Paper # The fact that Egypt was governed by five overlapping
dynasties in the century following the Santorini megaplosion (ca
760650 BC) is confirmed by the Babiyeh stele, thePetrie version of
t I &Sy K2 N athe B&iyi & Louvee3telagand a fragmentary
relief on a building south of the main temple of Amun in Tanis

In our previous paper we began by producing a timeline chart depicting our
revised positioning of Egyptiadynasties 20, 21 Tanite, 21 Theban, 22 and 23,
alongside the established chronologies of the Mesyrian kings and the kings of
Israel and Judah from the Hebrew Bildd in the 766650 BC time frameThe
primaryobjectivethen was identical to thatfathis paper i.e.to confirm that

those timelines are corredh every respectWe begin by duplicating that
timeline chartas our Figure lbut only after making a few cosmetic changes.

The changewe refer to arerelated to asecondary ainof thissequence of
papers. We want toprovide atual cartouche names for all of the pharaohs
named on that chart, beginning with thofisted on our 2% Tanite dynasty
timeline. This objective is largely motivated by comments we made at the
conclusion of ouprevious paper, where we repeated our frequently voiced
opinion that the two21% dynastykings named Psusennes have beenfusedby
traditional hisbry scholars, and thdahe cartouche namesiedjkheperre
Nesubanebdijed, linked t8mendes | bthose samdraditional historians actually
0St2y3 (2 aHAsiyaSheKBUSWe bég thid paper by including the
correctcartouche names for Psusennes | & 2, and for Psinaches. And since in the
course of this essay we will supply Smendes witlattisalcatouche names, and
reveal the true identityob | Y S0 K2 Q& we iicludentiioge Qdt2 Nk
well in our Figure 1Proofwill follow.

As inpaper #5we provide here a sequence of staatbne points The paper is
longer than usualdver 30 pages)but is well worth a carefully readinlf subject

to time-constraintsthe readermay find it convenient to spread thiaskout over
time, allowing opportunity tevaluatethe argument and read the links to online
sources. In the last paper we producedistependent articles, each focussed on
the same objective. In this papeafue to the complexity of the argumenthere

are only ive, labelled A td&Ebelow.



Figure 1:Revised historyimelines ofthe kings of Israel, Judah,
Assyria, and Egyph the approximate time frame 75650 BC
with the inclusion of cartouche names for akven21% Tanite dynasty kings
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A. ldentifying our Figure 1 king Psusennes Il as a king named Aakheperre
Psebkhannu anaur Figure 1 kindg®’sinaches as a king named Hedjkheperre
Nesubanebdijed, verifies the accuracy of goositioningand absolute datingpf
all of the dynasties in thatimeline chart

We begin this discussion by clarifying a feature of the Figateadtthat we ought
tohaveS E LJ | A Y SR LINIS @his Bedalude 8UF foud ltmiks dRth& y Q (i =
subject of Egyptian chronology were directed toward Egyptologistodrers

well acquainted witHEgyptian history. Tdse readeswere alreadyaware of the
fact that all of the namesmour 2F Tanite timeline were derivefiom Manetho,
viaexcerptscopiedby Josephuandby later Greek speakingcholarssuch as
Africanusand Eusebiu® Il F¥Sg 27T sdolagiudhiirésentblz thoéé Y S
possessed by knowpharaohs, but at least three key nas@re not so clearly
identified. Thus there exist absolutely no Egyptiascriptionscontaining the
names Smendes, Psusennes, and Psinaasasritten by Manethpa regrettable
absence since those are precisely the names we are most interested is in thi
paper.

Consequentlfegyptologists, following theéeciphermentof the hieroglyphic script

in the 39 decade of the 19 century, had to determine from a limited number of

resource documents which pharaohs should be associated with weliich

al y S iGtekmames. They did their best, early on determining that two kings
bearing thedbirth name momen Psebkhann(or Pasebkhannuhust be
ARSYUATASR gAGK alyStikKz2Qa (g2 1Ay3aa yI Y
on which Psebkhannu should be identified with which Psusennes. They also

chose the wrongsingto identify & a | y S GSm2ndes. Wekhgva

commented frequently on theause of tle latter mstake. Here wereview the

details again.

¢tKS aili2NER 27T 2d8qhdsadatthe énd of bl peSidus papeas

largely the source of the mistaken opinion. That story clearly identified the fact

that Ramses XI, the termahking of the 20 dynasty was succeeded by Herihor,

the initial king of the 2 ThebandynastyL & | f a2 ARSYGAFASR | a
contemporary in Tanis an individual named Nesubanebdjed. And since traditional
historians alreadyoelieved, entirely withotievidence, that the 21st Tanite


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Manetho
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Josephus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sextus_Julius_Africanus
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dynastyin the north of Egypt, along with the 2Theban dynasty in the south
together replacedRamses Xh governing the whole of Egypt followed that
Nesubanebdjd must be the nomen of Smendes, identified by Manetho as the
founder of the 2% dynasty. And finally, since there existed then, and there still
exists today, only one Egyptian king with the nomen Nesubanebttjsding
was the unanimous choice as the’Zllanite dynasty founder. His name
Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed.

Thus, from themiddle years of thd 8" century till today, Egyptian chronology has
beencementedin place asliagrammedn Figure 2 below Argument sti exists

on the absolute dates assigned each king, but the relative positidraag
remained unchangedwith one possible exception, noted later in this paper

Figure 2: Traditional Egyptian chronology of the 21Theban, and 2% Tanite
dynasties inrelation to the death of Ramses XI.
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Our revised chronologgf these three dynasties, as diagrammed in our Figure 1,
differs from the traditioral history inthreerespect. One is the absolute dates
assigned theepharaohs.The second is the fact that we have switched the
identities of the kings Psusennes | & Il, and assigned the name Hedjkheperre
Nesubanebdjed to Psinaches, not Smendes. And finalily, en we recognized
that Smendesthe 2T dynasty founderwas not a ontemporary of Herihoand
Ramses Xbutwasinstead a contemporary ofefhakht, the founder of the 20



dynasty. Thus the 21Tanitedynasty timeline in Figure 2 had to be displaced
approximatelyl00 years to the left, 100 years being the approximateth of
the 20" dynasty. This displacement brought the’'2lynasty kings Osochor and
Psiraches to a position contemporary witherihor,where they appeam our
Figure 1.

It is time to defend the changes we have made to our Figure 1. Ifirtisection
of our paperour arguments all relate to the timedme from Herihor to
Menkheperre, as represented by the timelines otHbthe traditional and revised
histories. For convenience weproduce those timelineas they appear in our
Figuresl and 2 duplicating themmn a single chartour Figure 3 below.

Figure 3 Traditional History and Revised History timelines
describing Egyptian history following the death of Ramses XI.
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At this time we make onlfour commentsin defense of outRevisedHistor€ as
displayed in Figusel and 3

1) The reader will notice that we have addeddtath sections obur
Figure3 an entry related tdahe bracelets found on the mummy of king
Aakheperre Psebkhannu in his intact tomb in Tamssdiscussed at thend of our
previous paper.Those bracelets namedkheperre, and claimed they were
émade by a dignitary namediNesubanebdjed a2y 2F a Sy 1 KSLISNNE
undoubtedlya reference tahe High Priest of AmorHPA named
Nesubanebdijed, aon ofthe priest/kingMenkheperre. At first wguestioned
whetherthe bracelets werendeeda gift from Menkheperrevia his sonbut in the
end we accepted the identificatiotknowing full well that this attribution
demanded that we identify Psusennes Il askivg AakheperreéPsebkhannu
Those mummy bracelets maddsolutelyno sense in our Figusd & 3 before we
made the name chang®ut fit perfectly the situatiormas now diagrammedAnd
while they make sense also in the traditional history timelmg, revised history
isable to explairafact for which the traditional history has no explanation,
namely,why the priest king Menkheperre (alias Piank&drly in his life
relinquished his titles athe High Priest of Aon to his sorNesubanebdjedIn
our revised history we arguhe case that in the year 637 B=nkheperreled a
rebellion that drove the Assyrians outBfypt, andestablished himself as thie
factoruler of the whole of EgyptSubsequently he relinquished his clerical titles
to his sonNesulanebdjed and later, when Aakheperre Psebkhannu died, he
directedthis son to make bracelets to adorn the body of thé& @¢nasty king
Andin a momentwe will comment on the genealogical link between thé'21
Tanite and 2% Theban (= 28 dynasty) families that would explain this act of
devotion.

