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The Introduction 
 
 We´ve seen in the “Conquest” and “Living under the Might of Egyptians” parts 
that there is an amount of epigraphic and archaeological evidence that could point to the 
biblical tradition that the Israelites under Joshua really conquered the whole of southern 
Canaan, Egyptian “Djahi”, and also penetrated into northern Canaan, Egyptian “Qedem”. 
Also, as we´ve seen, the archaeological record seems to indicate that it happened around 
1550 BCE, bringing to an end the developed Middle Bronze Canaanite civilisation. 
 But obviously, the Israelite story also has another part, the preceding one, and that 
is the sojourn in Egypt. So is the archaeology and epigraphy able to say anything about it, 
too ? And if the collapse of the Middle Bronze Age Canaanite civilization wasn`t a 
consequence of an internal revolt, weren´t the Israelites simply just some Shosu from 
some faraway land that conquered Canaan ? Is there anything in Egypt at that time that 
could point to the biblical tradition ? Here we have to look at what we are able to know 
about Egypt so far… 
 
Who were the Israelites in Egypt ? 
 
 Sometimes, the Israelites are linked to the Hyksos. It is sometimes thought that 
the Israelites were the Semitic Hyksos, the rulers of Egypt of the Second Intermediate 
Period, who, after having been expelled from Egypt by the Egyptians, invaded Canaan 
and conquered it. The memory of these events was later reflected in their story of their 
Egyptian sojourn. 
 However, I don´t think so. It is generally known that the ancient Near Eastern 
nations liked to boast about their deeds and achievements, and keep silent about their 
failures and defeats. It is humanely natural, but with these nations it was especially 
exaggerated. Israel was also slightly prone to it, too. It doesn´t seem that Israel boasted 
about their achievements, but definitely didn´t mention very much their failures which is 
completely understandable. 
 The Israelites had a tradition that in the end they were powerless slaves in Egypt. 
Nevertheless, the Hyksos story is about kings until the end. So, I think that if the 
Israelites had really been the Hyksos in Egypt, they wouldn´t have made slaves of 
themselves. No ancient Near Eastern nation would have made this out of themselves, 
lowering its status and position from the real one. Or, would any free Shosu, nomads, 
have made the builders of cities out of themselves ? So if the Israelites had really been 
the Hyksos, they wouldn´t have made slaves out of themselves. Most probably they 
would have had a story how they were kings and rulers and how because of their sins 
they were later expelled. But they wouldn´t have had a story of their slavery, if it hadn´t 
been true… So I think that if they really had been in Egypt at that time, we must look for 
them in different places and different positions… 
 
When 
 
 If we consider the time of Conquest to be around ca. 1550 BCE, then before the 
40-year Israelite wandering and stay in the desert the time of leaving Egypt must have 
been around 1600 BCE. It couldn´t have been a long time before this time because if the 



Bible is true in this point and the Pharaoh had really chased the fleeing Israelites with his 
chariots and horses (Ex 14,6-28, Josh 24,6), it rather points to the Hyksos period and later 
because it is generally thought that it was the Semites who had introduced the chariot and 
horse into Egypt, since there is no firm evidence of either during the Middle Kingdom, 
yet they are present form the beginning of the 18th Dynasty. It seems that these 
innovations were later taken over by the pharaohs of the 17th Dynasty and used against 
the Hyksos themselves. The pharaoh Kamose texts mention the enemy´s horses and 
chariot teams of Avaris as part of Kamose´s loot. Both horses, and horses hitched to 
chariots, appear on the Ahmose reliefs at Abydos (p. 202, Janine Bourriau, 2000). So the 
story of pharaoh pursuing the Israelites in chariots with horses most probably can be 
dated to the Hyksos or later period but not much earlier… So what does this time tell us 
when we combine biblical and extra-biblical sources ? 
 
 
The Cities and the Land 
 
 According to the biblical story two cities are mentioned as places of the Israelite 
hardship – Pithom and Rameses (Ex 1,11). Do we know from this time of ca. 1600 BCE 
about any cities in Egypt that could qualify as Rameses and Pithom ? 
 
The City of Raamses 
 
 Looking for the city of Raamses, the capital city of Ramesses II, started many 
years ago. The full name of the Delta residence of the Nineteenth and Twentieth 
Dynasties was “House of Ramesses, Beloved of Amun, Great of Victories” (pi-r´mss sw 
mry imn ´3 nhtw). Built by Ramesses II in the early years of his reign, Pi-Ramesses 
flourished through the reign of Ramesses VI (1143-1136 BCE), when it was abandoned 
owing to the westward migration of the Bubastite branch of the Nile (p. 117, James K. 
Hoffmeier, 1999). 
 Alan Gardiner surveyed the various Egyptian toponyms with the pharaonic name 
Ramesses in order to determine which one might be equated with this Raamses of the 
Book of Exodus. Due to the ambitious building ventures of Ramesses II, a number of 
sites bore his name, stretching from “The Dwelling of Ramesses”, situated somewhere in 
northern Sinai, to Abu Simbel in the south. He eliminated the southern sites and the one 
in Sinai as the capital because they were not in the Delta (texts clearly placed it next to 
the Nile). At first he thought it Pelusium (Tell Farama) but later rejected this place in 
favour of Tanis where French excavation at San el-Hagar led by Pierre Montet yielded 
impressive Ramesside remains, such as statues, obelisks, and monumental stones that 
made up the central temple complex of Pi-Ramesse, which led generations of 
Egyptologists and biblical scholars to believe that this site was Pi-Ramesses and the 
biblical Raamses/Ramesses (p. 117, ibid). 
 However, the problem remained that no ceramic or stratigraphic evidence for the 
Ramesside period had appeared at Tanis. Meanwhile, Mahmud Hamza had been digging 
a rather unglamorous site at Qantir near the town of Fakus and the site of Tell el-Dab´a 
in the northeastern Delta. There he found the foundations of a royal palace and some 
inscribed Ramesside remains, including hieratic ostracons bearing the name Pi-Ramesses, 



which led him to suggest that this site was the Delta residence of the Ramessides. An 
important study by William Hayes of glazed tiles from Qantir led him to support 
Mahmud Hamza´s identification. Subsequent work at the site by Labib Habachi and 
Shehata Adam has resulted in the virtual unanimous conclusion that Qantir is Pi-
Ramesses (p. 117, ibid). 
 However, of course, this city with this name was established only in the 13th cnt 
BCE, during the reign of this pharaoh, and no earlier... Could this mean that the Exodus 
really happened in the 13th cnt BCE, as it is so often thought ? Not necessarily. If we 
want to take Bible literally in every detail, it doesn´t fit, either, because as we´ve seen, 
biblically the Exodus should have started ca. 1440 BCE and the arrival in Canaan should 
have been ca. 1400 BCE., so the time when the city of Ramses hadn´t existed yet, either. 
But could this name reflect anything truthful ? Maybe yes. 
 We read in the Bible that “Abraham stayed in the land of the Philistines for a long 
time” (Gn 47,11). But there were definitely no Philistines in Canaan in Abraham´s time. 
It implies that it is either all thought up or could it mean that just some later name was 
attributed to a place, replacing its older one ? We also read that “when Pharaoh let the 
people go, God did not lead them on the road through the Philistine country, though that 
was shorter (Ex 13,17). Again, what is referred to here, it is the Egyptian “Way of Horus” 
and Canaanite Coastal plain. Even if we believed that the Exodus happened in the second 
half of the 13th cnt BCE, there were no Philistines there at that time, only some decades 

later. Also Abraham is said to come מאור כשדים (me´oor kasdeem) “from Ur of the 
Chaldeans” (Gn 11,27-31). The Chaldeans are known from the 1st millennium BCE 
whereas since the 9th cnt BCE they had started to settle especially in southern 
Mesopotamia where some small states arose (p. 195, Nea Nováková, Lukáš Pecha, Furat 
Rahman, 1998). So again, could this be a newer name replacing the older one, any 
“updating” of an older tradition ? 
 This practice of substituting older names with newer ones is common even today, 
and is natural to human community. For example, I live in a city called “Bratislava” 
which is a new, 20th cnt CE name. However, very often we can hear or read about 
“medieval Bratislava”, although something like it never existed because in the Middle 
Ages Bratislava bore other names. But the use and meaning of the reference to “medieval 
Bratislava” is clear – it is to make the reference more understandable, by referring to the 
city by name which is more familiar to current speakers… So could anything like that 
happen in the course of handing down the Israelite tradition – that a newer name was 
applied to an older place in order make the location clearer and better localized for the 
contemporaneous listeners ? In order to find out we have to look at what was at the site of 
Pi-Ramesse around 1600 BCE when the Exodus is supposed to have taken place… 
 
Tell el-Dab´a 
 And interestingly, there was a city at the very place, and not some city, but the 
Hyksos capital, best known under its Greek name “Avaris”, in Egyptian called 
“Hutwaret”,  lain on the Pelusiac branch of the Nile. Hutwaret means "House of the 
Department" and denotes the capital of an administrative division of the land. Both t's in 
the word were silent and it was vocalized something like "Hawara", which is the same 
name (even today) as the site at the entrance to the Faiyum, which in ancient times was 
also called Hu(t)ware(t) and Auaris (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avaris). 



 The site at Tell el-Dab'a, covering an area of about 2 square kilometers, is in ruins 
today but excavations have shown that at one point it was a well-developed center of 
trade with a busy harbour catering to over 300 ships during a trading season (p. 40, 
Charlotte Booth, 2005). At its largest extent in the Hyksos period, the city itself covered 
an area of almost 4 sq km which would have made it twice as large as it had been in the 
13th Dynasty, in between the Egyptian Middle Kingdom and the Second Intermediate 
Period, and three times larger than Middle Bronze Age Hazor in Canaan (p. 180, Janine 
Bourriau, 2000). 
 The site was rediscovered and is being currently dug up by the Austrian 
expedition under Manfred Bietak. In the 1960s, Manfred Bietak traced all the former 
branches of the Nile and dated them by the pottery found on their former banks. When it 
was found that the Tanitic branch of the Nile (Tanis' location) did not exist during 
Ramesses reign while the Pelusiac branch was at that time the easternmost branch, 
excavations began at the site of the highest Rameside pottery location, Tell el-Dab´a and 
Qantir (pp. 99-127, v. 41, Geological Society of London, 1989). Although there was no 
trace of any previous habitation visible on the surface, discoveries soon identified the site 
as both the Hyksos capital Avaris and the Ramesside capital Pi-Ramesses. 
 The history of this site started at the beginning of 12th Dynasty under Amenemhet 
I (c. 1963-1934 BC) with a planned settlement. From the late 12th Dynasty onwards (ca. 
1830 BC) a community of Asiatics (carriers of the Syro-Palestinian Middle Bronze Age 
culture IIA) settled there, which led to a considerable enlargement of the town. The 
majority of the settlers seemed to serve under the Egyptian Crown to judge from the 
offerings in the tombs. Probably they were employed as soldiers, sailors, shipbuilders and 
craftsmen. Their tombs can be found in the midst of the settlement. During the time of the 
13th Dynasty a palatial quarter for officials was constructed (ca. 1785-1755 BC). It seems 
that their function was to supervise trade and expeditions abroad. They were in Egyptian 
services but were of Asiatic origin. A cemetery with domed chapels as superstructures 
belonging to those officials was found attached to the building. The settlement increased 
steadily. In the second half of the 18th century BC a strong influx of Syro-Palestinian MB 
elements is noticeable (http://www.auaris.at/html/history_en.html). 
 Of special interest is the development of settlement. From ca. 1710 BCE onwards 
a tendency towards a social differentiation can be observed. Bigger houses are 
surrounded by smaller houses on the same plots while in the previous period of 1750-
1710 BCE an egalitarian pattern prevailed (ibid). 
 In between 1710-1650 BCE a sacred precinct was constructed in the Eastern town  
It consisted of two temples of Near Eastern type and mortuary chapels of Egyptian 
typology with adjoining cemeteries. In front of the main temple, remains of oak tree pits 
were identified. Probably the cult can be associated with the Canaanite goddess Ashera in 
syncretism with the Egyptian goddess Hathor who not only was established in the Near 
East too but also had an association with mortuary cult (ibid). 
 As dynastic god the Egyptian storm god Seth was introduced. There is every 
reason to believe that he is at this site only the Egyptian version of the Syrian storm god 
Hadad/Baal-Zaphon because a seal cylinder with a representation of this Canaanite god 
was found already in the palace of the early 13th Dynasty (ca. 1770 BCE). As the seal 
was locally made, the conclusion can be drawn that the cult of this god was already 
established in the Eastern Delta (ibid). 



