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IRISH BIALIOAL ETUNTES: ICSUE 1:  OCTi BER,1379

WHC IS RUTH,LMAT IS SHE? DeR. G IEATTTE

If the reader will construe the proper noun and
personal pronoun in the whimsical title of this paper as
referring to the hiblical book rather tham to the heroine
thereaf, be will understand that the chject of the exer=
cise is to explore the guestion of the nature of the hook
of Ruth, That it ftells a story goes without saying, a3
story which is so well-known that it is urmnecessary here
to summarize it, /1 But 1s there rmore to it than that?
Lid its author have in mind, when he composed it, a motive
other thar that of telling a story and, if he dic, uhat
was that mative?

Tt might bc thought that it is well estahlished that
the origin of the book should Lbe located in post-exilic
Judah and that the authar's purpose ir writing it was -to
oppose the rvigid attitude displayed by Ezra and flehemiah in
thelr ﬁollry of nnpeosition to intermarriage between the
people of Juder and those of neighbouring territories; that
tg story of Ruth offers a counterblast to this pBll“‘ by
suoritting quietly that the Davidic dynasty origirated in
st such A mixed marriage as the reformers have otlauved.
“1z gpinien has fournc its way intc the school textbooks
=~ nopular handoooks ?/, tut althgugh it hezs veen wide-

recorded it has by no means teen as uidely held as this
ght appear to i=ply. A glance ot the literature aveilahle
in comme~trries and Lntroductions will show that, whes it
s not octuslly opposed, 1t is often cited simply 25 8
rrceived apirion, while even those few who adhere to it
affer little nr no argument in support of the conclusion,
The mnin dractack Yo the theory is rot fust that the

4[.

story contsire na trzce of polemic or propagends bout thet
it is essertial bo the argumert that Ruth st ‘ld e renarde
2d as e foreigner, vet early in the story irm the hook's

amous passage, she Aavows her :dherence to the relig-
ey mothere=inelasw ond inwvekes the name af Vahyeh, IF

Q

)
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2uth is seen as 3 convert, her story, far from Geing under=-
stond as 8 polemic agaeinst the stirimgency of Ezra and Nehe
amiah, nould be read as propaganda in suppart of their
cause,sayirs in effect that marriage with foreigners is
;ern1551ale if they first become proselytes. ,

This objection to the theery wes put Toruward by
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HeHo,Rowley thirty odd years ago 3/ but,curiously, the

very same argument was advanced to the opposite effect sore
one hundred and fifty years earliere. L.Bertholdt 4/ put it
forward in 1816 as a modification to the suggestion of T.A.
Dereser that it might have been a secondary motive 5/ of
the author of Ruth to censure the intolerant attitude of

his contemporaries towards forezigners. Bertholdt applied
this idea specifically to the period of Ezra and Nehemiah,
suggesting that the story could be read as teaching that
marriage with foreigners is permissible if they first adopt
the religion of Judah. Bertholdt thus seems to have presumed
that Ezra would not even have tolerated marriages with pros-
elytes,while Rowley presumed the opposite,

Throughout the period since Bertholdt's time both
pro- and anti-Ezra theories, with variations on each theme,
have been propounded from time to time, Lists may be drawn
up of scholars who have opted for one or other of the poss-
ibilities open to those who assume that the book of Ruth was
intended by its author to say something on the issue of mix-
ed marriages; but the conflict between the two explanations
is not to be decided by a majority vote. To one faced with
the dilemma of deciding on which side of the debate the
author's sympathies lay, the only safe solution is to doubt
whether he had any involvement in the issue at all; to
doubt, that is,whether the book was written as a tract for
that particular time., This policy may have been present al=-
ready in the mind of Bertholdt who =ironically,since he has
been credited with the invention of the"anti-Ezra"theory-
turned aside from the suggestion which we have already not-
ed to offer as his own opinion that the book!s purpose uwas
to extend the obligation to marry a childless widow &/ to
kinsmen other than the nearest and the rights to such marr=
iage to foreign women, even poor ones, who had embreced the
Israelite religion,.