2) On pages 3 & 4 above wéed the travels of the Egyptian dignitary
Wenamon as the primary evidence supporting the traditional histotieir
belief that Smendes | antdedjkheperre Nesubeebdjedwere one and the same
person. But a glance at our Figure 3 should convince our readers that we can cite
precisely the same arguments for identifying Hedjkheperre and Psinatiuss
removing the only deficiency the argumentwe proposed at the ad of the
previous paper And there we had the advantage of a mass of evidence from the



annals of the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal to support our argument. And since our
dating ofHerihor and Piankh and Psinaches, contemporaries of king
Nesubanebdjed , waarived at long beforeand independent gfany

consideration of the Wenamon papyrus, the timelines in Figures 1 and 3
absolutely confirm the equation Psinaches = Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed.

3) Speaking of timelinewhichconfirm the fact that Psinaches must be
identified as Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjaad thatthis king lived around the
middle years of the®8century BCwe need toexamineone further document
the socalledDibabiyeh/Dibabieh quarry stelélong withthe Wenamon story,
the inscrigion on this stele is citeth the literature of thetraditional historyas
one of thefew mentions ofkingHedjkheperréNesubanebdjednh an actual
historical context.Indeedthe Wenamun papyrus and tHeibabieh steleare the
only mentions of this king in a recognized historical contéidw convenient
therefore that we are able to cite them both agidence supporting the equation
Psinaches= Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed.

We introduce the Dibabieh stele loyioting Robert KRitner, who produces both

a transcriptionandatranslation of theentire stele inscription opages 101104
inthevolumegl A6&Fy ! yI NOKe&Y LYaONRLINIA2Yy3E FTNRY
edited by Edward Wenteln his introductory ote on pagel01 Ritner describes

the stele and its contents:

A hieroglyphic stela carved on a pillar in the western gallery of the
limestone quarries at Dibabieh, near the own of Gebelein, preserved
a rare mention of Smendes in Upper Egypt. Below a winged disk, the
stela was framed by vertical bands of text recording the titles of the king,
although only the right band remained for modern copyists. In addorsed
scenes above the primary inscription, Smendes was depicted worshiping
Amon and Khonsu on the right and Amon and Mut on the left. The main
text of seventeen lines adopis the standard Konigsnovelle format, in which
the king is informed of disturbance and promptly orders corrective action
Particularly noteworthy is the royal presence at Memphis (rather than at
Tanis) and the destructive Hooding of Luxor temple, encountered again
during the tenure of Osorkon 11, A broken passage in line 15 suggesis a
census of project workers, noting deaths and new births. The primary tex
tual edition is in places unreliable, but the stela is now destroyed below
the cornice and winged disk (personal communication, James A. Harrell,
19 Ociober 1999).



https://books.google.ca/books?id=AA7TsL3jlgkC&pg=PA101&lpg=PA101&dq=dibabieh+stele&source=bl&ots=GE4pL-dePn&sig=-QVSyK4BRU691R9CekPSyYXs8y8&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwj-vKeZh-zWAhWGw4MKHRGJB6UQ6AEIKDAA#v=onepage&q=dibabieh%20stele&f=false

Accordingto Ritné2 & A Yy U NP RhkGtaleinsEriptigndsietitely concerned
with a massive flood of the Nilso large that it threatened the Luxor temple in

YENYF1E NBSYAYyAAOSyd 2F | Ft22R

0KIF G

Identifying the author of the inscription is not problematic. Multiple times
Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed proudly displapsh of his cartouche namess in

the following excerpt from the introductory portion on p. 102

ntr nfr nb 3. wy Hd-hpr-R-stp-n-R€ s3 R* nb h*.w Ns-b3-(nb)-Dd.t mri-
ITmn m3[...] Hr-3hav(?) [...In r ny-sw.t nb [...] di “nh dd w3s nb snb nb
mi R
he Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Hedjkheperre-setepenre, th
Son of Re, Lord of Diadems, Smendes, beloved of Amon, |...] Horachty (?)
[...] more than any king [...], given all life, stability, and dominion and all
health like Re.

We have includedn this quoted paragrapthe transliteration of the hieroglyphic
text from which the translation derives, thier a reason. We wartb advise our

readers to be carefukhenreadingw A 0 Yy SNRa UGNI yatl A2y =
actually transribethe name of Nesubanebdjeghen it occurs in the stele

inscription. He merely follows the traditional party lineeferring to

NesubanebdjedsSmendesn each and every instance whetet nameoccurs,
including his reference t8mendes in his introductory note, duplicated above.

On page 103 Ritner translates the critical section of the Dylealstele, that

which documents the @ssive flood with which the inscription is solely

concerned. Here we provide only his translation.

022

oS



Now His Majesty was in the city of Memphis, his noble residence of
valor and victory like Re [... He went (?) to the estate of Ptah,] (4) lord of
Ankh-Tawy, and Sakhmet the great, the beloved of Ptah [...], Montu and
the Ennead who are in the “Wall of the Sovereign."*

Now His Majesty was seated in the columned [hall, and one came 10
say to] (5) His Majesty: “The canal bed? that formed the borders of Luxor
temple and that was made by King Menkheperre (Thutmosis 111) is fallen
[into ruin. ...] (6) There is a great flood and a strong current withlin] it on
the great pavement of the temple. It has encircled the front [...].”

[INow His Majesty said] (7) to them: “If it is a mauer said before me,
yet it is not something at all in the experience’ of My Majesty, anything
similar being unknown [...| (8) protect from the calamity® there. It was a
canal harnessed seasonally for the borders of [...] (9) in ignorance of my
property (), all these being remote from the sovereign.”

Then His Majesty [sent architects] (10) and 3.000 men with them,
comprising the best of the comrades of His Majesty. To them His Majesty
commanded: "Go to [the south (7) ...] (11) desert [...] the commanders of
His Majesty as subordinates at his heels o create heaps (of stones) in [the
quarry (2) ... (12) witness [...] in the vicinity of this® quarry from the time
of those who have passed away until today, Gebelein [...] (13) the temple
of Montu, lord of Tod. They engraved this decree that causes that His
Majesty remain [...] (14) excavated” by themselves monthly. His command
arrived to sanctify the works of the decree [...] (15) in rec koning those
who had passed away and the child at the breast of his mother up 1o [...

Never was anything| (16) done similarly in the time of the ancestors.

And what is the point we are attempting to make in the above documentation.
Perhaps the astute reader will already have guespadicularly if he/she has our
Figure 1 in view When Ritner reads th&ele inscription one notorious flood
comes to his mind immediately, that which took place in the day8safrkon Illa
kingdated by the traditional history to the first decade of th& &nturyBC., thus
roughly three hundred years after the reign of Smendes |, dated ca108Y BC
by traditional scholarsBut let us set the record straighfThe flood described on
the Dibabyeh stele is not just reminiscent of one that took place in the tohe
OsorkonlE Ad A& hazN)]l2yQa Ff22R

Nile floods were documented carefully by Egyptian officials, and Nile flood levels
were carefully recorded on the walls thie quay at Karnak. Only two are of
proportions comparable to what is described in thi#abyeh stele The largest

took place in the third year of the reign of OsorkondH noted by RitnerThe
second largestiook placein the 6" year of the 24 dynasty king Taharkah. We
discuss both floods on pages 2120 of our first book, where at the timee


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Osorkon_III
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made the mistake of trusting older Egyptologists, who assigned the earlier flood
to the reign of Osorkon Il, not Ill, an error corrected since the writing of our first
book.

