EGYPTIAN CHRONOLOGY: RAMESSES Il THROUGH SHOSHENQ III,
WITH ANALYSIS OF THE LUNAR DATES OF THUTMOSES III

Rolf Krauss

Introduction

The traditional order of Shabaqo and Shebitqo has
been questioned recently, implying that Bokchoris
was overthrown ca. 712 BC by Shebitqo, rather
than by Shabaqo in ca. 721 BC.! Bubastide and
Dyn. 21 relative chronologies present severe
uncertainties. It has been, and is still an open
question whether Osorkon II reigned for three or
four decades. Furthermore, I revive here the old
idea that Herihor ruled Egypt between Ramess-
es XI and Smendes. By contrast, Ramesside rela-
tive chronology appears to be fairly certain, yield-
ing at least 199 y or 200 y+ 303 d and thus more or
less 200 or 201 full years for the interval between
the accession of Ramesses Il and the latest gener-
ally accepted attestation of [Ramesses XI] on I
Shemu 25 in year 10 [whm mswt : corresponding
to regnal year 28]. It irritates me that Aidan Dod-
son opts for replacing the linear succession of
Ramesses 1X, X and XI by a scheme of overlap-
ping reigns.?

But how does TIP chronology relate to NK
chronology, and in particular to 1 Ramesses II as
determined by the lunar date in his year 52? Below
I try to eliminate some of the uncertainties with
the help of lunar dates as implied by Tepi Shemu
dates, inductions of Apis bulls, and dates of the
Feast of the Valley. A parallel study by Rita
Gautschy will appear in JEH under the title “The
Tepi Shemu feast: A tool for testing chronologies
of Dynasty 21 to 25?” She has sent me her manu-
script and asked me to refer to it below.

For the astronomical computations I use Urani-
astar 1.1 which computes lunar positions on the
basis of Ernest Brown’s lunar theory in the slightly
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abridged version of Jean Meeus;’ for the reliability
of Uraniastar, see Maria Firneis.* As a control, |
employ the more recent program Alcyone Ephem-
eris 4.3 (http:/www.alcyone.de/ae/documentation/
Index.html) which is based on Steve Moshier’s
analytical ephemeris and the lunar ephemeris of
Michelle Chapront-Touz¢ and Jean Chapront, both
adjusted to Jet Propulsion Laboratory’s ephemeris
DE 404.° These programs allow corrections for At
(delta t), the difference between Universal Time
and Terrestrial Time that results from the slowing
of the earth’s rotation.’

A list of first and last days of lunar visibility for
Egyptian and Babylonian localities has been pub-
lished online by Rita Gautschy.” There might be
occasional differences between Gautschy’s list and
what I cite in what follows — namely in such cases
where crescent visibility is computationally doubt-
ful. I determine the odds of visibility in doubtful
cases by an empirical uncertainty zone,® according
to the principle first formulated by Peter J. Huber.’
Note also that I occasionally cite a LD 1 which
differs by 1 day from what I cited in earlier stud-
ies, especially in Sothis- und Monddaten (1985). In
that publication, I relied upon the astronomical
tables of Paul Viktor Neugebauer and the crescent
visibility criteria of Carl Schoch which are now
slightly outdated.

Late Bubastide chronology

Ptolemy’s Canon combined with Saite relative
chronology enabled Egyptologists of the 19 cen-
tury to establish the absolute chronology of Dyn.
26 barring the question of whether 1 Psamtik I
was 663 or 664 BC. Richard A. Parker could

¢ For the effect of At in the case of Babylonian eclipses list-
ed in Ptolemy’s Alamagest, see Krauss 2014, 32, with lit-
erature.

7 http://www.gautschy.ch/~rita/archast/mond/mond.html

8 Krauss 2012, 17-22.

°  Huser 1982, 25-27; Huser 2011, 189.
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determine 1 Psamtik = 664 BC on the basis of a
lunar date in a document of 12 Amasis.'"” Serape-
um stela CSSM No. 192 attests year 26 of Taha-
rqa."" The induction date of the respective Apis is
computable as IV Peret 9 = September 11 in
664 BC corresponding formally to 27 Taharqa,
overlapping 1 Psamtik I; the result confirms Park-
er’s date, 690 BC, for 1 Taharqa.'?

Since, for example, as late as 713 BC Yamani
of Ashdod could seek aid from a Pir’u (Pharaoh),
the Kushite invasion does not yet seem to have
taken place.® Thus Shebitqo as predecessor of
Shabaqo seems to have conquered Egypt in
712 BC at the earliest and ruled over Egypt at least
until Sargon II’s inscription of Tang-i Var,'* which
shows that Shebitqo was in control of Egypt in
706 BC at the latest. Thus Shabaqo’s reign would
have begun between 706 and 704 BC and lasted 14
full years until Taharga’s accession in 690 BC, his
highest attested date being year 15, Payni 11 [II
Shemu 11]."° On the other hand, Kitchen points out
that “Shilkanni/So (Osorkon IV) is not yet known
to have been called ‘Pharaoh’ explicitly by either
Egyptian or foreign sources. By contrast, in con-
temporary papyri the Nubian rulers in Egypt are
called ... ‘Pharaoh’ ..”'® Under these premises the
pir’u of 713 could be a Kushite.

If, alternatively, Shabaqo was the predecessor
of Shebitqo, he may have invaded Egypt between
712 and 706 BC or possibly earlier. According to
Auguste Mariette'” (with whom Mohamed Ibrahim
Aly'"™ agrees) the Bokchoris Apis (XXIV.1) and its
predecessor (XXII.7) which died in 37 Shoshenq
V had been buried in one and the same vault. The
latter mentioned another vault where he found a
stela dated to 2 Shabaqo and also remains of a car-
touche (?) with // k3w, indicative of dd-k3w-r°,
the throne name of Shebitqo.” Jean Vercoutter
misunderstood Mariette, as if the latter had found
an inscription dated to Shabaqo’s year 2 on a wall
of the vault where Bokchoris had buried Apis
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XXIV.1 in year 6.% In combination with the attest-
ed reign-length of Shabaqo and the Tang-i Var
inscription, Vercoutter’s mistake resulted in dating
the Kushite invasion in 721 + 2 BC, corresponding
to 2 Shabaqo and 6 Bokchoris.? In spite of the
correction there is indeed a chronological connec-
tion between the Kushite conquest and Bokchoris
via Apis XXIV.1. The latter bull was buried in 6
Bokchoris, the latest year attested for him who
reigned, according to Manetho, for 6 years before
his defeat. If the Manethonian tradition is correct,
then the Kushite conquest would have taken place
within a year or so after the death of Apis XXIV.1.
Furthermore, Apis XXIV.l connects Bokchoris
and the Bubastide kings via his predecessor Apis
XXII.7 which died in 37 Shoshenq V and had been
inducted in 12 Shoshenq V. The latter’s Apis pre-
decessors — Apis XXII.6 and XXII.4 — determine
the relative chronology between 28 Shoshenq III
and 12 Shoshenq V.?

Table 1 Apis bulls, inducted or buried between 28 Shoshenq I11

and 6 Bokchoris
Apis
Mariette induction burial life span
numbers
XXIV.l |>37 Shoshenq V | 6 Bokchoris ?
XXII.7 |12 Shoshenq V |37 Shoshenq V | ca. 25 years
IV Peret 4 11T Akhet 27
XXIL.6 | >2Pami 11 Shoshenq V 17(+37?)
XXII.4 |28 Shoshenq III |2Pami 26 years
1T Akhet 1

If Apis XXIV.1 lived the maximum life span of
26 years attested for Apis bulls,? then there would
be an interval of about 21 undocumented years
between 38 Shoshenq V and 1 Bokchoris, provid-
ed that Apis XXIV.1 was born and installed soon
after the burial of Apis XXIL.7 in 37 Shoshenq V.**
At some time between 38 Shoshenq V and the
accession of Bokchoris, Tefnakhte took over Mem-

¥ Ary 1991, 309.

19 MARIETTE 1857, 26; MARIETTE 1904, 228.

VERCOUTTER 1960, 65—67; for the corrected view see ALY
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2005b, 177.

2l JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 261 n. 189.

2 Apis XXII.6 succeeded immediately on XXII.4; Mariette
had Apis XXII.5 in the wrong place.

23 VERCOUTTER 1958, 342 n. 4.

2% The Serapeum inscriptions do not mention the birth or
introduction of Apis XXIV.1 and refer only to the burial.
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phis.” In his regnal year 20 (?) Piye drove a non-
royal Tefnakhte out of Memphis;*® whether Tef-
nakhte could return and when Bokchoris took over
Memphis is moot.

Zoologists proved evasive when I enquired
about the maximum life span of cattle. My impres-
sion was that ageing animals do not die of old age,
at least not in the zoological garden of Berlin
where [ enquired, but rather are put down. For
about 20 years and more as the natural life span of
Bos primigenius taurus, see <http://es.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Bos_primigenius_taurus> The same
source cites an extraordinary 49 years as docu-
mented-age-at-death of a cow, making it possible
that an Apis could have lived more than 26 years.
For the unexpected premature death of a formida-
ble bull aged 11 years, see El Pais, 24 March 2013:
“Muere ‘Ratén’, el toro estrella”, <http://sociedad.
elpais.com/sociedad/2013/03/24/actuali-
dad/1364149746 913556.html>.

Apis XXII.6 was buried in 11 Shoshenq V
(CSSM 26); he was inducted at the earliest in
2 Pami, who ruled between Shoshenq III and V for
at least 6 full years.”” Apis XXII.4 died in 2 Pami
(CSSM 22); he was inducted on II Akhet 1 in 28
Shoshenq III and lived for 26 years which implies
that 1Pami fell 52 years after the accession of
Shoshenq III corresponding to 39 years of Shosh-
enq III + 13 years of Shoshenq Illa or IV.?

If52 + 6+ x + 38 =96 + x = regnal years from
1 Shoshenq III to 38 Shoshenq V are combined
with the life span of Apis XXIV.l which lived at
least 5 years under Bokchoris and may have lived
for the otherwise attested maximum of 26 years,
(96 +y + x + 5)to (96 + x +y + 21) years result
for the interval between 1 Shoshenq III and 5 Bok-
choris; x refers to years of Pami after year 6 and y
to the uncertain interval between the death of Apis
XXIIL.7 and the birth of Apis XXIV.l. Note that
intervals of 1, 2, and 3 years without an Apis are
attested.” Under these premises and if reckoned
from 713 BC + 1 for the death of Apis XXIV.1,
then the years 814 BC+ 1 + x+yto 835 BC+ 1 +
x +y result for 1 Shoshenq III.

2> For year 38, see BEckErATH 1995, 95.

%6 Piye ruled at least until a year 24. A year 30 (or 40) is by
no means certain, see KitcHEN 1973, 152 n. 292.

27 Cf. JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 245, referring to BickeL 1998,
31-56.

2 Cf. JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 244, citing Dobpson 1993.

2 VERCOUTTER 1958, 341f.

As I have shown in a revision of Ludwig Bor-
chardt’s “Apis-Inthronisationen bei Vollmond”,* it
follows from Ptolemaic and Saite cases that the
induction of Apis bulls took place around full
moon or to be more precise on lunar day (LD) 15 +
3. The minimum distance between the inductions
of Apis XXII.4 and XXII.7 is about 41.5 years, if 6
full years are assumed for Pami. The exact mini-
mum distance of 41 y + 183 d corresponds to
15148 d = 513 lunar months (LM) — 1 d which
means that the induction of Apis XXIL7 fell on
average one lunar day earlier than the induction of
Apis XXI1.4. If 9 regnal years are assumed for
Pami, then the distance between Apis XXII.4 and
*XXIL.7 amounts to 16243 d = 550 LM + 1 d
which would mean that the induction of Apis
*XXIL7 fell on average one lunar day later than
the induction of Apis XXIIL.4.

An ll-year reign of Pami is assumed by Jiirgen
von Beckerath,*> which would result in a distance
of 16973 d = 574 LM + 23 d between the induc-
tions of Apis XXII.4 and XXII.7. The two events
would then not fall within the same narrow inter-
val of lunar days as expected. There are also no
coincidences if Pami’s reign length is presumed to
have been 7, 8 or 10 years.*> Under the present cir-
cumstances, a reign of Pami exceeding 9 years
seems to be no option.** Table 2 presents the possi-
ble induction dates for Apis XXII.4 and XXII.7
with reference to 1 Shoshenq III, considering 6
(XXI1.4) or 9 (*XXI1.4) years for Pami.

The lunar induction dates for Apis XXI1.4 and
XXII.7 are connected via Shoshenq III with the
lunar feast dates of Tepi Shemu. The feast lasted
for 5 days; it began on LD 1 of civil I Shemu (Tepi
Shemu) or on LD 1 of lunar I Shemu correspond-
ing to lunar month IX (see Excursus 2). In Bubas-
tide sources the feast is explicitly attested by the
date Louvre C.258 and implicitly by frag. 7 of the
Karnak priestly annals; further feast dates can be
inferred from frag. 1b and frag. 2. At closer scruti-
ny frag. 1b may not be an event of the Tepi Shemu
feast; for reasons of reference to earlier literature I
retain here frag. 1b, though marked as questiona-

30 BORCHARDT 1935, 62—-68.

3L Krauss 2007a, 347f.

32 BECKERATH 1997, 98.

3 12 years yield borderline coincidences; 17 years would be
okay.

3% But see PAYRAUDEAU 2014, 127 n. 82.



338 Rolf Krauss

ble. Note that the deletion of frag. 1b would have
no consequences for the determination of 1 Sho-
shenq III (Table 2).

(Louvre C.258) I Shemu 11 in 11 Takeloth II,
arrival in Thebes of HP Osorkon m M3b.f nfr n
tpy §mw; inscription of priest Hori.*

(?) (frag. 1b) I Shemu [1] in 7 Pedubast I: introduc-
tion of jt ntr P3-dj-Jmn.*

(frag. 2) I Shemu 19 in 8 Pedubast I: introduction
of vizier P3-nty-jw.f-nh.’’

(frag. 7) I Shemu 26 in 39 Shoshenq III; b Jmn;
introduction of a vizier.*

Louvre C.258 refers to the confirmation of an
earlier priestly introduction on the day when HP
Osorkon arrived at Thebes to take part in the Tepi
Shemu feast. According to Ricardo Caminos this
was the second time in year 11 of Takeloth II that
HP Osorkon came to Thebes; the first time was
about four months earlier, when he subdued a
rebellion.”

Jean-Marie Kruchten asserts as apparently self-
evident that the 4b Jmn of frag. 7 refers to the
Tepi Shemu feast.** I adduce the following reasons
for the identification. David Aston has coherently
argued that Takeloth II and Pedubaste I were rivals
in Thebes when Shoshenq III ruled in Memphis.*
The interpretation of Nile Level Record (NLR) no.
24 as 12 [Shoshenq III] = 5 Pedubast I has been
argued by Kenneth A. Kitchen and is now general-
ly accepted.*” According to Aston year 22 of
Shoshenq III must have followed soon on year 24
of Takeloth II or immediately on Takeloth II’s year
25, as the latter’s highest known year date. Louvre
C.258 and frag. 7 coincided approximately with
the same lunar day, if their distance is determined
as 32 years + 15 days,* corresponding to 396 aver-
age lunar months + 0.9 days; the date of frag. 7
was on average one lunar day later than that of
Louvre C.258. Since the latter refers explicitly to
the Tepi Shemu feast it follows from the lunar dis-
tance that the hb Jmn of frag. 7 refers to the same
feast.

3 KRUCHTEN 1989, 257-263.

36 KRUCHTEN 1989, 25f.

37 KRUCHTEN 1989, 36—44.

3 KRUCHTEN 1989, 61-80.

¥ Caminos 1958, 10-42.

40 KRUCHTEN 1989, 80.

4 Aston 1989, 1391f.

4 KitcHEN 1973, §§ 106—107; cf. JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 248
n. 103.

Furthermore, provided that HP Osorkon
arrived on time for the Tepi Shemu feast (Louvre
C.258), it follows that the date of frag. 7 refers to
an early feast day. Under these premises, frag. 2
and also frag. 1b would have fallen on late feast
days. Table 2 lists the resulting lunar months (LM)
and days (LD) which correspond to the civil dates
of Louvre C.258, frgs. 1b, 2 and 7 in the time span
between 855 and 813 BC. The time span accom-
modates the interval 814 BC £ 1 + X +y to 835 BC
+ 1 + x +y for 1 Shoshenq III as argued above.
The lunar months (Roman numerals) are counted
within the civil year, taking I Akhet 1 as the earli-
est beginning of a lunar month and reckoning a
blue month like a regular lunar month.**

I accept LDs 30 to 5 as astronomically feasible
interval for the Tepi Shemu feast days. The inclu-
sion of LD 30 accounts for the possibility that an
old crescent can be missed on this day and LD 1
declared one day early. I also accept an astronomi-
cally computed LD 6 as a rather improbable, but not
to be excluded possible last day of the Tepi Shemu
feast, taking into account that a lunar month could
have begun a day late when a lunar month of
29 days is given 30 days by a mistaken guess.®

Table 2 implies 852, 841, 830 or 816 BC as
astronomically possible solutions for 1 Shosh-
enq II1. In all four cases the lunar correspondences
imply that 1 Shoshenq III = 5 Takeloth II and 5
Petubast I = 12 Shoshenq III. The solutions — 1
Shoshenq III = 841 or 816 BC — are astronomically
preferable over 830 BC, and they imply, in the
case of Louvre C.258, that an old crescent was
missed on a LD 30, so that the lunar month which
ended by mistake on the preceding day still had a
standard length of 29 days. Furthermore, it is quite
possible that HP Osorkon arrived in year 11 of
Takeloth II on I Shemu 11 on the eve of the Tepi
Shemu feast.* Thus Louvre C.258 may refer not to
the first feast day or LD 1, but to the previous day.
In the latter case it would be unnecessary to pre-
sume an observational mistake on I Shemu 11
being a LD 30.

43

Implying 5 Takeloth IT = 1 Shoshenq III, see KRrauss
2006a, 409.
A blue month is defined by a LD 1 on the first as well as on
the last day of a 30-day civil month.
4 For an estimate of how often this might occur, see KrAUSS
2006a, 401.
4 For this possibility, see N.N. on Takeloth IT in Wikipedia
(accessed 4/4/2015).

44



Egyptian Chronology: Ramesses Il through Shoshenq II1, with Analysis of the Lunar Dates of Thutmoses I1I 339

Table 2 Alternative years for 1 Shoshenq III, corresponding to years of Tepi Shemu feasts and years of Apis inductions. The possi-

ble induction dates of Apis XXII.7 correspond to 6 full years for Pami; the alternative dates for *XXI1.7 correspond to 9 full years.

lunar days (and months) of Tepi Shemu dates Apis inductions
1 Shoshenq I1I 11Takelot IT ? 8 Petubast | 39 Shoshenq IIT | XXII.4 XXIL7 | *XXIL7
Louvre C.258 7 Petubast 1 frag. 2 frag. 7
frag. 1b
855 29 5 4 29 14 12 14
854 10 16 15 11 24 22 25
853 20 26 25 22 5 3 6
852 IX.1 VIIL7 1X.6 1X.3 15 14 17
851 12 17 16 13 26 25 28
850 23 28 27 24 7 6 9
849 4 9 8 5 18 17 19
848 15 20 19 15 29 28 29
847 26 1 30 26 10 9 10
846 7 12 11 7 20 19 21
845 BC 17 23 22 18 1 29 3
844 27 4 3 29 12 10 14
843 8 14 13 10 22 21 24
842 19 24 23 20 3 3 5
841 VIIIL.30 VIII.5 1X.4 IX.1 15 14 16
840 11 16 14 12 25 24 26
839 22 27 26 22 7 5 7
838 3 8 8 3 17 16 18
837 14 19 18 14 28 26 29
836 24 30 29 25 9 7 10
835 5 11 10 6 19 18 21
834 15 21 20 17 30 29 2
833 26 2 1 27 11 10 12
832 7 11 12 8 22 21 23
831 18 23 22 19 3 2 4
830 VIIIL.29 IX.5 1X.4 1X.29 13 12 14
829 10 16 15 10 24 23 24
828 21 26 25 21 5 4 6
827 1X.2 VII.7 IX.6 1X.3 15 14 17
826 12 18 17 14 26 25 28
825 22 28 27 24 7 6 9
824 47 9 8 5 18 17 19
823 14 20 18 15 29 28 30
822 26 1 30 26 10 9 11
821 7 12 11 7 21 19 21
820 17 23 22 18 2 30 2
819 28 4 3 29 12 11 13
818 9 14 13 10 23 21 24
817 19 25 24 21 4 2 5
816 VIIL.30 VIIIL.6 IX.5 IX.2 14 13 16
815 10 16 14 12 25 24 26
814 22 27 26 22 6 5 7
813 3 8 7 3 17 16 18

Note that 852 BC is a formal possibility for 1
Shoshenq III, despite LD 6 as lunar correspond-
ence for the civil date of frag. 2. The latter could
have been interpreted as a LD 5 by a mistaken

guess about the presence of old crescent on I
Shemu 14 which would have been a LD 1 follow-

ing on a 29-day lunar month. The same mistake is
not feasible if 1 Shoshenq III were 827 BC, since
in that case the lunar month that preceded had 30
days.

Table 2 also indicates the lunar days on which

the Apis induction dates XXII.4 and
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Table 3 Month lengths preceding the dates of Louvre C.258 and frag. 7, provided 1 Shoshenq III = 830 BC.

Louvre C.258

frag. 7

11 Takelot I, I Shemu 11 : 824 BC length of lunar month

39 Shoshengq 111,
I Shemu 26 : 792 BC

length of lunar month

IIT Peret 13=1LD 1 30 days

IIT Peret 28 = LD 1 30 days

IV Peret 13=LD 1 29 days

IV Peret 28=1LD 1 29 days

I Shemu 11 =LD 29
IShemu 12=1LD 1

I Shemu 26 =LD 29
I Shemu27=LD 1

XXIL7/%XXIL7 fell in the respective years of Sho-
shenq III and V. Since the inductions occurred on
LDs 15 £ 3, regardless of whether Pami ruled for
full 6 (XXIL7) or full 9 years (*XXIL7), the
length of his reign cannot be determined on the
basis of the Apis induction dates.

An obstacle in identifying 1 Shoshenq III as
830 BC is that old crescent would have been
missed on LDs 29 in the cases of Louvre C.258
and frag. 7, resulting in month lengths of 28 days.
Such month lengths would be acceptable if they
resulted from mistaken observation at the end of
two consecutive 29-day months. Parker and Dub-
berstein noted the possibility that Mesopotamian
new crescent observation may have “resulted now
and then in a twenty-eight-day month, when two
months of twenty-nine days came together and bad
weather conditions resulted in giving thirty days
to the first month”.*” They cite two Assyrian astro-
logical reports which refer to lunar months of 28
days; in one case the report stated explicitly that
“the moon st[ood there] on the 28th day”.*® On
analogy, Egyptian observers might have mistaken-
ly surmised old crescent on a **LD 30 which actu-
ally was a LD 1 of a 29-day lunar month and then
counted the last day of a subsequent 29-day month
as day 28. Table 3 presents the corresponding data
for Louvre C.258 and frag. 7 under the premise
that Shoshenq III = 830 BC yielding 11 Takeloth II
= 824 BC and 39 Shoshenq 111 = 792 BC. The situ-
ation of two subsequent 29-day months is not the
case. Only one of the impeding 28-day lunar
months could be removed by assuming that the
date of Louvre C.258 refers to the eve of the Tepi
Shemu feast. The same solution is not possible in
the case of frag. 7 which asserts I Shemu 26 as a
day of the Tepi Shemu feast.

47 ParkER and DUBBERSTEIN 1942, 4.
4 TuompsoN 1900, XLIII; see now HUNGER 1992, 11, 37.

The solution 1 Shoshenq III = 830 BC would
close the gap of undocumented years between 38
Shoshenq V and 1 Bokchoris, but it would add 11
undocumented years to the interval between
Osorkon I and Shoshenq I1I. By contrast, the solu-
tion 1 Shoshenq III = 841 BC adds 11 undocu-
mented years to the interval between Shoshenq V
and Bokchoris. Below, I consider 841 as well as
830 BC as possibilities for 1 Shoshenq III, despite
the astronomical problems which are inherent in
830 BC; I am also aware that relative chronology
barely allows 841 BC as the accession year of Sho-
shenq I11, if the Kushite invasion took place in ca.
712 BC.

Finally, I mention that Gautschy in her study in
a forthcoming issue of JEH tests certain alterna-
tives, notably assigning year 12 in NLR 24 not to
Shoshengq III, rather than to Takeloth 11, and dating
priestly introductions during the Tepi Shemu Feast
on a specific day, rather than any of the five feast
days.

Early Bubastide chronology

Between Shoshenq I and Shoshenq III the reign
lengths of the following kings are to be taken into
account: Osorkon I — Shoshenq Ila Heqakheperre
— Shoshenq IIb Tutkheperre — Shoshenq Ilc
Makheperre — Takeloth I — Osorkon II. Shosh-
enq Ila, IIb and Ilc for whom only their burials are
known will have had very short reigns.* A year 33
is reported on linen along with a year 3 on another
piece of linen from the same mummy dated by
braces with the name of Osorkon I stamped on a
menat-tab.” Since “normally, the braces and pen-
dants are the /atest-dated items on these mummies
(unlike some of the bandages), and hence may pro-

4 BroekmMaN 2011, 50, with literature; BroekmaN 2014,
349-351.
50 QuiBeLL 1898, 10f.
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visionally be taken as evidence for the general
date of burial,”' the interment can be dated to the
time of Osorkon I or shortly thereafter. Under this
premise it is generally assumed that year 33 refers
to the reign of Osorkon I. The Manethonian tradi-
tion preserves 15 years for Osorkon I which Kitch-
en has tentatively understood as a corruption from
35 years.*

The reign lengths of Osorkon II and Takeloth I
present severe problems. Takeloth I’s reign is poor-
ly attested. Taking up a line of reasoning by Her-
mann Kees and others,’®> Gerard P. F. Broekman
argues that NLR nos. 1621 date to the reign of
Takeloth 1.* The texts form a cluster insofar as
they cite the officiating HP of Amun and regnal
years though without the name of a king. Three
texts name HP Tuwelot, a son of Osorkon I; one of
his texts preserves a regnal year 5. Kitchen points
out that “according to the so-called stele de
l"apanage, Tuwelot was but a youth in Year 10 of
his father Osorkon I. Hence, the Year 5 in which
he was high priest cannot well be that of Osorkon
I, but must belong to a successor: Takeloth I ...”.>
The other three texts name HP Smendes III who is
also inferred to be a son of Osorkon I;* his texts
preserve regnal years 8 and 13 or 14.>” Under these
premises it is highly probable that the king to
whose regnal years ITuwelot and Smendes 111 refer
is their brother Takeloth I. Broekman concludes
that Takeloth I probably ruled for 13 years; he
points out that the Manethonian tradition as pre-
served in Africanus attributes 13 years to a Take-
lothis as successor of Sesonchis (Shoshenq I),
Osorthon (Osorkon I) and “three others”; Eusebius
omits the repetition of “three others”. Since the
“three others” may well correspond to Shosh-
enq Ila-c, the identification of “Takelothis” with
Takeloth I is quite acceptable.