 With the beginning of the Hyksos Period (ca. 1650-1530 BCE) the town 
expanded considerably to 250 ha. This goes hand in hand with a gradual internal 
intensification in settling. The evaluation of the ceramical material shows that most of the 
imports were in the Hyksos Period amphorae from Syria/Palestine, which contained 
originally wine or olive oil. Imports of Cypriot pottery increased considerably after ca. 
1650 BCE and had a remarkable floruit in some parts of the town towards the end of the 
Hyksos period. However, an increasingly isolationistic tendency can be seen in the 
internal trade. Towards the end of the Hyksos Period (ca. 1530 BCE) at the western edge 
of Avaris, along the eastern bank of the Pelusiac branch, a huge citadel was constructed 
on hitherto uninhabited land (ibid). The latest Hyksos stratum also saw the greatest 
expansion of the city and the building of immense defensive fortifications (p. 202, Janine 
Bourriau, 2000).   
 

 
  (Source: http://www.auaris.at/html/index_en.html) 



  
 After the conquest of Avaris by Ahmose c. 1530 BC the major part of the town 
was abandoned. The citadel, however, was destroyed and enormous storage facilities set 
up, among them numerous silos. On top of those remains the traces of a camp with 
bonfires, ovens and postholes of tents were encountered. Bodies probably of soldiers 
were buried without any offerings in pits. Also bodies of several horses were found in 
this stratum (ibid).  
 Some explanation for the defeat of Hyksos may be found in a clue that suggests 
that the ideal warrior elite among the Hyksos did not correspond to reality by the time of 
the 17th Dynasty Thebans´ final assault. Battle axes and daggers from stratum D/3 were 
of unalloyed copper, whereas weapons from earlier starta were made of tin bronze, which 
produced a weapon with a far superior cutting edge. It has been suggested that an 
interruption in the supply of tin can be ruled out and the explanation lies rather in a 
change in the function of weapons from practical use to one of status and display. In 
contrast, weapons of the same period from Upper Egypt were made of tin bronze and this 
would have given the Thebans a clear advantage in hand-to-hand fighting (p. 202, Janine 
Bourriau, 2000). 
 On top of the camps and soldier graves a new palatial compound of the 18th 
Dynasty was constructed mainly of brick material from the Hyksos citadel. It consisted of 
three palaces, all of them constructed on elevated platforms. At least two palaces had 
been decorated by Minoan wall paintings (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avaris). 
 The palatial precinct which covered an area of 5.5 ha (13 Feddan) was surrounded 
by an enclosure wall with an entrance pylon in the north. Together with the town in the 
south and the bay at the river in the north it can most probably be identified with Peru-
nefer, the major Egyptian naval and military stronghold. The palace which dates precisely 
from Tuthmosis III and Amenophis II, the time when Peru-nefer was active, the presence 
of Nubian soldiers as evidenced by Kerma pottery and Kerma arrow tips as well as 
workshops producing arrows and slingshots proves the presence of military units (ibid). 
 Later the ruins of the Tuthmoside Period were covered by a fortress of Horemheb, 
a time when Peru-nefer was in need for building up military measures against the new 
military superpower, the Hittites (ibid). 
 In the Nineteenth Dynasty of Egypt, Avaris regained its past glory when Pharaoh 
Ramesses II made this old site his new capital. The city was now called Pi-Ramesses Aa-
nakhtu, meaning "House of Ramesses II, Great in Victory" (p. 255, Kenneth A. Kitchen, 
2003), though it previously served as a summer palace under Seti I and is believed to 
have been originally founded by Ramesses I while he served under Horemheb 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avaris). 
 The decision by Ramesses II to transfer his government and official residence this 
far north from Thebes may have been influenced by his family connections, being born 
and raised in the area but geopolitical reasons may have been of greater importance. The 
troublesome Egyptian vassal states in Asia, lay much closer as did the border with the 
hostile Hittite empire. Intelligence and diplomats would reach the Pharaoh much quicker. 
The main corps of the army were also encamped in the city and could quickly be 
mobilized to deal with incursions of Hittites or Shasu nomads from across the Jordan 
(Bill Manley, 1995). 



 Built on the banks of the Pelusiac branch of the Nile and with a population of over 
300,000, Pi-Ramesses flourished for more than a century after Ramesses death and 
poems were written over its splendour. The layout of the city, as shown by ground-
penetrating radar, consisted of a huge central temple, a large precinct of mansions 
bordering the river in the west set in a rigid grid pattern of streets and a disorderly 
collection of houses and workshops in the east. The palace of Ramesses is believed to lie 
beneath the modern village of Qantir. An Austrian team of archaeologists, headed by 
Manfred Bietak, found evidence of many canals and lakes and have described the city as 
the Venice of Egypt (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avaris). 
 According to one source, compared to the great capitals of the Ancient Near East, 
like Niniveh and Babylon which covered areas of 1800 and 2250 acres respectively, Pi-
Ramesses covered 2500 acres (p. 119, James Hoffmeier, 1999). According to some other 
last estimates Pi-Ramesses was spread over a vast area of about 18 km2 (6.9 sq mi) or 
around 6 km (4 mi) long by 3 km (2 mi) wide (p. 255, Kenneth Kitchen, 2003). 
 It was originally thought the demise of Egyptian authority abroad during the 
Twentieth Dynasty of Egypt made the city less significant leading to it being abandoned 
as a royal residence (pp. 255-256, ibid). It is now known that the Pelusiac branch of the 
Nile began silting up c. 1060 BC leaving the city without water when the river eventually 
reestablished a new course to the west now called the Tanitic branch. So the Twenty-First 
Dynasty of Egypt moved the city to the new branch establishing Djanet (Tanis) on its 
banks, 100 km (62 mi) to the north-west of Pi-Ramesses as the new capital of Lower 
Egypt. The Pharaohs of the Twenty-first Dynasty transported all the old Ramesside 
temples, obelisks, stelas, statues and sphinxes from Pi-Ramesses to the new site. The 
obelisks and statues, the largest weighing over 200 tons, were transported in one piece 
while major buildings were dismantled into sections and reassembled at Tanis. Stone 
from the less important buildings was reused and recycled for the creation of new temples 
and buildings (p. 255, ibid). This explains the initial confusion why Tanis was once 
thought to be the original site of Pi-Ramesses. 
 So we can see that it was a really important city both at the end of the Egyptian 
Second Intermediate Period and in the Ramesside times. In the Second Intermediate 
Period it was the biggest city besides other places with the same features of a mixed 
Egyptian-Palestinian culture, such as Tell Fauziya, Tell Gezira el-Faras (both located 
even west of the Tanitic branch), Tell el-Habua, Farashi, Tell el-Yahudiya, Tell el-
Maskhuta (p. 211, Janine Bourriau, 2004), so the spread of this mixed culture was quite 
wide. 
 So could the city of Avaris be the biblical city of Raamses, only with a newer 
name ? In order to try to find an answer we have to look at the city of Pithom. For our 
purposes it is even more interesting… 
 
The City of Pithom 
  
 As with the location of Raamses, Pithom, too, has been identified with different 
sites around the Delta and Wadi Tumilat. The second city´s name is unquestionably the 
Hebrew writing for Egyptian p(r) itm: “house” or “domain” (i.e., estate) of the (sun-god) 
“Atum” (p. 119, James K. Hoffmeier, 1999), simply put “House of Atum”. Atum was a 
primordial Egyptian god. His greater cultic centre was at Heliopolis/On (the site is in the 



northeast suburbs of modern Cairo) and a minority view holds that this ancient city is 
meant by Pithom here. But its ancient name was not Pithom/Per-Atum but On, and the 
biblical tradition seems to place the later Israelites´ sojourn to the north-east in the eastern 
Nile-Delta. Possible sites for Pithom have therefore been generally sought in this region, 
where the worship of Atum is also attested (cf. Hans Goedicke 1987b; Pap. Anastasi 
VI.51-61 = iv.11-v.5; ANET , 259; Kurt Galling 1979:40). The choice has appeared to be 
between two sites in Wadi Tumilat, a shallow valley extending west from modern 
Ismailiya, Tell el-Maskhuta and Tell er-Retabeh (for a fuller discussion of the evidence 
see Bleiberg 1983) (pp. 28-9, Graham Davies, 2004). 
 
The land of Goshen and the Wadi Tumilat 
 Both sites are within the Wadi Tumilat, only about 14 km apart (p. 119, James K. 
Hoffmeier, 1999). Tell el-Maskhuta is about 15 km west of modern-day city of Ismailiya 
(p. 190, R. Theodore Lutz, 2001), and Tell er-Retabeh lies more to the west. More to the 
southwest, by the Nile, lay another important city, Tell el-Yahudiya (p. 12 Barbara 
Sivertsen, 2009). 
 The Wadi Tumilat is the remnant of an extinct channel that the Nile cut through 
the desert plateau and filled with sands and gravels in the last Ice Age (p. 16, ibid). It was 
part of the biblical “Land of Goshen”, which most probably in the biblical context 
covered the whole Delta territory east of the Pelusiac branch of the Nile. 
 Today the wadi extends from the present river course eastward to Lake Timsah 
and the Bitter Lakes. Until recent times the wadi, especially the low-lying ground in the 
western part, functioned as an overflow basin for the annual Nile floods. When the Nile 
floods were high in ancient times the wadi would have been lush and fertile with a rich 
overgrowth (p. 16, ibid).  
 John S. Holladay Jr., Tell el-Maskhuta´s most recent excavator and director of the 
Wadi Tumilat project, decribed the people of Tell el-Maskhuta and the adjacent sites in 
the central section of the wadi as a community of pastoralists, living in small towns and 
hamlets in the winter and early spring to grow wheat and barley and make the cloth, 
pottery, weapons, and other items they would need for the rest of the year. In the summer 
they would leave the towns and hamlets to pasture their flocks of sheep and goats beside 
the wadi´s water holes, occasionally hunting wild game and waterfowl (pp. 19-20, ibid). 
 This picture makes it understandable why, according to the Bible (Gn 46,28-
47,12), Jacob and his family settled there. It was an ideal country for pastoralists, or 
seminomads, where they were able live in their own way. Since the Egyptians were rather 
agriculturalists (Gn 46,34), the land of Goshen, “the district of Rameses” (Gn 47,11), the 
whole area including the Wadi Tumilat was a suitable region on the fringes of both 
Egyptian territory and society for living according to their own lifestyle. 
 At the same time, the Wadi Tumilat also had a strategic location as a possible 
caravan trade route. John Holladay suggests that the water resources of the wadi would 
have been vital for these caravanners arriving from the desert, and Tell el-Maskhuta is 
strategically located to control access to the wadi from the east – from the Sinai and any 
trade routes headed south down both sides of the Red Sea. Maskhuta is about a day´s 
journey from Tell er-Retabah. Caravans coming in from the Sinai Peninsula would stop at 
Maskhuta on one day and at Retabah the next, then proceed westward out of the wadi and 
turn north to Tell el-Dab´a/Avaris. From Avaris, goods would be shipped by boat to ports 