And why the length of the above preamble? A glance at our Figure 1 tlls th

tale. The reign of Psinaches overlaps tig/8ar of king Osorkon IlI, the known

date of the massive Nile floodCoincidence? We think nof'he Dibabiyeh stele

Y26 0S02YS& AdzLILIR2 NI F2NJ 2dzNJ ARSYGATAOL &
Hedjkheperre Neshbeebdjed. By contrast, the traditional history is now bereft of

any support for its association of the naHedjkheperre Nesubanebdjauth

Smendes I.

4) Our finaldefensefor both the Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjehd
Psebkhannu name changes is actuakiyractural argument. One feature of our
Figure 3 shodl immediately strike the readein thisparticularinstance astruly
coincidental. With our name changesand our shifting of the Z1Tanite dynasty
backward in timea full centurythe revised history and traditional history relative
positioning of the main characteis our dramaare almost exact duplicates
absolute dates exceptedn both historieswo of the key figuresnvolvedin our
name changes, Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed Aakheperre Psebkhanpend
up overlapping completely the reigns of theynastyThebanclericsHerihor,
Piankh, Pinudjem I, and Masaharta, and partiatlieastthe tenure of the
priest/king Menkheperre. It follows that the vast majority of relainships
between the 2@, 22 Tanite, and 2% Theban dynasty kings in this limited time
frame, as determined by Egyptologis@sed on &tant inscriptions, are precisely
those which our revised history would confiand endorsdrom those same
documents. Andwithout exception Egyptologists have determined that all three
dynasties are related by marriageyd daughters of Ramses f€haturing
prominentlyin the resulting genealogies.

Egyptologists differ osome ofthe genealogicatletails but are ingeneral
agreement withthe overall schema We follow here th versionproposed by
Kenneth Kitchen, who diagrams two variant interpretations of the available
source documents in sect. 441 (p. 538) of his classic Fl&d{flon with
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supplement). We summaize the detailsommon to both variante our Figuret
below. Almost alEgyptologists accept theasic facts summarized in that flow

chart, withPinudjeml marrying Henttawy A, a daughter of Ramses Xl, and
fathering the three future kings, Masahartagelkheperre and Aakheperre
Psebkhannu, though s@e would argue thatMasahara was thefather, not the

brother of Menkheperre and others that Masaharta and Menkheperre were
children of Pinudjem | by a different wife th&lenttawy A Regardlesshis
geneabgyprovides grobableexplanationfor whyt A y dzZR2SYQa azy aSy
would name his somNesubanebdje¢after his maternalincle), and why he would
directthat son to make bracelets for the funeral Adkheperre Psebkhanifhis
brother or haltbrother). AndKitcher®@ genealogwbsolutely confirms the fact

that Psusennes Il in our revised history must be identified as the king Aakheperre
Psebkhannu.

Figure4: Keydescendants of the 20dynasty king Ramses Xl
and the 23 Theban dynasty king Pianklaccording to Kennti Kitchen,
(replacingY A (i O KaghgsGimendes and Psusennes | with the revised history
equivalentsPsinaches and Psusennek Il

Piankh Ramses XI — Tentamun A
Psinaches
Pinudjem | — Henttawy A Tentamun B — (Hedjkheperre
| Nesubanebdjed)
| l |
Masaharta Menkheperre Psusennes ||

(Aakheperre
Psebkhannu)

B. AddingdOsorkon the Elderto the Flinders Petrie version of thasenhor
genealogy confirms the relative positioningf our 22 and 229 dynasty
timelines in Figure 1.

In Appendix Aof Piankhi the Chameleothe second book in oudisplaced

Dynasties Seriesve discussed the genealogy of a Memphite priest named
Pasenhor, and diagrammed the two ways his genealogy could be interpreted. We
rejected the interpretation of the wellespected Egyptologisimes Henry



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_Henry_Breasted
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Breasted(the version now adhered to by almost every Egyptologist on earth) and
we adopted the version approved by the equally highly respected Egyptologist
Flinders Petrigthe version followed in the 20century by Petrie and no one
StasSoo LYy GKS O2dzZNBS 2F R2AYy3 a2 6S Y
the name of a recently discovered pharaoh named Hedjkheperre Sheshonk as a
son of Nimlot A and Mehtenweskhet AAnd we spent the whole of Appendix B in
our book two discussing this pharaoh, his discovery by the Egyptologist Aidan
Dodson in 1993, and his approximate positioning in th® @gnasty between the
reigns of Sheshonk Il and Pemay. Since we will paedna moment

discussing the Pasenhor genealogy, we highly recommend that the reader digest
the contents of bothAppendix Aand Appendix Bn book two.

In our Figures belowwe reproduce from Appendix A both the Petrie and
Breasted interpretations of the Pasenhor genealogy, copsgectivelyfrom
Figures 25 and 2ih that Appendix

Figure5: The Breasted and Petrie versions of the Pasenhor genealogy
(reproduced from Figures 21 and 25 of Appendix A
in the bookPiankhi the Chamelegn

|
. Breasted version of e Sheshonk | = Karamat

e the Pasenhor Genealogy B T orkon | = Tashedions
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| r DS mut-es-»
N A T ot A Nimiot A T s

Nimit €. = Tentsepeh € Petrie version of e
the Pasenhor Genealogy
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http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/appendix_a.pdf
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The reader should take note of one major difference between the two

interpretive @S NB A 2 Y & @ LY . NBFaldSRQa 2LIAYA2Y G
feature as the parents of a son named Sheshonk (1), the reputed founder of the

229 dynasty (hence the numeral | affixed to his name), and the claim is made that

this son had the prenomen Hedgperre¢ a claim supported by absolutely no
SOARSYyOSo® Ly tSONARSQa 2LIAYAZ2Y bAYT 21
parents of an otherwise obscure son named Dpeah-ef-ankh, whose burial in

the tomb DB320 is discussed in our Appendix B igsntentonedagain later in

0 KAa LI LISNID 2S KF@S RRSR I aS0O2yR azy
Hedjkheperre{l KSa K2y 1 X Ay LINBOAaSte GKS aryvYsS L
but in this casave are certain that this Sheshonk, son of Nimlot A, bore the

prenomen Hedjkheppere, and we are informed by the genealogy that he is not
Sheshonk I. We should point out, of course, that Petrie had no knowledge of the
existenceohd A SO2y R¢ | SR21 KSLISNNE { KSakKz2yl1=z |
opinion that the king identified as Sheshorik his versioroft | 8 Sy K2 N &
genealogyhad thethrone name Hedjkheperre.

Wenowg I yi G2 YI1S FTRRAGAZ2YIFIE OKIyt@ESa G2
both the Breasted and the Petrie versions, not only to further validate offr 22
dynasty timeline in Figure 1, but the 2dynasty timeline also. After all,

confirming the accuracy dlhe timelines in thainitial Figurel is themain

purpose for whib this paper is written.

We begin by adding a single name to both charts, namely, th@sofkon the
Elder, the 8" priest/king of the 21 dynasty, an individual known to Manetho by
the name Osochor. We add the name in Figbileelow as a second son of the
parents Sheshonk A and Mehtenweskhet A


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Osorkon_the_Elder
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Osorkon_the_Elder
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Figure6: Chart showing the contrasting Breasted and Petrie
interpretations of the Pasenhor genealodgyvith later additions in red)
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Sheshonk A = Mehtenweskhet A Sheshonk A = Mehtenweskhet A Osorkon Il = Mut-udj-ankh-es

(Djed-mut-es-ankh)
| ———

Osorkon the Elder Nimlot A = Tentsepeh A Osorkon the Elder Nimlot A = Tentsepeh A
|

(Osochor) (Osochor) |
Sheshonk | = Karamat f

| Hedjkheperre Sheshonk Ptah-udj-ankh-ef = Tentsepeh
Osorkon | = Tashedkhons (Djed-ptah-ef-ankh) |

! Hem-ptah = Tiankemit
Takeloth | = Kapes |
|
Osorkon Il = Mut-udj-ankh-es Petpet-didies = Pasenhor
| (Djed-mut-es-ankh) I
I " . Hem-ptah = Iret-irou
Nimlot C = Tentsepeh C Petrie version of

the Pasenhor Genealogy Pasenhor, Memphite priest
i year 37 of Sheshonk V
Ptah-udj-ankh-ef = Tentsepeh
(Djed-ptah-ef-ankh) |

Hem-ptah = Tiankemit
Petpet-didies = Pasenhor

Hem-ptah = Iret-irou

Breasted version of |

the Pasenhor Genea|ogy Pasenhor, Memphite priest
year 37 of Sheshonk V

The name of Osochor is already part of ouf Zanitedynasty timelingn

Figure 1 Precisely how a 22dynasty Libyan, son of newyal parents, emerged
as the 3" king of a 21 dynasty of priest/kings, is beyond thumderstanding bthis
author. Suffice to say, absolutely every Egyptologist today agrees with that
placement of this king Osochas do weWe restrict our explanation here to that
provided by the Wikipedia article ddsakon the Eldera portion of which is
quoted below.