It is generally assumed that Osorkon II was the
predecessor of Shoshenq III,*® at least as ruler of
Memphis. The Serapeum stela CSSM 18 attests
year 23 for Osorkon (II) Meriamun Si-Bast on the
occasion of an Apis burial. Broekman attributes
NLR no. 14 which is dated to year 29 of “User-

St KitcHeN 1973, § 11 n. 57.

2 KiITcHEN 1973, § 89.

3 KEEs 1964, 195f; BECKERATH 1966, 46 n. 22; KiTcHEN 1973,
§§ 95-96.

> BROEKMAN 2011, 49f.

5 KircHEN 1973, § 96.

% KircHEN 1973, § 157.

57 BECKERATH 1966, 48.

mare-setepenamun” to Osorkon II on the basis of
the orthography of the word Apj.” Furthermore,
Kitchen takes up the suggestion that year 22
(10+10+2) as date of the sed-festival of Osorkon II
in Bubeastis is a slip for year 30 (10+10+10), the nor-
mal year for a sed-festival and he presumes a total
of 31 years.®” On the other hand, Aston has argued
on genealogical grounds that Osorkon II may have
reigned for 40—45 years.! In a critical review of
Aston’s arguments Jansen-Winkeln concludes that
“it is not too bold to suggest a reign of at least
30—40 years for Osorkon I1”.°* He points to the fact
“that it is precisely from the reign of Osorkon II that
we have so many more monuments, both royal and
private: far more than from the eras of Shoshenq I,
Osorkon I and Shoshenq III who are otherwise the
best documented of the TIP”.** The induction of an
Apis in 28 Shoshenq III implies that its predecessor
was inducted around year 3 of Shoshenq III at the
latest. If an Apis bull intervened between 23
Osorkon II and ca. 3 Shoshenq III and lived for the
maximum span of 26 years, a maximum of ca. 45
years would follow for Osorkon II. For the astro-
nomical possibilities of 31 or 42 regnal years of
Osorkon II see Excursus 2.

Table 4 presents the chronological consequenc-
es up to 1 Shoshenq I, if 1 Shoshenq III is either
830 or 841 BC and if Osorkon II ruled for ca. 30 or
40 years, Takeloth I for 13 years, Shoshenq a—c
together ca. 1 year and Osorkon I ca. 35 years.

Provided that 1 Shoshenq III is 830 BC and
that Osorkon II ruled ca. 30 years, the latest result-
ing possibility for 1 Shoshenq I is ~930 BC. If 1
Shoshenq III = 841 BC and if Osorkon II ruled for
ca. 40 years, then the earliest resulting possibility
for 1 Shoshenq I is ~951. The possibilities result in
~951/940 BC to ~941/930 BC, corresponding to
ca. 940 BC + 10 years which includes the tradi-
tional 945 BC for 1 Shoshenq L.

Chronology of late Dyn. 21

As recognized by Eric Young,® frag. 3a of the
priestly annals mentions the introduction of a

38 JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 243.

% BROEKMAN 2002, 174f.

6 KircHEN 2006, 301; cf. BEcKErATH 1994, 50 n. 289 with
older literature.

o Aston 1989, 145-148.

02 JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 241.

6 JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 241.

% Young 1963, 99-101.
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Table 4 Alternative first regnal years from Shoshenq I to Shoshenq I11

1 Shoshenq I1T (830) 841BC (830) 841 BC

1 Osorkon IT (~860) ~871 ~30 years (~870) ~881 ~40 years

1 Takeloth I (~873) ~884 13 (~883) ~894 13
Shoshengq Ilc - - — —
Shoshenq I1b (~874) ~885 ~1 (~884) ~895 ~1
Shoshenq I1a — — —

1 Osorkon | (~909) ~920 ~35 (~919) ~930 ~35

1 Shoshenq I (~930) ~941 21 (~940) ~951 21

priest in 2 Osorkon the Elder; the son of the
respective priest was introduced in 17 Siamun
according to frag. 3b:

frag. 3a: introduction in 2 Osorkon the Elder on I
Shemu 20.

frag. 3b: introduction in 17 Siamun on [ Shemu [1];

If 1t is accepted that Osorkon the Elder ruled
for 6 years as listed in Manetho,* then Young’s
identification of frag. 3a results in genealogically
acceptable 21 years as the interval between the
introductions. Furthermore it is possible to inter-
pret the dates of frag.s 3a & 3b as lunar Tepi She-
mu dates, i.e. as LDs 1 to 5 and compute the corre-
sponding possibilities in absolute chronology.®

Recently Frédéric Payraudeau discovered a
fragment (code: P) of the Karnak priestly annals
which documents introductions of priests in three
successive generations from Siamun to Osorkon I
and simultaneously confirms the existence of Psu-
sennes [1:%
introduction of Nesamun in year [//] Siamun on |
Prt [///];
introduction of Nesanchefenmaat, son of Nesam-
un, in year 11 Psusennes II on I Shemu 13;
introduction of Hor, son of Nesanchefenmaat, in
year 3 Osorkon I on IT Akhet 14.

Payraudeau presumes that the introductions
refer to eldest sons respectively and that at most 25
years elapsed between successive introductions. If
so, it becomes quite improbable that Psusennes 11
ruled for more than the 13 years which can be
attributed to him with probability. Kitchen cites
“year 13 in Karnak priestly annals No. 3B line 6,
later than Siamun, and hence only attributable to
the next king, i.e. (Hor-) Psusennes I1.” % Since
Shoshenq I apparently ruled for 21 years, as attest-

65

Cf. KitcHen 1973, § 4, § 11 n. 55.
% Krauss 2006a, 408—411.
PayrAUDEAU 2008, 293-308.
KitcHen 1973, § 391, and, slightly different, KitcHen 2009,
191.

67

68

ed on the Silsile stela and also listed by Manetho,
there would be about 25 years between the intro-
ductions of Nesanchefenmaat and his son Hor.

Note that in an earlier publication, I attributed
24 years to Psusennes II, suggesting that regnal
year 19 of “Pharaoh Psusennes” which is cited in
the text of the larger Dakhleh stela refers to Psu-
sennes I1.°Payraudeau argues that the introduc-
tion of a father and son in 11 Psusennes II and 3
Osorkon I implies 13 regnal years for Psu-
sennes II. I accept his argument and the resulting
attribution of the respective year 19 to Psusennes I.

Payraudeau interprets the introduction date
“year 11 Psusennes II on I Shemu 13” of frag. P as
LD 1 to 5 of the Tepi Shemu feast and combines it
with the dates of frag. 3a and 3b as LDs 1 to 5.
Table 5 presents the possibilities which can be
characterized by 954, 943 or 929 BC as alternative
accession years of Shoshenq I. Under the premise
that 1 Shoshenq I = 945 BC, Payraudeau decided
in favor of Shoshenq I: 943-922 BC, Psusennes 11
: 956943 BC, Siamun : 975-956 BC and Osorkon
the Elder : 980-975 BC. Accordingly, Siamun
ruled for 19 years, which corresponds to the gener-
al assumption that Manetho’s ‘Psinaches’, the pre-
decessor of Psusennes [II], refers to Siamun and
also that the 9 years of Psinaches are to be emend-
ed in 19 years for Siamun.”

In the following, I reckon with the possibilities
1 Shoshenq I: 954, 943 or 929 BC. Let me remind
the reader that these are the same astronomically
computed possibilities which 1 based on the
weresh-feast date of the larger Dakhla stela.”> My
argument still holds good, but besides attributing
the larger Dakhla stela to Shoshenq I, I now see
the small possibility that its weresh-date refers to
the reign of Shoshenq III (see Excursus 3). Under

69

KRrauss 2005a, 44; Krauss 2006a, 412.
" PAYRAUDEAU entrusted to me the honorable task of comput-
ing the lunar dates of frag. P.
Cf. KitcHen 1973, § 31.

KRrauss 2006a, 411-412.
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Table 5 Alternative years BC for 1 Shoshenq I and corresponding years of Tepi Shemu feasts of Osorkon the Elder, Siamun, and

Psusennes II.

1 Osorkon Elder Lunar month and day of Tepi Shemu dates 1 Shoshenq I
2 Osorkon 17 Siamun 11 Psusennes II
frag. 3a frag. 3b frag. P
991 BC 1X.5 1X.2 I1X.5 954 BC

990 15 12 15

989 26 23 26

988 7 4 7

987 17 15 17

986 28 26 28

985 9 7 9

984 20 17 20

983 1 28 1

982 12 9 12

981 22 19 23

980 1X.3 VIIIL.30 1X.4 943
979 14 11 14

978 24 22 24

977 5 4 (337 5

976 16 14 16

975 27 25 27

974 8 5 8

973 19 16 19

972 30 26 30

971 11 8 11

970 21 18 21

969 2 29 2

968 12 11 12

967 23 21 23

966 1X.4 1X.2 1X.4 929

these premises I use the weresh date as most prob-
ably referring to Shoshenq 1.

Dates of the ‘Inscription historique’

Of further use for establishing the chronology of
Dyn. 21 is the inscription of Djehutymose, a stew-
ard and granary archivist at Karnak Temple. The
text was first published by Edouard Naville as
‘Inscription historique de Pinodjem III’ and
recently presented by Kruchten.” It reports a
series of oracles between regnal years 2 and 5 of a
king whose name is not preserved, but who can be
identified as Amenemope, Osorkon the Elder, or
Siamun. These three possibilities result from the
fact that Pinudjem II who acted as HP in the oracle
sessions from year 2 to 5 is attested under Amene-

73 KRUCHTEN 1986.
74 KRUCHTEN 1986, 323.

mope and until he died in 10 Siamun. Kruchten
left the attribution open:™

“Faute d’élements déterminants, le relief et le
texte gravé a l'initiative de Djéhoutymose sont, en
général, attribués au régne de Siamon, probable-
ment parce que des trois pharaons précités, Sia-
mon est le plus souvent mentionné dans la docu-
mentation thébaine (n. 5: KircHen 1973, § 233).
Mais rien n’exclut, a mon sens, qu’il ne soit plutot
du réegne d’Osochor ou d’Amenemopé.”

Kruchten could determine the date of the first
oracle of the Djehutymose inscription as IV Akhet
23 in year 2 being 65 days after the beginning of
the Opet feast;” the latter began on the fixed
date II Akhet 19.7° According to Kruchten, “la féte
d‘Opet de 'année susdite (rnpt tn)”"" fell also in
regnal year 2. But note that the copy of the text has

7> KRUCHTEN 1986, 71f; cf. JANSEN-WINKELN 1990, 243; ROMER
1994, 245 n. 390.

76 Scuorr 1950, 107.

77 KRUCHTEN 1986, 71f, 311.
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Table 6 Trial attribution of oracle 6 to year 3 of Osorkon the Elder

3 Osorkon .
the Elder Lunar months and days of Tepi Shemu feast dates 1 Shoshenq I
oracle 6 frag. 3a Frag. 3b frag. P
989 IX.50r 6 IX.5 IX.2 IX.50r4 954
965 IX.5 IX.4 IX.2 1X.4 929

“this calendar year (rmpt tn)”, not “regnal year
(rnpt zp/h3t zp)”. If | am not mistaken, the Djehu-
tymose inscription presents “rupt zp/h3t zp” in all
the oracles dates preserved.”® Thus it is possible
that the regnal year count did change during the 65
days after the Opet feast, or it may have occurred
before or after those 65 days.

In the case of oracle 3 on // Shemu day 2 in year
2, Kruchten presumed that it could refer to LD 1
in II Shemu on which lunar day the Feast of the
Valley began”” On the other hand, he definitely
identifies year 3, I Shemu 10, the date of oracle 6, as
the last day of the Tepi Shemu feast:®® “La féte en
question est facile a identifier: la seule festivité liée
a Amon qui a ce moment de I'année s’étendait sur
plus d’une journée et qui a ce titre comportait un
jour de ‘rentrée du dieu (s “q-ntr)’ était ‘sa premicre
féte du premier (mois) de shemou’” He notes that
the Tepi Shemu feast lasted from LD 1 to LD 5.
Thus year 3, I Shemu 10, as date of oracle 6, implies
that I Shemu 6 was LD 1. If so, LD 1 of the Feast of
the Valley would have fallen in the preceding year
approximately on II Shemu 17, quite distant from //
Shemu 2 as date of oracle 3. In other words, oracle
3 does not refer to the Feast of the Valley.

The day number ‘10’ of oracle 6 was copied by
Naville; today no legible traces remain. The writ-
ing of 5+5 digits one above the other is unusual,
though not without parallel, as Kruchten noted.
Since the date I Shemu 10 is unfavorable in the
calendars of lucky and unlucky days whereas I
Shemu 9 or 8 are favorable, Kruchten presumes
that Naville’s reading is incorrect, and that he may
have copied one or two digits more than actually
present. Here I definitely do not follow Kruchten,
since there are no indications that the calendars of
lucky and unlucky days were of any practical
importance. As far as I am aware, Rosemarie
Drenkhahn’s study is the only one on this subject;
she came to the conclusion that “ein intensiver

78 KRUCHTEN 1986, 29f.
7 KRUCHTEN 1986, 317f.
80 KRUCHTEN 1986, (237, 321), 246.

Gebrauch von Tagewdhlerei an Hand der Kalen-
derlisten ist weder im Bereich des Konigtums
noch im Alltag durch die datierten Inschriften
nachweisbar”.®' Thus I presume that I Shemu 10 in
Djehutymose oracle 6 was indeed a LD 5 and that
the respective LD 1 was I Shemu 6.

There were only two astronomical possibilities
between 1000 and 950 BC for I Shemu 10 being a
LD 5, namely 989 (Jan 2) and 965 BC (Dec 26);
the next possibility earlier than 989 BC (Jan 2)
would have been 1014 BC which is too early for 3
Amenemope in any chronology. While the astro-
nomical situation is clear in 965 BC, there is a
slight problem in 989 BC insofar as it cannot be
decided whether LD 1 fell on I Shemu 5 or 6, since
at sunrise the crescent stood in the uncertainty
zone and might have been sighted or not.*

Oracle 6 cannot be attributed to 3 [Siamun],
since counting backwards from frag. 3b (17 Sia-
mun) or frag. P (11 Psusennes II) does not yield a
LD 1 near I Shemu 6. Oracle 6 appears to be
attributable to Osorkon the Elder and Amenemope
as well, as shown in the trial tables that follow; the
corresponding possibilities for 1 Shoshenq I are
added for orientation.

Table 6 presents the chronological implications
if oracle 6 is dated to 3 Osorkon the Elder. Provid-
ed that his Tepi Shemu date of year 2 (frag. 3a) is a
late day of the Tepi Shemu feast, then I Shemu 6 in
the following year is also a late feast day, whether
the Djehutymose inscription is dated to the time of
Osorkon the Elder or not.

The astronomical possibility 3 Osorkon the
Elder = 1014 BC is chronologically out of the
question, since it implies 1 Shoshenq I = 979 BC
which is too far outside of 1 Shoshenq I = ca. 940
+ 10 years. If 3 Osorkon the Elder overlapped 989
or 965 BC, then 1 Shoshenq I corresponded to 954
or 929 BC which is just compatible with ca. 940 +
10 years for 1 Shoshenq 1.

81 DRENKHAHN 1972, 94.
8 For the general situation cf. Krauss 2012, 18; for a similar
specific situation see Fig. 1 below (on —1454/2/17).
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Table 7 Trial attribution of oracle 6 to year 3 of Amenemope

3 Amenemope Lunar months and days of Tepi Shemu feast dates
oracle 6 frag. 3a frag. 3b frag. P 1 Shoshenq I
989 IX.50r6 I1X.3 VIIL30 1X.4 943

Table 7 presents the chronological implications
if oracle 6 is dated to 3 Amenemope. The astro-
nomical possibilities of 3 Amenemope overlapping
1014 or 965 BC and corresponding to 1 Shoshenq I
falling in 968 or 918 BC, are at odds with 1 Sho-
shenq I = ca. 940 + 10 years. By contrast, 3 Amen-
emope = 989 BC is compatible with ca. 940 + 10
years for Shoshenq I. If 3 Amenemope = 989 BC,
then I Shemu [1], the date of frag. 3b, was a LD 30
in 959 BC = 17 Siamun. It is possible that old cres-
cent was missed on I Shemu [1] and the day mis-
takenly reckoned as LD 1.

If oracle 6 is atributed to Amenemope it fol-
lows from the distance to frag. 3a (2 Osorkon) that
he would have had a reign of 10 years. According
to Kitchen regnal year 10 of Amenmope might be
attested on linen from mummy 124, although “this
may just possibly be Year 10 of Siamun.”®* The 9
years which Manetho listed for Amenophthis can
be understood as 9 full years and x months. Thus
a 10-year reign of Amenemope is quite possible.

Chronology of early Dyn. 21

George Daressy reported “Amenemope year 49”
as bandage epigraph on a piece of linges tombés.?
The reconstructions which are accepted nowadays
are: “[year x of king] Amenemope; year 49 [of
king Psusennes I]” or “[year x of king] Amene-
mope; year 49 [of HP Menkheperre]”.%

If “[year x of king] Amenemope; year 49 [of
king Psusennes 1] is reconstructed, then the pos-
sibilities for year x of Amenemope are determined
by the attestations for HP Smendes II. The latter
donated two pairs of bracelets to the burial of Psu-
sennes | in Tanis and was thus in office at the
beginning of the new king’s reign.*® Furthermore,

8 KircHEN 1973, § 388.

8 DARESSY 1896, 78 .

85 Cf. LuLL 2006, 220-223, for an overview with commen-
tary; more recent are remarks by Dopson 2012, 68.

8 MoNTET 1951, 149: nos. 598-601. For a discussion of the
bracelets see KitcHeN 1973, § 30 (IIT) and Lurr 2006, 248.

87 Daressy 1907, 35.

HP Smendes II and king Amenemope are attested
on pendants and braces from mummy 135 (second
find of Deir el-Bahri).®” Since no further docu-
ments with the name of HP Smendes II are
known, a short tenure of office is evident, and HP
Pinudjem II will have succeeded him early in the
reign of Amenemope who appears to be the suc-
cessor of Psusennes [.%

If the Djehutymose inscription is attributed to
Amenemope, then Pinudjem II was in office on IV
Akhet 23 (oracle 1) in 2 Amenemope, and HP
Smendes II will have died shortly before in year 1,
if not early in 2 Amenemope. Since HP
Smendes II donated objects for the burial of Psuse-
nnes I, the king must have predeceased the HP. If
so, the last year of Psusennes I would have over-
lapped 1 Amenemope or the beginning of 2
Amenemope, be it within the frame of a coregency
or in some other unknown way.%

Africanus and Eusebius both have 40+x years
for Psusennes [I]; therefore it is probable that year
49 of Daressy’s bandage epigraph would have
been the last year of [Psusennes 1],”° correspond-
ing in relative chronology to 1 or perhaps 2 Amen-
emope. If the 4 years which Manetho lists for
Amenemnisut be accepted, together with the 26
years for Smendes, then Dyn. 21 would have
begun about 78 years (= 26 + 4 + 48 y) before 1
Amenemope or in 1070/69 BC, provided that 3
Amenemope, I Shemu 10 = January 2, 989 BC
corresponds in absolute chronology to the date of
Djehutymose oracle 6. Note that this outcome is
more or less identical with 1069 BC for 1
Smendes, which Kitchen proposes by adding 124
years for Dyn. 21 to 945 BC as 1 Shoshenq 1.”!

If, by contrast, oracle 6 is attributed to 3
Osorkon the Elder,“[year X of king] Amenemope;

8 KitcHeN 1973, § 25.

8 For an overview of suggestions and possibilities see LULL
2006, 218-223.

% There are other attestations of a regnal year 49, presum-
ably of Dyn. 21, cf. LuLL 2006, 222f.

ol KircHEN 2009, 191; the text has the slip 114 instead of 124
years for the length of Dyn. 21.
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year 49 [of king Psusennes []” may imply that year
1 Amenemope began during year 49 of Psusennes
I without an overlap. Note that there is no connec-
tion between “Amenemope” and “regnal year 49”
by for example nty or Aft. Under these premises,
the beginning of Dyn. 21 would have been in ca.
1080 BC (see also Excursus 4).

It is evident from the stela of banishment that
HP Menkheperre did not count the years of his
pontificate at first.”” He might have begun a year
count sometime after the return of the banished
which would account for the bandage epigraph
“year 48 n HP Menkheperre” from mummy 105
(second find of Deir el-Bahri).”® If such a count
referred to the installment as HP, year 48 would
include about 2 years under Smendes, 4 years
under Amenemnisut and 42 years under Psu-
sennes II. According to Beckerath, the length of
Menkheperre’s life “scheint nun durch das Auftre-
ten von Geschenken des Hohenpriesters Esbendede
(Smendes), Sohn des Mencheperre, im Sarg
Psusennes’ I. eindeutig entschieden: Mencheperre
muss bereits vor diesem Konig gestorben sein ....”"%
Still, Psusennes I may have died in his regnal year
49 shortly before HP Menkheperre died, enabling
Smendes II to become next HP and to donate
bracelets for the burial of Psusennes I, dying him-
self very soon thereafter. Such a scenario does not
allow for the reconstruction “[year x of king]
Amenemope; year 49 [of HP Menkheperre]”.”

A way out is a shared pontificate of HP
Menkheperre and HP Smendes II as suggested by
José Lull who argues that Menkheperre abdicated
as HP in favor of his son Smendes II, after assum-
ing a kingly role, finally dying under Amene-
mope.”® He bases his argument on mummy braces
depicting HP Menkheperre, which were made by
HP Pinudjem II and used for mummy 113 from
Bab ¢l-Gasus in the time of Amenemope.”” The
braces possibly indicate, but do not prove, that HP
Menkheperre was alive when HP Pinudjem II had
them made; their purpose might have been to
commemorate the deceased, but still highly
revered HP Menkheperre.

%2 For the Stela of Banishment see Excursus 4.

% Daressy 1907, 30; LuLt 2006, 221-223.

% BECKERATH 1968, 29.

9 JANSEN-WINKELN 2006a, 231.

% LurL 2006, 250.

o7 LurL 2006, 252f

% JANSEN-WINKELN 1992, 22-37.

% EGBERTS 1998, 93 n. 4 and 5; JANSEN-WINKELN 2006a, 226

n. 47.

Transition from Dyn. 20 to 21

The traditional view that at the end of Dynasty 20
HP Payankh succeeded HP Herihor is no longer
tenable. Jansen-Winkeln argues consistently in
favor of HP Herihor as successor of HP Payankh.?®
A number of Egyptologists have accepted the revi-
sion, while others continue to oppose it.”* Recent-
ly, Lull has approvingly discussed Jansen-Win-
keln’s reasoning.'®

The revision calls into question the chronologi-
cal relationship of Herihor to Smendes and Pinud-
jem L. There are attestations of Herihor once in a
year 5 and twice in a year 6. The year 5 date, IV
Shemu 16, is the day Wenamun departed Thebes
at HP Herihor’s order.!” He came to Tanis “in (the
areca) where Smendes and Tentamun are”,'*> both
described as n3 snntjw-13 j.dj Jmn n p3 mht n
p3jj.f 3 (11, 35).1% Actually, the Wenamun-report
leaves it open in whose “rupt-zp/h3t-zp 5”
Wenamun departed Thebes for Tanis.

Wenamun had orders to bring cedar wood from
Syria for the construction of a new Userhat bark.
A well-known text in the Theban temple of Khon-
su asserts that Herihor carried out the construction
of a new bark. There might not have been enough
time for construction work by Herihor, since
Wenamun spent at least two years in the Levant
before eventually returning to Thebes. Herihor is
last documented in a year 6, but perhaps also in a
year 7 (see below). Lull suggests solving the
chronological problem by interpreting the respec-
tive texts as anticipatory:'™ “Es posible que las
escenas representadas en relacion a la Userhet se
adelantasen a los acontecimientos.”

The point is that Herihor uses royal titles in his
inscriptions concerning the Userhat bark. The
inscriptions may date soon after Wenamun’s
departure, or perhaps after his return, or they may
date before Wenamun’s departure, if they are
anticipatory. There is also the possibility that
Wenamun’s report and Herihor’s respective
inscriptions as well are literary fictions.'®”

190 Lurr 2006, 111-115.

101 GARDINER 1932, 61,1; 62,8.

12 EGBERTS 1998, 99.

183 EgBerTs 1998, 101; LuLL 2006, 134f, both with literature.
104 TuLr 2006, 115.

15 For the literary analysis of “Wenamun”, see for example

ScarpPER 2005, 223-330.
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Herihor’s texts of year 6 refer to the renewal of
burials:
year 6, II Akhet 7. HP Herihor commanded to
renew the burial of Sety I; hieratic docket on cof-
fin of Sety 1.1°¢
year 6, III [Akhet? Peret?] 15: HP Herihor com-
manded to renew the burial of Ramesses II; hierat-
ic docket on coffin of Ramesses 1.

Maspero read and reproduced in his facsimile
“III Peret 157, stating that the docket “a été effacée
a I’éponge, puis surchargée. Le début en est encore
visible en partie, et nous donne heureusement la
date du proces-verbal.” Daressy read and transcri-
bed “III Akhet 157, commenting that Herihor’s
text “a été lavé, si bien qu’il est impossible de le
rétablir en son entier et que je n’en donne la trans-
cription que sous toutes réserves’.

The problem cannot be solved by simply pre-
ferring Maspero’s reading over Daressy’s.!”® The
point is that the docket has been washed off, and
the traces remaining are indistinct. The coffin was
shown in Paris on the occasion of the Ramesses 11
exhibition in 1976. The entry in the catalogue
describes the washed off text as “presque illisi-
ble”.!” At that time, apparently no attempt was
made to read what remained with the aid of UV
light or to make infrared photos.

