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Since the Egyptian priest Manetho wrote his Aigyptiaca 
in the third century B.C., the chronology of ancient 
Egypt has been structured according to a system of 

so-called dynasties, sequences of rulers who were united by 
kinship or by regional origin or city of residence or both. 
While the interior sequence of rulers of most of the thirty 
dynasties is in many cases reasonably well attested, the 
transitions from one dynasty to the next are often dif!cult to 
understand and reconstruct. A good example of that kind of 
problem is the transition between Dynasties 11 and 12 at 
the beginning of the Middle Kingdom.

The end in about 1991 B.C. of Dynasty 11, ruling from 
Thebes, and the passing of power to the founder of Dynasty 
12, King Amenemhat  I (see Figure 1), who subsequently 
moved the capital again to a traditional location in the 
greater Memphite region, are obscured by the lack of suf!-
cient contemporary evidence. Montuhotep-Nebtawyre (IV),1 
generally regarded as the seventh and last ruler of the 
Theban Dynasty,2 is an enigmatic !gure who—except for 
a number of rock inscriptions and one depiction3—left 
hardly any record.4 No monuments, buildings, or statues5 of 
this monarch are known, and his !nal resting place is still 
uncertain.6 Adding to this paucity of contemporary records, 
later sources, namely the pharaonic king lists and the sur-
viving extracts of Manetho’s Aigyptiaca, omit Montuhotep-
Nebtawyre’s reign.7 The entry in the thirteenth-century B.C. 
Turin Papyrus actually states that after the rule of six kings  
of the Eleventh Dynasty a period of seven unassigned or 
“empty” years (wsf rnpt 7) occurred,8 underscoring the 
obscurity of this transitional period.9 Given Nebtawyre’s 
omission in later records and the “empty years” noted in the 
Turin Canon, an inscription carved in the Wadi Hammâmât 

(No. 191) naming Montuhotep-Nebtawyre’s mother Imy as 
the king’s mother but not a king’s wife was considered evi-
dence that she was not of royal blood and that her son was 
consequently a usurper.10 In actual fact Imy’s titulary is not 
atypical for the period and does not permit any far-reaching 
conclusions as to the monarch’s legitimacy,11 nor does the 
available evidence support any theories concerning a con-
#ict between two opposing monarchs.12

In every discussion of Montuhotep-Nebtawyre and in 
any attempt to shed light on the historical events at the end 
of Dynasty 11, a tiny object forms a crucial piece of evi-
dence. It is a fragment originating from a slate bowl (Figure 2) 
that was found by The Metropolitan Museum Egyptian 
Expedition at Lisht-North, site of the pyramid of Amenemhat I 
and the cemetery of his adjacent capital of It-Towy.13 The 
piece was originally part of a large stone vessel about 
12 1⁄4 inches (31 cm) in diameter inscribed on the inner and 
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outer sides (see Figure 9).14 On the outside of the fragment 
appears the protocol of “Horus [ ]tawy, the son of Re, 
Montuhotep,” and on the inside that of “Horus Wehem-
mesut” (Amenemhat I). 

Despite its potential historical signi!cance for the early 
Middle Kingdom, the importance of the tiny fragment was 
not recognized for many years. Although the slate fragment 
was discovered in 1907 or 1908, it was not published until 
1941, in an article by Herbert E. Winlock with the some-
what misleading title “Neb-hepet-Re Mentu-Hotep of the 
Eleventh Dynasty.”15 Winlock was concerned not so much 
with Montuhotep-Nebhepetre (now known to be Montu-
hotep II) as with the question of Montuhotep-Nebtawyre’s 
position within the succession of the kings of the Eleventh 
Dynasty, a much-debated issue in those days.16 The incom-
plete inscription was restored by the archaeologist (Figure 3) 
as the name of the last ruler of Dynasty 11, [Horus Neb]tawy, 
Montuhotep (IV). Winlock reasoned further that an object 
like a slate bowl could hardly have survived the !fty-one 
year reign of Montuhotep-Nebhepetre or the twelve-year 
reign of his successor, Montuhotep-Seankhkare, and con-
cluded that Horus Nebtawy must have ruled after these two 
monarchs; he argued that since Nebtawy’s name was found 
with that of Amenemhat  I on the same object, Nebtawy 
clearly must have been Amenemhat I’s immediate predeces-
sor.17 In Winlock’s opinion the tiny fragment was unques-
tionably contemporary with Nebtawy’s poorly documented 
reign.18 Concluding his historical reconstruction, he main-
tained that the monarch was one of the men who struggled 
for power during the seven-year period recorded in the 
Turin Canon.19

