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The Book of Ruth
(Note: The book of Ruth does not indeed belong to the prophetical books of history so far as its historical character is concerned, and even in the Hebrew canon it is placed among the hagiographa; but as its contents directly follow upon those of the book of Judges, it seemed advisable to place the exposition immediately after that of Judges.)

Introduction
Content, Character, and Origin of the Book of Ruth

The book of Ruth ( Ῥούθ ) introduces us to the family life of theancestors of king David, and informs us, in a simple and attractive form ofhistorical narrative, and one in harmony with the tender and affectionatecontents, how Ruth the Moabitess, a daughter-in-law of the BethlehemiteElimelech, of the family of Judah, who had emigrated with his wife and histwo sons into the land of Moab on account of a famine, left father andmother, fatherland and kindred, after the death of her husband, and out ofchildlike affection to her Israelitish mother-in-law Naomi, whose husbandhad also died in the land of Moab, and went with her to Judah, to takerefuge under the wings of the God of Israel (Ruth 1); and how, when there,as she was going in her poverty to glean some ears of corn in the field of awealthy man, she came apparently by accident to the field of Boaz, a nearrelation of Elimelech, and became acquainted with this honourable andbenevolent man (Ruth 2); how she then sought marriage with him by thewish of her mother-in-law (Ruth 3), and was taken by him as a wife,according to the custom of Levirate marriage, in all the ordinary legalforms, and bare a son in this marriage, named Obed. This Obed was thegrandfather of David (Ruth 4:1-17), with whose genealogy the book closes( 4:18-22).
In this conclusion the meaning and tendency of the whole narrative isbrought clearly to light. The genealogical proof of the descent of Davidfrom Perez through Boaz and the Moabitess Ruth ( 4:18-22) formsnot only the end, but he starting-point, of the history contained in thebook. For even if we should not attach so much importance to thisgenealogy as to say with Auberlen that “the book of Ruth contains, as itwere, the inner side, the spiritually moral background of the genealogieswhich play so significant a part even in the Israelitish antiquity;” so muchis unquestionably true, that the book contains a historical picture from thefamily life of the ancestors of David, intended to show how the ancestorsof this great king walked uprightly before God and man in piety andsingleness of heart, an din modesty and purity of life. “Ruth, the Moabitish great-great-grandmother of David, longed for theGod and people of Israel to them with all the power of love; and Boaz wasan upright Israelite, without guile, full of holy reverence for everyordinance of God and man, and full of benevolent love and friendlinesstowards the poor heathen woman. From such ancestors was the mandescended in whom all the nature of Israel was to find its royalconcentration and fullest expression” (Auberlen). But there is also aMessianic trait in the fact that Ruth, a heathen woman, of a nation sohostile to the Israelites as that of Moab was, should have been thoughtworthy to be made the tribe-mother of the great and pious king David, onaccount of her faithful love to the people of Israel, and her entireconfidence in Jehovah, the God of Israel. As Judah begat Perez fromTamar and Canaanitish woman (Gen 38), and as Rahab was adopted intothe congregation of Israel (Joshua 6:25), and according to ancient traditionwas married to Salmon (Matthew 1:5), so the Moabitess Ruth was taken byBoaz as his wife, and incorporated in the family of Judah, from whichChrist was to spring according to the flesh (see Matthew 1:3, Matthew 1:5, where thesethree women are distinctly mentioned by name in the genealogy of Jesus).
The incidents described in the book fall within the times of the judges( 1:1), and most probably in the time of Gideon (see at 1:1); andthe book itself forms both a supplement to the book of Judges and anintroduction to the books of Samuel, which give no account of theancestors of David. So far as its contents are concerned it has its properplace, in the Septuagint, the Vulgate, the Lutheran and other versions,between the book of Judges and those of Samuel. In the Hebrew Codex, onthe contrary, it is placed among the hagiographa, and in the Talmud (babbathr.f. 14b) it is even placed at the head of them before the Psalms; whilstin the Hebrew MSS it stands among the five megilloth: Canticles, Ruth,Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther. The latter position is connected withthe liturgical use of the book in the synagogue, where it was read at thefeast of weeks; whilst its place among the hagiographa is to be explainedfrom the principle upon which the general arrangement of the OldTestament canon was founded, - namely, that the different books weredivided into three classes according to the relation in which their authorsstood to God and to the theocracy, and the books themselves in theircontents and spirit to the divine revelation (see Keil, Lehrbuch derEinleitung, §155).
The latter is therefore to be regarded as the original classification, and notthe one in the Septuagint rendering, where the original arrangement hasunquestionably been altered in the case of this and other books, justbecause this principle has been overlooked.

(Note: Many critics of the present day, indeed, appeal to thetestimony of Josephus and the earlier fathers as favouring theopposite view, viz., that the book of Ruth was originally placed at theclose of the book of Judges, to which it formed an appendix. Josephus(c. Ap. i. 8) reckons, as is well known, only twenty-two books of theOld Testament; and the only way by which this number can beobtained is by joining together the books of Judges and Ruth, so as toform one book. Again, Melito of Sardes, who lives in the secondcentury, and took a journey into Palestine for the purpose ofobtaining correct information concerning the sacred writings of theJews ( πόσα ôïáêáéïôçôáåé), places Ruthafter Judges in the list which has been preserved by Eusebius (h. e. iv. 26), but does not give the number of the books, as Bertheauerroneously maintains, nor observes that “Judges and Ruth form onebook under the name of Shofetim.” This is first done by Origen in hislist as given by Eusebius (h. e. vi. 25), where he states that theHebrews had twenty-two ἐνδιαθήκους âéand then adds in thecase of Ruth, παρ ' áõååÓùöåôéoccupies the same place in the lists of the later Greek fathers, asin Rufinus (Expos. in Symb. Apost.) and Jerome (in Prolog. Gal.), thelatter of whom makes this remark on the book of Judges, Et in eundem compingunt Ruth, quia in diebus Judicum facta ejus narratur historia;and after enumerating the twenty-two books of the OldTestament, adds, Quanquam nonnulli Ruth et Kinoth inter Hagiographa scriptitent et hos libros in suo putent numero supputandos,etc. But all these testimonies prove nothing more thanthat the Hellenistic Jews, who made use of the Old Testament in theGreek rendering of the lxx, regarded the book of Ruth as anappendix of the book of Judges, and not that the book of Ruth everfollowed the book of Judges in the Hebrew canon, so as to form onebook. The reduction of the sacred writings of the Old Testament totwenty-two is nothing more than the product of the cabbalistic andmystical numbers wrought out by the Hellenistic or Alexandrian Jews. If this numbering had been the original one, the Hebrew Jews wouldnever have increased the number to twenty-four, since the Hebrewalphabet never contained twenty-four letters. Josephus, however, is not a witness with regard to the orthodoxopinions of the Hebrew Jews, but was an eclectic and a Hellenist, whoused the Old Testament in the Septuagint version and not in theoriginal text, and who arranged the books of the Old Testament in themost singular manner. The fathers, too, with the exception ofJerome, whenever they give any account of their inquiries among theJews with regard to the number and order of the books accepted bythem as canonical, never give them in either the order or numberfound in the Hebrew canon, but simply according to the Septuagintversion, which was the only one that the Christians understood. Thisis obvious in the case of Melito, from the fact that he reckons Βασιλειῶν ôåand Παραλειπομένων äõand places Danielbetween the twelve minor prophets and Ezekiel. We find the same inOrigen, although he gives the Hebrew names to the different books,and states in connection with the four books of Kings and the twobooks of Paralipomena, that the Hebrews named and numbered themdifferently. Lastly, it is true that Jerome arranges the writings of the OldTestament in his Prol. Gal. according to the three classes of theHebrew canon; but he endeavours to bring the Hebrew mode ofdivision and enumeration as much as possible into harmony with theSeptuagint numbering and order as generally adopted in the ChristianChurch, and to conceal all existing differences. You may see this veryclearly from his remarks as to the number of these books, andespecially from the words, Porro quinque litterae duplices apud Hebraeos sunt, Caph, Mem, Nun, Pe, Sade … Unde et quinque a plerisque libri duplices existimantur, Samuel, Melachim, Dibre Hajamim, Esdras, Jeremias cum Kintoh, i.e., Lamentationibus suisForthe plerique who adopt two books of Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles,are not Hebrew but Hellenistic Jews, as the Hebrew Jews did not dividethese writings in their canon into two books each, but this mode ofdividing them was first introduced into the Hebrew Bibles by Dan. Bomberg from the Septuagint or Vulgate. The further remark of thisfather, quanquam nonnulli Ruth et Kinoth inter hagiographa scriptitent,etc., is also to be estimated in the same way, and the wordnonnulli to be attributed to the conciliatory efforts of Jerome. Andlastly, his remark concerning the connection between the book ofRuth and that of Judges is not to be regarded as any evidence of theposition which this book occupied in the Hebrew canon, but simply asa proof of the place assigned it by the Hellenistic Jews.)

