutmose III to 

define his heritage. By attributing The Royal Ka of Hatshepsut to Thutmose II, Thutmose III 

stressed his father’s possession of it and his connection to him. Thutmose III thus granted The 

Royal Ka to Thutmose II in order to rewrite history, omit Hatshepsut, and reaffirm ka 

transmission along the patrilineal line. The line of kings in this ancestral cult chapel was defined 

as Thutmose I, Thutmose II, and then Thutmose III, who immediately proceeded his father. The 

Small Temple, already important during the coregency, thus took on another role during the 

independent reign of Thutmose III (see §4.3.).  

3.3. Conclusion 

 The discussion above has demonstrated that during the coregency of Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III both monarchs possessed what Bell has identified as The Royal Ka (see especially 

§3.2.3.2.5. and §3.2.3.5.). It is impossible to definitively prove whether this was an innovation of 

the coregency, but the available evidence suggests that it was not. The similar reversal present on 

the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.) indicates that the coregents 

were at least able to draw on precedent for the conception of multiple Royal Kas in their own 

program of kingship. The contradictions that arise in Bell’s theory when applied to reliefs of 

Thutmose III and Senwosret III at Semna before Hatshepsut assumed her kingship (see §3.2.2.1.) 
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further hint that this phenomenon was not unique to the coregency. Already in these scenes, both 

of these kings seem to possess a Royal Ka, and both are identified as officeholders. This means 

that Senwosret III’s divinity cannot be dismissed through claims of his apotheosis and 

identification as a traditional god. Likewise, it seems as if the system in which The Royal Ka 

operated did not immediately return to the paradigm described by Bell after the death of 

Hatshepsut. The inseparable states of Thutmose II as both living officeholder and deceased king 

in the Small Temple hint as much, but this will be considered in more detail in the following 

chapters. 

 In light of such evidence, one must either suggest revisions to Bell’s theory or discard the 

conception of The Royal Ka entirely. As the king’s ka clearly did play a special role in the 

system of kingship, the latter does not seem warranted, at least for the moment, and several 

interesting modifications to the theory can be suggested. The first concerns Bell’s claim that only 

one officeholder could possess The Royal Ka at a time and that after death it departed the 

deceased king. As has been demonstrated above, it was possible both for multiple officeholders 

to possess The Royal Ka at the same time and for a deceased king’s status as a living 

officeholder, and thus possessor of The Royal Ka, to overlap with his status as deceased. On the 

other hand, it has already been argued (see §2.3.) that these Royal Kas allowed some degree of 

homology to be made between officeholders. The ka could represent a single entity shared by all 

kings, but this ka could also be uniquely possessed by each king.  

 As a means of resolving this contradiction, I suggest an understanding of The Royal Ka 

in the framework of ancient Egyptian syncretism. The term syncretism has normally been 

applied to a theological phenomenon of the Egyptian pantheon, where multiple gods came 
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together to form a single god, for example, Amun-Re or Ptah-Sokar-Osiris.221 This new god, 

however, did not negate the individual identities of those who formed it, and it can be easily 

broken back down into individual elements. This is perhaps more famously explained in Papyrus 

Leiden I 350, where god can be understood as one, three, and millions.222 The Royal Ka can be 

understood in the same way. By nature of the king’s position, he possessed a Royal Ka, a kꜣ ny-

sw.t. Since every officeholder possessed this kꜣ ny-sw.t, they could from a certain perspective be 

homologized into a single kꜣ ny-sw.t, The Royal Ka. This did not, however, negate the individual 

identity of each of these kꜣ.w ny-sw.t. For example, Hatshepsut’s was still uniquely Wsr.t-kꜣ.w 

and Thutmose III’s Kꜣ-nḫt Ḫꜥ-m-Wꜣs.t. In other words, there was not a single ka spirit that 

moved back and forth between multiple kings nor did it geminate. Each king shared The Royal 

Ka and possessed a unique royal ka, but both a can be viewed alternatively as a single ka spirit.  

 Further proof that each king’s royal ka was unique can be found in the divine birth (see 

§3.2.2.5.) and coronation scenes (see §3.2.3.2.2.) at Deir el-Bahari. As explained above, the 

divine birth shows a figure matching Bell’s description of The Royal Ka together with 

Hatshepsut at the time of her birth. On the other hand, the coronation inscription, which one 

might expect to stress the transmission of The Royal Ka from Thutmose I to Hatshepsut, makes 

no mention of it. Together, this implies that Hatshepsut possessed The Royal Ka from the time of 

her birth and that she did not receive it only upon her coronation. She certainly did receive 

additional kas and divine powers at that time, but The Royal Ka was not one of them. 

 Another aspect of Bell’s theory that should be revised is the connection drawn between 

The Royal Ka and the epithet “foremost of all living kas.” As has been demonstrated (see 

                                                
221 For the phenomenon, see Hornung 1996, especially 91-99 and the sources cited therein. 
222 See Zandee 1948. 
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appendix 2 for the relevant sections), the absence of this epithet cannot be used to prove that a 

king did not possess The Royal Ka. This does not necessarily rule out any connection with The 

Royal Ka, and its specific relationship with some aspect of the ka of the king is explicit and 

beyond question. Given the importance of this epithet to Bell in formulating the theory itself,223 

however, the fact that it differed from anthropomorphic or standard-form Royal Kas has the 

potential to undermine the foundations of the theory itself. The major difference between The 

Royal Ka and the epithet is that multiple Royal Kas could be depicted in scenes featuring both 

coregents, but more than one king cannot be said to be “foremost of all living kas” at the same 

time. Hatshepsut and Thutmose III exchange this epithet, for example on the Red Chapel (see 

§3.2.3.3.), but it is never applied to both kings in the same scene. A situation where *wnn⸗sn 

ḫnty kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w “*it is as the foremost of all living kas that they exist” thus seems 

impossible. Since they behave differently, it should be questioned whether the epithet is 

equivalent with depictions of The Royal Ka and whether in fact they might relate to different 

aspects of the ka of the officeholder.  

 In all these revisions of Bell’s theory, one key aspect remains to be resolved: divinity. 

According to Bell, The Royal Ka was the ultimate and only sources of the king’s divinity. Given 

that possession of The Royal Ka did not begin at the coronation and end upon a king’s death, its 

role in creating royal divinity must be reevaluated. This question will be a major focus of 

proceeding chapters, but some preliminary observations can already be made. First, it does not 

appear possible to identify all statues of the king that could be worshipped as images of The 

Royal Ka. This was visible on the Red Chapel (see §3.2.3.3.), where the position of the queen’s 

                                                
223 See Bell 1985. 
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colossi on bark stations and at Deir el-Bahari allowed her to worship her own image while 

worshipping Amun. Yet, none of the approaches tested allowed these statues to be identified 

specifically with The Royal Ka. On the contrary, the epithet “foremost of all living kas” was 

applied to the supposedly human figure of Hatshepsut who worshipped them. This does not rule 

out the possibility that these were still ka statues of some sort but calls into question their 

specific and unique connection with The Royal Ka. While these comments must remain 

speculative at the moment, more definitive conclusions should arise when scenes of Amenhotep 

III explicitly worshipping his own image are considered in a following chapter (see §5.2.2.6.).  

 Another preliminary observation regarding divinity concerns the supposed distinction 

between Royal Ka and Osirian divinity. In general, the lack of a clear distinction between living 

and deceased officeholders (see approach §2.1.2.1. and appendices 1 and 2) throws this into 

question, but two specific examples might imply that these states represent single or at least 

compatible forms of divinity. The first relevant scene is of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III in a bark 

during the Opet festival, where both wear a robe usually associated with Osiris (see §3.2.3.3.). 

Even though the festival was supposedly meant to reaffirm the king’s possession of The Royal 

Ka and that form of divinity, it was not problematic to show the coregents in a divine guise 

possibly associated with the dead rather than living king. This overlap might also be observed on 

the north wall of the vestibule of the sanctuary of ithyphallic Amun in the Small Temple of 

Medinet Habu (see §3.2.3.5.). There Thutmose II is said to be “foremost of all living kas,” but 

his name (and that of Thutmose I) was very subtly distinguished from that of Thutmose III. This 

was done means of the seated bird-headed Thoth glyph as opposed to the avian form used for 

Thutmose III. While not specifically relating to Osiris, the result appears to be a distinction 

between living and deceased officeholders. The implications of this for royal divinity and an 
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ontology of divinity in general remains to be seen and definitive conclusions likely remain 

beyond the scope of this study, but from the evidence above it appears as if divinity, at least 

Royal Ka divinity and Osirian divinity, may not be distinct but may represent two sides of the 

same coin.  
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4. The Independent Reign of Thutmose III Through the Reign of Amenhotep II 
 

4.1. Introduction 

 The previous chapter explored how The Royal Ka and divine kingship in general were 

adapted to fit the context of a long coregency. There it was argued that this ka’s role as a 

homologizing force, already visible during previous reigns, was given greater prominence. This, 

however, did not invalidate the individuality of the two coregents, who both possessed unique 

royal kas. Alongside this, it was argued that any approaches that attempted to identify the single, 

unique Royal Ka described by Bell, were unsuccessful or contradictory, casting its existence into 

further doubt. This chapter will resume where the last one ended and continue the chronological 

discussion of evidence, beginning with the independent reign of Thutmose III after the death of 

Hatshepsut. It will then move through the possible coregency of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II 

before concluding with the independent reign of Amenhotep II.  

 The primary purpose of this chapter will be to compare the interactions of officeholders 

during the reigns Thutmose III and Amenhotep II with those during the coregency period. Once 

again, special attention will be paid to the role of The Royal Ka in these contexts. For example, 

did Thutmose III continue to promote The Royal Ka as a homologizing force after the death of 

Hatshepsut or can this be connected specifically with the queen and the exceptional conditions of 

the coregency? Furthermore, did Thutmose III and Amenhotep II (re)adopt the same models 

during their possible coregency, when those two monarchs were closely associated? Not only 

will such questions help track the development of The Royal Ka over time, but they will also 

directly address the specific connection between Hatshepsut and The Royal Ka proposed by 
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Bell.1 Unlike in previous chapters, there are no new approaches specific to this chronological 

period that might be used to determine possession of Bell’s Royal Ka. Relevant approaches 

refuted in previous chapters will still be noted, but they will only be considered in detail if such a 

discussion would highlight new information.  

4.2. Chronological Outline and Discussion of the Evidence 

4.2.1. The Possible Coregency of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II 

 As mentioned in the previous chapter (see §3.2.1.), the proscription of Hatshepsut began 

late in the reign of Thutmose III and was likely motivated by concern over the succession. 

Despite this, there is no evidence to suggest that Amenhotep II’s accession was contested, and 

power seems to have transitioned smoothly. One of the ways by which this might have been 

facilitated was a coregency late in the reign of Thutmose III. If such a coregency did take place, 

these monarchs could have directly drawn on the iconographic and ideological precedent set only 

one reign earlier. On the other hand, they could have defined their co-rulership in different ways, 

as coregencies were always exceptional conditions, for which there was not one specific and all-

encompassing solution. As regards the evidence for a coregency, the names of both kings appear 

together on a number of monuments,2 and Amenhotep II even contributed to his father’s 

proscription of Hatshepsut.3 Yet, the assumption that this represents a coregency has also been 

                                                
1 See Lanny Bell, “Luxor Temple and the Cult of the Royal Ka,” Journal of Near Eastern 
Studies 44, no. 4 (1985): 251-294. 
2 For a comprehensive list of such monuments, see Der Manuelian 1987, 23-32; Charles Van 
Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III at Uronarti  (San Antonio: Charles Cornell Van Siclen, 1982), 
48-51. 
3 See, for example, a gateway at the west wall of the Montu precinct at Karnak discussed and 
published in Charles Van Siclen, "The so-called Gateway of Tuthmosis I at Karnak North," 
Göttinger Miszellen 80 (1984); Louis A. Christophe, Karnak-Nord III (1945-1949), Fouilles de 
l'Institut Français du Caire 23 (Cairo: L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1951), 71-80. 
The gateway, previously attributed to Thutmose I, was in fact built by Hatshepsut, who included 
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challenged, since it would have been extremely short, unlike the lengthy one of Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III. Additionally, there are complications regarding the number of Amenhotep II’s 

military campaigns and whether they were renumbered after the death of his father.4 Whatever 

the case, it is almost certain that Amenhotep II was ruling independently by the third year of his 

reign.5 

 The exact historical circumstances of this possible coregency are still under debate, and, 

given that the primary focus of this study is not chronology but divine kingship, these issues will 

not be definitively resolved here. The question asked in this chapter is not necessarily whether 

Thutmose III and Amenhotep II actually ruled at the same time but how they were shown 

interacting with one another and whether both were depicted as living coregents in these 

contexts. The term “coregency” or “possible coregency,” already well established in scholarship, 

will still be used according to convention to refer to this short period at the end of the reign of 

Thutmose III and the beginning of that of Amenhotep II. The use of “coregency,” however, is 

mostly a term of convenience and does not conclusively imply that one officially took place. 

Further complicating the issue is the fact that not all monuments mentioning both monarchs can 

                                                
her father’s name on the monument. Her cartouches were later usurped by Amenhotep II. The 
relevant inscriptions of Amenhotep II and Thutmose I are extremely fragmentary, which is why 
the gate is not discussed in more detail here. 
4 The confusion stems from the fact that Amenhotep II seems to have had two first campaigns of 
victory, the first in year three and the second in year seven. On the one hand, this may reflect a 
double dating system, where the campaign took place in the seventh year of the coregency but 
the third year of Amenhotep II’s sole rule. On the other hand, there might only have been a 
single dating system, in which the campaigns of Amenhotep II reset after the death of his father. 
For a full discussion, see Der Manuelian 1987, 32-44. For a general account of the coregency 
and the relevant historical data, see Donald B. Redford, "The Coregency of Tuthmosis III and 
Amenophis II," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 51 (1965). For a summary of the 
arguments for and against a coregency, see Murnane 1977, 44-57.  
5 See Der Manuelian 1987, 38-39. 
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be securely dated to this period. Unlike the temple of Amada (see §4.2.3.1.), other pieces of 

evidence, for example, statues, scarabs, and plaques (see §4.2.3.2. and §4.2.3.4.) do not have 

secure dates. Since it would be misleading to attribute all such monuments to the short period of 

the possible coregency, the relevant sections of the chapter will not be organized chronologically 

according to the coregency but to the names of officeholders.  

4.2.2. Monuments from the Independent Reign of Thutmose III 

4.2.2.1. The Akh-menu 

 In general, Thutmose III displayed notable interest in previous officeholders and their 

monuments, and it has been remarked that he was one of the few monarchs to display 

conspicuous devotion to his predecessors.6 Perhaps one of the best examples of this is the 

chamber of ancestors in the Akh-menu. It is also, perhaps not coincidentally, probably the first 

major building project undertaken by Thutmose III after the death of Hatshepsut around year 

twenty-two.7 Built to the east of the main sanctuary of Amun, the complex stands near the former 

site of the Netjery-menu (see §3.2.2.2.). It consists of several sections, including a festival hall, a 

sanctuary of Amun, a solar platform, and a series of rooms for the cult of Sokar.8 Since it is 

referred to as a Temple of Millions of Years like those temples on the west bank, it has been 

speculated that its purpose was to unite the king with Amun as well as endow him with solar and 

Osirian (or Sokarian) divinity.9 The presence of Sokar, whose cult was associated with the 

                                                
6 See Habachi 1985, 349, who considered him “one of the few Pharaohs who were devoted to 
their ancestors”. For the differences between Hatshepsut and Thutmose III in the treatment of 
their ancestors’ monuments, see Björkman 1971, 15-16.  
7 For the date of the Akh-menu’s construction, see Piotr Laskowski, "Monumental Architecture 
and the Royal Building Program of Thutmose III," in Thutmose III: A New Biography, ed. Eric 
H. Cline and David O'Connor (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2006), 192. 
8 For an overview of the Akh-menu, see ibid., 192-195. 
9 See ibid., 195. 
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renewal of the king and the immortality of kingship,10 suggests that royal ancestors and kingship 

in general may have played an important role within the structure.  

 It is therefore not surprising to find that Thutmose III devoted a room in the south of the 

festival hall to deceased officeholders.11 Unlike the monuments discussed above, this room does 

not specifically name one or two of Thutmose III’s predecessors nor does it make general 

mention of unspecified earlier kings. Instead, it depicts Thutmose III offering to rows of 

individual kings from the Old Kingdom through the 17th dynasty (see figures 4.1-4.3). These 

scenes and most of the chamber itself are now in the Louvre, having been brought there by Prisse 

d’Avennes.12 The chamber has been the subject of numerous studies,13 but these have mostly 

focused on the historical nature of the reliefs, made even more intriguing since the kings are not 

presented in simple chronological order. The kings sit in four rows stretching from the right and 

left walls of the room to meet on the central back wall, where the final kings on each side sit 

back to back. Several historical interpretations of the groups thus formed have been offered, but 

the most recent theories have argued that, while chronology played a factor in organization, it 

was not the deciding principle.14 Kings are grouped geographically, by family, or according to 

                                                
10 For the cult of Sokar and its connection with the king, see Catherine Graindorge-Hereil, Le 
dieu Sokar à Thèbes au Nouvel Empire, vol. 1, Göttinger Orientforschungen 28 (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1994), 383-473. 
11 See PM II, 111-112, room 342; Jean-François Pécoil, L'Akh-menou de Thoutmosis III à 
Karnak, La Heret-ib et les chapelles attenantes, Relevés épigraphiques  (Paris: Éditions 
Recherche sur les Civilizations, 2000), room SF.5. 
12 For the complete publication of these reliefs, Louvre E 13481bis, see Élisabeth Delange, 
Monuments égyptiens du Nouvel Empire  (Paris: Louvre éditions and Éditions Khéops, 2015), 
16-110. 
13 See, for example, Nicolas Grimal, "Les ancêstres de Karnak," Comptes rendus des séances de 
l’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 154, no. 1 (2010); Redford 1986, 29-34; Dietrich 
Wildung, "Aufbau und Zweckbestimmung der Königsliste von Karnak," Göttinger Miszellen 9 
(1974). 
14 See Delange 2015, 104-106. 
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similar historical legacy (for example, the great builders might be shown together). It has 

therefore been argued that the monument should be read from a cultural and not a historical 

perspective. Others, however, have suggested that the list represented those kings who were 

active at Thebes or even those who previously had statues at Karnak before it was renovated by 

Thutmose III.15 

 Whatever the precise scheme of organization, the importance of this monument lies not 

only in the placement of the figures but in their identities as divine officeholders in relation to 

one another and Thutmose III. The kings were originally offered to by four images of Thutmose 

III, two on the far right and two on the far left, one above the other. Only two, however, survive, 

and of these only the bottom right is fully preserved (see figure 4.4). This figure of Thutmose III 

wears the nemes and holds his front arm up in a gesture of offering. The poorly preserved but 

formulaic texts above his head identify him as ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ dd wꜣs snb mi Rꜥ d.t 

“the good god Menkheperre, given life, stability, dominion, and health like Re forever.” A single 

column of text in front of him provides a caption for the scene, ir.t ḥtp di ny-sw.t n ny.w-sw.t 

bi.tyw “making an offering which the king gives for the kings of Upper and Lower Egypt.”16 

                                                
15 See Wildung 1974, 46-47. This was first suggested by M. G. Maspero, "Notes sur les objets 
recueillis sous la pyramide d'Ounas," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 3 (1902): 
189. 
16 At first glance, this offering and the importance of royal ancestors in the Akh-menu seems to 
be echoed in a nearby text. Found above the doorways to PM rooms VII-XII (Pécoil’s MS.1-
MS.6), the corridor and row of chambers just south of the Chamber of Ancestors, the text is a 
dedicatory inscription, which was originally thought to indicate that the monument was made 
specifically for the benefit of previous officeholders. The hieroglyphic text, was originally 
recorded by Sethe in Urk. IV, 606-607. 
 

ꜥnḫ Ḥr Kꜣ-nḫt Ḫꜥ-m-Wꜣs.t ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Imn n h.t⸗f (Dḥwty-ms  Nfr-
ḫpr.w)| ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n it[.w⸗f ny.w-sw.t bi.tyw] ir.t n⸗sn ḥw.t-ꜥꜣ.t ꜥꜣ.t n.t ḥḥ m rnp.wt 
m-mꜣw.t… wd ḥm⸗f smn.t rn.w n.w it.w(⸗f) srwd pꜣ.t⸗sn ms.t ꜥšm.w⸗sn m d.wt⸗sn nb wꜣḥ 
n⸗sn ḥtp.w-ntr ꜥꜣ m-mꜣw.t… 
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All the other officeholders are shown seated on a throne, and like Thutmose III they wear 

the nemes. It should be noted that Sobeknefru is also included in the middle of the third register 

on the left side of the back wall, but she is shown as a man, identical to the rest of the kings.17 In 

fact, the only difference in posture or costume of any of the figures is that those on the right hold 

                                                
Live the Horus, the Strong-Bull Who-Appeared-in-Thebes, the king of Upper and Lower 
Egypt, Menkheperre, the son of Amun of his body, Thutmose Good-of-Forms. It was for 
[his] father[s, the kings of Upper and Lower Egypt], that he made his monument, making 
for them a great great-temple of millions of years anew… when his majesty commanded 
the establishing of the names of (his) fathers, the perpetuation of their offering, the 
fashioning of their cult images, being all their bodies, the establishing for them great of 
divine offerings anew… 

 
Not only does this passage seem to indicate that royal ancestors were some of the primary 
beneficiaries of the rites performed in the Akh-menu, but it also seems to refer to their images as 
as ꜥšm.w, “cult images” or “Götterbilder.” This together with Bell’s understanding of d.t as the 
“Cosmic God’s Mystical Body” would have the potential to greatly influence an understanding 
of the divinity of these kings. More recent discussions of the text, however, have called Sethe’s 
restoration of “the kings of Upper and Lower Egypt” into question.16 First, the damage indicated 
by Sethe dates to the Amarna period, and text was later restored during the 19th dynasty not as 
Sethe provides but as [Imn-Rꜥ nb ns.wt tꜣ.wy ḫnty Ip.t-s.wt] “[Amun-Re lord of the thrones of 
the two lands, foremost of Karnak].” This restoration hints that the original text might also have 
been dedicated to Amun and not previous kings. Furthermore, this would better explain its 
erasure during the Amarna period, but it does not explain the third person plural suffix pronoun 
in “making for them.” Through parallels elsewhere in the Akh-menu and an evaluation of the 
available space, Ullmann solved this problem by suggesting the original dedication was to it[⸗f 
Imn-Rꜥ ḥry-tp ntr.w ḥnꜥ psd.t ꜥꜣ.t imy.t Ip.t-s.wt] “[his] father [Amun-Re, chief of the gods, and 
the great Ennead which is in Karnak].” This resolves the various issues with the original reading 
of the passage, but it also indicates that the overall connection of the Akh-menu with royal 
ancestors may have been previously overstated. For ꜥšm or ꜥhm, see Wb I, 225; Hannig 1995, 
158. The theology of this particular form of cult statue and the possible differences between its 
divinity and that of other cult images are still unclear, but later texts state that they were 
inhabited by divine bas. See, for example, Aylward M. Blackman and H. W. Fairman, "A Group 
of Texts inscribed on the Façade of the Sanctuary in the Temple of Horus at Edfu," in 
Miscellanea Gregoriana, Monumenti Vaticani di Archeologia e d'Arte 6 (Rome: Tipografia 
Poliglotta Vaticana, 1941), 398-399. See also Siegfried Morenz, Egyptian Religion, trans. Ann E. 
Keep (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1973), 151-153, who pointed out that it was not only 
statues but relief images that were inhabited as well. For Bell’s understanding of d.t as the 
“Cosmic God’s Mystical Body,” see Bell 2002. 
17 In the restored text, she is called ny-sw.t bi.ty nb ir.t ḫ.t (Sbk-[nfr.w]-Rꜥ)|17 mꜣꜥ-ḫrw “the king 
of Upper and Lower Egypt, the lord of ritual, Sobek[nefru]re, the justified.” 



 

 

 

192 

the front arm towards their chest and the back arm above their thighs while those on the right 

hold both arms above their thighs.  

 There is more variation in the specific titles applied to each figure, but even here there are 

noticeable patterns. Each king is either referred to as ny-sw.t bi.ty or ntr nfr with a few 

exceptions to be discussed below. In most cases, these titles alternate, again showing that they 

were not used to contrast divinity or mark possession of The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.4.), as this 

would result in a situation where only every other king was divine. For example, in the bottom 

left register, Senwosret I is called “good god, lord of ritual,” and “justified,” Seqenenre Tao is 

called “king of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands,” and “justified,” and Senakhtenre 

(Ahmose) is called “good god, lord of ritual,” and “justified.” There are exceptions to this 

pattern, however, and almost all kings on the top register, which mostly lists kings from the Old 

Kingdom, late Middle Kingdom, and Second Intermediate Period, are called “good god.” Yet 

again, given the larger pattern of alternation, it does not seem warranted to attribute this to 

divinity.  

Another variation is that the epithet “lord of the two lands” is applied less frequently than 

“lord of ritual.” In some cases, like that of Seqenenre Tao and Nebhepetre Mentuhotep, the 

reason for their being called “lord of the two lands” might be historical, recalling the efforts of 

these kings to reunite the country. Its specific connection with pharaohs like Sobekhotep IV, on 

the other hand, is less easy to explain, especially since it is not used for Ugaf and Senebmiu, who 

sit to either side of him. Without any clear system, it has been speculated that such patterning 
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was intended to create cultural or historical groups and sequences of kings,18 which also implies 

that these differences were not intended to convey distinctions of divinity. 

 There is, however, a final variation that does seem to concern a specific form of royal 

divinity. One group of kings whose titles differ noticeably from the rest is that of the early 11th 

dynasty on the second register on the left (see figure 4.5). Unfortunately, most of these kings are 

lost or badly damaged, and the modern display and restoration makes it somewhat difficult to tell 

what is original, what is restored from original blocks that are now missing, and what is pure 

reconstruction. This group of five includes, from right to left, iry-pꜥ.t [ḥꜣty-ꜥ] In-it[⸗f] (without 

cartouche) mꜣꜥ-⌈ḫrw⌉, Ḥr ⌈tp(y)⌉-ꜥ (⌈Mn⌉[tw-ḥtp)|] mꜣꜥ-[ḫrw], Ḥr [S]h[r-tꜣ.wy] (In-[it]⸗f)| mꜣꜥ-

ḫrw, [Ḥ]r [Wꜣḥ-ꜥnḫ] (In-[it]⸗f)| mꜣꜥ-ḫrw19, [Ḥr Nḫt Nb-tp-nfr (In-it⸗f)| mꜣꜥ-ḫrw],20 “the heredity 

noble [and local prince] Int[ef] the justi⌈fied⌉, Horus the ⌈ances⌉tor ⌈Men⌉[tuhotep] the justi[fied], 

Horus [Se]he[rtawy] In[t]ef I the justified, [Ho]rus [Wahankh] In[t]ef II the justified, [Horus 

Nakht Nebtepnefer Intef III the justified].”  

The titularies of these kings are unique.21 Most are called Horus, a title of the living 

divine king. This divine title was also specifically connected with The Royal Ka, because of its 

frequent appearance on the head of anthropomorphic or anthropomorphized standard-form ka 

figures. At the same time, however, the kings are “justified” and thus deceased and divine 

                                                
18 See Delange 2015, 59. 
19 Note the first sign of mꜣꜥ is written as an n instead of the usual horizontal sign, Gardiner Aa11. 
Though the lower portion of the names and titles of Intef I and II are today a modern restoration, 
the information was recorded by Prisse d’Avennes from an original block, which has since 
disintegrated. See ibid., 38. 
20 For the restorations in this line, see ibid., 65-69. 
21 As noted by Grimal 2010, 345-346, this dedication might, however, be compared to a Middle 
Kingdom statue found at Karnak. This was donated by Senwosret I to the iry-pꜥ.t “hereditary 
noble” Intef. 
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through their identity as akhs. The overlap of living and deceased states is not unusual, and 

approaches which rely on a strict distinction between the two have already been shown to be 

problematic (see, for example, §2.1.2.1. and the appendices). The specific combination of Horus 

and akh divinity may seem strange, but it was previously encountered on the obelisks dedicated 

by Hatshepsut to Thutmose I, where both titles were applied to the latter (see §3.2.3.4.1.). Here it 

is possible that the title Horus was chosen as a euphemism, since these were rulers of the early 

11th dynasty who did not control the entire country. Titles like “king of Upper and Lower 

Egypt,” which some of these figures may have never held, could have thus been avoided.22 The 

fact that the local Theban kings of the early 17th dynasty are not similarly labeled, however, 

speaks against this. Perhaps this was simply how these kings were titled in the sources used to 

compile this list. In any case, the title of Horus, which emphasizes the divinity of the living king, 

was not seen as more important or of greater status than those titles used for other kings in other 

groups. In other words, these kings were not distinguished hierarchically either by position or 

iconography, implying that the title Horus did not ontologically elevate them or make them more 

divine than any others.  

 The title Horus, uniquely applied to the first four kings in this register, clearly labels its 

possessor as a divine officeholder. This is not true, however, of the first Intef on the right, who is 

described only as “heredity noble” and probably “local prince.” Furthermore, his name is not 

enclosed in a cartouche. From the text alone, he would thus be identified not as an officeholder 

but only as a regular deceased individual, whose divinity as an akh is marked by the epithet 

“justified.” His restored image, on the other hand, shows him like all the other figures as an 

                                                
22 For example, von Beckerath 1999, did not provide attestations of the prenomen of any of these 
kings. 
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officeholder, equipped with the iconography of kingship. Whether or not this restoration is 

entirely accurate remains speculative, but the partially preserved image of Sokebnefru indicates 

that it is likely correct, as even she, a queen, was not visually distinguished from the other kings. 

A clue as to the precise identity of this figure is supplied by the king to his immediate left, 

Mentuhotep. Unlike Intef, he is equipped with a cartouche and has the title “Horus,” but he has 

an additional title, “the ancestor.” This portrays this Mentuhotep as an ancestor of the Theban 

kings of the 11th dynasty, an identification that should probably be applied to the preceding Intef 

as well. Whatever the actual historical position of this Intef,23 in the Akh-menu he is clearly 

described as an akh but was likely portrayed as an officeholder.24  

 Intef’s inclusion here and the possible disjunction between title and image provide 

information about the distinction between different types of divine beings, especially deceased 

officeholders and akhs. On the most basic level, every figure represented in the ancestor chamber 

of the Akh-menu was divine. Thutmose III is divine as the living king and apparent possessor of 

The Royal Ka. The previous officeholders can also be identified as divine via epithets like “good 

god” and “justified,” the latter of which points to their status as akhs. A neat dichotomy between 

living and deceased forms of divinity is, however, complicated by those kings that bear the title 

Horus, the title of the living divine king. Yet, this title does not distinguish the divinity of these 

kings in any visual way, either in terms of iconography or compositional hierarchy. This makes it 

                                                
23 Winlock 1947, 5-6 identified him as a nomarch.  
24 The importance of such ancestral figures in the 11th dynasty was noted by O. Berlev, "The 
Eleventh Dynasty in the Dynastic History of Egypt," in Studies Presented to Hans Jakob 
Polotsky, ed. Dwight W. Young (East Gloucester: Pirtle & Polson, 1981), who attributed it to the 
desire for the legitimization of different “houses” and an ancient claim to power. Intef’s 
inclusion here would make sense had this section of the list been compiled from a document 
original to the 11th dynasty, which reflected that ideology. 
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appear as if the title Horus25 and by extension possession of The Royal Ka did not fundamentally 

change the divine states of the kings to whom it was applied. More generally, there is no 

perceivable difference between the divinity of living and dead kings, as was already observed in 

the previous chapter (see §3.3.). The situation is further complicated by Intef, who is not labeled 

as an officeholder but a regular akh. If his titles did not require any iconographic distinction, as 

was likely the case, it must be asked if the akh divinity of non-officeholders was identical to that 

of deceased and living kings. Such an interpretation would be extremely significant, since it 

would imply that akh and Royal Ka divinity were fundamentally similar if not identical. Any 

differences between such figures would therefore not be based on ontology but on hierarchy or 

rank. On the other hand, it may simply be that divinity was not the foremost concern in the 

ancestral suite and that the historical nature of the monument took precedent. This interpretation 

of divinity must for the moment remain speculative, but it will be considered and reevaluated as 

more evidence becomes available. 

4.2.2.2. Other Monuments Featuring Previous Officeholders at Karnak 

4.2.2.2.1. Chapels for Thutmose III and Amenhotep I 

 Noticeably absent from the ancestor suite in the Akh-menu are the immediate 18th 

dynasty predecessors of Thutmose III. One possible explanation for this is that they were granted 

                                                
25 In this regard, the falcon-headed sarcophagi of “junior” kings of the Third Intermediate Period 
may be comparable. If these were indeed intended to identify such rulers, who perhaps never 
rose to the rank of senior king, with Horus, this does not imply that those monarchs who did 
wield full power but were given other sarcophagi were somehow less divine. For the 
interpretation of these falcon-head sarcophagi, see Gerard Broekman, "Falcon-Headed Coffins 
and Cartonnages," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 95 (2009); Kenneth A. Kitchen, "The 
Third Intermediate Period in Egypt: An Overview of Fact & Fiction," in The Libyan Period in 
Egypt, ed. Gerard Broekman, Robert J. Demarée, and Olaf E. Kaper, Egyptologische Uitgaven 
23 (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, 2009), 189-190. 
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more prominent positions elsewhere in Karnak.26 This is certainly true of Amenhotep I, who is 

depicted in a series of chapels running east to west on both the inner north and south sides of the 

sixth pylon.27 A similar group of chapels was first constructed in limestone during the reign of 

Amenhotep I (see §2.2.3.5.), but they were torn down and rebuilt with sandstone under 

Thutmose III. Thutmose III did not, however, ignore Amenhotep I, and he granted him a 

prominent position in the decorative program.28 The chapels are for the most part unpublished 

and in varying states of preservation, but each appears to have been identical to the rest.  

 Multiple, partially preserved scenes from the southern group can be used to reconstruct a 

representative example of the decoration. Amenhotep I is shown on the right, eastern wall (see 

figure 4.6) and Thutmose III on the left, western one. Priests offer to each king, who sits before a 

pile of offerings. Both are stylistically and iconographically identical, but Amenhotep I crosses 

his forward arm over his chest, while Thutmose III holds both above his thighs. On the less well-

preserved walls of the northern chapels, the kings are reversed; Thutmose III is now on the left, 

eastern wall and Amenhotep I on the right, western one.29 Again, Thutmose III is shown with 

both arms above his knees, while Amenhotep I’s forward arm crosses his chest. Note that these 

postures can also be observed in the ancestor chamber of the Akh-menu, where kings on the left 

                                                
26 See Redford 1986, 34. 
27 These chapels have never been fully published. For descriptions and the occasional 
photograph, see PM II, 92-93 and 96, including the Chi. Or. Inst. photos cited therein; Dieter 
Arnold, Wandrelief und Raumfunktion in ägyptischen Tempeln des Neuen Reiches, Münchner 
ägyptologische Studien 2 (Berlin: Bruno Hessling, 1962), 66, pl. 20; Lacau 1952, 191; Barguet 
1962, 124; Björkman 1971, 77; Ludwig Borchardt, Zur Baugeschichte des Amonstempels von 
Karnak, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und Altertumskunde Aegyptens 3 (Leipzig: J. C. 
Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung, 1905), 22.  
28 Note that Amenhotep I is not depicted in the large second room from the west on the north. 
This was originally built by Hatshepsut as a storeroom for incense, which Thutmose III had torn 
down and replaced with one of his own.  
29 See, for example, Chi. Or. Inst. photos 7062 and 7063. 
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hold both arms above their lap and kings on the right cross one arm over their chest (see 

§4.2.2.1.). This implies the change is related to directionality and compositional hierarchy, an 

approach which has already been shown to be incapable of determining divinity (see §3.1.1.1. 

and the appendices). In the case of Thutmose III and Amenhotep I, it might be argued that the 

side with uncrossed arms represents the hierarchically superior position, since Thutmose III 

chose this area for himself in both north and south groups, but it is difficult to reach a similar 

conclusion for the kings in the Akh-menu or at least to read much significance into it.  

 The texts labeling each scene are somewhat laconic. Each king is either “king of Upper 

and Lower Egypt” or “good god” followed by his prenomen. Next comes “son of Re” and the 

king’s nomen, then the usual gifts of life, stability, dominion, and/or health. Finally, the king is 

said to be “like Re forever.”30 Before each king, a priest recites an offering formula, and the 

related vertical  column of text reads 31 sntr ny-sw.t dbḥ.t-ḥtp 

ḥnq ꜣpd32 “royal incense, food offerings, and offerings of fowl.” The similarities between the two 

kings are striking. Aside from their posture, they are entirely identical and receive identical 

offerings. The only possible marker of death present in the scene might be the term dbḥ.t-ḥtp, 

often translated as “funerary meal.”33 Yet, the context does not seem funerary.34 Since this is 

found in a temple on the east bank, even Bell would have argued that it must be related to the 

                                                
30 Note that many of these basic titles are also used for both kings on the inner doorjambs of each 
chamber. 
31 Note the first group of signs is oriented to the king, while what follows is oriented to the 
priests and offerings. For such reversals, see Fischer 1977, 63-111. 
32 For the reversal of the bird head, Gardiner H1, see ibid., 127-129. 
33 For this translation, see Wb 5, 440-441/I; Faulkner 2002, 312. 
34 See Hannig 1995, 975, who also provided the less specifically funerary translation of 
“Opferbedarf”. 
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cult of the living king, i.e. the cult of The Royal Ka, and not the cult of the deceased king, which 

would have been performed on the west bank.35 Even if this offering did mark its beneficiaries as 

dead, this would mean that both kings were shown as dead. One is not distinguished from the 

other in this regard, which means there is nothing to mark Thutmose III as the living possessor of 

The Royal Ka.  

 Despite the identical and relatively equal presentation of the kings within the chapels, the 

texts on the exterior only mention Thutmose III.36 Royal ancestors are, however, mentioned 

nearby on the outer wall of the central sanctuary of Amun across from the southern row of these 

chapels (PM 328).37 The beginning and end of the passage are broken, but the middle of the text 

reads […] mḥ.ty kꜣri.w38 m inr ꜥꜣ.w m ꜥš mꜣ(ꜥ) r šms twt.w n.w [ḥm⸗i] r⸗s ḥnꜥ twt.w n.w it.w⸗i 

bi.tyw […] “[…] north, shrines of stone, doors of true cedar in order to serve the images of [my 

majesty] regarding it together with the images of my fathers, the kings of Upper and Lower 

Egypt39 […].”40 Unlike the chapels, this inscription mentions a collective group of kings rather 

than specific officeholders. Also notable is Thutmose III’s relationship to them. The preserved 

text does not specify that he dedicated the monument specifically for them but that he wishes for 

                                                
35 See Bell 1985, especially 280. 
36 See Heinrich Brugsch, Thesaurus Inscriptionum Aegyptiacarum  (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs'sche 
Buchhandlung, 1884), 1314. 
37 Note that the name of Amenhotep I appears in the doorway of the third chamber on the south, 
but this inscription dates to the time of Ramses III. For this text, see Barguet 1962, 126-127, n. 
122. 
38 This writing reflects the pronunciation of the word, where the original r has shifted to a i.  
39 That bi.tyw should be translated as kings of both Upper and Lower Egypt is indicated here by 
the determinatives. The first is a seated king wearing the White crown and the second a seated 
king wearing the Red. A third, more general determinative of a king follows these two.  
40 See Urk. IV, 168-169. Sethe indicated in the margins that this refers to the chapels in question.  
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his images to be included among theirs.41 This sentiment seems to mimic his relationship with 

Amenhotep I in these chapels. He is not a divine superior or a mortal priest caring for or 

supplicating the divine deceased; he is a peer. Striking here is the lack of prominence given to 

The Royal Ka or even a single approach that might be used to identify its possessor(s). Thutmose 

III here seems more concerned with incorporation than distinction. 

4.2.2.2.2. Parallel Scenes of Thutmose III and Senwosret I 

 Another notable scene that has been cited as evidence for Thutmose III’s devotion to his 

royal ancestors is that featuring Senwosret I on the southern outer wall of the sanctuary of 

Amun.42 An anthropomorphized standard-form Royal Ka containing the king’s Horus name, 

Ꜥnḫ-ms.wt, stands behind a seated Senwosret I, and the accompanying text describes this king’s 

meeting with his courtiers (see figure 4.7). Additional blocks no longer in situ preserve 

additional texts that provide the titles and epithets of this ka. The figure is labeled as kꜣ ny-sw.t 

ꜥnḫ n (S-n -Wsr.t)| ḫn[t pr]-dbꜣ ḫnt pr-dwꜣ [n]b[.t pr-Spd] “the living Royal Ka of Senwosret, 

foremo[st] of the robing [room], foremost of the house of the morning, [l]or[d of the Spd-

room(?)43].” Thutmose III is depicted in a similar manner also with The Royal Ka nearby on the 

western end of this wall (see figure 4.8), but there are no comparable loose blocks giving 

                                                
41 For twt images, the specific type of cult images mentioned in the passage, see Hannelore 
Kischkewitz, "Zur temporären Einwohnung des Gottes im König," in Ägypten und Kusch, ed. 
Erika Endesfelder, et al., Schriften zur Geschichte und Kultur des alten Orients 13 (Berlin: 
Akademie, 1977), 208. She claimed that this was one of several types of statue that showed the 
king as a cult image of god. If, according to Bell, the living king was a cult image of the divine 
Royal Ka, this would indicate that both Thutmose III and his ancestors should be considered 
divine. 
42 See Habachi 1985. 
43 Ibid., 354, n. e did not discuss the Spd-room in detail, but speculated that it may represent a 
sarcophagus, having identified the house of the morning with the underworld and the robing 
room with the sarcophagus. In the published photos, the relevant section looks extremely 
unclear, and it is therefore impossible to offer further comment. 
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additional titles and epithets of his ka, so it is impossible to further compare the two Royal Kas. 

