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§1
INTRODUCTION

The book of Ruth is arguably one of the most read books in the
Hebrew Bible. The story of loss and redemption resonates with life’s
troubles and encourages hope for a good outcome. Men and women,
young and old, from all walks of life can identify with each of the
major characters in the book. Those who suffer loss and blame God
know No‘omi’s pain and long for recovery like hers. Those whose
way has taken them to strange lands know what it is to live in the
confusion by one small step at a time; they can thus empathize with
Ruth’s perseverance and loyalty to her one remaining pillar. Those
who aim to be a knight in shining armor but who also in the journey
are tempted to manipulate outcomes for their own benefit, whether
large or small, see in Boaz a brother in kind. And we all empathize
with the nearer redeemer, the nameless fellow who acts responsibly by
protecting his own family’s well-being but in doing so comes off as a
coward when compared to Boaz. This is a real story, a human story
in the fullest sense.

Students of biblical Hebrew (BH) remember the book for an addi-
tional reason: Ruth is often the first (or second after the book of
Jonah) whole biblical book read with their newly learned language
skills. Ruth is commonly used by teachers as a reading objective at the
end of the first year of BH, or it is used at the beginning of the second
year to review language skills and begin introducing various exegeti-
cal methodologies. Read in Hebrew, the book becomes at once more
complex linguistically and beautiful in its masterful literary design.
Those features that are often completely obscured in translation—
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changes in verbs, switches in characters, and use of word order for
emphasis—are available to the Hebrew reader. Moreover, the Hebrew
student recognizes why it is inappropriate to quote Ruth’s statement
of loyalty in the context of a traditional wedding! And yet, for all
the delight of reading Ruth in Hebrew, the book’s language is not as
simple as its use in first-year Hebrew courses suggests. The very fea-
tures lost in translation are not always understood by the most skilled
Hebraists.

It is thus with both the intermediate student and the advanced
researcher in mind that I have written this commentary. Whether you
are still mastering basic verbal forms or a seasoned Hebrew teacher or
researcher, I believe that there is something useful for you here. My
modus operandi was the careful and informed merging of traditional
Hebrew grammatical analysis with insights from the modern linguis-
tic analysis of Hebrew. Thus I frequently refer to the standard English
reference grammars for BH while at the same time mention and build
upon a select number of recent and linguistically-informed works that
have advanced our understanding of the way Hebrew works. More-
over, while I eschew theory-specific terminology, I have also employed
a small set of terms that are not common to textbooks or older refer-
ence works. In §2 I have summarized my descriptive framework—it
will be necessary for most readers to work through this section before
moving to the commentary. Finally, in §3 and §4 I take up the issues
of dating the book linguistically and the use of langauge to color char-
acters’ speech.

As a final note, I ask a favor from readers of this work. Since I con-
tinue to use Ruth in my own first and second year courses, I invite
you to contact me with questions you may have about the language of
Ruth that are not addressed in the commentary. I also welcome alter-
native explanations for the various grammatical features of the book
that have made this project so much fun.

Robert Holmstedt
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LINGUISTIC BACKGROUND TO THE GRAMMATICAL
COMMENTARY ON RUTH

Since the audience of this commentary and the series as a whole
begins with students, I have provided references to the English-based
grammar of BH that are commonly used: GKC (Kautzsch 1910), WO
(Walke and O’Connor 1990), MNK (van der Merwe, Naudé, and
Kroeze 1999), and JM (Joiion and Muraoka 2006).

For questions of phonology, whether background information for
comments I make or for issues I do not address, I urge the reader to
start with JM and then proceed to the focused studies cited in the
footnotes there. If some question has a comparative Semitic compo-
nent, start with Lipinski 2001. For morphological matters, starting
with GKC and JM is wise. Finally, for syntax, semantics, and prag-
matics, the current reference works provide an inadequate descrip-
tion of both BH grammar properly speaking and the way that the
grammar is manipulated for rhetorical effect. Thus, in the following
subsections I briefly outline my approach to Hebrew syntax, seman-
tics, and pragmatics, which is based in my linguistics research and
which goes well beyond what readers will find in reference works
(excepting the final chapter in MNK, much of which I find lacking,
though).

1. Clauses and Their Constituents

Syntax refers to the system of relationships among constituents.
Constituent is the label used for the individual words or phrases
(e.g., nouns/noun phrases, verbs/verb phrases, prepositions/preposi-
tional phrases) that have a syntactic role in a phrase or clause. That
is, constituents are the items that relate to each other to form larger,
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more complex units, from prepositional phrases and noun phrases to
clauses.

A clause may be simply defined as the combination of at least two
constituents, one of which is a subject and the other a predicate,
illustrated in example (1).

(1) A Clause:
TR
“Elimelek  died” (Ruth 1:3)
subject predicate

Subjects are usually nouns, noun phrases (that is, a noun and its mod-
ifiers), or some other nominal constituent (such as an adjective used
in place of a noun). Predicates are verbal, but the verb may be explicit,
or “overt” (such as gatal, yiqtol, or wayyiqtol), as in example (2), or
“covert,” that is, unseen but nonetheless syntactically and semanti-
cally real, as in example (3).
(2) Overt Verbal Clause: wayyigro!

AT ong man R 1M

“a man from Bethlehem of Judah went” (Ruth 1:1)

subject predicate

(3) Covert Verbal Clause: Null-Copula
T Wi oY)
“the name of the man (was) Elimelek” (Ruth 1:2)
subject predicate
Covert or “null” verbs are limited to the copula “to be” and form a
predicate by linking the subject to non-verbal constituents like parti-
ciples, nouns, adjectives, and prepositional phrases.

2. Complements and Adjuncts

A challenge in Hebrew syntax is understanding the relationship
between a verb and its modifiers. Verbal modifiers fit into two main
categories: complements and adjuncts. Complements are obliga-
tory constituents modifying the verb in a clause; if such constituents
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were omitted, the clause would be incomplete. In other words, a verb
may require a constituent(s), such as a noun phrase or a prepositional
phrase, or both, to fulfill it (i.e., to function as its object or to specify
necessary details of location, manner, etc.). The boldfaced constitu-
ents in the following examples are complements—their presence
is required by the verbs in order for the clauses to be grammatical
(i.e., to make sense). Note that different verbs take different types of
complements. The most common are accusative complements (i.c.,
direct objects), as in (4).
(4) Accusative Complement: Noun Phrase
ﬂVﬂ&D D’WJ DW‘? INDN
“they took Moablte wives for themselves” (Ruth 1:4)

But also common are non-accusative or oblique complements, which
are manifested as prepositional phrases in Hebrew, as in (5).
(5) Oblique Complement: Prepositional Phrase
17 pom
“she kissed them” (Ruth 1:9)
Some verbs also allow infinitives to function as their complements, as
in (6). Since most infinitive phrase complements have the 5 preposi-
tion, these overlap syntactically with oblique complements.
(6) Infinitive Phrase Complement
R IFT? Tanm
“she ceased to speak to her” (Ruth 1:18)

Finally, words like ™3 and IWR allow a full clause to function as a
nominal item and thus serve as a verbal complement, illustrated in (7).
(7) Clausal Complement

Dﬂs D'Iz7 Dﬂ") iny- oY 'Iﬁ’ TRO™3 ZNID A WSJDW )
“because she heard in the territory of Moab that Yhwh had seen
to his people by giving them bread” (Ruth 1:6)

The presence and number of complements are generally determined
by the valency of the verb, whether it is intransitive (no accusative
complements), transitive (one accusative complement), or ditransitive
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(two accusative complements). Noun phrases that are accusative com-
plements are sometimes preceded by the accusative marker NI (i.c., the
so-called definite direct object maker), but more often than not the IR
is missing. Noun phrases that are oblique complements are marked by a
preposition, such as the 9 in (5); alternatively, the oblique complement
may be an adverbial phrase like DW (see DW 32W" in Ruth 1:4).

In contrast to complements, adjuncts are optional constituents
modifying the verb in a clause; such constituents may be omitted
without affecting the basic grammaticality of the clause. The itali-
cized constituents in the following clauses are adjuncts.

(8) Adjunct: Adverb Phrase

Tiy Apaam
“they wept again” (Ruth 1:14)
(9) Adjunct: Prepositional Phrase
MAR 'midn WK
“I will die in (the place) that you die” (Ruth 1:17)

In example (8) the adjunct consists only of the temporal adverb TiY.
Clearly, it is not grammatically necessary to specify when or how many
times the women wept; this is simply additional information that the
narrator supplies, presumably to link this statement back to 1:9, where
they wept for the first time. Similarly, the prepositional phrase in (9)
is not obligatory for the grammaticality of the clause: simply stating
INRK is a complete clause in and of itself. In this example, the phrase
’DUDN TWNI serves to specify a place where Ruth indicates that she is
determined to experience death, wherever her mother-in-law dies. This
information is, for the development of Ruth’s character as well as her
relationship with No‘omi, quite necessary, just not grammatically so.

It is clear that in Hebrew a verb cannot be understood in isolation;
rather, one must consider the combination of a verb and whatever
it requires to introduce its complement, whether it takes accusa-
tive complements (with or without NIR) or some sort of preposition.
Another way to consider the verb-plus-complement package is in
terms of argument structure. An argument is a constituent that is a
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participant involved in the event or action denoted by the predicate.
An analogy might help: we can think of a predicate as the script of
a play in which there are a number of roles, which correspond to the
constituents. Each and every role must be filled for the play to work.
In the same way, each predicate specifies the number of arguments
needed to complete its argument structure. “One-place predicates”
(e.g., intransitive verbs) take just one argument, an external argument
that is the subject, as in (10).
(10) One-place Predicate

AN )

“Elimelek  died”(Ruth 1:3)

external predicate

argument

“Two-place predicates” (e.g., transitive verbs), in contrast, take
two arguments, an external one (a subject) and an internal one (e.g.,
objects, adverbs, prepositional phrases). The example in (11) illustrates
a typical two-place predicate.

(11) Two-place Predicate

TRYNR M RO

“that Yhwh  cared for his people” (Ruth 1.6)
external predicate internal

argument argument

Some predicates (e.g., ditransitive verbs) may take more than two
arguments, such as a subject and two direct objects or a subject, a
direct object (e.g., an object), and an oblique object (e.g., a preposi-
tional phrase). The example in (12) is a three-place predicate (the verb
1N “to give” is another common example).

(12) Three-place Predicate

YR WK NR T2 TR KM

“he will explain  to you (the thing) that you will do”
external  predicate internal  internal (Ruth 3:4)
argument argument argument
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In the commentary I will often identify whether a verb takes comple-
ments or not and, if it does, what type of complements fulfill its syn-
tactic and semantic requirements.

3. Verbal Semantics

In this commentary, as in the series as a whole, the terms gazal, yigtol,
and wayyiqtol are used in reference to the primary Hebrew verbs. The
advantage of these terms is that they maintain consistency among the
commentaries and they are descriptively accurate for the morphology
of these verbs. The disadvantage is that they signal nothing about how
the semantics of these verbs or how they participate in the verbal sys-
tem as a whole. Internal and external considerations indicate that the
BH verbal system is primarily an aspectual system, not a tense system.
(See Cook 2002 for a thorough overview of the history of scholar-
ship on the verbal system as well as a linguistically informed analysis
of BH as an aspectual language; see also Dobbs-Allsopp 2004—7 for
additional typological support for the aspectual analysis.)

In addition to the primacy of aspect, the system operates with a
basic indicative-modal distinction. The coordination of aspect with
the indicative-modal divide is illustrated in the summary chart in
Table 1.

Note two features of the analysis summarized by this chart. First,
the wayyigrol is not aspectual, but is the retention of an older preterite
verb (e.g., AX? in Deut 32:8; Rainey 1990). In BH this has become pri-
marily a verb used in narrative to carry the mainline event and action
description; it is in this usage that it has the complex fused form of the
wa-y-yigtol. Second, the participle is not included in the chart since
it participates only in the margins of the verbal system. Recent study
suggests that participles in BH are adjectives that encode an activity or
event rather than a quality (Cook 2008a). Thus, when participles are
used “verbally,” they are actually predicates following a null-copula.
The increasing use of the participle as predicates in the Hebrew verbal
system in antiquity reflects the transition toward the tense-prominent
system of post-biblical Hebrew (e.g., early rabbinic Hebrew).
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TABLE 1
The Semantics of the Biblical Hebrew Verb
(modified from Cook and Holmstedt 2009:88)

Indicative | Suffix | Qatal Perfect: perfective (whole view of
Functions situation)

Prefix | Wayyiqtol | Past Narrative (Preterite): past
event in narrative (or poetry)

Yigtol Imperfect: imperfective (partial
view of situation)
Modal Suffix | (we)Qatal | Modal Perfect: contingent
Functions modality/command
Prefix | Yigtol Modal Imperfect: command or
wish (it is negated with b:'?)
Yigrol Jussive: command or wish (any

person; it is negated with 7R)

Impv Imperative: command or wish
(2nd person only; not negated)

4. Pragmatics

Whereas syntax concerns how constituents relate to each other and
semantics concerns how the constituents contain meaning, a third
perspective is required to understand BH texts fully: pragmatics.
Pragmatics concerns how syntactic and semantic options are manip-
ulated, sometimes beyond their strict boundaries of acceptability, to
signal meaning beyond the presence and definitions of words. As the
arena of language use, from conventions that are easy to formalize to
quickly evolving discourse signals such as “like, um, you know,” prag-
matics is an umbrella category including a broad range of features.
Consider this example. A teenage boy walks into his home and
starts up the stairs to his room. His father, sitting in the living room
reading the paper, says one word with a rising intonation, “David?”
The son stops, goes back down the stairs, and closes the front door
before going upstairs again. Clearly the syntax and semantics of the
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one-word utterance do not provide all the necessary information to
understand the fuller meaning. There was a “door-closing” history
behind this exchange that allowed the father to use a single word for-
mally unrelated to the result it achieved. This is one end of pragmat-
ics. The more formal end concerns concepts like Topic and Focus,
which I will use in the commentary on Ruth and which are summa-
rized in Table 2.

The Topic is used either to “orient” the listener to which of three
known entities is being provided with additional information or to
present scene-setting information (time or place adverbials such as

TABLE 2
Topic and Focus

Topic Information known in the discourse used to 1) isolate one
among multiple discourse entities as the salient agent or
patient, or 2) set the scene (e.g., time, place)

Focus Information contrasted with possible alternatives

“yesterday” or “after a while”). The example in (13) illustrates the
agent-shift function.
(13) Subject as a Topic
Hywn noy A
“and Boaz went up to the gate” (Ruth 4:1)

In this case the verbal subject and agent of the preceding verse was
No‘omi (3:18) and this clause, in 4:1, shifts the attention to Boaz as
the verbal subject and agent.

Focus sets a constituent over against alternatives, whether these alter-
native exist in the discourse or are assumed from shared knowledge of
the world. Focus is often manifested as contrast, illustrated in (14).

(14) Adverb as a Focus

Y o
“but empty Yhwh returned me” (Ruth 1:21ab)
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5. Putting All the Pieces Together: Constituent Movement

Finally, it is important for the study of Hebrew syntax to note that
constituents “move” around in the clause, for a variety of reasons.
Consider the difference between the statement “Ruth left the house”
with the question “Did Ruth leave the house?” Although English is
predominantly a Subject-Verb (S-V) language, yes-no questions like
the one just given require a verb, the auxiliary “did,” to be in front
of the subject. Similarly, contrast the question “Where did Ruth go?”
with the statement “Ruth went to the fields.” Notice how the open-
ended question has both the locative “Where” and the verb “did” in
front of the subject..

In English, variation in word order is fairly limited, but not so in
Hebrew. For instance, word order in Hebrew changes with the type of
verb (indicative versus modal), illustrated by (15) and (16).

(15) S-V (Indicative)

RO IE TN P
“Perez begat Hezron” (Ruth 4:18b)
(16) V (Modal)-S
Y1 ©NRaToy Dﬂ’wy 'IWND 'I'Dﬂ DDD}? iy W}?’
“May Yhwh act (Qr) kmdly with you just as you have acted with
the dead and with me” (Ruth 1:8)

To account for the word order difference between (15) and (16), I
use the concept of “triggered” constituent movement, that is, some-
thing “triggers” the change in word order. Taking S-V order as basic
(see Holmstedt 2002, 2005, 2009a), the V-S order in clauses such as
(16) reflects the raising of the verb to a position “higher” in the clause
(i.e., toward the front) than the subject. In addition to verbal modal-
ity, verb-raising like this is also triggered by initial function words,
such as the relative IWR in (17), complement " in (18), the inter-
rogative A in (19), and the negative 89 in (20).

(17) TWR-V-S

R AR BIPAY 133 WK 1o 92
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“like Rachel and Leah, who the both of them built the house of
Israel” (Ruth 4:11)

(18) "2-V-S
TAYTIR MM TRE™) 2RIN M3 hyny
“she heard in the territory of Moab that Yhwh had
cared for his people” (Ruth 1:6)

(19) Wh-V-S
MIZRT D132 T 13T My
“why does my lord speak according to these words?” (Gen 44:7)
(20) NEG-V-S
RPN YW IR DYR NRRTOW ﬂ:\:)"&tﬂ
“and the name of the dead man will not be cut off from his kins-
men or the gate of his place” (Ruth 4.10)

Finally, the wayyigtol reflects triggered raising. The gemination of
the first consonant of the verb may represent an assimilated function
word, i.e., wa-X-yiqtol (where X stands for the assimilated function
word).

(21) wa-(X)-V-S

TR NN
“and Elimelek died” (Ruth 1:3)

The fused, complex nature of the wayyigto/ means that no other
constituent of the clause can precede this form. Thus, clauses with
a wayyiqrol are always X-V-S (the X represents the assimilated func-
tion word), whereas other verbs allow word order diversity. And this
is where Topic and Focus re-enter the picture. There are admittedly
few basic word order clauses in Ruth, the simple reason being that
narratives are informationally complex. They always contain multiple
themes as they develop, and so the only place that can contain a clause
without at least a Topic constituent is at the beginning of the nar-
rative as a whole or scenes with new characters. Thus, there is only
one example in Ruth of a clause without any triggering mechanism,
whether a syntactic one like an initial ™2 or a pragmatic one like Topic
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or Focus. The single example is at the outset of the genealogy in chap-
ter 4, repeated in (22) from (15) above. (Besides the initiation of narra-
tives or new scenes with new characters, genealogies and proverbs are
the only other consistent source of basic S-V clauses.)
(22) S-V-O (No Topic or Focus)
RO IR TN P
“Perez begat Hezron” (Ruth 4:18b)

The S-V clause in the second half of the verse presents us with
one old entity, P78, and two new pieces of information, a new verb
and object. Ciritically, we cannot analyze the subject P73 as a Topic,
because there are no other thematic entities from which to choose.
P8 is the only agentive entity available from the preceding clause to
serve as the subject of the verb T2, Topic does not function redun-
dantly in this way.

In contrast to the single example in (22), the remaining S-V clauses
in Ruth present us with either Topic or Focus information. Example
(23), repeated from (13) above, is a textbook case of S-V where the
subject is a Topic (see the brief discussion after [13]).

(23) S-V-ADV (S=Topic)

Hywn noy A
“and Boaz went up to the gate” (Ruth 4:1)

Triggered constituent movement is more clearly seen in examples
like (24), in which the object has been fronted as a Topic.
(24) O-V-S (O=Topic)
MPI TN TR TR WK TTwn hphn

“No‘omi is about to sell he portion of the field that belongs to
our kinsman, Elimelek” (Ruth 4:3)

The object in (24) is fronted, in the mouth of Boaz, in order to orient
the other redeemer and the elders to the important Topic at hand: the

fact that a plot of land belonging to their extended family is being
sold. Certainly this is not a Focus—there is nothing to contrast
the field with; no other tracts of land are mentioned or are relevant
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in the context. Note how the pragmatic fronting of the object-Topic
triggers the raising of the verb over the subject, resulting in V-S
order.
Focus-fronting results in similar constituent movement, illustrated
in (25), which is repeated from (14) above.
(25) ADV-V-S (ADV=Focus)
Y o
“(and T went away full) but empty Yhwh returned me” (Ruth
1:21ab)

The adverb in (25) is Focus-fronted precisely in order to highlight
the contrast between the manner in which No‘omi left Israel, “full,”
and in her opinion the manner in which Yhwh has brought her back
from Moab, “empty.” And, of course, this contrast establishes a domi-
nant motif in the book as a whole.

The combination of syntactically triggered movement and prag-
matically triggered movement complicates the word order. Consider
example (26).

(26) "2-S-V-PP (S=Focus)

TYHPI T MR 3

“indeed (only) death will separate me and you” (Ruth 1:17)
In example (26), the initial function word "2 should trigger V-S
inversion, yet we have S-V order. It seems that Topic and Focus-front-
ing are movement operations that occur after the syntactic trigger-
ing process that produces V-S inversion. The Focus-fronting within
the subordinate clause resulted in a second round of constituent
movement: the Focus-fronted subject M1 has moved (pragmatic-
triggering) over the already raised verb (syntactic-triggering), result-
ing in the 2-8-V order.

As with the Topic example above in (23), the constituent movement
provoked by syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic concerns are perhaps
even clearer when it is not the subject that is Focus-fronted. In (27)
the PP is raised as a Focus constituent.
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(27) PP-V (PP=Focus)
PiPaTn v ooy
“you should stick close with the lads that are mine” (Ruth 2:21)
In (27), the verb "PATN is modal (see comment on 2:8) and would
normally appear before any other constituents in the clause. In this
case, the PP is raised (pragmatic-triggering) over the modal verb
(semantic triggering) in order for Ruth (or Boaz, whom she is quot-
ing) to contrast the extraordinary privileges he gave her with normal
(assumed and thus unstated) gleaning privileges.
Finally, there are a few examples in Ruth (and numerous examples
in poetic texts) of multiple fronting, as in (28).
(28) S,po-ADV-V (S, =Topic; ADV=Focus)
TR MR I8
“I went away full (but Yhwh returned me empty)” (Ruth 1:21a)

The clause in (28) presents us with the first part of No‘omi’s com-
plaint, the second part of which we discussed above in (25). Not only
is the adjective AN9N (used adverbially here) placed before the verb,
so too is the personal pronoun YR. The pronoun orients the reader to
the desired verbal subject that is already known in the discourse—in
the preceding verse, No‘omi had just stated “Shaddai has made me
very bitter,” which means that there were at least two possible subjects
from which to select. The fact that No‘omi changes from Shaddai to
herself as the subject of the next clause is the motivation for use of
the subject pronoun as a Topic. The adverbial N5N is then Focus-
fronted and is used to create the contrast between FIR91 and DP™ in
the next clause in the verse.

What I have just described is the model of syntax, semantics, and
pragmatics I have used to discern sow the narrative in Ruth means. The
examples above were all taken from clauses with finite verbs, which
offer the most complicated structure. But the syntax and pragmat-
ics of null-copula (so-called verbless) clauses, whether the predicate
is nominal or participial, differ in one detail only: subject-predicate
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is the basic word order and it is not affected by syntactic triggers;
rather, the only motivation for predicate-subject order is pragmatic
(i.e., Topic or Focus). For a fuller explication of the model outlined in
this section, see Holmstedt 2005 (on Proverbs) and 2009a (on Ruth
and Jonah).
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THE ROLE OF LINGUISTIC FEATURES
IN DATING THE BOOK

In this section I will present the data most often cited as evidence for
dating Ruth. The language of Ruth has been variously dated to the
early monarchic period (Campbell 1975:26-28, who suggests Solo-
mon’s reign for the basic story, which was finally fixed by writing in
the ninth century, “tinged with archaic” features; cf. Wolfenson 1911;
Myers 1955; Hubbard 1988:23-35) to the linguistically “transitional”
late pre-exilic or early post-exilic periods (Bush 1996:20-30; so also
Zevit 2005, who tentatively assigns it to 525-500 B.C.E.), although at
least one scholar despairs of identifying the book’s date, by linguistic
or any other means (Sasson 1979:240-52). The wide range for dating
the book’s language (as well as Sasson’s view that it cannot be dated)
indicates just how tricky the use of language as a means of dating
is. First, language rarely allows one to determine an absolute date;
instead, historical linguistics typically aims for relative dating, that
is, situating features with regard to each other on a temporal cline.
Second, the type of data adduced is critical:

The Hebrew of the Bible is sufficiently homogeneous that
differences must be tracked on a statistical basis. The sophis-
tication of such study is not in the statistics; advanced statisti-
cal methodologies are generally designed to deal with bodies
of evidence quite different from what the Bible presents. The
sophistication is rather in the linguistic discrimination of what
is counted and in the formulation of ensuing arguments. (WO
§1.4.2f; emphasis added)

Finally, the principles used to determine relative dating are criti-
cal. In Hebrew studies, they have been mostly “home-grown,” which

17
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puts the results at risk of being inaccurate. In fact, the data cited and
principles used in the last thirty or so years have become a flash-point
for an increasingly vigorous debate about our ability to date biblical
texts linguistically.

For nearly two centuries grammarians have discerned in the
Hebrew Bible evidence of at least two chronological stages of Hebrew
(GKC §2l-w, JM §3b): an early stage from before the exile (“Classi-
cal” or “Standard” biblical Hebrew [SBH]) and a later stage from the
exilic and post-exilic periods (“Late” biblical Hebrew [LBH]). More-
over, a small number of poetic passages have often been identified as
remnants of an even earlier stage, “Archaic” biblical Hebrew. Table
3 summarizes the basic “three-stage model” of BH diachrony, nota-
bly excluding Ruth but including reference to epigraphic Hebrew and
the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and other post-biblical texts (see
Séenz-Badillos 1993 for a good description).

In the last decade this three-stage model has come under strong
criticism from a few prolific scholars. The challenges to the model
has culminated in the impressive, two-volume work by Young,
Rezetko, and Ehrensvird 2008. While these authors do not challenge
the axiom that language changes, they marshal a great deal of lexi-
cal data, with some morphological, syntactic, and semantic data, to
argue that SBH and LBH are better understood as contemporane-
ous, closely-related dialects in ancient Israel rather than two chrono-
logically related stages. Over the next few years, if not decades, this
bold hypothesis will be tested in the only possible way: by writing up
descriptive grammars of each biblical book to be compared against
each other. Whether Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird’s thesis stands
the test of time remains to be seen; however, it does raise three issues
relevant to the study of the language of Ruth:

1. What are the grammatical and lexical features that distin-
guish the language of the book?

2. Is there any evidence of borrowing from Aramaic in the
book? If so, how do we account for it?
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3. What is the most plausible explanation for the features
identified from questions 1-2: dialectal, chronological, or
stylistic?

Keeping these questions in mind, below I work through the various
data from Ruth that have been used by one scholar or another to date

the book.

Orthographic Features

The study of ancient Hebrew spelling and specifically the use of the
matres lectionis (“mothers of reading”), %, 3, and 11, has led to diachronic
conclusions such that the later the text the greater the use of plene
(“full”) spelling. Such a chronological framework seems to make good
sense of the Hebrew epigraphs with their generally defective spell-
ing at one end, the Dead Sea Scrolls with their greater use of matres
at the other, and the Hebrew Bible between. So, for instance, while
the book of Ruth contains examples of both full and defective spell-
ings—sometimes with the same words or verbal roots—in general it
exhibits a tendency toward defective spelling. For example, there are
a few cases of the Qal participle/agentive noun with 1 in the first syl-
lable (@™XP in 2:4-7, 15, YTV in 3:11), but the majority are spelled
without the 1 (see the forms in 1:1; 2:3, 20; 3:2, 8, 9, 12; 4:1, 3, 4, 6,
8, 14, 16). Also, the three shortened forms of the feminine plural verb
(INR¥1 in 1:9, 139 in 1:12, and 8P in 1:20) are more than balanced
by the forms with 13- (see the forms in 1:9-14, 19-21; 4:14, 17).

On the odd form "12YN, spelled with the 3, as if it were in pause,
but vocalized as /{i/, see §4 and comment on Ruth 2:8. Two forms in
the book not only reflect the consonantal loss of &, which likely hap-
pened before the biblical stage of Hebrew, but also the omission of the
N in spelling: 7IWM (for more common MIRWM) in 1:14 and NAY
(for more common NNRAYX) in 2:9. Although it might be tempting to
use this feature as a linguistic feature for dating the book and, indeed,
the elision of the 8 does happen with greater frequency in Hebrew of
the late first millennium, e.g., in the Dead Sea Scrolls, the loss and
non-writing of the X also occurs in the Siloam Tunnel inscription
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from the late 8th century B.C.E. Moreover, the R is written most of
the time and we even find it in the name 877 where we expect 171.
Rather than a feature to date the book by, these data seem more likely
to be the product of (inadvertent?) scribal changes or the choice of
the author to vary the spelling occasionally because “the scribes like
it to vary” (Barr 1989:194). This explanation is also likely behind the
alternation of T and AT (cf. Myers 1955:9).

The spelling feature in Ruth that is mentioned more than any other
is the name 7T in the genealogy (4:17, 22). This proper name stands
out within the Hebrew Bible for the unusual consistency with which
it isspelled: it lacks the * in Samuel, Kings (only three plene), Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel (only one plene), Proverbs, Ruth, Qohelet, and the
Psalms (only one plene), but is spelled with the * in Chronicles, Ezra,
Nehemiah, and the Minor Prophets. It is thus often asserted that
Ruth aligns with the SBH books of the former group, that is, in this
feature the book is earlier in its linguistic profile (Bush 1996:23-24).
In contrast to this interpretation of the orthographic data stands the
thorough study of spelling practices in the Hebrew Bible by James
Barr, The Variable Spellings of the Hebrew Bible (1989b). After sifting
through a great deal of data, Barr concludes that he is “sceptical, then,
of all attempts to correlate the spellings and the dates of spellings (if
they could be known), with the dates, early or late, when books origi-
nated” (1989b:199). Moreover, on the specific issue of TIT versus T,
Barr rightly notes that

There is no certain way of telling whether the long spell-
ing was already adopted in the original composition of (say)
Chronicles or whether it was made as a systematic change
during the later transmission. The very systematic character
of it might favour the latter rather than the former. This
is supported also by the facts of the Minor Prophets: their
fairly consistent use of the long spelling is not likely to go
back to the original composition, since the cases in Amos

and possibly Hosea may be quite early. (166)

In summary the orthographic profile of the Book of Ruth provides us
with no good evidence for its date of composition.
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Phonological Features

There are few outstanding phonological features that provide even
potential dating evidence. The regular non-assimilation of the | in
1M to noun without an article is sometimes identified as a LBH fea-
ture that reflects Aramaic influence (Polzin 1976:66; Sdenz-Badillos
1993:119, 143). In Ruth the | in |0 is always assimilated to nouns
without the article, distinguishing it from the observed LBH pattern.
However, while it does seem that the ] in 7 is less frequently assimi-
lated to nouns without the article in consensus LBH books, it is not a
consistent practice. Thus, this feature provides little help in profiling
the language of Ruth.

Morphological Features

Three sets of possible dating-related data fall into the category of mor-
phology: the use of the paragogic (“word-extending”) ] in 2:8, 9, 21;
3:4, 18; the 2fs garal verb ending in "N in 3:3, 4; and the D- pronouns
used for feminine antecedents in 1:8, 9, 11, 13, 19, 22; 4:11.

The paragogic ] in Ruth is often called “archaic” (Myers 1955:16—
17, followed by many). However, the infrequency of usage in Ruth
(i.e., it is limited to just six forms, whereas eleven more lack the {)
as well as the fact that the paragogic | is scattered throughout all
discernible stages in the Hebrew Bible suggests that it cannot be used
as dating evidence (so also Sasson 1979:245; see comment on 2:8 for
further discussion).

The Ketiv forms of two verbs, "NT in 3:3 and "NA2V in 3:4 have
unexpected - endings. Consonantly, the verbs look like lcs forms,
but the context dictates a 2fs since they follow other regular 2fs verbs
and refer to Ruth. It has been noted that the morphology of both
forms fits the 2fs we reconstruct for Hebrew before the Bible: the -#
ending is the form of the 2fs in Akkadian and Arabic (note the same
vowel ending with 2fs -4i in Ethiopic) and is often reconstructed for
Proto-Semitic (Huehnergard 1995:2130). Thus, many commentators
see in these two verbs in Ruth real archaic remnants, suggesting the
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old (pre-exilic) age of the composition, or perhaps at least the age
of the oral story (e.g., Myers 1955:11; Sasson 1979:68—69; Hubbard
1988:197, n. 8). Against the archaic remnant view is the inconsistent
use of the forms: why do not all of the 2fs forms in the book have the
the "1N- endings? Also, if the majority was updated, through the gen-
erations of oral story-telling or through scribal activity, why did these
two go unchanged? It is unlikely that we can identify these forms as
real archaic remnants and thus use them for dating Ruth’s language.

The third morphological set of data that is often invoked in dat-
ing discussions is the apparent gender mismatch of the pronouns and
pronominal suffixes (and one gatalverb) in 1:8, 9, 11, 13, 19, 22; 4:11.
In each case, the pronoun matches the expected form of the mascu-
line plural even though the obvious antecedents are two women. On
the face of it, the forms appear to represent gender neutralization.
That is, in many gender-inflected languages forms of the less used,
exclusive, and thus “marked” gender (i.e., feminine in Hebrew) tend
to be replaced with the more common, inclusive, and less marked
gender (i.e., masculine in Hebrew), especially in “colloquial speech”
(see Rendsburg 1991:35-67; also JM §149b-c). Alternatively, it has
been suggested that there is no gender mismatch with these forms,
but rather they are rare feminine dual pronouns (Rendsburg 1982,
esp. 77; 2001, esp. 37-38; cf. Bar-Asher 2009). However, it is more
economical (and an option admitted but not chosen in Rendsburg
2001) that the thirty-eight examples Rendsburg lists, including those
in Ruth, are to be taken together with the over one hundred cases of
gender neutralized pronouns as a single phenomenon. In other words,
to propose a feminine dual pronoun is unnecessary. Regardless which
option in chosen, the distribution of the phenomenon in SBH and
LBH texts is not clear and thus should not be used in dating the
language (contra Rendsburg 2001). (Myers™ suggestion that the pro-
nouns reflect “a relatively early dialectical peculiarity” [1955:20] is
unsupported.)

Since none of the three morphological sets of data is clearly date-
able, we are no closer to providing a date for the book of Ruth as a
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whole. Thus we turn to the last two grammatical categories: syntax
and semantics.

Syntactic and Semantic Features

Since there is only one semantic feature that has figured in the dat-
ing of Ruth’s language, I will mention it first. This single “semantic”
feature concerns the verbal system. It is often claimed that the LBH
books (and also Qumran texts) used the so-called waw-consecutive
(i.e., the wayyigtol and modal gatal) verbs less frequently (Sdenz-
Badillos 1993: 120, 123-24, 129; JM §119z-zb; Abegg 1998:337-38;
but see Smith 1991 for a more cautious statement). In Ruth the wayy-
iqrol is used throughout for the narrative and the modal gazal is used
frequently (see 1:11, 125 2:7, 9, 14, 16; 3:3, 4, 9, 13, 18; 4:5, and per-
haps 4:15). Even in 4:7, with the narrator’s interjection, the two verbs
oy ... ‘]‘_7@7 are modal gatal and thus no different from the other
cases. However, Ruth also uses non-modal gazal clauses (1:14, 22;
4:1, 18-22) in narrative (i.e., non-reported speech) main clauses (there
are more in subordinate clauses, but this is typical in all of BH).
Admittedly, the non-modal gatal main clauses are not used with the
frequency that we find in the Qumran texts and this suggests that
Ruth falls on the chronological cline between, say, Judges and Ezra-
Nehemiah. (With that said, the diachronic studies of verbal syntax
and word order have not adequately accounted for the main-vs-sub-
ordinate clause distinction as well as the narrative-vs-reported speech
distinction, and so an accurate picture of the trends for each biblical
and non-biblical text remains a desideratum.)

In contrast to the meager semantic information (at least, as it has
been studied), there are at least five syntactic features of Ruth that
are often mentioned in discussions of date. First, it has often claimed
that both "7 ar the beginning of a clause and "7 + preposition +
infinitive construct are syntactic collocations that decreased in usage
in LBH (Sdenz-Badillos 1993:119, 144—45; Polzin 1976:56-58; JM
§166q). This construction occurs once in Ruth, in 1:19, and it is cited

alongside T22W2 " in 3:4, 17°90 *¥N3 7N in 3:8, and M



26 Ruth

77332 in 3:13, as evidence that Ruth patterns with SBH in this regard
(Bush 1996:23). And yet neither the use of "i171 as an introductory
verb nor the collocation of "™ + preposition + infinitive construct
completely disappeared in LBH books (see, e.g., Esth 2:8; 3:4; 5:2;
Dan 8:2, 15; Neh 1:4; 13:3; 2 Chr 12:1; 22:8; 25:14, 16; 26:5). Thus,
the three "" examples and one M7} example in Ruth do not provide
adequate evidence of its linguistic profile vis-a-vis SBH or LBH.

A second syntactic pattern that is often pointed to as an example
of change is the use of IWR to introduce complement clauses in
LBH instead of the SBH use of ™2 (Sdenz-Badillos 1993:127; Young,
Rezetko, and Ehrensvird 2008:1:258; cf. Polzin 1976:128; JM §157c¢).
In Ruth "] presents a verbal complement clause with the PRV in 1:6,
R in 1:18, YT° in 3:11, 14, and a noun complement with 210 in
2:22 and ©™TY in 4:9. Thus, Ruth seems to pattern in this case with
SBH rather than LBH.

A third syntactic feature that Bush cites in support of categorizing
Ruth as SBH is the Predicate-Subject order within the null-copula
complement clauses in 1:18 and 3:11, whereas it has been claimed that
LBH prefers Subject-Predicate order (Bush 1996:23; Bergey 1983:71—
72). This claim rests on an analysis of null-copula clauses that ignores
pragmatic (e.g. Topic, Focus) features that influence the order of con-
stituent (see §2, last paragraph, and comments on Ruth 2:6 and 2:10
below). Thus, the distinction made by Bergey is highly questionable
and certainly not one by which to date the language of Ruth.

A fourth syntactic collocation used to distinguish Ruth is the use in
1:17 of Y-P2 ... X-1"3, instead of Y-7 ... X-]"2. Books typically identi-
fied as SBH greatly prefer the Y-]"2 ... X-]"2 construction, exclusively
so in Exodus, Joshua, Judges, and Jeremiah, whereas books typically
identified as LBH prefer the Y-5 ... X-P"2 construction, exclusively so
in Malachi, Daniel, and Nehemiah (Rooker 1994:141-42; JM $§103,
n. 48). However, it is also so that many SBH texts use both con-
structions, as do many LBH texts (Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird
2008:1:123-24). Thus, the single occurrence in Ruth should not be
taken as determinative.
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A fifth syntactic feature that has been used to categorize the lan-
guage of Ruth is the use of MR + suffix versus object suffixes attached
directly to the verb. It has been claimed that DR + suffix is the pre-
ferred choice in SBH whereas LBH shows a marked preference for
attaching the suffix directly (Polzin 1976:28-31; Sdenz-Badillos
1993:119, 126, 145). As Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird point out,
however, there are generally agreed upon SBH texts, such as Habak-
kuk and early sections of 1 Kings, that only use the suffix attached to
the verb and not NR + suffix (2008:261-62). So, while Ruth has only
suffixes attached to the verbs and no examples of NR + suffix (1:21;
2:4, 13, 15; 3:6, 13 [2x]; 4:15 [2x], 16), how this feature relates to the
chronological profile of the book or dating is unclear.

Finally, a syntactic feature that has not been used previously to date
Ruth’s language but which does help situate it relative to the language
of other books is the use of the f-relative. In his study of the article
in BH, James Barr mentions the use of the article as a relative marker
(1989a:322-25). He notes that, while grammars often list examples
of the type illustrated in (29), they neither provide an accurate gram-
matical analysis nor recognize the possible diachronic evidence such
relatives provide.

(29) Genesis 1:28

PO NpRn mnoam

“and over every creature that creeps on the ground”

Barr concludes this section of his argument by saying,

. .. the relative article has a main function other than that
of normal determination; it is frequent in some poetic texts
in which the usual article is rare; and it may possibly sug-
gest a path which leads from an older state of the language,
in which determination by the article was unusual, to the
classical state, in which such determination was central.

(1989:325)

It is in the potential diachronic information where this issue of the
relative article intersects with the language of Ruth. Consider the
three examples given in (30)—(32):
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(30) Ruth 1:22

381?3 ’TWD 'IZLWT mnRy 711‘73 7’381?37 Yl :wm
and No‘omi returned Ruth the Moablte, her daughter—ln -law,

with her, who (also) returned from the territory of Moab”
(31) Ruth 2:6
ANID TTWN NYITOY NAWD R0 AR AW 0NN
“and he said: she is a Moabite girl who returned with No‘omi
from the territory of Moab”

(32) Ruth 4:3

TR N2WD P man ToHRY IR WK NTWD RN
JNWD

the portion of the field that belongs to our kinsman, to Elimelek,
No‘omi, who returned from the territory of Moab, is now selling”

In each case the underlined verb is accented by the Masoretes as a 3fs
qatal preceded by the relative article. Most grammars and commentar-
ies suggest reading against the Masoretic accents in these and similar
examples. But the Masoretes had no need to indicate the accent on this
penultima if the reading tradition had not preserved this placement
of the word stress and since, as we will see, this syntactic pattern had
long fallen into disuse by the period of the Masoretes, there was every
reason for the reading tradition to adjust the word stress to its expected
placement. That it did not suggests that the reading tradition preserved
a grammatical feature that was much older. Thus, I will consider the
word accents in these examples to be historically and linguistically
legitimate and use these three examples in Ruth and the larger issue of
the development of the relative article to situate Ruth’s language.

Recent study of the definite article in both Phoenician and Hebrew
suggests that its origin lies in the function of i as a subordinator, i.c.,
a relative marker (Gzella 2006:11; contra Pat-El 2009). This accounts
for examples like (29) above, in which 1T and NWMAIM donot exhibit
“agreement in definiteness”; it also accounts for the similar construc-
tion with adjectives, as in (33):



The Role of Linguistic Features 29

(33) 2 Samuel 12:4
TWYR VN o0 NI
a traveller came to a man who was rich”

And finally, it accounts for examples such as (34)—cases where the
original relativizing function of the i was extended to finite verbs:
(34) Genesis 21:3
PR MY 511 WR 9712130 1270w N8 D7NaR RPN
and Abraham called the name of his son who was born to h1m
who Sarah bore for him ‘Isaac.””

Interestingly, for whatever reason this use with finite verbs did not
survive; we have only nineteen examples in the Hebrew Bible (and
none outside), listed in (35):

(35) N-relative with finite verb: Gen 18:21; 21:3; 46:27; Josh 10:24;

1 Kgs 11:9; Isa 51:10; 56:3; Ezek 26:17; Job 2:11; Ruth 1:22; 2:6;
4:3; Ezra 8:25; 10:14, 17; 1 Chr 26:28; 29:17; 2 Chr 1:4; 29:36.

A simple study of the verses listed in (35) does not produce an obvi-
ous chronological pattern, but further investigation provides the key.
When we turn to the examples in which the relative clause with 1
modifies a NP not marked with 1, i.e., asymmetric agreement exam-
ples like those in (29), (31), and (33), we may reconstruct a change in
which Ruth figures prominently. Consider the group of data in (36):

(36) N-relatives modifying NP head without i1

(a) Finite Verbs: Ruth 2:6; Ezra 10:14, 17; 1 Chr 26:28

(b) Participles: Gen 1:28; 7:21; 49:17; Exod 26:12; 38:26; Lev
11:46; 16:16; Judg 21:19; 1 Sam 25:10; Isa 65:2; Jer 27:3;
32:14; 46:16; 50:16; Ezek 2:3; 21:19; 28:16; 32:22, 24; 47:2;
Prov 26:18; Song 4:5; Dan 9:26; Ezra 10:17; 1 Chr 26:28; 2
Chr 31:6.

(¢ Adjectives: Gen 41:26; Lev 24:10; Judg 14:3; 16:27; 1 Sam
6:28; 12:23; 16:23; 19:12; 2 Sam 12:4; 1 Kgs 7:8, 12; 2
Kgs 20:4 (Qere); 20:13; 24:4; Isa 7:20; Jer 6:16; 6:20; 17:2;
22:17; 38:14; Ezek 9:2; 21:19; 40:28, 31; 42:9; Zech 4:7; 11:2
(Ketiv); Ps 62:4; 104:18; Eccl 11:5; Neh 9:35; 2 Chr 4:10.
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Notice within the first sub-group, Ruth is one of three examples
with a finite verb and the other two are from late biblical books. When
the participial and adjectival relatives are added, the modest trend is
toward a greater use of this construction in texts associated with LBH.
Now consider the extra-biblical evidence in (37):

(37) N-relatives modifying NP head without 1

(a) Ben Sira: 14.21; 16.7, 9, 10; 36.31a, b; 49.12; 50.9, 26.

(b) Qumran: 1QS 8:11; 4Q167 £2:3, 252 1:9; 373 fla+b:4, 394
f1_2ii:8; 11Q19 21:12, 46:5.

(9 Mishna (only participles; not including over 200 examples
with adjective): Shev 2.7, 9; Ter 1:8, 9; Maaser2 1:5; Eruv
8:2; Yoma 7:3; Sheqal 2:1; 4:2; 6:5; Sukk 3:1, 2, 3; 5:4; Meg
1:9; Hagig 3:4; Ketub 8:6; 9:7; Nazir 7:3; Sota 6:3; Qidd 2:9;
BabaQ 1:4; 2:5; Shevu 1:7; Ed 6:3; AvodaZ 2:3; 5:9; Avot 1:3;
Hor 3:4; Zevah 4:4; 5:2; 8:1; 12:5; 14:1; Menah 9:7; Hul 5:3;
Arak 3:1; 4:4; Ker 3:8; Meil 2:3; Mid 1:9; Tamid 1:1; Kelim
2:7; 14:5; Ohol 1:5; 8:2, 5; 18:1, 2; Neg 1:2; 13:7, 9, 12; Para
1:1; 8:3; 11:6; Tohar 4:5; 7:7; Miqw 7:1; Maksh 3:5; 6:7.

To account for the distribution of M-relatives, I suggest the follow-
ing reconstruction. The article in Central Semitic was a relatively late
innovation in each of the languages. For Northwest Semitic, the lack
of clear evidence for an article in Ugaritic suggests that it was an early
first millennium innovation. If it began within relative clauses, it was a
feature competing with an already established relative particle; in fact,
Hebrew already had at least two: TWR and the T-series (if not also W).
The biblical examples suggest that the change to include the relative
article began by replacing the other relative words slowly at first and
in a restricted environment: non-verbal modification in which the
head of the relative was also the subject within the relative. Then the
change increased—and it expanded to include finite verbs—Dbefore
finally tapering off with an established but constrained dominance in
its original context—non-verbal modification. Notably, the use of the
other relative words to introduce participial relatives exhibits a cor-
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responding decrease, so that by the Mishna, i1-participial relatives are
favored 11-to-1 over W-participial relatives (W replacing IWR by this
point), illustrated by the data listed in (38).

(38) W/AWR + participle relative clauses:

(@) Hebrew Bible: Gen 7:8; 39:22; Num 21:34; Deut 1:4; 3:2;
4:46; 1 Kgs 5:13; Isa 11:105 49:7; Jer 38:16; Ezek 9:2; 13:3;
43:1; Zech 11:5; Pss 115:8; 135:18; Eccl 4:1; 8:12, 14; Esth
8:8; Neh 5:2, 3, 4; 2 Chr 34:10.

(b) Qumran: 1QS 11:6; 4Q274 fli:8; 4Q410 f1:3; 4Q419 f1:9;
4Q504 fl_2Rvi:5.

(¢) Ben Sira: 13.2; 38.5.

(d) Mishna: There are over 300 examples of W + participle, but
many of them are constructions in which i1 either could not
be used (since the head is not the subject within the relative,
e.g, -W 1212 “at the time that . . .”) or is never used for
whatever reason (e.g., —W M “whoever . ..").

