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us a little narrative and a very limited listing of borders of Manasseh. We will begin with a reminder certain

members of the tribe of Manasseh had already come forward to speak to Eleazar the priest (vv. 1-6) to receive

their portion of the land already promised them by Moses on the other side of the Jordan (which belongs in here
only topically, but not chronologically). Then we will be given the borders of the land assigned to the other half
of Manasseh (vv. 7-13). And finally, we will have an official complaint lodged on behalf of the two tribes of Joseph,
complaining about the limited amount of land given over to them.

I ntroduction: No doubt you are sick of a list of cities and southern and northern borders and Joshua 17 gives

Also, in this chapter, we will look at the woman’s place in ancient history, as we find the five daughters of
Zelophehad mentioned again here. It is interesting how often we find them in Scripture. This is the fourth time
and the same incident. Prior to entering the land, the unmarried daughters of Zelophehad came before Moses
and asked if they had any sort of inheritance in the land, being that they were all daughters and they had no
brothers (ostensibly to see to their needs and to receive the inheritance in the name of the father). Such a
question was even too difficult for Moses, who took it to God. God commanded that they receive and inheritance
of land, which, in those days, was almost unheard of. When we reach this verse, we will look briefly at the place
of the woman in ancient cultures.

Return to Chapter Outline Return to the Chart Index

Personal Inheritance and Zelophehad’s Daughters

Literally: Smoother English rendering:

Herein follows the allotment which was given to
the tribe of Manasseh, the firstborn of Joseph;
Joshua and to Machir, who was the firstborn of
17:1 Manasseh, the father of Gilead; for he [Machir]
was a man of war and he received Gilead and

Bashan.

And so was the allotment to a tribe of
Manasseh and he [was] a firstborn of Joseph;
to Machir, firstborn of Manasseh, a father of
the Gilead for he was a man of war and so the
Gilead was to him and the Bashan.

The reference to Machir as being a man of war actually refers to that portion of the tribe of Manasseh. Throughout
the Bible, we have groups of people spoken of in the singular (a peculiarity found in the English language as well).
This refers back to Num. 32 where Reuben, Gad and the half tribe of Manasseh (Machir) took the land on the east
side of the Jordan.

| should also remind you that Manasseh was the firstborn of Joseph, and therefore entitled to preferential
treatment. However, even Jacob when he blessed the two sons of Joseph, gave Ephraim the preferential
blessing, which irked Joseph (Gen. 48:13—-14, 17). In fact, this was one of the very few times (the only time, that
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| can recall ) that we read of Joseph becoming a bit pissed off, which is remarkable, considering what he had gone
through with his brothers. The upshot of all this is that Ephraim did receive his portion first, as though he were
the firstborn; however, Manasseh would receive two tracts of land, one on each side of the Jordan, thus fulfilling
the receiving of the double-portion of the firstborn (Deut. 21:17).

And so he was to sons of Manasseh the
remaining ones to their families, and to sons
of Abiezer, and to sons of Helek, and to sons
of Asriel, and to sons of Shechem, and to sons
of Hepher, and to sons of Shemida—these
sons of Manasseh a son of Joseph the males
to their families.

And so it [the allotment] was to the sons of
Manasseh, those who remained and to their
Joshua families—to the families of Abiezer, Helek,
17:2 Asriel, Shechem, Hepher and Shemida—these
sons of Manasseh, the son of Joseph, the male

heads of the families.

The phrase the remaining ones refer to those sons of Manasseh who settled on the east side of the Jordan. Now,
don’t become confused here—Manasseh did not have six sons, namely Machir, Abiezer, Helek, Asriel, Shechem
and Shemida. From Manasseh, certain families became prominent as time went on and these are the prominent
families. Manasseh had two sons by his concubine—Asriel and Machir. Machir was the father of Gilead and
Gilead’s sister, Hammolecheth bore three sons, one of whom was Abiezer (1Chron. 7:14). Gilead is said to be
the father of six, of whom were Helek, Asriel, Shechem, Shemida and Hepher (Num. 26:30-32). This second
Asriel, who was named after his great uncle, was properly the head of the family of the Asrielites (Num. 26:31).
Finally, to fine tune this, Shechem was actually descended from Shemida, meaning that any of the six could be
descendants rather than sons of Gilead (1Chron. 7:19). In other words, the six mentioned here are all
descendants of Machir, but their families were distinct from Machir. | have a family tree put together on the family
of Joseph, but | can’t seem to import it into WordPerfect.

