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Introduction  
ust to get our feet wet on the Book of Ruth, letôs read just a few verses 

to the get the flavor. 

 

Back in the days when the judges were judging, at a time when 

there was a famine in the land, a certain man from BeitïLechem went 

to live in the territory of Mo'avïïhe, his wife and his two sons. 

The man's name was Elimelekh, his wife's name was Naóomi, 

and his two sons were named Machlon and Kilyon; they were Efratim from Beitï

Lechem in Y'hudah. They arrived in the plain of Mo'av and settled there. 

Elimelekh, Naóomi's husband, died; and she was left, she and her two sons. 

They took wives for themselves from the women of Mo'av; the name of the one 

was óOrpah; and the name of the other was Rut. They lived there for about ten 

years. 

Then Machlon and Kilyon died, both of them; and the woman was left with 

neither her two sons nor her husband. So she prepared to return with her 

daughtersïinïlaw from the plain of Mo'av; for in the plain of Mo'av she had heard 

how ADONAI had paid attention to his people by giving them food. She left the 

place where she was with her two daughtersïinlaw and took the road leading back 

to Y'hudah ðRuth 1:1-7 

 

Sometimes throughout this study weôre going to take an extended look at several 

principles that are addressed in the book of Ruth, and examine them in depth. Those of you who 

are just beginning with this series of study with the book of Ruth, are going to be at a 

disadvantage unless youôve received instruction elsewhere on the Hebrew Bible. Those who 

began at Genesis will see several familiar topics woven into the story; and so many loose ends 

will be tied up, and other things will be reviewed, and some topics will be explored in more 

depth as we encounter them in Ruth; I think youôre going to get a lot out of this study. That said, 

if your mind wanders off and you get distracted while reading this, youôre liable to be lost. 

Because I admit this study is going to be somewhat technical at times but also really interesting.  

So as part of this introduction to Ruth, I want to take a little time and pause to reaffirm a 

very basic principle which is in desperate need of revival (if not downright revolution) within the 

Church. What Iôm talking about is what we call the Old Testament (that is called Tanach among 

the Hebrews) isnôt old, nor is it obsolete, nor has the New Testament somehow undone it. Itôs as 

much the needed and remaining foundation for the entire Bible and the Salvation that we are 

offered in Christ, as a concrete slab and footings attached to bedrock are the needed and 

remaining foundation for any house that hopes to not be washed away at the first signs of a 

storm. 

How is it then that the Body of Christ, nearly universally, has come to the conclusion that 

the Old Testament is as irrelevant to us today as is a horse and buggy? Or even more, that the 

Covenant of Moses was destroyed and abolished, as though it were ñnailed to the cross of 

Christò? To a modern churchgoer this premise isnôt even disputed; it probably seems as though 

the demise of the former testament has always been understood as fact. But as weôve learned 

(especially from our study of the book of Judges), itôs fallen manôs natural way to replace the 

commands of God with similar sounding doctrines that are more in step with our current wants 

and desires. 

J  
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In our day we find ourselves sliding back, unawares, into the age-old enemy of Judeo-

Christianity, Gnosticism. Gnosticism seeks to humanize God and to simultaneously naturalize 

the mystical and super-natural. Gnosticism is like an ancient underground river that at times 

surfaces and so flows visibly and raging and redirecting the landscape it cuts through; but in 

other eras it stays burrowed under the surface, hiding just out of sight, going largely undetected 

except by those who know to watch for it.  Gnosticism never dies; it merely assumes different 

forms in different seasons as the archenemy of God, the master of deception, Satan does. And 

this is because Gnosticism is one of The Evil Oneôs greatest and most effective tools of keeping 

mankind separated from God.  

The Gnosticism of today is called New Age and just like in the days of Paul, and Peter, 

and John itôs beginning to bubble up from its hiding place and the unsuspecting and thirsty are 

drinking from its bitter substance that in time sours our souls thinking that itôs refreshing living 

water. Itôs so appealing that Believers are lining up at the bookstores for a gulp, and Pastors are 

preaching it because itôs so well received. The New Age Christianity makes men more like our 

beloved animals, and God more like us; and how we love that  

thought. God is no longer The Almighty Father; he is our kindly  

grandfather who looks the other way at our indiscretions.  

Yeshua is no longer our master and savior; He is a combination  

good-buddy and aspirin tablet. Men are no longer made in the  

image of God; we are simply a branch of the animal kingdom  

that happened into opposable thumbs and a slightly higher functioning brain than all the other 

branches. This is not at all new; it is considerably older than the so-called Old Testament.  

Iôve explained before that the most recent cycle of Gnosticism can be traced to a period 

known among scholars as The Enlightenment; a period that brought us the likes of the 

philosophers Hume, and Kant, and Voltaire. Birthed in the 18
th
 century the Enlightenment sought 

to rid Europe of any sense of being tied to a burdensome religion or intangible god. It was in 

response to the Enlightenment (and in lesser degree to the printing press and sudden availability 

of the Bible to the masses) that the new institution of Systematic Theology was born, 

theoretically to counter the Enlightenment. Systematic Theology is the Christian Talmud so to 

speak; itôs a written system of manmade answers and doctrines, brought about by our religious 

authorities and thought to properly dispense the mind of God to His followers. And while the 

intent may have seemed good, and although many passages of Scripture were invoked, it has 

brought a lot of pain and distortion of truth to Believers of every branch of Christianity.  

One of the underlying tenants of Christian Systematic Theology is that the Old Testament 

has been replaced by the New. And as secular humanism was the agenda that the Enlightenment 

sought to bring about, in a strange way Systematic Theology has unknowingly aided it by 

replacing obedience to The Father with unfettered liberty in Jesus. The plan has been a rousing 

success to say the least. 

So donôt think that such a belief that the Old Testament is dead and gone as an ancient 

one; in fact the notion is only about 250 years old and was completely unknown to our church 

fathers. 

Now in academic circles there are those scholars who are considered the founding fathers 

in their fields. They are rare men who are more than pioneers; they have a gift of being able to 

see things that other men overlooked. They have the ability to face an issue with a completely 

fresh approach. In Christian writings there are scholars whose works form the basis for the work 

of others who follow them. Commentaries in particular rely on the earlier works of these 
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pioneering scholars as reference points, so the outstanding works of these rare men become 

known as reference material.  

The vast majority of the works Christian laymen and teachers read from today were 

created by modern academics who use these much earlier pioneering scholars as their reference 

point. So as a last offering before we get back on the road to Ruth from our short detour, I want 

to quote for you the Preface to the Commentary on the Old Testament written by the noted 

scholars C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch. Virtually every Christian commentary written in the past 

century relies on this work. Keil and Delitzsch were Germans; pioneering Christian Scholars 

who wrote in the early-middle part of the 1800ôs.  

This is the word-by-word preface to their seminal work, the Commentary on the Old 

Testament. Pay close attention to what they are explaining to us all, and I hope you will take it to 

heart and never forget it. Keep in mind that this was written more than 150 years ago. 

 

ñThe Old Testament is the basis of the New. God, who at 

sundry times and in divers manners spake unto the fathers by 

the prophets, hath spoken unto us by His only-begotten Son.ò 

The Church of Christ is built upon the foundation of the 

apostles and prophets. For Christ came not to destroy the law or 

the prophets, but to fulfil. As He said to the Jews, ñSearch the 

Scriptures, for in them ye think ye have eternal life, and they 

are they which testify of Me;ò so also, a short time before His 

ascension, He opened the understanding of His disciples, that 

they might understand the Scriptures, and beginning at Moses 

and all the prophets, expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things 

concerning Himself. With firm faith in the truth of this testimony of our Lord, the 

fathers and teachers of the Church in all ages have studied the Old Testament 

Scriptures, and have expounded the revelations of God under the Old Covenant in 

learned and edifying works, unfolding to the Christian community the riches of 

the wisdom and knowledge of God which they contain, and impressing them upon 

the heart, for doctrine, for reproof, for improvement, for instruction in 

righteousness. It was reserved for the Deism, Naturalism, and Rationalism which 

became so prevalent in the closing quarter of the eighteenth century, to be the first 

to undermine the belief in the inspiration of the first covenant, and more and more 

to choke up this well of saving truth; so that at the present day depreciation of the 

Holy Scriptures of the Old Testament is as widely spread as ignorance of what 

they really contain. At the same time, very much has been done during the last 

thirty years on the part of believers in divine revelation, to bring about a just 

appreciation and correct understanding of the Old Testament Scriptures. 

May the Lord grant His blessing upon our labours, and assist with His own 

Spirit and power a work designed to promote the knowledge of His holy Word.ò 

C. F. Keil 

 

Keil and Delitzsch were eyewitnesses to that moment in history that the church sawed the 

Bible in half and threw the first part of it away. They chronicled it, fought it, and even though 

they are still among the most esteemed Christian Scholars studied to this day, their caution and 

warning have been ignored.   
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But this shouldnôt surprise us. In many ways it follows the same pattern that we observe 

in the standard modern exegetical teaching of the New Testament, which is itself so dependent 

on Messiahôs Sermon on the Mount as recorded in the Book of Matthew. Because at the center of 

Christôs teaching is the KEY admonition to all who would call him Lord and study his words; 

this admonitionôs purpose was to create a context and set of boundaries for understanding and 

applying his teaching. It was not an impulsive admonition spoken in the passion of sincere 

oratory, but rather a necessary one that He foreknew would play a major role in the eventual 

apostasy of His Church if it went unheeded.  

 

"Don't think that I have come to abolish the Torah or the Prophets. I have 

come not to abolish but to complete. Yes indeed! I tell you that until heaven and 

earth pass away, not so much as a yud or a stroke will pass from the Torah- not 

until everything that must happen has happened. So whoever disobeys the least of 

these mitzvot and teaches others to do so will be called the least in the Kingdom 

of Heaven. But whoever obeys them and so teaches will be called great in the 

Kingdom of Heaven ðMatthew 5:17-19 

 

Letôs talk about the book of Ruth, now, and Iôll begin by telling you that for a short little 

4-chapter book, it has an incredibly complex structure, theme, and theology that defy simplistic 

solutions. Thereôs no monochromatic expression of its purpose neatly bundled within its 

passages; in fact after centuries of studying this book academia is so confounded by it that most 

have avoided making commentary on it. It will take some time to explain what makes it so 

complex (and Iôll do the best I can to do just that), but on the other hand I can tell you in a 

nutshell why Christian scholars practically avoid this little book: there is no way to make heads 

or tails of it if you know little or nothing of ancient Hebrew culture or traditions, or if you try to 

understand the story in gentile terms utilizing western thinking.  

Before we get into the complexities, letôs get the basics out of the way. Ruth is in Hebrew 

rut or reut and it means friendship, or to befriend and it very well fits in with the tone of the 

story.  

Thereôs a lot of debate about when Ruth was written, but virtually none about the time 

period the story is said to take place: the era of the Judges. One good time marker is that weôre 

told that Ruthôs father-in-law Elimelech left his home on the west bank of the Jordan to live in 

Moab because there was a famine in Canaan. We read in Judges 6:3-4 about a severe food 

shortage caused by the Midianites who came and stole Israelôs food supply and destroyed what 

they couldnôt carry off. This happened for several years and its effect was fairly widespread. So 

thereôs good reason to think that the events of the Ruth narrative occurred around the time that 

Gideon was judging.   

We usually think of a famine as being weather or pestilence related; but in fact famine 

can be a manmade disaster caused by war. We see this over and over in various places in Africa 

where a dominant tribe will try to wipe out an opponent by destroying their livestock and crops, 

and even by blocking any food aide to them. This is by every definition a famine. Since thereôs 

no record (biblical or otherwise) of a weather or pestilence related regional famine in Canaan 

during the era of the Judges, very likely Elimelech moved his family to Moav to escape the 

ongoing food shortages caused by the marauding Midianites and their partners in crime, Amalek.  

Now as for when it was written, the first verse helps us to know that it was certainly 

written after the period when the Shofetim were judging Israel, as it clearly is looking back to 
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that time. So that puts it from King Saul or later. Further it gives the genealogy of King David so 

it had to be written at the earliest in the time of King David. No mention or the genealogy of 

Solomon (who follows David) is given, so some stop there and say itôs self-evident that it was 

written during Davidôs reign. But the fact that Solomonôs name isnôt mentioned is awfully thin 

evidence of the date of its authorship.  

Others propose that it was written after the return of the Jews from their exile in Babylon, 

and the purpose of the book was to reestablish the right of the line of David to once again assume 

the throne of Israel (of which all that remained was Judah).  Modern literary critics use a 

different method of dating and look to writing styles and the use of certain phrases and even 

expressions to ascertain date. The main argument stems around whether the literary style of Ruth 

uses what they call Classical Biblical Hebrew or Late Biblical Hebrew. Iôm certainly not going to 

delve deeply into that, but it doesnôt hurt for us to understand the argument because thereôs 

validity to their reasoning.  

The reality is that language changes over time. English wasnôt an identifiable language 

until about the 1300ôs AD. But if you were to try and read it in that ancient form, while you 

would recognize it as English-like, many of the words certainly wouldnôt be known to us and the 

sentences wouldnôt make much sense. Even many characters in the early English alphabet would 

be unfamiliar to us.  

Let me illustrate that for you. Read the first six verses from the second chapter of 

Ephesians: 

 

And you hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses and sins; wherein in 

time past ye walked according to the course of this world, according to the prince 

of the power of the air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of 

disobedience: Among whom also we all had our conversation in times past in the 

lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind; and were by 

nature the children of wrath, even as others.  

 But God, who is rich in mercy, for his great love wherewith he loved us, 

Even when we were dead in sins, hath quickened us together with Christ, (by 

grace ye are saved;) And hath raised us up together, and made us sit together in 

heavenly places in Christ Jesus: That in the ages to come he might shew the 

exceeding riches of his grace in his kindness toward us through Christ Jesus --a 

Ephesians 2:1-7 (King James Version) 

 

As for you, you were dead in your transgressions and sins, in which you used 

to live when you followed the ways of this world and of the ruler of the kingdom 

of the air, the spirit who is now at work in those who are disobedient. All of us 

also lived among them at one time, gratifying the cravings of our sinful nature
 
and 

following its desires and thoughts. Like the rest, we were by nature objects of 

wrath. But because of his great love for us, God, who is rich in mercy, made us 

alive with Christ even when we were dead in transgressionsðit is by grace you 

have been saved. And God raised us up with Christ and seated us with him in the 

heavenly realms in Christ Jesus, in order that in the coming ages he might show 

the incomparable riches of his grace, expressed in his kindness to us in Christ 

Jesus ðEphesians 2:1-5 (New International Version) 
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It wasn't so long ago that you were mired in that old stagnant life of sin. You 

let the world, which doesn't know the first thing about living, tell you how to live. 

You filled your lungs with polluted unbelief, and then exhaled disobedience. We 

all did it, all of us doing what we felt like doing, when we felt like doing it, all of 

us in the same boat. It's a wonder God didn't lose his temper and do away with the 

whole lot of us. Instead, immense in mercy and with an incredible love, he 

embraced us. He took our sin-dead lives and made us alive in Christ. He did all 

this on his own, with no help from us! Then he picked us up and set us down in 

highest heaven in company with Jesus, our Messiah ðEphesians 2:1-6 (The 

Message) 

 

By the time of the King James Bible, the English language had evolved closer to modern 

English, but even the King James style of English can be a challenge to us in the 21
st
 century. 

Also, expressions and sayings from an early era of English disappear and replaced by later ones; 

and then those later ones are modified, or take on a different meaning, as time marches on. It 

works this way with all spoken and written languages, including Hebrew. 

Biblical Hebrew is substantially different from modern Hebrew; not so much so that 

communication canôt take place, but it would be like an American trying to communicate with 

someone who speaks only 16
th
 century King James English; understanding would be 

substantially limited. Todayôs Bible scholars have identified many phrases and words that were 

used at one point in Israelôs history, but fell into disuse later; or alternately, phrases that were 

used later in Israelôs history that never existed in earlier times. By looking for these words and 

phrases someone can somewhat date when the author wrote the piece. 

Another way is to look for certain expressions that come from the influence of similar 

languages that made its way into the Hebrew vocabulary. Bible scholars today talk about 

Aramaisms (terms from the Aramaic language) that are found in the Old Testament, and indeed 

there is no doubt of their existence. When we think of Aramaic, the tendency is to remember that 

Jesus spoke one his most famous sentences as he hung on the cross: Eli, Eli, lemana 

shabakthani, meaning: my God, my God, why have you forsaken me? So non-linguistic 

Christian scholars have taken it for granted that Aramaic was a rather late-evolved language. But 

in reality Aramaic can be dated to at least as far back as 1400 B.C., the early part of the period of 

the Judges. So identifying an Aramaism in the book of Ruth doesnôt help much. In fact, the name 

Eli-melech (Ruthôs father-in-law) is probably an Aramaic form.  