throughout the Eastern Mediterranean. He suggests that the occupants of the Wadi 
Tumilat had a role to receive and service the winter-spring donkey caravans bringing 
incense and spices from South Arabia and the Far East, and gold and ivory from 
equatorial Africa (pp. 19-20, ibid). This would also explain why Pithom and Raamses 
were called “store cities” (Ex 1,11) by the Bible. Raamses/Avaris, through the Nile 
actually a maritime port, was the most important point for the Mediterranean trade, and 
Pithom for the trade with the east. “… hundreds of ships of new cedar, filled with gold, 
lapis-lazuli, silver, turquoise and countless battle-axes of bronze, not to mention the 
moringa-oil, incense, fat, honey, itrn-wood, ššndm-wood, and all their valuable timber – 
all the good products of Retenu (Syria)” – with these words did the 17th Dynasty Theban 
king Kamose portray the rich, bustling, crowded harbour at Avaris during the reign of the 
Hyksos king Apophis, in the only surviving contemporary description of the Hyksos 
capital (pp. 199-219, Eric H. Cline, 1998). 
 The Bible says that the Israelites were in Egypt 430 years (Ex 12,40-41), or 400 
years (Gn 15,13), respectively. “400 years” of Abraham seem to be a rough 
approximation, on the other hand, 430 is a non-symbolic number, unlike 480 years of 1 
Kgs 6,1 as we´ve seen. The Bible even says that the Israelites left Egypt “at the end of the 
430 years, to the very day” (Ex 12,41). Of course, while we can´t be sure if this passage 
retains this information as completely accurate, nevertheless, it can be a base for a 
working calculation. 
 If we consider the Exodus to have happened around 1600 BCE, adding up 430 
years given by the Bible as the time of Israelite sojourn gives us the time of ca. 2030 
BCE, placing the coming to Egypt roughly into the reign of the pharaoh Mentuhotep II 
(2061 – 2010 BCE) of the Egyptian Eleventh Dynasty. Interestingly, this time fits exactly 
the beginning of the Egyptian Middle Kingdom. During his reign, Mentuhotep was able 
to reunite Egypt for the first time since the 6th Dynasty. The exact date when 
reunification was achieved is not known, but it is assumed to have happened shortly 
before year 39 of his reign (p. 19, Wolfram Grajetzki, 2006). So, according to this data 
the Israelites would be in Egypt, living in the land of Goshen their own way, the whole 
Middle Kingdom, since its very beginning, and almost all of the Second Intermediate 
Period… 
 The coming, staying and living of various Semites from later times of ancient 
Egypt is well attested, both archaeologically and epigraphically. So the clan of Joseph 
could have been one of the first pioneers of a movement that would continue for centuries 
to come… 
 
The localisation of biblical Pithom 
 Already from the early excavations of Edouard Naville (Tell el-Maskhuta and Tell 
el-Retabeh) and Flinders Petrie (Tell el-Retabeh) in the Wadi Tumilat, this region was 
thought to be the biblical Land of Goshen (p. 58, James K. Hoffmeier, 2005). 
 Based on his excavations, Edouard Naville was among the first to suggest that 
Pithom was located at Tell el-Maskhuta. Later also Tell el-Retabeh was proposed as the 
biblical city (p. 119, James K. Hoffmeier, 1999). 
 At Tell el-Retabeh Flinders Petrie, its excavator, discovered several blocks and 
fragments containing inscriptions that called Atum “the lord of Tjeku” (Egyptian name of 
this area), along with a scene portraying the deity viewing Ramesses II smiting an 



Asiatic. He also uncovered earlier materials, including Eighteenth Dynasty architectural 
remains, scarabs bearing the name of Thutmose III and Amenhotep III, and Middle 
Kingdom and First Intermediate Period scarabs, notably a seal with the name Neb-kau 
Khety (Tenth Dynasty) and a scarab with the cartouche of Amenemhet I (Twelfth 
Dynasty). Additionally, he also uncovered the remains of a New Kingdom temple (p. 
119-120, ibid). 
 However, at Tell el-Maskhuta Edouard Naville also found some Ramesside 
blocks where Atum is named as lord of that area. As already said, both sites are only 
about 14 km apart and as it´s clear that Atum was the lord of this area, both sites could 
qualify as Pithom. Based largely on classical sources, Alan Lloyd has argued for locating 
Herodotus´ Patoumos at Tell el-Maskhuta rather than Tell el-Retabeh. However, most 
scholars today consider Pithom to have been at Tell el-Retabeh because investigation by 
Jean Clédat and especially the excavations directed by John Holladay (1977-1985) have 
added much new information and made it clear that the site lay unoccupied between a 
period in the Middle Bronze Age MB II and the very end of the seventh century, to the 
Saite period when Neco II began excavating the Red Sea canal. There was only one 
major settlement in the eastern Wadi Tumilat during the New Kingdom, and that has to 
be equated with Tell el-Rataba, as Hans Goedicke stated, the excavator of Tell el-
Retabeh in the late 1970s (p. 120, ibid; p. 29, Graham Davies, 2004). So obviously, 
according to Hans Goedicke and James Hoffmeier, the Ramesside monuments at Tell el-
Maskhuta must have been brought there from Tell er-Retabeh (p. 30, Graham Davies, 
2004), a practice common in the ancient Egypt, especially in connection with Ramesside 
monuments… 
 But if we consider the Exodus to have happened around 1600 BCE, before the 
end of the Middle Bronze Age, all this appears to come into a completely different light. 
With this re-dating that we´ve shown in the previous parts, Tell el-Maskhuta could be the 
place of biblical Pithom… So we can look at what has been found there… 
 
Tell el-Maskhuta and some of its finds 
 The site was excavated for the first time already in 1883 by Edouard Naville. 
Besides the ancient monuments from the time of Ramesses II, observed there from the 
late eighteenth century onwards, the 1883 excavations brought to light remains of a 
temple of Atum, ´storehouses´ and structures from the Roman period (Edouard Naville, 
1885, with several plates of incriptions from the site) (p. 29, Graham Davies, 2004). 
However, these storehouse-like structures aren´t generally considered much convincing, 
as they could have served other purposes, too… 
 As already said, John Holladay saw the character of Tell el-Maskhuta and other 
small towns and hamlets as having twofold purpose – as a home for seminomadic 
population and as a “service point” for donkey caravans coming in from the east. Carol 
Redmount, who studied the local pottery extensively, concluded that the ceramic 
assemblage at Tell el-Maskhuta an at least second-generation population of immigrant 
Asiatics whose Syro-Canaanite heritage had evolved through time and mixed with 
Egyptian traditions. She also suggested that the Middle Bronze Age sites in the Wadi 
Tumilat “should be seen as part of a political grouping”, and that the people of Tell el-
Maskhuta and the Wadi Tumilat were an ethnic subgroup within the greater Hyksos 
(Semitic) population. Archaeologically, it would be most appropriate to the later levels 



(phases 5 and 6) at the site (pp. 19-20, Barbara Sivertsen, 2009). So could this seemingly 
specific Semitic subgroup be the Israelites ? 
 And there are other interesting facts. Within Tell el-Maskhuta a big number of 
infant burials and inhumations has been found, in Canaanite clay vessels, interred in 
disused silos, which produced few and no grave goods. On the other hand, there also 
were small mudbrick tombs for infants and youth yielded a rich variety of offerings, 
including gold and silver headbands, armbands, earrings, silver torques and hair rings, 
scarabs in gold or silver mountings, bronze toggle pins, awls, beads of semiprecious 
stones, amulets and food offerings. However, as most burials were found in a 
significantly damaged condition, it was very difficult to draw any general conclusions (p. 
213, Jana Mynářová, 2009; pp. 959-62, 1078-9, Kathryn A. Bard, Steven Blake Shubert, 
1999).  
 In burials besides pottery also bronze objects (above all weapons) were found, 
objects from semiprecious stones, and jewellery from gold and silver. John Holladay also 
noted the real degree of military preparedness evident in the weapons found at the site, 
and the importance of donkeys, which often were sacrificed at the tombs of important 
males, both here and at Tell el-Dab´a (pp. 19-20, Barbara Sivertsen, 2009; pp. 212-3, 
Jana Mynářová, 2009). John Holladay explains this amount of weapons by the character 
of the site, being a caravan service point on the edge (pp. 19-20, Barbara Sivertsen, 
2009). But could there be also another reason, and it would be the need to ensure a 
military dominance and control over a relatively big proportion of enslaved population of 
the site ? 
 I haven´t seen these data in their original context, so I can´t say for sure, but all 
this may evidence something. There seems to be at the site a special subgroup of 
population. The Bible also says that at the end of their Egyptian sojourn the Israelites 
were suffering from maybe the first genocide when their newborn boys were said to be 
thrown into the Nile (Ex 1,15-22). As in the Wadi Tumilat there was no flowing Nile, this 
unusually big number of simple burials could point to that killing. On the other hand, the 
rich burials could point to the burials of their oppressors. Also the high degree of military 
presence could point to a special regime and surveillance deployed at the place… So, at 
present, these finds leave open a possibility for an Israelite presence at this site. And 
there´s one more fact about Tell el-Maskhuta that is interesting… 
 
Early abandonment of the Wadi Tumilat and other sites 
 It´s generally known that Tell el-Maskhuta, and nearly all of the other Middle 
Bronze Age sites in the Wadi Tumilat, were abandoned before the end of the Hyksos rule 
in Egypt (pp. 21-22, Barbara Sivertsen, 2009; p. 211, Janine Bourriau, 2004). Manfred 
Bietak divided the time of the occupation of Tell el-Dab´a into more occupational phases, 
or general phases. Within this framework the Hyksos rule at Tell el-Dab´a was assigned 
four phases by him, ranging approximately from 1650 to 1530 BCE, and being called E/2 
– E/1 – D/3 – D/2 (http://www.auaris.at/html/history_en.html). Of course, all these are 
just approximations, to help divide the occupational phases, as the only radiocarbon 
dating ever made regarding Tell el-Dab´a hasn´t brought very clear results, being too 
wide (pp. 20-1, Barbara Sivertsen, 2009). But roughly said, E/2 is 1650-1620 BCE, E/1 
(1620-1590 BCE), D/3 (1590-1560 BCE) and D/2 (1560-1530 BCE). 



 Another problem is the correlation of these time frames to the ones in 
contemporaneous Canaan and elsewhere, and the absolute chronology. Many 
archaeologists studying the Middle Bronze Age in Canaan have a whole series of dates 
that are far older than the dates Manfred Bietak assigns to the equivalent strata at Tell el-
Dab´a. William Dever, for example, dates the E/1-D/3 layers at Tell el-Dab´a to 1675-
1575 BCE (pp. 20-1, Barbara Sivertsen, 2009).  
 In contrast, Sturt Manning, an archaeologist whose speciality is Bronze Age 
pottery from Cyprus, has closely studied correlations between wares imported from that 
island to Avaris, Tell el-´Ajjul in southern Canaan, and Tell el-Maskhuta. From his work 
he has concluded that the Fifteenth Dynasty is by strata D/3 and D/2 at Avaris and that 
the earlier part of the Hyksos rule is contemporaneous with Late Minoan IA, which 
radiocarbon dates reveal ended between 1620 and 1603 BCE. Consequently, Sturt 
Manning has stratum D/3 extending back from about 1600 BCE to the mid-seventeenth 
century BCE (pp. 20-1, ibid). 
 That´s why it is better to speak in terms of layers than absolute years when 
assessing the relationships between various sites. So, except for a few occasional 
“squatters”, occupation at Tell el-Maskhuta ceased before the end of what is equivalent to 
D/3 layer at Tell el-Dab´a, and the Hyksos rule in Egypt lasted through the end of the 
ensuing D/2 stratum there. Then people did not resume living at Tell el-Maskhuta until 
the Saite Period (seventh century BCE), a gap of about a thousand years (pp. 21-22, ibid). 
 As to the reason of this abandonment, it is not clear at all. John Holladay suggests 
that, as the Hyksos came to dominate all of Egypt, transport of luxury goods by boat up 
the Nile to Avaris supplanted the land route across the Wadi Tumilat. Certainly carvings 
with the names of the Hyksos rulers Khayan and Apophis were found in Upper Egypt not 
far from Thebes, indicating Hyksos power in the south, but this explanation does not 
agree with the finding of numbers of seals of earlier Hyksos rulers along the Nile and in 
Nubia, an indication of trans-Nile trade. And as Barbara Sivertsen points out, with or 
without the overland trade, the wadi should have remained a place for winter cereal 
farming and a prime pasturage for the flocks of sheep and goats that represented nomadic 
people´s real wealth, since Nile flood levels were normal throughout the period. Besides 
the possible cessation of overland trade, John Holladay concedes that there is “no ready 
explanation” for the discontinuance of Hyksos occupation in the Wadi Tumilat (pp. 21-
22, ibid). 
 But that´s not all. Not only the Wadi Tumilat sites were abandoned before the end 
of the Hyksos rule, but also another place, Tell el-Yahudiya(h)/Yehudiya (p. 211, Janine 
Bourriau, 2004), by the Nile, approximately 80 km southwest of Tell el-Maskhuta, and 
20 km northeast of Cairo. Tell el-Yahudiya, literally “Jewish Mound” in Arabic, is 
supposed to have its name by the Temple of Yahweh (YHWH) that was built here in 2nd 
cnt BCE. Also here a big number of finds relative to Syro-Canaanite culture has been 
found, architectural and other. After this site the well-known “Yahudiya Ware” was 
called, a special kind of pottery, typical of this culture (p. 214, Jana Mynářová, 2009). 
 On the other hand, many other places farther north, placed west or east of the 
Tanitic branch (a Nile branch next to the Pelusiac branch, west of it), be it Tell Fauziya, 
Tell Gezira el-Faras, Tell el-Habua or Farashi, were abandoned at the same time as Tell 
el-Dab´a, only Tell el-Maskhuta and Tell el-Yahudiya had been abandoned earlier as is 
the last layer D/2, ascribed to the Hyksos pharaoh Apopi (p. 211, Janine Bourriau, 2004). 