What I have described here is an example of the ‘S-curve that
has been noticed in many linguistic changes. That is, “new forms
replac[e] established ones only slowly in the beginning of a change,
then accelerat[e] their replacement in the middle stages of a change
and finally, as the old forms become rare, slow [. . .] their advance once
again” (Kroch 1989:203). If my reconstruction for i1-relatives is accu-
rate, it places Ruth’s use of the relative article in that strong middle
surge in which it expanded to include finite verbs, and this middle
surge is concentrated in texts often categorized as LBH. Given the
support of the ‘S-curve pattern, even if SBH and LBH were slightly
different dialects, in this feature they were operating together as a
larger dialect and thus we can still legitimately trace linguistic change
in the data as a whole. For Ruth, the data thus suggest that the book
sits on the relative dating cline between books like Gen-Deut, Josh-
Kings on the one side and Ezra-Neh, Chronicles, and Qohelet on the
other.
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Lexical Features

The final linguistic category by which Ruth (as well as most other
biblical books) is dated is its vocabulary. Noting differences in lexical
items to distinguish texts had become fundamental to the source criti-
cism of the Pentateuch and Deuteronomistic History (Joshua-Kings)
in the nineteenth century, and this method has also become central to
the issue of dating texts, particularly in the last thirty years (see Hur-
vitz 2000, 2006 for summaries of the principles and a good selection
of previous research in the sources cited there). For Ruth, ten lexical
features (listed in table 4) are often adduced as support for dating the
book to one period or another.

Archaic Item

The divine epithet "TW has an interesting distribution in the Hebrew
Bible: Genesis (6x), Exodus (1x), Numbers (2x), Isaiah (Ix - 13:6),
Ezekiel (2x), Joel (1x), Psalms (2x: 68:15, 91:1); Job (31x); Ruth (2x).
From this Campbell concludes that *TW “was a current name for God
in the patriarchal and amphictyonic [pre-monarchic, tribal] periods,
and was revived in the exilic period” (1975:77). The term may thus
reflect the story’s origin (pre-monarchic or exilic) or a later narrator’s

TABLE 4
Lexical Features Often Used in Dating Ruth

Archaic (?) Item
YT [name for God] (1:20-21)
Mixed Early and Late Items
SBH "2IR (2:10, 13; 3:9, 12, 13; 4:4 [2x]) vs. LBH IR (1:21; 4:4)
SBH [WN] NP (4:13) vs. LBH MWK RWI “to take a wife” (1:4)
Aramaic (and hence “Late”) Items
SBH D717 (4:5, 10) vs. Aramaic/LBH DR (4:5, 10)
t7}71 ﬂ‘?W to remove a sandal” (4:7) vs. SBH '7}71 ?’717 or '7}73 w3
92 “w0 hope, wait for” (1:13) vs. SBH iMI]2 or 5mp
13V “to hinder” (1:13)




The Role of Linguistic Features 33

desire to make the story seem pre-monarchic (but how would the nar-
rator know the word’s distributional history?). With such a wide dis-
tribution for the the few occurrences, it is difficult to use this word
confidently for any dating purposes.

Mixed Early and Late Items

For the lcs subject pronouns, Polzin asserts that the “sole use of [1AR]
instead of an alternation between ["AR] and [*2IR] is a mark of LBH”
(1976:126; see also Sdenz-Badillos 1993:117). In Ruth, both forms are
used, although "2IR predominates. The fact that the choice of pro-
nouns in Ruth may reflect the narrator’s attention to the social use of
language (see comment on 2:10) does not attenuate its role in aligning
Ruth with SBH practice. Even though "2IR is found a few times in
consensus LBH texts (Dan 10:11; Neh 1:6; 1 Chr 17:1), the predomi-
nance of "IN in LBH texts suggests that Ruth profiles more closely
with SBH practice.

Two idioms for “taking a wife” are used in Ruth, the phrase typi-
cal in SBH texts, [TWN] I'lP‘? (4:13) as well as the phrase typical in
LBH texts, MUK RWI “to take a wife” (1:4). While the phrase X3
MR appears once in a SBH text (Judg 21:23), it is mostly found in
LBH texts (2 Chr 11:21; 13:21; 24:3; Ezra 9:2, 12; 10:44; Neh 13:25).
It is also found in Ben Sira 7.23b and the Mishna, to the exclusion
of MWK MPY. Thus, the use of TWR K1 in Ruth 1:4 appears to be
a clear case of LBH language (see Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird
2008:1:265). Yet, this does not explain the use of the alternate phrase,
[NwR] I'IPZ7, in 4:13. It is possible that the story-teller simply had
at his command (i.e., within his “mental lexicon”) two synonymous
phrases for expressing “taking a wife.” It is possible that Guenther
2005 is correct, that the explanation is a socio-linguistic distinction
rather than a diachronic distinction, at least for the book of Ruth.
Guenther argues that TR MY is the basic phrase for marriage,
while TWR KWI implies, among other things, a marriage without
a dowry, bride-price, or any other exchange of wealth due to poverty
and low status. For Ruth specifically, he says:
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In Ruth 1:4 Mahlon and Chilion are described as taking
(RWI) Moabite women for themselves after the death of
their father, Elimelech. Elimelech and his family had left
Bethlehem in Judah for Moab because of famine. That they
had mortgaged their land and used up their capital is borne
out by the need for a kinsman to redeem their property when
Naomi returned to Bethlehem. In their poverty, they could
not afford bride-prices for Ruth and ‘Orpah. Thus they mar-
ried poverty-stricken or low status women who brought no
dowry into the marriage. When all three husbands had died,
Naomi, ‘Orpah, and Ruth were financially destitute; the
marriages added nothing to the family’s ability to survive.
Neither bride-price nor dowry were exchanged in this (R,
“seizure”) marriage. (2005:400)

Although Guenther does not address the use of NP9 in 4:13, pre-
sumably he would argue that in the case of Boaz the notion of a low-
status marriage was intentionally avoided, even if there was no official
bride-price paid by Boaz. In light of this socio-linguistic and literary
explanation, and the use of both collocations in the book, we should
not place much weight on the use of TWR RW1 in Ruth 1:4 as dating
evidence (contra Bush 1996:26).

In summary, both the use of IR and "2IR, and to a very limited
extent the phrase TWR RW1, point cautiously toward an SBH clas-
sification of Ruth’s language.

Aramaic/Late Items

Languages borrow words from other languages for two primary rea-
sons: need and prestige (Campbell 2004:64—65). The word “coffee”
is a good modern example of need-based borrowing: the etymological
entry in the Oxford English Dictionary explains its background and
notes its diffusion as a borrowed word:

Arab. gahwah, in Turkish pronounced kahveh, the name of
the infusion or beverage; said by Arab lexicographers to have
originally meant “wine” or some kind of wine, and to be a
derivative of a vb.-root gahiya “to have no appetite.” Some
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have conjectured that it is a foreign, perh. African, word
disguised, and have thought it connected with the name of
Kaffa in the south Abyssinian highlands, where the plant
appears to be native. But of this there is no evidence, and
the name gahwah is not given to the berry or plant, which is
called bunn, the native name in Shoa being bn.

The European langs. generally appear to have got the name
from Turkish kahveh, about 1600, perh. through It. caff?; cf.
E., Sp., Pg. café, Ger. kaffee, Da., Sw. kaffe. The Eng. coffee,
Du. koffie, earlier Ger. coffee, koffee, Russ. kophe, kophe, have

0, app. representing earlier au from ahw or ahv.

A likely example of need-based borrowing in Hebrew is the word
qiP “monkey.” Since monkeys are not native to ancient Israel, it is
understandable that Hebrew had no native word for the animal. How-
ever, when the need arose to mention this particular animal (1 Kgs
10:22 // 2 Chr 9:21), the word was borrowed into Hebrew, perhaps via
Egyptian (although its origin may be Sanskrit kzpi; HALOT s.v.).

Prestige-based borrowing reflects a socio-linguistic situation in
which a foreign language, whether closely related or not, is associated
with higher social or political status or is simply a dominant linguis-
tic cultural influence (e.g., a lingua franca, as is often the case with
the influence of Modern English across the globe). During the Nor-
man French dominance in English (1066-1300) many French words
were borrowed into English (e.g., pork > Fr. porc) even though English
already had serviceable terms (e.g., pig meat) (Campbell 2004:64). At
that time, French was considered more prestigious than English. In
Hebrew prestige-borrowing is often invoked to explain the increasing
isms (e.g., 17 “law, decree”) found in LBH texts. The prestige status
for Aramaic came from its role as the administrative language of both
the Neo-Babylonian and Persian empires; for Persian the prestige sta-
tus no doubt derived from the political dominance of the Persians
from the 6th to 4th centuries B.C.E.
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Whether words are borrowed due to need or prestige, it is impor-
tant to recognize that the borrowed item is adapted to the borrow-
ing language’s phonology and morphology (Campbell 2004:65-69).
For instance, the Hebrew iWR “conjurer” entered cither via Aramaic
‘]I_DI;K or Akkadian (w)asipu, but the Hebrew form is the only one
reflecting the gemination of the middle root consonant, which is
likely because the word was imported as a gastdl-pattern noun, the
nominal morphological category used for “nouns of profession” (JM
§88Ha and n. 49; also §87d).

A final category of borrowing that relates to Hebrew is loan transla-
tions or “calques.” In contrast to borrowed words, for which some-
thing of the borrowed item’s phonetic shape and meaning continue
into the borrowing language, loan translations use native words to
translate a borrowed concept. Thus, Modern English gospe/ is derived
from Old English gdd spel “good tidings,” which was a translation,
through Latin evangelium, of the Greek ebayyéAov “good tidings.” A
possible Hebrew example is the use 0f5¥§l in Eccl 7:12 (cf. 6:12; 8:13;
see Wise 1990 for the full argument). In these three verses, instead
of the normal Hebrew meaning “in the shadow (of),” 523 may be
a loan translation of the cognate Aramaic r7‘7’03, which, unlike the
Hebrew phrase, went through a series of semantic shifts: “in the
shadow (of)” > “with the help (of)” > “because (of).” Thus, in Eccle-
siastes, the Hebrew phrase 523 has neither the normal denotation of
“in the shadow (of)” nor the metaphorical meaning “in the protection
(of),” but is a loan translation of what the cognate Aramaic phrase had
become, “because.”

The question we must ask when considering Ruth’s language is
whether there is any evidence of borrowed words, and if so, can we use
the fact of the borrowing to help date the book’s language. Working
backwards through the categories, it is first possible to state that there
appear to be no loan translations in Ruth. This leaves the possibility
of need-based or prestige-based borrowings. In Ruth there are four
possible borrowings from Aramaic worth investigating.
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The first possible Aramaism is the use of the Piel D’7z7 in 4:7. The
more common &inyan used with DIP to denote “fulfill (somethmg)
is the Hifil, as in n’v'b (4:5, 10). In 4:7, however, we find the Piel,
D’7t7 which is often taken as an Aramaism (HALOT, s.v.; Bush
1996:27; Bergey 1983:40—42; contra Sasson 1979:142, 244; Myers
1955:19). Campbell asserts, however, that middle 1 verbs in the bin-
yanim that result in the doubling of the 1 are “not totally absent from
relatively early biblical texts” (1975:148), and he cites the form 770X
(Josh 9:4; mistakenly cited as Judg 9:12 by Campbell), which he takes
to be the Hitpael of T (so also Myers 155:19). Moreover, he adds that
there “is a large number of examples of Pie/ forms of guwm in the OT”
(148). That is not quite accurate, though: besides the case in Ruth
4.7, there are ten examples (Ezek 13:6; Ps 119:28, 106; Esth 9:21,
27, 29, 31 [3x], 32), all of which belong to exilic or post-exilic texts.
But, as Hubbard asserts, there seems to be three different nuances
intended by these examples: “to confirm, ratify” (Ps 119:28), “to make
happen, make come true” (Ezek 13:6), and “to institute, regulate”
(Esth 9:21-32) (1988:249). His point, following Campbell’s lead, is
that such semantic nuance would have to mean that, even if the Piel
0"PY was an Aramaism, it would have had to have been incorporated
into Hebrew at a reasonably early point. This case is a bit overstated,
though, particularly since the passages support only two necessary
nuances for the Piel O'P: “to fulfill” and “to institute.” It seems likely,
especially given the distribution, that the use of the Piel oph aligns
with LBH. But whether it is an actual Aramaism is another issue. The
question of motivation puts a fine point on it: there is clearly no need
to borrow (since the Hifil D’pﬂ'? would suffice) and if Aramaic domi-
nance (a type of prestige) was behind the supposed borrowing, why
not use D27 in 4:5 and 4:10 as well? Rather, it seems just as likely, if
not more likely, that the use of the Piel in 4:7 reflects an option that
was—or, at least, became (perhaps by analogy)—available in Hebrew
without recourse to borrowing, and the usage in Ruth was an issue of
style (i.e., variation on the part of the story-teller).
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The second possible Aramaism occurs in the same verse 4:7 (and
also in 4:8): the collocation of qﬁw with 91 to denote “remove a san-
dal.” Elsewhere the verb q‘7w is used with 291 to denote “drawing
out a sword” (e.g., Judg 3:22; 1 Sam 31:4 // 1 Chr 10:4) and the verbs
used with “sandal” are P‘?ﬂ (Deut 24:9, 10; Isa 20:2) or 5w (Exod
3:5; Josh 5:15). This distribution and contrast, along with the regular
practice in the Aramaic Targums using ‘]’7W to translate biblical ?51'1
and z?WJ, Bush takes as strong evidence, along with D’p_‘?, of the LBH
nature of 4:7 (which he takes to be native to the story and thus not a
later editorial insertion; 1996:28-29). Clearly with two Hebrew verbs
already available this could not have been a need-based borrowing.
This leaves the prestige (or dominance) of Aramaic as a motivation for
the borrowing. Since the verb ‘]‘7W for “removing a sandal” is well-
known in Aramaic and is not used anywhere else in BH, this example
is a good candidate for an Aramaic borrowing in Ruth, suggesting a
period of increasing Aramaic influence.

A third possible Aramaic borrowing is a rare verb used in 1:13: 72
“to hope, wait for.” The typical verbs throughout the Hebrew Bible
for “hoping, waiting” are P and 5. The verb M2 is also used
outside of Ruth (Isa 38:18; Ps 104:27; 119:116, 166; 145:15; 146:5;
Esth 9:1), but the occurrences lean toward later texts. However, even
if this word had been borrowed from Aramaic, the poetic contexts
of most of the examples, as well as the fact that the verb in Ruth is
used in the mouth of No‘omi, make it difficult to determine whether
it is an Aramaic word that has become part of the Hebrew standard
lexicon and thus reflects a later (LBH) setting or it is a borrowed word
used for a little literary “spice” (see §4), which could have occurred at
an earlier point (i.e., before the linguistic and cultural dominance of
Aramaic began in the 6th century B.C.E.)

The final item sometimes considered an Aramaic borrowing, and
thus of a later date, is also in 1:13—the Hitpael of the verb 3V “to
hinder (oneself), keep (oneself) from.” The closest cognates for this
word come from Mishnaic Hebrew, Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, and
Syriac. Interestingly, Hebrew has other verbs available for the basic
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semantics of “withholding oneself”—TWN in the Qal and Y1 in
the Nifal—which suggests that the appearance of ]V likely does not
reflect need-based borrowing. It is perhaps an Aramaic word used
by the narrator for literary affect (see §4), which would make it a
prestige-based borrowing of sorts. However, since this verb is a hapax
legomenon in the Hebrew Bible, the lack of much evidence at all about
this verb prohibits us from making any strong claims about its status
as an Aramaism (so Sasson 1979:244).

In summary, there are no clear cases in the book of Ruth of need-
based borrowing from Aramaic and only hints of prestige-based
borrowing, mostly, it seems, for literary variety. Yet in none of the
plausible cases of borrowing is the case strong enough to use for dat-
ing the book confidently. However, taken together with the “Early
and Late” mixings discussed above, all the relevant data suggest (but
not strongly) that Ruth was written during a period of Aramaic ascen-
dancy but not dominance and thus it may come from the early Persian
period. What makes so many of the items typically used to date the
book weak or arguably irrelevant is the greater likelihood that they
reflect the author’s skill as a story-teller rather than the linguistic set-
ting; that is, while the Aramaic items had to be available in some way
and intelligible to the audience, their sparse use may primarily reflect
an author who went beyond the normal lexical inventory of Hebrew
of his day for literary affect.






§4

THE USE OF LANGUAGE TO COLOR
CHARACTERS’ SPEECH

Skilled story-tellers use a variety of techniques to make their sto-
ries flow well and hold their audience’s attention. For instance, they
manipulate the pace of the plot, keeping the majority of events flow-
ing at a quick and even pace but achieving climaxes or heightening
tension by pausing to dwell on significant characters or events. They
hop from one place to another in order to give the story a three-
dimensional spatial sense. They choose a few characters to develop
into heroes and villains, tragic sufferers and victorious conquerers,
foreigners and locals, rich and poor, nobility and commoners. And
in all of this, language is their primary medium (as opposed to ges-
tures, etc.). The use of language in the presentation of time, space,
plot structure, and characterization within biblical narrative has been
noted for some time and for good introductions, see Berlin 1983, Bar-
Efrat 1989, and, for a more detailed study, Sternberg 1987.

While this commentary is focused on grammar and not literary
analysis, certain specific uses of language for literary affect must be
highlighted. Specifically, I note in the commentary a number of places
where I have determined the author to be manipulating language for
the purposes of characterization. As WO states, “there are signs that
the speech of men differs from that of women; speech addressed to
young or old may vary from a standard. Speech itself often differs
from narrative prose, and there are traces of dialect variation based on
region in both” (§1.4.1a). A passage from a well-known English play
provides an extreme example of this phenomenon, which is used in
some form by most story-tellers. Consider the following excerpts from
the beginning of George Bernard Shaw’s Pygmalion.

41
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Ruth

FREDDY
Oh, very well: I'll go, T'll go. [He opens his umbrella and
dashes off Strandwards, but comes into collision with a
Sflower girl, who is hurrying in for shelter, knocking her
basket out of her hands. A blinding flash of lightning, fol-
lowed instantly by a rattling peal of thunder, orchestrates

the incident.]
THE FLOWER GIRL (Eliza Doolittle)
Nabh then, Freddy: look wh’ y’ gowin, deah.

FREDDY
Sorry [he rushes off].
THE FLOWER GIRL (Eliza Doolittle) [picking up her scat-
tered flowers and replacing them in the basket]
There’s menners f yer! Te-oo banches o voylets trod
into the mad.
THE MOTHER

How do you know that my son’s name is Freddy, pray?

THE FLOWER GIRL (Eliza Doolittle)

Ow, eez ye-oo0a san, is €2 Wal, fewd dan y’ de-ooty
bawmz a mather should, eed now bettern to spawl a
pore gel’s flahrzn than ran awy atbaht pyin. Will yeoo
py me f’them?

THE BYSTANDER
He ain’t a tec. He's a blooming busybody: that’s what he
is. I tell you, look at his boots.
THE NOTE TAKER (Henry Higgins) [turning on him
genially]

And how are all your people down at Selsey?



The Use of Language 43

THE BYSTANDER [suspiciously]
Who told you my people come from Selsey?

THE NOTE TAKER (Henry Higgins)
Never you mind. They did. [7o #he girl] How do you

come to be up so far east? You were born in Lisson
Grove.

THE GENTLEMAN (Colonel Pickering) [returning to his
former place on the note taker’s left]

How do you do it, if I may ask?

THE NOTE TAKER (Henry Higgins)
Simply phonetics. The science of speech. That’s my
profession; also my hobby. Happy is the man who can
make a living by his hobby! You can spot an Irishman
or a Yorkshireman by his brogue. I can place any man
within six miles. I can place him within two miles in
London. Sometimes within two streets.

As in Shaw’s Pygmalion, characters are often distinguished by their
speech, not just in plays but also in novels and other types of narrated
literature (see, e.g., James Joyce’s works). Speech may color the char-
acters as old or young, educated or not, wealthy or poor, respectful
or rude, local or foreign. This technique is not a modern invention,
either, but is generally identified in biblical narratives and the few
other narratives we have from the ancient Near East (see Rendsburg
1996). For instance, the biblical book of Job opens with an immedi-
ate “foreign” characterization of the book’s protagonist, Job, as a man
from “the land of Uz” (1:1). To reinforce the foreignness of both Job
and his companions, the speeches are littered with words that are not
of a Hebrew origin. Besides the numerous Aramaic words, a likely
case of a Phoenician (or pseudo-Phoenician) word appears in (39):
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(39) Job 3:8
o T ooy ok R,
“May those who curse Yamm execrate it, the equipped, who curse
Leviathan!”

Although the final word in the first half, DV, looks like the Hebrew
word “day,” the parallelism with ]Ij:'l'? makes no sense. Rather, it has
been suggested that with D¥" the poet has vocalized the word

... according to the neighboring Phoenician pronunciation,
whereby stressed 2 had become stressed o. By this linguistic
sleight of tongue, the poet is able to produce a double enten-
dre. The phrase DP"™*7IR, whose primary meaning is “those
who curse Yamm,” comes to convey a second meaning as
well. One hears in the phrase D™ IR the nearly homony-
mous O TR, “light of day.” The double entendre redoubles
the power of the curse: May that night be execrated by the
demons whose strength is sufficient to curse the dreaded
Yamm/Leviathan; and may that night be cursed, elimi-
nated, as all nights are, by the light of day. Our poet adopts
a Phoenician vocalization specifically here with the apparent
purpose of adding a pagan, Canaanite nuance to the name
of the old Canaanite deity Yamm—perhaps the way that
ancient Judeans customarily heard the name from the lips
of Phoenicians for whom Yamm/Yom(m) was still a deity.

(Greenstein 2003:654-55)

Using the characters” speech to accomplish this achieves two related
ends for the story-teller. First, it allows the story-teller to stay out of
the story, because an intrusive narrator (e.g., “and he said, in a Cock-
ney accent, . . ."”) is cumbersome, disrupts the flow of the story itself,
and is mostly reserved for subjective asides or background informa-
tion (e.g., “he was a nasty sort of fellow” or “and this was the way it
was done back then”). Second, it allows a character to be continually
distinguished from others with different speech patterns, thus subtly
keeping the differences in the audience’s mind without being explicit.
In fact, in Ruth we see both techniques—the use of speech and the
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explicit narratorial characterizations: for Boaz and No‘omi it is their
speech that often sets them apart, both from Ruth and the audience,
and for Ruth the story-teller regularly reminds the audience that she
is the “Moabite.”

In determining whether some element is the author’s use of an
archaic or dialectal element for reasons of style (e.g., to color charac-
ters’ speech), we must follow one primary, common-sense principle:
the linguistic element cannot be too far removed in time or dialectal
geography to be unintelligible to the audience (see also Rendsburg
1996:178-80). Consider, for instance, the prologue in Beowulf:

Beowulf, Prologue (c. 1000 C.E.)

Hwet! Wé Gdrdena in géardagum, Listen! We—of the Spear-Danes in
the days of yore

béodcyninga, prym gefrnon, of those clan-kings—heard of their
glory,
ht 34 &pelingas ellen fremedon. how those nobles performed

courageous deeds.

Diacritically Marked Text of Beowulf, facing a New Translation (with explanatory
notes), edited and translated by Benjamin Slade (http:/fwww.heorot.dk/beo-intro-rede.
html)

In this selection only the preposition “in” could be used one thousand
years later, in a modern novel, for instance, with the expectation that
the average reader would understand it. Roughly four centuries later,
the language of Chaucer is considerably more intelligible to the mod-
ern English reader:

Geoffrey Chaucer, Cantebury Tales, The Miller’s Tale (14th c. C.E.)

Whilom ther was dwellynge A while ago there dwelt at Oxford
at Oxenford

A riche gnof, that gestes heeld a rich chutl fellow, who took guests
to bord, as boarders.

And of his craft he was a carpenter.  He was a carpenter by trade.
With hym ther was dwellynge With him dwelt a poor scholar
a poure scoler,
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Hadde lerned art, but al his fantasye who had studied the liberal arts, but
all his delight

Was turned for to lerne astrologye, ~ was turned to learning astrology,

And koude a certeyn of conclusiouns, He knew how to work out

To demen by interrogaciouns, certain problems; for instance,

If that men asked hym, if men asked him at certain
in certein houres celestial hours

Whan that men sholde have droghte  when there should be drought
or elles shoures, or rain,

Or if men asked hym what or what should happen in any
sholde bifalle matter;

Of every thyng; I may nat rekene I cannot count every one.
hem alle.

Text and translation from eChaucer (http:/fwww.umm.maine.edulfaculty/necastro/
chaucer)

In a culture for which historical linguistic investigation was pre-
sumably unknown, the principle of immediate intelligibility holds all
the more so. In other words, whereas modern authors may carefully
research the history or dialectal variation of modern English in order
to use elements that stretch intelligibility (analogous to James Joyce’s
use of code-switching; see Gordon and Williams 1998), we have no
evidence that the ancient Hebrew authors had such data at their dis-
posal. Thus, it is unlikely that the forms available to color a characters’
speech—that is, forms that were perceived to be “older,” not simply
forms that were archaic and still in use—could have been at a greater
temporal distance than one or two generations or a greater dialectal
distance than the bordering peoples (i.e., Moabite, Edomite, Ammo-
nite, or Phoenician, and Aramaic in the Persian period with its rise as
a lingua franca).

The implications of this principle for the language of Ruth is that
the forms that I suggest below as examples of style-shifting for the
purpose of characterizing the speech of No‘omi, Ruth, or Boaz may
be “archaic” from the standpoint of the author and audience, or from
a slightly different dialect related to Hebrew, but in neither case could
they be too far removed. If we allow the author some linguistic cre-
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ativity, though, it is also quite possible that the forms are manufac-
tured and have no direct relationship to real historical or dialectal
forms. That is, taking the author’s and audience’s language as the
base, the author may have derived a few fictional forms, intelligible
but noticeably odd, in order to set apart Boaz’ and No‘omi’s speech.
Too many would have been distracting, though, which explains the
low frequency of the forms I list below.

Note that the literary use of words from other languages must be
distinguished from borrowing (discussed in §3). The switch to another
language, whether for single items used for impact (e.g., Job 3:8) or an
entire phrase or chapters (e.g., Dan 2:4-7:28), is called “code-switch-
ing” or “code-mixing.” If the switch is not to another language but to
a different register (e.g., literary, formal versus colloquial) or dialect
(e.g,. northern vs. southern Hebrew) of the same language, it is called
“style-shifting” (Gordon and Williams 1998; Herman 2001). Since
the narrator never switches to a different language (or least discern-
ibly so) in Ruth but rather manipulates the grammatical fringes of
Hebrew—especially in the speeches of No‘omi and Boaz—the exam-
ples T discuss below and in the commentary should be considered
style-shifting.

Listed below are the seven most likely examples of style-shifting in
the book of Ruth (other possible examples are noted in the course of
the commentary).

Cases of Style-Shifting in the Book of Ruth

1. Gender “confusion™ As I noted in §3, there are a number of pro-
nouns and pronominal suffixes, as well as one gatal verb (1:8, 9, 11,
13, 19, 22; 4:11) that are interpretable, but only marginally so, since
they do not seem to match the gender of the obvious antecedents.
Instead of a dialectal peculiarity or cases of a supposed feminine dual,
I suggest that the narrator has used marginal—but understandable—
language to give the book a foreign (Moabit-ish?) or perhaps archaic
(i.e., “back in those days they talked funny”) coloring. It is notewor-
thy that the majority of instances occur in reported speech (mostly



48 Ruth

No‘omi’s) and all but one are in the first chapter of the book, in which
the setting for the entire story is established.

2. The first word in 1:13, Iﬂ‘?fl, is often included in the list of pos-
sible Aramaic borrowings. I have not, though, because I consider it an
example of the “gender confusion” noted above in #1. As it stands, it
appears to be the combination of the interrogative i1, the preposition
5, and the 3fp suffix. Contextually the 3fp suffix makes no sense since
the obvious referent are the potential sons that No‘omi could bear.
Like most of the items listed in #1, ]ﬂ:?fl is in the mouth of No‘omi
and so, I suggest, finds its proper explanation as manipulation of lan-
guage in order to characterize No‘omi’s speech as a bit different than
the audience’s.

3. Although in the great majority of cases it is No‘omi’s or Boaz’
speech that is set apart from the audience’s, there are a few cases in
which the narrator “reminds” the audience by linguistic cues that
Ruth is a foreigner (her Moabite status is also kept in the foreground
by the repeated use of the gentilic M"ANRMAN). In 2:2 the narrator places
a unique collocation in Ruth’s mouth: D’s;W; ﬂgg‘?tﬁ] As I discuss
in the commentary, this verb elsewhere takes an accusative comple-
ment, but here I suggest that the story-teller uses slightly different
grammar in the mouth of Ruth as a sign of her slightly different dia-
lect or Moabite understanding of Hebrew.

4. The grammatical mess at the end of 2:7, VYR N1AD ﬂQJW,
is often emended creatively to produce something translatable. But,
following Hurvitz 1982 and Rendsburg 1999, I take the overseer’s
confused language as a reflection of his nervousness. In other words,
the end of the verse is not grammatical Hebrew and intentionally so.

5. In 2:8 the verb ™12PN is given an unexpectedly “long” spelling:
the expected form of this verb is ™1APMA and the /4/ in the penulti-
mate syllable is unusual. Consonantally the verb looks like a pausal
form, but the vocalization of pausal forms is with an /o/ in the stressed
penultimate syllable. I suggest that the vowel was intentionally odd,
although intelligible, to set off Boaz’ speech from the audience’s. This
may also be the explanation behind the collocation of P27 and DY in
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2:8, 21—the verb P27 typically takes 2 for its oblique complement
and only here in Ruth, in Boaz’ speech, does @Y 2T occur.

6. Five times a yigtol verb is used with the so-called paragogic ;
three times the verb is in the mouth of Boaz (2:8, 9, 21 [as quoted by
Ruth]) and twice in the mouth of No‘omi (3:4, 18). As with the other
examples listed, the use of a known but rare (and possibly no-longer-
used) verbal form in the mouths of the two “older” characters is not
likely a mistake or coincidence.

7. I have argued against taking the Ketiv forms of two verbs, "NTY
in 3:3 and "NA2W in 3:4, as archaic remnants. Can it be a coincidence
that both forms stand at the end of a four-verb sequence within one
verse of each other and are both put in the mouth of No‘omi? I suggest
that the forms are placed in No‘omi’s mouth to color her speech. As
for the archaic appearance of the forms, I find it highly unlikely that
the narrator could have had access to knowledge of historical forms
no longer in use. Rather, it is simply coincidental that the "N- forms
in 3:3, 4 resemble what we reconstruct as their histories (this is also
true of 12V in 2:8).

These seven features are, in my opinion, best understood as part of
the story-teller’s creativity and linguistic artistry. And yet they are not
simply literary window-dressing. It is no accident that five of the seven
features are in the mouths of No‘omi and Boaz, while only one is used
in Ruth’s speech. The narrator sets up a light “linguistic curtain” with
the audience on one side and No‘omi and Boaz on the other. The
implication is that, while the audience is reminded throughout the
Ruth is a foreigner, they are also encouraged, by linguistic means, to
identify with her. Although No‘omi is the story’s protagonist and her
redemption is an important theological message, Ruth is the heroine
of the story, and it is her courage and loyalty that the audience is
encouraged to take in the most deeply. No‘omi may have been refilled
by God, but God has provided for Ruth across cultural and political
boundaries—an important reminder for the Israelites at many histori-
cal points.






ACT 1

The book of Ruth breaks easily into four acts, neatly corresponding
to the four chapters. In the first act of the book, chapter 1, we are pro-
vided with all the necessary information for us to identify the main
characters (with only Boaz left until chapter 2), understand the prob-
lem, and empathize with protagonist’s plight. The first act itself may
be divided into three scenes.

Act I, Scene 1: A Bethlehemite Tragedy in Moab (vv. 1-5)

The first scene consists of vv. 1-5, which establish the historical period
internal to the story, introduce us to Elimelek and his family, and
move us from Israel to Moab, a move that hints at impending trag-
edy (movement away from the “promised land” is always a harbin-
ger of bad things in the Hebrew Bible). Appropriately, then, this first
scene includes the death of both Elimelek and his two sons, depriving
No‘omi of her family and means of living. Thus, the central problem
of the plot structure is firmly established.

"When the chieftains ruled there was a famine in the land. So, a cer-
tain man from Bethlehem of Judah went to live in the territory of Moab,
he, his wife, and his two sons. > The name of the man was Elimelek and the
name of his wife was No‘omi and names of his two sons were Mahblon and
Kilyon—they were Ephrathites from Bethlehem of Judah. So they entered
the territory of Moab and remained there. > Then Elimelek, the husband
of No‘omi, died, and she was left alone, she and her two sons. *They took
Jfor themselves Moabite wives—the name of the first was ‘Orpab and the
name of the second was Ruth—and they dwelt there about ten years.
>Then the two of them, Mahlon and Kilyon, also died, and the woman
was left without her two children and without her husband.

51
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T PRI 207 0N D0WD vIY 3 i L
R8I RN T3 ﬁu'v uiny un’7 nan v
P12V INUR]

The initial verse of the book establishes the time-frame and place
in which the events are set, regardless whether the events described
are historical or not. It is likely that the redundancy in “the days of
the judging of the judges,” instead of simply “the days of the judges,”
is meant to emphasize that the following story takes place during the
general chaos of the period preceding the establishment of the monar-
chy (Younger 2002:412; Nielsen 1997:40).

D’UDW7 DDW ’D’:l ’7’1 Wayyigtol 3ms Qal N1 with
oblique PP complement, Dawn LAY M. Although the verb
1’7 “to be” does not take an accusative complement, it does require
a nominative or oblique complement: it is rarely used in the one-place
predicate sense of Shakespeare’s “to be or not to be.” The verb "1
often takes cither referential subjects, such as NPs like 2P in the very
next clause, or proper nouns (e.g, Noah in Gen 5:32); however, it also
can select a null expletive subject, which we translate with the English
expletive “it” or sometimes “there.” So, in this first clause in Ruth the
English is “It was in the days of . . . ,” whereas the formal subject of
the Hebrew 11" is a null expletive & (i.e., Hebrew does not require
something like X177 or N7 to be present as the expletive subject).

"M followed by a temporal phrase (often with an inf constr,
as we have here D’UDWD UDW '3) is a typical construction for
establishing the time and/or place of a new narrative section (see Josh
1.1; Judg 1.1; 2 Sam 1.1; Ezek 1.1). Moreover the wayyigrol in gen-
eral (not just ") begins the books of Leviticus, Numbers, Joshua,
Judges, 1 Samuel, 2 Samuel, 2 Kings, Ezekiel, Jonah, and 2 Chron-
icles, and many lower level narrative units (e.g., Gen 6:1, 11:1; 14:1;
17:1; 22:1; 26:1; 27:1; 38:1, among many more, at various narrative
levels). Even so, Campbell notes that the sequence of "1™ followed
by the phrase "2 occurs at the beginning of a book only here and in
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Esther. Furthermore, he indicates that the phrase "' "1 in Esther
(and in instances where it does not begin a book, e.g., Gen 14:1; Isa
7:1; Jer 1:3) is followed by the name of an individual; only here, in
Ruth, is the phrase 1" *2"2 followed by a more general referent,
in this case an activity, “the judges’ judging” (Campbell 1974:49).
Since there is a reasonable chance that any given construction will
have one or more unique features, particularly in light of the limited
corpus of BH, we should not make too much of the uniqueness of
the initial clause in Ruth 1:1. As I have pointed out, using 11" at a
narrative onset, whether at a book’s beginning or a lower level of an
episodic beginning, is not rare. Additionally, the phrase "2 can be
followed by either a proper noun, a common noun (e.g., Ps 37:19;
49:6; Qoh 12:1), or even an activity or event (Gen 30:14; Judg 15:1;
2 Sam 21:9; Chr 26:5). Thus, while the sum of the parts in the first
clause in Ruth 1:1 may be unique, there is little that is exceptional
about its parts.

While the initial clause in Ruth may not be unique from a gram-
matical perspective, we must still determine why the wayyigrol, which
is often thought to be at least loosely related to temporal sequence
(i.e., following a previous action or event), is used to begin any narra-
tive. Two logical options present themselves for understanding the use
of this type of verb at the beginning of a book or major narrative sec-
tion: 1) either each book or unit was written as a continuation of what
was perceived to precede it (e.g., Joshua continues from Deuteronomy,
Judges from Joshua, 2 Chronicles from 1 Chronicles; see GKC §49b
n. 1), or 2) the form 71", most often followed by a temporal PP, was
associated with establishing scene-setting at narrative onset and is not
tightly bound to a sense of temporal succession (for more on this, see
comment below on v. 6).

Regarding the former option, it is not transparent what, say,
Jonah would “continue,” and while it might seem for Christian read-
ers that Ruth naturally follows Judges, in much of Jewish tradition
and all extant Hebrew manuscripts, Ruth does not follow Judges but
appears in the “Writings,” and depending on the specific tradition
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either follows Song of Songs (most printed Hebrew Bibles before
1937), Proverbs (the Leningrad Codex), or heads up this third part
of the Jewish canon (cf. the Talmudic text, Baba Bathra 14b). Thus
we are left with the scene-setting use of 11", which, as Longacre and
Hwang assert, is the type of “presentative formula” that “we might
expect at the beginning of books and sections” (1994:341).

’ﬂ’l Note the omission of the dagesh hazaq in the prefix of the
wayyiqt.ol; this reflects the common omission of the dagesh hazag in
sibilants and the consonants PJD'?ﬂ when a shewa is under the conso-
nant; see GKC §20m; JM §18m.

"D’J Note the dagesh qalin the 2 even though it follows a vowel
(i.e., the final syllable of "" is a CV syllable); the dagesh gal is due
to the Masoretic assignment of a disjunctive accent (the revi‘i) to ’fl?l
(GKC §21b; JM §190).

D"0AWI. Participle mpl Qal VOBW. The participle/agentive
noun VO is derived from the verbal root VAW, variously glossed “to
arbitrate, pass judgment, administer justice, rule, govern” (HALOT
s.v.; cf. BDB s.v.). Thus, the nominal form is overwhelmingly ren-
dered as “judge” in ancient (LXX: kpitog; Vul: zudices; Pesh: ]::,) and
modern translations (KJV, JPS, NIV, NRSV; cf. TEV). However, a
VW rarely arbitrates or otherwise acts judicially; instead, the VW
leads during military crises and otherwise governs generally. Simi-
larly, the gloss “to govern, be in authority” fits a number of uses of the
verbal form of VAW. So, here in Ruth, and in most other similar cases,
amore accurate rendering of the phrase D"0AWN VAW "2 is “when
the chieftains ruled” (see Easterly 1997).

PRI YT "N, Wayyigrol 3ms Qal V. This clause follows
the initial stage—setti}lg temporal reference with a somewhat blunt
introduction of the famine. This statement should be taken simply as
the inclusion of a necessary device to set up the sojourn of Elimelek’s
family; it is possible that it is also meant as an intertextual link back to
the patriarchs’ experiences with famine (Gen 12:10; 26:1). It does not,
though, contain an implicit judgment on the morality or faithfulness
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of people in Judah at this period because nowhere later does the book
bring up this topic.

PINRA 2V Y. Wayyigrol - Subject NP - oblique PP comple-
ment. This is the most common word order in BH narrative (indeed,
a slight variation, wayyigrol - Subject NP - PP/inf constr, occurs in the
very next clause). As I describe in §2, however, the V-S order itself is
derived from a basic S-V order because whatever the gemination in the
wayyiqtol used to be (it is now unrecoverable), it triggered the S-V-to-
V-S inversion.

1. The coordination of this clause with the preceding clause illus-
trates how BH uses parataxis much more often than, say, literary Eng-
lish. Parataxis is the juxtaposition of clauses without any grammatical
marker of a formal relationship. Technically, this would exclude coordi-
nation, and since the 1 in Hebrew often serves minimally to mark clause
boundaries, we must not assume that it always indicates coordination.
In fact, many Hebraists would suggest that the syntactic-semantic rela-
tionship between two clauses “joined” by a 1 must be “interpreted”
based on the context; hence, the 1 does nothing more than mark the
beginning of the second of the two clauses. Perhaps Hubbard is correct
in asserting about PIRA 2V "M that “though a separate sentence in
form, it functions (i.e. in its “deep grammar”) as the main clause for the
preceding temporal clause” (Hubbard, 84, n. 8), thus “When the chief-
tains ruled, there was a famine in the land,” so that the first temporal
reference is broader and the second is more specific.

PINRA. This common noun, “earth, country, territory, region,”
is quite often used to connote the Cisjordan or Israel (see Judg 18:2;
1 Sam 14:29).

RN ARID TTipa N AT on man v o
™3 ’Jw1 1nw&1 This clause contains a 31gn1f1cant irony. Due to
the famine in Israel someone from the town named “House of Bread”
had to leave to find provision as na alien in a foreign land.

.[:7;1 Wayyiqtol 3ms Qal \/'[x7ﬂ The verb 'I't7ﬂ does not take

complements, but is often followed by an adjunct (mostly PPs) indi-
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cating origin or goal. Note the word stress on 'l'z7ﬂ According to the
Masoretic tradition, the word stress of many wayyiqgtol forms, which
is normally on the final syllable, recedes one syllable. A number of
conditions must be met for this to happen 1) the penultimate syllable
must be open (i.e., a CV structure); 2) the ultimate syllable must be
closed (i.e., a CVC structure); and 3) the vowel in the penultimate
syllable (i.e., under the prefix consonant of the yigro/ in the wayyiqrol)
must be a gamers, tsere, or hiriq. There are a number of environments
in which all of these conditions are met but the stress retraction does

not occur; cf. JM §47b-d, 69d, 79m-n.
-l-n-l’ Dﬂ’? n’:n This adjunct PP either modifies the verb

(“he Walked from Bethlehem ) or the man (“a man from Bethlehem”).
Although the syntax is formally ambiguous in that there are no explicit
linguistic clues for preferring one option over the other, there is a ten-
dency in Hebrew narrative to introduce a man with reference to his
place of origin, his name, and often with at least one generation of his
ancestry (see 1 Sam 1:1, Job 1:1, and most of the prophetic books; cf.
Hubbard 1988:83, n. 2). This pattern suggests that the PP in Ruth 1:1
should be taken as a nominal modifier, i.e., “a man from Bethlehem”

(so Andersen 1974:90; contra Bush 1996:62—-63).
7717’ Dﬂ’? I3, This collocation of two proper nouns (PNs)

represents one of the few exceptions to the general avoidance of PNs
as the first item in a construct phrase (GKC §125a-h; JM §131n-o,
137b). We see this particularly with place names that are referentially
ambiguous (i.e., they are two or more sites with the same name, such
as “Rabbah of the Ammonites” in Deut 3:11; 2 Sam 12:26; 17:27; Jer
49:2; Ezek 21:25). There was more than one town named Bethlehem
(see Josh 19:15 for Bethlehem in the tribal region of Zebulun), and so
the author/narrator specifies this one as “Bethlehem of Judah.”

_11127 Inf constr of V3. The infinitive phrase serves as another
adjunct to the verb T5n. With monosyllabic hosts, such as the inf
constr of II-1 roots, pronominal suffixes, or nominals like 111, the
Masoretes often vocalized the enclitic prepositions (’7 D, ) as well as
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the conjunction 3, not with the more common shewa (e.g., 5’0775)
or hirig (e.g., "IDW‘?) but with a gamets, as in 111‘7 This phenomenon
also sometimes pertains to bisyllabic nouns that have penultimate
word stress, e.g., 17§1 (Gen 1:2).

ZNVD ’_I'WZ This PP is an ad)unct to the inf constr 3. The
qam/—pattern noun 1TV, “field, territory,” is apparently based on two
different trlconsonantal roots, resulting in two different forms in the
singular (it also has two different forms in the plural, but not for the
same reason). The precise shapes of the singular free (“absolute”) form
and the clitic (“construct”) form depend on whether a given occur-
rence of the word is based on VAT or the V*TW. With the 11I-11
root, the singular free form is 7'[\0 and the clitic form is n'rw with
the III-" root, the singular free form is "I'W (which is the form that
strongly suggests an underlying gazal pattern) and the clitic form is
™. This alternation can be especially confusing when the context
is not clear if the form ¥ is the singular of the III- root or simply
the expected masculine plural clitic form of either root (an additional
plural clitic form is m‘ny). See JM §96Bf for a discussion of this root
and its morphological type.

In the book of Ruth, forms based on both the ITI-77 and the I11-
roots appear: the III-1 form 'I'I'W in 1:6; 2:6; 4:3 and the I1I- form
in 1:1, 2, 6, 22. Since the form 'I'I'W with the final 7, never repre-
sents the plural, it would seem that both forms should be taken as the
singular clitic form “in the territory of Moab” for this book, a conclu-
sion that also accords with the LXX translator’s rendering of all the
occurrences with the singular &ypdg (Myers 1955:9; cf. Bush 1996:63;
contra Hubbard 1988:86, n. 15; 97, n. 3).

NI, The use of the personal pronoun to “pick up” the initial
subject of the verb and allow the addition of other referents (i.e., “his
wife and two sons”) is syntactically complex (see Holmstedt 2009b).
In some cases there is no initial subject NP, making it tempting to take
such conjoined NPs as the syntactic subject of the verb. In the clause
here not only is there already a syntactic subject (W"R), but the 3ms
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verb does not agree with the later conjoined subject, which is plural.
Both the presence of an explicit subject and the agreement features
of the verb suggest that the conjoined NP in this case and perhaps in
most other cases are adjuncts to the verb, added at the end of the clause
to further specify or clarify the syntactic subject (Naudé 1999, Holm-
stedt 2009b). In terms of function, the use of a singular constituent
(W'R in this verse) for the syntactic subject but a conjoined NP (X371
™3 ’JW1 11'IWN'I in this verse) for the semantic subject serves both to
allow one agent/patient to be at the center of the narrative progression
and to include more than one agent/patient in the events (see Revell

1993, de Regt 1996).

1’71; ’JJW1 The numeral bound as a clitic to the count noun
technically results in two possibilities: “two of his sons (out of more
than two)” and “his two sons (out of two).” The latter interpretation
is the contextually determined favorite; for the rare former option,
see 1 Sam 10:3-4, where two loaves of bread are given from a total of
three.

W DY 0D AR DY) TooR UKD DY 122
M DN AR DINAK {9 1ihnn 113
DY aRINTTY ININ

Here the Bethlehemites who went to Moab are named. Moreover,
the narrator makes a point of mentioning that this was no overnight
trip—they went to Moab to live.

P339 DY "Rp) MWK DY 70098 WRD DWY
AT 0N Man oaN 1921 191N, Departure from the
use of the wayyiqtol, in this case by the use of a null-copula clause
(see §2.1), is a marked linguistic strategy within Hebrew narrative
and it may convey any number of discourse signals. In this case, the
departure signals the addition of background information: the audi-
ence is finally given the names and clan association of the characters
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introduced in v. 1. Note that the constituent order is Subject NP
- Predicate NP (so too in each of the two subsequent null-copula
clauses), which is the expected order in pragmatically neutral null-
copula clauses.

'[1773"78 Many Hebrew names are compounds consisting of
a theophoric (i.e., divine name) element and a common noun. Quite
often the first element has an * ending, which has been explained as
cither a lcs suffix, e.g., T‘?D’:?N my god is (the) king,” or a remnant
of the genitive case from an earlier stage of Hebrew, e.g., 7'[2"3’773

“king of righteousness.” If the * is sometimes a remnant of the case
system in pre-biblical Hebrew, it rarely suggests a genitive nuance in
BH (does '[573"78 as a noun make good sense as “god of (the) king”?).
See GKC §90k-1; Bauer-Leander §65; WO §8.2c; JM §931-m.

’éy; When a name, like "3y, ends with the * but lacks the
second, often theophoric, element, quite often we are dealing with an
abbreviated form (Fowler 1988:149—69). Thus, it is possible that "Y1,
derived from the noun OP3 “pleasantness, kindness,” is an abbreviated
version of 17V, “kindness of Yah(weh)” or even “kind (woman) of
Yah(weh)” alternatively, if the * is a lcs possessive suffix, then the name
would mean “my pleasant one” (see Hubbard 1988:88—89). Note that,
in contrast to the English pronunciation (inherited through the Greek
tradition) and according to the Masoretic vocalization, the name "]
No‘omi has no /a/ vowel; rather, the two gamets vowels are both the
lul-class gamets hatuf (also know as gamets gatan).