In his well-written book The Rise and Fall of the Middle 
Kingdom at Thebes, published in 1947, Winlock intro-
duced another piece of evidence into the discussion on 
Montuhotep-Nebtawyre’s reign.20 In 1915 the Department 
of Egyptian Art in The Metropolitan Museum of Art regis-
tered the lower part of a blue glazed tablet found at Lisht 

that bore the cartouche of a king “[ ]hotep” (Figure 4). 
William C. Hayes proposed reconstructing the incomplete 
name as [Montu]hotep and identifying it with the last ruler 
of Dynasty 11 (Figure 5, left).21 Adding the evidence of this 
fragment to that of the slate piece, Winlock decided that 
Horus Nebtawy “thought that he had actually started a new 
line of rulers over Egypt, which he hoped would rule the 
land from It-Towy.”22

Twenty-!ve years later, in a discussion of the historical 
conundrums of the early Middle Kingdom, in particular the 
change of the !rst two names of Amenemhat I’s full proto-
col, Jürgen von Beckerath used the inscription on the slate 
fragment as evidence that Montuhotep-Nebtawyre was not 
in disgrace during Amenemhat I’s reign, although the later 
records might seem to suggest otherwise.23 In von Beckerath’s 
opinion, Amenemhat I showed his respect for his predeces-
sor by adding his own name to the slate bowl. Carrying his 
theory a step further, von Beckerath speculated that the 
weak monarch Montuhotep-Nebtawyre had !nally been 
forced to accept as coregent his powerful vizier Amenemhat, 
who eventually became sole ruler and founder of a new 
dynasty after Montuhotep-Nebtawyre’s death.24

Until now the incomplete text on the slate bowl has been 
accepted as corroborating the existence of some sort of rela-
tionship between these two monarchs.25 Furthermore, it has 
seemed that if Amenemhat I added his name on an artifact 
of his predecessor, it must have been the case that he 
respected the last ruler of the preceding dynasty.26 When the 
inscribed slate fragment is reexamined, however, a number 
of details emerge that clarify some points in the discussion 
summarized above and make possible another, historically 
more convincing reconstruction of the incomplete text. First 
of all, it is useful to deal with the incomplete tablet that 
Winlock referenced as further evidence of Nebtawyre’s 
existence at It-Towy (Figure 4). In fact it can be shown that 
this tiny object has no significance for the history of 
Nebtawyre’s rule. It is not at all evident that the object 

2. Front and back of a frag-
ment (enlarged here) of a 
bowl with the names of kings 
Montuhotep (Dynasty 11) and 
Amenemhat I (Dynasty 12). 
Found by The Metropolitan 
Museum Egyptian Expedition 
at Lisht-North. Egyptian, 
Middle Kingdom, 2051–1650 
B.C. Slate, 1 5⁄8 x 1 5⁄8 in. 
(4 x 4 cm). The Metro politan 
Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 
1909 (09.180.543) 

3. Reconstruction of the 
inscription on the outside  
of the bowl fragment in 
Figure 2 according to 
Herbert E. Winlock (1941, 
pl. 21)
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should be associated with this monarch. The tablet was 
found in layers dating to later periods and not in a securely 
dated context of the early Twelfth Dynasty.27 Furthermore, 
the royal name in the cartouche is incompletely preserved, 
leaving only the lower part intact. A small trace of a sign 
was preserved in the upper left part of the cartouche, which 
Winlock reconstructed as the legs of the quail chick (the 
w-sign, Gardiner sign list G43) in order to restore the name 
as “Montuhotep.” His reconstruction (see Figure 5, left), 
however, would position the w-sign far to the left in the 
cartouche and create an overly close and awkward arrange-
ment with the ®-sign (Gardiner sign list V13). Written in ver-
tical cartouches the w is usually positioned as a central 
element under the ®.28 But even if the inscription on the tablet 
is correctly reconstructed as the name Montuhotep, it is of 
little signi!cance, for without further evidence the name 
could be linked with any of the rulers of the Eleventh or even 
with two kings of the Thirteenth Dynasty (Montuhotep V and 
Montuhotep VI).29 Looking again at the small traces recon-
structed as the tail and legs of the quail chick, it is apparent 
that they actually !t quite well into a restoration of the sign 
that depicts a shrine with the recumbent crocodile on top 
(Gardiner sign list I4), the horizontal trace !tting into the 
lower left edge of the shrine and the vertical trace preserving 
the end of the animal’s tail (Figure 5, right). The name could 
thus be restored as either Sobekhotep, used by a number of 
kings during Dynasty 13, or as Sobekhotepre, the name of King 
Sobekhotep I.30 In the !nal analysis, therefore, this incom-
plete object has no signi!cance for Montuhotep IV’s rule.