Abiezer was the son of Hammolecheth, a sister of Gilead, who was the son of Machir who was the son of
Manasseh (1Chron. 7:17—18). Most Bible propose that a shortening of his name gives us lezer (Num. 26:30) or
Jeezer. In Num. 26:30, he is called the son of Gilead, rather than Gilead’s sister, and the head of the lezerites.
Due to this slight discrepancy, we can (1) assume these are two different people; or that (2) Gilead, for whatever
reason, essentially raised Abiezer (perhaps his son-in-law passed away early on and his sister and her family
became dependent upon him); or, perhaps, (3) this was just the way family lines were expressed in the Old
Testament. For whatever reason, the husband of Hammolecheth is not in the picture, so Abiezer (lezer) is called
both the son of Gilead and of Hammolecheth, brother and sister. The descendants of Abiezer would receive an
inheritance west of the Jordan. They apparently lived nearby the Valley of Jezreel, as they were the first to be
called into action when hostile troops camped in that valley (Judges 6:33—-35). The famous Gideon, who we will
study in Judges 6, was the son of Joash, an Abiezrite (Judges 6:11)".

Although ZPEB does not list him as such, there are two Asriel’s: the first is the son of Manasseh, whom he sired
by his Aramaean concubine (1Chron. 7:14). Nothing is said about him apart from that verse, so | don’t see him
as the father of the Asrielites. His brother Machir had a son Gilead and one of Gilead’s sons was named Asriel,
apparently after his great uncle (Num. 26:28-30 but not mentioned in 1Chron. 7). It is unlikely that these are the
same men, as 1Chron. 7:14 reads: The sons of Manasseh: Asriel, whom his Aramasan concubine bore; she bore
Machir the father of Gilead. It is clear enough here so that this would preclude Asriel, son of Manasseh through
his concubine, as being the same Asriel who is a son of Gilead, whose father was also the son of Manasseh
through his Aramaean concubine. Finally, the younger Asriel is said to be the father of the Asrielites (Num. 26:31).

Interestingly enough, in 1Chron. 7, we only have a mention of Shemida totally out of the blue as fathering Ahlan,
Shechem, Likhi and Aniam (1Chron. 7:19). His predecessors are named back in Num. 26:30-31 as a son (or
descendant of) Gilead; and he is called the father of the Shemidaites in that passage.

Shechem is called a son of Gilead in Num. 26:30-31, but, as we have seen many times before, that can refer to
simply being an ancestor. We see that he is the son of Shemida in 1Chron. 7:19. ZPEB lists them as being

! This is not the Abiezer that we find in 2Sam. 23:27 or 1Chron. 11:28 27:12.
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different people, but there is nothing in these two passages that would demand such an interpretation. What is
more interesting is that we have a town called Shechem in the hill country of Ephraim. We don’t know if there is
some sort of relationship between the Shechem of this passage and the town (whether one was named after the
other).

Helek is mentioned only here and in Num. 26:26:30 as the son of Gilead and the father of the Helekites. There
are several Hepher’s in the Bible, but there is little said about this one, other than he is a descendant of Gilead;
the ancestor of the Hepherites (Num. 26:30—-33), and the father of Zelophehad, a man who had five daughters and
no sons (Num. 26:33 27:1). Recall that Joshua also defeated a city named Hepher in Joshua 12:17.

And to Zelophehad a son of Hepher a son of And Zelophehad, the son of Hepher, who was
Gilead a son of Machir a son of Manasseh Joshua the son of Gilead who was the son of Machir
[there] were no sons, but daughters and these 17:3 who was the sons of Manasseh, had not sons,
[are] [the] names of his daughters: Mahlah and ' but only daughter; their names were Mahlah,
Noah, Hoglah, Milcah and Tirzah. Noah, Hoglah, Milcah and Tirzah.

In this verse, after no sons we have the compound kiy "im (Ox >3 ) [pronounced kee-eem] which
literally is because if; however, together they act as a limitation on the preceding thought, and therefore should
be rendered but, except, unless and possibly only. Strong’s #3588 & 518 BDB #474.

Some manuscripts? have a waw conjunction prior to Milcah; however, there is no formula to the names of these
daughters. In Num. 26:33, it is found exactly as we find it in this verse (no waw prior to Milcah, however); in
Num. 27:1, it's Mahlah, Noah, and Hoglah, and Milcah, and Tirzah; and in Num. 36:11, it is Mahlah, Tirzah, and
Hoglah, and Milcah, and Noah. In other words, there doesn’t appear to be any rhyme or reason to any particular
order of names (although the way it is found thrice is probably the birth order); and there seems to be nothing to
the random insertion of waw conjunctions. My educated guess is that this is being dictated by both Moses and
Joshua, which would account for them stumbling over the names and throwing in an extra and, here or there, as
they pause to think of the names of the daughters. Approximately 400 years had elapsed between the lifetimes
of Manasseh and the daughters of Zelophehad.* What is interesting is that, even though we know nothing about
these five women, they are mentioned in the Bible four times, which is more than many of the heads of families
mentioned in v. 2.