A year 7 might be added to Herihor’s dossier.
Within the layers of Sety I's mummy bandages,
Maspero found a toile with the epigraph “year 7, 11
Peret 16: day of burying Sety I, Lp.h.” In lower
layers were “deux lambeaux de bandelettes” with
epigraphs identifying the shreds as linen strips
made by HP Pinudjem I in year 10 and by HP
Menkheperre in year 6.'"° Maspero concluded that
the mummy was restored in year 7 which followed
year 6 of Menkheperre’s linen. As far as I can tell
Maspero’s conclusion has been generally accept-
ed,"" regardless of its implication that the re-burial
would have taken place 25 years or more after
Herihor commanded it. The mummy of Sety I was
brought from his own tomb to the Inhapi cache in
10 Siamun."? The mummy might have been re-

106 MaspErO 1889, 553; P1. XII; Daressy 1909, 30.

107 MaspPErO 1889, 557 (facsimile); DARESSY 1909, 32 (hiero-
glyphic transcription).

198 Cf. CERNY 1946, 25; LuLL 2006, 129.

109 L[ETELLIER] 1976, 317.

110 MasPERO 1889, 554f.

1 Cf. for example KitcHEN 1973, § 386 (38); LuLL 2006, 216.

wrapped in connection with the transfer, and linen
might have been used from the re-burial at the
time of Herihor, together with other old linen from
year 10, time of Pinudjem I, and year 6, time of
Menkheperre. If so, it is possible that Herihor’s
command was carried out within months and that
year 7 is the year subsequent to year 6 of Herihor’s
command.'?

But if a year 7 of Herihor be not accepted, then
the dates which name Herihor and Pinudjem I could
indicate that Herihor was active until a year 6 and
that Pinudjem I succeeded him as HP in the same
year 6 in which two of his dockets are attested:

Year 6, III Peret 7, HP Pinudjem I ordered to
renew burial of Thutmoses II;
Year 6, IV Peret 7. HP Pinudjem I ordered to
renew burial of Amenhotep 1.

If year 6 in the dockets of Herihor and Pinud-
jem I refers to the same regnal year 6 of
[Smendes], then there would be an overlap, since
Herihor would have been active in year 6, I1I Peret
15 (Maspero’s reading) and Pinudjem I earlier in
year 6, III Peret 7. There would be no overlap if
Herihor’s date is read with Daressy as III Akhet
15. Jansen-Winkeln points out that Herihor and
Pinudjem I may have had their own year counts
independent of the regnal years of Smendes."*

The overlap could be eliminated by any year of
Pinudjem I earlier than year 6. Such a date seems
to be present on a mummy bandage of Nodjmet,
the wife of Herihor."> Maspero did not unwrap the
mummy of Nodjmet completely."® When Grafton
Elliot Smith later examined the mummy he report-
ed “on the sole of each foot there was a bandage
bearing an inscription in hieroglyphics. That on
the left foot simply read “High Priestess [sic] of
Amun”; and that on the right foot contained a ref-
erence to “the first year of Pinotmou”!"” Presum-
ably, the one on the left read “High Priest of
Amun”,"® while the “first year of Pinotmou” on
the right presumably referred to an anonymous
“regnal year 1”7 in which HP Pinudjem I had the
linen woven.

12 CrrNyY 1946, 271,

13 If so, the regnal year change would have occurred between
II Akhet 7 and II Peret 16.

14 JANSEN-WINKELN 20064, 229.

15 LuLr 2006, 157, with literature.

116 MaspPERO 1889, 569f.

17 SmitH 1912, 96f.
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For example, Kitchen dates the Nodjmet ban-
dage to 1 [Smendes], arguing that the “date is of a
piece with those of Pinudjem I as high priest ...
from other bodies ... ”.'"” Since Kitchen identifies
HP Herihor as the predecessor of HP Payankh, the
dating of the Nodjmet bandage to 1 [Smendes] has
no further implications. Lull, by contrast, dates the
Nodjmet bandage to 1 [Psusennes I], pointing out
that HP Pinudjem I would be unattested in years 2,
3, 4 and 5 of [Smendes], if the Nodjmet bandage of
year 1 would refer to 1 [Smendes]. '** He accepts,
on the other hand, a much larger gap of about 22
years between the first dated mention of Pinudjem
I as king in 16 [Smendes] and in 8 [Psusennes 1] as
the second and last mention.

Pinudjem I is explicitly attested as HP in a
series of ten dates between year 6, III Peret 7 and
year 15, IIT Akhet 6.”' Thereafter, he is cited in a
year 16 as king in the filiation of his son HP Masa-
harta;'?? the text does not indicate whether Pinud-
jem I was dead or alive at the time. In a year 8 and
in his capacity as king he ordered the osirification
of King Ahmose. The same hand which wrote the
Ahmose docket is seen in a docket on the mummy
of Prince Siamun, citing an osirification at the
command of his majesty (hm.f) on the same day
in a year 8 as the Ahmose docket. The same hand
is seen again in the epigraph on the /inceul of prin-
cess Sitkamose’s mummy with the anonymously
given order of an osirification in a year 7. It is
generally agreed that all three osirifications
occurred on the order of King Pinudjem I in years
7 and 8. Nowadays, Egyptologists interpret the
series of dates naming HP Pinudjem I from year 6
to 15 as regnal years of Smendes, whereas year 8
of Ahmose’s osirification is interpreted as regnal
year of Psusennes 1. Nevertheless, FElizabeth
Thomas stated that the latter identification is only
valid “if the priest and king [Pinudjem I] are to be
distinguished and the years accepted in this
sequence”.'**

In addition to the three osirifications in years 7
and 8, there is a fourth case, the osirification of
Ramesses III in 13 [Smendes] on the command of
HP Pinudjem I. Thomas pointed out that it is
methodologically preferable to interpret the four

18 Cf. KitcHeN 1973, § 38 with n. 182.
19 KiTcHEN 1973, § 18.

120 Lure 2006, 86, 124, 126, 154, 157.
12 Lure 2006, 154-158.

12 Lure 2006, 195.

osirifications as being close in time, since these
are the only cases of osirification known at all,
whatever ‘osirification’ might have meant. Follow-
ing the lead of Thomas, I suggest dating the osiri-
fications of Ahmose, Prince Siamun and Princess
Sitkamose to 7 and 8 [Smendes], five to six years
prior to that of Ramesses III in 13 [Smendes].
Another point which favors the dating of all four
osirifications to the time of Smendes is that resto-
rations and re-burials of mummies in the time of
Psusennes I would have been presumably the
responsibility of the contemporaneous HP
Menkheperre, not of a king Pinudjem who is oth-
erwise unattested by any activity during the pon-
tificates of Menkheperre and of Masaharta. I pre-
sume that HP Pinudjem I died in 15 or 16
[Smendes] and was succeeded by Masaharta.

Under these premises, I fall back on the old and
nowadays mostly discarded idea that Herihor ruled
Egypt between the death of Ramesses XI and the
accession of Smendes. The equivalent idea is
implied by Jansen-Winkeln when he remarks
about the possible chronological relationship of
Herihor to Smendes:'* ... es ist keineswegs sicher,
ob Smendes gleichzeitig mit Herihor begonnen
hat, Regierungsjahre zu zéhlen. War er, wie einige
meinen, der Sohn des Herihor, wire es sogar
wahrscheinlich, dass seine eigene Zdhlung erst
nach Herihor einsetzte.”

Marie-Ange Bonhéme evaluated the kingly
role of Herihor under the presumption that he was
the predecessor of Payankh, concluding:'* ... il ne
semble pas, en droit, avor été reconnu roi. Mais la
théorie n’'empéche pas la pratique, méme si elle
’affaiblit. Quoiqu’institutionnellement Hérihor ne
soit pas roi, il a cependant exercé presque toutes
les fonctions royales alors méme qu’en extension
I’expression de son pouvoir régalien fut réduite.
... By comparison, Lull characterizes Herihor as
“a ruler acting on behalf of the god Amun himself,
and perhaps it was this position that placed some
limitations on his royalty.”?” Herihor might have
ruled Egypt between the death of Ramesses XI
and the accession of Smendes, regardless of the
niceties of his protocol. Table 8 presents the chron-
ological possibilities which result from the tenta-

123 MasPErO 1889, 538, 541.
124 ThHomas 1966, 257.

125 JANSEN-WINKELN 1992, 37.
126 BoNHEME 1979, 283.

127 LurL 2009, 246.
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Table 8 Chronological possibilities for a 7 year reign of Herihor

1 Shoshenq I Oracle 6 1 Smendes Herihor
929 BC 965 BC = 3 Osorkon 1055 BC ca. 1063-1056 BC
943 989 BC =3 Amenemope 1069 ca. 1077-1070
954 989 BC = 3 Osorkon 1080 ca. 1087-1081

tive attributions of oracle 6 of the ‘Inscription his-
torique’, 126 years for Dynasty 21 and suggested 7
regnal years for Herihor."”® Further consideration
of Herihor’s possible reign requires a discussion of
Ramesside chronology including the accession
year of Ramesses II.

Chronology of Dyns. 19/20

The relative chronology of Dyns. 19 and 20
appears to be established within narrow limits.'”
Aidan Dodson and I presented the arguments
which speak for Amenmesses as usurper within
the reign of Sety II.”° Furthermore, I date the
reign of Amenmesses versus the reign of Sety II
by interpretation of DB 3 of 7 Tewosre as the date
of the lunar Feast of the Valley and its distance to
the lunar date of 52 Ramesses II (see Excursus 1).

Recently, a year 4 of Sethnakhte became
known, without indication of the month and day."*!
The new date fits into the chronological framework
of lunar Feasts of the Valley dates of Tewosre (DB
3) and Ramesses III (DB 10), if it refers to the very
beginning of regnal year 4, followed within a few
days by the accession of Ramesses II1.'** In this
case the distance between DB 3 (7 Tewosre) and
DB 10 (7 Ramesses III) amounts to 10 y + 11 d or
124 mean synodic months minus 0.8 d, which
means that the civil dates of DB 3 and DB 10 coin-
cided with the same LD.

Gautschy assigns the Feast of the Valley date
DB 9 to 6 Ramesses VII which results in a shift of
all regnal years from 1 Ramesses VII up to the last
one of Ramesses XI by one year in comparison to
Ramesside relative chronology as set out by Erik
Hornung in 2006."* 1 accept her attribution of DB
9 with little reservation.

128 JANSSEN-WINKELN 2006a, 230 supposes ,,up to 8 years®.

129 HorNUNG 2006, 211-217.

130 Krauss 1976; Krauss 1977; Krauss 1997b; Dobpson 2010,
31-82.

131 Boraik 2009.

132 See BENNETT 2008a, 120 n. 39;

133 Gautschy 2014, 142; HorNUNG 2006, 210-217.

134 HorNuNG 2006, 216.

For Ramesses VIII only year 1 is documented,
but the possibility of a year 2 cannot be exclud-
ed.” There has been also some discussion about
the length of Ramesses X’s reign.'*

Parker assumed that the Epiphi feast was cele-
brated on one and the same lunar day on the attest-
ed civil days IV Shemu 2 in 3 Ramesses X and
on III Shemu 28 in year 7 of the era whm mswt or
25 Ramesses XI.*¢ If so, 3 Ramesses X and 25
Ramesses XI would have been separated by 31
years, implying a 9 year reign for Ramesses X.
But Parker’s suggestion was found untenable.'?’

Morris Bierbrier pointed out the possible exis-
tence of a second HP Ramessesnakht in Dyn. 20
on the basis of Theban graffito 1860a, implying
that regnal year 8 of the graffito could refer to the
reign of Ramesses X.** Lull’s discussion is the
most recent, subsuming the earlier arguments of
Lanny Bell and Jansen-Winkeln; he concludes that
HP Ramessesnakht of graffito 1860a is the same
HP who is known from 1 Ramesses IV to 2
Ramesses [X."*

The highest date generally attributed to
Ramesses X1 is I Shemu 25 in year 10 [whm mswt:
(corresponding to regnal year 28)] in LRL no. 9.
On the day cited the scribe Dhutmose had received
a letter sent to him from Thebes to somewhere in
Nubia; it appears that the scribe Dhutmose accom-
panied the general Payankh on a campaign.'*® The
date would have marked the end of Ramesses XI’s
reign only by coincidence. Kitchen suggests that
graffito Spiegelberg, no. 714, which mentions the
General‘s [Payankh] arrival at Thebes coming
from the south on III Shemu 23, belongs to the
same year 10 [whm mswt] as the date in LRL
No. 9. Note that the graffito would date to year
11 whm mswt or regnal year 29, if the accession

135 HorNUNG 2006, 216f.
136 PARKER 1957b, 163f.
137 Cf. for example BECKERATH 1994, 88.
133 BIErBRIER 1972, 195-199.

139 LuLrL 2006, 47-49.

140 WENTE 1967, 11-12.

141 KitcHEN 1973, 417; for details see LuLL 2006, 75-76.
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date of Ramesses XI was indeed III Shemu 20.'*
Furthermore, Edward F. Wente suggested that
LRL no. 41 dates to year XII [whm mswt], corre-
sponding to year *30 of Ramesses XI, since the
recipient is known from graffito Cerny no. 1393
dated to a year 12 on I Shemu 8-9."° Provided the
graffito does indeed refer to [whm mswt] 12, then
its date would be less than three months before the
end of *30 Ramesses XI. These suggestions are
justified if HP Herihor was in office after Payankh
at the end of Ramesses XI’s reign. If Payankh was
still alive at the beginning of year *29, then Heri-
hor could have spent the second part of year *29
and most of year *30 on work in the First Hypo-
style Hall of the Khonsu temple which he achieved
as HP in the name of Ramesses X114

The computable intervals between the acces-
sion of Ramesses Il and the last attestation of
[Ramesses XI] add up to 199 y + 303 d, following
Kitchen as cited above. If the possibilities of years
*29 and *30 of Ramesses XI are accepted, then
there would have been 200 y + 3 d and 201 y +
287 d between the accession of 1 Ramesses II and
the presumed dates in *29 or *30 Ramesses XI. If
the Feast of the Valley date DB 9 fell in 6 Ramess-
es VI as Gautschy suggests, and if Ramesses VIII
ruled one year only, then the distance between the
accession of Ramesses Il and I Shemu 8-9 in *30
Ramesses XI (whm mswt year *XII) amounted to
202y +287d.

The lunar date of Ramesses I1

A LD 1 is recorded in a ship’s log as occurring
on II Peret 27 in 52 Ramesses II when the ship lay
at anchor in Piramesses.'”® The most recent com-
putations of the astronomically feasible solutions
are by Rita Gautschy as cited above and Peter J.
Huber. In detail, Huber’s solution yields

“... 9 possible dates for the accession year of
Ramesses I, namely 1340, 1329, 1315, 1304, 1290,
1279, 1265, 1254 and 1240 BC. Four of them
(underscored) are fully supported by the recorded
psdntyw date, and 1254 BC is partially support-
ed. The remaining four possibilities cannot be
excluded, but in my view it would be reckless to
claim that the recorded psdntyw date supports

192 BECKERATH 1994, 89-91.

43 WENTE 1967, 15, 17.

144 For an overview and evaluation of the scenes on the walls
and columns of the First Hypostyle Hall, see LuLL 2006,
91-92, 97-99.

any of them. Presumably, the earliest two and the
latest two chronologies are outside of the histori-
cally plausible range, and the five remaining chro-
nologies 1315, 1304, 1290, 1279, 1265 have relative
probabilities of 0.34, 0.07, 0.07, 0.07, 0.45 respec-
tively. So we end up with 1315 or 1265 BC as the
astronomically most probable chronologies for
year 1 of Ramesses 11”46

Huber refers here to astronomical probability in
the case of a single lunar date. I would argue that it
is not justifiable to favor the astronomically more
probable situation over the less probable one if a
single lunar date is concerned which is not quali-
fied by further information such as is available for
the lunar dates of Thutmose III. The methodical
approach is also different for a set of chronologi-
cally connected lunar dates which yields different
possible solutions; here one should prefer the sta-
tistically most probable solution. I suggest that all
astronomically possible solutions for the Piramess-
es lunar date have the same historical-chronologi-
cal probability, regardless of their astronomical
probability.

Note that Huber does not list 1 Ramesses II =
1268 or 1276 BC as astronomically viable solu-
tions. If 1 Ramesses II = 1276/75 BC, then II Peret
27 fell in year 52 or 1225/25 BC on a LD 2; the
preceding lunar month ended after 30 days on II
Peret 25 in 1225 BC. Thus the identification of II
Peret 27 by mistake as LD 1 would presuppose
that the preceding II Peret 26 fell on a lunar day
31, which is otherwise unattested.

If 1T Ramesses II = 1268/67 BC, then year 52 is
1217/16 BC; II Peret 27 fell in 1217 BC on a LD
28. The identification of LD 28 as LD 1 by mis-
take is possible (see above). Such a situation was
not given in 1217 BC: II Peret 27 fell in a lunar
month of 29 days and the preceding lunar month
had 30 days.

Table 9 presents the combination of TIP and
Ramesside chronological possibilities with the
possibilities for 1 Ramesses I1. The two sets differ
depending on whether Herihor had an independent
reign or not. The possibility that 1 Shoshenq I =
929 BC and 1 Smendes < 1055 BC with Herihor
having no independent reign, results in 1 Ramess-
es II = 1254 BC. This is barely feasible if the inter-

145 JANSSEN 1961, 12, 33.
146 Huser 2011, 186—-190.
47 BECKERATH 1994, 96.
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Table 9 Alternative years for 1 Ramesses II; Herihor 0 or 7 years; the sign < means ,,is less than or equal to®.

distance 1 Ramesses 11
1 Shoshenq I 1 Smendes Ramesses 11 : Herihor 1 Ramesses I1
Iunar referenced
Ramesses XI
929B€ <1655B€ 260/202 Oy <125755B€ 254 B€E-
943 <1069 200/202 0 < 1271/69 1265
954 <1080 200/202 0 <1282/80 1279
929 BC <1055 200/202 8 < 1265/63 1265
943 <1069 200/202 8 < 1279/77 1279
954 <1080 200/202 8 <1290/88 1290

val between 1 Ramesses II and the end of Ramess-
es XI’s reign amounts to 201 to 203 years which
implies an overlap of Ramesses XI and Smendes.
Ramesside and TIP chronology do not seem to
allow for the lunar referenced year 1 of Ramess-
es II being earlier than 1290 BC or later than 1265
BC; a further narrowing can be achieved via the
synchronisms between the NK and the Near East.

Egyptian New Kingdom — Near Eastern
synchronisms

The use of synchronisms between the Egyptian
kings Amenhotep III and IV and their contempo-
raries in Assyria and Babylon presupposes a deter-
mination of the interval between 1 Akhenaten and
1 Ramesses II. According to Beckerath the reigns
of Amenhotep III and Amenhotep I'V/Akhenaten
are chronologically linked by wine jar dockets of
38 [Amenhotep III] and 1 [Amenhotep V] found
in Amenhotep III’s palace at Molqata, Western
Thebes."” The wine jar dockets of the period cor-
respond to the time when the wine was bottled and
the jars docketed in ca. IT Akhet, or mid-August to
mid-September in the Gregorian calendar.'*®

Wine jar dockets which were found at Amarna
document Akhenaten’s regnal years 4 through 17.
The year 4 dockets refer to the last vintage before
the founding of Amarna in regnal year 5. Amarna
vintages I to XIII correspond to Akhenaten’s reg-
nal years 5 to 17. Amarna vintages XIV and XV
are datable to regnal years 1 and 2 of King Ankh-
kheprure Smenkhkare. Since the change in the
respective royal year count occurred approximate-

148 HorNUNG 1964, 78 n. 51; HorNUNG 2006, 206.

149 BECKERATH 1994, 99.

150 BECcKERATH 1994, 99; KrAuss 1997a, 238; AstoN 2013, 294.
31 KRrAuss 1997a, 239-241.

152 Cerny 1965, 1-3.

ly during the vintage month II Akhet,'* the few
jars dated to year 3 will have belonged to the vin-
tage of year 2.1°°

Whether queen Ankherkheprure Nefernefruat-
en 34t n hj.s, widow and successor of King
Ankhkheprure, had a year count of her own can-
not as yet be determined. If so, then regnal year 1
of Amarna vintage X VI, the last attested vintage
at Amarna, would be her year 1. Otherwise Amar-
na vintage XVI and the corresponding year 1
would belong to Tutankhaten/amun. The dockets
of Amarna vintage XVI are characterized by hrj
k3mw as the chief vintner’s title which had been in
use up until year 13 of Akhenaten when it was
replaced by hrj b3h. The latter title was used from
Amarna vintage IX, or 13 Akhenaten, until vin-
tage XV.I*! Note that vintages XIV to XVI attest
that Amarna was occupied for three years after the
death of Akhenaten, regardless of the attribution
of the vintages to specific rulers.

Finds from the tomb of Tutankhamun show
that nine vintages occurred in his reign;'>? a wine
jar docket of a year 10 refers presumably to the
time of Akhenaten.””® The death of Tutankhamun
in IIT or I'V Peret sets the accession time of Aya.'™
A wine jar docket from Deir el-Medina is dated to
a year 2 and mentions the funerary temple of Aya;
nevertheless, the date could belong to Haremhab’s
reign.'’” Securely dated monuments of Aya are a
donation stela of the king of year 3 and two stelae
both dated to IV Akhet 1 in year 4;°° the latter
date fell about 4 to 5 months before the end of reg-
nal year 4. Under these premises 33 to 34 years
elapsed between the beginning of 38 Amenho-

133 TALLET 1996, 369-383.
134 HorNuNG 2006, 208.
155 HorNUNG 2006, 208f.
156 Urk. 1V 2109, 2110.
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tep III and the end of 4 Aya. By contrast, Gautschy
reckons 36 years from the beginning of 38 Amen-
hotep III to the end of 4 Aya, interpreting DB 36
and the date of Akhenaten’s oath on the occasion
of the foundation of Amarna as LDs 1. DB 36 is
not attributable to Amenhotep III, but is rather a
date of Ramesses III;*® Akhenaten’s oath on IV
peret 13 in his year 5 is not attested as a lunar
date.

It is possible to determine the distance between
Amenhotep III and Aya on the basis of visitor’s
graffiti from Saqqara. I have argued that two such
graffiti from the time of Ramesses II imply dates
of lunar regulated feasts in Memphis;'”* my inter-
pretation has been accepted by Gautschy.'® There
are other graffiti of the same kind implying 33
years between the beginning of 38 Amenhotep I1I
and the end of 4 Aya.'"!

Haremhab ruled for at least 14 years as recently
argued by Jacobus van Dijk on the basis of wine
jar dates from debris in Haremhab’s tomb.'** He
may have been buried shortly after bottled wine of
year 14 reached Thebes or shortly before the arriv-
al of wine from the year 15 vintage. According to
Josephus’ copy of the Manethonian king list, Har-
mais < Haremhab ruled 4 y + 1 m. Since Aya
ruled at least for 4 years and Haremhab for more
than 4 years, the Manethonian figure is usually
thought to refer to Aya. Under the premise of 14
regnal years, I suggest that the 4 y + 1 m of Har-
mais belong to Haremhab himself, but should be
emended to *14 y + 1 m, implying that Aya is
missing in Josephus’ copy of Manetho.

Ramesses I is attested in year 1 on I Shemu 10
and in year 2 on II Peret 20.'" According to
Manetho he would have ruled for 1 y + 4 m, but
these figures look suspiciously like an inverse of
the preceding 4 y + 1 m of Harmais. The compara-
tively sparse documentation for the reign of
Ramesses I may be compatible with a year over
and above the attested 2 years.

Of Sety I’s reign the years 1 through 9 and 11
are attested.'® Kenneth A. Kitchen once argued

157 GauTtschy 2014, 142.

18 See Excursus 1.

19 KRrauss 2006, 418.

160 Gautschy 2014.

161 Krauss 2015.

162 VaN Duk 2008.

163 KRII, 3-4.

164 HorNUNG 2006, 211; Krrcuen 2000, 43
165 KrtcHEN 1980, 170.

for either an 11 or 15 year reign of Sety 1,' which
Peter Brand “dismissed as a chronological fantasy,
leaving no proof for a long fifteen-year reign.”'* A
reign of 18 years as suggested by Gernot Wilhelm
is out of the question.'”” However, Jacobus van
Dijk has cast doubt on the reading ‘year 11’ of the
Gebel Barkal stela, and would date it by style to
early in Sety’s reign.”® The arguments carry
weight but are not conclusive. Furthermore, even if
the Gebel Barkal stela were to be dated to year 3
rather than 11, the amount of archaeological
remains from the reign of Sety I appears to allow
more than 10 regnal years.

At least 10 full regnal years are implied by the
information about the speos built by Sety I at
Kanais. According to the text Kanais B, Sety I
surveyed the deserts on III Shemu 20 in year 9,'
1.e. in the last days of regnal year 9, since III She-
mu 24 is the accepted regnal year change.” The
excavation of the speos and its decoration will
have taken some time and therefore the earliest
possible date for Ramesses II’s accession would
have been 365 + 7 days after the survey on III
Shemu 27,'"! implying that the reign of Sety I last-
ed at least 10 full years."

To sum up: If full years are reckoned, then 59
to 60 dead reckoned years result for the interval
between 1 Akhenaten (following on the incom-
plete year 38 of Amenhotep III) and 1 Ramess-
es II. If the Memphite visitors’ graffiti are taken
into consideration, one of the dead reckoned years
is eliminated. Considering the uncertainties about
the reign lengths of Aya, Ramesses I, and Sety I,
some 3 to 5 years might be missing in the record.

The Assyrian king AsSur-uballit I correspond-
ed with Akhenaten; his letters Kn 15 and 16 are
preserved. The contents of the first letter appear to
place it near the start of his reign.'”

AsSur-uballit T ruled from 1363-1328 BC
according to John A. Brinkman."* Hermann Gas-
che et al. suggest a reduction of 7 years for ASSur-
uballit I on the premise that a 354-day lunar calen-
dar was used in Assyria until the reign of Tiglath-

196 BRAND 1998, 347.

167 WiLHELM 2009, 116.

198 Dk 2010, 325-332.

19 RITA 1, 56f.

170 BrAND 1998, 339-341.

17l BRAND 1998, 341-344.

172 For details see Krauss 2015.

173 BeckERATH 1997, 61; KLINGER 2006, 314.
174 BRINKMAN 1977, 345.
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pileser.'” By contrast, others argue consistently
that the Assyrians intercalated lunar months
resulting in a solar year chronology.” According
to the short Assyrian chronology of Joachim
Boese and Gernot Wilhelm, AsSur-uballit I ruled
from 1353 to 1318 BC (+2 / -1 year)."”’