The book of Ruth is not a mere (say a third) appendix to the book ofJudges, but a small independent work, which does indeed resemble the twoappendices of the book of Judges, so far as the incidents recorded in it fallwithin the period of the Judges, and are not depicted in the spirit of theprophetic view of history; but, on the other hand, it has a thoroughlydistinctive character both in form and contents, and has nothing in commonwith the book of Judges either in style or language: on the contrary, itdiffers essentially both in substance and design fro the substance anddesign of this book and of its two appendices, for the simple reason that atthe close of the history ( 4:17), where Obed, the son of Boaz andRuth, is described as the grandfather of David, and still more clearly in thegenealogy of Perez, which is brought down to David ( 4:18-22), thebook passes beyond the times of the JudGes. In this simple fact the authorvery plainly shows that his intention was not to give a picture of thefamily life of pious Israelites in the time of the judges from a civil and areligious point of view, but rather to give a biographical sketch of the piousancestors of David the king.
The origin of the book of Ruth is involved in obscurity. From its contents,and more especially from the object so apparent in the close of the book, itmay be inferred with certainty that it was not written earlier than the timeof David's rule over Israel, and indeed not before the culminating point ofthe reign of this great king. There would therefore be an interval of 150 to180 years between the events themselves and the writing of the book,during which time the custom mentioned in 4:7, of taking off the shoein acts of trade and barter, which formerly existed in Israel, may have fallenentirely into disuse, so that the author might think it necessary to explainthe custom for the information of his contemporaries. We have notsufficient ground for fixing a later date, say the time of the captivity; andthere is no force in the arguments that have been adduced in support ofthis (see my Lehrb. der Einl. 137).The discovery that words and phrases such as מרגּלות ( 3:7-8, 3:14),כּנפים פּרשׂ ( 3:9), מקרה, chance ( 2:3), either donot occur at all or only very rarely in the earlier writings, simply becausethe thing itself to which they refer is not mentioned, does not in the leastdegree prove that these words were not formed till a later age. Thesupposed Chaldaisms, however, - namely the forms תּעבוּרי andתּדבּקין ( 2:8, 2:21), יקצרוּן ( 2:9), שׂמתּ, ירדתּי, שׁכבתּי ( 3:3-4), מרא for מרה ( 1:20), or the use of להן,and of the ἁπ. λεγ. עגן ( 1:13), etc., - we only meet with in the speechesof the persons acting, and never where the author himself is narrating; andconsequently they furnish no proofs of the later origin of the book, butmay be simply and fully explained from the fact, that the author receivedthese forms and words from the language used in common conversation inthe time of the judges, and has faithfully recorded them. We are ratherwarranted in drawing the conclusion from this, that he did not derive thecontents of his work from oral tradition, but made use of writtendocuments, with regard to the origin and nature of which, however, nothingcertain can be determined.

01 Chapter 1 

Introduction
Ruth Goes With Naomi to Bethlehem - Ruth 1

In the time of the judges Elimelech emigrated from Bethlehem in Judah intothe land of Moab, along with his wife Naomi, and his two sons Mahlonand Chilion, because of a famine in the land ( 1:1, 1:2). There Elimelechdied; and his two sons married Moabitish women, named Orpah and Ruth. But in the course of ten years they also died, so that Naomi and her twodaughters-in-law were left by themselves ( 1:3-5). When Naomi heardthat the Lord had once more blessed the land of Israel with bread, she setout with Orpah and Ruth to return home. But on the way she entreatedthem to turn back and remain with their relations in their own land; andOrpah did so ( 1:6-14). But Ruth declared that she would not leave hermother-in-law, and went with her to Bethlehem ( 1:15-22).

Verses 1-5
Elimelech's Emigration ( 1:1, 1:2). - By the word ויהי the following account is attached to other well-known events (see at Joshua 1:1); and by the definite statement, “in the days when judges judged,” it isassigned to the period of the judges generally. “A famine in the land,” i.e.,in the land of Israel, and not merely in the neighbourhood of Bethlehem. The time of this famine cannot be determined with certainty, although itseems very natural to connect it, as Seb. Schmidt and others do, with thedevastation of the land by the Midianites (Judg 6); and there are severalthings which favour this. For example, the famine must have been a veryserious one, and not only have extended over the whole of the land ofIsrael, but have lasted several years, since it compelled Elimelech toemigrate into the land of the Moabites; and it was not till ten years hadelapsed, that his wife Naomi, who survived him, heard that Jehovah hadgiven His people bread again, and returned to her native land ( 1:4, 1:5).Now the Midianites oppressed Israel for seven years, and their invasionswere generally attended by a destruction of the produce of the soil (Judges 6:3-4), from which famine must necessarily have ensued. Moreover, theyextended their devastations as far as Gaza (Judges 6:4). And although it byno means follows with certainty from this, that they also came into theneighbourhood of Bethlehem, it is still less possible to draw the oppositeconclusion, as Bertheau does, from the fact they encamped in the valley ofJezreel (Judges 6:33), and were defeated there by Gideon, namely, that theydid not devastate the mountains of Judah, because the road from the plainof Jezreel to Gaza did not lie across those mountains. There is just as littleforce in the other objection raised by Bertheau, namely, that thegenealogical list in 4:18. would not place Boaz in the time ofGideon, but about the time of the Philistian supremacy over Israel, sincethis objection is founded partly upon an assumption that cannot beestablished, and partly upon an erroneous chronological calculation. For example, the assumption that every member is included in thischronological series cannot be established, inasmuch as unimportantmembers are often omitted from the genealogies, so that Obed the son ofBoaz might very well have been the grandfather of Jesse. And according tothe true chronological reckoning, the birth of David, who died in the year1015 b.c. at the age of seventy, fell in the year 1085, i.e., nine or ten yearsafter the victory gained by Samuel over the Philistines, or after thetermination of their forty years' rule over Israel, and only ninety-sevenyears after the death of Gideon (see the chronological table). Now David was the youngest of the eight sons of Jesse. If therefore weplace his birth in the fiftieth year of his father's life, Jesse would have beenborn in the first year of the Philistian oppression, or forty-eight years afterthe death of Gideon. Now it is quite possible that Jesse may also havebeen a younger son of Obed, and born in the fiftieth year of his father'slife; and if so, the birth of Obed would fall in the last years of Gideon. From this at any rate so much may be concluded with certainty, that Boazwas a contemporary of Gideon, and the emigration of Elimelech into theland of Moab may have taken place in the time of the Midianitishoppression. “To sojourn in the fields of Moab,” i.e., to live as a strangerthere. The form שׂדי ( 1:1, 1:2, 1:22, and 2:6) is not the constructstate singular, or only another form for שׂדה, as Bertheaumaintains, but the construct state plural of the absolute שׂדים, whichdoes not occur anywhere, it is true, but would be a perfectly regularformation (comp. Isaiah 32:12; 2 Samuel 1:21, etc.), as the construct statesingular is written שׂדה even in this book ( 1:6 and 4:3). Theuse of the singular in these passages for the land of the Moabites by nomeans proves that שׂדי must also be a singular, but may beexplained from the fact that the expression “the field (= the territory) ofMoab” alternates with the plural, “the fields of Moab.”

1:2-4 
אפרתים, the plural of אפרתי, an adjectiveformation, not from אפרים,as in Judges 12:5, but from אפרת (Genesis 48:7) or אפרתה ( 4:11; Genesis 35:19), the oldname for Bethlehem, Ephrathite, i.e., sprung from Bethlehem, as in 1 Samuel 17:12. The names - Elimelech, i.e., to whom God is King; Naomi (נעמי, a contraction of נעמית, lxx ÍïïììåéVulg. Noëmi), i.e.,the gracious; Machlon, i.e., the weakly; and Chilion, pining - are genuineHebrew names; whereas the names of the Moabitish women, Orpah andRuth, who were married to Elimelech's sons, cannot be satisfactorilyexplained from the Hebrew, as the meaning given to Orpah, “turning theback,” is very arbitrary, and the derivation of Ruth from רעוּת, afriend, is quite uncertain. According to 4:10, Ruth was the wife of theelder son Mahlon. Marriage with daughters of the Moabites was notforbidden in the law, like marriages with Canaanitish women (Deuteronomy 7:3); itwas only the reception of Moabites into the congregation of the Lord thatwas forbidden (Deuteronomy 23:4).