Akheperre Setepenre Osorkon the Elder was the fifth king of the twirstydynasty of
Egypt andvas the first pharaoh of Libyan extraction in Egypie is also sometimes
known as "Osochor," following Matho's Aegyptiaca.

Osorkon the Elder was the son of Shoshenq, the Great Chief of the Ma by the latter's
wife 'Mehtenweskhet who is given the prestigious title of 'King's Mother' in a document.
Osochor was the brother of Nimlot A, the Great Chief of the Ma, and Tentshepgeh A t
daughter of the Great Chief of the Ma and, thas,uncle of Shoshenq founder of the
Twenty-second Dynasty.

His existence was doubted by most scholars until Eric Young established in 1963 that
the induction of a temple priest named Nespaneferhor iraf 2 | Shemu day 20 under
a certain king named Akheperre Seteperte fragment 3B, line 13 of the Karnak


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Osorkon_the_Elder
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Priest Annals occurred one generation prior to the induction of Hori, Nespaneferhor's
son in Year 17 of Siamun, which is also recorded in the s@mnals. Young argued

that this king Akheperre Setepenre was the unknown Osochbis hypothesis was

not fully accepted by all Egyptologists at that time, however.

But in a 19761977 paper, Jean Yoyotte noted that a Libyan king named Osorkon was
the sonof Shoshenq A by the Lady Mehtenweshkhet, with Mehtenweshkhet being
explicitly titled the "King's Mother" in a certain genealogical document. Since none of
the other kings named Osorkon had a mother named Mehtenweshkhet, it was
conclusively established thakheperre Setepenre was indeed Manetho's Osochor,
whose mother was Mehtenweshkhet. The Lady Mehtenweshet A was also the mother
of Nimlot A, Great Chief of the Meshwesh and, tHisoshenq I'grandmother.

The reader needs to be cautioned not to acceptrgwvord in this article. We
have emphasizechteed SOG A2y a GKIF G ySSR O2 NMNS
the first pharaoh of Libyan extractioninEgypt 2yt & A ¥ é&2dz |
version of the Pasenhor genealogy. In the Petrie version heceged by
Sheshonk |, Osorkon I, Takeloth |, and Osorkas Ihe is in our Figure llikewise
F2N 0KS &dl 0SYS @iuncle KfISkioshbng B thefcimder oflthe ¢
twenty-second dynasty ® instSad antizf Of S 2F 52RazyQa &as
HedjkheperreéSheshonkwho is definitely not Shoshenq | (see FigureThe

second error can be quickly corrected if the reader simply deletes every mention

of the name Sheshonkif that articleand substitutes the name Hedjkheperre

Sheshonk. We have already npikitimes argued our case, and will argue it

again in a moment, that Sheshonk I, the founder of th&! @gnasty, did not

possesshe prenomen Hedjkheperre. At minimum thereaissolutelyno

evidence that he did.

OlArzy
OO0 S LI

A third error is the whole of the thiruoted paragraph which discusses the

discovery of Eric Young. Absolutely nothing in that paragraph concerns the king
Osochor. When Young mentions king Siamun he is talking about our Figure 1 king
Psinacheswho reigned after king OsochoBut later in this paper, and already in

our Figire 1, we identify Siam | & al Yy S K2 Qéahogekejg@d { YSY RS
precedes Osochor by over half a centutfyYoung is correch relating the facts

cited (and we have no reason to doubt tfectshe reports) then a king

Aakheperre Setepenre preceded the™Myear of king Siamuby several decades,

and was possibly, even probably, one of toatestants forthe throne vacated by

the death of Merenptah in the year 765 Blater in this paper we will discusise
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proliferation of aspirants to pharaohic status in the post Santorini era, which
would necessarily include 2 dzykidgAakheperre Setepenre

A~ ~ 7 A~

HavingD2 NNBE OU SR GKS 2 A1 ALISRAIF FNIA@GE ST | yF
irrelevant at long last we get to the poirwe are attempting to makeWe agree

entirely with the discovery of Jean Yoyotte, that Sheshonk A and Mehtenweskhet

did have a son named Osorkon, who became a king. And we do believe the

throne names of this Osorkon were Aakheperre Setepenre, not beaausric

o 2dzy 3QA  brtibacauBedd SidtBcs described by Yoyotte, and because

there does exist a set of cartouches, inscribed in stone, documenting the

existence of a King Aakheperre Setepenre Osorkon, throne names which match

no other known phaasioh Osorkon And for the record, the identification of

2288008 0Qa 1 Ay3 haz2NJigndwaydepeadenfGanK 2 Qa h & 2
determination of his throne namedAll that is important is that a king Osorkon

can legitimately be added to our Figure 6 as shown, smtee revised history

GKFEG LRaAOGAZ2YAY3I RSYlFYyRa GKIFOkinpKA & haz2N
Osochor.

And why do we care if Osochor is the kibgorkon identified by Yoyotte. One
reason only.Without the inclusion of Osorkon the genealogy of Pasenhor is
entirely concerned with 22 dynasty kings. The addition of Osochor firmly links
the 22'¢ dynasty and 2% dynastytimelines together.And itlinks them together
precisely as they exist in our Figure 1 set of timelifdsat, in effect, proves our
thesis that the 2t), 215 Tanite, and 2% dynasty timelines began around the
same time and it absolutely confirms the positioning of the?’zind 22" dynasty
timelines in our Figure.l

We remind the reader that we did not create our Figure 1 timelines so that they

I INBS LINBOA&aSte& gA0K tSINARSQA AydSNLINEG
fixed in place as they now exist by independent angatslongbefore we
RAAO0O2OSNBR (GKS SEA&AGSYOS 27F t I RB¥ K2 N
genealogf SalLISOAlLffe y2¢6 6AGK GKS Ay Of dzaa 2y
I YR | 2 @& 2Ankh&eria0sdritory; Simply authenticates timelines which

were already firmly entrenched in their revised positions. What our Fi§a@es

is supply the actual genealogical connections between the kings Osorkon lI,
,2820080a ha2z2NjJ 2y UKS 9f RSNE dlaficRat5 2 Ra 2y
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the Petrie genealogiy that Figure 6 informs us th&sochormwas an uncle of

Hedjkheperre Sheshonéaind thatOsorkon g | & { KSa K2y 1 Q& YI SNJ
grandfather. By contrast, the Breasted version presents a radically different

version of history, by now thoroughly discredited by a thousand pages of

argument in the first three books of our Displaced Dynasties Setied.i follows

that the more we candotovedf G KS | OOdzNJ O éof RaenhborS & NR S Q2
the more certain we become that our Figure 1 is correct.

Thus, before we proceed with othird section of this paper, we adget another

pair ofnamesto the Petrie version of PasenhoAlreadythat version as shownn

our Figures 5 & &onfirmsthe fact that Nimlot A and his wife Tentsepeh A had a
son named Djeghtah-ef-ankhA married to another Tentsepehhis in addition to

the sonHedjkherre Sheshonk that we have already addéchd Egyptologists,
without exception, will confirm the fact that Nimlot A and Tentsepeh A also had a
daughter named Mehtenweskhet, married to a priest named Shedsunefertem.
This pair of names needs to be addedhe Petrie genealogy.The resultant

Petrie flowchart, restrcted in this case to just the relevant sectjappeasas
diagrammed in our Figurebelow.

Figure 7. The Petrie version of the Pasenhor genealogy
with the addition of the names oMehtenweskhet andShedsunefertem.