And they came near to faces of Eleazar the

priest and to faces of Joshua ben Nun and to

faces of the leaders, to say, “Y°howah
commanded Moses* to give to us an Joshua
inheritance in a midst of our brothers.” And 17:4
so he gave to them regarding a mouth of
Y°howah and inheritance in a midst of [the]
brothers of their father.

And they came into the presence of Eleazar the
priest, Joshua ben Nun and the leaders of
Israel, saying, “Jehovah commanded Moses to
give us an inheritance in the midst of our
brothers.” Therefore, he gave as per the
command of Jehovah and they received an
inheritance in the midst of their relatives.

As we have seen with previous situations, some of what we find in Joshua is topically arranged rather than
chronologically arranged. He did not write these things the day after they happened, but several years later.
Caleb’s driving out of the three sons of Anak (Joshua 15:14) did not occur while Joshua was dividing up the land
(Joshua 15:1ff), but topically belonged there. They originally approached Moses in Num. 27:1-7 and Moses
granted them a portion of the land. This was reaffirmed here. What had occurred was this: you have a family of

2 Three early printed editions and the Septuagint, Syriac and Vulgate codices; this information came, of course, Joseph Bryant
Rotherham’s The Emphasized Bible; ®1971 by Kregel Publications; p. 250, who keeps careful track of such errata.

 The Complete Word Study OId Testament; Dr. S. Zodhiates; ©1994 AMG Publishers; p. 616.

4 According to Rotherham, here we have by the hand of Moses in three early printed editions of the Massoretic text and in the
Septuagint and Vulgate codices.
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only females and these females would not be going out to war to take the land—do they still have a right to expect
an inheritance? The passage went like this: Then the daughters of Zelophehad ben Hepher, the sons of Gilead
the son of Machir the son of Manasseh of the families of Manasseh, the son of Joseph, approached; the daughters
were named Mahlah, Noah, Hoglah, Milcah and Tirzah. And they stood before Moses and before Eleazar the
priest and before the leaders and all the congregation, at the doorway of the tent of meeting, and they said, “Our
father died in the wilderness, although he was not among the company of Korah; but he did die in his own sin, and
he had no sons. Why should the name of our father be withdrawn from among his family because he had no son?
Give us a possession among our father’s brothers.” And Moses brought their case before Jehovah. Then
Jehovah spoke to Moses, saying, “The daughters of Zelophehad are right in what they say. You will certainly give
them an hereditary possession among their father’s brothers, and you will transfer the inheritance of their father
to them.” (Num. 27:1-7). Now, we don’t give much thought to a passage like this because to us, it is a one-time
affair; just who the hell is Zelophehad, and what difference does this all make. Therefore, we ought to take this
point by point: (1) Throughout most of human history, the woman, because she is weaker physically, has taken
the position of a second-class person in all respects. (2) In the Bible, it is clear that the man, in marriage, is the
authority, thus, in the eyes of some, giving the woman a backseat position again. (3) The Law of Hammurabi, for
instance, prescribed death for a woman guilty of careless or uneconomical housewifery.®* (4) Awoman in Babylon
was required at least once in her life to sit in the temple of Venus and to have sexual intercourse with a stranger.®
(5) Herodotus, the father of history, writes of women who entered into marriage by being placed on what amounted
to an auction block and the highest bidder received the woman of his dreams (if she was for sale at that time).
He lamented the passage of this ritual. This very wise custom no longer exists.” (6) In Babylon, where women
enjoyed a fair amount of rights, a man could divorce a woman by returning her dowry to her and telling her that
she was no longer his wife. A woman who tried this was drowned.® By giving these examples, | do not mean to
imply that women were entirely without rights. It was possible for a woman to leave her husband, although not
divorce him, if she could show cruelty on his part and fidelity on her own. (7) Durant writes: In general the position
of woman in Babylonia was lower than in Egypt or Rome, and yet not worse than in classic Greece or medieval
Europe.® However, the point | am making is that women did not the same rights as a man throughout all of human
history. (8) What we find in this portion of Biblical law is revolutionary. Here a woman, under some circumstances,
is given the exact same legal rights as a man with regards to property. (9) The explanation as to why this was not
an absolute right for all women is that they were under the protection and care of their family—particularly their
father until they entered into marriage. Therefore, in most cases, a woman was taken care of. This happened
to be a situation where these women were, as of yet, unmarried, and they no longer had a father or a family to
see to their needs. Although such a question was beyond the scope of Moses’ expertise, God required that they
be given an inheritance as if they were sons.