 The abandonment of Tell el-Yahudiya can´t be ascribed to a change of trade 
routes because this city was by the Nile and so had completely other functions. So could 
the building of this Yahweh´s temple at the very site mean that it is a reflexion of some 
old tradition, still alive in the 2nd cnt BCE, relative to the Israelite sojourn ? Interestingly, 
the Septuagint, being translated around the same time, adds in its translation, besides 
Raamses and Pithom, also a third city, Heliopolis/On, a city near Tell el-Yahudiya, a little 
more south, to be a city of the Israelite enslavement, too, surely reflecting some old 
tradition that the anonymous translator added to the text. 
 So could this all mean that the Israelites from all around this area, including 
Avaris (Tell el-Dab´a), Pithom (Tell el-Maskhuta) and Tell el-Yahudiya, simply, the land 
of Goshen, left this area ? In big places, like Tell el-Dab´a, where surely very many other 
Semites and Egyptians lived, their departure didn´t need to mean the total disruption of 
the city – but in smaller settlements, where their numbers could have been much bigger in 
proportion to other population, which could have been Tell el-Maskhuta and Tell el-
Yahudiya, could this mean the total demise of these settlements ? 
 James Weinstein, based on both the pottery and the scarabs, believes that 
occupation at Tell el-Maskhuta ended slightly earlier than occupation at Tell el-
Yahudiya, which he thinks ended around 1575 BCE (pp. 20-1, Barbara Sivertsen, 2009). 
However, obviously, it is extremely difficult to make exact dating within such relatively 
short time ranges. Without the radiocarbon tool, the scholars have to refer to pottery and 
scarabs. 
 Tell el-Maskhuta scarabs date from the later part of the Thirteenth Dynasty 
(Khaneferre Sobekhotep IV, usually assigned to the end of the 18th cnt BCE) through the 
first part of the Hyksos Fifteenth Dynasty, back to Tell el-Dab´a level E/3, equivalent to 
the period known as Middle Bronze (MB) IIB (p. 19, ibid). 
 James Weinstein, who studied the scarabs, says that they are similar timewise to 
those found in tomb groups III-IV and IV-V at Jericho in southern Canaan and that their 
equivalent levels at Tell el-Dab´a are E/1 and its succeeding level, D/3. He first estimated 
that the scarabs from Tell el-Maskhuta dated from 1750 to 1625 BCE. More recently, 
based on both the pottery and the scarabs, he wrote that occupation at Tell el-Maskhuta 
ended slightly earlier than occupation at Tell el-Yehudiyah, which he thinks ended 
around 1575 BCE (p. 19, ibid).  
 Carol Redmount estimated that the Middle Bronze Age occupation at Tell el-
Maskhuta lasted about fifty to one hundred years, probably closer to the latter figure, 
which she estimated from about 1700 to 1600 BCE (p. 19, ibid). 
 In terms of the pottery, John Holladay limits occupation at Tell el-Maskhuta to an 
even narrower range: “all of our pottery would fit comfortably within the limits of (at the 
earliest) late Stratum E/1 and (probably at the latest) Stratum D/3 at Tell el-Dab´a… 
Probably we lack the earliest E/1 material and the latest D/3. Manfred Bietak assigns 
dates of 1620 to 1560 BCE to the E/1-D/3 strata at Tell el-Dab´a. Bietak´s estimates 
would mean that occupation at Tell el-Maskhuta lasted no longer than thirty to forty 
years, a timespan that makes no sense in terms of Weistein´s and Redmount´s estimates.  
 Moreover, William Dever has identified some late MB IIA and transitional MB 
IIA/IIB pottery forms from Tell el-Maskhuta. Therefore, the occupation at Tell el-
Maskhuta arguably began as early as the E/3 stratum and lasted into stratum D/3, a 



timespan more in keeping with the dates and length of the occupation estimated both by 
Redmount and Weinstein (p. 20, ibid). 
 So we can see that those datings are just educated guesses. However, all agree that 
the occupation at Tell el-Maskhuta ceased before the phase D/2, the final phase of the 
Hyksos rule in Egypt, sometime during the previous phase D/3. As to whether Tell el-
Maskhuta and Tell el-Yahudiya were abandoned at the same time or not, I think it´s 
obvious that within such narrow time range, based only on scarabs and pottery, it isn´t 
possible to say with certainty, whether these sites were abandoned at the same time or 
not. Moreover, the pottery style changes are not a static thing, they influence each other, 
and in one place they can start slightly earlier than in another, leading to their dating 
differently than they really are. Of course, within broader time frames the certainty is 
much higher, but with smaller time scales it becomes less certain. Said all this, I think it 
leaves the possibility that both sites were left at the same time completely plausible… 
What´s clear is that both places were abandoned before the D/2 phase, sometime during 
the D/3 phase… 
 Also there´s no clear and ready explanation why the sites where the Israelites 
could have dwelt were abandoned earlier than others. However, besides this fact, why 
could it be significant the fact that these places were abandoned sooner than others ? In 
order to answer this question, we have to look at the Hyksos rulers and pharaohs in more 
detail… 
 
 
The Personalities 
 
The Hyksos Pharaohs within the Second Intermediate Period context 
 
 The problems when encountering the Hyksos Dynasty and the Second 
Intermediate Period are well-known. There are very many rulers for a relatively short 
period of time of more than 200 years, the information about them is fragmentary, so it is 
only with difficulty when one seeks to bring an order into this period. Even some of the  
information in scholarly literature is often contradictory. However, we can outline some 
basic picture. 
 The Twelfth Dynasty With the death of Queen Sobekneferu (1777 BC – 1773 
BC), apparently leaving no heirs 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period_of_Egypt), came to an end the 
Twelfth Dynasty, and with it the Egyptian Middle Kingdom, too. The following 
Thirteenth to Seventeenth Dynasties were those of the Egyptian Second Intermediate 
Period. 
 The Thirteenth Dynasty, the succeeding one, was weaker. Retaining the seat of 
the Twelfth Dynasty, the Thirteenth Dynasty ruled from Itjtawy ("Seizer-of-the-Two-
Lands") near Memphis and el-Lisht, just south of the apex of the Nile Delta. The 
Thirteenth Dynasty is notable for the accession of the first formally recognised Semitic 
king, Khendjer (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period_of_Egypt). 
Unfortunately, the true chronology of this dynasty is difficult to determine as there are 
few monuments dating from the period. Many of the kings' names are only known from 



an odd fragmentary inscription or from scarabs 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thirteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt). 
 In later texts, this dynasty is usually described as an era of chaos and disorder. 
However, the period may have been more peaceful than was once thought since the 
central government in Itj-tawy near the Faiyum was sustained during most of the dynasty 
and the country remained relatively stable 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thirteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt). 
 The names of various kings from the first half of the 13th Dynasty were found in 
the Egyptian forts in Nubia (p. 144, B. G. Trigger, B. J. Kemp, D. O´Connor, A. B. 
Lloyd, 2004). 
 Maybe the last significant Egyptian king of the 13th Dynasty was Merneferre Ay 
because he is the known from objects found in Lower and Upper Egypt which indicates 
that Egypt was still united during his reign. He assumed the throne around 1700 BC and 
his reign length was 23 Years, 8 Months and 18 days. This makes him the longest serving 
Pharaoh of the 13th Dynasty - at a time when numerous short-lived kings ruled Egypt 
(p.192, Kim Ryholt, 1997). 
 After allowing discipline at the southern forts to deteriorate, the government 
eventually withdrew its garrisons and, not long afterward, the forts were reoccupied by 
the rising Nubian state of Kush. In the north, parts of Lower Egypt became heavily 
settled by an immigrant Asiatic population. An independent line of kings created the 
Fourteenth Dynasty that arose in the western Delta during the later Thirteenth Dynasty 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thirteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt; Peter A. Clayton, 2006). The 
Thirteenth Dynasty was from approximately 1773 BC to sometime after 1650 BC 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thirteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt; p. 480, Ian Shaw, 2000).  
 The later rulers of the thirteenth dynasty appear to be only ephemeral monarchs 
under the control of a powerful line of viziers, and indeed, it has been suggested that the 
ruler in this period might have been elected, if not appointed. One monarch late in the 
dynasty, Wahibre Ibiau, may have been a former vizier elevated to the office. Beginning 
with the reign of Sobekhotep IV, the power of this dynasty, relatively weaker to begin 
with, deteriorated. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period_of_Egypt). 
 The Fourteenth Dynasty Over 105 royal names are preserved from the period, 
and most of these occur in the Turin Canon (Turin King List). The royal names now fall 
into four groups which correspond to Dynasties 14-17 of Manetho. The implication of 
this is that records were kept at Memphis of the names of all these kings, however short 
their reigns, and however localized their rule. Kim Ryholt´s painstaking reconstruction of 
the damaged papyrus uses fibre matches as well as textual analysis and as a result we 
have a much more coherent record (p. 179, Janine Bourriau, 2003). 
 The Thirteenth Dynasty proved unable to hold onto the entire territory of Egypt, 
however, and the provincial ruling family in Xois (identified as the ancient Egyptian city 
of Khasut or Khaset or Sakha), located in the marshes of the western Delta, nearly in the 
centre of the Nile Delta, broke away from the central authority to form the Fourteenth 
Dynasty (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period_of_Egypt; 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Xois). However, no sites of the period were excavated in the 
central or western Nile Delta (p. 173, Janine Bourriau, 2003), so it is difficult to have 
many details on that dynasty. 