Sheshonk A = Mehtenweskhet A Osorkon Il = Mut-udj-ankh-es

l L I (Djed-mut-es-ankh)
Osorkon the Elder Nimlot A = Tentsepeh A
(Osochor) I ] |
Hedjkheperre Sheshonk  Ptah-udj-ankh-ef = Tentsepeh Mehtenweskhet B = Shedsunefertum

(Djed-ptah-ef-ankh)

One further chronological detail needs to be mentioned before we move on. It
surelyhasnoescas R G KS FFGGSydAz2zy 2 ¥ersdrdeNJ NB I RS NI
Pasenhor agresnot only with the relative positioning of our 2021 Tanite, and

22" dynasy, bu also agrees perfectly with the dates 7402 BC we have

assigned tdsorkon lidateswe determinal as early as chapter 3 in ofirst book
Nebuchadnezzar & the Egyptian Exifg no time in our succeeding volumes have

we ever ventured to make sense aitthe mass of detail recorded by Manetho
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concerning the early years of the"@2lynasty, other than to dogmatically assert
that the dynasty must have begun around the year 760 BC, as did than2i2 B!
Tanite dynastiesthis because of the 765 Biévastation caused the mega
explosion of the Santorini volcandVe now are able to authenticate th@60 BC
date, thanks to Pasenhor, and thanks to Petii&e reasoning goes as follows.

The reader wilfirst observe that Pasenhor cites precisely thiggpt based
Libyanancestors prior to Osorkon Il, the earliegSheshonk (married towife
Karamat), identified Y all Egyptologists as the founder of the'®@ynasty.

We assume that Sheshonk, a Libyan tribal leader, was part of the influx of Libyan
refugees fleeing the ravages of the Santorini series of eruptions, those that began
in the 8" year of Merenptah and continued for the next several decad&ghout

fear of contradiction we can date his arrival in Egypt to the approximate year 760
BC.Assuming 1) a fatheson relationship between the four earliest@2lynasty
1Ay3a Ay tFaSyK2Nna 3ISySlrtz23es yR HO
years, and 3) that Sheshonk arrived in Egypt as an elderly tribal leader (roughly 60
years old) with@mily in tow, all perfectly reasonable assumptions, then we can
assume that Sheshor{R, born around 820 B®rough with him his40 year old

son Osorkon (born ca800 BO)h a 2 NJ2@ yedp aldson Takeloth(born ca780
BC)and¢ I 1 S tnéwilyfdrion Osorkon, the future Osorkon(dorn ca760

BC) We have no quarrel with Manetho assigning 21 years to Sheshonk (1), 15
years to his son Osorkon (1), and an indeterminate number of ypassibly 13,

to Takeloth (1), providing we assume that the reigngheflatter threeof the four
named kings overlapped some extent that of their fathers, a distinct possibility
considering the chaotic conditions that prevailed in Egypt post Santorini.

C Theabsolute dates assigned to our Egyptidgnasties 20, 21Tanite), 21
(Theban, and 22in Figure 1 are corroboratetly multiple sources, including the
Berlin and Louvre stele genealogies.

Many times already, and certainly as recently as our last papgemade
reference to the Serapeum stel®uvred6 (Cat #52)a monumentinscribed with
the genealogy of a priest namédhakhet That genealogy overlajga multiple
consecutivepositions a sequence of names bfgh priestgprophetsof the
Memphite cultof Ptah in Memphignscribed on a massiveonumentthat now
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resides irthe Egyptian Neues Museum Bérlin(#23673) hence our reference to

it as the Berlin stele. Not @paces on th&erlin stelecontain the names dfigh
priestswho served the culttaa particular time, but most do, and many also name
apharaohunder whom they servedr with whom they associatedCombining

the two documents we were able to create a hybrid genealogy, or minimally a
listing of namedredecessorsf Ashakhetwhichweth @S OF f £t SR G KS
2T | & KahdwKich Hg§ptologists generally refes I &  Geiichilogy of
Ankhefensekhme, the name of the Memphite priest whapparently

commissioned th&erlin monument.From the title of the last two books in our
Displaced Dynastiegs SNA Sa> 020K LINBFTIFI OSR o6& (KS
I & K| |iksSappérent that we have depended heavily on the data supplied by
this monumentin the witing of those volumes.

In Table 2 on pag@ of chapter one in book threwe produced a synchronized
genealogy, showing where on the Berlin stele we find the names of the ancestors
of Ashakhetsfeatured on the Louvre stele. One of theagyrophet named
Shedsunefertemappears in position 1.9 on the Berlin monumeas indicted by

a tag we have added to a photograph of that monumgae Figure 8 below)

Figure8: The Berlin stele with tags showing the positions occupied by high
priests who served under the 2dynasty king Psusennes | and the'l@ynasty
kings Seti and his son Ramses |l.

Q

LJI


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Genealogy_of_Ankhefensekhmet
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Genealogy_of_Ankhefensekhmet
http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/the_genealogy_of_ashakhet_chapter_1.pdf
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This dignitary\Shedsunefertenappeaed in this paper ithe previous section
where he wasdentifiedA y t S G NRA S Q RaséhfoNgerded@logy a8 & U K
brother2 ¥ 52RazyQa (Ay3d | Sdd@dfapGestfaNddS { KSaK
Djedptahefankh.Therefore, acording to our Figure, both Shedsunefertem and
Djedptahefankh must be dated the third, fourth, or fifth decade of the'8

century BCsA y OS 52R&az2yQa {Ay3a | SR21 KSLISNNFB
Delta in the time frame 67860 BCand we have conjectured thats reignlikely
began independently at least a decade earlier, ca 681VB€are convinced that
Djedptahefankh was the older of the three brothers. His body was found in the
Deirel-Bahari cache DB 32overed by bandages inscribed by his brother
Hedjkheperre Sheshonk (not by king Sheshonk I as erroneously claimed by
Egyptologists). And in our poibt which follows, we assign the date range 661

645 BCtd K S R & dzy Spbstitnlil 3)6rXide Berlin stele, which suggests that
hewas a younger btther of Hedjkheperre.

O

Ly tSGNRASQE t 1 &S8yK2 NS aylyesrioffOaasken II{ K S R & dzy ¢

whom we havendependentlydated 740718 BC.The dates of Osorkon Il and
Shedsunefertem are thusughlyconsistentwith the grandfather/grandson
relationshipassigned them by Pasenhoknd onthe Berlin stele we see that two
ASYSNI 0A2ya 2F aSYLKAUOS KAIK LINRASaGa
which began in 661 BC, from the last mention &freg Psebkhannu in position

1.12. Since each positiam this stele represents approximatelg fears, a king
Psebkhannu mustill have been reigninground the yea693BC(661 + 32),
absolutely consistent with our dating of Tyetkheperre Psebkhannu to the years
734688 BC. And for good measure we notltat tseven positions separate the
time of Shedsunefertem from the last mention of king Ramsiaspbsition 2.2

And since those seven high priests spanng@ykars (7x6), the assumed

beginning of the high priesthood of Shedsunefertem around the y6hB&
presumes that the reign of Ramses Il ended around the ygaBT (61 + 112),

an excellen@approximation since we have previously dated the reign of Ramses |l
to the years 84774 BC.

The bottom linan the detail discusseth the precedingparagraplsis this:

a S

t SINASQE OSNEAZ2Y 2F GKS tlFaAaSYyK2N) ASy S| f

structure and in absolute dating, with the data contairedthe Berlin stele and
with our timelines inFigure 1.


https://books.google.ca/books?id=b4N9DAAAQBAJ&pg=PA31&dq=db+320+cache&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwi59K3q0NnWAhXq64MKHbJkCFwQ6AEIRDAF#v=onepage&q=db%20320%20cache&f=false
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But before we move on to ourextsection (D) weeed to note, in passing, one

set of additional data from the Berlin stele that nes¢d be explained. We have
noted the fact that a king Psebkhannu governed Egypt in the vicinity of the
Memphite cult of Ptalduring the tenure of priests in positions 1.12da1.13 on

the Berlin stele. That at most represents a time span2ofeéars. It follows that

this king, whom Manetho calls Psusennes, and to whom he credits a reign of 46
years, must have also governed additional ygraially in both of theime slots
1:14 and 1.11. In spite of that the position 1.14 is assigned to a king whose
throne name is translated by Borclhdir the discoverer of the Berlin monument,

as Aakheperr&etepnamun Additionally, positiori.15is assignedo a king
Amenemnisu, and 2.tb a king whose name is illegible. Thus three names
separate the earliest mention of Psebkhannu from the lashtion of Ramses I,

at leastconsistent with our independent determination that Ramses Il died in 774
BC and Psebkhannu | (Tyetkheperre) bewging forty years latein 734 BC.
Egyptologist are clearly perplexed at this data, but not so our revised history.