Now, although we have studied this back in Num. 36, we do have the additional information there, spoken by
Moses, who was quoting what God had told him: “This is what Jehovah has commanded concerning the daughters
of Zelophehad, saying, ‘Let them marry whom they wish, only they must marry within the family of the tribe of their
father.” Thus no inheritance of the sons of Israel will be transferred from tribe to tribe, for the sons of Israel will
each hold to the inheritance of the tribe of his fathers. And every daughter who comes into possession of an
inheritance of any tribe of the sons of Israel, she will be wife to one of the family of the tribe of her father, so that
the sons of Israel each may possess the inheritance of his fathers. Thus no inheritance will be transferred from
one tribe to another tribe, for the tribes of the sons of Israel will each hold to his own inheritance.” Just as Jehovah
had commanded Moses, so the daughters of Zelophehad did. Mahiah, Tirzah, Hoglah, Milcah and Noah, the
daughters of Zelophehad, married their uncles sons [i.e., their first cousins]. They married from the families of
the sons of Manasseh ben Joseph and their inheritance remained with the tribe of the family of their father

5 The Story of Civilization; Volume | Our Oriental Heritage; Will Durant; MJF Books; ©1963; p. 231.
 The Story of Civilization; Volume | Our Oriental Heritage; Will Durant; MJF Books; ©1963; p. 245.

" The Story of Civilization; Volume | Our Oriental Heritage; Will Durant; MJF Books; ©1963; p. 246. Durant is herein quoting
Herodotus, I, 196. Other writers of history indicate that this practice continued for 400 years after Herodotus, indicating that
he obviously hung in the wrong places. See Rawlinson’s Heroditus, i, 271,

8 The Story of Civilization; Volume | Our Oriental Heritage; Will Durant; MJF Books; ©1963; p. 247.
® The Story of Civilization; Volume | Our Oriental Heritage; Will Durant; MJF Books; ©1963; p. 247.
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(Num. 36:6—12). What appears to be the case is that the last few verses of Num. 36 were added or inserted prior
to the final verse by someone during the time of Joshua; my guess is that it was Joshua.

There were ten portions which were allotted to

Joshua the tribe of Manasseh apart from Gilead and

17:5 Bashan, the land they received on the other
side of the Jordan.

And so fell portions [to] Manasseh, ten, apart
from a land of the Gilead and the Bashan,
which [is] beyond with respect to the Jordan;

The verb is the Qal perfect of naphal (5 913 ) [pronounced naw-FAHL], which means to fall, to lie, to die a
violent death, to be brought down, to settle, to sleep deeply, to fall. This word is used, to mean, among other
things, fo cast lots. Strong's #5307 BDB #656. The subject of the verb is the masculine plural of che°vel (92 n)
[pronounced KHE®-vel ], which means region, country, lot, cord, portion, line, sorrow, rope, bands, tack/ihgs,
destruction, coast. The idea is that this is a rope or cord, but it can also refer to that which has been roped off or
allotted to. Strong’s #2256 BDB #286. This gives us some kind of clue as to how the land was divided up. There
were so many lots or portions given to each tribe, although how many is not told to us in most of the cases. The
NIV Study Bible explains what happened here, however: Manasseh’s territory was second only to Judah’s in size.
Then ten portions went to the five brothers (minus Hepher) and to the five granddaughters of Hepher.'® Other than
calling the five relatives, brothers, this seems to be a reasonably explanation. Barnes concurs with this
interpretation.

One of the words we need to examine is the preposition lamed plus masculine noun bad (72 ) [pronounced bahd ]
and it means separation, by itself, alone. Most translators ignore the lamed preposition, as it is difficult to translate
into something which makes sense in the English (see Num. 11:14 Deut. 1:9 8:3 2Sam. 10:8). However, most
of the time, we find bad with the 1amed preposition. When followed by the preposition min, it means apart from
or besides, which is what we have here. Strong’s #905 BDB #94.

Prior to the noun Jordan, we have the min preposition and the masculine singular noun “éber (1 :1)) ) [pronounced
GAY®-ver], which means region across, beyond, side. With a mém, it means on the opposite side, on the other
side. Strong's #5676 BDB #719. Israel is still gathered together as a whole. The tribes of Reuben, Gad and half
the tribe of Manasseh are still with Joshua awaiting the finalizing of the division of the land. Their wives and
children are settled in the land, but they won’t depart for the land until Joshua 22:1-9.

because daughters of Manasseh received an because the daughters of Manasseh also
inheritance in a midst of his sons and aland of Joshua received an inheritance as well as the sons.
the Gilead was to sons of Manasseh, the 17:6 The land of Gilead was the inheritance of the
remaining ones. remaining sons of Manasseh.