 There are a few kings whose names occur on monuments but who cannot be 
identified in the Turin Canon (perhaps having been listed on a portion that is now 
missing)… There is also a large group of about fifteen royal names that occur only on 
scarabs. These personal names are sometimes Egyptian, sometimes West Semitic, and are 
preceded by epithes such as ´the good god´, ´the son of Ra´, and ´the ruler of foreign 
countries´. The first two epithets were held by Egyptian kings for many hundred of years, 
referring in the most general terms to the status of king. The term nesu (´king´), which is 
used in Egyptian sources such as the Turin Canon, is never employed to describe these 
rulers. Stylistically, the scarabs belong to a set of types that were made and used in both 
Egypt and Palestine. Their archaeological contexts show that they belong to the period 
following the 13th Dynasty, and their style links them with scarabs bearing the names of 
the kings of the 14th and 15th Dynasties. It is possible that we have here further examples 
of officials with a purely local authority abrogating to themselves royal epithets on their 
seals at a time and place where normally rigid protocols were no longer enforceable (pp. 
179-180, ibid). 
 We know from the strata levels of the 14th Dynasty seals that the 14th Dynasty 
was only contemporary with the 13th Dynasty in the last half century of the latter's 
existence (pp. 47-73, Daphna Ben Tor and James/Susan Allen, 1999). Also Manfred 
Bietak has dated the inscriptions and monuments of Nehesy at Tell el-Dab'a in the Delta - 
the first known Dynasty 14 king - to Stratum F or B/3 of the Bronze Age at around 1700 
BC - corresponding to the late 13th Dynasty (pp. 178-9 and 181, Janine Bourriau, 2002).  
 We also know that the influence of some of the kings of the Fourteenth Dynasty 
comprised even the eastern Delta, at least at the beginning. King Nehesy´s monuments 
have been found at Tell el-Habua and Tell el-Dab´a which are their original sites (p. 178, 
Janine Bourriau, 2003). The inscription of Nehesy is the first contemporary evidence of 
the fragmentation of the Egyptian kingdom (p. 179, Janine Bourriau, 2003). 
 Already during the 12th Dynasty, at Beni Hasan, the tomb of Khnumhotep II, a 
high official of the ancient administrative area, the Oryx. (p. 1, Janice Kamrin, 1999), 
there´s a scene of nomadic traders bringing the deceased offerings; the Aamu group lead 
by the Aamu Sheykh, Absha (Percy E. Newberry, 1983). “Aamu” is Egyptian term for 
“Asiatics”, people from Canaan and Syria. Khnumhotep II´s titles include Overseer of the 
Eastern Desert, Hereditary Prince, Count of Menat Khufu, Overseer of priests (p. 26, 
Janice Kamrin, 1999). He held this position from Year 19 of Amenemhet II (c. 1929–
1895 BCE) until at least Year 6 of Senwosret II (c. 1897–1878 BCE) (p. 1, Janice 
Kamrin, 1999). 
 Texts from the Middle Kingdom include Asiatic names suggesting their presence 
in Egypt during the 12th dynasty (p. 173, Kathryn A. Bard, 2008). It has been proposed 
that they probably entered the country as nomadic pastoralists in parts of the eastern 
Delta or as workers attempting to flee famines. They traveled to Egypt in caravans; 
knowledge of this comes primarily from scenes in elite tombs (Percy E. Newberry, 1983). 
At Tell el-Dab´a, Manfred Bietak´s excavations showed that around 1800 BCE the 
Canaanite influence was progressively rising on the ceramic, architectural and burial 
styles (p. 60, Israel Finkelstein, Neil Asher Silberman, 2007). So we can suppose that at 
the time of the beginning of the 14th Dynasty, there was a significant West-Semitic 
population in the Delta. 



 The rulers of the 14th Dynasty are very frequently identified as being of Semitic 
origin, owing to the distinct origins of the names of some of their Kings, like Yakobaam 
or Yaqub-Har. If Kim Ryholt reconstruction of the Turin Canon is accepted, in the 
columns allotted to the group of kings which include Nehesy, there are 32 names, 17 lost 
names and two gaps, one covering the five predecessors of Nehesy and one of unknown 
length indicated by the scribe as present in the earlier manuscript from which the Turin 
Canon was copied – for all except five of the named kings, the length of the reign is 
either missing or given as less than one year – apart from Nehesy, only three of then 
appear elsewhere: Kings Nebsenra and Sekheperenra on a jar and a scarab respectively, 
and King Merdjedefra, who is shown on a contemporary stele – the king is shown 
offering to Soped, Lord of the East, a god whose sphere was the desert routes to the Red 
Sea and the turquoise mines in Sinai – confirming the 14th Dynasty kings are not 
fictitious, although they are unlikely to represent a single line of kings ruling one after the 
other from the same place (p. 178, Janine Bourriau, 2003). 
 The Fifteenth Dynasty Then in this situation the 15th Dynasty arose, called the 
“Hyksos” one. The splintering of the land accelerated after the reign of the thirteenth 
dynasty king Sobekhotep IV. It was during the reign of Sobekhotep IV that the Hyksos 
may have made their first appearance, and around 1720 BC took control of the town of 
Avaris (the modern Tell ed-Dab'a), a few miles from Qantir 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period_of_Egypt).  
 The outlines of the traditional account of the "invasion" of the land by the Hyksos 
is preserved in the Aegyptiaca of Manetho, an Egyptian priest who wrote in the time of 
Ptolemy II Philadelphus. Manetho recorded that it was during the reign of "Tutimaios" 
(who has been identified with Dudimose I of the fourteenth dynasty) that the Hyksos 
overran Egypt, led by Salitis, the founder of the fifteenth dynasty 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period_of_Egypt). Manetho's 
account, as recorded by Josephus, describes it as an armed invasion by a horde of foreign 
barbarians who met little resistance and who subdued the country by military force. He 
records that the Hyksos burnt their cities, destroyed temples and led women and children 
into slavery (p. 216, James Henry Breasted, 2003). It has been claimed that new 
revolutionary methods of warfare ensured the Hyksos the ascendancy in their influx into 
the new emporia being established in Egypt's delta and at Thebes in support of the Red 
Sea trade. Herbert E. Winlock describes new military hardware, such as the composite 
bow, as well as the improved recurve bow and most importantly the horse-drawn war 
chariot, as well as improved arrowheads, various kinds of swords and daggers, a new 
type of shield, mailed shirts, and the metal helmet (Herbert E. Winlock, 1947). 
 However, in the last decades the idea of a simple migration, with little or no 
violence involved, has gained support (p.10, Charlotte Booth, 2005) because the traces of 
a violent takeover haven´t been found. Under this theory, the Egyptian rulers of 13th 
Dynasty were too weak to stop these new migrants from travelling to Egypt from Asia 
and were preoccupied by struggling to cope with domestic famine and plague. Even 
before that, Amenemhat III carried out extensive building works and mining and Gae 
Callender notes that "the large intake of Asiatics, which seems to have occurred partly in 
order to subsidize the extensive building work, may have encouraged the so-called 
Hyksos to settle in the Delta, thus leading eventually to the collapse of native Egyptian 
rule” (p. 157, Gae Callender, 2003). By around 1700 BC (just over a hundred years later), 



Egypt was fragmenting politically with local kingdoms springing up in the northeastern 
Delta area. One of these was that of above-mentioned King Nehesy, whose capital was at 
Avaris and he ruled over a population consisting largely of Syro-Palestinians who had 
settled in the area during the 12th Dynasty and who were probably mainly soldiers, 
sailors, shipbuilders and workmen. His dynasty was probably replaced by a West-Semitic 
speaking Syro-Palestinian dynasty which was the basis of the later Hyksos kingdom 
which was able to spread southwards because of the unstable political situation, aided by 
"an army, ships, and foreign connections" (p. 57, Manfred Bietak, 1999). 
 However, it is still possible that the Hyksos really took over the power in many 
parts of the country by force, though not in a destructive manner, but similarly as the 
Mitannians around the same time in Syria where there aren´t any traces of their violent 
takeover, either, as we´ve seen. What´s interesting, it´s the tradition that generally sees 
them somehow apart. In the Turin King List, only the Hyksos are described as “heka 
khasut”, “foreign rulers”. On the other hand, Khendjer, by name also a Semitic pharaoh 
(Sixth Column, Line 20 of the Turin List), is not described as such… In any way, 
Manetho´s account of violent takeover seems at least exaggerated. There were many 
Semites in the country at that time, so the Hyksos may not have perceived it as a 
completely enemy territory… 
 We know that the Hyksos territory later expanded and, besides the Delta, included 
Middle Egypt, too, their southern border being at Cusae, known to Egyptians as Qis or 
Kis. Cusae lies about 40 km south of Hermopolis (el-Ashmunein)… When Horemkhauef 
visited the Residence of Lisht, possibly between 1670 and 1650 BCE, the river was still 
open, but shortly thereafter Cusae marked the boundary at which any traveller from the 
south had to pay tax to the ruler of Avaris if he wished to proceed. (p. 180, Janine 
Bourriau, 2003). The Carnarvon Tablet I, relates the misgivings of a council of advisors 
when Kamose, one of the last pharaohs of the Theban-based 17th Dynasty, proposed 
moving against the Hyksos, whom he claimed were a humiliating stain upon the holy 
land of Egypt. The councilors clearly did not wish to disturb the status quo: 
“… we are at ease in our (part of) Egypt. Elephantine (at the First Cataract) is strong, 
and the middle (of the land) is with us as far as Cusae [near modern Asyut]. The sleekest 
of their fields are plowed for us, and our cattle are pastured in the Delta. Emmer is sent 
for our pigs. Our cattle have not been taken away… He holds the land of the Asiatics; we 
hold Egypt…”  (pp. 232f., James B. Pritchard, 1969). 
 This implies that before Kamose´s moving against the Hyksos the independent 
native rulers in Thebes reached a practical modus vivendi with the later Hyksos rulers. 
This included transit rights through Hyksos-controlled Middle and Lower Egypt and 
pasturage rights in the fertile Delta. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hyksos). Also the 
excavations at Deir Rifa (on the west Nile bank) and at Mostagedda (on the east Nile 
banl) seem to suggest that the region of Cusae really marked the border between Upper 
and Lower Egypt (pp. 189-190, Janine Bourriau, 2003). 
 The Hyksos didn´t control only Egypt as far south as Cusae but their influence in 
the south seems to have been even wider. Judging from Kamose´s account of his arrest of 
a messenger with a letter from the 15th Dynasty King Apepi to the King of Kush, the 
Hyksos appear to have controlled the route from ´Sako´ (probably modern el-Qes) via the 
Western Desert oases to the Nubian site of Tumas, midway between the first and second 
Nile cataracts. This route gave the king of Avaris access to allies – the fierce kings of 



Kush – and to gold…Despite the boundary at Cusae, regular contact and exchange of 
goods continued between Lower Egypt and Nubia, via the oasis route. This is clear from 
finds of pottery and mud sealings both at the cataract forts and at the Kushite capital, 
Kerma. Moreover, at Buhen at least, that contact seems to have continued without a break 
from the 13th Dynasty until the beginning of the Hyksos 15th Dynasty (pp. 188-9, Janine 
Bourriau, 2003). So by the end of their reign, the Hyksos rule seems to have been spread 
on a large territory, being strong and centralized… 
 Previously, it has been thought – based especially on the records preserved from 
pharaonic inscriptions (e.g. Hatshepsut) or from the native Egyptian historians (Manetho) 
- that the cultural and administrative level under the Hyksos rule was much lower than 
the one under the native Egyptian rulers. However, some finds dating from the Hyksos 
period (at least from the latter part) show that their cultural and administrative level 
seems to be (at least in some aspects) as high as that of the native Egyptian Dynasties, 
e.g. during the Middle and New Kingdom, while, of course, different, being specifically 
West Semitic-Egyptian. The examples include the mathematical Rhind Papyrus and the 
records about commercial activities under the Hyksos pharaohs Khayan and Apepi. We 
shall speak about it in more detail here below later. 
 We also have testimonies from the contemporaneous sources that the Hyksos 
were not perceived by the native Egyptians (at least, not by all) as only hated enemies. 
The diary entries on the verso of the Rhind Papyrus seem to suggest that they have been 
written by an Egyptian supporter of the Hyksos rulers against the native Upper Egyptian 
rulers from Thebes. This papyrus was copied by Ahmes (i.e., Ahmose; Ahmes is an older 
transcription favoured by historians of mathematics), from a now-lost text from the reign 
of king Amenemhat III (12th dynasty) 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rhind_Mathematical_Papyrus). Ahmose is an Egyptian, 
even pharaonic, name, and it is also probable that this Ahmose wrote the pro-Hyksos 
entries on the verso of this papyrus. Also pharaoh Kamose, after he overcame the Hyksos 
enemy at Nefrusy and moved into the oasis of Bahariya, he sailed up and down the Nile 
in search of traitors (http://wysinger.homestead.com/kamose.html). 
 However, when the Hyksos were eventually driven out of Egypt, all traces of their 
occupation were systematically erased by later pharaohs, which is one of the main 
reasons we have so few remains of their presence. 
 The Sixteenth Dynasty According to Egyptologist Kim Ryholt, the 16th Dynasty 
was a Theban based kingdom of Upper Egyptian kings rather than a Hyksos vassal 
dynasty, as is generally believed 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sixteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt; Kim Ryholt 1997). Five 
Theban kings names are lost at the end of the Turin Canon. Kim Ryholt strongly argues 
that the Sixteenth dynasty of Egypt was made up of poorly attested Theban kings such as 
Nebiriau I, Nebiriau II, Seuserenre Bebiankh and Sekhemre Shedwaset who are 
documented in this last surviving page of the Turin Canon 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kim_Ryholt). 
 The Sixteenth Dynasty of Egypt covers a period of time when Egypt was split into 
a set of small kingdoms in Lower Egypt. These kings are known mainly from their entries 
in the Turin King List, and are mostly unknown elsewhere. Dates are unknown. Janine 
Bourriau writes: “On the basis of Ryholt's reconstruction of the Turin Canon, we can now 
identify 15 names of kings (Dynasty 16 in Manetho) as the predecessors of the kings of 