1:5 
“Thus the woman (Naomi) remained left (alone) of her two sonsand her husband.”

Verse 6-7
After the loss of her husband and her two sons, Naomi rose up out of thefields of Moab to return into the land of Judah, as she had heard thatJehovah had visited His people, i.e., had turned His favour towards themagain to give them bread. From the place where she had lived Naomi wentforth, along with her two daughters-in-law. These three went on the wayto return to the land of Judah. The expression “to return,” if taken strictly,only applies to Naomi, who really returned to Judah, whilst her daughters-in-law simply wished to accompany her thither.

Verses 8-10
“On the way,” i.e., when they had gone a part of the way, Naomi said toher two daughters-in-law, “Go, return each one to her mother's house,” - nother father's, though, according to 2:11, Ruth's father at any rate wasstill living, but her mother's, because maternal love knows best how tocomfort a daughter in her affliction. “Jehovah grant you that ye may find aresting-place, each one in the house of her husband,” i.e., that ye may bothbe happily married again. She then kissed them, to take leave of them (vid.,Genesis 31:28). The daughters-in-law, however, began to weep aloud, andsaid, “We will return with thee to thy people” כּי before a directstatement serves to strengthen it, and is almost equivalent to a positiveassurance.

Verses 11-13
Naomi endeavoured to dissuade them from this resolution, by settingbefore them the fact, that if they went with her, there would be no hope oftheir being married again, and enjoying the pleasures of life once more. “Have I yet sons in my womb, that they may be your husbands?” Hermeaning is: I am not pregnant with sons, upon whom, as the youngerbrothers of Mahlon and Chilion, there would rest the obligation ofmarrying you, according to the Levitate law (Deuteronomy 25:5; Genesis 38:8). Andnot only have I no such hope as this, but, continues Naomi, in 1:12, 1:13, Ihave no prospect of having a husband and being blessed with children: “forI am too old to have a husband;” year, even if I could think of thisaltogether improbable thing as taking place, and assume the impossible aspossible; “If I should say, I have hope (of having a husband), yea, if Ishould have a husband to-night, and should even bear sons, would ye thenwait till they were grown, would ye then abstain from having husbands?”The כּי (if) before אמרתּי refers to both the perfectswhich follow. להן is the third pers. plur. neuter suffix הן with the prefix ל, as in Job 30:24, where הן is pointedwith seghol, on account of the toned syllable which follows, as here inpause in 1:9: lit. in these things, in that case, and hence in the sense oftherefore = לכן, as in Chaldee (e.g., Daniel 2:6, Daniel 2:9; Daniel 2:24, etc.). תּעגנה (vid., Isaiah 60:4, and Ewald, §195, a.), from עגן á λεγ. in Hebrew, which signifies in Aramaean to hold back, shutin; hence in the Talmud עגוּנה, a woman who lived retired in her ownhouse without a husband. Naomi supposes three cases in 1:12, of which each is more improbable, orrather more impossible, than the one before; and even if the impossiblecircumstance should be possible, that she should bear sons that very night,she could not in that case expect or advise her daughters-in-law to wait tillthese sons were grown up and could marry them, according to the Leviratelaw. In this there was involved the strongest persuasion to her daughters-in-law to give up their intention of going with her into the land of Judah,and a most urgent appeal to return to their mothers' houses, where, asyoung widows without children, they would not be altogether without theprospect of marrying again. One possible case Naomi left without notice,namely, that her daughters-in-law might be able to obtain other husbandsin Judah itself. She did not hint at this, in the first place, and perhapschiefly, from delicacy on account of the Moabitish descent of herdaughters-in-law, in which she saw that there would be an obstacle to theirbeing married in the land of Judah; and secondly, because Naomi could notdo anything herself to bring about such a connection, and wished toconfine herself therefore to the one point of making it clear to herdaughters that in her present state it was altogether out of her power toprovide connubial and domestic happiness for them in the land of Judah. She therefore merely fixed her mind upon the different possibilities of aLevirate marriage.

(Note: The objections raised by J. B. Carpzov against explaining 1:12 and 1:13 as referring to a Levirate marriage, - namely, that this is notto be thought of, because a Levirate marriage was simply binding uponbrothers of the deceased by the same father and mother, and uponbrothers who were living when he died, and not upon those bornafterwards-have been overthrown by Bertheau as being partly withoutfoundation, and partly beside the mark. In the first place, the lawrelating to the Levirate marriage speaks only of brothers of thedeceased, by which, according to the design of this institution, wemust certainly think of sons by one father, but not necessarily thesons by the same mother. Secondly, the law does indeed expresslyrequire marriage with the sister-in-law only of a brother who should bein existence when her husband died, but it does not distinctly exclude abrother born afterwards; and this is the more evident from the factthat, according to the account in Genesis 38:11, this duty was bindingupon brothers who were not grown up at the time, as soon as theyshould be old enough to marry. Lastly, Naomi merely says, in 1:12 , that she was not with child byher deceased husband; and when she does take into consideration, in 1:12 and 1:13, the possibility of a future pregnancy, she might eventhen be simply thinking of an alliance with some brother of herdeceased husband, and therefore of sons who would legally be regardedas sons of Elimelech. When Carpzov therefore defines the meaning ofher words in this manner, “I have indeed no more children to hopefor, to whom I could marry you in time, and I have no command overothers,” the first thought does not exhaust the meaning of the words,and the last is altogether foreign to the text.)

בּנתי אל, “not my daughters,” i.e., do not go with me; “forit has gone much more bitterly with me than with you.” מרר relates to her mournful lot. מכּם is comparative, “before you;” not“it grieveth me much on your account,” for which עליכם would beused, as in 2 Samuel 1:26. Moreover, this thought would not be in harmonywith the following clause: “for the hand of the Lord has gone out againstme,” i.e., the Lord has sorely smitten me, namely by taking away not onlymy husband, but also my two sons.

Verse 14
At these dissuasive words the daughters-in-law broke out into loudweeping again (תּשּׂנה with the א dropped for תּשּׂאנה, 1:9), and Orpah kissedher mother-in-law, and took leave of her toreturn to her mother's house; but Ruth clung to her (דּבק as inGenesis 2:24), forsaking her father and mother to go with Naomi into the landof Judah (vid., 2:11).

Verses 15-17
To the repeated entreaty of Naomi that she would follow her sister-in-lawand return to her people and her God, Ruth replied: “Entreat me not toleave thee, and to return away behind thee: for whither thou goest, I willgo; and where thou stayest, I will stay; thy people is my people, and thyGod my God! where thou diest, I will die, and there will I be buried. Jehovah do so to me, and more also (lit. and so may He add to do)! Deathalone shall divide between me and thee.” The words יסיף … יעשׂה י כּה are a frequently recurring formula in connectionwith an oath (cf. 1 Samuel 3:17; 1 Samuel 14:44; 1 Samuel 20:13, etc.), by which the personsearing called down upon himself a severe punishment in case he shouldnot keep his word or carry out his resolution. The following כּי isnot a particle used in swearing instead of אם in the sense of “if,”equivalent to “surely not,” as in 1 Samuel 20:12, in the oath which precedesthe formula, but answer to ὅτι in the sense of quod introducing thedeclaration, as in Genesis 22:16; 1 Samuel 20:13; 1 Kings 2:23; 2 Kings 3:14, etc.,signifying, I swear that death, and nothing else than death, shall separateus. Naomi was certainly serious in her intentions, and sincere in the advicewhich she gave to Ruth, and did not speak in this way merely to try herand put the state of her heart to the proof, “that it might be made manifestwhether she would adhere stedfastly to the God of Israel and to herself,despising temporal things and the hope of temporal possessions' (Seb. Schmidt). She had simply the earthly prosperity of her daughter-in-law inher mind, as she herself had been shaken in her faith in the wonderful waysand gracious guidance of the faithful covenant God by the bitter experienceof her own life.

(Note: “She thought of earthly things alone; and as at that time theJews almost universally were growing lax in the worship of God, soshe, having spent ten years among the Moabites, though it of littleconsequence whether they adhered to the religion of their fathers, towhich they had been accustomed from their infancy or went over tothe Jewish religion.” - Carpzov.)

With Ruth, however, it was evidently not merely strong affection andattachment by which she felt herself so drawn to her mother-in-law thatshe wished to live and die with her, but a leaning of her heart towards theGod of Israel and His laws, of which she herself was probably not yetfully conscious, but which she had acquired so strongly in her conjugalrelation and her intercourse with her Israelitish connections, that it was herearnest wish never to be separated from this people and its God (cf. 2:11).

Verse 18
As she insisted strongly upon going with her (התאמּץ, to stiffenone's self firmly upon a thing), Naomi gave up persuading her any more toreturn.