The individual words are easy enough in this verse, but the meaning is a little difficult, so let me give you what
some other translations have (in some cases, | included v. 5 for context):

The Emphasized Bible ...because the daughters of Manasseh received an inheritance in the midst of his
sons,—and the land of Gilead became the possession of the sons of Manasseh that
remained.

NASB Thus there fell ten portions to Manasseh, besides the land of Gilead and Bashan,

which is beyond the Jordan, because the daughters of Manasseh received an
inheritance among his sons. And the land of Gilead belonged to the rest of the sons
of Manasseh.

'° The NIV Study Bible; ©1995 by The Zondervan Corporation; p. 311.

" This interpretation was certainly not original with the NIV Study Bible; this apparently has been a longstanding interpretation,
as it is given by Keil and Delitzsch and well as by Barnes.
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NIV Manasseh’s share consisted of ten tracts of land besides Gilead and Bashan east of
the Jordan, because the daughters of the tribe of Manasseh received an inheritance
among the sons. The land of Gilead belonged to the rest of the descendants of
Manasseh.

Young's Lit. Translation ...for the daughters of Manasseh have inherited an inheritance in the midst of the sons,
and the land of Gilead hath been to the sons of Manasseh who are left.

As you see, the problem was primarily that these verses should not have been cut up as they were. Here the Bible
interprets itself. The fen lots are explained in this verse as those which fell upon the five descendants of
Manasseh (apart from Hepher) and the five granddaughters. What they received, as per this verse, is even more
impressive than first thought. They were not all given one portion of land, but five, equal to the land given to the
male descendants.

Also you will note that Joshua makes note of the fact that Manasseh has land on both sides of the Jordan—the
inheritance specified here and the land of Gilead on the other side. Perhaps one of the reasons the author
mentions this is that this chapter will end will a delegation from the tribes of Manasseh and Ephraim complaining
about not receiving enough of an inheritance.

Return to Outline

The Ages of the Five Sisters

Now we have a problem to deal with. Insofar as | am aware, | don’t know of anyone who has dealt with this
problem before. Certainly none of my sources did and | have been lucky enough to have access to some of
the very best and thorough commentaries available." How old are these five sisters? Are they actually
present at this meeting or are their descendants simply represented here? What would make the most
sense is that we are dealing with large groups of people—whole families in the sense of hundreds or
thousands of descendants represented by each person. We also have to deal with the killing off of those
who are over 20 during the time in the desert. We had better take this point by point:

1. Near the beginning of the exodus, there were 32,200 men in the tribe of Manasseh. These are the men
who are twenty years and older. As you know, | would like to reduce this figure by 10 or even by a 100,
but until | have some reasonable proof concerning this, we have to go with the 32,200. This is after
Israel spent roughly 400 years in Egypt, most of that in slavery to the Egyptians.

2. The second census, after the death of gen X, recorded 52,700 males who were 20 years and older and
from the tribe of Manasseh.

3. Approximately 70 Israelites originally migrated to Egypt, say around 1800 A.D. or so.

4. Joseph, a high ranking official in Egypt, had two sons, Ephraim and Manasseh, who were born to him in
Egypt prior to the coming of his family. Joseph brought these sons before his father Israel to be
blessed in Gen. 48.

5. Joseph lived long enough after the death of his father to see the third generation of Ephraim’s sons (his
great great grandchildren) and the sons of Machir, the son of Manasseh, was born on Joseph’s knees.
These would be his great grandchildren (Gen. 50:22-23).

6. We must turn to 1Chron. 7 or to Num. 27 to continue the family line. A problem at this point is that we
do not know exactly who is really a son of whom—the word bén ()2 ) [pronounced bane] (we tend to
pronounce it behn) and it means son, descendant. In the plural, it can mean sons or descendants.
Strong’s #1121 BDB #119. In Num. 27:1-3, we read: Then the daughters of Zelophehad, a son of
Hepher, the son of Gilead, the son of Machir the sons of Manasseh, of the families of Manasseh, the
son of Joseph, came near; and these are the names of his daughters: Mahlah, Noah and Hoglah and
Milcah and Tirzah. And they stood before Moses and before Eleazar the priest and before the leaders
and all the congregation, at the doorway of the ten of meeting, saying, “Our father died in the
wilderness...he died in his own sin and he had no sons.” This tells us that the daughters are
contemporaries of Moses, under the age of 20 when Israel first stood on the brink of the land, and now
they are under 40.
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7. The implication is that these women have not married and do not have any children at this time. This
would place them perhaps a year away from entering the land again.

8. At the end of the book of Numbers, these women are mentioned again with the footnote that they all
married their first cousins (a case could be made for 2™ or 3™ cousins). Since it is unlikely that in the
space of a year they all married, this was probably added by Joshua some time later.