Similar ideas have been expressed since Bertheldt's
time 7/ but such-an understanding of the purpose of the
book is apen to criticism on the grounds that it is extreme-
ly doubtful whether any element of obligation was involved
in Ruth's second marriage. 8/ The present writer has else=-
where argued that no 'such obligation existed and other
scholars have recently expressed similar views 9/, but
even if the levirate principle is believed to be at work in
the case of Ruth's second marriage it does not follow eas-
ily that the book must have been written for the express
purpose of registering a legal precedent.
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Herz we touch on the fundamental prohlem which
arisee in caonnectior with nearly all the explanations of the
Sook's purpose which rely on the assumption that it was come-
nosed to serve a specific function at the time of its comp-
ogsition, The proklem is that of demorstrating thet the book
was cesigned to serve some tractarian purpose for even though
it may appear to the individual reader that the staory teaches
this or that lesson, or that it says somethirg relevsnt to
some historical situation or about some legel or ~orzl issue,
unless the point 1e explicitly made in the narrative it must
renain gquestionable whether it was in the avthar's mind

Tt is guite possible,for example,to compare the her=
nire of Ruth witk arother famous or infamous foreign widow
of the NT, Athkalishe It m»a2y even be guite useful to do this
as a homiletic exercise, hut the conclusion drawr by Margar-
£t P, ronk 10/ , or the hasis of such a comparison, that
ﬁhe stnrg of Ruthk as we have it 11/ , was writter, nossibly
ty Jehoirda the priest,for the purpose -of showing up Atha=-
liakts wicked ways, is totelly without warrant. Or,to return
to an earlier topic, it i1s possible,perksps even profitable,
to cormpare the attitude of the book of Ruth and therefore of
its author with that o7 Ezra and MNekemiagh or the matter cf
mixerd marriane, Hut this doees not require that Ruth must
recessprily have heer written as o comment,whether favouratle
ar wﬂ"ﬂvmwrfh’r, or the policy of post-exilip extremists, IF
milliorns of ~ders nave been 2ble to read Ruth without e
thougrt of Tzra or Atkaliah or zny of the various other pre=-
sumed targets of the story there must remein = distinct posse
ihility that its autkhor wrote it without any such thought
either.
ere 1s perheps are explanstion of the purpose of
Ruth whizh is atle to evede the challenge oresented accove.

rie is thet the writer's objlective was the hlstorical ane
ﬂ? impartipsg informztion niLuF the ancestry of king David,
Thie _xa‘é““tion tiffers froo the others which Rave Green
: Pint the story can e seen clenrly to fLifil
it car orly be prevented From -doing 30 by

“Tioe Mownver It igs not zesy tn demorsztrote
averriding : 3 T
2d to thirk thet i note

ig Tiret of Ruth and foaz =re

restors of D= ﬂchﬁrations bonk,
out to record the hkistor, of David's

ave expected hirm te have told us = amething
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of David's parents and grandparents instead of dealing

only with orme pair(out of four)of his great-grandparents.
Of course this suggestion may be countered by the suppos~
ition that our author had no information about the inter-
vening generations, Such a supposition however might in
itself lead one to doubt whether the writer had historice
al information to communicate and whether his interest was
primarily historical. One might ask whether it is realistic
to presume that at some point in the history there would be
surviving traditions about one pair of remote ancestors of
king David when nothing was remembered about his parents

or grandparents, especially when those remote ancestors
appear not to have dene anything sufficiently remarkahle

to warrant the preservation of their memorye.

This line of reasoning may be speculative but
there are firmer grounds for doubting the historicity of
the story of Ruth, which is what the suggestion of an hist=-
orical intention on the part of its author amounts to. The
story is simply not made of the stuff of history. The
doings of obscure country folk going about their daily
lives do not normally concern the historian, Further, the
story consists of a series of private conversations which
cannot be considered historical even on the supposition
that the book was written by one of its characters(a
thesis which perhaps surprisingly has never been propound=-
ed), since none of them was party to all the conversations.

Perhaps the strongest indication that we are not
dealing with history is the fact that the names of the var=-
ious characters in the story may be taken as indicating
literary artifice, To say this is mot to dispute the
plausibility or even the authenticity 12/ of these names
as genuine personal names of the period in which the story
is set. They are nowhere near as obviously artificial as
are,say,those of Bunyan's characters. But the fact that
the name of every actor inm the story (including,if we may
so put it, the man with no name) is capable of an inter=-
pretation which reflects the part played by its bearer =
regardless of whether such interpretations represent truly
the etymology of the names-~ suggests strongly that we are
dealing with fiction and not history.

