
	
	

Sermon Study Notes 
	

 
Text: Ruth 3:14-4:13 
 
 
Context of the book / letter / Gospel: The beautiful story of hesed, God’s redemptive work, 
continues.  Boaz plays his role as the type of Christ and seeks to redeem Ruth. He fulfills his 
vow and takes her as his wife. In this beautiful drama, we see a picture of Christ’s love for the 
church as He redeems it as His own.  
 
Main Idea of The Text: Boaz redeems Ruth and pictures for us what Christ did for the Church.  
 
Exegetical Outline of The Text1 
 

I. Anticipation of Redemption (3:14-18) 
 

II. Act of Redemption (4:1-13) 
 
a. Redemption Refused (4:1-8). 
b. Redemption Accomplished (4:9-12). 
c. Redemption Rewarded (4:13). 

 
Verse by verse commentary:  
  
So she lay down at his feet until morning but got up while it was still dark. Then Boaz said, 
“Don’t let it be known that a[h] woman came to the threshing floor.” And he told Ruth, “Bring 
the shawl you’re wearing and hold it out.” When she held it out, he shoveled six measures of 
barley into her shawl, and she[i] went into the town. -- 3:14-15. 
 

Though this may seem inappropriate, Boaz was protecting Ruth from any gossipers who 
might twist what happened into something inappropriate. He asked that she not tell anyone that 
she (a woman) had been to the threshing floor because he knew how people would talk. Boaz 
gave her approximately ten pounds of barley for Ruth and Naomi to share.2  Warren Wiersbe 
tells us this was like an engagement gift.  He had every intention of marrying Ruth, and he didn’t 
want her to have to continue to glean in the fields like a beggar. He wanted to demonstrate his 
desire to provide for her, so he gave her this gift as a token of his love for her. Even though he 
wasn’t 100% sure things were going to work out, he wanted to act as they would in order to 
show his love to her. 3 

																																																								
1 Adapted from the outline provided in the Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
 
2 The Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
  
3Warren Wiersbe. 
 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ruth+3&version=CSB#fen-CSB-7187h
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ruth+3&version=CSB#fen-CSB-7188i


	
	

  
There is a variance of pronoun here in the text. Some Hebrew manuscripts say “he” went 

back into town. Some say “she.” In any case, the correct pronoun is somewhat irrelevant as both 
went back to their homes following the incident.4 
 
 The New American Commentary gives us the following exegesis of these verses based 
on the NIV. A further explanation of the variance is provided for us at the end of this section: 
 

Heeding both Naomi’s (3:4) and Boaz’s advice, Ruth lay back down at his feet (margĕlôt) for the 
remainder of the night. In the wake of their midnight conversation neither Ruth nor Boaz 
probably slept much that night. Boaz’s mind probably was preoccupied with plans for resolving 
the case in the morning and anxieties over whether he would be able to gain the right to Ruth’s 
hand. No doubt these issues were also on Ruth’s mind, but she had the added concern of getting 
away unnoticed in the morning. In order to preserve her reputation (note Boaz’s concern 
expressed in v. 11) she would need to be gone before anyone could recognize her. To prevent 
suspicions about her activities at night on the threshing floor where Boaz slept, before dawn 
broke she got up and prepared to leave. 

 
By now Boaz was awake as well, and under the dark sky he initiated a second conversation. He 
supported her efforts to get away without being noticed, for he had a reputation to preserve as 
well. He could not afford to have Ruth discovered and recognized by the rest of the workers. 
However, maintaining his lavish generosity and demonstrating his good faith (or to make it look 
as though she had gone to get the grain, rather than spending the night with him), he sent her off 
with another substantial gift of food. 

 
The narrator concretized the image by reporting their conversation. He quotes Boaz requesting a 
garment from Ruth to be used as a container for grain, and then holds it so he can fill it. The verb 
for “bring,” from a root, yāhab, “to give,” is rare in the Old Testament but common in Aramaic 
as the equivalent of Hebrew nātan. Most of the occurrences of yāhab in the Old Testament are in 
the imperative, and all are in quoted speech. In a few instances the word is used as an 
interjection, “Come!” (i.e., “Come on!”), but usually it bears the sense it has here, “Give, hand 
over.”57 The word for the garment requested, miṭpaḥat (rendered “shawl” in NIV), is found 
elsewhere only in Isa 3:22, in the context of a list of jewelry and clothing worn by women. It 
cannot refer to Ruth’s primary garment, nor should it be equated with the “outer garment” 
(śimlâ) referred to in v. 3. But since it was obviously a piece of outer clothing (it is “on” Ruth) 
and had to be large and strong enough to use as a sack for grain, “cape,” “scarf,” or “shawl” 
are all reasonable interpretations. 

 
Ruth held the garment like a sack while Boaz poured in the grain, six “measures” of barley. 
Because the unit of measurement is omitted in the text, it is difficult to calculate the amount of 
grain Boaz sent home with Ruth. This kind of omission is common in Hebrew, but it is especially 
frustrating here. If we assume the ephah, the measuring instrument used in 2:17, she would have 
carried home on her shoulder 180 or 300 pounds, depending on which size ephah is used as the 
basis of calculation! This is certainly too much for a woman to carry from the field and then up 
the hill to town. A more reasonable unit of measurement is the omer (ʿōmer), which was one-
tenth the size of an ephah (Exod 16:36). By this standard he gave her eighteen or thirty pounds, 
which is far less than she had gleaned the first day (2:17) but which she would have been able to 

																																																								
4 The Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
 



	
	

carry home. A third option is the seah, a capacity measure of approximately one third of an 
ephah, yielding a weight of sixty or one hundred pounds of grain for Ruth to carry. Even if a 
strong young woman could have carried this amount, it is doubtful whether a cape could hold 
that much barley.  

 
Perhaps the best solution is to assume that the numeral “six” refers simply to “six scoops,” 
either with both hands cupped or with some other handy utensil used at the threshing floor. 

 
This scene closes on a confusing note. According to the Masoretic text, the last sentence in v. 15 
has Boaz going back to the town. This is unexpected, not only because Ruth is the one who has 
just been preparing to leave the threshing floor, but also because Boaz has more work to do 
there. Recognizing this problem, the Syriac and Vulgate versions have changed the masculine 
verb form (wayyābōʾ) into a feminine form (wattābōʾ), a reading followed by most modern 
translations. The NIV (also NRSV) is surely right in preserving the masculine, however, not only 
on the principle of lectio difficilior (the more difficult reading is preferred), but also as the 
narrator’s way of highlighting Boaz’s eagerness to resolve the issue that has been raised 
overnight. The narrator assumes the audience/reader knows that Ruth will have left after Boaz 
had poured the grain on the cape and placed it on her shoulder. But without a statement 
concerning Boaz, there is no transition from his location at the field in chap. 3 to his presence in 
town in chap. 4.5 

  
She went to her mother-in-law, Naomi, who asked her, “What happened, my daughter?” Then 
Ruth told her everything the man had done for her. She said, “He gave me these six measures 
of barley, because he said, ‘Don’t go back to your mother-in-law empty-handed.’”  Naomi 
said, “My daughter, wait until you find out how things go, for he won’t rest unless he resolves 
this today.” – 3:16-18. 

 Naomi was witnessing the Lord’s beautiful hesed before her eyes! She truly believed that 
Boaz’ words would be immediately followed with actions, and even went so far as to say that he 
would resolve the issue the very next day! What faith for a woman who had been so bitter and 
depressed! She saw the Lord at work, and knew He was going to work this out for their good and 
His glory! Her faith had been renewed! She had made a 180-degree turn from despair to joy!6  
 
 She had asked Ruth how things went, and Ruth gave her a full report. And then she 
showed her the grain Boaz had given her as a gift. Naomi saw what God had done, and rejoiced. 
Now, they had to wait for Boaz to do his part. But they knew that would be sooner than later!7 
 
 When she questioned Ruth, the Hebrew appears to leave us a conundrum. Why would she 
ask her who she was?  The CSB translates this, “What happened, my daughter?”  But the 
Hebrew here actually says, “Who are you, my daughter?”  Dr. Wiersbe gives a quite comical 
explanation.  She was really saying, “Are you still Ruth, the Moabitess?” Or, “Are you the soon-

																																																								
5 New American Commentary. 
6 
The Bible Knowledge Commentary.  
7 
The Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
  



	
	

to-be Mrs. Boaz?” The NIV and the NASB are in agreement with the CSB, but the King James 
says, “Who are you?”8  
 
 Ruth shows Naomi the generous gift from Boaz. This woman who had left Bethlehem 
full, and had come home empty, had now been filled again.  Because of the faith of Ruth, they 
were now seeing God working in their lives, as He was beginning to redeem them through the 
love and kindness of Boaz, the human extension of the hesed of the Lord.9  
 
 For a deeper exegesis of the Hebrew text, we turn to the New American Commentary, 
which gives us the following explanation: 
 

If Ruth and Boaz had been deprived of sleep that night, no doubt the same was true of Naomi. The 
one who had concocted this scheme probably lay awake all night wondering how her daughter-
in-law was faring. But the question with which Naomi greets Ruth when she returns catches us all 
by surprise. Instead of “Who is there/here?” (mî šām/pōh), or “What did he do?” (meh ʿāśâ), or 
“How are you?” (mah lāk), she asks mî ʾatt bittî, which translates literally, “Who are you my 
daughter?” Obviously she knows who Ruth is, or she would not have added “my daughter.” This 
question illustrates the fluidity of Hebrew interrogative particles. Here mî probably should be 
interpreted as an accusative of condition, that is, “In what condition or state are you?” which is 
equivalent to “How are you” or “How did it go for you?” 