Not only that, but we find evidence of both Classical Hebrew and Late Hebrew in the 

book of Ruth. Bottom line: it was probably written sometime after King Solomon, but well 

before the exile of the Jews to Babylon, a range of around 300 years.  

Some of you may have notice by now that Ruth isnôt in the same place in our Complete 

Jewish Bible as it is in other bibles. In the Complete Jewish Bible we find it just after The Song 

of Solomon and just before Lamentations. But in most Protestant bibles it will immediately 

follow the book of Judges; what gives?  

The answer is that the location of the book of Ruth can be used as a very quick way to 

determine whether your bible has been translated from the original Hebrew texts or the Greek 

Bible; or in more technical terms from the Tanach or from the Septuagint. The Hebrew Bible 

places Ruth as among the last of the 3 divisions the Hebrews assign the Tanach, the Ketuvim. 

The Septuagint places Ruth immediately following the book of Judges. If your bible has Ruth 

right after Judges, your Old Testament was translated from the Greek, not the Hebrew. Let me be 
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very clear: the location of Ruth doesnôt make your bible a good one or a bad one, or a superior 

one or an inferior one. But it can explain why it may sound a little different especially from ones 

translated from the Hebrew.  

The Hebrew Sages divided the Tanach into 3 parts: the Torah, the Neviôim, and the 

Ketuvim (the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings) with Ruth as part of the Writings. But in later 

times the Hebrews also grouped certain books together for liturgical purposes; that is, how they 

might be used in Synagogue worship. So a group of 5 books was assembled called the Megillot 

(Megillot means scrolls) and these consist (in order) of the Song of Solomon, Ruth, 

Lamentations, Ecclesiastes and Esther. Depending on the occasion, one of these books will be 

read at Synagogue service; for instance the book of Ruth is read during Shavuot (Pentecost).  

 

So to sum up what weôve learned so far about the book of Ruth: it was written 

somewhere between 900 and 600 B.C., the story itself is set in the time of the Judges (probably 

the Judge Gideon), the book is located in your bible depending on whether your bible is 

translated from the Greek or the Hebrew, Ruthôs father-in-law Elimelech is at least partially an 

Aramaic name, and Ruth means friendship.  

Ruth wasnôt a Hebrew, she was a Moabite, a gentile. Moôav was Lotôs son (or more 

correctly by our modern thinking, grandson) born of Lotôs daughter, and he founded the territory 

called by his name. So Ruthôs genealogy goes back through Lot to Abrahamôs brother Haran 

(Haran was Lotôs father). So itôs quite interesting that Ruth is one of but two gentiles who have a 

book of the Bible named after them, the other one being Job. That she was a gentile and a 

woman is all the more fascinating. And the only other woman who had a book in the bible 

named after her was Esther; but Ruth and Esther have some very interesting contrasts that are 

worth noting. In fact one of the many complexities that forms the book of Ruth (in addition to 

her being a gentile) is that itôs a book of contrasts (and weôll talk about those as they come up).  

 

Letôs compare Ruth and Esther; Ruth was a gentile, Esther was a Hebrew. Ruth was a 

gentile who lived among the Jews, and Esther was a Jew who lived among the gentiles. Ruth was 

a daughter of a foreign nation and brought to the Promised Land, Esther was a daughter of the 

Promised Land but brought within a foreign nation. Ruth eventually married a Jew, while Esther 

eventually married a gentile. Godôs name is mentioned a number of times in the book of the 

gentile Ruth, but it isnôt mentioned even once in the book of the Jewish Esther. However, in both 

cases the women are characterized as having great faith and so are greatly blessed by the God of 

Israel, and both play pivotal roles in Israelôs salvation history. So another of the great 

complexities of the book of Ruth is that it demonstrates this mysterious relationship of Israel to 

gentiles who believe in Yehoveh; a relationship that Paul did his best to try and explain, but for 

which there really are no words. A relationship that both Israel and gentile Christians have 

sought to sever, but can never quite do so because it is a spiritual one. A man recently said: ñI 

donôt quite know how to understand it but it seems to me that Christians are one inch from being 

Jews, and Jews are one inch from being Christiansò. Iôm not sure Paul could have been more 

eloquent. So in the same way that Ruth and Esther were such exact opposites, they were in a 

deeper sense, one inch from being identical.  

Now just as thereôs a great contrast between Ruth and Esther, there is also a great contrast 

between the book of Ruth and the book of Judges. Even though they occur at the same time, 

under the same circumstances, Ruthôs story is a pleasant tale of goodness, and friendship, and 

brotherly love, and kindness, and of a greater purity of worship of the God of Israel. The book of 
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Judges on the other hand tells of evil, rebellion, darkness, unfaithfulness, brother turning against 

brother, and apostasy from the God of Israel. So what weôll see is that (just as in all times) even 

if the whole people of God are seemingly completely out of harmony with Him there will be a 

remnant that seeks to remain obedient and open to the moving of His spirit on them. Even in the 

darkest of times there will be small enclaves of light. The book of Ruth gives us insight into the 

principle that with God, all is never lost and that hope remains even when it seems that none is 

possible. 

A good question right about now should be what is the purpose for the book of Ruth 

being written? What did the human author intend to prove or demonstrate at Godôs inspiration? 

Again, complex; and so much so that thereôs wide ranging opinion even as to something as 

seemingly simple as the purpose behind the book of Ruth. But because we could debate it ad 

infinitum (as has been the case among scholars) Iôd rather simply share with you in summary 

form the 6 most likely purposes that are generally agreed on. Let me say that the scholarly mind 

usually says we must choose from among these the one purpose for the book; but I say thatôs not 

at all necessary. As I see it I think there are several purposes for the book of Ruth. 

 

1. To provide a genealogical link between Judah and David, so as to continue the 

Messianic line, since thereôs no genealogy given of David in the Book of 1
st
 

Samuel. 

 

2. To show that there was faith and obedience in that terrible time of apostasy (the 

time of the Judges), so God still had a remnant to work with. 

 

3. To illustrate the concept of the Kinsman Redeemer in action. 

 

4. To show that Godôs grace wasnôt limited to Hebrews but also could be extended 

to gentiles 

 

5. To establish the superiority of the House of David as a permanent successor to the 

House of Saul, and defend the claims of David to the throne of Israel over the 

claims of Ishbosheth (Saulôs son).  Very likely this was foremost in the writerôs 

mind, even if he couldnôt foresee the connection to the future Messiah.  After 

King Saul was killed in battle, and his body hung on the walls of Beit-Shean, 

David didnôt immediately become king over all of Israel; at first he was only ruler 

over Judah. Ishbosheth ruled over the 10 northern tribes and the territory that was 

at that time called Ephraim. So in the writerôs eyes, the book of Ruth is a kind of 

appendix to the book of the Judges (just as the final 5 chapters of the book of the 

Judges is called by scholars the appendices). The problem the writer was 

countering was that essentially the book of Judges is all about the Canaanization 

of Israel. That is, through syncretism the tribes of Israel absorbed and melded 

Canaanôs culture and religion into their own until it was an unholy illicit mixture 

unsuitable for Godôs people. The book of Ruth is to demonstrate that the ancestors 

of David were godly and more pure, and were not part of that unholy mixture. 

 



x 

 

6. This is the one that most modern Christian commentators begin and end with: the 

book of Ruth was to show that the Kinsman Redeemer (Boaz) was a type of 

Messiah. 
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Ruth Chapter 1 
 

 

1  Back in the days when the judges were judging, at a time when there was a 

famine in the land, a certain man from BeitïLechem went to live in the territory 

of Mo'avïïhe, his wife and his two sons. 

2  The man's name was Elimelekh, his wife's name was Naóomi, and his two 

sons were named Machlon and Kilyon; they were Efratim from BeitïLechem in 

Y'hudah. They arrived in the plain of Mo'av and settled there. 

3  Elimelekh, Naóomi's husband, died; and she was left, she and her two sons. 

4  They took wives for themselves from the women of Mo'av; the name of 

the one was óOrpah; and the name of the other was Rut. They lived there for about 

ten years. 

5  Then Machlon and Kilyon died, both of them; and the woman was left 

with neither her two sons nor her husband. 

6  So she prepared to return with her daughtersïinïlaw from the plain of 

Mo'av; for in the plain of Mo'av she had heard how ADONAI had paid attention 

to his people by giving them food. 

7  She left the place where she was with her two daughtersïinlaw and took 

the road leading back to Y'hudah. 

8  Naóomi said to her two daughtersïinïlaw, ñEach of you, go back to your 

mother's house. May ADONAI show grace to you, as you did to those who died 

and to me. 

9  May ADONAI grant you security in the home of a new husband.ò Then 

she kissed them, but they began weeping aloud. 

10  They said to her, ñNo; we want to return with you to your people.ò 

11  Naóomi said, ñGo back, my daughters. Why do you want to go with me? 

Do I still have sons in my womb who could become your husbands? 

12  Go back, my daughters; go your way; for I'm too old to have a husband. 

Even if I were to say, óI still have hope'; even if I had a husband tonight and bore 

sons; 

13  would you wait for them until they grew up? Would you refuse to marry, 

just for them? No, my daughters. On your behalf I feel very bitter that the hand of 

ADONAI has gone out against me.ò 

14  Again they wept aloud. Then óOrpah kissed her motherïinïlaw goodbye. 

But Rut stuck with her. 

15  She said, ñLook, your sisterïinïlaw has gone back to her people and to 

her god; go back, after your sisterïinïlaw.ò 

16  But Rut said, ñDon't press me to leave you and stop following you; for 

wherever you go, I will go; and wherever you stay, I will stay. Your people will 

be my people and your God will be my God. 

17  Where you die, I will die; and there I will be buried. May ADONAI bring 

terrible curses on me, and worse ones as well, if anything but death separates you 

and me.ò 

18  When Naóomi saw that she was determined to go with her, she said no 

more to her. 
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19  So the two of them went on until they came to BeitïLechem. When they 

arrived in BeitïLechem, the whole city was stirred with excitement over them. 

The women asked, ñCan this be Naóomi?ò 

20  ñDon't call me Naóomi (pleasant), òshe answered them; ñcall me Marah, 

(bitter) because Shaddai has made my life very bitter. 

21  I went out full, and ADONAI has brought me back empty. Why call me 

Naóomi? ADONAI has testified against me, Shaddai has afflicted me.ò 

22  This is how Naóomi returned, with Rut the woman from Mo'av, her 

daughterïinïlaw, accompanying her from the plain of Mo'av. They arrived in 

BeitïLechem at the beginning of the barley harvest ðJudges 1 

 

Ruth Chapter 11 
 

Back in the days when the judges were judging, at a time when there was a 

famine in the land, a certain man from BeitïLechem went to live in the territory 

of Mo'avïïhe, his wife and his two sons. 

The man's name was Elimelekh, his wife's name was Naóomi, and his two 

sons were named Machlon and Kilyon; they were Efratim from BeitïLechem in 

Y'hudah. They arrived in the plain of Mo'av and settled there ðRuth 1:1-2 

 

 admit the introduction to this book was a little more ñpreachyò than ñteachy,ò but itôll be 

nearly the opposite is the first chapter. So I assure you once again that while Ruth will be a 

fascinating study, it will also get technical and detailed at times, so stay alert as we move from 

the basic math of the Scriptures to Algebra. 

This book opens by placing the story of Ruth in space and time in a very general way by 

saying, ñwhen the Judges were judging.ò Even a slightly more specific reference to the dating of 

it being ñwhen there was a famine in the landò is only marginally helpful. Weôve already covered 

the likelihood that this was during the several-year time period of Gideon when the Midianites 

were always descending like locusts to steal Israelôs food supply at harvest times which would 

obviously throw the Hebrews into starvation; but by no means can we say that this is certain. 

This also begs the question, why didnôt the author of Ruth more definitively peg the events to 

chronology for our benefit? It certainly doesnôt seem like it would be terribly difficult to do or 

take much writing time. The answer is that it doesnôt matter. The Hebrew bible doesnôt attach 

much importance to when something happened, but rather what happened, who was involved, 

and its effect on Israelôs development as a set-apart nation for Yehoveh. 

Thatôs part of the reason that we have the ongoing (and seemingly unsolvable) Young 

Earth-Old Earth battles because the first words of Genesis are ambiguous in setting up the time 

frame of the Creation. Does it mean to inform us that the substance of earth and the heavens was 

part of the 6-day Creation process, or does it mean that the earth was roughly and incompletely 

formed at some indeterminate earlier time and then later God began a 6-day process of sculpting 

it into a place that could sustain life? There are strong opinions on both sides, and Iôm not going 

to debate that issue with you today. The point is that the writer of the first words of Genesis 

(usually credited to Moses) could have rather easily straightened this whole matter out with just 

the addition of a handful more words; but he didnôt. Why? Just to torment us? No, it was because 

to the Hebrew mind it was secondary and unimportant. The point and purpose of the opening 

words of Genesis wasnôt when, but whom. When the earth came into being wasnôt the issue, it 

I 
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was who brought it into being. The question of when really only matters to the more modern 

mind of rational Greek thinkers (us) who want additional proof of the existence of a Creator God 

and the legitimacy of our divine texts in describing that Creation. The ancient Hebrews needed 

no such proofs so while Iôm sure the ambiguity of the first words of Genesis provoked a small 

amount of curiosity thatôs as far as it went. Not because they were small-minded or unintelligent 

but because for them (and all the rest of the known world) a Creator god was self-evident and 

what we call the need for ñproofò and satisfying the scientific model wasnôt even sought after (so 

it wasnôt addressed). 

Interestingly, the opening statement of the book of Ruth isnôt only unclear regarding 

precisely when but also where. It says that this famine was occurring in the eretz, the ñland.ò 

What land? Well, it depends on your point of view. In general the ñeretzò is the land of Canaan, 

later called the land of Israel. It was located on the west bank of the Jordan. But does this mean 

that the famine engulfed all the land of Canaan from the Sinai Peninsula to the Lebanon border? 

No. Again, defining the precise boundaries of the area affected by famine wasnôt terribly 

important to the storyline. 

If youôre of the tribe of Judah, the ñlandò is where you were living. If you were of the 

tribe of Manessah, the ñlandò is where you had settled. Apparently Bethlehem was in the 

affected region of Canaan, and the lack of food was ongoing and serious enough that it caused 

some families to seek better prospects outside of their own nation. The use of the term ñBeit-

Lechem of Judahò is because there were several Beit-Lechems in Canaan and this was because 

Beit-Lechem simply means ñhouse of breadò (or, more in the sense that it was intended in those 

days, ñhouse of foodò). A house of food was a granary; a beit-lechem was a town where there 

was a grain storage depot and of course there were several grain storage facilities scattered 

around the land of Canaan in the various tribal territories; the one this story is concerned with 

was in Judah, and is the same place where Messiah was born. 

One Hebrew family (of many) who moved to a foreign land to weather the famine was 

headed by a fellow named Elimelech (meaning My God is King); Elimelech had a wife (Naôomi) 

and 2 sons (Machlon and Chilion). He chose Moab for some untold reason as his familyôs place 

of refuge and survival. 

Technically there was no nation of Moab during the time of the Judges; it was just an 

easy and familiar way to refer to this particular territory on the east side of the Jordon, bordering 

on the Dead Sea. Moab was conquered and taken over by the tribes of Reuben and Gad even 

before Joshua led Israel across the Jordan into Canaan, probably around 30 or 40 years before the 

time of Ruth. So saying ñMoabò was just kind of a holdover and common way of speaking at 

that time. However as we found out in our study of Joshua and Judges, while it might seem (as 

we read the Scriptures and look at a map) that large blocks of land were settled and fully 

controlled by the various Israelite tribes, in reality when we look closer it was that these 12 

allotted Israelite territories had alternating pockets of Canaanite settlements and Hebrew 

settlements in them and they generally co-existed peacefully. It was the same on the east bank of 

the Jordan; people who were of Moabite ancestry (like Ruth) continued to live in their own 

villages side-by-side with other villages inhabited by the relative newcomers, the Reubenites and 

Gadites. 