If Kn 15 was written in 1 ASSur-uballit I at the
earliest, corresponding to 16 Akhenaten, or in 35
AsSur-uballit I at the latest, corresponding to 2
Akhenaten, then 1 Akhenaten fell in an interval of
51 to 48 years between 1368 and 1319 BC (+2 / -1
year), according to the short Assyrian chronology.
Thus the short Assyrian chronology implies the
interval 1308 to 1259 BC (+2 / -1 year), for 1
Ramesses II, if at least 60 years are reckoned for
the time between 1 Akhenaten and 1 Ramesses II.
The interval accommodates the astronomical pos-
sibilities 1265, 1279, 1290 and 1304 BC for 1
Ramesses I1.

Should the long Assyrian chronology be histor-
ically correct, then 1 Akhenaten fell in a 49 year
interval between 1378 and 1329 BC and 1 Ramess-
es Il were to be sought between 1318 and 1269
BC, implying the astronomical solutions 1315,
1304, 1290 and 1279 BC with 1265 BC not includ-
ed. In combination with the possibilities for 1
Ramesses II on the basis of TIP and Ramesside
chronology (see Table 9), the alternative Assyrian
chronologies allow 1265, 1279 and 1290 BC for 1
Ramesses I, but definitely not 1304 or 1315 BC.
The question is which Assyrian chronology is cor-
rect?'”®

The Babylonian kings Kadasman-Enlil 1 and
his successor Burnaburia§ II exchanged letters
with Amenhotep III and his successor Akhenaten.
Kada$man-Enlil I complained in letter Kn 3 that
Amenhotep III did not invite him to a great festi-
val.'”” The only corresponding event known to
Egyptologists is a Sed festival. Amenhotep III cel-
ebrated three Sed festivals — in years 30, 34, and
37.1% Since Kadasman-Enlil I does not mention a
similar, earlier festive occasion, it is feasible that
his complaint followed the first. It is improbable
that Kadasman-Enlil I referred to the Sed festival
of year 37, if Burnaburia$ II corresponded with

175 GascHE 1998, 63.

176 MEBERT 2009, 104.

77" Bogse 1979, 38.

8 For recently expressed doubts about the short Assyrian
chronology, see DEvEccH1 2012, 158—-166.

17 Moran 1992, 7f.

180 BeckERATH 1994, 23f.

Amenhotep III towards the end of the Egyptian
king’s reign of 37 years + x months. There is at
least a slight doubt whether Burnaburia$ II acced-
ed to the throne before the death of Amenho-
tep III. According to Cord Kiihne, the traces of the
Egyptian king’s name to whom Burnaburia$§ II
addressed KN 6 suit the throne name of Amenho-
tep II1."*" Kiithne’s reading is accepted as possible,
but not certain.'® Note that Burnaburias II protest-
ed against the Assyrian contact with Egypt in Kn
9, a letter which appears to be quite clearly direct-
ed to Akhenaten, notwithstanding the fact that the
Egyptian king is addressed as ‘Nibkhururiya’.'*?

Babylonian chronology is linked to Assyrian
chronology. The shortening of the latter by Boese
and Wilhelm implies a shortening of Babylonian
chronology as well. According to Boese’s short
Babylonian chronology, 1 Burnaburias II fell in
the interval 1356 to 1343 BC or 1349 (+7/-6)
BC."3* These figures result from a) a 10-year reduc-
tion of Brinkman’s figures for the Assyrian chro-
nology of the 14/13™ century BC; b) a variation of
+ 5 years for the Kassite kings nos. 22—-36 accord-
ing to Brinkman; c¢) a variation of +2/—1 years for
the middle Assyrian reign lengths according to
Boese and Wilhelm.'®

If T understand Brinkman correctly, then
Boese’s figures for Burnaburias II are to be slight-
ly modified. As cited above, Brinkman’s variation
of £ 5 years refers to Kassite kings nos. 22-36
which do not include Burnaburia$ II; Brinkman
counts him as no. “?19”. Since, according to
Brinkman, “the dates for kings ?18-?21 are sub-
ject to an even wider margin of variation because
of the more than usually hypothetical nature of the
reconstruction of that part of the dynasty”,'s¢ 1
Burnaburia$ II would have fallen in the interval
1349 (7+x/—6—x) BC corresponding at least to
1357 to 1342 BC.

Using Egyptian chronology as it was deter-
mined in the late 1970s (cf. Bierbrier, Wente/van
Siclen, and Krauss), Boese suggested narrowing
the time span for Burnaburia$ I1."*” To avoid circu-
lar reasoning I reckon here with 1 Burnaburia$ II
= 1349 (7+x/-6—x) BC as a strictly Assyrian-Baby-

181 KuHNE 1973, 129 n. 642.

182 Boeske 1982, 16f; MoraN 1992, 12 n. 1.

183 See for example MoraN 1992, XXXVIII n. 137.
184 Bogse 1982, 17.

185 Bogse 1982, 15n. 7.

186 BRINKMAN 1976, 30 n. 86.

187 Bokse 1982, 16.
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Table 10 Alternatives for 1 Burnaburia$ II and resulting years 1 of Ramesses 11

1 Burnaburias II years of 1 Akhenaten interval of 1 Ramesses 11
Amenhotep III 1 Ramesses 11 lunar referenced
30
31
1356+x/1343—x 32 1350+x/1336+x 1290+x/1276—x 1290 or 1279
1356+x/1343—x 33 1351+x/1337+x 1291+x/1277—=x 1290 or 1279
1356+x/1343—x 34 1352+x/1338+x 1292+x/1278—x 1290 or 1279
1356+x/1343—x 35 1353+x/1339+x 1293+x/1279—x 1290 or 1279
1356+x/1343—x 36 1354+x/1340+x 1294+x/1280—x 1290 or 1279
1356+x/1343—x 37 1355+x/1341+x 1295+x/1281-x 1290 or (1279 ?)
1356+x/1343—x 38 1356+x/1342+x 1296+x/1282—x 1290 or (1279 ?)

Table 11 Chronological alternatives between Ramesses Il and Shoshenq I1I with 1 Ramesses II dependent on Near Eastern syn-

chronisms
1 Shoshenq II1 8369-BC€ 841 BC 830 BC 841 BC
1 Osorkon II ~30y ~860 ~871 ~40y ~870 ~881
1 Osorkon I ~906 ~920 ~920 ~930
1 Shoshenq I 929 943 943 954
1 Smendes ~t055 ~1069 ~1069 ~1080
*1 Herihor ~1662 ~1076 ~1076 ~1087
*30 Ramesses XI ~1663 ~1077 ~1077 ~1088
1 Ramesses 11 1265 1279 1279 1290

lonian date without any modification on the basis
of absolute Egyptian chronology. Table 10 shows
the results if the possible accession years of
Burnaburia$ 11 and the interval of at least 59 years
between 1 Akhenaten (following on the incom-
plete year 38 of Amenhotep III) and 1 Ramesses II
are combined. For example, if Burnaburia§ II’s
accession occurred as early as in 32 Amenho-
tep III, then 1 Ramesses II fell in 1356+x BC
minus 7+59 = 1290+x BC at the earliest and in
1343+x BC minus 7+62 = 1276—x BC at the latest.
As Table 10 shows, the short Babylonian chro-
nology is compatible with both 1279 and 1290 BC
= 1 Ramesses II, whereas 1265 and 1304 BC are
not. If, according to Brinkman’s long Assyrian
chronology, the accession of Burnaburia$ IT would
have taken place 1359 + (5+x) BC,'® then the lunar
referenced year 1 of Ramesses II could have been
1290 or 1304 BC, but not 1279 BC as can be inter-
polated in Table 10 under the premise of an appli-
cable value of x in 1359 + (5+x) BC. In combina-
tion with the Egyptian relative chronology
between Akhenaten and Ramesses II, the /ong
Assyrian and Babylonian chronologies imply 1304
and 1290 BC as alternatives for 1 Ramesses II,

188 BRINKMAN 1976, 31.

whereas 1279 BC does not appear to be an option.
The short Assyrian and Babylonian chronologies
imply both 1290 and 1279 BC as possibilities for 1
Ramesses II, whereas the short Assyrian chronolo-
gy alone implies 1265 BC.

The Assyrian synchronism yields an interval of
48 to 51 years for 1 Akhenaten. By contrast, the
Babylonian synchronism yields an interval of only
20 years for 1 Akhenaten. If both synchronisms
are valid, we could rely on the Babylonian syn-
chronism alone which allows 1290 and 1279 BC
for 1 Ramesses II, though not 1265 BC. Table 11
presents the possible combinations of 1 Ramess-
es II being either 1290 or 1279 BC with Ramesside
and TIP chronologies.

Removing 1 Ramesses II = 1265 BC as viable,
also removes the possibility of 1 Shoshenq I = 929
BC, together with the combination of 1 Sho-
shenq III = 830 BC and 30 regnal years for
Osorkon II. 1 Ramesses II = 1279 BC can result
from either 1 Shoshenq III = 830 or 841 BC, if in
the first case, the reign length of Osorkon II was
40 years, or in the second case 30 years; the two
possibilities are identical between Ramesses II and
the accession of Osorkon II. If 1 Shoshenq III =
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841 BC and Osorkon II ruled for ca. 40 years, then
the resulting accession year of Ramesses II = 1290
BC. The scheme cannot be modified by removing
Herihor, since this would result in an overlap
between the last years of Ramesses XI and the
accession of Smendes.

The uncertainties in Bubastide chronology (1
Shoshenq III; reign length of Osorkon II) and
Dyn. 21 chronology (attribution of oracle 6 to
either Amenemope or Osorkon the Elder) cannot
be avoided. The possibilities of 954 or 943 BC for
the accession year of Shoshenq I remain, whereas
929 BC can be relinquished.”® The resulting possi-
bilities for 1 Smendes are 1069 or 1080 BC. Reck-
oning from 1290 BC as the accession year of
Ramesses II, and assigning DB 9 to Ramesses
VII, year *30 of Ramesses XI would last from
April 1088 at least to January 1087 BC or from
April 1077 to January 1076 BC, if reckoned from
1279 BC. Thus there would be about 7 years
between the end of Ramesses XI’s reign and the
accession of Smendes, corresponding to a reign of
Herihor.

Lunar dates of Thutmoses I11

The question arises how the chronology of Dyn.
18 can be correlated with the suggested Ramesside
and Bubastide chronology. The Ilunar dates of
Thutmoses 11 appear to be an anchor for the abso-
lute chronology of Dyn. 18. In an initial reaction
to the shortening of Haremhab’s reign, David A.
Warburton and I suggested retaining 1 Ramess-
es II = 1279 BC, but to lower 1 Thutmoses III
from conventional 1479 to 1468 BC. We noted that
the suggestion results in a difficulty with the lunar
date of 24 Thutmoses IIL."° On closer scrutiny the
difficulty proves to be insuperable.

Lunar dates are recorded for years 23 and 24 of
Thutmoses 111 which are conventionally linked to
1490, 1479, 1468, or 1465 BC as astronomically
possible first regnal years. Dead reckoning yields
126 + x years between 1 Thutmoses III and 1
Akhenaten; if Manetho’s 9 y + 8 m for Thutmo-
ses IV are accepted, then 128 + x years are avail-
able.” Since 59 + y to 60 + y years elapsed
between 1 Akhenaten and 1 Ramesses II, 185+x+y
to 188+x+y years elapsed between 1 Thutmoses III

189 For the vexed problem of Shoshenq I’s campaign to Pales-
tine see Excursus 5.

190 KRrauss 2009, 134.

191 HorNUNG 2006, 201ff.

and 1 Ramesses II. Thus 1 Thutmoses III =
1464/1465+x+y BC would result if 1 Ramesses 11
= 1279 BC, and 1475/1476+ x+y BC, if 1 Ramess-
es II = 1290 BC. This results in 1 Thutmoses III =
1465 or 1490 BC being barely possible to quite
improbable.

The year 23 lunar date of Thutmoses III refers
to the Battle of Megiddo on I Shemu 21 specified
as day of the feast of pesedjentyw exactly.
Although the text states precisely on which day
pesedjentyw occurred, nevertheless a debate about
an emendation of the recorded date began in the
1940s and came full circle about 60 years later."?

The other lunar date of Thutmoses III refers to
a foundation ritual in Karnak Temple. The king
ordered preparations to be made for the ritual on II
peret 30, when waiting for the day of pesedjentyw
(hr s3wt hrw n psdntyw). Originally the text was
understood as saying that pesedjentyw or LD 1
coincided with II Peret 30; this was also Parker’s
interpretation.'”” By contrast, Edward F. Wente
argues that II Peret 30 was the day when the order
was given in expectation of pesedjentyw."”* Becke-
rath after collating the inscription confirms
Wente’s interpretation:'®

“Es handelt sich demnach an dieser Stelle nicht
um das Datum des Neumondtages, an dem das
Strickspannen hétte stattfinden sollen, sondern um
den des Befehls zu seiner Vorbereitung. Es kann
allerdings als sicher angesehen werden, dass das
Wunder des Amun noch am gleichen Tag stattfand
(Wente is hieriiber wegen der Liicken unseres Tex-
tes im Zweifel). Denn es ist ganz ausgeschlossen,
dass man auf dieser Stele das Datum des Vorberei-
tungsbefehles, nicht aber das des im Mittelpunkt
der Erzdhlung stehenden Ereignisses verewigt
hitte. AuBBerdem wird dort gesagt, dass der Befehl
erlassen wurde, ‘widhrend man auf den Neumond-
tag wartete’. Dieser Ausdruck kann sich aber nur
auf den 30. Tag eines Mondmonats beziehen.”

Thus according to Wente and Beckerath the
order was given at an unspecified time on II Peret
30, the day being a LD 30; their interpretation
implies that III Peret 1 was a LD 1. On these
premises, I suggest that the order was given at the
beginning of calendar day II Peret 30, before it
could have been known whether the day would be

192 spALINGER 2005, 91f; KrAuss 2006a, 420—422.
193 PARKER 1957¢, 40.

194 WENTE 1975, 265-272;

195 BeckeratH 1981, 48.
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a LD 30 or LD 1. If 1 Thutmoses III fell in 1479
BC, then the calendar day II Peret 30 of year 24
corresponded to February 17 in 1455 BC, begin-
ning at dawn, around 5 h 55 m (local time zone).'”

The determination of II Peret 30 as old crescent
day or first day of lunar invisibility (pesedjentyw)
depended on whether the moon was sighted or not.
To an observer at Karnak Temple the moon rose
on II Peret 30 or February 17 in 1455 BC at an azi-
muth of 116.4°, coinciding more or less with the
azimuth of sunrise on winter solstice in 1995 as
observed by Luc Gabolde who also determined the
respective horizontal elevation.”” As seen from
Karnak the eastern horizon line is 39.75km away
and rather low; at an azimuth of 116.4° the horizon
has an elevation of ca. 1° If refraction is consid-
ered, then the moon could have become visible at
topocentric altitude of 1.5° or about 6 h 10m on
February 17 in 1455 BC. If the crescent was sight-
ed at all, it attained Bruin’s optimum visibility alti-
tude at 6 h 23 m,"”® whereas the sun rose about a
quarter hour later. Thus there would have been
enough time for the king to order the preparation
of the ritual between the beginning of the calendar
day and shortly before sunrise, when it was clear
whether the day was pesedjentyw or not. As indi-
cated in Fig. 1, the astronomical situation was such
that the crescent might have been sighted or not in
1455 BC on II Peret 30. In other words, the pesed-
jentyw Thutmoses III awaited, fell according to
astronomical computation either on III Peret 1 or
on II Peret 30.

IT Peret 29 or February 16: x: lunar position
after UraniaStar 1.1; o : lunar position after Alcyo-

Karnak lunar date of Thutmoses Il

N}
o

3

i

Geocentric lunar altitude in degrees
o

o

DAZ in degrees

Fig. 1 Geocentric lunar positions on February 16 and 17 in
1455 BC at solar altitude 0°.

196 KRrauss 2004, 282ff.

97 GaBOLDE 2009a, 5 n. 14, 170. Note that in an email to
Gabolde dated Nov 2, 2008, I retracted with apologies my
criticism (as voiced in Krauss 2006b) of his determination
of the orientation of the Akhmenu towards the rising sun
at winter solstice.

ne Ephemeris; At of JPL horizons; II Peret 30 or
February 17: +: lunar position after UraniaStar 1.1;
¢ : lunar position after Alcyone Ephemeris; At of
JPL horizons; uncertainty zone between solid
lines.

Table 12 presents the atronomical possibilities
for the lunar dates of Thutmoses 111, complement-
ed by the respective LD of II Peret 30 in year 24. It
ought to be a LD 30 according to Beckerath’s rea-
soning. The criterion is unrestrictedly compatible
with 1 Thutmoses III = 1479 or 1454 BC and
restrictedly with 1504 BC, though not at all with
the other years which are tested in Table 12."°

As Table 12 implies, the lunar dates of years 23
and 24 per se could refer to 1479 and 1454 BC, but
not to 1465, 1468, and 1490 and 1493 BC and bare-
ly to 1504 BC as first years of Thutmoses I11.2%° If
1 Thutmoses III were 1490 BC, then both recorded
lunar dates would not match the computed dates.
If 1 Thutmoses III were 1468 BC, then recorded
and computed Megiddo date coincide, but the
computed Karnak date is off by +2 days. If 1
Thutmoses III were 1465, then there is a 50:50
chance that recorded and computed Megiddo date
coincide, but the computed Karnak date is off by
at least —1 day.

Recorded and computed lunar dates agree in
the same way, be 1 Thutmoses III = 1454 or 1479
BC. The time of moonrise on February 11 in 1430
BC, corresponding to 1 Thutmoses I1I = 1454 BC,
was more or less the same as on February 17 in
1455 BC (1 Thutmoses III = 1479 BC). There was
a difference insofar as the moon rose at an azi-
muth of ca. 108.5° for which there are no exact ele-
vation values available. Nevertheless, Gabolde
assures me that the difference in elevation
between azimuth 116.4° and 108.5° must be very
small and if so, the moon would have become visi-
ble or not more or less at the same time as in 1455
BC (1 Thutmoses III = 1479 BC). Note that 1454
BC is too late for 1 Thutmoses III, since it implies
that 1 Ramesses II is later than 1279 BC which is
to be excluded, at least according to the results
presented above.

Huber recently calculated the lunar dates of
Thutmoses III. For the Megiddo date as I Shemu

%8 For BrRUIN’s optimum cf. Yarror 1997, 14 and KRrauss
2012, 14.

199" Note that the LD of II Peret 30 has to be counted forward
in time.

200 Aston 2012, 291f, 307, 310 takes the risk of accepting 1493
BC as accession year of Thutmoses III.
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Table 12 Correspondences in absolute chronology for the lunar dates of Thutmoses 111

C(.)mputatlontally ComputatIOI?ally LD of I Peret 30
1 Thutmoses III Megiddo pesedjentyw Karnak pesedjentyw (Karnak date)
Would fall on would fall on
1504 BC I Shemu 20 in 1482 BC III Peret 1 in 1480 BC 29 or 30
1493 BC I Shemu 22 in 1471 BC III Peret 2 or 28 or 29
III Peret 3 in 1469 BC
1490 BC I Shemu 20 in 1468 BC II Peret 29 in 1466 BC 2
1479 I Shemu 21 in 1457 II peret 30 or 30
IIT Peret 1 in 1455
1468 I Shemu 21 in 1446 III Peret 2 in 1444 28
1465 I Shemu 20 or 21 in 1443 II peret 29 in 1441 2o0r3
1454 I Shemu 21 in 1432 IT Peret 30 or 30
III Peret 1 in 1430

21 and the Karnak date as II Peret 30, “the years
1479, 1454, and 1429 BC give exact matches for
Thutmoses 111, year 1 for both moon dates”. By
contrast, the Megiddo date as I Shemu 20 and the
Karnak date as III Peret 1 yield “only one perfect
fit for both dates, namely 1504 BC”.?*! For all prac-
tical purposes, Huber’s results and mine are for-
mally identical, if the historically excluded years
1504 and 1429 BC are disregarded.

Any interpretation of the astronomical results
has to consider that both lunar dates of Thut-
moses III are qualified by contemporaneous infor-
mation. The Megiddo date is qualified as day of
the feast of pesedjentyw exactly, the Karnak date
as when waiting for the day of pesedjentyw, which
expression can only refer to the “30. Tag eines
Mondmonats”. Thus the leeway for assuming
observational mistakes is restricted; and in my
opinion, there is no leeway at all.

The problem remains how to harmonize 1
Ramesses I = 1279 or 1290 BC and 1 Thutmo-
ses III = 1479 BC which corresponds to a distance
of 189 or 200 years respectively. Since dead reck-
oning yields 185/186+x+y years between 1 Thut-
moses III and 1 Ramesses II, it would appear that
1 Thutmoses III = 1479 and 1 Ramesses II = 1290
BC are historically correct; the three years which
would be not documented might be hidden in the
reigns of Ramesses I, Sety I, and perhaps Aya. By
contrast, the 200 year distance between 1479 and
1279 leaves an undocumented gap of about 14
years which cannot be hidden between Amenho-
tep 111 and Ramesses I1. Thutmoses IV and Amen-

200 Huser 2011, 192.
202 Aston 2012, 298-306.
203 JAEGER 1984a; 1984b.

hotep II are candidates for increased reign lengths
as suggested, for example, by Aston.??> The pro-
portional relationship between presumed 10 regnal
years of Thutmose IV and the number of his pre-
served scarabs has irritated me, ever since Ber-
trand Jaeger published his lists of Dyn. 18 seal
amulets.?”® By comparison with the number of
scarabs preserved from the reigns of Amenho-
tep II and IIT I felt tempted to conclude that Thut-
moses [V had a reign of about 20 years. I am no
longer tempted, despite Aston’s general arguments
in favor of a long reign of Thutmoses I'V.

I cite the following reasons for preferring 1
Ramesses 11 = 1279 BC. According to Luc Gabol-
de, the orientation of the Small Aten Temple was
determined by sunrise seen in the akhet-like gap
in the eastern mountain ridge on IV Peret 13 in 5
Akhenaten, the day when the city was founded.?"*
Taking up Gabolde’s argument Juan A. Belmonte
asserts that the solar alignment could have been
observed “between 19-20 February in the prolep-
tic Gregorian calendar, equivalent to the margin of
a day to IV Peret 13 of the year 1335 BC. In fact,
considering the dynamics of the Egyptian calen-
dar, in all the four years focused on 1335/36 BC ...
If this is true, we would have a new key archaeo-
astronomic date that would fix year 5 Akhenaten
in 1335 + 4 BC.’?% Furthermore, there was the
omen of the sun god which Murshili II received on
his campaign to Azzi in regnal year 10. If the
omen was indeed an eclipse, then it could have
been that of June 24 in 1312 BC. According to
Jared Miller, it was around his year 7 that Murshi-

204 GABOLDE 2009b.
205 BELMONTE 2013, 421.
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1i IT dealt with the Egyptian official named Ar-ma-
a(-as) who is to be identified with Haremhab
before he became king.?*® Murshilis’ dealings with
Haremhab would date about a decade after the
death of Nipkhururiya which occurred in one of
the last years of Suppiluliumas, implying that Nip-
khururiya was identical with Napkhururiya
Akhenaten. If Akhenaten died about 1325 BC,
then 1 Ramesses II = 1279 BC, whereas 1 Ramess-
es I = 1290 BC would be excluded. These argu-
ments are impressive and I would like to accept
1279 as 1 Ramesses II, even if the odds are in
favor of 1290 BC.

Excursus 1: Dates of the Feast of the Valley and
of a Nile ferrying by Amun

Acccording to Medinet Habu Calendar (MHC)
135, the Feast of the Valley began on LD 1 in II
Shemu. MHC 135 & 159 state that Amun was to
rest in the funerary temple of Ramesses I1I and to
receive offerings on LD 1 and LD 2, described as
the first and second day of the feast.**” Thus it
appears that the cult statue of Amun departed
Karnak on the first feast day, crossed the Nile, vis-
ited Deir el-Bahri in a procession, and spent the
night in Ramesses’ funerary temple.?”® Various
inscriptions mention points along the processional
route at the Feast of the Valley, usually without
chronological information.”” The material from
Deir el-Medinah is meagre.?’ For example, oDM
127, vs 1-2, datable to the time of Ramesses II,
notes a “day of offering to Amun at the Valley
Festival”*'' whereas the Giornale of 3 Ramesses
X does not mention the Feast of the Valley,
although all entries of II and III Shemu are pre-
served.?'?

Numerous Ramesside visitors left graffiti in
western Thebes on pillars of the Djeser-Akhet
temple. The texts refer to a feast of Hathor in IV
Akhet and offerings to Hathor and Amun in II
and III Akhet; the texts also refer to offerings for
Meretseger or Hathor in III and IV Peret and,
finally, to offerings for Hathor and Amun in II

206 MILLER 2007.

207 NELSON 1934, 42.

208 Scuorr 1934, 73f.

209 KRUCHTEN 1989, 345 n. 3.

20 For a possible description of the feast in the time of
Ramesses VI, see KRI VI 341.13-342.1.

21 KRI I, 557.

212 Borti 1928, Pls. 54-59.

213 MARCINIAK 1974,

and III Shemu. Marek Marciniak published and
commented on these graffiti;*"* Ashraf 1. Sadek
translated the texts and provided a philological
commentary.’* Marciniak ascribed the graffiti
which are dated to II and III Shemu to participants
in the Feast of the Valley. Four graffiti on pillars
VII and VIII mention that Amun “rested” (jw Jmn
htp m ..) or “was in” (jw Jmn m ..) a funerary
temple:

DB 3 : year 7, Il Shemu 28; Amun rested in the
funerary temple of Tewosre.*"”

DB 9 : year 6, IIl Shemu 9; jw Jmn-R® nswt
[ntrw] m 3 hwt 3t jmntt W3st 13 hwt nswt-bjt
Wsr-m3t-Rstp ////jmntt W3st.>'

DB 10 : year 7, III Shemu 9; Amun rested in the
funerary temple of Ramesses I11.2"7

DB 32 : year 3, II Shemu 20; Amun was in the
funerary temple of Ramesses I1.

Since the Feast of the Valley is the only known
occasion when Amun of Karnak rested in a funer-
ary temple, Marciniak accepted not only the graf-
fiti of II Shemu, but those of III Shemu, as well as
references to the Feast of the Valley. He dated the
ensemble of the graffiti paleographically to the
“deuxieme moiti¢” of Dyn. 20,*® “qoique certains
d’entre eux peuvent étre légérement antérieurs”."’
Nevertheless, DB 17 is dated explicitly in 32
Ramesses 11, though Marciniak considers attribu-
tion to Ramesses I11.72° This is out of the question,
since the 32" and last year of Ramesses 111 lasted
only from I Shemu 26 to the accession of Ramess-
es IV on III Shemu 15, whereas DB 17 1s dated
to IV Akhet 1 in regnal year 32.