As to the slate bowl itself, it must be stressed at the outset 
that even in the current understanding of the inscriptions, 
the bowl fragment is unsuited to support von Beckerath’s 
theory that Montuhotep-Nebtawyre and Amenemhat I might 

have been coregents. Winlock had already realized that the 
inscriptions differ in form and execution and that they were 
carved by two different artists.31 Furthermore, as William J. 
Murnane has rightly pointed out, Amenemhat I’s Horus 
name is given as W˙m-mswt, while von Beckerath’s idea had 
been that the monarch used another Horus and Nebty name 
(Sehetepibtawi) during the coregency period.32 There is in 
fact absolutely no evidence that Amenemhat I added his 
name to the slate bowl at the very beginning of his reign.33 
This misconception rests on the erroneous assumption that 
the appearance of both names on the same object indicates 
a historical link between the two monarchs. Absent the 
many rock inscriptions testifying that the Vizier Amenemhat 
(commonly believed to be the later King Amenemhat I)34 
served under the last ruler of Dynasty 11, the slate bowl 
fragment alone would not be enough to prove even a close 
temporal relationship between these two individuals.35 The 
slate fragment testi!es only that a bowl made for a speci!c 
purpose at a speci!c place was inscribed by a monarch of 
the Eleventh Dynasty and later reused by the founder of the 
Twelfth Dynasty.

As Winlock has observed, the two inscriptions on the bowl 
fragment (Figure 2) were clearly executed by two different 
persons. In both cases the texts are incomplete, but the pre-
served parts display !ne and careful carving. The older 
inscription on the outside shows smaller signs and a some-
what clumsy arrangement of the hieroglyphs in the horizon-
tal line at the bottom. The Amenemhat I inscription features 
larger hieroglyphs with some inner details (see the feathers[?] 
of the w-bird in the Horus name). Differences can also be 
observed in the rendering of individual hieroglyphs. While 
the iwn-pillar (Gardiner sign list O28) on the outside is shown 
with a pedestal, the same sign has none in the Amenemhat I 

4. Lower part of a tablet with the incomplete 
royal name of a king “[ ]hotep.” Found by The 
Metropolitan Museum Egyptian Expedition at 
Lisht-North. Egyptian, Middle Kingdom, 2051–
1650 B.C. Faience, 1 7⁄8 x 1 3⁄4 in. (4.7 x 4.3 cm). 
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 
1915 (15.3.916)

5. Left: reconstruction of 
the royal name on the 
incomplete faience tablet 
in Figure 4 according to 
Hayes (1953, p. 176) and 
Winlock (1947, p. 54). 
Right: reconstruction of  
the royal name with the 
Sobek shrine as the central 
element. Drawing: Liza 
Majerus
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inscription. The n sign (Gardiner sign list N35) on the out-
side in Montuhotep’s cartouche is rendered as a short water-
line of conventional form, while the same sign on the 
interior, where it occurs facing the serekh of Amenemhat I 
in the name of Dendera (Iunit), is executed with short and 
irregular vertical strokes set next to each other.