Habachi speculated that this is a copy of a scene original to the reign of Senwosret I, which was 

dismantled under Thutmose III. Senwosret I’s inclusion in Thutmose III’s monument would 

therefore reflect an effort to incorporate the king featured prominently in an earlier phase of the 

temple, as was the case with Amenhotep I in the chapels discussed above (see §4.2.2.2.1.).  

Significantly, the two kings do not interact, and they also technically occupy two separate 

but mirrored scenes, one probably taking place under Thutmose III and one under Senwosret I. 

The scene of Senwsoret I, for example, is dated using an intentionally archaic style in a single 

column of preserved, retrograde text before the king. [ḥsb.t] ⌈m-ḫt⌉ sp 9 ꜣbd 4 pr[t] sw ⌈24⌉ “Year 

after the 9th occasion, 4th month of winter, day 4.” This use of the cattle count dating formula,44 

already archaic during the reign of Senwosret I, projects this king and possibly his possession of 

The Royal Ka into the far distant past. While this may at first appear to support Bell’s theory of 

The Royal Ka, it has already been demonstrated that the placement of a scene in the past does 

not necessarily indicate that the officeholder was definitively marked as deceased. Kings can 

have overlapping present and past, living and deceased, identities (see §3.2.2.1. and §2.2.2.1.), 

the existence of which cannot be ruled out here because so much of the text is lost. Is it clear that 

Senwosret I and Thutmose III both possessed Royal Kas, yet it is difficult to comment further in 

                                                
44 For the cattle count date, see Alan H. Gardiner, "Regnal Years and Civil Calendar in Pharaonic 
Egypt," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 31 (1945); John S. Nolan, "The Original Lunar 
Calendar and Cattle Counts in Old Kingdom Egypt," in Basel Egyptology Prize 1, ed. Susanne 
Bickel and Antonio Loprieno, Aegyptiaca Helvetica 17 (Basel: Schwabe & Co., 2003); John S. 
Nolan, "Cattle, Kings and Priests: Phyle Rotations and Old Kingdom Civil Dates," in Towards a 
New History for the Egyptian Old Kingdom: Perspectives on the Pyramid Age, ed. Peter Der 
Manuelian and Thomas Schneider, Harvard Egyptological Studies 1 (Boston: Brill, 2015). Note 
that since Senwosret I reigned for 45 years, this date (year 18 at the latest) is historically 
plausible both according to Gardiner’s original dating system and the revised scheme suggested 
by Nolan.  
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the absence of additional evidence on the relative divine identities of these two kings. As a final 

note, the fact that Senwosret I’s Royal Ka is associated with his nomen rather than his prenomen 

shows that the prenomen cannot be used as a marker of royal divinity as opposed to the nomen. 

4.2.2.2.3. The Renewal of Royal Statues 

 There are several royal statues of previous officeholders at Karnak that bear texts of 

Thutmose III. For the most part, however, they provide little information relevant to The Royal 

Ka. One example is a statue of Amenhotep I with a renewal inscription of Thutmose III. The 

renewal text of the statue, which stands before the 8th pylon, does not mention Amenhotep I. It 

reads ist iry snfr twt pn m ḥsb.t 22 ḫr ḥm n ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| ꜥnḫ d.t “Indeed, this 

statue was restored in year twenty-two under the majesty of the king of Upper and Lower Egypt 

Menkheperre living forever.”45 The location of the statue before the 8th pylon, which dates to the 

coregency of Hatshepsut, raises questions of the statue’s history and location prior to the 

completion of this monument and reign of Thutmose III. The date of the renovation, however, 

does seem significant, since year twenty-two was the approximate time of death of Hatshepsut 

and the beginning of the independent reign of Thutmose III. Together with the similarly dated 

Akh-menu, this is evidence that Thutmose III almost immediately began making or renewing 

monuments featuring previous officeholders after the death of the queen.  

 Sethe provides copies of two similar renewal inscriptions on statues of Thutmose II. The 

first text is rather fragmentary, mentioning the date, year twenty-two, but the name of the 

restoring monarch, presumably Thutmose, III is lost.46 The text on the second statue is also 

damaged, but Sethe provided a lengthier passage.  

                                                
45 See Urk. IV, 605. 
46 See ibid., 606. Sethe provided ist iry twt pn m ḥsb.t [2]2 […]. 
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ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| [mr]y Imn nb ns.wt tꜣ.wy [wd ḥm⸗f snfr twt pn … ḫft  iw.t]⸗f 
r niw.t rsy m ḥsb.t 42 tpy ꜣḫ.t sw 2[2+x]47 n-mr.t wnn rn n it⸗f ntr nfr (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-[n]-Rꜥ)|48 
mꜣꜥ-[ḫrw mn wꜣ]ḥ [m pr Imn r nḥḥ ḥnꜥ d.t]49 

 
The King of Upper and Lower Egypt Menkheperre, [belov]ed of Amun, lord of the 
thrones of the two lands. [The command of his majesty for the restoration of this statue 
… when] he [came] to the south city (Thebes) in year forty-two, first month of the 
inundation, day 2[2+x], through the desire that the name of his father, the good god 
Aakheper[en]re the just[ified] exist [established and endur]ing [in the estate of Amun 
forever and ever].  

 
Here the name of the king whose statue was renewed also appears in the inscription, and there 

are a couple of approaches that might be used to identify The Royal Ka. Yet, all of these, good 

god versus king of Upper and Lower Egypt (see §2.1.2.4.) or markers of life and death (see 

§2.1.2.1.), have already been shown to be unreliable and inconsistent.  

4.2.2.2.4. Brief Mentions of Miscellaneous Officeholders 

 Previous officeholders appear briefly in several other monuments of Thutmose III at 

Karnak. The annals of Thutmose III, for example, contain several mentions of Thutmose I. 

Thutmose III mentions the erection of a stele of near the Euphrates r-gs wd n it⸗f (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| 

“besides the stele of his father, Aakheperkare.”50 Nothing regarding The Royal Ka, however, can 

be gleamed from such a brief mention. This is also an inscription of Thutmose III on the west 

jamb of the granite gateway of the 7th pylon, which mentions Thutmose II. There Thutmose III 

recounts how Amun predicted that he would rule along with his father, Thutmose II. sr.n ⌈ntr⌉ 

ḥqꜣ.t tꜣ.wy ns.wt Gb iꜣ.t Ḫpri r-gs it⸗i ntr nfr ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-n-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ d.t “The ⌈god⌉ 

                                                
47 Two strokes were provided by the publication, but there were possibly more that have been 
obscured by damage.  
48 Sethe restored the final sign of the cartouche as a Red crown or a Red crown on a basket. It is 
possible that this sign should instead be read as ka arms, thus writing the name of Thutmose I, 
but this would not significantly change the present analysis of the statue.  
49 See Urk. IV, 606.  
50 See ibid., 697. 
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(Amun-Re-Horakhty) foresaw rulership of the two lands, the thrones of Geb, and the office of 

Khepri (for me) beside my father, the good god and the king of Upper and Lower Egypt 

Aakheperenre living forever.”51 Once again, the passage provides little evidence pertaining to 

The Royal Ka, but interesting here is Amun’s prediction that Thutmose III will claim these 

aspects of rulership “besides” Thutmose II. Since the beginning of the text is broken, it is 

impossible to draw definite conclusions. This likely references the fact that Thutmose II was 

alive and next to his son at the time the prediction was made, but since Thutmose III’s names and 

titles are not preserved in the context of this event, it is impossible to compare the two. 

 The name of Thutmose I also appears several times in the wadjyt hall between the 4th and 

5th pylons.52 As elsewhere, Thutmose I is usually referred to as Thutmose III’s father, the king of 

Upper and Lower Egypt, but the great majority of these attestations provide no further insight 

regarding either king’s divinity or The Royal Ka.53 One passage, however, contains slightly more 

information than the others. In describing his renovations of the area, Thutmose III says that he 

acted n-mr.t tm rdi.t di tw(t) n [ḥm]⸗i r ḥbs twt.w (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| “through the desire of not 

allowing that an image of my majesty be placed to cover images of Aakheperkare.”54 This is 

significant since it implies that Thutmose III ensured that his own images did not replace or 

obscure those of previous officeholders. A similar sentiment is found this king’s gateway in the 

                                                
51 See ibid., 180. 
52 For the relevant texts, see ibid., 839-843.  
53 For example, ibid., 839/15-16 speaks of beautifying the monument ḥn(ꜥ) tꜣ šm.wt iry im n ḥm 
n [it⸗f ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)|] “together with the movable statues which were made there 
for [his father, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Aakheperkare],” and ibid., 841/14 claims that 
his majesty (Thutmose III) found the wadjyt hall m [qd(.t).n it⸗f ny-sw.t bi.ty (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)|] 
“being [that which his father, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Aakheperkare, built.”  
54 See ibid., 840/5.  
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Iwnyt court between the 5th and 6th pylons.55 In both locations, Thutmose III not only tolerates 

the existence of multiple officeholders in the same space, he also promotes their continued 

presence alongside his own. It thus seems as if any potential issues regarding divinity and The 

Royal Ka created by the coexistence of multiple officeholders were not a concern of Thutmose 

III’s ideological program. 

4.2.2.3. The Tomb and Sarcophagi of Thutmose I 

 It is generally agreed that Thutmose I was moved to his final resting place during the 

reign of Thutmose III, but the circumstances surrounding the (re)burial of Thutmose I are 

complex, and there is as yet no scholarly consensus.56 Most of the debate centers around the 

original occupant of KV 20 and the date of KV 38, the final resting place of the king. Whatever 

the exact sequence of events, the various sarcophagi of the king bear texts stating that they were 

carved for Thutmose I by other officeholders. These monuments and their dedicatory texts are 

therefore relevant to the study of The Royal Ka.  

                                                
55 Originally built by Thutmose I, Thutmose III added a pink granite and sandstone gateway in 
this area. The name of Thutmose I appears in these additions, once on the eastern face of the 
northern sandstone jamb and again on the eastern face of the corresponding southern one. The 
text on the northern jamb reads [… p]ꜣ rdi.t [i]nr m-mꜣw.t r ḥbs mnw n it(⸗i) (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)|… 
“[… t]he placing of [s]tone anew in order to cover the monument of (my) father, 
Aakheperkare….” A preceding phrase like “Thutmose III did not allow” should presumably be 
restored at the beginning. The text on the south reads nn ir.n ḥm⸗i ⌈inr r⌉ [ḥ]bs ⌈mnw⌉ “my 
majesty did not make (this) ⌈stone (monument) in order to⌉ [co]ver ⌈the monument⌉ (of Thutmose 
I).” For these texts, see Emmanuelle Arnaudiès-Montélimard, "L'arche en granit de Thoutmosis 
III et l'avant-porte du VIe pylône," Cahiers de Karnak 12, no. 1 (2007): 139, pls. XIX and 
XXIX. 
56 For the various theories, see Winlock 1929; Romer 1974; Nicholas Reeves, Valley of the 
Kings: The decline of a royal necropolis  (New York: Kegan Paul International, 1990), 13-17; 
Catharine H. Roehrig, "The Building Activities of Thutmose III in the Valley of the Kings," in 
Thutmose III: A New Biography, ed. Eric H. Cline and David O'Connor (Ann Arbor: The 
University of Michicagn Press, 2006), 247-252. 
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 The first sarcophagus in question can be dated to the coregency of Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III, but it was not the final resting place of the king. Found in KV 20, this sarcophagus 

was originally inscribed for Hatshepsut, but its texts were later recarved for Thutmose I.57 The 

texts, like those on other royal sarcophagi of the 18th dynasty, mark Thutmose I as deceased via 

the epithet mꜣꜥ-ḫrw and the title “Osiris.”58 The king is also named in the context of a royal 

dedication text. ꜥnḫ Ḥr Wsr.t-kꜣ.w Nb.ty Wꜣd.t-rnp.wt Ḥr-nbw Ntr.t-ḫꜥ.w ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-

Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ (Ḥꜣt-šps.t Hnm-Imn)| ꜥnḫ.t(i) d.t ir.n⸗s m mnw⸗s n it⸗s mry⸗s ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy ny-sw.t 

bi.ty (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ (Dḥwty-ms)| mꜣꜥ-ḫrw “Live the Horus Powerful-of-Kas, the Two 

Ladies Fresh-of-Years, the Golden Horus Divine-of-Forms, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt 

Maatkare, son of Re Hatshepsut United-with-Amun, living forever. It was for her father, whom 

she loves, the good god, lord of the two lands, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt 

Aakheperkare, the son of Re Thutmose, the justified, that she made her monument.”59  

 At first glance, this sarcophagus seems to support Bell’s understanding of The Royal Ka. 

The texts clearly identify Hatshepsut as Horus, the living divine king and possessor of The Royal 

Ka, and additionally mark her as alive through the epithet “living forever.” Thutmose I, on the 

other hand, is divine because he is portrayed as deceased by means of the epithet “justified.” He 

                                                
57 For this sarcophagus, see Peter Der Manuelian and Christian E. Loeben, "From Daughter to 
Father: The Recarved Sarcophagus of Queen Hatshepsut and King Thutmose I," Journal of the 
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 5 (1993); William C. Hayes, Royal Sarcophagi of the XVIII 
Dynasty, Princeton Monographs in Art and Archaeology: Quarto Series 19 (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1935), 42-44; Catharine H. Roehrig, "The Two Tombs of Hatshepsut," in 
Hatshepsut: From Queen to Pharaoh, ed. Catharine H. Roehrig (New York: Yale University 
Press, 2005), 188-189; Davis, Naville, and Carter 1906, 81-91. 
58 The epithet mꜣꜥ-ḫrw occurs throughout the texts. For the title Osiris, see Hayes 1935, 197, text 
132.C. 
59 For the text, see Davis, Naville, and Carter 1906, 83; Der Manuelian and Loeben 1993, 41; 
Hayes 1935, 204, I. Note that the text provided by Hayes is slightly different from that of the 
other publications.  
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is even explicitly referred to as Osiris elsewhere on the sarcophagus. The fact that Hatshepsut 

claims to have made the sarcophagus for her deceased father seems to reinforce the distinction 

between the dead king and the living possessor of The Royal Ka, Horus, who cared for his (or in 

this case her) deceased predecessor, Osiris. While such a distinction might be present on this 

monument, the same approach, which attempts to identify The Royal Ka through strict 

dichotomies between life and death, has already been proven to be inconsistent (see §2.1.2.1. and 

the appendices). Perhaps then we should not attribute the differences between the officeholders 

here to divinity but to the specific funerary context. Since the sarcophagus was meant to protect 

Thutmose I and ensure his resurrection, it would be efficacious to refer to him as Osiris and 

“justified,” he having overcome the trials of the afterlife and experienced rebirth, and to 

Hatshepsut as Horus, the son who aids in this process.  

This monument is also relevant to an approach to identify The Royal Ka which has not 

yet been critiqued. This approach was based on the distinction between royal and private 

dedication formulae and assumed that only the possessor of The Royal Ka could employ the 

royal donation version (see §3.1.1.3.). From this perspective, its use here would not only mark 

Thutmose I as the divine recipient of the gift but Hatshepsut as the living divine king. While this 

approach might work in the case of this sarcophagus, it does not seem valid when applied to 

another sarcophagus of Thutmose I. Found in KV 38, the final resting place of Thutmose I, this 

sarcophagus was also donated by another king.60 Whatever the date of KV 38, whether it was 

originally constructed by Thutmose I or later under Thutmose III, this reburial must date to the 

period after the reign of Hatshepsut, when his body was removed from KV 20 and when the 

                                                
60 For this sarcophagus, see Hayes 1935, 52-54. 
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sarcophagus that she made for him, discussed directly above, was abandoned. The texts that 

record the donation of this monument are a bit ambiguous. Like that donated by Hatshepsut, 

Thutmose I is referred to as mꜣꜥ-ḫrw and Osiris, but the donation is expressed in different terms. 

There are two donation formulae. One reads in sꜣ⸗f sꜥnḫ rn⸗f m smnḫ mnw n.w61 it⸗f m-ꜣw.t d.t 

“it is his son who makes his name live by means of making excellent the monument of his father 

in perpetuity.” 62 The second formula reads in sꜣ⸗f sꜥnḫ rn⸗f ir.t n⸗f mnw pn mnḫ m-ꜣw.t d.t “it is 

his son who makes live his name, making for him this excellent monument in perpetuity.” 63 

 The exact phrasing of the two statements is slightly different, but the sentiment is the 

same. The son of Thutmose I makes his name live by means of the sarcophagus, which he 

donated. Given the probable final date of Thutmose I’s reburial, the son in question is almost 

certainly his grandson, Thutmose III, the living officeholder. Yet, instead of the royal donation 

formula, Thutmose III employs the private donation formula, which was briefly discussed above 

in the context of the statue of prince Ahmose from the reign of Seqenenre Tao (see §2.2.1.2.). 

There it was speculated that it might have been used in lieu of the royal donation formula 

because of the mileu of the Second Intermediate Period and the 17th dynasty’s gradual 

assumption of the traditional ideology of kingship. Its use here, however, suggests that no strict 

distinction between the royal and private formula was maintained by the king and that either 

formula cannot be used to identify The Royal Ka. If Thutmose III, a living and therefore divine 

officeholder can employ it, clearly it did not mark its user as mortal. Instead, its presence here 

                                                
61 It seems as if the scribe took the multiple pots as the end of the collective noun mnw as a 
plural and used the plural form of the pronoun. The fact that the monument in question is 
singular is confirmed by the second dedication text on the sarcophagus.  
62 See Hayes 1935, 204, IIa. 
63 See ibid., 204, IIb. 
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might be intended to stress the personal nature of the donation rather than either party’s divinity. 

The participial statement stresses first and foremost the close, familial relationship of the donator 

to the beneficiary and the former’s role in perpetuating the name of the latter. The emphatic 

sdm.n⸗f of the royal donation formula on the other hand stresses that the donation was made to a 

specific being. One possible complication with this interpretation is that the name and divine 

titles of Thutmose III do not appear anywhere on the monument, likely because it was not 

intended as public propaganda. Further evidence is therefore required before any definitive 

conclusions along these lines can be made. It does, however, appear as if the approach which 

attempts to project distinctions of divinity on to the royal and private donation formulae cannot 

be reliably used to detect The Royal Ka.64  

4.2.2.4. Miscellaneous Objects Pertaining to Ancestors 

 In addition to the monuments of Thutmose III discussed in detail above, there are several 

miscellaneous objects naming royal ancestors and that are worthy of brief mention. First among 

them is a lintel from the island of Sai in Nubia between the second and third cataract and south 

of Semna (see figure 4.9).65 The inscription in the center is a short three lines, but it gives the 

cartouches of Thutmose III and Amenhotep I. The two columns on the left read right to left and 

the one on the right reads left to right. The cartouches at the end of each column rest on gold 

nbw-signs. The text reads ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| / ny-sw.t bi.ty (Dsr-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| / sꜣ Rꜥ (Imn-ḥtp)| 

“the good god Menkheperre / the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Djeserkare / son of Re 

                                                
64 For some non-royal uses of the royal dedication formula, see Edmund S. Meltzer, "A Note on 
the Employment of the Dedication Formula ir.n.f m mnw.f for Non-Royal Individuals," Journal 
of Ancient Civilizations 9 (1994). 
65 For the lintel, see J. Vercoutter, "Nouvelles fouilles de Saï (Soudan nilotique)," Bulletin de la 
société française d'égyptologie 58 (1970): 27-28. 
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Amenhotep.” This juxtaposition of the names and titles of Thutmose III and Amenhotep I66 does 

not, however, reveal any new information relevant to The Royal Ka. The only approach that 

might be used to identify The Royal Ka would be to interpret “good god” as an explicit claim of 

divinity as opposed to “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” and “son of Re,” but this has already 

been proven unreliable (see, for example, §2.1.2.4. and the appendices).  

 Another former officeholder may appear on two statues from the reign of Thutmose III, 

but both of these are difficult to interpret. The statues come from Edfu and Asfun67 and are said 

to be donated by Thutmose III to Thutmose II. The publication of the Edfu statue, however, 

provides only a short amount of intact text, which contains little more than the prenomen of 

Thutmose III and the nomen and prenomen of Thutmose II. The text of the Asfun statue is more 

complete, and it preserves a royal donation formula of Thutmose III for his father, Thutmose II. 

Since the text provided in the publication is based only on a rubbing, however, there is no way to 

be certain that the statue was not originally inscribed as a donation of Hatshepsut to Thutmose II. 

The cartouches on the Edfu statue might also not be original. Even without this uncertainty, 

neither statue would provide any new evidence for The Royal Ka or an approach relevant to it.  

4.2.3. Monuments Mentioning Both Thutmose III and Amenhotep II  

4.2.3.1. The Temple of Amada 

                                                
66 Amenhotep I’s presence can probably be attributed to his conquest of the territory. For 
Amenhotep I as the pharaoh who brought Sai under Egyptian control, see Karola Zibelius-Chen, 
"Sai," in Lexikon der Ägyptologie 5, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1984), 353. 
67 For the Edfu statue, which was found out of context in sebakh digging, see A. E. Weigall, "A 
Report on Some Objects Recently Round in Sebakh and Other Diggings," Annales du Service 
des Antiquités de l'Égypte 8 (1907): 44. For the Asfun statue, see A. E. Weigall, "Upper Egyptian 
Notes," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 9 (1908): 107-108. 
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 The monument most often cited as evidence for a coregency between Thutmose III and 

Amenhotep II is the temple of Amada.68 Located on the west bank of the Nile between Aswan 

and Abu Simbel and dedicated to Amun-Re and Re-Horakhty, large portions of the temple 

contain scenes of both Thutmose III and Amenhotep II.69 This corpus of reliefs has often been 

taken without further comment as proof of a coregency.70 The exact circumstances of the 

temple’s construction and the role of both pharaohs within is, however, is difficult to interpret 

conclusively. The events surrounding the founding of the monument are recounted in a stele 

carved out of the back, local western wall of room N, the central sanctuary of the temple.71 The 

stele is dated to the third year of Amenhotep II, which, allowing for the possibility of a 

coregency, may date to immediately after the death of Thutmose III. The text on the body of the 

                                                
68 For the publication of the temple, see Mohamed Aly, Fouad Abdel-Hamid, and M. Dewachter, 
Le temple d'Amada Cahier IV: Dessins, index, tables de concordances, Centre de Documentation 
et d'Études sur l'Ancienne Égypte 34 (Cairo: Centre de Documentation et d'Études sur l'Ancienne 
Égypte, 1967); P. Barguet and M. Dewachter, Le temple d'Amada Cahier II: Description 
archéologique, Centre de Documentation et d'Études sur l'Ancienne Égypte 32 (Cairo: Centre de 
Documentation et d'Études sur l'Ancienne Égypte, 1967); Henri Gauthier, Le temple d'Amada, 
Les temples immergés de la Nubie 13 (Cairo: l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1913). 
For the temple’s three building phases, the first dating to Thutmose III and Amenhotep II and the 
latter two to Thutmose IV, see Charles Van Siclen, "The Building History of the Tuthmosid 
Temple at Amada and the Jubilees of Tuthmosis IV," Varia Egyptiaca 3 (1987). For the 
decorative and cultic program of the temple, see Martina Ullmann, "Architektur und 
Bildprogramm des Tempels von Amada: Zur Problematik der Rekonstruktion von Kultrealität," 
in 9. Ägyptologische Tempeltagung: Kultabbildung und Kultrealität, ed. Horst Beinlich, 
Königtum, Staat und Gesellschaft früher Hochkulturen 3,4 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2013). 
69 The sections that do not feature these kings date to the later phases under Thutmose IV. 
70 See, for example, Barguet and Dewachter 1967, 1-2. 
71 For this stele, see Urk. IV, 1287-1299; Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, pl. N7; Klug 
2002, 286-292; M. Charles Kuentz, Deux stèles d'Aménophis II (stèles d'Amada et 
l'Éléphantine), Bibliothèque d'Étude 10 (Cairo L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 
1925). The Elephantine stele of Amenhotep II provides an almost exact copy of the body of the 
Amada text, except where modified to fit the local context. For the Elephantine stele, the top of 
which is in Vienna, ÄS 5909, and the bottom of which is in Cairo, CG 34019, see Klug 2002, 
278-285; Lacau 1909-1957, 39. The figures and texts in the poorly preserved lunette, however, 
are very different and show Amenhotep II before Khnum and Anuqet. 
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stele mentions both Thutmose III and Amenhotep II, but only Amenhotep II is depicted in the 

lunette (see figure 4.10). He stands in the solar bark before the seated figures of Re-Horakhty and 

Amun-Re, the major gods of the temple, to whom he offers wine. The accompanying texts reveal 

interesting aspects of the divinity of Amenhotep II. In the columns of texts behind him, Amun-

Re describes his relationship to the king. sꜣ(⸗i) mry(⸗i) (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| nb tꜣ.wy shꜥ.n(⸗i) ḥr ns.t(⸗i) 

/ hnty⸗i ꜥnḫ tp tꜣ sḫpr.n(⸗i) / tw r nd.ty⸗i rnn(⸗i) tw / m ḫpr⸗f it⸗f tꜣ.w nb / hr tb.ty⸗k “My son, 

whom I love, Aakheprure, lord of the two lands, whom I made appear on my throne, my living 

image on the earth. It was to be my protector that I created you, I rearing you as one who was 

bred up as a born conqueror (lit. he-grows-he-seizes),72 all lands being under your sandals.”  

 As it regards the divinity of the king, the claim that Amenhotep II is the living image of 

Amun-Re on earth is particularly intriguing.73 Hnty, translated here as “image,” has been 

understood to refer to statues of non-royal individuals, especially those in temples, statues or 

images of gods, and statues of the king as a cult image of god.74 The relationship between the 

                                                
72 For this phrase, its translation, and its other attestations, see Klug 2002, 287, n. 2271; Alan H. 
Gardiner, "Davies's Copy of the Great Speos Artemidos Inscription," The Journal of Egyptian 
Archaeology 32 (1946): 55, who called it “one of those substantivized verbal expressions”; 
Gardiner 1973, 191-192, §194. 
73 This claim is not unique to the reign of Amenhotep II or to Amada. Hatshepsut, for example, is 
called the ti.t I[mn-Rꜥ] hnt(y)⸗f ꜥnḫ tp tꜣ “ti.t-image of A[mun-Re], his living hnty-image on 
earth.” For this text, see Urk. IV, 275.  
74 For this word, see Wb III, 385; Hannig 1995, 638; Kischkewitz 1977, 208; Boyo Ockinga, Die 
Gottebenbildlichkeit im alten Ägypten und im alten Testament, Ägypten und altes Testament 7 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1984), 7-8. Discussing the hnty of Amenhotep III at Soleb, Susanne 
Bickel, "Le dieu Nebmaâtrê de Soleb," in Soleb VI: Hommages à Michela Schiff Giorgini, ed. 
Nathalie Beaux and Nicolas Grimal (Cairo: Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 2013), 60 
associated the term even more closely with divinity, claiming that it was used for the king not 
just as an image of god but also when he adopted the functions of a god. Robert G. Morkot, "Nb-
M't-R'-United-with-Ptah," Journal of Near Eastern Studies 49, no. 4 (1990): 331-332 claimed 
that such images were usually processional statues enclosed in bark shrines. A similar claim is 
made by Ockinga 1984, 8, who gave the etymology of the word as “one who sails” from the verb 
“to row”. If correct, this would directly connect the hnty image of a king with The Royal Ka, 
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hnty image and divinity is somewhat clarified by the Amun hymn of P Leiden I 350. There the 

term appears in a description of the various forms and characteristics of Amun, stating that bꜣ⸗f 

m p.t d.t⸗f m imnt.t hnty⸗f m Iwnw Šmꜥ ḥr wts ḫꜥ.w⸗f “his ba being in heaven, his body in the 

west, and his image exalting his crowns in Southern Heliopolis.”75 The hnty thus can be 

identified with the god’s cult statue, which resided in the temple and not the tomb or heaven. As 

stated by the Amada stele, this type of statue could, at least in certain contexts, be understood as 

the living king himself, who also exalted crowns. If Amenhotep II can be identified with the cult 

statue of Amun, this unequivocally demonstrates the divinity of Amenhotep II. 

It may be tempting to identify this form of the living divine king with The Royal Ka, but 

it is only through the assumption that all forms of the living divine king must represent The 

Royal Ka that the connection can be made. This is thus an example of circular reasoning. The 

connection between the hnty and The Royal Ka is further undermined by some of Bell’s later 

claims concerning obelisks (see the discussion in §3.2.3.4.). He claimed that obelisks represent 

the d.t body of the god, which he equated with the mystical body of god and the mystical, second 

body of the living king, The Royal Ka. In the passage of P Leiden I 350 cited above, however, 

this body, while still a divine form, is located in the west and explicitly contrasted with the hnty 

in Southern Heliopolis. The d.t body, identified with The Royal Ka by Bell, thus seems more 

associated with Osirian divinity, which Bell described in opposition to Royal Ka divinity. This 

                                                
since Bell claimed that all images of the king in a bark were in fact images of The Royal Ka (see 
§3.2.2.1.). Peter Pamminger, "Zur Göttlichkeit Amenophis’ III.," Bulletin de la société 
d'égyptologie, Genève 17 (1993): 85 with n. 19 pointed out, however, that some images labeled 
as such, for example, a colossus of Ramses II at Armant, could not have possibly been carried in 
a processional bark. Bell’s claim regarding the connection of the hnty with The Royal Ka has 
therefore not been pursued here. 
75 For the text, see Zandee 1948, 80-82, pl. IV, ll. 16-17. 
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contradiction might be resolved if this image of Amenhotep II is not understood as either The 

Royal Ka or Osiris but as a living image of Amun, the claim made by the text itself. How exactly 

the divinity of this form of the king as god should be understood in terms of his other divine 

forms remains to be seen. What is clear is that this form of divinity, at least in this case, was 

possessed specifically by the living king on earth. 

 Thutmose III does not appear in the lunette, but he is mentioned in the body of the stele. 

The text, however, seems more concerned with the historical actions of the king than his divinity. 

After outlining the things he has done for the gods, Amenhotep II states his role in the temple’s 

construction in lines 12-13 of the stele. (12) ist in ḥm⸗f snfr ḥ[w.t]-n[tr] t[n] ir.t.⌈n it⸗f ny-sw.t 

bi.ty⌉ (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| n it.w⸗f ntr.w nb.w qd.ti m inr m kꜣ.t nḥḥ … (13) … n-mr.t ⌈mn⌉ rn wr n it⸗f 

sꜣ Rꜥ (Dḥwty-ms)| m rꜣ-pr pn r nḥḥ ḥnꜥ d.t “(12) Indeed, it was his majesty who restored76 th[is] 

tem[ple], which ⌈his father, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt⌉ Menkheperre, made for his 

fathers, all the gods, it being built of stone as a work of eternity … (13) … through the desire that 

the great name of his father, the son of Re Thutmose, ⌈might endure⌉ in this temple forever and 

ever.”77 This is then followed by a description of Amenhotep II stretching the cord for the 

founding of the temple.  

 From a historical perspective, this text seems to complicate the use of this temple as proof 

of a coregency between Thutmose III and Amenhotep II. As discussed above, the primary 

evidence for the coregency is the appearance of the two kings together in this temple (see 

§4.2.1.), but Amenhotep II seems to divide construction into two clear phases. The temple was 

                                                
76 Compare the use of snfr here with its use on the statues of Amenhotep I and Thutmose II 
above (see §4.2.2.2.3.). 
77 For the almost identical passage in the Elephantine stele, see Klug 2002, 282. There the temple 
built by Thutmose III is specified to be for Khnum, Satet, and Anuqet.  
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first made by Thutmose III, but he seems to have left it incomplete.78 The condition of the temple 

was such that Amenhotep II did not just claim to finish the decoration but to have stretched the 

cord and began new constructions there. At no point does he claim that both kings worked on the 

temple together contemporaneously. It would therefore seem logical to investigate the 

distribution of the kings in the temple in order to identify which areas were built by which king. 

As will be demonstrated below, however, it is impossible to distinguish such areas or even 

different phases of decoration; both kings appear in rooms throughout the temple.  

 There is thus no indication that this action taken by a son for his father occurred during a 

coregency when there were two living officeholders. Thutmose III is not a contemporary partner 

but a figure from the past, whose great name should be made to endure.79 The focus on this name 

and the use of the participial statement is more evocative of the donation formula on the 

sarcophagus of Thutmose I (see §4.2.2.3.) and the statue of Thutmose II at Karnak restored by 

Thutmose III at Karnak (see §4.2.2.2.3.) rather than any monuments depicting both Hatshepsut 

and Thutmose III from the coregency. Even though Thutmose III is spoken of in the past, 

however, there is no evidence on the stele to conclude that he is divine only through his 

identification with Osiris. He is not marked either as being alive on the throne of Horus or dead. 

Also completely absent is The Royal Ka or the personal ka of either Thutmose III or Amenhotep 

                                                
78 Note that Thutmose III is given credit for the temple’s construction on an inscription on a 
round column in the hypostyle hall … sꜣ Rꜥ n h.t⸗f [mry]⸗f (Dḥwty-ms Ḥqꜣ-Mꜣꜥ.t)| ir.n⸗f m 
mnw⸗f n it⸗f Rꜥ-Ḥr-ꜣḫ.ty ir.t n⸗f iwny.t šps ir⸗⌈f⌉ [d]i [ꜥ]n[ḫ] “… the son of Re of his body, whom 
he [loves], Thutmose Ruler-of-Maat. It was for his father, Re-Horakhty, that he made his 
monument, making for him a noble pillared hall so that ⌈he⌉ might make [gi]ven [l]if[e].” For the 
text, see Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, F4-7/F4. 
79 Ullmann 2013, 353-354 attributed this to a change in the original, planned decorative program 
after the death of Thutmose III. 
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II, and there is no effort to homologize the two. Instead, each king is separate and distinct, and 

one acts for the name of the other.  

 The Royal Ka is also absent in other areas of the temple where both kings are present. In 

the scenes on the west wall of room P (just south of room N), for example, no kas are present 

even though both kings now appear together as if in a coregency (see figure 4.11).80 In the top 

register, Amenhotep II is on the left before Amun-Re, and Thutmose III is on the right before Re. 

Both wear the the khat / afnet, bag crown, and their costumes are indistinguishable. Furthermore, 

both are said to be “given life like Re,”81 marking them both as living officeholders.  

 The only approach that might distinguish the divinity of the kings would be to take the 

title “good god” as an explicit claim of divinity. In the upper register it is applied only to 

Amenhotep II, while Thutmose III is called “king of Upper and Lower Egypt.” Not only has this 

approach has already been considered and dismissed (see §2.1.2.4. and the appendices), but also 

the bottom register of the same wall makes any such attempt to identify The Royal Ka futile. 

There both kings are shown again in the same order, and both are also still “given life,” but their 

titles are reversed.82 In the bottom scene, it is Amenhotep II, still before Amun-Re, who is “king 

of Upper and Lower Egypt” and Thutmose III before Re-Horakhty who is “good god.” They are 

also similarly appareled, but they both wear the nemes instead of the khat / afnet. This 

distribution of crowns is further proof that an approach, which attempts to identify The Royal Ka 

based on the difference between the khat / afnet and the nemes (see §3.1.1.4. and the appendices) 

is unsatisfactory. The only major distinction between the two kings is that in both registers 

                                                
80 See Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, P6-10. 
81 The only difference is that Thutmose III is “given all life” while Amenhotep II is “given life.” 
82 See again Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, P6-10. 
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Amenhotep II appears in the hierarchically superior position together with Amun before 

Thutmose III, who is shown behind him together with Re.83 This hierarchy seems to be 

replicated on the opposite, east wall of the same room (see figure 4.12),84 but in that upper 

register it is Thutmose III who is paired with Amun and Amenhotep II who is paired with Re-

Horakhty.  

 According to principles of compositional hierarchy, Amenhotep II would thus appear to 

be consistently shown in the hierarchically superior position in the scenes discussed above.85 

While it has already been argued that such hierarchies should not be linked with different states 

of divinity (see §3.1.1.1. and the appendices), it is worth investigating whether this was a 

consistent scheme throughout the temple, since it might provide some way of differentiating the 

two monarchs. On the west wall of room H, both kings appear on the walls separating the central 

doorway M from the adjacent doorways to the north and south (see figure 4.13).86 Both 

Amenhotep II and Thutmose III wear the blue crown and shendyt kilt and are embraced by a 

seated god, Re-Horakhty for Amenhotep II and Amun-Re for Thutmose III. The only major 

difference in the accompanying texts is the use of the prenomen and nomen for Amenhotep II 

and only the nomen for Thutmose III. It has already been demonstrated, however, that the 

approach that relies on distinctions between the nomen and prenomen is incapable of detecting 

The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.3. and the appendices).87 On the other hand, it is notable that 

                                                
83 The god is labeled not Re but Re-Horakhty in the lower register. 
84 See Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, P1-5. 
85 Note, however, that a later door, carved through the east wall, prevents an identification of the 
kings on the bottom register of that wall. 
86 See Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, H5-6-12. 
87 The reason why Thutmose III only has one of his cartouches as opposed to the two of 
Amenhotep II is almost certainly related to spatial limitations. The crown of Amun in the scene 
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Amenhotep II appears on the south and Thutmose III on the north, once again placing 

Amenhotep II in the hierarchically superior position.  

 This pattern can be observed still elsewhere in the temple. For example, the names and 

titles of Thutmose III appear on the north and those of Amenhotep II on the south of the interior 

jambs of the main gateway of the temple’s pylon.88 Similarly in rooms J and N Thutmose III 

appears on the north wall and Amenhotep II on the south.89 This immediately brings to mind the 

program at Deir el-Bahari, which through a similar distribution of royal figures consistently 

shows Thutmose III not as less divine but as hierarchically inferior to Hatshepsut. Yet, there is a 

major exception to this pattern at Amada. In room L, Thutmose III is shown on all scenes on the 

south wall and Amenhotep II in all of those on the north wall.90 

 There are additional differences concerning the distribution of monarchs at Amada and 

Deir el-Bahari. Most notably, Thutmose III and Amenhotep II appear with relatively the same 

frequency at Amada as opposed to at Deir el-Bahari, where images of Hatshepsut outnumbered 

those of Thutmose III (see §3.2.3.2.). More importantly, a difference can also be observed not 

just in the placement of each king but in their interactions as well. During the coregency, 

Hatshepsut and Thutmose III could appear as geminated copies of one another (see, for example, 

§3.2.3.2.4. and §3.2.3.3.). In such scenes, Thutmose III usually stands immediately behind 

                                                
of Thutmose III extends above and occupies an area that could otherwise have been filled with 
his prenomen. 
88 See Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, B11-12. 
89 For room J, see ibid., J1-7 and J8-15. For room N, see ibid., N1-6. For another example, the 
exterior lintel and jambs of door G, see ibid., G9-11. 
90 See ibid., L1-8 and L9-14. Note that Thutmose III also appears in the superior position on the 
back wall of this room. See Ullmann 2013, 349, who noted that Thutmose III is predominantly 
granted the superior position in the north half of the temple while Amenhotep II is granted it in 
the south half. She also provided full plans of the distribution of the two officeholders in the 
temple. 
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Hatshepsut and mimicked her actions and position. At Amada, however, Thutmose III and 

Amenhotep II are not geminated copies, and they always act independently of one another. For 

example, both kings appear on the north section of the eastern wall of hall H (see figure 4.14).91 

Thutmose III does follow closely behind Amenhotep II, just as he often follows Hatshepsut at 

Deir el-Bahari, but at Amada he has his own, special relationship with the gods of the scene. 

Amenhotep II holds a pot of incense and pours water for Amun-Re. He wears the pointed kilt 

and the nemes. His names and titles, including the epithet “given life,” are extensive, taking up 

about three full columns of text. Thutmose III on the other hand follows Amenhotep II but does 

not make similar offerings to Amun. Instead, he stands holding a staff and wears a pointed kilt 

like that of Amenhotep II. Unlike Amenhotep II, Thutmose III wears the Blue crown and not the 

nemes. Furthermore, he does not interact with Amun but is embraced by Isis-Hededyt, who has a 

scorpion on her head.92 His titles are less extensive than those of Amenhotep II, taking up only 

about two columns, but these still refer to him as “given life.” Note that here too there is no 

textual or iconographic evidence that would permit detection of The Royal Ka or distinguish the 

divinity of the two kings.  

 The manner of the kings’ presentation is thus different than that of Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III. During their coregency, the impression given is that the body of the king was 

physically geminated, producing two images of the same royal power. Hatshepsut was then 

marked as the superior partner by means of her position. In Amada on the other hand, Thutmose 

III and Amenhotep II appear as distinct individuals. They possess the same powers, iconography, 

                                                
91 See Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, H7-9. See also rooms J and N, referenced just 
above, where the kings are mostly on different walls.  
92 For this form of Isis, see Jean-Claude Goyon, "Hededyt: Isis-scorpion et Isis au scorpion," 
Bulletin de l’Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale 78, no. 2 (1978). 
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epithets, and titles but not necessarily in the same scene. This frequent exchange of crowns, 

titles, and epithets between Thutmose III and Amenhotep II seems to ensure that each king 

possessed the same complete, multifaceted kingship. The kings are not exact, geminated copies 

of one another in the context of each scene, but, with the exception of Amenhotep II on the 

lunette of the stele, one king is not given divine attributes not elsewhere possessed by the other. 