 
This is certainly how Ruth interpreted the question, for she proceeds to report to Naomi 
everything the man had done for her. The reference to Boaz as “the man” rather than by name is 
curious. A similar pattern in 2:19–20 and 3:18 suggests this was a deferential way for these 
women to speak about an absent male who was socially their superior. It prevents the impression 
of presumptive familiarity. The narrator summarizes Ruth’s story of the momentous events of the 
night in one short sentence (v. 16b), but when he reaches the climax, the account slows down and 
breaks into direct speech (v. 17). The structure of the sentence, with the front loading of the direct 
object and the addition of the demonstrative pronoun, ʾēlleh, “These six barleys he gave to me 
…,” suggests that both women were continuing to wonder at the load Ruth had brought home. 

 
But Ruth’s quotation of Boaz’s explanation of the gift is as amazing as the amount of the gift 
itself. Earlier we had speculated that Boaz may have given Ruth the grain as one more expression 
of his lavish generosity, or as a measure of his good faith, or even as a ruse to make it look as 
though she had gone to get the grain rather than spending the night with him. Now from Boaz’s 
own words we finally get a clue about its true significance. It seems that when Boaz requested 
Ruth’s cape and poured out the barley for her, she had expressed some puzzlement over his 
actions and may even have asked him why he was doing this. He answered Ruth’s verbal or 
nonverbal question by explaining that it would be inappropriate for her to return to her mother-
in-law empty. Presumably he meant “empty-handed” (thus NIV), that is, “without a gift,” 
although the use of the word here represents an effective play on its occurrence in Naomi’s bitter 
accusation of God in 1:21. But why should Boaz be interested in Ruth’s mother-in-law at this 
point? Several answers may be proposed. 

 

																																																								
8 Warren Wiersbe. 
 
9 Warren Wiersbe, 
 



	
	

First, his interest in Naomi may derive from his understanding of the custom of the gōʾēl. Boaz’s 
kinship obligations are based on his relationship with Naomi rather than Ruth. Not only is Ruth a 
Moabite woman; in 2:1 the narrator had specifically noted that Boaz was related to Elimelech, 
who is Naomi’s deceased husband, rather than Mahlon, Ruth’s husband. This interpretation will 
be reinforced in chap. 4, where the issue before the court is primarily the disposition of land that 
belongs “to our brother Elimelech” (4:3). Only at the end does Boaz bring Mahlon into the 
picture (4:9–10). Furthermore, from a literary point of view, this scene will be the last in which 
Ruth is portrayed as a primary character. Once she has gotten Boaz to agree to fulfill his kinship-
redeemer obligations, her role in the plot is finished. 

 
Second, Boaz may have sent this gift as an expression of appreciation for Naomi’s initiative in 
proposing the scheme that has gotten them to this point. She was the one who had encouraged 
Ruth to end her mourning and put on normal garments as a signal of her readiness to resume 
normal life, including making herself available for marriage. She was the one who had devised 
the scheme to bring Boaz and Ruth together and to have Ruth put the issue of his kinship 
obligations directly before Boaz. In short she was the mastermind behind the entire plot. 

 
Third, Boaz may have sent this gift to Naomi as a sign of good faith, his determination to carry 
through with his promise to try to gain the right to Ruth, and if he could not, to see that the 
primary kinsman-redeemer would marry her. In fact, since Naomi was Ruth’s legal guardian 
(2:1), he may even have intended the grain as a down payment of the mōhar, the bride price paid 
at the time of betrothal. The mōhar was often given by the groom at the time of betrothal, not as a 
purchase price (women were not commodities to be bought and sold) but as a promise to prepare 
for the wedding in good faith and a pledge for the good behavior of the groom toward the bride 
in the meantime. 

 
Naomi’s response in v. 18 indicates that this is how she accepted it. She advises Ruth to relax and 
wait to see how the matter will turn out. The verb that the NIV renders “Wait” is yāšab, which 
normally means “to sit, to dwell,” but in this context in our idiom it means “to sit tight.” Naomi’s 
advice here is the opposite of what she had said at the beginning of the chapter. There she had 
called Ruth to action: to wash, anoint herself with perfume, put on her clothes, go down to the 
threshing floor, watch where Boaz lies down, approach him and uncover his legs, and then listen 
to what he tells her to do. Now that Ruth has done her part, she may sit down and wait to see 
what will happen next. The expression ʾēk yippōl dābār, literally “how the matter will fall,” is an 
idiomatic expression for “how things will turn out.” Again this is not a resignation to chance or 
fate in the abstract. In the statement we recognize a note of confidence in the hidden hand of God, 
who will direct affairs to the proper conclusion. But Naomi hereby also expresses great 
confidence in Boaz. Ruth may sit back and relax, but she knows Boaz will not. Indeed he will not 
rest (šāqaṭ) unless66 the matter is brought to a conclusion, today! 

 
With this statement the curtain falls on Act 3. All the characters have played their roles perfectly. 
Naomi has taken the initiative and gotten the ball rolling, Ruth has carried out her delicate and 
daring scheme, and Boaz has responded right on cue. The reader as witness to the drama waits 
with Ruth to see “how the matter will fall.” 

 
  
Boaz went to the gate of the town and sat down there. Soon the family redeemer Boaz had 
spoken about came by. Boaz said, “Come over here[a] and sit down.” So he went over and sat 
down.  Then Boaz took ten men of the town’s elders and said, “Sit here.” And they sat down.– 
4:1-2. 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ruth+4&version=CSB#fen-CSB-7192a


	
	

 The town gate is where all personal business transactions took place. Boaz had to walk up 
to the city as the threshing floor was in the valley.  Boaz saw the man who was closer to Naomi 
in relations, and had the right to redeem Ruth first.  He asked the man to sit down, and he did.10  

 Then, Boaz called the ten elders of the city to witness the transaction. Ancient tradition 
and Biblical sources do not tell us why he chose ten, but an interesting side note is that ten later 
would stand for a quorum and for the establishment of a synagogue in a city.  This explains the 
situation when Paul came to Philippi and met Lydia (cf. Acts 16:11-15).   These men were 
deciding the fate of these two women. That was the way the world worked.11 

 The New American Commentary exegetes the Hebrew for us as follows: 

The atypical placement of the subject before the verb in the opening line of the final act is 
deliberate and literarily significant for two reasons. First, by avoiding the usual sequential 
narrative verb form (waw-consecutive imperfect) the narrator breaks the temporal sequence of 
episodes and signals the beginning of a new act rather than another scene within the preceding 
act. But in so doing he does not intend to drive a major chronological wedge between chaps. 3 
and 4. On the contrary, in view of Boaz’s midnight promise to take action on behalf of Ruth “in 
the morning” (3:13) and Naomi’s expression of confidence that Boaz will not rest unless he 
settles the matter “today” (3:18), this episode must be understood to have transpired that very 
day. 
Second, by front-loading Boaz, the reader’s attention is drawn to this character. Admittedly 
Ruth’s fate will be a key issue in the court proceedings, but the narrator hereby forces the reader 
to focus on Boaz. This first impression is confirmed by the way in which each of the segments of 
this scene are constructed. In this first episode he is the one who takes the initiative in calling the 
court into session: he goes up to the gate and sits down; he notices the nearer kinsman and calls 
him over; he summons ten of the elders to session. The other characters merely respond to his 
initiatives. In the second stage (vv. 3–8) Boaz presents the issue to the nearer redeemer with a 
thirty-six-word speech, to which the man replies positively with two words. Then Boaz introduces 
the complicating factor in the case, and the man declares his change of mind. In the end the 
audience’s and the reader’s attention is shifted to Boaz by the transfer of the nearer kinsman’s 
sandal. The third episode (vv. 9–10) is taken up entirely with Boaz’s speech, as he explains the 
significance of his actions this day. In the final segment (vv. 11–12) Boaz is silent to be sure, but 
he is the focus of the court witnesses’ blessing. 

 
Boaz’s first action in this scene is to go up to the gate. The verb ʿālâ, “to go up,” reflects the 
relatively higher position of the town vis-à-vis the surrounding countryside and answers to Ruth’s 
movement from town “down” (yārad) to the threshing floor in 3:3, 6. But since to “go up to the 
gate” is also idiomatic for “to go to court,” this sentence introduces a secondary function of city 
gates in this context. City gates in Palestine in the early iron age were complex structures with 
lookout towers at the outside and a series of rooms on either side of the gateway where defenders 
of the town would be stationed. But these gateways also served a secondary purpose, as a 
gathering place for the citizens of the town. This was where the official administrative and 
judicial business of the community was conducted. Verse 13 of chap. 3 had left Ruth and the 
reader wondering how Boaz would overcome the obstacle to their desire to marry. Now we learn 
that Boaz has decided to put the case to a court of law. 

																																																								
10 Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
 
11 Bible Knowledge Commentary. 



	
	

 
Normally when individuals would come in from the fields and go up to the town, they would pass 
right through the gate and go straight to their homes. But Boaz seems to have had no time to go 
home. Having arrived at the gate, he “sat there.” The citizens would recognize this as an official 
act; he had arrived for legal business. No sooner had he sat down than the gōʾēl “just happened” 
to pass by. The word hinnēh, “Behold,” which begins the second sentence of v. 1 (not reflected in 
the NIV), serves two functions: expressing Boaz’s surprise at his appearance and turning the 
reader’s attention to a new character in the drama. With a superficial reading of the book the 
timing of the kinsman-redeemer’s arrival may seem coincidental, but a deeper reading will 
recognize again the hidden hand of God. In 3:13, when Boaz had suggested to Ruth that he would 
take action in the morning, he had invoked the name of Yahweh in an oath as a sign of his 
determination to resolve the issue quickly. Now Yahweh ensures the quick resolution of the matter 
by sending him by the gate just as Boaz was sitting down. Presumably the gōʾēl was on his way 
out of town to work in his fields. 