Although incomplete, both inscriptions furnish valuable 
information concerning the object’s use in antiquity. In both 
texts the royal names face the text “beloved of Hathor, mis-
tress of Dendera.”36 While the Montuhotep text consists of the 
sÅ-R> and Horus names of the royal protocol, Amenemhat I’s 
Horus name faces the emblem of Uto (Wadjit), which is 
then followed by the Hathor text. It is remarkable that 
Hathor of Dendera is combined with the emblem of Uto, 
the Lower Egyptian crown goddess, to face the king. The 
arrangement suggests that to the left of Amenemhat I’s Horus 
name the inscription probably continued with the mon-
arch’s sÅ-R> name faced by the emblem of Nekhbet of Elkab 
(see Figure 7). The deity at the far left could have been a 
falcon-headed god, presumably Montu of Thebes, who was 
popular at that time.37 

While the identification and restoration of the later 
inscription poses few problems, the older text as recon-
structed by Winlock (Figure 3) merits further comment. First, 

in Winlock’s reconstruction the falcon on top of the Horus 
name facing the sÅ-R> name should be reversed. In inscrip-
tions containing a deity as part of the royal protocol the 
name (or names) of the king either faces the same direction 
as the deity (see the Mentuhotep-Nebhepetre tablets from 
Deir el-Bahari)38 or confronts him or her (see Figures 7, 
11).39 Second, when Winlock published the fragment he 
was of the opinion that “an object of so little intrinsic value” 
could hardly have survived the long reigns of Montuhotep IV’s 
predecessors—Montuhotep-Nebhepetre ("fty-one years) and 
Montuhotep-Seankhkare (twelve years)—so that the bowl 
must have been carved near the time of Amenemhat  I’s 
reign.40 At "rst glance the argument seems reasonable, but 
the same argument would then require the assumption that 
the bowl was reinscribed early in Amenemhat I’s twenty-
nine-year reign. Since the object carries the monarch’s later 
titulary, however, the assumption of a very early date for the 
carving can be refuted. And opinions about the durability of 
the bowl are not of paramount importance in the recon-
struction of the incomplete royal name.

As to the bowl itself, if it were the insigni"cant object 
Winlock considered it to be, one wonders why it was 
inscribed by at least two different monarchs. Both inscrip-
tions clearly mention Hathor of Dendera, the most impor-
tant female deity of the late Eleventh Dynasty, and probably 
a male deity as well, rendering it possible that the bowl 
originated from a sanctuary at Dendera. Because the object 
was part of a temple inventory, it cannot be excluded that 
other monarchs—perhaps even kings of the Old Kingdom—
had left their names on the vessel. It is well known, for 
example, that Kings Teti and Pepi I (Dynasty 6, 2323–2150 
B.C.) felt a special devotion to Hathor of Dendera.41 This 
raises the question of the date of the bowl, which might well 
have been manufactured earlier than the two preserved 
inscriptions would indicate. An uninscribed convex-sided 
bowl with an incurved rim found in a tomb at Abydos   
dating to the Early Dynastic Period (Figure 6) is an example 
of the type of vessel that the Metropolitan’s fragment may 
have come from.42 In this scenario such a bowl could have 
been reused in the Old(?) and later in the early Middle 
Kingdom. The vessel’s material and shape also suggest that 
it was not used in a daily ritual or in a mundane way but 
was rather deposited as a votive or commemorative object 
in a sanctuary or in a temple magazine.

Looking at the name on the outer surface of the fragment, 
then, one might reconsider Winlock’s reconstruction and 
seek another possibility. In the incomplete Horus name only 
the two tÅ signs are preserved, and they are positioned in the 
center of the panel, leaving no space to the left or right for 
further signs. The only space for completing the Horus name 
is to be found above tÅ.wy. In proposing his reconstruction 
Winlock (see Figure 3) obviously assumed that the height of 
the cartouche (which is almost completely preserved) 

6. Bowl. From Tomb M12, 
Abydos, Egypt. Early Dynastic 
Period, ca. 3100–2900 B.C. 
Slate; H. 3 1⁄4 in. (8.1 cm), 
Diam. 5 7⁄8 in. (15 cm). The 
Metropolitan Museum of 
Art, Gift of Egypt Exploration 
Fund, 1902 (02.4.57)

7. The royal panel from a 
temple relief at Armant, show-
ing the name of Montuhotep-
Seankhkare (left) with the 
emblem of Upper Egypt, the 
goddess Nekhbet of Elkab. 
The serekh-panel comprising 
the king’s Horus name is 
taller than the cartouche of 
his throne name. Drawing: 
Mond 1940, pl. 94
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should correspond to the height of the Horus name. Such 
an assumption of course constrains the space for other signs 
above tÅ.wy, and Winlock must have felt that only the nb-
basket (Gardiner sign list V30) fit the available place. 
Winlock’s proposal remains a possibility, but it is not the 
only solution.