Table 13 presents the possible fits of DB 3, 9, 10
and 32 into Ramesside chronology according to
exact computation. The absolute dates for the 20
dynasty correspond to the relative chronology as
currently established.?”! The absolute dates depend
a) on the alternatives 1 Ramesses II = 1290 or
1279 BC and b) on the premises that DB 3
(Tewosre) and DB 10 (temple of Ramesses III)
refer to a LD 1 or LD 2. The latter days are prefer-
able to the lunar date of 52 Ramesses II. Under the

214 SADEK 1984.

215 KRITV 376; PEpEN 2001,

216 KRI VI 102; but cf. PEpEN 2001, 122 n. 395.
27 KRIV 337.

218 Perhaps a slip for “premicre moiti¢”?

29 MARCINIAK 1974, 38—40.

220 MARCINIAK 1974, 42.

21 HorNUNG 2006, 214-217.
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premise that the reign of Amenmesses was includ-
ed within the reign of Sety II, the interval between
the lunar date of 52 Ramesses II and DB 3
(Tewosre) corresponds to the proper lunar interval
between LDs 1 or 2 which amounts in this case to
36 y + 121 d = 449 LM + 1.7 d.**? If, by contrast,
the interval between the two dates is extended by
an independent 4 year reign of Amenmesses, then
the interval results in a LD 15 (full moon) for DB
3, while a LD 1 or 2 is to be expected on the basis
of MHC. The interval between the lunar date of 52
Ramesses II and DB 10 (Ramesses III) corre-
sponds to the sum of the distances 52 Ramesses 11
:DB3+DB3:DB10,ie. 36 y+121d)+(10y
+ 11d) =573 LM + 1 d.

The attribution of DB 3 to Tewosre is certain,
since she was deposed and her memory prosecut-
ed. When Amun is said to rest in the funerary
temple of a specific king, that pharaoh is not nec-
essarily the ruling king as shown by an inscription
in the tomb of Neferhotep (TT 49; temp. Aya) stat-
ing that Amun spent the night during the Feast of
the Valley in the funerary temple of Thutmoses I11
(or I).>2 To do justice to this premise I test the
dates of DB 9, 10 and 32 against the regnal years
of other Ramesside kings. No one seems to doubt
that DB 10 dates to Ramesses III; nevertheless, a
later king cannot be excluded out of hand. Since
the accessions of Ramesses 111 and VII are possi-
bly 50 years or two full lunar cycles apart, civil III
Shemu 9 of DB 10 could have coincided with a LD
1 in 7 Ramesses VII.?**

There is another possibility which is linked to
DB 9. Following Kitchen,?” Peden ascribes DB 9
and its fragmentary throne name Usimare-sete-
pen/// to Ramesses IV though noting “the unex-
pected use of the ... early prenomen in this text
.22 Peden alludes to the well-known fact that
Ramesses IV changed his nomen in his 2nd year
from Usimare Setepenamun to Heqamare Setepe-
namun.??’ Since DB 9 is dated to a year 6, it should
not be ascribed to Ramesses IV. The restoration
“setepen[amun]” is open to question; the traces are
indistinct and would also suit the throne name of
Ramesses II or of Ramesses VII.

222 Krauss 1997b, 175-177; Krauss 2006a, 415f.

223 Davies 1933, 57 n. 15.

224 If Sethnakhte had 4 full regnal years, then DB 10 would
date neither to 7 Ramesses III nor to 7 Ramesses VII. The
alternative would be 7 Ramesses IX, under the additional
premise of a year 2 of Ramesses VIII.

In Sothis- und Monddaten 1 assigned DB 9 to
Ramesses VII. Klaus Ohlhafer pointed out to me
an obstacle insofar as no funerary temple is attest-
ed for Ramesses VII. He also noticed that the date
of DB 9 would fit in 6 Siptah. If so, Amun would
have spent a night of the Feast of the Valley in the
temple of Ramesses II, not in the temple of Siptah.
Now Gautschy assigns DB 9 to Ramesses VII.?*
The assignment to Siptah has no repercussions for
absolute chronology, but the alternative results in a
shift of one year of all regnal years from 1
Ramesses VII up to the final regnal year of
Ramesses XI. I accept Gautschy’s choice despite
the lack of evidence for the existence of a funerary
temple of Ramesses VII. (The reader may remem-
ber Kitchen’s dictum:**’ “Absence of evidence so
far is not of itself valid evidence of historical
absence in the distant past. Please note!”).

DB 32 fits in year 3 of Ramesses VI and would
also fit in 3 Ramesses X, if DB 9 is assigned to
Ramesses VII (or if Ramesses VIII had a regnal
year 2, a possibility which I do not intend to fol-
low up, to avoid a yet more complicated time
table). In both cases, Amun would have rested in
the funerary temple of Ramesses II.

Table 13 is based on the alternatives 1 Ramess-
es II = 1290 or 1279 BC. The latter difference of
11 years which corresponds to a lunar “half” cycle
is reflected in Table 13 by pairs of lunar days
which are in general one day apart. For example,
the date of DB 3 (Tewosre) corresponds to a LD 3
if 1 Ramesses II = 1290 BC, but to a LD 2 if 1
Ramesses 11 = 1279 BC. Since according to MHC
Amun was to rest on LDs 1 and 2 in the funerary
temple, 1 Ramesses Il = 1279 BC might be pre-
ferred over 1290 BC. Furthermore, Table 13 pro-
vides alternative calendar years for the regnal
years of Ramesses 1X, X and XI, to allow for the
possibility that DB 9 be assignable to Ramess-
es VI

DB 32 (temple of Ramesses I1) would possibly
fit in two reigns. There are two possible fits for DB
10 (temple of Ramesses III) or only one fit. There
is only one fit for DB 3 (Tewosre) and two possible
fits for DB 9 (temple of Usimare-setepen///). Under

225 KRIVI 102.

226 PgpeEN 2001, 122 n. 395.
227 BECKERATH 1984, 246f.
228 GauTscuy 2014, 142.
229 KircHEN 2009, 178.

230 HorNUNG 2006, 216.
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Table 13 alternative years for DB 3, 9, 10 and 32; modified after Krauss 2006, Table I11.8.9.

Usimare Usimare
Tewosre Usimare setepen/// meriamun = setepenre =
alternatives for Ramesses I11 Ramesses 11
regnal year 1 DB 3: year 7 DB 9: year 6 DB 10: year 7 DB 32: year 3
II Shemu 28 11T Shemu 9 11T Shemu 9 II Shemu 20
LM & LD LM & LD LM & LD LM & LD
Ramesses 11 - X.27/X.27 - X.6/X.7
1290/1279 BC
Merneptah - X.22/X.20 - 1X.29/1X.28
1224/1213
Sety 11 - X.28/X.27 - X.6/X.6
1214/1203
Amenmesses - - - X.17/X.17
1214/1203
Siptah - XI1.3/XI1.2 - X.11/X.10
1198/1187
Tewosre XIL.3/XI.2 - — -
1202/1191
Sethnakhte - - - 1X.28 /1X.25!
1201/1190
Ramesses 111 - X.21/X.21 XI1.2 / XI1.2 1X.29/1X.28
1198/1187
Ramesses IV — X.7/X1.6 — X.16/X.14
1167/1156
Ramesses V — — — X.20/X.19
1161/1150
Ramesses VI — X.24/X.24 X.6/X.5 X.3/X.2
1157/1146
Ramesses VII — X.21/X.20 XI1.2 / XI.1 1X.30 or X.1./
1148/1137 1X.28
1147/1136 X1.2/X1.1
Ramesses VIII — — — —
1141/1130
Ramesses 1X - X.28 /X.27 X1.9/X1.9 X.7/X.6
1140/1129
1139/1128 - X1.9/X1.9 X20/X20 X17/X16
Ramesses X - —/— —/— X.21/X.20
1122/1111
1121/1110 - -/~ —/~ X.2/X.1
Ramesses X1 - X.26/X.25 XI1.8/ X1.6 X4/X4
1117/1106
1116/1105 - X1.8/XL6 X18/X16 X15/X15

these circumstances I draw conclusions as regards
relative and absolute chronology on the basis of
DB 3 (Tewosre) and DB 10 (temple of Ramess-
es I1I).

Other relevant Djeser-akhet graffiti

Besides the four graffiti which mention Amun
resting in a funerary temple, there are other Djeser-

1 MARCINIAK 1974, 41, Table 1.

akhet graffiti dated between II Shemu 10 and III
Shemu 3.*! The time span makes it probable that
these graffiti were written in connection with the
Feast of the Valley. The texts refer mostly to
Hathor in accordance with private rituals at the
festival.

DB 31 is the only Djeser-akhet graffito which
cites an explicit date in connection with the Feast
of the Valley: “year 22, II Shemu 23; offering to
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Hathor during the Beautiful Feast of the Valley of
Amun-Re, King-of-Gods.”** Note that Marciniak
transcribes the day number as ‘23’ which I have
corrected into 22”2 Now I would like to retain
22’ only as a possibility and to accept Marciniak’s
reading. (I thank Giinther Vittmann for his advice
on the hieratic writing of this number.)

My earlier attempts to analyse the DB graffiti
assigned DB 31 to Ramesses XI, though I did not
fail to note that a rock fall might have destroyed
Djeser-akhet during or even shortly before his
reign since the temple still functioned under
Ramesses [X.>** Now I no longer consider Djeser-
Akhet accessible to visitors in 22 Ramesses XI,
attributing DB 31 to Ramesses III or to Ramess-
es II. Since the text mentions neither the resting of
Amun nor offerings as noted in MHC, there is no
compelling reason why DB 31 should refer to a LD
1 or 2. The civil date II Shemu 23 corresponded in
22 Ramesses III to X.27 and to X.4 in 22 Ramess-
es II.

There might have been propitious days for
offerings to Hathor. Visitors might have come to
Deir el-Bahri on specific days during the month-
long festival or on other days which were coinci-
dentally convenient. An example is DB 36 dated
to III Shemu 1 in year 21 [Ramesses I11]; the date
fell on a LD 24. In this case a scribe Mery-Ptah
and User-Montu, Sm-priest and steward of the Aw¢
Nb-m3t-R¢ prayed to Hathor and Amun. The text
of DB 36 does not imply that its date coincided
with Amun’s resting in a mortuary temple on a LD
1 or 2. Gautschy assigns DB 36 to Amenho-
tep II1,>* evidently interpreting the citation of the
mortuary temple of Nb-m3t-R as contemporane-
ous with Amenhotep III. By contrast, Sadek iden-
tified Woser-Montu as a well-known Ramesside
person:**¢ “Wosermontu is almost certainly the
same man who appears both in the undated Tomb
277 of Amenemone, and Tomb 148 of Amene-
mope who served under Ramesses III, IV and V"’

It remains open whether the assertion of MHC
135 that the feast began on LD 1 in II Shemu is to
be interpreted as “first LD 1 in civil II Shemu” or
as “LD 1 of lunar II Shemu, i.e. lunar month X

232 SADEK 1984, 89.

233 Krauss 1985, 137.

234 LipiNskA 1967, 28-30; Pincu 1993, 10—-11; PeEpen 2001, 122.
235 GauTtschy 2014, 142.

26 SADEK 1984, 65; citing HELck 1961, 100.

237 SPALINGER 1995, 32.

since I Akhet 1. The calendric settings of the four
graffiti which refer to Amun’s resting in a
funerary temple are as follows:

DB 3: in lunar month XI which began in civil II
Shemu;

DB 9 & 10: in lunar month XI which began in civ-
il IIT Shemu;

DB 32: in lunar month X which began in civil 11
Shemu.

Thus not only the civil month of the feast
appears to be variable, but also the lunar month of
which X and XI are attested. Without taking
notice of the DB graffiti Anthony Spalinger pre-
sumed that the feast began on the first LD 1 which
occurred in civil month II Shemu:*” “... the Valley
Feast was conditioned by the civil month of Payni,
not by lunar month 10. (If the latter were the case
then A4b Tnt might turn up in civil month 11, Epi-
phi, from time to time.” Although civil month 11
turns up from time to time, the Beautiful Feast of
the Valley does not seem to be determined by
lunar month X, since lunar month XI occurs. The
variable timing of the Beautiful Feast of the Valley
remains to be explained.?*®

Ferrying Amun across the Nile in 11 Shemu

Deir el-Medina ostraca mention days when Amun
crossed the Nile or was expected to do so. I have
discussed these cases in my “Sothis- und Mond-
daten”?** It seems possible that such ferrying was
associated with the Beautiful Feast of the Valley
since it occurred in II Shemu.?*® Table 14 lists the
sources, some of which are included in KRI.

Table 14 sources of ferrying dates

source regnal year civil date of ferrying
oGardiner 11 2 [Ramesses V] | II Shemu 25
(KRI VI, 248f)
0oCG 25265 5 [Ramesses [V] |II Shemu 1
oTurin 57044 26 [Ramesses III | IT Shemu *29%#
(KRIV, 510)
oTurin 57034 22 [Ramesses 11 | II Shemu 12
0oCG 25538 6 [Sety 1] II Shemu 25
(KRI1V, 315)

238 MARCINIAK 1984, 32f; KrAUss 1985, 141-144.

239 Krauss 1985, 145-148.

240 HAIKAL 1972, 14-15; Massart 1957, 183; ScuNeDEr 2011,
448-449 who refers to CG 25538 (Sety II) alone, omitting
any reference to Krauss 1985, 145-148.
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Evidently, ferrying in years of Ramesses III, IV
and V occurred on average on the same LD + 2 d
in civil IT Shemu.

Table 15 relative lunar distances of ferrying dates

distance iny | distance in LM
and d and d

oTurin 57044 : oTurin 57034 (4y+17d S50LM+0.5d
oTurin 57034 : oCG 25265 |[14y+354d |185LM+0.8d
0oCG 25265 : oTurin 57044 |10y +337d |135LM+0.44d
0oCG 25265 : oGardiner 11 |3 y+24d 38 LM —3d
olurin 57044 : oGardiner 11 [ 13 y+361d |[173LM-2.8d
oTurin 57034 : oGardiner 11 |18 y + 13 d 223 LM -2.3d

The average lunar day of the ferrying in years
of Ramesses I, IV and V can be determined by
reference to DB 3 (7 Tewosre) and DB 10 (7
Ramesses III). Furthermore, the average lunar fer-
rying day in 6 Sety II can be determined by its dis-
tance to the lunar date of Ramesses I1.>** (Coinci-
dentally there is a distance of exactly 50 years or
two lunar cycles between 6 Sety II, II Shemu 25
and 2 Ramesses V, II Shemu 25). As Table 16
shows, the ferrying dates are on average 13.5
(lunar) days later than DB 10/DB 3 or the lunar
date of Ramesses II. Provided that DB 10 and DB 3
fell on LD 1 or 2, it follows that the ferrying dates
refer on average to days just before full moon.

Table 16 relative lunar months and days of ferrying dates

average distance to
DB 10

average distance to
DB 3

oTurin 57034 184 LM + 14.4d 308 LM +13.6d
oTurin 57044 234LM +14.8d 358§ LM+ 14.0d
0oCG 25265 369 LM+ 15.2d 493 LM + 144 d

oGardiner 11

407LM +12.1d

531 LM +11.3d

average distance: lunar date of Ramesses 11
to 6 Sety II, II Shemu 25
29y+118d | 362LM+12.9d

0oCG 25538

Table 17 presents the astronomically exact val-
ues for lunar month and day of the ferrying dates
under the premise of 1 Ramesses 11 = 1290 or 1279
BC.

241 Day 28 is designated as “eve” of the ferrying, see KrAuss
1985 145 n. 3, and RITA 'V, 414.

242 Note that 6 Sety II began on II Peret 29/11I Peret 6 (mid-
December 1199 BC) and ended on IV Akhet 28/1 Peret 1
(mid-October) 1198 BC, see BeEckeraTH 1994, 73. For a
convoluted lunar dating of the ferrying in oCG 25538, see
BorcHARDT 1935, 77-78.

Table 17 lunar months and ferrying dates referred to
1 Ramesses II.

1 Ramesses I1 1290 BC 1279 BC

oCG 25538 X.14or 15 X.14

oTurin 57034 X.17 X.16

oTurin 57044 X.17 or 18 X. 16

oCG 25265 IX.17 or 18 1X.16

oGardiner 11 X.13 or 14 X.14
average: LD 16 average: LD 15.2

It appears that the Nile ferrying of Amun took
place around full moon on LD 15 £+ 2 in lunar
month X, except in the case of 0CG 25265 when it
occurred in lunar month IX. The latter case was a
month too early for the Beautiful Feast of the Val-
ley,** whereas the other cases occurred in the civil
month of the feast. Since MHC does not remark on
the return of Amun from the festival, it remains
open whether it lasted only for those two days
which are specified in MHC. By comparison, the
five days of the Tepi Shemu feast are listed one by
one in MHC 1451ff.

I am tempted to suggest that Amun could have
rested the first two days in the funerary temple of
the ruling king and then afterwards spent a series
of days in the temples of earlier kings. Under this
premise the ferrying dates II Shemu 12, II Shemu
25 and 28 could refer to Amun’s return to the east
bank. But given the dates of DB 9 and 10 in III
Shemu, the known ferryings in II Shemu could
have taken place before the Beautiful Festival of
the Valley. It remains only a possibility that the
ferrying dates are to be associated with the festival
or had another objective.”** By contrast, the DB
graffiti DB 3, 9, 10 and 32 are associated with the
feast by Amun’s resting in a funerary temple
which is in turn asserted in MHC.

Excursus 2: Tepi Shemu feast dates

The Tepi Shemu feast is documented at Thebes
from Dyn. 20 to 26;** according to MHC 1451ff.
The feast began on LD 1 in the first month of She-
mu (Tepi Shemu) and lasted 5 days. LD 1 in I She-

23 Since the feast took place at times in III Shemu (DB 9 and
DB 10), after IT Shemu as its proper month, it may have
been celebrated a month earlier as well, in I Shemu.

In one case Amun ferried over to libate (w3h mw) for the
“Kings of Upper and Lower Egypt” (0CG 25265); a liba-
tion is also mentioned 4 days before the ferrying on oTurin
57034.

24 Scuott 1950, 104-105.

244
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Table 18 dated Tepi Shemu feasts of the early Saite era and of the Third Intermediate Period

source type regnal year civil date
Demotic Pap. Vienna oracle 14 Psametik 1> I Shemu [5]
frag. Fitzw. 68 introduction 18 Osorkon 11 I Shemu 6
frag. 9b introduction ? I Shemu 15
frag. 7 feast, 39 Shoshengq III I Shemu 26
introduction
frag. 2 introduction 8 Pedubast [ I Shemu 19
frag—tb introduction FPedubastt I Shemu [1]
Louvre C.258 arrival for Tepi Shemu feast 11 Takelot IT I Shemu 11
frag. 5d whm hzwt 11/ 1 Shemu ///
frag. 5b [introduction?] 14 [Osorkon IT] I Shemu [1]
frag. 26-27 introduction 11 T[akelot I] I Shemu 25
frag. P introduction 13 Psusennes 11 I Shemu 13
frag. 3b introduction 17 Siamun I Shemu [1]
frag. 3a introduction 2 Osorkon the Elder I Shemu 20
Djehutymes inscription oracle 3 [Amenemope] I Shemu 10
or 3 [Osorkon]

mu can be interpreted as “LD 1 in civil I Shemu”
or as “LD 1 in lunar I Shemu, corresponding to
lunar month IX”; in the latter case the first feast
day could have occurred on one of the last days of
civil IV Peret. For the relationship of civil months
to lunar months see Excursus 3.6. The Tepi Shemu
dates of Dynasties 21 and 22/23 occurred between
the end of November and mid-December in the
proleptic Gregorian calendar and thus during a
season when weather conditions might have been
unfavorable for astronomical observation. This is
at least implied by the astronomer Arthur von
Auwers in a 19" century report on observational
conditions at Luxor in November/December.?*¢

Table 18 presents a list of attested or inferred
Tepi Shemu feasts, primarily from the fragments
of the Karnak Priestly Annals (code: frag.).

The Tepi Shemu feast is attested in Bubastide
sources explicitly by Louvre C.258 and implicitly
by frag. 7. Most of the introductions which are
known from the Priestly Annals are datable to the
Tepi Shemu feast by inference, as originally sug-
gested by Pascal Vernus**® and formulated by
Jean-Marie Kruchten as follows:** “I‘introduction
de nouveaux prophetes intervenait principalement
pendant le premier mois de Chemou (¢pj smw).
De fait, sur les seize entrées dont le mois est connu

246 Auwers 1877, 37 n. 1.
247 PARKER 1962, 7-8.

un total de onze, soit 69 %, est daté de Paschons.”
Kruchten cites the following introduction dates
which did not fall in I Shemu: I Akhet [...]; III
Akhet 17; III Peret 9; III Peret [...] and IV Shemu 5.

The relatively high number of unequivocally
documented priestly introductions in I Shemu; the
coincidence of the Tepi Shemu feast and an intro-
duction in the case of frag. 7; and further, the tell-
ing way in which the introduction dates are dis-
tributed throughout I Shemu (days 1, 6, 12, 13, 20,
25, 26) make the assumption probable that intro-
ductions regularly took place during the Tepi
Shemu feast, i.e. on lunar days 1 to 5. The assump-
tion can be supported in the case of frag. 2 by
determining its distances to Louvre C.258 and
frag. 7. Note that introductions during the Tepi
Shemu feast have nothing to do with the moon as
such; rather they are indirectly related to the moon
insofar as they took place during the Tepi Shemu
feast which was lunar regulated.

In my earlier studies of the Tepi Shemu feast
days, I was unaware that there are 4 out of alto-
gether 15 dates which coincide with I Shemu [1].
In all four cases the date is written “I Shemu”
without day number. Following Egyptological con-
vention I read in each case I smw sw [1] albeit I
have a slight doubt whether such a reading always

248 VErNUS 1975, 24.
249 KRUCHTEN 1989, 243.
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corresponds to the ancient scribe’s intention. Since
on average | Shemu 1 and a LD 1 coincide only
every 25 years, it is to be expected that the docu-
mented introductions on I Shemu 1 are in general
not dates of the Tepi Shemu feast. One or the other
of the four introductions could have been chosen
to fall on the first day of a decade. This could be
the case in frag. 1b from 7 Petubastis I, which I
have used as Tepi Shemu feast day.>*® Since the
introductions frag. 1b (7 Petubastis I) and frag. 2
(8 Petubastis) are 384 days or 13 average lunar
months apart, they did not fall in general in the
same lunar month although they coincided approx-
imately with the same lunar day. Whereas the LD
1 that corresponded to frag. 2 was a day in civil |
Shemu or, respectively, in lunar month IX, the LD
1 that corresponded to frag. 1b was a day in civ-
il IV Peret or in lunar month VIII of the respective
calendar year. Nevertheless, if 7 Petubastis I =
817 BC, then the date of frag. 1b fell in lunar
month IX resulting from the preceding I Akhet 1
being LD 1 and II Akhet being a blue month (II
Akhet 1 and II Akhet 30 being LDs 1). The odds
were 50 : 50 that the situation repeated itself 14
years after 817 in 803 BC and 25 years before 817
in 842 BC.

One might argue that frag. 7 implies that the
Tepi Shemu feast ought to have begun in 7 Petu-
bastis I approximately on I Shemu 26. The reason
is that the date of frag. 7 is 25 years or a full lunar
cycle later than frag. 1b, implying that I Shemu 26
as the recorded day of the Tepi Shemu feast in 39
Shoshenq 111, would also have been a day of the
Tepi Shemu feast, 25 years earlier in 7 Petubastis
I. Nevertheless, a calendar year in which I Shemu
26 isa LD 1, is possibly one in which a blue month
occurs which could result in I Shemu [1] being a
day in lunar month IX. Thus it remains open
whether frag. 1b refers to an introduction which
did take place during the Tepi Shemu feast or not.

Frag. 3b is dated to 17 Siamun, I Shemu [1]. If
17 Siamun was 970 BC (corresponding to 1
Ramesses II = 1290 BC), then I Shemu [1] was LD
2 of lunar month IX that had begun on IV Peret
30. In this case frag. 3b would correspond to a day
of the Tepi Shemu feast. If, by contrast, 17 Siamun
was 959 BC, then I Shemu [1] was LD 30 of lunar
month VIII that had begun on IV Peret 2. Never-
theless, in this case, frag. 3b could be a mistaken

250 KRrauss 2006a, 409-411.
231 KRUCHTEN 1989, 52-55.

date of the Tepi Shemu feast, if old crescent was
missed on I Shemu [1].

A more complicated case is presented by frags.
5b and 5c¢ which are both dated to I Shemu [1] and
refer to introductions by inference. As shown
below, it is possible that either none or only one of
the dates is a day of the Tepi Shemu feast. Thus of
the four cases in which an indicated or inferred
introduction took place on I Shemu [1], one
appears not to be on Tept Shemu feast days
(frags. 5¢), while in the remaining three (frags. 1b,
3b and 5b) the question remains open.