 
Addressing the man directly, Boaz invited the gōʾēl to turn aside and sit down. But the way in 
which he addressed the man is curious. The expression pĕlōnî ʾalmōnî, rendered “my friend” in 
the NIV, has caused difficulty since Talmudic times. Although most modern versions render the 
word “My friend,”4 the REB and the NAB follow the Latin Vulgate in reading variations of “He 
called to him by name.” But this seems to be precisely what he did not do. The NJPS has “So-and 
so.” 

 
The rhyming of these words creates the impression of an artificial creation, a kind of wordplay 
known as farrago, in which unrelated and perhaps even meaningless rhyming words are 
combined to produce a new idiom. English equivalents might be “hodge-podge,” “helter-
skelter,” “heebie-jeebies,” and “hocus-pocus.” In such wordplays the meaning of the phrase is 
much greater than the sum of its parts. In fact, it may be unrelated to the meaning of the parts. 

 
The meanings of pĕlōnî and ʾalmōnî individually are difficult to establish. The first could be 
derived from pālâ, “to be different, distinct,” but this scarcely advances the discussion. More 
helpful are the occurrences of related words in the cognate Semitic languages, specifically 
plny/pila-nu, “a certain one,” in Aramaic, fulān in Arabic (the origin of Spanish fulano, “John 
Doe”), and fellān in Tigre, on the basis of which pĕlōnî may be defined as “so and so,” 
“someone known.” Apparently the word is used “when the proper name cannot or should not be 
used.” The second element, in this idiom ʾalmōnî, is equally enigmatic. Some find the origin of 
this word in ʾal-mōneh, “not counted, not named,” but a derivation from ʾālam, “to be silent, 
dumb,” hence “quiet one,” is more likely. Whatever Boaz’s motivation in using this designation 
for the gōʾēl, in the present literary context ʾalmōnî seems to play on ʾalmānâ, the Hebrew word 
for “widow.” Remarkably, the latter expression never occurs in this book, even though three of 
the characters (Naomi, Ruth, Orpah) are widows. This chapter specifically deals with a legal 
resolution of the problem of widowhood for two of these. 

 
A clue to the meaning of the idiom here may be found in its two other occurrences in the Old 
Testament. In 1 Sam 21:2 [Hb. 3] and 2 Kgs 6:8 the same expression is applied to places whose 
names are withheld, hence “such and such a place.” The idiom seems to be archaic, its real 
meaning having been lost; but it continues to be used merely as an indicator of an indefinite 
person or place. The rendering “Mr. So-and-so,” found in the NJPS, certainly captures the sense 
better than the NIV’s “my friend,” but our “Hey you” also works in the present context.10 

 
But this raises an important question: Why would the narrator, who is otherwise so careful with 
names, keep this character anonymous? Whatever the motivation, the effect is to diminish our 



	
	

respect for him. To be sure, nothing overtly negative is said about him, but like Orpah, who 
serves as a foil for Ruth in chap. 1, this man presents a contrast to Boaz. He may be the gōʾēl, but 
he will shortly be dismissed as irrelevant to the central theme of the book: the preservation of the 
royal line of David. 

 
Whatever the meaning of Boaz’s expression for the gōʾēl, it communicated, and the man came 
and sat down with Boaz. With the principals in this court case present, it remained for Boaz to 
gather a quorum of witnesses. The verb lāqaḥ, “to take, procure,” suggests that, unlike the gōʾēl, 
who happened to be passing by just then, Boaz had to go and round up enough men to constitute 
a legal assembly. Obviously the men were all full citizens of Bethlehem; being identified as elders 
they were responsible for the administration of the town. The fact that they left their work and 
followed Boaz reflects his stature in the community. As noted earlier, the side chambers of town 
gates in ancient Israel were designed so that the town’s business could be done here, complete 
with plastered benches around the walls for the men to sit. If the gate at Bethlehem was the size 
of the tenth century b.c. Gezer gate (slightly more than seven by fourteen feet, there would have 
been room for all twelve men, but it would have been crowded; and observers would have had to 
look on from the passageway outside the chamber. Since Bethlehem was always a less significant 
center than Gezer, the gateway might have been smaller, in which case the proceedings probably 
transpired in the plaza just inside the gate. 
 

 

Dr. Wiersbe points out the reason behind the law of the kinsman-redeemer law.  The 
purpose was to make sure the helpless and widows were always cared for throughout their lives.  
As a righteous man, Boaz was doing everything to ensure that Ruth and Naomi did not “fall 
through the cracks.” However, many men were not as righteous and Godly as Boaz.  Some 
would seize the opportunity to snatch up some land and make some money. God’s prophets 
spoke out against this injustice (cf. 1 Kings 21; Isa. 5:8-10; Hab. 2:9-12). The abuse of the land 
was the reason for captivity in Babylon and Persia (cf. 2 Chron. 36:21).12 

 

He said to the redeemer, “Naomi, who has returned from the territory of Moab, is selling the 
portion of the field that belonged to our brother Elimelech. 4 I thought I should inform you:[b] 
Buy it back in the presence of those seated here and in the presence of the elders of my people. 
If you want to redeem it, do it. But if you do[c] not want to redeem it, tell me so that I will know, 
because there isn’t anyone other than you to redeem it, and I am next after you.” “I want to 
redeem it,” he answered. Then Boaz said, “On the day you buy the field from Naomi, you will 
acquire[d] Ruth the Moabitess, the wife of the deceased man, to perpetuate the man’s name on 
his property.”[e] The redeemer replied, “I can’t redeem it myself, or I will ruin my own 
inheritance. Take my right of redemption, because I can’t redeem it.”  At an earlier period in 
Israel, a man removed his sandal and gave it to the other party in order to make any matter 
legally binding concerning the right of redemption or the exchange of property. This was the 
method of legally binding a transaction in Israel. So the redeemer removed his sandal and 
said to Boaz, “Buy back the property yourself.” – 4:3-8. 
																																																								
12 
 Warren Wiersbe. 
 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ruth+4&version=CSB#fen-CSB-7195b
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ruth+4&version=CSB#fen-CSB-7195c
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 The law of the kinsman-redeemer which forms the foundation of the storyline of the book 

of Ruth is found in Leviticus 25:23-34. The law of levirate marriage is found in Deuteronomy 

25:5-10. As mentioned above, these laws were established to protect the widows and the poor 

who wanted their land to stay in their families.13 

 Women were not allowed to inherit their husband’s estates. This was the way that the 

land could remain in the family and be perpetuated. Most likely, Naomi had money from the sale 

of the land, but she would never be allowed to own it. The closest male member of her family 

was given the right to inherit the land (cf. Num. 27:7-11).14 

Boaz presented the situation to the nearer kinsman, and it is interesting to note that the 

kinsman immediately jumped at the chance to purchase the property, until he heard the 

stipulation – he must marry Ruth so that the land would remain in the family. When the nearer 

kinsman heard this, he backed out and didn’t agree to the deal.  He was concerned that his own 

inheritance would be jeopardized.  He did not give a reason, but perhaps he was afraid that if he 

gave Ruth a son, he would inherit all of his land and cause a problem with the rest of his family. 

In any case, he was not willing to redeem the land if it included Ruth.  He invited Boaz to 

redeem it as the next of kin down the line.15  

 The custom of removing the sandal and handing it to Boaz means he was giving him 

legal right to claim the property, and could therefore “walk” on it.  After this, we never hear of 

this man again, but Ruth and Boaz go down in history as the ancestors of King David and our 

Lord Jesus.16 

 
 The New American Commentary exegetes the Hebrew as follows: 
 

These verses represent an ancient equivalent to modern transcripts of court proceedings. The 
report flows smoothly except for the insertion of v. 7, which is an explanatory comment for a 
readership unfamiliar with the legal custom reflected in v. 6. Excepting this verse, the account is 

																																																								
13 Warren Wiersbe. 
 
14 Teacher’s Bible Commentary.  
 
15 Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
16 
 Bible Knowledge Commentary. 
  



	
	

dominated by dialogue, with Boaz and the gōʾēl exchanging speeches. Boaz’s primary role in the 
proceedings and in the mind of the narrator is reflected by the amount of space devoted to his 
comments. In three speeches he utters ninety-three words, while his counterpart speaks only 
nineteen. 

 
Unfortunately, however, the interpretation of these speeches is fraught with problems, primarily 
because of our chronological and cultural distance from the events recorded here. Whereas the 
author knew exactly what he was writing about and was in fact extremely concerned that his 
readers understand (note the addition of v. 7), modern readers have inadequate grasp of the 
language of the book, and above all of ancient Israelite customs regarding widowhood, 
inheritance, redemption, and so forth. 

 
Boaz’s First Speech (4:3–4c) 

 
4:3–4c It seems Boaz wasted no time in getting to the heart of the matter. The NIV obscures the 
emphatic construction of the Hebrew, which places the object in front (lit.): “the portion of field 
belonging to our brother Elimelech Naomi, who returned from the field of Moab, is selling.” As 
in 2:3 the identification of the property in question as Elimelech’s portion (ḥelqâ; cf. Deut 33:21; 
Josh 24:32; 2 Kgs 9:21, 25) is rooted in the apportionment of the land among the tribes and clans 
of Israel under Joshua. According to Mosaic law this land was never to leave the family, and the 
institution of the gōʾēl was one of the nation’s customs designed to prevent this from happening 
(Lev 25:25–30). Boaz reminds the man of a small but significant detail: the owner of the land was 
“our brother,” that is, a relative to both of them. How closely related they were we may only 
speculate. As recounted in Deut 25:5–10, the legal levirate obligation applied to the immediate 
brothers of a deceased man (so also Genesis 38). While we have no textual documentation, it is 
possible, perhaps even likely, that according to Israelite custom (not law), in cases where there 
was no unmarried brother, the principle of levirate obligation was extended in accordance with 
the “pecking order” in inheritance law. According to Num 27:9–11, if a man died without a 
progeny (either son or daughter), his property would pass to his brothers; if he had no progeny 
or brothers, it would pass to his paternal uncles (father’s brothers); if he had no progeny, 
brothers, or paternal uncles, the property would pass to his nearest relative from his own clan. 
The text does not indicate how far down this order Boaz and the gōʾēl were. In 2:1, however, the 
narrator does note that Boaz was from the clan of Elimelech. If the gōʾēl was a closer relative 
than Boaz (3:12), he must have been ahead in the pecking order. 