Their royal bodies thus compliment rather than replicate one another.  

 In all the scenes at Amada discussed above, The Royal Ka has been noticeably absent. 

During the coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III it is depicted in standard or 

anthropomorphic form in scenes featuring both monarchs several times at Deir el-Bahari (see 

§3.2.3.2.5.), on the Red Chapel (see §3.2.3.3.), and at the Small Temple of Medinet Habu (see 

§3.2.3.5.). The only possible way of identifying The Royal Ka at Amada, on the other hand, is 

through the epithet “foremost of all living kas,” but the special connection of this epithet with 

The Royal Ka has already been questioned (see, for example, §3.2.2.1. and appendix 2). Setting 

these doubts aside for the moment, at Amada this epithet is applied to both kings but never to 

both at the same time in the same scene or group of scenes. For example, it appears on the lintel 

of the doorway connecting rooms N and P (called doorway O) where Amenhotep II offers wine 

to Re-Horakhty (see figure 4.15).93 The column of text behind the kneeling king reads wnn⸗f ḫnt 

kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w nb.w mi Rꜥ  “it is as the foremost of all living kas that he exists like Re.” Thutmose 

III is not named or depicted on this wall.  

 In room L, however, the epithet is applied only to Thutmose III (see figure 4.16).94 A 

single column of text behind the king on the upper register of the south wall reads wnn⸗f ḫnt kꜣ.w 

                                                
93 See Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, O1-4 and N1. 
94 For these texts, see ibid., L1-8. 
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ꜥnḫ.w nb mi Rꜥ “it is as the foremost of all living kas that he exists.” This epithet is not applied 

to Amenhotep II on the north wall. He is given the status of “foremost of the living” in a speech 

by Re-Horakhty,95 but his ka or kas in general are not mentioned. Taken together, the scenes 

from doorway O and room L show, according to Bell, that both kings possessed The Royal Ka in 

the same temple. Interestingly, however, such claims are only made for one king at a time. 

The analysis of the epithet “foremost of all living kas” in the previous chapter concluded 

that it functioned somewhat differently than anthropomorphic or standard-form figures explicitly 

labeled as kꜣ ny-sw.t, The Royal Ka. During the coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, the 

former was only applied to one king at a time. On the Red Chapel, for example, it alternates 

between Hatshepsut and Thutmose III from scene to scene (see §3.2.3.3.). Multiple 

anthropomorphic or standard-form figures explicitly labeled as The Royal Ka, on the other hand, 

were shown with both kings at Deir el-Bahari (see §3.2.3.2.5.) and the Small Temple of Medinet 

Habu (see §3.2.3.5.) within the same scene. The evidence at Amada further supports this 

distinction between the epithet and The Royal Ka. It alternates between kings as it did during the 

coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, but figures explicitly labeled as The Royal Ka seem 

to have entirely disappeared from contexts featuring both Thutmose III and Amenhotep II. The 

epithet clearly concerned some form of the king’s ka, but it operated differently from figures 

explicitly labeled as such. 

4.2.3.2. Grey Granite Statue in Cairo, CG 42057 

 The temple of Amada represents the best evidence for an analysis of the interaction of 

Thutmose III and Amenhotep II and their possible coregency. There are, however, many more 

                                                
95 See ibid., L9-14. 



 

 

 

222 

monuments and objects on which the names of both kings appear.96 The majority of these simply 

juxtapose the names of the two kings and are therefore not relevant to a discussion of The Royal 

Ka and royal divinity. Yet, there are a few that provide additional information pertaining to one 

or more of the approaches for identifying The Royal Ka discussed above. The first of these is a 

statue with the names of both kings found in the Karnak Cachette.97 The prenomen of Thutmose 

III appears on the belt, indicating it was an image of this king. Thutmose III’s name also appears 

on the surface of the base ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| mry Imn-Rꜥ nb ns.wt tꜣ.wy “the good 

god, lord of the two lands Menkheperre, beloved of Amun-Re lord of the thrones of the two 

lands.” The king mentioned on the back of the statue, however, is Amenhotep II. ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy 

nb ir.t ḫ.t (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| mry Imn nb ns.wt tꜣ.wy di ꜥnḫ d.t “the good god, lord of the two lands, 

lord of ritual Aakheprure, beloved of Amun lord of the thrones of the two lands, given life 

forever.” The only approach that might be used to distinguish the divinity of the kings is that 

based on a strict dichotomy between life and death (see §2.1.2.1.), since both are “good gods” 

and both are named by their prenomen but only Amenhotep II is “given life.” This approach, 

however, has already been shown to be incapable of identifying The Royal Ka above (see, for 

example, §2.2.2.1. and the appendices).98 

4.2.3.3. Fragmentary Block from Armant 

                                                
96 For a complete catalogue, see Der Manuelian 1987, 23-32. 
97 For the statue, CG 42057, see Georges Legrain, Statues et statuettes de rois et de particuliers, 
Nos. 42001-42138, vol. 1, Catalogue Général des Antiquités Égyptiennes du Musée du Caire 
(Cairo: L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1906), 34-35; Der Manuelian 1987, 29, no. 
44. 
98 Note that it is impossible to prove whether this statue dates to the suggested coregency, the 
later reign of Amenhotep II, or whether it was an earlier statue of Thutmose III to which 
Amenhotep II later added an inscription.  



 

 

 

223 

 One potentially important piece of evidence relevant to the divinity of Thutmose III and 

Amenhotep II is a fragmentary block from Armant (see figure 4.17), a site just south of Thebes.99 

The block is inscribed on multiple faces. On one side is a fragmentary serekh containing the 

Horus name of Thutmose III, Kꜣ-nḫt ⌈Ḫꜥ-m-Wꜣs.t⌉. On the other face is the prenomen and nomen 

of Amenhotep II, but no accompanying titles or epithets are preserved.100 The only other text on 

that face is a fragmentary, single column to the left of a vertical divider. It reads ḫ[nt] kꜣ.w ꜥn[ḫ.w 

nb.w] “for[emost] of [all] liv[ing] kas.” Though the association of this epithet with The Royal Ka 

has been questioned (see §4.2.3.1. and appendix 2), according to Bell, this should mark 

Amenhotep II as the possessor of The Royal Ka. On the other hand, the serekh of Thutmose III 

on the other face is also suggestive, as it is the Horus name of the king that is most often 

connected with The Royal Ka. Given the state of preservation and the lack of any additional 

information, however, it is impossible to use this block to further a discussion of the connection 

between the epithet “foremost of all living kas” and The Royal Ka or of the divinity of Thutmose 

III and Amenhotep II in general. 

4.2.3.4. Scarabs and Plaques with the Names of Both Kings 

 Many objects that provide the names of both kings are small scarabs and plaques, which 

usually record the name of Thutmose III on one side and that of Amenhotep II on the other.101 

Because the texts are usually short, providing nothing more than each king’s name, and, because 

the two kings do not interact, most are not discussed here. There are, however, two exceptions 

                                                
99 For the block, see Robert Mond and Oliver H. Myers, Temples of Armant: A Preliminary 
Survey, Excavations Memoirs 43 (London: The Egypt Exploration Society, 1940), 174, pl. 
C/174-175; Der Manuelian 1987, 27, fig. 10, no. 35. 
100 Note that the king’s nomen was hacked during the Amarna period.  
101 For a complete catalogue, see Der Manuelian 1987, 25-27, nos. 23-32. 
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relevant to a discussion of The Royal Ka. Both of these, one a small rectangular plaque and the 

other a small oval plaque, show Amenhotep II on one side as a trampling sphinx (see figures 

4.18 and 4.19).102 The provenance of the rectangular one is unknown, but the oval one was found 

at Tell el-Ajjul located in the modern Gaza Strip. In a discussion of the king as a sphinx with an 

open fan above its back, which he noted was especially prominent during the reign of 

Amenhotep II, Bell concluded that these sphinxes actually represent cult images of the king at 

war. They can thus be identified as The Royal Ka.103 The texts associated with this sphinx on 

both plaques are the prenomen of Amenhotep II and two signs, which should probably be read 

“good god.” Based on Bell’s argument, this should designate Amenhotep II as the possessor of 

The Royal Ka. 

 The other side of the plaques depicts Thutmose III. The oval one shows the king 

standing, and it identifies him by his prenomen, also calling him ti.t Imn “image of Amun.” The 

rectangular one, while not showing the king as a sphinx, seems to identify him as a war god. It 

depicts an enthroned falcon-headed god with two large feather plumes on his head, which 

matches the iconography of the god Montu. The only label present is the prenomen of Thutmose 

III in the upper right corner. The interpretation of this figure is thus somewhat ambiguous. On 

the one hand, it might indicate that Thutmose III was beloved of this falcon-headed deity. On the 

other hand, the cartouche of the king might identify the falcon-headed deity as Thutmose III. The 

latter seems more likely, as even Bell noted that falcon-headed sphinxes could represent the king, 

                                                
102 For the rectangular plaque, see ibid., 27, no. 31; Bertrand Jaeger, Essai de classification et 
datation des scarabées Menkhéperrê, Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, Series Archaeologica 2 
(Fribourg: Éditions Universitaires Fribourg Suisse, 1982), 182, figs. 192a-b. For the oval plaque, 
see Der Manuelian 1987, 27, no. 32, fig. 29; Jaeger 1982, 182, ill. 515. 
103 See Bell 1985. 
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showing him as a hypostasis of Horus or Montu.104 Given that Amenhotep II as a sphinx appears 

in the context of defeating enemies on the opposite face, it would not be difficult to draw 

similarities between the trampling sphinx and the falcon-headed war god. If this interpretation 

were correct, the plaque would depict both Amenhotep II and Thutmose III as gods in only 

slightly different forms. According to Bell, this would also mean that the divinity of both 

monarchs stemmed from The Royal Ka, a situation that should be untenable. The oval plaque is 

somewhat more ambiguous. Thutmose III’s epithet as the “image of Amun” identifies the king as 

divine,105 but without further information on the plaque it is difficult to directly compare this 

form of the king with the trampling sphinx.  

4.2.3.5. Book of the Dead of Thutmose III Donated by Amenhotep II 

 The final piece of evidence for the interaction of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II pertains 

specifically to the funerary sphere. It is a Book of the Dead written on a shroud, which was found 

by Mariette on the mummy of Thutmose III in the Deir el-Bahari cache and donated by 

Amenhotep II.106 Throughout the text, Thutmose III is most often called ny-sw.t “king,” but other 

epithets and titles are also applied, including mꜣꜥ-ḫrw “justified,” ntr nfr “good god,” nb tꜣ.wy 

“lord of the two lands,” nb ir.t ḫ.t “lord of ritual,” and ny-sw.t bi.ty “king of Upper and Lower 

Egypt.”107 These clearly identify him as a king, but he is also marked as deceased by means of 

the epithet “justified.” A single column of texts at the far left of the shroud records the donation. 

                                                
104 See ibid., 32. 
105 See Ockinga 1984, 106-117. 
106 For this Book of the Dead, CG 40001, see Irmtraut Munro, Die Totenbuch-Handschriften der 
18. Dynastie im Ägyptischen Museum Cairo, Ägyptologische Abhandlungen 54 (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1994), 41-54, the sources cited on 45, Photo-pls. 14-19, and pls. 32-43. 
107 For the names and titles of Thutmose III in the text, see ibid., 42. 
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ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy nb ir.t ḫ.t (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ n h.t⸗f mry⸗f (Imn-ḥtp)| ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n 
it⸗f ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy nb ir.t ḫ.t ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Imn-Rꜥ108 n h.t⸗f mry⸗f 
(Dḥwty-ms Nfr-ḫpr.w)| ir.t n⸗f mdꜣ.t n.t siqr ꜣḫ rdi.t hꜣ⸗f r wiꜣ n Rꜥ swsḫ n⸗f nmt.wt⸗f 
rdi.t n⸗f ⌈šm.t⸗f r pr⌉ […]109 

 
The good god, lord of the two lands, lord of ritual, Aakheprure, son of Re of his  body, 
whom he loves, Amenhotep. It was for his father, the good god, lord of the two lands, 
lord of ritual, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Menkheperre, son of Amun-Re of his 
body, whom he loves, Thutmose Good-of-Forms, that he made his monument, making 
for him a scroll for making an akh excellent, causing that he go down to the bark of Re, 
making broad his steps for him, and giving to him his (ability) ⌈to travel and to go forth⌉ 
[…] 

 
Amenhotep II uses the royal donation formula, which can be compared with Thutmose III’s 

probable use of the private donation formula in another funerary context on the sarcophagus of 

Thutmose I (see §4.2.2.3.). There it was already argued that the distinction between the formulae 

should not be used to determine royal divinity. Otherwise, there is little to say here of the 

divinity of Amenhotep II. He claims the title “good god” but otherwise possesses standard royal 

titles. When compared with the divinity of Thutmose III, however, the situation becomes more 

complex.  

 Though marked with the epithet “justified” in other sections of the text, a status that is 

also perhaps suggested by the funerary context of the shroud itself, this epithet does not appear in 

the passage describing the donation provided above. There Thutmose III and Amenhotep II have 

much of the same titles, the only difference being the additional title of “king of Upper and 

Lower Egypt” and the variant title of “son of Amun-Re” applied to Thutmose III. The initial 

presentation of the two kings is thus more or less identical. The nature of Thutmose III’s divinity, 

however, is expanded upon further down. Among other things, the purpose of the donation is 

                                                
108 Note the writing here is somewhat strange. The scribe has written the group sꜣ Rꜥ followed by 
the name Amun. 
109 See Munro 1994, Photo-pls. 14-15 and pl. 32, l. 11. 
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said to be to make its owner an excellent akh. This proves that despite his royal status, Thutmose 

III would become a divine akh just like a non-officeholder who was also so equipped. Thutmose 

III’s royal divinity as “good god” and his akh divinity, similar to that of any other “justified” 

member of the deceased, thus seem perfectly compatible. One does not overshadow or trump the 

other. This seems to hint that, while different aspects or sources of divinity might be 

distinguished, these differences were not categorically opposed and were perhaps different sides 

of the same basic state.  

4.2.4. Other Monuments from the Reign of Amenhotep II 

4.2.4.1. The Temple of Kumma 

 Like Thutmose III, Amenhotep II also built in Lower Nubia. The most relevant of these 

monuments to the current study is at Kumma,110 a site located across the river from Semna (for 

which see §3.2.2.1.). Work on the site’s temple, dedicated to Khnum, began during the 

coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III and later continued under Amenhotep II.111 The kings 

who appear together in the temple are not Thutmose III and Amenhotep II or Hatshepsut and 

Thutmose III, however, but Amenhotep II and Senwosret III. For example, on the back wall of 

room E, Amenhotep II offers before Senwosret III and Anuqet (see figure 4.20).112 Amenhotep 

II, wearing the Red crown and holding out his arm, is called ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr.⌈w⌉-Rꜥ)| / sꜣ 

Rꜥ mry⸗f (Imn-ḥtp)| / ꜥꜣ ḫꜥ.w mi it⸗f Rꜥ / di ꜥnḫ [mi] Rꜥ “the good god, lord of the two lands, 

Aakhepr⌈u⌉re, / son of Re, whom he loves, Amenhotep, / great of crowns like his father, Re, / 

                                                
110 It seems as if Thutmose III and Amenhotep II were also depicted before Senwosret III at 
Uronarti. The state of preservation, however, makes it impossible to even securely identify each 
king let alone conclude anything regarding The Royal Ka. For the chapel for Senwosret III at 
Uronarti, see Van Siclen 1982, especially figs. 12-14. 
111 For the temple of Kumma, see Caminos 1998. 
112 See ibid., 59-61, pl. 47. 



 

 

 

228 

given life [like] Re.” Senwosret III, wearing the white crown and holding a was-scepter, faces 

him and stands before Anuqet. His titulary is relatively brief and names him only as nb tꜣ.wy 

(Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| “lord of the two lands, Khakaure.” There are several approaches that might be 

used to determine possession of The Royal Ka, but all of these have already been shown to be 

inadequate. For example, the title “good god” cannot be taken as proof of Amenhotep II’s 

possession of The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.4.) just as Senwosret III’s possession of the White crown 

cannot be contrasted with Amenhotep II’s possession of the Red to mark the former as divine 

(see §3.1.1.4.). The scene also exemplifies the limits of compositional hierarchy as it relates to 

divinity (see §3.1.1.1.), since Anuqet, a traditional goddess, is shown behind Senwosret III. 

Senwosret III, on the other hand, is not explicitly marked as divine, but his placement within the 

scene as the object of worship places him in the role of a god, at least according to Bell. 

 Amenhotep II also appears with Senwosret III in two scenes on the back-interior wall of 

vestibule C (see figure 4.21).113 The first shows Amenhotep II wearing the Double crown. He is 

again called “great of crown(s) like his father Re, given life, stability, and dominion like Re.” He 

offers to Khnum and then Senwosret III, both of whom hold a was scepter. Unlike in the scene 

above, Khnum stands before Senwosret III. This indicates that the determining factor in 

compositional hierarchy might not be divinity but gender, since Senwosret III precedes Anuqet 

but follows Khnum. Senwosret III again wears the White crown, but his titles are more 

expansive than in the scene above. The text is somewhat fragmentary, but he is called “good 

god,” “lord of ritual,” and “living like Re.” Once again, however, there is nothing to mark either 

king as possessor of The Royal Ka, since, for example, both are said to be living. Another scene, 

                                                
113 See ibid., 41-42, pl. 34. 
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just to the right of this one, depicts Amenhotep II before Senwosret III, but a column of text to its 

left also mentions Thutmose III (see figure 4.22).114 This text does not seem directly related to 

the scene, and it only provides a shortened version of the king’s Golden Horus name115 and his 

prenomen and calls him “beloved of Khnum, living forever.” Amenhotep II, on the other hand, is 

fully rendered wearing the Double crown and offering a pile of ḥtp-ntr “divine offerings” to an 

enthroned Senwosret III, who wears the White crown and holds a was scepter. The fragmentary 

text above his head seems to reward Amenhotep II for construction of the temple. 

It is interesting to compare the position of Senwosret III in all three scenes. In this final 

scene, he appears as the sole object of veneration and most like a traditional god. In the above 

scenes, however, he was placed in the company of other gods, both in hierarchically superior 

(room E) and inferior (vestibule C) positions. This does not indicate that the degree of divinity 

possessed by him varied between these scenes, but only that his position could change based on 

context and hierarchy. Furthermore, there is no indication that he did or did not possess The 

Royal Ka. Likewise, there is little that can be said regarding the divinity of Amenhotep II and 

Thutmose III. Amenhotep II is “given life” but Thutmose III is “living forever,” indicating that 

both could be considered living kings and should therefore be divine by means of The Royal Ka. 

Just as at Amada, however, the absence of any anthropomorphic or standard-form Royal Kas is 

notable, but here even the epithet “foremost of all living kas” does not appear in scenes featuring 

other officeholders. This is especially striking where compared with its prominence at Semna, 

                                                
114 See ibid., 39-41, pl. 33. 
115 For the Golden Horus name of Thutmose III, see von Beckerath 1999, 136-137, who dated 
this variant to the coregency period. 
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where it was depicted together with both Thutmose III and Senwosret III (see §3.2.2.1.). In 

Kumma, on the other hand, The Royal Ka seems entirely absent.  

4.2.4.2. The Giza Stele of Amenhotep II 

 Aside from Senwosret III in Nubia and Thutmose III more generally, previous 

officeholders do not usually appear in the monuments of Amenhotep II. One exception to this is 

Amenhotep II’s famous stele at Giza, where the king mentions not his immediate predecessors 

but the Old Kingdom pharaohs Khufu and Khafre.116 In the stele, Amenhotep II recounts how, 

when still a prince, he would ride horses in the vicinity of the great pyramids.   

(24) … nḥb⸗f m Mn-nfr m tꜣmy.t wꜣḥ⸗f r ḫnw n (25) Ḥr-m-ꜣḫ.t ir⸗f ꜣ.t im ḥr pnꜥnꜥ⸗s.t ḥr 
mꜣꜣ šsꜣw n ḫnw pn n (Hnm-ḫw⸗f)| (Ḫꜥ⸗f-Rꜥ)| mꜣꜥ-ḫrw (i)ꜣb.n ḥꜣt⸗f sꜥnḫ rn⸗sn dd⸗f m ib⸗f 
hr ḫr(.t)⸗f117 r.ḫpr.t wd.n n⸗f (26) it⸗f Rꜥ m-ḫt nn sḫꜥw ḥm⸗f m ny-sw.t… (27) … sḫꜣt.in 
ḥm⸗f b.t sdꜣy-ḥr⸗f r-h(ꜣ)w mr.w Ḥr-m-ꜣḫ.t…118 

 
(24) … when he yoked (his horses) in Memphis with a curb, and when he stopped at the 
resting place of (25) Horemakhet, he spending a moment there while (taking) them 
around and around and seeing the ingenuity119 of this resting place of Khufu and Khafre 
the justified, his heart having desired that their names might live. It was until that which 
(26) his father, Re, commanded for him came about that he kept it in his heart as his 
desire. After this his majesty was made to appear as king… (27) … Then his majesty 
remembered the place where he amused himself in the vicinity of the pyramids and 
Horemakhet… 

 

                                                
116 For the publication of the stele, see Urk. IV, 1276-1283; Selim Hassan, "The Great Limestone 
Stela of Amenḥotep II," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 37 (1937); A. Varille, "La 
grande stèle d'Aménophis II à Giza," Bulletin de l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 41 
(1942); Christiane M. Zivie, Giza au deuxième millénaire, Bibliothèque d'Étude 70 (Cairo: 
L'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1976), 64-89; Klug 2002, 223-234; Miriam 
Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, vol. 2 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1976), 
39-43. 
117 For the interpretation of the phrase hr ḫr(.t)⸗f, see Zivie 1976, 88, n. vvv. 
118 See ll. 24-27. 
119 Šsꜣw, often translated as excellence, has a specific connection with wisdom or cleverness. 
Amenhotep II is stating not only that the monuments of these officeholders were excellent but 
also stressing the genius of these constructions. For šsꜣw, see Hannig 1995, 834. 
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The general attitude towards previous officeholders, even those of the Old Kingdom, seems 

similar to that found on other monuments from the independent reign of Thutmose III and the 

reign of Amenhotep II. Khufu and Khafre are both marked as dead by the epithet “justified.” 

This would imply their divinity as akhs, but the text is otherwise silent about their royal divinity 

or their possession of The Royal Ka. The long dead kings are not even given the title of “king.” 

It is only stated that Amenhotep II desires to make their name live, the same means of honoring 

ancestors found on other monuments like the sarcophagus of Thutmose I (see §4.2.2.3.) and in 

the temple of Amada regarding Thutmose III (see §4.2.3.1.). Yet, the reason for this 

remembrance is not claimed to be their divinity or their status as officeholders but the ingenuity 

of their monuments. Their names are made to live because of their historical role as pyramid 

builders and the role these monuments played in the life of Amenhotep II. No attention is paid to 

The Royal Ka, their kingship, or Amenhotep II’s status as their successor. As has been 

repeatedly demonstrated above, however, this cannot be taken as proof that either they were not 

considered officeholders or that they had no claim to The Royal Ka. It does, however, hint that 

the divinity of such figures, if not specifically linked to their royal identities, stemmed equally 

from their accomplishments during their lifetime. Their divinity might thus be comparable to that 

of other extraordinary deceased figures like, for example, Heqaib (see the §2.1.1.).  

4.3. Conclusion 

 The number of other officeholders included in the living king’s ideological program 

reached new heights during the independent reign of Thutmose III. Yet, his interactions with 

these figures differ noticeably from those of Thutmose III and Hatshepsut during the coregency 

in that The Royal Ka is entirely absent. Instead, he turned his attention to a previously unattested 

number of ancestors from the past, usually with the goal of making their names live. 
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Significantly, the absence of The Royal Ka from such contexts continued even during the 

possible coregency of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II. For example, neither of the two Royal 

Kas seen at Deir el-Bahari (see §3.2.3.2.5.) and the Small Temple of Medinet Habu (see 

§3.2.3.5.) nor even a single Royal Ka are anywhere to be found in scenes of the two at Amada 

(see §4.2.3.1.) or the other monuments of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II, despite the available 

recent precedent on which to draw. After the end of the possible coregency, this continued into 

the later reign of Amenhotep II, though the number of other officeholders mentioned seems to 

have decreased. Given the available evidence, Bell’s connection of The Royal Ka with 

Hatshepsut seems to be correct.120  

 The fact that The Royal Ka disappears from scenes of multiple officeholders after the 

reign of Hatshepsut might at first seem to support Bell’s theory. He argued that kings could 

retrospectively be denied legitimacy by altering or erasing monuments so that they never 

possessed The Royal Ka.121 Given this, it would not be a stretch to see Thutmose III’s later 

avoidance of The Royal Ka in scenes of multiple officeholders as an effort to deprive later 

potential usurpers (for example, someone like Hatshepsut or those of her bloodline) of the 

ideological and theological program through which he was disenfranchised. In other words, 

Thutmose III would have deprived Hatshepsut of The Royal Ka at the same time that he reduced 

the importance of ka theology in general in order to prevent her descendants from using it to 

claim the throne. 

 There are, however, a few details which complicate such an interpretation. First, 

Hatshepsut and her Royal Ka were not always simply erased from scenes with Thutmose III. At 

                                                
120 See, for example, Bell 1985, 251 and 257. 
121 See ibid., 257. 
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the Small Temple of Medinet Habu, for example, the names of Hatshepsut and her ka were 

changed to those of Thutmose II. Since the proscription probably occurred later in the 

independent reign of Thutmose III, right around the time of his possible coregency with 

Amenhotep II, it clearly shows that The Royal Ka was not entirely forbidden or avoided in 

scenes of multiple officeholders during that period. An interpretation which supports Bell’s 

theory also does not take into account the revised role of The Royal Ka as a homologizing force. 

As argued above (see §2.3. and §3.3.), The Royal Ka was not a singular ka spirit that can be 

equated with the office of kingship. Rather, it seems to have been a vehicle for creating a 

temporary homology between two monarchs based on their possession of a kꜣ ny-sw.t. Not only 

did this connect an heir with his predecessor (or a coregent with his or her partner), but it also 

strengthened the institution of kingship by creating the illusion of permanence via an undying 

spiritual form of the king. While available in the early New Kingdom, this strategy does not 

seem to have been a major feature of ideological programs prior to the coregency of Hatshepsut 

and Thutmose III. Similar comparisons or homologies might be observed on other monuments 

(see, for example, §2.2.3.2.), but it is only on the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and 

Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.) that two Royal Kas are used to accomplish this.  

 With Hatshepsut’s rise to power, the homology enabled by The Royal Ka was one of 

many strategies used not only to legitimize her rule but also to facilitate the existence of two 

living officeholders. Bell was therefore correct in connecting The Royal Ka with Hatshepsut, but 

its importance did not stem from her construction of Luxor temple or her coronation during the 

Opet festival but the need to accommodate the existence of two living officeholders. She drew 

upon and expanded available precedent in order justify her own presence alongside Thutmose 

III, after she first tried unsuccessfully to completely negate his presence. This was, however, not 
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the only or even the primary strategy by which she did this, as the number of such scenes even 

during the coregency is relatively small.  

It is telling that Thutmose III and Amenhotep II seem to have adopted a different 

program of legitimacy, though not for the reasons of Royal Ka legitimacy suggested by Bell. 

Despite having the precedent of Hatshepsut on which to draw, they chose a new model of 

interaction devoid of The Royal Ka. As demonstrated by the temple of Amada (see §4.2.3.1.) and 

even the rectangular and oval plaques (see §4.2.3.4.), similarities were drawn between the two 

kings, for example, in the relatively equal distribution of titles and iconography or in their 

identities as war gods. These similarities, however, never extended as far as homology or 

gemination. They do not have the exact same titles at the exact same time nor are the forms of 

the war gods to which they are likened identical. Their ideological program instead stressed 

complementarity, accumulating all the same elements on the kings but at different times. This 

interpretation maintains elements of Bell’s theory but alters assumptions that have been shown to 

be problematic. Once The Royal Ka is no longer considered the only means of royal divinity, we 

no longer need to assume that kings were always first and foremost concerned with defining 

possession of it. A more multi-faceted and historically nuanced account of kingship, which better 

fits the evidence, can then emerge. 

 The evidence discussed in this chapter also provides further insight into the epithet 

“foremost of all living kas” and its connection with The Royal Ka. In the previous chapter (see 

§3.3.), it was argued that unlike figures explicitly labeled as The Royal Ka, the epithet was only 

applied to one king at a time. Furthermore, the lack of this epithet could not be used as proof that 

an officeholder did not possess The Royal Ka. Both of these points cast its role as a marker of 

Bell’s Royal Ka into question. In the present chapter, the epithet was most significantly 
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encountered in the temple of Amada. Interestingly, it seems to operate in the same way as it did 

during the coregency of Thutmose III and Hatshepsut in that it alternates between monarchs and 

is never shared by the two not only within the same scene but even within the same room. This 

use once again contrasts sharply with anthropomorphic and standard-form figures explicitly 

labeled as The Royal Ka, which are not found at all in such contexts during this period. Given 

the change in use of one but not the other, it seems logical to conclude that The Royal Ka and 

“foremost of all living kas” actually refer to two different things. The latter clearly still concerns 

the ka of the officeholder, but it does not appear capable of drawing homology or even tolerating 

the existence of more than one such ka. Perhaps this is because it would be impossible for two 

kas to be “foremost,” i.e. “first.”122 It is still unclear, however, to what exact aspect or type of ka 

this epithet refers.  

 If this remains unclear, the preliminary observations in the previous chapter regarding a 

single ontology of divinity seem further supported by several of the monuments discussed here. 

In the chamber of ancestors (see §4.2.2.1.), it was argued that non-officeholders, who would 

never have possessed The Royal Ka, are likely depicted, described, and worshipped in the exact 

same manner as those called “Horus” and those that bear more complete, traditional royal titles. 

Thus, no distinction seems to be made between the divinity of deceased officeholders and non-

officeholders. This is further clarified by the Book of the Dead donated to Thutmose III by 

Amenhotep II (see §4.2.3.5.) and the Giza stele of Amenhotep II (see §4.2.4.2.). In both of these 

texts, the status or characteristics of an akh are attributed to officeholders. The dedication of the 

                                                
122 Possible evidence against this, however, is the title smr wꜥ.ty “sole” or “unique companion” 
(of the king). Given its proliferation, it is clear that multiple “sole companions” could exist at the 
same time. 
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Book of the Dead specifically states that it is, among other things, a “scroll for making an akh 

excellent.” If Thutmose III did not wish to become or had already superseded the status of an 

akh, the text would have been of no use to him. The Giza stele of Amenhotep II, on the other 

hand, does not explicitly refer to Khufu and Khafre as akhs but indicates that it is because of 

their ingenuity and not their office that Amenhotep II caused their names to live. Their 

ontological status is not made explicit, but this statement immediately brings to mind claims 

regarding extraordinary deceased non-royal figures like Heqaib at Elephantine, Isi at Edfu, and 

later Imhotep and Amenhotep son of Hapu (see §2.1.1. and the sources cited there). If Khufu and 

Khafre are indeed to be identified as such divine figures, then their divinity in this context would 

seem to stem more from their deeds than their status as officeholders. Their royal identities, 

however, also do not seem to conflict with this status. This would imply that such deceased kings 

and extraordinary akhs shared the same form of divinity. As discussed in chapter 2 (see §2.1.1.), 

the divinity of figures like Heqaib has been variously interpreted as either full gods, demi-gods, 

or regular akhs, but the more evidence is considered the less useful these distinctions seem. Most 

of the evidence thus far seems to favor a single ontological state of divinity. Its particular 

manifestations could then vary according to hierarchy, efficacy, and gender amongst other 

things, but all these figures shared the same basic state of existence. Divinity will continue to be 

a major focus of this study in the next and final chapter presenting a chronological discussion of 

evidence, when the theological programs of Amenhotep III and Akhenaten that dramatically 

changed the position of the living officeholder will be considered. 
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5. The Reigns of Thutmose IV Through Akhenaten 

5.1. Introduction 

 This chapter, the final one to continue the chronological discussion of evidence, will 

cover the reigns of Thutmose IV through Akhenaten. Previous chapters have focused mostly on 

approaches that might be used to detect The Royal Ka, and, failing that, have suggested 

alternative conceptions of this ka and its importance for kingship. Specifically, several claims 

have been made. First, Bell’s single Royal Ka spirit uniquely responsible for the divinity of the 

king could not be detected and therefore likely did not operate in the way previously suggested. 

Second, by virtue of the potential generalization of the kꜣ ny-sw.t and its possession by every 

officeholder and even some deities, it could function as a temporary homologizing force. As a 

tangent to this, it was also argued that anthropomorphic and standard-form Royal Ka figures 

operated differently than the epithet “foremost of all living kas.” This hints that the two may not 

represent the same form or manifestation of ka. Finally, when permitted by the evidence, the 

existence of potentially different forms of divinity was investigated. Based on the sources 

analyzed above, comparing the relationships between the living officeholder, deceased 

officeholders, other deceased individuals, and even full gods has hinted at a single ontology of 

divinity. In other words, all these categories of beings shared a single, compatible form of 

divinity. 

 It has been suggested, however, that the reigns of Amenhotep III and Akhenaten throw 

many of these basic definitions and assumptions regarding kingship and divinity into question 

(for the standard definitions used in this study, see §2.1.1.). For example, it has been proposed 

that Amenhotep III experienced outright apotheosis during his lifetime, that the entire concept of 

Osirian divinity was denied under Akhenaten, and that Akhenaten denied any distinction 
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between himself and The Royal Ka. Any one of these would confuse, upend, or eliminate 

concepts central to this study. The theological developments of this period have been discussed 

in detail, but no widespread consensus has yet emerged, and scholars on all sides continue to 

make passionate arguments. Yet, this uncertainty also presents an opportunity to provide a 

nuanced description of not only The Royal Ka but also the conceptions of kingship and divinity 

at a time when these may have been in flux. The approach adopted in this chapter will thus be to 

begin the discussion of each reign using the pre-established definition of terms. The evidence 

will then be compared with previous claims regarding their redefinition in order first to attempt 

to detect The Royal Ka and second to determine how basic understandings of kingship and 

divinity might have changed. 

5.2. Chronological Outline and Discussion of the Evidence 

5.2.1. The Reign of Thutmose IV 

5.2.1.1. Introduction 

 Unlike the previous two reigns, there is no evidence that Thutmose IV came to the throne 

during a coregency with his father, Amenhotep II.1 In fact, the lack of evidence for his 

designation as heir prior to his reign has raised questions of his legitimacy and suggestions of 

usurpation from one of his brothers. Yet, more recently this claim has been questioned, and 

evidence previously used to support this interpretation has either been placed in a theological 

rather than political context or acknowledged to be ambiguous.2 While there is evidence of 

                                                
1 See Betsy M. Bryan, The Reign of Thutmose IV  (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1991), 347-350. 
2 For a summary of the arguments for and against Thutmose IV as a usurper, see ibid., 38-73; 
Christian Cannuyer, "Notules à propos de la stèle du Sphinx," Varia Egyptiaca 1 (1985): 4-5; 
Bryan 2000, 254-255. 
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conflict with other princes,3 Thutmose IV was the clear victor of the struggle, and the rest of his 

reign appears to have been uncontested. 

The reign of Thutmose IV was not characterized by dramatic changes like those that 

occurred under Amenhotep III and Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten, but his reign is often seen as the 

place where many of these changes originated.4 Most relevantly, it is claimed that he began the 

process of magnifying the divinity of the king and increasing the identification of the king with 

the gods he honored.5 It also appears as if he expanded the role of the king as the intermediator 

between gods and private individuals6 and promoted the position of royal women, presaging the 

rise of figures like Tiye and Nefertiti.7 Yet, these questions are large and beyond the scope of the 

study, and the focus of this section will be limited to his relationship with previous officeholders 

and The Royal Ka. Interestingly, standard-form Royal Kas already appear behind the king on a 

stele from his first regnal year found at Luxor,8 but it remains to be seen whether The Royal Ka 

can be found in contexts involving multiple officeholders after an absence in the previous two 

reigns. 

5.2.1.2. Restorations of and Additions to Monuments of Amenhotep II 

                                                
3 See, for example, the defaced stelae of other princes at Giza, published and discussed in Zivie 
1976, 93-110; Bryan 1991, 57-66. See also Megaera Lorenz, "The Role of Male Royal Offspring 
in 18th Dynasty Egypt" (PhD Dissertation, University of Chicago, 2017). 
4 See, for example, Betsy M. Bryan, "Antecedents to Amenhotep III," in Amenhotep III: 
Perspectives on His Reign, ed. David O'Connor and Eric H. Cline (Ann Arbor: The University of 
Michigan Press, 2004); Cyril Aldred, Akhenaten: King of Egypt  (New York: Thames & Hudson, 
2001), 142-145. 
5 See Bryan 2004, 51-52. For a specific example, see Bryan 1991, 180, who mentioned falcon 
statues of the king as a way to magnify his divinity. 
6 See Bryan 1991, 165. 
7 See ibid., 352. 
8 For this stele, now on display in front of Luxor temple, see Higazy el-Sayed and Betsy M. 
Bryan, "A New Stela of Thutmose IV from the Luxor Temple," Varia Egyptiaca 2 (1986); Bryan 
1991, 184-186. 
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It is clear that Thutmose IV restored and added to monuments of his father,9 Amenhotep 

II, but references to Amenhotep II are unfortunately short, poorly preserved, or ambiguous. For 

example, the kings’ names appear on a limestone fragment of a statue of a woman, who was 

likely originally depicted with an adjacent male figure. The fragment was found between the 8th 

and 9th pylons at Karnak.10 The preserved text reads [ntr] nfr nb i[r.t] ḫ[.t …] / (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| 

[…] / in ḥm⸗f snfr mnw pn n it⸗f (Ꜥꜣ-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| “the good [god], lord of rit[ual …] / 

Menkheprure […] / It was his majesty who restored this monument for his father, Aakheprure.”11 

This restoration and even the phrasing can be compared to the renewal of royal statues by 

Thutmose III (see §4.2.2.2.3.), but unfortunately it reveals little about The Royal Ka, only 

referring to Amenhotep II as Thutmose IV’s father. The only approach which might be used to 

detect The Royal Ka would be to take “good god” as an explicit claim of divinity (see §2.1.2.4.), 

but this has already been shown to be invalid (see the appendices).  

The name of Thutmose IV also appears at the end of a lengthy historical inscription of 

Amenhotep II on a pink granite stele south of the east tower of the 8th pylon at Karnak.12 Yet, not 

only does the stele not provide evidence for the relationship between the two kings, but the date 

of its erection is also in doubt. On the one hand, it is possible that the entire stele was an original 

composition of Thutmose IV, who commissioned the monument to commemorate the Syrian 

                                                
9 Other evidence for Thutmose IV’s veneration of his father are vases bearing the name of 
Amenhotep II found in chamber 4 of KV 43, the tomb of Thutmose IV. For these objects, CG 
46087-91, see Howard Carter and Percy E. Newberry, The Tomb of Thoutmôsis IV, Nos. 46001-
46529, Catalogue général des antiquités égyptiennes du Musée du Caire (London: Archibald 
Constable and Co., Ldt., 1904), 18. 
10 For the publication of the fragment, see Urk. IV, 1561; Labib Habachi, "Découvertes de 
Karnak (1936-1937)," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 38 (1938): 80-83, no. 13. 
11 Note that another line of text to the left appears to have given the titles of a great wife and 
mother of the king. This woman should probably be identified as Tiaa. 
12 For the stele, see Urk. IV, 1310-1316; Klug 2002, 260-270. 
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campaigns of his father.13 On the other hand, it is also possible that Thutmose IV simply copied a 

monument of his father or added a line of text to an older stele.14 Whatever the case, neither of 

these two monuments reveals much about kingship, divinity, or The Royal Ka other than the fact 

that Thutmose IV claimed Amenhotep II as his father. 

5.2.1.3. The Lateran Obelisk 

 Fortunately, other sources provide more evidence for the relationship between Thutmose 

IV and former officeholders besides Amenhotep II. One of these is the Lateran Obelisk, a 

monument of Thutmose III to which Thutmose IV later added inscriptions and reliefs.15 Now in 

Rome across from archbasilica of Saint John Lateran, the obelisk is originally from east Karnak. 

Unlike the other obelisks discussed in previous chapters (see §3.2.3.4.1. and §3.2.3.4.2.), this 

was not one of a pair but a single, unique obelisk. Its location is also significant, as east Karnak 

was the site of a solar cult promoted in the reign of Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten. Bell has even 

speculated that if the king were worshipped in the mortuary temples on the west in the guise of 

Amun, then this eastern temple and specifically the obelisk in it would have been for the worship 

of the living divine king in the guise of Re-Horakhty,16 i.e. The Royal Ka. 

All four sides of the obelisk bear inscriptions of Thutmose III, but they are flanked by 

texts and small vignettes of Thutmose IV. The reason for this is explained on the left column of 

text on the south side of the obelisk.  