In what follows I attempt to interpret frags. 5
and 26-27 as dates of the Tepi Shemu feast. Frag.
5 refers to a series of introductions; the text may
be rendered as follows:**!

frag. 5a: year /// nswt [Wsrlkn; day of [introduc-
tion] ///
5b: year 14, I Shemu [1]/// nswt Wsr-m3t-
RC-stp.n-Jmnz3r<///
S5c: year 23, I Shemu [1]// Wsr-m3t-R¢-
[stp.n]J[mn]
5d: whm hzwt year 11, I Shemu //[king |,
Se: year ///
St: Wsr-m3t-R-stp.n-[R] Mry-Jmn $snq
z3 B3st [= Shoshenq III]
(introduction of a vizier)

Since the king mentioned in frag. 5f is Shosh-
enq III, Kruchten argues that the royal names of
5b and 5c refer either to Shoshenq III or to
Osorkon I1:%%

“De ces deux hypotheses, la premiére me parait
la plus vraisemblable, si on tient compte de la cir-
constance que les textes S5c et 5d concernent la
méme personne ‘introduite’, comme Pa-di-Amen
[of frag. 1], en deux temps a Karnak, ce qui sup-
pose une date pas trop €loignée pour les deux ins-
criptions. De fait, en admettant que I’an 23 du text
5c appartienne a Chéchonq III, il faudrait nous
reporter au regne d’Osorkon III, une quarantaine
d’années plus tard, pour rencontrer un ‘an 11’
auquel rattacher le text 5d.” Thus Kruchten con-
cludes that year 11 of frag. 5d refers to year 11 of
Takelot I1.>* In Aston’s chronology, there would
have been 15 years between 23 Osorkon II and 11
Takelot II, provided Osorkon II ruled for 31 years.
If, by contrast, frag. 5c is attributed to Shosh-

252 KRUCHTEN 1989, 55.
253 KRUCHTEN 1989, 55.
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Table 19 combinations of frags. 2627 and 5b/c as Tepi Shemu dates of Takeloth I and Osorkon II, if 1 Shoshenq III is either 830 or

841 BC.
! [Osorko'n H] BC/ Lunar month and day of KPA fragments
length of reign in years
frag. 5c: frag. 5b: frag. 26-27:
last regnal year 831 BC | last regnal year 842 BC I Shemu [1], I Shemu [1], I Shemu 25,
23 [Osorkon IT] 14 [Osorkon II] 11T[akeloth I]
853 BC /23y I1X.4 VIIL.26 1X.27
854/24 VIIL.23 VIIL16 IX.17
855/25 VIIL12 IX.5 IX.6
856/26 IX.1 VIIL.24 IX.25
857/27 VIIL.20 VIIIL.13 IX.14
858/28 VIIL9 1X.2 IX.3
859/29 VIIIL28 VIIL21 1X.22
860/30 VIIL17 VIIL.10 IX.12
861/31 VIIL7 VIIL.29 IX.1
862/32 VIIL26 VIIL19 1X.20
863/33 VIIL16 VIIL8 1X.10
864/34 864 BC /23y IX.5 VIIL.27 VIIL29
865/35 865 /24 VIIIL.24 VIIIL16 VIIIL18
866/36 866 /25 VIIIL13 VIILS IX.7
867/37 867 /26 1X.2 VIII.24 1X.26
868/38 868 /27 VIIIL.21 VIIIL14 IX.15
869/39 869 /28 VIIIL10 IX.3 IX.4
870/40 870 /29 VIIL29 VIIIL22 1X.24
871/41 871/30 VIIL.19 VIIL.12 1X.13
872/42 872 /31 VIILS8 IX.1 IX.3
873 /32 VIIL27 VIIIL.20 1X.22
874 /33 VIIL16 VIIL9 IX.11
875/34 VIILS VIIIL.28 VIIL30
876 /35 VIIIL.24 VIIL17 I1X.19
877 /36 VIIIL14 VIIL7 IX.8
878 /37 IX.3 VIIL.26 1X.27
879 /38 VIIL22 VIIL15 IX.17
880 /39 VIIL12 IX.5 IX.6
881 /40 IX.1 VIIL.24 IX.25
882 /41 VIIL.20 VIIL.13 IX.15
883 /42 VIIL9 IX.2 IX.4

enq III, then year 11 of frag. 5d would presumably
be 11 Tuput I, 9 years after 23 Osorkon 1.7

If frags. 5b and 5c date to the same reign, then
8 years = 98 LM + 26 days separate them. The dis-
tance implies that either none or only one date
refers to a day of the Tepi Shemu feast. The attri-
bution of 5b or 5c¢ to Osorkon II rather than to
Shoshenq III is probable, provided that one of the
pair was a date of the Tepi Shemu feast, since nei-
ther can accommodate the Tepi Shemu date of 39
Shoshenq III (frag. 7). Below I combine frags. 5b
and 5c¢ with frag. 26-27. The latter concerns a

234 Cf. JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 249f.
255 KRUCHTEN 1989, 122.

priestly introduction on I Shemu 25 in year 11 of a
king T[akelot] whose identity Kruchten left
open.” If this date refers to a Tepi Shemu feast
day, it cannot be attributed to Takeloth II, since in
his year 11 the feast began on I Shemu 11 or 12
(see main article).

Frag. 2627 cannot be assigned to Takeloth III,
should the introduction on I Shemu 6 in 18
Osorkon III as recorded on frag. Fitzwilliam
Museum E SS 68d refer to a day of the Tepi She-
mu feast.”® Provided that the synchronism 28
Osorkon III = 5 Takeloth IIT in NLR 13 means that

2% For the Fitzwilliam Museum fragment see KRUCHTEN 1989,
144.



366 Rolf Krauss

the dates of frag. 26-27 and the Fitzwilliam frag-
ment are 16 years + 19 days or 198 LM + 12 days
apart, then frag. 26-27 is not a day of the Tepi
Shemu feast, if the Osorkon III date is such a
day.”” The dates would match Tepi Shemu feast
days if their distance were 15 years + 19 days.
Under these circumstances | test frag. 2627 as
date of Takeloth I. Table 19 sets out the combina-
tion of the dates of frag. 26—27 and frags. 5b and
5c¢ under the following premises: corresponding to
the possibilities of 1 Shoshenq III, the final year of
Osorkon 1II fell in 842 or 831 BC and his reign last-
ed at least (sic) 23 years; Takeloth I ruled 13 years
(see main text). It is evident that the respective civ-
il dates of regnal years 14 or 23 Osorkon II and 11
Takeloth I can only pertain to the Tepi Shemu
feast, if they fall in the interval LD 1 to 5 in lunar
month I[X.

As Table 19 shows, there are cases (shaded) in
which I Shemu [1] in 14 Osorkon II and I Shemu
25 in 11 Takeloth I fall in IX.1-5; accordingly,
Osorkon II could have ruled for 28, 31 or 42 years,
if his reign ended either in 842 or 831 BC. If his
reign ended in 842 BC there is also the possibility
of 39 regnal years; the computational possibility of
a 53 regnal years seems not to be an option.

Excursus 3: The wrs-date of the larger Dakhleh
stela

The text of the larger Dakhleh stela relates the cir-
cumstances of an oracle on the occasion of a wrs-
feast of Seth, Lord of the Oasis, on IV Peret 25 in
year 5 of a pharaoh Shoshenq who had long been
identified as Shoshenq I or I11.°® Recently, howev-
er, Olaf Kaper,”™ Troy Sagrillo,* and I have all
proposed Shoshenq 1.! Now Anthony Leahy has
reopened the question by pointing out quite cor-
rectly that Shoshenq III could have sent an envoy
to Dakhleh in his year 5.262

According to my interpretation, the wrs-feast
of the Dakhleh stela is a lunar event which can be
dated to 939 BC, implying 1 Shoshenq I =943 BC,
provided 1 Ramesses Il = 1279 BC. Understanding
the wrs-date as lunar has been criticized by Ken-
neth A. Kitchen:*®* “there is no evidence whatso-

257 For NLR 13, cf. v. BECKERATH 1966, 50, and KitcHEN 1973,
§ 73.

258 GARDINER 1933, 19-30.

29 KaPER 2001, 77.

260 SAGRILLO 2005.

261 Krauss 2005a, 43—44.

ever that the weresh-feast date of the god Seth on
the Dakhleh stela was a lunar feast (no mention of
pesdjentyu, etc.) rather than an ordinary calendar-
feast; hence it should not arbitrarily be so treated,
and this imaginary lunar occurrence can be delet-
ed, leaving us with the normal 945 date”.

Contrary to Kitchen’s assertion, there is evi-
dence that the wrs-feast of the Dakhleh stela is
lunar. Using Hellenistic sources, Chris Bennett
has recently shown that the lunar temple service
month was called 3bd or wrs. It began on LD 2 in
the Egyptian standard lunar month and ended after
a full synodic period on the first day of lunar
invisibility or LD 1 in the standard lunar month.*¢
Egyptologists presumed for a long time that the
lunar temple service month was identical with the
standard lunar month beginning on LD 1 and end-
ing on a last LD, be it LD 29 or LD 30. Two
decades ago Ulrich Luft realized that the lunar
temple service months which are attested in the
MK archive of Illahun began on LD 2 and ended
on LD 1.2 Following the lead of Bennett and with
reference to the Roman Period in Egypt, Sandra
Lippert and Maren Schentuleit state that “der
Phylenwechsel fand am ... zweiten Tag des Mond-
monates (3bdw) statt, wie bereits aus den Illahun-
Papyri hervorgeht”.*¢ This implies that the lunar
temple service months for the intervening centu-
ries, including the Third Intermediate Period, also
began on LD 2.

The wrs-feast of the Dakhleh stela or rather its
name implies that the related temple service is to
be understood as the lunar temple service month
called wrs and thus the feast was no “ordinary cal-
endar-feast”, i.c. a civil calendar feast. If so, the
question arises on which day of the lunar temple
service month the wrs-feast took place. It was
decided on IV Peret 16 to let the oracle judge in
the legal matter at hand; the wrs-feast took place
nine days later on I'V Peret 25. The interval of nine
days does not help in determining the lunar day
of IV Peret 25. It implies nevertheless that the
wrs-feast was either a single feast day or the first
day in a series of feast days.

In an earlier publication I deduced the lunar
day of the wrs-feast on the basis of passages in the

262 Leany 2010, 45-53.

263 KircHEN 2009, 167.

264 BENNETT 2008b; Krauss 2012, 23-43.
265 Lurt 1992, 233f.

266 TrpperT 2006, 183.

267 Krauss 2005a, 46.
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Demotic Chronicle.?” According to Heinz Felber,
Chronicle 11 9 provides the information that “das
Asche(?)-Fest das Ende des 3bd-)Monats ist”. Fel-
ber notes that Joachim Quack suggests emenda-
tion of the otherwise unknown § in wrs.?®® Chro-
nicle II 10 informs us that “das Nebti-Fest der
Anfang des (3bd-) Monats ist”. Jirgen Osing
found proof in the hieratic Tebtunis Papyrus I that
the nbty-feast is identical with the feast of LD 2 or
hrw n 3bdw.”” Citing examples in Erichsen’s
Glossar, he points out that the reading is nbty, not
3bty as the name of LD 2 is usually written in
Demotic; but Quack prefers the reading 3bty.

The 3bd-month of Chronicle II 10 is apparently
not a 30-day month of the civil calendar. The latter
is referred to in certain passages of the Chronicle
by specific terms like rqj (last day = day 30 of a
civil month) and sw, the word for ‘calendar day’
(e.g. Demotic Chronicle II, 1;2). Since the 3bd-
month of II 10 begins with new crescent day or
3bty/nbty, it is rather a lunar month (for the des-
ignation of a lunar month by the name of a civil
month see below). Since Demotic Chronicle 11 9
and 10 are parallel assertions as set out below, I
conclude that the 3hd-month of II 9 which ends on
§-feast > wrs-feast is also lunar.

Demotic Chronicle I1 9 Demotic Chronicle 11 10

% occurs in Pe in month II
peret

3bty occurs in Dep in
month I1I peret

€5 is the end of the month 3bty is the beginning of the

month

The 3bd-—month to which Chronicle II 10
refers, begins on 3bty/nbty and is thus shifted by
one position relative to the enumeration of the
days in the standard lunar month. Therefore the -
feast > wrs-feast as the end of the 36d—month in 11
9 ought to be shifted accordingly; the end of an
3bd-month that begins on LD 2 is in any case a
LD 1. By contrast, Quack identifies the “s-feast >
wrs-feast and the end of the 36d-month in Chroni-
cle IT 9 as the last day of the standard lunar month
which would be a LD 29 or 30.27°

Since the Demotic Chronicle dates to the 3%
century BC,?”" I considered the possibility that the
lunar month in question is the Macedonian lunar
month.?”? But in the interim Bennett has argued

268 FeLBER 2002, 76f; cf. Quack 2007, 185 n. a.
269 Quack 2007, 185 n. b.

20 Quack 2007, 354 n. a.

271 FELBER 2002, 68.

272 Krauss 2005a, 46 n. 37.

that the Egyptian lunar temple service month
began with LD 2. Now it can be asserted that the
lunar interval of Demotic Chronicle I 9-10 which
is called 3hd-month beginning on LD 2 and end-
ing on the §-feast > wrs-feast is formally identical
with the interval of the lunar temple service month
wr§ or 3bd. My former explanation of the wrs-
feast as LD 1 hinges on the emendation “5-feast >
wrs-feast. The emendation is quite possible, but
cannot be taken for granted. In what follows I
shall try to deduce LD 1 as day of the wrs-feast on
the basis of the relevant literature on wrs in gener-
al as it is known to me.

Attestations for p3 wrs = lunar month.

1) The paleography of the magical papyrus Lon-
don-Leiden dates it to the 3rd century AD or
slightly later.’”® The citations below follow the
translation of Janet H. Johnson with additions
in parentheses.

VIII 17: “... [Say it] opposite Ursa Major (hps)
on the third day of the lunar month (p3 wrs).”

IX 8: “.. your (hn) is a lunar month”. — Osing
translates p3j.k hnw n wrs as “dein (zeitlicher)
Bereich ist ein Mondmonat™.

X 22: “you do it from the fourth day of the
lunar month (p3 wrs) until the fifteenth day, which
is the half-month (half-month day)?* when the
moon fills the sound-eye (wd3¢).”

XII 3: “... one day before the beginning of the
lunar month (p3 wrs); when the lunar month (p3
w(rs)) occurs, ...

XXI 19: “you do it also on the third of the lunar
month (p3 wrs)”.

It follows from the description of the lunar days
cited in X 22 that wrs evidently means “standard
lunar month™; the remaining cases can be inter-
preted accordingly. This was how Griffith und
Thompson understood it in the editio princeps and
the way Janet H. Johnson does now. Erichsen
doubted the interpretation of wrs as lunar month,
though without indicating a reason.?”

2) Myth of the sun’s eye.
The Demotic texts date to the 2" century AD,;
the Greek translation dates a century later.’” wr§

273 GrirrITH & TnompsoN 1904, 1-13; Jounson 1986, LVII.
274 HucHES 1958, 148.

275 ERICHSEN 1954, 95.

276 Quack 2007, 195.

2
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is cited in VIII 19-20: the Nubian cat addresses
the cynocephalus in his capacity as moon god.
Under the premise that wrs and ws/time are relat-
ed,””” Wilhelm Spiegelberg translated wrs in VIII
1920 as “Zeit”: “du trittst ein in das Udje-Auge,
denn du bist Herr der Zeit.”?’”® He was followed by
Francoise de Cenival who translated:?” “Tu entres
dans l'oeil-oudjat (ou: Puisse-tu entrer dans ...) de
maniere a devenir maitre du temps (wrs).”

Quack considers ws and wrs etymologically
unrelated and translates: “Du trittst in das Udjat-
Auge ein, so dass du Herr des Mondmonats
wirst.”?? Note that the Greek translation of the
myth does not include VIII 20 and thus provides
no translation of wrs.?®!

3) Tebtunis-Papyrus I; presumably 2" century

AD.282

Osing renders the assertion that LD 30 (snhm)
ends (?) on the morning of psdnt wrs: “30. Tag:
[er endet (?)] am Morgen des 1. Tages der Mondpe-
riode”. He presumes wrs has the same meaning in
the expression 3bd n wrs, explaining the latter as
“Monat der Mondperiode im Gegensatz zu dem
allein als 3bd bezeichneten Monat des Wandeljah-
res”.?® In other words, in Tebtunis-Papyrus [ wrs
apparently designates the standard lunar month.

4a) Book of the Dead; Pleyte 162, 7-9, after Ley-
den M. 46—-47; Late Period.?®*

“You appear (4£°) as/like the moon (/%) at the
time of the weresh” (tr n wrs; the latter written
with sun-determinativ). The translation of wrs as
“lunar month” conforms to the examples 1-3
above.

4b) Nesmin-Papyrus; Talfest-Ritual; pBM 10209,

III, 24, same wording as in 4a.

Fayza Haikal translates: “thou risest as the
moon at the time of the weresh-feast”,?®> and com-
ments on weresh: “here clearly the name of a feast
(cf. Wb, I, 336, 3) which from the context seems

277 ERICHSEN 1954, 95.

278 SPIEGELBERG 1917, 27, 108.

2% CeNIVAL 1988, 23.

280 Quack 2007, 210; cf. Quack 2004, 50-51.

281 WEsT 1972.

282 OsiNG 1998, 17.

23 OsiNG 1998, 207-210.

284 Cited after DZA 22.540.650: Thesaurus Linguae Aegypti-
ae <http://aaew.bbaw.de/tla/>.

285 HaIkAL 1972, 20.

286 HaIKAL 1972, 41.

to have been celebrated once a year.”?*¢ Haikal
gives no reason why weresh should be understood
here as an annual feast. Weresh is written with Ab-
and sun-determinatives which cannot be taken as
proof that “feast” is meant rather than “month”.
Bennett cites a possible case for a wrs-feast on a
LD 1 in pOx. Griffith 41, following on information
provided by Sandra Lippert.”*” In an email of
October 8, 2012, she informed me that her suppo-
sition rests on the writing of wr§ with the h3b—
determinative rather than with the sun-determina-
tive. She takes this as an indication that the wrs-
feast could be meant, rather than the lunar temple
service month, but does not accept it as proof.?*

5) Stela Vienna Nr. 147; Saite Period.?*

The funerary wish whm “nh tp rnpt tp wrs is
rendered by Osing: “mdgest du erneut leben jedes
Jahr und jedes wrs”.?° The translation of wrs as
‘lunar month’ seems to be appropriate. Anthony
Spalinger comments that the Vienna stela “pro-
vides the not very useful phrase tp rnpt followed
by tp wrs. Should we translate them by ‘each year
and each periodic lunar-based interval’ or, less sat-
isfactorily, as ‘the beginning of the year and the
beginning of each periodic lunar-based inter-
val’?”%!

6) A Demotic papyrus in Vienna which is appar-
ently a Roman copy of an older text reflects
Babylonian omen literature of the sixth century
BC.?*? As Parker showed, the text contains con-
cordances between the twelve Babylonian lunar
months I Nisan to XII Adar and Egyptian lunar
months as follows (restorations are not indicat-
ed):2

(I) Nisan = p3 wrs IV Akhet
(IT) Iyyar = p3 wrs I Peret

(VII) Tishri = p3 wrs II Shemu
(VIII) Marheshwan =

p3 wrs 111 Shemu

(IX) Kislev = p3 wrs

IV Shemu

(ITT) Siwan = p3 wrs I Peret

287 BENNETT 2008b, 534f; Krauss 2012, 30.

288 Note that on the Dakhleh stela the determinatives in /b
nfr wrs are hb and sun, whereas in the case of b wrs in
TT 390 the determinative is the sun only.

289 WRESzINSKI 1906, 83; WB I 336.

20 OsiNG 1998, 209 n. 1014.

21 SPALINGER 1996, 5.

292 PARKER 1959; JonEs 1994, 47 n. 55.

23 Note that the source of concordance does not include one
of the Babylonian intercalary lunar months, i.e. a second
Elul or a second Adar.
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(IV) Tammuz = p3 wr§

III Peret

(V) Ab=p3 wrs 1V Peret
(VI) Elul = p3 wrs I Shemu

(X) Tebeth = p3 wrs I Akhet

(XT) Shebat = p3 wrs I Akhet
(XIT) Adar = p3 wrs 111 Akhet

The concordance was valid between 625 and
482 BC when IV Akhet fell between March 22
(IV A 11n 482 v. Chr) and April 26 (= 1V Akhet 1
in 625 BC; IV Akhet 30 = May 25 in 625 BC) as
the interval for the beginning of Nisan.?** Bennett
states that the term wrs$ in the concordance “is
clearly explicable as referring to a month starting
on 3bd, lunar day 2, in the Babylonian style, rather
than psdntyw.”” This explanation is possible,
although it might be too specific. I understand, for
example, the concordance between (I11) Siwan and
p3 wrs Il prt to mean that Siwan corresponded to
the Egyptian lunar month of 29 or 30 days that
began on average on I Peret 29 at the earliest and
on II Peret 28 at the latest. Since the interval
amounts to about 60 days, it does not seem to mat-
ter whether the respective lunar month began on
Egyptian LD 1 or 2.

Parker understood the concordances, for exam-
ple, to mean that: “Nisan (is) the lunar month IV
Akhet”, thus accepting an ambiguity, since 1V
Akhet is known at least to Egyptologists as a
month of the civil year, not as a designation of a
lunar month. An apparently certain example for
such an ambiguous designation is presented by a
Demotic horoscope in the Ashmolean Museum
from 14 Cleopatra VII: (civil) I [§mw] 4 coincided
with LD 22 of (lunar) IV Peret, the first day of
which was (civil) IV Peret 13.%¢ pLouvre 7848, a
document of Amasis year 12,7 provides another
example:*® civil date II Shemu 13 is the equivalent
of the 15" (day) of [lunar] I Shemu.*”

p3 wrs = lunar temple service beginning on LD 2

MH Graffito 43 (2 dates)*®
MH Graffito 44°%

2% PARKER 1959, 30.

295 BENNETT 2008b, 534 n. 39.

2% NEUGEBAUER 1968, 231-234; BoHLEKE 1996, 20f; KRrRAUSS
2012, 40.

27 DONKER VAN HEEL 1996, 93-99.

2% PARKER 1957a, 210-211.

29 Krauss 2012, 37.

300 BeNNETT 2008b, 533; KrAuss 2012, 29.

301 BeNNETT 2008b, 534; Krauss 2012, 29.

302 BeNNETT 2008b, 534; Krauss 2012, 29.

MH Graffito 47392
stela Moscow 145393
Demotic papyrus CG Cairo 308013

In these cases wrs designates the lunar temple
service month, explicitly beginning on LD 2 and
implicitly ending on LD 1. Parker paraphrased wrs
of Demotic papyrus CG Cairo 30801 as “service
in the temple, by lunar months, of the various phy-
les”.** Presumably, the basic meaning of wrs is
simply “lunar month”; depending on the context, it
could also have been understood as the monthly
lunar temple service of a full lunar period from
LD2toLD 1.

WFS-FEAST AND hrw Wrs$
The wrs-feast of the Dakhleh stela is expressed as

E??mﬁ Lﬁrﬁ?”;&

Wilhelm Spiegelberg read and translated m
hb.f nfr wrs as “an seinem schonen wrsw
Feste”.>°¢ Gardiner initially interpreted nfr + stroke
as “beauty”, translating “in his feast Beauty-of-
Daytime”.**” Subsequently, he translated “in his
beautiful day-festival”, interpreting nfr + stroke as
in error for nfr+f+r.>*® Thus Gardiner introduced
the question of whether wrs§ were to be rendered
as “day”; he also doubted whether the event
referred to a specific feast. Gardiner encountered
another case of wrs in Chester Beatty Papyri VIII,
Rt. 5, 4 which preserves the title of a book: “md3t
nt hrw wrs”. Gardiner translated the title as’
‘Book of the Daytime (?)’, explaining that “Arw
wr§ probably means ‘daytime’ emphasizing the
contrast between this and ‘night’ more emphatical-
ly than Arw alone would have done.”**” The con-
tents of the book are more completely preserved in
pChester Beatty IX vs. B 13. Gardiner translated
B 13, 8-9: “and thou art purified on the day of the
sixth-day festival, and protected in the daytime

303 SpPIEGELBERG 1931, 42—43; BORCHARDT 1935, 39; PARKER
1950, §§ 69-71; BeEnNETT 2008b, 534; Krauss 2012, 24,
29f.

304 PARKER 1950, § 89-98; cf. also PARKER 1959, 8—9; BENNETT
2008b, 535f; Krauss 2012, 30-31.

305 PARKER 1950, § 70.

306 SPIEGELBERG 1899, 16.

307 GARDINER 1933, 26.

308 GARDINER 1935, 68 Anm. 8.

309 GARDINER 1935, 68 Anm. 8.
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(?)”. He conceded that Arw wrs, translated ‘day-
time’, might refer to a specific feast day.*!’ Perhaps
he intended simply to interpret zrw wrs as “day-
time (?)”, because wrs is determined with sun-sign
and stroke. As far as I can see he did not point out
that lunar day 6 (“sixth day festival”) parallels
hrw wrs.

In his commentary, Gardiner cites WB 1 336
for a Saite example of #b wrs “as the name of a
particular festival, but the evidence (kindly fur-
nished by Prof. Grapow) hardly bears out this
view”. The source is an inscription in the tomb of
Irtieru copied by Champollion. The tomb (TT 390;
see PM II 441) was lost for some time,*"' because,
as Erhart Graefe informs me, the Abd er Rassul
compound covered the site. It is now part of the
concession of the South Asasif Conservation Proj-
ect. Gardiner understood the respective text as “a
summing up of 59 festival days, described as /b
wrs hrw pr ‘festival(s) of daytime and house-
day(s)’, which does not at all suit the idea that ~rw
wrs refers to a single particular festival.”?'?
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Fig. 2 list of feast days in TT 390; after CHAMPOLLION, Notices
descriptives 1 512.

By contrast to Gardiner, the Worterbuch-Zettel
renders the text:*"* “Monat x.: y Tage usw., [macht
zusammen]: Festtage 59(?). Fest der Tagfeier, Tag
des Hauses (?). Der Lohn fiir dieses ist, ...”, sepa-
rating the “59 feast days” from 4b wrs and hrw pr
as singulars. This would allow the conclusion that
hb wrs and also hrw wrs of Chester Beatty IX vs.

310 Scuott 1955, 290 cites Gardiner and translates Arw wrs as

,Tagesdienst’, interpreting wrs as ,,Dienst®.

St Schotr 1934, 89.

312 GARDINER 1935, 68 Anm. 8.

313 DZA 22.540. 720: Thesaurus Linguae Aegyptiae <http:/
aaew.bbaw.de/tla/>.

314 SpPALINGER 1996, 5.

B 13 were specific feasts, despite Gardiner’s reser-
vations.

Spalinger characterizes Gardiner’s ‘festival(s)
of daytime and house-day(s)’ as “an attempt that
does not really hit the mark.”'* Nevertheless, he
concludes that “wrs and hrw close to it [in TT 390
and pChester Beatty] may simply indicate a pas-
sage of time rather than, narrowly speaking, a
lunar based interval.” He does not take into
account that in Chester Beatty IX vs. B 13 Arw
wrs is cited in parallel to the sixth lunar day; it
would be awkward to define the latter as “a pas-
sage of time”. Finally, a line in the Demotic “Frag-
mente memphitischer Religion und Astronomie”
shows that Gardiner’s interpretation of 27w wrs as
‘daytime’ is inappropriate. Quack reads the line in
question:

BB XN LA

and translates: “ [...] ihr Fest des Monatsendes ist
exakt, ihr Fest des 6. Monatstages [...]”.*"* He cites
pChester Beatty IX vs. B 13, 9 as a parallel, pre-
sumably interpreting both — the ~Arw wrs and the
wrs-feast — as feast days. Since wrs-feast and hrw
wrs are cited parallel to the explicitly lunar snw¢-
feast or LD 6, the former also appear to be lunar
days. Further to this effect is the assertion “their
wrs-feast is exact”. To be exact is a potential qual-
ity of certain lunar days. There are two lunar
events which can be determined exactly by direct
observation over a series of a few days, namely
first visibility and the first day of invisibility. pSal-
lier I 8,11 alludes to the situation in a general way,
asserting that thanks to Merneptah’s accession
“the moon comes regularly” (jh jw n mtj).*'¢ In
all probability, the correct interpretation is that
first visibility occurs on LD 2 and not on LD 3.3"
By contrast, and, for example, the exact time when
the moon is full is not easily determined by obser-
vation with the naked eye.*"® Along this line of rea-
soning the wrs-feast could have coincided with a
LD 1 or LD 2.