What we are most concerned with this papeiis not the absence of the 20

dynasty orthe Berlinstele, but the presence of the namésikheperre and

Amenemnisu in positions 1.14 and 1.15 respectively. In the traditional history the

reign of Pasennesl, regardless of whether we identify him as Aakheperre

Psebkhannu or Tyetkheperre Psebkhannu, is preceded immediatalking

Smendes Jlidentifiedin that historyasHedjkheperre Nesubanebdjednd whose

reign lasted 26 yearsWhen Borchardt first translated the Berlin stele he would

have been astounded, not just by the absence of the entife®Masty, but by

the absence of any memtn of Hedjkheperre in positions 1.14 and 1.15. In the

traditional history there exists absolutely no explanation for this omission of
{YSYRSAQ yIYSE 4gKAOK akKz2dzZz R | Oldz ff& KI
minimally, LI2 8 A GA2Y Mdmp @  of heNgoklénNdR tfanstating f OGS R €
the name in 1.14 as Aakhepergetepnamunthe prenomen of Psebkhanninl

the traditional history a problematic solutiosince itassumes thathe artisans

who inscribed the monument twice used the birth naofé®sebkhannu ad once

his throne name AakheperreBut that partial solution only made the name in

1.15 more problematic. Amenemnisu is not Hedjkheperre and it is not

bS&ddwl yS6R2SR® L 3 AY 938 LI Sonkraverdel & Ay 0
0KS 2NRSNJ 27F al yS2iKramekings Bs@s2nyid® arldy R (1 KA NF
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Nephercheresthis becausd\eferkare had the birth name Amenemnjsathers,

like Borchardt himself, who read the position 1.15 name as Amenemopet, place
al YSGK2Qa [tHisyp&ore P¥uSefires IKeither case themame
problemwas thus ompletely solved. Owasit? Now there is absolutely no room
for either of the names Hedjkheperre or Nesubanebdjedspecially since the

reign of Ramses Il was followed by the reignisfdon Merenptah, whose name
presumably occupiethe now damagegbosition 2.1 Now scholars haeto resort

to an even moralrastic solutiorto explain the lack of mention of Smendes |

They must conjecture the fact thaksy OS G KS . SNI NSy (i 68§
omitted the entire 20" dynasty, the name of Smendes | is just another casualty of
the faulty constructionof that monument Let the reader decide the merits of

that argument.

The critic will surelguestionat this pointhow our revised historyhandles the
identical problem, that oéxplainngthe apparent absence of the name
Neterkheperre Siamun, our choice as y S (kihgSmandes, the founder of

the 21 Tanite dynasty Fortunately,for the revised history the problem of names
preceding tle two mentions of Psebkhanraimply does not exist. Weave
discussdthisentire issuealreadyin chapter one of our book threen particular

on pagesl5-16. We will not repeat the entire argumeiiere, but we will
elaborate in a separate discussimorour point D following

D. The fact that the name Neterkheperre Siamun does not appeathe Berlin
stele can be explained by the revised Egyptian chronologlyich indicates the

presence of multiple other kings this time framewho may have beenserved

by the Memphite high priests of Ptah.

Unlike Brchardt, who was almost certainly confused by the absence of the name
Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed either of the twoend positions(1.14 & 1.15pn

the uppermost line on thderlin stelewe are extrenely comfortable withthe
presentselection of namesThe difference ixpectationis attributable to a

single fact In the traditional history only onef two kings could possibly be
mentioned inposition1.14(either Psebkhannu again or Smendeamdonly a

single king (Smendes I) in position 1.Mternatively, n the revised history

upwards of a dozen possibilities are viable, since we believarthhe time

K
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frames 757741 and741-725 BCrepresentedrespectivelyby position 1.5 and
1.14, the north of Egypt was governed by upward of a dozen kingany of which
have no confirmedartouche namesWe illustrate that point viaur Figure9
below.

Figure 9: A listing of time frames represented by positions 1.9 through 2.2 on
the Berlin stele in association with timelines for dynasties 19 through 22.

2.1 1.15 1.14 1.13 1.12 1.11 1.10 1.09
Neferrenpet  Ptahemakhet Ashakhet A Pipi A Harsiese J Pipi B Ashakhet B Ankhefen- Shedsu-
1 1 1 ,  sekhmet nefertem
T T T T T T
677 661 645

1 1 1 1
T T T T

773 757 741 725 709 693
Usermaatre 7 Amenemepet Aakheperre Psebkhannu  Psebkhannu
Setepenre Setepnamun

g
officials of Rameside
765 dynasty
|

19th

20th

Smendes | Psusennes |
7|60 Neterkheperre Siamun 7?4 Tyetkheperre Psebkhannu GSIB

21st (Tanite)

SANTORINI MEGA-ERUPTION

7 9

GI 0 heshonk I 73'

Osorkon 1 (15 yr) 22nd

Takeloth I (13 yr)

Osorkon Il
1 Usermaatre Setepnamun 1

Our Figure 9 chart is illustrative only, featuring as it dody the dynastic groups
cited by Manetho. But in the preceding paper we discussed the true situation
that prevailed in the severaletades that followed the Santorini explosion. Not
only does the Harris papyrus document g lyintrusion of Syrian migrants
under the leadership of Rezibyt that same papyrus, plus auxiliameroglyphic
texts, inform us that mass invasions of Libyeylum seekers took place in thé& 5
year of Mereptah (770 BC), the'Syear of Ramses Il (753 BC), and again in the
11" year of Ramses Ill (747 BC), not to speak of the Sea Peoples migrants who
invaded in the 8 year of Ramses Il (750 BC). We rahsolutely no idea how
many of the tribal leaders of these grougsnained in Egypt and claimed
sovereignty over an Egyptian nome/district in the north of Egypt. One gyolyp
led bySheshonk, spawned a dynasty recognized by Manetho.
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We must also adito thisgroup ofpossibleselfstyled pharaohsa number of
individuals with some legitimate claim to the Egyptian throne, most of whom we
havebarely mentioned in our Egyptian volumes. Not all the offspring of Ramses
Il and Merenptah perished in thetorini holocaust. Read any history of Egypt
and you will find names of multipkons of these two kings, as well as several
powerful dignitaries, that contested for power following the death of Merenptah.
Gardiner, m hisegypt of thePharaohscites ifve ¢ Sethos Il, Amenmesse, Siptah I,
Siptah II, and the female aspirant Twosre. Monuments exist bearing the
cartouche names of thedevea | A yeach dtiigegnal numbers ranging from
one to 8 years, probably all overlapping in thee pre-Santorinior early post
Santorini eraput it haslong been acknowledged that there were other
Ramesside contestants, and at least one powerful dignitarycitaecellor

Bay/Bey, aspiring for kingship Most, if not all, of theseannabe pharaohs were
confined tosmall, regionatlistricts of Egypt, and most, if not all, quickly faded
from view during the period 1.15 on our Figure 9 chart. But one, named
Amenemepet (or some variant thereof) wappaently acknowledgedspharaoh

in this eraby the priests of Ptalandthus apparently governed in the vicinity of
Memphis Unfortunately his identity remainsmaystery. If a Libyan, henay well

be Sheshonk I, though scholars would do well to searclsdhs of Ramses Il and
Merenptah forother suitable candidates. After all, for over a century the priests
of Ptah had been associating withl@ynasty Ramesside pharaohs. They may
gStt KIFI@S gl yiSR (2 O2yiGAydzS (e 0 | aazcC
adopted pharaoh had extremelyrited authority.