One characteristic of the royal protocols of nearly all the 
rulers of the Eleventh Dynasty is the use of the word tÅ.wy. 
For the present discussion, however, all of the Antef-kings, 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s !rst Horus name (¸.>n∆-ˆb-tÅ.wy), 
and Montuhotep-Seankhkare’s Horus name (¸.>n∆-tÅ.wy.f ) can 
be excluded. In the last phase of his long reign Montuhotep-
Nebhepetre adopted the Horus name SmÅ-tÅ.wy. While the 
name is commonly written with the smÅ-sign next to the 
tÅ.wy (seen for instance on the pillars of the lower colon-
nade of his mortuary temple),43 a second form exists as well. 
On numerous monuments and especially smaller objects 
the smÅ-sign has been put on top of the tÅ.wy in order to 
adapt to spatial requirements.44

Even more important here, a large number of examples 
of royal protocols clearly demonstrate that the height of the 
cartouche need not always equal the height of the Horus 
name in inscriptions where the two are juxtaposed (see 
Figure 7). Especially when one looks at smaller carvings in 
stone and other materials (such as ivory), it becomes obvi-
ous that a slightly taller Horus name was actually the  
more common occurrence.45 A small Egyptian alabaster 
tablet discovered in the foundation deposit in the southeast 
corner of Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s mortuary complex at 

Deir el-Bahari (Figure 8) displays a !ne example of such 
writing from that reign.46 

The available space within the Horus name on the Lisht 
bowl can therefore be extended, which permits another 
reconstruction of the royal name. Since there is also no 
need to assume that the two inscriptions on the slate frag-
ment must be chronologically close, I propose that it was 
actually Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s third and last Horus 
name—SmÅ-tÅ.wy—that was once written on the outside of 
the slate bowl (see Figures 9, 10). Considering this king’s 

8. Tablet. From the southeast 
foundation deposit of 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s 
temple at Deir el-Bahari, 
Thebes. Egyptian, Dynasty 11, 
ca. 2051–2000 B.C. Egyptian 
alabaster, 2 7⁄8 x 1 7⁄8 in. (7.25 x 
4.65 cm). The Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, Rogers Fund 
and Edward S. Harkness Gift, 
1922 (22.3.188). Drawing: 
Liza Majerus 

10. Reconstruction of the inscription on the 
outside of the slate bowl fragment in Figure 2. 
Drawing: Liza Majerus

9. Reconstruction of the slate bowl from which the fragment in Figure 2 originated, with the inscriptions restored. On the 
outside of the fragment is inscribed the protocol of “[Horus Sema]tawy, the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, the son of Re, 
Montu ho tep” and on the inside, that of “Horus Wehem-mesut” (Amenemhat I). In both texts the royal names face the text 
“beloved of Hathor, mistress of Den dera.” Draw ing: Liza Majerus, after William Schenck in Dorothea Arnold 1991, !g. 17
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importance in Egyptian history as the uni!er of the country 
after the turmoil of the First Intermediate Period and noting 
his ambitious building program, especially favoring the 
goddess Hathor of Dendera (see Figure 11), it seems more 
reasonable to propose that Amenemhat I might have spe-
cially wished to add his own name to a bowl inscribed with 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s name.47

Both kings left a considerable number of records at 
Dendera testifying to their devotion to Hathor.48 In the deco-
ration of his small Ka-Chapel built near the temple of that 
deity, Montuhotep-Nebhepetre presented himself as the son 
of Hathor (Figure 12).49 The same monarch transferred the 
cult of this goddess to Gebelein (3rd Upper Egyptian nome), 
where he was also shown as her son.50 In the inscriptions at 
both places Montuhotep-Nebhepetre incorporated the epi-
thet “Son of Hathor, Mistress of Dendera” in his cartouche 
to stress his special association with the goddess. Further-
more, it has been rightly supposed that somewhere in the 
Bay of Deir el-Bahari at Thebes an old sanctuary of Hathor 
must have existed that in#uenced Montuhotep-Nebhepetre 
to build his funerary monument there, thus initiating large-
scale veneration of the deity in the Theban area.51