the 17th Dynasty. Five of them occur in contemporary sources and these indicate that the 
centre of their power was in Upper Egypt. We cannot be certain that they all ruled from 
Thebes, and some may have been local rulers in important towns such as Abydos, Elkab, 
and Edfu. King Wepwawetemsaf, not listed in the Turin Canon, who left his modest stele 
at Abydos, may have been one of these local kings; the stele shows him offering to 
Wepwawet, the local deity after whom he was named. The style of its writing, design, and 
royal regalia place it in a line of development between the 13th and the 17th Dynasty 
royal stelae” (p.203, Janine Bourriau, The Second Intermediate Period in The Oxford 
History of Ancient Egypt, Oxford University Press, 2002 paperback). 
 (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sixteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt) 
 On the other hand, Jürgen von Beckerath (1964) shows that at some places in 
Upper Egypt, such as Abydos, Karnak and Deir el-Bahri, there´s a continuity between the 
end of the Theirteenth Dynasty (ending c. 1680 BCE) and the Seventeenth Dynasty 
(beginning c. 1650 BCE) (pp. 136-7, Bruce. G. Trigger, Barry. J. Kemp, David. 
O´Connor, Alan B. Lloyd, 2004). So maybe there wasn´t a continuity of the 17th Dynasty 
following the 16th Dynasty, but at the beginning rather a decentralized small kingdoms 
comprising both the 16th and 17th Dynasties, those eventually centralizing under one ruler 
at the time of the last rulers of the Seventeenth Dynasty… 
 The Seventeenth Dynasty As already shown, this dynasty were mainly Theban 
rulers contemporary with the Fifteenth Dynasties and Sixteenth Dynasties, following 
maybe right after the 13th Dynasty, at the same time as the 16th Dynasty. This native 
Egyptian dynasty was to prove the salvation of Ancient Egypt and eventually would lead 
the war of liberation that drove the Hyksos back into Asia, having defeated the Avaris-
based Hyksos 15th Dynasty, bringing to and end the Second Intermediate Period. 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Intermediate_Period 
 The last two kings of the dynasty, Seqenenre Tao II, and Kamose, the brother of 
Ahmose I, the founder of the 18th Dynasty, opposed the Hyksos rule over Egypt and 
initiated a war that would rid Egypt of the Hyksos kings and began a period of unified 
rule, the New Kingdom (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seventeenth_dynasty_of_Egypt). 
The conquest of Avaris can be dated , between years 18 and 22 of Ahmose I, 1532-1528 
BCE (authors´ chronology) (p. 172, Janine Bourriau, 2003). 
 Summing up So to conclude, probably in the later part of the 13th Dynasty, a new 
14th Dynasty, comprising both Egyptian and Semitic rulers, arose in the Delta, at first 
comprising the eastern Delta, too. Then this dynasty was taken over by the 15th Dynasty, 
which, with time, seems to have centralized the rule in the Delta and Middle Egypt down 
to Cusae, having also links with the Nubian Kingdom. 
 In Upper Egypt, at first there also seems to be a mix of many 16th and 17th 
Dynasties rulers. Later the power centralized under one strong 17th Dynasty ruler, this 
leading to the creation of two main blocks, the 15th Dynasty rulers vs. the 17th Dynasty 
rulers. Consequently, the last 17th Dynasty rulers began a war that led to the final 
repulsion of the Hyksos 15th Dynasty out of Egypt, ushering into the Egyptian New 
Kingdom… 
 
 
 
 



The Pharaoh of the Exodus and the Pharaoh of Moses´ flight 
 
 Now, after having set the context, we can try to tell what´s possible to know about 
the Pharaoh of the Exodus. We know that the territory from which the people set off for 
the Exodus, lay mostly east of the Pelusiac branch of the Nile, the land of Goshen, 
comprising the towns and settlements of Tell el-Dab´a (Avaris), Tell el-Maskhuta 
(Pithom) and Tell el-Yahudiya. As Manfred Bietak associates the final Hyksos phase at 
Tell el-Dab´a with four strata of E/2-D/2 (p. 180, Janine Bourriau, 2003), it seems that 
Tell el-Maskhuta and Tell el-Yahudiya were abandoned in the penultimate phase of Tell 
el-Dab´a Hyksos occupation, the phase D/3. All this suggests that the Israelites left Egypt 
from the Hyksos-controlled territory, in the later part of their rule, most probably at a 
time when the Hyksos seem to be at the height of their power, controlling Lower Egypt 
(the Delta) and Middle Egypt, most probably with the southern border at Cusae, having 
even contacts with Nubia. 
 It´s interesting to note that the Pharaoh of the Exodus could have been not a 
native Egyptian, but an ethnically closer Semitic pharaoh. And there´s the already 
mentioned passage from the Israelite law, which doesn´t see the Egyptians as especially 
hostile, stating that after the third generation an Egyptian can become fully Hebrew while 
many other closer  ethnicities are evaluated and treated much worse (Dt 23,7-8)… Could 
this be a reflexion of the fact that the Israelites didn´t have any special animosity towards 
the Egyptians, that they didn´t have a feeling and memory of having been treated so badly 
from their side ? The Bible also says that “a new king who did not know about Joseph, 
came to power in Egypt” (Ex 1,8) and that´s the point when their troubles started. So 
could this mean that while the native Egyptian dynasties had ruled the land, they had 
treated the Israelites well, that they had had a tradition of respecting these a bit different 
people living at the eastern edge of the Delta, but when “a new king came to power who 
didn´t know about Joseph”, that is, who didn´t know much about this tradition of mutual 
respect, that their position worsened much, leading to their slavery ? So far, we can only 
suggest this, as there´s nothing else to confirm this development of the relations… 
 So what is possible to say as to who could be the Pharaoh of the Exodus ? At first 
it seemed much clearer to me. As the Conquest happened around 1550 BCE, and we 
subtract forty plus some more years, most easily we come to the reign of Khayan (also 
Khyan, Khian, Chaian, Chian, Chijaran, Chajran) since most often he is given the dates 
of 1610-1580 BCE (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Khyan). 
 And there´s also one interesting fact about this pharaoh. As Kim Ryholt notes, "a 
stela set up in Avaris contains the nomen and prenomen of Khayan and a now lost 
dedication (presumably to Seth, Lord of Avaris) below which are inscribed the title and 
name of the Eldest King's Son Yanassi. The association of Khayan with those of his eldest 
son upon this stela suggests that the latter in fact was his designated successor, as also 
implied by his title” (pp. 63-73, Manfred Bietak, 1981; Manfred Bietak, MDAIK 37, 
pp.63-71, pl.6). Khyan was, however, succeeded by Apophis who apparently was a 
usurper (p. 256, Kim Ryholt, 1997). Kim Ryholt argues that the Turin Canon gives 
Khyan a reign of thirty to forty years due to the large numbers of objects known for this 
Hyksos king (p. 201, ibid). Since both Manfred Bietak and Kim Ryholt record that 
Yanassi was apparently Khyan's designated successor, Apophis may have staged a coup 
d'etat to seize power - perhaps immediately after the death of Khyan to pre-empt the 



latter's son from assuming the throne (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Khyan). From the 
Bible we know that the pharaoh´s firstborn died, along with all firstborn of the Egyptian 
land (Ex 12,29). So could this Apepi´s succession be not a coup, but the outcome of the 
situation when both pharaoh - in the sea (Ex 14,8-28) - and his son had died ? 
 And there´s one more interesting detail about Khayan´s supposed successor, 
pharaoh Apepi. Jan Assman, citing Papyrus Sallier 1, originating later from the 
Ramesside era, says that Apepi is recorded as worshiping Seth in a monolatric way: 
"[He] chose for his Lord the god Seth. He didn't worship any other deity in the whole 
land except Seth." Jan Assmann argues that because the Ancient Egyptians could never 
conceive of a "lonely" god lacking personality, Seth the desert god, who was worshiped 
exclusively, represented a manifestation of evil (pp. 47-48, Jan Assmann, 2008). So if 
this is true, the first known Egyptian monotheist shouldn´t be Akhenaten, as it is widely 
believed, but Apepi… If this statement reflects a real historic information, what could 
have led Apepi, Khayan´s supposed succeesor, to worship only one god, Seth, and no 
other ? 
 It is quite natural and understandable for the foreign Semitic Hyksos pharaohs to 
worship Seth. Seth (also Set, Sutekh, Seteh, Sheth or Setan) was a god of the desert and 
of the frontier regions in general, so he was a god of sea, too. As a god of the desert he 
was also a god of everything that originated from the desert, besides destructive winds 
and sand storms, these were metals, especially copper which was mined there. As a god 
of sea he was also a god of sea storms (p. 345, Vojtech Zamarovský, 1986). Because 
these elements, due to their nature, were perceived as hostile by the ancient Egyptians, he 
was also a god of chaos and darkness. 
 As a god of the desert he was also a god of the nations who lived in it, or behind 
it, thus becoming a god of foreigners, too. Here, his role was perceived dual. There were 
times when he was considered not to be a protector of these foreign nations, but their 
master, i.e. the one who provided for the Egyptian supremacy over those nations (p. 345, 
ibid). On the other hand, there were times when he was considered as a traitor. According 
to the texts from the Late Period he was considered “the vile god” of Assyrians and 
Persians whom had personally brought into Egypt (p. 346, ibid). Seth, who had 
traditionally been the god of foreigners, thus also became associated with foreign 
oppressors, including the Achaemenid Persians, Ptolemaic dynasty, and Romans 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set_%28mythology%29). 
 So at first, as a very old, even pre-dynastic god, he was perceived as one of the 
main and strongest gods, not having an explicitely negative role, but later, by the 22nd 
Dynasty, Seth was equated with his old enemy, Apep, and his images on temples were 
replaced with those of Sobek or Thoth 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set_%28mythology%29). Maybe also his connections with 
foreign nations played a role in it, too. 
 So no wonder that when the Semitic 15th Dynasty Hyksos arose in the Delta, they 
identified Seth with Semitic Ba´al (Hadad), the god of the rain, thunder, fertility and 
agriculture, and the lord of Heaven, the lord over the assembly of gods on the holy mount 
of Heaven (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Baal), and worshipped him as such. Ba´al as a 
god of storms, and a main god, was easily equated with Seth who had a similar position 
in the Egyptians religion. Later Seth was also identified by the Egyptians with the Hittite 
deity Teshub, who was a storm god like Seth. And much more later, when Seth´s image 