]T"?DT ]1'71'!?3 |1’J:I."JW DW1 The use of the singular OW
as the subject in the null- copula clause with a compound predicate,
]1’2731 ﬂz?ﬂD, is at first glance grammatically awkward. It is possible
that thislack of Subject-Predicate agreement was deliberately employed
as a rhetorical device, whereby the two sons were presented as a unit.
In other words, neither of the two sons is presented as an individual
character; they serve only as a pair for the sake of allowing their two
wives to enter the narrative.
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‘1’53 ]1’7!‘1?3 The names of the two sons both have an Ji-
suffix, which WO describe as used for adjective, abstract substan-
tives, and diminutives (§5.7b; see JM §88Mf). Thus, ]15UD which
is apparently from VM “to be sick, ill,” might be “Sickling” and
]1’:73 which is apparently from V 53 “to stop, be finished, vanish,
fade away,” might be “Weakling.” (Sasson also suggests that monn
might be from V51N, which does not appear in Hebrew but means
“sterile” in Arabic [18].) Unless Elimelek and No‘omi had a cruel sense
of humor, these names appear to have been constructed for the nar-
rative as foreshadowing devices: these boys aren’t going to last very
long (Younger 2002:415, n. 18; contra Hubbard 1988:90). However,
Bush is right in noting that the narrator makes no explicit play on the
meaning of names except for No‘omi’s (1996:63); and yet, this only
makes sense since the other characters named in the verse are quickly

killed off by the narrator!

nEN Dl‘l5 man D’.TNDN It is syntactically possible to
take both the plural gentlhc noun, D’I'ﬁDN (singular "NAN; on gen-
tilics see GKC §86h; JM §88Mg; WO §5.7¢, 7.2.2), and the PP 17210
AT 0N as appositional to the just-named characters. Apposition
is the juxtaposition of two nouns or noun phrases that have the same
referent and the same syntactic function, e.g., subject, complement,
adjunct (WO §12.1; JM $§131). However, such an analysis would
mean that only Mahlon and Kilyon are called Ephrathites, ignoring
Elimelek’s familial origin. It is more logical to take all three as the
antecedents, making this a null subject, null copula clause, “(they)
(were) Ephrathites from Bethlehem of Judah.” The modifier D'NAKR
provides the clan, or TIT:IQWD, of Elimelek’s family, which is then
followed by the more general town and region references (see Bush
1996:64—-65, and sources cited there, for dlscusslon) The language
here is quite close to the description of David as ’NWDN wR" 13 'l'1'l’1
'I'l"l'l’ Dﬂz7 man 7'{'! in 1 Sam 17:12; it is reasonable, if not llkely,
that this was meant to evoke precisely this connection, foreshadowing
one of the primary outcomes of the story signaled in the concluding

genealogy (see Bush 1996:65).
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3&173"7'(27 1N3’1 Wayyigtol 3mpl Qal VR with complement
NP. This clause resumes the narrative from v. 1 and succinctly provides
the conclusion of their trip to Moab: they arrived. The use of a wayyigrol
clause shifts from the narrative background to the narrative foreground
by resuming the narrative progression and plot development. The
NP 2RiN ™Y functions as the complement of the verb ¥R2M, which
mostly takes oblique PP complements specifying either the destination
(often with 58 or ) or origin (mostly with J7) of movement. In Ruth
the verb 812 is used with the preposition O four times: 3:16, 17; 4:11,
13. However, this verb also takes the accusative complement (explicit or
implicit) for the destination of movement thirteen times: Ruth 1:2, 19
(2x), 22; 2:3, 7, 12, 18; 3:4, 7 (2x), 14, 15.

D%"’l’ﬂﬂ. Wayyigtol 3mpl Qal N7, This clause concisely
indicates that once they arrived, they stayed. The most common
meaning of the verb 11" is simply “to be, become, happen.” One of
the lesser used nuances, though, is “to remain, live” (HALOT, s.v;
BDB, s.v;; cf. Dan 1:1; Judg 17:12; Exod 34:28). Note that while most
often the locative adverb DW is an adjunct, here it should probably be
analyzed as an oblique (i.e., non-accusative) complement of M1 (see
§2.2 and comment on v. 1).

I3 700 N WUIL BRI WO TION I 133

The individual whose actions initiated the action of the story is
now killed off. His death, of course, sets up the primary complication
of the plot: No‘omi is bereft of her primary source of support.

myl W’N '[1773’53‘3 DN, Wayyiqrol 3ms Qal VDN, While
it mlght have been Israclite convention to qualify a woman’s name
by her relational status, as in v. 2 where No‘omi is referred to as “his
(i.e., Elimelek’s) wife” (Bush 1996:68), it is unlikely that males were
typically identified as their wives’ husbands, as we have here. The
mention of No‘omi here moves the focus of the narrative from the
family patriarch to No‘omi, who becomes the central figure in the
narrative from this point on.
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i ’Jw1 Sy WNWITl Wayyiqtol 3fs Niph. See v. 5, where the

same verb is collocated with 1. The narrative continues with a wayyig-
tol clause. In this case, it presents the outcome of Elimelek’s death.

&’a. AsInoted onv. 1 a conjoined NP like 1133 230 X' is not
the syntactic subject of the singular verb. Rather, the syntactic subject
is unexpressed (as is often in the case of Hebrew) and the compound
NP 72 21 X7 is an adjunct that was added to specify “who was
left.” In contrast to the strategy in v. 1, where there is an overt sin-
gular syntactic subject (W'R71), here the absence of an overt syntactic
subject followed by the compound NP as an adjunct suggests that the
No‘omi and her sons were viewed as a semantic unit, i.e., they a// were
left alone (see Naudé 1999, Holmstedt 2009b).

W 1570 N7 oW nivagh B3 07 8wn - 14
{03V P DY 13w N Mo

We are given no indication of the elapsed time between Elimelek’s
death and the marriages of his sons. The absence of such temporal
indications strongly suggests that that information is irrelevant for the
plot or character development within the world of the narrative.

nivaRn bW 0% WM. Wayyigrel 3mpl Qal VDI (on
the adjunct and complement, see notes below). Note the lack of the
expected dagesh representing the assimilation of the I to the W; see
under 7" in v. 1. The subject of the verb, the two sons, is implied
and easily retrievable from the context. Note also that FTWR X1 is
idiomatic for “taking a wife,” and interestingly, this collocation only
occurs in Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehehmiah, i.e., post-exilic works.
This is one of the linguistic items that is commonly used to date the
book to the post-exilic period (Bush 1996:26), but it is not a particu-
larly strong point (Campbell 1975:25; Hubbard 1988:93 n. 9; Zevit
2005:592-93). See §3 concerning the issue of dating BH texts by lin-
guistic means.

D-lz7 This use of the 9 preposition is typically referred to as the
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“dative of advantage” or some similar term, like “benefactive dative”
(WO §11.2.10d; see also GKC §119s; JM §133d). In terms of argu-
ment structure, the PP DY is an adjunct. Note that the adjunct PP is
placed closer to the verb than the complement D"WJ. This occurs also
with phrases using the accusative IR with pronominal suffixes (see,
e.g., Muraoka 1985:44-45; JM §155t). A likely explanation—and
one that is attested cross-linguistically—concerns the phonological
“weight” of the phrases: when direct and indirect objects have suffix
forms, they are “phonologically light,” and they raise with the verb;
when the full NP phrases are used they are phonologically “heavy”
and they remain in the normal positions further down the clause.
Only when these “light” phrases are focused do they remain in the
original position toward the end of the clause (see, e.g., Gen 25:31;
29:24; 34:16; Ruch 4:12, 13).

n1’3ND This is the feminine plural gentilic modifier, “Moabite”
here it further defines the common noun O"W, producing “Moabite
wives.’

nn N’JW-I DW1 757}7 nnN‘l DW In this verse we are
fmally introduced to the heroine of the story, Ruth as well as her foil,
Orpah. As with the first set of names provided in v. 2, we have here
the departure from the use of a wayyigtol clause by the use of a null-
copula clause in order to provide background information.

DUSQ The numeral TR (m) / DAX (f) is used as both the
cardinal and ordinal, and in either case the modified noun may be
elided, leaving the numeral to function as a substantive (WO §15.2.1b,
JM §100a-b, 142b; HALOT s.v., BDB s.v.).

m. 79‘1}7 Orpah’s name is sometimes connected with
"D}J ‘top of the head neck” (HALOT, s.v.) and also with biblical
phrases referring to “turning one’s neck” (i.e., turning back in shame,
turning one’s back on someone to leave) (Hubbard 1988:94 n. 14). If
so, then this wife’s name carries an implicit judgment on her decision
to leave No‘omi and return to Moab (v. 14). For the name N7 the
proposed etymological links are fewer and more strained; Hubbard
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suggests “refreshment, satiation, comfort” from VM (Hubbard
1988:94). In both cases the names” possible etymologies may or may
not have an intended role in the narrative. If there were an intended
role, it cannot have been significant since the author nowhere uses the
names explicitly in the characterization of the women.

D’Jw TWVD DW TZW’T Wayyiqtol 3mpl Qal VAW with
obhque complement DW and adJunct PP OIW WYPI. We are given
lictle explanation for the inclusion of this temporal statement. The
verb QW typically takes some sort of complement, whether in the
accusative or oblique case (see also 2:14, 23; 4:1a, b, 2a; in 3:18; 4:1¢;
4:2b, the complement is assumed from the context). Thus, the loca-
tive adverb DW is an oblique complement here (as it was with 7177 in
v. 2) while the PP ©2W WY1 is an adjunct. Note that the preposi-
tion 2, which is mostly used for comparison or correspondence, is in
a few cases used for the related notion of approximation; thus, “about

ten years” (WO §11.2.9b; JM §133g).
D’.}\? WW}JD Following the statement of marriage and the

introduction of the two wives, this temporal PP presumably references
how long the family group lived in Moab after the two sons were mar-
ried. However, this assumes that the wayyigrol, 1awm, presents the
next event after the marriage. It is also possible, though, that it presents
a summary of the family’s time in Moab since their initial immigra-
tion (see Campbell 1975:58; Hubbard 1988:91, n. 2; Sasson 1979:21;
Sakenfeld 1999:20; Bush 1996:65; for a brief discussion of the “sum-

mary” use of the wayyigtol, see the comment on v. 6, below).

YN IRYM 71 11700 DY ML s
YR TP 0N

This verse continues with the removal of the male presence in
No‘mi’s family. Her husband’s death is presented in v. 3 and here her
sons” deaths are included. In terms of plot development, the problem,
No‘omi’s abandonment, is further complicated.
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1221 1910 DMIW03 I Wayyigrol 3mpl Qal Vrmn.
The syntactic subject of the verb MMM is the first appropriate NP,
DAMW. The phrase is in turn modified appositionally by the proper

names of the two referents.

DJ. Syntactically, the D3 is functioning here as a “item adverb”
in that it modifies the NP D13 and not the predicate or the entire
clause (see WO §39.3.1 on these distinctions). Semantically, D} in this
clause specifies that the subject, DMWY, must be added to “something
or someone referred to in the preceding context” (MNK §41.4.5.2);
thus, the fact that “also” both of their sons died is added to what was
stated in v. 3, that the father, Elimelek, died. Pragmatically, the DX
works here to mark Df"JW as a Focus constituent. The membership
set established is implicit {both of them, one, the other, none}. The
impact here is to contrast what has happened with what could have
been case and to drive home that No‘omi has experienced the worst
possible scenario.

W’ND1 1’75’ ’JWD ‘lKZJNﬁ wam This clause mirrors
the statement made in v. 3 after the report of Elimelek’s death. The
similarity of the two statements serves to reinforce No‘omi’s isolation
and contributes toward the tension of the unfolding plot.

-INKTDTI] Wayyiqtol 3fs Niph. The collocation of 2 IRV is not
common. Occasionally the preposition ]I conveys a privative nuance
(i.e., it marks what is missing or unavailable; see GKC §119w; WO
§11.2.11e[2]; HALOT sv. VARWY). Thus, the combination of the
Niph verb IRW, “to be remain, be left over,” with the privative use of
11 at the head of an adjunct PP results in the sense of “being left with-
out (someone/thing).” To assert, though, that addition of the privative
11 “underscores the extent of Naomi’s tragic loss” (Hubbard 96) is
stretching the grammar for the sake of a literary/theological point.

a’j?’ Assuming that the author did not use superfluous vari-
ation, it is perhaps significant that this verse refers to Mahlon and
Kilyon as 0™ whereas in v. 3 012 is used. Given their status as
married men, the relational term 02 would seem more appropriate
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than ©"79", which has age and social status connotations that make
its application to married men somewhat dissonant. Many commen-
tators suggest that the use of o™ inv. 5 points to the theme of chil-
dren in the book and forms an inclusio with 7:7’0 in 4:16 (Campbell
1975:56; Hubbard 1988:96; Bush 1996:66).

Act I, Scene 2: The Return to Judah (vv. 6-19a)

In this scene No‘omi’s journey back to her home in Bethlehem is itself
a vehicle for introducing us to Ruth, whom we know only by name
from v. 4. While No‘omi is the protagonist of the story, Ruth is clearly
the heroine. And vv. 6-19a establish a baseline for Ruth’s character:
loyalty, persistence, and kindness. The verbs 2W “return” and 'I'L)ﬂ
“go” are used with great literary artistry and set up the complication
this scene adds to the plot: who will “go and return” to her family in
Judah and who will “go and return” to her family in Moab? The use
of these two verbs is mostly lost in translation but is clear to those
working with the Hebrew.

0So she got up, she and her daughters-in-law, and returned from the
territory of Moab because she had heard in the territory of Moab that
Yhwh had cared for His people by giving food to them. " Thus, she left the
place where she had stayed, and her two daughters-in-law were with her,
and they traveled along the road to return to the land of Judah. SThen
No'omi said to her two daughters-in-law, “Come now, return, each to the
house of her mother. May Yhwh act kindly with you just as you have done
with those who are dead and with me. >May Yhwh give you . . . Find
rest, each in the house of her next husband!” Then she kissed them and
they lifted their voice and wept. '°But they said to her, “No! With you we
will return, to your people!” "' And No‘omi said, “Return, my daughters.
Why would you go with me? Do I still have sons in my womb, that they
could become husbands for you? “?Return, my daughters. Go, because I
am too old to belong to a man, because even if I thought ‘there is hope for
me'—even if I both belonged to a man tonight and also bore sons, “would
you wait for them until they grew up? Would you keep yourselves for them
by not belonging to another man? No, my daughters, because my bitter-
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ness is too much for you, because the hand of Yhwh has come out against
me.” ¥ Then they raised their voice and wept again and ‘Orpabh kissed her
mother-in-law but Ruth clung to her. ®So she said, “Listen here—your
sister-in-law has returned to her people and to her gods. Return after your
sister-in-law. "*But Ruth said, “Do not press me to abandon you, to turn
from going after you. Indeed, wherever you go, I will go, and wherever
you lodge, I will lodge. Your people are my people and your god is my god.
Wherever you die, I will die and there I will be buried. Thus may Yhwh
do to me and so much more may He add. Indeed!—Only death will
separate between me and you!” ¥ When she saw that she was determined
to walk with her, she ceased speaking to her. **Then the both of them
traveled until they entered Bethlehem.

AW 73 aRID TTYR WM LY KT Opm - 1:6
077 N7 AYTNR M TR AR MTYa
:onh

This verse as a whole previews the action within the next scene. It
leaves the details of the journey for the ensuing narrative but includes
the second half of the verse to remind the audience that Yhwh is
actively caring for his people. This establishes the framework in which
the narrator wants the audience to process No‘omi’s attitude.

h}]m'(y ’? :I.'(TUQ] DEQ] These three clauses in this
verse, all with 3fs verbs, mark the first time that No‘omi is presented
as an agent and not a recipient/patient/experiencer of a verbal action
or event. With this verse the story-teller makes grammatically explicit
what has already been hinted at in vv. 3 and 5: No‘omi will serve as
the central character of the ensuing plot developments.

7’11'731 K7 OPD. Wayyigtol 3ms Qal VOW. Note the sin-
gular verb followed by the conjoined phrase consisting of a singular
pronoun and a plural noun. Such constructions are often taken as
examples of “first-conjunct agreement,” in which the verb matches
only the features of the nearest subject (see comments above on vv. 1,
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3). Note, however, that the very next verb is also singular even after
the full plural subject (all three women) has been specified. If we con-
sider this type of clause together with the conjoined phrase type we
saw above in v. 1, a unified picture begins to emerge. The verb in this
clause has a covert syntactic subject, making the conjoined phrase
an adjunct not a syntactic subject. The English translation provided
above (“she got up, she and her daughters-in-law”) illustrates how the
syntax of the Hebrew works in a language that does not allow covert
subjects in the same way as Hebrew does. The use of a covert sub-
ject with a singular verb signals either that a single character remains
more prominent than any others who happened to be involved in
the events or that the characters are functioning as a group entity. In
this case, the former option makes best sense: although the narrator
could not very well leave Ruth and Orpah behind, No‘omi remains at
center stage (see also Bush 1996:85).

JNVJ "l'wn 3wn1 Wayyigrol 3fs Qal VAW with a (locative)
PP complement Though the predominant use of a wayyiqtol clause is
to carry the narrative forward (i.e., it presents temporally successive
actions or events), it may also be used for summary statements, which
may preview or review the main features of the episode being summa-
rized (see also V11"V in 1:2, %71"Y in 2:17). More technically, Cook 2002
describes this as the ability to use wayyigrol forms in “temporally over-
laid expressions”; in other words, the event that a wayyigrol references
may itself include sub-events that are themselves described by wayy-
iqtol forms, occurring either before or after the wayyigrol form that
includes them all (see Cook 2002:258—60). With regard to AW in
this verse, it is clear that this event of “returning” subsumes the events
described by M35 ... R¥M in the following verse, v. 7; thus, 2WM
in v. 6 previews the next stage of the narrative. This clause brings to
completion the event that began the story, the sojourn in Moab.

nnt7 173}7 nN _ﬂ-l’ 775"3 JNVJ -WWJ _IyDW ’3
Dﬂb DW'? Qatal 3fs Qal \/DDW The first ™ clause presents the
supportmg ev1dence for the previous assertion (see MNK §40.9.11.2;
JM §170da).
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.. hymw The function word "2 has many semantic
nuances and at least two primary synactic functions: 1) conjunction
(“because, if, when,” presenting a clause that is subordinate to a main
clause, as we have in the first occurrence in v. 6), and 2) complemen-
tizer (“that”). In this second occurrence of '3 in v. 6, it is functioning
as a complementizer; in other words, it allows a clause to fulfill what
is normally a nominal syntactic role, e.g., the accusative complement

of a transitive verb.

'fP_? Qatal 3ms Qal \TPA. A basic meaning of the verbal root
TPA is difficult to identify; in many cases it seems to indicate the act
of noticing, looking at, or inspecting something, which is the mean-
ing that HALOT (s.v. Qal 2) suggests for this verse. However, the
infinitive phrase following the verb makes sense only if Yhwh’s act of
“looking” is more than a passing glance, but instead a “looking after”
in the sense of “caring for.”

173}7 DR 71-(’ 775"3 As I described in §2, the grammar
of the book of Ruth has sub)ect—verb (S-V) order as its basic word
order, although the S-V order is inverted to V-S order when a trigger
is present at the front of the clause, such as the function word "2, as
we have in this verse. Thus, without the "2 the normal order of the
clause would be MY™NR TPA M but the presence of the trigger
produced the inverted V-S order of the clause.

DI‘I'? Dﬁt') nn“) Inf constr Qal VN3 with 5 preposition. On
the vocalization of the t? see above with "lu‘? in v. 1. Syntactically the
inf constr is used here as a verbal adjunct, prov1d1ng further informa-
tion about the nature of the event or action described by Tpa (WO
§36.2.3¢; JM §1240). In this case the “gerundive” inf constr specifies
the manner in which Yhwh cared for his people—by providing food
after the period of famine. Within the infinitive phrase the verb [N is
a classic “double object” (ditransitive) verb, similar to English “give”™
it typically takes two complements, one as the semantic patient in the
accusative (often with NR), and the other as the goal or recipient (often

with '7)
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Although at first glance this verse seems to repeat what was already
reported in v. 6, it is in fact the start of the detailed narrative of the
return.

-IDW i) WWN D17D-l n NgﬂT Wayyigrol 3fs Qal
VR with a PP that is either a locative complement or an adjunct;
it is not clear whether the verb RX" requires a complement or not.
Note that both the main verb and the verb within the relative clause
are singular and agree with an implied singular subject, which from
context can only be No‘omi.

TDW 711"! _\WN DT?D-l The locative adverb 1AW serves
to syntactlcally ‘and semantlcally resume the head of the relative
clause, DIPNAN. Relative clause resumption serves one of two func-
tions in ancient Hebrew. Either it allows the head of the relative to be
focused within the relative clause predication (which is not the case
in this verse) or it is required by the verb within the relative (such as
when a certain verb requires a specific preposition to be complete). For
this verse, it seems that when the head of the relative is a locative noun
and the verb 177 is used within the relative, the verb requires a loca-
tive resumptive constituent, D\? or TIQ\? (see also Gen 13:3; 2 Sam
15:21; 1 Kgs 5:8; Isa 7:23; the one exception to this is 1 Sam 23:22).

Ry ‘l’ﬂ‘?D ’ﬂu” The null-copula clause presents circum-
stantlal mformatmn almost as an afterthought, that No‘omi did not
travel alone but that her two daughters-in-law were still with her.
Thus, the narrator begins the “leaving” part of the episode with the
sole survivor of the original family who had moved to Moab. Once,
however, the daughters-in-law become agents, the narrative contin-
ues with the appropriate plural verbs, as in the next clause.

ﬂlj’cl Qatal 3fs Qal 71", “to remain, stay” (see comment
above, v. 2).
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ﬂ@\fy The use here of DW with the directional 71 suffix instead
of OW without the directional 17 does not seem to serve a syntactic or
semantic purpose. Not only is it hard to understand what the semantic
nuance of “to remain toward there” would mean, but the comparison
with the combination of 11’71 and DW in v. 2 suggest strongly that the
same force is meant in this verse, simply ‘she stayed there.”

AT PIRTOR 2IWY T MII2M. Note the shife with
717500 0 2 plural vetb instead of the smgular, which had been used
up to this point to focus attention on No‘omi (and will again be used
in v. 22 for the same affect). Although it is tempting to see the narra-
tor’s use of verbs as somewhat erratic, it is nothing if not careful and
consistent: where the focus is on a single character (e.g., No‘omi), the
verb is singular even if multiple characters are involved, but where the
narrative involves distinct actions for the multiple characters, as with
the upcoming dialogue among the three women, the verbs are plural
when appropriate (so also Campbell 1975:63).

ﬂ.}Dj?ﬂ] Wayyigtol 3fpl Qal v 5. The following PP 2777 is a
verbal adjunct specifying the means of their travel, “on the road.”

a7 PWN"?N :mUr? Inf constr Qal VAW; the infinitive
phrase is a second verbal adJunct to 113291, but unlike the ¢ ‘gerundive”
(manner) use of the infinitive nnY in v. 6, here the infinitive phrase
provides the purpose of the action in the main verb: they walked in

order to return (see WO §36.2.3d; JM §§1241, 168¢).

MWK N33V M0 5D WY nps InNm - 18
DIPWY PN TRN DRy My W Rk MR
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This verse initiates the dialogue between No‘omi and her two

daughters-in-law, which dominates this scene and continues through

v. 18. Notice the economy of the narrative: no contextual details of
the dialogue are provided. The audience does not know when or where
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the discussion started or how it proceeds (are they standing or sitting?,
stopped for lunch or the night?, and so on).

P92 WY 0PI INMY. Wayigrol 36s Qal VIR, The
reported. speech is the con{plemént of the verb ANI and the PP "1/
05 is an adjunct (see comment on 4:1 on the adjunct status of 58
and % PPs with verbs of speaking). No‘omi wastes no time in getting to
her point: she tells Ruth and ‘Orpah to leave her. This would have been
the sensible thing for both young women to do, since they would have
had a much better chance at provision and care with their own families
than by following a widowed mother-in-law to a foreign country.

ﬂ;ﬂw n;35 Imperative 2fpl Qal \/'[’7ﬂ and VAW, respec-
tively. The verb 'l't)ﬂ does not take a complement, but the verb 2W
normally does; here its complement is null although its semantics are
in a loose sense satisfied by the following reduced clause. The use
of imperatives instead of less forceful jussives reflects either No‘omi’s
social status vis-a-vis the younger women or the importance she
assigned to their well-being, or both.

HQR W;'? nlgx This is a reduced distributive clause. In
addition to the more common use as a referential noun, YR (like
W'R) may be used distributively (WO §15.6a-b; JM §142p, 147d).
The 9 PP following specifies the range over which the distribution
occurs. Note that the third person noun WX cannot be the syn-
tactic subject of the imperative M2V, since imperatives are second
person only. Instead, AN 25 AWR as a whole is a reduced clause
that itself is an adjunct to the previous verb, M32Y. The null verb
within the reduced clause is a semantic copy (i.e., it has been gapped)
of 1AW, with the person and number features (3fs) appropriate for its
subject MYUR. This makes the PP AR 3 the oblique complement
of the null, gapped verb.

HQR 3'1’;. Although the phrase AR 1’2 “house of (my) father”
is much more common (over 140x in the Bible), the R N'3 is also
mentioned in Gen 24:28 and Songs 3:4, 8:2. It is unclear what the
intended nuance is here, if any.
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D’nn7 oy Dﬂ’wy T(UND 'I'Dﬂ DDD}J -l"ﬂ’ wy’
’773}71 No omi’s good intentions in instructing her. daughters -in-law
to leave her is confirmed in her follow-up statement. It is interesting
that her positive assessment of how Yhwh has treated her is quite dif-
ferent than her assessments in vv. 13 and 20-21 (see comments on
those verses).

-117’ W}?’ The Qere is a Jussive 3ms Qal ViWY; the Ketiv oy
is a (modal) yzqtol Regardless which option is read, the semantics
are identical (or nearly so) in the context of the verse. The yigro/ can
be used indicatively or modally, and in the case of the latter, there is
little discernible difference from the jussive. The order of the subject
M and the verb WP /WY indicates that a trigger, in this case a
covert semantic trigger (modality), has inverted the normal S-V order
to the V-S order we see. See the comments in §2.5 on the word order
distinction between indicative and modal clauses.

Dn’wy DDDy The use of morphologically masculine affixes
When the referents are clearly feminine, Ruth and Orpah, is not typi-
cal although it is attested elsewhere (see GKC §1350; JM §149-50).
In Ruth this happens mostly in the mouth of No‘omi (see also 1:9,
11, 13), although the narrator and the “people of Bethlehem” both
use the masculine-for-feminine, twice for the narrator (1.19 Dﬂ’ﬂw
and 1:22 17]) and once for the Bethlehemites (4:11 DH’I'IW), in
each case the forms refer to two women. Neither Ruth nor Boaz utter
the gender switch and even the narrator’s one switch in 1:19 is fol-
lowed by multiple cases of 3fpl affixes. Moreover, while No‘omi uses a
2mpl gatal verb here in v. 8, she uses 2fpl yigro/ and imperative verbs
throughout her speech in this section. It is thus difficult to discern
either a grammatical or stylistic reason for the variation. Arguments
that the forms reflect dialectal variation or a vestigal feminine dual
(Campbell 1975:65) do not explain why the expected I- suffixes for
two females are used elsewhere (1:9, 19 [3x]). It is possible that the
narrator uses marginal language to give the book a foreign or perhaps
archaic coloring. The number of cases could not have been too many,
though, or the language would have interfered with the narrative
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rather than contributing to it; this might explain the handful of cases.
See also comments at Ruth 2:8 and §4.

DIWY. Qaral 2mpl Qal VY.

D°A. Participle mpl Qal NN, The Participle has long been
understood as an “intermediate” form between verbs and nouns, since
sometimes it appears verbal, e.g., it takes accusative complements,
while other times it appears nominal, e.g., it takes possessive suffixes
(GKC §116; see WO §37; JM §121). Recent study, though, indicates
that participles in BH are best understood as adjectives that encode
an activity or event rather than a quality (Cook 2008a). Thus, when
participles are used “verbally,” they are actually predicates following
a null-copula. Complicating the syntax of D' is the presence of
the definite article . Whereas it is typically taught that agreement
in definiteness is the hallmark of “attributive” modification, an alter-
nate analysis is required in the face of examples without such agree-
ment (e.g., indefinite noun followed by definite participle; see Gen
49:17; Exod 26:12; Lev 16:16; Judg 21:19; 1 Sam 25:10; Isa 65:2; Jer
27:3; 46:165 50:165 51:25; Ezek 2:3; 28:16; 32:22, 24; 41:11; 47:2; Prov
26:18; Song 4:5; Dan 9:26; cf. JM §138b-c). The article in these cases
is used to introduce a relative clause in which the participle is part of
the predicate (Holmstedt 2002:83-90; see also Barr 1989a; contra
WO §19.7). Thus, with D7 in this verse the head of the relative
is not explicit and the article is a relative word: “(those) who died” or
“(those) who are dead.”

"I1Y. This preposition, which is used only with a lcs suffix,
appears to be an alternate form of the more common DY. According
to GKC (§1030¢) it is likely cognate to Arabic ‘inda “beside, with” and
might have had an original form of ™71V (which presumably changed
to *T1Y by anticipatory dissimilation of alveolar nasal [n] to the bila-
bial nasal [m] in the context of the alveolar plosive [d]). Others suggest
that the preposition is a compound of BY and ™17 “at my hand” > “at
my side” > “with me” (JM §103, n. 27). Regardless of its etymol-
ogy, the preposition expresses comitative relations, i.e., “with” (WO
§11.2.14a).
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AYR M3 AWK OO0 JRY 027 M 19
IPRIM 121D MIRWM 17 PYM

This verse continues No‘omi’s speech with a second wish. Once
No‘omi finishes speaking, the narrative resumes by describing the
women’s emotional response.

-IW’N ma -IWN -”'IUD JNRA DD’? 177 0. Jussive
3ms Qal \/]ﬂl Note the V-S word order, 1nd1cat1ng that this yigtol is
modal. The PP D3 is an oblique complement indicating the recipi-
ent. There is no noun to function as the accusative complement for
the verb in this clause, even though [NJ requires one. This lack, along
with the following coordinated Imperative XXM (it is normal for
a jussive to follow an imperative, but not vice versa), has led to the
suggestion that the imperative clause is the complement for the tran-
sitive verb JNJ, i.e., “May Yhwh give you (that) you find rest” (JM
§177h; Sasson 1979:22-24), or that the verb is lacking an object and
the imperative expresses a result or purpose (GKC §110i). Campbell
1975:65—66, draws on the Versions and Ruth 2:12 and suggests a lost
object “recompense”), i.e., “May Yhwh give you so that you find rest.”
The first and third analyses make little sense for this verse, without
resorting to emendation (although it might be correct for the oppo-
site Jussive-Imperative sequence in 4:11). The second complement
clause analysis is possible, although the force of the Imperative would
thus seem to be completely undermined. The translation given above
reflects a fourth option—that the syntax is interrupted. In classical
terms this is called “anacaluthon” and indicates a clause that is started
one way, paused, and finished a different way. This is a phenomenon
common in everyday speech, though it may also be used for some
effect in literature. Here it may well reflect the emotion of the situa-
tion, in which the distraught mother-in-law instructs her daughters-
in-law to abandon her for their own good.

DD? On the masculine morphology used for the two feminine
referents, see comment on v. 8.
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ﬂ'g’& n’; ﬂ‘g& On the syntax of this reduced distributive
clause, see v. 8 above. The noun N'A can be taken as a noun used
adverbially (the so-called adverbial accusative) or as a short-hand writ-
ing of N"A1 (see GKC §118; WO §10.2.2; JM §126h, 133c¢). Note
that with the phrase TW'R N"2 No‘omi indicates her motivation for
sending them away—mnot just to find comfort with their families but
to find another husband to take care of them.

]75 7Wﬂ1 Wayyigtol 3fs Qal \PW3. The verb PWI typically
takes its complement in the oblique with a 5 PP, although it also takes
the accusative and one time the oblique with an 531 PP (HALOT
S.V.).

322 1910 NIRWIAN. Wayyigeol 3fpl Qal VRS and V7132,
Note the feminine plural verbs, in contrast to DIPWY in v. 8. Admic-
tedly, here the assumed subject is all three women, for which the sup-
posed dual forms would not have been used anyway (see comment
above on v. 8). The verb RW1 typically takes the accusative comple-
ment, as it does here, while the verb 11231 is intransitive and thus takes
no complement.

:TRAYY W3 TAR™I AYTAIIANA 1:10

Presumably after they finished weeping, the two daughters-in-
law declare their intentions to ignore No‘omi’s instruction and remain
with her. Their statement is strongly put, indicating their resolve.

R NIVIRIN. Waypigrol 3fpl Qal AR, The PP 75 is an
adjunct speci.fying the goal of the verb, the addressee of the speech.
The complement of the verb is the reported speech.

pr" 3“?; TQN-’D The "2 is sometimes understood to
mark the éomplement clause, i.e., the so-called "2 recitativum, “They
said to her (thar) . . .)” (GKC $§157b; JM §157¢). Miller, however,
argues that the "2 never introduces reported speech; the "2 is, rather,
inside the reported speech and often has an asseverative or emphatic
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function (1996:116). For those who include the " as part of the quote,
it is often taken as a strong adversative, “no” or “on the contrary”
(Hubbard 1988:106; Bush 1996:77; see HALOT s.v. 3). This fits the
context well, since the two women go on to assert strongly that they
will not do as No‘omi wishes but instead stay with her. The strength
of the assertion is made clear by the Focus fronting of the adjunct PP
TOR: the typical position for an adjunct like this would be after the
verb, but here it is raised to assert the daughters-in-law’s intention over
against No‘omi’s. The strength of their intention is further signaled
by the use of the yigtol verb 2] (“we will return”) rather than the
cohortative form WJ“UJ (“let us return”). The PP '[73}7'7 is the oblique
complement of the Verb 2.

“TIVT AR N30 N I3 NIW Hp1 RN 111
:DWIRY 037 N "Dn3 N3 77

Apparently No‘omi recognized the resolve of the two younger
women, because in this verse and the next two verses the narrator has
her restate her instructions, with even stronger motive clauses (in the
form of rhetorical questions)

’an —IJJW ’73}73 WDNI“ The subject Y1 is overt, rein-
voked due to the shlft in speaker, the reported speech is the comple-
ment of the verb. Note that there is no PP specifying the addressee
(see also comments on 1:8 and 4:1), although this information is easily
deducible from the context. Also, while the vocative "2 provides the
addressee within the reported speech, it cannot be the syntactic subject
of the imperative, which could take only a second person subject.

ﬂ,TJJW Imperative 2fpl Qal VAW with a null complement (as
in vv. 8, 12; elsewhere the verb 21 takes an oblique PP comple-
ment; see 1:6, 7, 10, 15, 16, 22; 2:6; 4:3). In the face of Ruth and
Orpah’s resistance, No‘'omi’s repeated command illustrates the force

of her conviction that the younger women would fare better by leaving
her (see Hubbard 1988:108). Note that the initial Imperative 1Y s
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not used here, as it was in v. 8; this may be a literary device to signal
No‘omi’s impatience.

n1on ny M350 Nk, vigrel (modal) 3fpl Qal N,
The interrogative A9 established the modal semantics of the clause.
Contextually the question is likely rhetorical in that No‘omi does not
seek a content answer but simply consent Notice that she does not
wait for a response but continues immediately with reasons why the
two younger women should not go with her (see Bush 1996:77). The
PP 1Y is an adjunct, since '[t7'l does not require a complement.

’SJDJ D’J: ’t7 71377 Just as with 719 in the previous clause,
the clitic interrogative i1 establlshes the modal semantics of both the
first null-copula clause and the subsequent gazal verbal clause (on the
modal use of the gatal verb, see §2.3; see also Cook 2008b). The 5
is used here to indicate possession (GKC §129; WO §1.2.10f; MNK
§39.11.1.3; JM §130b, 133d). The PP "Y1 is an adjunct to the null-
copula, specifying location. The temporal adverb T qualifies the
null copula possessive 5 construction: “do I still have sons in my

womb?” (WO §39).

’QD; The noun YN “bowels, inner parts, source of procreation”
occurs neither in the singular nor free (“absolute”) forms in the Bible. It
is impossible to discern whether the clitic (“construct”) form "Y1 or the
forms with possessive suffixes, as we have here, are dual or plural.

D’W;Z_’zt? DP:? ). Qaral (used modally) 3cpl Qal V.
Modal qamz clauses are often used to present the consequences of the
event or action in a preceding clause (see WO $§32.2.4a; JM §119).

DDL) On the seemingly masculine morphology in reference to
Ruth and ‘Orpah, see the comment on v. 8. The 5 in this case does
not indicate possession but rather the benefactors of the possible but
implausible birth of sons to be husbands for Ruth and ‘Orpah. Using a
Latin-based grammatical framework, grammarians often refer to this
use of the 9 as the dativus commodi “dative of advantage” or “benefac-
tive dative” (GKC §119g-s; WO §11.2.10d; JM §133d; see also 1:4,
4:6, 8, 10).
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D’IIUQSZ? The 9 in this PP indicates the new role that the sub-
ject of the verb 171 (the ©"32 from the previous clause) will take on,
i.e., “they would become your husbands” (GKC §119¢; WO §11.2.10,
exx. 38—45; MNK §39.11.1.1.¢). In this sense, the 5 PP is an oblique
complement of the verb M"; see comments on vv. 1-2 regarding i1'1
with complements.

'K "2 WK NN RIRT 2 197 *0i3 N33V 1:12
T DN YRy 17790 10 03 Hipn 7w
:0"3a

No‘omi’s rhetoric becomes increasingly sharp, since the improb-
able event she depicts would have been obviously ludicrous to them all.

]35 nia -IJ:I.W The key verbs of this entire scene are once
again invoked—No‘omi is “returning” to her people, her daughters—
in-law want to “return” with her, but No‘omi wants them to “return”
to their own people. Unlike either v. 8 or v. 11, 132W is the first verb
used with ID‘? following the vocative "NI2. Starting with the single
imperative 713AW is perhaps indicative of No‘omi’s impatience and
frustration. The following imperative, 135, reinforces No‘omi’s impa-
tience and exasperation with Ruth and ‘Orpah.

W’Ijt? mjﬂn ’nJl?_:f ’; This "2 clause is subordinate to the
preceding imperatives and presents the reason that No‘omi uses to con-

vince the younger women to leave her (on " presenting the evidence
supporting a preceding assertion, see MNK §40.9.2.2; JM §170da).

IRT. Qaral 1cs Qal VIPY. This verb in the Qal can be either
stative, “to be old,” or dynamic, “to grow old.” In this clause it is
stative.

l'ﬂznn Inf constr Qal V77 the PP is an adjunct to the verb
TPt Note that the 1 of the preposition ] does not assimilate to
the initial 1 of the inf constr; instead the sound is simply lost. The
collocation of a stative verb with the comparative use of J1 produces
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a “comparison of capability” (WO $§14.4f; see also GKC §133¢; JM
§141g). The construction expresses the idea that the quality speci-
fied by the stative verb is “too much/too little for” the event or action
specified within the inf constr phrase. In this case, No‘omi is “too old
to belong to a man (i.e., be a wife).”

W’§5 On the use of the 9 preposition for possession, see the

comment onv. 11.

on WKy 07%0 nnn 03 nipn YW Smhy 3
[m)ym] ’n-fb’ Qﬂtal Tes Qal VAR with the reported speech as its
complement "On the lack of an adjunct PP specifying the addressee,
see comment on v. 11. This clause provides a second line of evidence
supporting No‘'omi’s argument that Ruth and ‘Orpah should return
to their Moabite families. Moreover, it is clear that the clause contains
a irreal conditional (with modal gazal verbs). There is only one initial
function word, though; the question is, then, whether the "2 marks the
reason or the conditional protasis, since it is used for either function
elsewhere (GKC §159; WO §38.2; MNK §40.9; JM §167). When "2
is used to introduce a conditional clause, though it is normally used
for real conditions, not irreal conditions. This suggests that we should
take the " as the subordinating function word for the reason clause
and understand the imbedded conditional to be unmarked (or “asyn-

detic”; see JM §167a).

-n?n ’5 W" The existential predicator W is not needed to
indicate possession; the null-copula clauses TP " or 9 PN would
have been syntactically acceptable. Here the ¥ functions as a copula
in this clause (for an incomplete description of W" as a copula, see
JM §154k); pragmatically, it is present to help make the focus on the
(non)existence of No‘'omi’s hope. In other words, even if she had hope
(which she does not), then she still would not have any sons to be future
husbands for the two women (so also Hubbard 1988:100, n. 25).

D) ... O3. The two D3 clauses are appositional to the condi-
tional protasis; they further specify the initial condition. D in these
cases is a conjunction (see also 2:8, 15, 16, 22, and 3:12), not an item
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adverb as it is in 1:5 and 4:10. Marking both clauses with an initial
D3 indicates that the two further conditions both build on the initial
condition and on each other; this is the “additive” use of DJ. The
use of DJ itself indicates that the two additional conditions are pos-
sible but extremely unlikely, thus making No‘omi’s case sure (MNK
§41.4.5.2.1¢; see also GKC §154a, n. 1; JM §177q).

Ty .. ’.n,’j Modal Qatal 1cs Qal Ni71 and T,

7‘7’% The use of the definite article with nouns indicating
time, such as 07, ﬂt7’t7 and MW, has a demonstrative force, thus
19"91 is “chis night, tonight,” DM is “this day, today,” and MW is
“this year” (WO §13.5.2b; JM §137f). Syntactically, such time expres-

sions are adjuncts to the verb within whose scope they lie.

n3vn 1050 1970 WK TV 13abn N0 1:13
DR TR 97N M ‘m wm‘v nivg 'mah
ST N2 ARXTI

This verse begins with an interrogative clause that is the first apo-
dosis of the conditional protasis in v. 12. As with No‘omi’s question in
v. 11, both this and the next interrogative are rhetorical: No‘omi does
not expect a substantive reply from Ruth and ‘Orpah but for them to
agree with her on the negative answer. No‘omi finishes off her short
speech with a direct negative and a theological statement that must
have been intended to put a stop to the entire discussion.

IR WK TV AR 1090, Yig! (modal imperfect or
jussive) 2fpl Plel \/WJW The verb in the Piel means “to hope for, wait
for” and is typically followed by an oblique complement in a 5% or 9
PP. Here its complement is the PP 1973 WK Y.

]ﬂ?ﬂ This enigmatic item is one of the interpretive cruces in
the book. As it stands, it appears to be the combination of the inter-
rogative 11, the preposition 7, and the 3fpl suffix. Contextually the
3fpl suffix makes no sense since the obvious referents are the potential
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sons that No‘omi could bear. Commentators have variously suggested
that the 3fpl suffix is a textual error, with the support of the ancient
Versions (Campbell 1975:68; Hubbard 1988:111; Bush 1996:79; Sas-
son 1979:25), a masculine dual form (to parallel the feminine dual
forms ending in D-; see comment on v. 8 and Hubbard 1988:111, n.
31), or a borrowed Aramaic particle i} with preposition 5 “therefore”
(GKC §103f, n. 4; HALOT s.v,, citing Dan 2.6, 9; 4.24; note that the
HALOT entries seem to suggest that the item was first borrowed into
Aramaic from Hebrew and then, presumably, back into Hebrew!).
This apparent oddity as well as the b- forms used for the two young
women (see comment on v. 8)—most of which are in the mouth of
No‘omi—may find their proper explanation as the marginal but inter-
pretable use of language in order to characterize No‘omi. See §4.

157}’ TW& TY. This PP consists of a null (temporal) head rela-
tive clause, “until (the time) that they grow up.” The morphology of
the yigtol verb does not allow us to determine whether it is an modal
imperfect or jussive; if taken as an imperfect, the modality of the con-
ditional clause indicates that the verb must also be taken as the modal
use of the imperfect.

W’N5 n"j ’nt73:7 WJ.WZ'I 17:71 This clause is the second

ap0d0515 to the conditional protasis in v. 12.

-Luyn Yigtol (modal imperfect or jussive) 2fpl Niph P or
Y. The form is anomalous in that it does not correspond to the
paradigm form of the Niph for V713p or VI3V. If the verb is from the
I1I-heh V73p, it would have a defective /i/ vowel since the expected
form is *NIIPN. If the verb is from the VI3, it is missing the expected
Tiberian indication of the doubled nun as well as the paradigm /a/
vowel, i.e. *133PN. Neither root is attested in BH, although based
on later attestations in rabbinic Hebrew and Aramaic for Vi3 as “to
bind, tie, imprison” and used to refer to wives bound to absent hus-
bands (see Jastrow, s.v.), a meaning of “withhold oneself” is typically
proposed for this verse. We may now add two possible attestations
from the Dead Sea Scrolls, both of which refer to “imprisonment”

(4Q203, 4Q2006).
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W’N’? m’ﬁ ’n5:5 Inf constr Qal V", preceded by
’ﬂt')ﬂ‘? the typlcal negator for the infinitive in BH (GKC §114s; WO
§36.2.1g; JM §1601). The infinitive phrase may be used in a variety
of ways to modify the verb of the main clause. Here the context sug-
gests that the infinitive phrase is not a complement of the verb, but an
adjunct. Moreover, it is equally fitting as a negative result of the verb,
i.e., “would you withhold yourself for them with the result of having
no husband?,” or a negative gerundive explaining the nature (manner,
means) of the verb, i.e., “would you withhold yourself for them by
having no husband?”

AT 3 AR DDD -I'ND ’t7 RIARX) ’an 58
The negatlve bR normally negates ]usswes, but may be used without
any verb in a simple exclamative “no” (Gen 19:18; Judg 19:23; 2 Sam
13:16, 25; 2 Kgs 3:13; 4:16; see MacDonald 1975:172-73; HALOT
s.v.; MNK §41.5.3), although it is more common to see 8 used this
way (see BDB s.v.; GKC §152; JM §160). Simple negations like this
may include an element of emphasis (GKC §152d; JM §160b)—
hence, the classification as a negative “exclamation,” although it is
not self-evident that this is always the case with Hebrew 5R and NY.
With that said, in this particular verse No‘omi’s final statement to the
younger women does seem to present the climax of her plea. Syntacti-
cally, some argue that there is ellipsis of the verbs in these negative
exclamations, in this case the ellipsis of a Jussive, i.e., “do not with-
hold yourselves™ “The examples in which N is used absolutely as a
negative answer, equivalent to cerzainly not! no! must be regarded as
extremely short verbal-clauses” (GKC §152¢; see also GKC §152¢; JM
§160j; Bush 1996:80). Similarly, Hubbard suggests that 5R here is an
abbreviation of {2 "1 58 (Hubbard 1988:107, n. 9). The best way to
sort through the options is to consider the overall structure of ques-
tion-answer pairs in Hebrew set in typological relief.

Cross-linguistically, there are three basic types of question-answer
systems (Miller 2005:660—-61): 1) yes-no systems (e.g., English), 2)
agreement-disagreement systems (e.g., Japanese), and 3) echoing sys-
tems (e.g., Welsh). Biblical Hebrew uses the third type of system:
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there is no word for “yes” (as |2 develops into in modern Hebrew),
but instead a positive answer “echoes” minimally the main predicate
of the question (and additional information can be added). A negative
answer minimally has the negative that is appropriate to the predicate
(which may be unexpressed or may be expressed as well). So if the
question has ¥, the answer will have 'R. If the implied negative
answer is indicative, it will have &9 (plus or minus the appropriate
verb). If the implied negative answer is modal, it will have 58 (plus or
minus the appropriate verb). In Ruth 1:13, the use of the 5R instead of
8D suggests that the implied question is “Would you do X . . .?” and
the full implied answer should be understood as “Don’t [do X].”

Dan LI'ND ’i?-j@-’?. The "2 adjunct clause provides the evi-
dence supporting No‘omi’s negative assertion (see comment on v. 12;
MNK §40.9.2.2; JM §170da). Within the "3 clause the preposition |12
creates three plausible ways to understand the clause: 1) the J1 creates a
comparison between No‘omi’s and the younger women’s suffering, i.c.,
“because my bitterness is more than yours” 2) the 1 creates a com-
parison between No‘omi’s and the younger women’s abilities to cope
(the “comparison of capability,” WO §14.4f), i.c., “because my bitter-
ness is too much for you (to share)”; and 3) the J1 identifies the cause of
No‘omi’s suffering, i.e., “because my bitterness is on account of you.”
All three make some sense in the context, although how No‘omi’s
greater bitterness is a good reason for the women to leave her (#1) is
unclear and identifying the younger women as the cause of her suffer-
ing (#3) is not consistent with her good will toward them expressed
both in vv. 8-9 and reflected in v. 14. Option #2, that No‘omi sees her
suffering as an undue burden for the younger women to bear, makes
sense of her obvious warm feelings for Ruth and ‘Orpah, and provides
a good reason for the women to leave her.

”2'77_3. A null-copula clause with T as the subject and the PP
" as the complement of the null copula (similar to 1’1 taking an
oblique complement). On the use of the 5 for possession, see comment
above onv. 11.