But as is the case with the whole of the book of Ruth, even another complexity is added 

when weôre told in verse 2 that Elimelechôs family were Ephrathites of Bethlehem-Judah. What 

is an Ephrathite? Well, thereôs been some disagreement about this, but as of now this matter has 

mostly been resolved. We will find in a few places in the Old Testament the term Ephrathite and 
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sometimes itôs obviously attached to people of Ephraim; at other times it isnôt. However more 

and more it seems that what we probably have is a very early copyist error or a translation error 

when the word Ephrathite is connected to Ephraim and the reason for this is simple: the only 

difference in spelling between Ephrath and Ephraim is the last letter of the word: either a t or an 

m. And in Hebrew the last letter is either a tav  ˸or a mem ˬ and they look almost identical so 

itôs an easy and common copy and/or translation error. 

So what we donôt have here in Ruth is a claim that Elimelech and his family were 

members of the tribe of Ephraim, but living in Bethlehem. Itôs that Ephrath was an earlier name 

for Bethlehem. ñSo Rachel died and was buried on the way to Efrat (that is, Beit-Lechem)ò ð

Genesis 35:19. See what I mean? 

Yet, why would the family of Elimelech be called Ephrathites? How does that distinguish 

them from other of the Hebrew families living in Bethlehem? Good question . . . quite simply, 

we donôt know. But it could be that the term Ephrathite was given to a certain clan of Hebrews 

(likely of the tribe of Judah) living there, and it not a formal name, but a nickname. Ephrath 

means something like ñfruitfulnessò or ñabundance.ò It was a word that was often applied to a 

town or a general area because it was unusually fertile and it was known for the quality of its 

produce and how well things grew there. And since Hebrew is a language and culture that gives 

names to people that are usually fairly common words that have a definite meaning (Yeshua, 

God saves; Elimelech, My god is king, etc.) weôll even find women in the bible who are named 

Ephrath or some form of that word. And notice the association between Beth-lechem (which 

means house of food, a granary) and Ephrath (meaning fruitful, abundant). The fact that the place 

Elimelech was from was very fruitful and therefore formerly called Ephrath and later called Beit-

lechem (which is essentially a large warehouse to store the fruitfulness), the change in name 

from Ephrath to Beit-Lechem is really little more than a simple modification of the nickname 

that occurred over time. 

Probably the clan of Elimelech was known for their wealth (based on farming), so they 

were given the nickname the clan of Ephrath (the clan of abundance), so they were renowned as 

the fruitful clan living in Bethlehem just as we might look at a wealthy family in a small town 

and identify them in that regard. I took you all this, on this little side trip, not only to present you 

with an interesting bit of information but also as one of but many of the evidences of what a very 

straightforward book the Old Testament actually is, and certainly was to the people of old, and it 

demonstrates that if weôll only take the time to understand their culture suddenly the seemingly 

mysterious or redundant or unintelligible Old Testament statements make all kinds of sense to 

us. 

Now, back in verse 1 weôre told that this certain man Elimelech took his family to 

ñsojournò in Moab. In Hebrew the word being translated is gur, and it means to go someplace for 

a while but not with the intention of making it your new home. I only point this out because the 

narrative makes it clear that this family wasnôt permanently moving to Moôav, that they intended 

to just stay there as long as necessary and then return. They werenôt changing their nationality or 

their allegiance; they were just long-term visitors. 

However the Rabbis had an interesting twist on this and one we shouldnôt so easily 

dismiss; they asked themselves why (as we find out in the 3
rd

 verse) that this family experienced 

such devastating loss while in Moab? Because there, Naôaomiôs husband died as well as both of 

her children, sons, who had married Moabite women. Such a horror could only be seen as a curse 

from God (and Iôll add to that thought a little later). All 3 males died early deaths, which was 
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considered an indication of divine action. So if it was a punishment from YHWH, what was their 

sin? Well here is the Jewish mind on that subject: 

In Genesis Rabbah 28 (a Jewish commentary) we read this:  

 

ñOur rabbis taught that it is not permitted to go forth from the land of Israel 

to a foreign country unless one seah is sold for two seahs (a seah is a unit of dry 

measurement equaling about 2 gallons, meaning in this case that prices for food 

are twice what they should be and all but unaffordable)). Rabbi Shimshon said, 

this is permitted only when one cannot find anything to buy. But when one is able 

to find something to buy, even if one seah costs a selah (a selah is a very hard 

Hebrew word to define, but as used here it means an extensive bible teaching or 

profound religious instruction that one literally pays dearly to obtain), one must 

not depart. And so said Rabbi Shimon Bar Yofai: Elimelech, Machlon and 

Chilion were among the notables of their generation and they were leaders of their 

generation. Why then were they punished? Because they left the land of Israel for 

a foreign country.ò 

 

Now thereôs actually some very good insight here and it dovetails quite neatly with the 

Scriptures. This is saying that indeed Elimelechôs family felt the wrath of God (all the males of 

the family died) because they left their land too easily; the problem wasnôt whether any food was 

available (nothing to buy), but that the Midianites made their lives difficult by stealing much of 

their food supply which made food more scarce and more expensive. It also meant that this well-

to-do farming family (the Ephrath, the abundant clan) had the most to lose because their land 

holdings were large and they lost so much of their crop incomes to those marauders. So rather 

than stay in the Promised Land under difficult (but not necessarily unbearable) conditions, as 

they should, they left for an easier life. They belonged in the Promised Land, not just any place 

that suited them. They belonged in a land that God had set aside for them, at the cost of millions 

of Egyptian lives, thousands of Israelite lives, and the loss of land and life of countless 

Canaanites. Result: God severely punished the family. Iôm not saying the Rabbis are correct in 

their thinking, but it does show us how their thinking and theology worked. Pretty soon weôre 

going to see Naôomi adopt this same line of thinking. 

But before I move on, letôs see if there is any thing we should learn about that. How 

many times have you found yourself doing everything you believe to be obedient, yet everything 

is falling apart? Does it nescessarily mean that you missed God somewhere?  

Well, itôs possible that you did miss His directions. However, the difficulties might 

actually confirm His guidance. I donôt mean to be evasive, but I donôt know you or your 

circumstances. Itôs something for you to discern from your Father on your own. However, just 

because times are difficult is no proof that you are ñout of His willò for your life. I know you 

donôt like to hear that, but thatôs the reality believers need to live with. 

 

Elimelekh, Naóomi's husband, died; and she was left, she and her two sons. 

They took wives for themselves from the women of Mo'av; the name of the one 

was óOrpah; and the name of the other was Rut. They lived there for about ten 

years. Then Machlon and Kilyon died, both of them; and the woman was left with 

neither her two sons nor her husband ðRuth 1:3-5 
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Verses 3 and 4 explain that while in Moab, Elimelech died; and that his two sons had 

married Moabite women, Ruth and Orpah (not Oprah). But during the decade that the family 

spent in Moôav these two sons also died (thereôs no cause of death, but it was probably disease or 

accident because if their death had been caused, as murdered, the term would have been ñkilledò 

and not ñdiedò). Just so you understand, when they mention the 10 years, it wasnôt talking about  

how long the Moabite women had been married to Elimelechôs sons before they died; it was the 

total amount of time the family had sojourned in Moab. 

But the tragic result of all this was that Naôomi, a relatively old woman, now had no 

husband and no sons and therefore no means of income; and the rest of the story essentially deals 

with the very serious problems this causes for Naôomi and how it would be remedied by the 

ever-faithful Lord she steadfastly worshipped even in a foreign place where Chemosh was the 

chief diety. 

Let me say something to you at this point that might be counter-intuitive but itôs also 

something that you need to know before we go any farther because it will put 

this story in perspective. While the book is named for Ruth, in reality the 

central character is Naôomi. Ruth has lost her husband (as has Orpah) but 

can generally be remedied by re-marriage; and if the girls were young and 

(even better) attractive, re-marriage was the most likely outcome. Also, the 

the custom of the era was that young widows would be welcomed back into 

their fatherôs home and cared for indefinitely just like when they were 

virgins; so the prospects of a decent life for a young widow were generally 

good. But for an older woman, beyond childbearing years and probably beyond the ability to 

work hard and provide needed labor for the family, to become a widow and have no sons to care 

for you was close to a death sentence. At the least, you would experience a meager existence of 

poverty and depravation. So the book of Ruth is essentially a tale of how a major problem for 

Naôomi was graciously solved by God, through Ruth and Boaz. If youôll keep that in mind as we 

go, youôll get the most out of this marvelous little book. 

Some have taught that Elimelechôs and Naôomiôs sons were wrong for taking Moabite 

wives (and Elimelech was wrong for allowing it); thatôs not necessarily so. There was no 

command of God against this; Deuteronomy 7:3 forbade marriage to Canaanites, but not to 

Moabites. One argument against my position is that Deuteronomy 23:3 says that no Moabite may 

enter ñthe congregationò of Israel until the 10
th
 generation (which can only mean the 10

th
 

generation after Israel has entered the Promised Land) and itôs unlikely that 10 generations had 

passed by now. However, the Hebrew word for congregation is kahal and it has a little more 

nuanced meaning than simply ñIsraelites at large,ò or ñthe general population of Israel.ò Kahal 

usually indicates full citizenship without reservation in Israel; the ability and status to serve as a 

leader or elder, to participate in the rituals and observances, to assemble on holy occasions on the 

Tabernacle grounds, etc. Resident aliens werenôt permitted such things, and apparently some 

foreign women who married into Israel were also excluded (perhaps because they refused to stop 

worshipping their former gods and worship only Yehoveh). In any case it doesnôt appear that the 

taking of foreign wives was the issue for the terrible tragedies of the Elimelech family, it was 

simply the leaving of the Holy Land for a foreign land when it wasnôt necessary for their 

survival. 

Thereôs been a lot of conjecture over the centuries about the names of the 6 people so far 

identified in this story. Naôomi plainly means delightful or pleasant, and of course Elimelech is 

ñmy god is king;ò these are both good, standard recognizable Hebrew names. However it gets a 
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little dicier regarding the names of the two sons and their Moabite wives. Ruth, which is Rut or 

Reut in Hebrew, probably wasnôt a Hebrew name but rather a Moabite name. Because Ruth 

became so highly regarded by the Hebrews it became an adopted name used among Israelite 

females, but the meaning isnôt entirely certain. Most often itôs said to mean friendship, and 

thereôs no reason to think otherwise because itôs generally undisputed and it fits well with the 

theme of the story. Orpah, the other daughter-in-law, is often said by Jewish sages to mean ñstiff-

neckedò or firmness. The idea being she takes a strong position and canôt be swayed or that she 

isnôt comfortable with change. However just as weôll see regarding the two sonsô names, they 

probably wernôt their real names but epithets that became nicknames for them, simply because 

these names identified their roles in the story. Understand, this doesnôt mean the story is 

contrived or a fairy tale; itôs just a common ancient literary device used especially when stories 

are meant to be handed down word of mouth. 

The one son is named Machlon, which is said to mean ñweak,ò and the other is Chilion 

thatôs said to mean ñfailing.ò No one would name their children with such derogatory names 

(unless you are, as in Johnny Cashôs song, ñA Boy Named Sueò), which is all the more evidence 

that these were descriptions used as names by the writer to achieve a desired effect and to make 

it easier to remember the story. He may not even have known the given names of any of the 

characters but Elimelech and Naôomi, and probably Boaz, too. 

 

So she prepared to return with her daughtersïinïlaw from the plain of Mo'av; 

for in the plain of Mo'av she had heard how ADONAI had paid attention to his 

people by giving them food. She left the place where she was with her two 

daughtersïinlaw and took the road leading back to Y'hudah ðRuth 1:6-7 

 

So the widow Naôomi, who now also has no sons, hears that the famine in her homeland 

has ended and decided it was time to return. Itôs interesting how her viewpoint is that Yehoveh 

had ñvisitedò the eretz, the Promised Land, and given them lechem, bread (remember, this is just 

a common expression that actually means food). What this shows us that in Naôomiôs mind the 

famine that forced Naôomiôs family to leave the land was divinely brought about, so the ending 

of the famine was also due to Godôs intervention. Saying that she arose with her daughters-in-

law is an expression that means to start a journey. So it was expressly Naôomiôs initiative to 

return home to Bethlehem at this time, and the two girls were just tagging along. 

Now the story gains speed: Naôomi insists that her daughters-in-law go home to their 

biological mothers (Moabite mothers of course). The wording of the statement is unusual, 

because itôs not normal to refer to the family home as ñthe motherôs;ò It was always ñthe 

fatherôs.ò Itôs thought that the idea is that they are to go home to be comforted by their mothers 

(who better to comfort a daughter?) and it will be temporary until they get new husbands. Thatôs 

probably true, but I also think that thereôs a simpler solution that plays at least as big a role: this 

is a story that revolves around women and is told from a womanôs point of view. It deals with 

womenôs issues of that day (in a male dominated society), and it shows the value of women in 

the eyes of God, and how their value should be regarded in Hebrew society, and it shows the 

important nurturing aspect of mothers and women in general. So itôs appropriate to speak of the 

motherôs home and not the fatherôs in this case. Goodness knows that if thereôs a favorite bible 

story of the modern day Judeo-Christian woman it must be Ruth because it has so many elements 

of love and romance coupled with a tender and thoughtful male who rides to the rescue with the 

womanôs best interests at heart. 
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Naóomi said to her two daughtersïinïlaw, ñEach of you, go back to your 

mother's house. May ADONAI show grace to you, as you did to those who died 

and to me ðRuth 1:8 

 

But verse 8 also throws us another interesting statement where Naôomi blesses the two 

girls by saying, ñMay YHWH deal kindly with you in like manner that they (the daughters-in-

law) dealt with their dead husbands.ò What does that mean? Well it doesnôt mean that they 

showed respect and kindness to their husbandsô memories. In previous studies I talked about 

ancient burial practices and beliefs concerning what happened after death. And even among the 

Hebrews ancestor worship still played a major role in their thinking. The thought that someone 

died and went to heaven simply didnôt exist. It was that the dead existed in some other form 

under the ground, in the place of the dead, and they needed tending (Abrahamôs Bosom and the 

Place of Torments were both underground chambers). So it was up to the children or the wife (or 

some other close family member) to bring food to the burial site to sustain the spirit of the dead 

person, to say prayers on behalf of the deceased, and especially to continue speaking the 

deceasedôs name so it didnôt disappear. If a name stopped being spoken it essentially ended the 

afterlife of that person. Apparently Ruth and Orpah were diligently doing all the customary 

things to tend to the dead; they are showing direct kindness to the dead men themselves. 

It was also going to be important for the two dead husbands that Ruth and Orpah get 

remarried since they were childless; because by custom the essence of the deceased male lived 

on in his firstborn son; so if he never had sons during his life, his essence had no place to live on. 

Since these two fathers died childless, it was customary among Hebrews that when these women 

remarried the first son born to them would be dedicated in the name of the deceased husband, so 

the dead manôs line was rescued and it continued. The complication here, of course, is that these 

were Moabite women who (if they did what Naôomi admonished them to do) would go home to 

Moabite families and would probably marry Moabite men, and live in Moabite territory, so how 

would this all work? And the answer is that we donôt know. The concept of Levirate marriage (a 

brother being responsible to marry his deceased brotherôs wife and then to father a child with 

her) was uniquely Hebrew. However these two dead sons had no brothers to perform Levirate 

marriage with the widows, so now what? But this difficult situation also helps to explain what 

comes next. 

 

May ADONAI grant you security in the home of a new husband.ò Then she 

kissed them, but they began weeping aloud. They said to her, ñNo; we want to 

return with you to your peopleò ðJudges 1:9-10 

 

When Naôomi told her daughters-in-law to depart from her and go home to their mothers 

and find new husbands, we see a very sad scene where all three women begin to cry and weep 

loudly (a typical Middle Eastern reaction). Itôs obvious that Naôomi was at the center of a great 

attachment between them. 

But in this same sentence a Hebrew word is used thatôs a powerful one; a word that 

gentiles need to get to know a little bit because Scripture uses it so often. The word is chesed, 

and in this passage itôs used in verse 8 where it says that ñYehoveh deal kindly (do chesed) with 

you, as you have done with the dead (Naôomiôs two sons).ò 
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Chesed is a lot like the Hebrew word shalom in that itôs not a word that has a direct one 

or two word translation because itôs talking about a complex concept rather than merely a word, 

like a verb or a noun. Chesed is often translated in our English Bibles as loving-kindness; and 

while thatôs not wrong, itôs far too shallow. Itôs a word that often means ironclad loyalty, and at 

other times something like active love. In the Old Testament itôs almost always covenant related, 

so chesed implies the mutual and reciprocal rights and duties between parties of a relationship. 