9. We have already examined the time that it took Joshua to capture the land. In Joshua 14, this took
about 7 years. Even if it took longer, we are still looking at five women who, at the soonest, had
married seven or eight years previous and therefore have a child, if that, at this time.

10. The point that | am making is that these women do not each make up 1/10" of the tribe of Manasseh
(or, 1/20"™, considering that a portion of the tribe of Manasseh has their inheritance on the other side of
the Jordan River).

11. What this would indicate is that the people herein mentioned in this passage each received a portion or
a lot, including these five women who are probably married and have at best a very small family.

12. So, herein, is our problem. Even though a portion of the tribe of Manasseh will live on the other side of
the Jordan, that still leaves, say, 25,000 or so, to live west of the Jordan. Ten lots would mean that
2500 people, on average, would inherit a particular lot. This five women, at largest, might have a family
of a dozen, given that they married, had one or two children or more, and house some of their
husbands relatives as well.

13. This gives us two possibilities: either this would indicate that we are not dealing with the land of
Manasseh as being cut up into ten lots which are approximately equal in size, but that these lots varied
greatly in size, according to the group of people to whom they were assigned. Since the instructions
given to Moses originally said that the land would be apportioned according to size, this would be in
keeping with those instructions.

14. If these women did not receive an inheritance or if they did not marry, then they would possess no land
in the Land of Promise.

15. The other possibility is that with respect to this incident, there were ten lots given out in this context;
however, there were perhaps hundreds of lots apportioned to other families in the tribe of Manasseh.
This does not appear to jive with the verse: Thus there fell ten portions to Manasseh, besides the land
of Gilead and Bashan, which is beyond the Jordan, because the daughters of Manasseh received an
inheritance among his sons (Joshua 17:5—6a).

16. What would make the most sense is if the census were 1/10" or even 1/100" of what it is given as in
the book of Numbers

Return to Outline

The Cities and the Territory of Manasseh

And so was a border of Manasseh: from Asher

the Michmethath which [is] as far as faces of Joshua
Shechem and the boundary goes out toward 17:7
the right to those inhabiting En-tappuah.

The border of Manasseh was as follows: it
went from Asher to Michmethath to Shechem
and then toward the south to En-tappuah.

The way that this boundary is cut is surprising. | was expecting the northerly route from Mount Carmel to Mount
Tahor to the Jordan River; however, this description begins in the upper northwest corner, right below the
inheritance of the tribe of Asher. Now, Asher has not received her inheritance yet, however, this portion of God’s
Word was not written until after the fact—that is, Joshua did not write this until he had distributed the land to all
of the tribes, which included Asher."? This takes us to Mount Carmel, and then the boundary cuts through the land
of Manasseh in a diagonal directly toward the most southeastern portion of Manasseh (which is the northern

2 Barnes is of the opinion that this is not the tribe of Asher but that it refers to a particular geographical area; however, | think
that is a rather convoluted explanation. However, in case you’re interested, it can be found in Barnes’ Notes, Volume 2,
reprinted 1996 by Baker Books; p. 393. Keil and Delitzsch agree with Barnes, and go into great detail as well. That may be
found in Keil & Delitzsch’s Commentary on the OIld Testament; ©1966 Hendrickson Publishers, Inc.; Vol. Il, p. 131.
Unfortunately, they are booth wrong here; although we are not talking differences in major Christian doctrine.
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portion of Ephraim), giving the names of three cities which are found between Ephraim and Manasseh. The cities
mentioned here were all covered in the previous chapter and Shechem was covered in Gen. 12:6. Keil and
Delitzsch suggest that Shechem was founded by the Hivite named Shechem, but loan reference to Gen. 33:18
is not enough to confirm this.

In mid-verse, describing the boundary, we have the feminine noun yamiyn (> vy ?) [pronounced yaw-MEEN], which
means the right hand, the right side. Strong’s #3225 BDB #411. There is one problem in the translation. Prior
to En-tappuah, some translations have toward Jashub by En-tappuah. Without spending an inordinate amount
of time on this, that is a problem with a letter or two and inhabitants of or those inhabiting is how this should be
rendered (it is in the masculine plural).

To Manasseh was a land of Tappuah and Joshua The land of Tappuah belonged to Manasseh
Tappuah [was] to a boundary of Manasseh for 17:8 and Tappuah was a boundary for Manasseh
sons of Ephraim. ' and Ephraim.

We have two different prepositions here, which | should point out to the one who does not read Hebrew. Lamed
(to, for) is found twice—at the beginning of the verse and prior to the word sons; and "el (9 X ) [pronounced e/],
which denotes direction and means in, into, toward, unto, to, regarding, and is found prior to a boundary.
Strong's #413 BDB #39.