From the beginning of Egyptian history Hathor was a 
central !gure in the ideology of Egyptian kingship. She was 
the divine consort and mother of the monarch.52 Although 
little remains from Amenemhat I’s building program in 
Upper Egypt,53 inscribed blocks found at Dendera amply 
attest the monarch’s intention to enhance the prominence 
of Hathor’s cult.54 The faience tablet inscribed with the titles 
and the throne name of this king as beloved by Hathor, 
Mistress of Dendera (Figure 11) provides good reason to 
believe that Amenemhat  I erected a sacred building at 
Dendera.55 Although the provenance of the small votive 
object is unknown, it is quite likely that it was an element 
of a foundation deposit for a sanctuary or temple building 
at Dendera.56 That the form of the writing on the tablet 
adheres to the standards of inscribed foundation tablets of 
that time provides further con!rmation of the reconstruction 
put forward here.

Being of humble birth and with no direct ties to the 
Egyptian monarchy, Amenemhat I would have been keen to 
demonstrate his adherence to the religious and ideological 
concepts of that monarchy, including the veneration of 
Hathor. In the middle of the !rst decade of his reign he left 
Thebes, the center of Dynasty 11 rule, and moved to the 
north of Egypt.57 When in the later part of his long reign he 
!nally established a new capital, It-Towy, at el-Lisht,58 he 
must have realized the necessity of establishing the gods 
crucial to Egyptian kingship in his new city, where temples 
and sanctuaries would certainly have been built. Next to 
Hathor, who was already worshiped under a special form of 
the cow in the nearby site at At!h (Tp-j˙w), the capital of the 

22nd Upper Egyptian nome situated about nine miles south 
of el-Lisht (in several inscriptions Hathor of At!h is labeled 
as residing in the pyramid temple of Senwosret I, or Xnmt-
swt),59 Montu was one of the foremost male deities in the 
early Middle Kingdom pantheon.60 Amenemhat I not only 
established those cults but in all likelihood furnished them 
with all sorts of equipment and goods from various parts of 
the country. A !nely carved limestone relief block was 
retrieved from his pyramid temple that shows the monarch 
embraced by Montu, “the Lord of Thebes.”61 And two altars 
dedicated to Amen-Re and Montu were inscribed by 
Amenemhat I’s son and successor, Senwosret I.62 

Amenemhat I probably also transferred to his new capi-
tal and reused votive or sacred objects from important 
places such as Dendera and perhaps other sites. It seems 
understandable that for this purpose Amenemhat I would 
have been especially interested in objects inscribed by the 
uni!er of the country, King Montuhotep-Nebhepetre. This 
monarch, like Amenemhat I himself, originated from a local 
family with absolutely no direct links to the Memphite king-
ship of the Old Kingdom and needed therefore to bolster his 
claim to the throne with both ideology and force.63 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s success and long reign certainly 
created a strong impetus for the founder of the Twelfth 
Dynasty to associate himself with his predecessor’s achieve-
ments and to continue that monarch’s veneration of the 
most important gods, including Hathor of Dendera, in order 
to strengthen his own claims.64

Among the many objects in the Egyptian Art Department 
of the Metropolitan Museum that date from the reign of the 
founder of the Twelfth Dynasty is a small rectangular Egyptian 
alabaster tablet incised with a text consisting of three verti-
cal columns (Figure 13).65 This tablet, which has been 
repeatedly mentioned in the scholarly literature but has 
never been published, relates directly to the discussion pre-
sented here and might also initiate further research on the 
subject. The tablet’s place of origin is unknown, but since its 
inscription mentions the god Montu, Lord of Thebes, the 
tiny object most probably came from Luxor. This presump-
tion seems to be corroborated by another tablet of the same 
size and material and carrying a similar inscription (Figure 
14). This tablet was bought from the Luxor-based dealer 
Mohareb Todrus,66 along with other objects, for the 
Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin on 
January 18, 1905.67 The Berlin tablet and its counterpart in 
New York are so similar in size, form, and epigraphy that 
they no doubt belonged to the same issue and very likely 
originated from the same place.68 As each tablet names 
Montu, the Lord of Thebes, it can be safely surmised that 
they came from a foundation deposit of a building dedi-
cated to Montu at Thebes. Whether the tablets came from a 
sanctuary at Karnak,69 from another place on the east bank, 