Chesed is a kind of faithfulness, and itôs related in this story as the action and attitude of the two 

girls towards their dead husbands. So whatôs happeing is that Naôomi prays to Yehoveh that 

because these women have been so faithful to her deceased sons, that He would be faithful to 

them. 

Her blessing on them is that they would eventually have rest in the house of a new 

husband. The Hebrew word used here for rest is menuchah; which more accurately means a 

ñplace of restò and includes in it the nuance of warmth and comforting. Naôomi is praying for 

them to have a husband to comfort them and provide for them.  

It then says that, ñthen she kissed them.ò Kissing in the Middle East is generally either a 

welcome greeting or a good-bye; so when Naôomi kissed them it wasnôt a kiss of affection or 

comfort it was her saying good-bye to these daughters-in-law, and knowing it was farewell they 

all broke down into tears. 

Naôomi was doing what was best for these girls; but what about herself? Her prospects 

were bleak to say the least. But itôs encouraging and impressive that Naôomiôs concern for these 

two daughters-in-law of hers (with whom there was obviously a loving bond and close 

relationship) to leave her to her own fate and for them to return home to their Moabite mothers 

so they could be comforted and cared for in their childhood homes until the day came that the 

Lord provided new husbands for them. Part of this blessing by Naôomi, is that the God of Israel 

would show the young widows favor; in fact the blessings specifically calls out Yehovehôs name. 

Now understand that the invocation of YHWH is of itself interesting because the three women 

are still in the land of Moôav; a place that although foreign for Naôomi (a Jewish woman) was 

native for Orpah and Ruth.  It was the general mindset of people in that era and culture to see the 

land attached to the national god or gods. In other words a god usually only had a sphere of 

influence that extended no further than the territory or nation where he or she was established as 

the local deity.  

Let me elaborate on that just a tad more because it will help us understand 

so many other passages in the Bible and what huge effect the world and protocol 

of the gods had on peopleôs decisions. Chemosh was the chief deity over the land 

of Moôav. Ruth and Orpah were born and raised with the understanding that 

Chemosh held all divine authority over what happened in Moab, so any vow 

made within his territory had to invoke his name and authority or it was 

ineffective and maybe even invalid. 

Yet the situation wasnôt all that cut and dried: during the timeframe of the book of Ruth, 

Moôav wasnôt a sovereign nation. Moab had been conquered but a few decades earlier by Israel, 

and the Israelite tribes of Reuben and Gad now settled the land of Moab. However, as with all 

the territories conquered and occupied by the 12 tribes, the area of the Trans-Jordan (Israelite 

territory on the east side of the Jordan River) where the former nation of Moab lay was similar to 

looking at the pock-marked landscape of the moon; from a distance it looks smooth and even and 

homogeneous but up close it consists of hundreds of separate craters slightly separated from one 

another and at other times somewhat overlapping. So like the surface of the moon, the Israelite 
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tribal territories east of the Dead Sea consisted of pockets of Moabites living next to Israelites 

and at times they overlapped and intermingled. That meant that there was ambiguity over which 

god ruled where; the usual solution was to worship them all, or at the very least show them all 

respect. 

So we shouldnôt take it that because the Hebrew Naôomi invoked the God of Israel in her 

blessing that she didnôt believe that Chemosh existed, or should we think that the Moabites Ruth 

and Orpah had given up on Chemosh and (as a result of marrying Jewish men) worshipped only 

Yehoveh. Bowing down to or invoking the name of different gods at different times according to 

different situations and exactly where you were standing at the time was usual and normal for the 

ancient mind and that generally also included Hebrews. 

After blessing her daughters-in-law they both still insisted on following Naôomi back to 

Judah so Naôomi introduced an argument to dissuade them; and the argument essentially focused 

on the impossibility of Levirate Marriage occurring in their situation. Letôs first reacquaint 

ourselves with the concept of Levirate Marriage. 

Turn your bibles to Deuteronomy 25:5-10. 

 

 ñIf brothers live together, and one of them dies childless, his widow is not to 

marry someone unrelated to him; her husband's brother is to go to her and 

perform the duty of a brotherïinïlaw by marrying her. The first child she bears 

will succeed to the name of his dead brother, so that his name will not be 

eliminated from Isra'el. 

If the man does not wish to marry his brother's widow, then his brother's 

widow is to go up to the gate, to the leaders, and say, óMy brotherïinïlaw refuses 

to raise up for his brother a name in Isra'el; he will not perform the duty of a 

husband's brother for me.' The leaders of his town are to summon him and speak 

to him. If, on appearing before them, he continues to say, óI don't want to marry 

her, ' then his brother's widow is to approach him in the presence of the leaders, 

pull his sandal off his foot, spit in his face and say, óThis is what is done to the 

man who refuses to build up his brother's family.' From that time on, his family is 

to be known in Isra'el as óthe family of the man who had his sandal pulled off' ð

Deuteronomy 25: 5 ï 10 

 

So the idea is that a surviving biological brother (or perhaps a very close relative) of a 

man who has died is to marry his brotherôs widow (if this woman had not produced sons) and 

impregnate her with the intent that the first son she produces will be considered the offspring of 

the deceased man. So his family line will continue and several other vital issues will be resolved 

including giving the widow a son to care for her in her old age, a fulfillment of her duty as a 

woman for bringing new life into the world (seen as the ultimate and required duty of a woman 

else she was practically no woman at all), allowing the essence and character of the deceased 

man to live on in his son (otherwise that essence would terminate), and providing for the land of 

the deceased man to be passed along to someone (his son) who was a member of his own clan 

and tribe thus fulfilling the requirements of the Law of Moses. 

The overall concept of Levirate Marriage wasnôt necessarily a Hebrew invention, 

however how it was practiced and why it was practiced by the Israelites was indeed uniquely 

Hebrew. In fact, the custom of Levirate Marriage was so predominant in Middle Eastern society 
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(and also loosely practiced among the early Hebrews) that we see an example of it occurring 

centuries before God pronounced it as Law and gave it to Moses on Mt. Sinai. 

 

Y'hudah said to Onan, "Go and sleep with your brother's wife- perform the 

duty of a husband's brother to her, and preserve your brother's line of descent" ð

Genesis 38:8 

 

And despite the similarity between the term Levirate and the name of the priestly tribe 

(Levi) the two are not related. Levirate is a gentile term, taken from the Latin word ñlevirò 

meaning ñhusbandôs brother;ò so we certainly wonôt find it in the bible. 

 

Naóomi said, ñGo back, my daughters. Why do you want to go with me? Do I 

still have sons in my womb who could become your husbands? Go back, my 

daughters; go your way; for I'm too old to have a husband. Even if I were to say, 

óI still have hope'; even if I had a husband tonight and bore sons ðRuth 1:11-12 

 

Okay, with that understanding of the nature of Levirate Marriage, we should be able to 

understand what Naôomi had in mind in her argument for Ruth and Orpah to go home to their 

mothers. So in verse 11 Naôomi asks rhetorically, ñDo I still have sons in my womb who could 

become your husbands?ò In other words, is the insistence of these two girls that they stick with 

Naôomi coming from their belief that the next logical step for them is Levirate Marriage since 

they were childless? Of course the question is absurd since Naôomi has no other sons (no 

brothers of the deceased men) and sheôs far past child bearing years; so to emphasize just how 

silly it would be for these two girls to harbor such thoughts, she doesnôt actually use the term 

ñwombò as is usually translated; she says, ñdo I still have sons in my meeh?ò That is, ñdo I still 

have sons in my insides?ò 

Continuing to show Orpah and Ruth the futility of pursuing the tradition of Levirate 

Marriage Naôomi continues with offering the intentionally absurd argument that even though she 

is too old to have a husband, suppose by miracle she got one, then in a bigger miracle (even 

challenging the one of Abrahamôs wife Sarah) she became pregnant in her old age, would the 

two girls be willing to wait until that occurred, and then wait even longer for the sons to be born 

and then grow up to a marriageable age so that they could marry the two widows and then give 

them children. 

Understand that it wasnôt unusual for a widow to wait for the younger brother of her 

deceased husband (a brother that was still a young child) to grow up and marry her and get her 

pregnantðand that would obviously take many years of waiting. However, the situation in this 

particular case was in a real gray area; after all Naôomi was also a widow. So whoever might 

marry Naôomi and father Naôomiôs babies would be a different father than the father of Naôomiôs 

deceased sons; so at best Naôomiôs hypothetical children would be only İ brothers of the 

deceased husbands and whether that even qualified as proper Levirate Marriage is debatable. So 

the possibility of employing Levirate Marriage to solve the girlsô problem is out of the question 

if not irrational. 

 

would you wait for them until they grew up? Would you refuse to marry, just 

for them? No, my daughters. On your behalf I feel very bitter that the hand of 
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ADONAI has gone out against me.ò Again they wept aloud. Then óOrpah kissed 

her motherïinïlaw goodbye. But Rut stuck with her ðRuth 1:13-14 

 

Bottom line, in verse 13 Naôomi says, ñNo my daughters. On your behalf I feel very 

bitter that the hand of Adonai has gone out against me.ò Her argument finally hit home and 

reality broke through all the emotion so they all started weeping profusely again. Orpah knew 

what she must do, and kissed Naôomi goodbye. As I mentioned earlier, in this era a kiss wasnôt 

so much a symbol of affection; it literally meant either ñhelloò or ñgoodbye.ò So the Hebrew 

doesnôt say that ñOrpah kissed her mother-in-law goodbye,ò it just says, ñOrpah kissed her 

mother-in-lawò (the goodbye being understood as the reason for the kiss).  

We also get the first hint in this passage of Naôomiôs attitude about her condition: sheôs 

bitter and God intentionally caused her bitterness. A few verses from now this thought is picked 

up on and weôll talk about it a little more because itôs a challenging notion for modern Christians 

to be sure.     

Something else significant here and it goes back to what I told you before: this story is 

actually about Naôomi and her plight as an aged, childless widow. In the same statement where 

she answered her own rhetorical question (with an emphatic ñNo my daughtersò) about whether 

the girls should wait and hope that Naôomi finds a husband and then miraculously has a couple 

of boy children who could grow up and marry the daughters-in-law, she says that she feels very 

bitter that the hand of God has gone out against her. The point here is that itôs even more a 

disadvantage and serious problem for her that there is no reasonable chance for Levirate 

Marriage for these daughters-in-law, than it is for them because these girls do have options: they 

can go home to be cared for by their families, and in time find new husbands. But for Naôomi the 

only real hope she has is for some kind of Levirate Marriage to happen for these two girls, 

because that would give her sons (technically grandsons) to care for her. It wouldnôt have been at 

all out of the realm of possibility for the girls to marry one of Elimelechôs brothers (the daughter-

in-laws uncles), assuming Elimelech had brothers. And if they did, and they produced sons, then 

in the ancient Middle Eastern way of thinking these sons would become grandchildren of 

Naôomiôs and as obligated to care for her as they would be for their own parents. This might 

sound convoluted and complicated to us, but it was well understood and normal for the society of 

this era. So the thing is that Naôomi was very bitter that all these circumstances lined up to 

conspire against her having any hope of a decent life whatsoever. 

Orpah turns and tearfully leaves to go home to mama back in her Moabite hometown. 

Did Orpah do something wrong, or selfish or evil in leaving Naôomi and going back? Not at all; 

it would be unfair and untrue to say that she was disloyal or 

uncaring or had committed some kind of sin. Not only did she do 

what Naôomi sincerely insisted she do, she did what was perfectly 

reasonable in response to her situation. Orpah didnôt make a bad 

choice, but from the vantage point of history she could have made a 

better one if she followed Naôomi and trusted in a God she knew 

very little about and attached herself to a people she knew about 

even less. Instead, she went home to her people (the Moabites). Her 

people worshipped Chemosh, so essentially she unknowlingly put her fate into the hands of a 

false god. 

While I donôt want to go too far in drawing a comparison, Orpahôs decision gives us a 

good picture of how it is that people can walk right up to the brink of accepting the commission 
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of the God of Israel and His Son Yeshua, and not take the final step because thereôs another road 

to follow and itôs the natural if not easier one. Itôs not an evil road necessarily; it just doesnôt lead 

to the true God and His plan for us. Thereôs an interesting parallel to this narrative about Naôomi, 

Orpah and Ruth in the New Testament in the book of Matthew. 

 

A Torah-teacher approached and said to him, "Rabbi, I 

will follow you wherever you go." Yeshua said to him, 

"The foxes have holes, and the birds flying about have 

nests, but the Son of Man has no home of his own." 

Another of the talmidim said to him, "Sir, first let me go 

and bury my father." But Yeshua replied, "Follow me, and 

let the dead bury their own dead." ðMatthew 8:19-22 

 

Now we donôt know for certain what choices these two men made when Yeshua told 

them what they must do and how uncertain life would be for them in following Him. But the 

point is that this little episode is so reflective of the Naôomi story. The men (like Ruth and 

Orpah) insist on following this extremely godly man Yeshua (who is God), but He warns them 

off and says He really has no good prospects of comfort and plenty ahead to share with them The 

one makes a statement that he will  follow Yeshua right then and there; the other of them says 

heôd like to follow Jesus but really needs to return home for a while. With no other information 

given itôs probably reasonable to suspect that the first one did go with Jesus (like Ruth did with 

Naôomi), but the second man returned home to bury his father (choosing Orpahôs route).They 

wouldnôt have done an evil thing not to follow Messiah as part of His team; they wouldnôt have 

been doing anything wrong, but the better thing would have been to drop everything and go with 

Him. And by the way, while we tend to spiritualize this event and make it that the choice of 

ñfollowingò Yeshua was essentially a choice between Salvation and no Salvation thatôs not 

whatôs stated. It was whether they would leave their current life behind and travel with Him and 

serve Him as itinerate disciples. Thereôs no reason to believe that they didnôt trust Yeshua as 

Messiah; it was their level of commitment and translating that commitment to action that was at 

issue. Do you see that? And frankly everyone reading this needs to ask him or her self if they 

merely have a passive trust in Yeshua as Messiah, or if in response to that trust they are willing 

to commit to a whole new path that may not lead them where they think they want to go, or that 

even improves their earthly lot. 

Orpah was like the man who felt he needed to go home to bury his father. Ruth was like 

the other man who said unconditionally, ñI will follow you wherever you go.ò So this leads us 

right into one of the most eloquent, spiritually meaningful, yet elegantly simple series of 

statements we are likely to find in the Bible. After Orpah kisses Naôomi goodbye, Naôomi tries 

one last time to get Ruth to follow suit and says, ñLook, your sister-in-law has gone back to her 

people and to her god; go back, after your sister-in-law.ò Ruth will have none of it and settles the 

matter once and for. Letôs read Ruth 1:15 ï 18. 

 

She said, ñLook, your sisterïinïlaw has gone back to her people and to her 

god; go back, after your sisterïinïlaw.ò But Rut said, ñDon't press me to leave 

you and stop following you; for wherever you go, I will go; and wherever you 

stay, I will stay. Your people will be my people and your God will be my God. 

Where you die, I will die; and there I will be buried. May ADONAI bring terrible 
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curses on me, and worse ones as well, if anything but death separates you and 

me.ò ðRuth 1:15-17 

 

Ruth makes 6 promises to Naôomi and then seals it with a vow. First is that where 

Naôomi goes, Ruth will go. Second is that wherever Ruth stays (lives) she will stay. Third, 

Naôomiôs people will become Ruthôs people. Fourth, Naôomiôs God will become Ruthôs God. 

Fifth, where Naôomi dies Ruth will die and finally wherever Naôomi chooses to be buried Ruth 

desires to be buried alongside her. 

Ruth essentially made a covenant with Naôomi and then bound it with the oath, ñMay 

Yehoveh bring terrible curses on me and worse ones as well if anything but death separates you 

and me.ò I know the Complete Jewish Bible says, ñMay Adonai bring terrible curses,ò and most 

other translations will say, ñMay the Lord bring terrible curses,ò but the original Hebrew invokes 

Godôs formal name, YHWH. This is significant because Ruth has sworn by the God of the 

Hebrews, not the God of the Moabites which is the god of her native nationality. This shows 

where Ruthôs heart truly is, and in wth whom her allegiance was given, and who she rejected 

(Chemosh). The phrase ñMay Yehoveh bring terrible curses on me and more . . .ò is a rather 

standard formula invoking the punishment of God should the promises be broken and you will 

find it used seven times in the books of Samuel and Kings. 