It remains possible however that some of the char-
acters are historical while others are the invention of
the story~teller and so each must be investigated. Mahlon,
Chilion and Orpah can be easily dismissed g can *'i¢ man
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wiith mo name. The two brothers whose names may tie connecte
ed respectively with roots meaning"to be sick" ancd "to come
+g an end", are mentioned only in order that they, like
their father, may die and leave widows. Orpah whose name
is reminiscent of the word for"nmeck", *urns back or, in
Semitic idiom, turms her neck and goes home to Moab. The
man with no name is not & real character but s man of

straw introduced as a foil to Hozz; iF the story had keen
composed in English he might have been named Jack Strauw;
the Hetrew story-teller has chaosen to leave him nameless.

This leaves the two couples, Climelech and MNaomi,
and lgaz ard Futh, The former couple T am inclined to trest
as berlonging tao the story rather then to history, That is
to say, I think they are fictitious characters. Slimelech!s
function in the story is simply tao set it in motion and
then to die leaving 2 widow. Hig name, which is well att-
ested as an actual personal name although it does not
zppear elsewhere in the (T, has been described as"the ane
name in the Ruth story that seems incapsble of heing ex=-
plained as having a symbolic meaning pertinent to the
narrative", 413/ but I have suggestecd that it does indeed
have relevance to the storye. 14/ The man who bears a
name meganing "My God is king"stands =2s a representative of
the period when the only king of the people of Judah was
Vahueh but,at the end of the tale, he is shown io have
been an ancestor of the founder of thelr dymasty of human
kings, MNaomi, @ one woman sub=-plot in her progression
from sweet to bitter and back again, is the one charecter
the significance of whose name is explicitly drawn to the
reader's attention even in translatiorn. Uhen Nzomi rermarks
to the women of Jethlehem that her name is inappropriate
to her circumstances and that Meres would be a better one,
the translator is forced to point out to his readership
that Naomi means "sweet" and Mara"bitter", Is it possible
that the writer, by making this play of names, is quietly
inviting his =sudience to look carefully at the other names
too? Whatever answer the reader of the present paper may
glve to this guestion, we must move on to consider the
central characters, 0Gpaz and Ruth,

In the third and fourth chapters of Ruth where
he conceives and carries out the plan which results in the
anonymous kinsman's abdiczation of his rights to Ruth's and
Naomi's property, Boaz displays the characteristics inher-
ent in his name which, on the basis of the Arabic cognate,
may be tsken to mean"shrewd,sharp-witted"; he might thus
be Jurdged fto b¢ a fictitious charzocter. Y& zppenrs agnl
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briefly, in 1 Chronicles il 11f., in David's genealogy,
and might on that account be judged historical. rere,for
the first time,we are confronted directly with %the proh-
lem of deciding on the historicity of the characters in
the story, While the general principle enunciated ahbove=~
that it would appear unlikely that all the characters
were historical individuels- holds good, it is not im=-
possible tkat the author has woven his tale arocund some
historical persons-say, Ruth and Boaz, or even Boaz
alone- capitalizing on the meanings apparent in their
names and surrounding them with other characters of his
own inventign,

Whatever the case, the problem of procedure may
be reduced to a3 choice Letween presuming all the charact-
ers to be historical unless grounds for thirking other-
wise can be found and presuming them fictitious in the
absence of any reason for judging them historical. Since
the former possibility has already been breached hy the
observation that it seems unlikely that an entire family
should have existed with names which lent themselves so
easily to the formation of the story, the present writer
would opt for the second choice. In any event, since the
work is obviously a story, this seems the more sensible
policy. Only in the case of Boaz, amongst the characters
considered so far, has any reason Been found for thinking
that he might be historical, and that is the appearance
of his name in 1 Chronicles ii 11f. This houwever I do not
find to be compelling evidence, It is possible that the
name Boaz was borrowed, so to speak, from Chronicles hut
the character is still the creation of the suthor of
Ruth, There is also another possibility,which cannot be
excluded and which certainly should not be overlooked:
that the Chronicler obtained the name from the story of
Ruth, 15/ The only possible corclusion on Boaz is that
while a case may be presented for his historicity,the ver=-
-dict must be"Not Proven",