 
According to Boaz’s opening line in v. 3, the need for the present court case was precipitated by a 
decision of Naomi, who had recently returned from the land of Moab. But the nature of that 
decision is disputed. According to the NIV, Naomi was selling the land that belonged to 
Elimelech. This looks like an appropriate rendering of the verb mākĕrâ, the feminine perfect of 
mākar, which normally means “to sell.” However, this interpretation flies in the face of ancient 
Israelite customs regarding land ownership, according to which Naomi, a widow, was in no 
position to sell the land. The regulations concerning the transfer of real estate in Numbers 27 
cited above have the land of a deceased man passing to the son or daughter(!), or brother, or 
uncle, or another near relative; but there is no hint of a widow being allowed to claim the land. 
This explains why a widow’s lot in Israel was so precarious. With the death of her husband, she 
lost her base of support.14 It also explains why Mosaic law was so concerned to protect the widow, 
along with the orphan and the alien, from oppression and exploitation. The precarious economic 
position of widows has been assumed in the previous chapters; why else would Ruth need to 
experience the humiliation of scavenging after harvesters, and why was she at the mercy of some 
gracious landowner (2:2)? 

 



	
	

If Naomi was not selling the land, then what was she doing? The answer lies in part in a more 
nuanced understanding of the verb mākar. It is true that in most cases in the Old Testament the 
word denotes an economic transaction involving transfer or sale of property, movable or real 
estate, from one owner to another. By no means, however, does it always involve a sale. In the 
Book of Judges we observed the figurative use of the verbs in the formula, “the Lord ‘sold’ Israel 
into the hand of [the enemy]” (Judg 3:8; 4:2–3; 10:7–8). Here mākar serves as a stronger 
alternative to nāten, “to give.” None of these cases involved a purchase or money. At the 
personal economic level a person in debt may “hand himself over” or “be handed over” 
(yimmākēr) to a creditor for six years (Deut 15:12; Jer 34:14) or until the next Year of Jubilee 
(Lev 25:39–54), or a piece of patrimonial land may be “handed over” (timmākēr) to another 
person until the next Year of Jubilee (Lev 25:23–28; 27:20–24), but neither case constitutes a 
true sale. This interpretation is confirmed in the regulations concerning the use of patrimonial 
lands in Lev 25:13–16 and houses in 25:29–31. At issue is not the transfer of ownership of 
property but “the acquisition of the right of holding in usufruct someone else’s property until the 
next Jubilee Year.” Accordingly, Naomi’s action was not to sell the land that belonged to her 
deceased husband Elimelech; it was not hers to sell because by law ownership of the land would 
be transferred to the nearest relative (Num 27:8–11). What she had done was authorize the court 
to give it in usufruct to the gōʾēl. 

 
What had happened to Elimelech’s land since he had taken his family to Moab and since he had 
died we can only speculate. It seems most reasonable that moving to Moab had been a last resort 
for Elimelech. Before he would embark on such a drastic (and shameful) course of action, he 
would have attempted every other alternative, including selling the land to an outsider (cf. Lev 
25:25–30). Obviously the poverty continued; and after the money from the sale was used up, he 
seems to have been faced with two choices: sell himself into slavery (cf. Lev 25:47–55) or move to 
a place where food was available. In moving to Moab he chose the lesser of two evils. 

 
Meanwhile ten years had elapsed. During that time Elimelech and his two heirs had died in the 
land of Moab, and back in Bethlehem it appears the land had fallen into the hands of someone 
outside the family. When Naomi returned with Ruth, she could not automatically reclaim the land 
and begin making her own living from it. Consequently she and Ruth are left with no options but 
to scavenge for food. It seems, however, that because of Boaz’s generosity Naomi and Ruth had 
been assured of sufficient food for the near future, enabling the senior widow to turn her attention 
to the legal issues relating to the patrimonial holdings of her husband. 

 
Boaz’s use of the perfect, mākĕrâ, is best interpreted as “a perfective of resolve,” that is, “she 
has decided to give up the right of usufruct.” But Boaz was now initiating efforts to get the land 
back into the family. Nowhere does the text suggest that Naomi had contacted Boaz to arrange 
for the legal transfer of the rights. Nevertheless he seems to have concluded from the events of the 
previous night that he must do something about the land; it is not right for it to remain in an 
outsider’s hands. Even though his conversation with Ruth at the threshing floor had not 
mentioned land at all, he knew that gaining the rights to the use of Naomi’s property was the key 
to winning the right to Ruth’s hand. 

 
Having announced the occasion for calling the court to session in v. 3, that is, Naomi’s decision 
to dispose of her deceased husband’s land in v. 4, Boaz explained his own involvement in this 
case. Not presuming upon a favorable reception from the gōʾēl, he began cautiously and 
apologetically (more literally): “As for me, I thought, I will open your ears by saying,” The idiom 
“to open the ears” has its origin in a nonverbal gesture to be sure, but to suggest that it has its 
background in a legal context where one party exposes the ear of the other by pushing the hair 
back20 is unnecessarily speculative and precise. This idiom occurs thirteen times in the Old 



	
	

Testament and is usually interpreted by the NIV and most others to mean “to inform.” But the 
present form, with a following lēʾmōr (lit. “to say”), occurs elsewhere only in 1 Sam 9:15 and 2 
Sam 7:27. Since these two cases have lēʾmōr followed by declarative sentences describing the 
information communicated, to translate the idiom as “to inform” might be justified. It hardly 
suits the present situation, however, which has an imperative (qĕnēh, “acquire,” rendered by the 
NIV, “and suggest that you buy it”), not information for the gōʾēl, following the idiom. In this 
context “to open the ears” is best interpreted as “to get someone’s attention,” that is, to make a 
person receptive to communication. The following lēʾmōr, which should be rendered “by saying” 
introduces the quoted statement. 

 
Having won the gōʾēl’s attention, Boaz challenged him to acquire the rights to Elimelech’s land 
in the presence of the gathered witnesses. Just as mākar in v. 3 does not mean “to sell,” so here 
qānâ does not mean “to buy” but to accept Naomi’s offer and “acquire the rights of usufruct.” 
The witnesses are identified as those sitting in the gate, that is, the officially summoned ten, along 
with the elders of his people. It is possible that “the elders of my people” represents a nearer 
definition of the quorum of sitting witnesses, but it seems more likely that by now others have 
gathered in the passageway to observe the spectacle. Boaz’s ultimatum is simple: if the gōʾēl 
wishes to perform the duty or exercise the rights of a gōʾēl, then let him act; but if he prefers not 
to do so, then he should let Boaz know. 

 
The prescriptive texts concerning the role of the gōʾēl mentioned earlier had not covered the 
present case, that is, the rights of usufruct. This application of the laws suggests that the 
prescriptions in Leviticus and Deuteronomy were viewed neither as exhaustive nor restrictive to 
the situations described. Not every circumstance in which the principle could or should be 
applied is covered in that text. The present application arises from Israel’s distinctive theology of 
land (which is a gift of God and must remain within the family) and family (which must remain 
intact in order for the life of the ancestors to continue). 

 
Boaz concluded his first speech by asserting his need to know and giving the reason for 
presenting the demand to the gōʾēl: he has first rights to acquire the land, and he, Boaz, is next in 
line. As recorded, he did not declare that he would like to acquire the rights, but the implication 
would have been clear to everyone. 

 
The Gōʾēl’s First Speech (4:4d) 

 
4:4d The gōʾēl answered Boaz with a mere two words, ʾānōkî ʾegʾāl, “I will redeem it.” If Ruth 
was watching, her heart must have sunk. Boaz had expressed resignation to the will of the gōʾēl 
earlier (3:13), but in Ruth’s mind this was probably not an acceptable option. Meanwhile the 
reader wonders why Boaz has not mentioned her in the transaction. 

 
 
Boaz’s Second Speech (4:5) 

 
4:5 In v. 5 Boaz introduces Ruth as a complication to the present case. But the verse raises some 
of the most difficult problems in the book. The first part of the temporal clause is clear, 
anticipating a time (lit. “on the day”) when the gōʾēl would acquire the rights to Elimelech’s 
field from the hand of Naomi, that is, the transfer of the rights of usufruct. But what is to be made 
of the following clause, rendered, “and from Ruth the Moabitess, you acquire the dead man’s 
widow …”? Limitations of space prevent a discussion of all the options and force us to get to the 
point as quickly as possible. The NIV’s “and from Ruth” represents a fairly literal reading of 
ûmēʾēt, “and from with Ruth,” creating the impression that Ruth also had some legal interest in 



	
	

the land. But this is highly improbable. Because the verb qānîtā, “you acquire,” lacks a direct 
object according to the preserved Hebrew text (kethib), Hubbard follows BHS in emending 
consonantal wmʾt (“and from”) to wgm ʾt (“and also”) and understands Ruth to be the direct 
object. The same effect can be achieved, however, without the textual surgery by assuming that 
consonantal wmʾt consists of the conjunction waw, an enclitic mem and the sign of the direct 
object. 