Verses 19-22
So they two went until they came to Bethlehem. When they arrived, thewhole town was in commotion on their account (תּהם, imperf. Niph. of הוּם, as in 1 Samuel 4:5; 1 Kings 1:45). They said, “Is thisNaomi?” The subject to תּאמרנה is the inhabitants of the town,but chiefly the female portion of the inhabitants, who were the mostexcited at Naomi's return. This is the simplest way of explaining the use ofthe feminine in the verbs תּאמרנה and תּקראנה. In thesewords there was an expression of amazement, not so much at the fact thatNaomi was still alive, and had come back again, as at her returning in somournful a condition, as a solitary widow, without either husband or sons;for she replied ( 1:20), “Call me not Naomi (i.e., gracious), but Marah” (thebitter one), i.e., one who has experienced bitterness, “for the Almighty has made it very bitter to me. I, I went away full, and Jehovah has made me come back again empty. Why do ye call me Naomi, since Jehovah testifies against me, and the Almighty has afflicted me? “Full,” i.e., rich, not in money and property,but in the possession of a husband and two sons; a rich mother, but nowdeprived of all that makes a mother's heart rich, bereft of both husband andsons. “Testified against me,” by word and deed (as in Exodus 20:16; 2 Samuel 1:16). The rendering “He hath humbled me” (lxx, Vulg., Bertheau, etc.) isincorrect, as ענה with בּ and the construct state simply meansto trouble one's self with anything (Ecclesiastes 1:13), which is altogetherunsuitable here. - With 1:22 the account of the return of Naomi and herdaughter-in-law is brought to a close, and the statement that “they came toBethlehem in the time of the barley harvest” opens at the same time theway for the further course of the history. השּׁבה is pointed asa third pers. perf. with the article in a relative sense, as in 2:6 and 4:3. Here and at 2:6 it applies to Ruth; but in 4:3 to Naomi. המּה, the masculine, is used here, as it frequently is, for the feminineהנּה, as being the more common gender. The harvest, as awhole, commenced with the barley harvest (see at Leviticus 23:10-11).

02 Chapter 2 
Introduction
Ruth Gleans in the Field of Boaz - Ruth 2

Ruth went to the field to glean ears of corn, for the purpose of procuringsupport for herself and her mother-in-law, and came by chance to the fieldof Boaz, a relative of Naomi, who, when he heard that she had come withNaomi from Moabitis, spoke kindly to her, and gave her permission notonly to glean ears in his field and even among the sheaves, but to appeaseher hunger and thirst with the food and drink of his reapers (vv. 1-16), sothat in the evening she returned to her mother-in-law with a plentifulgleaning, and told her of the gracious reception she had met with from thisman, and then learned from her that Boaz was a relation of her own ( 2:17-23).

Verses 1-7
The account of this occurrence commences with a statementwhich was necessary in order to make it perfectly intelligible, namely thatBoaz, to whose field Ruth went to glean, was a relative of Naomi throughher deceased husband Elimelech. The Kethibh מידע is to be read מידּע,an acquaintance (cf. Psalm 31:12; Psalm 55:14). The Keri מודע is theconstruct state of מודע, lit. acquaintanceship, then anacquaintance or friend (Proverbs 7:4), for which מודעת occursafterwards in 3:2 with the same meaning. That the acquaintance orfriend of Naomi through her husband was also a relation, is evident fromthe fact that he was “of the family of Elimelech. ” According to therabbinical tradition, which is not well established however, Boaz was anephew of Elimelech. The ל before אישׁהּ is used instead of thesimple construct state, because the reference is not to the relation, but to arelation of her husband; at the same time, the word מודע hastaken the form of the construct state notwithstanding this ל (compareEwald, §292, a., with §289, b.). חיל גּבּור generallymeans the brave man of war (Judges 6:12; Judges 11:1, etc.); but here it signifies aman of property. The name Boaz is not formed from עז בּו, in whom is strength, but from a root, בּעז, which does not occurin Hebrew, and signifies alacrity.

2:2-3 
Ruth wished to go to the field and glean at (among) the ears, i.e.,whatever ears were left lying upon the harvest field (cf. 2:7), אשׁר אחר, behind him in whose eyes she should find favour. TheMosaic law (Leviticus 19:9; Leviticus 23:22, compared with Deuteronomy 24:19) did indeedexpressly secure to the poor the right to glean in the harvest fields, andprohibited the owners from gleaning themselves; but hard-hearted farmersand reapers threw obstacles in the way of the poor, and even forbade theirgleaning altogether. Hence Ruth proposed to glean after him who shouldgenerously allow it. She carried out this intention with the consent ofNaomi, and chance led her to the portion of the field belonging to Boaz, arelation of Elimelech, without her knowing the owner of the field, or beingat all aware of his connection with Elimelech. מקרה ויּקר, lit., “her chance chanced to hit upon the field.”

2:4-7 
When Boaz came from the town to the field, and had greeted hisreapers with the blessing of a genuine Israelites, “Jehovah be with you,”and had received from them a corresponding greeting in return, he said tothe overseer of the reapers, “Whose damsel is this?” to which he replied,“It is the Moabitish damsel who came back with Naomi from the fields ofMoab, and she has said (asked), Pray, I will glean (i.e., pray allow me toglean) and gather among the sheaves after the reapers, and has come andstays (here) from morning till now; her sitting in the house that is little.” מאז, lit. a conjunction, here used as a preposition, is strongerthan מן, “from then,” from the time of the morning onwards (seeEwald, §222, c.). It is evident from this answer of the servant who wasplaced over the reapers, (1) that Boaz did not prohibit any poor personfrom gleaning in his field; (2) that Ruth asked permission of the overseer ofthe reapers, and availed herself of this permission with untiring zeal fromthe first thing in the morning, that she might get the necessary support forher mother-in-law and herself; and (3) that her history was well known tothe overseer, and also to Boaz, although Boaz saw her now for the firsttime.

Verse 8-9
The good report which the overlooker gave of the modesty and diligence ofRuth could only strengthen Boaz in his purpose, which he had probablyalready formed from his affection as a relation towards Naomi, to make theacquaintance of her daughter-in-law, and speak kindly to her. With fatherlykindness, therefore, he said to her ( 2:8, 2:9), “Dost thou hear, mydaughter? (i.e., 'thou hearest, dost thou not?' interrogatio blande affirmat;)go not to reap in another field, and go not away from here, and keep so tomy maidens (i.e., remaining near them in the field). Thine eyes (directed)upon the field which they reap, go behind them (i.e., behind the maidens,who probably tired up the sheaves, whilst the men-servants cut the corn). I have commanded the young men not to touch thee (to do thee no harm);and if thou art thirsty (צמת, from צמה = צמא:see Ewald, §195, b.), go to the vessels, and drink of what the servantsdraw.”

Verse 10
Deeply affected by this generosity, Ruth fell upon her face, bowing downto the ground (as in 1 Samuel 25:23; 2 Samuel 1:2; cf. Genesis 23:7), to thank himreverentially, and said to Boaz, “Why have I found favour in thine eyes,that thou regardest me, who am only a stranger?” הכּיר, to look atwith sympathy or care, to receive a person kindly (cf. 2:19).

Verse 11-12
Boaz replied, “Everything has been told me that thou hast done to (את, prep. as in Zechariah 7:9; 2 Samuel 16:17) thy mother-in-law since thedeath of thy husband, that thou hast left thy father and thy mother, andthy kindred, and hast come to a people that thou knewest not heretofore”(hast therefore done what God commanded Abraham to do, Genesis 12:1). “The Lord recompense thy work, and let thy reward be perfect (recallingGenesis 15:1) from the Lord the God of Israel, to whom thou hast come toseek refuge under His wings!” For this figurative expression, which isderived from Deuteronomy 32:11, compare Psalm 91:4; Psalm 36:8; Psalm 57:2. In these words ofBoaz we see the genuine piety of a true Israelite.

Verse 13
Ruth replied with true humility, “May I find favour in thine eyes; for thouhast comforted me, and spoken to the heart of thy maiden (see Judges 19:3),though I am not like one of thy maidens,” i.e., though I stand in no suchnear relation to thee, as to have been able to earn thy favour. In this lastclause she restricts the expression “thy maiden.” Carpzov has rightlypointed this out: “But what am I saying when I call myself thy maiden?since I am not worthy to be compared to the least of thy maidens.” Theword אמצא is to be taken in an optative sense, as expressive ofthe wish that Boaz might continue towards her the kindness he had alreadyexpressed. To take it as a present, “I find favour” (Clericus and Bertheau),does not tally with the modesty and humility shown by Ruth in thefollowing words.