As stated earlier, nch of this speculation is not new to our revisiddn pages 15
and 16 of our 8 book we discussed the issue, aheére wenote the varying
interpretations of the name in positiol.15 on the Berlin stela. We repeat here
one small segment of that conversation, which bedgpsiting the fact thateven

the name inscribed in that position is a mystery. Itis, in fact

transliterated Amenemnisu by Kitchen (following Grdseloff anesi€Ef. Kitchen TIP

152 n.6 for bibliographybut Amenophthis by Borchardt , who first published the Berlin
document [see Ludwig Borcharduellen und Forschungen zur Zeitbestimmung der
Agyptischen Geschich{@935) 96112]. Borchardt transliterated theartouche name,
which unfortunately lies near the broken left end of the inscription, as-imip-t-rs-t, a
considerably different reading than that provided later by Grdseloff and Kees. All three
scholars suffer from the same handicap. They are attengpiinread a 2% dynasty


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bay_(chancellor)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bay_(chancellor)
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name into the damaged section of hieroglyphs, one believing that the name must refer
to Manetho's Amenophthis (identified as Amenemepet by the traditional history), the
other Manetho's Nepherkare (Amenemnisu). But the orthograpttyaly resembles

neither name as found elsewhere. We believe that the reading Amenmessevitesicd

may be the correct reading but confess that we are influenced in our judgment by the
revised chronology and the desire to read here a name from the pefiot/ibunrest

which followed the death of Ramses Il. It may well be that the king named here is
otherwise unknown to historians. It could be one of Ramses many son's, some of whom
no doubt contested for power but left no other record of their existence héte that
Ramses did have a son named Amenemopet with orthography close to what is visible in
the inscription. Perhaps Borchardt was correct in the reading but wrong in the
assignment of the name. We leave the matter thdi&ook 3, chapter 1, pp. 156]

So much for the name in position 1.18Ve actually did not expect to see there
the name of our king SmendedNeterkheperre Siamun. The reason is simple. In
our previougpaperwe assumed that Smendes, in the aftermath of the Santorini
explosion, washe High Priest of Amun (HPA) in Thebes,astdPA he waalso

the commander othe Egyptian army in the south. His counterpart in Tanis
assuming there was onwjas likely killed in the aftermath of Santorini, whether
by the elements associated with valdsm, including tidal waves, or by invading
migrants. Early on, perhaps at the behest of Setnakht or Ramses lll,
Neterkheperretravelled north to combathe waves of advancing Libyamsd Sea
Peoples. At the time, and for much of the time frame -784 BCrepresented by
the Berlin stele position 1.15he remainedsimply ahigh priestand army
commander. Only near the end of that time frame did his political aspirations
change, and he assumed cartouche names. We are not guessing. At least one
documentexists which confirms this thegiseebelow inour section E

But it we are correct in our theory of 2Hlynasty origins, the reader may still
legitimately raise the question of whikie Memphite priests did not begin to
embrace the new Tanite king as émerged in the 1.14 time slot. One possible
answer has already been mentioned. Chaos still reigned supreme in Egypt.
Perhaps the priests of Ptah determined to continue their association with
Ramesside kings, or side with the newly arrived Libydhd¥®asty descendants
of Sheshonk (fassuming they had begun this association in the earlier time
frame). Both Osorkon | or Takeloth | are possible claimants for the prenomen
Askheperre SetepnamunOris it possible thathe Memphit priestsdid actually
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begin to recognize and associate with the newly declared pharaoh in?Tinis

possible that the name of the pharaoh in position 1.14 has been misrepresented

by Borchardt, and confirmed in that misregeatation by multiple other

Egyptologistsn the ganerationssincehis publication of the Berlin stele

inscription? { K2 dzf R . 2 NOKIFNRGIQ& (GNI YyAONRLIGAZ2Y
changed from Aakheperre Setepnamun to Neterkheperre Setepnamun, the full
prenomen of our king Smende? |

Of course we wouldot pose the question if we did not expect an answer in the
affirmative. Keep in mind that we are dealing here with&0RQ year old inscribed
piece of stone, buriefbr much of that time, but damaged nevertheless, and
particularly near the extremes. Keapmind also that Borchardt expected to

read one of two names in position 1.14, either the name Hedjkheperre
Nesubanebdjed (which was a netarter) or the name of Aakheperre

Psebkhannu. We will not accuse him of bias. He was, after all, a highty skdle
reputable scholar (in spite of the fact that his Nefertiti statue has received critical
revues suspected of being a forggry But iffaced with a decisioas to how to

read a particular hieroglyph, particularly im@rn-out/damagedsection of a 800
year old monument, we cannot fault him for producing a reading consistéht

the traditional history he espoused. And the readings Aakheperre and
Neterkheperre, quite distinct in English trdauson, differ by a singleharacter in

the Egyptian hierglyphic text. And the two competirigeroglyphs, if at all
weathered by the elements, would be virtually indistinguishable. Thus we
propose, as one possible solution of the problem of names in position 1.14, that
. 2NOKF NRUO KI & NBIe®NINEKS oKD thisasRiGaMRaNas oDb S ( ¢
AT AG 6SNB | yranimarlsigrfOa7p SeeBuk Fighnd IDeld for
clarification

Figure 10: Explanation of how the pharaonic name in position 1.14
on the Berlin stele was mistakenly read by Borchéard
as Aakheperre rather than Nerkheperre

N§r=| misread as Aa ﬂ thus

C@jﬁaiﬁt mistranscribed as (Qﬁ :ﬁquﬁt

Netjer kheper Ra, setep en Amun Aa kheper Ra, setep en Amun
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f6S I NBE O2NNBOG Ay 2dzNJ FaadzYLliazy GKI G
Neterkheperre Siamun (and we emphasize ithghen we can safely rest our
case.Smendes | is Siamun. Psinaches must be Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed.

The 2% Tanite dynasty did not begin in the days of Herihor and Piankh. It began

I OSyiddz2NE SI NX A SN hdzNJ CA3dzNE M Aa Syl
correct in everydetail, especially as augmented with the names of Seshonk and
Osochor. And the Berlin stele chronology is 100% reliable, assuming we have
correctly determined its internal chronology.

E. Assigning the correct cartouche names to Smendes absolutelyroomthe
fact that this 2F' dynasty founder lived at the same time as Ramses lll, thus
authenticating our Figure 1 timelines.

We use this final section not only to provide furttlgumentequatingSiamun

GAOK alySikK2Qa {YSYRSasz odzi Ifaz2 02 adzy
paper. In our opening statement on page one we suggested that a secondary

purpose of this paper was to supply cartouche names for all of the named kings

on the 2F' Tanite dynasty timeline in Figure 1. Prior to the publication of this

paper we had deemed it sufficient to simpilst the sevenGreek names precisely

aspassed down to us by Manetho, & 8entury BC Greek speaking Egyptian

priestd ¢tg2 2F adwsrs dresdyafficighntly\tlear previously

published listghat we considered it sufficienh Figure 1 to simply replace

without comment,a | y S (Negh&réherewiith Neferkare Amenemnisu and

a | y S (i Knge@bahthisvith Usimare Amenemope. We theimgled out for
FGGSYOdA2y alySitK2Qa (62 thekingRsinazhes, ( KS I
supplyingthe true names of these king&lentifying Psusennes | as Tyetkheperre
Psebkhannu, Psusennes Il as Aakhepere Psebkhannu and Psinaches as
Hedjkheperre Nesudnebdjed. The accuracy of those namesendefended in

the first sectionof this paper. That left only two of&ntel K2 Q& ( Ay 3a G2 )

In the course oWriting the second section weeave favored by Egyptian scholars
with the identity of Osochor, ak@sorkon the Elder, ak@akheperre Osorkon,
leaving us with but a single unidentified kiggmendes () the founder of the
dynasty. Many times in the course of our revision of Egyptian histogynated

the fact that Smendedor going on 200 yearbad besnincorrectly identified as
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the king Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed by"Hhd 19" century scholars, and our
transference ohis former cartouche nameés Psinaches left Smendes bereft of
both birth and thronenames We now set the matter straighScholars have for
over a century been aware of the existence of & @jnasty king named
Nuterkheperre(or Neerkheperre)Siamun, and debate has continued over the
centuriesasto s KA OK X A T | y &dynadtFnaradbe/sBaulf BeQa H M
associated.One popular choice was Psinaches, but that spot is now filled. And
the only remaining possibility is Smendes. And so, without hesitation, we identify
Smendes as Narkheperre Siamun. This is not, as it may seem, an afterthought.
We have long consideretid¢seto be the true cartouche names of Smendes, and
stated as much in the first chapter of our third book, a book written over a dozen
years ago. We are not guessinyye cite belowiive reasons for our selection,
beginning with theobvious fact that

1.0 FUGSNI ARSYUGATE@AY T Smeniésiskha énling2 § K S NJ &
remainingto be identified and Naerkheperre Siamun is the only remaining
unassociated kinglLet the reader draw the obvious conclusion.