11. Line drawing of a tablet 
showing the titles and throne 
name of Amenemhat I with 
the goddess Hathor, mistress 
of Dendera. Probably from a 
foundation deposit for a 
sanctuary or temple building 
at Dendera. Faience, 5 5⁄8 x 
2 3⁄4 x  3⁄4 in. (14.3 x 6.9 x 
2 cm). The piece, formerly  
in the Freiherr Wilhelm  
von Bissing Collection and 
later housed in the Egytian 
National Museum in Berlin 
(17567), is now in the Staat-
liche Sammlung Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich (Äs 2926). 
Drawing: Liza Majerus
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or were used in a building on the west bank (perhaps the 
place south of the Deir el-Bahari bay that was originally 
intended as the king’s burial spot) remains an open ques-
tion, however.70 Both tablets show three columns of vertical 
inscriptions created by two vertical dividing lines, and, as is 
usual with this type of Egyptian alabaster object, there is no 
surrounding frame (see Figure 8). The inscriptions are fairly 
well carved with semicursive hieroglyphs, some of the signs 
being rendered in the somewhat clumsy form characteristic 
of this kind of votive object.71 The column on the right con-
tains the god’s name and epithet and faces left, while the 
other two columns with the names and epithets of the king 
are turned right, confronting the deity.72 The text on the New 
York tablet reads:

Ór W˙m-mswt nb tÅ-wj nswt bjt íImn-m-˙Åt dj >n∆ nb ƒt 
mrj Mn®w nb WÅΩ.t (The Horus Wehem-mesut, Lord of 
the two lands, the King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
Amenemhat, given all life forever, beloved of Montu, 
Lord of Thebes).

The text on the tablet in Berlin reads: 

Ór W˙m-mswt mj R> ƒt nswt bjt ¸.˙tp-jb-r> dj >n∆ mj R> ƒt 
mrj Mn®w nb WÅΩ.t (The Horus Wehem-mesut, [given 
life] like Ra forever, the King of Upper and Lower 
Egypt, Sehetepibre, given life like Re forever, 
beloved of Montu, Lord of Thebes). 

In both cases the name of Thebes is written not with the 
nome sign but with the town determinative, indicating that 

12. Detail of a limestone relief showing the goddess Hathor of Dendera presenting life to King 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre. From the Ka-Chapel of Montuhotep-Nebhepetre near the temple of Hathor, 
at Dendera. Museum of Egyptian Antiquities, Cairo (JdÉ 46068). Photograph: Archive of the Depart-
ment of Egyptian Art, MMA (C-335)

13. Tablet with the names of Amenemhat I and Montu, the Lord of Thebes. 
Probably from Luxor. Egyptian, Dynasty 12, reign of Amenemhat I, ca. 1991–1962 
B.C. Egyptian alabaster, 3 1⁄8 x 2 x  5⁄8 in. (8 x 5 x 1.5 cm). The Metropolitan Museum 
of Art, Theodore M. Davis Collection, Bequest of Theodore M. Davis, 1915 
(30.8.247). Drawing: Liza Majerus