 
The second major problem involves the form of the verb. the traditional Hebrew consonantal text 
reads qnyty, which normally would mean “I have acquired.” However, the Massoretes 
recognized the improbability of this spelling by vocalizing the word qānîtāy and suggesting an 
alternate reading qnyth. Vocalized qānîtāh, the latter means “you have acquired her.” This is 
the preferred reading, with the feminine suffix referring to Ruth, the direct object named at the 
beginning of the clause. 

 
Combining these solutions to the problems of this clause yields a sensible sentence that balances 
the previous, as the following juxtapositioning illustrates: 

 
On the day you buy the field from the hand of Naomi, 
And Ruth the Moabite, the wife of the deceased, you acquire. 

   
Boaz hereby reminded the gōʾēl that this transaction is more complex than merely acquiring 
usufruct rights to Elimelech’s field. Elimelech had a son whose death has left a second widow in 
the picture. This woman is implicated in any action that he as a gōʾēl might take. The manner in 
which Boaz introduced Ruth is significant. First, he introduced Ruth by her full name, “Ruth the 
Moabitess.” This more precise identification seems intended to cast doubts about the wisdom of 
acquiring the rights to Elimelech’s land in the mind of the gōʾēl. For Boaz, who has had direct 
contact with the woman, this is no problem, but he may have been counting on a measure of anti-
Moabite sentiment on the part of his kinsman, rendering him less inclined to accept Naomi’s 
offer. Second, he introduced her as “the wife of the deceased,” though which deceased he does 
not specify. The gōʾēl obviously knew about the death of Naomi’s husband. In view of Boaz’s 
comment in 3:11, he must also have known about Ruth, but at this point he withholds the name of 
her husband. We will not know until v. 9 whether Ruth’s deceased husband was Mahlon or 
Chilion. 

 
To this point in Boaz’s efforts to resolve the issue of Elimelech’s land, he seems to have sought an 
application of the Israelite custom of the gōʾēl, according to which a close relative was 
responsible for ensuring that the patrimonial land stayed within the family (Lev 25:25–30). With 
the final purpose clause, however, Boaz introduced a new notion. If the gōʾēl would acquire the 
usufruct rights to Elimelech’s land, he must also assume responsibility for rescuing the line of 
Elimelech. Presently the line is hanging on by two fragile threads: Naomi, Elimelech’s elderly 
widow, who is past child-rearing age, and Ruth, Elimelech’s Moabite daughter-in-law. But 
realistically the latter represented the only hope for the line. Accordingly Boaz added that if the 
gōʾēl would acquire rights to the land, he must also acquire Ruth with the specific purpose of 
marrying her and fathering a child through her on behalf of Elimelech and his son. Since the 
clause (lit.) “to establish the name of the deceased on his patrimonial land” borrows heavily 
from Deut 25:7, we observe here for the first time in the book an explicit reference to the levirate 
law. 

 
The word šēm, “name,” does not mean simply the label by which one is identified. Boaz was not 
asking the gōʾēl to recover the name “Elimelech” (or “Mahlon”) by giving it to someone. Rather, 
he used the name in its dynamic sense as a designation for the memory of a person’s deeds and 



	
	

achievements, ones’ reputation and honor, as well as a metonymic expression for one’s 
descendants, who give one a sort of posthumous existence. In the ancient world one of the most 
fearful curses one person could invoke on another was “May your seed perish and your name die 
out.” 

 
Technically there is nothing in the prescription concerning the levirate marriage in Deut 25:5–10 
that obligated either Boaz or the gōʾēl to marry Ruth and establish the name of Elimelech or 
Mahlon. The Mosaic prescription had the immediate brothers of the deceased in mind, and this is 
assumed in the application of the custom in Genesis 38 and 2 Sam 14:7. Accordingly, when Boaz 
challenged the gōʾēl to “establish the name of the deceased,” he was not appealing to the letter 
of the law but its spirit. Neither man was legally bound by Deut 25:5–10, but this does not 
eliminate a moral obligation. Boaz was prepared to operate on these grounds. The question is, 
Was the gōʾēl? 

 
With the purpose clause in v. 5 the reader observes the convergence of two distinctly Israelite 
customs: the preservation of a genealogical line, through the levirate law, and the maintenance of 
the patrimonial estate through the law of the gōʾēl. But Boaz’s motivation in summoning the 
court and his concern for Ruth are of interest for a second reason. In the previous chapter 
Naomi’s scheme to have Ruth and Boaz marry was grounded in her concern for Ruth’s security, 
and this was obviously part of Boaz’s motivation as well (3:10–13). The reference to a gōʾēl 
introduces a second incentive, however, which is in fact uppermost in the narrator’s mind. His 
concern is for the line of Elimelech, not his land nor the welfare of Ruth. Because the personal 
story of these characters must lead inexorably and ultimately to David, this sentence is one of the 
most significant in the book. 

 
The Gōʾēl’s Second Speech (4:6) 

 
4:6 Whatever enthusiasm the gōʾēl may have had after Boaz’s first speech for acquiring the 
rights of usufruct to Elimelech’s land was completely dampened by his second speech. Having 
received this added information, that Ruth came with the transfer, he declared that he could not 
“redeem,” that is, perform the obligation of a gōʾēl, for himself. No object for the verb gāʾal is 
specified. Ruth would be the nearer antecedent, but the “land” is apparently the primary object. 
The addition of lî, “for myself,” in the Hebrew text heightens the contrast between this man and 
Boaz, who appears throughout to be operating in the interests of others. 

 
After Boaz’s second speech the gōʾēl found himself on the horns of a dilemma. Actually he was 
faced with four options: First, while not legally bound, he could accept moral responsibility for 
Elimelech’s estate, redeem the field, marry Ruth, and ensure the well-being of Naomi, the senior 
widow. This would have been an honorable course of action. Second, he could redeem the field 
and pledge to marry Ruth but then renege on the pledge after the transaction was complete. By 
doing this, however, he would have jeopardized his own reputation and standing in the 
community. Third, he could reject the offer, thereby ceding the rights to the land and the 
responsibility of raising up the name of the deceased to Boaz. This move would not necessarily 
have been irresponsible. After all, Boaz intimated his interest in assuming the role of gōʾēl by 
declaring that he was next in line (v. 4). Fourth, he could accept the responsibility of a gōʾēl and 
redeem the field but reject the responsibility of a levir and cede to Boaz the moral obligation 
and/or right to marry Ruth. This would doubtless have cost him considerably in terms of respect 
and honor in the community in the short range and in long-range terms could have proved 
economically precarious. If Boaz would raise up the name of Elimelech by producing an heir 
through Ruth, this heir could eventually claim the original patrimony of Elimelech. 

 



	
	

Faced with this economic and ethical dilemma, the gōʾēl chose the third option. The negative 
purpose clause explaining his rationale suggests he seriously considered only the first two 
options. The clause itself is not difficult to translate: pen-ʾaḥšît ʾet-naḥălātî, means “lest I 
destroy/jeopardize my patrimonial estate.” However, it is not so clear how this statement is to be 
interpreted. How could the addition of Ruth into the equation jeopardize his own hereditary 
holdings, which presumably referred to the land that he had inherited from his own ancestors?  

 
Two factors need to be considered. First, when he added up the cost of redeeming the property, 
plus the cost of maintaining the widow Naomi, plus the cost of marrying Ruth, he may have 
concluded that this was not a fiscally sound move. Rather than enhancing his assets, the newly 
acquired responsibilities would drain resources from the holdings he had inherited from his own 
ancestors. Second, he probably also considered the implications of raising up the name of the 
deceased, that is, producing an heir for Elimelech. Given his own age and the age of Ruth, he 
may have thought that she might bear him no more than one child. Since this child would be 
legally considered the heir and descendant of Elimelech, upon the death of the gōʾēl he would 
inherit the property that had come into his hands through this present transaction as well as the 
gōʾēl’s inherited holdings. Furthermore, since the name of Elimelech had been established/raised 
up through the child, the gōʾēl’s entire estate would fall into the line of Elimelech, and his own 
name would disappear. Third, in view of Boaz’s introduction of Ruth as “the Moabitess,” he may 
have have pondered the ethnic implication of the transaction, concluding that his patrimonial 
estate would not be jeapordized by falling into the hands of one with Moabite blood in his veins. 

 
Having reflected on the implications, the gōʾēl announced his decision. In unequivocal and 
emphatic terms he declared (lit.), “Redeem for yourself, you, my redemption right [gĕʾullâ].” 
The noun gĕʾullâ, from the same root as gāʾal, is a technical term for the rights, privileges, and 
obligations of gōʾēl status. 

 
The Gōʾēl’s Nonverbal Speech (4:7–8) 

 
4:7–8 In v. 7 the narrator interrupts the report of the court proceedings with a parenthetical 
comment concerning an ancient legal custom. By modern standards of composition the 
clarification would have been more appropriate after v. 8, but its present location creates the 
impression of a pause in the proceedings and a shift from verbal to nonverbal legal 
communication. In any case, having said his piece in v. 6, the gōʾēl removed his sandal and 
handed it to Boaz. This was a symbolic act declaring his abdication of his own rights as the gōʾēl 
and their transfer to the next in line. The gesture was accompanied by another verbal declaration 
(v. 8), qĕnēh lāk, “Acquire for yourself.” The utterance represents a two-word recapitulation of 
his statement in v. 6. The use of the verb qānâ in place of gāʾal, “to redeem,” confirms our 
earlier interpretation of this verb as “to acquire” (see comments on v. 4). 