What of Ruth herself? Her name =-even if it is =
. Moabite name we may expect that its etymology will he
apparent to the Hebraist- seems clearly to be based on
the root rwh, which conveys the idea of"satiation"; in
the story she may be saild to"satiate" Naomi and Boaz
with her kindness and generosity, but is she historical?
On the basis of the principle I have espoused, I am in-
clined towards treating her as fictitious, if only be-
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cauce I do not see ¢ny evidence for seeino he

orical, - In this I cissent from the widely d opinian
10/ that Puth's name ard nationzlity, at least, mnmust
se h2ld os mistorizel data on the grouncds that no writer
would have atiritulted te Dacite ancesiress une
lese t-ere wes 2 tradiz effect, which ig to
say, Jnless 1t was truce. is rarcly exnloin-
2¢ wut, as For as I can zasec an a2 supposition
derived Trom Ceuieranomy 3 in the Cnglish vers-
ione)e Sut to infer fro that Mozbite ancestry
corclied a stigma and tha 's Moabite ancestry; rust
thersfore b2 Tacl seems nde

orizity ef Ruth as an

- est i, Peuteroromy xxiii b owould
me ovalid only 1f Deutero L z=n be urcerstood oo
oooerpire law ewclueding mnd Moghites from the
Zeresslen cult oo oanted compositian of Tutk,
“uite regardless of tre pasitior of Ruth- g
ruestiaon whick unfortun he opened in the cone
text of the present eessc my Jurlgment douhtful
whether the verse con te tood.  Leasving Tuth out
of consideration there i Armanite womzgn in the
-

Aptobpanl 1 %ipos xiv
tsker seriously as =
5t =11 the members of
! inclug=-
commUn-

avidic dynasty, Naamah,
3 Ceuteranary

aran la
origin
paper
is nnt
aroumant
ke, too,
he pgrov g dence
to the contrerye.
1t rust he admit
orizal personnges- Rss
mnnk, althouch the gernuln ne logy
a8 an imtengrnl neri of the stovy has been guecticned, The
long gemealongy fram Perez to David uvhich brings the text

s

o t

of Ruth to its coorlusion is almost urniversally recarded
ac =0t properly btelonging o the ook, These last filve
verses add nnthing of value to the storv(ibe descent of
Pnoid £oom Dopa. bas alrendy e n stated: iIF "goz is
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a descendant of Perez, so what?) and, with their dry
recitation of one generation after another, are so mark-
edly different in mood from the rest of tre hook that they
can be easily isolated as an appendix which has been con-
structed from 1 Chronicles ii 5=12 and included here &s
supporting evidence for the statement aof v17, '

But it is not this concluding cerealogy which
prompts the guestion of the integrity of the Davidic con-
nection, This is raised by iv 17, where it might he
thought that the neme Obed does not sit easily in the seqg-
ence "the neighbours gave him a nane,saying,'ft son has
been born to Naomi'; they called him Ched", inasmuch as
there seems to be no connection between the two perts of
the sentence., It might be thought, on the basis of ihe
structure of the verse and a comparison of if with siriler
passages elsewhere 18/, that the worde of the worer ovght
to be reflected somehow in the name they gave to the
child; that their words, in fact, shocld provide on expe-
lenation for tke child's name. Since this is petently
rot so, many have concluded that 0Obed cannot have heen
the nzme of Ruth's child in the agriginal form of the
story. A masculine form of flaomi, suchk as MNeaman, or
something like Ben MNosm, it has been suggested, would be
necessary to satisfy the reguirements of the coriex?t,and
it is supposed that at one time the story ended with the
child's teing given some such name, the subistitution of
the name Obed and the addition of the words"he was the
father of Jesse, the father of David"being a seconcary
development designed solely to identify the characters
of the story with David's ancestors. On this vicw then
Obed is the actual name of David's grandfather while all
the characters in the story proper are fictitious.

On the other hand, the argument from the structure
of iv 17 is not conclusive. The verse is not precisely
identical in form with any of the other verses in the C
where a child's name is explained by a saying of the
person who hestows the name. It is not necessary,there=
fore, to presume that the purpose of Ruth iv 17 was to
explain the name Obed, Rather might the verse be inter-
preted as explaining why it was the women of the neigh-
bourhood who gave the child his name: because they were
rejoicing at the implications for their old friend
Naomi of the birth of the child., The significance of the
name Obed( "server" 19/)is already given obliquely in
v15 in the wishes expressed by these same women to MNaomi,
May he bring back life to you and sustain you in your
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old age".