14. Tablet with the names of Amenemhat I and Montu, the Lord of Thebes. Probably 
from Luxor. Egyptian, Dynasty 12, reign of Amenemhat I, ca. 1991–1962 B.C. Egyptian 
alabaster, 3 1⁄8 x 2 in. (8.1 x 5.1 cm). Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung, 
Staatliche Museen zu Berlin (ÄM 17567). Drawing: Liza Majerus 
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it was Montu in the town of Thebes for whom the building 
was erected.73 The tablets show slight variations in the com-
position of the text in the two left-hand columns, especially 
in the use of the epithets after the king’s names. Curiously, 
the monarch’s nswt-bjt-name is given on the New York tablet 
as íImn-m-˙Åt and on the one in Berlin as ¸.˙tp-jb-r>.74 Also 
noteworthy is the way the king’s serekh is rendered. The 
panel containing the Horus name is not drawn as an inde-
pendent unit, but the way in which the two vertical lines 
dividing the three columns constitute its outer frame makes 
it the center of the three-columned inscription.75 
Furthermore, the top border of the serekh is omitted on both 
tablets, thus leaving the falcon without the usual baseline. 
This correspondence in epigraphy is certainly no coinci-
dence, and it corroborates the shared identity and origin of 
the two pieces. There can be no doubt that more tablets of 
this sort once existed, and it will remain a goal of future 
endeavor to identify the building to which these votive 
objects once belonged.
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tablets and their inscriptions are very similar to those found in 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre’s foundation deposits at Deir el-Bahari 
and the tablet naming Montuhotep-Seankhkare (see note 72 
below), several divergences seem to indicate a kind of “develop-
ment” in the production of Egyptian alabaster tablets. The tablets 
of Dynasty 11 belonging to this category of votive objects (Dieter 
Arnold’s “second type”; see 1979, p. 56) show only two vertical 
lines of inscriptions, which are never divided by any intermediary 
line. The texts containing the god’s and king’s names uniformly 
face in the same (right) direction. Only the tablet of Seankhkare 
shows the “opposition” of the godly and the royal text facing each 
other, which seems to become a standard for the Middle Kingdom 
(see Figure 11) and the Senwosret I tablets found at Abydos (Petrie 
1903, pl. 23, 68). In the latter examples the text is framed with two 
wÅΩ-scepters, the sky, and the tÅ-sign.

 69. Although little remained of the building activities at Karnak before 
the reign of Senwosret I, the traces and objects that have been 
preserved clearly show that the last monarchs of the Eleventh 
Dynasty and Amenemhat I were interested in that area (see Hirsch 
2004, pp. 13, 180–82, and Gabolde 2009, especially p. 107). 

 70. See Dorothea Arnold 1991. Since the eastern part of Montuhotep-
Nebhepetre’s mortuary complex at Deir el-Bahari was dedicated 
to the cult of Montu (see Dieter Arnold 1974, p. 75; 1979, p. 56; 
and 1997, p. 74), it is feasible to assume that Amenemhat I intended 
to incorporate this important deity in his burial complex as well. 

 71. Compare the inscribed tablets of Montuhotep-Nebhepetre and 
Senwosret I (Dieter Arnold 1979, "g. 12, pl. 31, and 1988, "g. 37, 
pls. 60c, 61c, 62d, 63a, b). 

 72. The vertical columns of text facing each other are absent on the 
Montuhotep-Nebhepetre tablets (see Figure 8 and note 71 above), 
but they occur on the tablet and cylinder seal of Montuhotep-
Seankhkare (see note 68 above). The form of the inscriptions on 
the tablets from the southwest foundation deposit of Amenemhat 
I’s pyramid differ entirely from the examples discussed here and 
belong to the group found in Senwosret I’s pyramid (see Dieter 
Arnold 1988, "g. 37). The Amenemhat I tablets will be included in 
the forthcoming volume on the pyramid complex’s architecture by 
Dieter Arnold (MMA). 

 73. In the inscriptions found on the Mentuhotep-Nebhepetre tablets 
(see note 71 above) the name is written with the nome sign. See 
also the Egyptian alabaster tablet of Montuhotep-Seankhkare from 
El-Tarif or Dira Abu’n-Naga, now in the Museum of Egyptian 
Antiquities, Cairo (Dorothea Arnold 1991, p. 17, "g. 20; Postel 
2004, p. 363, no. 1387), the inscription on which is repeated 
almost identically on a carnelian cylinder seal without provenance 
that is now at Johns Hopkins University (inv. 2086D; Goedicke 
1989, pp. 119–20).

 74. On the curious and hitherto unexplained variations in how the 
different forms of the king’s name are shown and the distribution 
of the tablets, see Dieter Arnold 1979, p. 56.

 75. The Horus name (W˙m-mswt) is the later form encountered with 
the monarch’s titulary (see von Beckerath 1999, pp. 82ff., and  
Postel 2004, pp. 284–86, 377[10]), but since nothing is known 
about the date the king changed his titulary, any historical con-
clusion regarding when the Montu building was erected must 
remain moot.
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