ﬂlﬂ?--fz ’; ﬂ§gz-’? Qatal 3fs Qal VRYY. This *3 clause pro-
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vides a second, appositional reason for the women to leave, in No‘omi’s
opinion. (Appositional causal clauses are not “cumbersome,” as Hub-
bard asserts [1988:107, n. 13], and thus there is no good reason to take
this second "2 in this verse as asseverative.) The reason “that Yhwh
is against me” is intended both to explain her extreme bitterness
expressed in the preceding clause and to reinforce the necessity of Ruth
and ‘Orpah’s departure. Note the V-PP-S order within the "2 clause;
this is an example of the triggered raising of the verb over the sub-
ject that was discussed in §2.5. Although the natural position of a PP
is following the primary constituents (subject, verb, complement), the
position of the PP "2 here does not reflect raising for Focus or Topic;
instead, “light” PPs, that is, a preposition with a pronominal comple-
ment, typically attach to and move with the verb. The verb XX is most
often modified by PP adjuncts with | “to come out of/from” or oK
“to come out toward”; the preposition 2 has the meaning “against”
elsewhere (BDB s.v.; HALOT s.v., JM §133c¢) but not with the verb
KX anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible. Even so, it is not a difficult
collocation to make sense of: armies “go out” for battle (Deut 20:1) and
here No‘omi reveals her sense of what has happened to her, God has
come out “against” her as the divine warrior and smitten her (so also

Hubbard 1988:112—13; Sasson 1979:26).

ARG NEW PWm T AP3m 17ip nipm 1114
:A2 RAT M)

This verse, with its three short wayyigrol clauses, shifts from the
reported speech in vv. 11-13 back to the narrative framework.

]’717 -IJWNT Wayyigtol 3fpl Qal VR, The noun 9 (note
the feminine plural suffix) is the accusative complement of the transi-
tive verb. The assimilation of the root-initial 3 in 7IWNI is expected
and the vocalization of R reflects the loss of its consonantal value,
i.e., its quiescence. For example, the expected form FIRWM in v.
9 has the X graphemically present but phonetically empty, i.e., it
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is written to distinguish the verbal root but has no phonetic value.
The form 7IWNI in this verse, though, shows the complete elision
of the R phonologically as well as its absence in spelling (GKC §74k;
JM §78e-f). On the usefulness of spelling as a feature for dating the
book, see §3.

-ﬂy phgomig) W@/yzqto/ 3fpl Qal V1122, Following the verb
is the adverb 'I'W “still, again,” which in this case is used as a “con-
stituent adverb” “Constituent adverbs modify clauses (and, rarely,
individual words) but, in contrast to clausal and item adverbs, they
modify the predicate, that is, they specify the time, place, or manner
of the predicated situation” (WO §39.3.1d). Adverbs like T in many
languages are important clues to phrase structure. BH has relatively
few adverbs and so the evidence from T is especially important. For
instance, TV can come before the verb (e.g., Exod 4:6; 1 Sam 16:11);
in these cases, then, the verb remains “lower” in the phrase than the
position of the adverb. But in cases like we have in this verse, the verb
has taken a position “higher” than the adverb, suggesting that the
wayyiqrol form involves “verb-raising.”

ﬂ% HEZT! m‘n TII:\VDU:? ;—@_\g P'(ynl These two clauses
continue the narrative. Togethe.r they p.resent an important contrast:
it becomes clear that ‘Orpah serves as Ruth’s foil in the story and from
this point on Ruth will become a primary agent while ‘Orpah will
recede into the background

ANINNG NS PWM. Wayigrel 35 Qal VPWI. On this

verb w1th a '7 PP complement, see comment on v. 9.

-IJ -D:-l' nrﬂ Qatal 3fs Qal VP37, The verb PIAT takes
an obhque complement, typically with a 2 or 5 PP; here the PP 112
completes the verb. The switch from the wayyigrol clause to a qatal
verbal clause indicates a departure from the primary sequentiality of
the narrative framework and suggests that the actions are simultane-
ous. This non-sequential clause contrasts the actions of Ruth with
those of ‘Orpabh, i.c., ‘Orpah did X, Ruth did Y. The S-V order of this

clause is not basic, but reflects Focus-marking on both the subject and
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the predicate: Ruth (in contrast to ‘Orpah) clung to her mother-in-law
(in contrast to leaving her).

IPRORY ARYOR TON N2W N30 IARM 1:15
FIRRI TINK W

This verse moves us back to dialogue, although this time the cast

of characters has been narrowed so that only Ruth and No‘omi are in
view.
Wayyzqml 3fs Qal \/WDR The reported speech is the complement of
the verb. The subject of the 3fs verb is initially ambiguous. The audi-
ence must wait until the content of the reported speech clarifies the
speaker (No‘omi) and the addressee (Ruth).

HORTORY ARYOR TN 1AW N3N, Qaual 3fs Qal
N w1th a compound obllque complement consisting of two con-
joined PPs. According to the Masoretic tradition, which has marked
the word stress on the penultimate syllable, this verb is a gazal. This
is an example in Hebrew where stress is phonemic; if the stress were
marked on the final syllable, the form would be a fs participle. Note
the return to the thematic verb of this scene, “returning.” No‘omi has
accomplished half of her present goal and now she focuses on the
remainder.

The V-S order of the clause is not syntactically triggered (see
§2.5), since interjections like 11377, which along with items like voca-
tives, are not part of the syntax of the clause proper and do not trig-
ger verb-raising. Thus, the fronted verb reflects Focus to contrast
the action of the sister-in-law (she returned) with its logical opposite,
“staying.” One might be tempted to read this clause, at least in Eng-
lish, with contrastive stress, and hence the Focus, on the noun TNRA2,
resulting in something like “Your sister-in-law has returned so you
return as well.” The problem with this reading of the verse is that for
the subjects to be focused like this would require a pronoun NK “you”
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to exist in the second half. The pronoun does not exist in this clause,
thus such a reading is not available. Instead, No‘omi, the speaker, is
contrasting the courses of action that the two daughters-in-law have
taken: one returned, one stayed.

‘P'l'?& The morphology of this noun is masculine plural, but
as is well known it is often used as a plural of excellence or majesty
for God and modified by singular adjectives and verbs (GKC §124g;
JM §136d). In this verse either the singular, “her god,” or plural, “her
gods,” makes sense. That is, as we know from the Mesha Stele as well
as the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Num 21:29; 1 Kgs 11:33), Kemosh was the
national deity of Moab, so the singular could refer to him; but since
polytheism was the norm in the ancient Near East, the plural would
also be appropriate. There is simply no good evidence suggesting one
option over the other (cf. Vrs; Sasson 1979:29-30; Hubbard 1988:114,
n. 7, 116; Buth 1996:82).

TONRD WY 721 230058 DI RM 1:16
TRY PR uﬁ‘m WK 798 350 TWN- 'm ol
oo ToN By

Ruth’s answer to No‘omi is consistent with the first response
that she and ‘Orpah gave in v. 10. Instead of a negative exclamation
with a positive assertion of what they will do, “No! We'll recurn with
you,” this time Ruth appeals to No‘omi to stop pressing her to leave.
Expressing one’s own intentions for action is a more polite form of
interaction than telling another person to do or not to do something,
particularly when directed toward a person of greater social standing,
such as a mother-in-law. Here, then, we see Ruth lose some patience.

TNRD WY TAWY 2VIINOR. Jussive 26 Qal
\paa. The verb Y39 “to meet, fall upon, press” usually takes a 2 PP as
its oblique complement, as it does here (only occasionally does it take
an accusative complement; e.g., Exod 5:3, 20; 23:4). The infinitive
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phrase Tah could be either an adjunct or a second complement,
although it is not clear how a result or gerundive infinitive adjunct
would make sense in the context (i.e., “don’t press me with the result
of abandoning you” or “don’t press me by abandoning you”). The only
other use of Y38 with both a nominal complement and an infinitive is
in Jer 36:25, where the verb is in the Hiphil (although not causative).
In that instance, the infinitive phrase is clearly a second complement
of the verb and it makes a good parallel to the syntax of this clause.

TNRD WY TAWY. Inf constr Qal VA1 and VM. The
first infinitive phrase, A, is a complement of the previous verb
(see comment above), and the second infinitive phrase, AW, is an
adjunct of the first infinitive, which along with its own adjunct PP,
'[’WHZ'ZD specifies the means of abandonment.

mY Ty PR IHn W TR 120 WwROR 3
’75& -[’7 R1. This ™ clause prov1des Ruth’s reason that No‘omi
should stop pressing her to leave: Ruth intends to go with her, even
to the grave (as the audience learns from the continuation in the next
verse).

OR 3PH0 WK TR 290 TWROR. Both of these
clauses have the constituent order PP-V and both PPs include a null-
head relative clause, literally, “to (the place) that you go, I will go
and in (the place) that you stay I will stay.” The PPs in both clauses
are adjuncts providing further information about the verbs, but not
necessary to complete the verbs. The typical position for PPs is follow-
ing the verbs and the fronted position of the PPs in these two clauses
indicates that they are either Topic or Focus constituents. It is not
clear which type of pragmatic function is intended. If they are Topics,
it is because the choice that Ruth makes is fronted to orient No‘omi to
which of the two directions Ruth will comment upon (so Holmstedt
2009a). If they are Focus constituents, the challenge becomes deter-
mining precisely what element within the PP carries the Focus. If
the subject of the verb within the relative carried Focus, we would
expect the overt subject pronoun, i.e., 50 DR WK 5&; similarly,
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if the head of the relative carried the Focus, we would expect an overt
head, i.e., 2250 WK oipn DR. Since neither is the case here, only
the entire PP can carry Focus; thus, “wherever you go, I'll go, and
wherever you stay, I'll stay.”

’CbN '[’,j_’?&'l ’D}] Tp}] Both null-copula clauses are Subject-
Predicate. Based on the context and the tense-aspect of the preceding
two verbs as well as the two following verbs, the null-copula in both of
these clauses is almost always taken with a future temporal reference:
“your people will be my people and your god will be my god.” That
is, most interpreters understand Ruth to continue stating her inten-
tions, not what has already happened. However, this is not necessary
grammatically or contextually. Whereas the traveling and lodging
mentioned in the previous clauses or the dying and being buried in the
next two have all yet to happen, it is entirely possible that Ruth had
already identified with No‘omi’s family, tribe, people, and god when
she married No‘omi’s son. In fact, this strengthens Ruth’s argument: if
these were all still future choices, No‘omi could continue to argue with
her, but if Ruth points out that in her opinion she made her choice
years ago by marriage, No‘omi has a weak case against her.

mm nbpr 15 "2pR oW1 MAR Smhn WwRa 1:17
TP PR T Mpn R 0 N

This verse is the continuation of the "2 clause begun in v. 16.

PR DWT I'IVDN ’nVDn 7WN3 As with the two V-PP
clauses in v. 16, “the first clause here has a fronted PP with an imbed-
ded relative clause—the entirety of which carries Focus. This clause
ups the ante, so to speak: No‘omi will not be rid of Ruth until she or
both die.

mmg "NT‘DD 11023; Yigtol 2fs and 1cs Qal NI, The null
head of the relative clause in this case is formally ambiguous. Null
heads for relatives must be interpreted based on context alone and in
most cases the context sufficiently narrows the options to one obvi-
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ous interpretation. For most listeners or readers of this clause within
this story, the initial processing would undoubtedly produce a locative
interpretation of the null head, “in (the place) that you die, I will die.”
As Sasson notes (1979:30), however, a manner interpretation of the
null head is equally plausible, “in (the way) that you die, I will die.”
The only piece of evidence that provides direction is in the following
clause: DW makes the locative interpretation of the null head of the
relative in this context beyond doubt.

1:178 DVJI Yigtol 1cs Qal \2ap. The basic position for loca-
tive adjuncts llke ‘the adverb DV is following the verb and any com-
plements. The pre-verbal position in this example indicates that OW
has been raised over the verb so that its higher position could signal
its Focus-marking. The result is similar to the pragmatics of using
“only”in English, “I will be buried only there,” or, better reflecting
the Hebrew word order, “only there will I be buried.”

TIP3 T MAD 2 0 Y M by e,
Ruth’s almost over-thé-top.climax provides a window on the extent
of her determination and stubbornness in this matter. No‘omi also
recognized this, as the narrator tells us in the next verse.

‘]’D’ 731 ,:7 717’ 7WS7’ —D Yigtol (modal imperfect) 3ms
Qal iy and H1ph11 N 0. These two clauses present the first part
of the oath/curse formula. The basic full formula is represented in 1
Sam 3:17: 927 WA TNINDR GOF "9 OTOR TRy Na.
According to JM,

There are twelve examples in the books of Samuel and Kings
(with the exception of Ru 1.17): 1Sm 3.17; 14.44; 20.13;
25.22; 2S8m 3.9, 35; 19.14; 1Kg 2.23; 2Kg 6.31; with plural
verbs: 1Kg 19.2 (Jezebel); 20.10 (Benhadad). It should be
noted that the verbal forms are in the indicative, despite the
optative sense. In this formula, 72 no doubt is the scribe’s:
the person who pronounced the curse had to name the evils
which he was calling down upon himself, e.g., illness, loss of
goods, death, as is the case in Jb 31.8ff,, 22. It is not incon-
ceivable that an utterance of this formula was accompanied
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by some appropriate gesture such as when the speaker omi-
nously passes his hand across his own throat. (§165a, n. 1)

The one clear inaccuracy of this description is in identifying the
verbs as indicative. The irrealis modality of the conditional has scope
over both the protasis and the apodosis, regardless of the order. Thus,
the verbs in the apodosis are modal yigzol. This could not be discerned
syntactically, however. The initial adverb 12 “thus, in this way” typi-
cally comes in the initial position of the clause, thereby triggering
verb-raising over the subject (S-V > X-V-S). Thus, the position of the
verb higher than the subject would have been triggered by both the
initial adverb and the modality of the clause.

Note that neither verb in the oath/curse apodosis has an explicit
complement. The formula does not specify what God shall do in the
case of the first verb, MY (as I indicated above, 113 is an adverb and
so cannot be the complement). In the case of the second verb, {0,
the complement is an implied inf constr of the first verb, i.e., 0"
mivys.

-[3’31 ’J’:l 7’75’ n1737 ’3 Yigtol (modal imperfect) 3ms
Hiph VT8 with a compound obllque complement consisting of the
two [ PPs. The " clause stands where the OR or ND DN protasis of
the oath/curse is expected. Although "2 can introduce a conditional
clause (WO §38.2d), it does not appear to be so used in oaths or
curses. Instead, it is more likely an asseverative "3, “indeed!” or “cer-
tainly!” (see JM §165a,¢; cf. GKC §149d; WO §40.2.2b). Within the ™2
clause, which normally contains triggered V-S word order, the subject
has been raised even higher than the verb to signal its Focus-marking
(see §2.5). The subject MAN is Focus-fronted in order to contrast it
not with contextual alternatives, but with logical alternatives—those
established solely from the shared knowledge of the speaker-listener
outside of a particular discourse. So MMAN is contrasted with, basi-
cally, anything else that typically might be a reason for a widowed
daughter-in-law to leave her mother-in-law, such as other family or
new marriage. The addition of the English restrictive adverb “only”
captures this particular Focus structure well.
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T3T7 TINM ARK N2Y7 K7 NYRRODTD K 1:18
:OR

This verse marks the return to narrative from the reported speech
of vv. 16-17.

AnR N5% R0 NRRARNNTD RN, Wayigrol 3 Qal
VART with a 3 clause complement As in v. 15, the last time that
No‘omi was the agent, the identity of the subject of 8 is not
specified, nor is the referent of the participial subject 8. Both are
easily discernible from the context, which likely explains the lack of
explicitness.

N7 NRAKRNN™I. Participle fs Hith VPRR. This ¥ clause is
the complement of the transitive verb 871. The Participle highlights
the durative, persistent nature of Ruth’s refusal to leave her mother-
in-law. Basic word order in participial clauses is subject-participle; the
fronting of the participle before the pronominal subject X717 indicates
that the predicative participle is marked for Focus. In other words, it
is not simply that Ruth is determined, nor is it that Ruzh (as opposed
to No‘omi) is determined, but that Ruth is determined.

AR n3’7’7 Inf constr Qal V771, This infinitive phrase is the
semantic opposite of T INR WY in v. 16 and thus provides closure
to Ruth’s speech. Syntactically the infinitive phrase is the complement
of the verb NXANRNA. Within the infinitive phrase, the PP MR is a

locative adjunct of the inf constr naoh.

7’771’3 -137'7 r?-l'nlﬂ This clause presents the nextaction, which
may also be taken to be the logical result of the former action. That
is, No‘omi observed something and then acted based on that observa-
tion. This should not be taken as evidence that temporal succession is
part of the semantics of the preterite yigro/ within the wayyiqtol form;
instead, it is a pragmatic implicature, i.e., it is a natural interpretation
within narrative that the second of two juxtaposed wayyigrol clauses
temporally follows the first one unless contextual clues suggest other-
wise (see 1:4, 6, 22; 2:17 for a non-sequential wayyigtol).
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Sjﬂﬂ] Wayyigrol 3fs Qal V5. The verb 971 has both intran-
sitive (e.g., Exod 9:29) and transitive manifestations. In this verse it is
transitive and the infinitive phrase TOR 92719 is its complement.

_1)3-_1':7 Inf constr Piel V12T, The verb 927 typically takes an
oblique cc;mplement with 9 or 2 as well as PP adjuncts specifying
the reason or topic; in contrast to AR, the verb 72T does not usually
take reported speech as its complement (see Miller 1996).

oMY N MIRITTY 0RY n3hm 1:19°

The first half of v. 19 concludes Scene 2 of the first Act. It brings
them to Bethlehem, the goal of their travels.

Dﬂ’nw ﬂ;:?_ﬂ] Wayyiqtol 3fpl Qal V91, The verb has the
expected feminine plural morphology to match the features of the
compound subject No‘'omi and Ruth, but the following adjective
phrase DMWY has the masculine plural suffixed pronoun (compare
to the feminine plural suffixed pronoun in MINR31). See comment on

v. 8 and §3.

Dﬂ5 ma ﬂ;§3-73_7. This PP is a temporal adjunct of the
verb 1133991, Wichin the PP, the infinitive phrase is the complement
of the preposition TV and within the infinitive phrase ord M is the
complement of the infinitive NIRA. While it is more common for the
verb R12 to take a PP complement, it may also take an NP comple-
ment indicating the locative goal of movement.

ﬂ;§3 Inf constr Qal YRI2 with 3fpl pronominal suffix. The
typical 3fpl pronominal suffix is simply ] -. JM (§94h) suggests that
the addition of the final 1 is for assonance, presumably with the pre-
ceding verb pimpiel (so also Sasson 1979:31; Hubbard 1988:121, n. 2).

Act I, Scene 3: The Arrival in Bethlehem (vv. 19b-22)

In this final scene of Act I the dialogue between No‘omi and her
daughters-in-law ceases and the narrator moves No‘omi and Ruth on
toward Bethlehem. The dialogue that does occur is between No‘omi
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and the women of Bethlehem and is a platform for No‘omi to air her
grievances against Yhwh for what she perceives as injustice in her life.
The narrator thus uses No‘omi’s voice to summarize and put a fine
point on the plot problem: she believes that Yhwh has “emptied” her
life; will it be “refilled”?

2 And when they entered Bethlehem, the whole town was in a stir
about them, and they said, “Can this be No'omi?”?°She said to them, “Do
not call me ‘Pleasant’ [No‘omi]! Call me Bitter’ [Mara] because Shad-
dai has made me very bitter. *'I went away full, but empty Yhwh has
returned me. Why should you call me ‘Pleasant’ when Yhwh has testified
against me, indeed, Shaddai has caused calamity to happen to me.” **So
No'‘omi returned—and Ruth, the Moabite, her daughter-in-law, with
her, who (also) returned from the territory of Moab—and they entered
Bethlehem at the beginning of the barley harvest.

2R P52 Dim oY ma NIRA2 T 1190
PRPY NI NP8

This verse picks up the arrival at and entrance into Bethlehe ,
which was just mentioned in v. 19a.

Dﬂ'? n’: 7]&33 ’7’1 Wayyiqtol 3ms Qal Vi1 with a PP
complement that is 1tself an infinitive phrase. Semantically, this clause
provides the temporal setting for the next main clause. On the verb
i1"N with a temporal PP used to set the scene, see comments on 1:1,
3:4, 8, 13. Both 2 and 2 prepositions can be attached to an inf constr
to create a temporal clause. WO (§32.2.2b) indicate that “2 denotes
in general the temporal proximity of one event to another, 2 more
specifically the more immediately preceding time.”

Dﬂ'? 3. This NP is the complement of the verb MIR2 (see

also v. 19a)

]7’5}7 -\’}77"73 D‘lﬂ"l This is the main clause for which
the preceding clause established the temporal settmg The agent has
shifted from the two women to “the whole town,” which is narrowed
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down by the verb in the next clause to the women of the town. As a
group, these characters are nothing but a prop to facilitate the nar-
rative development. They thus remained unspecified and are not
invoked again until the end of chapter 4.

19V DN, Waypigrol 36s Niph of VORT (GKC §67¢) or VD11
(GKC §72v) or Qal of VD11 (GKC §72h). The roots DA and O
may be by-forms in Hebrew or, if etymologically distinct, may have
become conflated. The PP {9 is an adjunct clarifying the nature
of the activity indicated by Q.

’D}JJ n&Tj 737DND1 The 3fpl wayyiqtol indicates that it is
only the women of Bethlehem that the narrator has in view. We are
not given any indication that the men noticed No‘omi’s return.

myi NNT-I This interrogative clause could conceivably be
51mple and expect a yes/no answer, but the context suggests that the
women of Bethlehem were not seeking an answer to No‘omi’s identity
but were rather surprised to see her. Thus, with most commentators,
it is best to take this as a rhetorical question used as an exclamation
indicating surprise.

NYB ¥ INTP PR3 "2 MIRIPRIIR IO BN 1:20
FTRI 79 YTV AT

No‘omi’s response is swift and direct and uses a play on names to
make her point. She is no longer pleasant, but bitter, and she gives her
opinion regarding the cause of this change in the next clause.

R ¥ NP MY 9 MIRIPAIR. Jussive 3fpl Qal and
impv fpl Qal \/N'D this verbal root, “when it is used in the naming
idiom, takes an accusative complement (the name) and an oblique 5
PP complement (the object named). (For a second form of the naming
idiom, using the noun OW, see 4:17.) The form of the imperative here,
without the final 77, is also used in 1:9 and 12; see GKC §46f.
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RI1. No‘omi rejects her name “pleasant one” (see comment on
v. 2) and takes a name apparently derived from Y31 “to be bitter.”
The actual form is probably best taken as the adjective I “bitter”
with a feminine ending. Typically this would produce 197, but the
final N is a mater lectionis and the use of the R instead of 1 to mark
the feminine noun ending, while not common, does occur elsewhere

(GKC §80h; TM §89k).
'fND "?7 "fw 773‘["3 This "2 clause provides No‘omi’s rea-

son for her instruction to the women of Bethlehem to call her Bitter.
Instead of a simple TRN "5 91 " “because I'm very bitter” (see v. 13),
asinv. 13 No‘omi fingers the agent she blames for her situation, *TW.
The V-S word order within the clause reflects verb raising over the
subject that was triggered by the initial *2.

7. Qatal 3ms Hiph V9. The Hiph of this root is not used
much and elsewhere it appears to take an accusative complement (Job
27:2) or an oblique complement with a 2 PP (Exod 23:21, although
the verb there is often taken to be from Vi1I1). Here the 5 PP is the
oblique complement.

’T[W The etymology of this divine epithet is unclear, although
it is often suggested that it derived from Akkadian $adsi(m) “moun-
tain” and the related $addii’a “mountain dweller” and thus originally
referred to the “god of the mountain.” Regardless of the etymology,
within the Bible it is used primarily in texts referring to God’s power
(e.g., Ezek 1:24; Ps 68:15) or judgment (Isa 13:6; Job 5:17), or in con-
texts of blessing and cursing (Gen 17:1; Num 24:4). There is also the
view expressed in Exod 6:3 that "™TW OR was a pre-Mosaic form in
which Yhwh appeared to the Patriarchs. Thus, for the author of Ruth,
"™ could have both evoked an earlier time (e.g., the time of the
Judges) and contextualized No‘'omi’s complaint against the cosmic
ruler: “Her fate could have come from no other source—and so also
its future reversal” (Hubbard 1988:125). See §3 on the term’s use in
dating.
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M2 T 3PV DRI N7 IRYD AN 121
P9 VI TT2 MY MR ¥ NINIpN

With the five clauses in this verse No‘omi explains her charge
that God embittered her. The meaning of No‘omi’s imagery is clear:
she had a husband and children when she left Bethlehem and she has

neither on her return.

’n:’7‘l -INL/'D "AR. The use of the subject pronoun, which is
not syntactlcally necessary due to the full inflection of Hebrew verbs
(see Holmstedt 2009b), is to present a Topic; in this case the Topic
signals a change in the agent, from God in the previous clause to “I”
(No‘omi) in this clause. The adjective AIRON, which is used adverbi-
ally here, is also fronted for Focus. The Focus fronted adjective sets up
a contrast with the manner adverb DP9 in the next clause. (On the
pragmatic structure of this and the following clause, see §2.5.)

opM . 7&50 The feminine singular adjective IR does
not modlfy a nomlnal item (adjectives can modify pronouns only as
predicates, e.g., “I am full”); rather, it modifies the verb. The mas-
culine singular adjective 9" has a D- suffix, which is one of the few
adverbial morphemes in Hebrew. However, it is not productive, unlike
the English adverbial suffix -y (GKC §100; WO §39.3; JM §102);
instead, Hebrew mostly uses non-adverb constituents for adverbial
modification, such as the adjective NN,

iy ’J:’W_I DR ). Qatal 3ms Hiph VAW, with Ics object
suffix. The fronted adverb D™ carries Focus and is set in contrast
to the fronted adverbial 'IN'?D in the previous clause. In this manner,
No‘omi stresses the extremity of what has happened to her: “I went
away full, but empty Yhwh returned me (that is why I am bitter).”

’D}JJ ,27 MNP0 7?35 On the syntax of the naming for-
mula, see above inv. 20 ThlS interrogative clause is, like the one in v.
19b, rhetorical in nature and functions as an exclamation.

"I? yjﬂ ’T[\_U1 ’3 ﬂg}z hll‘l’}_. These two parallel clauses show
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S-V order that is not basic but reflects Focus-marked subjects: Yhwh
has testified against me, Shaddai has caused calamity to happen to
me. The 1 conjunction on iMA" does not itself indicate the semantic
relationship between the previous interrogative clause and the follow-
ing two. But the context implies that a causal relationship exists, with
the second two clauses providing the evidence that No‘omi cites for
her refusal to be called by her given name.

’j n;}z Qatal3ms QalN3Y. The collocation “to testify against”
is legal language; No‘omi uses this idiom to project the image of herself
in a cosmic court with Yhwh as her accuser. (On the possible intended
ambiguities of phrase, see Moore 1997.) That the verb 1Y in the Qal
does not require a complement indicates the PP "2 to be an adjunct for
the verb, specifying the recipient of the speech action. (See Hubbard
126, n. 31 for a brief discussion of the Versional evidence and the pro-
posals of some to repoint the verb to the Piel N3y “to oppress.”)

’tl? VW], Qaral 3ms Hiph VPPI. This verb in the Hiph, “to
treat someone badly,” takes either an accusative complement (e.g.,
Deut 26:6) or an oblique complement with a 5 pp (e.g., Gen 43:6
and here).

naWD ARY ANYD AR MM HYI awm 1:22
T¥P NPNN3 DY '3 N3 i 2810 "TYN
DWW

With this verse the narrator brings to a close both this scene as
well as the entirety of Act I. The first clause serves as a summary
by repeating the most salient information of the preceding twenty-
one verses: No‘omi has returned to Bethlehem and Ruth, one of her
daughters-in-law, has come with her. The second clause sets the audi-
ence up for the harvest scene in the second act.

"I'WD 73\0-1 -IDSJ -lﬂt'):) W’JNVD-I n171 ’D}JJ JWTH
HNVJ The st wayyzqtol :me 1nd1cates that once again the narrator
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focuses on No‘omi as the central character; Ruth is kept in the audi-
ence’s mind, but only by means of the comitative phrase, not as a
second agent. Note also that the narrator keeps Ruth’s Moabite origin
in the foreground by classifying her as M"aNRN.

3‘?91 Wayyiqtol 3fs Qal NIW; this verb typically takes an
oblique complement indicating either the place of origin or the goal,
but here this complement is omitted, perhaps because the phrase 772w
AR *TWN specifies it. Wayyigtol clauses typically present events and
actions in sequence; however, this temporal sequencing is the result of
a pragmatic implicature arising from the nature of the narrative itself
rather than the semantics of the verb (see also the comment above on
v. 18). In this case, rather than providing the next event or action,
the wayyiqtol is used to summarize what has already happened, that
is, their return was reported in v. 19 and assumed in vv. 20-21 (GKC
§118i; JM $118i). See also 1:4, 6, 18; 2:17.

35’5173 ’:l'wn ﬂ;’(gﬂ Qatal 3fs Qal NAW with the article
as a relative wor'd, “who returned.” The relative use of the article is
well-established (see comment above on v. 8), negating the need to
move the Masoretic stress forward on the word so that it is a participle
instead of a gazal (see also 2:6, 4:3; contra WO §19.7d; JM §145e).
The gatalverb fits the summary nature of the clause—the return had
already happened, whereas a participle would more naturally indicate
action in progress. If the relative clause AR *TWN NAWN modifies
No‘omi, it appears rather superfluous and more than a bit awkward
since No‘omi’s return had just been specified with AWM. Moreover,
relative clauses overwhelmingly modify the nearest appropriate ante-
cedent, which means that Ruth is the head of the relative clause.
Many commentators make a great deal out of the fact that Ruth is
not technically “returning” to Bethlehem since that is not her place of
origin (e.g., Hubbard 1988:129). But from Ruth’s perspective, this use
of MW is too narrow, since she (and ‘Orpah) had eatlier pleaded with
No‘omi to let them “return” with her (v. 10). By including 1AW with
Ruth as its subject here, the narrator draws Ruth into the spotlight as a
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primary agent with No‘omi. While the verse started with the singular
AW, highlighting No‘omi’s narrative prominence, the 12Wn adds
Ruth and the following ¥R2 711 clearly indicates that Ruth will not
disappear from the narrative focus as ‘Orpah did.

D"WW RP n’7ﬂn3 Dﬂ5 m3a N3 -ln-n Qatal 3cp
Qal \ ND with an NP complement, Dﬂz7 A, and a PP (temporal)
adjunct, O™MPY PRP N5MNa. On the masculine pronoun for the
feminine referents, No‘'omi and Ruth, see comment on v. 8. As in v.
21, the subject pronoun is not necessary with a finite verb and so when
it is present it is used to mark pragmatic information such as a shift in
Topic or a Focused constituent (see §2.5). Here the pronoun signals
a Topic, but it is a subtle usage. The shift in Topic is not from one
discourse agent to another, but from one to both. Whereas No‘omi
has been the primary agent in this last scene of Act I, the narrator uses
the plural pronoun to signal that from this point onward No‘omi and
Ruth are equally primary in the plot. The narrator’s desire to mark
the two agents as a single Topic also explains the avoidance of the
wayyiqtol narrative verb, which would not have allowed the pronoun
to reside in a preverbal position of the clause. This is not the first time
that both have been equal agents (see v. 19), but since the narrative
from the end of v. 19 to the beginning of v. 22 has had only No‘omi in
sight, it is necessary for the narrator to pull Ruth back into the picture
in order to close Act I and set the stage for Act I1.

Act I followed No‘omi and her family from Judah to Moab and
back to Judah. It established that the family left Judah whole but
No‘omi returned to Bethlehem bereaved, accompanied only by her
Moabite daughter-in-law, Ruth. The primary problem of the plot has
thus been well established: how will No‘omi be “refilled” after her
complete “emptying,” which she has blamed on Yhwh. Act II opens
with many questions: what will happen to the two women? How will

they find provision? Will either re-marry? Will No‘omi be reconciled
with her god, Yhwh?






ACTII

Act II, Scene 1: Ruth Chances upon the Field
of No‘omi’s Relative (vv. 1-3)

The audience was informed at the very end of Act 1 that No‘'omi and
Ruth arrived at Bethlehem at the beginning of the barley harvest;
Acts 11 spans both this harvest (mid-March to mid-April) and the fol-
lowing wheat harvest (mid-April to mid-May). The first scene of Act
II sets the stage for a possible plot resolution: No‘omi has a wealthy
relative in whose field Ruth coincidently finds herself gleaning. It is a
tantalizing set-up for a quick solution to the women’s material needs.

!Now No‘omi had a kinsman of her husband’s, a mighty man of posi-
tion from the clan of Elimelek, and his name was Boaz. And Ruth, the
Moabite, said to No'omi, “Let me go to the fields in order to glean the ears
of grain after him in whose eyes 1 find favor,” and she said to her, “Go,
my daughter.” >When she went and entered and gleaned in the field after
the harvesters, she chanced upon the portion of the field belonging to Boaz
who was from the clan of Elimelek.

oM i3 W Ry [ymn] yrn nps 201

A W TR NNawRn
No‘omi has a wealthy relative by virtue of her deceased husband’s
clan. Might he play the role of the D813, the “kinsman-redeemer”?

The audience would surely have caught this hint even though it is not
make explicit until v. 20.

103
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TR NNaWRN 5 1ia3 WK YR, YT M.
On the use of null copula clauses in narrative, sce the comment on
1:2. Departure from the wayyiqtol often accompanies the opening of
a new scene or episode, but this is not an absolute and should not be
taken as a grammatical principle. Here the null copula clause pres-
ents background information, that is, information that does not move
the “narrative” time (i.e., the time within the story) forward but does
move the “narrated” time (i.e., the time it takes to tell the story) for-
ward and adds to the information that the audience receives. In this
null copula clause the order is Predicate-Subject. There are multiple
possible reasons for this non-basic order. For example, the predicative
PP 73915 could be fronted because No‘omi is the Topic and thus the
PP serves to provide an anchor for the new information provided by
the following subject NP. Or, the length of the subject NP—YT7
ToROR NNAWAN 51 M3 WR MWRY—could have triggered an
automatic switch; this is common in English and is known as “heavy
noun phrase shift” (e.g., instead of Ruth gave the grain to No‘omi, when
the object is a complex phrase it may be “shifted” to the right of the
indirect object, as in Ruth gave to No‘omi the grain that she had gleaned
in Boaz’ field).

}7:[1?3 ’5;7;5] The cliticization of a noun (i.e., the “construct”
relationship) is the typical strategy to express the genitive, although a
5pp may also be used (WO §9.7). In this example, though, the geni-
tive relationship is not modificational (e.g., “a relative of No‘omi”),
but is the predicate (e.g., “a relative [belongs] to No‘'omi”) and the 5

PP is the only grammatical strategy for such cases.

VT, (Ko) and YT (Qr). The Qere-Ketiv does not alter the
understanding of this clause. The Ketiv *YT'R) appears to be a Pual
ms participle VYT” (attested elsewhere in 2 Kgs 10:11; Ps 31:12; 55:14;
88:9, 19; Job 19:14). Note that the participle cannot be taken as part
of a verbal predicate in this clause since there is no available refer-
ent: both choices—“No‘omi” and “her husband”—are within PPs
and thus syntactically unavailable to be the subject. The participle
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must be taken in its substantive (or better, null-head relative clause)
usage: “(one) who was known,” that is, “acquaintance, relative.” The
Qere YTiN is a noun from the same root, “relative.” This is a rare
noun (attested elsewhere only in Prov 7:4) and the Masoretic point-
ing—using a patah instead of a gamers in the final syllable—suggests
a clitic (“construct”) form of the noun. Normally clitics are bound
to NPs, but occasionally they may be attached to PPs (WO §9.6),
which could be the case with the phrase R YTIN. With either
the Ketiv or Qere, the syntax of the clause provides the same informa-
tion: No‘'omi had a relative.

:7’U 11;:( W’N ; There are a number of ways to analyze this
sequence of words. The first word, W'R, is a noun, and the second
word, M2}, may function as either an adjective or noun, producing
either “a mighty man” or “a man, a warrior” (appositional). The third
word, 91, is also a noun “power, wealth, property, character.” 5N
makes no sense in apposition to the previous one or two nouns (i.e.,
“a man, a warrior, power/property”). It seems best to take the sec-
ond word, M3, as a clitic bound to 7'M, and the whole phrase in
apposition to the first noun, “a man, a mighty one of wealth/power/
character.” It is not clear which meaning of 51 was intended by the
narrator. As the narrative unfolds, Boaz is characterized as all three:
he is clearly a wealthy landowner, he has social power, and he is a man
of great character. It is likely that the narrator intended all three and
thus chose this polyvalent word to foreshadow what the audience will
learn and to heighten the anticipation of a quick and happy outcome
for No‘omi.

Ty: 173\01 This short verbless clause is the manner by which
the character’s name is introduced. The Subject-Predicate order is
typically used with this “name” formula with the opposite order (e.g.,
nw ﬂ"?l 1 Sam 17:4) occurring less than half as often. The place-
ment of the clause after an arguably unnecessarily long description of
his qualities and clan-affiliation is likely a delaying tactic in order to
increase the tension and audience curiosity (“Who could this wonder-
ful relative be”).
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This verse presents Ruth’s solution to the (presumably) impover-
ished state of the two women: she intends to glean in the fields.

“RYAR WK R 09AWI NORORY NN RITION
nya U‘l ]usswe lcs Qal \/'[177 Piel \7075 and )/zqtol Qal VRER.
The use of the first person jussive (often called the “cohortative”) as
well as the politeness particle 83 is normal here: a person of lower
social status (e.g., a daughter-in-law) would be expected to use polite,
deferential language to a person of higher social status (e.g., a mother-
in-law) (Shulman 1996:208-12; cf. WO §34.7; MNK §19.4, 45.5; ]M
§105¢). It is preferable to understand Ruth’s statement with the two
jussives—ﬂD‘?N and MOPIR—to have some petitionary quality even
though some commentators argue differently, that the 81 “identifies
the statement as a logical sequence of a previous statement or of the
general situation in which it was spoken. This cohortative and the fol-
lowing one are therefore not petitions for permission but declarations
made after Ruth considered her situation” (Hubbard 1988:136, n. 1;
see also Saakenfeld 1999:39). That Ruth was making a declaration
makes little sense when the response by No‘omi is considered; that
is, the fact that the narrator has No‘omi give her permission with the
statement "1 29 suggests strongly the Ruth’s statement was, in fact,
seeking such permission

7’3&1737 m'l Ruth is identified as “the Moabite” here and in
five other places (1:22; 2:6, 21; 4:5, 10). This designation is first used
in 1:4 to describe both wives of No‘omi’s sons; after the initial use of
the genitilic adjective in 1:4, its continued use feels superfluous if not
awkward. The fact that it continues to be mentioned suggests that the
narrator is intent on keeping Ruth’s foreign status highlighted for the
audience.
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7-|'w-l This NP functions as the complement of 1R2"; see com-
ment on 1:4. There are three semantic possibilities for understanding
the use of the definite article and the noun in this case: 1) The noun
is used in reference to the general “arable land”; 2) the noun is a col-
lective, “fields” (so Hubbard 1988:136, n. 2); or 3) the article is used
here to point to a generic (that is, specific but unidentified) MW, “a
field” (or better “some field” in the sense of “whatever field I find to be
adequate”). See WO §13.5.1 on the uses of the article in Hebrew.

707‘7&1 The absence of the dagesh in the P to mark the gemi-
nation characterlstlc of the Piel is due to a general (but not absolute)
rule of degemination when certain consonants (73735’1 and sibilants)
have some form of the shewa. The hatef qamets instead of a simple
shewa is due to vowel harmony with following gamers.

D"?JWQ 107‘7&1 This verb elsewhere takes an accusative
complement (see Tsa 17:5 D'RS7 PHYI D930 VRN). It may also
take a spatial adjunct with a PP (see Judg 1 7 . D’DXWJ D’DJ\U
un‘w nnn D"O727D) Thus, here the PP mlght be a spatlal adjunct
(“I shall glean among the ears of corn”); elsewhere, though, DAY are
the object of the action not the location. It may be that the preposition
2 is “partitive” (Hubbard 1988:136, n. 3; cf. WO §11.2.5 #31), i.e., “1
shall glean some of the ears of corn”; however, the partitive use of 1 is
not well-established. A final option is that the language of the book
differs from majority usage in that the verb OPY takes an oblique
complement marked with the preposition 2 (“I shall glean the ears of
corn”); the case that WO cites, Ps 141:4, may be analyzed similarly.
It is difficult to determine which of the three options is preferable.
The spatial PP option is the least likely since there is no reason to
present Ruth as agriculturally ignorant. The partitive PP option has
little in its favor either. One argument in support of the third option,
that the 2 PP is an oblique complement, is that the story-teller else-
where exhibits an interest in using small but noticeable differences
in the characters’ speech patterns to distinguish them (see §4); thus,
the slightly different grammar of this clause is, in the mouth of Ruth,
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a sign of her slightly different dialect or Moabite understanding of
Hebrew.

D’L/':W The noun looks mpl but the singular has fs morphol-
ogy: n%:nv The hatef vowel under a non-guttural is unusual (cf. JM
§9b) and the reduction of a short /u/ to a form of shewa in a near open
syllable is also unusual (in contrast to short /a/, which nearly always
lengthens to /a/ in near open syllables). The fs form points to a giz-
tul-pattern noun, of which few others exist in BH. The word I'IJDD
“tunic” is one, and its plural form is instructive: NIM2.

TIP3 NTRRAN 7\2]8 TMX. This is a null-head relative
clause preceded by a preposition. As I noted for the null-head relative
clauses in 1:13, 16, and 17, the head must be reconstructed based on
what is appropriate in the context. Given the 3ms suffix on V3"Y2, it is
most natural in this verse (contra Sasson 1979:43) to take the implicit
head as “the man,” “the one,” or “him,” resulting in a literal transla-
tion of “after him who I find favor in his eyes” (for which “after him in
whose eyes I find favor” is much smoother English). The addition of
this PP is unexpected, given the Torah stipulations that the author has
assumed; in other words, she should have had access to the gleanings of
any field. The PP has been included as a foreshadowing device setting
Boaz up as a man of impeccable character and magnanimity. It may
also add to the characterization of Ruth as someone who is not entirely
familiar with the traditions of Judah; she is a Moabitess, after all.

’n:l ’3‘7 -lt7 7DN3‘|1 Wayyiqtol 3fs Qal VIR and impv fs
Qal '[57 The verb WARM is followed by the adjunct PP 15 and the
accusative complement, the reported speech "N 25, Normal phrasal
syntax would have the accusative complement precede the adjunct,
but with IR and other verbs of speaking it is overwhelmingly the
case that that the addressee is indicated before the address. The use
of the imperative from the socially dominant dialogue partner, the
mother-in-law, is not atypical. The fact the No‘omi’s response to Ruth
is instructive suggests that Ruth was in fact seeking her permission
(see above).
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This clause quickly moves the setting from the unspecified place
where No‘omi and Ruth were staying to the harvest scene in the

fields.

DM¥Pa MINR 7T vP2M RIAM T2/ Wayigrel 36s
Qal \/'[177 \/ ND and Piel V 075 While '[57 does not take a comple-
ment, X132 typically takes a locative PP complement, which must be
assumed in this case (it is easily reconstructable from the PP following
the next verb, 7TT32). In the case of VP9, the following 2 PP clearly
presents a spatial adjunct, as does the second PP D IXPA INKR. While
there is no complement specified for the verb, P should likely not
be taken as an intransitive verb; rather, the complement has been

elided and should be understood as ©"92W2 (asinv. 2).
D’:\RPU Participle mpl Qal V¥, The syntax of the article

plus participle can be compositionally analyzed as a null relative head,
the relative use of the article, a null-copula, and a participle as an event
adjective (see comment on 1:8 and Cook 2008a). For some participles,
the adjectival origin is clear in that the participle refers to a person
who typically does the event signified by the verbal root. Traditionally
called the “substantive use” of the participle, items like VW “guard,”
ARIP “harvester,” etc., have become agentive nouns.

nﬂﬂwnn -IWN T}]J‘? 7'””7 njbn 77773 N
2177 & The narrator moves the audience qulckly to this narra-
torlal opinion rather than dwelling on how long, which route, etc.,
Ruth took to get to the fields. The revelation that Ruth just happened
to choose a field belonging to Boaz is the mini-climax that vv. 1-2
have been building toward. Grammatically interesting is the use of
a wayyigrol clause that does not advance the action or events within
the world of the narrative. This clause specifies a feature of Ruth’s
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activities that had already been presented in the narrative by the pre-
ceding three verbs. See comment on 1:6 for a discussion of the non-
temporal sequence uses of the wayyigtol (see also WO §33.2.2).

77773 2N, Wayyigtol 3ms Qal VP followed by its cognate
subject, lit. “her chance chanced,” but idiomatically, “she chanced
upon.” The Hebrew idiom expresses the idea that Ruth came to Boaz’
field by no knowledge of her own. This expression is found elsewhere in
the Hebrew Bible only in Qoh 2:14, where the sage comments that he
came to understand that D:?D'NN P INR APR, “one fate happens
to them all (both the wise and the foolish).” This is certainly a loaded
statement in the context of Qoheleth; it carries an implied indict-
ment of God’s justice. There is no compelling reason (contra Nielsen
1997:55) to suggest a similarly full (in a more positive sense) meaning
for the expression in Ruth (i.e., an assertion of God’s control).

Ty:") 7'[W-| I'D'?I'l There are two options for understanding
the genitive construction ' here (which is a clitic phrase followed by the
genitive use of the 5 PP [see also 2:21, 4:3]). The whole phrase could
refer to a specific piece of a field that had multiple owners, of which
one was Boaz, i.e., “the (specific) portion of the field that belong to
Boaz (not some other owner).” Or it could refer to the piece of the
arable land (“farm country”) that belonged to Boaz, i.e., Boaz’ field.
The latter option is simpler. Without further information, it is impos-
sible to decide between the two options; however, since the distinction
plays no part in the ensuing narrative, the choice matters little for the
story.

Act I, Scene 2: Ruth meets Boaz (vv. 4-17)

Scene 2 is the principle scene of Act II. The narrator introduces Boaz
to the audience in such a way that emphasizes his character: he is
pious, kind, and magnanimous. The scene falls into two primary
episodes—conversations between Boaz and his workers (vv. 4-7) and
between Boaz and Ruth (vv. 8-16)—with a brief narrative conclusion
inv. 17.
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“Behold, Boaz came from Bethlehem and said to the harvesters,
“Yhwh be with you,” and they said to him, “May Yhwh bless you.” Boaz
said to his harvester overseer, “Whose is this maiden?” *And the harvest
overseer answered and said, “She is a Moabite maiden—rthe one who
returned with No‘omi from the territory of Moab. "And she said, “Let
me glean and gather in sheaves after the harvesters” and she entered and
stood, from then—the morning—until now, this . . . her sitting . . . the
house . . . a little.” *Then Boaz said to Ruth, “Haven't you heard, my
daughter? Don’t go glean in another field; moreover, don’t move from
here. You should stick with my servant girls. °Let your eyes be on the field
that they harvest and walk after them. Haven't I commancded the lads nor
to touch you? So, if you thirst, you should walk to the vessels and drink
from whatever the lads draw.” °Then she fell upon her face, prostrated
herself to the ground before him, and said, “Why have I found favor in
your eyes so that you have recognized me, though I am a foreigner?” ' Boaz
answered her, “Everything that you have done for your mother-in-law
after your husband died has been thoroughly reported to me—that you
left your father and your mother and the land of your birth and went to
a people whom you did not formerly know. >May Yhwh repay your deed
and may your wage be complete from Yhwh, the God of Israel, whom
you have come to take refuge under his wings.” PAnd she said, “Why do
I find favor in your eyes, my lord, that you have comforted me and have
spoken kindly with your maid-servant>—I'm not even one of your own
maid-servants.” **Then Boaz said to her, “At meal-time, come here and
eat some of the bread and dip your morsel in the vinegar.” So she sat at the
side of the harvesters and he held parched grain out to her. Then she ate
and was satiated so that she left some. ¥ Then she rose to glean and Boaz
commancded his servants, “Let her glean even between the sheaves, and you
must not insult her. '*You should even carefully pull out for her some of
the bundles and leave them that she may glean them. You must not rebuke
her.” V Thus she gleaned in the field until evening. She beat off whar she
had gleaned and it was about an ephab of barley.
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In this verse the audience finally meets Boaz, No‘omi’s close rela-
tive and the owner of the field that Ruth just happened to choose for
gleaning. Nothing is provided about his background; instead, the
audience learns that he visits his fields and workers and that the first
words out of his mouth reflect his piety.