While on the surface (and without doubt as Ruth meant it and Naôomi understood it) Ruth 

was committing both her social life to the people of Israel, and her religious life to the God of 

Israel, thereôs something even deeper happening. Using modern terms Ruth converted; she left 

paganism to become an Israelite. And yet as we move through this short story, thereôs a certain 

mystery to it all. An important element of the narrative is how a gentile became an Israelite, and 

just what that entailed. What fascinates me is that we have here a marvelous picture of how to 

this day a person forsakes everything to become part of Israel. Itôs symbolic of every gentile who 

has ever come to faith through Israelôs God. At least one of the keys to understanding this 

mystery is that Orpah went back to ñher people and her god,ò while Ruth went forward to 

Naôomiôs people and Naôomiôs god. A people and their god are connected whether we like it or 

not, whether we will admit it or not.  

Ruth has shown us the way; but unfortunately the largest bulk of the church has chosen to 

stick to or go back to its Moabitish past. Gentiles want the salvation and nearness of the God of 

Israel, but we donôt want Israel. Of the six commitments made by Ruth to Naôomi, the modern 

church agrees with only one: your God will be my God. But the church also says to Israel and to 

the Jewish people: although I want your God, I wonôt go where you go; I wonôt stay where you 

stay; you wonôt be my people; I wonôt die where you die and I wonôt be buried where you are 

buried. How would this story of Ruth work out if she had adopted that theology? Because indeed 

we (my Brethren) are faced with two entirely opposing and irreconcilable theologies when we 

compare the one here in the first chapter of Ruth with the most 

prevalent contemporary church doctrines. One says that gentiles can 

have the God of Israel for our own outside of Israelôs covenants and 

outside of Godôs people and under our own gentile terms. The other 

says that the people and their God are inseparable; you canôt have one 

without the other. The theology of Ruth says that to submit to the God 

of Israel means also to cleave to the people of Israel. It means our fates 

are bound together both from a historic past and a prophetic future. 
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When Ruth came to Israel with Naôomi she willingly left her gentile ways behind and 

went forward eyes-wide-open into a new reality of which she had little knowledge. The Church 

has brought its gentile ways along with us, has no interest in 

knowing or learning the ways of Godôs people, and has even taken 

the extreme position that as gentiles we are more Godôs people 

than we are Mosesô Israelites! Can you imagine Ruth following 

Naôomi into Bethlehem, insisting she wants Israelôs God, and then 

coming with the attitude that her Moabite ways are superior to the 

ways of Godôs set-apart people; and in fact she has replaced them 

in Godôs eyes? That, my friends, is the predominant position of the 

modern church towards Israel and the Jewish people and itôs 

nothing less than a catastrophe.  And it falls to Believers like you 

and me to do what we can to right the wrongs, restore the entire 

Word of God to its rightful place within Christianity, and to bring the Good News of the Jewish 

Messiah to His Jewish brethren. It falls on us to comfort His people, join them in spirit, and ask 

them for forgiveness of our treatment of them. 

Iôve written many times about the very different, although closely connected, matter of 

faith versus faithfulness. Of the six commitments Ruth made to Naôomi only one was about faith, 

while the other five were about faithfulness. Ruth declaring that, ñyour God will be my Godò is a 

declaration of faith; but the other five commitments are the expression of that faith. And the 

expression of that faith in deed and action is called faithfulness. We have millions of Christians 

today and over the centuries who had faith, but far fewer who lived in faithfulness. 

 

When Naóomi saw that she was determined to go with her, she said no more 

to her ðJudges 1:18 

 

Verse 18 shows that the elderly widow Naôomi simply could no longer deflect such a 

stunning impassioned covenant that Ruth unilaterally made with her; and how unusual that must 

have been for those times and in that culture. In a patriarchal society, here we have a woman 

choosing another woman. When in an era where all hope that a woman has of sustenance, 

family, prosperity, protection, comfort, and fulfillment rested on the males, here we have a God-

inspired story of a woman who preferred to give up such hope in favor of helping an old woman 

who had no such hope available to her. 

 

So the two of them went on until they came to BeitïLechem. When they 

arrived in BeitïLechem, the whole city was stirred with excitement over them. 

The women asked, ñCan this be Naóomi?ò 

 ñDon't call me Naóomi (pleasant), òshe answered them; ñcall me Marah, 

(bitter) because Shaddai has made my life very bitter. 

I went out full, and ADONAI has brought me back empty. Why call me 

Naóomi? ADONAI has testified against me, Shaddai has afflicted me.ò ðRuth 

1:19-21 

 

Together they journeyed back to Naôomiôs home in Beit-Lechem of Judah. It was a very 

arduous journey of around 75 miles and we have to wonder how Naôomi could have survived it 

without Ruth. The plateaus of Moab where they left from were at an elevation of around 3500 



16 

 

feet, and the hills leading up to Bethlehem over 2500. After descending rugged trails, crossing 

the Jordan River at probably the best and most known fording spot at Jericho, the next phase of 

their trek would have been the worst. I have never visited Israel (yet, that is), but I was watching 

a documentary on the country and saw buses and trucks slowly crawling up the long and winding 

road that takes you from Jericho (thatôs more than 800 feet below sea level) to the hills of 

Jerusalem and Bethlehem. There were a few springs, and no food, and mostly desert conditions 

along the way; but somehow, by Godôs grace, they made it. 

When the two arrived in Beit-Lechem it caused a rather major stir. 

The ñwhole cityò or town was stirred with excitement over the arrival of Naôomi. This is 

obviously a figure of speech and it merely means a whole bunch of the town, and not ñ100% allò 

turned out. But interestingly, the verb used to refer to the reaction of the whole city (hoom in 

Hebrew), means an excited uproar, and itôs conjugated in the feminine plural; in other words it 

was the women of the city who noticed Naôomi and approached her, saying, ñCan this be 

Naôomi?ò They saw her approach and could hardly believe their eyes. Now the fact that they 

even remembered her, is amazing. 

But in response to the rather joyful astonishment by the women of Beit-lechem towards 

her (people who probably never expected to see her again), Naôomi tells them not to call her 

Naôomi any longer but rather Mara. (Remember that her name (Naôomi) means pleasant), she 

tells them not to refer to her character or countenance as pleasant any more, because now she is 

mara, bitter. Even more surprising is what she says caused her bitterness: God. 

This is where things can get to be a bit dicey for Christians; because Naôomi makes it 

clear that her understanding is that the God of Israel has with full divine intention caused her 

intractable condition of poverty and hopelessness. Very interestingly Naôomi calls God 

ñShaddaiò in this instance, an epithet for God we havenôt read in a long time. Itôs confidently 

thought, now, that Shaddai means ñmountainò and so the earliest name or title or epithet used for 

God in the Bible of El Shaddai literally meant ñGod of the Mountainò or even more technically, 

Chief or Highest ñGod of the Mountain.ò Shaddai was undoubtedly just a contraction of El 

Shaddai that was used in certain circumstances by some in Ruthôs era (or maybe in the era of the 

author of the book of Ruth). 

The thing is that just like so often in the English language the sum of the words doesnôt 

necessarily mean what they literally say when they are used as an expression. For instance: 

ñdonôt let the cat out of the bagò has nothing to do with cats or bags. ñWow, thatôs very coolò 

isnôt referring to temperature. ñDonôt cry over spilt milkò doesnôt mean to avoid tears if you 

knock over the milk carton. To ñgo fly a kite,ò has nothing to entertaining youself with 

something you lauch into the sky attached to a string. Shaddai literally meant mountain, but 

because the chief deity always occupied the highest spot on the highest mountain, to say that 

Shaddai caused Naôomiôs trouble was much like saying the ñirresistible God,ò ñthe most 

powerful of all the Godôsò caused it and so there was no court of appeals. 

Naôomi says that Shaddai made her life bitter; she went out (left Beit-lechem) full, but 

Yehoveh brought her back empty. That is she switches from the very dramatic ñShaddaiò to 

using Godôs formal name. Not only that, she says that Yehoveh has testified against her, and then 

again switches back and says that Shaddai has afflicted her. Itôs merely a way to get across the 

fact that she was powerless before the God of the Cosmos and that thereôs no stopping the curse 

of emptiness that she bears once Yehoveh has decided to place it on her. 

That the Lord ñgives and takes awayò is really all Naôomi is stating. The Lord gave to her 

(sent her out full), and then the Lord took it back (brought her back empty). But she says it with 
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no hypocrisy and understands that if God really does control all that whether she has plenty or 

she has nothing, it is all from His hand  

Was she correct? Well, indeed she and her husband left the land to avoid the time of 

suffering, but was the death of her husband and sons the result of Yehovehôs hand? The text 

doesnôt state that. In fact, it simply says they died. Did they have heart-attacks? Was it illness? 

Run over by a horse? We donôt know. It is simply a reality of life. Was it Yehoveh? Or was it the 

devil?    

Hereôs where we deal with some more theology. We modern Christians tend to be rather 

schizophrenic over how we see the Lord dealing with our lives. On one hand we say that God 

controls every aspect of our existence, but when something bad happens we blame the devil. We 

say that with the advent of Christ that the Lord only afflicts His people with mercy and loving-

kindness, so the bad things in our lives are either natural repercussions or demonic or human in 

source. Thatôs not the theology of the older Testament and I would say with confidence that such 

is not the theology of Yeshua either. Itôs doctrine of men who wish only to recognize Godôs 

attributes as the most pleasant ones. Naôomi and the characters of the bible had no such 

delusions. 

You see the Old Testament in particular exposes what I would call ña  

theology of complaint.ò As a person under Godôs covenants there was no such thing  

as luck or happenstance; everything was under Godôs purview and providence.  

Many times a biblical character would have terrible things happen to them and they  

fully assigned it to Yehoveh; and often they complained to one another or directly to God about 

it. And in general the Lord doesnôt seem to see such direct complaint as wrong. That said, itôs 

one thing to complain about your situation and the deep pain you are in, and that you donôt 

understand it, and especially that you donôt like it one bit. But itôs quite another to 

confront God and tell Him Heôs wrong, or that He has erred, or has no right to do 

what He has done. Naôomi of course was expressing the former viewpoint and 

was doing nothing wrong, nor had she a bad attitude, nor was she being 

disobedient or unfaithful to Yehoveh. She was simply acknowledging that the 

source of her troubles was Godôs decision, and she was suffering under His hand 

for whatever His reasons. She was in no way challenging Godôs motives or 

authority to do so. 

Frankly I find that refreshing and theologically dead on. Just as we cannot accept God 

without accepting His people, neither can we accept the kind part of God without acknowledging 

the severe. 

 

This is how Naóomi returned, with Rut the woman from Mo'av, her daughterï

inïlaw, accompanying her from the plain of Mo'av. They arrived in BeitïLechem 

at the beginning of the barley harvest ðRuth 1:22 

 

The chapter concludes with tying up the loose ends that indeed Ruth was with Naôomi 

when she arrived at Bethlehem and that they arrived at the time of the barley harvest, which 

would have been around April by our calendars. But it also puts it at the about the time of the 

Biblical Feast of Shavuot, Christian Pentecost. And this is at the heart of why the book of Ruth is 

read today in Synagogues as a tradition throughout the world on the occasion of Shavuot. 

Next weôre going begin chapter 2. 
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Ruth Chapter 2 
 

 

1  Naóomi had a relative on her husband's side, a prominent and wealthy 

member of Elimelekh's clan, whose name was Boóaz. 

2  Rut the woman from Mo'av said to Naóomi, ñLet me go into the field and 

glean ears of grain behind anyone who will allow me to.ò She answered her, ñGo, 

my daughter.ò 

3  So she set out, arrived at the field and gleaned behind the reapers. She 

happened to be in the part of the field that belonged to Boóaz from Elimelekh's 

clan, 

4  when Boóaz arrived from BeitïLechem. He said to the reapers, ñADONAI 

be with youò; and they answered him, ñADONAI bless you.ò 

5  Then Boóaz asked his servant supervising the reapers, ñWhose girl is this?ò 

6  The servant supervising the reapers answered, ñShe's a girl from Mo'av 

who returned with Naóomi from the plain of Mo'av. 

7  She said, óPlease, let me glean and gather what falls from the sheaves 

behind the reapers.' So she went and has kept at it from morning until now, except 

for a little rest in the shelter.ò 

8  Boóaz said to Rut, ñDid you hear that, my daughter? Don't go to glean in 

another field, don't leave this place, but stick here with my working girls. 

9  Keep your eyes on whichever field the reapers are working in, and follow 

the girls. I've ordered the young men not to bother you. Whenever you get thirsty, 

go and drink from the water jars the young men have filled.ò 

10  She fell on her face, prostrating herself, and said to him, ñWhy are you 

showing me such favor? Why are you paying attention to me? After all, I'm only a 

foreigner.ò 

11  Boóaz answered her, ñI've heard the whole story, everything you've done 

for your motherïinïlaw since your husband died, including how you left your 

father and mother and the land you were born in to come to a people about whom 

you knew nothing beforehand. 

12  May ADONAI reward you for what you've done; may you be rewarded in 

full by ADONAI the God of Isra'el, under whose wings you have come for 

refuge.ò 

13  She said, ñMy lord, I hope I continue pleasing you. You have comforted 

and encouraged me, even though I'm not one of your servants.ò 

14  When mealïtime came, Boóaz said to her, ñCome here, have something to 

eat, and dip your piece of bread in the (olive oil and) vinegar.ò She sat by the 

reapers, and they passed her some roasted grain. She ate till she was full, and she 

had some left over. 

15  When she got up to glean, Boóaz ordered his young men, ñLet her glean 

even among the sheaves themselves, without making her feel ashamed. 

16  In fact, pull some ears of grain out from the sheaves on purpose. Leave 

them for her to glean, and don't rebuke her.ò 

17  So she gleaned in the field until evening. When she beat out what she had 

gathered, it came to about a bushel of barley. 
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18  She picked it up and went back to the city. Her motherïinïlaw saw what 

she had gleaned, and Rut brought out and gave her what she had left over after 

eating her fill. 

19  Her motherïinïlaw asked her, ñWhere did you glean today? Where were 

you working? Blessed be the one who took such good care of you!ò She told her 

motherinï law with whom she had been working; she said, ñThe name of the man 

with whom I was working today is Boóaz.ò 

20  Naóomi said to her daughterïinïlaw, ñMay he be blessed by ADONAI, 

who has never stopped showing grace, neither to the living nor to the dead.ò 

Naóomi also told her, ñThe man is closely related to us; he's one of our redeeming 

kinsmen.ò 

21  Rut the woman from Mo'av said, ñMoreover, he even said to me, óStay 

close to my young men until they've finished my harvest.'ò 

22  Naóomi said to Rut her daughterïinïlaw, ñIt's good, my daughter, for you 

to keep going out with his girls; so that you won't encounter hostility in some 

other field.ò 

23  So she stayed close to Boóaz's girls to glean, until the end of the barley 

and wheat harvests; and she lived with her motherïinïlaw ðRuth 2 

 

Rut Chapter 2 2 
 

We finished up chapter 1 of Ruth but before we get into Ruth chapter 2, I want to briefly 

repeat and summarize an important point from the last chapter: when a gentile accepts the God of 

Israel he is also to accept Godôs people, the Israelites. And this is because God makes a spiritual 

connection between the convert and Hebrew. I also want to begin this chapter by saying that 

while a couple of lessons ago I was ñpreachy,ò and in the last chapter I was ñteachy,ò this chapter 

weôre going to get a little more ñtechie.ò But I think youôll like it. 

 

Okay, letôs get started . . . previously I pointed out this mysterious 

reality of an inherent but difficult-to-define relationship that is created 

between natural born Hebrews and gentiles who come to faith in the God 

of the Hebrews (and weôll even see this from another perspective in the 

chapter). We saw this when I broke down Ruthôs promises to Naôomi into 

one statement of faith (Your God will be my God), accompanied by five 

promises of action on her part signaling what amounts to a visible and 

tangible commitment that should necessarily come when a gentile makes that statement of faith 

of Yeshua. Those five actions were: I will go wherever you go, I will stay wherever you stay, 

your people will be my people, I will die where you die, and I will be buried where you are 

buried. The ñIò in that statement is a gentile and the ñyouò is a Hebrew. So from another aspect 

we have a promise from Ruth to the God of Israel (that YHWH will be Ruthôs God) and a 

promise from Ruth to Naôomi (and in a broader sense to the people of Israel) to join them in 

every way that matters. 