 
The narrator’s insertion of the parenthetical comment in v. 7 suggests that this custom was no 
add some additional explanatory comments. Sandals (naʿal) were the most common form of 
footwear in the ancient world, generally being made of leather and fastened with straps or laces. 
longer understood at the time of the writing of the book. For the sake of the modern reader we 
The act involved in this transaction is described as “taking off”40 the sandal and handing it to the 
person to whom rights are ceded. The narrator notes that the gōʾēl’s action follows an ancient 
practice in Israel.43 This nonverbal gesture was performed particularly in legal contexts involving 
“redemption” (haggĕʾûllâ) and “transfer of property” (hattĕmûrâ). The meaning of the former 
expression is clear by now; but the latter calls for further comment. The noun tĕmûrâ occurs 
elsewhere only five times, twice in Leviticus and three times in Job. Derived from a root mûr, 
which in the causative stem (hiphil) means “to change, exchange,” in Lev 27:10, 33 the word 



	
	

denotes a “substitute” sacrificial animal. Job 28:17 declares that no vessels of gold can equal or 
substitute for wisdom. Job 15:31 employs the expression in the sense of “reward, recompense” 
and in 20:18 as the act of bartering, trading. In contexts like the present it has to do with legal 
attestation of a transfer of goods or rights. 

 
The purpose of this legal gesture is defined with two expressions. The first is in the form of a 
purpose infinitive phrase (lit.), “to put any matter into effect,” that is, to make it legally binding 
(NIV “to become final”). Boaz used the same verb in v. 5 of “establishing” the name of the 
deceased. The second expression of purpose functions as a summarizing verbless clause (lit.), 
“Now this is/was the form of attestation/legalization in Israel.” The noun tĕʿûdâ, “form of 
attestation/legalization,” occurs elsewhere only in Isa 8:16, 20. It derives from a root ʿûd, which 
in the causative stem (hiphil) carries two senses, “to warn, admonish” and “to call to witness.” 
The latter is obviously intended here, a conclusion confirmed by Boaz’s declaration of the role of 
the observers in v. 9: they are ʿēdîm, “witnesses,” which derives from the same root.17 
 
 

 
Boaz said to the elders and all the people, “You are witnesses today that I am buying from 
Naomi everything that belonged to Elimelech, Chilion, and Mahlon. 10 I have also acquired 
Ruth the Moabitess, Mahlon’s widow, as my wife, to perpetuate the deceased man’s name on 
his property, so that his name will not disappear among his relatives or from the gate of his 
hometown. You are witnesses today.” – 4:9-10. 
 
 As soon as the nearer kinsman chose to not claim the property, Boaz seized the 

opportunity. He quickly declared a formal transaction of his claim on Elimelech’s land as the 

next of kin, and asked the elders to bear witness to the fact. He specifically stated his intentions 

to marry Ruth and claim Mahlon’s inheritance so that his name would perpetuate. Boaz was 

reminding the nearer kinsman that he had an obligation to marry Ruth. She came with the deal, 

or there was no deal.  And there was no deal with this guy. He didn’t want the whole package.  

Obviously, Boaz was more than happy to take the deal if he didn’t want it.18  

 The New American Commentary exegetes the Hebrew for us as follows: 

With the transfer of the sandal as the final legal gesture, the official court proceedings were 
complete. The rights and responsibilities of redemption vis-à-vis Elimelech’s estate had been 
officially transferred to Boaz, and he was legally recognized as the gōʾēl. Boaz’s legal standing 
had been advanced, but now the “peloni almoni” (v. 1) may disappear from the scene. In 
relinquishing his rights in the present context his name also disappears from history. In keeping 
with ancient legal proceedings, Boaz then turned to the witnesses and presented an impassioned 
closing speech, offering his interpretation of the significance of the scene they have observed. As 
in v. 4 the narrator refers to two groups of observers, though they are identified slightly 

																																																								
17 New American Commentary.  
 
18 Teacher’s Bible Commentary. 
 



	
	

differently: “those sitting” and “the elders of my people” are replaced by “the elders” 
(hazzĕqēnîm) and “all the people.” The former expression probably refers to the ten whom Boaz 
had formally summoned (v. 2); and the latter, to all who had in the meantime been passing 
through the gate on the way to work but who had stopped to watch what was happening in one of 
the chambers. 

 
Boaz’s speech is framed by identical clauses at the beginning and at the end. With this 
declaration he adds a second form of attestation to go along with the passing of the sandal he 
now has in his possession. In the future if his claims to the rights to Elimelech’s land or his claim 
to Ruth are ever questioned, not only will he be able to produce the sandal, but he also will 
appeal to this host of witnesses that has observed him gain this right through legal process. 
Within this framework Boaz’s speech divides into two parts: a summary of his own role and the 
legal transaction on the one hand and an explanation of his motivation in seeking the status of 
gōʾēl with respect to the estate of Elimelech on the other. From the narrator’s perspective the 
twofold reference to “today” highlights Boaz’s promptness in fulfilling his promise to Ruth in 
3:13 and in the fulfillment of Naomi’s words in 3:18. 

 
Boaz’s summary of his actions consists of two parts. The first (v. 9b) focuses on the estate of 
Elimelech, and the second focuses on the person of Ruth (v. 10a). With respect to the former,  

 
Boaz refers to the estate as “all that belongs to Elimelech, Chilion and Mahlon.” The addition of 
the names of Elimelech’s sons raises the inheritance implications. Boaz reverses the narrator’s 
order of the two names in 1:2, 5, presumably because he will name Mahlon again in v. 10. The 
NIV’s rendering of v. 9 creates the impression that Boaz actually bought the estate of Elimelech, 
but this is wrong on several counts. First, as noted earlier, the estate was not Naomi’s to sell.  

 
She had merely relinquished the right to hold it in trust and transferred that right to the gōʾēl. 
Second, the court proceedings were not about redeeming land but transferring the right to 
redeem it. Through this action Boaz’s status is changed from being a gōʾēl to being the gōʾēl 
(haggōʾēl). Third, the actual redemption of the land still lay in the future and would involve 
negotiations between Boaz and the person who currently held Elimelech’s estate. 

 
In the second portion of his summary Boaz declared that he had also acquired the rights to Ruth. 
He mentioned the estate of Elimelech first because his right to Ruth was contingent upon gaining 
the right to the property. It is obvious from the construction of the sentence, however, that Ruth 
was his primary goal (lit.): “And also Ruth, the Moabitess, the wife of Mahlon, I have acquired 
for myself.” The use of the full name “Ruth the Moabitess” may be required by the legal context, 
but it is evident that Ruth’s Moabite status is no barrier for Boaz. On the contrary, perhaps 
because of her public reputation but especially because of his personal contacts with her, he 
seems to relish the prospect of marriage to this foreigner. His identification of Ruth specifically 
as the wife of Mahlon is also illuminating. We had known since the beginning that both she and 
Orpah were married to the sons of Elimelech and Naomi, but now for the first time we learn 
which woman had been married to which man. 

 
The remainder of v. 10 is devoted to explaining Boaz’s motivation in the preceding legal 
proceedings. Again it is obvious that his primary interest is Ruth and not the estate. In v. 9 he had 
not bothered to explain why he desired the status of haggōʾēl, “the kinsman-redeemer,” vis-à-vis 
Elimelech’s property, but now he offers his reasons for wanting Ruth. The addition of “for a 
wife” (NIV “as my wife”) creates the initial impression that his motives are purely personal. But 
not for long. In Boaz’s explanation of his motivation in the foregoing legal efforts he used three 
significant expressions. His first goal was to establish the name of the deceased on his own 



	
	

patrimonial holding. The infinitive phrase translated “in order to maintain the name of the dead 
with his property” is identical to the challenge he had put to the gōʾēl in v. 5. Boaz’s second goal 
was to prevent the name of the deceased from being (lit.) “cut off from his brothers.” The 
expression “cut off the name” represents one of several expressions for annihilating one’s honor 
and reputation and preventing one’s posthumous existence. Boaz’s third goal is to prevent his 
name from being cut off from (lit.) “the gate of his place.” “His place” is a designation for the 
town, that is, Bethlehem, but the NIV’s interpretation of šaʿar, “gate,” as “records” is 
misleading.  

 
Here “gate” functions metonymically for “the assembly” that meets at the gate. This decision by 
Boaz is intended to guarantee Elimelech/Mahlon the right to representation in the gathering of 
the town council. In the end Mr. So-and-So will disappear without a name, but the security of 
Mahlon’s and Elimelech’s names is hereby guarded. 

 

All the people who were at the city gate, including the elders, said, “We are 
witnesses. May the LORD make the woman who is entering your house like Rachel 
and Leah, who together built the house of Israel. May you be powerful in 
Ephrathah and your name well known in Bethlehem. 12 May your house become 
like the house of Perez, the son Tamar bore to Judah, because of the offspring 
the LORD will give you by this young woman.” – 4:11-12. 
 
 The elders of Bethlehem affirm their witness to the transaction between Boaz and the 

go’el.  As they affirm the transaction, they give Boaz and Ruth a three-fold blessing which 

speaks to the situation at hand. First, they pray that Ruth would be fertile like Leah and find 

fertility like Rachel.  With this blessing, they pray that the barrenness of Moab would become 

blessing in Israel.  They continue by praying that Boaz will find good standing and be 

remembered as a leader in Bethlehem. Thirdly, they remember the blessing of the levirate union 

of Tamar and Judah, though marred with promiscuity.  Scholars note that the descendants of 

Tamar and Judah’s son Perez settled in Bethlehem, of which Boaz is one (cf. 1 Chron. 2:5, 18, 

50-54).19 

 The New American Commentary exegetes the passage for us as follows: 

 
The response to Boaz’s appeal by (lit.) “all the people who were in the gate” and “the elders” 
(the NIV reverses the order of the two groups) was positive in the extreme. First, they answer 
Boaz’s twofold challenge at the beginning and end of his speech and accept their official role in 
the legal proceedings. Since biblical Hebrew has no word for “Yes,”51 they declare their response 
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by repeating Boaz’s last word and affirming unanimously, ʿēdîm, “Witnesses!” With this speech-
act they have indeed fulfilled their present legal obligations, but this does not mean they are 
finished. On the contrary, they break out in an effusive pronouncement of blessing upon Boaz. 