Dﬂ'? W:D NJ T}J:l"ll-n Qatal 3ms Qal \R12 with oblique
PP complement 1nd1catmg origin of movement. Instead of a wayyiqtol
clause the narrator starts with 13 and a gazal verbal clause. Since this
gatal clause continues the temporal sequencing of the narrative, why
did the narrator not use a wayyigtol? The presentative exclamation
1317 (or any initial particle) cannot be used with a wayyigrol, since
the conjunction and verb have been morphologically fused. Thus, the
narrator’s choice to use NN determined the type of clause: it could
not be a wayyigrol, which leaves the garal as the obvious choice of verb.
Note the S-V word order. Since the agent of the preceding clause is
Ruth, a good argument can be made that the subject in this clause is
also a Topic, marking a shift in the agent to Boaz.

1371, The function word M7 is a presentative exclamation,
“look!” or “see here!” (traditionally, “behold!”) and often signals an
event that, from the perspective of the addressee (whether a character
within the narrative or the audience itself), is unexpected, surprising,
or, in this case, highly coincidental (Andersen 1974:94-95; Berlin
1983:91-92; Hubbard 1988:143; cf. MNK §44.3.4). The form differs
slightly depending on the context: within reported speech it is simply
137; within narrative, the conjunction 1 is typically prefixed, thus

7137 (MacDonald 1975:172; WO §4.2.1).

NJ The form of the this verb is ambiguous, it could be a gatal
3ms, as | have indicated above, or a participle ms \YR12. In other
words, the 3ms perfect and ms participle from II-1 roots are homoph-
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onous (they have the same form). In some cases the linguistic context
suggests one parsing over the other. Here the evidence relates to the
semantics of the perfect versus the participle. The perfect presents an
action or event as a whole whereas the participle presents an action or
event in process. In this verse, it makes better sense that “Boaz came”
versus “Boaz was coming” It is impossible to tell whether Boaz’ arrival
occurred very soon after Ruth’s (Sasson 1979:46) or after, say, enough
time for the harvest overseer to get a good feel for Ruth’s character
(Campbell 1975:93). We must remember when reading Hebrew nar-
rative that the narrative world and the narrated world operate differ-
ently; thus, regardless how long after Ruth it was that Boaz arrived,
the narrator makes it feel like the very next event for the audience,
thereby adding to the excitement of the story.

A 7 15 17738’1 oy A D’ﬁlﬂ?’? 773&’1
This brief exchange prov1des 'the narrator the first opportunity to
begin revealing information about Boaz’ character. Minimally it indi-
cates that he was a Yahwist, although that likely would have been
assumed by the audience. Moreso, his greeting and the harvesters’
blessing in response suggest that he was a good boss.

DDD}] 717’ This is a null copula clause, “Yhwh (is) with you.”
However the lack of an explicit verb leaves the temporal indication
of the null copula dependent on the context. Nothing in the context
preceding Boaz’ reported speech points in any particular direction; it
could be “Yhwh was with you,” “Yhwh is with you,” or “Yhwh will be
with you.” If we allow the following context, specifically the harvest-
ers’ reported response, to color the semantics, the null copula could
have modal semantics (most likely that of the optative, or “wish”),
thus, “May Yhwh be with you” (so also Hubbard 1988:144, n. 13).

-ﬂj’ '[373’ Jussive 3ms Piel V]I with a 2ms suffix. The V-
S order of this clause is tied to the modality of the verb: modal verbs
raise over the subjects (= V-§), indicative verbs do not (= S-V, without
some other “trigger”; see §2.5). Similarly, see 1:8.
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The story-teller wastes little time in moving toward the meeting
of Ruth and Boaz. The reported speech in this verse is ostensibly the
first thing out of Boaz’ mouth following the exchange of greetings
(2:4). In other words, Ruth immediately caught his eye.

D’7¥177 '7;7 JYJ-I Tﬁ}u The PP O™XRIPN 5}7 does not
modify 7}73 but rather the action indicated by the participle 2X1.
Taking the i1 as a relative marker (see comments on 1:8 and 2:3), the
adjunct PP resides within the relative clause.

ARJ. Participle ms Niph V21,
nNTj 'IWJW ’D‘? The order is Predicate-Subject due to the

interrogative phrase . As in English, interrogatives are raised into
first position in the clause unless they are left in their original position
for Focus, e.g., This girl belongs to whom?!

,pt7 This preposition + interrogative combination occurs twenty
times in the Hebrew Bible. The majority of occurrences signal a geni-
tive (“belonging to whom”), while some indicate benefit when used
with a verb such as “work” (2 Sam 16:19) or “desire” (Esth 6:6). Since
no verb appears with the "9 to indicate benefit, which would be
the only other fitting nuance in this verse, the only logical option is
the genitive interpretation, “whose is this maiden?” referring to her
deceased husband or perhaps familial identity.

MI01 PN DMIRIPYY 2930 WA WA 2:6
NI PN RUIDY MWD X IR
This verse provides the harvest overseer’s response to Boaz (6b-7).

Even though the overseer was introduced in v. 5, he is referred to in the
same way in this verse. It is possible that the phrase D*IRIPN oY axin
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is a formal position title and thus cannot be shortened (e.g., to just
W1N) without becoming vague.

'\DN“ D’WBT?‘I z7}7 aARAT WA ]}7’1 Wayyigtol 3ms Qal
V. Note the use of 5% without the content of the actual answer,
i.e., the reported speech. The answer is only introduced after /AR,
On the various patterns for introducing direct speech, see Miller

1994, 1996.
3&10 TI'IZJD NYITOY Nawn Syl ‘I’JNVJ RN

A null copula clause followed by a M-relative clause. The overseer’s
response identifies Ruth not by name but by her nationality/ethnic-
ity and also by her local connection. The null copula clause exhibits
Predicate-Subject order. Predicate-Subject order in null copula clauses
is often taken to indicate that the clause is “classifying” the predicate
rather than “identifying” it (Andersen 1970; WO §8.4), i.c., it is not
the person herself, Ruth, who is being discussed here, but this person’s
status as a Moabite. Alternatively, the word order in this case might
be signaling Focus on the M"ARW 7171 “it’s a Moabite girl!” perhaps
reflecting the overseer’s surprise at a Moabite taking advantage of the
Israelite custom of gleaning. The switch to Predicate-Subject order left
the relative clause (AR ... NAWN) separated from its head (NP3
i1"2RIN); the translation above attempts to reflect both the Focus on
the predicate and the distance between the relative head and the rela-
tive clause (on the order of null-copula clauses, see also the comment

on 2:10). On 2R 7ITWN, see comment on 1:1.

ﬂ;\éfﬂ. Qatal 3fs Qal NAMW. The vocalization of this form is
identical to the vocalization of a fs Qal participle, but the DYV on the
first syllable of the verb indicates that the Masoretes took the word
as as qaral not as a participle (see 1:22, 4:3). The Masoretic under-
standing is preferable on semantic grounds: the perfect verb (“she
returned”) makes better sense in the context than a durative participle
(“she is/was returning”). Note that 71AW in this verse modifies an
indefinite noun, MY, The lack of definite agreement between 171
and 71AW0 is good evidence that the 7 is functioning here as a relative
marker. See also §3 and the comments on 1:8, 22.
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This verse continues the reported speech of the harvest over-
seer. Within his speech he quotes Ruth, making this an example of
reported speech that reports speech. Yet, the speakers are not difficult
to determine, which explains why the narrator wasted no effort in
naming them.

D"\y17-| R D"\DU: NADN] NJ 7'07:73 According
to the harvest overseer, this is ‘what Ruth’ requested when she arrived
at the field to glean. He does not indicate his response, although from
her actions (she is still not gleaning when Boaz arrived), it is clear that
she was not given permission.

7'07:7& On this verb, see v. 2. The complement of the verb is

elided, as it was also in v. 3.

D’_12177 TINN D’WD}]Z "NAONY. Qaral (modal perfect)
Lcs Qal \/‘]DN The complement of the verb may either be elided
(assuming D’%JW) or an oblique PP complement, D™AY2. The
objection to the latter option is that this verb takes accusative, not
oblique, complements elsewhere. Thus, it is more likely that the PP
DAY is an adjunct specifying the goal or product, “into sheaves,”
or location, “among (the) sheaves” (see Bush 1996:114, and Campbell
1975:94-95, for discussions regarding which PP choice is more likely
given agricultural practices and the custom of gleaning). The second
PP, D™IRIPA MINK, is another adjunct and the preposition ™MK has
both a locational (e.g., positioned “behind” the harvesters) or tempo-
ral (e.g., “gleaning ‘after’ the harvesters are done”) meanings (WO
§11.2.1a). Since walking behind logically entails temporal posterior-
ity, both meanings of the preposition apply in this PP.

nan 7n3w i jny Y 7737 ™I 717337371 N13n1
vyn. szyyzqtol 3fsQal [VR1A and VT TNY. This sequence of constituents
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is the most grammatically difficult in the book. As it stands it reflects
contorted syntax; the Versions translated it freely to make sense of it
and many commentators suggest emending in a variety of ways (for
an overview of the suggestions, see Hubbard 1988:150-51, and Moore
1997). However, Hurvitzs explanation makes the most sense of the
text as it stands: the overseer’s confused language reflects his nervous-
ness that his “boss” won’t be happy with the fact that he let Ruth stay
inside the house reserved for Boaz’ harvesters (1983:122-23; so also
Hubbard 1988:15; Rendsburg 1999:3—4). Thus, the rough, almost
stuttering language at the end of the verse, is a literary device intended
to convey a character’s (the overseer) state of mind and is therefore not
meant to reflect smooth syntax; see §4.

-lny Y Wjﬂ-l TR1. The PP ™RM is a temporal adjunct
modlfylng the precedlng verb TIAYNI and the PP is itself further
specified by the appositional NP P27 (contra Hubbard 1988:150,
who takes TR as a preposition “since” and P2 its complement; see
also Campbell 1975:94-95). On the use of the waw between the two
PPs, IR and 7NY~TY, see WO §39.2; JM §177.

7n3w Inf constr Qal VAW with a 3fs suffix, lit. “her sitting.”

This is admlttedly awkward and so many suggest reading TN2W “she
stopped, rested,” which is not technically an emendation since only the
vowels are changed. The result of such a change is “this one rested (in)
the house (only) a little (while).” Grammatically the ms demonstrative
i for Ruth remains a problem and so it has also been suggested that
i should be taken (against the Masoretic D'AYV) with the previous
word, “until this (time) now.” This, too, is grammatically awkward.
Rather than grope for grammatical sense or emend the text, it is better
to take it all as intentionally broken grammar (see comment above).

HRHx M pEnw K% NIOR A NNNT 28
N1 M1 PN &5 op N 13 wv%
PIOLITOY PRI
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Boaz does not acknowledge the harvest overseer’s report but turns
immediately to address Ruth. There is no formal greeting, as Boaz
had done with his servants; instead Boaz instructs Ruth to stay and
glean in his field (this instruction continues through v. 9).

’nn n}]p'@ Nf?fl Qatal 2fs Qal VYNV, with a null comple-
ment. The initial interro.gative could be taken as a rhetorical ques-
tion, that is, a question that expects agreement not a content answer
(GKC §150; WO §18.2¢g, 40.3). But rhetorical questions assume that
the addressee is privy to certain shared information, and it is not at
all clear what Ruth could have heard about Boaz. In other words,
the narrator has omitted what Boaz assumes Ruth has heard, result-
ing in a jarring information gap. Instead of a rhetorical question, the
interrogative negative in this clause takes on the pragmatic force of a
polite or even reproachful instruction: “listen, my daughter” (so Sas-
son 1979:49; Hubbard 1988:154). Boaz’ continuation functions as the
complement of the verb NMYNAW: he first tells Ruth where she should
glean—in his field and with his servants (v. 8)—and he then tells her
how she should glean (v. 9).

MR ATWR OPYY 90K, Jussive 265 Qal NI, The
infinitive phrase IR A 07175 is an adjunct indicating the pur-
pose of the action specified by ’:)'m (indicating the purpose or result is
a common use of the inf constr; see WO §36.2.3). Within the infinitive
phrase, the PP MR T2 is a locative adjunct to the inf constr U?‘?

T2 ™3YN N9 D). Yigrol (modal) 265 Qal V2P with a PP
adJunct, M. This clause rephrases and adds to what Boaz said in
the preceding clause: “don’t go somewhere else; moreover, don’t even
leave here.” The initial D} serves as an item adverb to mark Focus on a
specific constituent or conjoins clauses (MNK §4.5). Here it conjoins
this clause with the preceding one. The D} may add some emphasis
to the second clause, but (contra most commentators; see Hubbard
1988:152, n. 3; Bush 1996:120) its primary function is to add what
Boaz considers important qualifying information: not only doesn’t he
want Ruth to glean in someone else’s field, he does not even want her
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to move. In other words, the second negative instruction is narrower
than the first. She might simply leave for the day without gleaning
anywhere, which would fulfill the first instruction. Boaz, however,
wants her to say and glean in his field, and it is only the combination
of all three of his instructions in v. 8 that make his desire explicit.

N‘? Note the use of 89 with a (modal) yigtol, instead of 58 with
a jussive. It may be that here and in similar negative instructions to
his workers in vv. 15 and 16 Boaz is asserting himself more forcefully
than 9 with a jussive typically signals. If this is the case, then the
previous »hn 5N expresses his wish while with the next ™2pn ND
he strengthens his assertion. See Shulman 2000 for an attempt to dis-
tinguish the modality of N5 + modal yigtol versus o8 + jussive.

" WAYD. The expected form of this verb is 2PN and the /t/
in the penultlmate syllable is unusual. Consonantally the verb looks
like a pausal form, such as ’}Zﬁglj in Isa 47:12 (GKC §47¢; JM §32d),
which are commonly indicated by vowel pointing in the Hebrew Bible
(e.g-, 17':1213 Gen 18:5) but not with the full spelling using the 1. In
contrast, the writing of the yigtol in the “pausal” with the 1 predomi-
nates in the Dead Sea Scrolls (Qimron 1986:50-53; Abegg 1998:339;
Muraoka 2000:341). One could argue, then, that the consonantal form
in Ruth 2:8 reflects either the time of its composition (i.e., later in the
first millennium, when plene spelling increased; cf. Myers 1955:10, 17;
but see §3 on orthography and Barr 1989) or a scribal updating at a
later time. The /i/ vowel of the form is anomalous, though, and does
not reflect the typical pausal forms: GKC (§47g) cites only 1015)(?7 in
Exod 18:26 and D"ﬂmﬁﬂ in Prov 14:3 as parallel examples (and Prov
14:3 is often emended to DIWN for full subject-verb agreement).
JM (§44c) suggests that the forms are simply erroneous or, if not the
result of scribal error, it may be that “in prepause and in pause a full
vowel may have been preferred, and here, with a labial, # may have
been preferred over 0.” It is also possible that the vowel was intention-
ally odd, although intelligible, to set off Boaz’ speech (see §4 on its
function as a stylistic feature).
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"R23TD ’.thy.]'Dy "R3TD ﬂ‘31 Yigtol (modal) 2fs Qal
VP27 with a so-called paragogic (“V\.ford—extf.:nding”) 1-, which appears
more often in biblical texts typically judged to be older (GKC §47m,
0; Myers 1955:17-18; WO §31.7; JM §44e, f). Hoftijzer argues that
imperfects with a paragogic | signal “contrastivity,” which he describes
as “exceptions to normal practice, contradictions, deviations from
normal expectation, contrasts within one context, discontinuance of
a certain situation, statements (etc.) which are contrary to the wishes,
intentions and feelings of other people, or which go against reality in
the outside world” (1985:55-56). His explanation for the form and
thus the contrastivity here in v. 8 is that “Boaz empbhasises this pos-
sibility (Ruth staying in his field) to the exclusion of other ones (Ruth
not staying there but going to other fields” (1985:18-19). While it is
plausible that verbal forms with a final | reflect an older paradigm, it
is difficult if not impossible to distinguish true archaisms from inten-
tional archaizing (that is, later examples used to give a text or speaker
a sense of “oldness”). Moreover, any contrastiveness in this verse is due
to the adverb 13, not the verb: the emphasis in Boaz’ statement in v. 8
lies in his insistence about where Ruth should be, not what she should
do or with whom she should do it (those concerns come into play in
v. 9). Although Hoftijzer claims that the paragogic | is rarely used on
jussive forms, note that the context of this verb as well as the para-
gogic form in 3:4 strongly suggest modal semantics (the category into
which the jussive falls). That is, in both cases Ruth is being told what
she “should” do. However the nun-forms work in other Northwest
Semitic languages (see WO §31.7; JM §44e), the forms as they exist
in Ruth cannot be tied to any indicative/modal distinction. Perhaps
the paragogic forms in the book reflect an attempt to characterize
Boaz’ speech (in 2:8, 9, 21) as well as No‘omi’s (in 3:4, 18) (see §4; cf.
Campbell 1975:17, 25; Hubbard 1988:156) and, as is often the case

archaizing forms, they do not reflect the original semantic nuance.

ﬂ;. There are two ways to take the adverb 12 in this clause (WO
§39.3.4; MNK §41.2.3; JM §102h) and thus two ways to understand
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the relationship of the clause to the preceding context. As a demon-
strative adverb, M2 refers back (anaphora) to an action or event or
refers forwards (cataphora), as in the common introductory formula
in prophetic books M1 AR 2. In this clause we see the anaphoric
use, that is, this clause indicates the intended result of the previous
two instructions Boaz’ gives Ruth: if Ruth stays, she will be allowed
to stick closely to Boaz servants. Alternatively, 12 is also a locative
adverb “here” and so in this clause Boaz may be restating himself the
third time for extreme emphatic effect, i.e., “don’t go to another field;
don’t pass from this (field); work here!” (so Campbell 1975:97; Hub-
bard 1988:155, n. 20; Bush 1996:120; Hoftijzer 1985:19).

DOY PPRATN. The verb PAT is used in Ruth in 1:14; 2:8, 21,
23. As noted in the comment on 1:14, P37 typically takes an oblique
complement as a A PP or, less often, as a 5 PP. Only here in v. 8 and
again in v. 21 is the oblique complement an OY PP. It may be signifi-
cant that both cases of OY PAT occur in reported speech attributed
to Boaz (in contrast to the narrator’s use of 3 P27 in 1:14 and 2:23).
Thus, this pattern may reflect another strategy by which linguistic
variation contributes to the characterization of the narrative partici-
pants, in this case, Boaz (see also Ruth 3:3 and §4).

RiP TEPINR D200 YR AR ThY 2:9
“ox h2%m N T3 no30 owInTnN T
107030 PARYY TWURD AW 0520

This verse taken with the last verse create a set of instructions that
go well beyond what would have been normal for gleaning. Instead
of allowing Ruth to spend time in his field looking for remnant grain
in the areas that had already been harvested, he urges her to “stick
close to” and “follow right behind” his female harvesters, who would
have been bundling the cut grain into sheaves (Bush 1996:121). The
implication is that Ruth will get first pick of the remnants since she is
being allowed to follow the harvesters so closely. With just this Boaz
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proves his magnanimity; with the further set of instructions to Ruth
in v. 14 and to his harvesters in v. 16 he demonstrates that he views
Ruth as a special case and intends to provide for her beyond the call
of social duty.

UWRP"WWR nj@; '[’j’y This is a null copula clause in
which the context éuggésts that the null copula carries jussive seman-
tics, e.g., “Let your eyes be upon the field that they harvest. . . .”
This is attested elsewhere (see JM §163b), but the example commonly
cited are from blessings or curses rather than simple wishes like Boaz
utters in this verse (so also Hubbard 1988:157, n. 28). Syntactically,
the PP 7172 is the locative complement of the null copula, specify-
ing “where” her eyes should “be.”

]1737"7'(”& -I'TWJ The preposition 2 in T2 belongs to
the matrix clause not the following relative clause since Hebrew does
not allow “pied-piping” of the preposition like English (e.g., “the field
in which they harvest”). Rather, the head of the relative in this clause
is from the accusative object position within the relative, that is, “they
harvest a field” is relativized to “the field that they harvest.” If the
head of the relative clause were a locative adjunct within the relative,
Hebrew would require a resumptive PP with the appropriate preposi-
tion, i.e., 11 I¥P’ TWR 7.

}ﬁiﬁ?’ Yigrol (indicative) 3mpl Qal ¥ with paragogic J. On
the paragogic ending, see comment above in v. 8. Semantically, the
imperfective yigro/ functions as a present progressive, “the field that
they are harvesting.” Contextually the 3mpl verb refers to all the har-
vesters, men and women, while Boaz is more specific in the next clause
with the 3fpl suffix in the reference i7" NN, by which he indicates
that Ruth should follow his female servants engaged in the harvest.

TINR 19M. Qaral (modal) 2fs Qal N97. The modal
qatal éxpreéses an action that is contingent on the first action, that of
the null copula clause. Within this clause, the PP 7N is a locative
adjunct to the verb of motion naon.

TIP3 0737 DTWINTIR MR RN Qaral 1es Piel
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VMR with two complements, an accusative NP of the person(s) com-
manded and an infinitive complement representing the content of the
command. This interrogative negative clause is yet another rhetorical
question (see also 1:11, 13, 19, 21; 2:8). The obvious answer is “of
course I (Boaz) am alerting my servants concerning you (Ruth).” As
with many rhetorical questions, there is an implied emphasis on the
assumed answer. The tense-aspect of the verb is complicated by the
narrative context. From a strict narrative perspective, there has been
no opportunity for Boaz to instruct his workers concerning Ruth,
which suggests that the perfective gazal verb is not situated in the past
time frame (so also Hubbard 1988:158; Buth, 121-22; contra Sasson
1979:49). Instead, the sequence of narrative events and dialogue make
a performative use of the verb the likeliest interpretation (GKC §106i;
WO §30.5.1d; JM §112f). That is, as Boaz addresses Ruth, he is by
the act of this statement (which is presumably within hearing of his
workers) giving the command. (Note that this requires the negative
to be rhetorical, since a non-rhetorical negative is incompatible with a
performative utterance: one cannot say “I hereby do not do X.”)

YA3. Inf constr Qal VP33, with a 2fs object suffix. This verb
often takes an oblique complement with a 2 PP; here the object is
suffixed and thus accusative. The Qal inf constr of this root is also
manifested as NY3. While the denotation of the verb is “to touch,” in
Gen 20:6 and Prov 6:29, it carries sexual connotations. It is thus not
clear whether Boaz is concerned for Ruth’s general physical safety or
specifically concerned with heading off any sexual molestation.

PARYY WRD DY D070 DYm Ay
D"\}JJ'l In terms of formal syntax, the first ‘modal qaml in this
sequence is simply coordinated with the preceding clause. Semanti-
cally, however, the context suggests that it is the protasis of a con-
ditional clause which itself is contingent on the preceding situation
(see GKC $§159¢; WO §38.2b; JM §167a—-b). In other words, “I have

commanded my lads not to touch you so that if you are thirsty. . .
The apodosis consists of the two following modal gazal clauses, “you

should go and drink.”
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nn¥1 Qatal (modal) 2fs Qal VRN, an intransitive verb. The
elision (sound loss) of syllable-final R is typical in BH and it is some-
times omitted in spelling (see §3; see also mIwn in 1:14; JM §24,
78).

0927798 1227, Qatal (modal) 26s Qal \T97. The PP 9

0"991 is a locative adJunct

D’W}JJW UJNW’ WWND N’DWT Qatal (modal) 2fs Qal
Vinw. The complement of this verb is elther 1mplled (e.g., “water”)
or is fulfilled by the oblique partitive PP, that is, “some of (the water)
that the lads draw.” The relative clause within the PP has a null head,
which can be reconstructed from the context as “water.”

]1;81”’ Yigrol (indicative) 3mpl Qal VaARWY with a paragogic |
(see comment on v. 8). The complement of this verb has been raised as

the (null) head of the relative.

LT YHR TN MY AWM 7pieTouSem 2:10
5TPM23 23R 0% TIwa N nRED

Boaz’ instructions to Ruth have finished and this verse describes
her reaction, which reflects deep gratitude and obeisance as well as a
bit of wonder.

T’JD :7}7 SDNT Wayyigtol 3fs Qal V513, with the assimila-
tion of the initial J of the root. The PP 118 z7}7 is the directional or
locative adjunct of the intransitive verb.

RN 1“1"_\Wﬂ] Wayyiqtol 3fs Hishtafel 1. This verb only
occurs in the S-causative-reflexive binyan, and only this verb occurs
in this binyan (see HALOT s.v., JM §59g). Note that the ending I
makes the verb look plural (the real plural form is 411313'(?7), but it is
likely due to the loss of the final vowel and consonant in the longer
imperfect form MIMMW?, after which the final 1 /w/ became vocalized
as 3 /u/ (JM §79t). The NXIR, with the locative 17, is the directional
adjunct for the verb.
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’DJNT ’37’37:7 '[’3’37: ]ﬂ ’NNRD }71'[73 1’778 773&111
7"!33 "After prostrating herself before. Boaz Ruth expresses her
astomshment at his benevolence by asking why.

’JW’DDB 5["3’373 ﬂ:‘ ’I'INL:ZQ q}_ﬂ’f@. The interrogative clause
is the reportéd spéecﬁ complement of the verb IARM. Within this
clause, the interrogative itself is a purpose adjunct of the verb "NRXN
(Qatal 1cs Qal VR¥N), the noun 1 is the complement, the PP T*3'p2

is a locative adjunct, and the infinitive phrase is an adjunct indicating

result (WO §36.2.3d).
’Jﬁ’:ﬂ% Inf constr Hiph V23 with assimilation of the initial 3

and a lcs accusative suffix.

g ’DJN'I This null-copula clause would be labeled as a
clasmfymg clause in Andersen’s 1970 model of null copula clauses
that has achieved notable acceptance (see also WO §8.4, where this
view is touted). In Andersen’s framework, null copula clauses with
Subject-Predicate word order are identifying clauses (“Who or what is
the subject?”; WO §8.4.1a) while clauses with Predicate-Subject order
are classifying clauses (“What is the subject like?”; WO §8.4.2a).
Thus, in this scheme, the clause here in Ruth would be an identify-
ing clause indicating who the speaker is, but here Ruth is saying “it’s
me” but classifying herself as a member of the general semantic class
1321, Thus, this is a classifying clause that defies Andersen’s word
order framework. In fact, the general tendency of Subject-Predicate
order for identifying clauses and Predicate-Subject order for classify-
ing clauses is not an essential semantic distinction tied to word order
but a semantic implication of the pragmatically influenced word order
(Buth 1999 contains the most insightful analysis of word order in
null copula clauses to date; see also comment above on 2:6). That is,
Predicate-Subject order reflects the raising of the Predicate to func-
tion either as a Topic or Focus constituent. In our clause here, there
is no raising and thus no Topic or Focus; rather, this is simply a basic
statement in which Ruth adds information about herself without any
syntactic-pragmatic nuances.
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The juxtaposition of this null-copula clause with the preceding
clause suggests a concessive relationship (JM §171f). That is, Ruth
expects the information in this clause “I am a foreign woman” to pre-
clude Boaz’ benevolence as expressed in the preceding clause. That her
foreign status does not affect Boaz’ treatment of her is thus surprising
to her. Note Ruth’s choice of pronouns: she uses "2IR instead of IR.
According to Revell 1995, "R is the default pronoun used by indi-
viduals with a perceived social status when speaking to someone of the
same or lower status, whereas "I is the default pronoun for those
of lower status when speaking to someone of higher status. Usage
departing from this default conveys specific social and discourse
information. In Ruth’s case, it is normal for her to use the non-status
"IN since she is the foreigner asking to glean and Boaz is the Israelite
who owns the field. Ruth also uses "2IR in 2:13 and 3:9. In contrast,
No‘omi uses "R in 1:21 when she addresses her peers and asserts her-
self with raw emotion (see Revell 1995:205). Interestingly, Boaz uses
both pronouns; see comments on 3:12 and 4:4. As for the role that the
pronouns have in dating the book, see the §3—§4.

Privp-wK 53 0% Ti0 T30 A% 08N YA W 2:11
TARY TR 20O TYR NN 0K THIDNNY
Sinn pETRY WK DHOR ’:hm -m'r%m PRy
:0iwHw

Boaz answer to Ruth summarizes the story up to this point,
focusing on what Boaz considers critically revealing about Ruth’s
character. Undoubtedly, the narrator intends Boaz' perception of
Ruth’s actions to influence the audience’s perception.

7:7 WD&’T T}J:l ]}7’1 Wayyiqtol 3ms Qal VP It is not cer-
tain but hkely that the verb MY is transitive; if so, its complement is
not the content of the answer but the person to whom the answer is
directed. Here the addressee/complement is not overt but nonethe-
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less obvious: Ruth. When the actual (reported speech) content of the
answer is desired, it is added by using the verb K. On the colloca-
tion of verbs 1ntroduc1ng reported speech see Miller 1994, 1996.

nVJ ’Wﬂ& '[nVJn NN n’wy WWN :73 ’77 7}7 737
'[W’N Inf abs Hof and qatal 3ms Hoph both from \/'I'JJ with the
assimilation of the 3. The infabs is used here in its most common func-
tion: as an open-ended adverb. Since all adverbs “emphasize” the way
in which they modify the verb (e.g., place, time, manner), “emphasis”
is a useless descriptor for the function of the inf abs. What makes the
inf abs unique is its open-ended semantics. It is an adverbial that asks
the reader/listener to insert the most contextually appropriate modi-
fier. In the case of this verse, I suggest a manner modification, “it has
been thoroughly reported to me,” which means, “I know everything
relevant about you.” However, temporal modification also works well,
i.e., “it was just recently reported to me.” I will leave it to the reader to
come up with other, perhaps equally appropriate, options. Notice the
Adv-V-S word order; the use of the inf abs typically triggers the raising
of the verb over the subject, as it does here. Syntactically, this clause is
the reported speech complement of the preceding verb AR,

'[I'ITDﬂ'ﬂN n’wy TWR 53 Qatal 2fs Qal VY. The head
of the relative may cither be 93 used as a substantive or a null head
(relegating 53 to its more common role as a quantifier); see also 3:5, 11,
16; 4:9. Whereas the verb Y is collocated with the preposition DY
in No‘omi’s speech in 1:8 (and is also the narrator’s linguistic choice in
2:19), the lexically different but semantically synonymous collocation
of WY and NX (“with”) is placed in Boaz’ mouth. This may be yet
another subtle cue distinguishing Boaz linguistically; see §4.

TOTZI0 PR THRY T2 VM. Wayyigrol 26 Qal Nty
with an accusative .C(.)mpouﬁd NP complement. This clause does not
carry the progression of actions or events within the narrative (in this
case, the narrative within the reported speech) forward. Instead, it
describes precisely how Ruth dealt so admirably with her mother-in-

law. This falls under what WO labels the “epexegetical” use of the
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waw (§§33.2.2, 39.2.4), but this is a wrongheaded approach. It is nei-
ther the waw that has an epexegetical function nor the verbal form
(wayyigtol, modal gatal, etc.); rather, in this case and others like i,
we are simply looking at apposition on a clausal level. (Note that this
highlights the inadequacy of the description of apposition by refer-
ence grammars, which invariably treat only the apposition of simpler
constituents, such as nouns and noun phrases, but omit clausal appo-

sition; see WO §12; MNK §29; JM §131).

DiWow Sinn nyTRY WK 0P-OR "M Wayigrel
2fs Qal \/'[177 followed by a qatal 2s Qal \/D‘f’ within the relative
clause. This clause as a whole follows the preceding clause sequen-
tially. Thus it participates in the apposition to IR N'WY WK 5
THAN, but is not itself appositional to the immediately preceding
ATV clause.

D'IWL)W z7V3ﬂ The temporal phrase owWHY 5N modifies
the verb I'ISJ'I" adverblally The word 210 may be a noun “yesterday”
as in “we are a yesterday” (Job 8:9), but is nearly always an adverb “yes-
terday.” The word DWW “three days ago” is always an adverb and
has two possible derivations. It may be WHWY “three” with an adverbial
D- ending, but it is more likely a loanword from Akkadian, $a/Sami
“three days,” which itself is derived from ina salsi wmi “in/on three
days” often used in the phrase ina timali salsi imi “on yesterday (and)
the day before yesterday” (CAD 1989, 17:264, 268; see HALOT s.v.;
JM §102b). Note that “three days ago” for “the day before yesterday”
makes sense only if one counts “today” as the first day and “yesterday”
as “two days ago.”

DRR NRRY TANWD M 7209 M 07T 2:12
P03 NNR NiPN? NRITWR SR TR M

Here Boaz follows his recital of what he has heard about Ruth’s
actions with two blessings. The blessings are nearly synonymous,
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although the second one is expansive and includes Boaz’ assessment of
Ruth’s new religious loyalty to Yhwh.

-['7379 717’ DL)W’ Yigrol (jussive) 3ms Piel VbW, Notice the
V-S order of the modal ()ussrve) clause. The verb D9V with the sense
of “repay” typically takes two complements: the object repaid as the
accusative complement and the person repaid as an oblique 5 PP com-
plement or as a second accusative. Here the person repaid is covert and
casily reconstructed from the context, ie., “to you [Ruth] ?

ialmgisle mon’v mz: nqmz (Jusswe) 3 Qal AR The 1ong
form of the yzqtal of M is Tl"lﬂ and the loss of the final segment
(apocopation) results in a form that looks deceptively like the 2fs yig-
tol, with the final *-, but the 2fs form is ™. As with the previous
clause, the V-S order is appropriate for the modal clause.

hlﬂ’ OYPR. With compound prepositions like DY, one
may sometimes discern the semantics of both elements, e.g., “from
with,” but in many cases, as here, it seems to be simply another way
of expressing “from.” I recommend restraint from over theologizing
such grammatical phenomena, as many commentators tend to do
(see, e.g., Hubbard’s attempt to identify in the use of DY the asser-
tion that Yhwh was the source of the wage wished upon Ruth and
that “[s]ince it frequently traces momentous turning points in destiny
to Yhwh, . . . the preposition gave a nuance of drama to Boaz’ pro-
nouncement” [167, n. 78]).

712" NNN 1'”0”5 nNJ'-IWN The head of this relative
clause is PRI TR m, which is resumed as the pronominal
suffix imbedded within the infinitive phrase in the relative. The verb
DR2 requires an oblique complement, which is fulfilled by the infini-
tive phrase 1"932 NNN MomY. The dual NP 1833 “his wings” is a
metaphor for Yhwh’s protection.

1197 NNA MDY, Inf constr Qal VDM, In 35 out of 37
occurrences in the Hebrew Bible, the verb 1O takes a 2 PP to
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indicate the source of refuge, which suggests that the verb is transitive
and takes an oblique complement. Only here and in Psalm 91.4 is the
2 PP replaced by the PP 1"832 nnn.

21 IRRNI 2 IR YYD MRYDK NAT 2:13
nNRD IR K7 1IN T0naw 25750 naT
:?[’Iljhgw

Apparently, Boaz” explanation for his generosity still leaves Ruth
slightly incredulous, and her response, which is intelligible but not
smooth, reflects her flustered state of mind.

’J-I'N '[’J’y:l il‘l NgDN Yigtol 1cs Qal VRN, The semantics
of this verb are difficult to nail down. Since ITI-R verbs do not typi-
cally take the suffix i1- of the st person jussive (JM §78h, 114b, n.
2), this verb could be an indicative yigro/ or a modal yigtol. If it is
an indicative verb, the imperfective yigto/ could be taken as a past
habitual (“I have been finding”), a past progressive (“I was finding”),
a present progressive (“I am finding”), or a general future (“I will
find”). None of them make good sense in the context, since Ruth
has already found favor in Boaz’ eyes. If the verb is modal, it could
be specifically jussive, expressing the volitive (“Let me find,” “May
I find,” “Oh that I would find”), a modal yigto/ (“I intend to find,”
“Could I find?,” or even “Should I find?”). Again, none of these make
good sense: for instance, why would Ruth wish for Boaz’ good will
when she has already received it? In this bewildering situation, I have
identified only one option that does not depart from normal verbal
semantics and still makes good sense within the context: the clause is
an unmarked interrogative and the verb is an indicative yigro/ convey-
ing generic semantics: “(why) do I find favor in your eyes, my lord?”
Whether the interrogative is implied, as I suggest here, or the verbal
semantics are simply contorted (after all, Ruth is a Moabitess, as the
narrator has reminded the audience numerous times), the awkward-
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ness contributes to the “flustered” feel of the verse: Ruth is still con-
fused by the reception that Boaz has given her.

’J.DDU,IJ ’,? Qatal 2ms Piel \OM3 with 1cs accusative suffix. The
verb lacks the characteristic gemination of the second root consonant
in the Piel; this is due to the nature of the pharyngeal fricative 1. In
this particular verb, the lack of gemination in T does not produce the
lengthening of the preceding vowel (technically, /i/ > /e/ is vowel low-
ering); the sound segment represented the characteristic gemination is
simply lost. Syntactically, this "3 clause is not causal or emphatic, as it
is often understood, but a result clause expressing the outcome (which
is unexpected from Ruth’s perspective) of Boaz’ favor (which is also
unexpected): comfort and consolation. On the use of " to introduce
a result clause, see WO §38.3b; MNK §40.9; M §169e.

TONoW 29799 BT "1 Qutal 2ms Piel VI3, This
clause is a second result clause mod.ifying the initial clause of the
verse. The PP TNNaw 25 5 is an adjunct indicating the goal or
recipient of the speaking. It is much more common for the verb 327
to take the preposition 5, although WO note that 5V sometimes
replaces 5 in LBH (§11.2.13g; cf. JM §133f). However, the specific
phrase B 5}7 927 cannot be taken as “late” given 1) it never occurs
with 9 instead of '7}7, and 2) its distribution in texts generally taken
to reflect SBH (Gen 34:3; 50:21; Judg 19:3; 1 Sam 1:13; 2 Sam 19:8;
Isa 40:2; Hos 2:16; compare with only two occurrences in “late”
texts: 2 Chr 30:22; 32:6.

T’ﬂﬂﬂw nnXa -l’-lN Nz7 ’DJN1 Yigtol 1cs Qal NP1
with oblique PP complement Agaln Ruth uses the default pronoun
for “non-status” speakers (see comment on v. 10). The verb AR is
indicative and the yigrol here has a present progressive nuance, which
comes out as a simple present (“I am not like . . .”) due to the inher-
ent semantics of the existential 7. Ruth’s statement here is similar
to ™23 "2IR in v. 10 in that she signals her lower social status with
21X and communicates her bewilderment at Boaz’ kindness by com-
menting on her own marginal status: in v. 10 she mentions her foreign
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status, in this verse she asserts that she is not even at the level of Boaz’
servants. The pronouns "2IR is also a Topic constituent and signals
the shift between Boaz as the subject (agent of the verb NI27) in the
preceding clause and Ruth as the subject (patient of the verb NM"R)
(see §2.5).

"D 07281 550 "W SaRD N 13 1H 0NN 2:14
oYipn Ten AWM paha TRe nYav onn
N Pavm Sarm 9p Ao 0N

In this verse Boaz resumes his instructions for Ruth, allowing her
to eat with his workers.

§57 *W3 5280 N 13 119 0NN, The lack of a mappiy
in the M is unexpected and there seems little reason for its absence
although it does happen in a few other places in the Bible (see GKC
§23k; JM §25a). While the spatial deictic oon clearly modifies the
verb W3, the PP 59 I'Wt7 is ambiguously placed: it may modify
either the verb of speaking or the verb within the reported speech as
a temporal adjunct (i.e., “Boaz said to her at mealtime” or “at meal-
time come here”). The Masoretic DAYV do little to clarify their own
interpretation, since neither the DYV on T2 nor the DYV on 5a8n
are high level disjunctives: the revia‘on DaRM is slightly stronger than
the geresh on 3. However, the DV mark prosody and not syntax
(see Dresher 1994) and so they are not strong support for any syntac-
tic decision; moreover, note the similar pattern of a geresh followed
in a few words by a revia‘in 2:8, where the geresh is on the last word
before the reported speech. Most modern commentators (see Sasson
1979:54; Bush 1996:125; Hubbard 1988:172; WO $§34.4.a) take the
PP with the introductory formula. The narrative flow is the primary
evidence cited for the latter decision, since the second half of the verse
describes Ruth as sitting down to eat right after Boaz’ instructions,
which admittedly makes for a rough sequence of events. However,
in support of taking the PP with the reported speech, two syntac-



Ruth 2:14 133

tic observations are relevant: 1) it is common to have a time-setting
PP fronted as a Topic (see §2.4-5), and 2) it would have been quite
easy for the narrator to situate the PP clearly in the narration frame-
work, e.g., 119 T2 RN DI YD 7M. The “narrative flow”
observations of commentators notwithstanding, the combination of
the Masoretic DAYV (which commentators have misunderstood) and
the two syntactic observations I provided above nudge me to take the
PP as part of the reported speech.

:7387 ny5 On the use of 9 in temporal phrases, see WO
§11.2.10c. Although this particular temporal phrase is not attested
elsewhere, the similar phrase 2W(0) ﬂ}?b occurs five times (Gen
8:11; 24:11; 2 Sam 11:2; Isa 17:14; Zech 14:7).

’Wl Imperative 2fs Qal VW3, The paradigm form of this verb
is ’WJ The stressed /o/ in the form here, which also occurs three out
of five attested times in the mpl imperative W3, is anomalous and
inexplicable (see GKC §66¢). The form, with the vowel and the stress
position, appears as if the root were W13 (like 813) rather than Wil
(cf. Sasson 1979:55).

poha na [73v) On9a71n MP2R). Both verbs are
modal qaml 2fs Qal, from V9IR and \/:739 respectlvely The verb
noo8 requires just the single complement, the partitive J3 PP “some
of the bread.” The verb N930 takes two complements, one accusative

THA8 and one oblique PDTD to specify the goal of the motion.
D"\R]7‘l -l'gn :me Wayyiqtol 3ts Qal V2" with an oblique

PP complement (see comment on 1:4). The narrative resumes with
Ruth’s actions, which follow immediately upon Boaz’ last instruction.
She accepts the invitation to eat with the workers and Boaz.

’59 nk'wgg’] Wayyigtol 3ms Qal 02X (a hapax legomena
whose precise nuance remains unclear); the qamerts-qatan is used in
place of the paradigm Aolemn because the verb has been prosodically
attached to the PP ﬂ’?, which carries the stress. The resulting closed,
unstressed final syllable in the verb requires a “short” /o/ vowel rather

than the “long” holem (see GKC §27d, 29b, h; JM §13c¢). The PP s
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an oblique complement indicating the recipient of the action and the
noun ’$|7 is the accusative complement. The clause "7|7 H vaxn sug-
gests that Boaz has accompanied his kind words with personal action.

migig) y:wm 5383“ Wayyigrol 3fs Qal VHaR, Vpaw, and
Hiph A The pﬂmb /a/ in the final syllable of 9NN instead of the
paradigm zsere /e/ is likely due to its pausal status (see JM §32c¢). The
quick succession of verbs suggests the extent of Ruth’s hunger while
the use of the roots PAW and N reflect Boaz’ generosity (cf. Sasson
1979:56; Bush 1996:126; Hubbard 1988:175); she has, after all, been
waiting for some time just to get to the gleaning. The succession also
serves to move the narrative promptly to the actual gleaning, which is
reported by the very next verb at the start of v. 15.

"3 D3 ARG TIWITNR AW VPYY OPM 2:15
10 N1 VRYN DIRYN

The narration of Ruth’s actions continues here—she finally begins
to glean. Although the most natural reading of this verse is that it imme-
diately follows Ruth’s eating in the last verse, the narrator provides no
explicit temporal cues. The audience is not supposed to be concerned
with the specific chronology of the events but rather with the relative
order in which they occur. It is interesting in that light to observe that
the narrator quickly interrupts the description of Ruth’s gleaning with
an aside, which continues through v. 16, to report on one further set
of instructions Boaz gives to his workers concerning Ruth. The aside
contributes to the character profile of Boaz that the narrator has been
building for the entire chapter: this fellow is a true mensch.

0755 DR, Wayyigtol 3fs Qal VDI followed by an inf constr
Piel \/'0727 which serves as an ad]unct of purpose.

WDN'? 1’77}77;'111:; 73_73 12_2’1_ Wayyigrol 3ms Piel V¥, On this

verb requiring two complements, see comment above on 2:9.

mnoon 89 vRR OMNYI P2 D3, Yigrel (modal or
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jussive) 3fs Piel VOPY and yiqtol (modal) 2mpl Hiph VO3 with a

3fs accusative suffix. The first yigro/ carries the nuance of permis-
sion, “she is permitted to glean” or “let her glean”; the second yigtol
expresses the notion of obligation, “you must not insult [Ruth]”) (see
comment on "2AYN K5 inv. 8). The PP 0™MIYN 1" is both fronted
for Focus and marked with DJ (see comment on v. 8)—Boaz leaves no
doubt that Ruth is to be allowed special gleaning privileges and is not
to be treated poorly for it.

YPY DRI DN A BYHOW ox 2:16
:A2TIN K

This verse continues Boaz’ final set of instructions to his work-
ers concerning Ruth. The fact that he not only allows Ruth to collect
grain by following his harvesters through the field (instead of waiting
until the harvest is finished) but also has his harvesters intentionally
leave bundles for her goes well beyond the requirements of gleaning
as it is described in Lev 19:9-10; 23:22; Deut 24:19-21. Leviticus 19
and 23 indicate that the “corner of the field” is to be left for those who
need to glean, while Deuteronomy 24 suggests that forgotten or missed
sheaves are to be left for the gleaners. In neither case, though, is the
owner or harvesters instructed to intentionally leave behind sheaves
from the harvest. Yet, this is precisely what Boaz is doing for Ruth.

DN A2 HWAOW DAL Inf abs Qal VAW fol-
lowed by a yzqtol (modal) Zmpl Qal of the same root. The root D9V
with a meaning “to pull out,” which is suggested by the context, only
occurs here; elsewhere the root means “to plunder.” With the modal
yigrol Boaz is obliging his workers to do this. On the adverbial func-
tion of the inf abs, see the comment on v. 11. The noun Q'NAX is
a hapax legomena whose meaning can only be contextually derived
as something relating to the bundles of grain. The partitive 13 PP
is the oblique complement of the verb and the PP 7 is an adjunct
identifying the recipient (unless this verb requires an indirect object,
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which would make the PP 119 a second complement). The use of DX
here, as in the previous verse, as well as the adverbial inf abs indicate
that Boaz is placing a great deal of stress on his instructions.
A2TYIN 89 VP71 DRAMN. Qasal (modal) 2mpl Qal
Naty and 3fs Piel VOPY, and yigrol (modal) 2mpl Qal NW3. The
first qaral continues the deontic modality (obligation) of the previous
clause, and the second modal gazal, applying to Ruth, is also deontic
with the nuance of permission. The third verb, like ™12V KXYinv. 8
and MO0 KD inv. 15, appears to be a stronger directive. Syntacti-
cally, the verb DNATY adds to the instruction directed at the workers
while the verb 7TOP9 expresses the desired result from Boaz’ perspec-
tive. The verb 1IN takes the 12 PP as an oblique complement.

TORYTIVN N DANM TRTY T3 VROM 2:17
oW 19K N

This verse brings the second scene of Act II to a close by reporting
briefly on Ruth’s gleaning activity that fateful day.

WY AT OROM. Wayyigrol 3fs Piel VOR. The word
2N is in pause (with an aznah) and thus has a gamers in the stressed
syllable. The PP 7171 is a locative adjunct and the PP 391 T is
a temporal adjunct for the verb P, Assuming that Ruth started
gleaning right after the midday meal, the temporal reference here, TY
29N, suggests that she was able to salvage a good half-day’s work
after her initial waiting (v. 7) and conversation with Boaz.

HQP5'1WI_< nKR bﬂnD] Wayyiqtol 3fs Qal NO2M. This rare
verb seemingly refers to the qflick and dirty threshing and winnowing
process that Ruth would have had to perform in order to take only the
grain home. The null head of the relative clause ﬂUP'? R func-
tions as the accusative complement of the verb.

D"IWW MR M. This is another example of a wayyigrol
clause servihg to summarize rather than move the narrative to the
next event or action; see comments on 1:4, 6, 18, 22. The verb has a
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null subject “it,” referring back to the grain that Ruth beat out and the
PP DWW N8R is a complement of the copular verb indicating the
approximate amount. On the use of the preposition 2 for approxima-
tion, see comment on 1:4, WO §11.2.9b, and JM §133g. The noun
N9 is not a clitic or bound form attached to (i.e., “in construct
with”) D™ W, as one might expect, but related only appositionally.
That is, the nature of dry measure is specified further by the apposi-
tional noun “barley.”