Verse 14
This unassuming humility on the part of Ruth made Boaz all the morefavourably disposed towards her, so that at meal-time he called her to eatalong with his people (לה without Mappik, as in Numbers 32:42; Zechariah 5:11; cf. Ewald, §94, b. 3). “Dip thy morsel in the vinegar.” (Chomeza sour beverage composed of vinegar (wine vinegar or sour wine) mixedwith oil; a very refreshing drink, which is still a favourite beverage in theEast (see Rosenmüller, A. and N. Morgenland, iv. p. 68, and my Bibl. Archäologie, ii. p. 16). “And he reached her parched corn.” The subject isBoaz, who, judging from the expression “come hither,” either joined in themeal, or at any rate was present at it. קלי are roasted grains ofwheat (see at Leviticus 2:14, and my Bibl. Arch. ii. p. 14), which are still eatenby the reapers upon the harvest field, and also handed to strangers.

(Note: Thus Robinson (Pal. ii. p. 394) gives the following descriptionof a harvest scene in the neighbourhood of Kubeibeh: “In one fieldnearly two hundred reapers and gleaners were at work, the latter beingnearly as numerous as the former. A few were taking theirrefreshment, and offered us some of their 'parched corn.' In theseason of harvest, the grains of wheat not yet fully dry and hard, areroasted in a pan or on an iron plate, and constitute a very palatablearticle of food; this is eaten along with bread, or instead of it.”)

Boaz gave her an abundant supply of it, so that she was not only satisfied,but left some, and was able to take it home to her mother ( 2:18.)

Verse 15-16
When she rose up to glean again after eating, Boaz commanded his people,saying, “She may also glean between the shaves (which was not generallyallowed), and ye shall not shame her (do her any injury, Judges 18:7); and yeshall also draw out of the bundles for her, and let them lie (the ears drawnout), that she may glean them, and shall not scold her,” sc., for picking upthe ears that have been drawn out. These directions of Boaz went farbeyond the bounds of generosity and compassion for the poor; and showthat he felt a peculiar interest in Ruth, with whose circumstances he waswell acquainted, and who had won his heart by her humility, her faithfulattachment to her mother-in-law, and her love to the God of Israel, - a faceimportant to notice in connection with the further course of the history.

Verses 17-23
Thus Ruth gleaned till the evening in the field; and when she knocked outthe ears, she had about an ephah (about 20-25 lbs.) of barley.

2:18 
This she brought to her mother-in-law in the city, and “drew out(sc., from her pocket, as the Chaldee has correctly supplied) what she hadleft from her sufficiency,” i.e., of the parched corn which Boaz had reachedher ( 2:14).

2:19-20 
The mother inquired, “where hast thou gleaned to-day, andwhere wroughtest thou?” and praised the benefactor, who, as sheconjecture from the quantity of barley collected and the food broughthome, had taken notice of Ruth: “blessed be he that did take knowledge ofthee!” When she heard the name of the man, Boaz, she saw that thisrelative of her husband had been chosen by God to be a benefactor ofherself and Ruth, and exclaimed, “Blessed be he of the Lord, that he hasnot left off (withdrawn) his favour towards the living and the dead!” Onחסדּו עזב see Genesis 24:27. This verb is construed witha double accusative here; for את cannot be a preposition, as in thatcase מאת would be used like מעם in Gen. l.c. “Theliving,” etc., forms a second object: as regards (with regard to) the livingand the dead, in which Naomi thought of herself and Ruth, and of herhusband and sons, to whom God still showed himself gracious, even aftertheir death, through His care for their widows. In order to enlighten Ruthstill further upon the matter, she added, “The man (Boaz) is our relative,and one of our redeemers.” He “stands near to us,” sc., by relationship. גּאלנוּ, a defective form for גּאלינוּ, which is found inseveral MSS and editions. On the significance of the goël, or redeemer, seeat Leviticus 25:26, Leviticus 25:48-49, and the introduction to Ruth 3.

2:21 
Ruth proceeded to inform her of his kindness: כּי גּם, “also (know) that he said to me, Keep with my people, till theharvest is all ended.” The masculine הנּערים, for which weshould rather expect the feminine נערות in accordance with 2:8, 2:22, 2:23, is quite in place as the more comprehensive gender, as adesignation of the reapers generally, both male and female; and theexpression לי אשׁר in this connection in the sense ofmy is more exact than the possessive pronoun: the people who belong tomy house, as distinguished from the people of other masters.

2:22 
Naomi declared herself fully satisfied with this, because Ruthwould be thereby secured from insults, which she might receive whengleaning in strange fields. “That they meet thee not,” lit. “that they do notfall upon thee.” בּ פּגע signifies to fall upon a person, to smiteand ill-treat him.

2:23 
After this Ruth kept with the maidens of Boaz during the wholeof the barley and wheat harvests gleaning ears of corn, and lived with hermother-in-law, sc., when she returned in the evening from the field. In thislast remark there is a tacit allusion to the fact that a change took place forRuth when the harvest was over.

03 Chapter 3 
Introduction
Ruth Seeks for Marriage with Boaz - Ruth 3

After the harvest Naomi advised Ruth to visit Boaz on a certain night, andask him to marry her as redeemer ( 3:1-5). Ruth followed this advice, andBoaz promised to fulfil her request, provided the nearer redeemer who wasstill living would not perform this duty ( 3:6-13), and sent her away inthe morning with a present of wheat, that she might not return empty toher mother-in-law ( 3:14-18). To understand the advice which Naomigave to Ruth, and which Ruth carried out, and in fact to form a correct ideaof the further course of the history generally, we must bear in mind thelegal relations which came into consideration here. According to thetheocratical rights, Jehovah was the actual owner of the land which He hadgiven to His people for an inheritance; and the Israelites themselves hadmerely the usufruct of the land which they received by lot for theirinheritance, so that the existing possessor could not part with the familyportion or sell it at his will, but it was to remain for ever in his family. When any one therefore was obliged to sell his inheritance on account ofpoverty, and actually did sell it, it was the duty of the nearest relation toredeem it as goël. But if it should not be redeemed, it came back, in the nextyear of jubilee, to its original owner or his heirs without compensation. Consequently no actual sale took place in our sense of the word, butsimply a sale of the yearly produce till the year of jubilee (see Leviticus 25:10, Leviticus 25:13-16, Leviticus 25:24-28). There was also an old customary right, which hadreceived the sanction of God, with certain limitations, through the Mosaiclaw-namely, the custom of Levirate marriage, or the marriage of a brother-in-law, which we meet with as early as Gen 38, viz., that if an Israelitewho had been married died without children, it was the duty of his brotherto marry the widow, that is to say, his sister-in-law, that he mightestablish his brother's name in Israel, by begetting a son through his sister-in-law, who should take the name of the deceased brother, that his namemight not become extinct in Israel. This son was then the legal heir of thelanded property of the deceased uncle (cf. Deuteronomy 25:5.). These twoinstitutions are not connected together in the Mosaic law; nevertheless itwas a very natural thing to place the Levirate duty in connection with theright of redemption. And this had become the traditional custom. Whereas the law merelyimposed the obligation of marrying the childless widow upon the brother,and even allowed him to renounce the obligation if he would take uponhimself the disgrace connected with such a refusal (see Deuteronomy 25:7-10);according to 4:5 of this book it had become a traditional custom torequire the Levirate marriage of the redeemer of the portion of the deceasedrelative, not only that the landed possession might be permanentlyretained in the family, but also that the family itself might not be sufferedto die out.
In the case before us Elimelech had possessed a portion at Bethlehem,which Naomi had sold from poverty ( 4:3); and Boaz, a relation ofElimelech, was the redeemer of whom Naomi hoped that he would fulfilthe duty of a redeemer - namely, that he would not only ransom thepurchased field, but marry her daughter-in-law Ruth, the widow of therightful heir of the landed possession of Elimelech, and thus through thismarriage establish the name of her deceased husband or son (Elimelech orMahlon) upon his inheritance. Led on by this hope, she advised Ruth tovisit Boaz, who had shown himself so kind and well-disposed towards her,during the night, and by a species of bold artifice, which she assumed thathe would not resist, to induce him as redeemer to grant to Ruth thisLevirate marriage. The reason why she adopted this plan for theaccomplishment of her wishes, and did not appeal to Boaz directly, or askhim to perform this duty of affection to her deceased husband, wasprobably that she was afraid lest she should fail to attain her end in thisway, partly because the duty of a Levirate marriage was not legally bindingupon the redeemer, and partly because Boaz was not so closely related toher husband that she could justly require this of him, whilst there wasactually a nearer redeemer than he ( 3:12). According to our customs, indeed, this act of Naomi and Ruth appears avery objectionable one from a moral point of view, but it was not so whenjudged by the customs of the people of Israel at that time. Boaz, who wasan honourable man, and, according to 3:10, no doubt somewhatadvanced in years, praised Ruth for having taken refuge with him, andpromised to fulfil her wishes when he had satisfied himself that the nearerredeemer would renounce his right and duty ( 3:10-11). As heacknowledge by this very declaration, that under certain circumstances itwould be his duty as redeemer to marry Ruth, he took no offence at themanner in which she had approached him and proposed to become hiswife. On the contrary, he regarded it as a proof of feminine virtue andmodesty, that she had not gone after young men, but offered herself as awife to an old man like him. This conduct on the part of Boaz is asufficient proof that women might have confidence in him that he woulddo nothing unseemly. And he justified such confidence. “The modestman,” as Bertheau observes, “even in the middle of the night did nothesitate for a moment what it was his duty to do with regard to the youngmaiden (or rather woman) towards whom he felt already so stronglyattached; he made his own personal inclinations subordinate to thetraditional custom, and only when this permitted him to marry Ruth washe ready to do so. And not knowing whether she might not have to becomethe wife of the nearer goël, he was careful for her and her reputation, inorder that he might hand her over unblemished to the man who had theundoubted right to claim her as his wife.”