                                                
13 See Raphael Giveon, "Thutmosis IV and Asia," Journal of Near Eastern Studies 28 (1969). 
14 See Bryan 1991, 182. 
15 For this obelisk, see Urk. IV, 1548-1552; Karl Martin, Ein Garantsymbol des Lebens, 
Hildesheimer ägyptologische Beiträge 3 (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1977); Bryan 1991; Orazio 
Marucchi, Gli obelischi egiziani di Roma  (Rome: Ermanno Loescher & Co., 1898), pls. I-II. 
16 See Bell 1985, 23-24. See, however, Martin 1977, 179, who cautioned against interpreting this 
area as a solar temple before the Amarna period, since only the name of Amun is attested earlier. 
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ny-sw.t bi.ty nb ir ḫ.t (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Ir.n-Rꜥ)| mry [Imn-Rꜥ]17 ist in ḥm⸗f snfr tḫn wꜥ.ty ꜥꜣ 
wr.t m in.n it⸗f ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| m-ḫt gm.t ḥm⸗f tḫn pn km.n⸗f 35 n rnp.t wꜣḥ 
ḥr gs⸗f ḥr ꜥ.wy ̱ḥmww ḥr gs rsy n Ip.t-s.wt wd.n it⸗i sꜥḥꜥ⸗i n⸗f sw ink sꜣ⸗f nd.ty⸗f18 
 
The king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Menkheprure Whom-Re-Made, beloved of [Amun-
Re]. Indeed, it was his majesty who completed the very great unique obelisk, being that 
which his father Menkheperre had brought, after his majesty found this obelisk, it having 
spent thirty-five years lying on its side in the hands of the craftsmen on the southern side 
of Karnak. It was my erecting of it for him that my father commanded, since I am his son 
and his protector. 

 
As recounted by Thutmose IV, the obelisk was originally commissioned by Thutmose III. 

Instead of being erected, however, it remained incomplete for unknown reasons for an entire 

thirty-five years until Thutmose IV arrived to complete the job. In describing these events, 

Thutmose IV gives himself the same basic title, “king of Upper and Lower Egypt,” as his 

grandfather, Thutmose III. Only Thutmose IV has the additional title “lord of ritual,” but this has 

not been linked with The Royal Ka. More interesting is the fact that Thutmose IV seems to be in 

communication with the deceased officeholder, who commanded that his son erect it for him. 

Thutmose IV describes his relationship with Thutmose III as “his son” and “his protector,” 

modeling their relationship on that between the divinities Osiris and Horus, who can be referred 

to as nd-it⸗f “the one who protects his father.”   

 The right column of text on the south face of the obelisk also mentions Thutmose III. 

sꜣ Rꜥ (Dḥwty-ms Ḫꜥ-ḫꜥ.w)| sꜥḥꜥ.n⸗f sw m [Ip.t-s.(w)t] ir bnbn.t⸗f m dꜥm sḥd.n nfr.w⸗f 
Wꜣs.t ḫt.w ḥr rn n it⸗f ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| ir.n ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Mr-
n-Rꜥ)| nw n-mr.t rdi.t wn rn n it⸗f mn wꜣḥ m pr [Imn]-Rꜥ ir n⸗f sꜣ Rꜥ (Dḥwty-ms Ḫꜥ-
ḫꜥ.w) di ꜥnḫ19 
 
The son of Re Thutmose IV Khakhau. It was in [Karnak], its pyramidion having been 
made with electrum, that he erected it (the obelisk). It was with it having been inscribed 
with the name of his father, the good god Menkheperre, that its beauty illuminated 

                                                
17 The damage indicated by the publication reflects Atenist hacking. The publication makes it 
unclear whether the text was later restored. 
18 See Urk. IV, 1550. 
19 See ibid., 1549. 
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Thebes. It was through the desire of causing that the name of his father continuously 
endure in the estate of [Amun]-Re, which the son of Re Thutmose IV Khakhau given life 
had made for him, that the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, the lord of the two lands 
Menkheprure Whom-Amun-Loves did this. 

 
These texts provide additional evidence that the distinction between the nomen and prenomen 

should not be related to The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.3.). The prenomen is used for both kings in the 

left text but only for Thutmose III on the right. Thutmose IV, who should be the possessor of The 

Royal Ka, is instead addressed with his nomen. There are two approaches that might be used to 

identify The Royal Ka here, “good god” as an explicit declaration of divinity and “given life” as 

a marker of life. Both, however, have already proven unreliable (see §2.1.2.4., §2.1.2.5., 

§2.1.2.1., and the appendices). Rather than portray Thutmose III as dead and separated from 

kingship, Thutmose IV stresses his continued presence, which in turn serves to magnify the 

beauty of the obelisk. In terms of the continuity of trends observed during previous reigns, the 

desire to make a previous officeholder’s name live was already encountered, for example, on the 

sarcophagus of Thutmose I (see §4.2.2.3.) and the Giza stele of Amenhotep II (see §4.2.4.2.). 

What is new here is the fact that the monument does not only benefit the name of the previous 

officeholder but that the name of the previous officeholder also benefits the monument. 

Specifically, the obelisk better illuminates Thebes because the name of Thutmose III is present.  

 One final feature of the obelisk is relevant for a discussion of royal divinity. At the top of 

the north, east, and west sides of the obelisk, Thutmose IV added small vignettes showing the 

king standing and making offerings. On the south side mentioning Thutmose III, however, 

Thutmose IV is shown seated, wearing a double crown, and holding an ankh to the Horus falcon 
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atop the serekh of Thutmose III (see figure 5.1).20 The accompanying texts label Thutmose IV as 

“Menkheprure given life like Re, beloved of Amun. Take for yourself life for your nose.” The 

unusual nature of this scene has previously been noted and interpreted as Thutmose IV appearing 

as a god in the guise of Amun and granting life to Thutmose III.21 Such gestures of giving life 

have been encountered before, for example, in Semna where Dedwen, followed by Senwosret 

III, extends an ankh to the nose of Thutmose III (see figure 3.4), but there it was Dedwen and not 

Senwosret III who gives life. It would perhaps be a bit premature to definitively conclude that 

this action alone portrayed Thutmose IV as an image of Amun, since unlike Amenhotep II at 

Amada (see §4.2.3.1.) he is not explicitly labeled as such. What this vignette does show is that 

Thutmose IV not did attempt to mark his grandfather as deceased to indicate his own possession 

of The Royal Ka, but he actively wished to maintain Thutmose III’s status as a living 

officeholder even well after his death.  

5.2.1.3.1. A Scarab with an Image of an Obelisk 

 One additional piece of evidence relating to a unique obelisk, possibly to be identified as 

the Lateran Obelisk, should also be considered. This is a small and difficult to interpret scarab in 

the British Museum.22 It definitely depicts a king as a sphinx, labeled as “good god” in the upper 

                                                
20 For a description of the vignettes, see Martin 1977, 170 and 177. For a photograph of the 
vignettes, see Marucchi 1898, pl. I. Unfortunately, the photograph is blurry, and one must rely on 
the description of Martin for the texts. 
21 See Martin 1977, 177. 
22 For this scarab, see H. Hall, Catalogue of Egyptian Scarabs, Etc., in the British Museum, Vol. 
1: Royal Scarabs  (London: Trustees of the the British Museum, 1913), 143, no. 1463. He dated 
it to the 20th-21st dynasties. See also W. M. Flinders Petrie, Historical Scarabs: A Series of 
Drawings from the Principal Collections Arranged Chronologically  (Chicago: Ares Publishers, 
Inc., 1976), no. 1162, who called it BM 4043 and provided the clearest hand copy, though it may 
contain errors; Ch. Desroches-Noblecourt, "À propos de l'obélisque de Saint-Jean-de-Latran et 
d'un sanctuaire en vogue à Karnak à la fin de la XVIIIe dynastie: Nouveaux examples de 
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register, and an obelisk flanked by two kings in the lower register. Beyond this, however, 

scholars disagree. Petrie identified the glyphs written vertically within the obelisk as the 

prenomen of Thutmose IV, but Hall, followed by Desroches-Noblecourt, interpreted the plural 

strokes as stray marks and instead read the prenomen of Thutmose III. Hall remained non-

committal regarding the identity of the kings, but Desroches-Noblecourt posited that this obelisk 

must be the Lateran Obelisk and thus read the left name as Thutmose III and the right as 

Thutmose IV. Her interpretation, however, seems to be based less on the glyphs and more on the 

headgear the kings wear, what she called the “nemset” on the left and the Blue crown on the 

right. Comparing the scene with one of Ramses II behind Sety I, she argued that only the living 

king could be shown wearing the Blue crown. In my opinion, the interpretation of this scarab 

remains ambiguous, but this raises the possibility of another approach which might be used to 

distinguish the living officeholder and thus mark the possessor of The Royal Ka. It is unclear, 

however, how broadly applicable Desroche-Noblecourt intended this claim to extend, since the 

majority of her argument concerned the connection between the king’s stubble, his lack of 

grooming, the Blue crown, and mourning for the king’s father as Osiris.23 Furthermore, the Blue 

crown might have been worn by the living king in that specific context, but it is also found at 

Amada (see §4.2.3.1. and 4.5., fig. 13), where it is worn in parallel scenes by both Thutmose III 

and Amenhotep II. Since Thutmose III was likely dead at the time of carving, it is clear that the 

Blue crown alone cannot be used to identify the living king and by extension The Royal Ka. 

5.2.1.4. The Endowment of Offerings for Thutmose IV and Thutmose III 

                                                
scarabées commémoratifs de la XVIIIe dynastie," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 
50, no. 2 (1950): 263, fig. 262. 
23 See Ch. Desroches-Noblecourt, "Une coutume égyptienne méconnue," Bulletin de l’Institut 
Français d’Archéologie Orientale 50 (1947). 
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 Thutmose III also appears in a scene on the east face of the masonry surrounding 

Hatshepsut’s southern obelisk between the 4th and 5th pylons at Karnak (see figure 5.2).24 The 

scene is only partially preserved, but what survives shows the legs of a striding statue on the left. 

He holds a mace in his back hand and a staff in his front hand. There is an offering list before 

him and at least two registers of priests bringing offerings behind him. A text in retrograde to the 

right of the offering list describes the donation, but unfortunately only the lower portion of each 

column is preserved. The first two preserved vertical columns read […] ⌈m⌉-bꜣḥ twt25 pn n[t]y 

rn⸗f r (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| dr pd.t psd m hr.t-hrw n.t rꜥ nb / [… m-bꜣḥ] pꜣ ky twt ⌈Ws⌉[ir]26 ny-sw.t 

bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr-Rꜥ)| mꜣꜥ-ḫrw nty r-gs⸗f … “[…] ⌈in⌉ the presence of this statue, w[h]ose name 

shall be ‘Menkheprure Who Subdues the Nine Bows’ in the daily course of every day / [… in the 

presence of] the other statue of the ⌈Os⌉[iris], the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Menkheperre 

the justified, which is beside it ….” 	

 The description of the statues of Thutmose IV and Thutmose III is notable in that the 

statue of Thutmose III clearly identifies him as deceased. Not only is he said to be justified, but 

he is also explicitly referred to as Osiris. This might seem compatible with the theory of The 

Royal Ka, but other aspects of the donation complicate this. First, both statues are called twt,27 

the same term used to describe the images installed by Thutmose III nearby at Karnak (see 

                                                
24 For the publication of this scene and the associated texts, see Urk. IV, 1552; Bryan 1991, 174-
175, fig. 124, and the bibliography provided on 227, n. 180. See also Chi. Or. Inst. photos 8043 
and 5317. 
25 Note the determinative of this word is a striding statue very much resembling that depicted to 
the left. 
26 The upper portion of the s.t sign is clearly visible in the Chi. Or. Inst. photos and that 
published in Bryan 1991, pl. IX, fig. 24. 
27 For twt and the possible distinctive form of image this may have implied, see, for example, 
Kischkewitz 1977, 208; Ockinga 1984, 3-7. 
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§4.2.2.2.1.). In that context, it refers to statues of past kings of Upper and Lower Egypt, but here 

it is clear that it could be used for images of both living and dead officeholders. One might argue 

that even though both kings were divine, they were distinct in that Thutmose IV was divine 

through possession of The Royal Ka and Thutmose III through his identity as Osiris. This again 

raises questions regarding the possibility of multiple ontologies of divinity. Yet, it would seem 

surprising that different forms of divine beings would be treated in exactly the same manner. Not 

only do Thutmose IV and Thutmose III occupy the same type of image, but these images are also 

said to be side by side.28 If there really were a difference between living royal divinity or Royal 

Ka divinity and Osirian divinity, one might expect these images to be separated or at least 

receive different treatment. On the contrary, the text seems to indicate that they were treated in 

exactly the same manner. While not conclusive, this may be further evidence that living royal 

divinity and Osirian divinity should be understood as manifestations of the same basic form of 

divinity. 

5.2.1.5. Small Vessels with the Names of Thutmose IV and Hatshepsut 
 
 Other officeholders are attested in the monuments of Thutmose IV, but such examples are 

usually quite brief. Surprisingly, two objects concern Hatshepsut, whose name and image had 

previously been proscribed during the reigns of both Thutmose III and Amenhotep II (see 

§3.2.1.). Her name occurs together with that of Thutmose IV on two small vessels, one of which 

was previously mentioned in the discussion of the coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, 

since it also bears the name of Mentuhotep II (see §3.2.3.2.). This small bowl now in the 

                                                
28 See, for example, Björkman 1971, 102. He compared Thutmose IV’s inclusion of Thutmose 
III with Thutmose III’s inclusion of Amenhotep I in his chapels behind the 6th pylon. 
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Medelhavsmuseet in Stockholm, Inv. Nr. 14385,29 is unprovenanced but most likely comes from 

Thebes. The original inscription, a donation by Hatshepsut, reads ntr nfr (Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| ir.n⸗f m 

mnw⸗f n it⸗f (Nb-ḥp.t-Rꜥ)| mꜣꜥ-ḫrw “The good god, Maatkare, it was for his father, Nebhepetre, 

the justified, that he made his monument.” Thutmose IV later added another inscription, which 

covers and obscures the title “good god” before the name of Maatkare. It is somewhat roughly 

carved and difficult to read from the hand copy, but the text has been restored as ntr nfr (Mn-

ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| [mry] Ws⌈ir⌉ “the good god Menkheprure, [beloved] of Os⌈iris⌉.” It has been claimed 

that Hatshepsut’s title of “good god” was purposefully obscured by this later text in order to 

show that she was deceased,30 but, given that it has already been demonstrated that the title 

cannot be connected exclusively either with Royal Ka or Osirian divinity, it seems more likely 

that it was only the result of a lack of space. This leaves the status of Hatshepsut somewhat 

unclear, but Mentuhotep II is clearly marked as deceased through the title “justified.” Yet, it has 

already been demonstrated that neither this distinction between life and death nor Thutmose IV’s 

title of “good god” is capable of detecting The Royal Ka (see the appendices). 

 The second vessel is a small bowl or cup found in a foundation deposit outside KV 43, 

Thutmose IV’s tomb in the Valley of the Kings.31 Like the one previously discussed, it also bears 

an original inscription of Hatshepsut, ntr nfr (Mꜣꜥ.t-kꜣ-Rꜥ)| mry.t Imn ꜥnḫ.ti d.t “the good god 

Maatkare, beloved of Amun, living forever,” and a later addition of Thutmose IV, which reads 

ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| mry Wsir “the good god Menkheprure, beloved of Osiris.” The text on 

this bowl is further proof that the title “good god” and associations with Osiris cannot be used to 

                                                
29 For this bowl, see Peterson 1967; Donohue 1994; Björkman 1971, 43. 
30 See Peterson 1967, 268. 
31 For this cup, CG 46004, see Carter and Newberry 1904, 2, pl. II; Donohue 1994, 38, fig. 33. 
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detect The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.4, §2.1.2.5., and §2.1.2.1.). “Good god” is applied to both kings, 

but only Thutmose IV is associated with Osiris, despite the fact that he was presumably the 

living officeholder at the time or right before the inscription was added. On the other hand, it was 

not considered necessary to alter the original text so that the long dead Hatshepsut was called 

Osiris, which would have indicated her deceased status and lack of possession of The Royal Ka. 

The provenance of the vessel near Thutmose IV’s tomb hints that associations with Osiris have 

less to do with establishing possession of The Royal Ka than with the general context of a 

monument. Since the bowl was intended for a foundation deposit of his tomb, a mortuary sphere, 

an association with Osiris was probably the most efficacious in facilitating his protection and 

ultimate resurrection. 	

5.2.1.6. The Temple of Amada  

As covered in the previous chapter, the temple of Amada is most relevant to a discussion 

of the possible coregency of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II (see §4.2.3.1.). Thutmose IV, 

however, is also prominently featured in the temple, as he was responsible for the second and 

third phases of construction.32 Despite this, there is only a single column on which he associates 

himself with a previous officeholder, and it is neither Thutmose III nor Amenhotep II but 

Senwosret III. An inscription on Column XI in the local south west corner of the pillared court 

reads [n]y-sw.t bi.ty Ḥr tmꜣ (M[n]-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| mry (Ḫꜥ-kꜣ.w-Rꜥ)| nb Sḫm ꜥnḫ d.t “the [k]ing of 

Upper and Lower Egypt, the Strong Horus33 Menkheprure, beloved of Khakaure, lord of 

                                                
32 For phases of construction at Amada, see Van Siclen 1987. 
33 For Ḥr tmꜣ, see Christian Leitz, Lexikon der ägyptischen Götter und Götterbezeichnungen, vol. 
5, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 114 (Dudley: Peeters, 2002), 294. 
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‘(Khakaure-is-)Powerful,’34 living forever.”35 Senwosret III appears here in a context normally 

occupied by a divinity. This by itself, however, does not necessarily prove his divinity, but he 

does seem to be portrayed in the texts as the local god of ‘(Khakaure-is-)Powerful,” i.e. Semna, 

which makes sense given his close connection with the site. The fact that Thutmose IV is 

referred to as the Strong Horus36 is also relevant to the divinity of both kings. By identifying 

Senwosret III as Shu, the son of Re, Atum, or more generally the creator god, this might then 

portray this king as this other, elder divinity. Unfortunately, it is impossible to do more than 

speculate without additional information, but the divinity of both figures seems clear, either as a 

local god or the Strong Horus. There is, however, no indication that either of their divinities 

stemmed from possession of The Royal Ka. 

5.2.1.7. The Sphinx Stele 

 The final monument from the reign of Thutmose IV to reference a previous officeholder 

is the well-known Sphinx or Dream Stele.37 This text, found between the paws of the sphinx, has 

been discussed extensively elsewhere, largely in regard to the question of the legitimacy of 

                                                
34 For Sḫm as an abbreviation of the name of Semna, see Bryan 1991, 201 and 237, n. 327, citing 
information provided by Dr. Robert D. Delia. 
35 For this text, see Aly, Abdel-Hamid, and Dewachter 1967, C9-10. 
36 For the Strong Horus, see Leitz 2002, vol. 5, 294, who identified his function as one of the 
names of Shu. 
37 For the publication of these stelae, see Urk. IV 1539-1544; Klug 2002, 296-304; Zivie 1976, 
125-145. See also Bryan 1991, 144-149; Cannuyer 1985, 144-149. It is also possible that 
Thutmose IV inscribed his name on another stele at Giza. This so-called Small Giza Stele was 
erected by Amenhotep II, but Selim Hassan, "A Representation of the Solar Disk with Human 
Hands and Arms and the Form of Horus of Beḥdet, as Seen on the Stela of Amenhetep IInd in 
the Mud-brick Temple at Giza," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte, no. 38 (1938): 
53-54, n. 52 described traces of an ibis in the central cartouche below the winged disc at the top 
of the stele. Today, however, it is impossible to confirm this, since the text has completely 
eroded. Furthermore, the cartouche seems to have been intentionally erased during the Amarna 
period, which would be a better indication of the name Amenhotep than Thutmose. For this stele, 
see Urk. IV, 1283-1286; Klug 2002, 235-241; Zivie 1976, 89-93. 
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Thutmose IV as Amenhotep II’s heir (see the comments in §5.2.1.1.). The majority of the stele 

concerns the solar legitimization of the king by the god Horemakhet,38 but a poorly preserved 

passage towards the end seems to mention Khafre. The preserved text reads [… (]⌈Ḫꜥ⸗f⌉-[Rꜥ])| 

twt ir n Tm-Rꜥ-Ḥr-m-ꜣḫ.t […] “[… ] ⌈Khaf⌉[re], the image which was made for Atum-Re-

Horemakhet […].”39 It may be tempting to compare the position of Khafre here with his position 

on the Giza stele of Amenhotep II (see §4.2.4.2.), but it is impossible to effectively compare the 

two monuments in detail given the fragmentary nature of the preserved text. The fact that one 

scholar has even questioned whether the restoration of the name Khafre here is correct may 

makes it dangerous even to speculate.40 All that can be said is that given Khafre’s appearance on 

the Giza stele of Amenhotep II, it would not be surprising to see Khafre attested here as well and 

likely in a similar context,41 but beyond that no conclusions can be made. 

5.2.2. The Reign of Amenhotep III 

5.2.2.1. Introduction 

                                                
38 Another solar element on the stele is the shebyu collar worn by Thutmose IV on the lunette. 
For this observation, see W. Raymond Johnson, "The Nfrw-Collar Reconsidered," in Gold of 
Praise: Studies on Ancient Egypt in Honor of Edward F. Wente, ed. Emily Teeter and John A. 
Larson, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 58 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the 
University of Chicago, 1999), 232. For the shebyu collar in general, see Peter J. Brand, "The 
Shebyu-collar in the New Kingdom," Journal of the Society for the Study of Egyptian Antiquities 
33 (2006). 
39 Bryan 1991, 146 and 217, n. 125, taking the royal name as an example of honorific 
transposition, translated instead “a statue of Chephren made for Atum-Re-Horemakhet”. 
40 See Cannuyer 1985, 86-87. He suggested restoring Ḫꜥ-ḫꜥ.w, an epithet of Thutmose IV. 
41 The fact that the Great Sphinx itself has been attributed to Khafre also makes his appearance 
on these stelae unsurprising. See, for example, Christiane M. Zivie, "Sphinx," in Lexikon der 
Ägyptologie 5, ed. Wolfgang Helck and Wolfhart Westendorf (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1984), 
1140-1141. 
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The reign of Amenhotep III is extremely significant for the present study. Not only do his 

reliefs and inscriptions at Luxor temple play a crucial role in Bell’s theory of The Royal Ka,42 

but also his reign has often been identified as the apex of royal divinity.43 A discussion of his 

divinity, however, is complicated by the great number of theories regarding his deification, a 

great many of which are concerned with a special, divine form of the king dating to his reign at 

Soleb. Because of this, it is worth briefly summarizing how the following analysis will be 

organized. First, the historical circumstances of his reign will be introduced. Next will come an 

account of previous claims regarding this king’s divinity in Egypt and a brief summary of the 

proposed role of The Royal Ka, already discussed in detail in the introductory chapter (see 

§1.2.2.). This will be followed by the chronological discussion of evidence. A second set of 

introductory remarks will then be offered for the special form of Amenhotep III found at Soleb. 

These will describe the iconography and history of this figure, its connection with Bell’s Royal 

Ka, approaches for identifying The Royal Ka specific to it, and finally previous, general claims 

regarding this figure’s divinity. The section will conclude with the discussion of the temple of 

Soleb itself.  

5.2.2.1.1. Historical Outline 

After the approximately eight-year reign of Thutmose IV, with whom Amenhotep III 

never had a coregency,44 the long reign of Amenhotep III45 was marked largely by peace and 

stability both within Egypt and abroad. This seems to have allowed the king to focus his efforts 

                                                
42 See Bell 1985. 
43 See, for example, Ali Radwan, "Amenophis III., dargestellt und angerufen als Osiris (wnn-
nfrw)," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 29, no. 1 (1973): 
75; Aldred 2001, 151. 
44 See Bryan 1991, 349. 
45 Amenhotep III reigned for thirty-eight years.  
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intensively within Egypt, which resulted in a massive building program in Egypt and Nubia and 

major theological developments.46 He replaced the Thutmosid temple of Luxor with a new 

version already during the first decade of his reign,47 he built, dismantled, and then built again 

multiple areas at Karnak,48 and he constructed multiple Mansions of Millions of Years 

throughout the country.49 Perhaps the best example of this extravagance is his temple in western 

Thebes at Kom el-Hetan, which was the largest temple ever constructed in Egypt, being larger 

than Karnak even after its later expansions.50 These structures were accompanied by an 

incredible number of statues, the sheer scale of which may remain unrecognized even today, 

many of them possibly having been usurped by Ramses II.51 The vast extent of all these projects 

has led some scholars to argue that each represented a single element in a cosmic program to link 

all Egyptian temples and show the king as the sun god.52 

Another remarkable feature of his reign was the revival of the Sed festival or jubilee. 

Amenhotep III celebrated three such festivals, and the first especially seems to have been a very 

carefully planned event with important theological consequences, as will be explained below. It 

was also marked by a new, more youthful artistic style. Noting the correspondence of this new 

                                                
46 For a historical summary of his reign, see Bryan 2000, 260-268. 
47 For the date of Amenhotep III’s early work at Luxor, see Johnson 1997, 67. Note he would 
later undertake two major additions to the temple. For the cult of the temple in general, see 
Waitkus 2008, vol. 1. 
48 For a summary of his work specifically at Karnak, see Björkman 1971, 103-110. 
49 For his Mansions of Millions of Years, see Ullmann 2002, 121-184. 
50 For the scale of this temple, see Johnson 1997, 71-75. 
51 See ibid., 73, who suggested that the colossus in the Ramesseum was a statue of Amenhotep 
III usurped by Ramses II. 
52 See Kozloff and Bryan 1992, 110-111; David O’Connor, "The City and the World” 
Worldview and Built Forms in the Reign of Amenhotep III," in Amenhotep III: Perspectives on 
His Reign, ed. David O’Connor and Eric H. Cline (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan 
Press, 1997), 142-150. 
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imagery with the celebration of the first Sed festival, Johnson has outlined four phases of artistic 

styles, roughly corresponding to each of the four decades of Amenhotep III’s reign.53 The 

availability of this art historical scheme is unique in that it allows certain undated monuments to 

be tentatively placed within a chronological framework. This chronological framework and even 

specific regnal years can moreover be argued to relate to changes in iconography, theology, and 

possibly royal divinity. It has even been suggested that major changes occurred as often as every 

three years.54 

5.2.2.1.2. The Deification of Amenhotep III 

5.2.2.1.2.1. Amenhotep III’s Royal Ka 

One of the most important features of Amenhotep III’s reign for the purposes of the 

present study is the king’s deification.55 While almost all scholars have noted the divinity of this 

king, it has been discussed in very different ways, attributed to different phenomena, and limited 

or expanded to different scopes. The primary theory examined in this study of course attributed 

Amenhotep III’s divinity to The Royal Ka. As detailed in the introductory chapter (see §1.2.2.), 

Bell argued that reliefs and inscriptions at Luxor temple show Amenhotep III gradually 

overwhelmed by The Royal Ka, i.e. his divine office, during the celebration of the Opet 

festival.56 Despite the fact that the special connection between Luxor temple and The Royal Ka 

                                                
53 See primarily Johnson 1997. See also W. Raymond Johnson, "Images of Amenhotep III in 
Thebes: Styles and Intentions," in The Art of Amenhotep III: Art Historical Analysis, ed. 
Lawrence M. Berman (Cleveland: The Cleveland Museum of Art, 1990); Johnson 1999, 230-
231. 
54 This was suggested by W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication on 11/7/17. 
55 The comments of Björkman 1971, 113 are directly relevant to the present study. He claimed 
the king was so focused on his own divinity that he did not make pious dedications to ancestors 
or link himself to a larger chain of officeholders} 
56 See Bell 1985. See also John Baines, "The Dawn of the Amarna Age," in Amenhotep III: 
Perspectives on His Reign, ed. David O'Connor and Eric H. Cline (Ann Arbor: The University of 
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has recently been questioned,57 Bell’s theory has greatly influenced scholars discussing 

Amenhotep III’s divinity.58 This Royal Ka divinity is also claimed to have extended outside 

Luxor itself through a new series of colossal royal statues. Discussed by Habachi,59 these statues 

bore special names such as Montu-of-the-Rulers, Ruler-of-the-Rulers, and Re-of-the-Rulers and 

were considered by Bell to be images of The Royal Ka.60 As such, they could be the object of 

veneration, which for Bell was proof of their divine status. These statues have also been used to 

support a distinction between the worship of the living Royal Ka on the east bank and the 

worship of the individual ka of the deceased king on the west bank.61  

Another group of scenes at Luxor temple, however, presents an alternative approach to 

royal divinity and legitimacy. These are the scenes of Amenhotep III’s divine birth.62 Similar to 

those of Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari (see §3.2.2.5.), they recount how Amenhotep III’s mother, 

Mutemwia, was visited and impregnated by Amun in the guise of her husband. She then gave 

                                                
Michigan Press, 1997), 300, who denied that the king was ever completely a god, but claimed 
that Luxor brought him as close as possible to becoming one.  
57 See Waitkus 2008, vol. 1. 
58 See, for example, O’Connor 1997, 146. He discussed kingship as a special ka. See also Morkot 
1990, 325-326, who referred more generally to all Mansions of Millions of Years as the locations 
where the king in the form of The Royal Ka was associated with that temple’s chief deity. For an 
example of Amenhotep III with his Royal Ka originally from Kom el-Hetan but found reused in 
the temple of Mernaptah, see Susanne Bickel, Tore und andere Wiederverwendete Bauteile 
Amenophis’ III., Beiträge zur ägyptischen Bauforschung und Altertumskunde 16 (Stuttgart: 
Franz Steiner, 1997), pls. 56-58. 
59 See Habachi 1969, 48-50. 
60 See also Christine Strauß(-Seeber), "Die Königsplastik Amenophis’ III." (PhD Thesis, 
Ludwig-Maximillians-Universität, 1978), 430, who specified that only the statues with these 
special names possessed a unique form of divinity; Rummel 2010, 115-116, who, discussing the 
colossus south of the 110th pylon at Karnak, claimed that the statue was intended to homologize 
Amun-Re with The Royal Ka for the purpose of regeneration. 
61 For the divinity of the deceased king in tombs, especially from the reign of Amenhotep II on, 
see Radwan 1973; Johnson 1997, 86, who contrasted these earlier depictions with those of 
Amenhotep III in the tomb of Kheruef. 
62 See Brunner 1964; Campbell 1912. 
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birth to both Amenhotep III and his ka. This ka is labeled both as kꜣ (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| “the ka of 

Nebmaatre” with the ka arms sitting atop the cartouche63 and kꜣ Kꜣ-nḫt Ḫꜥ-m-Mꜣꜥ.t (in serekh) 

“the ka of The-Strong-Bull-Who-Appeared-in-Maat” with the ka arms on a divine standard 

embracing the serekh of the king (see, for example, figure 5.3).64 Both king and ka are fashioned 

by Khnum on his potter’s wheel and then presented to and acknowledged by the god. This 

divinity from birth is reinforced by statements like that on the 3rd pylon at Karnak which refer to 

the king as ntry m qmꜣ⸗f “divine from his creation.”65 While the ritual performance of this divine 

birth has occasionally been dismissed by Egyptologists as purely retrospective,66 the ideology or 

myth it depicted was clearly theologically relevant. It thus seems as if even within the temple of 

Luxor there are two approaches to The Royal Ka and two possible avenues for the construction 

of royal divinity.  

5.2.2.1.2.2. Other Strategies of Deification  

There are, however, more than two possible theories that have been proposed to explain 

the deification of Amenhotep III in Egypt. Some of these focused on the so-called “New Solar 

Theology” and the king’s Sed festival. The term “New Solar Theology” was coined by Assmann 

and describes a trend in solar religion that emerged during the mid 18th dynasty, gained in 

popularity during the reign of Amenhotep III, and was closely connected with the Amarna period 

                                                
63 See Brunner 1964, pl. 9. 
64 See ibid., pl. 13. 
65 See Urk. IV, 1725/9; Mechthild Schade-Busch, Zur Königsideologie Amenophis’ III. Analyse 
der Phraseologie historischer Texte der Voramarnazeit, Hildesheimer Ägyptologische Beiträge 
35 (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1992), no. 246. 
66 See Bommas 2013, 190, who called the ritual of divine birth an Egyptological myth. It seems, 
however, that he was referring specifically to the ritual recreation of the sexual act of the 
hierogamy.  
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and the rise of personal piety in the Ramesside period.67 The theological characteristics of this 

new conception of the solar god include his uniqueness, his inapproachability, and his revelation 

(parousia) but also hiddenness. As this god became accessible only through his abstract identity 

as light, the king was increasingly identified as the god’s accessible human son or counterpart. 

This led to the increasing solarization and thus deification of the living king, which was reflected 

in a new and expanded use of iconography including items like shebyu collars. Before the reign 

of Thutmose IV (for example on the Sphinx stele), these could only be worn by the divine king 

in private tombs. Now that they were worn during the lifetime of the king, it was argued that they 

signaled his deification while still alive.68 This deification was not necessarily a gradual, subtle 

process but could have been a planned event with this specific result in mind. This event may 

have been Amenhotep III’s first Sed festival, at which point he became the living image of all 

gods both living and dead with a special emphasis on Re-Horakhty.69 This also coincided with 

the adoption of the new, youthful artistic style and a series of new royal names and epithets.70  

 A careful examination of all these strategies of deification is beyond the scope of this 

study, as they would require an in-depth investigation of all evidence pertaining to Amenhotep 

                                                
67 See Jan Assmann, Egyptian Solar Religion in the New Kingdom: Re, Amun and the Crisis of 
Polytheism, trans. Anthony Alcock, Studies in Egyptology (New York: Kegan Paul International, 
1995); Assmann 2001, 201-208. 
68 For shebyu collars, see Johnson 1999, 232, who pointed out that they were also used to elevate 
nobles but that they raised only the king to a god. See also Johnson 1994, 37; Johnson 1990, 37; 
Brand 2006. 
69 For Amenhotep III’s deification by means of the Sed festival, see Johnson 1997, 86-90; 
Johnson 1996, 68-72; Johnson 1994, 42-45; Johnson 1990, 41. See also Hornung and Staehelin 
2006, 61-63, who, however, did not address Johnson’s arguments. 
70 For the name changes of Amenhotep III during his jubilees and beyond, see Bell 1985, 285-
287; Lawrence M. Berman, "Overview of Amenhotep III and His Reign," in Amenhotep III: 
Perspectives on His Reign, ed. David O'Connor and Eric H. Cline (Ann Arbor: The University of 
Michigan Press, 1997), 2. 
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III’s Sed festivals as well as the period’s solar theology. The focus will therefore remain on The 

Royal Ka, but the brief summary of other strategies highlights the fact that Amenhotep III’s 

divinity has been seen in extraordinary terms by previous scholars. This does not, however, 

include the most extraordinary aspect of Amenhotep III’s deification, the special form of the 

king at Soleb, which will be discussed in a separate section below.  

5.2.2.2. The Alabaster Chapel of Thutmose IV 

 Monuments from early in the reign of Amenhotep III seem to reflect an attitude towards 

previous officeholders similar to that found under Thutmose IV, Amenhotep II, and Thutmose 

III. This is especially apparent on the Alabaster Chapel of Thutmose IV, to which Amenhotep III 

added his name and image.71 This chapel, originally adjoining another one of Thutmose III, was 

largely the work of Thutmose IV. The great majority of scenes and inscriptions bear his name, 

and these can be stylistically dated to late in his reign.72 Amenhotep III’s name appears in only 

three places: the final column of text at the far left of the exterior western face, the final column 

of text opposite to this one at the far right of the exterior eastern face, and in a single scene on the 

right upper register on the exterior eastern face. This monument was dismantled later in 

Amenhotep III’s reign and reused in the foundations of the third pylon, indicating that his work 

on it should be dated to very early in his reign, probably shortly after the death of Thutmose IV. 

In this respect, it can be compared to the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I, which was 

apparently unfinished at the time of his death and was completed by Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.). 

                                                
71 For this chapel, see Letellier and Larché 2013, 84-94, dépliants 34-42, pls. 210-211; Bryan 
1991, 171-174. 
72 See Bryan 1991, 172-173. 
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Unlike this earlier monument, however, The Royal Ka is not depicted either for Thutmose IV or 

Amenhotep III. 

 The single scene of Amenhotep III on the upper right corner of the eastern outer wall 

shows the king escorted by Atum into the presence of Amun-Re, whose name and epithet is lost 

(see figure 5.4).73 The king wears the Blue crown,74 and the surviving texts name him by his 

prenomen and nomen, calling him “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” and “given life [like] Re.” 

Since these are titles possessed elsewhere on the chapel by Thutmose IV, there is no way that 

they can be used to detect The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.1., §2.1.2.3., and the appendices).75  

The columns of text at the far end of the chapel are more illuminating. That on the 

exterior eastern wall reads [ist in n]tr76 [n]fr nb tꜣ.wy nb [ḫ]ꜥ.w stp.⌈n⌉ Imn ny-sw.t b[i].ty (Nb-

Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| mry Imn77 snfr mnw n it⸗f ny-sw.t bi.ty (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| n-mr.t rdi.t wn rn⸗f mn rwd 

m pr it⸗f Imn78 “[Indeed, it was the g]ood [g]od, lord of the two lands, lord of [dia]dems, whom 

Amun chose, the king of Upper and Lo[w]er Egypt Nebmaatre, beloved of Amun who completed 

                                                
73 See Letellier and Larché 2013, dépliant 38. 
74 Note that the opposite scene on the western wall shows Thutmose IV also wearing the Blue 
crown and escorted into the presence of Amun-Re. The rest of his costume, his posture, and the 
identity of the escorting deity, however, are different, and there are no noticeable reversals as 
there were in the case of The Royal Kas on the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose 
I. For the opposite scene of Thutmose IV, see ibid., dépliant 40. 
75 For example, Thutmose IV is “given all life… like Re” in the scene directly below, his 
prenomen and nomen are used throughout the chapel, and he is called “king of Upper and Lower 
Egypt” on the scene directly below and on the bottom left of the exterior western face. Note that 
Thutmose IV does wear several garments not worn by Amenhotep III, including one with a long 
drape down the back thigh often associated with Amenhotep III, but it is impossible to conclude 
whether or not this is significant, since Amenhotep III is only depicted once. For this garment, 
see Bickel 1997, 86-87. 
76 This restoration is based on the corresponding text on the western wall. 
77 Note that the published facsimile shows a gap here. This area was uncarved, as shown by the 
photo in Bryan 1991, pl. IX, fig. 23. 
78 See Letellier and Larché 2013, dépliant 38. 
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the monument of his father, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Menkheprure, through the desire 

of causing that his name be enduring and strong in the house of his father Amun.” The column of 

text on the western exterior wall reads ist in ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy nb ir.t ḫ.t (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ n 

h.t⸗f [… n]79-mr.t rdi.t mn rn n it⸗f m pr Imn r nḥḥ80 “Indeed it was the good god, the lord of the 

two lands, the lord of ritual Nebmaatre, son of Re of his body [… through] the desire of causing 

that the name of his father be enduring in the estate of Amun forever.” 

The only approach that might be used to detect The Royal Ka would be to take “good 

god” as an explicit statement of divinity, since it is only applied to Amenhotep III in both texts 

(though the name of Thutmose IV does not survive on the western wall). Yet, this has already 

been shown to be unreliable and contradictory (see §2.1.2.4., §2.1.2.5., and the appendices). 

More interesting here is the explicit claim that the living officeholder acted in order to make the 

name of his father, who is still identified as an officeholder, endure and live. This is the same 

sentiment found during the reign of Thutmose IV, for example on the Lateran Obelisk (see 

§5.2.1.3.), which in turn continued trends already observed during the reigns of Thutmose III and 

Amenhotep II (see §4.2.2.3. and §4.2.4.2.). The contrast between this approach to previous 

officeholders and that observed during the coregency and very early 18th dynasty is especially 

apparent when this chapel is compared with the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose 

I (see §2.2.4.1.). There the officeholders are not explicitly associated but linked in a complex and 

subtle manner which creates a homology between the two. The vehicle by which this was done 

was The Royal Ka. In the chapel of Thutmose IV and Amenhotep III, on the other hand, the 

                                                
79 It is difficult to judge from the photo published in ibid., 210 whether the gap in the text is a 
result of damage or whether it was originally uncarved as on the eastern face. It does appear as if 
the king’s prenomen, the second half of a participial statement, and a preposition are missing. 
80 See ibid., dépliant 40. 
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connection between officeholders is clearly stated, but in doing so it may have lost a degree of 

nuance and flexibility. Amenhotep III is legitimized through his actions for his father, but by not 

identifying himself with his father the institution of kingship itself might not have been 

legitimized in the same way. 

5.2.2.3. The Desert Chapel at Elkab 

This same sentiment and almost the same phrasing is found at another monument from 

the early reign of Amenhotep III. This is a small chapel, often called a desert way station, at 

Elkab.81 Large parts of the decoration in the single room of the sanctuary show only Amenhotep 

III, but Thutmose IV appears behind him in two scenes on the interior wall, one to either side of 

the entrance (for the right wall see figure 5.5). Between the two kings is a single line of text, 

which is the same on both walls. It reads ist in ḥm n ny-sw.t bi.ty (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| snfr mnw pn n 

it⸗f ntr nfr (Mn-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| r nḥḥ ḥnꜥ d.t82 “Indeed, it was the majesty of the king of Upper and 

Lower Egypt Nebmaatre, who completed the monument of his father, the good god Menkheprure 

forever and ever.” This is almost the exact same claim made on the Alabaster chapel of 

Thutmose IV, but at Elkab there is no evidence that Thutmose IV began construction of this 

monument. Given that the style of the reliefs places the building early in Amenhotep III’s reign, 

it must be assumed that either Thutmose IV built the temple but never executed the relief 

decoration, that he built a mudbrick structure there, which Amenhotep III later replaced, or that 

this is a fictitious claim.83 Whatever the case, Amenhotep III’s inclusion of another officeholder 

here continues the trends observed above. 