As we go through this chapter you should notice how often Ruth will be referred to as 

Ruth the Moabite, or Ruth the foreigner. Yet the locals of Bethlehem are aware of the switch of 

allegiance that Ruth has made to Yehoveh and to Israel, and they are also cognizant of Ruthôs 

loving care of Naôomi. So calling Ruth a Moabite isnôt meant as a slap or rejection of her 
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conversion; itôs just noting a fact of her background. That she has made the decision to leave 

Moab and its gods behind to cleave to Israel has been accepted; the fact that she isnôt a biological 

Hebrew is equally accepted. And yet, while she isnôt a physical, ethnic, Jew she 

now has a Jewish heart or soul (so to speak) as a result of her acceptance of the 

God of Israel. So the question is: is Ruth now a Jew or is she still a Moabite 

gentile living among the Jews (or is she some kind of strange hybrid)? This is a 

very important and relevant issue for the mostly-gentile church of today, 

especially with the return of Israel as a re-born nation that confronts many of 

our cherished doctrines. And at the heart of the matter is: exactly how does a 

gentile Christian, like myself, for instance, identify him or herself once we accept the God of 

Israel. This was also an immediate concern among the Jewish Christian leadership and their 

gentile Christian converts following Christôs death. 

So of course we see this same dilemma brought forward into the New Testament and 

Paul addresses it. In the letter he wrote to the Church in Roman, Paul says this: 

 

For circumcision is indeed of value if you do what Torah says. But if you are 

a transgressor of Torah, your circumcision has become uncircumcision! 

Therefore, if an uncircumcised man keeps the righteous requirements of the 

Torah, won't his uncircumcision be counted as circumcision? Indeed, the man 

who is physically uncircumcised but obeys the Torah will stand as a judgment on 

you who have had a b'rit-milah and have Torah written out but violate it! For the 

real Jew is not merely Jewish outwardly: true circumcision is not only external 

and physical. On the contrary, the real Jew is one inwardly; and true circumcision 

is of the heart, spiritual not literal; so that his praise comes not from other people 

but from God ðRomans 2:25-29 (Compete Jewish Bible) 

 

Now, how do I know that Paul is directly addressing the matter of how to regard a gentile 

who comes to belief in the God of Israel, versus a situation where perhaps a Jew isnôt operating 

within the Torah and is being chastised for not being spiritual enough? In other words, is Paul 

saying that for a Jew to be a real Jew (or true Jew) he must have a circumcised heart? No we 

donôt. Because the next verse of Paulôs dissertation is: 

 

Then what advantage has the Jew? What is the value of being circumcised? 

Much in every way! In the first place, the Jews were entrusted with the very 

words of God ðRomans 3:1-2 (Complete Jewish Bible) 

 

In other words, since the subject was how a gentile who receives a circumcised Jewish 

heart (in a manner of speaking) becomes a Jew inwardly does that mean that from a physical 

standpoint that there is no longer any distinction between a gentile and a Jew? Some say (using a 

rather new belief that I donôt subscribe to) that what Paul was getting at is that in some 

miraculous way a gentile is physically transformed into a physical Hebrew on his acceptance of 

the Hebrew God. (Again, I think that is a very contrived and unwarranted reading of that 

passage). 

Anyway: Paul says that a real Jew is one inwardly; it comes from a miraculous, divinely 

performed (spiritual) circumcision of the heart not a miraculous transformation of the human 

flesh. So this begs the question, how can someone be one of Godôs people inwardly (spiritually), 
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but reject Godôs people outwardly (physically)? The 

theology of Ruth says you canôt, and Paulôs extended 

argument on this subject in Romans 11 also explains that 

gentiles are actually grafted in (again, spiritually) to Israel, 

their covenants, and their God by means of trust in Messiah 

Yeshua. Now this is important: when I add that is 

ñspiritualò instead of ñphysical,ò it doesnôt NOT minimize 

it or mean that is imaginary. If signifies that our God does a 

miraculous work and performs a tremendous mystery that 

goes beyond the understanding of mere words.  

 What Iôm saying is that the misguided doctrine of 

Replacement Theology, a theology that has gripped too 

much of the church for too many centuries; a theology that 

hopes to prove that gentiles who love Jesus have replaced 

the Hebrews as Godôs people is not only erroneous it is utterly impossible because the 

circumcised heart that is received by a saved person makes that person an Israelite inwardly 

(from a spiritual point of view) and creates a bond with the physical Israelites. 

Ruth didnôt waltz into Beit-Lechem and tell the Jewish townspeople that they are old 

news because now that she, a gentile, has accepted the God of Israel as her god she is now Godôs 

favorite and they are discarded. Indeed, Ruth is a model for the church to follow just like nearly 

every Christian commentator says. Ruth knew that to accept the God of Israel is also to accept 

Israel. 

A little later in this lesson weôre going to see another interesting parallel between this Old 

Testament story of Ruth and a New Testament story of how a gentile becomes part of Israel 

spiritually when they accept Israelôs God. 

Letôs gets started started in chapter 2. 

  

Naóomi had a relative on her husband's side, a prominent and wealthy 

member of Elimelekh's clan, whose name was Boóaz. Rut the woman from Mo'av 

said to Naóomi, ñLet me go into the field and glean ears of grain behind anyone 

who will allow me to.ò She answered her, ñGo, my daughterò ðRuth 2:1-2 

 

Verse 1 essentially explains that Naôomi isnôt blood-related to Boaz. Boaz is associated 

with Naôomiôs deceased husband Elimelech. The information is supplied that Boaz is a wealthy 

man belonging to Elimelechôs clan. This reminds us of what I said earlier when I explained that 

in the first chapter of Ruth, Elimelechôs family were called Ephrathim of Bethlehem; and that the 

Hebrew root word Ephrath means abundance or fruitful. The point Iôm making is that the 

Elimelechôs clan was a fruitful (wealthy) clan of the tribe of Judah and here with the verse telling 

us straight out that Boaz was wealthy and of the same clan as Elimelech, we get one more piece 

of evidence that this was true and why the nickname Ephrathim was applied to that large 

extended family. 

This is one of those places that weôre going to get a bit technical. Where in the Complete 

Jewish Bible it says that Naôomi had a ñrelative,ò the Hebrew word being translated is moda. So 

especially in some bibles where moda is translated into ñkinsmanò (as an abbreviation of 

kinsman redeemer), the English translator was jumping to some conclusions. Moda simply 

indicates a familial association or an acquaintance. So in no way is Boaz at this point in the story 
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being painted as anything more than a rather distant relative in Elimelechôs clan. There is no 

assumption of family obligation on Boaz towards Naôomi at this point. 

Ruth and Naôomi represent the poor of Bethlehem, and as 

widows they have no visible means of support, so Ruth does what 

was the norm for that era, she decides to go out and ñglean.ò 

Gleaning was the ñfood stamp programò of ancient times; gleaning 

gave the poverty stricken the opportunity to obtain food. But what 

we have to keep in mind is that in this agricultural society gleaning 

occurred simultaneously with harvesting. So, just as a farmer has to 

sow, then tend, and then wait for the crop to grow up and ripen 

before he can harvest it and use the produce, so it was for gleaners. The poor had to work behind 

the reapers (the harvesters), immediately picking up what the reapers left behind, with the idea of 

gathering more than they would use in a single day. They would need to store up the produce 

(usually grain) that they gleaned to use during the bulk of the time that was the planting and 

growing cycle, when there was no gathering of food (no harvesting) occurring. 

Although, itôs important to understand that gleaning was a right of the poor in Israel, not 

a privilege; it wasnôt something that the fieldôs owners could grant or not grant to gleaners 

according to his charity. The Torah made it Godôs law that the ownerôs must not harvest all their 

crops but leave sufficient for the poor, and especially for widows. So Ruth could literally wander 

around and choose at her own discretion which field she would like to glean. In fact part of the 

law on gleaning was that in lean times the owners of the fields were required to make more of 

their crops available to the gleaners than usual. That is quite a contrast to the more typical human 

reaction where in tough times (like our nation and the world in general are experiencing now) 

that people give less of their incomes to charity even though the number of needy is on the rise. 

Now for one of my many sidetracks, it is important to understand that in difficult economic 

times, donôt stop giving your ñtithe.ò If anything, increase your giving. That is simply wisdom in 

Godôs ñeconomy.ò As is commonly said, you can never out-give God. As you give from your 

need, your Father will give to you. This principle is seen in many places throughout the Bible. 

For instance the story of The Widow at Zarephath found in I King 17:7-24. 

Okay, back to our study . . . 

 

So she set out, arrived at the field and gleaned behind the reapers. She 

happened to be in the part of the field that belonged to Boóaz from Elimelekh's 

clan, when Boóaz arrived from BeitïLechem. He said to the reapers, ñADONAI be 

with youò; and they answered him, ñADONAI bless you.ò 

Then Boóaz asked his servant supervising the reapers, ñWhose girl is this?ò 

The servant supervising the reapers answered, ñShe's a girl from Mo'av who 

returned with Naóomi from the plain of Mo'av ðRuth 2:3-6 

 

Verse 3 explains that Ruth ñhappenedò on a part of a field owned by Boaz to do her 

gleaning. The Hebrew when translated most literally says, ñShe chance, chanced upon the field 

of Boaz.ò Now to the uninitiated that sounds like luck; she just happened by serendipity to pick 

the field that was owned by Boaz which would makes sense since she was new to the territory. 

But thatôs neither the Hebrew nor the heavenly meaning here. Hebrews didnôt believe in luck; 

they believed that all things were guided by Godôs hand. A better translation might be, ñby 
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divine providence she came to the field of Boaz.ò Iôm not saying this in result of hindsight or as 

allegory; but that was precisely what the Jewish mindset of that era meant to convey. 

So the Lord guided Ruth to Boazôs field, but of course Ruth 

was completely unaware that the God she only recently gave her 

allegiance to was behind it. Sometime after Ruth began her 

gleaning, Boaz comes out from his home in Bethlehem to check on 

the progress of his field workers. In the previous verse we are told 

that she came to the ñpart of the fieldò that was owned by Boaz. It 

was usual that fields were common fields shared by several farmers. 

A farmer would simply own and plant part of that field. Often some 

rocks would be a boundary marker between fields, at other times 

there was none at all and a farmer simply recognized where his crop began and ended. Unlike 

Europe where they will find hedgerows that separates plots of land in a most definite way, 

Hebrews didnôt usually use fences or barriers. Sometimes when you visit Israel you will see rock 

ñfencesò in most of the fields of Israel; but actually those are walls used for terracing the hilly 

terrain. They arenôt meant to designate property lines.  

Boaz comes to the field and greets the reapers by saying ñYehoveh be with you;ò they 

respond with ñYehoveh bless you.ò Iôm gueesing this was the standard greeting for that local 

area. But remember that the time of the book of Ruth was during the days of the Judges, a time 

when the spiritual darkness that hovered over Israel that typified that era, this greeting and 

response indicate that Beit-Lechem was an enclave of true worshippers of the God of Israel who 

continued to dedicate themselves to the purer ways rather than to give in to the rampant apostasy 

of the times. 

Boaz notices Ruth and asks the man supervising his other workers about her. He asks, 

ñwho is this naôarah?ò The term means a young girl, who is under someoneôs charge. Maybe she 

was a servant, or more typically still lived at home under her fatherôs authority. Itôs not a term 

that would be used for a married woman or a person who was a known widow. And the field 

supervisor answers Boaz by referring to her as that girl from Moab (which reminds of Marlo 

Thomas, of course), the one who returned with Naôomi. This shows us that in small towns and 

cities thereôs not much that happens without it getting around, so Ruth and Naôomiôs story was 

well known among the locals. The harvest supervisor goes on to explain to Boaz that she came to 

him asking to glean in this field and she has been gleaning continuously except to stop for a short 

break. 

 

She said, óPlease, let me glean and gather what falls from the sheaves behind 

the reapers.' So she went and has kept at it from morning until now, except for a 

little rest in the shelterò ðRuth 2:7 

 

Now thereôs a bit a twist here that can go unnoticed and lost in translation. Verse 7 has 

the supervisor saying that Ruth asked to glean after the reapers ñamong the sheavesò. Now that is 

somewhat problematic and unlikely that she asked to glean among the sheaves because thatôs not 

where gleaning took place. Sheaves are the stalks of grain that have been cut, gathered, and 

bundled by the reapers. The sheaves are the harvest and, as such, the property of the owner. Not 

only would that have been a very arrogant request on Ruthôs part, the supervisor certainly would 

have rebuked her for it and probably even suggested she try somewhere else. So, what did she 
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asked for? After all, the following verses show that Ruth was meek and humble in attitude and 

deed and would have been anything but disrespectful or arrogant. 

The problem comes from the Hebrew word that can be either mirym or marym and it 

stems from the fact that while those two words mean two slightly different things, they are 

spelled identically. OK, minor detour time. Hebrew utilizes an alphabet of all consonants and a 

person (on their own accord) must add vowels to make a Hebrew word pronounceable. This was 

a problem even for the Jews especially after the Roman dispersion of the Jews from the Holy 

Land not long after Yeshua was executed. The problem was that as the generations of young 

Hebrews grew up and scattered all over the Asian and European continents, and as they 

assimilated into the many gentile cultures, they lost track of exactly how to pronounce many 

words of their native Hebrew language. So especially when reading Hebrew with its all-

consonant alphabet, you could vocalize a word a number of ways depending on what vowels you 

decided you needed to add to it. 

Now donôt let that statement or concept throw you, itôs quite similar for most languages. 

In our own language of English, letôs take the word ñt-e-a-rò. We can vocalize it as ñTeerò 

meaning the byproduct of crying, or we can vocalize it as ñtareò meaning to rip something like a 

piece of paper or cloth. Or how about the word, ñreadò? You can read (pronounced rede) a book; 

or there are books that you have read (pronounced red). The point is that even though itôs spelled 

the same way, a slightly different way of saying it completely changes itôs meaning and a person 

has to have sufficient knowledge and experience of the language, the culture, and the context of 

the subject to know which way to say the word. 

Now imagine if English was an all-consonant alphabet (no a-e-i-o-u) like Hebrew and 

when we read the word ñtearò it had no vowels in it so it would simply be written ñtrò. NOW 

what do we do? Well thatôs the problem with every word in Hebrew. You had to know by 

context and experience how to see a word in Hebrew and pronounce it. 

But after a few hundred years of the Hebrew community being 

scattered and existing only in enclaves and villages among gentiles, the 

experience of using the Hebrew language waned and how to 

communicate the Hebrew written word (so that it could still be spoken) 

became in danger of extinction. So along came a group of Jewish 

scribes and teachers who (over 1000 years ago) invented a system of little symbols that they 

added to the Hebrew letters and words that told the reader what vowel sounds to add and so how 

to pronounce it. That system is today called the Masoretic system and itôs incorporated into 

almost any Hebrew text youôll stumble across. 

In our case here in Ruth the question is, which is correct for where it is that Ruth asked to 

glean: would it be among the mirym or among the marym? Many bibles say that the word is 

marym, which means bundled sheaves; but it almost certainly should be mirym, which means 

stalks. That is the stalks are either uncut (because the reapers scythe passed them by), or were cut 

and lying there on the ground unbundled (because the reapersô helpers didnôt pick up every last 

stalk to bundle into a sheaf). It would be totally against Ruthôs character to ask to glean among 

the bundled sheaves, something that generally wasnôt done. 

 

Boóaz said to Rut, ñDid you hear that, my daughter? Don't go to glean in 

another field, don't leave this place, but stick here with my working girls. Keep 

your eyes on whichever field the reapers are working in, and follow the girls. I've 
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ordered the young men not to bother you. Whenever you get thirsty, go and drink 

from the water jars the young men have filled.ò 

She fell on her face, prostrating herself, and said to him, ñWhy are you 

showing me such favor? Why are you paying attention to me? After all, I'm only a 

foreignerò ðRuth 2:8-10 

 

In verse 8, now that Boaz knows who Ruth is, he speaks to her and begins with the 

words, ñdid you hear that my daughter?ò There are two expressions wrapped up in one, here: the 

first is ñdid you hear thatò and it has the sense not of actually asking her a question but one of 

making sure he has her full attention. Itôs like our saying, ñpay attention 

carefully to this, OK?ò The second part of the expression is ñmy 

daughterò; and ñmy daughterò isnôt a statement that she is his daughter or 

even under his familial authority, itôs just the way an elder speaks to a 

younger person affectionately. So just as we saw Naôomi refer to Ruth as 

ñmy daughterò in an earlier verse, now we have the equally elderly Boaz 

addressing the considerably younger Ruth in that same way. So, sorry 

ladies; this isnôt the tale of a dashing young man riding to the rescue of a 

lovely damsel in distress. Boaz is an old guy. 