Furthermore, the lunar component of the civil-
lunar double date of the Battle of Megiddo on I

35 Quack 2004, 471-473.

316 CamiNos 1954, 323-325.

317 See PARKER 1950, 13 (§ 46).
318 Esna 417 asserts that the moon shines “exactly” ( mtr) on
LD 15. Could this imply that full moon and LD 15 coincid-

ed? Lieven 2000, 84—88 does not comment on this detail.
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Shemu 21 in 23 Thutmoses III is qualified as day
of the feast of pesedjentyw exactly (hrw n hb n
psdntyw r-mtr). The assertion implies that the
feast of pesedjentyw could have been celebrated
on a day other than pesedjentyw itself. It will
indeed have happened that a crescent was missed
on a LD 30 and pesedjentyw was declared and cel-
ebrated a day early. The qualification r-mtr
implies that old crescent was observed on I Shemu
20, and that on the next day, the moon was not vis-
ible; under these premises the dating of pesedjent-
yw to I Shemu 21 was exact to the day. On the
basis of this parallel, it is possible that the qualifi-
cation of the wrs-feast as “exact” indicates that it
fell on the first day of lunar invisibility or LD 1.
There remains the alternative that the exactness of
the wrs-feast refers to first visibility, although this
is not confirmed by the position of the “S-feast in
the Demotic Chronicle.

Given Gardiner’s authority it might have been
difficult to argue that “day” is an inappropriate
interpretation of wrs on the Dakhleh stela, but the
parallels with “Fragments” and Chester Beatty B
13, 8-9 should decide the question. Note that in
1931 Spiegelberg published a building inscription
which asserts that day 6 of the wrs coincided
with IV pr¢ 23 (Alexandrian calendar) in 12 Nero;
he cited Ludwig Borchardt’s assumption that wrs
meant “lunar month”*" If Gardiner had known
Spiegelberg’s article he should have mentioned the
possibility that wrs on the Dakhleh stela referred
to the lunar month. Actually he proceeded as if the
verb wrs,“to spend the day”, was the only premise
for the interpretation of wrs on the Dakhleh stela.
Gardiner was in any case not interested in Egyp-
tian lunar time-keeping. In Excursus C (The Divi-
sions of Time and Method of Dating) of his Gram-
mar he omits any mention of the moon and of
Egyptian lunar time-keeping; he went so far as to
deny the existence of any lunar calendar.*?°

Whether the wrs.w-feasts which Pieter W.
Pestman published from the ‘“archives privées
d’Horos, fils de Petosiris, prétre des Enfants décé-
dés d’Apis” refer to the 4b wrs and hrw wrs as cit-
ed above is open to discussion.’’! These docu-
ments concern the distribution of revenues from a
“sanctuaire, appelé <le lieu de repos du Veau> et

319 SPIEGELBERG 1931, 43.

320 GARDINER 1955, 9-31.
21 PgstMAN 1977, 3.
322 PgsTMAN 1977, 9.

situé dans le territoire du Sérapéum”.*** A portion
of them derived from wrs.w-feasts which were
celebrated in the Serapeum itself.

pBrooklyn 37.1781(6), dated to 181 BC, lists
revenues and distribution as follows:

“... ta moitié des revenues-jnj du lieu de repos
susnommé du Veau, (venant) des fétes-wrs que
l’on celebre dans le Sérapeum — durant ’année; et
ta moitié des revenus-jnj, (venant) des fétes (n3
hb.w) et des processions (n3 h°.w) du lieu de repos
susnommé du Veau.?

pBrooklyn 37.1839 (6), dated to 201 BC, lists reve-
nues and distribution as follows:

“.. et ta moitié des revenus-jnj du lieu de repos
susnommé du Veau, (provenant) des fétes-wrs qui
ont lieu dans le Sérapéum, durant chaque année; et
ta moiti¢ des revenus-jnj, (provenant) des fétes et
des processions (n3 [hb.w n3] h%.w) du lieu de
repos susnommé¢ du Veau; .3

pBrooklyn 37.1839 (6), includes a list of eight
feasts on specific days of the civil year and five
feast days at the end of the civil year. The text
does not indicate which of the feasts are 4b.w and
which are 4w, and it remains open whether the
wrs-feasts in the Serapeum are included in the list.
None of the feasts in the list could have been cele-
brated on a monthly basis, since there are so few
feast dates altogether. Not all of these dates are
necessarily fixed; some might have been moveable
to be celebrated only in the year 201 BC on the
civil dates that are listed.

Pestman comments about the wrs. w-feasts that
“il est permis de conclure des données de notre
texte qu’il s’agit de fétes. Cela peut étre déduit non
seulement du déterminatif «féte», mais également
du fait que les revenues provenant de ces wrs.w
sont des revenues-jnj ... En outre, les wrs.w sont
mentionnés au méme niveau que les fétes hb et h°
citées dans ce qui suit.”** Furthermore, he asserts
that “il ne s’agit pas donc de services mensuels:
wr§ <the service in the temple, by lunar months,
of the various phyles>" as it was known at the
time from Parker’s comments on Demotic papyrus
CG Cairo 30801 (see above). Pestman was

323 PestMAN 1977, 11.
324 PEsTMAN 1977, 23.
325 PesTMAN 1977, 15f.
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Table 20 lunar day correspondences for the wrs feast in 5 [Shoshenq III]

1 Shoshenq III IV Peret 25 5 Shoshenq 11 LD of IV Peret 25
in 5 Shoshenq 11T
841 BC beginning of regnal year 837 BC 22
841 end of regnal year 836 3
830 beginning of regnal year 826 21
830 end of regnal year 825 2
Table 21 lunar day correspondences for the wrs feast in 5 [Shoshenq 1]
possibilities for first years and reign lengths Shoshenq |
1 Shoshenq reign length 1 Osorkon IT interval year 1 year 5 LD of
111 Osorkon II 1 Shoshenq I: IV Peret
13 Takelot I 25
953 BC 29
952 10
951 20
841 BC ca. 40y ca. 880 BC ca. 70y 954 BC 950 1or2
949 12
948 23
947 5
946 15
945 26
944 6
943 17
942 28
941 9
940 20
830 ca. 40 ca. 870 ca. 70y 943 939 1
841 ca. 30 ca. 870 ca. 70y 943 939 1
938 12
937 22
936 3
935 14
934 24
933 5
932 16
931 27
930 8
929 18
928 29
927 10
926 21
830 ca. 30 ca. 860 ca. 70y 929 925 1

unaware of the possibility that n3 wrs.w could be
feasts pertaining to the monthly wrs-service.
Alternatively, the n3 wrs.w of the archive of Horos
could be related to the wrsy, “dated / specific
event(s) in the obsequies of certain cows” (mothers
of the Apis), according to Harry S. Smith.3*

326 Smrth 1992, 204-205; cf. BArBOTIN 2001, 32, 35.

To sum up: p3 wrs is amply attested as a desig-
nation for the standard lunar month and also as a
designation for the monthly lunar temple service
beginning on LD 2 and ending on LD 1. Presuma-
bly the context sufficed to make it clear which of
the two meanings was intended. Since the the
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wrs-feast of the Dakhleh stela occurred on the
occasion of a procession and an oracle by Seth of
the Oasis, the latter implying the shrine of Seth at
Mut el-Kharab,*”’ the feast refers to lunar temple
service, less probably to the standard lunar month.
hrw wrs and wrs-feast are cited in parallel to LD
6 and thus both appear to be lunar days like LD 6;
hrw wrs and wrs-feast might be the same or not.
The qualification of being “exact” indicates that
the wrs-feast fell on LD 1 or LD 2. This conclu-
sion complements my earlier determination of LD
1 as the day of the wrs-feast which depends on the
emendation % > wrs in the Demotic Chronicle.

In my earlier study, I computed the lunar days
which could correspond to IV Peret 25 in 5 Shosh-
enq III, provided that 1 Shoshenq III fell in 841
BC; now the possibility 1 Shoshenq 111 = 830 BC
must be considered. Since the regnal year change
did not occur between I Schemu 26 and II
Achet 1,2 TV Peret 25 might be a date at the
beginning or end of the regnal year which results
in two possibilities for the lunar day of IV Peret 25
for each of the years 841 and 830 BC (Table 20).
Of the four possibilities for the lunar day of IV
Peret 25 in 5 Sheshonq 111, one is a LD 2 which is
in turn one of the possibilities for the day of the
weresh-feast.

Table 21 contains my earlier and still valid
computation of the years 925, 939 and 954 as those
years when the hb wrs date of the Dakhleh stela
coincided with LD 1 or possibly LD 2.** Tables 20
and 21 imply that the question of whether ‘Sho-
shenq’ of the Dakhleh stela is Shoshenq I or III
cannot be decided on the basis of the astronomical
possibilities for the date of the wrs feast, though
the odds favor Shoshenq 1.

Excursus 4: Stela of Banishment
(Maunier stela)

Jiirgen von Beckerath renders the dates on the ste-
la as follows:**

Datum A: “(Zeile 1) Jahr 25, 3. Sommermonat,
[Kalender-]Tag 29, zur Zeit des Festes des Amon-
rasonther in seinem [schonen] Fest [des (Mond-

327 Hore 2001, 49, 57.

328 JANSEN-WINKELN 2006b, 235; Krauss 2007a, 345.

329 Note that these possibilities for 1 Shoshenq I follow with-
out recourse to the Dakhleh weresh-date from the Tepi
Shemu feast dates of 11 Psusennes II, 17 Siamun, 2
Osorkon the Elder and the premise of a 13 year reign of
Psusennes 11.

monats) Epiphi, indem der ... (Titel)] /// (2) Esheri
unter ihnen (war). Da [erschien (o0.d.)] die
Majestdt dieses erhabenen Gottes, A[menre ... in]
/' (3) Theben. Darauf nahm er (= der Gott) den
Weg zu den Schreibern, den Aufsehern und den
(tibrigen) Leuten ///

Datum B: “(Zeile 4) Jahr 25, 1. Uberschwem-
mungsmonat, [Tag] 4 (oder 5). [An diesem Tage
(?) Spruch (??)] der Majestdit [dieses] erhabenen
[Gottes], Amen[re] Herrn von Karnak.”

According to lines 5 to 8, Menkheperre, son of
King Pinudjem I, arrives at Thebes, overcomes his
enemy and is confirmed as HP by Amun, who
appears in procession and pronounces oracles.

Datum C: “(Zeile 8) Nun aber [danach, im
Jahre {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, oder auch 10, [11], 20}]

(Zeile 9) 4. Sommermonat, Epagomenen,
Geburt(stag) der Isis, zur Zeit des Festes des
Amun im (Mondmonat) Wp-rnpt. Prozession der
Majestdt dieses erhabenen Gottes, des Herrn der
Gotter, Amonrasonther.”

The lines that follow cite oracles concerning
the return of the h3kw ttw (quarrelling or quarrel-
some servants/priests of Karnak temple) who had
been banished to the oasis, a decree against future
banishments, and the command to erect a stela
with the decree. After some deliberation, Becker-
ath accepted the sequence of the dates as they
appear on the stela, attributing both citations of
year 25 to Smendes. Following this line of argu-
ment, Kitchen interprets date A as “activities in
Thebes pending arrival of Menkheperre”.*!

In an earlier study, I modified Beckerath’s idea
that year 25 of date A refers to the “Errichtung der
Stele und ldge dann zeitlich spéter als die beiden
anderen (Daten)...”.** He himself had abandoned
the idea, since the sequence of dates B, C, and A
cannot be accommodated within a single year.
Following the lead of Jansen-Winkeln,*** I suggest-
ed that year 25 of date A could be a year 25 in a
year count of Menkheperre’s own. Now I suggest
another possibility which I had overlooked, despite
its obviousness. It is evident that date B (25
[Smendes] I Akhet 4 or 5) refers to the installation
of Menkheperre as HP after he had overcome his

30 BECKERATH 1968, 9, 12.
31 KircHEN 1973, § 384,
332 BECKERATH 1968, 33.
33 Krauss 2008, 42f.

@
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Table 22 lunar correspondences of dates B and A, referred to 3 Amenemope

interval Distance in civil years and days distance in lunar months and days
25 Smendes, I Akhet 4 (5) (date B) / 53y +282d+325(324)d 675 LM+ 18 to 19 d
3 Amenemope, I Shemu 6 (=LD 1) =54y+242d
55y+242d 688 LM
56 y+242d 700LM+10to 11d
57y+242d 712LM+21t022d
58y+242d 7251LM +2.3d
25 Smendes, IIT Shemu 29 (date A) / 54y+282d 677LM -0.2d
3 Amenemope, I Shemu 6 (= LD1)
55y+282d 689 LM+ 10to 11d
56y+282d 701 LM +21d
57y+282d 7JI4ILM+2.1d

anonymous enemy. On date C (year ///, Epagomene
4), HP Menkheperre received an oracle about the
return of banished h3kw ttw. By contrast to my
earlier attempt, I now presume that date A (25
[Smendes], III Shemu 29) refers to the banishing
which occurred between dates B and C; the text
might have pointed to [the official] Esheri as the
one who received the oracle. According to Becker-
ath, the space available on the stela allows the res-
toration of date C only as a regnal year which
would belong to a successor of Smendes. Under
these premises, year 25 of date A can barely be
other than the same regnal year 25 as that of date
B; date A would be later than date B by 325 (or
324) days. The respective accession date would lie
between III Shemu 29 and I Akhet 4.

If, according to Kitchen, 1 Smendes = 1069
BC,** then 25 Smendes = 1045/44 BC. In 1045
BC, a LD 1 coincided with I Akhet 4 of date B
when Menkheperre was confirmed by Amun as
HP; provided that date A is 325 days = 11 synodic
months later than date B, then date A also coincid-
ed with a LD 1, though in 1044 BC. Thus Kitch-
en’s chronology implies, if unintentionally, that
two dates of the stela of banishment coincided
with a LD 1, a day which is known for processions
in temples on which latter occasions oracles might
have been given. In my earlier study of the stela, I
came to the same conclusion about the lunar corre-
spondence of date B, though on the basis of more
circumstantial arguments. In what follows I revise
my earlier reconstruction along the lines of the
main article above.

Dates A, B, and C are qualified as feast and/or
procession days of Amun. Since A and B are 325

34 KircHeN 2009, 191.

(or 324) days apart, i.e. 11.0 synodic months of
29.53 days (or 11 synodic months minus a day), A
and B fell on the same lunar day. As the starting
point for deducing the lunar days of A and B on
the basis of relative chronology, I use the LD 1
which is implied by “year 3, I Shemu 107, the date
of oracle 6 of the ‘Inscription historique’. Oracle 6
can be attributed to Amenemope or Osorkon the
Elder; here I exemplify the attribution to Amene-
mope. The latter and Psusennes I can be linked
through Daressy’s bandage epigraph, reconstruct-
ed as “[Psusennes I, year] 49; Amenemope [year
x]” with x being not higher than 1 or 2. According
to Manetho Amenemnisut ruled for 4 years and
Smendes for 26 years. Under these premises the
distance between date A and I Shemu 6 = LD 1 in
3 Amenemope amounts to approximately
(1+4+48+2 = 55) years + 282 days; the correspond-
ing distance between date B and oracle 6 is larger
by 325 days. The distances might be larger than 55
or 56 years, but barely smaller, and therefore I
reckon them as 54 to 58 years.

Table 22 shows that dates A and B coincided on
average either with a LD 1 or with LDs 10/11,
18/19, 21/22 or 2/3, if 54 to 57/58 full years elapsed
between dates B and A in 25 [Smendes] and I
Shemu 6 in 3 Amenemope. Since B and A are qual-
ified as feast days and/or procession days of Amun,
I assume that both dates coincided with LDs 1 or 2,
rather than with LDs 10/11, 18/19 or 21/22, imply-
ing 55 y + 242 d between date B (early in 25
Smendes) and 3 Amenemope, | Shemu 6 or 54 y +
282 d in the case of date A (late in 25 Smendes).

As argued in the main article, only the possibil-
ities 3 Amenemope or 3 Osorkon the Elder = 989
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Table 23 alternative solutions for dates A and B, depending on the alternatives for oracle 6 in absolute chronology

Shoshenq I oracle 6 distance date A : oracle 6 years of dates B/A dates A and B
943 3 Amenemope = 54y+282d 1045/1044 LD 1 (date A)
989 BC LD 1 (date B)

954 3 Osorkon = (54+11)y+282d 1056/1055 LD 3 (date B)
989 BC LD 2 (date A)

BC are viable. Table 23 presents the results of
Table 22 in absolute chronology; the correspond-
ing accession years of Shoshenq I are added for
orientation. The question whether oracle 6 ought
to be attributed to Amenemope or Osorkon the
Elder remains open and cannot be decided by pre-
ferring LD 1 over LD 2 or vice versa.

To sum up: I attribute date B of the stela of
banishment, as the oracular approval of
Menkheperre as HP, early in regnal year 25 of
Smendes. I interpret date A, as the date when the
b3kw ttw were banished, to the end of 25
Smendes. On the basis of relative chronology,
dates A, B appear to be LDs 1 or LD 2. Neither
lunar day can be preferred, since the procession or
oracles of dates A and B might have occurred on
the second or third day of a feast which began on
LD 1 or LD 2. The return of the banished, accord-
ing to date C, may have been under either Amen-
emnisut or Psusennes .

Excursus 5: Shoshenq I’s campaign to Palestine

According to the Biblical Book of Kings 14,
25-28, Pharaoh Shishak ransomed Jerusalem in
regnal year 5 of the Judaean king Rehobeam.
Shishak is identifiable as Shoshenq I who appears
to have campaigned in Palestine at an unknown
time preceding his 21* regnal year. For example
Jeremy Hughes points out that “most Egyptolo-
gists, including Hornung and Kitchen, have agreed
with Breasted (1906:1:45) in dating Shoshenq’s
reign from 945 BC to 924 BC, which is in line
with earlier reconstructions of Israelite and Judean
history — beginning with Riithl 1894/95, and
including Thiele *1983 and Anderson 1969 — in
which the start of Rehoboam’s reign is dated to
931 BC or thereabouts.”** Hughes himself argues
in favor of 1 Rehoboam = 937 BC.%¢

35 Huanes 1990, 191.
36 Hucghes 1990, 189.
37 CamiNos 1952, 46-61.

The Egyptological premises for dating the cam-
paign are the relief of Shoshenq I on the Bubastite
gate in Karnak and a stela in Silsile dated to year
21 describing the preparation for the building proj-
ect in Karnak.*” The text of the Silsile stela does
not intimate that the Karnak monument should
commemorate a campaign to Palestine nor indeed
any other military action. Nevertheless it is regu-
larly assumed that the Palestinian campaign was
immediately followed by its monumental com-
memoration. Ursula Kaplony-Heckel accordingly
states:**® “Aus der Felsenstele erfahren wir folgen-
des: Wie stets nach der Heimkehr aus dem Krieg
werden die Truppen zu friedlichen Aufgaben, vor
allem beim Bau von Prachtbauten, eingesetzt. So
erdffnet Scheschonq I. in seinem 21. Jahr einen
neuen Steinbruchabschnitt in Gebel-el-Silsile.
Dies kann nur nach der Riickkehr aus Paléstina,
und zwar unmittelbar danach, geschehen sein:
Also haben wir in der Felseninschrift einen der
seltenen historischen Belege, in dem Agyptens
Beriihrung mit den Voélkern und Geschehnissen
des Alten Testaments exakt zu erkennen und zu
fixieren ist.”

By contrast, Jansen-Winkeln argues that the
supposed temporal connection of campaign and
building project is “presumably supported by the
wish [of modern-day specialists] for at least one
fixed point ... There is no reason why it [the cam-
paign] could not have taken place several years
earlier. In that case, the beginning of Shoshenqg’s
reign would have to be set slightly later, and thus
the entire Dyn. 217.3%

Focussing on the problems of Deuteronomistic
history writing, Israel Finkelstein writes .. the
vicious circle of dating the campaign according
1 Kgs 14, 25 and dating Solomon and Rehobeam
according to the campaign must be eliminated. ...
The biblical references to the length of reign of the

38 KapPLONY-HECKEL 1985, 53.
339 JANSEN-WINKELN 2006a, 232-233.
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early Davidides are completely schematized. The
fifth year of (the) Rehoboam datum may have been
schematically arranged to fit the theology of the
Deuteronomistic Historian ..”.***  Finkelstein’s
views of the history of Judah and the city of Jeru-
salem in the 10" century BC do not inspire confi-
dence in the historical authenticity of the Biblical
account of Shishak’s campaign:*' “In the time of
the Shoshenq campaign Judah was a marginal
dimorphic chiefdom in the southern highlands and
was ruled from a small village.” If so, why should
Shoshenq I have bothered to deal with the chief-
dom of Judah at all? For example, Frank Clancy
evaluates the Biblical reference to Shishak’s cam-
paign as second-hand historiography:** “As I
believe the reference [to Shishak] probably was
written in the Hasmonean period, I have no prob-
lem believing the scribe gained his knowledge of
‘Shishak’s’ campaign from Egyptian sources and
not from ‘royal’ archives in Jerusalem.”

Thus it is uncertain whether the Biblical dating
of the campaign in 5 Rehoboam is authentic; fur-
thermore there is an uncertainty in Rehoboam’s
chronology itself. The conventional conclusions (5
Rehoboam = 926/925 BC; Shoshenq’s campaign
took place in his year 20 and therefore his acces-
sion fell in 945 BC) would have been correct to the
year by luck only. As argued above, the years 943
or 959 BC ought to be considered as possibilities
for 1 Shoshenq I despite the howls of the Bowwrtot,
whereas the date of the campaign remains open.

It is also a mostly open question how and
whether the list of toponyms in the Karnak
inscription relates at all to the course of a cam-
paign; the list may be nothing other than a
description of contemporary Canaan by naming
cities and also regions as, for example, partly
Egyptianized p3-‘emek (the valley). Megiddo is
the single case within the list which is archaeolog-
ically associated with Shoshenq I (thanks to a
fragmentary stela with his name). Megiddo VIA
which is thought to have been contemporaneous
with Shoshenq I was destroyed like other Canaan-
ite cities in the Jezreel Valley and further north
like Kinnereth. Such devastation, together with
Shoshenq I’s stela, raises interpretational problems
as made clear by the following deliberations of
Finkelstein:*+

340 FINKeLSTEIN 2002, 110.
341 FINKELSTEIN 2002, 112.
32 CrLancy 2001, 14.

343 FINKELSTEIN 2002, 123.

“Had Shoshenq been interested in a long-last-
ing domination of the country and exploitation of
its economic resources, why would he destroy its
most elaborate cities, located in the most fertile
region, along the international trade routes? And
assuming that victory steles are erected in settled
places, had Shoshenq destroyed Megiddo, where
would he establish his stela? One possible answer
to these questions is that Shoshenq took over
Megiddo VIA and its contemporary cities in a
looting spree, without planning a continuous dom-
ination. Another explanation could be that he took
Megiddo VIA peacefully in order to stay, and
erected his stela there. But the Egyptians did not
manage to hold their territorial gains and upon
their withdrawal destroyed the late-Canaanite sys-
tem in the north.”

In other words, it was probably not Shoshenq I
who destroyed the northern cities. Alternatively, I
suggest that the cities were destroyed by attackers
who came from further north, perhaps as an initial
wave of the Arameans. There is a passage in the
Karnak text which might indicate such a historical
situation. The text designates the Asiatics conven-
tionally as Fnhw, Smw, Jwntjw Sttjw and
Mntjw Sttjw. The mentioning of Mitanni in
Amun’s speech to the king is unexpected:** “I
have trampled for thee them that rebelled against
thee, overthrowing [for] thee the Asiatics, the
army of Mitanni.” The “army of Mitanni / ms n
M®tn” could refer to a northern enemy, provided it
is not rhetoric using an archaic or at least outdated
expression. Mitanni disappeared from history
when Shalmaneser made the Euphrates the border
of Assyria in the 13" century BC. According to
Donald Redford, Mitanni “degenerated into a
loose designation of the Syrian enemy”, as shown
by the Karnak inscription.** By contrast, Manfred
Gorg presumed that there was a tradition in which
the name Mitanni headed a group of geographical
names and could be used alone in lieu of the com-
plete group.**® Furthermore, and with reference to
the Karnak inscription, he pointed out that “der
Liandername (ist) sonst weder in die gleiche syn-
tagmatische Beziehung noch in eine tibliche Phra-
seologie eingebunden.” Gorg’s remarks imply that
the mentioning of Mitanni in Amun’s speech is
indeed unconventional.

344 RIK III, PL. III., 23; translated by BREASTED 1906, TV, 357.
3% REDFORD 1982, 149.
36 Gora 2005, 5-6.
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Attacks on northern Canaanite cities from out-
side might have prompted Shoshenq I to intervene
with the intention of preventing a dangerous ene-
my to become Egypt’s northern neighbor and
changing radically the political situation in
Canaan. If so, some time might have elapsed
between the beginning of the attacks and an Egyp-

Bibliography

AEC  Ancient Egyptian Chronology, Handbook of Oriental

Studies 1. 83, ed. HorNUNG, E., R. Krauss and D.A.
WARBURTON, Leiden.

Avry, L.

1991  Les petits souterrains du Sérapeum de Memphis.
Etude d’archéologie, religion et histoire — Textes iné-
dits. These inédite de L’ Université Lyon II.

AsToN, D.

1989  Takeloth II - A King of the ‘Theban Twenty-Third
Dynasty’?, JEA 75, 139-153.

2012  Radiocarbon, wine jars and New Kingdom chronolo-
gy, A&L 22, 289-315.

AUWERS, A. v.

1877  Bericht iiber die Beobachtung des Venus-Durchgangs
vom 8. December 1874 in Luxor, in: APAW, Math.
Abth. 1, 1-184.

BANyal, M.

2013 Ein Vorschlag zur Chronologie der 25. Dynastie in
Agypten, JEH 6, 46-129.

BarBoTIN, C.