That the name Obed is of significance in the
story is a positive argument in favour of seeing the name
as an integral part of the story and not 2 secondary in-
sertion, 7iow we must ask the questiaon, Is Obed an histor=
ical figure? Cn the face of it he should stand in com=-
nany with CBoaz as potentially historical because of his
appearance in the geneaslogy of Chronicles, He is widely
accepted es historical on that ozsis, but the same caveat
must be entered here as was entered with respect to Boaze.
Indeed the present writer must confess he is even more
suspicious of Gbed's historici®y than he was of that of
foaze. This suspicion is fourded an the feelirg- it is no
more thean that-~ that the Functiaon of Obed in the story
is to serve as e Luffer or damper to ease the transition
in the parrative from the fictitious characters of the
story proper to the historiczl ones, Jesse and David,

My conclusion therefore 1s that Ched, like the actors in
the story, is most likely to be fictitioue,

Tke Davidic connection which is made by means aof
Ched I take to be an integral part of thke story for two
reasong, The first I have =2lready expressed above when
I suggested that the name Elimelech contzins a hint af
how tke story will end. To put it thi: ather way rourd ,
the mention af David at the end gives some point ta haye-
ing Elimelech at the tegirning 20/, Tre -ecaond, ond
perheps more suhstantizl,reason is that the maming of
Cavid in the very last worc makes a fine strong ending
to the siory. 2Just imagine the feelirg of anti-climex
ubich would be produced if the story ended with the
Hirth of some 4ntally incansequential character called
8en Noam, ar whatever! ,

Not thke least importanmt aspect of the guiet cone-
cluding sentence, with its alr of being almost an after=-
thought, a postscript to the stary, is that i1t guaran-
tees tke truth of the story to its audience hy its naming,
its bringing ipto itgelf, this importarnt historical ger-
sonage. 1118 is not to say that the assurznce thus offer-
erl should satisfy the scierntific enguirer, for the trutk
af the historian and that of the story=teller are +uwo
different things. Ue learn somewhere early in childhaod
that a"true"story Is in some mysterious way vasily sup-
erior to one that is"just made up"e. A little later we
learn that even a"true"story is rarely true. The paoint

ct

[
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can perhaps ke illustrated by citirn a specimen fro~ our
ouwn folklore. The story of how Finn "rCgol created Lough
fieagh and the Isle of Man simultaneously hy scoopirng up a
sod and throwing it at & rival giant in Frgland, ends with
the assurance that"if yvou coulcd put the Iele of “ar ‘~ack
into Lough Neagh it would be a powerful fit", It would ts
nothing of the kind, but the knowlecdge that the ccseriion
is not true does not detract from the impact whick is
created in the story by this apparent cppeal to ohilective
fact as testimony to thke truth of the tale,

Perhaps o better exemple,certainrly z closer cno=-
logy to Ruth, mey he found in John Cuchan's novel The Path
of the King, in which tke descendants of =z rorse 15:;:F€;TF,
who are themselves igrorant of *heir ancestry, arc ‘-enti-
fied to the reader at various periods of history !ty b
posseszion of &5 gold rirmg passecd down throush the cenerot-
ions, Tre erd of the"Path"ie rarked by the lacs of *he
ring while it is heing used to weight a Fichino<line iy
tre young fhrehzm Lincoln, Thus the varn proclaoing fizelf
a"true story", =lthough no one would acrcept 1% a2s hictory,.
50,I would suggest, the gerealogy from Guth and :
Pavid assures the reader that the story of "ut- i
story, but whetber he accepts that assurarze ic entirely
up to tim.

Ir discussing the historicirty of the shnry of Fots
and its characters we may appear to have cdivercec g little
from our main theme., But this discussion s ¢oer-ace to the
guestion of the author's notive 17 camposing t9e ciory
for if there are no grounds for thinking itte sctery, o L
escentially ristorical,ii can bzrdly be caid tretl i <
written for ar historical perpose, u-l
orical in this context be ucderstcoc a
rore tFan story-tellirg.