Boaz offers Ruth the chance to glean his field full time. She would 

not have to work this field for a while and then go try another. This is an 

interesting bit of information because she may have worked there for possibly a couple of 

months. Even more than that, we know that she arrived at a time when the barley was still being 

harvested. But the wheat harvest usually began while the barley harvest was nearing its end, so a 

new crop was available to glean. 

The beginning of the barley harvest is at the biblical feast of Bikkurim, also known as 

Firstfruits; it was at the same time as Passover and Unleavened Bread. Shavuot, Pentecost, which 

would arrive 7 weeks later, was during the wheat harvest. So it was within this particular 7-week 

timeframe (between Firstfruits and Shavuot) that Ruthôs interaction with Boaz took place. 

Boaz tells Ruth that he has instructed the young men who are doing the reaping to allow 

her freedom to do her work and not bother her. Not only that, she has been invited to drink from 

the water jugs that Boazôs hired reapers can drink from. This was the summertime in Judah; it 

was quite hot and water was critical. If a person had to go get his or her own water, it would take 

away from gleaning (or reaping) time. So by offering Ruth the opportunity to drink from the 

hired workersô water jug Ruth could be more productive. This isnôt something that the other 

gleaners would have available to them; Ruth was getting special treatment. But why? Was she 

exceptionally beautiful and this old man, Boaz, was attracted to her? That could have played a 

role, although if so only a minor one and probably not at all. 

This same question puzzled Ruth: why the favoritism towards her? So Ruth falls down 

prostrate at Boazôs feet, thanks him for his kindness, and inquires why he would be acting so 

favorably to her (especially since sheôs a foreigner). There it is again, that reference to Ruth and 

her Moabite heritage. Although Ruth (to Naôomiôs surprise) rejected her past identity to take on a 

new one with Israel and Israelôs God, her ethnicity as a Moabite remained with her. 

Ruth is surprised at such grace shown to her by Boaz. How has she merited such a thing? 

 

Boóaz answered her, ñI've heard the whole story, everything you've done for 

your motherïinïlaw since your husband died, including how you left your father 
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and mother and the land you were born in to come to a people about whom you 

knew nothing beforehand ðRuth 2:11 

 

In verse 11 Boaz answers her question and we need to take it as honest and truthful and 

not read anything extra into it. Boaz says that itôs her character that he admires. He has heard the 

stories of Naôomiôs Moabite daughter-in-law who came to Bethlehem with her and has so 

devotedly cared for this old Jewish woman. Heôs impressed by her complete show of sincerity 

and unity with the Jewish people when she gave up her own people, left the comfort of her own 

mother and father (who could have ensured a decent and protected life for her until she got a new 

husband), left behind her own nation (meaning she has switched allegiance from Moab to Israel), 

and even more has come forward to Judah without knowing anything about the Jews or what to 

expect. Such is the commitment and faith that Ruth the gentile exhibited that fascinated Boaz and 

would soon bring her great reward from the God of Israel. 

Gentile Christians take notice. I know many of you expected a nice comfortable study of 

Ruth where the standard focus was on the parallel between Boaz and the Messiah (and that is 

certainly in there and weôll examine it closely). But up to this point in Ruth that subject simply 

isnôt present. If weôre going to take the story of Ruth as a type and shadow of Christ and His 

church, then we need to accept the whole story and take it fully in context, and not just the parts 

we prefer. This first part of Ruth is as much about a gentileôs relationship with the people of 

Israel as the last part of Ruth is about a gentile church and its relationship with our Jewish 

Savior. 

 

May ADONAI reward you for what you've done; may you be rewarded in 

full by ADONAI the God of Isra'el, under whose wings you have come for 

refugeò ðRuth 2:12 

 

Boaz blesses Ruth in verse 12 and ends his statement with an interesting wordplay that 

weôll find used later in the story in a different way but I need to connect it for you now so that 

itôs not missed. He says to Ruth, ñmay you be rewarded in full by 

Yehoveh the God of Israel under whose wings you have come for 

refuge.ò The operative phrase is, ñunder whose wings (Godôs 

wings) you have come for refuge.ò 

The Hebrew word that is translated as wings is kanaph. 

And the usual image is of a mother bird stretching out her wings 

over her chick to guard it and protect it from storms and predators. 

But while the idea of protection and rest is certainly intended, I 

think the choice of words is to draw a parallel. So letôs briefly 

jump ahead to Ruth 3 and see that parallel. 

 

She went down to the threshing-floor and did everything as her mother-in-

law had instructed her. After Bo'az was through eating and drinking and was 

feeling good, he went to lie down at the end of the pile of grain. She stole in, 

uncovered his feet and lay down. In the middle of the night the man was startled 

and turned over, and- there was a woman lying at his feet! He asked, "Who are 

you?" and she answered, "I'm your handmaid Rut. Spread your robe over your 

handmaid, because you are a redeeming kinsman." ðRuth 3:6-9 
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This is the part of the story that most of us have heard before because itôs so dramatic and 

(for the girls) romantic. But look at the last sentence; it says that Ruth asked Boaz to ñspread 

your robe over your handmaid, because you are a redeeming kinsman.ò What it actually says 

(with a little Hebrew added back in) is, ñspread your kanaph over your handmaid, because you 

are a goôel.ò Kanaph, earlier translated metaphorically as Godôs wings being spread over Ruth 

for her heavenly well-being, is now used in the very same way (just hidden because of the 

English translation) that Boaz should spread his kanaph (his wings that are metaphorically his 

robe) over her for her earthly well-being. And this is because Boaz is Ruthôs goôel, kinsman 

redeemer. See: the spreading of his robe over her was a sign of him ñtaking her under his wing,ò 

taking her to a place of refuge. 

Iôm not sure if the connection is becoming clear to you, but I hope so. Ruth, the widow 

back in Moab, didnôt know much about Yehoveh, but God put enough faith into her for her to 

know she wanted Him. But now this naïve gentile is in process of learning more about the true 

God of the Cosmos whom she has given herself over to. God the Father is Ruthôs ultimate place 

of refuge and she has chosen to put herself under His kanaph. Ruth did this when she made her 

6-part declaration back in Moab and then returned to Judah with Naôomi. And you know, Ruth 

didnôt do this passively, she insisted. She glued herself to Naôomi and to Yehoveh and wouldnôt 

take no for an answer. She attached herself to God and to His people and wouldnôt let go no 

matter how logical and practical Naôomiôs argument against this course of action seemed. 

Well in Ruth chapter 3 (which of course weôll come back to and study in much more 

depth), Ruth thrusts herself on Boaz and essentially insists that Boaz be her kanaph on earth. 

Ruth didnôt sneak into the place Boaz was sleeping and crawl under his robe to take no for an 

answer. And essentially Ruth tells him that she is his obligation to redeem because he is her 

goôel, her kinsman redeemer. Weôre going to talk a lot about the kinsman redeemer soon. 

 

She said, ñMy lord, I hope I continue pleasing you. You have comforted and 

encouraged me, even though I'm not one of your servants.ò 

When mealïtime came, Boóaz said to her, ñCome here, have something to 

eat, and dip your piece of bread in the (olive oil and) vinegar.ò She sat by the 

reapers, and they passed her some roasted grain. She ate till she was full, and she 

had some left over. 

When she got up to glean, Boóaz ordered his young men, ñLet her glean even 

among the sheaves themselves, without making her feel ashamed. In fact, pull 

some ears of grain out from the sheaves on purpose. Leave them for her to glean, 

and don't rebuke herò ðRuth 2:13-16 

 

But letôs go back to chapter 2, and verse 13; there, after Boaz has blessed Ruth for being 

so dedicated to Naôomi and to the God of Israel, she responds to Boaz with: ñmy lord I hope I 

continue pleasing you. You have comforted and encouraged me, even though I am not one of 

your servantsò. 

Let me put that another way, because the intent is for us to understand her to say: ñYou 

are a Jewish man with a lot of wealth, and even though I am a poor gentile and I canôt offer you 

anything, you have comforted and encouraged me.ò This ought to be every gentileôs prayer of 

thanksgiving to our Messiah, Yeshua. 
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In verse 14 Boaz begins to draw nearer to Ruth and offers his dining table to her. Boaz 

was demonstrating one of the most valued qualities of a human: chesed. He was actively 

showing her kindness. Gleaners were usually at best left alone to fend for themselves; but Boaz 

instead offered Ruth food from his own table. He offered for her to dip her bread in a concoction 

called chometz, which is a sour sauce of sorts thatôs used to spice up dry bread. Not only that, but 

Ruth was allowed to sit with the reapers, those of higher status who were paid wages to harvest 

for the owner, Boaz. She was offered roasted grain, a rather standard fare for reapers during the 

harvest season, and was allowed all she could eat and more. 

But Boazôs chesed is magnified when after the meal Ruth gets up to go back to her 

gleaning and Boaz instructed his supervisor and reapers to allow Ruth to glean ñeven among the 

sheaves.ò Now remember how we learned earlier the statement that Ruth (according to some 

versions) had asked to glean among the sheaves, but that the problem was that the Hebrew word 

could have been either mirym or marym? And I said that the context of the earlier statment 

demanded that the word be mirym, stalks, because she never would have assumed to ask to glean 

among the marym, the sheaves. Well here Boaz is generously telling his men to have her glean 

among the marym, the actual bundled sheaves. But thatôs not all: they are to pull some of the 

stalks away from the bundles and let her take those! This is a quite a magnanimous act of charity. 

To understand whatôs happening here, look at Romans 11 and weôll read a dissertation by 

Paul that deals with the means by which gentiles are able to come under Israelôs covenants for 

salvation. 

Paul is presenting the theology of Ruth in the classic rabbinical way that a highly trained 

Pharisee such as Paul would do as a natural course; he sets up the straw man and speaks to it. 

 

``In that case, I say, isn't it that God has repudiated his people?'' Heaven 

forbid! For I myself am a son of Isra'el, from the seed of Avraham, of the tribe of 

Binyamin. God has not repudiated his people, whom he chose in advance. Or 

don't you know what the Tanakh says about Eliyahu? He pleads with God against 

Isra'el, ``ADONAI, they have killed your prophets and torn down your altars, and 

I'm the only one left, and now they want to kill me too!'' 

But what is God's answer to him? ``I have kept for myself seven thousand 

men who have not knelt down to Ba`al.'' 

It's the same way in the present age: there is a remnant, chosen by grace. 

(Now if it is by grace, it is accordingly not based on legalistic works; if it were 

otherwise, grace would no longer be grace.) What follows is that Isra'el has not 

attained the goal for which she is striving. The ones chosen have obtained it, but 

the rest have been made stonelike, just as the Tanakh says,  ``God has given them 

a spirit of dullness eyes that do not see and ears that do not hear, right down to the 

present day.'' 

And David says, ñLet their dining table become for them a snare and a trap, a 

pitfall and a punishment. Let their eyes be darkened, so that they can't see, with 

their backs bent continually.'' 

``In that case, I say, isn't it that they have stumbled with the result that they 

have permanently fallen away?'' Heaven forbid! Quite the contrary, it is by means 

of their stumbling that the deliverance has come to the Gentiles, in order to 

provoke them to jealousy. 
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Moreover, if their stumbling is bringing riches to the worldïthat is, if Isra'el's 

being placed temporarily in a condition less favored than that of the Gentiles is 

bringing riches to the latter ï how much greater riches will Isra'el in its fullness 

bring them! 

However, to those of you who are Gentiles I say this: since I myself am an 

emissary sent to the Gentiles, I make known the importance of my work in the 

hope that somehow I may provoke some of my own people to jealousy and save 

some of them! 

For if their casting Yeshua aside means reconciliation for the world, what 

will their accepting him mean? It will be life from the dead! Now if the hallah 

offered as firstfruits is holy, so is the whole loaf. And if the root is holy, so are the 

branches. But if some of the branches were broken off, and you ï a wild olive ï 

were grafted in among them and have become equal sharers in the rich root of the 

olive tree, then don't boast as if you were better than the branches! However, if 

you do boast, remember that you are not supporting the root, the root is 

supporting you. 

So you will say, ñBranches were broken off so that I might be grafted in.ò 

True, but so what? They were broken off because of their lack of trust. 

However, you keep your place only because of your trust. So don't be arrogant; on 

the contrary, be terrified! For if God did not spare the natural branches, he 

certainly won't spare you! 

So take a good look at God's kindness and his severity: on the one hand, 

severity toward those who fell off; but, on the other hand, God's kindness toward 

you ï provided you maintain yourself in that kindness! Otherwise, you too will be 

cut off! 

Moreover, the others, if they do not persist in their lack of trust, will be 

grafted in; because God is able to graft them back in. 

For if you were cut out of what is by nature a wild olive tree and grafted, 

contrary to nature, into a cultivated olive tree, how much more will these natural 

branches be grafted back into their own olive tree! 

For, brothers, I want you to understand this truth which God formerly 

concealed but has now revealed, so that you won't imagine you know more than 

you actually do. It is that stoniness, to a degree, has come upon Isra'el, until the 

Gentile world enters in its fullness; and that it is in this way that all Isra'el will be 

saved. As the Tanakh says, ñOut of Tziyon will come the Redeemer; he will turn 

away ungodliness from Yaóakov and this will be my covenant with them, ...when 

I take away their sins'' ðRomans 11:1ï27 

 

We arenôt going to study this whole chapter but I did want you to 

hear it in full context. And the context is in the form of a question: has God 

repudiated His people (the Hebrews) and replaced them with the new gentile 

converts who wish to follow the Messiah Yeshua? The answer he gives 

immediately is ñheaven forbidò (NO!), and then goes on to explain just how 

a gentile should view his new relationship in Christ with the people of Israel. 

And whereas in the book of Ruth the Jewish Kinsman Redeemer 

Boaz has pulled out some of the gathered stalks of wheat and barley from the 
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sheaf so that Ruth could join in the choice harvest, so we have the metaphor of 

the Olive Tree (a regular biblical metaphor for Israel) where branches are 

removed by the Jewish Kinsman Redeemer Yeshua so that gentiles can be 

grafted in and partake of the choice harvest. 

The theology of Ruth is the theology of Paul. Gentiles must join Israel 

in the way that counts the most, spiritually, in order to be redeemed by the God 

of Israel. And to illustrate this fundamental truth, agricultural motifs are used 

because Israel was an agricultural society and so they could be more easily visualized and 

understood. 

Paul ends his argument by explaining something that should put all gentiles in our proper 

place: the reason that God has allowed gentiles to do the heretofore unthinkable (participate in 

what up to now has been an exclusively Hebrew covenant without a national conversion) is so 

that all Israel will be saved. Gentiles being saved are merely a byproduct of Godôs goal of saving 

all of Israel! If that doesnôt pop your pride, I donôt know what will. 

Ruth, from before time was time, was destined to be the gentile grandmother of the 

Jewish King David, who would go on to produce the Jewish Messianic line that led to the Jewish 

Yeshua of Nazareth. Ruth (in Godôs eyes) was a necessary element (as a gentile) to bring about 

the Jewish Savior whose purpose it was to save all Israel. But because of Godôs inscrutable 

inclusion of gentiles at critical moments in the redemptive process, gentiles would also be given 

the opportunity to be redeemed under the covenants that God gave to the Hebrews. There was no 

special new ñgentile covenantò handed down. 

There are several more connections like these that weôll explore, but the point was to 

show you the direct Old Testament parallel of the stalks removed from the sheaves for the sake 

of the gentile Ruth, to the New Testament metaphor by Paul of branches being removed from the 

Olive Tree for the sake of all gentiles who would trust Christ. 

Back to the book of Ruth. 

 

So she gleaned in the field until evening. When she beat out what she had 

gathered, it came to about a bushel of barley. She picked it up and went back to 

the city. Her motherïinïlaw saw what she had gleaned, and Rut brought out and 

gave her what she had left over after eating her fill. 