had already turned completely vile and negative, the Greeks linked Seth with their 
monstrous underworld god Typhon because both were evil forces, storm deities, and sons 
of the Earth that attacked the main gods 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set_%28mythology%29). 
 So we know that Seth was the god of foreigners, the god of the desert and the sea, 
and the god of the storms. We can imagine that Apepi had been a witness to Moses´ 
negotiations with a previous pharaoh, and had witnessed the signs that had been 
presented before the eyes of whole Egypt, from the side of Moses´god who may be 
claiming that there wasn´t any god except this one. Later the pharaoh had gone to the 
desert pursuing the Israelites and had disappeared there. There may even been some 
Egyptian witnesses having seen the demise of the pharaoh´s army in the sea of the desert. 
Since Moses was a foreigner, and Apepi had seen this god of foreigners perform such 
signs, he could have easily identified this Moses´ god with Seth, the god of foreigners, 
desert, sea and storms. It all could have made such an impression on Apepi that he came 
to the conclusion that only Seth, working on behalf of Moses, is the only real God, and as 
such Apepi worshipped him, becoming so known for it that it stayed preserved in the 
tradition some hundred years later. Of course, all this is only a speculation but one can´t 
resist thinking in this way, bearing all this in mind all the facts that has been presented so 
far… 
 It is also true that Apepi had, as it is generally thought, three prenomina, or throne 
names, during various parts of his reign - Neb-Khepesh-Re, A-Qenen-Re and A-User-Re 
(http://www.ancient-egypt.org/index.html), all including the name of the god Ra, too. 
However, this can be considered a formal norm for Egyptian royal names and doesn´t 
necessary have to express any personal convictions… 
 And after having treated the most common order of the Hyksos pharaohs and 
Apepi´s alleged monotheism, there´s even one more interesting fact concerning the 
identity of the Pharaoh of the Exodus, and coming from an unexpected source, that is, the 
New Testament. At first I thought I might be the first one considering Khayan to be 
related to the Exodus events. But then I came across the information that it had already 
been proposed by James Parkinson, drawing on the Christopher Bowen´s biblical 
chronology. Based on the 2 Tim 3,8 where St Paul, apparently citing some tradition of his 
time, says that “ΙΑΝΝΗΣ (Iannes) and ΙΑΜΒΡΗΣ (Iambres) opposed Moses”, James 
Parkinson considers Khayan to be the Pharaoh of Moses´ flight, Greek “Iannas” or 
“Iannan”, and Maaibre Sheshi, another possible Hyksos pharaoh, to be the Pharaoh of the 
Exodus (p. 15, James Parkinson). 
 Of course, Iannes (also spelled as Jannes, Janis, Johanai) and Iambres (also 
spelled as Jamberes, Mambres, Mamre) are considered by later Jewish tradition to be a 
pharaoh´s magicians, or sorcerers, who opposed Moses and Aaron in front of the pharaoh 
with their magic (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iannes). But one can´t deny just how much 
these names are similar to the known Hyksos pharaohs´ names. Khayan´s name is 
sometimes identified with the Greek name Iannas, or Janias, as it appears in Josephus 
when interpreting Manetho (p. 942, William Whiston, 1999). And Iambres´ name is so 
similar to the name of the Hyksos pharaoh Maaibre, with only the first syllable inverted. 
The same inversion by later tradition is well-known, as for example Khafre, one of the 
most known pharaohs, from the 4th Dynasty, the builder of the Great Sphinx and the 
second largest pyramid, was according to king lists Rakhef (p. 151, Vojtech Zamarovský, 



1986). Interestingly, as already shown above, another spelling of Iambres´ name is 
Mambres, even more similar to Maaibre, evidencing of some twists of his name. As 
Maaibre´s another name is often considered to be Sheshi, on some similarity of the names 
he is sometimes considered to be Salitis, according to Manetho the founder of the Hyksos 
dynasty. However, as Daphna Ben-Tor has shown, based on the known strata levels of 
the seals of kings Sheshi, A'amu and Yakbim, they show that they date to the second half 
of the Hyksos 15th Dynasty (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kim_Ryholt), so the pharaoh 
Maaibre could have ruled close to the supposed Khayan´s reigning time. So all this opens 
the way for two suggestions - the Pharaoh of Moses´flight could have been Maaibre 
Sheshi, and the Pharaoh of the Exodus Khayan, with his son Yanassi never having ruled, 
or it could have been vice-versa, with Khayan and Maaibre exchanging their roles… 
 Here we have to say that this isn´t easy to come to, and it´s due to the scarcity of 
data that we know about the pharaohs of this dynasty and their reigning times. 
 First of all, one can´t not to note that Khayan´s son´s name Yanassi is also very 
similar to Iannes or Iannas. So is it possible that the Pharaoh of the Exodus could have 
been really Yanassi, the son of Khayan ? Right now, we can´t exclude it. 
 
Khayan  
 Khayan was definitely a very powerful pharaoh and well-known for the finds with 
his name. In Bubastis was found a fragment of a sitting statue from the Middle Kingdom 
(Kairo, CG 389) that was usurped by him. A granite block with his name originating 
from Gebelein could hint at his possible rule even in Upper Egypt 
(http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chajan). And artifacts with his name were found even 
abroad. It is a clay sealing bearing his name from Tell es-Safi (p. 202, Raphael Giveon, 
1965), a basalt lion statuettes (London, BM EA 987) bought in Bagdad, the lid of an 
alabaster vessel from Cnossos, Crete (Heraklion Archaeological Museum, 263) and a 
fragment of an obsidian vessel from Khattushash (Boghazköy) (Ankara, Archaeological 
Museum, 19.513) (p. 143, Bruce. G. Trigger, Barry. J. Kemp, David. O´Connor, Alan B. 
Lloyd, 2004). The title “Heqa Khasut” for this king has been found on three rolling seals 
and various scarabs (http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chajan). All these objects show that 
during his reign commercial relations had been restored to at least the level attained in the 
Middle Kingdom (p. 188, Nicolas Grimal, 2003) and show the power and the extent of 
influence of this Hyksos pharaoh. He is often considered one of the strongest (together 
with Apepi) or the strongest Hyksos pharaohs. 
 So Khyan is evidenced very well archaeologically. On the other hand we don´t 
have any archaeological evidence that Yanassi has ever ruled. But this, of course, doesn´t 
exclude a possibility that Yanassi has ever reigned. 
 While Yanassi is not documented archaeologically, it is questionable if the 
classical authors, when working with older sources of tradition, considered him actually 
ruling, besides his father Khyan. Manetho's history of Egypt (3rd cnt BCE) is known only 
through the works of others, such as Against Apion by Flavius Josephus (1st cnt CE), or 
through Sextus Julius Africanus (3rd cnt CE). These sources do not list the names of the 
rulers of the Hyksos dynasty in the same order. To complicate matters further, the 
spellings are so distorted that they are useless for chronological purposes; there is no 
close or obvious connection between the bulk of these names — Salitis, Beon or Bnon, 
Apachnan or Pachnan, Annas or Staan, Apophis, Assis or Archles — and the Egyptian 



names that appear on scarabs and other objects found 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Origins_of_the_Hyksos). Flavius Josephus´ Against Apion 
(Book 1.14), the oldest existing excerpt of Manetho´s unpreserved work, gives this order 
of the Hyksos pharaohs – Salitis (13 years of reign), Beon (44 years), Apachnas (36 years 
and seven months), Apophis (61 years), Janins (50 years and one month) and Assis (49 
years and two months) (http://www.gutenberg.org/dirs/2/8/4/2849/2849-h/book1.htm). 
Khyan, besides being identified as Iannas (Janins) of the Josephus´ work, as already 
mentioned here above, is on the other hand also sometimes identified as Josephus´ 
Apachnan (p. 104, Thomas Schneider, 2002). In Sextus Julius Africanus´ work, Khyan is 
identified as Staan (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Khyan). As to Maaibre Sheshi, based on 
liguistical similarity James Parkinson suggests his identification with Josephus´ Assis (p. 
15, James Parkinson). 
 So we can see that it isn´t easy to identify either Khyan or Yanassi with the 
various names given by the much later classical authors. Iannas (Janins) of Josephus 
could be Yanassi - and Khyan could be Apachnan. Or Iannas (Janins) could be Khyan, 
and Apachnan an unknown pharaoh. Or neither Iannas nor Apachnan were neither Khyan 
nor Yanassi. It is noteworthy that in Josephus´ version Iannas (Janins) doesn´t rule 
immediately after Apachnan, but there´s Apophis with 61 years´ rule between them. 
 So, while Yanassi is not documented archaeologically as independently ruling, he 
may – or may not – be preserved as a ruling pharaoh by much later classical authors. All 
this neither confirms nor disproves that he has ever ruled. But on the other hand, the rule 
of his father is archaeologically attested very well… 
 
 Another approach But then there´s another approach of trying to place the 
Semitic pharaohs in order, based on the analysis of names on scarabs. 
 The oldest preserved king list relative to the Hyksos is the already mentioned 
Turin King List (the Turin /Royal/ Canon), a list on the hieratic papyrus, thought to have 
been compiled from pre-existing lists at Memphis during the reign of Rameses II (p. 173, 
Janine Bourriau, 2003). The beginning and ending of the list, however, are now lost; 
there is no introduction, and the list does not continue after the 17th Dynasty. The 
composition may thus have occurred at any subsequent time, from the reign of Ramesses 
II to as late as the 20th Dynasty (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turin_King_List). 
However, it is this list that is considered most reliable of all other contemporaneous king 
lists.  
 From the New Kingdom, the other lists are the list at Karnak (erected by 
Thutmose), two at Abydos (by Seti I and Ramesses - the latter a duplicate but updated 
version of the former), and the Saqqara list by the priest Tenry 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Manetho). However, these New Kingdom lists are each 
selective in their listings: that of Seti I, for instance, lists seventy-six kings from 
Dynasties I to XIX omitting the Hyksos rulers and those associated with the heretic 
Akhenaten. The Saqqara list, contemporaneous with Ramesses II, has fifty-eight names, 
with similar omissions. As Gerald Verbrugghe and John Wickersham argue: 
“… the purpose of these lists was to cover the walls of a sacred room in which the 
reigning Pharaoh (or other worshiper, as in the case of Tenry and his Saqqara list) made 
offerings or prayers to his or her predecessors, imagined as ancestors. Each royal house 
had a particular traditional list of these "ancestors," different from that of the other 



houses. The purpose of these lists is not historical but religious. It is not that they are 
trying and failing to give a complete list. They are not trying at all. Seti and Ramesses did 
not wish to make offerings to Akhenaten, Tutankhamen, or Hatshepsut, and that is why 
they are omitted, not because their existence was unknown or deliberately ignored in a 
broader historical sense” (p. 105, Gerald P. Verbrugghe, John Moore Wickersham, 2000). 
 These large stelae stand in contrast to the Turin Royal Canon (like Saqqara, 
contemporaneous with Ramesses II), written in hieratic script. Like Manetho, it begins 
with the gods, and like Manetho, appears to be an epitome very similar in spirit and style 
to Manetho. Interestingly, the opposite side of the papyrus includes government records. 
Gerald Verbrugghe and John Wickersham suggest that a comprehensive list like this 
would be necessary for a government office "to date contracts, leases, debts, titles, and 
other instruments (p. 106, Gerald P. Verbrugghe, John Moore Wickersham, 2000)" and 
so could not have been selective the way the king-lists in temples were. 
 So the character of the Turin Canon, together with its antiquity, make it being the 
most reliable. Of course, even here – especially due to those times having been so 
tumultuous and fragmented - we can´t be completely sure of its accuracy but, 
nevertheless, it is the best source available. 
 Unfortunately, the information that this list gives us on the Hyksos 15th Dynasty is 
very scarce and badly preserved. The 15th Dynasty is in the Column 10, Rows 15-21. 
Row 21 is a summation “6 kings of foreign countries, have functioned 100+X years”. Out 
of the six previous rows 15-20, only the last Row 20 is legible as Khamudi, and in Row 
17 (the third) there´s number 40, suggesting 40 years (http://www.ancient-
egypt.org/index.html). The surviving traces on the X figure appears to give the figure 8 
which suggests that the summation should be read as 6 kings ruling 108 years 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fifteenth_dynasty_of_Egypt). So the order follows as 
“(1)….. (2)….. (3) … 40 years (4) …. (5)…. (6) Khamudi (7) 6 kings of foreign 
countries, having functioned (perhaps) 108 years”. 
 Out of these allegedly 6 kings, only four kings thought to belong to this dynasty 
are attested by the surviving archaeological or textual records. Khamudi is not attested 
archaeologically, only in this mention on the Turin King List. Sakir-Har is attested by 
only a single door jamb from Avaris (Cairo TD-8316) which bears his royal titulary. 
Khyan and Apophis are by far the best attested kings of this dynasty 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Origins_of_the_Hyksos). We´ve treated some of the 
archaeological evidence for Khayan here above. Apepi, e.g., rather than building his own 
monuments, generally usurped the monuments of previous pharaohs by inscribing his 
own name over two sphinxes of Amenemhat II (p. 193, Nicolas Grimal, 1988). He is also 
known from scarabs (p. 155, William A. Ward, 1992). Apepi is usually placed as one of 
the last pharaohs of the 15th Dynasty because he is reported to have encountered some of 
last 17th Dynasty pharaohs  Seqenenre Tao (II)  (according to a papyrus from the New 
Kingdom; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hyksos) and Kamose (according to his own stele; 
p. 57, Manfred Bietak, 1999). Apepi is also given a long reign. On the above-mentioned 
verso of the Rhind Papyrus there´s information dated to the regnal year 33 (which is 
usually attributed to Apepi) and then there´s another piece of information dated to the 
regnal year 11 (which is usually attributed to Khamudi) (cf. pp.194-195, Thomas 
Schneider, 2006). 
 