Je rave Ceen unable to move wvery f=r fro- cur
cstarting~point, That the book of Futh is & ctory, Is irdie-
putable, That it i1s somethirg ~ore, whetrer thaot sarething
Ee history or propagandea or even cct*,ls or acsurpiion
whick has often reen wzde ''ut for which there is no evig-
ence., In the last hundred years or sc a renher nf gsekpl-
ars have been content to =zccept it zs = story tolcd fer
its own sake. Gunkel and Gressmann are usually acknow=-
ledged as the leaders of this trend tut 'J.Fobertson 3rith
had already expressed similar sentiments in 1075 24/, '

This view of the story does not rean that it

iec the Lord
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should be considered deveoigf of other thar litersry value,.
“nny lessone have heen read into it, from the rules of
conduct- like the wearing of the Sundey(or,properly,Sabh.
ath) suit,for example /22 for which ancient Rahhis here
found scriptural suthority to the warning, suggested hy
Gunkel, that ren should be"on their guard against beau-
tlful,ulever women who are set on carrying cut their de-
signe". 23/ Lle mzy also mention here the theological
terpretations of recert years which find the story to he
ncerned with the workings of divine providence. 24/
Cuch lessons may certainly be derived from the
stor,, with greater or lesser degrees of exegetical integ=-
rity in eny particuler instance, but it cannot reasonably
he sald trat the author's sole purpose in creating the
story wes to advocate amy or 211 of them, or even that he

IC

had any of them in mind. It can,on the contrary,be sal
with UTence hat ke never LHDugh+ cf sone2 of ther,
Ttere is Fourvnr one moral theme which,it seems tn me,

it is impossitble to sepzrate from the marp and woof of the
etory and which must bhave been in the author!s mind, Here

we ney recall what is probaily the oldest answer of all to
the question of the purnose of the book of Ruth,

no

ReZeira said: This scroll tells us nothing

of cleanliness ar of Jwrle~n11ncss, either

of prohit ticon or permission. For whet pur=

pose then was it written? To tezch tFouw

great ie the reward of those who do deeds

of kind ess", es/
PeZeira who lived in the third century clearly perceived
that the theme of unselfishness and generosity is one
which pervacdes the bocok. Trese quslities are found in all
three major charscters, who =ight be said to vie with aone
anogther in thelir attempts to outdo esch other's generos-
itye First Noowl inmsiste that her daughfers=in-=lzw should
not share her misforturne, but Ruth resists with the de-
claration of love for which she Phas been immortalized.
%ot only this, hut she works in the fields to support her
mother~in-law who ir turn lays plans for Ruth's security
and happiness in marrizge to Zoaz. Soaz welcomes Ruth to
his land and goes beyond what might reasonably have been
expected of him in allowing her to glean by making sure
that his harvesters leave plenty of grain behind for her.
Ruth responds to this generous treztment by offering her=
self to Zoaz at the threshing-floor. Bosz not only marr-
ieg Ruth but ensures through his activity in 4the public
forum that the property of her previous hueband is not
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lost to her. Finally thke son of Ruth and Boaz is dedica
ed to the support of MNaori in her old age.

Ae a set of illuetrations for a sermon on goinc
the second mile the book of Puth is unsurpassable, but I
do mot go ' all tse wey with N.7eira, I stop short of sun-
gesting that the story was written purely for the purpose
of preachirg. The author was no mere morzlist ard his
corposition no dry didsctic tazle., The gentle unostentat-
ious way i~ whick the virtue of the chzracters is =zlloued
to emerge from the report, without comment by the narrctor,
of their words znd z2ctions is just one of the features
whichk mark the siory as literature and its author as an

- .
artiste.

+

otes
1 Tt may Se said here that the received version of
story as it is found in the [nglish versions of :he

and indeed ir all except the consonantal Yebrew text
orne obscure Arabic version- 1s flawed =t one point, In
Ruth iv % where Boez is commorily presented 2s inforrminc
the anonymous relative of his duty to marry Ruth, he
should rather,as the present writer has argued elsewhere,
be understooc to inform the other man of his intention of
marrying Ruth, See D.R.3.,8eattie, "lMethikbh and Tere in
Ruth iv 5,UT XXI(1971) ppl.490-LoL,anc below,note C.