The Tappuah found here is not the same as the one found in Joshua 15:52. This is a bordering city for Ephraim
and Manasseh. | believe that this is also the Tappuah that we find in Joshua 12:17 when the various kings and
cities are named as having been conquered.

Then the boundary continues down to the
Brook of Kanah and southward along the
brook. These cities in this general area are to
be inhabited by Ephraim, although found in the
midst of the cities of Manasseh. The boundary
of Manasseh is the brook at the north and
terminates at the sea.

And the boundary went down [to] a brook of

Kanah southward to the brook. The cities the

these [are] for Ephraim in a midst of cities of Joshua
Manasseh and a boundary of Manasseh from 17:9
northward to the brook and so their goings out

were the sea.

| found the literal translation to be a bit unwieldy, so let's see what others have done (in the NASB, | began with
v. 8):

The Emphasized Bible ...and the boundary goeth down to the ravine of Kanah southward of the ravine, these
cities belong to Ephraim, in the midst of the cities of Manasseh,—but the boundary of
Manasseh was on the north side of the ravine, and the extensions thereof were to the
sea;

NASB The land of Tappuah belonged to Manasseh, but Tappuah on the border of Manasseh
belonged to the sons fo Ephraim. And the border went down to the brook of Kanah,
southward of the brook (these cities belonged to Ephraim among the cities of
Manasseh), and the border of Manasseh was on the north side of the brook and it
ended [lit., and goings out of it were] at the sea.

NIV Then the boundary continued south to the Kanah Ravine. There were towns belonging
to Ephraim lying among the towns of Manasseh, but the boundary of Manasseh was
the northern side of the ravine and ended at the sea.

Young's Lit. Translation  And the border hath come down fo the brook of Kanah, southward of the brook; these
cities of Ephraim are in the midst of the cities of Manasseh, and the border of
Manasseh is on the north of the brook, and its outgoings are at the sea.

Recall that Ephraim was given some of the cities of Manasseh (Joshua 16:9), and | assume that the cities listed
in the previous two verses are the cities referred to. It is difficult to tell, as Joshua 16:9 makes it sound as though
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there are other cities other than those mentioned which would be populated by Ephraim. The opinion of Barnes:
The text is possibly corrupt. The intention seems to be to state that the cities lying south of the river, though within
the limits of Manasseh, were in fact made over to Ephraim, and were amongst the “separate cities” [named in
Joshua 19:6]. On the contrary, the north bank of the river, both land and towns, belonged to Manasseh
exclusively.” Itis a tough call here. On the one hand, it seems as though we are about to be given a list of cities
within the borders of Ephraim, yet belonging to Manasseh, but no list is given. There really seems to be only one
city so named and that Tappuah in the previous verse. However, we have no evidence which indicates that cities
had been removed from this verse. You may wonder about the Septuagint, but we have no additional cities
mentioned therein either. The translation of the Septuagint would, of course, have been based upon older
manuscripts than what we possess today, but even those manuscripts were copied almost a full millennium after
the originals, and this after a great deal of political unrest. There are passages which have been undoubtedly
added to the Bible—even the New Testament (e.g., the end of the book of Mark). Therefore, it follows that there
were very likely some passages removed from the Bible. It is obvious that we will never know until eternity future
what would be found in those missing passages.

Keil and Delitzsch have an explanation which does not require there to be additional cities: The only possible
meaning of these words it the following: From Tappuah, the boundary went down to the Cane-brook and crossed
it, so that the south side of the brook really belonged to the territory of Manasseh, nevertheless the towns of this
south side were allotted to Ephraim, whilst only the territory to the north of the brook fell to the lot of the
Manassites. This is expressed more plainly in v. 10a: “To the south (of the brook the land came) to Ephraim, and
to the north to Manasseh.” In v. 10b the northern and eastern boundaries are only briefly indicated: “And they (the
Manassites) touched Asher towards the north, and Issachar towards the east.” The reason why this boundary was
not described more minutely, was probably because it had not yet been fixed".

Obviously, there are fewer cities mentioned with regards to Ephraim and Manasseh than for Judah and there are
more cities in Ephraim and Manasseh than are mentioned in these two chapters. Whether these cities are later
founded by Israel or whether Joshua decided, after the chapter of Judah, not to include such detail in the
remainder of these records, | couldn’t say yet. Samaria, one of the most famous cities of Manasseh and
mentioned 100 times in the Old Testament was not built until after the time of Solomon. Shiloh is one of the most
important cities of Ephraim, however it will not be mentioned until the beginning of the next chapter. It may have
begun at that point as just a camping area to begin with. There is found an Aphek on several maps within Ephraim
(this is not the same as the Aphek given over to Judah or to Asher, of course). This Aphek seems to be based
primarily upon extra-Biblical sources. We covered a complete doctrine of Aphek (all the different Aphek’s) back
in Joshua 12. What | am not finding is a city in either of these areas which is well-known and in use prior to the
time of the dispersion of land to the various tribes.