2001  Dinscription dédicatoire de Khaemouset, RdE 52,
29-55.

BECKERATH, J.v.

1966  The Nile Level Records at Karnak and their Impor-
tance for the History of the Libyan Period (Dynasties
XXII and XXIIT), JARCE 5, 43-55.

1968  Die ,Stele der Verbannten® im Museum des Louvre,
RdE 20, 7-36.

1981  Ein Wunder des Amun bei der Tempelgriindung in
Karnak, MDAIK 37, 41-49.

1984  Handbuch der dgyptischen Koénigsnamen, MAS 20,
Miinchen.

1994  Chronologie des dgyptischen Neuen Reiches, HAB 39,
Hildesheim.

1997  Chronologie des pharaonischen Agypten. Die Zeit-
bestimmung der #gyptischen Geschichte von der
Vorzeit bis 332 v.Chr., MAS 46, Mainz.

BELMONTE, J.A.

2013 DNA, Wine & Eclipses: the Dakhamunzu Affaire,
Anthropological Notebooks 19, Supplement, 419-442.

tian reaction which could have consisted in more
than one campaign. Thus Shoshenq’s stela could
have been erected in Megiddo in connection with
the intervention, by a pharaoh who sought to pro-
tect the city in Egypt’s interests, but failed to do
SO.

BENNETT, C.
2008a Review of AEC, BiOr 65, 114—-122.

2008b Egyptian Lunar Dates and Temple Service Months,
BiOr 65, 525-554.

BickEL, S., M. GaBOLDE and P. TALLET,

1998  Des annales héliopolitaines de la Troisieme Période
Intermédiaire, BIFAO 98, 31-56.

BIERBRIER, M.

1972 A second High Priest Ramessesnakht?, JEA 58,
195-199.

BOESE, J.

1982 Burnaburia$ I1., MeliSipak und die mittelbabylonische
Chronologie, UF 14, 15-26.

BoEsE, J., and G. WILHELM

1979  ASSur-dan I, Ninurta-apil-Ekur und die mitte-
lassyrische Chronologie, WZKM 71, 19-38.

BoHLEKE, B.

1996  In Terms of Fate: a survey of the indigenous Egyptian
contribution to ancient astrology in light of Papyrus
CtYBE inv. 1232(B), SAK 23, 11-46.

BoNHEME, M.-A.
1979 Hérihor fut-il effectivement roi?, BIFAO 79, 267-283.
Boraik, M.

2009  Re-writing Egypt’s history: the Stela of Bakenkhon-

su, Ancient Egypt, 24-27.
BorcHARDT, L.

1935  Die Mittel zur zeitlichen Festlegung von Punkten der
dgyptischen Geschichte und ihre Anwendung, Cairo.

Borti, G., and PeeT, T.E.
1928 1l giornale della necropoli di Tebe, Turin.
Branb, P.J.

1998  The Mouments of Seti I and their historical signifi-
cance: epigraphic, art historical and historical analy-
sis, Diss. Toronto.

BRrEASTED, J. H.
1906  Ancient Records of Egypt, I-V, Chicago.
BRrRINKMAN, J.A.

1976 Materials and Studies for Kassite History I: A Cata-
logue of Cuneiform Sources Pertaining to Specific
Monarchs of the Kassite Dynasty, Chicago.



378 Rolf Krauss

1977  Mesopotamian Chronology of the Historical Period,
335-348, in: Ancient Mesopotamia. Portrait of a
Dead Civilization, ed. OpPENHEIM, A.L. (Revised edi-
tion, completed by E. REINER), Chicago.

Broekman, G.P.F.

2002  The Nile Level records of the Twenty-Second and

Twenty-Third Dynasties in Karnak: a reconsideration
of their chronological order, JEA 88, 163—178.

2011  The Egyptian Chronology from the Start of the Twen-
ty-Second until the Twenty-Fifth Dynasty: Facts, Sup-
positions and Arguments, JEH 4, 40—80.

2015 The order of succession between Shabaka and Shaba-
taka. A different view on the chronology of the Twen-
ty-fifth Dynasty, GM 245, 17-32.

CamiNos, R.A.

1952 Gebel es-Silsilah No. 100, JEA 38, 46—61.

1954 Late Egyptian Miscellanies, BES 1, London.
1958 The Chronicle of Prince Osorkon, AO 37, Roma.
CENIVAL, F. DE

1988  Le mythe de 'oeil du soleil, Demotic Studies 9, Som-
merhausen.

CERNY, J.

1946  Studies in the chronology of the Twenty-First Dynas-
ty, JEA 32, 24-30.

1965  Hieratic Inscriptions from the Tomb of Tutankhamun,
Oxford.

CraNcy, F.

2001  Errors and assumptions: a reply to Kenneth Kitchen,
JSOT 93, 13-15.

DARESSsY, G.

1896  Contribution a I’étude de la XXIe dynastie égypti-
enne, Revue Archéologique, 3e série, XX VIII, 72-90.

1907  Les cercueils des prétres d’Amon (Deuxiéme trou-
vaille de Deir El-Bahari), ASAE 8, 3-38.

1909 Cercueils des  cachettes
61001-61044, Cairo.

Davies, N. pE G.

1933 The Tomb of Nefer-hotep at Thebes, PMMA 9.1, New
York

DeveccHy, E., and J.L.MILLER

royales, CG  nos.

2012  Hittite-Egyptian Synchronisms and their Conse-
quences for Ancient Near Eastern Chronology,
139-176. in: Egypt and the Near East — The Cross-
roads: International Workshop on the Relations
between Egypt and the Near East in the Bronze Age,
Czech Institute of Egyptology, Prague, ed. Jana
MyNAROVA, Prague.

Dk, J. Van

2008  New Evidence on the Length of the Reign of Horem-

heb, JARCE 44, 193-200.

2010 The date of the Gebel Barkal Stela of Seti I, 325-332
in D. AstoN, B. BADER, C. GALLORINI, P. NICHOLSON

and S. BuckiNnGHAM eds., Under the Potter’s Tree.
Studies on Ancient Egypt presented to Janine Bour-
riau, on the occasion of her 70" Birthday, OLA 204,
Leuven.

Dobson, A.
1993 A new king Shoshenq confirmed?, GM 137, 53-58.

2010  Poisoned legacy: the decline and fall of the nineteenth
Egyptian dynasty, Cairo.

2012 Afterglow of Empire, Cairo.
DoNkER vaN HEEL, K.

1995  Abnormal Hieratic and Demotic Texts - Collected by
the Theban Choachytes in the Reign of Amasis, Dis-
sertation, Leiden.

DRENKHAHN, R.

1972 Zur Anwendung der ,Tagewihlkalender, MDAIK 28,
85-94.

EGBERTS, A.

1998  Hard Times: The Chronology of “The Report of
Wenamun” Revised, ZAS 125, 92—108.

ERricHsEN, E.
1954 Demotisches Glossar, Kopenhagen.
FELBER, H.

2002  Die Demotische Chronik, 65-112, in: Apokalyptik und
Agypten, ed. BLasius, A., OLA 107, Leuven.

FINKELSTEIN, 1.

2002  The Campaign of Shoshenq I to Palestine. A Guide to

the 10" Century BCE Polity, ZDPV 118, 109—129.

FirnEIS, M.G., and M. RODE-PAUNZEN

2003  Progress-Report on Egyptian Astrochronology,
47-85, in: The Synchronisation of Civilisations in the
Eastern Mediterranean in the Second Millenium
B.C. 1I. - Proceedings of the SCIEM 2000 - EuroCon-
ference, Haindorf 2™ of May — 7" of May 2001, ed.
BieTak, M., Vienna.

FrAME, G.

1999  The inscription of Sargon II at Tang-i Var, Orientalia

68, 31-57.

GABOLDE, L.

2009a Mise au point sur 'orientation du temple d’Amon-Re
a Karnak en direction du lever du soleil au solstice
d’hiver, Cahiers de Karnak 13, 243-256.

2009b L’horizon d’Aton, exactament?, Cahiers de [’Egypte

Nilotique et Mediterranéenne 2, 145-57.
GARDINER, A.H.
1932 Late Egyptian Stories, BAe 7, Brussels.
1933 The Dakhleh stela, JEA 19, 19-30.

1935  Hieratic Papyri in the British Museum. Third Series.
Chester Beatty Gift. I, London.

1955 The Problem of the
d’Egyptologie 10, 9-31.

Month-names, Revue



Egyptian Chronology: Ramesses II through Shoshenq 111, with Analysis of the Lunar Dates of Thutmoses I1I 379

GascHE , H., J.LA. ARMSTRONG, S.W. CoLE and V.G. GURZADYAN.

1998 Dating the Fall of Babylon. A Reappraisal of Second-
Millenium Chronology, MHEM 1V, Ghent & Chicago.

GAuTscHy, R.

2014 A reassessment of the absolute chronology of the
Egytian New Kingdom and its ,brotherly® countries,
A&L 24, 143-160.

2015  The Tepi Shemu feast: A tool for testing chronologies
of Dynasty 21 to 25?, JEH, forthcoming.

GORG, M.

2005  Schoschenq I. und Mitanni, GM 206, 5—-6.

GrirrITH, F.LL., and H. THOMPSON

The Demotic Magical Papyrus of London and Leiden, London.
HaikarL, FM.H.

1970-72 Two hieratic funerary papyri of Nesmin. 1. 11, BAe
XV, Bruxelles.

HEeLck, W.,
1955-58 Urkunden des dgyptischen Altertums 1V, Berlin.

1961  Materialien zur Wirtschaftsgeschichte des Neuen
Reiches 1. Mainz.

HorE, C.

2001 Excavations at Ismant el-Kharab and Mut el-Kharab
in 2001, BACE 12, 35-63.

HornNuNG, E.

1964  Untersuchungen zur Chronologie und Geschichte des
Neuen Reiches, 44 11, Wiesbaden.

2006  The New Kingdom, AEC, 197-217.
Hugegr, P.J.

1982 Astronomical Dating of Babylon I and Ur III, Mono-
graphic Journals of the Near East. Occasional Papers
I, Malibu.

2011  The astronomical basis of Egyptian chronology of the
Second Millenium BC, JEH 4, 172-227.

Hucngss, G.R.

1958  The Sixth Day of the Lunar Month and the Demotic
Name for ,,Cult Guild“, MDAIK 16, 147-160.

HucHEs, J.

1990  Secrets of the Times. Myth and History in Biblical
Chronology, JSOT Supplement series 66, Sheffield.

HunNGER, H.
1992 Astrological reports to Assyrian Kings, Helsinki.
JAEGER, B.

1984a  Les scarabées a noms royaux de la XVIIle dynastie.

Travaux préliminaires en vue d’un corpus. Les scara-
bées de Thoutmosis IV, GM 72, 49—64.

1984b Les scarabées de Thoutmosis IV (suite), GM 74,
43-58.
JANSSEN, J.J.

1961  Two ancient Egyptian Ship’s logs, Leiden.

JANSEN-WINKELN, K.
1990  Review of Kruchten 1986, JEA 76, 242-244.
1992  Das Ende des Neuen Reiches, ZAS 119, 22-37.

2006a Relative Chronology of Dyn. 21, AEC, 218-233.

2006b The Chronology of the Third Intermediate Period:
Dyns. 2224, AEC, 234-264.
Jonnson, J.H.

1992  Translation of demotic magical texts, in: The Greek
Magical Papyri in Translation. 2™ Ed., ed. Berz,
H.D., Chicago.

JoNES, A.

1994  The Place of Astronomy in Roman Egypt, 25-51, in:
The Sciences in Greco-Roman Society, Apeiron 27/4,
ed. Barns, T.D.

Kann, D.

2001  The inscription of Sargon II at Tang-i Var and the
chronology of dynasty 25, Orientalia 70, 1-18.

KaPER, O.E.

2001  Two Decorated Blocks from the Temple of Seth in
Mut el-Kharab, BACE 12, 71-78.

KapLoNy-HECKEL, U.

1985  Agyptische historische Texte, in: TUAT 1, ed. KAISER,
0., Giitersloh.

KEEs, H.

1964  Die Hohenpriester des Amun von Karnak von Herihor
bis zum Ende der Athiopenzeit, PA 4, Leiden.

Kirchen, K.A.

1973 The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (1100—650
BC), Warminster, 19862, 1995°.

1984  Ramses V, VI, V11, in: LAV, 124-125.

2000  The Historical Chronology of Ancient Egypt, A Cur-
rent Assessment, 39-52, in: The Synchronisation of
Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Sec-

ond Millenium BC., ed. BIETAK, M., Vienna.

2006  The strengths and weaknesses of Egyptian chronolo-

gy — a Reconsideration, A&L 16, 293-308.

2009  The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt: An Over-
view of Fact & Fiction, 161-201, in: The Libyan Peri-
od in Egypt. Historical and Cultural Studies into the
21st — 24th Dynasties. Proceedings of a Conference at
Leiden University 25-27 October 2007, ed. G.P.F.

BroekmaN, R.J. DEMAREE and O.E. KAPER, Leiden.

1975-1990 Ramesside Inscriptions: historical and biographi-
cal I-VIII, Oxford (=KRI).

1993-2014 Ramesside Inscriptions Translated and Annotated,
Translations, [-VII, Oxford (=RITA).

KLINGER, J.

2006  Chronological Links between the Cuneiform World of
the Ancient Near East and Ancient Egypt, AEC,

304-324.



380 Rolf Krauss

KRrauss, R.

1976  Untersuchungen zu Konig Amenmesse, 1. Teil, SAK
4, 166—199.

1977  Untersuchungen zu Konig Amenmesse, 2. Teil, SAK
5, 131-174.

1985  Sothis- und Monddaten, HAB 20, Hildesheim.

1997a  Zur Chronologie der Nachfolger Achenatens unter
Berticksichtigung der DOG-Funde aus Amarna (=
Revidierte Uberlegungen zum Ende der Amarnazeit

3), MDOG 129, 227-252.

1997b  Untersuchungen zu Konig Amenmesse: Nachtrige,

SAK 24, 161-184.

2004  August Bockh (1785-1867) und andere Autoren iiber
den Beginn des &dgyptischen Kalendertages nach

Ptolemius im Almagest, SAK 32, 275-286.

2005a Das wrs-Datum aus Jahr 5 von Shoshenq [I], DE 62,

43-48.

2005b An Egyptian Chronology for Dynasties XIII to XXV,
173189, in: The Synchronisation of Civilisations in
the Eastern Mediteranean in the Second Millenium
BC. 1II: Proceedings of the SCIEM 2000 — 2" Euro-
Conference, Vienna, 28" of May — 1% of June 2003,

eds. M. Bietak and E. Czerny, Wien.
Lunar dates, AEC 395-431.

2006b Las
arqueastronomia en egipto, Boletin de la Asociacion
Espaiiola de Egiptologia 16, 101-112.

2006a

ilusiones perdidas? Recientes intentos en

2007a Die Mahler-Borchardtsche These iiber die Apis-
Inthronisationen bei Vollmond, Acta Praehistorica et

Archaeologica (Fs Menghin) 39, 339-348.

2008  Ein Modell fiir die chronologische Einordnung der

Maunier-Stele (Stele der Verbannten), GM 219, 41-48.
2012

Babylonian crescent observation and Ptolemaic-
Roman lunar dates, http://www.PalArch.nl

2014  Astronomy and Chronology — Babylonia, Assyria,
and Egypt, 31-41, in: Handbook of Archaeoastrono-
my and Ethnoastronomy, ed. RuGGLes, C.L.N., New
York.

2015  The Azzi eclipse and Hittite-Egyptian chronology, in:
Fs G.T. Martin, ed. Duk, J. van, Leuven, forthcoming.

KRrauss, R., and D. WARBURTON

2009  The basis for the Egyptian dates, 125-139, in: Time’s
Up! Dating the Minoan eruption of Santorini. (Mono-
graphs of the Danish Institute at Athens 10). Acts of
the Minoan Eruption Chronology Workshop, Sandb-

jerg November 2007, ed. WARBURTON, D.A., Aarhus.
KRI see under KitcHEN, K.
KRUCHTEN, J.-M.

1986  Le grand texte oraculaire de Djehoutymose: intend-
ant du domain d’Amon sous le pontificat de Pined-
jem II, MRE 5, Brussels.

1989  Les annales des prétres de Karnak (XXI-XXIII"
dynasties) et autres textes contemporains relatifs a
initiation des prétres d’Amon, OLA 32, Leuven.

Kunneg, C.

1973 Die Chronologie der internationalen Korrespondenz
von El-Amarna, AOAT 17, Neukirchen-Vluyn.

LaNGE, R. and N.M. SWERDLOW

2005  Two programs, for ephemeris and visibility calcula-

tions, useful for historical applications, Journal for the
History of Astronomy 31, 335-336.

LEaAHY, A.

2010  The date of the ‘larger’ Dakhleh stela (Oxford, Ash-
molean Museum 1894.107a), GM 226, 45-53.

LECLANT, J.

1954  Enquétes sur les sacerdoces et les sanctuaires égyp-
tiens a 1’époque dite ‘Ethiopienne’ (XXVe dynastie),
BdE 17, Cairo.

LETELLIER, B.

1976  Couvercle du sarcophage utilisé pour le réenvelisse-
ment de Ramses, 317 in: Ramses le Grand: Exposition
Galeries Nationales du Grand Palais Paris, ed.
DEesrocHES-NOBLECOURT, C., Paris.

LIEVEN, A. V.

2000  Der Himmel iiber Esna, AA 64, Wiesbaden.

LipINskaA, J.

1967 Names and history of the sanctuaries built by
Tuthmosis 111 at Deir el-Bahri, JEA 53, 25-33.

LippErT, S.L., and M. SCHENTULEIT

2006  Demotische Dokumente aus Dime II. Quittungen,

Wiesbaden.
Lurr, U.

1992 Die chronologische Fixierung des dgyptischen Mit-
tleren Reiches nach dem Tempelarchiv von Illahun,

Vienna.

LuLt, J.

2006  Los sumos sacerdotes de Amon tebanos de la whm
mswt y dinastia XXI (ca. 1083 — 945 a.C.), BAR IS
1469, Oxford.

2009  Beginning and end of the High Priest of Amun

Menkheperre, 241-250, in: The Libyan Period in
Egypt. Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st —
24th Dynasties. Proceedings of a Conference at
Leiden University 25-27 October 2007, ed. G.P.F.
BroekMmaN, R.J. DEMAREE and O.E. KaPEr, Leiden.

MALININE, M., G. PoSENER and J. VERCOUTTER

1968  Catalogue des stéles du Sérapéum de Memphis 1, Par-
is.

MARCINIAK, M.

1974  Les inscriptions hiératiques du Temple de Thout-
mosis 111, Warsaw.

MARIETTE, A.

1857  Le Sérapeum de Memphis, Paris.



Egyptian Chronology: Ramesses II through Shoshenq 111, with Analysis of the Lunar Dates of Thutmoses 111 381

1904  Renseignements sur les soixante-quatre Apis trouvés
dans les souterrains du Sérapeum, in: BE 18, 133-255.

MasPERO, G.

1889  Les momies royales de Déir el-Bahari, MMAF 1.4,
Paris.

MASSART, A.

1957  The Egyptian Geneva Papyrus MAH 15274, MDAIK
15, 172-185.

MEBERT, J.

2009  Die Venustafeln des Ammi-saduqa und ihre Bedeu-

tung fiir die astronomische Datierung der altbabylo-
nischen Zeit, AfOB 31, Vienna.

MHC

Medinet Habu Ill. The Calendar, the ‘Slaughterhouse’, and
Minor Records of Ramses 111, Epigraphic Survey, OIP
23, Chicago, 1934.

MILLER, J. L.

2007  Amarna age chronology and the identity of Nibkhuru-

riya in the light of a newly reconstructed Hittite text,
AOF 34,252-293.

MOoNTET, P.

1951  La nécropole royale de Tanis, II. Les constructions et
le tombeau de Psousennés a Tanis, Paris.

Moran, W.L.
1992  The Amarna Letters, Baltimore.
NELsoN, H.H., and U. HOLSCHER

1934  Work in Western Thebes 1931-1933, OIC 18, 63-90,
Chicago.

NEUGEBAUER, O., and R.A. PARKER

1968 Two Demotic Horoscopes, JEA 54, 231-234.

OsING, J.

1998  Hieratische Papyri aus Tebtunis 1, CNIP 17.

PARKER, R. A.

1950  The Calendars of Ancient Egypt, SAOC 26, Chicago.

1957a  The Length of Reign of Amasis and the Beginning of

the Twenty-Sixth Dynasty, MDAIK 15, 208-212.
1957b  The Length of Reign of Ramses X, RJE 11, 163—164.

1957¢  The lunar dates of Thutmose III and Ramesses II,

JNES 16, 39-43.

1959 A4 Vienna Demotic Papyrus on Eclipse and Lunar
Omina, BES 2, Providence, RI.

1962 A Saite Oracle Papyrus from Thebes in the Brooklyn
Museum, BES 4, Providence, RI.

PARKER, R. A., and W. H. DUBBERSTEIN

1956  Babylonian Chronology 626 BC — AD 75, Providence
RI.

PAayrRAUDEAU, F.

2008  De nouvelles annales sacerdotales de Siamon, Psouse-
nnes II et Osorkon I¢", BIFAO 108, 293-308.
2014  Retour sur la succession Shabaqo—Shabataqo, NeHeT

1, 115-127.

PEDEN, A.J.

2001  The Graffiti of Pharaonic Egypt, PA 17, Leiden.
PesT™MAN, P.W.

1977  Recueil de textes démotiques et bilingues, 1.11, Leiden.
PieTscHNIG, M., and W. VOLLMANN

1992 UraniaStar Release 1 & 1.1 (1995), Vienna.

Pinch, G.

1993 Votive Offerings to Hathor, Oxford.

Quack J. F.

2004  Fragmente memphitischer Religion und Astronomie

in semidemotischer Schrift (pBerlin 14402 + pCarls-
berg 651 + PSI Inv. D 23), 468-496, in: Res severa
verum gaudium. Fs Zauzich, ed. Horrmann, F. and
H.J. THisseN, Leuven.

2007  Die Heimkehr der Gottin, 195-229, in: Anthologie der
demotischen Literatur, ed. Horrmann, F.H. and J.F.
Quack, Berlin.

QUIBELL, J.E.

1898 The Ramesseum, ERA 2, London.

REDFORD, D.B.

1982  Mitanni, LA 1V, 149.

RIK IIT

1954 Reliefs and Inscriptions at Karnak.The Bubastite Por-
tal, OIP 74, Chicago.

RITA  see under KitcHEN, K.
ROMER, M.

1994  Gottes- und Priesterherrschaft in Agypten am Ende
des Neuen Reiches, 44T 21, Wiesbaden.

SADEK, A. I.

1984  An attempt to translate the corpus of the Deir el-Bahri
inscriptions, GM 71, 67-91; GM 72, 65—130.

SaGriLLo, T.L.

2003 The Reign of Shoshenq I of the Egyptian Twenty-sec-

ond Dynasty, Dissertation, Leuven.
ScHipPPER, B.U.

2004  Die Ezihlung des Wenamun. Ein Literaturwerk im
Spannungsfeld von Politik, Geschichte und Religion,

OBO 209, Fribourg.

SCHNEIDER, T.

2011  Conjectures about Amenmesse: Historical, Biographi-
cal, Chronological, 445—451, in: Ramesside Studies in
Honour of K. A. Kitchen, eds. M. COLLIER & S. SNAPE,
Bolton.

ScHorT, S.

1950  Altdgyptische Festdaten, AMAWL, Mainz.

1934  The Feasts of Thebes, 63-90, in: Work in Western
Thebes 1931-1933, ed. NeLsoN, H.H. and U. HOLSCHER,
OIC 18, Chicago.

1955  Eine dgyptische Bezeichnung fiir Litaneien, 289-295,

in: Aegyptologische Studien: Hermann Grapow zum
70. Geburtstag gewidmet, ed. O. FircHow, Berlin.



382 Rolf Krauss

SmiTH, G. E.
1912 The Royal Mummies, CG Nos. 61051-61100, Cairo.
SmiTtH, H. S.

1992  The death and life of the mother of Apis, 201-225, in:
Studies in Pharaonic Religion and Society in Honour
of J. Gwyn Griffiths, ed. LLoyp, A. B., OP 8, London.

SPALINGER, A.

1995  The lunar system in festival calendars: from the New
Kingdom onwards, BSEG 19, 25-40.

1996 The private feast lists of ancient Egypt, AA 57, Wies-
baden.

2005  War in Egypt, Malden Mass.

SPIEGELBERG, W.

1899  Eine Stele aus der Oase Dachel, RT 21, 12-21.

1917 Der dgyptische Mythus vom Sonnenauge, Strassburg.

1931  Eine neue Bauinschrift des Parthenios, ZAS 66,
42-43.

TALLET, P.

1996  Une jarre de ’an 31 et une jarre de I’an 10 dans la cave
de Toutankhamon, BIFAO 96, 369-383.

THomas, E.
1966  The Royal Necropoleis of Thebes, Princeton.
TroMPSON, R.C.

1900  The Reports of the Magicians and Astrologers of Nin-
iveh and Babylon in the British Museum 1, London.

Urk. I'V. see under HELck, W.

VERCOUTTER, J.

1958  Une épitaphe royale inédite du Sérapéum, MDAIK 16,
333-345.

1960  The Napatan kings and Apis worship, Kush 8, 62-76.
VERNUS, P.

1975  Inscriptions de la Troisieme Période Intermédiaire (1),
BIFAO 75, 1-66.

WENTE, E.F.
1967  Late Ramesside Letters, SAOC 33, Chicago.

1975  Thutmose III’s Accession and the Beginning of the
New Kingdom, JNES 34, 265-272.

WEsT, S.

1972 The Greek Version of the Legend of Tefnut, JEA 72,
161-183.
WILHELM, G.

2009  Mursilis 11. Konflikt mit Agypten und Haremhabs

Thronbesteigung, WdO 39.1, 108—116.
WRESzINSKI, W.

1906  Aegyptische Inschriften aus dem K.K. Hofmuseum
Wien, Leipzig.

YaLLop, B. D.

1997 A Method for Predicting the First Sighting of the New

Crescent Moon, Nautical Almanac Office (NAO),
Technical Note no. 69, 1-16 (updated April 1998).

Young, E.

1963  Some notes on the chronology and genealogy of the
Twenty-first Dynasty, JARCE 2, 99—112.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /DEU <FEFF0050004400460020006f006e006c0069006e0065003a0020004b006f006d007000720069006d0069006500720075006e0067002000610075006600200032003000300020006400700069>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