 
The benediction consists of three parts. Although the people’s attention was focused primarily on 
Boaz, they expressed their concern for him with a prayer for Ruth’s fertility. They did not mention 
her by name but referred to her as “the woman who is coming into your house.” The expression 
“who is coming/about to come to your home” derives from the ancient customary practice of the 
wedding party proceeding to the home of the groom after the marriage ceremony and him 
formally ushering the bride into his house.54 The witnesses’ request concerning Ruth is 
extraordinary inasmuch as they pray that Yahweh would grant this foreign woman a place among 
the matriarchs of Israel along with Rachel and Leah. As is well known, Rachel and Leah were the 
daughters of Laban the Aramean, whom Jacob married and who became the ancestresses of the 
twelve tribes of Israel. The order of the names, with Rachel before Leah, is striking not only 
because Leah was the senior and dominant wife but especially because Bethlehem belonged to 
the tribe of Judah, whose eponymous ancestor was one of Leah’s sons.  

 
But just as the order of Chilion and Mahlon in v. 9 prepares for the reference to the latter in the 
following verse, so this order sets the stage for the attention given to Judah in v. 12. By invoking 
the intervention of Yahweh on Ruth’s behalf, the townsfolk are thinking specifically of the 
matriarchs’ fertility. Just as Rachel and Leah had built up the house of Israel, so, they pray, may 
Ruth build up the house of Boaz. The idiom “to build a house,” which means “to have progeny, 
descendants, to establish a family,” derives from the Mosaic Torah concerning the levirate 
marriage (Deut 25:9), adding further evidence that Boaz’s marriage to Ruth is intended as such. 
But the people’s invocation of Yahweh to make this possible is in keeping with the psalmist’s 
notion that “unless the Lord builds a house, they labor in vain who build it” (Ps 127:1). 

 
The second part of the blessing was directed to Boaz and is constructed of two parallel lines: 

 
May you prosper (lit. make wealth) in Ephrathah (waʿăśēh ḥayil bĕʾeprātâ), 
And may a name be called in Bethlehem (ûqĕrāʾ-šēm bĕbêt lāḥem). 

 
Because of the wide range of meanings that may be ascribed to ḥayil, the meaning of the first line 
is difficult to pin down. ʿāśâ ḥayil could mean “to act valiantly,” “to perform honorably,” or “to 
show great strength,” but “to make wealth,” that is, “to prosper,” seems most appropriate in the 
context of a blessing associated with marriage. 

 
Typical of Hebrew parallelism, the second line builds on the first. The idiom qārāʾ šēm, “to call a 
name,” is normally used of naming a person, the phrase being followed immediately by the name 
given or introduced by a preposition. The present construction with “in” + geographic name 
occurs only here.62 To call/mention a person’s name in a place after his death means more than 
“to keep the name [that is, the reputation] alive” (REB); it also perceives the person as living on 
in his descendants in the place named. The ancients believed that when a person’s name is never 
mentioned after his death, he ceases to exist (Isa 14:20). 

 
In the third element of their blessing (v. 12) the witnesses prayed that Boaz’s house would 
become like the house of Perez, whom Tamar bore to Judah. This reference to Tamar, Judah, and 
Perez reinforces the impression that the narrator has been writing the story of Boaz and Ruth 
with Genesis 38 in the back of his mind. This most celebrated narrative of levirate obligation and 
betrayal also involved a widow whose husband, Er, had died without producing an heir. Failing 
to get Er’s brother, Onan, to fulfill his levirate obligation and despairing of waiting for Shelah, 



	
	

another younger brother, to grow up, Tamar pretended to be a prostitute and tricked Judah, her 
own father-in-law, into having sexual intercourse with her. As unlikely as it may seem, she 
conceived and eventually bore twin sons, Perez and Zerah. Together with Shelah these two sons 
become the ancestors of the tribe of Judah (Gen 46:12; Num 26:20; etc.) Of these three, Perez’s 
descendants seem to have played the most significant role in Israel’s history, but Perez is 
mentioned here because he was the ancestor of Boaz’s clan living in Bethlehem. The point of 
comparison between Ruth and Tamar is neither their characters nor the manner in which they 
conceived (Tamar’s was the result of incestuous deception) but the common levirate nature of 
their unions. Through Tamar, whose husband had died childless, Judah had fathered Perez,66 who 
became the ancestor of a host of clans, including the clan (mišpāḥâ; cf. 2:1) of Boaz. Now the 
witnesses prayed that through this widow, Ruth, Boaz may father a son and live on through his 
numerous progeny, even as Judah lives on in his descendants. There is no mention of the men’s 
characters either. However, considering the rabbinic hermeneutical principle of “from greater to 
lesser,” the reader cannot help but think that if Yahweh had given immoral Judah a double 
blessing in the birth of twins and if Judah flourished through Perez, how much brighter are the 
prospects for Boaz and Ruth. These two have been presented from beginning to end as persons 
with the highest ethical standards; they embody covenant ḥesed. But the witnesses did not appeal 
to their characters. Recognizing Yahweh as the source of blessing and family, they assumed that 
Boaz’s having offspring through Ruth depended on the divine gift. 

 
Little did those who uttered these words realize how prophetic the words would be. Ten of them 
were witnesses to this event because they had been summoned; the rest had simply gathered out 
of curiosity over what was happening in the gate. Now, inspired by the Spirit of God, they joined 
in a spontaneous and unanimous pronouncement of blessing upon Boaz. They had come to 
witness, but they left prophesying. Had they been around long enough to see the fulfillment of 
their prayer, they would have observed the establishment of a name and a house far greater than 
Perez, the house of King David, a name commemorated to this day in the flag of the state of 
Israel. 

 

 The elders had no clue how much the Lord was going to allow their blessing to come to 

fruition in Ruth and Boaz’ lives.  Scholars point out that they had no idea they were praying with 

the great grandfather of one of their greatest kings and an ancestor of their promised Messiah, 

Jesus Christ. Furthermore, this family would have national significance on the modern nation of 

Israel as the “star” of their great grandson would become the national symbol of the nation 

displayed on its flag.20 

 
Boaz took Ruth and she became his wife. He slept with her, and the LORD granted conception 
to her, and she gave birth to a son. – 4:13. 
 
 The beautiful love story reaches its climax with marriage and conception. In one simple 

verse, sorrow turns to joy, despair to hope, and emptiness to plenty.  All because two people 
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committed their lives to whatever the Lord had for them, and His sovereign plan worked out 

because they were obedient.  The faithful hesed of the Lord has proven  itself faithful! 

 The New American Commentary exegetes this verse as follows: 

Verse 13 telescopes nine months of personal history. The first half focuses on Boaz’s actions after 
the court scene of the previous chapter. Following the spontaneous pronouncement of the 
blessing upon Boaz, without emotion the narrator announces the basic facts of any Israelite 
marriage, noting the roles of each of the participants in the event. 

 
First, Boaz married Ruth. According to the Hebrew idiom he took her and she became his wife. 
The expression is typically ancient Near Eastern and biblical, inasmuch as the responsibility for 
the establishment and maintenance of the household rested on the man’s shoulders. The idiom 
also reflects the specific custom of the man taking (lāqaḥ) his wife to his house as part of the 
marriage ritual (Deut 20:7). In “becoming his wife” Ruth’s social progression is completed. She 
had graduated from the status of nokriyyâ, “foreigner” (2:10), to šipḥâ, “lowest servant” (2:13), 
to ʾāmâ, “maidservant” (3:9), and now to ʾiššâ, “wife.” Having married Ruth, Boaz “went to” 
Ruth. This is the common Hebrew expression for the consummation of a marriage through sexual 
intercourse. The idiom is popularly thought to derive from the male act of penetration, but this 
would have been expressed with bôʾ bĕ, “to enter,” rather than bôʾ ʾel, “to go to.” The idiom 
actually reflects the entrance of a man into the tent or bride chamber of his wife for the purpose 
of intercourse. 

 
Second, “the Lord gave her [Ruth] conception” (literal rendering). This is only the second time 
in the book where the narrator has God as a subject of a verb (cf. 1:6), but how significant is this 
statement! The expression hērāyôn, “conception, pregnancy,” occurs in only two other Old 
Testament texts: Gen 3:16 and Hos 9:11. But the present idiom, “to grant/give conception,” is 
unique. This statement must be interpreted against the backdrop of Ruth’s apparently ten-year 
marriage with Mahlon, for whom she seems to have been unable to conceive. Now, in fulfillment 
of the prayer of the witnesses in the gate (vv. 11–12), Yahweh graciously grants Ruth pregnancy 
as a gift. This is the narrator’s modest way of identifying a miracle; she who had been unable to 
bear a child for Mahlon has conceived for Boaz. 

 
Third, Ruth “gave birth to a son.” She did her part as well, carrying the child to full term, and 
then delivering a son. 
 
The reader marvels at the narrator’s skill in portraying his characters and in his theological 
perception. Ultimately the royal line is preserved because two pious human beings and Yahweh 
act in consort for the achievement of his purpose.21 

 

Life Group Leader Guide22 
Ruth 3:14-4:1323 

																																																								
21 New American Commentary. 
 
22	The	“BE”	series	of	Dr.	Warren	Wiersbe	has	proven	to	be	a	reliable	source	when	one	is	seeking	practical	Biblical	
application	so	the	constant	reference	to	his	work	in	the	Life	Group	Leader	Guide	is	not	without	reason.		Other	
commentaries	offered	in	the	exegesis	provide	some	application,	but	in	this	passage	of	our	text,	Dr.	Wiersbe	has	
uncovered	deep,	rich,	beautiful	truth	from	the	story	of	Ruth.	I	invite	anyone	who	is	studying	Ruth	and	Esther	to	get	
“Be	Committed.”	It	will	be	a	wonderful	resource.	