                                                
81 See PM V, 188-189; J. Tylor and F. Somer Clark, Wall Drawings and Monuments of El Kab: 
The Temple of Amenhetep III  (London: Bernard Quartich, 1898); Bryan 1991, 196. 
82 See Tylor and Somer Clark 1898, pls. VIII and X. 
83 For these observations, see Bryan 1991, 196. 
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There is likewise no evidence to conclude that either possessed The Royal Ka. In the 

inscription translated directly above, it is true that only Amenhotep III is called “king of Upper 

and Lower Egypt” and only Thutmose IV “good god,” but other texts on the same walls label 

both enthroned kings as “good god” on the right wall and “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” on 

the left. Furthermore, all four royal figures wear the nemes. Those on the left bend their front 

hand back towards their chest while those on the right hold both hands over their thighs, but this 

arrangement has already been encountered, for example in the Akh-menu (see §4.2.2.1.) and the 

chapels for Thutmose III and Amenhotep I at Karnak (see §4.2.2.2.1.). In both those cases, it was 

observed to be related to directionality and not The Royal Ka. 

5.2.2.4. The Royal Tomb of Amenhotep III 

 Thutmose IV also appears in the tomb of Amenhotep III in the Valley of the Kings,84 KV 

22, but in a significantly different manner than in any of the monuments discussed above. The 

date of this tomb is somewhat unclear. On the one hand, foundation deposits near the tomb’s 

entrance contained many objects bearing the name of Thutmose IV. This led Carter and others to 

speculate that the tomb was first begun by Thutmose IV contemporaneously with KV 43 and was 

intended to be a gift from the king to his favorite son.85 On the other hand, the figures 

                                                
84 Amenhotep III and Thutmose IV may also appear together in the temple of Tabo in Nubia. 
Though reports claim that blocks at the site name Amenhotep II and Thutmose III, Betsey Bryan, 
who personally inspected the blocks, noted that the kings mentioned are actually Thutmose IV 
and Amenhotep III. Unfortunately, no additional information is available. For Bryan’s 
observations, see ibid., 204. For Tabo, see Helen Jacquet-Gordon, Charles Bonnet, and Jean 
Jacquet, "Pnubs and the Temple of Tabo on Argo Island," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 
55 (1969); Charles Maystre, "Excavations at Tabo, Argo Island 1965-1968: Preliminary Report," 
Kush 15 (1967-1968). 
85 For these comments, see PM I, vol. 2, 550; Bryan 1991, 194; John Romer, Valley of the Kings  
(New York: William Morrow and Company, Inc., 1981), 240; Johnson 1997, 71. 
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represented in the tomb can be dated stylistically to late in the reign of Amenhotep III.86 It is 

therefore likely that at least the final phase of the tomb’s decoration was completed relatively 

late in his reign.  

 The images of Thutmose IV in KV 22 are unique in that they do not depict him but his 

ka, and they associated it with Amenhotep III. This ka appears twice, once on the south and once 

on the north wall of chamber D.87 On the south wall, the ka stands with one arm embracing the 

king at the far right of the scene after representations of the king before Osiris, the 

anthropomorphized West, Anubis, and Nut (see figure 5.6).88 The king, whose head and crown 

are lost, wears the pointed kilt with sporran, multi-colored bracelets, a collar, and the straight, 

royal beard. He carries an ankh in his back hand and holds the front hand palm-down. The ka 

embracing him wears a similarly colored but tighter fitting kilt without sporran, bracelets, and a 

collar. This collar is similar to that of the king but differs slightly in color. He also wears a 

curved beard and a headdress. This headdress resembles the nemes, but it is striped blue and light 

blue rather than blue and gold, and there are two feathers bent over the top and down its back. 

The ka holds the expected ankh and feather in its back hand. The usual serekh with Horus falcon 

atop and ka arms below rests on a divine standard on the figure’s head. The name inside, 

                                                
86 See Johnson 1997, 85; N. Kawai, "Egyptological Remarks for the Conservation of the Wall 
Paintings in the Royal Tomb of Amenophis III," in Conservation of the Wall Paintings in the 
Royal Tomb of Amenophis III: First and Second Report, ed. S. Yoshimura and J. Kondo (Paris: 
UNESCO and Institute of Egyptology, Waseda University, 2004), 142. 
87 The room designations used here follow PM I, vol. 2, 548-549. Note that the Japanese 
publication refers to this chamber as room E. 
88 For this scene and its description, see Sakuji Yoshimura and Akiko Nishisaka, "Introduction," 
in Conservation of the Wall Paintings in the Royal Tomb of Amenophis III: First and Second 
Phases Report, ed. Sakuji Yoshimura and Jiro Kondo (Paris: UNESCO and Institute of 
Egyptology, Waseda University, 2004), 198-199, figs. 112-113 and 118; Alexandre Piankoff and 
Erik Hornung, "Das Grab Amenophis' III. im Westtal der Könige," Mitteilungen des Deutschen 
Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 17 (1961): pl. XXIII. 
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however, is not the Horus name of Amenhotep III but that of Thutmose IV, Kꜣ-nḫt Twt-ḫꜥ.w.89 

The ka is labeled by texts above as kꜣ ny-sw.t (with the arms placed on a divine standard) ꜥnḫ nb 

tꜣ.wy ḫnt dbꜣ.t / pr-dwꜣ.t “the living royal ka, lord of the two lands, foremost of the robing room / 

and the house of the morning.” Amenhotep III before him is labeled as ny-sw.t bi.ty (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-

Rꜥ)| / sꜣ Rꜥ (Imn-ḥtp Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t)| / di ꜥnḫ mi Rꜥ “the king of Upper and Lower Egypt 

Nebmaatre, / the son of Re Amenhotep Ruler-of-Thebes, / given life like Re.” 

 The ka figure on the opposite, north wall is not as well published, but it is clear that it too 

is identified with the Horus name of Thutmose IV (see figure 5.7).90 Here it stands at the far-left 

end of the wall following scenes of the king before different gods. The king standing in front of 

the ka again wears the pointed kilt with sporran, bracelets, a collar, the straight royal beard, and 

what appears to be the khat / afnet bag crown. His forward hand is raised to meet the embrace of 

Hathor, who cradles the back of his head with her front hand, and he holds an ankh in his back 

hand. The ka figure appears identical to that on the south wall, but it is difficult to tell for certain 

given the poor quality of the published photographs and the old facsimile. He wears the same 

tighter fitting kilt, bracelets, collar, crown, and curved beard. He also holds an ankh and feather 

in his back hand. The two figures diverge, however, in the position of this ka’s front hand. On 

the north wall, the ka does not embrace the king but carries the usual human-headed standard 

(for other examples, see §2.2.4.1. and figures 2.9-2.10). In terms of the associated texts, this ka is 

                                                
89 For the Horus name of Thutmose IV, see von Beckerath 1999, 138-139. 
90 See primarily LD III, 78/e. See also the image in Piankoff and Hornung 1961, pl. XXIV, but 
only the front half of the figure and the first column of the associated texts are visible. That this 
was also labeled as the ka of Thutmose IV is confirmed by Takao Kikuchi, "Egyptological 
Comments on the Work Undertaken in the Royal Tomb of Amenophis III," in Conservation of 
the Wall Paintings in the Royal Tomb of Amenophis III: First and Second Phases Report, ed. S. 
Yoshimura and J. Kondo (Paris: UNESCO and the Institute of Egyptology, Waseda University, 
2004), 235. 
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given the exact same name and titles as the one on the south wall.91 Amenhotep III also has the 

same names and titles as on the opposite wall, except that “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” is 

replaced with “good god,” and he is “given life like Re forever” rather than just “given life like 

Re.” 

These scenes differ from all those previously considered. In every other example the first 

task was always to attempt to identify which officeholder possessed The Royal Ka. In the tomb 

of Amenhotep III, however, there is only a single officeholder, and his possession of The Royal 

Ka is made explicit. Yet, it is not his own Royal Ka but that of his predecessor. This is difficult 

to reconcile with Bell’s theory. On the one hand, this might mean that, since the kas of 

Amenhotep III and Thutmose IV were interchangeable, they were manifestations of a single and 

identical divine body politic, i.e. The Royal Ka. If this were true, however, why was this 

interchangeability not exploited more often for the purposes of legitimization, as it seems to be 

an extremely effective way of connecting an officeholder with his predecessor? Why instead do 

we find it only here in a royal tomb? 

Scholars have previously suggested that the ka of Thutmose IV appears here as a divine 

royal spirit waiting to welcome and accompany Amenhotep III in the afterlife.92 This suggestion 

does not seem unreasonable, but there is no real evidence to support it. For example, this ka does 

not actively greet or welcome the king. Instead it occupies the position where one would expect 

to find Amenhotep III’s own ka. Previous explanations also have not accounted for why it was 

specifically the ka of Thutmose IV rather than Thutmose IV himself that was represented in this 

                                                
91 See Kikuchi 2004, 235, who noted that “house of the morning,” not included in Lepsius’ 
drawing, became visible after the scene was conserved. 
92 See Bryan 1991, 195. See also Bell 1985, 258. He identified this as the personal ka with which 
Amenhotep III was born and did not mention Thutmose IV. 
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role. Another possible explanation would simply be that the ancient draftsmen made a mistake 

and, possibly confused by the original date of the tomb’s construction, accidentally labeled 

Amenhotep III’s ka with the name of his predecessor. This explanation, however, would ignore 

the importance of the ka of the king suggested above (see §2.3. and §3.3.).  

In fact, applying the role of the ka as a potentially homologizing force seems to better 

account for its presence in these scenes. As argued above (see again §2.3. and §3.3.), the kas of 

each individual officeholder could be temporarily identified with one another because each one 

was a kꜣ ny-sw.t. This scene can be understood as a development of this homology. If the kas of 

Amenhotep III and Thutmose IV could be understood as a single kꜣ ny-sw.t, then it would not be 

a stretch to see their individual kas as somewhat identical and exchangeable. This interchange 

would also have a precedent in funerary texts, which describe the exchange of kas between father 

and son.93  

Yet, it should be remembered that the reigns of Thutmose IV, Amenhotep II, and the 

independent reign of Thutmose III were characterized by the disappearance of this aspect of The 

Royal Ka and its diminished importance in scenes of multiple officeholders. In the previous 

chapter (see §4.3.), it was suggested that the reasons for this were most likely political, as the 

homology permitted by The Royal Ka was one of the means by which Hatshepsut legitimized the 

existence of two royal bodies. That such homologies were not impossible after her death, 

however, is shown by the continued presence of multiple Royal Kas in some scenes (for example 

at Medinet Habu, see §3.2.3.5.), which were altered for Thutmose II rather than erased. The tomb 

                                                
93 See, for example, Pyramid Texts §582c-d nd.n tw Ḥr ir.n=f n kꜣ=f im=k “just as Horus 
protected you (the deceased king, i.e. Osiris), so also he acted on behalf of his ka in you” and 
§610d n ḥr Ḥr ir⸗k twt kꜣ⸗f “Horus has not been far from you. You are his ka.” See also §587b 
and §647d. 
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of Amenhotep III seems to be further proof that such homologies were still possible, even if they 

were usually avoided in favor of explicit claims of making the names of previous officeholders 

live. The royal tomb, a closed and secretive space, possibly provided an arena in which to 

experiment without any political ramifications.  

It has been explained how the presence of Thutmose IV’s ka might be possible, but it 

remains to be seen why such a choice would have been made. Before suggesting an answer, one 

final detail of these scenes should be recalled. On the north wall (see figure 5.7), The Royal Ka 

appears with its standard iconography. On the south wall (see figure 5.6), however, the human-

headed standard usually held by the ka in its front hand is missing. Instead of this standard, the 

ka grasps Amenhotep III, who is not embraced by Nut, since her hands are occupied with the 

nini gesture of greeting. This is not the case on the north wall, where Hathor embraces the king, 

preventing the ka from doing the same. Comparing the position of the king on both walls, it 

appears as if Amenhotep III himself assumes the role of the standard on the south wall. In other 

words, the human-headed standard normally carried by The Royal Ka has here transformed into 

Amenhotep III. It was possible to do this on the south but not the north wall, since on the latter 

he is already embraced by Hathor. Because of this, the usual standard must be depicted. The 

body of the king can thus be compared not only with the standards held by The Royal Ka but 

also those attested in other contexts as well. These include human-headed standard carried by 

statues94 or represented near sacred barks95 as well as the so-called ancestor busts that have been 

                                                
94 See Chadefaud 1982. 
95 See, for example, the standard of Sety I under the bark of Amun in Amice M. Calverley, The 
Temple of King Sethos I at Abydos, vol. 2 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1935), pl. 
5. To my knowledge, there has never been a detailed study of these standards. 
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found in the archaeological record, most famously at Deir el-Medina.96 Given that such standards 

have been identified with ancestors, akhs, twt images, and even divinities,97 the fact that the king 

could stand in place of such an image is significant. While the meaning of these standards, both 

those held by The Royal Ka and those excavated from non-royal contexts, seems to have been 

polyvalent,98 the common feature agreed upon by all scholars seems to be the divinity of 

whatever they represent. The use of the body of Amenhotep III in this manner is thus an 

indication that the standards usually held by these ka figures could represent the king and that 

this king was divine.  

The presence of The Royal Ka of Thutmose IV in the tomb of Amenhotep III might also 

be interpreted as a means of reinforcing the overall immortality of the office of kingship itself. 

Like those scenes featuring multiple Royal Kas previously discussed, it creates a temporary 

connection between two officeholders. Unlike those examples, however, it accomplishes this in a 

unique way that emphasizes the difference between father and son. By drawing a connection 

between these two figures but also acknowledging their individual identities, it promotes the 

stability of the office while also stressing the importance of legitimate, patrilineal inheritance. 

This can be contrasted with Hatshepsut’s use of The Royal Ka, which promoted the existence of 

any two royal bodies. This use of The Royal Ka thus developed from trends already observed 

above. The purpose and function of The Royal Ka here retains many of the aspects proposed by 

Bell but denies their exclusivity. The Royal Ka was not the only way of presenting the king’s 

divinity or stressing the continuity of kingship, nor does it even appear to have been the primary 

                                                
96 See, for example, Keith 2011.  
97 See ibid.; Harrington 2013, 37-39 and 49-58; Harrington 2005; Chadefaud 1982. 
98 See the conclusions of Keith 2011. 
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strategy for doing so. In this regard, the uniqueness of this scene should be stressed. Rather than 

as dogma, The Royal Ka should be viewed as theological speculation or experimentation. This 

seems confirmed by the fact that no other examples comparable to the scenes in KV 22 exist. 

Perhaps this is not surprising given that the scene was created during a period of dynamic 

theological change and experimentation  

5.2.2.5. A Possible Reference to Djoser in the Context of the Sed Festival 

 Before moving on to discuss monuments featuring Amenhotep III worshipping his own 

image, 99 one final monument of Amenhotep III should be mentioned that possibly references 

another officeholder. This is a statue base, which was formerly in Dublin but has now 

unfortunately been lost.100 Given the inscriptions, it was probably associated with one of the 

king’s Sed festivals and likely originally came from Thebes. The publication of Bommas shows 

two columns of text, one on the left and the other on the right. That on the right reads ny-sw.t 

bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ “the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands 

Nebmaatre, given life,” and that on the left reads mry dsr ntr.w nb ḥb-sd. No determinatives are 

associated with dsr ntr.w, but these elements have been honorifically transposed so that mry 

occurs at the end of the column. This left text has been variously interpreted and translated. 

                                                
99 One additional monument that may indicate Amenhotep III’s devotion to other royal ancestors 
should be noted. This is a lintel showing the king before back to back images of Ptah that was 
found at the chapel of Wadjmose (see §2.2.5.2.). For this block, see E. Grébaut, Le musée 
égyptien: Recueil de monuments et de notices sur les fouilles d’Égypte  (Cairo: L’Institut 
Français d’Archéologie Orientale, 1890-1900), 8-9, pl. VII. W. Raymond Johnson, personal 
communication on 11/6/17, noted, however, that it is unlikely that this block is proof that 
Amenhotep III built at this site associated with royal ancestors. Instead, it was likely brought 
here from a different location and reused. 
100 For this statue base, see Bommas 2008, 65-67; Betsy M. Bryan, "The statue program for the 
mortuary temple of Amenhotep III," in The Temple in Ancient Egypt: New discoveries and 
recent research, ed. Stephen Quirke (London: British Museum Press, 1997), 70, no. 11. 
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Bryan translated “beloved of Djoser and all the gods of the Sed festival” but alternatively 

suggested “beloved of Djeser-Netjeru, lord of Sed festivals.”101 Bommas, on the other hand, 

argued that the lack of a cartouche around Djoser indicated that Djoser was not a king but a god. 

Since, however, he believed that Djoser’s deification did not begin until the 19th dynasty, he 

identified this figure as a previously unknown deity, Djeser-Netjeru, who acts as protector of Sed 

rituals.102 Based on this ambiguity and the impossibility of reexamining the original, no 

significant conclusions can be drawn regarding the position of Djoser here or royal divinity in 

general.  

5.2.2.6. The Special Form of Amenhotep III at Soleb 

5.2.2.6.1. Introduction and Description 
 

The aspect of the divinity of Amenhotep III that has by far roused the most discussion is 

the king’s special form, whom Amenhotep III could be shown worshipping at Soleb. Often 

referred to as the deified form of the king, it has been given a great deal of attention from 

scholars, whose many claims often conflict. Before delving into these arguments, it is helpful to 

first provide a brief description of the figure in question. This form of the king is labeled with the 

prenomen of Amenhotep III, but in many cases the name is not enclosed by a cartouche.103 He is 

                                                
101 See Bryan 1997, 70. 
102 See Bommas 2008, 66-67. Djeser-Netjeru was listed in Christian Leitz, Lexikon der 
ägyptischen Götter und Götterbezeichnungen, vol. 7, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 116 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 657 but only in a single example as a name of Horus Behdety at Edfu. It 
is unlikely that this entry refers to the deity attested on the statue base. This statue or this god 
was also not included in the list of New Kingdom divine epithets using dsr collected by James K. 
Hoffmeier, Sacred in the Vocabulary of Ancient Egypt: The Term Dsr, with special Reference to 
Dynasties I-XX, Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 59 (Freiburg: Universitätsverlag, 1985), 201-204. 
103 See Nathalie Beaux, "Le lion et le bélier: Nebmaâtrê roi et dieu à Soleb," in Soleb VI: 
Hommages à Michela Schiff Giorgini, ed. Nathalie Beaux and Nicolas Grimal (Cairo: Institut 
Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 2013), 14 with n. 23; Bickel 2013, 65. 
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endowed with titles and epithets including “lord of Nubia,” “great god,” lord of heaven,” “lord of 

the two lands,” and “the one who resides in Khaemmaat (Soleb).”104 He also bears the common 

royal epithet “good god,” discussed in detail above (see §1.2.5., §2.1.2.4., and §2.1.2.5.). The 

figure is human in appearance and often wears either a simple loincloth like that worn by most 

gods or a longer garment with shoulder straps like that worn by Amun at Soleb.105 He also wears 

a collar, bracelets, a bull’s tail, the nemes, and most often the curved “divine” beard as opposed 

to the straight “royal” beard, but examples of him with the latter do exist. As for his headgear, he 

is shown with ram’s horn curving behind his ear and a modius on top of which is a lunar crescent 

and disc.106 His iconography thus seems to combine solar elements like the horns of Amun-Re 

and lunar elements like the disc and crescent of Khonsu, Iah, or Thoth.107 

 This form of Amenhotep III smites foreigners, an unsurprising role for a king in Nubia,108 

and he directly interacts with and is worshipped by Amenhotep III.109 He also gives to himself as 

king the traditional divine gifts of health, happiness, strength, valor, Sed festivals, and life in 

return for offerings.110 Whether or not such worship was limited to the lifetime of Amenhotep III 

                                                
104 For the titles and epithets of this figure, see Beaux 2013, 16; Bickel 2013, 63-64. 
105 For the iconography of this figure, see Beaux 2013, 9; Bickel 2013, 62-63. 
106 Lunar iconography is well at home in Nubia, as it was the location to which Thoth traveled to 
retrieve the distant solar eye. For lunar gods and their iconography in general, see Phillipe 
Derchain, "Mythes et dieux lunaires en Égypte," in La lune, mythes et rites, Sources Orientales 5 
(Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1962); Hermann Junker, Die Onurislegende  (Vienna: Buchhändler der 
kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, 1917). 
107 See Beaux 2013, 20. For a detailed discussion of the sun and moon as eyes of the creator god 
and their utilization by Amenhotep III, see O’Connor 1997, 146-148. 
108 See Beaux 2013, 18. 
109 For examples of the king before his special form, many of which will be discussed below, see 
Bickel 1997, 88. 
110 For the gifts of the divine form of Amenhotep III, see Beaux 2013, 17-18, who noted that in 
two of the scenes in which the king gives life to himself, he receives it in his open hand rather 
than at his nose. She interpreted this as the king receiving the power to give life.  
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was originally debated,111 but it is now clear that this continued after his death.112 It should also 

be noted that the worship of a living king in Nubia during the New Kingdom was not unique to 

his reign, but Amenhotep III seems to have set the precedent in this regard. A very fragmentary 

scene from Faras, for example, seems to show a deified form of Tutankhamun,113 and the deified 

form of Ramses II in the region has been the subject of its own study.114 The special form of 

Amenhotep III is explicitly said to be his hnty ꜥnḫ “living image.”115 The term, which has 

already been encountered above (for example, on the lunette of the stele at Amada discussed in 

§4.2.3.1.) was normally applied to a king as a living image of a divinity116 or a personal statue of 

either a king or a private individual in a temple.117  

                                                
111 See H. W. Fairman, "The Inscriptions," in The City of Akhenaten III, ed. H. W. Fairman, 
Memoirs of the Egypt Exploration Society 44 (London: Oxford University Press, 1951), 154. 
112 See William Murnane, "Amenhotep III and Akhenaten at Soleb," in Soleb VI: Hommages à 
Michela Schiff Giorgini, ed. Nathalie Beaux and Nicolas Grimal (Cairo: L’Institut Français 
d’Archéologie Orientale, 2013), 112; Donald B. Redford, History and Chronology of the 
Eighteenth Dynasty of Egypt  (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1967), 96. See also 
evidence for the worship of this form of the king during the reign of Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten 
discussed below (§5.2.3.2., §5.2.3.3., and §5.2.3.4.). 
113 See Bell 1985. Evidence for this king’s deification at the site consists largely of a single 
fragment that names the king and Nb-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ (written without a cartouche) ḥr-ib Sḥtp-ntr.w. 
For this fragment, see Janusz Karkowski, Faras V: The Pharaonic Inscriptions from Faras  
(Warsaw: PWN-Editions Scientifiques de Pologne, 1981), 115-116, no. 158, pl. XIII. See also 
Rowe 1940, 47-48, pl. IX for a stele of Huy, the viceroy of Nubia, which appears to show 
Tutankhamen seated behind Amun.  
114 See Habachi 1969, 1-16. The iconography of these forms of Ramses II and Amenhotep III is 
not identical.  
115 For the special form of Amenhotep III as the king’s hnty, see Beaux 2013, 14; Kozloff and 
Bryan 1992, 200-202; Johnson 1996, 67-72, who claimed that such images might be connected 
with the Sed festival. See also Pamminger 1993, 85, who objected to the translation of “living 
image” but only in this case; Schade-Busch 1992, 79-80, who understood the term only as a 
superficial appearance rather than underlying or even temporary equivalence. On the other hand, 
Redford 1967, 96 found the entire distinction between the human king and the statue 
meaningless, claiming that the Egyptians did not recognize a difference. 
116 For a full list of examples of the king as the hnty of a god, see Ockinga 1984, 7-9. 
117 See Wb III, 385. 



 

 

 

273 

5.2.2.6.2. The Special Form of Amenhotep III at Soleb and The Royal Ka 

Scenes of the king worshipping his own image are usually interpreted as the king offering 

to his deified form.118 According to Bell, the true identity of this deified king was of course The 

Royal Ka. He only mentioned the special form of Amenhotep III at Soleb in passing, but he 

identified it as divine because of the ram’s horns, which he linked with Amun, the divine king, 

and The Royal Ka.119 He based his Royal Ka identification entirely on these curling horns and 

provided no other means by which it might be detected. Yet, his interpretation of these horns has 

been challenged, mostly comprehensively by Waitkus.120 Summarizing previous scholarship on 

the topic, he pointed out that the horns have not always been seen as a sign of the king’s 

assimilation with Amun. Instead, many scholars connected it not with a specific deity but with a 

specific geographical region, Nubia. They argued that it did not pertain to the king’s assimilation 

with a deity but his assumption of rulership of the region and his control of the inundation.121 

Waitkus then critiqued Bell’s specific connection of the horns with The Royal Ka.122 Bell made 

this claim based on his observation that the horns can be found on the aegis of the bark of the 

                                                
118 For the standard interpretation, see Bickel 2013, 59 and the sources cited in n. 52. See more 
generally Bell 1985, who labeled any being who could be worshipped as a divinity. 
119 See Bell 1985, 261-262, 280-281, n. 146. 
120 For this as well as a summary of all previous interpretations, see Waitkus 2008, vol. 1, 18-23. 
121 Many of these arguments seem to be based off of Wildung 1977, , who definitely believed the 
horns were associated with Amun but called them an emblem of his from Nubia and the Sudan. 
122 The argument that the horns did not represent the king’s assimilation with Amun but a Nubian 
deity were largely advanced by Hans Goedicke, Problems concerning Amenophis III  
(Baltimore: Halgo, Inc., 1992). This seems like yet another attempt to avoid the divinity of the 
king, as the horns are a characteristic feature of Amun. They were also not confined to Nubia and 
were worn by Amenhotep III in Thebes, for example, in the reliefs of the coronation cycle in the 
chamber of the tetrarchs at Luxor Temple. For this scene, see Bell 1985, 266, fig. 264. The horns 
are also worn by Hatshepsut in the final episode of her coronation cycle on the Red Chapel, for 
which see Goebs 2011, 89-91, fig. 89. The fact that they are associated with Amun, however, 
cannot be taken as evidence for their association with The Royal Ka. 
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king, which he identified as the bark of The Royal Ka. On the other hand, Waitkus pointed out 

that these horns are found on the aegis in only a single example. There is thus very little evidence 

to see them specifically as a marker of the royal bark and thus according to Bell The Royal Ka.  

Furthermore, if this special form of Amenhotep III at Soleb really is to be interpreted as 

The Royal Ka incarnate, one might expect other, traditional depictions of The Royal Ka to be 

absent. Given the fragmentary state of the temple, it would be difficult to make any argument 

based on lack of evidence, but there are some fragmentary scenes that indicate the traditional 

Royal Ka was indeed found at Soleb. On a fragmentary block from the hypostyle hall (sector 

IV), for example, an anthropomorphic Royal Ka is visible behind a human figure, almost 

certainly Amenhotep III.123 The epithet “foremost of all living kas” can also be found in the 

temple. It appears, for example, on the tableau of column S9 and in a fragmentary text on column 

N2, both in the hypostyle hall (sector IV).124 While the assumed equivalence between this epithet 

and the anthropomorphic Royal Ka has been questioned, the presence of both at the temple 

indicates that more traditional theological aspects of the king’s ka were part of Soleb’s 

ideological program. The special form of the king thus does not seem to have replaced or been 

entirely equivalent to The Royal Ka.  

5.2.2.6.3. Approaches for the Detection of The Royal Ka  

5.2.2.6.3.1. The Presence or Absence of a Cartouche 

                                                
123 For this fragment, Sb. 129, see Michela Schiff Giorgini, Soleb V: Le temple, bas-reliefs et 
inscriptions, Nathalie Beaux (Cairo: Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1998), pl. 214. 
See also two blocks from the old peripteros temple, Sb. 166b+165b, which show the king’s 
cartouches and a standard with a portion of the king’s Horus name, likely on top of a Royal Ka 
figure. For these blocks, see ibid., pl. 325. 
124 For columns S9 and N2, see ibid., pls. 262 and 264, respectively. 
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 Aside from the curling horns, scholars have suggested a couple of other markers that 

might be used to detect The Royal Ka at Soleb. Like many of the other approaches mentioned 

above, some of these claims were not made specifically in regard to Bell’s Royal Ka but to 

divinity in general. Unlike previous approaches, however, these are only concerned with the 

special form of Amenhotep III. The first and most commonly suggested approach relies on the 

presence or absence of a cartouche.125 For the most part, this seems to be based on the simple 

observation that throughout Egyptian history the names of pharaohs are usually enclosed in a 

cartouche while names of gods are not. While this is certainly true, two objections might be 

made. First, making conclusions regarding a figure’s divinity based only on the presence or 

absence of one specific element is extremely tenuous, as has been repeatedly demonstrated above 

in terms of crowns, titles, names, and epithets. Second, there was much more fluidity in the use 

of cartouches during the period in question. As early as the reign of Amenhotep II, the name of 

Amun is enclosed in a cartouche in the hymn of P. Boulaq 17, and the names of the Aten during 

the reign of Akhenaten are regularly found in cartouches.126 Because of these factors, it is worth 

questioning whether this approach is valid. 

5.2.2.6.3.2. Two Approaches Involving Geographical Limitation 
 
 Another approach which might be used to determine divinity and thus The Royal Ka is 

the geographical limitation of the special form of Amenhotep III. Pamminger in particular has 

argued that even though kings were not normally “independent (eigenständig)” gods, the special 

                                                
125 See, for example, Bell 1985, 42, n. 46; Beaux 2013, 24; Bickel 1997, 90; Bickel 2013, 65; 
Morkot 1990, 327. 
126 There are many additional examples from the Late and Ptolemaic periods. For the name of 
(Osiris)-Wennefer enclosed in a cartouche, see Leitz 2002, vol. 2, 375 and 542. For a Ptolemaic 
example of “Ogdoad” enclosed in a cartouche, see McClain 2011, 82-83, fig. 85.14. 
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form of Amenhotep III was an exception to this, and his divinity was limited to a specific 

geographic region, Nubia.127 In other words, Amenhotep III was permitted divinity at Soleb and 

elsewhere in Nubia, but this divinity did not extend into Egypt itself. The exact standards by 

which this approach should be evaluated, however, are somewhat unclear. This has led to two 

possible interpretations. The first interpretation would see an important connection between the 

divinity of this special form of the king and Nubia. This does not imply that the divinity of 

Amenhotep III was banned from extending beyond this geographical area, but only that it was a 

specifically Nubian manifestation of the king not particularly suitable to Egypt. The other 

interpretation, however, is more extreme. This would conclude that the king can only be 

considered a divinity if explicitly tied to Nubia or a specific region. In other words, this was not a 

limitation so much as a ban. Further complicating this issue is the fact that Pamminger’s 

arguments were not framed in relation to Bell’s Royal Ka. This leaves it unclear how Amenhotep 

III’s independent divinity related to that of The Royal Ka. For example, should The Royal Ka 

also be considered an independent god? Because of all these factors, the issue of geographic 

limitation remains ambiguous. Yet, it is worth considering in the hopes of clarifying or revising 

the approach. 

5.2.2.6.4. Other Previously Proposed Theories of Divinity 

Many other scholars have made claims regarding the special form of Amenhotep III at 

Soleb that are difficult to frame in terms of The Royal Ka. Most of these, however, seem more 

                                                
127 See Pamminger 1993. He was followed by a good number of scholars, but see Peter Munro, 
"Frühform oder Deckname des Jati (Aton) in Heliopolis?," Mitteilungen des Deutschen 
Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 37 (1981): 359-367, who claimed that the king’s 
divinity extended outside of Nubia as well; Baines 1997, 294, who claimed that the deified form 
of Amenhotep III at Soleb was not part of a single, unified program of deification but one of 
many diverse manifestations. 
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like general statements based on assumptions than fully-developed theories. For example, the 

special form of Amenhotep III has been claimed to be a form of Amun, who was not an 

independent god.128 Such claims seem to be indicative of a hesitancy to label any form of the 

king as an independent, unconditional, or traditional god. These are somewhat difficult to 

evaluate, since they often rely on terms like “independent” god but do not define what they mean 

by this. For example, if Amenhotep III was not an “independent” god, should he instead be 

considered a “dependent” god, and what type of divine ontology would this be? 

On the other hand, other scholars have identified the special form of the king as a god but 

have insisted that he was distinct from Amenhotep III.129 If this were the case, the identity of the 

two figures should be carefully defined so that this distinction is clear. The few markers of this 

that have been suggested, however, seem somewhat contradictory. The epithet “good god,” for 

example, has been interpreted as a way of emphasizing the divinity of the special form of the 

king.130 This is somewhat ironic, since the same epithet has usually been taken as evidence of the 

king’s lack of divinity when compared with the epithets of gods (see §1.2.5.). Furthermore, it is 

not difficult to find examples of Amenhotep III in traditional royal guise called “good god” at 

Soleb (see figure 5.10). This indicates that this epithet cannot be used as evidence for a 

distinction between the two forms of Amenhotep III at Soleb just as it cannot be used to prove 

                                                
128 See Schade-Busch 1992, 78-89, who denied the his divinity and instead claimed he was an 
intermediary between gods and men; Goedicke 1992, 67-68, who claimed he was a mundane 
manifestation not of an Egyptian but a Kushite deity. 
129 See, for example, Redford 1967, 96; Beaux 2013, 12, who identified him as a god with royal 
traits. 
130 See Bickel 1997, 88. This was largely based on the supposed distinction between the use of 
“good god” in the royal tomb and on statues as opposed to the use of “king of Upper and Lower 
Egypt” in scenes of the enthroned king. Such a distinction between these two epithets, however, 
has already been refuted (see §2.1.2.4., §2.1.2.5., and the appendices). Bickel also cited bnr 
mr.wt “sweet of love” as a marker of divinity. 
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possession of The Royal Ka (see the appendices). On the contrary, the very name of the figure 

itself, Nebmaatre, is proof that this is in fact Amenhotep III and not a distinct being.131 At the 

same time, the special form of the king is clearly divine, as is indicated not only by the figure’s 

lunar and solar iconography but also by the gifts he gives and the offerings he receives. Taking 

both of these characteristics at face value, much of the previous discussions of this figure’s 

divinity seems overwrought. The special form of the king should be understood as a hypostasis 

of Amenhotep III’s divinity, a status he possessed from the time of his creation by means of his 

divine birth. This was an image, literally the hnty, of the king’s divinity now localized in Nubia. 

As a means of convenience, this special form of Amenhotep III will henceforth be referred to 

simply as the hypostasis to distinguish it from the regular form of Amenhotep III.  

5.2.2.6.5. The Temple of Soleb 
 
 The site with which the hypostasis of Amenhotep III is most famously associated is the 

temple of Soleb, located in Nubia south of Sai and north of the third cataract.132 Originally 

constructed as a peripteral bark sanctuary dedicated to Amun, this was later enclosed and 

expanded in a series of renovations until it took the form of a large, multi-pylon temple with 

solar courts surrounded by two buttressed enclosure walls. Based on stylistic criteria and the 

presence of reliefs pertaining to Amenhotep III’s Sed festivals, the final phase of decoration has 

been dated to the last eight years of the king’s reign.133 Sections of the temple, especially near 

                                                
131 This was argued by Bickel 2013, 65. 
132 For the publication of the temple, see Michela Schiff Giorgini, Soleb III: Le temple, 
description, Nathalie Beaux (Cairo: Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 2002); Michela 
Schiff Giorgini, Soleb IV: Le temple, plans et photographies, Nathalie Beaux (Cairo: Institut 
Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 2003); Schiff Giorgini 1998. For a general description of the 
temple, see Johnson 1997, 79-80; Kozloff and Bryan 1992, 106-110. 
133 See Kozloff and Bryan 1992, 108. 
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the pylon of the inner enclosure wall and the antechamber (prostyle) in front of it, were later 

decorated by Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten. His presence is also attested by signs of Amarna 

hacking, recarving, and post Amarna restoration and alteration. This makes the interpretation of 

some elements of the reliefs difficult, as will be explained in the context of the following reign 

(see §5.2.3.2.), but images of the hypostasis of Amenhotep III were not affected. Because the 

temple was later used as a quarry for Napatan kings, only a small portion of it is still standing 

today. From the remains that are preserved, the picture of the temple that emerges is unique. 

Specifically, the cult seems to have focused only on two figures: Amun and the hypostasis of 

Amenhotep III.134  

The prominence of the hypostasis is visible, for example, in the hypostyle hall (sector 

IV), where the columns show scenes of Amenhotep III before either Amun or the hypostasis. A 

representative example of the latter can be seen on column S5, located in the middle of the hall 

along the major axis of the temple (see figure 5.8).135 The tableau shows the hypostasis on the 

left and Amenhotep III offering bread on the right. The king wears the Red crown,136 but other 

elements of his costume are not clearly preserved. His hypostasis appears with the usual 

iconography (see §5.2.2.1.1.) of nemes, ram’s horns, modius, and lunar disc and crescent. Texts 

                                                
134 For this observation, see Bickel 2013, 64-65. 
135 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 150-154; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 89; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 
260. 
136 Note that Amenhotep III’s possession of the Red crown as opposed to the While on both S5 
and N5 cannot be used to prove his lack of divinity (see §3.1.1.4.), since he is shown again 
before his hypostasis on column S6 wearing the White crown. For column S6, see Schiff 
Giorgini 2002, 154-156; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 90; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 268. See also 
Hourig Sourouzian, "Le roi et la reine: Le couple royal à Soleb," in Soleb VI: Hommages à 
Michela Schiff Giorgini, ed. Nathalie Beaux and Nicolas Grimal (Cairo: Institut Français 
d'Archéologie Orientale, 2013), 148, who noted additional scenes of Amenhotep III wearing the 
White crown on loose blocks originally from the court. 
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above and behind each figure label them and record their gifts. Those associated with 

Amenhotep III are not well-preserved, but he is named both with his prenomen and nomen, both 

of which are in cartouches.137 The texts associated with the hypostasis are fortunately more 

intact. The columns above his head and behind him read di⸗f ꜥnḫ nb snb nb / ꜣw.t-ib nb ḥb.w nb 

/ [ḫ]r⸗f / Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ ntr ꜥꜣ / dd-mdw di.n(⸗i) n⸗k ꜥnḫ dd wꜣs nb snb nb ꜣw.t-ib nb ḫr⸗i 

sgrḥ.n(⸗i) n⸗k ⌈iwnty.w⌉ (?) rdi.⌈n⌉(⸗i) dmꜣ⸗k tp.w⸗sn  “May he give all life, all health, / all 

happiness, and all festivals / [be]fore him, / Nebmaatre the great god. / Recitation: it was to you 

that I gave all life, stability, dominion, health, and happiness before me, (I) having pacified the 

⌈tribesmen⌉ for you, (I) having caused that you cut off their heads.”  

There are obvious visual differences between the king and his hypostasis, but their 

equivalency is emphasized through their shared name, Nebmaatre. Other elements of the scene 

prove the divinity of this hypostasis. He wears the distinctive lunar and solar iconography, which 

has already been discussed above (see §5.2.2.6.1.), and he occupies the position normally held by 

deities like Amun. He receives an offering from the king and in turn provides gifts. The figures 

occupy almost identical roles on the vignette on column N5, directly across from S5 on the other 

side of the main axis (see figure 5.9).138 There are, however, some additional elements here. The 

hypostasis is called “great god” while Amenhotep III is called “[go]od god.” The same epithet is 

also applied to the hypostasis on column S5, but the titles of Amenhotep III before his cartouches 

on that column are not preserved. A similar distribution of these epithets occurs on the scene on 

the third register of the northern, interior gateway between sectors I and II.139 As previously 

                                                
137 His nomen was hacked in the Amarna period and later restored. 
138 For column N5, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 123-127; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 77; Schiff 
Giorgini 1998, 261. 
139 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 358-359; Schiff Giorgini 2003, figs. 191a-c; Schiff Giorgini 1998, 
pl. 29. 
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recounted (see §1.2.5., §2.1.2.4., §2.1.2.5., and §5.2.2.6.4.), many scholars have attempted to use 

the distribution of the epithets “good god” and “great god” to determine royal divinity and detect 

The Royal Ka.  

This approach has already been critiqued (see §5.2.2.6.4. and the appendices), and there 

is an additional, fragmentary scene at Soleb which may provide evidence against it. Preserved on 

block Sb. 86 and dating to an earlier phase of the temple, the surviving decoration seems to show 

Amenhotep III before another figure of the king in a shrine.140 Both kings are entirely lost, but 

the upper portion of the shrine and their names and titles are preserved, and both are labeled as 

“the good god, lord of […], Nebmaatre.” If the king in the shrine is assumed to represent his 

divine hypostasis, this proves that the epithets “good god” and “great god” cannot be used to 

distinguish the figures. It should, however, be noted that on both S5 and N5 only Amenhotep III 

has his prenomen enclosed in a cartouche. As explained above (see §5.2.2.6.3.1.), it might be 

possible to use this as proof of the divinity of the hypostasis and thus its connection with The 

Royal Ka. Whether or not this is accurate will be considered as additional scenes are discussed.  