Verses 1-5
3:1-2 
As Naomi conjectured, from the favour which Boaz had shownto Ruth, that he might not be disinclined to marry her as goël, she said toher daughter-in-law, “My daughter, I must seek rest for thee, that it maybe well with thee.” In the question אבקּשׁ הלא, the word הלא is here, asusual, an expression of general admission or of undoubted certainty, in thesense of “Is it not true, I seek for thee? it is my duty to seek for thee.” מנוח = מנוּחה ( 1:9) signifies the conditionof a peaceful life, a peaceful and well-secured condition, “a secure lifeunder the guardian care of a husband” (Rosenmüller). “And now is notBoaz our relation, with whose maidens thou wast? Behold, he iswinnowing the barley floor (barley on the threshing-floor) to-night,” i.e.,till late in the night, to avail himself of the cool wind, which rises towardsevening (Genesis 3:8), for the purpose of cleansing the corn. The threshing-floors of the Israelites were, and are still in Palestine, made under the openheaven, and were nothing more than level places in the field stamped quitehard.

(Note: “A level spot is selected for the threshing-floors, which arethen constructed near each other, of a circular form, perhaps fiftyfeet in diameter, merely by beating down the earth hard.” - Robinson,Pal. ii. p. 277.)

3:3-4 
“Wash and anoint thyself (סכתּ, from סוּך =נסך),and put on thy clothes (thy best clothes), and go down(from Bethlehem, which stood upon the ridge of a hill) to the threshing-floor; let not thyself be noticed by the man (Boaz) till he has finishedeating and drinking. And when he lies down, mark the place where he willsleep, and go (when he has fallen asleep) and uncover the place of his feet,and lay thyself down; and he will tell thee what thou shalt do.”

3:5 
Ruth promised to do this. The אלי, which the Masoriteshave added to the text as Keri non scriptum, is quite unnecessary. Fromthe account which follows of the carrying out of the advice given to her,we learn that Naomi had instructed Ruth to ask Boaz to marry her as herredeemer (cf. 3:9).

Verse 6-7
Ruth went accordingly to the threshing-floor and did as her mother-in-lawhad commanded; i.e., she noticed where Boaz went to lie down to sleep,and then, when he had eaten and drunken, and lay down cheerfully, at theend of the heap of sheaves or corn, and, as we may supply from thecontext, had fallen asleep, came to him quietly, uncovered the place of hisfeet, i.e., lifted up the covering over his feet, and lay down.

Verse 8
About midnight the man was startled, namely, because on awaking heobserved that there was some one lying at his feet; and he “bent himself”forward, or on one side, to feel who was lying there, “and behold a womanwas lying at his feet.” מרגּלתיו is accus. loci.

Verse 9
In answer to his inquiry, “Who art thou?” she said, “I am Ruth, thinehandmaid; spread thy wing over thine handmaid, for thou art a redeemer.” כּנפך is a dual according to the Masoretic pointing, as wecannot look upon it as a pausal form on account of the position of theword, but it is most probably to be regarded as a singular; and thefigurative expression is not taken from birds, which spread their wingsover their young, i.e., to protect them, but refers, according to Deuteronomy 23:1; Deuteronomy 27:20, and Ezekiel 16:8, to the wing, i.e., the corner of the counterpane,referring to the fact that a man spreads this over his wife as well ashimself. Thus Ruth entreated Boaz to marry her because he was aredeemer. On this reason for the request, see the remarks in theintroduction to the chapter.

Verses 10-14
Boaz praised her conduct: “Blessed be thou of the Lord, my daughter (see 2:20); thou hast made thy later love better than the earlier, that thouhast not gone after young men, whether poor or rich. ” Ruth's earlier or firstlove was the love she had shown to her deceased husband and her mother-in-law (comp. 2:11, where Boaz praises this love); the later love shehad shown in the fact, that as a young widow she had not sought to winthe affections of young men, as young women generally do, that she mighthave a youthful husband, but had turned trustfully to the older man, thathe might find a successor to her deceased husband, through a marriage withhim, in accordance with family custom (vid., 4:10). “And now,”added Boaz ( 3:11), “my daughter, fear not; for all that thou sayest I willdo to thee: for the whole gate of my people (i.e., all my city, the wholepopulation of Bethlehem, who go in and out at the gate: see Genesis 34:24; Deuteronomy 17:2) knoweth that thou art a virtuous woman.” Consequently Boazsaw nothing wrong in the fact that Ruth had come to him, but regarded herrequest that he would marry her as redeemer as perfectly natural and right,and was ready to carry out her wish as soon as the circumstances wouldlegally allow it. He promised her this (vv. 12, 13), saying, “And now truly I am aredeemer; but there is a nearer redeemer than I. Stay here this night (or as itreads at the end of v. 13, 'lie till the morning'), and in the morning, if he willredeem thee, well, let him redeem; but if it does not please him to redeemthee, I will redeem thee, as truly as Jehovah liveth.” אם כּי (Kethibh, v. 12), after a strong assurance, as after the formula used in anoath, “God do so to me,” etc., 2 Samuel 3:35; 2 Samuel 15:21 (Kethibh), and 2 Kings 5:20, is to be explained from the use of this particle in the sense of nisi,except that, = only: “only I am redeemer,” equivalent to, assuredly I amredeemer (cf. Ewald, §356, b.). Consequently there is no reason whateverfor removing the אם from the text, as the Masorites have done (inthe Keri).

(Note: What the ל maju sc., in ליני signifies, is uncertain. According to the smaller Masora, it was only found among the eastern(i.e., Palestinian) Jews. Consequently Hiller (in his Arcanum Keri etCtibh, p. 163) conjectures that they used it to point out a variousreading, viz., that לנּי should be the reading here. But this is hardlycorrect.)

Ruth was to lie till morning, because she could not easily return to the cityin the dark at midnight; but, as is shown in 3:14, she did not stay tillactual daybreak, but “before one could know another, she rose up, and hesaid (i.e., as Boaz had said), It must not be known that the woman came tothe threshing-floor.” For this would have injured the reputation not only ofRuth, but also of Boaz himself.

Verse 15
He then said, “Bring the cloak that thou hast on, and lay hold of it” (tohold it open), and measured for her six measures of barley into it as apresent, that she might not to back empty to her mother-in-law ( 3:17). מטפּחת, here and Isaiah 3:22, is a broad upper garment, (pallium),possibly only a large shawl. “As the cloaks worn by the ancients were sofull, that one part was thrown upon the shoulder, and another gathered upunder the arm, Ruth, by holding a certain part, could receive into herbosom the corn which Boaz gave her” (Schröder, De vestit. mul. p. 264). Six (measures of) barley: the measure is not given. According to theTargum and the Rabbins, it was six seahs = two ephahs. This is certainlyincorrect; for Ruth would not have been able to carry that quantity ofbarley home. When Boaz had given her the barley he measured out, andhad sent here away, he also went into the city. This is the correctrendering, as given by the Chaldee, to the words העיר ויּבא; though Jerome referred the words to Ruth, but certainly withoutany reason, as יבא cannot stand for תּבא. This reading isno doubt found in some of the MSS, but it merely owes its origin to amistaken interpretation of the words.