Act II, Scene 3: Ruth Returns to No‘omi (vv. 18-23)

While Scene 2 presented the dramatic meeting between Ruth and
Boaz and suggests a possible plot resolution (i.e., perhaps Boaz will
take care of both women and thus solve their immediate problems),
Scene 3 describes the aftermath of that fateful day in the fields. After
Ruth finishes gleaning, the audience cannot help but wonder if the
story will soon end happily. Thus, the narrator has set the audience
up for a number of questions and expectations. The scene consists of
a narrative statement that moves Ruth from the fields back to No‘omi
(v. 18), dialogue between Ruth and No‘omi (vv. 19-22), and a sum-
mary statement concluding both this scene and Act II.

8And she carried it and entered the city and her mother-in-law saw
what she had gleaned. She brought it out and gave her what she left over
from being satiated. P Her mother-in-law said to her, “Where did you
glean today? Where did you work? May he who blessed you be blessed!”
So she related whom she worked with to her mother-in-law and she said,
“The name of the man whom I worked with today is Boaz.”°And No‘omi
said to her daughter-in-law, “He is blessed to the Yhwh who has not aban-
doned bis steadfast love for the living and the dead!” Then No‘omi said to
her, “The man is near to us! He is one of our kinsmen-redeemers!” ! And
Ruth, the Moabite, said, ‘It is also that he said to me: Stick close to my
servants until they have completed the whole of my harvest.” > No‘omi said
to Ruth, her daughter-in-law, “It is best, my daughter, that you should go
out with his maid-servants so others will not molest you in another field.”
B Thus she stuck close to Boaz’ maid-servants to glean until the barley and
wheat harvests were completed. And she lived with her mother-in-law.
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WK DR ANIDN KM 0D Riam Rvm 2:18
[APIYD MININTIYN DR AYTHM RYIm 10R7

This verse moves Ruth from her gleaning activity back to where
she is staying with No‘omi in Bethlehem.

'l’}?‘l NT:lﬂ1 NWIV Both verbs are wayyiqtol 3fs Qal, from
VR (Wlth the as51m11at10n of the initial J) and VX123, respectively.
The accusative complement of XWI is null and unambiguously
recoverable from the preceding verse: the grain that Ruth had beat
out. The verb X123 typically takes an oblique PP complement to indi-
cate the goal of the movement, but occasionally, as here, it takes an
accusative complement (which is often called an adverbial accusative,

WO §10.2.2; see also MNK §33.2.3; JM §125n).

7'07‘7 WVJN I'IN -LﬁVJﬂ NWI‘IT Wayyigtol 3fs Qal VR,
The subJect of the verb has changed although in keeping with the
shift from No‘omi to Ruth as the primary narrative agent, No‘'omi
is not named but referred to as “her mother-in-law.” The accusative
complement of the verb is the null head of the relative clause (see v. 17,
where the same phrase is used).

-WJWD -I'U'n-l TR nR -IL/' nm N¥1n1 The first
£wo verbs are wayyzqta/ 3fs Hlph VRY and Qal \/]ﬂJ in the relative
clause the finite verb is a gatal 3fs Hiph VA" and the non-finite verb
is an inf constr Qal VYW with a 3fs genitive suffix. In this clause the
subject switches back to Ruth, although this is not done explicitly and
is discernible simply due to context (only Ruth is likely to have taken
the grain out and given some to the other person and only Ruth had
already been sated with it during her meal in the fields). The accusa-
tive complement of XM is null and clearly still “the grain” (recon-
structable from the context). The accusative complement of the verb
100 is the null head of the relative clause. Within the relative clause,
the accusative complement of the verb 177 is the raised null head
of the relative and the PP (with imbedded infinitive) 7Y2WN is an
adjunct specifying the origin of the leftover grain that Ruth gives to
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No‘omi (i.e., the so-called ablative use of {2, WO §11.2.11d). Alterna-
tively, if the PP 7P2WN includes not an inf constr but the noun PV
“satisfaction” (so HALOT, s.v.), the PP remains an adjunct but more

likely has a temporal function, “after her satisfaction” (on the tempo-
ral function of |1, see WO §11.2.11¢; JM §133e).

miby nar b0 pvRY NEW ANIDN AY RNM 2:19
NOWYTIWR N8 ARINNY Tam T3 700
o 19p v TR K7 DY N 1A
03

No‘omi is still not named, keeping Ruth on center stage. No‘omi
asks two parallel questions and then utters a blessings on the as-of-
yet (to her) unnamed benefactor. This serves to build excitement for
the connection that is about to be made: No‘'omi knows of her rela-
tives, Ruth knows in whose field she gleaned, and the narrator artfully
delays the connection until the last word of the verse (so also Sasson

1979:58-59).

n’wy MR DV-l nU75 -ID’N Qatal 2fs Piel VOP and
qatal 2fs Qal VA WY, Both clauses are interrogatives headed by loca-
tive question words meaning “where.” The NP OV, which is used as
an adverbial time adjunct for the verb nYPY, also serves as a poetic
hinge between the two parallel clauses. The more common meanings
of VWY is “do” and “make,” but it can have the connotation of “per-
forming labor” or “working,” which is the notion here.

n;§1 This word reflects the combination of the locative inter-
rogative ]Kg and the directional suffix 71-, but, like DWW and NAW,
often the word as a whole is used without any directional nuance (see
HALOT, s.v.).

T2 T2 "7 Jussive 3ms Qal V. Note the V-S order of
the modal clause. The ms Qal passive participle 712 is the predicate
of the subject TV (ms Hiph participle V123 with 2fs accusative
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suffix). On the verb 111 requiring a non-accusative complement, see
the comment on 1:2. Although the more common syntax in blessings
and curses is a null-copula clause with the Predicate (e.g., 7112 or
IIR)-Subject order (see v. 2 below and WO §8.4.2¢), when the cop-
ula is overt, the order we see in this clause is more common (Jer 20:14;
1 Kgs 10:9; Psa 113:2; Job 1:21; Prov 5:18; Ruth 2:19; 2 Chr 9:8;
compare to only two cases in which the predicative pariciple precedes
the subject, Gen 27:33; Deut 7:14). It is thus inaccurate to take the
order in this clause to reflect any particular “emphasis” (so also Buth

1996:134; contra Campbell 1975:105-6; Hubbard 1988:183—-84).

17337 -any TWR nK 7“173“5 TIM. Wayyigrol 3fs Hiph
V33 and qﬂml 3fs Qal \/'IW}J Once again there is an unspecified but
contextually clear shift in verbal subjects, from No‘omi to Ruth. The
oblique complement (indirect object) precedes the accusative comple-
ment—this is common particularly when the oblique complement is
a “light” phrase and the accusative complement is a “heavy” phrase,
as in this case (although descriptively inadequate, see JM §1550).
The null head of the relative clause is ambiguous and two natural
options present themselves: it may be identified as the place where
Ruth worked or the person that Ruth worked with. The former, loca-
tive option answers No‘omi’s question directly, since she asks “where?”
but leaves the referent of the 3ms suffix in the PP within the relative
unidentified and syntactically ungoverned—who is this “him” and
how can an anaphoric pronoun refer back to an unspecified referent?
(Such a clause is commonly considered a syntactic failure in linguistic
analysis.) The latter, personal option at least provides a referent to
which the pronoun may refer, even if the referent is null. In this case,
though, the “who is the him?” question that arises from the lack of
specificity is answered in the very next clause, which suggests that
the second, personal option is preferred. The awkward grammar of
this clause is very likely due to the narrator’s interest in delaying the
mini-climax. Ruth’s answer of No‘omi’s “where” with a “who” effec-
tively identifies the real intent of No‘omi’s query (similarly Hubbard
1988:184—85; Bush 1996:134).
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W3 oin iy MY WK YRD DY KM Ruch
continues her narration, overlappiﬁg.the previous clause with some
repetition. However, critical elements are added, such as the head of
the relative clause, W& DY, and predicate of the null-copula clause,
the proper noun TY2.

R NI RN 7192 ANY3Y M1 RNM 2:20
A% MNM 0NRDTNRY OUINTNN 170N :w'x‘v
SR u‘mm WRD 9 219

No‘omi is finally named in this scene, and Ruth is pushed back
on stage just a bit. The reason is that when No‘omi learns the identity
of their new benefactor, she bursts forth in blessing. No‘omi as the
main character of the whole story is again in focus and is perhaps on
the verge of significant shift from the bitterness at the end of chapter
1. However, the blessing contains some ambiguity (see below)—does
she make a statement about Boaz’ or Yhwh’s faichfulness? Thus, the
audience is left with only the hint of resolution.

R OU0TOR 17Dﬂ 3’[}7'8‘7 WWN 717’5 N7 1932
D’nm‘l This long clause is a blessmg with an important addendum.
As I noted for v. 19, when the blessing lacks an overt copula, it typi-
cally starts with the predicate (here a ms Qal passive participle VJ2).
The subject is the 3ms pronoun X371, and the 5pp adjunct, which is
the host for the long addendum, specifies the goal (WO §11.2.10d,
esp. n. 72; cp. JM §132l). The relative clause is the syntactic and lit-
erary puzzle: what is the head of the relative? Is it the pronoun 877,
which refers to Boaz, or the noun " within the PP? The choice is
significant, since if No‘omi recognizes Yhwh’s faithfulness here, the
ultimate resolution of the book begins here. Many commentators take
Boaz as the head of the relative and thus the null subject within the
relative as well as the antecedent of the pronoun in YTOM. This makes
discourse sense in that Boaz is the topic of the blessing and there is no
explicit switch of Topic. However, it is an overwhelming tendency in



142 Ruth 2:20

the syntax of relative clauses that, unless explicitly identified (e.g., by
the use TV within the relative) or a clear result of syntactic movement
(e.g., the relative head fronted and thus moved away from its relative
clause), the nearest grammatically acceptable antecedent is the relative
head. This strongly suggests that iM1i1" is the head as well as the verbal
subject of ATY and the antecedent for the pronoun in YTOM. The syn-
tactic ambiguity is probably intentional: the narrator uses this clause
to signal that No‘omi’s redemption has begun.

Another, less theologically significant syntactic ambiguity within
the relative is whether the subject of the verb 21V in the relative is
null (and coindexed with the relative head) or the NP YTOM. If the
former analysis is correct, then the conjoined phrases X1 ™M1 DX
DN are PPs, “[he] has not forsaken his faithfulness with the living
and the dead” (compare Gen 24:49). If the latter analysis is correct
and YTOM is the subject (it is a syntactic subject elsewhere, e.g., Gen
24:27), then the conjoined phrases are accusative complements, “who
his faithfulness has not forsaken the living or the dead.” There is no
good evidence for determining which option is intended.

RN AoRIN WrRrn 35 atp mps AH nRM. Once
again No‘omi is named, keeping her on center.stage. Her statement in
these clauses consists of two null copula clauses, both of which exhibit
Predicate-Subject order. Although this is often considered the normal
order in “classifying” null copula clauses (WO §8.4.2), I questioned
the usefulness of this description in my comment on v. 10. For the
two clauses here I would instead see the predicates as fronted constitu-
ents for contrastive Focus: “the man is near to us, he is one of our
redeemers.”

1]'7&373 Consonantally the noun 583 within the PP looks sin-
gular “our redeemer, but the context of the partitive J3 PP requires
a plural “one of our redeemers.” A number of Hebrew manuscripts
provide the " between the 5 and the suffix 13, although they almost
certainly reflect textual corrections. But the " in the plural form is
technically a mater lectionis and many other formally ambiguous cases
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like this exist, some of which must be plural from the context (JM
§94j, esp. n. 19). (On the function of the 984, see Leviticus 25 and the
summaries in Hubbard 1988:188—89, and Bush 1996:136-37.)

"DV 9R IR 103 PARIAN M) N 2:21
-2 NR 19270R TP PPITR HTIWR 0LIN
DPTIWR YRR

Ruth, who is identified by name in this verse, now returns to
center stage with No‘omi. She provides information that had not been
given in the exchange she had with Boaz: her special gleaning privi-
leges are not limited to a single day but extend through the remainder
of the harvest season. By report the audience thus finds out that Boaz
is already fulfilling at least part of the redeemer’s role by providing for
the women on a longer-term basis.

’:7N WDN-’D |DJ -I’JNVD-I n‘j jflxlﬂ The narrator
not only returns to using Ruth s name in thls clause, he also classifies
her as a 1"ARN, thereby reminding the audience of her foreign status
(the narrator also used this technique at the end of Act I, in 1:22). The
complement of the verb WARN is the reported speech beginning with
DJ. Note that the reported speech itself contains reported speech.

o) | DJ'.I. The collocation of these two function words is unusual.
In the seven other cases in the Hebrew Bible, it means “moreover,
when . ..” (Josh 22:7; Prov 22:6) or “even though” (Isa 1:15; Hos 8:10;
9:16; Ps 23:4; Lam 3:8). Neither option makes sense in this context,
though. Interestingly, this is the only case in which the Masoretes
used a paseq | to signal their understanding that the two words are not
to be taken together (see Yeivin 1980:216-17). Taken separately, the
two items may be understood as “also (it is) that” (see JM §157a, esp.
n. 2; so Hubbard 1988:182, n. 6).

53 nNR HITOR TP PPN HTWR OrpInToy
’5'1WN 7’277 This complex clause is given as Boaz’ words that
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are quoted by Ruth in her conversation with No‘omi. On the verb
1"P2TN, see comment on v. 8. The main clause starts with a Focus-
fronted PP *9 TWR 0™YIN OY, by which Boaz (or Ruth for Boaz)
highlights the unusual gleaning privileges accorded to Ruth. The rela-
tive clause ™ TR is used to express a genitive relationship periphras-
tically (i.e., in place of the more common cliticization, or “construct
state,” of the first noun), although determining a grammatical expla-
nation for why Boaz (or Ruth for Boaz) used Y WK 0™ instead
of the simpler ™Y (as he did with ’Dﬁ}_{; in v. 8) remains elusive.

The temporal PP B WK TEPn 52 NR 192 OR TY includes
a gatal (3cpl Piel \/ﬂ‘73) verb (a perfect used in the future), which
follows TY only 44x compared to over 150x of TV followed by an inf
constr (as in v. 23 below). The use of DR in what contextually is a
temporal clause is also unusual but not unattested (WO $§38.7a; JM
§166p), although combined with TY it appears superfluous here (and
occurs only three other times: Gen 24:19, 33, and Isa 30:17). And the
second periphrastic genitive Y WR RPN 53 is used, perhaps to
maintain consistency with the matrix clause (for other periphrastic
genitive constructions in the book, see 2:3; 4:3).

'RYN "2 N3 20 ANY2 MR LI AN 2:22
IR YA T3 N1 PRiproD

Both women remain in the story-telling focus here and No‘omi’s
comment regarding the appropriateness of Ruth’s activity in Boaz’
field provides a third-party confirmation both of Boaz’ good inten-
tions and of the real possibility of receiving ill-treatment as a gleaner.

1’1111373 oy ’&Rn ’D ’n: JTU The main clause within the

reported speech is a null- copula clause with a simple adjectival predi-
cate, AW, a vocative address "N3, and a complex clausal subject, the
noun clause YA DY RN "], literally, “that you go out with his
servant girls is good, my daughter” (English requires either an exple-
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tive construction, “it is good . . .” or a switch in the constituent order.)
Since Hebrew lacks morphological distinctions for absolute, compara-
tive, and superlative degrees, the adjective 21 could be any of the
three here, “it is good that,” “it is better that,” or “it is best that.” Since
it makes less sense for No‘omi to provide a simple ethical assessment
of the situation (the absolute degree), it stands to reason that the com-
parative or superlative are intended here. If it taken as a comparative,
No‘omi can only be comparing working in Boaz’ fields with working
in someone else’s; if it is superlative, then gleaning in Boaz’ field sur-
passes all other options facing Ruth (other fields, other non-gleaning
activities to provide food, etc.). Both options make equal sense, in my
opinion. See WO §14.4-5 on the three degrees of adjectives.

NN -I'I'WJ. 737307 Nzﬂ This clause is syntactically
joined to the precedmg clause but the j juxtaposition with the preced-
ing clause suggests a result or purpose clause interpretation, “so that”
or “in order that.” The verb W38, which I and many commenta-
tors take to have negative connotation, e.g., “abuse, assault, molest,”
takes an oblique complement, here J2. The second 2 PP is a locative
adjunct.

~pep niva-T vRYH WA niIa PATM 2:23
:ANIANTNR WM 0NN YR 0P

Scene 3 and Act II as a whole end with a summary statement
indicating that Ruth took Boaz’ proposal for gleaning and continued
to live with her mother-in-law. Whatever large-scale plot resolution
that the encounter with Boaz may have suggested to the audience is
deflated with this verse: the women have been provided for through
the harvest season, but what then? Both the audience and No‘omi
apparently have the same “what now?” question in mind, which leads
to the actions of Act III.

opwnrep nivamTy vpPYH WA niwia paTm
D’Oﬂ1 7’371 Wayytqml 3fs Qal \/7]7 with a 2 PP oblique
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complement. The infinitive phrase (inf constr Piel \/Dpﬁ) provides
the purpose for the main clause and the TV PP, with the inf constr
(QalVrH2), isa temporal adjunct.

-l.nv}ﬂ nR 3wn1 Wayyigtol 3fs Qal V2W", with an oblique
PP complement nmnn DR, indicating accompaniment. This wayy-
igrol clause does not carry the action or events of the narrative for-
ward. Instead, it provides information in the form of a summary of
Ruth’s activities during the entire harvest season. Thus, the temporal
domain of this wayyigrol includes the temporal domain of the preced-
ing wayyiqtol clause.

This scene starts to fulfill the expectations the audience has been
given, with Ruth’s delivery of the grain and No‘omi’s excited response
regarding Boaz’ role. The hints delivered at the beginning of the Act,
in v. 1, seem to be working out exceedingly well. But then the Act
ends abruptly, with no further interaction between Ruth and Boaz.
Yes, the women are provided for through the harvest season. But what
about their long-term care? Where has Boaz gone in this story? The
Act as a whole ends anti-climactically, with the resolution of the pri-
mary plot problem—No‘omi’s emptiness—still unresolved.



ACT 111

Act TIT presents a manufactured meeting between Ruth and Boaz.
No‘omi, whose concern parallels the lack of resolution the narrator
wants the audience to feel at the end of Act 11, devises a plan to have
Ruth present herself to Boaz for marriage. The plan and its implemen-
tation do not quite match, though: whereas No‘omi has Ruth’s best
interest in mind, Ruth takes advantage of her meeting with Boaz to
address No‘'omi’s welfare. All three characters in this Act exhibit the
fulness of their honor and worth.

Act III, Scene 1: No‘omi Hatches a Plan (vv. 1-6)

!No‘omi, her mother-in-law, said to her, “My daughter, should I not
seck for you a resting-place where it will be better for you? *So, now, isn’t
Boaz our relative whose servant-girls you were with? Look—he is win-
nowing at the threshing floor of barley tonight. >So you should wash, per-
fume, and put on your clothes, and go down to the threshing floor. Don’t
let yourself be known to the man until he finishes eating and drinking.
“When he lies down, you shall note the place where he will lie and then
enter, uncover the place of his feet, and lie down. He will tell you what
you should do. >And she said to her, “All that you say to me, I will do.”
$So she went down to the treshing floor and acted according to all that her
mother-in-law had commanded ber.

T2 WRAR NOT H3 ANINT RLI A MDNM - 3:1
77307 WK N
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The narrator gives no time indicators to situate this clause from
the end of Act IT (2:23). It is not long, though, before the the mention
of threshing (v. 2) makes it clear that No‘omi wasted little time in
assessing the situation—presumably the lack of serious development
in Ruth’s relationship with Boaz—and devising a plan.

71'“73“ mnyl -lt7 WD&nT No‘omi is mentioned both by
name and relatlonshlp to Ruth at the outset of Act IIL The use of 19
“to her” to refer to Ruth, however, indicates that she remains firmly
as the story’s focus; that is, only by assuming that Ruth is the primary
character in the audience’s mind could the narrator refer to her with a
pronominal PP “to her” instead of “to Ruth.” It is a subtle grammatical
indicator that Act III will be mostly about Ruth just as Act 1T was.

To720" WK TN T2"WRAR 897 N2 This reported
speech clause is the complement to the precedmg verb RN, The
vocative "3 is less likely a term of endearment, as it is often used
nowadays, as it is a reminder to Ruth that she is in a socially subordi-
nate position to No‘omi. No‘omi used it with both her daughters-in-
law in 1:11, 12, 13 and with just Ruth in 2:2, 22, and Boaz used it with
Ruth in 2:8. It may be that the narrator is attempting to project for
No‘omi the image of a mother-in-law who is taking control of a situa-
tion in a firm but benevolent manner (the firm-and-benevolent stance
also fits Boaz’ interactions with Ruth in chapters 2 and 3). No‘omi’s
question is rhetorical, assumes the answer “Of course I should!,” and
thus requires assent. The verb WPAR (modal yigrol 1cs Piel VWP3)
is followed by the very light PP as an adjunct providing the goal and
then by the accusative complement TN, The locative noun TN is
modified by a relative clause in which T3 has been raised out of the
subject position. In the context the verb in the relative clause, 20",
has an implicit comparative degree: “a place of rest that is good for
you [versus here]” = “a place of rest that is better for you [than here].”
Contrary to almost all commentators (e.g., Sasson 1979:63—64; Hub-
bard 1988:197; Bush 1996:144—45), the WK clause is not a result or
purpose clause in the vast majority of the Hebrew Bible, including
Ruth (see Holmstedt 2006).
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POIPITIR D0 WK ARRTH I3 8OO nnpy 32
90 0 1R 10T RIFTNIN

No‘omi follows her first rhetorical question with a second that
zeroes in Boaz as the object of her planning. No‘omi exploits the cir-
cumstances of Ruth’s gleaning experience—for Ruth, not herself.

1’3117}73'“& n”-l WWN uny‘fn TU: NL)-I 7“}71
No‘omi’s follow—up statement opens W1th ‘mm This is a temporal
adverb that also makes a logical connection between two assertions
(see WO §39.3.4f). In this case, No‘omi uses it to make a logical con-
nection between her desire to have Ruth settled well and her plans
for achieving it. The rhetorical question makes the object of No‘omi’s
incipient plan clear: Boaz. The null-copula clause WINPT Y2 is Sub-
ject-Predicate and classifies Boaz as a relative (hence the rhetorical
nature of the question, since both women are already aware of the
truth-value of the assertion; see 2:20).

POVITIR N0 AR, Qaral 2fs Qal VR, The PP NN
1’1117}11 is an ad)unct of accompaniment. The most natural reading
of the relative clause is that its head is the closer NP 131V71 not TV2
(see comment on 2:20). However, it is also possible to take the head
of the relative clause as V2 (so Sasson 1979:63; Hubbard 1988:199,
n. 16; Bush 1996:145). In this case, the head has not been raised;
instead, the relative clause has been “lowered” for two reasons: the
tendency for “heavy” constituents to be placed later in a clause (e.g.,
“heavy noun phrase shift”) and the desire for the predicate to be in a
more salient position, right after the subject NP instead of following
the non-restrictive relative clause. It is difficult to determine which
option is the correct analysis, although I consider the former option
more likely by the principle of parsimony.

uny‘fn The use of a morphologically feminine form and the
fal lmklng vowel between the stem and the suffix are both unex-
pected. The noun itself appears to be a feminine version of the Qere
in 2:1 YTIN. Why No‘omi here uses *NYT1 (on the morphology see
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GKC $§94h; also JM §88Le) here instead of YT or YPTN that she

used in 2:1 is unclear, and speculation does nothing to add clarity.
More than the word itself, the suffix contains an oddity: instead of
the very regular 13 as the suffix on singular nouns, this form has 33,
which except for this one case appears only on prepositions and the

quantifier 93 (GKC 91f; JM §94h).
n°%0 oMW 1R MaF RITTNIN. The verb in chis

clause is a part1c1ple (ms Qal \/ 'IWT) with progressive aspect, “he is
winnowing.” The initial 7377 is presentative exclamation, “look!”
or “see here!” and orients the addressee (whether another character
within the narrative or the audience, or both) to an item, activity, or
event that the speakers considers important. (On 13711 see comment
on 2:4.) The subject pronoun X173 does not carry Topic or Focus, as
it does with finite verbs, since it is syntactically required as a subject
for the predicative participle. The participle 177 is transitive and here
the accusative complement is assumed and thus covert; based on the
context D" PW is surely intended. The phrase D™YWA 173 DR is
a PP adjunct specifying the location; on the use of NN for proxim-
ity, “near,” see HALOT s.v.; WO §11.2.4; MNK §39.5. It is quite
possible that the threshing and winnowing were done concurrently,
which would necessitate that they happen in two close but separate
locations. Finally, the NP 1591 is used adverbially to situate the
event temporally, “tonight.”

D’W}JW‘I Iﬁl’nx Some commentators object to taking [73
D’W}JW'I as a clitic phrase (what is “the threshing-floor of barley”?)
and prefer to take ™YW as the overt accusative complement of the
verb (Hubbard 1988:199; Sasson 1979:64—65; Bush 1996:149-50; cp.
Campbell 1975:117-19). Such a move leaves {33 NR without its defin-
ing modifier, and an nonspecific {73 would be very awkward here.
Moreover, it may be that there were actually two different threshing-
floors, one for wheat and one for batley, or that at least No‘omi thought
so (note that narrator uses simply 73 in v. 6).
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729 [Pronw] IR now) nao) Ingny 33
inv2 T WRY WwTIAOR 140 [N nTn
:ninwH 587

After setting the scene in the last verse, in this verse No‘omi begins
her direct instruction to Ruth. The bathing, perfuming, and dressing
strongly suggest that No‘'omi intended for Ruth to present herself to
Boaz as a potential bride. That Ruth was supposed to wait until Boaz
had finished his meal reflects socially polite behavior or the ageless
principle that a man with a full stomach is more easily persuaded.

WTIM T [Tronw] Ton nny R0y (nen)
]‘ll-l [ﬂ'ﬁ’} The sequence of verbs are all modal qatal 2fs Qal
(\[PT'IW V10, and VT, respectively), indicating that No‘omi consid-
ered these actions logically (not temporally) contingent upon her pre-
vious description statement ™YW 173 NXR 777 RI7 737, In other
words, No‘omi’s purpose in making the I statement was not simply
to provide Ruth with information, but to establish a situation as the
motivation for the set of instructions. The syntax of the third clause
in the sequence is straightforward: Tr9NW is the accusative comple-
ment of the NN and '[’5}7 is the oblique complement (the verb "W
requires two complements, much like J1NJ). The syntax of the fourth
clause is also clear: the NP {7317 is the complement of "7, which
normally takes oblique PP complements but may also have a bare NP
as here (see also v. 6, below). The syntax of the first two clauses is more
opaque. Quite often both Qal verbs are taken as veritable reflexives,
“wash yourself” and “anoint yourself.” However, since P17 in par-
ticular occurs in the Hitpael and in the Qal takes external accusative
complements (e.g., 51 in Gen 18:4), it might seem possible to take
'm‘mw as the object of all three verbs: “so wash, anoint, and put on
your clothes.” However, the verb P17 is only attested with T7, 55, or
W2 as its complement whereas the verb D23 in the Piel is used for
washing clothes. Thus, we should probably assume that DX (and
probably also N2D) here has a covert complement, such as TI2.
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NDDT On the vocalization of the waw conjunction with a gamets
when the host word is monosyllabic or disyllabic with stress on the

penultima, see GKC §104g; JM §104d.
[‘[’n'miD] TD‘?DW The Ketiv is ambiguous consonantally: it

could be a singular count noun “your garment,” a singular non-count
(collective) noun “your clothes,” or a plural count noun written defec-
tively (note that it also lacks a 1 mater lectionis for the feminine plural
ending) “your garments.” The only significant difference among the
three options concerns the semantics of the singular collective option:
this would likely only be the correct interpretation if the collocation of
D' and MONW were an idiom for “putting on clothes,” i.e., “getting
dressed” (Hubbard 1988:197, n. 7). The Qere is unambiguously plural
“garments” and as the more explicit of the two spelling possibilities
it may reflect later scribal correction. However, since either spelling
option makes good sense, it is in reality difficult, if not impossible, to
identify which is the eatlier reading.

[ﬂ‘m’] T The Keriv looks like a lcs garal, but a first-
person verb is nonsensical in this verse (why would No‘omi tell Ruth
to get dressed up and then assert that she, No‘omi, would go down
to meet Boaz?). The Qere is almost certainly a correction to match
the morphology of the surrounding verbs and to fit the context. But
this does not solve the problem of the Ketiv’s morphology—is the lcs
agreement morph "I- on the verb a scribal error or might it be an
archaism? Many commentators select the latter option and suggest
that this ending is a real archaic element (e.g., Myers 1955:11; Sasson
1979:68-69; Hubbard 1988:197, n. 8). The ending "1- does fit the 2fs
qatal morphology reconstructed for West Semitic (see Huehnergard

1995:2130).

It is also possible that it is an archaism used to color No‘'omi’s
speech, a literary strategy that I have noticed at other points in Boaz’
and No‘omi’s speech (see Ruth 2:8-9 and §4). The primary obstacle
to the archaism explanation is the use of regular 2fs forms in No‘omi’s
speech in 2:19; 3:2, 4, and the first three verbs in this verse: if
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No‘omi’s speech is archaic or if the narrator is attempting to make it
sound so, then why not be consistent (cf. Irwin 2008)? But consistent
archaisms, which depart from the audience’s grammar (and in this
case result in a confusion between the 1cs and 2fs verbs), would result
in an undesirable degree of distraction from the story—it would cre-
ate too much interference in the communicative process. Thus, it is
used only on the last verb or a four-verb series, allowing the narrator
to throw in a speech distinctive for No‘omi without sacrificing clar-
ity (in other words, the first three verbs establish beyond any doubt
that all the verb are 2fs). Note a similar sequence of four modal gazal
verbs with the last a similar "1- verb in v. 4. Note also that both of
the "1- verbs in vv. 3 and 4 are at (or one word before) a major pausal
break (both times an aznah). In fact, we need not assume that the nar-
rator had access to knowledge of historical forms no longer in use; like
YWAYN in 2:8, the "N- forms in 3:3, 4 could reflect the narrator’s cre-
ative use of forms that were similar enough to “normal” forms for the
audience to interpret but just a bit “odd.” It might simply be coinci-
dental that the forms resemble what we reconstruct as their histories.
Indeed, I consider this interpretation of the data the likeliest.

ninWY1 5387 i TP WRY YRR, Vigel (modal)
Niph 2fs \/}77’ No omi swltches from the modal qatal verbs, which
were expressing contingent future actions (see above), to a modal yig-
tol. Such a verb switch is required for a negative instruction, since
the modal gazal is never negated (WO §32.1.3¢). The PP WRY is an
adjunct providing the external agent of the passive verb, and the PP
nmw"n z732*2’7 1ﬂt73 'I'SJ is a temporal adjunct.

The flrst, 1ﬂ‘73 (mf constr Plel \/7173 with 3ms suffix), is the comple—
ment of the preposition TY. The second and third (Qal inf constr
VHIR and VANV, respectively) are conjoined complements of the
first 72,
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DU-13? TN DIpRITNR YT 120w3 0 34
T3 ®I7) [N23W1] P22 1R 93 DR
TWLR YN N8 77

No‘omi continues her instructions, leading Ruth to the feet of
Boaz.

133W3 ’_I’T Following the preceding modal yigro/ clause, the
jussive mn (Qal 3ms \7) is expected here. That is, since the modal
qatal sequence had been interrupted, a main clause (i.e., a non-con-
tingent modal verb) is used to establish the tense-aspect-mood foun-
dation upon which the modal gazal forms following are built. The
subject of the *11" could conceivably be the PP 122W23, but it is more
likely that the PP is the nominative predicate and the verb has a null
expletive subject (see comment on 1:1, 19; 3:8, 13). The PP 122W1 is
temporal and contains an inf constr (Qal VA9W) with a 3ms suffix
referrmg back to Boaz.

DW ulo 117 WWN D1707'DN ny'l'"l Qatal (modal) 2fs
Qal \/577’ This modal qaml is contingent on the event identified in
the preceding jussive clause: when he lies down, Ruth should take
note of the place. The NP DIPRI7 NR is the accusative complement.
It is modified by a restrictive relative clause: it is not just any place
that Ruth should notice, but the specific place where Boaz lies down.
The choice of verb within the relative is interesting. Most relative
clauses have gatal verbs and refer to an event as a whole (i.e., per-
fective aspect), whether the event describing the relative head was in
the past or future. Both the participle and the yigro/ (indicative) are
used when the event in the relative clause is in progress or durative,
whether in the past, present, or future time frame (although the yigtol
is more common than the participle except in cases of performative
actions, such as many in Deuteronomy that relate to “the land that I
am [Yhwh is] giving you [Israel]”). Here, the imperfective aspect of
the yigrol (3ms Qal VA3W) indicates that Ruth is supposed to identify

where Boaz is in the act of lying down and carry out her plan while he
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remains in this activity. The gazal would be ambiguous in a context
like this since it would allow Boaz to have finished “lying” and then
risen and left.

Note that within the relative clause the head DI is resumed by
the locative adverb DW. Since the verb 22W does not seem to require
a locative complement, the resumptive adverb (and thus also the head
DIPN) is an adjunct. Resumption in Hebrew relative clauses is required
in the NP-internal position (e.g., “the king who ruled 4is country”) or
a complement (accusative, e.g., “the country that the king ruled 72, or
oblique, e.g., “the country that the king ruled over i#”), but distinct
trends in the comparative Semitic and non-biblical Hebrew data indi-
cate that resumption at other positions within the relative clause is a
later development in ancient Hebrew, viz. the second half of the first
millennium B.C.E. (see Holmstedt 2008). This feature, then, may
reflect the relative date of the book (see §3).

[n2ow1] "naowy »r%n n9a DRI Qaral (modal)
2fs Qal V13, Piel V7193, and Qal VAW, The complement of MR is
gapped from the last clause, oW 20" WK OIPNAN, and the accusa-
tive complement of O3 is the NP 1’1'\‘7}7?3, the precise meaning of
which is an infamous interpretive crux in the book. Unfortunately
grammar does not provide much help (see Sasson 1979:69-70 and
Nielsen 1997:68—69 for overviews and different proposals). Mor-
phologically, -1 prefix nouns are often locative in nature, and given
the unambiguously locative use in 3:14, I take it as “the place of the
feet.” Grammatically, PODXIN s either the accusative complement
of the verb ™3 or it is an adjunct (and the complement of mox
is covert and thus somewhat ambiguous—what is Ruth supposed to
uncover—Boaz, herself?) On the Qere-Ketiv variation with the last
verb, see the comment on v. 3.

]"(IUQD TSU?_’Q Y '[:7 ™R ‘Nﬂﬂ]. Yigtol (modal) 3ms Hiph
VT3, The initial.stibject pronoun is in the Topic position and marks a
shift in the agent (see §2.4-5). It does not carry Focus-marking, since
there is no alternative to set “he” [Boaz] against: who else could tell
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Ruth what to do in that context since there are presumably only two
people present (at least from the perspective of the narrative)? The PP
T is the oblique complement specifying the goal or recipient of the
action of the verb T3, and the accusative complement is the null head
of the restrictive relative clause, which is defined by the parameters
that "WYN establishes. On the paragogic | in "WYN, see the com-
ment on 2:8.

PR [OR] TIRATIWR 55 R pNm 35

Ruth’s response is short and to the point. She is a willing cocon-
spirator in this plan.

PPR POR] _MDRATIWR 9. On 93 as the head of a
relative clause, see comment at 2:11; for other examples, see 3:11, 16;
4:9. The entire phrase ™IRN WK 93 is the accusative complement
of the verb WYR (yigtol 1cs Qal Vnwy), and the fronted position
of the complement indicates that it has been raised for Focus (con-
tra Bush 1996:154). The challenge when a complex phrase has been
raised for Focus is identifying precisely where the Focus lies—is it the
quantifier 53 or the verb ™ARM? It cannot be on the subject of the
verb since it is null. In this context, it is most likely that 53 bears the
Focus (resulting in fronting of the entire phrase): Ruth indicates that
she will do anything and everything that No‘omi says. Her response
is no doubt another element of her characterization as a paragon of
loyalty. It is often noted that the expected verb within the relative
clause is IR, a gatal 2fs refering to what No‘omi has just instructed
Ruth to do. The yigrol cannot function the same way: in the past time
frame the yigrol is used for durative, habitual, future-in-the-past, or
past progressive events or actions. None of these options work in this
clause. Here the yigrol is best taken as a general future. Thus, Ruth’s
answer does not directly reference the plan that No‘omi has just fin-
ished outlining; rather, Ruth provides No‘omi with a sweeping state-
ment of loyalty in line with her poetic utterance in 1:16-17—she “will
do all that [No‘omi] says.”
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[’58] « « The Qere-Ketiv appears to be a simple manuscript
variant, likely reflecting parablepsis. That is, a scribe began with the
R of ’X7N, looked up and when he looked back down continued not
with "R but with NWYR. Thus, the simpler and probably original
text includes the PP.

TAQING NRINTIWR 502 WM 10 T 3:6

This verse serves as a hinge between scenes. For Scene 1 it parallels
Ruth’s stated intent to carry out No‘'omi’s plan in v. 5 with the report
that she did so here in v. 6. For Scene 2 the verse moves Ruth (and the
audience) to the new location at the threshing floor. Both clauses use
the wayyigtol to provide summaries and the two clauses are not in tem-
poral sequence. The first clause indicates that Ruth went to the thresh-
ing, presumably preparing herself before she went, and the second verb
relates Ruth’s activity to the plan that No‘omi presented. (On the use of
the wayyiqtol for summaries, see comments on 1:18, 22).

]7,:‘U TN, Wayyigrol 3ts Qal VI, The verb T is a verb of
motion that does not take accusative complements but oblique PP
complements indicating the goal of the movement. In this case the
NP 1737 lacks the expected 5 or directional - (see also above, v. 3).
Grammars often describe NPs that are clearly not the direct object
but still fulfill the verb as “adverbial accusatives” (see WO §10.2.2;
of. TM §125n).

TNTDH 71'”2 WWN :733 wyn1 Wayyigtol 3fs Qal Vny.
The 2 PP is not the complement of the verb WYM, since this verb
in its meaning of “do, make, carry out” mostly takes accusative, not
oblique, complements (HALOT, s.v. ##1-11). Instead, here the verb
has the sense of “behaving” (HALOT, s.v. #12), and the 2 PP is a man-
ner adjunct indicating that Ruth acted in agreement with No‘omi’s
instructions. As with the relative clause in v. 5, the relative head in this
clause may be either 53 as a substantive or a null head.

AR, Qaral 3fs Piel VMY with 3fs suffix. The vowel in the
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penultimate syllable is due to the changes that occur to the 3fs gazal
form when object suffixes are added. The base to which suffixes are
added for this verb is *IIX. The addition of a 3ms 37 or 3fs i} suffix
results in the assimilation of the i1 of the suffix to the I of the base,
which explains the dagesh in the final D: e.g., DIX* + 7 > AMY* >
M. The 1 that is written has nothing to do with the actual suf-
fix but is a mater lectionis (GKC §59g); thus, contrary to most com-
ments on this verse, we would not expect a mappiq in 11 (see, e.g.,
Sasson 1979:72—73; Hubbard 1988:206 n. 2; cp. Myers 1955:18; Bush
1996:159).

Act III, Scene 2: The Plan is Mishandled
and then Salvaged (vv. 7-15)

Scene 2 occurs at the threshing floor and reports how Ruth approached
Boaz, as No‘omi had instructed, but let him fall asleep, which is not
mentioned by No‘omi and was presumably not her intention. The
result is a situation equally tense and humorous, leaving the audi-
ence with two questions: What will Boaz do? and How could Ruth
have gotten herself into this scandalous situation? It is possible that
the narrator is taking advantage of Ruth’s foreignness for dramatic
effect, e.g., she didn’t quite understand No‘omi or maybe they don’t
look down on midnight shenanigans in Moab. The scene continues
through Boaz’ impressive recovery and honorable solution to the both
of the requests put before him, as well as the sensitive situation that
Ruth has put herself in.

"When Boaz ate and drank and his heart was happy, he went in to
lie down at the edge of the pile, then she secretly entered and uncovered
the place of bis feet and lied down. *It was in the middle of the night that
the man started and turned himself over - and behold, a woman was
lying at his legs. °He said, “Who are you?!” She said, “I am Ruth, your
maid-servant; therefore you should spread your skirt over your maidser-
vant because you are a redeemer.” '’He said, “Blessed are you to Yhwh,
my daughter. You have carried out your latter kindness better than your
first by not going after young men, whether poor or strong. "' And now, my
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daughter, do not fear—all which you say, I will do for you, because the
whole assembly of my people knows that you are a woman of virtue. *And
now, it is indeed true that I am a redeemer; however, there is a redeemer
nearer than 1. "Stay tonight and when morning comes, if he will redeem
you, good!—Ilet him redeem. But if he is not willing to redeem you, I shall
redeem you—as Yhwh lives! Now lie down until morning.” 1So she laid
down at the place of his feet until morning and rose before anyone could
recognize someone else. He said, “Let it not be known that the woman
entered the threshing floor.” P And he said, “Take the cloak that is upon
you and hold it.” So she held it and he measured six barley, put them on
it, and went to the city.

n¥pa 22WH 83N 135 apm hwn wa Hanh 37
:22Um vn‘mn ‘nm 0‘7: Nam1 RN

This verse abruptly moves the story through the facts of the Boaz’
meal and Ruth’s adherence to No'omi’s plan. The initial switch of
agents, from Ruth in v. 6 to Boaz at the beginning of this verse, is
made explicit with TVA. The switch back to Ruth is not made explicit
and the burden of marking the shift is left to the verbal agreement fea-
tures. There is a sense of extreme economy here, perhaps even impa-
tience, as the narrator mentions only the actions and details necessary
to set up the confrontation between Ruth and Boaz.

NN 1¥Pa 23w 837 §35 2pm hwn i o,
All four finite verbs are wayyzqtol Sms Qal forms, from \/:731‘2 Vnnw,
VaYY, and VR13, respectively. The verbs 528" and MW" are transitive,
but their complements, “food” and “drink,” are often left covert. The
clause Y39 20™ is an idiom for being in a good mood (see HALOT,
s.v. AV, and since it does not actually describe an action but a state
of being, it is clearly an important narrative detail. So Boaz ate dinner,
felt good, and presumably went straight to sleep—all of which makes
abundant sense after a long day at the threshing floor. Why Boaz slept
at this location, instead of going home, and why No‘omi would know
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this are never explained. Perhaps it was customary (or just good busi-
ness sense) to stay on location until the threshing, winnowing, and sale
or storage of the harvested grain was finished, or perhaps his presence
was ceremonial (so Sasson 1979:65, 75-76). The use of 82" here sug-
gests that he “entered” some place or structure to sleep, although the
oblique complement is left implied; given the context of the NP, it
may be that Boaz slept inside a half-filled granary, similar in practice
and function to a shepherd sleeping in the entrance to a sheepfold—to
protect the goods. The infinitive phrase NP NXPa 2vH (inf
constr Qal VA3W) is a purpose adjunct for 8IM.

223WUm 1230 93m V92 RIAM. Wayigrol 36 Qal V13,
Piel v 71173 and Qal VAW, Ruth too, “entered” whatever structure
in which Boaz was lying. The interesting detail here is the addition
of the PP manner adjunct ©92: Ruth came in, uncovered some space
at this feet, and lied down—all without his knowledge! This type of
entrance was not mentioned by No‘omi as part of her plan, nor was
letting Boaz fall asleep, which led to an awkward and slightly scandal-
ous situation.

TR P NP WG TR 17190 °¥02 ) 38
ToF Y

The narrator finally provides an indication of time, which
although vague does provide enough information to impress upon
the audience the result of Ruth’s execution of the plan. The narrator
heightens the impact by shifting to Boaz’ perspective for the climactic
moment.

27”77 3 ’7’1 On the use of "7 with a null expletive sub-
ject, see comments on 1:1, 19, 3:4, 13. The temporal PP 1790 'ena
provides the oblique complement of the copular verb 177.

nd?"l W’N‘l TN Wayyigtol 3ms Qal VTI1 and Niph
VnaY. Needless to say, Boaz was startled to find a woman lying with
him in the middle of the night. The concise report of his reaction,
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which continues into the next verse, is dramatically effective. On
the meaning of Na5M as “to turn/twist oneself around,” see Sasson

1979:78-80.
1’11'73173 n::w 7WN ﬁ371 The initial 1377 signals Boaz’

surprise (see comment on 2+4 for more on 13M). The use of the par-
ticiple (fs Qal VA3W), which represents the action in progress, has the
effect of giving the audience a glimpse of the situation through Boaz’
eyes; we see him leaning up on his elbow and looking at the woman
lying near him with shock and curiosity.

AWIDY THAR N7 I2IR RO ARTA NN 39
AN '7&3 "3 InRR-HY h1o

Boaz’ response is blunt. Ruth’s answer is pregnant with meaning
and seems to go well beyond No‘omi’s intent. A simple reading of
No‘omi’s plan was that she was trying to arrange a marriage for Ruth,
whereas Ruth combines the marriage request with an implicit request
for Boaz to play the “redeemer,” which can only refer to his relative
No‘omi’s need for financial redemption. Ruth again demonstrates her
concern for her mother-in-law by adding what is perhaps a risky con-
dition to the offer of herself as a bride for Boaz.

nR™N WD&’T The verb IR typically takes a 5 PP for the
addressee of the speaklng The omission of the PP here likely reflects
the narrator’s interest in making Boaz’ response as short and blunt as
possible, thereby highlighting his surprise. The lack of a sheva under
the final consonant of the pronoun NR is inexplicable; the simplest
explanatlon (and only one that presents itself) is scribal error.

'[nDN 3'117 ’DJN ﬁnxlﬂ Ruth uses deferential language in
her answer: "IN and 'IDN On YDIN, see the comment at 2:10.

nRR H83 72 TNRR-9Y DI AW, Qurl (modal) 2ms
Qal VUMD followed by a ms participle VHX3 in the ™ clause. Ruth

uses a modal gazal to make her request logically contingent upon her
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self-identification: “I am Ruth so you should do this.” The NP 7812
is the accusative complement of the verb, and the PP TNANK 5 isa
locative adjunct. With the "3 clause Ruth provides a second motive
for Boaz to marry her: to play the redeemer (a role, by the way, that
No‘omi conspicuously avoided assigning to Boaz in all of her plan-
ning in vv. 1-4). Grammatically this is clear, but this is the only occa-
sion in the Hebrew Bible that marriage is linked to the role of the
redeemer (see further comment below on v. 13). Typically the custom
invoked for marriage that would apply to No‘omi or Ruth is the levi-
rate responsibility in which a man marries his deceased and childless
brother’s widow in order to provide an heir for the dead man (see Deut
25:5-10; Gen 38). See 4:5 for further discussion on the use of the the
levirate law in the book of Ruth.

'[DJD The Masoretes add vowels to this noun indicating it is a
defectively written dual. The consonants are ambiguous: it could be
singular or dual (written defectively). Boaz used the dual 1"812 in 2:12
in reference to Ruth’s religious loyalties. It is likely that the occurrence
there influenced the Masoretes’ reading of the example in this verse,
since the singular “bottom/edge (of a robe)” is used elsewhere in collo-
cations referring to marriage, e.g., Deut 27:20; Ezek 16:8; Mal 2:16.

TION HIYT NI 77 AR 12173 KA 3:10
D INA0 0K NRY7NYa7 TIWRIITR 11087
:Wp-oK) H77OR

Boaz’ response to Ruth’s request, which continues through v. 13,
reveals that he has recognized both her good intentions and her con-
fusion of two distinct customs in Israel: the duty of redemption and
the levirate obligation. In this verse he praises her actions.

’n: 717’5 nR 731-13 Participle pass Qal fs V713, While

Sub)ect—Predlcate word order is basic in participial clauses, the more
common order in statements of blessing or curse is participle-subject.
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This is due to the Focus-fronting of the participle in order to contrast
the state wished upon the addressee with alternatives. In other words,
when you wish for someone to be blessed or cursed, that someone is
assumed and not in Focus whereas the resultant state is the empha-
sized (to use a non-technical term). The PP M could be an adjunct
indicating the source of the blessing (JM §132f), but it is more likely
an oblique complement that specifies the goal, i.e., “may you be pro-
nounced blessed to Yhwh” (WO §11.2.10d; JM §132g). The NP "N2
is a vocative referring to Ruth and keeping the attention on Boaz’
superior social status.