The king is also shown offering to his hypostasis on the second register of the outer 

northern jamb of the gate between courts II and III (see figure 5.10).141 The hypostasis holds an 

ankh and a was scepter and possesses the standard iconographic elements described above. The 

king offers incense, an act described in a short column of text between the two figures [i]r.t sntr n 

(Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| ir⸗f di ꜥnḫ142 “[ma]king incense for Nebmaatre so that he might make given 

                                                
140 For this block, see Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 314. 
141 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 190-191; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 136; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 
193. 
142 Note that the cartouche and the text that follows is oriented towards the hypostasis rather than 
the offering Amenhotep III.  
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life.”143 The names and titles of the king above his head are ntr nfr nb ꜣw.t-⌈ib⌉ [ny-sw.t bi.ty144 

(]Nb-⌈Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ⌉)| / sꜣ Rꜥ n h.t[⸗f] mry⸗f [()Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)|145 / di ꜥnḫ mi Rꜥ “the good god, lord 

of happ⌈iness⌉, [the king of Upper and Lower Egypt] Neb⌈maatre⌉ / the son of Re of [his] body, 

whom he loves, Nebmaatre given life like Re.” The texts above the hypostasis explicitly link him 

with Soleb dd-md[w] in (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| nb Tꜣ-sty / ḥr-ib mnnw Ḫꜥ-m-Mꜣꜥ.t146 / di.n(⸗i) n⸗k ꜥnḫ 

dd wꜣs nb / snb nb ḫr⸗i mi Rꜥ “Recitati[on] by Nebmaatre, lord of Nubia / who resides in the 

fortress of Khaemmaat (the ancient name of Soleb). It was to you that (I) gave all life, stability, 

dominion, and health before me like Re.” 

Unlike in those examples considered above, here the name of the hypostasis is enclosed 

in a cartouche just like the prenomen of Amenhotep III. This is clear evidence that the presence 

or absence of a cartouche (see approach §5.2.2.1.2.1.) cannot be used to distinguish the divinity 

of the two figures and thus detect The Royal Ka, since one would then be forced to argue that the 

hypostasis was divine in the hypostyle hall but not on this gateway. The presence of the 

cartouche here is also not anomalous, and it appears in a similar scene on the third register of the 

northern interior doorjamb of the gate between sectors I and II.147 Rather than mark divinity or 

The Royal Ka, the presence of these cartouches signals the equivalence between the king and his 

hypostasis. It unifies rather than distinguishes. This eliminates one approach to detect The Royal 

Ka, but the same scene broaches another. Since the hypostasis is explicitly connected with Soleb, 

                                                
143 For the phrase ir⸗f di ꜥnḫ, see Karl Martin, "di ꜥnḫ," in Receuil d’études dédiées à Vilmos 
Wessetzky à l’occasion de son 65e anniversaire, ed. László Kakosy, Studia Aegyptiaca 1 
(Budapest: L’Université Loránd Eötvös, 1974), 290-291. 
144 Or perhaps restore nb tꜣ.wy. 
145 Note the king’s nomen was erased and changed to his prenomen during the Amarna period, 
but the original was never restored.  
146 The entire group mnnw Ḫꜥ-m-Mꜣꜥ.t is enclosed in a glyph of a buttressed wall.  
147 See again Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 29. 
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it might be argued that his divinity and thus The Royal Ka was geographically limited (see 

§5.2.2.6.3.2.). This approach will continue to be evaluated as more evidence is discussed.  

A clear statement regarding the shared identity of Amenhotep III and his hypostasis is 

found in a scene on the extreme right of the third register of the outer northern jamb of the gate 

between sectors II and III (see figure 5.11).148 The hypostasis, again with the usual iconography, 

stands on the left and embraces the king on the right, who wears the Blue crown. Only a small 

portion of the texts above the hypostasis is preserved. This states that he gave all life to the king. 

Those above the king are better preserved and read sꜣ Rꜥ (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)|149 / mry hnt(y)⸗f ꜥnḫ tp 

tꜣ / di ꜥnḫ mi Rꜥ “the son of Re Nebmaatre, / beloved of his living image on earth, / given life 

like Re.” The hypostasis, the projection of Amenhotep III’s divinity, is identified as the living 

image of the king on earth. If the figures really were separate entities as has been claimed (see 

§5.2.2.6.4.), one might expect Amenhotep III to mimic his deified form in order to increase his 

own divinity. Yet, it is the hypostasis which is the image of Amenhotep III and not vice versa. 

This formulation highlights the true identity of this figure as Amenhotep III. 

The designation of the hypostasis as the living image of the king is far from unique to this 

scene. For example, a short inscription on column N3 in the first court,150 sector II, reads Ḥr-nbw 

                                                
148 For this scene, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 191; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 137; Schiff Giorgini 
1998, pl. 195. 
149 The cartouche shows signs of recarving. As indicated by the title “son of Re,” one would 
expect the king’s nomen, and indeed there are traces of “Amenhotep Ruler of Thebes” visible in 
the publication. Schiff Giorgini 2002, 191, however, noted two phases of recarving. She claimed 
the name “Amenhotep Ruler of Thebes” was apparently a palimpsest over an original version of 
the king’s prenomen, Nebmaatre. I can offer no explanation for this. It is unclear if it is an error 
of the publication, whether this was an error corrected by Amenhotep III before the Amarna 
period, or whether it was intentional but done for unknown reasons.  
150 For a plan of this area of the temple and the precise location of each column, see Schiff 
Giorgini 1998, pl. 144. 
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Tḥn-ḫpr.w [W]r-biꜣ.wt / ny-sw.t bi.ty (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| / sꜣ Rꜥ (Imn-ḥtp Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t)|151 di ꜥnḫ d.t / 

mry hnt(y)⸗f (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| “the Golden Horus Dazzling-of-Forms [G]reat-of-Wonders, / the 

king of Upper and Lower Egypt Nebmaatre, / the son of Re Amenhotep Ruler-of-Thebes given 

life forever, / beloved of his image, Nebmaatre.”152 Similar attestations occur in the same court 

on columns N5,153 N7,154 N9,155 N11,156 S3,157 S5,158 and S11.159 There is also an example from 

further within the temple on the south, outer doorjamb of the gate to the main sanctuaries.160 

There only the feet of two figures are preserved, and below this is a fragmentary text recording 

the name of the door and a dedication formula ny-sw.t bi.ty (Nb-⌈Mꜣꜥ.t⌉-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ (I[mn-ḥtp 

…)|161 …] / ir.n⸗f m mnw⸗f n hnt(y)⸗f ꜥnḫ […] / ir.t n⸗⌈f⌉ ḥw.t-ntr ꜥꜣ […] “the king of Upper 

and Lower Egypt Neb⌈maat⌉re, the son of Re A[menhotep …]. It was for his living image that he 

made his monument […] / making for ⌈him⌉ a great temple […].”  

Additional examples occur on statuary associated with the temple. Representative of 

these is a statue of a ram with a mummiform king between its front two legs found at Gebel 

Barkal, but the dedication texts to Amun and the hypostasis indicate it originally came from 

                                                
151 Note that this cartouche was recarved as Nebmaatre during the Amarna period and later 
restored to Amenhotep.  
152 For the text on this column, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 327-328; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 164; 
Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 145. 
153 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 328; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 146. For the variant names of 
Amenhotep III on all these columns, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 326. 
154 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, Schiff Giorgini, 2003 #2549; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 146. 
155 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 329; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 147. 
156 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 329; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 148. 
157 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 331; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 169; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 150. 
158 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 331; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 150. 
159 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 332; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 171; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 152. 
160 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 79-80; Schiff Giorgini 2003, figs. 55-56; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 
302. 
161 The name has been recarved and then restored. 
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Soleb.162 Parallel texts begin at the front and run symmetrically along both sides of the ram. That 

on the viewer’s left is dedicated to Amun but that on the right is for the hypostasis. ꜥnḫ ntr nfr 

(Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| sꜣ Rꜥ (Imn-ḥtp [Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t)| ir.n⸗f] m mnw⸗f n hnty⸗f (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| nb Tꜣ-sty 

ntr ꜥꜣ nb p.t “May the good god Nebmaatre, the son of Re Amenhotep [Ruler-of-Thebes] live. It 

was for his image, Nebmaatre, lord of Nubia, the great god, lord of heaven [that he made] his 

monument.” All these examples prove that the identity of the hypostasis as Amenhotep III’s 

living image was well established in the temple of Soleb and its environs.  

 This connection with Nubia once again broaches the question of the geographical 

limitation of the hypostasis. The fact that this form of the king is not found outside of Nubia 

during his lifetime is proof that the divine hypostasis was intimately connected with the region. 

This is made explicit by texts like those found on the second register of the outer northern jamb 

of the gate between courts II and III (see figure 5.10), where the hypostasis is said to reside in the 

fortress of Khaemmaat (Soleb). Yet, it is possible to push this approach too far. There are also 

examples where the hypostasis is not explicitly said to reside only in Soleb. On column S5 in the 

hypostyle hall, for example, the hypostasis is not explicitly connected with Soleb or Nubia. This 

shows that the hypostasis did not have to be explicitly said to reside within the temple in order to 

be divine. Furthermore, the fact that the king was divine by birth at Luxor proves that his divinity 

                                                
162 It likely originally came from the avenue of sphinxes leading from a bark shrine near the quay 
to the main entrance of the temple. Two of these are still in situ, and six were moved to Gebel 
Barkal. For this statue, Berlin 7262, see Urk. IV, 1750/A; LD III, 89; Kozloff and Bryan 1992, 
221-222, no. 231; Bickel 2013, 60-62; Schade-Busch 1992, 303, no. 243. For another, similar 
example of a recumbent lion statue also from Soleb and found at Gebel Barkal, see Urk. IV, 
1748; I. E. S. Edwards, Hieroglyphic Texts from Egyptian Stelae, etc. Part VIII  (London: The 
British Museum, 1939), 13-14, pl. XIV; Kozloff and Bryan 1992, 219-220. This statue bears a 
dedication text of Amenhotep III for “his living image on earth, Nebmaatre, lord of Nubia who 
resides in the fortress of Khaemmaat.” 
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was not prevented from existing outside of Nubia. In other words, the hypostasis was indeed 

connected with Nubia, but this cannot be understood as a ban on the king’s divinity outside this 

region. More importantly, if Bell’s connection of the curling horns with The Royal Ka should 

indeed be abandoned (see §5.2.2.6.2.), there is no geographical reason to associate this divine 

hypostasis with The Royal Ka, either as its possessor or as its manifestation. The only reason to 

do so would be the assumption that all divine forms of the king stemmed from The Royal Ka, an 

assumption that has repeatedly been challenged above. The approach of geographical limitation 

thus seems to accurately capture the connection of the hypostasis with Nubia, but it cannot be 

taken as evidence for a ban or active proscription of the divinity of the king in Egypt proper or 

used to prove the existence of The Royal Ka. 

The term used to describe images of the hypostasis is worthy of further investigation, as it 

relates to issues of divinity already broached above. The phrase hnty ꜥnḫ “living image” was 

already encountered during a discussion of a scene at Amada (see §4.2.3.1. and 4.5., figure 5.10), 

where Amenhotep II is said to be the living image of Amun. In the ensuing discussion, it was 

pointed out that the king in this form either functioned, became, or superficially passed for a god. 

There is still some disagreement about how precisely the hnty form operated, but it is clear that 

he could be considered divine in some manner. This was also highlighted as a strategy of royal 

deification that did not depend on The Royal Ka. In the scene currently under discussion, 

Amenhotep III does not take on the identity of a traditional god but gives his own identity to his 

hypostasis. Amenhotep III thus takes the place of a god like Amun. The existence of the 

hypostasis can thus be seen as the evolution of a trend already observed during the reign of 

Amenhotep II. Whereas Amenhotep II was the image of Amun, the extraordinary promotion of 

Amenhotep III’s own divinity allowed him to create a special image of his own divinity, a cult 



 

 

 

287 

image of himself. He and his divine hypostasis thus support one another by exchanging offerings 

and providing gifts, which overall must have reinforced the divinity of the king. 

One final, anomalous scene at Soleb requires comment. This is a vignette from column 

N6 of the hypostyle hall, sector IV.163 As preserved today, it shows the king wearing the White 

crown on the right and offering to Amun on the left. The figure of Amun has clearly been 

recarved, presumably after being erased during the Amarna period. The texts identifying this 

figure are somewhat fragmentary, but those that do survive name not Amun but “Nebmaatre, 

[given] life and dominion like Re.” The publication states that the text is original and dates to the 

first phase of carving. Based on this, the figure has been interpreted as a unique image of the 

hypostasis of Amenhotep III in the guise of Amun.164 It is, however, also possible that the figure 

was originally carved as the hypostasis and that it was mistakenly hacked out during the Amarna 

period and subsequently restored as Amun. It also cannot be ruled out that additional columns of 

text once existed to the right of the king’s name and that the name Nebmaatre is mentioned here 

in a recitation of Amun. Given these ambiguities, it seems prudent to reserve comment on this 

scene until a detailed epigraphic study has been conducted.  

5.2.3. The Reign of Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten 

5.2.3.1. Introduction 

 Many developments in the treatment of other officeholders were observed during the 

reign of Amenhotep III, but it is argued that these changes were grounded in trends already 

observed under earlier kings. The reign of Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten, however, may present 

                                                
163 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 127-130; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 267. 
164 See Beaux 2013, 11. See also Bickel 2013, 67, who saw this scene not as an error but as an 
expression of the symbiosis between Amun and the hypostasis of Amenhotep III. 
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something completely different, as the conception of not only The Royal Ka but also divinity 

itself may have changed. The fact that the terms monotheism165 and henotheism166 have been 

used to describe Egyptian religion during this period signals that dramatic theological changes 

took place.167 This new theology, especially as regards the relationship between the king and his 

chief deity, the Aten, has already been discussed numerous times,168 but the exact nature of the 

king’s divinity remains ambiguous. Because these factors complicate the discussion that will 

follow, it is worth providing a brief outline here. The section will begin with a general summary 

of previous claims regarding Amarna religion and kingship. The focus will then move to The 

Royal Ka and aspects of Bell’s argument specific to the Amarna Period. This includes one final 

approach that might be used to identify The Royal Ka. Next, a brief summary of past claims 

regarding Akhenaten’s (and Amenhotep III’s) deification by means of the Sed festival will be 

provided followed by a chronological discussion of the evidence. The section will conclude with 

a brief analysis of the kꜣ ny-sw.t during the Amarna period. It should also be noted that 

henceforth Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten will be referred to as Akhenaten unless specifically 

referencing the early period of his reign before he changed his name. In that case, Amenhotep IV 

will be used. 

                                                
165 See Jan Assmann, Moses the Egyptian: The Memory of Egypt in Western Monotheism  
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997), 23-29; Assmann 2001, 198. 
166 See Hornung 1996, 245, who used the term to describe the early phases of Amarna religion. 
167 See also Grimal 1986, 721, who stressed the general continuity of royal “propaganda” but 
cited the reign of Akhenaten as a period when change did occur. Radwan 1969, 106-107, 
however, argued that Amarna religion was not as different from that of earlier periods as is often 
claimed. 
168 See, for example, Aldred 2001, 8 (reprint of 1968 original); Barry J. Kemp, Ancient Egypt: 
Anatomy of a Civilization  (New York: Routledge, 1991), 265; Assmann 1995, 69; Erik 
Hornung, Akhenaten and the Religion of Light, trans. David Lorton (Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 1999), 55-57; Hornung 1996, 248. 
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5.2.3.1.1. Previous Claims Regarding Amarna Theology and Kingship 

 Recently, Amarna religion and kingship has largely been framed in the context of New 

Solar Theology.169 As the solar god became increasingly inaccessible and unique, kingship 

became more important as an earthly model for this god.170 Perhaps the clearest example of this 

is the development of a royal titulary for this solar deity, the Aten. The origins of this are found 

already during the late reign of Amenhotep III, when a black granite stele found at Kom el-Hetan 

captioned the name of Re-Horakhty with “in his name as Shu which is in Aten.”171 This is 

similar to the earlier titulary of the Aten, “Re-Horakhty-Who-Rejoices-in-the-Horizon-Lives in-

His-Name-of-Shu-which-is-in-the-Aten.”172 The major differences between the name under 

Akhenaten and that attested under Amenhotep III is not only its length and complexity but the 

fact that it is enclosed within two cartouches as if it were the god’s prenomen and nomen. Later 

in the reign of Akhenaten, the name of this god changed once again. This later form is more 

difficult to translate, but it is usually rendered as something like “Re-the-Ruler-of-the-Horizons-

Who-Rejoices-in-the-Horizon-Lives in-His-Name-of-Re-the-Father-who-Comes-from-the-

Aten.”173 While the presence of cartouches has been variously interpreted (compare 

                                                
169 For a general description of Amarna religion, see Assmann 2001, 198-221; Hornung 1996, 
244-249. 
170 See Baines 1997, 289. 
171 For this stele, Memnon project inv. No. 5000, see Ali el-Asfar, Jürgen Osing, and Rainer 
Stadelmann, "A Stela of Amenhotep III with a Hymn to Re-Horakhty and Osiris," Annales du 
Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 86 (2015). 
172 For the earlier name of the Aten, see von Beckerath 1999, 145. For the interpretation and 
translation of the ꜥnḫ, see Battiscombe Gunn, "Notes on the Aten and His Names," The Journal 
of Egyptian Archaeology 9, no. 3 (1923): 174. 
173 This translation is based on that of Gunn 1923, 176. For the transliteration of the later names 
of the Aten, see von Beckerath 1999, 144. He transliterated (Ꜥnḫ Rꜥ ḥqꜣ-ꜣḫ.ty ḥꜥy m ꜣḫ.t)| (m rn⸗f 
it-Rꜥ iy m Itn)|. Other suggestions include Assmann 2001, 210, who translated “Ruler-of-the-
Horizon-who-Rejoices-in-Light-land in-his-Name-as-Light-which-Comes-from-the-Sun”; James 
P. Allen, Middle Egyptian  (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 197, who translated 
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§5.2.2.6.3.1.),174 it does signal a closer connection between kingship and this god. Proponents of 

New Solar Theology saw this increased similarity between king and god as a way for the king to 

complement the Aten, who could only be depicted as the abstract sun disc. Taking advantage of 

his ideological role as high priest of every god, the king became this god’s only representative, to 

whom society at large was forced to turn rather than directly to god.175 In other words, worship 

was now centered on the body of the king in as much as or perhaps even more so than it was on 

god.176  

These changes to the roles of god and king occurred alongside what is perhaps the most 

characteristic feature of Amarna religion: its intolerance and rejection of specific deities.177 This 

manifested itself in a massive iconoclastic campaign, which contributed to the inaccessibility of 

traditional gods. The most specific and consistent target was the name, image, and cult of Amun, 

who was systematically erased from temples, tombs, statues, and stelae.178 Other elements were 

also, if less consistently, attacked. One that has roused scholarly attention is the erasure of the 

                                                
“The-Living-One-the-Sun-Ruler-of-the-Akhet-Who-Becomes-Active-in-the-Akhet in-his-
Identity-as-the-Light-that-Comes-in-the-Sun-disk”. The major differences between this and other 
translations concern the interpretation of the element following m rn⸗f n. Written with only the 
sun disc followed by a t, there seem to be several possible interpretations. Allen’s at least can 
likely be dismissed, since he reads this group as ḥꜣy.t “light,” which is only attested in the Late 
and Greco-Roman periods. For this word, see Wb III, 15/6-7. Further complicating the issue is 
the possibility of intentional punning on the name Aten, given that it was probably pronounced 
similarly to the word for father. For this claim, see Munro 1981. 
174 See, for example, Assmann 2001, 216, who argued that the cartouches signal the god’s new 
territorial dominion over the world and thus the existence of a theocracy; Baines 1997, 289, who 
claimed that this did not signal a usurpation of the divinity of the king by god. 
175 See Assmann 2001, 215 and 221. 
176 See, for example, Baines 1997, 293; David P. Silverman, "The Nature of Egyptian Kingship," 
in Ancient Egyptian Kingship, ed. David O'Connor and David P. Silverman, Probleme der 
Ägyptologie 9 (New York: Brill, 1995), 79; Budka 2001, 100. 
177 See Assmann 2001, 199. 
178 For the toleration of other deities besides Amun, see Rolf Krauss, "Akhenaten: Monotheist? 
Polytheist?," Bulletin of the Australian Centre for Egyptology 11 (2000).  
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plural ntr.w “gods,”179 as this has been used as evidence for Akhenaten’s monotheism. Even the 

singular “god,” however, was occasionally but not consistently avoided. It appears, for example, 

in the tombs of Suty and Parennefer in the phrase “good god,” but even this basic epithet of the 

king is replaced in the tombs of Meryre, Huya, and Any by the phrase “good ruler.” Similarly, 

ḥtp-ntr “divine offerings” is occasionally replaced with ḥtp-Itn “offerings of Aten.”180 Given the 

inconsistency of these attacks, it is difficult to suggest an explanation without a comprehensive 

study of all attestations of “god” and “gods” during the period. What does seem clear even from 

a superficial overview is that Akhenaten’s religion represents a rupture with previous theology, 

although it would be hasty to conclude that the entire previous conception of divinity was 

negated in favor of a new one. 

There are, however, a couple of aspects of the Atenist iconoclastic program which are of 

crucial importance for this study. The first of these is the erasure of the name of Osiris, which 

has led scholars to conclude that the conception of deceased kings (and non-royal individuals) as 

Osiris was denied.181 This claim has been supported by the fact that religious literature during the 

period notably avoids the realm of the dead and focuses instead on the world of the living. If the 

traditional conception of the Osirian afterlife really did cease to exist, this would leave the 

divinity of deceased kings entirely ambiguous. If their divinity was no longer modeled on that of 

                                                
179 For the erasure of this word, see Hornung 1996, 246-249; Étienne Drioton, "Trois documents 
d’époque amarnienne," Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 43 (1943): 42 and n. 42.  
180 For examples, see Hermann Kees, "Zur Familie des 3. Amonspropheten Amenophis," 
Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 84 (1959): 61. 
181 See, for example, Aldred 2001, 175. See also Cathie Spieser, "Amarna et le négation du cycle 
solaire," Chronique d'Égypte 76 (2001): 20-29, who argued that the nocturnal solar cycle was 
replaced by immediate rebirth. On the other hand, there is no evidence that the cult center of 
Osiris at Abydos was attacked, as would have likely been the case had this major element of 
theology been entirely eliminated. For this observation, see Krauss 2000, 96. 
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Osiris, this raises the question of whether they were still considered divine after death and, if so, 

what form this divinity took. As will be discussed in detail below, it is clear from evidence at 

Amarna that some royal ancestors, especially Amenhotep III, Thutmose IV, and possibly 

Amenhotep II and Thutmose I, were venerated, so clearly deceased kings did not cease to be 

relevant.182 Scholars, however, have disagreed about the reason for their veneration and the form 

of their divinity. Redford, for example, argued that these figures were honored only because of 

their familial connection to Akhenaten,183 while Murnane suggested that they were identified 

with the lunar eye.184 

5.2.3.1.2. Bell’s Royal Ka under Akhenaten 

The most significant target of Atenist attacks for the present study, however, is The Royal 

Ka. Early in the reign of Amenhotep IV, The Royal Ka appears much as it did under previous 

officeholders. On the lintel of the doorway to the court in the tomb of Kheruef, for example, The 

Royal Ka is depicted in the center of two symmetrical scenes of the king, still named Amenhotep 

IV, and queen Tiye offering to two sets of gods and goddesses (see figure 5.12).185 Called the 

“image of Re,”186 the king’s prenomen, Neferkheprure Waenre, is embraced by ka arms on a 

divine standard. The top of the cartouche is crowned with feathers, horns, and a sun disc, and 

                                                
182 For the continued relevance of private ancestor cults during the Amarna period, see Martin 
Fitzenreiter, "ꜣḫ n jtn als ꜣḫ iqr n rꜥ Die königlischen Familienstelen und die religiöse Praxis in 
Amarna," Studien zur altägyptischen Kultur 37 (2008): 85-124. He argued that private stelae 
depicting the royal family from Amarna have similarities with ꜣḫ iqr n Rꜥ stelae and banquet 
scenes in private tombs. The Amarna Period stelae did not directly replace the private ancestor 
cult but adapted these existing practices to connect elites with the king and royal family. 
183 See Redford 1986, 189 with n. 175. 
184 See Murnane 2013, 116. As lunar beings, these kings would also have experienced rebirth. 
For the regenerative power of the moon, see Robert K. Ritner, "Anubis and the Lunar Disc," The 
Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 71 (1985): 149-155. 
185 See Survey 1980, pls. 8-9. 
186 Re is written with the sun disc of the Behdetite, which is shown above the scene. 
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arms extending from the standard can be seen holding symmetrical standards with royal heads 

wearing the nemes. This iconography is largely consistent with other examples of The Royal Ka 

previously discussed. Even the use of the king’s prenomen rather than his Horus name was 

already observed during the reign of Thutmose III (see §3.2.3.2.4.). Representations of The 

Royal Ka are not, however, attested at Amarna. Images of it are avoided, but the ka of the king 

does appear in texts.187 In such texts, it receives praise and is said to “live on Maat.”188 Outside 

of Amarna, depictions of The Royal Ka were not only avoided but actively attacked. Erasure of 

the visual and specifically the anthropomorphic element of The Royal Ka seems to have been the 

primary objective of attacks against it at Luxor temple, at least in some cases.189 Even here, 

however, there is inconsistency. In the scenes of the king’s divine birth, for example, the ka 

figures are intact. On the other hand, it is also possible to find examples where the entire ka, 

including the arms, has been mutilated. Interestingly, the image of ka arms on a divine standard 

without anthropomorphic figure was never attacked. This seems to indicate that the objection 

                                                
187 For these observations and references to such texts, see Silverman 1995, 72-75. He also noted 
that all the iconographic elements of the ka are present in Amarna iconography but in different 
contexts. He speculated that the Aten’s rays themselves may have been understood as the ka but 
admited that this is only one of several unconfirmed hypotheses.  
188 See, for example, the lintel in the tomb of Meryre in Maj Sandman, Texts from the Time of 
Akhenaten, Bibliotheca Aegyptiaca 8 (Brussels: La Fondations Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth, 
1938), 5. Note that praise is also directed to the ka of the living Aten. 
189 For a description of the damage done to The Royal Ka at Luxor during the Amarna period, 
see Bell 1985, 291-293. For a more general account of the damage to Luxor, including The 
Royal Ka, see Nims 1965, 128 with n. 132. See also Brunner 1977, 20-22, who did not mention 
damage to ka figures. In discussing the lack of work at Luxor during the early reign of 
Amenhotep IV, Karl Martin, "Der Luxortempel und Amenophis’ IV. Sedfest(e)," Studien zur 
altägyptischen Kultur 30 (2002): 269-275, following Bell, speculated that The Royal Ka was no 
longer the primary means of legitimization. Instead, the Sed festival represented at the 
Gempaaten in east Karnak provided a new model for the regeneration of kingship, one which 
was not specifically linked to Amun. 
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was not with the conception of a ka in general but specifically with an aspect of the figurative ka 

of the king. 

A couple of explanations for these attacks have been suggested.190 Bell took this into 

account in his original article and suggested that it demonstrates the complete denial of any 

distinction between Akhenaten and the divine Royal Ka, which was now identified with the Aten 

itself.191 By eliminating any difference between the human body and the divine body politic, the 

king became The Royal Ka, the Aten, and a god all at once. Bell argued further that this 

contributed to the overall failure of Akhenaten’s reforms, since the success of Luxor stemmed 

from its generalization. The fact that The Royal Ka was not tied to one specific king but to the 

office promoted the divinity of each king without making too great a claim about an individual 

king’s power. Bell does not reference Kantorowicz in this context, but it seems analogous to 

Kantorowicz’s stress on the importance of recognized fictions (see §1.2.3.). By denying these, 

Akhenaten created an image of his own deification too extreme to sustain. The only other scholar 

to have commented on the erasures of The Royal Ka at Luxor is David Silverman.192 He cited 

Bell’s explanation but also suggested another possibility. Rather than eliminating any difference 

between the king and an implicit or invisible Royal Ka, he suggested that the ka (and therefore 

the king) was explicitly deified through the addition of the epithet ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t “living on Maat,” 

since this was a divine epithet.193 Whatever the case, these attacks signal a major change in royal 

ka theology during the period.  

                                                
190 The possibility that inconsistencies in the iconoclastic program should be attributed to the 
semi-literate hackers failing to identify certain images or texts should also be considered. 
191 For Bell’s interpretation of damage to The Royal Ka at Luxor, see Bell 1985, 291-292. 
192 For Silverman’s interpretation of damage to The Royal Ka during the reign of Akhenaten, see 
Silverman 1995, 73-74. 
193 For the connection of this epithet with The Royal Ka, see Bell 1985, 35 with n. 122. 
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5.2.3.1.2. Approaches for the Detection of The Royal Ka 

5.2.3.1.3.1. Ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t “Living on Maat” 

In the above discussion of The Royal Ka under Akhenaten, only a single, new approach 

that might be used to identify it has been suggested. This concerns the epithet ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t 

“living on Maat.” Commenting on the epithet in general, Bell noted that it is usually used for 

Amun but it can also be applied to kings, specifically as possessors of The Royal Ka.194 This is 

also claimed by Silverman, who suggested that the epithet marks the deification of this ka.195 

This approach is certainly worthy of consideration, but it should be noted that, like many of the 

approaches tested and rejected above, it too relied on a single, implicit association rather than an 

explicit declaration. If the divinity of the king depended entirely upon The Royal Ka, why was its 

presence now only signaled by a single epithet when the anthropomorphic ka itself could no 

longer be depicted? 

5.2.3.1.4. Deification and the Possible Coregency 

 One final feature of Akhenaten’s divinity remains to be discussed: the possibility that his 

deification was constructed contemporaneously in relation to that of his father, Amenhotep III. 

This depends on the existence of a coregency between the two kings, an issue which has been 

debated since the time of Petrie and Borchardt.196 One of the most influential proponents of such 

a theory was Fairman, who analyzed the textual material found at Amarna during Pendlebury’s 

excavations.197 He was struck by the number of monuments and institutions for Amenhotep III at 

                                                
194 See ibid., 35 and the list of attestations in n. 122. 
195 See Silverman 1995, 73-75. 
196 For the early history of scholarly debates regarding the coregency, see Redford 1967, 88-90. 
See also Gunn 1923, 169-170, who claimed that the Aten and Akhenaten rule together as if in a 
coregency. 
197 See Fairman 1951. 
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the site.198 Many of these, for example a stele showing Amenhotep III, Tiye, and the Aten found 

in a private house,199 even bear the later names of the Aten. This suggests that Amenhotep III 

might have lived at Amarna for quite some time, possibly until Akhenaten’s twelfth year.200 

Most recently, Johnson has continued to develop the theory of a long coregency and has 

connected it with larger changes in art and theology.201 He argued that Amenhotep IV probably 

became king in the twenty-eighth or twenty-ninth year of his father’s reign. At the time of 

Amenhotep III’s Sed festival in year thirty, the older king became an image of all gods, with a 

special emphasis on the sun god, while Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten was also deified as Shu.202 

This coincided with the new, youthful style of Amenhotep III and the exaggerated style of 

Akhenaten. Later during Amenhotep III’s second jubilee, Amenhotep IV officially changed his 

name to Akhenaten. Amenhotep III then moved to Amarna in Akhenaten’s ninth year, where he 

                                                
198 Institutions for Amenhotep III at Amarna included a House of Nebmaatre in the Bark, a 
House of Nebmaatre, a Mansion of Nebmaatre, and a House of the Dazzling Aten. For a basic 
list of these, see ibid., 164-165. For a full and more up to date list, see Johnson 1996. See also 
William Murnane, Texts from the Amarna Period in Egypt, Writings from the Ancient World 5 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 87-88. It should also be noted that Bell 1985, 261 with n. 256 
identified Nebmaatre in the Bark as the earliest evidence for a cult statue of a king in a bark, 
which he argued was a manifestation of The Royal Ka. 
199 For this stele now in the British Museum, BM 57399, see Francis Ll. Griffith, "Stela in 
Honour of Amenhophis III and Taya, from Tell el-‘Amarnah," The Journal of Egyptian 
Archaeology 12 (1926); Edwards 1939, 25-26, pl. XXII; Sandman 1938, 166. 
200 For general discussions of coregency, the evidence for and against it, and its possible length, 
see Murnane 1977, 123-169; Aldred 2001, 169-182. Arguing in favor of a long coregency, 
Johnson 1996, 72 pointed out that it would be unusual for a king to be so well-attested after his 
death, with an exception being Ramses I. 
201 See Johnson 1996; Johnson 1997; Johnson 1990. 
202 At the same time, Nefertiti was identified with Tefnut, completing the divine triad. Evidence 
for this are the colossi from east Karnak, which also depicted Akhenaten with the iconography of 
Shu. For the importance of Shu in creation and in relation to the sun god, see James P. Allen, 
Genesis in Egypt: The Philosophy of Egyptian Creation Accounts, Yale Egyptological Studies 2 
(New Haven: Yale Egyptological Seminar, 1988). 
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lived until his death around year eleven.203 Only at this time did Akhenaten begin his iconoclastic 

program against Amun, other members of the divine pantheon, and even The Royal Ka. 

 Johnson’s arguments are intriguing, but it should be noted that many scholars interpret 

the evidence in a different manner and still remain skeptical of a coregency.204 The issue is 

therefore unresolved, and the present study is not intended to offer arguments for or against 

either side. From the perspective of divine kingship, previous analysis has demonstrated that the 

physical existence of a coregency might not be as critical as might be assumed. It has been 

argued that there was no strict dichotomy between life and death and that kings could be shown 

as living and deceased during their lifetimes and after death. Theories like that of The Royal Ka, 

which depended on a strict boundary between the two states of existence, have proven difficult to 

support in this regard. The approach adopted here is thus not to ask whether or not Amenhotep 

III was physically alive at Amarna but how he was depicted at Amarna. Is he described as living, 

dead, or both at the same time? What was the form of his divinity after or in anticipation of his 

death if the conception of an Osirian afterlife had indeed ceased to exist? Perhaps most 

                                                
203 W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication on 11/6/17, suggested that the royal tomb at 
Amarna was actually intended for Amenhotep III. One surviving wall of decoration indicates that 
Tiye was to be buried there. The other wall, which has been attacked, might not have shown 
Akhenaten as is often assumed but Amenhotep III. In this case, it would have been attacked to 
suppress the memory of his presence at the site.  
204 Another possibility is a much shorter coregency. For refutations of a coregency between 
Amenhotep III and Akhenaten, see Peter F. Dorman, "The Long Coregency Revisited: 
Architectural and Iconographic Conundra in the Tomb of Kheruef," in Causing His Name to 
Live: Studies in Egyptian Epigraphy and History in Memory of William J. Murnane, ed. Peter J. 
Brand and Louise Cooper, Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 37 (Boston: Brill, 
2009); James F. Romano, "A Second Look at 'Images of Amenhotep III in Thebes: Styles and 
Intentions' by W. Raymond Johnson," in The Art of Amenhotep III: Art Historical Analysis, ed. 
Lawrence M. Berman (Cleveland: The Cleveland Museum of Art, 1990); Redford 1967. 
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importantly, did his divinity differ substantially from that of Akhenaten, and if so might this be 

related to The Royal Ka?  

5.2.3.2. The Temple of Soleb 

Key to an analysis of the divinity of Akhenaten and Amenhotep III is a careful evaluation 

of epigraphic evidence, since reliefs during this period could be modified several times after their 

original execution. Fortunately, such detailed studies now exist, and the relationships between 

the names of Amenhotep III, Amenhotep IV, and Akhenaten are better understood. This is 

especially true for the temple of Soleb, where careful examination of erased figures and 

cartouches has allowed a detailed reconstruction of the temple’s history during the time of 

Akhenaten.205 A good example that demonstrates the challenges facing scholars is a sequence of 

two reworked cartouches from the cornice above the doorway of the first pylon (see figure 

5.13).206 The cartouche on the left shows traces of the prenomen of Amenhotep III and 

Akhenaten, Nebmaatre and Neferkheprure Waenre. The cartouche containing the nomen is 

somewhat more obscure. “Akhenaten” is clearly visible as is Imn-ḥtp Ntr-ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t “Amenhotep 

God-Ruler-of-Thebes.” There are also, however, faint traces of another version of the name 

Amenhotep. It had previously been suggested that Akhenaten effaced his father’s cartouche and 

replaced it with his own, but Murnane convincingly argued that the first two phases can be dated 

to the reign of Akhenaten. The initial decoration was executed early in the king’s reign, when he 

was still Amenhotep IV.207 This was later altered after the king changed his name to Akhenaten. 

                                                
205 See Murnane 2013. 
206 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 356; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 201; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 23; 
Murnane 2013, 107 and 110-111.  
207 Furthermore, the epithet God-Ruler-of-Thebes is attested only for Amenhotep IV and not 
Amenhotep III. See von Beckerath 1999, 142-143. 
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The names of Amenhotep III were never original but only added after the Amarna period. A 

proper understanding of this sequence is of critical importance, as it proves that Akhenaten did 

not attack images or names of his father.208 

 Now that this sequence has been established, it is possible to turn to scenes of Akhenaten 

before the hypostasis form of Amenhotep III. As noted above (see §5.2.2.6.), Akhenaten was 

responsible for the decoration of the antechamber (prostyle) and the outer face of the gateway of 

the main pylon. Of the surviving scenes, three depict him before the hypostasis form of his 

father. On the third register of the northern jamb of the gateway of the first pylon, for example, 

Akhenaten on the right was originally shown offering incense and cool water to the hypostasis 

on the left (see figure 5.14).209 The crown of the hypostasis is partially lost, but it is clear that he 

possessed the standard iconography of horns, crescent, and disc. The figure of the hypostasis and 

that of Wadjet above Akhenaten are original, but Akhenaten himself shows signs of damage and 

recarving. He wore the Blue crown and holds an incense burner and a ḥs-vase, which he poured 

onto an offering table with a flower. His entire figure as well as the vase and the flower, 

however, have been hacked out. In addition to this damage, there are at least two versions of the 

king’s uraeus, crown, arms, chest, back, and kilt. Murnane acknowledged that the phases here are 

somewhat difficult to explain but suggested that the figure of Akhenaten was erased during the 

post-Amarna period.210 The surface was then likely filled with plaster and recarved as an image 

                                                
208 For another example, see block Sb. 9 in Schiff Giorgini 2002, 371; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 
14; Murnane 2013, 105, where the prenomen of Amenhotep III post-dates that of Akhenaten.  
209 For this scene, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 354-355; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 189b; Schiff 
Giorgini 1998, pl. 21; Murnane 2013, 106. 
210 See Murnane 2013, 109. He also noted that the hacking and restoration need not have 
immediately followed one another. 
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of Amenhotep III, at which point the cartouches would also have been altered for this earlier 

king.211 

The texts associated with the hypostasis are similar to those found during the reign of 

Amenhotep III. di⸗f ꜥnḫ nb snb nb ꜣw.t-ib nb / qn.t nb nḫt nb ḫr⸗f / [(]Nb-[Mꜣ]ꜥ.t-[Rꜥ])| / […] 

ḥr-[ib …] “May he give all live, all health, all happiness, / all valor, and all might before him, / 

Neb[ma]at[re] / […] who res[ides in …].” The texts above Akhenaten read ntr nfr (Nfr-ḫpr.w-

Rꜥ)|212 d[i] ꜥn[ḫ] / sꜣ Rꜥ (Ꜣḫ-n-Itn)|213 ꜥꜣ m ꜥḥꜥ⸗f / dd wꜣs snb ꜣw-ib⸗f214 / ḥnꜥ kꜣ⸗f215 mi Rꜥ rꜥ 

(nb?)216 “the good god Neferkheprure, / the son of Re Akhenaten, great in his lifetime / giv[en] 

lif[e],217 stability, dominion, and health, he being happy / together with his ka like Re (every) 

day(?).” The text between the two figures describes the action of the scene ir.t sntr q[b]ḥ n Nb-

                                                
211 W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication on 11/6/17, noted that such scenes at Soleb 
are the only examples where images of Akhenaten were recarved and not simply erased. For 
other examples of the defaced figure of the king before the hypostasis of his father, see the 
following scenes. See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 367-368; Schiff Giorgini 2003, figs. 202a-b; Schiff 
Giorgini 1998, pls. 4-5; Murnane 2013, 105 for the first register of the northern section of the 
eastern outer wall of the first pylon. See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 368; Schiff Giorgini 2003, figs. 
203a-d; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pls. 6-9; Murnane 2013, 105 for the second register of this same 
wall. See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 354; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 189a; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 
20; Murnane 2013, 106 for the second register of the northern exterior jamb of the doorway of 
the first pylon. 
212 Traces of Nebmaatre, the later palimpsest, are visible.  
213 Traces of the Amun element of Amenhotep are visible.  
214 For ꜣw.t-ib “happiness” as a gift frequently given to the king by the gods, see Elke 
Blumenthal, Untersuchungen zum ägyptischen Königtum des Mittleren Reiches I. Die 
Phraseologie  (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1970), 83-84. For this as a quality also possessed by 
gods, see Goebs 2008, 373, n. 825. 
215 The ka sign is here placed on a divine standard. 
216 There is a final, superfluous sun disc. Another possibility would be to read this as the disc of 
nḥḥ. There are traces of another disc nearby as well.  
217 “Given life” falls at the very end of the first column of translated text. The translation, 
however, reflects the assumption that it is to be read after “great in his lifetime” and before the 
other gifts, which he is given. 
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Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ218 nb Tꜣ-sty ir⸗f di ꜥnḫ “Making incense and co[o]l water for Nebmaatre lord of Nubia, 

so that he might make given life.” 