	
	

 
Teaching Aim and Objectives 
 
 In these verses, we discover the heart of the story, and the culmination of God’s faithful 
love—hesed.  We see the connection of Boaz as a picture of Jesus Christ, as His role as kinsman-
redeemer pictures for us both a provision of spiritual redemption and Christ’s love for the 
Church. Consider the following points of application as objectives which provide truths to live 
by from this text: 
 

1. We should always obey the Word of God, no matter the cost. 
2. We should trust the wisdom of Godly counsel. 
3. We should have confidence the Lord will work things out for His glory and our good. 
4. We must consider the love of Christ as our Kinsman-Redeemer as pictured in the acts 

of Boaz. 
5. As followers of Christ, we should care for one another, especially those who are 

unable to properly care for themselves. 
6. We should encourage those who seek to follow the Lord in a Biblical marriage 

covenant, and support them in the upbringing of their children for the glory of God. 
 
Walking Points: 
 
 
1. We should always obey the Word of God, no matter the cost. 

 
Dr. Wiersbe points out that Boaz didn’t try to take a short-cut. He knew there was 
another redeemer more qualified than himself, and he did not try to “cut corners” and 
take Ruth as his wife until he knew the other person didn’t want to redeem her. As 
our Redeemer, the Lord Jesus Christ did not “cut corners” either. He followed the law 
of God: “The soul who sins shall die” (Ezek. 18:4 NKJV). Jesus asked to get out of it 
in the Garden of Gethsemane, but ultimately, He did the Father’s will and died to 
redeem us.  
 
Think About It: Has there ever been a time when you tried to get out of something 
God told you to do? Have you ever tried to “help Him out” with what you want His 
will to be?  Think of the consequences of Abraham and Sarah when they chose to 
take matters into their own hands. The Arab-Israeli conflict of the Middle East is the 
result of trying to get ahead of God’s plans. 
 

2. We should trust the wisdom of Godly counsel. 
 
Ruth heeded the counsel of Naomi regarding the method of getting Boaz to n otice 
her. She washed herself and prepared herself like a bride for her wedding.  Like Ruth, 
those of us who seek to follow Christ and love Him should listen to those who are 
encouraging us on the journey of faith. We should heed the counsel of mature 
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believers and seek it out when we struggle in our walk with the Lord. Ruth also 
listened to Boaz and obeyed his counsel. When a mature believer gives us instruction, 
we should listen and know they have our best interests at heart.  God puts strong 
Christians on our path to help us in our walk. 
 
Think About It: The purpose of meeting together in a life group is to engage in 
Biblical community.  The Bible encourages us in the book of Hebrews: 
 
“And let us watch out for one another to provoke love and good works, not 
neglecting to gather together, as some are in the habit of doing, but encouraging 
each other, and all the more as you see the day approaching” (Heb. 10:24-25). 
 
Do you have a small group of 2-3 believers you are meeting with weekly to pray 
together and share life together?  Life Group is the beginning point, and then as we 
develop relationships with one another, we can then “go deeper” in personal 
accountability and genuine Biblical discipleship. Talk to your Life Group leader more 
about this, if you have questions, or just desire to know more about genuine Biblical 
community and discipleship. 
 

3. We should have confidence the Lord will work things out for our good and His 
glory. 

 
The underlying theme of the book of Ruth is God’s faithful love—His hesed.  As 
Ruth and Boaz did what the Lord told them to do, He provided the means for Boaz to 
fulfill the promise of kinsman-redeemer.  Naomi was finally beginning to see that 
Lord had never abandoned her. He was at work the entire time, and now as the 
characters in the story followed His Word in full obedience, they would see Him 
write “His story” with them as the main characters in the geneaology of His Son, the 
Lord Jesus Christ!  
 
Think About It: Are you struggling with seeing the “big picture” in the midst of 
your circumstances?  We know the Bible tells us God will work things out for us, but 
sometimes, it can be so hard to believe it when things are hard (cf. Rom. 8:28-29).  
We see how Naomi’s eyes are opening, and she is seeing God had her best interests 
all along. You should go to a Christian friend and ask them to pray for you that you 
will be assured in your heart that God is working things out for your good and His 
glory as He clearly did for Naomi, Ruth, and Boaz.   
 
 

 
4. We consider the role of Boaz as Kinsman-Redeemer as a picture of the role of 

Christ as our Kinsman-Redeemer. 
 

Obviously, the picture is slightly distorted as Boaz was not sinless, but nevertheless, 
the parallels are mind-blowing. Boaz did His part in ensuring the safety and security 
of Ruth and Naomi, as Jesus worked on our behalf to redeem us from sin.  Boaz set to 



	
	

work things out as soon as he knew he needed to do the task of physical redemption 
for Ruth, and Jesus fulfilled the will of the Father for our spiritual redemption. 
 
We must remember that while Boaz had to step aside in the event the other kinsman 
wanted to redeem Ruth, Jesus did not have that possible scenario. He was the only 
one who could redeem us from the slave market of sin (cf. Acts 4:12). 
 
Boaz worked to redeem Ruth because of His love for her.  Christ did the same for us.  
The story of Ruth is a love story. Ruth and Boaz were brought together because of a 
law, but the Lord had already put love in their hearts for one another.   Christ loved us 
the same.  He has always loved us (cf. 1 John 4:19). He considers us His Bride who 
will one day take us to our heavenly home forever. He is preparing a wonderful place 
for us (cf. John 14:1-3).  Boaz did the same for Ruth. He gave her everything she 
needed with his resources. Jesus promises to do the same for us (cf. Phil. 4:19). He 
has unlimited resources! We can always trust Him, knowing He loves us and cares for 
us! 

 
Think About It: Have you thanked the Lord for the provision of a job, a new home, a 
new vehicle? Are you in need of these things?  As you see how the Lord provided for 
Ruth and Naomi, it should encourage anyone who has a need to recognize that God 
promises to provide for our needs because of His love for us. 

 
Most importantly, have you thanked the Lord today for the wonderful provision of our 
Redeemer? In 1 Cor. 9:15, The Apostle Paul describes Jesus as our “indescribable gift?” 
Do you know Him? I am not asking if you know who He is.  But do you know Him 
personally? Have you fully placed your faith in Christ alone for your salvation? People 
can sit in the pews and know the Bible in their heads, but that isn’t enough. We must 
know who Jesus is in our hearts, meaning that we recognize He is the only Way to be 
saved, and we have personally committed our lives to follow Him. If you aren’t sure, I 
urge you to speak to your Life Group leader or others in your group that could help you 
know what it means to follow Christ.  

 
5. As followers of Christ, we should care for one another, especially those who are 

unable to properly care for themselves. 
 

The whole purpose of the kinsman-redeemer and levirate marriage law in ancient 
Israel was to care for the widow and destitute and assure them of safety and security 
in the midst of difficult circumstances.  As the congregation of Israel was commanded 
to care for one another, the principle should carry over to the New Testament church 
today.  
 
Think About It: Have you ever volunteered at the homeless shelter? We recently 
learned of how our church gave to help missionaries adopt a child. Have you ever 
considered adoption or foster care? In one sense, the nation of Israel adopted Ruth 
and allowed her into the assembly of Israel because they saw she had placed her faith 
in Yahweh. There may be a child out there who needs you. God may ask you to adopt 



	
	

or foster to display the Gospel to a watching world, and to give the Gospel to a needy 
child. Pray about ways God might be calling you to care for the less fortunate in your 
world. 
 

6. We should encourage those who seek to follow the Lord in a Biblical marriage 
covenant, and support them in the upbringing of their children for the glory of 
God. 

 
The elders of Bethlehem gave their blessing to Ruth and Boaz and encouraged them 
in their decision of marriage.  The culture today is vastly different. Yet, the principles 
remain constant.  When God calls a man and woman to covenant together in 
marriage, the church should always support them in their journey.  Marriage is not 
easy, because the Devil knows it pictures the Gospel, and he wants that picture 
distorted as much as possible. And as we know, it has! But God still desires for this 
picture to be displayed before a watching world, and the Church should display it 
clearly! 
 
Because of sin, marriage isn’t a prerequisite for children. Although, that is God’s 
design.  Neverthless, the Bible makes it clear Jesus loves children, no matter how 
they came into this world. We all know abortion is wrong. Children are a gift from 
God, and in every situation, should be treated as His greatest earthly gift to His 
children.  
 
 As the church, we have the responsibility to encourage parents in the upbringing of 
their children and aid them in the evangelism and discipleship of the “mission field” 
in their homes. The church leaders do not do the work for the parents. They are to 
help, but the parents should be given every opportunity to be the ones to point their 
children to Jesus.  However, leaders must equip them (cf. Eph. 4:12-13).  The elders 
encouraged Ruth and Boaz in their desire to establish a home for God’s glory. As 
believers today, we must do the same.  
 
Think About It: If you have been married awhile, have you sought out young 
couples with young children who might need encouragement in their marriage and the 
upbringing of their children?  If you are newly married, have you sought out the 
wisdom of Godly parents and sought for prayer from those you look up to in the 
church?  Single adults must find satisfaction in Christ and trust that His will is best. 
He will guide us to the right person in His timing, if it is his will that we be married. 
He may have other tasks for us that marriage would hinder. Singleness is a gift 
because it frees one to do more for the Kingdom that humanly possible with a family 
to care for daily. 

 
Endnotes 


