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Power: Comparing Egyptian and Mesopotamian Kinship 
Kingship, particularly the sacred parts of the workplace of a king, has for quite a while intrigued researchers in an assortment of fields, for example, history, religious investigations, or zone examines. Kingship (or any sort of absolutist power) and its close relationship to and utilization of religion to legitimize control appear a relatively all inclusive idea in mankind's history. Frazer's well known work The Golden Bough: A Study in Religion and Magic has been very powerful on the point of sacrosanct or awesome kinship and keeps on being so until today (Quigley 2005). 	Comment by Karen Kletter: ?	Comment by Karen Kletter: Kingship, especially the sacred aspects of the office of a king, has for a long time fascinated scholars in a variety of fields such as history, religious studies, or area studies. Kingship (or any kind of absolutist power) and its close relationship to and use of religion for the purpose of legitimizing power seem an almost universal concept in human history. Frazer’s famous work The Golden Bough: A Study in Religion and Magic has been highly influential on the topic of sacred or divine kingship and continues to be so until today (e.g. Quigley 2005). Found at: https://oi.uchicago.edu/research/symposia/religion-and-power-divine-kingship-ancient-world-and-beyond-0
For just about three thousand years, Egypt and Mesopotamia were each ruled by the single sacred office of kingship. Despite the fact that topographically close to, these ancient developments were socially unmistakable, and researchers have generally differentiated their particular conceptualizations of a definitive authority, envisioning Egyptian kings as contributed with infinite power and Mesopotamian kings as essentially political pioneers. Truth be told, the two kingdoms relied upon religious standards and political assets to real and exercise their power. Culturally diverse correlation uncovers the modern and changed procedures that old kings used to bring together and oversee their developing kingdoms. 
Social Development 
Egypt developed around the Nile River, while Mesopotamia developed between the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. Egypt and Mesopotamia developed into complex civic establishments. Politically, both Egypt and Mesopotamia had a government with one fundamental king; however Egypt had an incorporated government with a pharaoh, while Mesopotamia had a decentralized government with a king. Socially, the two human advancements were male centric, yet Egypt was more merciful towards women while Mesopotamia was stricter. The political and social structures of Egypt and Mesopotamia have both similarities and contrasts. Politically, whereas both Egypt and Mesopotamia had one primary king, Egypt was centralized and though Mesopotamia was decentralized. Most social orders with a centralized government did not see their kings as awesome as pharaohs. A few human advancements, similar to the Chinese kings and their Mandate of Heaven, ruled with a power like the Egyptian pharaohs. 
Correlation 
Mesopotamia and Egypt were both polytheistic social orders that had cities, codes of law, art, music, literature and comparable climates. Nonetheless, they differed from multiple points of view, one of those being the structure of their governments. Mesopotamia was a free gathering of various city states, which each had their very own legislatures. These states were led by cleric kings and chosen congregations. The assemblies could apply their control over the kings now and again, implications the kings had constrained power, sort of a democracy. The individual legislatures of the city-states continually needed to connect and participate with one another, making the government to some degree unstable. The Egyptian government, then again, was exceptionally centralized and firmly organized, and controlled by a pharaoh who had sole kingship over the whole nation (Hill et al, 2013). 
In Mesopotamia, the men enslaved the women. To prevent married women from enticing other men, they were compelled to cover their bodies, aside from their faces, with veils. Women in Mesopotamia were frequently masterminded into marriages, without a say regarding the matter. The Mesopotamian women had little effect on their society, while certain Egyptian women could pick up profoundly compelling positions in their society. One Egyptian lady even turned into the Queen of Egypt, close by her child. Because of Egypt being less strict towards the women, Egyptian women could impact their society. Whereas the two civilizations were male-centric, they varied on how strict they were towards women. Ancient developments encompassing Egypt and Mesopotamia amid this day and age had comparable political and social structures to both of the civic establishments (Hill et al, 2013). 
The first Mesopotamian king who pronounced himself divine was Naram-Sin of Akkad. Naram-Sin ruled at some point amid the 23rd century BCE however the correct dates and length of his rule are as yet subject to examine. As indicated by his own engraving the general population of the city of Akkad wished him to be the king of their city. This first case of self-exaltation likewise agrees with the primary world realm of the leaders of Akkad, the first occasion when that a dynasty set up a regional leader over substantial parts of Mesopotamia. It was likewise accompanied by specific changes in religion, in which the king multiplied the cult of the Ishtar, the goddess of war and love. Naram-Sin appears to have underlined Ishtar in her war-like perspective ('ashtar annunitum) and started to allude to himself as the husband/warrior of Ishtar. 
Selz (1998) investigated mostly on a study of the semantics of the words for king and inferred that in the early third thousand years BCE there were two types of kingship, one that had its premise in sacred bureaucracy, and another that depended on the dynastic guideline. The dynastic guideline at that point wound up common with the leaders of Akkad. Steinkeller (1999) believed that in early Mesopotamia kings drew their power from being priests for female deities. After a male deities turned out to be more prominant in the pantheon a split of mainstream and sacred power occurred which prompted the creation of the military pioneer who accepted common power and turned into the king. There is, however, no proof for this remaking. Yoffee (2005) in his reproduction of the soonest earliest cities, states, and civilizations in the more extensive setting of an evaluate of social (neo-)evolutionist speculations. While the discussion in earliest cities, states, and civilizations figures as only one of a few parts of an ancient human progress to be mulled over, he accentuated that the old Mesopotamian state comprises of a few sections that could practice control, and that Mesopotamian history is along these lines to a great extent formed by clashes and battles between these distinctive substances. Mesopotamian kings are as indicated by him not almighty as their impact is pointedly checked by local powers and different organizations that jumped up when the focal power was frail. 
Basically, there were constantly two kings on the throne at the same time. First, there was the human king, who had picked up control of the position of kingship and ruled from it in the interest of mankind; as High Priest, he made contributions to the divine beings for the good of his subjects. At that point there was the conceptual King, a religious origination and political image, who was viewed as the living manifestation of unfading Kingship; as beneficiary and successor to the divine beings on earth, he was the beneficiary of his own contributions. Typically, these two parts of heavenly kingship were spoken to in a solitary god-man, a crossover being with two natures—particularly and in a perfect world suited to be the Intermediary between the human and awesome universes.	Comment by Karen Kletter: Essentially, there were always two kings on the Throne of Horus at the same time. First there was the mortal king, who had gained control of the throne and ruled from it on behalf of humankind; as High Priest, he made offerings to the gods for his subjects’ sake. Then there was the abstract King, a theological conception and political symbol, who was regarded as the living incarnation of immortal Kingship; as heir and successor to the gods on earth, he was the recipient of his own offerings. Normally, these two aspects of divine kingship were represented in a single god-man, a hybrid being with two natures—uniquely and ideally suited to be the Intermediary between the human and divine worlds.

Found at: https://www.montclair.edu/chss/center-heritage-archaeological-studies/news-and-events/divine-kingship-egypt/
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