The first thing that should be noted is the writing of the hypostasis’ name, Nebmaatre, 

both with and without a cartouche. This is further proof that the presence or absence of a 

cartouche cannot be used to detect The Royal Ka or to determine the figure’s divinity (see 

§5.2.2.6.3.1.). Also significant is the inclusion of the king’s ka on a divine standard. The fact that 

it was not attacked during the Amarna period supports the observations above (see §5.2.3.1.2.) 

that the non-figurative ka of the king was not usually the target of Atenist attacks. Akhenaten is 

titled “good god,” but this has already been shown to be of no use for determining possession of 

The Royal Ka (see §2.1.2.4., §2.1.2.5., and the appendices). He is also called “given life,” which 

according to Bell, should mark him as the living king and possessor of The Royal Ka, but this 

too has been shown to be problematic (see §2.1.2.1. and the appendices). The only new epithet 

associated with Akhenaten is “great in his lifetime,”219 but this has not been linked with The 

Royal Ka. There thus seems to be no way of detecting it in this scene. On the other hand, this 

epithet emphasizing the lifetime of the king may hint at the elimination of the Osirian conception 

of the afterlife and the resulting importance of the divinity of the living king, but there is no 

explicit evidence here to conclude that this was so. It should instead likely be interpreted at face 

value as a wish for a long life.  

                                                
218 With this name, the orientation of the text changes to Nebmaatre rather than Akhenaten. 
219 See Murnane 2013, 110, who noted that Amenhotep III did not use this epithet. This further 
stresses the length of his reign and his status as the living king. The erasure of the floral bouquet, 
presumably during the post-Amarna period, may have been intended to deny life to Akhenaten, 
since it punned on the word ankh. For the ꜥnḫ bouquet, see Wb I, 204/3-5; Hannig 1995, 147. 
The flower was presumably restored at the same time that the figure of the king was changed to 
Amenhotep III. 
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Two other scenes that showed Akhenaten before the hypostasis of Amenhotep III 

survive. One is located just above that previously discussed on the fourth register of the northern 

exterior doorjamb of the first pylon.220 The hypostasis stands on the left and extends an ankh to 

the nose of Akhenaten on the right. Akhenaten wears the Red crown and is called “king of Upper 

and Lower Egypt,” and he is again said to be “given life” and “great in his lifetime.”221 The other 

scene is located on the third register of the northern wall of the pylon in the antechamber.222 It 

once again shows the hypostasis on the left offering life to the nose of Akhenaten on the right. It 

is less well preserved than the scenes mentioned above, but the fragmentary cartouches show 

clear evidence of recarving. In all three scenes, there is thus no new evidence that would 

dramatically alter the divinity of either figure nor is there evidence that Bell’s Royal Ka played 

any role in defining the relationship between the kings. 

5.2.3.3. The Temple of Sesebi 

 Additional evidence for Nebmaatre in Nubia during the reign of Akhenaten exists at the 

temple at Sesebi, a site located south of Soleb and north of the third cataract.223 Published reports 

described evidence for the temple’s decoration early in the reign of Amenhotep IV and recounted 

                                                
220 For this scene, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 355-356; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 189c; Schiff 
Giorgini 1998, pl. 22; Murnane 2013, 106. 
221 A noticeable difference is that the figure of Akhenaten here has not been erased or recarved, 
though reworking is clearly visible in his cartouches. Murnane 2013, 108 speculated that since 
damage to the figure of Akhenaten only occurs on the bottom two-thirds of the wall, the ladders 
of those making that erasure were not high enough to reach the upper third. This remains 
conjecture, but it is difficult to suggest a better explanation. 
222 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 369; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 204; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pls. 11-
12; Murnane 2013, 105. 
223 See PM VII, 172-173; Kate Spence et al., "Sesebi 2011," Sudan and Nubia 15 (2011): 36. 
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that these figures were later changed to Akhenaten before being erased and replaced by Sety I.224 

Furthermore, scenes in this temple’s crypt apparently show Akhenaten before various gods 

including Amenhotep III, called Nebmaatre lord of Nubia. Unfortunately, the temple is 

unpublished, and none of the archaeological reports provided an image, facsimile, or anything 

more than a vague summary of these scenes.225 It is therefore impossible to comment on the 

relationship between the two officeholders at the site. 

5.2.3.4. Akhenaten and the Hypostasis of Amenhotep III in Thebes  

 Representations of the “deified” Amenhotep III also exist in a unique location well 

outside of Soleb, Sesebi, and Nubia. These are found at Amenhotep III’s temple at Kom el-

Hetan, the only location in the Theban area where Akhenaten is shown worshipping his father. 

This fact is not often recognized because of the complex history of recarving and restoration 

work at the site. Further complicating this issue is the reuse of much of the material in the nearby 

temple of Mernaptah. Fortunately, careful study by Susanne Bickel226 and others227 has shed 

                                                
224 For these observations, see Kate Spence et al., "Fieldwork at Sesebi, 2009," Sudan and Nubia 
13 (2009): 42-43; Robert G. Morkot, "Sesebi," in Ancient Nubia: African Kingdoms on the Nile, 
ed. Marjorie M. Fisher, et al. (New York: The American University in Cairo Press, 2012). 
225 For the early publications of the site, see Aylward M. Blackman, "Preliminary Report on the 
Excavations at Sesebi, Northern Province, Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, 1936-37," The Journal of 
Egyptian Archaeology 23 (1937); H. W. Fairman, "Preliminary Report on the Excavations at 
Sesebi (Sudla) and ‘Amārah West, Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, 1937-8," The Journal of Egyptian 
Archaeology 24 (1938). Fortunately a team lead by Kate Spence is currently working at the site, 
and, even though no evidence significant to the current study has yet been published, Kate 
Spence, "Fieldwork at Sesebi 2010," in The Fourth Cataract and Beyond: Proceedings of the 
12th International Conference for Nubian Studies, ed. Julie R. Anderson and Derek A. Welsby, 
British Museum Publications on Egypt and Sudan 1 (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 409 reported that 
an investigation of the site’s temples is currently underway. 
226 See Bickel 1997. 
227 See, for example, the comments of Bell regarding the recarving of Amun as Amenhotep III on 
the Israel stele, CG 34025, in Bell 1985, 51 with n. 124. See Gerhard Haeny, Untersuchungen im 
Totentempel Amenophis’ III., Beiträge zur ägyptischen Bauforschung und Altertumskunde 11 
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light on Akhenaten’s modifications to his father’s monuments in the area. It appears that while 

Akhenaten was usually content to erase and mutilate the name of Amun,228 he treated his father’s 

temple as a special case. There images of Amun were changed into images of his father, called 

Nebmaatre. This created multiple scenes in which Amenhotep III was shown worshipping 

himself. 

One representative example is a reconstructed scene, T/2.R, which originally showed 

Amenhotep III on the left receiving life from Amun-Re on the right (see figure 5.15).229 The 

figure of Amun and the associated texts were later recarved for Amenhotep III. Unfortunately, 

this version of the king is not well preserved, as Amun was restored in the post-Amarna period. 

Yet, a comparison of the traces visible in this scene with those elsewhere can be used to 

construct a representative description of the figure. The king wore a nemes but did not possess 

the disc, crescent, or curling ram’s horns with which he was shown at Soleb.230 The Amarna 

period texts can also be reconstructed.231 dd-mdw [i]n di.n(⸗i) n⸗k ꜣw.t-ib nb / dd-mdw in [ꜥnḫ] 

wꜣs nb mi Rꜥ <nb> / dd-mdw in [di.n⸗i n⸗k …]232 nb / ntr nfr nb tꜣ.wy (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-[Rꜥ])| 

“Recitation [b]y (the king)233: It was to you that (I) gave all happiness, / [life], and dominion like 

                                                
(Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GMBH, 1981), Faltafel 5 for the recarving of the great 
southern stele re-erected at Kom el-Hetan. 
228 W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication on 11/6/17, noted that of the sculptural 
program at Kom el-Hetan only statues of Amun were attacked. Likewise, Amun seems to have 
been Akhenaten’s only target in the relief program there. There is even an example where Amun 
has been erased and transformed not into an image of Amenhotep III but of Ptah-Sokar-Osiris. 
For this scene, A/L.1, see Bickel 1997, 109-111, pl. 174.  
229 See ibid., 130-132, pl. 187. For other similar scenes, see the following in ibid.: A/R.1, 102-4, 
pl. 70; A/L.3, 112-13, pls. 29a-b, 30, and 76; I/R.2, 115-17, pl. 78.  
230 For a description of these figures of Amenhotep III, see ibid., 89. 
231 For a reconstruction of all three phases of this text, see ibid., 131. 
232 This restoration is suggested by ibid., 132. 
233 When the text was recarved during the Amarna Period, the name was omitted because of 
spatial constraints, but the image implies that the speaker was the king. 
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Re. / [It was to you that I gave] all […] / the good god, lord of the two lands Nebmaat[re].” The 

unaltered figure of Amenhotep III on the left also wears the nemes, and the texts above him read 

ntr nfr (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| / sꜣ Rꜥ ([Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ])|234 / ti.t dsr.t n.t […]235 di ꜥnḫ “the good god 

Nebmaatre, / the son of Re [Nebmaatre], / the sacred image of […], given life.” 

In her interpretation of the second, added figure of Amenhotep III, Bickel has claimed 

that he was not an independent god, since his name was always enclosed in a cartouche (see 

§5.2.2.6.3.1.) and since he was not said to be lord of a specific geographical region (see 

§5.2.2.6.3.2.).236 Instead, she concluded that he was a deified ancestor and god of his mortuary 

temple.237 Bickel’s conclusions, however, can be modified given the analysis above. First, it was 

demonstrated for Soleb that the presence or absence of a cartouche cannot be used to determine 

divinity or The Royal Ka (see §5.2.2.6.5.). Additionally, the reliefs at Kom el-Hetan show that 

the divine Amenhotep III could exist outside of Nubia (see §5.2.2.6.3.2.), since this scene of the 

king worshipping himself is not located in Nubia but in western Thebes. Yet, two other things 

should be noted. First, such scenes outside of Nubia are unique to Kom el-Hetan. They do not 

seem to occur elsewhere in Thebes, at Amarna, or anywhere else in Egypt. Second, the 

manifestation of the divine Amenhotep III in Thebes differed in iconography from that found in 

Nubia; this one closely resembled a standard image of an officeholder. One might therefore be 

tempted to identify the Nubian form, complete with curling horns and other special iconography, 

                                                
234 Note that this cartouche has been recarved and restored. During the reign of Akhenaten, the 
name of Amenhotep was almost certainly erased and changed to Nebmaatre. 
235 The name of Amun was erased, leaving the phrase incomplete during the reign of Akhenaten. 
This is why the name of Amun has not been restored in the transliteration or translation. 
236 See Bickel 1997, 90. 
237 Again, it is not clear what exactly the difference is between an independent god, a deified 
ancestor, and a god of a mortuary temple.  
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either as more divine or as the incarnation of The Royal Ka. Given that the curling horns cannot 

be taken either as a marker of divinity in general or The Royal Ka (see §5.2.2.6.2.), the more 

standard Theban iconography cannot be used to prove lack of divinity or The Royal Ka. Rather, 

the difference in appearance seems to be further proof that the special form of the hypostasis was 

connected with Nubia.  

5.2.3.5. Akhenaten and Amenhotep III in Private Tombs at Thebes 
 
 Scenes and texts featuring multiple officeholders in private tombs technically fall outside 

the corpus examined in this study. It is worth analyzing two examples from the early reign of 

Amenhotep IV, however, since they provide valuable comparisons for evidence later in the reign 

of Akhenaten. The first tomb in which the two officeholders interact with one another is the 

tomb of Kheruef, TT 192.238 The Royal Ka of Amenhotep IV in this tomb has already been 

discussed above (see §5.2.3.1. and figure 5.12), but another scene on the upper section of the 

south side of the passage to the court originally showed Amenhotep IV offering to Amenhotep 

III and Tiye (see figure 5.16).239 Amenhotep IV stood on the left and poured water on a small 

offering table with a flower. He was identified by his prenomen and nomen, but unfortunately his 

image, name, and epithets have intentionally been damaged to the point where only the outline of 

his body remains.240 Amenhotep III and Tiye were not intentionally attacked, but a large portion 

of the king’s upper torso and head has been lost. 

Despite this, much has been said about this scene. Aldred assumed the couple must have 

possessed Osirian divinity but called the scene bizarre, since one would expect both Amenhotep 

                                                
238 For the publication of this tomb, see Survey 1980. 
239 For this scene, see ibid., 35, pls. 11 and 13. 
240 Compare this with the scene on the third register of the northern jamb of the gateway of the 
first pylon at Soleb (figure 5.14). There the flower has been erased, but here it was left intact.  



 

 

 

307 

III and Tiye to be shown as deceased in such a scene, but at least Tiye was definitely still alive at 

the time of carving.241 Fairman on the other hand assumed that the costume worn by Amenhotep 

III precluded him from Osirian divinity and instead shows him as alive and deified.242 Redford 

seems to have remained non-committal and identified the older officeholder as a statue.243 It 

seems impossible to resolve many of these somewhat contradictory claims given the current 

statue of preservation, but several observations can be made. First, the problematic nature of this 

scene seems to be based on the assumption that kings (and queens) should be clearly identified as 

either living or deceased. Much of the evidence considered above, however, has shown that this 

is not the case (see §2.1.2.1. and the appendices). In fact, it has even been argued that Osirian 

divinity and the divinity of the living officeholder represent only a single form of divinity, which 

would further break down this distinction (see §3.3., §4.3., and appendix 3). What is notable is 

the presence of one officeholder offering to another in a private tomb. Amenhotep III and 

Akhenaten are not consigned to different walls or scenes, but they directly interact.  

The second tomb in which Amenhotep IV and Amenhotep III appeared in close 

proximity is that of the vizier Amenhotep called Huy, Kampp Tomb 28.244 As of yet no scenes of 

the kings interacting have been discovered, but their names were found on fragments of four 

columns that lined both sides of the main axis through the columned hall.245 Those on the right 

                                                
241 See Aldred 2001, 174-175. Note that according to the theory of the long coregency, 
Amenhotep III would still have been alive as well.  
242 See Fairman 1951, 155-156. 
243 See Redford 1967, 114-117. 
244 For the preliminary publication of this tomb, see T. Bedman and F. Martín-Valentín, "Tomb 
AT-28- Belonging to Vizier Amen-hotep, Huy at Asasif (Luxor West Bank) Historical Study," in 
Proyecto Visir Amen-hotep, Huy (Tumba AT-28-): Memoria Preliminar (Malaga: Instituto de 
Estudios del Antiguo Egipto, 2017). 
245 The columns have since been reconstructed. 
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bore the names and titles of Amenhotep III and those on the left the names and titles of 

Amenhotep IV. Each column originally had six lines of vertical texts concerning the king. At the 

center were the prenomen and nomen, and the additional names and titles to the left and right 

varied from column to column. The outer columns of text on the left and right contained the 

name of a god or goddess.  

A representative example is the first column of Amenhotep III. Numbering the columns 

one to six from left to right, it reads 5) ny-sw.t bi.ty ḥqꜣ pd.t psd nb ḫꜥ.w (4) (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)|(6) 

mr[y] Ptḥ ḥr-ib [ḥw.t] Skr[y] (2) sꜣ Rꜥ ḫꜥ ḥr tntꜣ nb tꜣ.wy  (3) (Imn-ḥtp Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t)| (1) [mry …] 

“(5) the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, ruler of the nine bows, lord of crowns (4) Nebmaatre 

(6) belov[ed] of Ptah who resides in the [temple] of Sokar, (2) the son of Re who appeared on the 

dais, lord of the two lands (3) Amenhotep Ruler-of-Thebes (1) [beloved of …].”246 The epithets 

of the king preceding his names vary slightly in column 2 as do the gods with whom he is 

associated, Osiris and Hathor. A representative example for Amenhotep IV is his column 1, 

which is organized in the same manner and reads (2) ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy ḥqꜣ Ip.t-s.wt (3) (Nfr-

ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Wꜥ-n-Rꜥ)| (1) mr[y] Imn-Rꜥ ḥr-ib Dsr247 (5) [sꜣ Rꜥ] hnm sḫm.ty nb ḫꜥ.w (4) (Imn-ḥtp 

Ntr-Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t Ꜥꜣ-m-ꜥḥꜥ⸗f)| (6) mr[y] Wsir nb Ꜣb[dw] “(2) the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, 

lord of the two lands, ruler of Karnak (3) Neferkheprure Waenre (1) belov[ed] of Amun-Re who 

resides in Dsr, (5) [the son of Re], united with the Double crown, lord of crowns (4) Amenhotep 

God-Ruler-of-Thebes Great-in-His-Lifetime (6) belov[ed] of Osiris lord of Aby[dos].”248 The 

                                                
246 For the textual reconstruction, see Bedman and Martín-Valentín 2017, 37. 
247 This is probably an abbreviation for Dsr-dsr.w or Dsr-ꜣḫ.t, both temples at Deir el-Bahari. 
248 For the textual reconstruction, see Bedman and Martín-Valentín 2017, 39. 
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variants found on his second column include associations with Hathor and Atum and the epithets 

“son of Amun” and ḥtp ḥr Mꜣꜥ.t. 

The picture of each officeholder that emerges is striking because of its normalcy. Both 

kings are addressed by their prenomen and nomen, and associations of both kings with Osiris or 

Ptah-Sokar clearly attest to the existence of an Osirian afterlife. There are, however, some 

differences between the two figures. Amenhotep III’s performance of the Sed festival is 

referenced through the epithet “who appeared on the dais,” but there is no evidence in the 

surrounding texts that this event involved The Royal Ka or elevated his divinity over that of his 

son. In fact, of the two only Amenhotep IV is explicitly referred to as a god by means of the 

epithet in his nomen, “God-Ruler-of-Thebes.” Since “God-Ruler-of-Thebes” is not used for 

Amenhotep III, who uses only “Ruler-of-Thebes,” this may seem like evidence that Akhenaten 

promoted his own divinity over that of his father, possibly since he was the living possessor of 

The Royal Ka. This interpretation is invalidated, however, by the fact that it was previously used 

for Amenhotep II, both as “God-Ruler-of-Thebes” and “God-Ruler-of-Heliopolis.”249 It is an 

explicit statement of divinity, but the lack thereof cannot be used to prove that kings, such as 

Amenhotep III or even Thutmose III, who did not include it in their names, did not possess The 

Royal Ka or were not divine. The gods associated with each king also cannot be used to 

distinguish possession of The Royal Ka. It is true that Amenhotep III is beloved of Ptah-Sokar, 

Osiris, and Hathor, all gods and goddesses that had mortuary associations. Amenhotep IV on the 

other hand is beloved of Amun-Re and Atum, gods associated with kingship, but he is also 

beloved of Hathor and Osiris, deities with mortuary associations, just like his father. The loss of 

                                                
249 See von Beckerath 1999, 138-139. 
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the first column of text on column 1 of Amenhotep III furthermore makes it impossible to rule 

out Amenhotep III’s association with Amun-Re, Atum, or another god associated with kingship. 

5.2.3.6. A Block of Amenhotep III and IV from Athribis 

 Other evidence for the juxtaposition of the names of Amenhotep III and IV is a single and 

fragmentary block found at Lower Egyptian Athribis.250 Only sections of three cartouches are 

preserved. Based on the surviving text, Fairman reconstructed the sequence of names as follows, 

[(Nfr-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ)| / (Imn]-ḥtp Ntr-ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t)| / [(]Nb-[Mꜣ]ꜥ.t-[Rꜥ])| / [(Imn-ḥtp Ḥqꜣ-Wꜣs.t)|] 

“[Neferkheprure / Amen]hotep God-Ruler-of-Thebes / Neb[ma]at[re] / [Amenhotep Ruler-of-

Thebes].” Originally, the first surviving cartouche was attributed to Amenhotep III, but Fairman 

correctly argued that based on the epithet it must have been that of Amenhotep IV. He then 

claimed that this represented an exceptional situation where the name of a son preceded that of 

his father, which would have been possible only because of a coregency.251 Redford, however, 

pointed out that the entire context of the sequence is lost and that the cartouches possibly 

represent a continuous frieze rather than a single scene.252 There is thus no definitive proof that 

the name of Amenhotep IV really did precede that of Amenhotep III. Given this and the fact that 

no other elements of the scene survive, more cannot be said regarding The Royal Ka or the 

divinity of either king.  

5.2.3.7. The Third Pylon at Karnak 

 Before moving on to evidence for multiple officeholders at Amarna, one final monument 

outside of that city should be mentioned. This is the third pylon at Karnak, which was built and 

                                                
250 For the publication of this block, see H. W. Fairman, "A Block of Amenophis IV from 
Athribis," The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 46 (1960). 
251 See ibid., 81-82. 
252 See Redford 1967, 141-143. 
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decorated by both Amenhotep III and IV, but today there are no surviving scenes on this 

monument that show the two officeholders interacting. Amenhotep IV’s contribution was not 

even noticed until the north wall of the Hypostyle Hall built under Sety I was removed to reveal 

a scene of the king smiting enemies.253 Once this was clarified, attention turned to the identity of 

erased figures on the bark on the eastern face of the north section of this pylon. The primary 

images of Amenhotep III remain unaltered, but there are traces of two other figures, one on the 

prow and the other on the stern. These were smaller than those of Amenhotep III, but both were 

clearly kings. They were later replaced, however, presumably during the Ramesside period, with 

non-human elements like an ankh holding a fan.254 Because of the erasure, the figure was 

identified as Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten.255 Yet, this identification was challenged by Murnane, 

who after an in-depth study concluded that these figures more likely represented 

Tutankhamun.256 The identity of these erased kings is no longer debated in scholarship, but 

Johnson has challenged Murnane’s conclusions.257 He believes that since images of 

Tutankhamun were always usurped rather than erased, the original interpretation must be correct 

and the king must be Akhenaten. Even if Johnson is correct, however, only traces of the smaller 

                                                
253 For Amenhotep IV’s work on the third pylon, see Ramadan Sa’ad, "Les travaux d’Aménophis 
IV au IIIe pylône du temple d’Amon Re’ à Karnak," Kêmi 20 (1970). The smiting scene is 
unfinished and was likely abandoned by the king at the time of his rejection of Amun.  
254 They can be compared to scenes of Hatshepsut in the Small Temple of Medinet Habu, where 
her images were occasionally replaced by objects like lettuce or a pile of offerings. See the 
comments in Survey 2009, xvi-xvii. 
255 See PM II, 61, who referred to depictions of “Amenophis III and [son] (later Amenophis 
IV)”; Sa’ad 1970, 193. Since these figures were erased but those of Amenhotep III left intact, it 
seems unlikely that they were images of the same king. 
256 See William Murnane, "The Bark of Amun on the Third Pylon at Karnak," Journal of the 
American Research Center in Egypt 16 (1979). 
257 This was suggested by W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication on 11/6/17.  
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kings remain, making it impossible to conclude anything regarding their divinity or The Royal 

Ka.  

5.2.3.8. Amenhotep III at Amarna 

5.2.3.8.1. The Tomb of Huya 

 As mentioned above (see §5.2.3.1.4.), there is plentiful evidence for Amenhotep III at 

Amarna. Yet, the surviving evidence does not show him directly interacting with Akhenaten.258 

In fact, the only surviving scene from Amarna that depicts both Akhenaten and Amenhotep III is 

found in the tomb of Huya. As it comes from a private tomb, this scene, like those in the tombs 

of Kheruef and Amenhotep Huy, technically falls outside the corpus, but once again it serves as 

an instructive example for comparative purposes. Additionally, it may be used to illustrate the 

limited manner of interaction between the officeholders at the site.  

 The tomb in question is part of the north group of private rock tombs in the eastern cliffs 

of the city of Amarna.259 It lies north of the later tomb of Meryre and has a rough north-south 

alignment. The scene of Amenhotep III and Akhenaten is found on the lintel of the door between 

the columned and broad halls (see figure 5.17).260 It depicts two separate, roughly symmetrical 

scenes. On the left Akhenaten and Nefertiti sit under the Aten and before four of their daughters. 

On the right Amenhotep III sits across from Tiye, who has the princess Beketaten by her knees, 

with the Aten overhead. Three female attendants stand at the far right. In the left scene, 

                                                
258 It cannot be ruled out that such scenes were vigorously attacked to protect Amenhotep III’s 
memory from the taint of his association with Akhenaten. The attacks may have been so 
effective that the evidence no longer survives. 
259 For the publication of the tomb, see Norman de Garis Davies, The Rock Tombs of El Amarna 
Part III.-The Tombs of Huya and Ahmes, Archaeological Survey of Egypt 15 (London: Egypt 
Exploration Fund, 1905). 
260 For this scene, see ibid., 15-16, pl. XVIII. For the texts, see Sandman 1938, 38. 
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Akhenaten is labeled as nb tꜣ.wy (Nfr-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Wꜥ-n-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ “lord of the two lands 

Neferkheprure Waenre given life.” In the scene on the right, Amenhotep III is labeled as ny-sw.t 

bi.ty (Nb-[Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ])| di ꜥnḫ “lord of the two lands Neb[maatre] given life.” The separation of 

the kings on this lintel is somewhat comparable to the graffito of Men and Bek at Aswan (see 

figure 5.18),261 but there are important differences. That graffito represents each king in a 

stylistically different manner; Akhenaten is shown with the exaggerated features and drooping 

belly below the Aten, but Amenhotep III is shown as a traditionally proportioned royal statue 

seated on a throne. In the tomb of Huya, however, both kings are depicted in the distinct, 

Amarna fashion. The lack of direct interaction in both the tomb and the graffito might indicate 

that Amenhotep III was dead at the time, but it has also been argued, at least in the case of the 

tomb, that this reflected the reality of two separate but contemporaneous royal courts.262 

 The texts associated with each king on the lintel are a bit laconic, but their names are also 

found on the doorjambs nearby. One jamb is inscribed for Akhenaten: 

ꜥnḫ it⸗f ny-sw.t bi.ty ([ꜥnḫ Rꜥ Ḥqꜣ-ꜣḫ.ty Ḥꜥy m ꜣḫ.t])| ([m rn⸗f m it-Rꜥ iy m Itn])|263 di ꜥnḫ 
d.t nḥḥ ny-sw.t bi.ty ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t nb tꜣ.wy ([Nfr-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Wꜥ-n-Rꜥ])| sꜣ Rꜥ ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t 
nb ḫꜥ.w ([Ꜣḫ-n-Itn])| ꜥꜣ m ꜥḥꜥ⸗f  
 
May his father live, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt [Re-the-Ruler-of-the-Horizons-
Who-Rejoices-in-the-Horizon-Lives in-His-Name-of-Re-the-Father-who-Comes-from-
the-Aten]264 given life forever and ever (and) the king of Upper and Lower Egypt who 
lives on Maat, lord of the two lands [Neferkheprure Waenre] the son of Re who lives on 
Maat, lord of crowns [Akhenaten], great in his lifetime.265 

                                                
261 For this graffito, see Labib Habachi, "Varia from the reign of King Akhenaten," Mitteilungen 
des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 20 (1965): 85-92, pls. XXVII-XXX. 
Based on Akhenaten’s costume, Redford 1967, 99 dated this to “well along” in his reign. 
262 For the suggestion of two separate courts, see Aldred 2001, 174. 
263 This transliteration follows von Beckerath 1999, 144-145. For the difficulties translating the 
later name of the Aten, see §5.2.3.1. 
264 The cartouches of the Aten were attacked after the Amarna period.  
265 For the text, see Davies 1905, pl. XXI; Sandman 1938, 42. The name and titles of Nefertiti 
followed. 
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The other, however, is inscribed for both Akhenaten and Amenhotep III:  
 

ꜥnḫ it⸗f ny-sw.t bi.ty ([ꜥnḫ Rꜥ Ḥqꜣ-ꜣḫ.ty Ḥꜥy m ꜣḫ.t])| ([m rn⸗f m it-Rꜥ iy m Itn])| di ꜥnḫ 
d.t nḥḥ ny-sw.t bi.ty ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t nb tꜣ.wy ([Nfr-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Wꜥ-n-Rꜥ])| di ꜥnḫ ny-sw.t bi.ty 
nb tꜣ.wy ([Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ])|  
 
May his father live, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt [Re-the-Ruler-of-the-Horizons-
Who-Rejoices-in-the-Horizon-Lives in-His-Name-of-Re-the-Father-who-Comes-from-
the-Aten] given life forever and ever (and) the king of Upper and Lower Egypt who lives 
on Maat, lord of the two lands [Neferkheprure Waenre] given life (and) the king of Upper 
and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands [Nebmaatre].266 

 
The first thing to note is that the texts do not name two officeholders but three. Not only are 

Akhenaten and Amenhotep III called “king of Upper and Lower Egypt,” but the title is applied to 

the Aten as well. The Aten can thus be identified as an officeholder.267 Only the Aten and 

Akhenaten are “given life” as opposed to Amenhotep III, whose name lacks this or a similar 

qualifying epithet. It would be difficult to conclude from this, however, that Amenhotep III was 

deceased and thus did not possess The Royal Ka, since the epithet is also inconsistently applied 

to Akhenaten. It is only used for him, for example, on the second jamb. This is thus further 

evidence that such markers of life and death cannot be used to prove the existence of The Royal 

Ka (see §2.1.2.1. and the appendices). 

 On the other hand, there are some titles applied only to a single officeholder that do seem 

significant. Only the Aten and not Amenhotep III, for example, is called “his father.” This 

establishes a patrilineal relationship between the Aten and Akhenaten and also possibly between 

the Aten and Amenhotep III but not between Akhenaten and Amenhotep III. The existence of 

                                                
266 For the text, see Davies 1905, pl. XXI. Note that, as on the opposite jambs, the names of the 
Aten and Akhenaten have been erased. The name of Amenhotep III was also erased, presumably 
to remove any association of him with Amarna. The names and titles of Nefertiti continued the 
text on this jamb as well. 
267 For the Aten as an officeholder, see Gunn 1923. 



 

 

 

315 

this patrilineal relationship between each king and god but not between the two kings, who were 

in reality father and son, greatly complicates the theorized existence of The Royal Ka. Despite 

the possible ways it could be justified, for example by claiming that the Aten himself was The 

Royal Ka or that the other officeholders were both his sons and living coregents, there is simply 

no evidence for The Royal Ka in this scene. The other distinguishing epithets applied only to 

Akhenaten are “great in his lifetime” and “who lives on Maat.” The latter has been suggested as 

a marker of The Royal Ka (see §5.2.3.1.3.1.), but whether or not this approach is valid will be 

considered as further evidence is discussed.  

5.2.3.8.2. Fragment of a Statue with an Offering Table 
 
 Also found in the tomb of Huya is a representation of the sunshade of queen Tiye, the 

courtyard of which was lined with monumental statues.268 According to this relief, the statues 

were arranged in alternating pairs of Amenhotep III and Tiye and Akhenaten and Tiye. Similar 

statues are also shown in other tombs and on talatat, and smaller versions have been found in 

private houses. Fragments of life-size statues were also found by Carter and others outside the 

southern enclosure wall of the per-Aten, the Great Aten Temple, one of which bears an 

inscription naming both Amenhotep III and Akhenaten (see figure 5.19).269 Only the offering 

table held by the figure and sections of the arms, torso, and thighs survive.270  

Three lines of text are found on the table itself. The first two run from the center of the 

front of the table in either direction and wrap around the sides. That on the viewer’s right reads 

                                                
268 See Davies 1905, pls. VIII and X. 
269 For the find spot of this statue fragment and a short discussion of it in context with other 
statues at Amarna, see Aldred 2001, 175. For the publication of the fragment, see Fairman 1951, 
155, fig. 122, pl. LXIV. See also Redford 1967, 111-112. 
270 Based on the style of the fingers in particular, W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication 
on 11/6/17, believes that the statue represents not Akhenaten but Amenhotep III.  



 

 

 

316 

ꜥnḫ it⸗i (ꜥnḫ Rꜥ ḥqꜣ-ꜣḫ.ty ḥꜥy m ꜣḫ.t)| (m rn⸗f m it-Rꜥ iy m Itn)| di ꜥnḫ d.t nḥḥ (continuing on the 

side) ny-sw.t bi.ty ꜥnḫ m Mꜣꜥ.t nb tꜣ.wy (Nfr-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Wꜥ-n-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ d.t nḥḥ “May my father 

live, Re-the-Ruler-of-the-Horizons-Who-Rejoices-in-the-Horizon-Lives in-His-Name-of-Re-the-

Father-who-Comes-from-the-Aten given life forever and ever, (continuing on the side) the king 

of Upper and Lower Egypt who lives on Maat, lord of the two lands Neferkheprure Waenre 

given life forever and ever.” The line of text on the viewer’s left names Amenhotep III instead of 

Akhenaten. ꜥnḫ it[⸗i (ꜥnḫ Itn ḥqꜣ-ꜣḫ.ty ḥꜥy m ꜣḫ.t)|] (m rn⸗f m it-Rꜥ iy m Itn)| di ꜥnḫ d.t nḥḥ 

(continuing on the side) ny-sw.t bi.ty nb tꜣ.wy nb ir.t ḫ.t (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)|271 di ꜥnḫ mi Rꜥ d.t nḥḥ 

“May [my] father live, [Re-the-Ruler-of-the-Horizons-Who-Rejoices-in-the-Horizon-Lives] in-

His-Name-of-Re-the-Father-who-Comes-from-the-Aten given life forever and ever, the king of 

Upper and Lower Egypt, lord of the two lands, lord of ritual Nebmaatre given life like Re forever 

and ever.” The final column of text runs vertically along a support on the underside of the 

offering table. It again gives the cartouches of the Aten, calling him “my father” and concludes 

with “the king of Upper and Lower Egypt Nebmaatre given life.” 

As opposed to the doorjambs in the tomb of Huya (see §5.2.3.8.1.), only Akhenaten and 

Amenhotep III are explicitly identified as officeholders. Interestingly, however, the relationship 

between Amenhotep III and Akhenaten is still not presented as one between father and son but as 

one between equal officeholders. Both are called ny-sw.t, and both refer to the Aten as “my 

father.” As was also seen in the tomb of Huya, the two officeholders do not interact but instead 

are placed in separate but parallel texts. The two kings are distinguished by epithets, but 

presumably these reflect those they actually bore during their lifetime. The more traditional “lord 

of the two lands” is used for Amenhotep III, and “who lives on Maat” is used for Akhenaten. It 

                                                
271 Note the writing of Maat avoids using an image of the goddess. 
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has been argued that “who lives on Maat” can be used to indicate possession of The Royal Ka 

(see §5.2.3.1.3.1.),272 and it appears in the tomb of Huya also associated only with Akhenaten 

(see §5.2.3.8.1.). All the evidence should be considered, however, before any conclusions 

regarding its connection with The Royal Ka can be made. 

5.2.3.8.3. Shrine for Queen Tiye 

 A similar arrangement and distribution of titles is found on the gilded shrine of queen 

Tiye. It cannot be said with absolute certainty that it came from Amarna, as it was found in a 

tomb in the Valley of the Kings, KV 55,273 but it is quite likely that it originally enclosed her 

sarcophagus in the royal tomb at Akhenaten’s capital. Only later was it moved to Thebes, at 

which time the figures of Akhenaten were erased and many of the names changed from 

Akhenaten to Amenhotep III. Like on the other monuments from Amarna, both Akhenaten and 

Amenhotep III are referred to as “king of Upper and Lower Egypt” but their filiation or 

relationship is not described (see §5.2.3.8.1. and §5.2.3.8.2.). Amenhotep III is usually referred 

to as “lord of the two lands” and Akhenaten as “the one who lives on Maat,” but there is a 

notable exception. On the right doorpost, “the one who lives on Maat” is applied not to 

                                                
272 See Bell 1985, 35. 
273 For this shrine, see Marc Gabolde, D’Akhenaton à Toutânkhamon, Collection de l’Institut 
d’Archéologie et d’Histoire de l’Antiquité Universitié Lumiere-Lyon 2 3 (Lyon: Institut 
d’Archéologie et d’Histoire de l’Antiquité, 1998), 231-236, pls. XXVII-XXIX; Theodore M. 
Davis, The Tomb of Queen Tîyi  (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co. Ltd., 2001), 13-15, pls. 
XXVIII-XXIX and XXXI-XXXIII; Sandman 1938, 164-166; Murnane 1995, 100-101. The 
names and titles of Akhenaten and Amenhotep III also appeared together on sarcophagi from 
Amarna. These are not discussed in detail, since they repeat elements already discussed and are 
so fragmentary that it is difficult to assign pieces to a specific sarcophagus. For these fragments, 
see Maarten J. Raven, "A Sarcophagus for Queen Tiy and Other Fragments from the Royal 
Tomb at el-Amarna," Oudheidkundige Mededeelingen uit het Rijksmuseum van Oudheden te 
Leiden 74 (1994): 8-16, figs. 11-19; Gabolde 1998, 132-136, pls. XVI-XXI; Geoffrey T. Martin, 
The Royal Tomb at el-‘Amarna, Archaeological Survey of Egypt 35 (London: Egypt Exploration 
Society, 1974), 26-30. 
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Akhenaten but to Amenhotep III.274 Since it could be used for both kings, this is proof that it 

cannot be reliably used to designate the possessor of The Royal Ka (see §5.2.3.1.3.1.). Before 

moving on to evidence of other officeholders at Amarna, it should be noted that the shrine may 

have also included visual representations of both Akhenaten and Amenhotep III. Most male 

figures probably represented Akhenaten and have therefore been hacked.275 Johnson, however, 

pointed out that a single figure before Tiye on the panel found against the east wall of the tomb is 

intact.276 Since this was the only one to escape damage, it likely represents Amenhotep III rather 

than Akhenaten. If true, it would once again show Amenhotep III with Tiye but not Akhenaten. 

This would be further evidence that, even though Amenhotep III was included on many of 

Akhenaten’s monuments, the two kings did not directly interact.  

5.2.3.9. Other Officeholders at Amarna 
 
5.2.3.9.1. The Earlier Boundary Stelae 
 
 Other officeholders are attested at Amarna, but unfortunately references to them are 

either fragmentary or short and ambiguous. One such example is found on the earlier boundary 

stelae at Amarna.277 The relevant passage, which is extremely fragmentary, references bad things 

which the king heard in years past. It begins with the fourth year of Akhenaten’s reign and then 

moves progressively further into the past.278 As part of this, three other cartouches appear, which 

                                                
274 Note that this text does not appear in Gabolde. For the text, see Davis 2001, pl. XXXI. 
275 See, for example, Gabolde 1998, pl. XXVIII; Sandman 1938, 165. 
276 The suggestion was made by W. Raymond Johnson, personal communication on 11/6/17. 
This is visible on the awkwardly angled but clear photograph, for which see Davis 2001, pl. 
XXVIII; Gabolde 1998, pl. XXIX. 
277 See William Murnane and Charles Van Siclen, The Boundary Stelae of Akhenaten  (New 
York: Kegan Paul International, 1993), 11-68; Sandman 1938, 103-118; Murnane 1995, 73-81. 
278 For this passage, see Murnane and Van Siclen 1993, 26; Sandman 1938, 116; Murnane 1995, 
78. 
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are usually restored as Nebmaatre, Aakheprure (?), and Menkheperre. Stannish, however, has 

suggested restoring Menkheprure, Aakheprure, and Menkheperre.279 The royal names mentioned 

are important for discussions of the possible coregency between Akhenaten and Amenhotep III, 

as the omission of the latter may imply that he was still alive at the time of carving. For the 

purposes of this study, however, it is only important to note that Akhenaten’s theological reforms 

did not include a rupture with previous officeholders (besides obviously Amenhotep III). Beyond 

that, the fragmentary nature of the text makes it impossible to comment on the divinity of these 

figures.  

5.2.3.9.2. The “House of Thutmose IV” and Other Miscellaneous References 

 Of the other short references to officeholders besides Amenhotep III at Amarna, the most 

potentially significant is a relief fragment published by Wilkinson. Unfortunately, it is now 

missing, which makes it impossible to collate or judge the accuracy of the original publication.280 

Despite the somewhat garbled hand copy, one can likely read of an “estate of Menkheprure 

(Thutmose IV) in the estate of A[t]en in Akhetaten (Amarna).” This has been justifiably 

interpreted as evidence that Akhenaten built his grandfather a chapel at his new capital.281 Since 

it is absolutely certain that Thutmose IV was long dead by the time Akhenaten moved his capital 

to Amarna, this indicates that it definitely was possible to carry out a cult for a deceased 

ancestor, despite the possible denial of an Osirian afterlife. Unfortunately, the fragment, 

                                                
279 See Steven M. Stannish, "Evidence for a Co-Regency between Amunhotep III and Akhenaten 
in the Earlier Proclamation of Amarna Boundary Stelae K, X, and M," Journal of the Society for 
the Study of Egyptian Antiquities 34 (2007). 
280 For the publication, which provided only a hand copy, see Gardner Wilkinson, Modern Egypt 
and Thebes, vol. 2 (London: John Murray, 1843), 73. There seem to be several errors, for 
example, ꜥnḫ hnm for ḥry-ib. 
281 See Bryan 1991, 161; Murnane 2013, 116. 
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especially in its current state of publication, does not reveal anything specific about the divinity 

of Thutmose IV and how this might have changed from the reign of his son into the reign of his 

grandson (for Thutmose IV in the monuments of Amenhotep III, see §5.2.2.2. and §5.2.2.3.). 