The second to the last word is the feminine plural of th6tza’ah (7 & ¥ 7 ) [pronounced toh-tzaw-AW], a word found
only in the plural collective (and also is spelled slightly differently in the New Englishman’s Hebrew Concordance
and in Gesenius), and it means a going out or refers to the place where one goes out. It can refer to the exit or
the termination of a thing. Strong’s #8444 BDB #426.

The southern side [of the brook of Kanah]
belonged to Ephraim and the northern side to
Manasseh; furthermore, the sea was also a
boundary of Manasseh on up to Asher in the
north and to Issachar in the east.

Southward to Ephraim and northward to
Manasseh; and so the sea was his boundary Joshua
and in Asher they reached from the north and 17:10
in Issachar from the east.

Time-wise, Asher and Issachar have not received their land yet. However, since Joshua is writing this after the
fact and, since, apparently, these are not the legal documents assigning the land but a record of the assigning of
the land, Joshua takes a few liberties and simply names Asher as the northwest border and Issachar as the

3 Barnes’ Notes, Volume 2, reprinted 1996 by Baker Books; p. 394.
" Keil & Delitzsch’s Commentary on the Old Testament; ©1966 Hendrickson Publishers, Inc.; Vol. Il, p. 131.
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northeast border of Manasseh. Barnes suggests: the northern border is only indicated in general terms, perhaps
because the Israelites were not yet completely masters of this part of the country, and so had not precisely
determined it"®.

And the border for Manasseh was Issachar
and Asher: the cities of Manasseh are Beth-
shean and its villages; Ibleam and its villages;

Joshua the inhabitants of Dor and its villages; the

17:11 inhabitants of En-dor and its villages; the
inhabitants of Taanach and its villages; the
inhabitants of Megiddo and its villages; the
three hills.

And so he was to Manasseh in Issachar and in
Asher: Beth-shean and her villages; and
Ibleam and her villages; and inhabitants of Dor
and her villages; and inhabitants of En-dor and
her villages; and inhabitants of Taanach and
her villages; and inhabitants of Megiddo and
her villages; a third the Naphath.

This verse seems to abruptly jump into the cities assigned to Manasseh. It first, it seems as though these are
villages given to Manasseh which are actually in Issachar or Asher. It would depend upon how the boundary lines
were drawn. If Manasseh is given a border which ran simply from the east to the west, then Beth-shan would be
in Issachar and Dor, Megiddo and Taanach would all be in Asher. One possibility is that Manasseh received a
certain set of boundaries by lot which did not include these cities, and they were given over to Issachar and to
Asher. Because Joshua was under orders to adjust the property distribution based upon the population, he took
in a little more land and a few more cities than the throwing of the lots allowed for. Since he is writing this after
the fact, he is indicating that these cities would have fallen to Asher and Issachar, had he not adjusted the territory
somewhat. Therefore, these cities will be found in the boundary of Manasseh on most maps that you see. Barnes
suggests that possibly these were added to the territory of Manasseh to compensate Manasseh for giving some
of her cities over to Ephraim. Recall Num. 26:52-56: Then Jehovah spoke to Moses, saying, “Among these the
land will be divided for an inheritance according to the number of names. To the larger, you will increase their
inheritance, and to the smaller, you will diminish their inheritance; each will be given their inheritance according
to those who were numbered of them. But the land shall be divided by lot. They shall receive their inheritance
according to the names of the tribes of their fathers. According to the section by lot, their inheritance will be
divided between the larger and the smaller tribes.” Because of this verse, we should expect to see something in
the book of Joshua which indicates that there were adjustments made to the land which was distributed to the
various tribes. That is possibly what we have here. The problem with this interpretation is that it would leave us
with an entire chapter about the territory and cities of Manasseh, but without mentioning any cities which actually
belong to Manasseh.

The other view, which would make more sense, is that these cities belonged to West Manasseh, which borders
Issachar and Asher. Kaufman indicates that this verse should be rendered ...along [or, beside] the border of
Issachar and Asher."® Therefore, these would towns would be near the northern border of Manasseh belonging
to Manasseh, which does, more or less, agree with my maps.

The cities mentioned herein do not appear to be in any sort of order. We begin with Beth-shean (or, Beth-shan)
in west Manasseh and then make a westwardly sweep and then sweep back again toward the east. There are
only a few perennial streams which feed into the Jordan from its west bank and one of them is Jalud, which is why
th