Verses 16-18
When Ruth returned home, her mother-in-law asked her, “Who art thou?”i.e., as what person, in what circumstances dost thou come? The realmeaning is, What hast thou accomplished? Whereupon she related all thatthe man had done (cf. 3:10-14), and that he had given her six measures ofbarley for her mother. The Masorites have supplied אלי afterאמר, as at 3:5, but without any necessity. The mother-in-lawdrew from this the hope that Boaz would now certainly carry out thematter to the desired end. “Sit still,” i.e., remain quietly at home (see Genesis 38:11), “till thou hearest how the affair turn out,” namely, whether thenearer redeemer mentioned by Boaz, or Boaz himself, would grant her theLevirate marriage. The expression “fall,” in this sense, is founded upon theidea of the falling of the lot to the ground; it is different in Ezra 7:20. “Forthe man will not rest unless he has carried the affair to an end this day.” כּי־אם, except that, as in Leviticus 22:6, etc. (see Ewald, §356, b).

04 Chapter 4 
Introduction
Boaz Marries Ruth - Ruth 4

To redeem the promise he had given to Ruth, Boaz went the next morningto the gate of the city, and calling to the nearer redeemer as he passed by,asked him, before the elders of the city, to redeem the piece of land whichbelonged to Elimelech and had been sold by Naomi; and if he did this, atthe same time to marry Ruth, to establish the name of the deceased uponhis inheritance ( 4:1-5). But as he renounced the right of redemption onaccount of the condition attached to the redemption of the field, Boazundertook the redemption before the assembled people, together with theobligation to marry Ruth ( 4:6-12). The marriage was blessed with a son,who became the father of Jesse, the father of David ( 4:13-17). The bookcloses with a genealogical proof of the descent of David from Perez ( 4:18-22).

Verses 1-5
“Boaz had gone up to the gate, and had sat down there.” Thiscircumstantial clause introduces the account of the further development ofthe affair. The gate, i.e., the open space before the city gate, was the forumof the city, the place where the public affairs of the city were discussed. The expression “went up” is not to be understood as signifying that Boazwent up from the threshing-floor where he had slept tot the city, whichwas situated upon higher ground, for, according to 3:15, he hadalready gone to the city before he went up to the gate; but it is to beexplained as referring to the place of justice as an ideal eminence to which aman went up (vid., Deuteronomy 17:8). The redeemer, of whom Boaz had spoken - that is to say, the nearer relation of Elimelech - then went past, and Boazrequested him to come near and sit down. סוּר as in Genesis 19:2, etc.:“Sit down here, such a one.” אלמני פּלני, any one, acertain person, whose name is either unknown or not thought worthmentioning (cf. 1 Samuel 21:3; 2 Kings 6:8). Boaz would certainly call him byhis name; but the historian had either not heard the name, or did not thinkit necessary to give it.

4:2-5 
Boaz then called ten of the elders of the city as witnesses of thebusiness to be taken in hand, and said to the redeemer in their presence,“The piece of field which belonged to our brother (i.e., our relative)Elimelech (as an hereditary family possession), Naomi has sold, and I havethought (lit. 'I said,' sc., to myself; cf. Genesis 17:17; Genesis 27:41), I will open thineear (i.e., make it known, disclose it): get it before those who sit here, and(indeed) before the elders of my people.” As the field had been sold toanother, getting it (קנה) could only be accomplished by virtueof the right of redemption. Boaz therefore proceeded to say, “If thou wiltredeem, redeem; but if thou wilt not redeem, tell me, that I may know it:for there is not beside thee (any one more nearly entitled) to redeem, and Iam (the next) after thee.” היּשׁבים is rendered by many, thosedwelling, and supposed to refer to the inhabitants of Bethlehem. But wecould hardly think of the inhabitants generally as present, as the word“before” would require, even if, according to 4:9, there were a number ofpersons present besides the elders. Moreover they would not have been mentioned first, but, like “all thepeople” in 4:9, would have been placed after the elders as the principalwitnesses. On these grounds, the word must be taken in the sense ofsitting, and, like the verb in 4:2, be understood as referring to the elderspresent; and the words “before the elders of my people” must be regardedas explanatory. The expression יגאל (third pers.) is striking, as weshould expect the second person, which is not only found in theSeptuagint, but also in several codices, and is apparently required by thecontext. It is true that the third person may be defended, as it has been bySeb. Schmidt and others, on the assumption that Boaz turned towards theelders and uttered the words as addressed to them, and therefore spoke ofthe redeemer as a third person: “But if he, the redeemer there, will notredeem.” But as the direct appeal to the redeemer himself is resumedimmediately afterwards, the supposition, to our mind at least, is a veryharsh one. The person addressed said, “I will redeem.” Boaz then gave him thisfurther explanation ( 4:5): “On the day that thou buyest the field of thehand of Naomi, thou buyest it of the hand of Ruth the Moabitess, of thewife of the deceased (Mahlon, the rightful heir of the field), to set up (thatthou mayest set up) the name of the deceased upon his inheritance.” Fromthe meaning and context, the form קניתי must be the second pers. masc.; the yod at the end no doubt crept in through an error of the pen, orelse from a ו, so that the word is either to be read קנית (according to the Keri) or קניתו, “thou buyest it.” So far as the factitself was concerned, the field, which Naomi had sold from want, was thehereditary property of her deceased husband, and ought therefore todescend to her sons according to the standing rule of right; and in thisrespect, therefore, it was Ruth's property quite as much as Naomi's. Fromthe negotiation between Boaz and the nearer redeemer, it is very evidentthat Naomi had sold the field which was the hereditary property of herhusband, and was lawfully entitled to sell it. But as landed property did not descend to wives according to theIsraelitish law, but only to children, and when there were no children, tothe nearest relatives of the husband (Numbers 27:8-11), when Elimelech diedhis field properly descended to his sons; and when they died withoutchildren, it ought to have passed to his nearest relations. Hence thequestion arises, what right had Naomi to sell her husband's field as her ownproperty? The Rabbins suppose that the field had been presented toNaomi and Ruth by their husbands (vid., Selden, de success. in bona def. c. 15). But Elimelech could not lawfully give his hereditary property to hiswife, as he left sons behind him when he died, and they were the lawfulheirs; and Mahlon also had no more right than his father to make such agift. There is still less foundation for the opinion that Naomi was anheiress, since even if this were the case, it would be altogether inapplicableto the present affair, where the property in question was not a field whichNaomi had inherited form her father, but the field of Elimelech and hissons. The true explanation is no doubt the following: The law relating to theinheritance of the landed property of Israelites who died childless did notdetermine the time when such a possession should pass to the relatives ofthe deceased, whether immediately after the death of the owner, or not tillafter the death of the widow who was left behind (vid., Numbers 27:9.). Nodoubt the latter was the rule established by custom, so that the widowremained in possession of the property as long as she lived; and for thatlength of time she had the right to sell the property in case of need, sincethe sale of a field was not an actual sale of the field itself, but simply of theyearly produce until the year of jubilee. Consequently the field of thedeceased Elimelech would, strictly speaking, have belonged to his sons,and after their death to Mahlon's widow, since Chilion's widow hadremained behind in her own country Moab. But as Elimelech had not onlyemigrated with his wife and children and died abroad, but his sons had alsobeen with him in the foreign land, and had married and died there, thelanded property of their father had not descended to them, but hadremained the property of Naomi, Elimelech's widow, in which Ruth, as thewidow of the deceased Mahlon, also had a share. Now, in case a widow sold the field of her deceased husband for the timethat it was in her possession, on account of poverty, and a relation of herhusband redeemed it, it was evidently his duty not only to care for themaintenance of the impoverished widow, but if she were still young, tomarry her, and to let the first son born of such a marriage enter into thefamily of the deceased husband of his wife, so as to inherit the redeemedproperty, and perpetuate the name and possession of the deceased inIsrael. Upon this right, which was founded upon traditional custom, Boazbased this condition, which he set before the nearer redeemer, that if heredeemed the field of Naomi he must also take Ruth, with the obligation tomarry her, and through this marriage to set up the name of the deceasedupon his inheritance.

Verses 6-13
The redeemer admitted the justice of this demand, from which we may seethat the thing passed as an existing right in the nation. But as he was notdisposed to marry Ruth, he gave up the redemption of the field.

4:6-13 
“I cannot redeem it for myself, lest I mar mine own inheritance.” The redemption would cost money, since the yearly produce of the fieldwould have to be paid for up to the year of jubilee. Now, if he acquired thefield by redemption as his own permanent property, he would haveincreased by so much his own possessions in land. But if he should marryRuth, the field so redeemed would belong to the son whom he would begetthrough her, and he would therefore have parted with the money that hehad paid for the redemption merely for the son of Ruth, so that he wouldhave withdrawn a certain amount of capital from his own possession, andto that extent have detracted from its worth. “Redeem thou for thyself myredemption,” i.e., the field which I have the first right to redeem.