Other objects of Thutmose IV have been found at Amarna, but these appear to date to his reign 

and were only later brought to the site.282 

 Other short or fragmentary references found at Amarna have led some to believe that 

Amenhotep II and Thutmose I might have possessed cults in the city as well.283 The evidence for 

this, however, is ambiguous. Amenhotep II is mentioned in a text in the tomb of Any in 

connection with his title of Steward of the House of Aakheprure,284 but it is possible that this 

refers to an estate elsewhere, for example, in Thebes, where Any is also attested with the same 

title.285 The evidence for Thutmose I is even more ambiguous. It consists only of jar sealings,286 

which could easily have been shipped to Amarna from elsewhere.287 If this is the case, the 

sealings would be comparable to bowls with royal names from Thutmose III to Khafre found in 

the royal tomb at Amarna.288 These prestige objects, while attesting the continuing importance of 

                                                
282 See Bryan 1991, 162-164. 
283 For a summary of these arguments, see ibid., 162. 
284 See Norman de Garis Davies, The Rock Tombs of El Amarna Part V.-Smaller Tombs and 
Boundary Stelae, Archaeological Survey of Egypt 17 (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1908), 
9, pl. IX. 
285 See Bryan 1991, 162. 
286 For sealings of Thutmose I at Amarna, see John D. S. Pendlebury, The City of Akhenaten III, 
vol. 44, Memoir of the Egypt Exploration Society (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1951), 
pls. LXXXI/14 and XXII/10; H. A. Frankfort and John D. S. Pendlebury, The City of Akhenaten 
II, Memoir of the Egypt Exploration Society 40 (London: Oxford University Press, 1933), pl. 
L/274; Sandman 1938, 161-162. 
287 See Bryan 1991, 162. 
288 For these bowls, see Martin 1974, 95-96, nos. 413-414. 
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royal ancestors, do not reveal any additional information about royal divinity or The Royal Ka 

during the period.  

5.2.3.10. Excursus: The kꜣ ny-sw.t at Amarna 

 In the review of the evidence for multiple officeholders at Amarna, the kꜣ ny-sw.t was 

conspicuously absent. Yet, since it is attested at Amarna, it is worth providing a brief analysis of 

some relevant contexts in which it does appear. These examples may serve as a point of 

comparison to scenes and texts mentioning multiple officeholders. It is quite common to find 

private individuals offering to Akhenaten’s ka just as they ask for offerings for their ka, but these 

attestations do no reveal anything new about The Royal Ka or its divinity, since such practices 

are attested before the Amarna period as well.289 Several examples in the tomb of Meryre I, 

however, seem a bit more extraordinary. These are a series of similar texts that are found, for 

example, on the left side of the lintel of the north doorway of the pillared hall,290 the right side of 

the lintel of the south doorway of the pillared hall,291 and the door jambs of the north door of the 

antechamber.292 Taking these door jambs as a representative example, there are the four columns 

of texts on both jambs. The first two and the final one read iꜣw n⸗k pꜣ Itn ꜥnḫ kꜣ ny-sw.t ꜥnḫ m 

                                                
289 For private individuals offering to Akhenaten’s ka, see, for example, the ceiling inscriptions 
in the tomb of Panehesy and the entrance jambs in the tomb of May in Murnane 1995, 175 and 
145-147, respectively. For an example of a private individual offering to the ka of a king before 
the Amarna period, see the stele of Qenamun, on which the owner offers to the ka of Amenhotep 
I, in El Shazly 2015, 72-73. Qenamun does not, however, offer to the kꜣ ny-sw.t of Amenhotep I 
but only his kꜣ.  
290 See Norman de Garis Davies, The Rock Tombs of El Amarna Part I.-The Tomb of Meryra, 
Archaeological Survey of Egypt 13 (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1903), pl. XXXIV; 
Sandman 1938, 3; Murnane 1995, 154. 
291 See Davies 1903, pl. XXXV; Sandman 1938, 5; Murnane 1995, 155-156. 
292 See Davies 1903, XXXIX; Sandman 1938, 17; Murnane 1995, 160-161. 
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Mꜣꜥ.t nb tꜣ.wy293 (Nfr-ḫpr.w-Rꜥ Wꜥ-n-Rꜥ)| di ꜥnḫ294 “praise to you, the living Aten, the kꜣ ny-sw.t 

who lives on Maat, lord of the two lands Neferkheprure Waenre, given life.” 

 The primary question concerning the interpretation of these texts is the relationship 

between the Aten, the kꜣ ny-sw.t, and Akhenaten. Specifically, should the text be interpreted as 

the Aten (and) the ka (and) of the king (and) Akhenaten or instead as a syncretism of the three? 

Given that The Royal Ka was argued to be a homologizing force between officeholders, one 

might speculate that the ka here enabled a homology between Akhenaten and the Aten, since the 

god was now identified as an officeholder (see §5.2.3.8.1.) and could therefore theoretically 

possess a kꜣ ny-sw.t.295 There are, however, two points that speak against this. First, the third 

column of the doorjambs of the northern door of the antechamber begins in the same way by 

praising the Aten but then mentions not Akhenaten or the kꜣ ny-sw.t but Nefertiti; the queen 

replaces the ka and the king.296 Without the kꜣ ny-sw.t, there is no evidence that a homology 

could be made here between the Aten and Nefertiti.297 This text should thus likely be translated 

the Aten (and) Nefertiti and the other as the Aten (and) the kꜣ ny-sw.t (and) Akhenaten. 

 The other factor that speaks against a syncretic interpretation is the fact that the texts in 

the tomb of Meryre I appear to be unique, and the potential ambiguity between the Aten, the kꜣ 

ny-sw.t, and the king is not found in other tombs. On the jambs of the north doorway in the tomb 

                                                
293 The second column on both jambs replaces nb tꜣ.wy with nb ḫꜥ.w. 
294 The second column on both jambs replaces di ꜥnḫ with ꜥꜣ m ꜥḥꜥ⸗f.  
295 For proof that the Aten possessed a ka, see, for example, a lintel from the house of 
Nekhuempaaten from Amarna in Murnane 1995, 168. 
296 See Davies 1903, XXXIX; Sandman 1938, 18; Murnane 1995, 160-161. The text reads iꜣw 
n⸗k pꜣ Itn ḥm.t ny-sw.t wr.t mr(y).t⸗f nb.t tꜣ.wy (Nfr-nfr.w-[I]t[n] [Nfr.t-iy.ti])| ꜥnḫ.t(i) d.t nḥḥ 
di⸗f… “Praise to you, the Aten, (and) the great wife of the king, whom he loves, lady of the two 
lands, Nefernefru[a]t[en Nefertiti], living forever and ever. May he give….” 
297 Given the both masculine and feminine nature of the Aten and Nefertiti’s role as Tefnut, 
however, this cannot be immediately ruled out without additional research. 
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of Panehesy, for example, there is a similar series of texts, but these mention only Akhenaten and 

in one column Nefertiti.298 The Aten and the kꜣ ny-sw.t are omitted. It is thus impossible to 

conclude that the kꜣ ny-sw.t permitted a homology between Akhenaten and the Aten just as it did 

between other officeholders in earlier periods. Even so, this would be the only potential evidence 

for such a homology during the Amarna period. There does not seem to have been any attempt to 

draw a homology between multiple human officeholders such as Akhenaten and Amenhotep III.  

5.3. Conclusion 

When the treatment of officeholders during the reign of Thutmose IV is compared with 

that during the reign of Akhenaten, it is clear that dramatic changes have taken place. The 

presentation of and manner of interaction with these figures is noticeably different, for example, 

on the Lateran Obelisk (see §5.2.3.1.) and in the tomb of Huya (see §5.2.3.8.1.). Before 

considering how such issues are related to The Royal Ka, these changes broach pragmatic 

concerns of adding one’s name to an unfinished monument as opposed to including the name of 

a previous officeholder on a new monument (see §1.4.). It is possible that if an officeholder left 

many monuments unfinished at the time of his (or her) death, this might skew the importance of 

previous officeholders during the next reign. The evidence considered in this chapter, however, 

shows that this does not seem to have been the case. Compare, for example, the Alabaster Chapel 

of Thutmose IV (see §5.2.2.2.) with the Desert Chapel at Elkab (see §5.2.2.3.). Both are framed 

as if Amenhotep III completed or restored a monument of Thutmose IV, but there is no evidence 

that Thutmose IV actually executed any of the relief decoration at the Desert Chapel. Some type 

of structure could certainly have been begun by him, but Amenhotep III was under no obligation 

                                                
298 See Davies 1905, pl. XXI; Sandman 1938, 17. The texts are so similar that Murnane 1995, 
175 referred readers back to the texts in the tomb of Meryre I. 



 

 

 

324 

to include his name on the monument. Certainly an unfinished monument did afford an 

officeholder a unique opportunity, but it in no way constrained his ability to otherwise include 

his predecessors in his ideological program. The fact that pragmatic concerns were not always of 

central concern is also demonstrated by iconoclastic program of Akhenaten, which must have 

required an absurd amount of effort. 

Now that such issues have been addressed, the question remains as to whether changes in 

divine kingship during this period can be traced to the role or the presence or absence of The 

Royal Ka and, if not, if they should be attributed to larger changes in the definition of divinity. 

The first thing that should be noted in this regard is that once again all approaches for detecting 

The Royal Ka proved to be unsatisfactory. The one possible exception to this was that of 

geographical limitation, as the connection between Amenhotep III’s hypostasis and Nubia is 

valid. There is, however, no evidence that the divine king was banned from existing outside of 

Nubia or that his divinity in Soleb was based on The Royal Ka. In fact, any proposed distinctions 

between possessor of The Royal Ka and other officeholders, i.e. between deified and non-deified 

kings, always broke down upon testing, and the likelihood that the next approach based on an 

epithet, iconographic element, or other the like will be successful seems increasingly unlikely. 

Yet, the theory of The Royal Ka is surprisingly resilient even for the Amarna period, when this 

figure was actively attacked. Remarkably, it has never been considered that such attacks against 

The Royal Ka were motivated not by its critical importance but by its disposability. In other 

words, the anthropomorphic Royal Ka may have been attacked precisely because it was 

expendable and not a central, defining element of kingship.  

If The Royal Ka was not the central element of royal divinity during the period, then a 

different explanation is necessary to account for the changes in the presentation of multiple 
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officeholders during the reigns of Thutmose IV, Amenhotep III, and Akhenaten. This is best 

done by moving through each reign chronologically. Thutmose IV seems to have continued the 

trends already observed during the independent reign of Thutmose III and the reign of 

Amenhotep II. As was argued above (see §4.3.), it appears as if the potential homology created 

by The Royal Ka was no longer favored after the coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, and 

it was thus excluded from the ideological programs of succeeding pharaohs. Other officeholders 

were not ignored from monuments, but the reason for their presence was clearly stated to be a 

desire to guarantee their memory, “to make their names live” or “endure.” This was also 

observed during the early reign of Amenhotep III, for example on the Alabaster Chapel of 

Thutmose IV (see §5.2.2.2.). The fact that homologization was not entirely defunct or forbidden, 

however, might be demonstrated by the tomb of Amenhotep III (see §5.2.2.4.). There it was 

speculated that the presence of the ka of Thutmose IV might be explained by the overall 

conflation of every kꜣ ny-sw.t and their resulting potential interchangeability. 

The reign of Amenhotep III thus appears to have begun largely by continuing previous 

trends, even though Bell had marked it as the peak of Royal Ka theology and the divinity of the 

king. If Luxor temple really was constructed to promote the cult of The Royal Ka,299 it is not 

detectable in scenes of multiple officeholders as would be expected (see §1.4.). A noticeable 

shift does occur later in his reign, but this seems to stem from several, unique strategies of 

deification rather from than the theology of Luxor temple. Since little of the evidence discussed 

above pertains to the Sed festival, an analysis of Amenhotep III’s divinization by means of this 

                                                
299 This was, however, refuted by Waitkus 2008, vol. 1. 
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event are best left for future studies.300 The divinity of the king and his hypostasis at Soleb, on 

the other hand, has been the focus of much analysis. First, it was stressed that, despite previous 

arguments claiming the king and his hypostasis were distinct entities, the hypostasis was clearly 

a form of Amenhotep III. Next, it was demonstrated that, despite clear evidence for this figure’s 

divinity, there was no evidence that this divinity stemmed from the hypostasis being either the 

incarnation or possessor of The Royal Ka.  

This was especially clear when attempting to detect The Royal Ka by means of the 

presence or absence of cartouches. A different explanation for the presence or absence of this 

element emerges when the evidence is considered chronologically. Of the scenes discussed 

above, the name of the hypostasis without a cartouche is more commonly found further inside 

the temple, for example on the columns S5 and N5 of the hypostyle hall (see figures 5.8 and 5.9). 

On the other hand, this supposed distinction between Amenhotep III and his hypostasis begins to 

break down in reliefs towards the entrance of the temple. This is especially noticeable when 

reliefs from the hypostyle hall are compared with those executed by Akhenaten near the first 

pylon (see, for example, figure 5.14). If it is assumed that reliefs deeper in the temple must have 

been executed earlier, it seems as if the king and his hypostasis became more similar as time 

went on. It is tempting to see this trend continue during the reign of Akhenaten. When the relief 

program at Kom el-Hetan was modified in conjunction with the king’s attack on Amun, the form 

of Amenhotep III that replaced Amun appears almost entirely identical to other images of the 

                                                
300 The one monument directly relevant to the Sed festival of Amenhotep III and his possible 
deification is the tomb of Amenhotep Huy from early in the reign of Amenhotep IV (see 
§5.2.3.5.). There it was argued that even though Amenhotep III’s celebration of this festival was 
referenced, it does not appear to have changed the portrayal of his divinity either when compared 
to Amenhotep IV or Amenhotep III’s earlier monuments.  
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king (see, for example, figure 5.15). It is unclear whether this is a result of a conscious effort to 

make the king and his hypostasis resemble one another, a consequence of the hypostasis being 

removed from a Nubian context, or a quickly cobbled together replacement for Amun. When all 

factors are considered together, however, it does appear as if the unique form of the hypostasis 

first created at Soleb slowly changed to the point where any visible differences between 

Amenhotep III and the image of his divinity disappear. This would be further proof that even 

though Amenhotep III’s divinity may have been extraordinary, it cannot be attributed to The 

Royal Ka, the existence of which relies on such broken down distinctions. 

The culmination of this trend may be observable during the Amarna period, when the 

Aten also began to resemble an officeholder and was called king of Upper and Lower Egypt (see 

§5.2.3.8.1.). Yet, at the same time, previously encountered strategies for interacting with other, 

terrestrial officeholders were abandoned. There was no homology, for example, drawn between 

Akhenaten and Amenhotep III, nor did Akhenaten express the standard desire to make live the 

names of his ancestors, as was common after the coregency of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III. 

Amenhotep III among others was certainly present at Amarna, but only the relationships between 

the Aten and Akhenaten and the Aten and Amenhotep III are defined. Akhenaten and 

Amenhotep III are neither explicitly related nor do they interact. This stands in sharp contrast to 

the situation early in the reign of Amenhotep IV, when he was shown offering to Amenhotep III 

in the tomb of Kheruef (see §5.2.3.5.). It is possible that the evidence at Amarna is misleading, 

since Amenhotep III’s presence at the site could have been intentionally erased, but given the 

consistency of what does survive it seems as if a lack of interaction or direct association may 

have been the norm. If not because of a coregency, perhaps the presence of Amenhotep III at 

Amarna was the result of Akhenaten’s need for legitimacy. By showing his father much as he 
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showed himself, he might have attempted to provide precedent for the radical theological 

changes, which were not yet sufficiently established. There is, however, no evidence that 

Amenhotep III’s role in Akhenaten’s ideological program should be attributed to The Royal Ka. 

Not only was the only strategy for detecting it at Amarna shown to be inconsistent (see 

§5.2.3.8.3.), but The Royal Ka itself is entirely absent from scenes or texts of multiple 

officeholders. Clearly the ka of the king was still present at Amarna (see §5.2.3.10.) but not in 

the scenes examined as part of the main corpus of this study.  

As regards the suggested revolutionary nature of the changes not only to The Royal Ka 

but also to kingship and divinity during the Amarna period, there was no indication that there 

was a fundamental redefinition of such basic categories. Evidence for the presence of deceased 

officeholders aside from Amenhotep III makes it abundantly clear that such individuals could 

still be provided with a cult, but whether this cult differed fundamentally from one based on a 

traditional Osirian afterlife still remains uncertain. To answer this and other such questions, 

further investigation of mortuary and theological practices from all levels of society at Amarna 

and throughout Egypt would be necessary.301 Until then, there does not seem to be any reason to 

question or redefine basic terms. 

                                                
301 See, for example, a roughly carved black granite altar, whose texts record its donation by Tiye 
for the kꜣ ny-sw.t nb tꜣ.wy Wsir (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| “the royal ka, the lord of the two lands, the Osiris 
Nebmaatre.” Depending on the date of this object, it may indicate that the absence of Osiris at 
Amarna does not indicate the complete disappearance of an Osirian afterlife throughout Egypt. 
For this altar, see W. M. Flinders Petrie, Illahun, Kahun and Gurob  (London: William Clowes 
and Sons, 1891), 20, pl. XXIV.  
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6. Conclusion 
 
6.1. Rethinking The Royal Ka 

 As recounted in the introduction, The Royal Ka has played a foundational role in most if 

not all discussions of ancient Egyptian divine kingship since it was first proposed. First 

suggested as a theory by Lanny Bell, The Royal Ka was quickly embraced by the scholarly 

community. Remarkably, it has only once to my knowledge been explicitly challenged,1 and it 

took a meticulous, in-depth study of all the reliefs and inscriptions at Luxor temple, the 

hypothetical cult center of The Royal Ka, to do so. The persistence of the theory of The Royal 

Ka stems not only from its elegant simplicity but also its resiliency. Even when this ka was 

seemingly absent, it could still be detected by means of a hypostasis or a complicated series of 

equivalencies, which relied on a variety of iconographic, textual, or artistic cues. If, for example, 

no ka was present but the king was shown with ram’s horns curling around his ear, this was read 

as a marker of The Royal Ka. If both ka and horns were absent, one could then, for example, 

appeal to the king’s possession of the White rather than the Red crown as proof of its existence. 

Using this type of circumstantial reasoning, it was always possible to detect The Royal Ka where 

one wanted to see it and thus to justify its existence. 

 The present study has attempted to collect all such hypostases, equivalencies, and 

markers, which have been used to detect The Royal Ka. Each of these, termed approaches, was 

examined in order to once and for all evaluate its consistency and overarching validity. The 

corpus of material used to test these approaches consisted of reliefs, inscriptions, objects, and 

monuments mentioning multiple officeholders, as this was a context when the existence of a 

                                                
1 See Waitkus 2008, vol. 1. 
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single Royal Ka equivalent with a single office of kingship would have been complicated by 

multiple, potential possessors of it (see §1.3. and §1.4.). In terms of chronology, the focus was 

the period that served as the foundation of Bell’s theory, the 18th dynasty.2 Specifically, the study 

began in the late 17th dynasty, when Theban kings mimicked the kingship of earlier unifiers, and 

ended during the reign of Akhenaten, when the line between god and officeholder was blurred in 

new, dramatic fashion. With all the evidence analyzed, it can be concluded that none of the 

approaches considered above are capable of identifying The Royal Ka. Some may be valid for an 

individual scene or even across several monuments, but all can be shown to be contradictory at 

some juncture or other. The possibility remains that an additional approach not considered here, 

perhaps based on another specific epithet or iconographic element, might be the one that proves 

the existence of The Royal Ka, but this seems increasingly unlikely. Instead, the results of this 

study have hinted that royal divinity in ancient Egypt was not achieved by means of a single and 

overarching strategy of deification.  

 If The Royal Ka as described by Bell cannot be detected, then it must be concluded that it 

did not exist in this form. If it really were the critical element of divine kingship, the basis of the 

entire system, then there is no reason why it should not be extremely prominent or at least 

visible. The logical conclusion is that the theory of The Royal Ka itself should be revised. This, 

however, exposes a problem of terminology already noted in the introduction but glossed over by 

the theory itself. As mentioned above (see §1.2.2.), Bell distinguished between the individual ka 

of each king with which he was born and the immortal Royal Ka equivalent to the divine office 

                                                
2 Note that the Ramesside period and particularly the reign of Ramses II was also highlighted by 
Bell 1985. Ideally the present study would have analyzed this material as well, but the sheer 
amount of evidence rendered this unfeasible. The Ramesside period will therefore be relegated to 
future research. 
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of kingship. He referred to both simply and interchangeably as “the royal ka,” thus blurring this 

important distinction. For the sake of clarity in the present study, the ka equivalent to the divine 

office was always termed “The Royal Ka” in order to highlight not only its importance but also 

its divinity. My claim that The Royal Ka does not exist refers specifically to this divine Royal Ka 

as described by Bell and not the existence of a kꜣ ny-sw.t in general. The kas of individual kings, 

henceforth referred to as royal kas, are clearly and amply attested by numerous texts and reliefs 

discussed above. The key difference between my interpretation and that of Bell is that the gross 

majority of figures previously identified as The Royal Ka are simply royal kas. In other words, 

the anthropomorphic or standard-form figure with ka-arms on its head clearly existed, but it was 

first and foremost the personal ka of the king rather than a representation of an immortal office. 

Another important observation made in this study was that such figures are distinct from another 

element of Bell’s theory, the epithet “foremost of all living kas.” Bell understood both as 

interchangeable markers of The Royal Ka, but it was demonstrated that the two behaved 

differently. Specifically, multiple officeholders could possess anthropomorphic or standard-form 

royal kas, but only one at a time could be called “foremost of all living kas” (see §3.3.). This 

epithet too, however, was not applied consistently to a single officeholder, but it could alternate, 

preventing one king from being identified as the sole possessor of Bell’s Royal Ka. The 

connection of this epithet with the royal ka was also challenged by Waitkus,3 but additional study 

is necessary to determine its precise meaning, function, and relationship with other forms of the 

ka. 

                                                
3 See Waitkus 2008, vol. 1, 16-17. He argued that associations of this epithet with the Horus 
name of Amenhotep III and the ritual of running with vases are much more consistent and 
significant than its connection with the royal ka. 
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 Despite the rejection of The Royal Ka, I argue that there was indeed a special property of 

the royal ka that permitted connections to be made between multiple officeholders. This is 

visible, for example, on the Alabaster Chapel of Amenhotep I and Thutmose I (see §2.2.4.1.), the 

main sanctuary at Deir el-Bahari (see §3.2.3.2.5.), and the tomb of Amenhotep III (see §5.2.2.4.). 

On the first two monuments, a reversal of royal kas signals the existence of a homology between 

this spiritual form of two kings, a connection not permitted by the bodies of the kings 

themselves.4 The reversal indicates that the kas of multiple officeholders could be considered one 

and the same even while the kings were distinguished as separate entities. It was speculated that 

this may be taken a step further in the tomb of Amenhotep III, where the similarities between kas 

might have enabled Amenhotep III to be shown with the ka of his father, Thutmose IV.  

 The royal ka (as opposed to The Royal Ka) thus created a homology that conflated 

multiple officeholders. It is argued that this was accomplished by the fact that every king 

possessed a kꜣ ny-sw.t by virtue of his position as ny-sw.t. If every king’s ka could be identified 

as kꜣ ny-sw.t, then all kings could be understood to have and to share this ka. In this way, the kꜣ 

ny-sw.t could be seen as a single entity possessed by every king. This would have strengthened 

the overall stability and immortality of the office of kingship by stressing the undying, 

reoccurring nature of this element shared by all kings. Such conclusions are surprisingly similar 

to those of Bell. They serve to highlight the insight of his contribution, even if many aspects of 

his argument require revision.5 Perhaps Bell was also correct that the kꜣ ny-sw.t could be 

                                                
4 Note that such reversals are not taken as a requirement for a homology to occur. They signal a 
special relationship between kas, but they were not the sole means of creating this relationship. 
5 One aspect of Bell’s argument not analyzed in the present study is the role of Luxor temple in 
the cult of the king. As mentioned several times, Waitkus 2008, vol. 1, has refuted several of 
Bell’s claims, but additional work at Luxor remains to be done. 
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connected with legitimacy, as Thutmose I may have used this strategy to associate himself with 

Amenhotep I, to whom he was not related by blood (see §2.2.4.), and Hatshepsut may have used 

it to permit the existence of multiple living officeholders in her rise to power (see §3.2.3.5.).  

The major distinction between this conception of the royal ka and that of Bell is its 

transitory nature. Just as quickly as the homology could be formed, it could also be broken down. 

The royal ka, the individual ka with which the king was born, never ceased to exist or became 

The Royal Ka. It always retained its independence and individuality. In this way, my arguments 

are similar to those of Erik Hornung, who, in examining conceptions of the divine, concluded 

that gods could be combined and melded.6 Often referred to as syncretism, formulations such as 

Amun-Re or Ptah-Sokar-Osiris did not negate the individual identities of the gods involved, and 

these entities could be broken down as easily as they could be formed. The conception of the 

royal ka proposed here is thus similar to other elements central to Egyptian theology.  

Another way in which the royal ka differs from Bell’s Royal Ka is that it could not have 

been the only or even the primary way of perpetuating the institution of kingship or legitimizing 

an individual officeholder.7 This is demonstrated by the somewhat infrequent use of the 

homology before and even during the reign of Hatshepsut and its almost complete disappearance 

immediately afterwards. It was argued that the likeliest reason for its removal from the 

ideological programs of Thutmose III and his heirs was its use by Hatshepsut to permit the 

                                                
6 See Hornung 1996. See also §3.3. of the present study. 
7 For another, comparable strategy, see Joshua A. Roberson, The Awakening of Osiris and the 
Transit of the Solar Barques: Royal Apotheosis in a Most Concise Book of the Underworld and 
Sky, Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 262 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 134-135. In a 
discussion of a Book of the Underworld and Sky, he noted that the text blurs the distinction 
between individual kings by having the king as Osiris resurrected by himself as Horus. In other 
words, father and son were co-incarnated in a single being. 
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coexistence of two officeholders and thus to seize power. In order to prevent such a thing 

happening again, Thutmose III shifted the presentation of other officeholders away from a 

homology and towards a more explicit desire to make their names live. This portrayed the living 

officeholder as a dutiful son caring for his fathers, but it did not create the same degree of 

identification between monarchs. Even at Amada, built during the possible coregency between 

Thutmose III and Amenhotep II (see §4.2.3.1.), the creation of a homology by means of the royal 

ka was avoided. It was not, however, entirely discarded or forbidden, as is shown by Thutmose 

III’s alteration rather than erasure of one scene with multiple royal kas in the Small Temple of 

Medinet Habu (see §3.2.3.5.). It may even have reappeared during the reign of Amenhotep III in 

a very different context, the royal tomb (see §5.2.2.4.).  

In conclusion, the royal ka was not the central dogmatic foundation of divine kingship in 

ancient Egypt. In fact, the greatest flaw of the theory of The Royal Ka is that it mandated a 

single, dogmatic approach to kingship not otherwise found in Egyptian thought or practice. 

Rather, the royal ka should be viewed as an intellectual exercise, which used a play on words to 

strengthen and perpetuate the institution of kingship. This may evoke comparison to the fictions 

described by Kantorowicz (see §1.2.3.), which were scholarly creations designed to increase the 

divinity of the king. These, however, were recognized by the medieval scholars that invented 

them as mythic, legal, or political fictions, and this recognition served to curb the power of the 

monarch at the same time as it increased his divinity. The ancient Egyptians, on the other hand, 

did see a deeper truth in language devices like puns and word play, since these were divinely 

created features of the language and were thus part of the very real order of the cosmos. The 

royal ka should therefore not be viewed only as a fiction. Ultimately, the royal ka was a uniquely 
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Egyptian creation that can be compared with numerous other elements of Egyptian theology. It 

was fluid and flexible but not the single correct approach to understanding divine kingship. 

6.2. Kingship and Divinity in Ancient Egypt 

 The major element of kingship missing from the above reevaluation of the royal ka is 

divinity. Bell claimed that The Royal Ka was the only means by which the king attained divinity 

and that all forms of the divine king can be traced back to it. Now that the royal ka has been 

redefined, this view is no longer sustainable. On the one hand, it was argued that the royal ka did 

play a role in creating and maintaining the immortality of kingship, with immortality being 

understood as a superhuman characteristic often associated with divinity.8 Yet, this function of 

the royal ka was too minor and transitory to have allowed it to play a major let alone exclusive 

role in the deification of the Egyptian pharaoh. If the royal ka were not responsible for the 

divinity of the king, one might then ask, what was? If not the royal ka, what was the means by 

which the king accomplished the extraordinary act of transforming from a human into a divine 

being? 

 Interestingly, the evidence examined in this study has not provided any single answer, 

neither concrete nor speculative, to this question. In other words, no single strategy of royal 

deification that might take the place of The Royal Ka has been identified. Specific declarations 

of divinity, for example basic royal titles like “good god” or “Horus,” amongst other strategies of 

deification, for example the king’s divine birth, were often encountered, but it was their sheer 

number and variation that was highlighted rather than a sense of overall consistency. It thus 

appears as if no great concern was given to marking or highlighting any single aspect of the 

                                                
8 Note, however, that immortality in an Egyptian context does not necessarily mean undying but 
not permanently dying.  
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divinity of the king. This does not, however, imply that the king was a normal mortal, as 

conversely it has proved equally impossible to demonstrate that an officeholder did not possess 

some form of divinity. Indicative of this is the Two Ladies name of Thutmose II, Ntr(y)-ny-sw.t 

“divine of kingship.”9 This title is a clear and explicit claim not only of divinity but of the 

divinity of kingship. In other cultures, it would be a revolutionary claim,10 but in Egypt there is 

no evidence that it was considered more important than any of his other titles or those titles of 

other officeholders. It appears alongside other, more common epithets like “good god,” “Horus,” 

“son of Re,” or “like Re.” Each of these expresses the divinity of the pharaoh but in a very 

different way. The ancient Egyptians thus appear rather uninterested in consistent markers of 

divinity. The fact that no single strategy of deification can be identified is in itself significant in 

that it implies that royal divinity was constructed from a multi-perspective, multifaceted series of 

approaches.  

This multiplicity of approaches to royal divinity may even be connected with another 

aspect of divinity broached by the current study. Specifically, it was noted that several objects 

and monuments may reveal information about the ontology of divinity. As mentioned above (see 

§2.1.1.), previous scholars have distinguished between the divine natures of traditional gods, the 

living king, deceased kings, akhs, and perhaps even demigods, demons, and genii. This manner 

of distinction was also a fundamental tenet of the theory of The Royal Ka, which owed its 

existence to the difference between the divinity of the living king by means of The Royal Ka and 

                                                
9 See von Beckerath 1999, 134-135. Note this name of Thutmose II occurs on a stele between 
Aswan and Philae from the first year of his reign, so it cannot be interpreted as a strategy of 
Hatshepsut to promote the divinity of her deceased husband and by extension her own position. 
10 Somewhat confusingly, the title “divine of kingship” has not been considered to be of much 
import by Egyptologists, who have omitted this explicitly and directly relevant title from 
discussions of divine kingship.   
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that of the deceased king by means of an Osirian identity. Yet, it has been repeatedly 

demonstrated that these two states of being, life and death, were not always clearly distinguished 

and that living and deceased identities, statuses, and associations could overlap depending on the 

context. Furthermore, the equal treatment of noble ancestors and officeholders in the Akh-menu 

seems to imply that there was no fundamental difference in divine nature between these two 

groups (see §4.2.2.1. and §4.3.). Additionally, the Book of Dead of Thutmose III (see §4.3.4.5. 

and §4.3.) and the Giza stele of Amenhotep II (see §4.2.4.2. and §4.3.) apply characteristics 

normally associated with akhs to officeholders, again implying that these states of divinity were 

compatible.  

 More possible evidence for a single ontology of divinity was also presented in the 

preceding chapter. The continued presence of previous officeholders like Amenhotep III, 

Thutmose IV, and perhaps even Amenhotep II and Thutmose I at Amarna demonstrates that the 

cults of these kings did not cease to function during the Amarna period, despite the suggested 

elimination of an Osirian afterlife (see §5.2.3.9.2). If they did not owe their continued post-

human existence to a uniquely Osirian form of divinity, then a superordinate conception of 

divinity must also be at work.11 A similar observation can be made regarding the divinity of the 

living king versus that of traditional gods. If the king could be a hnty image of a god (see, for 

example, Amenhotep II as an image of Amun at Amada, §4.2.3.1.) and the hypostasis of 

Amenhotep III’s divinity could be considered a hnty image of the king, then there does not seem 

                                                
11 The observations of Krauss 2000, may also be relevant in this regard. He argued that Osiris 
was excluded from Amarna’s theological program but that the god continued to exist in other 
areas of the country, for example, at Abydos. It is thus unlikely the absence of an Osiris identity 
at Amarna indicates that previous officeholders possessed an entirely new divine nature, since 
they may have still retained their Osirian associations in other areas of the country. 
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to have been a fundamental difference in nature between these two forms of beings. The 

evolution of the hypostasis over time is also significant in this regard, as it slowly began to 

resemble Amenhotep III (see §5.3.) just as the Aten began to be identified as an officeholder via 

the title ny-sw.t bi.ty and the consistent use of cartouches (see §5.2.3.1.1. and §5.2.3.8.1.). One 

might argue that this was a theological phenomenon unique to the Amarna period, but a similar 

fluidity between god and officeholder was encountered earlier with Senwosret III, whose identity 

as a king was not incompatible with his identity as a traditional god and vice versa (see 

§3.2.2.1.). This fluidity between god and king again hints that these beings may have shared the 

same form of divinity.12 When this is considered in conjunction with the argument that there was 

a multiplicity of approaches to royal divinity and perhaps also to divinity in general, the need to 

posit multiple forms of divine beings with different divine natures disappears. Instead, these 

manifestations can be viewed as variants of the same form of divinity. Without an in-depth 

study, these conclusions must remain tentative, but if it could be proven that gods, the living 

king, and the deceased13 all shared in the same form of ntr divinity, this would significantly 

advance our understanding of both divinity and kingship in ancient Egypt. 

                                                
12 A similar example of this fluidity is highlighted by Alexandra von Lieven, "Kleine Beiträge 
zur Vergöttlichung Amenophis’ I. II. Der Amenophis-Kult nach Ende des Neuen Reiches," 
Zeitschrift für Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 128, no. 1 (2001). She pointed out that 
the divinity of Amenhotep I could take many forms beyond that of a deceased king or even that 
of an extraordinary deceased individual. For example, he appears with Ahmose-Nefertari as a 
form of the night sun, and individually he is form of Osiris, an image of Amun, and even Amun 
himself. The multifaceted nature of the divine king is also highlighted by Goebs 2007, especially 
290-292, in her discussion of crowns. She compared the various royal crowns united on the 
person of the king to the various aspects of divinity united in the sun god.  
13 For an indication that deceased individuals might share the same nature as that of a god, see 
Book of the Dead 137A, cited in Ritner 2017, 112-113. As translated by Ritner, this reads “May 
Osiris N. live in his true nature (qmꜣ⸗f mꜣꜥ), in his form (irw) of a true god.” For the complete 
passage, see Thomas G. Allen, The Book of the Dead or Going Forth by Day, Studies in Ancient 
Oriental Civilization 37 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1974), 114. 
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 Such a conclusion would also imply that different questions need to be asked regarding 

royal divinity and the means by which it was created and maintained. If the divinity of kings and 

gods were fluid and also accessible to humans,14 the divinity of the king, while certainly more 

extraordinary than that of other humans, becomes less exceptional and transgressive. In fact, the 

assumption that the divinity of a human being was a giant overstepping of boundaries is 

inherently grounded in a western worldview.15 This is the way the problem is framed in 

Kantorowicz, who detailed the role divinity played in the power struggles of kings and emperors 

against the Pope, the church, and their own elites. It also seems to be the way the problem has 

been approached in a Mesopotamian context. One might think, for example, of Naram-Sin of 

Akkad, who intentionally constructed his own extraordinary divinity in order to place himself in 

a category above all other rulers.16 This has also been a popular way of viewing the question in 

an ancient Egyptian, both by earlier scholars17 and by Bell, who was largely inspired by the 

conclusions of Kantorowicz. The transgressive construction of divinity, however, does not seem 

to accurately account for the divinity of the pharaoh. Again, the almost casual claim of Thutmose 

                                                
14 In this regard, see the comments of Ritner 2017, 113, who pointed out that latent divinity 
resided in every human. The key to accessing it was knowledge. 
15 The debate over of the nature of Christ in early Christianity is also relevant in this regard in 
that it reveals fundamental differences between Western and Egyptian conceptions of divinity. 
Robert Ritner, personal communication on 10/6/15, pointed out that the early Egyptian church 
insisted on a monophysite nature of Christ, meaning that his divinity and humanity were 
completely merged. While central to the Egyptian point of view, this interpretation was rejected 
by the Western church, which insisted that Christ retained two natures, one divine and one 
human. 
16 See Irene J. Winter, "Sex, Rhetoric, and the Public Monument: The Alluring Body of Naram-
Sin of Agade," in Sexuality in Ancient Art: Near East, Egypt, Greece, and Italy, ed. Natalie 
Kampen (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996). 
17 See, for example, E. A. Wallis Budge, The Dwellers on the Nile: The Life, History, Religion 
and Literature of the Ancient Egyptians  (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1977), 82, who 
stressed the power of the pharaoh but also his dependence for this power on the priesthood. 
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II’s name “Divine of Kingship” is a prime example of this. It should therefore not be assumed 

that divinity or divine kingship in Egypt meant the same thing as it did in medieval Europe or 

even the Ancient Near East.   

 Postulating a single category of divinity that encompassed the nature of gods, kings, and 

the deceased does not, however, mean that there were no noticeable differences in the 

manifestations of this divinity. Perhaps the clearest examples of this are scenes of Amenhotep III 

worshipping the hypostasis of his own divinity. These are indicative of significant changes in the 

expression of divine kingship from the late 17th dynasty through the reign of Akhenaten, and it 

might be asked why they might have occurred if each king’s divine nature remained constant. An 

answer to such a question would also need to consider the discrepancy between the roles and 

powers of different divine beings like gods, the king, and akhs, as the fact that all may have 

shared the same divine nature certainly does not mean that hierarchies did not exist. An explicit 

example of this hierarchy is Amun-Re’s supremacy as “king of the gods.” In suggesting a single 

ontology of divinity, I only mean to question some explanations that have attributed this 

hierarchy to fundamental distinctions between divine states like demi-god, traditional god, or 

intermediary. If all these shared the same divine nature, a different explanation would be 

required. Should the answer instead be sought in degrees of the same divinity, or was the 

expression of divinity perhaps determined by a specific being’s roles and powers?   

One possibility would be to examine these differences in terms of divine efficacy.18 In 

other words, if the divine nature of these figures did not differ, perhaps it was their powers and 

                                                
18 Another possibility would be to examine these differences in terms of function. Efficacy has 
been selected here, however, because of its use in ritual theory in relation to ritual efficacy, an 
issue first implicitly broached by Catherine Bell, Ritual Theory, Ritual Practice  (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2009). Since then, ritual efficacy has been used to study what ritual 
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what could effectively be accomplished by means of them that did. Using Amenhotep III as an 

example, the fact that he could be worshipped is often interpreted as evidence of his deification. 

If he and every other king already possessed ntr divinity, however, it would not be his divinity as 

such that was extraordinary but the fact that his powers were so great that worshipping him was 

considered efficacious. Evidence for this not considered above would be his worship by 

individuals other than himself. At Soleb, for example, a block from a doorway of an early phase 

of the enclosure wall names the sbꜣ ꜥꜣ (Imn-ḥtp)| / (Nb-Mꜣꜥ.t-Rꜥ)| sdm sšy19 “the great gateway 

of Amenhotep / Nebmaatre who hears supplicants.”20 This text likely refers to an image of the 

king associated with the gateway, and the fact that it could hear petitions is proof of the king’s 

efficacy and ability to help these supplicants. Other forms of worship are attested outside of the 

temple itself, for example, on a stele likely made by Heqareshu.21 There the hypostasis, whose 

name is enclosed in a cartouche, is called “lord of the two lands” and sits together with Amun 

and Re-Horakhty. This stele can be placed in context with other, similar objects22 and the 

                                                
really does on a sociological level, which includes both thought and action. In other words, ritual 
efficacy does not look at a rite as the expression of a specific function but as the creator, 
maintainer, and container of these functions. Efficacy thus implies a dynamic and multifaceted 
level of interpretation, which is why it has been chosen here. For summaries and studies of ritual 
efficacy, see William S. Sax, "Ritual and the Problem of Efficacy," in The Problem of Ritual 
Efficacy, ed. William S. Sax, Johannes Quack, and Jan Weinhold (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2010), and the other essays therein; Johannes Quack and Paul Töbelman, "Questioning 
Ritual Efficacy," Journal of Ritual Studies 24, no. 1 (2010). 
19 For sšy, see Wb IV, 281/2-3.  
20 See Schiff Giorgini 2002, 396; Schiff Giorgini 2003, fig. 184f; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 312. 
The block was found reused in the base of the outer pylon.  
21 For this stele, Sb. 83, see Schiff Giorgini 2002, 413; Schiff Giorgini 1998, pl. 330. See also 
Bickel 2013, 66, who assumed that the king and his hypostasis were entirely separate entities but 
noted that they have been fused on this stele. 
22 For evidence for the worship of Amenhotep III, see Susanne Bickel, "Aspects et fonctions de 
la déification d’Amenhotep III," Bulletin de l’Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale 102 
(2002); Habachi 1969, 48-49. 



 

 342 

specially named royal colossi mentioned above (see §5.2.2.1.1.). These all reflect the worship of 

the king and his position amongst the gods. From the perspective of efficacy, such evidence 

might demonstrate a new belief in the scope of the power of the existing divinity of the 

officeholder rather than his unique apotheosis. 

A great deal of future research is required to evaluate the validity and value of such a 

perspective, but it may best account for the variation observed among divine beings while also 

accommodating preliminary evidence for a single ontology of divinity. Additionally, it would 

reframe discussions of divine kingship in ancient Egypt away from a sole focus on the question 

of whether or not the king was a god. Instead, the primary inquiry would be centered on the 

different expressions of the divinity of the officeholder as well as the dynamic relationships 

between him, the elites, and the society that produced and maintained his divine kingship.  
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