I“,,UNjD-UD ml_'ltgz,j TTI'DU n:p’n Qatal 2fs Hiph Vav-.
The subject is null (“ydu”) and the accusative complement is TTON
following by a manner (comparative) | PP. The adjective MR
modifies TTOM, which is gapped in the second phrase, leaving the
adjective TWRIM to fill the nominal role. The former case of loyalty
refers to Ruth’s return with and kindness toward No‘omi; the lat-
ter case refers to Ruth’s use of the threshing-floor situation to find a
redeemer for No‘omi.

WY OR! ST7OR ©Nan MR nanoab. nf
constr Qal \/'[:77 The infinitive phrase negated with ’ﬂbl‘? is an
adjunct to the preceding finite verb N2V explaining how or by
what Ruth accomplished TOT so well (WO §36.2.3¢; JM §1240).
The two adjectives, both modifying D™ N2, contrast with each
other and the two DR work together as “whether . . . or .. .” (JM
§175¢). The conjoined phrases "Wy ORI 57 DN serve as a merism:
the two poles of a scale upon which young men fall thus includes
all young men. Boaz’ point was that Ruth had acted nobly in not
choosing any young man but following her mother-in-law’s plan to
approach Boaz. Boaz’ statement implies two features of the charac-
ters which the audience has not previously been told: Ruth must be
a NIN3, since it is implied that she could have pursued young men
and also Boaz must not be a M3, since if he were he could not praise
Ruth for not pursuing one.
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T NWPR MARATIYR 92 RIDOR SPa NRY 3:11
AR 90 NWR 2 MY w5 uTi 0D

Verses 11-13 describe Boaz’ plan to address Ruth and No‘omi’s
situation, now that he has been asked to do so.

T VPR MYARATIWR 53 WPROR N2 ARYL. Jus-
sive 2fs Qal VR, Boaz begms this clause and the first clause of the
next verse with 1YY, This temporal adverb, which No‘omi also used
in 3:2, makes a logical connection between two assertions (see WO
§39.3.4f). In all these cases the adverb makes a temporal and logical
connection between the clause it introduces and the preceding clause.
In this case Boaz connects his positive response to Ruth’s request
with the statement he just made about her admirable behavior: Boaz
recognizes her quality and will act because of it. His first step is to
assuage any trepidation she may have with "R 5R. He then indi-
cates that he will do anything she says. Note that "ARN WK 5,
the accusative complement of the verb YR, is Focus fronted and
the verb inside the relative is a yigto/—the verb indicates that this is
not an assertion that Boaz will take care of what Ruth has already
requested (a perfective gatal) but of anything that she is requesting
or will request (a imperfective yigtol). Thus, the narrator gives Boaz
a statement nearly identical to Ruth’s in 3:5, no doubt to affirm the
fundamental loyalty and good will of both characters. (On 93 as the
head of a relative clause, see comment at 2:11; for other examples, see

3:5, 16; 4:9).
AR 0 NWR 2 MY WY YT 73, Pardciple ms

Qal \/D'l" With this "3 clause Boaz dlarifies his motivation to act on
Ruth’s and No‘omi’s behalf—it is not because either woman was in
need but because of the exemplary character Ruth has demonstrated.
The normal order for participial clauses, even when they are imbed-
ded as here, is subject-participle. The fronted participle has been
raised for Focus, to indicate the breadth (all) and strength (without a
doubt) of the community’s knowledge concerning Ruth’s character.
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The second "2 clause is the complement of the verb YTV Within the
"2 clause is a null-copula clause with the predicate fronted for Focus:
they all know that Ruth is a woman of virtue. The narrator has Boaz
use two significant innertextual links in this clause. First, "y W
may be a metonymy for the whole people instead of the specific legal
council that we see in chapter 4, but nonetheless foreshadows the cli-
mactic scene in chapter 4. Second, the assessment of Ruth as an NYKR
5N matches the narrator’s assessment of Boaz as an 21 23 WK
in 2:1.

83 W2 D31 "21R D3 DR "D DINK "D AW 3:12
230 :n'jg

This verse continues Boaz' plan, but introduces a significant
complication: Boaz does not have the first right to redemption in this
case.

’DJN '7&1 [} ’D DJDN ’D -lny'l As with the last verse,
Boaz begms with the temporal loglcal adverb MW, orienting Ruth
to information highly relevant to his commitment to do whatever
Ruth requests. He affirms that he is one who could fulfill the role
of redeemer for No‘omi. While the gist of this clause appears clear,
the syntax is tricky. After WY, the sequence of DR "2 DIANR "] is
complicated: how do the two instances of "2 work and what effect
does the inclusion or omission of the unpointed O have? (The DR is
unpointed as one of the eight examples of the Ketiv welo Qere “written
but not read”; Yeivin 1980:§102). Of the words, D3NN is the easiest
to classify: it is one of the few morphological adverbs in BH; more
precisely, it is a “disjunct adverb” that conveys “the speaker’s attitude
toward the form of the utterance (‘truly, truthfully, roughly’)” (WO
§39.3.4; cf. MNK §41.3.8; JM §164). On the adverb D- ending, see

comment on 1:21.

The function word 2 is the thorny issue. The essential challenge,
since the word is multivalent, is identifying how each occurrence here
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is used. "2 may introduce conditional, temporal, causal, complement/
noun, adversative (often with OR), and concessive clauses as well as
introduce an emphatic declaration (“surely/certainly/indeed”) (see
WO §§38-39; MNK §40.9, and the relevant clause sections in JM).
In this clause Boaz does not seem to be setting out a condition (e.g.,
“and now, if it were true . . .”), time orientation (e.g., “and now, when it

is true . . .”), cause (e.g., “and now, because it is true . . .”), noun clause
(e.g., “and now, that it is true . . .”), or adversative (e.g., “and not, but
it is true . . .”). That leaves ecither a concessive use (e.g., “although it
is true . . .”) or emphatic use (e.g., “it is indeed true . . .”). The choice

between the two depends on the second "2 as well as the content of the
following coordinated clause, which as a concessive clause (see below),
suggests that this "2 is emphatic.

The second "2 is more easily identified: since there is no proposi-
tion before the adverb DINARN for it to modify, it must be that the "2
clause is the proposition that Boaz asserts is DIAR, thus, “and now,
although/indeed it is true that I am a redeemer, . . .” Of the fourteen
biblical occurrences of this rare adverb (Gen 18:13; Num 22:37; 1 Kgs
8:27; 2 Kgs 19:17; Isa 37:18; Ps 58:2; Job 9:2; 12:2; 19:4-5; 34:12;
36:4; Ruth 3:12; 2 Chr 6:18), only one other verse has a 2 noun clause
following DIAR (Job 12:2). Yet even in the twelve cases without "2
following DINAR, the adverb is best taken as an adverbial predicate
followed by a nominalized clause, “it is truly/true (that). . . .” The DR
seems to have been taken by the Masoretes as a disruptive element,
thereby motivating the Keziv welo Qere. When DR follows "3, the col-
location is overwhelmingly a strong adversative, “but . . . !” Here such
a meaning does not fit the context, since Boaz is not contrasting his
self-classification as a 98X with a contrary opinion. Nor do the other
meanings of OR fit: the conditional (e.g., “and now, it is true that if I
am a redeemer, . . .”)—there is no good “then”-apodosis for this condi-
tion—or the affirmation that developed out of the oath formula (e.g.,
“and now, it is true surely I am a redeemer”), which is redundant with
the DINR. Instead, it is likely that the DR is a case of dittography:
some scribe wrote the first DIANR "2 and followed with the second
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"] clause by accidently starting the same initial sequence of letters,
DR "2, before continuing correctly.

’DJR 5&} Although D83 can be parsed as a participle ms Qal
VHR3, the same qotel pattern is used for an agentive noun (see comment
at 2:3). That is the case here: 983 is not a participial predicate indicat-
ing progressive action, “redeeming,” but an agentive role, “redeemer.”
The word order of this null-copula clause is Predicate-Subject, which
reflects the Focus-fronting of the predicative D3 to assert that Boaz
is a redeemer over against the alternative (e.g., not a redeemer). Boaz’
use of the lcs pronoun "IN is noteworthy. As I noted at 2:10, "IN is
the default pronoun used by individuals with a perceived social sta-
tus when speaking to someone of the same or lower status, whereas
"R is the default pronoun for those of lower status when speaking
to someone of higher status. Here, Boaz could rightfully use "R, but
places himself on the same social level as Ruth by using "2IRK.

’JDD 2177 ‘7&} W’ DN This clause adds Boaz’ significant
caveat, Wthh is unfortunate for Ruth (and for readers or listeners
interested in a quick resolution): there is someone else who has the
right of redemption. The initial adverb D} modifies the entire clause
and may be additive or concessive. If it is additive (“moreover”), it
indicates that the following information qualifies the information in
the previous clause. In such a concessive capacity, it may be translated
as a “though, although, however.” See comments at 1:5, 12; 2:8 and
WO §39.3.1; MNK §41.4.5. The adjective 217 followed by the com-
parative J13 PP result in an adjective phrase modifying the noun OR3.

H8» aiv ToRIDKR YpAa M NP9R 1Y 3:13
T ORI TEPRA T2RA7 PAIT NO7ONI
AT 39Y

Boaz concludes with a directive for Ruth to remain there for the

rest of the night as well as a promise that he will inquire into the
redemption issue.



168 Ruth 3:13

ﬂ:?’z?ij |’J’z7 Impv 2fs Qal \/]’5 The primary vowel in II-
verbs, pa.rticularly the prefix pattern forms (imperfect, jussive, impera-
tive, infinitives), can be misleading since it looks like the theme vowel
of the Hiphil. But the semantics of this verb (and, e.g., O'W, N"W)
and the lack of a 1 prefix on the perfect forms (e.g., ]:7) indicate that
the correct binyan is Qal. The imperative is followed by the definite
NP 7997, which here is used as a temporal adverb, “tonight” (see

comment on 1:12).

Llpj; A Qatal (modal) 3ms Qal N, The modal gatal
indicates that this clause is contingent—in this case temporally and
logically—on the preceding event (Ruth’s spending the night). On

the use of M7 in scene-setting temporal clauses, see the comment on

1:1, 19; 3:4, 8.

SNJ’ 20 -[BNJ"DN Both verbs are modal yigro/ or jussive
3ms Qal \/BNJ with a 2fs accusative suffix on the first verb. The
initial conditional DR establishes the basic modal semantics of both
the protasis and the apodosis. Some commentators take 210 as an
adverb, e.g., “if he redeems well,” and other take it as a finite verb
with null expletive subject, “(it) is good” (on null expletive subjects,
see comment in 1:1; on W inflected as a gazal verb, see HALOT, s.v;;
JM §80q). Alternately, 210 may simply be an adjectival predicate of
a one-part null copula clause, “(it is) good,” which has in this context

"

an exclamatory value, “good!

Mm IR TRORR ToRID PET K9 DR, This clause
presents a second conditional statement that expresses the antithesis
of the first. Though the DR establishes the essential modality of the
clause, the verb PAN is formally ambiguous: morphologically it could
be a modal yigrol or jussive. The collocation with N5 clarifies that
PaNY is a modal yigtol. On the use of N5 in a modal yigrol clause, see
comment on 2:8. The infinitive phrase (inf constr Qal VORI with 2fs
accusative suffix) is the complement of the verb Pan".

MM IR TRORI. Qaral (modal) 1es Qal VHR3 with

2fs accusative suffix. It is fitting (and common) in a conditional apo-
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dosis to find a modal garal, given its semantic contingency. Since a
subject pronoun is not required with finite verbs in Hebrew, an overt
pronoun typically marks Topic or Focus. In this case, the pronoun
marks Focus: Boaz is contrasting himself with the alternative made
explicit in the last verse, the other redeemer. As a Focus-marked con-
stituent, the pronoun is in a very high position in the clause and is
thus typically the first constituent. Here the modal gaza/ has been
raised over the subject, resulting in V-S order. The MA" "N at the
end of the clause is an interjection in the form of an oath exclamation
(WO §40.2.2; JM §165¢); as an interjection, the phrase X-"T most
often sits on the margins of clauses, mostly in front. Here Boaz leaves
his exclamation in the final position, which may have been syntacti-
cally required by the raising of the modal gazal.

T’n‘:’&:ﬂ T%le T%NJ’ The use of 2fs suffixes on all
three verbs is noteworthy. Boaz identifies Ruth as the object of the
redemption, but according to the description in Leviticus (25:25; cf.
25:47-49), the bR is 1"7& 3777 “the near(est) to him,” that is, the
closest relative to the one who has come upon hard times and has
had to sell his land. Thus, the 5R3 is of the same family or clan, but
is Ruth considered family by virtue of her marriage? Whose land is
being redeemed here? Is it No‘omi’s husband’s, as chapter 4 indicates?
If so, then why does Boaz direct the ORA activity at Ruth? For read-
ers who expect the story to fall right in line with the Pentateuchal
descriptions of the “redeemer” as well as the “levirate” responsibility,
the book of Ruth is a puzzle. It has, among other ideas, been sug-
gested that the origins of the story antedate the Pentateuchal legisla-
tion. But it is more likely that the traditions are being manipulated for
the sake of the plot. By keeping the question “Who is being redeemed
here?” front and center in the audience’s mind, the story-teller is mas-
terfully weaving together two stories of redemption: No‘omi’s spiri-
tual redemption and Ruth’s “romantic” (for lack of a better term)
redemption.

7737 Y ’JDW Impv 2fs Qal VA2W. Boaz’ last words for the
night are blunt The ‘verb Y9V is intransitive, although it often takes
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a temporal adjunct (here PN TY), or locative adjunct, or both. In
this instance the location is implied: “here” or “with me.”

DPM PANTTY [PM3n] inosn 13wm 3:14
-HR 9NN INPITNR YR ' [D7va] onpa
TR0 NWURY AR YT

With this verse the narrator moves quickly from the midnight
conversation to the morning. It is clear that avoiding any public sus-
picion of inappropriate behavior on Ruth’s part is Boaz’ primary con-
cern; two of the three clauses in the verse are given to the topic of
Ruth not being seen at the threshing-floor.

RanmTY [rmban] IG%n 22Wm. wayigrel 36 Qal
V22W. The narrator has Ruth follow Boaz’ last instruction exactly,
with the addition only of the NP 15xN, which is unambiguously a
locative adjunct “(at) the place of his feet,” regardless how one takes
this noun with the verb 7193 in vv. 4, 7 (see comment on v. 4). The
Qere YA makes the fpl morphology clear whereas the Ketiv
looks like a fs NP “the place of his foot,” which makes little sense.

INPIIR VR 1D [070a] DY DRI Wayigrl
3fs Qal NOWD, yigtol 3ms Hiph V123, The verb D in the Qal is
intransitive and thus the 2 PP is a temporal adjunct. Within the PP
DAV is a temporal adverb “not yet,” which with 2 becomes “before.”
The yigrol verb within the subordinate clause is modal in that it signi-
fies capability, “before a man could recognize another.” Note the V-S
order, which was triggered by either the initial adverb or the raising
of the modal yigtol. The Qere presents the spelling of the word D70
everywhere else (Hebrew Bible, DSS, Ben Sira) and, as with many
Qere-Ketiv cases, is likely a manuscript variant (as also noted in the
BHS textual note) rather than a Masoretic correction. There is no
good explanation for the 1in the Keziv.

10 TWRD NRITD IR NN Wayigrel 3ms Qal
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VIR, jussive 3ms Niph VYT, and gazal 3fs Qal VRI1A. The person
shift from the 3fs verb (which can only refer to Ruth) to the 3ms verb
(which can only refer to Boaz) is unmarked, although the agents are
clear. The verb MR can denote “internal speech,” particularly with
the PP 292 “in [his/her] mind”; here the PP is missing but AR by
itself does occur elsewhere (e.g., Gen 20:11; 42:4; Exod 3:3; 1 Sam
20:26; Sasson 94; Hubbard 220, n. 3) in contexts suggesting internal
speech. If Boaz is not speaking to himself, then his comments are
addressed obliquely to Ruth (directly addressing Ruth but referring
to her as FTWRM would be referentially awkward). Note the V-S order
of the jussive clause, with the "2 clause as the subject. Note also the
V-S order within the "2 clause: the verb 1IR2 has been raised from its
basic position after the subject MWK due to the presence of the *2.
Though he NP 731 lacks a preposition, it is still best taken as the
oblique complement of the verb X2, which does not take accusative
complements (see comment on {337 TN in 3:6).

The implied relationship between the two syntactically coordi-
nated clauses is that this second clause explains the motivation for the
first: Ruth rose early so that no one would know she had spent the
night with Boaz. Although this could be taken as a bit of sneaking
around, and thus an implicit admission of guilt, the audience has been
given no clear reason in the preceding scene to suspect socially inap-
propriate behavior by Ruth and Boaz (the arguments of those who
infer sexual connotations from the collocation of 22W and MPXN
notwithstanding). Thus, it seems much more likely that Boaz’ con-
cern is to protect Ruth from even the hint of impropriety, which may
have adversely affected her already tenuous social standing (contra

Sasson 1979:94ff).
AN TORTIUN NNSPRR 37 RN 3115
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Befitting Boaz’ proven good character, he loads Ruth up with
grain before she returns home. He provides for both women at every
opportunity. After Boaz’ instruction to Ruth, the narrative report uses
a quick succession of verbs, almost staccato-like, to move the action
along quickly to the next scene.

T’i?g-ng nUQUDU ’;Dp. Impv fs Qal VAM". The expected
form of the fs imperative is *2], with a reduced first vowel (compare
W) the form here, with the full vowel, is anomalous (GKC §690; JM
§75k). The verb 2" “to give” only occurs in the Hebrew Bible in the
imperative but is well-known from other West Semitic languages. In
some cases, it seems to have become an exhortation similar to English
“come,” as in “come on!” or “come, now” (it is not an interjection,
contra HALOT, s.v. and JM §105¢). Here it has its lexical mean-
ing, “give,” although in English “take” or “get” makes a smoother
translation.

'[’537 -IWN The relative clause contains a one-constituent
null-copula clause. The PP "9V is the predicate while the subject is
NNavYAN, which has been raised out of the relative to be its head.

ﬂ;l"TD§<1 Impv fs Qal VIIR. The verb TN may take an accu-
sative complérﬁént but just as often takes an oblique complement with
a 2 PP, as here. The morphological shape of verb TR suggests that
cither of the two prefix patterns was available: that of dynamic I-Gut-
tural with the /u/-theme vowel (mxm_ or here with "ITIR) or, as in the
next clause, a I-Alef (TU&RD (see GKC §63, 68; JM §68, 73).

N3 TnNI?] Wayyiqrol 3fs Qal VINR.

D*j‘yi:v'w’x,_v‘ 'I'Qﬂ. Wayyigrol 3ms Qal \TTR. Boaz is the covert
subject and the D™PW WV is the accusative complement. The NP
D™ YW WW must be elliptical for something like D™MYW pYalp, v
“six handfuls of barley” (what she could carry in her cloak), since
DY “barley” is not a count noun and thus cannot be enumerated
with WW.

7’27}7 I'IW’1 Wayyiqtol 3ms Qal VI"W. The accusative comple-
ment of the verb is covert, gapped from DWW WV in the last clause.
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The 3fs suffix in the oblique PP complement "9 could refer to Ruth
but more likely it refers to her NMAVN since that is her means of
transporting the grain.

VI RN, Wayyigrol 3ms Qal VRI2. On R12 taking an NP
complement without the expected preposition, see comment on 1:2.
With this short clause Boaz exits the stage until the beginning of

chapter 4.

Act I11, Scene 3: Waiting for a Resolution (vv. 16-18)

Scene 3 narrates the last direct interaction between No‘omi and Ruth.
Whereas Boaz exited the narrative abruptly at the end of v. 15, Ruth
returns to No‘omi to report about her night.

"SWhen she came to her mother-in-law, she said, “Who’ are you, my
daughter?” Then she related to her all which the man had done for her.
She said, “These six (measures of) barley he gave to me, because he said,
‘Do not go to your mother-in-law empty-handed.”” "*And she said, “Sit
down, my daughter, until you know how the the matter falls out, because
the man will not rest but will finish the matter today.”

AYTIN D3 DROR VAN ARINOON Riam 3:16
TR AYTIWY TWRTI DX

No‘omi’s first question betrays the purpose of her plan, if the
audience was not already clear about it.

MA NRD NM ADIANTOR RIAM. Wayigrl 36
Qal VK12 and VANK. Noomi’s question is blunt and to the point:
“Who are you?” But the question is not one of identification, since
No‘omi knew that it was Ruth and called her "3, but one of classifi-
cation, i.e., are you still Ruth as I know you, or are you Ruth as Boaz’
betrothed? The use of "1 instead of the expected genitive "5, “whose
are you?” is explained as a use of "1 to inquire about one’s condition
(WO §18.2d; similarly Sasson 1979:100-101; Hubbard 1988:224, n.
5; Bush 1996:184-85).
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WRD ATIRY WRDD DR AYTTII. Wayigrol 3s
Hiph VT3 and qam/ 3ms Qal \/TW}J The accent on the first syllable
of both TAM and WY is due to the following monosyllabic word—
biblical Hebrew (at least as it was heard by the Masoretes) preferred
not to have two primary stressed syllables in adjacent position. When
this situation occurs, as it does twice here, the stress on the first word
moves back a syllable; this is called 7IM& 31DJ or NI'DJ “falling back”
(GKC $§29¢; JM §31¢). The first PP M is the oblique complement
indicating the goal and the following phrase is the accusative comple-
ment. (On 59 as the head of a relative clause, see comment at 2:11; for
other examples, see 3:5, 11; 4:9). Note the V-S order inside the relative
due to the initial TWR. Also note that the very “light” adjunct PP Y
raised with the verb; it is very common in Hebrew and cross-linguisti-
cally to see “light” phrases attach and raise with a verb.

() 9% 279 101 N9RD DIYWR YW InNm 3:17
SINIDTON DR RIAAOR [OR]

Although v. 16 indicated that Ruth told No‘omi “everything” that
Boaz did for her, the report in Ruth’s own words that the narrator gives
us jumps to the gift of the barley at the very end of the episode (even
though No‘omi’s response in v .18 takes for granted that Ruth gave
her the whole story). By the choice of what was reported the narrator
keeps the audience focused on the plot problem: No‘omi’s redemp-
tion, whether from her anger toward God, her extreme bereavement,
or her daily needs.

M1 NRD DWW, Qaral 3ms Qal \in1. The
O-V order is not basic under any circumstances (cp. MacDonald
1975:164—65) and thus the order here reflects the raising of the accu-
sative complement of the verb, FONM D™MYWN WY, to the front of
the clause for pragmatic reasons. The question is why? The entity W&
DWW is known within the narrative from v. 15, but it is not known
to No‘omi within the world of the narrative. Thus Topic-fronting (see
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§2.5) would not make any sense unless the narrator is violating the
narrative world to drive a point home for the audience. But the fact
that Boaz gave Ruth D" PW WV is hardly a transformative event in
the narrative, which leaves us with Focus-fronting. Focus requires a
membership set that is contextually or logically established and of
which the Focus constituent is a member. The simplest membership
set is {six handfuls of barley, not six handfuls of barley, nothing at all,

..} and there is little else that makes sense for this context. It would
thus seem that Ruth is asserting that, of all that happened that night,
the most tangible outcome is that Boaz gave her at least something—
the barley—rather than nothing,.

TNInnHR op™ wianoR [Or] () R 3. Qual
3ms Qal VAR and jussive 2fs Qal VR12. The ™3 clause prov1des the
motivation of Boaz’ gift, which was not provided when the gift was
given in v. 15 (see Campbell 1975:129; Sasson 1979:101-2; Hubbard
1988:225). The PP TOIAN O indicates that, according to Ruth, Boaz
sent her home with the barley to provide for No‘'omi. On the manner
adverb DP™, see comment on 1:21 and note the explicit inner-textual
link between this scene and the end of Act I. The primary text does not
have the PP ’X7N, but it is indicated in the margin and represents a case
of the rare Ketiv welo Qere “read though it is not written.” Syntactically
the verb IR often takes an adjunct specifying the addressee, but in
many cases this PP is absent (see, e.g., 1:11, 12; 4:8) and the addressee
is assumed because its identity is contextually clear. Thus, there is no
good way to determine whether the presence or absence of the PP is
textually better in this clause. If the PP were original, it could have
been accidentally omitted by parablepsis (i.c., the scribe’s eye skipped
to the negative 58 due to the resemblance of & to z')N) However, it is
equally plausible that the PP was not in the original text, but was added
by some scribe due to how common the collocation DR N is.

"2 937 98 TR PO WK TV 02 2 N 3:18
:0"1 9270 NP2 DRI WRD LHY K
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Scene 3 and Act III as a whole end with No‘omi’s advice for
Ruth to wait patiently for Boaz to take care of the redemption busi-
ness. No‘omi seems sure that it will unfold before a single day is up,
although the audience is not privy to the reason for her confidence.

-IQ'TI' 775’ '[’N ]’y'l'n 'IWN Ty ’nﬂ ’ﬂw Impv 2fs Qal
\aw, yiqtol 2fs Qal \/}77’ (on the paragogic ], see comment on 2:8),

and yiqtol 3ms Qal V583, The verb AW often takes a locative adjunct;
here the location is covert and presumably 18 “here” or Y “with
me” is to be understood. The overt adjunct, indicating the informa-
tion that No‘omi (and thus the narrator) considered important, is the
temporal TY PP. The preposition TV is followed by a null-head relative
clause, for which the null-head can be reconstructed as a generic time-
related NP, e.g., “until (the time) that...” or “until (the day) that....”
This is common for temporal and locative clauses with a generic head
that is specified by the information within the relative (e.g., TWRI,
TWN%, WRI). Within the relative clause the verb VTN takes a
complement clause that is an embedded interrogative 737 5ar TN,
Note that the initial manner interrogative T'R triggers the raising of
the verb 98" over the subject 727, resulting in V-S order.

’;w What Ruth would have done other than “sitting” is unclear:
the narrator provides no hint that Ruth and No‘omi have a back-up
plan, and since the harvest is over it is even unclear what work Ruth
could have gone out to do. Therefore it is likely that AW should be
taken literally, “sit down!” with the understood alternative “spend the
time pacing.” Note the inner-textual link with the end of Act II—just
as the Ruth ended the harvest season by “staying” with her mother-
in-law, so too the threshing-floor plan ends with Ruth “staying.” The
narrator has once again left the plot unresolved, although this time
there is some defined hope for a resolution.

_\E-Tf The subject of the embedded interrogative, 727, is curi-
ously indefinite whereas English would require a definite NP, “the
matter.” Definiteness is both a morphological and semantic issue.
Morphologically definiteness refers to the presence or absence of a
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definite article, but semantically it reflects a noun’s identifiability and
specificity (see WO §13.2 for brief introduction; on indefinite NPs in
questions see JM §137p). While English and Hebrew are often quite
similar in how the three issues (definiteness, identifiability, and speci-
ficity) converge, differences do exist. In this case, the Hebrew NP
is identifiable (it refers to how Boaz will handle Ruth’s redemption
request) but non-specific, since neither Ruth nor No‘omi know what
shape the process will take.

1’7 7377 753'DN"3 W’NW U?W’ Nz7 ’3 Yigtol 3ms
Qal \/U?W and qaml (modal) Plel 3ms v 'lx73 The ﬁrst "] clause
explains No‘'omi’s advice for Ruth to sit: Boaz will finish it today.
Within the '3 clause are one negative and one positive statement that
complement each other. The negative statement (note the V-S order
produced by the "3) indicates that Boaz will not rest; the adversative
positive statement (again note the V-S order due to the initial DR "3
as well as to the modality of the gazalverb) explains what it means that
Boaz won’t rest—he’ll sort the matter out that very day.

H?D-DR-’?. The collocation of "2 and OR produce a strong
adversative to contrast the following information with the preceding
(GKC §163a; JM $172¢; cf. WO §39.3.5d). With adversatives the chal-
lenge is identifying precisely what is being contrasted. In this case, it
is not the entire negative assertion of the first statement that provides
the base for the antithesis but the verbal action alone (without the
negative): “the man won't rest but [rather than resting] he will finish
the matter today.” It is also possible that the DR "2 clause is exceptive
in that it presents the precise conditions in which the polarity of the
preceding statement would be changed: “the man won’t rest unless

[the following condition is fulfilled:] he finishes the matter today” (see
GKC §163¢; WO §38.6b; JM §173b).

T3, Whereas 12T in the preceding clause is identifiable but
non-specific, the second mention is definite due to the referentiality
created by the first mention. That is, no further light has been shed
on the precise nature of the matter that Boaz will sort out (it remains
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non-specific). The two instances of J2T in this one verse highlight
that definiteness is not only tied to the semantic features of the lexi-
cal item as they are perceived by the speaker and addressee (whether
characters within the narrative world or the narrator and audience)
but also to the developing discourse world of the unfolding text.

Scene 3 returns to the primary plot problem: No‘omi’s “empti-
ness.” There are two explicit inner-textual links with the preceding
Acts. The adverb OP™ (see 1:21 and 3:17) brings No‘omi’s situation
back into center stage and the verb QW (see 2:23 and 3:18) keeps
Ruth’s situation also in center stage. Thus the narrator sets up the last
Act (chapter 4) to resolve both issues. Boaz passing from view at the
end of Scene 2 (v. 15) serves to increase the drama and tension as the
audience waits to see how Boaz will deal both the redemption rights
and marriage request.



ACT IV

Act IV (chapter 4) is structured in three scenes: Boaz with the nearer
redeemer and elders, Boaz marrying Ruth and “redeeming” No‘omi,
and the ending genealogy. Act IV thus delivers the resolution that
the audience has been waiting for, but not without some tension with
the nearer redeemer and shrewd maneuvering by Boaz. Structurally,
this final act of the story unfolds in the reverse order that the plot
has unfolded. Whereas No‘omi’s problem was introduced first and
remained the primary issue throughout, first Ruth and then Boaz
became the focus of the action. In Act IV it is Boaz who is the focal
point first, followed by Ruth, who is married but otherwise strikingly
absent from the rest of the story, and finally No‘'omi, whose emptiness

is refilled.
Act IV, Scene 1: Boaz Deals at the City Gate (vv. 1-8)

At the end of the last Act No‘omi reassures Ruth that Boaz will not
hesitate to finish the matter. Such a statement inherently establishes
a question: will he do it and how? This scene answers the question
in dramatic fashion. The setting shifts almost jarringly from Ruth
and No‘omi to Boaz at the city gate, the nearer redeemer is quickly
brought on stage, the city elders are gathered (as if they had all been
standing around waiting for something interesting to happen!), and
Boaz dictates everyone actions in an almost comical fashion.

!And Boaz went up to the gate and sat down there. And look—the
redeemer is passing by abour whom Boaz had spoken. And he said, “Turn
aside, sit here, friend.” So he turned aside and sat down. 2 Then he rook
ten men of the city elders and said, “Sit here,” so they sat down. He said

179
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to the redeemer, “The portion of the field that belongs to our brother,
Elimelek—No‘omi who has returned from the territory of Moab now
sells it. *So I thought that I would uncover your ear by saying, Acquire
it in front of those sitting here, before the elders of my people. If you will
redeem, then redeem. If you will not redeem it, tell me so I may know,
because you alone have the right of redemption, and I after you.”” And he
said, “T will redeem.”’ Then Boaz said, “On the day you acquire the field
[from the hand of No‘omi and from Ruth the Moabite, the wife of the dead
man 1 shall acquire in order ro establish the name of the dead man over bis
inheritance.” *And the redeemer said, “I'm not able redeem it for myself
so that I don’t ruin my own inheritance. Take for yourself—you—imny
redemption right, because I'm unable to redeem.””(Now this was how to
confirm any transaction—formerly in Israel, concerning the redemption
procedure and the exchange: a man drew off his sandal and he gave it ro
his companion. This was the witnessing act in Israel.) *And the redeemer

said to Boaz, “Acquire it for yourself,” and he drew off his sandal.

WK N2 HRID NI DY awn Mwwn nop Al 4:1
7021 3078 108 NHTIW A0 VRN WA
22PN

This clause moves the audience from being home with Ruth and
No‘omi to sitting at the city gates with Boaz. No temporal clues are
provided, suggesting that the narrator wants the audience to take Boaz’
actions and the entire event as unfolding at the same time or imme-
diately after the just-finished conversation between the two women.
The sequence of events in this verse as well as in v. 2 are quick, with
Boaz directing action and the redeemer and elders (v. 2) responding
without delay. Little time is spent getting to the dialogue of vv. 3-8.

WA Y WAL Qaral 3ms Qal N7, The SV order
reflects two phenomena, one pragmatic and one literary. Pragmati-
cally, the subject V2 is Topic-fronted: in the previous pericope (Act
II1, Scene 3, 3:16-18) Ruth and No‘omi were the agents and thus the
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available Topics. Boaz had left for the city in 3:15 and was not at all
present in the ensuing three verses. In 4:1, there is a shift to Boaz as
the agent, which is signaled by the Topic-fronting. Literarily, the shift
in Topic also signals a shift in scene and, in this case, setting (from
home with Ruth and No‘omi to the city with Boaz). But there is no
explicit shift in time and the avoidance of a past narrative wayyiqtol
clause, which often implies temporal succession, allows for the event
in this clause to be perceived as contemporaneous with the preceding
scene (or even temporally anterior, since it is conceivable that Boaz
reached the city before Ruth reached No‘omi). It is in contexts like
this that the word order serves multiple purposes; yet from a linguis-
tic perspective it is important to keep the levels distinct. The formal
pragmatics (Topic-fronting) of the word order produces the S(Topic)-
V word order (which is only superficially identical to basic S-V order),
whereas the use of the resulting word order for a literary purpose is a
matter of convention

back to a wayyzqtol clause and the economy of the narrative—“Boaz
came and sat down”—is likely meant to reflect Boaz’ business-like
attitude.

WA™I2T WK N3P ORID N3N, Pardiciple ms Qal V12,
According to Berlin (1983:92— 95), 377 expresses surprise or sudden-
ness of an event and is often used to orient the audience to the point-
of-view of a particular character. In this verse, NI indicates “that
Boaz suddenly saw the goel, . . . not that the goe/ arrived immedi-
ately” (93). The participle contributes to the perspective orientation:
the progressive semantics of the participle indicate that, from Boaz’
viewpoint, the nearer redeemer was in the process of passing by when
Boaz noticed him. The tense-less nature of the participle means that
the progressive aspect of the redeemer’s passing could be set in the
past, present, or even future. Most translations take their cue from the
general past setting of the story as well as the wayyiqtol clauses that are
on either side and translate the clause similar to this: “and look—the
redeemer was passing by.” But if it is correct to take the combination
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of the N3N and the participle as a signal that the event is depicted
from Boaz' perspective, the use of the present tense in translation
would better reflect the literary goals of the narrator: “and look—the
redeemer is passing by.”

AT IR ... IRID. Qaral3ms Piel V13T, In main clauses,
the verb within the relative clause 727 often takes a PP specifying the
goal (i.e., a 58 PP for “to speak 7o someone”) or content (i.c., a r7}7 PP
for “to speak about something/someone”), although the oblique PP may
be covert (Miller 1996:§6.3.3.6, esp. n. 97). Within relative clauses,
if a verb requires an oblique PP complement (not adjunct), resump-
tion using the required preposition and an anaphoric suffix matching
the relative head is obligatory, e.g., 1_’2}3_ iy igh WWB DiP@U
Exod 3:5 (Holmstedt 2002:§2.5; 2008). However, as JM notes, PP
resumption with verbs of saying is often omitted (§158i), as we see
here. Given both the requirement for the resumption when the rela-
tive head has been raised from within an oblique complement and
the omission of such resumption with verbs of saying, the logical
conclusion is that the oblique PPs with, e.g., 927 and IR, are not
complements but rather adjuncts, allowing the adjunct PP to be omit-
ted within a relative (note the absence of PPs with IR in, e.g., 1:11,
12, and many more). Thus, the semantics of the verbs of speech in
Hebrew are different than the similar verbs in English, which require
the preposition (e.g., “the redeemer who Boaz had spoken about”).

The relative clause Y2 T37T WK is extraposed: the participle
92V intervenes between the relative head 583 and the relative clause
itself. This is not common in the Hebrew Bible, but it does exist else-
where (see Holmstedt 2001) and often appears when the relative clause
is a larger constituent than the predicate, as in this case. Given that
constituent size and complexity seem to be the common denominator
in cases of relative clause extraposition, the placement of the relative
clause down the clause away from its head is likely a language process-
ing issue—the clause as a whole is easier to process with the predicate
closer to the head than the relative clause would otherwise allow.
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MR 158 N8TNIYW 0. Impy ms Qal V10 and VA,
Both" imperatives have the additional suffix 71- (as does T3 in v.
4), which is used “when the action of the verb is directed toward the
speaker” (Fassberg 1999:13). The locative adverb 18 is an oblique
complement for the verb \aW?; that is, it seems that in Hebrew one
cannot just “sit,” but must sit “somewhere,” whether the “somewhere”
is syntactically overt (as here), gapped from a previous clause, or covert
but reconstructable from the context.

’JDt?N ’J‘?D This is not a personal name, but a common ND.
The etymology of either element is unknown. It is commonly under-
stoodd as a reference to a person or place that is not known, not
remembered, or not important enough to name, e.g., “such-and-such”
or “so-and-so.” It is illogical for Boaz not to have actually known the
character’s name, since within the world of the narrative Boaz had
told Ruth of him at the threshing-floor and identified him without
any reported problem at the city gate. Thus, the use of nnhR 150
reflects the narrator’s direct intrusion into the story. But the narrator
could have used a name, since from a story-telling perspective the
characters exist for the sake of the story, whether they correspond to
historical figures or not. So why the abstraction? Berlin is probably
the closest in her assessment that the narrator deliberately avoided the
concreteness of the character’s name in order to assert control over the
narrative and to keep the story “more story-like” (1983:101; see also
Bush 1996:196-97).

DW’] WQ?T] Wayyigrol 3ms Qal V91D and VaW". The subject
of the two verbs is not overt, although contextually it is clear that the
nearer redeemer is intended (see v. 2 for further comment). Neither
verb is modified with PPs, such as “from his path” or “there,” whether
the verbal semantics require the PPs as complements or not. For both
verbs the PPs are implied from the context, satisfying the semantic
requirements of the verbs. The lack of overt PPs is likely connected
to the desired literary affect of the staccato-like verb sequence: the
nearer redeemer does what Boaz has commanded without qualifica-
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tion, a clear signal that Boaz is in complete control of this situation
from the outset.

T97IIY AN TR FPID VI MY MP 42
2aWn

As with v. 1, Boaz directs (note the imperative) and the elders do
as he says.

W’ya ’JJPTD D"(JU;I_‘Q ler\fyy ﬂﬁ’] Wayyigtol 3ms Qal \/np5
The agentive s.ubject of the verb is not made explicit. The last subject,
of AWM 0" in v. 1, was the nearer redeemer, but the primary agent
in this scene is unquestionably Boaz. The NP D"WIR 7Y is the
accusative complement of TP and the partitive J7A PP W7 IP is
an adjunct indicating the source of the D"WIR AIWY.

13'(”’1 -ID JAW. Impv mpl and wayyiqrol 3mpl Qal N2V,
As in v. 1, the locative adverb 718 is an oblique complement. Boaz’
interaction with the city elders is as blunt as it was with the nearer
redeemer. Similarly, as the redeemer responded immediately and did
what Boaz commanded, so do the men here.

TR IR R NTWD NpYn HRIY I 43
2RI TP NIWA 03 17D

The property of Elimelek is presented as the primary topic of
the meeting. Thus Boaz initiates what the audience must take as the
formal redemption procedure. As with the concept of redemption
presented in the Pentateuch, the issue is the land and the financial
security of the owner. The purpose of buying Elimelek’s land, which
would not be a permanent transaction since it would presumably
revert back to Elimelek’s clan in a Jubilee year, would be to provide
support for the Elimelek’s bereaved family. The buyer and his heirs
would benefit from the annual produce until the next Jubilee.
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MY TN TIORY wnh WwR ATen hptn
DNWD 7-[\073 -lnw-l Qatal 3fs Qal [, The use of the qaml
here can only be performatlve—the land has not yet been sold, but
is now at this very meeting being sold. The performative use of the
qatal is semantically indicative; though a speech act, it is set apart
by its speech-time instantaneousness (perfective aspect plus present
time). The raising of the verb to created the V-S order of the clause
is triggered by the Focus-fronted accusative complement. As with the
previous verses, the subject of the verb is not overt but can be easily
reconstructed from the agreement features of the verb (3ms) and the
context (Boaz is the primary agent and thus initiates the conversation).
In keeping with the use of 1158 158 in v. 2, the nearer redeemer
remains unnamed and henceforth is simply referred to as ORI,

1_”0_! n7‘7n With the Focus-fronted NP WX 17Win ﬂ?‘?ﬂ
150’585 U’I'IN'? Boaz immediately establishes what the meeting is
about. It is possible that the Focus works on two levels. Within the
world of the narrative, it sets Elimelek’s property over against other
property issues that might have been active between Boaz and the
nearer redeemer and thus needing the witness of the city elders. Within
the narrated world, the contrast is not between Elimelek’s property
and other properties, but between No‘omi’s sale of Elimelek’s field
and the marriage of Ruth. In other words, for the audience a different
membership set is active than what is likely for the characters within
the scene. The contrast involving No‘omi’s sale versus Ruth’s mar-
riage leaves the audience with this question: when will Boaz address
Ruth’s status? For the men within the narrative, especially the nearer
redeemer, Ruth’s status is well off the radar, making Boaz’ insertion
of this issue in v. 5 all the more startling.

.[BD’SN% U’HN:? WWN The relative clause includes a null-
copula clause with one constituent, the genitive 5 pp predicate. The
covert subject has been raised out of the relative clause as its head,
and resumption at the subject position within a relative is extremely

rare in Hebrew (see Holmstedt 2008). The second 5 pp 750’5N5 is
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in apposition with the first PP. It would also have been grammatical
to have had just the NP THn"HR in apposition to 1'TIR, both within
the scope of the PP. There appears to be no advantage or greater clar-
ity in the use of the so-called periphrastic genitive D WX instead of
chain of cliticized nouns, *I1'TIR ﬂ'l'W ﬂp‘?ﬂ (see also 2:3, 21), so the

narrator’s motivation for this syntactic choice remains opaque.

ZNVJ 77\00 73'@7 ’D}u Qatal 3fs Qal VAW with pre-
fixed relative 71. See also 1: 22; 2 6 and comment at 1:8. Contrary
to arguments that the verb should be taken as a participle, the con-
text—referencing an event that as a whole exists in the past—suggests
that the semantics of the gazal are appropriate where the progressive
semantics of the participle are not. The PP AR ATWN is an abla-
tive PP adjunct (see WO §11.2.11). Since no special legal arrangement
is mentioned, the narrator assumes that the audience would have
accepted a widow owning the property of her deceased husband. This
seems a bit unusual in light of the highly patriarchal society described
in the Bible, although general inheritance issues are not addressed in
the Pentateuch and women are never forbidden as heirs (see Sasson

1979:111-12; Bush 1996:202-4).

DA T3 NP ARG TAR IR WA IR 44
A ‘mr N OR) HR3 HRINTOR SRY IPT TN
iR) 7iRH '[n‘vu PR 2 [yTR] bR "7
IORIR "DIR VN TION

There is yet no hint that the issue under discussion concerns
anything other than the land the belonged to their relative Elimelek.
Boaz seems to be waiting until it is completely necessary to reveal that
No‘omi and Ruth are somehow involved in the deal.

’N‘m& ’381 Qatal 1cs Qal VAR, The use of MR is very
likely an ‘abbreviated form of the idiom for internal speech or thought,
253K (see comment on 3:14; Campbell 1975:144; Bush 1996:204—
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5; cp. Sasson 1979:115-16). The rest of the verse except for the last
three words (the nearer redeemer’s initial response) is the reported
speech complement of "MK, With the overt subject pronoun, Boaz
inserts himself into the property issue. Since subject pronouns are syn-
tactically non-obligatory with finite verbs, they carry Topic or Focus
when they are overt. In this case, the pronoun is more likely a Topic.
Boaz had activated No‘omi as an agent in the last verse, but here shifts
the attention to himself and his idea to present No‘omi’s property
issue at the city gate. In contrast to later in the verse, Boaz uses "R
and thus asserts his equal social standing at the outset of the conver-
sation (although just a few clauses later he tones down his approach
and uses "2IR as a sign of deference). On the use of "R and "2IR, see
comments at 2:10 and 3:12; also see Revell 1995:203, 206-7.

jf]N‘? ﬂluf ﬂ:?JN Yigtol (modal imperfect or jussive) lcs
Qal o3 The..WDbls.i)flrase is an adjunct PP and appears to be
one of the rare uses of VAND as a (gerundive) infinitive, “by saying,”
rather than as a complementizer introducing reported speech (Miller
1996:§4.3.2.2). The form is ambiguous since the morphology of I1I-
i1 verbs obscures the typically marker of the first person jussive (or
“cohortative”), the - suffix. The context suggests that Boaz is relay-
ing an intention by means of reported speech (to himself) situated at
the time that he first had the idea; the jussive is the conjugation used
for expressing intention. Alternatively, this could be a complement
clause without reported speech and without an overt complementizer,
in which case the verb would be a modal yigrol: “I thought (that) I

>

would uncover your ear. . . ]

The use of IR for internal speech is often followed by the con-
tent of the thinking as indirect speech, e.g., with a "2 complement
clause, rather than direct speech, as we may have here. If this is direct
reported speech, the use of the jussive is not out of place (contra Sasson
1979:115): this is what Boaz told himself in the past. The 2ms suffix,
however, is an intrusion and fits only the context of the current setting
at the city gate, not Boaz’ past thoughts. That is, the proper deixis
for Boaz’ previous thought would have included a 3ms suffix “I shall
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uncover /is ear,” whereas the 2ms suffix “I shall uncover your ear” is
the deixis of the conversation with the nearer redeemer and the elders.
The deictic tension may reflect the narrator’s language economy and
desire to keep the audience focused on the current situation; or the
2ms suffix is precisely what we would expect if this is not reported
speech and is a complement clause.

’Dy AP TN D’JW"l 133 _137 Impv ms Qal V3P and
participle mpl Qal [ V3w, The complement of the transitive verb NI
is covert and is easily recoverable from the preceding information as
the property of Elimelek. The appositional PPs D72W T4 and T
MY NPT are locative adjunces. The NP 7Y 3P inside the second
PP further defines the first NP ©™2W"7. The 1 between the apposi-
tional phrases is what WO call the “epexegetical” use (§39.2.4; cf. JM
§177a), which highlights that the basic function of the J is simply to

mark phrasal and clausal boundaries.

5&1 '7&:(11 DR. Yigtol (modal) 2ms and impv ms Qal VORS.
The conditional DX establishes the basic modality of the clause. Note
that Boaz addresses the nearer redeemer with the imperative (as he did
in v. 2), rather than with the more polite 2ms jussive. As with 713 in
the preceding clause, the complement of the verbs here as well as in
the rest of the verse is assumed: Elimelek’s property. The alternative is
to take DR} as an intransitive form of the verb, “to serve as redeemer”;
this has been suggested in order to skirt the fact that the narrator
nowhere suggests that Elimelek’s land has been alienated from the
clan (as in Lev 25:25) and thus the “redemption” process would not

technically apply (so Hubbard 1988:237, n. 5; cp. Bush 1996:207-9).

W T30 DRY RYDR). Yigeol (modal) 3ms Qal V9R3 and
impv ms Hlph \/'I'JJ with 71- suffix (see comment on v. 1). This con-
ditional statement is the antithesis to the first, and the protasis in
this conditional allows Boaz to insert his own interest. On the verb
58, the Versions and multiple Hebrew manuscripts have a 2ms verb
5830, This parallels the verb in the previous conditional and makes
good sense in the context. Thus, most commentators emend with the
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Versions (see, e.g., Hubbard 1988:237, n. 6; Bush 1996:190, 209-10),
although the supposed textual error in the MT continues to defy satis-
factory explanation. Sasson argues that the 3ms verb reflects Boaz’ brief
shift to address the elders rather than the nearer redeemer (1979:118),
but such a dynamic use of language better fits an acted play in which
the visual cues are available rather than a narrated story.