2. BGee,for example, William Neill, Car uwe trus®t the 077
(1979),poLf,

2 :
3. H.HeRowley, Tke Servant of the Lord (190S5),p.173.4ic
paper"The marriage of Ruth" was first published in “arvard
Theological Review XL(1947)

L, L.Bertholdt, Historisch=kritische Zinleitung in cie
s¥mmtlichen kanonischen und apokryphischen Schriften des
Alten und Neuen Testaments(1012-19),V.2,p.2356F,
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finition is & duty fallirg om @ Lrother-inme-lac(lelin lovir)
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text, hHut the kethi?h is Tirst persan sirgular. A choice
noviouely tas to Le mode betuevn the tuo readings thus
provided in the Hebrew texte I have fourd severasl reazsors
for areferring the kathibh as the nrininal reasding(ser

the article cited
any reasnn
able to Find ane,.
anceptec

.
.

-

by
o (=

; Sassan,

n
I

Ve £

-

loas

marringe In
the

©£5s
Path:

insof

Ruth,

RS
9

in

Jntao DT &

my

for preferring

for differert
"Ruth

book of Ruth",
Studlies

in

note 1,above); ne aors bas
the gere and not

The reading of the kethibh h

EVEeT Tlven
teen
he

T "ave

23
LEU,I

3507 5(1877)p

though as yet unspec
TT*'A Response, 250

ar

oue

they ceny the preqv
"Love, “arria
in HeN.Eream et ?

as
Relordis,
2

Mol Er5(1q7h)

Nealil H
4 4ﬁffn),_3

(17702 p.

17 ilarguret

Jourral of Bible

N

n
’

PO
.
ey

~=
103,

"

Mednssan,
‘eteinderson

. .TDOkK,

o ]

in haonor of Jecob M
Issue of Getullsk in
,'The Marriage aof Ruth",

"The n_th",sznT
255 23

B

RutkiA

"The fBoaok of A New Zolution”,

end Religion 16,ppe155~16C,

11 Che zaw the bonk 3s having been _ompa ed in two stages
nnt'tld Story"froom the time of the ’-»]QS "registers the
pre”edpnt 2llowing t"e next of in case of flnancial
incapacity, to pass on hie -eavy duty to 2z wealthier kins=-
men",  The second version is the story we know.

12. EC.F.Canpbell,dr, Ruth, Anchor Zible 7(1975),7.59,in-
sisets that the names are authentic early Northuest Semitic
nanes,

12 Campbell,op.cite PeH2

14e DaReGeDeattie, "Ruth III", JG0T 5(1978)p.b6,.

1%« It will be suggested helow that the lang gerealagy

of Ruth iv 10-22 wes taken from Chronicles but this borr-
owing would hoave taken place at a date mueh later than the
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composition of Ruth and the thesis does not affect the
possibility that the second half of it was built, in

the first place, from material in Ruth,
16. Most recently expressed by A.A.Anderson,opeCitepe172

17. That is, if the expression®tenth generation", in the
first half of the verse, is taken at its literal value. If
it should be understood as an idiomatic term meaning"in
perpetuity"~-and the second half aof the verse explicitly
excludes Ammonites and Moabites"for ever", in any case-
then all the Davidic kings after Solomon must be viewed

as excommunicates.

18, J.Gray, Joshua, Judges and Ruth (1967),p.L403,refers
to the birth narratives of Genexxv and xxxviii, (.,Eiss~
feldt, The OT:An Iptroduction (1965)p.479, compares the
naming of the sons of Jacob, Genesis xxix and xxx, Eiss=
feldt later argued that the name of Obed is an integral
part of the book of Ruth@uahrheit und Dichtung in der
Ruth-Erz#hlungjSitzungsbericht der Sachsischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften 2u Leipzig, Phil.~hist.Kl.,118,4
(1965),23-28). :

19, I choose this word rather than the more usual'ser-
vant"to indicate the distinction between the personal
name, or participle,‘obed , and the common noun ®bed,
"servant, slave'.

20, Campbell, op.cit.p.169, offers a similar reason
for taking v.17b as an integral part of the story.

21, Wl.Robertson Smith,"Ruth",Encyclopaedia Beitannica,
9th edition,

22, Shab.113b, For further examples see D.R.G.Beattie,
Jewish Exegesis of the book of Ruth (1977),pp.203-210,

23, H.Gunkel, Reden und Aufs#tze (1913),p.89

2L, R.M.Héls, The theolegy of the book af Ruth(1969)
pe7Lf,;llesley Je.Fuerst, The Books of Ruth,Esther...etce,
(1975),p.30 :

25, Ruth Rabbah II 14, The translation is that of L,
Rabinowitz, The Midrash(1939).