Her motherïinïlaw asked her, ñWhere did you glean today? Where were you 

working? Blessed be the one who took such good care of you!ò She told her 

motherinï law with whom she had been working; she said, ñThe name of the man 

with whom I was working today is Boóaz.ò 

Naóomi said to her daughterïinïlaw, ñMay he be blessed by ADONAI, who 

has never stopped showing grace, neither to the living nor to the dead.ò Naóomi 

also told her, ñThe man is closely related to us; he's one of our redeeming 

kinsmen.ò 

Rut the woman from Mo'av said, ñMoreover, he even said to me, óStay close 

to my young men until they've finished my harvest.'ò Naóomi said to Rut her 

daughterïinïlaw, ñIt's good, my daughter, for you to keep going out with his 

girls; so that you won't encounter hostility in some other field.ò  So she stayed 

close to Boóaz's girls to glean, until the end of the barley and wheat harvests; and 

she lived with her motherïinïlaw ðRuth 2:17-23 
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Verse 17 says that due to Boazôs kindness, Ruth was able to gather an abnormally large 

amount of barley that day; and when she separated the grain from the heads and stalks by beating 

them on the threshing floor it came to an entire bushel (weighing between 55 and 60 pounds!) 

Ruth had quite a load to take home to Naôomi and when Naôomi saw it she was startled 

and in a disbelieving voice asked, ñWhere did you glean today?ò And then offered a joyful 

blessing on whatever field owner had been so generous, having no idea that it was Boaz. When 

Ruth revealed his identity to her Naôomi was practically in shock at such wonderful fortune. 

Naôomi instantly knew that it was the same Lord who had afflicted her with such bitterness who 

now was afflicting her with such grace and favor as to not only provide so much grain for them, 

but also to lead Ruth directly to Boaz, a family Kinsman Redeemer. At last, after so long a time 

of darkness, there was hope! 

Naôomi listened closely as Ruth explained all the circumstances surrounding her 

encounter with Boaz, and Naôomi told Ruth that she needed to do as Boaz said and stay close to 

Boazôs female harvesters so that she was protected and not mistreated by others among the 

Jewish community who probably didnôt care for the idea of a Moabite gleaning in Jewish fields. 

Ruth listened to her mother in law and did as Boaz offered and Naôomi affirmed. 

Now, before we venture into Ruth chapter 3, weôre going to pause and closely examine 

another of those principles I mentioned earlier that we would; and itôs the concept of what 

Christians call the Kinsman Redeemer because from this point on in the story of Ruth that 

concept is front and center. Itôs important for us to understand that concept in its fullness because 

otherwise we can get some wrong or incomplete impressions about not only the office of 

Kinsman Redeemer in general, but also in Yeshuaôs role as our Kinsman Redeemer and how it 

affects our relationship with Him. 

First, the Hebrew word is gaôal or goôel, and itôs this word that English Bibles generally 

translate into Kinsman Redeemer; and in fact, this is incorrect. More correctly goôel simply 

means a near relative who is able to perform a whole range of certain duties within his own clan 

or tribe. Only one of those many duties is as a Kinsman Redeemer. 

Let me give you an analogy so you understand what Iôm getting at. Letôs take the term 

ñmother.ò Being a mother means a whole series of things. In one context it means the person 

who gives you life. In another it means to suckle and give sustenance. In another context it 

means the female authority figure in a family. In American society it usually means the person 

who is in charge of the domestic affairs of the home. Traditionally it means the one who cooks, 

cleans, and nurtures the children. Goôel is like that; being a Kinsman Redeemer is simply one of 

the many duties that a goôel may perform. And, like that of a mother, the goôel may perform 

some of those duties but not the others. 

Second, we need to step back and understand that the solidarity and continuation of a 

tribe and clan was paramount in ancient Hebrew (and most Middle Eastern) societies. Today we 

like to say that ñthe familyò is the basic social unit that our country operates under (and thatôs 

certainly true). But what is a family? Because of the way family has evolved in the Western 

world (as opposed to the Eastern world), the idealized Western family has come to mean for us 

mom, dad, and 2.3 kids living together in a single household. Grandparents and aunts and uncles 

are generally seen as family units of their own, and somewhat secondary to the immediate 

family. Broken homes due to divorce or children born out of wedlock have put that ideal of 

identifiable family units into reverse over the past few decades, but nonetheless it remains 

(though fragile) as the norm for us. But thatôs not the way it was/is for ancient cultures like that 

of Israel. Biblical families are not like modern Western families. 



32 

 

The Biblical ñfamilyò wasnôt seen as merely the parents and their immediate children; it 

was at that time a little more as it was for Americans in the 19
th
 century when we were a nation 

of farmers. Then we were more clan-like and tended to think of families as automatically 

including what sociologists today term ñextended families.ò Extended families (by the modern 

definition) generally include grandparents, aunts and uncles, and 1
st
 cousins. But even Western 

extended families still donôt rise to the level of a biblical clan. A biblical clan generally includes 

all related members of a family who can be connected to a common son of the original founder 

of the tribe. This can amount to hundreds, even thousands, of family members. Certainly in some 

cases clan size, the want of power and autonomy, and the distance of time caused some clans to 

split into two; but even then they recognized their common familial bonds. 

In the case of Boaz we have no idea exactly what the relationship was with Elimelech. 

Rabbiôs have fancifully said he was Elimelechôs nephew, but thereôs no evidence of such a thing. 

Whatever the relationship was, it must have been unimportant to the story, and equally likely it 

wasnôt a very close kinship as we think of ñcloseò in our time. 

It was for the defense of the clan and tribe that the office of goôel existed. The concept 

was that any rights that a man possessed that could be lost due to his inability to perform them 

could and should be resumed by his next of kin. The closest possible next of kin bore both the 

senior position and the senior responsibility to perform those duties on behalf of the man who 

could not. There were a variety of reasons why a man might have to rely on his next of kin to 

assume such duties for him, and his own untimely death was among the most common. 

In Hebrew society, the closest of relationship after the parents was first brother and then 

uncle on the fatherôs side. After that it was uncle on the motherôs side, and from there it could 

range to grandparents and then 1
st
 cousins, 2

nd
 cousins, and so on. The fatherôs side always 

carried more weight than the motherôs side. And should one side or the other be a non-Hebrew, 

the Hebrew side (of course) is what mattered. 

One of the real dangers in ancient times was that through intermarriage with foreigners 

and then death of the Israelite male family leader, Israelite tribal lands could be lost to foreigners. 

But nearly on par with that was that as time went on it became more and more common for one 

Israelite clan member to marry someone of another clan; or for one member of clan to marry 

even outside of their tribe. Either of these caused problems due to the laws concerning land 

inheritance, and Godôs Torah that declared that land allotted to Israelite clans and tribes should 

remain there in perpetuity; and again the goôel played a key role in ensuring that none of these 

cases automatically meant that land from one clan could be permanently lost to another; or that 

land from one tribe could be permanently transferred to another. Or that the worst case of all 

scenarios happened: Israelite land might be lost to a foreigner. 

So the most common duty of a goôel was to purchase land from a kinsman so that it 

wouldnôt be sold to a person outside that manôs own clan or tribe. Notice I said clan or tribe as 

opposed to immediate family. While the land often stayed within an immediate familyôs 

possession when a kinsman redeemer interceded, the real goal was that the land remains within 

the extended family, the clan. The term that was applied to a goôelôs purchase of the land on 

behalf of a relative was ñredeem.ò Whoôs sake was the goôel redeeming it for? Again, the clan 

and the tribe. In fact, sometimes it was very costly and quite financially debilitating for a goôel to 

purchase land and redeem it for the sake of his clan; and it was often quite a sacrificial act on his 

part. It could also be so potentially financially debilitating that the closest next of kin, the closest 

relative in the family structure who could be a goôel, would refuse to do it and then the next 

closest would have to assume that responsibility. Understand that the refusal of a goôel to do his 
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duty didnôt bring him a criminal penalty, because it essentially was a spiritually driven act; it was 

a matter of conscience. But on the other hand, sometimes it was quite an advantage for that 

closest relative to get first shot at buying the property, because under many circumstances it 

became his and he could put it into production or lease it out and make out quite profitably. 

Another, and perhaps chief and most somber, duty of a goôel was to be a blood avenger (a 

goeôl haôdam). It was a very important clan duty in ancient society that the nearest of kin hunt 

down and kill a person who has slain a family member. This idea of family retribution, or the 

carrying out of justice on behalf of the clan, is by no means extinct in the world today. Islamic 

society has blood vengeance as a basic tenant of its Law system, and is common in the Middle 

and Far East. It wasnôt visible to the Western world until recently as we have a huge influx into 

Europe and America of Muslims who have brought that concept of family vengeance with them 

and fully intend to continue it as an inviolable religious principle. Rather often today in the news 

weôll hear of a husband beheading an unfaithful wife, or a father killing a man who had sex out 

of wedlock with his daughter (and killing his daughter as well), or even a family member killing 

someone who has offended the family in some way that the offender isnôt even aware. And this 

system of blood vengeance was part of the Hebrew system, though not in the same way as it is in 

Islam. 

The Hebrew system (the biblical Torah system) of blood vengeance in defense of the 

family was the firm belief that God (in order to secure the sacredness of human life) had 

ordained that a murderer suffers the death penalty. It was common in ancient societies (and 

again, still is in Islamic society) that under certain circumstances blood-money could be paid by 

the perpetrator or his family in lieu of execution. There was very recently a case in Yemen where 

a Yemenite Muslim murdered a Jew; but because of the hate fostered against Jews in all of Arab 

society the penalty for him wasnôt death (as called for in Islamic Law) but 

rather a fine of money, a payment of blood-money most of which went to 

the state and not to the Jewish family. 

In the system of justice that God handed-down, such payments of 

money in exchange for a murdererôs life was never allowed and this was 

for spiritual reasons as much as for fairness and equality. Numbers 35:31 says ñAlso, you are not 

to accept a ransom in lieu of the life of a murderer condemned to death; rather, he must be put to 

death.ò 

The spiritual reason for not accepting money instead of the criminalôs life is that unjustly 

spilled blood pollutes the land. And the only atonement available (the only means to remove the 

impurity and all its consequences from the land) is the blood of the killer. While this is contained 

in the Law of Moses, in fact itôs a basic God-principle that was established hundreds of years 

before Mt. Sinai and we find it in Genesis 4. In Genesis 4:10-12 He said, "What have you done? 

The voice of your brother's blood is crying out to me from the ground! Now you are cursed from 

the ground, which has opened its mouth to receive your brother's blood at your hands. When you 

farm the ground it will no longer yield its strength to you. You will be a fugitive, wandering the 

earth." 

So (and hear this because itôs so important in what even our Christian understanding of a 

goôel is and does, and is part of our Messiahôs role) the Blood Avenger was regarded not only as 

the legal representative of the affected family and clan, but also the earthly legal representative 

of God Himself who was the highest avenger and nearest kinsman (spiritually speaking). 

Yet another duty of a goôel (should the need arise) was to both the property and the 

person of a relative who either had to sell his land or forfeit his own freedom and become a 
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bondservant due to satisfy a debt. We find in Jeremiah 32 that the goôel had not only the duty to 

redeem the person or property, but also had the right of first refusal to purchase the indebted 

property before it went up for sale. In other words, in modern terms if one owned a home with a 

mortgage but lost the home to foreclosure, the nearest male relative had the right of preemption 

and could purchase the house (to his own benefit) before it ever went up for public auction. In 

fact a goôel (at least until the era of the Rabbis dawned and the system was redesigned by these 

Jewish religious leaders) could even redeem the property back to the clan after it had been sold 

to a foreigner or non-clan member. 

That was still not the end of the duties of a goôel; our story of Ruth shows that a goôel 

also had the obligation to marry a next of kinôs widow if that was necessary to rescue the land 

from being lost to another clan, tribe or foreigner. And, to some degree or another, this operated 

as (or in lieu of) Levirate Marriage especially if there was no brother of a deceased man available 

to marry the widow if she was childless. 

So in the book of Ruth, the marriage of Ruth to Boaz (that weôll see in the final chapter) 

wasnôt really Levirate Marriage (since Boaz certainly wasnôt a brother of the deceased), it was 

the somewhat extended duty of the goôel of Elimelechôs clan (in this case Boaz) to marry the 

childless widow Ruth not only to rescue land (technically on Naôomiôs behalf) but also to 

provide Ruth with a male-child. 

 

OK, now that Iôve given you a fairly full range of just what a goôel is, itôs time that 

serious bible students such as yourselves begin to realize that Yeshua HaMashiach is a goôel for 

all who trust in Him, not merely a Kinsman Redeemer thatôs just part of what a goôel does. 

But where did this concept come from that the Messiah would be a goôel to Godôs people; 

a near relative who had familial obligations? Well first, very early on God was seen as the divine 

goôel and as the one who would redeem His people. Just as the concept of a goôel happened 

shortly after the creation of Adam and Eve (as we read earlier in that passage from Genesis 4), so 

it was that the concept of redemption happened before it was made part of the Law of Moses on 

Mt. Sinai. Thus those who would argue that the Law is dead and gone and has no effect on 

gentile Christians (as wrong as they are about that), still find themselves facing the biblical 

reality that the concept of a goôel and redemption was pre-Law and a foundational God-principle 

that would figure into everything God would ordain (and therefore naturally it would be part of 

Messiahôs character). 

There are 33 passages in the Tanach (the Old Testament) that use the term goôel (a noun) 

or its verb form gaôal to refer to God. So how does this now connect to salvation? 

Well, not surprisingly, the Hebrews developed the idea of God as the goôel who produces 

salvation for His people, and then extended that to His Messiah. Hear that please: Iôm saying that 

Yeshua as a saving Messiah who redeems because He is God is hardly a New Testament 

invention; rather it is a fulfillment of an Old Testament principle. 

Let me show you something about how the Hebrew language rolls all these concepts of 

salvation, redemption, and Messiah into one and then presents it as a means of ñvictory.ò 

The Hebrew root word '˴  ˷(yud-sheen-ayin) or Y-S (like the sh sound)-and then either a 

silent or a nearly silent ñaò sound, usually pronounced Yasha, literally 

means, ñto be or make wide.ò There are all sorts of derivatives of this 

word from which we get in the English ñsave,ò ñto keep alive,ò or ñto 

live.ò The prophet Ezekiel (during the time of the exile of the Jews to 

Babylon) used the term to express the condition of a sinner who has 
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repented of his trespasses against God, and by Godôs mercy having escaped the rightful 

consequence of sin (which is death), continues to have life. 

Now this root word yasha that literally means, ñto make wideò isnôt so difficult to 

understand. Evil and severe danger was also literally thought to be a narrowing condition; so itôs 

from a narrow place (being in a squeeze or in a bind or in a tight spot, we might say today) that 

the sufferer cries out for help. So when that help comes, he is now said to be in a ñwideò place. 

So in the Hebrew mind (and converting that to modern thinking) the idea of 

moving from a narrow to a wide place is ñvictory.ò 

Amazingly we find in Psalm 118 the words rinnah and Yeshuôah (notice 

that Yeshuôah stems from the root word yasha) when used together signifies a 

jubilant cry of victory from those who have been suffering. The point being that 

the concept of victory is all wrapped up with the concepts of salvation and 

redemption in the Hebrew language and thought. 

Now as pertains to the Messiah (and I remind you Iôm 

still giving you the Hebrew conception of this) the terms salvation and 

redemption are utterly identical in purpose and meaning. This is pretty 

important for a Christian to understand, because too much the ñredemptionò 

of the Old Testament is thought to be an inferior concept to the ñsalvationò of 

the New Testament. Thatôs not true, and I have been teaching for years that 

we can absolutely interchange the terms redemption and salvation at any 

point throughout the Bible. Since God is the heavenly goôel, He is the 

heavenly redeemer, and thus the heavenly savior. So His earthly Messiah must necessarily be the 

earthly goôel, the earthly redeemer, meaning the same thing as the earthly savior (and all this is 

understood in the Hebrew context as the Messiah being an earthly representative of the heavenly 

God). 

Now, does this sound and awful lot like our wonderful and glorious master,  

king, and savior Yeshua of Nazareth? Of course it does. But this also means that  

Yeshua is also obligated to be our goôel, and to perform all the duties associated  

with a goôel, if we have become part of His family by means of trusting in Him.  

Do you hear me? We gentiles join Yeshuaôs family by trusting in Him. And  

Yeshuaôs family members are the redeemed. And who are the original redeemed  

of God? Israel; redeemed at the hand of God, the deliverer, from Egypt. So Paulôs  

metaphor of Romans 11 that has gentile believers in Yeshua grafted into the Olive Tree, Israel. 

With that understanding of the amazing and divinely established office of the goôel, weôre 

now able to move further into the book of Ruth and better understand what is about to transpire. 

Weôll study Ruth chapter 3 next. 

 

  