To which we add the followinigur reasons:

2. The king nameSnendes andSamun are so remarkably similar that
they almost demand association, especiallthie ancientworld where
consonantsvere king and vowelsvere optional in written texts Egyptian texts
being one prominent example.

3. When we identifyfNuterkheperreSiamun as Smendes |, we are imot
conflict with any documentargvidenceto the contrary The inscriptional
landscape regarding Smendes islaula rasa, a blank slge, assuming of course
that scholars insist on looking for documents from this time frame citing the name
Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjed’here are none According to Kenneth Kitchen

From the reign of a quarter of a century, hardly any monuments have so far been
recovered that explicitly name the new pharapptedjkheperre Nesubanebdjetjmself
in their datelines(TIP sect 213 p. 259pracketed addition supplietly this author]

INYA G OKSY Q& Y Thé ahkddrBern@didted2®tiSd iroEgypt (1-650
B.C) 2" ed. with supplement), consisting of almost 600 pages of small print
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heavily detailed notes, this authority on t13& Intermediate Periodould only

find material enough m Smendes | to fill two pages of tgpp 255257). And

most of that material has absolutely nothing to do with Smend€ischen
references a long series péar dates on burial items and graffitithout royal
name(that are almost certainly attributablto Aakheperre Psebkhanpand he
attempts to draw some conclusion frothe socalledéBanishment stele(aka the
Maunier stele)whichwe discussed eatrlier in this paper and which avalyzeat
length on pages 27379 in our book twoan inscriptionrwhichalsohas absolutely
nothing to do with SmendesThe year 25 mentioned in that stele belongs to
Pinudjem I, not Smendes, and it referente& y dzRd2&hva@dithe ascendancy
of his son Menkeperre, who proceedetnmediately to drive the Assyrians from
Egypt ando free the hundreds of Egyptians banished to the eastern desert
decades earlieby the Assyrian kings Esarhaddon and Ashurbanifdayear this
took place, according to our reviséibtory, was 637 BC, nthte end of the 11
century BC.

The only other subjestdiscussed by Kitchemdeed his primary focus in the
several pages of his text, are the travels of Wenamen andthabieh steleboth

of which we havereviously dismissk arguing earlier in this paper that both
sources aresupportive of our revised history, not of the traditional association of
the names Nesubanebdjed and Smendes.

4. We sawin our previous point D discussion our analysis of the Berlin
stele, thatthe name in position 1.1dn that monument immediately preceding
the dual mentions o& king (Tyetkheperre) Psebkhannu, was definitely not that of
Hedjkheperre Nesubanebdjedor of Psebkhanniut possibly belonged to
Nuterkheperre Siamurthus confirming our identification ddmendes |I.

And finally,

5. In our previous section Denexplained the absence of the name
bdzi SNJ KSLISNNE { Al Ydzy AYy LRaAAGAZ2Y mMbDmMp
names in the first decade of his tenureTanis, and his role as military
commander of the Egyptian army in the south of the country, moving north to
assist Ramses lll in combatting the Sea Peoples Libyan intrilerdiscussed
some of these facts also in our previous paper when they aropara®f our
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discussion of ZLdynasty origins. While we cannot absolutely provbat the 2F
dynasty began with the military intervention of Smendaftsthe timethe HPA in
Thebeswe can at minimum substantiate two aspects of that theory.

On the onehand tere is absolutely no doubt that the 2Tanite kings were first
and foremost High Priests of AmimThebesand commanders of the Egyptian
army, and only secondarilyanite pharaohs.We need go no further than the
reign of Tyetkheperre Psebkhannthe successor dfluterkheperre Siamurto
establish that fact. A glance at the Wikipedirticle related to this king
Psebkhannu providesufficient proofof those factsespecially one stateemt in
the opening dialogue

The Egyptologist Karl Jans@finkeln notes that an importargraffito from the Temple

of Abydos contains the complete titles okimg Tyetkheperre Setepenre
Pasebakhaenniut Meryamumwho is simultaneously called the HPA (i.e., High Priest of
Amun) and supreme military commandeéfiThis suggests that Psuseswas both king

at Tanis and the High Priest in Thebes at the same time, meaning he did not resign his
office as High Priest of Amun during his reign.

As for{ Y Sy R&Bti&igation in the battles with the Sea Peoples, alongside

wk Y&aSa LLL ™kedr, wie Kdedionly tary dlircatientipn to an inscription
on a badly damaged building south of the main temple of Amdiraims, cited by
Kenneth Kitchen in his TIP (sect. 235, pp-280

At this point, it is apposite to cite (as others have done) grfrantary relief of Siamun

from a thoroughlydestroyed building which had been erected by Psusennes | and
Siamun, east of the royal tombs and just south of the main temple of Amun in the great
precinct of Tanis. This relief shows Siamun inpibge of siting with uplifted mace a
group of prisoners who grasp a double axe of a type reminiscent of the Aegean and
West Anatolian world. A merely conventional temgleene of this king would of itself
prove nothing, and least of all that the pharaoh had ever alijugone to war. But such
reliefs were commonly carved under kings who did, and here the detail of the very
special form of axéaead suggests that this relief was a commemoration, in traditional
WHiKS2ft23A0FEQ FT2NXI 27T iteandSépbopl€slpdpullitionay | 3|
in SouthWest Canaan.

¢tKS NBIFRSNI YySSRa (2 NBYSY0OSNE 6KSYy NBI F
references king Siamun heriferring toa | Yy S (ikib@ FBirdaches. But apart
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from that errant associatiowe agree entirelyvith absolutely eveything in the

F602@S adGdlraSYSydz al @S F¥2NJ YAGOKSY QA adzs
{AlLYdzy A& YSNBte || aO02YYSY2Nl A2yé 27F 3
20KSNJ LKI NI 2KX least We aighalirStéad th&igdmud @ G KS
created these reliefs because he himself fought against the Philistines and other
SeaPeoples in the approximate year 750 BC, a fact which confirms, as does no

other inscription, that Siamun must be identified as Smendes 1, not Psinaches
Weundersi F YR O2YLX SiSfte YAGOKSyQa NBf dzOi !l y
fought battles against Sea Peoples, a chronological impossibility. But for our

revised history, which believes that Siamun must be dated in the time frame 760

734, that he must be iddified as Smendes I, the founder of thedynasty, and

that he was a contemporary of king Ramses Il and almost certainly fought against

the SeaPeoples in his capacity as commander in chief of the Egyptian army, this
fragmentary relief discussed by ¢ien is a gogend. We might well have simply

included it on our page one, and gone on to our next paper.

bSSRf Saa (2 areées YAGOKSYyQa lylftegara 27F
encountered resistance within the community of Egyptologists. Trhlaer

years Kitchen defended his TIP remarkan article entitledegyptian

Interventions in the Levant in Iron AgeoH pages 13-132of an anthology

entitled Symbiosis, Symbolism, and the Power of the,Ralst WG.Dever &S.

Gitin ASOR (2000We end this paper by quotingn the following page,

YAGOKSY Qa NEMloNdatarticky LILJ MMy
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