5iR35 0 PR 3 [WTRY] PIR. Modal yigrol or jussive
Lcs Qal \]}77’ and inf constr Qal VRS, The Ketiv lacks the 71 suffix
that marks the first-person form as a jussive, whereas the Qere has the
longer form. It matters little for the sense of the verse, though. Syn-
tactically this clause is coordinated with the previous clause, but con-
textually it provides the purpose, and both the jussive and the modal
yigtol are used in such constructions. Within the clause, the "2 clause
is the complement of the verb YTR. Within the " clause, '[I'lx71T is the
subject, IR is the negative copula, and ORI is the predicate.

TINN ’DJN1 This is null-copula clause that continues the "2
clause above On the use of "IN versus "IN, see comments on 2:10
and 3:12. Here both Boaz and the nearer redeemer (in the next clause)
appear to use "IN in deference to each other. Thus the conversation
as a whole appears to be quite cordial.

ONIR IR INM. Waypigrol 3ms Qal NIIR and yigrol lcs
Qal VOR3. The subject of AMNRM is not specified, but contextually
the subject is clearly the nearer redeemer (note especially that Boaz
is explicitly identified as the subject in the next clause). The reported
speech is the complement of the verb TR, Within the reported
speech, the subject pronoun is overt (see comments above on the use
of "IN versus "IN). Here the overt pronoun is a Focus: the nearer
redeemer asserts that e will do it, as opposed to Boaz, the other mem-
ber of the contextually established set of possible redeemers. The com-
plement of the verb is left covert, as with the other instances of ORX in
this verse. The understood complement is Elimelek’s property, which
No‘omi is selling. That nearer redeemer’s acceptance of the redemp-
tion responsibility palpably heightens the tension of the scene: Boaz is
supposed to get the land and the girl, but how can that happen now?
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nRIT ALY TN ATWD NP 0P WA NN 4:5
Ry [ mv] IR NRTNWR NI NI
:inon-5p npnow

This verse is the interpretive crux of the Act IV. What precisely are
Boaz’ conditions for the sale? Which woman comes with the land?

TPaARINN nm anm ’DSJJ TN T-I'WW Tnuj D]’:l
oI5y npnmow o' [np] iEp hin nws.
Inf constr Qal \f 3P with 2ms sufﬁx, participle ms Qal \Vmn (tw1ce)
gatal (modal) Ics (or 2ms; see comment below) Qal \/737 and inf
constr Hiph \/DD

'[nTJj DV: An infinitive phrase as the complement to 3, 2,
or some other temporal preposition is a common construction to
establish a temporal setting; see 1:1, 19 (2x); 3:3, 4. In this verse, the
2 PP with the infinitive phrase is a temporal adjunct for the following
main clause (see next comment)

7’381737 n17 I'IN?N The interpretive challenge in this phrase
is also a textual issue: how do we take M1 NRM? The complex word
DR may either be the preposition |1 attached to the preposition NR
“from with” or the preposition |1 attached to the object marker NR.
The latter interpretation of N is by far more common and Ruth is
thus taken as the complement of the following verb "3, But the
role of the prefixed 1 is obscure and many also follow the Vulgate in
emending 1NN to NR DJ, assuming that the 3 had been mistakenly
written as a 1. More recently it has been suggested that the 1 in DR/
is an “enclitic” 1 attached to the conjunction. The result is the same:
Ruth is the complement of 7I"3P.

A simpler explanation than scribal error or resorting to phenom-
ena unattested elsewhere in BH is to take MM as a compound prepo-
sition, “from with,” indicating that Ruth is presented as the co-heir of
the land. The verb P is frequently used with both 71 (e.g., below
at v. 9 and Gen 33:19; 39:1; Lev 25:14) and RN (e.g., Gen 25:10,;
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49:30; 50:13; Lev 25:15; 27:24; Josh 24:32; 2 Sam 24:24; 1 Kgs 16:24)
to signify the current/previous owner of the material involved in the
transaction. Admittedly, Ruth was not mentioned in v. 3 as a prop-
erty seller and she is not mentioned in v. 9, and taking M7 NRM
MPANIAN with the previous material and not with the following NWNR
NNA runs counter to the Masoretic understanding as reflected in the
DMYYV. But it is possible that the narrator (and hence Boaz) was mas-
saging the flow of information to create a deliberate—and delight-
ful—ambiguity. If the nearer redeemer (and the audience) took NRMN
ANINAN D17 with MYI 772 as the sellers, then the referent of the
phrase AN MWK becomes ambiguous—does it refer to Ruth or to
No‘omi? In fact, the phrase N7 NWR is ambiguous as it is: after all,
who is “the dead man” most likely to come to mind if not Elimelek?
And who was Elimelek’s wife? Not Ruth.

inona-9y npnow opnY [Anmp] 0D, The Keriv
is clearly a Ics gatal with modal semantics “I shall acquire” or past in
the future semantics “I will have acquired,” but the Qere may be taken
in three ways: 1) as a 2ms form with the final /a/ vowel written with a
mater lectionis 71 “you shall acquire”; 2) as a 2ms form with a 3fs suffix
“you shall acquire her”; or 3) as a lcs form (written without the final
") with a 3fs suffix “I shall acquire her.” Even if the Qere is taken to
have a 3fs suffix, which would provide a syntactic complement for the
verb "IP, it remains unclear what the anaphoric pronomial suffix
points back to. The question of the verb’s object brings us back to the
discussion of NN NWR 71MARINM N7 NRMA. Is it Ruth that will be
acquired with the property or is it the ambiguous 171 MWK, which
could describe Ruth but more likely describes No‘omi (see previous
comment)?

inoma %Y RN OW O, The infinitve phrase is an
adjunct of the verb indicating the purpose of the action. Within the
infinitive phrase the NP 171 OW is the accusative complement and
the PP 105M1 t7}7 is a locative adjunct. Note again that the referent of
NNA “the dead one” is not specified. This phrase describes the levir
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responsibility (see Deut 25:5-10, esp. v. 6), even though neither the
nearer redeemer nor Boaz technically qualify as a levir. Boaz thus
asserts that, regardless which woman is acquired with the property and
who acquires her, part of the deal is to provide an heir for this family.

There are many choices to make in this difficult verse, and my
synthesis departs from most treatments (Zevit [2005:595-99] reached
similar conclusions to those I have). I take the entire verse to be a
carefully crafted release of information intended to paint the nearer
redeemer into a corner and to reverse the deflating end of the last
verse. The momentum of the story up to this point indicates that
Boaz should be the redeemer and with this verse Boaz betrays his own
desire to be the redeemer. Without maligning Boaz’ character, this
verse is an example of NIV worthy of the sages (see Prov 1:4, 8:12).
The verse as a whole adds a condition to the purchase that Boaz men-
tions only after the nearer redeemer indicates his willingness to redeem
Elimelek’s property. This sequence suggests that while Boaz wanted
to play the part of the redeemer, he had to wait to see what the other
fellow would choose before upping the ante. The condition represents
the higher stakes, however we taken them. My analysis runs coun-
ter to the Masoretic DAYV and the vast majority of commentators,
although it sticks to the text of B19a. Boaz indicates that on the day
the nearer redeemer purchases the property from No‘omi and Ruth,
Boaz himself (reading "3 [the Keriv]) will acquire the wife of the
deceased in order to play the role of the levir and produce an heir. The
ambiguity of the phrase N7 NWR is intentional and, while it could
(and later does) describe Ruth, it could also (and is likely taken as
such by the nearer redeemer) describe No‘omi. Boaz’ stated intention
to produce an heir for Elimelek is a bluff crafted to produce exactly
what happens, a change of mind by the nearer redeemer, conceding
the right of redemption to Boaz. Thus Boaz intertwines two distinct
Israclite customs, the redeemer and the levir. The rhetorical force of
this move, whether or not it is legally accurate, was to intimidate the
nearer redeemer by suggesting that the advantage of the purchased
property would be fleeting.
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Other options for the verse are clearly available, but however we
put the pieces together, the result should make sense in light of the
effect achieved and described in the next verse.

199 [H835] Dwah Hor 8D HRan NN 4:6
"3 NORITIR IOR 7‘7 983 *n'vm'mz MWK
'7&;‘7 ‘731& N

However one understands v. 5, the nearer redeemer interprets
Boaz’ conditions to be disadvantageous for him and thus passes the
right of redemption to Boaz.

z?N:ﬁ 7738’1 The shift in verbal agent is explicit—the nearer
redeemer responds with an immediate reversal. The complement of
the verb of speaking is the reported speech in the remainder of the
verse. The addressee, often specified by a PP adjunct, is assumed from

the context (e.g., T}J:lz7)

D [5RI5] D35 TR KD, Yigrol 1cs Qal V5 and inf
constr Qal VOR3. The infinitive phrase is the complement of the verb
521X, and the adjunct PP "5 within the infinitive phrase is a “dative
of advantage” (WO §11.2.10d; see also GKC §119s; JM §133d). The
complement of the infinitive D35 is covert, but presumably remains
the same as all the previous cases: the property of Elimelek. The plene
spelling of the Ketiv reflects the infinitive with the Masoretic [o]
vowel whereas the Qere reflects the prosodic cliticization of the infini-
tive to the following PP, resulting in vowel lowering and the Masoretic
qamets-hatuf [3]

’n’7m DN D’HWN']D Yigtol 1cs Hiph \IIMW. This nega-
tive purpose clause pr0v1des the motivation for the reversal. Whatever
Boaz intended to communicate in v. 5, the nearer redeemer decided
that the added condition made the deal personally toxic. It could
be that the nearer redeemer was only willing to purchase the land
because Elimelek’s line had come to an end with the death of his three
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sons. Thus the redemption purchase would not have reverted back to
anyone in a Jubilee year but would have been permanent. Boaz’ stated
intention to provide an heir for Elimelek would have removed the
long-term advantage to the nearer redeemer’s property. Even if one
reads the Qere in v. 5 as a 2ms verb, the result is the same: in a levirate
situation (which Boaz has made this, regardless if it is technically cor-
rect), it matters not at all who provides the seed for the heir; the child
legally belongs to the other family line.

TORITNR NAR 727983, Impy ms Qal V9R3. The PP 17 is
the so- called dative of advantage (see comment on 1:4, 11) and follows
the imperative to indicate that the speaker (the nearer redeemer) con-
siders the result of carrying-out the imperative to be in Boaz’ interest.
The NP "R DR is the accusative complement of the verb—cthis
is the first time an overt complement has been provided for 583 and
suggests that while the land is the concrete object of redemption (i.e.,
what is actually redeemed), grammatlcally the verb takes this deriva-
tionally related NP (i.e., the “cognate accusative,” similar to D‘?ﬂﬁ
0191 in Gen 37:5; see WO §10.2.1g; MNK §33.3.5; JM §125q). The
2ms sub)ect pronoun NN following the imperative and PP should
not be taken as a syntactic subject but as a post-verbal adjunct (see
also comment on the phrase 112 W1 INWRI NI in 1:1). When
overt pronouns are inserted into the syntactic subject position, they
typically precede the verb (unless the verb is a wayyigtol). And yet the
pragmatic function is similar: here the pronoun is a Focus constituent
and serves to highlight the contrast between the speaker (the nearer
redeemer) and the addressee (Boaz), i.e., “you do it (not me).”

173*33:7 17;._)'1&'&17 ’JD The nearer redeemer repeats his initial
statement in this verse. It is not a redundant phrase, though, since it
serves to make explicit the contrast that is implicit in the use of the
pronoun IR for Focus in the last clause. Perhaps the need for an
explicit contrast, instead of a contextually discernible implicit one,
reflects the nearer redeemer’s near panic at the situation he almost
stumbled into.
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PR NRINHY SR oo han 47
nNN ﬁm‘v N 1‘7113 VR q‘vw 937" '7: z:wv'v
5803 npwnn

This verse is an aside addressed to the audience. It does not carry
the action of the story forward but is a narratorial intrusion to give
the audience cultural information deemed to be important for under-
standing the events of the transaction, particularly the drawing off of
asandal reported in the next verse. That the narrator thought it neces-
sary that his audience might not know the procedure implies that the
narrator and audience lived at some temporal distance from the world
created within the narrative. It is impossible to know whether the pro-
cedure actually existed at a time before the audience’s or whether the
procedure was manufactured by the narrator to give the world within
the story a sense of age.

Note how the conjunction 1 indicates the initial clause bound-
ary, separating the entire verse, with its introductory explanation, the
description of the custom itself, and the concluding identification,
from the preceding material. However, we should not read any further
function into the 1 beyond marking a clause boundary; rather, it is the
lack of a past narrative wayyigtol that signals that this information is
not part of the narrative sequence.

. O'RY nnnnToy npRinhy SR oia hsn
ql:'l" 3 A null- copula clause, with the demonstrative pronoun nKt
as the subject Note that the demonstrative, as a deictic item, “points”
to something in the discourse. In this case the information to which
DIXT points (the sandal ceremony) is yet to come, since the predicate
of this clause is rather long. Four adjunct PPs precede the comple-
ment of the null copula: the temporal adjunct D’JD‘?, the locative
adjunct PR3, and the two PPs IR 5P and AN 5P that
specify the circumstances “about” which this statement applies (WO
§11.2.13). The feminine demonstrative is often used when what is



196 Ruth 4:7-8

pointed at is abstract (WO §6.4.2, 6.6d), in this case, a description of
a custom. The infinitive phrase, 727 92 ©'PY, is the complement of
the null copula, i.e., “this (procedure) was to confirm something.”

D’?'? Inf constr Piel \/DW

myw‘v i 1791 WK 990 Modal garal 3ms Qal VoW
and gatal 3ms Qal \/]I'IJ The V-5 word order of the first clause reflects
the modality of the verb; that is, the modality has triggered the rais-
ing of the verb over the subject. BH uses the modal gaza/ to express
habitual activity in the past (e.g., Gen 29:3; 1 Sam 1:3, 9:9; see Cook
2002:230-31), which is clearly the setting for the statement in this
clause: the modal verbs "lx_?\TD and TN indicate that this was (but no
longer is) the typical procedure for sealing transactions.

SNTW’: aPyng NNTT A null-copula clause, with the
demonstratlve DNT as the sub)ect (this time pointing to what has
just been described) and the NP ATWNA as the predicate. The PP
5872 does not modify the null-copula but is contained within the
NP ATWNN as an adjunct specifying what kind of witnessing act,
in much the same way that adjectives modify nouns, i.e., it was an
Israelite witnessing act.

1703 Sown Tyap W37 HRIN NN 4

The conclusion to the conversation between Boaz and the nearer
redeemer is brief and ends with what was, as the audience has just
been informed, the method for sealing the deal at that time. With this
conclusion the plot resolution has begun but is not yet complete.

79773 waH DRAD NN, Wayigrol 3ms Qal VIR and
impvms Qal \/737 Presumably the subject is overtly specified here,
even though the nearer redeemer was the last character to speak, in
case the intervening narratorial comment distracted the audience
from the flow of the plot. The PP wah provides the adjunct specify-
ing the goal of the speech, i.c., the addressece. When the addressee is
contextually obvious, it is often omitted, raising the question of why
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it is specified here. The simplest reason is that, just as with the overt
subject, the addressee is specified after the intervening v. 7 in order
to avoid any ambiguity. It is also possible the mention of both in the
same verse, which happens only here in the chapter, may be in prepa-
ration for the scene’s climax (so Hubbard 1988:252). The quote itself
is the complement of IARM. Within the reported speech the PP T is
an adjunct providing the “dative of advantage” (see comment on 1:4,
11), but the complement of the transitive verb 3P is left unspecified
and thus must be reconstructed from the context (the verb 3P is also
used without an overt complement in v. 4, as are most occurrences of

the verb DR3 in this chapter).
1?}_7} ﬂ?IZJ’] Wayyiqtol 3ms Qal \/ﬂ'ﬂU The subject is covert,

which is because there is no switch in the agent—the nearer redeemer
was the one just speaking and now is the one who takes his sandal off.
The complement of the verb is YA, This action presumably moti-
vated the narrator’s intrusion in v. 7 to explain the transaction cus-
tom. Without that explanation (assuming the audience knew nothing
of such practices), the nearer redeemer’s behavior here would have
seemed random and perhaps downright odd. Moreover, only part of
the custom is narrated here; the audience is left to fill in the remainder
for themselves, which they are able to do based on the information in

v. 7.

Act IV, Scene 2: Ruth is Married, No‘omi is Redeemed
(vv. 9-17)

Scene 2 completes the plot resolution. Boaz marries Ruth; Ruth gives
birth to a son; No‘omi is thus “refilled.”

?Then Boaz said to the elders and all the people, “You are witnesses
today that I now acquire all that belonged to Elimelek and all thar belonged
to Kilyon and Mablon from the hand of No'omi. "°Also Ruth, the Moabi-
tess, the wife of Mablon, I now acquire for myself as a wife to establish the
name of the dead man upon his inheritance, that is, so that the name of
the dead man will not be cut off from his kinsmen or from the gate of his
place. You are witnesses today!” ' And all the people who were at the gate
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and the elders said, “We are witnesses. May Yhwh make the wife who is
about to come to your house like Rachel and Leah, who built the house of
Israel, the two of them. Therefore make sons of character in Ephratha and
proclaim a name in Bethlehem, “and may your house be like the house of
Perez whom Tamar bore for Judah, from the seed which the Yhwh gave to

you from this young girl.” "> Then Boaz took Ruth and she became his wife.

Then he went in to her and Yhwh gave her a pregnancy and she bore a son.

“Then the women said to No‘omi, “Blessed be Yhwh who has not left you

without a redeemer today! Let his name be proclaimed in Israel! > And he
shall become your life-restorer and shall sustain your old age, because your
daughter-in-law, whom you love, has bore him—she who has been betrer
Jor you than seven sons.” 1° Then No‘omi took the child and set him on her
lap and became bis foster-mother. 1 The neighbors named him, saying, ‘A

son has been born for No‘omi!” and they named him “‘Obed.” He was the
father of Jesse, the father of David.

"3 DD by OvIY 0DH21 O7IRTY Wwa NN 49
11”7:‘7 WK ‘73 R 7‘7:3*‘7&‘7 wwx-'vz'mz mip
A3 TR i

Done dealing with the nearer redeemer, Boaz turns to the com-
munity—immediately, within the narrative sequence—and declares
his intention to redeem No‘omi. As with his initial declaration of the
issue in vv. 3-5, Boaz first addresses No‘omi’s situation. Ruth’s waits
until the next verse.

DI DR DTV OPO DI WA NRNM. The
syntactic sub)ect V1 is overt and SIgnals a switch in agent; it thus
functions as a Topic even though it cannot be raised over the wayyigrol
verb (see §2.5). The reported speech is the complement of the verb
IR, and the adjunct PP DY 5, D’JPT‘? is the goal (addressee).
Note that the preposition 5is not repeated before DY 53; instead the
5 prefixed to D2IPT “takes scope over” (includes within its domain)
both of the following NPs. It is possible that this choice, rather than
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repeating the preposition, signals that the coordinated NPs are viewed
as a single, complex entity rather than two distinct groups. The quote
itself is a null-copula clause with Predicate-Subject order and the NP
D17 is used as a time adverbial. The Predicate-Subject order reflects
the Focus-fronting of DY in order to contrast the addressee’s rel-
evant “classification” as witnesses with any other potential role (see
also comment on 2:10).

1927 WK XY TAORD WR-92NK i
’D}?J 7’73 ]15nn1 szml lcs Qal r nap. The verb is llkely a perfor—
mative, “I hereby acquire” (see comment above on 21 in v. 3). This
"2 clause is a noun complement clause; that is, it is a complement to
the noun DTV in the preceding null-copula clause. Many nouns, like
DTV, are derived from or at least closely related to verbs that take
accusative complements; as such, the nominalized action may still
take a complement, as we have here (English examples are the nouns
“solution” and “destruction”). The complement may take the form of
a bound construction, e.g., “witnesses of an event” (see WO §9.5.2)
or, as here, be a nominalized clause, with either "2 or TR (see WO
§38.8; JM §157). Within the "2 clause, the accusative complement of
the verb NP is explicit, a rarity in this chapter. If there was any doubt
previous to this, it is now clear that what was being discussed was the
acquisition of what Elimelek, Mahlon, and Kilyon left behind. Note
that all three “dead men” are listed here, providing no disambigua-
tion for the referent of the NP IW7 in v. 5. On 93 as the head of a
relative clause, see comment at 2:11; for other examples, see 3:5, 11,
16. Finally, note that only No‘omi is listed as the previous owner, T

Myl

R 19NN WK 7R MR 03 4:10
m:"bz'w inon 59 hnn-ow 0’71'7 wwxb
DR O™ i0ipn YW O] DYR NRNTOY
0¥
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Here Boaz adds his intention to take Ruth as his wife and indi-
cates that, just as he indicated to the nearer redeemer, he will fulfill the
levirate role for the brother-less Mahlon and thus ensure that Mahlon’s
line continues. With vv. 9-10 Boaz has fulfilled his promise to Ruth
on the threshing-floor that we would address both her requests—the
implicit marriage request and the explicit redemption request.

R *H mp 1NN NWR ragihn nmng o,
In contrast to the amblgulty in v. 5, where Boaz used M1 NNN, here
the M7 DR DX indicates that Ruth is a second object of the deal
(the clarity here suggests to me that the ambiguity in v. 5 is inten-
tional). The ¥ is simply a coordinator or clause boundary marker and
the initial O is additive (MNK §41.4.5.2; see also D3 in 1:5, 12; 2:8,
15, 16, 21; 3:12) and perhaps also marks the accusative complement
NP n’mn NWR 17aRNA M7 DR with Focus. Even if D3 does not
contribute to the Focus on the complement, the fronted position of
the long NP makes it clear: whereas the statement of intention in the
preceding verse was general and covered whatever may have belonged
to the dead men, here Boaz zeroes in on what he considers the most
salient part of the transaction. The adjunct PP 5 specifies the “dative
of advantage” (see comments above on 1:4, 11 and also 4:6, 8). The
oblique complement PP AWRY indicates both the goal of the verb as
well as the new function of the accusative complement: Ruth is taken
“to be a wife” (compare the similar construction in 1:11; GKC §119¢;

WO §11.2.10; MNK §39.11.1.1.¢).
iNoMI-9Y NRAOW ©'RNY. Inf constr Hiph VO, This

infinitive phrase is an adjunct to the precedmg verb, "I"3P, and pro-
vides the purpose, as the same phrase did in v. 5. The exact repetition
in Boaz’ mouth, first to the nearer redeemer and then to the com-
munity of witnesses, is used to reinforce the characterization of Boaz
as a man who does what he says. The NP N7 OW is the accusative
complement, and the PP n5m t?}? is a locative adjunct.

17317?3 W TR Oy DNt ow ﬂﬁD"N51 Yigtol

3ms Nlph V2. This negatlve purpose clause further explains the
preceding purpose infinitive phrase. The initial ¥ may be understood
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as a case of the “epexegetical” use (WO $§39.2.4), although I suggest
that the 1 simply marks the clause boundary and the “epexegetical”
(i.e., clarifying) relationship with the preceding information is simply
implied. The NP N7 OW is the subject of the passive verb and the
coordinate PPs 71X OPN and 1PN WWN are ablative adjuncts of
the verb (WO §11.2.11d).

DVj DR O™7TY. The final clause of this verse is a null-copula
clause. It is repeated exactly from v. 9, at the beginning of Boaz’ long
statement. It serves to remind the audiences—the audience within the
narrative and the audience of the narrative—of Boaz’ primary goal,
which is to have his actions witnessed and thus legitimized. The rep-
etition also serves as an inclusio, marking the beginning and ending
of the speech.

10 OV DRI WWIATIWR DYnH3 1IN 4:11
il |’7rm 'm’:"m nR3AN NYRDTNR 1IN
‘wn Ny ‘mw’ maTNR DAY 113 TR
tm'v "3 oY-RIp1 NNAIOKR3

The community responds with a one-word affirmation of their
role as witnesses followed by an extended blessing. The blessing, like
the genealogy at the end of the chapter, connects Boaz and Ruth with
the patriarchal age. The community’s wish is for the new relationship
to be fecund, just as the wives of Jacob produced the twelve epony-
mous tribal ancestors. Thus, Boaz will be rewarded for his benevo-
lence and Ruth will receive the children she never had with Mahlon.

DY ORI WDWZ'WW& [a}% :73 17?3&’1 Wayyiqtol
3mpl Qal \/WDN Both groups that Boaz has addressed the more gen-
eral IWWA TWNR DY 53 and the more specific DPIN, respond with
a one-word affirmative answer: DTY. The one-word response is the
minimal requirement for an affirmative answer, since BH reflects an
“echoing” question-answer system and there is no word for “yes” (as
12 is in Modern Hebrew) (see comment on 1:13).
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'[1'1’3"7& k37 -lWNW'ﬂN 71‘!’ IN’ Yigtol (jussive)
3ms Qal \/IDJ and’ part1c1ple fs Qal Vx| (note that the Masoretic
DYV marks the stress on the final syllable). The V-S word order of
this clause as well as the general context reflects the modality of verb
11", The subject is 717” and the accusative complement is TWRM NR
T2 DR 183, The nuance of 103 here is not “give” but “make” (see
HALOT, s.v., gal #13; BDB, s.v. Qal #3), and the following 2 PP (see
next comment) provides the oblique second complement for the verb,
specifying the goal, which in this case is agreement in kind between
the accusative complement, “the Woman,” and the content of the PP.

5% AT nR DAY 13 WK IRD (D172, Qural
3cpl Qal N113. The two 3 PPs are coordinated and then modified as
a single item by the TWR relative clause. The two heads of the rela-
tive clause provide the point of comparison that serves as the oblique
second complement of the verb JN" in the main clause. The relative
clause provides the third element of the comparison, the specific terms
of the wished for agreement between Ruth and the two women of
tradition: the wish is for Ruth to be like them, not in any random
way but specifically in the way that they were the mothers of many
important sons. (See WO §11.2.9 on the semantics of comparisons
with 2.) Note that DMWY is not the syntactic subject of 133, the
verb within the relative clause. The syntactic subjects are 517 and
1IRY, both of which have been raised out of the relative clause in its
formation. D71"NW serves as an adjunct to the raised heads and is used
to clarify that both women are in view within the relative—such a
resumptive element is nearly demanded by the coordinate nature of
the relative heads. If there were no resumption by DNV or a similar
constituent, the relative clause could be taken to modify just the near-
est possible antecedent, NRD.

Dj’nw On the apparent masculine pronominal suffix refer-
ring to feminine antecedents, see comment on 1:8.

ANAARA DI YL Impy ms Qal VY. The ms morphol-

ogy of the imperative indicates that it is directed at Boaz, not Ruth.
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Syntactically, the imperative in this clause as well as the imperative in
the next clause are coordinated and not formally subordinate, to each
other or to the jussive in the preceding clause. The sequence of jussive-
imperative-imperative is not common, yet since it also not common to
direct an imperative at i1i1°, we should refrain from reading any spe-
cial pragmatics or rhetorical nuances in the sequence. In other words,
all three clauses reflect the audience’s desire, with the initial jussive
used in deference to MM and the second and third imperatives used
more directly with Boaz. On the difficulty regarding the meaning
of M MY, see Hubbard 1988:253-54, n. 12; Bush 1996:240-43.
I think that the best sense in the context of this book is that it is an
abbreviation for 91 Y23 WY “make mighty men of character,”
i.e., have sons that turn out like yourself. As such, it is both a wish for
Boaz and Ruth and a comment on Boaz’ character that the commu-
nity desires a whole clan of men who act like him. Note that 779K
is another second name for Bethlehem and stands in parallelism with
orH I3 in the next clause.

Dﬂ5 maa Dw RIP3. Impv ms Qal VRIP. The accusative
complement is DW and the locative PP OM9 M3 may be an oblique
complement, although it is not always clear if this verb requires one;
thus, the PP may also be an adjunct. The nuance of 8P and OW
is not easy to determine here (for the various options, see Hubbard
1988:260; Bush 1996:240-43). The verb R combined with the
noun OV is often idiomatic for “naming” someone, and so it would
seem most natural to understand OW KIP as “name them” (i.e., the
sons you will produce). But the PP ond n"aa complicates the mean-
ing, since it is unclear why the offspring would be “named in Beth-
lehem.” Moreover, 87 can also mean “to proclaim” or “announce”
something (e.g., Lev 25:10), and OW can refer to a reputation (e.g.,
Prov 22:1) or even the continuation of one’s name by means of descen-
dants (e.g., 1 Chr 5:24). Thus, it may be that, if the previous instruc-
tion refers to progeny, then this instruction also refers to the resulting
perpetuation of a Boaz’ name though his sons, his legacy.



204 Ruth 4:12-13

T IR0 ATV P19 M2 TR 0 412
NI LI T2 7 1 WK PinTn

The blessing continues from v. 11 with a connection to one gen-
eration after the tribal ancestors. Perez was a son of Judah and, nota-
bly, the head of the lineage in the genealogy invv. 18-22.

7-”7’:7 nn 77‘7"'\'@1’3 PWD na3 '[ﬂ’: M. Jussive
3ms Qal . Not only does the form of the verb o instead of the
imperfect 11777) signal that it is a jussive, the V-S word order does as
well. The PP P78 N°22 is the complement of the verb 1" (see com-
ment on 1M in 1:2). The NP Y78 is modified by an appositive rela-
tive clause. The TWR has triggered the raising of the V to produce the
V-S order. The PP 7T is an adjunct PP specifying the person for
whom the action is directed (the “dative of advantage”). The comple-
ment of the verb 77T9" has been raised as the relative head and is not
overt in the relative clause itself (1 e., the ralsmg has left a “gap”).

nNT7 AR I (A '[:7 a1 T(UN YT . Yigtol
3ms Qal \/]TIJ This PP is a second ad unct of the verb 779" and pro-
vides the material out of which the thing is made (or “born” in this
case) (WO §11.2.11d; JM §133¢). The NP Y11, which is the comple-
ment of the preposition, is also modified by a relative clause, and this
relative is restrictive since it specifies precisely which Y77 this is. The
head of the relative has been raised from the accusative complement
position within the relative. Note the V-S order within the relative,
reflecting the triggered raising of the verb over the subject. The verb
of the relative clause is an indicative (imperfective) yigto/ and reflects
the community’s assumption that M will provide the couple with
children. The PP T is an oblique complement of JN" and provides
the goal. And the | PP provides the material or source of the item
given.

I OR K2 IWRS 9 nm DN wa npn 4:13
13 Tem in AR M
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With concision the narrator reports that Boaz took Ruth as her
wife and all that the community wished upon them came to fruition.

OR 27 AWK H7Nm DINTNR A NRN. Wayigrl
3ms Qal \/l'Dt? \/ND with intervening 3fs V. On the sequence
5 ... 5 N ..., see comment on 1:11. Since in some ways the sec-
ond clause, ﬂWN‘? 15 90 is redundant with the first, it is likely an
explicit inner-textual link with 1:11—whereas there No‘omi expressed
extreme doubt that she could provide husbands for her bereaved
daughters-in-law, that is precisely what God has done for Ruth. Thus
Ruth’s loyalty is rewarded yet again. In the last clause, the PP TR is
the oblique complement of the verb 82", which requires a directional
goal. Here and in many other cases, the collocation of R13 and O are
often idiomatic for “entering in” sexually (cf. Gen 6:4; Deut 22:13;
Ezek.23:44; Prov 6:29).

12 T9m 110 A9 M I, Wagigrol 3ms Qal Vini and
3fs Qal \VT9. The NP 11’71 is from the root 7171 and exhibits the
-an Semitic suffix, which becomes -7 in Hebrew (JM §88Mb). In the
narrative world, God’s response is immediate, and this is signaled in
dramatic fashion by the quick succession of verbs in this and the pre-
ceding clause: Boaz took her, she became his wife, they consummated
it, and God allowed her to become pregnant.

N7 WK NI 7172 DproR DWIn nnNm 414
15X Y RPN DA RS 7Y IPawn

This verse is intriguing as much for what it does not say as for
what it does. It does not mention the birth of a son to Ruth and Boaz.
It does not mention Ruth or Boaz by name, nor is it directed at either
of them. And yet coming on the heals of the birth announcement in
v. 13, the audience expects a first response, either to the birth itself
or perhaps to all the joyful events of vv. 9-13 (redemption, marriage,
birth). The speaker is a group of women (presumably of Bethlehem),
similar to those who interacted with No‘omi at the end of chapter 1.
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And also like the end of chapter 1, they address No‘omi, not Ruth or
Boaz, and their topic is not explicitly the birth of a son, but Yhwh’s
redemption of No‘omi. The narrator’s use of a third party gives the
response a slightly greater sense of objectivity, and the point here is
to associate the birth of a son to Ruth with Yhwh’s redemption of
No‘omi, thereby bringing the plot full circle to No‘omi’s original com-

plaint that Yhwh had emptied her.

mawn NS WWN —117’ 773 ’DDJ :7N D’WJT 7377383'11
0" OR3 79 Wayigrol 3fpl Qal VANR. The adjunce PPAPI 98
prov1des the goal of the verb, i.e., in this case, the addressee of the
speaking (on the adjunct status of SR PP with verbs of speaking, see
the comment on 937 in v.1).

Di7 O8RS 79 maWn 89 WK i T3, This reported
speech is the complement of IR, It is itself a null- copula clause
with the predicate T172 preceding the subject Mi" for Focus (con-
trasting how the women view Mi1" with alternative opinions of his
treatment of No‘omi). The appositive relative clause that modifies the
subject contains the information motivating the women’s declaration
of God’s blessedness: he has provided a redeemer.

01" SR 79 NY2W NY. Qaral3ms Hiph VNaW. The clause
is formulated as a negative, “he has not left you without a redeemer”
to provide an implicit contrast with No‘omi’s attitude the last time
the women interacted with her, in chapter 1. There she blamed M7
for her problems and, although it is not stated in the narrative, we
can infer from this clause that she doubted M1” would provide her
with a redeemer. The PP '[z7 is an adjunct for the verb N"AWN and
provides the person whom the action benefits. The NP OR3 is the
accusative complement, and the NP D171 functions as an adverbial
(time) adjunct.

ENWW’Z VJW NP, Jussive 3ms Niph VRIP. Note the V-S
order in the modal clause. The subject of the verb is W and the PP
581 is a locative adjunct. The ambiguity in this clause is two-
fold. First, to what does the 3ms suffix on YW refer, the agent of the
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preceding clause, Yhwh, or the nearer NP, D83, which is the object
in the preceding clause? Second, as I indicated in v. 11, the verb X7
combined with the noun OW is often idiomatic for “naming” some-
one, but 8P can also mean “to proclaim” or “announce” something.
Again, as in v. 11, it would seem most natural to understand K"
WY here as “naming,” were it not for the PP 5. Why would
the newborn child be “named in Israel”? It thus makes better sense to
“proclaim Yhwh’s name in Israel” in thankful response to his deeds
on behalf of No‘omi. The ambiguity continues in the next verse.

NP2 2 TNPW NN 92737 Wal 2Wny Ty i 415
IRAWN T7 1210 RNTIWK TP TNA0NTIWR
:0"3

This verse is a continuation of the women’s response in v. 14 and
affirms the completeness of Yhwh’s care for No‘'omi. The second half
identifies Ruth, how she loved No‘omi and gave birth to a her grand-
son, as a significant, if not the most significant, means of Yhwh’s care
for No‘omi.

TINIWNR 52797 Wal 2Wnh 19 M. Qeral 3ms
Qal V1", followed by part1c1ple ms Hlph VW and inf constr Pil-
pel 912, Either the verb 1171 governs both PPs, Wal 2WnHand
ThY NR 53535, or a second occurrence of 1171 is gapped in the
second half. One feature that suggests that second option is the dif-
ferent syntax of 1" in each half. In the first half 77 combines with
the PP complement WaJ w9 w© produce the idiom “to serve as
X” or “to become X” (HALOT, s.v. #7), i.e., “he has/shall become
your soul-restorer.” But since the second half has an infinitive phrase,
the syntax differs; that is, “to become sustaining your old age” is not
grammatical and the infinitive is not used as a substantive, e.g., “to
become your old age sustainer.” Instead, the covert, gapped verb 1"
in the second half functions as an auxiliary verb, providing the tense-
aspect-mood for infinitive 53539, which as the complement of the
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null copula provides the semantic content, i.e., “he shall sustain your

old age” (see WO $§36.2.3g).

Now for the agent and modality of 71" If this clause continues
the jussive XD from v. 14, then "1 is a modal gazal and the sub-
ject must be the 583 (understood as the newborn grandson; i.e., he
shall be your life-restorer). Thus the grandson will play the role of
the redeemer for No‘omi’s future well-being just as Boaz has for her
current financial security. If the clause does not continue the preced-
ing jussive (which could be taken as an interrupting exclamation) but
rather the indicative gatal M"AWN before that, the subject must be
MY, i.e., he has been your life-restorer. Either option is grammatical,
but the clear reference to the grandson in the next clause (“she bore
him”) make the contextual choice clear: it is a modal verb with the ax4
grandson as the subject.

WDJ H’WD The participle is not in the construct form (which
would be J’WD) making the NP W33 the accusative complement. Note
the use of the verb 2W that was thematic in chapter 1, in what No‘omi
told her two daugthers-in-law to do (1:8, 11, 12), what ‘Orpah did but
Ruth did not do (1:15-16), and what No‘omi asserted that Yhwh had
done to her (1:21). In this verse as in No‘'omi’s accusation in 1:21 the
verb is in the Hiphil. The implications of No‘omi’s redemption by Boaz
and by her new grandson here in chapter 4 are thus made explicit: her
life has been “returned.”.

79 naiv RaTWR AT I0A0RWR TN 03
D’J: -ly:lwn The ™ clause as a whole prov1des the motive for
the precedlng assertion: the child will become No‘omi’s soul-restorer
precisely because of his source: No‘omi’s loyal and loving daughter-in-
law. The syntax of the clause is complicated because the first relative
clause intervenes between the subject Tﬂ53 and the verb 1779". More-
over, a second relative clause modifying T3 s extraposed (that is,
at a distance from its head). Finally, the word order with the "2 clause
reflects the Focus-fronting of the subject NP—whereas normally "2
triggers the verb to raise over the subject, here the subject has in turn
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itself raised over the verb to signal its Focus-marking (“because your
daughter-in-law [and not the sons who died] . . . 7). That '[ﬂt73
is a Focus constituent is reinforced by the two relative clauses that
make further comment on the NP. The effect of the whole, somewhat
convoluted clause is a subtle reproach aimed at No‘omi: whereas her
perspective was that God had emptied her completely by taking her
husband and sons, the women here make the point brutally clear that
God had been providing for her the entire time, and continues to do
so, by means of her daughter-in-law.

‘[ﬂ:ﬂN Qatal 3fs Qal VANR with 2fs accusative suffix. On the
3fs gatal with object suffixes, see J]M §62d and Paradigm 3; on 2R
with suffixes, see also GKC §59c, i.

131'[:7’ Qatal 3fs Qal VT with 3ms accusative suffix. On the
assimilation of the 3ms suffix 71- back into the - of the 3fs qgatal in
its suffix-taking form, see GKC §59g, JM §62d. Note that the rela-
tive clause following this verb has a null copula, which copies the
semantics of the preceding overt verb, T thus, both the main
clause “(she) has bore him” and the relative clause with the null copula
“(she) has been better than seven sons” are translated as past events.
For the relative clause this makes particularly good sense within the
narrative, since it refers back to Ruth’s actions in the story rather than
some general quality.

fomnm ARma WM TZANN Rl MR 416
:MIRKY

The narrator moves the audience out of the reported speech of vv.
14-15 and back to the description of events. This verse is the climax
of the entire story since with No‘omi’s embracement of the Ruth’s son
her bereavement is nullified and she is “refilled.”

- mm -l?’ﬂ: 'ﬁnwn1 727’-( nR Myl ﬂ7n1
nJDNs Wayyzqtol 3fs Qal \/ﬂ7:7 VMM with 3ms accusative suffix,
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and V7. In the first clause, "AP3 is the subject and also a Topic
since the previous agents were the women who spoke in vv. 14-15 and
Ruth, “your daughter-in-law” in the subordinate clause in v. 15. In the
second clause, the verb N'W takes two complements, one accusative
(the suffix 17-) and one oblique, the PP 1P"N3, providing the locative
goal. On the construction 5...9 ... PN in the third clause, see above
v. 13 and comment on 1:11.

nPIY 1377 ARY DY nizown 1% axpm 4:17
8 :7Y7 AR WA RIN T2 0w maxapm

The women respond again, this time to name the child, who is
referred to as No‘omi’s son and as the grandfather of King David.
This verse thus ties up a loose end (the boy’s name is finally revealed)
and weaves the story into the larger narrative of Israel’s past. (On the
neighbor women as a plot device rather than those who actually would
have named an infan, the features of the naming formula used here,
and the connection of the name “‘Obed” to the previous narrative, see

Bush 1996:259-62.)

MYPIY 1377y ARG bYW niwn % TIRIpm. Way-
igrol Sfpl Qal Y RIP and garal 3ms Pual V19", Note that the oblique
complement PP 1{7 precedes the subject MIIWN (which is also a
Topic, due to the shift in agents); it is common for “light” PPs to raise
with the verb. The accusative complement OW, though, follows the
subject, which (barring Topic or Focus marking) is normal for full
NP complements, regardless whether they are “light” or “heavy.” The
qNRY clause is the accusative complement of MNP

’pyﬁ ];"l"?’ Within the reported speech, the V-S order is
not trigg'eréd by any syntactic constituent, such as *3 or WX, In fact,
this is the only such example of non-triggered V-S order in the book.
I see two options. The V-S order could be an affectation, a feature
to set the women’s speech at a distance from the audience’s natural
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syntax (see §4). Or the V-S order reflects a rare case of a verb fronted
for Focus. From the context we already know that the boy has been
born, and that No‘omi has taken for herself some sort of caretaker
role. Moreover, the specific context—a exclamation by the women
of Bethlehem—suggests that this is no simple clause; rather, it is a
statement of surprise, and what could be more surprising than old
No‘omi having a “son.” So the Focus-fronting of the verb may serve
to present a counter-expectation statement: No‘omi, a widow who
is presumably beyond the age of child-bearing (at least according to
her impassioned assertion in 1:12), has—amazingly!—“given birth.”
Once again the narrator gives the community women a statement
that turns an assertion of No‘omi’s from chapter 1 on its head.

Note that if there were any Focus-marking for No‘omi, which is
tempting to read, then we should have the active verb with No‘omi as
an explicit subject. Instead, the use of the passive clause in Ruth 4:17
makes it clear that the Focus is on the event, not the participants.

T AN ’W"’JN NI 73137 VJW DARTIPIN. The second
naming formula fmally gives the boy a name, “ ‘Obed.” The following
null-copula has Subject-Predicate order, with the subject a personal
pronoun. Since the narrator chose the null-copula strategy (rather
than, e.g., a relative clause), the pronoun is syntactically obligatory
and does not signal Topic or Focus.

Act IV, Scene 3: A Royal Genealogy (vv. 18-22)

The final scene of Act IV as well as the entire book describes no nar-
rative action but rather an abbreviated genealogy connecting David—
through Boaz and Perez, a son of Judah (Gen 46:12; 1 Chr 4:1)—to
the Patriarchal narrative. Since the plot problem has been resolved,
with a coda in v. 17 that connects No‘omi, Boaz, Ruth, and ‘Obed to
a time and figures well-known to the audience (Berlin 1983:109), the
genealogy has often been taken as a later editorial addition. Indeed,
the genealogy here cannot function as genealogies typically do, either
to provide literary structure to a larger narrative or “to ground a claim
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to power, status, rank, office, or inheritance in an earlier ancestor.
Such genealogies are often used by rulers to justify their right to rule
and by office-holders of all types to support their claims” (Wilson
1992:930). The story of Ruth does not legitimize David, though, so it
has been suggested that the opposite might be the case: that the story
is connected to David to elevate the status of the relative unknown
characters in the story (Berlin 1983:110). Such a goal would have
been better served, however, by placing the characters in genealogi-
cal context at the beginning of the story, not waiting until the very
end. In fact, besides Genesis 2:4, this is the only other case in which
the genealogy comes after the narrative instead of before it. Thus, it
seems more likely that the genealogy in Ruth serves a different pur-
pose than elsewhere—to “portray the significance of the resolution of
[the] story,” which has a value in and of itself but also because because
“it provided an integral link in the family line that led two generations
later to David” (Bush 1996:268).

Sasson makes a convincing argument concerning the form and
function of the genealogy (1979:178—-84). Based on a study of biblical
genealogies in which the seventh person listed was worthy of attention,
he argues that the genealogy in Ruth was arranged so that the story’s
protagonist was the seventh in line. Moreover, he notes another bibli-
cal pattern of organizing genealogies into (often historically artificial)
blocks of ten generations; this fits the genealogy at the end of Ruth,
which has David in the tenth and final spot. Finally, Sasson suggests
that the genealogy begins with Perez as the founder of David’s line
and not his more famous father, Judah, or grandfather, Jacob, because
the author “wished to retroject the beginnings of David’s line into the
Eisodus [move into Egypt; RDH]” (184).

8Now these are the generations of Perez:
Perez begat Hezron,

Y Hezron begat Ram,

Ram begat Amminadab,

22Amminadab begar Nahshon,

Nahshon begat Salmah,
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2Salmah begat Boaz,
Boaz begat ‘Obed,
22°Obed begar Jesse,
Jesse begat David.

JIR0NR THI0 P8 P8 niThin A9RY 4:18
:ATPRYIR TN 0 0TNR TYIN jiem 19
nR 750 1iwna iYnng TYin a1y 20
THIN W1 AR TN iYW 21 b
THIA WM WrrnR TN AP 22 (73N

TR

PWQ m‘ﬁm :‘hiﬂ This is a Subject-Predicate null-copula
clause with a demonstrative pronoun as the subject. The demonstra-
tive is here cataphoric (“forward looking”) and points to the coming
genealogy itself. Besides here this phrase occurs only in the Penta-
teuch: Gen 2:4; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10, 27; 25:12, 19; 36:1, 9; 37:2; Num
3:1. Those included in this genealogy are the same as the listin 1 Chr
2:5-15.

ﬁ'\gﬂ DR 7’517 PA. Like the genealogies of, for example,
Terah (Gen 11:27) and Isaac (Gen 25:19), this genealogy at the end of
Ruth uses the X-T'9171-Y structure (compared to the TOM-X-Y struc-
ture, e.g,. Gen 6:10, 1 Chr 1:34). The S-V order of this first clause,
RN DR N P9, reflects basic Hebrew word order. Perez has
already been introduced and, as the only available agent, is not a Topic
or Focus. After this first clause, though, multiple possible agents are
available for each verb, and thus the S-V order of the subsequent
clauses reflects Topic-fronting.

The names of the ancestors in the genealogy due to not figure into
plot development as the names in chapter 1 did. Thus, their meanings
are not important literarily. The only oddity in the genealogy is the
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use of both NSY (v. 20) and WJ‘?W (v. 21) for the same person.
However, a comparison of all the names here with the same list in 1
Chr 2:5-15 suggests that many names simply had alternate spellings:
1 Chr 2:11 has YW, and 1 Chr 2:12-13 alternates between " and
"R for David’s father.
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77, 85, 86, 87, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93,
98, 99, 101, 114, 115, 118, 125,
135, 142, 144, 150, 155, 156, 163,
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141, 142, 144, 149, 165, 167, 168,
172, 185, 195, 196, 199, 201, 206,
208, 209, 211, 213

null (covert) complement, 72, 77,
118, 138, 150, 151, 155, 159, 172,
183, 188, 193

null (covert) subject, 52, 60, 68, 137,
141, 154, 156, 160, 163, 168, 172,
185, 189, 197

null (covert) verb, 72, 83, 207

partitive, 107, 124, 133, 135, 142,
184

Qere-Ketiv, 23, 29, 49, 73, 104, 105,
149, 152, 155, 157, 165, 166, 170,
175, 189, 191, 192, 193, 194

resumption/resumptive, 70, 122,
155, 182, 185, 202

Subject-Verb/S-V, 11-16, 55, 69, 73,
86, 92,99, 112, 113, 180, 181,
213

substantive, 60, 63, 105, 109, 127,
157, 207

Topic (fronting), 10-16, 26, 85, 89,
98, 101, 104, 112, 125, 132, 133,
141, 150, 155, 169, 174, 180, 181,
187, 198, 210, 211, 213

triggered inversion, 11-16, 55, 69,
73, 85, 87,92, 97, 104, 113, 127,
170, 176, 185, 196, 204, 208, 210

Verb-Subject/V-§, 11-16, 55, 69, 73,
75, 87,92, 97,113, 127, 129, 139,
169, 170, 171, 174, 176, 177, 185,
196, 202, 204, 206, 210, 211