4:7-8 
This declaration he confirmed by what was a usual custom atthat time in renouncing a right. This early custom is described in 4:7, andthere its application to the case before us is mentioned afterwards. “Nowthis was (took place) formerly in Israel in redeeming and exchanging, toconfirm every transaction: A man took off his shoe and gave it to another,and this was a testimony in Israel.” From the expression “formerly,” andalso from the description given of the custom in question, it follows that ithad gone out of use at the time when our book was composed. The customitself, which existed among the Indians and the ancient Germans, arosefrom the fact that fixed property was taken possession of by treadingupon the soil, and hence taking off the shoe and handing it to another was asymbol of the transfer of a possession or right of ownership (see theremarks on Deuteronomy 25:9 and my Bibl. Archäol. ii. p. 66). The Piel קיּם is rarely met with in Hebrew; in the present instance it wasprobably taken from the old legal phraseology. The only other places inwhich it occurs are Ezekiel 13:6; Psalm 119:28, Psalm 119:106, and the book of Esther,where it is used more frequently as a Chaldaism.

4:9-10 
After the nearest redeemer had thus renounced the right ofredemption with all legal formality, Boaz said to the elders and all the (restof the) people, “Ye are witnesses this day, that I have acquired this day allthat belonged to Elimelech, and to Mahlon and Chilion (i.e., the field ofElimelech, which was the rightful inheritance of his sons Mahlon andChilion), at the hand of Naomi; and also Ruth the Moabitess, the wife ofMahlon, I have acquired as my wife, to raise up the name of the deceasedupon his inheritance, that the name of the deceased may not be cut offamong his brethren and from the gate of his people” (i.e., from his nativetown Bethlehem; cf. 3:11). On the fact itself, see the introduction toRuth 3; also the remarks on the Levirate marriages at Deuteronomy 25:5.

4:11 
The people and the elders said, “We are witnesses,” and desiredfor Boaz the blessing of the Lord upon this marriage. For Boaz had actedas unselfishly as he had acted honourably in upholding a laudable familycustom in Israel. The blessing desired is the greatest blessing of marriage:“The Lord make the woman that shall come into thine house (the participleבּאה refers to what is immediately about to happen) like Racheland like Leah, which two did build the house of Israel (“build” as in Genesis 16:2; Genesis 30:3); and do thou get power in Ephratah, and make to thyself aname in Bethlehem.” חיל עשׂה does not mean “getproperty or wealth,” as in Deuteronomy 8:17, but get power, as in Ps. 60:14 (cf. Proverbs 31:29), sc., by begetting and training worthy sons and daughters. “Make thee a name,” literally “call out a name.” The meaning of thisphrase, which is only used here in this peculiar manner, must be thefollowing: “Make to thyself a well-established name through thy marriagewith Ruth, by a host of worthy sons who shall make thy name renowned.”

4:12 
“May thy house become like the house of Perez, whom Tamarbore to Judah” (Gen 38). It was from Perez that the ancestors of Boaz,enumerated in 4:18. and 1 Chronicles 2:5., were descended. As fromPerez, so also from the seed which Jehovah would give to Boaz throughRuth, there should grow up a numerous posterity.

Verses 13-17
This blessing began very speedily to be fulfilled. When Boaz had marriedRuth, Jehovah gave her conception, and she bare a son.

4:14 
At his birth the women said to Naomi, “Blessed be the Lord,who hath not let a redeemer be wanting to thee to-day.” This redeemer wasnot Boaz, but the son just born. They called him a redeemer of Naomi, notbecause he would one day redeem the whole of Naomi's possessions(Carpzov, Rosenmüller, etc.), but because as the son of Ruth he was alsothe son of Naomi ( 4:17), and as such would take away the reproach ofchildlessness from her, would comfort her, and tend her in her old age, andthereby become her true goël, i.e., her deliverer (Bertheau). “And let hisname be named in Israel,” i.e., let the boy acquire a celebrated name, oneoften mentioned in Israel.

4:15 
“And may the boy come to thee a refresher of the soul, and anourisher of thine old age; for thy daughter-in-law, who loveth thee (whohath left her family, her home, and her gods, out of love to thee), hath bornhim; she is better to thee than seven sons.” Seven, as the number of theworks of God, is used to denote a large number of sons of a mother whomGod has richly blessed with children (vid., 1 Samuel 2:5). A mother of somany sons was to be congratulated, inasmuch as she not only possessed inthese sons a powerful support to her old age, but had the prospect of thepermanent continuance of her family. Naomi, however, had a still morevaluable treasure in her mother-in-law, inasmuch as through her the loss ofher own sons had been supplied in her old age, and the prospect was nowpresented to her of becoming in her childless old age the tribe-mother of anumerous and flourishing family.

4:16 
Naomi therefore adopted this grandson as her own child; shetook the boy into her bosom, and became his nurse.

4:17 
And the neighbours said, “A son is born to Naomi,” and gavehim the name of Obed. This name was given to the boy (the contextsuggests this) evidently with reference to what he was to become to hisgrandmother. Obed, therefore, does not mean “servant of Jehovah”(Targum), but “the serving one,” as one who lived entirely for hisgrandmother, and would take care of her, and rejoice her heat (O. v. Gerlach, after Josephus, Ant. v. 9, 4). The last words of 4:17, “he is thefather of Jesse, the father of David,” show the object which the authorkept in view in writing down these events, or composing the book itself. This conjecture is raised into a certainty by the genealogy which follows,and with which the book closes.

Verses 18-22
“These are the generations of Perez,” i.e., the families descended fromPerez in their genealogical order (toledoth: see at Genesis 2:4). The genealogyonly goes back as far as Perez, because he was the founder of the family ofJudah which was named after him (Numbers 26:20), and to which Elimelechand Boaz belonged. Perez, a son of Judah by Tamar (Genesis 38:29), begatHezrom, who is mentioned in Genesis 46:12 among the sons of Judah whoemigrated with Jacob into Egypt, although (as we have shown in ourcomm. on the passage) he was really born in Egypt. Of this son Ram(called Aram in the Sept. Cod. Al., and from that in Matthew 1:3) nothingfurther is known, as he is only mentioned again in 1 Chronicles 2:9. His sonAmminidab was the father-in-law of Aaron, who had married his daughter(Exodus 6:23), and the father of Nahesson (Nahshon), the tribe-prince of thehouse of Judah in the time of Moses (Numbers 1:7; Numbers 2:3; Numbers 7:12). According to this there are only four or five generations to the 430 yearsspent by the Israelites in Egypt, if we include both Perez and Nahesson;evidently not enough for so long a time, so that some of the intermediatelinks must have been left out even here. But the omission of unimportantmembers becomes still more apparent in the statement which follows, viz.,that Nahshon begat Salmah, and Salmah Boaz, in which only twogenerations are given for a space of more than 250 years, which intervenedbetween the death of Moses and the time of Gideon. Salmah (שׂלמה or שׂלמא, 1 Chronicles 2:11) is called Salmon in 4:21; a doubleform of the name, which is to be explained form the fact that Salmah grewout of Salmon through the elision of the n, and that the terminations an andon are used promiscuously, as we may see from the form שׁריה in Job 41:18 when compared with שׁרין in 1 Kings 22:34, and שׁריון in 1 Samuel 17:5, 1 Samuel 17:38 (see Ewald, §163-4). According to the genealogy of Christ in Matthew 1:5, Salmon married Rahab;consequently he was a son, or at any rate a grandson, of Nahshon, andtherefore all the members between Salmon and Boaz have been passedover. Again, the generations from Boaz to David ( 4:21, 4:22) may possiblybe complete, although in all probability one generation has been passedover even here between Obed and Jesse. It is also worthy ofnotice that the whole chain from Perez to David consists of ten links, fiveof which (from Perez to Nahshon) belong to the 430 years of the sojournin Egypt, and five (from Salmon to David) to the 476 years between theexodus from Egypt and the death of David. This symmetrical division isapparently as intentional as the limitation of the whole genealogy to tenmembers, for the purpose of stamping upon it through the number ten asthe seal of completeness the character of a perfect, concluded, andsymmetrical whole.
The genealogy closes with David, an evident proof that the book wasintended to give a family picture form the life of the pious ancestors of thisgreat and godly king of Israel. But for us the history which points to Davidacquires a still higher signification, from the fact that all the members of thegenealogy of David whose names occur here are also found in thegenealogy of Jesus Christ. “The passage is given by Matthew word forword in the genealogy of Christ, that we may see that this history looksnot so much to David as to Jesus Christ, who was proclaimed by all as theSaviour and Redeemer of the human race, and that we may learn with whatwonderful compassion the Lord raises up the lowly and despised to thegreatest glory and majesty” (Brentius).
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