 Then we have other rulers with Semitic names like Maaibre Sheshi, Aper-Anath, 
Samuqenu, Sekhaenre Yakbim or Meruserre Yaqub-Har (who are all attested by seals or 
scarabs in the Delta region) but thus far, all that the scholars agree on is that they were 
Asiatic kings in the Egypt's Delta region. They could be either the remaining two Hyksos 
kings or were members of the previous Fourteenth Dynasty at Xois 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Origins_of_the_Hyksos). Of course, the most interesting for 
us here is Maaibre Sheshi. 
 
Maaibre Sheshi  
 Maaibre Sheshi is well known from more than 300 seals and seal impressions 
made during his reign (pp. 252-254, 366-376, Kim Ryholt, 1997). According to Kim 
Ryholt, Sheshi is attested by 396 seals alone which is 3 times higher than the next highest 
figure of 123 seals for Yakbim Sekhaenre who is another Asiatic ruler in Egypt whose 
precise dynasty or timeline is unknown (p.199 cf. Table 38, Kim Ryholt, ibid). This king 
is known only from seals and seal impressions. At the same time, it is not certain that the 
prenomen Maaibre belongs to nomen Sheshi: the two names have generally been 
identified as belonging to one king on the basis of the similarities between Maaibre and 
Sheshi scarabs, and the numbers of them (pp. 252-254, 366-376, Kim Ryholt, 1997; pp. 
134-135, Jürgen von Beckerath, 1964; 
http://www.digitalegypt.ucl.ac.uk/chronology/2interkings/sheshi.html). 
 His seal has been found even in Thebes (UC 11682) (ibid), as well as he is 
mentioned on several seals found at Kerma, suggesting that perhaps the Nubians allied 
themselves with the Hyksos against the Thebans (p. 185, Nicolas Grimal, 2003). So, 
although no monumental remains of his have been found so far, the number and 
geographical distribution of his scarabs could suggest that Maaibre was also a strong and 
influential ruler. 
 However, his chronological placement is difficult. While on some similarity of his 
name Sheshi to Josephus´ Salitis he is sometimes described as the founder of the 15th 
dynasty, according to the scarab analysis this suggestion does not appear tenable. The 
early Hyksos kings such as Sakir-Har and Khyan are known to have adopted the title 
heka-khawaset (heqa khasut). Khyan only used a prenomen in the second half of his 
reign - a practice which was followed by his successor Apophis. In contrast, Sheshi 
always used a prenomen according to his seals (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sheshi), 
similarly like the 14th dynasty kings (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yaqub-Har). 
 That´s why, because Maaibre Sheshi always used a prenomen just like the 14th 
Dynasty kings, Kim Ryholt suggested that Sheshi was actually a 14th Dynasty Asiatic 
king (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sheshi). But this, as we´ve already seen, was disproved 
by Daphna Ben-Tor's study of the known strata levels of the seals of Sheshi, A'amu and 
Yakbim which showed that they date to the second half of the Hyksos 15th Dynasty 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kim_Ryholt). 
 So if this sequencing by the presence or absence of a prenomen was true, that 
would mean – because Maaibre Sheshi couldn´t have been a 14th Dynasty pharaoh – that 
Maaibre Sheshi ruled as a 15th Dynasty pharaoh after Khayan - probably between Khayan 
(including maybe Yanassi) and Apepi - because Khayan had used a prenomen only later 
in his reign and Maaibre Sheshi and Apepi always… 



 Maabre´s burial place is unknown (pp. 252-254, 366-376, Kim Ryholt, 1997; pp. 
134-135, Jürgen von Beckerath, 1964; 
http://www.digitalegypt.ucl.ac.uk/chronology/2interkings/sheshi.html), similarly to 
Khayan´s, so according to this line of argument Maabre Sheshi could have been the 
Pharaoh of the Exodus and Khayan the Paharaoh of Moses´ Flight… 
 However, we can´t be sure whether this prenomen presence or absence, and the 
use of the title heqa khasut, really reflects a real time sequence of the rule of individual 
pharaohs and a sequential change in time of their use of their titles. It may and it may not. 
For example, Janine Bourriau states that “without confirmation from other sources it 
seems unsafe to use the changes in scarab design and shape to place them into a 
chronological sequence” (p. 180, Janine Bourriau, 2003). 
 So, to sum it up, we have more possibilities. We can suppose that between the 
rule of the Pharaoh of the Exodus and the Pharaoh of Moses´ Flight didn´t pass more than 
20 years. Moses is said to have lived 120 years (Dt 34,7), and this, of course, seems to be 
an exaggeration. However, this information could attest to the tradition of Moses´ 
longevity. Although people at those time lived on average shorter than today, there are 
attested cases – like Ramesses II – who lived to be about 90 years old (pp.108 and 190, 
Jürgen von Beckerath, 1997; pp. 302-305 Peter J. Brand, 2000). Also the second part of 
the same verse (Dt 34,7) that at the time of his death “his eyes were not weak  nor his 
strength gone” suggests a vitality until a long age. 
 So we can guess that Moses lived to be around 80. The incident with killing the 
Egytian who was beating a Hebrew could have happened when Moses was young, maybe 
around twenty. “One day, after Moses had grown up, he went out to where his own 
people were and watched them at their hard labor” (Ex 2,11). The Israelites on the desert 
were 40 years. So we can guess than between his flight and his return to Egypt around 20 
years passed. This is also implied by the verse Ex 2,23 – while Moses got married and 
had a son - “during that long time, the king of Egypt died”. 
 So between the reign of the Pharaoh of the Exodus and the Pharaoh of Moses´ 
Flight there could have been around 20 years. Now, we have these possibilities. 
According to the first proposal Maaibre was the Pharaoh of the Flight and Khayan the 
Pharaoh of the Exodus, with his son Yanassi never ruling. Or Yanassi was the Pharaoh of 
the Exodus, and Maaibre the Pharaoh of the Flight, and Khayan ruled between them, with 
possibly less than 20 years of rule. And according to the second proposal Khayan (or 
Yanassi) was the Pharaoh of the Flight and Maaibre the Pharaoh of the Exodus… 
 It´s obvious that due to the scarcity of the available information there´s still much 
left open. We can´t even know for sure that the tradition of Iannes and Iambres, by St 
Paul preserved in the 1st cnt CE, is a real one. But what we can say even now is the 
interesting fact that these two names, and only these two names, have been preserved by 
this tradition, and that these two names (if Iannes is to be identified with Khayan) are 
amazingly similar to two names of the Semitic (so possibly Hyksos) pharaohs, both of 
whom have been attested archaeologically by a big amount of preserved finds, spread 
over vast territory, thus also implying their might and influence. Moreover, the reigns of 
these kings seem to be in line with the time of abandonment of Tell el-Maskhuta and 
other places, in the D/3 period, in the latter part of the Hyksos rule… All this – although 
much is still unknown and open – leaves us to assume that the tradition of Iannes and 
Iambres could really point to the pharaohs confronted by Moses… 



 Also, the preserved names of Iannes and Iambres - together with the importance 
of Tell el-Yahudiya which seems to be expressed by much later Jewish tradition – could 
attest to the fact that alongside a written tradition, there existed an oral Israelite tradition, 
comprising naturally more details than the written one - as it is usually the case with oral 
traditions. Apparently, oral traditions are often less precise than written ones – that`s why 
they have to be treated with even more caution than written ones - but sometimes they 
can yield useful information… Also the addition of On/Heliopolis into the Septuagint 
could be another expression of this oral tradition which found its way into writing while 
making the translation of the Hebrew Bible… 
 
Other personalities with possibly Egyptian names 
 
 Besides Iannes and Iambres as possible pharaonic names there are also other 
biblical names that could have an Egyptian origin. According to Ex 1,15-21 Shiphrah 

 was one of two midwives who helped prevent the genocide of Hebrew (shifra)  שפרה
children by the Egyptians. The same name is found in a list of slaves in Egypt during the 
reign of Sobekhotep III, this list being on Brooklyn 35.1446, a papyrus scroll kept in the 
Brooklyn Museum (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shiphrah). 
 Sobekhotep III (throne name: Sekhemresewdjtawy) was an Egyptian king of the 
13th dynasty (from approximately 1773 BC to sometime after 1650 BC). Sobekhotep III 
is known from a high number of objects despite the fact that the Turin King List gives 
him a reign of only four years (or maybe three years) (p. 71, Kim Ryholt, 1997) and two 
to four months in length. Sobekhotep III was the first of a group of Thirteenth Dynasty 
kings about whom there exists historical records. This group of Thirteenth Dynasty kings 
are all known from a large number of objects. These kings produced many seals and there 
are many private monuments that can be dated to these reigns. This would seem to 
indicate that Egypt was relatively stable during this period 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sobekhotep_III). 
 So here we have a record of Shiphrah`s name from an Egyptian environment from 
a time relatively shortly before the Exodus events are supposed to have happened and it 
could point that this name was known and relatively common in the Egyptian 
environment of the time... 

 Another name with a possibly Egyptian origin could be Phinehas, פינחס 
(peenkhas), the grandson of Aaron, and son of Eleazar the High Priest (Exodus 6:25), as 
it could be a variant of the Egyptian name Pa-nehasi. "The Bible also uses Egyptian and 
Nubian names for the land and its people... For the Egyptians used to these color 
variations, the term for their southern neighbors was Nehesi, "southerner", which 
eventually also came to mean "the black" or "the Nubian". This Egyptian root (nhsj, with 
the preformative p' as a definite article) appears in Exodus 6.25 as the personal name of 
Aaron's grandson Phinehas (=pa-nehas)" (p. 11, Bruce M. Metzger & Michael D. 
Coogan, 1993). However, Hebrew audiences may have interpreted the meaning as a 
compound of Hebrew words - "peh" meaning “mouth”  and "nhsh", a root which 
produces "nahash", which can mean "snake" or "omen". The root also yields "nehoshet" 
(copper), "nahush" (bronze) and "nehusha" (copper or bronze) 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phinehas). 



Conclusion 
  
 After having treated the various data from Egypt we could try to reconstruct a 
possible character and time of the Israelite sojourn in Egypt. It seems that they came to 
Egypt some time around 2030 BCE at the beginning of the Middle Kingdom. They 
settled especially east of the Pelusiac branch of the Nile where they the conditions were 
suitable for their nomadic, or semi-nomadic, style of life. At first, during the Middle 
Kingdom, they seem to have lived on this territory in harmony with the native Egyptians. 
With the coming of the Second Intermediate Period the “social fabric” of the Egyptian 
society got disrupted and it could have had an impact on the Israelites, too. Then, during 
the latter part of the Second Intermediate Period, with the rise of a new dynasty in the 
Delta and Middle Egypt, their situation worsened very much and they seem to be gripped 
by slavery in their Egyptian territory. And then, during the “D/3 period”, it comes to their 
Exodus and they seemingly leave Egypt for the desert wilderness and subsequently for 
Canaan where we can encounter their impact at the end of the Middle Bronze Age…  
 However, moving back in time in another direction, we know from combining the 
here treated extrabiblical and biblical data that the Israelite coming into Egypt should 
have been around 2030 BCE… And so the previous approximately 100 years, roughly 
2150 – 2030 BCE, should be the time of Abraham in Canaan. Can we say anything even 
about these times from the extra-biblical perspective, too, and can we place the biblical 
stories described there against an extra-biblical background ? In order to find an answer 
to this question we have to look at the very earliest Israelite history… 
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